H. SPIEGELBERG

THE
PHENOMENOLOGIGAL
MOVEMENT

A HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION

SECOND EDITION

Third impression




HERBERT SPIEGELBERG

The Phenomenological

Movement
A HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION

SECOND EDITION

Third impression

VOLUME TWO

SPRINGER-SCIENCE+BUSINESS MEDIA, B.V. 1971



© 1971 by Springer Science+Business Media Dordrecht
Originally published by Maytinus Nijhoff, The Hague, Netherlands in 1971

All rights reserved, including the right to translate or to
reproduce this book or parts thereof in any form

ISBN 978-90-247-0240-4 ISBN 978-94-017-4744-8 (¢Book)
DOI 10.1007/978-94-017-4744-8



TABLE OF CONTENTS A\ 4

TABLE OF CONTENTS
VOLUME TWO

Part Three | The French Phase of the Movement

Introductory [395]

VIII. THE BEGINNINGS OF FRENCH PHENOMENOLOGY
1. The Soil 398
2. A Brief Outline of the Receptive Phase 401
3. Phenomenology and Existentialism 408
4. Phenomenology and Hegelianism 413
5. Phenomenological Existentialism and Literature 415
6. Phenomenological Existentialism and Marxism 418

IX. GABRIEL MARCEL (1889- ) AS A PHENOMENOLOGIST
1. Marcel’s Relations to the Phenomenological Movement 421
2. Marcel’s Concern 425
3. The Development of Marcel’s Philosophy 428
4. Marcel’s Conception of Phenomenology 434
5. Marcel’s Phenomenology in Action 438
6. The Phenomenology of Having 440
7. Concluding Observations 442

Selective Bibliography 443

X. THE PHENOMENOLOGY OF JEAN-PAUL SARTRE
(1905~ )
1. On Understanding Sartre 445

2. Sartre’s Place in the Phenomenological Movement. 449



VI TABLE OF CONTENTS

3. Sartre’s Central Theme: Freedom versus Being 455

4. The Role of Phenomenology in the Development of
Sartre’s Thought 459
a. Sartre’s Pre-Phenomenological Period 459
b. Phenomenological Psychology 462
c. Phenomenological Ontology 467
d. Phenomenological Existentialism 473

5. Sartre’s Conception of Phenomenology 476
a. The Common Ground 477
b. Distinguishing Characteristics 479

(1) The Elimination of the Transcendental Ego and Its
Final Significance: Phenomenology of Human

Existence 479

(2) Pre-Reflective Consciousness. Reflection and Pheno-
menology 482
(3) The Negative Character of Consciousness 484
(4) Freedom 485
(5) Anguish 486
(6) Bad Faith 487
(7) Intentionality and Transphenomenality 488
(8) Facticity and “Engagement”’ 490
(9) Transcendence 491

(10) Phenomenological Method and Existential Psycho-
analysis 492
6. Sartre’s Phenomenology in Action 497
a. Imagination 498
b. The Magic of the Emotions 500
c. Absence and Nothingness 503
d. The Gaze (Regard) 505
e. The Body 507
7. Toward an Appraisal of Sartre’s Phenomenology 509
8. Sartre’s Following 511
Selective Bibliography 513

XI. THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL PHILOSOPHY OF
MAURICE MERLEAU-PONTY (1908-1961)

1. Merleau-Ponty’s Position in the Phenomenological
Movement 516

2. Guiding Themes in the Philosophy of Merleau-Ponty 524
3. The Development of Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomenology 528



TABLE OF CONTENTS VIl

4. Merleau-Ponty’s Conception of Phenomenology 531

5. Some Key Chapters from Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomeno-
logy 540

a. The Structure of Behavior and the Phenomenology of
Gestalt 540
b. Perception 544
c. The New Cogito: Being-Within-the-World (Eire-au-Monde) 549
d. Subjectivity and Temporality 552
e. Conditioned Freedom 553
f. The Social World: Speech and Language 556

6. Toward an Appraisal of Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomeno-
logy 5§57
7. Merleau-Ponty’s Following 561
Selective Bibliography 562

XII. CURRENT DEVELOPMENTS IN FRENCH
PHENOMENOLOGY

A. Paul Ricoeur (1913- ) 563
1. Ricoeur’s Place in the Phenomenological Movement 564
2. Ricoeur’s Guiding Interests 568
3. Ricoeur’s Development 569
4. Ricoeur’s Conception of Phenomenology 572
5. The Phenomenology of the Will 575
6. Concluding Observations 579
Selective Bibliography 578

B. The Phenomenology of Esthetic Experience: Mikel
Dufrenne (1910~ ) 579

C. The Phenomenology of Value: Raymond Polin

(r910- ) 585
D. Some Affiliated Thinkers 590
1. Raymond Aron (1905 ) 590
2. Maurice Nédoncelle (1905~ ) 591
3. Pierre Thévenaz (1913-1955) 591
4. Henry Duméry (1920- ) 591



VIII TABLE OF CONTENTS

Part Four | Phenomenology at Midcentury
XIII. THE WIDER SCENE

A. The Scene Outside France 595
1. Germany: Eclipse and New Stirrings 596
2. Belgium: Louvain, the New Center 603
3. The Netherlands: Extensions 605
4. Switzerland: A New Phenomenological Anthropology 607
S. Italy: Scatterings 608
6. Eastern Europe: First Response, Blackout, and

Remnants 609
7. Spain: Ortega’s Part and Its Significance 611
8. The Ibero-American World: Double Wave 619
9. Oriental Countries: Sprinklings 622

10. Great Britain: Low Ebb 623

11. United States: Spurts and New Outlets 626

B. The Outlook 640

C. Desiderata 644
1. General Needs 644
2. Anglo-American Needs 647

Part Five [ Principles and Appraisals
XIV. THE ESSENTIALS OF THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL

METHOD
A. Phenomenology and Phenomenological Method 655
B- The Phenomenological Method as a Protest against
Reductionism 656
C. The Steps of the Phenomenological Method 658
1. Investigating Particular Phenomena 659
a. Phenomenological Intuiting 659
Excursus: Does Phenomenology Explore only Subjective
Phenomena? 666
b. Phenomenological Analyzing 669

c. Phenomenological Describing 672



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Investigating General Essences (Eidetic Intuiting)
Apprehending Essential Relationships
Watching Modes of Appearing

AT S S

Exploring the Constitution of Phenomena in Con-
sciousness

6. Suspending Belief in Existence
7. Interpreting Concealed Meanings

D. In Conclusion

Chart I: Survey of the Development of Phenomenology
in Germany

Chart I1: Survey of the Development of Phenomenology
in France

Index of Subjects, Combined with a Selective Glossary of
Phenomenological Terms

Index of Names

Supplement

Index of Names to the Supplement

1X

676
680
684

688
690
694
698

702

706

709
729

737

764



PART THREE:

THE FRENCH PHASE OF THE MOVEMENT



INTRODUCTORY

There can be little question that since the early thirties the
center of gravity of the Phenomenological Movement has moved
to the French philosophical world; Belgium and the Netherlands
may be considered as subsidiary strongholds. But how far is it
justified to speak of phenomenology as a philosophical move-
ment in France? Thus far the French-speaking world has
certainly no such central figure as Husserl or any phenome-
nological circle comparable to those that sprang up under his
influence, nor is there any such center of phenomenological
publications as Husserl’s yearbook had been. It is true that the
magazine Recherches philosophiques in the years between 1931
and 1937 gave phenomenology preferential treatment. Also
since 1947 Les Etudes philosophiques under the direction of
Gaston Berger has devoted special attention to phenomenology.
And even the old Revue de métaphysique et de morale has shown
a strong phenomenclogical tinge of late. Even more important
as a focus of phenomenological developments are the Husserl
Archives at the University of Louvain under the directorship of
Father H. L. Van Breda. For here is not only a center of
historical research in phenomenology. Louvain has also organized
meetings of phenomenologically interested thinkers, beginning
with the international colloquium of 1951 in Brussels, and has
just started to sponsor a series of original phenomenological
studies (among which the present work is something of a
maverick). But it is doubtful that any of the French attendants
of these meetings who adopted phenomenology as their main
philosophical tool would call themselves phenomenologists, or
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want to be counted as members of a movement. Even Van Breda,
the editor of the Brussels colloquium, speaks only of a phenome-
nological “‘current.” Presumably the French participants, as far
as they would consent to labels at all, would prefer to be classed
according to their major topics and conclusions rather than
according to their methods, i.e., as existentialists (Sartre and
Merleau-Ponty). Gabriel Marcel, who in repudiating the label
“Christian existentialism” now calls himself a ‘“Christian Socra-
tic,” thus stressing method again, avoids the phenomenological
stamp altogether. However, it should be remembered that even
existentialism has not become an organized movement. French
philosophy simply does not lend itself to such gregariousness.

Nevertheless, those who in one way or another refer to phe-
nomenology as their chief methodology form a sufficiently
distinct group to justify their inclusion in a study of phenome-
nology as a movement. All of them acknowledge the inspiration
of Husserl, or at least of Scheler or Heidegger. It remains to be
seen how far a sense of solidarity will grow out of this common
point of departure and common method, comparable to what
could be found among the early German phenomenologists.

Are there any distinctive characteristics of this French phe-
nomenological “current’ as compared with its German prede-
cessor? Some French interpreters see these chiefly in the new
themes that French phenomenology has taken up, such as the
significance of the body, the social world, or history. But some
of these claims are based on insufficient acquaintance with the
whole range of phenomenological studies during the German
period - one of the characteristic handicaps and, in another sense,
an asset of French phenomenologizing.

Much more characteristic are the different methods of French
phenomenologists. But while a reading of their philosophical
output reveals decided differences in approach, it would not
be easy to put one’s finger upon and distinguish differences
in methods of research from differences in presentation. What is
obvious is that they write in a much more literary vein, compared
with the all too frequently plodding style of much German
phenomenologizing. They do not press for terminological
innovations, even though at times they have to take to neo-
logisms. At times they adopt literary media not used before in
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phenomenological discourse, e.g., the diary, adopted directly
and seriously by Gabriel Marcel, and indirectly and imagina-
tively by Sartre in his novel La Nausée. On the other hand a
reader familiar with the German style of phenomenological
writing will be struck by the relative absence of plain phenome-
nological description, even when announced in a title. Instead,
the usual tenor of phenomenological writing is that of arguing a
point discursively rather than of patiently reporting the findings
of intuitive procedure.

The development of French phenomenology can be divided
into two overlapping phases: a mainly receptive period, during
which phenomenology remained almost completely an exotic
affair, represented by German-trained scholars, of interest
primarily to those concerned about philosophical international
relations in philosophy; and a predominantly productive phase,
when phenomenology became an active tool in the hands of
native Frenchmen. The dividing line may be placed in 1936.
The first landmark of the new period is the first independent
phenomenological publication of Jean-Paul Sartre.

SELECTIVE BIBLIOGRAPHY

Hering, Jean, ‘Phenomenology in France” in Farber, M., ed., Philosophic:
Thought in France and the United States (University of Buffalo, 1950),
pp. 67-86
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VIII

THE BEGINNINGS OF FRENCH PHENOMENOLOGY

1. The Soil

At first sight the advent of German phenomenology in France
and its growing success contain more than one paradox. Who
would have dared to predict that soon after the First World War
a philosophy with some of the worst earmarks of German style
would take root in France? And who would have believed that it
would become the dominant philosophy there in the wake of a
second World War which all but destroyed the political existence
of France? This is not the place to explain this cultural
paradox. The fact that the arrival of phenomenology coin-
cided roughly with the period of the so-called Locarno spirit,
and that it established itself partly as a refugee from the Nazi
purge, is hardly enough to account for its sweeping success.
It is permissible to look upon this migration as one of the more
hopeful signs of a growing continental solidarity and of a
decline of philosophical nationalism.

For anyone not thoroughly familiar with the French philo-
sophical scene during the first half of the century it would be
plainly presumptuous to attempt a full explanation of this
development.! I shall merely point out some of the factors which
seem to have favored its assimilation and which make it less
surprising.

o. Bergsonism was still the dominating philosophy in France
when phenomenology appeared on the scene. A certain similarity
between the two is obvious. Bergson and Husserl never met.

1 In this connection it should be mentioned that as early as 1893 Maurice Blondel
used the expression ‘‘phenomenology’ for an approximation to Hegel's phenomeno-
logy of the spirit. See Henry Duméry in Merleau-Ponty, Maurice, ed., Les Pkilo-
sophes célébres (1956}, p. 301,
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But when Alexandre Koyré brought word of Bergson’s philo-
sophy of intuition to the Goéttingen Circle in 1911, Husserl
exclaimed: “We are the true Bergsonians.” 1 And it was Scheler
who initiated the first translations of Bergson’s works into
German (see p. 236). The affinities between a philosophy which
concentrated on the “immediate data of consciousness’ and one
whose prime concern was the faithful description of the given
were obvious enough. There was even deeper common ground
with regard to such parallel concerns as the inner consciousness
of time in its unbroken flux. Such points of agreement were
stressed and at times overstressed by the early advocates of
phenomenology in France, e.g., Jean Hering, Bernard Groet-
huysen, and Eugéne Minkowski.

However, phenomenology was both less and more than a
German version of Bergsonian philosophy; less: for it was not
committed to Bergson’s metaphysical use of intuition nor,
more specifically, to his metaphysics of creative evolution ; more:
for it did not share Bergson’s anti-intellectualism and his hostility
to the analytic approach including his strictures on mathematics
in particular. Moreover, it allowed for a specific intuition of
general essences that came very close to Platonism, which Berg-
son had always repudiated. Thus phenomenology could easily
pass for a liberalized Bergsonism.

B. Léon Brunschvicg represented the opposite pole to Berg-
son’s intuitionist metaphysics on the French philosophical stage
of the twenties and thirties. Since his concept of consciousness
was fundamentally Cartesian and his philosophy was oriented
toward science, it was particularly fortunate that Husserl had
associated Descartes’ name with his conception of phenome-
nology, so much so that he even came to speak of it as Neo-
Cartesianism. This, in combination with the program of philo-
sophy as a rigorous science, was bound to appeal not only to
Brunschvicg personally but to the classic French tradition in
general. To Brunschvicg in particular Husserl’s idealism meant
an additional attraction.

y. Catholic philosophy in France as elsewhere is chiefly Neo-
Thomist. What recommended phenomenology to its followers

1 See Jean Hering, ‘‘La Phénoménologie il y a trente ans’’ in Revue internationale
de philosophie 1 (1939), 368.
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from the very start was its stand against psychologism in logic,
combined with its rehabilitation of general essences short of a
“realistic’”’ Platonism. Husserl’s idealism might easily have meant
a stumbling block. But it could be played down, particularly in
view of the fact that most of Husserl’s students had not accepted
it as a necessary implication of the phenomenological approach.
Concepts like intentionality appeared, however mistakenly, as
loans from scholastic philosophy. Phenomenology had perhaps
an even stronger appeal for non-Thomist Catholics. Husserl
himself in his Paris lectures had linked it up with St. Augustine.
Scheler had stressed the Augustinian-Scotist character of phe-
nomenology even more, a diagnosis with which an authority
like Etienne Gilson concurred.

3. Protestant philosophy of religion presented phenomenology
with a particularly fruitful challenge and opportunity, actually
its first in France after World War I. It had found itself
caught between a psychologism based ultimately on Schleier-
macher’s reduction of religion to the subjectivity of feelings,
and the Barthian anti-philosophical neo-orthodoxy. Phenome-
nology seemed to offer a conception of the religious consciousness
which reached beyond mere feelings to their intentional referents.
It thus gave access to a much wider range of religious phenomena
and encouraged a less biased approach to the question of their
validity.

e. One of the remarkable things about French phenomenology
is the ease with which it has penetrated such well established
French studies as psychology, psychopathology, sociology, and
the philosophy of history. While it would be particularly rash
to generalize about the situation in these fields, a certain stag-
nation may well have been the background for the unusual
interest in the new phenomenological approach. An additional
incentive was the growing attraction of a Marxism for which the
early Marx, with his humanistic leanings, supplied the main
inspiration. This in turn promoted interest in one of Marx’ chief
sources, Hegel’s Phenomenology of the Spirit, identified, however
mistakenly, with Husserlian phenomenology. It also created the
search for alternatives which could do justice to the legitimate
core of Marx’ social and historical theory without implying
dialectical materialism.
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Even more important than all these factors combined may
well have been the mood and the needs of the new French
generation in the late twenties. Its younger thinkers had grown
increasingly dissatisfied with the French academic tradition
symbolized by the idealistic rationalism of Léon Brunschvicg.
Its problems seemed strangely irrelevant to a generation whose
condition was expressed by the experiences of Kierkegaard,
Kafka, Proust, and Gide, and by the much more sensitive
medium of French non-philosophical writing. Apparently it was
Gabriel Marcel who first succeeded in meeting these needs. His
private seminar was actually a testing ground for new ideas,
French and foreign. But his appeal was limited. For his approach
and his conclusions remained far too unsystematic and mystify-
ing to satisfy the demands of the more sophisticated philosophic
youth. They were much more deeply and permanently struck
by the elemental intensity of Heidegger’s shorter essays. Here
they found not only vital issues of existential import but also
a treatment that had the semblance of structural clarity and
rigor. But the search for rigor was also bound to send the reader
back to what seemed to be Heidegger’s main philosophical root,
i.e., to Husserl’s phenomenology. It was in this manner that
phenomenology received its second and decisive hearing.

2. A Brief Outline of the Receptive Phase

There would be little point in presenting here in detail the
story of the naturalization of phenomenology in the French world.
The most telling and most concentrated way of supplying the
main facts may be the chronological chart in Appendix II,
supplemented by a few explanatory pointers.

«. The first public notice of Husserl’s work outside Germany
occurred interestingly enough in an article by Monsignor L. Noel
— the second director of the Institut Supérieur de Philosophie at
the Catholic University of Louvain, the present home of the
Husserl Archives — which appeared in the Revue Néo-Scholastique
in 1910. Here Husserl was welcomed primarily as an ally in the
battle against psychologism, not yet as a phenomenologist. The
same interest dominated the lecture given a year later by the
historian Victor Delbos at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes in Paris
and published in 1911 in the Revue de métaphysique et de morale.
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B. It was not until after World War I that phenomenology
was recognized as the core of Husserl’s enterprise. The trans-
mitters of this new Husserl were for the most part either Alsatians
brought up chiefly in the German tradition and after 1918
integrated into the French academic world, such as the Protes-
tant theologians Jean Hering, a Gottingen student of Husserl,
and Charles Hauter, who was also a student of Georg Simmel,
or Russian and Polish scholars who had studied in Germany for
some time and moved on to France, notably Alexandre Koyré,
Georges Gurvitch, Eugéne Minkowski, Alexandre Kojéve, and
Aron Gurwitsch. Lev Shestov and Nicolas Berdyaev, though
antagonistic or less involved, nevertheless transmitted the
impetus of phenomenology. Bernhard Groethuysen, originally
a student of Wilhelm Dilthey, a friend of Max Scheler and an
admirer of Heidegger, was the main native German source in
the twenties, joined later by the Scheler student Paul-Ludwig
Landsberg, who came to Paris as a refugee from Nazism.

v. In the beginning, Husserl was by no means the center of
French interest in phenomenology. For he was nearly eclipsed
by Scheler and Heidegger. In fact, the history of the reception
of phenomenology in France represents almost a reversal of the
sequel in the German original history. Thus, of the first three
book size introductions to the Phenomenological Movement which
appeared between 1926 and 1930 only the lucid account by Jean
Hering, aimed chiefly at Protestant philosophers of religion, had
phenomenology represented by Husserl. Emmanuel Levinas,
who also devoted some of his first studies to Husserl, felt actually
much more attracted by Heidegger. Georges Gurvitch, in his
highly influential book on the present tendencies in German
philosophy, assigned its largest section (actually one third) to
Max Scheler. Scheler was also the first of the leading German
phenomenologists to visit France, first in 1924 when on invitation
he addressed the annual gathering of French intellectuals at
Pontigny; during a second visit of four weeks in 1926 he also
seems to have had personal meetings with Meyerson, Lévy-
Bruhl and Bergson,! leaving a vivid impression by his “agile

1 T am indebted to Frau Maria Scheler (Munich) for these data. — About Scheler’s
impact on the Pontigny group see Ernst Robert Curtius, Fransdssscher Gesst im

neuen Europa (Berlin, 1925), pp. 340 ff. and Peter Wust, Unlerwegs sur Heimai
(1956), p. 143 f.
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restlessness, which made his personality so exciting” (Brunsch-
vicg). Moreover, he was the first German phenomenologist to
have his works, beginning with his phenomenology of sympathy,
translated into French.

3. Heidegger, though apparently never in France before 1955,
was the second to be translated. His article from the Festschrift
for Husserl appeared prominently in the first issue of the
Recherches philosophiques in 1931. In the same year the lecture
Was ist Metaphysik? came out in Bifur with a four-page intro-
duction by Alexandre Koyré, who presented him as a star of the
first magnitude, as the synthesis of Bergson and Husserl, and
actually as the central figure of present-day German philosophy.
In 1938 it was followed by a sizable volume of translations by
Henri Corbin preceded by a special preface by Heidegger him-
self, who also seems to have decided on the selections and the
order of presentation under the aspect of “‘the fundamental
question of the essence and truth of Being,” as he saw it in 1937.
This volume includes the entire essays on “What is Metaphy-
sics?,” “On the Essence of Being,” two of the later chapters of
the published parts of “Being and Time,” one from the Kant
book, and the essay on “Hélderlin and the Essence of Poetry.”
The term “phenomenology’’ hardly occurs in these texts. But
this conscientious translation became particularly important as
the source for some of the vocabulary of French phenomeno-
logical existentialism. Thus it seems that not only such equi-
valences as Dasein and réalité humaine were established by Cor-
bin, but also that the expressions ‘“‘authenticity’’ and “inauthen-
ticity”” go back to his rendering of Heidegger’s Eigentlichkeit
and Unesgentlichkeit.

e. In Husserl’s case it got to be 1950 before any of his major
German works were published in translation. On the other hand
there is the peculiar case of the Méditations cartésiennes, a not
faultless translation of a text whose original Husserl never
allowed to appear in German during his lifetime. Thus it could
almost rank as an original publication. It was based on his
Sorbonne lectures of 1929 given under the joint auspices of the
German Department and the Société francaise de philosophie.
Yet the personal impact of Husserl’s visit was limited; the young
Jean Cavaillés describes him on this occasion as “‘very much
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the small town university type, in a frock coat and bespectacled,
but in his delivery the warmth and the simplicity of the true
philosopher.” 1

Thus, Husserl appeared on the whole less as the central figure
of the Phenomenological Movement than as its outdated founder.
Apparently it was not until Sartre had turned to Husserl’s original
writings that the latter was studied for his own sake. Such careful
studies as Gaston Berger’s on Husserl’s cogito, appearing in
1941 during the occupation, testify to this new and direct
interest in Husserl on the part of native Frenchmen.

L. One of the most important events for the introduction of
phenomenology into the French-speaking world was the study
session of the Société Thomiste on Thomism and German
contemporary phenomenology at Juvisy in September 1932.
Jacques Maritain and Msgr. Noel presided. Father Daniel
Feuling of the University of Salzburg gave an informed report
on Husserl and Heidegger, and Father René Kremer of the
University of Louvain compared the Thomist with the phenome-
nological position. In the momentous discussion not only Msgr.
Noel and Etienne Gilson but also old phenomenologists like
Alexandre Koyré and Edith Stein took a leading part, trying to
play down the idealist character of phenomenology and to stress
the differences between Husserl and Heidegger. The spirit of
the discussion suggested the possibility of an assimilation of the
phenomenological approach by Catholic philosophers without
commitment to Husserl’s or Heidegger’s conclusions.

7. In the later twenties some of the most promising young
Frenchmen began to study phenomenology in its native habitat,
particularly in Freiburg. Emmanuel Levinas, co-translator of
the Méditations cartésiennes, was a personal student of Husserl
as well as of Heidegger. Jean Cavaillés, a brilliant logician, later
a martyr of the Resistance Movement, came too late to study
with Husser] himself but visited him; so did Gaston Berger. The
most important guest was Jean-Paul Sartre, who spent the
winter semester of 1933-34 in Freiburg, four years after Husserl’s
retirement.

Of even greater importance for the future of phenomenology
was a visit to Freiburg by the Belgian Franciscan Herman L.

! Ferriéres, Gabrielle, Jean Cavaillés (Paris, Presses Universitaires, 1950) p. 54.
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Van Breda in 1938, four months after Husserl’'s death. His
search for materials for his thesis on Husserl led in due course to
the transfer of Husserl’s entire manuscript remains and his
library to Louvain, where the Husserl Archives soon became the
center of all Husserl studies and editions.

6. When did French phenomenology come of age? If Gabriel
Marcel could be counted a genuine member of the Phenome-
nological Movement, his Metaphysical Journal of 1927 might
be considered the first original achievement of French phenome-
nology. But Gabriel Marcel himself makes no such claims, and
the term phenomenology does not occur prominently in the
Journal. Only in retrospect can many sections of this book be
interpreted as examples of what in the thirties Marcel himself
liked to call phenomenological studies.

A much clearer case of original phenomenological contributions
are the ““phenomenoclogical and psychopathological studies” of
the psychiatrist-philosopher Eugéne Minkowski dealing with
“Lived Time” (Le Temps vécu, 1933) and the ‘“phenomenological
studies” united in his second book “Toward a Cosmology”’
(Vers une Cosmologie, 1936). However, apart from the fact that
Minkowski, a native Pole, had not settled in France until after
World War I, his major inspiration comes from Bergson. Husserl
is mentioned only in passing. Otherwise he acknowledges only
influences from Scheler, but, in spite of many parallels, not
from Heidegger.

It would therefore seem that the main credit for having
naturalized and activated phenomenology on Husserlian grounds
has to go to Sartre, notably on the strength of his first essay in
the Recherches philosophiques of 1936 and his book-size studies on
the imagination and the emotions in the years between 1936 and
1940.

t. Of particular importance during this phase was a new year-
book, the Recherches philosophiques, whose title, with its theme of
“research,” was slightly reminiscent of Husserl’s yearbook,
which had ceased to appear after 1930. Under the editorship of
Koyré, H.-Ch. Puech, and A. Spaier it published six volumes be-
tween 1931 and 1936. The opening article of the first volume
consisted of Jean Wahl’s preface to his book Vers le concret
(Toward Concreteness), a title which expressed the spirit of this

{1
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period particularly well.l While the book itself studies as its
prime examples of contemporary philosophers William James,
A. N. Whitehead, and Gabriel Marcel, the Preface pays special
tribute to Heidegger and Scheler, besides referring repeatedly
to ‘“‘the phenomenologists,” among whom, to be sure, Husserl
is not mentioned by name, but only referred to indirectly for
his “principle of principles” and for the concept of intentionality.
The first two volumes of the Recherches contained, in addition
to original French contributions, translations of articles by Hei-
degger (“Vom Wesen des Grundes”), Hedwig Conrad-Martius,
Oskar Becker, and Karl Lowith, but no specifically phenomeno-
logical topics. Beginning with the second volume, the yearbook
carried a special section “Phenomenology’’ with critical reviews
of new literature in the field. The third and later volumes includ-
ed some of Minkowski’s ‘“‘phenomenological sketches.” Gabriel
Marcel contributed his “Phenomenology of Having” and his
‘“Phenomenological Remarks about Being in a Situation.” The
final volume contained Sartre’s first ‘“phenomenological de-
scription” (La Transcendence de 1'égo), which not only linked
the new French phenomenology with Husserl’s enterprise but at
the same time marked the beginning of Sartre’s independent
career.

x. The beginning of the productive phase of French phenome-
nology did not mean that the study and assimilation of German
phenomenology had come to an end. Some of the best interpre-
tations of German phenomenology, such as Gaston Berger’s of
Husserl!’s cogifo, appeared in the forties, Ricoeur’s commentaries
in the fifties. His monumental translation of Husserl’s Ideen,
with an important introduction and commentary, was published
in 1950. More recently Jean Hyppolite’s series “‘Epiméthée”’ has
added important interpretative studies and some translations
of Husserl’s works by the American Quentin Lauer S.]J. and
Suzanne Bachelard.

Even so the absorption of German phenomenology in France
is still far from completed. Its picture is not free from errors.
In general, the French are inclined to find much more unity
in German phenomenology than is warranted in the light of the

1 See, e.g., Sartre’s reference in ‘“Questions de Méthode,” Les Temps modernes
XTITI (1957), 350.
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facts presented in the second part of this book. Thus the dis-
crepancies between Husserl, Heidegger, and Scheler are usually
overlooked. Husserl is mostly seen through his later works, which
were much less effective in Germany, and his early phenomeno-
logical and pre-phenomenological writings are almost ignored,
a circumstance which results in a perspective that is possibly
much fairer to Husserl. It might even be argued that the very
shortcomings of the French perspective provide some of its
strengths. For they have left French phenomenologists free to
attack phenomena and problems afresh without becoming
involved in the discussion of earlier treatments. They also have
made it possible to avoid divisive issues. Nevertheless, some of
the best of early German phenomenology still remains to be
reactivated in the light of the new French developments.

SELECTIVE BIBLIOGRAPHY

GuUrvIiTcH, GEORGES, Les tendances actuelles de la philosophie allemande
(Paris, Vrin, 1930; second edition, 1949).

M. This may be the most suitable place for recording the role
and significance of the man who has given one of the best and
most influential interpretations of Husserl’s philosophy, but
who also has shown considerable originality in demonstrating it:
Gaston Berger (1896-1960). At the same time he should be
mentioned for his organizing ability, which he has often put at the
disposal of phenomenological enterprises (see, e.g., the space he
assigned to phenomenology in the new Encyclopédie frangaise
vol. XIX). Finally, his official position as Director of French
Higher Education, has given at least indirectly added prestige
to phenomenological philosophy in France.

As an interpreter of Husserl’s thought he has attempted to
show the unity in Husserl’s development, with the idea of the
cogito as its center. But he has also stressed the connection be-
tween Husserl’s thought and that of David Hume. In France
Berger is perhaps the staunchest French defender of Husserl’s
authentic position. He insists on the indispensability of the
transcendental reduction, a point on which only Raymond Polin
seems to share his views. However, Berger’s defense of Husserl]
does not prevent him from being critical of his conception of the
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ego. Also in his Recherches sur les conditions de la connaissance
(1942) he presented a phenomenological epistemology of his own
based on an intentional analysis in which, for instance, he denied
precedence of one’s own transcendental ego over that of others;
the two are on a par. His more recent presentation of independent
reflections about ‘“Some phenomenological Aspects of Time”
before the Société francaise de philosophie aroused an unusual
amount of comment. Berger has also been active in the field of
characterology. At the moment he sees the main task of phenome-
nology in the exploration of the possible contributions of a
transcendental intellectualism to the present philosophical
situation, and in the elucidation of the concept of constitution,
particularly the constitution of “form” in the subject.

Main Writings with Phenomenological Import

“Husserl et Hume”” in Revue internationale de philosophie 1 (1939), 342-353

Le Cogito dans la philosophie de Husserl (1941)

Recherches sur les conditions de la connaissance (1942)

“Quelques Aspects phénoménologiques du temps,” Bulletin de la Sociéte
frangaise de philosophie X1.IV (1950), 89-132

“L’Originalité de la phénoménologie,” Etudes Philosophiques 1X (1954),
249--59

‘“La Phénoménologie transcendentale,” Encyclopédie frangaise XIX
(1957), 19.10.6-8

3. Phenomenology and Existentialism

Perhaps the most characteristic feature of French phenome-
nology is its close association, if not coincidence, with existenti-
alism, compared with their segregation and even antagonism in
Germany, This would therefore seem to be the proper place for a
brief clarification and discussion of the whole relationship be-
tween these two movements.

Even the terminology of existentialism calls for brief notice
here. For it was not until 1944, i.e., one year after the appearance
of Sartre’s L’Etre et le néant, that the label “existentialism’ was
officially accepted by him and by others of its present protago-
nists, as well as, though only temporarily, by Gabriel Marcel.
Previously the word had turned up only sporadically since the
late twenties in France, Germany, and Italy (earliest known
occurrence), and was in use mostly among the opponents of the
new way of thinking. It has been rejected consistently by both
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Karl Jaspers and Martin Heidegger, supposedly its initiators;
instead, Jaspers speaks only of Euxistenzphilosophie, Heidegger
of existenziale Analytik or Fundamentaloniologie.

But even under these different flags phenomenology and
existential thinking did not mix in Germany. This is particu-
larly true of Jaspers. His interest and share in phenomenology
are restricted to his psychopathology, where he assigned a major
role to the empathic description of pathological phenomena.
But when it came to phenomenological philosophy, he drew the
line sharply and irrevocably after the appearance of Husserl’s
article on ‘“‘Philosophy as a Rigorous Science.” For the idea of
a scientific philosophy appeared to Jaspers as a contradiction
in terms, which he considered revolting. So did a phenomenology
that espoused this idea. Besides, Jaspers resented Husserl’s
early opposition to German speculative philosophy, especially
to Schelling, as came out in a momentous conversation at Hus-
serl’s request in 1913, when Husserl may well have sought
Jaspers’ support for his new yearbook.!

Thus when Jaspers, who during the same year became ac-
quainted with Kierkegaard’s writings, began to develop his own
philosophy of existence, he kept it strictly apart from phenome-
nology. This applies particularly to his method of elucidation of
existence (Existenzerhellung), a method which, whatever its
positive characteristics and merits may be, is certainly opposed
to mere description and to the search for insights into essences.
Instead, Jaspers made an appeal to his readers to step beyond
(transzendieren) their mere empirical being by a Kierkegaardian
leap in an attempt to “realize’”’ existence. This objective shows
at the same time that Jaspers uses the term ‘“‘existence’ for a
possibility which is by no means always real in the concrete
individual, and whose actual occurrence can never be proved
objectively; in this he deviates from Kierkegaard’s as well as
from Heidegger’s use of the elusive term.

As we have seen in an earlier chapter, Heidegger’s philosophiz-
ing about existence concerns not only a different referent (Da-
sein), it also pursues a very different objective, namely that of

1 See the account in Karl Jaspers, Rechenschaft und Ausblick. (Miinchen, Piper,
1951), p. 327. See also his more recent criticism of Heidegger’s “‘scientific”” phenome-
nological analysis of existence in Karl Jaspers and Rudolf Bultmann, Myth and

Christianity (New York, Noonday Press, 1958), pp. 8-11.

(1
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determining the categories of existence (fundamental ontology)
with a view to finding stepping stones for a universal ontology:
Heidegger’s concern is not to exist, but to know about a certain
aspect of human being, i.e., its comprehension of Being. This
does not exclude some overlapping in practice between existential
analytics and elucidation of existence in Jaspers’ sense. Heidegger,
however, at least at the stage of Setn und Zeit, maintains that
his existential analytics is phenomenology. He even claims that
it constitutes a science in Husserl’s sense, though hermeneutics
implies a considerable modification of phenomenological science
as Husserl understood it. But this remaining connection broke off
when Husserl began to denounce Heidegger’s enterprise along
with other philosophies of existence, and when Heidegger him-
self ceased to talk phenomenology. From then on Phenomeno-
logy and Philosophy of Existence were two incompatible currents
in Germany, and phenomenology was the loser in the contest
between the two.

Considering these facts, how.could it happen that in France
the two movements became practically synonymous? A first
reason may well have been that in the French perspective
Husserl and Heidegger appeared as one team, especially after
Heidegger’s conspicuous succession to Husserl’s chair in Frei-
burg, and in the absence of sufficient information about the
seriousness of the subsequent break between them soon after-
wards. Besides, Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit, which contained only
his ontological interpretation of human existence, had appeared
under the flag of the phenomenological yearbook. The first
translations of Heidegger’s writings, introduced by an old-time
phenomenologist like Koyré, made an impact mostly by their
treatment of existential themes. Thus the view became almost
inevitable that Heidegger’s existential philosophy represented
the logical development and fulfillment of the original Phenome-
nological Movement. The translation of Heidegger’s Dasein as
human reality (réalité humaine) gave to this existentialism
definitely anthropological character.

This picture was confirmed, and created a new situation,
when Sartre’s original works began to appear. To be sure,
Sartre himself became perhaps more aware of the difference
between Husserl and Heidegger than most other French students
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of phenomenology. For he was possibly the first to see that
Heidegger’s ontoclogy had not outdated Husserl’s enterprise.
However, especially at the stage of L’Etre et le néant, it became
manifest that it was Heidegger’s problems in which Sartre was
ultimately interested, although he attempted to tackle them
primarily by the method of phenomenological description as he
interpreted it. Thus Sartre’s adoption of the term “existenti-
alism” as the comprehensive title for his whole enterprise, soon
after the appearance of his “‘essay in phenomenological ontology,"’
meant the fusion of phenomenology and existentialism, at least
as far as the most representative French phenomenologists were
concerned. Yet there are signs that the wholesale condemnation
of existentialism by the Encyclical “Humani generis,” and
Marcel’s rejection of the label without a parallel denunciation of
phenomenology, will lead to a new differentiation, especially
since the interest in phenomenology among French Catholic
circles seems to be undiminished.!

This is not the place for a discussion of the merits and defects
of existentialism as a whole. In fact, the customary sweeping
commendations and condemnations suffer from the fact that they
presuppose the existence of an existentialist movement. But its
existence is actually more doubtful than that of a phenomeno-
logical movement. Existentialists, acknowledged and un-
acknowledged, share hardly more than their common debt to
Kierkegaard, who himself had no ambition to start a school or a
movement. Otherwise their only link is the magic word “ex-
istence,” whose meaning, on closer comparison of several ‘‘ex-
istentialists,” turns out to be a nest of equivocations. This does
not mean to deny the existence of a deeper common concern
behind the misleading label. But its discovery is beyond our
present task.2

In the present context the only question worth raising is this:
What have the existentialist currents done to the cause of
phenomenology? Had they meant nothing more than the addition
of one or several themes to the range of its phenomena, this

1 For an even more sympathetic appraisal of ‘‘existential phenomenology” as
a badly needed supplement to Neo-Thomism see Albert Dondeyne, Contemporary
European Thought and Christian Faith (Pittsburgh, Duquesne Studies, 1959).

3 For a brief attempt at such a condensation see my paper on ‘“‘Husserl’s Phenome-
nology and Existentialism,” Journal of Philosophy LVII (1960), 62-74.
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could only have been welcomed. Moreover, some of the existential
themes are certainly deeply significant for their own sake. But
unfortunately these are stressed at the expense of ‘‘non-ex-
istential”’ phenomena, to an extent which arouses misgivings
about the lopsidedness of a phenomenology preoccupied with
“existence.” The remarkable success of existentialism has how-
ever entailed for phenomenology, along with some dubious
publicity, some more serious dangers. It has interfered particu-
larly with the basic objective of Husserl’s phenomenology to
give philosophy greater scientific rigor. For the writings of too
many phenomenological existentialists betray a more or less
outspoken hostility to the idea of science as well as to its historical
exemplifications. Sometimes, as in the case Merleau-Ponty, such
anti-scientific statements are actually misleading, since they
are only aimed at an objectivistic or mechanistic interpretation
of science. The result is too often an atmosphere of elusiveness,
ambiguity, and mystification. On the other hand, phenome-
nological existentialists often assume the role of prophetic awake-
ners, a pose which goes ill with the spirit of patient exploration
which was the original ethos of phenomenology.

More specifically, the task of description is often taken rather
lightly and superficially. Insufficient care is taken of the full
range of significant phenomena. Such care would often throw
a very different light on those few which are singled out too
quickly as the basis for vast and precarious generalizations.
Hermeneutic interpretations are introduced at once which show
little consideration for possible alternative meanings of the
phenomena. These interpretations are frequently linked to
ambitious ontological and metaphysical schemes. The ease with
which the transition from existential phenomena to interpre-
tations of Being as a whole is carried out too often leaves the
more careful reader baffled.

Pointing out such limitations before the introduction of
concrete examples may sound like another set of precarious
generalizations which do an injustice to the solid work and the
potentialities of a genuinely phenomenological existentialism.
This is not my intention. It is in part the disappointment caused
by some of the most original work of this new phenomenology
which makes me express these reservations and apprehensions,
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in the fond hope that eventually there will be no longer any
reason for them.

One of the most moving things about Husserl was his insistence
on the need for self-denying, patient, slow work on the foun-
dations at the price of not yet being able to reach the really vital
and urgent issues of life or, as he himself finally called it, “ex-
istence.” For reasons which find ample excuse in the contempor-
ary setting, phenomenology has too often rushed to attack such
questions with insufficient preparation. Existentialist phenome-
nology provides one of the best examples of such a premature
advance into areas full of promise but also of pitfalls. This does
not mean that all its enterprises have been in vain. But it will
demand a good deal of self-discipline to redeem both existenti-
alism and its phenomenology and to detach them from their
more precocious ‘“‘engagements.” There are fortunately enough
indications that the old spirit of phenomenological thoroughness
has not yet died out, and that French phenomenology will be
able to improve on the score made by its pioneers. The following
chapters are meant primarily as an attempt to present some
of its more promising contributions.

SELECTIVE BIBLIOGRAPHY
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4. Phenomenology and Hegelianism

One of the surprising peculiarities of French phenomenology
for anyone familiar with its German antecedents is the natural
ease with which it takes it for granted that Husserl’s phenomeno-
logy belongs with Hegel’s Phenomenology of the Spirit and even
originated from it.1 Regardless of whether such a connection can
be established,2 there is certainly no adequate foundation for

1 See, e.g., Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Sens et non-sems, p. 125; Francis Jeanson,
La Phénoménologie, p. 117, and Jean-F. Lyotard, La Phénoménologie (Collection Que
sais-je? 1954), pp. 42 ff. (helpful; very characteristic of the French perspective of
phenomenology).

2 For a recent interesting attempt to back up this belief see Alphonse de Wael-
hens, ‘‘Phéncménologie husserlienne et phénoménologie hégelienne” in Rerue
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believing in such a historical connection as far as the German
phase of phenomenology is concerned. I have examined in the
Introduction the facts and the justification, or rather the lack
of it, for relating the two phenomenologies.

In view of this situation one may well wonder about the
historical reasons for the French interpretation of the relationship
between Hegel and Husserl, a relationship which incidentally
is not yet asserted by Georges Gurvitch (1930), who refers to
the anti-Hegelianism of phenomenology. On the surface these
reasons seem to consist merely in a historical coincidence in
combination with a piece of misinformation from a seemingly
well-informed source. The coincidence was a long overdue spurt
in Hegelian studies in France, beginning in the late twenties.
Jean Wahl’s examination of the role of the “‘unhappy conscious-
ness’’ in Hegel's Phenomenology of the Spirit (Le Malheur de la
conscience dans la philosophie de Hegel, 1929) aroused interest in
the neglected early ideas of Hegel with their more romantic
and less rigid conception of concrete human experience. The
discussion of the master-slave dialectics proved of particular
interest to the young Marxists. Finally, in 1939, the text of
the Phenomenology was ably translated in full and later interpre-
ted by Jean Hyppolite, one of Sartre’s and Merleau-Ponty’s
fellow students at the Ecole Normale, where he had first become
interested in the text.l It was more than natural that this
coincidence should suggest the search for deeper connections
with the more recent version of German phenomenology.

The “misinformation,” or at least misinterpretation, can be
traced to Alexandre Kojéve, a Russian Marxist, who had
studied in Germany under Jaspers but apparently not under
any of the phenomenologists. Taking over on a temporary basis
Alexandre Koyré’s course on Hegel at the Ecole des Hautes
Etudes he had interpreted Hegel’s Phenomenology of the Spirit
in lectures which were widely attended and later edited in book
form as an introduction to Hegel. In these lectures he simply
asserted that Hegel’s phenomenology was ‘“phenomenological
description (in Husserl’s sense of the word)” dealing with man

philosophique de Louvain, LII (1954), 234-250; also in Existence et signification (1958),
pp. 7-30.
1 Personal communication.
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as an existential phenomenon like Heidegger’s phenome-
nology. Such an interpretation became possible because to
Kojéve the Hegelian method, in contrast to the reality which it
tried to explore, was “by no means dialectical; it is purely
contemplative and descriptive, i.e., phenomenological in the
Husserlian sense of the term.” 1 Coming from one thoroughly
familiar with both Hegel and German philosophy, such an
interpretation was bound to find credence.

However, coincidence and misinterpretation alone would
hardly be enough to account for the French fusion of the two
phenomenologies. They both met the French need of the time
for concreteness as well as for structure. Both Hegel’s and
Husserl’s phenomenologies were interested in the problem of
consciousness and its manifestations. Thus, by playing down the
dialectical aspect of Hegel's philosophy the French were able
not only to present a Husserlianized Hegel but even to Hegeli-
anize Husserl. It is perhaps even more startling that Merleau-
Ponty finally presented an existentialized Hegel.

How far have these mutual assimilations affected the spirit
of French phenomenology? We shall have occasion to comment
on this point in the following chapters. They certainly implied
risks. At least Hegel’s Phaenomenologie was flexible enough not
to impose as rigid a logical framework on the phenomena as his
Logik might have done.

5. Phenomenological Existentialism and Literature

One peculiarity of French phenomenology which is apt to
puzzle newcomers used to the scholarly atmosphere of German
phenomenology (except for Heidegger’s later excursions into
poetry) is its close linkage with literature. Sartre was writing
short stories and novels from the very start, along with his
philosophical work, and became even more of a literary success
when he turned to the theatre and the screen after 1940. Marcel
always combined the roles of playwright and philosopher. Jean
Wabl has published poetry, some of it even under the same
cover with philosophical pieces. There is, to be sure, no evidence

1 Introduction d la lecture de Hegel, p. 38 {., 447, — See also Jean Wahl, “A propos

de I'Introduction 4 la phénoménologie de Hegel par A. Kojéve, ** Deucalion 1955,
77-101.

(11
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of any literary activity in the case of Merleau-Ponty. But in one
of his essays! he has made an impressive case for the essential
connection between the novel and metaphysics, which was
illustrated by Simone de Beauvoir’s first novel L' Invitée.

To be sure, this close tie between philosophy and literature is
nothing new in France. Long before existentialism had arrived,
philosophical ideas had found effective expression in the novels
of Balzac, Stendhal, Proust, Valéry, Bernanos, Julien Green,
and especially of André Malraux, who was perhaps the strongest
novelistic native influence upon the existentialists, matched by
the contributions of the German Kafka, and Americans such as
Hemingway, Dos Passos, and Faulkner. But never has the link
between the ‘‘metaphysical novel” and the “theatre of ideas”
on the one hand and philosophy on the other been as direct
and personal as in the case of the phenomenological existentialists.

Does this mean that the scientific spirit of Husserl’s phenome-
nology hasbeen betrayed by that of irresponsible fiction, and that
the earnest of Kierkegaard’s existentialism has degenerated into
mere estheticism after the model of his “Diary of a Seducer”?
Part of the answer to this question can be derived from the
essay of the non-writing Merleau-Ponty:

Phenomenological or existential philosophy assigns itself the task not
of explaining the world or discovering the conditions of its possibility,
but of formulating an experience of the world, a contact with the world
which precedes all thought about the world. This also means that philo-
sophy and metaphysics are omnipresent ... Hence the tasks of literature
and of philosophy can no longer be separated (p. 54).

Simone de Beauvoir, who combines the two functions of
novelist and philosopher in her own work, spells out the re-
lationship even more fully:

The more vividly a philosopher underlines the role and the value of sub-
jectivity, the more he will be led to describe the metaphysical experience
under its singular and temporal form. ... Existentialist thought is an
attempt to reconcile the objective and the subjective, the absolute and
the relative, the non-temporal and the historical; it aspires to seize the
essence at the heart of existence; and if the description of the essence
stems from philosophy proper, the novel will permit us to evoke the
original surge of existence in its complete, singular, and temporal truth.

Sens et non-sens, pp. 51-82.
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The metaphysical novel in particular seems destined ‘“‘to
evoke in its living unity and its fundamental living ambiguity
that destiny which is ours and which inscribes itself in time and
eternity.” 1

While such interpretations from the inside throw a good deal
of light on the connections between existentialist thought and
fictional expression, the question remains whether the imaginary
transformation of experience does not involve a substitution
of an inauthentic phenomenon for the direct account of the
existentialist’s unexchangeable experience. The answer is that
not only Aristotle’s “poetry’’ but even fiction can be truer than
history in the sense that it allows us to include more typical
experiences, and also those extreme situations which existential-
ists, following Jaspers, are in the habit of calling limit situations
(Grenzsituationen).

Phenomenology as the study of general essences may at first
sight seem to have little to do with the interest in individuals
and singular experiences that goes with fictional writing. How-
ever, it is well to remember that even in eidetic phenomenology
the general essence is approached via individual examples as
stepping stones for essential intuitions. Thus even the Older
Phenomenelogical Movement was aware of the unique richness and
perceptiveness of great poetry and of the imaginative novel,
especially of the stream-of-consciousness variety, as a foundation
for general phenomenological insights. Besides, Husserl had
always stressed the significance of free variation in imagination
as the basis for exploring essential relationships, and for such
purposes even the superiority of fiction over mere empirical
observation. Also, the esthetic modification of our consciousness
is at least similar to the phenomenological reduction with its
bracketing of our belief in existence.

Such features may explain the possibility of a sympathetic
interest of phenomenologists in fictional writing. But it was only
when the emphasis of phenomenological interest shifted from the
general essence to human existence in its singularity that the
potentialities of the literary approach became fully apparent.
Thus a novelistic journal like Sartre’s La Nausée not only

1 “Lijtérature et métaphysique’ in L’Existentialisme et la sagesse des nations
Nagel, 1948), p. 118 ff.
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opened up experiences not formerly explored in their weird
poignancy, but also comprised general reflections and essential
insights that sprang from the concreteness of the hero’s unique
situation.

This does not mean that literature as a philosophical tool is
without its weaknesses and dangers, nor that philosophy always
mixes well with literary media. There remains an atmosphere
of ambiguity around most of this philosophical literature which
often conceals its main objective. Some of the interpretations
which view existentialism as a movement preoccupied with
failure and with the seamier side of human existence may result
from paying too much attention to its novels and plays and
taking them at their face value as revelations of existence at its
most authentic, which they rarely mean to be. Such writing does
not make clear the meaning and place of its particular examples
in the context of the author’s over-all interpretation of life.
Yet one cannot deny that it is at times this very ambiguity
which fascinates the existentialists and which they want to
express by means of their literary enterprises. Certainly, in order
to understand the full meaning of French existentialist thinking
one must pay attention to both its philosophical and its fictional
output.

6. Phenomenological Existentialism and Marxism

A word might be in order about the ambivalent relations
between phenomenological existentialism and the philosophy of
communism.

On the one hand there can be no doubt about the uncompro-
mising hostility, if not contempt, with which the Communists
view existentialism as a form of subjective idealism and the
ultimate in bourgeois decadence. There is also an element of
annoyance in their attacks on this rival revolutionary movement
with its strong appeal to the sympathies of French youth.!

The situation is not so clear from the other side. In general,
with the conspicuous exception of Gabriel Marcel, the followers
of phenomenological existentialism are politically on the ‘““left.”

1 For a more serious criticism of Husserlian phenomenology, by a Vietminhese

Communist educated in France, see Tran-Duc-Thao, Phénoménologic et matérialisme
dialectique (Paris, 1951).
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They are even in far-reaching agreement with the ultimate goals
of the Communists as regards the final freedom to be reached
once the State is supposed to have withered away. They also feel
that in order to reach this goal some form of revolution may prove
indispensable. But they are at the same time for democracy, an
authentic democracy as opposed to the merely formal democracy
of traditional liberalism. This explains a good many shifts in
their political relations with the Communist Party. Sartre has
moved from co-operation during the Resistance movement,
through an abortive attempt at a left wing democratic move-
ment without the communists, to a renewed tactical alliance,
without ever becoming a Party member. The aftermath of the
Hungarian revolt of 1956 led to a new violent break, which may
well be irreparable. Merleau-Ponty, while in the beginning
more sympathetic to the humanistic aspects of communism
than Sartre, has lately turned away from the dialectical myths
of communism toward renewed attempts at revitalizing the
French left without the Communists, and has in the process
parted company with Sartre completely.

But never has there or could there have been any compromise
as far as the fundamental philosophy of communism, i.e.,
dialectical materialism, was concerned. Sartre has never hesitated
to call this “objectivist” philosophy absurd. Moreover, he consi-
ders it incongruous for a revolutionary movement and has at some
time gone to the extent of offering his existentialism of freedom
and liberation as a much more adequate foundation for a re-
volutionary program than the wavering determinism of dia-
lectical materialism.

Strange to say, this rejection of dialectical materialism does
not imply a repudiation of Marx and of Marxism. In order to
understand this distinction, one must take account of the peculiar
French picture of Marx as a philosopher, which differs consider-
ably from the picture in other countries based chiefly on the
Marx of the Communist Manifesto and Das Kapital. The new
French Marx stems from his early writings, made accessible
in the first volume of his works edited by the Marx-Engels
Institute and translated immediately into French in 1927 by
Molitor in three little volumes that go by the name of his Oeuvres
philosophiques. From some of these post-Hegelian writings Marx
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emerges as the philosopher for whom ‘“man is the root of
everything.” It is this kind of Marxist humanism which obviously
lends itself to an existentialist interpretation and assimilation,
which can be found particularly in Merleau-Ponty’s earlier
writings. It even allows us to see in the class struggle an ex-
istential historical situation of man.

Are these sympathies of the French existentialists related to
their existentialism and in particular to its phenomenological
approach? In view of the non-political and often rightist sym-
pathies of many existentialists outside France, this would seem
questionable from the very start. In fact the remarkable thing
about its French variety seems to be that here it enters the
political arena for the first time, and that on the whole it takes
its stand in the ranks of the non-communist left. This does not
mean that its politics follows logically from this approach, but
only that it is compatible with it. Nor do the political writings
of the existentialists show many phenomenological ingredients.
At best one might find in Sartre and Merleau-Ponty the rudiments
of a phenomenology of class consciousness. Otherwise the
connection between phenomenological existentialism and Marx-
ism is merely incidental, explained by the concrete situation
of the French intellectual.l It is paralleled by his interest in
psychoanalysis.

BIBLIOGRAPHY
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1 “Those of my age know this very well: even more than the two world wars,
the great issue of their lives was a constant confrontation with the laboring class and
its ideology, which offered them an inescapable picture of the world and of them-
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work, and the events.” (J. P. Sartre, “Le Réformisme et les fétiches,” Les Temps
modernes X1 (1956), 1158; see also XIII (1957), 348 ff,



IX

GABRIEL MARCEL (1889- ) AS A PHENOMENOLOGIST

I. Marcel’s Relations to the Phenomenological Movement

In his pioneering survey of Phenomenology in France Jean
Hering concludes his two-page discussion of Gabriel Marcel as
“an independent phenomenologist” with the following statement :
“We believe we may affirm that, even if German phenomenology
(to suppose the impossible) had remained unknown in France,
nevertheless a phenomenology would have been constituted
there; and this, to a large extent, would be due to the influence
of Gabriel Marcel.” Hering, an old-style phenomenologist and
anything but an existentialist, supports this remarkable esti-
mate by referring to Marcel’s “‘concern for research” and for
exploring the ‘“‘essence’ of things without separating them from
the consciousness that presents them to us; to his sense of the
“inanity”’ of Weltanschauungsphilosophie; and to his concrete
studies of such phenomena as “‘having,” which keep free from the
“mania” of reducing the phenomena to ‘“‘nothing but”” something
else.l

Against such an impressive estimate stands, however, the
fact that Marcel himself has never claimed to be a phenome-
nologist. Nor do his publications contain any extensive discussion
of phenomenology and of the Phenomenological Movement as
such, favorable or adverse. Thus, Husserl’s name hardly ever
figures in Marcel’s works. In Being and Having he pointedly
refrains from using ‘“the Husserlian terminology as well as that
of the German phenomenologists” (EA 228), although in the
Gifford Lectures he remarks twice with approval that Husserlian

1 Marvin Farber, ed., Philosophical Thought tn France and the United States, p. 75
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phenomenology had developed the conception of consciousness
as intentional, i.e., as referring to something other than itself.1
But there is no evidence that apart from this particular doctrine
Husserl had any important influence on Marcel’s philosophy and
phenomenology.2

For Marcel, the most important figure in the Phenomenological
Movement is Max Scheler. There had even been personal contacts
between them. But it is uncertain whether it was Scheler the
phenomenologist or Scheler the human being and metaphysician
that impressed Marcel more. Still, such concrete phenomenological
studies as Scheler’s essay on ‘““Ressentiment’ proved so important
to Marcel that he prepared a special critical article on that
essay.3 After 1933 Marcel was in close contact with one of Sche-
ler’s main disciples, Paul-Ludwig Landsberg.

For Heidegger Marcel entertains a mixed admiration. Around
1950 he even visited him in Freiburg. In mentioning this fact
he refers to him as “‘this difficult philosopher, without doubt the
most profound of our time, but the least capable of formulating
anything resembling clear directions which could orient effecti-
vely the youth that turns to him as a guide.” 4 Marcel refers
repeatedly to Sein und Zeit, of which he has made an intensive
study. He also acknowledges the parallelism in Heidegger’s
and his own concerns. But this does not prevent him from
protesting against the somberness of Heidegger’s outlook and
from making light of the pompousness of the Heideggerians.
But again, in his comments on Heidegger the thinker of Being
and existence, he does not pay any particular attention to Hei-
degger the phenomenologist.

Marcel’s chief antagonist among the French ‘“‘existentialists”
is undoubtedly Sartre (who, however, hardly takes note of the
much older Marcel). Yet in the beginning there were some friend-

1 Le Mystére de Vétre 1, 60 f., 188; also, in Les h contre 'k in, p. 101,.
where Brentano too is given credit for the idea of intentionality.

2 In a memorable interview in 1953, Marcel told me that he had seen Husserl’s
Ideen in German not long after their appearance but without being impressed and
wondering what it was all about. Husserl’s Sorbonne lectures in 1929, which he had
attended without meeting him personally, had left him with the impression of the
typical German scholar. More recent information about Husserl’s religious life had
made him question this impression.

3 Troisfontaines, Roger, De I’Existence a D'élre, 11, 424.

4 L'Homme problématique, p. 147. See also ‘‘Autour de Heidegger’ in Dsex vivant
I (1945), 89-99.
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ly contacts.! But after the appearance of L’'Etre ¢t le néant in
1943 Marcel directed vigorous attacks on Sartre’s ontology and
social philosophy without denying Sartre’s philosophical stature.
However, Sartre’s connection with phenomenology does not
figure in these discussions. Sartre’s relation to Husserl is not
even mentioned, though Sartre’s limited debt to Heidegger is
stressed. On Merleau-Ponty Marcel does not seem to have ex-
pressed himself publicly thus far.

Clearly, then, Marcel has no intention of identifying himself
with either the Phenomenological Movement as a whole or any
of its main representatives. In fact he considers these mainly
as individual thinkers, and pays little attention to their phenome-
nological orientation. On the other hand, Marcel has never taken
as definite a stand against phenomenology as Jaspers has done.
As far as his own view of the relation is concerned, he might be
considered at best a well-wisher from the outside. But before
discussing the relationship on more specific grounds, it will be
necessary to determine the place of phenomenology in Marcel’s
actual work.

This might be done first by taking account of the role of the
term ‘‘phenomenology”’ in Marcel’s writings. None of these
contains it in the main title. It occurs first in the second part of
Marcel’s Journal métaphysique (1927) in an entry dated October
27, 1920, i.e., at a time when phenomenology as a Movement
was still practically unknown in France. In the passage in
question, dealing with the “conditions of personal life,”” Marcel
distinguishes between a phenomenological and an ontological
point of view, the former being concerned with the conditions
under which a being can appear to himself as a personality.
But after making this distinction Marcel soon returns to the
ontological or metaphysical viewpoint.

Phenomenology figures much more prominently in a sequel
to this Journal which begins in 1929 and fills the better half of
Marcel’s second philosopical book, Etre et avoir (1935). It
shows Marcel fully aware of and acquainted with German

1 Thus Marcel refers to a paper Sartre had read in his house (*Existence et liberté
humaine” in Les grands Appels de I’homme contemporain, 1946); translated in The
Philosophy of Existence, p. 36); in this connection Marcel tells that he had sug-
gested to Sartre an analysis of the viscous.
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phenomenology.l In 1933 the diary also discusses ‘“Phenomeno-
logical Aspects of Death” (EA 179 ff.) and gives glimpses of a
phenomenology of suicide; but they are matched immediately
by references to ‘“‘hyperphenomenology.” These journal entries
lead up to the “Sketch of a Phenomenology of Having” which
Marcel presented to the Philosophical Society of Lyons in 1933
and published subsequently in Recherches philosophiques (1933/
34) under that title. In the following years three more essays
go by phenomenological titles.2 In later works such as the Gifford
Lectures (1950) and Les Hommes contre I’humain (1951) Marcel
attaches the word ‘“phenomenological” freely, but less conspicu-
ously, to some of his own analyses.

These facts suggest that even within Marcel’s own thinking
phenomenology as such is no major factor. He used the term
somewhat more frequently after German phenomenology had
become an influence in France, notably between 1933 and 1945,
though even then without referring to its German application,
but with reference to the kind of topics which in the twenties
he had first discussed in the Metaphysical Journal. It is on the
basis of having taken up these topics in a new and peculiar
manner, rather than of his making use of the label, that Marcel’s
title to being the first original French phenomenologist has to
be examined.

However, even if this should reveal Marcel as the initiator of a
peculiarly French phenomenology, it would still leave him in a
rather marginal position with regard to the larger Movement.
To be sure, one additional factor must be considered: Marcel’s
influence on some of the leading French phenomenologists.
Among these is as solid a student of phenomenology as Paul
Ricoeur. There are also strong indications that at one time
Merleau-Ponty received considerable stimulation from Marcel,
both in his selection of topics and in his approach.

Thus, Marcel’s position is a peculiar one. A user of phenome-
nology to a limited extent, but certainly not a phenomenologist,

1 See the entry of August 5, 1929, which is, incidentally, the year of Husserl’s
Sorbonne lectures (EA 49).

2 ““Apercus phénoménologiques sur 1’étre en situation’ (1937), first published in
Recherches philosophiques, then in Du Refus & U'invocation (1940); the same volume
contains an essay ‘‘Phénoménologie et dialectique de la tolérance.” A ‘‘sketch,”
“Esquisse d'une phénoménologie et d'une métaphysique de ’espérance” (1942),
forms the central chapter of Homo viator (1945).
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he is nevertheless one of its main inspirers. His role could be
remotely compared with that of a preparer of phenomenology in
Germany like Franz Brentano. But here the comparison ends.
For there is certainly little resemblance between the founder
of a new scientific philosophy and psychology, Brentano, and
the searcher for a new mystic of Being, Marcel.

Before discussing the nature and the place of Marcel’s phenome-
nological research, I shall try to outline his major concern and
the main phases of his development in their significance for his
phenomenology.

2. Marcel’s Concern

Few contemporary thinkers philosophize in as intensely
personal a manner as Marcel. Hence there is no shortage of
autobiographical statements nor of formulations in which he
expresses his central themes (the musical term is particularly
appropriate in view of Marcel’s stake in music as well as in the
drama). From these I shall choose as point of departure a particu-

larly concise statement written in 1940 which runs as follows:

I am forced to state that my philosophical development has been domi-
nated by two preoccupations which at first may seem contradictory ...
the one is what I shall call the exigency of being (I’exigence de I’étre), the
other the haunting sense (hantise) of beings seized in their singularity and

at the same time in the mysterious relations which connect them. (RI
1921).

“Exigency of being”’: this phrase means for Marcel more than
the fascination by the “wonder of all wonders,” i.e., that there
is Being, a theme which we found in Heidegger. Exigency is
something which Marcel seems to experience particularly in the
face of the possibility that everything is merely appearance and
illusion (P4 51). This is not merely a matter of contemplation
but of a recognition of the stake we have in being. Behind the
urge to give to experience its “ontological weight” (poids onto-
logique) of which empiricism had lost sight (RI 89), and to
experience the “bite of reality’’ (la morsure du réel), lies also the
urge to “‘participate’ in being. Our involvement in Being: this
is actually what Marcel expresses by the title of his most
systematic work, the Le Mystére de I’étre.

One might easily think that Marcel’s emphasis on the mysteri-
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ousness of Being amounts to a new mysticism, if not to a kind
of agnosticism. In fact Marcel himself, in the Introduction to the
publication of his Journal métaphysique, has spoken of a “‘pure
mysticism” (mystiqgue pure) as one of his goals. It is therefore
important to realize that Marcel’s use of the term “mystery” is a
highly personal one. It by no means converts Being into an
impenetrable secret. Marcel’s distinction between problem and
mystery, elaborated only after the Journal métaphysique, has
nothing to do with the question of the possibility or impossibility
of a solution, a disjunction which applies only to problems.
For Marcel, the important difference between mystery and
problem is that the problem, as the Greek literal meaning suggests,
is “thrown”’ before us and can therefore be objectified, whereas
the mystery is ‘“‘something in which I am myself involved
(emgagé), and which consequently is not thinkable except as a
sphere in which the distinction of what is in me from what is
before me loses its meaning and its initial value” (EA4 169).
In other words, Marcel sees the mystery of being as consisting
not in its mysteriousness, but in the fact, about which there is
nothing hidden or “mysterious,” that we are involved in being,
participate in it. It might have been less misleading to describe
this “mystery”’ simply as a phenomenon which engulfs us,
concerns us, from which we cannot escape. It is on the mystery
of being in this sense that metaphysics in Marcel’s sense is
focussed (braquée) (EA, 146).

The other ““preoccupation” that “haunts” Marcel is no less
important, although he treats it more in his dramas than in his
philosophy: the concern with single individuals — which may
well remind us of Kierkegaard, although Marcel came to know
him relatively late — and with their intersubjective relations.
The first form of this problem seems to stand behind Marcel’s
pervading question, “What am I?” He asks this question in a
spirit that is not so eager for an answer as for a deepening of the
experience behind the question. This spirit avoids the glib answer
which is implied in our usual reply by reference to our objective
functions, our professions, or our names. Any philosophy which
sidetracks (escamoter) these questions, as idealism seems to have
done for Marcel, is disqualified by that very fact. But there is
also the haunting sense of the concrete interpersonal relations
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which philosophy has to confront in the “mystery” of our
inescapable involvement with others. To do this requires an
empiricism more concrete and more profound than what has
traditionally gone under that name. It requires a new concept
of experience.

It is therefore not only Being but beings in which we are
involved, in whom we participate, and who are at the focus of
Marcel’s thought. The idea of participation is indeed funda-
mental for Marcel’s conception of human existence. Existence
is actually being-in-a-situation, and the fundamental situation
is our participation in Being and in beings. In fact being-with-
others is the very nature of selfhood. It is easy to see that such a
conception of existence, once granted, has no difficulty in ac-
counting for the connection of an isolated subject with its
objects, with other subjects, and even with God.

One might expect that with such a key Marcel would be in a
position to develop a complete system of philosophy. But it is
one of the characteristic features of his thought that he has no
such ambition. To some extent this may be explained by Marcel’s
conception of the primary function of his philosophy. For ac-
cording to him philosophy is not to provide us with ready-made
conclusions. Its real mission is to awaken, to sensitize, and to
appeal, rather than to teach and to give transferable information.
The sense of “‘research’ can only be conveyed by making the
reader participate in the search. A “concrete philosophy”’ such
as Marcel envisages can be achieved only by concrete experience
and by promoting concrete experiences in others.

But there is also reason to think that a metaphysical system is
actually not within Marcel’s philosophical range. As a thinker he
is at his best when he uses the form of the diary. He will start
from an insight which has come to him during a stroll in his
familiar Luxembourg gardens or in the country, and which he
puts down after returning to his desk. Even his essays lack the
coherence of a sustained argument. It is mainly his personality,
a conspicuous personality, which provides a certain unity. There
is something strangely ambivalent in Marcel’s attitude toward
the idea of a philosophical system. On the one hand he seems to
resent even the idea of a systematic organization of philosophical
thought ; apparently this sentiment had an important part in his
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break with the idealist tradition. But at times he feels that he
cannot escape the “‘exigency” of unifying his own thought. In
his Gifford Lectures he himself attempted a comprehensive
presentation of his major themes, with but limited success. Thus
we observe the unusual spectacle of Marcel asking his friend,
the Jesuit Roger Troisfontaines, to prepare a unified picture
of his thought after the latter had submitted to him a mere
outline of it as a stimulus for Marcel himself. (De I’Existence a
Détre. 11, 376). Troisfontaines seems to have succeeded in this
to Marcel’s satisfaction. His book, together with Paul Ricoeur’s
comparative study of Marcel and Jaspers, also recommended by
Marcel, are of inestimable value for any serious student of
Marcel’s thought. But even these works leave a number of
questions unanswered or only partially answered, particularly
those bearing on Marcel’s relation to phenomenology. In trying
to find these answers for ourselves, we shall first have to under-
stand the development of Marcel’s thought in the light of his
basic motifs, and then to determine therole which phenomenology
acquired for him as his thought developed.

3. The Development of Marcel’s Philosophy

Few French philosophers are as thoroughly steeped in Anglo-
American philosophy of the early century as Marcel. In a thinker
with his concerns it is not surprising to find an initial interest in
idealistic interpretations of the participation of man in the
mystery of Being. But what isunusual is the extent of his interest
in the Anglo-American development of idealism. His occupation
with German idealism found a first expression in a manuscript
dealing with Coleridge’s metaphysical ideas in their relation to
Schelling. Neo-Hegelianism attracted him considerably, particu-
larly in the version which Bradley had given it. Thus Bradley’s
doctrine of internal relations made a lasting impression on him.
But this could not make up for the neglect of the individual
which Bradley’s monism implied. This fact in itself accounts to a
considerable extent for Marcel’s interest in the author of The
World and the Individual, Josiah Royce. To him he devoted his
first major study, which appeared in three articles in the Revue
de Métaphysique et de Morale (1917-18), republished in book form
as late as 1945 under the title of ““La Métaphysique de Royce,”
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a work which according to W. E. Hocking is “to this date, so
far as I know, the best monograph on Royce’s metaphysical
thought.”” 1 Besides, Marcel saw in Royce’s metaphysics “one
of the boldest attempts to give the metaphysical problem a
solution which goes beyond the too narrow confines of intel-
lectualism; pragmatism, and the philosophy of intuition,” and
admired in him a philosopher who ‘“‘recognizes an authentic and
profound intellectual experience witerever he felt a direct contact
with that experience in which we are suspended (baigner) and
outside of which we are nothing” (Introduction). Moreover, in
his Foreword to the English translation of 1956 Marcel gives
Royce credit for having helped him in the “discovery” of the
“thou” as the necessary correlate of the “I.”” Thus it would
seem that Royce provided for Marcel something like a way-
station on the road from absolute idealism to a philosophy of
concrete personal existence. This did not prevent him from
making in the “Conclusion” serious reservations as regards
some of Royce’s doctrines: Thus, without charging Royce with
monism, Marcel maintained that Royce had not been able to
avoid some of its pitfalls. To this end, Marcel recommends the
use of the very ‘“‘theery of participation in Being of which we
have recognized important elements in Royce and which will
become more precise in W. E. Hocking.” Such a use will

direct us toward the definitive break with categories that are inadequate
to the proper object of metaphysics, and toward a less systematic but
more profound interpretation of the intellectual life: a philosophy of this-
type, which refrains from importuning the real for guarantees which
inevitably tend to do violence to it (comfraintes), and which tends to
recognize explicitly an order of freedom and of love where the relations
from being to being, far from consolidating into a single rational system,
would remain the expression of solidaric and distinct individuals who
participate in God to the degree in which they believe in him.

It is toward a concrete philosophy with these objectives that
Marcel now turns his efforts. The steps of this emancipation can
be traced in his next major works.

The Journal métaphysique, published in 1927, is in many ways
Marcel’s most characteristic work but by no means his easiest
one: ‘‘characteristic,” for it shows Marcel in the acute struggle
with his ideas, and at the same time the strengths and the

1 “Marcel and the Ground Issues of Metaphysics,” PPR XIV (1954), 449.
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limitations of his approach; “not easy,” for too often Marcel’s
sinuous paths end in the thicket without clear results and without
a later follow-up or summary.

The adjective ‘“‘metaphysical” must not mislead one into
expecting an attempt at a conventional metaphysics. True, there
occur in the book such problems as the time-honored relation
between soul and body. But for Marcel metaphysics is not
simply a matter of curiosity about the transcendent (curiosité
transcendente); it is an expression of a longing to be (appétit
d’étre). Hence, metaphysics is a matter of personal reorientation
(redressement) and even of removal of tension (défente), resulting
from the fact that man finds his customary position in the
world fundamentally unacceptable (October 17, 1922). The
Journal métaphysique may properly be described as the record of
such a reorientation, in which its author emancipates himself
from an idealistic metaphysics and develops a philosophy of
existence wherein the mystery of being becomes the center of
metaphysical thought. The double dedication to Henri Bergson
and William Ernest Hocking is certainly not without significance.
For they have been of major importance in this emancipation.
To Hocking Marcel seems to be indebted chiefly for stimulation
in his social and religious thinking.

The first part of the Journal métaphysique, written during the
early months of 1914, contains chiefly Marcel’s attempt to free
himself from the burden of idealistic metaphysics in order to
make room for a more immediate approach to Being; actually
the tools of this liberation are, in Marcel’s own view, still dialec-
tical themselves. The second, larger part, extending from 1915 to
1923, is of a more constructive nature. It concentrates on
phenomena neglected or sidetracked by rationalist thinking,
such as sensation or the experience of the body in its relation to
consciousness. It also deals with a topic in which Marcel had
become intensely interested during the War on the basis of his
own mediumistic experiences: psychic phenomena. The main
outcome, as Marcel himself sees it, is that such reflections can
“divest (déstituer) truth of a transcendent value which a certain
rationalism automatically confers on it — and at the same time
give to existence that metaphysical priority of which idealism
had wanted to deprive it” (p. XI). Thus the Journal (JM) may
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well be considered the first expression of a French philoso-
phy of existence.

In many ways the publication of this journal is a unique case.
There have been plenty of philosophical journals before, to
mention only Berkeley’s Commonglace Book and Amiel’s Journal.
But these appeared posthumously. As a matter of fact, even
Marcel had originally not thought of publishing these records
of his reflections, the major part of which is apparently still
unpublished. It was only four years after the last entry of the
second part that the Jowrnal appeared, when Marcel had come
to the conclusion that he was unable to condense his results in a
systematic work. By that time he had decided that he might as
well make a virtue of this impossibility.

However, before the Journal appeared Marcel published his
main positive conclusion, “‘the primacy of existence over objec-
tivity”’ (i.e., the objective approach by science and scientific
philosophies), in an article in the Revue de métaphysique et de
morale of 1925. While this article establishes Marcel’s priority as
an independent philosopher of existence, unaware at that time
even of Kierkegaard, it should be realized that existence in
Marcel’s sense did not mean primarily the existence of the single
individual, but comprised all being. In asserting the primacy of
existence or of the “existential index,” Marcel asserts chiefly
the indubitability of the existence of the world, distinguished
from its objective characteristics (objectivité) as mere objects of
our thought. The mind finds itself supplied with an indubitable
assurance that refers not to the existence of any particular thing
which it knows, nor to existence in general, but to the existing
universe.

Thus far there is no mention of phenomenology as a method.
But one notices that the problem of a proper method becomes
more and more urgent for Marcel. Thus one can find occasional
references to a reflection designed to restore the continuity of
existence which an imprudent analysis had destroyed. (JM 324).

During the later twenties Marcel transferred his main energies
to playwriting and the theater. Yet this was more than a sideline
for him, since his plays have considerable significance for the
development of his philosophical ideas. This is expressed, for
instance, in the fact that his next important philosophical state-
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ment is attached to one of these plays (Le Monde cassé). It should
also be mentioned that 1929 was the year of his conversion from
a non-committed religion to Catholicism, not as a result of any
particular crisis but of the realization, precipitated by a letter
from his friend Frangois Mauriac, that he had already reached
the Catholic position. This has never prevented him from strongly
opposing Scholastic philosophy.

The title of the play just mentioned (The Broken World) is
meant to suggest that the watchspring of the modern world has
stopped functioning because it has lost the sense of what Marcel
calls “‘the ontological mystery.”” The philosophical Appendix to
this play, compared by Etienne Gilson with Bergson’s Intro-
duction a la métaphysique, undertakes not only to clarify the
meaning of this mystery but also to consider the proper method
of restoring it. The title, “Formulation (position) and Concrete
Approaches to the Ontological Mystery,” emphasizes the need
of a “‘concrete’” method. This is in line with Marcel’s demand for
a “concrete philosophy’’ as the need of the hour. In order to
supply such a new approach, the essay distinguishes between
two types of reflection, a First and a Second Reflection. The
First Reflection is nothing but the analysis practiced by science
and also by an idealistic philosophy. The Second Reflection, or
reflection raised to the second power, has as its main function to
break up the rigid division between that which is before us as an
objective problem and that which is within us as a “mystery.”
He does so by showing the way in which we are “implicated”
in a genuine mystery. The Second Reflection is also charac-
terized as a movement of conversion reflecting on the First
Reflection. In speaking of it as an act of recovery (recuesllement)
Marcel refers to the English phrase ““to recollect oneself.”” Yet it
would seem that at this stage Marcel had not yet succeeded in
clarifying his “concrete approach” sufficiently. It is hardly
without significance that around this time Marcel began to
publish the essays with the phenomenological titles which we
mentioned in the first section of this chapter. The word “phe-
nomenological” also occurs frequently in a sequel to the first
Metaphysical Journal, later incorporated in Marcel’s second
philosophical book, Efre et avoir, which consists otherwise of
essays grouped around a ‘‘phenomenological sketch.” In this
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little volume the phenomenology of having proves to be the
primary means for showing the difference between problem and
mystery.

Marcel’s third book, again a collection of essays, appeared in
1940. It is entitled Du Refus a I'invocation (From Rejection to
Invocation). The rejection still aims at idealist philosophy,
especially in the professedly agnostic form of Léon Brunschvicg.
The “invocation” as conceived by Marcel comprises not only
the religious invocation of prayer but any type of appeal to
oneself or to the other which leads us closer to the ontological
mystery. The mystery of man’s incarnated being serves as the
focal point (repére) of ‘“‘metaphysical reflection.” But other
topics such as being-in-a-situation (as man’s essence) and toler-
ance provide further subjects for Marcel’s phenomenology as
“concrete philosophy.”

Homo viator (Man the Wayfarer), published in 1945, follows
the same pattern. Marcel himself calls it apologetically a laby-
rinth. It centers in the idea of a metaphysical anthropology
which shows man as essentially a transcendent being, destined
for a beyond (au deld). The revealing subtitle is ‘“‘Prolegomena to
a Metaphysics of Hope,” and the central essay is in fact a
“Sketch of a Phenomenology and Metaphysics of Hope.” Hope
forms the opening wedge for a transcendence which, however,
never frees us from our incarnated situation, for which the
German poet Rilke is invoked as a main witness. While pheno-
menology thus serves as an approach, it clearly is not considered
adequate without additional steps of a more metaphysical
nature.

During the brief period between Homo Viator and the Gifford
Lectures, i.e., from 1946-1948, Marcel accepted the label of
“Christian existentialism” for his philosophy. It occurs chiefly
as the title of a collection of interpretative essays which had
been assembled by Etienne Gilson for his sixtieth birthday, to
which Marcel himself added an illuminating autobiographical
sketch. But as early as 1948 Marcel began to regret his “weak-
ness,” and finally he denounced it, most solemnly in the French
Preface to the Gifford Lectures of 1951, shortly after the whole-
sale condemnation of all existentialism in the Encyclical “Hu-
mani generis.” Instead of the “horrible word existentialism”
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il’affreux vocable) Marcel now suggests as a possible substitute
“Christian Socratism’ or ‘“Neo-Socratism,” in order to express
“the attitude of interrogation that is constant with me and
appears perhaps even more clearly in my stage plays.” One
might suspect that, at least for a brief period, Marcel hoped that
the word ‘““Christian existentialism” could take the wind out
of the sails of the “atheistic” existentialists, only to discover
that it exposed his own cause to even worse misunderstandings.
The use of the symbol “Socrates’ indicates how much importance
Marcel still attaches to the problem of finding the proper
approach, for which the Socratic dialogue seemed to him a
particularly effective solution.

The Gifford Lectures on Le Mystére de 1'Etre (The Mystery of
Being), published first in English, show a different structure from
that of Marcel’s preceding works. They constitute Marcel’s
supreme effort to give systematic form to his ideas. Each lecture
returns to one of his favorite themes but without a strict syste-
matic sequence. Among these phenomenology does not figure
as such. But in several places, in trying to explain his method
of metaphysical reflection, Marcel refers to it without noticeable
reservations.

The situation is similar in his latest small volumes (Les
Hommes contre Vhumain) (1951) and L’'Homme problématique
(1955), in which certain aspects of social and existential anthro-
pology are Marcel’s main concern. The former contains chiefly a
critique of the spirit of abstraction as responsible for fanaticism:
it includes a phenomenological analysis of the fanaticized con-
sciousness, which refers specifically to the model of Brentano’s
and Husserl’s analyses. ‘“Problematic Man” gives chiefly a
critical discussion of the existentialism of anxiety without
explicit references to phenomenology.

4. Marcel’s Conception of Phenomenology

The preceding survey of Marcel’s development makes it clear
that his stake in phenomenology is merely of a subordinate
nature. It represents an episode in his search for a concrete
philosophy and for concrete approaches to it and to the onto-
logical mystery. After his rejection of dialectical idealism Marcel
had fundamentally two choices left, Bergsonism and Neo-
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Scholasticism, which might have recommended itself to him
particularly after his conversion to Catholicism. But Marcel has
been uncompromising in his opposition to Scholastic phi-
losophy with its appeal to rationalism and its belief in logical
demonstration. Bergsonism offered a much stronger attraction.
Indeed Bergson’s influence on Marcel has been considerable.
The co-dedication of the Metaphysical Journal to him and to
Hocking had its deep reasons: ‘“Without the Bergsonian adven-
ture and the admirable courage which it attested I would proba-
bly never have had the strength or even simply the courage to
engage in my own research.” 1 But while Marcel saw in Bergson
a liberator from dialectical idealism, he could not adopt Berg-
son’s metaphysical intuition and the implied metaphysics of
creative evolution. In fact, now he considers the very term
“intuition” too dangerous and too loaded to call his metaphysical
reflection “reflective intuition,” as he once contemplated doing.
(EA4 141 {., October 8, 1931)

Hence Marcel had to develop his own method and a minimum
of theory about it. He called it ‘“reflection.” For it involved a
certain retreat from the immediacy of acting and living. But it
meant at the same time a return to the immediacy of lived
experience, though on a higher level. Reflection in its first form
as objectivating analysis actually threatens the immediacy of
this experience. It is only a second reflection which Marcel credits
with the power of recovering the lost concreteness of immediate
experience and the sense of the ontological mystery. Marcel’s
interest in phenomenology has to be seen in the light of his efforts
to develop his conception of this second or restorative reflection.
It was at the time when German phenomenology entered the
French scene that he felt this need most keenly. It is therefore not
surprising that he tried to assimilate some of it for his more
definite objectives.

However it is important to realize that Marcel never identified
phenomenology with his second reflection, which is essentially
a metaphysical or ontological approach. In fact, his very earliest
reference to the “phenomenological viewpoint” contrasts it
immediately with the metaphysical or ontological perspective
(JM 249), which does not confine itself to appearances but raises

1 Troisfontaines, De I'Existence @ Uétre, 1, 204,
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the question of reality. In Being and Having he distinguishes
even more explicitly the phenomenological question from a
hyperphenomenological one, for which the phenomenological
approach is supposed to pave the way (EA 206, March 31, 1933;
RI, 106 1.). A phenomenology of suicide, for instance, will show
this act only as an attempt to get rid of oneself; yet hyper-
phenomenology questions and presumably refutes this perspect-
ive, in which my existence appears as too isolated. There is
however no further development of this hyperphenomenological
approach. The context and other passages and titles show that
Marcel means by it what is elsewhere called metaphysics or
dialectics. But even then it is by no means made clear how such
a hyperphenomenology would proceed in order to solve the
question of the validity of the appearances. Presumably it is
this fact, in combination with the fuller development of Marcel’s
phenomenological analyses, which has given rise to the impression
that Marcel’s method is phenomenological in character.

What does Marcel mean by phenomenology? Nowhere in his
published writings is there anything like an explicit discussion
of this question. All the evidence so far available consists of
incidental remarks that occur in connection with concrete
analyses labeled at the time or in retrospect as phenomenological.
Marcel does not often refer to other philosophers’ writings as
suitable models. Thus his interpretation of phenomenology must
be derived indirectly from a study of his own writings, chiefly
at the stage of Etre et avoir and Du Refus & I'invocation.

Marcel contrasts phenomenological analysis with psycho-
logical analysis. The former deals with the “implicit content of
thought,” the latter with states (of mind?) 1. The phenomenology
of having is a case in point. “Having,” as Marcel sees it, must be
interpreted not as a state but as a content. It is the task of
phenomenological analysis to detach (dégager) what is implied
in experience (ME 1, 109; translation I, 94), without introducing
oversimplifying reductions.

Thus far Marcel’s phenomenology would seem to be at least
compatible with the initial ph»2.e of Husserl’s version. But one

' EA 229 (translation p. 158;; RI, p. 269. Actually, Marcel expresses the view
that the whole conception of psychological states, comparable to states of things, is
erroneous (ME I, 591.).
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important difference has to be considered from the very start:
Marcel’s opposition to Descartes, to his principle of doubt, and
to his reconstruction of philosophy on the basis of the indubitable
cogito. To Marcel it is not doubt which represents the funda-
mental attitude, but wonder, amazement, in fact, admiration.
Doubt is a degradation of it. Likewise the conception of a dis-
embodied cogito is based on an artificial separation; for the
cogitating ego is essentially an incarnated being, inserted and
participating in Being (EA 11; November 22, 1928). Finally,
what is undubitable to Marcel is not the “I think,” nor even the
“I exist,” but ultimately the “we are.” A phenomenology with
such a non-Cartesian axis is bound to differ basically from any
phenomenology in the Husserlian sense. It is obvious that it will
also reject Husserl’s phenomenological reduction and his trans-
cendental idealism.

To what extent, then, is Marcel’s conception of phenome-
nology a parallel to that of the Phenomenological Movement ?
Insofar as its objective is an analytic description of the contents
of experience, it certainly coincides with the basic phenomeno-
logical approach. There is to be sure no talk about essences and
essential structures and relations in Marcel’s accounts, but one
might apply these categories without much violence to what
Marcel’s analyses actually yield. Reflection too is a typical
feature of the phenomenological approach, although Marcel’s
Second Reflection cannot be simply identified with a phenome-
nological reflection upon the phenomena and especially upon the
intentional acts. Yet the assignment of the questions of validity
and reality to a ‘“hyperphenomenology’’ may again fit in with
the initial idea of suspending belief as the entrance gate to
phenomenology.

But this must not make one overlook the deep differences,
both in structure and in function, between Marcel’s phenome-
nology and that of the Movement. These are perhaps most pro-
nounced when it comes to the function of phenomenology.
For to Marcel it serves merely as a useful introduction to a
renewed analysis of Being (EA4 219; October 13, 1933). Hence it
is hardly the only valid basis of philosophy and human know-
ledge, but merely an ally of a concrete philosophy, a hand-
maiden of metaphysics in its quest for the mystery of Being.
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5. Marcel’s Phenomenology in Action

Marcel is certainly not a theorist of phenomenology. Is he at
least a good practitioner of it ? Before selecting suitable examples
of his phenomenological analyses, one has to decide what parts
of his work should be considered phenomenological. Should his
own labelling be followed? In that case only some of the essays
of his middle period would qualify, with the addition of an essay
like the one on ‘““Self and Others” (Moi et autrui) in Homo
Viator, which in retrospect he has called phenomenological
(ME 1, 191; 11, 175). There is, however, not much difference in
character between Marcel’s labelled analyses and most of his
unlabelled ones.

The most important case in point is the journal métaphysique,
Marcel’s major and probably most original work. If it can be
considered phenomenological, then indeed Marcel can be
called the first original French phenomenologist. Now it certainly
differs in style from all previous phenomenological works and
gives at best the impression of a phenomenological workshop.
To follow Marcel on the meandering and disconnected trails of
his Journal can be an experience both exciting and frustrating.
Seemingly casual observations, often triggered by observations
of certain phrases in French or some other language, very often
English, give rise to chains of suggestive reflections. But too often
these reflections peter out or are set aside for further “research,”
which does not always follow or, if undertaken, oftentimes
cancels out previous results. The Journal is certainly revealing
about the way in which Marcel’s mind operates. It shows him at
his best when he records his fresh amazement in front of a new
phenomenon never touched by other philosophers before him,
poses new questions, is struck by new perspectives, or stopped
by difficulties, which he never minimizes. For his chief concern
at this level is not to suppress phenomena. In all these respects
the Journal shows the features of genuine phenomenology at
its best: the zest for finding new and neglected phenomena, the
effort to make them stand out, and the ability to find new angles
in, and new approaches to, the perennial issues. Nevertheless,
Marcel’s descriptions often lack the spirit of patient and many-
sided analysis and the determination to penetrate to the essential
structure and the essential laws. Too many of his descriptions
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read like preludes or improvisations, which remain at the
impressionistic stage. ‘“To be deepened” is a typical instruction
which Marcel addresses to himself at the end of ever so many
reflections,

However, in fairness to Marcel it should be remembered that
his first and last ambition in the Journal is metaphysical: he
wants to discover ultimatereality, not only phenomena regardless
of their validity. Whatever phenomenological insights he gains
in the process are steps on the road of this larger enterprise. It is
another question how far he has been successful in this quest.
He certainly did not succeed in giving his new metaphysics
systematic form. It may be that it is precisely this unfinished
character of his metaphysics which is responsible for the fact
that most of his research remains on the phenomenological level.
And it was this aspect of his enterprise which attracted the at-
tention of those whose primary interest was phenomenology. Here
were examples of a new undogmatic approach to new phenomena,
carried out with caution and humility, yet always animated by
the concern for human existence as participating in a wider
pattern of being.

At this point it may be best simply to list some of these pheno-
mena, without following through Marcel’s accounts of them:

a. The body (corps) as a content of experience: in its centrality
for the very conception of existence this theme had never been
considered before so explicitly. Incarnation in a body actually
appears to Marcel as the core of human existence. But existence
does not coincide with it, and the ambivalent relations between
existence and body are one of the most intriguing subjects in
Marcel’s reflections.

B. “Having” as distinguished from ‘“Being”’; I shall present
Marcel’s phenomenology of ‘“having” more fully below.

v. Commitment (engagement) ; Marcel may well have been the
first to introduce this central category into the philosophy of
existence.

3. Participation, as opposed to mere spectatorship: this is
actually one of the pillars in Marcel’s conception of ex-
istence. Sensation is to him the most elementary form of
participation in Being, rather than a mere receiving of messages
from outside:
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e. Witnessing (témoignage), as distinguished from mere experi-
encing.

{. Availability (disponibilité) and unavailability of the ex-
isting individual.

. Belonging (appartenance), with particular emphasis on the
way in which persons can belong to each other.

0. Creative fidelity: this conception is to replace Bergson’s
creative élan by stressing the complementary values of stability,
as expressed in a promise.

. Encounter (rencontre), as distinguished from mere meeting
and as related to the phenomenon of thou-ness.

x. The “mystery of the family”’: this gives Marcel occasion to
reflect on such relationships as sonship, marriage, motherhood,
fatherhood, and brotherhood.

Among phenomena in the field of religious philosophy Marcel
dwells chiefly on such more familiar topics as hope and faith,
but sees them in a new light. Invocation, not only in the form
of prayer, provides a new focus for these topics.

This catalog is not meant to be exhaustive. Sometimes Marcel
will drop merely casual hints based on the observation of a
linguistic peculiarity or on a preposition like the French ‘‘chez”
(living with) and meditate on what it implies. Most of these
phenomena are illustrations of ‘““mysteries” in Marcel’s sense,
i.e., forms of existential participation.

6. The Phenomenology of Having

In most of the cases surveyed above Marcel does not go much
beyond drawing our attention to the phenomena. Then he leaves
it to us to contemplate them on the basis of suggestive examples,
often supplied by his own plays. The closest he comes to an
analysis for essential characteristics is in the case of the phenome-
non of “having,” which we shall therefore single out for a fuller
account. Marcel’s special stake in this topic can be explained by
his interest in the most ambivalent case of such ‘“having,” the
having of our own body in which we are incarnated. Here is the
place where the transition between a problem, a question before
us, and a mystery, a situation in which we are involved, becomes
particularly striking. This may explain why the phenomenology
of “having” follows immediately on the attempt to clarify the
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“concrete approaches to the ontological mystery.” To be sure,
Marcel had reflected on this subject for a long time, particularly
in his Journal, before he attempted to condense his insights in
the form of a lecturc. And even the lecture as published in Etre
et avoir is far from comprehensive and well organized. Nor is it
Marcel’s final word on the subject. A full picture of Marcel’s
phenomenology of having would thus have to be based on
several texts.

After eliminating such cases as ‘“‘having” a headache, or
“having” a need, which he considers irrelevant, Marcel dis-
tinguishes two main types of having: ‘“possessive having”’ (avosir
possession) and “‘implicative having” (avoir implication), the
latter referring to the way a thing “has’ a property. His primary
interest however is only in possessive having.

All possessive having includes a “who,” i.e., a personal pos-
sessor, and a “what,” i.e., a possession, set apart from him
(“transcendent’”’). The main characteristics of the relationship
between these two poles are: (1) the possessor has a ‘“‘claim”
on the possession which is centered in him and excludes others,
who conceivably might be in his place and to whom it could be
transferred. For possession can always be alienated. To the extent
that it can, it is apt to be socially divisive. (2) Possession requires
some care or maintenance. Hence it involves a constant risk of
loss and destruction, which is apt to produce fear and jealous
watchfulness for it. (3) Possession implies power over the
possessed, either in the form of obedience (as when a pet obeys)
or of control over it. But the very concern for such control has a
tendency to enslave the master, especially when the master of
the possession does not coincide with its creator, who is in
active contact with it.

One may think that some of these characteristics of possession
had already been found in the legal doctrine of possession as
developed by Roman jurisprudence. But quite apart from
Marcel’s extension to such non-legal cases as the having of a
secret or the having of ideas, his main concern is the significance
of the external characteristics for the possessor, the recoil action
of possession, as it were. For there is a peculiar dialectics and
dynamism in the whole relationship between persons and things.

Even more important is the fact that the relation between
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possessor and possession is never the same. There is a difference
between having a bicycle and having one’s ideas on something.
The external relation of possession can actually be internalized,
so much so that the possession becomes part of my being. Certain
qualities of the possession with which I have “identified”’ myself
(a term not used by Marcel) simply cannot be transmitted.

The model case of such a possession half-way between having
and being is that of my body. It is not a clear case of external
possession; nor is it one of complete identity, as a crude ma-
terialism asserts. The body of my experience is in a border zone
between having and being. Its status is ambivalent. Depending
on the way I “live it,” it “belongs” to me, or I “belong” to my
body. In fact, as Marcel sees it, I become the body’s slave by
“having it” in a merely possessive way, its master by ‘“‘being it”
in loving participation.

Our relationship to our body constitutes for Marcel at the same
time one of the prime cases of the ontological mystery. For
inasmuch as we are our body, are incarnated in it, and do not
merely possess it, we participate in being in a unique intimacy.
This relationship can never be fully objectified. It can only be
lived and recaught in reflection. The body is thus a privileged
avenue to the mystery of being in a manner which may remind
one of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics of the body, with which
Marcel is clearly familiar. The obvious incompleteness and some
of the defects of this pioneer study have to be seen in the light of
such an ultimate objective of Marcel’s enterprise.

7. Concluding Observations

I shali not attempt to appraise Marcel’s phenomenological
work explicitly beyond what was already implied in its presen-
tation. By now it should be clear that Marcel’s phenomenology
is to him only a step in his metaphysical reflection — and not
even an essential one — a useful introduction to his metaphysical
concern.

Phenomenology in the narrower sense has no right to take any
credit for Marcel’s analyses, nor has it any responsibility for any
of their shortcomings. Some of his phenomenological studies show
the earmarks of the best phenomenological work: its freshness,
its perceptiveness, and its tentativeness. In this respect it might
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well reach the level of some of Scheler’s writing. But beyond that
Marcel has little interest in phenomenology as such, in its essences
and essential relations and especially its studies of phenome-
nological constitution. And he would have little patience with
any attempt to make phenomenology a rigorous and objective
science, a§ Husser! attempted to do.

Marcel is the pacemaker of French phenomenology, and to a
considerable degree one of its allies. He is not one of its pro-
tagonists.
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X

THE PHENOMENOLOGY OF JEAN-PAUL SARTRE (1905~ )

1. On Understanding Sartre

The attempt to present and discuss Sartre’s phenomenology
without including the whole of his philosophical thought has to
face more than the usual amount of difficulties presented by
such a selective enterprise. They begin with the fact that a man
of Sartre’s versatility and vigor defies all conventional classifi-
cations. Thus, in studying Sartre the philosopher and phenome-
nologist, one must consider not only Sartre the novelist, the
critic, the playwright, and the editor, but also the political figure.
For since the war Sartre has become so involved in political
action and in the theatre that one might well wonder whether
he has not turned away from philosophy for good, were it not for
the persistent announcements of a major philosophical work to
appear in the near future. One might conceive of dividing up the
task by concentrating on either the philosopher, the dramatist,
or the novelist Sartre, as some of the more successful studies
published thus far have approached him.! But Sartre’s work is
more than the sum of the output of his separate talents. Thereis a
common source for all his multifarious activities. At their center
is a unique philosophic concern. Some attempt to determine this
core is therefore indispensable for any attempt to understand
Sartre.

There are other peculiar obstacles to an understanding of
Sartre’s phenomenology caused by the general character of his
work. A major one lies in its incompleteness. This incompleteness
means more than the lack of some parts in a puzzle. One of

1 See, e.g., Iris Murdoch (Sarire. Romantic Rationalist) for the novelist, and Francis
Jeanson (Sarire par lus-méme) for the dramatist Sartre.
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Sartre’s most original doctrines is that the future creates the
meaning of the past, and that hence the meaning of our past must
remain in suspense until death has deprived us of all future. This
applies in an exceptional and tantalizing sense to Sartre’s own
philosophical production. As long as Sartre’s work on the moral
perspectives of his ontology, L’Homme —announced for at least
ten years but obviously delayed and apparently growing into a
whole series of books — has not appeared, much of the meaning
of his published work must remain ambiguous. This is all the
more true since even Sartre’s earlier works, such as his first
phenomenological studies, have received new and often surprising
meanings in the light of his subsequent ontology. The same seems
to hold for L’Etre et le néant, especially for its social philosophy,
much of which is unreconciled and not easily reconcilable with
the pronouncements of Sartre’s subsequent “existentialism.” 1
Nevertheless, even such reinterpretations will have to incorporate
Sartre’s past, while giving it new and partially unpredictable
meanings.

The difficulty of determining the meaning of Sartre’s writings
within the framework of his total production is intensified by
the fact that thus far he has offered very few explicit clues to
the connections between his works in their surprising and often
puzzling sequence, and to their place within his wider plans.
Any interpretation an outsider can give must therefore remain
a conjecture. This is particularly true of the present attempt,
since, in spite of repeated efforts, I have been unable to secure
better material from the only qualified source. In the meantime
there is hope that an announced autobiography will verify or
falsify the following interpretation, which is based almost
completely on sources which are generally accessible.

A word should be added about the real and the alleged diffi-
culties in understanding Sartre’s philosophical writings. Some
of these difficulties persist throughout his production, such as
the inordinate length of his paragraphs, which he shares with
many recent French philosophical writers. What seems to be
more peculiar to Sartre is the frequent failure to state his
ultimate, and often even his immediate, objective in tackling a

1 See “French Existentialism: Its Social Philosophies,” Kenyon Review XVI
(1954), 446-62.
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particular subject. Sartre shows a tendency, creditable in many
respects for the artist in Sartre and even for the original phenome-
nologist, to plunge his reader into a concrete analysis from which
his real purposes emerge only gradually; the beginnings of
L’Imagination, of L'Imaginaire, and even of L’Etre et le néant
are cases in point. One often has to wait for the none too frequent
summaries to see his work in proper perspective. At least as far
as organization and structure are concerned, Heidegger’s writing
is generally far superior, especially to Sartre’s philosophical
magnum opus. On the other hand, Sartre’s French can be under-
stood much more easily than Heidegger’s German, which yields
only too readily to the violence of his “hermeneutics.” Sartre
has not tampered with his native language in any comparable
degree. The number of his neologisms is relatively small, though
they grate badly enough on the sensitive ears of the French
reader. In fact, up to the time of L’Etre et le néant Sartre wrote
completely within the framework of the current French philo-
sophicalidiom. Sartre’s philosophical style of thinking and writing
changed, however, considerably with this work. The influence
of Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit in this regard can hardly be doubted.
But beginning with L’Etre et le néant his writing shows also the
impact of Hegel, as did that of many other French philosophers
of his generation. Thus Sartre’s fondness for the verbal paradox
shows how deeply Hegel’s dialectics has affected his way of
thinking, even though he does not try for the final glory of
Hegel’s synthesis. There are also times when I cannot suppress
the feeling that Sartre enjoys the shock and bewilderment that
he can evoke in his more conventional readers. In fact he may
even enjoy surprising himself.1

One particularly serious difficulty, especially for French and
other non-German readers, is that in L’Etre et le néant Sartre
simply presupposes their familiarity with German phenome-
nology, and in particular their knowledge of Husserl’s and Hei-
degger’s major works. While this may have stimulated the
interest in Husserl’s work, it has made the access to some parts
of Sartre’s own writings forbidding for the average philosophical

1 See the somewhat chatty but highly perceptive and informed profile by Simone
de Beauvoir in Harper's Bazaar, 1946 (pp. 113, 158, 160), about the boy Sartre:
‘“He was particularly happy when he could not understand what he was writing.”
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reader. Here nothing but a commentary can help; introdnctions
like the present one can only hope to shorten the labor.

In the public eye Sartre’s philosophy and, almost more, his
non-philosophical work passes for a philosophy of despair and
futility — an expression of the decadence of French and European
thinking. There is enough fuel for such an interpretation, if one
considers only his novels and a good many of his playsinisolation.
Besides, the conclusion of L’Etre et le néant (1943) is certainly
anything but reassuring, particularly considering the end of the
last part on the note: “Man is a useless passion.’”’ Compared with
these texts, the boldly optimistic protestations of Sartre’s
partly disowned lecture, L’Existentialisme est un humanisme,
seem rather forced and unconvincing. One way to account for
this contradiction is to assume a development in Sartre: we
shall see that his earliest (pre-phenomenological) statements long
before the War were his bleakest, whereas, especially since the
Liberation, the tone becomes at least more activistic, if not
belligerent. The main difficulty may be that for the reader of
isolated works, especially the merely literary ones, it is almost
impossible to appraise their place in the pattern of Sartre’s total
enterprise. This applies especially to the incomplete tetralogy
Les Chemins de la liberté (The Ways of Freedom), ways which
prove to lead anywhere but into the open and could much more
aptly be called blind alleys. Perhaps only Sartre’s Goetz in the
last act of Le Diable et le bon Dieu is a significant exception to
this rule. It is thus a fatal though understandable mistake to
see in the Antoine Rocquentin of La Nausée or in Matthieu
Delarue of the Chemins de la liberté valid-instances of Sartre’s
program. Only a comprehensive survey of his work allows a
proper appraisal of the significance of these characters.

In view of such handicaps one may indeed wonder how
Sartre’s thought and particularly his philosophy could have such
an impact. Part of the explanation is that Sartre’s literary
success preceded that of Sartre the philosopher. This success
began with La Nausée (1938), a diary in fiction form, with some
of Sartre’s most striking characterizations of philosophic experi-
ences, to which, according to his biographer Marc Beigbedder,
he gave the subtitle of “novel” in order to improve its sales.
It was in the wake of the spectacular success of this work,
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followed by his short stories, by critical writings, mostly in the
literary field, and by such topical and gripping plays as Les
Mouches and Huss Clos, that his first major philosophical work
L'Etre et le néant made its entrance into the French philo-
sophical scene and established Sartre at once as one of the fore-
most ‘“‘philosophes’” in more than the merely academic sense.

However, such explanations of the phenomenon Sartre have
little to do with the weight of his ideas. What he has to say
would certainly be important enough to warrant the extra effort
that some of his texts demand. What is needed in order to achieve
maximum understanding of his work is to lay hold of its funda-
mental motivation. It is from this angle that I shall try to
approach him, as soon as I shall have determined his relation to
the Phenomenological Movement.

2. Sartre’s Place in the Phenomenological Movement

How far is Sartre a phenomenologist? There is no clear and
authentic answer to this question. It may even differ in Sartre’s
own perspective (pour sot) and in that of the public (pour autrus).
As far as the public is concerned, there can be little question that
even as an exponent of phenomenology Sartre still outranks any
other French thinker, at least in historical importance. For it
was Sartre who first demonstrated the possibilities and the
vitality of the phenomenological approach at a time when in
Germany it seemed to have become a matter of the past, to be
left to the historians of philosophy.

Yet Sartre himself, to my knowledge, has never referred to
himself as a phenomenologist. He has only accepted, though
after initial reluctance, the label “existentialist’ pinned on him
by outsiders and notably only after the appearance of his magnum
opus L’Etre et le néant, where it never occurs. There is even a
passage in this work (EN 12; transl. XLVIII) where he refers to
“la Phénoménologie” of Husserl and of Heidegger in quotes, as
if he considered them a merely German school, with which he
does not want to be identified. Presumably he looks upon his
own phenomenology merely as the basic tool for his ontological
existentialism, and a development as such of what the German
phenomenologists had started, and prefers to think of his philo-
sophy as characterized primarily by its content.
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It is of course true that Sartre’s philosophical thinking spills
over the dams of any school or movement, as does that of the
great seminal minds of past centuries. The whole question is
probably a matter of indifference to Sartre himself, especially
since his resignation as a teacher of philosophy at the Lycée
Condorcet in Paris (1944). Thus he never had the chance to
establish anything like a school. Since then all his teaching has
been through his books and through occasional lectures and
discussions.

Any serious attempt to place Sartre within the Phenome-
nological Movement must therefore consider carefully his position
in relation to its major figures. In doing so one must take account,
however, of Sartre’s peculiar perspective on it. For in Sartre’s
eyes to all intents and purposes the Phenomenological Movement
consists merely of Husserl and Heidegger. Not even Nicolai
Hartmann, whom Sartre must have met during his stay in Berlin,
is ever mentioned in his writings. Scheler’s name, to be sure, does
figure in several places, especially in L’Etre et le néant, in con-
nection with phenomenological psychology, for his insights into
the intentional structure of the emotional life, his theory of
“ressentiment,” and his essay on suffering. Sartre even gives
qualified assent to Scheler’s intuition of values, although he
interprets their ontological structure quite differently. But there
is no indication that Scheler’s conception of phenomenology
meant for Sartre an original and equivalent variety of it.
Sartre’s acquaintance with German phenomenological literature
was as limited as that as of most other French phenomenologists.

Hence Sartre defines his position within phenomenology exclu-
sively in terms of his relation to Husserl and to Heidegger.
Indications are that immediately after his return from Germany
in 1935 he felt himself even closer to Husserl than to Heidegger,
despite, and perhaps even because of, the fact that it was Hei-
degger and not Husserl whom he had met in person. Thus in his
first philosophical work on L’Imagination he refers exclusively
to Husserl, crediting him with having opened up the path for his
own studies of the subject and adding that no such study must
“neglect the rich observations he gives us: we know today that
we must start again from zero and disregard the whole pre-
phenomenological literature.” (pp. 139, 158). Also, in a remarka-
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ble brief article in the literary Nowvelle Revue Frangaise of
1939, “Une Idée fondamentale de la phénoménologie de Husserl:
L’intentionalité,” republished in Situations I, 31-35 (which was
based on the strange interpretation of intentionality as making
the intentional object independent of consciousness), he claims
for Husserl that

he has reinstated horror and charm in the objects (choses). He has restored
to us the world of the artists and of the prophets: terrifying, hostile,

dangerous, with its harbors of grace and of love. Here we are liberated
from Proust and liberated at the same time from the “inward life’’.1

However, even at this period Sartre was by no means uncritical
of Husserl. Thus in his important article in the Recherches phile-
sophigques of 1936 on ““La Transcendance de I’égo’’ he takes issue
with Husserl’s conception of the pure ego, yet with the purpose
of thus improving on Husserl’s fundamental conception of
phenomenology and freeing it from unnecessary encumbrances.

Sartre’s tone became even more critical as he developed his
ontology far beyond anything that Husserl had ever attempted.
L’Etre et le néant (EN) makes clear the degree of this emanci-
pation. While Husserl and Heidegger are the two philosophers to
whom Sartre refers most frequently, there is hardly any explicit
praise for Husserl’s concrete work. Instead, Sartre charges
Husserl twice with “infidelity’”’ to his original conception of
phenomenology (by his Berkeleyan idealism in interpreting
Being and the transcendent objects of intentional consciousness
as non-real; EN 24, 28; transl. LVIII, LXIII); with the guilt of
‘““pure immanentism’ (EN 719; tr. 625); for not having escaped
the ‘“‘thing-illusion” (ullusion chosiste — by introducing a
passive hyle and the doctrine of sensation into the picture of
consciousness; EN 26, 63, 389; tr. LXI, 27, 315) ; with “remaining
timidly (craintivement)”’ on the level of purely “‘functional de-
scription”” which encases him in a mere account of appearances
as such and makes him unable to move on to “existential dialec-
tics”; with being “in spite of all his denials a phenomenalist
rather than a phenomenologist” (EN 115; tr. 73); with giving us
a mere caricature of genuine transcendence, which should pass

1 It is probably this liberation to which Sartre refers when he credits Husserl
with having given him the means to ‘‘evacuate’ all things from consciousness
(F. Jeanson, Sartre par lui-méme, p. 187 note).
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beyond consciousness into a world and beyond the immediate
present into a past and future (EN 152, 165, 543; tr. 109, 120,
415) ; with being unable to escape solipsism any more than Kant,
particularly by the introduction of the “useless and fateful
(néfaste) hypothesis of a transcendental subject” (EN 291; tr.
235); with not taking sufficient account of the obstructiveness
(coefficient d’adversité) in our immediate experience (EN 389; tr.
325); and with mistakenly thinking that an eidetic phenomeno-
logy of essences can lay hold of freedom, which Sartre identifies
with consciousness and with an existence that is at the root of
all human essence (EN 514; tr. 430 {.) —the last, in the light of
Sartre’s final existentialism, perhaps the most serious charge of
all.

To these far-reaching criticisms must be added those which
he expressed in a paper read to the Société Frangaise de philo-
sophie (Séance du 2 juin 1947), on “Conscience de soi et connais-
sance de soi”’: “We have in Husserl . .. a gradual elucidation and
a remarkable description of the essential structures of conscious-
ness’’ (un pointillisme d’essences) ‘‘but never the posing of the

. ontological problem, namely that of the being of conscious-
ness” ....1 In the same manner the problem of the being of the
world remainsin suspense. . . . Wenever return from the phenome-
nological epoché to the world” (p. 55). This spells the final dis-
qualification of eidetic phenomenology as the adequate foun-
dation for the task that Sartre had set his own philosophy.
It does not elimihate the fact that Husserl was for Sartre the
most important philosophical stimulus. But precisely because
Husserl was to Sartre chiefly a liberator it would not do to see in
Sartre a mere disciple of Husserl.

Next we shall have to determine what is Sartre’s attitude
toward Heidegger, whose philosophy would seem to be so much
more germane to his own enterprise in L’Etre et le néant. Sartre
appears to be familiar with Heidegger’s major writings from
Sein und Zeit to the first Holderlin lecture (EN, 440; tr. 373).
Notwithstanding this fact, he lists him as an existentialist —
and as an atheistic existentialist, to boot ~ in his lecture on
“Existentialism is a Humanism.”

It is not unlikely that in the thirties Sartre was not fully aware

1 Here Sartre echoes one of Heidegger’s basic criticisms of Husserl. See p. 300 f,
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of the gulf between Husserl’s and Heidegger’s phenomenology.
The earliest explicit reference to Heidegger appears in his
Esquisse d’une théorie des émotions (1939), where, in the intro-
ductory characterization of phenomenology, Sartre adds Hei-
degger’s ideas to those of Husserl within the same paragraph
without implying any essential difference between the two
(p- 8). The same seems to be true of L’Imaginaire, his book on
the world of the imagination (1940), where Heidegger’s conception
of being-in-the-world is utilized in describing the structure of the
imaginary world, and where the Conclusion makes reference to
Heidegger’s conception of the Nothing, apparently without
serious reservations.

The situation is very different in L’'Etre et le néant, whose
theme brings Sartre into immediate rivalry with Heidegger’s
incomplete central work. To be sure, nowhere does Sartre
criticize the work of his predecessor as a whole. Nor does he
extend much explicit credit to it beyond the fact that he usually
acknowledges Heidegger’s solutions as superior to Husserl’s and
to Hegel’s. On the other hand, Sartre goes so far as to apply to
Heidegger twice his favorite charge of “bad faith,” once in
connection with his interpretation of transcendence (where
Heidegger, while claiming to go beyond idealism, is said to end
in a pseudo-idealism; EN 307; tr. 249), the other time in
mentioning Heidegger’s discussion of the fact that no one can die
another person’s death (which, according to Sartre, would hold
equally of any other conscious act (EN 616; tr. 532). In referring
to Heidegger’s way of discussing social existence (Mitsein),
Sartre speaks about his ‘“brusk and slightly barbaric method,”
which cuts the Gordian knot rather than disentangles it (EN
304; tr. 244). Asto moreimportant and substantial disagreements,
he objects to Heidegger’s elimination of Descartes’ and Husserl’s
consciousness from his Dasein (a conception which he otherwise
adopts under the name of réalité humaine); to Heidegger’s
attempt at grounding ‘‘the phenomenological concept of the
nothing” on the experience of anxiety (rather than on the nega-
tive element in human spontaneity (EN 251f.; tr. 16 ff.); to the
“insufficiency of his hermeneutic descriptions” in passing over
in silence the fact that man is not only an ontological being with
a certain comprehension of being, but also one whose projects
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bring ontic modifications into the world (EN 503; tr. 430); and to
his preoccupation with death as man’s only authentic project.
There are also specific criticisms of Heidegger for his over-
emphasis on the future dimension in his analysis of temporality,
and for his making human existence not only body-less but
sex-less. (EN 451; tr. 383)

But in spite of such more or less outspoken dissents, it seems
plain enough that Sartre’s ontological enterprise leads him
closer to Heidegger than to any other philosopher before him.
Yet the differences and the originality of Sartre’s philosophizing,
combined with his unwillingness to abandon Husserl’s phenome-
nology of consciousness, make it impossible to see in Sartre
nothing but a French Heidegger.1

Sartre himself in his paper before the Société frangaise de philo-
sophie of 1947 proposed “‘a synthesis of Husserl’s contemplative
and non-dialectical consciousness, which leads us to the contem-
plation of essences, with the activity of the dialectical, but non-
conscious, and hence unfounded project that we find in Heideg-
ger, where we discover that the primary element is transcen-
dence.” (p.76) Obviously, this formula is far from self-expla-
natory. It is not even free from misinterpretations, for instance
in ascribing to Heidegger a dialectical conception of existence.
This alone makes it plain that Sartre’s final conception of
phenomenology does not consist in a mere combination of the
phenomenology of Husserl’s Ideen and Heidegger’s hermeneutics
of human being, 4s developed in Sein wund Zeit. Sartre’s own
contribution and the final relationship of the two main ingre-
dients within his total conception will be discussed below.

Sartre may never have called himself a phenomenologist. But
phenomenology is certainly a decisive part of his philosophical
method. Besides, Husserl and Heidegger supply him with the
main points of departure for his philosophizing. They are

1 Heidegger’s own reaction to Sartre’s philosophy is not without interest. The
occasion was Jean Beaufret’s attempt to establish common ground after Sartre’s
lecture on ‘‘Existentialism.”” In declining this proposal, Heidegger contrasted
Sartre’s humanistic existentialism, as a philosophy for which there are ‘‘merely men,”
with his own thought that there is *““principally Being”’ (thus not excluding a second-
ary interest in man; Brief tiber den Humanismus p. 79 {.). Heidegger sees in Sartre’s
philosophy mainly a philosophical anthropology culminating in his existential
psychoanalysis. He has, however, not commented publicly on Sartre’s ontology nor
on his phenomenology. One might anticipate that his criticisms would renew his
objections to Husserl and to Descartes as subjectivists.
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philosophically much nearer to him than is any contemporary
French philosopher. There is only one French thinker to whom
he may feel fundamentally even closer: Descartes. Sartre’s
persistent though qualified Cartesianism is also the basis for his
greater megthodological affinity to Husserl than to Heidegger.
It also foreshadows the basic difference between his phenome-
nology and that of his closest rival, the anti-Cartesian Maurice
Merleau-Ponty.

3. Sartre’s Central Theme: Freedom versus Being

Sartre’s most authentic statement of his fundamental objec-
tive thus far is contained in the closing paragraph of his latest
book, Saint Genet: “To reconcile the object and the subject.” 1
Such a phrase raises the obvious question: Why do the two need
any reconciliation? Whence this strange warfare? The answer
can perhaps best be given by reference to two fundamental
experiences which Sartre describes in terms that leave little
doubt about his personal involvement : the experience of freedom
and the experience of “the Thing.”

Introducing Descartes 2 as one of the Classics of Human
Freedom, Sartre addresses to the philosophical defenders of
freedom the question: “In connection with what privileged
situation have you experienced your freedom?” If we return
this question to Sartre himself, the answer must be culled chiefly
from his literary production. Here some of his formulations are
so striking and poignant that they clearly mirror Sartre’s own
experience.

A characteristic situation occurs, for instance, in Sartre’s first
philosophical novel, La Nausée. Here, after having made his
decision to leave the small town world of Bouville (Sartre’s Le
Havre) and looking out over the sea, the hero reflects:

Is this what freedom is? ... I am free; there remains for me no reason
to live. ... Alone and free. But this freedom slightly resembles death.
(p- 2201)

1 Saint Genet, p. 550. That this formula contains the clue to Sartre’s enterprise
is confirmed by Francis Jeanson’s interpretation in Sartre par lui-méme, p. 186.

2 This little volume (Descartes. Introduction et choix par J. P. Sartre. Editions des
trois collines, 1946) contains a very revealing selection of texts from Descartes’
writings and letters, in addition to Sartre's Infroduction, which is republished in
Sstuations 1 under the title ‘‘La liberté cartésienne’” and translated in Lsterary and
Phslosophical Essays.
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This rather uneasy and diffident experience of freedom soon
gives way to a much more spectacular and positive expression,
voiced by Orestes, the hero of Les Mouches, in his challenge
to Zeus: ‘

Suddenly freedom swooped down on me and penetrated me. Nature leaped
back . . . And I have felt all alone in the midst of our little benign world,
like someone who has lost his shadow. (Théaire, p. 101)

Then there is an even more personal and at the same time more
social expression of the experience of freedom in a little essay on
“La République du silence.” It was actually the Nazi occupation
which elicited from Sartre the almost paradoxical statement:

Never have we been freer than under the German occupation. ... The
very question of freedom was posed, and we were at the verge of the most
profound knowledge which man can have about himself. ... This total
responsibility in total solitude, wasn’t this the revelation of our freedom?
(Sttuations 111, 11-14)

Closely related with this experience of freedom is for Sartre
that of his own consciousness. It is by no means a very happy
and reassuring one at the start. Sartre refers to it in his Baude-
laire study in the following revealing sentence:

Each one of us has been able to observe in his childhood the unannounced
and shattering appearance of the consciousness of his own self. (p. 217)

He illustrates this further by references to several French and
English novels.

Clearly, Sartre’s own experience of his consciousness and his
freedom was never an easy and smug one. His freedom was at
best embattled and threatened. What is the threat?

La Nausée shows its hero in the clutches of a peculiar meta-
physical experience which he calls “nausea,” but which has
clearly very little to do with the common physiological variety of
it. Circumstantial evidence indicates that Sartre himself under-
went this experience, particularly during his perioG in Le Havre
(the “Bouville” of the novel) as a teacher at the Lycée, the major
part of which (1931-33) antedates his contact with German
phenomenology. Nausea in this sense attacks its victim seemingly
without a cause, for instance on picking up a slightly moist pebble
on the beach. It reaches its climax at the sight of the sprawling
root of the chestnut tree in a public park, and later grips him
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even as he looks at the flesh (chas7) of his own estranged body. Its
source is ‘“‘the Thing” (Ja Chose with a capital C) 1 and its “exist-
ence’”’ 2. Massive, opaque, and sprawling, the Thing is to Sartre
essentially senseless, “absurd,” “without raison d’étre,”” and thus
“in excess’ (de trop). But it is not merely a harmless nuisance.
It has an insidious aggressiveness. In fact, it “swoops down” on
man in his freedom (Sartre uses here the same verb ““fondre’”
which described Orestes’ experience of freedom). It constitutes a
constant threat to freedom. La Nausée contains the record of
“the Thing’s’” attempt to engulf Antoine Roquentin and finally
convert him into thing-like ‘“‘existence’’ and its final failure.
Later on Sartre finds this threat of “the Thing” most vividly
expressed in certain qualities of matter such as its viscosity;
particularly in his “existential psychoanalysis” of matter he
describes in considerable detail the way in which the soft
stickiness of the viscous tries to ensnare human freedom.

This second experience may at first sight sound like a ration-
alization of a personal idiosyncrasy, if not of a paranoid perse-
cution idea. But one may well wonder whether Bishop Berkeley’s
phobia of matter or Fichte’s battle with the Non-ego are not
expressions of a similar experience and attitude. Even to the
ordinary person the mere fact of inertia in matter may appear
as indifference, if not obstructiveness, to human purpose. Saying
this does not deny that some of Sartre’s pseudo-anthropo-
morphisms include extravagances of expression which endanger
the defensible core of his experience.

I do not mean to imply that the experiences of freedom and
of the Thing can account for the whole range of Sartre’s
thought and philosophy; for instance, the experience of the
human gaze seems to have been of similar intensity. But these
two seem to have been the ones at the root of Sartre’s dualism -
the antagonism between the subjective and the objective, or, as
he calls it in L’Etre et le néant, of the pour-soi and the en-soi which
calls for a reconciliation. Apparently these experiences precede
even Sartre’s contacts with phenomenology. Our first task will

1 La Nausée, p. 141; tr. p. 134. — According to both Sartre and Merleau-Ponty
“chosisme,” perhaps rendered best as thing-thinking, is one of the major sins of most
scientific philosophy.

2 At this stage Sartre still uses the term ‘‘existence’ primarily for the being of
non-human objects, not for man’s own being.
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be to examine how this contact affected the struggle between the
two poles of his universe.

Are there any deeper roots for Sartre’s basic dualism? Francis
Jeanson’s recent semi-authentic presentation of Sartre, based
in part on personal information he had received from the
biographee, gives at least some clues for such a search. Thus
Jeanson emphasizes the theme of bastardy, especially in Sartre’s
recent works. Even more significantly, he reports that Sartre
himself, growing up as a half-orphan, suspected (contrary to all
evidence) that he was illegitimate (“I was the false bastard”)
(p. 117). What is philosophically significant about this experience
is that the bastard, more than anyone else, feels his existence in
the world as “illegitimate,” unjustified, unwanted, in need of
justification. Somehow this experience may have impressed
Sartre as symbolic of the human condition in an alien and hostile
world. It is perhaps characteristic that Sartre renders Heidegger’s
term “‘thrownness” (Geworfenheit) by ‘‘abandonment’’ (délassse-
ment). The essential bastardy of man, his uncertainty about his
origins, may well have intensified his feeling about the basic
antagonism between free man and ‘““the Things.”

Finally Jeanson reports (p. 187) this self-interpretation of
Sartre: “The heart of the matter is: pride (orguetl): the choice
to be someone, no matter who, and not to be a thing (rien).
(Pride in this sense is not meant as a “‘sentiment which involves
any idea of superiority over others, but on the contrary that of
recognition, of the assurance that the same is true of them too™).
It is in this context that Jeanson mentions Sartre’s lasting debt
to Husserl for having freed him by enabling him to eject (évacuer)
the “things” from his consciousness. This suggests that it was
“pride” in the first place which was responsible for the experience
of the things as intruders into our freedom. Sartre’s battle is the
climax of the spirit of Promethean revolt against the universe
which has been building up especially since the Romantic age.
But it is more than blind revolt. It is at the same time the revolt
of Cartesian reason whose light is needed to conquer the opaque-
ness of unconscious being. It also breathes something of the
spirit of Kantian autonomy in its final ambition to bring about
a kingdom of ends in which each freedom wants the freedom of
the other.



JEAN-PAUL SARTRE 459

4. The Role of Phenomenology in the Development of Sartre’s
Thought

There is clearly no easy solution to Sartre’s problem of a
reconciliation between subjective freedom and objective Being.
Sartre did not arrive at his best known solution, that of L’Etre
et le néant, without a number of trials and failures. The scarcity
of biographical material would make it unwise at this time to
attempt a detailed reconstruction of his philosophical develop-
ment. But enough is accessible to allow a sketch of the main
phases of his thought with a view to determining the role of
phenomenology in ea¢h of them. So I shall try to obtain an idea
of what Sartre’s thought was like before he came in intensive
contact with phenomenology, what it looked like during the
period characterized by his work in phenomenological psycho-
logy, what it became at the stage of the phenomenological
ontology of L’Etre et le néant, and finally how it has since then
been modified under the name of existentialism.

a. SARTRE’S PRE-PHENOMENOLOGICAL PERIOD — Infor-
mation about Sartre’s first period is still very sketchy, indirect,
and hardly reliable. Most authentic and illuminating would
seem to me the reflection of the brief period between 1928 and
29 in the Mémoires d’'une fille rangée by Simone de Beauvoir
(pp. 272 to end). Only three minor pieces of his appeared during
this phase. Two short stories were published in a short-lived little
magazine, the Revue sans titre of 1923, when Sartre was still a
student at the Lycee.! A semi-philosophical essay under the
title ‘““Légende de la verité”’ was published eight years later in
Bifur (1931), which featured in the same issue Corbin’s trans-
lation of Heidegger’s ‘“What is Metaphysics?”. It is sufficiently
attested, however, that during the interval, which includes his
four years at the Ecole Normale, his agrégation, and his military
service in Tours, he wrote prolifically. Thus Beigbeder (p. 16)
mentions an ‘“‘important novel” under the significant title
“Défaite,” which was turned down by the publishers, and a
collection of lost Essais, of which the article in Bifur is the only
survivor. Bifur introduced Sartre on this occasion as “a young
philosopher who is preparing a volume of destructive philosophy.”

1 See Le Figaro Littéraire, July 5, 1958.
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The first short story of 1923, “L’ange du morbide,” deals with
a young university professor who is fascinated by the phenome-
non of “morbidity,” which he pursues in an adventure with a
tubercular girl, but who is promptly scared back into bourgeois
mediocrity by the full truth of this ailment. It sounds like the
defeat of the intellectual libertine in his attempt to conquer
Being in one of its more nauseating aspects. “The Legend of
Truth” presents in highly symbolic language a genealogy of
truth based on the view that truth is nothing but a transition
stage in human history, corresponding to the age of commerce,
but due to be replaced by the standard of the “probable.”

One other document from this period, a letter which Sartre
sent to Les Nowvelles littéraires of February 2, 1929 in answer to
an inquiry among French students of the time,! is perhaps even
more revealing of Sartre’s state of mind during this decade,
particularly since it mentions explicitly some of the themes which
he took up in his later philosophy. The letter contains, for
instance, the following rather enigmatic and incoherent pro-
nouncements:

It is the paradox of the human spirit ... that man, whose job it is to
create the necessary, cannot raise himself to the level of being. ... It is
for this reason thatIsee at the root of both man and nature sadness
and boredom. This does not mean that man does not think of himself as
something which is (un éfre). On the contrary, he puts all his efforts into
it. Hence the Good and Evil, ideas of man working upon man. Vain ideas.
A vain idea is also that determinism which| tempts us strangely to
produce the synthesis of existence (existence) and being (étre). We are as
free as you please, but powerless. ... Everything is too weak: all things
tend to die. .

“We are more unhappy but we inspire more sympathy” in
comparison with the preceeding generation, Sartre is quoted as
saying in an editorial of the same issue.

Insofar as such evidence permits one to draw any conclusion
about Sartre’s thinking and philosophizing, it certainly indicates
a mood of utter perplexity and disillusionment : the human spirit
unrelated to being, free but powerless to achieve a synthesis,
truth and knowledge at best a myth.

Jeanson informs us that Sartre himself refers to this early

1 It has since been republished in Simone de Beauvoir's Mémoires d'une fille
rangée (Paris, Gallimard, 1958), pp. 341--2.
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period as dominated by his “theological” attitude, i.e., by a
need for the Transcendent (p. 175). This does not mean that he
considered himself still a theist, since we are told that he aban-
doned belief in a God for good at the age of 11 (p. 173). What it
does mean is that Sartre “wants to see in the seizure of each phe-
nomenon a certain contact with Being itself, the presence of the
Absolute in the relative, and that he believes that one does not
become man unless one escapes from the relative condition of
humanity.” (p. 175) This desire for the Absolute seems to have
persisted until the period of La Nausée (1938).

Up to this point, then, the urge for the Absolute ended in total
failure, leaving freedom and Being unrelated and unreconciled.
Apparently the French philosophy with which Sartre had come
in contact in the course of his studies had failed to alter this
metaphysical defeatism and pessimism. Why this failure? The
answer may seem comparatively obvious in the case of French
academic philosophy, especially of Brunschvicg’s version of
idealism. Its attitude toward the problem of Being must have
seemed to Sartre nothing short of a shallow optimism. It is less
obvious why Bergson’s philosophy, which in so many ways
anticipated German phenomenology, left him dissatisfied.
Sartre’s critique of Bergson is therefore of particular interest,
although we know it only from the time after his decisive contact
with Husserl, notably from L’Imagination (1936).

Here Bergson’s theory of the imagination offers Sartre at first
sight a promisingalternative to Taine’s associationist conception.
However, his theory of creative synthesis, as examined in fourteen
pages, still incurs Sartre’s stricture for having nothing to offer
but a syncretism of consciousness and thinghood, which also
results in ‘‘perpetual ambiguity and perpetual shifting from one
sphere to another without good faith.” (p. 51) Sartre’s general
charge is that the state of mind created by Bergsonism is “a
superficial optimism without good faith, which believes it has
solved a problem when it has dissolved its terms in an amorphous
continuity’’ (p. 68). What Sartre charges specifically is that Berg-
son’s theory of the imagination leaves the image an inert thing,
a “‘curdled”’ element ; this too is a form of materialism or chostsme.
Consciousness, to be sure, is represented in Bergson’s creative
intuition. But Bergson’s consciousness, according to Sartre, is
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nothing separate from the things: it constitutes something like
a substantial form for them. This leads to a confusion between
the world and consciousness. It took Husserl to find the “liber-
ating” distinction between the two. L’Etre et le néant contains
further strictures, though less violent ones. Among these are
Sartre’s criticisms of Bergson’s inadequate concept of freedom,
which remains an opaque en-soz, a mere passive ‘“‘given.” Like-
wise his duration (durée) is in Sartre’s eyes merely a passive item,
a substantialization of consciousness.

What all this adds up to is that Bergson’s attempt to mediate
between consciousness and the thing by way of an appeal to a
vital principle at the root of both is not only precarious but blurs
the issues. Besides, it introduces a passivism that Sartre cannot
accept: freedom is saved only at the price of metaphysical
adulteration. Bergson has not overcome chosisme, but actually
strengthened its hold by assimilating consciousness to thinghood,
as it persists even in a non-mechanistic metaphysics of life.

b. PHENOMENOLOGICAL PSYCHOLOGY —Thus far there is
no way of telling how early Sartre came in contact with German
phenomenology. There is of course every probability that during
his philosophic studies at the Ecole normale (1924-28) he became
aware of the existence of such a movement, as the first accounts of
it began to appear. Jean Wahl’s reference to Bernard Groethuysen
as having “launched the career of Sartre” 1 suggests that he may
have had something to do with Sartre’s first acquaintance with
Husserl, Scheler, and Heidegger during the late twenties.2 But
there is not yet any explanation for the fact that the young
agrégé of philosophy and professor at the Lycée of Le Havre
became interested in a fellowship of the I'nstitut Frangaisin Ger-
many, which lasted for two years (October 1932 to 1934).
Sartre spent the first year chiefly in Berlin, studying particularly
the works of Husserl, Scheler, Heidegger, Jaspers, and the
psychoanalysts on his own and making only few important
personal contacts, conceivably because his German was some-

! “The Present Situation and the Present Future of French Philosophy” in
Farber, Marvin, ed., Philosophic Thought in France and the United States, p. 38.

2 Did Sartre attend Husserl’s Sorbonne lectures in February 1929 around the

time of his agrégation? At least it is not unlikely that he saw the printed Sommaire
now published in Husserliana 1, 194-201.
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what limited at the time. During the second year he went for the
winter semester 1933-34 to Freiburg.l This was clearly not a
particularly auspicious time for pursuing the study of phe-
nomenology at its former center. Husserl had been working in
retirement for four years, and there is no evidence for the clearly
impossible story, found for instance in the accounts of Beigbeder
and Lauer, that Sartre studied under Husserl, or even that he
made his personal acquaintance. Heidegger was still Rekfor of
the University, and issued some of his strongest Nazi appeals
during this very semester. He had announced a lecture course,
“Fundamental Questions of Philosophy: Of Truth,” presumably
an expanded version of his momentous lecture of 1930 in which
he had undertaken a new approach to Being no longer based on
the hermeneutic phenomenology of Sesn und Zeit, and a seminar
on Nature, History, and the State. It seems that there were some
contacts between the young French visitor and Heidegger,
though of little consequence beyond the immediate academic
situation.2

Thus far Sartre has not made more than casual references to
his German experiences before the War and to their significance
for him. Indications are that the permanent effect was based
more on his private studies than on his contacts and exchanges
with German phenomenologists. In any event he returned with
the conviction that Husserl’s Ideen was the most important book
he had come across. Otherwise all we have to go on is the record
of his publications after his return. These begin two years later
with his critical discussion of the psychology of the imagination
for a series called “Nowuvelle Encyclopédie philosophique,”’ where

1 1 am indebted for these data to the then Director of the Institut Frangais de
Berlin, M. Henri Jourdan.

2 Heidegger does not seem to have retained a ready memory of such contacts
prior to Sartre’s Freiburg lecture of 1953. The following story, which I owe to Pro-
fessor Louis Sauzin of the Université de Rennes, in charge of cultural affairs in the
French zone of Germany during the early Occupation, reveals the nature of these
contacts. When asked soon after the War about his early acquaintance with Sartre,
Heidegger did not first remember him by name; then he identified him as ‘“‘the
Frenchman who had always confused him with Husserl.” Sartre’s primary interest
at the time was clearly in Husserl. It was not until the period of L'Etre et le néant
that he became more keenly interested in Heidegger’s own philosophy. His reaction
to Heidegger personally was apparently negative. Thus, in commenting on Heideg-
ger’s political role, he stated publicly: *“Heidegger n'a pas de caractére. Voila la
vérité.” (Action, December 27, 1944; Lettres, Genéve, I (1945) p. 83). Nevertheless,
Sartre was one of the first to intercede for Heidegger after the French occupation
of Freiburg to the extent of wanting him to be invited to Paris.
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the climactic chapter on Husserl hails the appearance of the
first volume of his yearbook (which also contained contri-
butions by Pfinder, Scheler, and Geiger) as “‘certainly the great
event of pre-(First World)-war philosophy.” About the same
time Sartre published his essay ‘“La Transcendance de I'égo,”
subtitled “Outline of a Phenomenological Description,” in which
he tried to push the phenomenological reduction even beyond
Husserl’s range by “reducing” the concept of the transcendental
ego. The following years yielded not only several literary works,
among them his first major success, La Nausée, but also two
studies in phenomenological psychology, the Esquisse d’une
théorie des émotions and L’Imaginaire in 1939 and 1940 respec-
tively. Then followed another pause, explained by the War, by
Sartre’s nine months’ captivity, by the German Occupation, by
Sartre’s activity in the Resistance Movement (group ‘“‘Socialisme
et Liberté),” and also by the preparation of his amazing produc-
tion immediately after the Liberation. L’Etre et le néant, his next
major publication, marks his transition to ‘““phenomenological
ontology.” It seems therefore legitimate to set off the preceding
period as that of Sartre’s phenomenological psychology. During
this period Husserl is for him the outstanding exponent of
phenomenology.

Comparing Sartre’s literary output during this second period
with that of the pre-phenomenological stage, one is struck by
the complete difference in approach, which is not only scholarly
and concrete, but free from scepticism and vague Weltschmer:z.
There seems to be no doubt in Sartre’s mind that phenomeno-
logy can give us more than “legend” and probability. The pro-
bable, for instance in L’Imaginaire, is simply the fringe of
empirical knowledge around the core of what phenomenology
can determine as certain. At the same time phenomenology
enables Sartre to make a fresh start, unhampered by traditional
philosophy and psychology.

How far did this new approach help Sartre in solving his
central problem, the relation between freedom and Being? At
first sight, a novel like La Nausée may suggest that it did not.
But it would be a mistake to see in the diary of Antoine Roquen-
tin simply the record of his defeat before the nauseating “Thing."”
The end of the novel shows the sufferer from this metaphysical
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disease at least on the way to a cure after he has made it fully
conscious. The “salvation” begins with the experience of the
“rigor” he discovers in a jazz recording and with the plan to
create something “beautiful ... durable like steel which will
make people ashamed of their existence.” In a similar vein the
Conclusion of L’'Imaginaire speaks of beauty as a realm beyond
the reality of nauseating and unjustifiable existence, in which
we can find a refuge. Husserl’s phenomenology of essences would
seem to be congenial to such a liberation. To this we may add
Sartre’s tribute to Husserl in his article in the Nowvelle Revue
Frangaise, where his idea of the intentionality of consciousness
is invoked as being able to purge consciousness of the encroach-
ment of the world. This does not yet suggest a ‘“reconciliation”
of Freedom and “‘the Thing,” but it can at least serve as a
protection and an escape into another dimension.

Superficially it is not easy to see the connection between this
general motif and the topics of Sartre’s first phenomenological
publications.l Most prominent among these is the world of the
imagination, to which Sartre devoted three separate publications
between 1936 and 1939. Not only his own work as a fiction
writer but his interest in freedom as embodied in the imagination
can account for this particular interest. '

Less obvious is Sartre’s stake in the problem of the ego. The
essay on the “Transcendence of the Ego,” is actually an attempt
to radicalize Husserl’s phenomenology by showing that his
transcendental or absolute ego was not the immanent identical
pole of all our conscious acts, but the transcendent result of
constitutive acts of consciousness.

Why does Sartre object to this central tenet of Husserl’s
phenomenology ? Ishall discusshis phenomenologicalreasons later.
Apart from these he makes it clear that, compared to conscious-
ness in its lightness and lucidity, the ego is something so opaque
that he actually callsit “the death of consciousness”’ (p. 90; tr. 40).
Removing the ego from the transcendental field thus means to

1 A certain clue to the motivation for Sartre’s selection may be found in the fact
that Georges Gurvitch’s critical observations on Husserl’s philosophy in his Les
Tendances actuelles de la philosophie allemande (pp. 57 ff.) deal both with the inade-
quacy of Husserl’s distinction between perception and imagination and the difficulties
raised by his conception of the pure ego, as if these represented the unfinished business
of Husserlian phenomenology.
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Sartre a final liberation from the thingness in favor of pure, free
spontaneity (p. 117; tr. 93). This implies that transcendental
consciousness is in itself impersonal and that “‘every moment
of our conscious life reveals to us a creation out of nothing.”
Thus Sartre’s concern for freedom actually goes so far as to
dissolve even its owner, converting him into a string of products
of acts. In fact spontaneity is something over which the self has
no longer any control. No wonder Sartre sees something frighten-
ing (amgoissant) in this pattern of a ceaseless impersonal creation
of which we are not the creators (p. 119; tr. 98). However, Sartre
hopes that such a conception will help in laying the spectre
of solipsism; for it implies that one’s own self no longer enjoys
any priority over the selves of others, who are constituted like-
wise by the impersonal stream of consciousness. He also believes
that this view can undermine a philosophy of inwardness like
Brunschvicg’s, which appears to him to be unsuited for realistic
political action ~ a new concern which begins to take shape in
Sartre’s thinking.

Sartre’s interest in a phenomenology of the emotions may at
first sight seem equally surprising. No clue is given beyond the
one that his “outline’” can serve as an example of phenomeno-
logical psychology. What Sartre undertakes to show in this
relatively brief study is that, contrary to the classical doctrine,
illustrated by the James-Lange theory, and to the new psycho-
analytic theories with their mechanisms, the emotions have
meanings in the sense that they constitute purposive behavior.
In particular, they are not simply passive states but “spontaneous
degradations of consciousness’”; as such they are basically
insincere and “in bad faith.” By way of emotions consciousness
tries to reach its objective “magically”’ in running away from
reality. The liberation from such an attitude presupposes a
“purifying reflection,” which is related to the phenomenological
reduction and which will reveal the bad faith of the emotions.
It stands to reason that Sartre’s interest in the emotions is-
related to his concern for freedom, in opposition to the theories
which make man a slave of his emotions and acquit him of all
responsibility for them.

This same interest becomes even more explicit in the con-
cluding part of L’Imaginaire, where the imagination in its
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essential detachment from the world of causal reality is used
as a proof of freedom against determinism. Specifically, it is the
negative or “irrealizing” function of the imagination in setting
off the imagined world against the real world, which serves as the
basis for the view that the imagination cannot be reduced to the
world of positive causal forces. In this emphasis on the negative
function of the imagination we can find anticipations of L’Etre
et le néant.

The method by which Sartre pursues these goals is meant to be
strictly phenomenological in Husserl’s sense, i.e., it is to consist
of the application of both the eidetic and the transcendental
reduction as Sartre interprets them. In his own eyes it has enabled
him to reach certain knowledge in psychology and philosophy.
Specifically, it has shown him that the ego is constituted by the
acts of free consciousness, that the imagination is irreducible to
any kind of perception which might enmesh it in the world of
causality, and that the “magic” of the emotions is not a fatal
threat to our freedom, but actually our own doing, for which
we are fully responsible. It has also offered us a refuge in the
esthetic world of imaginative creation outside the world of
perceived reality.

But while all this established and vindicated the realm of
freedom, it still left undetermined its relationship to the world
of non-conscious Being. Its clarification will be the major task
of Sartre’s phenomenological ontology.

c. PHENOMENOLOGICAL ONTOLOGY — L’Etre et le néant,
published in 1943 while France was still under German occu-
pation, contains Sartre’s most ambitious and comprehensive
attempt thus far to state his philosophical position. According
to his own statement 1 it had been in the making since 1930, i.e.,
for thirteen years. Its 722 closely printed pages are thus clearly
the final version of the volume of “‘destructive philosophy”’ on
which Sartre had been working even before he had gone to
Germany and come in contact with phenomenology.

The sub-title, “Outline of a Phenomenological Ontology,”
indicates the changed objective, compared with the studies in
phenomenological psychology of his preceding period. Sartre

1 See his “Questions de méthode,”’ Les Temps modernes XIII (1957), 363.



[

468 THE FRENCH PHASE

now is ready to attack the problem of Being, the counterpart of
free consciousness, and to relate the two. Phenomenology is
considered capable of accomplishing this task.

Both the title and the subtitle invite immediate comparison
with Heidegger’s Sein und Zeit. There can be little question that
Heidegger’s book was very much on Sartre’s mind in this
enterprise, although he does not include a full-scale discussion
of the work of his predecessor. Most of the incidental references
are highly critical. Also, for the first time Sartre brings out
fundamental differences between Heidegger and Husserl.

A comparison of the two rival titles can show a good deal
about both the similarities and the differences between Sartre’s
and Heidegger’s respective ontologies. Taken superficially, the
first words of the two titles have identical meanings, even
though Sartre’s éfre is usually not as rigidly opposed to the
things-in-being (existents) as is Heidegger’s Sein: often it stands
for the whole of the world outside consciousness. The second and
divergent parts of the two titles, “Time”” and “Nothing,” suggest
a much more definite difference. But even the function of the two
companions of Being is by no means the same in both works.
Time in Heidegger’s torso was meant to constitute the main
property of Being, not anything opposed to it. “Nothing’ in
Sartre’s larger and completed work is certainly not meant as a
property of Being but as its great antagonist. The first paragraph
of L’Etre et le néant makes it plain that this dualism constitutes
the fundamental problem of Sartre’s ontology, not the attemnpt
to understand Being through the Nothing, as Heidegger attempt-
ed to some extent to do in Was 4st Metaphysik? The Nothing,
which turns out to be none other than free consciousness, is
actually the great challenger of Being and certainly more than
the “horizon” for it, as is Heidegger’s Time. Sartre’s ultimate
problem is to determine the remaining unity between Being and
Nothingness.

It would be next to impossible to convey here an adequate idea
of how Sartre develops this theme. At first sight it may appear
like the queerest combination of the most forbidding ontology
spiced with such weird attractions — never treated before in
philosophical treatises — asthe gaze, the anomalies of sex, nausea,
and a new type of psychoanalysis applicable even to matter.
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Such a collection outdoes even Heidegger’s injection of themes
like everyday-ness (Alltdglichkeit) or concern (Sorge), which,
incidentally, hardly occur in Sartre’s discussions. Suffice it to
point out the general plot. The momentous Introduction,
entitled “In Search of Being” — an obvious allusion to Marcel
Proust’s great novel — plunges the reader immediately into the
struggle between consciousness, in Sartre’s enlarged sense, which
is only “for itself” (powur soi), and Being-in-itself (en so7), to
which it refers by wvirtue of its intentionality. Significantly, the
explicit discussion of Being-in-itself, which Sartre characterizes
as intrinsically opaque and massive (as, incidentally, William
James had already done in his essay on “The Sentiment of
Rationality”), is restricted to a few pages of this introduction.
The balance of the four following parts is devoted to “‘the
Nothing,” i.e., primarily to consciousness and its modifications.

The first part is concerned with the relation between ‘‘nothing”
and the structure of consciousness: Consciousness as such,
beginning with its questioning behavior, not only the imaginative
consciousness, proves to be the opening wedge for the ‘“‘nothing”;
without it there would be no place for the ‘“‘nothing” in the
universe of Being. In fact, since consciousness sets itself off
against Being by a fundamental act of negation, Sartre soon
identifies the source of such negation, by way of a characteristic
overstatement, with the nothing.

A second part deals more fully with the structure of this
consciousness, first with its “immediate structures,” such as its
“facticity,” then with its temporality, and with its ‘“‘tran-
scendence,” i.e., its passing beyond itself, toward Being. Here,
in spite of minor differences in emphasis, Sartre is probably
closest to Heidegger, although he deliberately ascribes these
characteristics to consciousness, rather than to Dasein.

The third part takes up in great detail a new subject, relatively
neglected even by Heidegger: the relationship of one’s own
consciousness to that of others. Here a new type of being, being
for others (pour autrus), makes its appearance. It is given when
one’s gaze (regard) looks into the other’s gaze. The role of the
body in the experience of one’s own self and in the experience
of the other’s is explored. Finally, the drama of the relationships
between consciousness and consciousness is interpreted as a
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fundamental conflict among incompatible freedoms, for which
at the time Sartre did not seem to see any clear constructive
solution.

The last part looks almost like a new beginning based on the
active and free nature of consciousness. Here, in supposed
contrast to Heidegger, Sartre stresses the activistic features of
human existence. Absolute freedom and responsibility provide
the foundation, and man’s being is derived from his doing. It is
based on an original choice, to be explored by a new existential
psychoanalysis on phenomenological grounds.

The “Conclusion” of the book formulates the final relationship
between consciousness and Being, as it emerges from the pre-
ceding “‘ontology,” and states some of its “metaphysical” and
moral implications.

What is Sartre’s new solution of his fundamental problem, the
dual conflict between free consciousness and ‘“‘the Thing”? At
first sight there could hardly be any more irreconcilable oppo-
sition than that between Being and Nothing. However, Sartre
believes that his interpretation ot consciousness as a negation of
Being allows him to achieve a new and genuine synthesis. For
the lucidity of consciousness, its lack of massive opaqueness, also
implies a privation or lack of Being. Like Hegel, he calls it
metaphorically a hole in the midst of Being, a decompression
of its fullness. Moreover consciousness, which feeds on Being, is
at the same time its disintegrator. This strange negative sym-
biosis may well suggest the analogy of a cancer: consciousness
could not exist without Being as its soil, yet it preys on it. By
contrast, Being could very well exist without consciousness and
has in this sense ontological priority. All this sounds like a weird
if original Neo-Platonism turned upside down, with “matter”
as the starting point and the spirit as the negative derivation
from it. Thus the new unity is bought at the price of the primacy
of Being over consciousness. Yet the fact remains that in all
its negativity consciousness still has the positive freedom of
introducing meaning into the meaningless universe of Being.
Specifically, consciousness provides not only an opening for
nothingness, but also for possibility and for the past and future
dimensions of temporality, which could not exist without the
soil of consciousness. Moreover, consciousness proves to be the
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counterpart of Sartre’s conception of a “‘world” (monde), in
which the two form a system of mutual reference. Here, then,
in the circuit between consciousness and its world (“circust
d'ipseité”’) we find indeed something like a reconciliation of the
subjective and the objective, based upon the active project by
which consciousness cuts a clearing through the jungle of Being.
The “world” in contrast to Being is indeed dependent upon
consciousness and its choice; in this sense and to this extent even
a phenomenological idealism would be defensible. However, in
spite of such relative achievements, the fundamental choice of
consciousness in Sartre’s interpretation condemns it not only
to freedom but also to the impossible project of being absolute,
i.e., of combining consciousness (or nothingness) in its essential
lucidity with being-in-itself in its essential opaqueness. The self-
contradictoriness of such a conception in Sartre’s terms entails
not only his notorious atheism (which is really an “‘ontological”
disproof based on the definition of God as the for-itself-in-itself,
i.e., the conscious Absolute), but, much more seriously, the
essential futility of the human enterprise as the attempt to
become God, which Sartre calls a ‘“‘useless passion” (passion
tnutile).

Thus the active freedom of consciousness can achieve at best a
Pyrrhic victory over Being. The reconciliation of the subjective
and the objective is ultimately secured at the expense of the
subject. Only in a few minor places, e.g., in discussing the social
and moral perspectives of his ontology, does Sartre hint at the
possibility of a less disheartening alternative. (See, e.g., the
footnotes to EN 111; tr. 70, EN 484;tr. 413, and the last pages
of the book.)

Where, in this grandiose and at times highly speculative
panorama, does phenomenology come in? How far is it to be
credited for it, how far discredited by it? Much, particularly
the derivation of consciousness from Being in its dogmatic
assertiveness, sounds more like a mythological phantasmagoria
than like phenomenology. There is in the whole work no explicit
discussion of phenomenology as such, as it can be found in most
of Sartre’s preceding writings. A few subsections, notably those
on the conception of the nothing and on the three temporal
dimensions, are labelled as phenomenological and are seemingly
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contrasted to the adjacent “‘dialectical” or ‘“‘ontological” dis-
cussions. But, especially in view of the subtitle of the whole
work, there can be little doubt that Sartre did not mean to restrict
phenomenology to these portions but considered it as basic to
his entire ontology. Besides, analyses like those of negativity or
of the gaze are certainly phenomenological in the sense of his
earlier analyses, although they are not labelled so explicitly.
Nevertheless, the role of the phenomenology implied in different
sections of the book varies, and even his phenomenological
“descriptions’’ differ considerably in character in different parts
of the book. In general Sartre is apt to begin with descriptive
analyses but to push them soon in the direction of hermeneutic
interpretations far beyond what immediate inspection would
seem to warrant. A particularly interesting development of
hermeneutics is Sartre’s existential psychoanalysis, an attempt
to replace the speculative constructions of psychoanalysis by
the “‘deciphering” of a person’s conscious though pre-reflexive
choices.

One feature of Sartre’s style in L’Etre et le néant calls for special
comment, his new fondness for paradoxical and baffling formu-
lations, which at times suggest even plays on words. Among the
latter there is for instance the description of consciousness as
““that which is what it is not, and is not what it is,” a formulation
which is meant to express that man in his freedom is essentially
a projection of what he is not yet and has to be, and that he is at
the same time the being which escapes from his essence as
expressed in his past and which he hence no longer is (EN, p.515;
tr. 439). Even further goes the identification of consciousness
with nothingness on the basis of its negative function (néanti-
sation), an obvious but by now characteristic overstatement.

Formulations of this type suggest an increased tendency
toward Hegelian dialectics which does not appear in Sartre’s
earlier writings. One might suspect this even more in the case of
Sartre’s concepts of the In-itself, (en-sos), the For-itself (pour-sos),
and the In-itself-for-itself (en-soi-pour-soi), which may seem to
be taken immediately from Hegel’s system. But the meanings of
these terms in Sartre are not identical with those in Hegel and
the Hegelians (see EN 138 note; tr. 94). The same is true of
Sartre’s additional category, the For-others (pour autrui), which
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can be traced before him to Alfred Fouillée. Nevertheless, it is
true that in L’Etre et le néant references to Hegel are almost as
numerous as those to Husserl or Heidegger. In this respect
Sartre’s book reflects the vogue of Hegel’s phenomenology in
the France of the middle thirties. However, in Sartre’s case it
affects more his formulations than his substantial conclusions,
much as Hegelian motifs can be spotted for instance in his social
philosophy of the period (e.g., in his thesis that ‘“‘each con-
sciousness wants the death of other consciousnesses”).

d. PHENOMENOLOGICAL EXISTENTIALISM -~ The name
“existentialism,” which is conspicuous by its complete absence
from L’Etre et le néant, seems to have been espoused by Sartre
only after initial protest. It occurs first in print in his concise
“clarification” (Mise au point) in reply to communist attacks in
Action of December 20, 1944.1 But Sartre’s existentialism became
best known in the form which he gave it in his lecture “Ex-
istentialism is a Humanism” of 1946. Actually this formulation
is largely an apologia of existentialism in reply to both com-
munist and Catholic attacks combined with a rather dogmatic
statement of his new ethics of “‘authenticity” which he had
hinted at in the last pages of L’Etre et le néant, and which has
been promised repeatedly as part of a work to bear the significant
title L’ Homme. In the absence of real substantiation and develop-
ment of its theses Sartre himself seems to have considered its
publication a mistake,2 although he did not interfere with its
continued wide circulation.

What is much more important than the new label is of course
the question whether it signifies a new stage in the development
of Sartre’s thought and a new solution of his basic problem.
That it does so is suggested immediately by the espousal of the
word “humanism,” which had been a target of derision in Sartre’s
earlier literary work. Now existentialist humanism is presented as
anew and different form of humanism, whose main contention is
that there is nothing but a human universe, which results from
man’s self-transcending projects and is constituted by human

1 Republished in Lettres, Genéve, I (1945), 82-88. See also Maurice Merleau-
Ponty, Sens et non-sens, p. 96, and Francis Jeanson, Le Probléme moral et la pensée
de Sartre, p. 344.

2 See, e.g., F. Jeanson, op. cit p. 46.
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subjectivity. This humanism is advocated even more explicitly
and belligerently in the play Le Diable et le bon Diew (Lucifer
and the Lord) of 1951. Its emphasis is both atheistic and social
(“There are only men”). In fact, Sartre declares that the simul-
taneous existence of both God and man is incompatible: “If God
exists, man is nothing; if man exists...” One may well wonder
whether this arresting formulation, in which existence is opposed
to nothingness, does not imply a rejection of the ontology of
L’Etre et le néant, especially since the thesis that “man is nothing”’
is now assigned to Goetz-Sartre’s main antagonist, the theist
Heinrich. More significant in this sense may be the fact that
Sartre’s recent writings, though not directly concerned with
ontology, move away from the negativistic interpretation of
existence which dominates L’Etre et le néant and take on a much
more positive tenor. No longer does Sartre describe the human
enterprise in terms of a “‘useless passion.” Instead he professes
an ‘“‘extreme but hard optimism” in the name of man’s total
freedom and total responsibility for his world.

Even more striking is the change in Sartre’s social philosophy.
Instead of the previous stress on the basic and deadly conflict of
freedoms in the social field, he now tells us that in choosing our
own freedom we choose freedom for all our fellow-beings, and
that there can be such a thing as a pact of freedoms as exemplified
by the relation between the writer and his readers. This is the
period when Sartre becomes “‘engaged” in political action, and
when existentialism acts as the philosophy of political commit-
ment (engagement). The occasion for this new turn was the ex-
perience of the Resistance Movement, in which Sartre had taken
an active part, followed by the era of liberation and painful
reconstruction. In this new situation Sartre’s liberation of
human existence, instead of taking the form of escape into the
world of beauty and artistic creation, finds its prime expression
in the social struggle and, more specifically, in the commitment
to the cause of social revolution in the interest of the least free
members of society, the proletariat. But while Sartre thus
accepts the Marxist diagnosis of the class struggle, he rejects all
the more strongly the metaphysics of the dialectical materialism
that underlies it. Nor is Sartre’s political commitment absolute
and total. Politics is the realm of the relative, and his temporary
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tactical alliances with the Communists were just as conditional
as was his abortive attempt in 1949 to bring about a non-com-
munist ‘“‘Revolutionary Democratic Rally.”

But Sartre’s political activity does not mean that he has
abandoned his vaster enterprises. One recent proof of his
continuing philosophical interests is his second-largest prose
work, a 550-page biographical essay introducing an edition of
the complete works of Jean Genet, the author of the scandalous
best-seller, the Journal d’un voleur. In more than one sense this
work represents a puzzler. Ostensibly its aim is
to show the limits of psychoanalytic interpretation and of Marxist ex-
planation and demonstrate the idea that freedom alone can account for a
personality in his totality; to exhibit this freedom at grips with destiny,
at first crushed by its fateful blows, then turning against them in order
to digest them gradually; to prove that genius is not a gift, but the way
out a person invents in desperate cases; to rediscover the choice which a
writer makes of himself, his life, and the meaning of the universe down
to the formal characteristics of his style and of his composition, reaching

into the structure of his imagery and the peculiarity of his tastes; in
short to retrace in detail the history of a liberation. (p. 536)

Such a demonstration of Sartre’s existential psychoanalysis
on an unprecedented scale is of course apt to bring in some of the
basic questions of his philosophy, especially his unfinished ethics,
and to throw light on its growth. Whether of not it will stand out
eventually as “‘the capital work of contemporary philosophy”’
(Jeanson) can remain undecided for the time being, particularly
in view of the much more modest claims of its author.

What does this work contribute to the solution of Sartre’s
fundamental problem? According to his own intentions it
represents an attempt to push to the extreme the analysis of the
subjective side in man’s being. As such, so Sartre suggests, it
has to be matched by the objective approach of Marxism. For,
as he now sees it, the reconciliation of the object and the subject
by a “last effort” can take place only “if we have the courage to
go to the limit of ourselves in both directions simultaneously”
(p. 550). While the need of these two enterprises makes sense for
any project to understand man and his world, one wonders why
such a move, i.e., to ride off in opposite directions should offer
any special hope for a reconciliation. In the meantime, this
program would seem to imply that Sartre, while defending the
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rights of the subjective approach against its objectivist opponents,
wants to reserve a place for the more objective methods of the
social sciences as being of equal significance.

Phenomenology as such is mentioned only once explicitly.
The context is Sartre’s attempt to trace Genet’s original choice
of becoming a thief, of which he tries to give what he now calls
a “‘phenomenological description” (p. 57). However, this passage
leaves little doubt that the whole enterprise of interpreting
Genet’s development — and particularly his ‘“metamorphoses”
from orphan to thief, esthete, writer, and man — constitutes
for Sartre a case study in existential psychoanalysis, hence a
phenomenological enterprise, although it represents applied
phenomenology rather than phenomenology as a generalized
study. It should be noted, however, that this phenomenology is
applied to the subjectivity of another person, in that sense to an
objective fact. — It seems that Sartre’s project of a detailed auto-
biography will put his method to an even more direct test.

Thus phenomenology continues to be an integral part of
Sartre’s philosophizing, even in its latest existentialist phase.
Its foundation is the fact that existence is to Sartre primarily a
subjective phenomenon based on Cartesian consciousness. As
such it calls for a special approach, that of phenomenological
description and interpretation. It is this insistence on the essential
subjectivity of existence which provides the ultimate reason for
Sartre’s combination of phenomenology and existentialism. The
priority of consciousness and of phenomenology is at the same
time the reason why Sartre’s existentialism is incompatible with
any type of orthodox dialectial materialism.1

5. Sartre’s Conception of Phenomenology

Is there anything distinctive about Sartre’s version of phe-
nomenology? More than in other cases it will be important to
distinguish between Sartre’s theory of phenomenology and his

1 At the time this manuscript went to print, Sartre’s book, Questions de méthode,
announced for early publication in 1958 had not yet appeared. Judging from the
“fragments” printed in two installments of Les Temps modernes (1957), this very
illuminating restatement of existentialism in its relation to Marxism will not add a
great deal to Sartre’s general methodology; its “‘dialectics’ attempts to do equal
justice to the objective elements of the situation stressed by orthodox Marxism and
to the subjective “projects,” which are the major factor in individual “‘existence.”
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actual practice of it. His interest in the theory of phenomenology
is in fact only incidental. None of his works carries the word
“phenomenology” in its main title. Also, his explicit discussions
of the phenomenological method date chiefly from the period
when he was most under the influence of Husserl and to a lesser
degree of Heidegger. Thus his Esquisse d'une théorie des émotions
of 1939 contains a ten-page introduction dealing with the
relationship between psychology, phenomenology, and phe-
nomenological psychology, in which the main emphasis is on the
connection between empirical psychology and phenomenological
psychology. Phenomenological psychology is introduced as the
basis for empirical study; but it is never suggested that it should
take its place. Accordingly, in what furnishes probably the
purest example of such a phenomenological psychology, his
L’ Imaginaire (1940), Sartre separates strictly the phenomenologi-
cally certain from the merely empirically probable, drawing
freely on the hypotheses and experimental evidence of traditional
psychology. It is, however, noteworthy that in his theoretical
discussion Sartre charges phenomenology with the additional
task of finding “‘synthetic unity’’ within the phenomena analyzed
by empirical science, and with determining their significance as
goal-directed ways of behavior (conduites); the chief instance of
such a hermeneutic interpretation is that of the emotions. While
phenomenological psychology is thus characterized as an
eidetic description of essential relationships of behavior, it is at
the same time presented as hermeneutics in Heidegger’s sense.

No parallel discussion can be found at the stage of L’Etre et
le néant, particularly not concerning the relationship between
phenomenology and ontology, nor has such a discussion appeared
thus far at the stage of Existentialism. This leaves us with the
task of trying to determine Sartre’s general conception of phe-
nomenology from the theory implicit in his phenomenological
studies. I shall approach it by determining first the ground which
Sartre’s phenomenology and that of his German predecessors
has in common and by subsequently bringing out some of his
most characteristic innovations.

a. THE COMMON GROUND — At first sight Sartre’s conception
of phenomenology might seem to fit easily into the general
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framework of Husserl’s phenomenology. His phenomenological
studies are always introduced as descriptive and contrasted to
explanatory hypotheses. Intuition is more or less explicitly
invoked as the final test of all phenomenological claims. Re-
flection is its supposed basis. Eidetic insight into essences is
stressed, particularly at the stage of the phenomenological
psychology, and certainly never rejected on principle, even
though Sartre later criticizes Husserl’s ““pointillism of essences.”
Also, at least before Sartre published L’Etre et le néant, the appeal
to phenomenological reduction or epoché is for him almost a
matter of course, even though its actual application does not
become manifest in the form of a step-by-step procedure, but
rather as a fairly summary bracketing (mise-en-parenthéses). In
its “purifying function” it is, for instance, credited with being
able to show the ‘“magic” function of the emotions in our re-
lationship to the world (Esquisse, p. 49). The phenomenological
reduction is however not very prominent in L’Etre et le néant.
In fact, in discussing our consciousness of the other, Sartre
expresses serious doubts that such a method can give us any
help, since an element of falsifying abstraction is involved (EN
330; tr. 271). Eventually, in his paper before the Société frangaise
de philosophie (1947) he stated: ““(In Husserl) we begin with the
world of our knowledge, we leave it by the phenomenological
epoché, and we never return to the world from the epoché.” And
he goes on to complain about philosophers dragged from Plato’s
cave who refuse to re-enter it, while in fact it is in the cave that
one has to think and to act (p. 55). He leaves plenty of scope,
however, for Husserl’s conception of phenomenological consti-
tution. For Sartre attributes to consciousness the function of
constituting the world of our experience, at least as far as its
meanings are concerned. However, just as in Husserl’s case, it
is not always easy to make out what constitution in Sartre’s
sense involves.

This adoption of Husserl’s main methodological terminology
and of what it stands for does not prevent Sartre from assimi-
lating a considerable number of concepts from Heidegger’s
hermeneutic phenomenology. Thus he takes over unquestioningly
the latter’s conception of the phenomenon as ‘“what reveals
itself.” He espouses Heidegger’s project of a hermeneutics as a
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legitimate enterprise, in fact even within the framework of a
descriptive phenomenology. And he shares Heidegger’s criticism
of Husserl’s enterprise as ignoring the problem of Being as far as
consciousness is concerned in favor of its mere essence. But there
remains one momentous difference: Heidegger’s phenomenology
was pointedly a phenomenology of Dasein, of human Being, as
contrasted to Husserl’s consciousness. In contrast to Heidegger,
Sartre conceives of this Dasein (réalité humaine) again as con-
sciousness. In this sense even his ontology of consciousness
remains closer to Husserl than to Heidegger. In fact, Sartre’s
conception of consciousness, like Husserl’s, sails under the
traditional French flag of the cogsto, which Heidegger repudiates.
Thus Sartrianism is ultimately a form of Cartesianism, although
it rejects most of Descartes’ metaphysics. Its motto is: “One
must start from the cogito” (EN 115 £.; tr. 74).

b. DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS - However,
Sartre’s return to consciousness as the basic theme of phenomeno-
logy by no means implies that Sartre conceives of it in the same
way as Husserl or Descartes does. We shall select the most
important differences before formulating the basic originality
of Sartre’s position.

(1) The Elimination of the Transcendental Ego and Its Final
Significance: Phenomenology of Human Existence. Sartre’s very
first attempt at ‘‘phenomenological description,” his article on
“The Transcendence of the Ego,” for all its admiration of Husser]
and even its acceptance of Husserl’s phenomenological reduction
and constitution, is based on a momentous dissent from Husserl,
the rejection of his concept of the transcendental ego. Beginning
with his Ideen, Husserl had not only admitted the phenomenon
of an ego as part of the indubitable field of consciousness, but had
also developed a whole doctrine which, under the formidable
name of “‘egology,” was to account for the constitution of the
transcendental field. In an authorized and much discussed
article by his then assistant and collaborator Eugen Fink, this
ego had actually proliferated into a trinity of egos. Sartre’s
article was the first full-scale challenge to this new egology.
However, it did not go as far as to deny the ego, after the manner
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of David Hume. Nevertheless, to Sartre the ego was ‘‘transcen-
dent,” no longer ‘‘transcendental”; in non-technical language:
the ego is not part of the original structure of consciousness
but something that grows out of its constantly renewed
stream by constituting acts. These acts support and relate
all objects, whether external or internal, to which conscious-
ness refers.

What are Sartre’s reasons for this apparent retreat from an
insight which Husserl himself had accepted only slowly in the
years after the appearance of the Logische Untersuchungen?
Some seem to be direct: While Sartre admits that whenever we
reflect upon an experience we always find it associated with an
experiencing ‘“I,”’ he claims that in the unreflected experience,
for instance that of reading a book, all that is given is the book
and its characters but without the reading “I’’ (p. 86; tr. 46 £.).
Implicitly (athétiguement) we are also conscious of the act of
reading. But the reading “I” is only a modification added by the
reflection which constitutes it. However, Sartre’s main reason for
denying the “I”’ transcendental status is that he finds it to be
unnecessary and hence useless, a reason which sounds more like
the logic of Occam’s razor than like phenomenology. An ad-
ditional and, to Sartre himself, possibly more weighty reason is
that to him an identical ego in the flux of consciousness would
mean a threat to the unity of consciousness, a divisive principle
like an ‘‘opaque blade,” which would result in the ‘“death of
consciousness” (p. 90; tr. 40). Only an impersonal consciousness
is completely transparent in Sartre’s sense.

There is no need to evaluate this reasoning here.! It is more
important to appraise its significance for Sartre’s conception of
phenomenology. To be sure, it leaves the transcendental sphere
as such intact: the now ‘‘impersonal”’ stream of consciousness
without an “I” is the constituting foundation for the Ego, as it
is for the other phenomena of the world. Consequently the ego
now ‘‘makes its appearance at the level of humanity.” In other
words, what was previously the hinge of phenomenology has now
been transferred into the world of human existence; the self is a
phenomenon among others in the human world. Sartre actually

! See my paper on ‘“‘Husserl’s Phenomenology and Existentialism,” Journal of
Philosophy 1.VII (1960, 71 {f.
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takes special pride in the fact that his new conception puts
phenomenology back into the thick of human reality rather than
making it withdraw from reality into the refuge of transcen-
dentalism — a motif, to be sure, which differs strangely from the
escapism of L’'Imaginaire.

This still leaves to impersonal transcendental consciousness the
role of the ultimate root of all phenomena. Sartre has never
explicitly repudiated the doctrine of a transcendental realm.
It merely seems to be withering away in the further development
of his own phenomenology, first psychological and later onto-
logical. For in his actual analyses Sartre deals only with the
consciousness which appears on the level of man, the constituted
ego, his imagination, his emotions, and his relationship to the
human world. In other words, Sartre’s actual phenomenology
establishes itself completely on the level of human existence.
It is this tacit dropping out of the transcendental dimension
and the implied humanization or “mundanization” of conscious-
ness which constitute the most significant change in Sartre’s
version of Husserlian phenomenology. This is the turning point
at which phenomenology becomes a phenomenology of human
existence concerned with the phenomena as they occur in the
context of concrete human existence, including the concrete
world of the individual writer or worker.

Except for its interpretation of existence as a form of conscious-
ness, then, Sartre’s phenomenology coincides with a philo-
sophy of existence in Heidegger’s sense (existentielle Philosophie)
~ a philosophy which Heidegger himself specifically disclaimed —
though not with his analytics of existence, which deals only with
the ontological categories of existence. But there remains a more
important difference between Sartre’s and Heidegger's con-
ceptions of existence. It can be derived from Sartre’s much
quoted though rather baffling formula “Existence precedes
essence.”” This means that to Sartre the “essence,” i.e., the
character of man, is the outcome of his free acts. Hence he uses
“‘existence’ as the title for the concrete consciousness of man in
its free creativity. By contrast, Heidegger’s ‘“‘existence” is
usually nothing but the possibility of authentic or inauthentic
being, which supposedly forms the essence or at least one of the
major constituents of the essence of man. Hence for Heidegger
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existence is certainly not the “preceding’’ source of the essence
of man, as it is for Sartre.

Related to this property of Sartre’s “‘existence” is the fact
that, contrary to all customary usage, he uses the verb ““to exist”
at times transitively, speaking, e.g., of “existing one’s body.”
What is involved is that our consciousness may or may not
assume and maintain our body in the way by which we live in
and through it. In other words, Sartre is not only concerned with
existence as a particular mode of Being. Existence is to him the
concrete behavior of a human being in his conscious situation
within an experienced world and responding to it. This almost
sounds like the program of a philosophical anthropology. While
the vagueness of this oversold term makes such a classification
a rather moot issue, Sartre would presumably claim that his
enterprise is even more basic than the philosophical anthropo-
logy of Max Scheler, its best known rival in this field.

(2) Pre-Reflective Consciousness. Reflection and Phenome-
nology. For Sartre, existence does not simply coincide with
human consciousness in the world. One of his most important
additions to earlier phenomenology is his enlarged conception
of consciousness. There is for Sartre such a thing as a “non-
conscious”’ consciousness under the name of pre-reflective
consciousness. Even for Husserl, though possibly not for Des-
cartes, not all consciousness is reflexive. He knows a naive
consciousness, directed straight ahead (geradeaus) toward objects
of our daily or scientific concerns, which differs essentially from
its reflective modification, in which this naive consciousness
becomes thematic. Phenomenology consists largely in a further
stage in the development of this reflective consciousness.

Sartre, however, does not stop with a reflective consciousness
in which our own acts are the explicit theme of our reflection.
He raises the question of how we know about our own reflective
acts. If we say “by a further act of reflection,” this involves us
in an infinite regress. If we assert that reflective acts are them-
selves not in need of further reflection (“To know is to know
that one knows,” as (E. Chartier-) Alain used to say, following
the tradition of Spinoza), we fly in the face of the phenomena.
For even in clear knowing, as in any other form of consciousness,
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in which we are absorbed in the objects known straight ahead
of us, we are by no means always explicitly aware of our knowing.
Sartre’s solution consists in directing us to a peculiar awareness
of our acts other than thematic consciousness by explicit re-
flection. This “‘non-thetic’’ consciousness (conscience) constitutes
a phenomenon different in kind from explicit knowledge (con-
naissance). He calls it “pre-reflective consciousness’” or the “‘pre-
reflective cogito.”” It accompanies all our direct consciousness of
objects as well as our acts of reflexion. It is in this pre-reflective
quality that he also sees the mode of being of our consciousness.
He illustrates it by the consciousness we have of counting
numbers without reflecting upon this activity of ours.

In pre-reflective consciousness our reflecting actually coincides
with that upon which we reflect. Thus to Sartre it makes no
sense to distinguish between pleasure and our (pre-reflective)
consciousness of pleasure: pleasure is essentially conscious. In
fact he suggests that it is really misleading to speak of a con-
sciousness of pleasure. At least the preposition “of” (de ...)
should here be put between parentheses: “‘consciousness (of)
pleasure.”

The significance of the introduction of such a new type of
consciousness — which may not be as new among phenome-
ologists as Sartre believes, and can be traced not only in Husserl’s
Ideen (§77), but in the writings of Pfinder and Geiger — goes
considerably beyond the mere addition of another phenomenon.
Pre-reflective consciousness is to Sartre the means to extend
the Cartesian cogito far enough to embrace all of human existence;
and it allows us to see in consciousness its basic factor. In a way
this is the triumph of Cartesianism, though at the price of a
further decrease in its clearness and distinctness; yet it makes
it possible for reflection to bring about eventual clarification and
distinctness. It reveals at the same time what are the tasks
and the chances of a phenomenology of such an expanded
consciousness.

Even according to Sartre phenomenological description proper
is based on explicit acts of reflection. But here Sartre makes
further distinctions: reflection can be pure or impure (“ac-
complice”’) reflection. This distinction, however, occurs in the
context of a rather involved discussion of the temporal structure
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of consciousness, and is not fully developed. Moralizing conno-
tations intrude, especially in connection with the idea of a
purifying reflection. Thus it is hinted that purifying reflection
can break the vicious cycle which condemns to utter failure our
relations with others. Impure reflection is also characterized as
the one which “constitutes” the ego with its psychological states
and qualities (EN 206 ff; tr. 159 ff.). It stands to reason that pure
reflection must have something to do with the recovery of the
pristine innocence of a consciousness which does not lose itself
in as futile an enterprise as the attempt to achieve absolute being.
But no definite text would authorize an interpretation according
to which the phenomenological method coincides with such a
purifying reflection. There are indications, however, that Sartre
will assign to phenomenological reflection an important role in
his ethics.

(3) The Negative Character of Consciousness. Probably the most
original feature in Sartre’s conception of consciousness is his
insistence on its essential negativity; neither Husserl nor Hei-
degger gives the negative function such a central place.

As early as in Sartre’s studies in phenomenological psychology,
especially those on the imagination, one can observe a somewhat
unusual emphasis on the negative element: imagination poses
its object as a nothing, i.e., as non-existing, absent, existing
elsewhere. In L’Etre et le néant we start with a sober analysis of
interrogation as called for by the ontological problem, not unlike
the discussion with which Heidegger introduced the question
of Being in Sein und Zeit. But in Sartre the main emphasis is on
the implied possibility of an answer by “‘yes” or “no,” and, by
implication, upon the readiness to be faced by the non-existence
of the situation inquired about. The question thus reveals that
“nothings’’ (méants) are constant possibilities of our experience.
In fact consciousness is shot through with “nothings”: it appears
not only as the foil to Being, as in Heidegger, but it is immanent at
at the heart of Being, “like a worm” (EN 57; tr. 21). Hence
Heidegger’s merely positive characterization of Dasein is mis-
leading.

But what does Sartre mean by ‘‘nothing”? Its primary
manifestations are such phenomena as absences, gaps, missing
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parts in the total field of Being. For these ontic phenomena
Sartre coined the term “‘negatités” (negativities). This does not
mean that he hypostatizes nothingness into an entity on a level
with Being — a view which can be ascribed to some extent to
Heidegger, who conceives of the Nothing as the permanent
background of Being. To Sartre, Being in its fullness has no
room for such negativities as absences. Absences are something
which “comes into the world” and is actualized only by the
expectations of a conscious being. In this sense it would also
be legitimate to speak of the Nothing as constituted by conscious-
ness or, more precisely, as relative to its questions and expec-
tations.

Soon, however, Sartre makes the much bolder assertion that
““the being through which the nothing comes into the world must
be its own nothing,” an assertion which allows him to charac-
terize consciousness itself as a nothing. This characteristic over-
statement does not mean that consciousness does not exist.
What it does seem to mean is that the negative function is the
most characteristic feature in consciousness, compared with
non-conscious beings. Other formulations suggest that con-
sciousness consists of a peculiar dialectical mixture of being and
non-being, which need not be considered here in detail.

(4) Freedom. For Sartre, the negative aspect of consciousness
is closely connected with another basic feature, its freedom;
in fact, he uses the terms at times synonymously. The con-
nection of freedom with the structure of conscicusness is not
entirely new in phenomenology. Husserl had often stressed the
free consciousness of ‘I can” as an important part of our con-
sciousness of the world and its objects, e.g., in Ideen 11, 60. For
Heidegger, freedom was linked particularly with the “essence
of truth” as its “foundation” in a sense that need not concern us
here. But nowhere among phenomenologists has freedom been
so completely identified with the very structure of consciousness
as in Sartre’s thought.

Sartre’s insistence on freedom may at first appear not only
extreme but dogmatic, reminding one at times of Fichte. But
that does not mean that he has never tried to demonstrate the
existence of such freedom by direct methods rather than by
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attempts to discredit his deterministic opponents. There are,
for instance, his phenomenological studies of the imagination,
in which he tries to show that imaginative consciousness pre-
supposes the capacity of standing off from the world of causal
associations in a way which emancipates consciousness from them.
But soon Sartre decides that this capacity is the condition of
every kind of consciousness in which we take cognizance of the
world. It presupposes an emancipation and even a negation of
the world of causal order, from which consciousness has to
unhinge itself, as it were, in order to be itself.

No matter how convincing these “‘arguments’ may be, Sartre’s
primary evidence is clearly the direct consciousness of his free-
dom in determining the meaning and direction of his own
existence. This freedom appears to him so unlimited that he
does not hesitate to call it absolute. It should not be overlooked,
however, that in describing it he always shows it as imbedded
in a given situation. It never is credited with the power of doing
away with the situation as such but only with that of changing
its meaning within the framework of freely chosen projects.
Besides, freedom has to cope with “factors of adversity.”” Never-
theless, consciousness is permeated by the sense of its absolute
freedom to choose its projects and thus to define the meaning
of the situations with which it finds itself confronted.

(5) Anguish constitutes almost the most notorious, if not
actually ridiculed, category of existentialism. This does not mean
that it stands everywhere for the same thing. In the present
context it is of particular importance to realize the difference
between Sartre’s and Heidegger’s conception of it. Heidegger’s
anxiety (Amngst) is the privileged access to the phenomenon of
the Nothing, and as such related to our consciousness of Being
as a whole. Sartre’s anguish (angoisse) has a much more limited
and practical concern, notably our own freedom. For freedom
sets consciousness apart from man’s own essence as sedimented
in his past:

I emerge alone and in anguish in the face of the unique and prime project
which constitutes my being; all the barriers and hand-rails give way,
annihilated by the consciousncss of my freedom. I do not have, nor can I

have, any recourse to any value to protect me from the fact that it is I
who keep all valucs in existence; nothing can give me assurance against



JEAN-PAUL SARTRE 487

myself, cut off as I am from the world and from my essence by the nothing
that I am. I have to realize the sense of the world and of my essence:
1 decide about it alone, without possible justifications and excuses.”
(EN 77; tr. 39)

A passage like this, which is typical of Sartre at his persuasive
best and his overstating worst, should make it clear that Sartre’s
anguish has nothing to do with cowardly timidity in the face of
real or imaginary dangers. It expresses man’s response to his
assumed responsihilities, which in Sartre’s case are particularly
overwhelming since they embrace no less than the meaning of
his world as a whole. On the other hand, this passage includes
in its sweep such phenomenologically surprising assertions as the
dependence of all values upon our freedom, which Sartre
asserts in a number of other places, but without attempting any
real demonstration. Suffice it to say that in cases like these
Sartre seems to be starting from original and significant obser-
vations, only to be carried away to paradoxical formulations
bordering on the nonsensical.

(6) Bad Faith. Anxiety as an essential attribute of free con-
sciousness leads to another rather surprising characteristic of it:
its “bad faith.” Even anxiety is in most cases conspicuous by
its apparent absence. But Sartre tries to explain this very fact
by the phenomenon of bad faith. It consists in the flight from the
fundamental anxiety which is essential to freedom. If we seem
to hide this anxiety from ourselves, it is because of our bad faith.
While Sartre wants to sterilize this expression from its moralistic
implications, these nevertheless prove irrepressible in the further
course of his philosophizing, especially in his existentialist
ethics. The most important example of bad faith in Sartre’s sense
is provided by psychological determinism. For it is to him merely
the expression of excuses for not assuming one’s responsibility
(EN 78; tr. 40). However, such ‘‘bad faith” is far from the
conscious bad faith of a lie. It occurs on that pre-reflective level
which for Sartre forms the equivalent of the psychoanalytic un-
conscious. It is only natural that under these circumstances good
faith or sincerity becomes an impossibility and the attempts to
achieve it even a form of bad faith (EN 102 f.; tr. 62). The
possibility of an escape from this dilemma by a conversion to
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authenticity is promised in a final footnote (EN 111; tr. 70),
whose development is still missing.

(7) Intentionality and Transphenomenality. For Sartre as well
as for Husserl, intentionality is the most essential feature of
consciousness. But that does not mean that they interpret it in
the same manner. Apparently Sartre believed he did when he
wrote his enthusiastic article for the Nowvelle Revue Frangaise
on “A Fundamental Idea of Husserl’s Phenomenology: In-
tentionality.”” Here he had credited Husserl’s intentionality with
having destroyed the idea of immanence, since consciousness-of
referred essentially to something beyond, thus ‘“‘expelling” the
things (choses) from consciousness and ‘“liberating” it. Sartre
did not mention-the fact that according to Husserl the intended
object is constituted by consciousness and certainly not inde-
pendent of it. Only L’Etre et le néant refers to this aspect of
Husserl’s conception and consequently denounces it as a cor-
ruption and a caricature of his original idea (EN 28, 152; tr.
LXIII, 109).

For Sartre a consciousness—of means in the first place a
reference from the intending act to the intended object beyond
as a distinct entity, in a sense not dissimilar to Brentano’s
original conception. But the preposition “of’’ has to him an even
stronger meaning. It establishes “ontological proof”’ (in a sense
which is only superficially related to its ancestor, the Anselmian
proof of God) that the referent of intention is independent of
consciousness. Consciousness is congenitally oriented toward
(nait portée sur) being other than itself (EN 28; LXIII)!
which is not constituted but revealed by it. What it reveals in
this manner is primarily the ‘“transphenomenal” existence of
the intended. It almost sounds as if the preposition “de’’ in the
French phrase “comscience de ...” is to be understood in the
sense of the Latin de, i.e., as expressing its origin from its referent.
In any event, Sartre’s intentionality is the expression of the strict
separation and the existential independence of its referent, not
of its linkage with and dependence upon conscience, as especially
in Husserl’s later writings. Sartre makes no detailed attempt to

! Hazel E. Barnes renders this phrase erroneously as “supported by.”



JEAN-PAUL SARTRE 489

demonstrate this relationship phenomenologically, however,
beyond the simple assertion of his “ontological proof.”

Sartre’s interpretation of intentionality and of its ontological
implications raises the question as to his stand in the controversy
over idealism and realism. Like many other phenomenologists,
Sartre gives the impression of rejecting both positions. There
can be no question about the fact that he repudiates an idealism
according to which there is nothing but phenomena dependent
upon consciousness. For this reason he rejects both the phenome-
nalism of Berkeley and that of Husserl. Sartre’s equal rejection
of realism must be understood in the light of his interpretation
of realism as asserting a causal influence from the known upon
the knower in the sense of a crude naturalism. There is however
no reason to think that a wider interpretation of realism, not
committed to a particular theory about the causal genesis of
knowledge and concentrating upon the status of the known as
independent of the knower, would be unable to assimilate
Sartre’s account of the relationship between Being and con-
sciousness, as expressed in his interpretation of intentionality
and the “‘ontological proof.”

Certainly Sartre’s phenomenology is anti-phenomenalistic.
One of its main concerns is to make room for what he calls the
transphenomenal or, more generally, the ontological. The term
“transphenomenal’”’ may easily lead to the misconception that
Sartre advocated a thing-in-itself beyond the phenomena, all
the more since he uses for it the Kantian label “in-itself” (an-
sich). However, his protests against such a dualism leave no doub
about his opposition to the Kantian solution. Perhaps the most
appropriate way of characterizing Sartre’s position would be to
call it a combination of a phenomenalism of essences with a
realism of existence. He feels no hesitation to admit that pheno-
mena are all there is, and that the old dualism between appearance
and reality is without foundation. Like any British phenomenalist
he is thus ready to define objects in terms of series of phenomena.
Where he differs from Berkeley is in the assertion that both the
perceived and the perceiving have a characteristic kind of being
over and above their essence which cannot be fully described
in terms of perceiving (percipere). Sartre calls the being of the
two poles of this relationship ‘‘transphenomenal.” What is
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involved is that on the one hand consciousness in its being is
independent of appearing to itself and especially to reflection,
and that on the other hand what we are conscious of is autono-
mous in its being and not merely constituted by consciousness.
We never reach out beyond consciousness, nor do we have a right
to do so. But the phenomena that appear within this range are
transphenomenal in the sense that they are more than mere
phenomena and have a being of their own.

But if Sartre would thus seem to be a realist concerning the
being of the phenomena or the Being-in-itself, this does not
commit him to the belief that all phenomena are independent of
our consciousness. While Sartre does not make the difference
sufficiently explicit, we have to distinguish between the concept
of the absolute In-itself and the concept of the world, i.e., our
meaningful environment. This world with its meanings is actually
the correlate of our conscious projects and free choices. Sartre
even speaks of a circuit between self and world. Whether this
would justify us in saying that our concrete world is a matter
of constitution in the sense of an idealistic interpretation may be
debated in view of the fact that all these projects have to cope
with objective factors, for which Sartre borrows from Gaston
Bachelard the term ‘‘coefficient of adversity.” Nevertheless,
our world would seem to be determined by an interaction of the
two factors in a way which amounts to a peculiar combination of
idealism and realism in the area of our concrete experience.

(8) Facticity and ““‘Engagement.”” “‘Facticity” is one of the
peculiar characteristics of Sartre’s consciousness which actually
makes its first appearance in Heidegger’s account of Dasein. Its
peculiarity in Sartre’s case is that it now attaches to conscious-
ness. Primarily, “facticity” signifies the contingency of a
particular fact which, for all we know, might just as well not
have been. In applying it to the plight of man Heidegger had
also used the striking neologism ‘“‘thrownness” (Geworfenheit),
translated by Sartre as ‘“‘abandonment” (délaissement) in a
situation, bringing in the connotation of cosmic loneliness or
even of condemnation. To apply such characterizations to
Husserl’s transcendental consciousness in its eidetic purity
would have been completely out of place. Here again it becomes
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apparent that the axis of Sartre’s phenomenology has shifted
into the area of concrete human experience — something which
from Husserl’s standpoint can only be called “anthropologism.”
This shift links Sartre’s phenomenology all the more firmly to
the philosophy of existence. It also explains how Sartre, particu-
larly in his analysis of Jean Genet, can work out phenome-
nologies of particular individuals and their worlds. —Phenome-
nology now descends from the level of a priori essences into the
thick of the concrete experiences of the Kierkegaardian individual.
Consciousness becomes essentially ‘“‘engaged’” consciousness.

The meaning of the term ‘“‘engagement’’ remains, as a matter
of fact, always somewhat ambiguous. It means involvement
by virtue of our actual situation even prior to any explicit choice
as well as commitment by a special decision. But the common
core is that consciousness in Sartre’s sense is primarily not a
detached consciousness, to be studied in its pure forms as dis-
tilled by various reductions. For Sartre this would mean a
falsification. Consciousness is essentially ‘“‘engaged’ in a concrete
world, and phenomenology must study it in this world.

(9) Transcendence. We shall bypass Sartre’s extended dis-
cussion of the temporality of consciousness as one of its essential
dimensions. While it is true that there are differences in his
interpretation of this aspect both from Husserl (whom he charges,
with doubtful right, with a merely instantaneous conception of
consciousness) and from Heidegger (who, though credited with
an “‘ek-static” interpretation of conscious temporality according
to its three main dimensions, is criticized for his excessive
emphasis on the dimension of the future), these differences are
partly based on misunderstandings;in the present context these
are not worth pursuing.

The differences are much more pronounced, however, in the
area of another concept, “transcendence.” This too had previous-
ly made its appearance in the phenomenology of both Husserl
and Heidegger. But each of them uses the term in his own way.
Consequently it is one of the main troublemakers in the interpre-
tation of phenomenology. No wonder that this term provides
one of the best targets for phenomenology’s critics.

Thus in Husserl it characterizes chiefly the intentional object,
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for instance a cube constituted by the intentional interpretations
of immanent content, i.e., the hyletic sense data. Transcendent
objects are the chief field for the application of the transcenden-
tal reduction. On the whole, Husserl distinguishes strictly be-
tween the transcendental and the transcendent, though at least
in one case he uses the expression ‘‘transcendence in immanence”’
for the absolute existence of transcendental consciousness. By
contrast, Heidegger applied the term to his human Being. Its
function is to designate the fundamental property of Dasein
which underlies our intentional acts and makes it possible to
refer to intentional objects beyond our acts. Heidegger’s tran-
scendence is therefore not the static property of these objects
beyond an immanent sphere. It is unrelated to the distinction
between immanent and transcendent. “Transcendent” stands
here for the present participle of the verb “to transcend” and
characterizes any act which steps across, primarily from human
being, into the world and ultimately, in the context of Heidegger’s
ontology, from the things-in-being to Being itself.

It is not easy to determine the exact meaning of the term for
Sartre. Its chief carrier is again consciousness (pour soz). The
term is to bring out the fact that consciousness refers essentially
to something beyond itself which it lacks (mangue). But this
transcendence also has the meaning of a flight or escape beyond
consciousness as exemplified by ‘“‘bad faith,” a flight toward
other dimensions of time away from the present, but also toward
other persons. Thus Sartre’s transcendence often reminds one of
Heidegger’s existential category of falling into inauthentic being
(Verfall). In any case, for Sartre “transcendence’ is the expression
of the incompleteness of consciousness in its lack of ontological
self-sufficiency. Consciousness transcends because it is never
satisfied with itself and passes beyond its present, which it
thus negates (dépassement).

(ro) Phenomenological Method and Existential Psychoanalysis.
Thus far the chief distinguishing characteristic of Sartre’s
phenomenology appears to be his changed conception of its
subject matter, i.e., consciousness, which is no longer conceived
as “‘transcendental” but as concrete human existence situated
in a human world, as pre-reflective, as absolutely free - though



JEAN-PAUL SARTRE 493

haunted by an anxiety of this freedom and by bad faith — as
contingent, and as transcending itself. How far does this altered
conception require for its exploration a change in the phenome-
nological method?

Sartre himself does not suggest this explicitly, especially since
in his later writings he avoids methodological discussions almost
completely. However, he introduces at this point one original
development of the phenomenological method under the rather
surprising title of “existential psychoanalysis’’ which is at least
partially the result of the new interpretation of consciousness.
I shall first attempt to present this new method and then try
to determine how far it throws light on Sartre’s general con-
ception of the phenomenological method.

At first blush, Sartre’s existential psychoanalysis may appear
as a rather extraneous sideline of his philosophy, even though
he himself seems to take considerable pride in having launched
at least the idea of it. What has psychoanalysis to do with
ontology? The connection may seem a little less strange if we
remember that even in Sartre’s ontology the focus is man, so
much so that now L’Homme seems to be the central concern and
the unfinished business of his philosophic enterprise. Not in
vain does Jeanson’s semi-official biography of Sartre carry the
motto from his Jean Genet: ‘I have the passion to understand
men (les hommes).” But there is this additional incentive for
Sartre’s interest in methods like psychoanalysis: consciousness
as conceived by Husserl (at least in Sartre’s interpretation) is
something to which we have always full access by reflection.
Sartre’s pre-reflective consciousness is no longer presented with
equal directness. Particularly is this true of man’s motivations,
his loves and aversions, his likes and dislikes, his cravings and
rejections. Sartre’s ambition to penetrate and to elucidate even
these opaquer aspects of man well explains his interest in what
he claims to be the most advanced method of such understanding.

There is evidence that, during his stay in Germany, Sartre
studied extensively the writings of Freud, Adler, and other
psychoanalysts like Wilhelm Stekel at the same time that he
immersed himself in German phenomenology. Yet it would seem
that he was less interested in the therapeutic aspects of psycho-
analysis than in its theoretical views, its assumptions, and its
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implications. Even his own existential psychoanalysis has thus
far not made any therapeutic claims.

It would exceed the scope of the present account to include a
detailed discussion of Sartre’s reaction to Freudian and other
types of psychoanalysis. Suffice it to say that he finds himself
in agreement with their general objective of penetrating below the
surface of our manifest behavior and our first superficial self-
interpretations. Besides, he shares their belief that this behavior
is filled with symbolic meanings which, properly interpreted,
reveal deeper purposive forces at work than are accessible with-
out “analysis.” But he differs from the original psychoanalysts
by rejecting their set of gratuitous explanatory concepts. In
particular, he objects to their conception of the unconscious as
something essentially opaque and impenetrable to consciousness,
and to their introduction of such constructions as the Id and the
Superego, and such subconscious mechanisms as repression and
sublimation. Also, he takes them to task for not going beyond
such ultimately unexplained and unintelligible entities as libido
and the will-to-power. He is most adamantly opposed to their
assumption of a universal mechanistic determinism. Finally and
most significantly, he insists that the interpretative hypotheses
of psychoanalysis can and must be wverified directly rather
than indirectly.

By contrast, Sartre himself undertakes to account for the same
phenomena by factors that can at least in principle be reached
by consciousness. First among these is the concept of a funda-
mental choice which is supposed to explain our theoretical,
practical, and emotional surface behavior. This fundamental
choice consists in the adoption of a certain mode or style of
being-in-the-world. Sartre illustrates such choices well enough
in some of his literary portraits, for instance in his book essays
on Baudelaire and his own contemporary, Jean Genet. In
analyzing their lives he shows in detail how they choose their
roles in response to given situations in which they find themselves
placed in a way which gives meaning to all their concrete
behavior. If one asks, however, what ultimate sense there is to
such a role as being a failure, a martyr, or a saint, Sartre refers
us back to his ontology and to the general project of man which,
at least according to the pattern of L’Etre et le néant, consists in
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wanting to be God. Thus in Sartre’s version of existential psy-
choanalysis the claim to ultimate intelligibility depends in the last
resort upon the validity and convincingness of this ontology.
Besides, one may also wonder whether this uniform fundamental
choice can actually account for the full variety of projects which
Sartre wants to explain, and for which differentiating material
can apparently come only from the differences in the accidental
situations.

In a similar manner, for Freud’s subconscious mechanisms
like censure, repression, or sublimation Sartre finds a substitute
in the shape of the phenomena of bad faith: it is our own pre-
reflective consciousness which engineers these measures of
evasion and is normally successful in concealing our better
knowledge from ourselves. Thus existential psychoanalysis
claims to be able to dispense with the whole apparatus of more
or less hypothetical entities of classic psychoanalysis and to
replace them by such phenomena as choice and faith, which are
certainly within the range of our possible experience. In this way
psychoanalysis becomes accessible to phenomenological treat-
ment. Cartesianism, by liberalizing its concept of consciousness,
bids fair to assimilate facts which had been considered previously
as beyond its ken. The extension is reminiscent in many ways of
Leibniz’ widening of the concept of perception by the addition
of his “‘small perceptions.”

However, most important in the present context is a consider-
ation of the method by which Sartre believes he can penetrate
from the surface behavior to the fundamental choices of human
existence. On this point the pertinent sections of L’Etre et le
néant contain at least some programmatic clarifications. Like
“empirical” psychoanalysis, its existential counterpart must
start with immediately accessible behavior, as observed not only
by introspective but also by “‘objective” methods. Yet after this
merely descriptive phase psychoanalysis is to pass on to a
“deciphering” of the meanings of this behavior. The basic
assumption underlying this method is that man is a whole, not
an aggregate; that consequently every single part of his behavior
down to his gestures and tastes has meaning and is related to his
fundamental choices; and that each part is therefore “revealing”’
as to his choice, once this behavior is properly deciphered.
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Sartre does not provide us with any definite code for such
deciphering; in fact he takes issue with the rigid symbolism on
which so many psychoanalytic interpretations are based. Instead,
he suggests that we make use of our implicit or “‘a priori” under-
standing of human personality, which he, using a Heideggerian
term, calls pre-ontological (EN 656;tr. 568). Deciphering in this
sense is to be followed by what Sartre calls “fixation” and
““conceptualization,” of which, to be sure, he does not give any
explicit demonstration.

But what is the final test for such a deciphering? Here Sartre
again parts company with the classic psychoanalysts, with the
exception of one of its heretics, Wilhelm Stekel. For he believes
that the ultimate choices behind our conscious behavior can be
made fully conscious by ‘‘analytic’ procedure. Classic psycho-
analysis gives the patient at best an abstract knowledge of his
own subconscious motivations. Existential psychoanalysis ex-
pects to provide him with final intuitive insight into them. Here
is the foundation for Sartre’s claim that existential psycho-
analysis is a phenomenological method which can vindicate the
best insights of its classic predecessors.

How far has existential psychoanalysis made good on this
claim? Sartre himself admits that it is still waiting for its Freud.
However, he himself has given a number of impressive illus-
trations of this new method, not only by interpreting the per-
sonalities of specific artists but even by analyzing such social
types as the anti-Semite. But however persuasive and brilliant
such interpretations may be, Sartre presents them almost
always with a finality which makes one wonder about their
methodical soundness. Sometimes, as in the case of Baudelaire,
one feels that to Sartre the worst explanation of his behavior is
the best, whereas in that of Sartre’s contemporary Jean Genet
he reads into him, with his likely approval, only the most favor-
able motivations possible. More serious is the fact that Sartre
almost always starts out by stating his conclusions, and, as
far as he lets us see his evidence, he never seems to have
considered alternative interpretations. It may be unfair to
subject Sartre’s critical essays to the requirements of a scientific
case study. Nor does his analytic dogmatism invalidate the
correctness of his diagnoses. But it certainly gives rise to the
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wish for a more methodical discussion of his evidence. Besides,
it cannot be overlooked that Sartre’s use of the concept of funda-
mental choice as the ultimate explanation of human conduct,
in combination with his passionate rejection of psychological
determinism, is conducive to a complacent moralizing of which
his verdict on Baudelaire may give an example:

We look in vain for a circumstance for which he is not fully and Iucidly
responsible. ... The free choice that a man makes of himself is absolutely
identical with what one calls his destiny.

How far does Sartre’s original extension of phenomenology
throw light on his general phenomenological approach? In the
absence of any fuller statements on his part, the answer to this
question must be tentative. Sartre’s phenomenology is certainly
no longer restricted to a mere description of the immediate
phenomena. It undertakes to decipher them, i.e., to explore
them ‘‘analytically” as purposive manifestations of more funda-
mental phenomena from which they flow. Never, however, are
we allowed to step completely beyond intuitive verification.
In this sense we still remain within the range of a “phenomeno-
logical description.” Thus the ideal of Sartre’s phenomenological
method would seem to be the reflective elucidation of the pre-
reflective consciousness according to its structures and meanings
with the intent to intuit and to describe the fundamental phe-
nomena based on a deciphering of their more immediately
accessible manifestations. This certainly represents an extension
of Husserl’s program. Nevertheless, even Sartre intends, at least
in principle, to submit his findings to the ultimate test of
Husserl’s original criterion, intuitive evidence.

6. Sartre’s Phenomenology in Action

It is not easy to select illustrations of Sartre’s phenomenology.
For the subtitles of his major philosophical works indicate that
he considers them all as phenomenological. Besides, some of his
most original phenomenological observations occur outside his
philosophical writing, for instance in La Nausée, to which he
refers as evidence even in L’Etre et le néant, and in plays like
Huis clos. Also, such critical essays as the ones on Baudelaire
and Jean Genet are clearly meant as examples of the new phe-
nomenological method of existential psychoanalysis.
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The items chosen below may not be the most important ones
in the light of Sartre’s ultimate objectives. The main reason for
their selection is that they represent original contributions, how-
ever preliminary, to the general store of phenomenological
insights. They are also clear cases, fairly easy to demonstrate
and not dependent on previous understanding and acceptance of
Sartre’s ontological scheme. At the same time they show some
of the characteristic defects of Sartre’s phenomenologizing,
especially in his shift from psychological to existentialist pre-
occupations.

a. IMAGINATION — Imagination constitutes by no means a
new topic for phenomenological investigation. Husserl refers to
it repeatedly in the context of his published work. In fact, a
diary entry of 1906 reveals that in connection with his G6ttingen
lectures he had prepared ‘“a very comprehensive work on per-
ception, imagination, and time.” 1 Besides, there is Eugen
Fink’s important though incomplete dissertation on ‘‘Presen-
tation and Image” (Vergegenwdrtigung und Bild), published in
Husserl’s yearbook X1 (1930), which attacks the problems from
the angle of Husserl’s advanced transcendental phenomenology,
of which Sartre seems to be strangely unaware,

Compared with these scattered beginnings, Sartre’s two books
constitute by far the most detailed and concrete phenomenologi-
cal studies of the imagination we have. They are, on the whole,
specimens of eidetic description in Husserl’s earlier style. The
first book, “‘L’Imagination,” consists largely of a critical survey
of the preceding philosophical and psychological theories of the
imagination, showing their shortcomings and pleading the
supériority of Husserl’s new approach in the Ideen, while
pointing out its incompleteness. Sartre gives him credit chiefly
for the radical distinction between perception and imagination,
neither of which can be reduced to the other, and for the insight
into the intentional structure of the imagination, according to
which we have to distinguish sharply between the immanent
imagining act and the transcendent imagined object, a distinction

1 See his ‘““‘Personliche Aufzeichnungen,” edited by Walter Biemel in PPR XVI
(1956), 299.
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overlooked by the “‘immanentism” of the traditional theories.

Sartre’s own positive phenomenology of the imagination is
contained in his ‘‘phenomenological psychology of the imagi-
nation,” which appeared under the main title L’Imaginaire,
perhaps rendered best as “The World of Imagination.” It would
be impossible to render here in detail the contents of this phe-
nomenologically richest work of Sartre, although only part of it,
dealing with what is “certain” about imagination, claims to be
phenomenological in the strict sense, leaving the “probable”
to empirical psychology. The only function of the present ac-
count is to select some particularly representative and suggestive
features of this study. I shall therefore concentrate on the de-
scription of the imagination according to its four basic charac-
teristics, leaving aside the perhaps even more colorful collection
of related phenomena which Sartre calls its “family,” and which
includes portraits, caricatures, imitations, rock formations, and
day-dream images.

Under the heading ‘“The image is a consciousness’ Sartre at
once challenges the belief that there is such a thing as an image
within our imagination; he calls this the “immanentist illusion”
of Humean psychology. The first difference between perception
and imagination is not the presence or absence of an image but a
different way of referring to the intentional objects of our
consciousness. There is no essential difference between the
imagined object and the perceived object in character or location,
nor is there in the case of the imagination any duplication of
image and imagined object. The real difference is on the side
of the imagining act.

A second difference between imagination and perception
concerns the way in which we look at their objects. In the case
of perception we depend on observation. What corresponds to
it in the case of imagination is a peculiar quasi-observation.
While in the case of perception continued observation can bring
up constantly new items, no such enrichment can result from
the corresponding observation of the imagined object. It remains
as rich or poor as our original imagination was. Quasi-observation
is essentially sterile and hence to no avail, once the original
imagination has done its work.

Thirdly, the imagination presents its object with a negative
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character or, as Sartre himself puts it, revealing some of his
ulterior objectives, as a nothing. His point is that the imagined
object is characterized either as non-existent, as absent, as
existing elsewhere, or as merely neutral (when no particular form
of existence is indicated). This adds a negative element to the
positive ones mentioned thus far. That the imaginative act lacks
something compared with the perceptive act is certainly correct.
Yet one may wonder whether this is the result of a specific
negative factor rather than the mere obverse of the fact that the
positive imaginative act is constitutionally unfit to supply the
positive characteristic of existence.

The final essential characteristic of Sartre’s imagining con-
sciousness is spontaneity. It is described, though much too
briefly, as productive of and supporting the imagined object,
in contrast to the non-creative and passive character of per-
ception.

All this is original and adds considerably to a phenomeno-
logical understanding of the imagination. But it is hardly the
last word on the subject. Thus, Jean Hering! has pointed out
some of the limitations of these analyses, which do not seem
to take sufficient account of the difference between the genuine
consciousness of an image and an imageless consciousness of an
imagined object. Also one may wonder whether there are not
more and more central positive characteristics of the genuinely
creative imagination. But this does not diminish the merits of
this earliest French first-hand study in phenomenology. With
its direct attack on a relatively new field, carried out with an
abundance of examples and with a highly developed conscious-
ness of the eidetic method, it represents phenomenological de-
scription at its freshest and richest.

b. THE MAGIC OF THE EMOTIONS — Sartre’s Esquisse d’une
théorie des émotions, prepared probably simultaneously with his
studies of the imagination, presents a different type of phe-
nomenological psychology. For it is less concerned with the
essence of the emotions than with their signification. Here
Sartre’s primary concern is: What is the function of the emotions
in human existence? This question presupposes that emotions

! *“‘Concerning Image, Idea, and Dream ” in PPR VIII (1948), 188-205.
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have a teleological structure and are not simply meaningless
by-products or, worse, interruptions of our normal rational life.
Put differently, emotion must be a behavior in the sense of a
form of conduct (conduite). Sartre tries to establish this as a fact,
beginning with a critique of the “classical theories” of the
emotions according to which they are nothing but mechanical
projections of physiological events into consciousness. By
contrast, Sartre sees in them an organized system of means
toward an end. On this point he agrees with some of the gestaltists,
who had interpreted the emotions as ‘“brusque solutions of
conflicts, a manner of cutting the Gordian knot.” The psycho-
analysts deserve the credit for having introduced openly the
idea of purposiveness into the interpretation of the emotions.
However, in subscribing to the conception of the subconscious
they continued to combine it with mechanistic conceptions
which Sartre considers incompatible with the idea of functional
purpose. Sartre’s ambition is to go the whole way. Armed with
his conception of the pre-reflective consciousness, he tries to
remodel the hypothesis of the unconscious in such a way that
he can account even for the irrationality of our emotional life.
Sartre was clearly not the first to apply the phenomenological
approach to the world of the emotions. Scheler in particular,
whom Sartre strangely ignores in this context, had initiated a
vast study of the laws of meaning (Sinngesetze) of the emotional
life, and Husserl’s yearbook contains other significant contri-
butions to the field, for instance by Moritz Geiger (vol. VI) and
Aurel Kolnai (vol. X), which are apparently unknown to Sartre.
His main originality consists in the type of meaning which he
assigns to the emotions as compared with other types of behavior.
For Sartre sees in the emotions forms of conduct which refer to
our position in the world as a whole. In fact he interprets them
as attempts to transform the world, attempts resulting from
frustrations in our immediate dealings with it. Not being able
to change it effectively by direct methods, we try to modify it
by conferring upon it qualities of a type very different from
those we normally encounter. These qualities, to be sure, have
less reality than those we meet in the real world: they are parts
of a new ‘‘magic” world. The chief method by which we can build
such a magic environment in line with our desires is to change
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the relationship of our body to the world. Fainting or flight are
devices to this end. The emotions with their psychological
accompaniments belong in the same context. Perhaps the best
illustration of this process that one might find is the way in
which in English anger and hostility are expressed by the phrase
“being mad,” i.e., changing over into the world of a madman.

The emotions are not the only place where Sartre introduces
the term ‘“magic.” Thus he attributes magic function to the
imagination and to our social acts. But he never gives any de-
tailed phenomenological account of the magical act and its
significance. What is involved is apparently a kind of make-
believe, supported by a pre-reflective bad faith which allows us
to change if not the world itself at least its meanings for us by
some kind of incantation, verbal or non-verbal. Such make-
believe, however, is at times also backed up by a real change in
the condition of our body as the mediator between consciousness
and the world. Sartre illustrates the situation by the story of
the fox and the sour grapes, which he interprets as the “little
comedy’’ in which we try to confer the quality “too green” on
the grapes. Once the situation becomes more urgent and we try
to use a more serious kind of incantation, we reach the stage of
emotion. The accompanying change in the condition of our body
allows us to carry through the implied make-believe more
effectively.

Perhaps the most significant implication of Sartre’s herme-
neutics of the emotions is the view that they are the results of
frustration and constitute a ‘““degraded form of consciousness,”
an act of bad faith that tries to tamper with the world beyond
our reach — part of an escapist scheme. This strikingly low
estimate of the place and right of the emotions in the human
economy would seem to suggest that an authentic existence which
faces up to the world would not only have to purify but to
eliminate the emotions completely, as the Stoics would have
us do. Sartre does not suggest this explicitly. But this is one of
the occasions where his underlying Cartesianism comes to
the fore. Certainly, Sartre is anything but on emotive irration-
alist.

It is another question how far such an account of the emotions
can pass as an adequate interpretation of the significance and the
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role of the emotions in general. In discussing the case of joy
Sartre himself points out a difference between joy as a “‘senti-
ment”’ and joy as an emotion, thus implying that his sense of the
term ‘‘emotion” is much narrower than the customary one. The
best way of vindicating Sartre’s admittedly sketchy study may
be to interpret the term “emotion” as strictly as his examples
suggest. Within such a limited scope his “theory” may well
serve as a working hypothesis, provided it does not block our
way to alternative-hypotheses. A less rationalistic and moralistic
approach might well consider whether emotions do not have
such alternative functions as preparation for active change
rather than for futile escape from reality.

The notion of non-entity may be called the parent of
philosophic craving in its subtilest and profoundest
sense.

William James, The Sentiment of Rationality.

c. ABSENCE AND NOTHINGNESS — The extraordinary role
given to the Nothing in Sartre’s scheme and the paradoxical
statements he often makes about it easily cause us to overlook
the fact that some of his observations about it are not without
independent phenomenological merit. An example is the way in
which he introduces and describes concretely the primary experi-
ences that confront us with the phenomenon of the negative
(négatité).

The philosophers of nothingness have often been charged
with faulty semantics in overlooking the fact that negative
terms have no independent meaning but are merely ‘‘syn-
categorematic.” There is no good reason to think that the
advocates of ‘“meontology,” as Jean Wahl has called Sartre,
are not aware of this. But even the semanticists do not want us to
do away with negative terms and expressions. Why not? There
must be something in the world of designata which makes the
use of the negative expression more ‘‘convenient’” or more
“‘economical.” Could it not be that our direct experience is
confronted with peculiar phenomena that call for such negative
expressions ? Sartre’s first endeavor is to establish the occurrence
of such phenomena. Only then does he use them as spring boards
for his more ambitious — and precarious — interpretations.
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As a matter of fact, Sartre was not the first to take up the
phenomenology of the negative. Even Husserl had devoted to
it some highly suggestive pages in the studies which Ludwig
Landgrebe edited and published in 1939, but which were hardly
known to Sartre at the time. Here he suggested, for instance,
that the negative judgment has its foundation in certain pre-
predicative experiences such as the disappointment of prior
anticipations.! Much better known at the time was Heidegger’s
attempt to show that the Nothing has a status independent of
negations, on a par with Being, even though he did not credit it
with the same type of existence but with a peculiar mode of
being which he called “naughting” (nichten). For Heidegger it is
primarily the experience of anxiety in extreme situations
through which the Nothing is manifested. This is definitely not
the case in Sartre, for whom anxiety has its root in the vertigi-
nous experience of freedom, not in the Nothing.

Sartre’s account, which is much closer to Husserl’s, is more
direct and concrete. It takes its start from such phenomena as
absence or destruction in the midst of our daily experience.
Absence is exemplified in the episode of the futile search for a
friend in a café where we had reason to expect him. In itself such
a locality is a completely positive phenomenon without anything
negative attached to it. But as we experience it while looking
for our friend it constitutes itself as “‘ground” for the ‘‘figure”
of the missing friend, as the gestaltists, to whom Sartre often
refers, might put it. Under these circumstances every face we
pass appears as ‘“‘not my friend.” This slipping away (glissement)
Sartre calls a first néantisation or constitution of a nothing. A
second and actually somewhat different experience is the one
when we finally abandon hope of finding our friend and he
“vanishes.” Here the phenomenon of absence constitutes itself
for good. In a similar way Sartre tries to show us that in itself
nature does not contain any such events as destructions. All
that occurs, even in a catastrophe such as a hurricane, is a
positive transformation or rearrangement; the quality of being
remains the same. The negativity of destruction manifests itself
only in man, with.his expectations and plans. It is thus essentially
a human phenomenon.

1 Erfahrung und Urtesl, p. 94 ff.
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Actually this seems to leave the phenomenon of the negative
in a strange twilight. For on the one hand we are told that the
negative is not merely a matter of human negation and negative
judgment, but that it has a status of its own, in fact that it
‘“haunts” being, which is surrounded by the nothing. (This would
seem to be pretty much in line with Heidegger’s view of the
matter. On the other hand we learn that the nothing differs
essentially from *‘things.” For to Sartre it depends on man for
its manifestation. This sounds almost like a subjectivistic ac-
count of nothingness and certainly reduces it ontologically to
a secondary status, far below the one that Heidegger had be-
stowed on it.) The solution would seem to be that, while Sartre
credits man with being the actualizer of the nothing, he never-
theless thinks that it has its potential root in Being. In other
words, the phenomenon of the nothing is at this stage a typically
hybrid affair, an outcome of the encounter of man and the
things, and yet not simply the product of his judgmental ac-
tivities. It is a case of what Husserl called passive constitution
by consciousness.

Of course this is just the beginning of Sartre’s phenomenology
of the nothing. For it leads him at an accelerated pace to the
interpretation of consciousness itself as nothingness. However,
these much more problematic developments of his ontological
theory do not affect the valid core in his initial phenomenological
descriptions of negative phenomena.

d. THE GAZE (Regard) — One of the most remarkable
and original ! phenomenological descriptions in Sartre’s onto-
logical phase occurs in the context of his social philosophy: that
of the human gaze.

Along with all other French phenomenologists, Sartre never
took the problem of solipsism, even of Husserl’s transcendental
solipsism, seriously. His rejection of the latter’s “egology” and
subsequently of the whole transcendental approach allowed him
to ignore this stumbling block. But this did not mean that
Sartre overlooked the phenomenological problem of how other
people and their existence are given and constituted in our

1 A striking anticipation can, however, be found in as unexpected a place as W. E.
Hocking’s The Meaning of God in Human Experience (1912), pp. 271-2.



506 THE FRENCH PHASE

consciousness. It is with this problem in mind that he advanced
his description of the human gaze, one of his most concrete and
methodical phenomenological demonstrations in L’Etre et le
néant. This is a subject which had not been taken up explicitly
by earlier phenomenology, although Husserl and Pfinder,
when they discussed perceptual consciousness, referred not
infrequently to the glance (Blick) or even, somewhat meta-
phorically, to its beam (Blickstrahl).

Sartre introduces the subject by considering the case of our
glancing at a passing stranger and varying, in approved phe-
nomenological fashion, the situation gradually. At first we may
look at the stranger merely as if he were an inanimate object,
a chair, or a puppet, in external juxtaposition with other such
objects. The pattern changes fundamentally when we see him
and recognize him as a human being. For now we see him as a
being with a gaze looking at the same objects we ourselves see.
This means that these cease to be merely our private objects.
He too is now a potential focus for them. To this extent they
“escape’” me, as through a leakage. Yet even with such a new
focus the other is still an object of my gaze. The decisive
moment when he becomes a subject for me arrives when his gaze
turns from our common world to me, and I experience the shock
of being looked at, as it occurs especially in the shame that goes
with the situation of being surprised in an embarrassing situation.
This is the experience which establishes the existence of the other
as definite, in fact as indubitable.

Without giving a detailed description of the gaze and especially
of the other’s gaze, Sartre brings out some of its more striking
characteristics. Thus seeing his gaze as resting on us is something
entirely different from seeing his eyes. Perceiving his eye and
perceiving his gaze are actually two mutually exclusive experi-
ences.! Also, we can have the experience of being gazed at
(which may be mistaken) without seeing the other’s face or eyes.

One of the most characteristic features of this gaze is that it
has a definite effect upon the consciousness which experiences
itself as gazed at. Comparable to the stare of the mythical
Medusa, this gaze “petrifies” or ‘“‘curdles” (figer) its object

1 This is particularly well described in a little known independent study Visages
(Paris, Seghers, 1948).
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(EN 502; tr. 420). In fact, it even “‘enslaves” it (EN 326; tr. 267).
One might easily think of the fascinating effect of the gaze of
the hypnotist, whom Sartre, however, concerned only with
everyday situations, never mentions. Some of Sartre’s plays like
Huis clos give striking illustrations of this phenomenon.

For Sartre the main significance of this “‘magic’”’ function of
the gaze is that it provides him with the basis for interpreting
the social fabric as one of fundamental conflict. It is also the
foundation for Sartre’s subsequent interpretation of the social
drama as a series of futile attempts to settle this conflict at the
expense of one or the other consciousness.

This is not the place to submit Sartre’s description and interpre-
tation to a full-scale examination. Even without it, one might
suggest that while he throws penetrating light on some of the
more disturbing characteristics of the gaze, which a merely
“scientific’’ account is apt to brush aside, he does so at the price
of omitting some of its more reassuring and constructive pro-
perties and potentialities. Also, the fact that social relationships
are approached exclusively from the experience of being gazed
at creates a more sinister picture than a fuller phenomenology
of social relationships such as Merleau-Ponty’s would justify.

e. THE BoDY - One of the frequent claims for the originality
of the French phenomenologists is their interest in a phenomeno-
logy of the human body. The claim is only partially justified
and should be judged in the light of their incomplete awareness
of the work of their German predecessors. Only now has it be-
come generally known that Husserl, especially in Ideen 11, had
devoted very important studies to the constitution of the body-
consciousness. Scheler, beginning with his ethics, had discussed
the phenomenon of the Letb extensively in the less read sections
of his Formalismus. The main reason for the French perspective
is presumably the conspicuous absence of any discussion of the
body-consciousness from Heidegger’s writings.

This does not preclude the recognition of the fact that the
French phenomenologists have found new and significant angles
in the exploration of a topic which is of considerable importance
even beyond mere philosophy. This is true particularly of Sartre’s
approach to the problem. Its originality appears from the very
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fact that he introduces the subject in connection with his phe-
nomenology of social existence. For to Sartre the most important
function of the body is its role as a link in social contact. It will
be impossible to convey here an adequate idea of Sartre’s phe-
nomenology of the body. Partly because it is imbedded in his
social ontology, it defies separate and simplifying presentation.
It will suffice if the following paragraphs can suggest some of
its originality and some of its potentialities.

It almost goes without saying that Sartre is not interested in
the body as a scientific object studied by anatomy and physi-
ology, i.e., as a mere thing side by side with other things. His con-
cern is a description of the body as consciously experienced
and functioning in our relations with others, in which, for
example, we never know of our brain or our endocrine glands.
This is of course nothing new. But the following more original
features deserve special mention:

a. Our body-consciousness has three “dimensions’ or, as one
might better call them, three ‘“facets”: one for its owner, a
second one for others, and a third for the owner as being conscious
of the other’s facet of his own body. (Except for the reduced
interest of additional reflections, which might however still be
of interest for instance to the psychiatrist, there would seem to
be no reason to stop with this third “dimension.”)

B. As to the first dimension, Sartre’s most important obser-
vation is that on the pre-reflective level we “exist’ or “live”
our body, that our consciousness is automatically ‘‘engaged”
in the body and even identifies itself with it. Only in reflection
do we dissociate ourselves to some extent from it. The main
function of the body is to serve as an observation point in our
relationship to the world. Thanks to it we can vary our per-
spectives of the world, while no such variation is possible in our
relation to our own body. Besides, our own body is given us as
the primary instrument presupposed by all secondary instru-
ments which we may use. In general, we “transcend” the body
in our relations with the world and “pass it over in silence.”
Yet it forms part of our pre-reflective consciousness. There is
also a peculiar element of contingency in our experience of our
body, of which we are aware in a peculiar ‘‘nausea.” To be sure,
Sartre does not elaborate on this point sufficiently to avoid the
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suspicion that he reports here merely private and idiosyncratic
reactions. While this whole section contains highly suggestive
phenomenological descriptions of the way in which we concretely
experience, for instance, bodily pain, no attempt is made to give
a comprehensive picture of the body image, as first described
by Paul Schilder.

y. The body as it appears to others presents actually a much
richer phenomenon. As a complex whole of flesh and blood it
must not be confused with the scientific picture of the body.
The possibility of changing our point of observation with regard
to the other’s body can further enrich this social aspect of the
body ~ orie more reason for Sartre to insert the phenomenology
of the body in his discussion of social existence.

3. Bodily embarrassment and timidity are characteristic
expressions of our consciousness of and concern with others’
consciousness of our body. It represents in a sense a second layer
of our consciousness of our own body. And since its sources are
so much fuller than our direct body consciousness, Sartre can
go so far as to state that we need the other to know who we are,
not only to see ourselves as others see us. “We are resigned to
see ourselves through the eyes of the other.”

7. Toward an Appraisal of Sartre’s Phenomenology

No matter how much one might care to qualify one’s recom-
mendation of Sartre as a descriptive phenomenologist, he remains
undeniably the first French philosopher to reactivate phe-
nomenology after a period of mere assimilation and interpre-
tative study. And no matter how incomplete and one-sided his
picture of Husserl may be, Sartre is the one who, after a period
when Husserl was in the shadow of Heidegger, revived the
interest in the founder of phenomenology and particularly in
his subjective approach, which Heidegger had rejected. Oc-
casionally he may have overestimated the common ground be-
tween Husserl and Heidegger and stripped Husserl’s phe-
nomenology of'some of its main emphases, such as its transcen-
dental radicalism. But he succeeded all the more in making it
relevant to the French situation.

It is also due to Sartre’s work that French phenomenology
became fused with existentialism, not only, as in Heidegger’s
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case, with a ‘“fundamental ontology’’ of existence. How far has
phenomenology been distorted in this process? The mere fact
that phenomenology is now directed toward the phenomena
of human existence can hardly be considered as a betrayal of
the idea of phenomenology, especially as long as human existence
is still studied and explored as a fundamentally conscious phe-
nomenon, and as long as its givenness is not simply asserted
dogmatically.

The danger to phenomenology comes chiefly from the peculiar
methods preached and practiced by some of the existentialists.
Sartre maintains at least the principle of a descriptive method
based on intuition. However, in trying to incorporate in it a
hermeneutic method of deciphering, he not only introduces
interpretations of the sense of the phenomena which run far
beyond the direct evidence but are even apt to interfere with
the unbiased description of the directly accessible phenomena.

Some of Sartre’s “‘descriptions’ are striking not only for their
originality but for their penetration in depth. But there usually
comes a point where a less committed reader will wonder why
Sartre has not considered a neighboring or parallel phenomenon
of a very different character, and why, to take one example, he
selects as typical the gaze in its most aggressive form of “fix-
ating” the other, rather than in its function of meeting and
recognizing him, as in a friendly smile, or why he interprets the
emotions as attempts to magically transform the world, rather
than as accepting and confirming it, as in responsive joy. On
such occasions one receives the impression that Sartre plungesinto
the phenomena under the fascination of some of their more
sinister aspects before looking at them in perspective. At times
it is even hard to escape the impression that Sartre’s picture is
affected by idiosyncrasies such as the one against the property
of the viscous, an idiosyncrasy which, while still understandable,
seems to a less oversensitive observer to be out of all proportion.
Such occasions seem to call for an existential psychoanalysis of
Sartre himself. This is clearly not our task, all the less since he
may be undertaking it in his autobiography. But there are other
aspects of his approach which need discussion, since they affect
the validity of his phenomenological findings.

There is in Sartre’s thinking an activism which expresses



JEAN-PAUL SARTRE 511

itself in a kind of revolt not only against the “Thing” but
against the given as such. Like Fichte, he sees the given as a
challenge, as a task, if not even as a threat. Jeanson reports a
characteristic statement of his to this effect: ““I believe that in
every occasion there is something to be done.” One wonders
whether this attitude is the best possible qualification for the
phenomenologist. For it is apt to lead to theimmediate conversion
of the given into the conducive or the obstructive in the light
of the existential- project which springs from Sartre’s ‘“funda-
mental choice.”

Sartre’s phenomenology is certainly not free from precon-
ceptions. And he shows little if any patience with those of his
readers who are not willing to share them with him sight unseen.
I referred at the outset to the difficulties Sartre’s presentation
creates for the average reader and even more for the critical one.
Some of these may be the result of Sartre’s tendency to revo-
lutionize the world while also wanting to describe it. Even his
reader is at the outset his opponent. The “pact of freedom”
which he offers him in Qu’est-ce que la lLttérature? (1947) is a
pact on Sartre’s own terms.

Nevertheless, it was Sartre who naturalized phenomenology
in France. He also emancipated and remodelled it in essential
points. But he did not reconstruct it methodically and system-
atically. For the explicit and deliberate constitution of French
phenomenology we have to turn to his associates, beginning
with Maurice Merleau-Ponty.

8. Sartre’s Following

Sartre’s influence in present-day philosophy is not based upon
academic position. It is comparable to the position of the great
philosophers of the earlier Modern Age, whose relations to the
academic world were at best peripheral, or of the “phslosophes”
in France. He has no school, but he has a following clustered
around his magazine Les Temps modernes, whose central concern
is, however, less philosophy and phenomenology in the technical
sense than “‘engaged literature.”” His philosophical influence is
less tangible and is perhaps stronger by provocation than by
transmission. Nevertheless, even as the target of more or less
violent reactions and during a period of relative philosophical
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silence on his part, his name dominates the French philosophical
scene, second only to that of Heidegger.

There are, however, relatively few writers and thinkers who
reflect and carry on his philosophical line in his own sense.
(S1MONE DE BEAUVOIR (1908- ) may be said to express his
general philosophical ideas most directly and unconditionally,
particularly in the field of ethics. But the phenomenological
component in her writing is comparatively slight and rarely
explicit. Nevertheless, she once stated the character and ob-
jective of French phenomenology in connection with a review
of Merleau-Ponty’s Phénoménologie de la Perception so well that
it bears quoting:

One of the immense merits of phenomenology consists in having restored
to man the right to an authentic existence by abolishing the opposition
between subject and object. It is impossible to define an object while
cutting it off from the subject by which and for which it is object. And
the subject reveals itself only through the objects in which it engages
itself. Such an affirmation merely makes explicit the content of our naive
experience. But it is rich in consequences. Only by making it one’s foun-
dation will one succeed in building an ethics to which man can totally
and sincerely adhere. Hence it is of extreme importance to establish solidly

and to restore to man that child-like audacity of which his years of
verbal docility have deprived him: the audacity to say: ‘“Here I am” (je

suis ld).1
Writings by S. de Beauvoir particularly relevant to phenomenology

Pyrrhus et Cinéas (1944)
Pour une Morale de I’ambiguité (1947)

Translation: English (1948) by B. Frechtman - good.
I.’Existentialisme et la sagesse des nations (1948)

FRANCIS JEANSON (1922- ), known chiefly as an author-
itative interpreter of Sartre, has also given a rather original and
unorthodox presentation of phenomenology, in which he
characterizes it chiefly as a practical and “purifying”’ technique
based on a special effort of human existence.2 He has also
published a perceptive and suggestive study of the meaning of
laughter,3 which shows him as an independent and well in-
formed phenomenologist in his own right.

! Les Temps modernes 1 (1946), 363.
2 La phénoménologie (1951).
3 La signification humaine du rire (1950).
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XI

THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL PHILOSOPHY OF
MAURICE MERLEAU-PONTY (1908-1961)

1. Merleau-Ponty’s Posttion in the Phenomenological Movement

Maurice Merleau-Ponty is the author of the first French
systematic work which displays the word “phénoménologie’’ in
its main title, the Phénoménologie de la perception. This fact in
itself establishes for him an important place in the annals of the
Phenomenological Movement. But even apart from that, he has
gone further than most other French philosophers, including
Sartre, by identifying phenomenology with philosophy as such.
This fact would seem to require the inclusion of his entire phi-
losophy in the present account of the French phase. The only
circumstance which can free me from such a vast assignment
is the relative and, to some extent, intrinsic incompleteness and
fluidity of his philosophy at this time.

His key position in the pattern of French philosophy is suf-
ficiently attested by his unprecedentedly early accession in 1952
to the chair at the Collége de France once held by Henri Bergson.
But what is more important in the present context is his place in
the Phenomenological Movement, especially in relation to its
other major figures like Husserl, Scheler, Heidegger, and Sartre.
This relation has to be described almost completely in terms of
Merleau-Ponty’s own appraisal of his major partners. For of his
contemporaries even Heidegger seems to be thus far largely
unfamiliar with his work. And Sartre, who has not published
any systematic philosophical treatise dealing with phenomenology
since Merleau-Ponty’s “Phenomenology of Perception’’ appeared,
has mentioned him only incidentally, chiefly as a supplementary
witness to some of his political views. There is thus far no reason
to believe that, in connection with the recent ‘““friendly secession”’
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(Sartre’s words), he would dispute Merleau-Ponty’s place as
a phenomenologist. Nevertheless, the divergences that have now
come out into the open are basic enough to affect eventually
even their conceptions of phenomenology.

To Merleau-Ponty himself, the key figure for his interpretation
of phenomenology is and remains the man whom he considers
its founder, Edmund Husserl. Yet Merleau-Ponty’s Husserl is
by no means the conventional Husserl or, for that matter,
Sartre’s Husserl. For Merleau-Ponty the most significant
phase in Husserl’s thought is the very last one. But quite apart
from this rather unusual perspective on Husserl, Merleau-Ponty
is certainly not his uncritical admirer. It is true that Merleau-
Ponty’s criticisms are never as explicit and blunt as Sartre’s.
But even before touching here on more specific matters we
might point out that Merleau-Ponty, in attacking Descartes’
cogito, also opposes the Husserl of the Cariesian Meditations and
his conspicuous tribute to Augustinian subjectivity. Likewise,
his rejection of all idealism includes even Husserl’s phenomeno-
logical version of it. In short, what Merleau-Ponty attempts is
to go beyond Husserl by consciously extrapolating certain lines,
mostly from unpublished texts as far as he knows them, and by
playing down others in the published writings. Nevertheless, in
doing so he seems to consider himself the executor of the ultimate
and best inspirations of the master.1

References to Scheler are comparatively rare in Merleau-
Ponty’s writings2; he appeals to him chiefly as a witness for

1 Merleau-Ponty’s references to Husserl’s unpublished MSS usually do not allow
identifications in the texts as they have appeared since in the Husserliana edition.
Not all of these references should be taken at face value. Thus, the repeated quotation
of a Husserl statement 'to the effect that ‘‘transcendental subjectivity is an inter-
subjectivity” (PP VII; Problémes actuels de la phénoménologie, p. 108 and elsewhere),
supposedly contained in the unpublished sections of Husserl’s Krisis articles, cannot
be traced in this form in the text of Walter Biemel’s recent edition in Husserliana V1,
and the passages that come closest to it (p. 175) clearly indicate the prerogative of
transcendental subjectivity over transcendental intersubjectivity. This case is most
revealing of the changed perspective of French phenomenology. ~ A similar instance
is Merleau-Ponty’s recurring reference to Husserl’s view that our reflections form
an influx into the world (“‘sich einstrdmen’’ is the German phrase, as quoted in PP IX
and elsewhere). This particular expression seems to occur only in Fink’s article on
“Die phdnomenologische Philosophie Edmund Husserls in der gegenwdrtigen Kritik,”
which, to be sure, had been ratified by Husserl in a special preface: but even Fink
refers only to our naive apperception of the world (‘‘Weltglaubighest als die universal
einstromende Weltapperzeption’) rather than to our reflective acts.

2 QOnly after this book had gone to the printer did I become aware of an early
article by Merleau-Ponty, “Christianisme et Ressentiment’ in La Vie intellectuelle V11

{1]
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specific psychological and sociological points rather than as a
leading interpreter of phenomenology. Where, as in his Sorbonne
course of 1951, he compares him with Husserl he finds him
uncritical and lacking in rigor. Specifically he sees a curious
incongruity in Scheler’s juxtaposition of a philosophy of the
“alogical essences” and his claim to absolute knowledge as
essential to philosophy.

His relation to Heidegger is not quite so clear. On the one hand,
in Merleau-Ponty’s writings references to Heidegger are far
outnumbered by those to Husserl. But Merleau-Ponty does not
seem to feel that there are any basic differences between them.
Thus in the Phénoménologie de la perception he presents Husserl’s
phenomenological reduction, to be sure in his own reinterpre-
tation, as the indispensable foundation for Heidegger’s conception
of being-in-the-world, and implies that Heidegger’s “philosophie
existentielle’” is a legitimate prolongation of Husserl’s phenome-
nology. Besides, the climactic chapter on “Temporality” in
the Phenomenology of Perception is preceded by a motto from
Sein und Zeit and leans heavily on Heidegger's text. How-
ever, in the Sorbonne lectures on Husserl of 1951 he ranks
Heidegger’s phenomenology behind Husserl’s. Here he sees
a basic inconsistency between Heidegger’s conception of Dasein
as inherent in the world and his claims to absolute access
to, and knowledge of, Being in itself. Also Merleau-Ponty,
especially in his more recent statements, displays a much higher
regard for the sciences than Heidegger, and at the same time a
much more modest estimate of the capacity of philosophy, even
of a phenomenological philosophy, to reach anything like
absolute truth.

It is much more difficult, but also more important, to place
Merleau-Ponty in relation to Sartre’s phenomenology. It is still
customary, especially outside France, to see in Merleau-Ponty
simply a disciple and close associate of Sartre, and philosophically
merely a more academic version of him. It is high time that
this picture, which was always one of limited validity, should
be corrected. Until recently, in his book on Les Aventures de la

(1935), 278-306 based on Scheler’s essay on Ressentiment. It reveals not only his
intense interest in Scheler at the time, but also gives important information on his
critical attitude toward French philosophy and his expectations for phenomenology.
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dialectique (1955), Merleau-Ponty had never stated his dissents
from Sartre fully and explicitly. Up to that time he had referred
particularly to Sartre’s studies on the imagination and his
treatise on the emotions as outstanding examples of phenome-
nological psychology in the sense of Husserl’s middle period.1
The phenomenological ontology of L’Etre et néant was mentioned
much less frequently.

Some of this restraint has to be seen against the background of
the history of their personal relationship, which is not without
poignancy. It dates back to Sartre’s intervention for Merleau-
Ponty on the occasion of a riot of their classmates at the Ecole
normale in the middle twenties. Since then they were connected
by a personal friendship, which seems to have lasted until the
“friendly secession” caused by the Korean War in 1953. In its
early stages one finds Merleau-Ponty reviewing Sartre’s thesis
on the imagination, not without charging him for taking over
Husserl’s views too uncritically, and defending him in a review
of Les Mouches (Confluences 1943), in essays like “La Querelle
de l’existentialisme” (1945) and ““Jean-Paul Sartre, un auteur
scandaleux” (1948), against Marxists like Georges Lukacs and
Catholics like Gabriel Marcel. Also, up to at least 1950, Merleau-
Ponty collaborated closely with Sartre’s magazine Les Temps
modernes, signing as coeditor with him for an affiliated series of
books and for a Bibliothéque de Philosophie, which comprised
mostly translations of German phenomenological classics and
related texts.

Nevertheless, differences between the positions of Sartre
and Merleau-Ponty were always noticeable, and at times Merleau-
Ponty stated them explicitly in connection with concrete issues.
But never before had he subjected Sartre’s philosophy to such a
wholesale criticism as in the chapter on “Sartre’s Ultra-bolshe-
vism” in his book on the adventures of dialectics (1955). It
is certainly strange to watch him now taking Sartre’s phi-
losophy apart as if there had never been any personal ties between
them, and to an extent which goes far beyond the immediate
political issue of Sartre’s pro-communism, from which Merleau-
Ponty dissociated himself unequivocally at this time. The

1 See especially Les Sciences de I’ homme et la phénoménologie. — For recent criticisms
of L'Imaginaire see AD 189.
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disappearance of Merleau-Ponty’s name from their joint publi-
cations, and Simone de Beauvoir’s bitter counter-attack in
Les Temps modernes under the title “Merleau Ponty et le Pseudo-
Sartrisme” 1 leave little doubt about the degree of estrangement
between the two former comrades.

But it is not this personal and political story which is pertinent
to the present context. How far does it involve philosophical
issues ? How far does it reveal differences in their conceptions of
phenomenology? Perhaps the best way to bring out these deeper
differences in a preliminary fashion is to quote two brief formulas
from Merleau-Ponty’s earlier writings which can hardly have
been written without Sartre’s parallel statements in mind. The
first occurs in the Preface of the Phenomenology of Perception,
where Merleau-Ponty declares: “We are condemned to meaning.”’ 2
This passage is reminiscent at once of Sartre’s counterpart: ‘“We
are condemned to freedom.” The difference does not mean that
Merleau-Ponty denies Sartre’s doctrine of freedom, although
even then Merleau-Ponty contested Sartre’s assertion of abso-
lute freedom. But more important is the fact that to Merleau-
Ponty our existence is essentially imbued with sense. Thus he
rejects by implication the doctrine of a meaningless opaque
Being-in-itself in a world whose meaning depends entirely on
human freedom. Meaning is not merely a matter of choice.

A similar clue may be found by contrasting the almost no-
torious line from Sartre’s play Huss clos ‘“‘Hell is other people”
with a formula used by Merleau-Ponty in the presentation of his
philosophy before the Société Francaise de philosophie (““Le
Primat de la perception”): “History is other people.” By thus
equating history, instead of hell, with social existence, or
“coexistence,” as he also often says, Merleau-Ponty implicitly
challenges Sartre’s dismal diagnosis of the social world as one of
diabolic conflict between hostile gazers. History, the new center
of social existence, which played only a minor role in Sartre’s

1 X (1955), 2072-2122; republished in Priviléges (1955), pp. 203-72. The main point
of this article is that Merleau-Ponty’s picture of Sartre applies only to an earlier phase,
which the latter has since transcended. Whether or not Merleau-Ponty has mis-
interpreted Sartre, the very fact that such a question could arise is significant for
their entire relationship. Also Merleau-Ponty’s possible misinterpretations are
certainly illuminating for his own different perspective.

2 p. XIV; alater passage reads: ‘“We are condemned always to express something”’
(p. 516).
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L’Etre et le néant, is for Merleau-Ponty the field not only of con-
flict but of the realization of meaning.

But it is only in Les Aventures de la dialectique that Merleau-
Ponty spells out the basic differences between Sartre’s outlook
and his own, which is ‘“‘as personal and as general as possible:
it is philosophical” (4D 253). Its basis, as Merleau-Ponty now
identifies it, is Sartre’s dualism between man and “‘the things”
(Zes choses) or, more specifically, between the free cogito (Merleau-
Ponty even speaks of Sartre’s “folly”’ of the cogifo) and Being-
in-itself (the en-soi). Behind this and behind the difficulties
Sartre encounters in his social and political philosophy Merleau-
Ponty sees Sartre’s refusal to recognize his historical and practical
relation to the world with which he finds himself confronted.
The result is that Sartre’s commitment takes the form of a
negation of the tie between us and the world, or of a “‘protest of
indignation” (4D 260). In terms of Merleau-Ponty’s main topic:
Sartre’s phenomenology suppresses the world of perception in
its unity, on which Merleau-Ponty is going to found his interpre-
tation of existence and coexistence: “Neither in our private nor
in our public history is the formula for the relation (between the
self and the other) that of ‘either he or I,” the alternative of
solipsism or self-denial (abnégation). For their relations are no
longer those of head-on collisions between two consciousnesses
(pour-soi) but the dovetailing into one another of two experiences
which, without ever coinciding, stem from one and the same
world.” 1

The basic difference between Sartre and Merleau-Ponty comes
out most sharply in their different conception of dialectics and
its role in philosophy. As early as 1946, in an article on “Existenti-
alism in Hegel” (Sens et Non-Sens, p. 137 {.), Merleau-Ponty had
expressed the view that, whereas Hegel converts death into
higher life and passes from the individual to history, for Sartre
the contradictions between the self and others are beyond
remedy, and hence his dialectics is “truncated” (fronquée). It
stops with the antithesis but does not know the acme of the

1 AD 269. —~ Merleau-Ponty uses here the French ‘‘engrenage,” which characterizes
the interlocking of two cogwheels. In Sartre this word occurs significantly as the title
of one of his movie scripts, whose hero is the victim of the merciless operation of
historical forces which work havoc with his best intentions and convert him into a
ruthless dictator.
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climactic synthesis and remains caught in the dualism between
a Cartesian subjectivity, which Merleau-Ponty abhors, and the
opacity of a meaningless objectivity. By contrast Merleau-
Ponty undertakes to reunite the subjective and the objective
in ine primary phenomenon of the world, as given in our lived
experience. Perhaps the most striking confrontation of these two
conceptions can be obtained if we remember that to Sartre the
synthesis of Consciousness (the For-itself) and Being (the In-
itself) — a synthesis which he identifies with the meaning of God
constitutes a contradiction in terms. To Merleau-Ponty such a
synthesis is not only .conceivable, he finds it realized “every
moment under our very eyes in the phenomenon, i.e., in our
being-within-the-world”’ (étre-au-monde) (PP 519).1 Merleau-
Ponty’s universe is one of potential unity in which finite sense
confronts the contingent, the ambiguous, and the risky, but
where man has a fighting chance to enlarge the area of meaning.
Yet there is no essential and hopeless struggle between existence
and Being as in Sartre.

This fundamental difference in outlook between Sartre and
Merleau-Ponty was bound to have consequences even for their
conceptions and their uses of phenomenology. Merleau-Ponty,
in criticizing Sartre for not doing justice to the “mediations”
between subject and object and to the synthesis of history,
clearly implies that Sartre’s activism blinds him to a whole
range of phenomena, notably those of unity prior to our consti-
tuting acts (AD 190). This intolerance toward the given is to
Merleau-Ponty clearly the result of a preconception on Sartre’s
part. One might think that this involves not more than Sartre’s
inconsistent use of the phenomenological method. But more is
at stake. For Merleau-Ponty challenges the point of departure

1 The rendition of ‘‘élre-au-monde’” by ‘‘being-within-the-world” or ‘‘presence-
at-the-world” calls for explanation. French usage has two expressions, &ire-dans-le
monde, i.e., being in the world, which carries a more spatial meaning, and étre-au-
monde, i.e., literally, being upon the world, with the customary connotation of ‘‘being
alive.” In philosophy ‘‘étre-au-monde” is utilized not only in order to get away from
the merely spatial conception but to bring out a lived contact with the world. Gabriel
Marcel seems to have been the first to use the phrase in this sense, i.e., of “having
business with the world'’ (avosr affaire au monde), while expressing his reservations to
Heidegger’s too ‘‘spatializing’’ conception of éfre-dans-le-monde (in der Welt sein).
‘““Autour de Heidegger’’; see Dien vivant 1 (1945), 91. Merleau-Ponty spells out this
difference only in his Sorbonne lectures of 1951 (SP 55), where he stresses the “‘in-
herence of the philosopher in the world”’ as something which Heidegger’s phrase
“in-der-Welt-sein’’ does not sufficiently express.
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of Sartre’s phenomenology: the Cartesian cogifo in its sub-
jectivistic interpretation, which Husserl had so conspicuously
adopted before him. It is this anti-Cartesianism and the related
attempt to find a new center for the phenomenological enterprise
which characterizes the fundamental originality of Merleau-
Ponty’s phenomenology. Even his attempt to identify his
enterprise with the deeper intentions of Husserl in his late
phase depends on the possibility of purging phenomenology of
its Cartesianism. In a sense this is precisely what Heidegger had
tried, but only at the price of sacrificing transcendental pheno-
menology itself in the process. It is Merleau-Ponty’s ambition to
develop a non-Cartesian phenomenology which tries to preserve
the basic intentions of Husserl’s transcendental phenomenology.

Little need be added here about the proper approach to Mer-
leau-Ponty’s works. Even his philosophical writings reveal the
mentality of a man grown up in the tradition and style of
scientific writing. Thus in most of them the atmosphere differs
considerably from that of Sartre’s philosophical texts, even his
earlier ones. But the more academic character of Merleau-
Ponty’s work does not always make for easier reading. His sense
of the essential ambiguity of the phenomena is reflected even in
his style of thinking and writing. At times he rises to a type of
inspirational appeal which is common among existentialist
writers. But these features do not set him apart from the tra-
ditional style of French philosophical writing.

A comprehensive account of Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy is
still impossible. Alphonse de Waelhens’ book on Merleau-Ponty
provides considerable help as a systematic introduction. It is
also remarkable because its introduction has been sanctioned by
its subject to the extent that he prefixed it to the second edition
of his first work, La Structure du comportement. But he does not
want this fact to be interpreted as proof of his acceptance of the
main title of the book (“4A Philosophy of Ambiguity’’) as the
proper label for his philosophy. However, de Waelhens’ book
shows comparatively little interest in the phenomenological
aspects of Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy and in his method in
comparison with that of other phenomenologists, since his
major interest is in Merleau-Ponty’s conclusions. The present
chapter is meant to narrow the remaining gap.
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A major handicap for the Anglo-American reader is the almost
complete absence of translations. This is all the more regrettable
since on closer inspection Merleau-Ponty’s philosophizing reveals
perhaps more parallels and possible points of contact with
important doctrines of Anglo-American philosophy than the
thought of any other phenomenologist. Whitehead’s theory of
prehensions, John Dewey’s conception of experience and his
criticism of the reflex arc, G. H. Mead’s ‘“‘Philosophy of the
Present,” and Lovejoy’s temporalism all have striking counter-
parts in the philosophy of Merleau-Ponty, who himself seems
to be little aware of them. This does not detract from his origi-
nality and independence but only corroborates it. What remains
as the indisputably novel part of his philosophy is his attempt to
anchor these doctrines in a new conception of phenomenology.

‘“‘His position is, in principle, just that which I should
take even if, by chance, we might have different prefer-
ences.”’

George Santayana on Merleau-Ponty in The Letlers
of G.S. (New York, Scribner’s Sons, 1955), p. 367,
referring to the Preface of Humanisme et Terreur.

2. Guiding Themes in the Philosophy of Merleau-Ponty

Usually the writings of Merleau-Ponty avoid the first person
singular. This is hardly accident. The focus of his thought is not
on the ego, but on the phenomenon ahead, the Sache. It is there-
fore not surprising that Merleau-Ponty has not yet given any
autobiographical statement nor has any formulation of his
comprehensive plans or guiding motifs appeared. Hence at this
stage any attempt to determine the central core of his phi-
losophizing has to remain hypothetical.

Perhaps the most revealing among the titles of Merleau-
Ponty’s books to appear thus far is that of the colleetion of his
essays, Sens et non-sens.l The French ‘“‘nom-sems” in this con-
nection had best be rendered in English by “absence (or ‘lack’)
of sense,” not by “‘utter absurdity” or ‘‘counter-sense,” for
which it would stand with those existentialists who, like Sartre
or Camus, see the world as the battlefield between two deadly

! For this combination see also PP 490,
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antagonists. To Merleau-Ponty, meaning and lack of meaning
are matters of transition and degree, not of either-or.

One cannot say that everything has sense or that nothing has sense, but
only that there is sense. ... A truth against the background of absurdity,

an absurdity which the teleology of consciousness presumes to be able
to convert into truth, this is the primary phenomenon (PP 342).

This passage reveals at the same time that Merleau-Ponty,
in this respect not different from Sartre, by no means takes the
side of irrationalism, as existentialists are so often supposed to
do, in the struggle between reason and life. Nor does he advocate
a simple return to Cartesian reason. His answer is “a new idea
of reason, which does not forget the experience of unreason”
(déraison) (SN 8). For this idea of an enlarged reason he refers
to Hegel, without however subscribing to the latter’s sublime
confidence in the inevitable victory of reason. To Merleau-
Ponty what is real is only part rational, and what is rational is
only part real. Furthermore, Merleau-Ponty’s reason is not that
of the. Hegelian logic, which is intelligible through and through
and self-sufficient. In one characteristic passage Merleau-Ponty
even speaks of a “mystery of Reason” (PP XVI). In his world
contingency must be considered just as fundamental as necessity,
“adversity’’ as essential as meaning. Thus in one of his striking
metaphors he characterizes the universe as composed of “‘radiating
centers’’ (noyaux rayonnants) separated by panels (pans) of night
(SN 9). This is the world half wild and half tame of William
James’s pluralism with its melioristic clearings in the jungle. The
contingency of existence and the factor of adversity are at the
same time the reason why Merleau-Ponty refuses the answer
of theism. In fact, though only under pressure and without
fanfare, he admits being an atheist. His philosophy excludes
the thought of an “infinitely Infinite,” i.e., Absolute Being,
since it ‘“‘sees the world in its strangeness,” i.e., essential con-
tingency (RI 251). Clearly this is a type of atheism very different
from Sartre’s belligerent version, which was based on a supposed
ontological contradiction in the conception of God. In fact,
Merleau-Ponty’s outlook allows him to find meaning in the idea
of Christ’s incarnation and death, which he sees reflected in
Nietzsche's idea of God’s death (PPCP 135; RI 74).

Merleau-Ponty’s thought has been called a “'Philosophy of
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Ambiguity.” This label, designed in 1947 by one of his best
critics, Ferdinand Alquié, was taken up by Alphonse de Waelhens
in a positive sense. However, the term “ambiguity’” has a much
more pejorative meaning in English than in French, and thus
overemphasizes the negative aspect of this philosophy. Merleau-
Ponty never uses it himself and has on occasion even discouraged
it as misleading (RI 221). Even the word “ambiguous” appears
by no means as conspicuously as is often assumed. In fact, in
his inaugural lecture at the Collége de France he characterized
the true philosopher by his equal taste for clarity (évidence) and
ambiguity (EP 10 f.). Here he also distinguishes a positive
sense of ambiguity, i.e., the repudiation of absolute knowledge,
from the bad sense of mere equivocation. Merleau-Ponty’s
philosophy is not one of twilight but of chiaroscuro.

It is true, however, that to Merleau-Ponty, philosophy does
not know final answers. For philosophy is essentially interro-
gation, an interrogation which is omnipresent in history (PC 12).
This may well account for his recent interest in editing a com-
posite history of the great philosophers including the oriental ones,
from the early beginnings down to Sartre. Actually in this
perspective the “‘concrete philosophy’’ of our time is even in a
particularly precarious position: dominated by the themes of
existence and dialectics, it is not a “happy philosophy”’ like those
of the great classics: it has forfeited its claims to the a priori,
the system, and a construction which can go beyond experience
(PC 290). '

Merleau-Ponty is an avowed existentialist. It is customary to
present this philosophy as ‘‘engaged,” i.e., as involved in or
committed to action, particularly to social action. And it is true
that Merleau-Ponty himself emphasizes the fact that not only
consciousness but even philosophy is ‘“‘engaged” in the world,
and that it cannot and must not detach itself from its essential
“incarnation” in it. But this is not to be understood in the sense
that the philosopher should rush head-long into all kinds of ill-
considered enterprises. His problem is that of the proper balance
between involvement and detachment, of philosophizing in the
world, without becoming engulfed by it. In this context the
figure of Socrates acquires a new symbolic value for Merleau-
Ponty as that of the philosopher who is both citizen and phi-
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losopher, neither a revolutionary nor a conformist, obeying and
disobeying at the same time. This delicate balance characterizes
also the ambiguity of Merleau-Ponty’s ‘‘a-communism’’ in its
ambivalent position between Marxist action and Hegelian
contemplation.

However, the motif of a new existentialized rationalism is not
sufficient to account for the content of Merleau-Ponty’s phi-
losophy. Merleau-Ponty is not only a brilliant academic teacher
but also thoroughly at home in the sciences of man, and particu-
larly in psychology. Hence the relation between science, es-
pecially the anthropological sciences, and philosophy provides
one of the pervading themes for Merleau-Ponty’s thought. His
point of departure is what he calls “‘a crisis of philosophy, a
crisis of the sciences of man, and a crisis of science as such, from
which we have not yet emerged” (SP 1 {.). He turns to Husserl
as the philosopher who

understood that these different disciplines have entered a stage of
permanent crisis and will not emerge from it unless, by a new elucidation
of their relations and their ways of knowing, we succeed in making each
one possible in itself, and also their coexistence. We have to show that
science is possible, that the science of man is possible, and that all the
same philosophy is possible. It is necessary in particular to end the rift
(divergence) between systematic philosophy and progressive knowledge
or science.

What this means concretely in the case of Merleau-Ponty is
the attempt to find a new unity between the objectivism of the
traditional sciences and the subjectivism which is characteristic
of a philosophy centered too narrowly in the Cartesian tradition.

The foundation for the necessary reconciliation and reorgani-
zation is indicated by the title of Merleau-Ponty’s exposition of
the centerpiece of his philosophy before the Société Frangaise
de philosophie in 1947, “The Primacy of Perception.” For per-
ception is to him the matrix for science as well as for philosophy.
The world as perceived or experienced, with all its subjective
and objective features, is the common ground for both. To make
sure of this ground is the first task of the new phenomenology.

However, this primacy of perception does not mean that either
philosophy or science are to remain at the level of perception.
Philosophy in particular is to move on from here to the higher
levels of cultural phenomena and particularly to those of
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predicative or judgmental truths, to history, language, and art.
Thus far Merleau-Ponty has attacked such subjects only in brief
essays. The systematic treatment of these more complex phe-
nomena is his main unfinished business.

How are these basic themes related to phenomenology and to
Merleau-Ponty’s particular version of it ? Before we try to answer
this question, we will have to trace briefly the development of
Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology.

3. The Development of Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomenology

Judging from the record of his publications, Merleau-Ponty
matured much more slowly than Sartre, his senior by only two
years. His first book, La Structure du comportement, did not
appear until 1942, though it seems to have been completed
before the War in 1938, when he was 31. Apparently only two
book reviews, one of Sartre’s L’Imagination, the other of Gabriel
Marcel’s Etre et avosr, preceded it in 1936.1 But while his ideas
seem to have been slower in growing, they have undergone much
less change than Sartre’s. There is therefore in his case no need
to distinguish several periods in his development.

Little is known thus far about Merleau-Ponty’s philosophical
evolution. Among the accessible data the following ones seem
pertinent to a better understanding of his phenomenology.
A native Catholic from Normandy (La Rochelle), he received
his main philosophical education at the Ecole Normale, where he
became the friend of Sartre and Jean Hyppolite, among others.
The incident which led to his friendship with Sartre, as he reports
it in “Un Auteur scandaleux” (Sens et non-sens), may well be
characteristic of his early ways: he and a friend hissing at certain
traditional songs of the school “too crude for our tastes” (frop
grossiéres @ notre gré) and thus incurring the rage of their class-
mates.

A first indication of Merleau-Ponty’s dominating interest at
the stage of his philosophical emancipation may be found in the
opening sentence of his Introduction to La Structure du com-
portement: “‘Our goal is to understand the relations between
consciousness and nature.” The implication is that for Merleau-

1 About an earlier review article (1935) see p. 517 footnotc (2)
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Ponty the present sciences, particularly biology and psychology,
were unable to account for these relations. But he is equally
dissatisfied with such philosophical solutions as the idealistic or
“critical” philosophy of Brunschvicg or its opponent, ‘“‘natu-
ralism.”” Thus his first concern is to find a mediation and synthesis
between the two uncorrelated disciplines. Psychology was the
field where he looked for the solution first. It became his
specialty to the extent that when he joined the Sorbonne in
1950 his main assignment was child psychology, a fact not
without significance in view of his continued interest in the study
of phenomena in the making (a I’état naissant). Gestalt psycholo-
gy was coming to France during this period, especially through
such able interpreters as Paul Guillaume. In the early thirties
it found an even more authorized interpreter from Germany in
Aron Gurwitsch, who was at the same time fully at home in
Husserl’s phenomenology and in Scheler’s work, and who also
brought to France the organismic biology of Kurt Goldstein.
Moreover, during this period Alfred Schuetz, coming from Vienna,
introduced the phenomenology of the social world, based on
ideas of Husserl, Scheler, and Max Weber. Merleau-Ponty
absorbed all these new ideas in personal contacts with their
German interpreters. (Gurwitsch even acknowledges his assistance
in the edition of one of his articles on gestalt psychology.l) But
according to what Merleau-Ponty told the present writer in
1953, it was Sartre who, after his return from Germany in 1934,
first acquainted him with Husserl’s writings when he showed him
the Ideen as the work which he would have to study. While the
first section of this book, dealing with ‘“Essence and Fact,”
appealed little to Merleau-Ponty, he was all the more impressed
by the subsequent section on the problem of the natural world
and on the phenomenological reductions, and by the concrete
phenomenological analyses that followed. The Logische Unter-
suchungen, taken up next, held less interest for him. Then he
turned to the study of the Mdéditations cartésiennes and the
Formale und transzendentale Logik. Perhaps most important for
Merleau-Ponty was the publication of the first two parts of
Husser!’s last incomplete work on ‘“The Crisis of the European

1 “Quelques aspects et quelques développements de la psychologie de la Forme.”
Journal de psychologic normale et pathologiqgue XXXIII (1936) 413-71.
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Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology’” in the new
international magazine Philosophia (Belgrad) in 1936. For its
problem coincided with one of Merleau-Ponty’s major concerns.
It also gave for the first time an idea of Husserl’s concept of the
life world (Lebenswelt) as the foundation for both science and a
renewed philosophy in the form of “transcendental phenomeno-
logy.” It was thus clearly the later and the last phases of
Husserl’s phenomenology which aroused Merleau-Ponty’s chief
interest and won him over to the new movement. However
he never met Husserl and did not study in Germany. But
as early as 1939 he spent one week in Louvain as one of the
first users of the new Husserl Archives. It seems that his
interest turned exclusively to Husserl’s later unpublished
manuscripts, to which he refers extensively in his second work,
the Phénoménologie de la perception. He repeated his visit
in 1947.

It is much more difficult to determine Gabriel Marcel’s signifi-
cance for Merleau-Ponty’s development. His detailed review
of Etre et avoir (1936) clearly shows his initial strong interest in
Marcel. One can also easily observe striking agreements in
terminology, in topics, and in some conclusions, although their
final outlook differs fundamentally. Cases in point are terms like
incarnation, éfre-au-monde, first and second reflection, mystére,
or topics like sensation, on which their views are strikingly
parallel, as are those on the phenomenology of the body (in
spite of opposite terminology; see PP 203 note) and on the
inadequacies of the Cartesian cogifo. At least some kind of
osmosis from Marcel to Merleau-Ponty seems a plausible hy-
pothesis.

During the thirties Merleau-Ponty was also under the spell of
Hegel, apparently much more than Sartre was. Thus he not only
attended Kojeéve’s course on Hegel, but there were also close
personal contacts between the two.l

Merleau-Ponty was one of the few Frenchmen of his generation
who escaped captivity or an even more violent fate during the
War. But the experience of the war left indelible traces on his
thinking. Thus the motif of history as the medium of our essential

1 See Rudolf W. Meyer, ‘“Merleau-Ponty und das Schicksal des franzésisthen
Existentialismus,” Phslosophische Rundschau 111 (1955), 138.
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incarnation, and that of existence as essentially coexistence now
assume major roles in his philosophy.l However, during these
years Merleau-Ponty was also able to prepare his largest work,
the Phenomenology of Perception, which appeared in 1945,
It was followed by a considerable number of important essays,
dealing with a remarkable variety of topics, from the esthetics
of painting and the cinema to politics; most of them appeared in
Sartre’s new magazine, Les Temps modernes, and were later
united, though with omissions, in volumes like Humanisme et
Terreur (1947) and Sens et Non-sens (1948). The central subject
here is man, the social problems raised by Marxism, the reality
of communism, and the sciences of man. Phenomenology as
such does not figure prominently. Nor does it in the new book
which Merleau-Ponty devoted in 1955 to social and political
philosophy under the title Les Aventures de la dialectique.

However, in smaller but largely preliminary studies he
pursues his phenomenological work more explicitly. Among
these his presentation before the Société Frangaise de philosophie,
“Le Primat de la perception et ses conséquences philosophiques,”
and his lectures at the Sorbonne on ‘“Les Sciences de ’homme et
la phénoménologie” are of considerable importance for interpre-
ting his conception of phenomenology. Other publications show
him attempting to work out a phenomenology of language and
of history. They point in the direction of a systematic treatment
of these phenomena as a highler level above the primary phe-
nomena of perception, and promise a phenomenology of human
culture in which the results of the sciences of man will be as-
similated by phenomenology.

4. Merleau-Ponty’s Conception of Phenomenology

“In a sense phenomenology is everything or nothing.” With
this statement, which occurs in the context of a paper read at
the first international Symposium for Phenomenology (PA, 105),
Merleau-Ponty goes deliberately even beyond Husserl, for whom
pure phenomenology and the phenomenological philosophy
based upon it were still two different things. According to
Merleau-Ponty, phenomenology already commits us to a certain

1 See especially the impressive essay ‘‘There Has Been a War” (La guerre a eu
lieu) in SN 281-309.

(1

(2
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conception of being and to an entire philosophy. It is not merely
a preparatory discipline for it; it “envelops’ it. This does not
mean that Merleau-Ponty displays the blessed word on every page
or, for that matter, in all of his publications. But this is due to
the omnipresence of the thing meant rather than to its absence.l
What is this all-embracing phenomenology ?

It is interesting to note that in one of his first reviews, that of
Marcel’s Etre et avorr (1936), Merleau-Ponty shows particular
interest in the role phenomenology plays in this book and con-
siders the possibility of its application to the totality of human
existence. But it is also significant that he expresses uneasiness
because of the difficulty for Marcel to distinguish between
genuine and pseudo-intuition whose appeals to existence in the
manner of Jaspers are merely subjective.

In Merleau-Ponty’s first major book, La Structure dw com-
portement, phenomenology and particularly the term ‘‘phe-
nomenology”’ do not yet occupy a very conspicuous place.
Phenomenology is not mentioned explicitly until the last
chapter, which deals with the “‘relations between soul and body”’
as they are involved particularly in the problem of knowledge.
Nevertheless, there can be no doubt that Merleau-Ponty’s
methodical and circumspect approach is meant to introduce
phenomenology as the solution for the problems of behavior
which even Gestalt psychology had not been able to solve.
When phenomenology is finally mentioned, it is presented as a

1 An interesting illustration of this fact occurred in the discussion of Merleau-
Ponty’s lecture on ‘‘Man and Adversity,” which never mentioned the word ‘‘phenome-
nology.” But when in the discussion Father Daniélou introduced the distinction be-
tween phenomenological description and philosophical system, Merleau-Ponty
protested: ‘I have never thought that phenomenology was nothing but an intro-
(}uction to philosophy, I believe that it 4s philosophy” (R.I., 1951, p. 246). The use
of phenomenology (which, incidentally, he identifies here with existentialism) as a
mere ‘“‘vestibule,” in the way in which the Christian existentialists attempt it, is for
Merleau-Pouty the denial of philosophy and of phenomenology. Gn the other hand,
Merleau-Ponty denies to philosophy the right to go beyond phenomenological
description to ‘‘explanations’: ‘““To my mind this is the philosophical attitude.
Philosophy is amazement (thaumazein), the consciousness of strangeness (étrangeté).
It means to suppress ‘philosophical’ explanations by systems.”’ And in answer to the
question, “*Do you leave the people in asituation which you yourself call vertiginous?”’
he replied, ‘‘Philosophy is no hospital. If people feel dizzy and want to take drugs
against dizziness, I do not stop them, but I say: These are drugs.” Here Merleau-
Ponty rejoins the ascetic position of the essay ‘‘Science as a Vocation” by Max Weber,
with whom Merleau-Ponty has lately identified himself in his social philosophy to a

remarkable extent. It is thus hardly an accident that he even refers to the ‘‘phenome-
nology’’ of Max Weber (AD 35).
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philosophy of “criticist,” i.e., largely idealist, inspiration.
Husserl is mentioned as its exclusive fountainhead. To the term
“phenomenon’” Merleau-Ponty assigns the function of expressing
“the intimate relation between the objects and the subject and
the presence of solid structures in both which distinguish phe-
nomena from mere appearances’’; yet the term ‘‘essence’” is
almost conspicuous by its absence. A philosophy devoted to the
study of these phenomena becomes a ‘‘phenomenology,” i.e.,
an “inventory of consciousness as a ‘milien’ ”’ (i.e., a medium
for the appearance) “of the world” (SC 215). While these are not
strictly Husserlian formulations there is no indication that
Merleau-Ponty intended to deviate from Husserl. Even the
phenomenological reduction, interpreted in the sense of Husserl’s
last philosophy, is mentioned as the necessary procedure for
reaching the level of our primary perceptual experience in which
the world constitutes itself (SC 236).

Merleau-Ponty’s most explicit and most significant statement
about the meaning of phenomenology is his Préface to the
Phénoménologie de la perception. It combines a unique reaffir-
mation with a reinterpretation of Husserl’s phenomenology, of
which I shall try to outline at least the major aspects. It begins
with the frank admission that no commonly agreed definition of
phenomenology exists and that phenomenology has practically
become all things to all people. But this does not prevent his
asserting that “phenomenology can be practiced and recognized
as a mode of thought (maniére) or as a style; it exists as a
movement before having arrived at a full philosophical con-
sciousness. ... It is in ourselves that we shall find the unity and
the true sense of phenomenology. ... Phenomenology is accessi-
ble only to a phenomenological method.” Such pronouncements
make it clear that Merleau-Ponty claims for himself the right to
interpret phenomenology in the light of his own needs and
insights. Yet he begins by discussing each one of the major
features of phenomenology us developed by Husserl. 1 shall
review this discussion briefly.

a. Phenomenological description, originally an attempt to go
to the “things” themselves and to give a scientifically rigorous
account of them, means to Merleau-Ponty primarily a protest
against science, understood in the sense of an objective study of
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the things and of their external causal relations, in favor of a
return to the Lebenswelt, the world as met in lived experience in
the sense of the later Husserl. Yet by implication Merleau-Ponty
refuses to follow Husserl in his reflective analysis designed to
trace back this life world to its roots in the subject. ‘“The return
to the things themselves . .. differs absolutely from the idealistic
return to consciousness (PP III). The world is here (/) before
any analysis I can make of it. The real must be described,
not constructed or constituted” (PP IV). Thereupon, with
obvious allusion to Husserl’s climactic quotation from St.
Augustine at the end of the Paris lectures and the Carlesian
Meditations (‘“Turn into yourself: truth dwells in the inner man”’),
Merleau-Ponty declares: “Truth does not dwell only in the inner
man, or rather, there is no such thing as an inner man: man is
within the world (au monde); it is in the world that he recognizes
himself.” What I find in myself is “a subject vowed (voué) to
the world.”

B. Phenomenological reduction, with its bracketing of belief
in the reality of the natural world, for Husserl the lever for his
phenomenological idealism, becomes for Merleau-Ponty the
device which permits us to discover the spontaneous surge of
the life world. It does so by loosening our habitual ties with the
world. Merleau-Ponty refers for this interpretation to Eugen
Fink’s discussion of the phenomenological reduction in an article
which, to be sure, had Husserl’s summary ratification, and in
which Fink had referred to the ‘“‘awakening of an immense
amazement at the mysteriousness of the belief in the world”
as the foundation for the operation of suspending it. Merleau-
Ponty sees in this account of the fundamental amazement (an
amazement which is never to be overcome) the ‘“best formula
of the reduction” itself. Hence ‘““the great lesson of reduction
is the impossibility of complete reduction.” Thus, oddly enough,
in Merleau-Ponty’s hands the phenomenological reduction
becomes the means of refuting constitutive or phenomeno-
logical idealism.

y. Similarly the eidetic reduction, for Husserl the way from ex-
istence to essence, becomes in Merleau-Ponty’s frame a “means”’
rather than an ‘“end,” a “net” designed to catch “like fish
and palpitating algae” the living relations of experience. Phe-
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nomenology, as Merleau-Ponty sees it, attempts to catch the
facts in their uniqueness prior to all linguistic formulations.
Eidetic reduction helps us indirectly in this attempt by letting
the world stand out against the background of the essences.
It embodies the “‘resolution to make the world appear as it is
before reducing it to subjective states or thoughts.” This reversal
of the phenomenology of essences in a way which makes phe-
nomenology actually subservient to the study of existent fact
is clearly in line with the shift of the existentialists from essence
to existence. In Merleau-Ponty’s opinion even Husser] himself
in his latest work had abandoned the belief in essences.

3. Intentionality, according to Husserl the fundamental
structure of consciousness, its main theme and clue to the
theory of constitution, also assumes a new role in Merleau-
Ponty’s pattern. Its main function now is to reveal the world as
ready-made and already “‘there” (déja l4), very much in the way
Sartre had used it in his “‘ontological proof” of transphenomenal
being. Ultimately Merleau-Ponty aims at an “enlarged” con-
ception of intentionality, which applies not only to our conscious
acts but underlies our entire relation to the world and our
“comportment” toward others.

e. “The most important attainment of phenomenology is
without doubt to have combined extreme subjectivism and
extreme objectivism in the idea of the world or of rationality”
(PP XV). This final claim for phenomenology contains again
a momentous reinterpretation of Husserl’s conception. Husserl’s
clear objective had been to find the ultimate foundation for
all knowledge in pure subjectivity. Merleau-Ponty’s interpre-
tation shifts decisively the center of gravity in phenomenology.
It denounces by implication the appeal to subjectivity and
attempts to combine the subjective with the objective ap-
proach through something which might be called “bipolar phe-
nomenology.”’ There is also a significant difference in the interpre-
tation of the role of Merleau-Ponty’s unifying conception
“world.” For Husserl’s philosophy is certainly not world-
centered, even though it became increasingly world-based when
he decided on the fresh start from the description of the Lebens-
well.

What is, however, quite congenial to Husserl in Merleau-
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Ponty’s formula is the emphasis on rationality. But even this
rationality differs in tone from that of Husserl. For phenomeno-
logy is now declared as engaged in the task of revealing the
“mystery of the world and the mystery of reason.” It is at times
even called an ‘“‘engagement,”” a ‘“‘violent act” which justifies
itself by its performance (PP XVI).

How far can this reinterpretation of phenomenology be
considered legitimate? For anyone familiar with the texts
there can be no doubt — and Merleau-Ponty does not deny it —
that he has extrapolated far beyond Husserl’s own declarations.
The only question in this respect can be whether these extra-
polations are justifiable in the light of Husserl’s expressed
intentions. The present incompleteness of the Louvain edition
of Husserl’s works makes any discussion of this point premature.
In the meantime there is every reason to examine Merleau-
Ponty’s conception of phenomenology on its own merits. This
is anyhow the only decisive test for a philosophy whose final
criterion is the verdict of the “things themselves.”” This test has
to be conducted primarily on the basis of the demonstration of
Merleau-Ponty’s method in the Phénoménologie de la perception
itself. Actually, this work contains no attempt to apply explicitly
and methodically the procedures described in the independent
Préface. The Introduction of the book leads from a detailed
critique of the “‘classical prejudices” about the nature of per-
ception to the demonstration of the necessity of a “return to
the phenomena.”” Of the three main parts the first two, dealing
respectively with the body as the vantage point of perception
and the world as perceived, are applications of what Merleau-
Ponty calls a “first reflection” which begins with, but is not
restricted to, psychology. Its function is to describe the “‘phe-
nomenal field”’ as perceived or lived. But on closer inspection it
turns out that this phenomenal field is not self-sufficient and
self-explanatory. Features such as gestalt and meaning are more
than merely accidental data. They lead to the question of the
way in which they constitute or establish themselves in our
consciousness. In the light of this new question the phenomenal
field, considered as the field in which the world of perceptions
appears, becomes the transcendental field. Here a second ‘“‘more
radical reflection” is needed to explore the “phenomenon of the
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phenomenon” (PP 77, 419). Transcendental phenomenology
so conceived will focus on the reexamination of the phenomeno-
logical cogito as the transcendental ground upon which the
primary phenomena constitute themselves, with a view to finding
a more fundamental stratum or “Logos” than the cogito, notably
“existence.” The third and last part, actually the shortest, is
devoted to this enterprise under the title of ‘“Being-for-oneself
(étre-pour-sos) and Being-present-within-the-world (étre-au-
monde),” which will be considered in a special section below.

Apart from this reinterpretation of the transcendental fields
as not based on pure consciousness in the Cartesian sense, it is
noteworthy that Merleau-Ponty’s transcendental existence is by
no means an impersonal or super-individual subject. He makes a
special point of stressing this as a difference between the tradition-
al idealistic transcendentalism and transcendental phenomeno-
logy. For the transcendental subject is no longer a separate
entity located everywhere and nowhere; its center is our indi-
vidual existence (PP 75 f.). To be sure, Merleau-Ponty’s ac-
counts of the second phase of his phenomenological method
are not very explicit. Apparently no special technique is involved,
merely a change in the direction of our reflection, notably from
the phenomenal field to our consciousness of it and specifically
to its temporal structure. In due course this is to reveal the
foundation for perception and for its possibility. It will demon-
strate the fundamental fact that the “engaged consciousness”
is “within the world” or present to a world. In the charac-
terization of the two reflections, however, there is no clear
reference to Husserl’s reductions nor any attempt to parallel any
of Husserl’s specific descriptions. Merleau-Ponty’s technique
seems to have been developed without special consideration of
Husser!’s methods, but simply in an attempt to do justice to
the phenomena at hand.

By way of a preliminary summary I might state that the
first phenomenological reflection in Merleau-Ponty’s sense
consists of an attempt to view and to describe the world as
experienced, free from scientific interpretations, additions, and
subtractions, and free from philosophic preconceptions; or, more
briefly, it consists in the study of the Lebenswelt in Husserl’s
sense. The second phenomenological reflection is an attempt to
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account for our contact with the phenomena by turning this
reflection toward the relation between the world and the subject
to which it appears, or, specifically, to the perceiver.

There is one later semi-official text, which can be used for a
fuller understanding of Merleau-Ponty’s conception of phe-
nomenology, the mimeographed transcript of his Sorbonne course
on The Sciences of Man and Phenomenology of 1950/51. Un-
fortunately only the Introduction and the First Part of this
text, dealing with Husserl’s conception of the sciences of man
and adding brief comments on Scheler and Heidegger, have been
published. Thus it can at best serve as a critical picture of
Husserl’s phenomenology seen under the aspect of the problems
of the sciences of man, i.e., psychology, sociology, history, and
linguistics. Its chief value is that it allows us to appraise more
fully Merleau-Ponty’s perspective on Husserl, with whom he
usually sides against Scheler and Heidegger, especially in view
of their much more dogmatic claims to having attained absolute
knowledge. But even in this text Merleau-Ponty often pushes
on beyond Husserl. Thus, in place of Husserl’s view about the
essential parallelism between phenomenology and descriptive
psychology he puts the thesis of their actual homogeneity (p. 32).
He even claims that scientific induction and phenomenological
intuition (Wesensschau) are essentially the same thing. Nor is
there for him any sharp break between the certainty of our
knowledge of essences and the mere probability of our knowledge
of facts, as even Sartre had maintained. Phenomenology and
the sciences of man converge. The main evidence that Merleau-
Ponty presents for this new interpretation comes from the
Husserl of the last decade. But he promises further evidence
from an examination of the sciences of man. An articie on “The
Philosopher and Sociology’’ (1951) provides some of it.

Merleau-Ponty’s new emphasis on the essential unity of phe-
nomenology and science may at first sight come as a surprise.
And it may well be that it indicates a certain shift. For in the
Phenomenology of Perception, especially in its Preface, we find
repeated expressions of opposition to science which could make
one wonder how Merleau-Penty’s version of phenomenology
jibes at all with Husserl’s ideal of philosophy as a rigorous
science. Thus he declares that “‘going back to the things means
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to start with a repudiation (désaveu) of science” (PP II), a
formulation which, read in isolation, certainly sounds like the
expression of an extreme anti-scientific attitude. Yet a closer
examination of this and similar passages reveals that they have
to be interpreted in the light of a peculiarly French conception
of science, according to which science coincides with an “‘ob-
jective” approach for which there are only ‘“‘things” (ckoses) in
their external juxtaposition (paries extra partes) and in their
causal interactions, and which ignores the concreteness of lived
experience and of the meanings it carries with it. In short, this
is the abstract science of Whitehead’s Science and the Modern
World. In Merleau-Ponty’s view the objectivism of abstract
science breaks down in the human sciences, which cannot
dispense with a consideration of subjectively lived experiences
and meanings. It is therefore not surprising to find Merleau-
Ponty now asserting the convergence of precisely the sciences
of man and phenomenology.

It is another question whether Merleau-Ponty would go so
far as to subscribe to Husserl’s ideal of phenomenology as a
rigorous science. Certainly Merleau-Ponty has much more the
sense of the ambiguous, the relative, and the tentative than
especially the earlier Husserl professed. It was only as a result
of his growing sense of the scope and difficulties of his task that
Husser] had arrived at an increasingly more modest estimate of
the chances of phenomenology to reach absolute and final
insight; what could at best be hoped for were approximations
to an infinite goal. Such statements of epistemological humility
and even resignation obviously fit in much better with Merleau-
Ponty’s conception of truth as in the making and as essentially
historical than did Husserl’s earlier battle for absolute knowledge
against the attacks of historicism and other relativisms. It would
clearly go too far to say that for Merleau-Ponty phenomenology
is a science. But it would still make sense to call it the foundation
of all science insofar as it describes reflectively the phenomena
of lived experience, from which all science, “objective’ as well
as human, takes its start. As an attempt to investigate and to
describe the phenomena of the life world as faithfully as possible,
it has certainly a claim to be considered as research, just as
any human enterprise which explores our world.
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5. Some Key Chapters from Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomenology

The fact that Merleau-Ponty himself has made phenomenology
coterminous with philosophy would make his entire philosophy
eligible as an illustration of his conception of phenomenology.
Considerations of space and balance prohibit such aspirations.
The compromise aimed at in the following pages is a combination
of a bird’s-eye view of Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy with a more
detailed introduction to some of its parts which can show his
phenomenological method in operation. I shall begin with a
characterization of Merleau-Ponty’s two major books on behavior
and perception as the two focal topics for his conception of the
basic phenomenological stratum, and concentrate on some of
the most characteristic descriptions in these areas. In the later
sections I shall also try to give samples of his unfinished work
on phenomena above the level of the immediate life world
(Lebenswelt), notably in the range of such social and cultural
phenomena as speech and language.

a. THE STRUCTURE OF BEHAVIOR AND THE PHE-
NOMENOLOGY OF ‘GESTALT — What is perhaps most charac-
teristic of the early Merleau-Ponty is the concrete and pains-
taking manner in which he uses science as his point of departure
and works his way methodically to the place where only a new
philosophical solution can do justice to the problem posed by it.
This is particularly true of his first work, in which he leads the
reader from an objectivist behaviorism via gestalt psychology
to a new phenomenology of gestalt.

Merleau-Ponty is far from brushing aside behaviorism after
the manner of quite a few psychologists and philosophers, who
regards it simply as “silly” (C. D. Broad). He tries to meet it on
its own grounds and to show not only the inadequacy of the
merely physiological interpretation of behavior but the full
implications of a concept which he considers quite legitimate in
its proper place, and which, fully thought through, can be a most
valuable link in a psychology and philosophy which is neither
anti-mentalistic nor mentalistic. What is wrong in behaviorism is
not its concept of behavior. But behavior fully understood is
more than merely objective movements. The new phenomeno-
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logical and existential approach can redeem this muchricher sense
of the term.1 Taken as a whole “it is not a material reality and
not a psychical one either, but a structure, which does not
properly belong to the external world or to the internal life”
(SC 197).

Merleau-Ponty begins with an examination of the ‘“‘reflex-
ology”’ of the Watsonian physiologists. The most significant
result of this examination is that it is impossible to predict
responses from the objective nature of the stimuli alone. It is
actually the organism which determines the stimuli that can
affect it. In fact the whole reflex chain forms an equilibrated
gestalt pattern which controls the mutual relationship of stimulus
and response. John Dewey’s criticism of ‘“The Reflex Arc Concept
in Psychology” (1896) may be said to have anticipated a good deal
of this critical revision.

In similar fashion Merleau-Ponty studies the higher types of
behavior, beginning with Pavlov’s conditioned reflexes. Certain
revealing gaps of this theory, particularly those brought to light
by Gelb and Goldstein’s studies on brain lesions and their
compensations, show again that only a gestaltist interpretation
of the total behavior can account for the phenomena. ‘“Behavior
is a gestalt,” as Merleau-Ponty puts it finally.

But Merleau-Ponty does not stop with gestalt theory, much
as he believes in its superiority and indispensability for an
interpretation of behavior. His principal criticism of the gestalt
theory, especially in the form given it by Wolfgang Kohler, is
that it does not go far enough, that it is still a “‘naturalist”’ theory
which accepts the superiority and causal control of the physical
phenomena over the psychical phenomena. To Merleau-Ponty
this attempt to make the gestalt phenomena dependent on
physical causes is a remnant of an unphilosophical realism.?
A consistent phenomenology of gestalt has to base its account on
a study of the phenomena as given in direct experience, without

1 Merleau-Ponty believes that John Watson himself wavers between a materi-
alistic interpretation of behavior in terms of physiology and an “‘environmental’
one which sees in it a relation between man and his world, ““the vision of man as a
debate and a constant coming to terms (explication) with a physical and a social
world.” (SC 3, note).

2 For Merleau-Ponty’s perspective of gestalt psychology, which at times over-
estimates the historical connections with phenomenology, see also PP 62 note, and
SN 166-176.
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resorting to hypotheses about their causal origins. But that does
not mean reducing behavior to a mere phenomenon of conscious-
ness. At this point Merleau-Pontyintroduces the term “existence”’
as an expression of the insight that behavior is neither merely
physical nor completely psychical. It is a ““manner of existing”:
“The world, inasmuch as it contains living beings, is no longer
matter filled with parts next to each other but ‘hollows’ itself
(se creuser) at the place where behavior appears” (SC 136).
What this metaphor means is apparently that behavior is less of
a break in the texture of the universe than full consciousness,
which, according to Hegel and more recently to.Sartre, is not
only a hollow (creux) but a hole (¢rou) in the framework of being.
Behavior indicates a decompression in the compact fabric of
being which allows it to become centered in focal points. Thus
existence, as Merleau-Ponty understands it, expresses a pre-
conscious type of behavior, a transition between the massive
In-itself and the perfectly transparent For-itself (consciousness).
Existence is thus by no means restricted to human beings. All
living beings have some kind of existence, although different
from its human form.

Of particular interest is Merleau-Ponty’s attempt to describe
three forms of behavior which he calls respectively syncretic
forms, removable forms, and symbolic forms. Briefly and incom-
pletely described, syncretic forms (formes syncrétiques) occur
where stimulus and response are ‘‘grown together,” i.e., are tied
so closely to their setting that any change in the stimulus will
prevent the response. This pattern is characteristic for the level
of lower organisms. Removable forms (formes amovibles) occur
in behavior patterns where it is no longer the identical stimulus
but its gestalt in relation to the total situation (for instance
relative brightness in relation to other stimuli which have
possibly the same absolute hue), which is the determining factor.
Even animals at the level of intelligence of Kéhler’s chimpanzees
seem to depend on the chance discovery of such forms in the
relation between stimuli and behavior. Symbolic forms are
characteristic of behavior in which stimulus and response are
related by virtue of systematic principles established by special
acts. They are known only at the level of human beings, who
can shift their frames of reference on their own initiative.
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On the basis of such a gestaltist interpretation of forms of
behavior, Merleau-Ponty undertakes next to compare different
orders of nature. The result is a philosophy of nature which
determines the levels of the physical, the biological or vital, and
the human in terms of their different configurations. None of them
requires new substantial principles, but merely a restructur-
ing of behavior. Thus the physical order is determined by an
equilibrium of external factors. A vital organism can be defined
as an equilibrium maintained by circular or “dialectical”
processes among its factors in a manner for whose interpretation
Merleau-Ponty is indebted to Kurt Goldstein. There is no need to
appeal to vitalistic principles or to such an indefensible meta-
physical hypothesis as Bergson’s élan vital. On the human level
this equilibrium of forms becomes dependent on man'’s intentions
as expressed in the cultural world; it is based on his power to
choose and to vary his points of view and his objectives, since he
has the capacity to orient himself according to possibilities and
to transcend (dépasser) given and even chosen meanings.

This section, which is in effect full-fledged metaphysics, leads
to a relatively brief last chapter in which Merleau-Ponty considers
the systematic significance of his findings for his original problem,
that of the relations between consciousness and nature. What he
is aiming at here is a position between a naive realism, with its
causal account of behavior, and a criticist or idealist solution
which derives behavior exclusively from consciousness. The
answer as Merleau-Ponty envisages it is to be found by means
of a systematic phenomenology of perception in which the new
concepts of form, structure, and meaning have their primary
foundation. However, this last chapter of La Structure du com-
portement cannot do more than set the stage for such an enterprise
and give first indications of its direction.

As a whole the book does not present the characteristics of an
explicitly phenomenological treatise, nor does it pretend to be
one. It is based very largely on material derived from science,
particularly from psychology including animal psychology with
its less directly given materials. La Structure du comportement
should therefore be considered chiefly as prolegomena to a phe-
nomenology by way of a demonstration of the need for a new
start, based on the inadequacies of mechanical behaviorism and,
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to a lesser degree, of gestalt psychology. Implicitly, however,
even Merleau-Ponty’s first book contains a considerable number
of results which fit into a phenomenological framework. What he
has to say about behavior as a structure and about the main
types of behavior may well be claimed as phenomenological
insights into the essence of behavior and into its relationships
with its context.

b. PERCEPTION — The “primacy” of perception is Merleau-
Ponty’s most cherished thesis, and the phenomenology of
perception the central part of his philosophy. It is important,
however, to realize that “‘primacy” in this case does not mean the
exclusive right of perception or even its prerogative in case of
indecisive evidence, as in the case of the primacy of Kant’s
practical reason. It simply means that perception constitutes
the ground level for all knowledge, and that its study has to
precede that of all other strata such as those of the cultural
world and specifically that of science.

It is even more important to be fully aware of the objective
of Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology of perception as compared
with the usual studies of perception, and particularly with the
philosophical studies of perception in the Anglo-American world,
of which the penetrating book by H. H. Price, apparently
unknown to Merleau-Ponty at the time, may serve as an
example.! It would not be hard and would be extremely worth
while to establish points of contact. For Price is just as critical
of the accounts of perception by “‘objective science’’ and particu-
larly of its “causal theory”; and his modified defense of common-
sense realism is not without parallel to Merleau-Ponty’s return
to the phenomena. But where a study like Merleau-Ponty’s
begins to differ from Price’s is by the absence of any discussion
of the central topic of sense-data, sensa, or sensibilia, their
existence and non-existence. This absence is by no means
accidental. For one of Merleau-Ponty’s main points is the denial
of such meaningless items as “‘red patches of a round and some-
what bulgy shape standing out from a background of other color-
patches, and having a certain visual depth,” which is Price’s
description of the sense-datum of a tomato (Perception, p. 3).

1 Price, H. H., Perception, 1933.
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For Merleau-Ponty there is no such thing as Price’s meaningless
data.

This does not mean that Merleau-Ponty’s approach to per-
ception simply coincides with the standard phenomenological
pattern established by Husserl. Actually we hardly find any
mention of Husserl’s characterization of perception as the act
in which an object is bodily given (leibhafte Selbstgegebenheit).
Nor is there much reference to perception as an act of fulfillment
for previous anticipations (“empty intentions™), and very little
to Husserl’s celebrated perspective shadings (Abschattungen),
the modifications of perception, the various ways in which
perceptual objects can be presented, and the acts of perceiving
them. For Merleau-Ponty’s book is not a study of perception by
itself and simply for its own sake. In spite of its comprehensive
title, this is not the final phenomenological monograph on per-
ception. It contains less and more. Less: for it omits any number
of phenomena of interest in their own right ; more: for it includes
the core of a philosophy which exceeds by far the phenomenon
of perception in the traditional sense. Merleau-Ponty’s phe-
nomenology of perception is primarily an attempt to explore
the basic stratum in our experience of the world as it is given
prior to all scientific interpretation. Perception is simply our
privileged access to this stratum. Hence the primary task is to
see and to describe how the world presents itself to perception as
concretely as possible, without omitting its meanings and ab-
sences of meaning, its clarities and its ambiguities. The Phé-
noménologie de la perception is actually a phenomenology of the
world as perceived rather than of the perceiving act.

A quick survey of the main topics of the book will be the best
way to make this apparent. After the Preface, which contains
Merleau-Ponty’s general conception of phenomenology and which
was discussed in the preceding section, the Introduction under-
takes to prepare for the way back to the phenomena of the
perceived life world (Lebenswelf). This “‘return” is blocked by two
types of ““classical prejudices,” empiricism’’ and ‘“‘intellectualism.”
Both have their root in what Merleau-Ponty calls the “prejudice
of the world,” i.e., the assumption of a pre-given objective world
consisting of meaningless sense data, which either associate
passively to form the phenomena of perception or are put
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together by such acts as attention or judgment. This ““prejudice”
is based on what psychology has called the “‘principle of constan-
cy,” according to which each objective stimulus is connected
with a sensation in a one-to-one relationship. Merleau-Ponty’s
point of departure is the defeat of this principle at the hand of
the gestaltists: primarily sensations do not depend on external
stimuli, but on the context of figure-ground in which they
belong and which determines their “sense,” a term which for
Merleau-Ponty has an unusually wide meaning that includes
“form” (Gestalt) and even essence, in fact any kind of reference
beyond its carrier. To see the elements that go into perception
in such a context brings out two features overlooked in the
traditional theory of sensation: that these elements are intrinsi-
cally ‘“‘meaningful,” not “silent,”” and that they are open, inde-
terminate, and ambiguous at the margin, not closed, determinate,
and unambiguous like so many little separate blocks. Only when
a phenomenological account has eliminated this distorting start
can it return to the field of the phenomena as presented to a
“first” or “psychological’’ reflection.

The exploration of the phenomenal field carried out by this
reflection as the first stage of Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenological
method takes up the first two of the three parts of the book and
considerably more than two thirds of its pages. The first part
deals with the body seen as man’s characteristic access to the
world. Beginning with the demonstration that a merely mecha-
nistic physiology of the nervous system simply cannot account
for the experience of our own body — a demonstration which
considers especially such ‘‘pathological experiences” as the
“phantom limb”’ of the mutilated — Merleau-Ponty tries to show
that the experience of our own body has its basis in our “ex-
istence,” i.e., in our mode of “existing our body.” Utilizing
materials from recent psychopathology, his existential analysis
deals first with the spatial and motor patterns of the body. Next
the body is studied as a sexual being; the basis for these studies
is again certain psychopathological variations, which are to
show how sexuality too, as an essential part of our body experi-
ence, is a function or expression of our existence, a fact which is
distorted in the Freudian interpretation of sex as the underlying
causal factor of all human behavior. Finally Merleau-Ponty
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explores the body as a being expressing itself in gestures and in
speech and language, of which again the body is experienced
as an integral component.

The second part explores the world as perceived (le monde
per¢u), to which our body gives us access. Sensation is considered
first. In the new perspective, data such as colors turn out to be
intimately included in the “circuit” of our existence: our glance
(regard) and the datum belong together. We are involved (enga-
gés) in sensation. The same existential involvement can be found
in our experience of space. Characteristics such as up and down,
depth and relative motion, and our whole space of living are
related to our mode of existence and to its organ, the body.
It also turns out that “the thing” (la chose), being the objective
pole for all its varying appearances to us, is related in its constan-
cy to the constancy of our own body (PP 366), in fact that it is a
“correlative of our body and of our life”’ (PP 372). Our momen-
tary perception of such a “thing” is transcendent since it refers
to other perceptual perspectives. Likewise any particular thing
contains open references to a ‘“natural world” as its horizon
(PP 384). Finally other people and the human or cultural world
are integrated into the picture of the natural world and of our
perception. For the “other” is actually a part of the pattern of
possible perspectives that belong to each thing. Coexistence
represents an essential prolongation of the natural world of our
individual existence.

The relatively brief third part is the one which goes beyond the
mere ‘‘psychological” reflection on the phenomena of our
““Lebenswelt” with their transcendences, ambiguities, and even
contradictions. Here Merleau-Ponty wants to show how the
world of phenomena constitutes itself in us and how it is ““possi-
ble.” Under the title ‘‘Being-for-itself”’ (L’Etre-pour-soi) and
‘“‘Being-within-the-world” (L’Etre-au-monde) he undertakes to
replace the Cartesian cogito (consciousness) by the “true cogito”
of our “presence within the world.” Since this part no longer
deals with perception in itself, but with its possibility, we shall
consider this most original feature of Merleau-Ponty’s phe-
nomenology in a special section.

What can be considered as fundamentally new in Merleau-
Ponty’s treatment of perception thus far? At first sight it might
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seem that little of it would have to be added to the stock of
phenomenological insights into the structure of perception. Its
most noteworthy aspect is the concrete study of the objects
perceived and its sweep over most areas of the perceptual world,
far beyond the usual preoccupation with the perception of im-
mediate sense objects. But there are much more original features.
The best way to bring these out is to list some of Merleau-
Ponty’s most succinct formulae for the nature of perception.

‘“Perceiving is to see an immanent sense surging (jasllir) from
a constellation of data” (PP 30), or ‘“to seize an immanent sense
in a sensible form prior to any judgment” (PP 44). From such
accounts perception emerges as the act designed to trace
elementary meaning as actually already present in the world
prior to our interpretations. This emphasis on meaning as dis-
covered, not bestowed by investing acts, is certainly new, even
though it is not an absolute innovation. ,

No less important is the characterization of perception as “‘a
human act which at one stroke breaks through (fraverser) all
possible doubts in order to install itself in the full truth” (PP 50).
This may at first sight sound like the rather extravagant claim
that perception is essentially veridical. That this is not Merleau-
Ponty’s contention can be gathered from a later formulation like
the following: ‘‘Perceiving is committing (engager) at one stroke
a whole future of experiences in a present which does not strictly
guarantee it: it is believing in a world” (PP 344). Perceiving is
therefore by no means illusion-proof, but always involves a risk,
as far as any particular perception is concerned. Like John
Dewey, Merleau-Ponty rejects the extravagance of the absolutist
quest for certainty.

But the main implication of these additional formulae for
perception is that it now appears as an existential act, an act in
which we are not only passively involved but also commit
ourselves in a world which is only partly given, since it is always
partly ambiguous, and only partly of our own making, since we
depend on our ‘“‘incarnation’ in a pre-given world. It is neither
a merely receptive nor a merely creative act. It expresses our
fundamentally ambiguous relation to the world. This existential
role of perception constitutes clearly the most original, if
debatable, feature of Merleau-Ponty’s theory of perception.
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But this does not exclude other contributions of his book which
do not depend on the acceptance of the existentialist framework.
They often occur inconspicuously in connection with familiar
topics, and are not always marked off as particularly new. The
phenomenology of the perceptual field is perhaps the most
noteworthy among these more specific phenomenological insights.
Other valuable contributions that can be found in the course of
Merleau-Ponty’s argument include descriptions of the more
ambiguous parts of the field, and of what is only indirectly and
incompletely given. But most significant is clearly the unusually
comprehensive phenomenology of the body, which, while being
far from exhaustive, goes considerably beyond what Sartre had
included in the pertinent sections of L’Etre et le néant, where the
main emphasis had been on the social function of the body
experience, or what Gabriel Marcel had more intimated than
actually described.

c. THE NEwW  ‘Cogito’: RBREING-WITHIN-THE-WORLD
(‘ETRE-AU-MONDE’) - One of the chief obstacles to an unbiased
hearing for phenomenology, particularly in America, has been
its supposed Cartesianism. It cannot be denied that Husserl
himself after the publication of the Logische Untersuchungen saw
in Descartes the chief forerunner of phenomenology, although
he never followed him into his dualistic metaphysics. It is also
true that Sartre, though not for the same reasons, considers
himself to be in the Cartesian succession, inasmuch as Descartes’
cogito, however enlarged, is for him closely related to his doctrine
of freedom. It is all the more important to realize that phe-
nomenology also includes an anti-Cartesian strain. Scheler, in
his critique of the idols of self-knowledge, was anything but a
Cartesian. And Heidegger, who now sees in Descartes the main
root of modern subjectivism and ultimately of nihilism, is the
chief German voice of anti-Cartesianism. Even more surprising
in a way is Merleau-Ponty’s criticism of the Cartesian cogito,
since the critic is a phenomenologist who otherwise claims to
be carrying out Husserl’s fundamental and final intentions.
Merleau-Ponty’s reinterpretation of the Cartesian cogito is indeed
his most distinctive, if not his most convincing, change in the
pattern of phenomenology.
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The best way to describe Merleau-Ponty’s position on this
point may be to begin with his criticisms of the “old” cogito.
Merleau-Ponty contests the indubitability of consciousness and
its various modes, such as perceiving and even doubting.
Thus it is simply an illusion to believe that, while the existence
of the perceived is always open to doubt, that of our perceiving
is not. Once the perceived turns out to be a hallucination, we
have to admit that we have not truly perceived. For perceiving
and the perceived are inseparable. Nor is my supposed doubt
always genuine doubt. There is therefore no good reason to
attach to the immanent acts of the cogito any greater certainty
than to the transcendent cogitata. “Consciousness is transcen-
dence through and through” (de part en part). However, this
does not mean that Merleau-Ponty abandons the doctrine of the
cogito completely. For there is a “true cogito” (cogito véritable),
which can be expressed in impersonal formulations like: “‘there
is consciousness, something shows itself, there is a phenomenon”
(PP 342). It reveals the “deep movement which constitutes my
very being, the simultaneous contact with my being and with
the being of the world” (PP 432). Or, to use Merleau-Ponty’s
new and pointed expression, the new cogifo is my being-present-
within-the-world (étre-au-monde). It would be misleading to
think of this new cogséo as illusion-proof. The only way to pass
beyond the range of possible doubt is by “throwing oneself with
closed eyes into action” (PP 438), i.e., by an act of commitment,
be it love, hate, or even effective doubt. The only indubitable
consciousness is committed consciousness. In fact, for Merleau-
Ponty committed consciousness (comscience engagée) constitutes
the very meaning of the term “existence.”

But engagement has not only the implication of a freely chosen
commitment. Even such a commitment presupposes that con-
sciousness is already involved by previous commitment and
ultimately by its birth and “incarnation’” in a certain body in
space, and, equally important, in history, as manifested particu-
larly in the form of our native language. I can never step
completely outside being, not even by the most radical form
of doubt.

Subjectivity thus assumes the form of “inherence in the world”’
(PP 464). In fact, the world is nothing but the field of our
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experience, and we are nothing but a certain perspective of it.
In other words, the internal and the external, the subjective
and the objective are inseparable. ‘“The world is all in us, and I
am all outside myself”’ (PP 467). We are ‘‘presence within the
world” (aw monde), not only inside the world (dans le monde),
as Heidegger had put it. It is deeply significant that the end of
the Phenomenology of Perception consists of a quotation from
Antoine de Saint-Exupéry’s Pilote de Guerre with the concluding
sentence: ‘“Man is nothing but a knot of relations; the relations
alone count for man”’ (PP 529). ‘

Such a reinterpretation of the cogifo is meant as a deliberate
challenge to subjectivism in both the Cartesian and the Husserlian
sense. It does of course not mean the denial of the subjective as
such. But it implies that the subjective is merely an inseparable
facet of an embracing structure.

How far has Merleau-Ponty been successful in liberating phe-
nomenology from Cartesianism? How far is this goal even
legitimate? To begin with the second question, one might well
wonder whether the justified suspicion of Descartes the meta-
physician, with his interest in the immortal substance “soul,”
has not made Merleau-Ponty, as it had so many others, overly
suspicious of Descartes the phenomenologist, who insisted on
the inescapable phenomenon expressed by the first person
singular in its unmistakable though fluid difference from the
body. True, even the experience of the self is not illusion-proof.
But this does not prevent the phenomenon of the ego from
presenting itself as clearly and distinctly as other phenomena.
Besides, no matter how far we retreat in declaring any particular
form of the cogito to be not beyond possible doubt, there is at
least the consciousness of the doubt of our doubt, and so on.
At least one of these consciousnesses must be indubitable for
the others to be dubitable by them.

“Presence within the world” may at first sight appear to be
a rather ingenious way of replacing the ego cogito by a neutral
datum which finally bridges the gap between the subject and
the object that epistemology had not been able to fill. But does
it really do so? In what sense can we really assert that we are in
contact with the world? Isn’t the price of such an assertion,
if we do not want to be dogmatic, a grading dowa of our concept
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of the world from something which exists, whether or not we are
in contact with it, to something which is nothing apart from
our being inserted in it? As such the world becomes what
Merleau-Ponty himself has called at times an ‘“‘interworld”
(sntermonde).

But what if this world should really be the only world we have
a right to talk about, what if the en-sos of the realist has really
to be abandoned just like the subject of the idealist? Then we
still have to answer the question of what will be left of “the
world”’ once we disrupt our contact with it. Simply to assert our
presence within the world seems to be an attempt to cut the
Gordian knot instead of untangling it. Is Merleau-Ponty’s sword
even strong enough to do it?

d. SUBJECTIVITY AND TEMPORALITY - However, the
full reinterpretation and recasting of the concept of subjectivity
is the result of Merleau-Ponty’s analysis of time and temporality.
The climactic chapter on “Temporality’’ in the Phénoménologie
de la perception is actually an attempt to combine Husserl’s
phenomenology of time with that of Heidegger, from whose
Sein und Zeit Merleau-Ponty suddenly quotes extensively,
beginning with a motto that follows one from Paul Claudel,
both to the effect that temporality is the meaning of existence.

Time, according to Merleau-Ponty, is not part of the objective
world. Past and future, in particular, “withdraw” (se retirer)
from being and can be found only as dimensions of our own
subjectivity (PP 471). As such they appear in the field of our
present. This emphasis on the primacy of the present may
remind American readers of G. H. Mead’s Philosophy of the
Present, which Merleau-Ponty’s philosophizing parallels re-
markably at times. But Merleau-Ponty describes the relation of
past and future to the present much more concretely by showing
their inbeddedness in our present-time consciousness. This he does
by means of a diagram (taken over with some modifications
from Husserl’s lectures on the inner time consciousness) which
indicates the sinking off of present time to deeper and deeper
levels, as we move on. There is also one other difference: past
and future cannot be supported simply by an objective present.
They can occur only in a subject that is a temporal being.
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A subject is characterized in this respect by the fact that it breaks
up the “fullness of being” and introduces into it the phenome-
non of perspective and, in Merleau-Ponty’s view, of non-being
(PP 481). It thus can reach out beyond the present into past and
future. Merleau-Ponty calls this property of the subject “ec-
static,” using a term which had been applied before by Hegel,
Heidegger, and Sartre for similar purposes. The ecstatic character
of temporality and that of the temporal subject are so intimately
related that Merleau-Ponty finally characterizes “time as the
subject and the subject as time.” By this he means that the
subject is not simply ¢z time, for it assumes and lives time (PP
483) and is involved (engagé) in time: it is permeated with time.

This ecstatic outreaching of temporality makes possible not
only subjectivity but also “‘sense’” and “‘reason,” as they imply
the open movement toward referents other than themselves.
It thus constitutes an ‘“‘operative intentionality’’ that underlies
the “intentionality of the (conscious) act” (PP 490). The foun-
dation for such acts can only be a being oriented or polarized
toward something which it is not, which transcends itself toward
a world. Thus the world is again inseparable from the subject,
but the subject is also inseparable from the world (PP 491).
This interdependence is at the same time Merleau-Ponty’s
settlement of the perennial controversy over idealism and
realism, which thus far even phenomenology had been unable
to achieve. The recognition of the mutual dependence of subject
and object allows us to pass beyond this stale and hopeless
controversy; it seems almost too obvious to refer here to the
pattern of the Hegelian synthesis, which Merleau-Ponty himself
does not mention on this occasion. Instead, Merleau-Ponty calls
subject and object two abstract elements of one single structure
called “presence” (présence), in which the subject is essentially
presence at the world (éfre-au-monde), and the world is “sub-
jective” (PP 491 f.). The ecstatic transcendence laid out in the
temporality of the subject provides the ultimate bond of this
interconnectedness.

e. CONDITIONED FREEDOM - Merleau-Ponty’s doctrine of
incarnated consciousness, where subject and world determine
each other reciprocally, finds its concluding expression in the
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reformulation of the existentialist doctrine of freedom. Sartre
had stated this doctrine with his characteristic extremism:
Freedom is either total or non-existent. Yet in actual practice
even his freedom was only a freedom within a given situation
which served as the raw material for the free choices of new
meanings. For Merleau-Ponty the given situation stands for
considerably more. It is part of the essential involvement of man
as a being within the world. Even before any choice is made
this situation has meanings which we may be able to change but
not ignore. We never start from zero. Consequently the idea of a
first or fundamental choice is to Merleau-Ponty an illusion. We
must exist in a certain incarnation, hence have a certain “essence”’
along with our existence. Sartre’s celebrated and over-publicized
formula “existence precedes essence” would therefore not hold
for Merleau-Ponty. It is not only we who choose the world. It is
just as much the world which chooses us (PP 518). Freedom
stands out against a field of “‘sedimented” meanings, as Merleau-
Ponty puts it, using a characteristic metaphor from Husserl.
History forms the background for every free act. Between an
objectivist determinism and the absolute freedom of idealist
reflection the phenomena themselves reveal existence as con-
ditioned freedom within a given style of life. From a perception
of such involvement arises the possibility of new existential
projects by way of a polarization of the situation.

As a phenomenological illustration of such a conditioned free
choice Merleau-Ponty offers a description of the rise of class
consciousness and the ensuing revolutionary decision. According
to Marxist objectivism this is a matter of strict determination,
according to Sartre a completely free project. According to
Merleau-Ponty, the rise of class consciousness emerges from a
realization of the situation by existing individuals who see
themselves as working men in typical communication with the
world around them; no choice is involved at this stage, but
simply the experience of a certain style of being and of being-
within-the-world. The transition from here to class consciousness
takes place on the basis of the workers’ perception of a solidarity
between themselves and other workers in similar situations as
revealed in witnessing a strike. Now “the social space begins to
polarize itself, one sees a field of the exploited group taking
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shape” (PP 508). This situation is lived in the perception of a
common obstacle to everybody’s life. Closer and less close
projects begin to connect. But “‘the revolutionary project is not
the result of a deliberate judgment, the explicit setting of a goal”
(PP 508f.). The decision ‘ripens in the coexistence before
erupting in words and relating itself to objective goals.” Instead
of the intellectual project we have to consider the existential
project, the “polarization of a life against a determined-unde-
termined goal of which it has no explicit idea and which it does
not recognize until the moment when it achievesit. .. .. Itisnota
matter of the indicative but of the interrogative, the subjunctive,
the vow and the wait. Projects are lived in ambiguity” (PP 508).
“It is I who give a meaning and a future to my life, but this does
not mean that this meaning and that future are conceptual
(congus), they surge from my present and from my past, and in
particular from my present and past coexistence.” (PP 510)

Thus there are two limitations to Merleau-Ponty’s freedom:
(1) it starts from a “‘situation which I exist” and over which I
have no control; (2) my choice is really not a conscious but a
preconscious or existential one. The fact that freedom does not
start from nothing does not mean, however, that I am unable to
interrupt my existential project at any time. But even that
freedom means only freedom to begin something else (awire
chose): we never remain suspended in the nothing (as Sartre
often seems to be saying, at least to Merleau-Ponty). “We are
always in the full, in being, like a face, which even at rest, even
in death, is always condemned to express something’ (PP 516).
“One must not say that I choose myself constantly, under the
pretext that I could constantly refuse to be what I am. Not to
refuse is not the same thing as to choose. We could not equate
non-interfering (lassser faire) and doing (faire) short of depriving
what is (merely) implicit of all phenomenal value. ..."” (PP 516).

True, it is never possible to distinguish clearly the part of the
situation and the part of freedom. “We are mingled with the
world and with other prople in an inextricable intermixture”
(confusion) (PP 518). But this does not abolish the fact that thereis
the “‘engagement” of history together with the disengaging freedom
of ouracts. A phenomenological account allows us to see distinctly
at least the ambiguity of this situation and its components.
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f. THE SOCIAL WORLD -~ SPEECH AND LANGUAGE:
Sartre had based his phenomenology of the social world on the
experience of the gaze, or, more specifically, on the experience
of being gazed at. Merleau-Ponty knows this phenomenon too.
But to him it is much too narrow a basis for a social pheno-
menology. In particular, the gaze has to be seen in the context
of a total social situation, of communication and its patholo-
gy. This context includes also the cultural phenomena, beginning
with speech and language. It is to these phenomena that Merleau-
Ponty has given increasing phenomenological attention.

Merleau-Ponty’s first approach to the social world is by the
phenomenology of perception, beginning with the perception of
our own body. This body, as Merleau-Ponty interprets it, is
primarily a focus of varying perspectives of the world. But each
perspective refers to other possible perspectives. And these
perspectives dovetail with the perspectives of other human beings
of which we are aware in seeing their bodies. “It is precisely my
body which perceives the other’s body and finds there something
like a miraculous prolongation of our own intentions
Henceforth, just as the parts of my body jointly form a system,
the other’s body and mine are a single whole, the face and the
reverse of one sole phenomenon...” (PP 406).

But cultural phenomena are at least as important bridges as
the body. Most important among these is language. Merleau-
Ponty has given increasing attention to its phenomena based on
the work of such linguists as Saussure. Seen from the social angle
(whith is by no means the only significant one for Merleau-
Ponty) language occurs primarily in the form of the dialogue.
Here my thought and that of the other “insert” each other into
a common ground

in a common operation of which neither of us is the creator. There is a
being-at-two, and the other is here no longer for me a mere behavior in
my transcendental field, nor am I in his; we are both mutually collabo-
ratorsin a perfect reciprocity, our perspectivesslide (glisser) into each other,
we coexist across a same world. In the present immediate dialogue I
am liberated from myself; the thoughts of the other are really his own,
it is not I who form them, although I grasp them as soon as born or
anticipate them, and even the objection which my partner makes to me
clicits from me thoughts which I did not know I had, so that if (it is true
that) I lend him thoughts, he makes me think in turn. It is only after-
wards, when I return from the dialogue and recall it, that I can reintegrate
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it into my life, make of it an episode of my history, and that the other
returns to his absence or, inasmuch as he remains present to me, is felt
as a menace (PP 407).

Or, as Merleau-Ponty expresses it in his paper “On the Phe-
nomenology of Language’ (1951):
When I speak or when I understand, I experience the presence of others
in myself and of myself in others, a presence which is the cornerstone
of the theory of intersubjectivity ... and I finally understand the
enigmatic saying of Husserl: “The transcendental subjectivity is inter-
subjectivity.” 1 To the extent that what I say makes sense, I am for
myself when I am speaking a different ‘““other’’ (un autre ‘‘autre’’), and to

the extent that I understand I no longer know who is speaking and who
is listening (P4 108).

This second passage, which clearly needs further development,
is significant also as an indication of how Merleau-Ponty sees in
the coexistence of interrelated subjectivities a bridge between
mere subjectivism and objectivism and a possible foundation
for a non-subjectivist phenomenology through intersubjectivity.

Coexistence, however, does not prevent the fact of solitude,
and not even the relative “‘truth of solipsism.” But solitude and
communication are the two aspects of one and the same phe-
nomenon. In fact they are so interdependent that “I would not
even talk of solitude, and I could not even pronounce others as
inaccessible if I had not the experience of others” (PP 412/3).

Perception is thus again the wedge which allows us to break
through our immediate data into a phenomenal field into which
they are inserted. It shows how our own world passes over
unnoticeably into a wider world of coexistence toward which it
is open on several sides, not only in our own body but also in the
world of cultural expressions.

6. Toward an Appraisal of Merleau-Ponty’s Phenomenology

The frame of this book and the amount of the information
supplied thus far obviously do not require or allow a critical
evaluation of Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy as a whole. Nor would
it be possible here to do justice to Merleau-Ponty’s existentialist
views, which differ so significantly from those of other con-
temporary existential philosophers, from Jaspers to Sartre.

1 Concerning this seeming quotation see p. 517 note (1).
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Were this my assignment, I would have had to put much more
emphasis on his concrete picture of human existence. Such an
account would give me a much needed chance to appraise the
virtues of an existentialism which, while thoroughly humanistic
in approach, expresses a much more sober and balanced estimate
of the human situation than the more extreme and at times
sensationalist forms of this movement. At least an existentialism
for which human existence is neither absurd nor saved without
remnant, which is dialectical without getting bogged down in
antinomies, has a right to an independent hearing.

Our responsibility in the present context is more limited — and
more exacting: to prepare an estimate of Merleau-Ponty’s
philosophy qua phenomenology and a comparison with the
phenomenologies of other and particularly of French phe-
nomenologists. The following paragraphs will mention at least
some of the points which such an estimate would have to consider.

Before touching on more specific points a word should be said
about the general significance of Merleau-Ponty’s work for
French phenomenology. It is probably safe to say that without
Merleau-Ponty, and particularly without his Phénoménologie
de la perception, phenomenology would have longer remained
a mere tool of existentialism, as it has increasingly become in
the hands of Sartre. On a more tangible level, without Merleau-
Ponty and without his academic presence phenomenology would
hardly have achieved so early the prestige which he has secured
for it by his own spectacular career.

But Merleau-Ponty’s stature as a phenomenologist will have
to rest on more intrinsic merits than his personal success and
the formal qualities of his presentation, outstanding though
these may be. In the following paragraphs I shall raise certain
questions pertaining first to more general matters and to his
method and then to some specific items concerning his pheno-
menological achievements.

The first impression one receives in surveying Merleau-Ponty’s
writings may easily be that of a systematic spirit whose main
interest is in taking up major traditional themes and fitting them
into a new synthesis. There is in him little of that pioneering
approach of the early phenomenologists or even of Sartre who
preferred exploring the frontier to cultivating charted territory.
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Nor do his writings carry the provocative impact of Sartre’s so
much more debatable analyses. The significance of his contri-
butions is based precisely on the fact that he resumes the more
conventional themes, considers carefully the traditional solutions
and particularly the scientific evidence, before attacking them
directly, and integrates them into a systematic new frame based
on phenomenological principles.

How far can Merleau-Ponty’s writings be considered to be
demonstrations of the phenomenological method? This is not an
easy question to answer. Few if any of his texts read like proto-
cols of phenomenological research. The reason is not only that
he usually starts out from a critical discussion of the traditional
views. Most of the presentation of his own position takes the
form of simple assertions of findings that he seems to have made
long before. Rarely does he carry out the analysis before our very
eyes or invite us to look with him at the phenomena by a me-
thodical and painstaking investigation. Instead, he gives us his
results ready-made, leaving it to us to do our own verifying.
These results are usually imbedded in the context of a discursive
argument without being identified as new and original intuitions.
Hence, if one wants to isolate his most original phenomeno-
logical insights, it is necessary to extricate them from the
context, which is not made any easier by the often inordinately
long paragraphs of his texts. This is clearly no accident. Merleau-
Ponty is not interested in advertising phenomenology for its
own sake or in exploring phenomena in all their variety without
any further purpose. He wants to practice phenomenology
within the philosophical field and to demonstrate its value in
concrete application.

There would be little point in discussing here the question how
far Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology carries out the last, if not
the ultimate, intentions of Husserl’s program. His version has a
right to be examined on its own merits. Now one of the most
characteristic things about Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology is
his attempt to bring it down from the level of pure consciousness
into the world of concrete life, in fact to incarnate it in individual
and social human existence. To be sure, even Sartre had empha-
sized the role of the human body, particularly in connection with
his social phenomenology. But no one before had gone so far in
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identifying human existence with the body in which it finds
itself “incarnated.” Thus introducing phenomenology into the
concrete rough-and-tumble of life and research is certainly apt
to make it much more relevant. But it may be asked whether
the identification of existence and body does not at times come
dangerously close to selling the birthright of phenomenology
for the dubious chance of participating in all sorts of enterprises
which may or may not be congruous. More seriously, how far
does the engagement in the body and in history still allow phe-
nomenology to look upon itself from the necessary distance?
How is phenomenology still possible when it no longer can detach
itself from the ““‘engagement’’ in the phenomena? Merleau-Ponty’s
reaffirmation of the need of the phenomenological reduction in
his Preface to the Phénoménologie de la perception indicates that
he is at least aware of this problem. — Similar questions may be
asked with regard to the volatilization of man into a mere
bundle of relations to the world.

I called it an overstatement to characterize Merleau-Ponty’s
thought as a philosophy of ambiguity. But it is nevertheless true
that there is in his phenomenology a tendency to leave the
phenomena in an atmosphere of indefiniteness which results in
blurring the issues and the decisions. Thus the attempt to fuse
the difference between consciousness and the non-conscious by
the introduction of a term like “‘existence,” which is never
explicitly clarified, is apt to bring about a confused mixture
instead of a synthesis. ‘“Dialectical” formulations may help to
keep us from premature decisions but they cannot save us from
facing the phenomena directly, however hard it may be to
pin them down.

It is one of Merleau-Ponty’s fondest claims that his phe-
nomenology can break the deadlock between realism and
idealism and between empiricism and rationalism by making
use of the best insights of gestalt psychology in a manner which
the gestaltists themselves had not been able to do. This raises
the question of the legitimacy of his critique of the gestaltist
theory as still enmeshed in an outdated conception of science.
Specifically, does not Merleau-Ponty himself take some points
for granted which the gestaltists cannot be expected to accept
without fuller demonstration? Thus, he seems to consider it as
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axiomatic that causation from the physical world to that of
consciousness is inconceivable. He does this often in terms which
suggest that the very category of causation has no status in
phenomenology. Now the study of causation is indeed one of
the more difficult and unfinished tasks of phenomenology, and
causal relationships between physical and conscious entities
may be particularly obscure. But that does not imply that all
belief in causation is illegitimate ‘‘causalism” from the very
start. Not even Husser] had abandoned it to that extent.

But it is not my intention to subject Merleau-Ponty’s phe-
nomenology to a point-by-point critical review. Suffice it to say
that the scholarly sobriety of Merleau-Ponty’s structures does not
dispense us from a critical check on his general and specific
claims. Merleau-Ponty himself would be the last to claim
finality for all of his findings. For even the phenomenologist is
subject to the essential limitations of an incarnated existent
being to whom the world always remains partly transcendent.
Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenology is human phenomenology: it
is the phenomenology of man’s unfinishable business.

7. Merleau-Ponty’s Following

It would be premature to speak of Merleau-Ponty’s influence
in terms of an academic following. Reasons for this may be his
relatively recent emergence, the rapid shift of his academic
location up till 1952, and the rather impersonal atmosphere of
the Collége de France since then.

Nevertheless, his impact must not be minimized. Besides, in
ALPHONSE DE WAELHENS (1911- ) he has found not only a
remarkable interpreter but also a thinker in his own right who
seems to feel closer to him than to any of the phenomenologists
or philosophers of existence from Husserl to Heidegger — which
does not prevent him from expressing dissent when theological
questions are involved. His latest collection of essays, Existence
et signification (1958) states explicitly his program for a phe-
nomenological “return to the things’ in a way which implies a
dialectical consideration of subjective existence and objective
signification; a systematic justification of this program is
promised for the future.
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XII

CURRENT DEVELOPMENTS IN FRENCH PHENOMENOLOGY

Phenomenology is anything but a closed chapter in the history
of French philosophy. In fact, it is stirring to such a degree that
it would be premature to attempt a complete survey or even to
collect titles in a more than provisional spirit. Much will depend
on how the men whose names have appeared above the horizon
continue their work on the phenomenological basis from which
they have started.

As of the time of this survey Paul Ricoeur, Mikel Dufrenne,
and Raymond Polin seem to deserve special attention and at
least a preliminary characterization of their work. In the following
three sections I shall attempt to give mostly an intensive analysis
of the phenomenological work of these three, arranged according
to the approximate importance of their contributions.

A. PAUL RICOEUR (r9r3-

There is considerable agreement that among the younger
philosophers listed above the outstanding contribution to
phenomenology, both in size and originality, has been made by
Paul Ricoeur. This contribution consists not only of his own
phenomenological studies, especially in the field of the practical
and emotional phenomena; Ricoeur is also the best informed
French historian of phenomenology. As translator of and at the
same time commentator on Husserl’s Ideen he has created a
unique instrument for future Husser] studies. His critical analyses
of Husserl’s posthumous works in the Louvain edition are also
considerable aids in the assimilation of these often problematical
texts. Being in charge of the — so far unique - deposit of the
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transcripts of the Louvain Archives in France, Ricoeur had made
Strasbourg a center of Husserl studies on a level with Cologne
and Freiburg; since his transfer to the Sorbonne this center
has been moved to Paris.

It would be one-sided, however, to present Ricoeur simply as
the French phenomenologist best informed about German phe-
nomenology. For on the one hand Ricoeur’s interests and com-
mitments outreach by far his stake in phenomenology. On the
other hand his adherence to phenomenology is not unqualified,
and the problem of the limits and limitations of phenomenology
is one of his constant concerns. It is also not without significance
that his major work, the Philosophy of the Will, of which only
the first phenomenological volume has appeared thus far, does
not carry the word ‘‘phenomenological” in its title, although its
method is distinctly phenomenological; nor does the word
appear often in his important essays.

1. Ricoeur’s Place in the Phenomenological Movement

Ricoeur’s position in the pattern of the present Phenomenologi-
cal Movement has to be determined largely on the basis of his own
more or less incidental statements about his position. To Ricoeur
too Husserl is the ‘“knot” (noeud) of the Phenomenological
Movement. But he does not identify the Movement with its
Husserlian version. Nevertheless he thinks that phenomenology
can be described as ‘“the sum of the variations of Husserl’s
work and the heresies which have sprung from Husserl.” (HPA
185; SLP 836). He also sees the stages in Husserl’s develop-
ment.! And in contrast to such French phenomenologists as
Merleau-Ponty, he insists that especially the Husserl of the Ideen
cannot be played down in favor of the Husserl of the very
last period (PA 115).

But this plea for a fuller study of the earlier stages of Husserl’s
phenomenology does not mean that Ricoeur accepts his answers
at any particular stage as adequate. Specifically, he makes it

1 An exception to his remarkable grasp of this development seems to me his view
that in his last phase, that of the Krisis publication, Husserl had abandoned the
extreme idealism of the Cartesian Meditations of 1929. (HPA 195 ff.; PE 19. 10. 9).
Passages in the recent Husserliana edition of this text, notably in VI 266, 271 ff.,
415 ff., show that there has been no such change, except possibly in emphasis.
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plain that in his own Philosophy of the Will “‘everything sets us
apart from the celebrated (fameuse) and obscure transcendental
reduction to which, according to us, a true comprehension of
one’s own body sets a checkmate” (PV 7). But this did not keep
Ricoeur from admitting in 1954 that the ‘“reduction is the
straight and narrow gate to phenomenology” (KH 45), whose
function he sees in “reducing’’ the things to their way of appear-
ing. But while accepting this “methodological conversion” he
objects to Husserl’s ““metaphysical decision” which slides (glisser)
from mere suspension of our ontological beliefs to their negation
and thus ““deontologizes’” phenomenology to the extent of ending
with a phenomenology devoid of ontology (KH 57). This also
means that Ricoeur is not prepared to adopt Husser!’s transcen-
dental idealism beyond a mere “methodological idealism’’ (which
makes reality its theme only insofar as it is given, without
deciding whether reality is exhausted by its givenness) in con-
trast to a “dogmatic idealism,” which he repudiates (SLP 838,
KH 64). In fact, Ricoeur believes that this Philosophic de la
volont¢ can refute the idealistic interpretation of Husserl’s
“constitution” as a creative rather than as a “‘transmitting”
(donnant) act (PA 133). Moreover, Ricoeur objects to Husserl’s
“logicist prejudice,” which gives the theoretical acts of con-
sciousness priority over the affective and volitional acts as
merely ‘““founded” on theoretical acts (P4 124). Also, while
making out a good case for Husserl’s growing sense of history,
he believes that his final view of history, according to which it
represents the history of human reason, is too unaware of the
powers stressed, though overstressed, by the Marxists, that it
does not do justice to the unpredictable element in history
(“historicity”), and that it does not reconcile its view of an
objective spirit with its transcendental subjectivism. Thus
Ricoeur, who is clearly the best French interpreter of Husserl,
is anything but Husserl’s most orthodox French disciple.
Ricoeur is also one of the few Frenchmen who are aware of the
Older Phenomenological Movement. The extent of this awareness
can best be seen from the Appendix which he added to Emile
Bréhier’s Histoire de la philosophie allemande, in which he deals
with “Some Figures of Contemporary German Philosophy,”
i.e., specifically, with Husserl, Scheler, Hartmann, Jaspers, and
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Heidegger, thus putting the main emphasis on phenomeno-
logy and on the philosophy of existence. But he is also acqua-
inted to a considerable extent with the Munich Circle and
refers particularly and with distinct appreciation to Pfinder’s
phenomenological psychology and to von Hildebrand’s ethical
studies.

Ricoeur’s unusually penetrating and objective analysis of the
major figures is obviously not supposed to reflect his own reaction
to them. But in combination with occasional remarks in his more
systematic studies this analysis gives a fairly clear idea of his
own position in relation to them. Thus when he states that it
was Scheler’s ““fundamental contribution (apport) to phenomeno-
logy to have taken it away (sowustraire) from the narrowly
rationalist frame of the ‘objectivating,’ i.e., theoretical acts in
which Husserl remained confined” (HPA4 199), it is pretty clear
that he approves of such an extension. But he also sees, largely
influenced by Paul-Ludwig Landsberg, that phenomenology
was actually only a tool and ultimately a phase in Scheler’s
development, as it is clearly not for Ricoeur himself. Ricoeur
accepts Scheler’s general view of the nature of values and of
their “‘emotional”’ givenness. But he also believes that a loyal
devotion to them in Royce’s sense, as expressed in historical
action, is a condition for their presentation (PV 69). Thus he
tries to combine the idea of existential commitment with the
phenomenology of a priori values. (Scheler’s own ideas about
the function of love in value cognition actually coincide with
Ricoeur’s much more than the latter seems to realize in this
context.)

In the case of Heidegger, of whose philosophical development
Ricoeur shows an unusually good grasp, Ricoeur recognizes very
well that phenomenology was to him largely a phase, which was
being transcended as early as in Sein und Zeit (HPA 245): even
in this work the Husserlian line is matched by a Kierkegaardian
strand, and the phenomenological descriptions are subordinated
to the ontological objective. Nor is Ricoeur prepared to accept
uncritically Heidegger’s phenomenological descriptions in Sein
und Zest. True, in some of his systematic works he expresses
implicit approval of such Heideggerian conceptions as that
ot the “world” in an enlarged sense, or of the affective disposition
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(Befindlichkeit). But otherwise Ricoeur’s sympathy with Heideg-
ger’s general outlook and with his conception of phenomenology
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