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Getting Started

The main textbook for this course is Sarti®&ng and Nothingnesesf course. But it will
be quite a while before we actually get into that. There’s a lot of build-up and background
that you need to get a kind of running start on that book.

We are going to start with Edmund Huss&Hge Idea of Phenomenolodyhave not
asked you to buy this book, but it is available on reserve. You should start reading that
book immediately, and consult the outline included in the course packet.

The next main thing we will be reading is SartfEfanscendence of the Edghthis is a
difficult but extremely exciting book on the Philosophy of Mind. It introduces many of
the main themes we will seelBeing and Nothingness.

Only then will we be in a position to plunge ildeing and Nothingnes®Ve will start at

the beginning and go as far as we can in one semester. Then, as we near the end of the
semester, we will skip ahead to the section on “Existential Psychoanalysis” (near the end
of the book), and the “Conclusion.” They are important, and | want to be sure we do
them.

Along the way, there are two books by Sartre on the imagination and one on the

emotions. These are very interesting books, but for our purposes are subordinate readings.
One of the books on the imaginatidmagination: A Psychological Critiqués now out

of print. But there is a copy on reserve in the main library, and an outline included in the
course packet. The other offdne Psychology of Imaginatioogntains one crucial

passage that will be tremendously important. But, for the most part, that book is left for
your own background reading. The same goe$ lier Emotions: Outline of A Theory.

Don’t neglect these two books, but they won’t be centerpieces in the course.

We surely won’t be able to get through the whol8eiihg and Nothingness this one
semester. Nevertheless, we should get far enough along that, by the time we are done,
you will have the background to be able to read the rest of the book on your own — if
you should wish to.

And you should wish to. In my judgmei®eing and Nothingness probably the single

best piece of philosophy written in thethzmentury. That is a strong claim, and | don’t

make it lightly. There is lots of good philosophy in th& 26ntury, but this book has a

kind of sweep and scope that, as far as | know, no other work has in this century. There
may be exceptions — for example, HeideggBesg and Timewhich | do not know

well — but within the limits of my knowledg®&eing and Nothingnestands out as

without serious competition.

What are the alternatives? Hussellagical Investigationsfor one, and higdeas,for
another. HeideggerBeing and Timeperhaps. Russell and Whitehea@incipia
Mathematicaand Russell'®rinciples of Mathematic®erhaps WhiteheadRrocess
and Reality Wittgenstein’sTractatusandPhilosophical Investigation§Some people
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would nominate Quine’#/ord and Objectwhich is a work for which | have the highest
respect.

But all these, in my considered judgment, are no dgapkrsophically than Sartre’s
Being and Nothingness, and are certainly less ambitious in scope. | hope to convince
you of this during the course of the semester.

As | said, the later parts 8eing and Nothingnesse_much easier than the earlier parts.

This is not just because the earlier parts are presupposed by the later ones; the later parts
are just plain easier. So, although we won’t get through the entire book, you should be in

a good position to complete it on your own.

Let me suggest some background reading before we get started:

Frederick A. Olafson, “Sartre, Jean-Paul,Tine Encyclopedia of
Philosophy An OK article, but no great shakes.

Hazel Barnes’ “Introduction” tBeing and Nothingnesé. pretty good
overview, although it is rather difficult. I1t's good to read it early on, but
don’t expect to understand it until later.

Alisdair Maclintyre, “Existentialism,” imThe Encyclopedia of Philosophy.
This is anexcellent article, although people have raised questions about
details of it.

Alisdair Macintyre, “Existentialism,” in Mary Warnock, e&artre: A
Collection of Critical Essayslhis is not the same as the previous article,
but is also excellent. This book is now, I think, out of print, but | have put
a copy of the article on reserve in the main Departmental office. (It's
about the whole movement, not just Sartre.)

Herbert Spiegelberd;he Phenomenological Movement: A Historical
Introduction,Ch. 10. A fairly good account for those just getting started.
Also, full of lots of lore and gossip about these people, and good pictures!

Sartre: Life and Works

Jean-Paul Sartre was born in Paris on June 20, 1905, and died there April 15, 1980. He
studied philosophy in Paris at the Ecole Normale Supérieure in Paris 1924-1928. After
that he taught philosophy for a while in a numbelyoées,n Paris and Le Havre (and
perhaps elsewhere). He then went to Germany, to the Institut Francais in Berlin. He had
some kind of research assistantship there, but in any case during 1933-1934 he studied
there under two giants of twentieth-century German philosophy:

Q) Edmund Husserl, the father of modern phenomenology, who died
in 1938.
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(2) Martin Heidegger, who died in 1976. Heidegger was a student of
Husserl’'s, and so in a real sense part of the phenomenological
movement, although he went off very much in his own direction
and was pretty much the originator of twentieth-century
existentialism.

Sartre actuallynetHeidegger at one point, but always seems to have felt a closer
intellectual kinship to Husserl, even as he came more and more to disagree with the
master.

In 1935 he was appointed professor of philosophy at the Lycée Condorget in Paris. The
little biographical sketch on the back flyleaf of the EngB&ing and Nothingnessys

he held this position until 1942. But SpiegelBesgys he resigned his position there in
1944. 1 do not know which is correct.

In any case, he didn’t spend all those years from 1935 to 1942 (or 1944) teaching,
because of course there was a big war going on. In 1939 he was mobilized and drafted
into the French army, where in 1940 he was captured and held prisoner in a Nazi prison
camp. He spent his time there writing and directing plays for his fellow prisoners. After
nine months, he was released, in 1941, and returned to Paris and to his teaching.

But of course the war was still going on, and Sartre joined the French Resistance
movement as a writer for various underground newspapers. You will see signs of Sartre’s
war-time experiences throughout his writings. They provide a rich souesawiplesfor
instance.

All during this time, he published novels, plays, philosophical writings, essays, criticism,
and so on. After the war he continued to do this right up to the time of his death, although
he certainly slowed down toward the end. He was always involved in political and literary
issues. In 1964 (the flyleaf ®eing and Nothingnessays 1965) he was awarded the

Nobel Prize for literature, but declined it. (This just means he didn’t take the money. He
was and remains a Nobel laureate; you can’t turn down the honor.)

Main Writings:

On Sartre’s writings, you may want to look at Ch. 1 of Peter Caws $arke,the

chapter called “A Conspectus of Sartre’s Writings.” There is a copy on reserve in the
main library, and | have put a xerox copy of Ch. 1 on reserve in the main Departmental
office. While I am not going to insist on your knowing all the grimy details, | am going to
expect you to know the main facts about Sartre’s writings when it comes time for the first
quiz next Wednesday.

His earliest publications come from 1923, when Sartre was only 17 years old. These are
two short pieces of fiction, with the intriguing titles “The Angel of Morbidity” and “Jesus

1 Spiegelberg, ? ed., p. 450.
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the Owl, Small-Town Schoolteacher.” (These are both on reserve in translation in
Sycamore 026.)

There are other things as well from these early years, including an interesting fragment of
a piece of philosophical fiction called “The Legend of Truth,” published in 1931. All of
these have been translated, and | can give you the references if ydu want.

But for the most part, Sartreghilosophicalwritings can be divided conveniently into
threemain periods. In this course, we will be concentrating offittstetwo of them, and
not on the third. (But the philosophy of his third period is fair game for your paper
topics.)

The Phenomenological Period (1936-40):

Sartre’s earliest philosophical writings were vephenomenologicah orientation,
written very much under the influence of Husserl. They may be viewed as “in-house
writings within the phenomenological movement.

Among the earliest of his works, and the firsdinwork we will be looking at in detall, is:

() Transcendence of the Eqayblished in either 1936 or 1937,
depending on how you count it. You see both dates given. The
cover of our paperback translation says 1937. But Barnes’
“Introduction” to Being and Nothingnessays 1936, and this is
confirmed by Caws (p. 10). The problem is that it came out in a
journal,Les Recherches philosophiquesl. 6 for 1936-1937.

This is one of those journals where the division into volumes is out
of synch with the calendar year. | think the correct date is 1936,
but | haven’t really tracked this down, and don't really care.

Some of Sartre’s main themes are already present in this work. It is immensely rich. In
this work, he distinguishes his view of the nature of the “Ego,” the “I” or “Self” from
Husserl's later views. The book is basically a discussion of the nature of consciousness,
self-awareness.

Sartre was also interested from the very beginniqythologypartly because of his
phenomenological background. As a result, he wrote:

(i) Two works onimagination.For Sartre, the fact that human beings
have the peculiar ability tonagine,and so put themselves in some
kind of mental relation to, things thabn’t existis very important.

2 |n Michel Contat and Michel Rybalka, edBhe Writings of Jean-Paul Sartréplume 2:
Selected ProseRichard McCleary, tr., (Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 1974).
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In these two early books, he explores and criticizes the
psychological theories of his day, and sets out his own views.

The first of these two works Isimagination,which appeared in
1936, and has been translated under the ltitlagination: A
Psychological Critiquel was originally going to ask you to read

this book for our course, but the translation is now out of print.
There is a copy on reserve in the main library, and | have included
an outline of the work in the course packet. It is an interesting
book.

The second work ik'Imaginaire, translated a¥he Psychology of
Imagination.It was published in 1940, and is an exceptionally
interesting book. | have asked you to buy it for this course. Most of
the book will be simply background reading, and we won't be
dealing with it directly. But there is one passage that will be central
to our understanding of a lot of things in Sartre. I'll deal with that
when the time comes.

(i)  Also during this early period, Sartre wrote a book orethetions.
This too is a very interesting little study, and | have asked you to
buy it for this course. There is an outline of it in the course packet.
It depends on how the course goes, but | doubt if we will be
discussing much of this work directly in class. Nevertheless, there
are some central notions that wal be discussing directly in class.
We will not be reading it directly in this class, but | will have
occasion to refer to it directly from time to time. The titl& e
Emotions: Outline of A Theorgnd it appeared in 1939.

Also during this early period, there were a number of plays and novels. Probably the most
important novel from this period (and probably his most important raf\al) is:

(iv)  Lanauséetranslated aslauseaA very odd “philosophical”
novel. Published in 1938.

All of these writings may be grouped together in Sartre’s “early” or “phenomenological’
period. (He was influenced by phenomenology for a long time, but this influence is
perhaps strongest at the very beginning of his career.)

The Existential Period (1943-1952):

The second main period in Sartre’s philosophical career might be called his “existential”
period. It is marked by himagnum opus:
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() Being and Nothingneg4943). This is a huge work, of 800 pages
or so. It is our main text for this course. Ivisry exciting — in my
opinion, probably the best book of philosophy in the twentieth
century — but also, as you will sagry difficult.

Basically,Being and Nothingness an ontological analysis of

human existence. It is a very uneven work. Parts of it can be
readily understood without any special preparation. Part of it a
jargon-laden and deliberately obscure. Parts of it are truly famous.

Everything else we will be reading this semester will be simply to
elucidate or elaborate on the themeB#&ing and Nothingness.

Also, during this period, Sartre published a brief essay:

(i) “Existentialism Is A Humanism” (1946). In this essay (it was
originally a public lecture), Sartre tried to set out for the general
intellectual reading public in France the main themes of his
“existentialism.” Because it is addressed to a non-technical
audience, it is written in quite plain language and is quite easy to
read.

(If you have not already read it, | am going to ask you to read this
pleasant little essay in connection with this course. | have a
discussion of the essay in the course packet. Pay particular
attention to that discussion, because | am simply going to
presupposé in lecture when we get to that point.)

In the same year (1946), there also appeared an excellent essay:

(i)  Anti-Semite and Je{1946). This is a study of Anti-Semitism,
which was a conspicuous problem in 1946, when France was just
coming out of World War Il and the Nazi experience. For our
purposes, the interesting thing about this essay is that it amounts to
a kind of “case-study” of what Sartre calls “Bad Faith” or self-
deception. This notion of “Bad Faith” will be absolutely crucial to
our study. The book is non-technical, easy reading, and — | think
— a stunningly insightful essay.

Finally, also during this period, | should mention three other items:

(iv)  No Exit(1944). A short anderyfine play with strong
philosophical overtones. In effect, the play is a kind of dramatic
presentation of Sartre’s theory of inter-personal relations. The
theory is not a pretty one, but the play is excellent — in my
opinion, Sartre’s most successful play. In fact, it is probably the
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(v)

(Vi)

most successful attempt | know of to incorporate serious
philosophical themes into fiction.

What Is LiteratureZ1948) A moderately short essay discussing
the differences between poetry and prose, from a
phenomenological point of view. A rather interesting discussion.

Saint Genet: Actor and Martyf1952). This is a kind of

philosophical biographical study of Jean Genet, the famous French
author. It's a big book, and I've not read it. But, from what | know
about it, it is important for understanding how Sartre’s thought
developed between the timeRé¢ing and Nothingnessd the

next big period of his writings, to which we now turn.

The Marxist Period (1960-1980):

Finally, in Sartre’s third main period, he moves to a kind of Marxism. | say “a kind of”
Marxism, because Sartre was never a Marxist of the strict observance. (He could not
accept Marxist materialism, for instance. In a late interview, he says he always thought
materialism was ridiculous on the face of it.) The main work here is:

(i)

Critique of Dialectical Reasomnol. 1 (1960). There was a second
volume, published posthumously. Some people describe this work
as amabandonmenof the existentialism d8eing and Nothingness.
But it is perhaps better regarded as just a kind of going beyond
Being and Nothingnese consider themes that were not very well
developed in that earlier work. These new themes concern the
socialorder. (As you will see from your reading about Sartre, there
is considerable controversy over just how to view this last main
period of his writings in relation to his earlier “existentialist”
period.)

When theCritique was published in 1960, it was preceded at the
front of the volume by a more or less independent methodological
essay that was been translated into English before the rest of the
Critique was translated. You can find it under the Seearch for a
Methodor The Question of Methott.was translated by Hazel
Barnes (the translator &eing and Nothingness1 1963. The
Critique proper was translated by Alan Sheridan-Smith in 1976.
Search for a Methodas not included in that volume (since it had
already been translated separately). In the original French, this
introductory essay did not appear in print until @réique as a
whole was published in 1960. But it has begitten somewhat
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earlier. In any event, be aware that there is a close connection
between those two works.

(i) The Family Idiot.This is an enormous multi-volume philosophical
biography of Gustave Flaubert, the French author. The first volume
of it was published in 1971. | have not read any part of this work,
although it has been translated into English. It is Sartre’s last main
work. And it seems to be interminable!

In addition, we should remember that there were lots of articles, essays, interviews, plays,
etc. that continued to appear throughout Sartre’s literary career. We have only touched
on some of the main ones. Once again, you may want to consult Peter Caws’ Ch. 1.

Program of Events

Here is our plan of attack:

| will begin by talking a little about Descartes and Kant, to set the stage for Husserl, who
was one of the main influences on Sartre.

Then we will look at Husserl'She Idea of Phenomenoloddter that, we will turn to
Sartre himself. It is at this point that you should familiarize yourself with “Existentialism
Is A Humanism,” if you have not already done so.

We will readTranscendence of the E¢a crucial book), and then finally start Being

and NothingnessSo — be aware — we will spend a big part of the semester before we
ever get tdBeing and Nothingnes$hat's part of the plan, not just a matter of getting
behind. The preliminary materiali®t just a delay. As we’ll see once we geB@ing

and Nothingnesgself, it will go fairly quickly after we’ve done all the preliminary work.

Two Main Influences on Sartre

Sartre’s early philosophy is strongly influenced by two streams of thought:

The Reactionary Stream:

A stream typified by Nietzsche (the first person mentidnedamen

Being and Nothingnepdn effect, this tradition is eeactionagainst the
philosophy of the lt@century, with its unbounded confidence in the ability
of reasonto solve all our problems — philosophical, scientific or social.
This tradition came to a kind of peakhiegel

| have to qualify that a bit. Scholars of Hegel himself will have a different
point of view. But we’re not really in disagreement. What | am talking
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about is Hegel asertain other peoplgiewed him, not Hegel as he
regarded himself, anckrtainly not Hegel asve view him today.

Sartre’s own attitude toward Hegel is perhaps a little strange to modern
readers. Oddly enough, Hegel was almost totally unknown in France until
after Word War |, when Alexandre Kojéve and Jean Hyppolite began to
introduce Hegel to French intellectuals. And the main work they were
interested in was HegelRhenomenology of Spiribot theLogic and not
Hegel's other writings.

Kojéeve’s and Hyppolite’s interpretations of Hegel are nowadays regarded
as pretty unorthodox. Nevertheless, this is what Sartre knew. So, if you
know something about Hegel on his own, don’t expect it to conform
necessarily with what Sartre says about him.

But before we get to Sartre, there was the nineteenth-century interpretation of Hegel, at
least in certain quarters. And there he was regarded as a kind of arch-rationalist of all
time. There was a reaction against this kind of thinking. The reaction included
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche in the nineteenth century, and (although it was no longer
perhaps especially associated with Hegel) the existentialists in the twentieth.

From this reactionary stream, Sartre inherited:

(a)

(b)

The view that traditional philosophybankrupt,that there is no
future in old-style philosophy. We need to do somethatfically
new.And furthermore, intellectual socief§ a wholeaccording to
this view, has come to realize this. Thus, for example, we’ll find
Sartre forging a whole new terminology of his own, one that he
feels is free of the connotations built into the old, traditional
terminology.

An emphasis on theadividual. The old-style philosophy tried to
categorizeeverything in nice, neaational pigeonholes. It tried to
systematizeverything in one complete theory of reality. It did this
to such an extent that thational categoriecame to be viewed as
more interesting, more important, than théividualsthat fit more
or lessinto those categories.

We find this emphasis whenever wegtience The scientist is not
interested in what happens to a particular specimen of a chemical
in a test tube, or a particular culture in a petri dish. He is interested
in this only insofar as it reveals something abou ral laws
governingall similar cases.

From a slightly different angle, the old-style philosophy
emphasized thstateat the expense of the individual citizen. For
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example, Hegel, who had a great deal to say about the theory of
the state.

Thereactionagainst this switched the emphasis toitiaividual.

(© Going along with this emphasis on the individual, there is also an
emphasis oimdividual responsibilityThe individual cannot
appeal tayeneral principlesor universal lawsof human or social
behavior to shift the burden of responsibility for his actions off his
own shoulders. Remember, this reactionary traddmanplaysall
thesegeneralappeals.

(d) Along with the emphasis on individual responsibility, there is a
correlative emphasis druman freedon(This theme is not so
strong in all authors in this tradition. It is perhaps not so strong in
Nietzsche. But it is there in Kierkegaard, for example, and it is
certainly there in Sartre.)

All these features show up in Sartre’s doctrine. They are most evident when Sartre is
discussing thethical, moralside of his philosophy.

The Phenomenological Stream:

The second main stream that influenced Sartrepivesomenologylhis influence is
most evident when Sartre is discussingrtitetaphysical and epistemologicadles of his
philosophy. It is this influence that | want to begin with in this class.

Sartre got this influence through Husserl, and also through Heidegger.

In order to see what is going on here, we must go back and look at Husserl, and at the
origins of the problems Husserl was addressing.

Husserl: Life and Works

Husserl was born in 1859. He studied in Vienna (in part under the great Franz Brentano),
and in Berlin. He died in 1938.

Husserl’'s philosophy developed through several stages. You should know about the
following works, since | will have occasion to be referring to them:
(1) Logical InvestigationsThe first part of this work appeared in
1900, so it's easy to remember.

(2)  The Idea of Phenomenologyhich was done in 1907, although it
wasn't actually published until 1950.

3 “Philosophy as Rigorous Science,” an article from 1911.
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(4) Ideas,vol. I, which appeared in 1913. This is perhaps his main
work.

There were also many later writings, and there remains a lot of unpublished materials.
Husserl was &remendouslyrolific writer.

From the later period, | should perhaps mention:

(5) Cartesian Meditationspublished in 1931 and based on a series of
lectures Husserl delivered at the Sorbonne in Paris, in 1929. | do
not know exactly how much Sartre knew about the material of
these lectures. (And it is something | wolike to know.) We do
know that he was not himseilf the lectures when they were given.

The Idea of Phenomenology

| want to look afThe Idea of Phenomenologhhis too was a series of lectures, given this
time at Gottingen. While he was preparing the lectures, Husserl also wrote a kind of
private outline to himself, which is included in the English translation under the title “The
Train of Thought in the Lectures.” It is instructive to compare “The Train of Thought”
with the actual lectures themselves, sitimy don't always agree.

Husserl was in the middle of a major transition stage in his own thinking, and the lectures
show his own unsettled state of mind on certain topics. | will want to discuss what it is a
transitionfrom and what it is a transitici. Both are important for understanding what
Sartre is up to iTranscendence of the Egad elsewhere. There is no reason to think
Sartre knew anything abotihe Idea of Phenomenologyall. So | am not talking about

it because it wamfluential on Sartre (there is no evidence that it was), but only because
it is illustrative of things thatvereinfluencing Sartre.

TheproblemHusserl is addressing in these lectures is, as he puts it, “the possibility of
cognition” (Lecture I, p. 15; “Train of Thought,” p. 1) — that is, the possibilitseat
knowledgeof objective reality. So it aapistemologicaproblem.

Here is how he puts the question in Lecture | (p. 15):

Cognition in all of its manifestations is a psychic act; it is the cognition of a
cognizing subject. The objects cognized stand over and against the
cognition. But how can we be certain of the correspondence between
cognition and the object cognized? How can knowledge transcend itself
and reach its object reliably?

This was hardly a new problem. It is already to be fourideiscartesn the seventeenth
century.
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In hisMeditations,Descartes was concerned with the problemradr and how to avoid
it in his philosophy.

Why? Well, this is a long story. But in part, the reason is that Descartes had an ideal of
philosophy as @gorous disciplineldeally, philosophy should have all the certainty and
infallibility of mathematics (when mathematics is properly done). The fact that

philosophers can never agree on anything, as mathematicians can, Descartes regarded as
ascandal. And he thought the situation could be corrected.

This ideal of philosophy is a very old one. We find it, for instance, in Arist®Riesterior
Analytics,where Aristotle presents us with his picture of what a science is. After
Descartes, of course, it is still to be found in Husserl’s article “Philosophy as Rigorous
Science.” In fact, Husserl thought that philosophy shouldgresuppositionless science
that takesothing whatevefor granted.

(To call it “presuppositionless” is not supposed to mean that philosophy has no starting
points that serve as the bases for everything else. Instead, it means that it should have no
unexaminedtarting points.)

Now, as | said, Descartes thought the situation in philosophy could be corrected, and that
philosophycould be put on a rigorous foundation, with the result gnedrs could be
avoided.

How did he propose to do this, to avoid error, to reach the ideal of philosophy?

Basically, Descartes thought errors arose from what we might call “jumping to
conclusions,” from saying more than we really know. The basic problem, for Descartes
(Meditationiv), is that we’re irtoo big a hurry.Ourdesirefor knowledge goes far

beyond what we can actually know, and sometimes — driven by this desire — we allow
ourselves to take shortcuts and hurry along, with the result that we end up affirming that
we know something that we really are not in a position to know at all. Hence, we fall into
error. (I think Descartes was absolutely right so far.)

It follows, therefore, that the way to avoid error is really a mattdisgipline.We can

avoid mistakes if weefuseto allow our desire for certainty to outrun our real ability to
know, and so by refusing to say more than we strictly know. Or, as by Descartes puts it,
by affirming only what appears to us

€)) soclearly that there is nebscurityin it, and
(b) sodistinctly that there is nothingonfusedn it.
In short, Descartes thought we could avoid error by confining ourselves to those thing

that appear to us sbearly and distinctlythat there is simply nmomfor error.

This notion of “clarity and distinctness” (and the opposites “obscurity” and
“confusedness”) becomes a kind of slogan, a catchword, in the Cartesian tradition.
Husserl himself uses the phrase in a reference to Descartes in “The Train of Thought” (p.
6).
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Well now, all this is fine, but what thingge we aware of in this “clear and distinct”
way? That is, what thingsanwe affirm with completsafety?

In the end, Descartes (in agreement with a long tradition) thought we “clearly and
distinctly” perceive the things we agérectly awareof — withoutintermediary— the
things that are, so to speak, present to the mipérson,notby proxy

And what are these?

Well, first of all, | am aware of my owexistenceThis is summed up in Descartes
famous phrase “I think, therefore | am” Gogito ergo sum.This “cogito” is a famous
notion. We will see it referred to time and again in Husserl and Sartre.

The “cogito” will always be a kind of funny case. As somewhat more typical cases of
what Descartes has in mind, consider: the oar in the water (explain)..

In this case, the way things appear to me is not necessarily the way they really are.

In general, with the exception of teelf, which is always treated a special case, | am
directly aware only of the way thinggppear to me— the appearances, tphenomenal.
amnot directly aware of the way they arethemselves.

Hence, we draw the conclusion:

| avoid all risk of error as long as | confine myself to a description of the
phenomena, of the directly given.

Or, in other words:
The “safe” = the directly given = the phenomena.

(The first identity is a substantive claim, whereas the second one is merely a matter of
terminological convention.)

Note:“Describing” the phenomena. Descartes doesn’t push this point himself (in fact he
explicitly denies it), but Husserl will certainly push it later on. As soon as we begin to
reasonfrom the phenomena to something else — to argue from what is directly given to
us to something that it directly given to us, tdraw inferences— we run the risk of

error.

So far, what we have is a kind of rudimentary descriptigghehomenology-usser!

would accept everything we have said so far. Phenomenology, in Husserl’s sense, is not a
sciencen the sense that physics or mathematics is a science. Phenomenology is not a
matter of formingnductivetheories texplainphenomena, and is not a matter of
drawingdeductiveconclusions from them. Any sugoing beyondhe directly given is

risky and subject to error.
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Phenomenology, then, does maogue; it describesHusserl makes this point again and
again. Phenomenology, for Husserl, is not a matter of learning to think clearly or to
reason properly. It is a matterlefrning to see all over again.

This “describing” of the phenomena is not a simple task. It involves discipline and
training. Training in phenomenology is rather like the training a painter gets. The painter
must learn to be sensitive to nuances that all of us in a seagdthough most of us

don’t notice them.

As a result, phenomenologists often talk abouiribghaustible richnesthat is
uncovered by the phenomenological method. There is a kind of aesthetic exuberance in
much phenomenological writing. We will see some of this at its best in Sartre.

But now back to Descartes.

Descartes adds one additional principle that is important. He holds that the phenomena,
what we aralirectly aware of, are one and allentalevents: sense-impressions, direct
pains, etc.

Recall the example of the oar in the water. My impression of the oar is a
content of my mind, imind-dependentpn a way that the real oar itself is
not.

So, for Descartes we have a second principle:

The phenomena are all mental events, mental contents, mind-dependent.

(This too is a substantive claim, not just a matter of terminology.)

So it is as if we are in a kind pfental movie-theatehephenomenare what we see
on our movie screen, and those phenomengiateres, representations things and
events going on in an “external” world out there beyond the movie-theater.

Given this, there is an obvious problem: How can we ever lamythingabout what is
really going on outside the mental movie-theater? Or, in other words, how can we ever be
sure that our phenomena aecuratepictures or representations of reality?

The threat here isolipsism— the view that | alone exist, | and the contents of my mind.
Everything else is just a dream, a phantom, a product of my imagination.

Descartes’ theory then must answer this question: How are we going to rule out
solipsism? How can we avoid the possibility that it might be correct? How are we going to
be sure ofinythingoutside my own mind?

This isexactlyHusserl's problem iThe Idea of Phenomenologdys he says,
How can we be certain of the correspondence between cognition and

object cognized? How can knowledge transcend itself and reach its object
reliably?
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Of course, given Descartes’ two principles (“The safe = the directly given = the
phenomena,” and “The phenomena = mental contents”), the obvious answewss that
can't.

Descartesried, by arguing that God exists and would not deceive us about such things.
But most subsequent philosophers thought Descartes’ dodge will not work. By what right
can Descartes claim to be sure that God exists, dh+his own principles— all he has to

go on is the contents of his own mind? Furthermore, if the argusicework, it would

appear that we shoulevermake mistakes. (God would not deceive us about the oar in
the water any more than he would deceive us about other things.) But we obglmusly
make mistakes. In fact, this realization is what got Descartes going in the first place.

As he himself sets it up, Descartes’ problemms®luble. The only way we could ever be

sure that our phenomena are accurate representations of external realities would be to
look at the phenomena, on the one hand, and look at the external realities, on the other,
and see whether they match up. Baythypothesisye can never look at the external
realities. Theonly things, remember, we can be certain of, are whditegtly given

(That's the first principle.) And on this theory, the external objectaeverdirectly

given; only the phenomena are. (That is Descartes’ second principle.)

So, if Husserl is going to find a way out of Descartes’ problem — and this is exactly the
task ofThe Idea of Phenomenology he is going to have to give up one or more of
Descartes’ two principles.

And he does.

But before we look at how he does this, | want to talk briefly at the subsequent history of
Descartes’ problem, up to Husserl’s day, because many of important themes in Husserl
and Sartre make there first appearance there.

Kant

Immanuel Kant realized what Descartes should have realized: that, given Descartes’ two
principles, it was hopeless to try to get any reliable knowledge of the realities behind the
appearances — of what Kant called theumenon” (vs. the‘phenomenoi), or the
“thing-in-itself” (vs. the‘thing-as-it-appears’ We cameverknow the truth about the
thing-in-itself.

But Kant went further than this, and he went furthemiarespects. In order to see what
they are, let us diagram Descartes’ theory:
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Things-

in-Themselves

Ego,
Self

Phenomena

Now Kant argued as follows: Descartes in effect assumed that theamtributed

nothingto the phenomena. All it did wagatchthem. For Descartes, the “self’ or “ego”
was simply a passive observer in its mental movie-theater. But, Kant claimed, that is not
so. The mind in fact contributes a great deal to the phenomena.

For example (this is not Kant’'s example), consider one of those “Gestalt” figures that can
be seen now as a vase, now as two heads facing one another. In both cases, there is the
same neutragiven,the same geometrical figure consisting of a pattern of light and dark.
But that same pattern can be seen in two different ways, depending on which (the light or
the dark) is seen as the foreground and which as background.

Whatdeterminesvhich way it is seen? That is, what determines how the feppears

to us — what determines whigihenomenohhave? Obviously, the answer is thab.

That is, my mind does. My miratganizeshe perceptual data in the one way or in the
other, and interprets the data either as a vase or as two heads. So true is this that, with a
little practice, I can learn to flip-flop from the one to the other at will.

In other words, in this instance consciousness is not altogetagsaeobserver of
phenomena. It iactive.lt imposesa certain organization, a certain order on the raw data
of sensation. The phenomenon, what in the end appears to npepduatof two

factors: the raw data of sensatipiysthe interpretation imposed on those data by the
mind.

This organizing and interpreting function of the mind is what is c&l@nstitution—
and it is very important. (The term ‘constitution’ is not Kant’s, but comes from the later
tradition. But the doctrine is very much an authentically Kantian one.) The figure is
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“constituted”aslight foreground on a dark background, or “constituted” as dark
foreground on a light background, and that “constituting” is done by the Ego.

Kant thought that the mogeneral“categories” in terms of which we interpret the world
— for example, notions like “causality,” “existence,” “substance/property” — are
categories that come from us, categories that the impdsesn the data. (These are the
famous Kantian “categories.”) An Ego that behaves like this, an Ego that is not just a
passive observer but an acts@nstitutorof phenomena, is calledTaanscendental Ego
(Get that notion down.)

Now Kant held that we have no right to think the “categories” apply to the noumena, to
things-in-themselves, any more than we have a right, in the case of the Gestalt figure, to
say that the light areas rea#lye foreground and the dark ones realhg background, in

some ultimate “objective” sense.

In fact, this way of putting it leads us naturally into $eeondof the two ways in which |
said Kant went beyond Descartes. (The first was in adopting the doctrine of
“constitution.”)

Kant thought that not only could weever be surghat our representations, the
phenomena, were accurate representations of the noumena or things-in-themsgéves —
could be quite sure they aren’t.

You can see this readily in the example of the Gestalt figure. It's not just ticaivtde
surewhich one is “really” foreground and which is “really” backgrouNdither onds

“in itself” — “absolutely” — foreground or background; the notions simply don’t apply
at that “absolute” level.

That's the basic idea, but let's see how Kant puts it. In brief, his argument is this: He says
that:

The “I think” must be capable of accompanying all our representations.

(Sartre refers to this claim at the very beginningrainscendence of the Ege on p. 32,
after the translator’s introduction.)

What does the claim mean?

Basically, it means that whenever | am describing the phenomena, no matter what terms |
use, no matter what concepts | employ, when | am done | could always in principle add
the phrase ‘or at least that's the wagppears to me’All my descriptions — indeed, alll

my thoughts— arefrom a point of viewfrom aperspective— from my point of view,

my perspective. (This need not be taken literally eis@alperspective.) Even if | do not
explicitly make reference to that point of view or perspectiveptssibilityof doing so
remains. This implicit reference to a point of view or perspectiveigtable . Without it,

we could haveno experience at all.

Why is this important? It is important because it means that all our concepts, and so too
all our phenomena, which those concepts describe, carry with them an implicit reference

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




to ourselvesand to our point of view. But, just as in the example of the Gestalt figure,
that point of view or perspective is parttbé mind’s own contributioto the

phenomena. (I view the figure from a “light is foreground” point of view, or from a “dark
is foreground” point of view.)

Therefore — and here is the crucial move — gasatradictoryto try to extend the use

of our concepts to describe not just the phenomenalsathe “things-in-themselves.” It

is contradictory to suppose that the phenomena are acegpatsentationsf things-in-
themselves. Things-in-themselves are whatever they are with no special reference to us;
phenomena, on the other handgcessarilynvolve a reference (even if only an implicit

one) to ourselves.

The basic idea here is this: Suppose you say “I'm not interested in howadpegsrto

me, from my own idiosyncratic point of view. | want to talk about how thewlaigy
themselves, absolutelyow they arén themselves Now consider what you are really
demanding here. You are saying: | want to discuss how things are apart from any
particular point of view or perspective. That is, | want to consider them apart from the
very preconditionunder which alone | can have any experience or any concepts at all. In
other words, | want to discuss how things are, in a condition under which — by
hypothesis — | cannot discuss them or even think of them. And Kant's response is: What
you are demanding is obviously contradictory.

Let's pause and make sure you see the point of this argument. People sometimes think it's
a fallacy, and it isn’t. People often feel that all this kind of argument shows is that you

can’t be sure (as though the problem were stilllpestcartes’problem). It's as if the

argument were simply:

We always see things from our own point of view. (There’s no other way

to see things.) And so we are always biased. Now our biases may really be
correct; they may accurately represent the way things are. But, because
we are inevitably biased, we are never in a position to tell whether that's
SO or not.

| think this would be all there was to it, if Kant did not have the doctrine of constitntion
the background of this whole argument. And here | think the example of the Gestalt
figure illustrates the point quite clearly. (It's an illustration, not an argujnent

If you have a view that says it is thend that determines which is
foreground and which is background in that figure, then you cannot
consistently go on to say, well, maybe the one really is foreground, quite
apart from what the mind does, and the other really is background. You'll
have to make up your mind; you can’t say both the one and the other.

The point to see is that the doctrine of constitution doesn’t just say (for example) the
mind determines what looks like foreground and what looksdakground in what we
see. It says the mind determines what is foreground and wietkground in what we
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see. It's a theory about what it is to be foreground and background, and where that comes
from. And what the theory says is: it comes from the mind. So of course, if that's your
theory, then it makes no sense at all to wonder whether those notions apply to things
apart from the mind'’s intervention. That would just amount to wondering whether your
theory is right in the first place.

Now the theory of constitution may in fact not be right, but if it is, then Kant’'s conclusion
about the inapplicability of the categories to things-in-themselves seems unavoidable.

| want to stress this now, because when we get into Husserl and Sartre you will probably
find yourself wanting to resist this kind of move when you see what its consequences are
really going to be. And | want to emphasize now that it's not easy to resist — unless
you're simply going to miss the point or distort it. And that's what | want to prevent.
(McCulloch, inUnderstanding Sartranakes this mistake, as near as | can tell.)

Having said that, however, | must add that Kant was geiteain that thereveresuch
mysterious things-in-themselves out there. The whole Kantian picture is that, just as (with
the Gestalt figure) what appears to us gaductof two things — a neutralatum

caused in us by something in the external waquligs the mind’s interpreting activity

working on this datum — so too in general, phenomena are the products of raw data,
disorganized and uninterpreted, which @gi@sed in us by things-in-themselyass the

mind’s own organizing and interpreting activity.

Thus, there i®ur contribution, and there is tm®umenon’sontribution.
So the picture we get with Kant is like this:

Noumena
("Transcendental™)

Ego .< °

Phenomena

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




Now of course there are obvious problems with this theory. First of all, | have drawn the
picture as though there wegeveral‘things-in-themselves,” several noumena. But, on

his own principles, Kant cannot know that. He doesn’t know whether there is one or
many of them.

Second, although there is some controversy among Kant scholars about what Kant
actually meant, it certainlgppearsas if he is saying that the noumerrauseshe raw
data of cognition in us. But | thougtdusalitywas one of those categories that we were
forbidden under pain of contradiction to attribute to things-in-themselves.

Third — and there is the same scholarly controversy about Kant's real meaning here —
how can Kant even say that such things-in-themselxis$?“Existence” was another of
those categories we cannot apply to things-in-themselves.

In short, the thing-in-itself became a kind of embarrassment for the followers of Kant.
And eventually, people began to realize that if we can’t talk about such a thing-in-itself
without contradiction, that’s a pretty good indication that tlgm& any such thing.

(That's what we call eductioargument, after all.)

And so some post-Kantians came to the conclusiomibaton’t need the thing-in-itself,
that it is in facimpossiblelf we can’t talk about it without contradiction, then we should

justshut upabout it.
All we really need are theaw dataof cognition, the raw materials, together with the

organizing activity of the mind. A kind of Aristotelian “matter”/“form” setup, with the
mind providing the “form.”

We don’t have to ask — and indeeshnotask — what “causes” the data to be there.
Kant showed that that question is incoherent.

So now our picture is like this:
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Transcendental

Ego
9 Raw Data

"Matter"

Phenomena

But notice something: Aren’t we now backdolipsismthe doctrine that Descartes tried
so hard to avoid? And in fact, the task of avoiding solipsism was what got this whole story

going.
Answer: Yes, we are. The conclusion of this line of reasoning iIS@BIPSISM 1S
CORRECT!

This view has been calléiiealism.” It is the view that all reality is in some sense
mental.lt was a doctrine that had some currency after Kant, especially in Germany: in
Fichte and Schelling, and (at least according to one interpretation — probably not the
correct one) in Hegel. (We've already mentioned Hegel as part of the tradition against
which Nietzsche and others reacted.)

Let's look at the situation a little more closely. It's not quite the situation | described a
while ago, when we first talked about the threat of solipsism (in Descartes).

Let’s think of the theater model again.

Descartes’ problem was: Here | am in my phenomenal theater, looking at the world
projected on the scredérom the outside(Perhaps it's better not to think oh@ovie-

theater but rather of shadowtheater where shadows are cast on the screen by objects on
the other side.) How can | be sure thatghgector,which is on theoutside bears any
resemblance at all to what | seethe screen?

The answer, despite Descartes’ best efforts, is ttet't. (That's what Kant showed.)
Furthermore, Descartes caréally even claim there’s a projector out there at all.

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




But now the story has changed. When Kant realized that the mind itself contributes to the
phenomena, he in effegtovedDescartes’ dubious “projector,” which caused Descartes

so much worryinto the mindThat is, the source of the images on the screen is now

inside the theater— and furthermore, it'sme the Ego. (Thus the “shadow’-theater

model will no longer work; we’re now talking aboutrevietheater.)

This is the point of the doctrine obnstitution.The whole phenomenal world | am aware
of is simply a story the mind is telling itself — the mind itself is the cause of it. Kant still
wanted to have some kind of thing-in-itself outside the theater, but the post-Kantians
came to realize that such a thing-in-itself has absolutely no role to play — and is
contradictory anyway.

DigressionRemember theaw dataKant was worried about, the uninterpreted data on
which the mind imposed an order, the data that by themselves have no structure at all. In
terms of our movie-theater model, these raw data aréhgisicreenBY itself, the screen

is completely featureless (“uninterpreted”). All content — whatever appadne

screen — comes from the Ego (the “projector”). Again, the screen functions a little like
Aristotelian prime matter here.

Review

The “idealist” picture we have arrived at with the post-Kantians may strike you as
implausible, as something you're not inclined to believe. So | think it will be useful to
review how we got here, so that you will be able to see that, given certain philosophical
starting-points, this solipsistic outcomengyvitable.

There are really three main premises that get us to the point we have arrived at:

(1) We started with the Cartesian ideal notion of philosophy as
infallible knowledge (the “quest for certitude”). Hence, as a
methodological principle, we agreed to confine ourselves to what
we areinfallible about — that is, to use Descartes’ phrase, to what
we are aware dflearly and distinctlyOr, to put it in other terms,
we confine ourselves to whatdgectly given, to thegphenomena

That was the first of Descartes’ two principles | described above:
The safe = the phenomena.

(2)  We then added Descartes’ identification of theear and
distinct, directly given phenomemath thecontents of the mind
This was the second of Descartes’ two principles: The phenomena
are all mental, mind-dependent.

You put (1) and (2) together, and you get the result
that we can speak infallibly, without risk of error,
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about the contents of our own mind, bigt about
anything else.

(3) We add Kant's view that consciousness itself always and inevitably
makes a contribution to the phenomena. It contributes a
perspectiveor point of viewthat, by the very nature of the case,
implicitly refers to theobserverto themind.(The doctrine of
Constitution.)

Therefore,

(4)  We get Kant's conclusion, that it is not oniyky andfallible but
positivelyinconsistento try to talk about anything but the
phenomena, ounental representationt inevitably leads to
absurdity and contradiction to try to talk about things-in-
themselves, as opposed to things-the-way-they-appear-to-us.

5) And so — although Kant himself resisted this step — we conclude
that therds no thing-in-itself, that it is contradictory to suppose
there is, and that all there is in the mental movie-theater.

The Two Stages of Husserl’s Philosophy

I've gone through the story above at such length because the development of Husserl's
philosophy over his lifetime shows important connections with the various steps of this
story.

In his early philosophy, the period lobgical InvestigationgndThe Idea of
PhenomenologyHusserl had a doctrine that promised to break out of this bind, to avoid
theidealismthat characterized a number of post-Kantians. In order to do this, of course,
he had to reject one of the ingredients of the above recipe.

And he did. He rejected step (2).

But, as his philosophy developed, he worked himself more and more into a position that
looks like the kind ofdealismwe ended up with above. This “turn” (Husserl’s
“transcendental turn”) happens in lhieasand hisCartesian MeditationsWe can

already see some glimmerings of what is to come in the later sectidhe tdea of
Phenomenology.

Now Husserl'ssarlier philosophy was the one that caught on and that influenced people
at the time. They were attracted by the promise of the way out of the seemingly inevitable
idealism, with its solipsistic consequences, that we’ve just gone through.
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Therefore, when Husserl himself seemed to be turning more and more toward idealism in
his later years, a lot of people fektrayedand they refused to follow Husserl into what
they felt was a reversion to the old errors.

(Digression: Curiously, Husserl seemed remarkably incapable of explaining to his students
the reasoning that led him to adopt his later idealism. Husserl hirasgfedthe

doctrine, but came to think that certain philosophical considerations maderigidable.

But he was never able to persuade others of this. For example, one of Husserl’'s more
distinguished followers, a Polish philosopher named Roman Ingarden, wrote a book
entitledOn the Motives Which Led Husserl to Transcendental Idealibsbook begins

with the astonishing sentence:

| have often asked myself why Husserl, really, headed in the direction of
transcendental idealism from the time of ldisaswhereas at the time of
theLogical Investigation$e clearly occupied a realist position.

Then he goes on to dig around in Husserl's various writings to piece together a tentative
reconstruction of what Husserl’'s motivatiansisthave been.

(I call this opening sentence “astonishing,” because the reader inevitably wonders, “Why
didn’t you just ask Husserl himself?” And of course, Ingarden and the otlhsthave
done so, but Husserl didn’t seem able to explain himself to them very clearly.)

So there developedsplit in the phenomenological movement. On the one hand, there
was Husserl himself and some relatively few of his disciples (mostly, in my opinion, the
weaker ones who believed anything Husserl said and didn’t or couldn’t take the trouble to
think things out on their own). And then there were the others, who thought Husserl's
“transcendental turn” was a disaster, and refused to go along.

This is the background to Sartre’s owranscendence of the Ego,which he records his
own personal split with the later Husserlian philosophy.

With this as background, then, let's look agaiifla Idea of Phenomenology.

The Idea of Phenomenology (Again)

After telling the above story, | think we can see that what goes Dineindea of
Phenomenologyat least at the beginning, is more or lesailiar. It sounds a lot like
Descartes.

In Lecture |, Husserl talks about what he calls the “natural attitude,” as opposed to the
“philosophical attitude.” The “natural attitude” — which he will later call the “natural
standpoint in Ideas— is characterized as a practical, pragmatic attitude, in which the
mind is caught up in the demands of external objects, and turns its whole attention to
them.

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




This is the attitude the mind adopts when it is engaged, for instance, in the practical world
— including the world of science.

When we adopt this attitude, Husserl says, there is a characteristic kiratetiureor
methodwe employ, and a characteristissumptiorwe implicitly make.

(1) Themethodwe employ igeasoning (See p. 13.) Webserveparticular objects,
particular facts, and wgeneralizeon the basis of them, we forimductive hypotheses
general theories. Thisiisductivereasoning. But we also empldgductivereasoning, we
draw logical consequences from the general theories we construct — in order, for
instance, to predigtewevents that we can then test empirically. (This is just the familiar
“hypothetico-deductive method” that used to be common in the philosophy of science.)

Of course, Husserl recognizes (p. 14), we sometimes makakesn

doing this. But when we adopt thatural standpoint, we arentibsessed
with mistakes the way Descartes seemed to be. We know how to handle
them, to correct them as we go along: If it is a mattégi€al error (in
thedeductivereasoning), then we just go back and do it overe

carefully.

Sometimes too we makeductiveerrors — we infer general hypotheses
from the particular data, and the hypotheses turn out itacbasistent

with one another (even though we may not realize this at first), or to be
refuted by further observation. When this happens (and when we find it
out), once again we go back and do it differently.

Ultimately, what we araimingat in thismethodis acoherenttheory that
fits the observed facts.

Husserl himself describes all this in a very dry, abstract and pompous prose. (Husserl was
aterrible writer!) But it is not hard to see what he is doing. He is in effect describing
scientific methodas we usually understand it.

Of course (p. 15), one of the things we might study in this scientific way, from the
“natural standpoint,” is theinditself. In that case, we have the sciencpsyichology
in which the mind adopts toward itself the same attitud#isihterested objectivitthat
it adopts toward any other object of scientific inquiry.

| mention this because Husserl contrasts psychology very sharply with his own
phenomenology. For Husserl, psychology ssi@ncethat adopts the natural standpoint;
phenomenology, as we shall see, is not. Yet the two disciplines are closely parallel. (It is
an interesting point to keep track of these people’s attitude tquegahology).

So much for thenethodwe employ from the natural standpoint.

(2) There was also, | said, an impliassumptiorwe make when we adopt the natural
standpoint. This is the assumption that, as Husserl ptdsdgnition is possible."That is,
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we implicitly assume that theregsrrespondenceetween our thoughts and what we are
thinking about

Look again at the passage we have already read from p. 15:

Cognition in all of its manifestations is a psychic act; it is the cognition of a
cognizing subject [that is, me]. The objects cognized stand over and against
the cognition. But how can we be certain of the correspondence between
cognition and the object cognized? How can knowledge transcend itself
and reach its object reliably?

It is exactly this possibility that we take for granted inrtheural standpointthe
possibility ofgetting atthe objective facten the basis of which we then go on to
construct our theoriesThe “objective facts” are nafivenby the theory; they are
presupposetty the theory — they are what the theory is trying to explain.

When | am doing biology, for example, | may be worried algetting the facts straight,
about controlling the laboratory conditions, and so on. But harworried about the
generalquestion how — or evemhether— the mind can really get ahy objective

facts at all,about whether the mind is perhaps not a suitable instrument for this kind of
inquiry. That’s the sort of question people leave to those “philosophy”-types.

Now of course the problem Husserl is describing here, the problemmddbibility of
cognitionis exactlythe problem that bothered Descartes: How can we get at the realities
behind the appearances? How can we break out of our own minds and get to anything
beyond?

The natural standpoint takes all this for granted — that we can get at reliable, objective
data, and not just at our own subjective biases.

(Digression: You might think thatsychologys an exception, that in psychology, since

what we are studying is tlmind and its thoughts and contents, we don’t have to make

this implicit assumption of a correspondence between thought and reality. But in fact,
Husserl thinks, we do. There we implicitly assume we are able to get at objective and
unbiaseddata about our own minds and their contents, on the basis of which we construct
psychological theories — just as much as we assume in astronomy that it is possible to get
at accurate andnbiaseddata about the stars. The fact thatdbgctswe study in

psychology are so close to us makes no difference — and imégehake things harder!

We still need to make sure somehow that we can get enough “distance” between
ourselves and our object to allow an objective approach to it.)

This then is th@atural attitude. Let us now contrast it with tfghilosophical’ attitude.

If the natural attitude is characterized by an implicit assumption of the “possibility of
cognition,” the philosophical attitude is characterized by the fact that it is there that we
worry aboutprecisely that possibility.
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Once wewithdrawourselves from the business of pragmatic and scientific engagements
and begin taeflect,the implicit assumption of the natural standpoint becomes a real
problem for us. We begin to see thaag should not take it for granted.

This is exactly what happened to Descartes.

And this realization requires a real change of attitude. It is not a small thing. It requires
that weput awayour pragmatic and scientific interests for a time, to look at their
foundations. This is no small matter — it requires a complete shifting of mental
perspective. It requires, for instance, a certain amount of leisure and freedom from
external pressures. Descartes tells us at the beginningMgbigationsthe kind of
circumstances that are required for this peculiphiyosophicalkind of attitude:

The present is opportune for my design; | have freed my mind of all kinds
of cares; | feel myself, fortunately, distracted by no passions; and | have
found a serene retreat in peaceful solitude.

The point of this is that the philosophical attitude and the natural attitudeugueally
exclusive.You can be in the one or the other, but not both at once. They are
incompatible. You either take the possibility of cognition for granted or else you don't.

On pp. 18-19, Husserl tells us that this “philosophical attitude” is what he means by
phenomenology.

Now I've already told you that phenomenology is a mattefestribing the phenomena,
and that’s true. But now we’re saying it is a matter of inquiringtiiopossibility of
cognition We shall have to see how these two characterizations of phenomenology fit
together in the end. That will be a long story.

Thus (and I'm paraphrasing the text now), pineblemthat phenomenology faces, as
Husserl describes it here — that is, phenomenology as the “philosophical attitude” — is
the problem ofhe possibility of cognitionThat is what it must answer. It must

investigate what the natural standpoint takes for granted. Phenomenology is therefore
theory of knowledges critique of natural cognition

But how is it going to proceed? It cannot proceed the way the siseakceglo, by

starting with particular data, and then proceeding to construct general theories to explain
those data. It is the very possibility gitting atthose particular data to begin with that is

in question here.

So philosophy — or phenomenology, which is the same thing for Husserl — is not going
to be just one science among many. (Some people have a view of philosophy that does
think of philosophy this way: Philosophy as simply the most general and broadest of all
the sciences.) Philosophy for Husserl is going to requisntirely new method.

Philosophy, so to speak, goes off inampletely new dimension.

Philosophy (still paraphrasing the text) is going to have to try to answer the question of
the possibility of knowledge — that is, of the correspondence between our thought and
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the objects we are thinking about. It is going to have to investig@é cognition isand
what it is to be awbject of cognitionand then try to see whabrrespondencef any,
there is between the two.

Or, as Husserl himself puts it (p. 18), we are going to have to clarify the “essence of
cognition and of being an object of cognition.” Just how this is going to work remains to
be seen.

What | have just given you is a brief summary of Lecture I.

In effect, Lecture | sets up the problem that is going to be addressed in the rest of the
book.

In the remaining lectures, there are three main points | want to focus on:

Q) The “phenomenological reduction” — the main discussion of
which is inLecture II, but some implications of which are drawn
out in Lecture IlI, pp. 33—-35.

(2) The “eidetic reduction,” or “eidetigbstraction”— the main
discussion of which is ibecture Ill, but some consequences of
and observations on which are in Lecture IV.

3) The notion of “constitution” — which is obscurely the topic of
Lecture V (although you might not recognize it), but is more clearly
explained in Husserl’'s summary of the lectures in “The Train of
Thought in the Lectures.”

In the “Introduction” to the volume, George Nakhnikian discusses something further,
called the “transcendental reduction.” | don’'t want to treat that separately. Instead, | will
discuss it under the headingaafnstitution.

Let's look at these themes one at a time:

The Phenomenological Reduction

This is what on p. 31 he calls the “epistemological reduction,” and on p. 22, at the
beginning ofLecture Il, calls the&poché (¢mtoxn = a Stoic term meaning “abstaining,”
literally “holding off”). The term ‘phenomenological reduction’ is used on p. 7, in the
corresponding passage of “The Train of Thought.” It is also the term used in Husserl's
laterideas.

In all these cases, we are talking about the same thing, although the terminology is a little
fluid.

What thenis the phenomenological reduction?
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Basically, it is the adoption of the policy of confining ourselves to what is directly given
to us, to theghenomenaandabstaining(hence époché from any judgment about
anything further.

It is areductionin the sense that our judgments are confined, narrowed down, “reduced”
to the phenomena. (There is a lot of talk about “reductions” in Husserl.)

In other words, once | adopt the phenomenological reduction, | no lorigeor argue

on the basis of the phenomena to something furtls¢ayht the level of phenomena and
simply describe them. In effect, this meamsjéct the methodf the natural attitude,
which — you recall — involved inference. Phenomenology is n@irgomentative
discipline; it is adescriptiveone.

In effect, the “phenomenological reduction” is just Husserl’'s namer(eof Husserl's
names) for théirst of Descartes’ two principles we have already talked about. Husserl
accepts it.

He describes this step in various ways in various places:

Q) In his laterdeas,he describes it as “the suspension of the natural
standpoint.” That is, as treloptionof the “philosophical attitude”
he describes in Lecture | ®he Idea of Phenomenolodyis the
beginning of philosophy, the “critique of cognition.”

(2) Also inldeas,Husserl describes this move as the “bracketing” of
existence. The term ‘bracketing’ is an important term in the
Husserlian lexicon. The idea is that our job is simply to describe the
phenomena on our mental movie-screen. fioisour job to try to
decide whether the phenomena we see represent really existing
objects out there. The question of “existence” is set aside, “put in
brackets.”

Let me digress here for a moment. Sometimes in the secondary literature you see the
claim made that Sartre rejects the phenomenological reduction. (For example, David
Detmer’s bookFreedom as a ValugOn the other hand, there are lots of passages in
Sartre that simply don’t make any sense if that is so.

In fact, this whole issue rests on some terminological sloppiness. If by ‘the
phenomenological reduction’ we simply mean the resolve to describe and not ttoinfer
confine ourselves to what is directly given, then Sartre actepishenomenological

reduction. What he doesn’t accept (and here he does break with Husserl) is the view that
the phenomenological reduction in this sense requires you to “bracket existence.” Husserl
thought the real existence of things is not a matter that is directly given to us, whereas
Sartre thinks it is. (But, as we shall see, Sartre qualifies that so much that in the end the
difference between him and Husserl on this point is not as great as it first appears.)

(3) In The Idea of Phenomenologyusserl describes the
phenomenological reduction as the putting in question of “the
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entire world of nature, physicahd psychologicél(p. 22). Once
again, we make no claims about whether the natural world is real
or not. It may all be an illusion — but | can describe it anyway.
Here too we see the idea we touched on earlierptathologys

no exception here. It is bracketed along with all the other sciences.

So Husserl starts off the way Descartes does. He accepts the first of Descartes’ two
principles.

What about Descartes’ second principle? That, you recall, was the claiphé&maimena
— that is, the directly given, the “safe” — are to be identified withthhayghts with
mind-dependergvents. Sucthoughtsare what Husserl caltogitationeswhich is just
Latin for “thoughts,” mental states, “thinkings.”

Well, Husserl agrees with Descartagart, but he disagrees in part.

He agreesthat my thoughts (gogitationes singularcogitatio) are indeed directly given.
They are included among the phenomena. And so they are fair game for phenomenology.

Nevertheless, he thinks Descartes made two important mistakes:

(1) The first mistake is connected with the phrasel psychological’
that | emphasized in the quotation just above.

Descartes had said “I think; therefore, | am.” And Descartes thought he knew a fair bit
about this “I” or “Ego” the existence of which he was so certain of.

In the end, Husserl thinks, Descartes in efféehtifiedthe Ego that we can still talk

about after the phenomenological reduction with his psythologicalpersonality or

self. In other words, according to Husserl, Descartes thought that after adopting the policy
of confining myself to the directly given, | am nevertheless still able to talk with certainty
about the facts of my own psychology.

And this is where Husserl thinks Descartes made his first mistakép3ywhological
ego” falls to theepoché¢ as Husserl in effect says on pp. 33-35, in Lecturgskipping
ahead a bit).

What exactly is the point here?

Well, Husserl thinks there is a sense in which the Cartesigitois correct. Therés an

“I” or “Ego” that | can be quite certain exists, even after adopting the phenomenological
reduction. But that Ego is not the same thing as the self or Ego we talk about in
psychology. Once again, for Husserl phenomenology is not psychology.

What is this Ego that Husserl thinks we can continue to be certain of after the
phenomenological reduction? Well, think of it like tQlhis is important!):

Go back and think of the movie-theater model again. In this analogyh&émomenare
the pictures on the screeBut when | look at a scene on my mental movie-screen, there
is something else | am directly given — in addition to the pictures on the screen.
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Consider a John Wayne movie. John Wayne is crossing the Rio Grande with the wagon
train. That is the picture on the movie-screen pitrenomenorBut that same scene will

look differentdepending on the position of the camera when it is photographed. It will
look one way if the camera is on the far bank, and what you see is John Wayne and the
wagon trainrcoming toward yoult will look another way if the camera is on the near side,
so that John Wayne and the wagon trainreceding.lt will look different yet if it is
photographed from the side, so that what you see is the wagon train passssjhe

screen in front of you. It will look different yet if it is photographed fralnove And so

on.

Furthermore, these differences in the position of the camera are ybingan tell right
off, without having tanfer or argueat all. You may not know enough about the details
of the area’s geography to be ableléscribethe position of the camera in termsnedip-
coordinatesor landmarks, but you can tell right off that “the camera is over here, and
now it is moving over there,” and so on. This is something | can be absolutely sure of.

This “position of the camera” is a good model for what Husserl is thinking of when he
talks about the “Ego” that is left over after the phenomenological reduction. Let us use
the term'phenomenological Egdor this kind of Ego. (This imyterm, for convenience
only, not Husserl's term.)

In slightly less metaphorical terms, this “phenomenological ego” can be regarded as
simply a kind ofpoint of viewaperspectiveon the phenomena. That point of viewma

itself a phenomenon (tlameraitself never appears on the screen — barring various

sorts of “trick”-movies for the moment). Butig directly given to us, and therefore

something | can continue to be certain of even after adopting the policy of confining
myself to what is directly given. (Recall that | told you a while back that the Ego was

going to be a special case. This is just as true for Husserl as it was for Descartes, although
the details will perhaps be different.)

Notice something important here: We’ve introduced an important distinction, and with it
we have to refine our terminologiarlier, we said that the “directly given” = “the
phenomena.” Buhowwe’re saying, “Thehenomenohere is John Wayne and the

wagon train, but there something elsdirectly given too.” So we have to make a
distinction. We don’t yet have the terminology to make the distinction clearly and non-
metaphorically, but in terms of our movie-theater analogy, we can say that the
phenomenare thamages on the screemhey are “directly given,” yes, but we now

know is something else is “directly given” too — so that we don’t hairgfd¢o to know it

— namely, in terms of the analogy, the “position of the camera.”

So anycompletediscussion of what is directly given will not only have to describe the
events going on on my mental movie-screen ggd contain a reference to a perspective
or point of view (the “eye of the camera”). This perspectiveistself a phenomenon,

but we must take account of it in acgmpletedescription of the phenomena, since the
phenomendook differentfrom different perspectives.
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In effect, this is just Kant’'s point: “The ‘I think’ must be capable of accompanying all our
representations.” And this “perspective,” this “vantage point,” is the Ego that Husserl
says remains certain to us even after the phenomenological reduction. It is what we have
called thephenomenological Ego.

This phenomenological Ego is a bare “vantage point,” an empty “point of view.” But

what else can we say about it? lindividual, in the sense that different movies involve
different points of view, and in the sense that one point of piewludesall other points

of view (at a given time) within a single movie. So Husserl will allow us to talk about an
individual Ego after the phenomenological reduction, and we can be absolutely certain of
its existence.

But this phenomenological Egonst “personal,” in the sense that we cannot talk with
phenomenological certainty about this Ego as the seat of our psychological drives and
impulses. The Ego ithat sense (as thesyche is anobjectthat we can describe
phenomenologically, but the real existence of which we “bracket.”

Thus, as Husserl puts it irecture Ill, after the phenomenological reduction we can speak
with certainty aboutogitationeg= thoughts), but not abonty cogitationesjf by that
we mean to refer to personalityor psyche

It is worth taking the trouble to get these points and distinctions straight now, because we
will have occasion to return to them later on.

Let me summarize them:

() Husserl agrees with Descartes on the policy of confining ourselves
to what is directly given. (This is what we call the
“phenomenological reduction.”)

(i) For the most part this means confining ourselves tplie@omena.
But Husserl agrees with Descartes that the Ego is a kind of special,
exceptional case. For Husserl (what Descartes thought on this
precise point is anyone’s guess), it is directly given, and yet is not a
phenomenon (not a picture on the screen).

(i)  But Husserbisagreeswith Descartes about what kind of Ego this
is — in other words, about the Ego we caneagtswith absolute
certainty. Descartes (according to Husserl) thought it was the
psychological EgoHusserl thinks that is wrong. Tipgychological
Egofor Husserl is ambject,the existence of which is “bracketed”
along with the existence of all the other objects of science and of
our day to day experience.

(iv)  For Husserl, the Ego we can be certain exists is just a bare vantage
point, a perspective — which we have called the
“phenomenological Ego.” (Again, that is my term.) lindividual,
in the sense that different perspectives mean different Egos and
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vice versa. But it is nqiersonal,in the sense that this
“phenomenological Ego” is just a kind géometrical point.

There’s nothing back ther&Ve don’t want to think of this abstract
“Ego”-point as endowed with a personality, drives, urges, wishes,
hopes.

Note: This “phenomenological Ego,” as we call it, is not yet what we will later on call the
Transcendental Egd.hat’s a different story, and at this stage in his philosophical

thinking, Husserl had not yet adopted the theory of the Transcendental Ego. At this stage,
Husserl is thinking of the Ego as simply@serverof phenomena; it isn’t yet thought of
ascontributingto them in any way.

This then is where Husserl thinks Descartes made his first mistake: identifying the
“phenomenological Ego” with the “psychological Ego.”

But he also thinks Descartes madseaondnistake:

(2) Descartes was confused over just whahd what isiota
phenomenon for us.

Both agree that we are going to confine ourselves to what is directly given. Both agree
that, with the special exception of the Ego, what is directly given to us are the
phenomenaBut what all do they include?

As Husserl puts it, what is it that is given to usth evidenc@” (‘Evidence’ in Husserl
does not mean hints and clues. It me'geff-givenness”— being “directly given.”)

Apart from the special case of the Ego, we have seepdb#ationesare directly given
to us. But is that all? Descartes thinks it is (that'ssbsond principlebut Husserl thinks
not.

So, in effect, Husserl agrees thadgitatio - directly given. But does it go the other way
around? Does: directly givea cogitatio? (Apart from the Ego, which as | said is always
treated as something special.)

This is what igeally going on in Husser!’s rather obscure discussion of the two senses of
the terms ‘immanence’ and ‘transcendence’ in Lecture Il. (Ndtsserl tends to drop
this vocabulary later on — although it’s still therddeas,with some differences.)

Basically, the terms ‘immanence’ and ‘transcendence’ etymologically mean roughly
“inside” and “beyond,” respectively. | have not so far put the issue in the technical
vocabulary of immanence and transcendence, but rather in terms of whidweisnind as
opposed to what isutsidethe mind. And of course Descartes didn’t use the
‘immanence’/transcendence’ talk either. But Husserl does. And we must understand that
what isreally at stake in all this talk is just whether we are going to accegettendof
Descartes’ two principles we distinguished earlier:
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that thephenomenare all “mental contents,” in the sense of bemgd-
dependent— things like sense-impressions, pains, etc. (In short,
cogitationes).

Husserl, recall, puts the whole questiorTbe Idea of Phenomenologyterms of
“transcendence” — recall the question in Lecture | (p. 15) in the passage quoted earlier:

How can cognitiortranscend itselénd reach its object reliably?

And later on, in Lecture I, he tells us the phenomenological reduction gives us a
methodological principlép. 29 — this is not exactly a quotation):

Nothing “transcendent” can be used as a presupposition for our
investigation. We must confine ourselves to what is “immanent” in
cognition.

This is the way Husserl puts what | have described in other terms.

Now Husserl tells us in @ucial passage on pp. 27—28 that the terms ‘transcendence’ and
‘immanence’ arambiguous.

€) On the one hand, there is ‘immanence’ in the sense of being a
mental ingredientamental contenteingmind-dependent his is
what Husserl call§eal (= reell) immanence,’sometimes
translated asggenuine immanence.”

In this sense, somethingimmanenin another thing if it is “really in there,” if it entirely
“inheres” in it — as, for instance,gart does in its wholéAnd something is “immanent”
in cognitionin this sense if it is a rephrt of that cognition, or a reaharacteristicof it.
(This sense of immanence and transcendence is alkarthand obscure one, and we
will have to refine it as we go along.)

For example, if | think about the planet Mars for ten minutes, then that thought’s
duration of ten minuteis “immanent” in that act of thinking — it is a real feature, a real
characteristic, of that act of thinking. And if | think about Magal hard,then the
intensityof my thinking is “immanent” in my act of thinking — it is a real characteristic
of it.

In this sense, of course, what is “immanenthisd-dependent.

The correlative opposite, ‘transcendence’, in this first sense, meatnsholly contained
in the mind, not really inhering in, not really a characteristic of, the mental act

So in this first sense, the pair of terms ‘immanence’/transcendence’ means roughly “in
the mind”/“outside the mind.”
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(b) On the other hand, in tegcondsense Husserl distinguishes,
‘immanence’ meankeing immediately, or directly, giver
“self-given,” as he puts it.

Something is “immanent” in this sense if it is present to the mipeérson,n itself —
rather than simply beingepresentedhere.

For example, if | think about the planet Mars again, and if we have a theory (which
Husserl doesn't, in fact, although Descartes does — but this is only an example)
according to which what | have in my mind is some socboiceptor sense imagef

Mars — arepresentationwhich is what | andirectly aware of, on the basis of which |
theninfer certain things about the real Mars — if that is the situation, then the planet
Mars isnot “immanent” in my thinking in this sense. But tbenceptor sense-image.

By contrast, something is “transcendent” in this second sense if it is not “immanent” in
the second sense — that is, if ihist present to the mind directly and immediately, in
person, but only at bestpresentedhere, so that | have to makeiaferenceto get to it.

| have to infer from whas directly present to my mind (the concept or sense image) to
what isnot (the planet Mars, say — if that is your theory).

Thecriterion or testof whether something is immanent or transcendent in this second
sense is: Is amferencerequired before | can make a claim about this thing? If so, then it
is not “immanent” but “transcendent.” If not, it is not “transcendent” but “immanent.”

These terminological points are confusing, but try to get them straight. They are
important. And | think they will clear up some as we proceed.

Now what is the point of making these distinctions? Well, Husserl thinks it is a question

that has to be asked: Whether these two senses of ‘immanence’ and ‘transcendence’
amount to the same. In other words, can something be “immanent” in one sense and yet
“transcendent” in the other? If so, then we must keep these senses carefully separate, and
anyone who confuses them will get into trouble. And theké&ctlywhat he thinks

happened with Descartes, and this isgheondof the two ways in which Husserl thought
Descartes went wrong. (The first one, recall, was the business about what kind of “Ego”
was left after the phenomenological reduction.)

Husserl’'s way of setting up this second point is pretty perverse. After all, this rather
artificial distinction between the two senses of ‘immanence’ and ‘transcendence’ is a
piece ofHusserlianjargon. Descartes didn't talk in these terms at all. He simply didn’t
usethe vocabulary of transcendence and immanence, so that it doesn’t make a lot of
sense to say that he made a mistake by confusing two meanings of words he didn’t even
use, and furthermore that he confused two meaningadhate but Hussedver

assigned to those words anyway!

But we don’t have to follow Husserl’s peculiar jargon here to see the point of what he is
saying. Nothing rests on tiordshere. If you think about it a bit, it's easy to see that
what Husserl iseally asking is just this:
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Can something be “immanent” in sense (bpirectly present to the

mind, present in person and not merely by representation or inference —
and yet be “transcendent” in sense (a) —mitd-dependernit the sense

of being amental contentr realpart or realcharacteristicof the act of
thinking?

In other words, does the mind ever come into direct contact with anything but its own
mind-dependent ideas and impressions and their genuinely immanent constituents? That'’s
the real issue: Are we going to accept Descartes’ representdtiens} of cognition?

It is animportantquestion because, you will recall, Descargegiondprinciple that we
distinguished above said traterythingdirectly present to the mind — not only the Ego
itself but also alphenomena— is mental mind-dependent

And it wasthat principle which, combined with hi#rst principle (the phenomenological
reduction), gave rise to Descartes’ insoluble problem of avoiding the possibility of
solipsism. Thus, if this second principle should turn out tornéstake as Husserl thinks,
then Descartes’ problem will have vanished!

Well, what about itAre there any phenomena (things directly present to the mind in
cognition) that are not themselves rpaits or characteristicsof mental acts?

Husserl cannot of course juske it for grantedhat there are such phenomena.
Phenomenology is not supposed to proceed like that; it is supposed to be a
“presuppositionless” science.

But neither can harguethat there are such phenomena. Phenomenology, remember, is
not anargumentativescience either — all we are allowed to ddéscribeand sort
things out descriptively.

So if Husserl is going to answer his question in the affirmative (and sayatieere
phenomena that are immanent in the one sense and transcendent in the other), and
thereby break out of Descartes’ bind, he is going to haggdaminehis phenomena and
see if cardiscoverany that are like this.

Problem: How would you know when you had found one? Well, wait and see.

The Eidetic Reduction

Husserlfinds such phenomena as the result ofgbeondof the three main things | said |
wanted to focus on ifihe Idea of Phenomenologye eideticreduction. This is
discussed in Lectures Ill and.lV

Here is what he says (p. 40):

But can it be that absolute self-evidence, self-givenness in “seeing,” is
realized only irparticular mental processes and thedrticular abstract
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aspects and parts, i.e., only in the “seeing” grasp of the here and now?
Would there not have to be a “seeing” grasp of other data as absolute data,
e.g.,universals,jn such a way that were a universal to attain self-evident
givenness within “seeing,” any doubt about it would then be absurd?
[Emphasis added.]

This is simply an extremely convoluted way of asking:

Is it the case that whatdsrectly givenis no more than thearticular
thought, confined to a momentary instant, and the various particular real
parts and featuredf that momentary thought — atigat’s all?

Husserl thinksho. Later on p. 40, he says:

To view the matter more precisely, in the subject-predicate judgments
which we make concerning them [that is, concerning the momentary
thoughts — for instance, “This, right here and now, is rednesshave
already gone beyond them.

There are two parts to the claim in this discussion:

() Universalsare among the things that are directly given to us —
among the phenomena. By ‘universal’ here, | mean things that can
recur and berecognizedagain as having been there before. In our
example, “redness” is a universal. | can say “This, right here and
now, is redness,” and then say “Here it is again.”

(i) The universal cannot be reduced to any one given momentary
phenomenomyr to any (finite) collection of them.

What is given to me herelisdnessandrednesss something thajoes beyondny given

act of thinking about it or being aware of itglies beyon¢= transcends) any given any

act of thinking about it, because | can think aboatdin,in anewandsecondact, and

there it is again. And in fact, no matter how many times | think about or am aware of
redness, | could in principle think about it again, so that it would then be the object of yet
another mental act.

Rednesss thus neveexhaustedy my acts of thinking about it — either asipgleact

or anycombinationof acts. (NoteWe are talking about a combination of mental acts that
| actually perform, not some infinite collection of mental actsght, potentially

perform.) It can always come back again. It thaes beyone— which is just the
etymological meaning of ‘transcends’ — any single mental act or any combination of
mental acts.

In that sense, rednessiist a realpart or a reaktharacteristicof any single mental act or
any combination of mental acts; it is mainfinedto them.
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Thus, what we have is something that@scendenin the first sense of the term
distinguished earlier (it goes beyond mental acts, it is not confined to thernmyniahent
in the second sense (we do not haviater redness, it ilmmediately and directly
present to the mind). And that is exactly what we were looking for.

Thus, Husserl says, we have broken out of Descartes’ bindaWee absolutely sure of
certainobjects that are not “mental” in the sense of bemgfinedto our mental acts —
namely, ofuniversals.There may be other such “transcendent” things too that are
directly given to the mind, so that we can be absolutely sure of them. That remains to be
seen. But, in any eveniniversalsare like that.

Let's pause for a moment at this point to make some observations and ask some
questions. (There will bgix such points.)

First of all, this is an extremely important move in Husserl. It is his answer to the question
that threatened Descartes: how to avoid the possibility of solipsism, how to break out of
the confines of the mind and establish that the Ego can get in touch with something
besides itself and its own products.

But second, you may think this whole passage in Husserl sounds suspiciously like an
argument, which is a little odd for a philosopher who says that the job of philosophy is not
to argue but to describe. So isn’t Husserl violating his own procedural strictures here?

It sounds as if what he is saying is:

Q) Universals are directly given to us.
(2) Universals are “genuinely” transcendent to acts of consciousness.

3) Therefore, we have broken out of Descartes’ bind and solved his
problem.

But that's not really what is going on at all. If you look carefully, what Husserl is really
doing is sayingLook, see? Universals are directly given. And now look agair?, see
Universals are “genuinely” transcendent, aren’t they? And finally, look once again.
We've found our way out of Descartes’ problem, haven’t we?

You may think there’s no real difference here, but there is. The whole point of Husserl’s
method is to get us to “see” certain things and facts directly, to “intuit” them. Any device
that will help us do this is fair game — even arguments and infere®oeghen we say

that phenomenology does not argue, it only describes, we have to be careful. You will see
what appear to be arguments all throughout the phenomenological literature. But the
point is, while they can help produce insight, they can never serve as a sutstitute

(In effect, this is exactly what Descartes and Locke had in mind when they regarded
demonstrations as simply chains of intuitions.)

But third, there is still something funny about all this. We have ended up saying that
universalsare transcendemd acts of consciousness in the fgshse of ‘transcendent’
(“real” or “genuine” transcendence). They are not really or genuinely “immanent.” But
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earlier, when | was introducing the various senses of ‘transcendence’/immanence’, | said
that to be “immanent” in this first sense (really or genuinely immanent) is a matter of
being a mental ingredient, a mental contehbeing mind-dependermind | gave the

example of thinking about the planet Mars for ten minutes; the duration of ten minutes
was, | said, really immanent in that act of thinking. Or the intensity of my thought is really
immanent in it if | think about Mars really hard.

And of course the fact of enduring for ten minutes, and a particular inteh#ityught

are unversals in exactly the sense we have just been talking about: theacoar.ots

of things can endure for ten minutes, and lots of things — even lots of thoughts — can
have that same degree of intensity. So the examples | gave of genuine immanence turn
out to be universals, which in the present passage Husserl triumphantly declares are
genuinelytranscendent. So which is it? We can’'t have it both ways.

| think that’s right, and | suspect what it means is that there is something wrong with my
examples. But | am not sure how to fix them. If you look carefully at what Husserl says in
The Idea of Phenomenolodie never (so far as | can find) gives any good example of
genuine immanence. On p. 27, for instance, he says

the cognitive act, theogitatio,has genuine abstract parts genuinely
constituting it.

But he doesn’t say what those parts are. Again, on p. 40 (in the passage we are presently
discussing), he says

But can it be that absolute self-evidence, self-givenness in “seeing,” is
realized only in particular [that is, not univelsalental processes and
their particular abstract aspects and par®

But he still doesn’t say what those particular “abstract aspects and parts” might be.

So we have a lingering question for Husserl: Is there anything genuinely immanent in
mental acts, and if so what? (This difficulty is perhaps one of the reasons he tends to stop
talking in these terms in his later writings.)

Nevertheless, we can sharpen our understanding of this terminology by thinking about the
present passage. Universals are said to be genuinely transcendent, and not genuinely
immanent. Why? Because they can be repeated indefinitely. They cannot be donfined
any one mental act or any series of mental acts.

So it would appear then that the genuinely immanent cannot be indefinitely repeated like
this. Whatever it is, it has to be particular — it is exhausted in one single mental act, or at
most in some finite series of mental acts. (Finite because, remember, we are talking about
acts | actually perform.)

See p. 44
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Every genuinergell) constituent of the cognitive phenomenon, this
phenomenological particular, is also a particular

This is important because it means we have to be careful about just casually identifying
the notions of genuine immanence/transcendence with our loose talk about being “mind-
dependent’/“mind-independent,” or “inside the mind”/“outside the mind.” The property
enduring for ten minuteis “inside the mind” in the sense that my thinking about Mars
really does have that property. That property is really in there. But it's a universal, we
now see, and so is not genuinely immanent but transcendent.

Similarly, the property being a mental act is obviously “mind-dependent,” in the sense
that that property wilbnly be found in the mental realm. Nevertheless, it's a universal
and so genuinely transcendent. Although it is “mind-dependent,” it does not depend on
any particular mental act or any finite series of them. It could always in principle recur
outside any particular act or series of acts.

So we can't simply identify the genuinely immanent with the “mind-dependent” or with
what is “inside the mind,” although those locutions are all right as rough approximations.
In the end, when Husserl says that one thing is “genuinely immanent” in another, he
means it is confined there. It’'s like putting something in a box. It can’t both be wholly
contained in the box and also found outside the box.

But once again, we still have the lingering question: What is it, if anything, that is
genuinely immanent in a mental act? (Perhapgttantiationsof the universal?)

Fourth, note that the phenomenological reduction is still in force in the passage we are
now discussing. Husserl is rejecting Descaigesondprinciple, not hidirst one. Husserl

is still confining himself to what idirectly given to the mind. And as a result, there are
still lots of things heannotaffirm.

For example, he still cannot say — any more than Descartes was willing to say —
whether the oar igeally bent or not, or even whether the ogally exists.

Those claims would require amferencebeyond what is directly given to the mind, and
we are not allowing ourselves to make inferences like that. That is exactly where the
possibility of error arises.

In the end, Husserl is just not very interested in these inferences, or in the question of
what“really” is going on out there. He just doesn’t think that question is very important
— and hecertainly thinks Descartes’ way of framing that question (in terms of whether
there is aeality out there behind th@ppearanceksis just wrongheaded. (We'll see more
on this later.)

Husserl is not interested whetherthe oar is really bent in the water or not, but rather in
what it isfor an oar to be bent in water. He is interested, so to s&arbeing-bent-
in-water-ness.”And he can gethat from a mere description of tlppearances

Husserl is thus interested@gsencenot so much iexistence
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In the end, Husserl thinks | can do pretty much all | ever wanted to at the level of
essenceanyway:

| can describe the visual phenomenon of the bent oar.
| can describe the tactile phenomenon of the straight oar.

| can describe the apparent tension and opposition we feel between these
two phenomena. | can describe how they relate to other phenomena. | can
describe how they fit into scientific theory (without actuaibmmitting

myself to that theory).

And so on. In short, | can answer all the important questions. What more do | want? For
Husserl, the question of existence is not nearly so important as the questisenies.

And essenceare what we describe in termsusfiversals which we now know we can
have arimmediateanddirect knowledge of, even though they transcend our mental acts.

Now this process by which we look aparticular event (for example, a particular
sensoryevent), angeein it the universal that is present there, is what Husserl calls
EIDETIC ABSTRACTIONr THE EIDETIC REDUCTION

The term ‘eidetic’ comes from Greeldoc (‘eidos = idea). This is the term Plato used
for the famous Platonic “Ideas” or Platonic “Forms.” Husserl uses the term ‘eidetic’ to
suggest a connection between his doctrine and Platonism.

The connection is certainly there, but it is important to realize that Husgetlas
Platonist. We’'ll see why a little later on.

Let me repeat: thigidetic reductioris a crucial move for Husserl. It is wisktowshim
that Descartes’ second principle is wrong. It gives hing#reeralnotions in terms of
which to describe phenomena.

There is yet another, fifth point that may be bothering you. Suppose | reflect on a case of
imagining a unicorn, and | say with phenomenological certainty, “This is an act of
imagining.” (I certainlycansay that, according to Husserl — it is “directly given” to me.)

Now, notice that theredicateof that judgment is aniversalterm or concept. “Act of
imagining” is a universal notion, since there can be lots and lots of acts of imagining. And,
as Husserl says on p. 40,

in the subject-predicate judgments which we make concerning them [i.e.,
concerning my momentary, individuabgitatione$ we have already
gone beyond them.

3 Note: We don’wanta philosophy that tells us that waninfallibly decide whether the oar is
really bent, or even whetherrigally exists. Because in actual fact ean’t infallibly tell about such things.
So if our philosophy says we can, then it's wrong. Phenomenologynsagit, after all.
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In this case, it's theredicatethat takes us “beyond” thewgitatio, since it's a universal
notion.

But — and this is what may still bother you — it’s hard to see thavuniversal (“act of
imagining”) is ever going to break out of the confines of the mind, since anything
characterized as an act of imagining is goingaeeto be a mental act.

And in fact, if you think about Husserl's whole strategy here — starting with particular,
individual cogitationesand discovering the universakleyexhibit — it is hard to see how
we are evegoing to find anythinghat waythat will inevitably lead us beyond the realm
of the mental.

But that’s not quite right. Let’s ask ourselves: What is that universal characteeiskic
an act of imagination, for example? What is it to be that universal?

Well, since it's a universal, it's not confinéolany one act of imagining. It can always
recur, it can always be repeataghin. Even if it doesniecur in fact — if, by some freak
turn of events, | only imagine once in my whole life — nevertheless, that universal would
still in principle berepeatable. In other words, the reality of my aneof imagining does

not exhaust what it is to be that universal.

And for that matter, the same point holds no matter how many acts of imagining |
perform. What it is to be that universal is not exhausted even by the wholeo$enies
imaginings.

Now, you may say, what if we think of this universal as just the infinite sequence, a kind
of infinite summation of all my real and possihles of imagining? That'’s all right, you

can say that if you want. And Husserl himself sometimes talks about objects as infinite
series of real and potential phenomena (as Sartre discusses in the “Introdudieimtto

and NothingnegsBut that doesn’t affect the present point. The fact is, my mind doesn’t
engage in all the real and possible acts of imagining | might have; it only engages in the
real ones. And what it is to be that universal is never exhausted by those, no matter how
many they are.

So while in a sense the universal being an act of imagination may not lead us beyond the
realm of the mental (since imagination is necessarily mental), so that the objection has
some basis, that universal certainly does lead me outsiceimalyin the sense just

described: what it is to be that universal cannot be exhausted by anything that actually
goes on ifmy mind.

And for that matter, even what we have just conceded to the objection (that it won't lead
me outside the realm of the mental in general) will fail for certain other universals | can
find exhibited in mycogitationeslf | imagine a unicorn for a long time, let’s say, the
universal enduring for a long time is “evident” to me. And that universal is something that
need not characterize only mental things; in principle is could belong to all sorts of other
things too. All the less, then,its“exhausted” by my mental acts.

Let me make one last point on all this. The way Husserl talks, it may sound as though the
only transcendent things we have any reason to think are given with “evidence” are
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universals | find exhibited by my individuabgitationesBut that's not right. As we’'ll
soon see, all sorts of individuadan be directly given, with “evidence.” It's just a
question otooking and seeing.

But if that’s so, then why does Husserl take this laborious detour, by focusing on
cogitationesand concentrating on the universals found in them?

Well, it's because we are coming at this whole business from a basically Cartesian starting
point. We start with Descartes’ problem, and try to work our way out of it without ending
up in transcendental idealism. That was the historical context in which Husserl and others
found themselves. So even though Husserl in the end thinks that lots of things are given to
us directly, he realizes that we are probably not going to be willing to see that right away,
and are probably going to have to be maneuvered into realizing the point. So he starts
with somethingeven the Cartesian would admit is given with “evidence,” namely,
cogitationesand talks us through from there.

So don't think thatogitationesplay any special or privileged role in Husserl's
philosophy. They don’t (at least not at this point in his development). But they do in
Descartes’ philosophy, and so they do in Husserl’s book too.

The Theory of Intentionality

We’'ve looked at two of the three things | wanted you to get otihefldea of
Phenomenologythe phenomenological reduction and eidetic abstraction.

The third is the notion afonstitution.

But before | do that, | want to discuss the notiomténtionality,which will lead us into
the theory of constitution.

The notion ofintentionalityis not something that Husserl discusses very direciiyha
Idea of Phenomenologile does mention it briefly, at the very beginning of Lecture IV.

But if he doesn’t discuss it explicitly here, it's not because it isn’t important to him. It is.
He hadalreadydiscussed it at some lengthLiagical Investigationsyol. 2. The doctrine
was one he got from Franz Brentano in Vienna.

Basically, the theory dahtentionalitycan be summed up in the claim:
Every act of consciousness is always consciousness of something.

We never are just “conscious”; we are always cons@bsemething. We never just
perceive;we always perceiveomething— whether it's real or not doesn’t make any
difference. We never jugihagine;we always imagineomethingWe never jusfear; we
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always feasomethingEven vague and free-floating fears have objects — vague and
free-floating ones.

Thus, every act of consciousness “aims at,” “reaches out toward” — and in that sense
“intends” (= tends toward) — an object.

Left just like that, the claim looks pretty trivial and innocuous. But in fact there are
several other, more substantive claims built into this theory of intentionality:

€)) The relation of intentionality isreflexive.That is to sayno act of
consciousness is ever consciodigself. The object of any act of
consciousness is always somethafge.

If | perceive a table, theableis the object of my consciousness. My perceivingighe
object of consciousness. Of course, | can alwagkemy perceiving an act of
consciousness; | can alwaflecton it. But that requires secondact.

Think about our movie-theater model. If | am “caught up” in the movie, I’'m thinking
about the events in the story. I'm not thinking aboutwaychingthe movie. In fact, if |

do stop to think about my watching the movie, to that extent | have to “pull myself out”
of the movie. There is an almost physical sense of pulling myself out of the one type of
consciousness and putting myself into the other kind.

When we say that the relation of consciousness to its objectrieflaxive relation, do

not confuse this with notion oéflectiveconsciousness as just described. The latter is
reflectivein the sense that one act of consciousness takes another act of consciousness as
its object. Buho act of consciousnessnsflexivein the sense of takingself as its

object. The terms are similar, but do not be confused by them.

(The terms ‘reflexive’ and ‘irreflexive’ as just described are taken from the logic of
relations. They are not pieces of special phenomenological vocabulary in either Husserl or
Sartre.)

Husserl himself is perhaps not altogether of one mind on this claim of irreflexivity. Some
things he says ihogical Investigationseem to imply it (sekogical Investigationsyol.

2, p. 559 — I'll quote it in a moment). But The Idea of Phenomenology,24, he tells

us that

...every mental procesghile being enactedian be reflected on.

That of course doesn't strictly imply a denialiicteflexivity. Perhaps we simply have
two acts at oncdahe one reflecting on the other. It's not clear to me whether this is what
Husserl means here or not.

4 Gregory McCullochUsing Sartre: An Analytical Introduction to Early Sartrean Thenissw
York: Routledge, 1994), Ch. 1, seems to take the notion of vague, free-floating emotions as somehow a
problemfor the theory of intentionality.
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So there is some unclarity here on Husserl’'s part. But Sartre is quite clear about it. He
strongly endorses the irreflexivity of consciousness.

As a second claim built into the thesis of intentionality, we have:

(b) The object of an act of consciousnedsaascendento that act in
thefirst sense of ‘transcendence’ we distinguished earlier — that
is, it isnot a real mind-dependent part or characteristic wholly
contained in and confined to that one act of consciousness.

That is, the object is “genuinely” transcendent to the act.
Thus the theory of intentionality gets us out of Descartes’ bind.

This second claim can perhaps be regarded as a kind of loose corollary of the first,
although it might be a difficult task to say exactly how the one follows from the other.
(And of course, we aren’t interestedarguingfrom the one claim to the other anyway.)

We've already seen this second claim in the casmiokrsalsjn our discussion of
eidetic abstraction. There we saw that universals are objects of consciousness and are
“genuinely transcendent” to those acts.

But what about particulars or individuals as objects of consciousness? Well, the same
thing holds there. They too are genuinely transcendent to any act of being conscious of
them.

Now let’'s pause and head off some potential misunderstandings.

First of all, how did we get to the point of saying thatitithvidualsor particulars| am
conscious of are genuinely transcendent? | thought we agreed with Descartes that my
particular thoughts or mental acts — gogitationesfo use Husserl’s lingo — are

directly givento the mind and so are “immanent” in tecondsense of the term, but

that they aralso“genuinely immanent.” It was only when we discovered the realm of
universalsby eidetic abstraction that we discovered cases where these two senses of
‘immanence’/transcendence’ diverge, we discovered objects of consciousness that are
directly given (and so “immanent” in the second sense of the term) atredn@endny

act of consciousness by not begenuinelyymmanent in it.

But no. That's not what we agreed. At the time, it may be whahwagghtwe were
agreeing to, but if so we were confused. We are now in a position to see more clearly just
we do and what we do not have to commit ourselves to.

We agreed — and still agree — with Descartes that my particodgtationesare

directly given to me, and so “immanent” in the second sense of the term. Now Descartes
may havehoughtthat they were also “genuinely immanent,” and we may have thought
S0 too, but nothing we said then committed us to that claim.

The point then of Husserl’s talk about how universals are genuinely transcenu#riois
suggest that individuals or particulars are somehatgenuinely transcendent. The point
is rather that, in the case of individuals or particulars, it is easy to get confused about this.
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But this confusion is much harder to make in the case of universals, once we realize that
universals cannot be exhausted by any particular act or series of acts of thinking about
them.

The significance of the eidetic reduction, therefor@pigthat it isonly therethat

consciousness reaches out to a genuinely transcendent object. That's not so, as we see in
this second claim built into the thesis of intentionality (at least for Sartre). The

significance of the eidetic reduction is rather thghdwsus a case where we csee the

point clearly.

But you may still have an objection. If the object of consciousness is always genuinely
transcendent to the act itself, then what alitugions or hallucination® Historically,

one of the main reasons for postulats@pse-datdmental contents) as objects of
consciousness is to account for illusions. If what I'm seeing — the object of my
consciousness — iBusory, then it obviously isn’t “out there.” It must therefore be “all

in my mind.” This was in fact one of the main motivations behind Descartes’
representational theory of consciousness.

If the bent oar isn’t really “out there,” then it must be “in my mind.”

No, Husserl says — that's a mistake. When | see the bent oar, itoartheee, anaars

are not the kinds of things you can put inside a mind or consciousness. Oars are made of
wood and metal and paint — in other wordspattterstuff, notmind-stuff. (I can
photographthe bent oar.)

And so Husserl just accepts the inevitable result of this: If the bent oar deedly’t
exist“out there” (since the “real” oar is straight), then it doesn’t eatigll. It in no way
follows that itdoesreally exist “in my mind” — as if wéadto find someplace for it to
exist!

This leads us to the third claim built into the thesis of intentionality (and Wgsys
importany:

(© The intentional objecgteed not exist.can imagine all kinds of
things that don’t exist, | can think of things that don’t exist, | can
certainlyfear things that don't exist. All of these are ways of being
consciousf things that don’t exist.

In other words, Husserl is saying that the following kind of inference is a fallacy:
| am conscious of x; therefore gxists.

It is this (fallacious) inference that is behind the tendency for us to say that things that
don’t exist “out there” in reality nevertheless do exist “in my mind,” to find someplace
for them to be. For Husserl, that is simply a mistake, as we saw just a moment ago with
the bent oar.
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(Note: Claim (c) is why Husserl can insist that, despite his maintaining that universal
essences are genuinely transcendent but directly given to the mindohe Blatonist.
He is not committed to saying that these directly given univezsasat all.)

Here is a passage franogical Investigationshat forcefully illustrates the pointdgical
Investigationsyol. 2 of the English translation, pp. 558-559):

If I have an idea of the god Jupiter, this god is my presented object,
he is ‘immanently present’ in my act [in the second sense: he is “directly
given”], he has ‘mental inexistence’ in the latter, or whatever expression
we may use to disguise our true meaning. [Husserl is hardly one to
complain about this. Is this an attempt to be funny?] | have an idea of the
god Jupiter: this means that | have a certain presentative experience, the
presentation-of-the-god-Jupiter is realized in my consciousness. This
intentional experience may be dismembered as once chooses in descriptive
analysis, but the god Jupiter naturally will not be found in it. The
‘immanent’, ‘mental object’ is not therefore part of the descriptive or real
make-up of the experience, it is in truth neally immanent or mental.

[That is, it is not “genuinely” immanent.] But it also does not exist
extramentally, it does not exist at all. This does not prevent our-idea-of-
the-god-Jupiter from being actual, a particular sort of experience or
particular mode of mindedness such that he who experiences it may rightly
say that the mythical king of the gods is present to him, concerning whom
there are such and such stories. If, however, the intended object exists,
nothing becomes phenomenologically different. It makes no essential
difference to an object presented and given to consciousness whether it
exists, or is fictitious, or is perhaps completely absurd. | think of Jupiter
[fictitious] as | think of Bismark [redl of the tower of Babel [mythichhs

| think of Cologne Cathedral [real], of a regular thousand-sided polygon
[real, or at least possible] as of a regular thousand-faced safidgsiblé.

These so-called immaneriintentsare therefore merely intended
or intentional [that is, immanent only in the second sense: “directly
given”], while truly immanent contents [that is, “genuinely” immathent
which belong to the real make-up of the intentional experiencesptre
intentional they constitute [Note: This is not ‘constitute’ in the technical
sense we have encountered in Kant and will soon encounter in Husserl.]
the act, provide necessasgints d’appui[= points of support] which
render possible the intention, but are not themselves intended, not the
objects presented in the act. | do not see colour-sensations but coloured
things, | do not hear tone-sensations but the singer’s song, etc., etc.

In other words, if (to use Husserl’'s expression) | “dismember” a thought of the god
Jupiter, 1 won't find Jupiter in there. Whavill find is certain real ingredients that make
up that act of thinking, but not that make up its objébese are what Husserl says are
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necessary “points of support” for the thought. They are the things that enter into the
make-up of the actual act of thinking. Bbéy are not what | am thinking about.

Let me return to an earlier point for a moment. Earlier, | suggested that these ingredients
might be things like the durati@nd the intensitpf the thought. And while it is probably

true that we could extract those features by “dismembering” a thought, they don’t seem
to be what Husserl is talking about here. Remember, we said that because these features
are unversals, they are not “genuinely immanent” in the thought, and we then wondered
just what was genuinely immanent in a thought. Well, in the passage | just read you,
Husserl doesn’t seem to be talking about these universal features when he says ‘point of
support’. In this connection, it is interesting that he goes on to say:

| do not see colour-sensations but coloured things, | do not hear tone-
sensations but the singer’s song, etc., etc.

The context suggests that these color-sensations or tone-senaegiovtgat argenuinely
immanent in the thought, so that these are the answer to our question for Husserl.

There’s a lot to be worked out here, and | don’t want to pursue it any further since | am
trying to set the Husserlian stage for what is coming up in Sartre — and as far as | can
see, this point of Husserl-interpretation, although it’s interesting enough in its own right,
doesn't really lead up to anything in Sartre. Instead, let's ask:

Whydid Husserl think every act of consciousness was intentional in the sense we have
just sketched under these three claims? He hasgumentfor it. (Remember, on his

own principles heannotargue in the sense that his point would depmnthe

argument.) Rather, he thinks that the eidetic abstractiomaf it is to be an act of
consciousnesghe “essence” of consciousness) reveals that feature of it. (Recall, he said
in Lecture | that he was going to have to nail down “the essence of consciousness” and
“the essence of being aijectof consciousness.” It's the eidetic reduction that is going

to give him these essences.)

This then is the payoff of the phenomenological method. Remember how Husserl said he
was engaged in a “critique of cognition.” This is how it succeeds.

This notion of intentionality came as a breath of fresh air to many people. It was
welcomed by lots of philosophers who saw in it the way to break out of Cartesian
“subjectivism,” out of “idealism,” and to put the mind back again into direct contact with
transcendent realities.

A nice example of this is in Sartre’s short paper, “Intentionality: A Fundamental Idea of
Husserl’'s Phenomenology” (1939). | have put a copy on reserve in the main Department
office. (You shouldn’t look for too much theory in this paper. Sartre is being delightfully
literary here.)

He begins by talking about the “traditional” (Cartesian-Kantian) theory according to
which knowingsomething is a process that takes ptérely within the mind
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The problem with this kind of theory, for Sartre (and for Husserl too), is that we start off
by wanting to know about, say, the tree, and yet we end up knowing only about our own
thoughts Sartre speaks of this kind of theory, in contemptuous terms, as a “digestive
philosophy”: to know something is for the mind to make it part of itself, to “assimilate” it,
to “devour” it (see also one of the paper topics in the course packet):

... we have all believed that the spidery mind trapped things in its web,
covered them with a white spit and slowly swallowed them, reducing them
to its own substance. What is a table, a rock, a house? A certain
assemblage of “contents of consciousness,” a class of such contents.
[Sartre is describing idealism here.] O digestive philosophy!

Against this doctrine, Sartre contrasts Husserl's new theory of “intentionality”:

... Husserl persistently affirmed that one cannot dissolve things in
consciousness. You see this tree, to be sure. But you see it just where it is:
at the side of the road, in the midst of the dust, alone and writhing in the
heat, eight miles from the Mediterranean coast. [The point is that you

don’t see it in your mind.] It could not enter into your consciousness, for it
is not of the same nature as consciousness.

Sartre then goes on to describe this new doctrine in the most rapturous terms.
This then is what people found so attractive in Husserl’'s earlier philosophy.
But in his later work, Husserl seemed to throw it all away.

This brings us back to the notionadnstitution,as discussed earlier. Recall our
discussion of the Gestalt figure (two faces or a vase), and of the Kantian doctrine of the
contribution of the Ego to the phenomena. (Also, Sartre on anger.)

Husserl began to worry about this point. (Not about the Gestalt figure in particular, but
about the general point.) It's as if he decided that he had not paid enough attention to the
role of the Ego in constituting phenomena. And this represents a major turning point in
Husserl’s thinking.

If you listen to what Husserl says when he is talking about the theorteafionality, it
sounds as if what he is saying is this:

When | perceive the “bent” oar in the water, there is a phenomenon
present to my consciousness. That phenomenon has various features,
which | can describe. Those featuresr@wefeatures of thact by which |

am conscious of that phenomenon. This is just what have heard Husserl
saying.

In short, when we think in terms of the theory of intentionality as Husserl
presents it in higarly theory,all content comes from the side of the
object.The theory of intentionality gets rid of all “mental contents,” as

Copyright[] 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy Tis

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is
given.




Sartre and others are fond of saying. In other wordgdhef
consciousness contributes nothing — it simply watches.

Obviously what we have here is an Ego that is not involved in any kicohstituting
activity. It is simply a passive observer. In this respect, we are back with the Cartesian
picture we started withQnly in this respect, since we have gone beyond Descartes by
rejecting the second of his two principles.)

But Husserl began to worry about this, in the same way that Kant began to worry about
Descartes’ notion of the Ego as a purely passive observer. And, the more he thought
about it, the more Husserl began to think that consciousiigssntribute something to

the phenomena after all. In other words, he began to adopt the notion of a
“Transcendental Ego,” and Ego tlwainstitutegphenomena.

Husserl doesn’t discuss this very clearly in Lecture V, where it is on the program, and is
supposed to be discussed. He does say some cryptic things about it there, but they are not
very clear.

There is a somewhat more enlightening discussion in the corresponding passage of “The
Train of Thought,” which differs interestingly from what Husserl actually salietature
V. Listen to what he says in “The Train of Thought” (p. 9 — my emphasis):

At the lowest level of reflection, the naive level, at first it seems as if
evidence [recall, this just means “self-givenness,” being “immediately
given”] were a matter of simple “seeing,” a mental inspeatiihout a
character of its ownalways one and the same and in itself
undifferentiated: the “seeing” just “sees” the things, the things are simply
there and in the truly evident “seeing” they are there in consciousness, and
“seeing” is simply to “see” them. [Consciousness then would be something
like a “searchlight,” lighting up phenomena.] Or, to use our previous
simile: a direct grasping or taking or pointing to something that simply is
and is thereAll difference is thus in the things that exist in themselves
and have their differences through themsel{lden’t put too much

emphasis on the ‘exist’ here.]

The last sentence is the crucial one. It means, of course, that the differences among things
do not come from the constituting activity of the mind.

Husserl says it seems this way at first, at the “lowest level of reflection,” the “naive”
level. But now, in the very next paragraph, we see Husserl beginning to move away from
this notion and toward a theory of constitution (pp. 9-10 — again my emphasis):

And now how different the “seeing” of things shows itself to be on closer
analysis. Even if we retain under the heading of attention the notion of an
undifferentiated and in itself no further describable “seeing,” it is,
nevertheless, apparent that it really makes no sense at all to talk about
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things which are “simply there” and just need to be “seen.” On the
contrary, this “simply being there” consists of certain mental processes of
specific and changing structure, such as perception, imagination, memory,
predication, etc., and in them the things are not contained as in a hull or
vessel. [.e., they are not “genuinely” immanent.] Insteéttk things come

to be constituteih these mental processedthough in reality they are

not at all to be found in them. [That is, they are “genuinely transcendent.”]

Earlier, we took the example of the Gestalt figure. Husserl himself (earlier on p. 9) takes
the example of thauditory perception of a melodyhere the discrete tones are
organized by the mind into a whole, into a melody.

The more he thought about it, the more Husserl came to think consciousness contributed
to the phenomenon — exactly as happened with Kant. But Husserl never subscribed to
the limited list of Kantian categories. For him, the mind eventually came to contribute all
content to the phenomena.

So Husserl's theory of what we have called the “phenomenological Ego” (our term, not
Husserl's) — which we have already seen is not be identified withstehological
personality, as Descartes implicitly assumed — turns out as Husser!'s thought develops to
be a lot more than the austere, pure “point of view,” “eye of the camera” that we thought
it was in the early stages of Husserl’s philosophy. It has a bigger job to do than that. It is
no longer regarded as empty perspective or point of view but as a kind gbrojector

in the theater of the mind.

Thisdevelopedotion of the impersonal Ego (it’s still not the “psyche”) that remains

after the phenomenological reduction is what Husserl came to call the “Transcendental
Ego.” (Kant had already used that term.) The Transcendentalrggnizeshe raw data

the same way the Ego did for Kant. (This Transcendental Ego is still not the same as the

psychologicaEgo or psyche.)
Here is a list of jobs the Transcendental Ego is supposed to do:

(1) A constitutingjob. It organizeshe raw data of consciousness,
which by themselves have no structure. (By themselves, they are
like the featurelesscreenin the movie theater; ationtentcomes
from theprojector)

(2) A unifyingjob. Ittiesthe phenomena together into a coherent
picture, a coherent “movie.” In Husserl's example of the
perception of a melody, for instance, what we have is not just an
act of consciousness ohetone, followed by an act of
consciousness of thexttone. Rather, the Ego links all these
momentary acts together into a single consciousness widluely.
To take another example, we have not just an act of perceiving, an
act of fearing, an act of imagining, but rather firperceive, and
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then| fear, andhen| imagine. The Ego is what ties these things
together.

3) An individualizingjob. This is not the same as (2). Husserl himself
doesn’t use this terminology of ‘unifying’ vs. ‘individualizing’ to
designate these two distinct functions of the Ego. But Sartre does
(in Transcendence of the Egand so we might as well adopt his
terminology here.

If the unifyingjob of the Transcendental Ego ties certain acts of
consciousness together into a coherent stonjntheidualizing

job is what makes one sughified storydistinctfrom another. It is
what makes onminddistinct from another (if there are any
others). Or to put it another way, if theifyingjob of the Ego is
what ties certain acts of consciousness togethemdngdualizing
job is whatexcludesther acts from that bundle.

The last two jobs of the Ego, its unifying and individualizing jobs, were performed by the
Ego everbeforeHusserl began to think of it asTeanscendentaEgo, as a kind of

projector. (Sartre makes this point iiranscendence of the Egdhe Ego “unifies” and
“individualizes” in virtue of the fact that it is a kind pérspectiveor eye of the camera

You can’t be taking two points of view at once; one perspeetictudesall others.

| made this point earlier, when | was talking about what we called the
“phenomenological” Ego: The Ego that remains after the phenomenological reduction,
while it is not thepersonalEgo that we study in psychology, is neverthelessdiridual
Ego.

Important:in his earlier theory of the Egall content came from outsidand the Ego
was just a passive observer (as for Descartes). In this later theory, as a result of the
doctrine ofconstitution,it is just the reverséill content comes from the Transcendental

Ego.

Question: Why go all the way? In our example of the Gestalt figure, it was clear that the
mind contributegart of the structure we saw in the phenomenon; it was what decided
which region was going to serve as foreground and which as background, the light area or
the dark area. But nall structure, noall content, comes from the mind in that example.

(At least we don't yet have any reason to think it does.) The basic configuration of light
and dark comes from tlmitside— comes fronsensationWhat reason is there in

anything we have seen so far — in Kant or Husserl or anyone else — for going all the
way with this idea and supposing that the mind contribaitesontent?

The answer to this is not at all clear in Husserl — at least not to me. On the other hand,
therewill be some theoretical motivation for this step in Sartre, as we shall see. And it is
ancrucially important question to ask.
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Sartre

Let’'s turn now to Sartre.

The first passage | want to discuss from Sartre is a short passadgehgdPsychology of
Imagination:Part I, 8 3 (pp. 8-14). Remember that this was Sartre’s second book on the
imagination, written in 1940, after Himagination: A Psychological Critiquel936). |

think it's a crucial passage. It will help to explain some things in Husserl, and will clarify
some obscure points at the beginning of Sartre’s “IntroductioBétng and

NothingnessWe will be constantly returning to this passage, so get completely familiar
with it.

My purposes in discussing this passage are threefold:

(@) To illustrate the relative concreteness and vividness of Sartre’s
writings, in contrast to Husserl's. Sartre can write obscurely too,
but he doesn’t always. Here we have a fine example of
phenomenological description at its best.

(b) To shed some light on what Sartre says at the beginning of his
“Introduction” to Being and Nothingnesgout Husserl, namely,
that Husserl had succeeded in getting rid of a lot of troublesome
dualismsthat had haunted traditional philosophy for centuries. For
instance, the dualism gfhenomenon vs. noumenon, appearance
vs. reality,etc. But he had not succeeded in getting ridliosuch
dualisms. All he has done is to reduce themgimaledualism or
dichotomy: the dichotomy betwedéme finite and the infinite.

What does Sartre mean by this?

(c) To explain how Husserl (and Sartre) camtinueto draw the
distinction between theubjectiveand theobjective thereal and
theillusory, imaginationandperception fantasyandreality,
while remaining within the phenomenological standpoint.

In the passage, Sartre says there are three basic types of consciousness by which the same
object can be given to us, three ways the phenomenal thing can “come on to us.”

According to this way of dividing them ughere will be three and only three types of
consciousnes¢There may also be other ways of dividing things up, of course.)

The three aregperceptionjmagination andmere conceptiofthat is, mere abstract
thinking as distinct from visualizing). | maerceivea cube, for instance, or | may
imagineone, or | may be merethinking of one (without any accompanying mental
imagery), in the way a mathematician might.

(In the passage, Sartre treats these in the qudezeptionconceptionandimagination
For my own purposes, | will treat them in a different order.)
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What are the differences among these three? Let’'s see what he says:

Perception:

When | perceive a cube, | see at most three sides of it at once. (I may see fewer,
depending on where | am situated with respect to the cube. But | will never see more than
three at once.) | see the cube dfityprofile,” as Husserl had put it. A “profile” in

German is a\bschattund= shadowing off). Thus we will find Husserl saying that the

cube appears iAbschattungen(The cube example Sartre got from Husserl himself.)

But there is something odd about these three sides. In a narrow sense of thederm, |
only them. But, insofar as | see thé8three sidesf a cubetheycarry with thema

kind of promise.The promise is that there argee other sidearound in back. The three
sides | see “promise” three more | don’t see. There is the promise of “more to come.”

Thus, | can be said to perceive “the cube,” but | do not peredlieé the cube. | see the
three sides facing me, and | see th&gpart of a larger whole, the rest of which |mimt
see at the moment.

This feature igharacteristicof perception. Perception awaysa matter of perceiving
only part of a larger whole, and getting only a kind of “promissory note” for the rest.

Note that this is not just a matterwa$ual perception. For example, “hearing a footstep”
promises that there isfaot to be seen, even if | am not in fact seeing it now.

If | turn the cube around, | will of course now be in a position to see the remaining three
sides. But in the process, the three sides that originally faced me have disappeared from
view. Nowtheyare only “promised.”

Let’'s go back now to our original situation, and look at the first three sides, which we
perceive as three side$a larger whole cube. And now suppose | turn the object around,
and the three remaining sides aren’t there after\alhat | perceive “as” a cube is really

not a cube at all, but only a kind of hollow facade. In that case, of course, there is still no
denying that | originally perceived those three sides as sidesulifegand therefore as
promising the three other sides around in back. But those other three sides are not there,
and the “promise” made by the three sides facing me ésrgotypromise; the object fails

to keepits promise. It is not what it seemed to be.

What is to prevent this? Nothing at all. The point is, theadvayssomething tentative
and dubious about perception. Perceptionatamaysbe corrected in the light of further
perception.

In fact, if you think about it, those same three sides of the cube that face you make a
number of other “promises” as well. Insofar as you perceive the objesbéid aube
(rather than, say, some sort of light-cube created with mirrors), the implication — the
“promise” — is that if | put my finger on one of the surfaces, it will encounter a
resistanceand not just pass right through the empty space.
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And so on. Itis not hard to see that, in the long run, thereiifiaity of “promises”
made by those three faces sasthree sides of the cube. And of course, | would never
be able to check ouwill those promises.

For practical purposes, it is not hard to check out enough of them to be able to say,
“Well, I'm going to treat this thing as a cube and be done with it.” But that’s just a matter
of practical expediency (the “natural standpoint”). In principle, it is always possible that
the object wouldail the next “cube”-test | put it to.

As aresult, in the case of perception, we always — to use Sartre’s apt phrases — have to
“learn” the object, “make a tour” of the object, “serve an apprenticeship” to it. The
outcome is always in doubt, and | can alwiggn something from putting the object to

the test.

Thus (let us diagram this):

Makes a promise Promise can fail (there is a
Hriskﬂ)
Perception Yes Yes

There should really be nothing surprising or shocking about any of this. All Sartre is
saying in effect is that the notion of the “objectivity” of perception always carries with it
the notion oftesting,of experimentof thetentativenessf scientific theory, etc.

The phenomenon of theerceived cubeherefore — that is, of thiaree sides perceived
as part of a cube— presents us with a kind mgferenceto somethingelsebesides what
we directly see.

But — and this is the crucial point -reticewhat it is that is being referred to in his way.
The reference inotto somethindnidden behind the phenomesame “thing-in-itself,”
some mysteriousoumenorbehind thgghenomengrbut toother potential phenomena

In fact, to arinfinity of other potential phenomena.

This is what Sartre means when he says (in the “IntroductidB@itag and Nothingneps
that Husserl has replaced the Kantian dualisphehomenoandnoumenorby the

dualism offinite vs.infinite. For Husserl (at least as Sartre interprets him), the cube just
is the infinite sum of these actual and potential phenomena. There is nothingprifwe
cube than that. (This will not be Sartre’s view.)

Thus, a phenomenon iparceptualphenomenon — that is, it comes on to us in the
“perceptual” way and makes aobjective” claim about reality — if the phenomenon
refers in thigentativeway toan infinite series of phenomena

In our example, the phenomenon makes the “objective” ¢laam a cube,” with all the
infinity of implications that involves.

Such an “objective” claim is “objectivelyue’ if all the implications holdif all the
“promises” come true. That is something we can never finally be sure of, to be sure. And

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




of course, as phenomenologists, we are not even mailernedvith whether those
“promises” actually come true or not. That would bgddeyondvhat is directly given
to us and tanfer something further. Thehenomenological reductigsrohibits our doing
that.

Nevertheless, as good phenomenologists, we can describe what the “objective” claims
are when we perceive the three sides as three sides of a cube. What we cannot do is try
to validatethose claims.

In the “Introduction” toBeing and NothingnesSartre also says that for Husserl, the
essences the“principle of the series and is itself a phenomenon. What does this
mean?

Well, that the essence is itself a phenomenon we already know — from Husserl’s
discussion oéidetic abstractionTo say that the essencedhg principle of the series

just means that it is tressencef the cube that determines what is promised by the three
sides directly facing me.

That is, when | see the three sidgshree sidesf a cubel see the three sidesd also
seethe essenceube | see the three sides, so to spealexsbitingthe essenceube
And becausd see the three sides as exhibiting that essence, | see tipeomasingwhat
they do, the whole infinite series of other potential phenomena.

This is what it means to say the essenc¢thss principle of the series’f phenomena.

Note that the essence of a cube can be a phenomenon in this way, even if weatign’t
have a cube at all. That just means that the promises are risky, and might turn out false, as
we have already seen.

Note also that the essence of a cube can be a phenomenon in this way, even though we
may come to learn about cubes, to think in terms of cubes and other geometrical figures,
through social conditioning or other relative factors. There’s nothing in anything Husserl
or Sartre has said so far that is in any way incompatible with all sorts of relativistic
theories about the way we perceive things. What we are talking about now is not how we
come to see things the way we do, but rather what's going on when we see them that
way.

We are now in a position to answer a question that may have been bothering you ever
since we talked about the post-Kantians, who insisted thatitheo¢éandcannot be
anything beyond the realm of phenomena, that the Kantian notion of a waddrotna
was contradictory and absurd. The question that may be bothering you is: “What
happened to the real world?” If everything takes place at the level of phenomena, how
can we any longer make the distinction between reality and illusion?

Well, Husserl’'s answer — and Sartre’s answer — is “the real world is still there, and we
can still distinguish it from cases of illusion.” Think: How in practiceve tell the real
from the illusory?
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Suppose you take a jewel to a jeweler, and ask: “Is this a diamond or not? It looks like
one to me, but I'm no expert. Is it@al diamond or a fake?” How does the jeweler
proceed? He checks it to see, for example, whether it can cut glass. He checks to see if it
has the right refractive index, specific gravity, and so on. In principle, therénfraty

of tests he could run, although in practice we are satisfied after only a few of them.

Now noticewhat the jeweler is doing. He is proceedamiirely at the level of

phenomena— the phenomenon of what appears to be a dianaomtthe further

phenomena that are “promised” by the fact that it appears taibenand.He is testing

those promises, and checking to see if the promised further phenomena actually show up.

What he isnot doing is checking to see if there some kindeafl diamond (which we
don’t see) out there hiding behind dagparentdiamond (which we do see). When we
ask him whether our apparent diamond is a real one othiis not what we are asking
him, andthis is not the question he tries to answer. Furthermore, no one thinks it is.

In other words, the way to distinguish reality from illusion, the real from the fake, is just
to check out the promisetg perform the tests

So, to the question “What happened to the real world?,” the answer is: “It’s still there,
just as it always was.” Phenomenology doesn’'t do away with the real world at all. What it
does is to do away withkaad theoryabout what we are talking about when we talk about

a “real world” — the Cartesian theory that put the whole business in terms of a
“correspondence” or lack of “correspondence” between the phenomena and something
else. We reject this “correspondence” theory in favor of what is sometimes called a
“coherence” theory.

You may have another question. You may say: How can we get by with saying that the
Cartesian picture is false? How can we allow ourselves the luxury of sayingsthere
“thing-in-itself”? | thought we were adopting teeochénd were not going to allow
ourselves to pass judgment on what does and does not exist. What about it? What
happened to thepoch® What happened to the “bracketing of existence™?

Just as before, the answer is: Nothing has happened to it. It’s still in force. We haven’t
violated it in the slightest. We still do not pass judgment on what does and what does not
exist. But wedo pass judgment ontad theoryof what it means to say that a thing

“exists,” or is “real.” Werejectthe Cartesian theory of what this means. That theory is
incoherent. But thepochés still in effect. We still do not try to decide what does and
what does not exist. This means only that we do not acipetfprmthe tests, we do not
actuallycheckthe promises of “more to come,” we do not “take the risk” of actually
committing ourselves to their being fulfilled. We can describe what those promises are,
but as phenomenologists we are not interested in whether they are fulfilled or not.

Imagination:

Now contrast all this with what happens in the case of imagination. Instead of actually
looking atour apparent cube, let us now just shut our eyesnaaginea cube.
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Just as before, we imagindritprofile, from a perspective. We imagine it as presenting to
usat mostthree sides at once. The cube is presentgthschattungerSo imagination is
like perception in that respect.

But now take the three sides that face you in imagination, and turn them around, just as
we did with the perceived cube. In this casehere any danger at athat what we

imagined as the three sidgfsa cubewill turn out not to have the three more sides in
back?ls there any possibility at athat what we are imagining wouldil any of the tests

it would have to pass in order to be a cube, if we should perform those tests in our
imagination?

No, of course not’m the one imagining this, after all, and if | imaginagta cube, then
it's a cube.

Thus, in imagination, unlike perception, the “promises” made of “more to come” are
guaranteedThere is no way they could fail.

In this sense, we don’t have to “serve an apprenticeship,” “make a tour,” “learn” the
objects we imagine. There is an important sense in which we neverleaaiyanything

new from imagining. There’s nothing to be learned there except what we have already
built in. Thus we have:

Makes a promise Promise can fail (there is a
“risk”)
Perception Yes Yes
Imagination Yes No

This differencanakesall the difference between the “objective” and the “subjective” —

in the sense of an objective or a subjectiladm. Perception is “objective” in the sense

that in perception the phenomena always make a claim of “more to come,” and that claim
may turn out to be false. Imagination is “subjective” in the sense that there the
phenomena always make a claim of “more to come,” and that clgipaianteechot to

turn out false, because the answer is built in from the very beginning.

Note once again: In this usage of the terms, ‘objective’ does not tmgait means
“testable,” the proper kind of thing on which to perfa@rperimentsThus, asensory
hallucinationis objective but false. But it is not a casémégination A mirage is a
perception, not a case iofiagination,because | can test it, | canfloeledby it — | can
evenphotograph it/(Sartre emphasizes this pointimnagination: A Psychological
Critique, that imagination igot just “faint perception,” as Hume had thought of it.)

In short, don’t confusenaginationwith false perceptionThey are totally different
things.
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Question for future reference: How can this way of distinguishing
perception from imagination be reconciled with the theory of constitution
taken in the strong sense in which the mind contributes all content to what
it is conscious of? If the reason | cannot be surprised by imagination is
simply that | am the one who put all the content into the imagined object in
the first place, so that there is really nothing tentative about it — well, isn’t
that also true for perception, and indeed for actyof consciousness? The
answer is: Yes, it is possible to reconcile a strong theory of constitution
with this way of distinguishing perception from imagination. That will be a
long and important story. But begin thinking about it now.

Conception:

Now contrast both these first two cases with the caseradeption Here we are talking
about the kind of thing an abstract mathematician might engage in, without resorting in
any essential way tisnagination.

In the case of conception, the cube is presented @lmeonce.lt is not presented to

me “in profile.” It doesn’t make any sense to talk abmriceivingof a cube “with the
three other sides around in back.” That kind of talk may go with perception or
imagination, but not with conception. When | aanceivingof a cube, | am thinking of it
simply as a Euclidean solid figure with six square sides, etc. (There may be some
imaginative visualization thafoes alongwith this, but that’s not what we're talking about
now.) Thus, if you say you am®nceivinga cube, it makes no sense to ask from what
angleyou are conceiving it. There aren’t any sides around in; el are all equally
presented at once in the concept.

Thus, unlike the two preceding caseszamceptiorthere is no “promise of more to
come.” And since there is no promise, there is of courglangerthat the promises
might not come true.

Just as with imagination, therefore, | do not have to “serve an apprenticeship” to the
concept, | do not have to “make a tour” of it. In short, | ce@tn anything from a
concept alone, any more than | can from an image.

(In a sense, of course, we certainly do learn things from concepts. That's what
mathematicians do when they prove new theorems. But that is a mattirehceand
reasoning.Sartre’s point is that | cannot learn anything from them by simppecting
the phenomena.)

Thus, to complete our table, we have:

Makes a promise Promise can fail (there is a
“riskll)
Perception Yes Yes
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Imagination Yes No

Conception No No

Thus, we see how Husserl and Sartre can continue to draw the distinctions between
appearance and reality, between the subjective and the objective — and in fact, to do it
just the way people ordinarily do it. And we have seen the role of the duality of
finite/infinite in Husserl.

Finally, note why there can be three and only three ways of being conscious of an object
according to this way of dividing things up. There is no fourth possibility, with ‘No’ in the
middle column and ‘Yes’ in the right column, since if an object makes no promises of
“more to come” in the first place, there are no promises that can fail and so no “risk”
involved.

Keep this passage fromhe Psychology of Imaginati@monstantly in mind as we
proceed. It will be absolutely crucial.

Sartre’s Reaction to Husserl

So far, we have talked mainly about Husserl, and about Sartre insofaageaswith
Husserl. How does Sartdésagreewith Husserl? What does he accept and what does he
reject of Husserl's theories?

The key to this is to remember that Sartre was influenced bgtthatstream — not just
phenomenology, but also Nietzsche, etc.

That tradition emphasized tivedividual, we said, as opposed to the universal or general.
Sartre accepts that emphasis.

As a result, he wildownplaythe role of Husserl'sidetic reductionHe doesn'denythat
universals are directly given to us. (Some commentators say he does, but I think that is
not right, and | can prove it.) But universals do not play the salaén Sartre’s

philosophy as they do in Husserl's.

Husserl, recall, thought that the most important feature of a thing wésandtexists,

but rathemwhat it is,and that by “bracketing” the existence of the thing, he was not in the
end bracketing anything very important about it. Wkasimportant for Husserl was

those universadssences terms of which you couldescribewhat the individual thing is
phenomenally. (Remember how Husserl announces his eidetic reduction as the result of
thinking about theubject/predicatgudgments we make about phenomena.) Any kind of
theoretical discussion is going to have to proceed in terms of these essences. For Husserl,
you can do pretty much everything you really want to do at the level of universal
essences.
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Sartre will have none of that. He thinks the individual is primary, and thatgrmotget

at what is really important and interesting about an individual by thinking of it as in effect
nothing more than the intersection of a bunch of general principles. So, for Sartre, while
thereare these essences given in eidetic abstraction, just as Husserl said there were, they
are not where the emphasis lies in Sartre.

There is a striking passage lateBieing and Nothingnedbat illustrates this point very
forcefully. It occurs on pp. 713-715, near the very beginning of the Chapter on
“Existential Psychoanalysis.” Sartre is talking about the common practice of writing
psychologicabiographies of people, of organizing your subject’s life around certain
Freudian themes, for example, and in practice thinking of your subject as though he were
simply a collection of universal principles. He quotes a passage from one such biography,
a biography of Gustave Flaubert. Here is what he says:

... A critic, for example, wishing to explain the “psychology” of Flaubert,
will write that he “appeared in his early youth to know as his normal state,
a continual exaltation resulting from the twofold feeling of his grandiose
ambition and his invincible power.. The effervescence of his young

blood waghenturned into literary passion as happens about the
eighteenth year in precocious souls who find in the energy of style or the
intensities of fiction some way of escaping from the need of violent action
or of intense feeling, which torments them.

Then Sartre goes on:

In this passage there is an effort to reduce the complex personality of an
adolescent to a few basic desires, as the chemist reduces compound bodies
to merely a combination of simple bodies. The primitive givens will be
grandiose ambition, the need of violent action and of intense feeling; these
elements, when they enter into combination, produce a permanent
exaltation. Then — as Bourget [the author of the biography Sartre just
quoted] remarks in a few words which we have not quoted — this
exaltation, nourished by numerous well-chosen readings, is going to seek
to delude itself by self-expression in fictions which will appease it
symbolically and channel it. There in outline is the genesis of a literary
‘temperament.”

Now in the first place such a psychologiaahlysisproceeds from the
postulate that an individual fact is produced by the intersection of abstract,
universal laws. The fact to be explained — which is here the literary
disposition of the young Flaubert — is resolved into a combination of
typical, abstract desires such as we meet in “the average adolescent.”
What is concrete here is only their combination; in themselves they are
only possible patterns. The abstract then is by hypothesis prior to the
concrete, and the concrete is only an organization of abstract qualities; the
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individual is only the intersection of universal schemata. But — aside from
the logical absurdity of such a postulate — we see clearly in the example
chosen, that it simply fails to explain what makes the individuality of the
project [understand: “person”] under consideration. The fact that “the
need to feel intensely,” a universal pattern, is disguised and channeled into
becoming the need to write — this is not éx@lanationof the “calling”

of Flaubert; on the contrary, it is what must be explained

At each state in the description just quoted, we meet with a hiatus. Why
did ambition and the feeling of his power produce in Flaubeltation

rather than tranquil waiting or gloomy impatience? Why did this exaltation
express itself specifically in the need to act violently and feel intensely? Or
rather why does this need make a sudden appearance by spontaneous
generation at the end of the paragraph? And why does this need instead of
seeking to appease itself in acts of violence, by amorous adventures, or in
debauch, choose precisely to satisfy itself symbolically? And why does
Flaubert turn to writing rather than to painting or music for this symbolic
satisfaction; he could just as well not resort to the artistic field at all (there
is also mysticism, for example). “I could have been a great actor,” wrote
Flaubert somewhere. Why did he not try to be one? In a word, we have
understood nothing; we have seen a succession of accidental happenings,
of desire springing forth fully armed, one from the other, with no

possibility for us to grasp their genesis. Ttamnsitions,the becomings, the
transformations have been carefully veiled from.us

| cannot imagine a more persuasive rejection of the primacy of the universal.

Furthermore, insofar dgowledgeproceeds in these universal and general terms (as
Husserl realized), Sartre’s rejection of the primacy of universals meangetinadist
abandon the primacy of knowledddis is one of the main themes in the Sartre’s
“Introduction” to Being and Nothingnes®/e are not going to be able to grasp the real
individuality of the individual bythinkingabout it. (Remember this. It will be important.)

(Sartre thinks there are other ways of grasping this individuality — for example, in what
he calls certain “privileged emotions.” In particular, in what he calls “nausea” and
describes in his novel by that title.)

The reactionary stream that includes Nietzsche and that influenced Sartre not only
emphasized the individual at the expense of the universal, it also emphasized the notion of
human freedonthe absence of argeneral principlef a moral or metaphysical nature

to determine what we are and what we ought to do. This is what Sartre brings out so
strongly in his essay “Existentialism Is A Humanism” in the phrases ‘Existence precedes
essence’ and ‘Man makes himself’ and in the famous example of the student in that
essay. (If you have not yet read “Existentialism Is A Humanism,” do so nhow, along with

my notes on that essay in the course packet.)
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Thus, in Sartre too we find a strong emphasis on human freedom and the lack of moral or
metaphysical absolutes. One important question we shall have tovaskSsirtre is so
sure human beings are free in his sense.

But that’s for later on. For the present, the point | want to make is that Sartre thinks
human freedom i;mcompatiblewith the later Husserlian doctrine of theanscendental
Ego.Sartre’s reasoning here frequently baffles students, and we will have to return to it
several times. But basically, Sartre thinks the Transcendental Ego would play the role of a
kind of deterministichumannature a kind of preprogrammed “projector” in our
phenomenological movie theater. In short, Sartre thinks such a Transcendental Ego would
get in the wayf the spontaneity of human freedom.

Exactly why that should be so is the point that always baffles students at first. So for the
moment, let’s just grant Sartre his point for argument’s sake and see what consequences
this has for his theory of consciousness.

The Transcendental Ego thus, we suppose, gets in the way of human freedom. But Sartre
is not willing to sacrifice human freedom. So, from this standpoint, Husearlier view
is more congenial to Sartre than Hussedter theory.

Theearlier theory, recall, looked like this:

Empty "vantage

de"4< ®

Phenomena

In this theory, there was mojectorin the mental movie-theater. The Ego is a bare
“vantage point,” a kind of geometrical limit — wittothing back thereAll content
comes from the object, remember, on this earlier theory. The Ego is just an observer.
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Still, Sartre takes seriously the later Husserlian doctrim@wstitution.This, you will
remember, looked like this:

®
Transcendental
Eqgo
9 Raw Data
Y o
"Matter"
o
Phenomena

But of course that later theory, as it stands, has the objectionable Transcendental Ego.

What Sartre does in this situation isctambineHusserl's two theories. He retains the
notion ofconstitution but allows naconstitutor— no Transcendental Ego. Thus Sartre’s
theory of consciousness might be diagrammed like this:
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Bare "point Raw Data
of view" ®

"Matter"

Phenomena

(Note the directions of the arrows in these diagrams.)

In other words, in the later Husser!'s theory, our phenomenological movie-theater is
showing a movie cast on the screen by the Transcendental Ego, which serves the role of
the “projector.” But in Sartre’s theory, our phenomenological movie-theater is showing a
movie cast on the screen hgthing at all. There’sno projectorin this theater. The “light

rays” just spontaneously emerge from a common “vantage point” and hurl themselves at
the screen. Thatieal freedom!

Sartre does not use the term ‘Ego’ for this empty “vantage point” — not even the term
‘phenomenological Ego’, which we used for Husserl’s earlier theory. Argtainly
doesn’t use the term ‘Transcendental Ego’; the whole point of this theorgosatway

with the Transcendental Ego. (The early Husserl used the term ‘Ego’ for his “bare
vantage point.Wecalled it a “phenomenological Ego” to distinguish it from the later
doctrine of the Transcendental Ego, but Husserl himself did not do that.)

There is one other point | want to bring out here to contrast Sartre’s theory with
Husserl’s.

In Husserl's later doctrine, there is a theoryesklsof constitution. The doctrine is
obscure. But as Sartre interprets him (I think plausibly), Husserl holds that the
Transcendental Ego generage®rythingelse in our diagram. It not only generates
(“projects”) the variousctsof consciousness that play the role of “light beams” in our
analogy. It also generates (“projectiig screen!
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What can that mean? Well, go back and consider our example of the Gestalt figure that
can be viewed as either two faces or as a vase. We used that to illustrate the doctrine of
constitution, the mind’s own contribution to building up the phenomena.

Now in that example, the mind (or “Ego,” if we want to talk that way) was what decided
whether it was going to be the light areas or the dark areas that served as foreground in
the figure. So that much of the structure of what we see in the phenomencinarame

us.But the actual spatial arrangement of light areas and dark areas — that cbche

from us. That wagiven.(Or at least we have not yet seen any reason to think otherwise.)
So the result — the phenomenon — is a combination of two factors: the raw data that are
not our responsibility, do not come from us, and the organization of those data, which
does come from us.

But nowwhat ifit turned out that what we have been calling the raw datalso¢he

result of an organizing activity by the mind, an earlier and “deeper” (more “primordial”)
level of “constituting” — so that the configuration of light and dark areas is the result the
mind’s organizing and arranging pfior data, and then the mind goes on to organize that
result yet further by deciding that the one will serve as foreground and the other as
background?

In that case, the raw data given to the mind would comele¢perevel, and there
would betwo levels of organization by the mind, two levelohstitution

But what if it turned out that there was yaedeeperevel of constitution, and a deeper
one yet, and so on?

In short, what if it turns out th&éhere are no ultimate raw materialer the mind to go to
work on, but rather what we have are ever deeper levels of constitution without any
stopping point?

In that case, the mind would constitatesolutely everything its phenomenological
movie-theater. It is not as if there would be to begin with a ibbamk, uninterpreted
movie-screen on which the mind then projected an organized structure (a “show”).
Instead, the mind would — so to speak — project not onlyritngebut also thescreen

(At this point, perhaps, the movie-theater analogy is no longer the best one to picture
what is going on.)

This is exactly the doctrine Sartre attributes to the later Husserl. Husserl talks about
something he calthyle” (= ¥An), which is just Greek for “matter.” And Husserl does

talk in some places as if the Transcendental Ego constitutes its own “matter” — its own
“raw materials.”

The doctrine is referred to obscurely in the translator’s “Introductiofffanscendence
of the Ego(On the whole, | do not think that “Introduction” is to be relied on very
much.)

The upshot of all this is that, for the later Hussabsolutely everythingesides the
Transcendental Ego itselependsn the Ego — is productof the Ego.
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And in that quitestrongsense, the later Husserl isidpalist.

It is a puzzling question (for me) why Husserl thought he had to go so far with this theory
of constitution. What prompted Husserl to come to the view that tagngotbe any
mind-independent “givens”?

Well, whatever Husserl's reasons were, Sartre disagrees with Husserl on this point. For
Sartre, thescreenin the movie-theater model — the raw material that is organized by acts
of consciousness — it itself a product of consciousness. The screen has a reality of its
own, independent of consciousness.

In fact, Sartre thinks the theory iotentionality— the theory of consciousness as

reaching out beyond itself to somethigge(recall the “irreflexivity” of the relation of
intentionality and the “real transcendence” of intentional objects) — is simply
incompatiblewith this later Husserlian idealism. That is why Sartre often accuses Husserl
of havingthrown awayhis earlier doctrine of intentionality by adopting his later theory.

Sartre is sometimes a little careless about how he puts this. In the “IntroductBwihtp
and Nothingnessor instance, he says that Husserl’s doctrineoofstitutionconflicts

with his doctrine ofntentionality.But that is not quite right. In fact, Sartre himself
acceptdothdoctrines — constitution and intentionality. What he rejects is the
Husserlian view that consciousness constitutesvtitde object of consciousness — that
consciousness doesn't just “make a contributiorgbés it all.

For Sartre, the “movie screen” — the raw uninterpreted data on which consciousness
goes to work — isiot dependent on consciousness at some deeper level. Thus, Sartre is
NOT an idealist, at least not in teegongsense we have just described. (He may be in
other senses.) This is one of the main points he tries to establish in the “Introduction” to
Being and Nothingness.

(It is worth stressing this point, because some commentators speak as ivEgrtae
idealist, as if Sartre’s theory of constitution amounted to idealism. That’s not so. The
theory of constitution does a lot of work for Sartre, but it doeglodt all. There is
always somethingndependenbf consciousness for Sartre.)

So, to summarize what we have said so far, the main differences between Sartre and the
later Husserl are two:

(1) The question of the Transcendental Ego. Husserl accepts it; Sartre
rejects it.

(2)  The status of the “screen” — the materials on which the
constituting function of consciousness goes to work. For Husserl, at
least as Sartre interprets him, all those materials are themselves the
products of consciousness at some deeper level. Not so for Sartre.
The “screen” is independent of consciousness.
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While we're at it, let’s just review some other points on which Sartre agrees or disagrees
with Husserl:

3) Does Sartre accept Husserl's phenomenological reducties?
you take the phenomenological reduction to be nothing but the
policy of confining ourselves to a description of what is directly
given.No, if you take the phenomenological reduction to involve
also “suspending” the existence of the objects of consciousness.
Sartre won’t buy that. The “screen” really exists — there’s no
“bracketing” that!

(4) Does Sartre accept the theory of constitutige®,f you take that
theory as saying only that consciousneskes a contributioto
the phenomendo, if you take the theory of constitution as saying
that consciousness contributagerything.

We are now in a position to ask ourselves: Whegadly real for Sartre? What, on
Sartre’s theory, iseally insidethat phenomenological movie-theater? And we can now
see that the answer tsvo things. (So Sartre isgualist) The two are:

D the bare, neutral, “uninterpreted” screen; and

(2)  the acts of consciousness.

Thephenomena— the “movie” — are not some third kind of ultimate reality. They are
what appeaon the screen. They are tpeoductof the two ultimate realities: the
uninterpreted screen, and the interpreting activity of consciousness. In other words, John
Wayne and the wagon train aret really in the movie theater; that’s simply the “show.”

So, in an important sense, Sartre thinks the workekpgeriencethe worldwe encounter
has only a derivative and secondary kind of reality. It igé¢kaltof an absolutely
neutral,featureless, inert reality (the “screen”) and the interpreting activity of
consciousness. And that'’s all.

It's important to understand here that, for Sartre, consciousness is nahgugne the
theater that acts, sontt@ng that constitutes the phenomena, so that we would have:

0] the thing, consciousness;

(in) its acts; and

(i)  derivatively, the product of those acts, the phenomena.
No. For Sartre, consciousness is ntitiag that acts; it is thactitself. You can refer the
act if you with to a “vantage point,” a “point of view,” as in Husserl's early philosophy.
But there is nothingt that vantage point. The “vantage point” is in no sensedhece

and originof the mental act. The alshs no source or origirit is completely
spontaneous.
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Sartre’s Metaphysics

So for Sartre, there are two basic kinds of realities: the bare, neutral, undifferentiated
“screen,” and the “light beams,” the “rays” cast on the screen.

The screen is passive, inert, as dead and featureless as anything could be. The light rays
are consciousness; they are “alive,” flickering, lively.

The former — the screen — is what Sartre céléSng-in-itself” in the last section of the
“Introduction” to Being and Nothingnes$he latter — the “light rays” — he calls
“being- for-itself.”

The terms ‘being-in-itself’ and ‘being-for-itself’ are derived first of all from Hegel's
AnsichseirandFirsichsein But, only slightly more remotely, the term ‘being-in-itself’ is
an obvious allusion to Kant’s notion of thiathg-in-itself” — absolutely independent of
our viewpoint. The screen of course is just the way it is, regardless what movie is
projected on it. The movie in no way affects the screen!

And yet there is an important difference between Kant’s thing-in-itself and Sartre’s
notion of being-in-itself. For Kant, treppearanceshe phenomenastand between you

and the thing-in-itself, thelyide the thing-in-itself, which is some mysterious and (some
say) contradictory entitgnaskedyy the phenomena. For Kant, the fact that all we are
directly conscious of is phenomena ensured that weererable to get at the thing-in-
itself. (In terms of our model, what Kant calls the “thing-in-itself” is notrtierie-screen

but rather something hiddéehindthe screen. For Kant, the screen plays the role of raw,
uninterpreted sense datausedoy the thing-in-itself.)

For Sartre, by contrast, the phenomena daidé or maskbeing-in-itself; theyevealit.
(This in effect is what the theory oftentionalitysays for Sartre.) The movie doesn’t
make the screen invisible. On the contrary, the miayt¢s upthe screen, so you can see
it.

Of course, you never see the screen just by itself — with no picture on it at all. (At least
not until the shows are over for the evening and they turn on the theater lights. But let’s
ignore that for present purposes.) And yet every picture you do see on the screen reveals
the screenWhat you see is the screlifrup in a certain waybeing-in-itself interpreted

and processed in a certain way by consciousri@ssit last part is what the theory of
constitutionis all about, according to Sartre.)

So for Sartre, being-in-itself is not something “hidden” from us; we don’t haivédpit
beyond our phenomena. On the contrary, we are pliteot contactwith being-in-itself

in ourevery conscious adn Husserlian terms, it is “immanent” to consciousness in the
second of Husserl's two senses of that term.

The difference between Kant's thing-in-itself (at least in the “cartoon”-version of Kant)
and Sartre’s being-in-itself is the same as the difference between Locke’s notion of
matter(material substance) — in his famous phrase, a “something | know not what”
hidden behind what | see — and Aristotle’s notiomaitter (material substance), which
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is certainlynot “hidden” at all. (The statue doesiide the bronze; it jus the bronze

— “processed” or “interpreted” bronze.) And in fact, it is perhaps useful to think of
Sartre’s being-in-itself as a kind of “matter” in the Aristotelian sense, so that when Sartre
divides all reality into “being-in-itself” and “being-for-itself,” he is effectively dividing it

up intomatter and thought.

This is good to a first approximation, but we shall see that some adjustments will need to
be made in this picture.

Thus, Sartre, unlike the later Husserl, gualist.

This “being-in-itself” is what in the “Introduction” tBeing and Nothingnes=lls the

“being of the phenomenon.” It underlies and supports the phenomenon, as the screen in a
sense supports the movie picture. In a way, as Sartre agreestitself a phenomenon

(“the being of the phenomenon is not itself a phenomenon”) — that is, we never see the
screen just all by itself. And yet it is natddenby the phenomenon; on the contrary, it is
revealedin aspects and waysy the phenomenon.

When you watch a movie in the theater, the screenh@hdenfrom you. On the

contrary, when you see John Wayne leading the wagon train crossing the Rio Grande,
what you are seeing is really just #areen)it up in a certain pattern. Of course, what
youdon't see is thglain screen — the screen unprocessed and uninterpreted.

At the end of the “Introduction” tBeing and NothingnesSartre gives us some general
characteristics of being-in-itself.

Be careful. Sometimes (as in the passage we are about to discuss) Sartre speaks loosely,
and says simply “being,” when he really means “being-in-itself,” which is@mdykind

of being. There is also being-for-itself. In fact, it is one of the main questi®@®ing and
Nothingnesgo ask just how these two “regions” of being are related and connected with
one another.

Characteristics of Being-In-Itself

First characteristic: “Being is in itself.” (That is, beiigitselfis in itself.)

The point here is basically a metaphysical claim. Sartre is in effect saying that being-in-
itself has no causdf it did have a cause, it would not be “in itself” but “in its cause.”

(We sometimes speak of a cause as “containing” its effect implicitly, so that the effect is
viewed as arisingut ofthe cause.)

So the term “in itself” is meant to suggest something like “self-contained.”
In effect, then, Sartre is saying that being-in-itselinfatter) has no cause.

In part, this is a consequence of Sartegteeism (See my discussion of “Existentialism Is
A Humanism” for a fuller treatment of this.)
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Whyis Sartre an atheist? There are several reasons — or develsbf reasons. But

one of them we can look at now. Basically, he thinks the existence of God would be
incompatible witthuman freedonfSo once again, Sartre still owes us an explanation of

why he is so sure human beings are free. Note that, earlier, we saw that Sartre rejects the
Transcendental Egtor basically the same reason: it would get in the way of human
freedom.

Why is the existence of God incompatible with human freedom? In “Existentialism Is A
Humanism,” Sartre gives a simple analogy: the analogy of the letter-opener.

The letter-opener is artifact. It is designed by someone, and manufactured in
accordance with that design. Téhesign— a kind of blueprint or plan — in effect sets

the limits to what the letter-opener is and what it can do. This plan or blueprint gives us
theessencef the letter-opener. (Recallhe essence is the “principle of the series” of
phenomena.)

This essence exists in a sense in the mind of the designer or artisan of the letter-opener
before the actual object is produced or manufactured. And in that sense, for the letter-
openerEssence precedes existence.

And the same thing will obviously hold fanythingthat is designed or produced in
accordance with a plan in this way. So not only does essence precede existence for the
letter-opener in particular, essence precedes existena# &vtifacts in general.

Now if God exists, as he is traditionally conceived, then he is a kidiok artisanof

the whole of creation — he produced the whole world as a product of his divine creative
act. By the same token, therefore, there must exist in God’s naiivtha planfor

creation and foeverything in it

This divine plan — traditionally known as “providence” — sets limits to what goes on in
creation. Nothing happens fortuitously, nothing happens by chance. It was all foreseen by
God.

In effect, now we’re squarely up against the good old traditional philosophical problem of
how to reconcila@ivine foreknowledgwith human free willlf God knows what we are

going to do before we do it — and he re&howsit, and is not just making a good guess

— then how can we be said tofiobee in the matter any more? In other words, how can

God exist as traditionally conceived (which includes his omniscience) if human beings are
free?

Historically, there have been lots of attempts to explain this, to reconcile these two things.
But Sartre thinks they all fail, and that the enterprise is impossible on principle. In the

end, Sartre thinks, you can’t have both: If God exists, then human beings fiee.

Conversely, if theyare free, then God does not exist. But of course, Sartre is absolutely
convinced human beings are free, for reasons he still owes us. And so, Sartre has to be an
atheist.

In the actual essay, “Existentialism Is A Humanism,” Sartre goes on to argue the other
way too: Not only is it the case that if God does exist, then human beingst &nee. It
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also goes the other way around: If God doeiexist, then human beingse free. In the
essay itself, the point of the illustration isgi@ve human freedown the basis of
atheism. In the essay, Sartre jassumestheism, and argues on that basis for human
freedom. But the way he sets it up, it will work the other way around too.

(For details, see my discussion of “Existentialism Is A Humanism” in the course packet.)

Now, to come back to being-in-itself: If God does not exist, he could not have created
being-in-itself. In factnothingcreated being-in-itself. It is “self-contained” — “in itself.”
This doesn’t mean giroduced itselflt means it wasn't produced at all. Being-in-itself is,
more or lessgternal(although we shall see soon that this is not the correct way to speak
about it). It isnot caused.

This self-containedness is what Sartre’s first characteristic means, which he sums up in
the slogan: Being is in itself.

Second characteristic (the third in Sartre’s own numbering): “Being is.” (That is, ibeing-
itselfis.)

Sartre often puts the point here by saying that being-in-itself is “too much,” it is
“superfluous.” That is, there is no good reason why it should be there, rather than not
being there.

This is closely related to the previous characteristic: “Being is in-itself.” That first
characteristic amounted to saying that being-in-itself hamnse This second claim
amounts to saying that being-in-itself hasemplanation

Whereas the former is a metaphysical claim, this one is episéemologicalAn
“explanation” is an account thaatisfies the mindt may be acausalexplanation, or it
may be some other kind of explanation. But in any case, this second claim says that
being-in-itselfhas no explanation.

Thus being-in-itself is giolation of the “Principle of Sufficient Reason.” The “Principle

of Sufficient Reason” says that there is a sufficient reason or explanatevefgthing.

There must be some reason why things turned out the way the are, rather than some other
way. Even if we don’t know what that reason is, there is one.

Sartre is in effect denying this. Therenssufficient reason for the existence of being-in-
itself.

A “sufficient reason” would be aecessitatingeason, one such that, given the reason or
explanation, the existence of being-in-itself would necessarily follow. (Otherwise it
wouldn’t be “sufficient,” would it?) But there is no such reason, so that the existence of
being-in-itself isnot necessary. It isontingent It is just abrute fact

Sartre sometimes expresses this by saying that the existence of the inatsslfrchTo
call something “absurd” for Sartre doesn’t mean it is contradictory (as ‘absurd’ meant for
Kierkegaard), and it doesn’t mean it is just incongruous or ridiculous (as it meant for
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Camus and sometimes in common parlance). It means it is “without ultimate
explanation.”

In fact, anyone who admits that human beings are free must admit that there are some
things that argontingent and so must admit that there are exceptions to the Principle of
Sufficient Reason. But Sartre is going further here. He is saying that not only are human
actions free, and therefore contingent, and therefore violations of the Principle of
Sufficient Reason. The existencenashtter— being in itself — is another such exception

to the Principle of Sufficient Reason.

Once again, this second characteristic may be regarded as a corollary of Sartre’s atheism.
If God is not around toausebeing-in-itself, then he is not around to provide any other

kind of explanation for it either. And the idea seems to be that if harg ultimate
explanation, it is somehow going to have to involve God — or something that plays the
same role as God, which comes down to the same thing.

It is worth pointing out here that Sartre’s atheism to some extent plays the same role in his
philosophy as Nietzsche’s plays in his. When Nietzsche proclaims that “God is dead,” he
doesn’t just mean a declaration of atheism in some narrow, technical sense. He means
that everything the notion of God traditionally stood for, allrtiies andfunctions—
philosophical, psychological, sociological, etc. — the notion of God has played for us, all
that is canceled, no longer applies. Sartre’s atheism to some extent works the same way.
When he seems to be saying that any ultimate explanation would have to involve God
somehow, he doesn't just mean God in the theological sense, but a broader notion — God
in the loose sense in which that concept has been used throughout Western thought.

Third characteristic: “Being is what it is.” (Once again, this means hniitgelfis what
itis.)
This one is perhaps the hardest one for us to grasp. Sometimes Sartre puts it by saying that

being-in-itself isopaque|t is solid. Roughly, the point of all these metaphors is to say that
being-in-itself is through and througlositive.There is nothingegativeabout its.

What Sartre has in mind here is a doctrine that goes b&#toeenideshe Presocratic,
as commonly interpreted. (The relevant text is Parmenides’ Fragment 8.)

Parmenides began his philosophy with what he regarded as a principle tadisokgely
demandedy reason: Being is — not in Sartre’s sense of this as a slogan, the “Second
characteristic” we've just looked at — (and non-being isn’t). Being is what it is (and
nothing else). That is, for Parmenides, reality is completélymative.There is nothing
negativeabout it.

What Parmenides is saying is that there is something paradoxical about negative notions,
something about them that is hard — perhaps impossible — to understand.

In effect, this means that it ought to be possiblgetscribethe whole of reality without
ever once resorting to the little negative word ‘not’, or to any other negative word that
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implicitly has ‘not’ built into it. It ought to be possible simply to strike the word ‘not’
from our vocabulary.

Parmenides drew some conclusions from this line of thinking — conclugioraskably
similar to Sartre’s own conclusions about being-in-itself, as we shall see. Parmenides
concluded that:

(1)  There is nothingegativeabout being.

(2) There is n@hangein being, in reality. In order for something to
change, it would have to change from whad to what itisn't, or
vice versa. And that of course involves negation.

3) There is n@oming to beThere is never anythingew no
generation Being could onlycome to bérom non-being and
there isn’'t any such thing. Being could not come to be fyseing,
since it isalreadybeing — that would not bea@ming to beat all.

4) By the same token, there is destructionnoannihilation
Destruction would be a kind of change from being to non-being,
and there’s no such thing as non-being.

5) There is naime. Time is made up of past, present and future. But
the pastdoesn’t exist — any longer. And theture doesn’t exist
either — not yet. They would beon- beingBut there isn’t any
such thing. And the present is just the limiting point separating the
past and the future.

(6)  There is ndifferentiationin being. Being is not divided up into
this being andhat being, so thathis being isnotthat being. If xis
not y, then that is a kind @on-being— not-being-y and non-
being is not.

Thus, for Parmenides, reality is just one unchanging, timeless, undifferentiated,
featureless blob of being. And that’s all.

Here is part of what Parmenides says (Kirk and Raven translation):

... itis uncreated and imperishable, for it is entire, immovable and without
end. It was not in the past, nor shall it be, since it is now, all at once, one,
continuous; for what creation wilt thou seek for it? how and whence did it
grow? Nor shall | allow thee to say or to think, ‘from that which is not’; for
it is not to be said or thought that it is not. And what need would have
driven it on to grow, starting from nothing, at a later time rather than an
earlier?.... How could what is thereafter perish? and how could it come
into being? For if it came into being, it is not, nor if it is going to be in the
future. So coming into being is extinguished and perishing unimaginable.
Nor is it divisible, since it is all alike; nor is there more here and less there,
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which would prevent it from cleaving together, but it is all full of what is.
So itis all continuous..

For Parmenides, theppearanceso the contrary — the appearances of change, time,
differentiation, generation, destruction — all those areifjusions. We shouldn’t pay
attention to them. They are the “Way of Deception.”

Sartre is sayingxactlythe same things — bubtethat he is talking about ontne-half
of reality, what he calls being-in-itself. (There is also being-for-itself.) For example, he
says on p. 29 in the “Introduction” Being and Nothingness:

Transition, becoming, anything that permits us to say that being [that is,
being-in-itself] is not yet what it will be and that it is already what it is not
— all that is forbidden on principle. It is full positivity. It knows no
otherness; it never posits itself@ber-than-another-being.it is not

subject to temporality.

Sartre is in effect judisting here the same conclusions Parmenides came to. | cannot
read this passage without thinking that Sartre had Parmenides in mind. (Actually, he
probably more immediately hatkegelin mind, but I'll bet he thought of Parmenides too.)

But while Parmenides thought the appearances to the contrary wellegists,and

should therefore be ignored, Sartre has a more complicated view. Change, time, etc., are
indeedappearancegphenomena), just as Parmenides said. But that doesn’t mean we can
ignore them. On the contrary, as phenomenologists, we must describe them carefully. But
if we are going to do it correctly, we must, in view of the previous considerations about
being-in-itself, introduce the notion nbn-beinginto the pictureWhere does this come

from?

How do we account for th@ppearance®f change, time, all these things that involve
negativity? They cannot come from being-in-itself, as we have just seen.

You can guess what the answer is going to be: They will have to come from
consciousness$rom being-for-itself.

What Sartre is dealing with here is a classical philosophical probleegation.
Parmenides worried about it. And it is still with us. Bertrand Russell, in his lectures on
Logical Atomismfor example, worried about the statusiefative facts

If | open the refrigerator and see a milk carton there, that is a positive, affirmative fact:
There is a milk carton in the refrigerator.

But if I open the refrigerator and fimeb milk carton, then does that mean that there is
something calletimilk-carton absence,” “non-milk-cartoh there? Russell thought there
was something bizarre about that, and then went on to give his own theory of what such
negative facts amount to. Sartre is in effect worrying over the same point (although his
answeris going to be completely different).
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We can perhaps get a better idea of this third characteristic of being-in-itself if we return
to our theater model. Being-in-itself is thereen recall. But the screen is — all by itself

— completely featurelesg;is blank It does nothange— change is what we see in the
movie projectean the screen. There is ie, in a sense. Time is what we see unfolding
in the storyon the screen.

There is ndifferentiation.The screen is completely homogeneous. It is not divided up
into John Wayne and the wagon train and the Rio Grande. All that is what app#d@es
screen.

Now that we have the notion of being-in-itself, | must warn you about Sartre’s
terminology. Sometimes Sartre talks about being-in-itself as though it were “the world.”
When he talks that way, it sounds as if the dichotomy between being-for-itself and being-
in-itself just amounts to the dichotomy between consciousnesi@mbrid,in the sense

of non-conscioushings: trees, stones, automobiles, pencils, etc. In fact, sometimes Sartre
calls such thing%eings-in themselves” (in the plural).

But how can he do that, given what we’ve just seen him say? In order to speak about
“beings-in-themselves” in the plural, we would have to allow that one being-in-itself is
distinct from another. But didn’t he just say that being-in-itsalhidifferentiated?

Besides, the things he calls “beings-in-themselves” certainly twkiike being-in-itself

as he has just described it. Automobiles, for example, are conspicuously “differentiated”
things — they have lots of little parts in them. Moreover, they change, break down,
depreciate with time, etc.

So is Sartre just guilty of equivocation here? Is he going back on what he has said about
being-in-itself?

Not exactly. Recall that another way to think of being-in-itself is on an analogy with
Aristotelianmatter.

Aristotelian matter is the kind of neutral stuff on which you impok®m, yielding a
product.For instance, think dfronzeas a kind ofmatter. (The example is Aristotle’s

own.) It turns out that our own use of the word ‘bronze’ in English parallels Sartre’s use
of the expression ‘being-in-itself’. Here’s how it goes:

You never se@st plain bronze— just as you never see pure being-in-itself. You always
see bronz¢hat is shapedit has some shape or other), a bronze coin or a bronze statue, or
even just a bronze lump — a product of matter and form. So too you are conscious only
of being-in-itself that has begmocessedy consciousness (a picture has been cast on the
screen).

We candescribebronze — that is, bronze just all by itself. All by itself, bronze has no
particular shape The shape is always something added on. By itself, bronze is just a
certain kind ofstuff.

Nevertheless, when we see a coin or a bronze statue, we can (and‘dd)saya
bronze.” And if we sedwo of them, we can séd¥ere are two bronzes’ (For example,
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The Royal Ontario Museum in Toronto has an excellent display of Shang “bronzes” from
ancient China.)

That is, what we are talking about when we talk about such “bronzes” is stoehe.
It's not cellophane, after all, but bronze. But what we have is ngpjustbronze; it's
not bronzeall by itself.It's bronzeshaped and molddd a certain way.

This isexactlythe way Sartre talks about being-in-itself. He can despubebeing-in-

itself, so to speak. (That's what we just saw him do with his three characteristics.) But he
will also allow that we can talk abobéings-in-themselves- tables, automobiles, etc.,
which arenot pure being-in-itself, but being-in-itself that has been molded and processed
in various ways.

Being-For-Itself

Let's now turn to being-for-itself — that is, to consciousness, the pecuiiamiankind
of reality.

We may as well get used to it now: Sartre identifies human beings with consciousness.
Consciousness is not something human behagg;it is what theyare. Of course, that
doesn’t mean he thinks of human beingpa® intellectqlike angels). On the contrary,

for Sartre consciousness goes much further than the intellect. Consciousness is also our
fears, hopes, wishes, desires, emotions, memoriegen-our bodiedVe will see more

of this later on. But get used to it now.

So while Sartre is a dualist in general, he isandtialist about human beings. Historically,
most dualisms start off with a dualism about human beings — they are souls and bodies,
minds and bodies — and then extrapolate from that to a dualism about their ontology at
large. Sartre doesn’t proceed that way.

For the present, we can say that consciousness or being-for-itself bapdséeof two
of the three characteristics we have just described for being-in-itself. (The remaining one
will require a little more discussion.) Let’s run through those three once again.

First characteristic: Being-(in-itself) is in itself.

But Being-for-itself imnotin-itself. In the case of being-in- itself, this meant it was not
metaphysically}causedoy anything, it did notlependcausally on anything else. Thus, to
say that being-for-itself igot in-itself means that it caused, itoesdepend on
something else.

And what does it depend on? Well, what else is there? It dependsinritdedf. Sartre
describes the for-itself as “arising” out of the in-itself dgtifges up,”as he says in
“Existentialism Is A Humanism.”

In short, consciousneggpendon matter. Without matter, there would be no
consciousness. This doesn’t mean that consciousnigssli® material process, or that it
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can in any way beeducedto matter. But it remains the case that without matter there
would be no consciousness.

Why does Sartre think this is so? Well, in the end, he thinks it follows from the notion of
consciousness astentional.Since consciousness is always consciouspiessmething

other than itselffhat something else is goinghave to bdéeing-in-itself. There jugsn’t
anything else.

Of course, consciousness brings a certamtributionof its own to what it is conscious

of — it constituteghe object in part (not entirely, as for Husserl). What an act of
consciousness does in every case, then, is to takeing-in-itselfand mold it intca

particular kind of objectinterpret it as a tree, a table, etc. Similarly, the scutptas up

the bronzeor clay and molds it into a statue. Similarly too, to use our movie-theater
model again, the light rays in a sense grab hold of the screen (“take it up”) and transform
it into a screen epic. The point is that it is $oeeenthat is operated on here — being-in-
itself.

In terms of the movie-theater model, the point can be put quite clearly: No screen, no
movie.

Thus, consciousness by its vegsence— which we get by eidetic abstraction, and
which requires that consciousnessgrtentional— requires something other than
consciousness; it requires being-in-itself.

This move is what Sartre somewhat mischievously calls his “ontological argument” in the
“Introduction” to Being and Nothingnesglhe original “ontological argument” was of
course Anselm’s argument for the existence of God frondéfi@ition of God. So too

here: We can see from the velgfinition of consciousness that it requires éxéstence

of being-in-itself. The connection with the original ontological argument is pretty strained,
to be sure.)

Problem for Sartre: In “Existentialism Is A Humanism,” Sartre argued that for human
beings — that is, for thior-itself — “existence precedes essence.” That is,
consciousnedsasno definition or “essence” given to it in advance. On the contrary,

“Man makes himself” — he defines himself only in the process of living. Consciousness is
free,not confined to the limits of a definition or nature.

But now we see Sartre claiming that the for-itself is not “in-itself,” and claiming this on
the basis of thessencer definition of consciousness in terms of intentionality. What
about this?

This will be a recurring puzzle for us. Sartre strongly emphasizes human freedom, with the
correlative lack of definition or essence for consciousness. And yet he goes on to give us
all kinds of general principles about consciousness.

There are two ways to regard this. We can say that Sartre is just being inconsistent, and
let it go at that. In that case, we can all go home and not pay more attention to this man.
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Or we can look more deeply. Why would a reasonably intelligent man proceed in this way
that appears so obviously inconsistent? If we are going to make sense out of this, we are
going to have to rethink the terms of the probl&his seems to me the only honest way

to proceed — provided our point is genuinelytmerstandSartre, and not just gismiss

him with quick “refutations.” (We don’t have to hold Sartre in any spegi@to do this.)

We will be returning to this problem repeatedly throughout this course. For the present,
let’s just observe thatoneof the general laws Sartre is laying down for consciousness
must be allowed to get in the way of huniemedom Exactly how this is going to work

out we will have to wait to see.

Back to the pointtnlike being-in-itself, consciousnessiist in-itself; it is, so to speak,
“in-another.”

Consciousnesgepend®on being-in-itself. But we should not think of this as though
being- in-itself somehowroducedconsciousness. Being-in-itself doegdtanything,
remember. It is completely inert.

So howdo we get from being-in-itself to being-for-itself? Sometimes Sartre talks in almost
mythicalterms about this. He speak of consciousnessi@gng up At several points he
speaks of a kind a#xplosionof being-in-itself. But none of this can be taken at face
value.

In fact, it is wrong to think of this itemporalterms at all, as thoudirst there is only
being-in-itself, andhen,later on — bingo — there is being-for-itself too. This is wrong,
because for being-in-itself there is no “first” and “later.” Being-in-itself is not subject to
time, remember.

Sartre struggles with this problem. It is one of the recurring themes throl8giagtand
NothingnessHow to express this relationship adequately and not misleadingly?

Second Characteristic: BeirigHtself justis.

This is the second (the third in Sartre’s presentation) characteristic of being-in-itself. We
have seen what this means: Being-in-itself is justge fact.There is no reason why
matter should exist rather than not exist. It violates the Principle of Sufficient Reason.

Now this is where | said that the for-itself has the opposite@bf the three

characteristics of the in-itself, but not of tiird one. The for-itself, like the in-itself, just

is. There is no ultimate “sufficient reason” for the existence of consciousness any more
than there is for the existence of being-in-itself. Consciousness too is “absurd” for Sartre.

On the other hand, the situation with consciousness isxaatlythe same as we had
with the in-itself. Since consciousnesssesout of the in-itself somehow (as we just
saw), it is notaltogetherwithout any reason or grounding. It is motally contingent
There is a certain limited kind of necesgdycedon consciousness from the outside.
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This kind of “limited necessity” is what Sartre callacticity.” (In “Existentialism Is A
Humanism,” he calls it — or something more or ldssit — the “human condition.”) It
will be an important theme @&eing and Nothingness.

In part, the basic idea behind “facticity” is that, while | fxge to choose this or that, |
amnot freenot to choosel didn’t ask to exist, no one consulted me. But | do exist
anyway, and sbaveto choose. Even if | choose to commit suicide, so that | will not have
to chooseany morethat is still a choice. As Sartre puts it in “Existentialism Is A
Humanism,™Man is condemned to be free.”

This “facticity” is going to be something Sartre will try to account for in terms of the fact
that the for-itseldlepend®n the in-itself. This will be a long story.

The Third Characteristic: Being-in-itself is what it is.

The third characteristic of being-in-itself (third in our own ordering, second in Sartre’s) is
that the in-itselis what it is,andis not what it isn’t By contrast, the for-itself, Sartre
says,s not what it isandis what is it natThis is ABSOLUTELY CRUCIAL

The claim is of coursdeliberatelyparadoxical. Some people (for example, Arthur Danto
in his bookJean-Paul Sartrethink Sartre is just being perverse here, and that he doesn’t
literally mean what he says. They think what Sartre has in mind can be explained more
perspicuously in terms that are not out and out contradictory.

| think that is wrong. | think Sartn@eansthis to be out and out contradictoAnd is
absolutely crucial to see why.

To say that consciousness — the “for-itself” — “is not what it is and is what it is not”
means in the end that consciousness — the “for-itself” —abgation,non-being,
“nothingness” (note the titleing and Nothingnepall through it. As he says at one
point, “consciousness is its own nothingness.”

But why should that commit us to outright contradiction? Well, it is because Sartre
acceptghe Parmenidean view that there is something contradictory about the little word
‘not’. Parmenides, recall, started from the princiyglquired by reasor— what is is, and

what isn’t isn’t, and never the twain shall meet — and drew the conclusion we have seen:
there is no change, no time, no differentiation. Change, time, differentiation, are all
contradictory.They violate the principleequired by reasonrhey allmix being with

non-being in various ways.

Now in a sense, Parmenides is obviously right: Philosophers have known for centuries
that change, time, the fact that things are differentiated from one another — all these are
very mysterioushings. The fact that they are altogether familiar makes them no less
mysterious as soon as we begin to look carefully.

There have been many philosophical attempts to get around the Parmenidean reasoning,
to find some way to makeghangeconsistent, to make the notiontshe consistent.
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For example, Aristotle gave an analysicbéngein terms of what he called

“potentiality” and “actuality.” (And he did this precisedly order toavoid the

Parmenidean problem.) The acatrangesnto the oak tregjevelopsnto the oak tree.

For Aristotle, this is analyzed by saying that the acoatigallyjust an acorn, but
potentiallyan oak tree. The fact that the acorn changes into the oak tree is a matter of
thatpotentiality’sbeingactualized On the other hand, the acormt potentially a

carrot — which is why when you plant an acorn, you get an oak treecaaccarrot.

But isn’t that just to say that the acorn reddly't an oak tree — nactually— and yet

in a sense it reallis an oak tree —potentially What are the words ‘actually’ and
‘potentially’ doing here? They don’t realgyoidthe inconsistency Parmenides thought

he saw in the notion of change. They gisguiseit. What you are saying is that the

acorn bothis andis notthe oak tree. The qualifications ‘actually’ and ‘potentially’ just
cover over this blatant contradiction — because, after all, we don’t hamdegendent
account of what the difference between actuality and potentiality is supposed to be. It's
as if we were saying:

There isn’t any contradiction, because we have to distinguish two senses
of being the oak tree: sense A and sensia Bense Ahe acorris an oak
tree; in sense B isn't.

In the absence of any other information about what the two senses AaaadtBis is not

a very successful way to avoid the contradiction. It's jugtrédendwe’re avoiding it,
because we don't like it. And, on Sartre’s view, that is exactly the sort of thing we have
with Aristotle’s theory of potentiality and actuality — and with all other philosophical
attempts to avoid these paradoxes.

Sartre thinks that happeoa principle— that therds no consistent account of these
things. They reallyare contradictory.

Another way to look at this was suggested to me once by a remark one of my colleagues
made (Norman Kretzmann) intetally different context. Suppose you have a sphere
rolling down an inclined plane:
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And suppose you take an instantaneous snapshot of it, as above. Then you show it to
someone else and ask him to describe what he sees there. If he just describes the inclined
plane, and the sphere, and the position of the sphere at the moment the picture was taken,
then everything he saysasrrect— as far as it goes. He's described whet&rein the

picture, all right. But what he'sot described is theotion the fact that the ball iolling

downthe plane.

In order to describe the ball edling, you can't just talk about where the balkight
now,when the snapshot was taken. You have to make some kind of referarezdat
was a moment agoy towhere it is going to be a moment from néwother words, in
order to describe the situation in termgbingeandprocessyou have to talk not just
aboutwhat it is,but abouiwhat it isn'tas well. The situation, thelling down the plane
then,is not just what it is, but also whatign't.

All of this is just to say that Parmenides was right! Change, time, motion, differentiation,
all involve a mixture of what is and what isn’t, and are contradictory in this way.

Now back to Sartre. Since, as we saw in discussing leiitgelf, being-in-itself cannot

be the source of these positive-negative contradictions (being-in-itself is purely
affirmative,remember, there is nothimggativeabout it), then they must somehow be
accounted for in terms of beirigf-itself, in terms of consciousness. That's what the
theory ofconstitutionsays, after all. (There isn’t any third alternative, since these two are
the only things that are, for Sartre.)

Now this tells us something important about consciousness. If consciousness too were
completelypositive,it would be just like being-in-itself in that respect, and consciousness
could no more account for these negative, contradictory things than being- in-itself can.
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Therefore consciousness ot purely positive and affirmative. It must somehow have
negationrunning all through it. And that means, of course, that consciousness (like
change, motion, etc.) is going to é&@entradictorytoo.

And of course, in a sense that is something else philosophers should have realized a long
time ago. People have always known there is something very mysterious about
consciousness. No one has succeeded in giving a coherent account of it.

Now here is where Sartre’s phenomenological method pay# af.were trying to

argue,to proceed according to what Husserl called “the natural standpoint,” to construct
a “scientific” theory of consciousness and of the world and of the relation between them,
then he would be in a bad fix at this point. He would start from certain claims about
consciousness and the world, and tdeducethe consequences from them. But, as
everyone knows, if your initial premises @a@ntradictory,then you can dedu@nything

at all from them. It is a standard theorem of logic: Anything follows from a contradiction
(Barring various paraconsistent logics, relevance logics, and other exotica. It is perhaps
interesting to speculate about the usefulness of such logics in Sartre’s own enterprise.)

So if Sartre were proceeding from “the natural standpoint,” if he were constructing an
argumentative theoryyhy then anything would go. His theory would commit him to
saying absolutely everything. In short, his whole enterprise would break down.

But of course Sartre isot arguing; he iglescribing As a phenomenologist, lvannot

argue for his views. But now, if change, becoming, differentiation, etc., are all
contradictory,that doesn’t mean | cannot describe them anyway. | can describe
contradictory things. | can describe what a square circle would be like, for example. (If |
couldn’t, how could | ever decide there aren’t any such things.) Of course my description
of a square circle is going to bentradictory.But that doesn’t matter.

And so too with change, time, differentiation — and vetimsciousnesg.hey are all
contradictory, but | can nevertheless describe them. And there is nothing wrong with that
procedure, provided | don't try fafer anything from these descriptions in an
argumentative manner.

So what happens to logic, for Sartre? After all, whether Sartre himself actually wants to
draw the inferences or not, it would seem to be just a simple law of logic — the Law of
Identity — that says that thingge what they areandare not what they aren’So when
Sartre says the for-itself ot what it is ands what it isn’t, isn’t he just denying a basic
principle of logic?

Yes he is. But that doesn’t mean that logic has no legitimate role at all for Sartre. In the
“Introduction” to Being and Nothingneds explicitly describes the Law of Identity as
what he calls a “regional principle.” That is, it applies to amlg regionof reality — to
being-in-itself. It doegot apply to the for-itself.

So here is where Sartre parts company with Parmenides. Parmenides thought that
negation is contradictory, and so should be abhorred and avoided — ignore all the
appearances of negative things, they will only mislead you. Sartre agrees that nggation
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contradictory, but doesot agree that we can therefore avoid it. On the contrary, we must
be especiallycareful, must pagloseattention to it, to make sure we describe it
accurately.

Furthermore, we should not think that calling something contradictory ntedoesn’t
existfor Sartre. We have just seen him call consciousness, the for-itself, contradictory,
and it certainlydoesexist. For Sartre, there areal contradictiongand they are us). As

a terminological convenience, therefore, let us for future reference distinguish the
contradictory which might in fact exist, from thenpossible which can’t exist.

Question for pondering: How are we supposed to tell which is which, which
contradictions are “good contradictions” and can exist anyway, and which ones are “bad
ones” anccannotexist? | suspect this is going to have to have something to do with
eidetic abstraction, but I'm not sure of the details.

Positional & Non-positional Consciousness, Reflective & Non-
Reflective Consciousness

So far, we've explained how the for-itself is like and how it is unlike the in-itself with
respect to the three characteristics of the in-itself Sartre listed at the end of his
“Introduction.”

But there is another aspect of consciousness we have yet to consider. It is what is
suggested by the peculiar phrase ‘for-itself’. Whétds-itself” about consciousness?

This brings us to one of the main themes of Sarfredsscendence of the Egand of the
“Introduction” to Being and Nothingnesélhe discussion is clearerTmanscendence of
the Egopp. 43ff.)

There are two pairs of terms discussed there, and it is important to get them straight:

Positional (or “thetic”) vs. non-positional (non-thetic) consciousness.
Reflective vs. non-reflective (unreflective, pre-reflective) consciousness.

The first thing you have to know about these two distinctiotisaisthey are not the
same distinctionThe secondary literature often treats them as thoughwtbethe same
distinction. For example, Danto’s bodkan-Paul SartreAs | understand it, this is a
mistake — and aimportantmistake.

Let's start with the second pair first: reflective vs. non-reflective (unreflective, pre-
reflective) consciousness.

Suppose | am reading a book, a gripping murder mystery. In that case, whatogtte

of consciousness? (There must be one, as required by the theaagntibnality)

Answer: The story, the murder. That entirely occupies my consciousness; it and it alone is
my object. In fact, the more | am “caught up” in the story, the more | tend to lose any
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awareness of my environment. | ignore the fact that the refrigerator is buzzing, | filter out
the traffic noises outside the window, etc. All | am conscious of isttrg.

In particular,n no sensés the object of my consciousness in this ¢cagaeOn the
contrary, to the extent that the story is a good one, we say that llbstvenyself” in the
story; | am“absorbed” in the story.

In other words, the object of consciousness in no sense invob/es
This is what Sartre calls “non-reflective” (pre-reflective, unreflective) consciousness.

But now suppose | suddenly say to myself: “I'm really enjoying this book.” What has
happened there? All of a sudden, “I” appear. Now I'm thinking alysielfand my
enjoyment of the book. Now the object of my consciousnasgis- or at least it's a
situation of which | am a part. And that wasn’t so for my earlier consciousness.

In fact, there is a sense of almost physical “wrenching” involved in passing from the one
state of consciousness to the other.

This second act of consciousness, the one in which | am thinkingraisetf,or about
some situation in whicham involved, is what Sartre catleflective” consciousness.
The previous act, in which the object of my consciousness was jstbtigand in no
sensame,is what he callsnon-reflective’ consciousness (sometimes called “pre-
reflective” or “unreflective” consciousness).

Just what kind of “me” it is that appears in reflective consciousness — whether it is the
psyche(the “psychological ego”) or the Transcendental Ego, or what — is something we
will have to look at later on.

On pp. 48-49 ofranscendence of the Eddartre gives some examples of thim-
reflectiveconsciousness:

... When | run after a streetcar, when | look at the time, when | am
absorbed in contemplating a portrait, there i$.rfi@hat is, there is no “I”
as part of the object of consciousness.] There is consciousrbges
streetcar-having-to-be-overtakeetc.,.... [ am leaving out some words
that refer to a distinction we have not yet discussed.] 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 — bng,| have disappeared; | have
annihilated myself. There is no place foeon this level. And this is not a
matter of chance, due to a momentary lapse of attention, but happens
because of the very structure of consciousness.

But now (Sartre doesn’t go on to make this point, but we can do it for him), suppose |
stop running after the streetcar, and say “{®,not going to catch it.” At that moment, |
am no longer aware @ist the streetcar-having-to-be-caught; the “I" makes its
appearance. At that moment, | move tordiectivelevel.
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Important: Reflective consciousness and pre-reflective consciousness are mutually
exclusive. They arwo distinct actof consciousness. No one act can be both.

On the other hanayveryact of consciousness is either the one or the other. And how do
you tell which it is, whether any given act of consciousness is reflective or non-reflective?
You check what thebjectof that act of consciousness is. If it involves the “self,” the act

is reflective;if not, it isnon-reflective

Thus, we get a Great Law of Consciousness:

Every act of consciousness is eitheflective or non-reflective, but not
both.

This much is easy. Let’s now look at the second pair of terms: ‘positional’ vs. ‘non-
positional’. The first half of this pair is easy too:

The notion ofpositionalconsciousness is just an aspect of the doctringaritionality.
Every act of consciousness is consciousnessmithingEvery act of consciousness
takes arobject, positsin object. And in that sense Sartre calipdisitional”
consciousness.

(The term ‘positional’ here has nothing especially to do with space or location, at least not
literally. It has to do with “positing.”)

Sartre also calls this notidthetic” consciousness. ‘Thetic’ is just Greek, where
‘positional’ is Latin. In Greek, a ‘thesis’ is a “putting.”

Soeveryact of consciousness is “positional” in this sense; it satisfies the doctrine of
intentionality and has an object. Thus positional consciousness is not jk#teoe
consciousness, as opposed to other kinds, in the way reflective and non-reflective
consciousness are two different kinds of consciousness, two distinct acseN@ct of
consciousness is positional.

So when we now turn to talk about something cdteoh-positional” consciousness, we
are not talking about a new and differkimd of actof consciousness. We are instead
talking about a newideof consciousness thabes along witlits being positional.

In other words, every act of consciousness will indeed be positional. But that is not the
end of the matter. To say it is positional does not exhaust everything you can say about an
act of consciousness.

As it will turn out,

Every act of consciousness is bptbsitional consciousness of some object
or other, and also non-positional consciousness. (And, of course,
depending on what the object is, it will be either reflectivaar-

reflective.)

This may be called a Second Great Law of Consciousness.
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But whatis this “non-positional” side of consciousness? This is where we get the notion
of what is “for-itself” about consciousness. The non-positional side of consciousness is
self- consciousnesAnd by that we of course don’'t mean begty, but rather the
awareness thaachact of consciousness has of itself.

But now of course we have to be careful. This doesn’t mean that every act of
consciousness is consciousness of iEekn objectlt isn’t. And in fact,no act of
consciousness is conscious of itgalfan objectWe saw that when we were discussing
the theory of intentionality: Intentionality igeflexive.Every act of consciousness is
conscious osomething elsbesides itself. In some cases that something else will be a
differentact of consciousness, and in those cases werb#getiveconsciousness. But
the fact remains, no act of consciousness is consciousness @staalbbject.

So every act of consciousness is aware of itself — but not as an object. Thus there must
be somentherway in which an act of consciousness is conscious of itself. How are we to
understand this?

Go back and think of an example we used before, the case of reading a good book. In
such a case, | am “absorbed” in the book. | “lose myself’ in it, as we say.

Yet, | am not “absorbed” in the story to the extent that | litetadlgomehe story. There
is still a distinction between me and the story. The story is th@betof my attention;
it absorbs my attention entirely. And yet there is always a cetisti@ncebetween me
and the story. | am ntiterally the story; | am an onlooker, a spectatorpatsider |
adopt avantage pointvith respect to the story. In fact, a skillful author will be able to
manipulate the vantage point you adopt.

If the story is a third-person narrative, you adopt the vantage point of an invisible
spectator who is present secretly at everything that is done in the stoppuBue not
doing what is being done. You are just a spectator.

If the story is dirst-person narrative, things are different — but the main point still holds.
You are still a spectator. You amet the person who is telling the story, the one speaking
in the first person. You take up a vantage piside his headyehind his eyes.

This is true ineverycase of consciousness. Theraligsaysa distinction between
consciousness and its object. (Remembeirtb#exivity of intentionality.)

Now there is a sense in which you are perfectly aware of this all the time, throughout the
entire story. But of coursés not part of the storylt doesn’toccupy your attentiothe
way what is going on in the story does.

This is very much like the old notion we saw in Husserl — the notion of the
phenomenological Ego, the pure “vantage point,” the “point of view” on an object. We
neverseethe point of view, the “eye of the camera,” but it is alwgiygen(we never

have to infer it) in everything we do see.

This way in which consciousness is always aware of itsgmimt of viewon the object is
what Sartre callaon-positional consciousnegsam positionally aware of the object, and
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non-positionally aware of my point of view on the object, my standpoint with respect to
it.

And now we get an important move: Sartre thinks of consciousness as jtekitinisof a
point of view.This is probably the most revealing way of thinking of consciousness for
Sartre.

Consciousness is the taking of a point of view on an objectsdnethinghat takes a
point of view on an object; it is thakingitself. (There is no Transcendental Ego back in
there, remember.)

As a result, since every act of consciousness is always positionally aware of the object
and non-positionally aware of taking a certain point of view on the object, and since the
taking of that point of view jugs the act of consciousness, we get the following

important statement:

EVERY ACT OF CONSCIOUSNESS IS SIMULTANEOUSLY
POSITIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS OF AN OBJECT AND NON-
POSITIONAL CONSCIOUS NESS OF ITSELF.

Sartre sometimes expresses the notion of non-positional consciousness by saying that
every act of consciousness is consciousness (of) itself — putting the ‘of’ in parentheses to
indicate that it is not consciousnesstself as an objectin English, we don't have to

resort to this. We can say “self-consciousness,” and don’t have to use the perhaps
misleading construction “consciousness of self.”

Sartre thinks this non-positional side of consciousness is just as essential as the positional
or intentional side of consciousness is.

If there could be such a thing as an act of consciousness thptikehsintentional or
positional, and wasot non-positionally aware of itself, this would mean that there could

be an act of consciousness that is consciousness ofodgewt, but doesn’t take point

of viewon that object, doesn’t separate itself as an onlooker at a distance from its object.

In that case, the consciousness would not ongtiserbedn its object, in the sense that

the object occupies its entire attention. It would literadgomethe object of

consciousness. The distance, the separation, between consciousness and its object would
vanish.

When | perceive a tree, | would no longerdo@sciousof the tree; | would literallype
the tree.

Sartre thinks such an act of consciousness is nonsense. We can’t have a consciousness
like that. It would be annconscious consciousnesgyich is preposterous. An
UNCONSCIOUS CONSCIoUSNESS IS N0 consciousness at all.

Note: This tells us already that Sartre is going to reject the Freudian notion of the
unconscious mind. Sartre thinks that is utter confusion. This will be an important theme.
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There is nothinginconsciousbout consciousness for Sartre. Consciousness is
consciousness through and through. ddmpletely transparenlike light.

Note that Sartre is not realrguing here, although it may sound as though that's what

he is doing. Heannotargue like this. He cannot say that the notion of an unconscious
mind is contradictory and therefore must be rejected — because Sartre himself thinks the
notion of consciousnessitself contradictory, as we have seen, and yet he does not

reject it for that reason. No — Sartre is simgéscribing.And he thinks the Freudian

notion of the unconscious is simplyrasdescriptiorof the way things are.

We have then two realms of being for Sartre: consciousness, the for-itself, and inert
being-in-itself. The latter is the opposite of consciousness in some respects. It is
unconsciousAnd in fact it is theonly thing thatis unconscious for Sartre. The attempt to

find an unconscious part of consciousness is an attempt to insert a little dab of the in-itself
right into the heart of the for-itself. And it won’t work.

Sartre thinks Husserl’s Transcendental Ego is like this. The Transcendental Ego is not
really consciousijt is whatproducesconscious acts. It is out of place in consciousness. It
is an opague object in this transparent medium, “like a stone at the bottom of a pool,” as
he says imMranscendence of the Ego.

Sartre thinks it is wrong and contradictory to try to combine the in-itself and the for-itself
in this way — and worse, it mply a misdescription of the facts.

This is also one of the reasons Sartre is an atheist (although not the main reason). The
notion of God is the notion of something that is simultaneously being-in-itself and being-
for-itself.

God is an in-itself insofar as he is traditionally thought of as eternal, changeless, simple
(having no parts), outside time. Yet he is also for-itself insofar as he is traditionally
thought of as conscious, as having a providential plan, as having knowledge and will, as
caring about creation.

Sartre thinks this is contradictory. And it's rjast contradictory. (After all,
consciousness itself is contradictory.) It's contradictory in a wayctrét happen.
Basically, Sartre’s view is that by investigating tiegure of consciousness and the
natureof being-in-itself, he can tell thétey just don’t go togetheAnd where does he
find out about these natures? By #idetic reductionThe eidetic reduction is still
important for Sartre, although it does not play the same role that it did for Husserl.

The Freudian unconscious, the Husserlian Transcendental Ego, the traditional notion of
God — Sartre rejects all these things for basically the same reasorallltveyld

involve an impossible combination of being-in-itself and being-for-itself. In fact, Sartre
sometimes talks as if the Transcendental Ego would be like a little “god” back there in
consciousness, generating our acts of consciousness and responsible for our actions. Just
like God (in “Existentialism Is A Humanism”), the Transcendental Ego would get in the
way of ourfreedom.
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The Self-Love Theory

Now what is the importance of this distinction between positional and non-positional
consciousness, and between reflective and non-reflective consciousness?

Well, Sartre thinks a lot of philosophical mistakes arise from getting these distinctions
confused, from thinking they are teamedistinction. (As Danto in effect does, in my
opinion.)

As an illustration, let’s discuss the theory Sartre describes as the “Self-Love Theory.”
Sartre treats this iranscendence of the Edmeginning on p. 54, in the section entitled
“The Theory of the Material Presence of te.” (We'll talk later on about the odd
distinction Sartre tries to make between the “I” and the “Me.”)

The theory he is discussing here is a common one, and you’ve no doubt heard it. It goes
like this:

My friend Pierre iSn needin some way. Say he’s slipped and fallen on the ice. And so |
go to help him up. At first this looks like a nice, friendly, virtuous thing to do. After all,
we’re supposedo help our friends on such occasions, aren’t we?

But the Self Love Theory would say this superficial appearance is not right. \W&lhs
going on is not virtuous at all. Seeing Pigrr@meedproduces in me a certain feeling of
distress and anxiety, and that’s of course unpleasant. Furthermore, if | go to Pierre’s aid,
this will reducemy feeling of distress, and may even produce in me a certain sense of
self-satisfaction for being so helpful, and that would be pleasant. Amticipatethese

things if | go to Pierre’s aid.

Now the Self Love Theory claims that mgal motivation for going to Pierre’s aid mot
to help him out, but rather teducemy distress and give myself the satisfaction of being
so helpful.

In short, theeal reason | go to Pierre’s aid has nothing to do with him; it's a deed that’s
entirelyself-centeredit’s selfish

If you reply that | certainly don$eento be acting selfishly in that case, that I'm
certainly notawareof being prompted by a selfish motive, the Self Love Theory would
reply that that doesn’t prove anything. You still were acting selfishly, even if only
unconsciously.

Now of course the case of Pierre’s need is only an exampleyéifezalpoint of the Self
Love Theory is that walwaysact for selfish motives in this way; there’s no avoiding it.

Notice the move here. This theory argues as follows:

(2) Every action is of course directedsaime goal or othelVithout
somepurpose, we would never act at all. (Random twitchings do
not count amctions) And furthermore, that goal must always
involve theobjectof consciousness +eachingit, changingit,
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etc.
(ACTION — GOAL INVOLVES INTENTIONAL OBJECT )

(2) Now (this theory says) every action of ours is directed abéie
or Ego.It's goal is always aelfishone. (The “Ego” involved here
would be thegsychologicaEgo, the seat of our desires and
pleasures, of our distresses and satisfactions.)

(GoAL - SELF)

3) Therefore: It appears to follow that every action of ours involves a
reflectiveact of consciousness — an act of consciousness that has
the Selfor Egoas its object or as part of its object.

(OACTION - REFLECTIVE )

(4) But it doesn’'seenthat this is so. We have the examples of helping
Pierre, chasing the bus, etc.
(DOESN'T SEEM S0.)

(5) Therefore: Since I'm natonscioushbeing selfish, my selfishness
in those instances must baconscious.
(O UNCONScIOouS)

Notice how the notion of amnconsciousness being appealed to here in ordesfivea
theory that is not supported by the factgmfiisciousnesgl’'m not beingconsciously
selfish.) The data of consciousness seem to conflict with the Self Love Theory. But,
rather than rejecting the theory, its proponents just move the whole thing into the
uNCoNSCiousness.

In the above argument, there #neee premisessteps (1), (2) and (4). (Steps (3) and (5)
are conclusions drawn from the preceding steps.)

Now Sartre will accept the premises in steps (1) and (4). But why on earth would anyone
accept the premise in step (2) — the main thesis of the Self Love Theory?

Sartre thinks the plausibility of step (2) rests @oaect insightcombined with a
mistaken assumption.

Thecorrect insightis that the sight of Pierre in neddesproduce a feeling of distress in
me. And | am quitawareof that feeling of distress. (After all, a feeling I'm not aware of
is like a pain | don’t feel — it's no pain at all.)

Furthermore, it igorrectthat when | go to Pierre’s aid, my acti@ducesmy distress,
and perhaps even enhances my feeling of self-satisfaction. And agaiedtisionand
this enhancemerdre things I’'m quite aware of.

Again, it is no doubtorrectthat there is a sense in whichnticipatethis reduction of

my distress and this enhancement of my self-satisfaction if | go to Pierre’s aid. After all,
I’'m not surprisedto find I'm no longer so distressed when | help Pierre up. And again,
this anticipationmust be something I’'m aware of.
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So Sartrggrantsthat | am aware of all the things the Self Love Theory says I’'m aware of.

But he thinks these correct points asnbinedwith a mistaken assumption. The
assumption is thahe only WAY | can be aware of all these things is POSITIONALLY.

In short, the Self Love Theory gets its plausibility frgnoring the non-positional side of
consciousness, and thogerlookingthe distinction between positional and non-positional
consciousness. It thinks that since | awareof all these things that involvayself and
since (it implicitly supposes) the only | can be aware of thingesgionally,it follows

that what | am doing in these casegeecting.And since this theory thinks thall my
actions are motivated by selfish considerations in this vy, constantly on the level of
reflection.

But of course that’s wrong, and the mistake comes from not recognizing that there is
anotherway of being aware of myself besides$lection And that isnon-positional
consciousnes#nd of course we aralwaysaware of ourselvethat way. (RecallEvery
act of consciousness is both positional consciousness of an objecrapdsitional
consciousness of itself.) But that doesn’t mean we are always cefldetiveplane.

Here is what Sartre says on p. 55:

Now the interest of this thesis [the Self-Love Theory], it seems to us, is
that it puts in bold relief a very frequent error among psychologists. The
error consists in confusing the essential structure of reflective acts with the
essential structure of unreflected acts. It is overlooked that two forms of
existence are always possible for consciousness. Then, each time the
observed consciousnesses are given as unreflected, one superimposes on
them a structure, belonging to reflection, which one doggedly alleges to be
unconscious.

Sartre’s own view is that | apositionallyandunpleasantlyaware of Pierre in need, and
non-positionallyaware of being unpleasantly aware. | amrefiectingon my
displeasure. (Of course | alwagsuldreflect on it, but there’s no theoretical reason why
| haveto.)

In short, for Sartre, thebjectbefore my mind in this casefserre in needIt's in no

way me.The goal of my action is tchangethe situation, t@et Pierre out of needhe

goal isnot to reduce my displeasure, even though that will happen as a result, and even
though | am quite aware that it will happen.

Note: In Sartre’s account, there is nothumgonsciousibout any of this. Once we
recognize the distinction between positional and non-positional consciousness, we don’t
need to postulate an unconsciousness.

Question: Is this anything more than a ntereninologicalpoint? Is what Sartre calls
“non-positional” consciousness really just what others calliremonsciousnind?
Couldn’t one say that, far fronejectingthe notion of an unconsciousness here, Sartre
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has really just given us a very elegant wayrderstandindiow the unconsciousness
works?

Well, perhaps. But, as we’ll see in the chapter on “Existential Psychoanalysis,” the notion
of an “unconsciousness” is linked to a certdi@ory— Freud’s theory, of course — that
Sartre thinks is just deagrong. For Sartre, it'fiot just a matter of terminology.

But we can begin to get a handle on this even now.pootdemwith the theory of the
unconsciousness is that it triessgait eachovertact of consciousness iniwo acts — an
explicit, conscious one, and a hidden, unconscious one that providealthetive for
the conscious one, and so must takel@dagnethat may be involved.

Notice how any kind oblameis taken off the explicit act of consciousness and shifted
elsewhere. For Sartre, the theory of the unconscious mind is just a way of trgutgdo

responsibility.

But of course, for Sartregsponsibilityhas to go along withuman freedomNhether we
like it or not, we ardree and so absolutelesponsibldor what we do. In effect,
therefore, by trying to avoitesponsibility the theory of the unconsciousness is in the
end trying to deny humaneedom And soof courseSartre is going to reject it.

Notice how absolutely central the thesis of human freedom is for Sartre. He
uncompromisingly rejectsverythingthat would get in its way. So far we have seen Sartre
reject:

Q) the Self-Love Theory;

(2)  the notion of the unconsciousness;

3) the Transcendental Ego;

4) God

on these grounds.

The Constitution of the Ego

| now want to turn to Part Il ofranscendence of the E¢@&eginning on p. 60.)

This section will give us an opportunity to apply some of the general themes we have
been investigating to a particular case. In my opinion, this é&xguisitepassage, an
excellent example of phenomenological description.

Part Il of Transcendence of the Egoentitled “The Constitution of the Ego.” Now,
remember, for Sartre there is manscendentaEgo. And in fact, he doesn’t even speak
of aphenomenologicdEgo. The only Ego allowable in Sartre’s theory is the
psychologicaEgo — the psyche, thgersonality the seat of character traits, the “real
me.”
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So what Sartre is describing in this Part Il is how | come up with such an idea. Now of
course this Ego only appears to atall in cases ofeflection So what we are going to
be doing in this Part Il will be geflectiveenterprise.

Let's begin on p. 60.

In the sectiorNotes on Transcendence of the Eythe course packet, | remarked that at
least at the beginning of the book Sartre distinguishes the notion Dfathecendental

Ego (which he rejects) from the notion of h&/chologicaEgo by means of a little
terminological convention:

The Transcendental Ego = The “I”
The Psychological Ego = The “Me”

That is why the discussion of the Self-Love Theory is called “The Material Presence of
theMe.” We were talking about thesychethere, the source of selfish motives and
drives.

The terminological device is pretty artificial, to be sure, but there is some rationale to it.
The pronoun ‘I’ is in the nominative case, and so stands as the gramrmalijeadtof

verbs. Thus the “I” is the Ego as somethawive,which certainly fits the notion of the
Transcendental Ego. Conversely, the pronoun ‘me’ is in the objective (accusative) case,
and so functions as the grammatical direct object of verbs (among other roles). Thus the
“me” is the Ego as somethim@assive And this fits the notion of the psychological Ego,

at least in part. We’'ll see this in a bit, and we’ll also see that Sartre’s picture of the
psychological Ego is really much more nuanced than this initial distinction would suggest,
and that there is an active side to it as well.

In any case, that is the distinction between the “I” and the “Me” at the beginning of the
book: the distinction between the Transcendental Ego and the psychological Ego. But of
course therg no Transcendental Ego for Sartre, as we've seen. So by the time we get to
the end of Part | of the book, in which he argagainstthe theory of the Transcendental
Ego, thepoint of observing this nice terminological distinction has been largely lost. And
so, by the end of Part I, we begin to see Sartre using the term ‘I’ in a rather different way:
for the active side of thesychologicaEgo! The term ‘Me’ then comes to be reserved

more or less for thpassivefeatures of the psychological Ego.

Thus there is an unannounced terminological shift going on in the book. The “I” and the
“Me,” which started off as two quite distinct things, now become justsigdesor two
distinctroles of one and the santhing, what he formerly called the “Me.”

Thus, he says on p. 60, in the penultimate paragraph of Part I:
We begin to get a glimpse of the fact thatltled themeare only one.

And again, in the last paragraph of Part | (p. 60 again):
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Thel is the ego as the unity of actions. Theis the ego as the unity of
states and of qualities. The distinction that one makes between these two
aspects of one and the same reality seems to us simply functional, not to
say grammatical.

The terminological distinction between the “I” and the “Me” is perhaps not very
important in the long run. Nevertheless, there are several important notions and terms
introduced in the passage | just read. The question of the whole of Part Il is: How does
the psychological Ego, the personality or “self,” appear to us when we reflect? (‘Appear’
doesn’t of course mearnsually appearing here. It just meamsing any kind of object of
consciousness.

In the passage just quoted, Sartre says this Ego appears towstg®aseveral things.
Of whatthings? Well, ofctions(on the active side), and statesandqualities(on the
passive side). So we will have to ask what those are exactly.

But there is something else here we have to note. If we look back again to the penultimate
paragraph of Part | (p. 60), Sartre says:

We are going to try to show that this ego, of whHiegtndmeare but two
aspects, constitutes tigeal and indirect.. unity of the infinite series of
our reflected consciousnessgghe emphasis in the last phrase is njine

(Note: He say&eflected consciousnesses, ripgflectivé consciousnesses. A
“reflected” consciousness is tlibjectof a“reflective” consciousness.)

Now among other things in this passage, note the tiatiotect’ here. As he goes on to
say in the first sentence of Part 1l (still on p. 60):

The ego is natlirectly the unity of reflected consciousnesses. [My
emphasis again.]

This suggests, then, that something else is going to lebréw unity of reflected
consciousnesses.

Now, what is all this about?

Well, recall the passage frofte Psychology of Imaginatiowhere we talked about the
difference betweeperception, imaginatiorandconception There we said that when

we perceive somethirgs a cubeye perceive at most three sides facing us at once. We
see itonly in profile,in anAbschattungWe see those three sidesbelonging to a
configuration that hasix sides in all, which are arranged in such and such a way, result in
a solid physical object, and so on.

We see all thosextrasas implied, as promised, by the three sides that are presented
directly to us.
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So too in the case of consciousness. Pierre walks into the room, and — to use Sartre’s
example (p. 62):

| feel a sort of profound convulsion of repugnance and anger at the sight of
him.

It is this experience we are goingr&flecton in this Part Il of the book, and we are going
to try to be as phenomenologically sensitive as we can about it.

So, howdoesthis feeling of repugnance appear to me when | reflect on it?

Well, that momentary repugnance is present to me, it is directly before my mind. But, just
as with the three sides of the cube, the momentary repugoames orio me as only

part of the story. When | reflect on that repugnance, | saesimply aprofile of a

larger whole, as a kind of instantaneasdowthat provides a glimpse of a more stable

and enduring fact: HATE PIERRE!

(Note: Sartre is not saying that my momentary repugnanustappear to me in this way
on reflection. This is just aexample The same thing holds, of course, for the three sides
of the cube. tanjust see them as three sides.)

Here is what he says (p. 62 again):

But is this experience of repugnance hatred? Obviously not. Moreover, it

is not given as such [any more than the three sides come on to me as being
— all by themselves — THE CUBE.]. If | limited it to what it is, to

something instantaneous, | could not even speak of hatred anymore. |
would say: “I feel a repugnance for Peter [it's “PeterTmnscendence

of the Egoput “Pierre” inBeing and Nothingnes$he French is “Pierre”

in both cases.] at this moment,” and thus | wawddimplicate the future

But precisely by this refusal to implicate the future, | would cease to hate.
[Emphasis added.]

Hatred, in other words, is serious business. It involves much more than a momentary
twinge of repugnance. In the case of hatred, as in the case of the cube,tfweeetlsan
meets the eyélatred involves gommitmentThere is a kind of stability and permanence
to hatred that isn’t there in my fleeting momentary feeling of repugnance all by itself.

Now you may well ask here, “Just what is the object of my consciousness here?” | am
engaging in a reflective enterprise, but what isatbgectl am reflecting on? | thought it

was my momentary repugnance for Pierre, but now it turns out to be more than that, to be
some kind of long-termrojectof hating Pierre. Which is it?

Well, it's both. And there should be no confusion caused by that fact if we are careful.
When | look at the cube, what is tbbjectof my consciousness? Is it tbebeor is it

only the three sides directly facing me? Well, obviously, the answeitlisl see the

three sides, anith the same act,see the cubthrough them
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When you look at this chair, what do you see? Do you seghtig or only thefront of
the chair? The obvious answer is, “I see the dBgiseeingonly one side of ifThat’s
just what wameanby ‘seeing it from one side’.

So too (p. 62, bottom):

Now my hatred appears to me at the same tirmgaexperience of
repugnance. But it appeatsoughthis experience. It is given as precisely
not being limited to this experience.

And later (on p. 63):

Hatred, then, is a transcendent object. [In fact, it is transcendeothof

the senses of that word distinguished by Hussérhim Idea of
PhenomenologyEachErlebnis[= experiencerevealsit as a whole, but

at the same time tterlebnisis a profile, a projection [Abschattunyy

Hatred is credit for an infinity of angry or repulsed consciousnesses in the
past and in the future. It is th&nscendent unitef this infinity of
consciousnesses. [Emphasis added.]

Recall that theubein our example is just treummatiorof the phenomenon of the three
sides facing meplus everything that isot directly facing me but is implied or promised
insofar as | see the thimga cube. The cube is just them totalof all that. And the
essenc®f the cube is th#rinciple of the serie$; the essence, which | can extract by
eidetic abstraction, is what determines what dhétudedin that sum totaf.

So too, theéhatredin the present passage is just the sum total of the momentary
repugnance | am now reflecting quiys all those past and future repugnances that are, so
to speak, “around in back.”

Furthermore, theromisesnade by my momentary repugnance for Pierre, the
determination that | wiltontinueto hate Pierre until my dying day — there is no
guarantee those promises will come true. | may change my mind. | may decide Pierre is
really an OK guy.

So, just as in the case of the cube, we have a promise of “more to come,” and that
promise is not guaranteed.

5 The translation is ambiguous here, and might cause confusion. Don't read.itrag:Hatred
appears to me at the same timgeisigmy experience of repugnance.” Read it asniy hatred appears to
me at the same time deesmy experience of repugnance.”

6 Recall that Sartre said Husserl had reduced all the traditional dualisms to one: the duality of finite
vs. infinite. For Husserl, at least as Sartre interprets him, the object was just the sum total of an infinity of
phenomena. For Sartre, however, there was more involved; thebeingsin-itself which provided the
being of the phenomendBo it's not quite true to say that for Sartre the cubeaguke sum total of all the
phenomena; that's Husserl, not Sartre. But the analogy between the cube and anger still holds, and the
technical refinement should not distract us for now.
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All this means thahatredis aperceptual objegtjust as in the case of the cube. It's not a
sensoryobject, of course, in the way the cube is. Hatred is not something we see or hear.
But, in accordance with the schema we set up earlier, hadstd fall under the heading

of perception. (We certainly aren’t jugtaginingor merelyconceivingthe hatred.)

Obviously what we are doing herebisoadeningour notion ofperception so that it
includes more than jusensation.

Another way to look at it, so that this broadening perhaps doesn’t seem so arbitrary, is to
recall that in that passage frarhe Psychology of Imaginatiowe said the notion of

making arobjectiveclaim went withperception whereas imagination and mere

conception wergubjective Perceptual claims wembjectivein the sense that they were
something tan be wrongabout.

So too here. | can berongabout my hatred for Pierre. Hatred is not just a matter of
making aresolutionto hate Pierre; it is a matter kéepingthat resolution. And | can
never be sure | will do that. Thus, in that sense, to bayelPierre is to make an
objectiveclaim. And that means that hatred belongs updeception

Now of course hatred is not yet the Ego, not the psyche or self. It is what Sartre in this
Part Il of Transcendence of the Egalls astate— amental state

A while ago we saw Sartre say that the Ego was going to imelmect unity of our

reflected consciousnesses, implying then that something else was going to have to be the
direct unity. Well, now we have it. Thetateis thedirect unity here. It'sdirectin the

sense of beingnmediateand notindirect It's thefirst unity we come to beyond that
momentary feeling of repugnance, the first transcendent unity foaeshadowedby

that momentary repugnance — the first one we come to “around in back,” “over the
horizon.”

Now, before we go any further, let us note #tatesin this sense are not tbaly kinds
of such direct psychological unities for Sartre. There are also what haatalss.Sartre
discussegctionson pp. 68—69but he doesn’t say much about them.

There is really no need for him to say very much about them. The idea is basically the
same as for atate the differences between them are relatively minor.

A momentary act is not action, in this sense; aactionis a longer-ternproject

Driving to Chicagois an action in a way that turning the ignition key is not. Playing the
piano is an action in a way that playing middle C is not. Playing the pianogsrthétal

of anumberof momentary finger and hand movements, which canngueanteedn
advance, just dsatredis the sum total of a number of momentary repugnances that may
or may not actually occur.

We don’t need to worry very much abadtionsfor our present purposes. Just recall
that, earlier (p. 60), Sartre had said thatl tisetheactive part of the psyche, and is the
unity of actionswhereas theneis thepassiveaspect, and is the unity satesand of

qualities.
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Let’s setactionsaside then, and concentrate on the others. We already have the notion of
a state,but what about thahird notion:qualities?

Well, just as we reflect on our momentary repugnance, and see implicitly behind it the
stateof hatred, so too thguality is something | see lurking behind thtate It's a kind of
second-ordewunity, implied by the state that is in turn implied by the momentary
repugnance for Pierre. (Thugjalitiesare going to bendirect unities, whereas trsates
we said werglirect unities.)

Thus we have:

Quality State
Momentary
Spitefulness  Hatred for repugnance for
in general Pierre Pierre

(The things at theeadend of the arrows are supposed to be in some senséasice
moreprimordial, than the things at thail-ends.)

Just as théatredis a summation of an in principle infinite series of momentary
repugnances, both actual and implied, so to@tizity is a summation of a possibly
infinite series obtates, a whole series of hatretisot only hate Pierre; | hate Jean-
Louis too! In fact, | hate lots of people! | have a vepytefulor hatefulpersonality.
Spitefulnes®r hatefulnesshus is a unity of hatreds, just as hatred is a unity of
repugnances. Spitefulness or hatefulness is an example of what Sartrejgalit/a

Let's make two observations here:

(2) Sartre says qualities anptional. What does this mean? Well, in
the first instance all it means is that | can view my momentary
repugnance for Pierre as a manifestation otiaayedfor him
without thereby also viewing that hatred as evidence for a deeper
tendency for being spitefuh general.Perhaps | don't hate
everyone]’'m generally pretty easy to get along with. But | do hate
Pierre. In that sense, thj@ality is optional.

Now of course, in that same sensegtateis optional too. | can reflect on my
repugnance for Pierre without necessarily viewing it as parhafr@d perhaps | view it
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as just an odd momentary quirk, the result of a passing bad mood, but of no real long-term
significance.

So | don't think Sartre means to be drawing a basic and fundamental distinction here
between states and qualities by saying that the lattepéignal. | think all he means to

be saying is that evagiventhat | view my repugnance for Pierre as a manifestation of
my hatredfor him, it isstill optional whether | view that hatred in turn as a manifestation
of a deeper character trait quality.

(2) Although Sartre mentiorgualitiesonly as optional transcendent
unities ofstates | don’'t see any reason why we couldn’t also have
qualities(or whatever we wanted to call them) as optional
transcendent unities attions.That is, just as migatredfor Pierre
might possibly come on to me as an instance of my deep-seated
quality of being spiteful or hateful in general, so too why shouldn’t
my action of, say, campaigning on behalf of the Flat Earth Society
be a manifestation of a more general and deep-sqatdity |
have of engaging in eccentric and quixotic causes? | don’t see that
Sartre would object to this, but he doesn’t mention the possibility
— just as he doesn’t say much of anything at all abotibns.

Now, it is only after all of this that we are in a position to talk abouEtieor Self the
personality.

Just as thetateis a transcendent unity looming up behind the momentary repugnance for
Pierre, and just as tlgiality is an additional, second-order transcendent unity that | may
or may not see looming up behind gtate,so too theego— the Self — is durther
transcendent unity | see implied and manifested by the states and qualities.

Who am 1? | am a person who hates Pierre, who is driving to Chicago, who also has a
tendency to take on quixotic causes, who loves Griselde, and so on. You put it all
together, andhat's me.That's who | “really” am That is the psychological Ego. As
Sartre said (p. 60 again), the Ego is

... the ideal andndirect... unity of the infinite series of our reflected
consciousnesses. [Emphasis added.]

Thus, we have:
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Quality State

| S S O
Momentary
Ego  Spitefulness Hatred for repugnance for
in general Pierre Pierre
The Magical

But there is more to the story. How are these various levels and stages related to one
another? That is, how do thappearto me on reflection as related to one another?

Let's ignoreactionsfor the present, since they aren’t going to add anything really new
here. And let us includgualities.We have theffiour stages or levels:

(2) The momentary repugnance for Pierre.

(2) The state (hatred).

3) The quality (spitefulness).

4) The Ego.
And of course, in all of this, the only thing that in a senseadly given to me in
reflection, the only thing that girectly given to me in the sense that | can be said to

knowit’s there, is thenomentary repugnance for Piermll the rest is implication, is
promise; all the rest is what | sggoughmy experience of that repugnance.

Let us start then with the momentary repugnance for Pierre. How does that repugnance
come on to me in reflection? Well, itastive,it is spontaneoust is a kind ofprocessor
event.In a sense, it ignpredictable Even if | do view that repugnance as the result of a
long-termhatred,still that hatred reveals itself in these moments of repugnance only
sporadically, not all the time, and | never really know just when it is going to emerge.

On the other hand, thetateof hatred comes on to me as being different. It is not
spontaneous and unpredictable in that sense; it isprotcassor eventbut astate after

all. It's much more permanent;ghduresover time. It's still there even when | am not
activelyfeeling any repugnance for Pierre. | hate Pierre while I'm cooking dinner. | hate
Pierre while I'm driving to work. | hate Pierre while I'm asleep! | hate Piglirdhe time,

not just when my adrenaline gets going. (That's the whole point of distinguishing the
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momentary act from the long-term hatred.) It's the sort of thing Aristotle called a
“habit.”

In short, the state of hatred appears to meexs$ andstable fixed more or lesike
being-in-itself.

Nevertheless, thpassivejnert state and thgpontaneousactiverepugnance for Pierre
come on to me azlatedin a certain way. That is, they are not just two disconnected
things. Although the feeling of repugnance comes on to me in reflectspoataneous,
nevertheless it is still somehowrmnifestatiorof thathatred It's becausd hate Pierre
that | feel this momentary repugnance. That spontaneous repugnance seemgi arise
of the inertstate

And now we come to one of tleentral notiongn Sartre, the notion of THE MAGICAL

The connection between the state and the momentary repugnance is what Sartre calls a
magicalconnection (p. 68

We readily acknowledge that the relation of the hatred to the particular
Erlebnis[= experience] of repugnance is not logical. It is a magical bond,
assuredly.

Now the notion othe magicals a technical term for Sartre. Unfortunately, he doesn’t
define it for us inTranscendence of the Ecatd,least not explicitly. But he does define it
for us inThe Emotiongpp. 88-91). There he is quoting someone else [= Klair he
quotes the definition with approval. Theagical,he says, isthe mind dragging among

things.”
Then he goes on to explain this in his own terms:

... that is, an irrational synthesis of spontaneity and passivity. It is an inert
activity, a consciousness rendered passive.

But of coursepassivity, inertnessre characteristics of being-tself, not of beingfor-
itself. Contrariwisespontaneityandactivity are features of beinigr-itself, of
consciousness, not of beingHtself.

Hence the notion of “a consciousness rendered passive” is the notion of a being-for-itself
that is also a being-in-itself. “An irrational synthesis of spontaneity and passivity” is,
again, being-for-itself that is also a being-in-itself. So too with the notions of “an inert
activity” and “the mind dragging among things.”

In short, the notion of themagicalis the notion of that impossible combination of being-
in-itself and being-for-itself that we have seen before. For Sartre, the Transcendental Ego
is magical;the Freudian unconsciousnesmiggical God ismagical Magical things

don’t really exist, of course; they are impossible. But we certainly encounter them in our
theoriesabout the world, in ouwvays of looking at things
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Why does Sartre call this “magical”? Well, it's becausesiisoky When inertthings

start behaving as though they weamsciouswhen they start actingnpredictably

that’s “magical.” When haunted houses begin to creak and groan of their own accord,
when trees begin to speak, and heavy objects begin fly through the air as though they had
a will of their own — that’snagical.

Now let’s apply this notion of thmagicalto our reflective enterprise. If we think about

it, the connection between tpassivestate of hatred and tlaetive spontaneous,
momentary repugnance for Pierre isiagicalconnection. Itombineglinks) the in-itself
and the for-itself in the way we have just described. There is nothing magical about the
stateof hatred all by itself; it is inert and stable, a long-term matter. And there is nothing
magical about the momentary repugnance for Pierre, all by itself; it is spontaneous and
free. But thdinkage between the twthe fact that the repugnance comes on t@asne
thoughit were somehowroducedby the passive, inert state thatis a magical linkage.

Sartre has a special name for this magical linkage of the state with the spontaneous
momentary act. He callséimanation(p. 67, bottorh The state doesn’t exacityausethe
spontaneous act, because then the act wouldn’t be spontaneous. Besglateisheert
and doesn’tlo anything. But nevertheless, the momentary act is givenraghow
produced by that state. And that mysterious and ultimatghtelligible,“magical”
connection is what he cakgnanatior. It is a kind of part-whole relation, like the relation
of the three sides to the cube as a whole. Onllgigrase, that part-whole relation is
“magical.” (It wasn’'t magical in the example of the cube.)

7 Should we thereforalsothink of the “surging up” of the For-Itself from the In-Itself as a relation
of emanation— amagicalrelation? The temptation is strong, but we should resist it. For, as we shall see,
Sartre ultimately things thatagicalthings are impossible; there really aren’t such things — even though
there may well be real things that reallypearto be magical. And surely we don’t want to have to say that
the relation of the For-ltself to the In-ltself doesn't really exist. That would be to deny that the For-ltself
really depend®on the In-Itself — that the For-ltself it in-itself.
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Passive .
Active

State (Not magical)

Emanatio\n\ O

(Magical) /
Momentary
Hatred for repugnance for
Pierre :
Pierre

(Do not be confused. | am changing the function of the arrows now. Earlier, they went
from the morammediateor direct objects of consciousness to the mmediateor

indirect objects of consciousness. Now | am changing their function: the arrows go from
sourceto productor result— in appropriately broad senses of those terms.)

Let's look further. What about the linkage betweendbality of spitefulness or
hatefulness in general and ttateof hatred for Pierre in particular. What kind of
relation is that?

Well, what kind of thing is the quality? That is, how does it appear to me on reflection?

Thequality of spitefulness is a kind gieneralnotion. That is, whereas my hatred for
Pierre is directed toward Pierre alone, my spitefulness is a tendency jisshat®yone.
The relation between my spitefulness and my hatred for Pierre is a relation then of
generalto particular, of atendency or potentidbr hatred in general to tteetuality of
my hatred for Pierre in particular.

There is nothing spontaneous or active abougthadity of spitefulness; it is an inert,
permanent potentiality, a kind of deep “character trait.” Neither is there anything active
about thestateof hatred; it too is an inert, passive, stable thing, just as it was a moment
ago. Hence the relation between themasa relation that combines the passive with the
active; it is not anagicalrelation.

On the contrary, my hatred for Pierre comes on to me as simply a katuafizationin
this particular case of nyeneralpotential for hating people. And so Sartre calls this
relation:actualization.Note that it ismot magical.
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Passive Passive

Active
Quality State (Not magical)
Actualization Emanation
(Not — (Magical) —
magical) Momentary
Spitefulness  Hatred for repugnance for
in general Pierre Pierre

Finally, what kind of linkage is there between the Ego andjtiadities,or — since
qualities are optional — between the Ego andtdges?ow do these relations appear to
me on reflection? How is my Self or personality connected with my spitefulness or
hatefulness in general, or with my hatred for Pierre in particular?

Well, let’s look at the two ends of the relation. Both the quality and the state are passive,
inert, as we have seen. But what about the other pole, the Ego or Self?

As Sartre says (p. 77):

Everyone, by consulting the results of his intuition, can observe that the
ego is given aproducingits states. [Emphasis added.

(The same thing goes, | suppose, for the optional qualities: the Ego is given as producing
them too.)

That is, my hatred for Pierre is somethingndertake my spitefulness is something that is
aresultof who | am So the Ego, the Self, the personality, is given as somedbtig
thatresultsin these features of me.

But it is also somethingassive My hatred for Pierre is not something my personality
generates and then lets fly away, as though it didn’t matter. It's something that turns back
on me, thatompromisesne, thataffectsme. When Raskalnikov, in DostoevskCsime

and Punishmengills the old pawn broker, it's not something he does and then that’s

over and done with. No — it leavasmark on his soulf changes him; it leaves what

Sartre calls a “killing bruise.”

Thus, although the Ego &tive,it is in exactly the same respeptsssiveas well. (The
idea here is like a kind of principle a€tion and reaction.Thus, the Egdtselfis “an
irrational synthesis of spontaneity and passivity.” In shortEtpe itself the Self, the
personality — islready a magical objecs Sartre says (p. 82

This is also why we are sorcerers for ourselves each time we viaweour
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In other words, thepookinessve described in the notion of the “magical” is there too
when we think about the Self, the personality. And in fact, this is true not just when | am
reflecting onmy ownSelf, but whenever | think aboother people too. As Sartre says in

The Emotiongp. 84):

Thus, man is always a wizard to man, and the social world is at first
magical.

So — unlike the relation between thateand theact of repugnance, a relation that is
magical insofar as it links the passive state with the active repugnance, and unlike the
relation between thguality and the state, a relation which is@rmagical linkage of
actualization joining two passivities — the linkage between the Ego or Self and its
qualities and states is a linkage between something thia¢ &y magical (the Ego) and
something that is passive. Is such a linkisgedf magical or not?

Well, Sartre says, sometimes it is and sometimes it isn’'t. He says (pp. 78—79):

Most of the time the progression involved is magical. At other times, it
may be rational...

I’m not entirely sure | see which is which here. (Perhaps it depends on whether we are
emphasizing the active or the passive side of the Ego.) But in any event, it is clear that we
are dealing here with a relation unlike any of the others we have dealt with hitherto.
Sartre calls itcreation.”

Passive Passive .
Active/ _ Active
Passive Quality State (Not magical)
(Magical)
- Creation Actualization Emanation
(Magical?) (Not | Magical ~~
e magical) Momentary
o .
9 Spﬂefulness Hatred for repugnance for
in general Pierre Pierre

The term is appropriate, since the Ego magicalnotion, like the notion of God. And

the way in which the Ego is given as producing its qualities and states is very much like
the way in which God is thought of as producing the world. In both cases, a passive
productis given as somehow emerging froomagicalsource. (But of course in

traditional theology, God is not “compromised” by his products, as Sartre says the Ego is
“compromised” by its qualities and states.)
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So this is the story of the constitution of the Ego, of how the personality, the Self, is built
up in consciousness, in reflection.

When | reflect on my momentary repugnance for Pierre, and see it as emerging —
emanating— from my hatred for Pierre, which in turn is a special case of my spitefulness
in general, which in turn is a product of my Self or personality, when | do all that, the
picture | get is a picture according to which tlkection of the development goes from

the Egoto the momentary act of repugnance. The Ego is the ultimate source, and the
momentary act of repugnance is its final result.

But of course that’s all falset fact, it's just theoppositeof the truth. In truth,
everything is just the other way around. Whatirgctly given to me in reflection — and
theonly thing that is directly given to me in reflection —tlie momentary act of
repugnanceThe rest is alinference the rest is all “seeings” The rest is all the waly
interpret it.In short, the rest is all a matter of hogolnstituteit.

This entire story about the Ego and its qualities, states and actiong|abarate lie.
The truth is just the opposite. The Egmdg the producer and generator of my acts of
consciousness (through the qualities and states); on the contrary, thepEguted or
constitutedoy my reflecting on my momentary acts of consciousness.

In effect, thetrue story of consciousness is the one tol@anrt | of Transcendence of the
Ego.The story inPart |l is thedistortedstory consciousness tells itself whenever it
reflects.

And now we come to somethiiggmendouslyuzzling andremendouslymportant in
understanding Sartre.

For Sartre, whenever we reflect on our acts of consciousnesdyaygsandinevitably
distort them in this way. As he says near the beginning of ParBkiofy and

Nothingnesgp. 121):

It is often said that the act of reflection alters the fact of consciousness on
which it is directed. Husserl himself admits that the fact “of being seen”
involves a total modification for eadrlebnis[= experience].

(See alsdranscendence of the Eqm,45.)

However this works for Husserl, it is easy to see why this should be so for Sartre. For we
said long ago thagveryact of consciousness is consciousmgd®ing-in-itself. (Every
movie is a movie on the screen.)

Now, to see the point, let's take an analogy. Suppose that, in order to think about
something, we had to make up a little wax model of it for ourselves. Then we would put
the little wax model in front of our eyes, and then we could think about the object it's a
model of. Just suppose, for the sake of the illustration.

Well then,as longas what we wanted to think abogally wasmade up of wax, there
would be no problem. If we wanted to think aboahdlesfor instance, we just make up
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some little wax candles and put them in front of ourselves, and then we could think about
them. There would not be any distortion in this case.

But if what we wanted to think about waret really made up of wax, we would have a
different situation. For example, if we wanted to think abaddg we would have to

make up a little wax model of a dog, and put the model in front of our eyes and then think
about the dog. But of course, the wax model of the dogtisxactly like the dog itself.

The dog is made of fur and flesh, while the model is only made of wax. When you hold a
flame to the wax model, it melts; when you hold a flame to the actual dog, it scorches.

In other words, the wax model of the dog is fine as far as it goesakithink about the

dog that way, after all, and for certain purposes we can think about dogs quite adequately
this way. But the modaelistortsthe reality; it introduces features that are not there in the
real dog, and leaves others out, or changes them.

Now SOTOO: Consciousness, we know, can only think about an objeahyebject —

by looking at being-in-itself. It is as if, in order to think of something, we first had to make
up a little model of it out of being-in-itself. Then we put the little model before our mind’s
eyes, and we can think about the object. This in effect is what the theories of
intentionalityandconstitutioncome to for Sartre, as we have seen.

Now as longas the object we are thinking aboeélly is made up of being-in-itself,
everything is fine, and there is no distortion — just as with the candles when we were
talking about the wax.

But if what we want to think about it really made up of being-in-itself — and that

means if what we want to think aboutmnsciousnessince that is the only thing that

isn’'t made up of being-in-itself — then we get an inevitable distortion, just as with the

dog when we were talking about the wax. What we end up with is ariiie|of

consciousness, a model made up of being-in-itself. The model is fine for certain purposes,
and we can succeed in thinking about consciousness in this way. But it distorts. The

model makes consciousness look like something that has some of the features of
consciousness, to be sure, but #iabhas some of the features of being-in-itself — just

as the wax model of the dog had some of the features of the dog and some of the features
of wax.

In short, the model of consciousness, made up of being-in-itself, makes consciousness
look like acombinationof being-in-itself and being-for-itselit, makes consciousness
look like God.

Thisalwayshappens when we reflect, and we now see Whswt'swhy the Freudian
theory of the unconscious looks initially plausiti@at's why the theory of a
Transcendental Ego is attractive to some philosophers. And, in thihatslyvhy “man
is always a wizard to man.”

Now, of course, there is an obvious problem — and this is what | ssliidddutely
crucial in our understanding of Sartre.
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If reflectionalways distorts, then what about the theory in ParfTrafhscendence of the
Ego,which is very much eeflectivetheory, a theorpf consciousness? Is that theory
thenitself a distortion? If so, is there any reason why we should take it seriously?

For that matter, if reflection always distorts, then it would appear that least one-half of
Being and Nothingness wrong!

The problem, therefore, isv@ry seriousne for SartreHow is he going to get started
He has got to findomeway of getting around the fact that one of the consequences of
his theory would seem to be that the theory itself has got to be a distortion and so wrong..

What about this, Sartre?

Well, Sartre is aware of the problem of course {E@mscendence. 46; also p. 41), and
has at least hint of a solution to it. The solution is going to be something he paitts
reflection.

Sartre refers to this several timeslranscendence of the Edgeor example, on p. 91, he
says:

One can even suppose a consciousness performing a pure reflective act
which delivers consciousness to itself as a non-personal spontaneity.

‘Non-personal’ here is the key term. That is, not endowed witirsonality,anEgo. In
short,not distorted in the way we have just described.

Again, on p. 101:

But it can happen that consciousness suddenly produces itself mur¢he
reflective level. [Emphasis added.]

Now what on earth is thisure reflectiont’s all very good to give aameto whatever it
is that is supposed to solve our problem, but we need some further account of what this
process is. And unfortunately, Sartre doesn’t say very much about it here.

It seems to me there are, at least initiallyg things this might be:

(@) A reflection in which everything proceeds just as we have seen it
described in Part Il ofranscendence of the Egbhe states,
gualities, actions and the Ego itself all appear, just as Sartre
describedBut | am not fooledby any of this. | refuse tacceptthe
promises of “more to come.” Perhaps all this would mean is a
reflection in which | perform thepochéthe phenomenological
reduction.

There is some textual evidence for this interpretation of yad reflectiorwould be.
For example, on p. 101, we read (immediately following the passage just quoted):
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Perhaps nowithoutthe ego, yet asscapinghe ego on all sides..
[Emphasis added.]

That is, the Ego does appear there, but we are not fooled by it, we “escape” it. Whether
this is what Sartre means by these cryptic words here, | do not know.

Another thing‘pure reflection” might mean is:

(b) A reflection in which none of the things Sartre has discussed in
Part Il of Transcendence of the Eguenappearsto me. This
would be roughly like seeing the three sides of the cube simply as
three surfacesand not as three sideanything.

(The difference between these two possibilities is that, on possibility (a), | see my
momentary repugnance for Piea@making further promises of “more to come,” but | do
not commit myself to whether those promises are true or false. On possibility (b), by
contrast, | do not see my momentary repugnance for Pierre amakergthe promises

in the first place.)

One difficulty with interpreting the notion &bure reflection” this second way comes
from a remark Sartre makes on p. 92:

A reflective apprehension of spontaneous consciousness as non-personal
spontaneity [that is, as not endowed with any of the business discussed in
Part 11l would have to be accomplishetthout any antecedent
motivation.This is always possible in principle, but remains very
improbable, or, at least, extremely rare in our human condition.

Whatever this means, it wousgtento make it unlikely that this is what Sartre means by
the“pure reflection” that is going to make his whole enterprise possible.

It is important to realize that the notion of pure reflection is not just some technicality. It
is presupposethy Sartre’s whole procedure. Without it, the whole proje@aihg and
Nothingnesss doomed from the outset.

| should also mention that Sartre returns to this topBeimg and Nothingnestself,
although what he says there is still pretty obscure. The discussion occurs in Part Two,
Chapter 2 (Temporality), section Ill: “Original Temporality and Psychic Temporality:
Reflection” (beginning on p. 211).

There is a good Ph.D. dissertation on this topic, by one of our own recent Ph.D.’s,
Christopher Vaughan, entitlétlre Reflection: Self-Knowledge and Moral

Understanding in the Philosophy of Jean-Paul Saftneliana University, 1993) — a
dissertation | am proud to say | directed. | don’t think Vaughan has settled these questions
once and for all (and neither does he), but he has certainly made a lot of progress. Highly
recommended.
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The Problem of Other Minds

We are nearly finished with our discussionmeinscendence of the Egand nearly

ready to begin our discussion®éing and Nothingnegss detail. But there is one last
item | want to discuss frofiranscendence of the Egdnd that is what Sartre has to say
there about the “problem of other minds”: How can | ever be sure there are other
consciousnesses like my own?

The “problem of other minds” is a kind of special case of the problesolipsismwhich
we discussed in connection with Descartes a long time ago. Sartre discusses it briefly on
pp. 103-104, where he a sensa@ives us a “solution” to the problem of other minds.

The discussion is only two paragraphs long. It begins on p. 103 with the words:

This conception of the ego seems to us the only possible refutation of
solipsism.

In effect, here is the essence of what he says:

What exactlyis the problem of other minds? Isn’t it just that | cargbhé&e sureaboutmy

self in a way that | cannot be at all so sure algouts?l have a kind of “privileged

access” to my own mind that gives me a kind of certainty when | am speaking about
myself that | do not have when | speculate about what is going on in other people’s minds
— or even about whether thégveminds.

Thus, theproblemof other minds appears to arise because of a fundantésparity

between my Self and yours. | have a special access to my own Self in a way | do not have
access to your Self or to anyone else’s. And that “special access” gives me a kind of
infallibility about my own case that | simply can’t have when | am talking about you.

But on Sartre’s view, this is just not sa@dn’t have any kind of special “privileged
access” to my own Self that | lack to yours. BothSelf — my personality, the “real
me” — and yours are objedisr consciousness. They are both things we can study
objectively. | am in no more privileged a position to pontificate abmEgo than | am
about yours. | can bmistakeraboutmy Self just as much as — perhaps exerethan
— | can about yours.

This is why other people frequently know us in certain respects better than we do
ourselves! If | say “I hate Pierre!,” you may say “No — you're relationship with Pierre is
really much more complex than that.” And you may be right, whereas | am wrong! How
would that be possible if | were somehiallible about my own Self?

In short, for Sartreall Ego’s areéentativeobjects — just like the cube in perception. |
can make mistakes about mine, just as | can make mistakes about any other. As long as
we are talking about theelf,my Self is no more certain than yours.

And sothe problem of other minds is solvédtbw you may think this doesn’t amount to
a solution, but in an odd sense it does. The origiraillem,remember, arose because of
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adisparity between my Ego and yours. That disparity has been disposed of in Sartre’s
theory.

In short, Sartre here tries to “solve” the problem of other minds by proceeding just the
opposite of the way most people do. Most attempts to solve the problem of other minds
try to find some way of allowing us in the end to be as sure allogtminds as we are
about our own. In other words, they try to find some wawise the level of confidence

we have in other minds until it is as high as the level of confidence we have in our own.
And in that way, they remove tlagsparity that was the basis for the problem.

Sartre proceeds just the opposite. Instead of tryimgise our knowledge of other minds
to the level of our knowledge of oawnminds, hdowersthe knowledge we can claim
about our own minds until it is no better than the knowledge we can claim about other
minds.

In both cases, thdisparityis removed, and so, in a sense, the problem is solved.

You may not think this “solution” amounts to much. And Sartre, in the end, came to think
that too. InBeing and Nothingneske finally decided that there wasll a problem of
other minds, a problem that arises in a form he had not yet addressed.

Listen to what he says Being and Nothingnesp, 318 (in the discussion of “The
Existence of Others”):

Formerly | believed that | could escape solipsism by refuting Husserl's
concept of the existence of the Transcendental “Ego.” At that time |
thought that since | had emptied my consciousness of its subject, nothing
remained there which was privileged as compared to the Other. But
actually although | am still persuaded that the hypothesis of a
transcendental subject is useless and disastrous, abandoning it does not
help one bit to solve the question of the existence of Others.

And Sartre then goes on to give the problem another and quite a different treatment.

The Origin of Negation

After these lengthy preliminaries, we are now ready to get into the main ®&iraf and
Nothingness.

After discussing the notions of being-in-itself and being-for-itself in a preliminary way in
the “Introduction,” Sartre now wants to talk about tekation between them. And this is
what he starts with in Part I, Ch. 1: “The Origin of Negation.”

Now, in a sense we already know what the origin of negation has to be — fiog-the
itself. ButI've told you that; Sartre hasn't told us that yet. He is now going to tell us, in
this chapter.
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We don’t have to spend a lot of time on this chapter, but | don’t want to just skip over it
entirely. There are several very interesting things in it.

Sartre begins by giving some introductory remarks (pp. 33—3tgteffect that we
shouldn’t try to treat the two sides of the relation between being-in-itself and being-for-
itself in isolation. This is a theme Sartre got from Heidegger.

The idea is that, if we start off by considering being-in-itself, matter, the vadirlly

itself, andthen— only afterwards — worry about how we are going to bring
consciousnesisito the picture, we are going to end up with a one-sided and hopelessly
inadequate account. So too, if we start off, as Descartes didcavigtiousnesall by

itself, and onljthengo on to consider how consciousness is related to the world, we will
once again end up with a one-sided and inadequate account.

On the contrary, Sartre says, if we are ever going to get an adequate picture of the
relation between being-in-itself and being-for-itself, we must g$tarh the outseby
considering both poles of the relation together

In a sense, this is related to (although it is not the same as) the point | made earlier, about
how for Sartre you don’t build up the individual as a product of the intersection of general
principles. So too here, you don’t built up a complex, concrete relation between two
things by simply starting with the two things in isolation, and then trying to stick them
together.

Now, one way in which consciousness is related to the world (the for-itself to the in-itself)
is by questioningt — wondering about it, inquiring into it, just as we are now doing.

Sartre takes this concrete case as his starting point, his “case in point” — as he puts it, his
“guiding thread” (p. 34).

So let’'s examine the peculigglation by which consciousness stands irirggrrogative
attitudetoward the world. WHAT IS REQUIRED FOR THIS RELATION TO BE
POSSIBLE?ANote that what we have here is a kind of Kantian “transcendental
argument.”)

Well, the first thing Sartre notices about the “interrogative attitude” is uestion
requires three kinds of non-being, three kinds of NOTHINGNESS34—36.

(2) First, there is thaon-beingof knowledge in the questioner. In
other words, in order genuinely to takeiaterrogative attitude|
can’t already know the answer. If | do, my question is just a
formality and not a real question. So the very fa@siinga
question in the first place implies somethimgpative— alack, in
this case — on the part of the one who asks the question.

(2) Second, Sartre says, in every question there is always what he calls
“the possibility of non-being of being in transcendent being” (p.
36). Basically, all this means is that, for every question, there is
always at least thpossibilitythat anegativereply is the correct
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one. In other words, there is always the possibility that there is
something aboutbjectivereality (“transcendent being”) that
makes a negative reply appropriate — sometlaogingin
objective being.

For example, “What’s wrong with the computeP&rhapsthe
answer is: “It'snot plugged in."Perhapsone of the memory chips
hasfailed (that is, it'snot working any more)Perhapsthere’s
nothingwrong with the computer — it'supposedo do that! All

of these ar@egativereplies that presuppose somethiregative
about the computer itself.

Sartre goes to some length to try to make the caseubay

guestion can be construed in a way that leaves open the possibility
of negative answers. I'm not sure he completely succeeds, and I'm
not sure it really matters. If there are questionsghahotbe cast

in this form, let’s just set them aside and focus our attention on
those that can. We are only taking this adlastration, after all.

(3) Third, Sartre says that each question presuppaseinte
answer. That is, it presupposes that the correct answechsand
such,and (thereforepot something else. What time is it? It's 12
noon (say), andot 12 midnight or 3:00 p.m.

Questions, therefore, implicitly presuppose that objective reality
(the world) isdifferentiated, demarcatedhe world comes
divided up intoparts such that one part reot another one. This
differentiation, this distinction of one part from another, is yet
another form ohon-being(Recall how for Parmenides, reality
was not differentiated into parts, for exactly this reason.)

Note: Once again, we might ask whether this is really sallfor
guestions? What about “yes/no” questions? For instance, is this
class P5357? But, in a sense, there is a kindiffgfrentiation

implied even here, insofar as the answer is, for instance, “Yes, it's
P535 anchot P505.”

Now what has happened in all of this? In examining questions, we have encountered three
kinds of non-being or “nothingness.” How can we account for that?

Well, as we know, in the end Sartre is going to have to sagdhatiousness
responsible for these three “nothingnesses” we have just encountered. But we still have to
see just hovhe makes the point.

OK, we are now at the end of Section | of the Chapter.
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At the beginning of Section Il, entitled “Negations,” he observes that BEING-IN-ITSELF
CANNOT ACCOUNT FOR THIS. Walready know why not; being-in-itself is
completelypositive,completelyaffirmative

In this Section II, he presents us with a theory theloseto what he regards as the
correct one. But it is not quite right, and it will be instructive to see where he thinks it
goes wrong.

He sets out the alternative theory on pp. 37-38. On pp. 3Be4fiscusses certain
generalissues raised by the theory, and only comes back to give his verdict on the
original theory at the end of the section, on pp. 42—-44.

The theory Sartre has in mind is the theory held by Henri Bergson, a very important
French philosopher in the early part of the century. He is sadly neglected in the American
study of philosophy, but is well worth your taking a look at him.

(Bergson is one of those philosophers who has undeservedly “fallen through the cracks.”
He wasenormouslymportant in the first half of this century, in a way people can hardly
believe today, given the most of them have never heard of him. And furthermore, he is
quite easy to read! His writing is not at all jargony and overly-academic. In fact, he won
the Nobel Prize in literature — which is pretty amazing, given that (unlike Sartre, who
also won the Nobel Prize in literature but had at least written a number of novels and
other literary things) henly wrote in philosophy. Bergson’s influence on Sartre has never
been systematically studied, but is definitely there. Again, see Christopher Vaughan’s
dissertation.)

In any case, the theory Sartre is appealing to here is found in BerGseatsve
Evolution his most well known work. | have given you a passage illustrating the theory in
the course packet. (It comes from Ch. 4 of the book.)

Here is what the theory says. (I'm following Sartre’s presentation here. You can verify for
yourself whether it is a fair representation of what Bergson had in mind.)

Non-being, nothingnesses — the various lacks, absences, etc., that we encounter in the
world — have nmbjectivestatus out there in reality at all. Theyuldn't. Being-in-itself,

after all, (this isn’t Bergson’s term for it) is purely positive and affirmative. On the
contrary, what we have is simphegative judgmeniabout purely positive and

affirmative being-in-itself.

The theory maintains that it is the negafivegmenton our part that is responsible for
the fact that we encounter negative features in our experience of the world.

It is easy to get confused in this chapter by Sartre’s terminology. In particular, there are at
leastthreeterms you may wonder abouton-being nothingnesgor the plural
nothingnessgsandnegation

As | understand it, the terms ‘non-being’ and ‘nothingness’ are used more or less
interchangeably. They both refer to things lfessencedacks— somethingnissing
somethingncompleteor defectivein some way. Later on in the Chapter (p, iB5section
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IV), Sartre introduces the terimégatités’for such things — as he describes them, these
little “pools” of nothingness in the otherwise featureless desert of being. (The term
‘négatité’ is a neologism on Sartre’s part, and Hazel Barnes, our translator, just keeps the
word intact in her English translation.)

By contrast, the term ‘negation’ in this chapter refers tathef forming anegative
judgmentRoughly speaking, ‘negation’ here means ‘negating

Using this terminology, then, Bergson’s theory amounts to sayingéhationis what is
responsible fonon-beingor nothingness

Furthermore, according to the theory, these negaidgmentsio nothing but recorthy
comparisorbetween what iactuallythe case and whatkpectedrimaginedor
wonderedor fearedmight be the case.

Sartre gives the example @tpectingl 500 francs in his pocket, but when he looks, he
finds he hasnly 1300 francs. The ‘only’ is crucial here. He finds that hedmdg 1300
francs —and not 1500 francs after all.

Now what's going on here? Well, basically, what we have are two facts that can be
described in pretty much puredffirmativeterms. (Actually, Sartre’s more considered
theory would have it that there is negativity involved even in these two putatively
affirmative facts. But that deeper point only complicates the story unnecessarily here.)
The two facts are:

Thereare 1300 francs in Sartre’s pocket.
He expectedl500 francs.
So far, there’s nothingegativeabout any of this. It is only when Sart@mpareghese

two affirmative facts that he says “Oh, | haydy 1300 francs —not 1500 francs after
all.” And that process afomparisons a matter of forming aegative judgment

Now of course, it doesn’t always have to be a mattexpéctingsomething other than
what you find. Maybe Wwonderwhether there’s any coffee left in the pot. Or perhaps |
fear the bogeyman, and discover itiely the trees rustling. (I’'m not actuakkpectingt

to be the bogeyman.) Or perhaps | meneigginethe bogeyman (I'm not really afraid at
all).

The general idea is that, in one way or anotham lput in mindf one state of affairs,
and thercontrastthat with what | actually find. Thisontrast the result of a comparative
judgmentjs what is responsible for my experiencing what | findralg what it is anchot
what | was put in mind of.

Now, Sartre asks, is this theory correct? Is this kind of negati¢gnenthe only basis

for our talking, by a kind of fiction, aboubn-being?Or is it the other way around? Must
| encounter some kind of non-being out there before | can even formulate a negative
judgment?

Sartre begins his answer by criticizing Bergson’s theory on two grounds:
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(1) First, he points out (p. 38), there ather attitudes besides
judgmentthat are characterized by negation. There are what he
calls “pre-judgmental attitudes” — that is, pre-verbal attitudes that
alreadyinvolve negativity.

For example, he says (p. 38), qestion the carburetoil he car isn’'t working, and so
we get out, open the hood, and look in there quizzically. | adojptineogativeattitude
we talked about a little while ago. Thus, the thmegativefeatures that characterize all
guestions are present here as well. But | am not formulafudganent! am not yet at
the level of putting anything inwords(even silently).

On p. 39, Sartre gives a very interesting account of the notidestfuction A hurricane
comes along and uttertiestroysa lot of property along the coastline. We don’t have to
form judgmentsAll we have to do is open our eyes and watch it happen. To experience
this event aglestructionrather than simply eearrangement of matterequires us to

adopt a certaiattitudetoward it — an attitude that doesn’t presuppose any kind of
judgmenton our part.

In fact, as Sartre points out, the notiordestructionpresupposes three kinds of non-
being that parallel very closely what we found in our analysis afulestion (It is an
interesting exercise to compare what Sartre says alestriuctionwith what he says
about theguestion,and to match up the various kindshai-beingpresupposed. This
actually works.)

Thus, as a result of this first line of criticism, we see that it couldrjiisifudgmentthat

is responsible for our experiencing absences, lacks, and other forms of non-being in the
world. So even at best, Bergson’s theory isgeteral enougho account for all the facts

of our experience of negativity.

(2) But suppose weonfineourselves to the case of judgment, by way
of example. Nevertheless, Sartre says, the theory is still wrong for a
secondreason. If we examine a case of neggtidgmentclosely,
we’ll find that non-being or nothingness mpsécedemy act of
negating in a negative judgment.

On pp. 4042, Sartre gives the example of the judgment ‘Pierre is not here’. Sartre has an
appointment to meet Pierre in a café at such and such a time. But Sartre is delayed, and
when he finally arrives, he wonders whether Pierre will still be there. As he enters the
café and looks around, he comes to the conclusion “Pien igere.” Here theres a

real judgment involved. But what does it presuppose?

According to Sartre, this judgment presupposes a twéhithdation.”

Digression on the word ‘nihilation’: This word can easily cause confusion. It is obviously
reminiscent of the ternan-nihilation’, which meanslestruction removingsomething.

But that’s not what Sartre means here. In effect, what he means by ‘nihilation’ is “turning
into nothing,” “turning into non-being
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Now of course, if what we’re talking about is a form of non-being to begin with, then
“turning it into non-being” amounts to “making it,” “producing it.” So, when Sartre talks
about“nihilating a nothingness,'what he means is simply “making it into something
negative” — that isproducingit.

In the case of Pierre’s not being in the café, Sartre says thavgodrehilations” that
mustprecedeanyjudgmenton my part that “Pierre is not here.”

(2) First of all, the whole scene when Sartre arrives in the café
organizes itself in terms of “foreground” and “background,” just as
the Gestalt figure did that we discussed a long time ago.

That is, Sartre goes into the calésetto see Pierre. Thghole café&hen serves as a

kind of backgroundagainst which Pierre is supposed to appear. That is, the whole café is
downplayedreduced to the role of a megettingfor Pierre. The café, in other words, is
“nihilated” — it's “made negative.” Here is part of what he says (p. 41):

When | enter this café to search for Pierre, there is formed a synthetic
organization of all the objects in the café, on the ground of which Pierre is
given as about to appear Each element of the setting, a person, a table,

a chair, attempts to isolate itself, to lift itself upon the ground constituted
by the totality of the other objects, only to fall back once more into the
undifferentiation of this ground; it melts into the ground. For the ground is
that which is seen only in addition, that which is the object of a purely
marginal attention. Thus the original nihilation of all the figures which
appear and are swallowed up in the total neutralitygrbandis the

necessary condition for the appearance of the principal figure, which is
here the person of Pierre. This nihilation is given to my intuition; | am
witness to the successive disappearances of all the objects which | 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.

That's the first “nihilation.” (It's “first” in the sense that it gsesupposedtby the other
one; there’s not necessarily ameynporalpriority here.)

(2) The second “nihilation,” the second negative feature of this
situation, is of course the fact that Pieflais to emerge against
that backdrop; he igot there.

Of course, if Pierrgverethere, this second nihilation would not occur. But the first one
would continue to hold.)

Now, the discussion on these pages is sensitive and very nicely done, but what exactly is
the point of it all?
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Well, the point is that theidgmentPierre is not here’ that | make amounts to a
discoveryof a prior “nothingness” dack in the café, not groducingof that
“nothingness” or absence, as Bergson'’s theory would have it.

In other words, these little “nothingnesses” in the world — lacks, absences, failures,
destructions, etc. — atlome orto me (that is, thegppearto me phenomenologically) as
being somethingdiscoveror learn. They appear asbjectivethings, things | cabe

wrong aboutand so about which there is a certask. (Perhaps Pierre is there in
disguise.)

All of these features — the being able to learn, the risk, the objectivity — are features
that characterizperceptionas opposed to imagination or conception, as we saw in our
earlier passage froifhe Psychology of Imagination.

But notethat none of this means that Pierre’s absence from the café is a fact that is in any
way independenof consciousness. It isn’'t; Sartre agrees with Bergson on that.
ConsciousnessonstitutesPierre’s absence from the café just as it constitutes all the other
features of phenomena. All that follows from what we are now saying is that Pierre’s
absence from the café is not somettsngjectivelike imagination. It'objective like
perception. Andhisis where Sartre disagrees with Bergson.

You may well wonder how that can be, since Sartre himself holds that consciousness
constitutesPierre’s absence from the café just as much as it constitutes any other
phenomenon. If I'm the one who’s doing it all along, then how daarh that Pierre is

not in the café? If I'm the one who's setting things up that way, then how can | be
mistakerabout it? How can | bsurprise®

(We raised the same question in effect a long time ago, when we were talking about the
“objectivity” of perception back iThe Psychology of Imaginatiowe are now ready to
start on an answer to it.)

But of course, once we think about it, therelatsof ways in which we arsurprisedby
what we have done, angistakerabout it orlearn from it.

Think of a novelist, for instance, who is writing a complicated novel with lots of richly
developed characters in the story. (The model of writing a novel is, like the movie-theater
metaphor, an excellent model for Sartre’s theory of consciousness.)

Novelists frequently report that they are surprised to find that their characters seem to
take on a life of their owrl hey develop a kind ahertia, they come to take on
personalities, charactersf their own. So true is this that if the novelist tries to make a
certain character behave in a certain way in his story, he finds that the chasister

It's just not right!

Of course, in a perfectly obvious sense, the novelist is in complete control all along. If he
wants to make the character behave in a certain way, all he has to do is write the words
down, and it's done! And there’s also a perfectly obvious sense in which nothing happens
in the novel, nothing is true about the characters in the novel, except what the novelist
makedrue by his words.
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Thus, the novelist (so to spealgnstituteshis characters. He’s the one who made them
what they are. And yet he can rprisedby what he has written. He can iipéstaken

about the kinds of characters he has produced; he may think they have certain kinds of
personalities, but come to discover that they are quite different.

None of this is to suggest that there is anything in the novel that was not put there by the
novelist. And it does not mean the novelist put it thereonsciouslyalthough some

people would like to express it that way. The novelist wasmibnsciouslyvriting all

those words down; he was awake the whole time and chose each word with the greatest
care!

On the contrary, for Sartre all it means is that some of what the novelist put into his novel
he put therainintentionally. And so he can be surprised by it, mistaken about it. But to
say it wasunintentionalis not to saynedidn’t do it, and it isn’t to say he did do it
unconsciouslylt’s just to say that what he consciously did had an unexpected outcome.
What's so difficult about that?

In the end, this is the main point of Sartre’s discussion of Bergson’s theory. He is
rejectinga theory that would equate what is deo@sciouslywith what is done
intentionally (= “on purpose,” not “intentionally” in the sense of the theory of
intentionality) ordeliberately.Bergson’s theory that non-being, nothingnesses, are the
result of a negativeidgmentwould have this effect: | can never sgprisedby such
judgments, or bavrongabout them.

It is important to see the point here, because otherwise it is easy to get confused about the
overall purpose of Sartre’s Chapter 1. You might think that in Sectadrilz chapter,

where he is discussing Bergson, he is arguing that non-being, nothingnesseisthare

products of consciousness, as Bergson thought. But then, in the last section of the
Chapter, Sartre goes on to argue thafdhetself is the origin of nothingness — a

conclusion I've already given you. And in that case, you might well wonder: Which is it?

But that is not what Sartre is doing at all. In Section 2, hetiarguing that non-being is
not a product of consciousness. He is arguing only that it suh@ctivein the way
Bergson would have it.

Hegel and Heidegger

We can skip briefly over Sections 3—4 of the chapter.

Section 3 is a critique of the “dialectical’ concept of nothingness, which is tdeggl’s
notion of nothingness. | don’t want to dwell on this, partly because it would take us too
far astray, and partly because | don’t know enough about Hegel to do justice to it.

But | do want to call your attention to a statement on p. 49, at the very end of the section:

Non-being exists only on the surface of being.
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(That is, on the surface bking-in-itself) In other words, non-being is something
imposeddn being-in-itselfWeput it there.

Section 4 is a critique of the “phenomenological” concept of nothingness, which does not
here refer to Husserl, as you might expect. It refers to Heidegger (who was really the first
of the so called “phenomenological existentialists”).

Basically, this is the view that “nothingness” or “non-being” is to be viewed as something
outsidebeing, somethingeparatedrom being. Heidegger likes to talk as if reality were,
SO0 to speak, kttle island of being in the middle of the great sea of nothingness.

Well, that's fine, Sartre says. But we don’t want to think that'sotiig way we
encounter nothingness or non-being —thasgreat void beyond the edge of beNg,
we also encounter nothingnesses or non-beings right mitlaie of being,all through it
These are the littlpoolsof non-being that Sartre cafiségatités” things like absences,
lacks, failures, etc. Heidegger, Sartre charges, has taken no account of these.

In this connection, | should mention a hilarious, short articlehm Encyclopedia of
Philosophyby P. L. Heath (vol. 5, pp. 524-525) on “Nothing.” Heath distinguishes the
Heideggerian notion of “nothing” from the Sartrean notion, which might be called the
“Swiss cheese” view of nothingness. Here is what he says, in part:

The friends of nothing may be divided into two distinct though not
exclusive classes: the know-nothings, who claim a phenomenological
acquaintance with nothing in particular, and the fear-nothings, who,
believing, with Macbeth, that “nothing is but what is not,” are thereby
launched into dialectical encounter with nullity in general. [For Heidegger,
the fear of death is a fear of total annihilation, a fear of nothingness.] For
the first [for example, Sartre], nothing, so far from being a mere
grammatical illusion, is a genuine, even positive, feature of experience. We
are all familiar with, and have a vocabulary for, holes and gaps, lacks and
losses, absences, silences, impalpabilities, insipidities, and the like. Voids
and vacancies of one sort or another are sought after, dealt in and
advertised in the newspapers. [By advertising “vacancies,” he means
something like “Apartment for Rent.”]

He concludes the article:

If nothing whatsoever existed, there would be no problem and no answer,
and the anxieties even of existential philosophers would be permanently
laid to rest. Since they are not, there is evidamdthing to worry about.

But that itself should be enough to keep an existentialist happy. Unless the
solution be, as some have suspected, that is it not nothing that has been
worrying them, but they who have been worrying it.
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As an illustration of Sartre’s view, consider the notiowlistance (Sartre himself uses
this example at the end of\g of the Chapter. What this notion distance It will play
an important role as things develop in our account.)

Think of the road between Bloomington and Indianapolis. Thergvarerays we can
think of this road:

(1)  We can think of it as thead, which isterminatedat one end by
Bloomington and at the other end by Indianapolis. If that is the
way we are looking at it, then tihead itself appears gsositive
whereas the end-points aregative:they are where the road
terminates.

(2) Or we can think of the same configuration as consisting of
Bloomington on the one hand, and of Indianapolis on the other,
and theroad is whatseparategshem. If that is the way we are
looking at it, then the two end-points appeapasitive,and the
road itself now comes on aggative.

Recall the Gestalt figure we discussed earlier, and how we can flip-flop from one way of
viewing it to the other. Both in the case of the Gestalt figure and in the case of distance,
weare the ones who make the overall phenomenon what it is for us.

Now the notion oflistance(viewed in either way) is one of those phenomena Sartre calls
“négatités.” They arebeingsthat appear to us riddled with non-being.

The Origin of Nothingness

We are now ready to look at 8§ V of Chapter 1, “The Origin of Nothingness.”
We already know roughly how this is going to go:

(1) Nothingness cannot come from being-in-itself, as we’ve seen.
(Being-in-itself is purely affirmative, and doesdt anything.)

He goes on:

(2) Neither can nothingness — lacks, absences, efareduce itself,
or as Sartre says, “nihilate itself.”

The second claim is part of what Sartre develops in the preceding section. Basically, it is a
criticism of Heidegger. Heidegger had sdidas Nichts selbst nichtet.That is (roughly),
“Nothing itself noths.” (Rudolf Carnap had a lot of cheap fun at the expense of this
phrase.)
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Of course, ‘to noth’ is not a normal verb in English any more than ‘nichten’ is in German.
But the basic idea is that “noth-ing” is what Nothing does. (“What's it doing? It's
nothing.”)

Apart from the verbal cuteness here, the basic idea for Heidegger is that nothingness is
somehow self-producing, or as Sartre says, it “nihilates itself.” But Sartre will have none
of that.

Basically, this much is just an elaboration of what Parmenides had already said a long
time ago, and for pretty much the same reasons.

But instead of justejectingnon-being or nothingness as a dangerous and paradoxical
illusion, as Parmenides did, Sartre wants to push further. Paradoxical or not, we
encountemon-beingnégatités— absences, lacks, etc. — dmave to account for.it

Even if theseégatitéswere pure illusions, as Parmenides had said, we should still have
to account for them somehow.

So, Sartre says — and now I’'m going to try to give you a kind of explication of the almost
unreadable passage on p. 57,

It follows therefore that there must exist a Being (this can not be the In-
itself [for the Parmenidean reasons we've already seen], of which the
property is to nihilate Nothingness [that isptoduceit, to turn it into
nothingness], to support it in its being, to sustain it perpetually in its very
existencea being by which nothingness comes to things.

Furthermore — continuing our explication — he says that this special being must be one
that isitself shot all through witmothingness— with absences, lacks, etc. If it weren't, if

it were purelypositive it would be jusbeing-in-itselfall over again. Hence it must be

both It cannot banerenothingness; it has to lbeth abeingand yet soaked all through

with nothingness!

(This much is contrary tBergson’stheory, which — as we saw — tried to get
nothingness somehow out the juxtaposition of two pyresitivefacts.)

Thus, Sartre says (pp. 57-58):

The being by which Nothingness comes to the world must be its own
Nothingness.

All this meangwo thingsfor us:

Q) Consciousness is going to have to be pamnadoxical.In our
phenomenologicalescriptionof it, we are going to have to say
things that seenmcoherentandcontradictory— and theyare
incoherent and contradictory. This much we have already seen
(although here is where we sgartresaying it for the first time).
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Consciousness cannot &eplainedin the sense of giving a
coherent account of it.

(2) If we are going to be able to grasp adequately what is going on
when we encountarégatitésn our experiencef the world we
are eventually going to have tiorn to examine consciousness.
That is, we are going to have to adopéfiectiveattitude, to make
consciousnessur object and examing We see here a motivation
for the predominatelyeflectivetone of the rest of the book.

The examples we have considered so fagtalited offat least as non-reflective. When

we talked about distance, about Pierre’s absence from the café, etc., we were proceeding
non-reflectivelyWe were noespeciallythinking abouttonsciousnesthen (although we

said some things incidentally about that too), but rather about distance, about Pierre’s
absence, etc.

Now — near the end of Ch. 1 — we are about to change that approach, and to adopt an
explicitly reflectiveapproach. We have got to the point of realizing that if we are ever are
going to get a grip on distance, on Pierre’s absence, we are eventually duanegto

adopt a reflective approach.

This is themain conclusion of § V of the chapter. But before we go on to look at some
other things that go on there, let's pause to consider an obvious question:

What we've just looked at looks a lot like amgument:Consciousnedsasto have
negativity running through ihecauseotherwise there would be no way for the
appearances of negativity in the world to get there. But what is Sartre the
phenomenologist doingrguing?! thought he was supposed to confine himself to pure

description.

Well, I'm afraid we are going to see a lot of this in Sartre. And we can say one of two
things about it. On the one hand, we can say that Sartre is just being pretty sloppy about
his phenomenological method, and that he really is trying to be farsystemati@and
theoreticalthan strict phenomenology would allow.

On the other hand, we might also say that these apmagnhentsare not meant to be

the realbaseson which Sartre’s theory rests. Perhaps they are just meant as heuristic
devices, as ways gfetting you to sethe point he is making. The point he is making — in

this case, that consciousness is riddled with nothingness — is something that can be seen
and described on its own, in the strictest phenomenological wafir&uwiou have to see

the point.And of courseit doesn’t make any different®w he gets you to see the point,

as long as you do see it. End of point.

There are several other things that go on in this last section of Ch. 1, and | want to look at
some of them briefly.
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There is, for instance, the very nice discussion of the notidmgdish which is
something we will see a lot of later on. In this discussion, Sartre is concerned to contrast
anguishfrom simplefear.

Anguish is fear of ourselves, fear of our own freedom.

In the discussion of this, Sartre gives us two important analyses that both illustrate the
theme ofanguishand also serve to lead us into Ch. 2. These are the discussi@nsgy
and the case of trgambler.

In Ch. 2 (“Bad Faith”), Sartre is going to give us an absoldligliiant discussion to try

to showus something | told you a long time ago: that conscioussiess what it isand

is what it is notThe discussion there will attempt to show that this is so in a completely
literal sense, with no trick whatever.

But here, at the end of Ch. 1, he gives us the two examplestafo andthe gambler

which lead us right up to the same point. But here they do lookridkes, like merely

verbal points that rely on playing fast and loose with the tenses of verbs. They're not, but
that's the way they look at first. Sartre is in effect setting us up.

The Gambler

Let's start with the discussion tife gamblel(pp. 69—70. (Sartre in fact treats this one
second in order.)

A certain man is a compulsive gambler. He spends all he has at the casino or at the
racetrack. His habit is ruining his marriage, his children are starving, and things have
really come to a crisis.

The man is no fool, and realizes the seriousness of his habit. Andesohaes to stop
gambling,and his resolve is quite sincere. But the following day, he approaches “the
gaming table,” and what happens? He is tempted.

He looks back into the past and sees himself yesterday. (Notergdetinghere.)
Here’s what goes on in his mind:

That man back there in the pasfnie.It's not someone else, after all; |
recognizemyself in that past man. And yet, in the sense that matters right
now, that man isot me. That man has good resolutions that speak to him
and are persuasive. But those resolutions do not affeohe bit, unless |
make those resolutions anewrew.| do not findhis resolutions affecting
me.

So, here is a case in whichrhthat man, and yet anot that man. Thus, consciousnéss
what it is not.
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Granted, the paradox looks mergbrbalat this point. All that’s really going on is that
I’'m not what | WASand that is hardly surprising. All it means is that I've changed. It's
only by overlooking the obvious role tife passage of timeere that we can make this
situation look like a paradox.

Well, maybe. But let’s look at what Sartre says about this here.

Consciousness in this instancaéparated from itselfrom itspastself, to be sure).
What is it thaeparates consciousness from itbelfe? Well, you say, itsme. Yes, but
let's look at the question slightly differently.

What separates me from myself here? That is, pteatentame from being that man |

see back there in the past — fringthat man in such a strong sense Hist

resolutions are alsay resolutions right now? Whateventame from adopting his
resolutions as my own? Answ&OTHING Nothing whatever. | am perfectlyee to

make those resolutions anew if | choose to ddNsthing is holding me backf course,

by the same tokemothing is forcing méo renew those resolutions. All of which is just
another way of sayingam freewith respect to these resolutions. (We begin to see here
the profound link between freedom and nothingness, a link that will be developed
throughout the rest of the book.)

This freedom producesnguish,a kind of profound panic at the thought that these
matters reallyare up to us. Here is what Sartre says (pp. 6970

In reality — the letters of Dostoevsky bear witness to this — there is
nothing in us which resembles an indebateas if we had to weigh

motives and incentives before deciding. The earlier resolution of “not
playing anymore” is alwaythere,and in the majority of cases the gambler
when in the presence of the gaming table, turns toward it as if to ask it for
help; for he does not wish to play, or rather having taken his resolution the
day before, he thinks of himself still as not wishing to play anymore; he
believes in the effectiveness of this resolution. But what he apprehends
then in anguish is precisely the total inefficacy of the past resolution. It is
there doubtless but fixed, ineffectual, surpassed by the very fact that | am
consciouf it. The resolution is stilneto the extent that | realize

constantly my identify with myself across the temporal flux, but it is no
longerme— due to the fact that it has become an olffaciny
consciousness. | am not subject to it, it fails in the mission which | have
given it. What the gambler apprehends at this instant is again the
permanent rupture in determinism; it is nothingness which separates him
from himself; | should have liked so much not to gamble anymore;
yesterday | even had a synthetic apprehension of the situation (threatening
ruin, disappointment of my relatives) fasbidding meto play. It seemed

to me that | had establishedeal barrier between gambling and myself,

and now | suddenly perceive that my former understanding of the situation
is no more than a memory of an idea, a memory of a feeling. In order for it
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to come to my aid once more, | must remalexinihilo[= out of nothing]
and freely. The not-gambling is only one of my possibilities, as the fact of
gambling is another of them, neither more nor lessust rediscovethe

fear of financial ruin or of disappointing my familstc.,| must re-create it
as experienced fear. It stands behind me like a boneless phantom. It
depends on me alone to lend it flesh

So my owrnfreedomSEPARATE $e from myself, so to speak puts me distancefrom
myself. (We have already seen how the notiodistanceinvolves negativity.) And that
separation, thatothingnessthatdistanceis somehow a product of consciousness itself
as part and parcel of its own freedom.

Of course, in this case we are talking about being separated frggastself, which | am
reflecting onwhile | am being tempted to gamble again. That is, consciousness is
separated from itgbject,which in this case happens to be its past self.

Now Sartre thinks this feature by which conscioussegsiratestself andisolatesitself
from its objects ipervasiveof consciousness. It ischaracteristicfeature. (Recall that,
for Sartre, an important featureiafentionalityis that it isirreflexive.)

This is why | said a long time ago that, for Sartre [dbst modetor consciousness is the
stepping baclandseparating oneseffom an object, théaking a point of vievon an
object, theputting oneself at a distandem an object. (Recall the discussion of
“distance” earlier; it's no coincidence.)

Please keep all these threads in mind as we go on. Right now, they look like a hopeless —
and unconvincing — tangle, but things will get better.

Vertigo

The example of the gambler involved the past. Sartre also gives a similar example that
involves the future. This is the examplevettigo (beginning on p. 6%

| stand at the edge of a precipice and look down. | begin to feel a little dizzy. What's
going on here?

It can hardly be that | am, in any objective sense, afraidliirig over the edge (at least
not in most cases). Let’'s suppose the ground is reasonably firm, the wind is not blowing
so hard it's going to puff me over the rim, there’s no real likelihood of an earthquake.
None of that is what is really causing my dizziness.

No. For Sartre, what is bothering me is not the possibility that | rfagihtit’s the
possibility that | mighjump. There is no other way to accommodate the facts.

| look, as it were, down there into the future and see myself tumbling head over heels
over the edge to my death. Now, of course, in an obvious sens@gdt#mt man | see in
the future. I'm up here on the top, reasonably intact; he’s down there on the bottom, all
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smashed. But in another obvious sensgmthat man | see down there in the future. That
is, | recognizemyself in that moment. Ifdidn’t somehow recognize myself in that future
man, why would he bother me so much? The kind of vertigo | feel at the prospect of
tumbling over the side is quite different from whatever | might feel at the prospect that
someone elsmight fall or leap over the ledge.

No, that's me. And yet, itaotme.l am what | am not, and | am not what | a#md, just
as in the case of the gambler looking into the past, so too here in the case of the future,
there is a way of putting this in termsfodedom:

What is it thapreventsme frombeingthat man in the future in so strong a sense that |
too propel myself over the side? Answedathing What is it thatompelsme to do it?
Nothing.In short,nothingSEPARATESMe that prospect. And thadthingnesss just
another way of talking abofiteedom.

And in fact, the closer | get to the edge of the cliff, the nodmgousit is thatnothing
prevents me fromactually doing itIt's as if the literadistancebetween me and the edge
is a kind ofsymbolof my own freedom. Anthatis what's so scary, what produces the
dizziness or vertigo. Thigar of my own freedom what Sartre calfanguish.”

This notion of the fear of freedom is something we’ll see much more of very soon. But,
for the present, notice that, just as, in the case of the gambler, consciousepasated
from the past self it is reflecting on, so too here: consciousness is separated from the
future self it is reflecting on.

Once again, then, we have thathingnesshat separates consciousness from its objects.
In these cases, of course, we are talking at@fldction,and theobjectis my past or
future self.

But the same point holds fpre-reflectiveconsciousness. We “question” the carburetor,
to use Sartre’s own example. This requires wrawv backfrom the carburetor (perhaps
evenliterally to draw back), to separate ourselves from it in order to consider it
objectivelyto put ourselves atdistancefrom it.

All this amounts to saying that consciousness, as it Weoeetesa kind ofnothingness
(again, a kind of “distance”) that isolates it from its objects.

Now — and this is why | have dwelt on this for so long — Sartre thinks the fact that
consciousness cavithdrawin this way, out of reach of its object — whether that object
is something in the world, or whether itreein reflection — 1S PROOF OF ITS
FREEDOM. Or perhaps, since a phenomenologist shouldn’t be talking@beirig

things, | should say: THIS IS WHAT SARTREEANS BY FREEDOM.

Here is what he says on p. 60:

For man to put a particular existent out of circuit [that is, to put it out of
reach, to separate himself from it] is to put himself out of circuit in relation
to that existent. In this case he is not subject to it; he is out of reach; it can
not act on him, for he has retiredyond a nothingnesBescartes
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following the Stoics has given a name to this possibility which human
reality has to secrete a nothingness which isolates it —fréaslom.

Of course, at this point that is just a bald claim. We still have work out all the detalils. In
particular he have to ask whetliszedomis simply freedom from being determined by

my objects.But keep this passage in mind. It is one of the most explicit statements | know
of in all of Sartre about how the notions of freedom and non-being are linked.

Now we have already seen that the awareness of our own freedom praxipces.
Moreover, sinceveryact of consciousness is free for Sartre, and since there is nothing
unconsciousbout consciousness, we ought tcbestantly awarén whatever we do

that we are acting freely, with nothing to compel us and nothing to prevent us from doing
whatever we choose. It would seem to follow, therefore, that wepastantly in a state

of ANGUISH.

And yet, there is a very interesting fact: We spontaneously and almost automatically act
as though we wengot free, as though weerecompelled. We try to finéxcusespass
the blame, avoid our responsibility- or, as Sartre says, ‘ibee our anquish’

This is going to be weryinteresting phenomenon. We are tryinddol ourselvesto
distract ourselves from the fact that we are aware of our own freedom and responsibility.
We arepretending to ourselveabtat we araot free, in the hope of convincing ourselves.

This is the behavior Sartre caBad Faith,and it is what is otherwise known ‘aglf-
deception.”And it is going to be Sartre’s main proof that consciousness is contradictory
and paradoxical. It is going to be what finahlpowsus that the for-itself is what it is not
and is not what it is — and that thidiigrally true, without any funny business.

The examples we have seen of this up to now — the examples of the gambler, and of
vertigo — have all looked frankly likieicks involving some fast and loose playing with
tenses. They have all involved theparationof consciousness from its intentional
objects(and recall that intentionality isreflexive for Sartre) — and in particular from its
own past or futureeflected orself.

But now, in the discussion bhd faith,we get a new kind afeparationof

consciousness. And this time itnet just a separation of consciousness froroligct—
whatever that object is. This time we are going to find that consciousness is separated
from itself — not from itspastor future self, but its owrpresentself, anchot as an

object of reflection.

In short, we will find that negativity characterizes not just the relation between
consciousness and its object, but is there in theaayf consciousness itself (the
“being” of consciousness). So we are pushing our investigation deeper and deeper.
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Bad Faith (Self-Deception)

Let’'s pause to see exactly what Sartre mearibdy faith.” Basically, we said, it iself-
deception(Or perhaps it's best to say it is self-deceptibout ourselvesThere is some
unclarity in my mind about just how far Sartre is willing to extend the term ‘self-
deception’.) And there are lots of forms of it, some of them quite ordinary and
commonplace, some of them pretty subtle.

Sartre gives lots of examples in the Chapter on Bad Faith, but it's not hard to come up
with examples of your own.

Your girl-friend or boy-friend is cheating on you, and you know it. There’s really no

doubt about it. But what do you do? Ydan't want to believe itAnd so youell
yourselfvarious stories in an attempt to convince yourself that things are not the way you
know good and well they are.

What is going on here?
It's fairly easy to get started.

Bad Faith or self-deception is a kindligf — a lie we tell ourselves. Thus, among other
things, it should exhibit all the structure of lies in general. So let’s start by looking at The
Lie (in general):

Any lie involves two sidesThe DeceiveandThe Deceived

(We're talking here about a lie thabrks.Sometimes, of course, attemptat lying
doesn’t succeed and no one is fooled. But let’s set those cases aside.)

These two poles are related as follows:

(1) The Deceiveknowsthe truth he is lying about. (If he doesn't, he’s
not reallylying; he’s justmistaken)

(2) The Deceivedloesn’tknow the truth. (Remember, we’re talking
about a lie that works, where someone is fooled.)

(There are other factors involved too, but these are the main ones. For instance, | know
my unlisted telephone number, and you don’t. But that doesn’t medgifigito you
about it. But this is enough for present purposes.)

In the case of self-deception, theto oneselfthis simple and unproblematic structure
becomegparadoxical.For in that caselhe Deceiver The Deceived

Thus, one and the same person bmibwsthe truth andloesn’tknow the truth, and that
is a contradiction.

That's enough to get us started. Most of the rest of the chapter on “Bad Faith” is spent in
illustrating the various ways in which this odd situation comes about, and in arguing that
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there really is a contradiction here, that it is not merely a trick that can be avoided if we
just make certain moves and distinctions.

For instance, Sartre says, the Freudian notion ahaonsciouss frequently appealed to
as a way of avoiding this paradox. But that won’t work.

Here we get one of Sartre’s most sustained attacks on the notion of the Freudian
unconscious. There are other, less sustained and detailed discussions in his section on
“Existential Psychoanalysis” iBeing and Nothingness) Transcendence of the Ego,

and in hisThe Emotions: Outline of a Theofihe present discussion begins on p. 90:

To escape from these difficulties people gladly have recourse to the
unconscious..

Now we know already, of course, that Sartre rejects the notion of a Freudian unconscious
entirely. But that is not his point here. The argument here is not thaigmersuch thing

as a Freudian unconscious (although Sartre believes that). He is here arguing instead that,
even if there were, that wouldn’t help one bit to get around the contradiction we are
talking about.

Here is why people might think it would: You might think that the contradiction is only
apparent. There is, you might saysensen which the same mind both knows and does

not know the same truth at the same time. But this appears contradictory only because we
have not cut our analysis finely enough. If we look more closely, you might say, we will

see that there are varioparts andsubdivisiondo the mind, and thatne partknows the

truth whileanother partdoes not. That's no more contradictory than the fact that my one
hand might be in motion while the other one is not.

Let's do a short Freud lesson.

(2) We start with théd (= the “It”). This is arunorganizednass of
drives and instincts — of libido urges. It is ruleddne great
principle: The Pleasure PrincipléAll the drives and instincts in
this psychic pool seek to be fulfilled, satisfied. (Compare
Nietzsche’s “Will to Power.”)

(2)  As consciousness develops in the child, a part of the Id becomes
organizedand thepsychebegins to develop. Thiganizedregion
of the Id is called “the Ego” (= the “I"). (Do not confuse this with
the Husserlian “Transcendental Ego.” The term is — partly — the
same, and they serve many of the same functions, but the theories
are really after quite different things. What we have here is closer
to our earlier notion of the “psychological ego.”)

The Ego is ruled bgnother great principleThe Reality
Principle. The Reality Principle is what tells the psycheviit to
satisfy those Id drives until the appropriate time.

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




If the Pleasure Principle says “Yes! Now,” the Reality Principle in effect says “Wait!”

Now, although ilooksat first as though the Id and the Ego are in conflict, they really
aren’t. The Ego is aubregionof the Id (the organized part), and is realf\the service

of the Id. It says “Wait!” only because that is in the long-term best interest of the Id’s
own desires.

3) There is a third structure of the psyche that Freud recognized,
called “the Superego.” It is specialized function or subpart of the
Ego, and is what we normally call the “conscience” (not
“consciousness”). Certain Id drives are so strong and so dangerous
to the long-term health of the psyche that the Ego, in its special
function as the Superego, says “No!” to them — not just “Wait!,”
but “No!.”

Once again, the Superego is really at the service of the Id. In the end, it is the Id with its
raw libido energy that is the motor driving the whole thing.

The Super-Ego

N

The Ego

The Id

Note: It is only at the level of the Ego (including the Superego) that we have
consciousnesd.his does not mean that all “Ego processes” are conscious ones for Freud,
but they allcanbe; they can all bleroughtto consciousness. (The unorganized Id drives
cannot be brought to consciousness in the same way, although we can become aware of
them in the sense of inferring that they are there.)

So much for the various structures Freud distinguished in the psyche. Here’s how they
apply to the notion of Bad Faith or self-deception:
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Freud noticed &ery curious phenomenam people, what he called “repression.” (This

was ageneralterm for him.) As we have seen in the case of the Superego, certain drives
or instincts are so dangerous (or are perceived to be — whether they really are or not
makes no difference) that the Ego, in its role as Superego, says “No!” And in some cases,
the drives argeodangerous that not only should they not be satisfied, but they staiuld

even be allowed into consciousneBey are just too dangerous!

But what happens to those drives then? They don’t just go away quietly and disappear.
They are stronger and more insistent than that. And besides, the Ego and Superego, like
everything in the psyche, are driven by those Id forces, and are in the long-term service of
the Id.

What happens, Freud observed, is that these driveedjetctedby the Ego, and
satisfied in various safe bsymbolically appropriatevays.

For example, | work in an office, let us say, and just hate my boss. | am bubbling over
with seething resentment. But it's dangerous for me to be explicitly conscious of this,
since | might do or say something rash. (That's the “Superego” speaking there.)

So my hatred is redirected and transformed, say, into a kind of nervous kicking of the
office furniture — as though taking out my resentment on something that represents my
boss and everything he stands for.

This “redirecting” (“repressing”) task, on Freud’s theory, is performed by the Ego (in
some passages, Freud specifies more specifically the Superego). See the passages in the
course packet on this.

Freud also observed that the same thing happens in dreams. There the process is called
dream-censorshipAnd we have all heard about how that goes. (Sartre, oddly, uses the
term ‘censor’ forany kind of repressing activity like this. Freud’s own terminology seems
to restrict the term ‘censor’ to the dream-situation.)

And — anespeciallyinteresting case — Freud also observed that it happens all the time

in theclinical situation of psychoanalysis. There he calls it “resistance.” As the patient
and the analyst get closer and closer to the real source of whatever is bothering the
patient, the level of tension rises and the patient begins to take various kevdsiok

behavior — to avoid letting this horrible truth rise to the level of consciousness. He begins
to talk about irrelevant things, to lapse into complete silence, to try to change the topic,
etc.

For Freud, the level of this resistance is a clue to the effectiveness of the analysis. A good
analyst will keep the resistance as high as possible, since that means he is getting close to
the main point. (Of course, thtimateresistance is for the patient simply to stop

coming. And the analyst must stop short of that.)

On all this, | have included some relevant passages from Freud in the course packet.
Please go look at them now.

How does this apply to Sartre’s discussion of Bad Faith?
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Well, plainly, the whole point of these evasive maneuvers is to keep consciousness —
which is to say, the Ego (or Superego) — from becoming aware of what is really going on
down there in the Id. The EgodgceivedWhat we have here Ehe Lie— with all its

duality: The Ego is deceived about the truth, which is conveniently kept down there in the
Id (it is kept there byepressionjn all its forms). The Id does know the truth.

So the Ego can eeparatedvery nicely from the truth it is not supposed to know.

But, Sartre sayst won't work! What is it that does thepressin@ What does the

dream- censoringWhat does theesistingin the clinical situation®n Freud’s own

theory, it is theEgothat does this (perhaps in its special role as Superego, but that makes
no difference). (See the selection of passages from Freud in the course packet, to verify
that this reallyis Freud’s theory, and that Sartre is not just misinterpreting him here.)

Theld certainly isn’t going to repress, censor, resist, its own drives. It doesn’t want to
hide anything. It wants these drives to be satisfied — and satigfieldt hasto be the
Ego that does the resisting.

And in order to do this resisting effectively, the Ego nkmgiwexactly what is going on.

It mustknowwhat it is that cannot be allowed into consciousness, in order to be able to
take appropriate evasive action when necessary. The Ego, aftevally isleverat

avoiding the real point in clinical analysis. It knogsactlywhat is going on!

But, on the other hand, the Ego — withdtssciou€Ego processes — is also supposed
to be exactly what dogsmt know what is going on. It is supposed tofbeled

In short,all the Freudian machinery of the mind has not succeeded in avoiding the
paradox.We are left now with thEgothat both knows and does not know the truth.

In short, the contradiction hagt been avoided; it has only belecalized

Now you may think this is not very persuasive, that the appearance of contradiction
persists only because we still have not cut our analysis finely enough. What we need to do
is to add yet further refinements — so that, say, we haveamef the Ego being

deceived by a second adutinctpart.

Well, perhaps you can make some headway like that. But, in any event, Sartre has
another piece of evidence that undercuts this whole approaele are certain cases
that the Freudian approach simply cannot account for.

Sartre cites some clinical reports by Wilhelm Stekel (a member of Freud’'s Wednesday
night Vienna circle of psychoanalysts), concerning a frigid woman. According to her
husband, she seemed to give all the objective signs of pleasure during sex. And yet she
insisted she didn’t. And there is no reason to think she was anything less than candid
about this — sheelievedwhat she was saying.

Sometimes people object: Why believe the husband? Maybe he was a brute who was so
involved in his own self-esteem that he didn’t realize that this was torment for his wife.
Well, yes, of course. Perhaps that's so. But it misses the point entirely. It doesn’t really
make any difference whether the case Sartre describes from Stekel actually occurred the
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way Sartre — or Stekel — describes. The point is thahat description, we can all
recognizea particular kind of behavior, sexual or not, that we all engageand-that
the Freudian set-up doesn’t account fbhe behavior is a kind of attempt to distract
ourselves from something we know good and well.

What is so important about this case?

What is important is: What is this woman deceived about? She’s deceived about whether
she feels pleasure or not. And we’re not talking here about pleasure in the sense of
“mental satisfaction”; we're talking abophysical pleasurewhich is, after all, a matter

of nerve endingsdNow there’s nothing wrong, let us say, with the woman’s physiology;

all the nerves are intact and functioni@j.course she feels pleasues, far as that goes.

Now of course, theeasonshe says she doesn’t feel pleasure is no doubt because of some
deep-seated Freudian complex, some “hang-up” that is getting in the way here, and will
not allow her taadmitwhat in the end is simply a matter of physiology.

All that may be correct, and there may be (let us say, for the sake of argument) such a
deep “complex.” Buthat's not what the woman is deceived abeubr least that's not
all she is deceived about.

The point is, it's not just theomplexshe won’'t admit to herself, it's also thkasure

And the kind of pleasure we’'re talking about is not something hidden deep down there in
the Id; it's not something down there in tingide; it comes fronoutside and is

something the womagan’t helpbut be conscious of while it is occurring.

The Freudian mechanism of “repression,” “censorship,” “resistance,” cannot be
responsible for this, since its job is to filter out dangerous messages from the Id. But that’s
not what is going on here, at least albthat is going on here.

The Freudian theory mixes up ttemsonor motivefor the deception (= the “complex”)

with the truth we are deceived abotihiey are not always the same. Freud can perhaps
explain the former (although Sartre in the end thinks not), but he cannot account for the
latter in this case.

On Sartre’s analysis, what we have here is not a just matter of repressing something down
there in the Id. What we have is a matter of the woman’'sdigsiacting herselfrom

something she’s very much conscious of. And of cotlrses the pattern we can all

recognize in ourselves.

In short, Bad Faith — with all its contradiction — is back again, and cannot be avoided.

Sartre gives lots of other examples of the infinitely varied ways in which all this can be
worked out in practice. One of them is the famous portraitef Waiter.

The Waiter

Sartre’s famous example of The Waiter begins on p. 101.
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Sartre is sitting in a café, and he has been sitting there a long time. He’s been observing
the waiter. And finally he realizes that there’s something odd about this waiter (pp. 101—
102):

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
forward a little too eagerly; his voice, his eyes express an interest a little
too solicitous for the order of the customer. Finally there he returns, trying
to imitate in his walk the inflexible stiffness of some kind of automaton
while carrying his tray with the recklessness of a tight-rope-walker by
putting it in a perpetually unstable, perpetually broken equilibrium which
he perpetually reestablishes by a light movement of the arm and hand. Al
his behavior seems to us a game. He applies himself to chaining his
movements as if they were mechanisms, the one regulating the other, his
gestures and even his voice seem to be mechanisms, he gives himself the
quickness and pitiless rapidity of things.

Finally Sartre says (p. 102):

He is playing, he is amusing himself. But what is he playing? We need not
watch long before we can explain it; he is playabdpeinga waiter in a
café.

Of course, he reallis a waiter in a café; he’s nofake he’s not secretly a CIA spy. But
nevertheless, he aying a role He is trying to fit into that “waiter’-role exactly.

You may well wonder, “What is there of Bad Faith in this?” Well, let’s see if we can
understand why the fellow is doing this.

Sartre analyzes the situation as follows: As a battexaif— as a matter ofacticity —

the mans a waiter. He’s not engaging in self-deception alloat (Onfacticity, see the
discussion in my notes to “Existentialism Is A Humanism” in the course packet. That will
do for starters. We will have much more to say about facticity as we go along.)

But of course being a waiter is not the end of the story about this man. It doesn’t give him
any kind ofdefinition once and for all, as if he were a wad@d nothing else

On the contrary, he is a waiter whdrigse.Every morning héreely gets up early and

sweeps out the café, freely starts the coffee. At any time, he costdpdoing that. He

could just decide to stay in bed some morning. He might get fired, of course, bérdee is

to get fired. He could quit, he could burn the café to the ground. He could run off and join
the Foreign Legion.

In other words, being a waiter doesn’t offer this fellow any kind of ultirrateirity.He

still has to make ultimate decisions about what to do with his life. His being a waiter
simply provides theontextin which he exercises these free choices — they provide the
starting pointfor his free decisions.
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In short, the waiteis a waiter, to be suréut that is not all that can be said about him
He is a waitewith choicesHe is notdefinedby that. Hegoes beyonteing “just” a
waiter.

And in this sense of “going beyond,” Sartre says that the man “transcends” his being a
waiter.

And so there ar&wvo sides to this waiter: higcticity and histranscendencdn other
words, hiscontextand hisfreedomthat will be exercised in that context.

And of course, the same is true of all of us: Weadlra kind of combination of our
facticity and our transcendence. That is what it is to be a human being.

But of course freedom is a scary thing, something we don't like to think about and take
responsibility for. It would be much nicer if we didhaveto make choices, if wiead no
risks, and just fit into our cozy little corner of life forevermore.

Now the waiter, by playing so hard at being a waiter, is in effect tryidgrghis

freedom, tgplay downhis transcendence and to play up his facticity. He's acting as if he
werenothing buta waiter. He’s trying to bthe perfect waiterOr, to put it another way,

he is trying to be a waiter in the sense that this would give kigfiaition,anessence

He is trying tobe what he iga waiter) in the sense of beiegactlythat and no more (no
possibilities, no further options).

In short, he’'drying to turn himself into a being-in-itself.

Why do that? Because of course, he wouldn’t have to face the risks and anguish of
freedom that way. He would sgcure He would know exactly what was expected of
him, what he could do and what he could not do. He could say, “Look at me. I'm just a
waiter, and that’s that. That's where | fit in.”

On the other hand, he doesn’'t want to be a being-in-itself in the sense of being
unconsciousHe still wants to be conscious — if for no other reason than to enjoy the
benefits and security of being “just” a waiter.

And so, the long and the short of it is that the man is trying to have it both ways. He
wants to be both a being-in-itsalfid a being-for-itself at the same time.

And where have we seen this notion before, the notion of a combination of being-in-itself
and being-for-itself? In the traditional notion of God.

In short, the waiter irying to turn himself into God\ot the God of the Bible,
necessarily, not the God who parted the Red Sea, but a very special and very personal
kind of God. He is trying to beconaeWaiter God.

The waiter is just a type and symbol for all of us. Weadlrérying to be God — each in
our own way. Wall want the security of being-in-itself.

But of course we will never reach it, since God is impossible. We are doomed to
frustration. (“Man is a futile passion,” as Sartre says at the end of the book.)
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So although Sartre is an atheist, the figure of God is absolutely central to his philosophy.
Our whole lives, everything we do, is so to spaimkedat this “absent God.”

This is the real and profound reason behind the traditional notion of God as the ultimate
good.

Sartre goes on to discustherways in which we might try to deny the delicate balance
between facticity and transcendence that is what we are. In the example of the waiter, the
man was trying to emphasize his facticity at the expense of his transcendence (freedom).
Why would he do that? BecauBeedomis scary stuff — it results ianguish

And of course we not only like to think otirselveghis way, we also like to treathers

the same way. You wheel your grocery cart up the cash register, and as the cashier is
ringing up your purchases, all of a sudden she stops, looks up, and asks you about your
political preferences, or your views on abortion. What is your reaction? Well, unless
you’re one of these know-it-alls who like to preach your views to everyone around, you'll
probably tense up. Whatever you say out loud in that case, you'll probably be thinking,
“That’s none of your business. Just shut and ring up the groceries.” In other words, just
do your jobjust be nothing but a cashietVhy? Because then | know how to deal with

you, | know what to expect and what | am supposed to do in response. That’s secure and
reassuring. But once the cashier begins to act in unpredictable and erratic ways, that cozy
and familiar situation is shattered. And that’s hard to deal with.

All this involves denying freedom and emphasizing facticity. But sometimes we might do
it the other way around. We might find that certain facts about ourselves (something we
did in the past, for example) are so unpleasant and disagreeable thahveeeare
comfortable facing the horrors of freedom than we are facing up to this horrible fact
about ourselves in the past. In this case, we might try to dergaiigity and emphasize
ourtranscendencalNe might say, “Oh yes, | did that. But that was along time ago. I'm
beyond thatow.” (For example, criminals might say this.)

But of course, our facticity and our freedom are not things weeally succeed in

fooling ourselves about. Every act of consciousness we maKeeis&ct in a context.

And since every act of consciousness is hon-positionally aware of what it is doing, it
follows that we cannot ultimatelscapédeing conscious of our freedom and our
facticity. Nevertheless, we calistractourselves from these things (as the waiter is trying
to do) — and that's Bad Faith. We are fooling ourselves about something we know is
otherwise.

Belief

Note: This section of the notes may be a little ragged, since | revisedtt in
light of our discussion in class, but haven’'t had a chance to go back §nd
smooth it out yet.
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We are now ready for § 3 of the Chapter, “The Faith of Bad Faith” (beginning on p. 112).
And here things get subtle.

The odd thing about Bad Faith or self-deception is thabrks— in a funny way. We
cansucceedn feeling more secure this way. We can endagssuringourselves in a
way we are neverthelefidly consciousness wrong! How is this possible?

OK, now pay attention. So far, we have been putting self-deception in terms of
knowledgeAnd in fact that's the way Sartre himself introduced the topic at the beginning
of the Chapter: the Deceivknowsthe truth, whereas the Deceivéoesn’t knovihe

truth. It's all in terms of knowledge. And the idea, so far, is thaeladeception, where

the Deceiver = the Deceived, this yields a contradiction.

BUT now consider Sartre’s discussion of Stekel’s case of the frigid woman.

Positionally,she doesn’t know she’s feeling pleasure. If you ask her, she’ll honestly (I
don’t say “truthfully”) sayno. So positionally, she’s deceived. So far, so good.

Nevertheless, we said, stees feepleasure, and pleasure — likay act of
consciousness — is alwagen-positionally aware of itseliNon-positionally, therefore,

she is quite aware of the pleasure. So she deceiving activity (the “Deceiver”) must be
located at th@onpositional level.

Now, of course we know that positional consciousness and non-positional consciousness
are nottwo things; they are simply two differefactsaboutonething. So we have the
identityinvolved in self-deception.

Nevertheless — and this is a point that will become increasingly important as we go along
— non-positional consciousnessnist knowledge(As we shall see, “knowledge” is

confined to positional consciousness, to the relation of intentionality. Consciousness
“knows” its objects. All this emphasis on-positional consciousness is part of what

Sartre meant in the Introduction when he said “We must abandon the primacy of
knowledge.”)

Therefore, since non-positional consciousness is not knowledge, there doesn’t seem to be
anysense in which the woman can be saikitowshe feels pleasure. (Or at least nothing
we’ve said so far gives us any reason to think there is.)

But, if all this is so (and it is), then the contradiction seendisappearafter all. She
doesnot both know and now know she feels pleasure. What we have instead is merely
that she imwareshe feels pleasure (non-positionally aware) but dogspiit.

Furthermore, apart from doing away with the contradiction, this situation doesn’t even
seem to be what Sartneeansby self-deception or bad faith. After allp act of
consciousnedgnows(is positionally aware) what it is aware of non-positionally — since
intentionality isirreflexive,recall.

What has happened here?
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As yet a further indication that something is wrong, consider the example of the waiter
again.

The waiter is non-positionallgwarethat he is free. Nevertheless, Sartre says he is in bad
faith insofar as he is trying tenyhis freedom.

But what is theesultof this bad faith? Does the waiter not ofdyf to knowthat he is
free, but positivel\believehe isnot free — as the woman positively believed she was not
feeling pleasure? In other words, has the deceptaked

Surely not. Sartre doesn’t discuss the point explicitly, but it can hardly be so. For if the
waiterdid believe he is not free, he would teflecting And that doesn’t seem to be
what is going on at all. The waiter isn’t doing his job while reflecting all the while to
himself, “I'm just a waiter.” What he is doing mle-playing which is not typically in

this kind of case eeflectiveenterprise. (What he might be doing instead is saying to
himself something like, “Waitersiustdo this, waitergannotdo that, there’sio question

of doing that other thing.”)

What all this means is that we are still not clear exactly what bad faith is for Sartre.

In order to try to improve our understanding, let’s turn to the discussioglief —
beginning on p. 112.

In this connection, Sartre discusses this notidpetief beginning on p. 114

We must distinguish two senses of ‘belief’. In one sense, belief is compatible with — and
in fact implied by — knowledge. (I carkhowsomething if | don’t evebelieveit.)

Knowledge implies belief (and more besides). Thisotsthe sense Sartre is talking about
here. (‘Knowledge’ in this context is not just knowledge in the sengesitional
consciousness, as described above, but in the strepigéemologicasense in which we

say, for instance, that knowledge is “justified true belief.” This is positional
consciousness, yes, but it narrower than that.)

What he is talking about might be called “mere” belief. (Does my friend Pierre like me? |
don’t know, Ibelieveso.) In this sense, belief falls short of knowledge.

On p. 112, helefinesbelief in this sense:

But if we take belief as meaning the adherence of being to its object when
the object is not given or is given indistinctly, then bad faith is belief.

Let’s translate that. First of all, when he says “the adherenoeimgto its object,” what
kind of being does he have in mind? Well, what kind of bbampbjects? Not being-in-
itself; it doesn’t take an object, it just sits there inert. The only kind of being that can be
said to have anbjectis being-for-itself. (And to say it has an object is just another way
of affirming the notion ofntentionality.So, once again, ware talking about positional
consciousness so far.)

To “adhere” to the object in this case means somethingdikemittingyourself to it. So
what the whole definition amounts to is: consciousness’s committing itself to something
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for which it hasat bestinadequate evidence. (If we hadequatesvidence, if the
“object” were “self-given,” as Husserl put it, then we wouldn’t be talking abmre
belief any more, but about full-blovkmowledgé.

The point here is about where tagergybehind that “adherence” comes from. If what |
am committing myself to is so perfectly obvious that in a sense | cannot help but assent
(think of the “flash of insight” that sometimes comes when you're trying to do a logic
proof and suddenly “see how it goes”), then there’s nothintmé&io do about it any

more. It's just a matter of opening my mental eyes and noticing the evidence.

But if what I'm committing myself to isot so obvious, and | nevertheless commit myself
to it firmly anyway, then the “energydoeshave to come from me. It involves effort
to believe like that.

Take another example. A few years ago we sometimes saw on television these pathetic
parents of soldiers missing in action in Vietnam. Often phsyknewthere sons were

alive and well somewhere over there in Indochitew did they know that? Well, they

just knew. They had faith, or however they put it. Did they have access to some secret
State Department information that the general public did not have? Well, no, bjuisthey
knewanyway. (Notelf theyreally “just knew,” thenwouldn’t be talking themselves into

it; they wouldn’thaveto.)

Now of coursethey didn’t know; they didn’t have any more information than the rest of

us (in most cases). But they simply refused to acknowledge the possibility — even the
probability — that their sons were dead. It's easy to understand what was motivating such
a denial. But it is harder to see how it would succeed. After all, when you tried to make
them face the possibility that they could be wrong, they would just reaffirm their
“knowledge” all the louder in a kind of stubborn incantation.

In other words, thewent to a lot of troubl¢o hold this belief. And this lot of trouble was
not something they were doingmconsciouslyThey were doing ibut loud It wasso

much trouble, in fact, that the average viewer’s reaction was often, “You're protesting
too much. Who are you trying to convince, me or yourself? If you really were as
confident as you say you are, you wouldn’t have to insist so loudly.” This is exactly the
kind of situation Sartre is talking about.

How would Freud handle this situation? He couldn’t — the situation is exactly the same
as for the frigid woman. There may be a hiddestivefor the parent’s denial, and

perhaps Freud could explain that (although actually, the motive is not really very
“hidden” at all). Butthat’s not allthey’re deceived about, and the rest of the deception is
something that’s totally beyond his theory.

Note thatall self-deception involves belief in this sense. It always involves committing
yourself to some view or claim. And since self-deception is not knowledge, the evidence
for the claim has to be less than adequate.
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Now you can't believe x, in this sense, without beamgare (non-positionally) of
believing x — because every act of consciousness is positionally conscious of an object
and non- positionally conscious itgelf.

Thus, you can't believe X, in this sense, without being aware that you are “adhering” to
something for which you have at best inadequate evidence. You must be aware that you
aremakingyourself believe it, despite the lack of evidence.

And of course, the more you are aware that youreiengyourself believe, that you
haveto make yourself believe if you are going to believe at all, that your evidence is
insufficient, the more you are aware that yowld be wrong! The more you try to
exclude that possibility, the harder you have to work, and the more your are aware of
having to do that work — because of the inadequacy of the evidence. ThErmbtye

you “hang on” (*adhere,” in Sartre’s word) to whatever it is you're trying to convince
yourself of, the more obvious it is that you're reéllpstuck’

In short, your belief is undercuthe more you believe, the less you belidgehe says
(p. 115), “Every belief is a belief that falls short; one never wholly believes what one
believes.” And (p. 114), “To believe is not-to-believe.”

And that’s the contradiction in self-deception!

(The business at the beginning of the chapter about knowing and not-knowing the truth
was then just a first approximation, a way into the topic.)

In short, this kind of belief Sartre thinks is self-deception. It is a delicate balancing-act
that keeps threatening to disintegrate. Self-deception succeeds in a sense, but never
completelysucceeds at what it is trying to do.

It can succeed in making us feel better, in a way. But of coursgyirig to believe
without having tanakeitself believe. Self-deception, in other words, is never trying to be
self-deception; it is trying to denowledge And it can never succeedthat

It is what Sartre calls metastablenotion. It is unstable, constantly threatening to fly
apart, and yet can be sustained — like bad faith — for long periods.

It is worth dwelling for a while on the kind of thing Sartre is talking about here. First of

all, for those of you who know something about Sgren Kierkegaard, you should recognize
in Sartre’s definition of belief what Kierkegaard catlsth as subjectivityKierkegaard

defined it as “arbjective uncertaintyeld fast in an appropriation process of the most
passionate inwardness.” It's exactly the same notion. Kierkegaard thought it was
something great. Sartre, by subsuming it under the notion of “bad faith,” regards it as a
kind of existentialice.

The reason Kierkegaard thought it was something great is simply that when | believe
(“hold fast”) in this sensall the effort comes from mk.l were dealing with something

that was so obvious and plain that there was simply no question about it, then | wouldn’t
have tobring myself to believe it. In that case, the blinding evidence overwhelms me and
| cannot helpbut assent to it. It's thebjectand its evidence that prompts my assent. But
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where what we are talking aboutist overwhelmingly obvious, | have t@ork myself up
into believing it. Theré am the one doing it.

Kierkegaard thought this was something great because he was interested in the believer's
own contribution and efforts. There’s no glory in believing something, after all, unless the
believer has some active role in acquiring that belief. Sartre is in full agreement about the
mechanism here, even though his ovezadlluationof what is going on is quite different.

For Sartre in the present Chapter, self-deception turns out to be inevitabi®t all

kinds of self-deception, at least that kind of self-deception where we are deceived about
ourselves, where ware reflecting, as in Sartre’s example of the frigid woman. We

cannot avoid this kind of self-deception. Look what happens ttyv® avoid it — if we

try to besincere (See the discussion on pp. 10p6ff

What are we trying to do when we try to be sincere — not so much to be sincere about
whether we feel pleasure or not, or whether | am free to quit my job as a waiter, but
sincere as general polic We are trying to see ourselves for what we really are, to see
ourselves objectively and fearlessly. We are trying to face the fact that we are what we
are, after all, and not to deny anything.

Note: We are trying to face the fact thad are what we afeThat phrase should be a
warning sign to us. For Sartre we aw what we are. The very attempt to look at
ourselves “objectively” is false from the outset. There is nothing “objective” about us. It
is just another attempt to pretend that we have a kind of “definition,” to get straight on
“the real me,” so that it will turn out that there is some definite and settled truth about
ourselves after all, and it is just up to us to face it fearlessly. Butiimrany such

settled definition. The very attempt to §iacerein general is just another, particularly
insidious way of being in Bad Faith all over again.

Thus, thegoal of trying to be sincere is an impossible goal. It would require us to be an
in-itself-for-itself. It is just another way of trying to be God.

(Note: This doesn’'t mean tlatemptis impossible. It isn’t; wattemptit all the time. But
the attempt cannot succeed.)

In effect, this pessimistic conclusion comes from Sartre’s analysis of the way
consciousness works — an analysis that is in the broad phenomenological tradition
stemming from Husserl. (Not that the details come from Husserl, of course.)

In this connection, it igeryinteresting to look at the footnote at the end of the chapter on
“Bad Faith” (p. 116). Sartre has just been talking about how we cannot avoid Bad Faith
or self-deception. But now he says in the note (emphasis added):

If it is indifferent whether one is in good faith or in bad faith, because bad
faith reapprehends good faith and slides to the very origin of the project of
good faith [translation: the attempt to avoid self-deception and be sincere
is just another form of Bad Faiththat does not mean that we can not
radically escape bad faith.
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Oh, it doesn't, does it? | thought that was just what you were saying! How is this going to
work? Well, here — at thisrucial point — Sartre resorts to a metaphor. He goes on
(emphasis added):

But that supposesself-recovery of being which was previously
corrupted.[Oh, that's what it is, is it?] This self-recovery we shall call
authenticity the description of which has no place here.

Or anywhere else in Sartre. Heverreally completely tells us how this “authenticity” is
going to be possible, given the analysis he has just given. And the fact is, given that
analysis, it doesn’t look as ifig going to be possible — not if authenticity means
avoidingbad faith.

Sartredescribesauthenticity in many places — in his plays and novels, for instance.
(Perhaps most vividly in his playhe Flies) But he never really tells dsw it is possible
to be authentichow it is possible to “get there from here.”

Sartre’s philosophy shows the influence of two distinct traditions, one stemming from
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. This tradition puts a high value on the notarthainticity.
This tradition shows up in Sartre when he is talking about values and ethigankéthe
notion of authenticity in his philosophy. Heagningto find room for it.

But he is also influenced by another tradition,ghenomenologicatadition stemming
from Husserl. This tradition shows up when Sartre is talking about metaphysics and
epistemology.

The problem isThe two traditions don’t mix very wellhe result is a very volatile brew.

In this footnote, we see proof positive of ttalision of these two traditions.

The footnote is very revealing, and | think it is right to view it as a kind of embarrassment
for Sartre. Nevertheless, | don’t mean to suggest there is ultimately no way out. Much of
the recent secondary literature on Sartre’s ethics is devoted to looking at how in fact
Sartre (mostly in his later writings) does try to get himself out of this apparently insoluble
knot. (See for example Anderson’s and Detmer’s books, in the Btaifs on Reserve,

in the course packet.) These recent studies, | think, are very promising, and help to
correct a lot of misunderstandings about Sartre. They point out a lot of material,
particularly in the later writings, where Sartre does talk about what it would take to be
authentic. But Sartre never really says as much as we would like on this point. We will
talk more about this later in the course.

But let me sa¥a little more about even now. It seems to me that at this stage of his
thinking, Sartre perhaps doesn’t reddhyowhow he’s going to be able to reconcile all the
things he wants to say.

Certainlyin this chapterat any rate, he talks as if at least the kind of self-deception that
involves beliefs about ourselves reaiynescapable. (Perhapgsgtpossible, even in this
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chapter, to avoid other kinds of self-deception — for instance about whether your son
who is missing in action in Vietnam is still alive. That's another question.)

And in a sense, it is not hard to see why self-deception about ourselves is dookg to
inevitable, at least, given that we reflect on ourselves at all. For, as we've already
discussed in our treatmentfanscendence of the EqREFLECTION ALWAYS DISTORTS

At the time, | gave you the reason: remember the metaphor about making up little wax
statues.

Now insofar as self-decepti@waysinvolvesbelievingsomething, self-deception about
ourselveswill always involve a kind ofeflectivebelief, which then wilalwaysbe wrong
(since it’s distorted) and so deceptive (since we believe it).

How thencanwe ever avoid bad faith or self-deception about ourselves? How is
authenticity possible? Well, you might suggest that one way is smaplgr to reflect.

And perhaps that will work for this kind of bad faith, but even if it does, it certainly isn’t
the kind of “escape” from bad faith that Sartre callshenticity.The “authentic”

individual is surely not someone who just never bothers to stogeéledton what he or
she is doing.

But there is another possibility too. When we were talking about the reasons why
reflection always distorts, we said that this posed a serious methodological difficulty for
Sartre’s whole enterprise, which is largely a reflective one. Sartre recognized this
difficulty from the very beginning, we said, and had at leastraefor what was going to
allow him to get around it. It was callgdre reflectionWe speculated a little on what
that might turn out to be, but we didn’t come to any definite conclusions.

Here we see then that the notion of pure reflectidiedsupwith the notion of

authenticity. If pure reflection offers us a wayreflecting without distortingthen

perhaps it will also offer a way to avoid at leaséekind of bad faith. Pure reflection and
authenticity are probably not exactly the same thing, just as it is no doubt too simple just
to identitywhat Sartre calls “authenticity” with simply the avoiding of bad faith. But all
these things are connected: escaping bad faith, pure reflection, authenticity.

If you are interested in pursuing this topic further, you should look carefully at
Anderson’s book (who gives a kind of description of what authenticity really comes to
and how it is possible), and Detmer’s book (who basically agrees with Anderson but
provides some additional information). | think their picture of what authenticitynist is
right, but is on the right track. And | also would urge you to look closely at Christopher
Vaughan’s dissertation on the notion of pure reflection and how it is tied up with
authenticity.

Let me add some last undigested thoughts on this topic of bad faith.

So far, it looks perhaps as if we've talked ourselves out of the contradiction the chapter
was trying to convince us of. If the main purpose of the chapter was to convince us that
consciousness is what it is not and is not what it is, that it is out and out contradictory, and
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to do this by trotting out self-deception as the prime piece of evidence, the result is not
very persuasive.

We've seen that the contradiction of knowing and not-knowing the same thing at the
same time is not really involved here. Instead, the “contradiction” arose in the claim “to
believe is not-to-believe.” But, on closer examination, this really isn’t contradictory
either.

What we seem to have in the case of mere “belief” is not so much something that is
contradictoryas something that gelf-defeatingAnd that's not the same thing at all. It's
not really that “the more | believe, the less | believe.” It's rather that the ntigréol
believe (to “adhere”), the less | succeed, the more | come “unstuck.” That's not a
contradiction; it’s jusfailure.

In other words, what we have so far is a little like turning the steering wheel in a skid. If
you turn it the wrong way in an effort to get out of the skid, you only skid all the more.
And themoreyou turn it the wrong way, the more you just make matters worse. There’s
nothing contradictory about that.

If this were the end of the story, then | think we could all go home. Sartre would have
failed to make his point. Butigén't the end of the story. There is one other factor that we
haven’t yet accommodated, and that isn’t brought out in the example of skidding. And
that is:self-deception workdt doesn’t succeed at beikgowledgeas we said. And it
doesn’t even succeed at belmgief.But it doessucceed at something! We can make
ourselves feel better by engaging in bad faith. We can succeed in distracting ourselves
from what we are fully aware of all the while.

And this s the feature that, | think, would give us the full-fledged contradiction after all,
if we could only get a good grip on what is involved. But we haven't got it yet.

The Emotions

| want to look now at Sartre’s discussion of the emotions, in his earlyTdimEmotions:
Outline of a Theory(See the outline contained in the course packet.)

In connection with this, you should also know about an excellent book by Joseph Fell,
Emotion in the Thought of SartrgSee the list of books on reserve, the course packet.)
This book is about Sartre’s theory of the emotions, but it is also about lots of other things
we’ve been talking about. It is &xcellentook.

Sartre’sThe Emotionsippeared in 1939, befoBzing and Nothingneswhich appeared

in 1943. In it, he discusses some of the psychological theories current in France during the
early part of the century. Some of these theories, and some of the names, will very likely
be unfamiliar to you. But that doesn’t matter, since similar theories are still around today,
and some of Sartre’s comments apply just as well to present-day theories.
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It is appropriate to look at the emotions, because they at first appear to present a difficult
case for Sartre’s theory that human beingata@ly freeandtotally responsibldor their
actions.

It seems that, at least in some cases, waatnesponsible for our emotions. Sometimes
we areoverwhelmedby our emotions, wkse contro] we break downPopular opinion

(if not always the law) recognizes an important distinction between so ceitiegls of
passionandcold-blooded pre-meditated crimes, and regards the latter as involving
somehow areater guilt— implying that the former involveslasserguilt, a lesser

responsibility.

Even theterm ‘passion’ here indicatesgassivity as though the emotion is not something
we do,but something thdtappens to us

Not so, for Sartre. For him, wadoptour emotions, wéake them onAnd thus weare
completely and totally responsible for them. This is what he is going to try to show in this
book.

He does this by first considerimgdternativetheories. Let us look at what he says.

We begin with the “Introduction.” Just asBeing and Nothingnesthe “Introduction” is
the hardest part of the text. In the present book, thetgvareain things you should get
out of it:

() The distinction between the two m&imdsof theories of
emotions.

There ar@wo sidedo emotions, Sartre observes: tumsciousside (what it “feel like”),
and thephysiologicalside (sweaty palms, racing heart, rapid breathing, tears, etc.). The
two kinds of theories differ on which of these two sides they take to be primary.

(a) The so callethtellectualtheories hold that the
inner state of consciousness determines the
physiological disturbances. As Sartre pithily puts it:
We weep because we are sad.

(b) The so callegeripherictheories. (The word may
be found in the Oxford Englishictionary, but the
discussion there isn't much help. It seems to have
something do with ‘periphery’. And they put the
accent on the penulperiPHERIc.It should go on
the antepenulpeRIpherigust as it does in
‘periphery’ and ‘peripheral’ — the second ‘e’ is
short, and therare rules about these things in
Greek, after all.) According to these theories, the
physiological disturbances determine the state of
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consciousness involved in an emotion. TWe: are
sad because we weep.

There are various kinds of peripheric views, some of them pretty crude and unconvincing.
But note:Any kind of moderrbehavioristicview — whether crude or sophisticated —

will fall into this category, any view that tries teduceemotions (or any other

psychological state, for that matter)dioservablelaboratory testablgghenomena —
physiological, behavioral, etc.

Sartre’s own theory of emotions will turn out to be of kind (a)néallectualtheory
(although, despite the term, timeellectwill not have any special role in Sartre’s theory).

(2) Thesecondhing to get out of Sartre’s “Introduction” is the notion
of thesignificationor meaningof an emotion.

Sartre thinks emotions are like the three faces of the cube in perception (recall the
passage frorithe Psychology of ImaginatipnThey promise more than they directly

show us. Emotions are not jusute factsof physiology or behavior. (For that matter,
they’re not jusbrute factsof consciousness either.) On the contrary, they héweran
meaningthat we can learn how to read if we are careful — just as the three surfaces we
see in perceptiomean(= imply, promise) a whole cube.

This is the basic notion gignificationor meaning as it occurs throughout this book. We
shall have to see how it works in detail.

After the “Introduction,” Sartre looks at various alternative theories, and in discussing
them, he gradually works up to his own. Throughout the discussion of these alternative
theories, he adopts a kind of quasi-Hegetiaectical procedure. That is, first he states

a position. Then he raises objections to it. The reply to these objections leads\vto a
position, to which he raisegwobjections, and so on.

In Ch. 1 (“The Classical Theories”), we get a discussion of vapetiphericviews. In

Ch. 2 (“The Psychoanalytic Theory”), we get — as the name implies — a discussion of
the Freudian theory of emotions. Finally, in Ch. 3 (*A Sketch of a Phenomenological
Theory”) we get Sartre’s own view.

That's the bare bones of the structure. Let's now sketch it in a little more detail, and then
we’ll look at it inmuchmore detail.

l. Peripheric Theories.

A. First, Sartre consideggeripherictheories in general, and raises
some general objections against all of them as a group. For
purposes of illustration, he tak@églliam Jamestheory as a
typical starting-point.
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B. Then Sartre considers a certain Walter B. Cannon'’s so called
“cortico- thalamic sensitivity"theory as an attempt to answer one
of the objections raised above. But other objections remain.

C. In an attempt to answer these, we move dPi¢ore Janet’'s
theory of emotions. Sartre thinks this theory is in the end
ambiguousHe thinks Janet was on to something important, but his
behaviorist biases kept him from pushing it in the right direction.

1. If you push the ambiguity in one direction (the
behaviorist direction), you will end up back with
James’ theory. Sartre considers one attempt to
preventthis Wallon’stheory). But that attempt
fails.

2. The failure of Wallon’s theory indicates that we
must go the other direction. Sartre considers an
attempt to come to terms with what is involved.
(This isTamara Dembo’sheory.) But this theory
still hasn’t quite got it. At this point, Sartre regards
the periphericalternative as exhausted. This leaves
us only:

Il. The Intellectual Theories.

A. Among the intellectual theories, Sartre considers Freud's theory
first, and argues against it.

B. Finally, Sartre gives us his own theory, and declares it the winner.

Thus:
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Now let’s look at Sartre’s discussion in some detail.

Sartre begins by giving sonbasicobjections to the original peripheral theory (that “we
are sad because we weep”). He listgesuch objections at the outset (see the outline).
But we only need to be concerned with two:

(1)  What about the “subtle” emotions? That is, what about the rather
mild emotions that don’t have any obvious physiological
component? Emotion is nalwaysa matter of racing pulse,
flushed face, etc. What about things likassive sadness”?See
the text on this.)

As it stands, this is a crude objection, and can be easily answered. (“You’ve just not
looked hard enough for the physiological component! Nobody said the physiological
component was a matter gfossphysiology.”) Sartre in fact is using this objection only
to get things going.

(2) The second objection is more serious: The physiological
phenomena associated wjtly, for example — rapid heart beat,
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rapid movements — differ onip intensity(that is, quantitatively

from the physiological phenomena associated waiidyer.

The point is this: Thehysiologicalphenomena associated with various emotions tend to
be pretty much alike, and differ only degree.Yet anger is not just more intense (or
less intense) joy!

It is perhaps hard at first to see the force of this objection. But in fact, it is a pretty good
one. The basic complaint is that peripheric theories in general must try to explain
qualitativedifferences among the emotions in termgudintitativedifferences among

the physiological phenomena associated with them. And, Sartre thinks, that just won't
work.

This is one of the big themes of the book. Emotiongagditativelydifferent. They are
differentorganizations, systents behavior. And Sartre thinks that in the end this can
only be explained in terms of the hunraeaningor significanceof emotions; they
cannot be reduced to simply a matter of chemistry or biology.

In order to make the case, let's look — as Sartre does — at some actual examples of
peripheric theories. And, with Sartre, let's begin Wifliam Jamestheory.

According to James’ theory, the emotiogtteof consciousness is just consciousrEss
the correlated physiological disturbance.

For example, what isadnessTor James, it is just our consciousnessur weeping —
or, in less extreme cases, of our depressed heart beat, lowered blood pressure, etc.

So too withanger: It is theconsciousnessf our clenched fist, grinding teeth, adrenaline,
racing pulse, etc.

The two basic objections we listed above apply here: (1) What about the subtle emotions,
where there don’'t seem to be any appropriate physiological phenomena to be conscious
of? And (2), there is also the problem of redu@nglitativedifferences t@uantitative
differences. (Anger doesméquire that we clench our fists, after all. In many cases, the
physiological side of anger looks just like the physiological side of sadness.)

In an attempt to answer tfiest of these objections, we turn next to tduetico-thalamic
theory associated with Walter B. Cannon. This theory in effect says: “You're just looking
in the wrong place for the physiological disturbances.” In the case of the “subtle”
emotions, there stiire such physiological correlates. But they are not obvious ones, like
clenched fists. Instead they are buried deep in the brain cortex.

Sartre’s response to this theory is twofold:

(1) First, the theory’s claim is unverifiable. In effect, the theory is just
saying that therenustbe such brain events in there, and thmst
be of the kind the theory requires, because otherwise the theory
wouldn’t work. For Sartre, that kind of pleading is a mark of
desperation. And he’s right. But you may well ask yourself whether
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the theory really has to resort to such pleading. Is such brain
activity really allthat unverifiable?

(2) But it doesn’t matter, because even if yowld verify such brain
events, there is still the second line of objection. The theory is still
committed to trying to explain qualitative by quantitative
differences.

We turn next tdPierre Janet'stheory. According to Janet, the problem with James’
account is that he didn’t take account of what Janet callpsyehic” element in
emotions. Sartre applauds this observation, and thinks Janet is basically right about that.

Janet goes on. He is still pretty much a behaviorist at heart, and wants to keep everything
on the physical, empiricalpeasurablgand thereforguantitative level. So what Janet
does is to distinguish two levels within the physical, empirical realm:

Q) The purely biological, physiological level — heart beat, adrenaline,
etc. This seems to be what James had in mind. In effect, this level
is reducible to a matter diochemistry.

(2) Organized activity, or what Janet calls “behavior

The point of level (2) is that certain kindskh®haviorare associated with each emotion.
Each emotion presents arganized structuref its own. And, for Janethis is how you
can differentiate emotiorgualitatively,in terms of theistructure

In effect, this is Janet’s answer to #erondine of criticism raised above against

peripheric theories in general. Sartre thinks Janet is absolutely right so far. (In general,
Sartre appears to have had a great respect for Janet.) But then, he thinks, Janet loses the
thread.

Janet goes orEmotionalbehavior is a kind iflisadaptivebehavior, resulting from a
“setback.”

The idea is this. You find yourself in a situation that calls for a certain kind of action, but
that action is impossible, or at least very difficult. Thus, therggasionin the situation.

As a result of this tension, things just findliseak downThe organized behavior that is
well adapted to the demands of the situation just disintegrates, and is replaced by a
disadaptivebehavior, one that isot appropriate.

For example, certain patients came to Janet (who apparently had a clinical practice) for
psychological help. As they discuss what it is that is bothering them, the level of tension

in the situation rises. And as they get closer and closer to the real nub of the problem, the
tension increases until finally they break down in sobs and can’t continue. That is,
whatever it is that is really bothering them is so painful to discuss that they cannot
continue the “adaptive” behavior (which would involve getting to the bottom of it, talking

it out, working it through) — and so it “breaks down.” Even our colloquial speech

captures what is going on here: a “breakdown.” The sobs and tears are not at all well
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adapted to the situation — in fact, thggt in the wayf working out the real problem.
And in this sense, they constitute what Janet calls a “setback behad@ataptive
way of dealing with the situation.

Sartre thinks Janet was definitely on the right track here, but on his own principles he has
thrown the whole thing away. In the end, he is trying to explain all this on a purely
physicallevel, thereby ignoring the excellent distinction he himself had made between the
physical level andrganizedactivity orbehavior

Here is Sartre’s critique of Janet: The “setback behavior,” according to Janet, is
disadaptive, disorganizedt is thebreakdowrof the organized, adaptive behavior called
for in the situation. But, Sartre observes, if what really happenedré&aidownof
organization, then it was not a matter of “setblaekavior,” but rather dack of

behavior — that is, lck of organized activity.

Note: It was just therganizationthat Janet had said was what distinguished the purely
physiological phenomena that James appealed to frorbebalior.If the breakdown is

the breakdown of organized behavior, then it appears we are in effect back with James’
theory. (You may want to ask yourself whether this really follows.)

What happened to the organized structure of the emotion itself, the organized structure
that Janet had promised us? It ighis sense that Sartre thinks Janet has lost the thread.

At this point,Walloncomes to the rescue, touching up Janet’s doctrine. For Wallon, the
breakdowrdoes not result in activity thattistally lacking in organization. It's just not
organizedn the same way.

For Wallon, the infant’s primitive nervous system has a built-in, inherited system of
behavior. What Janet calls “setback” behavior is a caabaridoninghehighly
organized, appropriate behavior aegertingto theprimitive behavior of the infant. We
kick and scream — we quite literally become “infantile.” But the point is that this is still
organizedbehavior, not just raw physiology, as on James’ theory.

Sartre thinks this just doesn’t help. First of all, Sartre remarks, James himself would be
perfectly willing to accept this notion of the infant’s primitive level of behavior, if he saw
any evidence for it. And so, once again, we are back with James’ theory.

| think this criticism is probably unfair. Sartre makes it sound as though Wallon’s theory
reduces to the crude theory we found in Jamesregility what he has said is that James’
theory need not be so crude as we originally thought, and might in fact be as sophisticated
as Wallon's.

But, in any event, Sartre has a more serious line of objection. Why did Janet’s patients
break down intaobs,instead of gettingngry or going into a silenpout? The problem is
that, on Wallon’s theory, there is ordpekind of emotional behavior, “infantile”

behavior. But in fact there ageveraldifferent kinds of emotional behavior, with quite
distinct structures. Wallon’s theory simply cannot account for this.
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Sartre has another objection to Jansttbacktheory: What about the very notion of a
setback™espite Janet’s behaviorist convictions, this notion of a “setback” requires the
notion of “finality” or “goal-directedness.” And that it something that can be

explained on a purely physical level, but requaessciousnessr some other goal-
directed agency. So Janet’'s own theoretical principles are getting in his way.

Let's look at this notion of a “setback.” What we have on Janet’s theory is simply a case
where one form of behavior can no longer be maintained, and so is replaced either by
disorganized activity (Janet’'s own theory), or by another kirlebavior(Wallon’s

theory).

Far from being a “setback,” this would seem quite the appropriate thing to do. The
original behavior cannot continue to be maintained, after all. In order to think of this as a
setbackwe need to suppose some kincagéntthat istrying to maintain the original

form of behavior (a form ajoal-directedoehavior) but cannot do so. And this only

makes sense if we are dealing with some kingloail-directedagent.

So, there are reallyvo serious criticisms here:

(2) We need some kind of goal-directedness. But these theories
studiously avoid appealing to anything like that.

(2)  We still have to explain theariety of organized emotions. That is,
we still have to explain thgualitativedifferences we find among
emotions.

Sartre goes on to consider the theorfafara Demboa theory that takes account at
least of (2), although criticism (1) still remains.

For Dembo, an emotion involves “changing them or structureof the problem.” In her
experiments, for example, a subject would be asked to perform a certain task, but then
certain rules were imposed to make this difficult or even impossible. Thus, a subject might
be asked to stand within a circle painted on the floor, and then reach out to grasp a
certain object. But in fact things were set up in such a way thatouddn’t grasp the

object without stepping outside the circle. Heredtiginal form of the situation

involves:

(a) a task to be performed;
(b) certain rules to be observed in the performance of that task.

The frustration that builds up as a result of this impossible situation leads to the subject’'s
transformingthe situation:

(2) He eithemgives upand just mopes — that is, regards tdekasno
longer having to be performdthereby transforming part (a) of
the situation). Or
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(2) He gets mad and breaks the rule. He just steps outside the circle
and grabs the object, and that’s that. In other words, he regards the
rulesasno longer having to be observétiereby transforming
part (b) of the situation).

In either case, what we have is a substitution offorma imposed on the situation by
anotherform. There are a great number of forms that can be imposed on situations in this
way. And so we have a way of accounting for the gragety of emotional structures,

all qualitatively different.

This clever theory is very close to home for Sartre. But he thinks we still have not taken
sufficient account of the notion éhality or goal-directednesthat is required if this
theory is to make sense.

There is another (in fact, a related) problem with Dembo’s theory. The fact tlwaiethe

form of the situation breaks down as a result of the tension is adequately accounted for on
this theory. But how are we to explain the fact tha¢wform or structure is imposed in

its place?

Consider an analogy. Recall the ambiguous Gestalt figure we have discussed many times,
the figure with either two faces or a vase, depending on how you look at it. Suppose you
start off by seeing the two faces in the figure. Now we might very well understand on
purely physicalandphysiologicalgrounds why that “form” might break down, why we

can no longer see it in the figure. For instance, perhaps you turn the diagram on its side,
or otherwisadisturbthe form. That much we can understand. But how do we explain the
appearance of thetherfigure, the vase? How does thewform come to be imposed?

Sartre thinks this is exactly where the notiomoél-directedneser purposeis required,

and there is nothing in Dembo’s theory — or any of the other theories we have
considered so far — like a notion of goal-directedness or purpose.

At this point, Sartre thinks he has pushed the “classical’ (peripheric) theories far enough.
We need to find some way of getting goal-directedness or finality in our picture.

The Intellectual Theories

In Ch. 2 ofThe EmotionsSartre turns to the so callédtellectual” theories. They take
explicit account of the notion of goal-directedness or finality that has been bothering
Sartre all along.

In Ch. 2, he says there are basicalg types of intellectual theories. Either
(@) Consciousnessself is the goal-directing agent. (This will be
Sartre’s own view.) Or else
(b)  Anunconsciousigent does it. (This is the Freudian view.)
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(Of course, there are other theories of the unconscious besides Freud’s, but Freud’s can
serve as a kind of paradigm for the others.)

Now we’ve already seen why Sartre rejects the Freudian notion of an unconscious region
of the mind. So we don’t need to go into this in great detail here. For present purposes,
let’s just look abnecriticism Sartre raises.

On the Freudian theory, the consciousntalstate that is one half of an emotion (the
other half, recall was the “physiological disturbance3igmificant.Ilt meanssomething,
it fulfills a goal or purpose

Quite so, Sartre agrees. But, on the Freudian viewsitiigficanceor meanings
somethingmposedon it from outside — just as the significance or meaning of a red
traffic light at the corner is a meaniimgposedon it by social conventions. (By itself, the
red light doesn’meananything at all.)

For Freud, what the conscious state of nmm@hnss determined by thenconscious
drive it fulfills, symbolically or otherwise.

On this theory, it is natonsciousnesthat is goal-directed or purposeful in emotions, but
theunconsciouslt’s the unconscious part of the psyche thatis/ing to satisfy its
drive. (Recall our earlier discussion of Freud’s “Pleasure Principle.”)

The conscious state of mind, on this theory, takes on a certain meaning or signification
only because it isausedo do so by the unconscious drives striving for satisfaction.
Thus, consciousnesspassiven this respect. It is a kind d¢ifiing, subject to the rules of
cause and effect. (So too, the red traffic lighgdassive subject to whatever conventions
we care to invent about it.)

Sartre thinks this theory destroys 8pontaneityof consciousness. It violates the spirit of
the Cartesiaogito, which (he saysiustbe the starting-point.

Well, that last business sounds like sheer dogmatism. Freud disagrees with Descartes, and
so we must reject Freud — because wehastto have our Descartes. But in fact,

Sartre is on firmer ground than this. We have already seen the basic reason he rejects the
Freudian notion of an unconscious: itngpossiblea combination of the in-itself and the
for-itself.

In the end, Sartre thinks the only alternative left is to saycthegciousnesisself is what

gives the meaning, the goal, the directedness to the conscious mental state in an emotion.
Consciousness gives this meaniagtself.(It's as if the red light decidefdr itself what

it is going to mean.)

What this implies, then, is thabnsciousnesss the origin of our emotions. We

consciously (and therefofeeely) take on our emotions.

The threat that was the whole occasion for Sartre’s writing this book — that the emotions
appear to violate the radical kind of freedom Sartre thinks we all have — is thereby
answered, and Sartre does not have to compromise his notion of freedom after all.
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Before Sartre explains his theory in detail, he turns togneblemsthe Freudians would
raise to this notion that consciousness is what is responsible in emotions:

(2) If so, then why doesn’t geenso? It certainly looks as though we
passively undergour emotions. In fact, the very name ‘passion’ is
derived from “passivity.”

(2) If so, then why do we so often consciously struggjainstour
emotions? After all, according to you, Sartre, it is consciousness
that is doing it all to begin with? If it doesn’t like what it's doing,
why doesn't it just stop?

(Note: Sartre nevesxplicitly replies to problem (2). And it's a good question. In several
passages in his writings, Sartre compares this kind of situatdredms or to cases

where we aréascinated— as it werehypnotized— by certain objects or events. We

are, so to speakirawn intoour dreams, and find it hard to wake up. We find it hard to
break the spell of what fascinates us. Well, the comparisons are illuminating, but we still
don’t have a theory of hoany of these things is possible if consciousness is doing it all
along.)

Sartre’s Own Theory

Sartre sets out his answers to these problems (although he doesn’t say much about (2)),
and explains his own theory, in the last chapter of the book, Ch. 3: “A Sketch of a
Phenomenological Theory.” Here he makes important use of some of the theory of mind
we have developed so far. (Remember Tt Emotionsvas written after

Transcendence of the Edayt beforeBeing and Nothingnegs.

The most important distinction at stake here is the distinction between the way in which
we are aware of ourselvesflectivelyand the way in which we are aware of ourselves
non-positionally.

Emotions, we know, are states of consciousness. Whasegnay be involved, such as
physiological disturbances, etc., at ledhgs much is involved. (In effect, this is what we
learned in Ch. 1: The conscious side of emotions cannot be reduced to pure chemistry and
physiology, as the peripheric theories try to do.)

Like all states of consciousness, therefore, an emotion is subject to the great law of
consciousnes$tentionality. Every consciousness is a consciousoés®methingNow
what are we consciow in an emotion?

Frequently, it is thought that we are consciofisurselvesn an emotion. When | am
angry, | am conscious of my own mental state of anger, etc. (So too, for James, in an
emotion | am conscious of my ovahysiologicalstate.)
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Sartre thinks this is quiterong,and the mistake is responsible for many of the problems
in the usual theories of emotions.

What is theobjectof consciousness in a state of anger, for instance? Sartre recognizes, of
course, that we can alwagsakeour own anger an object of consciousness — we can
always say “I am angry.” And when we do that weraffeectingon our own anger, we

are in areflectivemode of consciousness.

But while he says this is always possible, it is not what angeffiist. At first, what | am
conscious of isvhat makes me madh emotion is, at leastt first, a certain way of

apprehendinghe world.

Of course, what confuses people is the fact that here, as in otheposiés)al
consciousness of an object is also non-positional self-consciousihasss, when |
apprehend what makes me mad, | am also aware of myself, of my anger. Sartre insists
that what we have to remember here is that in such a casedtamare of myself as of
anew objectThere is just the one object — nameijhat makes me mad

Recall that this same confusion was behind Husserl's doctrine of the Transcendental Ego,
behind the Self-Love Theory, and behind the Freudian theory of the unconscious.

On Sartre’s theory, an emotional act of consciousness involves an abrupt change of the
form of the situation, just as on Dembo’s theory. For example, Pierre and | are engaging
in a kind of playful game of “put-down,” in which we take turns insulting one another,
each insult more outrageously witty than the preceding one. It's all in good fun, and not to
be taken seriously of course. But then all of a sudden it's my turn,cam think of an
appropriate insultSo what happens?kt madand this time for real!

In this case, a situation on which | had formerly imposed the intentional structure
“situation-calling-for-a-witty-put-down” isransformedwhen | find | can no longer think

of the proper reply, into a situation on which | impose the intentional structure “situation-
calling-for-serious-abusiveness.adloptthe emotional consciousness.

Recall that one of the objections the Freudians had raised (see above) was that if
consciousnegsuts onits emotions freely (as Sartre says), and not as a result of causality
from the unconscious (as the Freudians would have it), then why aren’t we aware of what
we are doing? Sartre’s answer is now clear:

We ARE aware of what we are doifdyt we are not aware of it as a kindatifjectfor
consciousness, at least not at first. We are aware of it in a non-positional way.

Now you might object here, as you might have objected on previous occasions when
Sartre appeals to the notion of non-positional consciousness where others appeal to the
notion of an unconsciousne®ghat has been gained here?

After all, why couldn’t a Freudian just reply that the disagreement is only terminological.
You, Sartre, distinguish two sides to each act of consciousness. For you, each act of
consciousness is both (a) positional consciousness of an object, and (b) non-positional
self-consciousness.
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But | (the Freudian) call (b) tHeinconscious,”and restrict my usage of the term
‘conscious’ to (a). In other words, to put it in tabular form, we ctaldslatebetween
your theory and mine, as follows:

Sartre Freud
positional consciousness consciousness
non-positional consciousness unconsciousness

In the end, don’t we really have the same theory? It’s just that you have changed the
terminology.

Sartre would reply: No, we don’t have the same theory at all. In the first place, you
Freudians dmot think that everything in the unconscious part of the mind cdrdagyht

to consciousnes3he mental events thaanbe brought to consciousness you call “Ego
processes” (recall our Freud lesson in the discussion of Bad Faith). According to you
Freudians, there are still th@organizedoarts of the unconscious Id, and they forever
remain hidden from consciousness. (That doesn’t mean we can’t know about them. We
canknow about them, by inferring what must be going on down there. But they are
“hidden” in the sense that we cap¥periencahem directly.)

If I (Sartre) really had the same theory, as you are now suggesting) stnemd have to
maintain (according to the above translation-table)ribaévery act of consciousness
can be made avbjectfor itself. | should have to maintain that there are some acts of
consciousness on which | couldver— on principle — adopt a reflective attitude, that |
couldneverview in an “objective” way. But in fact | doot hold that. On the contrary, |
hold thateveryact of consciousness can be reflected on.

So that is one substantive difference between your Freudian theory and mine. Second
(Sartre would go on), on your Freudian theory, the unconscious and the conscious are not
justtwo sides of one and the same thiRgt you there is geal distinction between the
unconscious and the conscious, to the extent that the formeagsethe latter. The
unconscious and the conscious are as distincd@se and effecOnmyview, however,
non-positional self-consciousness doesaantsepositional consciousness of the object; it
strictly and literallyis that positional consciousness of the object.

In other words, omy view (Sartre is still speaking), each act of consciousness is a
unitary thing. The distinction between positional and non-positional is only a distinction
between twaspectf this unitary thing. It's like looking at it from the front and looking
at it from the back — but it'the same one thinge are looking at in each case.

But on your Freudian theory, each psychic evenbtsa unitary thing, but insteadpair
of things, linked together by a bondg#usality.The difference here is not just a
difference of perspective, not just a difference of aspect, fmdlalifference. You
Freudians introduce split into the mind, and then try tepair the split by patching the
two sides back together again witbausallink — a link that conjoins thactive
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purposefulunconscious with thpassiveconscious mind in a way that can only be
regarded amagical.

(Note: My impression is that Sartre regards the notion of “causatitygéneralas a
magicalnotion, and so has to reject it. In the end, | take it, this means Sartre doesn’t
really believe in the sciences — at least not in the sciences that appeal to causality.)

The upshot of all this is that the Freudian theory is not at all the same as the Sartrean
theory, with only a difference of terminology. The differences are more substantive than
that.

The Magical World

Sartre thus agrees with Dembo that emotion involves a “transformation of the world,” a
change of théorm of the problem. But there are many ways of changing the form of a
problem, and not all of them are called “emotional.” So we have not yet got to the bottom
of this.

We can always transform the world, for instancewbyking on it,by acting and laboring

in the world to bring about some goal. In this way, we can change a difficult problem into
one more easily handled — or perhaps es@med!But there is nothing “emotional”

about this. On the contrary, this is a qu@asonableyell-adapted way to approach a
problem.

Emotion, on the other hand, involves changing the worlchagic.We have already seen
this notion of “magic” inPart Il of Transcendence of the Egdut Sartre didn’t discuss
the notion very extensively theMYediscussed it fairly extensively at that time, but we
also referred ahead to Sartr@lse EmotionsWell, this is exactly the passage. Sartre
gives a definition and discussion of this notion of the “magical” on pp. 83-91 (the
definition is on p. 84). See our discussioT dnscendence of the Ef@r the detalils.

Here is how this notion applies to emotions:

The idea is that there atwo basic ways of “being-in-the-world.” That is, there are two
basic ways in which the world can “come on” to us phenomenologically. The first way is
thedeterministicway. When we are in the world in this way, when the world appears to
us in this way, the normal rules of means and ends apply. If you want to accomplish a
certain goal, you must adopt certain means. If you want to go from here to there, you
must pass over the intervening interval. This is a matter of changing the waovtatkiyg
on it, as we just mentioned.

(Note: Sartre’s use of the term ‘determinism’ here should not be taken to be a matter of
causaldeterminism. We just saw him reject the notion of causality, in our discussion of
the Freudian theory of emotions. Instead, the kind of “determinism” Sartre has in mind
here is more a matter pfeans and ends.
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But there is aecondway of “being-in-the-world” as well: theagicalway. When we

are in the world in this second way, when it appears to us in the magical mode, all these
deterministic connections collapse. The normal rules and laws of nature are suspended.
There is no predictability about the “magical” world. It has elements afgbetaneous

— that is, of thdree, of consciousnes®ut it is theworld — apassivething — that

comes on to me this way. In short, what we have is “an irrational synthesis of spontaneity
and passivity,” “a consciousness rendered passive.” These are exactly the definitions
Sartre gives of theagical.

When | transform the world bgmotion,when | adopt this kind of attitude, the world
suddenly comes on to me in tmagicalmode.

If I cannot resolve the tension in the situation in a way that requires me to adopt the
normalmeandgo achieve the desirazhd | just CHANGE THE WORLD make it one
where those means amet required for that end.

For instance, if | am very afraid afaint, what is going on? The original situation was
one that called fogscapefor removingthe fearful object out of reach. If for some
reason | cannado that, or ifthink | can't, | (for examplejaint. My fainting is amagical
way of achieving my goal! | donlaveto adopt the normaheansof removing the
fearsome object. | adopt the much more radical technique of removing the object by
making the whole world disappedBLACK OUT In other wordsTHE MOVIE’S
OVER!

This may not be a venyell adaptedvay of avoiding the object (when I faint, after all, |
amall the more vulnerabléo the fearsome object), but it does remove it from
consciousness. The criticism that it is not well adapted is a critstismeone elseould

make; it’s a criticisnfrom the outsidef-rom my own point of view, as the one who is
experiencing the intolerable situation of being unable to escape from this terrifying threat
— that is, as experiencéem the inside— it's quite effective: | am no longer

experiencing that intolerable situation.

Thus, Sartre doasot think emotions are things that come upon us fronothside No
— they turn out to be much too suspiciously convenient for thatl bases, Sartre
claims, the emotion is just way athievingexactly the goal desired. This is what he
meant all along by saying emotions ptgposeful.

Take the case of Janet’s patients, who broke down in sobs. Sartre’s respdose is:
convenientlThe patient just happens to end up not having to go through with the
intolerable task of coming to terms with what is really bothering him. For Sartre, it's not
that the patient is unable to continuecauséhe is all choked up and can’t talk. No — he
breaks down preciselp order not to be able to go on. What we have herenmagical

way of achieving the desired end (to relieve oneself of the intolerable demands of going
on) by changing the structure of the situation. The patient chooses this magical approach,
since there really is no other tolerable option.

What alternatives are there? He could always just get upralikcbut,| suppose. That
would achieve the end in a rational, “deterministic” way. But it's not really a live option.
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It would lookblameworthycowardly. Stern old Janet would not be sympathetic. No, the
patient is trying tavoid blame, trying to make it appear as though he weregfionsible
for his failure to go on. In short, the patient’s sobs atuhfaith.

This notion of themagicalalso allows Sartre to explain so caldidenemotions — that

is, emotionsiot preceded by a state of tension or frustration. For example, he discusses
the case of looking up and suddenly seeing a grinning face pressed against the window,
and being immediately struck witarror, horror.

In a case like this, wirst perceive the situation in tmeagicalmode. It is not a matter of
transformingan antecedently intolerable situation. (Thus Dembo’s picture, although
Sartre accepts a lot of it, does not applglteemotions.) This passage (see the outline)
repays careful reading.

This sharp distinction between tdeterministicand themagicalways of “being-in-the-

world” is just one example of a tendency we find a lot in Sartre, the tendency to set things
up asstark contrastsasabsolute dichotomie$Ve have already seen one instance of this
with his bifurcation of all reality into being-in-itself and being-for-itself. We also saw it in
the passage fromhe Psychology of Imaginatiowhere we hathree and only three

logically possible types of phenomena. (There, of course, trishemtomyrather than a
dichotomy pbut my basic point still stands.) And we shall see it again, for example, in his
discussion ofwo (andonly two) basic forms of interpersonal relations.

Every time we find Sartre doing this, there akgaysquestions that arise about
troublesome cases that appear to fall into none of the mutually exclusive alternatives
Sartre allows. Are the higher animals — an alert dog, for example — being-in-itself or
being-for-itself? If they’re conscious, they have to be being-for-itself. But in that case,
they arefree andmorally responsibléor their actions (for biting the neighbor kid). On
the other hand, if they are not conscious, they are just like rocks and can be kicked
around at will. Neither alternative seems very attractive.

So too, what about emotions thiin’t seem to involve the kind of total transformation of
things Sartre has in mind in his notion of thagical?After all, not all emotions are
strongemotions. There doesn’t seem to be any place in Sartre’s scheme for these cases.
Again, when we come to Sartre’s account of interpersonal relations, there may well be
cases that don’t obviously fit into either of the two great patterns he allows.

In all these instances, the troublesome cases are exactly the ones to look at to get deeper
into Sartre.

False Emotions and the Physiology of The Emotions

Sartre also discusses what he calls “false emotions” (see the outline), as when | pretend to
be overjoyed by a gift that doesn't really interest me at all.
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Herel impose the form “calling for joy” on the situation, and | behave accordingly. But
it's all alie. | don’t believein what I'm doing; | don't believe the situatioeally “calls
for joy.”

Thus the difference betweesal emotions andlake ones is exactly this element of
belief.

And this allows us, finally, to account for tphaysiologicalfacts of emotions — the
racing heart, the sweaty palms, etc.lelievein my joy and am not just pretending, |
transform the world magically intojayful world and then LIVE in it

The fact that | have lbodymeans that | have tive in the world | am conscious of, and

not just be a neutral witness to it. Thus, if | magically transform the world in an emotional
moment, | muslive in that magical world I've made. And if | realbelievewhat I've

made for myself, thiiving in the magical world will take the form of tiplysiological
phenomenaf emotions.

These physiological facts, then, are pienomena of belielf. I'm convincedoy my
fear, then thenark of that conviction aved in the world is my sweaty palms, my racing
heart, etc.

Sartre’s theory of emotions, then, is one of the so called “intellectual” theories. (As noted
earlier, the term is a bit of a misnomer, sinceithellect plays no special role in the

theory.) Consciousness is responsible for the physiological disturbance in an emotion, not
the other way around. We weep because we are sad, not conversely.

Questions: In looking through Sartre’s text, you may want to ask yourself the following:

(2) Is Sartre’s account ¢dy adequate? He’s trying to fit it into the
general framework of what Janet had called “setback behavior.”
But it sounds strained to me.

(2) What would Sartre say abalrug-inducedemotions? For
example, what about the general torpor and lassitude produced by
tranquilizers? Or what about emotions prompted by electrical
stimulation of the brain? Do these things fit Sartre’s analysis?

Part IIl: Being-For-Itself

We turn now to Part Il oBeing and Nothingnesentitled “Being-For-Itself.”

At this point, I'm going to have to step back from the text a bit, and not follow it so
closely as | have been doing. Instead, | am going to try to give genexalpicture of
the main things that are going on, and the main considerations that are motivating Sartre.

First, let's do a capsule review of how we got here.
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In the “Introduction” toBeing and Nothingnesgje got a fewpreliminary statements

about Being-for-itself. We learned, for instance, about the distinction between positional
and non-positional consciousness, and about reflective vs. non-reflective consciousness
— distinctions we hadlreadyseen infranscendence of the Ego.

But the main emphasis of the “Introduction” was on Beémgself. At the end of the
“Introduction,” you will recall, Sartre gave us three preliminary characterizations of
being-in-itself:

Q) It isin-itself. (That is, it is metaphysically uncaused, independent.)

(2) Itis. (That is, there is no sufficient reason for it.)

3) Itis what it is.(That is, it is purely affirmative or positive.)

Sartre dichot in the “Introduction” give us a set of similar characteristic features of the
for-itself. | gave them to you, but Sartre didn’'t. The featuresed were:

4) The for-itself imotin-itself. (That is, iis metaphysically
dependent.)
(5) It is. (There is no sufficient reason for it either.)

(6) It is what it is noandis not what it is(That is, it has negativity all
through it.)

Sartre reveals these characteristics (and others) to us only gradually, throughout the
whole book. We began iRart | bytakingnegativityas our starting point, and our ability
to questionthings as our “guiding thread.”

We saw in Ch. 1 (“The Origin of Negation”) that the presenagb@ctive negativityn
the world (translation: the appearance of négatités on our phenomenological screen)
required thatonsciousnesise its source.

We also saw that in the casereflection,at any rate, consciousness is separated by a
kind of distance(a negative notion) from itself, from its oyeast reflected-orself (in

the case of the gambler), and its diarture, reflected-oself (in the case of vertigo). So,
in that sense and in at least those cases, conscioismgdss it is no{any longer), and
not (yet)what it is(in the future).

In Chapter 2 (“Bad Faith”), we pushed further. All the cases we treated earlier involved a
distance between consciousnessigdbjects:

(2) In non-reflectiveconsciousness, the object is terld, or part of
it. Consciousness standsa distancdrom it. Recall the business
about “questioning the carburetor.” (This was a proof of its
freedom, he said.)
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(2) In reflectiveconsciousness, the objecbisrselves— our
reflected-on self.

In bad faith(Ch. 2), however, we found that tc@mekind of distance, the same kind of
nothingness, was involved consciousness itselfpt just between consciousness and its
objects.

By studying bad faith, then, we learned that consciousnesp#&ated from itselfta
distance from itselfand is thereforaot itself

This isnot to say that onpart is separated from anothgart, as we saw in the discussion
of Freud. No, for Sartre thgholeof consciousness is separated fronvthele of
consciousness.

Consciousness then is mysterious, paradoxical, contradictory — but undeniable.

But so far (at the end of Part | of the book) all we have is the faetref this separation.
We have not yet explored all its implications, all the waysfiggsirein consciousness
manifests itself. We begin to do that now, in Part Il.

Part Il, Ch. 1 is called “ThenmediateStructures of the For-Itself.” The first thing we
need to ask is what the word ‘immediate’ is doing here.

In order to bring this out, we need the notion otkstasigplural =ekstase$ Note the
spelling of this word; it is a transliteration of the Greek. Etymologically, the word just
means “standing outside” — just as in the English term ‘ecstasy’ (with the different
spelling), when we artheside ourselvestwvith joy or rapture.

Sartre uses the termekstasis’in a technical sense he got from Heidegger. For Sartre,
there are three fundamenestase®f consciousness, three basic waygetting
outsidethe confines of the momentary, instantanemggto.

The term‘ekstasis’,then, basically means a way of getting outside those confines. Recall,
this was exactly the task Husserl had taken orhim Idea of Phenomenologyow to get
around Descartes’ problem. In effect, what we are seeing here is Sartre’s answer to the
same question.

Some of that answer will look a lot like what we have already seen in Husserl. But other
parts will be new to us. (That's not to say there aren’t similar things in Husserl, but we
haven’t looked at them in Husserl, and we are not going to now.)

These three fundamentlstasesire the topics of subsequent chapteBdimg and
NothingnessHere they are (we’ll look at them in more detail later):

(1) Temporality— time. My momentary act of consciousness, right
now, also has pastand afuture. Sartre discusses time in thext
chapter: Part Il, Ch. 2.

(2)  Transcendencelhis term is used in lots of different senses by
Sartre. Basically, it means a “going beyond.” In this general sense,
temporalityis a kind of “transcendence” too; consciousness
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transcends itselback into the past and forward into the future.
But as he uses the term here (for the seedsthsis— discussed

in Part Il, Ch. 3), it is more restricted. In this context, it just means
the relation of positional consciousness t@hgcts,the “reaching
out” toward objects. In this usage, th&ranscendenceis just
another term foitentionality.

Let me say a little more about this now. In this restricted sense of the term,

transcendencés sometimes callekhowledgeThis is importantPositional
consciousnedgnowsits objects. (This knowledge need noiMeebalizedor articulated
That is a later development)

Thus, when perceivethe cube, Sartre will saykhowthe cube. knowit is aperceived
cube.That is not to say | know it reallg a cube (there is always thigk, remember).
But | knowit asa cube. And, once again, this need not be a matterbélizedor
articulatedknowledge. | don’t have to know that what I'm perceiving this taiss
what iscalleda “cube.” In short, | don’t have to know aggometryto know that, yes,
thisis the way | am perceiving this object.

The same thing applies itmaginationandconception They areotherways ofknowing
the cube — or knowing the objea$a cube.

Get used to this terminology. For Sarkrowledges confinedto this relation of
positionalconsciousness to its objects.

This is notust a matter of terminology; it isn’t shearbitrariness Sartreadoptsthis
terminological convention because he thinks it accuragflgctsour normal notion of
knowledge. And to some extent it does. “Knowledge” here is what we ordinarily mean by
“acquaintance,” which surely counts as one familiar kind of knowledge.

When, for example, consciousnégdievessomething in bad faith, its belief idailure,
as we saw in the Chapter on Bad Faith. Consciousness daegoeédn being fully
belief. Furthermore, consciousnessagm{ositionallyawareof the failure of its belief. It
is awarethat it ismakingitself believe, despite inadequate evidesoethat it might be
wrong. It is awarethat it does notully believe.

But this does not mean consciousnasswsit does not fully believe. That would require
a positionalconsciousness of the failure of beliéfeknow it — now, after the fact, by a
kind of reflectionin which we becomgositionallyaware of what we were doing. Batt
the timewe did notknowit.

We wereconsciouf it at the timeawareof it. But this awareness was not a kind of
knowledgeit was a kind obeing the particular kind obeingcharacteristic of the for-
itself. In short, at the time | did nghowthe failure of my belief; | was neéhinking about
it. But | was certainlyexperiencingt, undergoingit. What | wasdoing at the time was
exactlyfailing to believe fullyAnd since for consciousness there is no distinction
between thactionand aragent(consciousness isprocessanevent recall), this means
that what lwasat the time was failing to believe fully
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This illustrates an important point Sartre made very strongly in the “Introduction” to
Being and Nothingnesa,point we are only now in a position to begin to see the
importance of:

BEING IS NOT TO BE MEASURED BY KNOWLEDGE.

As Sartre sometimes putskhowledge is not primarygr we must abandon the primacy
of knowledge(See, for example, § 3 of the “Introduction,” around p. 11.)

The solution to a number ghportantphilosophical problems will rest on this.

For example, to say thbeing is not measured by knowledgén effect to say that the
way thingsappearto positionalconsciousness does not necessasityausthe way
things are.

To think itdoesis a kind ofidealism— the view that reality is composed of, constructed
out of,ideas(in this context, reagghenomenal objecls

Sartre rejects this. Recall how in the “Introduction” (8 2) he insistedtibdieing of the
phenomenon is NOT the phenomenon of bdihgt is, the reality of what’s out there
(thebeingof the phenomenon) is not exhausted by what I'm thinking about when | focus
on thefact that the thing exists (thighenomenoof being). That's not to say that the

reality of what's out there isiddenfrom me, like some kind of Kantian thing-in-itself,

but only that there’s more there than what I’'m positionally conscious of. In the
“Introduction,” Sartre used the teritnansphenomenalityto make this point. (Go back

and review the outline of the “Introduction.”)

We have in effect seen the same point in other vsgis\g is not to be measured by
knowledgelt was, in effect, confusion on this point that was behinds#iléLove Theory
we saw inTranscendence of the Egbhe people who held this theory thought that the
way mymotivesappear to me oreflectionis the way they originally are; 1 go to help
Pierrein orderto reduce my discomfort at his need.

Sartre thinks Husserl too was guilty of the same mistake. The fact that consciousness
appear®n reflectionto be endowed with an Ego led Husserl to supposettat before
reflection,consciousness was presided over by an Ego.

For Sartre, then, it is Husserl’s latdealism,hismeasuring being by knowleddbat is
the radical origin of his doctrine of the Transcendental Ego.

So much for now aboutanscendencehe second of Sartre’s threkstasesThe third
one is:

(3) Being-for-othersThat is, the presence of “other minds” — other
“for itselfs.” This is the topic of Part Il dBeing and Nothingness,
and some of the implications are worked out further in Part V.
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These then are the three SartrekstasesNow | introduced these as part of my
explanation of what Sartre meant by the title of Part I, Ch. 1: fifimeediateStructures
of the For-Itself.” We are now in a position to see what he meant:

To talk about thémmediatestructure of the for-itself is to talk about the structure of the
for-itself without bringing these thregkstasegxplicitly into consideration. They are of
courseimplicit from the beginning, but they can be brought out only gradually, and we're
not yet ready to do that.

Presence to Self

Let's begin with Part 1l, Ch. 1, § 1: “Presence to Self.”

On p. 121, Sartre makes a point we have already seen in our discusiiansaendence
of the Ego:

THE ACT OF REFLECTION ALTERS THE FACT OF
CONSCIOUSNESS ON WHICH IT IS DIRECTED.

In general, of course, it igot true that positional consciousnesstortsthe object it is
conscious of. But in the special case of positional consciousnegasifiousness itself

— that is, in the special casereflectiveconsciousness — theigea distortion for the
reasons we saw earlier. (Recall my example of the little wax statues.) And this distortion
may mislead ug we assume that the consciousness that appears teefieationis
structurally the same as it wasforewe reflected on it.

This was the mistake of the Self-Love theorists, and of Husserl. They overlooked the fact
that reflectiondistortsits objects.

(Sartre grants that Husserl himself had made the same point, that he recognized that
reflection distorts, but seems to think he then lost track of it and did not realize its
implications.)

Now, whilenon+ositional self-consciousness is nefiectivein the sense we have talked
about all throughout this course, it is nevertheless LIKE (as Sartré'lsaymlogous

to) reflective consciousness in the sense that ial@os what it is consciousness of:
namely itself.

Non-positional self-consciousness thaliers itself, changes itselnd, of course, non-
positional self-consciousness is naistinctconsciousness from positional
consciousness, but only a distiasipector side of one unified consciousness. Thus,
consciousness itsadlters itself changes itself

That is to say, it is constantily flux, changing. In fact, is a flux, a change. Theeingof

the for-itself is not like the stable, inert beingluihgs,of substances— that kind of

being is appropriate to the-itself. Rather, the being of consciousness is like the being of
anevent,aprocessWe should not think of consciousness in termsaais but ofverbs
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Strictly speaking, | suppose, we shouldn’t even say that the foratgets but rather
that ithappensFrom this point of view, to say that there can be@ambinationin-itself-
for-itself is just to say that there can be nothing that is simultaneotlglygeand a

procesgevent).

There is somethiniike reflection at the non-positional level. Indeed, Sartre gigegar
terms here, and it's easy to get confused. He calls consciousihgess: the dyad of
reflection-reflecting(Don’t be confused; this has nothing to do with the problematic
notion of “pure reflection.”)

But be careful. The English term ‘reflection’ here is misleading. Thisti&eflection” in

the sense we are familiar with, in the sensefiéctiveconsciousness. In fact, in the

French, Sartre uses a different term altogether here, one that doesn’t really have a smooth
English equivalent. What Sartre is talking about here is not “reflection” in the sense of
reflectiveconsciousness, but in the sense ah@age in a mirror We use the term

‘reflection’ in English for this too.

On the other hand, the other term in the “dyad,™tb#ecting,” meansvhat does the
reflecting— themirror itself.

Thus, Sartre’s talk about consciousness égaal: reflection-reflectingeally means that
consciousness is a lot likendrror that reflects itself.

Don't think of the familiar department store arrangement in which you tikavirrors
reflectingone anotherConsciousness is nwto things (that is what Freud mistakenly
thought), bubne.Instead, think of ginglemirror shaped into a hollow sphere, with the
reflecting surface on the insidehat’'sa good image of what consciousness is like, of the
way in which it is non-positionally aware of itself. (Don’t worry about how you get any
light in there; it's just an analogy.)

This“dyad” of reflection-reflectingwhich islike but not the same as “reflection” in our
earlier and more familiar sense, is what Sartre tRlssence to Self.”

Now of course the fact that consciousness exists likkvant,aprocess means that it
cannot bepinned downlt is notstable It is never entirely what it isit is already —
without any passage of time as in the cases of the gambler and of veggmething
else.

Facticity

Let’s turn now to § 2 of the chapter.

Consciousness. Like the in-itself, itexists(although in a quite different way). It is a
brute fact, a violation of the Principle of Sufficient Reason. Theamne good reasomwhy
consciousness should exist.
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Furthermore, Sartre goes on, to say thexkistsis not just to make a general, empty,
abstract claim about consciousness. It alweystsin a very particular way. It exists a
Philosophy professor at Indiana Universityasia student who finds himself or herself in
very particular circumstances. In effect, all Sartre is doing here is making a point we have
seen a long time ago: you don’t get theividual, theparticular, as a product of

generalities.

Now, given that there is no good reason why | should akislil, why in additionshould
| exist in the particulannique,individual way | do? For Sartre, thereri® good reason
for that either.

As he puts it, there is rfoundationfor it. But we have to be careful. Thereisensen

which being-in-itselfis akind of foundation for my existence — in the sense that |

cannot exist as consciousness without being positionally conscious of being-invself.
being rests on the being-in-itself of the screen. That is in effect the point of Sartre’s so
called “ontological argument” in 8§ 5 of the “Introduction.” And, as he makes clear there,
it is just another way of putting the theoryiofentionality.

But that kind of foundation is not enough. Being-in-itself, although iniscessary
foundation formy being-for-itself, is not gufficientone. Therés no sufficient one.

In particular,| amcertainly not a sufficient foundation for my own particular being. | am
not ontologically or epistemologically “self-justifying.” (Sartre does say that | am in a
sense a sufficient foundation for my owothingnessbut not of mybeing)

That is, there imo good reasomvhy | should exist at all, and exist as the particular,
unique individual I am in the unique circumstances in which | find myself. This point is
what Sartre calls mizacticity. It is afixed and perfectly definiteact | have to come to
terms with. (We’ll have to be a little more careful later on about the sense in which it is
fixed and perfectly definitelt isimmovable solid And since it is fixed and definite,
immovable and solid, it smacks of timeitself, whose characteristic it is to be immovable
and solid.

But we have to be careful. | am certainlyt a being-in-itself; | am a beingr-itself. And
there isno being that can bieoth a for-itself and an in-itself. That would beagical it
would beGod.

So when Sartre says, as we have already seen him say in the Chapter on Bad Faith, that
we are all combinations 6facticity” and“transcendencg we should not think of this

as in any way a combination of the in-itself and the for-itself. Sartre won’t allow any of
that.

But that doesn’t mean that the in-itself and the for-itseltatenfffrom one another,
unrelated, without communication. The two arématelyconnected, at least in one
direction. Consciousness alwaggersto the in-itself. (By contrast, the in-itself does not
referto consciousness, or to anything else. It just sits there.)

How does it do this? Well, we have already seegway in which consciousnessfers
to the in-itself: Sartre’s so called “ontological argument” in 8 5 of the “Introduction.”
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Every act of consciousnesspssitionalconsciousness Obeing-in-itself. (That's just the
theory of intentionality.)

Thus, we are already familiar with the way in which the in-itself, so to shaakisthe
positional side of consciousness. But now we see — in the present section on “Facticity”
— anotherway in which consciousness “refers to,” is “haunted” by, the in-itself. The in-
itself hauntsthe non-positional side too.

The fact that consciousness exetsll, and that it exists as the particular, unique being it
is — this is than-itself haunting thenon-positional side of consciousness.

To put it in the terms that we’ve learned from our preliminary discussion of the second
ekstasigabove), this means that consciousness is related to the in-itself not just with
respect to what consciousnés®ws,but also with respect to whatist

How then can | be said to be “responsible” for my facticity?

| have nothing t@ayabout my facticity. | can’t control it, | can’t prevent it. It's moy
fault. | didn’taskto exist, after all. And yet, in an important sense, Sartre says, | am
responsiblgor my facticity.

| amresponsibldor it in the sense that itigp to mewhat to do with it, whak makeof it.

| am completelffree in that respect — the possibilities are endlessufi’'so mehow | go
beyondmy circumstances, howtdanscendhem (in the broad sense, not the narrow
sense of Part Il, Ch. 2, where transcendence = intentionality = knowledge).

If we think of the familiar model of choice as “the fork in the road,” we have lots of
alternative forks to choose from. The possibilities are endless. | can go any direction |
want from here. But —and here is where facticity comes-in| start heré Thatl have

no control over.

| am acombinationof facticity and transcendence. Recall the example of the Waiter in
the Chapter on Bad Faith. | arfacticity transcendedhetranscending of a facticityt

am aneventthat takes place in a certain defirgtentext | have no control at all over
what thecontextis; but Ido decide whahappensn that context, and in that sense am

responsiblefor it.
| amnot responsible for my facticity — the context — in the sense that | can bring it

about or can prevent it. Bueimresponsible for it in the sense that itis IN MY CARE
is entrustedo me.

Thus, while | am not the foundation of my oteing(and nothing else is the foundation
for it either), lamthe foundation of my owtranscendenceSartre says. That is, of my
own nothingnesspf my own “going beyond,” my own putting myself adligtancefrom
my facticity.
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Lack

In 8 3 of the Chapter, Sartre discusses the notion of “lack.”

Since consciousness is always non-positionally aware of itself — that is, of ghaoit

of what itknows(the latter it is aware gdositionally) — and since, as we have just seen,
| am not the foundation of my owseing,it follows that | am always non-positionally
awarethat | am not the foundation of nipging that | am a gratuitous fact, a logical
outrage. In short, | am always non-positionally aware thatihgmerfect.Something is
lackingto me. (I am, so to speak, “not all there.”)

Recall theobjective“lacks” in the world we discussed in Part I, Ch*The Origin of
Negation.” Those lacks werggatitésnegativities in the world. But now we are talking
about “lack”in consciousness itself.

Descartes built a proof for the existence of God out of this deep awareness of our own
imperfection or lack. He argued editationi that, since | am imperfect, there is no

way to account for the idea | have of a perfect being, unless such a being really exists. |
certainly could not have come up with such an idea from my own resources.

Sartre rejects the argument, of course. But it is not a silly argument, and it is based on the
profound realization of our own imperfection that Sartre now wants to focus on.

One perfectly familiar way in which thiack orimperfectionshows itself is in the fact
that human beings hadgesires.

Hegel was one of the first philosophers to point out the metaphysical significance of the
fact that human beings have desires. Sartre is developing that point here. (Plato had
talked about it earlier — in t®ymposium— but in very metaphorical terms.) For both
Hegel and Sartrelesireis only possible for a being thatrisssingsomething, that is “not

all there.”

Sartre analyzes the notionlatk into three components:

(2) TheLacking.That is, what is missing, the part thahet there.
(2) TheExisting. That is, what misses it, the part tisthere.

3) TheLacked.That is, thavhole what you would get if thExisting
ever got what wakackingto it.

The formula, then, is:

TheLacked= TheExisting+ TheLacking

Sartre gives an example oteescent moonlhe crescent moon is (2), tB&isting What
it is (1) lackingis therestof the moon. The result of adding the crescent moon to the rest
of the moon is (3) theacked — that isthe full moon
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Now, let’s apply this to consciousness. In the case of consciousness, whaixistihg?
Well, it's just consciousness itself. Whatagkingto consciousness? What is it missing?
Well, what it is missing is exactlyself. Consciousness, remembemdt fully itself. It is
notwhat it is. There is fissurein consciousness.

The waiter in the Chapter on Bad Failays so hardatbeinga waiter exactly because

he isnot fully a waiter. (If he were, he wouldn’t have to work so hard at it.) If only he
could befully a waiter,nothing buta waiter, he would know exactly where he stood. And
of course, that is just what he wants; that ideisire.Perhaps byplaying the roleof a
waiter so conscientiously, he can somelt@gomea waiter in thdull sense, perhaps he
can finallybe a waiter, he can “catch up” with himself.

That is exactlyhat is lackingHe is notfully a waiter.

What then is théacked?What would be the result if the waiter ever did “catch up” with
himself, “recovered himself,” as Sartre says? What would be the result if he succeeded?

Well, again the answer isimself.He would finally beonewith himself; thewoundin his
being would be healed; thissurefilled in. In short, he would be@eing-in-itself But he
would still be a waiter — that is, a being-for-itself. He wouldbth.

But of course that iBnpossible‘Man is a useless passion,” as Sartre says at the end of
Being and Nothingnessle is in bad faith. He is trying teecomehe sufficient

foundation of his owibeing,just as he is indeed the sufficient foundation for his own
nothingness. He is trying to Iod, whois the sufficient foundation of his own being.

(This is what is behind the traditional notion of God as in some sense “self-caused.” the
existence of God is not supposed to lggatuitousfact.)

So the for-itself is simultaneously tegisting,thelackingand thdacked

Perhaps what Sartre is talking about here will be a little clearer if we think of the various
popular “self-help” books that talk about the “real you.” The “real you” is supposed to be
some kind ofdeal self, buried down deep inside you, hidden byaberydayyou. And

the point of these “self-help” books is to get you to let your “real you” out, todatrie

forth in all its glory. (Because, of course, the “real yowasy, very goog!

Notice the implications of this kind of talk. That “real you” is supposed to be who you
really are. In a deep and profound sense, that is igeumtity. And there is some truth to

this, after all. No matter how vague and unatrticulated that notion of the “real you” is,
nevertheless weecognizeourselves there. It is a notion that speaks to us. But of course if
that reallyis who you “really are,” then there shouldn’t be anything left for you to do,

and the whole point of the self-help book would be lost. The notion that the book’s
adviceandencouragemeris going to do us any gog@iesupposethat we areot who

we “really are,” but still have taork at it.

This is the kind of thing Sartre is talking about. He does not think the popular
psychological talk about a “real you” is silly. On the contrary, he thinks there is a
profound truth behind it. But hedsothinks the “real you” (= théacked isimpossibleto
achieve. It is a goal out of reach. So all such self-help books are doomed to failure.
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Furthermore, he thinks the “real you” is not somethgjivgn in advanceso that our task
would be simply tdind outwhat that real self is and then try to identify ourselves with it.
No — for Sartre, wehoosethat goal ourselves.

Thus, human beings algcks.But this abstract structure is ne¥eundin practice just in

the abstract. It is always veparticular, unique Our attempt tsecoverourselves, to

“catch up” with ourselves, is always colored by the particularities ofemticity. The

waiter, after all, is trying to bewaaiter, not a diplomat or a carpenter. Télgstractis not
primary, theparticular is. Husserl's eidetic abstraction, which gives us universals, is very
useful for Sartre. But it will not give us tigll particulars.

Note: This feature of consciousness by whichameat ourselves on the other side of our
facticity is what Sartre call§ he Circuit of Selfness.¥We start from ourselves (the
existing, look at theworld and our situation in it, and aim at ourselves [duked on

the other side of the world. | must say, | find Sartre’s discussion of “The Circuit of
Selfness” just plain obscure, and more than a little confusing. Don’t worry over it.

Value

Let's now talk about Sartre’s notion wdlue.(We are still in § 3 of the chapter.)

From what we have just discussed, it follows that every individual person is a particular
project,a particular attempt to transcend a particular facticity and become one with
himself or herself, to become the foundationhi$ particular being(Sartre doesn’t say
that human beindsaveprojects; there projects.)

Theparticularity of this project is what gives rise to differesiues For the waiter,
things take owvaluepreciselyin the lightof his project tdoe a particular kind of waiter,
to be a particular kind afiaiter-God.Everything is evaluated in terms of thgial, the
impossiblejdeal goal. Everything is evaluated in terms of, measured against, the
particularkind of God the waiter is trying to be.

This is the profound meaning behind the traditional doctrineGbdtis goodand indeed

is thestandardof goodness, and that we ought all to try to be like God. You should also
think here of the famous line at the beginning of AristotNihomachean EthicsThe

good is that at which all things aim.” And in fact, Aristotle there goes on to give an
excellent discussion of “means and ends,” of how we evaluate lesser, subordinate goods
in terms of theiutility in achieving higher goods, so that thighestgood of all would

have to be totallyselessThis is very much the kind of picture Sartre has too, except of
course that Sartre doesn't think there is anything fixed and absolute about these goods.

We frequently tend to think that values are fousaldy-maden the world, that ethical
and moral standards agibsolutesthat certain things jugtre good and others juste
bad, just in themselves. Certain standards or codes of ethiesgusithoritative, and it
is up to us to find out which ones they are and to conform to them.
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Notice: On Sartre’s doctrine, this would toae if all our projects weraecessariljthe

same — and the sanredetail. In that case, the same standards of right and wrong would
apply to everyone, and would not be subject to negotiation. But in fact, of course, we do
notall have the same projects in mind — much tessessarilyhaving the same projects.

(If we did all have the same projects, then since a human being $ush a project,

there would be only one human being!)

This notion that values are ready-madbsolutegound in the world is what Sartre calls
the“Spirit of Seriousness.He accuses theourgeoisof having this attitude. They

regard their norms and values as eternal truths doesthis; one doesot do that — and
that’s the end of the matter. Everything in its place — a place that is carved out by the
very nature of things.

In his novelNauseaSartre at one point describes going into the local art gallery in a
provincial town, and seeing there the heavily framed portraits of all the town’s founding
fathers and civic pillars. They are all hanging theezy serious andery stone-faced.

They are frozen “absolutes.” They are the vwanpbodimentsf that town’s values, solid
and fixed — and above abpjective.

A world like this, withobjectivevalues, ixomfortable It is a world in which it is possible
tofit in, to belong

Sartre thinks this “Spirit of Seriousness” is in bad faith. To be sure, valugspdarin
the world. In a famous phrase, he says values “spring up like partridges.” But that doesn’t
mean they are there ready-made.

No — they aregprojectedthere. We find them there becauseread the world in terms
of our own project to be God in our own unique way. In the emasciousnesis the
source of value.

The situation here is the same as what we have already seen with emotiamgdvly
first appearsn the world— as a particularly outrageous deed, for example. But of course
| am the one whmadeit outrageous.

As far as ready-made, absolute values are concerned, there are none. The Ten
Commandments have no ultimate authority. If | accept thenfiedltheir weight, it is
because thooseto. In the end, am the final authority.

If we ask abouéabsolutevalues, ready-made values carved in stone — well, from that
point of view, Sartre says (p. 797),

... itamounts to the same thing whether one gets drunk alone or is a leader
of nations.

This obviously makes the notion of an “existentialist ethics” very hard for Sartre. At the
very end of the conclusion 8feing and Nothingnesbe promises that he is going to

write another book, oathics,spinning out in detail thethical theoryimplicit in Being

and Nothingness.
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But the book never appeared, and it is more than a little hard to see what it could possibly
say. Itlooksas though his ethics could amount to no more than “Anything goes.”

And yet it is clear that Sartre doesn’'t want that. That is one of the charges against
existentialism he considers in “Existentialism Is A Humanism,” and it is clear in that essay
that he thinks the accusation simply doesn’t apply to his doctrine.

Note: Although the promised book on ethics was never published, Sartre did do a lot of
work on it. His notes and rough drafts of portions of it were published posthumously in
1983 under the titi€ahiers pour une moral@aris: Gallimard, 1983). It has been
translated into English under the tiN®tebooks for an Ethic®avid Pellauer, trans.,
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992). And it must be said that the book is
something of a disappointment. What the book containgtiSartre’s notes for the ethics
implied byBeing and Nothingnesbut for something rather different — the sort of ethics
that fits in better with his later, more Marxist views.

It is fairly clear what Sartre wants. He wants there torimabsolute value after all, one
ultimate existentialistirtue: namely,authenticity (Recall the cryptic note at the very
end of the chapter on “Bad Faith.”) When we aunéhentic,werejectthe “Spirit of
Seriousness,” weecognizethatwe determine our own values, and that wewdterly
withoutguidelines in picking our values. If we pick a certain set of guidelines — for
example, the Ten Commandments — why did we pick those instead of others? Isn’t it
because we find them especiallgrthy — that is, haven’'t walreadychosen our values
before we caseethe Ten Commandments gsodones, as ones thaéserveo be
followed? There is no avoiding it: we are ethically on our own.

To beauthenticmeans tgealizethis fact —and then to actit makes little difference in
the enchowwe act. Just do! Take a star@leateyour values. And be fully aware of
what you are doindRealizeyourfreedomin this respect, anaict anyway. Act in
anguish.(Recall howanguishresults from the awareness of éi@gedom)

The point is, you argoingto “create” your own values anyway, whether you admit it or
not. What Sartre wants us to do ig¢@lizethis, toknow what is going on

But how can he say this? What is so great about authenticity? Is it any nadysodurte
value than all the rest? Whatgeodabout authenticity? What ed about bad faith?

Is Sartre simply practicing what he preaches here, taking a stand in favor of authenticity,
with no guidelines? But then why showl@ accept it? Sartrmightreply that we don't

have to; we must make up auwnvalues, and all he is doingriscommending

authenticity to us.

But if that is all Sartre can say, then it follows that thiere special ethical attitude that
follows from the ontology oBeing and NothingnesH.allowsall ethical codes, and
requiresnone of them — not even authenticity. But that is just to say thatitheoe
such thingas an “existentialist ethics” — that is, an ethics tbbdws naturally from the
ontology ofBeing and Nothingness.
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There are at least five books you should know about in this connection, books that try to
sketch an existentialist ethics despite the difficulties I've raised. They are all classics, and
can all be recommended. (For full references, see the Bxiaks on Reserva) the

course packet.)

(2) Simone de BeauvoiThe Ethics of Ambiguity.
(2) Hazel E. BarnesAn Existentialist Ethics.

3) Thomas C. Andersoithe Foundation and Structure of Sartrean
Ethics.(This is an excellent work.)

4) Francis JeansoBartre and the Problem of Morality.

(5) David DetmerFreedom As A Value: A Critique of the Ethical
Theory of Jean-Paul Sartre.

All but the Jeanson book are available in paperback.

These books are not confined to the limit8efng and Nothingnes$hat is, they look at
Sartre’s thinking as a whole.

From my own personal point of view, | found Anderson’s and Detmer’s books to be
extraordinarily rich. They go a surprisingly long way toward establishing that Sartre could
and did have a legitimate ethical theory that grows naturally ds¢iofy and
NothingnessNevertheless, | think both books ultimately get that theory wrong. We will
have a little more to say about this at the end of the course.

As for Jeanson’s book, Sartre himself wrote a letter that is published in the same volume
as a kind of Foreword. Here is what he says, in part (p. Xxxix):

... you did not hesitate to take existentialist morality as your guiding

theme, which was all the more worthy since that part of the doctrine has
not yet been really treated — at least not in its totality — and since most

of the critics, choosing to refute theses which | have not yet advanced and
which they do not know, have introduced the deepest confusion into this
matter.... you have so perfectly followed the development of my thought
that you have come to pass beyond the position | had taken in my books at
the moment | was passing beyond it myself and to raise with regard to the
relations between morality and history, the universal and the concrete
transcendence, the very questions | was asking myself at that same time.

Jeanson’s book first appeared in French in 1947, just four year8aiiey and
Nothingnessvas written and only a year after “Existentialism Is A Humanism” was
published. Sartre’s letter was included in the first edition.

Notice what he is saying in the passage | just quoted you. In effect, he is saying, “This is
the book on morality | would have written myself, but never did.” You could hardly have
a stronger recommendation than that!
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But notice also that Sartre talks about “passing beyond” certain positions. That is, Sartre’s
ethics is not just a matter of turning the cranBeing and Nothingnessd generating

some consequences for morality. It's a matter of thinking hard about the topic, and being
prepared to revise one’s former opinions if that is necessary.

Possibility

In 8§ 4 of the Chapter, Sartre discusses the notigossibility. There is an initial problem
with the notion ofpossibility:

(2) On the one hand, we say tipassibilityis prior tobeing That is,
possibility is theweakernotion. Something can be merely possible
and yet not exist. For example, ifgsssiblethat you will all fail
this course. But that possibility is noteality, and (let us hope)
never will be.

(2) On the other hand, possibilities hagmekind of being. They are
in some sense real. We speakead]| possibilities. It is aeal
possibility that you will all fail this course. And yet that possibility
is not areality, and (we hope) never will be. At the same time,
other things areotreal possibilities. It imot really possible, for
instance, to find a largest prime number.

Mere possibilities are therefore someh®ail, and yetotreal. Thus they are what they
are not, and are not what they are (namely, real). This of course should tell us right away
where Sartre is going to locatee origin of possibility.

Sartre insists that possibility ggounded in the actual'hingshavepossibilities. We look
at the sky, for instance, and say ip@ssiblethat it will rain. For Sartre, this possibility
appears to us aspaoperty of the sky.

It is perhaps not immediately obvious what Sartre’s point is here. But it fits into a quite
traditional way of thinking about the relation between possibility and actuality. One way
of thinking about this is to start withl@age supplyof possibilities, among whiatertain
possibilities are somehow singled out asabiial ones. Possibility in this sense is in

some way a matter ¢dgical consistencyl.eibniz had a view like this.

Sartrerejectsthis theory. 1t would ground the actual in the possible rather than, as Sartre
holds, the other way around.

For Sartre, the notion glossibilityis based on thgowersof things. To say it ipossible
that it will rain is not to say merely that itlggically consistenthat it should rain, but
rather that the present state of the weather might com@diucerain. This is not some
abstractogical point but rather a matter of the natures of things, their causal powers.
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This notion of possibility is also behind the Aristotelian notion ofthntialitiesof
things. The acorn igotentiallythe oak tree, meaning that it is within th@werof the
acorn to develop into an oak tree.

Sartre’s account of possibility in effect sides with Aristotle rather than Leibniz. (And, it is
perhaps important to note, until very recently most of the rest of the history of philosophy
sided with Aristotle too.)

So thepossibility of rainis a kind ofpropertyof the sky. But it is a property that in a
way goes beyon@hat is merelygiven— much as, in perception, the three sides of the
cubepromisedthree more sides around in back.

There is a difference, of course. The sky doesn’py@hiserain; the connection is
weakerthan that. It is onlpossiblethat it will rain. But the reference tnoreis there.

(The reference is nguaranteedpf course. It mayotrain in the end. This means that,
although there is an important difference between the puwsibilityof rain and the
perception of the cube — the possibility of rain is not a full-fledyetise—
nevertheless both belong under the broad heaminggptionas described ihe
Psychology of Imaginatioh.

In possibility, as in perceiving the cube, there isf@rencebeyond, aranscendence

And, Sartre says, in possibility just as in perceiving the cube, this reference beyond is
somethingveimpose on things. Weroject possibilities onto things. (That doesn’t make
it subjectivefor the reasons we have discussed before in connection with Bergson’s
theory of negativity.)

We can do this, we can project possibilities onto things, beeaisarselvesan go
beyond thagiventoo. Wetranscend our facticityThe possibility that is what it is not
and is not what it is (namely raality) must ultimately — like negativity in general —
come from &eingthat is what it is not and is not what it is, from theitself.

When we considered nothingness, we found not only that nothingness in the world came
from consciousness, but also thahsciousness itself ESnothingness. So topgssibility

not only comes from consciousness, consciousaetssown possibilitiedis freedomits

ability to transcend its facticityhat is what marks out the for-itself's possibilities.

Here is an example of a point we will see over and over again in Sartre. There are many
philosophical problems that seem insoluble; they have been with us since the beginnings
of philosophy, with no apparent progress. Certain philosophical puzzles appear to admit

of noresolution. One perhaps suspects they are justgdainadictory although

logically minded philosophers don’t want to admit that, and fohdlyesuch problems

can in principle be resolved.

(1)  The nature of consciousness is one of these traditional
philosophical puzzles, with consciousness’s peculiar ability to be
selfconsciousness, and with its peculiar abilitgézeivetself.
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(2) The notion of non-being or nothingness is another such problem.
There is an obvious sense in which non-beingsesk Pierre
really is absent from the café. And yet how cam-being bereal?
(Recall Parmenides.)

3) The notion olvalueis another traditional sticking point. The things
mostreally valuable (namelyidealg are thdeast realthings of
all.

(@) We now see thadossibilityis another such apparently
contradictory notion. There areal possibilities that will never be
“rﬂl.”

5) Time,as we shall see, will be another such traditional philosophical
puzzle. (Se@art Il, Ch. 2. We will be talking about this in just a
moment.)

Now, one of thébeautiesof Sartre’s philosophy is that, although it has the perhaps
unwelcomdeature of openly embracing contradiction (at least that's unwelcome to some
people), nevertheless it also has the considerable theosstaramyof reducing all

these contradictions to oy one: toconsciousnessn the present instance, as we have
seen, it ipossibilitythat is rooted in consciousness.

Time

So tootimeis grounded in consciousness. (And now we turn toiR&t. 2.)
For Sartre, there are lotswfongways of thinking about time. For example, there is:

(1)  The picture of time great containerjn which the events of the
world all take place in sequence. This is the notion of what Sartre
calls “the time of the world,” and discusses in Part Il, Ch. 3, § 4.
For Sartre, this notion of time is a secondary, derivative notion.

(2) The picture of time as trammatiorof “times.” That is, the
picture of Time as a whole as what you get if you add a whole
bunch ofinstantsor little intervalstogether. There are “times” —
yesterday, today, tomorrow, for example — and Time at large is
just all of them put together.

For Sartre, the “summation” picture (2) puts the emphasis in the wrong place. And now
I’m going to give you an elaborate parallel:

JUST ASor Existentialism in general it is fruitless to trygtart with the two isolated and
independent notions “man” and “world” and then try to explain the complex relation
“man-in-the-world” in terms of those two isolated poles — rather we must start with the
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concrete totality'man-in-the-world” and only in terms ¢at can we understand the
notions “man” and “world” (recall the passage on p. 33, at the very beginning of Part I,
Ch. 1: “The Origin of Negation™:

It is not profitable first to separate the two terms of a relation in order to
try to join them together again later)

— SO TOO Sartre thinks it is fruitless to start with the notion of isolated, individual
times,and then construtime as a wholeut of them. Instead we must start with the
notion oftime as a wholand let that notion shed light on the notion of “times.” (But be
careful: We don’t want to begin the notiontimhe as a wholén the sense of thgreat
containertheory. That theory is too abstract too.)

For Sartre, the trouble withoththe above pictures of time — thheeat containettheory
and thesummatiortheory — is that they makmost of time not exist

Thepast,of course, doesn’t exist; did exist but not any longer. THature doesn’t exist
either; itwill exist, but doesn’t yet. Sartre warns us, for example, to beware of thinking of
the pastas though it reallgdoesstill exist, but is somehow in a kind of state@tfirement

just isn’tactiveany more.

Thus, only thgresentexists. But the present is justiafinitesimal moment kind of
limiting point, the last of the past and the first of the future — a moment so shatt that
has no duration at alllt does notast It endures fono timeat all.

So both the above theories are inadequate. Time is not just a great container in which the
events of the world take place in a certain ordegoliidn’t be that, since on such a
theorymostof the container would nexist

Neither can time be just the summation of a serigisnafs,of instants or intervals. Most
of these times — in facall but one the present — don’t exist, and so can hardly be
calledparts of a whole.

So the problem about time is that ibisth
(2) Quitereal — it is real enough to “heal all wounds,” for instance.

The simple passage of time seems to have very real effects of its
own.And

(2) Yet most of timaloesn’t existand so isotreal.

The problem with both thgreat containetheory and theummatiortheory, then, is that
they do not do justice to (1). They do not explainrdaity of time.

Here is another of those paradoxical situations we have already seen with nothingness,
with value, with possibility.

Instead of starting with more or less scientific and mathematicized theories of time, which
try to be consistent and are thembarrassedo find that they lead right into this paradox
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(or can avoid it only bylenyingthe obvious reality of time), Sartre thinks we should
recognize the paradox of time at the outset and then construct our theory in accordance
with that paradox — not every to avoid it.

The trouble with time, like the other puzzling things we have investigated, is thiabihis
real and unreal; it iBoth beingandnothingnessAnd so we shouléxpectiime to be
based on consciousness, which is ultimately the only kind of being that is also a
nothingness.

In the Chapter on time (Part Il, Ch. 2), Sartre discusses it under two main headings:

Q) Thephenomenologyf time, how itappearsto us (8 1 of the
Chapter).

(2)  Theontologyof time, what it reallys (§ 2 of the Chapter).

These two discussions are closely related, and ultimately in agreement with one another.
But they arenot the same thing. To say they are isrteasure being by appearing
measure being by knowledgend we have already seen what Sartre thinks about that.

Nevertheless, for present purposes, we don’t have to worry too much about the
distinction between these two parts of Sartre’s discussion. The points we need to note
don’t require that level of sophisticated refinement.

First of all, time comes ipast,presentandfuture. But we shouldn’t think of these as
absolutes, as general things, independent of the events thairotteem. (That would be
thegreat containewiew again.)

On the contrarythings HAVEa pastThings HAVEa future.Things HAVEA present.
(Recall how the similar point worked when we were discugsossibility)

The notion ofpast, presenandfuture is thus always eelative notion — relative to the
beingof which it is the past, present or future.

For instance, | havey past; you havgour past. And they are not the same. | did
graduate work in Canada; you did not.

Similarly, I havemyfuture, although | don’t yet know what it will be. And you have
yours. They will not be the same.

(Thepresentis an odd case, as we shall see.)

So too, thavhole worldhas a past (namelworld history and a future too. (But only in
a special and derivative sense, as we shall see.)

Thus,to be past, present, or future is to be SOME X'S past, present, or future.

Now a being'pasthas a peculiar feature. Itgettled over and done witlt cannot be
changed— although perhaps it can heded toas time goes on and the being gets older,
and although perhaps there once was a time when what is now in the being’s past could
have beempreventedr done otherwise
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There is nothing mysterious about what Sartre has in mind here. All he is saying is that
what's done cannot be undordot even God, according to the traditional notion, can

now bring it about that Rome was not foundBdforethe fact, he could haygevented
Rome’s founding, and after the fact he dastroyRome. But that is not the same thing.
Once Rome was founded, the deed was done. It was fixed for all eternity and cannot be
undone. Forever after, it is (and will continue to be) true to say “Rems&®unded.”

Thus, a being'pastis fixed, immutable. But these are infallible characteristics oirthe
itself. A being’spast therefore, smacks of the-itself. It is what we have called

facticity.

On the other handhe future is wide opefhere are infinitgossibilitiesthere, as we
saw in the analysis @ossibilityin the previous chapter.

It is in a being’Suturethat it “transcends” its past; it is n@dnfinedto the past. It is not
limited or “defined” by its past. A being with a future is a being that cannot be captured
like that.

Thus, a being with a past and a future is a being that involves betligity and a
transcendencelhat is, it can only be laeing-for-itself

And the converse holds too. A being-for-itself is a being that is hauntied tigity and
yettranscendst. Such a being will have a past and a future.

Put these two results together, and we can see that consciousness is the type of being —
and theonly type of being — that exists inteamporalfashion. The existence of time
followsfrom the nature of consciousness as we examined it in the last chapter — as a
combination of facticity and transcendence.

Long ago | told you that, for Sartre, it was probably best to think of consciousness as like
anevent.The being of consciousness was more like the beingicessanevent than

like the being of ghing, of asubstanceConsciousness, we said, was alwiayfux, it

was constantlghanging,it flowed

Well, now we see thdhis is how we account for the notion of thiew of time

When we try to visualize time, we usually picture ispatialterms — for instance, as a
line, running fromearlier to later. But that is to miss the whole essence of time; it makes
time static. As in the diagram below, pointi& earlier than point Band that’s all that can
be said about it.
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Earlier ‘ ‘ Later

Time,on the other handlows the futurebecomeshe present, and then the past. Time
involveschange But this is exactly the kind of being consciousness has, and nothing else
does.

This notion of the “flow” of time cannot be handled very well mathematically. This is a
point that has been raised repeatedly in the literature, and sometimes people have trouble
seeing it. The point is made several times by Arthur Prior, for instance, in his writings on
tense logic. And well before that, it was made by the British philosopher John McTaggert
Ellis McTaggert (1866—1925). McTaggert distinguish&d ways of “ordering” times, or
eventsin time, according to what he called the “B"-series and the “A”-series.

According to the “B”-series, events are ordered as either “earlier than,” “simultaneous
with” or “later than.” Mathematics has no problem dealing with that. But according to
what he called the “A”-series, events are ordered as “past,” “present” or “future” — and
thoserelations keep changing. It is perhaps an open question whether the “A”- series
relations can be accounted for in terms of “B”-series relations (although the answer to the
“open” question is generally suspected timb¢

Bergson makes exactly this point in msroduction to MetaphysicSartre’s view of
time owes a lot to Bergson’s influential writings. (See Christopher Vaughan’s dissertation
for some details.)

Sartre is here talking about McTaggert's “A”-series, and claiming that it is inevitably
grounded in @onscioudeing, dor-itself.

Two questions arise at this point:
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(1) Past and future have been accounted for in terms of facticity and
transcendence. What about iresent?

(2) If only consciousnessan have a past and a future, then how can
we speak of the paef the world(= World History), or the future
of the world?

With respect to the first question, Sartre treats the present a little differently. There is an
ambiguity in the term ‘present’, and Sartre thinks this ambiguity is not just a coincidence.

On the one hand, ‘present’ can mean present as opposed to past or future (recall
McTaggert's “A”-series.). On the other hand, it can also mean present as opposed to
absent.

There is a connection between these two meanings. A beingghatpresens a being
that ispresent to something) the presence of something

Now consciousness is exactly the kind of being thptésent tassomething. We have
already seen, in the preceding chapter, the notigmedence to selBut more important
here, consciousness is alwgyssent to the worldConsciousness is always a kind of
witnessto the world. (NoteSartre always puts it in terms@insciousness’seing
present to the world, not tlveorld’s being present to consciousness.)

This notion of being a witness is what Sartre pushes here. A beirathatpresenis
exactly a being that isresent taan object, that is witness of something

This “presence” to an object is just what we already knoiwtastionality.
Consciousness, insofar as itngentional— which is to saypositional— is present to
the world. That is, ihas a present.

So here is the final structure. There are two sides to consciousness: (1) positional
consciousness of an object, and (2) non-positional self-consciousness.

The former is théntentionalaspect of consciousness, and pertaihsitaviedgeto what
| know.(We have seen this connection before, when | discussed the second of the three
Sartrearekstaseshamelytranscendencg

The latter, the non-positional side, pertains todi@gof consciousness, what
consciousness. (We saw this connection too in our discussiotrafiscendencg

This is what Sartre means in the slogan he repeats 6ftembeing of consciousness is
SELF-consciousness.”

For example, look at the “Introduction,” p. 13 at the bottom:
Every conscious existence exists as consciousness of existing.

It is a matter o&xisting,not ofknowing
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Now thepositionalside of consciousness is where we geptiesent Thenon-positional
side pertains to thigeingof consciousness. This being, we have seen in the previous
chapter, involves botfacticity andtranscendenceand so both thpastand thefuture.

Thus, we have:

consciousness

L

Non-positional Positional
(Being) (Knowing)
I
I
/\ |
Facticity Transcendence |
I | I
I | I
I | I
| | |
Past Future Present

Now what about our second question, the tohthe world?

For Sartre, this derivativenotion. The world has a future, in a secondary sense, only
becausave have a future in the primary sense. So too for the past.

Similarly, recall how in the analysis pbssibility,we said that thekyhad thepossibility
of rain only becausee who looked at it hadur ownpossibilities.

We read the former in terms of the latter. The sky’s possibilities are simply a disguised
projection ofour ownpossibilities.

What we have just talked about is basically what goes on in 8 1 of Part I, Ch. 2, the
“phenomenology” of time. | am going to skip over § 2 of the chapter, “The Ontology of
Temporality.” Read it on your own.

(Note: There is a confusing misprint that occurs twice on p. 193. The volume has
something that looks like a division sign: It should be a non-identity sign (an “equals’-
sign with a line through it} .)

| do want to mention one odd doctrine Sartre discusses in this context. That is the theory
that thepastdoes not exish any sensexcept with respect to people’s minds. Thus, a
person who dies and completely forgotters not just no longer existing; mever
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existed And that doesn’t just mean that he never existed “as far as we can tell”; it means
he never existed at all! (Assignment for homework: Figure out how this can be reconciled
with the view that the past is fixed and unalterable.)

This is a peculiar view, but it is easy to see why Sartre holds it, given his account of how
time in any event originates in consciousness. This theory is very nicely illustrated in his
play No Exit(from 1944 — the year aft®eing and NothingnessThe three characters

in that play wake up dead — literally. They are in hell, and the play is about their
interaction with one another. But it is striking in the play how the characters are terribly
worried about beinfprgottenby their survivors back here in the world. And the source

of their worry is just that, once they are completely forgotten, they will not only be dead;
they will never have existed — they will not even leave a legacy!

Thus, consciousness is the fundamental source of time. The paradoxes and puzzling
features of time are just the paradoxes and puzzling features of consciousness all over
again.

This then is the first of Sartre’s threkstasedt unfolds from the very being of
consciousness.

The picture we end up with is a picture of the for-ith@l€hing toward itsfuture (that is
its transcendenge dragging itpastbehind it (that's itfacticity.) | cannot do anything
aboutmy past, and yet | anesponsiblefor in the sense that itis my carelt is up to
me what to do with it.

The past is in a sense growing ever larger, as more of my future slips into my past; the
burden of myfacticity grows eveheavier But never mind; | keefranscendingt. | am
neverconfinedto my facticity. | cannot ever realbein the manner of that being-in-

itself that is my facticity.

Until the moment of deatlt that precise momentalmostsucceed in “catching up”
with myself. At that precise moment, rtranscendencées almost over; time’s up, there is
nothing more to do. | amlmostcompletely identified with my facticity, just as the waiter
(in the Chapter on “Bad Faith”) was trying to do. But, of course, then it’s too late!

It's almost as if reality werdesignedas some kind of cruel practical joke, guaranteed to
frustrate us most on the very verge of our success.

As we conclude our discussion of temporality, it is important to notice what has
happened. When we first began this course, we talked about consciousness as though it
were a matter ahstantaneous flashes consciousness. We spoke, for exampleoté

of consciousness. Of course, if we do that, we are going to have the problem of tying
these isolated acts together. What makes foutity of consciousness over time?

Now we are in a position to see that our earlier way of viewing the matter is not right.
Consciousness iwt a string of instantaneogsgitos It's aflow. The way to think of
consciousness is not as a momentary flash, connected by only the most dubious of links to
an earlier and a later flash. No, the way to think of consciousness is as anpreessk.

It takes timeln fact, insofar as the for-itself is tidholehuman being (and not just the
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mind), we are now in a position to see that the proper way to think about the for-itself is
asa whole human life.

This sort of thing often happens in Sartre. We revise our earlier ways of thinking about
things in the light of later considerations. Our understargiggpensn this way.

Pure and Impure Reflection

You can pretty much skip over § 3 of the chapter on temporality. But there is one
discussion there that | want to focus on briefly. It iswlgy important section on the
difference betweepure andimpurereflection (pp. 211-237

Indeed, this passage in the only head-on discussion | know of this important notion.

The topic is absolutely crucial for Sartre. As we have sedlection distorts its object.
We talked about that as long agoTaanscendence of the Egbnd we saw Sartre say it
explicitly on p. 121 oBeing and Nothingness) the Chapter on “The Immediate
Structures of the For-Itself”:

It is often said that the act of reflection alters the fact of consciousness on
which it is directed.

On the other hand, a large portion of the enterprise we have been engaging in in this
course is aeflective one.

So our theory has reached the point where it is in danger of undercutting itself.

Sartre recognized this problem quite early — as eaflyasscendence of the Ego and
there drew the distinction betweepuare kind of reflection and aimpurekind. The
latter, is the one that distorts; the formmure kind does not.

So everything now rests on this distinction. What exactly is the difference between pure
and impure reflection? Whaanit be, given what he have done so far?

Let’s begin by asking what it is abautpurereflection — the distorting kind — that
makes it distort?

We discussed this briefly before. Basically, you will recall, it is becausgyact of
consciousness makes up its own object by imposing form and structure on being-in-itself.
As long as we are conscious of trees and tables and the like, this is fine. They after all just
are formed or structured being-in-itself, no more and no less, so that there need be no
distortion here.

On the other hand, if what | am conscious afdasciousness itseis happens in
reflection), then distortion inevitably occurs. What | fging to think about igiotin

fact formed or structured being-in-itself. But that is the only way | can think of it. Hence,
the distortion.

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




We have seen all this before, | have gone through it again because it now leads to a
crucial point:

If distortion occurs whenever we try to think of consciousness as though it were
structured being-in-itself, then the only wayre reflection can avoid distortion is ot
thinking of consciousness in that way.

But Sartre’s version of the theory of intentionality (see 8 5 of the Introduction: “The
Ontological Proof”) holds thaveryact of consciousness structures and forms being-in-
itself, and thinks of its objects in those terms exclusively.

Hence, and here is the astonishiomclusion:It appears that Pure reflection must
VIOLATE the doctrine of intentionality!

| put the point this way because, if we now look at the discussion of reflection on pp.
211-237, we seem to be leading toward the same result. What seems to be happening,
then, is that Sartre revisingandadjustinghis views as he goes deeper and deeper into
his theory.

Recall how when we discussed Part ITohnscendence of the Eg¢on “The

Constitution of the Ego”), we saw that the actual form the distortion takes there consists
of, for instance, my momentary repugnance for Piegefsing orto me as simply one
manifestation of, one profile on, a longer-term stateadfedfor Pierre, which in turn

came on to me perhaps asaatualizationof a more generalispositionor guality of

being hateful. And beyond all this, there appeared the Ego, which somehow generated
everything else.

Now notice, all of this was put in termsmfofiles, of promising more around in back
etc. If we recall the passage we discussed ffbemPsychology of Imaginatioijs plain
that the reflection going on in Part Il dfanscendence of the Egomuch closer to
perceptionandimagination(although imagination less so) than it ictmception Such
promises and profiles were not involvedccamception.

When we were discussing this earlier, | said thptire reflection, whatever it is, is going
to avoidthis kind of distortion, then that can happen in one of two ways:

Q) Either the promises are still there, the object still comes on as
referring to “more to come.” Butam not fooledl refuse to
acceptthe promises. This sounds as if perhaps it is only a matter of
performing arepochéadopting the phenomenological reduction.

When | discussed that alternative, | quoted you a passage in which it seemed perhaps to
be implied Transcendence. 101, describing pure reflection — emphasis added):

Perhaps nowithoutthe ego, but as escaping the ego on all sides.

That's one possibility:
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(2) Or, alternatively, the promises aret still there. It's not just that |
am notfooledby the distortion; it does not even occur. This would
be like seeing the three faces of the cube as simply sorégces,
without viewing them as parts of any larger whole.

At the time, | said it wasn’t clear which of these two alternatives Sartre had in mind. But
now, by the time we get to the present sectioBaeihg and Nothingness,is quite clear
that it isalternative(2) he intends. Consider the following passages (pp. 213-219

Actually the consciousness reflected-ondure reflection] is not

presented yet as somethiogtsidereflection — that is, as a being on

which one can “take a point of view,” in relation to which one can realize
a withdrawal, increase or diminish the distance which separates one from
it.

... It does not then detach itself completely from the reflected-on, and it
cannot grasp the reflected-on “from a point of view.” Its knowledge is a
totality; it is the lightning intuition without relief, without point of
departure, and without point of arrival. Everything is given at once in a
sort of absolute proximity. What we ordinarily datlowing[recall,
knowledge = transcendence (the second ekstasis) = intentionality]
supposes reliefs, levels, an order, a hierarchy. Even mathematical essences
are revealed to us with amientation in relation to other truth$o certain
consequences. At the same time, it [that is, pure reflection] is never
surprised by itself; it does ntgachus anything but onlgosits...

Reflection [againpure reflection only] is recognition rather than
knowledge [note again: knowledge = intentionality].

Now what Sartre is trying to do here is to do justice tad¢leegnitionthat occurs in
reflection, to the fact that therebgy difference between thinking abautselfand
thinking about someone else, between thinking abmy#cts of consciousness and
thinking about yours. There is an obvious sense in whiebdgnizemy own thoughts as
mine, and dmot recognize yours in the same way.

But while that is what Sartre is doing, notleaw he is doing it. As you listened to the
passage, you should definitely have been reminded of that earlier passage we discussed
from The Psychology of Imagination.

Pure reflection, he says, does not present its object “in profile,” or from a “point of
view.” It is given “all at once” (that is, none of it remains that is only “promised”). It can
teachus nothing. It cann@urpriseus.

In short, pure reflection is here begin describrdctlyasconceptiorwas described in
the passage froffhe Psychology of Imaginatiow/hen we talked about reflection just a
moment ago, we said it was more Ijerception.So something new is happening in the
present discussion.
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At the same time, recall what Sartre’s example wa®nteptionn the passage froifhe
Psychology of Imaginatiort was the example @onceiving a cube— that is, the way a
geometer conceives of a certain mathematical structurendstitie says in the passage
just quoted:

Even mathematical essences are revealed to us with an orientation in
relation to other truths, to certain consequences.

In short, Sartre seems to be doing some serauisinghere. He is in effect saying that
his earlier example about conceiving a cube was perhiapd exampleand that perhaps
even putting his point then in termsaainceivingwas a bad choice of terminology.

The so calle¢onceivedctube in that earlier passagaat presented without “profiles”

after all, it isnot presented “all at once.” Some of the parts that wet@resented “all at
once” in the case of perception and imagination — the sides around in back, the corners
that are not directly facing me those,to be sure, are now presented all at once. But
there is more involved than that. The notion of a “profile” need not be confined to this
narrowvisual analogy.

For example, as a geometer, | camceiveof a cube in such a way that | am thinking of

all the sides and angles all at once. Nevertheless, | can be thinkirgg oflated in

certain mathematical ways to certain other geometrical figures. | can thinksahé

kind of figure for which certain theorems hold. | can think afsithe kind of figure for

which such and such formulas apply to calculate the area and the volume. And, of course,
| can bewrongabout all of these. Perhaps when | work them out, thoseoatlee

formulas that apply, etc. In other words, even in the case of what Sartre had earlier called
“conceivingthe cube,” the object ®ill presented from profile — still makes promises,

and in fact still makes promises in a way that does not guarantee the promises will come
true.

In short, it now appears as if Sartre’s example of “conceiving” (and perhaps even the
term‘conception’) inThe Psychology of Imaginatios a bad one. It does not illustrate
what Sartre is trying to illustrate there.

He now seems to be saying that if we warda example of what he was talking about
earlier — an example of a phenomenon presentednwifirofiles,all at once— we
should takepure reflectionas our example. And | suspect that isdh&/ good example
there is of this.

But there is more. On p. 218 again [emphasis gdded

[In pure reflection] the reflected-on is not wholly an object bytiasi-
objectfor reflection.

Notice what he is saying here: In pure reflection, conscious$raasso objecthut only
something he calls‘guasi-object,” whatever that is.
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But | thoughteveryact of consciousness had an object. That was the fundamental claim
of the theory of intentionality.

So once again, it looks as if the notion of pure refleatiofatesthe doctrine of
intentionality.

But what about this “quasi-object”? What is that?

The context makes it clear that the problem with the so called “object” in the case of
reflection is that it isdenticalwith the act of consciousness that is reflecting on it. That,
after all, is why reflection is gecognitionof myself. There has got to Bemesense in
which the act that is doing the reflectindgdentical with the act it is reflecting on, or else
there would be no basis for the sudden sengecoignitionwe get.

But of course, the theory @itentionality,at least according to everything we have said
so far, requires that the intentional objectbée distinctfrom the act of consciousness
that is aware of it. This is true fanyact of consciousness, reflective or not. The relation
of intentionality isirreflexive,we said. It was this feature, after all, that was why people
thought of the theory of intentionality as allowing upteak outof the confines of the
Cartesiarcogito.

Nevertheless, as we have just seen, in pure reflection the so called “object” of
consciousness identical with the act that is conscious of it. That is why Sartre says it is
notreally an object of consciousness, but only an qaiasi-object

There is no escaping it. No matter how we look at it, it is clear that something funny is
happening here with the notion of intentionality here.

We can either regard this as a hopeless muddle on Sartre’s part, a weakness in the theory,
and perhaps a symptom that everything has fallen apart. Or we can regard it as a
renegotiating of the doctrine and the notions involved.

We have already seen this kind of thing before. We can view the nofiactieity either

as aviolation of Sartre’s theory of radical human freedom, or elseasiahingand

filling out of exactly what that human freedom is. So too, we can view the notion of the
temporalityof the for-itself as just ambandoningof the Cartesianogito, which thought

in terms of instantaneous, momentary acts, or else we can viewrg\asianof that

earlier picture and agnrichmeniof our way of thinking about consciousness.

Here are a few additional, undigested thoughts on this topic:

Sartre now seems to thipkire reflectionis the only mode of consciousness that presents
its object (or “quasi-object,” as he now sawg&thout profile,all at once. In particular,
conceiving a cubdoes not do this.

Still, whatbothersus about this notion of pure reflection? Why do we have the feeling
something serious and unsettling is happening to our theory here, when we did not get
that same feeling with the example of consciousness’s conceiving a cube? The case of
conceiving a cube may nmally be an example that does what Sartre originally said it
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did. But wethoughtit did, and had no special problems dealing with this at the time. So
why are we now bothered when Sartre says the same things about pure reflection?

On the one hand, Sartre says, pure reflection has no real “object.” Why does he say this?
Well, in part (look again at the passages quoted above) it is because what pure reflection
is aware of is presented withquiofiles, without making furthepromisesThere is no

“object” here in the sense that there isobgective clainbeing made. There is nothing

that can beested.

But if that isall that were involved, there would perhaps be no special problem — just as
we had no special problems with the example of the cube.

On the other hand, another reason Sartre says pure reflection has no genuine “object” is
that the only thing there that could serve as an “objectbiglistinct from the adhat is
aware of it. Does this in any serfefow from the previous point, from the lack of

profile?
Sartre talks as if it does follow. He speaks of “absolute proximity” in the case of pure
reflection, where consciousness “cannot withdraw at a distance” from its object or quasi-

object. This proximity, this inability to stand back, amounts to consciousness’s being
identifiedwith the object or quasi-object.

But doesit really follow? In the case of conceiving the cube, we had no temptation to

think the object was identical with the act just because (we thought then) it was presented
without profiles, all at once. Is it that we were not tempted then because the example of
the cube is just bad exampl@r because the identity of subject and object in pure

reflection comes from another source altogether?

Onemightsay that the identity of subject and object Sartre finds in pure reflection is his
attempt to account for the fact that veeognizeourselves in reflection. And surely this
is part of what Sartre has in mind.

On the other hand, the element@efognitionis part ofanyreflection, pure or impure.
The fact that Fecognizethe so called object as myself in pure reflection is because it is
reflection,not because it igure.

So if the element afecognitionis why Sartre says subject and object are identical in pure
reflection, then it isiot after all just a matter of lack of profiles, a matter of “absolute
proximity.” For inimpurereflection that proximity is lacking, the “profiles” are very

much present, as we saw in Part ITednscendence of the E¢d’he Constitution of

the Ego”).

Still, our dominant model of consciousness throughout this course (and Sartre’s dominant
model too) is one of “taking a point of view” on something. That mddesimply that

where there is no point of view, no perspective, where the conscioustiegxisse to

its object, it isdenticalwith it.

Finally, note that Sartre regargdare reflectionas a kind ofdeal. In practice, reflection
starts offasimpure(p. 218 top:
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Pure reflection, the simple presence of the reflective for-itself to the for-
itself reflected-on, is at once the original form [not in the temporal sense
but in some sort of structural sense] of reflection and its ideal form; it is
that on whose foundation impure reflection appears, it is that also which is
never firstgiven;and it is that which must be won by a sort of katharsis.

Note that if pure reflection is an ideal, then it would seem we can never achieve it. Recall
our discussion of ideaialuesin the chapter on “The Immediate Structures of the For-
Itself.” But then, if we never achieve pure reflection, then all the real reflection we ever
actually engage in is the impure kind, afistortsits objects. We are back where we

started with this problem.

Whatmotivatespure reflection? Perhaps, if it is mleal, there need not be any special
problem here. Perhaps we just automatically aim at that ideal, just as we automatically
aim at being God. So too, just as we never succeed in being God, so too we will never
succeed at a realure reflection. But that doesn’t mean we can't realize where we are
going wrong.

It seems that what we have here is a little like Husserl’s recurring problem of how to be
sure he is applying the phenomenological method correctly. The correct application of
that method seems to be a kindd#al goal Husserl is aiming at. He is never quite

satisfied with what he has achieved, which is why he was consstatting over,

writing one “Introduction” to phenomenology after another. Is that more or less the same
situation Sartre is in? If so, it means the proje®eihg and Nothingnessuld never on
principle be completed. Sartneustkeep revising and adjusting the theory, starting over
again and again, reconsidering his most basic starting points.

The Existence of Others

For our purposes, you can skip Part I, Ch. 3: “Transcendence.” This, you recall, was the
second of the thregkstases.

There is interesting stuff in that chapter. He talks there about knowledge. He talks a lot
abouthowconsciousness constitutes its objects. He does an analgpiaoain § 2 of the
chapter.

All of this is very interesting, but we are going to move alor@auin of the book,
where we finally face squarely the problem of the existencghelr people, the classical
“problem of other minds.”

We have seen this problem several times in Sartre. In “Existentialism Is A Humanism,”
you will recall, this problem was in effect the basis for the objection Sartre attributed to
the Marxists, who charged that existentialism, since it started with the Cadegigm

was committed to being through and throsgbjectivelt treated people in total isolation
from one another, and in fact couldn’t account for the existence of other people at all.
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Sartre responded that this accusation did not aplisteersion of existentialism,
although it might apply to others. But it was unclear in “Existentialism Is A Humanism”
just how Sartre himself avoided the problem. For that we have tdxkto hisearlier
Being and Nothingness.

We saw a second treatment of the problem — actually, chronologicaflystiseatment

of it — in Transcendence of the Egbhere Sartre argued that | have just exactly the
same grounds for sayiyguexist as | do for sayinigexist.For me you areobjects with

all the tentativeness and risk entailed by objectivity. (Recall the sense in which the
perceivedcube involved an “objective” risk.) But for miegipo am just an object. My Ego

is atranscendenobject in the “world” just as much as yours are. That is why sometimes
other people know me better than | know myself.

There is something quite unsatisfactory about this response, as we recognized at the time.
Sartre recognizes it too. And now, near the beginning of Part I, he says it explicitly (p.
318):

Formerly | believed that | could escape solipsism by refuting Husserl's
concept of the existence of the Transcendental “Ego.” At that time |
thought that since | had emptied my consciousness of its subject, nothing
remained there which was privileged as compared to the Other. But
actually although | am still persuaded that the hypothesis of a
transcendental subject is useless and disastrous, abandoning it does not
help one bit to solve the question of the existence of Others.

Let's look more carefully at the nature of the problem. It is going to be a problem for
anyonewho stands in the Cartesian tradition and who trissi$pend judgmeiatout
everything that can possibly be doubted, anyone who tried to confine himself to what is
directly givento consciousness.

Canl doubt that your minds are really there, hidden in your bodies? Of course | can. Are
your mindsdirectly given to my consciousness. No, only your bodies are — and even
there, only on@rofile, oneAbschattungs directly given to me, so that the whole

business is very tentative and subject to error.

(Yes, | know I told you earlier that the for-its@fits body; there is no dualism in the for-
itself between mind and body. But that is something that will come out only meite
chapter of the book. We won’t be saying much more about it.)

Let's look at the problem the way Sartre does. He consigerkinds of classical,
traditional views first, and then gives us his own. The two classical views are presented in
Part Ill, Ch. 1, § 2: “The Reef of Solipsism.” They amalismandidealism

By idealismin this context, he means a theory very like George Berkeley’s (although he
is clearly thinking more of Kant), a theory according to which what we think albjgsts
aremental constructsut of ideas, not things-in-themsehsshindthe ideas. (This was
Kant's view, remember. Kartisobelieved in a thing-in-itself, but that was not what
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Kant regarded as thabjectof consciousness.) Husserl too belongs under this heading,
although Sartre will give Husserl's theory a separate treatment later on in the chapter.
Husserl, you will remember, regarded the object agfivdite series of appearances,

and theessencef the object was thgrinciple of that series. (Recall the “Introduction”
to Being and NothingnesBor Sartre, of course, tlbjectinvolves not just an infinite
series of phenomena, but also being-in-itselfpisiegof the phenomena.)

By realism,Sartre clearly has in mind heDescartesdoctrine. Descartes, for all his
methodological doubts and for all his adopting of what is in effect a phenomenological
reduction, in the end hadrepresentationatheory of knowledge. For him, our ideas and
thoughts wereepresentation®f external objects. And the big question for him, you will
recall, was whether the ideas he had in his morgespondedo things in reality, were
accurate representations them. In short, Descartes hasaarespondencéneory of

truth and knowledge, nota@herencdheory as we saw with Husserl and Sartre.

Descartes argued that, althoughstertedby doubting the existence of those real

“things- in-themselves” (as Kant would call them) outside his mind, he gotié end

— as the result of a curious argument that need not detain us here — be sure of certain
things about those external objects. He thought he could shawttu® enadthat our

ideasof external objects, or at leagimeof those ideas, wermusedn us by the action

of the external objects of which thexerethe ideas.

This is thé'realistic” side of the doctrine. (The ideas come from something “real” out
there.)

All right, given that, how does Descartes think we come to know, or even cahiekio
there are other minds? Well, listen to what he says iNlbditations.He speaks of
(emphasis added):

... human beings passing on in the street below, as observed from a
window. In this case | do not fail to say that | see the men themselves
and yet what do | see from the window beyond hats and cloaks that might
cover artificial machines, whose motions might be determined by springs?
[Notice: He is in effect saying here that | see only a “profilBuit |

JUDGE that there are human beings FROM THESE APPEARANCES,
and thus | comprehend, by the faculty of judgment alone which is in the
mind, what | believed | saw with my eyes.

In effect, what Descartes is saying is this: What | litersdlgare bodies, or more strictly
only clothesthat seem to cover bodies. But even supposing thabiliesare really
there,l haven'’t yet got to theninds | come to the conclusion that there really miads
in those bodies by a kind ahalogy.In effect, | reason like this:

1) | observe thatny body (presumably we have already solved
Descartes’ problem of determining that | really have one) behaves
in certain ways that | soon come to correlate with certain states of
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my consciousness. Wincing is associated with pain, tears with
sadness, laughter with joy, etc.

(2) | observentherbodies behaving in the same, or at least similar,
ways.

3) And so linfer by a kind ofanalogythat those other bodies are
endowed with anindjust as mine is. And, of courseknowand
am quite infallibly certain abouty mind.

Sartre’s objection to this view is that it is not what it purports to be. It is matlism,
after all, but rather a version mfealism.

Thus Cartesian realism fails; it becomes idealism when it faces the question of the
existence of others. Realism, if you push it, is forced to concede that our so called
“knowledge” of others is only an idealental constructve fabricate as an “hypothesis”
to explain the behavior of bodies.

Now, you may say, wait just a minute! This isn’t “idealism” as we just described it earlier,
or as the term is used elsewher®8&ing and Nothingness.

Idealismdoes not just hold that oknowledgeand ourideasof the object are constructs

out of phenomena, or out of other ideas. It holds thatethiéty of the object is a

construct out of phenomena or ideas. Idealism is not just a claim about how we come to
knowabout other things, but also a claim about what kineality they have.

Now Descartes’ argument by analoggé&tainly not committed to holding that the

reality of other minds is reducible to some construction | make up out of my own ideas or
phenomena. On the contrary, the realist view holds that other mindetgust

theoretical constructs, hypothetical entities | postulate to account for the observable data
(as I hypothesize quarks, for instance, or gravitational fields). No, other mindstye

out there(Descartes hasarrespondencéheory, after all), although oknowledgeof

them is gained only by a kind of hypothetical argument.

So Sartre’s charge that Descartes’ realism becomeglgalismwhen faced with the

problem of other minds is entirely unfounded. He seems to have confused a theory about
how we come t&knowsomething with a theory about what kind of thing that something

is.

Of coursejdealism“measuresbeing by knowledge,” for Sartre, so that if you are an
idealist, you can make the transition quite easily from a theory of hdmaove
something to a theory about what kind of reality it has.

But the question of course is.Descartes’ theory an idealism on this point? It's not fair
to say yes on the grounds tifahe is an idealist already, then Descartes’ argument will
be equivalent to an idealist argument. That obviously begs the question.

Nevertheless, even though the charge that Descartes’ realist view turns to idealism on this
point may break down, still it is clear that Descartes’ argument is not very persuasive.
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First of all, arguments by analogy are notoriously weak and inconclusive.

But that is not the main problem here. Quite apart fronténintywe might or might
not derive from our argument by analogy, the fact isMiesicartes’ view seems to distort
the facts of the situation.

The view seems to say tHatst | have an clear idea of myself, aténby analogy |
construct a notion aftherminds. That is, that my knowledge of myself is somepoar

to my knowledge of others. But that’s not right. (This much of what was said back in
Transcendence of the Egoright.) Sartre will argue — although this is getting ahead of
the story a bit — that, on the contrary, the awareness | have of myasleffagdy— at

the outset — an awareness colored by an awareness of other people too.

So in the end, Descartes’ theory does not seem adequate. Let us then turn to the other
main classical attempt to explain other miridealism.And here we are basically talking
about Kant.

The problem for Kant is not tlewrrespondencef our ideas, including our ideas of other
minds, with noumenal “things-in-themselves” out there, but rathezdherenceof our
ideas with one another. Kant, like Husserl and Sartre, bekexenceheory of truth.

The difficulty for Kant arises from the fact that our idea of@theris a very odd idea
indeed.

Consider once again the casegefceivingthe cube. The three sides of the cube facing
merefer to,promise, three more sidésat | could seéf | just turned the cube around.
(Of course, if what | am perceivingn®t really a cube, then that promise is a false one.)
For Kant, as for Husserl (although not for Sartre, who doe$measure being by
knowledge”), the cube jug the sum total of all its perspectives, all its profiles — both
those itdoesand those itloesn’tbutcould display to me.

Thus, what ipromisedin the case of perceptionaslditional appearances that | can on
principle get myself into a position tdserveln short, | can actualliestthe promises.

Now, when | experience anothegrson— that is, when | view another body (rightly or
wrongly, it makes no differencels endowed with a consciousness — what | am
experiencing (my phenomenamfersonce again to other phenomena. But this time —
and this is the crucial point — the additional phenomena include amegrinciplecan
neverget myself in a position to observe. They are the other pensovate mental
experiences.

Thus the experience of the Othelike perception andnlikeimagination and

conception insofar as it makpeomisesthat arenot guaranteed to be true. There is the
risk of error. | can b&rongabout what is going on in your minds, if anything. | can be
wrongabout whether you even have any. And in that sense, what we are dealing with
here is like an ordinary case pérception.
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But it isunlike perception — or at least unlike tbedinary cases of perception
(perceiving the cube) — insofar as those risky promisesieaaron principle be tested
by me. | can never l®urewhat you are thinking. And | can nevereduted

But this meanglealismis in trouble. Idealism says thatdnstructthe world and

everything in it, Iconstituteit — not just myknowledgeof it but the veryeality of it —

out of my actual and possible phenomena, the ones | actually observe and the others that
are referred to or promised. But the point of idealism is thalyémycase, they army
phenomena; they all are phenomena frogpoint of view.

Indeed, how could consciousness constitute a world out of phen@xesatfrom its
own point of view? How could a movie be projected on a sageaptfrom the “point
of the view” of the camera?

And yet, in the experience of the Other, there are phenomena promised — and so they
are part of the whole texture ofyworld — that are nevertheless moy phenomena but
someone else’s.

It is perhaps hard to make this point clearly in terms of our movie theater analogy. But
put it like this. Think of the movie theater, and the movie that always shows things from a
certain angle, the “eye of the camera.”

The camera then always “sees” everything from its pwint of view.There are

promises, references to “more to come,” to be sure. In fact, a skillful director can lead the
viewer toexpectcertain things to happen next —dwpectthe killer to be just around the
corner in the hall. And such expectations may or may not be correct ones. But what the
directorcannotdo is to lead the viewer to expegtother movie entirel{fas opposed to

just asequelto the present movie).

Idealism, faced with this problem, can make one of two moves, Sartre says:

Q) Solipsism. But this alternative is unpalatable. As Sartre says, “it is
opposed to our deepest inclinations.” (This is badly stated. There’s
more to it than just saying that solipsism is so horrible we’d better
not think about it. In fact, solipsism simply denies facts of our
experience, Sartre thinks. Vde experience the world as
containing Other consciousnesses. Rightly or wrongly, we
experience it that way. The main problem then for idealismois
that it cannot account for theuth of those experiences, but rather
that it cannot account for the fact that he have them at all.)

(2) Or idealism can say that the Othendg something we constitute
after all. The Other, and ogxperienceandknowledgeof the
Other is not something that comes friomside usbut fromoutside
But that, of course, is just to returnremlismall over again.
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Hence, Sartre concludes, unless you are willing to accept solipsism, realism will lead you
to idealism (although we’ve seen that part of what Sartre says doesn’t seem to hold) and
idealism will lead you to realism. We are obviously caught up in a hopeless vicious circle.

It is time to step back and take an overview of the situation. What is it that got us into this
mess to begin with? Sartre considers this at the end of § 2 of the Chapter (pp. 312 ff.).
There he argues that there ifuadamental assumptiamderlying both the realist and

the idealist attempts at a solution here. The assumption imjfensciousness and the
otherconsciousness | experience are related lxérnal negation

What does this mean?

Well, first of all, how are they related byhagationat all? And, then, what sxternal
about it?

They are related byrmegationin the sense that | anotyou. To say that AsnotB is to
relate them in aegativeway. | and the Other are related in this way; we may be related
in other ways too.

When we say tha is not Bwe have aexternalnegation provided that the negation
does nobriginatein either the Aor the B and provided the negation does not in any
way profoundlyaffectthe Aor the B That'’s still too vague. Let me explain.

First of all,external negations what we normally have in mind when we say thé not

B. Thus, the tablé notthe door. The table is just what it is, and so is the door. The table
is just a table, and that’s the end of that. Its not being the door isonsttutive
ingredientof the table. The negation here doesarate from the table. And so too for

the door. Its not being the table is natamstitutive ingrediendf it.

Likewise, the table’s not being the door is not something that profoafidigtsthe table.
Even if the door never existed, the table would remain exactly what it is.

Of course, it is certainlgrue that the table is not the door. And it is also true that this fact
could not bechanged— so that the tableould be the door - without doing something
pretty serious to the one or the other or both. But that's not what we’'re talking about
here. The fact is, tables and doors just go their respective ways with complete disregard
for one another. Their nonidentity is definitely a fact about them, but it is a fact that
almostaccidentalto them. It doesn’t get at their readire.

Sartre discusses the notionestternal negatiorfand its correlative, which we shall see is
called“internal negation”) back in Part Il, Ch. :3'Transcendence.” We skipped over
this chapter by and large, but here in part is what he says on this topic (p. 243):

Actually we should distinguish two types of negation: external negation
and internal negation. The first appears as a purely external bond
established between two beings by a witness. When | say, for example, “A
cup is not an inkwell,” it is very evident that the foundation of this

negation is neither in the cup nor in the inkwell. Both of these objects are
what they are, and that is all. The negation stands as a categorical and
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ideal connection which | establish between them without modifying them
in any way whatsoever, without enriching them or impoverishing them
with the slightest quality; they are not even ever so slightly grazed by this
negative synthesis. As it serves neither to enrich them nor to constitute
them, it remains strictly external.

On the other hand@pnsciousness notwhat it is. This is a negation that does originate in
consciousness itself, apdofoundlyaffects it, as we have seen in the Chapters on “Bad
Faith” and “The Immediate Structures of the For Itself.” Likewise, consciousness is

its objects; it always stands at a distance from its objects. But this is not some extraneous,
accidental feature of consciousness. No,ribtsbeing its objectss the deepest stuff of
consciousness; it is what consciousness fundameigallythe end, the most profound

way to say what an act of consciousniess to say that it imot-beingits object.

A negation like this is called anternal negation. To say thdt is not Bis to describe an
internal negation if the negaticsrisesfrom one or both of the terms, and profoundly
affects their being. On p. 243, again, he says:

By an internal negation we understand such a relation between two things
that the one which is denied to the other qualifies the other at the heart of
its essence — by absence. The negation becomes then a bond of essential
being since at least one of the beings on which it depends is such that it
points toward the other, that it carries the other in its heart as an absence.

The notion of internal and externagationcan be generalized, of course, to the notions
of internal and externaglationsat large. You find this kind of talk of internal and
external relations in Hegel, Marx, F. H. Bradley, etc.

Now, to get back to the point, the difficulty with both realism and idealism when it comes
to the problem of other minds is that both thecsiesumehat my consciousness and

yours are related onlyxternally.In particular, the fact that | anot you is only an
externalnegation, according to these theories.

What's wrong with that? Well, you will recall from Part I, Ch. 1: “The Origin of
Negation,” that consciousness can bedhly source of negativity, of nothingness. (Being
in itself certainly can’t give rise to it; being-in-itself is purely positive.) The same point is
elaborated in a manner more relevant to our present topic in the preceding ¢tepter,

II, Ch. 3: “Transcendence.” If the tableret the door, in the purelgxternalway we

have described, then iteg@nsciousnesthat constitutes that negative fact. We have
already seen Sartre say as much, in the passage | quoted you just a moment ago on

externalnegation (p. 243 againt is:

a purely external bond established between two béyngswitness.

He makes this same point on several other occasions too. Here he is again on pp. 255-256
(in the same chapter — underlined emphases added):
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It remains to determine what type of being the external negation possesses
since this comes to the world by the For-itself. We know that it does not
belong to thehis. This newspaper does not deny concerning itself that it is
the table on which it is lying; for in that case the newspaper would be
ekstatically outside itself and in the table which it denies, and its relation to
the table would be an internal negation; it would thereby cease even to be
in-itself and would become for-itself.

In other words, external negation always requir@gess.

But if this is so, then both realism and idealism are in trouble. They assume that my
consciousness and yours are related by an parééynalnegation. But external negation
requires avitness.So, whether they like it or not, there must be stmrel consciousness
looking on,constitutingyou and me as externally distinct from one another.

Some philosophies will appeal to the notion of God here. It is God who constitutes you
and me as what we are, and as externally distinct from one another. But this won’t work,
because God is himself another consciousness, another mind, so that we have gained
nothing. Here is why we have gained nothing:

If God is related by aaxternalnegation to your consciousness and to mine, we’ll need
yet afourth mind as yet aewwitness, and so on. Either we will go on like this to infinity,

in which case we never do ultimately account for all these external negations but just
keep passing the buck, delaying the question yet another time. Or else we stop at some
point and admit thagomeconsciousness is related to the others bintnnal negation,

not by anexternalnegation. But if we are driven to that conclusion in the end, why not
just accept it at the outset: Two consciousnesses are related, nagxig@ualnegation,

but rather by aiternal one. There is no theoretical advantage to be had by delaying this
inevitable conclusion.

So the result of this discussion in Part Ill, Ch. 1, § 2: “The Reef of Solipsism,” is that we
learn that the notion dbtherness”in the problem of “other” minds must be treated as
aninternal negation, not a merely axternalone. Otherwise the problem will be
insoluble, as our discussion of Descartes and Kant has shown.

But of course recognizing that we are here dealing with an internal negatioriys not
itself enough to solve the problem. We have uncovereecassaryngredient of a
solution, but not the whole story.

As a final remark on this 8§ 2 of the Chapter, let’s just note once again that the critique of
idealism is much stronger than the critique of Cartesian realism. This is not surprising,
since it is clear that Sartre thought much harder about the idealist approach.

After all, Sartre himself has a doctrineaainstitutionand something like @herence

theory of truth. His whole ontology and epistemology, althoughmibign idealism (since
he maintains that theeingof the phenomenon, the underlying reality of ihas
consciousness but being-in-itself), is much closer to idealism than to Cartesian realism,
which henevertook very seriously.
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Husserl

Let us see whadlseis required for a solution to the problem of other minds. We now turn
to 8§ 3 of the Chapter: “Husserl, Hegel, Heidegger,” beginning on p. 315.

These three philosophers all realized the conclusion we have just come to. But for Sartre,
they still have not gone to the root of the problem. All three of these authors accept the
conclusion that the relation between myself and the Other mustib&aral negation.

But they continue to think that my basic connection with the Other is da®wofledge.

Recall from the “Introduction” that Sartre insists that “knowledg®oigprimary.” Sartre

is going to invoke this here. He thinks thdmary relation between myself and the Other

is not one oknowingbut one obeing

Let us look more closely. Consider Descartes again. He put the whole problem in terms of
knowledge— which is to say, in terms @fsitionalconsciousness. When | look out the
window, | seethe hats and coats moving back and forth in the street below. Even if |
assume that the hats and coats are not illusory, | still haméetrahat there arbodies
underneath them, not machines or hot air. And | have to infer further thabtlunsof

those bodies are controlled wndsin a manner similar to the way my mind controls the
motions of my body.

Notice how all this is put at the level kifiowledgepf positional consciousness.

So too, “Kant” (that is, really, the “idealist” position) was concerned with
consciousnesssonstitutionof the Other as part and parcel of its constitution of the
world. Theworld is an object opositionalconsciousness, and we are related to it by

knowledge.

Now, while Husserl, Hegel and Heidegger have made an advance over Descartes and
Kant by realizing that you need arternal negation, they nevertheless retain this
fundamental orientation in terms kriowledge.

Sartre considers Husserl first — out of chronological order, since Hegel antedated
Husserl. But Sartre seems to think Hegel's theory was more advanced than Husserl's on
this particular point. So he begins with the most primitive and unsatisfactory of the three
theories.

Husserl discussed the problem of other mindSarntesian MeditationgMeditation V,

and lots of other places — many of which have only recently been published, and no
doubt some of which haven’t been published at all. It is not clear to me just what exactly
Sartre is thinking of in Husserl here. (T@artesian Meditationsvas a series of lectures
given in Paris in 1929, and published in 1931.) But never mind; it doesn’t matter for now.
It mighthave been the discussionGartesian Meditationsalthough Husserl’'s approach
there doesn’t look very much like what Sartre describes.

In his treatment there, Husserl employs a notioolpéctivityin the sense in which we
speak of an “objective” science as one that is “the same for everyone.” In this sense, an
“objective” fact is one that ithe same for everyone- or at leastvould be the same for
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everyone who was in a position to look on it. Thus, the fact that there is such and such a
crater on the back side of the moon is an “objective” fact; in prineipy®necould put
himself in a position to verify it. The difficulties are merely technological ones.

By contrast, theubjectiven this sense is what it the “same for everyone.” Not
everyone can verify it. If | have a pain, that isubjectivefact, not arobjectivefact —
although if | grimace and groatimoseoutward manifestations of pain will be objective
facts observable on principle by anyone.

This notion isnot the same notion of objectivity we discussed earlier in Saftess
Psychology of Imaginatiorr in our discussion of “pure reflection,” which did not really
have arpbject,you will recall, but only dquasi-object” In those contexts, “objectivity”
was a matter of beingresented in profilenot all at once, and of beitgntativeand

risky, of making promises thate not guaranteedn short, “objective” there meant
“testable, with the outcome in doubt.”

This new sense of “objectivity” includes all that, bub&rower or stricter. It is not only
testable with the outcome in doubutittestable by everyone — with the same results

This notion of objectivity goes back to Kant. In Risolegomena to Any Future
Metaphysicshe wanted to capture the notionodsjectivityas used in the natural
sciencesyhere not only is the notion ekperimenimportant, but the notion of
repeatableexperiment — with everyone’s gettitige same result

Sartre would be perfectly willing to accept this notiombjfectivity.It's not one that he
has emphasized previously, but we’re not going to quibble over terminology. It's a
perfectly coherent notion, and there’s nothing wrong with it.

So, we have this concept of “objectivity” as “the same for everyone,” not just “for me.”
Note the‘for everyone.” Those have to be “other minds.”

Here is the move as Sartre interprets it: Husserl thinksfttise very naturef
consciousness to lietentional,to be consciousnes$ an object. The relation between
consciousness and its objects is nogxeternalrelation but arinternal one; it profoundly
affects consciousness. Consciousnegsaigeof it.

Now of course the object of consciousness isMoeld, or some part of the World. It is
objective. And objectivity, as we have just seen, involves by definition an appeal to other
minds. Thus, consciousness is related binernal relation of intentionality to an

external, objective World the very objectivity of which appeals to other minds.

Thus, for Husserl, the presence of other minds is, as it tveitejn to consciousness.

As it stands, this just looks like a plain fallacy of equivocation. We start with the notion of
an intentionabbject,and then slip into the notion s€ientific“objectivity.” In fact,
Husserl's discussion is not so sloppy as this. But Sartre does not go into details.

In any event, notice how the whole question continues to proceed in tekmsxdédge,
in terms ofpositionalconsciousness’s relation to its objects. (This ndadsseem to be
true of Husserl’s treatment.)
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Sartre thinks it won’t work. First of all, there is the fallacy just noted. But that is not
Sartre’s own objection. He argues that this theory fails for basically the same reasons
Kant’s position wouldn’t work. Both Kant and Husserl have the notion of a

Transcendental Ego thebnstitutests objects — including the whotsbjectiveworld. If

my Transcendental Ego constitutes a world that contains a reference to other
Transcendental Ego’s, it must itself have built in that reference to other Transcendental
Egos. But then we are back to Kant’s problem. The Transcendental Ego constitutes things
only from its own point of view. It could never constitute a world that contains references
to other points of view thabn principleit could never share.

Furthermore, Husserl definbgingin terms oknowledgeas we have seen. He is an
idealist. Recall the “Introduction” t@eing and Nothingnesahere Sartre describes how
Husserl defines thieeingof a thing (for example, the perceived cube) in terms of an
infinite seriesof phenomena, given and promised. It is all done in terrph@iomena—
that is, in terms of objects pbsitionalconsciousness. Positional consciousness is
primary.

Thus, a Transcendental Ego that belongs to someone else ama phidciple cannot be
a phenomenon fane,cannot by rights be leeingfor me. (I am not sure whether this
same problem arises for Husserl in connection migrownTranscendental Ego. This is
because | am not sure exactly how Husserl regaftiction)

Husserl, therefore, cannot escape solipsism any more than Kant or Descartes could.

Hegel

Hegel, on the other hand, makes some progress on this question, which is why Sartre
treats himafter Husserl even though that is out of chronological order.

For Hegel, the Other is needed not just for the constitution of “the World,” but for the
make-up otconsciousnesiself.

When | am conscious of myself, | am conscious of mysaibashe Otherl am meand
not you.lt is only in terms of the Other that | am conscious of who | am — nanmaly,
them.l only really get a grasp on who | am by knowing who ot

Furthermore, and this is where Hegel makes progress over Husserl, thigist aot
matter ofknowledgdor Hegel, it is also a matter bging It's not just that | come to
knowwho | am by contrasting myself with others; that's how | conteeteho | am.

My relation to others is thus a kindiaternal negation. I, insofar as | know myself, am
profoundly affected by mgot being anybody elsé;is whatmakes me up

Throughout this entire discussion, Sartre is almost certainly thinking of the famous
Master/Slavegpassage from HegelBhe Phenomenology of Spirit.
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For Hegel, the most fundamental element of the Slave’s sense of himself is thadthe is
the master. This is how he comes to realize who he is. But that’s not all. listet
matter of how the Slave comeskitowwho he is; it is also a matter of how he comes to
bewho he is. That is, it is whatakes him a slave

This passage in Hegel is probably the most influential text in all philosophy since Kant. It
was the basis for Marx’s analysis of the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. It was the
foundation for Nietzsche’s own discussion of Master morality and Slave moralitein
Genealogy of MoralsAnd here we see it influencing Sartre.

Nevertheless, Sartre thinks it is wrong. The problem is that, despite Hegel’s disclaimers,
everything isstill really formulated in terms &nhowledgeDespite what he says, Hegel is
not really talking about how the Slave comebdahe Slave; he is not talking about what
kind of beingl am. He is talking about howkhowwho | am — but theTHINKS that
amounts to the same thing!

In short, Hegel is still proceeding at the leveteftection.He is talking aboupositional
consciousness of theelf. If we confuse th@on-positional consciousness we have of
ourselves (the kind of self-awareness that is whadneewith thereflective positional
consciousness we have of ourselves (the kind of self-awareness that is \whatwot
ourselves), then we willf coursethink that thigeflectionwill accurately and
exhaustively reveal what we reallye. And that isidealism

But if, with Sartre, we think reflectioaltersthe consciousnessflected onthen the
knowledgeve have of ourselves will not exhaustively tell us about the kimeioigswe
are.

Without going into the details of Sartre’s critique of Hegel here, we can nevertheless see
right away ssymptonthat Hegel has gone wrong. He is giving us an explanation of how
we knowwho we areAnd he begins with the claiham | — and no one else

That is,| am what | amand not what | am not.

But we know better by now: | anpt what | am, and &amwhat | am not.

Heidegger

Despite the fact that Sartre begins this section of the Chapter by saying that Husserl,
Hegel and Heidegger all retain tiskealistassumption that measures being by knowledge,
it becomes clear in his actual discussion thatis not his main criticism of Heidegger.

He thinks Heidegger hasritostlyright. Heidegger puts the whole thing in termgeing

not ofknowledge(He also thinks that in the end Heidegger is as idealistic as Kant was;
it's just that he doesnétart there.)

Heidegger begins with a kind définition: He says that human reality Basein= being-
in-the-world) isbeing-with(= Mitsein) The famous slogan iBasein ist MitseinThis is
the universal and necessary structure of hulehmg.
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Notice: We are talking abobkeinghere. There is nothing said ab&mbwledgeAnd to
that extent, he thinks Heidegger is on the right track.

But Sartre thinks Heidegger’'s account is altogethegtaweral.lt won't allow us to
account for théndividual factsof our relations with others. Of courgay theoretical
account is going to have to be in general terms; we just don’ttimaeéo fill in all the
details for every individual human being, even if we knew them allti2u's not Sartre’s
criticism. The point is rather that Sartre thinks Heidegger’s theory will positintlin

the wayof any such account, actuafiyeventit. (I must confess, I find this part of
Sartre’s discussion hard to see.)

But there’s more than that. On Sartre’s view, it igate fact— it is part of ourffacticity,
there is naufficient reasorfor it — that we encounter others in our experience. In short,
it is not a matter oflefinition; it is not anecessaryruth. It is acontingentfact. There
couldexist a human being without others, contrary to what Heidegger sayia. faat

that’s not the way it is. That fact iantingentfact, not anecessargtructure of human
reality.

So in a sense, the point Sartre is making here is another form of his insistegenénat
principlesare not explanatory devices. Even ikigenerally true (and it is) that human
existence is a communal existence, asein ist Mitseinthat’'s noexplanationof the
particular facts; they are ngtoundedin that general principle. On the contrary, it is just
the other way around: it lecauseall theparticular facts of individual human existences
are the way they are that theneralprinciple holds at all.

Summary

Let us summarize the results of this 8 3 of the chapter. For Sartre:

(2) We cannoprovethe existence of others, if by that we mean
grounding it orgeneralprinciples. This much is contrary to

Heidegger.

This does not of course mean we can’sheeof the existence of others; it’s just not a
matter ofproof. We canbe sure of it. In fact, Sartre thinks we carjust as sure of it as
we can be sure of owwnexistence. (And therefore the “problem of other minds” is
solved. Recall how the problem was originally framed as a problem digperity
between the certainty | can have of myself and the certainty | can have of others.)

We can besureof it in exactly the same wadgo — by thecogita. Thenon-positional,
pre-reflective awareness we have of ourselves is also (as a ma#tet, obt of
necessity, an awareness others
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This non-positional awareness is of course an awareness of what wet of what we
know.lIt is in this sense that Sartre thinks the problem of other minds is a problem of

being,not ofknowledge

(2) The fact that this is a matter mbn{positional awareness means
that the Other is not (at least not at first) given to me abpatt
— that would be a matter pbsitionalconsciousness. Our primary
relation to others is thus not onekmiowing,but ofbeing We
encountemthers; we do natonstitutethem. That would be a
matter ofpositionalconsciousness again.

This much is contrary to the idealism of Husserl and Hegel. In short, Husserl’'s whole
attempt inCartesian Meditation$o explain how weonstituteothers is hopeless. It's not
so much that it gives the wrong answer, but rathesks the wrong questiolt’s all put

as if the main question were how we ¢aowothers exist.

3) Our relations to others is amternal relation, not aexternalone.
It hasto be an internal relation if it is going to be a matter of our
beingrather than ouknowing

This much is contrary to Descartes and Kant.

The Look

In effect, what we now have at the end of § 3 of the Chapter is an outline of the
parameters any successful theory of other minds must fit. In § 4, Sartre begins to set out
his own theory.

This section, entitled “The Look” (pp. 340-400) is one of the most famous sections of the
book — probably second only to the chapter on “Bad Faith.”

In this section, Sartre gives a justly famous description (pp. 347—349) of a man peeping
through a keyhole into a room. To begin with, the man is totally “absorbed” by what he
sees in the room. He is on the non-reflective level. And he’s all alone; he’s not especially
aware of the presence of otlpgople.(If he’s watching othepeoplein the room, heis in

any event not really regarding them as ottwrsciousnessegs.

But now, all of a sudden, the man hears a footstep behind him, and he suddenly realizes
he’s beingvatched He's beercaught Suddenly the whole situati@mihangegadically for
him. He’s suddenly aware of himself as besegn!

The change, of course, is timw he’s aware of the presencesaimeone else- another
consciousnessyho is watching him. In short, the difference between the two situations,
before and after, isxactlythe difference between &vlatedconsciousness, all by itself,
and a consciousnessthe presence of others what Sartre callbeing-for-others
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(Note: This is not some third kind of being, in addition to being-in-itself and being-for-
itself. What Sartre is doing here is introducing a new element into his analysis of being-
for- itself. He remains dualist, not atriadist.)

Now it’s crucial to understand that when the man suddenly realizes he is being watched,
he doesot necessarily shift to theflectivelevel. No doubt he soowill move to the
reflective level, but what Sartre wants to focus on is that delicate maftenhe

realizes he is being watched Inafforehe begins to reflect.

Now, you might say, how can this be? We said the man realZebeing watched.
Doesn’t that realization involve a consciousnafsa situation in which he himself is a
component? And isn’t that thoefinition of reflection that we've been dealing with as
long ago agranscendence of the Egé®Pe we now going to tamper with our earlier
definition of reflection?

No, not at all. We retain the notion of reflection we have been using all along. There is
nothing funny going on there. In order to see vidigbing on, let us take another
example. This one is Sartre’s examplehsf man in the parkpp. 341-34%

This example is perhaps a little easier to see the point of, and moreover has as a kind of
fringe benefit the fact that it explains why it is so difficultdok someone in the eye
the staredown.

Suppose you are in a park, minding your own business. Everything is fine; there are no
special problems at the moment. A few paces off there is another person, sitting on a
bench reading a paper and minding his own business too.

Everything is normal. Everything is just as we have described it up till nB&ing and
NothingnessThewhole worldconstituted by your consciousness, including that other
human bodyis arranged toefer toa particular point of view —your point of view.
Everythingrefers toyou; everything is organized aroupou — the eye of the camera
that is always present but is negeenas a phenomenon on the screen.

In short, the whole situation is a matteryour phenomena, along with tipeomisesof
further phenomena that would alsoymirsif you did such and such. We are talking
aboutyour phenomena throughout.

But now, suddenly, that other man puts down the paper firmly, looks up and stares
directly into your eye. You are startled; you becamaervedWhy?

It's because all of a sudden the world comes on to you differently. There is something
threateningabout this man’s ominous stare.

It's not as though you’re afraid he’s going to attack you, or anything like that. Let’s
suppose the man is old and feeble, so that there’s no question of any physical danger in
the situation. Still, you continue to be unnerved by his stare. Why?

Well, Sartre says, it is not that he is threatening you with bodily harm. Rather, it's more
serious than that. He’stareatto the order and arrangement of your whole world.
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In the very fact of recognizing that thereaisother consciousnegehind those alien

eyes, you recognize that there is another point of view on things, a point of view that ON
PRINCIPLE you can never occupy. All of a sudden, the world comes on to you as
referringnot justto your point of view, but tanotherone too — t@mnother cameraThe
world is no longer just nicely ordered and arranged argoodt’s now arranged around

him.

Everything stays the same, of course. The trees are still the same color, the bench is still
there. And yet it profoundly differentAnd notice, there’s nothing here that&flective
yet.

Everything is still the same, and yet somethingdissolved.The world is nowhis world,
aforeignworld that no longer comes from you but frbim. For example, thealues
that appear in the world are suddehiyvalues — values that you can never get in a
position to see.

Furthermore, you suddenly recognize thatcan se¢hat peculiar vantage point thaiu
are. In other worldhe can see yo hat peculiarprivate point of view that iyyou—
which you yourself alwayare but can never accuratedge(the invisible camera) — can
now beseenby that other man.

Once again, this still doesn’t have toredlective.It's as if, in your movie, another movie
camera suddenly came up and stared into the leymuoimovie camera. You're still not
reflecting — that is, you still don’t sg@ur movie camera on the screen. But you are
very definitelyawareof being seen.

Does that other maapproveof what you are doing in the park? Is he secretly
condemning you? Does he find you ugly, awkward, out of place?

You can't tell'Your world is suddenly haunted by t©¢her’svalues, over which you
haveno control. There ignotherfreedom loose in the world, a freedom that does
violenceto your own.

You suddenly realize that the other person can see youdseat. That peculiar

vantage point that yooiccupybut can nevesee that point of view that yotry in bad

faith to turn into arinert object,an in-itself for you — th&thersucceed# seeing alll

that as an object. You caeversee yourself as others see you. The attempt to do so, the
attempt to see yourself as an object, is bad faith.

But the Other sees you as an object. Thus yotoaretherswhat you nevesucceedn
beingfor-yourself.And so you arexposegdyou arevulnerable

You try to benoble,let us say, you try to hgood But you nevemakeyourself noble or
good, just like that. You can newvgefineyourself in that way.

But theOthercan do ito you. Hedecideswvhether you are noble or goddie passes
judgment, projects his values on things — including you. He seessypou really are.

Am | funny?Only if he thinks | am. Am ugly? Only if he thinks | am.
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Now you might well ask: Who iseto define who | am? Why shoulhils evaluation of me
affect me like that? Why should | accéyig point of view?

Well, there’s no good answer to that, | suppose. But the poirnD®,accept his point of
view! | feel ashamedfor instance, oproud And of course, those feelings by their very
nature refer to others’ values.

At one point, Sartre says isihpossible to be ashamed aloAed he’s right! Of course,
it's possible to do something secretly that you’'re ashamed of. But that’s not what he is
denying. That feeling of shanadreadyputs you in touch with other people and their
values, even if they don’t happen to be right there on the spot.

Thus Irecognizemyself in the Other’s judgments of me — even though | maknmow

what they are. His judgments cut me to the core. Why should his judgments be able to
hurt me unless tecognizedmyself in them? And yet they atempletelybeyond my
control.

Note once again: All this goes on at pire-reflective level. | don't have to step back and
think about myselh order to be unsettled and threatened in this way. In fact, if | do step
back and reflect, thalisarmsthe situation. Wwithdrawfrom the other person’s look and
turn to reflection. Athat moment | might question his judgment, think he doesn’t really
know me, etc.

But, the fact remaingeforel reflected, Ifelt hislook, and | recognizechyselfthere —
not positionally (thatvould be reflection) but non-positionally.

Of course, as soon as we Sagn-positionally’,we’re talking about thbeingof
consciousness, not kmowledgeAnd this is a symptom of the very basic way in which
Sartre hagecastthe problem of other minds. For Sartre, the fundamental questloows:
do | come into contact witbther people? The questiomist how do | KNOW other
people existM's not an epistemological question at all; it's an ontological one.

For Sartre, the fundamental way | come into contact with other minds is kobWwng
they are out there, but by means of feelingshaimepride, etc.

All my life I aim at defining myself, at becominghat | am at being a definiten-itself.
(Remember the desire to be God, from the Chapter on “Bad Faith.”)

But all that is bad faith. dannotsucceed in it. | am foreveeparatedrom myself as |
am,the real me. It is a goal | cannot reach.

And yet the Other does it for me, whether | like it or not, at one stroke, by a single glance.
He makesmewhat | am Hedefinesme.

Yet, while that is surelynehe defines (fecognizemyself in his judgments, or else why
would they bother me), | am st§eparatedrom myself. That is, | have no control over
what he makes of me. | am still separated froyself as | am.
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| cantry to win the Other’s approval by being friendly, smiling a lot, behaving in ways |
think will win his approval. In other words, | can tryrt@mnipulatehis freedom to get him
to judge me in the way | would like.

But it’s still his freedom. Hamayapprove of my efforts, or he may regard them all as
sycophantic, sneaky ways of trying to win his approval. | can’t control which of these
alternatives he will choose.

This is still a very difficult theory to come to terms with. Let’s try to get a better handle
on it by returning to a problem we discussed a short while\@gg:should the Other
succeed where | fail?vhy should the Other’s “Lookdefineme any more than my own
estimation of myself can succeed in defining me?

The situation here isvsery complex one, and threatens to dissolve into one of two
oversimplified cases. We might want to say one of the follownoge(Neitherof these is
correct, as we shall see):

(1) The Other’s viewing me as an “object” igligtortion, much like
the distortion that appearsimpure reflectionlt’s the kind of
distortion that inevitably occurs whenever we tryttimk about a
for-itself. We discussed this when we were talking about
Transcendence of the Edbis what Sartre meant when he said
“Man is always a wizard to man.” The Other, by viewing me as an
“object” that is nevertheless conscious, is viewing me as a kind of
magicalobject, and that of course is wrong.

On the contrary (we might go on), the fact of the matter is ttethotbedefinedby the
Other’s look in this way. | am a story that is still being told, and the attempt to judge the
story before it is finished is just premature. There is nothing yet to define.

In short, this response holds that the view of the for-itself that we have been talking about
up to nowss still correct, and the Other is simply in error if he thinks he can pin me down
and define me so easily.

Or we could say:

(2) It is just the other way around. The Other does have a kind of
authoritywhen it comes to defining me, to deciding what kind of
person | am. And this is for the reason we gave a while ago: |
recognize myself his judgments of me — whatever they are.
Theystick!

But remember (this second response goes on), we are not talkingefteetionhere.

So myrecognitionof myself in the Other’s judgments is not a matter of hdwink of
myself. The recognition isot a matter opositionalawareness of myself in reflection. It
is a matter ohon-ositional awareness — that is, it is a matter not of what | Kmavof
what lam.
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We’'ve said all this many time beforBut notice what it means here. To say that the
Other’s judgments can affect whadrhin this way is just to say thBge’s right

In that case, it would seem to follow that the picture of the for-itself we have developed
up to now inBeing and Nothingnesswrong.| do have a definition after all. | amot an
uncompleted project.

Those are two kinds of theories we are perhaps tempted to adopt. But neither of them is
correct, according to Sartre. The problem is biwdh theories assume that each point of
view excludeghe other one — the view that the for-itself has no definition is
incompatiblewith the view of the for-itself as defined by tB¢her.

For Sartre, the fact is that neither of these two points of view excludes the other one.
Both are correct, and both must be taken into account.

What we have here is what Sartre cafimatastable” situation. Recall the notion of a
“metastable” situation from the chapter on “Bad Faith.” A “metastable” situation is one
that combines two polar opposites inuarsettledvay so that they keep threatening to fly
apart.

Bad faith itself was a “metastable” enterprise. Now we believe, now we don't — because
we aremakingourselves believe. Here, in the discussion of other minds, is another
“metastable” notion: how properly to think of the kind of being the for-itself is.

A metastable situation combines opposites. d¢bistradictory.But it is not like the
contradictory combinations we get in the notion of God, for instance, or of the
unconscious, or of the Transcendental Ego, or of the “magical.” Those combinations are
not justcontradictorybutimpossibleand cannot exist. (How do we tell th&rletic
abstractionshows us that things just cannot go together like that.)

But metastable situations do exist. Bad faittessl, contradictory or not. And so is this
complex situation with other minds.

You may ask, couldn’t | bmistakerabout all this? And the answer is: Yes of course, if
by that you mean you carptovethe existence of others. But you might as well say you
could be mistaken aboubur ownexistence. You can't prove that either. If ytoied to
prove it, you would have to resort to the reflective level, in which case what you are
talking about will be some distortedbstitutefor what you thought you were proving.
But that doesn’t mean that maybe yamn't exist! It just means that the certainty of your
own existence is not the kind of certainty you paove;it's the kind of certainty you

are. (I'll have a little more to say about that claim in a moment.)

So too with other people. | can faite mistaken about what other people think of me;
we get that sort of thing wrong all the time. And | can even be mistakenwaberd
those other consciousnesses are located.

Sartre talks about soldiers crawling up a hill toward a farmhouse. They don’'t know
whether it's occupied or not; it may be totally empty. But teyfthe presence of
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others. Those windows are likges.They are just as threatening, just as unnerving as the
man’s stare in the park.

Of coursethey can be mistaken about that. For that matter, perhaps the farmhouse is
occupied by their allies, and there’s been a horrible confusion. But that's not the point.
The point is not to identifwherethose other consciousnesses are, or whether they are
my friends or my enemies (to identify thealueswith respect to me). All those are
guestions oknowledgeBut even if | get all that wrong, the fact remainam quite

certain | am not alone in the worlénd, just like the certainty of my own existence, this
certainty is not something | c@move;it’s a certainty lam (Again, I'll say more about

this in a moment.)

In short, mybeingas a for-itself is not just d@solatedbeing; it is asocialbeing. | am
aware of that non-positionally, just as | am aware of myself non-positionally in all the
other respects we have discussed in this coursesatial being of mine is not a
necessangtructure. kould have existed even if no one else did. (This is contrary to
Heidegger, recall.) But as a matter of quite certain fact, that's not the way it is.

Now of course this whole situation is complicated still further by the fact that, while the
Other is looking at me, | am looking at him! The situatiomigrored from the other side.

What we are going to see here is anothery importantinstance of Sartre’s general
tendency to see things stiark alternatives.

We’'ve run into this several times before:

(1)  The in-itself and the for-itself. Those are trdy two regions of
reality. There is no compromise, no middle ground. That would be
God.

(2)  The “deterministic” world and the “magical” world in Sartre’s
discussion of the emotions. You are always in the one mode or the
other, never both.

3) In his bookWhat Is Literature{we have not talked about this),
Sartre sharply distinguishes poetry from prose. All writing is either
the one or the other. There is no borderline case.

4) In fact, even the “metastable” notions we’ve just been talking
about show this tendency toward stark alternatives. They all
combinesharp contradictoriesBut there is no middle of the road,
no reconciliation.

Well, here is another such stark alternative in Sartre’s theory:

(1) | caneitherregard the Other as aibject as one special object
among many imyworld. In that case, | am safe; | keep control of
the situation, and the Other’s threat is disarmed. Or
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(2) | can regard him assabject,as a consciousness defining me by his
look. In that case,lbsecontrol of the situation; become an
object for him. My being-for-itself becomesaing-for-him— a
being-for-others.

For Sartre, at any given moment | can be adopting the one or the other attitude toward the
Other. But | camevercombine them.

In short, there is &ension,a struggle between us. There is, so to spestaradown
Which one of us is going to be the one to define the world?

The one who turns his eye away first loses the contest. He has yielded. He becomes an
object.

This little “eyeball to eyeball” confrontation is a miniature of interpersonal relations in
general. My relations with other people afteof the nature of gtaredown

Evenloveis just a particularly devious form of this vicious struggle, just as the attempt to
besincereis a particularly insidious form of bad faith, as we saw in Part I, Ch. 2

At the end of his excellent playo Exit,Sartre has the famous line “Hell is other people.”
This is not a throwaway line. Heeanst!

It is perhaps worth recalling here once again Hegel's analysis of the Master and the Slave
in The Phenomenology of Spiritmentioned this before as a very influential passage on
Sartre. Here we see that influence quite clearly.

Before we go on, let me turn back to a point | made a moment ago. | said that, for Sartre,
we cannoprovethe existence of others. That is tifi®y “proving” it we mean

“grounding” is somehow on a kind of universal and necegsamgiple. For Sartre, other
minds do exist, and we can be quiteethey exist. But they donfiecessarilyexist. On

the contrary, the existence of others is a thorougbhtingentfact. Solipsism is perfectly
possible for Sartre. It just isn'true, and we can be quitertainit isn’t true. But itmight

have been true.

Furthermore, Others don't existcauseof some general law of principle — for example,
Heidegger'®Dasein ist MitseinOn the contrary, it’s just the other way around,; it's only
because of the quitontingentfact that other for-itselfs exist that it's true in general
(although nonecessarily thatDasein ist Mitsein.

It's in that sense, then, that we canpobvethe existence of others. Bubte It in no

way follows from this that we cannptovethe existence of others if by that we mean a
perfectly sound and persuasive argument for it on the basis of true (altmugigently
true) and certain premises.

Now, you may object on the basis of what | said earlier: To make it a mapteyafiike
this is to make it a matter &howledgejsn't it, a matter opositionalconsciousness?
And | thought you said our relation to othersias primarily one of knowledge but of
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being.Answer: That's true. It's ngirimarily one of knowledge but of being, but that
doesn’t mean we can’t thgo onto knowit too.

So let me now try to give you a Sartrgapnof of the existence of others. As good
phenomenologists, of course, we shouldn’tddging on arguments and proofs. But
we're not doing that.

All right, here we go:

Go back and recall Sartre’s objection against the “idealistic” theory we associated with
Kant. (The association with Kant is really just my bookkeeping device to distinguish
“idealism” in the sense of § 2 of the chapter, “The Reef of Solipsism,” from “idealism” in
the sense of 3 of the chapter, “Husserl, Hegel, Heidegger.” Sartre himself doesn’t link this
up with Kant explicitly. In § 2, it was a matter of putting the problem in terms of
constitutingothers; in 8 3 it was rather a matter of measuring being by knowledge. There
was some overlap, to be sure.)

In any case, the problem for “idealism” in § 2 was: How can consciousness — whether
presided over by a Transcendental Ego or natonstitutea world with other people in

it? Everything a consciousness constitutesasitably constituted from “its own point of
view”; there is no other way to do it. But of course, a world with ople@plein it is a

world that involvesther points of view. How can consciousness project on the screen
anyreferencego any other film but its own, to any other vantage points but the eye of its
own camera? And the point of Sartre’s objection is st can’t do thatThis step of the
argument seems to banacessarypremise, on Sartre’s theory.

Now think about the example of the man at the keyhole, or the main in the park. In those
cases, or in cases stiameor pride, the world we experience nevertheldsgsinclude

those references to others. That's the whole point of those examples: in actual fact, our
world doescontain these references to alien points of view. This stepartangent

premise, but one each of us can verify for himself or herself.

How did those references get there in my world? How did my world come to include
thoseunguaranteednduntestablgoromises to otherdidn’t put them there (that's
premise 1). And they surebre there (that's premise Zyherefore Someone else put
them there.

That's the argumenAll structure comes from the constituting activity of consciousness.
But there’ssomestructure in my world thdtcan’t constitute; therefore, some other
consciousness must constitute it.

So stated, the argument seems ironclad.
Now let me make a few other observations.

First of all, notice the sense in which thisiat a matter opositionalconsciousness of

the other. Take the case of the man at the keyhole first. In the first instance, before the
man begins to react, he daest experience another consciousness. What he experiences
is apromiseof, areferenceto, another consciousness. He doesn’t even experience a
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profile of, anAbschattungf, another consciousness, in the way I, for example,

experience a profile dkbschattungf the cube. In the case of the cube, | percpare

of the whole, and the references and promises are to the remainder. In the case of another
consciousness, | don’t experienuart of that consciousness, together with a reference

and promise to the remainder. | experietieeworld,together with references and

promises to something that is metthe world at all, but — like me — is an onlooker, a
witness.

Now you say: but what about the case of the man in the park? There, at least, when the
man looks up and stares me in the eyggehim as an object giositionalconsciousness.

But not necessarily. What | see is a world that refers to another consciousness. A
conspicuous part of that world at the moment is this other organism, this other body. And
| take itthat the other consciousnesgosatedin that body.

But for Sartre, that’s too quick. While | can be absolutely sure there is another
consciousness besides my own loose in the world, and perhaps more than oneyécan
be suravherethey are. Recall the example of the soldiers crawling up the hill toward a
house.

The point is: When | suddenly experience the world as referritantither point of

view” than my own, | don’t simply mean anotlspatial point of view. After all, the
argument against “Kantian” idealism rested on there being references to points of view |
cannever on principle make my owBut of course differergpatial points of view aren’t

like that. | can always justalk over therego up to the farmhouse and look out those
windows,move the cameragtc.

Rather, we’re talking about a mudbher notion of “point of view” that involves things |
canneverhave access to: youalues,yourhopesyour deepesntentions.In short, what
Sartre sometimes calls ydlinteriority.”

Concrete Relations with Others

Let’s go on. I've already given you Sartre’s line, “Hell is other people.” That is, our
fundamental relations with others are always relatiom®noflict. It is a question of who
is ultimately going to “control” the “perspectives” in the world, you or me.

Furthermore, this struggle (as you might expect by now) is one nieathg ever wins.
Defeat lies in victory, in much the same way thelief never reallysucceedn
believing.

Let's look at this more closelyhycan’t anyone ever really win the staredown, the
conflict in interpersonal relations?

This brings us téart Ill, Ch. 3: “Concrete Relations with Others.”
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The struggle can never really be won because each side wants contradictory things. Take
myside, for instance. What do | really want out of my encounter with you? Iltwant
things, and | will never have them both:

(2) On the one handwantwhat only the Other can give me. The
Other is the only one who can tell me who | am, what | am. Hegel
was right here (although for the wrong reasons, as we discussed
earlier).

The Other is the only one who can take the point of view on me that | would like to take
on myself, but cannot. He is the only one vgees me as | am.

And that is something | very much wantgreservel need higecognition | want him to
tell me “Yes, you really are the kind of person you have been aiming at being all along.”
“You're OK.”

And this is not some trivial, short-term benefit we are talking about. The kind of
reassurancethe kind of ultimatgustification (in almost the theological sense) we are
talking about here is the mgstofoundvalue in my whole world. It is the whole goal of
my life, of my striving to be God. And the Other person is the only one whim cary
sensagive it to me. (Of course, even the Other cannot give it to me in any ultimately
satisfactory way. | wilheverreach that goal.)

So Ineedthe Other’s recognition. In a sense, we use other peoplmiikers; they tell
us what we look like.

In No Exit,the three characters wake up in hell. And hell is a drawing room. One of the
significant features of the room is thiagére are no mirrorsn it. At one point in the play,

one of the two women asks the other “Is my lipstick on straight?” In the context of the
play, it is a tense moment. Sheedshe other woman to tell her she looks all right. Will

the other woman tell her the truth? Will she even answer the question? There’s no way to
control that. Yet thatecognitionis not something you can just do without.

What this means is that in my struggle with the Other, | could not win biillist the

Other. In the case of the man in the park, | cannot just club the poor man to death. That
would remove hishreat,to be sure. But | would also lose what he has to offer me. And
that's something | want very much. | would lose am}y chance at getting the most
important thing in my life.

So, on the one handwantthe Other to be a consciousness that can give me that
recognition.And of course he can’t be a consciousness without lheseg

So one part of what | want from him requires that the Othérdee
(2) And yet, while | want what the Other can give me, | don’'t want

him to befreeto give it or to refuse it. want to be in control. His
freedom is dghreatto mine, as we saw with the man in the park. So
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what | try to do is treservehis freedom, butaptureit, ensnare
it. | try to makethe Other view me as | want to be viewed.

Again, this is not some idle wish. Itfisndamentallymportant to me. | not only want him
to judge me; vant the whole thing to come out rigfitiis is myonechance. So | want
to make surat turns out the right way. | don’t want him to fvsee to do it some other
way.

So | want incompatible things. | want the Other to liea CONSCIOUSNESS since
only then can he take that objective view of me. But | don’t want him toHREE
consciousnes$.want to rule his freedom.

This is why the struggle cannot ever be finally won. And yet it inevitablestruggle.

For Sartre, there ate/o basic ways in which this social drama is played out, two
fundamental patterns, although the details of course are as varied as people are. (Note:
Once again, we find Sartre’s tendency to think in terms of rigid dichotomies, stark
alternatives.)

(2) First way: | can try to get the Othigeely to denyhis own
freedom. This is futile, of course, since by denying it he would be
exercising it. Or

(2) Second way: | can try force the Other to affirnis own
freedom. But this is futile too, since if hef@gced,he isn't free.

Note: It is perhaps appropriate to recall here the analysis of the notiistariceSartre

gave in Part I, Ch. 1. Thaistancebetween Bloomington and Indianapolis, for example,
could be thought of as the positive rogminatedby the two cities at either end. Or we
could think of the two cities as the positive things here, and the road as what negatively
keeps them aparThis kind of Gestalt flip-flop situation is very much like the kind of

thing we see here in the two possible patterns of our relations with others.

In each case, | am aiming at the Other &ig@aconsciousness capableretognizing
what | want him to recognize in me, aaldo as arunfree thing(an object), subject tmy
freedom. Of course, such a thing would Heraitself (since it is a consciousness) and
also ann-itself (since it is not free).

We've seen that kind of combination before. In the end, what | want the Other to be is
God.And what | want from him isedemption justification

The two approaches aaéike in that each gives with the one hand what it takes away
with the other. Theliffer in that what the one way starts wifith and ends ugenying
the other way starts offithoutand ends upffirming.

This is still all very general, of course. Let’'s descend to some particular cases. The general
patterns above are played out in an infinite variety of ways.
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Examples of the First Approach

Take the first approach (getting the Otfreely to denyis own freedom). Sartre
describes how this may take the formhatred,sadism even (curiously) oindifference
towards others.

In all these cases | try tmpturethe Other’s freedom by thdrect approach, by brute
force. (Don’t object thafiorce was characteristic of theecondpattern, not the first.
Watch how it works out.) reat the other person as an object. | abuse him, humiliate
him, torture him if I can. All of which is a way of making the Other “just” an object for
me. | treat him as thing to be manipulated, subject to my whim.

On the other hand, it is not enough feeto treat him that way. | must try to d@tn to
treat himself that way too. It is not enough iegto humiliate the Other; he must
humiliate himself.

Take the extreme case of torture or sadism. Sartre was especially interested in this, since
during the War he was concerned with the question of how long one could hold out under
torture.

| am a sadistic tyrant, let's say, who torture my enemies in order to establish my power
and authority. It's not a question of gettiimjjormationout of them; it's a question of
provingwho's bosslf they resist, I'll just torture them all the more. I'll make them
change their minds! I'iforce them to recognize who they’re dealing with.

But that is the keyTheyhave to change their minds, to make a decision. They have to
recognizemy superior authority. The choice is theirs — otherwise, it's not really good
enough. They arFeeto withhold their recognition.

It is not enough for me to force my subjects to bow and grovel and all that. That’s only a
matter ofexternals.That is jusshow They must genuinely give mecognition And that
recognition is what | cannot compel.

When the poor man being tortured looks up and looks his torturer in the eye, the torturer
fails. He hasot succeeded in capturing that freedom after all.

Even if the tortured man “breaks” addesrecognize me the way | want him to, he
breaks becaud®e chose that moment not to endure any longer. It wamgohoice He
must freely deny his own freedom — which is hopeless.

Notice how, when you think about this situation, it continually threatens to dissolve into
an example of theecondpattern, of trying tdorce the Other taffirm his freedom. You

can look at the situation according to the one pattern, and then, just by a little shift of
mental focus, see it as exhibiting the other pattern. Once again, this is very much like the
earlier analysis aflistance and shows that we are dealing with one of those “metastable”
notions.
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The case oindifferencetowards others is only slightly more complicated. If | adopt an
attitude of indifference toward other people, | don’t care about them; they are just
objects;they don't get in my way.

But indifference is nevaeally indifference, just as belief is never really belief.
Indifference is gposturewe adopt, the posture of not caring what others think of us. But
of course the very fact that we take such gcea¢ to adopt the attitude of indifference
betrays us. We are so careful and studious about it because we care very much what
others think of us. We want them to think of usraifferent,as “invulnerable” to their
“Look,” to their judgments.

But of course that won't work. What if one of them doesn’t think of me as so
invulnerable after all? What if one of them finds himself in a jam and comes to me to ask
for my help? What if he says, “Spade puts on a hard exterior, but | don’t care. I'm going
to ask anyway.” He refuses to recognize mmedsdferent.

On the other hand, suppose he accepts my indifference. Suppose he says, “Spade’s such a
crusty old crank, he doesn’t care about anyone. I'll go ask someone else for help.”

That'shis decision. | can’t compel it. If he wants to think of himself as a mere object in
his relation to me, that’s fine. But | cannot force him. He nnegtly deny his status as a
“subject” for me, andllow himself to be just anbjectthat doesn’t matter to me.

Examples of the Second Approach

On the other hand, let’s look at the second pattern (where | fioydethe Other to
affirm his own freedom). Again, these examples can all dissolve into examples of the
other pattern, if you look at them the right way.

This second pattern may take the forms, for instana@agbchisnand (curiously) of
love.

On this approach, | play the game just the opposite. Instead of trying to demean the
Other, make an object of him (althougfree objectas though that were possible), |
now try to demeamyself,andforce the other person to adopt toward me the attitude
that] am a mere object. | try force him tochooseto view me in that way. That of
course would be forced choicewhich is impossible all over again.

For instance, take the case of masochism. In masochism, hiysatfas an object. |
allow myself to be humiliated and abused. But, in order to succeed, the Other has to
humiliate and abuse me. And suppose he doesn’t want to! | want him to assert his
freedom over me; in fact, | want tmakehim assert his freedom. But of course if | really
could make him do that, he wouldn’t be free and it wouldn’t work.

Take also the interesting case of love. John loves Mary, let's say. He loves her so much
that he is willing to anything for her. He is willing to obey her slightest command. In short,
he is willing to be her slave, to be justasjectfor her.
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But Mary has other ideas. She’s not particularly interested in John. She notices him, and
all that. (She can hardhot notice him; John sees to that.) But she doesn’t care to have
John jump at her slightest whim. His slavishness, his politeness, his attentions — all that
offends her. It's just too much! In short, John carfoote her to play along with his

game.

But he tries. He gives her gifts, he slips anonymous love notes under her door at night
(taking care that his handwriting gives him away). He serenades her under her balcony at
night. He calls her up. In short, he is tryindrtgposehimself on her consciousness, to
become thenost importanthing in her world. He is trying to force herr@cognizehim.

What will happen? Well, Mary is free; she may adopt any one of a number of attitudes
toward John. She may be completely put off by all this fuss. If so, John fails.

She may decide this is a pretty good deal, and take John for all he is worth. She may take
advantage of his masochism. But if she does, thadrifree choice. John has not forced
her, and that is what he wanted.

Or worse(and this is a variation), she may decide she thinks all John’s protestations of
love are very sweet, and that John himself is just cute as a button, and fall in love with
him. Then what happens? Thghe out of love, is willing to do anything fdohn to

obey his slightest command, to see to his slightest whim.

In that case, John’s whole plan heckfired.John wagrying to force Mary to assert her
freedom over him; he tried this by playing the role of a mere object — he is so
“unworthy,” and all that. But instead, Mary ends up adopting the role of a mere object
with respect tdim.

Sartre thinks all human interrelations are just so many variations on these two basic
themes. It is a hopeless situation, a struggle without any possible resolution. As he says at
the end of the book, “Man is a useless passion.”

Existential Psychoanalysis

Let us skip ahead now to Part IV, Ch. 2, § 1: “Existential Psychoanalysis.” The rest of
Part IV is excellent, but you should now be in a position to read it on your own.

Sartre thinks his theory of consciousness, as develoeinig and Nothingnesbas

certain obvious implications for psychotherapy. And so, toward the end of his book, he
sketches theory of “Existential Psychoanalysis.” It is important to recognize that this is
only asketch Sartre certainly had no clinical training, and doesn’t pretend to be filling
out a complete theory here. As he says, existential psychoanalysis is still awaiting its
Freud.

In this section, we get — once again — Sartre’s explicitly contrasting his own theory of
the mind with Freud’s. We have seen this alreadyramscendence of the Ego,the
chapter on “Bad Faith,” and ithe Emotions.
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Sartre thinks a great deal of traditional psychology, and most of standard Freudian
psychoanalytic theory, is subject to a fundamental methodological critithssg.try to
understand the individual in terms of general principksd Sartre thinks this is wrong.

This is part of Sartre’s overall reaction against what you might call “essentialism” or
“universalism,” which | pointed out very early in this course. It is part of his reaction
against Hegel's explaining the concrete in terms of the abstract and the general, against
Husserl'suseof the eidetic reduction (although Sartre does not reject the eidetic
reduction itself) and his emphasis on universal essences. One of the main themes of
Sartre’s version of existentialism (and lots of others too) ieversethe traditional

ordering of general to particular, and to exalt the individual.

Sartre thinks this traditional mistake can be illustrated by rb@mgyraphieswritten from
a psychological viewpoint. He quotes from a biography of Flaubert (p. 713 — we
discussed this passage earlier, but I'll quote it again anyway):

... A critic, for example, wishing to explain the “psychology” of Flaubert,
will write that he “appeared in his early youth to know as his normal state,
a continual exaltation resulting from the twofold feeling of his grandiose
ambition and his invincible power.. The effervescence of his young

blood waghenturned into literary passion as happens about the
eighteenth year in precocious souls who find in the energy of style or the
intensities of fiction some way of escaping from the need of violent action
or of intense feeling, which torments them.

There are two problems with this for Sartre:

(2) It reduces Flaubert to the intersection of general principles (“as
happens about the eighteenth year”). It misses all the uniqueness of
Flaubert.

As Sartre says (p. 714):

Why did ambition and the feeling of his power produce in Flaubert
exaltationrather than tranquil waiting or gloomy impatience? Why did this
exaltation express itself specifically in the need to act violently and feel
intensely? Or rather why does this need make a sudden appearance by
spontaneous generation at the end of the paragraph? And why does this
need instead of seeking to appease itself in acts of violence, by amorous
adventures, or in debauch, choose precisely to satisfy itself symbolically?
And why does Flaubert turn to writing rather than to painting or music for
this symbolic satisfaction; he could just as well not resort to the artistic
field at all (there is also mysticism, for example). “I could have been a
great actor,” wrote Flaubert somewhere. Why did he not try to be one? In
a word, we have understood nothing
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You cannot exhaust the individual by generalities in this way. We have seen this point
before. But there is a second criticism too:

(2) This approach has to stopaabitrary “givens.”

What does this mean? Well, let us take an example (one Sartre himself uses). Pierre wants
to go rowing this afternoon, on this particular stream.v@uwt?This is the fact we are
trying to explain. Here we go, then:

He wants to go rowing this afternoon on this stream, because he is in general fond of
rowing; it's one of his favorite sports. But why does he like rowing? Because he likes
open air sports in general. And why is that? Because he likes to be outdoors under any
circumstances. And on and on.

Here the particular is supposed to be explained in terms of the general. But where do we
stop? We keep adding more and broader categories and principles to the story. If we
neverstop, if each step of the explanation is to be explained further by a higher, even
more general step, then we have obviously not succeeded in finally explaining Pierre’s
present desire to go rowing on this stream this afternoon. Each step just delays the final
explanation to the next step.

On the other hand, if weo stop at some point — say, at the point of Pierre’s liking to be
outdoors under any circumstances — and say “Tieigeis the end of the story, there is
no further explanation to be had,” thehy stop thereWhy not go one step further? The
explanation, as it stands, leaves this fact as jbette given.

Of course Sartre agrees that we are in the end going to have tosoeiptings as just

brute givens like this. Recall his slogan “Beigfthat affirmed a violation of the

Principle of Sufficient Reason. So his criticism here is not that we have a brute given, but
that the brute given is arbitrary one.

For Sartre, we should accept as a “brute given” only what risadlyrute given. That is,

we should stop our attempts at explaining further and further only when we have reached
a point where the question “Why sttifererather than somewhere else?” is no longer an
appropriate question.

For Sartre, this brute, irreducible fact cannot be found in general explanatory principles
but rather in what he calls the individuatgginal project.And what is that? The
original project is what the individual is fundamentally trying to make of himself.

The original project is Sartre’s answer to Freud’s notionadraplex L et us look more
carefully.

Sartre thinks classical Freudian analysis is not entirely in agreement with itself. The
clinical practiceis fine. Sartre has no quarrel with Freudmactice Freud, after all,

could actually cure people, and there’s no denying that. But, for Sartre, the Freudians’
theoryof what they are doing is wrong. Of course this means that Sartre thinks the
Freudiantheorydoesn't reallyfit its ownpractice
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We can perhaps see the point by asking why the psychoanalytic pageisthe analyst.
Why can’t the patient cure himself? (At least not usually. Freud, after all, psychoanalyzed
himself.) What is the psychoanalyst trying to do?

Well, the Freudiansaythey are trying tdring to consciousnesbe deep-seated
complex responsible for the patient’s behavior, so he can understand it and deal with it.

Sartre, of course, thinks that whatever thigiia the patient’'s mind ialreadyconscious,
even if only non-positionally. Theis no unconscious in the Freudian sense. There is
nothing unconscious about consciousness.

(You may want to refer back to our discussiofT & Emotiongo review how the
Sartrean distinction between positional and non-positional consciousnesfust the
same thing as the Freudian distinction between conscious and unconscious. The
difference between Sartre and Freud hermtgust terminological.)

Furthermore, Sartre continues, the patient might &memwwhat the particular fact is that

is involved — what is going on, as the Freudians would put it, in the “unconscious.” The
patient might very weknowthis in the sense that he is already consaidutsin a

positional way, that he has made whatever it iskdactof consciousnesseflectedon

it. After all, for Sartreany act of consciousness can be reflected on. There is nothing
especially difficult about reflection, and we certainly don’t need an analyst to help us
here.

For example, | might know quite well that certain actions of mine are motivated, say, by a
self-destructive urge. That'’s just a matter of reflection. | mightvagtt to face that fact

about myself, since it may be unpleasant. But there’s nothing espéardigbout doing

it.

But what the patientannotdo by himself — and what he typically needs the help of a
trained analyst for — is tknowwhat it is that is motivating him, in the sens&rdwing
themeaningof the conscious act on which he is reflecting. He doesn’t know how to
decipher itsignification,to use the terminology dthe Emotionslt’s like not knowing

how to read the perceived cube we have discussed so many times. It’s like not being sure
what you should think of as “promised” and what not.

For example, | may realize that some particular action of mine is motivated by a self-
destructive urge. Bwhy is that there®hat does it mean for what | am likely to do
tomorrow? Is there a common thread between this self-destructive urge and certain
moments of profound joy | experience, for instance? That kind of “reading the runes” is
what the patient needs the analyst’s help for.

This meaningor signification thewholeof which my self-destructive urge is but one
facet, one profile, is the Sartrean analogue of the Freudian “complex.”

And it is what Sartre calls the “original project.” The original project is the ultimate
project or goal that is the transcendemaningof all the patient’s acts, the original plan
that amounts to what the perssrirying to make of himseRecall Sartre’s famous
phrase from “Existentialism Is A Humanisnilan makes himself.”
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The “original project” amounts to something like the old theological notigmafidence
— God’s plan for me. But, on Sartre’s theory, this plan does not come fron Godt;
And it is notfixed.l can change it (although that is as rare as what we call a religious
“conversion” experience).

Just as the whole cube is “signified,” “meant,” “promised” in each perspective view, so
too the original project is “signified,” “meant,” “promised” in each action of mine.

Psychoanalysis, then, aims at something a likkeaneidetic abstraction— but not
exactly.It is like an eidetic abstraction in that it is the “meaning” of all the profiles, all the
perspectives. But it isot like eidetic abstraction in that is not just a mattegeeral
principles.lt is veryparticular: The question is “What ainup to?”

So this is what the patient needs the analyst to help him withurdi@rstanchis original
project. How is this done in practice? Well, the way to do it, Sartre says, seems to be a
matter ofcomparingthe various particular bits of behavior — your dreams, your day to
day actions, recollections from your childhood, etc. — and to tdetipherthe

meaning, to see what they are all “saying.” In shortptkeéhodis very much the same as
the way we come to understand the cub&ntmwit — namely, to walk around it, to

touch it, to get as many “profiles” on it as you can. The whole thing is very tentative and
provisional, to be sure; it's more an “art” than a “science.”

Of course, this sounds very much like what the Freudians do, witHrdeiassociation,
interpretations of dreamtc. But, we said earlier, Sartre has no quarrel with Freudian
techniquelt’s theirtheorythat is wrong.

There ardwo lines of criticism Sartre raises at this point:

Q) The Freudians think theeaningof a particular action can be
deciphered according to more or Ié§ggdrules, a kind o€ode

Certain objects are phallic symbols. Certain characters are “really” your mother, even
though she doesn’t look anything like her. And so on. The Freudians do this sort of thing
because they have a theory of behavior that is basgallyal.For them, as we saw in

the discussion ofhe Emotionshehavior (including the actuabnsciousacts of

awareness) isausedy things going on in the unconscious region of the mind. And
causality, of course, operates according to certdes. That is whascienceis all about.

For Sartre, on the contrary, marfrige. And this means theigre no set rules of
interpretation. You can’t decipher the meaning or signification of a bit of behavior by
looking it up in some kind of Freudiaymboibook.

All this means, of course, that psychotherapy for Sartre is much maré thian a
scienceYou have to play it by ear. Of course practice that is exactly what the
Freudian does too. It's just that bireeorysays otherwise.

(2) The Freudians think that what Sartre calls the “original project,”
and what they call the “complex,” #ways the samim the end.
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Although the details may vary from person to person, depending on
the particular circumstances of the case, the $angamental
principlesare operating in every case. It is always a matter of the
Id’s striving to satisfy itself. Or rather it iscemplexburied in the

Id and ultimately to be explained in terms of Id drives.

For Sartre, this misses the irreducibléquenes®f each person. Such an approach tries
to explain the individual in universal terms; after all, the Id Rleasure Principleis the
same for everyone.

And now, people, things get difficult. Listen hard.

Sartre too thinks that each original project fits a general pattern. But the general pattern
on Sartre’s theory does not provideexplanation.This general pattern is what Sartre
calls thehuman conditionn “Existentialism Is A Humanism.”

For Sartre, each individual project is fundamentally a pragebe.What | am aiming at
ultimately isreally to be that is, to be, whole and entire, in #tablemanner of ain-
itself. | want to beconsciousof course. But | don’t want any of thigk, any of the
responsibility,any of thencompletenesef the for-itself. What | ultimately want, what |
am ultimately aiming at, is a combination of the in-itself and the for-itself. My original
project is thugan attempt to be Godhis much izommorto all original projects. But of
course it comes about in an infinite variety of ways.

The original projechasto be fundamentally a projeit be a desirgo be if it is going to

fit the requirements Sartre insists on. Remember, if we are going to get at the individuality
of a person ultimately, we have to be prepared to accept certain things as just brute
givens, but only such things as realhe brute givens — such that the question “Why

stop there? Why not go one step further?” is inappropriate.

Is this what we have here? Sartre thinks so. We have reached a point where we can go no
further. Pierre’s present desire to go rowing on this stream today is a manifestation of his
fondness for open air sports in general, which in turn shows his desire to be outdoors
under any circumstances. And on and on. Bufuridamentaproject is higlesire to be

his desire to “make something of himself.” For Sartre, you cannot go any further than

that. “To be” is the most basic and ultimate you can get.

Just what is going on here? Isn’t this the same kind of thing the Freudians and the
psychological biographers were guilty of, explaining the particular in terms of the general?
Isn’t Sartre himself doing just what he is complaining that others do? What is the
difference?

Let us look more closely.
Both Freud and Sartre can distinguish three levels here:

[sare o |
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(1) The empirical desire, the particular | The empirical desire
fact of consciousness

(2) The Original Project (= the person) The Complex
3) The Desire to be God (= the general The Pleasure Principle (= the general
structure of all original projects) structure of the Id)

Let us look at the relations between these various levels. For Freud, the relation between
(3) and (2) is @ausalone. The general principles of psychology, the Pleasure Principle
and whatever other general principles might be involved, along with various
environmental factors, etc. — all those thiegsnbine to form the compldkis a purely
mechanical process. Given those ingredients, youawithysend up with that particular
complex. Similarly, the complex, which is hidden in the Id, is related to the empirical
desire, which is what we are trying to decipher, by anathgsallink. The complex

speakdo consciousness in the form of conscious impulses, desires, etc., according to the
circumstances you find yourself in. But the point is that all the links in the Freudian
picture here areausallinks such that, given the causes, the effects necessarily follow.

On a schema like this, where is there any roonbifote givensfor contingency? Clearly,

only at level (3), the level of general structures. Everything else is explained in terms of
those general psychological principles. It all comes back to the laws governing the Id. But
if you ask why the Id is in every case made up this way rather than according to some
other pattern, the Freudians will say “That’s just the way it is.”

So, in the Freudian picture, the explanatory direction gpéise diagram. Level (1) is
explained by level (2), and level (2) by level (3). But (3) is where you stop.

Sartre Freud

The empirical desire, the
(1) || particular fact of conscicus- The empirical desire
ness

The Original Project (— the

Causal (Explanatory) Dircction

\ The Complex
@ person) p
The Desire to be God (= the The Plesasure Principle
(3) || general structure of all {= the general structure of
' ariginal projects) the Id)
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Contrast Sartre’s view. For Sartre, none of the links between these various levels of
analysis is @ausallink. The relation between (2) and (1), for example, is not a causal
link. The original project isignifiedby empirical, particular fact of consciousness, but it
does notauseit any more than the culzausedhe three sides we see. The relationship
here is not one of causality, but rather the relation between one profile and the whole of
which itis a profile. The empirical, particular fact of consciousness is for Sartre just one
view on the whole that is the original project. The relation here is more Wkele/part
relation than like gausalrelation.

Similarly, the relation between levels (3) and (2) is ncaasalrelation for Sartre. The
abstract structure “the desire to be God” doexaasemy original project. Given that
abstract structure — and for that matter, givenathgrgeneral principles that might be
involved — there is still all the room in the world for a variety of quite different original
projects. The “desire to be God” is just the abstract notion of “trying to make something
of yourself.” All the uniqueness of an individual comew/hathe is trying to make of
himself. And the general structure “trying to be God” does not detetimane

Furthermore, that general structure doesemptainanything.Anyaction, any project,
fits into the general pattern “trying to be God.” So, to say that a person’s life fits into that
pattern is just to say he d®ing something. That is no explanationvdiathe does.

Thus, for Sartre, thierute giventhe irreducible contingency, is located at level (2), not at
level (3). The brute given is located at the level ofpheicular, not at the level of the
general.There is still room for humaiineedom

Sartre Freud

The empirical desire, the

(1) || particular fact of conscious- The empirical desire
ness
[=4
=
b
=
) ~
“1° Tl Prodec " —_
@) Lhe 0r_1g1ml Project { the The Complex -, .
. person) S
E
E
(=9
Ed
]

The Desire 1o be God (— the The Plesasure Principle
(3) || gencral structure of all (= the gengral structure of
' original projects) the Td)

Let’s go over this again.

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




For both Freud and Sartre, we have general structures, general features that apply to
everyone. And we also have particular, individual minds and their individual actions and
desires. What is the relation between those two levels?

Most scientifictheories — Freudianism among them, but also including various theories
of physics, etc. — think of the general structures as somphavary andbasic
Individual things and events are viewed@twing from these general principles.

Why does the apple fall? Because of the law of gravity. The particular event follows from
the general principles.

Thus, theconnectiorbetween the general principles and the individual events is a
necessargonnection. Given all the ingredients, aveto have such and such a result.
Given the law of gravity, and given the mass of the apple, and given the density of the air,
and given all the other things, the appéssto fall at the rate it does.

If this is so, and if watill try to find a place fobrute factsn this setup, obviously the
only place for them is at the level of theneral principlesEverything else depends on
them. Butwhyare the general principlésis way rather than some other way? Why does
gravity decrease with thexjuareof the distance, rather than with thgbeof the distance
(which would seem moneatural, since we are talking abotitreedimensions)? It is at
that level that we findbrute facts The law of gravitymighthave been different, but it
isn’t, and that’s just arute fact.

Sartre thinks in the case of human beings (and probably in all other cases too, if |
understand Sartre correctly) this kind of approach is unsatisfactory, for the reasons we've
seen. First, you can’t get enough general principles to determine the particular case. But
second, even if you could, the fact that you stop thiéisegeneral principles rather than

with more general ones yet is totally arbitrary.

For Sartre, contingency must be located at the level antlieidual, not thegeneral at
level (2) rather than level (3).

The reason we have the particular original projects we do lsegauseve are trying to

be God. It is not evebecauseve are trying to be Ggoalusa bunch of other “becauses.”
It is the other way around. | don’t have my particular original pradsecausd am trying

to be God. Rather, it isecausell original projects are the way they are that we can
generalize and say thall original projects fit the general pattern “trying to be God.” The
explanatorystarting pointis at level (2), not at level (3).

It is perhaps worth noticing that the three levels we distinguished above in the Sartrean
and the Freudian psychoanalytic theoriesvarg much like the three stages or levels we
saw inPart Il of Transcendence of the Egbhus:

“ Sartre Freud Transcendence H
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(1) The empirical desire, the particular | The empirical Momentary
fact of consciousness desire repugnance for
Pierre
(2) The Original Project (= the person) The Complex The state of
hatred
(3) The Desire to be God (= the general The Pleasure The quality of
structure of all original projects) Principle (= the | hatefulness in
general structure | general
of the Id)

In all three cases, (1) ispaofile on (2), which in turn is simply special cas@f the more
general (3).

(Note: InTranscendence of the Egbgere was a fourth level too, thgo or psyche
underlying and unifying the whole business. We have nothing quite like that here.)

In Transcendence of the Egwe were told that this picture figlse.But now something
very muchlike it is said to be thguth. What is the difference?

| will leave the answer to you to work out. But here are two clues:

(1)  Thequalityis not an empty, abstract structure thihstates
exhibit. Onlysomeof them do. By contrasall original projects
share the general structure “trying to be God.”

(2) The relations among the three stages in Sartre’s picture are very
similar to the three levels freud’s picture, which wealready
know is going to be wrong. Thus, the empirical, particular
psychological event is just opeofile on thecomplex(although
Freudalsodescribes the relation agausalone). And the
complexis simply a particular configuration of quite general Id
drives that apply teveryone(Again, Freudalsothinks of this as a
causalconnection.)

This suggests that what is wrong with the picture we were giviéarinl| of

Transcendence of the Edike what is wrong with the Freudian picturepist the
structuralinterrelations of the three levels — since Sartre himself accepts something very
much like that — but rather theteractionsbetween the levels, what is supposed to
“explain” what, and so wherm@ntingencycan come in.

Conclusion

Finally, | want to look briefly at the “Conclusion” ®eing and Nothingnegpp. 785-
798), to try to draw some themes together and tie things up.
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The “Conclusion” is divided into two part®etaphysicallmplications” and‘Ethical
Implications.”

The first part,'Metaphysicallmplications,” addresse®/o questions:

(2) How are we to think of the “emergence” of being-for-itself from
being-in-itself’How did it come about that we haret only being-
in-itself (which stands in need of nothing elbaj alsobeingfor-
itself?

Note: The question here is nehywe have both. That is, Sartre is not here looking for a
sufficient reasonWe saw a long time ago that thég&o sufficient reason. Rather, what
he is asking now is about theocessthe“mechanisny’ by which this came about.

In the end, Sartre refuses to answer this question here. He raises it and says some things
about it, but in the end claims he cannot answer it within the methodological confines of
the book.

The question, he says, isreetaphysicatjuestion, not anntologicalone. But the whole
of Being and Nothingnesas announced on the very title page, is “A Phenomenological

Essay orOntology,” not onmetaphysics
What is the difference between ontology and metaphysics for Sartre? Well, the distinction

is rather artificial perhaps, and certainly not explained very well, but seems to be roughly
like this:

Ontologyis the study of thgeneralstructures of reality. Hence the role of #idetic
reductionin Sartre’s book. Ontology is an appropriate thing t@plenomenologically

On the other handnetaphysic$or Sartre is something we cannot really do
phenomenologically. It involvdsypothesedike the sciences. In other world,
metaphysicss conducted from what Husserl called tiaural standpointThus (p. 788

We, indeed, apply the term “metaphysical” to the study of individual
processes which have given birththés world as a concrete and particular
totality. In this sensenetaphysics is to ontology as history is to sociology.
[Emphasis added.]

Think about that last sentence. Again (p. 788 once more), with respect to this first
guestion:

Ontology can not reply, for the problem here is to explain an event, not to
describe the structures of a being.
(The latter is whabntologydoes.)

Ontology can set sominits to metaphysical speculations about this question, but it
cannotanswerthe question all by itself.
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(2) (pp. 790 ff.) The second question in this section on “Metaphysical
Implications” is one we already saw raised at the end of the
“Introduction.” How are we to think of the relation of the for-itself
and the in-itself? Why are they both callegingwhen they are so
radically different? Is this just a terminological accident?

This is avery interesting section of the book, and in fact suggests that we may have to
renegotiate everything. In the end, Sartre says agaionk@lbgycannot completely
answer this question; it is a matter foetaphysic$o decide which is the mogtomising
way to think about these things.

One way to think about reality is as what Sartre calls a “detotalized totality.” This is the
way things have been described througtgeihg and Nothingnes$his way of looking

at things is perfectly all right, but Sartre now thinks it need not bedsivay to look at
things. Whether it is or not israetaphysicatjuestion.

This view, the view we have been studying throughout this course, is a kiodlisim.
Being-in-itself and being-for-itself are two quite distinct kinds of reality, and neither can
be reduced to the other.

But it is an odd kind of dualism. For, while the in-itself and the for-itself never mix, are
never combined, nevertheless the whmkaningof this duality is given in terms of such

a combination — the impossible in-itself-for-itself. That impossible combination (God) is
what Sartre here means by a “totality.”

Of course that totality is impossible. We never reach it; it cannot exist. The two
ingredients thatvould coalesce in that ideal totality remaim, separate but always

tending toward, referring to, that totality. This is why Sartre calls it “detotalized.” Thus (p.
792).

Everything happens as if the world, man, and man-in-the-world succeeded
in realizing only a missing God. Everything happens therefore as if the in-
itself and the for-itself were presented in a state of disintegration in
relation to an ideal synthesis. Not that the integration hagaen 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 the for-itself and at the same time their relative

independence..

What we have here, then, is a little like Plato’s theory of Recollection or Reminiscence,
or like the mediaeval Augustinian theory of “illumination” — or, to a lesser extent,
Descartes’ theory of innate ideas.

| see a dinner plate and | seast‘approximately” circular. It isiot perfectly circular, of
course; it is an imperfect circle. That is to say, the shape it actisglshaverefers tq
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comes on to me dalling short of,a perfect version of itself. The perfect circle is never
actually presented to us, but it is always implicit, always just over the horizoondies
all these quite different imperfect circles.

Similarly in Plato and in Augustine, the actual world reflects and bears tracesdéat,
ideal version of itselfWe don’t see that perfect version, but everything points to it —
either to the Forms (in Plato), or to God and his divine ideas (for Augustine).

This isexactlythe way Sartre has been viewing things througBeirig and Nothingness
— even to the role God plays in this picture.

But of course for Plato and Augustine, the ideal was$, whereas for Sartre it is
impossible.

This raises an important question: What difference does Sartre’s atheism really make in
the end? Would anything important change in Sartre’s philosophy if Godheere
impossible — if heexisted?0f course, the whol®newould probably change; it might

be much mor@ptimistic,for instance. But is that all? Or would the whole system come
apart?

| don’t know the answer to this. It is a good point to ponder in light of what we have just
been discussing about Plato and Augustine.

Now, while this way of looking at things is perfectly all right for Sartre, and is the way
Sartre himself has developed his theory througBeirtg and Nothingnesbe recognizes
in his “Conclusion” that it imot theonly way to look at things, and that it is a
metaphysicatjuestion whether it is in fact thestway.

There is at least or@herway, Sartre says.

Recall our discussion alistancefrom Part |, Ch. 1“The Origin of Negation.” There we
said that the road between Bloomington and Indianapolis can be viewed in either of two
ways (although not both at once):

(1) Either as aoad (positive).terminatedat this end by Bloomington
and at that end by Indianapolis (which thus semgativeroles).
Or

(2) As whatseparategnegative) Bloomington and Indianapolis (which
are here playingositiveroles.)

Which way we look at it depends on tBestaltwe take on the road.

So too here. Whavebeen viewing being-in-itself and being-for-itself aslbéngshere,
as “positive” in the sense of whatreally real. On the other hand, tighenomenome
have been viewing awt “really real” in this way, but as parasitic and derivative, as no
more ultimately real than the events portrayed in the movie on my movie screen.

But we can also view the situation with just tmpositeemphasis, just the opposite
Gestalt(p. 799:

document in whole or in part for any purpose whatever, provided only that acknowledgment of copyrjght is

Copyright[l 1996 by Paul Vincent Spade. All rights reserved. Permission is hereby granted to copy this
given.




It is up to metaphysics to decide which will be more profitable for
knowledge (in particular for phenomenological psychology, for
anthropology, etc.); will it deal with a being which we shall call the
phenomenorand which will be provided with two dimensions of being, the
dimension in-itself and the for-itself (from this point of view there would

be only onephenomenon: the world), just as in the physics of Einstein it
has been found advantageous to speak evantconceived as having
spatial dimensions and a temporal dimension and as determining its place
in a space-time; or, on the other hand, will it remain preferable despite all
to preserve the ancient duality “consciousness-being.”

On this new and alternate viewpoint, we would not have a dualism of the in-itself and the
for-itself, but rather anonism of the phenomend@artre warns us that this alternative

view must avoid the temptation to turn the phenomenon into simply being-for-itself
(resulting in something like Husserl's idealism, in whesterythingwas ultimately

mental), or at the other extreme, to regard the phenomenon as some kind of being-in-itself
— as he says, to “look on tipnenomenoms a new kind odbject (p. 795.

Notice here how Sartre keeps talking in termatdity. Metaphysics must decide which

is “more profitable,” Einsteinian physics has found it “advantageous” to think in terms of
space-time, etc. Here tipeagmatic,practical point of view characteristic of thatural
standpointis coming out. Once again, metaphysics is not ontology.

Ethical Implications

Finally, let us look quickly at the second part of the “Conclusion,” the discussion of
ethical implicationsHere too Sartre does not draw any definite conclusions. The
ontological task of the book is completed; the job of constructiraihaosis a different
task entirely.

Nevertheless, Sartre does say some things in this section that are extremely interesting
and tantalizing, and suggest the ways his thought will continue to develoBeiftgrand
Nothingness.

Existential psychoanalysis, he says (p. 796), leads us to repudiafgrihef seriousness
— the view that values are absolgieens,that they are objectiveeedsanddemandsn
the world. Thus (p. 796 again):

Objects are mute demands, and he [= man] is nothing in himself but the
passive obedience to these demands.

That is the point of view of thepirit of seriousness.

Existential psychoanalysis, he says, is going to rid us of that illusion. Which is to say,
Sartre’s own existentidheoryas developed in this book should rid us of this illusion if
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we just can put it into practice in our own lives. It teaches usmbate the source of
values, that they amot objective, that no single one of them is necessary, that it is all up
to us. Thus (p. 797):

... itamounts to the same thing whether one gets drunk alone or is
a leader of nations.

But at the end of this section, he says something extremely interesting (p. 797):

But hitherto although possibles could be chosen and rejadtkoitum,

the theme which made the unity of all choices of possibles was the value
or the ideal presence of tkas causa suUF “the being that is the cause of
itself” = God]. What will become of freedom if it turns its back upon this
value?

In other words, the picture we have got so faB@mng and Nothingnegs that human

beings are simply projects tf/ing to be GodThe impossible ideal of the in-itself-for -

itself is the goal and purpose of all our acts. But now he seems to be suggesting that, once
we realize that we are the sources of our values, and that we ldavetd have the

values we do, it is open to us to rejdds ultimate value too. Does this means that we

could stoptrying to be gods, stopying to “justify our existence”? As Sartre very

properly asks, “What would happen then”?

Can we in fact do this? Sartre isn’t sure here (p. 797):

Will freedom carry this value [that is, the in-itself-for-itself] along with it
whatever it does and even in its very turning back upon the in-itself-for-
itself? Will freedom be reapprehended from behind by the value which it
wishes to contemplate?

That is,canwe abandon this “ultimate” value? Or would the very attempt to do so be
governed by that very value too, so that the whole process would be self-defeating, and a
kind of bad faith? Perhaps that would be the outcome. But Sartre goes on to suggest a
brand new possibility (pp. 797-798):

Or will freedom, by the very fact that is apprehends itself as a freedom in
relation to itself, be able to put an end to the reign of this value? In
particular is it possible for freedotn take itselffor a value as the source

of all value, or must it necessarily be defined in relation to a transcendent
value which haunts it?

The interesting thing is that this@gactlywhat Sartre suggests in “Existentialism Is A
Humanism,” where Sartre takBgedomas the great value — not God. And this seems to
be what he comes to mean‘huthenticity’. It is not Bad Faith; it immot an attempt to be
something impossible. It is purely and simply an attempt fodse
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This picture, of course, would seem to requiradical reorientation of everything we
have done in this book.

To be free isot to coincide with oneselhotto be self-identical. This new value,
therefore, is not just a matter @placingthe old, impossible ideal with something else. It
is a matter of replacing the old, impossible ideal withlitsct oppositeThus (p. 798

This freedom chooses then notézoveritself [as we were trying to do
when we were trying to be God] but to flee itself, not to coincide with
itself but to be always at a distarfeem itself.

So this is perhaps what authenticity is. And these passages are the closest glimpse Sartre
gives us of it in this book. He still doesn’t explain how it is possible within the ontology he
has constructed iBeing and Nothingnes&nd, in fact, inthis passage, he doesn’t even
commit himself to saying it possible. He simply poses it as a question.

| have a suggestion for how to interpret Sartre here. It is purely speculative, but it is the
only way | know of to make sense of the new possibility he suggests here without totally
rejecting everything we have done for the last eight hundred pages.

The whole ontology we have developediging and Nothingnessdicates that the
attempt to be God isevitable;it is not something we can avoid. What he is saying here
in these last page®undsas if, once we realize thake are the source of values, we don't
haveto try to be God any more, and can chdosedomitself as our ultimate value. But
of course, ifthatis really what Sartre is saying, then deehave to jettison everything we
have done so far.

But perhaps things are not so bad. Consider an analogy from sports. Suppose you are a
runner, and that you compete, let’s say, in the 100-yard dash. The 100-yard dash, for
purposes of our analogy, is going to be like.

Now, while you are running the race, your goal isvinit. In fact, that is the wholpoint
of racing. It is thaultimategoal, and everything else is done in the light of that goal.

This much is like what we have seen so faBé&ing and Nothingness.

But now suppose you begin to think of racing as something that semgseagoal.
Racing is no longer just an end in itself for you. You run your rirethe sake of
something else — the glory of competition, say, or to keep fit, or because your
competitors are good friends and it's a good way of socializing.

It doesn’t matter for the purposes of my illustratiamatthat higher goal is. The point is
thatwinningis no longer your ultimate value. Itgsbordinatedo someothervalue. You
don’t try to win just to be winning.

In that sense, you no longer have the ultimate value you did before. You have replaced it
with a new one.

Something important happens with this new attitude. Previously, wimeing was
everything, if yodost the race you had judiled, and there was no way to put a nice
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face on it. You had failed to achieve the goal that was the whole point of your
participating in the race in the first place.

But with this new attitude, even if yalo lose the race, in the end that doesn’t really
matter. You still have the glory of competing, you still keep yourself fit, you still can get
together with your buddies who also enjoy this kind of sport.

The same thing would hold if, for whatever reason, gmuid not win the race, if winning
were strictlyimpossibleYou can still fulfill those higher goals, even if you don’'t — and
cannot — win, and even if ydinowthat.

And yet — and this is the point of my analogyyeu don'’t stop trying to wirin fact,
you don’t even tryany lesgo win. You still run for all you are worth. If you slack off
even a little bit, you are not reallgcing. You're not giving it your best.

So too — and now we return from our analogy — perhaps what Sartre has in mind in
these final pages is a picture where we dstoptrying to be God, and we don’t stop
trying to be Godyith all our might.Perhaps weannotstop trying to be God. To that
extent, the whole structure we have developed throudgdeing and Nothingness still
intact.

But perhaps we can come to view that goal of trying to be Gedlasdinateto some
higher goal — perhaps, as Sartre himself suggestxjomitself. | may never achieve the
lesser goal of trying to be God, but in the process of trying | may versuaieedn
reaching this new and higher goal. (In fact, if the new gdeéeéxlom,t is hard to see
how | could evenot succeed, since human beingsiaeitablyfree.)

| don’t know whether something like this is what Sartre has in mind or not. | think it is a
promising interpretation and deserves to be thought about.

Note one consequence of following out this suggestion. It means that, even though | must
inevitably fail at being God, which is something | am aimingigt all my mightjt does

not follow that everything is futile. It does not follow that there is no point in the attempt.
On the suggestion we have just seen Sartre making (at least if my interpretation is
correct), it doegot follow after all that “Man is a useless passion.” The very pessimistic
tone ofBeing and Nothingneseems to be turning, here at the very end, more toward the
much more optimistic tone of “Existentialism Is A Humanism.”

Note also that this reading of what “authenticity” is makes it igay much like
Kierkegaard’s “Knight of Infinite Resignation.” (See the discussion in my notes on
Existentialism Is A Humanisrm the course packet.)

At this point, we're just speculating. But while we're at it, let’'s speculate some more:

Recall back when we were discussing Sartre’s treatmerato#,and we were talking
about some of the implications Béing and Nothingnedsr an “existential ethics.” At
that point, | askedvhat is “bad” about “bad faith™?

We said ilookedas if Sartre’s ethics were headed toward out and out relativism. There
are no absolute values, and anything goes. So what's wrong with being in bad faith if |
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want to be? After all, there are certain obviadgantage$o bad faith — it's definitely
more pleasing and reassuring than dealing with various unpleasant facts about ourselves.

It seems to me now thahething Sartre can say is: Ther@sthingwrong with being in
bad faith, if that's what you want to do. But that nagevhat you want to do, now is it?

What's wrong with bad faith, in other words, is thatoesn’t work That doesn’t mean

you can’tdeceiveyourself; youcan— and that self-deception can sometimes be
maintained for long period of time, even though it is a “metastable” situation that keeps
threatening to fly apart.

Rather bad faith doesn’t work in the sense that it doesn’t succeed at what it’s trying to do.
And | don’t just mean that it doesn’t succeed in reachingiftimategoal of trying to be

God. Of course it doesn’t do that; but it also doesn’t succeed in reaching even its more
immediately goal.

The point is: Bad faith ineveran attempto be in bad faithThe parents of the Vietham
MIA’s weren'’t trying tobelieve-their-sons-were alive-while-realizing-that-probably-
wasn’t-so.No, they were trying tbelieve-their-sons-were-alive-without-having-to-work-
at-that-belief.

Bad faith is never aiming &rced beliefout at anatural belief that answers to the facts.
And that’'sexactlywhat it fails to achieve.

Sartre’s calling bad faith “bad” is thus a little like an Aristotelian/natural-law theory of
ethics. For such theories, we automatically and spontaneously aim at certain things,
simply in virtue of our having the natures we do and being the kind of things we are.
given that nature with those goals, certain things will — just as a matter of act — help us
achieve those goals, and certain other things will impede us. From this point of view,
ethics becomes a matteraflightened self-interesthere is none of this Kantian
“autonomy” of ethics.

So, in a sense, calling bad faith “bad” might be nothing more than an observatita that
not what you really want after all.

Still, for Sartre we never get what we really want anyway. So why is bad faith singled out
for condemnation?

Well, as we now see in the discussion of “Ethical Implications” irCitweclusionmaybe

we canget what we really want. There is this business about “turning our back” on the
ideal of God, and takinffeedomas our valueThatis a goal, Sartre is suggesting now,
thatcanbe achieved. My problem with this is that it is hard to see how we can work this
out without simply rejecting the whole frameworkBding and Nothingnesagcording

to which the desire to be Godigevitable.

Anderson and Detmer, in their books, make a big deal out of this “freedom as a value”
business, but in the end, | think, do not really address this problem.
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Furthermore, since we aagitomaticallyfree anyway, what sense does it makaihoat
it? Detmer tries to make a distinction here betwa®ologicalfreedom, on the one hand,
andliberty on the other. And maybe that’s part of the story.

But if takingfreedomas our value means takitigerty as our value, then it's hard to see
how we end up with aachievablegoal after all.

Contrary to Detmer, | suspect that what Sartre has in mind Ibealy So much as our

old, familiarontologicalfreedom. And of course, since we already héaaein every

action we take, it makes little senseatm at it. Perhaps what Sartre is talking about is not
so muchfreedom itselfs a kind ofjlorying in our freedomaimingat it instead of

fleeingit, beinghonestabout our freedonrealizingthat things are up to us, etc.
(Intellectual honesty has been the fundamental philosophical value ever since Socrates,
after all, so there is something appropriate here.)

Takinghonestyespecially about our freedom and responsibility as our highest value
leaves us with a perhapshievablegoal. And if that's whaauthenticityis, it's easy to
see why Sartre regards it as “better” than bad faith.

There is still an objection: Bad faith is achievable too. After all, people are in bad faith all
over the place. So once again, why is authenticity “good” and bad faith “bad”? Answer:
Authenticity can not only bachievedijt can also be goal. Bad faith, as we just saw a
moment ago, can lechievedput can never begoal.

It is not clear how all this works out at the endBefng and NothingnesSartre says he
is going to write another book on these ethical issues, even though he never completed it.

But, in any case, that is the endtloik book.
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