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The Ambivalent Self

Judith Farr Tormey

NOo problea a:rikea more at the heart of our relation to the
cosmna, to others and even to ourselves than the problea of
ambivalence. Throughout human history forces ia the universe
have appeared both friendly and hostile. Other persona aeew
capable of both 1loving and hating. And an 1individusal
experiences with disquieting frequency the opposing motivea
thac lead to both wvanting and not wanting—to do, to be
or to have.

Posaibilicies for the development of themea associated with
ambivalence are 1innumerable. The focus of ay discussion will
be Sartre's work as it can be contrasted vith that of Freud.
To form Cthis contrast, I shall be concerned with a cluster of
interrelaced concepta: ambivalence, contradiction and
self-decep:ion. Philosophically, the concept of contradiction
18 the mnst basic because what is interesting and problematic
about the other tvo, ambivalence and self-deception, stema
directly froo their seeming to violate the “lawv of contradic-
tion® and frow the heroic atruggle cthat haa been reguired
of the huwan mind to try to render ctheir occurrence intel-
1igible 1in the face of this violation.

A contradiction arises vhen it seems necessary for an ade-
quate description to attridute to one and the same thing both a
propercty and its opposite. Thus Freud, in “Instincts and their
Vicissitudes” says of the ambivalence of feeling:

The fact that, at the later period of developement
(after reversal has occurred) the 1instinct 1in 1its
primary forec may be observed aide by aide with 1ica
(passive) opposite deserves to be diatinRuished by
the highly appropriate name introduced by Bleuler:
ambivalence . . . . It 18 particularly comsson to
find [both love and hatel directed simul:aneously to-
ward the sare object and this phencaenon of their co-

existence furnishes the moat important example of am-
bivalence of feeling.l

Aud Jeffrey Russell describiag personifications of evil in
Western and non-Western cultures says:

Because the cocsmos 18 aometimea benign and sometimea
hostile to humanity, and becauae human nature is alao
divided against 1itself, woat societies that accept
the idea of a divine principle consider the principle
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eambivalent. The God haa two faces: he is a coineci-
dence of opposites. In maocotheism the God may be
thought of as eabodylag two oppoai:e tendencies in
one peraon.

When this temsion of opposites becomes too great to suszain the
unity of contradictory elements within one self, however, s
splitring or “twinniag™ occurs and one aspect takes on separate
(1f not slways independent) existence. The various forms of
theological dualism or polytheise reflect the intellectual
unwillingneasa to accept the contradiction of sembivalence. As
we shall see, a contrast strikiogly similar to the contrast
betveen monotheiam and dualiam {or polytheism) can be found 1n
a compatiaon betveen Sartre and Freud—Sartre essentislly
eabracing the contradictory in an attempt to preserve the unity
of self (or consciousness), Freud being driven to split the
ambivalent self into parts. (The development of Plato's
reflections on the soul from the Phaedo to later dialogues such
as the Phaedrus exemplify the problewm.)

Self-deception is a comspn maneuver, at least on the human
level, to escape the agony of ambivslence, but it slso seems to
generate new contradictons. When we uae the expression 'self-
deception,' wve can saee that it translates eassily 1into the
notion of ‘lying to one'a self.' Since to tell a lie one rrus:
believe one thing but get one's victim to believe 1is opposite,
aelf decepiion becomes a form of eplatewmological ambivalence
involving believing and not believing the asme thing. The
motivation for the lie to one's self may be the belief that I
have conflicting amotions toward s person, e.g. I both love
and hate that person. The content of the lie fa the denisl of
one of the asbivalent mativationsl branches, e.g. 1 don't hate
that person. It 1a 1interesting to speculate whether self-
deception msy, in some cases, be necessary for action 1im the
face of the paralysis that would otherwise be a conseguence of
genuinely ambivalent motives. Perhaps if Hamlet had been able
to be wore self-deceptive, he wvould have found it eassier to
acte.

My thesis, then, 18 that a unified self reqQuires, in the
face of ambivalence and self-deception, an acceptance of con-
tradiction; end I will 1llustrate this with a detailed exsumina-
tion of Sartre'a philcsophy. Since the acceptance of contra-
diction has been aeen as a violation of racionality, major
theoriasts auch as Preud have been driven to a aplltting or
“tvinning™ of the subject-~in fact, a form of complicated psy-
chological Manichaeiso. This in turn, 1ia problematic becsuse
it represents an sbandonment of the unity and integrity of the
aelf. The 1d becomes an “slien other™ much 1like the person-
ification of the devil as a principle of evil described by
Rusaell.

So we sare faced vith an uneassy dilemma: accept monisn,
whether psychic or cosmic, and esbrace contradiction or move in
the direction of a dualistic split that generates paradoxes of
its own.
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1 will first examine Sartre'a reasons for accepting con-
tradiction: then discuss, briefly, his arguments against ¥reud.

Sartre and Contradiction

There are a variety of ways that the "law of contradiction”
(or 8lternatively the "law of non—contradiction®} has been
interpreted. However it 18 interpreted, it {8 eaaentiallv a
law that sets or describes 1limits. Thus 1if it is given &
metaphysical interpretation, its truth implies restrictions ©n
what can be the case, on what properties, for example, things
can have--what they can be. Thus the same god could not Dbe
both good and evil. When it 18 interpreted as a law of
thought, it describes restrictions on what can be conceived,
imagined or ©believed. A pgperson could not believe that an
object both has and does not have a certain property. This
becomes patrticularly problematic when the belief 1s about one's
self. In a third formulation, the law of contradiction can be
seen as the wultimate limpitation on what can intelligibly be
said, a limitation on our description of oblects and of our-
selves.

However the law of contradiction 1s interpreted, it can be
seen from an examination of Sartre's philosophy that he does
not consider it to hold. 1In fact, the existence that human
beings as conscious beings have, according to his account,
violates the 1law 1in 1its wetaphysical 1interpretation; some
attitudes or beliefs conscious beings adopt toward themselves
violate the law as a law of thought; and finally, as a con-
sequence of its failure to hold in the cetaphysical and psycho-
logical spheres, our descriptions of human existence must
contain contradictions in order to be adequate descriptions,
thus it cannot hold as s law of language. The altermative,
Sartre wants to claim, 1s a division in the unity of con-
sciousness that, itself, ultimately violates the law of con~
tradiction. Thus, there may be no escape from contresdiction.

It 18 interesting to note that philosophers who represent,
perhaps paradigmatically, an approach to philesophy signifi-
cantly in contrast with the Sartrean method have provided
important 1iasights into the problematic status of the law of
contradiction. Ermest Nagel argues in “Logic without Onto-
logy'3 that 1t can't be proved as a metaphysical principle
without circularity. More recently G.R. von Wright raises the
question 1n Time, Change and Contradiction whether "time saves
us frowm contradiction.” He notes that only the divisibility of
time into discrete intervals enables contradictory characteri-
zations to be avoided. But, von Wright argues, if we sgubsti-
tute a continuous flow theory of time we must characterize the
world when it changes as —q and q. That 18, our description of
the wvorld will contain a contradiction. "The world will
sometimes have to be described as being both in a certain state
and {n the contradictory state . .."
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He must see, then, howv and vhy Sartre places hisself in the
camp of those philosophers (beginning perhaps 1in V¥estern
philoeophvy with Beraclitus) for vhoo contradiction is first of
all a =met®physical reality, and, in addition part of some at
least of our thoufRht procesaea. To {lluatrate this aspect of
Sartre’a philosophy, 1 will focus on his fasoua explorarion of
the probles of human freedowm. The theaia 1 propoae is that the
self that 1ia both A and -A-—-{.e. the ambivalent aelf--ia not
determined to act by anything. It is, 1in fact, “radically
free.” If anything at all is done (Cf. the famous story of
Buridan'’s Asa), it ia done freely.

A fundasmental queastion to raise in an approach to any
philosopher’s wvork ia ’'What does a/he conceive the task of
doing philosophy to be?’ We can give at the outset at least a
negative reply to this question for Sartre. He makes it clear
that he does not conceive his task to be counstruction of
proofa. When a contradiction arises in a proof, it wmuat be
eliminated by alterationz 1in vhatever led to ita appearance.
(Contradictory premises imply everything--as 1 want to argue
contradictory psychological atates open the aelf faced with the
neceaaity to choose to every possibility.)

Sartre explicitly atatea that the experience that reveals
freedom to us, the experience of anguish, cannot be thought to
be a proof that we are free:

« « . anguish hes not appeared to uas as a8 proof of
freedom; . . . We wished only to ahowv that there
exists 8 specific conaciousness of freedom, . . .
this conasciousness is anguloh.s

The experience of anguish 1s first of sll an experience
generated by certain features of human existence. Central
among these is the capacity of human beings to raise questions.
Man, for Sartre, is a8 question-asking animal, and underatanding
the preasuppositions of the activity of raising questions is
esssntial for understanding much of Sartre's philosophy from
thia period. It 1a through the raising of questiona, Sartre
claims, that we experience nothingneas, and the experience of
fraedom. PFirst then:

Every question presupposes 8 being who questiona and
a being vhich is queationed. The queation is a kind
of expsctation; 1 expect a reply from the being
queatloned.6

Raising & question introduces the expectation of s reply. But
the reply may bs negative. Thus, to use one of Sartre's
exanplea, the question 'ls Pierre in the cafe?' leaves open the
poasibility that the ansver wvill be 'No, Pierre is not 1in the
cafe.' My raising the question creates the expectation that I
vill asee FPierre, but 1t may not be fulfilled. When it 1is not
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fulfilled, according <o Sartre, 1 experience nothingness:

I have an appointmen: with Pierre at four o'clock.
1 arrive ai the cafe a quarter of an hour lace.
Pierre 1s always punctual. Will he have waited
for me?

Having raised cthe question, I expect a reply. In looking for
Pierre, Sartre goes on, I reduce the cafe o a background
againsc which Pierre will stand out if he ia chere. When 1
see that he 18 not there {when there 18 a negative reply to my
question):

His absence fixes the cafe in 1icta evanescence; Cche
cafe remsins ground; . . . [The figure of Pierre
raises icself] as nocthingness on the ground of the
nihilacion of che cafe. (W]hat is offered to intui-
tion is a flickering of nothingneas.$

It 18 not Wellington's absence or Napoleon's abaence chat I
experience, although cthey are absent; 1t is the absence of
whatever oblect 1s the object of che expectation creacted by
raising the question.

Now, suppose the question I raise is about myaelf, racher
than about other things or other people. Suppose ! ask, 'whsa:
sivuld I do?" Or, suppose 1 am engaged in aome accivicy and
ask: 'Should 1 go on doing what I'm doing?' or 'What am I going
to do next?' My raising the question introduces the expecta=
tion of a reply. what do I expect to find {(on che analogy wi:ih
expecting Co find Pierre 1in the cafe) chat will provide my
question with an answer? 1 expect to find some determinants in
my present self or in my present situation chat will govern,
cause or in sowe way yield my future bdehavior. When I look for
such determinants, however, just aa when I looked for Pierre in
the cafe, they are not there in @y experience. I experience
their absence. As long 28 I remsined absorbed in activicy and
did not pause to reflect on what to do next, as long as I did
not raise questions about myself, I was not aware of my free-
doum. But in raising the question, I set myself off from my
paac--from what I have done or have been doing—-by expecting to
find in 1t someching chat (in oy experience at least) it does
not contain: a aufficient condicion for my future behavior. 1
set oyself off from my future because I do not know what T will
do. I expect to find someching there in my future as my next
act, but my expectation is not fulfilled. I can't predict my
future behavior because, at least with respect to my conscious~
ness, I do not experience ita determinants. Psychological de-
terminism, Sarcre claims, is not given in incuicion. Tt exiscs
in the form of a hypotheais to explain the facta. IC musC be
accepted on faith aince it 1s not experienced on introspection.

To understand this point wore fully, we must notice an
imporcant discincction: che distinction between those things a
person does and those things chat happen to him. Two discince
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@aodes of awvareness, fear and anguish, reflect the contrast
between wvhat happens to us and vhat ve do: and they can bde
differentiated in part by their objects:

Firat we 2US T acknowledge that Kierkegaard
ia right; anguish 1a distinguished from fear in
that fear ia fear of beings (n the world wvhereas
anguish ia anguish before uyself.9

Fear ia not the result of reflection but arises out of unre-
flective swareness of objects in the world. They are seen to
be dangerous, harmful, potentially destructive. The raising of
questions about what I am going to do to meet the danger
introduces anguish:

The artillery preparation which precedes the attack
can provoke fear 1in the soldier who undergoes the
bombardment, but anguish is born in him when he tries
to foresee the coduct with wvhich he will face the
bombardeent, when he asks himself if he 18 going to
be able to “hold up."TU

Here. although Sartre does not discuse ambivalence, we can see
how a reflection on "what 1 am going to do” can bring me face
to face with contradictory iapulses in the self. 1 want to do
something courageous--face the danger--and I want to flee. The
tvo cancel each other. I experience nothingness, that is, I am
radically free.

Anguish arises out of a paradoxical feature of huean
existence, one that 18 a corollary of the fact that as ques-
tion-asking beings humin beings expe rience nothingnesa:

Nothingness haa elipped 1into the heart of this
relation [between wy future being and my present
beingj. 1 am not the self which 1 vill be. . « . I
as not that self because what I am ie not the founda-
tion of what I will be., . . . Yet a8 I am already
what 1 will be (otherwise I would not be inter-
ested in any one being more than another) 1 am the
uel{zl which 1 will be, 1in the mode of not being
e, *:

Sartre appears to reject the 1law of contradiction 4in 1ite
interpretation as a metaphysical principle. "I em the self
which I will be, in the wode of not being it.” And the con~
tradiction provides the philosophical underpinnings for an
understanding of the experience of anguish.

It 1a in hia diacuaaion of the ways we escape from anguish
that we find Sartre relectin® the lav of contradiction aa a lav
of thought. How is it, he asks, that the feeling of anguish ia
8o rare given that human beinga are “question-asking animale™?
One answer is that most men are “wen of action™ too absorbed in
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action to reflect, to Suestion, to feel anguish. To reflect,
ss Dostoevaky's Underground Man reminds us, ia to wmake oneself
avesceptible to the disease of hyperconaciouvaneaa--a disease
fros Yhich “wmen of action™ do not suffer:

I swear to you, gentleaen, cthat to be hypercoascioua
ia a disease, a real ocsitive disesse. Ordinary
humsn comciousneas would be oo auch for man‘a
everyday needs, . . . 1t would have been quite
enough, for 4Jastance, o hsve the consciousneas by
vhich all so-called straightforward persons and men
of action live.l2

Sinece, hovever, we are “question—asking aniwnsla® we are bound
at aome point to aak ourselves ‘'What zm I going o do nexc?’
and the chasa of freedom will yawn at our feet. This, I want
to argue, 1a especially true if our weoCives sre ambivalent.

Once the reflective move baa been made, 18 there any way Co
avoid the arguish chat 18 che experience of freedoa? The
answver, for Sartre, 18 chat wve can and do avoid anguish by
engaging in aelf-deception or “bad faith® (mauvaise foil).

We have already seen how conscious beings experience
negation cthrough che raising of questions. In addicion,
Sartre's exasination of consciousnesa results in cthe descrip-
tion of comsciousness itself as a nothingness:

Conaciousness is consciousness of aowething. This
weans Chat cranscendence is the constitcutive struc-
ture of consciousness; that 1s chat consciousness
emerges supported by a being which is not 1cself.13

Mirrors are s favorite symbolical representation of conscious-
neas for Sartre. A mirror is empty until a being other than ic
ia reflected in 1ic.

More significantly, perhaps, and more closely related to
the development of the relationship between consciousness and
ambivalence 18 the way that an experience of nothingness msy
arise through the “canceling out”™ of ambivalent aotives. As
contradictory premises in logic “imply everything,”™ I have asug-
geated that genuine ambivalence creates an eaptinesa in che
self chat may require sowmething comparable to self-creation ex
nihilo. Some of Sartre's most convincing exaaples can be seen
as examples in which the person 1n anguish is vacillacting be-
tveen incowpatible possiblities. The capacity for ambivalence
muat be one of the defining characteristics of conscious exis-
tence. Things, sctricctly apesking, could not be ambivalent.
They are vhat they are and do vhat they do. Thus we see another
reason why fin 1i(S accedpt (0 negace irs ovm nocthingness con-
aciovaness attempts to apprehend 1icself from wicthout as an
Ocher or as a thizg.
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To apprehend one'sa aself 1in chia wsniaer, however, ia co
engage in self decepiion. Thua :he m=mectaphysical eacape from
nothingneaa 18 an eacape into &8 paradoxical psychologicsl
acate. The plausiblicy, viz. cthe non-con:iradictory possibil-
iy, of ordinary cases of deception deoends on a duality
between the deceiver aod the deceived. Self-deception, 1f chie
dualicy ia collapaed, appears cto be impoaaible.

Deception usually occura when, as Sarctre obeerves, chere
arte a8t least C(wo Persons: a8 deceiver and a viccin. This
dualicy becween che deceiver and the deceived is common to all
caaea of deception excepi thoae of aself-deception. And 1i: {ie
thia dualicy which aeems to make deception possible. Suppose,
for example, I cell you tha: the train leaves at 1!:30 (hoping,
pethaps, you'll miss 1{ and b¢ forced to stay an extra day)
when 1 believe cthat it 1leavea at 11:00, 1f 1 succeed in
deceiving you, one of the iogredienta 1in cthe situation res-
ponsible for =y auccesa is chat my belief ia hidden from you.
Presumably, 1 know what I know, but unless you can read oy
wind, you do not have access to @y kowledge except a8 1 reporc
it co you. 1If you had an iodependent source of informacion,
e.g8., in this example a8 train achedule, it would be exceedingly
difficulc for me to accompliah the deception. Suppose, how-
ever, 1 am miacaken in ay informaction. The train reaslly does
leave at 1i:30. 1In general terws, I believe p o be crue,
assert not-p wich the incencion of deceiving you, get you co
believe not-p, and not-p ia true. It is not clear cthat I have
really deceived you although I intended to. Success in gectting
you to believe something that ie not the case 18 reqQuired for
deception, and ic is clear in his examinacion of deception chat
Sarcre has cthis strong aodel of deception in aind:

The eaasence of che lie implies in fact chact cthe 1liar
actually is in complete poasaeasion of the truth which
he 1a hiding. A man does not lie about what he 18
ignorant of; he does not lie when he spreads an error

of which he himself ia the dupe; he does not lie when
he 1s miataken.lS

Deception, then, however epistemologically complex, is not
paradoxical. It depends on =may being able tco hide what 1
believe from you, to give you a falae reporc:

Thus cthere ia no difficulcy in holding chat the liar
musl make che project of the lie in entire claricy
and cthat he atuat poaseas a8 conplece comprehension of
the 2ie and of che truch which he is alcering. 1t is
aufficient chac an overall opacity hide his incen-
tions from the other; it 1s sufficienc chac che other
can take cthe lie for cructh. By che lie consciousness
effirma chat ic exists by nature sa hidden from the
Ocher; ic utilizes for ica own profic che oncological
dualicx of wmyaelf and wmyself in the eyes of the
oﬂnr.6
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Wbat is the motive for self-deception? I want to argue that
the e6trongest motive 18 the experience of ambivalence accowm-
panied by the necessity for action. The ambivalent self wants
and does not want to do x. Something wust be dove, therefore
it ia necessary to believe that doing x ia what the self wants;
i.e. for action, a lie to oneself ia necessary.

Since the plausibilicy, viz. cthe non—-contradictory pos-
sibilicy, of ordinary cases of deception depends on a dualicy
between the deceiver and the deceived, how is self-deception
posesible? Freud, according to Sartre, unsuccessfully attempta
to retain the duality between the deceiver and the deceived in
caaea of self-deception by eplitting the self, A8 ve amv
earlier, vhen the tension between opposites becoaes too intense
to tolerate rationally, splitting or “twinning” 1a often cthe
“golucion”. The price, however, for this resolution of con-
tradiction 18 frequently the generation of a new set of para-
doxes .

Op Sarcre's account of Preud, which haa been much disputed,
the ego is deceived by the id in a manner analogous to the way
one person deceives another. And it 18 1interesting ¢to note
that in arguing agzainst Freud, Sartre uses contradiction in a
tradicional way. He argues that certain contradictoty assump-
tions would have to be made about the relations between id and
ego 1f the Fruedian account were to be upheld. This ewerges in
his discusesion of the phenomenon of resiatance where some part
of the self aeems both to know and not to know that the analyst
18 “gettingd close to the truth.” When Freud introduces the
censor to resolve such problems, he must according to Sartre
see the censor, mediating between the ego and the 1d, as in bad
faicth. wich che introduction of a “self-deceived censor,”
however, the duality between the deceiver and the deceived has
collapsed. Freud has not really shown us how self-deception is
possible. The analogy with deceiving others will not work. 7

How, then, 18 self-deception possible according to Sartre.
It 1s possible only because human beings are capable of en-
gaging in the "art of forming contradictory concepts.” Sartre
preserves unity by eeeing those who are self-deceived as
exemplificactions of the violation of the law of contradiction
as a psychological law.

What unicty do we find in cthese various aspects of bad
faich? It is a cercain art of foraing contradictory
concepts wvhich unite in thewselves both an idea and
the negation of that 1dea.l8

Why 1s 1t necessary for us to be able to “form contractory
concepts”™ to be in bad faith? To 1identify ourselves as con-
ecious beings with something fixed, to conceive our existence
as like that of a thing requires contradictory concepts since,
according to Sartre, “consciousness is a being the nature of
which 18 to be comscious of the nothingness of 1ita being."
There 1a an analogy here with Kierkegaard'a exploration of
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faich in God. VPFor Abraham, as Kierkegesard describes hia, co
have faith, bhe w=ust be able co enctercain, if noc scricly
apesking conctrediccory concepta, highly incospatible ones. He
auat believe cthat God will keep his promise and give him
descandanta chrough Isssc ai the esme Cime chat he full
intends o sacrifice Isssc in accordence wiih God's command.!

While other philosophars intrigued by the phenoaenon of
aelf~deception have cried co rid if of ice paradoxicel air,
Saertre sppears to accept ice contradictory qualities. For him,
then, to understand cthis central aspect of our existence we
musi deny chet the law of contradition holds es e law Of
thought.

Viaally, to deacribe human existence ve must use a8 conira-
dicction. “We have to desl wich husan reslicy as 8 being which
fa what ic 1a noct and which is not what ic ia.”
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The Sartrean Self:
Ambivalent or Paradoxical?

George ]. Stack

Although 1 em in substentisl sgreesent wvwith aany of the
questioas thet ere reised in Judith Tormey's interpretstion of
e centreal feature of Saertre's conception of the self, there sre
e nuxmber of points she makes with which I would have to die-
agree. In genersl, the characterization of the self in Sertre's
thought ee “contradictory” 1s elso disputable even though 1t
must be easid, in all fairness, that Sartre himself aowetimes
suggesata asuch s notion.

It 18 ironic, in & vay, thst Freud's conception of the
eplicting of the self is described as s form of pesychologicel
Menichesnism. Por, 1f enyone hes Menichesan tendencies of
thought, 1t 18 Sartre. But his tendency to think in teras of
radicsl dvalicies 18 primsrily found in his distinction between
repulsive “beinge-in—-themselves™ (or what others csll msterisl
beings or things) end the trenscendent purity of the ~for
iteelf™ or comnsciousness. Relying basicelly on Seartre's
reference to the role of contradictory concepts in bad feith,
Me. Torwey essumes that this means that the self described by
Sartre 18 “contradictory” snd relates this essumption to the
psychologicel conception of ambivelence. 1t 18 precisely this
concatenation of idess that is questionable.

Amdivalence, as I understend it, is & psychologicel atate
in vhich an individual experiences uncertsinty because he or
ehe 1ie unable to wake 8 choice or because he or she hes &
eimultsneouas desire or proclivity to sey or do opposize things.
Thie genersl definition of embivelence hes s more specific
spplicetion to psychoenalytic thought: it 1s the coexistence of
poeitive snd negative feelings towardas the sswe person, object,
or action. In terms of either & general or aspecific notion of
ambivelence, 1t is difficult to see why it should be construed
a8 analogous to logicel contradiction. A love-hate relation-
ahip certainly has contradictory tensions and conflicting
desires or attitudes that sre disgquieting; but neither are
contradictorY in & strictly logicel sense. Heving positive and
negative feelings tovards someone or aomething 1a en under-
atandable psychologicel atate, and it does not violate the law
of contradiction: It i1s for this reeson that I believe theat
much of wvhat 1s esid sbout Sartre's ostenaible notion of en
smbivalent self isa questionable.

The embivelent self thet Tormey deacribes as 8 kind of
living logicel contradiction, one that is deterained to sct by
nothing, eeems to be more her crestion thean Sartre'a. And the
suggeation cthat Sartre holds that the sslf 1s Tadicelly free
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because 1t is 'smbivalert' 1is, ot lesst, misleading. For
Sartre, the self that has been (one's pas:) 18 not free; 1t 16
a “facticity” . The self that existe for others 1s arn: objecti-
fied self, a being for others that is petrified not only by
“"the look,” but by evaluation and judgment as well. In terme of
the inwardneass of counsciouasness, the ’'self’' 1s dynemic, 1n
process, “surging” (in Sercre's metaplworicsl language) towards
what 1ic is not yet, but may becoae. We are free, for Sartre,
for che aimply stated, but metaphysically complex, reason that,
as consciousness, we are not beings in the world: we are an
undetermined no-thing. We eare radiceally free because, in
Sartre'as view, our present conscioueness is not determined by
sanything, not even our own past. So, if my interprecation of
Sarcre is viable, the point of the sabivalence of the self 1is
irrelevent to his defence of freedom. BetCween our past aeries
of choices, decisions, and actions sod & present choice, cthere
is what Sartre calls s caesura, a break, a psuse or, in more
drematic language, "nothingness”. Given hie rather dering
theory of che ‘'structure' of conaciousneas, Sartre has the
basic ingredient for his defence of radical freedos=. Ambi-
valence wusy 1impede or inhibic choice and action, but once an
act 18 underctaken {in Sarcre's account of the matter), then we
are aubject ¢o the universal causal nexuas of phyaical evenctas.
What I have elsevhere called the 1idea of abstract freedom
rooted in the ontologicel structure of coansciousness is central
to Sarcre's concepton of the origin of freedom. Even the wmoat
smbivalent of persons cannot act concrecely in an 'smbivalenc’
vay. And an action, despite the Marxian belief 1in ontologicel
'contradictions‘ 1in nature or soclety, cannot be literally
conscrued aa contradictory.

In regard to the issue of deception of others, I agree
wholeheartedly with what Judith Torwey has said on the watcer.
The deceiver of others must, obviously, know what he 13 not
telling others. The corporation executive who tells a group of
workers that if chey 1incresse productivity, cthen Chey will
probably forestall future scaff reductions is deceiving chem 1if
he knowa chat there will be inevitable reductions in the work-
force wich or wichout 1incressed production. The cunning
deceiver, of course, usually only impliea or suggests someching
which he knows will not cake place. Decepction is lying; buc ic
is also sometimes misleading ochers, offering veiled promiaes,
wsnipulacing che feelings of others, and much ore.

Self-deception, as Tormey correctly shows, is somevhat more
complicaced. While it does aseem to entail & kind of dualicy,
ic 1s not necessarily s duslicy in the self. Ic is one and che
eame person who tries ¢to disguise or hide his or her true
motiveas, beliefs, or feelings froe himaself or herself. Preud
is quice competitive with Sartre on this score. Eapecially in
his analysis of the "defence mechaniams™ that people coumonly
use, he 1s 1insighcful. In rationalizacion, for example, we
present for public consumption an acceptable resson for our
behavior which diaguises &8 rationale chat ®may not be too
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flactering. A person wmakes a generous contribution to a
popular charity ouc of pure generosi:y (he says to others and
to haself), but, in his subjective comsciousness, he knows that
he made the contribution purely for self-interested reasons (to
display public service for some anticipated gain, to obtain a
substantial reduction of taxes, etc.). Of course, since ihese
eotives for behaving in a certain way msy not be acceptable to
the imago or self-image of such a person, he endeavors to
obscure them froem his own view by “pushing them 1nto the
unconscious wind.® Less esoterically put, one could say that
the self-deceiver engages 1in “selective forgectting." The
subjective transformiation of a motive or rationale mav, as
Freud affirms and Sartre denies, involve sowmething verv much
like “unconscious™ patterns of thinking. Certainly, as Tormey
points out, this process would probably be more complicated 1in
cases of genuine ambivalence. But, again, 1 see no reason to
assume a 'splict’ or division in the self to account for cthis.
When we act out of a state of ambdivalence, we may honestly say
that wve do not actually know why we performed a certain act.
That 1s, in the case =meniined above, if a person desires to be
generous and to seek personal gain cthrough generosity, the
action w@mmy, 1indeed, proceed out of conflicting motives. This
testifies to the complexity of self, but not to its logomorphic
'structure’.

1¢ is not, as 18 said, the condition of ambivalence that
creates an “emptiness™ in the self, for Sartre. In a strict
sense, consciousness 18 not the "self™ 1n Sartre's view.
Consclousness 1s the primordial origin of freedom, possibli:y,
and hence, choice, decision, and action. The self is what we
become through action. As Sartre says in his popular essayv,
“Existentialism as Humanism,” a "man 18 the sum of his ac-
tions.” The realization of one projec: entails the negaiion of
competing projects. Ambivalence in regard :o competing choices
is only resolved through decisive choice and subsequent action.
While deliberation is an act of consciousness, 1t does not
entall concrete action. If we were able 0 remain in a state
of ambivalent immobility or indecisiveness, then we could not
strive to realize a “project”™ and, hence, in Sartre's view, we
would neither act nor exist in the strong sense of that word.
The temnsion in human existence that Sartre refers to in regard
to “bad faith” has to do primarily wich a tendency to deny our
freedom by trying to become an object, a "being in 1itself.”
The waiter, in Sartre’s example in Being and Nothingness, who
thinks of hiaself wholly and entirely as a “waiter,” as a kind
of “waiter-in~-itself,” 1s not ambivalent towards his behavior
and he 18 not 1in a state of ambivalence. He 18 consciously
willing to present himself as, and think of hiwmself as, a
waiter by denying his “transcendence,” his freedow. Self-
deceptton is immanent in such a situation because this Project
cannot be completed. . .because the person (or consciousness)
who endeavors to be a waiter only is aware that, as a free
consciousness, he 18 above or outside what he 1s trying (o be.
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Tormey 18 righ: wher she eaye tha: self-decepiiorn requires what
Sarcre calls the “arct of forwming con:iradictory concepis.” The
person playing the socia! role of “waiter”™ §n “bad faiih" knowse
Chat be 18 ¢ctryinZ to exhaus: hi{e entire deing in the role of
“walier” and he 1a qui:te eware that he 1ia no:, 1In 8 sirict
sense, solely a waiter. By trying to becoeme the “facticity® of
being a waiier, the person thinks, "1 sm a waicer.” However,
aa 1 underacand Sartre's poaition here, the same person also
knowe, aa a free consciouaneaa, that "I am to: a waiter.” This
ia the paradox of “bad faith™: aa long as man has the nature of
both & bound facticicy and a totslly free consciousness, he
cannot achieve authentic seelf-deception 1assofar as he 1a
conscioualy aware of acting in “bad faith.”

The analyeis of bed faith in Being and Nothingness and the
coeval analyeie of self-deception ia one of cthe mosi subtle
arguments 1in a work replete with sophiscicscted philoasophical
arguments. Briefly sctated, Sartre argues that no one can claim
to be, wholly and entirely, what he ts and no one can claim to
be entirely what he ia not. I cannot, to take Sartre's ex-—
sample, think of myseelf 88 &8 total coward, as an abeolute
coward, because 1 cannot determine myself asa a8 finiehed,
complecte encicty, as a8 being in iteelf. PFor, @y coneciousneas
of intentionally determining myself 88 a “coward” 1s a free act
of & free conscioueness that eludes my cognitive determination
of wyeelf aa a “coward.” No one can be a total coward any more
than anyone can be an "honest person.” With sufficient know-
ledge of someone after his or her death we m3y say, "He was &
coward,” Thie 1s poasible because the person referred to i1e now
a coaplece facticity. In cthe hell in which cthree characters
live 1in No Exit, the characters suffer from the full 1llumina-
tion, without excuse, of their being, cheir €facticicy ehaped
through their actions in life. For one who has lived in “bad
faich® or who has tried to do so, thia ia, 1indeed, hell. Ae
long 88 We are actively 1involved 1in che process of life,
however, we are paradoxical beinga comprised, eaasentially, of
trauscendence (freedom) and facticity (determination). It 1e
thie duslity, and not states of ambivalence, that make che
project of bad faich poasible, but unattainable.

If it were genuinely poaasible, which it 18 not, 1licerally
to be (let ue say) courageous, then the projectes of bad faith
and ;:1f-decepcion could be carried out. If one were com-
plecely courageous, then one would have become a complete
being, a finished human product, an object like others. Living
in bad faicth, ae Sartre describes it, positively requires chat
@y project to be courageous be impossible. A non-conscioua
object cmnnot be in "bad faicth® because it ia what 1c 1a. It
has no altericy in iceelf; it cannot be what it 18 not. The
puricy and perfecction of worke of art, espscially sculptures,
ie espoused by Sartre precisely because of his consistent
ontology. A fine plece of sculpture is complete in iceelf,
perfect of 1ite kind, & pleassing, beautiful, aesthecically
perceived facticity. If we ask why Sartre maincains that no
one can be totally aincere or completely immereed in bad faich,
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we w®must turn, as Tormey alwost does, to his oncology of human
being. At this point, of course, temporary states of ambiva-
lence, a8 well as the "ambivalent self,”™ are lefc behind.

In concluding portions of the paper under consideration,
ic 1s said thai human existence must be described in terus of
concradiction presymably because the self has a contradictory
nature. Adnmictctedly, this 18 an interpretation that Sarctre him-
self somelimes seems to invice. However, it is misleading.
Without getting into the intricacies of Sartre's unusus)l onto-
logy and sowe of 1ts internal conceptual difficulcies, we can
safely say cthat Sartre's phenomenology moves from a description
of consciousness, 1ts being and its acis, to a description of
being-for-others and finally to concrete action in a world com-
prised of “instrumental cowplexes,” cultural oblects, and cthe
ever-present, slightly menacing, “othera.” In a sense, we have
to read Being and Nothingness forwards, but understand it back-
wards. For, what Sartre presents seriatim, out of phenomenolo-
gical necessicy, 1s really experienced all at once in the dy-
namics of actualcicty. The concrete freedom and concrece action
mentioned at the conclusion of his work entails an interaction
of consciousness and facticity, an interaction that 1is explored
in Critique de 1la raison dialectique. Aside from the arcifi-
cial descriptions of a phenomenology of human reality, exis-
tence cakes place in a causal network comprising “the world~
and, in chat world, consciousness i8 fmmanent in man'a facti-
city. The living self 18 neither consciousness nor faccicity:
it 18 created, for better or worse, through the action of what
may be called a "consciousness-body.” As 1ironical as it
sounds, given Sartre's preoccupacion with tche internal pro-
cesses of consciousness, the self 48 a public entity, something
that exists for others. It is for this reason that he says that
Harcel Proust 1s the author of Remembrance of Things Past and
other works, the person known by others who lived his life in a
certain way. Proust 1s not what, 1in imagination, he may have
thought he was; his dreams, his fantasies, his wunfulfilled
plans, his hopes, all of these are evanescent and irrelevant to
wvhat, finally, he was. This view of the self is what accounts
for Sartre’'s tendency to present individuals in what seems to
be a harsh, unescapable, total illumination. Put simply, we are
wvhat we become 1in our lifetime through the realization of our
projects, no matter how humble or grandiose they may be.

The incomplecte self, the self in process of formation, the
self we are 1ineluctably becoming cthrough our projects, our
choices; and our actions, this self 1s paradoxical, but not
ambivalent. The formula cited at the end of "The Ambivalent
Self™ should have been cited at 1its beginning. For, it is che
key to Sarcre's understanding of the becoming of the self.
Alchough some philoaphers 1in the Anglo-American, Iinguistic
snalysis camp have found ¢this conception of human realicy
“untidy,” Sartre knows exactly what he 18 saying. From
Kierkegaard, 1in the first inscance, and from Heidegger, Sartre
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has ado9:ed the fundamenial oniology of man that conceives of
hin as 8 dyrawmic synihesis of what Kierkegaard called "mneces-
a1ly” and ~“possibilicty” end Heidegger celled Fakrizitar and
Moglichkeit. 1n tems of what an individual has done up to the
present and in terms of what he or ahe has endured up to the
present, the individual's being is characterized by facticicy.
Only vhat has already occurred 18 'necessary’ or has been
empirically determined. 1f man vere only vhat he has bdeen or
1sa now, he would be anslogous to s mere being (Seiecde) or an
etre-en~soi. Hovever, as KRierkegaard first aaid and later
Wiliiam James asserted in the name of a8 “Danish chinker,” aan
“l1ivea forward.” What a person has done or haa undergone
cannot be effaced or negated. But a perason’s potentialitieas or
existential posaibilicies have “not yet" been reslized. If
they msy or may not be realized 1in futuro, then cthey are
contingent posaibilizies. Since cthinkers a8s diverae as
Aristotle and Hampahire have insiated that =man has unique
potentisliries, then, in this asense, potentislity 1a pert of
the bei™® of man.

Trauslacting che above into Sarcre’'s paradoxical idioe, we
see that he holda chat man 18 not wvhat he 1a (i.e., 18 not his
neceaaity or his already deteruined empirical actuality) and
ia, in a aense, what he 1a not (i.e., ia his potentiaslicties or
hia poseibilities). An individual {18 construed as living
tovarde future, as yet unrealized, poasibilicies (or projects)
and being wootivated 1in hies behavior by what Rierkegaard ac-
curately described sas a8 “subjective cteleology.” The pereon
exieta, in a asense, at the ontological interesection of facti-
cicy and possibility and is not truly eicther, but a paradoxical
ayntheais of both, This, ¥ believe, i8 what Sartre means in
hia often cited formula for the nature of human reslity. In
thie asense, the aelf that 1ia in proceas of becoming cannot be
entirely determined because it 1is volatile, dynssfc, or under-
going change. The eelf 1a 1in the proceaa of creation, for
better or worae, throughout a person‘a lifetime. ¢ 1a not
analogous to a logically self-identical concept and it 1ia not a
living “contradiction.” Ambivalent aometimes, but easentially
paradoxical. In fact, aa Kierkegaard once aaid, if man wvere
not psradoxical in hia being, then he could not change, could
not atrive to realize Paosaibiliciea, could not, in a atrict
semse, exist. Sartre g@saya that 1t 1a chrough =man that
"nothingneas” (=consciouaneas) enters the world; he amight just
88 well have aaid cthat in human exiatence posaibility enters
the world. Kierkegaard, Heidegger, and Sartre all acknowledge
“"objective poaaibilicies” in the world as much aa the dedicated
ampiriciat doea. However, given their philosophical concerns,
they are more intereated in examining subjective possibilicies.

Contradiction 1in cthought and being that Toreey actributes
to Sartre’'a oetensible conception of the “ambivalent aself” are
really paradoxical features of the dynamic nature of the self
that Sartre defeada. It doea not teke s genius to show uas that
individuale are subject to conflicting wotives, ambivalent
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feelings, and confliceting goals. But these subjective states of
being are not testimony ¢to the ambivalent nature of the self.
gven in the woat cowmon choices we make we are, as Xierkegaard
iosighefully put 4t, “in-betwveen™ possibility (a projected
possibilicy of choice and action) and actuality (our eapirical
actualicy up to and including the present). An aabivalent self
such as Torwey depicts would suffer the paralysis and immcbil-
icy that she aptly describes. But this 'self' is actually only
a potential self, a character who is unable to resolve the pro-—
blem of opposing possiblities of choice or action, who is inde-
cisive. This is virctually a portrait of the character "A" in
Eicher/Or, a character who is compared to a pawa survounded on
a chessboard that is unable "to move.” Such a person is para-
digmacically living an inauthentic wode of existence.

Central to the existential 'therapy' of Sartre (and his
predecessors) 1is the atteapt to encourage them to becowme
decisive in their lives, to liberate them for genuine choice.
The appeal to von Wright's notion cthat temporal processes are
both p and ~p brings us back to an Hegelian conception of
actualicy. And cthis, 1in cturn, brings us back to Aristotle's
idea that change reqQuires a trausition from a potential state
to an actual state. This, of course, is where Kierkegaard,
Heldegger, and Sartre enter the picture. But cthey prefer ¢to
point to the paradoxical cemsions of humsn existence rather
than using the logical model of what seems to be a kind of
existential contradiction in the self. To be sure, there are
opposing tendencies in the self, even dialectical oppositions,
but wan 18 not subject to a living, logical 'contradiccion.'
The simple reason for this, especially 1in Sarcre's case, 1is
that man 18 not interpreted in accordance with the model of
logic. A person is never logically self-identified and never
logically self~-contradictory. It is Sartre'a phenomenological
ontology of human reality cthat determines his racther coaplex
analysis of the self, self-deception, and "bad faith.” Need-
less to say, it is decidedly not a logomorphic ontology. If 1t
ie sometimes a psychologist ontology of human existence, this
i because Sartre believes, with good reason, that the psycho-
logical states of, and psychological experiences of, man are
relevant to a full understanding of how wan experiences him~
self, others and the world. How we can talk about man and his
experience without impinging on the deep psychological dimen-—
eion of human life is difficult to understand. Ambivalence {s,
indeed, part of that experience; but it is not the bssis of
Sartre's conception of the self.
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