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PREFACE

The purpose of the present essay is twfold. In the first
place, our pufpose will be to examine Sartrets theory of consciousness

as it is Wasemed in The Trangcendence of the Epo: For the most part,

wo shall limit our discussion to this one work in order &o show how
Sartreis nareegological fhedry of consciousness emerges f‘?m-vari@s}a
theorios of consciousness in Modefn Phi losophys As such, our inquiry
will be historicals In the second place, we shall develop the basic
problems with which any theory of consciousness must deal, and, in that
connection, indicate the adequacy of various modern theories of cone
sciousness for resolving those problemss in. this vay we shall point

{0 several alternative solutions to problems that Sarire has neither
considered nov adequately answereds As such, our inquiry will alse be
critical,

In the introduction we shall begin with some brief accounis of
theories of consciousness in Wodern Philosophy, thus providing a conm
. apter One we shall
elucidate the problems that have arisen concerning these theories of

crete, historical background for our inquiry. in Ch

consciousness. These problems will bs seen to fall into several gene
eral categories with which any theory of consciousnéss must concern
itself. Any solution to these problems offered by Sartre, or anyone
else, can be called into question in the light of previously developed

theorjes of conaciousness n u&iéﬁi%mw problems were of primary fm-



portance, In Chapter Two we shall develop an lmmanent critique of

Sartre's theory of consciousness: As developed in The Transcendence

the Eao, Sartre's inquiry is concerned with consciousness purely as
phenomenon in the Hussérlian senses Sarire's theory will be examined
in Chapter Thres in relation to the problems developed in Chapter Ones
Although Sartre does not always deal explicitly with the problems we
have set up as arising from the theories of consciousness in Modern
Philosophy, we believe he does offer an answer that can be judged as
to its adequacy. )

1 will be our task in Chapter Four to consider the adequacy of

Sartrets theery far:mmﬁﬁg_ ﬁ problems found in the first chapter.

We shall then offer some alternative apgmmhéﬁ to a theory of cons
seioushess that concern themselves with Sartrets iheiafy and the par-
ticular problems that 1% raisess The conclusions reached here can
only be considered as pointers towards a revised theory of consclous~

nesss,

i
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INTROBUCT 1O

REVIEW OF PRINGIPAL THEORIES OF CONSCIOUSNESS
IN NODERN PHILOSOPHY

The background of our inquiry can best bo established by treate
ing several accounts of consciousness that have arisen in Wodern Phi-
losophy. In relation to each other they can be seen to follow eeveral
trends which we can later develop, along with the particular problems
‘that each encounters. These accounts are representative not only of
historical theories of consciousness in general, but of the type with
which Sartre, and aﬂy’ discussion of his theory, must be concerneds In
“spite of comments to the contrary,! Sartre does not philosophize in &
véamﬁ and our explication of his theory of consciousness does need a
background.

Descartes searched for the foundation of the highest and most
absolute certainty on which he could base the explanation of the whole
of experience. To arrive at such a ground; he discards any conception,
fdea, or experience that might be subject to the least doubt. He
mothodically gquestions everylhing in hls experiencing and thinking
life and excludes anything vhich could be conceivably doubted:

What of thinking? | find here that thought is an attribute that

,;Stuari Hampshire, "Sartre's Cage,” New York Review of B
dJune 3, 1965, pp. &7,




belongs to me; it alone cannot be separaled from mew 1 am, |

thing which thinks, What is a thing which thinks? It is a thing

Fobinos e eiec. oagihon, an fesis 3! ITmes denies vilies

¥ ¥

| know that | exist because | doubls thus the existence of conscious-
ness is the one fundamental principle of certainty that | cannot
doubt, 1 cahnot doubt that | exist, For to do so would be to doubt
that | doubt, and this doubting is given as issuing from a self which
cannot be doubted--the necessary condition for there to be doubting
going ons  H ts intuitively eeriaim %héi t exist as consclousness. -
It is this indubitable consciousness that forms the ground of a ra-
| 'tiahaﬁy‘Mw‘i’ﬁiébédyb%"‘kaewiéégé about the world which is univer~
sally valide Finally, for Descartes, |'am that which thinks, doubts,
" and so forth, and that vhose exigtence does not depend on anything
except itself. | ” o i

 'Leibnizis theory of consclousness arises out of one trend that
"can be found in Descartes, namaly, that there is an underlying ego
which is actively involved in unifying individual conscious acts
‘into an identical selfs Leibniz thinks of substence as force, which
is essentially immaterial: The spatial forms of substances are
effects of this forces He calls these substances monads; each is an
independent being, different from every other one; whose changes pro-
ceed from an internal principles "The passing condition, which ine

Ipescartes, Meditations on First Philesophy, trans. Haldane and
ffggs ..3‘(25\'016@5 Cambridges University Press, 33115,; Yol. 1 pps 151,
s 1834 N v :



volves and represente a multiplicily in the unit or in the simple
substance, is nothing but whai is called Perception.®® There ie in
sach monad the same content; each is a mirror of the universe, The
difference between them {s thelr mode of representing this centent.
A1l monads have representationsy and these infinitely small parts of
the representative life of the monad are called "petites perceptions.®
hat dietinguishes the monads is the clarity and distinctness with
which they represent their inherent content to themselves. "Thus it
is well to make distinction betwsen perception, which is the §nner

state of “the Monad representing outer things, and gpperception,

is gonsciousness or the reflective knowledge of this fnner state."?

1t ie in apperception that the souls, those monade which have soms
degree of distinciness in their perception, ave aware of the repre-
sentations as belonging to themselves. Apperception is a taking up of
the "potites perceptions” into selfwconsciousness. This seifs
consciousness culminates in God, who is pure selfeconsciousness.
There is universal harmony among the monads because each one has the
same content which {t realizes in varying degrees of selfeconsciouss
ness. Thus, only in so far as | am aclively apperceiving the inherent
tepresentations am | canscious of myself as existing. As a soul;, | am
continually having perceptionsy yet, it is only as they become clear

and distinet, and as | become aware of them as mine, that | can be
xige_ibaim; The Wonadology and other Philosophical Writings, trams.
Latta (Oxfords Clarendon Press, 16898), ps 224,

2eibniz, gpe gifes pe 411




said to apporcoive thom,

| Descartss would not agres with Leibniz concerning the notion
that aninals and other lowet forms of 1ife can perceive ideas. For
Descartes, to be conscious of an idea also fncludes the possibility of
becoming aware of it, that is, to view ii as belonging to the self,
Leibniz holds that souls can be ascribed to animals, and thal there is
no ﬁm’asm for an idea which is only perwiwéy as in the case of an
. animal, 1o be possibly raised to self-consclousnesss Hente, animals
do not apperceive their perceptions, whercas man can. Man can make
bis ideas the object of a further ect, spperception, and In this way
organize them and develop the rational sciencess . ..

This difference between Descaries and Leibniz can be seen again
in their views conoerning the Sinnateness® of fdeass - Although they
_both held that man had innate ideas, Leibniz alse ascribed this to
. animals and any other monad that had a eoul. Llocke challenged Leibniz
"and Descartes in respect to this, as we shall see, ! by denying .that we

have amy innate ideas at all. lLeibniz answered him in the New Essavs
andi ‘,‘E by explaining that esch monad bas all its ideas&

_pmparixes, and so forth within {1, although they are not &lways §Xn
plicits 11 s only in apperception that the jdeas are brought to
selfeconselousriosss they may seem to. come from without, although they
really are only made more clear and distinet.

M @&nirast ‘te Leﬂmizg Locke held thai: ‘khe mind ia & blmk

§%¥m}, pebe
%&Ibﬁiz@”&, cit., pps 5B7FF.



tablet, that it bas no innate ideas, and that all of cur ideas arise
from exporience. Our ideas have two sources: sensation and reflection.
From sensation we get ideas of the cotporeal world through the bodily
senses, From reflection we get consclousness of the operations of the
mind in regard to the content presented in sensatisn. Thus reflection
depends on sensation Faf* its content, and m knowledge depends on the
simple ideas of sensation and refloction. Louke then goes on to dew
fine Mnowledge®s "Knowledge, then, seems to me o be nothing but the
perception of the connexion and agreement, or disagreement and repugs
nancy of any of our ideas,"! The knowledgs that we have of our mind's
activities is intuitive end through it we are perfently and undoubteds
ly sufe of our own existence. 1t is only an intuition of the mind's
activities, and not the mind itself, that nakes us believe without
doubt that we are. Thus, we cerinot know what we are, only that we
ares We cannot know the substance of the soul, that le, that which
supports the qualities of it; yets

From our not having any notlon of the substance of spirit, we can
no more conclude its nonwexistence, than we can, for the same
reason, deny the existence of bodys it being as rational to affirm
thare is no body, because we have no clear and distinct idea of
the substance of matter, a&t«am; there is-no spirit, becausg we
have no clear and distinct idea of the substance of a spirit.

Thus, fhe relation of our intellectual activitiss to our soul, or
“self, cannot bs knowns e maiy know that these activities exist, and

we assume the existence of a supporting soul o.which they belong,

i

gibiéu ‘g ;3&.‘ 4%»



There is an anbiguity in Locke shout the @eﬁt’im of our knowlw
adge. of the seif. On the one hand he seems to feai ‘that we are aware .
of our . selfs . vin every act of sensation, reasoning, or thinking, we
are conscious to ourselves of our gun being; and, in this matter,
‘come not short of the highest degree of :@#ﬁiﬁiﬂ%}‘:s”@ This affirmee.
tion also includes the conclusion that these activities of the mind
hecessitate an egos On the other hand, Locke also asserts that we
have no notion of the substance of the spirit, or soul, whether ve
wish to believe in {s existence or noty . This ambiguity is taken over
by Hume and made into a nenwegelogical cenceplion of consciousness,
This trend as it comes from Descartes through Locke is made explicit.
in the philasophy of David Hume«

. Hume declared that all the perceptions of the human mind are
either impressions or idess. For every simple idea there is.a simple
‘impression which i% resembles, and for every simple jwpression there
s a corresponding ideas ‘ﬁwe ddeas are copies of the impressions, and
are less lively and distincte We have no jdea of a self as remaining
identical throughout the course of our’ Yvesy _

1f any dmpression gives rise fo the idea of self, that inpression

must continue invarisbly the same, thro! the whols course of our
- lives; since self is suppos'ld o exist after hgi manner. But

. there is no impression consiant and invariable.

Whenever we try to reflect on wmwiwm we can only find a bundle of

© ibig., 11, po 2e0. -

Clarendon Press, 1886),

aturg, eds Selby-Bigg .(Oxfords



different percaptions In a perpetual Flux and mavement, with no sim
plicity or idmtity to be Pounds “iﬁaﬁizﬁy m mthmg mai&y belongw
ing to thess dﬂ‘%rwi percaptienm aﬁé uniting ihem ﬁ@gaiher, bui is
merely a qva&ity, mieh we attribute w %mp beaause of the r.mim of
their’ ideas in the imagimﬁ%m, when we mﬂe&% upun ﬁh%&“i ii is

“only in m?z«ec’gim and mem vy iha% aﬁy ideniieai aaif mn he d‘iac:cm

"sted. Through memory we can see the remhlanaéﬁ m“ ith& wwia&a
-déatimt permptima and draw then tog&ih@r; iheif' Memb}mm ia not
a mlaﬁm that can be observed hy the Memtamiing@ hs memery
alons acquaiﬂﬁa us with the miim&av& aewt axﬁem of t%ia wssim
| @f pemeptiuna, *}is to be %ﬂ&iﬁ&f‘&@a Wars tha‘k amumﬁ chmﬁy, as
" the source of personal identity. « o Memry ﬁm mi m mueh pre-
: ﬁ&_@g ag 3

dom threugh the menmy we can extend our ﬁaiioﬁ of an Meaimai self

cover pearsma}z wentity.w? frm the %med:a‘ie mlaﬁﬁg

io past and future iﬁmes «M‘ our wm&xm that e have i‘argeﬁen of do
myt antiaiﬁaia explwitiya The miy Waﬁim we can éisﬁmeﬁ be‘t

" twoen the aawam mpreasions is & f‘ee}fng ”Eha% %hey afe um%eé,

" but on the level of philwuphical %ﬂquivy no pemmaz m}? is diacaw
| ersﬁ» T&em are miy diatin@t peréapi%mag m'&h diaﬁfm:& exisieme&,
"‘mhieh have no real connections S

As can be aeen, Hurme mt %9 the emrem ﬂpp%i%e maw; wﬂh
'-mapeﬂ to mnsetmams% %:y Miéing that *;hem is o gemonai @eif:

“fhis pasiﬁm aﬂase f‘mm the aonsidam%ims ai’ kaa‘a éisﬁussim of

3 'l“v."‘éﬁ:l _

3&&% Pe ae;@; 21, d,, ppe 261262,



substance. ~Look was quite willing to allow that there s no material
| ‘swbaianm in which’ i:he therved ‘qualities inhere, bui he vas w& wille
. ing to aaseﬁ tﬁaﬁ meniai m&a&mws doea not exwt« It is %ﬁ;a mt«

%a:r view iha% mm Game down so hard ons  "This f Treatise of

ture] m&at pave the way for a Xike p?mmp%e with mgaw to %ha

mind, that we have no ebion of it, distinet from the pardicular per
mﬁm '*3 'f‘hia ahwmia, mrwegeiagamal cwcaptwn e?’ wnsc:ic:ua-n
hess is aﬁsmreei by Hume’a waﬁempwﬁryg Thamas Reid, in such a way
‘%hat he can be seen as tha wvinﬁim‘%ﬁm z;f” *&he agaiogieai line of
thwght %haf ia,egim wiﬂ‘i ﬁascarwa and, thr‘mgh K&ﬁ%y maehw xis
almax in ?i@?ﬁea Reid aakaa But who is ﬂm i %ba% has this meme

; m@y aﬂé wnsaimams& of a &umsaim of ideas emt xmpresmm?ﬂg

) ‘e‘%aid ﬁarta hia a@waﬂi of wnsmw&ne&e wiﬁz a dimu&mm of

f vths mtum of‘ fnamcryu The aiuaa% of memory ig aimy\s same%mg that
s past, and any mxy m acmmﬁmsad by the bslieﬁ‘ ﬁha% vhat is o=
W membemd dxd ae%muy mura fhis haléa in all casesy even whefs ¥
v‘fwembe‘r a pasi §M3§ﬁiﬂg 0?’ ﬁisbeiie’!‘@ t stili be} ieve tiaai it did

| oo Thua, “baemary im,aiiea a ampﬁzm and beliﬁ? czf paat éurahm;
for ﬁe is impossible %at a mam ehauld ?eﬁmnbef a thmg distmcﬁy

| ’wiiiwut bel ievimg same %ntervai ai‘ dum%ma, more or ie&&, ta have

passed bﬁ*&%ﬁn the iim it ei aué iha gre*aenfa mmama “3’ tte

3‘&1&:&% %id, Essays on the Intellectus) Powers of Man, od.
szley (Lﬁmdam #amil;aﬁ an& %u mz :\, p« 378. '

ibid., p. 108,




eannot have any necessary knowledge that anything exists, for ve canw
not thave any perception of the necessary agreement between existence
and the thing that existe. We believe in a thing having occurred enly
if we have a distinct remsmbrance of it. "How then do | come %o bew
lieve it? 1 remenber it distinetly,®d Thus, {n memory ve come to
believe in 8 yaet duration and in the event remenbered as having
ocourreds

Also, "There can be no memory of what is past without the cone
viction that we existed at the time remembereds*® This conviction
is as stfong as the memory iteelf, and it produces the conviction that
we have had a continued existence and identity from. then until now.
fie believe in our own personal identily as extending throughout the
mental operations that we can remember, and, mereover, as negessarily
having & continued uninterrupted existences Wihatever this self may
be, it is something vhich thinks, and deliberates, and'resolves, and
acts, and suffers, | am not thought, | am not action; | am not feel«
ings | am something that thinks, and acte, and suffers."® This perma-
nent self is evidenced by memory; through memory we believe that the
self dai’n;gif‘c"iwur.—é‘mémberiag‘fa'»‘i&mﬁm& with the self remembered.
Although e may doubt that such a thing vas thought of done by us, we
never doubt that there is & %hiinkiﬁg being that has & continued exist-
ence throughout the successions of operations of our minds, which enw
ables us %o establish sur invineible belief in our personal identity.

Ii idsg Pe 197,
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_With Hume, Reid believes that memoty does not produce a perma-

-nent. self; however, Reid does not. believe that the self which is die
covered does not exists Rather; he beliecves that the memory that
finds the self simultanescusly provides evidence for it existence,.
Yo are as certain that it was our own self thel was engaged in the
remembered event as ve are that the event fook placs, Otherwise we
would be left with Hume's dmplied position "ihat this succession of
ideas and impressions mwmy remembers and is conscious; but that
it judges, reasons, affirms; denjesw-nay, that it eats and drinks and
is sometines merry snd sometimes sads"! Reid finds that a permanent
self i8 & necessary condition for thers to be a. succession of mental
activities going onj it is needed for there %o be remambering, and
_more importantly, for there to be consciousnese of the activities as
belonging to a self. . in this way Reid impliciily enticipates Kant's
~conclusions. 1% is Kent who carries out Reid's. insights and radically

se and Descartes.

angwers Humels extreme conclusion, stemming from Le
Kant doss this by showing the necsssity for concelving a self which
{s ldentical throughout a multiplicity of mental acts.

According to Kank, the manjfold presented to the senses is expe-
rienced as ordered in space and tiwe due to the g priori forms of petw

coption. These perceptions are unified through the g prior,

categories

of the understanding. There are a priori conditions for all experis

ence which are synthasized with the material of perception, a synthegis

Ybid,, p. 378,



1

that yields knowledge of the world as it appears to us.

The self, as it appears in the individual acts of consclousness
s diverse and is not seen as related to a gelf-identical subject.
This self is called by Kant the empirical self. Kant believes that
there is given a self which has these consciousnesses as its own.

This self s necessary for there to be any unity of experience. %Only

in so far, therefore, as | can unite a manifold of given Fepresenta-

tions in grie consciousness, s 1t possible for me to Fepresent fo my~

-agpameptiam in which all the diverse consciousnesses ate synthe-
sizeds "It must be possible for the 1 think' to accompany all my
;i“épreﬁeﬂﬁ&iiﬁﬂaﬁ for otherwise something would be represented in me
which could not be thought at all, and that is gquivalent to saying
that the representation would be impossible, of at least would be
nothing to me."® This " think® §s the consciousness of the manifold
of representations as being synthesized gnd the consclousness of a
self as existing throughout the multiplicity of ?ﬁp&"@&&ﬂi&ﬁ@ﬁ&a Bew
cause there is a unity of consciousness throughout the representos
tions, they belong to the same or different objectss The iranscendene
tal unity of ap@er-mp%im is the necessary condition for there to be-
0134&@“% &mwleﬁge af either 'tbe axtsei'mi wrm of mysalﬁ

iimanuel Kan}, Critic P P laagon, transs Norman Kemp
Smith (Londons Macmillan and ﬂoag 39@6 e Pe xsa,

Ribid., pp. 15243,
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© Hovever; this structure of the g priori organizing of the exter
nal world must have its origin outside the spatiotemperal world, since
the origin cdnnot itself be subject to spsce and times "I this origin
was itself in épace and time, then 1t could be made an object and
would requiré a causes The origin-of the appearances, including the
unity of apperception, mist them be outside of time; it is the noumenal
self, Uo only have aceess' to the aceomplishments of the nousenal self
ss they are n time, yet this self is the necessary mmﬁuw for
there o be a transcendental wﬁiy of s;pgwma;aﬁm&, or aven the warw
as we know §.

‘e can now see how Kant Tollows the trend coming out of
Doscartes, through Lefbniz. Howaver, Kant's pasition that there is an
ego is a logical necessity and not a discovered reality. This ego, or
noumenal seif, is not in time, es opposed to earlier conceptions of
consciousnass; and its non-temporality ie an aspect laken over by
Fichfe and carried to'an extreme. ‘Wust as we took Hume to be an ex<
tremo case of Looke's g;éaiiim-@@miﬁg sut of Deacaries, 80 we can take
Fichte as extreme cadie of a different trend coming out of Descartes,
through Leibniz and Kant,

- The system of ideas which emerge with the feeling of necessity
Fichte calls Mexperience,™ ‘It is the task of philosophy to establish
the ground of experiences Since emrietme xs the acﬁv:iy of conw
szimmnese c%weeéed iwafef ebjmi;sg amd smm we af"ﬁ free to aai, con=
sciousness yields the sole gmunﬁ of exp@rimm go far as it is a self

conseious activi tya
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The pure aa%ivity of the Eg&a jg; therefore, now as was required,
the cause of the objective activily of the Ego, since no object
_.can be posited without its But in so far as thie pure activity
L ooF igénaug is directed upon no c&geakn«wtm therefore, being
mutually independent of the othere-it is not its cause; iwt Fo-
lated ﬁ: it by an sbsolute act ef the Egos )

11 is this selfwconscliousncss, of cmciwsnm M’:i@h kmm that it is

iteelf acting, that s the basis fof all conscioushesss in facty all

' Being aﬁié‘k@mty for mssimms which is self-consciousnesss
There 18 en original &$§ of mﬁsﬁiﬁuam% in vhich the Ego Viﬁ

posited by being ehstmgamhad from %tiua mmﬁgm The Ego and the non-

Ego #‘e@;pmbany determine cach ﬁthah ”ﬁath the Ego and t\%nw&:ga are

products of original acts of the Ego, and @omaiausne@s_ ftself is

such a mcﬁaewf* the first original act of the Egoj of the positing

" of ‘the Ego th#asgh iisal?‘»“i‘f i?mwiedge, on the side szi‘ the non-Ego

isa preaaﬁa of reflection of consciousness on its mam pmvum&y dew

»'ﬁemnmé action; b@émiﬁg with the grmmiieas ?ma activity of gen~

' aa%.mn, which determines all knowiedge as mgarda contents ;
i only *;hm;gh ite end, that i?; m an inves~

tion can be conp¥ehendet
;%ié&iiaﬁ on the 'ﬁiéea of the Egos t:'éem we find that it i's the nature
of the &:ge Qe be always active and tf:« set sbjects for itself, The i

-@umg %ifwewming az:‘&zvity m“ t‘w Eg@ @33 in_its relation %o

i?ich%’:e, @éan'a 5 o

| Because of the hmphmy csf W” and “aye,’* whemwf pessible we
shall use the word "ego" instead of the word "i.7 Pherever %% and
"ego® are to be diaﬁinguiﬁhaﬁ# we ghall, of murse. use %he word .0

@ﬁﬁhtep 08s gitsy
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tendancy. This imdamy is the m&ditﬁﬁn of the poseibility of all -
m; no tendency;s no quhimﬁ@ *‘3 ?he: wor Ld .ia ﬁ%ﬁeﬁd in order that
the autonomous salf ean be active in 1. 1t is the essence of the
gelf to be active, and therefore, Being is posited only for the end
that :_sénwigmgﬂma can acts The Egﬂ is through and through Yethical®
(thet is, "infinite tendency®), all that ie, ins explained by vhat
ought to be. 1t is because consciousness is necessarily self-con-
selousness and ethical that a world is posited.

4t is, then Fichie who provides the apoges of the epologieal
theory of consciousnegs by ascribing Yo comsciousness a necessary
self-consciousness as the ground for all V‘Beingg Thus, we have two
conflicting trends in Wodern Philosophyewthe one ending up in Hume,
the other . in Fichie, which; Mspwiis?ely, tead to nonwagological and
egological theorjes of consclousness.

Let us now consider a g

ntemporary theory of conseioushess in
which these two trende come togethers that of William James. dJames?

theory will give ug ﬁm starting point for developing the problems
that face any theory of congclousnsss in Modern Philosophyy problems
with which Sartrets theory must deals

_ in the chapter on ®The Consciousness of ?a‘e;i?’”g of his Pavchal

#ildiam James develops the pure principle of parsonal fdentity. Ve

are cﬁnsciwa of a sehse. af‘ gersehal someness as well as of sawaaes%

lﬂgw Ps 200,

Zie shall 1imit wrs&lves in this inquiry to James? early posie
tion ag developed in the Paycholooy
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iﬁ other. phenomena as "a mmmsmﬂ gmundw mw w iha msmnbiame
in a ?uncimn’éai respect, o on the continui ?y before the mﬁmﬁ, of the
phenmnam compareds nl - This line ai“ inqairy iaads dames 1o a deacrip-
tim af' pefmnal iﬁessiity simnw* ‘Ea %umag wen ihwts mah an acmwﬁ
f leaves wt many af‘ ﬂse fmm aub%ie aapeem of wnw%mmam Common

. senge we;uims that there mua& be more @%‘ a tmi%y of varioua selves

. than jwﬁ an appearahce of mntim:ity or resmblanm» ihai miy bew

- comes apgarea{ upon ¥eflection on the pasts

A1l the immre%wsnai%aiii%i% which in Chapter V1 we saw to attach
to the idea of things fusing withoul a medium apply to the empire
fcist description of perscnal identity.

~ o -But in our own acotunt the mediwm fs fully sesigned; the
herdsman is there; in the shape of someﬁhing not among the things
collocted, but spperior to them all, namely, the real, present
ﬁgiggﬁx " mmambering, 'Judgmg %hwgi:i* or iém*&ﬁyimg *seﬁtim*
g2 13 f@&ﬁh :

- James distinguishes the nedd fof twe types of collecting thoughts

L that which coliects at svery phase of conseiousneas that which be-

imgs-%a ;",t;,-am«g' that which w&z’lg@iaviwag vat fous w&kaagiagﬁ into
, @ uhiﬁyiha% is identical throughout the entire stream of thought. He

wants to show that there is no nsed for the latter type of collecting

: %aﬁng{ ina ’éeawrii;»%w& a@aﬁuﬂt ﬁf"wﬁgaiwamm sinm &hes present

:,;migmg Tiawgh‘t?’ could éw &aiﬁ! w pa&s ﬁa ?!wughés on &a the aa»xt
| 1%333&3‘& dame\a, i siples (2 ?ﬂ%svs ﬁew Yorks.

wH&nry Holt and Company, 1f s ] ‘ '

" Ribid,, pe 538

Be willy with domes, refer to the present m@nﬁai satata which

does the cojlecting as the Thodght, with a capital T, paﬂivzularly
when speaking of Jamed* ‘theory of cons cimwmsm :
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pulse of cognitive consciousness. "Each later Thought, .‘.&mwiag and.
 ncluding ifiw tf;fe’sﬁ Thoughts whwh went 'h@f@?‘*@, ‘is the final .'reﬁépiasle
—-and sppropristing them is the Final owner--of all that thoy contain
and own. al in ihfija way each Theughi ‘:5@. %he ﬁetpfﬁg%ﬁ%i‘%, of all
" Thoughts that went on before, and a personal identity is éstablished,
Since ééxé:h passing Thought cannot collect iicelf as a menber of the
‘group of known objects, it camnot be known until il passes to the
' past and is appropriated itself as an object by the following pulse
of consgidusness, The prosent pulse may be able io feel jtself, but
iY can only know the previous pulses; it cam know them as its own and
.{ _ihembyzamw for a @szsﬁimaﬁess of personal identity througheut a
series mf‘pagsiﬁg Thoughtss
The '@éﬂw%‘rz‘mﬁﬁé% of ‘Self involves & atream of thought, sach part
of which as 1% can 1) remember those which went before; and know
the things they knew; and 8) emphasize and care paramountly for

aer%a n ones among them as "me", and appropriate to these the
reats’ f ‘ ‘ ‘ :

i ibgd.g p: 5g9n
_2ihid., po 400,




CHAPTER ONE

SUVNARY OF THE PRINCIPAL PROBLEMS
OF THE EGO IV MODERN PHILOSOPHY

e can now sketch some of the problems that form a historical
background to Sartre's theory of -ebﬁaaiwsmas. There appears a speoc»
trum in which two contrasting trends stand oute On the one hand, we
find a nonmegological theory of conscicusness which culminates in
Humea On the other hand, we find an egological theory of conscious-
ness which is best seen in Williem Jamess By an egological theory we
understand a theory which holds thet an ego is actively involved in
iﬁevfarmaiianﬂef a self which is congtituted as identical throughout
a multiplicity Qf\menﬁai’aéiaﬁv By a non~egological theory we under-
stand a theory which holds that mental acts are not unified by an ego,
although an identical self may be fell to unify these separate acts,
or at least be the basis of them. We shall readily acknowledge that
mas{ theories fall somewhere in between these extremes, but. they can
be best seon in light of these end pointe.

In his examination of mental 1ife, Hume found that since we have
no one impression of a self which remains identical throughout all of
our mentai‘acis,>ﬁ@ cannot havé any légifimaie idea of such an ego.
if we inquire, as philosophers, into the nature of our idea of a self
we find that it arises in memory as we conjoin the various individual

perceptions that resemble each other, with regpect to the perceiver,
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.. Memory functions to bring together those perceptions on thé basis of

- .which wav@x%ead~¢ar,ﬂ§£%ann¢£ outself to thepgasi‘and.futuyag What is
img@fiani‘forvus isvﬁumeﬁa eelﬁ#agkéﬁwlgdggéyp?adiegment of,aasagniing

for this notion in an empirical way. As | type | examine my experience
to see what impressions $<hayg of myselfs #a@é?ding'%a,ﬁﬁm&, all that
t can find ave the individual perceptions afatyping, reading, corrects
ing, thinking about something, and so forth, Mihen | turn my reflex~
ion on myself, | never can perceive this gelf without some one or more
perceptions; nor can | ever perceive any thing ggiviﬁa.garaeytjansa
Tis the compesition of these, therefore, which Forms tha=$eif§";

. ALl that can be found is a self which is composed of distinet percep-
. tiong that resemble éachfe&ﬁﬁv; no real connection is found between

. the distinct perceptions,

. The bgsi@,prahlam‘in,ﬁuma*g theory ia how to answer the objec~

. tion of Reids "But who is the 1 that has this memory and consbious-

aassQo?,a_auacaaaiaﬁ afhiéaaaﬁané,impressions?ﬂgg‘Ther@;sa in the

- Jreatise an anbiguity as to who of what is doing the remembering of

. the previous perceptions that are conjoined to.form our notion of the
gelf. There is that which ﬁgesﬁtﬁa.gﬁrggayiag, in;ihg;ﬁumean gense
which includes both sensucus and nen-sensuous pereeivings, in each
6ia%£ﬂ@%~césa,;éha'thét which aonjaia& these perceivings in memorye
If Hume did not want to admit of iﬁisfiéﬁﬁeriﬁyge of consciousness
that transcends the individual ones, then there would be in cach dise

1ﬂum3’ 08 G j 3 vy Pe 634. %idﬂ mﬂ Pe 878,
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tinct perception a taking over of all that had gone on befores There
would be a simﬁiﬁaﬁaaus remember ing and perceiving at each moment of
consciousness, However, Hume would probably not want to say this
since he thinks of memory as discovering identity and not producing
it. Hume does say that "The memory not only discovers the identity,
but also contributes to its production, by producing the relation of
resemblance amorg the perceptions.#l However, this is not to say that
memory produces in the sense that it continually gathers the past perw
ceptions together to form a self; rather it is because of memory %ﬁa&
we can hold onto the distinct perceptions and discover the resem-
blances between them that give tise to our notion? of an identical
self that is present througheut the perceivings. Thus, memory produces
personal identity in the sense of putting forth the perceptions that
can be seen as related. . Mume argues that memory discovers personal
iaenﬁi%y because if it produced it then we could not extend our notion
of personal identity beyond our wmemory, as we do threugh the notion of
caysation.
But having once acquir'd this notion of causation from the memory,
we can extend the same chain of causes, and conseguently the iden-
tity of our persons beyond our memory, and can comprehend times,
and circumstances, and actions, which we have entirely forgot, but
suppose in general to have existed, '

The self that is discovered is not a legitimate self apart from the

lHume, op. cits, pe 261,

2A "notion;® as opposed %o an impression, is not a perception of
the humen mind; it is produced by the imagination.

3ibid., p. 262,



perceivings which cén be discovered, at least not in philosophical
inquiry; rather memory serves to discover the relation between the
variegg perceptions. - This relatjon is itself not an impression, but
a notione - .
In any ease, there remaing the problem of explaining Mwhat® re-

flectively inguires into the perceivings in searching for a selfs As
1 type all that car be said is that there is typing going ony it is
only upon further reflection that | can gay that it is the same self
that fs now typing as it was yesterday. in fact, there must bo a re-
flective synthesis to conjoin the perceivings of individual key-teppings
4o see that a Mgelf® typed the word "self®. Our problem, as was Hume's,
is to agﬁaeﬁ%,far.ihis synthesizing activity. Perhaps this can be best
illustrated by Jamest characterization of vhat he calls Yithe Peycholow
gistts Fallacy™:

The psychologist, as we rémarked above, stands outside of the

mental he speaks ofs Both itsell and its object are objects for

him, Now when it is & gogoitive state {percept, thought, concept,

otc), he ordinarily bas no other way of neming it than as the
- thought, percept, ete., of that object, He himseif, meanwhile,
knowing the selfwsame object in his way, gets casily led to supw
pose that the thought, which. is of it, knows It in the same way in
which he knows il, although this is often very far from being the
LRESe - ; - : : Lo i

13 iéQin-iﬁis&way:thaé James goes gh'%gqspeaklaf:wriiéfs such as Hume
smuggling in a fwe® or a "mind" that dees this collecting, but which
does not come under the strgﬁiﬁyiéfipﬁi;esaphiéal inguiry. Hume does

not fiﬂéva séif iﬁ"iﬁéndistingf perceptions that he §s considering

| 1&1&;??3% Eﬁlﬁhﬁéﬁ&m ly po 19@‘;
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and, twef'ore, ez:em:iudes ‘that ihere is no seif’. But he does speak of
Cthe twe® that does the reflecting. . o

Reld saw this pmbiam and tried to show haw mmary implies a
upersemal identity with undeubteé certaintys

| see evidently that identity supposes an umntemfupieé continuance
of existence, That which hath ceased to exist cannot be the same
with that which afterwards begins to exist, for this would be to
suppose. a being to exist after it ceased to exist, and to have had
‘iﬁiﬁf’?w befare it wafs' pﬁ*wzdwed, which are manifest contradio~

" e we have seen,? to remember something distinetly is to believe in it
23 havmg Raken place, and, moreover, as happening 1o, of as an active
ity of, the person doing the rememberings Wemory, thus, gs-vegf evin
dence of a permanent aelft iy thoughts, snd actions, and feelings

| change every momentwthey have o eontinued, but a succsasive existe
'eﬁées; but that self or 1 to which they belong is permanent."? Reid is
" anewering Hune by saying that it is absurd to think of a self rememe
bering msemg that did not oscur in his mental processes. MNot

only did it ocour ag gi§$ but it occurred in a self which had a con=
‘tinued existence from then until now. In wnﬁraat 4o Hume, Held bew
lieves that the self which memory gives evidence of is a feal self; it
'is the self searching for the self as well as the one founds As | am
engaged in typing | can reflectively consider myself as the one who
typed yesterday and who then mt‘im{ivaly considered himsolf as going

to be typing tomorrow. Thus the self who is mow reflecting can see

_ aﬁeid, . PBs gﬁé» s Ps ROB. 2&@9%@ PP» 8«84
BReid, ope gifes P 208,



'f*ha* he-iﬁ;iéeﬁiigﬁl:*ﬁ*@“%ﬁ°9ﬁwiﬁﬁvvﬁfiﬁaﬁ’mﬁﬁ§61véﬁiﬁ which are seen
ag hig, . ;_( o

Yoi, is it aat only a seeiﬂg of a previous ideﬂtziy supposed to
’ %e ideﬂ%aeal with ihe one who. is raf&eetiaﬁ? For ﬁei& it is a matter
ﬂf the eviéemee of memory, hawe?a? it may be %ha% there is a differ- .
'.anca baiwaan the’ seif vhich d@&ﬁ ihe ram@mbarzng and. the aa&sequeﬂily
Femembered self aeaﬁ.as identical with the previously ‘remenbered self
?he?é:QQn‘he m0 way‘a? aheekingjwﬁﬂihar or not the attribute of self
is added in the reflection wpon the remembering process itasif, $§ncéx
cach process itself baconies an object of memorys 1f  think of my act
of typing, it is seen as L who was typing, yet at the time the act
occurred | vas conscious only of iygiag going on. Doss it nailéeqﬁire
a ?urihev act in reflection to see this as my act of iyping? fs;noi
this furﬁhev act itself without an ego? Parbap& we must yevert back
to the Humean theory where the relation §s only found after Qha deed,
and 45 then atteibuted o the whols of mental life. |

i# the o jection holds ihat,we ﬁn}y find an ﬁgo after the dia»
inct gvaeeasea are roflected upang ‘then we muat explain how tha men=
iai‘pracesa~ne% ra?laated upon s joined to the ones reflected upon in
which an ego appéafs; In other words, it may"bé‘{ﬁé case fﬁaﬁ an ego
can anly b found if the mental preeaws in which it apgeara is rem
flected apan, bu% our problem is wﬁat happena in reflection tha% alm
lows an ego tm ar&sa where ﬁhe?e was ‘not one bﬁf@fﬁ¢ There are many
iimea iha% t %ave bean typina during which, or even after wh;ch, } was

not aonagi?u§~9f;an;¢g§»aagagaé.im typing. To be sure, | can now say
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that it vas | who was &ypiﬂg; hut what is the relation between the
processes which did not have an ego given and the same ones which
viere amb&eqmantly Found ‘to have an ego? . Does this imply that every
mental awt has an implicit ego '-t&g‘&miy ¥equires a further act to
a‘f‘t'iwlé@e?- the first act as having én ogo? It may be that there is a
prwe?mﬁm part of consciousness that is continually engaged m ,
holding together all the mental acts that can be seen, in roflection,.
as being my actss The distinction that would be required in this case
is one that both Hume and Reid did not see, but which they felt to be
theres each mental act is not always given in ite entirety; it conw
tains a quality of belonging to an ego that is only available when
it i made inko an objects 1 may type For hours. without thinking of:
this typing as belonging to an ego,. yet, these distinet acts of typing
&mmﬁmny@ and automatically, binding themselves together in
such a way that | ean look al them and say that they are mine.
ﬁﬁmm%Wamwm&%t%gwmm@fmmmﬁmfwﬁMrﬁw
tion betwesn the distinot mental acts and the self which unites then
by &iaiiﬁguishif;g tiio types of collecting tﬁé@gﬁ&; There is the type
of thought that collects at every mament of thought all that belongs
: to it,sm that which collects these various collections into a unity
that is identieal >%hraugféxan£ the entire stream of thought, James wants
to dispense with thie latter fype of collecting thought as being super-
fluous and unnecessary 1o any account of cohscloushess. As we have seen,

Lhbove, pp. i5-16,
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he does thie by considering the present judging Thought to be appro-

- pristive of all Thoughts that have gone on before it, and as it recedes
into the past the new judging Thought takes over all that the past one
knew, in this way we have a unity throughout the individual Thoughts
because "The Thought does nel capture themy but as soon as it comes
into existence it Tinds them already its own. Hou is this possible
unless the Thought have a

tantial identity with a. former owner ;-
not a mere continuity or.a resemblance, as in our account, bul a ggal

inityt  James doss nbt want to.complicate the explanation of what

is given in consciousness and doos this by allowing the passing
Thoughts the ability to recollect and to know, Thus he can explain
what Reid called the permanent self, and what Hume called the notion
of personal identity..

Jameas goes on o admit that sach passing Thought, although
a;:;:fogﬁa{i% of all that has gore an before it, is not itself known,
It only becomes an ahgm% for kﬁé&le&gé»a?iéf it is itself appro-
pristed. The ego to which the Thaught attaches the past is, for Janes,
the bodily life thal it momendarily feels. it is the body that forus
the real nucleus a’f" our personal ideniﬁzy and §s the physical countere
part of our judging %ughh However, is net ihis ego, either gsyehimi
or ;ahysiéai., only an enply concept that requires a subsequent act to
fill it out as the real ego? This subsequent act is required for the
nenwreflective egé‘ to be seen as belonging 1o the gelf which "”'i‘h&ught

idams, QE& M§p Py 558&
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about ft. As | type, the present Thought appropriates all that has
gone on before to my present bodily existence, yel this body is only
felt to be the same body that iﬁ.awmﬁenééd by thought as belong-
ing to the previous moments of thought. It s, as is the case with
present moment of consciousness, only in an explicit act of looking
that the present bodily existence can be geen as mine, though such
an act Is not always performed, nor need it be always done.

Several problems arise from Jameg theory about the present
Judging Thought. When the present Thought is appropriated by the
following one, is the resulting trensition from one to another made
possible by an ego which unites all Thoughte? This can be made clear~
er by mns;ideﬂng James? own theoty of the "transitive® and ﬁgbatam
tive? parts of consciousness. By substentive parts, James means the
kind of resting places in which consciousness is cecupied with some-
thing that can be hald onto for an indefinite length of time. The
transitive parts "are Tilled with thoughts of relations, static or
dynamie, that for the most part obtain between the matiers contem
plated in the periods of comparative rest."! James goes on to say
that we cannot grasp the transitive parts without destroying their
essential nature of being transitive. 1t may be that most of the
present judging Thoughls are of a transitive nature, while retaining
the aﬁarmtef of eppropriation that James aseribes to them, IF we
disregard the Thoughts, that James talks of, as always substantive; we
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can see that the transition does not need an all-embracing ego to make
‘%ﬁﬁ-eﬁ&ngafg@@ﬁih@é;"?ha‘ag@ ¢arinot be observed in the €?a§ai§%ve
parts of consclousness; but il i there; there is only required a
@rasping of consciousriess as substantive to ses the egas
‘f~%ﬁai‘mayib@*aa¢éséé?yg‘iﬂéﬁ@&é'a? a permanent ego, Is an sxpla~
“nation about the way each Thought can both Fetain all that has gone on
before, and still be able to select from the past specific-parts of i%
that can be Femembereds + In olber words, if there is no permanent ego
which unifies all the imé&w@@u&l’?ﬁﬂ*gﬁﬁég'iﬁara must be some part of
cach Thought that rotains all previous Thoughts; so that James can
apeak of the present Thought as selecting or rejecting material from
what has gone on befores : -
© " The Thought uhich, whilst it knows another Thought and the Object
that Other; it may hardly resemble ity it may be faf removed from
it in space and time.d b T TR
1t may be that James would vant to employ his doctrine of Fringss to
“explalin what we hawafaéiiaﬂ-ihe tW&:paﬁﬁs}af'a&nséiausnaﬁggj@r of ‘the
Thought that seems 4o be vequired, The doctrine of fringes is, for
danss; the theory that every thing has a Fringe of relations about it.
These felt fringes ma&@~as.awayggvsemewhai=dimly§~é¥ relations between
the fringed thing and other thingss a "Belation, then Yo our ﬁ@ﬁié’"'

or interest is constantly felt in ihe fringe, and particularly the re-

,,,,,,,,,,,

i%ﬂﬁu, po 340, g*bidu pe 258
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in this vay, James mey try %o say thet cach objest as it is appropei-
-ated or rojected Is refaincd In the fringes; and that these Pringes
may be brought out at any time Tor inspoction. This still Jeaves us
with the quustion concorning the mature of the Thought that is able
hold onta the Tringe of relations, on the one hand, ond bo explicitly
involved with cortain parts of things and their ralations, on the
other hands
There seens to an dmplicit noed in James? theory For somothing
which remaing throughout all of the Thoughte; somothing that automate
fcally eotaing all that hao gone on bafore and ie aware, nol esplics
itly, of Heelf as wnified, Otherwise; we way be able fo say as
Humo does that the ego s only added after cach Thought itself ls
appropriated and looked ats I vo draw the distinetion, as ve did
with Hune and Raid,? botweon that pavt of o momant of consciousncss
that does not appoar, the sutemstic unification, and that which does
Bppesry aa explicitly eppropriated or on the fringss, wo con seo how
Janas was &rying {0 draw together the tw tronds that ve found in our
Introduction. Thet ie, Jamos® thoory of consslouencss is egologiesl
in tho oy that Lhe propenl judging Thought unifias the previous
Thoughts into a povsornl unity. His thoory s noheogelogl
he does ot vant do affire the existonee of o permament ogo apard frer
the individua) Thoughts, This dilemma of teying o be bolh egological
unjque peaition of

D e e B

and nonecgolagical at the suse Yime gives James the

Yabove, pv 28,
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having to deal with the problems that are found in both trends, while
having to contend with some unique problems of his own. We cany then
use dames! eritique of egological and non-sgological theories of cone
sciousness Yo help us establish a sounder basis from vhich we can deal
with Sarire's theory and its problems, since Sartre also s trying to
tesolve the two trends. dJames lisls three types of theoriest 1) The
Spiritualist 2) the Associationist B) The Transcendentalists Ue shall
deal with only the first and the third as we have already considered
the second in connection with Hume.

The Soul is a gimple fmmalerial substance in which the verious
operations of the psychic are ngaﬂwwl 1t is an Arch-Ego of whose
existence self-consclousness makes us aware, and whose existence is
the ground of possibility of thought, In this respect, it is easy to
see how Descaries, Leibniz, Fichte ﬁmé@ to some extent, Locke and
Kant go aleng with this necessity for an Arch-Ege. dJames thinks that
this extra Soul is unnecessary for explaining the phene

mena of conscliouge
ness; and that all functions ascribed to 1t con be seen to be perform-
ed by the present judging Thought. The Soul is seen as nonwphenamenal
in nature, yet it can be only made intelligible by borrowing the form
of the phenemena.®

One interesting Function of the Soul is to guarantee the closed

individuality of each personal consclousness. James denles this, and

1&% James; ops glle, ppe B42-850.
Zibid., pe 347
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holds that we do not have a closed personal consciousness as a, congee
quence of any. elemsntary force of fact; rather, "The definitively . .
closed nature of our personal conscivusniess ig probably on average .
statistical resulfant of many conditions,®! Jomes belleves in the
public availability of the self, which he thinks is evidenced by the
phenomena of thought-iransference, mesmeric influence, and spirit
controls  He thys differs from the more fraditional views in which.
every person is an individual, even if al} persons ave known by a God.
It is doubtful that Jamea would wont o go so far as to say that each
personts thoughts arve available to anyane elee, but this implication
would solve the problem. of intersubjectivity without appesling to a
God as Leibniz does. {In any case, many problemy congerning the
nature of the communication arise in this connection, such as whother
the entire self was svallable, which Ypari® of the self does the coms
municating, which "pari™ is communicated, and se Forth.

.+ Although James has demonstrated that the Seul is superfluous to
an acoount of ms@%%smm, we oun still teke the "soul theories®
more seriously than James does. If we do that, then we encounter
#ti11 another principal problem. . This probliem is first found in
Descartes! theory in which he passes from the recognition that there
is doubting going on to a belief. in an ego which deubts. This egoy

tang, is concejved as the necessary pondition for there to be

mental 1ife. Locke, too, started in the same direction, but he soon

ibid,, po 850s



recognized that the Cartesian ego could not be found in experience,
even thwg?s he still retained the Qupmsi%-%m that & ”saméth’ing,- }
know not vévai", suppwis mdwzduai ac'&s of ms«amuaneasa lt seems
to us that the motives for p@mmmg a Soul in the Tirst ;alace is
related 1o the confusion encountered in ﬁeciéifsg whether the individ-
wal acts of conscioushess Mcgui‘r‘a a self in which %hay mi be necw
essa?iiy gmmdeﬂg of whether the self ?equires iha indivt&a&l acts

in which it must be gv‘wndeé, This Weblm comes up as a result of

s self. 1t would seem

,cmswering, as Jamas dm nai, the igin of 4
‘ihai the arigm of the self that we feel wrsﬁiveﬁ to have is & basic
¢an$idemtim for any ihe&ty of mwi@%ﬁass, ye% it has led fo the
above meniimed confusion, tnﬂe&é, it ie very hard to consider the
salf’ apaﬂ f’?om “the acts of c;enacmusﬁessg

| Leiimiz is much clearer on the miaﬁeﬂ beiween the individual
acts and the "soul" or self than Descartes or Locke, His theory al-
lows us to make a sharp distinction between perceiving and apperceive
| mg, aswahaw seen earlfer.l He &iaﬁinguiaﬁaé ihésé'?ﬁaﬁial states in
which the monad perceives all that of which we are not conscious, from
fhat apperception in which it becomes conscious of certain representae
tions as belonging to iteelf. There is clearly a "Soul® to which all
the %p?ﬁseﬁ%ﬁws-ybai@ng, aztimgh it répveséntﬁ more distinctly
the body which is particularly attached to it."® As we go from un

conscious® perceptions to conscious apperception the problem sgain

lﬁbwe, ps 3.
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arises concerning the nalure of this changes ~Althiough the monad is
nsyah:aaa in ﬂaiurﬂg we must at%ﬁi &zs%iaguisk between thé ﬁgﬁgﬁgﬁ
" perceptions, that ia, he zmnswy small mnﬁ&%%m«aﬁi parts of the

'represenégiiwe life of the manaﬁ,"3 and the saif whiah is conscious
of them, 2n b&:ng saaﬁciqaa of t&em and reﬁaan;ththam in mamery,

the monad soems Lo be spl;ﬁ xntu kw@ parﬁs, iaiﬁ ihaﬁ which “kﬂaws”
and ihat wh:ah does maﬁ *know, ® ihas we can see ihat it may be pos~
sible that *khe mif whia& Wi come &o i:se avare of may be wﬁai#wﬁeﬁ

feom the | ; f: n &g %hay come 4o be distinotly representeds

or it may aisw be gn%sxbie that the seif which comes %@ be selfecon-
ﬁaiaas is aﬁready aware af itself priot to appercaptzan, in fact it
MQy be. necessary of elae we w&alé have to account fer ihe aéé;iiaﬁ of
s@methiﬁg ncﬁ in the iaézviﬁu&i 9arcep&ioa&, Qha@ ;s, {he aak? which
is. ¢amman ia al& ihas& &%fﬁeiviﬁgﬁa

Let us tarn ta dames" ihird ¢1aasi?icaﬂian, tﬁa ?ranscendaatv
a!ists. Fram our prﬁvia%s aceauat of Kaﬂﬁ*a,theafy we fauad that
npg must %e paasible for the *l {hink? ia aacampaﬁy all of my repre~-
$antaiiwn$4 The v} tbiakﬂ is the transaan&eﬂtai éga whose wark can
;ha-seea in %ime as the iraﬁaaeﬂdanﬁai uﬁity @f appereeptiown i% is
conceived as the ﬁaaaaaary ¢@ﬂ&iii$ﬂ far ikeve to be an empiviaai ego
| in tim@; al%haugh we can have no kanwiedge of the %raascendeaial ago

auisxé& of tim&» ?h& Fira& prabiam aanfraaiing %ﬁia iﬁea?y ia the way

3$in&elband, A History o? P%ileaaphy, ifaﬁﬁ; Tafta {a Vnis. New
Yorks Havper and ﬁroth@rs; i%ﬁ, Itg Fv ‘324»

gKant, Eta Critigue of 800, 94 182, Abave, P; ita
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in which the transcendental ego can be outside of time, and yet be in
tine as empirical. The origin of the spatiotemporal world is in the
transcendental ego, which is outside of time.

The *1 think! expresses the aclt of determining my existence, Ex
istence is already given thereby, but the mode in which | am to
determine this existence, that is, the manifold belonging to it,
is not therecby given. In ordef that it be given, selfw-intuition
is required; and such intuition is conditioned by a given g prioei
form, namely, time, which is sensible and belongs o the receptive
ity of the determinable {in mé).l

The self is both outside of time as the necessary condition for my ex~

fstence in time, and is in lime as it appears 1o itself. Time is the
limiting factor in our knowledge of ourselves; time limits us to the

knowledge that we are and the way in vhich we appear. There are two

alternative ways of considering this problem of the relation between

the transcendental ego and the empirical ego.

On the one hand, if we take the phrase, "must be able to accom-
pany," as meaning that the "} %ﬁiﬂkn accompanies prior to and apart
from reflection, then it is a reality which subsequent reflection :
only veveals instead of constructs, although what is revealed is only
the gpontaneity of my thought: ¥l cannot determine my existence as
that of a selfwactive being; all that | can do is to tepresent to my-
self the spontaneity of my thought, that is, of the determination,"?
#rs a reality, the transcendental ego is an agent that performs the act

of determining my existence. ent, the transcendental ego bew

comes somewhat similar to the "Soul® James describes as superfluous o

Hbid,, p. 169, Ribis



53

any account of e’eﬁ%iwssmw. In this case we are. led back to the probe
len we encountored in the theories of Descartes and Leibniz, namely,
whether the: transcendental ego is m.-qu%#m by the individual acts of”
mﬂmwumess of whetmf %ha w}%‘ mquwm the individuai acfss in
which ii can &e gmunéada : Aa an agent wiﬁiéa af‘ kimﬂ am;i spa@e md
inamasﬁbia to us as an. at:;ee% of kmwiedga, th& traasﬁeﬂdmial age
mnmi be geun in i’éﬁ relation ts our &paﬁiatmapeml world. |
On the other hand, if we Yake the "I think" as anly the neces-
sary condition for there to be the world and myself as | know them,
we must anewer why we need thig in an explanation of how consciousness
i in fact c@msiitateéa By considering only what i presented to our~
selves in time we would want 1o know what takes over the ’ﬁt&%iéﬁ:‘ﬁ?'
unification of the separate acts of conscicusness so that we can be
said to be conscious of ourselves, By resorting to the transcendental
ego, which is essentially unavailable 1o ug; to explain our selfvactive~
ness ﬁn& our ability to be mw‘sm of ourselves as spentaneity, we
mus%, as Kant tried te do; provide a method that would make this tron-
dental realm available o us. This method would have to be apart

from just logical considerations, if we are to answer the question of
how consciousness s in fact to be explaineds  In any case; what re-
maing constant. in our consideration of these altetnative views of Kani's
theory is the problem of how the manifold given to consclousnesses is
related {o consciousness as my consciousness and how | myself and my
world am m&ataﬁ to an origin wi:aide of the world and consciousness.

¥e can ?amcsw the development of %mnamdaaiaum from Kant %o



Fichte, whe gives the transcendental ego a primacy.  For Fichte, it
is the essence of the Ege to be active in- such a way that it posits
an exterral world in which to be active:  The Non-Ego .is posited by
the Ego és a vealm in which it can act. The Ego in its activity Is
aai?amﬁétﬁiugﬁ that is, »@i?uwnwiws, in fack, "The Eg@ is Gﬁ€§;§zg |
insef'ér %‘ﬁ it ~§s ﬂmséiéua-a@‘ iﬁ:saiﬂ;u}, }‘ha VS%@W@Q _&ﬁ% wm’j after
the @és,ginag act of :‘fmé’iﬁ“@ the N“-‘"‘“E%@: of ’ihéﬁ%ﬁ are :d.ire&ed L
ward the comprehension of all which is not the £go. Fichte concelves
that it is the essence of the Ego to be active and since it requires
an object on which to act it posits the Non-Ego, the external werld,

in which %o be sctive,.and in this way he gives Being a secondary .
place to the Ego, This Ego is ftself outside of the spatiotemporal
that it posite itself as acting in. Thus, Fichle carries Kant's con-
ception of the logical necessity of a transcendental ego to the point.
whers it is primary to.all being, not just the logical mecessity for
there o be being. ' The movement of the Ego in- is positing activity
{6 a.logical movement, and Fichte Finds this out not by searching for.
the conditions necessary for experience, as does Kant, but by examining
the movement. of the Ege, notas it is in time, rather, in terms of the
logical iuplications of the enpifical facts of cansciousneses . dames!
erfticiom. that Fichte comes under the objections to the Taoul theory®
becomes ‘relevant, as it was in Kanls  Even more important is the need -

to:justify the necessity of an ego which posits the external world and,

i ‘-'"‘;M:. ﬁo 27‘)« ‘



it must be assumed, an ego which acts in %isw@rié* There is in both
Hant and Fichte the desire to sxplain the fundamental conditions for
ua to have the seif and its worid as we know them; but does this
lcad us %& affirm the exigisnce @? an origin that {s beyond our grasp
as. %ampami'iaeims‘? in fact, wust we wi’% Fichte gay that all that
appesam to us oves m being to something, the abgolute ‘iﬁg@, that re-
‘..q::i%'aﬁ ug :-mé L wwid to satisfy its tendency? We still must cone
cern purselves with the nature of the s6lf, and more ;pa&"&imzarzy; :
with what we can know of its origin, but Fichte ssems to complicate
this inquiry by searching for the teleclogical origin and purpose of
aur. world. In any case, we:are still Jeft with the problem that we
faced with respest %o Kant's theory, nemely the way in which the sb-
solute Ego and ihe emplrical Ego are related, and, woreover, how they
can be seen to bo “parts” of this one person that | call "myself.”

fle shall vefer again o each theory we have discussed in light.
of Serirets mmegﬁﬁgiml theory of consciousness. At the present,
it is worth whila fo make seme general observalions about the nature
of the problems of ogological and norwsgalogical theories.

Vie Tind at leasd seven basic problems that a theory of the ego
will have o considers
.. In connection with a non-egological theory, partioularly Hume's,
we mugt inquire into the nature of the collecting of the individual
perceptions., The ego which does the collecting and searching must be
aﬁwwtﬁd for if we are to have such a nonwegological theoryy the sole

lecting wﬁvi%y@ even apart from the consideration of the ego, must
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be ékplainﬁé»- . - .

2,  This most lmportant pﬁ@blem afiaea from what dames calied Bihe
 Psychologistts Fallacy,” though it may also be spplied to Jemes hime
“self. it is a question of whc§&$r %@m&thing extrancous to the pres~
_ent flow of conscicusness is aﬂd&@ when we refloct on the ant& of con=
 solousness. For our purpases it bocomes ralevant vhen we sheck to

" gee whether the cnnaapt of the self has a pre-reflective &aaxs, or
whether it akises only upon Feflection.] At aaah peinﬁ in the re-
flecting process there is alwaya the reflection itsaif which s not
ref lwied on. If we consider’ the mﬂ@ctmﬁ M%M’, ie it mc%e#%a?y
ftnefa be sn @gﬁ»pf$$eﬁég of an in?inite rag?é$$~éf refieek%oﬂ o Pow
'ﬁfiactian? ! | |

' ‘Do %he\inéawidnal mental gv@@asaas rag&i#a, or ﬁave@ a se%f
w&;ch is their basis and instigataf; or fs the self made up of the
individual acts? 15 & more baaia g#ﬁuné for both the individual acts
and the self re@uireé?

KN i there is a pfam$afie¢tivafééif'%ha§ believes in Itself as
euistent, does this self in fact appsar in every individual mental
‘act? Vﬁflﬁaig'ié what way is it pessible for méfﬁa»maiaia&ﬁ a contine
wous belief in myaeif as existent, and maintain a Fixed pa$x¢/ of
@mubtiag, like Besearies; or fixed pwiigy af ﬂaiiher baiieviﬂﬁ oF dige
‘ bel:ev;ag in the existence of myself and my wm?ld, as in the phenome~

nal@gicai reduﬂf:an e? Huasarl?
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5,  In the theories of Kant aﬂélFichﬁe in particular we find the
transcendental ego conceived as outgide of time. This raises the prob-
lem of the necessity of an atemporal origin of our gelf and our world.
H such an ego is found do be necessary then we must account for the.
relation of the temporal to the noneiemporal, and the manner in which
the ege can be both the origin of and aclor in the world,
6.  The problem of accounting Tor nol only memory, but the fact
that we forget certain things which we can subsequently remember
comes up in all of the theories we have considered. We can be said
to retain everything and yet we utilize and remember only paris of
this totality-~parts vhich change or are replaced by previously une.
Ee¢¢llggtﬁd_aﬁess This would scem. to require a eelf which is present
throughout our mental life with the ability to remember all that goes
on. This can be seen particularly with respect to James, and as we
shall see, Sartre.
7« There is finally a basic consideration as to whether it is nec-
essary o view the w#rzévasva product of the self; as that which the
self finds itself in, or perhaps as only co-original with the self.
In some manner or other this problem must be solved, or at least put
in its correct light; I we are to see what exactly ths ego, and con-
seiousness, s

In the next chapter we shall develop an immanent critique of
Sartrets theory of consciousness: This will form the basis for work-
ing out and answering in terms of Sartre's theory (Chapter Three) the

problems we have raised in this chapter.



CHAPTER TWO

‘ AN FARRANENT Qﬁlfﬁ&ﬁﬁ OF $ﬁﬁ?ﬂ£'$
- THEORY OF CONSCIOUSNESS

We shall mei sursalvés in thxs«z Gf“lﬁquf?. to ".&ar"&m*s %hee:sry of

c&ns&iwsmss as he prasaﬂis it in his sesay Jhe Transce

,§gg e are nat ézsregard;ng his other studies! of consciousness bem
cause t;hey are unimperiam, ‘pather we are excluding them in order to
éénéeét?aﬁe"%“;ﬁly on this theory, which best shows the development of
‘a mn—-egalcgiml thmfy of mnseiwsneas a5 cammg wi of i&f‘miam Philo=
mhy» R |

ia}fnéfie ns Epo, Sartre makes the following dis=

-tinetions "The j_ is the ego as the unity of actions. The me is the
©go as the upniiy of states and of qualities."® Holding this distine-
tion in mind we shall sketeh out his i&a&éy of consciousness, Hith
Kaat, Sartte aays #that the | Think must be eble to accompany ‘all our
mpresenfzatsome” ﬂawavar, this does not sigmf‘y that each macwaa«-
ness is accﬂmpamﬁﬁ by an mmk ;" ms@eac#, it s;gmi‘ses- the "I Think®
can aniy be seen in & further act of consciousness in which the ego is

c:mstitutaé in an aet of reﬂe&tiar&, T@ ga fram what Kant ?egarded

. zdﬁannf-”aul &arim, L3 ire (F’a?ia, 11946}5 Lfﬁim et le
N@ani (Paris, 1943), ‘ ' '
| “2JeanmPaul Sartre, The franscende of the Eco,
and ﬁ(irkpaiﬂck {New Yorks '%om!ay Pmsa, 1957}, p. 80,
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as a Fafmai’@mﬂdiiicn}fé?jiheré iégba ax§ééien¢e at ai;,iafén existent
would be to falsify Kant, adding at the seme &im@\anlm@jusﬁiﬁiahle
ghara@%§§ to ﬁia aonaepty‘“?hanfaﬁiem &a¢§é@§\wﬁaihert%hia ego that
must accompany all eur representations s made pnaéibié by the syn
thetic unity of our representations, or whether it is the ego that
- must accompany all our representationssl If we accept Husserl's dise
‘covery that transcendental consciousness is not just a logical condi-
tion, but a real consciousness, then we find thatl tfaﬂsmeméeﬁéai CONe
sefousness cohstitutes our empirical self and ﬁu?-wa?idg“ﬁéw%vév,
Sarirets problem is whether this transcendental a@nﬁai@wsneag,fa'neen
‘essary for an account of consciousnesss "¢ not this peychic and
payma»phyawal gie enough? Need one double it with a transcendental f,
a structure of sbsolute consciousness?n®
The question becomes: do we need a transcendental ego to unify

and individualize all my peresptions {in the Humean 9ens¢}?' Phenome
| ﬁaiagy,'the method that Sarire says he'is employing, dves not need
$asb‘a.%faﬁ$¢endenﬁal ege\ﬁeaausg:

it is conseiousness which unifies itself, concretely, by a play of

"transversal® intentionalities which are concrete and real retentions

6f past eonscicusnessess. Thus consciousness refers perpetually to

iteelfs VWhoever says Ya conscioushess” says "the whole of con

seiousness, ' and this singular property belongs to consciousness

iteelf, aside from whatever relations it may have to the 1.9
Consciousness can unify i%seiﬁ‘by perpetually referring to itself in a

“synthesis of past and present acts of consciousnesse In this way, con

2‘1&&‘ P 34 QMWQ ps B8,
51bid., ps 39



40

scious s & synthetic and individual totality, that is separated from
other totalities of the seme type.l There can be ne room for a tran-
scendental ego in consciousness because consciousness is mrsaﬁiiwsaaaa
of itself while it Is consclousness of a transcendent object (For ax-
ample, a physical thing). That is to say that “eondciousness is purely
and simply consclousnsss of being congeiousness of that objest,®®
This is what Sartre calls "consclousness (of) conscicusness.® Ve
shall hergafler refer to consciousness which is donsciousnsss of it-
self ap veonsciousness {of)* to di a%iﬁguish it from consoiousness of
an ‘object other than consciousness. Gonsciousness {of) is non=posi-
tional with respect to itself, which is to say that it {s rot an ob~
Ject for itself, nor does it take any position with regard to iteelf
concerning its own existerice {at least ihis is Sartrels meaning of
nonepositional ity)s * Consciousness (of) is unreflected consciousnese;
14 knows ‘itself only ae absolute inwerdness, a m@émpt that is to be
clarified Jater.S

Hihen Sartre says that consciousnese is not an object for itself
he is veferring to its nature of being spontaneous in its intentional~
ity, that is, it is directed entively towards the object of which it
is conscious, Consciousness is nonsubstantial for the same reason;
it has no eubstance and "1t remains therefore a 'phenomenon! in the

o

im" 81% pe 40
SBelow, pps 53«55,



eannot have any necessary knowledge that anything exists, for ve canw
not thave any perception of the necessary agreement between existence
and the thing that existe. We believe in a thing having occurred enly
if we have a distinct remsmbrance of it. "How then do | come %o bew
lieve it? 1 remenber it distinetly,®d Thus, {n memory ve come to
believe in 8 yaet duration and in the event remenbered as having
ocourreds

Also, "There can be no memory of what is past without the cone
viction that we existed at the time remembereds*® This conviction
is as stfong as the memory iteelf, and it produces the conviction that
we have had a continued existence and identity from. then until now.
fie believe in our own personal identily as extending throughout the
mental operations that we can remember, and, mereover, as negessarily
having & continued uninterrupted existences Wihatever this self may
be, it is something vhich thinks, and deliberates, and'resolves, and
acts, and suffers, | am not thought, | am not action; | am not feel«
ings | am something that thinks, and acte, and suffers."® This perma-
nent self is evidenced by memory; through memory we believe that the
self dai’n;gif‘c"iwur.—é‘mémberiag‘fa'»‘i&mﬁm& with the self remembered.
Although e may doubt that such a thing vas thought of done by us, we
never doubt that there is & %hiinkiﬁg being that has & continued exist-
ence throughout the successions of operations of our minds, which enw
ables us %o establish sur invineible belief in our personal identity.

Ii idsg Pe 197,
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that yields knowledge of the world as it appears to us.

The self, as it appears in the individual acts of consclousness
s diverse and is not seen as related to a gelf-identical subject.
This self is called by Kant the empirical self. Kant believes that
there is given a self which has these consciousnesses as its own.

This self s necessary for there to be any unity of experience. %Only

in so far, therefore, as | can unite a manifold of given Fepresenta-

tions in grie consciousness, s 1t possible for me to Fepresent fo my~

-agpameptiam in which all the diverse consciousnesses ate synthe-
sizeds "It must be possible for the 1 think' to accompany all my
;i“épreﬁeﬂﬁ&iiﬁﬂaﬁ for otherwise something would be represented in me
which could not be thought at all, and that is gquivalent to saying
that the representation would be impossible, of at least would be
nothing to me."® This " think® §s the consciousness of the manifold
of representations as being synthesized gnd the consclousness of a
self as existing throughout the multiplicity of ?ﬁp&"@&&ﬂi&ﬁ@ﬁ&a Bew
cause there is a unity of consciousness throughout the representos
tions, they belong to the same or different objectss The iranscendene
tal unity of ap@er-mp%im is the necessary condition for there to be-
0134&@“% &mwleﬁge af either 'tbe axtsei'mi wrm of mysalﬁ

iimanuel Kan}, Critic P P laagon, transs Norman Kemp
Smith (Londons Macmillan and ﬂoag 39@6 e Pe xsa,

Ribid., pp. 15243,
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© Hovever; this structure of the g priori organizing of the exter
nal world must have its origin outside the spatiotemperal world, since
the origin cdnnot itself be subject to spsce and times "I this origin
was itself in épace and time, then 1t could be made an object and
would requiré a causes The origin-of the appearances, including the
unity of apperception, mist them be outside of time; it is the noumenal
self, Uo only have aceess' to the aceomplishments of the nousenal self
ss they are n time, yet this self is the necessary mmﬁuw for
there o be a transcendental wﬁiy of s;pgwma;aﬁm&, or aven the warw
as we know §.

‘e can now see how Kant Tollows the trend coming out of
Doscartes, through Lefbniz. Howaver, Kant's pasition that there is an
ego is a logical necessity and not a discovered reality. This ego, or
noumenal seif, is not in time, es opposed to earlier conceptions of
consciousnass; and its non-temporality ie an aspect laken over by
Fichfe and carried to'an extreme. ‘Wust as we took Hume to be an ex<
tremo case of Looke's g;éaiiim-@@miﬁg sut of Deacaries, 80 we can take
Fichte as extreme cadie of a different trend coming out of Descartes,
through Leibniz and Kant,

- The system of ideas which emerge with the feeling of necessity
Fichte calls Mexperience,™ ‘It is the task of philosophy to establish
the ground of experiences Since emrietme xs the acﬁv:iy of conw
szimmnese c%weeéed iwafef ebjmi;sg amd smm we af"ﬁ free to aai, con=
sciousness yields the sole gmunﬁ of exp@rimm go far as it is a self

conseious activi tya
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tendancy. This imdamy is the m&ditﬁﬁn of the poseibility of all -
m; no tendency;s no quhimﬁ@ *‘3 ?he: wor Ld .ia ﬁ%ﬁeﬁd in order that
the autonomous salf ean be active in 1. 1t is the essence of the
gelf to be active, and therefore, Being is posited only for the end
that :_sénwigmgﬂma can acts The Egﬂ is through and through Yethical®
(thet is, "infinite tendency®), all that ie, ins explained by vhat
ought to be. 1t is because consciousness is necessarily self-con-
selousness and ethical that a world is posited.

4t is, then Fichie who provides the apoges of the epologieal
theory of consciousnegs by ascribing Yo comsciousness a necessary
self-consciousness as the ground for all V‘Beingg Thus, we have two
conflicting trends in Wodern Philosophyewthe one ending up in Hume,
the other . in Fichie, which; Mspwiis?ely, tead to nonwagological and
egological theorjes of consclousness.

Let us now consider a g

ntemporary theory of conseioushess in
which these two trende come togethers that of William James. dJames?

theory will give ug ﬁm starting point for developing the problems
that face any theory of congclousnsss in Modern Philosophyy problems
with which Sartrets theory must deals

_ in the chapter on ®The Consciousness of ?a‘e;i?’”g of his Pavchal

#ildiam James develops the pure principle of parsonal fdentity. Ve

are cﬁnsciwa of a sehse. af‘ gersehal someness as well as of sawaaes%

lﬂgw Ps 200,

Zie shall 1imit wrs&lves in this inquiry to James? early posie
tion ag developed in the Paycholooy
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scious s & synthetic and individual totality, that is separated from
other totalities of the seme type.l There can be ne room for a tran-
scendental ego in consciousness because consciousness is mrsaﬁiiwsaaaa
of itself while it Is consclousness of a transcendent object (For ax-
ample, a physical thing). That is to say that “eondciousness is purely
and simply consclousnsss of being congeiousness of that objest,®®
This is what Sartre calls "consclousness (of) conscicusness.® Ve
shall hergafler refer to consciousness which is donsciousnsss of it-
self ap veonsciousness {of)* to di a%iﬁguish it from consoiousness of
an ‘object other than consciousness. Gonsciousness {of) is non=posi-
tional with respect to itself, which is to say that it {s rot an ob~
Ject for itself, nor does it take any position with regard to iteelf
concerning its own existerice {at least ihis is Sartrels meaning of
nonepositional ity)s * Consciousness (of) is unreflected consciousnese;
14 knows ‘itself only ae absolute inwerdness, a m@émpt that is to be
clarified Jater.S

Hihen Sartre says that consciousnese is not an object for itself
he is veferring to its nature of being spontaneous in its intentional~
ity, that is, it is directed entively towards the object of which it
is conscious, Consciousness is nonsubstantial for the same reason;
it has no eubstance and "1t remains therefore a 'phenomenon! in the

o

im" 81% pe 40
SBelow, pps 53«55,
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lightness, all translucences™ Thus, there is no room for the tran-
scendental ego in cohsclousness because such an ego would irtrodics
some qpacity into a@n&ciwsneas, ‘which would destroy ’xm essential -
spontaneity of mﬂ&t*@uaneﬁm

' #ie can now go on to develop i move detail what is implied i
uaﬂmiﬁ theory, when he says %ha% the ega must tm a “raia%ive“ e
i»sﬁeﬁi, like the world, that i&, an object {of conseivusness. Ve
l&.ﬁw that every time we refisct on our ihwghta an ego eppears as the
ohe who was doing the i:hmﬁzings " This ego a@paa%g h@wvem only inh a
,?eﬁmﬁ% ﬁbémﬁm wherein consciousness looks upon iteelf as an
| ébjéf::%e in other meé_arda; the mf‘iiééﬁng consciousness directs itself
fo the reflected Qﬁ#ﬁﬁiﬁ%ﬁﬁ&% which did not r@?&w’t on itself pre-
viously but was, ihstead, a straightforward consciousness of an obe
Jsate We can see this If we consult the memory of an unreflected cone
‘sciousness, such as conseiousness of this typewriters 1 find that E’
tma f, wa:a mly consciousness of iﬁis typewriter, a mneaimsnaw that
was ‘wﬁéc:iodwa’ﬁs (ﬁf) ét‘sm%éuéﬁew of the iypéwitar- it was non~
;wsi:icmai with mspeai f.a itsaii‘, the em!y ob ject toward which it was
axph@itay and M&éav!ngly d;mate:»é was the typewriter. Ina further
aef}. ai“ msﬁimsneas { can take ibis eansmausmswf“ the %ypaewter as
| the ebdeat ai‘ my mﬂeeimg cmmwuanasm it is in this further aet,
raf‘iaci%m wpesn ﬁh@ M&Qi%ﬁﬁﬁeﬁ& af‘ tha twawriien ihai an ega ap

j',paarsa ‘Yhe ege appeara in the mmmwamss mf‘iae&aei upm, and mly

*M@, pe 420
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in the consciousness reflected upons. 1% is in reflection that conscious~
ness {of} consciousness . is made an object in such a way that an-ege apw

pearg.

distinction does not mean that they can be separated from esch other
excapt for analysis; the first type is not aluays given with the seo-
ond, but the second. §s.always given with the first. They arer 1) the

unreflected consciousness, consciousness (of} consciousness of an obe
Jects 2) the reflecting consclousness which is divected fo.a reflected

consciousness, the reflecting consciousness is 1) .in that it is none

positional consciousness, while the reflected consciousness is an ob-
Jject for the reflecting consciousness and an ego appears through it,
At the unroflected wv@i of consclousness ne ego appears, nor does the
reflecting consciousness {iself have an egos: ihen 1 tun after o

streetear; when | Yook at the time, when | am absorbed in contenpla~

ting & portrait, there is no li There is consclousness of ih

oyertaken, etcs; and nonepositional consciousness of

mﬁ%i&u&hﬁ%nﬂé '

" The ego cbacfwed at the roflected level is given as irap~ .
scendent and permanent apart from the. individual consciousness through
which: it is presented: . "The | is not given as.a concrete moment, &
%ri%&,&&a structure of my actual.consclousness, On the contrary,. it.

- afPirms its permanence beyond this consciousness and all conscious~ -

Al
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nesses ™ The ego, as the ity of actions,? does not appear ‘as the
reflected sonsvioushess bul {s seen as apart from the particular con
siziousness through which the ego appesiras -

Sartre draws four conclugions frem his analysis vhich we can
clarifys’ 1) The ego ds an existent of & unigque type which offers itw
self as transcendsnty 2) The ego offers iteelf 4o an intuition of a -
xoept to an aet of reflechion,

special ‘kindy 5) The égo never appears ¢
and {e the transcendent ohjoct of thet acty 4) The transcendent ego
must fall before the phenomenological reduction® . - .

“As | am sheorbed in iyping 1 do not find this activity ag be
Yonging to an dgou ' When | do: turn my sttention upon the activity it
,éséi:ff"in‘ a reflesting acty ¥ Pind that an ego appears as behind the .
re?imied consciousness, that is, {éw’ ogo is seen as having a real
existence, although different than thal of & epatiotemporal being,
thiat §s transcendent o the-object béing confronted; the activity of
typings The fntuition,d or confrontation,’ of the epe takes place on'
a-level that'is transcendent to both the reflecting and the reflected
- conscioustiessy that jay the sgo is a transcendent object apprehended
apart from the activity of typing wmm hos fta own object of a dif-
'f*erm% i«:im& a ap&ﬁ@témp&ml ane, i%m iymwit@m ﬂ‘?%y dn pufe cope

*mg«, p. 58» ﬁkbﬂve, p» 58@
‘%ﬁ Edmmd ﬂussara, },ﬂm %mnsu Eoyce Q;bsm (I‘éaw ‘fwm

Hacmillan, 1981); Secs. 1-4, 7, and 16-24 for a fuller account of the
term Bintuition.®

x 2 99» 53*534 A



sclousness; consciousness (of) consciousness, there is no ego, end,
‘therefors, in the phenomenological veduction, which is an apprehension
of pure consclousnsss, no {renscendent ego appearss

Gurwitsch expresses what Savire is saying by the followings

fhen a grasped act appears as connected with the ego, the latier

présents its&if as ex¢a$din this acts iIn fact the ego Is connects
ad not only with the act wxperiana&@ and %raapeé at the time being,
but also with other acts, even with an infinite number of them,
and it is this way that the ego sppears. I} offers staaz? as.a
permanent entity, as continuing existin % beyond the grasped act
which, like all mental states, subgtant ai!y ariahi The ego
thus appears throuch vather than jp the graapéé aaia
We can also use some further explanations of Gurwitsch to help us un-
derstand what exactly Sartre is talking about.?

There are two kinds of unily in conscious life. The one is a
unity of mental states in which the same object presents itself. But
this unity of separaled mental stales is only a unily with respect to
the objects Tor example, each time | remember a gertain words There is
no ego required for there to be these separated consciousnesses of this
sbject, There is anothar dype of unity, namely the unification of sete
in thelr duration. #t is a unification accomplished, as we have
seen,” by a synthesis of past and present acls so that conscious life
becomes endowed with a stream characters This unity does not depend
on an ego, rather the ego depends upon the unity of consciousness.

ﬂwan rafleaﬁien we migh% find an eg@w but dariﬂg %be anrafi&aﬁad

s

1A#cn Qu?ﬁitﬁﬁhp " ﬂ’wrcaalogieai Canaep%iaa of ﬁeasaiauan
i1e Phenomenolopical Resear eh, ¥ (1940}, po 853

ﬂ@S&, 1) e |
3&@, ppo 526330, 5&@% ppe B340,
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consciousness of an object thers is aﬁiy;,:;mm@iwmmaa of the object
ahd awarehess that there is’ cm@iw&mw This awarensss is not iike
?afzmim# and it is ron-positioral. When mﬁ"iwi&im is directed

a new ob ject ariges; the egos . This ego

upon the act and its obje

appears as bolonging to the veflecied upon ack, not the veflecting acts
"Thus the m@zwsnegs which says i Think is preeimiy m}% the amwimw
‘ness which %hinka,'ﬁ |

AL the bagiﬂningr of thia chapter we dié&mguiahéd between the |

and the g as funclionally different aspects of the same reality, the

ego. Later we shall spell out this distinction more explicitly.?

For the gmaeni: we can speak of them as the ego. 1P we consider the
psychological theory that the égo acts as it does because of ‘its love
for iteelf, then the ego's acts are only pw@m& to satisfy its de-
mmso ” T&is theary mea abwﬁ as a mmﬁﬁ of confusing the refiected
and unfeﬁw&eé iweis of e@ﬁs&iﬂn&ﬂ&%y and in i‘ani, purponts that
the reflected level precedes the mmmﬁe&*&ad teval. The psychologists
in this case have the fﬁfl&&'&ﬁé wwiwaaess in which an ego appears
as wiginal and mtalegiealiy pricr? to the unmf‘iet:%eﬁ one, since they
affh-m that all acts are perfamed ‘in relation to an ego which éa sl-
my& pmmni, ai%haugh &mp&iciﬂy or unconsciousl ys prioe ta reﬂw
tione 'fhia, ﬁaﬁra says ‘would &e ahaum because i would involve
gaying that canseiaeaﬂasa ia mt essentiaiiy mnae:imsneas {ai‘ itself,

amf ihat mnmiwﬁnesa éa not swntamm iﬂﬁia psyeheiogiaaz tham"y

3&?%@, ops gﬁ'ﬁﬁ Pa 4&; %elow, pps 55~56,
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¢ommits what James called "the Psychologlstts Fallacy" by attributing
to the unreflected consciousness of an object that is desired what
reflection reveals about the reflected upon desiring, namely that
there is an ego which is seen as doing the desiring.

Instgad of this psychological theory, Sarive says that "it is
on the reflected level that the ego-life has its place, and on the
unreflected level that the impersonal life has its place. al

1 Yi‘v Peter, and | go 3o his assistance., For my consciousness
only one thing exists at that momsnis Peter havingeigsbeshelped.
This quality of "having-to-be~helped® lies in Peter, It acts on.
me like & force. « « + | am in the presence of Peter's suffering
Just as 1 am in the presence of the color of this inkstand; there
is an objective world of things and actions, done or to be done,
and the actions come fo adhere as qualities to the things which
~call for them,® - |
Sarire calls unveflected Q@Bs@iﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁaﬁg.ﬁp@ﬂi&ﬂﬁﬁuﬁ consciousness,
#imgeraaaazﬁ_beﬁauae‘aé its esséntial nature to be wholly directed
towards its ﬁ&jeeftg whether it is an inkstand or Peter havingtowbe-
helped. The unreflecied conscicusness is, to he sure, conaciousness
| (of) consciousness, but this awaveness is not the reflective awareness
in which an object appears; there is ne ego at the uﬂréﬁected level,

There is only a pergonal ego-life at the veflected level. On the re-

flected level "It is my helpful consciousness which appears to me as
having to be perpetuated,d

With Sertre, ve can now inquire into the constitution of the
ego. The ego is a transcendent unity of the transcendent unities,

m\w pe 58. QMW P &6,

Sibid., pe 59,
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states, actions, and qualities, and it is these Jatler unities that we

must now examine in order to understand what the ego- is. "The slate

appears to reflective consclousness. The state is given to i4, and is
the bject of a concrete intuitions If 1 hate Peter, my hatred of
Peter is a state that | can apprehend by reflections®! This stete ap-
pears as beyond any particular maniféstation of it, in the same way
{hat we found that the ego was behind the reflected consciousness.
That is, "&he ﬁaﬁreﬁ aﬂpﬁars"ﬁh?@wgﬁ ‘aspaﬂi@ular mﬁ?imm'éf repug=
nance -ami as’ tmnwendeﬁi to ihia aonwﬁwmese of Peiamas«»repugnanto
The ha'k?ed ws given as a permaneni *&mnsc:endani umt; af wnsc:iw&m
mssea of fepugnancm This state of hatred towards ?ai«af exists even
when i am. mt aensideﬂug %ter, of the state ’i‘%mif‘e 34 dws not
appear in its entirety eaah time it is mm?esteﬁ ina ga?tiwlar conm
sciousness, nor can ve hﬁ certain that we ’Cﬁ# ha‘ka Peter.s ”Hz ic cof=
tain that ?e%er ;s #‘apagn&nt to me. ﬁut H: i$ aﬁd akwaya will remain
d@ubﬂ‘ui ihat i hate kim PR This can b& seen w’i!an ae:mwneg af{er
having ﬁaid m anger, " ée‘&aat yau, michaa himmlf ané gays, 'lt is
not true, 1 eia not detest you, ! aaid that in angeh*“z This paiﬂta
out that the paf’hawiar awsciwsn%s dssa not implicaie aaythmg be-
yond the moment and mw not be a s&aﬁag as soon as a state is affirm
ed it has meaning now and for the f‘utu?e. The m&amng f‘ar the future
that a state, such as hatred, afﬁms tﬁ aimya ef‘ a daubﬁabae na%ures
since it affirms more than it knows, Wy hatred for %&w is a %mm—»

cendent unity of an infinity of cbmcw&s&ess@s of repugnance that

ibids, po 8L, 2Ubidi, ps 640
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'i‘have heea in %ha paat and win be in %he f‘uiurea V«eﬁ tms ataie of
,:vhaiwd can nevet be a eeﬂainty M’ hat?eei, f‘er at any mmm t migm
s‘t@p m{ing Peters . it is a hatwed *’untii f‘uﬂber nai:iwe;

A sﬁﬂie auch: 'ae ha‘tmd is paasiwa in ihe semﬁ that N rewivea
_,an o#“ i%s amsieace i’vom *Eisa ref”ieei:ive mscxwaness, ”ﬁaired is
iwart, sim& it i wéaﬁeﬂm relative to m?lmﬁiva msﬂwmwm L2
?he state daas not &taal!‘ ae;i, wa i% may be seen as aating af‘ief ¢he
: unref‘ieaﬁeﬁ wnsciwaﬁesﬁ of ffepugname is ref’leatad upam Aﬁ so0n as
&ﬁe siawta is (:ans&iiaieé ins f*eﬂeati% ac:%., as when t say “3 hate
;_y L &hen my mm of rwﬁeim may be aeaﬁ a$ @mwg f‘mm %he state
yﬁf‘ haimcia The sﬁate is reany miy p&a&ive a&m it is e:ans{i&uteﬂ
| aut ﬁf’ ihe was@iwsmsazs mﬂee&eé upan; - -and.. is in fmt re&at ive to
| the par%iwlm amwiwmassam ’fihai %Ms reiaﬁm hetwem %«a state
" Iand the masaiwsnesses ia mxz be examimd in more data;i af‘ter we
gee whai mtiem and mii%ies ar»a, and ?mw %e aga w eonstiwted
 from then, |
st
‘,a s&aﬁe@ | ii has in&ikua& meﬁis wr?equnding io mmreteg a@’éév@

on is 2 %?ansemdent mity mae exisiema is aimuaf to

‘QWWXW%QES‘%& My m&im M’ dﬂving a caf is compasee& of a mwiix»
"%ude z:!‘ individual maaieusmsses of stee?ing, !Wakiﬂgf @%u%ching,
l.and so i’aﬁh, and i'& ;s ea);y in a #efieetive agprehensim ihat i%te cons
»mr'ted mahm af‘ ériv&ng is saem “ﬁwa, we must éigtinguiah betmen

:_the ae:ﬁian,, driving, which i a iransoen&ent ab;ect ¢§‘ mf‘ie«;zﬂve con=

1m»a f)n %é g Loy .. s
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‘sciousness, and the spontancous act of censciousnesss . The spontaneous
acta of @ﬁﬁaiwaﬂ@g %”Mt be grasped wi '&:Mut mking them into an ob~
jémi : whic;h would destroy their spontaneity. 1% is nisch the same, as
we have *ﬁﬁﬁmi with mat domes C'alla ﬁh@i#&n&iti%;@aﬂﬁ of o
setousness, which cannot be. grasped witheut destroying theit naturs to
be 'ﬁﬁm‘;iﬁ“‘%f The action of ﬁfa’iﬁtiﬁg a car, like ‘i‘ym..wﬁ% of doubte
ing, has a temporal duration and is both the unity of the stream of
- active '»ﬁﬁﬁscimmes@&s :e?ﬂdrivibga ‘m‘f émﬂaﬁag; and the fwemm LT
erete realization of them.® Both of these unities are transcendent to
ﬁh@ ’Wﬁ@i@%neases. oyt of :whifﬁhz they are constituted. in reflection,
2nd are subject 4o the limitations that such a relative existent hass
that :iﬁ@ .;fﬁé)i' are doublable, paséi«vg, ‘and de not &939952‘ at the Jevel.
of. unreflected Msciwaﬂ#@m o
The mlﬁy' o -@S}' chic ﬁispes;:iﬁ@n; comes Into existence when
a cortain disposition s seen as belenging to an egos
-+ hen e have spuramced hatred several times toward different
position for producing thems » « » The quality is given as &
_potentiality, a virtuality, which, under the influence of. di- .
verse factors, can pass into getuality. Its asctuality is pre-

. cigely the state (or astion).® M- L
35’5“@"@5 exhibi«g omar..m& over a ’mpugmam for most people, | have
the qualiﬁy Qf’ basing a hater of people. This quality is a potentiale
ity that becones actualized in a.particular state of hatred, say for
Peter. . This quality is essentially different from the state of he

Labove, pp. 25-26. - Sartre, ops gite, ps 60
Bibide, pe 70 -



tred or the action of kicking Peter by being the unity of the passive
states or actions; instead of a unity of spontaneities as are states
and actions. The mode of existence of this quality is potency.
Qualities are unifications of the aeﬁiaﬂa and states, but they are not
indigpensible, " because states and aeixans can find directly in the
ege the unity that they demand. "

fle can now examine the ego as the unity of states and actionses
and optionally, of qualities, The ego appears to reflection as the
transcendent object that effects the permanent synthesis of the psychic
phenomena {psychic phensmena for Sartre are distinguished from con
sclousness, they are the reflected upon aats.ef~aaaé¢i¢usgass}q%
This means '%ﬁhat:*tha ego appears as the unity of all of -the conscious
acts which | call ming. The ego is the concrete totality of states
and actions, yel wo afe not to consider it as distinct from the states
or actions, even in an abstract way that makes it only the formal
unification of the slates and actions. The ego is totally invélved
in the states and actions éh&i,ii supports, and is nothing outside of
theme %It is the infinite totality of otates and actions which is
never reducible to an action or g _é-ﬁaia;"a My ego is seen as nothing
more than my states and actions, yet M: is tranecendent to them. fy
state of hatred of Peter is given as a state of my ego, yet this ege

does not appear exeept on the hqrizono This horizonal appééfanse'ef

im,, pe e 3‘1‘1&;,@., ppe Tie720
& big«»; P 4.
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the ego canmot be grasped except through a mtate or action, Any
attenpt to apprehend the ege directly will meet with failure because
it is nothing more than the states or actions that it supports: The
&0 appears on the horizon of the states and actions somewhat similar
to the vay that Jomes would say the ego is on the ringe® of the
states and actions. The ego is felt on the fringe of states and ao-
tions as that which eﬁf#i&’%ea them as the relation that holds between
thems The ego that does appear on the horizon of my stale of hating
Peter is only given as the ego which has that state incorporated inte
it, and is not given in ils entirety except as emptily indicating that
there is more.

Because there is always more to the ego than appears the ego is
open to doubt, as are all transcendent unities, such as states, ao-
tions and qualities. What this means ¢an be seen more clearly if we
acospt what Gurwitsch says about the doubtability of the egos

This does not mean that we may be in doubt if we have an ego, or
- that the ego may possibly turn out to be a mere hypothesis. It
simply means that whatever we know or believe to krow about the
~egoe=our own or that of other personse-and be this knowledge
‘grounded upon 'a single apprehension or upon a certain number of
spprehensions, hovever great, thisimowledge is pgraanently in

need of being confirmed by further apprehensions. S
Thus, the ego that is in doubt doss not ‘have & freal ego” that it is
compared with; rather the ego is by nature a relative existent that
owes its baing to the reflective consciousness.

The reié%ij@,n between &h_e, ia&iﬁ@_idm; consciousnesses, the states

l&i?‘Wigﬂﬁhg g gite, ppe B87-838.
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and actions, and the ego can be best explained by starting with an
example of how they appear to be related in reflection: When | have
an experjence of pleasure while eéating peanut butter, | say I like
peanut butter.? This liking for peanut butter is seen as produced by
my ego. Thus, in this veflection, it may appear that my ego sponte-
neously produced my liking for peanut bulter which in tum produced
my experience of plessure while eating peanut butter. This view of
the ego as spontaneous is a vesult of making conseious life into an
objects Actually the ege is constituted through the states of liking
peanut butter, and these states are themselves constituted from the
ammm ‘ceneciousnesses of pleasure giving peamut butter. 1% is
only in reflection that consciousness projects its own spontancity inte
the sge so that it appears that "The ego is the creator of its states
and sustains its qualities in existence by a sort of preserving spor-
taneity."? But this ego is passive, receiving all that it is from
the reflective act, so that the spontencity that appears is not that
of vonsciousnessy which is wholly divected to its object. Rather,

"this spontaneity, repregented tatized in an object, becomes

a degraded and bastard apmtanaiiyp which magmaiiy preserves fte
creative power even while becoming passive. fhence the profound ire
rationality of the notion of the ego.?

| The notion of the ego is irrational because it is seen as both

aﬁilwﬂy pmdusing my 1iking fer péanut ksutier while i*& is seen as

13&?{?&3 Do ﬁé,ﬁvp ps 78 am»; ps 8ls
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passively conposed up of various states and actionss  The ego seems to
produse a state of liking of peanut butter, vhile correlatively being
passively modified by vhat it producss. "So that the ego is aluays
surpacsed by what it produces, although, Prom another peint of view;
it ig what it produces.™! Only if we apprehend consciousness as it is
unreflected upon do we see that it is consciousness that is sponta-
neous, -and 15 not affected by the so-called facts of .the ego. It is
only if we view things as they reslly are® that the ego'is seen as the
_passive. transcendent object that is affected by all the states and ace
tions that it.is seen throughs .
<+ The ego also appears as an irrational .synthesis of transcendence .-
and interiority 4o the reflective consclousness, iInteriority signifies
that- the existence of congciousness and its awareness of. itself is one
and the same things "Therein consists the proper mode of consclousw
nesst existence for which appeering. is altogether the same as boing,
#nd on this account. consciousness is endowed with sbsolutenessiS
This interiority cannot be grasped any more than spontaneity can be
graspeds - To grasp it would be to give it the character of an object
and make it something other than interiority, which cannot by nature
have an outside thal can be grasped: Although the ego may appear.to
be.an Interiority, it is a degraded interiority that is closed upon

itselfy If the ego wire absolute interiority it could be conceived

~ Mbide, pe 0. 2That is, phenomsnologically viewed.
SGurwitsch, op. gitss p. 380.
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only by itself, bui as we have seen, the ego can only be conceived from
outside of jtself. The eg@ is appfehended by consciousness as being
mﬁmaia with' canmmuﬁmm and as mmgg inaisﬂmn ‘i‘h@ esga ia gesn
&8 §n£imaia tmeaa&e ﬂa appears ia Em wthe swigin u? the prmni %ﬂm
to both %Ms mﬁe@tm wtmciausmse t%wi v%ews the ego ami to the

zmsciw@nes@ of peanut thker the ego appws as mé;mtaly connected
ta "thc:zm kmwer the ego does not appear in its full blown entirety,
1 % as ‘inéisii'rma The ego is geen as

ag Wéhtwe' Beeny Va"&eﬁ‘ 4 appaar

the origin of my: canmiwsmﬁs ﬁsf‘ ;:aamﬁ butter, but apart from the
ege*s &arm‘tew of %iking peanu% butter at this time, there is no die-
- tinet a#;:vre’:sehawn of the ego as il m&liy fse ‘%‘he*@gﬁaépearé as
having -characteristics ih&i can never’ be app?&hendaé all at once, by
any mfimiva eianamwsrw&m as w&m you say "1 am not sure what |
mwm do- if‘ you kicked me#' tm fmzi, all that does appear mnevér we
iry 1o view the ege is'an indistinet framework that the parimulw
state or a@txcw that it s viewed %%Wugh is inserted irs%m x

Yh@ eontradictions that amaé when we try w gee the epo as inw
timate- t«mﬁ as mdﬁsﬁim:% come frm the way that mnsmwme@s tries
ia hﬁatw on' the age ciaarw&er ;ah% that beleng to zi. %’!wss, the ego
s goen ag mteriwé&y, viewsd ?rem ouisaéa of itoelf, which is a di~
rect contradiction of sartra':s conception of interiaﬁty, that it ex-
§sts only for itself m& can be mﬂcewad enly by Hseli& Also, part
of the inéistinctnesa comes as a mault of trying ta place the spontos
mity thai: &eimgs ta the mnsciausnesa in the ego, while at the same

;ébﬂ\fﬁ, Ps &1,



time trying to undgrsiend how the ego can be said to produce something
which can in turn modify what has produced §t. Ye can clear up this
confusion by viewing the ogo as it is constituted which shows that the
ego is not spontaneaus and not interiority, the ego is only seen as
having these characteristics; ihis seeing can be calied an impure re-
flection as ﬁpmwi to pure reflection or the pure reflective ack
which delivers consciousness to itself, u phenomenological viewing. .
fie can now see vhat Sarire means by saying that "The 1, is the ego
as the unity of actiens: The pe is the ego s the uﬁiiy:@? states and
qualities,® The L is the sgo as it appears through the an action, as
vhen 1 am driving a cat, or 1 am thisking, The § is the ego seen as
an actor, as the producer of the action that is called "‘zihe eating of
peanut butter,” The me is the ego seen through states of which it is
composed, 1t is me that likes peanut butter, that hates Peter, that
is insensitive, and so forth, Although the ego is an object, one that
is transcendent to consciousnesss we cannot know our ego as we can
come to know an cbjects
The me %,s,fgwen:aa an objects Therefore, the only method for
knowlng i1 ie observation, approximation, anticipatisn, expe-
rience. Bul these procedures, which may be ,gari{'m;y suited to
any noteiutimate transcendent, are not suiteble here, because of
the very Intimacy of the.ms. 1% is too much present for one to
‘gsucceed in taking » trely external viewpoint on ite I we step
back. for vantage, the me accompanies us in this wi%ﬁd?awah it
is Infinitely near, and 1 cannot circle around it.
By accompanylng us at all times, the me makes it nesessary for us to

Yook at it from the viewpoint of others, which does not yield any~

*&aﬁm,-gm gﬁ” ps 80, above pe 584
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thing éxcépt a picture of bits and pieces of the ge. The ego is an
ideal unity of all the states and actions; the %all" signifies an inw
Pinity of which only those of our present state can be seen, the rest
are emptily pointed at'as either in the past o the future. As ideal,
the unity of the ego includes an infinity of states and actions, an
iﬂfﬁniié,numbar'bf,&i@@és aﬁé,gﬁiiéns of which anly the present ones
ih?ough‘Which the ego iQ.séan‘aan be apprehendeds Thus any viewing
of the ega, by ourself or by/aﬂaiber, does not reveal anything of the
ego as it iﬁ; only as it 'is in. re&aizan to the particular state or ~
~action through which it is view&éﬁ As | look at my liking of peanut
butter, %ha ego ‘that aﬁpears is oﬂiy my ego as a liker of peanut
But&ar. -

?his traubia that we have in viewing the ego is primariiy due
wuia'iis.ﬂatufﬁ of appear;ng only on the horizen af‘the states and actions
ihéaagh which it is seen. 1 *This is because in téying-%a apprehend
ihe-a@@,?affiiﬁeif and as a direct object of my consciousness, | fall
back onto the unreflected level, and the ego diseppears along with the
f@flé@ﬁi?éféﬁig”gb‘ﬁﬁ ego can and does appear at the unreflected
1@#&1;:&3 whén;aeme§a$ askéﬂﬁe.ﬂw&a¥ ara'yéa doing?® and | reply, ™M
am-iypiﬁggﬁ‘ ?ﬁia,ﬁiﬂ‘i${aﬁ empty concept ﬁkatkﬂagé not have the ego
to Fill it out, except after it is reflocted upon, Until then this
unreflected "1" has no intimacy with the ego that is found in refleo-

tion; this "I" is a transcendent that is the support of actions that

lﬁb@\'@, Ple 50w51, 233?'&1'3, BBo S:_iic s PPe 8889,
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are demanded, as it were, by the %ariﬁg that is, they are qualities of
the world, At the wireflected level the action of kicking is not seen
as 4 am kicking, rather that there is an object thot requires kicking
and the " that ialgaidﬂié,be;dmiag the kicking is sn empty concept -
of the ego that cannot be seen as the ego until this unreflscted Jovel
becomes the object for a reflective scts in a similar way, the bedy that
i&,aaiﬁ to be doing the kicking is a visible symbol for the ego, but it
requires a reflactive act separaté from the one which sees that it is
1 who am kicking. - This means that in a reflective act that is diffor-
ent fran that which sees the action of kicking as bslonging to this
ego, the body may beceme the ohject that is seen to be related o the
kicking action, Thus, the body is seen as the physical menifestation
of the ego, but it is an illusery relationship that can be established
only in reflections

The spontaneity of .pure consclousness is impersonal because it
is conseioeusness that ﬁiré&%&éi@heiiy~ai its aﬁjeci and is only non~
positionally avare of itselfs '%t this unreflected level no person
appearsy there.is énzy consclousnesses af.gamaiﬁing, consciousnesses
that impersonally unite themselves, *it is consciousness which unifies
ftself, concretaly, by a play of "iransversal® intentionalities which,-
are concrete and real retentions of past congciousnessss. Thus cone
sciousness refers perpetually to itself." Any percomal ego that is

seen is not a pari of consciousness, rather "Conscioushess produces

‘ 1}hidigf@i~393”ﬂbﬂV@"pﬁ B8,
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itself facing the | and goes toward it, goes %o rejoin it That ls
all. one can say.®

 As a result of i&msta’ees and actions being transcendent objects
‘{6 conscidusness they lose vhatever privatencas we may think that they
have in relation to our consciousnessy | R o
. Consequently, if Paul and Peter beth speak of Pelerts love, for
_example, it {8 no longer true that the one speaks blindly and by
analogy of that which the other apprehends in fulls They speak of
_ the same thing. Doubtless they apprehend it by different proces
~dures, but these precedurss may be equally intuwitional,
‘The only thing that differentiates between the way that Peter and Paul
‘spprehend Psterts state of love is that to Peler this state is given
as more ntimate than it is to Paul, but they both view it as an ob

Ject, whose mode of existence is passive and relative. It s enly
posaible for Peter and Paul %o see this state as an object because the
"ego to which it belongs is aldo an object for Peter and Pauls This
- means that for neither Peter nor Paul doos Peter's love o the ego to
which §t is seen as belonging have & certain existence, and that Paul
can know Peter’s love and ege as well as Peter can know it,
" The only part of Peter, which is not really a part of Peter,

that cannot be viewed by Paul is Peler's consciousnass: However; this

| _mmimmeﬁs is hot available to Peter either. in fact; ‘we. cannot
say that it is Peteris songciousness; rather that the ego that is des-
ignated by the nama Peter is an object for consciousness. Conscious
ness is essentially impersonal and spontansous and éan only be conm

ceived by ilself in a nonepositional awareness. If in reflection |

Libid, pp. 92-95,
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try o conceive of consciousness | make an object out of it, and con-
sciousness is no longer spontaneous or interiority, The ego cannot
have any influence on this {mpsrscnal conecitusness, since the ego
‘owes what it ie fo consciousness: Similsrly, consciousness is not .
Limited by the ege and may surpass it al any lime. Because conscious-
ness is epontanctus, the ego which is seen as hating Peter may suddenly
love Peter, :@a at the reflective level no explanation of this sudden
love can be found; it is Found only when this love is seen as constim
tuted from the spontansous scts of consciousnass which are directed
towards Peter as a lovable persons
Without the ege there could be no distinction between the possible -~

and the real or belween appesrance and being because in the impersonal
%&ﬁéﬁiﬁﬂﬁﬁéﬁ# these distinetions are nol presenteds 1t is enly because
- the ego is doublable that there can be.any question as to what is pos=
sible or real and what ie épm&ﬁaﬁm or being, At the level of con
sciousness all is absolute and appearance is being} The ego serves
as a practical menifactation of consciousmess, 2 unity that can be seen
to act and live in. the worlds Sartre speculeiles that consclousness may
even produce the ago to mask the spontaneity of consciousness from
fteslfs

But it can happen that consciousness suddenly produces itself on.

the pure reflective level. Perhaps not withoul the ego, yet as

escaping from the ego on all sides, as dominating the ego ard

loms 12 Then Sanaetouaness, moting what could bo calied the

fatality of its spontaneity, is suddenly anguisheds it is this

Ler, Guewi tach, op. git., pe 380, also sbove, ps 58+



dread, sbsolute and without rameéy, this ?aar ag ztsei?, which
seems to us aunatttutava of pure consciousnesss

This does nai heppen as a nofmal circuistance of our vaes, but it
can,  Sartre eails,&hig'*anxxaty% when we are unexpectedly put at
§b$ 2ave1.whara we eaﬂ'see pure consciousness as spontaneousy and he
identifies this same state of affairg as the phenomerolegical reduo-
. ﬁibﬁnfﬁ'%hﬁ'16?31,ijpmﬁeyﬁﬁmﬁﬁi@#ﬁﬁéﬁﬁe
4 %ﬁi%’e‘ _‘saya‘ that with bia theoty of the ege thers is ne longer
. the problem of solipsisme Solipeism for Sa,ri’r-.eaf is the metaphysical
:-p@#itigattha% the égm ie the absolute to which all other persons and
kiﬁe.w&fiéyQWﬁ their1exig¢$n@e»‘ With Sartrets theory the ego becomes
a transcendent ob ject whose existence is like that of other people
and the wofi-":%&,‘ and the ego is not an sbsolute, However, this does
avold solipsienm with ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁi‘ia‘n@ﬂﬁﬁiﬁuﬁﬁaﬁﬁgaﬁﬂﬁﬂ ag it is impersonal,
a-view that Sartre does not deal with in this essay.

With Sartrets theory of the eg@bthe~queaii§a of whether it is an
 idealism or realish has no meaning with respect to the ego and its
.. world, or %havwwrié, ﬁ@@ﬁﬂ&@:&h&yAaﬁa eo~original and objects for ab-
solute, impersonal amna@i@u$ﬁas$@ But this is not a sub jant-ob ject
ﬂualigé b&aauae»”?hiﬁ absolute conscicusnesa, when it is purified of

the |, no longer has anything of the gubject. It s no longer a colw

lection of representationss 1t is quite simply a first condition and

‘an absolute source of exiat&n@asﬂg.
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CHAPTER THREE

SARTRE'S ANSHER YO THE PRINGIPAL PROBLENS
OF THE EGO | NMODEAN SMILOSOPHY

- In light of Sartrets theory of consciousnese, we shall now answer
the questions and problems concerning the ego and the self Qﬁieh we
raised: in Chapter Ones  In doing this we shell also b?iﬂg;intavéeiief
. problems in Sartrets theory itself which we g&ali«examiae‘c?ifiaazly
in the next chapter.

Sartre criticizes Descartes by saying that "It is cbvious that
Degcartes passed from the Gogite to the idea of a thinking substance

because he belisved that | and think are on the same levelaﬂl in

Sartrets torms, Descartes does not distinguish between the unreflected
. consciousness, in which an egafdbesinat_appear, énd the reflected con~
sciousness, §n>which an ego does aypaar;a 1t is in this fefiectedveanm
sciousness that the ege thal appears is seen as the ground for the
aets of consciousness, in Descartes' case ﬁhg aqtg @f‘dﬁahfinga |

in Qhe_gsaay»?ﬂaV%esian Freedom®, $art{ﬁ praises ﬁeagartgﬁ for
gaeimg that it is in doubting %ha%v@aﬁ bgst'shews kis‘?feeﬁam. ”fSraugh
doubt, man has a permanent possibility of disentangling himself from the
existing universe and af‘aﬁﬁdengy.c@ntempiatimg it‘f?em above as a pure

succession of phantasms. In this sense, it is the most magnificent

Ysartre, og. gites po 50.
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affirmation of the reign of the human.®l . This freedom te doubt the
existonce of everylhing leaves us, if we exarcise thic power to its
fullest sxieni, ai the Jovel where we afe a nothingness. "He can even
withdraw F?am sverything within himself which is naturs, from his mem
ory, his imaginaiim, hig bedys He can withdraw sven from Eiém ang tzke
refuge in the eternity of the moment,*™® We could say thal we are at the
leovel of pure conselousnzss vhere all there is is consciousness of
everylhing that we have doubted, However, the sgo that Demcartes
finally affirms as the ground for these doubling conscieusnesses fe not
found at this level. Thero is roquired a roflective act that js di-
rectad to the doubling consciousnesses o see an ego which appears ag
performing the doubling astions

¥hen Bescartes performs the Sopito, he performs it in gon junet ion

with methodological doubt, with the ambition of ‘*advanting science!,

. eles, which are actisns and gtates. Thus the Cartesian met&ad,

doubt, etcs; ake by nature given as undertakings of an 1.5

If we exercise our freedom to doubt until we reach the level where we

are a nothingness, then no ego will appear as it does to Descartes
when he moves from this level my & reflective act ﬁhat tries to grasp
the epontansous et of doubtings It is when the daﬁb%ing is seen as
an aétim(, a transcendent unity,® thet an ego appears. Thus, there is

*khe digt ine's;en be{wem %ha aeta tr?‘ mm@iwm&ss at the unmfleﬁed

2* ide, pe 178, ESartre, Ih
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level that are consciousnesses of things as doubtful, and the method-
ological doubting which is an action in Sartre’s sense of the word, In
the latter reflected consciousnsss an ego appears as the producer of
the doubting action; and in the former no ego appears since these are
s;mntane@ﬁé consciousnessess It ig this distinction that Descaries
did not make, thereby allowing an ego to be found at the level where
there is nones
As we have -seen,"‘ a basio problem for Leibniz concerns the origin

of the seif of which we become conscious in apperception. Although
:Sartre would reject any Ralk of “unconsclous® perceptions of mental
racts, he would be quite sympathetic to many of Leibniz's formulations.

1f we consider the glites perceptions as somchow related to the mdiv-»

idual nom~personal consciousness,; we can see how both thinkers find
that a consciousness of self arises only upon reflections At the un-
reflected iévai there are only the consciousnesses, or perceptions,
which are related to an ego only in reflection, or apperception. The
problem for Sarire and Leibniz ist "How does an ego arise from the
impersonal, of unconsclous, consciousnesses?® 1t seems that an extre-
neous concept appears in reflection upon the consclousness; an ego
appears where there was none before and cunsciousness becomes self-
consciousnesss Sartre at least allows a unity to be present in unre-

flected consciousness by saying that consciousness continvally vefers

to itself. Leibniz does not allow for any synthesizing to teke place

;ﬁb@%, pga 3@"'51&



at the level of perception, and thereby does not provide for any unity
;which refieeﬁton, or appercapt;na, can reveals ik is ihaa<prahiem that
__iwe wiii use as the baais for an appreaeh ta a theary ef consciousness
| in Ghap%ar Fburﬁ
| ﬂagaréian Leibniz*a siatamen% aancarning the &a&y,i ve can see a
| ﬁatﬁﬁ vhere Sartﬁa wuuld seem t@ dia&gra@ with.him» sﬁr%ra ﬂﬁﬂﬁaiveﬁ
%h@ bﬁdy as an §iluaary ful?iiiment of %ha 8gos ?i.is ii@uso?y bew
~ cause in this instance the ego haa'inat %ﬁa*&aiimaay in becoming mune
V'd&ﬂﬁz@do Far teihnaz, the bedy is an ih%imaiaApa?i of the soul to
_which it ia aiﬁaahadg 11 is the apatiaiamﬁarai manifea%atian of the
force of ﬁhﬁ gﬁvarning saale Nawevarﬁ both Laibnim aﬁé Sartre would
regard any ihe@ry which treated Qhe bady>as &he~primary source of ouf
>b$£iaf in ouraelve$ as exiatant as 8 raﬁxaal misundefﬁtané;ag\of the
ralatic@ be%waen the ego and the &ady» Both wvuld nanside? the acts
of cﬂﬁﬁeiﬂuSﬂess as funéamentai ie tha»yhysieai manifesta%ion of con=
,‘seiousnass. in a%her werés; Sav%re aﬁﬂ Leibniz weuid say ihat*%he
' psyabﬁﬁax is ﬂrimary~%a,ih9 phyasaala
L ) $arﬁre c@uld say that 1ecke was headed ia ihe rﬁght éﬁreei;ea,
as was §escaf§e3, but ihﬁy dieregarded tha aviden¢e of maﬂtai a@txvu
ity in assumiﬂg that ﬁbere is a aeif which originatas these actions.
‘ ‘£ﬂckelahoaiﬁ*have remainad at the 3eve1 ef whai is expe?iencahze, as
‘:%nﬁeed he said he was going fﬂa‘ What waa gtven ta himuWEVG ihe Toper=

' ai%ana u? tbe miﬂd“ or mﬁaiai proées&es aad &he abja@ts prasent te

o -'ﬁbava;'pw 80 -
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them (xéaa@}; the ego erxly aﬁ;ﬁm?w after the mental process itself

was made an ab,}wi for a subsequent mniai processs The intuition
mnf“wming our existence ia o reflective one vhich objectifies the
mental process inw%tadu ”t’hat i?sm&ﬁag iteelf does not have an ego
a8 its bagie; it is purely ammtm@us, lacking the permanancy or
apacity required by an ego.

wﬂwif&hs&mdmgg Locke eti 21 locked for mt mu%al subﬁtemae

underlying all the nental pmmsms which we experience, He was; as.

was Descartes, airemfy pmmsww toward an egology by assuming a
self to be present throughout the investigationss Thus, it was the
“self which performed the various inquirings and believed in them as
being ﬁia that attribited to the inquiring processes themselves a self
which united them. in other words, kusﬁse cmfttad ¥the Psychologist's
1 i:Fallaay" by taking what he %m‘;é ie bé true of ‘the reflected mental
ﬁrmssee and applying it fo the vhole of mental 1ife. He did not
realize that it vas a pméwiag iﬂ’t&itiﬂﬁ; tather than a discovering
one, Although he st&ﬂsd in the ﬁgh‘% éi?e&tiaﬁ, Locke did not carry
his conclusions over to tha side of mental mbstanaes and came up with
the ambiguity that we mentioned earlier,}
There is & basic difference between Locke an the one hand, and

- Sartre and Leibniz, on the other hand. Locke held that there is noth-
fng in the mind that does not depend on sensation for its content,
thamby giving the avidanﬁe af‘ i:he senses a primyy @taius. Savtm

ZAQWQQ Ps Bs
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ﬁﬂdg paﬂicuiany, Laibniz gave the evideme of {he miﬁd a primafy sta~
¥ase sartra aays &hai the spoataaaaaa eenaeiousﬁess ;s the first conm
ét&ion aﬂd aﬁaeiuie sauvce b? ax:atan@e, Leibniz says that ﬁha?¢ ia
nathiag bui the miﬁd i%ael? which is ?arae, and all that is spai;a— |
*tempoml is a nanifestation of that %Mm | S
o Hame’s a@ﬂ»egaiogical theury has more af?saitzes with Sartre’s
&&an.haaka’a, ai&h@ugh the vefinemaﬁia that $a?tta affers go beyana
ﬂuﬂm Hume was wafwhalmd i}y his éisaﬁv&fy that we appareatly have
na dzreei exparieﬁea of a permaaeaé gelf zasting ihre«ghaﬁi the individ-
aai a@ta u? cangaieusﬁ65a¢ The prebiemﬁ impiied in this diseovery, are
dealt wi '&h by Sa?trea Yo f infdAdhléy sé#a&éxie m‘ﬁ{éi ;é.é‘%s in «;uf'éx‘yeﬂé:
enme. ﬂaw@ver, it i& Qaly in mémary and refloction thai thay ara‘gainn
ed te aﬁe selfu There ia a syathesiﬁ of these acts even as i refleom
&iv@ly axamiae my ﬁﬂpﬁ?lﬁnﬁao hecording to 9&#%?@; if we congider
this synthasxa x%aalf we will find ihai it is an a¢tive consciousness
that o@ﬁat:i@ﬁea the ega from the states aad actions, which are ebjeet$
laahs%itaiad by active eanaeiauaaess ala@, an egos " Even thaugh Hume
concelved consciousness as aetive, ha did not conceive it as the P
&a&r@a of the self. Yhﬁﬁ; wha&, for Sartre, we find in reflection is
an ego thaﬁ appears as the source of %he acts of consciousness. Hume
aia@ finds an ego that appaara fn rsflacﬁian as the source of the acts
of eenaaieusness, but he aannat aeaeuﬂt for ih;& since it cannot be

found in the indivi&ual aﬁés themselves. Aacmrding to Sartve, whai

lébﬂve, ﬁt}é 3‘?"“210
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Hume éi# not reaiizavwaa ihai the aga.apyaaraé in rafl&cttan heeause
it was manatiiuteé &y the refiewﬁive act, Hame's basie éiff%euity was
ihat.ha dzé not draw. tb& diatiﬁcti@n hetwaen the mnre?&ee%eé canan;cm$~
naaa and tha rafiea%ivm @naaeiﬂgsnwssa ﬁuma fownd nmthtng in axperi«
enea exeapi iﬁa indxvxdual paresyiians {hamsaivas. UALL of these are.
diffarent, aﬂd dist:nguishabie, and sepa?ahlé fra& each eﬁhar, and may
be saparately &aaaxd&r’é; aﬁé may exist $eparai&2y, and have no need of
aﬂy thing to support their axistbnee.”I They were net g;vﬁn with any
sort of a se&?; tﬁwy wore. impersonalg Yet* in rsfieatigﬁ a self could
be f@uad that is~the source and unifief af ihase separaie percepit@ne,
In the firsi plama, sari?e wanié say {hat the separate peraepttnma were
aenwpaaitsgnally and "pa&@iv&ly” ayﬂthﬁaazad as a. un:%yg alihaﬁ@h %hay
wote impefsaﬁal¢ The self that i@ Fﬁuﬂd in refiea%;an is, as ﬁume
said, only f@uﬂ& iﬁ reflew&imm; &ut %ha ralaiicnw baiwmsa tha aeparata
yarﬁegiiena are already %hafa befara %hey are re?iacied upen. in the ;
aecgaé p&aea, Sarife‘wauid say-tha& Hune did fot reazzza that az%hough
an ego could be f@uad in refia@%iﬁn this dxd not mean iha% our Cone -
aei@usnasa ia,ga?asaalg it aaly meamt that the ag@ can %@ found as the
ab¢e¢i o? a ?eflective a@t; &h@ rm?ies&ivw act iiaelf ia nat gersanaia
Hume saw ﬁhai m@mary play&d an impariani vaze in dxacavering, as
a praduaer of . the perceptions which gan be related, a pef%enaﬁ iden~
tity. Whai he dﬁd not. see was thai ihe relations amang the s&parate

percegtigna that memary ﬂia&nvered were already unrefiaetive&y *here
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due {o the nature of consciousness which q&ﬂ'iiaﬂaﬁy refors to itself,
Reid tml#{"’dﬁé% memory ?é&aﬁ&#@rla’;mmaﬁémi self that was existent
throughout all of the perceptionsi He did not believe that o reflo-
,ﬁiVa}m@@@ay-gf a previous mental pfocess a@dé»any%hﬁgg to it, such as
dn ego, as Sartre would contend. Sertre wauld say. that Reld did not
see that the ‘synthesis @’f ‘onsciousness that a reflective memory e .
vesx's'fm‘ unreflectively an %@erwml; synthesis of past, present, and
future ‘asz%é ‘;éf'céﬁsmieuamsm . Tﬁua 'impérsﬁaa! consciousness is nonw
positional, that is, it neither belioves nor disbelioves in 5‘%&3?'%‘
existent, nor is it an object for itself. Sartre would éay-_ﬂiﬁzat Reid .
m'iskékgn&y assunied that the sgo that ha found to be presdnt in the Fe~
:i?%:eﬁ?&i#? memory was unreflectively awars of itself as existent and as
a person, and that Reid then a%‘i?ih‘_a%éaﬁ this ego to all of menial iif«aﬁ.

T In othef words, Sartre would say that Reid failed to distinguish
k beiweénreﬂw&we camory and unreflective unification of past aad
present in cmmmwsma@e in the former case thers can be found a be~
‘lief in the act as having been done by myself who vas existent at that
‘ine, ‘Who has existed from then until now, and who is now existings
‘fn’tha latter aaaé %her@Via mn1y~thﬁ aanéaimﬁsﬁega'gaﬁl conseiousness,
which i& not positional with respect to itself, and whose syntheses of
‘pait ané present consciousnesses do not constitute an ego or belief in
itself a5 »'exi.stén&a Thus, even though .ﬁgifc% wag on the right track, he
confused what he found o be true in «reﬂexx@wn a9 being true of the
‘Weﬂ@c‘ked :mperaanal mnseimsneﬁs.

Wtrﬁ's basic: @b4acii¢a %a Kant’s theory is that it appears as
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if the transcendental ego, the ™ Think," does sccompany all of our
representations, whereas Sartre believes that the ego, a transcendent,

can accompany, but does not necessarily do so. Sartre poinis out that,
The preoccupation of Kent was never with the way in which empivical
‘conscjousness is fn fact constituted. . + o For Kant, transcenden-
ta} consclousness is nothing but the set of conditions whi%h are
necessary for the existence of an empirical conscivusness.

Since Sartre is dealing with consclousness as it is in fact, the way
to consider Kant's conclusions is to treat them as realities so that
Sartre can have something to say to them.

For Sartre, consciousness is temporal and an sbsolute because it
can act. For Kant, the acting of consciousness is non-temporal in
origin and temporal se it is carried sut in the world. Sartre would
say that the transecendental ego, either In time or not, is a transcend-
ent that %\as a relative existence depending on absolute consciousness.
The {ranscendental ego of Kant is transcondent to the acts of con-
sciousness which it s purported o be the souree of, and, in fact,
the scts of consciousness are the source of the transcendental ego.

Kantts problem of the relation between the temporal and non~
tenporal aspects of the ego can be dispsnsed with if we realize that
the ego does not require an ego outside of time, and that it is only )
firi a reflection ignoring conscioushese as it simply presents ifself
that an ego is postulated as sutside of times Kant is forced by his
geflective standpoint to account for the egots origin oulside of the
congciousnese vhich it produces because he did not meke the distino-
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tion between the unreflective and reflective consciousness: 1t is only
in the latter case that the iranscendental unity of apperception is cone

celved as the unifier of the consciousneeses. Sartrien phenomenology
tpwwizdes 1o access to a non-temporal ego; it considers enly what is it~
- self pé’é&ér@%&@ what sham ltmlh ' :%nwi:éx:éﬁéss é@ mm-ﬁi‘-a&ity"%ﬁ# :
poral, Tha phanamaﬁalagisi abstains From making any &uégement about -
what does not and cannot in principle show ftselfi the abeolute atem-
poral intafiarzty~af consciotisness. Kant said that we could have no
knouledge of the atemparal, but he wes still led to speculate eoncern-
ing the ofigin of the ego as atemporal bemuse the spontarieity of conw

sciousnese in i fme is maakeé by the ego. The logleal necessity for a

-

"imnsméentai ego disappwra when we dlsmver spontafieous consciosm .

m’igm of the states, ac:tim@ and the egm it is an

nees tﬂ» iz:a ¥
origin which is individual 'and impersonal, which creates itself in

time at every instant of our 1ife. Uit determines its existence at
o ore ﬁa

each instant, without our being able to conceive anything b
?hus each &mt&mi czi‘ our aans@iaw life reveals %a us a amaﬁtm

Y o,0!

| It is this impersonal sgmtmity of consciousness that can give
us the clue &5 an Interpretation of Fichte's complete affiemation of
the pr imacy of consciousness as ﬁa;‘t%mnaeiéuéﬁes&; this interpreta-
ti«oﬂ &aas, hwevat,, requive aevaml mgnifm&nﬁ m@éif%@aﬁmsg Yo

masi unders%aﬁd the aaiiviiy of seif‘ucansmausness as eeeurring in

PrRIE

1&1@&! PF‘ 93"”99‘
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time, and conceive the Ego and the NensEgo not .&s% ‘?’»@65%%&&, * but glven
as co-original. f?wh&a in&m Wemed %he»
Mwiparally deimminiﬁg eamh a%her as abgmii% aaﬁvi%ies *%ha{ are
pxamieé iegetﬁer 8o that ihe ;mre ae&ivﬂ:y af’ ihe ﬁg@ can hava
ob,;e@h “’i‘he pum a::ﬂwiy af‘ ﬂm Ega im ‘&hami‘am* new, as ma Fe-

0 Mﬁ «the ﬂamﬁ'ga aa Fom

: quiraé, the eau% of ibe ebmﬂva mhvi ty ui‘ the Ego, amm no obe
Jjoot can ba pmsttad without ite al same ﬁimiiaﬁy spaaka esf COf
ecmaaﬁéss as haszmg bo% tm agc ami the mriéﬂ what F iah%a calls the
», ﬁcw-&ga, as ah;wts %“nr apmiamms mnwmum%s, wh:eh is an emply
: sgzorxtamziy dimcied whu! ly wﬁmé& gaf i%aseif‘» . ‘i’he se!%mmiwsmsa
.%hai F ;e:hie spaaﬁa o? can be Bﬂd@fsﬁ:@aé as’ & nw»pa&&i;m&i awax*m%e
»; of its&lf smc:e saifwmm;wmess for F ichte is mr& ms “object, hor is
“ ixt am %istent, mm i*ﬁ is ttw s@nﬁikim i‘w emsizemeb ’
| $dea3$m is avaiéaé hy Saﬁr@a amé by iM& iﬂmwremﬁaﬂ of
ﬁahte, because conm%wmaas cannot be wads an Qh‘;eci for itself,
ixka ighe irmmndental esga a»f‘ Kaw%; and cmaiwsmsa :a rw*‘t the sub-
| jw& becsaﬂae it no imger hag’ amy am%en% m to ii@ spmtmesityo The
'enzy my thai sar{m*s thwry @an he@ema a:: ideausm ;s to t?y ‘ka grasp
caﬁﬁcimms ami mak@ an mb,jwt fwi of i%, thareby eﬂéwéag it with
an ega am;% an cpam i;r ihai was not kham fmmﬁeativeiya t’t is then
' thm ega tha‘& ifs sean ae ﬁhe wsﬁm m’“ an sewgg as swme ihai ideal~
| isﬁcany cmtaias ihe mwiam cs? the m?lﬁa ﬁy at‘f&rming iha source
‘_ | @f béiﬁg te be an empty c@nsﬁ:i@uanass, sar%m mé ff wme place ihe

i

‘mm@, The_Science of Knowledge, |
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phasis on constiousness of the Ego and the flon-Ego.
James can be said to conbine the two trends of thinking that |
have come out of Descarfes, that is the non-egological and egolegical

theories of consciousness. dJames is concerned only _&%t& expxai?a%agf

consclousness as it appears. Thus, James and Sarire have in common
their desife 1o explain what consclousness iss As we have indicated,]
‘there are several problems that arise concerning James' theory, and it
is to thoss that we shall epply Sartre's theory of consclousness.

The first problem cencerns the felation between the present
Judging ’f;iﬁa%ﬁ and what it appropriates. It would sesm that there
is a 'gsés*'&: of the Thought that avtematically retains all that has gone
on before it in previous Thoughts, and & part that can actively select
from these retentions the parts thad it wishes to use or consider in
the present ;::hes@ of msciﬁusneas. A Sartrian answer would be iiwat
tha anmf“lectmi amwiwmsa mmr ;uarf‘ama the fwmﬁim of contine
ualiy sy&hamiag éha past and pmm& moments of mscmusmsm
What Sarire does not accol
ness seimi& a eeriain paﬁ sﬁ' this synthesis to use or considers 1t

it for is the way that the present consciouse

way be ihai what apgwars to b@a & aaie::ﬂw process is only a function
that is aitr ;&w‘&aé to %ﬁe egt, whi le cmsaiwmss, as spontanaous,

does mﬁv selects it is pure wﬁw;%w This ‘ml;d still mi acoount
for the ?aei_%ha&' mlmwk temembi |
may of may not become available at a later time: It may be that dames?

of certain things at one time, which

Ipbove, Ppe R3-28.
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doctrine of fringes can at lcast provide the woy to look at the manner
in vhich the selective process %a%& piamﬁl The felt relation of cer-
- tain fa’kainsfi olements to the present object of msﬂia@fﬁéﬁgaﬂwa
- the siemen*ﬁata be closer, as it wore, $0 the object of : é@ﬂé@imﬁrmsm
These elements are mors readily available to memory than those that have
@ very slight relation to the sbjoct of consclausnces: However, this
does not explain how the elements are chosen a@'mm’g related, of how
& spontaneous conscisushess that Is directed wholly towards iis object
‘ean be selective at all, ”

demes adnits that we cannot know anything about the present

phase of conselousness, yet he still wants to hold that there is &
self maesﬁy Sartre would say that James e mistakenly applying to

" the unref lected Thought what he finds In the mﬂmw Thought, that
" is; an egos it would soem that Sartrets theory would be aceeptable to
-~ James if ‘James wers willing to sdmit that the present unreflected o

Thought vas impersonal in matures He would have avelded some of his
 diffieulties had'he soen that conssiousness, besides being censciove
ness, beaides being mwﬁw&awﬁﬁf the world, it consciousness (of)
"mmiélusﬁﬁasg and that in going from oné Thought to the next; he goes
fran the unreflected @&b@i@im#ﬁa%& the veflected ones it would mean
- getting rid of Jamss! notion that the ego actively participates in the
formation of our doncept of ourself, a dtrky which impersonal conscious-
‘hess itselfl takes over. Yet, James may be quite amenable to this suge
gestion which would let him pmaar\m his insight that consclousness fg

;,A&geazg .rppa 2687,
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éwa’iéé anaw at each moment.
Tﬁ&: &@dy, gfames bel feves, is %e point where my past is atlached

to myaew by the gxresen% %aught. He a;}ewlatesﬁ

The sense of my bodily existence; however ;abwﬂ?eiy recognized as

such, may then be the ebsolute ori ginal of my conscious e&ifhami,

the f*mdameaia.i perception that | am. ALl epproprations gay be

ﬁg:;%" it, by a Thought not at the moment immediately ﬁ:mgmzed by
Sartre would dnswer that this fwling of the body as such i due to
Jooking at consciousness as it appears in impure veflection, ‘an.e;i trying
to aée: the ego that is found as being fuifilled by the body, an 1llue
saf?y f"‘é.tlf""lviménﬁ;g James? speculations are the result of teying to
find a self ‘that can expmsa the present unreflected f?mugmg an ate
temp*& that Smrtm wwm not i‘:nci mca@aary»

" dames? theory. wncemiﬂg the transitive and substantive parts of

i' ééas«ciwsnsss can be ‘aﬁdef:steca& in tams: of ﬁaﬁw'e‘ thaory of cone
. sciousness.® Sartre mas@ that although the parts that James is
iaiiﬂirag about are only found by Jdaries in ke reflected consciousness,
we can see that what James has said about the iransitiva parts ex-
' preséas much 'of what can be said of the spontaneity of consciousnesss
j"‘1“hma§ s, it ié the as‘is‘ehﬁai: hé‘ﬁlf?é of transitive consciousness fo be o
ungmspable, as is the nature of spm{aﬁwus consciousness. To make
‘a.n ab‘jact out of either one would be to dasa%roy, or at least dagrade,
Cwhat it is.  Hore impéﬁm'c"w' James? maazzaﬁmn that cwsczmum‘sa
:m m{ made up of aeparam maments of ‘consciousness that can be distin~

guishfsd f‘mm emh othewa it 1& instead a a%eam in which all moments

2sartre, gps g;;,@, P 906 sﬁbwe, Pps 2Bw26.
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of conscigusness are but substantislized pieces of its sssentially
transitive nature. What James did not see was that the stream char-
acter of consciousness was due te the impersonal synthesis of con- ¢
soiousness.

Jamee? statements concerning the possibility of the self as
ﬁgubiicly available® are significant in the light of Sartre's theory
which states. that the ego and its states aﬁd.&ﬁii@ns,arg public obe
Jectss  There arise many problems that neither thinker specifically
daa&a»wiih@waa‘warhavé-%nﬁésaﬁed,i concerning how the ego or self be-
.¢omes available to others, whether an explicit act of the conscisus-
ness I8 required to veveal the .ego, or whether, as James suggests,

- thers can be thoughtetransferences It must be remembered that in no
case would Sartre say that the spontancous consciousness itself could
‘become available for public inspection,

By way of summary, in light of Sarire's theory we can go back
over the principal problems of theories of consciousness which we set
upfprﬁviaasly¢a
ls  The problem of the nature of that which does the collecting in
a normegological theory like Hume's is answered by Sartre!s statements
concerning the perpetual synthesis of past and present consciousnesses
that is done in the spontaneous consciousness. This consciousness is
non-positionally aware of itself, and at this level no ego, or person,

appears.

iﬁbove, pp+ 2829, above, pps 85w37.
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2. The question that s concafned with whether an&ih%ﬁg éxf?aﬁéoaa
to the péeaeniuflaw of eanaéicaéﬁess igfééééd'&g.fefieﬁﬁiﬁé*is enswered
by Saw%fa*é“t&eéry that the ego and its states and actions are added by
the igfieefiva aat to ihe acts of e&nsciananeaa fa?ieateé upan. Khat
damea.calia “iha P3Y¢hclegiat‘s fai&acy” werks both waysa it can arise
in the at%ribut;an of Qharamteristtas 1o the raf&eeted cansaiaasnass o
tha& beiang enly ia the r&?imet;vg conscivusness, and vice versa.

3, 3&?&?& answer$ the Questibﬁ Do the individual mental proeeéses
#aqu;re, av have, a self whzeh is their hasia and ins&ig&ier, or is
the self made up of thw individual acts?® by a&ﬁwing that the mge ia
»monstiﬁu%ed thfqugh the emnsaieuaﬁassae» ?ﬁﬁ spnn%aneaas conseiouse
ness dﬂes not hava a persnnai ‘self as its basxs, nor does ;t need aneu
4, The question of whether there is a self that can be found in
Tc@ﬁﬁ¢i¢ﬂ$ﬂﬁﬁs»%hai &asiawes in iteelf as existent, even unreflectively,
is answered by‘saéﬁkafa7ihanry iﬁa&'cenééiausnaes'i§ nor-posi tional
w:thlrespect to ikself, that is, it does not make itself an ob ject far
iﬁaei? and it aeiiher believes nor disbelieves in itsel? as existent,
Sattrets answer to ihia prabiem lies in his belief that it is necessary
%o make samethzng inta an abgect in erder te take an either baaievzng .
or diabexieviﬁg stance iaaarﬁs fte |

5; sarire does not think ihat an a&amperal arigzn of ourself aﬁd

our Wbrld naed ba pasfulatad. it consaiauaness is apprehendeﬁ gust

as at p?esgﬂtavstsei?,‘tﬁaa the origin of the ego and the world will be
seen Lo be that presented spontanecus consclousness itself and any

questions concerning the origin of this consclousness are not valid
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-~ unless the state of affairs that is sought can by nature be presented.
Ao ai@éarél origin is essentially inaccessible fo the phéng@emmgiaai
| _mathoda, o . ‘

6 - comemmg the pmblem af“ mmy and hem wo fm*gei, Sartrds theory

answers that we retain avaryihing ina mﬂﬁﬁu&& ayrsﬁhaaw of paat £o-

ﬂ”saiauﬁne$ﬁes and the prasent cnn&aiﬂusﬁeéaf Hmwaver, as wa have a&anﬁz
,Sartra's iheory is weak in accewnt&ng Fa? au? abiliiy to farge%;

, "7&; " he vee haw indimiedﬁ Saﬁw homs neﬂher a feaiism nor .an

. idealism instead, he finds that there, is a&mm{e apmfmews GO~
l‘sciwsnaas, that is not & sﬁb,;w% b&&ause it is empty of canten% and
._whi_o.h. has th@ ego and. the wwflég whigh _gm ‘@mr iginal, as it objects.

1 Abave, pp. T8=78, | -2%53&;, Pps 60, Tie72¢



SOME BISCUSSION ON %Bmﬁ*ﬁ THEORY

Briefly, Sartre's theory of cunsciousness is that with respect
to itself, consclousness is non-positioral and noregological at the
unreflected lovel. Only in reflection can an ego be found; the ego
is transcendent to consciousness and is the unity of states and aoe
‘tions, vhich are themselves transcendent unities. The ego is a pas
sive relative existent constituted by reflective consciousness. To
;prwi@é a background for the development of this theory, we have lockw
ed at seme of the principal theories of consciousness in Modern Phi-
losophy and some of the problems that arise in these theories. In
this chapter we shall now develop some problems inherent in Sartrel's
theory itself. In particular, we shall congider the discussions of
Sartre by Avon Gurwitsch} and Maurice Natanson.® In the present eseay
we can only hope to skelch some of the difficulties and problems that
Sartrets theory must answer.

in his article on "A Nonwegological Conception of Consciousness,”

Aron Qufwitseh hegiﬁs wiih an accwm of the thewy of wusaiwsn@as

o Iﬁmn ﬁww;tmh, A ﬁaﬁ«-eg@iﬁgwai %meptxm of Consciousness,®
Philogsephy and Phenomenolopical Reseavch, | (1940), pp. B25-338,

2Maumcze Natanson, *’“Fhe‘ﬂmviﬂ@aa and Transcendental Ego," Liter~
Bhilogophy and the Social Scie enges {The. Haguey ﬁi}h&fﬂ 1962 N




‘held by Husserl in the first edition of the Lopische Untersuchungen
ﬁzwseri maintaing that in many exper fences, parﬁmiaﬂy pre-reflec-
_iiswa ones fwbat‘ we have so far ealled unrefleetive ones), one does not
experience his act as part of his persomal life. The ego that can be
found only in reflection is nothing but the united complex of mental
factss ?hu& m mf&wﬁm all that can be dene ig m a\sm'itm a menial
act ‘Eﬂ *khis wmpiax, and f,heres ia no e:emar fmm whmh iha acts mtgh%,
iasue» R y

‘ &w&w ia thﬁ ff .fl g and - : L atior
aérwm, Husaafa endamed an agelagimi @amytim af éanmiauamss,
He a&vmte& the mme@*k a? a *pﬁﬁ’e ego" i‘rm whiczh phenmmciagimi

&mlyms al zageﬁxy reveals our a«aﬁa to emerge. The "pure ego” is not

Gutwi tsch obe

at%&aﬁaﬂ to any paﬂiema? acty ami all sete emerge from this seme
”pure eg@" which *ts*anmenda iham,, ,

| 1 ls againat this latter mneaptian that ‘sartm works out his
’thém*y, wnﬁim‘ting Haaawr}*a WHW viewo %mits@hag{%s wilih .
Sartre that o b asks ¥ '
comes. i‘mm whan an &eﬁ is mfleﬁtad upons lu?wzﬁseh exglains that re-

'f;.,wawanms is nmegﬁ@gtml, w‘t asks where the ego

f’lwﬁm‘s does madify the rei‘%aaim to some extent; however, reflection
should :mig maia@ explicit a»mi disclose ﬁ\a features of what is reflect-

ed on and not give rise to something i?mi wag msi axreaéy %here; aw:.-h

12&» (e:xied by Qumit&eh-‘m 525, of. Marvin Fafbar, U 3
of Phena mefology, (Qam&ar%ége, masm%mmtag mrvarﬁ kiﬂivami-ty “Pfes«s,




as the egoy

in other wordss  vreflection is held bzéﬁaﬁm to superinduce a
- new object and to be over and above the necessary condition of
" the' constitution and existende of this ubject, vizs, the ege.
How then may reflection; as characterized above, give rise to a
hew aggggi? What ig the ndture of the objoct thus given rise te¥
. Under what aspect does this object present itself under the con-
ditions in quesiion? ‘I must here confine myself to raising these
guestions, pointing out what | belisve {o be a gap in Sartrets

 argumentation . | | |
. Gurwitsch goés on to speal of two consequences of Sartrets core

ception of states and actions as‘ transcendent objects and constituted

synthesic unities. Ue can account for any mistakes we might make with
respect to our states of actionsy for example, 1 thought | hated this
- typewriter, whereas | find that I love it instead. This mistake is-
- possible besause the state of hating is constituted out of previous
feelings that t have bad toward this typewriter, each of which was it-
~self a certainty. " In this constitution a mistake may have been made,
- and even if not there may arise a eubsequent Peeling toward this type-
: wa"'ﬁmf will change the state, but never change the facts of which
it is composeds U |

The other consequence is in connection with the comprehension of
other persons? minds.® My ego, states and actions are available to
everyone since they are transcendent to conscisusness of them; ‘they no
longer ‘belong exclusively to me. ' It is only my consciousness that re-
maias 1‘%#;@9&3&%3_& %fa éﬁygne else ’;exéapi 'ézyseif‘; but we can understand

each other through the availability of our'egost

u %Gg_ﬁmts::h, gp» Siles ppe 352-835,  Fhbove, pp, 5850
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It isy of course,:trus that my friend becomes conscious'of his -
love by means of acts quite different from those by means of which
| become conscious of his love. Yet the sense of objectivity cons 5
. sists gpecifically in that the nb eat; as jdentically the same,
" .may and doesipresent itself throu a@tﬁ different f‘mm ene another
mt mly nmvicany but also typ canyo
: Tbus, we éo m‘& heve w acmuni !‘a? our kmwledge of @thef pec;aze by
the meaﬂs af anaiegyg as we wuu:a hawe ta if the ego ware an asaantxai
st?uﬁture a? ¢ansaieasnessb whieh 13 itsexf impanetrab&e<and inacees.
sib!e t@ others.

Rumits(;h gaea on to ampare the constitution of the ego to the
may'tha& material thaeis have he@n found to be a?gaaized unities of
quatﬁias and at‘tribukasa ﬁuat ag matwéal sb;ec%a used to be consid=
seted £¢ have a substance or eaaan@avwhiﬁh suppﬁv&s the qualitias and
‘is the source from which they issue, so the ego used to be considered
the producer of its states and actions. It is the non-egological comm
ception of consciousness that will allow ug to ses the ego as the organe,
ized totality of states and actions, and discard the substantive way of
regarding the egos "As in vegard to malerial things, thinking in tetms
of substentiality gave way to thinking in terms of functions and rela~
tions, se, | submit, it will have 1o do in all flelds of. e'xpa?:iaé@m”a

o @urwiischac@aQXqﬂéa by speaking of the result of Sartve's invess
tigation as being that "The 2go existe nefther in the acts of conscious~
ness not' behind these acts. 1t stands %o consciousness and before con-
sciousness. "™ . The ego only appears from a certain aspect of any grasp~

mg @? %%; at anly &ppeara in mxatim tp tha actim or sﬁaize ‘khmugh

3’&%&5 ’kﬁ@hp it mnp Ppo 854535,
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which it is grasped. We do not doubt that we have an ego, we may only
be in doubt as to what we know or believe concerning its Ve can never
have complete knwieége of either our own or another's ego because
there are always emply meanings? given with any apprehension of the
ego which may of may not be contradicted by further apprehensions. "in
this sense the ego's being partakes of this dubitability or beiter,
‘ relativity, which ig the essential and existential condition of all
transcendent existents,?

In his essay "The Emplirical and Transcendental Ego," Maurice
‘Natanson states that the empirical ego is the present events of my
‘consclous 1ife. Such events are naturally seen as part of my personal
biography, and tbey are grounded in the spatiotemporal world of nature,
particularly in my body, The transcendental eg@f’ is the pure structure
of consciougness that is the matrix of the spontaneous intentional acts:
"The transcendental ego may now be understood as the pure intentional

stream of perceptual acts.™d

A ‘3‘3)! Terply meanings™ we understand, with Guewitsch, gp. git.,
p« 587, "Every apprehension of the ego involves emptly meanings and
intentions bearing on dispositions and actions which, for the time
being, are not glven, i.ee; do not appear through a correspondent
conscious fact grasped by reflection.®

aﬁ‘wwﬁs@h; op. glte, peB58.

| SAlthough we cannot develop it here in detail, we should note
in passing that the {ranscendental ego for Natanson, Sartre; and
Gurwitsch is, unlike Kant's concept, through and through temporal.
We regard this as a problem to be clarified.

4“&‘&&&%1’%9 BRe ﬁiﬁw Pe 46.
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. The question about the relation of the "mine® to' this transcen
_m}tal ego has had two different answers in the phenomenclogical tradi-
‘tion. The first considers experience to be "mine® only because there
,’;i?'s, a franscendental ego that is the ground for the unity of experience
due to its constitutive activity: the theory that Qurwitseh attributes

to Husserl!s conception in the ldess and the Catiesien Weditatior

The other is best gxg;mmﬁ by Ssrire's nonwegological conception of
consciousness, according to which, as we have aeenﬁ all that is given
in and through conaciousness is the gltream of consciousnessw—the cone
tinuous sythesis of past, present and fulure acts.  The ego is not
given in the intentional activity, it only appears as a "reflective
addition.® There is only the non-positional mm@immm {of } cone

sciousness of something:

ssary for e phenomenslogical theory and

Natanson sketches a phenomenologieal approach to consciousnesss

. By approach is built upon the following thesest first, that the
decisive feature of consclousness is intentionality; second, that
intentionality is a nonenatural and purely a a priori structure;
third, that we may distinguish between the emperiential givenness
of intentionality and ite transcendental presuppesitions; fourth,
that the direct experential givenness is nomspesitionsl or in’

" other. terms, presents no °§"; but, fifth, that the transcendental

" presupositions of intentionality do both require and, in some

sehge, preseni a transcendental ego; and sixth, that this tran-
scendental ego is the pure possibility which metephysically under-
iiagdagd attends the actualization of any empirical ego in the
W’ﬁ ™ ) L Co | AU L N . : 4

| The first two theses ave necessary for any phenemenological: -

theory of cénsciousness and are held by Husserl, Sartre, Gurwitsch,

Labove, pp. 59-40. PNatanson, ope Sites ps 47




_and %atan%m ?he emw and f’@ﬂwing i'hasm are where Natanson
- differs. He gﬁees ai@ng wi th Sartre in sayi&g ihat in our immediateiy
presented censcious, aeiivity m t?amcemfeﬂml égea is f‘wné, The latter
is a tmnmendeatax stmeiwe which is an ultimate “pmwpgasi&m’*
. ‘far wha% is imeéia%aiy gwwantw, that is;, universany found in all
: emréeﬂ@e» *!’hia trammﬁentax ega is {he unif‘ie? and dxm:tar of my
maaciaua 1ifes it mekes it my conscious life. |

’ftm reimignamp betwsen ’km ego 88 empirical ‘and as transcen-
: ,@mm is concedved by Natanson 1o be one of itga raa‘&uai_iza%ian of the
":.‘pwé p@si&iliﬁ% of the latter by the FoFmer. My mi#‘iwﬁ existence
is a mcuectim out of the pum possibilities of conscicusness.! For
&rﬁm ihia rexat ian r:h%ins batween the pmmmi‘”imtm consclousness
and the amp;rimi ego that is amiitmed by it. HNatensen saye that
-Sartm mvef gives a mﬁisf&cﬁmw answer to what this vélaiim cone
" sists in, and Sarire csnnot explain this relation without recourse to
a t?ansmndentai €go. ‘
if we mﬁazdam Natansen continues, Sariret's application of his
theory to the case of helping Peter? we find that instead of *f am in
‘ the pr&ﬁeﬂce of Peter's sufi‘ering ,juﬁi as § am in the' ‘presence of the
| :4’.’.‘010? of thisa mksiaﬁw 8, Peterts suffer ing is not merely given; it
is given to @a In ihie‘#eaﬂéﬁi it differs qualitatively from the
'gi%nms of ‘the color of an abjw% whmi‘x is for’ gg ahservem ﬁcwever,,

}Jik!.ﬁw P 48; . g&bﬁ%g pe 4&' ;
SSartre, op. gifes po 56,
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the pity | may feel for Peter, and his quality of needing help, require
en act on mm«i for them to be reecognized. ’Faftie#%ss need is an objeo~
- tive quality of his being only if | refuse to Fecognize sur encounter
‘as a human acty "The suffering, anguish, and desperation of fellow men
‘may be encountered as objective qualities of their being only if | choose

to éiwme myself frﬁm'%he maammg of recognition as. a human acte™
This féé@gnitiaﬁ requires the ground of an ego. that ie phenomenologios
a;2y~pfi§é to the ahjaai$’that»i%;eﬁmcﬁn%argf.

Suppose that we consider the ego, as do Sartre and Gurwitsch, as
the correlate of refie¢%§Va acigwma unity that sppears only as one~
sided tﬁv@wgh~the particular state or action. ."How can | vecognize

the transcendent éga as mine unless the individual acts a?'seXQ»vefiec»
tien are caught up in a ihemaiiciaaﬁiinaum of self-recognition?"®
This would imply that there is an ego which is the iranscendental
~g§aﬁhé aﬂééeﬁadiiiaﬁfﬁf-ih@~ra?le@ii@ﬁ*iﬂ which & transcendent ego is
founds an ege that is abie'ﬁe-}eaégnize this i?auséeﬁdemifega as its
~own and na{ someone else's because t&ia iran&aandent ego is the core
relate o? the transcendental egaa :

Sartre interprots the Kantian ™ think® as a mere formal condi-

ivﬁ&aﬂ whaﬁ—ii is said 14 must be able ia aauampany; ﬁﬁwever, Natanson
| gaes on, thzs does aat mean tha% there are moments of consciousness
‘w&%haui an egos The aacamganimea{ of the transcendental ego is a
hecessary pﬁ&sibili%y, and is phenomenologically prasented in the ace.

%ivéty of aenseiausaesaa

’“M&f&nﬁﬁﬂy Kejo T Sé,a«e pe 80 a; big#g P 5l.
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The {ranscendental 3%& is not direcily presented in the inmediacy
of congciousness, but ils formal character is not vestricted to
its "validity" or pure possibility; instead--and this is the vhole
point=wthe transcendental ego is continuously evident and given in
the thematic recognition that shocks the entire range of experience
into existence as pine."

The transcendenial ego is the ground for there being my life as
an empirical fulfillment of the possibilities of the transcendental
ego. The support of this thesis is to be found by making thematic the
transcendental ground of intentional life, and not in consciousness as

it is projected into mi#wal existence.

Let us bring together the results of our discussion by inﬁicat-iﬂg

ry leaves us with, and by offering a

some of the problems Sartrets the
tentative solution to these problems.

Gurwitech aske how Sarire can spesk of reflection as superinduo-
ing a new object over the unreflective nonepositional consciousness,
that is, the ego. Yo be sm, unreflective consciousness is haid to
be uniting itself through the continual synthesis of past, present and
future acts; however, it doss not have any quality of being engaged in
by an ego; it is impersonal. Yet reflection cannot produce whaﬁ is re~
flected on; reﬂeﬁe{;ipﬂv can only disclose and make explicit something
that was already there. Thus, our problem is how we can understand
the ego which is seen in reflection and was not there unreflectively,
or prew-reflectively.

In a similar monner, Natanson asks how the ego that is seen in
reflection as a transcendent unity to consciousness can be conceived

as gy, ego unless there is a correlative unity on the gide of consclous-

1tbséu' Pe 52+
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ness that w épfwe%‘;nd the&maaceﬁdahi ﬁaiiy as 'i‘% m,f ‘I%ci% only
must e:msaiéusness be a unity;. but it must be un;ﬁed in sueh a way
that its recognition m‘ tﬁa transcendent ego ia a remgnmm of tha
ogo as ming, Natanson also a&ks %ww ﬁaﬂm can account fof the rela-
tion betwaan tm transcendent esga ami ‘the spontaneous impersonal con-
sciousnesst "What is the connection between the Mhimﬁng a%rmim'e
of pm«fefieatiw mnwiemamw and the wif‘wm?iwiive person who has
& name, & umque Magrag;hy, and a life?ﬁl ﬁithﬁu‘& a t?anwendm&a&
ego there can be no realization tM& my conscious acis am part m“ oy
1ife¢

in mﬁnwﬁim mth & previous problem we are led to quasiicm the
‘aosesafbility wo have te our consclousness when Surwitech says that
"y ego and my peychic fasts, In contradistinction to the canscious
acts, are then no lﬁmga?my:#kﬁiimi&ar property, they are accessible to
gthér‘v people, vhereas my wag@imaeﬁé s nots it is and remains closed
and impenetrabie for évafyona except myséi?g**s Aiihwgf\. éansciwsnesa
ia aware of itself, it is an awareness that is im;mrma&, of pre-per~

sonal in @urwiiwhf& temmé 'i’his mld :mpiy that even x? pure con-

1.!..:.2»» ps 49,

BYe must realize that any distinctions that we draw with vespect
%o consciousness are only for analysisj there can be no infinite re-
gress in trying to grasp the reflecting on the refleciing in any mo-
went of consciousness as it is itself presenteds

%urwitmh, 28s gifes ps 555» ‘ o
Ao emphasize again that the tgelf-auareness® of whéezh we speak

is sirmgtat«- orward, act raﬂeetive, and is to be sharply distinguished
from a roflective, hence personal self-awarensss,
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s@iwwsa becomes awaﬁabze in {:hes p!mnﬂmwwg%m mﬁw& fon it
could mt ko rceognimd as my. conseivusness, in !“mﬁtg it would be hard
4o tell how thzs;@ﬁwiwma& that .is.presmied is rolated to the prem
reductive self that initiated the Inquiry.

As we, have geen, the pre&&gma Natenson r&éaas with respect to a
s*t;riai non-egological theory of consciousness {problems that bring out
an almost Kantian desive for the conditions necessary for there to my
mnmisa%a 1ife) can be solved, he believes, by a}leév'iﬂg for a trane
scendental ego the "metrix® of. agia@i‘ consciousness. - This ego is not
given ,-i,u‘ the immediacy of consclousness, but it is phenomenologically
pma*&étaé in the onmgeing activity of consciousness. Natanson Qéua%aa
a norepositional @n@ﬁi@sﬁmg wi th the ﬁoﬁaappsa#an@e of an ego in
such & way tbat we beemm wnmsaé when he goes on. ta assery that there
is an ogoy one that is i:he matfix of the. a@ﬁ& of consciousness. On
the one: hand, he is. .mni-ng to a&y:that.m ego is presented to the puve
reﬁeatiw act of. phazwmemkagimt imm iﬁm On the aﬁw hand, the
*kmnsmndenﬁal ego is allegedly gmsenieé asg tha unifier and director
of my amaawua 1i€e~ it is preaantaﬁ as the cardinal greumﬁ for there
o' be my conscious life. He way mean that in the final aﬁalyﬁia the
‘Emn&mndantal eg& is Wived ﬁu be the wwaﬂmﬁwe mzweinusnaw
{of) mnwiwanesag but he ﬁ@es rw& explic;ﬁly resolve the Gic:ha%emy
&etweﬁa the mn-«po:aitiml cmwiwsmss and the if'anmeaﬁenﬁa} ego. ‘
Natansen wishes to re;iam @aﬂ?ﬁ"& mﬁmpiim of emsctwsﬁess as im-
persanai spmtaﬁeﬂy, wma ailawmg for a tfangﬁendenial ego whicb is
ﬁm baaiﬁ f’@r oy consclous ¥ifes

Yo msolm eha éilemma which Gurwitsch and Natanson zead to in
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»dm;ei@iﬁg .%v‘xm, we ﬁh&ﬁ guggest, i prolimisery fashion, a solu~
tion which wéu}d; resolve those problems. -

e have refarred {o the way Surtre, Gurwitsch, end Nalanson .
treat. the attitude that consclousness tskes toward itself pre-refloc-
,tiva?iy; although aﬁ%ifuée is much tvo strong a word for this relation
in these *&.ﬁwriam‘ fn Sartrets theory consclousness. (of) consaious~
negs is némpaai tional, vihich Mﬂ‘&‘ for Sartre that it does not make
an objeet of ftself, nor does il asssume a position of helief or dig~
belief with regpect to itself as existingy it iz what he also refeis
4o as non~thetic mwiagsm&a&i Gurwitach holds ‘Eﬁai although the
p?mfefl&ﬁ%i% conscidusness ie not made an object for itself, it is,
nevertheless, aware of itself as existing.? Natanson calls the pre- -
mf‘lec@iw eoneciousnesy aw;msitmm}, yet he allows that it is
elso personal.  Matangon and Gurwitach do not hold that consciousness
is inmpersopal in the sense that Eaf‘ﬁ'a says it igp it i:s ﬁi’sm differs
ence. in the semse.af imperaonality of consciousness that gives us a
clue 1o understanding the significance of the differences that ve find
in the theories of these three -.;:%iemmemiag:i‘sis@

fle would like 1o suggest that there is a basic confusion con-
cerning the concepts of the nor=positional ami the nonethetic. They
are not to be consi dered as e:’:guw%iénﬁ&;; rather they can be feadily dis-
ﬁiﬁgmiaaed; A non-thetic cﬁm&iéu%&a& may ke either; 1) non-posi-
tional and ob Jemwaﬁng; 2) maitimx and aemcxbﬁ@twaiing, ar;, 5)

*smm, 20 mﬁ, P :ss; %umiﬁaeh, o ,m,, p 530,



mm-pasikiamx and n@m@hjectivaﬁingé ﬁiammmiioﬂaiiﬁy hem m?ers
to a méiﬁemmﬂ @f‘ eaﬁse:ieuaue% in which ihe athe:% i nai%er be*
lieved in nor ﬁiiﬁb&h%&# m a8 exia’&eﬂ{mit is what ﬁuaw*l calls a .
“neutral ity modification” of wzswimamm* Conselousness may also
be ob;e@%iva%ing or rm‘h, ihat w, maka en ebj&ei @u‘&: af‘ that of which
it is msaica«us.
. An example of 1} is ihe ;&ereeivihg ef‘ this %iaie in whiﬂh the
table is nmiher baiievaé in nor dis’a;eiwvad k& as existent; a perw'
@aiwng in wmeh 4 esa ghen@memlqgista o inteveﬁeﬁ mﬁy iﬁ %hé
wa.y that &%a tama as an abdaci L.s giwx te the msﬁiwsnasa of ita
hn axample o? 9;) iﬁ an aes’ﬁhaiic appfwiat;m af a %abm whmh is be~
laweé in as existent, alihmgh % am not iwsie# thh it as exia*&ems
t am explicitly busied with it in an a&a‘%h&%ia appme;atsng,, m |
tab;e as exwtant abgmi is qmiy m«ia a iheme oF ebgee% for me uhen
t abjeetivata not the appreciaiing, iw% ihe &eziaviagnpemeiving which
has baen going on all ihé iimeu ﬁm éxample af‘ 5} i$ aﬂ aesthetic apw
weciaiim t>f‘ a tabia whmh w éeither balwweé m m? dzsbe; ieved m
as axistan%, pethaps fha n@mpwitimhty can ba ait?ibutaé ta tbe
1imﬁi..‘s’cirv:a’fam-:'sz:: of whai is appreaiaieﬂ due ta pﬂﬁ? ligh’eingo 'Pha —
meitiﬁnaiiﬁy may ais@ ba due % %&e aﬂx%&d& that tl’w phenmaiagtsi
is taking.‘ o |

Sa?im Wld say wnsciwsmm mﬂher bel ievas aar dlsbel jeves
in | usew as existing b beaausﬁ it does m ,gm g ;_ o objectivate itself.

%ssm, jﬁggﬁ, &p. asaa b
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However, the ?ac*& that it does not sabjecztxw% itself does not Imply
“that’ it does not b@ii@w in 1%&&@1? as ﬁx%aiznwguai: as the fact that
{oam aestmtimuy a@prwiaﬁmg wneth{ﬂg does not fmply that | do not
believe in the object as existing. im&@e«é, %Sw gecond mample shows
c::iearly abgwﬁwatmg is a further act (in whi«‘:h an 8o is almy@ e
gage&tj and is diﬁ‘arm«k from helimzing«
¥ith these disﬁmctmm in mind, we would H&ﬂe to submit that
conseious ;(ai*) consciousness is of the second tsim of nom-dhetic comm
miwsma;aa H does not abdacﬁwaie iiself‘, but ;t dues. mintaiﬁ a
stance or beliel with respect to itsalﬂ As there is mmmwaa&ss of
liking peanut Im%er there ig gimtaximewsiy & pe3i£39m1 wngciemw
ness of this mnsaiwmam in fact, thers ig a pa&iﬁinmx cmae:imaaw
ness of a consciousness of peamﬂ butter that my be mitiwf bel feved
in nor disbel i&w& in as éxisﬁmh : fhe wmmimsamsa {of) is fonmobe
"jee‘ﬁivatmg mwreas the mmiwamw of paaﬂnt butter is objectivating.
This believitag in itself as amsﬁ&ni iiw& wn&eiwm&sa has doss not
fmply that sapamm *’suhatam," a selﬁ is fwsieved in as exisient.
’ﬂﬁ‘t@&ég we myst di@tiﬁg@isﬁ those aﬂa of mmwiwsmss that

are givafz as having %xeen engaged ia by an ega and thwse %,hs;t are not
gi%n as ?@wiwg basm engaged in by an ego. - e may e:aii the former acts
"aetiwa,“ and the mw mﬂa “passive.” iisa "pasma“ ayn%asia
that seertm talks abmat as the p&rpataa& ayattmia of pasi, pmsem
and *?uiw?e acts of . wmseiman%s. An example of a "passive conscious«
ness s ‘km pemepiicm of the floor that | am staﬁdmg on as | am ac-
tively eagaged in perc:ewiﬂg this table. This means that along with
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each act of consciousness which is given with the quality of being en
gaged in by an ego there is also given various other consciousnesses
which are not engaged in by an ego, such as the perception of the
floor. Each Ypassive™ consciousness can be subsequently given with
the quality of being engaged in by an ogo, as in our example, when |
turn my attention to the perception of the floor so that the table per-
ception is given as "passive” and the floor perception is given as Mace
tive." Y"Passive' in no way signifies "receptivity." Thus, at the pre-
reflective level, there are phases of consciousness that are retained
as that phase of itself which wes anticipated and subsequently retain-
edi’ our phenaomenclogical datum. There is also at the pro~reflective
level consciousness constituting some phases of itself as having been
engaged in, or now engsged in, or anticipated as being engaged in by
‘an ego. In a reflective apprehension of pure consciousness, the phases
‘that are "active" are given as having an egoic quality, and these
phases are passively retained in the perpetual synthesis, "If we com
sider the fundamental for

ig, namely identification, we en-
vely flowing syn%he@is,

Thus, we agree wi{h Sartre that there {s no ego present at the

counter it first of all as an all-fuling,

in the form of the gontinuou

pre-reflective level, and that consciousness does not make an object
out of itself at this levels However, we would want to say that at

this level there are also some phases of consciousness constituted as

3£dmund Husserl, Car Lions, trans. Cairns (The Hagues

Ni jhoff, 1960), p. 41, see aiae>‘
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having an egoic quality. Even at the reflective level all that is obe
jeciivé%eé.are phases of consciousncss previcusly anticipated and sub-
sequently retained as having been engaged in, or now engaged in, of
anticipated as being engeged in by an egps There is no ego. presented
at this level eitber, only an egoic quality of seme mental processess
As 1 objectivate my consciousness of peanut butter in reflection’all
that is made explicit is this phase of consciousness as. having been
engaged in by an ego. ‘The transcendent ego that Sartre talks about is
riot available to the phenomenologist beceuse it does not show {tself in
the Tlow of consciousness: There is presented in the phases constituted
as having been engaged, or now engaged in, or anticipated as being ene
geged in by an ego, the sense of the ego as being one and the same
throughout the mental 1ife.  Shat Sartre talks about wiih-?égﬁfﬁ«ﬁﬁ“
“the transcendent ego is spaﬁaiati%&vwi%ﬁ respect to the phenomenclos
gical method as understsod by Sa#ire, Fusserl, Gurwitschy or Natanson,
By making the distinction between Yactive® and ‘passive® con-
sciousnesses we can see’ that slthough most fundamentslly conscious-
ﬁgaé‘ié & "passive® synthosis and is inpersonal, the retained phases .
may be constiluted as having been engaged in by an identical egos In
other words, some phaééﬁ‘@fJéﬁﬁaﬁiéﬁﬁﬁaﬂﬁxaﬁ& given as having been enw
saged in by ‘an ego, an ego that giv&s~cwﬂaa$§uaﬂaﬁs;evéﬂ at the refleo-

‘tive lével a péraanai?quaiiiy but not a person, 3
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Maﬁansaﬁ, refer tﬂ as: ih& traﬁﬁa@nﬁantai ag@-&n aga that | is not a
ambm%an&ivxzad or rei?leﬂ versiea @F th& activity e? aan&c:muwneﬁa»i
T@ iliwstra%e whai e mean in the ahmv& salutaen we can ?efer %a two
axparsaﬁcaa in nur everyday 1&?@ ‘that @ecaaxaﬂally appear, al%humgh
are nat nﬁmessavily experxanaes ﬁhaﬁ @veryanaféeﬁs havas .

The firai comes abeut as %be resulﬁ of a ?eaisﬂg of Frustra&ian
wh@ﬂ we think QuraeiVeﬁ tarba aai;?e&y unable to aammun:eaie to others
‘xaatly‘whai we are or. are nots Apart from the wanixﬂg 1o canuey what
w$ have dane or been, there is a% times a feeling t%a{ all that we are
is n@t expvessed by what we. finé in ;m@ure re?iac%ian to be our self.
It is an awaraﬁess that iheve is some part of our Qﬂﬁﬁ¢i$ﬂ9ﬂﬂs$ that
;we can almuﬁt grasp, but sach time we dm it slips away. We submtt
tthat what we are trying to gra$p in ihss insianee is thé transﬂandentai
&g@ iiself, wh:ah is ésaaniially ungraspabie as an ob ject far phenome-
nei@ga¢al rafiecﬁzan. All we can and is the phaaes of conseiousness
that ate given as emgag@d in by an ©go; they have an egaam q&a&iiy,
Perﬁaps sama~ex&ra~gheﬂnman¢16gtaal meiﬁ@d must be Found whaah will
allow us %o g?asp and elucidate the ”ege ;iﬁeif‘ﬂ Th@s ﬁxpar:enca is
s;milariy exprassed by $artr¢ wham ba speaks of consciousness. heﬁamxng
anpuasheés

There ara no more b&rraara, no more limzis, ﬂaihiﬁg %o hxde COon-
sciousness from itself. Then conselousnese, noting what could be
called the fatality of its spontaneity, is suddenly anguished:

% » » it is both a pure event of iranscendental origin and an ever
pqas;bla aaaid@nt af our daily I:?e.

zﬁaéanﬁﬁﬁ, ap., gfmﬁcy Bps 5}-“'52- 25&?%?‘93 £/ 23 mn» P 108103,
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The gecond experience is what Herberi Spiegelberg has calied the
*{ameme emperi¢ﬂ¢a§1 This experience is quite distingt from the
iaauéi awaveness thal these acls are my acts and are being performed by
the same person that was yesterday, is today, and will be tomorrow.

It is a distinct awareness, sometimes abrupt and sometimes gradual,
that is decidedly directed to the self as a unique individual, distinct
from anything which appears fo anyone else or even itself in its every-
day awareness. An §llustration of this experience that is quoted by
Spiegelberg is an sutobiographieal fragment of déan,?aul Richter, the
German Romanticists |

t shall never forget what | have never revealed to anyone, the
phaﬂamenan whtch acconpanied the bivth of my consciousness of self
" (Belbstbewusstein) and of which | can spwif both the place and

: ime, One morning, as a very yaung,ahi1d§ I was &ﬁaﬂdiﬂ%
our frani door and was looking over fo the pile on the e
when suddenly the inner visian '} am a me' (jch bin ein lch

down before me like a flash of lightning from the sky, ang aver
since it has remained with me luminously: at that moment my ego
(lgh) had seen itself for the first time, and for ever. One can
hardly concelve of deceptions of memory in this case; since no one
elsets reporting could mix additions with such an oecurence, which
happened maraly in the curtained holy of holies of man and whose
novelty alone had lent permanence {o such everyday concomitants.?

Like the first type of awareness its articulation requires one to de-
grade what is feld if it is to be set down explicitly. Perhaps only a
poetical expression could convey the fieeling that we are on the level

where our self faa&ly res&ﬁaxg 'Wha% ia-expe?i¢n¢a¢ iﬁ iﬁe ‘hﬁamwma*

1amert Spiageibem, the !leammme! s:xpmem in QMMW
and Adolescence,” Ps ,“Z{Kyato), 1961, pp, 138-146,

Rdean Paul Kichter, ﬁ'?; , Samtliche Werke
{Beriins 1862), XXXIV, R6.- N
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is the feeling that what is found fs not something that comes into ex-
is%eﬁesféﬁ'tha%»iimeg;?athe? we fee} that we are bul explicating what
was already there, that is the positionalily of consciousness (of)
consciousness with respect to iteelf. 14 is an active making explicii

what is "passively® synthesized in consciousnesss  We cannot objective

ate what we find in this experience, namely, the tronscendental ego;
yet we do ?ind‘éuraelvﬁag‘aa3ia the first experience, at the level of
what Sartre calls the pure veflective acty; or at the level of phenomew
nological reduction, in: which consciousness s presented as it is in
itself. -

ﬁe can further illustrate what this solution is that we. propose
by gaing %hraugﬁ tha variaua tha@?tes of consciousness that we have
axamined and pe:nting @at where' we ?eei ibay'are close of far f?am
our saiu%;an, As we' have saen,l Sa'?elaiien to Satt?e'a %heary we
‘ag?ee ihaﬁ ihere ia o ego ar &ei? presenied in. prenrefiectiva @anm
sﬁiﬁusﬁesa, ané we- avan ga furihav and say. thai thara is no ega prewi-
sented at tha ?afie¢%ive 16?62 aiihar, only agaxa qualit:e& af canw
‘seiousness, What Sartre did not reslize Is that nonepositionality
does not necessarily follow From the non-objectivation of conscious~
ness by ftselfe=it is & logical; not a phenomenclogical, conelusion.
‘instead, consciousness: (of) {s pﬁ@iii@n&i wi%hzf&spe@%'t@ fiself and
'nan*abJeaﬁivatiag. ”Pas$iva“ manswiaaaaess ia paaii;anaa witﬁ r@speet

to %tsazf but- aaiively i& may (af may nat &&9 pasitxanal wiih respeet

‘Jv,'

- %gsw oo 9005
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te gomething other than. itself. Thus, there mey be a positional con-
sofousness {of} & nonwpositional consciousness of, peanut butter, There
is a trenscendental ego that Sartre would not acknowledge because he
did not want to allow an opacity into consciousness. However, if he
drew the distinction between positionality and .abjaéiivatim he could
allow for. the transcendental ego that is necessery to answer Natanson's
and :Eiu?wiisah*fé. ob jections. that Sartre dees not account for the relation
between. the impersonal consclousness and the transcendent ego, and
still maintain his insight that consciousness is sportanecus and im-
personal.

ﬁimiiaﬂy, we can hold with Gurwitsch thal "Fhat we are lefi
with by the. ph@mmemmz;ieai reduction is transcendental consciousness .

as an apsrsonal or w’epemwai field, And at the same time we can

answer. his question about whaiviia explicated in reflection that shows
itself as an ego by our concept of consciousness as posidional with
respoct 1o itself, although we would not want to-say that an ego ap-
;mr% ualy fhhe‘, egniﬁf quality of ,mﬂaéiw:smam» ¥e carn answet' .
| Ciu#m%scb ‘ by drawing. the distinction between the Ppassive®™ and "active®
consciousnesses and showing that vhat is explicated: in reflection is
consciougness constituting some phases of ﬁ%‘.gl@*&? as having been en-
gaged in, or now engaged. in, or antieippted as being é@gﬁgﬁé in by an
05 ihasez phasges are miiw%&.- as having an egoic quality. |
We can agr% with Natanson thats "An alternstive interpretation

*Mwima, gg. ,_é&a, ps 330,
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is to treat the tﬁansaeaden%ai canditian as formally ?aquﬁreé but at
the same time as phenameneiagicaily §resaﬂted in the aﬂwgaing a@ﬁiviﬁy
of esnseéﬁﬂanaes,“1 The e{atuﬁ of the i?ansneﬁdeniat oge in Natensonts
iheary can be seen more qiea?ly iﬂ l;gni of our aaiut:ca ﬁha% %he tran-
ixsaaﬂdentai ego is the euna@iauanass (6f§ maaacfeuanesa w%:eh is posi=
.tianalg aamwﬂbja&tavaﬁﬁﬂg wiﬁh reaga@% %o 1%&&&?, aﬁé is a "paﬁazve“
"impevsvnal syntheeis of phaaes @f e@nsmﬁeusnaa@es that may of may not
have beeﬂ engagaﬂ in &y an egev ﬁy draméng ﬁhﬁﬁﬁ #i@ﬁinﬁt:ﬂﬁﬁ we can

- gee thai the uﬁi%y wf aeﬂs&iaushess that is maeéesary far us io recog-
nize acts of e@ﬂscieusﬁéaﬁ as giﬁg is a un&ty that is passavaly” ‘o
Vamﬁ_hs:ilﬁ;”aagg,awa#e~QF iiaaif aa-exé&%ea% and the pame, Thus; what

| maiansan called, with Earire, tﬁe manmpa&itianality of ¢¢n$c§ausneas

{m?) is what we have called a,ﬁan~the&rm Q@ﬂﬁ#iﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ$, a consciousness
which is p@sitsonal ané ﬁaﬁ»ab;eeiivatiaga And it ia this conscious~
nasar{mfj ihat we calz with ﬁa%anaan Qﬁﬁ ir*;;?

indeﬁiai ego, the pure
~$€¥u¢§u?n of @aﬂsﬁiausnaﬁso |

We have saié that no @g@ s praaanted at either the pra»raf!aciive
noy fhe r&f!eativa level, ﬁawavsr, ﬁa?trﬁ, Garwuisah, and Natanson do
ifal%‘ébcui‘aﬁ-egc that is transcendent or ﬁmﬁiriaﬁls':ﬁe do not ‘deny
* that our acts @f<¢$ﬂ$&i@%&ﬂ&$& haxe an ag@ic @uaiz%y; but there is no
ego 3iae1f pre$eated» fihat may be found in an inpure reflection is
the ‘ego on the horizen of the a@ts, but what this ego is can only be
empinly painted QQ, &n any caae, the ifanaﬁandeﬁtzegﬂ éan only be seen

1§aﬁansmﬁ, g@, g§z¢§ p4 524
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in a reflection that is'g?auhdeé-in'%he"werié,‘ihai isy anFimyu?aifa%
?&aciiaﬂ. in iﬁevphenamanoiagzaal reﬁuwtxeﬁ, or ﬁﬂfﬁ-?ﬁfZEQiiﬁﬂg no -
:i?&msa@ndam% ean~vamazm», tharw is @nzy*ﬁha Qn»gﬁiﬁg canaaiauaneaa and
',tne &ranseendeatai ¥ as the ?unﬁamsatai graunﬁ far thafa ia be o

" mental 1£fe.‘ '

In reiai:an to our aalmki&n that a@nsaiausness ia»yasiiiﬁnal
with respe@t to i&&aé? we can gee thai Basaartas saw that sonsciousness
doet bellave in ;&sez? a8 axisiant at all iames, hawmvar, he was net
aﬁla te gee %ha dzsiinﬁtimn beiweea impure refkaeﬁian, tha iavak at
which ha cartied aui bia.maﬁi%aixng, and pure ra?l&m%xan, i&e—ievai ia
which his meihcé@l@gical éﬁubixﬁg almost led hﬁmal Lﬁxﬁniz is quite

close to our pf@pasal in his th&ary of the g ”_', pers frist:
are sim;ia? to the pa&aiv& syﬁihes;s ﬁh&i 3$Apasi§§enai, & ﬁynthaszs
that can be maéalax@iiai% in 3&&?6?@&?&%93&” Heither Locke nor Hume
could find any expewiéﬁee~@f'iﬁe«*i»amﬁma**tyéa-in‘whi@%‘tﬁey_wnu1&~f
“have a percsption of an identical self which is passively $§n@§asim@a
'iﬁ ¢¢ﬂs§§éasness‘

ﬁeié was mistaken that i% is memar; that g;v&a us evidence for
a personal. zéeﬁtiiy.‘ He g@ﬁfuwed, as we have aaan,e mesory with the
’paasiva,retentsﬂa of past, present; and future consciousnessess Kant
and Fichte may be said to &aﬁe‘fl‘auﬁé m that consei wsneaés is "passive-

‘ ly" awa?e a? x%seif a8 ex;stent as in Kaht‘s iheary of the "t %hink"

lEdmund Huasa?l, ffj'f'_y ;5':”;-"*“’, pp.,zvﬁ,@

,2a§aw$; ppi B7-88. -
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Fichtels concept of the "pure, self-returning activity of the Ego,®
but neither of these theories vas the result of a descriptive analysis
of consciousness. They were logical analyses of the conditions necese
sary for consclousness to be the way it appears to be. Thus, they
started from an impure standpoint that presented an empirical ego
which they then tried to explaing as a consequence, their Fesults can
hardly be called phenomenological. dJames mistskenly assumed that since
the Thoughts were given as egolc that an ego was present in consciouse
ness; he saw that the phases of consclousness were synthesized; but

he assumed that this implied a self: However; there is no ego that

is acoessible to us; as phenomenclogists.
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