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ABSTRACT

FROM EPISTEMOLOGY TO ONTOLOGY :
THE HERMENEUTIC CIRCLE OF DIFFEREKCE AND
IDENTITY IN THE THOUGHT OF PAUL RICOEUR.

This thesis has attempted to examine Paul Ricoeur's work
as a whole. Its aim has been to enguire whether the dialectics of
difference and identity played any essential part in his hermeneutic
phenomenology.

The introduction gave an overall view of Ricoeur's
writings situated within the contemporary landscape of Prench
philosophy.

Part I set out to study Ricoeur's abstract phenomenology.
The results obtained showed:

1. That Ricoeur's philosophical background, especially Husserl's

phenomenology and Marcel's existentialism, had a deep influence
on him;

2. That his structural phenomenology of the will, developed from
an imaginative combination of Husserl's epistemological method
and Marcel's ontological vision, to constitute a framework
towards the understanding of human nature;

3. That 'man's non-coincidence with himself' brought an existential
distance within structural unity, thus leading to an abstract

reflection upon the structures of human reality, and to the
disclosure of a 'fault'. ;

Part II enquired into the emergence of Ricoeur's

hermeneutics, a turning point tgwards concrete phenomenoclogy. This

study demonstrated: )

1. That the 'same' of meaning could be reached only indirectly
through the 'other' of signs, of symbols and myths calling
for interpretation;

2. That such an 'other' had to be critically deciphered if it was



iii
to disclose the 'same' of consciousness;

3. That the structure of symbols, understood in terms of archaeo-
logy and teleology, explained the conflict of interpretations

wnich, in turn, and when arbitrated, revealed a 'same’'.
Part 1II studied Ricoeur's concrete phenomenology of
language and narrative. This discussion showed:

1. That the hermeneutic circle of explanation and understanding
was 1tself e dialectics of dirference and identity, at the

level of text and semantic innovation;

2. That identity could only be a narrated identity since man

finds himself via the mediation of stories and histories.
Thus, the conclusion must be drawn that the dialectics of
difference and identity is the touchstone beneath Ricoeur's herme-

neutic phenomenology.
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INTRODUCTION

'Le méme et 1l'autre'

It is true that philosophy,

in its traditional forms of onto-
theology and logocentrism ... has
come to an end. But it is not true
of philosophy in the other sense of
critical speculation and interroga-
tion ... Indeed the whole contem-
porary discourse of overcoming and
deconstructing metaphysics is far
more speculative in many respects
than metaphysics itself. Reason is
never so versatile as when it puts
itself in question. In the contem-
porary end of philosophy, philosophy
has found a new lease of life. 1

The following study is concerned with the philosophy of
Professor Paul Ricoeur, which in our view, illustrates pe;fectly the
'new lease of life' envisaged by Emmanuel Lévinas. The principal
argument of this thesis concerns the problem of identity and difference
referred to in France as 'le méme et 1'autre!'. This was chosen in
response to the current post-structuralist problematic of‘anti-
humanismlthat leads to the disappearance of the unity of the subject,
together with the destruction of the all-powerful 'ego' and - even
more disturbing - to the liquidation of identity, in a desperate
attempt to think difference as difference, as the 'other', without
subordinating it to the 'same'.

Paul Ricoeur's views are too deeply rooted in the tredition
of phenomenology to follow such a trend, born of French Nietzscheanism,
yet he does not ignore the current intellectual landscape in French
philosophy. Rather, he meets the challenge by endorsing the

necessity and value of 'suspicion', and by offering his own

1 Emmanuel Lévinas in Richard Kearney's Dialogues with contemporary
Continental thinkers, (Manchester University Press, 1984, p.69)




conception of a wounded or split Cogito in reply to the notion of a
'‘multiplied' subject deprived of 'being'. His own account of sub-
jectivity is made clear in the following statement in Richard Kearney's

Dialogues with contemporary Continental thinkers:

My hermeneutical philosophy has attempted to demon-
strate the existence of an opaque subjectivity which
expresses itself through the detour of countless
mediations - signs, symbols, texts and human praxis
itself. This hermeneutical idea of subjectivity as
a dialectic between the self and mediated social
meanings has deep moral and political implications.
It shows that there is an ethic of the word, that
language is not just the abstract concern of logic
or semiotics , but entails the fundamental moral
?uty that people be responsible for what they say.
p. 32)

We wish to stress this relationship between ethics and
language, between Ricoeur's fundamental quest for an ontology of
human reality and his operative concept of the‘text: itself the
epistemological cornerstone of his theory of interpretation. The
idea of a\fullness'of language that calls for interpretations leading
to an understanding of being and of relations between beings, and to
self-understanding, is a key figure throughout the prolific work of
Paul Ricoeur. It constitutes the dialectic of distanciation and
appropriation, of difference and identity. Both concepts are central
to Ricoeurian hermeneutics but in the form of dialectics, even though
dialectics was condemned in the nineteen sixties as an illusion, as
'la logique de 1'identité’.

Vincent Descombes in Le mgme et l'autre describes this

logic as 'la forme de pensée qui ne peut se représenter l'autre qu'en
le réduisant au méme, qui subordonne la différence a 1l'identitd. A
cette logique de 1l'identité est opposée une 'pensée de la différence'.
(p. 93).

We shall argue, in the following study, that the 'same' and

the 'other' can be thought dialectically, without having to reduce



or liquidate either of them. In our reading of the work of Paul
Ricoeur, we shall both support this argument, and stress the
dominant position that his philosophy deserves in the post-
structuralism of the nineteen eighties. Paul Kicoeur has written
with originality and authority on a formidable range of topics and
we are convinced of the importance of his work for modern philosophy.
Hence, we find it very puzziing to see that his name appears only
once, in a small footnote, in Vincent Descombes' witty book which,
1t should be remembered, was meant to be a guide to contemporary
French philosophy in the last torty years, for the benefit of
readers this side of the English Channel. Why is Ricoeur left out
of the 'tintamarre', that is to say, of what has been talked about
by the media and the educated public? Descombes makes it very clear

that he is introducing the reader to 'ce dont on a parlé dans un

certain territoire et & une certaine époque', and that hié purpose
is only to report 'ce qui a fait du bruit dans 1'auditoire le plus
vaste' (p. 12). But the author who gives the media the final say is
well aware that the public is not necessarily thé best judge and that
such clamorous selectivity is unfair:

... puisqu'elle laisse de cdte ce qui n'a pas

ete entendu par le public, ou ne 1l'a pas été au

méme degre, mais aurait parfois mérite de 1'etre.

{p. 12)

We are convinced that the French public loses much by
ignoring Ricoeur's stimulating and enriching thought, which is
greatly needed today after the wave of nihilism and disillusionment
of the nineteen seventies. Professor Ricoeur is alread& highly
respected in North America as an outstanding representative of
hermeneutic phenomenology. Despite the fact that 'nul n'est

prophdte en son pays', we believe that his time is also coming in

France. His latest book Temps et Récit ITI: Le temps raconté,




(November, 1985) has been awarded the pretigious Prix Hegel for
1985.
The method we shall follow throughout this thesis is very

similar to Ricoeur's own reading of Freud in De 1'interprétation:

essai sur Freud (1965), and this for two reasons. Firstly,

Ricoeur's systematic 'Lecture de Freud' impressed us by its fruit-
fulness. He describes it in his introduction in the following
terms:

Ce n'est pas une 1nterprétatlon a un seul et meme

niveau que je propose, mais une série de coupes ol

chaque lecture est non seulement complétee mais

corrigée par la suivante; on trouvera méme, entre

la premiére et la dernlére lecture, une distance

telle que 1'1nterprétat10n initiale pourra

paraltre ren1ee~ il n'en est rien pourtant;

chaque lecture est essentielle et doit €tre

conservée. (p. 67)

The three 'coupes' are made according to a movement that
begins with abstract, solipsistic Freudian theory and ends in a
concrete mythological philosophy. The epistemological study of the
first cycle focusses, on the question 'qu'est-ce qu'interpréter en
psychanalyse?' (p. 70). The solution to this first problematic leads
to an extension, in the second cycle, of solipsistic theory to the
sphere of culture and 'par choc en retour' to 'la refonte du modtle
initial et du schéme d'interprétation' (p. 70). The third cycle
completes the theory of culture and the interpretation of the reality
principle by lifting them into the mythological realm of Eros,
Thanatos and Ananke. In retrospect, this concrete 'opening' of
meaning, in Ricoeur's words, 'bouscule ... la forme mécaniste’ (p.71)
of the first reading and questions - without suppressing - the
previous epoche.
Secondly, we observe a similar 'oriented' movement

implicit throughout the development of Ricoeur's own work, and we

wish to stress its importance. It denotes a philosophy that does



not enclose itself in a system, but rather remains faithful to its
télan vital' that leads to the 'self', through the mediation of
difference, of the 'other' of epistemology.

The three 'coupes' so strikingly evident in Ricoeur's work
are as follows: Firstly, his doctoral thesis and first major work:

Le volontaire et l'involontaire published in 1950. This is an

abstract, 'eidetic' investigation into the relationship between
freedom and necessity. Its purpose was to show that both are
integral aspects of human existence. In his article ' ldthode et
taches d'une phénoménologie de la volont4:1952, Ricoeur justified his
strict phenomenological method in those terms: 'lLa phénoméhologie
doit €tre, dans un premier temps au moins, structurale' (p. 116).
L'homme faillible published in 1960, removes some of the methodo-
logical parentheses but remains within the framework of an
existential phenomenology. It is the exercise of 'pure' feflection
on unstable syntheses and describes the disproportion between the
intended meaning of freedom and the experience of finitude. Its aim
is to show that freedom is limited not only by human nature but also
by man's inner structure, that is by his non-coincidence with him-
self, a flaw or fault that Ricoeur calls 'fallibility'. This con-
cept of fallibility introduces the possibility of evil, the idea of
a human weakness from which evil can enter man.

The second 'coupe' is the emergence of Ricoeurian hermeneu-
tics, grafted on to reflective philosophy and phenomenology, in

La symbolique du mal published in 1960. This constitutes a profound

methodological shift, away from Husserlian phenomenology, in

response to a new problematic, due to the passage from the possibility
of evil to its actuality. The experience of evil cannot be grasped
directly, it eludes an 'essential' analysis of phenomena and yet

appears to be the 'real' limit to freedom. Therefore the need arose



to effect a detour via the language that reveals evil, that is via
the symbols of evil inscribed in our culture. Symbols are
expressions of double meaning, with a primary, immediate meaning
referring beyond itself to a second symbolic meaning, which is
never given directly. The hermeneutics of symbols set out to
recollect and restore the second hidden meaning. However it soon
became clear that symlLols have another dimension: they not only
reveal the surplus.of meaning in language, they also conceal and

distort it. Therefore, De l'interprétation: essai sur Freud published

in 1965, completes the hermeneutics of 'recollection’ with a demys-
tifying hermeneutics of 'suspicion'. The debate with Freud and
psychoanalysis resulted in the notions of a semantics of desire, of
the archaeology and teleology of the subject: the derivatives of
desire, accessible to psychoanalysis, when reflectively interpreted
reveal a lost archaic heritage - the 'arche' of man which in turn
dialectically points towards a 'telos'. Both human archaeology and
teleology make up the concrete, mixed texture of symbolg)and explain
their complex constitution in which Ricoeur sees the key to the many
contradictory theories of interpretation, for there is no general
nermeneutics. This problem of conflicting hermeneutics constitutes

the theme of Le Conflit des interprétations: essais d'herméneutique

published in 1969. All that hermeneutics have in common is their
shift of the origin of meaning away from immediate consciousness
thanks to the 'teits' they interpret. This emergence of hermeneutics
as the route to philosophical reflection déeg/indeedj'par choc en

retour', as Ricoeur puts it, change the initial model of phenomeno-

logical reflection. As Ricoeur says in De 1'interprétation, 'elle

sera devenue réflexion concréte' (p. 63). It has acquired depth and

even more important has been enlarged by the lingual character of

symbols.



The third, and last of those 'coupes', is the emergence
of an operative concept of the text which transformed Ricoeurian
hermeneutics into a systematic and comprehensive theory of inter-

pretation. Interpretation Theory: Discourse and the Surplus of

Meaning published in English in 1976, focusses on the problem of
language as work. Challenged by structuralism, Ricoeur deepened
his investigation of language, and extended his definition of her-
meneutics to all textuel phenomena. The problem of hidden meanings
became a problematic of indirect reference. The touchstone of this
new development of a philosophy of language lies in the dialectics
of explanation and understanding. It provides hermeneutics with

an epistemological status. And since hermeneutics remains the path
to reflection and to self-understanding, this epistemological
dialectics extends to a dialectics of distanciation and appropria-
tion within the subject that interprets, thus securing tﬂe existen-
tial dimension of hermeneutics. Numerous essays and articles
illustrate this aspect of Ricoeur's research. Particularly important

is his theory of metaphor in La métaphore vive published in 1975,

situated within the problematic of texts, and also providing an
understanding of the question of creativity thanks to semantic
innovation. This innovation is closely connected with Ricoeur's
recent work on narratives in his three volumes of Temps et Récit,
published in 1983, 1984 and 1985.

Ricoeur's project of a 'Poetics of the Will', postponed
since 1950, and meant to be a philosophy of the creative imagination,
now reappears 'par choc en retour' with greater strength in the
light of the new theory of interpretation. The 'imaginary', as he
calls it, be it at the cultural level of symbols, at the semantic
level of language, at the social level of epistemology and utopia,

at the scientific level of models, or at the narrative level of



fiction and history, is a constant theme throughout his work, and
at the end of this third cycle, it stands out enriched with deeper
insights and more concrete than ever. His later writings are all
facets of this theme. Ricoeur tells us that the\imaginarylmust be
understood as a deepening of, and not as an alternative to, 'a
theory of interpretation concerned to pursue the dialogue with the
social sciences ... at a level of radicality wherc the epistemology
of the social sciences would rejoin the ontology of human reality'
(Response, pp. 39-40).

It is at this level of radicality that the dialectics
between 'le méme et l'autre' acquires its fullest meaning and
greatest intensity. Indeed, if, as Ricoeur declares in his article

'L'imagination dans le discours et dans l'action' published in 1976,

the reproductive imagination is 'l'acte de distinction, hautement
conscient de 1ui-m€me, per lequel une conscience pose quelque chose
3 distance du reel et ainsi produit l'alterite au coeur meme de son
expérience' (p. 210), then a conception of imagination that posits
at once distance and experience, difference and identity, in such a
way that they may rejoin without merging is, we believe, another way
of expressing the hermeneutic circle of difference and identity.
Moreover, it is our view that, within the hermeneutic circle,
the self is made different by its 'other', that is by the epistemology
of all the social sciences thought as difference. MNary licAllester's
statement, in her article 'Bachelard twenty years on: an assessment'’
in Revue de litterature comgarée (No. 2, 1984), emphasizes this
argument. She describes Gaston Bachelard's desire to change man in
a radical way, and adds that thanks to his vision, 'we shall learn to
maintain difference, to handle complexity, we are shaken out of the

reductive, identity-ridden habits of ordinary life and thought'(p.160).



Her reflection leads her to the assertion that 'we can no longer
say 'je pense donc je suis', but rather 'je pense la différence,
donc je deviens différent, et étant différent, je pense d'autres
différences' (p. 169).

Such a new state of affairs, in which the 'same' is itself
decentred by its 'other', but not destroyed, 'rather nourished and
sustained by it! (;g;g., p..166), calls for a re-thinking of the
modern problematic. A deepening of our understanding of the self of
identity seems to us more appropriate than a simple liquidation of it.
We have to understand that a wounded or split Cogito, as Ricoeur calls
it, is a Cogito that takes seriously its encounter with its epistemo-
logical 'other'. And it must be stressed that each encounter changes
the ego that appropriates meaning into an enriched self.

Finally, Ricoeur's hermeneutic circle of human 'arche' and
'telos' is set within the larger horizon of a genesis and an escha-
tology, of a radical origin and a final end, a 'Wholly Other' that
escapes the conceptualization of reflective philosophy. “he transcen-
dence gives yet another dimension to the circle itself and highlights
the impossibility of the Hegelian concept of absolute knowledge.
Ricoeur agrees with Derrida's deconstruction of logocentrism when he
says in Richard Kearney's Dialogues with contemporary Continental
thinkers, that we have 'to abandon our pretension to be the centre,
our tendency to reduce all other discourses to our own totalizing
schemes of thought. If there is an ultimate unity, it resides else-
where, in a sort of eschatological hope' (p. 27).

It seems as if beyond the dialectics of difference and
identity, there is for Ricoeur another 'lext', a transcendent
‘duplicate', something like Derrida's 'texte double', and another
dialectics, the dialectics of evil - the mysterious Other of man -

and of reconciliation and restoration, the dialectics of Fault
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and Transcendence. Always present in the work of Ricoeur, this
dialectics that highlights the 'Tout-Autre' has,along with the
'imaginary', gained depth and clarity in this third cycle. And in
return, the hermeneutic circle now appears as an open concrete

circle:

The philosophical task is not to close the circle,
to centralize or totalize knowledge, but to keep
open the irreducible plurality of discourse. It
is essential to show how the different discourses
may interrelate or intersect but one must resist
the temptation to make them identical, the same.
(ibid., p. 27)
The conflict between them must be preserved.

Before embarking on our examination of the hermeneutic
circle in Ricoeur's thought, it will be useful to review the work of
his critics and to consider, first of all, why recent philosophical
argument in France has left Paul Ricoeur out of its 'tintamarre'.

We can only speculate on possible answers by piacing
Ricoeur's work within its contemporary landscape, that is by making
a rapid 'tour d'horizon' of the modern French thought. When existen-

tialism was acclaimed in the nineteen forties and fifties as the

victory of concrete philosophy over the abstraction of academic

idealism, Ricoeur seemed to share the same themes. He too was con-

cerned with freedom, while his idea of fault expressed the situation

of man under the burden of anguish and suffering. When an internal

difference, a 'non-coincidence' with oneself was discovered within
the identical self of idealism, he was quick to reject Husserl's
idealism and the immediate consciousness of the Cogito. He also
stressed the need for a concrete reflective philosophy.

However, his method kept him outside existential pheno-
menology. His search for meaning did not focus on human existence
as it is lived, he did not take the short cut of a direct analysis of
experience but turned to its expression, to language in need of

interpretation. Although human experience is originary, it is, for
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Ricoeur, mute until expressed in a text. This conception led
Ricoeur to the 'linguistic turn' of the late nineteen fifties and

to hermeneutic phenomenology. As he declared in De 1'interprétation:

. e N\ g
essai sur Freud, 'pour devenir concrete, c'est-a-dire égale a ses

contenus les plus riches, la réflexion doit se faire herméneutique'
(p. 62). What then is the difference between Ricoeur and Heidegger
who also opted for hermeneﬁtics in his interpretation of man's
situation and who also spoke of man as language?

According to Ricoeur, in Le conflit des interprétations,

they both shared the same desire for a radical ontology of under-

standing, but Heidegger, along with the existentialists, took the
'short route' that goes directly to the level of an ontology of
finite being in order to recover understanding as a mode of being.
Instead, Ricoeur chose an indirect route, that is an arduous detour
that travelled through linguistic and semantic investigafions,
through structuralism and psychoanalysis, in a word, through the
contemporary epistemology of the human sciences. Ricoeur used those
sciences as mediations on his way towards an ontology of human
reality.

No doubt such detours, so characteristic of Ricoeur's
thought, add to the complexity and the richness of his writings, and
possibly the French educated public simply failed to follow them.
Yet they have produced works of deep insight,in particular his
reading of Freud, his interpretation of the symbolism of evil at
the root of our culture, and his creative investigation of metaphor,
narrative and the 'imaginary'.

Ricoeur's interpretation of symbols, described as 'le
plein du langage', and his study of the symbolism of evil that deals
with words already latently rich in polysemy, illustrated the first

of his detours. 'Le symbole donne a penser'; so ends his Symbolique
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du mal)and this highlights the importance of the pre-reflexive in
his philosophy: meaning originates in sources other than oneself.
Meaning comes from others, who have thought and spoken in other
times and places before us,and it is always prior to the contem-
poraneous co-presence of subjectivities. Therefore we do not create
meaning but re-create it for ourselves in the here and now, according
to our own projects and interpretations.

This centering upon symbolic expressions, upon the
multiple sense of language calling for interpretation, rather than
on direct experience and on 'le vécu', may have appeared too tradi-
tional to the post-war public interested in philosophy and in search
of novelty. And even worse, it may have sounded rather religious.
Indeed it is prophetic in many ways since Ricoeur had the philoso-
phical courage - no doubt sustained by the work of Gabyiel Marcel -
to proclaim the revival of hope and transcendence, and to stand by
the eschatological implications of his bglief against the existential
tide and the tone of alienation and despair echoed in Sartre and

Camus. The spirit of St. Paul, interpreted by Ricoeur in

/ s
De l'interpretation: essai sur Freud as a 'logic of superabundance',

that operates not only 'en dépit du mal' and 'gréce I ...: avec le
mal, le principe des choses fait du bien} but also 'A plus forte
raison' (p. 507), such a logic is also that of Ricoeur's ethics,
emerging at the end of his book on Freud, thanks to the dialectics
of the symbolism of evil and of reconciliation.

Descombes declares in Le Méme et 1l'autre that 'les
oeuvres sont precédees d'une rumeur' (p. 16). If this is so, then
Ricoeur's efforts to recover the spiritual meaning of symbols
through a hermeneutics of recollection and of suspicion - efforts

which were not in tashion at the time - would not have persuaded
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the educated French public to read his work. The prevailing mood

was for novelty in a radical way, which explains why structuralism

was applauded in the nineteen sixties as the new breath of life -
and of scandal as well! The debate lasted a whole decade and swept
away concrete reflection, the subject and, phenomenological
approaches to language. Caught in this nuge wave of noisy debates,
the subtle novelty of Ricoeur's message could not be heari outside
his world of students and colleagues.

Although thought-provoking, his grafting of hermeneutics
on to a reflective philosophy mediated by language, the text, and
all the human sciences, remained unnoticed by those who buy books
on philosophy. Yet Ricoeur stood by his innovation, and accepted
the challenge of the new generation of philosophers, by deepening
his thinking.

Both Hegelian dialectics and phenomenology weré condemned
by 'la nouvelle vague' as illusory because, as Descombes says, they
reduced difference, the 'other', to identity, the 'same', in their
representation of the world for me. Dialectics was found guilty of
being a concept of'identity of identity and non-identity'.
Difference had to be recovered and saved as difference.

The 'holy war' of the nineteen sixties is described by
Descombes as having been conducted 'sous 1'étendard d'une croisade
unique contre le sujet en genéral! (ibid., p. 95). We can now
imagine with some amusement the bewilderment - and hence the
interest - of the educated French public then confronted with the
prospect of a promised land, delivered of such concepts as subject,
identity or representation. Whether or not all this really made
sense for a public outside the intelligentsia remains a mystery.
Also, as Descombes remarks, many will have certainly confused

semiology, the theory of signs offering new depths in our conception
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of meaning, with structuralism, a structuralist philosophy in

in which Descombes sees a philosophical rationalism and a critique
of both phenomenology and semioloéy, and which‘Ricoeur rejects as
reductive and unfounded.

Semiology is not philosophy, it is only a structural science
that distinguishes between language, understood as an unconscious
system of signs cqnstituted by differences and oppositions, and a
speaking subject who consciously expresses his thoughts and lived
experience and who communicates them to another subject placed in
the same semantic field. Ricoeur agreed with the need of an
understanding of structures. He recognized in them a necessary
intermediary to hermeneutic comprehension.

The problem arose with the confusion between this
epistemological science and philosophy, by which man merely appeared
at the service of signifying structures. We can imagine'the reaction
of a public that was now told, to quote Descombes, that 'Le sens
apparagt avec le signifiant ' (ibid., p. 118). It remained
flabbergasted. And comments like, 'les structures décident et non
1'homme! L'homme n'est plus rien!' (ibid., p. 125) were not meant
to be reassuring people.

The semiotic disciplines, however, brought their own
objective contribution in their search for a universal reason.
Descombes highlights psychoanalysis and structural anthropology in
their search for privileged methods of understanding the irrational
both before us - the savage - and within us -~ the madman.
Indeed, Lévi-Strauss applied the structural model to myths on the
assumption that they were systems of communication comparable to
language. He brought out their internal logic and arrangement and
successfully‘explained'their structure in terms of constitutive

units. But, as Ricoeur rightly says, he did not\interpret’them,
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since he left out the 'aporias' of existence to which they refer
through their structure, that is the existential paradoxes concealed
within their hidden meaning, and ultimately he missed the reasons
why they were written in the first place.
\
Ricoeur fully supported linguistics. He wrote in The
Phenomenology of language,(1967) that 'It is through and by means of
a linguistics of language that a phenomenology of speech is today
conceivable' (p. 19). However, on the subject of a generalization
by Lévi_Strauss of the linguistic model to the entire level of
thought, making thought that which does not think itself, Ricoeur
declared as follows, in‘Clau&»Lévi Strauss: iéponses“a quelques
/

questions, (1963) at the end of a debate:

e« pour vous il n'y a pas de 'message' ...

vous @tes dans le désespair du sens; mais vous

vous sauvez pa¢ la pensée que, si les gens n'ont

rien & dire, du moins ils le disent si bien qu'on.

peut soumettre leur discours au structuralisme ...

Je vous vois & cette conjonction de l'agnosticisme

et d'une hyper intelligence des syntaxes. Par quoi

vous @tes & la fois fascinant et inquiétant.

(pp. 652-53)

The danger comes, he argued in Le Conflit des intezpré-

tations when the limits of validity are broken:'Avec la Eensée
sauvage, Lévi_Strauss procdde a une généralisation hardie du
structuralisme' (p. 43).

Ricoeur reacted in a very constructive way to what he
collectively called the semiological challenge - the Freudian
psychoanalytical critique of reflective consciousness and the
structuralist critique of a 'speaking subject' - a challenge
that led him towards an eﬁlarged conception of language with his
conception of the text capable of a re-appropriation of both
reference and the speaking subject. But while he accepted the

findings of semiology, he also condemned abstract, structuralist
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philosophy:
Autant 1' anthropologie structurale me paralt
convalncante tant que'elle se comprend elle-
méme comme 1'extension, degre par degre, d'une
explication qui a réussi d'abord en linguistique,
puis dans les systémes de parentéd, enfin de proche
en proche, selon le Jeu des affinités avec 1le
moddle linguistique, & toutes les formes de la
vie sociale, autant elle me parait suspecte

lorsqu'elle s' erlge en philosophie; un ordre

posé comme inconscient ne peut jamais @tre, &

mon sens, qu'une étape abstrajitement separée

d'une 1nte111gence de soi par soij; l'ordre en
sol, c egt la pensee al extérleur d'elle.m€me ...
une pensee qui ne se pense pas. (ibid., p. 54)

It follows, according to Ricoeur, that the structuralist

method is justified only as the abstract and objective moment in
the understanding of self and being, the moment of explanation.
It cannot simply ignore the second moment, that of appropriation,
which consists in someone saying something to someone else about
something: 1t cannot ignore the basic communicative function of
language.

Moreover, it cannot exclude the process of history by
means of which we come to understand ourselves and our possibilities
through the 'text' of human action left by our predecessors.
Descombes points out that history and political ideologies,
understood as myths that have to 'assimiler l'hétérogéne, donner
un sens a l'insensé, rationaliser l'incongru, bref, traduire
l'autre dans la langue du meme' (ibid., p. 129), must be denounced
and 'deconstructed'. But in doing so, Ricoeur insists in\The Human
Experience of Time and Narrativel(1979) th;t both the anti-
narrativist historians, and the structural literary critics, who
took an a-temporal stand through their narrative models and codes
failed to appreciate that 'All narratives combine in various pro-

portions, two dimensions - one chronological and the other non-

chronological' (p. 24). The logical abolition of time, or
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'‘de-chronologization', that leads to an 'eventless history' is
rejected by Ricoeur as a prejudice. He declares in Richard

Kearney's Dialogues with contemporary Continental thinkers (1984),

that both history and story belong to the same narrative kernel
whose temporal structure 'connects our 'élan' towards the future,
our attention to the present and our capacity to emphasize and
recollect the past' (p. 34). We acquire our identity by retelling
what has been and by re-;tructuring our past in such a way that
the meaning behind us opens up meaning in front of us: 'To give
people back a memory is also to give them back a future, to put
them back in time' (p. 28). Such an existential deepening of
history does not however reduce the 'other' to the 'same'.

Ricoeur explains, in\Ideology and Utopia as cultural
imagination'(1976), that the experience of belonging-to requires
a 'text' or externalization, a distanciation 'which is a-form of
putting something at a distance rather than the mere fact of being
at a distance' (p. 691).

The same can be said of myths and of utopia. Rather than
translate the 'other' into the 'same', myths, according to Ricoeur,
in‘ﬁistory and Hermeneutics,(1976), ‘constitute a disclosure of
unprecedented worlds, an opening on to other possible worlds which
transcend the established limits of our actual world' (p. 44).
They give language its third dimension by adding self-understanding
to both ordinary and scientific language. - But such disclosure is
not given immediately, it is dependent upon a hermeneutics that
draws from linguistic structures and from subjective existential
analysis.

Ricoeur does not deny that ideology is a myth, since it
belongs to the socio-political 'imaginary' of every society, and

functions as its positive reaffirmation. Such symboliec
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confirmation of the past preserves its sense of identity. But
Ricoeur understands it only in its relationship to utopia, its
'otherness', at the other pole of the same 'imaginary'. Therefore,
when the conservative role of ideology turns pathological, through
a distortion of reality, when the symbols of the community become
'fetishized', then utopia intervenes as a rupture to counteract

such danger. He says to Richard Kearney, in Dialogues with contem-

porary Continental thinkers, that utopia offers 'The imaginary

project of another kind of society, of another reality, another
world' (p. 24). When utopia opens up the field of the possible,
then in retrospect the actual 'suddenly looks strange, nothing more
being taken for granted' (ibid., p. 25). However, this symbolic
opening towards the future can itself turn dangerously schizo-
phrenic if what it projects does not return to the here and now of
ideology. Hence utopia and ideology complete one anothef, as the
tother' and the 'same', and must not be cut off from each other.
So Ricoeur responded to the semiological challenge and
structuralism in a very modern and rational, yet also traditional,
way by deepening and enriching his hermeneutics. Semiology was
soon acknowledged as an essential explanatory method, as a‘@gpjgg

explanation' of unconscious mechanisms that makes distance productive,

and that offers a path towards a‘depth-interpretatioﬁz by uncovering
the 'otherness' of texts: of history, myths, ideology, literature
and the human sciences. Ricoeur also made.it very clear in' Claude
Lévi-Strauss: réponses 4 quelques questionsl(1963), that 'Si 1le
sens n'est pas un segment de la compréhension de soi, je ne sais

pas ce que c'est' (p. 641). Or, in other words, explanation does
not eliminate the need to understand at an existential level. And
to understand in Ricoeur's theory of interpretation centred on the

text, means to follow the movement of the text from sense to
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-

reference, from 'what' it says to what it is said 'about', and
consequently to receive an enlarged self from the apprehension of

proposed worlds. Ricoeur stresses in Le Conflit des interpréta-

tions that 'en herméneutique, il n'y a pas de cloture de

l'univers des signes' (p. 67). Rather the problematic is one of
multiple meaning in accordance with the allegorical function of
language, whereby.'une expfession, de dimensions variables, en
signifiant une chose, signifie en méme temps une autre chose, sans
cesser de signifier la premiere' (ibid., p. 65).

Ricoeur's response to psychoanalysis was in many ways
similar to his response to structuralism: it is an essential
'‘depth-explanation'. Interpreted in terms of a semantics of desire,
the reading revealed the 'arche' of man, ever prior and structured
like a language. This discovery led Ricoeur to the philosophical
concept of an archaeology of the subject whereby reflection is
mediated by the interpretation of the 'signs' of desire emerging
trom the speaking subject. Moreover, this detour via our archaic
heritage unknown to immediate consciousness dialectically called
for another detour, both progressive and complementary, that of
teleology.

. N . / ; .
Ricoeur writes in De l'interpretation: essai sur Freud :

tSeul a une arche un sujet qui a un telos' (p. 444). He borrowed
Hegel's 'figures of the Spirit' to show how meaning always lies in
the following figure. Desire is at the root of this decentring of
immediate consciousness: desire of the self always moving towards
itself in the process of becoming conscious. We find Ricoeur's
reflective debate with Freud and metapsychology so revealing that
we would wish all psychoanalysts to read it in order to place their
techniques within the broader context of self-understanding. What

/
they offer is a 'comprehension 'suffisante' ... qui ne suffit pas au
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philosophe - ne se comprend pas elle-méme" (ibid., p. 407). The

dialectics of distanciation and appropriation, or, as we understand

it, of difference and identity, clearly formulated in the nineteen
seventies but implicitly present throughout Ricoeur's work, consti-
tutes the pillar of his thought.

How therefore could it escape the attention of the
educated French public of the post-structuralist era? Maybe the
French were busy wondering why structuralism happened at all, why
a scientific method led to a philosophical discourse that lasted a
whole decade?

. Pl 2
For Descombes in Le meme et l'autre, 'les déconstructions

ont pris 1la place des descriptions' (p. 96). Jacques Derrida
initiated the movement by unmasking the Husserlian epoche. He said

to Richard Kearney in Dialogues with contemporary Continental

thinkers, 'I never shared Husserl's pathos for, and commitment to,

a phenomenology of presence' (p. 109). He aimed therefore at a
radicalization of phenomenology that would deliver it of what he
calls the Western 'logocentric' tradition of presence 'while never
renouncing the discipline and methodological rigour of phenomenology'
(ibid., p. 109).

This 'deconstructive' phenomenology that attempted to
dismantle our preconceived notion of identity and to expose us to
the challenge of otherness, of the other side of experience,
retained however the intention of phenomenology. In other words,
'To deconstruct the subject does not mean to deny its existence ...
it simply tries to resituate it' (ibid., p. 125), that is to say, to
resituate the subject in language. Derrida explains how the concept
of 'différance' is 'a non-concept in that it cannot be defined in

terms of oppositional predicates; it is neither this nor that; but

rather this and that (e.g. the act of differing and of deferring)
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without being reducible to a dialectical logic either' (ibid.,
p. 110), such a non-concept of non-coincidence with itself, of

non-presence, is rooted in the 'distensio' of time,‘of a present

already past and still to come, of a present interminably deferred
that produces history. Derrida understands history as a phenomenon
of ruptures and repetition 'we affirm the existence of ruptures in
history, and ... we affirm that these ruptures produce gaps or faults
(faiiles) in which the most hidden and forgotten archives can emerge
and constantly recur and work through history' (ibid., p. 113)

This problem of the discordance of timg’with ruptures that
paradoxically give way to repetitions and therefore to some sort of
concordance,is not far from Paul Ricoeur's dialectics of discordance
and concordance; of difference and identity. But Ricoeur makes it an
explicit dialectics by combining the Augustinian concept of
'distentio animi' with Aristotle's concept of the 'muthos', of the
narration of a story that triumphs over the discordance of time.

Yet both Derrida and Ricoeur would agree that distance is crucial
within self-identity itself, since there can be no self-transformation
without an absolute ‘other' that haunts and divides, thus providing
the necessary free space from which to interrogate and for Derrida

to interrogate philosophy anew.

However, because we cannot think outside the present,
philosophy is a 'thinking of presence' says Derrida, even if it
refers to an absence. Hence Derrida's problem: how can there be
another thinking of non-presence? For Descombes, in Le méme et
1'autre, 'Tout texte est un texte double, il y a toujours deux textes
enun ' (p. 176). While only the manifest text is read, it shows
traces of the latent text, not its opposite but the‘same’yet 'other!

'le semblable légérement decale" (ibid., p. 176). Therefore, the
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thinking of non-presence is not another thinking outside philosophy,
it is philosophy itself, but as 'other', 'elle-méme en tant qu'autre’
(ibid., p. 176). And the task of deconstruction is, as Derrida

states in Richard Kearney's Dialogues with contemporary Continental

thinkers, 'to discover the non-place or non-lieu which would be the
‘other' of philosophy' (p. 112). How is such a discovery possible?

Descombes, in Le méme et 1l'autre, speaks of a 'play' in

the reading of texts. The basic rule is an openness towards the
'other' of the text and the 'other' of language. This rule is
sufficient to make the first reading 'collapse' into the second in
such a way that the outcome becomes undecidable:

Nul ne peut dire si 1'identité dialectique et la

difference sont ou non la méme chose ... si 1l'on

dit 'identité', celle-ci se change aussitdot en

différence,et si l'on repére une différence, elle

se métamorphose en identité’ (per 178)

This 'otherness' of language that transcends the enclosure
of semiology is the 'reference' of texts, albeit a problematic
reference, unlike Ricoeur's second order reference, easily recog-
nizable by hermeneutics. Therefore, deconstruction is not a

suspension of reference. Derrida makes it clear in Richard Kearney's

Dialogues with contemporary Continental thinkers that, 'to distance

oneself ... from the habitual structure of reference, to challenge
or complicate our common assumptions about it, does not amount to
saying that there is nothing beyond language' (p. 124).

Rather the challenge and openness is a positive response
to an alterity that precedes philosophy and invokes the subject
'Deconstruction is therefore a vocation - a response to a call'
(ibid., p. 118).

This is exactly what Ricoeur says of hermeneutics.
Derrida assisted Ricoeur at the Sorbonne at the beginning of his

career and both are close friends. Hence the similarities. Yet the



23

approach and methods used by both philosophers in their responses
to the 'call' are very different.
Ricoeur shows in 'Appropriation' in John B. Thompson's,

Paul Ricoeur: Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences (1981) how

heuristic fiction works like play, like 'un jeu' 'Worlds are
proposed in the mode of play' (p. 186),whereby not only reality
but also the author and thé reader are metamorphosed by the text.
When we enter a game we abandon ourselves, our ego, and through
this dispossession we receive a 'self'. The rule is, here as well,
the openness towards the 'other' of the text, but the outcome,
unlike Derrida's undecidable outcome, is the concept of appropria-

tion ,itself the dialectical counterpart of a distanciation implied

——

by any textual criticism. Through appropriation, the subject, the
ego, makes his own in the 'here and now' what was in the moment of
distanciation timeless and foreign, and in the process he finds a
'self':

Appropriation is the process by which the revelation

of new modes of being ... gives the subject new

capacities for knowing himself. (ibid., p. 192)
But such metamorphosis is possible only if we follow what Ricoeur
calls the 'arrows' of sense given by the text. This is to say that
if we follow the rules and let ourselves be carried off towards the
reference of text, towards its disclosure of other possible ways of
looking at things, then we are changed. Appropriation is not,
however, a 'taking possession of', nor a form of subjectivism, but
rather a 'letting-go' of the I am. As Ricoeur explains in his
Interpretation Theory (1976), it 'implies a moment of dispossession
of the egoistic and narcissistic ego' (p. 94), that is the moment
of atemporal distanciation which is not an obstacle to be overcome
but the very condition of historical understanding: we need to

'disappropriate' ourselves of our immediate and naive understanding

in order to gain a new comprehension, enriched by the 'matter' of
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the text disclosed by its reference. Ricoeur highlights in
'Writing as a problem for literary criticism and philosophical herme-
neutics' 1977, that the dialectics of distanciation and appropriation
emerges like an existential and endless struggle 'which suppresses
and preserves the cultural distance and includes the otherness
within the ownness ' (p. 14). In this struggle at the heart of
Ricoeur's hermeneutic circlé, we actually wonder whether anything
is ever really 'the same'. There always appears to be a distance,
a difference, within identification itself, as well as a difference
in dialectics with identity. Ricoeur's critique of the illusions
of the subject takes endless detours that continuously keep this
distance between the 'other' and the sel{'and within the ego itself.
Yet the moment of appropriation of meaning is a moment of 'fusion',
the fusion of the Other's horizon with my own horizon.

This fusion includes even thinking more adequatély that
which remains unthought in other thinkers. For example, Ricoeur

wrote in his preface to Bultmannypublished in Le Conflit des

interprétations; 'ces questions, je ne les formule pas contre

Bultmann, mais fin de mieux penser ce qui reste impensé chez lui'
(p. 388). Ricoeur's desire is to think with and beyond other
people through an appropriation of their thought.

Michel Foucault, in Les Mots et les choses (1966),

stressed this idea of 'penser l'impensé', and saw in it the modern
ethic. But, unlike Ricoeur's interpretation, his understanding of
the non-coincidence of man with himself, the 'not-self of oneself',
'1'Autre, le double de soi', seemed to be an alienating duality.
This is why he wrote that 'l'Autre de 1'homme doit devenir le M€me
que lui' (p. 339), even though we know that the gap between the two
is invincible, since there is no absolute knowledge.

However, his idea of an incompatibility between '1'&tre
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de 1'homme et 1'etre du langage' (p. 350), and his interpretation
of the human sciences,as that which bring the 'death of man', ruin
what was at first 'la loi de penser 1'impensé' (1bid,, p.:338),
and establishes a gulf between him and Ricoeur. According to
Foucault, the human sciences,situated in the distance between the
being of man and the empirical sciences, and focussing on the
living, speaking and working man, turn man into an object:

«+s ce n'est pas 1l'homme qui les constitue et

leur offre un domaine spécifique; mais c'est la

disposition générale de 1'dpistémé qui leur fait

place, les appelle et les instaure - leur

permettant ainsi de constituer 1'homme comme

leur objet. (p. 376)
'Man', through them, becomes to himself the 'representation' he has
of himself, and in the process loses himself. We recognize in this
interpretation of the human sciences that operate 'en termes de
norme, de regles et de systimes' (ibid., p. 372), the moment of
explanation and distanciation in Ricoeur's reflective philosophy.
And at that epistemological stage in the circle, it would be true
to say that 'man' has disappeared as 'being'. But, fortunately
tor mankind, there is more to this reduction and reification

there is a second moment - the moment of the phenomenological

appropriation totally ignored by Foucault in Les Mots et les choses.

Unlike Foucault, or Althusser, who, according to

Descombes in Le méme et 1'autre, abandoned the phenomenological
method to substitute 'la fondation dans le concept & la fondation

dans la conscience ou le vécu (ps 146), before reverting back to

phenomenology in 1969, Paul Ricoeur did not have to ch;ose between
epistemology, understood as the science that states 'that which is',
and phenomenology, between difference and identity, since both have
their place in his hermeneutic circle, Hence his philosophy
comprises at once a scientific and an existential discourse that

leads towards a global understanding of man.
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lt‘is indeed curious that the French public should have
failed to grasp the richness and completeness of such a dynamic
circle. We ourselves find this circle not vicious but intellec-
tually satisfying and exaistentially fulfilling., And this even more
so in the later works where the question of creativity, and through
it the dialectics of identity and difference, are deepened. Ricoeur,

in ' La Métaphore -vive' shows how in metaphors, as in symbols,

two meanings are signified at once while retaining their
differences:

La métaphore, figure de discours, présente de

manidre ouverte, par le moyen d'un conflit

entre identité et diffdrence, le procés qui,

de manidre couverte, engendre les aires séman-

tiques par fusion des différences dans

1'identitd. (p. 252)

For Ricoeur, metaphor is a semantic innovation produced

by the clash between two semantic fields. It first appears as a
‘predicative impertinence' that calls for the creation of a new
pertinence by means of a violation of the linguistic code at the
level of the whole sentence. From the ruins of the literal predica-
tion comes the metamorphosis of the 'n'est pas (littéralement)' into
the 'est (métaphoriquement)' (ibid., p. 321). But how can something
'be!' and 'not be'? Imagination provides the key to this paradox.
Ricoeur shows its power of 'rapprochement', of bringing together in
its sudden insight what was previously distant. However, even when
the 'is not' becomes an 'is', the logical distance grasped as a
semantic impertinence resists and is not completely abolished by
the new pertinence: 'la distance logique est préservée dans la
proximité'métaphorique vie s l'interprétation littdrale impossible ...
céde en résistant' (loc. cit.).

So it is imagination that produces the new metaphorical

compatability - a new identity of meaning, in spite of the old
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incompat&bility and difference. Imagination displaces meaning
through the great tension between difference and identity, between
the 'is not' and the 'is', and consequently places the whole
process within the dialectic of distanciation and appropriation.

La métaphore vive ends with these words:

Ce qui est ainsi donné & penser par la vérité
'tensionnelle' de 1la poésie, c'est la dialectique
la plus originaire et la plus dissimulée: celle
qui régne entre 1l'expérience d'appartenance dans
son ensemble et le pouvoir de distanciation qui
ouvre l'espace de la pensee spéculative. (p. 398)

The concept of temporal 'repetition' at work in narratives
further illustrates this dialecticsof the 'same’ and the 'other'. In
'The Human Experience of Time and Narrative' (1979), Ricoeur shows that
Odysseus' travels illustrate in space the circularity of an
imaginary journey, a repetition whereby the hero 'becomes who he is'
(p. 32) through his many challenging journeys that indefinitely
postpone his return to his home and to himself. Ricoeur points out
that in such a voyage 'Retardation ... means growth' (p. 31), a
growth through difference that constantly carries the risk of losing
oneself while at the same time leading to self-identity.

We see a parallel between this voyage of Odysseus towards
himself and Ricoeur's many detours of distanciation that lead to
his continuously postponed project of a 'Poetics of the Will'. He
defines his 'Poetics' in terms of 'a general philosophy of the
creative imagination' (Response, p. 39), of an ontology of human
reality. Those detours must not be seen as a 'suspension' of the
project but rather as an opportunity for growth: they provide the
time and space necessary for further self-rediscovery by means of
the creative appropriation that accompanies each step of critical

thought. In this circle of detours and identity, it is paradoxical

that the 'becoming oneself' points to an ontological identity

always still to be achieved while at the same time already achieved
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in the here and now of each appropriation of meaning. In the
/
light of the modern problematic of differance, and in accordance

with it, the 'other' for Ricoeur remains the 'other', the 'is not',

While the self is the 'not yet' self, not yet the same, even though

and paradoxically, the ego finds a self in each and every 'fusion!
With the 'other's' disclosure of its world. The paradox is
Similar to that of the new metaphorical meaning, the 'is' produced
from the conflict with the incompatible literal meaning, the 'is
not': the 'is not' becomes the 'is',and yet there is no unity
between the two since that would mean the end of the metaphor itself.
The non-coincidence of man with himself, which Ricoeur calls the
fault, prevents him from reaching any real unity. Furthermore/the
complexity of Odysseus' travels reflected in the work of Ricoeur
cannot merely be reduced, in Descombes' words, to a tran;lation of
the 'other' into the language of the‘same: It rather shows a
dialectics whereby each term 'is' and 'is not' neither exactly the
\Same'nor the 'other', and where both are 'en route' towards an
ontological self.

Emmanuel Lévinas)'ethical' phenomenology overlaps
Ricoeur's hermeneutic phenomenology with regards to this idea of a

creative conflict. According to Lévinas, in Richard Kearney's

Dialogues with contemporary Continental thinkers, the classical

metaphysics of identity and the contemporary conception of
diffdrance need each other: we can appreciate the 'other' only if
we first know our self,through the creative tension between the two
in the space of the 'imaginaire' that opens up possible horizons.
But, unlike Ricoeur, Lévinas gives the\Other'the primacy over the
'same"';

I am trying to show that man's ethical relation
to the other is ultimately prior to his ontological
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relation to himself (egology) or to the totality
of things which we call the world (cosmology).
(p. 57) '

For Paul Ricoeur, both remain in the circle of a balanced

dialectics. According to Lévinas in Ethioue et infini (1982), we

cannot reach the‘Other,"Autrui', within the immanence of knowledge
or in the communication of it because we remain '3 coté d'autrui',
and therefore within the 'same'. Only 'la socialitd', that is
'1'8tre-pour-l'autre', and Eros, provide a way towards the\Other: a
communication which is 'ni une lutte, ni une fusion, ni une
connaissance' (p. 70) and where 11'alteritd et la dualité ne
disparaissent pas' (p. 68).

In the relationship of love, Lévinas says, against Plato,

in Hichard Kearney's Dialogues with contemporary Continental thinkers

that 'Man's relationship with the other is better as difference than
as unity: sociality is better than fusion. The very value of love

is the impossibility of reducing the other to myself, of coinciding

into sameness' (p. 58).

We are convinced of the importance of such a statement,
not only against Plato, but today against our Christian culture
and marriage, since the so-called value of 'union' and 'identity'
is there dangerous and harmful.

Finally, Lévinas is apparently at one with both Ricoeur
and Derrida, when he says that the deconstruction of Western philo-
sophy must be seized as its chance to opeﬁ itself to otherness and
to transcendence towards a 'new lease of life'.

Gilles Deleuze tackles,as well, what appears to be for the
contemporary French public interested in philosophy, the crux of
the matter: difference.

According to Descombes in Le méme et l'autre, difference

for him is neither 'une diffdrence au sein de 1'identité' nor 'la
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diffé}ence eﬁtre 1'identite et la non-identite" (p. 180) as it is
for Ricoeﬁr. Descombes explains that it is a difference between
two faculties: concept and sensibility, or in other words,

between what Ricoeur calls naive understanding and explanation.

The context of his argument, according to Descombes, is the drama
between the Hegelian master and slave, between the difference of
the master who affirms himself in his will to power,and the
opposition of the slave who negates such affirmation. The affir-
mation of the master is not the opposite of negation, it is only an
affirmation of difference, whereas the negation of the slave is the
opposite of the master's affirmation. Hence the 'differential!
criterion between difference and opposition requires that 'le
rapport du maitre & 1l'esclave ne soit pas superposable au rapport
de l'esclave au maftre. Dans un sens c'est un rapport de
diffé}ence; dans l'autre sens, c'est un rapport d'opposition'
(ibid., p. 192). This seems to be an interesting way of saying that
difference is not simply the contrary of identity, but a concept

in itself. Deleuze himself speaks of 'les vraies différences de
nature' (p. 11) in his book Le Bergsonisme (1966). By that he
means a qualitative difference which he contrasts with 'des
differences de degre' (p. 13). The former difference is further
explained in terms of a difference 'en soi et pour soi', an inner
difference, while the latter is seen as a difference 'hors de soi
et pour nous' (p. 94), an external difference. Moreover, the
confusion between the two is, in Deleuze's view, 'la source des
faux problémes et des illusions qui nous accablent' (p. 13). Yet
together they constitute 'la Différence’ (p. 93), a concept which
remains rather obscure and problematic. Nevertheless,Ait must be
said that Deleuze is enjoying the favour of the French media and

of French 'philosophers'.
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And so is Jean-Francois Lyotard. According to

Descombes, in Le méhe et l'autre,'he professes an active
nihilism with the tale of the end of history as we know it.
For Lyotard there appears to be nothing true, there is no origin
nor end but an eternal recurrence that liquidates both identity
and difference. As Descombes puts it:

Toute identitd est simulée. Le gégg est toujours

un autre qui se fait passer pour le meme, et ce

n'est jamais le méme autre qui se dissimule sous
le méme masque' (p. 213)

The obscurity has here become a mystery and is totally alien to
Ricoeur's thought. Besides, Descombes' comments on French
Nietzscheanism draws attention to the fact that it suppresses
the object while claiming to overcome the subject:

Le texte n'a pas de réferent extdrieur a& lui-méme,

le récit historique ne rapporte aucun événement

extérieur au récit, l'interprétation ne porte sur:

aucun fait qu'on puisse distinguer de 1l'interpréta-

tion, les points de vue ne donnent sur aucun monde

commun & toutes les perspectives. Ainsi seraient

vaincus le Centre unique, le Principe premier,

1'Identitd souveraine. (ibid., p. 220)
It is difficult to comment on such a state of affairs which seems
remote from our intellectual and existential experiences. But it
indeed underlines the relevance, and therefore the attractiveness
to us, of Paul Ricoeur's philosophy. It is like being confronted
with a game of which we do not know the rules. We certainly
appreciate the heuristic value of games, yet are games philosophy?
Paul Ricoeur's thought proves that this is not so. And perhaps it
also highlights, by contrast, the fact that the educated French
public shows more interest in intellectual games than in serious,
reflective philosophy. If this is really so, it may explain why
Paul Ricoeur has been left out of the 'tintemarre'. However, his
importance is currently being better grasped and his value will

soon be clear to those in search of truth, who are growing tired

of nihilism.
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Crifics, or better, interpreters of Paul Ricoeur, are few
by comparison to the wide range and importance of Ricoeur's writings.
This again may be linked to the general failure to listen to and
appreciate his work. Most of his critics have, in fact, been
praised by Professor Ricoeur himself. They have, in our view,
commented and added to Ricoeur's stimulating and creative thought
rather than actualiy '‘criticized' it.

The year 1971 witnessed the publication of three books, by
Don Ihde, David Rasmussen and Michel Philibert.

Don Thde's Hermeneutic Phenomenology was welcomed by

Ricoeur who prefaced it 'with gratitude'. And Don Ihde expressed his
own gratitude to Ricoeur for 'his gentlemanly, open, and hospitable
help, particularly for the supererogatdry act which allowed me access
to his study' (p. xx). These few words say a lot about the 'human
being' Paul Ricoeur. The main purpose of this book, apart from
oftering an introduction to Paul Ricoeur's early work, spanning over
twenty years, was 'not so much to the content of Ricoeur's‘work‘as to
the development and intricacies of his methods, which are admittedly
often puzzling, due to the indirect paths he takes toward his goals'
(p. XIX). Don Ihde highlights the problems of language and the
latent continuity of Ricoeur's work, despite a change of perspective
due to the difference in the philosophical landscape and to an
internal shift of problematics.

David Rasmussen's Mythic - Symbolic lancuage and Philoso-

phical Anthropology is 'an argument for the correlation between

mythic-symbolic language and the nature of man' (p. 2). Such argu-

ment is sustained by his reflection on the work of Ricoeur. His main

2. Ihde, Don =~ Hermeneutic Phenomenology: The Philosophy of Paul
Ricoeur (Evanston 19771).
Philibert, Michel - Paul Ricoeur ou la libertd selon

1'espérance (Paris, 1971).
Rasmussen, David - Mythic-Symbolic Language and Philosophical
Anthropology (The Hague 1971).
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thesis is thﬁt mythic-symbolic language is necessary for a full
Philosophical anthropology,that is for a global understanding of
man: it is not outmoded by our contemporary scientific-historical
epoch., His analysis of Ricoeur's thought focusses on methodolo-
gical transformations in the work closely associated with the
development of the philosophy of the will. Ané, quite rightly, we
believe,Rasmussen -compares Ricoeur's thought to the symbol: it is

multivalent. To think 'beyond' such a prolific writer might

therefore prove difficult. Rasmussen makes it very clear that this
is not his intention, particularly in his final discussion of a
theory of language, which is correlated with a philosophical anthro-
pology:

The final discussion is not an attempt to think

beyond Ricoeur; rather it is an attempt to think

in response to his thought' (p. 5)

We share Rasmussen's humﬁlity and we shall also endeavour
to think in response to such a stimulating and enriching philosophy.
Paul Ricoeur himself responded to this book with an essay placed ét
the end and entitled 'What is a text 7 Explanation and Interpreta-
tion' (an abridged version of 'Qu'est-ce qu'un texte? Expliquer et
comprendre' 1970.

Michel ©Philibert's Paul Ricoeur ou la liberte selon

l'esgérance is an introduction to 'le penseur responsable', a
Christian deeply rooted in his culture and traditions. The history
of philosophy, which Ricoeur taught for many years, is compared,
very strikingly, to a tree, with Plato and Aristotle as its roots,
Scholastic philosophy as its trunk, and then importdnt branches
like Descartes, Kant and Hegel:

Sans doute voit-on depuis Nietzsche des philoso-

phes grimpés A cet arbre, et tout occupés de

scier la branche qui %es porte. Sans doute des
voix nombreuses prophetisent-elles aussi que la
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cognée est mise 4 la racine de l'arbre. Et
plusieurs se moquent de Ricoeur qui se cramponne
aux branches, et tombera avec l'arbre. (p. 22)

As we know, fifteen years later, the tree still stands,
and we firmly believe that Paul Ricoeur has today a very important
role to play,since he has himself become an important branch of
contemporary philosophy.

Michel Philibert highlights Ricoeur's ethical values, his
‘attention créatrice': he knows how to 'listen' to Others: 'Ricoeur
se met au rang de ceux qu'il bcoute avec une attention si revéren-
cieuse et si exigeante qu'elle les contraint de se dépasser eux-
mémes' (p. 26). This explains his gift of thinking beyond other
thinkers with such depth and generosity. The purpose of Philibert's
book which outlines very roughly the 'mouvement de 1l'oeuvre' is first
and foremost to pay tribute to Paul Ricoeur:

On veut ici rendre hommage 4 une pensée dont
l'ampleur, dont l'honneteté, dont la force nous
paraissent aujourd'hui et depuis longtemps, sans
égales. (p. 6)
Again Ricoeur responded with another essay, a 'texte inddit' entitled

'Evénement et sens dans le discours', which concludes the book.

In 1975, Patrick L. Bourgeois' Extension of Ricoeur's

Hermeneutics focussed on the development of Ricoeur's philosophy
with the aim of making explicit some of the initial implicit themes.
The argument centres on 'a questioning back from the later hermeneu-
tical stage of his philoéophy of the will to the initial stage' (p. ZL
in order to show the constancy and continuity of the work,in spite of
its important expansions and of its changes in central bositions.
Although Ricoeur's eidetics of the will was at first considered to be
immediate reflection, when looking back on it from the later hermeneu-
tic development, Patrick Bourgeois sees through it an implicit

hermeneutics and therefore concludes that structural understanding
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is also interﬁretation. We cannot help thinking that this 'latent
continuity' Bourgeois focusses upon had already been well dealt
with four years earlier by Don Ihde. We find this book interesting
and argumentative, but not exactly original.

Gary Madison's Sens et existence: en hommage & Paul

Ricoeur, also published in 19%5, is a collection of essays on
various topics dedicated to Paul Ricoeur for his sixtieth birthday:

L'Oeuvre de Paul Ricoeur est d'ores et d€jd assurde

d'une reconnaissance mondiale ... Il est donc juste

et normal qu'é 1'occasion de son soixanticeme

anniversaire, cette collection d'essais par des

penseurs de différents intérets, ainsi que d'origines

et de nationalitéds multiples, lui soit d€diee. (p. 7)

Ricoeur's philosophical project, which is to say 'le sens
non-dit,mais dicible, de l'existence et de la vie' justifies the
title of the book,Gary Madison reflects upon Ricoeur's philosophy
in an excellent article entitled 'Ricoeur et la non-philosophie'
published in 1973. His question is about the rapport between what
he calls the 'non-philosophie', that is 'l'ensemble des disciplines
qui ont des méthodes, des objectifs et des modes de discours qui
différent de ceux qui caractérisent la philosophie (p. 227),and
philosophy understood as a retlective questioning.

In other words, he reflects upon the link between explana-
tion and understanding, between the 'other' and the 'same'. He
focusses on Ricoeur's refusal to 'integrate' the epistemological
moment into the ontological stage - unlike Merleau-Ponty's
suggestion, since this would simply 'éliminer un des termes du
conflit' (p. 237). Ricoeur chooses to keep them both in a creative
tension . 'Plutdt que d'intégrer un univers du discours & un autre,
Ricoeur les dialectise délibérément' (p. 238). This supports our

thesis: Ricoeur does not sacrifice difference to identity, although

his method is dialectical. And even more important, it may well be,
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as Madison says,that 'l'ontologie est 'la terre promise'' (p. 240),
that 'une philosophie qui ne s'achéve pas' is 'la définition meéme
de la philosophie' (p. 240). This seems to us another way of saying
that identity and the 'same' in Ricoeur's circle do not take over
difference and the 'other'. On the contrary,they remain themselves
a horizon, always still to be achieved, a horizon that belongs to
the 'Tout Autre'. ~Hence the task of the philosopher:

Le philosophe n'est ni poéte ni prophdte; il est

celui qui, du milieu des choses, guette l'horizon,

écoute et attend. (p. 241)
These rather beautiful words conclude lMadison's article, and high-
light our human reality made of differences yet longing for unity

and a global understanding of being.

Charles Reagan's Studies in the Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur,

published in 1979, is a collection of texts that deal with Ricoeur's
work. He acknowledges Ricoeur's kindness towards his critics in
these terms:

I also thank Paul and Simone Ricoeur for the
generosity and hospitality they have so graciously
extended me and my family on many occasions during
the past five years. (Acknowledgments)

Charles Reagan makes no attempt to introduce Ricoeur's
work because of its diversity and vastness:

He has written on phenomenology, existentialism,
symbolism, religion, language, psychoanalysis,
politics and metaphor. He has produced a pheno-
menological study of freedom, a long, detailed
account of the symbols of evil, an extensive and
profound study on Freud and psychoanalysis, and a
virtual encyclopedia on metaphor. No modern philo-
sopher, with the possible exception of Bertrand
Russel, has written so much on so many different
topics. (Editor's Introduction)

Such homage to Ricoeur's multiple talents expresses very well the
richness and depth of his work. If we add to this, Ricoeur's
humility and modesty, we cannot but admire the greatness of such a

person in human terms. We see his modesty at work in the last words
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\
of his Preface to Reagan's book, entitled Response to my friends

!
and critics:

The truth is rather the lighted place in which it
is possible to continue to live and think. And to
think with our very opponents themselves, without
allowing the totality which contains us ever to
become a knowledge about which we can overestimate
ourselves and become arrogant.

John B. Thompson's Critical Hermeneutics: a study in

the thought of Paul Ricoeur and Jurgen Habermas, published in 1981,

offers an interesting and challenging exposition of the work of both
philosophers as well as a critical and fruitful discussion whereby
he uses each one to highlight the limitations of the other. This
method allows him to further sketch a constructive project, a
tcritical hermeneutics' directed towards the interpretation of
human action. Also, it must be said, Thompson expresses reserva-
tions not found elsewhere. His basic argument against Ricoeur's
theory lies in his refusal 'to treat language as a paradigm of

human action' (p. 149).

Ricoeur uses the concept of the text as a model for the
analysis of human action. The text is understood as an inscribed
expression, a 'work', emancipated from the event of saying, from
the speaker and his original audience, and from the 'ostensive'
reference. Consequently meaning is inherent in the text since it
is detached from prior events. But, according to Thompson, human
action remains situated within its social context. And meaning is
not inherent in it: it is linked to the wéy the action is described,
a description itself iinked to the circumstances in which the action
was performed, and to the wider context of institutions and social
structures. Therefore an action cannot be 'detached and inscribed
in a manner analogous to the text' (p. 126). Despite Ricoeur's

'remarkable insights' worthy of being pursued, Thompson writes:
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I believe that Ricoeur's proposal to conceive of
action as a text is unsatisfactory ... an illegi-
timate generalisation from the linguistic sphere.
(p. 125)

This leads Thompson to a reformulation of the methodology

of 'depth-interpretation', that connects the understanding of action

to the social level of explanationbby means of explanatory concepts
anchored in institutions. We do not wish in this study to venture
into the complexities of the social sciences. But we think that,
despite the epistemological and methodological difficulties that
may be in Ricoeur's attempt to link philosophy and social science,
he still poses the problem of human action in a particularly pene-
trating light that provides an illuminating perspective for new
research.

In addition to the above critics, many articles have been
written on the work of Paul Ricoeur, in several languages and also
many Ph.D. theses in the United States and Canada. Our bibliography
indicates this critical response to Ricoeur's writings.

In this study we intend to extend the thought of these
critics by drawing from them, and from our own research on difference
and identity, a deeper understanding of Ricoeur's past as well as
recent work. And in doing so, we wish to follow Ricoeur's example,
who himself said, in De l'intergrétation. while reading Freud:

'Je ne prétends donc pas compléter Freud, mais le comprendre en me
comprenant.' (p. 445).

This remains ultimately the hidden ontological horizon
of this thesis, which is divided into three parts, as we have stated
in the exposition of our method.

In the first part, we shall discuss Ricoeur's abstract and
structural phenomenology. We shall first place it within its

Husserlian and lMarcellian contexts and within the existentialist
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movement of the nineteen forties and the nineteen fifties. We
shall make explicit the dialectics of difference and identity
present in both Husserl's epoche and Marcel's dialectics of problem
and mystery.

We shall then examine closely Ricoeur's eidetic and
structural work, and see hqw nature and freedom are brought
together and reconciled, thanks to their aialectical reciprocity.
The apparent structural 'unity' of the voluntary and the involuntary,

of the 'same' and the 'other' that make up the structures of the

will, will only remain a 'limit idea', and will in fact operate as

a dialectics at a level of abstract possibilities. Moreover, it

will not withstand the existential pressures of lived experience.
Therefore, we shall further examine the new existential

duality, whereby man cannot coincide with himself, because of an

ontological 'fault' deep inside him. Ricoeur's highly agstract and

ethical reflection, will disclose the nature of such a disproportion

within man, situated between a pole of finitude and a pole of infini-

tude, and will show how it constitutes the structures of human

reality that make man neither the 'same' nor the 'other'. Ricoeur's
description will strengthen the dialectics of difference and identity,
by which man is now seen to be at once the 'other' and the 'same',
within an unstable and creative synthesis that retains both aspects
of the dialectics. Ricoeur will interpret this 'faulty' structure
in man as a weakness that opens up the possibility of evil. This,
in turn, will lead him to his hermeneutic phenomenology, to be
examined in our second part.

In the second part of this thesis, we shall discuss
Ricoeur's hermeneutics as it first emerged, in the form of a 'detour’
of reflective thought via the interpretation of symbols and of

psychoanalysis, understood as mediating signs of reflection.
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We shall first study Ricoeur's philosophical approach to the
symbolism of evil in Western culture and ask why, within the context

of the Philosophie de 1la volonté, evil presented so much interest to

him, why Ricoeur could not ignore such an invincible 'other' in its
relationship with the 'same' of freedom. We shall stress what dis-
tinguishes Ricoeur from other writers and philosophers also interested
in myths and symbols. We shall see how Ricoeur broke away from
structural and reflective philosophies and entered the realm of
the irrational and the religious, thus developing his own hermeneutics,
with the aim of returning to the reflective, enriched with symbolic
knowledge.
We shall then focus on Ricoeur's debate with Freud and
psychoanalysis and stress the continuity and complementarity of
this hermeneutics of suspicion, as regards the previous hermeneutics
of symbols. Indeed, it continues the investigation into'the question
of a hermeneutic philosophy and the interrogation of symbolic
meaning now transferred into the psychical realm of desire. It
further justifies the demystification of a meaning that comes to
the immediate consciousness as false and distorted. We shall
emphasize Ricoeur's originality as regards his work on Freud, by
drawing attention, firstly, to the importance Ricoeur gave to the
mixed discourse of psychoanalysis, and, secondly, to the importance
of his philosophical contribution: he not only made our psychical
archaeology explicit, he also complemented- it with the conception of
a teleology, thus enlarging our understanding of human-reality.
In so doing, Ricoeur added to the concrete structure of symbols in
a way that led him to the theme of the conflict of interpretations,
Consequently, we shall examine lastly his dialectical
approach as regards the conflict of hermeneutics. We shall see how

his efforts to integrate hermeneutics into reflective thought, thus
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making it a philosophy, depended upon a satisfactory answer to the
objections of opacity, cultural contingency, and dependency on
conflicting interpretations, made.to symbolic thought. We shall
therefore stress his positive response to this problem, in which we
recognize his originality. It lies in his interpretation of the

rich structure of symbols that offer the possibility of conflicting

yet complementary_interprefations. Finally, we shall draw a parallel
between Ricoeur's 'hermeneutic turn' and the emergence of his philosophy
of language, whose growti we shall closely observe in the third part

of this thesis.

Throughout this second part, we shall develop our study of
the dialectics of difference and identity in this thought. Both
hermeneutics and symbols calling for interpretation, will be grasped
as the enriching 'Other' in dialogue with the 'same' of phenomenology.
We are convinced that it is only through such a creative.dialectics
that the ego can find a self, and that phenomenology can become
concrete reflection.

In the third part of this thesis, we shall discuss Ricoeur's
hermeneutics of language and narrativity. We shall first focus our
attention on his theory of interpretation, and stress the importance
of discourse and of the written fext in hermeneutics. We shall

closely follow the nine dialectics of difference and identity that
lead from the linguistic science of semantics to the hermeneutic
spiral of distanciation and appropriation. This will illustrate the
uniqueness of Ricoeur's approach to 1anguaée, from the standpoint of
a reflective philosophy in search of self-understanding, via the
mediating structures of anonymous linguistic 'codes' and other
explanatory interpretations. We shall insist upon the idea of a

distance made productive. Ricoeur's theory of metaphor is the

example of such productivity, since it will appear at the root of all
linguistic disclosure of being. We shall discuss this semantic

innovation in terms of a reduction of tension in the
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linguistic code, and we shall see how such a use of language leads
to a concept of reality where 'is' signifies 'is' and 'is not',
whereby the world is not what it is literally but what it is like.
This concept of similarity will be stressed as being essential to
an imagination that actually makes distance productive. We will
further emphasize the importance of 'distanciation', understood

as the dynamism by which we become conscious of belonging to a
world, a culture, a tradition. Finally, we shall develop at
length the argument of this thesis. It will have reached its
heights with the notion of productive distance at work at the
heart of language as well as throughout the development of Ricoeur's
theory of interpretation.

We shall finally examine Ricoeur's very recent work on
time and narrative, the last and final volume of which was published
in November 1985. His hermeneutics of story-telling and 6f
historical consciousness is most revealing as regards self-identity:

it discloses that the always changing self has a narrated identity.

The 'who' of action, as well as the time in which that action takes
place, can be grasped as the 'same' only when told in stories.

To reach that conclusion we shall follow Ricoeur's arguments
throughout the seven dialectics at epistemological as well as
ontological levels. Time, Ricoeur will argue, is in itself an
aporia: it is invisible, and so we can have no immediate intuitive
apprehension of it. We shall once again consider the productive
distance, at work here through historiography and fictional
narrative, and see how together, these two narratives bring out

a 'réfdrence croisee' that deepens the understanding of narrative
as a whole. Ricoeur's original idea of a threefold mimesis,
itself a dialectics of difference and identity, of distanciation
and appropriation, capable of overcoming temporal discordance with

configurational concordance, will further expand the idea of a
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‘crossed reference' and transform it, thanks to the reader, into
a 'refiguration croisée', a refiguration of both time and human
action. We shall argue that Ricoeur's hermeneutic circle has
reached its full maturity. Indeed, not only does it now include
the distanciation prowvided by what Ricoeur calls the 'emplotment’,
that is the act of configuration, it has also deepened its ‘
ontological roots so as to add the dimension of time to our
ontological consciousness. The spiral has enlarged its axis and
enriched beyond our expectations our conception of identity, thanks
to the difterence of time and stories in which our acting self

dwells.
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B AR I

THE ABSTRACT PHENOLENOLOGY OF LE VOLONTAIRE
ET L'INVOLONTAIRE AND L'HOIIIE FATLLIBLE

'La phénoménologie doit €tre,
dans un premier temps au
moins, structurale'

(12éthode p. 116)

INTRODUCTION

In the first cycle of his 'Lecture de Freud', Ricoeur asks
'Qu'est-ce qu'interpréter en psychanalyse?' (p. 7C), or in other

words, what are the fundamental epistemological concepts which

highlight understanding? His research reveals a mixed discourse, an

energetics and a hermeneutics:

... tour & tour la psychanalyse nous apnaraltra comme
une explication des phénoménes psychlcues par des
conflits de force, donc comme une énergétique - et comme
une exégése du ,sens apparent par un sens latent, donc
comme une herméneutique. (DI, p. 70)

The impossibility of the Hgiix.of these two discourses, at
stake throughout his reading, is made clear by the fact that an
energetics is irreducible to ideas - it-remains the 'other'.
Eowever because this 'other' is 'sayable' through the psychical
expressions that call for interpretation, it is nonetheless linked
to the 'same': force is linked to meaning through the language that
gives to instincts their psychical reality.

In a similar epistemological fashion we shall ask the

question: how does human freedom come to terms with its 'other',
with necessity, within the Husserlian phenomenological context?

The abstract eidetic concepts at work in Le Volontaire et

1'involontaire show a basic reciprocity between the two, between

the voluntary and the involuntary. But the involuntary (like the

Freudism energetics) is accessible only indirectly through an
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eidetic description of the voluntary. Ricoeur says:

Il n'y a pas d'intelligibilité propre de l'involontaire.
Seul est intelligible le rapport du volontaire et de
1l'involontaire. (V.I., p. 8)

The involuntary is our 'other'. Yet it can be reached in
two ways: firstly through the body of an experiencing subject,
thanks to eidetic phenomenological description, and secondly,

through an interpretation of the signs the experimental sciences

(biology, psychology, for instance) are able to provide. Don Ihde

calls this interpretation the 'latent' hermeneutics of Ricoeur's stractural

work, a latency justified by Ricoeur's concept of the 'diagnostic'
which goes beyond an eidetic reading towards our obscure, involuntary
experiences. Howevey, the whole enterprise remains abstract since
it takes place at the neutral level of the possibilities of man
where all ethical valuations are suspended. Ricoeur believes that
such an 'abstraction spécifique qui doit nous révéler les

structures ou les gossibilités fondamentales de 1'homme' (V.I., p. 7)
must necessarily precede the existential description of man's actual
experience. On this abstract level, Ricoeur achieves a fundamental
reconciliation of freedom and nature, of the 'same’ and the 'other!'
(as he did of Freudian energetics and hermeneutics), but only to
discover another duality, 'une dualité d'existence', which appears
dramatic and beyond the scope of the eidetic method.

Consequently, this new existential duality requires a
transformation of the method of analysis in L'homme faillible ,but it
remains abstract. Before the actual concrete 'hermeneutic turn',
Ricoeur reflects, in a detached and ethical way, upon the 'intimate
disproportion of man with himself', whereby he is neither the'same’
nor the 'other' but where both are grasped within a dialectics.

The disproportion opens up the possibility of evil within man and

leads to the question: 'Comment l'homme se "trouve exposé" a
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faillir' (H.F., p. 21),or in other words how to locate through
reflection the 'Tout-Autre' in man? The investigation of the
concept of fallibility is pursued regressively, through a step by
step reflection on those 'faulty' aspects of ourselves, which are
suspended between our finite and our infinite poles. Ricoeur
divides them into three levels, the levels of knowing, acting,and
the affective forms of the will. On each level, an unstable
synthesis confirmé man's global disproportion with himself.

We shall see in this first part how both the structural
and the synthetic pnenomenology of the will prepare the way for a
hermeneutic phenomenology. We will seek to show why phenomenology
needs its 'other', hermeneutics, not 'par accident mais par destina-
tion' (D.I., p. 76), in order to avoid the trap of idealism, just as
in his 'lLecture de Freud' Ricoeur demonstrates that 'l'énergétique
passe par une herméneutique' (QLL.. P. 75) in order to make sense to
both the psychoanalyst and his patient. But we will only highlight
in our second part the reasons why a hermeneutics must be phenomeno-

logical for a philosopher in search of concrete reflective thinking -

just as in psychoanalysis 'l'herméneutique découvre une énergétique'
(D.I., p. 75). According to Ricoeur hermeneutics is a valuable
method, only if it helps us understand ourselves. And it does this
when it is linked to phenomenology in such a way that they come to
belong to one another within philosophical discourse, as did
hermeneutics and energetics within psychoanalytical discourse. Yet
i1t must be stressed that they also retain £heir difference.

This first part is divided into three chaptefs. In each
chapter we shall reflect upon the problem of identity and difference
and see its relevance as regards the hermeneutic circle in the work
of Paul Ricoeur. The first chapter focusses on the philosophical

background to Ricoeur's work with a thorough investigation of
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Edmund Zusserl's phenomenology. His phenomenological method has
been of very great importance to the thinking of Paul Ricoeur.
Ve shall also discuss Paul Hicoeuf's attitude towards existen-
tialism in the light of the significance of this movement in the
1940's. We shall illustrate this aspect of Ricoeur's work with a
stud& of the three major themes of the lived body, freedom, and the
‘other' in the contrary exisfential philosophies of Gabriel llarcel and
Jean-Paul Sartre.

The second chapter will offer a detailed account of
Ricoeur's structural phenomenology whereby he set out to investigate

the structures of the will and to demonstrate the basic structural

reciprocity between the voluntary and the involuntary, between
freedom and necessity, or in our own words between the 'same' and the
tother'. The chapter is divided into three sections that correspond
to Ricoeur's definition of the three moments in the process of
willing, that is decision, action and consent to necessity, to the
absolutely 'other'. We shall argue that the concepts of difference
and identity, at the root of Ricoeur's reciprocal dialectics, do
indeed constitute a dialectics since they do neither unite nor
destroy one another at any moment in the process. Rather they
deepen and enrich each other through their reciprocal and complemen-
tary interaction, and thus anticipate the Ricoeurian hermeneutic
circle.

Finally, the third chapter in Pa;t I will investigate
Ricoeur's synthetic or existential phenomenology, which deals with

the structures of human reality, that is with man's non coincidence

witn himself. Ricoeur's aim was to show why man is fallible. His
description of an inner ontological 'fault' situated between a pole
of finitude and a pole of infinitude,led him to conclude that there

is an essential weakness in man which constitutes the possibility
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of evil. This chapter will be divided into four sections, the

first section explaining the influence of Jean Nabert's reflective
philosophy upon Paul Ricoeur's thoﬁgh@,which led him to the
'hermeneutic turn', while sections two and three closely follow
Ricoeur's arguments and explanations as regards the three levels

of the disproportion where Ricoeur's analysis is conducted; section
four reflects upon the concépt of fallibility and its meaning for

our dialectics of difference and identity.
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CHAPTER 1I

THE PHILOSOPHICAL BACKGROUND TO THE
WORK OF PAUL RICOEUR

Introduction

Paul Ricoeur was deeply influenced by Gabriel larcel.

His first published book in 1948 was Gabriel liarcel et Karl Jaspers.

Philosophie du mystére et philosophie du paradoxe. He became

liarcel's student in 1934-35 at the Sorbonne, where he enrolled as
a post-graduate candidate for the agrégation, which he passed
brilliantly, coming second, in 1935 at the age of twenty two.

Ricoeur dedicated Le Volontaire et 1'involontaire (1950) to liarcel

with a poem from Rilke's Sonnets 3 Orphde.

Another major influence on Ricoeur was the phenomenology
of Edmund Husserl. A prisoner of war in Germany until 1945, he
read Husserl and translated Ideen I, which he annotated and

published in 1950 under the title Idees directrices pour une

phénoménologie d'Edmund Husserl. Such an important work established
Ricoeur as one of France's leading authorities on Husserl and pheno-
menology.

From 1948 until 1956, Ricoeur lectured on the history of
philosophy at the University of Strasbourg. His teaching immersed
him in the Western philosophical tradition, whose stress on
rationality distanced him from what was then the modern problem
of existentialism. According to Ricoeur, éhe telos of philosophy
lies in the rational understanding of existence. Exisfentialism,
however, lost this telos in the immediacy of '1'intensite du vécu'.
And this for Ricoeur in his article 'L'Humanitd de 1'horme' in

Studium Generale (1962)1exp1ains its failure:
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... 1l'édchec de toutes les philosophies de la
vie est de n'avoir pas su incorporer i la
reconquéte réflexive de l'acte fondateur de 1la
conscience, la motivation raisonnable, qui est
seule capable d'arracher le sujet aux illusions
et aux passions du moi empirique. (p. 322)

Ricoeur did, however, remain open to existentialist themes.

In the first section of this chapter, we shall investi-
gate Husserl's phenomenology in view of its overwhelming importance
to the philosophical context of the 1940's. We shall take the view
that the basic discovery of Husserlian phenomenology, that is the
noetico-noematic structure of consciousness revealed by 'epoche' is
still valid today, as illustrated in the work of Paul Ricoeur.
However, and in full agreement with Paul Ricoeur, we also criticize
Husserlian idealism as a reduction of the 'other' to the'same’.
Contemporary critics of Husserl are correct on this matter, when it
comes to phenomenology in its most idealistic form. 3But it must be
emphasized that this form is not the whole of phenomenology.

Our principal aim in the second section of this chapter is
to consider, at opposite ends of the philosophical spectrum, the
existential phenomenologies of Gabrial lNMarcel and Jean-Paul Sartre,
once we have explained the origin and meaning of the word 'existen-
tialism' according to Paul Ricoeur. The reason for this investigation
lies in Ricoeur's ambivalent attitude towards existentialism: he is
both attracted to its themes of the lived body, freedom, and the
‘other!, and profoundly influenced by larcel, and at the same time he
condemns it for its lack of distance from the 'vécu'.

We shall limit our investigation to the three major themes
of existentialism mentioned above, and through those themes,we shall
see how the same method and the same words, driven by different
ontological choices arrive at conflicting interpretations. We shall

J
also highlight the influence of those themes on the thought of
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Paul Ricoeur and we shall reflect upon them in terms of our

problem of difference and identity.

1 - The Phenomenology of Edmund Husserl

The term 'phenomenology' has been used in so many
different contexts that it appears today to be associated with a
sphere of ambiguity. Although the name that spontaneously arises
in our minds is that of Edmund Husserl, this philosophical dis-
cipline meant to describe objects instead of constructing explana-
tions, was spoken of as early as 1765 by the Swiss-German Johann
Lambert. He used that term in connection with his theory of
xnowledge that distinguishes between truth and illusion. Kant and
Hegel also used the word, but it was Husserl, however, who gave it
a new dimension through his ambition of transforming philosophy
into a rigorous science. In his article 'Philosophy as Rigorous

Science' written in 1911 and published in Phenomenology and the

Crisis of Philosophy by Quentin Lauer (1967), Husserl emphasized

the need for rigour in philosophy:

From its earliest beginnings philosophy has
claimed to be rigorous science, (p. 71)

But Husserl claimed that so far it had failed to fulfil its goal:

I do not say that philosophy is an imperfect

science; I say simply that it is not yet a

science at all, that as science it has not yet

begun. (p. 73)
Consequently, and from the very start of his philosophical career,
Husserl stood up as the great person who would create & scientific
philosophy. His constant and obsessional efforts to lay firm
foundations on which the philosophical edifice could be constructed
stayed with him until the end of his life.

The path towards such a radical, universal and systematic
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philosophy, whose goal is absolute knowledge,lies in a thorough
exploitation of the concepts of intentionalitv, ideation and
constitution,and in the techniques of 'epoche', of phenomeno-
logical, eidetic and transcendental reductions. Those concepts
and techniques constitute the phenomenological method regarded

by Husserl as the only method capable of guaranteeing scientific
rigour in philosophical thinking, and hence as the only method able
to bring about a truly scientific philosophy, a philosophy worthy
of the name.

Husserl conceived his method against a background of
naturalism and historicism. He set out to show how false was the
claim of all pre-phenomenological and 'natural' attitudes to the
title of scientific philosophx,since for them only the physical was
real. According to Husserl, the natural sciences either deny the
idea%}or 'naturalize' it into a physical reality. Psychoiogy.shares
the same naivety with the belief that all objects are there before-
hand, given to us in a pre-given objective world governed by its own
laws and own rationality. In that way, psychology fails to grasp
what 'things' actually arg,because it does not come to terms with
consciousness itself. In the same article quoted above, Husserl
says:

To follow the model of the natural sciences almost
inevitably means to reify consciousness - some-
thing that from the very beginning leads us into
absurdity. (p. 103)
Husserl also rejected historicism because it is a philosophy con-
cerned with facts rather than 'thnings': .
The impulse to research must proceed not from
philosophies but from things and from the problems
connected with them. (ibid. p. 146)

Hence the famous Husserlian motto 'to the things them-

selves'. But the 'things' are not an invitation to realism: they



53

are not to be confused with empirical facts. The 'things' are

objective entities that are constituted in the acts of consciousness.

Their physical identity becomes meaningful only through the acts
in which they are present to consciousness. Og in other words all
that is given beforehand is changed into a thing - for.me, into a
phenomenon coustituted by aqd within consciousness. Ve must strescs
that the Husserlian phenomenon is a thing - for - consciousness,
and not a thing - in - itself, as in the Kantian sense of the word
phenomenon. The confusion between these two interpretations of the
phenomenon led to early mistakes in French phencmenclogy. According
to Husserl,empirical facts are immediately transformed by conscious-
ness into phenomena/and not gradually modified by means of
scientific methods, as for Kant. Hence the Husserlian 'phenomeno-
logy' is the science of phenomena, of the appearing of 'things' to
our consciousness. .
Intentionality is fundamental to consciousnes;/and the key
word of phenomenology. It was brought to the fore by Husserl's
teacher at Vienna, Franz Brentano. Brentano's descriptive psycho-
logy stressed the fact that acts are always directed towards an
object. From there, Husserl gradually developed the idea that
consciousness is intentional: it is always consciousness of ...
something, always directed toward an object 'of' which it is
conscious. It follows that there cannot be an empty consciousness
that thinks withouta thought, that wants or perceives without a
wanted or a perceived object. It is the property of a subject to
be confronted by an object. And more important still, Husserl went
beyond the psychological notion of receptivity and encounter, and

converted intentionality into the remarkable property of conscious-

ness of moving out from itself to where the 'things' are in order

to constitute them. Such a movement outwards in search of meaning,
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whicn was for Husserl a way of avoiding the traps of both idealism

and realism, stresses the importance of signification in phenomeno-

logy. The question of meaning is the first act of consciousness, as
Ricoeur points out in his article 'L'humanité de 1'homme' in Studium
Generale, 5 (1962):

Or la phénomenologle n'est rigoureuse gue quand

elle posg la question préalable du sens de

1'appareitre méme des choses. (ps=3179
Therefore,to say that an object presents itself as such only for
consciousness does not imply that the world would become empty if
suddenly depopulated of all its conscious people! Nothing would
be changed except that meaning would be absent. Ian W. Alexander
in his article 'The Phenomenological Philosophy in France. An
Analysis of its Themes, Significance and Implications' in Currents

of Thought in French Literature: Essays in memory of G.T. Clapton

(1966) highlights this importance of meaning that uncovers the
structures of the world:

Phenomenology is the science of meanings: it is
not concerned with a mere realistic description
of the world, but with making explicit the
fundamental structures whereby the world is
constituted as meaningful for consciousness.

(p. 327)

The intentional relation between consciousness and the world in se

is described by Husserl by means of the noetico-noematic structure

of consciousness. This fundamental structure is the key to the

intentional analysis that unfolds the inteptional acts of conscious-
ness, normally merged together in the naive grasp of the physical
thing. Those acts are described in terms of their noematic aspect,
understood as the 'correlate' of the corresponding noetic acts.

The noema is the objective side of consciousness, that is to say

the object intended and constituted in consciousness. And the

noesis is the subjective aspect, the conscious act of intending.



55

Together, as correlates, they structure consciousness. The

noematic reflection is capable of distinguishing between interwoven

intentionalities,by an analysis of the objective aspect of the
subjective process, for example, thought as opposed to thinking.-
Such noematic analysis}in its turqlgives access to a distinction
among the conscious acts themselves, such as thinking. Husserl

explains this process as follows in his méditatipns Cartés;ennes

(Paris, 1931):

Dans la perception spontanée. nous saisissons

la maison, non la perception de la maison.

Dans la réflexion seulement, nous nous

'tournons vers' cet acte lui-m@me et son

orientation perceptive 'sur' la maison.

(p. 28)
In such a process the correlation between the subjective and
objective poles of every act of knowing underlines the transcen-
dental yet fundamentally objective features of phenomenology. And
the task of philosophy appears to be the 'uncovering' of meaning,
hidden in the objective world, as Husserl clearly says:

... l'explicitation phénoménologique ne fait

rien d'autre ... qu'expliciter le sens que ce

monde a pour nous tous, antérieurement 3 toute

philosoph%p et que, manifestement, 1lui confére

notre experience., Ce sens peut bien €tre degage

par la philosopnie, mais ne pew jamais €tre

modifié par elle. (ibid., p. 129)
In this way, phenomenology is for Husserl the path toward absolute
knowledge,closely associated with self-understanding and the
understanding of the world.

However what may seem to be at first a simple 'uncovering'
is in fact a constitution: by uncovering the world consciousness
constitutes it as meaningful. Such a concept of constitution

provides the founding of meaning in consciousness. Eugen Fink, for

several years Husserl's collaborator, in his article 'L'Analyse

intentionnelle et le probléme de la pensee Spéculative; published
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in 1951 in Problemes actuels de la phenoménologie (Bruxelles,

1952) clarifies the noetico-noematic structure of consciousness

as well as this constitutive aspect:
Etant donné que Husserl comprend la chose comme
phenomene et celui-ci A son tour comme un moment

structural de 1'1ntent10nnalité, a savoir comme

son pole objectif, qui reste cependant inséparable
du pole subjectif porteur d'experience, il aboutit
finalement & la conception d'un processus universel
dans lequel 1l'opposition du suaet et de l'obaet est
englobée dans la totalité concrete de la 'vie
intentionnelle' ... Ce que nous appelons dans la
vie courante les choses, ce sont, pour Husserl,
des prodults de constitution. Lals les produits
sont 1nsep%rab1es des operatlons productlves oo
pour le phenomenologue, les activites constltuantes
et les formes constitudes dans ces activites
s'appartiennent de fagon essentielle; elles ne se
distinguent que comme les moments relatifs d'une
totalité englobante. (p. 77)

This text clearly shows that phenomenology is not a mere
science of appearances. Rather it stands out as a productive
philosophical method concerned with describing how our logical
concepts and categories emerge and assume an 'essential' meaning.
Husserl answered the question of the relationship between our logical
judgements and our perceptual experience with his concept of 'epoche',
a rigorous method capable of suspending our preconceptions and
prejudices in order to disclose how truth and meaning are generated.
Phenomenological reduction deliberately brackets the existence of
the world, of our ordinary beliefs in order to return to the
beginnings, to the origins of knowledge. Husserl makes it clear in
his article 'Philosophy as Rigorous Science' that:

Philosophy ... 15 essentially a science of true
beginnings, or origins ... (p. 146)

The 'bracketing' occurs not because the existing pre-given world is

doubtful but because, as Fink says in 'L'Analyse intentionnelle et
le probléme de la pensée spdculative':

L'etant s'est transformé en phénomene  (p. 73],
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because knowledge has now become a phenomenon. Yet why this
reduction of being to meaning, of being to 'being for myself'?
Ricoeur justifies such an 'epoche' because he sees in it a free
action that liberates the subject from the realistic illusion of
the in-itself. According to him it is the 'first free act' of the
ego, the gateway to freedom. He says of the 'epoche' in the

introduction to his translation of Ideen I, E. Husserl. Id€es

directrices pour une phénoménologie (1950):

Par luilje perds en apparence le monde que je
gagne veritablement. (p. XX)

Before such a 'free act', Ricoeur explains that we are lost in the
world, in the things of the world,where we tend to regard ourselves
as things among others. Our 'presence' to the world blinds us to
ourselves with the result that we are alienated. A difference is
needed, a critical distance. In his article 'L'imagination dans

le discours et dans l'action' in Savoir, fairei,espérer: les

1imites de la raison, Tome I (1976). Ricoeur draws a parallel

between 'l'imagination productrice' and the Husserlian reduction
in which he sees:

l'acte de distinction, hautement conscient de
lui-m€me, par lequel une conscience pose quelque
chose A distance du réel et ainsi produit
1'altdrité au coeur méme de son expérience.

(p. 210)

Therefore it must be stressed, in contradiction to Derrida and the

modern philosophers who blame phenomenology for reducing the 'other’
to the'same', that Ricoeur reads in this very decisive act of

'epoche' the gmergence of gifference)thanks to the crifical

distance it introduces within ourselves between the real and the
imaginarx'between the objective 'other' and the self. Ricoeur's
conception of 'distanciation', which is fundamental to his inter-

pretation theory, comes from this difference, as we shall see in
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3 gl 5 .
our third part. Husserl explains in his lieditations Cartééiennes

why the phenomenological reduction is needed:
Enm ayprehendant moi-m€nme comme homme naturel,
j'ai d'ores et deja effectué l'aperceptlon du
monde de l'espace, je me suis SalSl moi-meme
comme me trouvant dans l'espace ou je posséde
déjd un monde qui m'est extérieur ,.. Il faut
manifestement effectuer consciemment la
réduction phénoménologique pour en arriver au
moi et a& la conscience susceptibles de poser
des questions transcendentales concermmant la
p0551b111ué de la connaissance transcendante.
(p. 70)

The 'epoche' is therefore the key that leads to a new
understanding of consciousness in terms of distance and absence
from the natural world beyond the first naive presence. Such
difference, or distanciation, was needed for consciousness to
constitute itself and to reconstitute the world. There can be no
creative meaning, no production nor constitution without distance
and difference. Through this suspension of the spontaneous belief

in the absolute existence of natural things, the concept of inten-

tionality, has itself undergone a real conversion: it has become

a'productive' concept capable of constituting the world 'for me'.
This is far more than a mere encounter with and receptivity of the
natural world.

The great merit of Husserl is to have drawn attention to
the unquestionably subjective elements in all rational knowledge,by
showing how this objective world is dependent upon a performing
subject. loreover, he brought back from Greek Philosophy,and from
Plato in particular,the importance of the 'ideal', of essences, of
that which remains the‘samé in a process of variation, the
invariant common to the various manners of viewing a phenomenon.
According to Husserl those essences are immediately and intuitively
present to us, they give themselves to consciousness with the same

evidence and the same immediacy as the Cogito does. The Greek word
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eidos is at the root of the Husserlian eidetic reductionjwhereby
the essence of a phenomenon and its essential structures are
given immediately, grasped in pure immanent intuition. This

eidetic 'epoche' is revolutionary in the sense that it frees

knowledge from all conceptual presuppositions and opens the door

to an intuitive knowledge immediately grasped. Its method offerq,
against the previous scientific knowledge of factqla scientific
knowledge of essences. In this new intellectual framework to know
things absolutely is to know their essences, that is their universal
and unchangeable structures ,discoverable in appearances and given
intuitively as evident.

So, after the removal from the mind of all factual
xnowledge of a world in se, this new technique of 'ideation' now
aims at the removal of all presuppositions which might prevent the
direct and immediate awareness of essences. According to Husserl
we can make sense of our world only if we can see what is invariant
in it. The grasping of essences has become the prerequisite and
necessary foundation of all sciencegland the ultimate foundation
of philosophy, as Husserl forcefully says in 'Philosophy as a
Rigorous Science':

Thus the greatest step our age has to make is to

recognize that with the philosophical intuition

in the correct sense, the phenomenological grasp

of essences, a limitless field of work opens out,

a science that without all indirectly symbolical

and mathematical methods, without the apparatus

of premises and conclusions, still attains a

plenitude of the most rigorous and, for all

further philosophy, decisive cognitions. (p. 147)
And Husserl claiis/in his liditations Cartésiennes)that this
emphasis on the essential insights of phenomena avoids the trap of

transcendental realism, which tried to deal with transcendence in

the natural way, by applying the methods of natural sciences to
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the realm of consciousness. For Husserl the question is, how can
such a 'realism' be sure of its objectivity when:

... toutes les distinctions que j 1dtablis entre
l'expérience authentique et 1l'ex périence trompeuse,
entre l'etre et l'apperence, s'accomplissent dans
la sphére méme de ma conscience ... Comment
1'évidence (la clara et distincta percentlo)
peut-elle prétendre & €tre plus qu'un caractere de
ma conscience en moi? (pp. 69-70)

According to Husserl his transcendental idealism is better
equipped to deal with this problem of 'objective significance’'.

He gives credit to Descartes for coming very close to discovering
the truly transcendental subjectivity: the Cogito rightly

turned from the objective world to the thinking subject in its
search for a universally rational science of being. But, says
Husserl, in the ldditations Cartésiennes, Descartes somehow missed
the meaning of his reduction to the indubitable because he fell
victim to the prejudices of his time which were rooted in dualistic
and causalistic concepts. Hence he missed the opportunity of
creating a transcendental philosophy and, even worse, became:

le pere de ce contresens philosophique qu'est
le réalisme transcendental. {pes 21)

Husserl promises to avoid such an error by remaining true to his
intuitive 'epoche':

Rien de pareil ne nous arrivera, si nous restons
fiddle au radicalisme du retour sur nous-m@he et

ar 12 au principe de ‘1'intuition' (ou
zvidence) pure, et si, par consdquent, nous ne
faisons valoir que ce qui nous est el s T omant =
et immédiatement - dans le champ de 1l'ego cogito
que, 1'epoché nous a ouvert, donc si nous 3v1tons
d' dnoncer ce que nous ne 'voyons pas nous-meme.
A ce principe Descartes ne s'est pas entiérement
conformé. C'est pourquoi, ayant, en un certain
sens, dejé fait la plus grande des découvertes,
Descartes n'en saisit pas le sens propre, celui

de la subjectivite transcendentale. Il ne franchit
pas le poytique qui méne & la philosophie transcen-
dentale veritable. (peai2l)

Husserl made sure that both the cogito and its objective
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correlatg/the cogitatum , were described together within tpe
subjectivity of consciousness where absolute objectivity is.
In this way the dualistic approach is transcended, although the
fight against our natural tendencies towards objectivism is not
over. Husserl was very aware of leading a struggle against
nature,and this explains his insistence on the need, for each
one of us, to return to the beginning of philosophy. It also
explains both his efforts to lay down the foundations of such a
beginnin%)and the programmatic aspect of most of his work, so
that we may cover the same ground again and again/and follow the
proper path in the reconstitution of our own ego. Phenomenological
thinking is laborious and demanding/because it is a return to the
transcendental ego as the ground for the foundation and constitu-
tion of all meanin%)without lapsing into some kind of subjectivism.
This conception of the transcendental ego justifies
another step in the 'epoché': the transcendental reduction that
radically transforms the world into a human world. Husserl explains

in the lidditations Cartésiennes:

Par l'epoché phénoménologique, je:réduis mon moi
humaln naturel et ma vie psychique - domaine de mon

expérience psychologicue interne - & mon moi tran-
scendental et pnanoménologique, domaine de
1'expérience interne transcendentale et phé€noméno-
logigue. Le monde objectif qui exlste pour moi ...
avec tous ses objets puise en moi-méme ... tout

le sens et toute la valeur existentielle qu'il a
pour moi; 11 les puise dans mon moi transcendental,

que seule révéle l'epoche phenomgnologique transcen-
dentale. {ps 22)

Now that the realistic illusion of the in-itself is
dispelled, now that the philosopher knows that what is not
phenomenologically given is not, another dimension is slowly
emerging, the 'phenomenon-of-the-world-for-my-consciousness’'.

lleaning comes from ‘moi-méme', from my transcendental ego. Yet
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it must remain objective . Ian Alexander in 'The Phenomenological
Philosophy in France', explains that the purpose of this 'epoche':

e+ is not to retreat frou the world into a pure

consciousness but to exhibit the fundamental

relation between consciousness and the world as

- the permanent, universal structure underlying all

particular experiences actual or possible. It

suspends all judgements about the world, or indeed

about the self, so as to concentrate on the struc-

ture which makes any reference to a world or to a

self possible at all, that is the intentional self-

world relation of compresence itself. (p. 327)
This text clearly reveals that what is at stake in such an 'epoche'
is the permanent and universal structure of consciousness,at work
in the bond between a self that 'pro-jects' towards the world and a
world that becomes 'for' consciousness. Let us stress however that
this relationship of the 'self-world' is not a unity. Although it
constitutes the 'is' of meaninglit 'is not' meaning but a relation
between two very different entities that ought to keep their
difference. The 'self-world' creates meaning through the tension
between its objective and subjective poles. Therefore,the object
for consciousness,whose presence to consciousness transforms it
into a phenomenonyought to remain the 'other 'of consciousness.
If it were to become the'same'it would mean the end of the
phenomenon itself. And, according to Paul Ricoeur, this is exactly
what happened with Husserlian idealism. He says that although the
tension between the two demands to constitute the thing as'other;and
to constitute it in me, is indeed very present throughout the
Mé&itations Cartésiennes. Husserl failed to draw all the consequences
from it, and consequently fell into a transcendental solipsism.
This failure on the part of Husserl explains Ricoeur's shift away
from Husserlian idealism - but not from Husserlian phenomenology -

towards a hermeneutic phenomenology whose explanations explode

idealism. Ricoeur says in 'Thenomenology and hermeneutics' written
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in 1975 and published in John B. Thompson's Paul Ricoeur:

Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences (1981):

On the one hand, hermeneutics is erected on the
basis of phenomenclogy and thus preserves some-
thing of the philosophy from which it nevertheless
differs: phenomenology remains the unsurpassable
presupposition of hermeneutics. On the other hand,
phenomenology cannot constitute itself without a
hermeneutical presupposition, (p. 101)

without an 'explication' of evidence.

It is the mutual affinity between these two disciplines
that provides the philosophical basis for the constructive work of
Paul Ricoeur and that makes his writings at once modern yet deeply
traditional.

Before we conclude our examination of Husserl's phenomeno-
logy, we nust emphasize the link between his idealistic interpretation

of phenomenology and the fact that he conceived phenomenology as an

egology without ontology: nothing is except meaning in consciousness.
The transcendental ego, in contrast to the first naive 'mundane' ego
and to the 'natural thesis' of the world, emerges as the key to
everything: it constitutes both the phenomenoclogical world
inhabited by monads and itself. But when the 'thing' becomes another
Self, the Other with whom I share consciousness, the latent tension
of the ‘epoche' between the thing as 'other' constituted in me,
then grows into a real conflict, as the fifth 11dditation shows.
Yet the Other for Husserl remains 'over there', beyond the creative
conflict of difference and identity'and so fails to belong to my
own 'here'. According to this intersubjective conception, I
perceive the Othef only as another 'me', as the 'same' by association
and analogy with my own ego* I imagine him:

... comme si, moi, j'dtais 1&-bas ... (p. 101 N.C.)

It follows that human beings coexist only as identical monads
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reflecting the same world in a:

... communauté illimitee de monades que nous

désignons par le terme d'intersubjectivit

transcendentale. (pp. 110-111)
It is within such a community of monads that the ego progressively
constitutes itself/through experience and knowledge and thanks to
its slow conversion away frpm the limitations of the natural
attitude. The graowth leads to the constitution of a systematic
egological science)whereby the ego discovers itself to be the
foundation of the world and the origin of all reality. The pheno-
menon offers the path towards such self-explication as Ricoeur says

in his introduction to his translation of Ideen I, E. Husserl.

Tades directrices pour une phenoménologie:

La'méthode phénoméhologigue consistg a gaire

l'exegése de 1'Ego en prenant le phenomene du

monde cormme fil conducteur. (Do e XXIX)

The NMdditations Cartésiennes show the progression of

Husserl's egology towards an advanced expression of idealism. The
first Néditation sets out the radical point of departure, whereby the
'I' who thinks confronts tie 'natural thesis' and reduces it by an
tepoche'!, and whereby evidence is accepted as truth. The second
and third Méditation can be seen as detours, firstly through a
theory of the cogitatum)of an explication of the constitution of
objective meaning in consciousness and secondly, through an analysis
of transcendental evidence, moving towards the egology of the fourth
Kéditation which is meant to constitute phenomenology itself.
Both the objective meaning and evidence are necessary transcendental
guides that structure the ego against possible chaos coming from the
flux of consciousness. Husserl makes this very clear:

Chacue objet en général (et aussi tout objet immanent)

correspond & une reégle de structure du moi transcen-

dental ... Le subjectivité transcendentale n'est pas

—_—

un chaos d'états intentionnels. (p. 46)
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The close link between evidence and truth reinforces
transcendental idealism:

-I1 est cla1r qu'on ne peug puiser la notion de
la vérité ou de la reallte vraie des objets
ailleurs que dans 1'évidence ... Tout Justifi-
e re——— /
cation procdde de l'evidence et par consequent
trouve sa source dans notre subgect1v1te
transcendentale elle-méme. (p. 51)

Even the ego is justified by evidence:

L'ego existe pour lui-méme ... avec une évidence
continue. (p. 55)

This exteriority of objective phenomena and evidence
leads at once to the culmination of egology - whereby it secures
the complete reduction of world-meaning to my ego, and to its
crisis when the otherness of the world becomes problematic.

The fourth lléditation unfolds the radicalization of transcendental-
phenomenological idealism with the identification of egology and
phenomenology. This is because objects that are for me draw
from me their meaning and validity. 8o we witness a displacement
of the ego from the subjective aspect of noematic reflection to
the now all-embracing source of the whole process of consciousness.
Husserl explains:

C'est un jddalisme qui n'est rien de plus qu'une

explicitation de mon ego en tant que sujet de

connaissances possibles ... Il est l'explicitation

du sens de tout type d'€tre que moi, l'ego, je

peux imaginer ... ce qui veut dire: dévoiler

d'une maniére systéﬁathue l'1ntentlona11té
constituante elle-méme. ILa preuve de cet

jdéalisme, c'est la phénoménologie elle-méme.
(p. 72) :

Therefore, according to Husserl, the path to absolute
knowledge is necessarily:
... la voie vers une prise de conscience universelle
de soi-méme, monadique d'abord et intermonadique
ensuite. (ps 134)

In his passionate search for scientific self-knowledge,

and in communion with Seint Augustine's belief that truth dwells
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in the inner man, Husserl went as far as possible in that
direction. He enriched the 'Know thyselfl!' in a radical way
with his new and revolutionary insightsjand 'es. Un sens nouveau'
(M.C. p. 134) still deeply felt half a century later. However, he
seems to have taken a step too much in the direction of the 'same’,
of subjective identity, and in the process lost sight of the 'other',
of difference. Hence the accusation of solipsism and idealism by
subsequent philosophers. But let us conclude this section with a
reminder of the importance of his philosophical innovation centred
around his discovery of the noetico-noematic structure of conscious-
ness. Eugen Fink expresses this very simply in ’L'Analyse inten-
. /

tionnelle et le probléme de la pensee spéculative:

Si la chose elle-méme est principiellement phénomgne,

elle n'a aucune autonomie définitive. Elle n'est ce

qu'ellg est que par rapport au sujet auquel elle

apparait. Maislcelui-ci non plus n'a pas le

caractére d'un €tant fermé en lui-méme et délimite.

Lui %ussi n'est ce qu'il est que dans l'acte de se

représenter 1l'objet qui lui est présenté ... le

rapport sujet-objet en totalité, avec toutes ses

structures noético-noématiques, est d€sormais le
thdme propre de la phénoménologie. (p. 73)

2 - The existential philosophies of Gabriel Marcel and
Jean-Paul Sartre

Since the philosophy of Paul Ricoeur stands at the cross-
roads of Husserlian phenomenology and existentialism, while
retaining the whole rational philosophical tradition, and since
the thought of Gabriel Marcel made such an impact on it, it seems
important to turn our attention briefly to the contrasting.
existentialisms of Marcel and Sartre.

Let us first find out where the word existentialism comes
from in Ricoeur's view,and what it means. Ricoeur shows in

'L'humanité de 1'homme' in Studium Generale, 5(1962) how existential
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phenomenology derives its main themes from a fusion of the

phenomenological method with the problem of existence. Existen-

tialism is:

... né de la conjonction de la méthode phénoméno-
logique illustrde par Husserl et de la question de
l'existence venue de la philosophie postkantienne.
(p. 317)

The phenomenological method appeared as a possible way of dealing

with the problems of existence, that is with the complexities of the

whole of human experience.
Hegel, according to Ricoeur, was the first philosopher to
introduce the 'tragedy of existence' into the field of philosophy.

In his Phenomenology of Mind, Hegel described the passage from con-

sciousness to a self-consciousness,dramatized by the negative
experience of conflict and failure. But he used this concept of
the negative, of the 'negation of the negationb only as a mediation

between the previous analytical logic of identity and his new

speculative and dialectical logic. Ricoeur looks back critically
at this pre-Husserlian 'phenomenology' rich with the 'sens tragique
de la vie'. He accuses it,in retrospect, of having failed both
phenomenology and existence by replacing the old system by a new

one:

... en méme temps que l'introduction des thémes
négatifs promettait un enrichissement immense de
la description de 1l'expérience humaine, elle
annongait paradoxalement la fin de la phénoméno-
logie. (ibid., p. 318)

Ricoeur here clearly expects phenomenology to transcend all

sxstems)in accordance with Husserl's phenomenological innovation.
But Hegel obviously thought otherwise in his work on the development
of the human spirit from mere sense experience to absolute
knowledge. However, 'Phenomenology' as such was not yet born.

Kierkegaard gave the word 'existence' its contemporary meaning,
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Ricoeur stresses,that is the meaning of an individual emerging
into sadness, doubt and solitude, outside systems. And although
Kierkegaard did not use the word 'phenomenology', paradoxically,
Ricoeur places him and not Hegel, '... a 1l'origine de la phénoméno-
logie existentielle frangaise ' (ibid. p. 318), because, in his
obsessional attempt to justify and describe this new subjectivity,

Kierkegaard ended by constructing for himself a rigorous method

that avoided the trap of systems and logic. Once again in
retrospect, after Husserl, Ricoeur recognises the genius of
Kierkegaard.

For other reasons, Ricoeur places Nietzsche's works in
the same position as Kierkegaard at the origin of existential
phenomenology, a8 '... l'un de ses peéres' (ibid., p. 318). Ricoeur
describes him as a 'master of suspiciﬁion:,who set out to '...
déﬁasquer les mensonges moraux et spirituels sur lesquels s'édifie
notre culture.' (loc.cit., p. 318). But/in order to do,so he needed
a strict, reductive and descriptive method that could proceed from
the derived to the original ,towards an understanding of moral pheno-
mena. Ricoeur sees in this method something similar to the Husserlian
phenomenological reduction,yet practised long before Husserl. It
highlights the avant-garde character of Nietzsche's thought,not only
in phenomenology,but also in 'existential psychoanalysis' with his
critique of the self by the self and of the whole of Western history.

Finally, the change of emphasis of Husserl's late work

with The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology

(1936) marks the existential turning point of transcendental pheno-

menology.
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According to Ricoeur this shift was due to the new
importance given to perception, then grasped as the origin of
all conscious processes. This changed the definition of conscious-
ness itself, which came to Dbe understood in terms of its own
presence in things rather than in terms of distance and absence
from the empirical world, thanks to the 'epoche'. Ricoeur explains
this shift in 'L'humaniteé de 1'homue":

... la conscience qui donne, qui voit, qui opére

des présences, porte et fonde la conscience qui

signifie, qui juge, qui parle. C'est ce ddplace-

nment d'accent qui marque le passage & la

phénoménologie existentielle; en effet, c'est

dans la perceptiog, ainsi réinterprétée, que se

révélent simultanément le sens de l'existence

des choses et celui de l'existence du sujet.

(p. 317)
The meaning of the world was now 'perceived' immediately, prior to
the 'epoche', at an original level beneath all ideal constructions
and scientific theories. The notion of the 'life-world' emerged

as the foundation of all scientific constitutions of meaning, as

the original truth presupposed in all scientific research.

Paul Ricoeur remained critical of this strong emphasis on
perceptiop)whereby the world is shaped within the immediate
experience of each man. In his article 'lidthode et tfches d'une

phénoménologie de la volonté3 published in Probldmes actuels de la

pnénoménologie (1952),he made it clear that in his opinion
phenomenology ought to be structural at least in its early stages,
that it ought to be guided by noematic reflection:

La féconditd de l'analyse noético-noématique de
la période des Ideen a sans doute été sous-
estimée par la génération phénoménologique qui
est allde tout de suite aux ecrits de la période
de la Krisis; cette école de phénoménologues a
cherchd dans la théorie du Lebenswelt 1'inspira-
tion d'une description trop vite synthétique a
mon gré: si en tout probléme on va droit au
aprojet existentield, au &mouvement d'existencey
qui entrafne toute conduite authentiquement
humaine, on risque de manquer la spécificitd des
problém€s ... (p. 115)
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This attitude taken by Ricoeur explains Dboth his project of a
philosophy of the will that keeps to the essential structures of
consciousness}and the method chbsen for his 'Lecture de Freud',
that illustrates those stages of understanding. It also explains
the distance Ricoeur maintained with regards to existentialism,
in spite of his attraction to its main themes of the lived body,
freedom, and the Other, to which he refers as 'les trois cellules
mélodiquesv since they keep on recurring again and again throughout
the surge of existentialism. However, it must be remembered that
the same method and even the same words coming from various contexts
and driven by different intentions may assume different meanings.
WWe see this contrass and even conflict between the same language
and different meanings at work in the existential phenomenologies
of Gabriel Ilarcel and Jean-Paul Sartre. At opposite ends of the
philosophical spectrum, they illustrate the subordination of the
descriptive method to the existential intention, and also explain
the many ambiguities of 'phenomenology' itself, torn between identity
and difference.

We shall now consider the 'same' and the 'other' in each
of the three existential major themes mentioned above. We shall
see how those themes have influenced the thought of Paul Ricoeur,
and also how the conflicting interpretations of llarcel and Sartre,
as regards those themes, can be explained in terms of their

different ontological choices.

First, the theme of 'le corps propre', the lived body.

It offered Gabriel lMarcel both the occasion of a break from 'la
pensée abstraite', and of a recovery of the concrete. The central
intuition of larcel's philosophy lies in his concept of incarnation.

He explains in his Lssai de philosophie concréte (1940) what he

means:
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Etre incarne, c'est s'apparaftre comme corps,
comme ce corps-ci, sans pouvoir s'identifier
a lui, sans pouvoir non plus s'en distinguer.
(pp. 34-35) ‘
This definition points towards an ultimate ontological unity of man's
being-in-the-worlq)in contrast to the old abstract duality of
nature and freedom, of materialism and idealism. Both the notion
of reciprocity between consciousness and body>and the concept of a
’ - ok / ~ *N
'reflexion du second degre ou a la deuxieme puissance ... s'exergant
sur une reflexion initiale’ (p. 38), led Marcel to his concept of

incarnation that explodes the old objective dichotomy. Reflection

works as his basic method,since he defines it as:

... la philosophie elle-méme dans son effort
spécifique pour restaurer le concret par-dela
les déterminations disjointes ou dé&sarticulées
de la pensée abstraite. (pp. 38-39)

Paul Ricoeur took up Marcel's notion of reciprocity between mind
and bodxjand developed it systematically in Le Volontaire et
1'involontaire, the doctoral thesis he dedicated to the Master.
This substantial book is clear evidence of the importance of the
theme of the lived body in Ricoeur's early writings. He was very
much influenced by Marcel's search for a concrete ontology.
In addition, the importance of Marcel's ‘reflexion seconde' that
introduces a distance, a difference within reflection itself, must
be fully stressed. It is similar to the distance at work in
Husserl's 'epoche' and stands against Husserlian idealism or
Husserl's late concept of the life-world. -It will reappear in
Ricoeur's Interpretation theorykin his conception of 'distanciation',
which is central to the hermeneutic circle.

Having said that Marcel's philosophy of incarnation argued
against the old dichotomy of nature and freedom, we must nonetheless
recognise one very important ontological duality in his thought, in

the opposition between problem and mystery. The problem is, he says,
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before me,and I objectify it; mystery surrounds me, I exist in
it and participate in it as a metaphysical level. But mystery is

not 'l'inconnaissable', and in his Journal métaphysique (1928-33)

Marcel explains:

«ss l'inconnaissable n'est en effet qu'une

limite du problématique qui ne peut &tre

actualisée sans contradiction. La reconnais-

sance du mystére est au contraire un acte

essentiellement positif de l'esprit ... comme

si je me trouvais bénéficier d'une intuition

que je posséde sans savoir immédiatement que

je la posséde ...' (p. 147)
How can we then become aware of such intuition? 'a travers les
modes d'expérience sur lesquels elle se reflechit et qu'elle illumine
par cette réflexion méme.' (ibid., p. 147). In other words, when
we detach ourselves from our lived experience in order to reflect
upon it, we create an ontological distance, a difference, between
ourselves and ourselves, through which we intuitively recognise
the mystery in which we exist. The lived experience then becomes
the problem - the 'other', before which we grasp our own
mysterious identity and become the 'same'. And, according to
uarcel, the purpose of philosophy is to recover this identity that
belongs to this realm of mystery by means of 'une reflexion sur
cette réflexion «ss par laquelle la pensée se tend vers la récupéra-
tion d'une intuition qui se perd au contraire en quelque fagon
dans la mesure ou elle s'exerce.' (ibid., p. 147).

Therefore)we can detect within Marcel's dialectics of
problem and mystery something of the dialectics of difference and
identity at the core of Ricoeur's hermeneutic circle. This very
important continuity between the two thinkers despite their
difference highlights the influence of Marcel on his former

student, Moreover, the importance of the 'Tout Autre' is common

to both.
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liarcel places it within the realm of mystery,and

brings it to the fore through the participation of our being in

being:
- . Py 3
... reconnaftre que je T'appartiens a Toi, c'est
reconnaitre que je ne m'appartiens & moi-méme

qu'a cette condition, - bien plus, que cette
appartenance est identique. (EPC., p. 155)

This ontological mystery of the 'I'/who belongs to the 'Tout-
Autre', seems to Ricoeur to be the other pole of the lived body,

for as he says in 'L'humanite de 1'homme:

eee la phénoméhologie du«corps proprea»joue le
r6le dquivoque d'un réenracinement dans 1le
concret et d'un contre-pSle du mystére
ontologique. (p. 319)

If so, the lived body stands out as a 'problem' through the body
which I have and use as my instrument. Marcel defines the problem
as, '... quelque chose qu'on rencontre, qui barre la route. Il
est tout entier devant moi.' (JM p. 124). But since the lived
body constantly oscillates between having and being, it is at the
same time a 'mystery': the organ I am and through which I think-—
'1'acte de penser est mystere' (EPC p. 108); it is 'quelque

chose ou je me trouve engage.' (J.M. p. 124). The lived body

is therefore for Marcel the place where problem and mystery

meet dialectically.

To conclude this brief examination of the theme of the
lived body in Marcel's work, it must be stressed that it is
possible to interpret it within the framework of a dialectics of
the 'same' and the 'other' that points to Paul Ricoeur's hermeneutic
circle, thanks to Marcel's ontological choice of mystery and the
'"Tout-Autre'.

Jean-Paul Sartre's ontological choice is very different

from Marcel's. Although Descartes' naive dualistic view of the
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world was rejected by all existentialists, Sartre's phenomenology
retained the dichotomy of subject and object, because of the
radical opposition he makes between what he describes in L'Etre

et le Néant, (1943) as '... une facticité et une transcendance.'

(pe:r95)e According to Sartre, consciousness has a body which I
am not. Our lived body in this context is at once what we are
immediately and what we are not. We remain separated from it by
the 'density' of the world. Our body is our immediate presence to
consciousness always already surpassed by what we have to be.

Hence its being for-me is apprehended as factual existence. Even

worse, its purely contingent facticity has, for Sartre, the quality
of a dull and inescapable nausea and a 'coefficient d'adversité!'
(an expression taken from Gaston Bachelard), experienced as frus-
trating. We exist in our body as objects, in the mode of being-
in-itself, while we are aware of ourselves as different, as

a being-for-itself that transcends the 'in-itself'. 'Nothingness'

£ills the gap between those two modes of being and constitutes
our humanity. Husserl's idea of an 'epoche', of a distance that
separates the conscious being from his worlq)was welcomed by
Sartre who says that 'Nous ne sommes separés des choses par rien,
sinon par notre liberté.' (E.N. p. 591). But he also used it to
divide body and consciousness,in such a way that it creates an
emptiness that calls for fulfilment through action. It is thanks
to action that we may become what we are nof, since, according to
our ontological structure, '... il s'agit de constituer la réalité
humaine comme un €tre qui est ce qu'il n'est pas et qui n'est pas
ce qu'il est.' (E.N. p. 97).

We witness, in Sartre's work, the transformation of

Marcel's concept of reciprocity into a conception of nothingness/
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whereby we do not become aware of ourselves as 'mystery!, but
rather as ontologically 'nothing'. This new awareness seems to

be very hard to assume since the concept of 'bad.faith' is so
overwhelming in Sartre's writings. Bad faith is a pretence which
tempts us to believe that we are what we are not, that we are like
things, not 'nothing' but a thing, a being-in-itself and for-others,
that we are our body. This is, for Sartre, a mere escape from the
'nothingness' experienced as a lack, a hollowness, in comparison

to the existence of things. The influence of Hegel and of his
conception of tragedy at the heart of human existence, is evident
here: man is now torn between a 'being:’which is always ahead of
himland a body always trailing behind. This reminds us of

St. Augustine's Confessions, in which time is grasped in terms

of a 'distentio animi': man is caught within a present which is
not a past any more and not yet a future. The same tragic paradox
re-emerges with Sartre's bad faith: we deeply wish to simply
become our 'lived body' that belongs to the past ,and to possess
the solidity of things. Yet, if we were so, we would lose our
consciousness and cease to be human. Sartre explains, '... l'acée
premier de la mauvaise foi est pour fuir ce qu'on ne peut pas tuir,
pour fuir ce qu'on est ...' (EN., p. 111). We cannot run away
from our fundamental ontological structure.

However, in one particular instance, that of sexual desire,
sartre speaks of an 'incarnation' of conscigusnessjwhereby the
duality of body and consciousness is overcome. Sartre éays,

',.. ils font couple.' (EN., p. 134). He explains how it is
through our desire for another being that we come to know and
experience our own flesh and body:

... la caresse en rédalisant l'incarnation de

1'Autre me découvre ma propre incarnation.
(EN., p. 460)



76

But we must stress that this notion of incarnation has nothing to
do with liarcel's vision of it. We are, where Sartre is concerned,
talking about a very brief incarnation, about:

... une sorte d'extase particuliére ou la con-

science ne soit plus que conscience (du) corps

et, par suite, conscience retlexive de la

corporéité. (EN., p. 467) 1
liore important, this sudden magic unity that soon disappears is
actually a reduction of subjectivity to objectivity, since the real
nidden purpose of sexual desire is, according to Sartre:

Ma tentative originelle pour me saisir de la

subjectivitéd libre de 1l'Autre & travers son

objectivité-pour-moi. (EN., p. 451)
In order to reach and take over the other's freedom I have to become
myself an 'objectivité—pour-l'autre'.

We do not see anything fulfilling in such a conflict that
replaces the NMarcellian concept of love and belonging, by £hat of
possession of another 'for-itself'. OSartre's conception is very
distant from both Marcel's and Ricoeur's existential intentions
as regards the lived body. ©Sartre's ontological choice of 'nothing-
ness' and 'negation of the negation', borrowed from Hegellremains
abstract and alien to the concrete notion of 'reciprocity' at
work in the philosophies of both Marcel and Ricoeur. Moreover, the
dialectics of the 'same' and the 'other' does not apply to Sartre's
conception of the lived body, since the 'same' of self-identity
is never ever achieved}except perhaps in bad faith. Therefore/there
is no justification for those who,like Vincent Descombes, may

criticise Sartre for reducing the 'other' to the 'same'. Deséombes,

however, recognises that the Sartrian consciousness cannot lead to

1 The brackets (du) mean a 'conscience qui se fait corps',
or in other words, in Sartre's language, a 'conscience
non-positionnelle du corps', a subjective consciousness
of the body different from the objectivity of the
body itself.
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identitx/since the relation between the two is in fact a non-
relation. We see this non-relation even better when we reverse

the diafectics,whereby identity and the 'same’ would describe the
completeness of existence in the world around us. Identity would
then be the aim of our bad faith condemned by Sartre as inauthentic
and unethical. And difference would point to the Sartrian creative
conflict that preserves our 'nothingnessb and through it our
freedom. This new inverted dialectics highlights difference and
consciousness as its ethig}and appears in fact very modern in its
nihilism. But it has also lost all common ground with Ricoeur's
hermeneutic circle and with Narcel's dialectics of the 'same' and the
tother'. The notion of a non-coincidence of man with himself,
tragic as it is in our lived body and our lived existence, whether
we interpret it in terms of nothingness or in terms of mystery and

fault, now leads a second existential theme, that of freedom.

The theme of freedom stresses even more the contrasts between these

two phenomenologies which develop according to a very similar
descriptive method,and yet reach radically opposed ontologies.
According to Sartre we are condemned to freedom and anguish.
Freedom bears the 'negative' mark of absence and conflict whereby
the self continuously steps away from itself.
Paul Ricoeur in his article 'L'humanité de 1'homme'
interprets Sartre's concept of freedom as follows:
'Le bouleversement que Sartre a introduit dans
la problématique de la liberté, c'est préciséﬁent
d'avoir inversd 1'indice ontologique de la
livertd; 1'€§re de 1l'homme consiste a exister,
disions-nous a l'instant? Disons plutdt qu'exister
consiste & €tre son propre néant.' (p. 320)
This is to say that Sartire breaks away from the meta-

physical tradition whereby being had an essence which determined

its nature. He inverts this philosophical state of affairs by
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declaring that the being of man consists in being his nothingness,
and, in doing so,he makes the ontological and the existential
synonymous. Because existence now precedes essence we find

ourselves entirely free to fill our internal gap, in any way we

choose, according to our projects and ultimate goals. And of
course we bear full responsibility for it. Sartre explains his

inversion in L'Etre et le Néant

'De ce point de vue - et si 1l'on entend bien que
l'existence du Dasein précdde et commande son
essence - la réalité humaine, dans et par son
suriissement méne, ddcide de définir son ftre
propre par ses fins. C'est donc la position de
mes fins ultimes qui caractérise mon €tre et qui
s'identifie au jaillissenment originel de la
liverté qui est mienne. Et ce jaillissement est
une existence, il n'a rien d'une essence ou d'une
propridt€ d'un 8tre qui serait engendré conjointe-
ment & une id€e. Ainsi la libertd, étant assimilable
3 mon existence, est fondement des fins que je
tenterai d'atteindre, soit par la volonte, soit
par des efforts passionnels.' (pp. 519-520)

In other words, freedom is inescapable because it is existence
itself at the source of everything. We have the full responsibility
of becoming ourselves while constantly torn away 