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and find in addition the ability to produce a consciousness.
This demonstrates the great favor which the proof a con-
tingentia mundi has enjoyed.

Thus by abandoning the primacy of knowledge, we
have discovered the being of the knower and encountered the
absolute, that same absolute which the rationalists of the
seventeenth century had defined and logically constituted as
an object of knowledge. But precisely because the question
concerns an absolute of existence and not of knowledge, it is
not subject to that famous objection according to which a
known absolute is no longer an absolute because it becomes
relative to the knowledge which one has of it. In fact the
absolute here is not the result of a logical construction on
the ground of knowledge but the subject of the most concrete
of experiences. And it is not at all relative to this experience
because it is this experience. Likewise it is a non-substantial
absolute. The ontological error of Cartesian rationalism is not
to have seen that if the absolute is defined by the primacy of
existence over essence, it can not be conceived as a substance.
Consciousness has nothing substantial, it is pure “appearance”
in the sense that it exists only to the degree to which it ap-
pears. But it is precisely because consciousness is pure appear-
ance, because it is total emptiness (since the entire world is
outside it)—it is because of this identity of appearance and
existence within it that it can be considered as the absolute.

IV. THE BEING OF THE PERCIPI

It seems that we have arrived at tne goal &f our inquiry. We
have reduced things to the united totality of their appear-
ances, and we have established that these appearances lay
claim to a being which is no longer itself appearance. The
“percipi” referred us to a percipiens, the being of which has
been revealed to us as consciousness. Thus we have attained
the ontological foundation of knowledge, the first being to
whom all other appearances appear, the absolute in relation
to which every phenomenon is relative. This is no longer the
subject in Kant’s meaning of the term, but it is subjectivity
fself, the immanence of self in self. Henceforth we have
escaped idealism. For the latter, being is measured by knowl-
edge, which subjects it to the law of duality. There is only
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known being; it is a question of thought itself. Thought
appears only through its own products; that is, we always
apprehend it only as the signification of thoughts produced,
and the philosopher in quest of thought must question the
established sciences in order to derive it from them as the con-
dition of their possibility. We, on the other hand, have appre-
hended a being which is not subject to knowledge and which
founds knowledge, a thought which is definitely not given as a
representation or a signification of expressed thoughts, but
which is directly apprehended such as it is—and this mode of
apprehension is not a phenomenon of knowledge but is the
structure of being. We find ourselves at present on the ground
of the phenomenology of Husserl although Husser] himself
has not always been faithful to his first intuition. Are we
satisfied? We have encountered a transphenomenal being,
but is it actually the being to which the phenomenon of being
refers? ¥s it indeed the being of the phenomenon? In
other words is consciousness sufficient to provide the
foundation for the appearance qua appearance? We have
extracted its being from the phenomenon in order to give it
to consciousness, and we anticipated that consciousness would
subsequently restore it to the phenomenon. Is this possible?
We shall find our answer in the examination of the ontologi-
cal exigencies of the percipi,

‘Let us note first that there js a being of the thing per-
ceived——as perceived, Even if I wished to reduce this table
to a synthesis of subjective impressions, I must at least remark
that it reveals itself gqua table through this synthesis, that it is
the transcendent limit of the synthesis, the reason for it and

its end. The table is before knowledge and can not be identi- ‘

fied with the kanowledge which we have of it; otherwise it
would be consciousness—i.e., pure immanence—and it would
disappear as table. For the same cause even if & pure distinc-
tion of reason is to separate the table from the synthesis of
§ubjective impressions through which I apprehend it, at least
1t can not be this synthesis; that would be to reduce it to a

synthetic activity of connection. In so far then as the known
can not be reabsorbed into knowledge, we must discover for 1
we are told, is the percipi. Let us |
recoguize first of all that the being of the percipi can not be |
reduced to that of the percipiens—i.e.,, to consciousness— |

it a being. This being,

any more than the table is reduced to the bond of representa-

¢ passive existent; it is a relation of one being to zfno‘ther belne
. and not of one being to a nothingness. It is 1mposs
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it is relative to this being. But

tions. At most we can say that mination of

this relativity does not render upnecessary an €xa
ing of the percipi. . )
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s being of the
implies that passivity can not affect the actual being being

that the percipere affects the pen:eptum of being, f(_)r ?lac‘:zd:;
for the perceptum to be affected it woulc} of necessgy have to
be already given in some way and exist b.efore zzvmdgiﬁon
ceived being. One can conceive of a creation on cfon on
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way distinguished from its creator; it is absorbed in him; we
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are dealing with a false transcendence, and the creator can
not have even an illusion of getting out of his subjectivity.¢
Furthermore the passivity of the recipient demands an
equal passivity on the part of the agent. This is expressed in
the principle of action and reaction; it is because my hand
can be crushed, grasped, cut, that my hand can crush, cut,
grasp. What element of passivity can we assign to perception,
to knowledge? They are all activity, all spontaneity. It is
precisely because it is pure spontaneity, because nothing can
get a grip on it that consciousness can not act upon anything,
Thus the esse est percipi would require that consciousness,
pure spontaneity which can not act upon anything, give being
to a transcendent nothingness, at the same time keeping it
in its state of nothingness. So much nonsense! Husserl has
attempted to overcome these objections by introducing passivi-
ty into the noesis; this is the hyle or pure flux of experience
and the matter of the passive syntheses. But he has only added
an additional difficulty to those which we have mentioned.
He has introduced in fact those neutral givens, the impossi-
bility of which we have shown earlier. To be sure, these are
not “contents” of consciousness, but they remain only
so much the more unintelligible. The kyle in fact could
oot be consciousness, for it would disappear in transtucency
and could not offer that resisting basis of impressions which
must be surpassed toward the object. But if it does mot
belong to consciousness, where does it derive its being and its
opacity? How can it preserve at once the opaque resistance
of things and the subjectivity of thought? Its esse can not
come to it from a percipi since it is not even perceived, for
consciousness transcends it toward the objects. But if the
hyle derives its being from itself alone, we meet once again
the insoluble problem of the connection of consciousness with
existents independent of it. Even if we grant to Husserl that
there is hyletic stratum for the noesis, we can not conceive
how consciousness can transcend this subjective toward
objectivity. In giving to the hyle both the characteristics of
a thing and the characteristics of consciousness, Husserl be-
lieved that he facilitated the passage from the one to the
other, but he succeeded only in creating a hybrid being

which consciousness rejects and which can not be a part of
the world,

°It is for this reason that the Cartesian doctrine of substance finds its
logical culmination in the work of Spinoza.
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Furthermore, as we have seen, the ge‘rcszc xmp:e;s ct:x:(t:etil‘::
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sciousness in its inmost nature is a relation to a tran- ‘

Zcendent _being. But the first interpretation of the formula
festroys 1t§elf: to be conscious of something is to be con-
ronted with a concrete and full presence which is not

conscitousness. Of course one can be conscious of an absence. :
But this absence appears necessarily as a pre-condition of '
presence..As we pave seen, consciousness is a real subjectivity
fmd_ t.he impression is a subjective plenitude. But this sub- E
Jectivity can not go out of itself to posit a transcendent object §
In such a way as to endow it with a plenitude of impressions.? "

If then we wish at any pri i
y price to make the being of the
?omgnon depend on consciousness, the object gmust be péli::
allx;gmshed from ‘consciousness not by its presence but by its
sence, not by its plenitude, but by its nothingness. If being

b - . » 3
elongs to consciousness, the object is not consciousness, not §&

to the extent that it is another bei it i
the : ing, but that it is non-being.
ﬁTrhs;ss;sc t:g: :fpg;e‘al to I:h;‘ infinite of which we spoke ;e l?hge
1 18 work. For Husserl, for example, th i
tion of the hyletic nucleus b nly i fons Whidh con
1 y the only intentio; hi
find their fulfillment (Erfiillung) i i e aeh can
1 : ng) in this hyle is
bring us outside of subjectivity. The tm1§ objezt?;yfi}gguii}tleﬁ

tions are empty intentions, those which aim beyond the ;

present subjectiv infini i
seraa’s of o plearanec ez;%:pearance at the infinite totality of the
e must further understand that the j i i |
gpearggc_es which are never to be given at lgxtz?gro!;z Iiuig ;: ’
g ggisstl ;lﬁty on prmc1pl§ for the terms of an infinite series |
e st all :t the ts'ame: time before consciousness, along with
the oAl i-nce o all_ thgs!a terms except for the one which is
the | inn inaﬁ::?n of objectivity. If present these impressions— |
oven in absene‘ nu}?'mber—.—would dissolve in the subjective; it |
beins o thnceb\.v 1c13 gives them objective being. Thus the §
g of ﬂ(: object 1s pure non-being. It is defined as a |
lack. 1t s that which escapes, that which by definition will |
T be given, that which offers itself only in fleetin d |
suc;;:ess;:/e profiles. & =)
ut how can non-being be the foundation of bein ]
g%gectt?e?a?:ent, expected subjective become theregb?yHt(;)‘Z 1
o j “ ve/ A great joy which I hope for, a grief which 1
read, acquire from that fact a certain transcendence. This I 1

admit. But that transcendence in immanence does not bring
: ‘
Tr. e, in such a way that the impressions are objectified into qualities .

of the thing.
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us out of the subjective. It is true that things give themselves in
profile; that is, simply by appearances. And it is true that
each appearance refers to other appearances. But each of_ thgm
is already in itself alone a transcendent being, not a subjective
material of impressions—a plenitude of being, not a lack—a
presence, not an absence. It is futile by a sleight of hand.to
attempt to found the reality of the object on the subjective
plenitude of impressions and its objectivity on non-being; the
objective will never come out of the subjective nor the
transcendent from immanence, nor being from non-being.
But, we are told, Husserl defines consciousness precisely as a
transcendence. In truth he does. This is what he posits. This
is his essential discovery. But from the moment that he makes
of the noema an unreal, a correlate of the noesis, a noema
whose esse is percipi, he is totaily unfaithful to his principle.
Consciousness is consciousness of something. This means
that transcendence is the constitutive structure of conscious-
ness; that is, that consciousness is born supported by a being
which is not itself. This is what we call the ontological proof.
No doubt someone will reply that the existence of the demand
of consciousness does not prove that this demand ought to
be satisfied. But this objection can mot hold up against an
analysis of what Husserl calls intentionality, though, to be

E sure, he misunderstood its essential character. To say that
consciousness is consciousness of something means that for

consciousness there is no being outside of that precise
obligation to be a revealing intuition of something—i.e., of a
transcendent being. Not only does pure subjectivity, if
initially given, fail to transcend itself to posit the objective; a
“pure” subjectivity disappears. What can properly be called
subjectivity is consciousness (of) consciousness. But this
consciousness (of being) consciousness must be qualified in
some way, and it can be qualified only as revealing intuition
.or it is nothing. Now a revealing intuition implies something
iyevealed. Absolute subjectivity can be established only in the
face of something revealed; immanence can be defined only
ithin the apprebension of a transcendent. It might appear
Lghat there is an echo here of Kant’s refutation of problemati-
.cal idealism. But we ought rather to think of Descartes.
e are here on the ground of being, not of knowledge. It is
ot a question of showing that the phenomena of inner sense
mply the existence of objective spatial phenomena, but that
onsciousness implies in its being a non-conscious and
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transphenomenal being. In particular there is no point in
replying that in fact subjectivity implies objectivity and that
it constitutes itself in constituting the objective; we have
seen that subjectivity is powerless to constitute the objective.
To say that consciousness is consciousness of something is to
say that it must produce itself as a revealed-revelation of a
being which is not it and which gives itself as already existing
when consciousness reveals it.

Thus we have left pure appearance and have arrived at
full being. Consciousness is a being whose existence posits
its essence, and inversely it is consciousness of a being, whose
essence implies its existence; that is, in which appear-
ance lays claim to being. Being is everywhere. Certainly we
could apply to consciousness the definition which Heidegger
reserves for Dasein and say that it is a being such that in
its being, its being is in question. But it would be necessary
to complete the definition and formulate it more like this:
consciousness is a being such that in its being, its being is in
question in so far as this being implies a being other than
itself.

We must understand that this being is no other than the
transphenomenal being of phenomena and not a noumenal
being which is hidden behind them. It is the being of this
table, of this package of tobacco, of the lamp, more generally
the being of the world which is implied by consciousness. It
requires simply that the being of that which appears does not

exist only in so far as it appears. The transphenomenal being }

of what exists for consciousness is itself in itself (lui-méme en
s0i).

V1. BEING-IN-ITSELF

WE can now form a few definite conclusions about the |

phenomenon of being, which we have considered in order

to make the preceding observations. Consciousness is the re- |

vealed-revelation of existents, and existents appear before
consciousness on the foundation of their being. Neverthe-

less the primary characteristic of the being of an existent is"

never to reveal itself completely to consciousness. An existent

can not be stripped of its being; being is the ever present
foundation of the existent; it is everywhere in it and nowhere. 1
There is no being which is not the being of a certain mode of ]
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being, none which can not be apprehended through the n}ode
of being which manifests being and veils it at the same time.
Consciousness can always pass beyond the existent, not toward
its being, but toward the meaning of this being. That is wl:gy
we call it ontic-ontological, since a fundamental characteristic
of its transcendence is to transcend the ontic toward tl'le
ontological. The meaning of the being of the existent in
so far as it reveals itself to consciousness is the phenomenon
of being. This meaning has itself a being, based on which it
manifests itself,

It is from this point of view that we can understand the
famous Scholastic argument according to which there is a
vicious circle in every proposition which concerns being,
since any judgment about being already implies being. But
in actuality there is no vicious circle, for it is not necessary
again to pass beyond the being of this meaning toward its
meaning; the meaning of being is valid for the being of every
phenomenon, including its own being. The phenomenon of
being is not being, as we have already noted. But it indicates
being and requires it—although, in truth, the ontological
proof which we mentioned above is not valid especially or
uniquely for it; there is one ontological proof valid for the
whole domain of consciousness. But this proof is sufficient

E to justify all the information which we can derive from the
I phenomenon of being. The phenomenon of being, like every
§ primary phenomenon, is immediately disclosed to conscious-
i ness. We have at each instant what Heidegger calls a pre-
t ontological comprehension of it; that is, one which is not
L sccompanied by a fixing in concepts and elucidation. For us
- at present, then, there is no question of considering this

phenomenon for the sake of trying to fix the meaning of
being. We must observe always:

(1) That this elucidation of the meaning of being is valid
only for the being of the phenomenon. Since the being of

consciousness is radically different, its meaning will necessi-

tate a particular elucidation, in terms of the revealed-revela-
tion of another type of being, being-for-itself (I'étre-pour-

soi), which we shall define later and which is opposed to the
being-in-itself (I'étre-en-soi) of the phenomenon,

(2) That the elucidation of the meaning of being-in-
itself which we are going to attempt here can be only pro-

visional. The aspects which will be revealed imply other

gnifications which ultimately we must apprehend and de-
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termine. In particular the preceding reflections have per-
mitted us to distinguish two absolutely separated regions of
being: the being of the pre-reflective cogito and the being of
the phenomenon. But although the concept of being has this
peculiarity of being divided into two regions without com-
munication, we must nevertheless explain how these two
regions can be placed under the same heading. That
will necessitate the investigation of these two types of
being, and it is evident that we can not truly grasp the mean-
ing of either one until we can establish their true connection
with the notion of being in general and the relations which
unite them. We have indeed established by the examination
of non-positional self-consciousness that the being of the
phenomenon can on no account act upon consciousness. In
this way we have ruled out a realistic conception of the rela-
tions of the phenomenon with consciousness.

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

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

A clear view of the phenomenon of being has often been
obscured by a very common prejudice which we shall call
“creationism.” Since people supposed that God had given
being to the world, being always appeared tainted with a
certain passivity. But a creation ex nihilo can not explain
the coming to pass of being; for if being is conceived in a
subjectivity, even a divine subjectivity, it remains a mode of
intra-subjective being. Such subjectivity can not have even the
representation of an objectivity, and consequently it can not
even be affected with the will to create the objective. Further-
more being, if it is suddenly placed outside the subjective by

the fulguration of which Leibniz speaks, can only affirm §
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itself as distinct from and opposed to its creator; otherwise it
dissolves in him. The theory of perpetual creation, by remov-
ing from being what the Germans call Selbstandz:gkezt,
makes it disappear in the divine subjectivity. If being exists as
over against God, it is its own support; it does not preserve
the least trace of divine creation. In a word, even if it had
been created, being-in-itself would be inexplicable in terms of
creation; for it assumes its being beyond the creation.

This is equivalent to saying that being is uncreated. But we
need not conclude that being creates itself, which would
suppose that it is prior to itself. Being can not be causa sul in
the manner of consciousness. Being is itself. This means that
it is neither passivity nor activity. Both of these notions are
human and designate human conduct or the instruments of
human conduct. There is activity when a conscious being uses
means with an end in view. And we call those objects passive
on which our activity is exercised, inasmuch as they do not
spontaneously aim at the end which we make them serve. In
a word, man is active and the means which he employs are
called passive. These concepts, put absolutely, lose all mean-
ing. In particular, being is not active; in order for there to be
an end and means, there must be being. For an even stronger
reason it can not be passive, for in order to be passive, it n3u§t
be. The self-consistency of being is beyond the active as it is
beyond the passive,

Being is equally beyond negation as beyond at?irmation.
Affirmation is always affirmation of something; that is, the act
of affirming is distingnished from the thing affirmed. But if
we suppose an affirmation in which the affirmed comes to
fulfill the affirming and is confused with it, this affirmation can
not be affirmed—owing to too much of plenitude and the
immediate inherence of the noema in the noesis. It is there
that we find being—if we are to define it more clearly—in
connection with consciousness. It is the noema in the noesis;
that is, the inherence in itself without the least distance.
From this point of view, we should pot call it “immanence,”
for immanence in spite of all connection with self is still
that very slight withdrawal which can be realized~—away from
the self. But being is not a connection with itself. It is itself.
It is an immanence which can not realize itself, an affirma-
tion which can not affirm itself, an activity which can not
act, because it is glued to itself. Everything happens as if, in
order to free the affirmation of self from the heart of being,
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there is necessary a decompression of being. Let us not, how-
ever, think that being is merely one undifferentiated self-
?fﬁrmation; the undifferentiation of the in-itself is beyond an
infinity of self-affirmations, inasmuch as there is an infinity of
modes of self-affirming. We may summarize these first conclu-
sions by saying that being is in jtself.

But if being is in itself, this means that it does not refer
to itself as self-consciousness does. It is this self. It is itself
so completely that the perpetual reflection which constitutes
the self is dissolved in an identity. That is why being is at
bottom beyond the self, and our first formula can be only an
approximation due to the requirements of language. In fact
!)emg is opaque to itself precisely because it is filled with
itself. This can be better expressed by saying that being is
what it is. This statement is in appearance strictly analytical.
:Actuglly it is far from being reduced to that principle of
identity which is the unconditioned principle of all analytical
judgments. First the formula designates a particular re-
gion of being, that of being in-itself. We shall see that the
Pellng of for-itself is defined, on the contrary, as being what
1t is not and not being what it is. The question here then is
pf.a regional principle and is as such synthetical. Furthermore
It Is necessary to oppose this formula—being in-itself is what
It is—to that which designates the being of consciousness.
The lz'ztter in fact, as we shall see, has 10 be what it is.

'I’}§xs instructs us as to the special meaning which must
be given to the “is” in the phrase, being is what it is. From
the moment that beings exist who have to be what they are,

the fact of being what they are is no longer a purely axiomatic |

ch.aracteristic; it is a contingent principle of being in-itself. In
this sense, the principle of identity, the principle of analytical
yudgments, is also a regional synthetical principle of being. It
desxgpates the opacity of being-in-itself. This opacity has
nothing to do with our position in relation to the in-itself; it
1s not that we are obliged to apprehend it and to observe it
because we are “without.” Being-in-itself has no within which
Is opposed to a without and which is analogous to a judgment,
a law, a consciousness of itself. The in-itself has nothing
secret; it is solid (massif). In a sense we can desig-
nate it as a synthesis. But it is the most indissoluble of all:
the synthesis of itself with itself.

The result is evidently that being is isolated in its being
and that it does not enter into any connection with what is
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not itself. Transition, becoming, anything which permits us
to say that being is not yet what it will be and that it is
already what it is not—all that is forbidden on principle. For
being is the being of becoming and due to this fact it is
beyond becoming. It is what it is. This means that by itself
it can not even be what it is not; we have seen indeed that it

| can encompass no negation. It is full positivity. It knows no

otherness; it never posits itself as other-than—anothgr-beir_zg.
It can support no connection with the other. It is itself in-

' definitely and it exhausts itself in being. From this point of

view we shall see later that it is not subject to temporality.
t is, and when it gives way, one can not even say that it no
onger is. Or, at least, a consciousness can be conscious of it
as no longer being, precisely because consciousness is temporal.
But being itself does not exist as a lack there where it was;
the full positivity of being is re-formed on its giving way. It
was and at present other beings are: that is all.
Finally—this will be our third characteristic—being-
in-itself is. This means that being can neither be derived from
the possible nor reduced to the necessary. Necessity concerns

' the connection between ideal propositions but not that of

existents, An existing phenomenon can never be derived from
another existent qua existent. This is what we shall call the
contingency of being-in-itseif. But neither can being-in-itself
be derived from a possibility. The possible is a structure of the

f for-itself; that is, it belongs to the other region of being. Be-
" ing-in-itself is never either possible or impossible. It is. This s

what consciousness expresses in anthropomorphic terms by

b saying that being is superfiuous (de trop)—that is, that con-
i sciousness absolutely can not derive being from anything,
| either from another being, or from a possibility, or from a
necessary law. Uncreated, without reason for being, without
f any connection with another being, being-in-itself is de frop
¢ for eternity.

Being is. Being is in-itself. Being is what it is. These are

* the three characteristics which the preliminary examination of
| the phenomenon of being allows us to assign to the being of
' phenomena. For the moment it is impossible to push our
L investigation further. This is not yet the examination of the
 jn-itself—which is never anything but what it is—which will

allow us to establish and to explain its relations with the

3 for-itself. Thus we have left “appearances” and have been led
I progressively to posit two types of being, the in-itself and the
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for-itself, concerning which we have as yet only superficialf
and incomplete information. A multitude of questions remain
unanswered: What is the ultimate meaning of these twof
types of being? For what reasons do they both belong to
being in general? What is the meaning of that being whichf
includes within itself these two radically separated regions off
being? If idealism and realism both fail to explain the rela:
tions which in fact unite these regions which in theory aref
without communication, what other solution can we find forg
this problem? And how can the being of the phenomenon be
transphenomenal?

It is to attempt to reply to these questions that I bave
written the present work.




