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No; it is as a No that the slave first apprehends the mas-
ter, or that the prisoner who is trying to escape sees the
guard who is watching him. There are even men (e.g., care-,
takers, overseers, gaolers), whose social reality is uniquely
. that of the No, who will live and die, having forever been
L only a No upon the earth, Others, so as to make the No a
part of their very subjectivity, establish their human per-
¢ sonality as a perpetual negation. This is the meaning and
. function of what Scheler calls “the man of resentment”—
{ in reality, the No. But there exist more subtle behaviors,
. the description of which will lead us further into the ine
b wardness of consciousness. Irony is one of these. In irony a
. man annihilates what he posits within one and the same
. act; he leads us to believe in order not to be believed; he
. affirms to deny and denies to affirm; he creates a positive ob-
L ject but it has no being other than its nothingness, Thus
 attitudes of negation toward the self permit us to raise a
© new question: What are we to say is the being of man who
| has the possibility of denying himself? But it is out of the
b question to discuss the attitude of “seif-negation” in its uni-
b versality. The kinds of behavior which can be ranked under
p this heading are too diverse; we risk retaining only the ab-
. stract form of them. It is best to choose and to examine one
determined attitude which is essential to human reality and
- which is such that consciousness instead of directing its ne-
gation outward turns it toward itself. This attitude, it seems
' to mwe, is bad faith (mauvaise foi).
- Frequently this is identified with falsehood. We say in-
L differently of a person that he shows signs of bad faith or
| that he lies to himself. We shall willingly grant that bad
j faith is a lie to oneself, on condition that we distinguish
the lie to oneself from lying in general. Lying is a negative
e attitude, we will agree to that. But this negation does not
b bear on consciousness itself; it aims only at the transcendent,
. The essence of the lie implies in fact that the liar actually
is in complete possession of the truth which he is hiding.
L A man does not lie about what he is ignorant of; he does
i not lie when he spreads an error of which he himself is the
i dupe; he does not lie when he is mistaken, The ideal descrip-
| tion of the liar would be a cynical consciousness, affirming
| truth within himself, denying it in his words, and denying
| that negation as such. Now this doubly negative attitude
. rests on the transcendent; the fact expressed is transcendent

CHAPTER TWO

Bad Faith

1. BAD FAITH AND FALSEHOOD

THE human being is not only the being by whom négatités
are disclosed in the world; he is also the one who can take
negative attitudes with respect to himself. In our Introduc- ]
tion we defined consciousness as “a being such that in its ,
being, its being is in question in so far as this being lml?he;
a being other than itself.” But now that we have examing
the meaning of “the question,” we can at present also wnt«; |
the formula thus: “Consciousness is a being, the nature of |
which is to be conscious of the nothingness of its bemg.
In 2 prohibition or a veto, for exam?le, the.hurpan being §
denies a future transcendence. But this negation is not ex- |
plicative. My consciousness is not restricted to envisioning "
a négatité. 1t constitutes itself in its own flesh as the.mhlla-
tion of a possibility which another humqn 1:ea11ty projects as :
its possibility. For that reason it must arise in the world as a ]
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since it does not exist, and the original negation rests on a
truth; that is, on a particular type of transcendence. As for
the inner pegation which I effect correlatively with the affir-
mation for myself of the truth, this rests on words; that is, on
an event in the world. Furthermore the inner disposition of
the liar is positive; it could be the object of an affirmative
judgment, The liar intends to deceive and he does not seek
to hide this intention from himself nor to disguise the trans-
lucency of consciousness; on the contrary, he has recourse 1o
it when there is a question of deciding secondary behavior.
It explicitly exercises a regulatory control over all attitudes.
As for his flaunted intention of telling the truth (“I'd never

want to deceive you! This is true! I swear it!”)—all this, |
of course, is the object of am inner negation, but also it |
is not recognized by the liar as his intention. It is played,

imitated, it is the intention of the character which he plays

in the eyes of his questioner, but this character, precisely |
because he does not exist, is a transcendent. Thus the lie |}
does not put into the play the inner structure of present |
consciousness; all the negations which constitute it bear
on objects which by this fact are removed from conscious- |
ness. The lie then does not require special ontological founda- }
tion, and the explanations which the existence of negation |
in general requires are valid without change in the case of |
deceit. Of course we have described the ideal lie; doubtless §
it happens often enough that the liar is more or less the |
victim of his lie, that he half persuades himself of it. But |
these common, popular forms of the lie are also degenerate |
aspects of it; they represent intermediaries between false- |
hood and bad faith, The lie is a behavior of transcendence. }

The lie is also a normal phenomenon of what Heidegger |
calls the “mit-sein.”* It presupposes my existence, the ex- §
istence of the Other, my existence for the Other, and the ;
existence of the Other for me. Thus there is no difficulty }
in holding that the liar must make the project of the lie in |
entire clarity and that he must possess a complete compre- §
hension of the lie and of the truth which he is altering. It !
is sufficient that an over-all opacity hide his intentions from |
the Other; it is sufficient that the Other can take the lie |
for truth. By the lie consciousness affirms that it exists by |
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profit the ontological duality of myself and myself in the
eyes of the Other,

The situation can not be the same for bad faith if this, as
we have said, is indeed a lie to oneself. To be sure, the one
who practices bad faith is hiding a displeasing truth or pre-
senting as truth a pleasing untruth. Bad fsith then has in
appearance the structure of falsehood. Only what changes
everything is the fact that in bad faith it is from myself
that I am hiding the truth. Thus the duality of the deceiver
and ﬂ}e deceived does not exist here. Bad faith on the con-
trary implies in essence the unity of a single consciousness.
This does not mean that it can not be conditioned by the
mit-sein like all other phenomena of human reality, but the
mit-sein can call forth bad faith only by presenting itself
as a situation which bad faith permits surpassing; bad faith
does not come from outside to human reality, One does not
undergo his bad faith; one is not infected with it; it is not
& state. But consciousness affects itself with bad faith.
Thbere must be an original intention and a project of bad
faith; this project implies a comprehension of bad faith as
such and a pre-reflective apprehension (of) consciousness as
affecting itself with bad faith. It follows first that the one to

f  whom the lie is told and the one who lies are one and the

same person, which means that I must know in my capacity

¢ as deceiver the truth which is hidden from me in my capaci-
Ity as the one deceived. Better yet I must know the truth
;. very exactly in order to conceal it more carefully—and this
not at two different moments, which at a pinch would al-
IOV.I us to re-establish a semblance of duality—but in the
| unltary structure of a single project. How then can the lie
1 subsist if the duality which conditions it is suppressed?

To this difficulty is added another which is derived from

the total translucency of consciousness. That which affects
3 lt.self with bad feith must be conscious (of) its bad faith
i since the being of consciousness is consciousness of being.
¥ It appears then that T must be in good faith, at least to the
extent that I am conscious of my bad faith. But then this
] who!g, psychic system is annihilated. We must agree in fact
b that if I deliberately and cynically attempt to lie to myself,
f I fail completely in this undertaking; the lie falls back and

- collapses b_eneath my look; it is ruined from behind by the
| very consciousness of l_ying to myself which pitilessly con-
; stitutes jtself well within my project as its very condition.

pature as hidden from the Other; it utilizes for its own |
1Tr. A “being-with” others in the world, '
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We have here an evanescent phenomenon which exists only 3 express, to the blocki AITH
in and through its own differentiation. To be sure, these ¥ ceives himself abockm
phenomena are frequent and we shail see that there is in : out
fact an *“evanescence” of bad faith, which, it is evident,
vacillates continually between good faith and cynicism: Even 4 . !
though the existence of bad faith is very precarious, and 1 By the distinct; titution which .
though it belongs to the kind of psychic structures which % Ction
we might call metastable,? it presents nonetheless an au-
tonomous and durable form. It can even be the normal |
aspect of life for a very great number of people. A person |
can live in bad faith, which does not mean that he does not
have abrupt awakenings to cynicism or to good faith, but {
which implies a constant and particular style of life. Our |
embarrassment then appears extreme since we can neither
reject nor comprehend bad faith. ;
To escape from these difficulties people gladly have re- |
course to the unconscious. In the psychoanalytical interpre- j
tation, for example, they use the hypothesis of a censor, |
conceived as a line of demarcation with customs, passport j
division, currency control, efc., to re-establish the duality of §
the deceiver and the deceived. Here instinct or, if you pre- 4
fer, original drives and complexes of drives constituted by:
our individual history, make up reality. It is neither true; od
nor false since it does not exist for itself. 1t simply is, ex-} DS complex. The impulse toward
actly like this table, which is neither true nor false in itself| :
but simply real. As for the conscious symbols of the inwj
stinct, this interpretation takes them not for appearances b agmati B )
for real psychic facts. Fear, forgetting, dreams exist really B oohi s POt of view it
in the capacity of concrete facts of consciousness in the samd ’ i
way as the words and the attitudes of the liar are concretgy
really existing patterns of behavior. The subject has the
same relation to these phenomena as the deceived to th
behavior of the deceiver. He establishes them in their ‘
ality and must interpret them. There is a truth in the of brough the mediati
tivities of the deceiver; if the deceived could reattach theg
to the situation where the deceiver establishes himself af
to his project of the lie, they would become integral pas
of truth, by virtue of being lying conduct. Similarly there;
a truth in the symbolic acts; it is what the psychoanaly
discovers when he reattaches them to the historical situatl§
of the patient, to the unconscious complexes which
2Tr. Sartre’s own word, meaning subject to sudden changes or

hd og intuition,
. a0stract schemes and

- v rul
mits, whether they are obt
B the cooperation of at
4 Certainty which intuition
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ply the always increasing probability of scientific hypothese§.
The hypothesis of the Oedipus complex, like the atomic
theory, is nothing but an “experimental idea”™; as Pierce
said, it is not to be distinguished from the totality of ex-
periences which it allows to be realized and the results which
it enables us to foresee. Thus psychoanalysis substitutes for
! the notion of bad faith, the idea of a lie without a liar; it
| allows me to understand how it is possible for me to be lied
5 to without lying to myself since it places me in the same re-
lation to myself that the Other is in respect to me; it replaces

the duality of the deceiver and the deceived, the essential
condition of the lie, by that of the “id” and the “ego.” It
introduces into my subjectivity the deepest intersubjective
structure of the mit-sein. Can this explanation satisfy us?
Considered more closely the psychoanalytic theory is not

as simple as it first appears. It is not accurate to hold that

the “id” is presented as a thing in relation to the hypothesis

of the psychoanalyst, for a thing is indifferent to the con-
jectures which we make concerning it, while the “id" on the
contrary is sensitive to them when we approach the truth.
Freud in fact reports resistance when at the end of the first
period the doctor is approaching the truth. This resistance

is objective behavior apprehended from without: the patient
shows defiance, refuses to speak, gives fantastic accounts of

his dreams, sometimes even removes himself completely from

the psychoanalytic treatment. It is a fair question to ask what

part of himself can thus resist. It can not be the “Ego,” en-
visaged as a psychic totality of the facts of consciousness;

this could not suspect that the psychiatrist is approaching

the end since the ego’s relation to the meaning of its own
reactions is exactly like that of the psychiatrist himself. At

the very most it is possible for the ego to appreciate objec~
tively the degree of probability in the hypotheses set forth,

as a witness of the psychoanalysis might be able to do, ac-
cording to the number of subjective facts which they ex-
plain. Furthermore, this probability would appear to the ego

to border on certainty, which he could not take offense at

since most of the time it is he who by a conscious decision |

is in pursuit of the psychoanalytic therapy. Are we to say

that the patient is disturbed by the daily revelations which §

the psychoanalyst makes to him and that he seeks to remove

himself, at the same time pretending in his own eyes to 1
wish to continue the treatment? In this case it is no longer |
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¥ possible to resort to the unconscious to explain bad faith;
. it is there in full consciousness, with all its contradictions.
. But this is not the way that the psychoanalyst means to
¢ explain this resistance; for him it is secret and deep, it comes
: f{rom afar; it has its roots in the very thing which the psy-
- choanalyst is trying to make clear.

1 _Furthermore it is equally impossible to explain the re-
; sistance as emanating from the complex which the psycho-
i analyst wishes to bring to light. The complex as such is
rather the collaborator of the psychoanalyst since it aims at
E expressing itself in clear consciousness, since it plays tricks
| on the censor and seeks to elude it. The only level on which
i we can Jocate the refusal of the subject is that of the censor.
f It alone can comprehend the questions or the revelations of
. the psychoanalyst as approaching more or less near to the
i real drives which it strives to repress—it alome because it
alone knows what it is repressing.

y If we reject the language and the materialistic mythology
: of psy_choanalysis, we perceive that the censor in order to
. apply its activity with discernment must know what it is re-
. pressing. In fact if we abandon all the metaphors represent-
- ing the repression as the impact of blind forces, we are com-
i pelled to admit that the censor must choose and in order to
3 choose- must be aware of so doing. How could it happen
] otherwise that the censor allows lawful sexual impulses to
| pass through, that it permits needs (hunger, thirst, sleep)
E to be' expressed in clear consciousness? And how are we to
: fexplgm that it can relax its surveillance, that it can even be
| deceived by the disguises of the instinct? But it is not suffi-
j cient that it discern the condemned drives; it must also ap-
L prehend them as 10 be repressed, which implies in it at the
 very least an awareness of its activity. In a word, how could
 the censor discern the impulses meeding to be repressed
 without being conscious of discerning them? How can we
 conceive of a knowledge which is ignorant of itself? To
L know is to know that one knows, said Alain. Let us say
,ntl_ler: All knowing is consciousness of knowing, Thus the
presistance of the patient implies on the level of the censor
;a'n awareness of the thing repressed as such, a comprehen-
gsion of the end toward which the questions of the psycho-
analyst are leading, and an act of synthetic connection by
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ous operations in their turn imply that the censor is cone |

scious (of) itself. But what type of se!f-consciousness can
the censor have? It must be the consciousness (of) being

conscious of the drive to be repressed, but precisely in order |

not to be conscious of it. What does this mean if not that the
censor is in bad faith?

Psychoanalysis has not gained anything for us since in |
order to overcome bad faith, it has established betw'een the
unconscious and consciousness an autonomous COASCIOUSNESS |
in bad faith. The effort to establish a veritable duality and ]
even a trinity (Es, Ich, Ueberich expressing themsglves ‘:,
through the censor) has resulted in a mere verbal terminol- |
ogy. The very essence of the reflexive idea of hiding some-
thing from oneself implies the unity of one anq !.hc same |
psychic mechanism and consequently a double activity in the

heart of unity, tending on the one hand to maintain and

locate the thing to be concealed and on the other hand to
repress and disguise it. Each of the two aspects of this ac- |
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. che, Freud is obliged to imply everywhere a magic unity
¢ linking distant phenomena across obstacles, just as sympa-
I thetic magic unites the spellbound person and the wax image
- fashioned in his likeness. The unconscious drive (Trieb)
* through magic is endowed with the character “repressed” or
~ “condemned,” which completely pervades it, colors it, and
* magically provokes its symbolism. Similarly the conscious
phenomenon is entirely colored by its symbolic meaning al-
though it can not apprehend this meaning by itself in clear
. consciousness.

Aside from its inferiority in principle, the explanation by

i magic does not avoid the coexistence—on the level of the
I unconscious, on that of the censor, and on that of conscious-
I ness—of two contradictory, complementary structures which
E reciprocally imply and destroy each other. Proponents of the
- theory have hypostasized and “reified” bad faith; they have
f not escaped it. This is what has inspired a Viennese psy-
| chiatrist, Stekel, to depart from the psychoanalytical tradi-
b tion and to write in.La femme frigide:® “Every time that I

tivity is complementary to the other; that is, it implies the |
other in its being. By separating consciousness from the un- ;
conscious by means of the censor, psychoanalysis has ot |
succeeded in dissociating the two phases of the act, since |
the libido is a blind conatus toward conscious expression
and since the conscious phenomenon is a passive, fakeq re-
sult. Psychoanalysis has merely localized this double activity
of repulsion and attraction on the level of the censor.
Furthermore the problem still remains of accounting f.or
the unity of the total phenomenon (repression of the drive 1
which disguises itself and “passes” in symbolic fon'n), to'
establish comprehensible connections among its dlﬁe.ren.t
phases. How can the repressed drive “disguise itself” if it
does not include (1) the consciousness of being repressed,t
(2) the consciousness of having been pushed back becguge‘
it is what it is, (3) a project of disguise? No mec}mmsnc
theory of condensation or of transference can explain these
modifications by which the drive itself is affected, for
description of the process of disguise implies a veiled ap
peal to finality. And similarly how are we to account for
the pleasure or the anguish which accompanies t@e sym
bolic and conscious satisfaction of the drive if consciousness
does not include—beyond the censor—an obscure compre-
hension of the end to be attained as simtﬂtageously desir:
and forbidden? By rejecting the conscious unity of the p

. have been able to carry my investigations far enough, I have
¢ established that the crux of the psychosis was conscious.” In
b addition the cases which he reports in his work bear witness
to a pathological bad faith which the Freudian doctrine can
not account for. There is the question, for example, of wom-
t en whom marital infidelity has made frigid; that is, they
- succeed in hiding from themselves not complexes deeply
t sunk in half physiological darkness, but acts of conduct
} which are objectively discoverable, which they can not fail
to record at the moment when they perform them. Frequent-
ly in fact the husband reveals to Stekel that his wife has
given objective signs of pleasure, but the woman when ques-
tioned will fiercely deny them. Here we find a pattern of
distraction. Admissions which Stekel was able to draw out
inform us that these pathologically frigid women apply them-
lves to becoming distracted in advance from the pleasure

.which they dread; many for example at the time of the sex-
fual act, turn their thoughts away toward their daily occupa-

tions, make up their household accounts. Will anyone speak

of an unconscious here? Yet if the frigid woman thus dis-

tracts her consciousness from the pleasure which she experi-

ences, it is by no means cynically and in full agreement with

bherself; it is in order to prove to herself that she is frigid.

| ®Paris: Gallimard.
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We have in fact to deal with a phenomenon of bad faith |
since the efforts taken in order not to be present to the ex-
perienced pleasure imply the recognition that the pleasure 3
is experienced; they imply it in order to deny ir. But we }
are no longer on the ground of psychoanalysis. Thus on the
one hand the explanation by means of the unconscious, due
to the fact that it breaks the psychic unity, can not account |
for the facts which at first sight it appeared to explain. And
on the other hand, there exists an infinity of types of be- 1
havior in bad faith which explicitly reject this kind of ex- |
planation because their essence implies that they can appear |
only in the translucency of consciousness. We find that the |
problem which we had attempted to resolve is still un-}
touched. ‘

b to her sincere and respectful as the table is round or square,
 as the wall coloring is blue or gray. The qualities thus at-
tached to the person she is listening to are in this way fixed
'in a permanence like that of things, which is no other than
| the projection of the strict present of the qualities into the
¥ temporal flux. This is because she does not quite know what
| she wants. She is profoundly aware of the desire which she
I inspires, but the desire cruel and naked would humiliate and
E-borrify her. Yet she would find no charm in a respect which
» would be only respect. In order to satisfy her, there must be
L a feeling which is addressed wholly to her personality—i.e.,
i20 her full freedom—and which would be a recognition of
freedom. But at the same time this feeling must be
fwholly desire; that is, it must address itself to her body as
‘object. This time then she refuses to apprehend the desire
r what it is; she does not even give it a name; she recog-
mizes it only to the extent that it transcends itself toward
admiration, esteem, respect and that it is wholly absorbed
n the more refined forms which it produces, to the extent
of no longer figuring anymore as a sort of warmth and densi-
. But then suppose he takes her hand. This act of her
mpanion risks changing the situation by calling for an
nediate decision. To leave the hand there is to consent in

II. PATTERNS OF BAD FAITH

IF we wish to get out of this difficulty, we should examine
more closely the patterns of bad faith and attempt a de-}
scription of them. This description will permit us perhaps to}
fix more exactly the conditions for the possilziility t}c;f bad |
faith; that is, to reply to the question we raised at the out-j ! 1 to
set; *“What must bg t};w being %f man if he is to be capable’ erself to flirt, to engage herself. To withdraw it is to break
of bad faith?” 1 e troubled an }mstable harmony which gives the hour its
Take the example of a woman who has consented to go arm. The aim is to postpone the moment of decision as
out with a particular man for the first time. She knows veryJeong as possible. We know what happens next; the young
well the intentions which the man who is speaking to her proman leaves her hand there, but she does not notice that
cherishes regarding her. She knows also that it will be nec-Jilshe is leaving it. She does not notice because it happens by
essary sooner or later for her to make a decision. But shej ghance that she is at this moment all intellect. She draws
does not want to realize the urgency; she concerns herself] MEr companion up to the most lofty regions of sentimental
only with what is respectful and discreet in the attitude o ppeculation; she speaks of Life, of her life, she shows her-
her companion. She does not apprehend this conduct as ag peil in her essential aspect—a personality, a consciousness.
attempt to achieve what we call “the first approach”; And during this time the divorce of the body from the soul
is, she does not want to see possibilities of temporal dev accomplished; the hand rests inert between the warm
opment which his conduct presents. She restricts this be ands of her companion—neither consenting nor resisting
havior to what is in the present; she does not wish to rea —d thing. ) o . '
in the phrases which he addresses to her anything other tha We shall say that this woman is in bad faith. But we sece
their explicit meaning. If he says to her, “I find you so mmediately that she uses various procedures in order to
tractivel” she disarms this phrase of its sexual backgro paintain herself in this bad faith. She has disarmed the ac-
she attaches to the conversation and to the behavior of thy poas of her companion by reducing them to being only
speaker, the immediate meanings, which she imagines as ‘; ' t};ley are; that' Is, to existing in tl}e que of the in-
jective qualities. The man who is speaking to her appess . But she permits herself to enjoy his desire, to the ex-

.

3
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tent that she will apprehend it as not being what it is,
will recognize its transcendence. Finally while sensing pro- }
foundly the presence of her own body—to the point of

being aroused, perhaps—she realizes herself as not being her

own body, and she contemplates it as though from above i
as a passive object to which events can happen but which i

can neither provoke them nor avoid them because all its

possibilities are outside of it. What unity do we find in

these various aspects of bad faith? It is a certain art of form-

ing contradictory concepts which unite in themselves both }
an idea and the megation of that idea. The basic concept }
which is thus engendered utilizes the double property of

the human being, who is at once a facticity and a transcen-

dence. These two aspects of human reality are and ought 1
to be capable of a valid coordination. But bad faith does 1
not wish either to coordinate them or to surmount them |
in a synthesis. Bad faith seeks to affirm their identity while !
preserving their differences. It must affirm facticity as being !

transcendence and transcendence as being facticity, in such

a way that at the instant when a person apprehends the one, ;

he can find himself abruptly faced with the other.

We can find the prototype of formulae of bad faith in |
certain famous expressions which have been rightly con- {
ceived to produce their whole effect in a spirit of bad faith. }
Take for example the title of a work by Jacques Chardonne, |
Love Is Much More than Love.* We see here how unity is °

established between present love in its facticity—"the con-

tact of two skins,” sensuality, egoism, Proust’s mechanism !
of jealousy, Adler’s battle of the sexes, etc.—and love as i
transcendence—Mauriac’s “river of fire,” the longing for the °

infinite, Plato’s eros, Lawrence's deep cosmic intuition, erc.
Here we leave facticity to find ourselves suddenly beyond

the present and the factual condition of man, beyond the |
psychological, in the heart of metaphysics. On the other |
hand, the title of a play by Sarment, I Am Too Great for ]
Myself,® which also presents characters in bad faith, throws j
us first into full transcendence in order suddenly to imprison }
us within the narrow limits of our factual essence. We will |
discover this structure again in the famous sentence: “He |
has become what he was” or in its no less famous opposite:

4 L'amour, c’est beaucoup plus que Vamour.
8 Je suls trop grand pour moi.
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' “Eternity at last changes each man into himself.”¢ It is well
¢ understood that these various formulae have oanly the ap-
¢ pearance of bad faith; they have been conceived in this
'+ paradoxical form explicitly to shock the mind and discoun-
enance it by an enigma. But it is precisely this appearance
which is of concern to us. What counts here is that the for-
' mulae do not constitute new, solidly structured ideas; on the
f contrary, they are formed so as to remain in perpetual dis-
~ integration and so that we may slide at any time from nat-
- uralistic present to transcendence and vice versa.

. We can see the use which bad faith can make of these
fudgments which all aim at establishing that I am not what
- I am. If I were only what I am, I could, for example, seri-
. ously consider an adverse criticism which someone makes of
| me, question myself scrupulously, and perhaps be compelled
to recognize the truth in it. But thanks to transcendence, I
am not subject to all that I am. I do not even have to dis-
cuss the justice of the reproach. As Suzanne says to Figaro,
“To prove that 1 am right would be to recognize that I can
be wrong.” I am on a plane where no reproach can touch
e since what I really am is my transcendence. I flee from
* myself, I escape myself, I leave my tattered garment in the
" hands of the fault-finder. But the ambiguity necessary for
bad faith comes from the fact that I affirm here that I am
y transcendence in the mode of being of a thing. It is only
us, in fact, that I can feel that I escape all reproaches. It
in the sense that our young woman purifies the desire of
anything humiliating by being willing to consider it only
pure transcendence, which she avoids even naming. But
inversely “I Am Too Great for Myself,” while showing our
nscendence changed into facticity, is the source of an
infinity of excuses for our failures or our weaknesses. Simi-
ly the young coquette maintains transcendence to the ex-
i tent that the respect, the esteem manifested by the actions
 of her admirer are already on the plane of the transcendent.
. But she arrests this transcendence, she glues it down with
all the factmty of the present; respect is nothing other than
pect, it is an arrested surpassing which no longer sur-
asses itself toward anything.

But although this metastable concept of “transcendence-
cticity” is one of the most basic instruments of bad faith,

811 est devenu ce gqw’il était.
Tel qwen lul-méme enfin éternité le change.
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it is not the only one of its kind. We can equally well use!
another kind of duplicity derived from human reality which
we will express roughly by saying that its being-for-itself 4
implies complementarily a being-for-others, Upon any one }
of my conducts it is always possible to converge two looks,
mine and that of the Other. The conduct will not present ]
exactly the same structure in each case. But as we shall see
later, as each look perceives it, there is between these two !
aspects of my being, no difference between appearance and j
being—as if I were to my self the truth of myself and as if
the Other possessed only a deformed image of me. The equal
dignity of being, possessed by my being-for-others and by ]
my being-for-myself, permits a perpetually disintegrating syn-
thesis and a perpetual game of escape from the for-itself to
the for-others and from the for-others to the for-itself. We |
have seen also the use which our young lady made of our
being-in-the-midst-of-the-world—i.e., of our inert presence }
as a passive object among other objects—in order to relieve ;
herself suddenly from the functions of her being-in-the §
world—that is, from the being which causes there to be a |
world by projecting itself beyond the world toward its own |
possibilities. Let us note finally the confusing syntheses which
play on the nihilating ambiguity of these temporal ekstases,;
affirming at once that I am what I have been (the man who
deliberately arrests himself at one period in his life and}
refuses to take into consideration the later changes) and/
that I am not what I have been (the man who in the face}
of reproaches or rancor dissociates himself from his past by
insisting on his freedom and on his perpetual re-creation).;
In all these concepts, which have only a transitive role inj
the reasoning and which are eliminated from the conclusion ]
(like the imaginaries in the computations of physicists), we4
find again the same structure. We have to deal with humanj
reality as a being which is what it is not and which is not]
what it is. i

But what exactly is necessary in order for these concepts |
of disintegration to be able to receive even a pretence of;
existence, in order for them to be able to appear for an in-]
stant to consciousness, even in a process of evanescence? A
quick examination of the idea of sincerity, the antithesis of;
bad faith, will be very instructive in this connection. Actu-]
ally sincerity presents itself as a demand and consequently ]
is not a state. Now what is the ideal to be attained in this;
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case? It is necessary that a man be for himself only what he
is. But is this not precisely the definition of the in-itself—
or if you prefer—the principle of identity? To posit as an
ideal the being of things, is this not to assert by the same
stroke that this being does not belong to human reality and
that the principle of identity, far from being a universal
axiom universally applied, is only a synthetic principle en-
joying a merely regional universality? Thus in order that
the concepts of bad faith can put us under illusion at least
for an instant, in order that the candor of “pure hearts”
(cf. Gide, Kessel) can have validity for human reality as
an ideal, the principle of identity must not represent a con-
stitutive principle of human reality and human reality must
not be necessarily what it is but must be able to be what it
is not. What does this mean?

If man is what he is, bad faith is forever impossible and
candor ceases to be his ideal and becomes instead his being.
But is man what he is? And more generally, how can he
be what he is when he exists as consciousness of being? If
candor or sincerity is a universal value, it is evident that the
maxim “one must be what one is” does not serve solely as a
regulating principle for judgments and concepts by which
I express what I am. It posits not merely an ideal of know-
ing but an ideal of being; it proposes for us an absolute
equivalence of being with itself as a prototype of being. In
this sense it is necessary that we make ourselves what we
are. But what are we then if we have the constant obligation
to make ourselves what we are, if our mode of being is hav-
ing the obligation to be what we are?

Let us consider this waiter in the café. His movement is
quick and forward, a little too precise, a little too rapid. He
comes toward the patrons with a step a little too quick. He
bends forward a little too eagerly; his voice, his eyes express
an interest a little too solicitous for the order of the cus-
tomer, Finally there he returns, trying to imitate in his walk
thc_s inflexible stiffness of some kind of automaton while car-
rying his tray with the recklessness of a tight-rope-walker
by putting it in a perpetually unstable, perpetually broken
equilibrium which he perpetually re-establishes by a light
movement of the arm and hand. All his behavior seems to
us a game. He applies bimself to chaining his movements as
if they were mechanisms, the one regulating the other; his
gestures and even his voice seem to be mechanisms; he gives
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o - . He is
i e quickness and pitiless rapldlty. of things.
hi?si:g t;;e iz amusing himself. But what i .h.e tll)la_ymgl‘;yzz
p1;ee}:l nc’)t watch long before we can .explam.nt. t: ;z }t)o ing
B e e oon m y cakﬁidgel:la;skiﬁgtilgtg ang investiga-
i eis a :
fig:e 'lll‘sl;e'lgfilgagays with his bod.y in order t;) explgll';: }::;
to téxke inventory of it; the wa_iter in the gafé'p ay;: ;vm s
condition in order to ;ealiz:e it. e’l(;hlgno:llllg;t;ggs ot et
ferent from that which is impos o dz'amands
condition is wholly one 9f ceremony. Tl?ehpu ic Gemands
of them that they realize it as a ceremony; t er; i ey
of the grocer, of the tailor: of ghe auctlonee;;, yare sl
endeavor to persuade their che_ntele that they e, poting
but a grocer, an auctioneer, a tailor. A grocer W ety 2
ive to the buyer, because such.a grocer is no y
giri:;s:. eSociety dexﬁands that l.le limit hlms.elf toatllcls fm:;
as a grocer, just as the solc.her at attention md es selt
into a soldier-thing with a direct regard w_hlch does ﬂx:: See
at all, which is no longer meant to see, since itis e
and not the interest of the moment v!hlch determmeses”)
point he must fix his eyes on (thg sight ‘i.ixed at ten pac m
There are indeed many precautions to imprison ahmaq o
what he is, as if we lived in perpetual fear tha; edrg;lgﬂ
escape from it, that he might break away and su y
is condition. o )
elugf :l;arallel situation, from witpin, t.he waiter in tt;xet ctalt]f;
can not be immediately a café waiter in the sense ] alx) his
inkwell is an inkwell, or the glas_s is a glass. It is Ze o
means that he can not form reflective judgments .or“con g,.
concerning his condition. He knows ’well what it rr}eanth;
the obligation of getting up at five o’clock, of sweeping
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f starting
floor of the shop before the restaurant opens, of sta ¢ |
the coffee pot going, etc. He knqws the rights WhIChulr:i :rlx
lows: the right to the tips, the right to belong tof a b th; :
etc. But all these concepts, all these judgments re erf . the !
transcendent. It is a matter of abstract pos31.bﬂ1t1e_:s,ht(; ”ngn ®
and duties conferred on a “person possessing ?fgl am ol
it is precisely this person who I have to b.e ( {1 am e
waiter in question) and who I am not. It is no e
not wish to be this person or that I want this person i

different. But rather there is no common ‘r,neasurethbetw:z
his being and mine. It is a “representation” for others

for myself, which means that I can be he only in representa-f
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tion. But if I represent myself as him, T am not he; I am
separated from him as the object from the subject, separated
by nothing, but this nothing isolates me from him. I can
not be he, I can only play ar being him; that is, imagine to
myself that I am he. And thereby I affect him with nothing-
ness. In vain do I fulfill the functions of a café waiter. I can
be he only in the neutralized mode, as the actor is Hamlet,
by mechanjcally making the typical gestures of my state and
by aiming at myself as an imaginary café waiter through
those gestures taken as an “analogue.”” What I attempt to
realize is a being-in-itself of the café waiter, as if it were not
just in my power to confer their value and their ufgency
upon my duties and the rights of my position, as if it were
not my free choice to get up each morning at five o’clock or
to remain in bed, even though it meant getting fired. As if
from the very fact that I sustain this role in existence I did
| Dot transcend it on every side, as if I did not constitute
i myself as one beyond my condition. Yet there is no doubt
| that I am in a sense a café waiter—otherwise could I not just
= as well call myself a diplomat or a reporter? But if I am one,
| this can not be in the mode of being in-itself. I am a waiter
'~ in the mode of being what I am not,
= Furthermore we are dealing with more than mere social
E positions; I am never any one of my attitudes, any one of
- my actions. The good speaker is the one who plays at speak-
i ing, because he can not be speaking, The attentive pupil
* who wishes to be attentive, his eyes riveted on the teacher,
[ his ears wide open, so exhausts himself in playing the at-
 tentive role that he ends up by no longer hearing anything,
Perpetually absent to my body, to my acts, I am despite my-
! self that “divine absence” of which Valéry speaks. I can not
| say either that I am here or that I am not here, in the sense
L that we say “that box of matches is on the table”; thig
kwould be to confuse my “being-in-the-world” with a “being-
¢ in-the-midst-of-the-world.” Nor that I am standing, nor that
LI amn seated; this would be to confuse my body with the idio-
fsyncratic totality of which it is only one of the structures, On
all sides I escape being and yet—I am.
¢ But take a mode of being which concerns only myself: I
Rm sad. One might think that surely I am the sadness in the
b TCL. L'Imaginaire, psychologle phénoménologique de 14 Paris;
imard, 1940. [The Psychology of Imagtnati Philosophical Library,

nati,

S




104 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

mode of being what I am. What is the sadness, however, if
pot the intentional unity which comes to reassemble and
animate the totality of my conduct? It is the meaning of
this dull look with which I view the world, of my bowed
shoulders, of my lowered head, of the listlessness in my
whole body. But at the very moment when I adopt each of
these attitudes, do I not know that 1 shall not be able to
hold on to it? Let a stranger suddenly appear and I will lift
up my head, I will assume a lively cheerfulness. What will
remain of my sadness except that I obligingly promise it an
appointment for later after the departure of the visitor?
Moreover is not this sadness itself a conduct? Is it not con-
sciousness which affects itself with sadness as a magical re-
course against a situation too urgent?® And in this case even,
should we not say that being sad means first to make oneself
sad? That may be, someone will say, but after all doesn’t
giving omeself the being of sadness mean to receive this
being? It makes no difference from where I receive it. The
fact is that a consciousness which affects itself with sadness
is sad precisely for this reason. But it is difficult to compre-
hend the nature of consciousness; the being-sad is not a
ready-made being which I give to myself as I can give this

book to my friend. I do not possess the property of affecting
myself with being. If 1 make myself sad, I must continue 4
to make myself sad from beginning to end. I can not treat
my sadness as an impulse finally achieved and put it on file |
without re-creating it, nor can I carry it in the manner of an 4|
inert body which continues its movement after the initial }
shock. There is no inertia in consciousness. If I make myself §
sad, it is because I am not sad—the being of the sadness es-
capes me by and in the very act by which 1 affect myself ]
with it. The being-in-itself of sadness perpetuaily haunts my 4

consciousness (of) being sad, but it is as a value which

can not realize; it stands as a regulative meaning of my sad- 4

ness, not as its constitutive modality.

Someone may say that my consciousness at least is, what-
ever may be the object or the state of which it makes itself ]
consciousness. But how do we distinguish my consciousnest

(of) being sad from sadness? Is it not all one? It is true i
a way that my consciousness is, if one means by this th

8 Esquisse d'une théorie des émotions. Paris: Hermann. 1939. In Eng
The Emotions; Outline of a Theory. Philosophical Library. 1948.

at}
for another it is a part of the totality of being on which
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judgments can be brought to bear. But it shou
Hgs§erl clearly understood, that my conscioﬁint:::smia:;e;;ie’a:}s‘fi
originally to the Other as an absence. It is the object always
present as the meaning of all my attitudes and all my con-
duct—and always absent, for it gives itself to the intuition
of another as a perpetual question—still better, as a per-
petual fr.eedom'. When Pierre looks at me, I know of course
;il;atdhe is looking at me. His eyes, things in the world, are
f e fon my bpdy, a thing in the world—that is the oi:jeo-
ve fact of whxch. I can say: it is. But it is also a fact in the
world..Tpe meaning of this look is not a fact in the world,
anc_l this is wl.nat makes me uncomfortable. Although I make
szmles,. promises, tlfreats, nothing can get hold of the ap-
probation, the free judgment which I seek; I know that it is
] always beyond. I sense it in my very attitude, which is no
4 !onger like that of the worker toward the thin,gs he uses as
1 tL(L:struments. My reactions, to the extent that I project myself
ward the Otl'.}er, are no longer for myself but are Ttather
d mere presentations; they await being constituted as graceful
| or uncouth, sincere or insincere, etc., by an apprehension
i vyhlch is alwa.ys beyond my efforts to provoke, an apprehen-
;cﬁngflflile nvlvx;l be ;E:'lc:voked by my efforts only if of itself
orce (that is, only in so far as it causes itself
| to be provoked from the outside), which is its ow ediate
| o , n me
i‘:ﬁ?s ;ll;e trarm‘cendent.,Thus the objective fact of the g;autlogt
i of t!le Othe'r's consciousness is posited in order
 disappear in negativity and in freedom: the Other’s con-

clousness is as not-being: i AR p”
not-to-be. being; its being-in-itself “here and now”

IE:Z: tgther's consciousness is what it is not.
el tzr?:;re th; being pf my own consciousness does not
o i itselfas the cpnscxgusn_eSs of the Other. It is because
i oy tscl » since its belng is consciousness of being. But
i ba.t ma..ku_ng sustains being; consciousness has to
Be its eing, it is pever sustained by being; it sustains
whigh means once again
hat it is not being: con-

I.Iixégglr ;?essic:lcecqrtnditions what can be the significance of
¢ Tity except as a task im ibl i
i which the very meaning is i fetion with tha otove?
¥ v & 1S In contradiction with th
of my consciousness., To be si l s to be
4 . e sincere, we said, is t
one is. That supposes that I am not originally ght:ta
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I am. But here naturally Kant's “You ought, therefore you
can” is implicitly understood. I can become sincere; this is
what my duty and my effort to achieve sincerity imply. But
we definitely establish that the original structure of “not
being what one is” renders impossible in advance all move-
ment toward being in itself or “being what one is.” And
this impossibility is not hidden from consciousness; on the
contrary, it is the very stuff of consciousness; it is the em-
barrassing constraint which we constantly experience; it is our
very incapacity to recognize ourselves, to constitute ourselves
as being what we are. It is this necessity which means that,
as soon as we posit ourselves as a certain being, by a legiti-
mate judgment, based on inner experience or correctly de-
duced from a priori or empirical premises, then by that
very positing we surpass this being—and that not toward
another being but toward emptiness, toward nothing.

How then can we blame another for not being sincere or
rejoice in our own sincerity since this sincerity appears to us
at the same time to be impossible? How can we in conversa-
tion, in confession, in introspection, even attempt sincerity
since the effort will by its very nature be doomed to failure
and since at the very time when we announce it we have a
prejudicative comprehension of its futility? In introspection
I try to determine exactly what I am, to make up my mind
to be my true self without delay—even though it means

consequently to set about searching for ways to change my-

self. But what does this mean if not that I am constituting

myself as a thing? Shall I determine the ensemble of pur-

poses and motivations which have pushed me to do this or

that action? But this is already to postulate a causal deter- |
minism which constitutes the flow of my states of conscious- 1
ness as a succession of physical states. Shall I uncover in }
myself “drives,” even though it be to affirm them in shame?
But is this not deliberately to forget that these drives are !
realized with my consent, that they are not forces of nature |
but that I lend them their efficacy by a perpetually renewed }
decision concerning their value? Shall I pass judgment on |

my character, on my nature? Is this not to veil from myself

at that moment what I know only too well, that I thus judge |
a past to which by definition my present is not subject? The }
proof of this is that the same man who in sincerity posits
that he is what in actuality he was, is indignant at the re- }
proach of another and tries to disarm it by asserting that he 1
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can no longer be what he was. We are readi i
gnd upset when the penalties of the court mﬂya axsl}:nmilvlﬁg
in his new freedqm is no longer the guilty person he was.
But at the same time we require of this man that he recog-
nize lnmsclf_ as being this guilty one. What then is sincerity
except ?rec:sely a phenomenon of bad faith? Have we not
shown indeed that in bad faith human reality is constituted
fzs.a? being which is what it is not and which is not what
it is

] Let us take an example: A homosexual frequen
mtolgrable: feeling of guilt, and his whole ;:egistex:]c}; hiisdge12
termined in relation to this feeling. One will readily foresee
that he is in bad faith.. In fact it frequently happens that
this man, while recognizing his homosexual inclination, while
avowing each and every particular misdeed which he has
ﬁommnei refus_es with all his strength to consider himself
a paederast.” His case is always “different,” peculiar; there
enters into it something of a game, of chance, of bad luck;
thp mxstakes_are all in the past; they are explained by a cer-
tain conception of the beautiful which women can not sat-

¢ isfy; we should see in them the results of a restless search,

rather than the manifestations of a dee
] ply rooted tenden
etc., etc, Here is assuredly a man in bad faith who bordzls',s’

¢ on the comic since, acknowledging all the facts whi

i imputed to him, he refuses to draw from them the :cgac?f:
sion which they. impose. His friend, who is his most severe
critic, becorpes irritated with this duplicity. The critic asks
i only one thing—and perhaps then he will show himself in-
i dulgent: that the guilty one recognize himself as guilty, that
] the homosexw?l declare frankly—whether humbly or boast-
; full.y matters little—"I am a paederast.” We ask here: Who
; ‘1; n% ?bad faith? The homosexual or the champion of sin-

The homosexual recognizes his faults, but he struggles

P with all his strength against the crushing vie is mi

: ta}kes constitute _for him a destiny. He c%oes :o:h :vtisglstomll:;
| himself be_cons1dered as a thing. He has an obscure but
b strong fee!mg that a homosexual is not a homosexual as
] this table is a table or as this red-haired man is red-haired.
- It seems to him that he has escaped from each mistake as
soon as he ha's posited it and recognized it; he even feels
] thfzt the psych'xc duration by itself cleanses him from each
misdeed, constitutes for him an undetermined future, causes
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him to be born anew. Is he wrpng? Does he nothrecogn;ze.
in himself the peculiar, irreducible charactgrblof ;n;::hen-
i is attitude includes then. an undeniable co
:il:)tg?othliu:h. But at the same time he ne.ed\ff this p:srtpe:gi
rebirth, this constant escage in }?rflerozge:wt% ::oir: it con
tantly put himself beyon reach in
iila;;le }]{uggment of colle?tiwty. ’I‘l;uus l;;, l;:iay‘sm (:lrérstt}cl;d wctylrl:
being. He would be right actually derstood The
¢ derast” in the sense Ol
D aann That is, i 1 ed to himself, “To the ex-
what 1 am.” That is, if he dec}ar s T e
ttern of conduct is defined as the conduc A
;)e::d:al::;taaﬁ?i to the extent that I have zdop;ed thls;e;;rtxy
extent that human
duct, I am a paederast. But to the D T ot
can not be finally defined by patterns o » 1 am not
i i ly toward a differen
one.” But instead he slides su_rrex:’tltlous d t
cgnnotation of the word “be'mg.. He ugderstalnds ;l(i):n b:o
ing” in the sense of “not-being-in-itself.” He lays t;:u a AN
“not being a paederast” in the sense in which this tal
is not an inkwell. He is in bad faith.

But the champion of sincerity is not ignorant of the :;a?o- ]
scendence of human reality, and he knows how at ne ;
advantage. He makes us: of 1tt e;'el:l 4

ings i i . e not wish, }
and brings it up in the present argument Does e O
mosexual reflect on himself and acknowledge hlclln:l?ft :fxcﬁ ]
homosexual? Does he not let the ofther hiu::'l?mWhat " ;  such )
a confession will win indulgence for does this |
i knowledge himself as
mean if not that the man who will ac o s
i e homosexual ;
homosexual will no longer be the same as th xual |
l:vhom he acknowledges being fand oaha:vgg “'{'hﬂle e:gctxil:::e glt; 1
i of go
e T o e wat he gm'der no longer to be what §
the saying, “A sin con-
demands of the guilty]
precisely in order
no longer to treat him as a tl;ing_. Anctly tha}fgnzraa:hr;m s:
itutive of the demand of sincerity. Wi see]
;(c,)[\::notgensive to the Other and how reasiurmg tfor r;]n:v;ss :
statement such as, “He’s just a.paederast,. whx.c sr:t oves 3
disturbing freedom from a traxtf ::}r;d &ﬁghazl?onsequen .
stituting all the acts of the ! "~
igfltgw‘i:t?; strictly from his essence. That is actua'llyt wg?rtn b
critic is demanding of his victim—that he constitute :

appeal to it for his own

first in the name of sincerity, then of freedom,

the man then to be what he is 'in
he is. It is the profound meaning 'o.f
fessed is half pardoned.” The critic d
one that he constitute himself as a thing,
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as a thing, that he should entrust his freedom to his friend
as a fief, in order that the friend should return it to him sub-
sequently—like a suzerain to his vassal. The champion of
sincerity is in bad faith to the degree that in order to re-
assure himself, he pretends to judge, to the extent that he
demands that freedom as freedom constitute itself as a thing.
We have here only one episode in that battle to the death
of consciousnesses which Hegel calls “the relation of the
master and the slave.” A person appeals to another and de-
mands that in the name of his nature as consciousness he
should radicaily destroy himself as consciousness, but while
I making this appeal he leads the other to hope for a rebirth
¢ beyond this destruction.
: Very well, someone will say, but our man is abusing sin-
| cerity, playing one side against the other. We should not
. look for sincerity in the relation of the mit-sein but rather
I where it is pure—in the relations of a person with himself.
f But who can not see that objective sincerity is constituted
} in the same way? Who can not see that the sincere man con-
j stitutes himself as a thing in order to escape the condition
f of a thing by the same act of sincerity? The man who con-
- fesses that he is evil has exchanged his disturbing “freedom-
| for-evil” for an inanimate character of evil; he is evil, he
- clings to himself, he is what he is, But by the same stroke,
: be escapes from that thing, since it is he who contemplates
. &t, since it depends on him to maintain it under his glance
 or to let it collapse in an infinity of particular acts. He de-
. ri erity, and the deserving man is not
the evil man as he is evil but as he is beyond his evilness.
i evil is disarmed since it is nothing,
e on the plane of determinism, and since in confessing
I posit my freedom in Tespect to it; my future is virgin;
peverything is allowed to me.
k. Thus the essential structure of sincerity does not differ
rom that of bad faith since the sincere man constitutes him-
weif as what he is in order not to be it, This explains the
pruth recognized by all that one can fall into bad faith
rough being sincere. As Valéry pointed out, this is the
ase with Stendhal. Total, constant sincerity as a constant
Jeort to adhere to oneself is by nature a constant effort to
Pissociate oneself from oneself, A person frees himself from
elf by the very act by which he makes himself an object
himself. To draw up a perpetual inventory of what one
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is means constantly to redeny oneself and to take refuge in
a sphere where one is no longer anything but a pure, free
regard. The goal of bad faith, as we said, is to put oneself
out of reach; it is an escape. Now we see that we must use
the same terms to define sincerity. What does this mean?
In the final analysis the goal of sincerity and the goal of
bad faith are not so different. To be sure, there is a sin-
cerity which bears on the past and which does not concern
us here; I am sincere if I confess having had this pleasure
or that intention. We shall see that if this sincerity is pos-
sible, it is because in his fall into the past, the being of man
is constituted as a being-in-itself. But here our concern is
only with the sincerity which aims at itself in present im-
manence. What is its goal? To bring me to confess to my-
self what I am in order that I may finally coincide with my
being; in & word, to cause myself to be, in the mode of the
in-itself, what I am in the mode of “not being what I am.”
Its assumption is that fundamentally I am already, in the
mode of the in-itself, what I have to be. Thus we find at
the base of sincerity a continual game of mirror and reflec-
tion, a perpetual passage from the being which is what it is
to the being which is not what it is and inversely from the
being which is not what it is to the being which is what it
is. And what is the goal of bad faith? To cause me to be
what I am, in the mode of “not being what one is,” or not
to be what I am in the mode of “being what one is.” We
find here the same game of mirrors. In fact in order for me
to have an intention of sincerity, I must at the outset simul-

taneously be and not be what I am. Sincerity does not assign

to me a mode of being or a particular quality, but in relation
to that quality it aims at making me pass from one mode of

being to another mode of being. This second mode of being, }
the ideal of sincerity, I am prevented by nature from attain- |
ing; and at the very moment when I struggle to attain it, T |
have a vague prejudicative comprehension that I shall not |
attain it. But all the same, in order for me to be able to con- 1
ceive an intention in bad faith, I must have such a nature }
that within my being I escape from my being. If X were sad |
or cowardly in the way in which this inkwell is an ink?vell, 1
the possibility of bad faith could mot even be conc'exvei 1
Not only should I be unable to escape from my being; ‘I ]
could not even imagine that I could escape from it. But if
bad faith is possible by virtue of a simple project, it is be- |

I apprehends me positivel
tAhnd that is possible,
t that is, if non-being i i

 beiag.” Of n-being in me does not have being even as non-
I wise bad faith would i i iti
: e!fort I u:to; be bad faith. But in additi
. sion that even in m
1 really and that there

* of “being-sad,” for exampl i

E ; 5 e—wh i

t not being what I am—aﬁd thv: lf‘:!lllo;-b‘:'n l? pralirothe
. courageous which I oy
’ 13 particularly re
‘ be itself the obj
: meaning of “non-being” b i

| man reality. If I weregn “couraeons i
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cause so far as my being is concerned, there i i
e o o g 1s co ere is no difference
et g and non-being if I am cut off from my proj-
Bad faith is possible onl incerity i
Bad fa ossib y because sincerity is consci
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this inkwell is not a table; that is, if I were isolated in my
cowardice, propped firmly against it, incapable of putting
it in relation to its opposite, if I were not capable of de-
termining myself as cowardly—that is, to deny courage to
myself and thereby to escape my cowardice in the very mo-
ment that I posit it—if it were not on principle impossible
for me to coincide with my not-being-courageous as well as
with my being-courageous—then any project of bad faith
would be prohibited me. Thus in order for bad faith to be
possible, sincerity itself must be in bad faith. The condition
of the possibility for bad faith is that human reality, in its
most immediate being, in the intra-structure of the pre-
reflective cogito, must be what it is not and not be what

it is.
HI. THE “FAITH” OF BAD FAITH

WE have indicated for the moment only those conditions
which render bad faith conceivable, the structures of being
which permit us to form concepts of bad faith. We can not
limnit ourselves to these considerations; we have not yet dis-
tinguished bad faith from falsehood. The two-faced concepts
which we have described would without a doubt be utilized
by a lar to discountenance his questioner, although their
two-faced quality being established on the being of man
and not on some empirical circumstance, can and ought to |
be evident to all. The true problem of bad faith stems evi- |
dently from the fact that bad faith is faith. It can not be |
either a cynical lie or certainty—if certainty is the intuitive
possession of the object. But if we take belief as meaning |
the adherence of being to its object when the object is not 1
given or is given indistinctly, then bad faith is belief; and
the essential problem of bad faith is a problem of belief, ]
How can we believe by bad faith in the concepts which ]
we forge expressly to persuade ourselves? We must note in 1
fact that the project of bad fajth must be itself in bad faith. 1
I am not only in bad faith at the end of my effort when I |
have constructed my two-faced concepts and when I have 4
persuaded myself. In truth, I have not persuaded myself; §
to the extent that I could be so persuaded, I have always |
been so. And at the very moment when I was disposed to
put myself in bad faith, I of necessity was in bad faith with
respect to this same disposition. For me to have represented
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not), then to start with, a faith which wishes itself to be
not quite convinced must be possible. What are the condi-
tions for the possibility of such a faith?
I believe that my friend Pierre feels friendship for me. I
believe it in good faith. 1 believe it but I do not have for
it any self-evident intuition, for the nature of the object does
not lend itself to intuition. I believe it; that is, I allow my-
self to give in to all impulses to trust it; I decide to believe
in it, and to maintain myself in this decision; I conduct my-
self, finally, as if I were certain of it—and all this in the
synthetic unity of one and the same attitude. This which I
define as good faith is what Hegel would call the immediate.
It is simple faith. Hegel would demonstrate at once that the
immediate calls for mediation and that belief, by becoming
belief for itself, passes to the state of non-belief. If I de-
lieve that my friend Pierre likes me, this means that his
friendship appears to me as the meaning of all his acts. Be-
lief is a particular consciousness of the meaning of Pierre’s
acts. But if I know that I believe, the belief appears to me as
pure subjective determination without external correlative.
This is what makes the very word “to believe” a term utilized
indifferently to indicate the unwavering firmness of belief
(“My God, I believe in you”) and its character as disarmed
and strictly subjective (“Is Pierre my friend? I do not
know; I believe so™). But the nature of consciousness is
such that in it the mediate and the immediate are ope and
the same being. To believe is to know that one believes, and
to know that one believes is no longer to believe. Thus to
believe is not to believe any longer because that is only to
believe—this in the unity of one and the same non-thetic
self-consciousness. To be sure, we have here forced the de-
scription of the phenomenon by designating it with the
word to know; non-thetic consciousness is not to know.
But it is in its very translucency at the origin of all know-
ing. Thus the non-thetic consciousness (of) believing is de~
structive of belief. But at the same time the very law of the
pre-reflective cogito implies that the being of believing ought
to be the consciousness of believing.

Thus belief is a being which questions its own being,
which can realize itself only in its destruction, which can
manifest itself to itself only by denying itself. It is a being
for which to be is to appear and to appear is to deny itself.
To believe is not-to-believe. We see the reason for it; the
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ect of flight reveals to bad faith an inner disintegration in
the heart of being, and it is this disintegration which bad
faith wishes to be. In truth, the two immediate attitudes
which we can take in the face of our being are conditioned
by the very nature of this being and its immediate relation }
with the in-itself. Good faith seeks to flee the inner disinte- |
gration of my being in the direction of the in-itself which }
it should be and is not. Bad faith seeks to flee the in-itself by
means of the inner disintegration of my being. But it denies
this very disintegration as it denies that it is itself bad faith.
Bad faith seeks by means of “not-being-what-one-is” to es-
cape from the in-itself which I am not in the mode of being
what one is pot. It denies itself as bad faith and aims at the,
in-itself which I am not in the mode of “not-being-wha
one-is-not.”® If bad faith is possible, it is because it is a
immediate, permanent threat to every project of the huma
being; it is because consciousness conceals in its being a pe
manent tisk of bad faith. The origin of. this risk is the facl
that the nature of consciousness simultaneously is to be wha
it is not and not to be what it is. In the light of these oi§
marks we can now approach the ontological study of cod
sciousness, not as the totality of the human being, but
the instantaneous nucleus of this being. F

91f it is indifferent whether one is In good or In bad faith, b
bad faith reapprehends good faith and slides to the very origin ofy
project of good faith, that does not mean that we can not radically ol
bad faith, But this supposes a self-recovery of being which was pret y

corrupted, This self-recovery we shall call authenticity, the descri]
which has no place here.



