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? must be the original structure of ‘human reality’ in order for
E it to be able to transcend the world?” In both cases we are
L shown a negating activity and there is no concern to grgqnd
' this activity upon a negative being. Heidegger in addition
¥ makes of Nothingness a sort of intentional correlate of. tran-
| scendence, without seeing that he has already inserted it into
! transcendence itself as its original structure. .
¥ Furthermore what is the use of affirming that Nothing-
ness provides the ground for negation, if it is me_rely to ‘enable
us to form subsequently a theory of non-being whlch_ by
i definition separates Nothingness from all concrete negat:oq?
If I emerge in nothingness beyond the world, how can this
xtra-mundane nothingness furnish a foundation for tho§e
little pools of non-being which we encounter each instant in
the depth of being. I say, “Pierre is not there,” “I have po
| more money,” ete. Is it really necessary to surpass the wor%d
oward nothingness and to return subsequently to being in
order to provide a ground for these everyday judgments?
And how can the operation be affected? To accomplish it we
f are not required to make the world slip into nothingnes§;
standing within the limits of being, we simply deny an attri-
“bute to a subject. Will someone say that each attribute re-
| fused, each being denied is taken up by one and the same
xtra-mundane nothingness, that non-being is like the fuliness
I of what is not, that the world is suspended in non-being as
| the real is suspended in the heart of possibilities? In this case
| each negation would pecessarily have for origin a particular
i surpassing: the surpassing of one being toward another. But
what is this surpassing, if not simply the Hegelian mediation
~and have we not already and in vain sought in Hegel the
nihilating ground of the mediation? Furthermore even if the
xplanation is valid for the simple, radical negations which
j.deny to a determined object any kind of presence in the
b depth of being (e.g., “Centaurs do nor exist”—“There is
ino reason for him to be late"—“The ancient Greeks
did not practice polygamy”), negations which, if need be,
f can contribute to constituting Nothingness as a sort of geo-
b metrical place for unfulfilled projects, all inexact representa-
i tions, all vanished beings or those of which the idea is only a
| fiction—even so this interpretation of non-being would no
| longer be valid for a certain kind of reality which is in truth
 the most frequent: namely, those negations which include
-pon-being in their being. How can we hold that these are at
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the world qua world is a nihilation. From the moment the
world appears qua world it gives itself as being only that
The necessary counterpart of this apprehension then is indeed
the emergence of “human reality” in nothingness. But where
does “human reality” get its power of emerging thus in non-
being? Without a doubt Heidegger is right in insisting on’
the fact that negation derives its foundation from nothing-
pess. But if nothingness provides a ground for negation, it is
because nothingness envelops the not within itself as its]
essential structure. In other words, it is not as undiffer-
entiated emptiness or as a disguised otherness*? that nothing-
ness provides the ground for negation. Nothingness stands]
at the origin of the negative judgment because it is itself
negation. It founds the pegation as an act because it is
the negation as being. Nothingness can be nothingness only ]
by nihilating itself expressly as nothingness of the world;
that is, in its nihilation it must direct itself expressly toward
this world in order to constitute itself- as refusal of the world.
Nothingness carries being in its heart. But how does the'
emergence account for this nihilating refusal? Transcendence, |
which is “the pro-ject of self beyond,” is far from being!
able to establish nothingness; on the contrary, it is pothing-!
ness which is at the very heart of franscendence and which!
conditions it. 3

Now the characteristic of Heidegger’s philosophy is to
describe Dasein by using positive terms which hide the im-
plicit negations. Dasein is “outside of itself, in the world”;]
it is “a being of distances”; it is care; it is “its own possi-
bilities,” efc. All this amounts to saying that Dasein “is not”’
in itself, that it “is not” in immediate proximity to itself,}
and that it “surpasses” the world inasmuch as it posits itself!
as not being in itself and as not being the world. In this
sense Hegel is right rather than Heidegger when he states)
that Mind is the negative. Actually we can put to each of;
them the same question, phrased slightly differently. We
should say to Hegel: “It is not sufficient to posit mind as
mediation and the negative; it is necessary to demonstrate)
negativity as the structure of being of mind. What must mind|
be in order to be able to constitute itself as negative?” And)
we can ask the same question of Heidegger in these words:"
“If negation is the original structure of transcendence, what]

12 What Hegel would call “immediate otherness.*
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hiect that the idea of distance is psychological and th?t
designates only the extension which must be cleared in
rder to go from point A to point B? We sball reply that
the same negation is included in this to clear since this no-
jon expresses precisely the passive resistance of the remote-
pess. We will willingly admit with Heidegger that “human
veality” is “remote-from-itself”; that is, that it rises in the
world as that which creates distances and at the same time
causes them to be removed (ent-fernend). But this remote-
vess-from-self, even if it is the necessary condition in order
- that there may be remoteness in general, envelops remoteness
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once partly within the univ ide i
e ohingo erse and partly outside in extra-
) Take for example the notion of distance, which condi-
tions the.determination of a location, the localization of a
point. It. I8 easy to see that it possesses a negative moment
Two points are distant when they are separated by a certaix;
length. 'I:he ]'ength, a positive attribute of a segment of a
straight line, intervenes here by virtue of the negation of an
absolute, undifferentiated proximity. Someone might perhaps
seek to redgce distance to being only the length of the sep-
ment of which the two points considered, A and B, would lfe
qle limits. Bu.t does hre not see that he has changed’ the direc- |
tion of attention in this case and that he has, under cover of
the.same word, given another object to intuition? The or-
ganized c_on;glex which is constituted by the segment with !
its two limiting terms can furnish actually two different
_ob)ects. to knowledge. We can in fact give the segment as
immediate object of intuition, in which case this sepm t v
Tepresents a full, concrete tension, of which the lengtg is 3
gors;tlve atttrlfb:l}:e ar;ld the two points A and B appear onl;s a:
oment of the whole; that is, as they are implicated by th
segment itself as its limits. Then the negatio: ’ From |
the segment and i}s length, takes refugegin tlx:é :;gelli_;di"f:og ‘
say that point B is a limit of the segment is to say that'the '
;egment does not extend beyond this point. Negation is
here a secondary structure of the object. If, on the other
and, we .dlrect our attention to the two points A and B, they |
arise as immediate objects of intuition on the grom;d of |
space. The segment disappears as a full, concrete object; it is ;'
appre_hg,nded in terms of two points as the empt‘mess’ the |
?}fgatu{xty whth separates them. Negation is not subje'ct to |
the points, which cease to be limits in order to impregnate :‘
fo: n:'ezy letz_agth of the segment with distance. Thus the total 1
; onstituted by the segment and its two limits with its |
nner hstructuye of negation is capable of letting itself be |
:gg;citﬁendeg In two ways. Rather there are two forms, and the §
o oth(:: of the appearance of t_he one is the disintegration of §
e , eXxactly as In perception we constitute a particular
Ject as a figure by rejecting another so as to make of it a 1
grounfi, and conversely. In both instances we find the same j
quantity of negation which at one time passes into the notion |
of 'hmx'ts and at another into the notion of distance, but |
which in each case can not be suppressed. Will son;eone

It will be useless to attempt to reduce distance t0 the simple
- result of a measurement. What has become evident in the
course of the preceding discussion is that the two points and
the segment which is enclosed between them have the indissol-
f uble unity of what the Germans call a Gestalt. Negation is the

cement which realizes this unity. It defines precisely the
- immediate relation which connects these two points and
which presents them to intuition as the indissoluble unity of
. the distance. This negation can be covered over only by claim-
i ing to reduce distance to the measurement of a length, for
negation is the raison d’étre of that measurement.

What we have just shown by the examination of distance,
we could just as well have brought out by describing realities
like absence, change, otherness, repulsion, regret, distraction,
ete. There is an infinite number of realities which are not
only objects of judgment, but which are experienced,
opposed, feared, etc., by the human being and which in their
inper structure are iohabited by negation, as by a pec-
essary condition of their existence. We shall call them
négatités.’® Kant caught a glimpse of their significance when
he spoke of regulative concepts (e.g. the immortality of the
soul), types of syntheses of negative and positive in which
negation is the condition of positivity. The function of nega-
tion varies according to the nature of the object considered.
Between wholly positive realities (which however retain ne-
gation as the condition of the sharpness of their outlines, as
that which fixes them as what they are) and those in which
the positivity is only an appearance conpcealing a hole of
nothingness, all gradations are possible. In any case it is im~
possible to throw these negations back into an extra-mundane

1Tr, A word coined by Sartre with no equivaleat term in Bnglish.

" in itself as the negative structure which pst be surmounted.
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" If we wish to pursue the problem further, we must first
I recognize that we can not grant to nothingness the property
I of “nihilating itself.” For although the expression “to pihilate
b jtself” is thought of as removing from npothingness the last
b semblance of being, we must recognize that oply Being can
b pihilate itself; however it comes about, in order to nihilate
b f1self, it must be. But Nothingness is nof. If we can speak
b of it, it is only because it possesses an appearance of being,
I a borrowed being, as we have noted above, Nothingness is
! not, Nothingness “is made-to-be,”** Nothingness does not
E pihilate jtself; Nothingness “is nihilated.” Tt follows there-
B ¢ore that there must exist a Being (this can not be the In-
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nothingness since they are dispersed in being, are su

by being, and are conditions of reality. Nothinggness bey%?m?irtig

world accounts for absolute negation; but we have just dis-

: covered a swarm of ultra-mundane beings which possess as

| much reality and efficacy as other beings, but which enclose :

‘ within therqselves non-being. They require an explanation
'wh.xch Temains within the limits of the real. Nothingness, if
It is supported by being, vanishes qua nothingness, and ,we
fall back upon being. Nothingness can be nihilated only on
the foundation of being; if nothingness can be given, it is
neither before nor after being, nor in a general way outside |

?v 0:.);1.11& Nothingness lies coiled in the heart of being—like a ]

V. THE ORIGIN OF NOTHINGNESS

It would be well at this point to cast a glance backward and
to measure the road already covered. We raised first the

question of being. Then examining this very question con- 1
ceived as a type of human conduct, we questioned this in °
turn. We next had to recognize that no question could be |
asl;ed, in pax:tlcular not that of being, if negation did not
exist. But this negation itself when ‘inspected more closely |

referred us back to Nothingness as its origin and foundation
In order for negation to exist in the world and in order tha;
We may consequently raise questions concerning Being, it is
necessary that in some way Nothingness be given. Wé per-
celvgd then that Nothingness can be conceived neither
outside of‘bemg, nor as a complementary, abstract notion,
nor as an infinite milieu where being is suspended. Nothing:
ness must be given at the heart of Being, in order for us
to be able to apprehend that particular type of realities which
we have called négatités. But this intra-mundane Nothingness
can not be‘ ?r.oduced by Being-in-itself; the notion of Being
as full positivity does not contain Nothingness as one of its
structures. We can not even say that Being excludes it. Being
lacks all relation with it. Hence the question which is put to
us now with a particular urgency: if Nothingness can be
conceived neither outside of Being, nor in terms of Being, and
if on t'he other hand, since it is non-being, it can not d'erive
from itself the necessary force to “nihilate itself,” where
does Nothingness come from? ’

' jtself) of which the property is to nihilate Nothingness, to
I support it in its being, to sustain it perpetually in its very
existence, a being by which nothingness comes 1o things. But
. how can this Being be related to Nothingness so that through
i it Nothingness comes to things? We must observe first that
I the being postulated can not be passive in relation to
. Nothingness, can not receive it; Nothingness could not come

to this being except through another Being—which would be

b an infinite regress. But on the other hand, the Being by which
I Nothingness comes to the world can not produce Nothing-
b pess while remaining indifferent to that production—like the
i Stoic cause which produces its effect without being itself
| changed. It would be inconceivable that a Being which is
b full positivity should maintain and create outside itself a
I Nothingness or transcendent being, for there would be noth-

ing in Being by which Being could surpass itself toward Non-
Being. The Being by which Nothingness arrives in the world
must nihilate Nothingness in its Being, and even so it still

E runs the risk of establishing Nothingness as a transcendent in
' the very heart of immanence unless it nihilates Nothingness
§ in its being in connection with its own being. The Being by
¥ which Nothingness arrives in the world is a being such that
' in its Being, the Nothingness of its Being is in question.

The being by which Naothingness comes to the world must be
uTr. The French is est ér¢, which lterally means *“is been,” an expres-

' sion as meaningless in ordinary French as in English. Maurice Natanson
" suggests “Is-was.” (4 Critique of Jean-Paul Sarire’s Ontology. University

of Nebraska Studies. March 1951, p. 59.) I prefer “is made-to-be” because
Sartre seems to be using &fre as a transitive verb, here in the passive voice,
thus ting that nothf has been subjected to an act involving
being. Other passages contalning this expression will, I believe, bear out

:: this interpretation,

'
:
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its own Nothingness. By this we must understand not a
gxh.ﬂatmg act, which would require in turn a foundation in
Iemg. but an ontolc?gical characteristic of the Being required.
t remains to learn in what delicate, exquisite region of Bein
we shall encounter that Being which is its own Nothingnessg

We shall be helped in our inquiry by a more complete:

examination of the conduct which served us as a point of |

c;ffaréure. We must return to the question. We have seen, it
oszibi]e' recalled, tha.t every question in essence posits t,he
gem zgy of 2 negative reply. In a question we question a
oo g about its being or its way of being. This way of
bfllxrt‘}g &ratt};:s being is \;eiled; there always remains the possi-
may unveil itself as a Nothingness, Bu

. But from th

:::Iyegact that we presume that an Existent can always be trt;f
. :; :lvfiztt}/lz:]r;ivergry qluestion supposes that we realize a

i al in relation to the given, which b
a simple presentati i ing and Nothing:
A s b2 ion, fluctuating between being and Nothing-
pe}rtn al’: e;ssenti'fxgﬂ therefore that the questioner have the
'manent possibility of dissociating himself f
series which constitutes bein dg ich can oroduce oot
being, It vs sk g and which can produce only
. ed that the question is d i i
questioner by universal determini he qusetion. mouts
\ ! determinism, the question woul

zl;e;rsiby. befcome unintelligible and even inconccleivable. A rea(;
wholl' 1: act, produces a real effect and the caused being is
i be?n ngaged by the cause in positivity; to the extent that
& depends on the cause, it can not have within itself

the tiniest germ of nothingness. Thus in so far as the ques-

tioner must be able to : . H
kind of nihilating wit}‘:geC1 in relation to the questioned a

- rawal, he is not subject to
Th‘;:azln :::gserthOft :)he world; he detaches himself fjrom Bei:zhge.}
lates s ¢ at by a doub.]e movement of nihilation he nihi-
o e th tg tquesnoned in ;elanon to himself by placing it
ey hni a lef, Qetween .bemg and non-being——and that he
wronem "s‘e # 1fn relat}on .to the thing questioned by
o B l% oy seposs;t?irlrilt)?e;?g am ordgr to bgrible to bring out
r > ) non-being. Thus in i
31;;stt;.on\,v: gertam negative element isgintroduced Pizig]gth:
casting a shimex:ernsf/];;ntg}?iens;s rlr;zltdntg ththe ne e e e
G 3s. at the sarme time the
hi(:::s ;I;)z}ux:a;gs fgqm a questioner who, in order to mogsae:;
it o 15 being as one who questions, disengages him-
m being. This disengagement is then by definition a

THE ORIGIN OF NEGATION 59

human process. Man presents himself at least in this instance
¥ as a being who causes Nothingness to arise in the worlq, inas-
b much as he himself is affected with non-being to this end.

These remarks may serve as guiding thread as we examine

I the négatités of which we spoke earlier. There is no doubt at
b o1l that these are transcendent realities; distance, for example,
' is imposed on us as something which we have to take into
[ account, which must be cleared with effort. However these
i realities are of a very peculiar pature; they will indicate im-
I mediately an essential relation of human reality to the world.
. They derive their origin from an act, an expectation, orf 2

project of the human being; they all indicate an aspect of

being as it appears to the human being who is engaged in the
world. The relations of man in the world, which the négatités

indicate, have nothing in common with the relations a
posteriori which are brought out by empirical activity. We are
no longer dealing with those relations of instrumentality by
which, according to Heidegger, objects in the world disclose
themselves to “human reality.” Bvery négatité appears rather
as one of the essential conditions of this relation of instru-
mentality. In order for the totality of being to order itself
around Us as instruments, in order for it to parcel itself into
differentiated complexes which refer one to another and which
can be used, it is necessary that negation rise up pot as a thing
among other things but as the rubric of a category which
presides over the arrangement and the redistribution of great
masses of being in things. Thus the rise of man in the midst
of the being which “invests” him causes a world to be dis-
covered. But the essential and primordial moment of this rise
is the negation. Thus we have reached the first goal of this
study. Man is the being through whom pothingness comes to
the world. But this question immediately provokes another:
What must man be in his being in order that through him
pothingness may come to being?

Being can generate only being and if man is inclosed in
this process of generation, ounly being will come out of him.
If we are to assume that man is able to question this process—
i.e., to make it the object of interrogation—he must be able
to hold it up to view as a totality. He must be able to put
himself outside of being and by the same stroke weaken the
structure of the being of being. Yet it is not given to “human

. reality” to annihilate even provisionally the mass of being

which it posits before itself. Man's relation with being is that
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hg can modify it. For man to put a particular existent out of
circuit is to put himself out of circuit in relation to that |
existent. In this case he is not subject to it; he is out of reach;
It can not act on him, for he has retired beyond a nothingness.
D'e.scartes following the Stoics has given a name to this possi-
!nhty wl‘!ich human reality has to secrete a nothingness which
isolates it—it is freedom. But freedom here is only a name.
If we wish to penetrate further into the question, we must
not be. content with this reply and we ought to ask now,
What is human freedom if through it nothingness comes intt;

the world?

It i§ not yet possible to deal with the problem of freedom ’
in all its fullness.’s In fact the steps which we have completed
up to now show clearly that freedom is not a faculty of the |

human soul to be envisaged and described in isolation.
What we have been trying to define is the being of man in
so far as he conditions the appearance of nothingness, and
this bem_g. has appeared to us as freedom. Thus freedom as
the requisite condition for the nihilation of nothingness is- not
a property which belongs among others to the essence of the
hl'xman being. We have already noticed furthermore that
with man the relation of existence to essence is not compa-
rable to what it is for the things of the world. Human freedom

precedes essence in man and makes it possible; the essence of

the humar} b?ing is suspended in his freedom. What we call
£reedom Is impossible to distinguish from the being of
human reality.” Man does not exist first in order to be free

subseguently; there is no difference between the being of man |

and his being-free. This is not the time to make a frontal

attack on a question which can be treated exhaustively only ‘

in the light of a rigorous elucidation of the human being.

Here we are dealing with freedom in connection with the |

problem of nothingness and only to the extent that it condi-
tions the appearance of nothingness.

What first appears evident is that human reality can de-
tach itself from the world—in questioning, in systematic
doubt, in sceptical doubt, in the eroxs, etc.—only if by
nature it has the possibility of self-detachment. This was seen
by Descartes, who is establishing doubt on freedom when he
c]aI{ns for uns the possibility of suspending our judgments,
Alain’s position is similar. It is also in this sense that Hegel

18 Cf. Part Four, Chapter one.
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asserts the freedom of the mind to the degree that mind is

mediation—i.e., the Negative. Furthermore it is one of the

trends of contemporary philosophy to see in human con-

sciousness a sort of escape from the self; such is the meaning

of the transcendence of Heidegger. The intentionality of

“Husserl and of Brentano has also to a large extent the cha.rac-

teristic of a detachment from self. But we are not yet m a

position to consider freedom as an inner structure of con-

sciousness. We lack for the moment both instruments and

technique to permit us to succeed in that enterprise. .that

interests us at present is a temporal operation since questioning

is, like doubt, a kind of behavior; it assumes that the human
being reposes first in the depths of being and then detaches
himself from it by a nihilating withdrawal. Thus we are en-
- visaging the condition of the nihilation as a relation to the
| self in the heart of a temporal process. We wish simply to
E show that by identifying consciousness with a causal sequence
 indefinitely continued, one transmutes it into a plenitu.de. of
: being and thereby causes it to return into the unlimited
E totality of being—as is well illustrated by the futility of the
i efforts to dissociate psychological determinism from universal
b determinism and to constitute it as a separate series.

i The room of someone absent, the books of which he
P turned the pages, the objects which he touched are in them-
P selves only books, objects, i.e., full actualities. The very traces
- which he has left can be deciphered as traces of him only
[ within a situation where he has been already posited as absent.
. The dog-eared book with the well-read pages is not by itself
L a book of which Pierre has turned the pages, of which he
I no longer turns the pages. If we consider it as the present,
| transcendent motivation of my perception or even as the
b synthetic flux, regulated by my sensible impressions, then it
i is merely a volume with turned down, worn pages; it can refer
- only to itself or to present objects, to the lamp which illumi-
. nates it, to the table which holds it. It would be useless to
I invoke an association by contiguity as Plato does in the
i Phaedo, where he makes the image of the absent one appear
I on the margin of the perception of the lyre or of the cithara
¥ which he has touched. This image, if we consider it in itself
. and in the spirit of classical theories, is a definite plenitude;
! it is a concrete and positive psychic fact. Consequently we
I must of necessity pass on it a doubly negative judgment:
' subjectively, to signify that the image is not a perception;

Js—
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objectively, to deny that the Pierre of whom I form the image
is here at this moment.
" This is the famous problem of the characteristics of the

true image, which has concerned so many psychologists from |

Taine. to Spaier. Association, we see, does not solve the prob-
lem; it pushes it back to the level of reflection. But in every
way it demands a negation; that is, at the very least a nihilat-
Ing withdrawal of consciousness in relation to the image
appx:ehended as subjective phenomenon, in order to posit it
precisely as being only a subjective phenomenon.

Now I have attempted to show elsewhere® that if we
posit the image first as a renascent perception, it is radically
mpgssxble to distinguish it subsequently from actual per-
ceptions. The image must enclose in its very structure a nihilat-

ing thesis. I.t c_:onstitutes itself qua image while positing its |
object as existing elsewhere or not existing. It carries within |

it a double negation; first it is the nihilation of the world
(since the world is not offering the imagined object as an

actual object of perception), secondly the nihilation of the |

object of the image (it is posited as not actual)
> (i s , and finall
by the same stroke it is the nihilation of itself (since it is no}t’

a concrete, full psychic process). In explaining how I appre- | ]

yend the absence of Pierre in the room, it would be useless to
mvo‘ke those famous “empty intentions” of Husserl, which
are in great part constitutive of perception. Among the various
perceptive mte.ntlons, indeed, there are relations of motiva-
tion (but motivation is not causation), and among these
Intentions, some are full (i.e., filled with what they aim at)
and others empty. But precisely because the matter which
shpuld ﬁll the empty intentions does not exist, it can not be
this which motivates them in their structure. And since the
pther .mten.ttons are full, neither can they motivate the empty
Intentions inasmuch as the latter are empty. Moreover these
Intentions are of psychic rature and it would be an error
to envisage them in the mode of things; that is, as recipients
which would first be given, which according to circum-
stances .cm.ﬂd be emptied or filled, and which would be by
nature indifferent to their state of being empty or filled, It
seems that Husserl has not always escaped the materialist
illusion. To be empty an intention must be conscious of jt-
self as empty and precisely as empty of the exact matter at

18 L'imagination, Paris: Alcan, 1936. I ination: A Psychologt
H 3 Sy gical Critique,
Trapslated by Forrest Williams. Univ. of Michigan Press, 1962 ‘
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L which it aims. An empty intention constitutes itself as empty
L to the exact extent that it posits its matter as non-existing or
E  absent. In short an empty intention is a consciousness of nega-
E tion which transcends itself toward an object which it posits
L as absent or non-existent.

Thus whatever may be the explanation which we give of

“ it, Pierre's absence, in order to be established or realiz_ed, re-
F quires a negative moment by which consciousness, In the
. absence of all prior determination, constitutes itself as nega-

tion. If in terms of my perceptions of the room, I conceive

" of the former inhabitant who is no longer in the room, I am

of necessity forced to produce an act of thought which no

4 prior state can determine nor motivate, in short to effect in

myself a break with being. And in so far as 1 continpally use
négatités to isolate and determine existents—i.e., to think them
—the succession of my “states of consciousness” is a perpetual
separation of effect from cause, since every nihilating process
must derive its source only from itself. Inasmuch as my pres-
ent state would be a prolongation of my prior state, every
opening by which negation could slip through would be com-
pletely blocked. Every psychic process of nihilation implies
then a cleavage between the immediate psychic past and the
present. This cleavage is precisely nothingness. At least, some-
one will say, there remains the possibility of successive implica-
tion between the nihilating processes. My establishment of
Pierre’s absence could still be determinant for my regret at
not seeing him; you have not excluded the possibility of a
determinism of nihilations. But aside from the fact that the
original nihilation of the series must necessarily be dis-
connected from the prior positive processes, what can be the
meaning of a motivation of nothingness by nothingness? A
being indeed can nihilate itself perpetually, but to the extent
that it nihilates itself, it foregoes being the origin of another
phenomenon, even of a second nihilation.

It remains to explain what this separation is, this disen-
gaging of consciousness which conditions every negation. If
we consider the prior consciousness envisaged as motivation
we see suddenly and evidently that nothing has just slipped
in between that state and the present state. There has been no
break in continuity within the flux of the temporal develop-
ment, for that would force us to return to the inadmissible
concept of the infinite divisibility of time and of the temporal
point or instant as the limit of the division. Neither has there
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prior from subsequent in the way that a knife blade cuts a
piece of fruit in two. Nor is there a weakening of the motiva-
ting force of the prior consciousnesss; it remains what it is, it
does not lose anything of its urgency. What separates prior

from subsequent is exactly nothing. This nothing is absolutely |
impassable, just because it is nothing; for in every obstacle |

to be cleared there is something positive which gives itself as
about to be cleared. The prior consciousness is always there

(though with the modification of “pastness”). It constantly “
maintains a relation of interpretation with the present con-

sciousness, but on the basis of this existential relation it is
put out of the game, out of the circuit, between parentheses
—eXactly as in the eyes of one practicing the phenomenologi-
cal érox7 , the world both is within him and outside of him,

Thus the condition on which human reality can deny all or
part of the world is that human reality carry nothingness
within itself as the nothing which separates its present from
all its past. But this is still not all, for the nothing en-
visaged would not yet have the sense of nothingness; a sus-

pension of being which would remain unnamed, which would JF

not be consciousness of suspending being would come from
outside consciousness and by reintroducing opacity into the
heart of this absolute lucidity, would have the effect of cuiting
it in two.'* Furthermore this nothing would by no means be
negative. Nothingness, as we have seen above, is the ground
of the negation because it conceals the negation within itself,
because it is the negation as being. It is necessary then that

conscious being constitute itself in relation to its past as sep- B

arated from this past by a nothingness. It must necessarily be
conscious of this cleavage in being, but not as a phenomenon
which it experiences, rather as a structure of consciousness
which it is. Freedom is the human being putting his past out
of play by secreting his own nothingness. Let us understand
indeed that this original necessity of being its own nothing-
ness does not belong to conscicusness intermittently and on
the occasion of particular negations. This does not happen
just at a particular moment in psychic life when negative or
interrogative attitudes appear; consciousness continually ex-
periences itself as the nihilation of ijts past being.

But someone doubtless will believe that he can use against
us here an objection which we have frequently raised our-

¥ See Introduction, Section ITL

been an abrupt interpolation of an opaque element to separate |
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selves: if the nihilating consciousness exists onlg ﬁa; c::é
. sciousness of nihilation, we ought to be able to de econ-
L describe a constant mode of consciousness, prgse_mt_qua Lon-
E sciousness, which would be consciousness of nlhﬂatl}c‘)n. Docs
] this consciousness exist? Behold, a new quest_lon as been
i raised here: if freedom is the being of consc:ouzness,what
P sciousness ought to exXist as consciousness of fr;el or?.eedom
| form does this consciousness of freedom assume rfx T o
¥ the human being is his own past (as.also his own utux‘eﬂu‘1

. the form of nihilation. If our analysis has not led us astray,

ught to exist for the human being, in_ so far as he is
::}cl):::iguf of being, a certain mode‘ of standing oppostte 1:11(5‘;
past and his future, as being both this past ar}d this futuredg d
as not being them. We shall be abl.e to furnish an lmgme ;:n-
reply to this question; it is in a{lgulsh that man gets 1t‘ e o
sciousness of his freedom, or if you prefer, anguis! s he
mode of being of freedom as consciousness of _bemg, it is ’
anguish that freedom fis, in its belx}g, in question for itse e.
Kierkegaard describing anguish in the face of what %nt
lacks characterizes it as anguish in the face of free.dgm. ud
Heidegger, whom we know to ha'v:e b:een greatly in uencee-
by Kierkegaard,® considers anguish n}stgad ags the :_1;;1prd
hension of nothingness. These two descriptions of angtgxs nz
not appear to us contradictory; on the contrary tbe o
impli e other. o
LmlI;lllresst thwe must acknowledge that Kierkegaard is nghttz
anguish is distinguished from fgar in thag fear is fear ;)f
beings in the world whereas anguish is anguxsl.l beforefrrflylsl? s
Vertigo is anguish to the extent tl}at I am afraid not o : a;ng
over the precipice, but of throwmg. rpyself over. A. Slt“; ion
provokes fear if there is a possibility of my _hfe eu}\lg
changed from without; my being provokes ang.ulsh to the
extent that I distrust myself and my own reactions in that
situation. The artillery preparation which precedes the attac;k
can provoke fear in the soldier who undergoes the bombard-
ment, but anguish is born in him when he tries to foresee the
conduct with which he will face the bombardment,” when
he asks himself if he is going to be able to “hold up. ' Sl-m'
ilarly the recruit who reports for active duty. at the beginning
of the war can in some instances be afraid <_>f dea?:h, but
more often he is “afraid of being afraid”; that is, he is filled
with anguish before himself. Most of the time dangerous

18 Y Wahl: Etudes Klerkegaardiennes, Kierkegaard et Heidegger.
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or threatening situations present themselves in facets; they

will be' apprehended through a feeling of fear or of anguish
:agcordmg to whether we e_nvisage the situation as acting on
e man or the man as acting on the situation. The man who

has just received a hard blow—f i

I ; ~—for example, losing a af]
part of his weal‘th ina cx:ash———can bave the fear of tlfreateg;ifl
poverty. He wﬂl experience anguish a moment later when
nervously wringing his bands (a symbolic reaction to ths

determined), he exclaims to himself: “What am i

do:) But what am 1 going to do?” In this sense fezzrg:;ggalts
guish are .excluslve of one another since fear is unreflective
apptehensgon of the transcendent and anguish is reflective
ag;:;ehensmn of the self; the one is born in the destruction
g‘tede' other. The norma! process in the case which I have just
tied 1s a constant transition from the one to the other. But

there exist also situations where anguish appears ; i
thh;)ut ever being preceded or followed I;)I; fea:gulr;) ftg:t e::s:
gn;p e, I have been l:aised to a new dignity and cbargéd with a
ttialc:ate and ﬁatt_ermg mission, I can feel anguish at the
ought that X will not be capable perhaps of fulfilling it,

and yet I will not have the least fear in the world of the

cox‘l}‘s’%quence; of my possible failure,

at is the meaning of anguish in the vari

V : ! arious

thxclh I have_;ust given? Let us take up againeiha?pée:
mple of vertigo. Vertigo announces itself through fear;

I am on a narrow path—without a guard rail—which goes

aloqg a precipice. The precipice presents itself to me as to b
avo:dgd; 1t represents a danger of death. At the same time ;
fxﬁtil::;::l gf & certain number of causes, originating in
univers eterminism, which can transform that threat of

cath mnto reality: I can slip on a stone and fall into the

abyss; the crumbling earth of the path can give way under my |

:2%35&?&}51{ ;hese variqus :_mticipa}ions, I am given to my-
oy & 1 am passive in relation to these possibilities;
they come to me from without; in so far as I am also an ob'ec{
in the world, subject to gravitation, they are my possibilitjies.

My reaction will be of the reflective order; I will pay at-

tention to the stomes in the road; I will keep myself as far }

Boushing away the threa
fand [ project before myself a certain number of future con-

say, varying the expression of Berkeley,
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possible from the edge of the path. I realize myself as
tening situation with all my strength,

destined to keep the threats of the world at a distance

om me. These conducts are my possibilities. 1 escape fear
the very fact that I am placing myself on a plane where
own possibilities are substituted for the transcendent
obabilities where human action had no place. .
But these conducts, precisely because they are my possi-

tilities, do not appear to me as determined by foreign causes.
. Not only is it not strictly certain that they will be effective; in
particular it is not strictly certain that they will be adopted,

or they do not have existence sufficient in itself. We cou{d
that their “being is

sustained-being” and that their “possibility of being is only

an ought-to-be-sustained.”** Due to this fact their possibility
has as a necessary condition the possibility of negative conduct
(not to pay attention to the stones
of something else) and the possibility of the opposite conduct
L (to throw myself over the precipice). The possibility which 1

in the road, to run, to think

make my concrete possibility can appear as my possibility only

* by raising itself on the basis of the totality of the lggical
L possibilities which the situation allows. But these re)gcted
 possibilities in turn have no other being than their “sustained-
- being”; it is I who sustain them in being, and inversely their
| present non-being is an
ternal cause will remove them. I alone am the permanent
I source of their non-being, I engage myself in them; in order
i to cause my possibility to appear,
I so as to nihilate them. This would not produce anguish if
| 1 could apprehend myself in my relations with these possibles
i as a cause producing its effects. In this case the effect defined
E as my possibility would be strictly determined. But then it
L would cease to be possible; it would become simply
~ “ahout-to-happen.” If then I wished to avoid anguish and
b vertigo, it would be enough if 1 were to consider the
;:t t;hxs moment ;fear appears, which in terms of the situation | motives (instinct of self-preservation, prior fear, etc.), which
Is the apprehension of myself as a destructible transcendent IE
in the midst of transcendents, as an object which does
Bot contain in itself the origin of its future disappearance.

“ought-not-to-be-sustained.” No ex-

1 posit the other possibilities

make me reject the situation envisaged, as determining my
prior activity in the same way that the presence at a deter-

. mined point of ope given Imass determines the courses
followed by other masses; it would be necessary, in other

words, that I apprehend in myself a strict psychological de-
19 We shall return to possibilities in the second part of this work.
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terminism. But I am in anguish precisely because any conduct |

on my part is only possible, and this means that while consti-
tuting a totality of motives for pushing away that situation, I
at the same moment apprehend these motives as not suffi-
ciently effective. At the very moment when I apprehend my
being as horror of the precipice, I am conscious of that horror
8s not determinant in relation to my possible conduct. In one
sense that horror calls for prudent conduct, and it is in itself

a pre-outline of that conduct; in another sense, it posits the

final developments of that conduct only as possible, precisely

because I do not apprehend it as the cause of these final de- |

velopments but as need, appeal, ete.
Now as we have seen, consciousness of being is the being

of consciousness. There is no question here of a contemplation |

which I could make after the event, of a horror already
constituted; it is the very being of horror to appear to itself

as “not being the cause” of the conduct it calls for. In short, | |
to avoid fear, which reveals to me.a transcendent future

strictly determined, I take refuge in reflection, but the latter
has only an undetermined future to offer. This meauns that

in establishing a certain conduct as a possibility and precisely |
because it is my possibility, I am aware that nothing can com- §§

pel me to adopt that conduct. Yet I am indeed already there
in the future; it is for the sake of that being which I will be
there at the turning of the path that I now exert all my
strength, and in this sense there is already a relation between
my future being and my present being. But a nothingness has
slipped into the heart of this relation; I am not the self which
I will be. First I am not that self because time separates me
from it. Secondly, I am not that self because what I am is not

the foundation of what I will be. Finally I am not that self §
because no actual existent can determine strictly what I am &
going to be. Yet as I am already what I will be (otherwise I
~would not be interested in any one being more than another),

I am the self which I will be, in the mode of not being it.
It is through my horror that I am carried toward the future,
and the horror nihilates itself in that it constitutes the future
as possible, Anguish is precisely my consciousness of being my
owan future, in the mode of not-being. To be exact, the nibila-

tion of horror as a motive, which has the effect of reinforcing

horror as a state, has as its positive counterpart the appearance
of other forms of conduct (in particular that which consists

in throwing myself over the precipice) as n1y possible possi- |
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bilities. If nothing compels me to save my life, nothing pre-
vents me from precipitating myself into the abyss. The de-
cisive conduct will emanate from a self which I am not yet.
Thus the self which I am depends on the self which I am not
yet to the exact extent that the self which I am not yet
does not depend on the self which I am. Vertigo appears
as the apprehension of this dependence. I approach the prec-
ipice, and my scrutiny is searching for myself in my very
depths. In terms of this moment, I play with my possibilities.
My eyes, running over the abyss from top to bottom, imitate
the possible fall and realize it symbolically; at the same time
suicide, from the fact that it becomes a possibility possible
for me, now causes to appear possible motives for adopting it
(suicide would cause anguish to cease). Fortunately these mo-
tives in their turn, from the sole fact that they are motives of
a possibility, present themselves as ineffective, as non-deter-
minant; they can no more produce the suicide than my horror
of the fall can determine me to avoid it. It is this counter-
anguish which generally puts an end to anguish by trans-
muting it into indecision. Indecision in its turn calls for de-
cision. I abruptly put myself at a distance from the edge of
the precipice and resume my way.

The example which we have just analyzed has shown
us what we could call “anguish in the face of the future.”
There exists another: anguish in the face of the past. It is
that of the gambler who has freely and sincerely decided not
to gamble anymore and who, when he approaches the
gaming table, suddenly sees all his resolutions melt away. This
phenomenon has often been described as if the sight of the
gaming table reawakened in us a tendency which entered into
conflict with our former resolution and ended by drawing us
in spite of this. Aside from the fact that such a description
is done in materialistic terms and peoples the mind with
opposing forces (there is, for example, the moralists’ famous
“struggle of reason with the passions™), it does not account
for the facts. In reality—the letters of Dostoevsky bear wit-
ness to this—there is nothing in us which resembles an inner
debate as if we had to weigh motives and incentives before
deciding. The earlier resolution of “not playing anymore”
is always there, and in the majority of cases the gambler when
in the presence of the gaming table, turns toward it as if to
ask it for help; for he does not wish to play, or rather having
taken his resolution the day before, he thinks of himself still

R
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as not wishing to play anymore; he believes in the effectiveness
of this resolution. But what he apprehends then in anguish is
precisely the total inefficacy of the past resolution. It is there
doubtless but fixed, ineffectual, surpassed by the very fact that
1 am conscious of it. The resolution is still me to the extent
that 1 realize constantly my identity with myself across the
temporal flux, but it is no longer me—due to the fact that it
has become an object for my consciousness. I am not subject
to it, it fails in the mission which I have given it. The resolu-
tion is there still, I am it in the mode of not-being. What the
gambler apprehends at this instant is again the permanent rup-
ture in determinism; it is nothingness which separates him
from himself; I should have liked so much not to gamble
anymore; yesterday 1 even had a synthetic apprehension of the
situation (threatening ruin, disappointment of my relatives)
as forbidding me to play. It seemed to me that I had estab-
lished a real barrier between gambling and myself, and now
I suddenly perceive that my former understanding of the situ-
ation is no more than a memory of an idea, a memory of a
feeling. In order for it to come to my aid once more, I must
remake it ex nihilo and freely. The not-gambling is only one
of my possibilities, as the fact of gambling is another of them,
neither more nor less. I must rediscover the fear of financial
ruin or of disappointing my family, etc., I must re-create it as
experienced fear. It stands behind me like a boneless phantom.
It depends on me alone to lend it flesh. I am alone and naked
before temptation as I was the day before. After having pa-
tiently built up barriers and walls, after enclosing myself in
the magic circle of a resolution, I perceive with anguish that
nothing prevents me from gambling. The anguish is me since
by the very fact of taking my position in existence as con-
sciousness of being, I make myself not to be the past of good
resolutions which I am.

It would be in vain to object that the sole condition of this
anguish is ignorance of the underlying psychological deter-
minism. According to such a view my anxiety would come
from lack of knowing the real and effective incentives which
in the darkness of the unconscious determine my action.
In reply we shall point out first that anguish has not
appeared to us as a proof of human freedom; the latter was
given to us as the necessary condition for the question. We
wished only to show that there exists a specific consciousness
of freedom, and we wished to show that this consciousness is
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anguish. This means that we wished to establish anguish
in its essential structure as consciousness of freedom. Now
from this point of view the existence of a psychological de-
terminism could not invalidate the results of our description.
Indeed anguish either is actually an unrealized ignorance of
this determinism—and then anguish apprehends itself in
fact as freedom—or else one may claim that anguish is con-
sciousness of being ignorant of the real causes of our acts.
In the latter case anguish would come from that of which we
have a presentiment, a screen deep within ourselves for mon-
strous motives which would suddenly release guilty acts. But
in this case we should suddenly appear to ourselves as things
in the world; we should be to ourselves or own transcendent
situation. Then anguish would disappear to give way to fear,
for fear is a synthetic apprehension of the transcendent as
dreadful,

This freedom which reveals itself to us in anguish can be
characterized by the existence of that nothing which insin-
uates itself between motives and act. It is not because I am
free that my act is not subject to the determination of mo-
tives; on the contrary, the structure of motives as ineffective
is the condition of my freedom. If someone asks what this
nothing is which provides a foundation for freedom, we shall
reply that we can not describe it since it is not, but we can
at least hint at its meaning by saying that this nothing is
made-to-be by the human being in his relation with himself.
The nothing here corresponds to the necessity for the motive
to appear as motive only as a correlate of a consciousness of
motive. In short, as soon as we abandon the hypothesis of the
contents of consciousness, we must recognize that there is
never a motive in consciousness; motives are only for con-
sciousness. And due to the very fact that the motive can
arise only as appearance, it constitutes itself as ineffective,
Of course it does not have the externality of a temporal-spatial
thing; it always belongs to subjectivity and it is apprehended
as mine. But it is by nature transcendence in immanence,
and consciousness is not subject to it because of the very
fact that consciousness posits it; for consciousness has now
the task of conferring on the motive its meaning and its im-
portance. Thus the nothing which separates the motive from
consciousness characterizes itself as transcendence in im-
manence. It is by arising as immanence that consciousness
nihilates the nothing which makes consciousness exist for it-




72 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

self as transcendence. But we see that the nothingness which
is the condition of all transcendent negation can be elucidated
only in terms of two other original nihilations: (1) Con-
sciousness is not its own motive inasmuch as it is empty of
all content. This refers us to a nihilating structure of the
pre-reflective cogiro. (2) Consciousness confronts its past and
its future as facing a self which it is in the mode of not-
being. This refers us to a nihilating structure of temporality.

There can be for us as yet no question of elucidating
these two types of nihilation; we do not at the moment have
the pecessary techniques at our disposal. It is sufficient to
observe here that the definitive explanation of negation can
not be given without a description of self-consciousness and
of temporality.

What we should note at present is that freedom, which
manifests itself through anguish, is characterized by a con-
stantly renewed obligation to remake the Self which designates
the free being. As a matter of fact when we showed earlier
that my possibilities were filled with anguish because it
depended on me alone to sustain them in their existence, that
did not mean that they derived from a Me which, to itself at
least, would first be given and would then pass in the temporal
flux from one consciousness to another consciousness. The
gambler who must realize anew the synthetic apperception
of a situation which would forbid him to play, must rediscover
at the same time the self which can appreciate that situation,
which “is in situation.” This self with its a priori and historical
content is the essence of man. Anguish as the manifestation of
freedom in the face of self means that man is always separated
by a nothingness from his essence. We should refer here to
Hegel's statement: “Wesen ist was gewesen ist.” Essence is
what has been. Essence is everything in the human being

which we can indicate by the words—that is. Due to this 3

fact it is the totality of characteristics which explain the act.

But the act is always beyond that essence; it is a human act }
only in so far as it surpasses every explanation which we can
give of it, precisely because the very application of the for- |
mula “that is” to man causes all that is designated, to have- |

been. Man continually carries with him a pre-judicative com-
prehension of his essence, but due to this very fact he is

separated from it by a nothingness. Essence is all that human ]
reality apprehends in itself as having been. It is here that
anguish appears as an apprehension of self inasmuch as it 3
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exists in the perpetual mode of detachment from what is;
better yet, in so far as it makes itself exist as such. For we
can never apprehend an Erlebnis as a living consequence of
that nature which is ours. The overflow of our comsciousness
progressively constitutes that nature, but it remains always be~
hind us and it dwells in us as the permanent object of our
retrospective comprehension. It is in so far as this pature is
a demand without being a recourse that it is apprehended
in anguish.

In anguish freedom is anguished before itself inasmuch as
it is instigated and bound by nothing. Someone will say,
freedom has just been defined as a permanent structure of the
human being; if anguish manifests it, then anguish ought to
be a permanent state of my affectivity. But, on the contrary,
it is completely exceptional. How can we explain the rarity
of the phenomenon of anguish?

We must note first of all that the most common situations
of our life, those in which we apprebend our possibilities as
such by means of actively realizing them, do not manifest
. themselves to us through anguish because their very structure
excludes anguished apprehension. Anguish in fact is the rec-
. ognition of a possibility as my possibility; that is, it is con-
- stituted when consciousness sees itself cut from its essence by
i nothingness or separated from the future by its very freedom.
I This means that a nihilating nothing removes from me all
E excuse and that at the same time what I project as my future
' being is always nihilated and reduced to the rank of simple
possibility because the future which I am remains out of my
reach. But we ought to remark that in these various
instances we have to do with a temporal form where I await
myself in the future, where I “make an appointment with
- myself on the other side of that hour, of that day, or of that
. month.” Anguish is the fear of not finding myself at that ap-
I pointment, of no longer even wishing to bring myself there.
{ But I can also find myself engaged in acts which reveal my
¢ possibilities to me at the very instant when they are realized.
In lighting this cigarette I learn my concrete possibility, or if
you prefer, my desire of smoking. It is by the very act of
drawing toward me this paper and this pen that I give to my-
 self as my most immediate possibility the act of working at
E this book; there I am engaged, and I discover it at the very
I moment when I am already throwing myself into it. At that in-
L stant, to be sure, it remains my possibility, since I can at each
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instant turn myself away from my work, push away the note-
book, put the cap on my fountain pen. But this possibility of
interrupting the action is rejected on a second level by the
fact that the action which discovers itself to me through my
act tends to crystallize as a transcendent, relatively independent
form. The consciousness of man in action is non-reflective
consciousness. It is consciousness of something, and the tran-
scendent which discloses itself to this consciousness is of a
particular nature; it is a structure of exigency in the world,
and the world correlatively discloses in it complex relations of
instrumentality. In the act of tracing the letters which I am
writing. the whole sentence, still unachieved, is revealed as a
passive exigency to be written. It is the very meaning of the
letters which I form, and its appeal is not put into question,
precisely because I can not write the words without transcend-
ing them toward the sentence and because I discover it as the
necessary condition for the meaning of the words which I am
writing. At the same time in the very framework of the act an
indicative complex of instruments reveals itself and organizes
itself (pen-ink-paper-lines-margin, etc.), a complex which can
not be apprehended for itself but which rises in the heart of
the transcendence which discloses to me as a passive exigency
the sentence to be written. Thus in the quasi-generality of
everyday acts, I am engaged, 1 have ventured, and I discover
my possibilities by realizing them and in the very act of realiz-
ing them as exigencies, urgencies, instrumentalities.

Of course in every act of this kind, there remains the possi-
bility of putting this act into question—in so far as it refers
to more distant, more essential ends—as to its ultimate
meanings and my essential possibilities, For example, the
sentence which I write is the meaning of the letters which
I trace, but the whole work which I wish to produce is the
meaning of the sentence. And this work is a possibility in
connection with which I can feel anguish: it is truly my possi-
bility, and I do not know whether I will continue it tomor-
row; tomorrow in relation to it my freedom can exercise
its nihilating power. But that anguish implies the apprehension
of the work as such as my possibility. I must place myself
directly opposite it and realize my relation to it. This means
that I ought not only to raise with reference to it objective
questions such as, “Is it necessary to write this work?” for
these questions refer me simply to wider objective significa-
tions, such as, “Is it opportune to write it at this moment?
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Isn’t this just a repetition of another such book? Is its material
of sufficient interest? Has it been sufficiently thought through?”
etc.—all sigpifications which remain transcendent and give
themselves as a multitude of exigencies in the wox.'ld.

In order for my freedom to be anguished in connection
with the book which I am writing, this book must appear in
its relation with me. On the one hand, I must discover my
essence as what I have been—I have been “wanting to write
this book,” 1 have conceived it, I have believed that it would
be interesting to write it, and I have constituted mysglf in
such a way that it is not possible to understand me without
taking into account the fact that this book has beetn my essen-
tial possibility. On the other hand, I must d1§covet the
nothingness which separates my freedom from this essence:
I have been “wanting to write,” but nothing, not even wh}t
I bave been, can compel me to write it. Finally, I must dis-
cover the nothingness which separates me from what I shall
be: I discover that the permanent possibility of aban@gning
the book is the very condition of the possibility of writing it
and the very meaning of my freedom. It is necessary that in
the very constitution of the book as my possibility, I appre-
hend my freedom as being the possible destroyer in the pres-
ent and in the future of what I am. That is, I must place
myself on the plane of reflection. So long as I remain on the
plane of action, the book to be written is only the distant .and
presupposed meaning of the act which reveals my posslbihtit:.s
to me. The book is only the implication of the action; it is
not made an object and posited for itself; it does not “ra.fse
the question”™; it is conceived neither as necessary por contin-
gent. It is only the permanent, remote meaning in terms of
which I can understand what I am writing in the present,
and hence, it is conceived as being; that is, only by positgng
the book as the existing basis on which my present,
sentence emerges, can 1 confer a determined meaning upon
my sentence.

Now at each instant we are thrust into the world and en-
gaged there. This means that we act before positing our possi-
bilities and that these possibilities which are disclosed as
realized or in process of being realized refer to meanings
which necessitate special acts in order to be put into question.
The alarm which rings in the morning refers to the possibility
of my going to work, which is ny possibility. But to appre-
hend the summons of the alarm as a summons is to get up.
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Therefore the very act of getting up is reassuring, for it eludes
the question, “Is work my possibility?” Consequently it does
not put me in a position to apprehend the possibility of
quietism, of refusing to work, and finally the possibility of
refusing the world and the possibility of death. In short, to
the extent that I apprehend the meaning of the ringing, I am
already up at its summons; this apprehension guarantees me
against the anguished intuition that it is I who confer on the
alarm clock its exigency—I and I alone.

In the same way, what we might call everyday morality is
exclusive of ethical anguish. There is ethical anguish when I
consider myself in my original relation to values. Values in
actuality are demands which lay claim to a foundation. But
this foundation can in no way be being, for every value which
would base its ideal nature on its being would thereby cease
even to be a value and would realize the heteronomy of my
will. Value derives its being from its exigency and not its
exigency from its being. It does not deliver itself to a contem-
plative intuition which would apprehend it as being value
and thereby would remove from it its right over my freedom.
On the contrary, it can be revealed only to an active freedom
which makes it exist as value by the sole fact of recognizing it
as such. It follows that my freedom is the unique foundation
of values and that nothing, absolutely nothing, justifies me in
adopting this or that particular value, this or that particular
scale of values. As a being by whom values exist, I am un-
justifiable. My freedom is anguished at being the founda-
tion of values while itself without foundation. It is anguished
in addition because values, due to the fact that they are essen-
tially revealed to a freedom, can not disclose themselves
without being at the same time “put into question,” for the
posssibility of overturning the scale of values appears com-
plementarily as my possibility. It is anguish before values
which is the recognition of the ideality of values.

Ordinarily, however, my attitude with respect to values is
eminently reassuring. In fact I am engaged in a world of
values. The anguished apperception of values as sustained in
being by my freedom is a secondary and mediated phenome-
non. The immediate is the world with its urgency; and in this
world where I engage myself, my acts cause values to spring
up like partridges. My indignation has given to me the nega-
tive value “baseness,” my admiration has given the positive
value “grandeur.” Above all my obedience to a multitude of
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tabus, which is real, reveals these tabus to me as existing in
fact. The bourgeois who call themselves “respectable citizens”
do not become respectable as the result of contemplating
moral values. Rather from the moment of their arising in the
world they are thrown into a pattern of behavior the meaning
of which is respectability. Thus respectability acquires a being;
it is not put into question. Values are sown on my path
as thousands of little real demands, like the signs which order
us to keep off the grass.

Thus in what we shall call the world of the immediate,
which delivers itself to our unreflective consciousness, we do
not first appear to ourselves, to be thrown subsequently into
enterprises. OQur being is immediately “in situation”; that is,
it arises in enterprises and knows itself first in so far as it is
reflected in those enterprises. We discover ourselves then in a
world peopled with demands, in the heart of projects “in the
course of realization.” I write. I am going to smoke. I have
an appointment this evening with Pierre. I must not forget
to reply to Simon. I do not have the right to conceal the truth
any longer from Claude. All these trivial passive expectations
of the real, all these commonplace, everyday values, derive
their meaning from an original projection of myself which
stz_mds as my choice of myself in the world. But to be exact,
this projection of myself toward an original possibility, which
causes the existence of values, appeals, expectations, and in
gener:ﬂ a world, appears to me only beyond the world as the
meaning and the abstract, logical signification of my enter-
prises. For the rest, there exist concretely alarm clocks, sign-
boarc_ls, tax forms, policemen, so many guard rails against
anguish. But as soon as the enterprise is held at a distance
fron_l me, as soon as I am referred to myself because I must
await myself in the future, then I discover myself suddenly
as the one who gives its meaning to the alarm clock, the one
who by a signboard forbids himself to walk on a flower bed
or on the lawn, the one from whom the boss’s order borrows
its _urgency, thq one who decides the interest of the book
which he is writing, the one finally who makes the values
exist in order to determine his action by their demands. I
emerge alone and in anguish confronting the unique and

¢ original project which constitutes my being; all the barriers,

all the guard rails collapse, nihilated by the consciousness of

: my freed(?m. I do not have nor can I have recourse to any
] value against the fact that it is I who sustain values in being.
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Nothing can ensure me against myself, cut off from the world
and from my essence by this nothingness which I am. I have
to realize the meaning of the world and of my essence; I
make my decision concerning them—without justification
and without excuse.

Anguish then is the reflective apprehension of freedom by
itself. In this sense it is mediation, for although it is immedi-
ate consciousness of itself, it arises from the negation of the
appeals of the world. It appears at the moment that I disen-
gage myself from the world where I bhad been engaged—in
order to apprehend myself as a consciousness which possesses
a pre-ontological comprehension of its essence and a pre-
judicative sense of its possibilities. Anguish is opposed to the
mind of the serious man who apprehends values in terms of
the world and who resides in the reassuring, materialistic
substantiation of values. In the serious mood 1 define myself
in terms of the object by pushing aside a priori as impossible
all enterprises in which I am not engaged at the moment;
the meaning which my freedom has given to the world, I ap-

prehend as coming from the world and constituting my ob-
ligations. In angnish I apprehend myself at once as totally free 1
and as not being able to derive the meaning of the world ex- |

cept as coming from myself.

We should not however conclude that being brought on }
to the reflective plane and envisaging one’s distant or imme- ;
diate possibilities suffice to apprehend oneself in pure an- }
guish. In each instance of reflection anguish is born as a 7§
structure of the reflective consciousness in so far as the latter
considers consciousness as an object of reflection; but it still 1
remains possible for me to maintain various types of conduct |
with respect to my own anguish—in particular, patterns of |
flight. Everything takes place, in fact, as if our essential and |
immediate behavior with respect to anguish is flight. Psycho-

logical determinism, before being a theoretical conception,

first an attitude of excuse, or if you prefer, the basis of all

attitudes of excuse, It is reflective conduct with respect

anguish; it asserts that there are within us antagonistic forces
whose type of existence is comparable to that of things. It
attempts to fill the void which encircles us, to re-establish the!
links between past and present, between present and future,

It provides us with a nature productive of our acts, and th

very acts it makes transcendent; it assigns to them a founda-;

tion in something other than themselves by endowing th
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with an inertia and externality eminently reassuring because
they constitute a permanent game of excuses. Psychological
determinism denies that transcendence of human reality
which makes it emerge in anguish beyond its own essence. At
the same time by reducing us to never being anything but
what we are, it reintroduces in us the absolute positivity of
Eejng—in-itself and thereby reinstates us at the heart of
eing.

But this determinism, a reflective defense against anguish,
is not given as a reflective intuition. It avails nothing against
the evidence of freedom; hence it is given as a faith to take
refuge in, as the ideal end toward which we can flee to escape
anguish. That is made evident on the philosophical plane by
the fact that deterministic psychologists do not claim to
found their thesis on the pure givens of introspection. They
present it as a satisfying hypothesis, the value of which comes
from the fact that it accounts for the facts—or as a necessary
postulate for establishing all psychology. They admit the ex-
istence of an immediate consciousness of freedom, which their
opponents hold up against them under the name of “proof
by intuition of the inner sense.” They merely focus the debate
on_ the value of this inner revelation. Thus the intuition
which causes us to apprehend ourselves as the original cause
¢ of our states and our acts has been discussed by nobody. It is
. within the reach of each of us to try to mediate an-
© guish by rising above it and by judging it as an illusion due
£ to the mistaken belief that we are the real causes of our acts.
. The problem which presents itself then is that of the degree
* of faith in this mediation. Is an anguish placed under judg-
' ment a disarmed anguish? Evidently not. However here a new
1 phenpmenon is born, a process of “distraction” in relation to
anguish which, once again, supposes within it a nihilating
i power.
¢ By itself determinism would not suffice to establish dis-
| traction since determinism is only a postulate or an hypothesis.
] ‘I:hls process of detachment is a more complete activity of
 flight which operates on the very level of reflection. It is first
an attempt at distraction in relation to the possibles opposed

my possible. When I constitute myself as the compre-
'pensmn of a possible as my possible, I must recognize its ex-
| istence at the end of my project and apprehend it as myself,
 awaiting me down there in the future and separated from me
. by a nothingness. In this sense I apprehend myself as the
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original source of my possibility, and it is this which ordinar-
ily we call the consciousness of freedom. It is this structure
of consciousness and this alone that the proponents of free
will have in mind when they speak of the intuition of the
inner sense. But it happens that I force myself at the same
time to be distracted from the constitution of other possibili-
ties which contradict my possibility, In truth I can not avoid
positing their existence by the same movement which gener-
ates the chosen possibility as mine. I can not help constituting
them as living possibilities; that is, as having the possibility
of becoming my possibilities. But I force myself to see ther'n
as endowed with a transcendent, purely logical being, in
short, as things. If on the reflective plane I envisage the
possibility of writing this book as my possibility, then.be-
tween this possibility and my consciousness I cause a nothing-
ness of being to arise which constitutes the writing of the book
as a possibility and which I apprehend precisel){ in the per-
manent possibility that the possibility of not writing the book
is my possibility. But I attempt to place myself on the othr
side of the possibility of not writing it as I might do with
respect to an observable object, and I let myself be pene-
trated with what I wish to see there; I try to apprehend the
possibility of not writing as needing to be mentioned merely
as a reminder, as not concerning me. It must be an external
possibility in relation to me, like movement in relation to the
motionless billiard ball. If I could succeed in this, the possi-
bilities hostile to my possibility would be constituted as logical
entities and would lose their effectiveness. They woqld no
longer be threatening since they would be “outsu’iers. ’
since they would surround my possible as purely conceivable
eventualities; that is, fundamentally, conceivable by another
or as possibles of another who mighs find -hi'm'self in {he same
situation. They would belong to the objective situation as a
transcendent structure, or if you prefer (to utilize Heidegger’s
terminology)—1I shall write this book but anybody could
also not write it. Thus I should hide from myself the facg ;hat
the possibles are myself and that they are immanent condm_ons
of the possibility of my possible. They.woul‘d preserve just
enough being to preserve for my possxb}e its character as
gratuitous, as a free possibility for a free being, but they would
be disarmed of their threatening character. They would not
interest me; the chosen possible would appear—due to is

selection—as. my only concrete possible, and consequently
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the nothingness which separates me from it and which actually
confers on it its possibility would collapse.

But flight before anguish is not only an effort at distraction
before the future; it attempts also to disarm the past of its
threat. What I attempt to flee here is my very transcendence
in so far as it sustains and surpasses my essence. I assert that
I am my essence in the mode of being of the in-itself. At
the same time I always refuse to consider that essence as
being historically constituted and as implying my action as a
circle implies its properties. I apprehend it, or at least I try to
apprehend it as the original beginning of my possible, and I
do not admit at all that it has in itself a beginning. I assert
then that an act is free when it exactly reflects my essence.
However, this freedom which would disturb me if it were
freedom before myself, I attempt to bring back to the heart
of my essence—i.e., of my self. It is a matter of envisaging
the self as a little God which inhabits me and which possesses
my freedom as a metaphysical virtue. It would be no longer
my being which would be free qua being but my Self which
would be free in the heart of my consciousness. It is a fiction
eminently reassuring since freedom has been driven down into
the heart of an opaque being; to the extent that my essence
is not translucency, that it is transcendent in immanence,
freedom would become one of its properties. In short, it is a
matter of apprehending my freedom in my self as the free-
dom of another.?® We see the principal themes of this fiction:
My self becomes the origin of its acts as the other of his,
by virtue of a personality already constituted. To be sure,
he (the self) lives and transforms himself; we will admit
even that each of his acts can contribute to transforming
him. But these harmonious, continued transformations are
conceived on a biological order. They resemble those which
I can establish in my friend Pierre when I see him after a
separation. Bergson expressly satisfied these demands for re-
assurance when he conceived his theory of the profound self
which endures and organizes itself, which is constantly con-
temporary with the consciousness which I have of it and which
can ngt_be surpassed by consciousness, which is found at
the origin of my acts not as a cataclysmic power but as a
father.begets his children, in such a way that the act without
following from the essence as a strict consequence, without

f even being foreseeable, enters into a reassuring relation with

* Cf. Part Three, Chapter One.
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it, a family resemblance. The act goes farther than the self b}lt
along the same road; it preserves, to be sure, a certain ir-
reducibility, but we recognize ourselves in it, and we find
ourselves in it as a father can recognize himself and find
himself in the son who continues his work. Thus by a
projection of freedom—which we apprehend in ourselves—
into a psychic object which is the self, Bergson has contribut-
ed to disguise our anguish, but it is at the expense of con-
sciousness itself. What he has established and described in
this manner is not our freedom as it appears to itself; it is
the freedom of the Other.

Such then is the totality of processes by which we try to
hide anguish from ourselves; we apprehend our particular
possible by avoiding considering all other possibles, which we
make the possibles of an undifferentiated Other. The chosen
possible we do not wish to see as sustained in being by a pure
nihilating freedom, and so we attempt to apprehend it as
engendered by an object already constituted, which is no
other than our self, envisaged and described as if it were
another person. We should like to preserve from the original
intuition what it reveals to us as our independence and our
responsibility but we tone down all the original nihilation in
it; moreover we are always ready to take refuge in a belief
in determinism if this freedom weighs upon us or if we need
an excuse. Thus we flee from anguish by attempting to ap-
prehend ourselves from without as an Other or as a thing.
What we are accustomed to call a revelation of the inner sense
or an original intuition of our freedom containg nothing
original; jt is an already constructed process, expressly de-
signed to hide from ourselves anguish, the veritable *imme-
diate given” of our freedom,

Do these various constructions succeed in stifling or hid-
ing our anguish? It is certain that we can not overcome an-
guish, for we are anguish. As for veiling it, aside from the
fact that the very nature of consciousness and its translucency
forbid us to take the expression literally, we must note the
particular type of behavior which it indicates, We can hide an
external object because it exists independently of us. For
the same reason we can turn our look or our attention away
from it—that is, very simply, fix our eyes on some other
object; henceforth each reality—mine and that of the object—
resumes its own life, and the accidental relation which united
consciousness to the thing disappears without thereby altering
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either existence. But if I am what I wish to veil, the question
takes on quite another aspect. I can in fact wish “not to see”
a certain aspect of my being only if I am acquainted with the
aspect which I do not wish to see. This means that in my
being I must indicate this aspect in order to be able to turn
myself away from it; better yet, I must think of it constantly
in order to take care not to think of it. In this connection it
must be understood not only that I must of necessity perpetu-
ally carry within me what I wish to flee but also that I must
aim at the object of my flight in order to flee it. This means
that anguish, the intentional aim of anguish, and a flight
from anguish toward reassuring myths must all be given in
the unity of the same consciousness. In a word, I flee in order
not to know, but I can not avoid knowing that I am fleeing;
and the flight from anguish is only a mode of becoming
conscious of anguish. Thus anguish, properly speaking, can be
neither hidden nor avoided.

Yet to flee anguish and to be anguish can not be exactly
the same thing. If I am my anguish in order to flee it, that
presupposes that I can decenter myself in relation to what I
am, that I can be anguish in the form of “not-being it,”
that I can dispose of a nihilating power at the heart of an-
guish itself. This nihilating power nihilates anguish in so far
as I flee it and nihilates itself in so far as I am anguish in
order to flee it. This attitude is what we call bad faith. There
is then no question of expelling anguish from consciousness
nor of constituting it in an unconscious psychic phenomenon;
very simply I can make myself guilty of bad faith while ap-
prehending the anguish which I am, and this bad faith, in-
tended to fill up the nothingness which I am in my relation to
myself, precisely implies the nothingness which it suppresses.

We are now at the end of our first description. The exam-
ination of the negation can not lead us farther. It has re-
vealed to us the existence of a particular type of conduct:
conduct in the face of non-being, which supposes a special
transcendence needing separate study. We find ourselves then
in the presence of two human ekstases: the ekstasis which
thrpws us into being-in-itself and the ekstasis which engages
us in non-being. It seems that our original problem, which con-
cerned only the relations of man to being, is now consider-

¢ ably complicated. But in pushing our analysis of transcen-

dence toward non-being to its conclusion, it is possible for us
to get valuable information for the understanding of al! tran-

P
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scendence. Furthermore the problem of nothingness can not
be excluded from our inquiry. If man adopts any particular
behavior in the face of being-in-itself—and our philosophical
question is a type of such behavior—it is because he is
not this being. We rediscover non-being as a condition of
the transcendence toward being. We must then catch hold
of the problem of nothingness and not let it go before its
complete elucidation.

However the examination of the question and of the nega-
tion has given us all that it can. We have been referred by it
to empirical freedom as the nihilation of man in the heart

of temporality and as the necessary condition for the tran- |

scending apprehension of négatités. It remains to found this

empirical freedom. It can not be both the original nihilation |
and the ground of all nihilation. Actually it contributes to -
constituting transcendences in immanence which condition all
negative transcendences. But the very fact that the tran- |
scendences of empirical freedom are constituted in immanence
as transcendences shows us that we are dealing with secondary

nihilations which suppose the existence of an original nothing-

ness. They are only a stage in the analytical regression which §
leads us from the examples of transcendence called “négatités”
to the being which is its own nothingness. Evidently it is !
necessary to find the foundation of all negation in a nihilation |
which is exercised in the very heart of immanence; in absolute
immanence, in the pure subjectivity of the instantaneous cogito |
we must discover the original act by which man is to himself 3
his own nothingness. What must be the nature of conscious- |
ness in order that man in consciousness and in terms of con- }

sciousness should arise in the world as the being who is his

own nothingness and by whom nothingness comes into the 1

world?

We seem to lack here the instrument to permit us to re- |
solve this new problem; negation directly engages only free- 7}
dom. We must find in freedom itself the conduct which will 1
permit us to push further. Now this conduct, which will lead
us to the threshold of immanence and which remains still }

sufficiently objective so that we can objectively disengage its

conditions of possibility—this we have already encountered. ;

Have we not remarked earlier that in bad faith, we are an-

guish-in-order-to-flee-anguish within the unity of a single con- |
sciousness? If bad faith is to be possible, we should be able
within the same consciousness to meet with the unity of being |
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and non-being—the being-in-order-not-to-be. Bad faith is
going to be the next object of our investigation. For man to
be able to question, he must be capable of being his own
nothingness; that is, he can be at the origin of non-being in
being only if his being—in himself and by himself—is para-
lyzed with nothingness. Thus the transcendences of past and
future appear in the temporal being of human reality. But bad
faith is instantaneous. What then are we to say that conscious-
ness must be in the instantaneity of the pre-reflective
cogito—if the human being is to be capable of bad faith?



