a3 3
fi 11

i

THE ORIGIN OF NEGATION 77

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. Our 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
stands 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
general a world, appears to me only beyond the world as the
meaning and the abstract, logical si i
prises. For the rest, there exist concretely alarm clocks, sign-
boards, tax forms, policemen, so many guard rails against
anguish. But as soon as the ise is held at a distance
from 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
on the lawn, the one from whom the boss’s order borrows
urgency, the one who decides the interest of the book
he is writing, the one finally who makes the
in order to determine his action by their de:
lerge alone and in anguish confronting the unique
project which constitutes my being; all the barriers,
| the guard rails collapse, nihilated by the consciousness of

- My freedom. I do not have nor can I have recourse to any

Yalue against the fact that it is 1 who sustain values in
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78 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS
Nothing can ensure me against myself, cut off

by this nothingness whic
and from my essence DY g 1

to realize the meaning of the world and ess :
make my decision concerning them—without justification

e ; rehension of freedom by

Anguish then is the reflective app r )
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 had 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
intcmottheobjectbypmhingasideaprioﬂasimpoasible
anemerprbuinwhichlamnotengagedatthcmoment;
themnningwhichmyfreedomhasgiventotheworld.lap—
prehenducomingfromtheworldandconsﬁtutingmyob-
ligations. In anguish I apprehend myself at once as totally free
and as not being able to derive the meaning of the world ex-
,cepvtvas'hmnd:;mm

e er conclude that being brought on
to the reflective plane and envisaging one’sdimntorgi?nme-
diate possibilities suffice to apprehend oneself in pure an-
guish. In each instance of reflection anguish is born as &
mofthemﬂecﬂveeomciousneasinwhtuthehmr
i consciousness as an object of reflection; but it still
. possible for me to maintain various types of conduct
with respect to my own anguish—in particular, patterns of
st e i e - S
, with respect to anguish is flight. Psycho-
ogical determinism, before being a theoretical is

from the world
h I am. I have

,,,,,,‘,,.' esent, between present and future.
veryacuitmaku;-msee:dm°f°“'m:ndm
tion in ent; it assigns to them a founda-

something other than themselves by endowing t!




M
74

</
&

g/

E
~ 2
7

1

il

i

BR
®

0

=
g
=%

A

&

N

.

- QF
Py

";

=2
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') with an inertia and externality eminently reassuring because
|| they constitute 8 permanent game of excuses. Psychological
|| determinism _dem&e thfat 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
being-in-itself and thereby reinstates us at the heart of

being.

[ 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-

a disarmed anguish? Evidently not. However here a new

phenomenon is born, a process of “distraction” in relation to
supposes in it a nihilating

anguish which, once
power.
By itself determinism would not suffice to establish dis-

l




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 precisely in the per-
manent possibility that the possibility of not writing the book
is my possibility. But I attempt to place myself on the other
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 would no
longer be threatening since they would be “outsiders,”
since they would mrround my possible as purely conceivable
eventualities; that is, fundamentally, conceivable by another
or as possibles of another who might find himself in the same
situation. They would belong to the objective situation as &
| transcendent structure, or if you prefer (to utilize Heidegger’s
‘terminology)—1 shall write this book but anybody could
- also not write it. Thus I should hide from myself the fact that
the possibles are myself and that they are immanent conditions
‘of the possibility of my possible. They would preserve just
enough being to preserve for my possible its character a8
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 its
ection—as my only concrete possible, and consequently

80 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS -
igi m ssibility, and it is this_ Whlf:h ordinar. /
g;g;:lealc:‘l)luihcz %insgic?:sness of freedom. It is this structure 0"%‘”
of consciousness and this alone that the propom;gts of free bﬂfo’
will have in mind when they speak of the intuition of the red
inner sense. But it happens that I f.orcp myself at the same in 50
time to be distracted from the constitution of other posmbx!x- { am
. ties which contradict my possibility. In truth I can not avoid e ¢
positing their existence by the same movement which gener- being
ates the chosen possibility as mine. I can not help constituting oxcle
them as living possibilities; that is, as having the possibility -
of becoming my possibilities. But I force myself to see them lPPn‘
as endowed with a transcendent, purely logical being, in do
short, as things. If on the reflective plane I envisage the then
possibility of writing this book as my possibility, then be- m
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0 mhel;l‘il'k:%f\? the nothingness which separates me from it and which actually
Q of _ & qb\' confers on it its possibility would collapse.
Tuty I%qth‘h&} But flight before anguish is not only an effort at distraction
Ve ‘ before the future; it attempts also to disarm the past of its
n::ente:? m threat. What I attempt to flee here is my very transcendence
la help h‘h Q'N in so far as it sustains and surpasses my essence. I assert that
‘ "ihg lh:%'lN I am my essence in the mode of being of the in-itself. At
I my;elf h‘\ the same time I always refuse to consider that essence as
ly log: top::‘m, being historically constituted and as implying my action as a
lane 8lcy N circle implies its properties. I apprehend it, or at least I try to

.I ey b%l 7. apprehend it as the original beginning of my possible, and I
PossjH . VN Af P, - : e A

lblhty b do not admit at all that it has in itself a beginning. I assert

» lcau'e’ %h then that an act is free when it exactly reflects my essence.
® Writj 8 'MQ' - However, this freedom which would disturb me if it were
of freedom before myself, I attempt to bring back to the heart

00t wy; ln ie, . fof my essence—ic., of my self. It is a matter of envisaging
lng thgw {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,
m“:"t be al et freedom would become one of its properties. In short, it is a
0t in relation be matter of apprehending my freedom in my self as the free-
i M 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,
(the self) lives and transforms himself; we will admit
that each of his acts can contribute to transforming
ut these harmonious, continued transformations are
7. ¢  conceived on a biological order. They resemble those which
oyl I can establish in my friend Pierre when I see him after a
- Separation. Bergson expressly satisfied these demands for re-
"y  assurance when he conceived his theory of the profound self
7y Which endures and organizes itself, which is constantly con-
- temporary with the consciousness which I have of it and which

- °an not be surpassed by consciousness, which is found at
ﬁaougm of my acts not as a cataclysmic power but as a
‘,bec:uhischﬂdm.msuchamymmheactwimom
_WOwIng from the essence as a strict consequence, without
©ven being foreseeable, enters into a reassuring relation with

&
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it, a family resemblance. The act 80c8 fabr?erurtgaf;the self but
along the same road; it preserves, to Deé SUI®, dcertain ire
reducibility, but we recognize ourselves 1n it, a?f w(el find
ourselves in it as a father can recognize himsell an find

himself in the son who continues his work. Thus by a

jectio eedom—which we apprehend in ourselv.@g_
ik e which is the self, Bergson has contribut.

into a psychic object  se -
- mise our anguish, but it is at the expense OL con.
e he has established and described in

sciousness itself. What : SR
| 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
possiblewedonotwishtoseeassustainedinbemgbyapuro
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
[{mmﬁmmﬂu&ommguishbya&empﬁngwap-
- 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 contains nothing
:ign"‘h“ed i . Sl constructed process, expressly de-
m ourselves anguish, veritable “imme-
dialt)eoziven”ofourﬁeedom. = .
; these various constructions succeed in stifling or hid-
mgommgmsh?ltkcmdnmuwemnotweroogew
guish, for we are anguish. As for veiling it, aside from the
fac;gﬂmemmmdwwmmmdmmm
foety mmm‘h‘m“wf&I}Y.we must note the
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from it—that is, very simply, fix our some other
object; henceforth each reality—mine an:y :&ﬁmw
resumes its own life, and the accidental relation which united
consciousness to the thing disappears without thereby
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| | and the flight from anguish is only a mode of becoming

|
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either existence. But if I am what I wish to veil, the question
takes on quite another aspect. 1 can in fact wish “not to see”
a certain aspect of my being only if I am acquainted with the
aspect which 1 do not wish to see. This means that in my
‘peing 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 und.ers_tood not only that I must of necessity perpetu-
" ally carry within me what I wish to fiee 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, 1 flee in order
pot to know, but I can not avoid knowing that I am fleeing;

conscious of anguish. Thus anguish, properly speaking, can be

peither 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 1
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-conseiousness
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-

[vealedtoustheexistenceofaparticnhrtypeotcondnct:

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:

us in ing-in-i and the ekstasis which engages
us in t 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-

toward non-being to its conclusion, it is possible for us
to get valuable information for the understanding of all tran-
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84 f nothingness ¢

urthermore the problem O an oy
scendem:;»odr"m,nfrouI inquiry. If man adopts any particyj,,
be excl in-itself—and our philosophicy

g 2 being- o 2
behavior 10 the face of hg behavior—it 18 because he is

; of suc v & s
qu:s?:ig Il;i:g tyg;; rediscover pon-being as & condition ¢
no .

deace toward being. We must then catch hqlq
ﬁemmewf nothingness and not let it go before it
ucidation. "

wﬁgﬁ:ﬁ the examination of the question and of the neg,.
tion has given us all that it can. ?Ve have been referred by j
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 pihilation. 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 cogifo
we must discover the original act by which man is to himself

_ 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
mdx;othingness and by whom nothingness comes into the
We seem to lack here the instrument to permit us to re-
:;l: %is new problem; negation directly enl;:get only free-

e must find in freedom itself the conduct which wil
Pﬁmlt“ e t;:to push further. Now this conduct, which will lead
‘ e threshold of immanence and which remains still
sufficient) Y objective so that we can objectively disengage I5

Of possibility—this we have already encountered:
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i pon-being—the being-in-order-not-to-be. Bad faith is

g to be the next object of our investigation. For man to
.blewquestion,hemustbecapableofbeinghkown

B b0 B oaces; that is, be can be at the origin of non-being in
. peing only if his being—in himself and by himself—is para-

whhnothinmihusthammdenmofputand

W.ppminthetemponlbeingofhummreality But bad
a.mmwm.WhatthenmwetouyMcmclom-
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i it i der to deny it. But we

ed; they imply it in or .
longer on the ground of psychoanalysis. Thl!s on the

¥ T d the explanation by means of tpe unconscious, dug
g the psychic unity, can not account

act that it breaks . ( .
;grtht;cffacts which at first sight 1t appeared to explain. And

er hand, there exists an infinity of types of be.
l(::vi?re ixo1thbad faith which expl.icnl): reject this kind of ex-
planation because their essence implies that they cgn appear
only in the translucency of consciousness. We fin tlgat the
problem which we had attempted to resolve is still un.

touched.

II. PATTERNS OF BAD FAITH

Ir 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 possibility of bad

faith; that is, to reply to the question we raised at the out-

set: “What must be the being of man if he is to be capable

of baqw' oh ‘

ake the example of a woman who has consented to go

out with a particular man for the first time. She knows very
well the intentions which the man who is speaking to her
cherishes regarding her. She knows also that it will be nec-
essary sooner or later for her to make a decision. But she
does not want to realize the urgency; she concerns herself
only with what is respectful and discreet in the attitude of
her companion. She does not apprehend this conduct as an
attempt to achieve what we call “the first approach”; that
is, d:edoea.not want to see possibilities of temporal devel-
opment which his conduct presents. She restricts this be-
havxortowhatisinthepresent:shedoeanotwkhtoread
inthephramwhichheaddreasestoheranythingotherthm
their exglicit meaning. If. he says to her, “I find you so at-
tractivel” she disarms this phrase of its sexual background;
shoattachesltl:ntlheconve tion and to the behavior of the
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to her sincere and respectful as the table is round or square,
as the wall coloring is bl.ue.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
inspires, but the desire cruel and naked would humiliate and
horrify her. Yet she would find no charm in a respect which
would be only respect. In order to satisfy her, there must be
a feeling which is addressed wholly to her personality—i.e.,
to her full freedom—and which would be a recognition of
her freedom. But at the same time this feeling must be
\wholly desire; that is, it must address itself to her body as
object. This time then she refuses to apprehend the desire
for what it is; she does not even give it a name; she recog-
nizes it only to the extent that it transcends itself toward
admiration, esteem, respect and that it is wholly absorbed
in the more refined forms which it produces, to the extent
of no longer figuring anymore as a sort of warmth and densi-
ty. But then suppose he takes her hand. This act of her
companion risks changing the situation by calling for an
immediate decision. To leave the hand there is to consent in
herself to flirt, to engage herself. To withdraw it is to break
the troubled and unstable harmony which gives the hour its
charm. The aim is to postpone the moment of decision as
long as possible. We know what happens next; the young
woman leaves her hand there, but she does not notice that
she is leaving it. She does not notice because it happens by
chance that she is at this moment all intellect. She draws
her companion up to the most lofty regions of sentimental
speculation; she speaks of Life, of her life, she shows her-
self in her essential aspect—a personality, a consciousness.
And during this time the divorce of the body from the soul
is accomplished; the hand rests inert between the warm
_of her companion—neither consenting nor resisting
ﬂ
We shall say that this woman is in bad faith. But we see
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she will apprehend it as not being what it jy
::irlllt rttl:];:gmze its tragfcendence. Finally while sensing pro.
foundly the presence of her own body—to the point of
being aroused, perhaps—she realizes herself as not being hey
own body, and she contemplates it as though from above
as a passive object to which events can happen but which
can neither provoke them nor avoid them because all ity
possibilities are outside of it. What unity do we find ig
these various aspects of bad faith? It is a certain art of form.
ing contradictory concepts which unite in thems.elves both
an idea and the negation 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
to be capable of a valid coordination. But bad faith does
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 Lovet 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

 transcendence—Mauriac’s “river of fire,” the longing for the
linﬁnite, Plato’s eros, Lawrence’s deep cosmic intuition, efc.
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
us first into full transcendence in order suddenly to imprison
us within the narrow limits of our factual essence. We Wil

discover this structure again in the famous sentence: 'IH’

_has become what he was” or in its no less famous opposite:

S ———

¢ L’amour, ¢’est beaucoup plus que Vamour,
8 Je suls trop grand pour mol.
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“Eternity at last changes each man into himself.”® It is well
anderstood that these various formulae have only the ap-
pearance of bad faitt;;_ they have been conceived in this
paradoxical form explicitly to shock the mind and discoun-
tenance 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
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
judgments which all aim at establishing that I am not what
1 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, |
am not subject to all that I am. I do not even bhave to dis-
cuss the justice of the reproach. As Suzanne says to Figaro,
“To prove that I am right would be to recognize that I can
be wrong.” 1 am on a plane where no reproach can_touch

me since what I really am is my transcendence. I fiee from
“myself, I escape myself, 1 leave my tattered garment in the
hands of the fault-finder. But the ambiguity pecessary for
bad faith comes from the fact that I affirm here that I am
my transcendence in the mode of being of a thing. It is only
thus, in fact, that I can feel that I escape all reproaches. It
is in the sense that our young woman purifies the desire of
anything humiliating by being willing to consider it only
as pure transcendence, which she avoids even naming. But
inversely “I Am Too Great for Myself,” while showing our
transcendence changed into facticity, is the source of an
infinity of excuses for our failures or our weaknesses. Simi-
larly the young coquette maintains transcendence to the ex-
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 facticity of the present; respect is nothing other than
respect, it is an arrested surpassing which no longer sur-
Passes itself toward anything.
But although this metastable concept of “transcendence-
facticity” is one of the most basic instruments of bad faith,

S1l est devenu ce qu'tl était.
Tel qwen lul-méme enfin Péternité 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 bur.nan x?ahty w:hnch
we will express roughly by saying that its being-for-itself
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
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,
aﬁfmmg 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 in
thp reasoning and whi.ch are eliminated from the conclusion
(like the imaginaries in the computations of physicists), we
find again the same structure. We have to deal with human

reality as a being which is what it is not and which is not
what it is.

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. Actt-
ally sincerity presents itself as a demand and eonle‘l“"“tly
is not a state. Now what is the ideal to be attained in this

I

=
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¢? It is necessary that a man be for himself only wha
::s But is this not precm?ly the definition of the }';n-itseif.t.lf
or if you prefcr——thg principle of identity? To posit as an
ideal the being of things, is this not to assert by the same
stroke that thxs 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 8 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

g.ﬁﬁalénde of being with itself as a prototype of being. In

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? i
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
a0 interest a little too solicitous for the order of the cus-
t"m"’"’l"'i'ml)'t-hf-!rel)eretm'ns, trying to imitate in his walk
the inflexible stiffness of some kind of automaton while car-
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and pitiless rapidity otf] t.hllngs I;e is
i i 3 i hat is he playing? We

1 ,helsamusmghlmself.Butw ko ) :
mngot watch long before we can .explam_ it: he is playing
at being a waiter in a café. There 18 .nothmg there to sur-
i ns.'l'hegameisakindofmarl'ungoutand investiga-

ion. The child plays with hi ore i
s s i the waiter in the café plays with his

| to take inventory of it; : -alC piay .
\condition in order to realize it. This obligation 1S not dif-

ferent from that which is imposed on all tradesmen. Their

condition is wholly one of ceremony. The public demands

oftbemthattheyrealizeitasaceremony;thereisth'edance
of the grocer, of the tailor, of the auctioneer, by which they
endeavor to persuade their clientele that they are nothing
'but a grocer, an auctioneer, a tailor. A grocer who dreams is
offensive to the buyer, because such a grocer is not wholly a
| grocer. Societydemandsthathelimithimselftohisfunction
asagrocer,iustasthesoldieratattenﬁonmakuhimself
into a soldier-thing with a direct regard which does not see
at all, which is no longer meant to see, since it is the rule
angnottheinterestofthemomentwhichdeterminesthe
point he must fix his eyes on (the sight “fixed at ten paces”™).
There are indeed many precautions to a man in
whathemi:,masifwelivedinperpemﬂfearthathemight
escape it, that he break aw
s might away and suddenly
In a parallel situation, from within, the waiter in the café
this
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would be to confuse my “bei
 in-the-midst-of-the-world.” Nor that I am standing, nor that

L

.'fmnd-()mmightthinkthatmelylamﬂ:eudnwinthe
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But if I represent myself as him, I am .

ated from him as the object from the subj::tt, ::1;&:3{?&
by nothing, but this nothing isolates me from him. I can
ot be he, I can only play at being him; that is, imagine to
myself that I am he. And thereby I affect him with nothing-
pess. 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 mechanically making the typical gestures of my state and
by aiming at myself as an imaginary café waiter through
those gestures tak.en. 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 urgency
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
not transcend it on every side, as if I did not constitute
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
positions; I am never any one of my attitudes, any one of
my actions. The good speaker is the one who plays at speak-
ing, because he can not be speaking. The attentive pupil
who wishes to be attentive, his eyes riveted on the teacher,
80 exhausts himself in playing the at-

ends up by no longer hearing

tion.

5
:
;

| Perpetually absent to my body, to my acts, I am despite my-

ce” of which Valéry speaks. I can not

E
y
g
g

~ say either that I am here or that I am not here, in the sense

of matches is on the table”; this
-in-the-world” with a “being-

am seated; this would be to confuse my body with the idio-

w1 ®ymeratic totality of which it is only one of the structures. On
| 2l sides I escape being and yet—I am.

But take a mode of being Which concerns only myself: I

'l-lq!adn, psychologle glque de P'tmagination. M’.

1940, [The Psychology of Imagination.



f
|
3

TR

o T

B

BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

104

i dness, however, if
.o what 1 am. What 18 the sa 3

'::td eth?,f it::tetlel:]gtional unity which comes to t;Ieass.emb]}-, and
animate the totality of my conduct;;? It lsld, : fm;;mg:wo;
i i i WOT. e
this dull look with which I view eth et
, of m lowered head, of the y
svt']g;l: ebrcs)dy. Butyat the very moment when I adopt each of
these attitudes, do I not know that

hold on to it? Let a stranger sqddenl :
up my head, I will assume a lively cheerfulness. What will

. igi ise it an
remain of my sadness except that I obligingly promise X
appointment for later after the departure of t:“’ visitor?
Moreover is not this sadness 1tsglf a conduct? 1s 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 .do&n.’t
giving oneself 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
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
inert body which continues its movement after the initial
shock. There is no inertia in consciousness. If I make myself
sad, it is because 1 am pot sad—the being of the sadness es-
capes me by and in the very act by which I affect myself
with it. The bemg-m-i}self of sadness perpetually haunts my
consciousness (of) being sad, but it is as a value which I
can not realize; it stands as a regulative meaning of my sad-
nesss‘,) not as its constitutive modality,
meone may say that my consciousness at hat-
ever may be the object or the state of which i?’,.’,ii’e’, sl
consciousness. But how do we distinguish my consciousness
(of) being sad from sadness? Is it not all one? It js true i
awaythatmycoxm:iousnessl.l.ifo:\emeanabythisthat

for another it is a part of the totality of being on which

8 Esquisse d'une théorle des émotions
The Emotions: Outline of a Theory, Phi Paris: Hermann, 1939, In English:

Library, 1948.
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ydgments €an be brought to bear. But it should be noted, as
Husserl clearly understood, that my consciousness appears
originally to the Other as an absence. It is the object always
5 resent &s the meaning of all my attitudes and all my con-
Juct—and always absent, for it gives itself to the intuition
of another as a perpetual questiop—still better, as a per-
petual freedom. When Pierre looks at me, I know of course
that he is looking at me. His eyes, things in the world, are
fixed on my body, a thing in the world—that is the objec-
tive fact of which I can say: it is. But it is also a fact in the
world. The meaning of this look is not a fact in the world,
and this is what makes me uncomfortable. Although I make
smiles, promises, threats, 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
longer like that of the worker toward the things he uses as
instruments. My reactions, to the extent that I project myself
toward the Other, are no longer for myself but are rather
mere presentations; they await being constituted as graceful
or uncouth, sincere or insincere, etc., by an apprehension
which is always beyond my efforts to provoke, an apprehen-
sion which will be provoked by my efforts only if of itself
it lends them force (that is, only in so far as it causes itself
to be provoked from the outside), which is its own mediator
with the transcendent. Thus the objective fact of the being-
in-itself of the Other’s consciousness is posited in order
to disappear in negativity and in freedom: the Other’s con-
sciousness is as not-being; its being-in-itself “here and now”
is not-to-be.

‘&&nﬁo_&m W@Mﬁ,&m
ermore the being of my own consciousness does not
ppear to me as the consciousness of the Other. It is because
it makes itself, since its being is consciousness of being., But
this means that making sustains being; consciousness has to
::MOWnbeing,itisneversustainedbybeing;itmtaim
thai‘:g' in the heart of subjectivity, which means once again
mlthlnhabiwdbybeingbut that it is not being: coms
the r these conditions what can be the significance of
of wigl?‘l of sincerity except as a task impossible to achieve,
ik ¢h the very meaning is in contradiction with the struc-
What of my consciousness. To be sincere, we said, is to ben

One is. That supposes that I am not originally what
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»g “You ought, therefore you
1 am. But here naturally Kants Y o e ™ g

can” is implicitly understood. I can
what my duty an 1€\
we deﬁ?litely establish that the origin
being what one is” rgndprs
ment toward being in lt;%fd or B i
impossibility is not nht en : usnes
:;i;mpos; is the very of consciousness; it is the em-

ing i i i s it is our

barrassing constraint which we constantly experience; 1
‘very inca%)acity to recognize O ves, t0 constitute ourselves
as being what we are. It is this necessity whi_ch means th.a?,
i by a legiti-

duced from a priori or empirical premises,
. very positing we surpass this being—and that not toward
/  another being but toward emptiness, toward nothing.
11 How then can we blame another for not being sincere or
1 ireioice in our own sincerity since this gincerity appears to us
| lat the same time to be impossible? How can we in conversa-
tion, in confession, in introspection, even attempt sincerity
since the effort willbyitsvcrynaturebedoomed to failure
J and since at the very time when we announce it we have a

to be my true self without delay—even though it means
consequently to set about searching for ways to change my-
“aelt. But what does this mean if not that I am constituting
; mynlfa;aﬂt:.ing‘{smllh}:eterminethemmbleofpur-
and motivations which have pushed me to do this or

that action? But this is already to postulate a causal deter-

\

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

to which by definition my present is not subject? The
prootofmuismatmemmmwhomain';r’itywi”

is what in actuality he was, is i
proach : indignant at the T
otanotherandmestodmitby“sﬂ,tﬁn‘mah,
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be what he w ' i
can no longer ¢ was, We are readily ast
and upset when the p_enaltxes of the court aﬁectyaamm:ﬁg
in his DEW freedom is no longer the guilty person he was.
But at the same time we require of this man that he recog-

pize himself as being this guilty one. What then is sincerity
| except Pl’eCISdY a phenomenon of bad faith? Have we not
| shown indeed that in bad faith human reality is constituted

s & being which is what it is not and which is not what

Let us take an example: A homosexual frequently has an
intolerable feeling of guilt, and his whole existence is de-
rermined 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
committed.refuseswithallhisstrengthtoconsiderhimself
«q paederast.” His case is always “different,” peculiar; there
enters into it something of a game, of chance, of bad Tuck;
the mistakes are all in the past; they are explained by a cer-
tain conception of the beautiful which women can not sat-
isfy;weahouldseeinthemthe results of a restless search,
rather than the manifestations of a deeply rooted tendency,

city. critic asks
Onlymthhz—andpethapsthenhewﬂlahowhimselfin-
dlﬂgent:thatmeguntyonemoognizehimselfasﬂﬂmthat
the homosexual declare frankly—whether humbly or boast-
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e wrong? Does he not recognize
. irreducible character of human re-

108

rebirth, this constant escape in order to live; _
stantly put himself beyond reach in order to avoid the ter-

rible judement of collectivity. Thus he plays on the word
being., ngmwould be right actually if he understood the
phrase “I am not a paederast” in the sense of “1 am not
what I am.” That is, if he declared to himself, “To the ex-
tent that a pattern of conduct is defined as the conduct of a
paederast and to the extent that I have adopted this con-
duct, I am a paederast. But to the extent that human reality
can not be finally defined by patterns of conduct, I am not
one.” But instead he slides surreptitiously toward a different
connotation of the word “being.” He understands “not be-
ing” in the sense of “not-being-in-itself.” He lays claim to
“not being a paederast” in the sense in which this table
is not an inkwell. He is in bad faith.

But the champion of sincerity is not ignorant of the tran-
scendence of human reality, and he knows how at need to

and brings it up in the present argument. Does he not wish,
ﬁrstinat:xerex;]amcofsl:ncerity,thenotﬁeedom,thattheho-
mosexu ect on himself and acknowl

homosexual‘ ?Doeshenotlettheothernndeutandedphm“‘
a confession will win indulgence for him? What
meanifnotthatthemnnwhowmacknowledgehimselfas

iE
g

: will

the region of freedom and of good will critic
the.man.thentobewhatheisinorderno.:on.l?;tobe ha
heu.ltutheprofoundmeaningoftbesaying,“Aaincon-
feuedhhalfpardoned.”'lheu'iﬁcdemandaoftheguﬂty
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gs a thing, that he should entrust his fr

: _ eedom to his fri
g8 a fief, in order that the friend should return it to ;:imm;:g

ently—like a suzerain to his vassal. The ¢ i

ﬁ‘,’eﬁty is in bad faith to the degree that in 3;2’25‘?3 -

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 radically destroy himself as consciousness, but while
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-

' "carity, playing one side against the other. We should not

!
|

look for sincerity in the relation of the mir-sein but rather

stitutes himself as a thing in order to escape the condition
dathingbyﬂzesameactofsi:e%er;tz?’lhcmanwhocon-
fesses that he is evil has exchan is disturbing “freedom-
evil; he is evil, he
himself, he is what he is. But by the same stroke,

:
%
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take refuge i
is means constantly to redeny oneself agd to g

a sphere where one is no longer anythl.ng Pm a pure, free
regard. The goal of bad faith, as we said, is to put onesejf
out of reach; it is an escape. Now we see that We must uge

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

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 a word, to cause myself to be, in the mode of the
in-itself, what I am in the mode of “not being what I
Its assumption is that fundamentally I am already,
mode of the in-itself, what I have to be. Thus we
the base of sincerity a continual game of mirror and
tion, a perpetual passage from the being which is w
to the being which is not what it is and inversely fr
being which is not what it is to the being which is
is. And what is the goal of bad faith? To cause
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cause 0 far as my being ip concerned, there is no difference
petween being and non-being if I am cut off from my proj-
mBad faith is possible only because sincerity is conscious of
missing its goal inevitably, due to its very nature. I can try
1o apprehend myself as “not being cowardly,” when 1 am
so, only on condition that the “being cowardly” is itself
“in question” at the very moment when it exists, on condi-
tion that it is itself one question, that at the very moment
when I wish to apprehend it, it escapes me on all sides and
annihilates itself. The condition under which I can attempt
an effort in bad faith is that in one sense, I am not this cow-
ard which I do not wish to be. But if I were not cowardly
in the simple mode of not-being-what-one-is-not, I would
be “in good faith” by declaring that I am not cowardly.
Thus this inapprehensible coward is evanescent; in order
for me not to be cowardly, I must in some way also be cow-
ardly. That does not mean that I must be “a little” coward-
ly, in the sense that “a little” signifies “to a certain degree
cowardly—and not cowardly to a certain degree.” No. I
must at once both be and not be totally and in all respects
a coward. Thus in this case bad faith requires that I should
not be what I am; that is, that there be an imponderable
difference separating being from non-being in the mode of
- being of human reality.

But bad faith is not restricted to denying the qualities
which I possess, to not seeing the being which I am. It at-
tempts also to constitute myself as being what I am not. It
apprehends me positively as courageous when I am not so.
is possible, once again, only if I am what I am not;
non-being in me does not have being even as non-

course necessarily I am not courageous; other-
faith would not be bad faith. But in addition my
faith must include the ontological comprehen-
even in my usual being what 1 am, 1 am not it
that there is no such difference between the being

" for example—which I am in the mode of
g what I am—and the “non-being” of not-being-

which I wish to hide from myself. Moreover it
arly requisite that the very negation of being should
the object of a perpetual nihilation, that the very
of “non-being” be perpetually in question in hu-
reality. If | were not courageous in the way in which
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112 :
i i . that is, if 1 were isolated in my
tcl;mwardlink'::,u pl:o;;:da érazley against it, incapable glf p‘;u?g
it in relation to its opposite, if I were not capa fu' 0 te.
termining myself as cowardly—that is, to d.en{h c:ove agem o
myself and thereby to escape my cowardice in : eim ry ibz
ment that I posit it—if it were not on principle po:.lsi
for me to coincide with my not-being-courageous 88 a:lv faias
with my being-courageous—then any project of b th

would be prohibited me. Thus in order fqr bad faith u?.be
possible, uﬁcerxty 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.

III. 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
limit 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:
byaliartod.iscountenancehis questioner, although their
two-faced quality being established on the being of man
mdqotmmmeemphcalcirwmsmnce,mandougbxw
be evident to all. The true problem of faith stems evi-
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