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Introduction

Anyone who is acquainted with the Western philoscgdhtradition would witness the
great attempt made by J. P. Sartre to get oveowsuphilosophical problems. The look is
the means by which Sartre attempts to accounth®rmptoblem of how we know other
minds. That is, how can we account that other peap like us. If they are like us what
do we mean that they are other? Is the fact thaéropeople have the same body
constitution enough for us to argue that, the opf@son is like us? Sartre’s answer to
this question is no. The other person is indeed Iie, that is, a subject; however his
subjectivity is revealed to me not by simply relgtimy body to his but through the look
of the other person. The other person has a lobkchwis capable of destroying my
subjectivity; turning me in to an object, which eals him to me as a subject. Fortunately
since | am like the other that is a subject, | dlage the look with which | counter the

others look hence rendering him in to an objec¢tiin.

This shows that for Sartre despite any historicaltingencies the relation between the ‘I’
and the other is ontologically doomed to conflitence every interpersonal relation is
infected by this ontological war between subjeMsreover, since the world has more
than two individuals every human association isaorged through the look. For instance
the look of the “third” could organize me and ttibey; as either those who are looking at
the third or as who is being looked by the thirdirlg the organizing nature of the look

Sartre attempts to account for any possible formmuohan association.

In this paper | will attempt to expose as cleadypassible the general Sartrean ontology
following the same path that Sartre has taken smimjor philosophical worBeing and
NothingnesgB&N) In the first chapter, | would expose the igeiof the |, or the subject
which Sartre calls being for itself. In the secorctthpter | would expose the look,
showing its profound philosophical implication; raover | would also point out in brief
that though Sartre has made a shift in his thoughtis later work“The Critique of
Dialectical ReasorfCDR) he has remained consistent regarding hisrgeastology. As

a result the conflictual nature of inter persoredations remained more or less similar



even in his latter works. Therefore in criticallpadyzing Sartre we would not have to

worry whether Sartre changed his view in his latterk.

And finally in the third chapter | would attempd critically evaluate the Sartrean
ontology in general and the look in particular gsihe arguments raised by his critiques,
especially Maurice Merealu Ponty because it is liswagued that Ponty is Sartre’s
major critic. From my perspective Pontys criticissh the Sartrean look is infact
acceptable; however the Pontian general ontologtiligproblematic that it cannot uproot
the general Sartrean ontology. Moreover besidepdimgs which Sartre’s critiques have
raised | also think that Sartre’s inter-subjectalysis does not really address the inter-

subjective relation as well as human associationusic and dancing.



Chapter One
Sartre’s Ontology

As | have mentioned in the introductory part ostpaper, this chapter exposes Sartre’s
analysis of inter-subjective relations or the ielatof the “I” and “You”. For Sartre,
despite any attempt or effort, a complete synthesishe “I” and “You” is literally
impossible and is doomed to failure. The root canfssuch failure, though could be
aggravated or minimized by historical contingencie®ntological. In a way we can say
that, the ontological relation of the “I” with tlegher is in such a way that the “I” cannot
be with it (the other) but at the same time cam®tvithout it (the other). At this juncture
we realize the problems we are dealing with haveeasy way out. It requires us to
thoroughly delve into Sartre’s analysis of being@neral. In what follows, | will attempt

to present Sartre’s phenomenology on ontology.

Sartre divides being into two realms completelyasafe but with an intricate one sided
relation. His distinction, as can be seen from ititeoductory chapter oBeing and
nothingnessresults from Sartre’s attempt to solve the subpdgect dichotomy and other
related dichotomies like mind-body. Sartre arginres mnodern thinkers in their attempt to
transcend such dichotomies have created a newsdyahat of finite and infinite, when

they try to reduce everything to the phenomenon.

Modern thought has realized considerable progregsréducing the
existent to the series of appearances which mdnifek is aim was to
overcome a certain number of dualism which has erabsed philosophy
and to replace them by the monism of the phenométas the attempt
been successful? .... Does this mean that by reddlcegxistent to it is
manifestation we have succeeded in overwritingdalhlism? It seems
rather that we have converted them all in to a miwalism: that of finite
and infinite*

Strictly speaking the above criticism belonged twniEnd Husserl. Sartre argues that
Husserl's phenomenology has in fact helped to getyawith the Kantian distinction

between noumenal and phenomenal world; becauseoptegology, as Husserl has
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shown, does not take the phenomena to be somathisige or a mind construct. The
phenomenon, as we will see later, is in fact thly omeans by which the mind could
construct anything. It has it is own being; it istra pretension of some other world.
However, though Husserl has expelled the nomireafutther created another distinction
between the finite and infinite. Sartre argues,agtordance with Husserl, that the
phenomenon is not something which hides it is bdimdact, what the phenomenon does
is to manifest it's being in some manner rathenthale it. As a result Sartre denies the
existence of a nouminal world. For Sartre the Kamtdistinction of nouminal and
phenomenon makes the phenomenon something whichdaeging of it is own. As a
result it leads us to conceive the phenomenon mething illusive and distorted which
therefore requires us to posit the existence obamenal world in the same way Kant
did. However, as we will see next, there is no needhe noumenal world anymore
because Husserl has managed to bring a strongetieebn the phenomenon or what

appears and it is being as well as the subjecpéraeive it. To put it in Sartre’s ward

“The obvious conclusion is that the dualism of lgeiand appearance is no
longer entitled to any legal status within philobgp The appearance refers to
the total series of appearances and not to a hidéeatity which would drain to
itself all the being of the existent. And the appeee for its part is not an
inconsistent manifestation of this being. To thiemxthat men had believed in
noumenal realities, they have presented appearasca pure negative. It was
“that which is not being”; it has no other beingah of illusion and error. But
even this being was borrowed, it was itself a pre¢e and philosophers met with
the greatest difficulty in maintaining cohesion axistence in the appearance so
that it should not itself be reabsorbed in the tepit non-phenomenal being. But
if we once get away from what Nietzsche called ftlusion of worlds-behind-
the-scene,” and if we no longer believe in the bdiehind-the-appearance, then
the appearance becomes full positivity; its essénaa “appearing” which is no
longer opposed to being but on the contrary isrteasure of it. For the being of
an existent is exactly what it appears. Thus wedvarrat the idea of the
phenomenon such as we can find, for example, in‘ghenomenology” of
Husserl or of Heidegger—the phenomenon or theiv@aibsolute.”

To further elaborate the above point, | will intumg Husserl’'s phenomenology in brief. |
will be strictly limited to presenting those pointhich Sartre accepts as well as rejects
from Husserl's phenomenology. In doing this, it lwde easier for the reader to

understand by what Sartre means when he referbedinite / infinite dichotomy.



Moreover, it will also help us to see how Sartreggection of some of the points of
Husserlian phenomenology contributes for the ogiokd problem of the “You” and “I”
in Sartre.

1.1. Husserl’s Phenomenology

Husserl phenomenology to which he gave the dicttonttfe thing themselves” can be
seen as a critigue to both realism and idealisme fdalists took mind independent
realities for granted and hence proceed by eshabfisgrand theories in explaining such
objective realities. On the other hand, the idéaliemained within the realty of the mind
maintaining that what is directly given is the minéHusserl by introducing
phenomenology or by returning “to the things thdwes wanted to correct both these
extreme ends. For Husserl, what appears or theopmemon and the subject cannot exist
detached from one another in any serious way; Isectihhe phenomenon or what appears,
appears to the subject as it appears, it doesid@iths being. It presents itself as it is. As
Danzahavi argues;

“Husserl's dictum “to the things themselves” sholld interpreted as a
criticism of scientism, and as a call for a disclos of a more original
relation to the world than the one manifested iiestfic rationality. It is
a call for a return to the perceptual world that fior to and a
precondition for any scientific conceptualizationnda articulation.
Scientism seeks to reduce us to objects in thedwobjects that can be
exhaustively explained by objectifying theories lithose of physics,
biology, or psychology.... Phenomenology’s emphasithe importance
of the first-person perspective should not be ceeduwith the classical
(transcendental) idealistic attempt to detach thadrfrom the world in
order to let a pure and world less subject congtitthe richness and
concreteness of the world. This attempt was al$eend he subject has no
priority over the world, and truth is not to be faliin the interiority of
man. There is no interiority, since man is in therlel, and only knows
him- or herself by means of inhabiting a wotld.

1.1.1. Intentionality

The above point would become further clear whenlaa& upon some central themes
within Husserl’s phenomenology. The first one issbkerl’s theory of intentionality. It is

through the notion of intentionality that Hussedmages to put a strong tie between the

3



subject and everything that is outside it. The orf intentionality is relatively simple
to understand. Husserl is trying to show us thalneego beyond the realm of the mind
because we will not find anything inside it whicle Wave not previously conceived from
something external to it. Consciousness in gersisés as it interacts with the external
world. For instance when we say | know, it meakadw something or someone; when
we say we are happy, we are happy because of sogueth general consciousness is
“consciousness of something”. On it is own, conssiess neither could be explained
nor known. So intentionality is this act, movementtranscendence of consciousness
towards the object or toward the “of something”efidfore, remaining within the realm
of the mind is impossible and is not going to hefpgain any knowledge. Moreover,
when we say consciousness is “consciousness oftsmgéwe should not be tempted to
think we have consciousness on one hand and thesdofething” (the object of
consciousness) on the other hand. Rather what we isaone thing, that is, an “object
presented intentionally”. This shows that the bedhgonsciousness is dependent on the
object.

“The locution “intentional experience referring t@an object” should not
be construed as meaning that two things are preseeiperiences, an
object and an intentional act directed toward inl@one thing is present,
an intentional experience, and “()f this experiens present, then eo ipso
and through it is own essence (we must insist)irtteational ‘relation’ to
an object is achieved, and an object is ‘intentibnaresent’ ” (Husserl
1970a: vol. Il, 558). He thus rejects a relationahderstanding of
intentionality. He is not trying to understand hoansciousness (which is
allegedly within me) relates to an object out théfkere is no intentional
experience without already having an intentionajech Likewise, the
alleged consciousness that is to achieve it isti@lato an object is
already, to begin with, consciousness of this dtged of no othef.

1.1.2.Inexhaustibility of the Object

However though the object or the phenomena is ptedeintentionally this does not
mean that we grasp everything about the object vithenpresented to us intentionally.
The object for Husserl transcends every experighae we have of it; we could not
exhaust it wholly. For instance if we take a caml @y to analyze what it is we can not
perceive the head and the tail at the same tinbecdmes impossible. By the time we are

analyzing the tail we anticipate as if it has adhead continue our analysis and vice
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versa, in our analysis certain things always escageve can not totally grasp the thing,
what we can do best is try to analyze the thingmfvarious perspectives holding on to
our anticipation. Generally speaking the object;

“is not exhausted by our anticipations, and it newdll be. As we go on
examining the object, walk around it, turn it araiirexplore it with our
various senses or with scientific instruments, anticipations always go
beyond what “meets the eye” or our other senses.diject, in turn, goes
beyond anything that we ever anticipate.

The facts that the object transcends our experiégmceome manner made Husserl
introduce three notions which are associated witbntionality. Consciousness as we
have seen is an intentional act but the objecstamds our experience. Because of this
the way this intentional act relates to the objscthrough meaning. When the act and
object meet, the act confers a certain meaninghenobject. This meaning cannot be
conclusive and total because as we have seen vwaiceinded by our anticipations. As
a result the meaning conferred in a certain aalvimys open for revision. This general
meaning of the act Husserl calls it “noema.”

As a result this general meaning or the “noema’aiesas far as every new encounter
with the object provides us similar meaning basadoar anticipation. The minute a
situation arises that reflects that our anticipatis no more correct or fulfilled the
“‘noema” falls into crisis; it should be reconstedttin accordance with the new
experience. This new experience Husserl callsetHlyle, whereas the elements which
restructure and shape up the “noema”, Husserl tais noesis. The noema, noesis and
the hyle, though are involved in every act, we Ugwb not recognize them, as a result

Husserl called them transcendental. This should b® confused with
transcendent...“Transcendent” means “inexhaustible,” while
“transcendental” means hidden, but crucial for cexperiencé

1.1.3.Husserl’s Transcendental Turn

The notion of noesis, noema, and hyle heralded vughasually labeled us “Husserl’s
transcendental turn”. This is relatively easy talenstand, once we have grasped the
above mentioned central pointes of Husserlian ptmemology. The first thing that we

have to do now is recognize or realize the probtemmature of the objects. That is we
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now see that the object is transcendent hence sv@@more in the “natural attitude”
where we see an object and take it for grantedwfaat it is. As a result if we want to
study the object we should perform some reductmng/e should get away from the
natural attitude in which we are embedded. The @ifsuch a reduction, Husserl calls it
the eidetic reduction. That is we try to find soessential nature of the object rather than
it is particularities. We should look for the unigal trait is it carries with in it that other
objects also have. Such a reduction is commonlyl@yed in mathematics, where we
can infer from a particular object it is universale like it is color, shape, and size. The
second reduction Husserl calls it the transcentleatiauction. Here our main concern is
to see how these transcendental noema, noesisynohteract or perform their act. As a
result we should suspend our judgment about thetenge or non existence of the object.
“Husserl calls this change of attitude an epocimguthe old Greek word for abstaining
from judgment. He also calls this a bracketing loé bbject” (DAGFIN). The third
reduction is what Husserl calls the phenomenoldgeduction which is a combination

of the other two reductions which philosophers haveo when the philosophize.

phenomenological reductiotinally, is a combination of the eidetic and the
transcendental reduction. It leads us from the rabtaittitude, where we are

directed toward individual, physical objects, to aitetic transcendental

attitude, where we are studying the noemata, npeseshyle of acts directed

toward essential trait is of acts directed towaskaces.

1.2. The Dualism of the Finite-Infinite

We can easily see now why Sartre accuses Husséredinite-infinite dualism. As we
have seen, for the latter Husserl the object issttandental it always escapes us because
we are always perceiving it from a particular pertive. Moreover we not only perceive

it from a particular perspective we perceive ibotigh the transcendental notions of the
noema-noesis and hyle. For Sartre such concepfiaorsciousness and the objects of
consciousness are problematic. First of all, iftake the fact that we perceive a certain
object from a certain perspective at a time, tha fhat it is meaning is endowed or
constituted through the noema-nosis and hyle couilliply the meaning to infinity even

from that single perspective we are referring t@ tbbject. That is since the



transcendental are constitutive of the meaninghef dbject the object is completely
dependent on my whim for it is meaning. Generglgaking;

“Although an object may disclose itself only thrbug single abschattung, the
sole fact of there being a subject implies the ibddg of multiplying the points

of view on that abschattung. This suffices to miyltioo infinity the abschattung

under consideration”®

Moreover as we have seen, at the level of phenological reduction, we take the
essence of the object that is we perform the e@detiluction and also suspend our
judgment of the actual existence or non-existerideeosubject (epoch) and see how the
noema-noesis and the hyle interact with the essemeeived.

For Sartre, this is not going to help us in any wayalk about the being of the object.
Because there is always more to the object thapgears or it is a series of appearances.
Hence if we reduce it to its essence and brackstattual existence while we still have
the noema-noesis and hyle, we are reducing thectoloj® a finite serious leaving it to
our subjective will. As Sartre has succinctly gut i

“the reality of that cup is that it is there andathit is not me. We shall interpret
this by saying that the series of it is appearaiscbound by a principle which
does not depend on my whim. But the appearanceeddw itself and without
reference to the series of which it is a part cobkl only an intuitive and
subjective plenitude, the manner in which the sibgeaffected.”

The discussion of the finite-infinite directly lesads to the core of Sartre’s argument as to
why knowledge cannot be the primary way to deahwaiéing in general. As we have
seen, the phenomenological reduction fails to gise concrete account of the being of
the transcendent object, because, it reduces fleetdb a finite phenomenon while the
object actually appears as a series of appearaRoessartre, as a phenomenologist we
should not do this because “returning to the thihgenselves” requires us to describe the
phenomenon as it is. In a general manner Sartréireeontology could be described by
just taking the first two sentences of the quotafrom above which reads as “the reality
of that cup is that it is there and that it is n@. We shall interpret this by saying that the

series of it is appearances is bound by a prineyplieh does not depend on my whim.”

As can be easily inferred what Sartre is sayirthas | see the cup, | am not imagining it,

if 1 were imagining it | could have easily un imagiit. It is there forcing itself towards



me making me perceive it. It does not matter whnaivkkedge | have of it is essence, or
what it is. The main point is that “it is” and te Inore specific “it is” there either on the

table or the on the floor. Moreover though | miglot know what it is; one thing | am

sure about is that it is not me, or | am not it.nfore deeper phenomenological
description of the above situation of “Sartre v& tup” reveals us “the non-primacy of
knowledge,” that is when Sartre perceive the c@pdbesn't first perceive the cup and
then starts thinking in his head and then say, wiesfirst looks at the cup he becomes
aware that “it is there” he might not know whaist but it is just there. There is no

reflection involved here. We can say there is sfientaneous and automatic recognition
that the cup “is there” and that it is not me. Enerno reflection here. This led Sartre to

define being as trans-phenomenal.

1.3. Transphenomenality of Being

By transphenomenal, Sartre is saying that the phena does not hide being, however it
does not also give it out, in the sense that weatist from the phenomena and make it
a matter of reflection or knowledge. For instarfce/e take the “Sartre cup” encounter
from above, if Sartre attempts to abstract beimgnfithe cup conceives it and tries to
reflect on it, it is neither practically nor thebeally possible. Practically the cup “is”. |
can not abstract this “is” and insert it in my mimdany possible way. This “is” of the
cup is not some quality or quantity of the cupsihot it is essence. As we have seen this
was the problem with Husserl's eidetic reductiore @énnot reach the “being of the cup
as we could reach it is essence”. From the pastictlp we could infer certain qualities
like it is color, or shape, but not it is being. wiver this does not mean that the cup is
hiding its being, because as | can clearly seerigferring itself to me in some manner .it

is appearing there on the table or on the floor.

Hence being also appears or has a phenomena. Idovrewn this manifestation or
appearance we cannot reach being because the p&eoorf being refers to something

which is “transphenomenal”’ to something which appea series, to something which



escape us and is inexhaustible.. This is the onbwkedge that we could grasp from the
phenomenon of being. As Sartre has clearly put it;

“the being of the phenomenon, although coextensgiitt the phenomenon
cannot be subject to the phenomenal condition Hwisido exist only in so far as
it reveals itself- and that consequently it surgasthe knowledge which we have
of it and provides the basis for such knowledfje.”

We might be wondering as to how then we realize theing if it surpasses our
knowledge. Sartre’s argument for this is quite anmz~or Sartre being is communicated
in some immediate manner it is not a matter okdfbn. The best exposition on how we
communicate with being is found in his literary Wwamder the titteNAUSEA However
since it is not of utmost important, | will dealttvito B& N. The immediate ways of
communicating with being involve, feelings like saa, boredom etc. the main point is
to know when we encounter being it is our feelitiggt express not reflection. To put it
in his word;

“the phenomenon is what manifests itself, and bemanifests itself to all in
some way, since we can speak of it and since wedagrtain comprehension of
it. Thus there must be for it a phenomenon of hemyappearance of being,
capable of description as such... Being will be diset to us by some kind of
immediate access-boredom, nausea, &tc”

This discussion will now directly lead us to Samdiistinction of being in to two realms.

The two realms could be identified, if we recalé ttSartre-cup” example from above.
The first realm consists of Sartre, or it is thalme of conscious being or the being of the
| and the second realm consists of the cup, thenrehunconscious beings. Sartre calls
the realm of conscious beings being for itself #rerealm of unconscious beings being

in itself.

1.4. Being-For-It self

As | have, already mentioned being for itself, ¢iates the realm of reality of conscious
being, hence | will begin by expanding Sartre’slgsia of consciousness, Sartre in
accordance with, Husserl agree that conscioussdsgentional that is consciousness, is
consciousness of something. As he explicitly ptyt&ail consciousness, as Husserl has
shown, is consciousness of something. This meatghbre is no consciousness which is

not a positing of a transcendent object, or if yoafer consciousness has no content.”
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However he does not accept Husserl’s notion ofrdmescendental ego; which as we have
seen has an idealistic over tone. First of all camsness has no content there is nothing
in it, it is not a storage box. It is not a thirgis just intentional, or directedness towards
the outside. Secondly the transcendental ego dutesescribe on how self consciousness
is achieved because it is discovered through redlecSartre's argument is that, how can
| be conscious of the things | did if was not awsmenehow that | was the one who was
doing it. In such a situation consciousness “wdda consciousness ignorant of itself,
an unconscious-which is absuftifor Sartre there is no stage in consciousnesseniher
becomes unconscious. Consciousness is always @dhsciousness, there are no
breakthroughs. “Consciousness is consciousnessighrand through” as Thomas R.
Flynn, clearly puts it.

If phenomenology enabled Sartre to philosophizeutalmmncrete, individual
reality, it is central concept of intentionalitylaved him to escape the ‘principle
of immanence’ that entangled idealist philosophiaera mind-referring world.
Philosophical idealism claims that reality is essaity mental or mind-referring.
Berkeley's famous maxim ‘To be is to perceive opé&eeived’ illustrates this
view. Sartre published an essay in 1939 that coadt¢his idealist claim with
the principle of intentionality, namely, that coimtsness is essentially other-
referring: ‘All consciousness is consciousness nbther.’” He applied this
Husserlian principle with characteristic rigour, ew directing it against Husserl
himsglf, whom he accused of sliding into idealisnafipeal to a ‘transcendental’
ego.

As a result Sartre argues that “every positionalscmusness of an object is at the same
time a non positional consciousness of itself”. flikavery time | will judge, think, etc. |
will something, | judge someone, or | think aboammgthing. In all these activities am
taking everything as an object, except myselfwagis remain to be the subject and my
undertakings as objects. | am non- positionallyrawhat | am not any of the things that
is presented to me intentionally. | can never logself and be one with the things | do.
If | become one with the object then | am no moreoascious being but rather it is
opposite. It is only this Impossibility to mix artisappear in the object that makes
consciousness, consciousness. Consciousness degys its distance from its object. It
is therefore non- positionally aware of itself vath taking itself as an object without

reflecting on its activity.
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This does not mean that consciousness is not tigtean itself rather there is this “non-
reflective consciousness which renders the reiagbiossible”. This point becomes clear
when we see the example Sartre himself gave. seppose we are trying to count the
cigarettes that are in the cigarette pack. In sudituation we usually just pick up the
cigarette pack and start counting. At this poirdameone approaches us and asks what
we are doing we instantly answer by saying tha lcaunting the cigarettes, now this “I”
that count appears when | reflect back at my actitwor to this reflection | was just
aware of what | was doing without reflecting on wihavas doing. This “I” that was
aware of what | was doing prior to this reflectisnwhat helps me to instantly answer
this question. | cannot put it to words or | canstictly say this “I” out in the usual
sense we use the term | because every time we aaythis or that what is present is the
reflected I, not the pre reflected. This is whytBaaccuses Descartes of not going one
step further behind his Cartesian cogito that shstsink”. Before the | that says | think
there is the pre reflective |1 which helped Descatte say | think, “There is the pre-

reflective cogito which is the condition of the @sian cogito™

At this juncture, we see the problem involved witle being of consciousness. On the
one hand we see that consciousness is always oasgseiss of something, it requires the
object because it is intentional and has no cont@ntthe other hand it must keep it is
distance from this object towards which it trangtsenThat is, we can only be identified

with our activity or our being can only be ideredi with our activity but we cannot be

this activity.

To answer the question what am |, we all have odividual answer, we exist either as a
teacher, a farmer, a doctor or as anything thatameas that individual, but as we all
know we cannot be these activities. | might berené&a, but this does not mean | am one
and the same thing with farming that | am nothing farming. | might easily give up

being a farmer and be a student, a priest, a waitehat so ever, in which case my being
or what | am changes with what | do. This shows thya being rests on what | choose to

do, yet | am not what | do. This led Sartre, toidesome notions about consciousness,
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besides, intentionality. These are the notions ibflation, nothingness, lack, freedom

facticity, responsibility and absurdity, anguishgdaith.

1.4.1. Nihilation

Can in general be seen as the process by whicltioossess remains being itself, that
is, it is the process by which consciousness saaysy from it is object; saying | am not
it. any activity, object or whatever that is brotiggefore consciousness is pushed aside
because consciousness would no more be conscigusitdsecomes the “of something”
towards which it transcends. Now the obvious qoestiould be, what is the being of
consciousness then if it does not become the “ofetibing”. What is the being of this
consciousness which nihilates. That is, | am aatotut this doctor | am is nihilated. |
am always non-positionally aware or present to tiySkew the question would be what
is this “I” that | can’'t even talk about, but isnalys there? Sartre’s answer is that, the
being of this “I” is nothingness. If it was sometdj | would have grasped it or perceived
it, or be able to reflect on it. | would have besdsle to take it as an object. But all this is
unfortunately impossible, what remains after nifiola is this nothingness, which has no
being of it is own. To explain it this much | ne#tk object, the activity which is
positionally present, without it | wouldn’t be alie even talk about it. Thus the being of
consciousness is on one hand dependent on it estobn the other hand this being is
nihillated to nothingness. This however should teoid us to think that nothingness is
some sort of being towards which consciousnessrn®tulnstead “nothingness is

nhillated” as Sartre puts it.

“for although the expression “to nihilate itself” thought of as removing from
nothingness the last semblance of being, we musgnéze that only being can
nihilate itself; however it comes about, in orderrihilate itself it must be. But
nothingness is not. If we can speak of it, it idydoecause it possesses an
appearance of being, a borrowed being, as we hatednabove. Nothingness is
not, nothingness ‘is made-to-be.” Nothingness daast nihilate itself;
nothingness “is nihilated*®
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1.4.2.Lack

As we have seen consciousness, is intentionagqires its object in order to transcend
towards it. In itself it is nothing it cannot evee conceived in any manner without its
object. This shows that consciousness is a lac&qtires its object. Sartre argues that
lack involves three things. First of all there skobe something lacking or missing.
Secondly there should be something remaining whacks what is missing. Thirdly
there is the synthesis that is achieved when tbketh and that which was lacking is
conjoined. Sartre’s example could help us to glahis better, if we for instance say the
moon is not full or it is quarter is missing, itasts these three things. The moon that is
not full signifies that which lacks, the quartegrsfies that which is missing and the full
moon signifies the synthesis.

Therefore in case of consciousness, that whicharisemething is consciousness itself,
what it is lacking is basically itself or to beatsand the synthesis in this case would be
the synthesis of consciousness and its object, hwiscimpossible. So consciousness
remains being a lack. To put it in Sartre’s word

“Lack presupposes a trinity: that which is missiog‘the lacking,” that which
misses what is lacking or ‘the existing,” and atity which has been broken by
the lacking and which would be restored by thelsssis of ‘the lacking’ and ‘the
existing’ —this is ‘the lacked. The being whichredeased to the intuition of
human reality is always that to which some thinglasking — that is, the
existing.™®

1.4.3.Freedom

The other important notion about consciousness ré&edbm. As we have seen
consciousness cannot become anything. It cannetrdiete itself with anything; in fact
the only thing it cannot strictly change is its apacity to determination. Therefore we
see that consciousness, nihilation, freedom areandehe same thing. To put it as Sartre
argues;

“For the for-itself, to be is to nihilate the insglf which it is. Under these
conditions freedom can be nothing other than thfglation. It is through this
that the for-itself escapes its being as its esseids through this that the for-
itself is always something other than what can &iel ®f it. For in the final
analysis the for-itself is the one which escapés ¥ery denomination, the one
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which is already beyond the name which is givelt teeyond the property which

is recognized in it.*’
In more concrete terms what this notion of freedomplies, is that, freedom is not some
mode of being, which consciousness or man becom#siusual sense of the term we
say | am free, rather it is the very being of thiadt says | am free. “Freedom is not a
being; it is the being of man..... man cannot be sonas slave and sometimes free, he
is wholly and forever free or he is not free at”&ll Moreover, as we have seen,
consciousness consists in transcending towards sbiect, either this or that object, but
it should necessarily transcend towards some glgect this object towards which it has
transcended is said to be it has been chosen lsgiomsness, because consciousness is a
transcendence towards some object and not anguylartione it has chosen. In terms of
freedom, it means man has to choose to do thikatraction to say either | am this or
that. However, this choice that he makes betweenrbag a farmer or philosopher can
in no way be justified, because the being of cansness is such that it chooses. To ask
why does it choose is nothing more than asking wbiysciousness is consciousness.
Sartre’s answer to this is that it is absurd, asmiesee next, it means there is no reason
why consciousness or man is, but it is. As Santteitg'such a choice made without base
of support and dictating it is own cause to itse#fin very well appear absurd, and in fact
is absurd. This is because freedom is a choicésdiding but not the foundation of its

being”*®

Furthermore the fact that there is no necessaigorethat made me choose a particular
mode of being shows similarly that there is no oeabat prohibit is me from choosing a
different mode of being. There is no necessaryoredéisat made me choose philosophy
from farming, similarly there is no necessary reasioat would stop me if | further
choose to study medicine or astronomy abandoningeariier choice of philosophy.
“Therefore, | am condemned to exist forever beyornydessence, beyond the causes and
motives of my act. | am condemned to be free. Tieans that no limit is to my freedom
can be found except freedom itself or if you pretbat we are not free to cease being

free.”?°
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This however should not lead us to think thatdoee consists in choosing what is not
there to be chosen. We can take multiple choicenexs an example , in such an exam
our freedom consists primarily in choosing any ohéhe choices given but it does not
stop there, we could also choose not to chooseohthe choices and give back a blank
sheet, but we cannot choose anything more thanltrose of the questions has choices
of a, b, ¢, and d, | cannot choose e. for it isaothe menu. If we put this in terms of
consciousness we have seen consciousness is asrsess of something, hence at this
point the “of something” that we have is the guestiith four choices. So strictly

speaking these four choices are in fact not mytéii@n but the objects on which |

exercise my freedom. Moreover, let's say | choosad after the exam is over | wanted
to change my choice to c; this is also impossien if | bribe the examiner and he lets
me change it to c. it does not erase the factdheg at that prior point and time | have
chosen d. Generally speaking freedom always aiises “situation”; it is about the

choice we make in that particular situation.

Moreover even the situation is revealed as a tatudbecause of freedom itself. It is
because | am conscious that | look at somethirggsagiation, as something to be passed,
failed, maintained difficult, or easy. As Sartratp it “human reality everywhere
encounters resistance and obstacles which it hasreated, but these resistances and
obstacles have meaning only in and through the &iegice which human reality
is”.#!Sartre calls such a resistance and obstacle oticifpdt is the “given” which we

discover in our encounter with the external worhdwhich we exercise our freedom.

1.4.4. Facticity

Facticity as | have pointed out above generallgnefo the “given” to what is out there
which consciousness discovers as it transcendgsdsviis objects. It not only transcends
towards them but gives meaning to them in relatmits freely chosen project. Sartre
gives an example of a crag to explain this poim& ¢rag appears either as difficult or
easy to climb if we make climbing the crag our pobj The crag is neither difficult nor

easy on it is own. It is either difficult or easy tlimb for me when | see it in the
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perspective of an end which | have already positedhis case which happens to be
climbing the mountain. “Therefore it is only in atidough the free upsurge of a freedom
that the world develops and reveals the resistarideh can render the projected end
unrealizable # Sartre gives an account of what constitutes fagti¢facticity includes

M I 1]

“‘my place”, “my past”, “my environment”, “my fells man” and “my death” since my
fellowman and my death are related to the beinghefother and the nature of inter-
subjective relations; for the sake of clarity thdiscussion would be followed once after

the being of the other is exposed.

1.4.4.1. My Place

My place constitutes the place which | inhibit mygparticular minute in my life. In any
moment | am in a particular place, either nexthis or that thing or person and coming
from, this or that place or going to this or thitge. There cannot be any moment in my
life where | cannot have a place; and this placviays explained in terms of reference
from myself. Right now | am in my room, writing nigesis, | am next to the window
behind the door etc. however | just came to my radt@r | ate my dinner in the kitchen
and prior to this | was at school. Such regres$iually leads to the place where | was

born.

However does this mean that, this place on whialag born have a determining effect
on my freedom? That is, can | proclaim that the@lahave today is necessarily related
to any outcome of my birth place? Sartre’s answehis is no. Because this place | have
today could have been similar even if | was barsome other place, which shows the
contingency of my place rather than it is neces®iyt the main point is that | should

have a place. In short | should be born eithehig @r that place in order for me to have a
place. And once | have this place, this place besomine. “it would be useless to

explain this last place by the one which my mothesupied when she brought me into
the world. The chain is broken... for me birth and filace which it assignees me are

contingent things
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And once | am in place, | reveal it by being thgamizer of it. When | say | am next to a
tree or something, | reveal this place. If it wagor me there would have been no “next
to the tree” of which | was just talking about. 8arly, the place which | have at a
particular point would either be too far, or toos# in relation to me or the end | have
freely chosen. My work place or school is eithey those or too far in relation to the
place | take in a particular time and if my eneither to go to school or work. Therefore,
the meaning of my place is always related to the lechoose. And this end | choose is
always made by nihilating the current place | have.

“Thus it must be said that the facticity of myqads revealed to me only in and
through the free choice which | make of my ende&oen is indispensible to the
discovery of my facticity. | learn of this factictrom all the points of the future
which | project; it is from the standpoint of thifhiosen future that facticity

appears to me with it is characteristics of impagn of contingency, of

weakness, of absurdity. It is in relation to myaineof seeing New York that it is
absured and painful for me to live at Monte-de-MawsBut conversely facticity

is the only reality which freedom can discover, dinéy one which it can nihilate

by the positing of an end, the only thing in teohg/hich it is meaningful to posit

an end®

1.4.4.2. My Past

We might wonder, as to how, the past does not itwté as a limitation to freedom.
Because we certainly tend to think that our pastehdetermining effect on us today. But
Sartre is uncompromising on this issue. The pasSértre is not a necessary condition
or cause that determines “our act as a prior phenom determining a consequent
phenomenon® The fact that | am writing this master’s thesisofs course because |
finished my undergrad and pursued my educatiomdurbut this does not mean that, the
fact that | have finished my undergrad necess#ety to this route. It is just one of the
choices | choose among many others. However theés dot mean | don’'t have a past as
a philosophy undergrad student. No matter what frdm now on | could not erase this
fact. It has happened. In fact it is based onat trchoose what to do next. | might say |
don’t want to learn philosophy anymore because itough or boring and start to do
something else or | could say | like it and hencgaht to pursue further in studying
philosophy. So my past is my facticity it has hapg | have made it happen in that it is
the outcome of my then present choice. And based bmwould further choose to do
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what | have to do, in which case the past getmganing as something that was either
painful, tolerable, unbearable etc, .

Generally speaking “while freedom is the choice anf end in terms of the past,
conversely the past is what it is only in relattonthe end choserf®.| am in fact the
author of my past, “the order of my choices offilt@re is going to determine an order of
my past®’ Which as can easily be imagined culminates in esthl Now because of this
rather than a limitation of my freedom my past ssrnas a spring board towards the
future. “The perpetual historization of the foreifsis the perpetual affirmation of its

freedom.”?®

1.4.4.3. My Environment

“My environment is made up of the instrumental gsirwhich surround me, including
their peculiar coefficients of adversity and wlif® That is, my environment includes
things that we discover once we are in the worldictv depending on their potential
serve us as either a facilitator or inhibitor ofr @etion or freedom. It includes natural
things, like the sun, earth, trees, wind, etc. amahmade things like cars, bicycles, TVs,
spoons etc.

Sartre gives an example of riding a bicycle frone éown to another to meet a friend to
explain this issue. Now let’'s say we are in a htoryneet with this friend situated in the
next town, our goal is to reach there as soon asilpe, however let's say the wind
started to blow very high from the opposite diresttoward which we are headed hence
making riding the bicycle toward that direction yelifficult. Let's further say that there
is a burning sun, and on top of all this we havat. Does this mean that our freedom
to reach the next town is restricted? Obviouslytr8a answer is no. First of all the
environment, reveals it is meaning as an inhibitmmas favorable environment in

relation to my end, which | freely choose. If it svéhe case that | was sleeping at home,
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my environment would have had a difficult settingdaneaning which again would be

revealed to my project of sleeping.

Secondly, even if | change my mind, or give up mgjgct of going to the next town
because of the wind, the sun and the flat tires ot going to show that my freedom is
restricted. Rather | give up my projects for a meatuable project. | could definitely
start to walk, to the next town if the tires arat fbut | am not going to do that because
probably | value my health that | wouldn’t wantwalk in that climate or some other end
which | value more. Even if | claim that | would ke and hence my friend would not
be waiting for me it is not going to be a reasondyenough, because even if | had reach
on time | have no justification that my friend cdude there on time, so similarly when |
am late, there is no justification for me that hewd not be there. So when | give up my
project of going to meet my friend | give it up famother project which | choose, none of
what happened could constitute as an ultimate extarsmy giving up of my project to

meet my friend.

“Freedom implies therefore the existence of an mmwhent to be changed;
obstacles to be cleared, tools to be used. Of eoiiris freedom which reveals
them as obstacles, but by it is free choice it oaly interpret the meaning of
their being. It is necessary that they be simpgréhwholly brute, in order that
there may be freedom. To be free is to-be-freestcadd it is to-be-free-in-the-
world. But if this is the case, then freedom, yogmizing itself as the freedom to
change, recognizes and implicitly foresees in it adginal project the
independent existence of the given on which itésased®

1.4.5.Responsibility

Now, because of the fact that facticity in genésahe ground on which we exercise our
freedom, Sartre thinks that the for-itself is enddwwith all the responsibility for his/her
action. There is nothing in the world that wouldhstitute as a reason for doing or not
doing this or that action. Facticity is not a jigtig ground for our action. As a result
everything that we do is done because we choose tib and for what | did no one or
thing could be hold responsible but me. | cannotgbforth any excuse. | should face the

consequences of my free act. There is no roomeneiithn surprise nor excuse. Whatever
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it is “it is” because of me, | am the cause of gtleng that happen out there, hence
should be accountable for it. As Sartre puts it;

“we are taking the word “responsibility” in it is mlinary sense as
“consciousness (of) being the incontestable autifoan event or of an object.”
In this sense the responsibility of the for-itéelbverwhelming since he is the one
by whom it happens that there is a world; sinceishalso the one who makes
himself be, then whatever may be the situationhichwhe finds himself, the for-
itself must wholly assume this situation with ipéculiar coefficient of adversity,
even though it be insupportable. He must assumesithation with the proud
consciopusness of being the author of it, for they worst disadvantage or the
worst threats which can endanger my person havenmganly in and through
my project; and it is on the ground of the engagenwehich | am that they
appear. It is therefore senseless to think of camplg since nothing foreign has
decided what we feel, what we live, or what weare.

1.4.6.Anguish

Anguish for Sartre is the means by which freedonec®gnized. Anguish is a sort of fear
that comes from within, because at the end of theldvill find no good justification of
my being. Sartre gives an example of a man starafing cliff. The man standing in the
cliff is afraid of two things, one is external inat someone might push him or he might
slip accidentally. Such fear Sartre calls it vestipecause it cause is external. Anguish
however is a fear within the man when he realiteg he could always jump off his
accord, it is a realization that he cannot givedalhno necessary reason not to jump.
When he introspects he would find nothing that wlosiop him from jumping which
reveals to him his freedom or the lack of neces3iiyping is equally one of the possible
things he could do among any other things he ialdepof doing at that time.

“Anguish in fact is the recognition of a possihilias my possibility; that is, it is
constituted when consciousness sees itself cutifr@ressence by nothingness
or separated from the future by it is very freeddimis means that a nihillating
nothing removes from me all excuse and that as#ime time what | project as
my future being is always nihilated and reduceth®rank of simple possibility
because the future which | am remains out of mgh’ea

1.4.7.Absurdity

The lack of necessity reveals, what Sartre cablsuality. Absurdity is the realization

that being in general is contingent. It has no geato be but it is. Both me or
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consciousness and the world exists but there isemessary reason for existence itself.
The best description of absurdity is found in Sstmausea, where he characterizes
existence as superfluous in general. As David Shenputs it;

In Nausea, a philosophical novel published in 1988en Sartre was still
substantially under the influence of Husserl, harahterizes absurdity as a
guality of all existing objects (and, more broadlye material world as a whole),
regardless of the stance that human beings migke taith respect to them.
Because Sartre sees consciousness as wholly exterrthe objects that it
perceives, his protagonist, Roquentin,is totalliraamed from the world of his
experience, which — in a twist on the Cartesianbfgmatic — leaves the
justification for his own existence, if not his wait existence itself, in doubt: “I
am. | am, | exist, | think, therefore | am; | anchase | think, why do | think? |
don’t want to think any more, | am because | tithdt | don’t want to be, | think
that | ... because. .. ugh! flee”,(Sartre #9400-1). Set off from the world of
objects, Roquentin comes to see not only thatvaisexistence, as he recognizes
it, is based on purely contingent thought, but alkat the external reality
perceived by language encrusted thought bears @mgntingent relation to the
objects themselves, which are actually “divorcedini the words that we use to
either name or describe them: “The world of expléoas and reasons is not the
world of existence.” And, finally, as to the obgtthemselves” — that is, their
brute existence —there is, once again, just costicg: all is “superfluous.”
Thus, “the essential thing is contingency. | mdaat bne cannot define existence
as necessity. To exist is simply to be there” (@at964: 1313

1.4.8.Bad Faith and Authenticity

The concepts of bad faith and authenticity, striéllow from the above, analysis, bad
faith is a sort of lie which we tell our self. Senthis lie is told by self to self the lie fails
to convince us at the end of the day. Bad faithiteswhen we try to convince our self
that our existence or being is of necessity. Wettryflee our freedom and hence
responsibility and the anguish associated withdoee It is an attempt to justify our
existence. Bad faith can be said is motivated ogioblly because as we have seen
consciousness is a lack and as a lack it alwaysswarfull fill itself. But we have also
seen that this is impossible. hence bad faitheetid of the day is unavoidable, “if bad
faith is possible, it is an immediate, permanergdhto every project of the human being;

it is because consciousness conceals in it is ejeymanent risk of bad faitH”

However through consciousness somehow motivatedaithd it does not mean it can

totally conceal it is freedom; this too is impo$sibecause consciousness always remains
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to be free and unjustified. Sartre gives an exaropke waiter in certain café. The waiter
walks, talks, and acts in a certain manner thabbks like a robot performing his pre-
established task. This waiter is strictly perforgithese acts as if he was born a waiter.
He is attempting to be totally what he is doing.iBl¢rying to justify himself of being a
waiter, of being made in such a way that he isingtbut a waiter. This guy is trying to
forget that he became a waiter out of his choieeidHrying to forget that any day from
now on, that he might freely choose to quit beinvgadter. As Sartre argues the waiter “is
playing, he is amusing himself. But what is he plgy We need not watch long before

we can explain it; he is playing at being a waiitea café.?®

Authenticity can be said is the opposite of bathfat is a realization of our freedom and
contingency. Every single thing we do, we do it Wirgly that we freely choose what
we are doing and that we can freely choose to ahahgpaying the necessary
responsibility for our action. If we for instancake the waiter example from above, the
authentic waiter will also perform his assignedkid$owever, in case you ask this waiter
why he is a waiter; he will tell you that the heooke to be a waiter because from the
varieties of options he had, he thought this onbeger for a certain reason. He will
further tell you that this certain reason is noadtrict necessity, that justify him for once
and for all that he should choose to be, a wadehé& knows being in general is absurd.
That is “Authenticity must consist in somehow keeping fiymh view the “double
simultaneous aspect of the human project,” thait is, transcendence and facticity, and
in the end it is arbitrariness and futility (Sartt@92: 481).%°

1.5. Consciousness Is Not What It Is and Is What It Is Not

At the end, all these lead Sartre to define comstiess or man as “that is not what it is
and is what it is not”. If we take the first paftthis definition that says; “is not what it
is”; it shows that consciousness of something does consist on consciousness
becoming the something towards which it transcelidgflect the nihilation and hence
freedom of consciousness. As David Detmer cleaity fi;

“Consciousness is not what it is, because it is amofthing at all. It is not any
kind of substance; it is not an ego; it cannot Benitified with it is objects, nor
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with it is states, it is moods, or it is emotioMoreover, it is not in any sense a
container of things. Rather, all of it is objectshether physical or mental,
perceived or imagined, "real" or "unreal," are emtal to it. Indeed, literally
everything is external to it. In itself, it is natg at all. Consequently,
consciousness is completely independent from thkel wb things and from the

causal order; consciousness is completely, or agr&Saould say, "absolutely,”

free”.¥’

second part of the definition supports the fisttpas we have seen the first part of the
definition reflects that consciousness is free, &éaav if consciousness is not what it is,
then to say consciousness is free would amousaymg that consciousness is not free
which in turn amounts to saying that consciousnéss consciousness and
unconsciousness. The solution to this problemdieghe second part of the definition
which affirms that consciousness “is what it is"ndf the first part reflects that
consciousness is free then the second part affinaisit remains being free. Moreover
this second part reflects that, consciousnesseedérm or nihillation or nothingness rests
or exists as far as consciousness remains in dppodo it is object, moods etc.
furthermore it shows the intricate relation betwemmsciousness and it is object.
Consciousness exists, in as far as it perpetudtijlates it is object. As Detmer further

argues

Consciousness is what it is not, because consaassis characterized by its
negative activities. It is only through such "ndtihg" behaviors as imagining,
doubting, abstracting, questioning, denying, ebattnon-being emerges in the
world. And since consciousness is "the being bghlwNiothingness comes to the
world," Sartre argues that "it must be it is ownthiagness, "and that" it must
arise in the world as a No. "69 Thus, consciousmegsonly is (negatively) not
what it is (e.g., it is objects, the ego, it issaables, states, decisions, emotions,
etc.), but it also is(positively) what it is notde the source of all "negativities,
which it brings about through it is multifarioushilating activities).*®

1.6. Being In itself (the unconscious realm)

As | have already mentioned, being in itself is thalm of the unconscious beings. In
other words, being in-itself is that part of realithich consciousness was being directed
to. We can say it constitutes the being of all hamans. It is that part of reality which
consciousness could take as an object. BeingtsaH though absurd, that is, though we
cannot say for example why the world exist, we d@aliberately assign essences to them,

define them, | can say the tree is tall, , the subright, and since this things are not
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consciousness, that is free, or nihillating thegkshaving the essences, | give them.
However as we have seen being in general is tradsog, | cannot exhaust everything
about such being in general, because it presesg§ #s a phenomena. Therefore Sartre
characterizes the being of these phenomena bygapeing is, being is in itself being Is

what it is.”®®

1.6.1.Being Is

In defining, the being of the phenomena, by saybmgng is”, Sartre wants to show us
the absurdity of being in general. It is, his wdiysaying the things that | perceive touch,
or the world in general, has a being, it is thérg, | don’t know, why it is there, or what

it is. In other words we cannot say being is suath such, because of such reason all we
can say is being is; what is it or why is it. Wecat answer this question. It is just there.
As Sartre put it;

“it is. This is what consciousness express in amttwrphic terms by saying that
being is superfluous (detrop)- that is, that conashess absolutely cannot derive
being from anything, either from another beingfrmm a possibility, or from a
necessary law. Uncreated, without reason for beivithout any connection with
another being, being-in-itself is de top for etéyri*

1.6.2. Beingis in itself

To say being is in itself shows the main differerafe consciousness with the un
conscious being. Consciousness as we have sestensional it transcends towards it is
object and creates itself in such a way that wesegn am this or that | can be a doctor, a
teacher, or any other thing | choose to be. How#werunconscious being cannot do this.
It cannot choose itself .however to say it canraiose itself does not mean that some
other being like God has created it. The unconsciswneither created nor destroyed it
just is itself. Generally speaking to say beingnisitself is; “equivalent to saying that
being is un created. But we need not conclude ltleatg creates itself, which would
suppose that it is prior to itself. Being cannot bausa Sui in the manner of

consciousness. Being is itséff”
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1.6.3. Beingis whatitis

To say being is what it is shows another majored#iice of consciousness with the
unconscious beings. Consciousness as we havessedai it is not it is a nothingness it
is a lack. However the unconscious knows no suck. It is a thing. it is a complete

synthesis of itself with itself. As Sartre puts‘ihe in it-self has nothing secret; it is solid
(massif).in a sense we can designate it a synth@stsit is the most indissoluble of all:

the synthesis of itself with itself?

So far, we have been treating, the two realms ohgpeand as we have seen,
consciousness or the, for itself is a pure subjigtand everything is external to it. And
we have also seen that, what is external to ithésin- itself (the unconscious), which
consciousness takes as an object. As a resulttbiregyout there is something, to be
done, felt, or perceived by consciousness. Atjtmsture we realize one problem, that is,
besides the in-itself, there are also other consctiess or other for itselves. Are they also
objects among objects? In other words, do I, fetance, perceive another human being
in the same way | perceive a tree and say thetyesdlthat man/woman is that it is there
and it is not me? Sartre’s answer to this is vatgresting and complicated. As we will
further see, his answer to this question is n& ttue that the other whom | see is out
there that is, he is definitely not me. However a®tan object but as a subject, as another
I. one might ask how do we know this, that is, hbesbeing of the other is different from
the being of every other things that we discovel®iQusly, as we have seen earlier,
being is disclosed in some immediate manner. Ihas a matter of knowledge or
reflection. Hence the being of the other as a stilijedisclosed to me in my immediate
experience of shame, pride and the like. | will nawceed to expose Sartre’s analysis of

the being of the other and the nature of the isidjective relation in the next chapter.
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Chapter Two
The Other

When we recall the discussion towards the beginoinidpis chapter, we have seen that,
modern philosophy though managed to dismiss thematf nouminal world it failed to
give a clear account on how the phenomena relatbsihg, because modern philosophy
aimed to treat being in terms of knowledge. Thimag@roblem, that is, treating the being
of the other in terms of knowledge inhibited mod@imlosophy from giving a clear
account on how the other is given to us. As Satitat;

“the philosophy of the nineteenth and twentieth tapfis seems to have
understood that once myself and the other are densd as two separate
substances, we cannot escape solipsism; any ufitirese two substances must
in fact be held to be impossible. That is why tkerr@nation of modern theories
reveals to us an attempt to seize at the very hefrthe consciousness a
fundamental, transcending connection with the othieich would be constitutive
of each consciousness in it is very upsurge. Bilewtis philosophy appears to
abandon the postulate of the external negatiomeitertheless preserves it is
essential consequence; that is, the affirmatiort thg fundamental connection
with the other is realized through knowledde.”

As can be seen from the quotation, traditionalqduphy suffered from two problems;

one is external negation. That is to negate therpthat is to say the other whom | see
before me is not me, however he is not also ancoblgmong objects, or something

different from me but like me by simply taking tbthers existence realistically. In other
words external negation is made by a realistic actof the other or the external world

in general. We naively presume the other is nobmtdike me. However when asked to
explain how the other is not me but like me andliket other objects or animals, we are
going to fall into idealism because we are goingayp look at him, his body constitution

looks like mine therefore he is definitely someththat thinks, wills, doubts etc like me.

However there remains the probability that the otimgght not be like me. As Sartre

argues, for the realist;

“the existence of others is certain, and the kralge which we have of them is
probable. We can see here the sophistry of reallsrtually we ought to reverse
the terms of this proposition and recognize thahé other is accessible to us
only by means of the knowledge which we have qf dmiigh if this knowledge is

only conjectural, then the existence of the otkewrily conjectural, and it is the

role of critical reflection to determine it is exategree of probability®

28



This being the case, similarly idealism is alsangdio refer back to realism if it wishes to
avoid solipsism. Sartre gives Kantians as an examplKant we saw that the noumenal
world always escapes us, however the phenomenadl weocompletely communicable
because it is constituted by us. Now in such id&aliconception the other is similarly
taken naively as unproblematic and given, in fdw Kantians “preoccupied with
establishing the universal law of subjectivity whiare the same for all, never dealt with
the question of persons’”

However when asking such Kantians on how we rdailyw that the other is like me.
They either have to retort to realism or solipsiJimey need to retort to realism, because
when asked how we know the other is a subject, theyld have to go beyond the
phenomena towards the noumena or what is not bjirgisten to experience. That is the
subjectivity of the other does not present itself &a phenomena which | apprehend
through my apperception and if | keep on talkingwhthe other, the other becomes a
phenomena which organizes my experience ratherttieaother way round

“There remain then only two solutions for the idstleither to get rid of the
concept of the other completely and prove thatshgseless to the constitution of
my experience, or to affirm the real existencenefdther-that is, to posit a real,
extra-empirical communication between consciousse¥s

Moreover, external negation since is made on #sshof difference in space between
two bodies for the realists and between two mestdistances for the idealists it is
always going to lead to the third man argument.tThérough external negation we are
saying the other is not me in the same manner a&encthe chair is not the table.
However though the chair is not the table it is the third person who is doing the
negation between them. Similarly to say | am n& tther, we always need a third
person to make the negation. This is in fact tles@a why most idealist philosophers
recourse to notions like God.

“For as we have seen, every external relation, mash as it is not constituted
by it is very terms, requires a witness to posifThius for the idealist as for the
realist one conclusion is imposed: due to the fhat the other is revealed to us
in a spatial world, we are separated from the othgm real or ideal space?”

This being the case, modern philosophers havezeghthe problem of external negation
however they still made the other a matter of kralgk. Sartre mentions as an example,

Husserl, Hegel, and Heidegger.
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2.1. Husserl

We can easily infer how the other is not relatecekiernal negation for Husserl. As we
have seen consciousness for Husserl is intentidhal, is, it is “consciousness of
something”. Hence the object which is out therepselils constitute the being of
consciousness; without the object consciousnessots possible. This shows that
consciousness is intricately related to its obyeuie it internally says | am not it. In fact
such mode of internal negation is the peculiar elsptconsciousness because it is the
only thing that is a pure subjectivity. Howeverstihelation of consciousness as we have
seen is one sided. The in- itself does not perfdrennegation from its side. As Sartre
argues;

By an internal negation we understand such a retathetween two beings that
the one which is denied to the other qualifies dtieer at the heart of it is
essence- by absence. The negation becomes therdabessential being since
at least one of the beings on which it dependsigh shat it points towards the
other, that it carries the other in it is heart as absence. Nevertheless it is clear
that this type of negation cannot be applied tmben-itself®

As a result, for Husserl we cannot possibly doubétier the object of consciousness or
the world out there exists or not; because if it ot exist, then consciousness wouldn’t
even arise because there is no object towards whishdirected. However, as we have
seen, since the object is transcendent any dise@lsut existence or nonexistence of the
object is to be bracketed. The main point is tbhaldubt whether the object exists or not
cannot be made without doubting my own existenaeil&ly the other is also out there;
more specifically out there doing something, eitagra teacher, farmer, or as someone
perceiving some object. In other words, | find tther with some relation with the
world. As a result there is no way | am to doubethler the other exists or not without

undermining my existence. As Sartre put it;

If | am to doubt the existence of my friend Piasreof others in general, then
inasmuch as this existence is on principle outsigeexistence | must of necessity
doubt also my concrete being, my empirical reaiya professor having this or
that tendency, these habit is, this particular dwer. There is no privilege for
my self; my empirical ego and the other's empiriegb appear in the world at
the same timé.

However Sartre thinks this is problematic becausmigh the other is discovered out

there in some relation to the world or as an emgirgo, a phenomena. He is something
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that reflects back to a transcendental subjectalser as we have seen with the latter
Husserl, the transcendental noema, noesis andshyi®f constitute the world. Now the
problem is not whether the other is out there asrapirical ego. It is to know whether
the other out there is a phenomena that refers tmaakranscendental subject. Now this
is impossible because a transcendental subjedtigiven as a phenomena. And as we
have earlier seen since Husserl treats being mstaf knowledge there is no way how
the other is going to be known as a transcendentgect. Utmost | can only know what
the other is for me. | cannot know what the otsdor himself, which In other words is a
retort to solipsism.

“Now even admitting that knowledge in general meesubeing, the other’s
being is measured in it is reality by the knowleddpch the other has of himself,
not by that which | have to hinf".

2.2. Hegel

Hegel's analysis of the other is relatively bettesn Husserl's because the other is not
brought to me through the intermediary of the woitlés direct, and it is also reciprocal.
That is both | and the other are dependent on aothar and it is also based on internal
negation. Though this is the case, Hegel still mess“being” in terms of knowledge.
Sartre gives Hegel's master-slave relations asxample, in the master-slave relation,
the being of the master is dependent on the slHve.master to be a master needs the
slave, and similarly the slave to be a slave needsaster. Moreover for the master to
realize himself as a master or to be self conscafusimself as a master the slave is
required, the slave should constantly remind hiat tie is the master, he should affirm
the truth and objectivity of the masters masterness

Thus Hegel's brilliant intuition is to make me dageon the other in my being. |
am, he said, a being for-itself which is for-itsetfly through another. Therefore
the other penetrates me to the heart. | cannot tdbi without doubting myself
since ‘self-consciousness is real only in so fait ascognizes it is echo (and it is
reflection) in another?

However, we can easily infer the problem with stt#gelian analysis; for Sartre we
have seen that the “for itself” could never achiev@nthesis with it is object. That is, no
matter how hard the slave justifies the mastehasrtaster, the master can never become

a master, because consciousness is what it ismibisanot what it is. The Hegelian
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master that says | am the master or | am | is fjaling about his reflected self
consciousness, which Hegel however used to me#seaitgeing of the I. as a result Sartre
accuses Hegel of an epistemological optimism.

In the first place Hegel appears to us to be guftyan epistemological optimism.
It seems to him that the truth of self-consciousrs appear; that is, that an
objective agreement can be realized between camsuéss- by authority of the
other’s recognition of me and my recognition of ttker. This recognition can
be simultaneous and reciprocal; ‘I know that thbestknows me as himself.’ It
produces actually and in truth the universalityseff-consciousne¥s

Secondly Sartre accuses Hegel of ontological optimiThat is Hegel believes that at the
end the truth that | am | will be truly achievedemhwe understand the whole, the spirit
or Geist. However this truth of the whole is seesnt Hegel's perspective. So Sartre
accuses Hegel of forgetting himself in this wholgh;

“ but if Hegel has forgotten himself, we cannotgletr Hegel. This means that we
are referred back to the cogito. In fact, as weéhastablished, the being of my
consciousness is strictly irreducible to knowleddpn | cannot transcend my
being toward a reciprocal and universal relationwhich | could see my being
and that of others as equivalent.

2.3. Heidegger

Heidegger, by far, is the one who was relativelysel to treating the other in terms of
being fully. However Heidegger too, had some prolsiefor Heidegger human reality is
a “being in-the world” that is we cannot disentantlle world from the being of the I in a
practical manner, moreover the “being” of the | @rhis “-in-the world” is a “being with”

that is, ontologically the I is not alone. | donttme to this world alone and discover the
other, rather the | and the other together emerghd-world. This shows that the | and
the other are related in terms of being. Howevar{r& thinks such analysis fails to give a

concrete account of the I. it turns the ontologatatus of the | into a we, as Sartre put it;

“The empirical image which may best symbolize Hegieleg intuition is not that
of a conflict but rather a crew. The original rala of the other and my
consciousness is not the you and me; it is theHe@legger's being-with is not
the clear and distinct position of an individuainfmnting another individual.*?
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2.4. The Look

We can now, proceed to Sartre’s, analysis of #iedoof the other, which he explains in
his phenomenology of the look. The look is onehaf Inost common experiences which
we all encounter in our day to day activity. Itsis unlikely that we make it through the
day to day activity without seeing or being seenabgther human being. It is through
this simple experience of looking and being- lockedl that Sartre bases his entire
philosophy of the | and you. The look is fairly gas understand, and has a profound
philosophical implication. As we have seen the pwbthat permeates any analysis of
the being of the other in traditional as well asderm philosophy is external negation and
the resulting treatment of the being of the otheterms of knowledge (reflection). Sartre
attempts to transcend this problem by making a gimemological analysis of the other

as his starting point.

His starting point as already mentioned is the&lokhe obvious and most simple way
that the other is present to us, at least for tlafses who are not blind, is through the
activity of seeing. That is despite any knowledus tve have of the other we just happen
to look at the other, moreover we not only lookhe other but the other also looks at us.
For Sartre this simple experience of looking anthdpdooked by the other reflects on

how the other’s being as a subject is introduceastdNow let’s look at the experience of
looking at the other and being looked by the otbeparately for they have different

meaning attached to them. | will start first by theerience of looking at the other.

2.4.1. Looking At the Other

Looking at the other is nothing more than the posél (as well as non positional for the
two cannot be disentangled) consciousness we Hathe @ther. As a result the other is
nothing more than an object for consciousnessiatpbint. we could say that man is
short or tall, or that man is seating in the gad&t to the window etc. in other words, the
man that we are looking at is an object for us. By though he is an object for me, |
am still saying this man is an object, there is sthimg peculiar about this man as an

object, it is probable that this object is a mam. ¢buld be some sort of a robot or a
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dummy, but despite this | always look at this masame relation to the world or can be
said to my world. Because as a subject the wonidii, it is my object. Now supposing
that this man is not a robot or a dummy and hensaa, he is still an object for me, that
is he is an objectified subject. Now this shows thé object-man is very different than
the object tree or any other object, because thobgictified he too makes the world his,

he either perceives something or thinks somethiagahich in principle escapes me.

Let’'s take the man sitting by the window in the &and is looking outside, as an
example. | am taking this man as an object thatai: looking at him and saying he is
sitting by the window in the café and is lookingside. But it doesn’t stop there, what is
he looking through the window, is he looking at Heautiful woman standing beside the
red car, is he looking at the tall beggar, is st fhinking about something with his eyes
staring at the window, is the woman beautiful fonhis the car red for him, all this |

cannot know it escapes me. So of all the objelsts dbject-man sort of shakes my world.

However despite all this he is “still an object foe™*

2.4.2. Being Seen By the Other

In the above analysis, the other was still an dbjecproblematic object so to say. But in
the mist of all these, let us suppose the manerc#ié directs his look towards me, who
was wandering what this man was, and returns lois 1o it is original position. At this
juncture everything changes, | am no more the stilljet | am someone who has just
been looked upon. The other by forwarding his ltmkards me made me realize myself,
as someone behind him, sitting on a chair in a,saéaring a black hat, whose shirt is a
little bit too color full, whose eye glass is tog Ithat it made him look like a nerd, all this
the other did in a glance. | am present to mysglf am. A certain feeling of shame
dwells in me. All this transformation in me tookapé automatically with no reflection
involved. The quick glance of the man turned menftbe man who was analyzing him,
(a subject) in to all those things | mentioned.dit# not even speak a word, but all those

things | now am, to myself.
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The above two examples of seeing the other andyls@en by another reflects Sartre’s
analysis on how the other is given to us as a stbjes we have seen in the example of
looking-the other, the other still had the statdsan object, though it was a little
problematic. However, when the other glanced backeaeverything changed. My initial
project of analyzing the other failed and | becaoo@scious of my own being the
moment the other’s look was directed towards nveas this object that was sitting in a
chair, with a colorful shirt, and this big eyeglas$ich the other just looked as an object.
Deep down inside me, without reflection | have il my being in the same manner the
other has seen me. | cannot even deny this, atd¢dlsat particular exact moment “my
shame is a confessiofi:"This being which | am because of the other lookr8aalls it

being for others.

2.5. Being For Others

Being-for-others, reflects three transformationgaoltone undergoes, first of all, as we
have seen, the being of the for itself is in suebag that it is not what it is and is what it
is not, as a result, it is always a transcendeibég,not able to associate itself with it is
activity or object in such a way that it is capablegrasping itself as an | pre reflectively,
however in the presence of the other it was ablgrasp itself pre reflectively, the way
the other sees it. Now this transformation shoves the foundation of my being lies in
the hand of the other, that is, this being | am m®an outcome of the way the other saw
me(as an object). Secondly, there is a loss ofeptpps we have seen in the above
example as the look is directed towards me my maigdroject of analyzing the man was
lost. Thirdly this loss of project was accompanisda transformation of my status as a
subject to an object, | was no more the personviagtanalyzing what the other was but |
was the analyzed one in turn. As Steve Martinatieadly notes;

"three transformations occur to the self-as-objdetrst, one is given a nature,
an ‘outside’; the self (the “I”) find it is foundan beyond itself, in the other-as-
subject. Second, there is a loss of project, afunsentality in the word; one
understands oneself as the other’s project. Andithihere is a loss of mastery or
autonomy; the once autonomous self finds itselbnger self-determining. It is
foundation is elsewhere, lost to the other’s hiddpprehension. Through loss of
self, one gains a knowledge of an unknowable dieeause one becomes the
other’'s knowledge (BN 261). One is transformed fpmrson to personage and
becomes an aspect of a situation that is by anthi@other.™
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2.5.1. Some Clarifications

We can now move to Sartre’s analysis of inter-stthje relation, for we have finished
exposing the being of the | and the other. Butrmieathat, | will like to make two points
which need further clarification, first, regarditite look, and second shame experience.
The look as we have seen above was presented petbeptual field. However the look
is not restricted to the realm of the perceptuather eyes. If we for instance take the
earlier café example, when the man turned aroundoied back he, of course, used his
eyes or vision to locate the particular positiowds taking In the café, however, it was
not his eyes, that was turning me in to an objedtrather, the look itself which was
being forwarded towards me by the help of the egesa result, notions, like footsteps,
cracking noises even objects like houses could flayrole of the eyes. If for instance,
we hear a certain footstep or cracking noise in daek we automatically become
conscious of our being as a being- for- otherdat particular point and time we have
heard those things. Without any reflection, we ireathat we have been aimed at, of
course, through reflection we might be able to knelether it was us or not who the
look was directed too, but at that juncture, mjeotivity cannot be doubted. As a result,
the footsteps and cracking noises too could sesvéha eyes or the “support of the
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look”™. As Sartre puts it;

“The look which the eyes manifest, no matter whiatl lof eyes they are, is a
pure reference to myself. What | apprehend immelgiatvhen | hear the
branches crackling behind me is not that therecimeone there; it is that | am
vulnerable, that | have a body which can be hiwat 1 occupy a place and | that
| can not in any case escape from the space inhwham without defense- in
short, that | am seen*?

The second clarification is that of shame. The legian of the others subjectivity and my
objectivity is not limited to shame. Pride could@lplay similar role. We certainly feel
proud before the presence of the other; it is mgtimore than to see oneself as the other
sees us. moreover fear also plays similar rolethen above example of hearing the
cracking noise or footstep in the dark reflects tdevelopment of a certain fear, that
reveals to us the disappearance of our projectensesof danger before the others

presence. Moreover by shame, we should not take te a sort of shame which is
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morally interpreted, by shame and pride Sartre svdatreflect the immediate non-
reflected feeling that arise as one is reduceah tobgective status- as Martinot argues:-

“The look is always accompanied by shame- the ghainthaving been rendered
an object. However, it is important to understahdttby this, Sartre means an
existential rather than a moralistic shame. Exisitdnshame is the situation of
being stripped of one’s autonomy as an objet footlher; it names a formal

relation. The content of this relation may indeedrhorally shameful, such as
being caught peeping through a keyhole, but ibisrastricted to such situations.
Sartre conflates them in his example, perhaps fiopgses of starkness.

2.6. Nature of Inter-Personal Relations

As can be clearly inferred, by now, the naturehef telation between the | and the other
is not going to be smooth. As we have seen, whetiters subjectivity upsurges, before
me, my objectivity, manifests itself to me, whiclonsists of my loss of project,

possibilities and foundation. Moreover we have asen that, the others subjectivity is
revealed to us as our subjectivity escapes in taobjectified state. If we recall the café
example, the other was at first a complete objecthalysis or reflection, but when he
turned, all that stopped and he manifested as jadubut let’s further suppose that after
a while | start to look back at the other and eithersue, my earlier analysis, or start
comparing his shirt or look to mine, at this poi& again has fallen back to an object
status for me. Hence he is required to forwardldig towards me if he still wants to

avoid this objectified state. So within the looletté is this perpetual attempt or war of
reducing a subject to an object. As a result Sadys “conflict is the original meaning of

being-for-others™

2.6.1. The Body

“This object which the other is for me and thisesttjwhich | am, for him, are manifested
each as a body*® hence, | will briefly touch upon Sartre’s analysisthe body in short.
According to Sartre, the body has three dimensidhe first dimension involves, the
body as it is lived by conscious being that is, $artre consciousness is embodied, it is
within a framework of a body that consciousnessedst, by associating to it is object.
There is no consciousness without a body, hende Tite second dimension of the body
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is, the body for- the- other. prior to the lookwe recall the café example, when | was
analyzing the man in the café, the man’s body viaply there for me to objectify it.
However as we have seen the man was sort of pratilernecause, his body always
referred to something more, that is he was not amstempty body which could be
grasped. He sort of “steels the world from me” gjiowstill objectified. Now the third
dimension as can be easily inferred is when theyldeen by the other. Hence when
my body is objectified, as Hazel E. Barnes argues;

“The connecting link here is the body. When | “€xiay body in the process of
achieving my usual relations with objects in theldiahis is my “body-for-me.”
But the body has two other dimensions as well. dlethe body-for-the-other
and “the body-seen-by-the-other.” When | behold thther's body, | can
interpret it is movements only by assuming thas ilirected by a for-itself, in
short by recognizing it is psychic quality. Butstimeans that the spatial and
instrumental organization of the world which | haffiected with my own body as
a center of reference is no longer the only possdsrangement. Instead there
appears a grouping of objects around the other aster; he has caused an
“internal haemorrhage of my world which bleeds is Hirection.” He has stolen
my world away from me. Still further developmertuss when | experience my
body-seen-by-the-other. In this case | suddenlijzeghat | exist as an object for
the other, that | possess a self which he knowswdrich | can never know, and
that | am vulnerable to the other, who may antitgpand block my possibilities
for action.”*

2.6.2. Origin of Inter-Subjective Relations: Attitudes
towards Others

Now, that we have seen inter-subjective relatioeseanbedded within the body, the next
thing we should is see how this relation betwedsexus arises. The relation between the
| and the other arise as a result of the I's respotowards the others look. When
objectified since, it is the I's being as a foelfg¢hat is undermined its going to attempt to
reclaim its subjectivity. It is going to respondttee other’s look by taking two attitudes

towards other. These attitudes which the | attergptake towards the other are basically
impossible to achieve, because they are contragliditoreover these attitudes exist in a
circle in such a way the failure of one of thogerapts is going to lead to the adoption of
the other attempt, which also is a failure, anal$® going to lead to the previous attempt.
Generally speaking both attempts of the “for-itsalfe failure and the failure of the one
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is going to motivate the other, hence the relagaists in a circular mode with no

breakthrough.

One of the attempt, involves, a protection of theeos subjectivity either by modifying it
a little bit or by completely affirming my objectty. if we for instance, take the café
example, | was ashamed, one of my attempt to dddameito make the other see me as |
want him to see me, that is | either want the gugde me as someone with good looks,
or as someone average in look depending on whatnk ¥he other to think of me, or
depending on what my being-for-others should bewv&ler this is impossible, because
the other as a subject could only see me as herseedo matter how hard | try | am not
going to make him, see me as | want myself to leeo&dly this attempt by itself is
nothing more than reducing the other to an objectvhich case, the other is no more a
subject but an object who is just repeating whaml showing him, he is no more the
man-mirror which reflects me but literally he hascbme the object-mirror which we
have either in our bedroom or toilet which refleats image every time we stand before
it.

This attempt as we have seen earlier is the attarhh is motivated by consciousness
itself, that is, it is bad faith. | am going toeattpt to be my own foundation for my being,
which for Sartre is impossible. Generally speakiings attempt involves by the side of
the “I” to become a subject, by being it is own ridation. As a result the attempt
involves a modification of the others subjectiviityis not because | made the other see
me as beautiful or smart, that | want him to seeaséeautiful or smart, but because, he
sees me as such out of his freedom or subjectividgn’t want the other to be an object,
but a subject, who reflects what | only present kith. | don’t want him to change or
have additional perspective besides what | haverghim. Now this is a contradictory as

well as an impossible attempt.

The other attempt which is going to be motivatedthy first is, my attempt to totally
destroy the others subjectivity and my being fdreos, that is | am going to attempt not

indirectly (as in the case of the previous atterbpt)directly to make the other see me as

39



| am, (let's say as handsome and smart), | couldnftance kidnap him and torture him
until he changes his mind. But this too is a fa&|ueven if the guy changes his mind |
could never know whether it is because of the tertar because | have truly convinced
him as such. In fact | would most definitely knotvis because of the torture, which
shows that | am still an object for him, that he twas not lost his subjectivity. So this
attempt too is a failure. Similarly in this secarake we see the attempt of consciousness
to become its foundation.

We might ask, how about indifference, could it Ineadtitude which one can hold to the

others look, Sartre thinks it too is nothing mdrart the denial of the others subjectivity,

as well as my being for others. It is to say | amydhe way | see myself; and we can

easily infer the bad faith involved with it too. @@ally speaking, for Sartre, neither in

blood or iron, hook or crook, could there be a ssscin such attempts. With the first

attempt which we have seen, Sartre associatesldogeiage and masochism, where as
with the second he associates, hate, sadism, ingluddifference. | will now in brief

attempt to show these notions.

2.6.2.1. Love and language

Love for Sartre is characterized by the two attemmpanifested above. As we have seen,
the failure of the one of the attempts leads todtheer in a circular manner with no
possible dialectic. Let’s for instance start analgzthe attempt to assimilate the others
subjectivity in love. Unless someone in self deroae way or another we have all
somehow experienced, or have had a glimpse of mvee might have heard a friend or
a relative claim that he or she is in love with some. Now the question will be what
exactly does it mean to love? Well at least onegltould be easily inferred, that is to
say | am in love, shows that | am the lover, aretdhs also the other whom I love. But
does it stop here. | guess not. | just don’t ldve other and go back home and call it a
day. | definitely would want the other to know thadbve him/her with the hope that the
other would love me back. Hence “to love is to wamtbe loved” 22. But here the

problem starts, because to want to be loved issaotething which is fully under my

40



control, even if it is, it is not something | wowden want to do, because what | want is
not to make the other love me, but for the othelot®@ me out of his/her will. | want

him/or her to wish that | love him/her.

However, if | don’t make the other love me, thexy@o reason for the other to love me as
opposed to all other people in the world. So tha fattempt which | would do would be
to attempt to make the other love me, by showirey dther that | am “the one” for
him/her. However this cannot be done in a direatmea because then the other would be
the subject who agreed to love me because of seas®m that | gave him. Hence in love,
there is seduction, which is an attempt to constitayself in such a way that | am more
than the world itself. So the other does not lowe jost because | am rich, educated,
smart, handsome or beautiful, healthy or funnydiways for more. | attempt to show the
other that | am always more than what he/she d$eesn doing this | have to always
attach myself to this world so that | give the othdittle bit taste of my being, | try to

show off, how rich, powerful, educated, etc | am.

However this attempt is a failure, because theratbuld never be a solid foundation for
my being. First of all | truly understand for mylsthlat | made the other see me as | am or
love me. | know that it is because of the gameay@tl that the other loves me. Hence it is
not the others subjectivity which | touched, buthes the other has been objectified.
Hence the satisfaction which | expect from guariagtyny objectivity is always missing.
Secondly since | am fully aware that the other isubject | live in constant threat of
losing the foundation I built any minute of the dawirdly, though | attempt the other to
see me as the “chosen one”, there are still otimerghose presence that | am just an

ordinary person. As Sartre put it;

“In the first place its, in essence, a deceptioml anreference to infinity since to
love is to wish to be loved, hence to wish thatatier wish that | love him. A
pre-ontological comprehension of this deceptiogii®en in the very impulse of
love- hence the lover’'s perpetual dissatisfactibroes not come, as is so often
said, from the unworthiness of being loved but fesmmplicit comprehension of
the fact that the amorous intuition is, as a fundatal-intuition, an ideal out of
reach. The more | am loved, the more | lose myghéire more | am thrown back
on my own responsibilities, on my own power tolbethe second place the
other’'s awakening is always possible; at any morhentan make me appear as
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an object- hence the lover's perpetual insecutitythe third place love is an
absolute which is perpetually made relative by sth®©ne would have to be
alone in the world with the beloved in order fovdato preserve it is character as
an absolute axis of reference- hence the loverpgiaal shame (or pride-which
here amounts to the same thing§”

Now, we might claim all this requires language,t@aargues to this but “we shall say
rather that they are language or, if you preféuralamental mode of languag®” As we
know there is no society without language. We allehlanguage. This shows that rather
than an addition to our being-for-others languasgglfiis a fundamental proof that we are
a being-for-others. “in a universe of pure objdatsgyuage could under no circumstance
could have been “invented” since it presupposemginal relation to another®.
Whatever | speak or signify gets its meaning indtkeer. It is the other that approves the
meaning of what | intend to say, which makes meeanmmgful object for him. In fact
each expression, each gesture, each word is ondmyasoncrete proof of the alienating

26

reality of the other=. Therefore for Sartre whatever the internal contiemguage is a

basic mode of our being-for-others.

2.6.2.2. Masochism

Masochism is also an attempt to safe guard my fatioi in the others subjectivity.
However in masochism | do not directly aim at adsitimg the others subjectivity but
rather | attempt not to let go of my objectifiedtst so that the others subjectivity is not
lost. When the others tells me | am a Christiagitémpt to become more Christian than
the pope. | am constantly engaged in the projentaihtaining myself as an object which
the other has made me, however this too is a &iliar every attempt shows that | am
indeed as | am; not because the other has madeutriechose to be. Hence the very
attempt which | use to keep my objectified statstmgs the others subjectivity and
brings out my subjectivity.

“Thus in every way the masochist's objectivity ¢@=a him, and it can even
happen- in fact usually does happen- that in segki apprehend his own
objectivity he finds the other’s objectivity, whichspite of himself frees his own
subjectivity. Masochism therefore is on principl&adure.”?’

42



As a realization of the failure of the indirecteattipt to assimilate the others subjectivity, |
might shift to the second attempt, which involves attempt to totally destroy the others
subjectivity. Such relation as | have mentionediearcould take the form of hate,

indifference, and sadism.

2.6.2.3. Indifference

Indifference as the name implies is the attitudeetmain intact to what the other has
made us, | couldn’t care less if the other thinksm ugly or rude, handsome or polite.
The other is no more a subject which can pasadignent on me. In fact indifference is
a denial that | am a being-for-others. As a reSaltre calls it “blindness to others”;

“where | practice factual solipsism; others are ffeoforms which pass by in the
street, those magic objects which are capable thgat a distance and upon
which | can act by means of determined conduataitcely notice them; | act as
if | were alone in the world. | brush against “pdepas | brush against a wall; |
avoid them as | avoid obstacle¥”.

However, indifference is also, an attempt thasfaglven if | attempt to subdue the others
subjectivity, by a total neglection of it, therenisthing stopping the other from seeing me
as indifferent that is a total object who won't eueact even if | slap him. So the very
attitude of indifference includes within it, it@vn means of destruction. Hence, | exist in
constant fear or anxiety. As Sartre put it;

“But if the other is an object for me while he @moking at me, then | am in
danger without knowing it. Thus my blindness is igtyx because it is
accompanied by the consciousness of a ‘wanderind &mapprehensible’
look”.%*

2.6.2.4. Sadism

Sadism ,also, is an attempt that fails us at tlie lbacause what the sadist attempts to do
is also contradictory. The sadist aims at turnimg other in to an object, however, his
aim is not to directly change the other into aneobjbut he wants the other to turn
himself into a complete object. His satisfactioeslito the extent the other affirms to

himself the amount of pain or humiliation he is in;
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“The sadist does not seek to suppress the freeddimemne whom he tortures
but to force this freedom freely to identify itseith the tortured flesh. This is
why the moment of pleasure for the torturer is thawhich the victim betrays or
humiliates himself .... If the victim resists andisefs to beg for mercy, the game
is only that much more pleasing””

2.6.2.5. Hate

Hate, “represents the final attempt, the attempdespair”. Once after realizing the true
nature of the other as a subject, | totally wanpuban end to it. When | hate the other |
have truly recognized my powerlessness before ther® subjectivity. So strictly
speaking hate is hate before all others subjegtiib hate the subjectivity of a certain
person, is not to hate a certain quality or charaat a person but his being as a subject,
his existence in general which all humans possBesto hate cannot be practically
maintained. Even if we presume that we can do th&tnot going to change the fact that

once we have been a victim of the others objeatific. That is;

“he who has once been for-others is contaminatekisrbeing for the rest of his
days even if the other should be entirely supprkske will never cease to
apprehend his dimension of being-for-others as mmpeent possibility of his
being.”*

2.6.3. The “We”

Now, the remaining thing to see would be to sedr&aranalysis of the “we”. As we
have seen, the relationships between two for-itsedinbedded in conflict and is doomed
to failure. However does this mean that the notérthe “we” does not exist or is
something illusive? That is as far as the | istegldo the other through internal negation
how can the | be with the other in the form of ae"wSartre argues that it is in fact

possible to be in a form of “we”. But this doesmiean that ontologically the “I” is given

as a “we”, as Heidegger’s being- with. For Sare ‘we” arises as a result of something
external. Lets for instance take the earlier cangle, to see how the | and the other are
organized in the form of a “we”. In the examplensshave seen, the | and the other were

in conflict, however let us for instance presummedncidence happens outside the café,
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may be a car accident, or a woman screaming ascsmgtole her purse and run away.
At this point both | and the other turn to see wisahappening outside. At this point,
neither my look is directed towards the other nisrtbwards me, we are both looking
outside. So we are engaged in a form of a “we”. E\m@v this does not mean that this we
is a sort of synthesis of the “I” and the other vehkeam lost in the other and the other in
me. In this we, it is me as a for-itself who is @fahg the incident and similarly the other

as a for-itself who is watching the incident.

Moreover this is not the only way where the “we’lltbbe experienced. That is in the
“we” who was watching the incident; both | and tb#her were a subject who was
watching the incident outside. Therefore we cantB&yis a form of a “we” as a subject.
However the “we” could also be experienced as gaabbLet's for instance think that

someone walks inside the café, the minute he walksd he looks at us, at that point we
are both an object for this new other. He just &xblt us, however this us is similarly not
a synthesis of me and the previous other. Thoudbdied at us, he definitely looked at
me and the other in specific. | will now attemptebpose the “we” as subject and the

“we” as object (or the “us” object).

2.6.3.1. The Us-Object

As | have mentioned above the us-object ariselarptesence of a third. It is always in
the appearance of a third that the us-object, appead is organized. If we recall the
café example again, we can see how it is organipettie café before the presence of the
third the other and | were engaged in the usuallicoof inter-subjective relation, now

let’s further suppose that the other walks in aak$ at me, now it is not only the other
but also the third that is looking at me. At tham for me they are looking at me despite
the fact that it is two individuals that are loafiat me, “I experience them as forming a
community, as “they” (they subject) through my al&on”. This “they” tends as we

know, toward the impersonal “somebody” or “offelowever nothing has changed | am
still an object | am being looked at. “It does atier the fact that | am looked at; it does

not strengthen (or barely strengthens) my origatighation®®
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However, it is also possible that the third miglsbdook at the other who is looking at
me. This would help me to disarm the others lo@cdoise the other is no more the other
but the “other looked at (by the third). | am neithwith the third nor under the treat of
the other look. This situation gets form when hjtie other to look at the third in which
case the third and | become a “we subject” whiaindithe other in to “our object”. |
could also look at the third, which turns him irgo object, which however returns the
others look towards me. In which case, | becom®lgact for the other and the third
becomes an object for me. This situation howevendsterminate, it lacks structure. It
can only be organized in some form when one ofha®ses to join the other. As Sartre
put it;

“There is constituted here a metastable state twhidll soon decompose
depending upon whether | ally myself to the thoréas to look at the other who is
then transformed into our object and here | expeéethe we-as-subject®

Generally speaking, the “us-object” for Sartre rgamized and held together in the
presence of the third. The third holds the “I” ahd other together, which in it is absence
is doomed back to disintegration, and conflict. Bwer though in our everyday
experience it is some concrete situation that makealizes our self in the form of an
us, almost all everyday experience is organizethénform of an “us”. When | walk on
the street it is actually us that's walking dowe 8treet as opposed to those that walk up
the street. Therefore “if some situation thus appempirically more favorable to the
upsurge of the “us”, we must not lose sign of et that every human situation, since it
is an engagement in the midst of the others, i®espced as “us” as soon as the third

appears™®

The most empirically situation that is favorable fee upsurge of the “us” according to
Sartre, is that of workers engaged in producingréat material object.The workers are
more likely to realize themselves as an “us” théneo people; Because the material
object which they produce would refer back to tloaillectively than their individuality.

As Sartre argues, “materiality puts it is seal am solid community, and we appear to
ourselves as an instrumental disposition and tecteniof means, each one having a

particular place assigned by an efid.”
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2.6.3.2. C(Class Consciousness

Moreover, the third, is not necessarily limitedato individual, even groups can be taken
as the third. Class consciousness, is one suchp@attass consciousness as an “us-
object” that is as an us the oppressed arisexiprgsence of the oppressing class. Hence
we should not think that it is the poor conditimfdife, the lower wage and so on that
creates the class consciousness of the oppresse8aFRre, it is the look that creates the
class consciousness. That is if it was the cagehbaoppressed people were in the same
factical situation as they were, eating what theg aating, working what they are
working and there was not the oppressor, they wdwdde not seen or recognized
themselves as oppressed. It is only in the presefdhe oppressors look that the
oppressed could feel ashamed that he could seelhiasshe is seen by the oppressor.
“the “master”, the “feudal lord” the “bourgeois” @h‘capitalist” all appear not only as
powerful people who command but in addition andvaball thirds, that is ., as those who

are outside the oppressed community and for whasrcdmmunity exists™’

2.6.3.3. Mob Psychology

Mob psychology is one such form of the ‘us-objettte mob sees itself as one, but yet as
one below a certain speaker or leader. The moheidallower as opposed to the leader.
Without the leader, “the third” there is no mob.eTimob consists of the individuals who
have freely consented to give their freedom tol¢laeler. Such constitution of ‘us-object’
for Sartre depicts the original projects of lovdjose failure leads to masochism. The
individual in the mob attempts to loose itself iretmob, and is ready to sacrifice his
freedom; just like the masochist who attemptsdosé his freedom.

“Mob-psychology collective crazes (boulangism, )etghich are a particular

form of love. The person who says “us” then reasssim the heart of the crowd
the original project of love, but it is no longen dnis own account; he asks a
third to save the whole collectivity in it is veopject-state so that he may
sacrifice his freedom to it. Here as above disapfaml love leads to
masochisn{®
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2.6.3.4. The Humanistic “Us”

We could now easily infer that this could neverdotieved for Sartre. For humans to be
in the form of an us-object we are going to neeldira, which has to be extra human, a
subjectivity beyond our subjectivity, in whose pese that we realize our self as an ‘us-
object’. Supper subjectivity that will direct hisdk upon us, but which we cannot direct
upon him. The humanistic ‘us’ is simply a refererioean idealistic concept of God
which serves as the third. It arises from our cptuaizing of the ‘us' writ larger, that is;

“Thus the humanistic ‘us”-the us-subject- is propdsto each individual
consciousness as an ideal impossible to attainoafjh everyone keeps the
illusion of being able to succeed in it by progresly enlarging the circle of
communities to which he does belong. This humarisg” remains an empty
concept, a pure indication of a possible extensibthe ordinary usage of the
“us” in this sense (to designate suffering humarsinful humanity, to determine
an objective historical meaning by considering mas an object which is
developing it is potentialities) we limit ourseluwesindicating a certain concrete
experience to be undergone in the presence oftiselate third; that is, of got.

From the analysis of the ‘us-object’, what we diszois the fact that the “us-object’ in
general is not some new ontological dimension @f thit is only a more complex
modality of the being-for-other®” it always arises in the presence of the third twhic
helps as a constitutive ideal. It is similarly relesl in shame or pride or fear as it is our
being-for-others that is revealed to us. “Moreoitezncloses with in itself a power of
disintegration since it is experienced through shamd since the “us” collapses as soon
as the for-itself reclaims it is selfness in theefaf the third** which therefore leads us

to Sartre’s analysis of the we subject.

2.6.4. The We Subject

The ‘we-subject’, can be said is the oppositehefus subject or we can say it is the third
for the ‘us-object’. Sartre thinks it is characted by basically two notions. First of all
the recognition of each individual as a ‘we’ subjisca psychological connection. As we
have seen earlier the most concrete form of theoljsct’ is found in the worker,
because the worker could easily relate it is irdimal contribution with the total product,
or we can say “the very meaning of the manufactuwbpkct refers to the working
collectivity.”* Now in as far as the objects refer to the colecside of the working
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collectivity the worker relates to it is third thugh the object. Now in this case the
consumer is the workers third. The worker produties objects anticipating the
consumer, as far as he/she is not producing fosélimFor the worker the consumer
appear in the form of the “they subject”. For im&t@& when producing readymade cloth, it
is not by anticipating a certain individual buthat collectives. The “they” for whom that
the products are produced. Therefore “the aliegat@nscendence is here the consumer;

that is, the “they” whose projects the workerijiisited to anticipating™?

But the problem for Sartre here is that the mat&iaot going to play the same unifying
role for the consumer. For the individual consumier product is off course in the form
of “our object”, that is when someone goes to bghee, he realizes that the shoe is for
anyone that buys it he does not think it is madeiigally for him, but this “we-subject”
that arises because of “our-object” is purely psyapical. We mostly find our self in
this psychological state, when we use almost anyufia&tured products, like trains, bus,
elevators, stairs etc in all this case we realize¢ the objects refer not only for us but for
all users. However this we in the form of the “wsers” is highly psychological, which
does not even require the presence of the othafidiucl.

Obviously the most tempting “we subject” that cantbought of is the humanistic we,
which includes the organization of all humans idesrto make some objects theirs, but
such a human communality remains at the psychdablgivel of the individual. As Sartre
puts it “in this sense the ideal we-subject wolddtire “we” of a humanity which would
make itself master of earth. But the experience¢hef“we” remains on the ground of
individual psychology and remains a simple symbbltlee longed for unity of the

transcendenceg?

Secondly the “we subject” is not primary for Sarttbat is when individuals are
organized as awe-subject, the recognition of ths-dhbject” is made through the
intermediary of the manufactured object. As a tedulis by recognizing that the
manufactured-object is made by a human being ligatvte-subject” can be realized. The

third is not apprehended in an immediate encouBkatre gives an example of signs. For
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instance let’s take the entrance and exit signamrsdas an example. When we see these
signs we realize that it is written by another harba&ing, not only that though | know
that the sign is referring particularly to me whHeam about to inter, psychologically |

presume that it is for all that this sign refers.to

Generally speaking “the experience of the we-athjannot be primary; it can
not constitute an original attitude toward otheisc®, on the contrary, it must in
order to be realized presuppose a twofold prelimynaecognition of the

existence of others. In the first place, the mactufad object is such only if it
refers to the producers who have made it and tegdor it is use which have
been fixed by others™

2.7. Facticity Again

2.7.1. My fellow man

| have pointed out earlier that the facticity, b&tother (my fellow man) and my death
will be exposed after the exposition of the beih¢he other and inter subjective relation.
Hence as promised, | would attempt to expose ttiiciey of my fellow man which will

be followed by the exposition of my death as ait#gt

As we have seen above, the presence or the exastéribe other is given. The other is
there, though the existence of the other is a pordgingent fact. That is, there is no
necessary reason for the other to be there bsithiere, and since the other is there, | am
doomed to being objectified, this objectivizatiakes three forms. First of all, when | am
in a world which pre-exists me, | discover the wlak organized by another freedom, the
other. Hence every instruments, roads, buildings,f@ve meaning which | did not give.
Moreover | am also born to the cultural and sotietganization element that pre-exists
me. Hence | am born as an Ethiopian, German, Fraaichand these things are referred
back to me from the other. If | was alone | coulavé never grasped myself as an
Ethiopian or German. | would have walked as | wlonbnt without following any rules
which the other has endowed the instruments thabwwods me. for instance | might

cross the road without using the zebra lines.
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Moreover | do not only encounter the world as & baen organized by the other but also
depend on it, the food | eat, the close | wear,tthesportation, all my basic necessities
are somehow dependent on this organization, in e/d@sntegration, my very being is in
danger. That is “if | submit to this organizatidnjgepend on it. The benefit is which it
provides me can cease; come civil disturbance,raawval it is always the items of prime
necessity which become scarce without my havinghemgd in It”. Now, cant we say this
is a real limitation to our freedom, at list as agve seen with the facticity of my place,
and my environment, things were as | see them. Nam seeing them as the other sees
me. That is, instead of me who is being a writemgfpast, It seems like | am following
the route which the other has already paved for Saetre in fact agrees with this “we
must recognize that we have just encountered dimgako our freedom- that is a way of

being which is imposed on us without freedom béiigfoundation.”®

However “this limit imposed does not come from #wtion of others”, that is the fact
that | stop when the traffic light turns red, iscaese | choose to stop. | could freely
choose to drive even if the light turned red. Ilddweely choose to walk in to the ladies
room though | perfectly grasp that the sign ondber to the ladies room. This shows
that the other by it is very existence mingles witl situation and not my freedom. As
we have seen earlier freedom is always in situaod the other adds something to this
situation, which | either have to adhere to, denyeglect making it impossible for me
not to put it in to consideration. If for instancgo out to cut a tree right now, the tree is
not just something, which would appear to me afscdit or easy to cut, with the tools |
use to cut it; rather | should also put in to ¢desation the environmental law of the
country. | should not only think whether it is pitds or not to cut it in terms of my

potential of cutting the tree but whether to pdyne or be arrested if | cut it.

Similarly, “for myself | am not a professor or waitin a café, nor am | handsome or
ugly, Jew or Aryan, spiritual, vulgar or distingoési we shall call these characteristics
unrealizable.”’ However, | can only be these things when | chdbsen, | might deny
or accept, like or hate these characteristics. &tage ‘unrealizable to be realiz&Hor

me. And as we have seen since the for-itself ighdation of “what is” | can never be
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these things. “Although | have at my disposal dmity of ways of assuming my being-
for-others, | am not able to assume*it”.In terms of responsibility because the other is
facticity it makes me responsible for my being thlouit is the other who is the
foundation for it. Nothing that comes to me throughbecause of the other should

surprise me. It is mine. As Sartre put it;

“Everything which happens to me is mine. By thismest understand first of all
that | am always equal to what happens to me qua, fita what happens to a
man through other men and through himself can bly dboman. The most
terrible situation of war, the worst torture do noteate a non-human state of
things; there is no non-human situation. It is omfyough fear, flight, and
recourse to magical types of conduct that | sheltide on the non-human, but
this decision is human, and | shall carry the emtiesponsibility for it. But in
addition the situation is mine because it is thagm of my free choice of myself,
and everything which it presents to me is minehat this represents me and
symbolize me. Is it not | who decide the coefftadémdversity in things and even
their unpredictability by deciding myself®”

2.7.2. My Death

A reader might be wandering as to how death igeél#o the other and inter subjective
relation that it is presented after the expositdbthe other and inter-subjective relation.
The reason for this simply stems from the fact thistliterally impossible to say for me |
am dead. | can neither reflectively and off-coupse-reflectively take account of my
death from my action. strictly speaking if | wa®raé | could never have grasped the
meaning of death. Hence, when | am dead, | am twatthe other. It is only the other
that can see me as dead. In terms of inter-subgecslation | am now completely an
object for the other, the other can see me as sopdahat was good or bad, hero or
coward, without me having any power to nihilate Wwhas been made of me. In fact my
death is a complete object status, | am revealed@sticular dead person, for instance,
for my wife, or parent. And | am revealed in redatito a totality of dead people; losing
all my particular qualities | had, as for instaracperson who talks about death puts into
consideration dead people in general.

“Thus the very existence of death alienates us lhaol our own life to the

advantage of the other. To be dead is to be a fmethe living... Death cannot
therefore belong to the ontological structure of for-itself. In so far as it is the
triumph of the other over me, it refers to a fdandamental to be sure, but
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totally contingent.... We should not know this défthe other did not exist; it
could not be revealed to us, nor could it be coutstd as the metamorphosis of
our being into a destiny>*

The above exposition by now has made it clear wdnyr& claims the problem of
inter-subjective relations is ontological. As wevéaseen, the being of the ‘I’
renders inter-subjective relations from becomirgymathesis of the | and you. In
fact, as we have seen the nature of the inter-stiNgerelation is conflictual.
Every attempt made by the ‘for-itself’ is a swayvoeen the desire to objectify
oneself for the other and a desire to want therdih@bjectify himself for me;
which however is never possible or fails. The Ipéstiure that we can have about
the problem of inter-subjective relations is foundsartre’s literary work known
as “no exit”. In this short story Sartre associdkesexistence of other people with
hell. As he puts it; “you remember all we were talbut the torture-chambers,
the fire and brimstone, the “burning marl” old wsveales! There’s no need for

red-hot pokers. Hell is - other peopl&!”

2.8. Later Sartre

In his later works Sartre shifted his attentiomirontological concerns in general
to more practical issues. In his later work, esgcithe critique of dialectical
reason ( CDR), Sartre’s attempt to be involved witbre practical issue of socio-
economic, political and historical issue can benegsed.As Detmer argues;

That the interests of the later Sartre are somewditierent from those of the
early Sartre will, | trust, be granted by everyoi@@ne has only to recall, for
example, that in BN Sartre is principally concermeith ontology, while in CDR
he addresses himself much more extensively to gputugical, sociological,

historical, and political issues. Consequently, themer work deals primarily

with abstract, theoretical questions, while thetdatdelves directly into the
concrete, practical realm. As Sartre himself expdai"BN is a general point of
view, a fundamental point of view. And CDR is anpaif view that on the
contrary is social and concrete. The one is abstratudies general truths, and
the other is not so concerned with that and plaitsslf upon the plane of the
concrete.”

However Sartre’s shift of emphasis towards prattitatters has been a ground of
controversies. Some argue that Sartre’s later petisye, contravenes the

ontology of being and nothingness where as othgnseaotherwise. Though this
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issue is not a concern of this paper most well kmggholars on Sartre affirm the
former perspective. Especially regarding inter-satiye relation the latter Sartre

strictly remained within his prior ontology. As Dechew Assefa puts it;

“in general’ as the question or issue of human fti@las is concerned, the
critique still remains within the perspective ofiige and nothingness. Thus, in
both the early and later works, human cooperati@mm,one reason or another
does not exist. In being and nothingness we shagial that relation between
people are full of mutual tension since each wamtsbjectify the other and rob
him/her of liberty. Suspicion of others, and fe&lass of freedom makes each
person highly individualistic and ontologically septe from one another>*

This being the case | will point out in brief sometions about Sartre’s inter-subjective
relations as expounded in the CDR so that the readelld have a more or less

encompassing view of the general Sartrean frameveg&rding inter subjective relation.

2.8.1. Need

In the CDR, we can say the background or the sthgger-subjective relations are need
and scarcity. That is, as a concrete human beingave certain needs or desires. We at
least want to eat, drink etc and such needs cantenfulfilled from something external
to us, the external world. Now this need is goingplay a unifying role among
individuals , it reveals to individuals their ufBciency to work or act on the external
world only on their own. So need on one hand rev#a external world to me on the
other hand it reveals that | need the other in rofde me to fulfill this need in some
manner. So the other and | are hold together beaafuhe external world which presents

itself to us as that thing to be worked out by mutual activity.

Our problem concerns these connections. If theeeimdividuals, who, or what,
totalises?... need is the first totalizing relatibetween the material being, man,
and the material ensemble of which he is part ...dnisea link of univocal
immanence with surrounding materiality in so fartl organism tries to sustain
itself with it; it is already totalising, and doubko, for it is nothing other than
the living totality, manifesting itself as a totgliand revealing the material
environment, to infinity, as the total field of pislities of satisfactiorr?
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2.8.2. Praxis and Labor

We can easily infer that this need is to be gatisthrough some action using one’s
body; with or without tools as a means of mediatthg external world with some

purposeful end. This action or activity which isdeaby positing some purposeful end,
Sartre calls it praxis. And since this praxis ifeeted by the body as a means, Sartre
argues that labor is the “original praxis by whiefan produces and reproduces his

life”. ®

2.8.3. Practico-Inert and Scarcity

The practico-inert can be said is the out comeraxig. That is, as we have seen through
praxis we organize the world in some manner mdkerés well as socially. We make
houses, factories, laws, religion, etc. these thihgt we have made now have their own
being. Through human praxis they are or were cteatee but they come back on us to
shape us in turn. Hence, they become a limitingofaon our freedom. Think of any
particular road for instance, the road was obvipusade through some human praxis.
Once the road has been made with all the does aeshd like zebra lines. The road
becomes something which shapes the way | act iwthréd. | have to cross using the
zebra lines, | cannot dig a hole somewhere in tldelie of the road to plant a tree etc..
All this | cannot do freely because of the praxismy generation or prior generation
which | have to abide now. However this does noamiiat | am totally unfree to at least
try but rather my practical freedom to actually ilas limited to a relatively higher
degree. Thus, the relationship between praxis and praetest might most clearly be
stated this way: we shape the world (praxis); &edworld, on the basis of the manner in

which we have shaped it, comes back to shape astig-inert).®’

This being the case however, the practico-inesitde what holds us together. It makes us
unify as we will see next by serving as “the third’hat is, we mostly exist in our
everyday life as people who either live in somg ot who use a particular road. For
instance, to claim that | am a Parisian or Addisldsian is to consider one self together
with other people who inhibit in Paris or Addis Alaa hence the city becomes the means
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through which my togetherness with other peoplactseved. In general we are related
to one another through the practico inert. Theystowever does not stop there; behind
all this we realize that there is scarcity. Andaessknow what is scarce typically refers to
each one of us the potential danger of the othera Aesult inter-subjective relations are
to be viewed within the framework of ‘need’ anddsaty’ which from the outset gives
us a gloomy picture of inter-subjective relation.the absence of scarcity | can see the
other as the other but yet the same that is hissaddny end are the same. We both tend
to enrich our being further by our praxis. Howewace scarcity is involved the presence
of the other is not only something that enrich neynly but also that diminishes it, which
render inter-subjective relations violent. As Sadrgues

In pure reciprocity, that which is Other than me dtso the same. But in
reciprocity as modified by scarcity, the same appéa us as antihuman in so
far as this same man appears as radically Othduat is to say, as threatening us
with death. Or, to put it another way, we have aglo understanding of his ends
(for they are the same as ours), and his meanfhifwe the same ones) as well as
of the dialectical structures of his acts; but wedarstand them as if they
belonged to another species, our demonic doubléiihp- not even wild beasts
or microbes - could be more terrifying for man thanspecies which is
intelligent, carnivorous and cruel, and which camderstand and outwit human
intelligence, and whose aim is precisely the desitva of man. This, however, is
obviously our own species as perceived in othersdmp of it is members in the
context of scarcity”

2.8.4. The Practico-Inert, scarcity and the Serial

The serial for Sartre consists of passively orgathinr united individuals through the
practico-inert; most of human unity as we find thahteast today exists in a serial. This
includes passive unity achieved through the pragdterts like, bus, city, nations,
markets, radio broadcasts, etc, if we take the &sisn example, the people waiting for a
bus in a queue are unified through the bus as tpiase people who wait for the bus”
for such people each one of them relate to onehanas if they are the other. If | am the
one standing in a queue, it does not matter, whethe person x, y or z standing next,
behind or in front of me. Not only that, | am aksoy particular person for me. There is
nothing special about me standing there, | know being there could be replaced easily
by any other person. so the relation among usaisah“other to other”. Moreover when

such relationship becomes based on something sd¢here the usual violence of inter-
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subjective relation arises. Because, since thénbsnly limited seats for anybody, | am

going to rush or run towards the bus as that anyldt is going to get the seat.

Moreover such individuals organized in a seriesesiare related to one another in the
form of “other to other” every single individual going to feel impotent before the
presence of the practico-inert, in order to effmne change. for instance, every time we
think of bringing a certain change in the structafe city or government organization,
we feel our individual powerlessness in order tadthat change. The problem is there
not directly as my problem, but as the problennher “as the other” and for all others. So
this renders me as incapacitated on my own. Sé#ntnks that this powerlessness is
cultivated by dictators so that their stay in povgamaximized. As Flynn correctly notes;

Practico-inert ‘mediation’ is alienating, it steatme’s activity the way the ‘look’
of the Other robs one of one’s freedom in Being Awthingness. And when
qualified by material scarcity, practico-inert matdon renders human relations
violent. Sartre describes violence as ‘interiorizegrcity’. The fact that there is
not enough of the goods of the world to go arousidwrs human history as a
tale of violence and terror... Most relations are rlaf because they are
mediated by the practico-inert. Most of the indixts who populate our world,
from the television-viewing public to the peopleting for the same bus, are
rendered serial by the ‘false’ or ‘external’ uniynposed on them by such
collective objects as a television announcer oeapected bus. They are related
among themselves as ‘other’ to ‘other—as competgitor scarce space, for
example, or as fashioning their opinions as the staster dictates .Sartre notes
that such ‘serial impotence’ is cultivated by dicta who wish to maintain an
illusion of power on the part of their subjectslire midst of the latter’s profound
malleability >

2.8.5. The Group-In-Fusion, terror, pledge and the
group-in-constraint

The group in fusion consists of the organizationirafividuals towards producing or
eliminating something. Such groups are not orgahias those in the series. The
organization is not passive but rather active. phexis of each individual is directed
towards the same goal. Sartre gives the storminth@fBastille as an example. The
people while storming the Bastille were not in ogifon to one another. Each one was
doing his best in bringing down the Bastille. Eautlividual's praxis is a contribution to

my end. In such a situation we can almost say &eely is the same, however a certain
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otherness always remains. For Sartre it is alwhgsindividual praxis that makes this
people turn in to such group.

However, such ‘group’ or ‘we’ always arise in theegence of such agitating and
terrifying notions like the Bastille. Terror is whanites these people in to such groups
from their previous serial organization. So it iways in the presence of some extreme
calamity that people usually organize as a ‘webtigh their praxis. This implies that
such groups are threatened to fall back to theilalserganization once the job is
accomplished. There is no direct threat which kekegyroup from disintegrating. Hence
a certain pledge is needed to hold this group tegeThey have to give their vow to one
another to stay together. And as we know a vowdeakily be broken so they need to
create some bureaucracies or institutions to wieabh have to subdue, turning the

group-in-fusion to a group-in-constraints. As Dagrew clearly puts it;

Latter Sartre talks about the transition from greep-fusion to a group-in-
constraints in the form of authority and institutioThe institution is a mature
organizational form in which (i) responsibilitiegeadistributed; thus, duties,
jobs, functions are highly differentiated ;( ii) dividual status is created;
and(iii)the status quo assumes priority at the eseeof individual freedorf.
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Chapter Three

Critical analysis

In this chapter, | will attempt to put Sartre’s bsés of inter-subjective relation and the
organization or the formation of the social in tdical analysis. However in criticizing
Sartre | will attempt to put under consideratiore teneral Sartrean ontology, for as we
have seen everything that Sartre has done is Higsateached to his ontology. There is
not even a single notion in Sartre which, in one/ wa another, does not lead to his
ontology. In taking this as a guide line, | think would be able to give a more adequate
criticism of Sartre. Especially in seeing somehaf hotions he said we are easily tempted
to raise some questions right away. For instarc&ehave seen, Sartre argues that man
is condemned to freedom and this has been a gro@raiticism. However before
jumping into conclusion we should be able to ask Bach a committed intellectual like
Sartre could affirm such a thing. Moreover it wallso help us see the strength and
weakness of Sartre’s critiques, because, as Bamgees, Sartre “is often criticized and
all-too-rarely understood-'in approaching Sartre from his overall or genpeaspective
we can grasp some points which could help us shade light in to our contemporary

world in general.

3.1. Maurice Merleau-Ponty

The person that is mostly regarded to be Sartragor critique is, Sartre’s
contemporary, Maurice Merleau-Ponty. As it is uBuargued “criticism of a higher
guality are raised against Sartre by his colleague fellow phenomenologist Maurice
merleau-Ponty? Indeed it could be said that Ponty’s criticismSafrtre is of a “higher
guality” because Ponty’s criticism of Sartre atskeattempts to touch the entire Sartrean
ontology. In fact Ponty not only criticized the 8aan ontology but also brought forth his

own. As a result | will make Ponty’s criticism o&$re my starting point.
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In the Phenomenology of perception,Ride of Ponty’s major work printed two years
after Sartre’s B&N, we discover an analogues gitetm that of Sartre made by Ponty.
The fourth chapter of this book under the titlehaselves and the human world” puts
forward Ponty’s view of the Other in general. Ag tlollowing quotation shows, Ponty
was considering all problems that can surroundaratysis of the other. Like Sartre he
was attempting to give a phenomenological desonptif the other that could bypass the
problem of solipsism, how the other is given asulject, and the nature of inter-
subjective relation. As he puts it

how can the word ‘I' be put into the plural, hownca general
idea of the | be formed, how can | speak of anheothan my
own, how can | know that there are other I's, hoanc
consciousness which, by it is nature, and as selfskedge, is in
the mode of the I, be grasped in the mode of Tawd,through
this, in the world of the ‘One®?

The other for Ponty, just like Sartre, is giverotigh the look or the gaze and similarly it
is through internal relation that the gaze revéadsother as a subject. However, the gaze
for Ponty is not originally an objectifying gazekdi that of Sartres, because strictly
speaking the gaze of the other and mine are conuated in the world. This should not
lead us to think that the world in general plays thle of “the third” for Ponty. The
world in general and the | are not strictly sepaddbetween one another as a being-for-
itself and being-in-itself as in the case of SarBenty argues that once we have such a
distinction between a for-itself and in-itself wannot have any meaningful dialectic
between the two. As Ponty puts it in his latter kvibre Invisible and Visible

It is with this intuition of Being as absolute plkeile and absolute
positivity, and with a view of nothingness purifiefdall the being
we mix into it, that Sartre expects to accountdar primordial
access to the things.... From the moment that | comad myself
as negativity and the world as positivity, therenis longer any
interaction.... We are and remain strictly opposed .

For Ponty “Sartre’s dialectic is a ‘bad dialectic’.The only ‘good dialectic’ on the other
hand, is what he calls “the hyper dialecticBuch a Sartrean dialectic is an outcome of
reflection. Prior to reflection the | and the wodtk not in this absolute cleavage between

one another. Generally speaking the hyper-dialastia dialectical definition of being
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that can be neither the being for it-self nor tleéb in- itself...that must rediscover the
being that lies before the cleavage operated dgatein, about it, on it is horizon, not
outside of us and not in us, but there where tleerh@vements cross, there where “there
is” something®

This point of intersection of the for itself ancetin itself, for Ponty is the body. Ponty is
attempting to extend the consciousness-body relabothe entire world. Like Sartre
Ponty argues consciousness is embodied. The baalyt isome object of consciousness
which it experiences as an object; and it is thiglar relation of consciousness to body
that is extended to the entire world including dtker. Hence prior to reflection the I,
the other and the world are intertwined togethas through reflection that we break this
original unity without synthesis. This primary omss Ponty calls it the flesh.

The body is simultaneously part of the world ohgisi and the
thing that sees and feels things. The body (whsditself visible)
can see things not because they are objects oCmushess, at a
distance from it, but precisely because those thiage the
environment in which the seeing body exists. Theseaspects of
the body (seen and seer, visible and invisible) iaseparably
intertwined: ‘the experience of my body and theeelgmce of the
other are themselves the two sides of one samey b@h24],
225). This intertwining at the most fundamental ganordial
level, this anonymous generality of the visible angself, is what
Merleau-Ponty calls ‘the flesh’ (la chaif).

In this case, what phenomenology should do isdrgxplain, such unity, such oneness,
without any absolute cleavage. It is starting froor facticity that phenomenology
should begin rather than a cleavage between thedeadence of consciousness and it is
facticity. Ponty tries to show us the two as thaeyiatertwined together. As a result, the
I, or the for itself is found as a factical beirsgbeing that is in the natural world as well
as in the cultural world. It is situated in theserls as a living being who always
anticipates the future. The past is always thatgthvhich we can never recapture in it is
totality, not because we forget or not remembéuttbecause it is attached to our being
in general. We always reflect back on it from tihesent which always adds something to
it. Hence historicity and time are inextricablyKed to it. Similarly since the | is within
the cultural world the other is always there. Etleing that we are surrounded with
reveals the other to us. Every .cultural objedisutethe existence of others through “the
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veil of anonymity”. All this directly refer to andre inextricably linked to subjectivity. It
is from here everything begins not from the purdr8an consciousness. As Ponty argues

I am thrown into a nature, and that nature appeact only as
outside me, in objects devoid of history, but dl& discernible at
the centre of subjectivity. Theoretical and praatidecisions of
personal life may well lay hold, from a distancppn my past and
my future, and bestow upon my past, with all forsuitous events,
a definite significance, by following it up withfature which will
be seen after the event as foreshadowed by it, itittducing
historicity into my life....Just as nature findssitway to the core of
my personal life and becomes inextricably linkedhwit, so
behavior patterns settle into that nature, beingaisted in the
form of a cultural world. Not only have | a phydigeorld, not only
do | live in the midst of earth, air and water, &ye around me
roads, plantations, villages, streets, churcheqléments, a bell, a
spoon, a pipé.

Now, regarding the look, it is true that the negatof the other is internal, however, this
internal negation as | have mentioned earlier dugsoriginally lead to objectification.
When | see another person | see him not as antdijéas a subject; as a similar physic-
psych subject. In the real world the gaze cannomke see the living other as an object.
Through reflection | might ask myself whether thieay is a subject or not but the gaze as
an original encounter with a living man cannotriet do that. | see him just like another
me. To the extent that it is the consciousness-lrethtion that governs the relation
between the other and me; | cannot take the othanabject. This means that the body
initially has an inter-subjective significance Asrfey argues using the development of a

child as an example;

Now the perception of others is anterior to, and ttondition of,
such observations, the observations do not comstitthe

perception. A baby of fifteen months opens it istmd | playfully

take one of it is fingers between my teeth andepceto bite it.
And yet it has scarcely looked at it is face inasg, and it is teeth
are not in any case like mine. The fact is thas ibwn mouth and
teeth, as it feels them from the inside, are imatetyi, for it, an

apparatus to bite with, and my jaw, as the babys seé&om the
outside, is immediately, for it, capable of the samtentions.
‘Biting’ has immediately, for it, an inter subjeedi significancé.
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Moreover, in this cultural world there is a pecul@ultural object that signifies inter-
subjectivity which happens to be language. Throl@hguage inter-subjectivity is
affirmed , my “co-existence” with the other is reled. when we are engaged in speaking
neither of us are objectified. Speaking is a dieatounter with the other that does not
lead to objectification, because | have not falback to reflection. In dialogue we give
each other to a common ground which is the langultyeperspective and the others
merge. As Ponty argues basing on Piaget’s andltfssperception of the other people
and the inter subjective world is a problematicyofdr adults®®, Because we tend to
retreat towards reflection than actually living wwithe other. In Sartre, we have seen that
language is the basic form of my being for othésyever for Ponty it is our way of
being -with the other. “Infact the others gaze $farms me in to an object and mine him,
only if both of us withdraw into the core of ouirtking nature”. As Ponty argues;

There is a particular cultural object which is diestd to play a
crucial role in the perception of other people: ¢prage. In the
experience of dialogue, there is constituted betwte other
person and myself a common ground; my thought aasdate

inter-woven into a single fabric, my words and #hosf my
interlocutor are called forth by the state of theatdission, and they
are inserted into a shared operation of which naitbf us is the
creator. We have here a dual being, where the ohéor me no
longer a mere bit of behavior in my transcendeffit, nor I in

his; we are collaborators for each other in consusmen
reciprocity. Our perspectives merge into each qtlzerd we co-
exist through a common world.

Regarding the social, for Sartre as we have seenorganized in the presence of the
third. And especially as we have seen in the |Zt@tre terror plays a special role of
organizing. Ponty argues that it is true, howethergocial in order for it to be organized
in any manner should have it is own being. Theadasias areal as the natural world, and
it always transcends us as the natural world. “Brilyy the social does not exist as a
third person object. It is the mistake of the irtigegor, the great man and the historian to
try to treat it as an object?

With regard to the freedom of the for-itself, Pdatgriticism of Sartre similarly follows
the same path. The whole notion of the Sartreaalatesfreedom fails to give a concrete

account of the for-itself in its facticity. The $a&an notion of freedom is not statistical. It
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is either we are free or not free at all. It fadsgive a phenomenological account of the
notions of generality and probability which drawart® to the rationalist .However for
Ponty “the rationalist dilemma; either the free iagbossible, or it is not- either the event
originates in me or is imposed on me from outsttes not apply to our relations with
the world and with our past® Hence Ponty says the Sarteran freedom does rlgt rea
explain the motivational as well as limitationaktiars in our choice. Ponty argues
against the crag example that Sartre gave, whichave seen earlier, by saying

The mountain is great or small to the extent tlast,a perceived
thing, it is to be found in the field of my possiblctions, and in
relation to a level which is not only that of mylimdual life, but
that of ‘any man’. Generality and probability aretrfictions, but
phenomena; we must therefore find a phenomenolobasis for
statistical thought. It belongs necessarily to anlgewhich is fixed,
situated and surrounded by things in the worldislimprobable’
that |1 should at this moment destroy an inferiordymplex in
which | have been content to live for twenty yéars.

Now, as we have seen Ponty’s criticism of Sartreystematic, he was not accusing
Sartre of contradiction, but rather of failing tivgya concrete account of our existential
situation. In this regard from my perspective Pomgs right, if we for instance reflect on
the above quotation it is actually possible to geaan inferiority complex that has been
a mode of life for an individual for twenty yearstht is highly improbable that this
change will take place. In fact we can say Pontg w@ncerned with this improbability

whereas Sartre with the possibility no matter h@erd it is.

However though this seems a matter of simple emphedween Sartre and Ponty on
how things are, in actual life. It becomes problambecause both philosophers have
developed their ontology basing their argument Ivatnseems a simple emphasis.

In such a case, | believe it makes Ponty's csticiof Sartre’s general ontology
unconvincing, because if some notion of possibiitychange remains at the end of the
day no matter how theoretical it is, it looks ligatologically we are free. In fact this is
what Sartre was attempting to explain in all hiskgoby rendering consciousness as a
pure subjectivity or nhillation. In such a case tieed for a Pontian ontology of a flesh

where everything is sort of intertwined seems tatvémportant.
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Nevertheless a certain complication arises hegarding the notion of inter-subjectivity.

| think the perception of other people is primatiye way Ponty has shown | don’t think
we could primarily perceive other people as an abjhich renders the body as
primarily inter-subjective and non conflictual. Soom my perspective the problem in
Sartre lies in him extending the consciousness{dvmlation to that of the relation

between humans; and Ponty, as we have seen, indaxgehuman relation or the body-
consciousness relation to that of the world. Sonitg contention here that Pontys
ontology of the flesh can not fully penetrate oragt the general Sartrean ontology but
as far as the Sartrean social ontology is concePoedy infacts shows the basic problem

inherent in Sartre’s inter-subjective as well asi@dormation.

As we have seen the look is primarily objectifyifay Sartre whereas for Ponty it
becomes objectifying when we retreat to our thigkimature rather than actually living. It
is the fact that Ponty has endowed the reflectiogito with the objectifying nature,
which has helped him to overcome one major probléimn the Sartrean ontology. That
is, it has helped Ponty overcome the problem ofkti@al in Sartre. As we have seen for
Sartre the social is the outcome of praxis or gtpjéis created and organized by a third.
In fact as we have seen, a real social organizasoformed through praxis In the
presence of terror. However for Ponty, the sodiaugh could be organized in such a
manner, the social is as real as the natural wardlogically. It has to first be in order to
be organized in any manner. And this as we have seetrictly related to Ponty’s
ontology of the Flesh, which primarily renders fioe-itself as we, as a co-existence,

rather than conflictive and individualistic.

From my perspective then both Ponty and Sartre naag&kaim that is at least logically
acceptable for us. The for-itself to be free omjalally it necessarily has to be a
nihillation of what is as Sartre has shown. Ondtieer hand, as far as every interpersonal
relation as well as the organization of the soatoncerned Sartre fails to give us a
concrete account. “Sartre can offer us at besearthof the other writ large, but not a

social philosophy properly speakirig”
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Moreover, | do not think that every interpersoredhtion is based on such a conflictive
and individualistic ground. A pregnant woman fostance, is literally in the mode of “a-
we” as far as we cannot take our body as an obj&éet.woman can in no way take what
is inside her as an object unless reflectively.igimy when the child is born | don’t think

the usual conflictive, and individualistic ontologl drive would guide the relation of the
mother-child unless reflectively. In such a sitaatiPonty’s ontology becomes more
acceptable. | think even the social would somehaiwiri to this ground. It is somehow

an extension of these kinds of relations rathem #traoutcome of a project.

Though from a religious perspective, | think Emanevinas is right when he asserts
that “contrary to the dialectic of master and slawel it is violence, there is a pacific
relation to the other ... this relates to the femenihe grace of the feminine founds the
home and the dwelling out of which the laboringf s&larticulated, and with this the

entire realm of economical, political and historibaing”*® I think there is more than

mere historical contingency that most states inwearid are identified as a motherland.
So by demystifying Levinas, | think we could take tbasic relation of the feminine to
the child as one insight that could help us seewlaare not only an individualistic and

pessimistic being but also a “we” a “coexistence”.

Generally speaking, | think both Ponty and Sari@egehloopholes in their ontology in
general, which makes it impossible for us to try synthesize their view without
contradicting our self. There is some element ofhtin what both philosophers affirm
but since both generalize their view towards thlespective ontology any attempt of
synthesis would be ill defined. However | think fbqgihilosophers have pointed out a
basic ontological problem, which requires us todgeper in to the study of subjectivity
in general. Infact in neuroscience we could seeeselaments which could help us see
that both Ponty and Sartre have made a strong ctharformer regarding consciousness

and the latter regarding inter-subjectivity.
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3.1.1. Sartre, Ponty and Neuroscience

Though, we are engaged in an ontological inquirioithe nature of the social, since we
are dealing with the notion of consciousness. ugb it would be helpful to see what
science could say about consciousness. In doirgglthiave in fact discovered some
articles that could shade light in to our enqu®ye of the articles is by Matthew Ratcliff
under the titlephenomenology, neuroscience and inter-subjectiVity.this article,
Ratcliff attempts to show how parallel Ponty’'s asé of perception of other people is
parallel to the conception of “mirror neurons” ieumoscience. The mirror neurons are
cells which are activated when perceiving otherilainbeing. When we perceive another
human being in action, doing this or that actitvese cells become activated. These cells
are not activated as a result of reflection. Tlkatthey are a response to an immediate

perception.

This implies that the perception of other peoplempto reflection does not lead to
objectification as Ponty has suggested. The Sartsedvject-object reduction is not a
primary phenomenon. Hence the “mirror neurons” lsanaken as supportive evidence to
Ponty’s ontological “we-ness” or “coexistence” @& supportive evidence to “Merleau-
Ponty claims that the meaning of behavior is percd|y evident in a sense that is prior
to any intellectualized divide between subjects$ gelosophers might impose. (Merleau-
Ponty 1964b: 17-18). Generally speaking, | think the “mirror-neuronsutd help us
somehow see that the perception of others in timid&osense has a strong scientific and
logical claim within it which could help us seednisubjectivity from a Pontian stance
than that of Sartre. As Ratcliff argues;

Mirror neurons provide a possible explanation ofshaction perception
can be precisely perception and not implicit infeze or tacit theorizing.
An inter-modal link between perception of otherd antivation of one’s
own motorsystem constitutes the basis for a perceptual ajgien of
others, not as mere objects that causally intensith a world but as
agents, like oneself. Elaborate theorizing is resfuired"®

This being the case, the other article by Barnedeurhe title consciousness and

digestion Sartre and neurosciendgarnes attempts to show the close similarity ef th
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Sartrean conception of consciousness with thathefMobel prize winner Gerald M.
Edelman to put it in his words;

“I have been exited to discover a promising, p@sitconnection
between Sartre’s philosophy and the work of the d\girize
winner Gerald m. Edelman, currently director of theuroscience
institute and chairman of the department of neurs®e institute
and chairman of the department of neurobiology he Scripps
research institute™.
According to Edelman, “the development of conssibie is bound up with the capacity

to form complexities in increasingly refined disoimations™°

, which, in a more or less,
Sartrean sense could mean nihilation. “the terraraisnation” is for him as much a key
term as “nihilation” is for Sartré*. Hence the notion of the pre-reflective cogito as
nhilation is asserted by Edelman like Sartre. Tlén“the sense we use it or Descartes |
think therefore | am is not primary for both Edetmand Sartre. The pre-reflective is a
nihilation of what is. In fact the Cartesian “I” ¢he ego Edelman calls it “the social
concept of self” “since so much of what goes tonfota self” is the result of
communication with other persons. Sartre could atgect here for him, it is only by
means of perceiving what | am for the other thean begin to grasp my own objective

existence®

However Barnes argues that the relation betweemeSand Edelman does not go any
further than this. That is, he cannot tell whetkReelman accepts the Sartrean subject-
object conflict at the root of human relations. Barnes argues “ | cannot guess whether
Edelman would accept Sartre’s claim that the stgbpect conflict lies at the root of

human relations as a constant threat, even if¢eamted in the fused group”

This shows us that the basic Sartrean notion oillation also has some scientific
ground. Edelman somehow points to the nature af@onsness as a being that nihilates.
Though Edelman does not point out to the subjeeblzonflict in the Sartrean sense he
has at least shown that there is a subject-objeetvage which is not a process of
reflection. | don’t know what Edelman says aboué thmotor-neurons” but since
Edelman was concerned with the nature of conscemssnthe notion of embodied

consciousness was not of his particular concern.
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To conclude, Ponty and Sartre have indeed made slaines, which are even a matter of
scientific scrutiny. However the problem as | hamentioned earlier is that both try to
generalize their view in to their respective ongylowhich renders their ontology
problematic for us to accept. The strength of 8a&tontology is felt in his analysis of
consciousness which however fails to give a cleaoant of the social. On the other
hand the strength of Pontys ontology is felt oninter-subjective and social side while
remaining problematic in its notion of consciousness a result, what we should do is
be open to the Phenomena as Husserl has shownnand $eek a better and more
comprehensible individual as well as social ontglog/e should not shy away or be
discouraged from ontological concerns for the serfptt that most attempt until this day
has not been adequate and satisfactory. The fatinth satisfactory solution is clearly

visible does not mean that the problem is to beederded.

3.2. Other Critics

Other countless critics have criticized the Sartmeation of the look. For Gabriel Marcel
for instance “the Sartrean look is the look of urgon that would reduce the other to
stone®®. Though Marcel's ontological concern finally leasthe religious notion of
God, Marcel's criticism of the Sartrean look is sdoto Ponty’s, in that the body for
Marcel, is primarily inter-subjective.

“the flesh is where we are in a primary contacthwéll otherness,
both natural and human. The affirmation of beihgttarises there
articulates a sense of the togetherness of thdirxiself and the
rest of being in it is other. It is as if the incate self is initially an
inarticulate ‘we are’ ... the subject is an incarnatelf-defined
inter-subjectivity.®

Similarly for Dagnachew,Assefa the general Sart@a@ology is problematic, at the end
of the day it fails to give us a concrete accodmur existence, or “Sartre’s philosophy
unduly emphasizes and is highly dependent on aggexated notion of otherness ...
accordingly, Sartre’s negative assessment is noteld to individual relationship but he

even attempted to establish an entire system dfigabltheory based on the notion of
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otherness®, and this is problematic because it fails to gieany picture of a “true
community” based on such notions as *“unity andpeoation” which are not the
outcome of a “practical needs”. Generally speakiogDagnachew “Sartre promotes” a
gloomy picture of mans ability to form a true commity, fraternity, or any other form of

human associatiof”

In this aspect, | think Dagnachew’s critique of tBars very close to that of Ponty’s, in
that Dagnachew is accusing Sartre of “unduly emphmas the notion of otherness”
which if we put in Ponty’s words means that “geiéy and probability are not fictions,
but phenomena; we must therefore find a phenomgiwalbbasis for statistical thought”,
moreover we could trace a Pontyian line of reagprim Dagnachew, in that, for
Dagnachew a real social bond or ‘true communityd &aternity are not the outcome of
solving a certain practical need. Hence do not ssardy need any third as the original
unifying nature. As Dagnachew argues;| believe thatnotion that individuals can be
united by terror is unacceptable. There is no waat tove, friendship or voluntary

cooperation could be established by violence othteat of it"?2,

This is not to imply that Dagnachew is arguingnirthe general Pontyian ontology of
the flesh. But rather as far as the social is acwmeid Dagnachew shares the Pontyian

notion of the “we” or “coexistence”. And in thiggard | think Dagnachew has correctly
noted the problem within Sartre’s ontology. Satimmself must have recognized this
problem towards the end of his life when he affitm$Benny levy, “that he had never

reconciled these fundamental features of soci| fifiternity, and violenceé®

Franz fanon, who also like Ponty was a close astoof Sartre and also one of the
prominent figure of the negritude movement, acthseSartrean look of failing to give a
concrete account of the factical situation of blaelople in colonial situation. A simple
rebuttal of the look of the white man is not goittg free the black man from his
objectified state. The white man in a colonial afton is not just the other to the black
man but also the master.

Fanon states that Sartre’'s analysis of intersuljectrelations as set out in
L’Etre et le neant{B&n} cannot be applied to relats between black and white.
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This is because the Sartrean schema is too abstradtelides crucial power
difference, since, in the colonial situation, thieiter is not only the other but also
the master from the outs8t

As a result Negritude for Sartre becomes; a re¢mgnof colonized black people as the
us- object because of the presence of the colonidgch however is going to
disintegrate, because this unity will help to fighe colonizer; and once the colonizer is
defeated negritude itself is going to disinteg@teself-destruct because as we have seen
the us object always needs the third. Fanon acteatshis has some truth in it; in that
negritude has some historical ground; however “avémere may be a certain amount of
truth in Sartre’s historicization of negritude asnaans and not an end, fanon maintains
that it is politically imperative to ignore this order to act in the contemporary context of

colonial relation™*

So far, what fanon seems to claim | think makesaefihe Sartrean look does not fully
help elucidate the situation of black colonized gleo Infact one of the criticism of

Ponty, as we have seen, was that Sartre failegdi@ie our factical existential situation.

However | do not think we could jump from this linEreasoning towards saying;

The dialectic which introduces necessity into thkertim of my

freedom drives me out of myself. It breaks my iposiof non-

reflection. Still in terms of consciousness, blaoksciousness is
immanent to itself. | am not the potentiality ofr@thing else; | am
fully what | am. |1 do not have to seek the universéy heart

admits no probability. My Negro consciousness duaspresent
itself as a lack. It is. It supports itself. (PNM&BSWM135)>

First of all if fanon is so sure about the Negrasmousness he was talking about there is
no need for him to accept Sartre’s historiziatibmegritude. After all, if it is immanent

in the consciousness of black people why worry alisuisintegration in the absence of
colonization. Secondly, as we have seen, | thinktr&a argument against the
immanency of consciousness as well as consciousisesdack has some degree of truth

in it which makes fanons Negro consciousness uriooimg.
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3.3. The Club Vs the Bastille

Another important area which Sartre’s look faisexplain is the unity through music
and dancing. The usual subject-object conflict el &s the limitation of the other cannot
strictly fit when we reflect on how music and dargcform human association. If we for
instance take a certain festivity or a night clab,an example, the night club, is not a
third in the Sartrean sense or it has no elemenh®fBastille in it whose terrorizing
feature holds us together. Moreover the notionabbur and praxis do not fit with the
notion of dancing; though the unity achieved is entiran what the Bastille could ever
achieve. Dancing cannot be a primary activity wité aim of reaching a certain practical
end. A person can dance for money or seducing tiier,obut under any circumstance
this cannot be the being of dancing. Dancing isarily a dancing- with the- other rather
than for-others whose goal is nothing practicalefe¥f we say | dance for enjoyment;

enjoyment cannot be disentangled from Dancing. Dapnis itself enjoyment.

Infact | think to the extent that there is no cratwithout language there is equally no
culture without music and dance; which shows tlaticthg and music are our primary
mode of our being-with rather than our being- fother. The Hegelian master slave
dialectic and its violence cannot literally fit kerThe being of the club presupposes
people who listens to music and dance, and ontieeiclub it is not a dancing individual
that we find, but rather people who are held togelly a bond of music and dancing.
Generally speaking, ontologically music and dancgftgct our “being with” rather than
our being-for-others. That is, though, | can daalome, or dance for the other. Dancing
primarily reflects a dancing- with- the other. Ratlthan a conflictual ground, or a war
zone, the dancing floor is a phenomena which reflaaman oneness, love, and inter-
subjectivity. And | really do not see how terromtm play a role in such a situation. In
fact instead of cafes and restaurants Sartre wdwdde benefited more if his
phenomenological inquiry had some ground whereetiemusic and dancing. | really
cannot see how Sartre encompassing lots of Nietrclrelements in his thought failed

to encompass the Dionysian element in Nietzschmsgtit.
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3.4. Being Seen By the Other vs. Being Heard By the Other

The look, as we have seen is not limited, to tegptual field of our existence it also
encompasses the audible. Marinot argues that tleifothe audible field needs to go
some transformation in order for it to account @whyve communicate in a dialogue.
Martinot makes a fascinating twist of the look tha@mnoves its conflictual nature as well
as gives it a social character. Martinot argues$ Saatre account of being seen by the
other is not necessarily similar to that of beirggehin a dialogue. When in dialogue and
we speak to the other, we only speak with the mepd saying something and getting a
reply or a response from the other which in turkk@saus a subject. That is, the initial act
of speaking confers subjectivity to the other rathan objectifying him/her and though |
am objectified at this stage it is only for the pose of me becoming a listener in turn.
Therefore, “though one’s objectifying look engagesonflictuality, each objectifying act

of listening engages a project of mutual subjezsition>:

Moreover, though speech is guided by the essenwadal is being said and the speaker,
it cannot be disentangled from the socio-histosigegts of the language the interlocutors
speak. That is “each act of speech is both, autonsnand singular, yet not separable
from the historicity of the language that the ildeutors speak, with it is multi-
narrativities and vast cultural backgrourid”Which reveals the social side of every
dialogue as well as its primacy, as Martinot argues

“ if meta-narrativity is a concomitant of subjedty and a
condition for a factual (as opposed to ontologicahter-
subjectivity a certain priority is given the struoe of dialogue as
more than merely one of the possibilities of bdorgethers. The
ontology of dialogue, which repeats the structufebeing-for-
others in terms of being-heard rather than beingrseeverses the
priority of the visible and the discursive, and risforms the
Lacanian priority of desire in to the desire to éansubjectivity®

Martinot’s transformation of the look helps eludiekathe Sartrean look to a large extent

not only in rendering it non conflictual but alsogiving it a more practical significance

in our contemporary world. Since dialogue repedagsstructure of the look it involves

responsibility. As we have seen, for Sartre weresponsible for what has been made of

us or our objectified state. And on top of thistsnnew transformation Martinot endows
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the look with the notion of responsiveness. In saislituation the notion of public space
is seen from a Sartrean perspective as that spaeee\the interlocutors are held in an
atmosphere of responsibility with mutual responsess. As a result the notion of
freedom of speech becomes more concertized andimgéan

“In what besets us politically, the relation of @mtsubjectivity as facticity

rather than as ontological category is a necessaanscendence of the

“right to free speech”, which becomes meaninglessthe context of

corporate controlled public space. It is at the wdundamental level of

dialogue- and with an understanding of dialoguecastaining a sense of

responsibility, responsiveness, and recognitiorthewit proprietary hold

on what one has said- than as essential dimensioeravin to begin to

reconstruct a form of public space reveals its&ff.”
This being the case, | believe Martinots transfdromaof the Sartrean look unless backed
by a Pontian social ontology is going to lead b&xkhe previous problem which we
raised; because what is a failed attempt ontoldlgicannot truly be achieved factically.
Bad-faith would become inevitable because dialogueuld become a factical
engagement which could always be transcended. 8kcttre whole notion of conferring
subjectivity from my perspective lacks clarity; Sfibjectivity is conferred to the other
who is already a subject it sounds redundant amdess. Secondly if subjectivity is
conferred to the other which has been objectifigthle look in the visible realm then this
becomes a return to the basis Sartrean view thatsoseen while speaking, which at the

end of the day brings out the conflictual naturéhef the look.

To conclude the Sartrean ontology of the look isidadly problematic that even to try to
account for any positive transformation of it, he tend of the day, would lead to a
transformation of the entire Sartrean ontology. Bidy reason why | think Martinot

wanted to remain within the structure of beingitself, is because Martinot truly

believed that Sartre has gotten over with the epistogical puzzlement of the other. As
can be seen from the very first line of the artiglartinot believes that; Sartre “at the
center of his ontological treatisBeing and NothingneSsn a section titled “The look”,

Sartre creates a small narrative moment of dubwrtige in which he is able to resolve
one of the truly vexing problems of phenomenologyta his time. It is the problem of
the other®” .However, as we have seen, the basic structuteedbok has some problems

which Sartre in all his work could not adjust withiis theoretical framework
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Conclusion

As we have seen for Sartre interpersonal relateawasdoomed conflictual ontologically.
Consciousness being a pure subjectivity could ngtthesize with its object.
Consciousness though dependent on its object, nbisits object. Consciousness is a
nihilation of what is. Sartre basing his accountoohsciousness in such a manner
attempted to account for the relation between sthjéds can be easily imagined, once
consciousness is rendered as a nihilation of whahe relation between the two could

not be positive no matter how hard we try to mizienihe gap.

Moreover, the problem with such Sartrean ontolagywe have seen, is not so much
about logical consistency with in Sartre’s ontotadi description of being but rather
failing to give a concrete account of our existnsituation. As Ponty has suggested
especially in B&N Sartre seems to be more conceabedt the logical consistency of his
thought rather than giving a phenomenological astobibeing. However the difference
between Sartre and Ponty though seems a mattengiasis, their ontology shows that
there is more to it than a matter of mere emph#@sswe have seen Ponty starts from
the” we” and tries to describe the | in it , wha® Sartre starts from the” | “and tries to
describe the we. For Sartre there is always arthenwve and for Ponty there is always a
we in the I. This difference between Ponty and r8ais not only a difference in
philosophical stance but as we have seen Pontgdilgsiemoves the primary nihillating
aspect of consciousness which, renders inter-siNgeaelations primarily non-

conflictual.

However though Ponty seems right in endowing #fkective cogito as the source of
conflict it remains perplexing that consciousnessaanhillation of the environment at
least seems to hold on. Other critiques of Sagmell come from a more or less Pontian
line of reasoning, Marcel for instance, almost e¢pevhat ponty has said about inter-

subject relation, by making the body primarily mseibjective.

This being the case, Sartre has brought a consigedavelopment in philosophy by con-

joining the tradition of the cogito with that of gfomenology, which made philosophy
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more concrete and familiar to our ears. In thisardgSartre helps us realize the
tremendous problem involved with any philosophideicourse regarding the nature of
relation between the | and you. As we have seendetourse that renders the relation
between the | and you conflictual or not should d#e to show its ontological
implication by describing the being of the I. Moveo as we have seen the problem of
solipsism should also be put under considerationt fites at the center of this problem.
In our contemporary world the general discourseandigg conflict or peace seems to
forget this basic ontological concern. | think ibwd be a mistake to suppose the
problems involved with terrorism, gender issue, ggoy, environmental issues and
globalization would be adequately dealt with oatesl in what seems a mechanistic and
technical approach
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