
# /5/ 5'2.2...67 

BE HiRlftEfEu'rrC CIRCLE OF DI 6RE CE .u:D 

IDE TITY I1 'HE THOUGHT OF PAUL RICO~UR . 

by 

DArI LLE 

on ne vit que ce qu10n 
imagin; t l ' iu~ in tion 
md t aphysique :-4s1de ~ ... ns les 
symboles ; mace a 1e est 
symbole ima e, a t que 
d ' Gtre '~rouvee at v~c e.' 

S. •• p . 260) 

PIO A 0 

Thesis presented fo r the degr of Ph . D. 

in th D partmont of 'od r n n es 0 

Th Univ s1ty 0 S r thcly 

01 s ow 



i 

ACKNO 'fLEDGE .. ITS 

The resea rch for this thesis as carried out in the 

Department of Mod rn L nguages at the University of Stra .. hc1yd . 

I am in "ected to Professor J . G. ular~ for his supper end 

encoUI gement during the various st es of its de velopoent . 

I should also like to x ress my deep ap~reciat10n to 

rofessor Paul Ricoeur for hi s 11ing ess 0 respond ~o cy 

inquiries . He gladly entered into a corres ond nce °t me , met 

me at the University of 0 ford in 1980 h re e ve the S WD 

Lectures , and discuss d this th sis wi th me 1 at P b n e 

came to the University of Strathclyde to ive a speci 1 lectur 

Thls openness on his p rt sho s his kindne sand genoros y 0 

mind . 

The thesis was typ d by i ch 11 . I 

thank her very warmly for h r p tienc in mas arin cy unt dy 

manuscript . 

This thesis h s be n long time in t e m ing 

r teful for the support of my fri nds , too n rou to na.:n • 

y s ci 1 th nks go to ono nd P ul C or r 

p ti nee d tol r nc ov r th y r • 

Aoov 0.11 , I 0 er my rati ude to Dr • !.~H!!e 

ho up rv d th th o1s . It 18 it out doub 0 

const t ocour om nt nd t mu1 in d c t h t I 

b n b1 t o produc thi ork . 

H. 
J 1986 

to 

.. r 



ii 

ABSTRACT 

F OM EPIST OLOGY TO 0 TOLOGY 

THE HERME EUTIC CIRCLE OF DIFFER~ CE 

IDE TITY IN THE THOUGHT OF PAUL RICOBUR. 

This thesis has attempted to examine Paul Rieoeur ' s ork 

as a hole . Its aim has been to ellquire hether vhe dia:ec .ies of 

difference and identity played any essential pa:t in his he~eneutic 

phenomenology . 

The introduction gave an ov r 11 vi of l.coeur's 

writings situated within the contemporary landsca e of French 

philosophy . 

Part I se t out to tudy 1coeur's abstract phenomenology. 

The results obt ined showed : 

1 • 

2 . 

Th t Ricoeur ' s philosophical b ckground, 

ph nom no10gy nd arc l ' s xistentia ism , 
on himj 

speci 1 Husser 'a 

d a deep in! uence 

That his structur 1 phenomenology of th ill, 

an imaginat i ve combin tion of Hu rl ' s is 

and arcel ' s ontological vision , to constitut 

to ards the understanding of human nature; 

v lope froo 

0010g1c 1 ~ethod 

3. Th t ' man ' s non- coincidence with hims If ' bro ht an stential 

distance ith n structur 1 unity , thus 1 din to 8.ll botr ct 

nd to e refl etion upon th structures of ...... ------.;;;...;,.=;;;..;;. ... 
disclo ure of ul t I. 

P rt II nquir d in 0 th o co ur ' s 

her neutics , turnin pOint OW eo nom y. T 

study d mon tr t d : 

, . Th t th , 
0 m Din COll d r ch d on y 1n 1r c 

trough th ' oth r ' 0 i n • of ymbol d myth 

or i ion ; 

2. t llch ' otb I h to b c r d 1 
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to disclose the ' same ' of consciousness ; 

J. That the structure of symbols , understood in terms of archaeo­

logy and tel~ology , explained the conflict of interpretations 

. ~ch t in turn , and when arbitrated, revealed a ' s~e ' . 

art 1II studied Ricoeur ' s concrete phenomenology of 

language and narrative . This discussion sho ed: 

1 . That the hermeneutic circle of explanation and understanding 

WaS ~tself e dialectics of diIference and identity , at t e 

level of tex~ and semantic incov tion j 

2 . T.nat identity cou.Ld only be a narrated identity ince man 

finds himself via the mediation of stories nd histories . 

Thus , the conclusion must be dra n that the dialectics of 

difference and identity is the touchstone beneath Ricoeur's herme-

neutic phenomenology. 
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I N T ROD U C T ION 

'Le meme et l'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 di scourse 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 perfectly the 

'new lease of life' envisaged by Emmanuel L~vinas. The principal 

argument of this thesis concerns the problem of identity and difference 

referred to in France as 'le m~me et l'autre'. This was chosen in 

\ 
response to the current post-structuralist problematic of anti-

I 
humanism that 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 ~ 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 Livinas in Richard Kearney's Dialogues with contemporary 
Continental thinkers, (Manchester University Press, 1984, p. 69) 
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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 
meanin~s 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 
duty 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 

\ I 
human reality and his operative concept of the text, itself the 

epistemological cornerstone of his theory of interpretation. The 
\ I 

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 

t 'o Ricoeurian hermeneutics but in the form of dialectics, even though 

dialectics was condemned in the nineteen sixties as an illusion, as 

'la logique de l'identit~'. 
,.. 

Vincent Descombes in Le meme et l'autre describes this 

I , 
logic as 'la forme de pensee qui ne peut se represente~ l'autre qu ' en 

Ie reduisant au m~me , qui subordonne la diff~rence a l'identit~ . A 

cette logique de l ' identi te est oppose'e une 'pens~e de la diff~rence '.' 

( p . 93) . 

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

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



3 

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 Hicoeur has written 

with originality and authority on a formidable range of topics and 

we are convinced of the importance of his wor~ for modern philosophy. 

Hence , we find it yery puzzling to see tha~ h~s name appears only 

once, in a small footnote, in Vincent DescombAs' wit~y book which, 

~t should be remembered, was meant to be a guide to contemporary 

French philosophy in the last forty 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 parle dans un 

certain territoire et a une certaine ~poque' t and that his purpose 

is only to report 'ce qui a fait du bruit dans l'auditoire Ie plus 

vaste' (p. 12). But the author who gives the media the final say is 

well aware that the public is not necessarily the best judge and that 

such clamorous selectivity is unfair: 

puisqu'elle laisse de cot~ ce qui n ' a pas 
ete entendu par le public, ou ne l'a pas 6te au 
meme degre, mais aurait parfois merite de l'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 already highly 

respected in North America as an outstanding representative of 

hermeneutic phenomenology. Despite the fact that ' nul n'est 

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

France. His latest book Temps et R~cit III : Le temps racont~. 
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(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 l'interpr~tation: 

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 interpr~tation a un seul et m~me 
niveau que je propose, mais une s6rie de coupes ou 
chaque lecture est non seulement completee mais 
corrigee par la suivante; on trouvera meme, entre 
la premiere et la derniere lecture, une distance 
telle que l'interpr~tation initiale pourra 
para~tre reni:ej il n'en est rien pourtant; 
chaque lecture est essentielle et doit etre 
conservee. (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'interpr~ter 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 mod~le 

initial et du sch~me d'interpr~tation' (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 m~caniste' (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 
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not enclose itself in a system, but rather remains faithful to its 

'~lan 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 ~spects of human existence. In his article \ MJthode et 
I 

taches d'une ph~nom~nologie de la volont~, 1952, Ricoeur justified his 

strict phenomenological method in those terms: 'La ph~nom'nologie 

doit etre, 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' reflection 

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 symboligue 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 
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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 symuols have another dimension : they not only 

reveal the surplus of meaning in language , they also conceal and 

distort it . Therefor~ , De l'interpr~tation : 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 

tele ology make up the concrete) mixed texture of symbols and explain 
J 

their complex constitution in which Ricoeur sees the key to the many 

contradictory theories of 1nterpretation, for there is no general 

nermeneutics . This problem of conflicting hermeneutics constitutes 

the theme of Le Conflit des interpr~tations: essais d ' herm~neutigue 

published in 1969 . All that hermeneutics have in common is their 

shift of the origin of meaning away from immediate consciousness 

thanks to the ' texts ' they interpret . This emergence of hermeneutics 

as the route to philosophical reflection does indeed ' par choc en 
/ ~ 

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

logical reflection . As Ricoeur says in De l ' interprJtation , ' elle 

sera devenue rJflexion concrete ' (p . 63 ). It has acquired depth and 

even more important has been enlarged by the lingual character of 

symbols . 
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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. ChaJlenged by structuralism, Ricoeur deepened 

his investigation .of l~nguage, and extended his definition of her-

meneutics to all textu~l ·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-

~ within the subject that interprets, thus securing the existen-

tial dimension of hermeneutics. Numerous essays and articles 

illustrate this aspect of Ricoeur's research. Particularly important 

I 
is his theory of metaphor in La metaphore vive pgblished 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 R~cit , 

published in 198), 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 
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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 . 
\ I 

Ricoeur tells us that the imaginary must 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 where 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 meme 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 lui-m~me , per lequel une conscience pose quelque chose 

a distance du r~el et ainsi produit l'alterite au coeur meme de son 

experience ' ( 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 . Mary wcAllester ' s 

statement , in her article ' Bachelard twenty years on: an assessment ' 

in Revue de litt~rature compar6e (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) . 
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Her reflection leads her to the assertion that ' we can no longer 

say 'je pense donc je suis ', but rather ' je pense la diff~rence, 

done je deviens diff~rent , et etant diff~rent , je pense d'autres 

diff4rences ' (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 f (ibid ., 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 ~ 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 ' ~ext ', 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' hasJalong 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 kep.~ 

open the i~reducible 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 . 21) 

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 placing 

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 ideal~sm , 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 l'interpr~tation: 

, "',/"' essai sur Freud , 'pour devenir concrete, c'est-a-dire egale a ses 

contenus les plus riches, la r~flexion doit se faire herm~neutique' 

(p. 62) . What then is the difference between Ricoeur and Heidegger 

who also opted for hermeneutics in his interpretation of man's 

situation and who also spoke of man as language? 

According to Ricoeur, in Le conflit des interpr~tations, 

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 investigations, 

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 th~ 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 'Ie 

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 Symboligue 



12 

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 u~and it is always prior to the contem­

poraneous co-presence of subjectivities . Therefore we do not create 

meaning but re-create it fo.r 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 'Ie v~cu ' , 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-

phi cal courage no doubt sustained by the work of Gabriel Marcel 

to proclaim the revival of hope and transcendence , and to stand by 

the eschatological implications of his belief 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 

De l ' interpr~tation : essai sur Freud as a ' logic of superabundance ' , 

that operates not only ' en d~pit du mal ' and ' gr~ce a . . . . . avec Ie 

mal , Ie 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 Merne et l ' autre that ' les 
, , , 

oeuvres sont precedees d ' une rumeur ' (p . 1b) . 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 t·ashion 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. Ca~ght in this huge 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 were 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 l ' ~tendard d ' une croisade 

unique contre le sujet en g~n~ral ' (~. , 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 ~~_~t~alis! philosophy in 

in which Descombes sees a philosophical rationalism and a critique 

of both phenomenology and semiology, 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 c~nstituted 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 

apparalt avec le signifiant ' (ibid ., p . 118). It remained 

flabbergasted . And comments like , ' les structures dlcident et non 

l ' 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 , L~vi-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 

I 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 L6vi_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~-L~Vi Strauss: r~ponses _A quelques 

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

••• pour vous il n'y a pas de 'message' ••• 
vous ~tes dans le d6sespair du sens; mais vous 
vous sauvez pa~ la pensee que, si les gens n'ont 
.rien a dire, du mains ils le disent si bien qu'on . 
peut soumettre leur discours au structuralisme ••• 
Je vous vois a cette conjonction de l'agnosticisme 
et d'une hyper intelligence des syntaxes. Par quoi 
vous ~tes a la fois fascinant et inqui6tant. 
(pp. 652-53) 

The danger comes, he argued in Le Conflit des interpr~­

tations when the limits of validity are broken;'Avec la pens~e 

sauvage, LJvi_Strauss proc~de a une g~neralisation 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 enlarged 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, structura list 
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philosophy: 

Autant l'anthropologie structurale me para1t 
convaincante tant que'elle se comprend elle-
m~me comme l'extension, degre par degr~, d'une 
explication qui a r6ussi d'abord en linguistique, 
puis dans les syst~mes de parentJ, enfin de proche 
en proche, selon le jeu des affinit~s avec le 
mod~le linguistique, ~ toutes les formes de la 
vie sociale, autant elle me para~t suspecte 
lorsqu'elle s ' ~rige en philosophie; un ordre 
pos~ comme inconscient ne peut jamais ~tre, ~ 
mon sens, qu'une ~tape abstraitement s~par~e 
d'une intelligence de soi par soi; l'ordre en 
soi, crest la pensJe a l'ext~rieur d'elle_m~me 
une pens~e qui ne se pense pas . (ibid., p. 54) 

It follows, according to Ricoeur, that the struc t ural ist 

method is j ustified only as the abstract and objective moment in 

the understanding of self and being, the moment of explana tion. 

It cannot simply ignore the second moment, that of appropriation, 

which consists in someone saying something to someone else about 

someth~ng: ~t cannot ignore the basic communicat~ve 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'h~t~rogene, donner 

" I un sens a l ' insense, 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 Th~ ~~~ 

I 
Experience of Time and ~aF-rative (1979) that 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 



17 

' 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 'elan' 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 a~d by re-structuring 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 Utop~a as cultural 

~magination ' (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, 
\ I 

in ~istory 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 

t o both ordinary and scientific language . - But such disclosure is 

n ot 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 symbolic 
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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 ~ays to Richard Kearney, in Dialogues with contem-

porary Continental thinkers, that utopia offp.rs '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 another, as the 

~other ' 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 \~~~h~ 

explanation ' of unconscious mechanisms that makes distance productive, 

and that offers a path towards a ' depth-interpretatiori, by uncovering 

the 'otherness' of texts: of history, myths, ideology, literature 

and the human sciences. Ricoeur also made . it very clear in'Claude 

I I'" • I Levi-Strauss: reponses ~ quelques ~uest10ns (1963), that 'Si le 

sen~ n ' est pas un segment de la compr~hension 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 interpr~ta­

tions that 'en herm~neutique, il n'y a pas de cloture de 

l'univers des signes' tp. 67). Rather the problematic is one of 

multiple meaning in accordance with the allegorical function of 

language, whereby 'une expression, de dimensions variables, en 

signifiant une chose, signifie en meme temps une autre chose, s ans 

cesser de signifier la premi~re' (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 

from 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. 

Hicoeur writes in De l'interpr~tation: essai sur Freud; 

'Seul 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 moying 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 
I 

they offer is a 'comprehension'suffisante' ••• qui ne suffit pas au 
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philosophe - ne se comprend pas elle-meme' (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? 

For Descombes in Le meme et l'autre, 'les d~constructions 

ont pris la place des descriptions' (p. 96). Jacques Derrida 

initiated the movement by unmasking the ~~~serlian 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' 

(~., 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 how~ver 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 conoept 

I 
of 'differance ' is 'a non-concept in that it cannot be defined in 

terms of oPPositional predicates; it is neither ~ 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 

(failles) in which the most hidden and forgotten archives c~n emerg~ 

and constantly recur and work through history ' (ibid . , p. 113) 

This problem of the discordance of tim~ 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? - A For Descombes, in Le meme et 

l ' autre , ' Tout texte est un texte double , il y a toujours deux textes 

en un ' (p . 176 ). While only the manifest text is read, it shows 
, , 

traces of the latent text , not its opposite but the same yet 'other~ 

I , I I 

'le semblable legerement decale' (~. , 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-meme 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 meme et l ' 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 l ' identitJ dialectique et la 
diff~rence sont au non la m~me chose ••• si l'on 
dit ' identit6 ' , celle- ci se change aussitSt en 
difference~et si l ' on repere une diffJrence, elle 
se m~tamorphose en identitl ' tp . 178 ) 

This ' otherness ' of language that transcends the enclosure 

of semiology is the ' reference ' of texts , albeit a problematic 

reterence , 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) . 

Hather 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 
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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 ~ciences (1981) how 

heur~stic 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 the reader are metamorphosed by the text. 

When we enter a game we abandon ourselves, our~, 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': 

Ap propriation 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 fprm 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 co~prehension, 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' 197~ that the dialectics of distanciation and appropriation 

emerges like an existential and endless struggle 'which suppre s ses 

and preserves the cultural distance and includes the otherness 

within the ownness' (p. 14). In this struggle at the heart of 

Ricoeur's hermeneu~ic circle, 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 adequately that 

which remains unthought in other thinkers. For example, Ricoeur 

wrote in his preface to Bultmann/published in Le Conflit des 

interpr~tations; 'ces questions, je ne les formule pas contre 

Bultmann, mais fin de mieux penser ce qui reste impens~ 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'impensJ', 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', 

'l'Autre, le double de soi', seemed to be an alienating duality. 

This is why he wrote that 'l'Autre de l'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 'l'etre 
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de l'homme et l'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 l'impens~' (ibid., p. 338), 

and establishes a gulf between him and Ricoeur. According to 

Foucault, the human sCiencesJsituated in the distance between the 

being of man and the empirical sciences, and focussing on the 

living, speaking ~nd working man, turn man into an object: 

••• ce n'est pas l'homme qui les constitue et 
leur offre un domaine sp~cifiquej mais c'est la 
disposition generale de l'epistem~ qui leur fait 
place, les appelle et les instaure leur 
permettant ainsi de constituer l'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 r~gles et de syst~mes' (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 

ror 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 m~me et l'autre, abandoned the phenomenological 

method to substitute 'la fondation dans le concept ~ la fondation 

dans la conscience ou 19 v~cu (p. 146), before reverting back to 

phenomenology in 1969, Paul Ricoeur did not have to choose 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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It 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 satisl·ying and eXl.stentially t·ulfilling. And this even more 

so in the later works where the question of creativity, and through 

it the dialectics of ident~ty and difference, are deepened. Ricoeur, 

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

two meanings are signified at once while retaining their 

differences: 

La m~taphore, figure de discours, pr~sente de 
mani~re ouverte, par Ie moyen d'un conflit 
entre identitJ et diffirence, Ie proces qui, 
de mani~re couverte, engendre les aires s~man-

" tiques par fusion des differences dans 
l'identit~. (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 (litt~ralement)' into 

the 'est (metaphoriquement), (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 pr~serv~e dans la 

proximitJ' m~taphorique ••• l'interpr~tation littJrale impossible 

cede en resistant' (lac. 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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incompatability and difference. Imagination displaces meaning 

through the great tension between difference and identity, between 

the 'is not' and the '~s', and consequently places the whole 

process within the dialectic of distanciation and appropriation. 

La m~taphore vive ends with these words: 

Ce qui est ainsi donn~ a penser par la v~rite 
' tensionnelle' de la po~sie, c' est la dialectique 
la plus originaire et la plus dissimul~e: celIe 
qui regne entre l'exp~rience d'appartenance dans 
son ensemble et Ie pouvoir de distanciation qui 
ouvre l'espace de la pensJe speculative. (p. 398) 

The concept of temporal ' repetition' at work in narratives 

further illustrates this dialecticsof the 'sam~ 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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i n the here and now of each appropriation of meaning . In the 
I 

light of the modern problematic o~ differance , and in accordance 

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

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

and paradoxically, the ~ 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 translation of 
\ I 

the ' other ' into the language of the same . It rather shows a 

dialectics whereby each term ' is ' and ' is not ' neither exactly the 
\ I 
Same nor the 'other ', and where both are ' en route ' towards an 

ontological self . 

Emmanuel L~vinas) ' ethical ' phenomenology overlaps 

Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic phenomenology with regards to this idea of a 

creative conflict . According t o L~vinas , in Richard Kearney ' s 

Dialogues with contemporary Continental thinkers , the classical 

metaphysics of identity and the contemporary conception of 

£liff~rance need each other: we can apprec~ate the ' other ' only if 

we first know our sel~ through the creative tension between the two 

in the space of the ' imaginaire ' that opens up possible horizons . 

B I \ I 
ut , unlike Ricoeur , Levinas gives the Other the primacy over tne 

' same ': 

I am trying to show that man ' s ethical relation 
to the other is ultimately prior t o 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 L~vinas in Ethigue et infini (1982), we 

\ I 
cannot reach the Other , ' Autrui ', within the immanence of knowledge 

or in the communication of -it/because we remain 'a cote d'autrui~ 

and therefore within the 'same'. Only ' la socialite ', that is 
\ I 

' l ' Gtre-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 ' l'alterit~ et la dualite ne 

disparaissent pas ' (p . 68). 

In the relationship of love , L6vinas says , against Plato , 

in hichard Kearney ' s Dialogues With contemporary Continental thinkers 

that ' Man ' S relationship with the other is better as difrerence than 

as unity: sociality is better ~han fusion . The very va~ue 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 a gainst our Christian culture 

and marriage , since the so-called value of ' union ' and 'identity ' 

is there dangerous and harmful . 

Finally , L~vinas 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 open itself to otherness and 

to transcendence towards a 'new lease of life'. 

Gilles Deleuze tackle~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 m~me et l ' autre, difference 

for him is neither ' une difflrence au sein de l ' identite' nor ' la 
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diff/renee entre l 'identite et la non-identit~' (p. 180) as it is 

for Ricoeur. Descombes explain~ 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 a l'esclave ne soit pas superposable au rapport 

~t de l'esclave au ma~ reo Dans un sens c'est un rapport de 
, 

difference; 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 diff~rences de 

nature' (p. 11) in his book Le Bergs0nisme (1966). By that he 

means a qualitative difference which he contrasts with 'des 

diff~renees de degre' (p. 1)). 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 probl~mes et des illusions qui nous accablent' (p. 1)). Yet 

together they constitute 'la Difflrence' (p. 9)), a concept which 

remains rather obscure and problematic. Nevertheless, it 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 meme 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 identitJ est simul~e. Le merne est toujours -- ,. 
un autre qui se fait passer pour Ie meme, et ce 
n'est jamais ~e meme autre qui se dissimule sous 
Ie m~me masqua' (p. ~ 

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: 

L t t ' d 'f 'tt I • ... 1· '" e ex e n a pas e re eren ex er~eur a u~-meme, 

Ie recit historique ne rapporte aucun ~v6nement 
exterieur au recit, l'interpr~tation ne porte sur ­
aucun fait qu'on puisse distinguer de l'interpreta­
tion, les points de vue ne donnent sur aucun monde 
commun A toutes les perspectives. Ainsi seraient 
vaincus le Centre unique, le Principe premier, 
l'Identit~ souveraine. (~., 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 't intemarre t • 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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Critics, 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 t ·o 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 actuall~ 'criticized' it. 

The year 1971 witnessed the pUblication of three books, by 

2 
Don Ihde, David Rasmussen and Michel Philibert. 

Don Ihae'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 supererogatory 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 

ofrering an introduction to Paul Ricoeur's early work, spanning over 

twenty years, was 'not so much to the con~ent of Ricoeur's work as to 

the development and intricacies of his methods , which are admittedly 

often puzzl~ng, 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 language 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 1971). 

Philibert, Michel Paul Ricoeur ou la libertJ selon 
l'esperance (Paris, 1971). 

Rasmussen, David - MythiC-SfjbOliC Language and Philosophical 
Anthropology (The Hague 1971 • 
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thesis is that 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 th~ philosophy of the will. And, 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 hum~lity 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 at 

the end and entitled ' Wh~~ is a text?~ 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 libert: selon 

l'esperance is an introduction to ' Ie 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 important branches 

like Descartes, Kant and Hegel : 

Sans doute voit-on depuis Nietzsche des philoso­
phes grimpes A cet arbre , et tout occup~s de 
scier la branche qui les porte . Sans doute des 
voix nombreuses proph~tisent-elles aussi que la 
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cogn~e est mise ~ 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 playjsince he has himself become an important branch of 

contemporary philosophy. 

Michel Philibert highlights Ricoeur's ethical values, his 

'attention crdatrice': he knows how to 'listen' to Others: 'Ricoeur 

t d ' · 1 I t tt t · . I I se me au rang e ceux qu 1 ecou e avec une a en lon Sl r everen-

cieuse et si exigeante qu'elle les contraint de se depasser eux-

memes' (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 l'oeuvre' is first 

and foremost to pay tribute to Paul Ricoeur: 

On veut ici rendre hommage ~ une pens~e dont 
" I 1 'ampleur , dont l'honnetete, dont la force no us 

paraissent aujourd'hui et depuis longtemps, sans 
egales. (p. 6) 

Again Ricoeur responded with another essay, a 'tex~ inedit' ent i tled 

'Ev6nement et sens dans le discours', which concludes the book. 

In 1975, Patrick L. Bourgeois' Extension of Ri coeur'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 philosophy of the will to the initial stage' (p. 2~ 

in order to show the constancy and continuity of the work~in spite of 

its important expansions and of its changes in central positions. 

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 interpretation. 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 1975, 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 assurle 
d ' une reconnaissance mondiale ••• 11 est donc juste 
et normal qu'a l ' occasion de son soixanti~me 
anniversaire, cette collection d ' essais par des 
penseurs de differents inter~s, ainsi que d ' origines 
et de nationalit~s multiples , lui soit d~diee . (p . 7) 

Ricoeur's philosophical project , which is to say ' le sens 

non-ditjmais dicible , de l'existence et de la vie ' justifies the 

title of the book . Gary Madison reflects upon Kicoeur ' 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 m~thodes , des objectifs et des modes de discours qui 

diff~rent de ceux qui caract~risent la philosophie ( p . 227) , and 

philosophy understood as a rerlective 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-~onty's 

I 
suggestion , since this would simply 'eliminer un des termes du 

conflit' (p . 237) . Ricoeur chooses to keep them both in a creative 

tension. ' Plutot que d ' integrer un univers du discours a un autre , 

Ricoeur les dialectise d~lib~rement ' (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 bel 
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as Madison says)that 'l'ontologie est 'la terre promise" (p. 240), 

that 'une philosophie qui ne s'ach~ve pas' is 'la d~finition m~me 

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 contrarYjthey 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 po~te ni proph~te; il est 
celui qui, du milieu des choses, guette l'horizon/ 
6coute et attend . (p. 241) 

These rather beautiful words conclude Madison '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 m3 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 s tudy in 

the thought of Paul Ricoeur and Jurgen Habermas, publi s hed 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 

'critical 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 way the action is described, 

a description itself linked 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-interpretationj that connects the understanding of action 

to the social level of explanation by means of explanatory concepts 
j 

anchored in institutions. We do not wish in this study to venture 

into the complexities of the social sciences. But we think thatl 

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 ~aul 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'interpr~tation, while reading Freud: 
, I 

'Je ne pretends donc pas completer 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 Marcellian contexts and within the existentialist 
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movement of the nineteen forties and the nineteen fifties. We 

shall make explicit the dialectic~ of difference and identity 

present in both Husserl's epoche and Marcel's dialectics of problem 

and mystery. 

We shall then examine closely Hicoeur's eidetic and 

structural work, and see how 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 

!ill, 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 abstract 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 

I 
of the Philosophie de la volonte, evil presented so ouch interest to 

him, why Ricoeur could not i gnore 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 interpretations . Finally, we shall draw a parallel 

between Ricoeur ' s ' hermeneutic turn ' and the emergence of his philosophy 

of language , whose growt h we shall closely observe in the t hird 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 text in hermeneutics . We shall 

c losely 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 language , 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 of 

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 ' reference crois~e ' 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 crois~e ' , 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 pro'rided by what Ricoeur calls the 'emplotment ' , 

tnat is the act of configuration , it has also deepened its 

onto~ogical 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 

t o the dif~erence of time and stories in which our acting self 

dwells . 
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PAR T I 

THE ABSTRACT PHENOT.1ENOLOGY OF LE VOLONTAIRE 

ET L ' I NVOLONT.P.IRE AND L ' HOlJJdE FAILLIBLE 

I NTRODUCTION 

' La ph~nom~nologie doit etre, 
dans un premier temps au 
moins , structurale ' 
O.1ethode p . 116) 

In the first cycle of his ' Lecture de Freud ' , Ricoeur asks 

. I 
' Qu ' est - ce qU'lnterpreter en psychanalyse? ' (p . 70) , 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 a tour la psychanalyse nous apparaitra comme 
une explication des phenomenes psychiques par des 
confli ts de force , donc comme une energetique - et· comme 
une ex~g~se du sens apparent par un sens latent , donc 
comme une herm~neutique . (DI , p . 70 ) 

The impossibility of the unity 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 '. 

However 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 cooe to terms with its ' other' , 

with necessity , within the Husserlian phenomenological context? 

The abstract eidetic concepts at work in Le Volontaire et 

l ' involontaire show a basic reciprocity betwe en the two, between 

the voluntary and t he 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 : 

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

The involu tary 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 , 

thr ougn 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 ' smr~ctural 

work , a latency justified by Ricoeur ' s concept of the ' diagnostic ' 

which goes beyond an eidetic reading towards our obscure , involuntary 

experiences . Howe ;r, 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 beli.eves that 

such an ' abstraction sp~cifique qui doit nous r~v~ler les 

structures ou les possibilites fond~~entales ool ' homme ' (V . I ., p . 7) 

must necessarily precede t he existential description of man ' s actual 

experience . On this abstract level , Ricoeur achieves a fundamental 

r econciliation 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 dualite 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 Jbut 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 vhere both are grasped within a dialectics . 

The disproportion opens up the possibility of evil vdthin man and 

leads to the question: ' Comment l ' homme se "trouve expos~ " 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 bet'leen our finite and our infinite poles . Ricoeur 

divides them into three levels , the levels of knowing , acting ... and 

th~ affective forms of the will . On each level/an unstable 

synthesis confirms man ' s global disproportion with himself . 

We shall see in this first part how both the structural 

and the synthetic p' enomenology of the will prepare the way for a 

hermeneutic phenomenology. ~e will seek to show why phenomenology 

needs its ' other ', herceneutics , not ' par accident mais par destina­

tion ' (D . I ., p . 76), in order to avoid the trap of idealism , just as 

in his ' Lecture de Freud ' Ricoeur demonstrates that ' l ' ~nergetique 

passe par une herm~neutique ' (D . I . , 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 ' herm~neutique d~couvre une ~nerg~tique ' 

(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 wi thin psychoanalytical discourse . Yet 

it must be stressed that they also retain their difference . 

This first part is divided into three chapters . In each 

chapter we shall reflect upon the problem of identity and difference 

and see its relevanoe 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 Eusserl 's phenomenology . His phenomenological method has 

been of very great importance to the thinking of Paul Ricoeur . 

VIe shall also discuss Paul Ricoeur ' s attitude towards existen­

tialism in the light of the significance of this movement in the 

1940 ' s . e s all illustrate this aspect of Ricoeur ' s work with a 

study of the three major themes of the lived body , freedom, and the 

lother' in the contrary existential philosophies of Gabriel llarcel and 

Jean- Paul Sartre . 

The second chapter will offer a detailed account of 

Ricoeur ' s structural p enomenology 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 

' other '. 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 '. ~e 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 Part I vdll investigate 

Ricoeur ' s synthetic or existential phenomenology, which deals with 

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

with 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 teakness 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 ~abert ' s reflective 

philosophy upon Paul Ricoeur ' s though~wh~ch led him to the 

' hermeneutic turn ', while sections two and three closely follow 

Ricoeur ' s arg ents and explanations as regards the three levels 

of the disproportion where Ricoeur ' s analysis is conducted; section 

four reflects upon the concept of fallibility and its ~eaning for 

our dialectics of difference and identity . 
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C HAP T E R I 

THE PHILOSOPIICAL BACl GROU~~ TO THE 

'10RK OF PAUL RICOEUR 

Introduction 

Paul Ricoeur was deeply influenced by Gabriel ~arcel . 

:is first publishe" book in 1948 was Gabriel ~arcel et Karl Jas ers . 

Philoso-ohie du mvs~ere et ohilosoohie du naradoxe . He became 

I"arcel ' s student i 1934- 35 at the SOrbOl1ne where he enrolled as 
.,J 

a post - graduate candidate for the agr~gation , which he passed 

brilliantly , coming second , in 1935 at the age of twenty two . 

Ricoeur dedicated Le Volontaire et l ' involontaire (1950) to harcel 

with a poem from Rilke ' s Sonnets A Ornh~e . 

Another maj or influence on Ricoeur was the phenonenology 

of Edmund Husserl . A prisoner of war in Germany until 1945 , he 

r ead Husserl and translated Ideen I, which he annotated and 

published in 1950 under the title Id~es directrices pour une 

phenomenologie 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 i~ersed 

him in the 'estern philosophical tradition, whose stress on 

rationality distanced him from what was t hen the modern problem 

of existentialism. According to Ricoeur, the telos of philosophy 

lies in the r a tional understanding of existence . Existentialism, 

however, lost this telos in the immediacy of ' l ' intensitl du V~CU I . 

And this for Ricoeur in his article ' L ' Humanit~ de l ' honme ' in 
I 

Studium Generale (1962)/explains its failure : 
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••. l '~chec de toutes les philosophies de la 
vie est de n ' avoir pas su incorporer a la 
reconquete reflexive de l ' acte fondateur de la 
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 thenes . 

In the first section of this chapter , we shall investi-

cate Russerl ' s phenomenolo y in view of its overwhelming importance 

to the philosophical context of the 1940 ' s . We shall take the view 

t hat the basic discovery of Husserlian phenomenology , that is t he 

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 . But .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 Marcel 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 Marcel , and at the same time he 

condemns it for its lack of distance from the ' v~cu '. 

We shall limit our investigation to the three major themes 

of existential ism mentioned abov~and through those themesJwe shall 

see how the same method and the same word~driven by different 

ontological choice~arrive at conflicting interpretations . We shall 

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 Y.enomenology of Edmund Russerl 

The term ' phenonenology ' has been used in so many 

different contexts that it appears today to be associated vdth a 

sphere of ambiguity . Althou h the name t hat spontaneously arises 

in our minds is that of Ed~und usserl , this philosophical dis-

cipline meant to describe objects instead of constructing explana-

tions I was spoken of as early as 1765 by the S\'dss - German Johann 

Lambert . He used that term in connection with his theory of 

knowledge that distinguishes between truth and illusion. Kant and 

Hegel also used the ~ord , but it was Eusserl , howe ver, who gave it 

a new dimension through his ambition of transforming philosophy 

into a rigorous science . In his article ' Philosophy as Rigorous 

Science ' Y~itten in 1911 and published in Phenomenology and the 

Qctsis of Philosoohy by uentin Lauer (1967 ), Husserl emphasized 

the need for rigour in philosophy: 

From its earli est beginnings philosophy has 
claimed to be rigorous science . (p . 71) 

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

I do not say that philosophy is an imperfect 
science; I say sim ly 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 , 

Russerl stood up as the great person who would create a scientific 

philosophy . His constant and obsessional efforts to lay firm 

foundations on w:ich 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 intentionality , 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 philoso.~ical t hinking , 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 philosophy since for them only the physical was 
/ 

real . According to 'usserl , the natural sciences either deny the 

i deal or ' naturalize ' it into a physical reality . Psychology shares 
I 

the sane naivety vnth the belief that all objects are there before-

hand , given to us in a pre - given objective world governed by its ovm 

laws and own rationali ty . In that way , psychology fails to grasp 

what ' things ' actually ar~ because it does not come to terms ,nth 

consciousness itself . In the same article quoted above , Russerl 

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 ' t lings ': 

selves '. 

The impulse to research must proceed not from 
philosophies but from things and from the problems 
connected vdth them . (ibid . p . 146 ) 

ence the famous Husserlian motto ' to the things them­

But the ' t ings ' are not an invitation to realism : they 
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are not to be confused vith empirical facts . The 'things ' are 

objective entities tha t are constituted in the acts of consciousness. 

Their physical "dentit beco es meru1ingful only through the acts 

in which they are present to consciousness . Or in other words all 
/ / 

that is gi en beforehand is changed into a thing for_me t into a 

phenomenon tOll:; ti tuted by and wi thin consciousness. r.'e ::1Ust s"tr~zs 

that the Hussc'lian phenomenon is a thing - for - consciousness, 

and not a thiTlg - in - itself , as in the Kantian sense of the word 

phenomenon . The confusion between these two interpretations of the 

phenomenon led to early oistakes in French phenomenology . According 

to HusserlJempirical facts a re immediately transfor~ed by conscious-

ness into phenomena and not gradually modified by means of 
.I 

scientific methods , as for Kant . Hence the H~sserlian ' phenomeno-

logy ' is the science of phenomena , of the appearing of ' things ' to 

our consciousness . 

Intentionality is fundamental to consciousness 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 gradual ly developed the i dea that 

consciousness is intentional : it is always consciousness of 

something , always directed toward an ob ject ' of ' which it is 

conscious . It follows that there cannot be an empty consciousness 

that thinks without a thought , that wants or "percei ves without a 

wanted or a perceived object . It is the property of a subject to 

be confront ed by an object . And more important still , Husserl went 

beyond the psychological notion of receptivity and encounte~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 outwa rds in search of meaning , 
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which was for Husserl a Vlay 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 ' humanit6 de l ' houme ' in Studium 

Generale , 5 (1962) : 

Or la oh~nomdnologie n ' est rigoureuse ~ue quand 
• I 

elle pose la question prealable du sens de 
l ' apparaitre m~me des choses . (p . 317) 

Therefore to say that an object presents itself as such only fo r 
.J 

consciousness does not imply that the world would becooe eopty if 

suddenly depopulated of all its conscious people ! ~othing would 

be changed except that meaning would be absent . Ian W. Alexander 

in his article ' The Phenomenol ogical Philosophy in France . An 

Analysis of its Themes , Significance and I~plications ' in Currents 

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

(1 966) highlights this importance of meaning that uncovers the 

structures of the orld : 

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 intentiona l relation between consciousness and the world in se 

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

of consciousness . This fundamental structure is the key to the 

intentional analysis that unfolds the intentional 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 

t he object intended and constituted in consciousness . And the 

noesis is the sub ective aspect , the conscious act of intending . 



55 

Together, as correlates , they structure consciousness . The 

noematic reflection is capable of ~istinguishing 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 turn gives access to a distinction 
) / 

aoong the conscious acts themselves , such as thinking . Husserl 

explain5 this process as follows in his r-~ditations Cartesienncs 

(Paris , 1931 ) : 

Dans la perception spontanee , nous saisissons 
la maison , non a perception de la maison . 
Dans la r~flexion 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 

ob jective poles of every ac t of kno\ting underlines the transcen-

dental yet fundamentally objective features of phenomenorogy . And 

the task of philosophy appears to be the 'uncovering ' of meaning J 

hidden in the objective worl~as Husserl clearly says: 

... l ' explicitation phenomenologique ne fait 
rien d ' autre •.. qU ' expliciter Ie sens que ce 
monde a pour nous tous , ant~rieurement & toute 
philosophie et que , manifestement , lui confere 
notre experience . Ce sens peut bien etre degage 
par la philosopnie , mais ne peut jamais etre 
modifie par elle . (~., p . 129) 

In this way phenomenology is for Husserl the path toward absolute 
I 

knowledge/closely associated with self-understanding and the 

understanding of the world . 

However hat may seem to be at first a simple ' uncovering' 

is in fact a constitution: by uncoverin the world consciousness 

constitut es it as meaningful . Such a concept of constitution 

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

several years 'usserl ' s collaborator. in his article ' L' nalyse 

intentionnelle et le probleme de la pensee speculative ' published 
/ 
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, I , 
in 1951 in Problemes actuels de la phenomenologie (Br~~elles , 

1952) clarifies the noetico- noematic structure of consciousness 

as well as t his constitutive aspect : 

I 
Et ant donne que russerl comprend la chose comme 
phenomene et celui-ci son tour comme un coment 
structural de l ' intentionnalit~ , a savoir comme 
son pole objectif , qui reste cependant ins~parable 
du pole subjectif porteur d ' experience , il aboutit 
finalement a la conception d ' un processus universel 
dans leque-l I ' opposi tion du sujet et de l ' objet est 
englob~e dans la totalit~ concrete de la ' vie 
intentionnelle ' ••• Ce que nous appelons dans la 
vie courante les choses , ce sont , pour rtusserl , 
des produi ts de cor.sti tution. J' ~ais les produi ts 
sont insepar able s des operations productives ••. 
pour 1e ph;no enologue , les activites constituantes 
et les formes constituees dans ces activitis 
s ' appartiennent de fa~on essentielle j elles ne se 
distinguent que comme les moments relatifs d ' une 
totali~e 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 met od capable of suspending our preconceptions and 

prejudices in order to disclose how truth and meaning are generated . 

Phenomenological reduction deliberately bracketo 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 ' ~hiloso hy as Rigorous Science ' that : 

Philosophy ••• is 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 ' 1 ' Analyse intentionnelle et 

le probleme de la pensle spJculative ': 

If' , L ' etant s ' es t transforme en pheno ene -
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because knowledge has now become a phenomenon . Yet why this 

reduction of being to mea ing , 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 gate~ay to freedom . He says of the ' epoche ' in the 

introduction to ~s translation of Ideen I , E. Russerl . Idles 

directrices pour une phJnomenologie (1 950) : 

Par lui je perds en apparence le monde que je 
gagne v~ritablement . (p . Xi ) 

Before such a ' free act ', Ricoeur explains that we are lost in the 

world , in the things of the worldJwhere we tend to regard ourselves 

as things among others . Our ' presence ' to the Vlorld blinds us to 

ourselves with the result that we are alienated . A difference is 

needed , a critical distance . In his article ' L ' icaginat~on dans 

le discours et dans l ' action ' in Savoir , faire , esp~rer : les 

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

between ' l ' imagination product rice ' and the Husserlian reduction 

in which he sees: 

l ' acte de distinction , hautement conscient de 
lui-c~me , par lequel une conscience pose quelque 
chose distance du r~el et ainsi produit 
l ' alt~rite au coeur c@me de son exp~rience . 
(p . 210) 

Therefore it ust be stressed , in contradiction to De r rida and the 

modern philosophers who blame phenomenology for reducing the 'other· 

to the ' sam~, that Ricoeur reads in t l is very decisive act of 

' epoche ' the emergence of difference ) thanks to the critical 

distance it introduces within ourselves between the real and the 

imaginary betveen the objective ' other ' and the self . Ricoeur ' s 
/ 

conception of ' distanciation j which is fundamental to his inter-

pretation theory , comes from this difference , as we shall see in 
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our third part . Husserl explains in his r.'I~di tations Carttsiennes 

why the phenomenological reduction is needed : 

En m' apprehendant mOi - meQe comme homme nature 1 , 
j ' ai d ' ores et deja effectu~ l ' aperception du 
monde de l ' espace , je me suis saisi moi- meme 
co~e me trouvant dans l ' espace ou je possede 
deja un monde qui rn ' est exterieur ••• Il faut 
manifestement effectuer consciemment la 
r~duction ph~nomenologique pour en arriver au 
moi et a la conscience susceptibles de poser 
des questi·ons transcendentales concernant la 
possibilite de la connaissance transcendante . 
(p . 70) 

The ' epoche ' is therefore t he key that leads to a new 

understanding of consciousness in terms of distance and absence 

f r om the natural world oeyond the first na~ve presence . Such 

difference , or distanciation , was needed for consciousness to 

constitute itself and to reconstitute the world . There can be no 

cr eative meaning , no production nor constitution \rithout 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 ' pr oductive , 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 . 'oreover , he brought back from Greek Philosophy and from 
.I 

Plato in particular)the importance of the ' ideal ', of essences , of 
, I 

t hat which remains the same 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 vdth 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 reduction/ whereby 

t he essence of a phenomenon and its essential structures are 

given immediately, grasped in pure i mmanent 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 offers/ 

against the previous scientific knowledge of fact~a scientific 

knowledge of essences . In this neVI 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 

knowledge of a world in se , this new technique of ' ideation ' now 

aims at the removal of all presuppositions which might prevent the 

direct and i~~ediate awareness of essences . According to Husserl 

we can make sense of our world only if we can see what is invariant 

in it . The gr asping of essences has become the prerequisite and 

necessary foundation of all sciences and the ultimate foundation 
I 

of philosophy , as Husserl forcefully says in ' Philosophy as a 

Rigorous Science ': 

Thus the greatest step our age has to Lake is to 
r ecognize that \uth 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 mat hematical 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 claims in his r,ledi t at ions 'Cartesiennes that this 
I ) 

emphasis on the essential inSights of phenomena avoids the trap of 

transcendental realism/which tried to deal with transcendence in 

the na.tural 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 , Jtablis entre 
l ' experience authentique et l ' exp~rience trompeuse, 
entre l ' etre et l ' apparence , s ' accomplissent dans 
la sph re meme de ma conscience ••• Co~~ent 
l ' evidence (la clara et distincta perceutio) 
peut-elle pr~tendre A ~tre plus qu ' un caract~re de 
rna conscience en moi? (pp . 69-70 ) 

According to 'usserl 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 , 'ditations Cart siennes , 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 : 

Ie p~re de ce contresens philosophique qu ' est 
Ie r~alisme transcendental . (p . 21) 

Husserl promises to avoid such an error by remaining true to his 

intuitive ' epoche ': 

Rien de pareil ne nous arrivera, si nous restons 
fid Ie au radicalisme du retour sur nous - meme et 
par 14 au principe de ' l ' intuition ' (ou 
evidence) pure , et si , par consdquent , nous ne 
faisons valoir que ce qui no us est donn~ rlellement 
et iom~diatement - dans Ie chruop de l ' ego cogito 
oue l ' epoch~ nous a ouvert , donc s i nous JVitons 
- I ".. d ' enoncer ce que nous ne f voyons ' paS nous - meme . 

A ce principe Descartes ne s ' est pas entierement 
conform~. C' est pourquoi , ayant , en un certain 

i I sens , dej fait la plus grande des decouvertes , 
Descartes u ' en saisit pas le sens propre , celui 
de la subjectivit~ transcendentale . I I ne franchit 
pas Ie portique qui mene la philosophie transcen­
dentale v~ritable . (p . 21) 

Husserl made sure that both the cogito and its objective 
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correlate/ the cogitatum)were described together within t?e 

subjectivity of consciousness/where absolute objectivity is . 

In this vay 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 

beginning 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 
'.I 

transcendental ego as the ground for the foundation and constitu-

tion of all meaning) Vii thout lapsing into some kind of su~j ecti vism . 

This conception of the transcendental ego justifies 

another step in the ' epoche ': the transcendental r eduction that 

r adically transforms the world into a human world . Russerl explains 

in the 'edita tions Cartesiennes : 

Par l ' epoche' ph~nomenologi que, je rJduis mon moi 
humain naturel et rna vie psychique - domaine de mon 
exp~rience psychologioue interne - Amon moi tran­
scendental et phJ om~nologique , domaine de 
l ' exp~rience interne transcendentale et phlnomlno­
logi9ue . Le oonde objectif qui existe pour moi ••• 
avec tous ses objets puise en moi-m~me ••• tout 
le sens et toute la valeur existentielle qu ' il a 
pour moi j il les puise dans mon moi transcendental, 

I\, , I , 
que seule revele l ' epoche phenomenologique transcen-
dentale . (p . 22) . 

ow that the realistic illusion of the in-itself is 

dispelled, now that the philosopher knows t hat what is not 

phenomenologically given is not , another dimension is slowly 

emerging , the ' phenomenon- of-the - world- for- my- consciousness '. 

Meaning comes from ' moi- meme ', from my transcendental ego . Yet 



62 

i t must re main ob jective . Ian Alexander in ' The Phenomenological 

Philosophy in France ', explains th~t the purpose of this ' epoche ': 

•.. is not to r etreat fro:., the Vlorld into a pure 
consciousness but to exhibit the fundamental 
relation between consciousness and the world as 

, the ercanent , 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 VI ich L.akes any reference to a world or to a 
self possible at all , that is the iLtentional self-
,orld relat i on of compresence itself . (p . 327) 

This text clearly reveals tha t wha t is at s t ake in such an ' epoche ' 

is the perwa!1ent and universal structure of conSCiousness" at \'lork 

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 

constitut es the ' is ' of meaning/it ' 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 

~ consciousnessJ whose presence to consciousness transforms it 

into a phenomenon) ought to remain the 'other'of consciousness . 

If it were to become the ' sa~e ' it would mean the end of the 

phenomenon itself . nd , according to Paul Ricoeur , tlis is exactly 

what happened with Husserlian idealism. He says that although the 

tension bet1een the two demands to constitute the thing as'other~and 

to constitute it in me, is indeed very present throughout the 

M/ditations Cart~siennes , 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 hermeneuti c phenomenology whose explanations explode 

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

Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences (1981 ) : 

n the one hand , hermeneutics is erected on the 
basis of phenomenology and thus preserves some-
t ing of the philosophy from which it nevertheless 
differs : phenomenology remains the unsurpassable 
presupposition of hermeneutics . On the other hand , 
phenomenology cannot constitute itself ~~thout a 
hermeneutical presupposition, (p . 101) 

without an ' explication ' of evidence . 

It is the ~utual affinity between these two disciplines 

that provides the philosophical basis for the constructive work of 

Paul Ricoeur and that cakes his v~itings at once modern yet deeply 

tradi tiona!. 

:Before we conclude our examination of Husserl ' s phenooeno-

logy , we oust emphasize the link between his idealistic interpretation 

of pheno enology 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 ~ to 

everything ~ it constitutes both the phenomenological world 

inhabited by monads and itself . But when the ' thing ' becomes another 

Self, the Other nth ~hom 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 I. ditation shows . 

Yet the Other for usserl remains ' over there ~ beyond the creative 

conflict of difference and identity and so fails to belong to my 
I 

own ' here '. According to this intersubjective conception , I 

perceive the Other only as another ' me l, as the ' same ' by association 

and analogy 'dth my own ego ' I imaGine him : 

comme si , moi , j ' ~tais la- bas (p . 101 r . C. ) 

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

•.• communaut~ illioit~e de oonades que nous 
ddsignons par le teroe d ' intersubjectivit' 
transcendentale . (pp . 110- 111) 

It is within such a community of monads that the ego proGressively 

constitutes itself~throug experience and knowledge and thanks to 

its slow conversion away froo the limitations of the natural 

attitude . The growth leads to the constitution of a systematic 

egol05ical science ) whereby the ego discovers itself to be the 

founcation of the vorld 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. Russerl . 

Id~es directrices pour une ph~nom'nologie : 

La methode phenooinologigue consiste ~ faire 
I I , " l 'exe g se de l ' Ego en prenant le phenomene du 

monde coome fil conducteur . (p . XXIX) 

The :' ~ditations Cartesiennes show the progression of 

Russerl ' s egology towards an advanced expression of idealism. The 

first r~ditation sets out the radical point of departur~whereby the 

' I ' who thinks confronts t e ' natural thesis ' and reduces it by an 

' epoche ~ and whereby evidence is accepted as truth . The second 

and third ~ditation can be seen as detours , firstly through a 

t heory 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 

M~ditation 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: 

Chaque objet en gen ral (et aussi tout objet icmanent) 
correspond une rdgle de structure du moi transcen­
dental .•• Le subjectivitJ transcendentale n ' est pas 
un chaos d ' 6tats intentionnels . (p . 46) 
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The close link between evidence and truth reinforces 

transcendental idealism : 

,11 est clair qu l on ne peut puiser la notion de 
la verite ou de la r~alitl vraie des objets 
ailleurs que dans 1 , Jvidence ••• Tout justifi­
cation proc~de de 1 , Jvidence et par cons~quent 
trouve sa source dans notre subjectivit~ 
transcende ntale elle-meme . (p . 51) 

Even the ego is justified by evidence : 

L '~ existe pour lui -m~me 
continue . (p . 55) 

avec une evidence 

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 WJditation unfolds the radicalization of trans?endental-

phenomenological idealism with the identification of ego~ogy and 

phenomenology . This is because objects that are for me draw 

from me their meaning and validity . So we witness a displacement 

of the ego from the subjective aspect of noemati c reflection to 

the now all-embracing source of the whole process of consciousness . 

Husserl explains : 

C I est un ide'alisme qui n ' est r ,ien de plus qu I une 
explicitation de mon ~ en tant que sujet de 
connaissances possibles ••• 11 est l ' ex~licitation 
du sens de tout type d ' ~tre que moi, l '~, je 
peux imaginer ••• ce qui veut dire : d~voiler 
d ' une mani~re syst6matique l ' intentionalit' 
constituante elle - meme . La preuve de cet 
id~alisme 1 c ' est la ph6nomenologie elle -meme,. 
(p. 72) 

Therefore , according to Husserl, the path to ' absolute 

knowledge is necessarily: 

••• la voie vers une prise d e conscience uni verselle 
de soi-meme , monadique d ' abord et intermonadique 
ensuite . (p . 134) 

In his passionate search for scientific self-knoVlledge~ 

and in communion with Snint 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 thyself!' in a radical way 

with his new and revolutionary insights/and ' ••• 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 

subs~quent 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'A~lyse inten-
/ . I 

tionnelle et 1e probleme de la Fensee sp4culatiy~: 

Si la chose elle-m~me est principiellement ph~nom~ne, 
elle n'a aucune autonomie definitive. Elle n'est ce 
qu'elle est que par rapport au sujet auquel elle 
apparaft. Mais celui-ci non plus n'a pas le 
caract ere d'un ~tant ferm4 en lui-meme et d~limit4. 
Lui aussi n'est ce qu'il est que dans l'acte de se 
repr~senter l'objet qui lui est present' ••• le 
rapport sujet-objet en totalit6, avec toutes ses 
structures no6tico-no6matiques, est d6sormais le 
th~me propre de la ph~nom6nologie. (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 viewJand what it means. Ricoeur shows in 

'L'humanit& de l'homme' in Studium Generale, 5(1962) how existential 
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phenomenology derives its main themes rrom a fusion of the 

phenomenological method with the problem of existence. Existen-

tialism is: 

••• n~ de la conjonction de la m~thode ph'nomeno­
logique illustr~e 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 Hicoeur, was the f1rst 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 negation~ 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 i~in retrospect) of having failed both 

phenomenology and existence by replacing the old system by a new 

one: 

••• en meme temps que l'introduction des themes 
n~gatifs promettait un enrichissement immense de 
la description de l'exp~rience humaine, elle 
annongait paradoxalement la fin de la ph~nomeno­
logie. (~., p. 318) 

Ricoeur here clearly expects phenomenology to transcend all 

systems)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 meaningJ 
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Ricoeur stresses)that is the meaning of an individual emerging 

into sadness, doubt and solitude, o~tside systems. And although 

Kierkegaard did not use the word 'phenomenology ', paradoxically, 

Ricoeur places him/and not Hegel , ' ••• a l'origine de la ph~nomeno­

logie existentielle fransaise' (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 Russerl , 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, as ' ••• l'un de ses peres' (ibid., p. 318). Ricoeur 

describes him as a 'master of suspici~on' who set out to ' ••• 
/ 

d~masquer les mensonges moraux et spirituels sur lesquels s'6difie 

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 reductionJyet 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 be understood in terns 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 ' numanite de l ' ho~ne ': 

.•• la conscience qUi donne , qui voit, qui opere 
des pr~sences , porte et fonde la conscience qui 
signifie , qui juge , qui pa~le . C' est ce dlplace­
ment d ' accent qui marque le passage ~ la 
phdnom~nologie existentielle ; en effet , c ' est 
dans la perception, ainsi r~interprbt~e, que se 
r~velent simultanement 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 cons.tructions 

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 

perception)whereby the world is shaped within the immediate 

experience of each man . In his article ' Methode et t~ches d'une 

phenomenologie de la volont~) published in Probl~mes actuels de la 

Rhlnomenologie (1952~he made it c~ear that in his opinion 

phenomenology ought to be structural at least in its early stages, 

that it ought to be guided by noematic refiection : 

La f~condite de l ' analyse noetico-no~matique de 
la p~riode des Ideen a sans doute ete sous­
estimee par la generation ph~nomenologique qui 
est allee tout de suite aux ~crits de la periode 
de la Krisis ; cette ecole de ph~nomenologues a 
cherchJ dans la th~orie du Lebenswelt l ' inspira­
tion d ' une description trop vite synth6tique ~ 
mon gre : si en tout probl~me on va droit au 
~projet existentiel~ , au ~mouvement d ' existence» 

qui entratne toute conduite authentiquement 
humaine , on risque de manquer la sp~cificite des 
problemis ••• (p. 11 5) 
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This attitude taken by Ricoeur explains both his project of a 

philosophy of the Will/that keeps to the essential structures of 

consciousnessJand the method chosen 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 

m~lodiques ') since they keep on recurring ar;ain 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 . 

We see this contrast, and even conflict between the same language 
/ / ----

and different meanings at work in the existential phenomenologies 

of Gabriel Darcel and Jean-Paul Sartre . At opposite end~ 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 Marcel and Sartre , 

as regards those themes , can be explained in terms of their 

different ontological choices . 

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

It offered Gabriel Marcel both the occasion of a break from ' la 

pens~e abstraite ', and of a recovery of the concrete. The central 

intui tion of T,iarcel ' s philosophy lies in his concept of incarnation . 

He explains in his Essai de philosophie concr~te (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-world)in contrast to the old abstract duality of 

nature and fre edom, of materialism and idealism. Both the notion 

of reciprocity between consciousness and body/and the concept of a 

. . I" " 
'reflexion du second degre ou a la deuxieme puissance ••• s'exergant 

sur une r~flexion 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-mtme dans son effort 
specifique pour restaurer le concret par-dela 
les d~terminations disjointes ou d~sarticul~es 
de la pens~e abstraite. (pp. 38-39) 

Paul Ricoeur took up Marcel's notion of reciprocity between mind 

and body/and developed it systematically in Le Volontaire et 

l'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. 

I • In addition, the importance of Marcel's 'reflex~on seconde' that 

introduces a distance, a difference within reflection itsel~must 

be fully stressed. It is similar to the distance at work in 

Russerl's 'epoche' and stands against Husserlian idealism or 

Husserl's late concept of the life-world. It will reappear in 

Ricoeur's Interpretation theory/in 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 m~taphysigue (1928-))) 

Marcel explains: 

••• l'inconnaissable n'est en effet qu'une 
limite du probl~matique qui ne peut etre 
actualis~e sans contradiction. La reconnais­
sance du mystere est' au contraire un acte 
essentiellement positif de l'esprit ••• comme 
si je me trouvais ben~ficier d'une intuition 
que je possede sans savoir immediatement que 
je la possdde ••• ' (p. 147) 

How can we then become aware of such intuition? 'a travers les 
, I I 

modes d'experience sur lesquels elle se reflechit et qu'elle illumine 

par cette r~flexion m~me .' (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 ~o 

Marcel, ~he purpose of philosophy is to recover this iden~i~y ~hat 

belongs to this realm of mystery by means of 'une reflexion sur 

cette r~flexion ••• par laquelle la pens~e se tend vers la r~cupera-

tion d'une intuition qui se perd au contraire en quelque fagon 

dans la mesure ou elle s'exerce.' (~., 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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Marcel pla ces it within the realm of mystery,and 

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

being: 

••• reconnartre que je T'appartiens a Toi, c'est 
reconnaitre que je ne m'appartiens a moi-meme 
qU'a cette condition, bien plus, que cette 
appartenance est identique. ( EPe., 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 l'homme: 

••• la ph6nome'nologie du(~orps propre»j oue le 
role equivoque d'un reenracinement dans le 
concret et d'un contre-pOle du myst~re 
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. 11 

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-

'l'acte de penser est mystere' (EPe p. 108); it is 'quelque 

chose ou je me trouve engag~.' (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 N~ant, (1943) as ' ••• une facticite et une transcendance.' 

(p. 95). 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'adversit~' 

(an expression taken from Gaston Bachelard)Jexperienced 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 ' 

fills 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 worl~was welcomed by 

Sartre who says that 'Nous ne sommes separ~s des choses par rien, 

sinon par notre liberte., (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 not, since, according to 

our ontological structure, ' ••• il s'agit de constituer "la rJalite 

humaine comme un etre 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 
.J 

him and a body always trailing behind. This reminds us of 
J 

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'acte 

premier de la mauvaise 1·oi est pour fuir ce qu' on ne peut pas 1"uir, 

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, 

~artre speaks of an 'incarnation ' of consciousnessJwhereby the 

duality of body and consciousness is overcome. Sartre says, 

' ••• 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 r~alisant l'incarnation de 
l'Autre me d~couvre ma propre incarnation. 
(EN., p . 460) 
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But we must stress that this notion of incarnation has nothing to 

do with "arcel's vision of it. We are, where Sartre is concerned, 

talking about a very brief incarnation . about: 

••• une sorte d'extase particuliere ou la con­
science ne soit plus que conscience (du) corps 
et, par suite, conscience r~1·lexi ve de la 
corportht~ . ( EN ., p . 467) 1 

More i mportant , t his sudden ma gic unlt y that soon disappears is 

actually a reduction of subjectivity to objectivity, since tne real 

hidden purpose of sexual desire is , according to Sartre : 

Ma tentative originelle pour me saisir de la 
subjectivit4 libre de l ' Autre ~ travers son 
objectivitt!-pour-moi. (EN . , p . 451) 

In order to reach and take over the other ' s freedom I have to become 

myself an ' objectivit~-pour-l ' autre " 

We do not see anything fulfilling in such a conflict that 

replaces the MarceIUan concept of love and belonging , by that of 

possession of another ' for-itself' . Sartre ' 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 Hegel/remains 

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 whoJlike Vincent Descombes~may 

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

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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identity since the relation between the two is in fact a non­
/ 

relation . We see t his non-relation even better when we reverse 

the dia~ectics~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 ' nothingness ~ and through it our 

freedom . This new inverted dialectics highlights difference and 

consciousness as its ethic and apuears in fact very modern in its 
/ -

nihilism . But it has also lost all comnon ground \rith Ricoeur ' s 

hermeneutic circle and with ~arcel ' s dialectics of the I sam~ and the 

' other '. 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 condeoned 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 ' humanit~ de l ' homme ' 

interprets Sartre ' s concept of freedom as follows: 

' Le bouleversement que Sartre a introduit dans 
la probl~matique de la libert' , c ' est pr6cis/ment 
d ' avoir inversl l ' indice ontologique de la " 
libertJ j l ' etre de l ' homme consis te a exister, 
disions-nous ~ l ' instant? Disons plutot qU ' exister 
consiste ~ ~tre son propre n~ant. ' (p . 320) 

This is to say tha t Sartre 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 tha t the being of man consists in being his nothingness) 

and} in doing sO J he oakes the ontological and the existential 

synonymous. Because existence now precedes essence vie 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 i t . Sartre explains his 

inversion in L ' Et r B e t le N~ant 

' De ce point de vue - et si lIon entend bien que 
l ' existence du Dasein pr~c~de et co~wande son 
essence - la r~ali t~ humaine, dans et par son 
surgissement merne , d/cide de d~finir son ~tre 
propre par ses fins . C ' est donc la position de 
mes fins ultime s qui caract~rise mon ~tre et qui 
s ' identifie au jaillissement orig inel de la 
libert~ qui est mienne . Et ce jaillissement est 
une existence, il n ' a rien d ' une essence ou d ' une 
propri~t~ d'un etre qui serait engendr~ conjointe­
ment a une idee . Ainsi la libertl , ~tant assimilable 
a mon existence, est fondement des fins ~ue 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 existen ce 

itself at the source of everything. We have the full responsibility 

of becoming ourselves while constantly torn away from ourselves. 

The process of ' n~antisation' of the pastJ and of being-in-it self 

oriented towards our being-for-itself)is a painful achievement 

whereby we are not yet what we ought to be (since it reI:lains a 

project , a possibilit y , 'un pur n~ant pr~sentt~ while what is at 

present ought not to be~and so must become a ' n~ant par rapport ~ 

cet ~tat de c h oses '. This process actually constitutes t une double 

n~antisation ' ( EN . p . 51 0 ~ and is central to Sartrian freedom, as 

he himself says: 

t La libert~ , c t est pr~cis!ment le n~ant qui est 6tJ 
auooeur de l ' homme et qui contraint la realit~­
humaine a se faire , au lieu d ' ~tre . Nous l ' avons 
vu, pour la r~alit~-humaine, ~tre c'est se choisir: 
rien ne lui vient du dehors, ni du dedans non plus, 
qu ' elle puisse recevoir ou accepte r ••• L ' homme ••• 
est tout entier et toujours libre ou il n ' est pas . t 
(E . N. p . 516) 
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It seems) therefore) that the theme of freedom in the 

Sartrian context is even less prone · to identity than the lived 

body since the neantisation introduces an endless temporal 
/ 

movement within man ' s non-coincidence with himself . Such a 

movement highlights the distance that always separates existence 

and being from its ' having-been '. Difference is here a key word 

that transcends any dialectics . And its price is heavy since it 

includes insecurity, anguish, inner struggle and to some extent, 

despair . 

In contrast to such a stoic nihilation of being, Gabriel 

Marcel ' s philosophy of participation in being appears intensely 

liberating . The Entretiens: Paul Ricoeur - Gabriel Marcel, 

published in 1968 , stress an attitude of quest in Marcel ' s approach 

t o freedom, an attitude that rejects Sartre ' s abstract system as 

guilty of reducing being to a problem . It shows ' un cheminement 

interrogatif ' and ' une recherche tatonnante ' (p . 126) . In Marcel ' s 

Phenomenology of liberation , being is ' une r~alit~ sacrale ' (p . 90) . 

Therefore when we question our own being, in search of self-

understanding , our question is itself a response to a call from 

what ,Marcel calls in his Essai de philosophie concr~te, ' une 

realitd qui me dlborde et m' enveloppe ' (p . 216) . 

Freedom is grasped as my answer to this call that comes 

from Transcendence . Ricoeur remarks in his Entretiens that 

... chez vous la libert'-r6ponse l ' emporte sur la liberte-choix ' 

( p . 8~) . Indeed, for Marcel, freedom means to let oneself be opened 

up by the liberating presence , to make oneself available to it rather 

than to search for self-autonomy. In other words , for Marcel, 

freedom is the discovery of my ' being-with ' a presence~that calls 

for communication and communionJ and in my saying ' yes ' to the 
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appeal made to me , since : 

douter de Toi , ce n ' e9 t pas me liblrer, 
c ' est m' andantir .' (EPC p . 217) 

Such a notion of freedom is certainly not an abstract concept nor 

a problem . It is, in i,1arcel ' s view , a gift in which I participate 

at the metaphysical level of mystery : 

' ; •• cette libert~-ia est un don encore 
faut - il que je 1 ' accepte .' ( EPC . p . 155) 

A movement is present here as well , but it is the simple, 

concrete moveoent of the homoviator , of ' 1 ' hor:une en marche ' who 

does not find the journey through existence easy , for suffering, 

bitterness and at times despair are very much part of it . Yet 
~ / 

anguish is not a central theme in Marcel ' s philosophy of existence , 

as it is for Sartre . The notions of faith and hope ) and the aware­

ness of what Varcel calls : 

' ••• une experience existentielle de la joie , de 
la plenitude .' (Entretiens , p . 87) 

take over, as the dominant factors of this concrete thought . And 

although freedom is the key factor in Marcel ' s Essai de philosophie 

concrete yet even freedom is never really conceptualized . 
'::"=='="';~':J 

It remains an encounter , a reciprocity and a collaboration with 

the ' other ', that is. an ' answer ' rather than a concept or a choice . 

Even better , it is ourselves: 

' Parce que notre libert~ est nous-memes, elle 
ueut nous para1tre ~ certaines heures 
inaccessible . ' (EDC p . 88) 

But the dialectics of difference and identity has not disappeared 

even though our answer to the ' other ' points towards self-identity 

and the ' same~ And difference is very much part of it since ' le 

refus ' is always a possibility inherent in any encounter . Indeed 

Marcel ' s description of the passage from unavailability to 

availability and gene rosity can always be reversed . 
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Paul Ricoeur shared the breadth of Marcel 's vision of 

freedom;but he formalized it in accordance with the Husserlia~ 

method of 'epoche'. 

A fundamental question throughout his Philosophy of 

the will is : what is freedom? We gradually learn that freedom 

is only a human freedom limited by our human nature, that it is a 

fallible freedom because of man's non-coincidence with himself 

and last, but not least, that freedom is limited by evil within and 

outside ourselves. 

The theme of freedom is profoundly linked to the theme 

of the 'other ' in all existentialisms. We have seen in the thought 

of Marcel how the meaning of freedom lies in our answer to the 

'other'. This 'other ' is a 'tu' rather than a 'lui'. It belongs 

to the realm of mystery within ~mrcel 's phenomenology of communica-

tion in its search for communion. We need the 'other' to come to 
-) 

know and understand ourselves: 

••• je ne communique effectivement avec moi-meme 
que dans la mesure ou je communique avec - l'autre, 
c'est-a-dire ou celui-ci devient toi pour moi. 
(EPC, p . 56) 

However, in order to achieve such communion, we must become 
, 

available, that is, ' ••• au lieu de me defendre de l'autre, je 

m'ouvre a lui'. (EPC., p.GO). 

According to Marcel , the subject is not a for-itself as 

it is for Sartre , it is not a ' ••• puissance existant pour soi et 

se prenant soi-meme pour centre.' (EPC., p. 79). Such a for-itself 

leads to a dangerous ' ••• obsession de soi.' (EPC., p. 82). 

Rather it is seen as a for-the-other, as a gift to the 'other ' and 

to God, since ' ••• la fonction propre du sujet est de sortir de 

soi.' (EPC., p. 79). Yet we need a little push in order to escape 

our narcissism: 
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Tout seul, on ne serait point parvenu a s ' en 
degager , mais la pr~sence de l ' autre op~rece 
miracle, pourvu qu'on lui donne son consente­
ment , qu ' on accepte de ne pas la traiter :comme 
simple intrusion - par rapport a soi-m~me - mais 
comme realiti . Rien de plus libre , au sens 
v~ritable de ce mot , que cette acceptation et ce 
consentement . (EPe., p. 82) 

This quotation shows how vi~al the ' other' and intersubjectivity 

are not only to the theme of freedom but also to self-identity. 

It is clearly through the ' other ' an experience seen as ' une 

~preuve ' (Entretiens, p . 123), that we come to ourselves, to the 

' same '. The dialectics of the ' same ' and the ' other ' appears to be 

here almost identical to Ricoeur ' s dialectics of appropriation and 

distanciation. The same risks of objectivation , of a problematisa-

ti on of the ' lui ' without its counterpart of mystery are very 

present , and with them the dangers of a refusal of the 'other ' 

~hat cut us off from ice qui nous fait ~tres .' (EP~ ., p . 88) . 

Marcel , in the Entretiens)expresses his belief in what we interpret 

as a dialectics that opens up our egoistic tendencies in spite of 

the real risks of self-enclosure : 

••• l ' inter-subjectivit~ c ' est l ' ouverture a 
I 1 ' autre , une ouverture qui est perpetuellement 

menac~e car , A chaque instant , le moi risque de 
r~obturer cette sorte d ' ouverture dans la mesure 
o'u il devient prisonnier de l ui-m"e'me , ou il ne 
consid~re plus l ' autre que par rapp ort a lui 
mais que l ' ouverture d l ' autre soit possible 
(c ' est.a- dire dans un tout autre langage la 
charit~), c ' est manifestement une des certitudes 
cardinales auxquelles je suis parvenu . (p . 123) 

Ricoeur shares the same eschatological hope , but the ' other ' is not 

thematized as such in his philosophy: As for the ' Tout-Autre ', it 

is a ' limit concept ' which cannot be known in itself . 

Jean-Paul Sartre ' s attitude to the ' other ' is totally 
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In the Sartrian context the ontological dangers 
'" 

llio not come from \'li thin , from our basic narcissism , but from the 

' other ' in front of me . In l ' Etre etle l ~ant the ' other ' is 

experienced not in participation , but in conflict . The ' other ' s 

glance , ' le regard', is indeed a threatening experience . Sartre 

agrees that : 

••• j ' ai besoin d ' autrui pour sa~s~r ~ plein 
toutes les structures de mon etre, le Pour-soi 
renvoie au Pour- autrui . (E . } . p . 277) 

3ut in contrast to L:arcel ' s notion of reciproci ty , the relationship 

is one of struggle and conflict that aims at the'possession ' of 

the ' other ' s ' freedom. In the Sartrian drama of human relations 

I am either ' possessed ' by the ' other " and consequently changed 

into an object for his consciousness, or I possess the ' other ', 

turning him into an object for my consciousness . We witness a 

complete invasion of : ~arcel ' s ideas of belonging to someone, of 

freely giving oneself to the 'other'. Rather I must now 

' appropriate ' at all costs the ' other ' s ' transcendence, or else 

he Vlill possess me , in accordance with the law of the jungle 

whereby there is always a proud winner and a shameful loser. 

Let us examine in detail how this human communication works. 

I know only one aspect of myself , immediately grasped from within , 

that of my possibilities as a being-for-itself in the mode of non-

thetic consciousness (of) these possibilities . But I am also a 

being- for-others and a being- in- itself through my lived body . 

And the only way for me to know th~t being is via the 'other ': 

••• autrui est le mtdiateur indispensable entre 
moi et moi- meme . (E. N. p . 276) 

The ' other' sees in me an object of observation, a phenomenon 

to reflect upon and describe . And when he looks at me what I 

perceive are not his eyes but his consciousness of me , that is 
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myself as being seen, as a being-in-itself, myself for my 

unreflective consciousness, transcended and alienated. 'Le 

regard'is fundamental: it is an intermediary which refers from 

me to myself. Sartre describes it as something which goes in 

front of the eyes, a ~aze which freezes me and steals my world 

from me by taking away my freedom. The 'other) I ••• celui qui me 

regarde.' (E.N., p. 315)Jis a free being-for-itself whose freedom 

is the greatest obstacle to my own freedom to do as I wish . Only 

freedom separates us: 

Autrui, c'est ce moi-merne dont rien ne me separe, 
absolument rien si ce n'est sa pure et totale 
libertd. I (E.N., p . 330) 

And it is thanks to this nothingness that constitutes freedom, to 

that distance between us, that I become aware of my body: 

••• la rencontre avec autrui , c'est une r~v6lation 
••• de l'existence de mon corps, dehors, comme un 
en-soi pour l ' autre . I (E.N., p. 419) 

But this awareness is experienced as shame : my being-in-itself 

revealed to me by the 'other's' look is felt as a degraded con-

sciousness radically different from my being-for-itself. It is as 

if I have ' fallen ' into the world among things where I feel uneasy 

and in danger. 

In the second moment of Sartre's conception of this 

basic relation with what he calls the 'other-me', I must , in 

order to survive as a being-for-itself, suppress my fear, and 

regain my freedom and transcendence by apprehending as an object 

the 'other' who apprehended my own object-state. The situation is 

reversed and it is now with pride that I put the 'other' out of 
I 

playas a consciousness,while becoming responsible for his 

existence as a being-in-itself-for-me . Therefore the being-with-

someone can take place only in an endless conflict Which, for 

Sartre, is positive and creativeJand the healthy sign that both 



85 

individuals have not given in to bad faith . He explains the 

process as follows in l ' Etre et le N~ant : 

.•• Lles rapports avec autrui -ob jet sont faits 
essentiellement de ruses ~estindes ~ le faire 
rester objet . liais il suffit d ' un regard 
d ' autrui pour que ces artifices s ' e f fondrent 
et que j ' sprouve de nouveau la transfiguration 
d'autrui . Ainsi suis-je renvoy~ de transfigura­
tion en d~gradation et de degradation en transfi­
guration ••• il n ' est que les morts pour etre 
perpetueilement objets . ( p . 358) 

However it must be stressed that this being- with can never be a 

communion in the i.larcellian sense since no synthesis is possible 
/ 

between those two forms of subjectivities : 

t ••• les subjectivitls demeurent hors d ' atteinte 
et raditalement s~par~es .' (E. N. p . 498) 

In other words man is not only condemned to freedom but also to 

his inexorable existential solitude . 

Ricoeur accepts this fundamental soli t .ude but transcends 

it through language: we cannot share our lived experiences but we 

can share their meaning by expressing them in language . 

The dialectics of the ' same' and the 'other ' is present 

within the Sartrian conflict,since it implies a positive distance 

between two individuals/thro~sh which I am in turn the ' other ', 

alienated from myself , and the fsame' that alienates an ' other '. 

But we must stress that this self-identity is achieved only 

externally : it is ' Je ' against ' lui '. Within myself , I remain 

what I am not and whi ch I have to become in accordance with the 

concept of ' n~antisation '. That is to say t hat I can never be 

' the same '. 

Conclusion 

In this first chapter~dealing with philosophical context 

and background to Paul aicoeur ' s thought)we have sought to reflect 
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upon the problematic of identity and difference in both Husserlian 

phenomenology and the existential .themes of the lived body, 

freedom and the ' other ' in the existential phenomenolo gies of 

Marcel and Sartre . 

We have seen how Husserlian idealism reduced the 'other ' 

to the ' s ame', but we have also insistec. that this is not the whole 

of phenome~ology . - The bas ic ' epoche ' still offers the necessary 

distance ar.d tensi on that allow the ' other ' to survive/toge ther 

wi th the I~.: wi thin a creative dialectics . And we have explained 

how t his egoistic failure Jon the part of Russerl/led Ricoeur to a 

hermeneutics that does not abandon phenomenology but rather 

fulfils it in a heroeneutic circle of difference and identity. 

We have also asked ourselves whether the three major 

existential themes at the heart of both Sartre ' s and Earcel ' s 

philosophies could be placed vdthin such a circle . It gradually 

became clear that marcel ' s concepts of ' problem ' and ' mystery ' 

which structure all his themes foreshadowed the Ricoeurian 

dialectics of distanciation and appropriation , of difference and 

identity . On the other hand , we have . stressed that Sartre 's con-

cept of ' n6antisation ' could not possibly fit into such a 

dialectics/but rather pointed towards a difference whereby the 
, , 

self is always ahead of the ~, or behind it in bad faith when 

it is 'what it is not '. Although the theme of the ' other ' did 

indicate some kind of dialectics between ' him ' and ' I ~ we have 

argued that t his is so only on the surface . Ontologically the 

' same' can never achieve such identity until death changes it into 

an in-itself . 

Finally , we have tried to show how this major gap 

between Sartre and r:arcel could be explained in terms of their 

different ontological choices/expressed by means of the same 

phenomenological method . And we have insisted on the similarities 
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be tween Marcel and Ricoeur, which are particularly clear in the 

notions of reciprocity and distance that lead to Ricoeur ' s 

hermeneutic circle . 
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C HAP T E R II 

THE STRUCTURAL PHENOMENOLOGY OF THE WILL: 

LE VOLONTAIRE ET L'INVOLONTAIRE (1950) 

il faut r~int6grer la 
conscience dans Ie corps 
et Ie corps dans la 
conscience.' (L' UnitJ p. 5) 

Introduction 

At a time when the philosophical landscape in France was 

under the influence of phenomenology and of thinke.rs like Edmund 

Husserl and Martin Heidegger , Jean-Paul Sartre and Gabriel Marcel, 

Merleau Ponty and Karl Jaspers, among others, Paul Ricoeur sought 

to integrate the phenomenological method developed by Husserl with 

the thnught of Marcel in order to investigate the will, through a 

study of the relationship between the voluntary and the involuntary, 

which had until then boon dominated by the old metaphysical duality 

of freedom and nature. But why write a philosophy of the will? 

Looking back on it thirty years later, Ricoeur emphaSizes the 

challenge of the whole enterprise in his 'Response' to John B. 

Thompson's Paul Ricoeur. Hermeneutics and the human sciences 

( 1981 ) : 

The first challenge was that represented by the 
apparent incapacity of Husserlian phenomenology 
to deal with volitional experience, since the 
privilege of theorftical consciousness and 
perception seemed so much to dominate, to the 
point of saturating, the descriptive field 
opened up by the analysis of intentionality; 
had not Merleau-Ponty as well written a 
phenomenology of perception? Could one write a 
phenomenology of the will without abandoning the 
method of describing the essential structures of 
consciousness? Freedom and Nature attempted to 
respond to this challenge. (p. 32) 

Ricoeur attempts to understand the reciprocity of the voluntary 

and the involuntary/in a systematic way, through a detailed 
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demonstration of how each of the three moments of the will 

that is decision, action and consent comprises both a 

voluntary and an involuntary aspect. For each moment the question 

is how the will and human freedom -- or in our own language, the 

\ I 
~, the 'I ' who says "I will" -- relates to its 'other', to 

nature and the involuntary? 

Ricoeur -believes in the unifying action of thought beyond 

the tragic 'distentio' of experience, beyond the ' other' . In 

'L ' Unit6 du volontaire et de l'involontaire comme idee-limiti in 

Bulletin de la Societd frangaise de ~hilosophie (1951~he explains 

how we experience a duality and yet understand a unity: 

Bref, ce que je comprends, c rest l'unitdj c'est 
sur ce fond-la, sur cet horizon d ' unit~ que je 
vis la dualit~ dramatique de l'homme. (p . 22) 

However)the ultimate unity of the voluntary and the involuntary 

remains an unattainable ideal,even though Ricoeur achieves in his 

eidetic analysis of the will a valuable reconciliation. 

In this chapter we shall examine the fundamental 

reciprocity of the same' and the ' other ' in a context whereby 

human freedom is placed within the realm of nature , rather than in 

rejection of itJas with Sartre ' s ' n~antisation ', and also in a 

context where the structural analysis is conducted within the 

limits of a double abstraction. Firstly, the phenomenological 

reduction that changes the world into a phenomenon for my 

consciousness: the body under investigatiQn is mine and cannot 

therefore be an objectifying standpoint without intentionality and 

self-reference . Secondly, the eidetic reduction& that suspends 

the effects of actual existence to concentrate on its meaning, on 

its essence immediately given. 

Consequently both the fault -- defined by Ricoeur in 
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Le Volontaire et l'involontaire as 'la d~gradation d~ja effectu~e 

du vouloir et son maquillage sous les couleurs de la passion.' 

(p. 7) and Transcendence understood as 'l'origine radicale 

de la subjectivitJ., (p . 7) are bracketed so as to reveal 

' les structures ou les possibilitJs fondamentales de l'homme.' 

(p . 7) . 

This chapter is divided into three sections. Each 

section examines one of the three moments in the process of 

willing . We intend to show the nature of the relationship between 

the ' same' and the ' other' at each stage of the process, and how 

this reciprocity foresees the Ricoeurian hermeneutic circle, 

thus preparing) in an abstract manner , the way for a hermeneutic 

phenomenology. 

As we have already said , Ricoeur uses the Husserlian 

noematic reflection in his analyses in order to distinguish 

between our intermingled intentionalities , that is to identify 

the objective correlates of those intentionalities the intended, 

from the affective and volitive intendings . He explains in 

' M~thode et taches d ' une ph~nomenologie de la volante ' : 

•• • c'est en r~fl~chissant de preference sur le 
voulu comme tel, sur l ' ~mouvant;sur l ' imagin~ 
que l'on accede a la distinction des actes eux­
memes, des visees de conscience . 
(p. 116) 

And, as we know, the intentionalities involved here 

concern the phenomenon of willing that connects with human 

freedom . These intentionalities were already familiar to Gabriel 

Marcel, but Ricoeur felt the need for a more rigorous and systema-

tic method . He explains in Le Volontaire et l ' involontaire how 

his meditation on the work of Gabriel Marcel is the basis of the 
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analyses of this book, which he dedicated to Marcel, and he also 

clarifies his intentions: 

••• ·nous avons voulu me~recette pensee a l'epreuve 
des problemes precis pos~s par la psychologie 
classique ••• nous avons voulu nous placer a 
l'intersection de deux exigences: celIe d'une 
pensee alimentee au mystere~ ~ corps, celIe 
d'une pensee soucieuse des distinctions heritees 
de la methode hus serlienne de description. 
(~. p. 18) 

Ricoeur's attempt is therefore a problematization of 

lived experience/with the purpose of achieving a distinctive 

understanding of subjective structures without losing the 'mystery 

of ~ body'. Clarity and depth are his watchwords in order to 

preserve mystery) yet clarify it objectively without degrading it 

by turning the meaning of existence into a class of mental facts. 

Ricoeur stresses the difference between the phenomenological 

objectivity that respects the Cogitoand naturalism that -reduces , 
intentional acts to mere facts severed from the subject. But he 

also acknowledges thatJas soon as we try to grasp and formulate 

f 
\ J our mystery)we cut ourselves of from its presence, from the same, 

and consequently concepts can only be: 

••• les index d'une experience vive qui nous 
baigne, plutSt que les signes de la maftrise 
que notre intelligence exercerait sur notre 
condition d'homme. Mais en retour la vocation 
de la philosophie est d'eclairer par notions 
l'existence m~me. (V.I. p. 20) 

By 'notions' Ricoeur means conceptions like motivationJand 

decision, action, consent to necessitYJthat explain the process 

of willing. We shall seek to remain faithful to this _philoso-

phi cal task. 

1 - Decisions, the Involuntary and the concept of 
choice: The 'diagnostic' relation 

'L'involontaire est pour la volontJ et 
la volontJ est en raison de 
l'involontaire.' (VJ. p. 82) 

This reciprocity of the voluntary and the involuntary) 
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which is opaque to meaningJis fundamental if we are to understand 

the phenomenon of willing . The involuntary has no objective 

meaning of its own, as Ricoeur clearly says : 

~on seulement l'involontaire n'a pas de signi­
fication propre, mais la compr~hension pro cede 
de haut en bas et non de bas en haut e 
( . L,p . 8) 

According to Ricoeur the act of willing comprises three 

voluntary movements : I decide , I move my body , I consent . Each 

movement involves a correlate involuntary act . The three are 

complementary and unfold according to a progressive order: 

Chaque moment de la vie volontaire ••• revele 
un aspect reciproque de la vie involontaire et 
fournit ainsi un principe d ' ordre dans la 
comparution des fonctions involontaires . 
(L ' Unite, p . 12) 

" he first moment in the process of willing , when ' I will ' 

means ' I decide ', reveals through noematic analysis an intentional 

object : a decision or project for future action , or , in other 

words , ' ce que je d~cide , le projet que je forme ••• ce qui est 

t:.< a :raire?' par moi. ( {,~thode , pp . 11 7-1 18) . And , in 

accordance with the principle of reciprocity of the voLuntary and 

the involuntary , this project is correlated to its involuntary 

counterpart, to ' ••• l ' autre pole d ' une conscience voulante ' 

( M~thode , p. 121) . It presupposes motives which incline the will 

and are based upon needs organically and socially induced . 

Let us examine in more depth how this works in the 

context of Hicoeur's investigation. Vlhen we make up our mind 

reflectively we do so because we have motives to justify our projects 

and sustain our d cision . Ricoeur explains the process as follows: 

Dans la d~cision, le moment proprement r~flexif 
~je ~ decide) se comprend A artir du moment 
intentionnel ~je decide de) , tourne vers un 
projet , et enveloppe un mome~t recepti:f (je 
d~cide ~arce que ••• ) , tourne vers des motifs . 
(L ' Unit t p. 2) 
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~hose motives are reaa by Ricoeur as values , and are rootea in 

the body : 

Uon corps •.• est la source la plus fondamentale 
de motifs et le r~velateur d ' une couche prim or­
diale de valeurs: les valeurs vitales . 
( . 1. , p . 82) 

Hence our body nourishes the motivations that incline without 

compelling . oreover, those involunta ry motivations whereby the 

will ' ••• s ' offre aux suggestions de l'involontaire ' (L ' Unit~, 

p . 14) are, according to Ricoeur , absolutely reciprocal with our 

voluntary projects : 

••. motif et projet, en effet , sont strictement 
reciproques en ce sens que l ' avance de mon 
choix et la maturation de mes raisons sont une 
seule et meme chose . (L ' Unite' , p . 7) 

Without motives, there are no decisions but only happenings . In 

other words, the involuntary plays a part in all important 

voluntary acts to be performed by me in my future action. This 

structural reciprocity constitutes what Ricoeur calls a ' practical 

mediation ' between the old dualism of freedom and nature, or mind 

and body, whereby the body is reduced to an object. Ricoeur's 

approach sho s how the body is part of a living subject whose 

needs influence his decision. Our affectivity and needs, 

understood by Ricoeur as ' la matiere de nos motifs ' (V . I ., p . 82), 

are opaque , yet they als o retain some intentionality~within an 

eidetic analysisjbecause Ricoeur believes that ' sentir est encore 

penser ' (V . I ., p. 83) . Therefore our felt needs cannot be 

reflexes nor inner sensations that fit within a stimulus-response 

schema. Ricoeur describes them in terms of a lack , of a lacuna 

at the heart of existence/as well as in terms of desires that 

anticipate a satisfaction: 
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'Quand j'ai taim, je suis absence de ••• impulsion 
vers ••• ' (VI. p. 87) 

And Ricoeur interrelates those needs with imagination. Imagina-

tion plays a crucial role in the representation of the missing 

thi~g , of the way to get itJand of the pleasure it wi~l give 

when attained : 

L'imagination, qui est done cette espece de 
carre!our. de l'affectivite informe et des 
attitudes volontaires ••• une maniere 
d'anticiper un reel absent sur fond du 
monde ••• peut mediatiser le besoin et Ie 
vouloir. (L ' UnitJ , p. 13) 

Ricoeur places this anticipating imagination/that 

evaluates and sustains all desire~at the source of the reciprocal 

relationship of the voluntary and the involuntary, and indeed at 

the root of human life itselfJsince it introduces the values that 

transfigure our needs into human needs. It works like: 

une intention 6valuante qui porte notre 
corps auniveau d'un champ de motivation ••• 
pour devenir corps d'homme, corps d'un moi 
voulant. (L ' UDi tJ, p. 14) 

This explains why man can sacrifice his needs/and even his life, 

by weighing them against other cultural values like justice, 

friendship and so on . However despite these intellectual values, 

Ricoeur reminds us that when we really risk our existence, we 

experience the pain through our body and not at an abstract 

level: 

••. le ~je suis~) ou <,(j 'existe'» dbborde 
infiniment le «( j e pense» (''f.I. p. 82) 

We may choose not to eat/and control the urge towards food/but 

nonetheless we still feel hunger. Understanding is approaching 

its lower limit beyond which ~ body remains obscure to 

phenomenological investigation. In contrast to the idea of an 

upper limit of perfect transparence , we here reach through our 

affectivity: 
le cote non transparent du cogito. (n. p. 83) 
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At this stage of the eidetic analysis the ' other ' 

gradually escapes the ' same 'Jwhile our involuntary experiences 

get more obscure and opaque to description . Hence/Ricoeur 

observes that the temptation to switch f rom our personal body , 

with which we identify through our ' incarnation ', to an object 

body elaborated by the empirical sciences , a body that has lost 

its intentionality and its reference to the ' 1 ' of experience . 

Ricoeur actually admits that : 

••• l ' involontaire est souvent mieux connu 
em~iriguement , sous sa forme pourtant degradde 
d ' v6nement naturel . (V . I ., p . 15) 

YetJat this crucial point when a dichotomy between the 

' same ' and the ' other ' appears inevitable~and threatens the 

dialectics, we see the genius of Ricoeur ' s creative thinking. 

He solves the problem with his conception of a ' diagnostic ' 

relation between the Cogito and psychophysiology : the philosopher 

operates like a medical doctor , he diagnoses objective data by 

reading such data as signs or symptoms of opaque involuntary 

experiences . In this way the philosopher , Paul Ricoeur , gradually 

builds a sign- learning process . This new ' apprentissage des 

signes ' (V . I . , p. 16) leads him to an enriched dialectics between 

the voluntary and the involuntary , between the ' same ' and the 

' other '. Thanks to it , the ' same ' may now?e guarded against the 

danger of immediacy/and the ' other ' agains t the absence of a 

transcendental justific tion. 

We are in greement with Don Ihde ' s view that this 

original idea of a ' diagnostic ' relation between the human sciences 

and phenomenology is an anticipation of hermeneutic method with 

its circle of difference and identity . It is an important step 

in Ricoeur ' s thinking/and therefore it must be examined in depth . 
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Ricoeur justified his first ' detour ' via the empirical 

sciences)with the aim of recapturing consciousness~as follows . 

Firstly , freedom is incarnate in nature , for , if scientific facts 

did not belong to the subjective life of consciousness: 

••• s ' ils ne retenaient rien du vecu de conscience , 
ils ne concerneraient aucunement l'homme et sa 
conscience , ils ne signifieraient pas du tout 
l ' homme. (~thode,p . 122) 

And secondly , psychology holds : 

••. les lineaments d ' une phenom~nologie qui s ' y 
trouvait objectiv~e et en quelque sorte alidnee . 
(V . I . , p. 16) 

The aim)therefore, is to uncover those intentional 

phenomenological structures , or in other words , to recover the 

subjective aspect of the involuntary from the objective signs . 

And the result of this sign-learning process is a truly Copernican 

revolution . Ricoeur insists on such a revolution in Le Vcilontaire 

et l ' involontaire : 

••• ce n'est plus la conscience qui est Ie 
symptome du corps-objet , mais le corps- objet 
qui est l ' indicateur du corps-propre auquel le 
cogito participe comme a son existence m~me . 
(V . I ., p . 84) 

~e witness a new relationship between phenomenology and the human 

sciences whereby the enlarged ' other ' can now highlight and deepen 
~ 

the ' same ' in a new creative way . And it does so within a conflict 

situation. Indeed phenomenology not only brings out moments of 

hidden consciousness from naturalistic concepts, but also elaborates 

' ••• ses «essences1? du vecu en tension avec les notions des sciences 

de l ' homme' ( 'thode , p . 122) . It must , however , be made very clear 

that this conflict does not restore the dualistic impasse since it is 

not a relation bet een two realities - ' conscience et corps ' - but 

between: 

deux univers du d1scours ••• deux points de vue 
sur le meme corps , considere alternativement 
comme corps propre inherent a son cogito et comme 
corps-obj t , offert p rmi les autres objets . (V . I . ,p . 85) 
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In other words we now enter a dialectics between two readings ot 

the involuntary, that complete one another without losing their 

differences/within the larger circle of the voluntary and the 

involuntary by which both the ' sam~ and the ' other ' are enriched 

in a way that anticipates the hermeneutic circle . 

Thanks to this new dialectics/and to the principle of 

reciprocitY/Ricoeur achieves an apparent ' unity ' between decision 

and the involuntary , only to discover that within their precarious 

reintegration there exists a deeper existential split . This 

emerges with the irruption ot choice and hesitation. A choice tor 
/ 

Ricoeur) introduces an inner tension between a rationalization ot 

motives implying a receptivity of values; and an impulsion towards 

something entirely new and stimulating . A choice implies an 

exclusion ot rejected motives/and the tension it creates within 

the voluntary shows that: 

' ••• la synth~se de la ligitimitJ et de l ' inventivit~, 
" de la valeur et de l ' audace , reste aussi une idee-

limite .' (~thode, p . 133) 

We conclude trom Ricoeur's new existential discovery that the 

' other ' in his work cannot possibly be reduced to the ' same~ 

On the contrary/they enter into a positive and enriching 

dialectics . This state of affairs emerges gradually/from the 

very beginning ot his creative career/and leads towards his 

hermeneutic circle . So , a unity between freedom and nature, and 

in this section between decision and the involuntary , between 

projects and motives , cannot be achieved even though the dichotomy 

has been overcome, thanks to their reciprOCity . 

This conclusion leads us to the second section ot this 

chapter in which,it will be argued , the same pattern re-emerges . 
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2 Action, the Involuntary, and the concept of effort 

' ••• la joie ••• est la 
fleur de l ' effort .' 
(VI . pp . 299- 300) 

The second moment in the process of willing is , according 

t o Paul Ricoeur , hen ' I will ' means ' I move my body '. It reveals, 

again through noematic analysis , the intentional object : an action 

or motion , the realization of my project , the work to be done by me 

or , in other words: 

, • •• l ' agir ••• le Z fait par moi» ••• 
monde et non plus sur fond du monde 
dans mon corps ••• dans l ' agir le corps 
7traverse' ~ : il n ' est pas l ' objet de 
mais son organe ; A travers sa fonc t ion 
il s ' efface , il est ouvert sur l ' oeuvre 
(M~thode , p. 11 8) 

dans le 
non pas 
est 
l ' agir ••• 

.... or gane , ou 
complete . ' 

And once more in accordance with the principle of reciprocity of the 

voluntary and the involuntary , the action or motion correiated to 

its involuntary counterpart now presupposes a bodily power made of 

skills , emotions and habits . 

According to Ricoeur/ the ' other ' of my acting is not the 

involuntary (as it was for decision ) but the project I am to 

realiz~ . Be explains: 

, • •• l ' agir effectif 1.<. rempli t ';'7 l ' intention 
fl .. vide"7) du projet et se termine aux choses 

memes, 4. a travers,» le corps .' (L' Unitd' , p . 2) 

The body here becomes the organ of acting and ought to remain on the 

margin of consciousness , unnoticed so long ~s the action is effort-

less : 

••• l ' intention compl~te de l ' agir n ' est pas le 
corps , mais a travers lui une oeuvre dans le monde .' 
(L ' Unit~, p. 8) 

~ we know that action is not effortless most of the time, since 

we experience opaque resistance coming from our body and our 

involuntary nature . Yet Ricoeur maintains that effort is: 

••• ls complication d ' une motion qui a commenc~ 
de se deployer dans la spontan~h te corpo,relle .' 
(L ' Unit~, p . 2) 
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Accordingly, effort is a crisis within the self~through which we 

become aware of the mediating function of our body as organ. 

But what is first intelligible for Ricoeur is the possibility of 

ourselves as a docile organ ~ a will . In other words, and 

ideally, the voluntary and the involuntary here unite . The ' other ' 

reduces itself to the same~ through a practical mediation, in order 

to achieve the projected goal . 

We must now investigate in depth how/in Ricoeur ' s vie~ 

this new dialectics of a ' united' self (will and body) and a self 

projected in-the-world towards its ' other ': the work to be done by 

me , how this new reciprocity made up of tensions actually works . 

The involuntary contains the source of all bodily 

spontaneity . Through our Skills , emotionsjand habits it offers the 

vital original power necessary to voluntary action . Rico~ur demon-

strates this bodily power with his study of our preformed skills 

which are a 'knowing how ••• ': 

avant tout apprentissage, tout savoir sur 
notre corps, nous avons un usage primitif de notre 
corps en liaison avec des objets perrus ••• ' 
(~ . p . 217) 

Those performed skills are the most primitive connection of the 

perceiving Cogito with the acting Cogito . They respond to colour 

and light , to quality • • • and thus provide the very basic structure 

on which learning builds up towards a hold on the world . Ricoeur 

insists that they are not reflexe~ because they are assimilable to 

the will , in me, with me, and not apart from me . 

Along with these Skills , emotions and habits also feed 

our bodily power . Ricoeur describes them as: 

' . . • deux formes proprement humaines de l ' action 
involont ire qui •• • se comprennent l ' une par 
l'autre, par leur contraste: l ' une est un 
dereglement' l ' etat naissant , l ' autre affecte 
mon vouloir p r la force de l ' acquis .' 
(L'Unite, pp . 14-15) 
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A corporeal form of the involuntary and a nascent 

disorder , emotion is at once desir~ that which moves my body by 

making the world exciting for me/and also a threat to conscious-

ness that begins to destroy itself through shock . Such an 

ambivalence seems to stress conflict)rather than UnitY)between 

consciousness and the involuntary . Ricoeur places desire at 

the root of both decision and action/since it offers ' ••• 

l ' anticipation imageante du plaisir lui-meme ' (L ' Unit~ , p . 13)/ 

important to motivation, as well as the drive that impels the 

will to action : 

••• le desir est, de toutes les emotions , la plus 
proche de l'action: il r~sume tout l ' involontaire 
aux confins de l ' acte ••• le d~sir c ' est le corps 
qui ose et improvise , le corps accorde au ton de 
l ' acte . (V . I ., p . 250) 

However , for Ricoeur, this incentive to act can easily be over-

whelmed by emotional shock when the meaningful nascent disorder 

loses its original relation to the will it moves , and becomes 

unintelligible . Such a possibility underlines man ' s vulnerability 

to the pathological, which Ricoeur finds , ' ••• troublant pour une 

philosophie du Cogito ' (V . I ., p . 256) . We would argue that it 

also underlines the ' other ' within the ' same ' at the root of 

action . 

Habits also contribute to the ' pouvoir-faire' of 

action . Ricoeur describes them as a nascent objectivation that 

extends our preformed skills in such a way that we talk -of them 

as a second natureJand even confuse them with automatism , 

I 
grasped as ' ••• une degradation typique de l ' habitude humaine ' 

(L ' Unit~ , p. 16). They do indeed offer a risk of habitual 

automatism, of an 'other ' within the ' same '. Yet Ricoeur insists 

that ' ••• l ' habitude Bouple ' (L ' Unite, p . 15)) 
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increases the efficiency of willing/by freeing it from preoccupation 

with means, so that we may concentrate on ends . Habits are like a 

' quasi-nature ' that gradually builds up through practice and time, 

and provides for new action and new thinking . Knowledge is an 

example of this valuable abilit~ as Ricoeur explains : 

' • .. n08 savoirs sont , eux aussi , une espece de 
corps ••• a travers ' regles de grammaire et de 
calcul, a travers savoirs sociaux et savoirs 
moraux, nous pensons des objets neufs .' 
(L ' Unit~, p. 16) 

However the danger of automation , of an alienated will that has 

fallen into inertia. re-introduces the same ambivalence and conflict 

between will and body. This is so even though Ricoeur stresses that 

such disint egration into ' the thing ' is that of a human being who 

knows what is happeningJand not simply a pure mechanistic process, 

it is that of an individual who gives up his identity , the same , to 

become a simplified impoverished ' other '. The danger is real, but 

Ricoeur points out that it is only by facing those risks that the 

body becomes a 'human body ', a body whose emotions and habits are 

moderated by willing . When this kind of control is possible, we 

may talk of the body as an organ for the wil~ by means of which unity 

between the involuntary and the voluntary is achieved. This appears 

to be the case when Ricoeur says: 

' ••• de meme que nous avons vu le vouloir descendre 
dans la spontaneitd corporelle et la traverser vers 
une oeuvre , de mame , en sens inverse, la Signification 
du corps est de se f aire corps humain , dans la mesure 
ou il surmonte sa propre presence a lui-m~me, sa 
propre fermeture; il la surmonte dans le pouvoir­
faire . .• ' (L ' Unite' , p . 16) 

It must be emphasized that throughout this analysis Ricoeur 

has made ample use of the double reading provided by the diagnostic 

relation. It h s allowed him to exploit the limits of experience as 

indicators of limits within the subject ' en tension avec un 
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traitement objectif et empirique du corps ' (V . I ., p . 85) . This 

' latent' hermeneutics has led to more depth and clarity as 

regards the ways the will uses the involuntary as an organ and the 
/ 

ways the involuntary lends itself to such use . At the same time, 

it has avoided the naturalistic reduction of the organ into an 

instrument foreign to willing . 

It would seem that we have now reached the end of a 

successful demonstration/whereby Ricoeur ' s initial hypothesis that 

the ' other ' is subordinate to the ' same ' has been proved to be the 

case . In other words, the body has become, through action , an organ 

~ a will . Yet we have known from the beginning that this cannot 

be the case because human action as we know it is not effortless . 

We have stressed the conflicts inherent within the body- organ. 

Ricoeur says something very important about these inverse ~angers 

of habit and emotion , of order and disorder : 

Ces pJrils meme appellent leur mutuelle education 
sous le signe de l ' effort . (V . I ., p . 290) 

The concept of effort introduces here a subtle ethical 

duality within the apparent organic unity of the voluntary and the 

involuntary . ~e all know of the constant and often painful debate 

between conscious effort and subconscious resistance . Ricoeur 

confirms this state of affairs: 

••• la motion volontaire est toujours un effort 
naissant, dans la me sure m€me o~ la .spontaneite 
du corps est toujours resistance naissante . 
(L ' Unit~ , p . 20) 

The body is more often than not an obstacle , although it 

is also an organ and therefore conflict rather than unity rules our 
I 

actions . Ho ever , such a conflict between the novelties of desire 

and the docile aspects of habits, between willing and both the 

threat of emotion and the alienation of habits , is not a return to 
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the old dichotomy of freedom and nature. Rather it is the source 

of a healthy dialectics. Ricoeur insists on the reciprocity of 

the two poles of t he dialectics since for him confrontation 

involves complicity: 

••• pour l e vouloir la spontaneite est tour a tour 
organe et obstacle ; l'effort ne s ' affronte a 
que lque resistance que si , a un autre eg~rd , il 
rencontre la complicit~ de cette spontaneite . 11 
ne dit le . non que sous la condition du oui . 
(VI. p . 299) 

This complicity explains the creative aspect of the Ricoeurian 

dialectics and is here justified by the structure of acting itself: 

••• la structure de l ' agir n ' est pas ce gue je 
veux , mais a travers quoi je veux . (V.I . p . 310) 

We shall therefore conclude this section in very much the same way 

we concluded the previous one, arguing that the ' other ' in Ricoeur's 

wri tings cannot really be reduced to the ' same'" except as an ' idJe.l. 

limite '. It is interesting to notice though that i£l may be 

regarded as the foretaste of a possible unity sinceJin our fundamental 

desire for joy, willing and emotion can sometimes unite: 

La joie est l ' 6motion que je ne peux plus m' opposer, 
que 1e /I.. travail du n~gatif» ne peut plus entamer; 
e11e est 1a f1eur de l ' effort ••• (VI . pp . 299- 300) 

Moreover , joy is the hidden horizon to which Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic 

circle points, a circle already latently at work in the dialectics 

of action on the one hand and emotions , skills and habits on the 

other . 

3 Consent, the Involuntary , and the concept of 
suffering 

' Une 1ibertJ situ~e par 1e 
destin d 'un caract~re auque1 
elle consent devient une 
destinJe , une vocation.' 
(VI . p . 350) 

Par Ricoeur , the third and last moment in the process of 

willing is when ' I will ' meane ' I consent '. The intentional object 
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revealed by noematic analysis is acquiescence or consent to 

necessity , to my personal limitations actively adopted as mine , 

whereby ' .•. la n~cessit~ en moi et hors de moi n ' est pas simplement 

regardee , mais adopt~e activement ' (Methode , p . 119) . The principle 

of reciprocity between the voluntary and the involuntary now shows 

that consent) correlated to i .ts involuntary counterpar-s presupposes 

the existence of something absolutely involuntary constituted by 

character) by the unconscious, and by biological life . Hence/ the 

distance between the 'same ' and this absolutely ' other ' appears here 

more difficult to bridge . Hicoeur admits that a phenomenological 

analysis dealing with direct experience is now problematic since 
/ 

consciousness: 

••• ne pen~tre jamais parfaitement une certaine 
mati~re , principalement a :t"fecti ve , qui lui offre 
une possibilit~ indefinie de se guestionner soi­
meme et de sa donner a soi-m~me sens et forme . 
(V . I . pp . 354-)55) 

This statement stresses the difficulty of a dialectics between 

freedom and its invincible involuntary limit . It also stresses the 

invaluable depth and potential of this ' other '. Also it would now 

seem that the use of the diagnostic relation , whose signs point to 

a ' fate ' within us/that is part of the self who thinxs and constructs 

all explanations, is more appropr~ate than ever . Let us examine how 

Hicoeur uses it in order to aChieve, once more, a structural unity 

between the ' same' and the ' other ', a unity further shattered by our 

lived existence, but through which both the ' same ' and the ' other', 

freedom and natureJdo indeed gain in depth and clarity . -

Ricoeur defines character as : 

••• la perspective singuli~re selon laquelle toute 
valeur appara~t; loin de pouvoir ~tre chang~ le , ~ , 
caractere est tI. chaque instant la formule originale 
de mon efficacita . (L ' Unitd, p . 10) 



105 

And he insists that we mus t try to understand what character is , 

that we ought to know something of· character types in order to use 

and control our own character more efficiently . Moreover , we must 

think of it in the first person . But how can this be done , since 

it is: 

••• impossible de raccorder directement le caractere 
ainsi elabore scientifiquement a la liberte d ' un 
sujet? ' ('1.1. p . 335) 

Ricoeur explains: 

' •.• ce caractere-objet doit plutSt nous servir 
d ' index pour rep~rer et diagnostiquer une certaine 
nature en premi~re personne ••• ' (VJ . p . 335) 

This is possible because, according to Ricoeur , freedom is present 

within nature . How? Ricoeur admits that we are not in a position 

to refusejor modifYJour primordial structured narrowness without 

opting out of the human condition altogether . But he insists that 

we can consent to this narrowness and hence succeed in converting, 

within ourselves)the hostility of nature into the freedom of 

necessity, therefore reconciling freedom with nature . 

Ricoeur analyses the unconscious in very much the same 

way)although ' meaning' there is far more complex and must be freed 

from all dogmatism. be it idealism or realism. Ricoeur says: 

' L' inconscient des psychanalystes appelle une 
critique semblable ••• qui en quelque sorte 
r~cupere l ' indice de premi~re personne de cet 
inconscient en le lib~rant de la naivete 
naturaliste .' (L ' Unite, p . 17) 

Re 115m highlights the fallacy of idealismjwith its 

principle of transparency and its claim to master consciousness 

immediately and completely. But in turn the idea of an unconscious 

meaningful thought hidden from consciousness is just as illusory 

according to Ricoeur who stresses that : 

' ••• c'est toujours moi - conscient de moi - qui 
pense, et non point quelque inconscient en moi 
et sans moi • •• ' (VJ . p . 353) 
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Ricoeur argues very strongly that there is no latent meaning/no 

repressed memories, no consciousness yet, in what constitutes the 

unconscious at the source of all our decisions and actions . The 

unconscious is only a hidden dynamism1made of impressions awaiting 

meaning and definite form . Ricoeur argues that this is so because 

meaning emerges only with consciousness and upon recollection and 

recounting , once we awake and give form to our thoughts . There can 

be no meaningful 'other ' without me, without the'same' who gives it 

meaning, no matter how important that ' other ' is to our psychic life . 

And Ricoeur gives it its full importance when he says that the 

analyst who mediates between the 'sam~ and the ' other ', between I 

and my unconscious is! 

' ••• l'accoucheur de la libert~, en aidant le 
malade a former la pens~e qui convient a son mal .' 
(V.I . p . 376) 

As for the patient , what he recognizes in himself when he adopts 

his analyst ' s interpretations is: 

' ••. quelque chose en lui qui etait frapp~ 
d ' interdit j mais ~ n ' ~tait pas d~ja une 
pens~e toute form6e , d qui il manquait seulement 
la conscience ••• c ' est en devenant une pens~e 
que ~ a cess~ d ' ~treun poids dans la conscience . I 

(V.! . p . 366) 

Hence the cure does not simplistically shift meanings/but rather: 

, ••• elle conduit a former un 4:. souvenir ~ la ou il y 
avai t 1..<" quelque chose» qui opprimai t la conscience, 

~ / , 
o! quelque chose, qui etai t issu du passe mais qui 

restait un infra-souvenir ••• ' (VI. p . 367) 

Ricoeur welcomes a psychoanalysis that extends the field of con-

sciousness by reintegrating traumatic memories , when dramaS 

erupt at the heart of consciousness which then loses control over 

its decisions and actions . He makes it very clear that the philoso­

pher must listen to and learn from psychoanalysis with bearing in 

mind tha t his task is to recover the Cogito. This is exactly what 

Ricoeur himself will do fifteen years later in his 'Lecture de 

Preud '. The concepts formulated here will then be investigated in 
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more depth , vdth the help of the hermeneutic method . And the 

result of his detailed study will be not only a recovery of 

subjectivity, but also a deepening of it , which will become a 

' wounded ' Cogito . So, what Ricoeur calls the diagnostic relation , 

not yet a method ut rather a reading grid, has succeeded in taking 

him a long Y/ay IJt!yond Husserl and Marcel : he has acr.i::lved greater 

depth and clarity of understanding by exploring something of the 

hidden side of nature; while remaining faithful to the 'I ' who giveo 

it meaning . At the same time , he has also gone beyong Freud by 

exploding Freudian determinism . 

Ricoeur reached the same conclusion as regards character : 

we have no choice but to consent to the hidden , but in so doing we 

regain some freedom over it . Ricoeur says : 

..• je dois consentir produire toute signifi­
cation sur un fond de non- sens e (V. I ., p . 384) 

Lastly , I must consent to the absolutely opaque in con-

sciousness , to biological life seen by Ricoeur as ' ••• le comble de 

la nature en moi •.• ma situation vitale qui ne se rev~le guere que 

par la conscience sourde d ' ~tre en vie ' (L ' Unit~ . p .1 8) . For the 

biological sciences , life is held to be the indivisible unity of an 

astonishing structure . Both structure and growth , destiny and 

history , constitute it . In addition , Ricoeur insists upon the fact 

that my biolo ical history also depends upon by actions: it is my 

responsibili ty , my destiny , to be :fulfilled by me . ,lan has meaning 

through his gro~h from childhood to old age . But man is also 

meaning , in the phenomenological sense of the word . Therefore , to 

what he describes as ' •.• une explication de la volont~ qui en 

montre la gen se en :fonction de la croissance du corps ', Ricoeur 

addS , thanks to the diagnostiC relation , ' ••• une description 

de la volont~ qui la rencontre comme une essence , c ' est- -dire 

comme una signification en quelque sorte ing~n~rable et m~e 
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intemporelle de l ' homme ' (V . I ., p . 400) . Ricoeur , unlike 

Sartre, believes in the existence of an essence of man within 

the dynamism of change, of a self given to myself at birth . Birth 

I 
is seen as a ' .. • commencement comme etat ', a fact always already 

there , whereas freedom is a ' ••• commencement comme acte ' (V . I . , 

p . 415) . And the coming together of both fact and act points 

to the '~' , to the structural unity of nature and freedom , 

when the will consents to the absolute involuntary and to 

necessity . 

At this stage of the relationship between freedom and 

nature , between the ' same ' and the ' other ', we see for the third 

time the signs of a structural unity through our incarnation of 

which we consent . But , here again , the existential split 

reappears . Ricoeur says , ' Si le consentement etait pOSSible, 
I 

l ' unit~ de l ' homme serait achevee .' (L ' Unite , p . 10) . 

In reality, he argues , freedom cannot possibly say 

' yes ' all the way to those wounding aspects of character , the 

unconscious and contingency/to ageing and death , and to the 

impossibility of coincidence with oneself . These are experienced 

as suffering, as a scandal at the source of existence . 

Consequently , not only in the ' other ' highlighted as a 

fact of life whose necessity brings us into this world , and which 

could not possibly be reduced to the ' same ' ; but/what is even more 

interesting is that it seriously threatens the ' same l~ since it is 

here placed at the root of suffering , at the origin of such a scan­

dalous state of affairs whereby every decision we take , every action 

we perform, far from being transparent in it motives , and effortless, 

implies opacity and heSitation , form and effort , refusal and 



109 

suffering . How are we to understand human suffering? Even Christ 

did not justify it although he did consent to it . This question 

will lead Ricoeur to write the next volume of the Philosophy of 

the Will, and to reflect upon the concepts of fallibility and 

evil that will become the new ' other ' of freedom , its new 

limitations . 

Conclusion 

.•• nous n ' avons surmont6 une forme de 
dualisme que pour en faire affleurer une 
autre , plus subtile et plus radicale . 
Nous avona en effet combattu sur tous 
les plans le dualisme de methode , le 
dualisme qui oppose une conscience 
r~flexi ve, faisant cercle avec elle­
meme , et d ' autre part une vie involon­
taire obj ecti v6e , repouss~e parmi les 
choses ••• Mais ce dualisme d ' entendement 
est moti v4 ~ un plan plus radical: il 
est motiv~ par une dualit4 d'existence 

duali tEf 4. drama tique» ••• (L ' Uni t~ , 
pp . 18-19) 

At the end of Le Volontaire et l ' involontaire , at a point where 

Ricoeur thought he had achieved a satisfactory reconciliation 

between the voluntary and the involuntary , we now discover a dramatic 

duality slowly emerging in the categories of tension, conflict and 

scandal . The Cogito is left broken up within itself , caught up in 

the drama of existence where freedom and nature , the ' same'and the 

'other ', appear incompatible . Ricoeur stresses this important 

conclusion: 

' Aussi l ' unit~ de la personne ne peut ~tre exprim~e 
que dans un langage brisd : d~cision et motif ; 
mouvoir at poUVOirs i consentement et situation.' 
( ~thode-, p. 133) -

The existenti 1 non-coincidence of man with himself could 

not be bridged by structural description , the 'other ' and the 

' same' cannot really unit in Ricoeur ' s thought . But they are not 

alien either, as they were in the old dichotomy between consciousness 
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and the object-body. Their reciprocity has beAn proved beyond 

doubt: we have seen how the will made the involuntary human . And, 

as Ricoeur does, we have stressed that freedom is not a pure act of 

consciousness , but a receptivity of values, capacities and nature . 

I 
Ricoeur says, ' ..• notre liberte est seulement humaine ' (V . I . ,p.455h 

it is a motivated, incarnate , and continge nt freedom . This realiza-

~ion marks the start of Ricoeur ' s shift/away from Husserlian trans-

cendental idealism/towards an ontological and hermeneutic phenomeno-

logy . He criticizes usserl ' s claim that consciousness is primitive 

in constituting the world , that it is an act of creation , by arguing 

that : 

.•• la ph~nomenologie de la volonte barre toute 
pretention a 1nterpreter la conscience('donnante7~ 
comme({creatrice 7) ••• 1a 1iberte humaine est une 
ind~pendance dependante , une initiative receptrice . 
L ' id~e de creation est plut6t le contre-p~le de . 
cette mani re d ' exister du vouloir humain . 
(M~thode. p . 1))) 

The idea of creation for Ricoeur implies a fundamental 

decentering of the ego, it demands a second Copernican revolution . 

Ricoeur explains how the: 

••• commencement de la philosophie est une 
r~volution copernicienne qui centre le monde 
des objets sur le Cogito: l ' objet est pour le 
sujet. l ' involontaire est pour le volontaire ••• 
(V . I. , p . 44) 

And,in the same way/ the ' other ' is ~ the ' same ' throughout this 

book , while remaining an ' other ' with its invaluable potential that 

deepens the 'same '. But Ricoeur argues that we must not stop here, 

since this deepening of subjectivity calls for ' ••• une deuxieme 

revolution copernicienne, qui de place le centre de ref~rence de 1a 

I 

subjectivite 1 Transcend nce ' (V . I ., p . 44) . 

Transcendence means the ' wholly other ', not a limit 

concept but ~~~n~ce~ c p ble of dispossessing philosophy of its 
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Husserlian ~ediacy)so that it can open up and fulfil Ricoeur's 

ambition to attain a comprehensive understanding of man's being 

in the world . 

Ricoeur's parting from Husserlian idealism seems to be a 

return) in more depth,to It8rcel ' s concept of mystery and incarnate 

existence; by which the notion of a reconciliation of the voluntary 

and the involuntary points towards the vision of a Self that has 

deepened,as well as opened up to a ' call '. We would argue that it 

is important to understand this transcending aspect of Ricoeur's 

thoughtJif we are to appreciate fully the depth of his work . For 

him the ' other ' and the 'same' belong to a hermeneutic circle that 

remains open to the ' Tout-Autre ' that transcends it . It is not 

a closed circle, it is not a system at all, but a meditation on 

the ' yes ' that includes an element of contemplation and admiration . 

Refusal is , of course , part of the human condition , but Ricoeur 

shows how, paradoxically, it is through our ' No ' to necessity and 

to our human limitations that the ' Yes ' of consent may be won, when 

we become aware that: 

' Qui refuse ses limites refuse son fondement ••• 
Qui refuse ses motifs et ses pouvoirs s ' annule 
soi-mame comme acte . Le non comme le aui ne peut 
~tre que total .' (VJ . p . 451) 

This dialectics of the ' Yes ' and the ' No ' of consent and ) 

natureJalways in tension With one another , adds density and 

intensity to our dialectics of the 'same' and the 'other~ and keeps 

it constantly open to an ' Other ' beyond itself. 

In this cbapter)we have focussed on Paul Ricoeur ' s 

structural phenomenology}and have sought to investigate the 

reciprocity of the voluntary and the involuntary , of the 'same' and 

the ' other', by me ns of a detailed study of the three moments that 

for Ricoeur constitute the process of willing . Our intention has 



112 

been to show how the concepts of identity and difference, that 

sustain Ricoeur's work and dialectics, were reciprocal within a 

structural dialectics, and how they remained separate and 

meaningful in terms of one another)when the structural opened 

to the existential despite Ricoeur ' s efforts to demonstrate their 

possible unity . 

We have ·seen how , in deciding , our motives feed our 

decisions while our projects give motives their value; how 

reciprocal therefore the 'other' and the 'samer are , and yet how opaque 

the ' other' remained, despite the diagnostic relation , when the 

question of choice arose, bringing with it hesitation and tension . 

We were surprised, at first , to discover that acting 

implied from the start a unity of the ' same' of action with its 

' other ', the body-organ source of bodily power , a union directed 

towards the work to be done by me . But we soon realized that this 

so-called essential unity of mind and body within an ' organ ' was only 

' ideal '. In actual life , effort saves difference and restores the 

dialectics of the same' and the ' other ' when the organ becomes an 

obstacle . Conflict and tension enrich the whole process as well as 

make it a great deal more difficult . 

The notion of consent to necessity transformed the 'other ' 

into an absolutely ' other ', into a fact contingent and source of 

suffering . But even there the act of freedom reached it through our 

consent to it . The same appeared fragile and vulnerable in its 

temptation to say ' no ' to its ' other '. But the awarene-ss of the 

consequences of such refusa~which would imply a refusal of the self 

as incarnate, led R1coeur to believe , despite the ' no ) in our 

ultimate ' yes ' to necessity. At the heart of this , the scandal of 

suffering emerged . It enriched the dialectics and also became for 

Ricoeur the puzzling source of a new challenge . The question now is 
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why is there such a disproportion between our understanding of 

freedom and our experience of it through our limitations ? 

This new problematic wi l l take us to our next chapter 

and a step nearer the hermeneutic phenomenology already latent in 

1e Volontaire et l'involontaire . 
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C HAP T E RIll 

THE SYNTHETIC PRE OMENOLOGY OF THE YILL : 

L' HOMME PAILLIBLE (1960) 

' ••• la r~flexion est l ' approp­
riation de notre effort pour 
exister et de notre d~sir d '~tre , 
a travcr~ les oeuvres qui 
t'moignent Ge cet ef!ort ~t de 
ce d6 sir •• • : (D. I. ~. 54 ) 

Introduction 

The ne ' dualit~ d ' existence ' r evealed by the structural 

method , that is to say man ' s non-coincidence with himself , would seem 

to be the second challenge met by Ricoeur ' s philosophy. He explains 

in his ' Response ' to John Thompson ' s Hermeneutics and the human 

sciences (1981) that: 

' ••• a gap appeared between the intended meaning of 
freedom of the will and the various limitations 
attested to by the involuntary •.• ' (p . 32) 

And to comprehend such a gap in man , a gap situated between a pole of 

infinitude and a pole of finitude , Ricoeur turned towards the reflec-

tiY~ philosophy of Jean Nabert while retaining the Husserlian 

intentional analysis . He clarifies his method in the following 

words : 

' The description of the disproportion between the 
intended meaning of freedom and the experience of 
finitude could still be situated within the frame­
work of a phenomenology which is , as it were , 
dramatieed or polemicised , and which opens on to a 
meditation of a Pasoalian kind applied to human 
fallibility. It is this type of existential 
phenomenology th t one finds at work in Fallible 

an.' (ibid . p . 33) - --
This existenti 1 phenomenology is an abstract synthetic pbenomenol ogy 

I 

because it approaches the inner disproportion in man through a pure 

reflection on unstable synthesis) in order to grasp those ' faulty ' 

aspects of ourselves that harbour the possibility of evil . Those 

syntheses take place on t levels of consciousness , that develop 



115 

from the most abstract experience of knowing, through the experience 

of acting, towards the concrete phenomenon of feeling . And they 

unfold in a regressive manner so as to recover philosophically 

ce qui a deja ~t~ compris sans etre r~fl~chi ' (H.F . , p . 24), 

which Ricoeur calls ' • • • la precompr~hension de l ' homme par lUi - meme 

en tant que" miserable?} , (H . F. , p . 25) . 

In other words , the task for Ricoeur is to carryon a 

step by step reflection on ' ••• Ie path~tique de la it misere77 ' 

(H . F., p . 24) ,in order to define ' le«lieu?,humain du mal, son -
point d ' insertion dans la realite humaine ' (H . F., p . 11). The 

whole reflective exercise is very abstract indee~and will first 

demand some clarification as regards the reflective philosophy of 

Jean !aber~whose depth of thinking has often been praised by 

Ricoeur . This will constitute our first section. We furt,her intend 

to reflect with Paul Ricoeur on man ' s non-coincidence with himself 

in order to grasp wha t Ricoeur means by ' fallibility '. Section two 

will focus on the epistemological level of knowing and on the 
J 

Rractical level of acting that both harbour the possibility of evil, 

while section three will deal with the affective level of feeling 

that represents the fragile moment par excellence . Section four 

will explain the concept of fallibility itself with its dialectics 

of affirmation and existential difference , of the ' same ' and the 

' other '. Although at each level of reflection , we will stress the 

fact that man is never either the ' same ' nor the ' other ', but rather 

a fragile synthesis of both , the meaning of this important statement 

will be fully exploited only in the fourth section~with the full 

realization that the possibility of evil is indeed due to this 

constitutional eakness in man . However , the concept of fallibility 
I 

will not explain the act uali ty of evil, which is always already 
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there . Ricoeur stresses that to catch sight of it and of the 

leap between the possible and the actual , he will have to transform 

his method of analysis . This actually marks the ' hermeneutic turn' 

of Ricoeurian phenomenology. But it must be emphasized that both 

the synthetic and the symbolic phenomenologies are complementary) 

since together they constitute one volume entitled Finitude et 

culpabilit~ . Therefore/it is not by accident but indeed 

by necessity , that Ricoeur will turn to the symbolic language of 

the avowal of evil by religious consc1ousness and to: 

••• une ex~gese du symbole qui 
de d~chiffrement, c ' est-a-dire 
(H . P., p . 10) 

" appelle des regles 
une herm~neutique .' 

This new development will occur without the abandonment of the 

noematic reflection that characterizes phenomenological analysis . 

Both phenomenology and hermeneutics will be drawn together in the 

symbolic phenomenology of the will that prepares the way for the 

hermeneutic circle of difference and identity already implicitly 
I 

at work in structural phenomenology. 

1 The reflective philosophy of Jean Nabert 

il n 'y a pas d'appr~hension 
directe de soi par soi , pas d' 
aperception int~rieure, d'appro­
priation de mon d~sir d ' exister 
sur la voie courte de la conscience, 
mais seulement par la voie longue 
de l ' interpretation des signes .' 
(C . l. , p . 169) 

Paul Ricoeur was influenced by Nabert who first made him 

aware that reflection must be interpretation. He calls Nabert ' ••• 

le philosoph e de la r~flexion ' and to him he dedicated 

La Symboligue du mal . According to Ricoeur 
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Nabert tried to understand man from a standpoint that transcended 

both rationality and existence . His synthesis of those two concepts, 

of knowing and feeling , led him to dissociate concrete reflection 

from epistemological justification and from intuition . In other 

words, for Nabert , understanding is inseparable from self-understanding, 

and reflect i on is not a direct intuition of the self by the gel~ : 

the Cogito must be mediated by the whole universe of signs. The 

source of meaning is , according to Nabert, concealed in the signs 

that express the act of existing , our effort to exist and our desire 

to be . ConsequentlYJit becomes necessary to turn to signs in our 

quest for meaning . Nabert defined philosophical reflection as the 

recovery of our effort to exist and our desire to beJindirectly 

through symbols and signs,and in an act of intellectual intuition. 

It follows that philosophy is not the radical beginning . Rather it 

emerges from a nebula of meaning prior to reflection . Ricoeur 

agreed with Nabert ' s thought,to which he expressed his gratitud~ in 

his preface to Finitude et culpabilite : 

je veux dire ma dette A l ' egard de l ' oeuvre 
de M. Jean Nabert : c ' est dans cette oeuvre que 
j ' ai trouv6 le mod le d ' une r6flexion ••• ' 
(~. p . 15) 

In his 'Preface ' to Nabert ' s El~ments pour une ~thigue (1943), 

Ricoeur observes that: 

' ••• le philosophe de la r6flexion ne cherche pas 
le point de depart radicalj il a deja commenc~, 
mais sur le mode du sentiment; tout est dej~ 
6prouvi. mais tout reste ~ comprendre. a 
~ ressaisir" ••• en clart~ et en rigueur.' (p . 5) 

This is ex ctly the task Ricoeur set himself in L' Homme 

faillible in elucidating the structures of lived experience. In the 

same text, Ricoeur adds that the ambition of the reflective method 

is to: 

•• • ressaisir des actes purs , au travers des 
signes ou 119 11vrent leur Signification.' (p . 12) 
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Ricoeur talks of 'pure ' reflection in the same way in his own work. 

Jean ~abertlin El~ments pour une ~thigue , clarifies his 

ethical goa~ which is at once a search for self-understanding and 

a restoration of being . Self-understanding can be reached only 

through our intprpret tion of ' ••• le monde sensible tout entier 

et tous les etr~s .a vec qui nous avons commerce ' (p . 98) . And, 

even more import.ant, abert compares this human world to ' 

un texte a dechiffrer ' (p . 98) . This statement points directly 

to Ricoeur's latest work~whereby his Interpretation Theory is 

directed towards a text to be deciphered in accordance with 

rules . 

... 
Self-understanding further leads , for Nabert , to a 

reg~neration intime de la conscience ' (p . 27)J to a rebirth 

of being . This is possible when our past , felt as ' ••• un 

sentiment confus ••• sentiment d ' une s~paration ' is then rerlec­

tively recaptured and transformed into ' ••• un sentiment instruit 

••• celui d'une participation ' (p . '7) . 

In other words , the naive and solitary lived experience 

is recovered through reflectio~and changed into a feeling of 

presence and participation in Transcendence,that paves the way 

towardS a coincidence of the self with itself . But the ' other ' 

is here in danger of becoming the ' same '. Ricoeur avoided this 

trap with his ingenious invention of the hermeneutic circle 

that retained Husserl ' s objective noematic reflection. For it 

must be emphaslzed that Nabert ' s attempt to recapture ' l ' acte 

originaire ' at its very origin is not phenomenology . For pheno­

menology , meaning is in tne description itself t·or me today, ~ t is 

already separ ted from the act as such . 
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Yet Ricoeur owes much to Nabert ' s concept of concrete 

reflection: both shared the belief that consciousness is not a 

given)but a task)that takes the long road of the interpretation of 

signs . In many ways Nabert change d Ricoeur ' s view of reflective 

philosophy: he led him towards hermeneutics . But it must also be 

stressed that Ricoeur's encounter with Freud deepened this changed 

view with the realization that signs may first be deceptive and 
I 

illusory, and therefore in need of a hermeneutics of suspicion . 

2 Epistemol ogy, action, and fallibility 

' ••• ce qui ~tait melange et misere 
pour la compr~hension path~tique 
de l ' homme s ' appelle maintenant 

B... synthese ~ dans l ' objet • •• ' 
(H. F . p . 25) 

On the epistemological and practical planes of -knowing and 

acting man is Been by Ricoeur as a mediator of reality outside 

himself: he mediates it through his concepts of pure imagination 

and respect . On the other hand, on the affective plane of feeling, 

man himself becomes the fragile mediation as we shall see in the 

following section of this chapter . 

The hypothesis of L' homme faillible is that man is a 

divided self th a non-coincidence within himself of the finite 

and the infinite, or in other words)that man is a flawed or 

' faulted ' creature in the geological sense of the term (with, that 

is to say, a crack deep inside him»and also in an ethical sense, 

since this crack is the locus of evil . And the purpose of the book 

is to investigate this constitutional weakness and to discover that 

which in m n allo s this structural fault to become the possibility 

of evil . In his article 'The Antinomy of Human Reality and the 

Problem of Philosophical Anthropology ') written in 1960 and published 
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in vharles rteagan and D. Stewart's The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur, 

(1978), rticoeur states tbe problematic as rol~ows: 

be proolem is the intimate disproportion of 
man with himself or the antinomical structure of 
man, suspended between a pole of infinitude and 
a pole of finitude . (p . 20) 

Ricoeur believes that the answer to his question: w~isman 

liable to err, why is the possibility of evil inherent in his 

constitution ) lies in this geological rift at the heart of man ' s 

ontological constitution. He therefore sets out to elucidate it 

by exploring first the theoretical and epistemological disproportion 

within man . Ricoeur explains: 

la premi~re ~disproportion~susceptible 
d ' investigation philosophique c ' est celle que le 
pouvoir de connaitre fait apparaitre . (H . F., 
p . )6) 

On the theoretical level of knowing , Ricoeur separates that which 

is seen from the finitude of our human perspective , ' ••• le~(ici 

d ' oU771a chose est vue ' (H . F., p . )9»)from that which is understood , 

from meaning grasped as a ' ••• non- point de vue ' (H . F., p . 54) 

that transcends perception and leads to an infinitude of 

signification. This scission conceptualized by Ricoeur offers a 

new dialectics of seeing and. saying , of finite perception and 

infinite meaning . 

It must be stressed that this new dialectics broadens 

that of the voluntary and the involuntary ; the previous investiga­

tion into the structures of the will is here enlarged into an 

investigation of the structures of human reality)that points 

towards the Ricoeurian ambition of a global understanding of man ' s 

being in the world . 

In this broader conceptual framework in which the ' other' 

of freedom is man's finitude now understood in terms of ontological 
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fault or fallibility, our dialectics of difference and identity 

is preserved but stretched to its limits between finitude and infi -

nitude . In the context of knowing man appears as neither the ' same' 

nor the ' other ' , but rather as the external mediator that acknow-

ledges the disproportion and imagines a synthesis between that 

which co~es from the object and that which come s from the subject . 

Or in other words, the intermediate term of the dialectics is, 

accordin~ to Ricoeur pure imagination . The abstract transcende~tal 

synthesis , achieved by the synthetic act of imagination between the 

two knowing selves of man , marks the birth of consciousness in 

general , that is of a : 

' •.. simple et pur projet de l ' objet .' (H . F. , p . 6J) 

Ricoeur stresses that ny mediation between the finite and infinite 

poles of human r ealit must at first be carried out ' in the thing' 

external to man , and not within the self-consciousness of the 

person . 'an first const i tutes himself intentionally in the 

objective synthesis of appearance and discourse . In brief , the 

transcendental synthesis, made possible by the theoretical mediation 

of pure imagination, is for Ricoeur the first condition of a trans-

position of our experience of sheer misery (due to the ' distentio ' 

of our two selves) into a hilosophical discourse . It : 

' ••• outlines the empty framework within which we 
must now trace the figure of concrete man.' 
(Antinomy , p . 27) 

Ricoeur insists t at without such a conceptual framework , all we 

can encounter is a mere existential philosophy of finitude which 

he totally rejects . So , for Ricoeur : 

' .•• the central concept of philosophical anthro­
pology is ••• the triad finitude - infinitude -
intermediary.' (Antinomy , p . 21 ) 

The ' figure of the concrete man ' not only acknowledges 

but also feels t e disproportion in man . It slowly emerges with 

Ricoeur ' s leap from knowledge to action . On the practical level 
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of acting the pole of finitude is for Ricoeur conceptualized 

in the notion of character . As we have learned from Le Volontaire 

et l ' involontaire, the body is not simply an organ in acting, not 

just a pure mediation)but also an affective opacity which at times 

seals up the intentional openness of our desire for the work to be 

done by me . And when such a remstance appears our bodily spon-

taneity, which holds the power to act, switches attention back to 

itself . Ricoeur views character in very much the same way, in its 

affective and practical perspectives . It constitues our opaque 

heredity , the limited openness of our field of motivationJand is 

our mode of access to all human values and possibilities . And, 

according to Ricoeur , it is oriented towards a pole of infinitude 

he calls happiness , or beatitude . Happiness in this context must 

be understood as the intellectual horizon of all our desires taken 

as a whole (and not a sum~as our quest for totality beyond the 

limitations of character , or in other words , as a transcendence 

in dialectics with our human finitude . Although man is a limited 

being . Ricoeur stresses that he can conceive the idea of a totality 

which gives depth to his desiresJ and whi ch makes the disproportion 

between the ' narrow ' and the ' immense ' all the more extreme . 

Despite this enlarged disproportion of those two human poles, our 

dialectics of difference and identity ought to survive here also . 

J 
The same now comes very close to the ' Tout - Autre ' and the ' other ' 

to the Fault within the realm of human reality , as if there were 
, , 

two dialectics in one, the same and yet ' other ', i~ the same 

way there are for Derrida two texts in one, similar yet ' d~calds '. 

\ I 
And once more man is here neither the same nor the ' other~ but for 

Ricoeur the mediator that feels the disproportion Jwith its 

dialectics/and tries to bridge it by means of another external 

mediation of an ide conceived this time as a task: 
J 



123 

' La m~diation <<.. pratique» qui prolon&e celIe de 
l ' imagination transcendantale projetee dans 
l ' objet, c ' est la constitution de la personne 
dans le respect .' (H . F. p. 67) 

The concept of respect conveys the idea of a total person at once 

finite and infinite and conscious of itself , the idea of the person 

we have the task to become for ourselves . Ricoeur makes it clear 

that the acting person is not a given but a projected ideal: it 

is the project of our humanity and the object of the practical 

synthesis . And respect is the condition of the synthesis , it marks 

the birth of self-consciousness projected in an idea . Ricoeur says: 

' Le Soi est vis~ plutot que vecu . J ' oserais dire 
que la personne n ' est pas encore conscience de 
Soi pour Soi ; elle est seulement conscience de 
soi d ns la repr~sentation de l ' ideal de Soi .' 
(H . F. p . 86) 

Ricoeur ' s own ethical values are also projected in this concept of 

respect/that prepares the way towards self- fulfilment through our 

actions and understanding of the world and of ourselves . Ricoeur 

states that: 

' Respect is what makes possible the practical 
representation of man taken as a person rich in 
value and meaning .' (Antinomy , pp . 30- 31 ) 

But once again Ricoeur warns that this synthesis is uncertain and 

fragile , it remains obscure and carries the risks of an ethical 

dualism : 
\ 

••• le respect est la synthese fragile dans 
laquelle se constitue la forme de la personne , 
comme l ' imagination transcendentale etait la 
synthese cach6e dans laquelle se c6nstitue la 
forme de la chose .' (H . F. p . 96) 

The dialectics of difference and identity exteriorized in the object, 

be it a thing or an idea, has to be internalized if man is to 

become himself through itJand if we are to make sense of the 

concepts of fau t and fallibility . So far knowing and action have 

only highlighted the gap in which fallibility dwells , but not the 
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concept itself. In addition the'same~and the ' other' have lost 

their reciprocal balance: the dialectics is leaning dangerously 

towards the 'other') seen as a structure that must now be filled 

with lived ~erience to become human. 

3 ~~ng and the human needs of possession, power, 
and worth 

••• l ' imagination est un mode 
indispensable d'investigation du 
possible ••• ' (H.F . p . 161) 

In order to equal the prephilosophical understanding of 

man grasped as a being in a milieu, fragile and fallible, or in 

Pascalian terms ' miserable ', Ricoeur completes his analysis of the 

structural fault in man /at the source of human fallibility/with the 

affective level of feeling . On this third level the disproportion 

i8 felt and interiorized within the person~and not Simply projected 

on to the idea of a person . In other wordS, the mediator himself 

now becomes, Ricoeur argues,the fragile mediation between finitude 

and infinitude, between the pole of our desires/with their sensa­

tion of pleasure)and the pole of a spiritual happiness felt in our 

heart and no longer merely an intellectual horizon. Ricoeur 

understands pleasure as ~ finite happines8J dwelling in the instant 

where it fulfils perfectly our vital desires. But we have also 

other desires, intellectual and spiritual, and those call on 

happiness , the greatest of all pleasures , to be fulfilled. The 

infinitude of happiness is reflected in our existential project 

whereby our basic instincts are recast. But such recasting creates 

tension, instability and anxiety within the ' felt-self ' stretched 

between two modes of fulfilment . Consequently Ricoeur shows how 

man is not only himself the mediation between two poles, but also 

the locuS of an existential conflict inscribed in the very centre 

of his nature: 
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' 11 appara!t alors que le conflit tient ~ la consti­
tution la plus originaire de l ' homme ; l ' objet est 
synth se , Ie moi est conflit ; la dualit~ humaine 
se d6passe intentionnellement dans la synthese de 
l ' objet et s ' int~riorise affectivement dans le 
conflit de la subjectivite ., (H . F., p . 148) 

In other words the ultimate answer to what was first the 

structural duality of freedom and human nature , and then the 

existential duality of two poles of being synthesized externally 

on the object of knowledge and action , actually lies in conflict, 

because of our incapacity to coincide with ourselves . Ricoeur 

states that : 

' En lui- meme et pour lui-m~me l ' homme demeure 
dechi rement l ' homme souffre distension.' 
(H . F ., p . 1 57) 

Although the concept of feeling reveals an inwardness in 

man , a vital depth torn by conflicts , Ricoeur claims that it can be 

grasped only_ indirectly , through an obj ectification simi·lar to 

knowing yet different : 

le sentir se d~double comme le connaitre, 
proportlonnel1ement au conna1tre , et pourtant 
autrement qui Ie conna~tre , sur un mode non 
objectif , sur le mode du conflit int~rieur .' 
(H . F., p . 107) 

The Husserlian noetico-noematic analysis is needed to throw some 

objective light upon non-obj ective affective inwardness , where our 

internal con£licts develop . According to Ricoeur , we cannot 

directly understand those conflicts which lie within our inner 

disproportion , suspended between pleasure and happiness . Objective 

correlatives operate the mediation as Ricoeur explains : 

' .•. s ' intiriorisant dans le sentiment la 
relation l ' objet va qualifier le rang des 
tendances et differencier le sentiment dans 
son intimitJ m~me ••• En retour c ' est dans Ie 
sentiment que s t ach ve la prise de conscience 
de cette disproportion qui s ' abolissait dans 
l ' objet .' (~., pp .1 07- 108) 

In other vords it is thanks to the ' other ' of the Husserlian ' epoche ' 

that man comes to understand himself on the affective level of the 
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disproportion which structures him. Self- consciousness is now 

revealed to the full to the human being who experiences it 

internally as the \same~ But Ricoeur makes it very clear that 

this experienced self-consciousness that transcends the idea of it 

can only be attained through the ' other ' of knowledge and objectivity. 

througr that which we first place at a distance from ourselves thanks 

to the noetico-noematic reflection. Consequently)we here recover 

our dielectics of difference and identity that make up the human 

reality) in accordance with the Ricoeurian hermeneutic circle of 

distanciation and appropriation. It is now clear that man is not 

only a mediator)who is neither the 'same' nor the 'other ' outside 

himself. but also himself a mediation made up of finitude and 

infinitude, of difference and identity in open conflict with one 

another . 

Ricoeur shows how this basic dialectics manifests itself 

within each of the three fundamental human needs of possession, 

power, and worth , which dominate the thematic of an economy. a 

politics and a culture . In each one of these needs , the internal 

conflict between pleasure and happiness is present . 

Ricoeur's approach to ' having ' and possession is here quite 

different from Gabriel Marcel ' s : he does not contrast ' having ' and 

' being '. In a very subtle analysis Ricoeur explains how the ' I ' 

constitutes itself from the ' mine ', how 'being ' is dependent upon 

' having '. Accordingly appropriation 1s at first constituting / 

before it becomes an alienating passion. BaSically ' having ' is for 

Ricoeur a guest for humanity : through the appropriation of a desired 

object made avail ble to us, we first experience control over and 

dependency upon this otherness which becomes ours. Interiorized 

by our feelings , it affects us as beings and also our relation with 
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other beings. And it also leads towards the necessary distance 

between 'I' and 'You'/in the mutual distinction of mine and yours 

already started with the body and continued with the mind . We here 

cannot fail to see the creative aspect of the dialectics of the 

" I , same-mine, and the 'other ' - an object , through which the 'same 

becomeR itself . The difficulty lies at the dividing line~whe~ the 

constitutive primordial state deviates and leads to alienation, to 
, I I 

a second 'other ' similar to the same and yet not the same - an 

alienated 'same'. Ricoeur imagines this ' fall' as happening when our 

posseSSions become unjust: at that ethical point the constitutive 

aspect of 'having' becomes a limitationJbecause that which distin-

guishes now also excludes and dominates my fellow beings . The 

values of justice and of communication through a sharing of our 

possessions are clearly very important to Paul Ricoeur . 

Human beings who distinguish between themselves through 

their possessions also need to differentiate between themselves 

through the i r socio-economic and political functions. Ricoeur 

believes that power shares with appropriation the same constitutive 

capacity of differentiation . Consequently the dialectics of 

difference and identity appears once more very productive: it is 

through our different yet reciprocal functions that we become our-

selves, that we find our own authentic identity . But there is a 

serious difficulty here as well~since political power as we know it 

appears non-reciprocal and often violent and corrupt . Yet Ricoeur 

maintains that we see it in this way only because we can imagine 

a non-violent power capable of educating the individual. Utopia 

reveals the possibilities of such a power . An imaginative 'other' 
, I 

in dialectics with the ' same of ideology" Ricoeur thinks that they 

together lead man to himself and to identity. 
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It is however our longing for worth, for esteem and 

reciprocity that constitutes the true Self according to Ricoeur . 

We need the ther's recognition to transform our consciousness 

into a self-consciousness . And we also need the objectivity of 

cultural works that concretely reveal to us man ' s possibilities , 

that is, our possibilities and our humanity . Ricoeur believes that 

we discover self- esteemJvital to human growth, by interiorizing 

these valorizing 'others ', be it ' un toi ' or works of culture . 

And according to him they also lead man a step closer to self-
, I 

identity and the same . However vanity can creep in with its 

aberrant moral perversion that keeps man within an 'other ) that is 

not the objective ' other ' but an alienated ~ame~ And here as well 

we need to imagine the dividing line between self-esteem and vanit~ 

while the inner conflicts point to uncertainty. 

e ish to stress the importance of the creative imagina-

~ in the work of Paul Ricoeur, here illustrated in its function 

of dividing line between the essential and the alienating in human 

beings . Ricoeur explains why he values imagination: 

' ••• en imaginant un autre fait , un autre r~gime, 
un autre r~gne, j ' apergois le possible et dans le 
possible l ' essentiel ••• ' (H.F. p . 128) 

Imagination introduces distance and difference within the 'same: 

exploding i t into its essential possibilitiesJso as to let a more 

authentic/same emerge and change the old alienated one. Our 

dialectics of difference and identity could not possibly be without 

the power of imagin tion that transcends both terms in -such a way 

that they are then brought together into the creative dialectics 

of the hermeneutic circle . 

Ricoeur rightly insists in a Bachelardian way on this 

i~portance of imagination in philosophy: 
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' Cette imagination n ' a rien de scandaleux pour 
la philosophie; l ' imagination est un mode 
indispensable d ' investigation du -possible .' 
(H . F. p . 161) 

It is certainly Ricoeur ' s imagination that establishes 

the link between man's distensioJ experienced on the mode of 

conflict and evil . According to him , conflict is what makes the 
,,) --

possibility of evil inherent in our constitution. And he demon-

strates his idea from his observation of the deterioration in our 

constitutive needs~when they become endless insatiable pursuits that 

alienate the self~who then continually asks: 

' When will I have enough? When will my authority 
be sufficiently established? When will I be 
sufficiently appreciated? (Antinomy , p . ))) 

Ricoeur understands man ' s passions as a shift,,)from our 

desire for totality and happiness)to an object correlated with the 

threefold demand that constitutes our Self . Then the obj'ect of 

desire , originally a symbol of happiness , becomes everything , it 

becomes an idol . It is important to notice here the vulnerability 

of symbols : they can easily become deviant and alienated when 

changed into idols . (We shall return to discuss this idea in the 

second part of this thesis). When that happens , when the finite is 

changed into an infinite , the disproportion in man reaches its 

dramatic culmination, leaving the self more fragile and vulnerable 

than ever . Ricoeur pinpoints the locus of fault and fallibility at 

the moment when man makes the mistake of trying to avoid the 

inescapable exis tential conflict , and thus loses his balance . 

We shall now investigate the concept of fallibility itself that has 

so far remained i n the background)like a hidden light, or in 

Ricoeur ' S words as l ' id~e regulatrice ' (H . F., p . 26) . 
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4 The concept of fallibility and freedom 

la possibilit~ du mal moral 
est inscrite dans la constitution 
de l ' homme .' (H . F., p . 149) 

Ricoeur makes it very clear that, although the fault 

enters man in a corporeal way through emotions , like an absolute 

irrational accident , yet the fault happens to freedom . It remains 

alien to the ' essential ' structures of man described in Le Volontaire 

et l ' involontaire . This explains why the abstraction of fault and 

transcendence as possible . Ricoeur explains that : 

••• la faute ne d~truit pas les structures fonda­
mentales; on dirait mieux que le volontaire et 
l ' involontaire tombent tels qu ' ils sont en eux­
memes au pouvoir du Rien , comme un pays occup~ 

livre intact a l ' ennemi . (V . I ., p . 28) 

The fault introduces opacity into our lived experience, 

intelligible for Ricoeur only within man ' s structures . It was 

therefore important to describe firstly those neutral structures 

abstracted from actual life and existential distortion. But it 

is now important to remove all abstractions in order to understand 

the distortion itself at work in passions . Under the sway of 

passions we remain able to decide , to move and to consent, to 

think, to act and to feel , but , says Ricoeur , this ability is 

occupied by the enemy , it is freedom in bondage . Our true 

being is lost , distorted by our endless chase . Yet Ricoeur 

believes that deliveranc is possible ' ••• la Transcendance 

est ce qui lib re 1 libertd de la faute ' (V . I ., p . 31) . 

Transcendence is , for Ricoeur , Being par excellence , the ~out-

Autre ' in a dia l ectic 1 r lationship with the fault , with ' ••• 

un non €tre s pecifique , une d~ficience ontologique ' (M~thode,p . 134) 

with ' Rien '. This dialectics of human reality is similar to our 

dialectics of the ' same ' nd the ' other ': it is similar yet slightly 
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' decal~e ' , as Derrida would say. The ' other ' of necessity is here 

replaced by the ' other' of fallibility j which is now the new limit 

to freedom . 

The concept of fallibility is fo r Ricoeur the way towards : 

' ••• un seuil d ' intelligibilitJ ou il est 
hensible que par l ' homme le mal ait pu ~ 
dans le monde ' (H . F. p . 11 ) 

I compre-
entrer 

But how are we to understand such a concept? Ricoeur explains how 

it is directly linked to the idea of dispropor tion in man , stretched 

as we have seen between the poles of finit ude and infinitude on 

three levels . In Ricoeur ' s analysis , this disproportion is con-

stituted by three categories : 

••• affirmation originaire , diff~renc e existen­
tielle , m~diation humaine .' (~. p . 152 ) 

~an first expresses himself in an ' originating affirmation ' through 

meaningful language , through his concept i on of ideal happiness and 

finally through his own experience of happiness fel t i n his heart . 

But to become human this affirmation has to fa ce its ' other', seen as 

an existential negation that denies the original affirmation, it 

has to face its finite pole constituted by our human perspective , 

char acter , and desires . It is this existential difference , already 

there between persons , that for Ricoeur explains man ' s non-

coincidence with himself . Here , therefore , we discover at the 

heart of human reality our own dialectics of differ ence and identity. 

The depth of this dial ctics shows that Paul Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic 

circle is , from the very beginning of his ca r eer, ont ologically 

deep rooted in his thought . 

Those t 0 c tegories of affirmat ion and differ ence lead 

Ricoeur to th meaning of ' fallibility '. Their relationship is 

similar to th t of infinitude and finit ude . Ricoeur a r gues that : 

' C' est co r pport qui fai t de la limitat ion humaine 
10 synonyme de la faillibilit~ .' (H. F . p . 150) 
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In other words , man is fallible because he is existentially 

limited despite his original freedom , because there is a gap , a 

difference . an is and exists within this difference . His humanity 

lies here, in this fragile and unstable synthesis . He has now 

himself become the concrete mediation, a human mediation which 

leads Ricoeur to remark that: 

' L ' homme, c ' est la Joie du Oui dans la tristesse 
du fin1. ' (H . P. p . , 56) 

, I 

We can therefore say that man is both the same of affirmation and 

freedom , and the ' other ' of limitation and fallibility~that man 

cannot pe just ' the same ' as in Husserlian idealism , nor just the 

' other ' as some contemporary philosophers like to claim. 

We would argue that the dialectics between the two belongs 

to the essential structures of human reality and cannot be disposed 

of without a grave conceptual loss , a loss we shall denounce in 

recent French nihilism. 

Ricoeur does not conclude L' homme faillible with his 

conception of human fallibility . He further interpr ets the fragility 

of human mediation in terms of a structural weakness through hich 

~ enters into man , and reaches the concl usion that fallibility 

is not only the occasion but also the actual origin of evil . This 

leads him to est blish a link between evil and fallibility/ on the 

basis of his previous analysis of the human needs of possession, 

power , and orth . He makes it clear that : 

c ' est touj ours ~( a travers ~ le dechu que 
l ' originaire tr nsparaft .' (H . P. p . 160) 

It is th ref ore ' through ' the fallen through avarice , tyranny 

and vainglory , through lies and hate -- that we come to imagine 

' l ' originair I that constitutes men : having . power, worth, 

authentic me ni nd respect . According t o Ricoeur : 

' Je ne peux penser le mal comme mal qU' «a partir~ 
de c dont 11 d'choit ••• et c ' est ce ~~ partir 
de~ qui utorise' dire que la faillibilite est 
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le condition du mal , bien que le mal soit le 
r~v&lateur de la faillibilit'.' (H.F . p.160) 

And even more interesting, Ricoeur thinks that we can: 

... isoler cette reprisentation de l ' originaire 
sur un mode imaginaire .' (H.F . p . 160) 

We can therefore imagine a life of innocence , a life without any: 

' ••• 'cart entre sa destination originaire et sa 
manifestation historique .' (H.F . p . 161) 

And this we find in myths and symbols , for they project : 

' ••• un symbole de l ' originaire qui trans-paraft 
dans la d~chJance et la denonce comme dlcheance. ' 
(H . F . p . 161) 

But the recourse to myth demands another method rooted in interpre-

tat ion ) and beyond abstract and reflective phenomenology. It also 

represents an important step from the possibility of fault and 

innocence to their actuality , since myths tell us of the avowal of 

fault as it is experienced by man in his painful existence . 

Ricoeur concludes the first volume of Finitude et 

culpabilitd on a paradox: 

'Dire que l ' homme est faillible , c ' est dire que 
la limitation pro pre a un ~tre qui ne coincide 
pas avec lui-m~e est la faiblesse originaire 
d'ou Ie mal procede . Et pourtant Ie mal ne 
proc de de cette faiblesse que parce qu'il se 
pose . Cet ultime paradoxe sera au centre de 
la symbolique du mal.' (H . F . p . 162 ) 

Although hum n freedom is limited by nature and by 

fallibility, it is also responsible for evil . This human capacity 

for originating evil points to the riddle of : 

' ••• un libre arbitre qui se lie et se trouve 
de/j' lie' .· ' (H 'U 13) • .r: . p . 

Such a riddle, hich shows m n guilty as well as victim)will also 

reveal th t the ultimate limitation to freedom is evil . But this 

discovery is beyond the scope of structural and synthetic-

existential phenomenology. 



134 

Conclusion 

In this chapter we have shown how Paul Ricoeur was 

influenced by Jean Nabert's reflective thought . He expressed his 

gratitude to abert fo r stressing the importance of signs in 

philosophy. hence highlighting the fact that philosophy is not 

the radical beginningJand that consciousness is a task possible only 

through the long detour of an interpretation of signs . Nabert made 

the ' hermeneutic turn' inevitable for Paul Ricoeur . 

~e then tried to understand why man is a fallible being. 

by following Ricoeur ' s own explanations and arguments very closely. 

The task was not easy. given the high level of &bstraction of the 

whole exercise . Our study revealed Ricoeur ' s conception of man aS
I 

at once)a mediator trying to synthesize objectively his two poles 

of finitude and infinitude on the levels of knowing and ~ctin~and 

man as himself a mediation between pleasure and happiness on the 

level of feeling . At that internal level , the synthesis revealed 

itself to be on the mode of conflict , and it also disclosed a new 

dialectics of affirmation and difference . which at last explained 

what fallibility meant for Paul Ricoeur . The answer lay within the 

distance created by the dialectics . within this non-coincidence of 

man with himself because of his existential limitations . 

Finally our dialectics of difference and identity 

revealed itself to be even more deep-rooted than we had first 

anticipated: indeed in Ricoeur ' s thought , · it structures man in 

astonishing depth . Our task now will be to illustrate this depth 

with concrete xamples from Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic phenomenology . 
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CON C L U S ION 

The first ' coupe ' of our reading of Paul Ricoeur is now 

completed . In that reading we have considered in depth both his 

structural phenomenology and his synthetic phenomenology , whose 

purpose was to investigate the structures of human nature and 

human reality . For Ricoeur those structures constitute the 

necessary framework within which we can now try to understand our 

lived experience with all its coefficient of misery and suffering . 
/ 

And they also constitute the limitations of our freedom, its ' other ' 

that must be taken into account by the will in its search for 

meaning and self- identity. 

e have seen how the eidetic description coupled with the 

diagnostic relation have revealed in the work of Ricoeur the 
I 

importance of une liberte qui est humaine et non pas 

divine ' (V . I . , p. 456)) of freedom limited by the involuntary; 

by necessity . In other words , the Ricoeurian structural method 

that focussed on the structures of the will has stressed the 

reciprocity of the voluntary and the involuntary , of the ' same ' 

and the ' otherj in a way which transcended the traditional 

duality of mind and body . It was thanks to this creative 

dialectics of reciprocity initiated by Ricoeur that the involun-

tary was made accessible to description. 

However/it was not possible for Ricoeur, despite his aim 

of achieving a 'unity ' between the two , to unite the wi~l and its 

' other ' in terms of the arcellian concept of incarnation. It soon 

became obvious to him that another and more subtle existential 

duality was emerging/while the apparent structural duality was 

being bridged by n bstract reconciliation of the voluntary and the 

involuntary . Such a reconciliation preserved our dialectics of 
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difference and identity : both the ' other ' of nature and the 

\ I • , same of the W111 appeared reciprocal , the ' other ' needed the 'same 

to remain an 'other~ while it could not be reduced to thetsame~ 

In other words human freedom is meaningful only if it is motivated. 
/ 

incarnate and contingent, only if it respects its ' other ' as other, 

while the human body without its will becomes a thing and so loses 

its quality of 'other '. It must be stressed however that to 

achieve this reconciliation, Ricoeur had to distance himself from 

Husserlian idealism . 

Con£ronted with the new existential duality Ricoeur chose 

a method of ' r~flexion pure ', in accordance with the reflective 

philosophy of Jean Nabert and with the Husserlian noematic reflec-

tion. The purpose of what t urned out to be a ver y abstract exercise 

was to focus on the structures of human reality , that is on the non-

coincidence of man with himself . This disproportion revealed an 

ontological fault, at once geological and ethical , and the possible 

locus of evil . This discovery led Ricoeur to his concept of 

fallibility) hereby man is stretched between a pole of infinitude 

and original affirmation. and a pole of finitude and existential 

difference . This conclusion to Ricoeur ' s synthetic and existential 

phenomenology reinforced our dialectics of difference and identity : 

caught between those two poles always in conflict with one another. 
, I 

man is neither the same of affirmation nor the ' other ' of difference, 

but an unstable synthesis o£ both . a human mediation. It is as if 

this dialectics is stretched , long with man , to its maximum-to the 

point when it becomes another dialectics , the \ same ' as this one yet 

different, ' d~calee' -- yet remains an authentic creative dialectics 

that foresees very much on the hermeneutic circle of distanciation and 

appropriation . 

Ho ever, this di lectics that describes structurally the 
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place in man where the fault occurs and through which evil creeps 

into man, cannot explain the actuality of evil . The leap from the 

possibility to the actuality of evil is beyond Ricoeur ' s abstract 

phenomenol ogy . In order to explore the existential reality of 

evil , an interpretation of its signs, of its avowal by the 

religious consciousness , now seems inevitable and marks , as we have 

suggested, the 'hermeneutic turn' in Ri~oeur ' s phenomenology. 

This turning point was already foreseen in Ricoeur ' s first 

major work, Le volontaire et l'involontaire, with the diagnostic 

relation and with his shift away from Husserlian idealism . And it 

was alread3 ~resent in L' homme fail lible) as Ricoeur explains in his 

' Avant-propos' : 

' Cette symbolique du mal occupe la partie mldiane 
du present ouvrage •.• comme si la conscience de 
soi ne pouvait s ' exprimer finalement qu ' e.n 6nigme 
et requer.nrlt a titre essentiel et non accidentel . 
une hermeneutique .' (l:!.!.!. p . 11 ) 

On the other hand , the need for hermeneutics comes, 

according to RicoeurJfrom within phenomenology seen as 'the ' 

philosophy in search of meaning} of a meaning anterior to language I 

and whose method is already interpretative . Ricoeur sees in both 

phenomenology and hermeneutics a mutual affinity~ which he will 

further develop in the hermeneutic phenomenology that now takes us 

a step nearer Paul Ricoeur ' s concrete philosophy. 
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PAR T II 

TO ARDS A CO CR~TE PHENOMENOLOGY : THE ' HERMENEUTIC TURN ' OF 

LA STI -BOLIQUE DU MAL , (1960) , DE L' INTERPRETATION : 

ESSAI SUR FREUD , (1965) AND LE CONFLIT DES INTERPRETATIONS , (1969) 

' Pour devenir concr~te , c'est - a - dire 
~gale a ses contenus les plus riches, 
la reflexion doit se faire herm6-
neutique : mais il n ' y a pas 
d ' her~eneutique gbn~rale 
(D . I . , pp . 62- 63) 

I T ROD U C T ION 

In the second part of his ' Lecture de Freud ', Ricoeur shows 

how what he calls the first solipsistic , and therefore abstract , 

Freudian ' topography ' formed by the unconscious , the subconscious 

and the consciousness becomes more concrete when it confronts itself 

with its ' other ', Vlith culture . The roles of the personal ~, the 

impersonal id and the supra personal super ego then rep~ace the 

unchanging system which in retrospect appears abstract yet remains 

important . Ricoeur explains : 

' ••• l ' application de la psychanalyse aux aymboles esthe­
tiques, aux idJaux et aux illusions , imposera , par choc 
en retour , la refonte du mod~le initial ••• cette refonte 
s ' expr1me dans la seconde topique (moi - ~a - surmoi) qui 
s ' ajoute la premiere sans la supprimer ' (D . I ., p . 70) 

In the same way , we shall attempt to show in the 

second part of this thesis , how the ' hermeneutic turn ' in the 

abstract phenomenology of Paul Ricoeur does indeed, in retrospect, 

or as he says ' par choc en retour ', add to the structural and 

reflective phenomenologies , by filling up the empty structures 

of the will and of human reality firstly with the actuality 

f evil secondly ith the arche and telos of man ( that l.'S to o , 

say with the archaic in man , the Freudian unconscious ever 

prior , and ith the spirit of man always ahead of himself in 

the process of becoming conscious ) and thirdly with conflicting 
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meanings and interpretations . It is important however to stress , 

" as Ricoeur does, that just as 'le reve sera un modele a la fois 

I I I depasse et indepassable ' (D . I . p . 70), so are man ' s fundamental 

possibilities and structures . Confronted with its ' other ' , with 

the actual life of our lived experience that calls for interpreta-

tion, the basic structural framework is not suppressed but rather 

enters into a concrete dialectics with it . And , " through this 

dialectics, new relationships are revealed , which are, as Ricoeur 

stresses ' essentiellement de nouvelles relations a autrui, que 

seules peuvent faire apparattre des situations de culture et des 

oeuvres de culture .' (D . I . p . 70) . 

The symbols and myths , at the root of our Western culture, 

and the arche and telos of man , at the root of the individual self-

consciousness, illustrate these works of culture because they are 

\ I 

the outcome of relationships between persons , between the same and 

, / d the Other , an because they open up new possibilities and concrete 

ways in the understanding of being . Moreover these works call for 

interpretations that lead to conflicting hermeneutics . 

This second part is divided into three chapters . In our 

first chapter we shall examine the emergence of Ricoeurian herme-

neutics , grafted on to reflective philosophy and phenomenology. 

We shall reflect with Paul Ricoeur upon the development of the 

modern concept of hermeneutic reflection. And we shall see how 

La symboligue du mal/published in 1 96~ shows implicitly what we are 

to understand by hermeneutic reflection in the work of ~icoeur . 

We shall stress why Paul Ricoeur wrote a symbolics and a mythics 

of eland what distinguishes him from others on that matter. 

His originality lies in his philosophical approach to symbols and 

in his belief th t symbols give rise to thought , that we must 
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therefore think from and beyond them. A philosophy content to 

speculate behind symbols is in hi~ view an abstraction. This 

choice of the pre-reflective in philosophy, of ' le plein du 

langage ' (~. p . 324) marks the turning point in Ricoeur's 

phenomenology and transforms it into a hermeneutic phenomenology . 

However, even though we will perceive in a forceful way why pheno­

menology ne~ds a hermeneutics to become concrete reflection,why 

the ' same ' ~e eds an ' other ' , Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic phenomenology 

will not be fully conceptualized until five years later. Herme­

neutics will at this stage remain only a route to philosophy , an 

opening up and disclosure of possibility hidden in symbols . 

The second chapter will complete the first by offering 

the example of a hermeneutics of suspicion. The interpretation of 

signs is not always straightforward as with the cultural and cosmic 

symbols of evil: they more often than not demand a demystification, 

before the hidden meaning can be deciphered , as the unconscious 

and oneiric symbols of the self will show. De l ' interpr~tation: 

essai sur Preud, published in 19b5 , is a long debate with Preud, 

in which Ricoeur's hermeneutic of suspicion eventually leads him 

to construct a creative dialectics between Freud and Hegel , whereby 

the Freudian signs of desire reveal a structural arche in man, 

an archaeology that points to a telos, to a teleology. It is as 

if the s elf is now split : the Cogito is here neither exalted nor 

broken , it is a s plit, or wounded Cogito . Moreover the concept of 

an archaeology and of a teleology of the subject worked out 

reflectively by Ricoeur add to the concrete texture of symbols, to 

the extent of becoming the key not only to their complex symbolic 

constitutions, but a l so to the contradicting theories of interpre­

tations. 

H nce our third chapter will examine the problem of 
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conflicting hermeneutics exposed in Le Conflit des interpr~tations, 

published in 1969 . We will stress with Paul Ricoeur that / despite 

the war between them , they all share a basic shift in meaning away 

from immediate consciousness , thanks to the lingual character of 

signs and symbols . Ricoeur ' s preoccupation with language as the 

medium of expression and of symbols that give rise to thought, will 

prepare him to confront and , in a way , to welcome the challenge of 

structuralism. This semiological challenge will in fact mark tee 

second concrete turning point in Ricoeur ' s career with the concept 

of the ~ as the new guiding thread after that of symbols . Such 

a profound methodological revolution , offering a new definition of 

hermeneutics , will constitute in retrospect ' une refonte beaucoup 
I 

plus radicale de la theorie ••• ' (D . I . p. 161), a change in the 

initial structural reading, and will be the subject matter of our 

third part . Before then , however , the hermeneutic reflection of 

this second re ding , enlarged and deepened by the lingual character 

of symbols , will transform ' comme par choc en retour , le mod~le 

lui -m~me ' (~. p . 159) to become concrete reflective philosophy. 

The third chapter will make this theme explicit . 

With his investigation into the symbols and myths of 

evil , Ricoeur enters the hermeneutic circle of understanding and 

belief . This circle anticipates his philosophical circle of 

explanation and understanding , and brings us back to our dialectics 

of difference and identity . Ricoeur believes that ' ll faut 

comprendre pour croire , mais il faut croire pour comprendre ' 

(~. p . 326) . In other words , the ' other ' of symbols and of 

understanding . of the understanding that symbols do have something 

to say and thus deserve that we listen to them , is the necessary 

step to rd s t he ' a me ' of belief , of an enlightened belief which 

Ricoeur would call today an appropriation . This kind of 



142 

appropriation which constitutes the final stage of philosophical 

reflection goes beyond the symbol and beyond this first hermeneu-

tic circle , itself only the route to philosophical hermeneutics . 

Ricoeur explains this ' same ' of appropriation as follows: 
~ 

' .•• le mouvement qui m' entraine vers le sens 
second m' assimile a ce qui est dit , me rend 
participant ••• c ' est une assimilation exist en­
tielle de mon etre a l ' €tre ••• ' (D . I ., p . 40) 

So , according to Ricoeur , we achieve self- identity only if we 

start thinking according to and beyond the ' other ' of symbols . 

Symbolic thought is the path towards a deeper understanding of 

being , towards the ' same '. And this ' other ' is further deepened 

by Ricoeur ' s hermeneutics of suspicion , whereby ' une science 

mediate du sens, irreductible a la conscienc~ immddiate du sens ' 

(D . I ., p . 42) is then constituted , thanks to a ' dJmystification du 

discours ' (~., p . 49) . This new hermeneutic mediation , ·which 

paves the way to ontology , indeed anticipates the concepts of 

explanation and distanciation in Ricoeur ' s Interpretation Theory . 

We intend to show, in this second part , how Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic 

phenomenology prepares his concrete theory of language centred 

upon the philosophical and hermeneutic circle of distanciation 

and appropriation, of difference and identity , ' where the 

epistemology of the social sciences would rejoin the ontology of 

human r eality ' (Response , p . 40) . 
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C HAP T E R I 

THE EMERGENCE OF RICOEURIAN 

HEIDlENEUTICS WITH LA SYMBOLIQUE DU MAL (1960) 

' Je parie que je comprendrai 
mieux l ' homme et Ie lien entre 
l'~tre de l'homme et l ' ~tre de 
tous les 6tants , si je suis 
l ' indication de la pensJe 
symbolique '. (S . M. p . 330) 

Introduction 

While L' homme faillible tried to comprehend the first 

lacuna left by the volume I of Ricoeur ' s PhiloBophie de la volontJ 

in a reflective and phenomenological manner , the second lacuna 

left by his analysis ' between the essential structures of the 

volitional consciousness ••• and the historical or empirical 

condition of the human will, prisoner of the passions and prone to 

evil ' (Response , p . 33) , forced Ricoeur to go beyond the bounds of 

an essential analysis of phenomena , beyond the possibility of the 

fault~and to explore instead its actuality through a re-enactment 

of the confession of evil found in symbols and myths . He explains 

his choice of a hermeneutics of symbols as follows : 

' So the only practicable route was that of a detour 
via the symbols wherein the avowal of the fault 
was inscribed during the great cultures of which 
ours is the heir .' (Response , p . 33) 

This choice of a detour of reflection on the self, via 

its mediating Signs , stresses the importance of language in 

philo8oph~and here particularly the importance of the fullness 

and richness of language , hich we interpret as the ' other ' of the 

self . 

This chapter is divided into four sections . In the first 

section e shall reflect with Paul Ricoeur upon the concept of 

hermeneutics)an see how it was born and how its epistemological 
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concern to achieve scientific status its ' other ' in our 

terminology must be, according to Ricoeur, subordinated to 

ontological concerns - to the ' same ' if understanding is to be 

not simply a mode of knowing but more important , a way of being. 

The 'same'and the ' other ' will find themselves in a dialectics that 

points to ards a ' self '. 

In sections two and three we shall investigate what 

Ricoeur means, first by symbols , and then by myths in La Symboligue 

du mal . We will see how their three-dimensional structure unfolds 

our human self , and leads to the hermeneutic circle of understanding 

and belief. Also, we shall stress the purpose of Ricoeur ' s 

symbolics, which distinguishes him from many other philosophers, 

theologians and exege tes who have written with authority on myth and 

symbol . His approach is first of all philosophical , even though he 

acknowledges his own cultural roots and his faith in the Holy Spirit . 

It is a philosophical approach that recognizes and enhances the 

irreducible symbolic content of myth, to the extent of declaring that 

such a content constitutes the starting point of concrete philosophy. 

Ricoeur deeply believes that a philosophy that starts from specula­

tive explanations behind symbols is doomed to abstraction. For him, 

concrete philosophy must start from symbols . And consequently, it 

needs a hermeneutics capable of deciphering and discloSing their 

hidden meaning , thus helping the philosopher to think beyond symbols. 

The fourth section of this chapter will concentrate on 

Ricoeur's philosophic 1 reflection , rooted in his interpretation of 

symbols and myths . His question at the end of La Symboligue du mal 

is how to come back to reflective philosophy and rationalitY ,after 

the methodological ruptur that led him to symbolic language , and 

how to come back enriched with symbolic knowledge. In other words, 
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how is he to implement the task of philosophical reflection, which 

is , he says· 

' de reprendre les suggestions de cette symbolique 
du mal , de les prolonger dans tous les registres de 
la conscience de l ' homme, depuis les sciences 
humaines j usqu ' a la sp~culation sur le serf-arbitre .' 
(H.P . p. 17) 

How can the ' other ' of interpretation and the ' other ' of 

symbols enter together into dialogue with the ' same ' of reflective 

phenomenology? 

To that question La Symboligue du mal has no clear answer . 

Ricoeur suggests a wager. He ventures to guess that reflective 

understanding is dependant upon interpretation and upon a .hermeneu-

tics of our symbolic heritage , if it is to be a concrete philosophy . 

The validation of this guess will come five years later in 

=D~e~1!:..'..::i~n~t.::..e:::.r~p=-r~6..:t:.:::a:..:t:.::i:..:o:..:n:=.;:=--....;e:.s=s=a=i--=s:..=u;:r,--,=P;..::r:...;e::..:u=d ( 1 965 ).1 and wi 11 demons t ra t e 

Ricoeur ' s originality in a forceful way. 

1 Paul Ricoeur's interpretation of the changing concept 
of hermeneutics 

hermeneutics is the theory of 
the operations of understanding 
in their relation to the inter­
pretation of texts . I (The Task , 
p . 43) 

Although the art of interpretation is as old as culture, 

the specific probl m of understanding concerned with the elucidation 

of rules in view of the interpretation of texts dates back only from 

the early nineteenth century with the work of the German theologian ; 

Priedrich Schleiermacher (1768-1 834) . According to Ricoeur in his 

article ' Schleiermacher ' s Hermeneutics ' (1977) , the hermeneutic 

problem for Schleierm oher sprang from a misunderstanding due to a 

' tension bet een the intention of saying and the verbal vehicle ' 

(p . 1840. This tension led to two forms of interpretation, one 
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grammatical and objective, which Ricoeur terms the ' linguistic 

frameworks distinct from the autho~' (p. 185), and the other 

psychological and subjective because , as he says, ' it reaches the 

act of thinking that produces discourse ' (p . 186). 

This difficulty of reconciling those two interpretations 

constituted the starting point in the late nineteenth century for 

Dilthey's problematic of the intelligibility of the historical as 

such, still posed in terms of an epistemological debate . But, says 

Ricoeur, the opposition Wilhelm Dilthey (1833-1911) made between 

the empirical explanation of nature and the understanding of history 

turned hermeneutics into a psychological discipline . Although 

understanding also stressed the scientific explanation of texts 

through their essential structures yet, Ricoeur insists that the 

task of comprehension of the memory of humanity through its signs, 

works and history remained a transference into another mental life . 

Ricoeur explains: 

' If the enterprise remains fundamentally psychological, 
it is because it stipulates as the ultimate aim of 
interpretation, not what a text says, but who says it .' 
(The Task , p. 52) 

Hence the 'other ' of the text was reduced to a psychological 'other' 

without an ontological ' same '. 

Ricoeur firmly believes that the aim of hermeneutics 
I 

of ' la science de l 'interpretation ' (C.I. p . 31 1) which brings 

forward ' des r~gles de d~chiffrementt (H.F. p . 12), is not to focus 

on the author of a text . On the contrary , it must highlight and 

unfold both the sense immanent in the text and the reference it 

opens up . This belief is central to the Ricoeurian theory of 

interpretation. We shall examine it in detail in the third part 

of this thesis . 

artin Heid gg r (1889-1976) , Husserl ' s student , exploded 

the whole epistemologioal enterprise by subordinating understanding 
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as a mode of knowing, as a psychological ' other ', to its ontolo-

gical roots. to the ' same ' , making it a way of being . According to 

Ricoeur, Heidegger operated the transition from epistemology to 

ontology because now ' instead of asking "how do we know?" , it will 

be asked "what is the mode of being of that being who exists only 

in understanding?" , (The Task , p . 54) . We here witness a shift 

from a problem of method, where being the 'same 'J unaware of itself, 

is with Others in communication , to a problem of being, whereby the 

locus of reflection is now the same , a being-in-the - world , a being-

there . This new situation de-psychologises understanding while at 

the same time, stressing the importance of feeling from which under-

standing arises , as Ricoeur explains : 

' In knowledge , we posit objects in front of us ; but 
our feeling of the situation pre cedes this vis-a- vis by 
placing us in a world .' (The Task , p . 56) 

This intuitive grasp of ourselves as beings belonging to the world 

in which we have ' an ontological pre-understanding of being ' (The 

~, p . 54) demands a hermeneutic reflection in order to reveal the 

foundation on hich the human sciences are c onstructed . In the 

t r iad situation-understanding-inter pretation , t he latter develops 

understanding seen as a process of orientation and projection of 

the possibilities of being-in- the-world . Interpretation highlights 

our power-to-be inherent in the structure of being and always ahead 

of itself in time here it has to become itself . Ricoeur insists 

on thiS fundamental concept of becoming : 

' ••• to understand a text ••• is not to find a 
lifeless sense which is contained therein , bu t 
to unfold the possibility of being indicated in 
the text .' (The Task , p . 56 ) 

We shall return to this central question later on . 

Heidegge r did not add much to the exe~s of texts nor to 

linguistics . Ho ever his w y of questioning is hermeneutical 

because it proce ds from an interpretation of man ' s situation in the 



148 

world from an existential ' other ' towards an understanding 

of the meaning of Being towards the ' same '. In Le Conflit des 

, ° 

interpretations, Ricoeur describes it as ' une hermeneut~que du 

<<.je suis )~ ' (p . 222) . Ricoeur explains , in terms very similar 

to those of Gabriel Marcel, how the ' I am ' is each one of us and 

how it is so close to us that we cannot see it . In Marcel ' s words , 

it belongs to the realm of ' mystery '. Consequently , it is ontolo-

gically the farthest , hidden and forgotten under the anonymous ' on ' 

of everyday life, and Ricoeur insists , in agreement with Heidegger, 

that this ' I am ' must be recovered by interpretation. The ' same ' 

is not given in immediate intuition: 

' C' est parce que ce qui est le plus proche de 
soi-mame ontiquement est aussi le plus eloign~ 
ontologiquement C}ue le < je suis >7 devient le 
th~me d ' une hermeneutique . et non pas seulement 
d ' une description intuitive .' (C . ! . p . 229) 

However, Ricoeur along with Heidegger , goes further than Marcel 

and Husserl by adding the techniques of an interpretation to the 

fundamental description of phenomena . What are then the differences 

between Ricoeur and Heidegger? Ricoeur makes it clear that he does 

not share Heidegger ' s approach to hermeneutics because , according 

to him, Heidegger fails to return from ontology to the epistemo-

logical problems of method and objective analysis left behind . 

In other words, he takes the short road that goes directly to the 

same ~ through its existential ' other ', without the detour via the 

epistemological 'other, °thout a proper dialectics between 

epistemological difference and ontological identity . Ricoeur argues : 

' With Heidegger ' s philosophy , we are always engaged 
in going back to the foundations , but we are left 
incapable of beginning the movement of return which 
would le d from the fundamental ontology to the 

properly epistemological question of the status of 
the human sciences. ' (1'he Task, p . 59) 

Heidegger's student , HanS-Georg Gadamer returned to the 



149 

human sciences, but, according to Ricoeur , centred his discussion 

upon the scandal of an ontological .reality objectified, and thus 

alienated, by the naturalistic methods of those sciences. So, for 

Gadamer, there is indeed a proper ' other ', and therefore a proper 

dialectics . But, as Ricoeur points out , it is between an 

'alienating distanciation and the experience of belonging ' (The Task, 

p . 60) . The ' other ' is only seen as negativ~, as ' a distancing, 

which in turn expresses the ~estruction of tee primordial relation 

of belonging .' (The Task, p . 60) . We are not far here from Michel 

Foucault ' s assertion that the rise of the human sciences meant the 

death of ma.n and of subjectivity /of the ' same '. However , Ricoeur 

interprets Gadamer ' s conception as a positive dialectics of partici-

pation and distanciation because he sees in it some ' decisive 

suggestions which will become the point of departure for my own 

reflection . ' (The Task , p . 61) . 

Firstly , Ricoeur says that Gadamer ' s theory of historical 

consciousness already contains a notion of distance and otherness 

within nearness since the process of understanding is itself a 

fusing of borizons, a belonging at a distance . Secondly, when in 

communication , two consciousnesses fuse their views, a tension is 

implied between tbe two distant horizons, or, as Ricoeur explains, 

' the play of difference is include d in the process of convergence .' 

(The Task , p . 62) . Thirdly , the world seen as a historical 

phenomenon offers itself to interpretation by means of the ' other ' 

of language, of signs , works and texts . Although for Gadamer, 

language is above all a medium through which the truth of being is 
Q... 

communicated, Ricoeur stresses that such~mediation is possible only 

because ' the interlocutors fade away in face of the things said 

which, as it ere , direct the dialogue .' ( The TaSk, p . 62) . 

And, according to Ricoeur, the most perfect ' fading ' occurs through 
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the text which belongs to neither its author nor to its reader but 

to itself . It is the text which , for Ricoeur, opens up new 

horizons , new selves, and which introduces a critical instance, 

an ' otherness ' , in view of a positive interpretation of distan-

ciation within the consciousness of belonging . The problem of 

the matter of the text that 'enables us to communicate at a 

distance' (The Task, p . 62) will lead to Ricoeur ' s circle of 

appropriation and distanciationJof difference and identity/and to 

Interpretation theory . Before discussing them in detail , we shall 

first examine how the theory slowly emerges in La Symboligue du mal 

with the gradual recognition of the linguistic dimension that will 

be fully acknowledged only in De l ' interpr~tation: essai sur Freud . 

2 The symbolS of evil: defilement , sin and guilt 

to evil? 

' C' est d ' abord sur le monde, sur des 
~l~ments ou des-aspects du monde, sur 
le ciel , sur le soleil et la lune , 
sur les eaux et la vegetation que 
l ' homme lit Ie sacra .' (S . M. p . 18) 

Why write a symbolism of evil? Wby give so much importance 

ithin the context of Ricoeur ' s Philosophie de la volontd, 

evil appears as the final and major limitation to freedom, after 

that of our human nature and of our inner ontological disproportion. 

Hence , this sovereign ' Other ' could not have been brushed aside by 

Ricoeur . And the fact that we speak of evil only indirectly by 

means of metaphors like estrangement , exile , burden and bondage , 

within what Ricoeur c lls ' le langage de l ' aveu ' through which 

man avo s his actual fallen condition left Ricoeur With no other 

choice but hermeneutical detour via this symbolic language . At 

the same time, the confront tion with this metaphorical and indirect 

language d v loped his wareness of the hermeneutic problem. It must 

be stress d that Rico ur ' s symbolics is only a detour , and not the 
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main objective, of his reflective phenomenology . Hence his approach 

differs fundamentally from the phenomenology of religion with its com-

parative history of religions . His question is ' comment articuler la 

r~flexion philosophique sur l ' herm~neutique des symboles? ' (C . I . p . 283), 

or in other words , how are we to think from symbols? How are we to 

think evil and freedom together? In order to answer this question a 

general theory of symbols was needed , that tried to conceive of the 

invincible ' other ' . of freedom . La Symbolicue du mal (1960) provides 

the answer , and marks a shift away from abstract Husserlian phenomeno-

logy in its effort to discover the hiatus between the possibility of 

evil conceptualized in terms of fallibility , and its actuality grasped 

as fault . A concrete mythics replaced all the previous abstract 

phenomenological 'brackets ' essential to the epoche . 

Ricoeur explains , ' ••• le passage de l ' innocence a la faute 

n ' est accessible a aucune description meme empirique , mais a une 

mythique concrete .' (~., p .1 0) . This mythics was furth~r expanded 

to the dimensions of a symbolics , because myths are themselves the 

secondary, coded language of what is a very primitive and symbolic 

primary language . The symbolics initiates a radical renewal of 

reflective philosophy. Ricoeur describes it in terms of a hermeneu­

tic reflection, but at the level of a phenomenology that remains 

ext~rieure a la reflexion pleinement assum~e l ( S. M., p . 25) . It is 

like a propaedeutics to philosophy . This is because the concrete 

symbolic language that deals with the existential reality of evil 

cannot be inserted directly into philosophy . Indeed , symbols and 

myths make sense only when reinserted within their own rich and 

opaque religious discourse . This choice of a reinsertion is charac­

teristic of the modern approach to myths , as Mircea Eliade explains 

in Aspects du myth (1963) : 

' Depu1s plus d ' un demi-si~cle , les savants occidentaux ont 
situ~ l ' 6tude du my the dans une perspective qui contras-
tait sensiblement avec , disons , celIe du xrxe siecle . Au 
lieu de traiter , comme leurs prJd~cesseurs , Ie my the ••• 
en tant que 4fable:t') , «invention", , «fiction», ils l ' ont 
accept6 tel qu ' il etait compris dans les soci~tes archaiques, 
ou le mythe designe , au co~traire , une "histoire vraie11et, 
qui plus est , hautement preeieuse paree que sacree, exemp­
laire et signific tive . I (p. 9) 
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Eliade is a friend of Ricoeur . Ricoeur dedicated to him his 

'Septi;me ~tude - ~taphore et rJf~rence in La t~taphore vive (1975) . 

Ricoeur shares Eliade's conception of myths and symbols 

and his descriptive method, typical of a phenomenology of 

religions . But, for ob~ious reasons , the purpose and perspective 

of his research are very different . Rig aim is a philosophy of 

language that starts from the fullness of language . 

It is therefore within the realm of this kind of language 

that Ricoeur applies his hermeneutics of ' recollection ' charac-

terised by a willingness to respect and to listen to what is being 

r evealed . He explains : 

' ••• comprendre ce langage de l ' aveu. c'est mettre 
en oeuvre une exeg~se du symbole qui appelle des 
r~gles de d~chiffrement , c'est.a-dire une 
hermeneutique .' (H . F. p . 10) 

Those rules of deCiphering remain faithful to the Husserlian 

noematic reflection . Ricoeur says : 

' On decrit en d~gageant la vis~e (no~tique) et 
son corr'lat (no~matique) : le guelgue chose 
vis~ , l 'objet implicite dans le rite, dans le 
mythe et dans la croyance .' (D . I . p . 37) 

In other words, the literal sense of symbols, for instance the 

spot , the broken relationship , the burden , which constitute the 

noetic intention/opens up into the ' something ' intended , into the 

noematic intentionality , here the Symbolic sense of defi lement, sin 

and guilt . Such an op ning brings about a revelation of meaning, 

a restoration, and not reduction , as would an explanation 

through causes . 

And it also reveals the double intentionality of symbols . 

Ricoeur stresses th t symbols are not only signs , they are also 

expressions of doubl m aning wherein the literal meaning refers 

analogically beyond itself to a second symbolic meaning, not given 
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directly but constituted in and by the literal meaning . He 

explains: 

a l'oppose des signes techniques , parfaitement 
transparents, qui ne disent que ce qu ' ils veulent 
dire en posant le signifi6 , les signes symboliques 
sont opaques parce que le sens premier, litt~ral, 
patent, vise lui-m~e analogiquement un sens 
second gui n ' est pas donn6 autrement gU ' en lui ••• 
c ' est en vivant dans le sens premier que je suis 
entrarnJ par lui au_del! de lui-m~e 
(C . I . pp. 285-86) 

The relation between the two meanings is one of fusion , 

like the metaphor, whereby the literal ' other ' leads to the 

symbolic ' same ' through a phenomenon of ' trans- parency ' ( and not 

trans- lation as in allegories) . However , this fusion does not 

reduce the 'other' to the ' same ': the dialectics between the two 

meanings forbids such a reduction . 

Husserlian intentional analysis not only discloses this 

dual intentionality of symbols, but it also reveals in each symbol 

a three-dimensional structure . The cosmic dimension , seen at its 

best in religious symbolism , constitutes the objective aspect of 

symbols read upon the world . The oneiric dimension is experienced 

subjectively in the psyche of man. Both dimensions are so inter-

woven that Ricoeur says: 

' Cosmos et PsychJ sont les deux poles de la meme 
~(expressivit~ » j je m' exprime en exprimant le 

monde .' (~. p. 20) 

In other words, we become ourselves through a deciphering of both 

our cosmic and oneiric archaisms . But it is the poetic dimension 

that marks the emergence of the symbol as such by giving it form 

in language. Ricoeur insists on the creativity of the poetic 

imagination in a way similar to Gaston Bachelard who showed , in 

La Poetigue de l'esp ce (1957) , how the poetic image makes us 

that hich it expresses . particularly when he writes: 

' 1 ' im ge po~tique no us met a l ' origine de l ' ~tre 
parlant ••• Elle deviant un ~tre nouveau de notre 
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langage , elle noU9 exprime en nOU9 faisant ce 
qu'elle exprime •• • Ici, l ' expression crfe de 
l'etre .' (p . 7) 

Ricoeur seems to share his view when he says that: 
I I 

' ••• le symbole poetique nous montre l ' expressivite 
a l'etat naissantj dans la poesie le symbole est 
surpris au moment o~ il est un surgissement du 
langage ••• ' (S . M. p . 21) 

The primary symbols of stain , sin and guilt constitute, 

for Ricoeur , the most elemental and spontaneous expressions of 

evil in its mainly cosmic dimension . However, for each symbol, the 

evil first discovered in the external cosmos is also experienced 

psychologically and expressed in a poetic image. We shall see a 

gradual internalization from the ' other ' to the ' same ', as we 

progress with Ricoeur from stain to sin to guilt : each symbolism 

is preserved in the following one to culminate in the ' aporia ' of 

what Ricoeur calls the ' serf- arbitre '. The concept of ' servile-

will ' is the opposite of the conception of ' libre-arbitre ', of the 

freedom of choice, and it is a paradox or ' aporia ' because it 

implies a bound will, a freedom that is at once free and not free 

to act as it chooses . It is used mainly in theology. St. Augustine 

reflected upon it in the context of moral determinism , and Luther 

wrote De Servo arbitrio . Ricoeur sees in it ' le th~me ultime que 

le symbole donne a penser ' (H.P. p.1 )) . It transforms the previous 

reciprocity between the voluntary and the involuntary into a 

reciprocity between act and state , between that which we initiate 

and thathich we receive. And it also enriches the dialectics of 

the ' same ' of freedom and the ' other ' of necessity thanks to its 

mythical depth . ithin this dialectical framework of identity and 

difference, e ch of the three symbols of evil , chosen by Ricoeur as 

the basic invariants to subsequent mythical interpretations, also 

show tho same di lectics in process of growth. Each symbol, with 
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its double intentionality and its three- dimensional structure 

creates a Self that grows in depth and self- awareness , thanks each 

time to a more interiorized dialectics . 

In Ricoeur ' s view , the symbolism of stain , or defilement 

is the most primitive moment of the consciousness of fault . He 

sees in it a fusion of the objective representation of stain with 

the subjective idea of the impure ' qui infecte comme une salet~ ' 

(~. p . )2), and this creates a fear experienced as an ethical 

terror . Ricoeur remarks that ' l ' homme entre dans Ie monde ethique 

par la peur et non par l ' amour ' t~. p . 35) . Both the ' other ' of 

stain and the ' same ' of dread become symbolic , and therefore open 

up onto a self , when dialectically expressed in language and 

shaped by the poetic image . Yet the literal meaning of stain is 

retained (the ' other ' is retained as 'other ' ) while at the same time 

transformed into something like a stain , int o a symbolic stain. 

Such transformation of the self explains the rituals of purifica-

!!££ that are meant to rid man of both defilement and the dread 

that goes with it . According to Ricoeur i t is precisely because 

defilement is the object of such rituals that it is a symbol of 

evil : 

la souillur en tant qu ' elle est <<. 1 ' obj et >;> 
de cette suppression rituelle , est elle- mrme 
symbole du mal. ' (S . M. p . 41) 

In this kind of context evil is understood as a something 

objective/as an ' other ' (not a nothing) that comes to man from 

the outside ( n unclean contact) to infect him i n his self . Such 

an ' Other ' seems to be the greatest limitation of all to our human 

freedom . Ricoeur highlights archaic language since it not only 

gives form to the symbol)but also educates those feelings of 

impurity in vie of a progressive interiorization of evil : 
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' La constitution d ' un vocabulaire du pur et de , . 
l'impur ••• est ainsi la premiere ass~se 
linguistique et s6mantique du ~< sentiment de 
culpabilit'» et d'abord de la « confession 
des peches,,> ' (S . M. p . 42) 

Although this primitive symbolism of stain is narrow in its 

intentionality of the quasi-material and in its ritual-poetic 

expression of the pure and the impure~ that is in its dialectics 

of difference and identity , Ricoeur believes in its potential 

basis for transformation in view of an ethics . 

The symbolism of sin, in the work of Ricoeur , retains 

the same basic themes but internalizes them in its progressive 

movement towards ethics . The ' pure ' becomes the ' holy ', and the 

impure a violation of holiness . It also adds an ontological moment 

to fault with the new situation of man before God , before the God 

of the Biblical prophets . The prophets have the task of ~aking 

man aware of this ne situation. Ricoeur insists on this Biblical 

dimension of sin: 

' La ph~nom'nologie philosophique qui veut r~p~ter 
le «devant Dieu~ essentiel au p~ch~ doit 

.' repeter ••• «l ' oracle j) proph~tique .' (S . M. p . 57) 

Philosophy cannot ignore this ' event ' of a God who speaks to His 

people through His prophets . The Covenant is the outcome of such 

an encounter, in hich God is experienced in terms of presence and 

dialogue, and whereby an objective contract is made between God and 

His people . Sin is then understood as the violation of this initial 

bond . It is the painful realization of the absence and silence of 

God experienced S punishment . The Covenant constantly 

oscillates bet en the finite commandment of the Law that makes 

sinfulness explicit, and the infinite , formless demand on the part 

of the J wish prophet who arne against sin . Ricoeur stresses this 

' dialectique du cod 
, 

t de l ' xigence illimitee ' that constitutes 
, 

' la structure fonciere de l ' Alliance ' (~. p . 61 ) . In other words, 
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man finds his self in the presence of God not only through a 

direct and ethical encounter with the ' same ' of such presence, 

but also through the structural 'other ' of the Law. Both aspects 

must be retained . The dread of the impure does not disappear 

with the new relationship, rather it becomes the terrible threat 

of ' la col~re de Dieu '. Ricoeur says ' la peur et l ' angoisse ••• 

ont plutSt chang~ de qualit~ ' (S . M. p . 66) . Fear now transcends 

the individual to become a threat directed against the whole 

community of Israel , a gainst the people of God . It is as if a 

new ethical dialectics gradually emerges behind the structural one/ 

due to the ethical distance brought about by the warning of the 

wrath of God hich shatters the historical complicity between the 

God of Israel and His people . Yet Ricoeur shows that this distance 

does not break but stretch and deepen the existing Covenant to very 
. ~ 

slowly reveal what he calls ' le Seigneur de l ' Histoire' with his 

promise of salvation . We are very much aware of the importance of 

difference, of an ethical and painful difference on the road towards 

identity and salvation. 

The symbolism of sin is expressed in language by a 

revolut i on of dramatic im ges that echoes the revolution of meaning . 

Ricoeur stresses that 
I 

' ce changement dans l ' intentionnalite du 

aymbole, suscitJ par la nouvelle exptrience du mal , est obtenu par 
A 

un bouleversement au plan meme des images de base ' (S . M. p . 76) . 

The images of contact with a harmful , impure substance 

that infects, give way to the poetic images of deviation from 

order, of rebellion g inst the holy will , of missing the mark and 

straying from the path . They tell of a broken contract experienced 

as a turning • y from th truth in the direction of false gods and 

evil ways . Th y emph size the empty vanity of man and thus convey 

the ide of n g t1on, of a nothingness of sin. Yet Ricoeur 
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shows that the first images of defilement are retained: sin is 

also experienced as a something, as a power that lays hold of man 

and as a captivity in which man is caught . It is because of this 

reality of evil that Ricoeur reminds us that ' l ' homme captif du 

p~ch~ est un homme a d~livrer ' (~. p . 94) . 

Liber tion, rather than liberty , now appears to be the 

basic problem of existence , since evil is not only the greatest 

limitation to our freedom but worse, the occupying enemy . This 

means, according to Ricoeur, that it is not really possible to 

understand the symbolism of sin without its complementary symbolism 

of redemption: to wandering in exile corresponds the return and 

pardon from God . Or, in other words , and according to our 

dialectics of difference and identity , it is through the ' Other ' of 

sin and exile, the ' Other ' of fault, that we may find a l~berated 

self . As if evil is the adventure of being , the necessary path on 

the way to freedom and reconciliation. 

The symbol of guilt completes the movement of interioriza-

tion towards the ' same ' , by transforming the collective awareness 

of sin, internal yet objective, into its radical individuation. 

It constitutes the subjective moment of fault and , according to 

Ricoeur, represents t once ' un mouvement de rupture et un mouve-

ment de reprise' (~ p . 99) as regards defilement and sin. Its 

rupture ' th previous symbolisms gives way to the emergence of the 

guilty man , and its re-enactment reveals ' le concept d ' un homme 

responsable -1 c ptif , mieux d ' un homme responsable d ' €tre captif' 

(~ p. 100)Jit reveals the concept of the servile will. 

Pirstly, the guilty man , seen by Hicoeur as a revolution 

in the human consciousness of evil . To sin experienced as an 

external accuS tion, as '1 
t 

mesure absolue , figuree par le regard 

I 
de Dieu qui voit les pech s qui sont ' (S . M. p . 103)/ there now 
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corresponds, in equilibrium with it , an internalization of the 

accusation, that is 

la mesure subjective, figur~e par le tribunal 
de la conscience qui appr~cie une culpabilitd qui 
apparatt .' (S •. .L p . 103) 

Yith the emergence of this new responsible consciousness 

in relation to interdictions. Ricoeur shows how the emphasis is 

now on the 'I who ~ •• ' rather than on the consciousness of being 

'before God '. To the ieage of a collective capti vi ty , « dans quoi » 

l ' humanite' est prise comme un collectif singulier ' (~. p . 105) there 

now corresponds the loneliness of the guilty conscience aware of its 

evil use of freedom . Such an awareness is experienced as ' une 

diminution intime de la valeur du moi ' (S . M. p . 101) . And to regain 

his self-value. the sinner becomes his own tribunal that calls for 

punishment . 

The feeling of guilt overwhelms everything . Yet Ricoeur 

keeps a dialectiCS thanks to the metaphor of the tribunal that 

points to the penal law of the ~ity . He shows how . for the Greeks. 

guilt acquired objective degrees in the nascent ethico- juridical 

conceptualization of fault : 

' C' est en mesurant la peine et pour la mesurer que 
la cit~ a mesur' la culpabilit~ elle-m~me ' (S . M. 
p . 109) 

Concern with penalty preceded personal meditation . and focussed on 

the ' sacred' character of the City to which the criminal was the 

evil threat. Ricoeur compares this ethico-religious consciousness 

of the law th that of the Pharisees, after the destruction of the 

State of Israel and the exile of its people , and highlights the 

difference between the Greek and the Jewish law. The Torah is 

first of all an event of consoience, a revelation that stresses 

the bond qf obedience bet een men and God through Moses ' instructions . 

Consequently, to do the will of God is to follow faithfully His 
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holy commandments. Happiness lies in this responsible choice . 

But this original intention of practical holiness was soon over-

shadowed by the guilty conscience that developed among the Jews . 

When, close to despair after the irrevocable and catastrophic 

events foreseen by the prophets , they came to realize that if sin 

was individual, if evil was ' an act that each one of us initiated, 

then there was still meaning and hope for each man, they over-

multiplied their commandments with regards to purity , and over-

ritualized their moral life in their longing for salvation. 

st . Paul accused the Law of being the source of sin because it 

demands from man what he cannot possibly give and therefore leads 

him to failure , increased guilt and despair. 

Our own interpretation of Ricoeur ' s ideas is that the 

Jewish experience lost its balance because difference, the 'other' 

of the law in fact reduced identity and the ' same ' to itself, thus 

A 
losing the creative dialectics of ' le meme et l ' autre '. We here 

witness a danger opposite to that of idealism , and ~n many ways 

similar to the over-emphasis by contemporary thinkers on difference , 

that may lead to absurdity and intellectual despair. The guilty man 

is therefore an impasse in both the Pauline and Ricoeurian inter-

pretations . Ricoeur highlights this with his idea of a rupture 

with the previous symbolism of stain and sin. Difference is not 

rupture : the former is constructive while the latter proves here 

to be self-destructive . 

Ricoeur , however, stresses the positive aspects of guilt 

and justification by the L w: in their time they played the role 

of supreme pedagogy in the history of humanity . But the new event 

of a justific tion by f ith has made them redundant . Ricoeur says: 

'e ' at a~r 8 coup que la conscience delivr~e 
reconnaIt , dans le stade ~thique , v~cu comme un 
esclavage , la voie tortueuse de sa lib~ration ' 
(~. p. 144 ) 
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As for the 'liberation ' itself , the philosopher admits to the 

shocking side of a justice that comes to man from an Other . This 

unthinkable idea leads Ricoeur to the aporia of the servile will 

that re-enacts the symbolisms of stain and sin into that of guilt . 

Secondly, therefore, the servile will is understood by 

Ricoeur as an autocaptivity~ as a captive freedom that commits 

evil rather than the good it has chosen , that infects and enslaves 

itself by its own choice . Ricoeur's interpretation is here very 

close to St . Paul's. Ricoeur insists on the continuity and 

recapitulation of the three symbols within this servile will : 

' ••• le concept de serf-arbitre duquel s ' approche 
l ' exp~rience la plus diff~renci~e , la plus fine, 
la plus int~rioris~e de la culpabilit~ , ~tait 
d~j~ vis~ par la plus archaique de toutes, celle 
de la souillure . Le dernier symbole ne vise son 
concept limite qu'en reprenant en lui toute la 
richesse des symboles anterieurs .' ( S. M. pp .1 45-46,) 

He shows how this interrelation of symbols within a dynamic and 

circular movement enriches the whole imagery of the symbolism of 

evil, and highlights its poetic dimension . The metaphor of infection 

by the impure that ' comes from the outside like a seduction becomes~ 

when transposed inward, ' une affection de soi par soi , une auto­

infection, par quoi l ' acte de se lier se mue en ~tat d ' etre li6, 

(~. p . 149). And the metaphor of captivity of the chosen 

' people', prisoner of its sinsJbecomes the metaphor of an indivi­

dual caught up in the relation of the self to oneself within the 

event of freedom . 

The riddle of the servile will , ' d ' un libre arbitre qui 
; \ I 

se lie at se trouve toujours deja lie ' t H . ~ . p . 13) , is the main 

theme of Paul Ri coeur ' Philosophie de la volontJ , and is a 

paradox: free- i l l and servitude cannot coincide in the same 

object . The idea of bound will is simply ' insupportable pour 
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I 

la pensee ' (~ p . 146). This is why it had to be thought 

indirectly through a symbolics . 

hy is this paradox, this aporia, so important to 

Ricoeur? He explains how his philosophical aim , ' une vision 

~thique du monde' (H.F. p . 14~ must be understood as ' l ' effort 

pour comprendre t~ujours plus etroitement libert~ et mal l ' un 

par l ' autre ' tH.P. p . 14) . He admits that this approach to freedom 

is ' une decision grave ' (H . l" . p . 14) , but he justi:l:'ies it by the 

very nature of the problem : evil, no matter its origin, is very 

much part of man 's humanity , and can be recognised only by a 

freedom which admits responsibility . Ricoeur says : 

\ ' C' est cet ~ qui rattache le mal a 1 ' homme, non 
seulement comme son lieu de manifestation, mais 
comme a son auteur.' tH.F . p . 15) 

In other words, we see once again in this avowal of :1:'aul t ., by means 

of which evil and rreedom enter into a dialectics , the dialectics 

of difference and identity. The ' same ' of freedom can attain its 

own self only if ~t fully acknowledges the ' other ' of evil . And 

evil becomes a problem , an 'other ' only if placed Within the sphere 
\ I 

of freedom , of the same . Or , to put it another way , it is our 

avowal of the ' Other ' of evil that constitutes , for Ricoeur, the 

condi tion ' of a Self" of consciousness of freedom, although freedom 

is the ground for evil . Ricoeur shared with Jean Nabert the idea 

that ' une libert~ qui prend en charge Ie mal , c ' est une libert' qui 

I '" acc~de A une comprehension d ' elle-meme singulierement lourde de 

sens ' (H . F. p . 15) . Freedom had already been defined as a human 

and a fallible freedom. But only now , When confronted with evil, 

can it discover its most radical limitation: it is the victim of 

an ' Other' hich it at the same time pOSits . Ricoeur asserts that 

' l ' homme ••• ne parait pas moins victime que coupable ' (H. F. p . 17) . 
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The aporia provides an interrelated and close dialectics that 

anticipate s Ricoeur ' s circle of distanciation and appropriation 

at its most ethical level . We believe that this is one important 

reason why it constituted, in the early works , one of Ricoeur ' s 

most powerful philosophical arguments and the final and major theme 

of his Philosoohie de la volonte. 

3 The myths of the beginning and of the end of evil 

" I ••• d ' un cote le mal entre dans le 
monde en tout que l ' homme le pose, 
mais l ' homme ne le pose que parce 
qu ' il c~de a l ' investissement de 
1 ' Adversaire , (H.F. p. 17) 

Much bas been written about myth . Mircea Eliade in 

Aspects du my the (1963) stresses that it is impossible to give a 

simple definition : 
I I A 

' Le my the est une realite culturelle extremement 
complexe, qui peut etre abord~e et interp'ret~e 
dans des perspectives multiples et complJmentaires.' 
(p . 14) 

Etbnologists , sociologists and historians , linguists , philosophers 

and theologians h ve 11 researched into myth , each one from his or 

her own particular perspective. Hence three questions: where are we 

to start from? Where are we to place Paul Ricoeur within such a 

wide cont ext? And from wh t point did he start? 

Ricoeur himself provides an answer with his conception of 

an inverse relationship bet een diachrony and symchrony. In 

linguistics, synchrony focusses on structural arrangements and 

classifications, and di chrony on events inscribed within a 

historical tradition and subject to a hermeneutic comprehension. 

We knoW that tbe development of a society is both diachronic and 

symchronic , with its process of historical transformation and its 

structural institutions . Rico ur in Richard Kearney ' s Dialogues 

with contempor (1984), claims that myths 
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share this dual characteristic since they are the foundations of 

society : 

on the one hand, they constitute a certain 
system of simultaneous symbols which can be 
approached throu h structuralist analysis; but, 
on the other hand, they have a history, because 
it is always through a process of interpretation 
and reinterpretation that they are kept alive .' 
(p . 38) 

This reciprocal duality provides a chain of mythical types which 

must be understood from both ends . Yet some ethnologists, like 

Claude L~vi-Strauss, stress only one aspect of the spectrum, while 

other theologians like the German Gerhard von Rad, highlight 

the other aspect . 

Claude L~vi-Strauss studied myth in a scientific manner, 

in terms of the structural analogy between social phenomenon and 

language . He observed a resemblance between myths throughout the 

world , and set out to d fine this resemblance with patterns in 

linguistics . A rnvd fl II1S PI/-ttl by lin ,lJisf,c!. directed his investiga­

tions, with its logiC of oppositions and correlations , and led him 

to the conception of 'savage thought '. In an interview entitled 

' Claude L~vi-Str uss' ith the ' Groupe philosophique ' of Esprit, 
I 

In 1963, of hich Paul Ricoeur was a member , Levi-Strauss explains : 
I , 

sous le nom de pensee sauvage , je designe 
le systeme des postulats et des axiomes requis 
pour fonder un code, p rmettant de traduire ••• 

«1 ' autre» dans «le ~tre» et r~ciproquement, 
l'ensemble d s conditions auxquelles nous pouvons 
le mieux nous compr ndre. ' (p . 634) 

His structural conceptions of code and translation may prove useful 

in our underst nding of myth , but the nature of difference is 

problematic . For L~vi-Str uss i t is not ' dans les pensles elles-

I' 
memes ' , as it is for Ricoeur, but ' d ns les situations variees ou 

l ' observateur trouve vis-'-vis de 
, 

(ibid . 8e ces penaeea ' p . bJ5) • 

And thiS is so b c us vi-Strauss gives more importance to 
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unconscious structures than to contents . He explains: 

••• le sens r~sulte toujours de la combinaison 
d ' 61~ments qui ne sont pas eux-m~me s signifiants 
••• le sens n ' est jamais un phenomene premier ••• 
derri~re tout sens il y a un non-sens ••• ' 
(~. , p . 637) 

Or in other words , thought in this context orders but does not 

think itself . And the same applies to myth . L'vi-Strauss arg~es 

that myths ' forment 1 discours de cette societ~ , et un di scoul'S 
I 

pour le~uel il n ' y a pas d'emetteur personnel: un discours , d0nc, 

I 
qu'on recueil1e comma un linguiste qui s ' en va etudier une ~gue 

mal connue, et dont il essaie de faire 1a grammaire, sans se 

I I • 
soucier de savoir qui a dit ce qui a ete dl.t.' (ibid , p. 640) 

He makes it very clear tha t his purpose is not a restora-

tion of meaning or 8 hermeneut ics : 

' ••• 18 reprise de sens m ' appara~t secondaire et 
derivee, du point de vue de 1a m~thode, par 
r apport au travail essentie1 qui consiste a 
d6monter le m~canisme d ' une pens&e objectiv~e.' 
(ibid ., p . 11 0) 

I Levi- Strauss represents one extreme of Ricoeur's chain of 

mythical types . At the other xtreme , Ricoeur places Gerhard von 

Rad whose theological conception of myth centres upon founding events 

and upon the intellectual activity that led to the elaboration of 

myth. Von Mad ' s or is historical interpretation of the his-

torical or, to put it another y , a living reinterpretation that 

becomes a reviv 1 of myth thin a confessional framework . And this 

is possible because of th surplus of meaning a t work in mythic 

symbolS. 

Along the chain nd close to Von Rad , we shall place 

Mircea Eliada who it S/in Asp cts du mythe Ithat myth ofters ' des 

moddles pour 1a condu1 t humaine et conte-re pa:r l~ m~me significa­

tion at val ur ... l ' oxistenoe .' (p. 10). 

Ricoeur shtu' the Bam conception of myth, although it 
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must be remembered that his philosophical programme is neither 

theological nor historical . He clearly distances himself from a 

comparative and descriptive phenomenology that understands symbols 

through other symbols , as illustrated, according to him , by Eliade's 

work . He explains hy this is not enough for the philosopher: 

' llais il n ' a pas ~t~ possible de se borner ~ cette 
inte lligence du symbole dans le symbole . En 
effet la question de 1 v~rit~ y est sans cesse 
elude/e.' (~. p. 329) 

The philosopher cannot remain a neutral observer, he has to ask 

himself where he personally stands in relation to the symbolic 

meaning he is explaining : he has to enter the hermeneutic circle . 

Ricoeur accepts the importance of static description/but only as a 

first stage, that of ' understanding '. A dynamics must follow which 

adds belief to understanding , a belief capable of converting meaning 

into meaning-for-me, through an appropriation. This hermeneutic 

circ le is, we believe, Ricoeur ' s originality . His hermeneutic task 

is , therefore, much more than textual interpretation that deciphers 

the hidden meaning in the apparent meaning of symbols . It in fact 

aims at a recovery of the intentionalities of the symbolic 

expressions of evil in order to integrate them into his reflective 

phenomenology . ithin the context of the ' Philosophie de la 

volont~ , what matters is to understand ' le mal par la libertJ , 

(H . F . p . 14) since there is no evil without freedom , and even more -
important ' l'aveu du mal est aussi la condi tion de la conscience de 

la libert' (ibid ., p . 16) . 

It is this philosophical aim that explains the importance 

of myth in Ricoeur's thought. And in turn , the myth led him to his 

philosophy ot lang g , whos purpose is a re-creation of language, 

as he clear ly at t s in Richard K rney ' s Dialogues with contempo­

rary Contin ntal think rs: 
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••• we need a third dimension of language, a 
critical and creative dimension, which is directed 
towards neither scientific verification nor 
ordinary communication but towards the disclosure 
of possible orlds .' (p. 45) 

Both poetry and myths constitute such a disclosure of possibility 

that transcends the actual of our everyday existence . And not only 

do they open up ne worlds , but, according to Ricoeur, they also 

provide philosophy, and our modern culture, with a starting point 

from within a language in which everything has already been said. 

I 
As Eliade writes in Asp ets du my the, 'l' essentiel precede 

l'existence ' (p. 116). There is no doubt that the ' symbol gives 

rise to thought', as Ricoeur often writes . It gives meaning, seen 

by Rieoeur as, 'the main dividing line between the structuralist 

analysis and phenomenological hermeneutics ' (ibid. , p. 45) . And 

if we are to achieve a better understanding of being and of our-

selves, this meaning must be thought reflectively. 

Along Ricoeur ' s chain of mythical types, on which the 

meaning produced by the code is the dividing line , the conceptions 

of ' demythologization' and 'demythization ' are i .mportant factors. 

We believe that demythologization , an interpretation that 

deconstruct s the pseudo-ration lity of myth, is common to all 

structural and hermeneutic nalyses since they all approach myth 

critically. As nico ur s ys to Kearney - ' If we interpret myth 

literally, we miSinterpret it . Por myth is essentially symbolic .' 

(ibid., p . 41). 

It seems obviou to us that myth does not give any 

historical or scientific explan tion of the world: it cannot be 

taken at face value . And this is why it calls for a hermeneutics. 

Yet there is tod y a very important and worrying - ' fundamen-

talis t ' movement throughout the world, which represents an extreme 

approach to symbolic m ning since it refutes demythologization. 
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To this extreme ther e correspond s another extreme at work in the 

process of demythlzation , which is synonymous with the desymboli-

zation totally rejected by Ric oeur . This process tends to ignore 

and to translate the symbolic meaning into something else, thus 

reducing its enigmatic ' other ' into a ' same '. We have seen how 

Levi- Strauss 0 er tes such a t r ans l at ion a t a structural level . 

Ricoeur addr esses the same cr i ticism to the German theologian and 

exegete Rudolf Bult~ann who , he believes , rightly demythologized 

myth in i ts literal meaning , but went t oo f ar oecause he confused 

the lit er al 'lith the s bolic meaning ' lequel vise autre chose que 

ce qu ' il di t ' ( C. I . , p . )8)) . To thi s second meaning demythologiza-

tion cannot be applied for it woul d then, for Ricoeur , become 

demythizat i on , that is an explica tive and reductive way of t hinking . 

We have pla ced Ricoeur close to t hos e who search for the s ymbolic 

meaning of myth , yet still a t a dist a nce from them , firstly because 

he acknowledges the possibili t ies of deviance and perversion of 

myths t hat demand a cr iti cal demystifica tion (his work on psychoana­

lysiS is an illustration of demys tification), secondly because he 

r ecognises the importance of s tructural analysis today , as 

' l ' intermediaire n~cessaire entre la na ivete s ymbolique et 

l ' intelligence hermeneutique ' (C . I ., p . 62) , and finally because 

hiS philosophical aim and he r meneutic circle transcend the chain 

of mythical types under stood f r om both ends . 

'e shall no~ return to hi s own work on myth in La 

symboligue du mal and sh 11 ask again : where did he start from? 

He hims elf asked : '" ' Comment evit erons-nous de nous perdre , soit 

dans une vague phe omenologie de l a cons cience mythique soit 

dans une myt hologie compar~e i ndef i niment diversifi~e? ' (p . 162) . 

AS we may half expect , e looked fo r a n ' intermediary ', for some 

kind of synthesis bet en those extreme s , which he found in a 
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' typology ' justified as follows: 

, ••• les« types 7'? qui nous proposons sont a. la fois 
des a priori qui permettent d 'aller A la rencontre 
de l'exp~rience avec une grille de lecture et de 
s ' orienter dans le db dale des mythologies du mal et 
des a posteriori sans cesse corrig~s etredresses 
au contact de l ' exp6rience. ' (p . 162) 

He limited hi s work to the myths of the beginning and 

of the ena of evil , and considered four ythical types 'to which 

he first applied a comparative and neutral analysis before 

initiating a dynamics of myths . 

But '(hy 'trite a mythics? His symbolics had led to the 

paradox of the servile-will which did indeed explain l°reedom and 

evil in terms of each other . ~icoeur felt the need for further 

mediation , provided by what he calls ' les symboles du second degrl 

qui m~diatisent les symboles primaires qui eux-m~mes m~diatisent 

l ' exp6rience vive de 1 souillure, du p~ch~, de la culpabilit~ .' 

( S. M. p . 153) . For Ricoeur, as well as other exegetes and theolo­

gians in search of heuristic meaning like Eliade or Von Rad, myths 

are secondary symbols th t retain the basic characteristics of 

symbols , but add to the expressive value of the semantic level a 

heuristiC val ue capable of opening up and disclosing the primary 

language , here the language of avowal . They are like a spontaneous 

hermeneutics of primitive symbols , they create meaning thanks to 

' le r qui vi nt ajouter un nouvel ~tage de 
signific tion celui des symboles primaires ' 
(~. p . 157) 

The narrative structure of myths is at once primitive and essential, 

because their function is to disclose a cosmic drama that tells of 

a plenitude not xperienced, but imagined and aimed at through a 

kind of combat, the comb t of human existence . As in the case of 

symbols , their me ningful disoourse gives rise to thought because 

I , 
it is ' irreductible toute tr duction d ' un langage chiffr~ en un 
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langage clair ••• il signifie ce qu ' il dit ' (S . M. p . 155) . Here 

Ricoeur dissociates myth from the gnosis that explains what it 

says in a pseudo rational ay e 

Ricoeur defines the mythic function as three-fold, in 

accordance with Eliade ' s phenomenology of religi on . Firstly, its 

purpose is to ' englober l ' humani t" (S . M. p . 154) in one concrete 

history , thus revealing the univer sality of man . Secondly , it 

stretches history from the origin to the end of time , adding a 

temporal orientation to universality . And thirdly , it reveals 

that history is itself what Ricoeur calls an ontological exploration 

of the discordance of man caught between an imagined original state 

of innocence and his actual alienated existence , or in other words, 

between two poles of finitude and infinitude. Ricoeur believes 

that it is ' ce drame originel qui ouvre et d'couvre le sens cachJ 

de l ' exp~rience humaine ' (S . M. p . 161) . Can such a cosmic and 

universal dr ama disclose the nature of the relationship between 

evil and freedom? Can it add meaning to the aporia of the servile 

will? Let us examine Ricoeur ' s ' types ' of myth . 

The fourth ' type', the Adamic myth , concentrates evil in 

man through an act of conscious will , while the other three locate 

the origin of evil mainly in a source prior to man . 

Firstly , according to Ricoeur ' s interpretation of the 

first ' type', th of creation , we see how it begins with the 

divine struggle th eh os and brut lity . The origin of evil is 

I 
:1.n ' Ie <~chaos» avec lequellut te l ' acte createur du dieu ' (S . M. 

p . 163 ) . Cre tion and m n appear as the result of this violent 

struggle , as Rieoeur xplains : 

' ••. 1 este erdateur , qui ••• met n ordre , est 
indiseern ble du g st criminel qui met fin a la 
vie d 8 plus vieux di ux ••• Et l ' homme lUi-meme 
nart d ' un nouv u crime • •• du sang d ' un dieu 
assassin' •. • ' (~. p . 171) 
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Since evil is identical to the original disorder in this 

drama , salvation is therefore creation itself , the establishment 

of order . Hence~the only hope for the elimination of evil lies 

in the repetition of the creative act through a ritual re- enactment 

of creation, in a ritual vision of the world . It works like some 

kind of magic , confus d ith religion , if we take the definition 

of magic given by J.G . Frazer in The Golden Bough: A Study in 

Magic and Religion (1922) . He writes in a very rational manner: 

' If we analyse the principles of thought on which 
magic is based they will probably be found to 
resolve themselves into two: first , that like 
produces like, or that an effect resembles its 
cause ; and, second, that things which have once 
been in contact with each other continue to act 
on each other at a dist nce after the physical 
contact has been severed.' (p . 14) 

Both principles are, according to Frazer , a mistaken association of 

ideas . These two principl s are often combined and are the outcome 

of a conception of science that believes in the cause-effect 

r elationship . Consequently, in the dramatic vision of the world , 

the relationship between the ' same ' of ritual salvation and freedom 

and the ' other ' of evil is something like pure magic. Is it any 

different as regards the ' tragic myth ' ? 

Secondly, the myths of Greek tragedy also reveal wicked 

Gods, but , says Rico ur , h re the Gods lead men to destruction 

because they are jealous of human greatness and heroism . Such a 

revelation is unbear ble to men, scandalous and self-destructive 

for human thought . Unthinkable, it cannot be speculated upon but 

only shown in a pectacle . Evil is now synonymous with the gods 

who are responsible for hum n fate . And human action in the 

person of the b ro com s up tr gically against such blind and 

unjust evil predestination . Ricoeur points out that ' la trag6die 

demande ••• una tr nec nd nc hostile ••• et d ' autre part le 
~ 

surgissement d'uno lib rte qui retarde l ' accomplissement du destin 
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/ 

••• pour enfin le faire eclater ' (S . M., pp . 207- 208) . Salvation is 

here bound to the spectacle: the poetic dramatization delivers man 

aesthetically through his feelings of compassion for other men . 

Ricoeur shovs ho~ this tragic deliverance is possible through ' une 

t ransposition esthetique de la crainte et de la pitie par la 

/ i\ 
vertu du my the tragique devenu poesie et par la grace d ' une 

extase de spectacle ' (~. , p . 217) . The only hope for man in this 

tragic vision of existence lies in ~hat Ricoeur calls the understood 

necessity . Hence the nature of the relationship between the 

'other ', understood in terms of the evil of the Gods , and the 

' same ' of freedom achieved through a tragic understanding of 

ne ceSSity , no' transcends m gi c . It is enriched with a poetic 

dimension . 

Thirdly , the myth of the exiled soul, differs from the 

othe r two in that it separates soul and body and concentrates on 

'la destinee m~me de l ' 8me venue d ' ailleurs et egar~e ici- bas ' 

( S. M., p . 164) . For Ricoeur such an approach whereby man under-

stands himself as the '~' of his soul and ' other ' than his body, 

l eads to a serious du liam . He highlights the important role this 

dualistic myth has played in estern philosophy , which also 

illustrates the fact that the so-called ' modern ' problem of 

' le m~me ' and ' l ' autre ' is actually very deep- rooted in our culture , 

although it would be fair to say that the emphasis of the problem 

haB changed very substantially along with both the philosophical 

and religioUS landscape of our times . In the ancient myth , Ricoeur 

describes ho the body the ' other ' is not only a place of 

exile and punishment for an immortal soul that brings with it an 

anterior evil, but also a pI oe of temptation that may corrupt 

further the immortal soul nd thus lead to despair . In this 

context , evil is x 1 inod by Ricoeur in terms of heritage and also 
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in terms of choice. Salvation can be achieved both through the 

awareness of this duality, 'dans cette connaissance du corps comme 

/ " / / desir et de soi-meme comme pensee face au desir' (S . M. p . 280), 

and also through a philosophical reflection aiming at a purifica-

tion of the soul in truth and spirit so that it may free itself 
'" 

from its bodily prison, from its ' other' . Consequently, this 

myth adds a philosophical dimension to the poetic dimension of the 

tragic myth and highlights an important intellectual growth when 

compared to the magic of the drama of creation. It also deepens 

the relat ionship between the 'other' of evil in body and soul, 

and the ' same ' of freedom . 

Finally, the Adamic myth is , for Ricoeur, anthropological 

par excellence since it situates the origin of evil in man's use 

of freedom. The myth of the fall describes the actual deviation 

of the will from innocence to sin. It is experienced as a cat a-

strophe, as a radical and irrational event within an already 

complete and good creation made by the word and holiness of God . 

Ricoeur stresses that this myth clearly posits a beginning of evil 

distinct from creation, historical and contingent/and for which 

man is responsible. Adam is in the instant of fall at once good 

and wicked, created for good nd inclined towards evil . But the 

serpent adds time nd depth to this instant with his subtle tempta­

tion, in the person of Eve who symbolizes the weakness of our 

finite humanity that makes evil possible. The serpent plays an 

important role in all mythology . J . G. Frazer writes in The Golden 

Bough , about snakes being respected and even worshipped. He 

reports that a ' form of communion with the sacred snake is observed 

by a Snake tribe in the Punj ub . Once a year in the month of 

September the snake is orshipped by 11 castes and religions for 

nine days' (p . 702) . He does not s y why those Indians have made 



174 

the snake a sacred animal, to the point of not killing it because 

' its bite does not hurt them ' (p. 703). Is it for love, or fear 

of the animal? Prazer also mentions another Sacred Serpent, this 

time in West Africa , but there , they have an annual killing of 

their guardian deity ' who can do them good or ill ' (p . 658) . 

This seems a way of coping ~th the fear , similar to that of the 

Indians of Carolina, ho do not kill snakes , because they believe 

' that if they ere to kill a serpent the reptile ' s kindred would 

destroy some of their brethren , friends /or relations in return ' 

(pp . 081-82). They fear vengeance f rom the snake ' s ghost . 

Hence, the snake is experienced as a threat/and yet it 

also fascinates and attracts people : the rattle snake and the 

snake charmers are examples of that . In poetry and literature , 

snakes are recurrent themes as well. The psychocritic Charles 

Mauron in Des m6taphores obs'dantes au my t he personnel (1962) , 

interprets the serpent in Paul Valery 's poetry as an image 

'chargJe d ' angoisse : elle implique le souvenir , ou la prlvision, 

de la morsure, de la ruine , d la mort .' (p . 97) . The threat is 

obviOUS , yet we believe that there is more to it . 

The hum n mind is fascinate d by knowledge and self-

consciousness th t provide power and worth . And the serpent of 

the Adamic myth knows how to get those talents . It is a dangerous 

yet fascinating anim 1 , nd for us it represents consciousness. 

ThiS seems to be the c se as ell for AndrJ Gide in L' immoraliste 

(1902) . The narr tor becom s a war e of himself and of his homo-

sexuality when/emptying a pond th Charles, they try to catch 

eelS: 

" ' Je l ' appelai bi ntot pour m'aider a cerner una 
grosse anguille; nous unissions nos mains 
pour 1 is r •• • Puis , apr s celle.l~ , ce 
fut une autr ' (p . 88) 
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Gilbert Durand, in his book Les structures anthropologigues de 

l ' imaginaire (1969), is convinced that ' Le serpent est un des 

symboles les plus importants de l ' imagination humaine ••• un 

v~ritable noeud-de-vip res arch~typologique ' (p . 363) . In spite 

of conflicting meani s, Durand distinguishes three categories of 

symbolic signification : 

' Le serpent est le triple symbole de la transforma­
tion temporelle , de la f'conditJ, et enfin de la 
p~renniti ancestrale . ' (ibid . , p . 364) 

Repr esenting at once, time , sexuality and death , the serpent holds 

the key to knowledge, and therefore is , ~ l ' origine de tout pouvoir 

magi que , (~. , p. 368) . 

Ricoeur sees in the serpent , itself a creature , a sub-

2 ective part of ourselves the seduction of ourselves by our-

selves which e usually do not recognize but rather project and 

externalize in the seductive object , the ' Other ' we then accuse in 

order to justify ourselves . The serpent therefore stands for the 

hidden ' other ' within the self , the ' other ' we refuse to know , an 

' evil ' we dislike and whose inner dialectics we suppress and 

further replace by an objective argument between ' I ' and ' You '. 

However, the serpent is , for Ricoeur , more than just a part of 

ourselves ; al ays already there it also stands for an objective tra­

dition of evil ani is perhaps the last evidence of cosmic chaos . 

Ricoeur notes that this symbol of chaos in me , among us and outside 

humanity is a limiting figure unknown in itself . it is an ' other ' 

that does indeed remain 'Other ', different , although contained 

within the self . Y t tb self must acknowledge it as its radical 

~imitation if it is to rind its own identity. ~he serpent illus­

trates best the apori of vii with its conflict between interiority 

and exterioritY,b t n fr edam and fate . 

v tion, Hicoeur believes that it lies in 
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another event, in the coming of the second Adam , that is to say, 

in the eschatological vision of hist ory as preached by St . Paul . 

Ricoeur refers to an exact correspondence between fallen man 

responsible for evil and risen man , the victim of evil who holds 

the power to transform the abundance of sin into a super-abundance 

of grace. Those two Adams reflect together Ricoeur ' s last words in 

his ' Avant - propos ' to Finitude et Culpabilit~ when he says ' l ' homme 

I \ A que cette symbolique revele ne para~t pas moins victime _que 

coupable ' (~. p . 17) . The historical dimension of the Adamic 

myth enlarges and deepens the nature of the relationship between the 

' other ' of evil and the ' same ' of freedom . The ' other ' , although 

still unknown in itself , is now essential to the ' same ' as its radical 

limit . This is so bec use the ' same ' not only initiates the ' other ' 

but also r eceives it in the event of the fall . Act and state taken 

t ogether open up the magic , t he poetic and the philosophical beyond 

themselves with a ne esch tological vision which brings hope in 

the here and no of history. The conception of the servile-will is 

contained in this myth . 

It must be st r essed that it is from the Adamic myth that 

Ricoeur enters his hermeneutic circle of understanding and belief , 

thus constructing a dynamics of myth that transcends the above 

static analysiS . Because Ricoeur believes that the Adamic myth 

r eaffirms , and puts into perspective the essential truths of other 

myths within a circular mo vement similar to that of primary symbols , 

he chooses it s the starting point of his dynamics . He justifies 

such a view by streSSing th t ' nul n ' i nterroge de nulle part . 11 

faut etre situe pour entendre et pour comprendre ' (S . M. p . 285) , 

that is to say that the philosopher Paul Ricoeur admits to his 

cultural conting ney and to his Judeo-Christian roots . Therefore, 

wbat has been so far mere phenomenological re-enactment , a 
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' r~p~tition en imagination et en sympathie ' (S. M., p .1 1) of the 

confession of evi l by religious consciousness , ' sur un mode 

neutralise', whereby the philosopher believed with the believer, 

but ' sana poser absolument l ' objet de sa croyance ' (D . I ., p . )8), 

is now questioned . 'hen entering the hermeneutic circle, this 

phenomenological neutr lity is lost be cause there is, as Ricoeur 

explains , an existential assimil tion of our being to being : 
~ 

I ••• le mouvement qui m' entraine vers le sens 
second m' assimile a ce qui es t dit, me rend 
participant ce qui m' est annonce .' (D. I . ,p . 40) 

This phenomenon is an anpropriat ion of meaning at the root of 

hermeneutic reflection . We must stress how important such reflec-

tion has been in the work of Ricoeur from its very beginning. 

Ricoeur enters his circle in an interesting way , with an acknowledge-

ment of his own belief in the Holy Spirit : 

' Le Saint - Esprit c ' est un discernement .•• ce 
discernement fait appel a une hermeneutique capable 
de degager la signification symbolique du my the I 
(~., p. 287) 

We stress that this first hermeneutic circle is conceived 

by Ricoeur as only the route to philosophical reflection and to ' an 

understanding of being . Ricoeur explains it as follows . First, 

'il faut croire pour comprendre ' (S . M., p . )26) . We moderns 
~ 

obviously cannot go back to the primitive naivete of belief at the 

root of our 0 culture, but we can nonetheless believe that our 

symbolic expressions still have something to say and therefore we 

can decide to list n to them . However, this is not enough since 

' Il faut comprendre pour croire ' (S . M. ,p . 326), and for that we 

need a hermeneutics tb t includes a critical process of 'demytholo-

gization ' of the quasi scientific and historic aspects of myths : 

myths are not mat er ialistic xplanations of the world . Hermeneu­

ticS is our chanc to att in a second nalvet~ , an enlightened 

belief. 
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Let us see ho Ricoeur uses such a circle in his under-

standing and appropriation of symbolic thought . 

The serpent in the myth of Adam reaffirms the priority 

of evil found in other myths: invincible and already there, it 

r epresents the tragic side of the ' Other ' that human freedom does 

n ot itself pOSit . Like the unthinkable ~ of the tragic myth , it 

stands for ' Ie non-pose dans la position du mal ' (S . M. p . 301) . 

The same fate re-appears according to Ricoeur with the 

Biblical story of Job, 'le Juste souffrant '. Within an ethical 

vision of God, Job's suffering is scandalous . His vision of God is 

that of a tragic God who does not give him any ethical justification. 

But when God invites him to contemplate His perfect and beautiful 

creation, the spectacle helps Job to convert ' libertJ et n6cessit' 

en destin (~ p . 299) . And Ricoeur notes : 

' Comme 
lui a 
(S . M. 

I dans la tragedie , la 
rien expliqu~/mais a 
p . 299) 

th~ophanie finale ne 
change son regard .' 

In other words, the contemplation of God ' s creation in all its 

perfection is not an intellectual explanation of suffering , but 

the spectacle of the immensity of creation places my suffering into 

perspective . The Aesthetic Spectacle is itself an intuitive under­

standing of fate, possible even without any explanations . However , 

Ricoeur stresses that this awareness of a ' mal subi ' through fate 

can only be reached through the avowal of ' le mal commis ' (S . M. 

p . 301 ) for which man is responsible in the myth of Adam . He there­

fore concludes th t: 

' C' est Ie my the damique qui est l ' endroit et Ie 
myth tragique l ' envers ' (S . M. p . 301 ) . 

That is to say, toget er Adam and the tragic hero complete one 

another and, more important, point towards a third figure that 

transcends the contr diction of the ethical and the scandalous . 

The ' Serviteur souffrant ' brings m aning to fate and suffering, 
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' il r~v~le une possibilite enti~rement nouvelle : que la 

souffrance se donne un sens, par consentement volontaire, dans 

le non- sens du scandale . ' (~., p. 301) . 

The serpent , reminiscent of the tragic myth , is also , for 

Ricoeur , reminiscent of the 'chaos primordial ' (S . M., p . 307) of the 

drama of creation, but in a secondary way since it is now a finite 

creature . The same idea of a tragic fate ' invincible au niveau de 

l ' homme ' (~., p . 304) is present 1n the myth , but because of the 

shift of the wickedness of the jealous Gods ' dans l ' origine des 

choses ' (S . ~ . , p. 304), evil becomes here thinkable in its 
-------' 

anteriority . 

Ricoeur highlights ' l ' aspect d ' exteriorite apparen~e ' 

(S . M., p . 307) of evil that coincides with the body in the my~h of 

--------
the exiled soul . This idea of an ex~ernality of evil aads to those 

of fate and anteriority and recalls the symbols of captivity and of 

man ' s weakness in the person of Eve . It also r eminds Ricoeur of 

the Pauline concept of ' the flesh ' which stands for ' la scission 

de moi a moi-m~me et la projection en exteriorite de ce moi aliene 

de lui-m~me ' (S . M. , p . 309) . However , St . Paul transcended this 

dualism of the flesh and the soul , Ricoeur explains , thanks to ' son 

sens aigu de l ' incarnation du Christ dans une chair semblable a la 
~ ~ 

n~tre ' and to his ' attente d ' une redemption de notre corps meme ' 

(~. , p . 310) . 

Ricoeur assesses the achievement of his first hermeneutics 

with an emphasis u on the limitations of an ethical vision of the 

world sinoe ' les trois mythes de chaos , d ' aveuglement divin et 

d ' exil r~velent 1 dimension hyper-ethique du my the de chute ' 

(S . M. , p . 321) . The myths have disclosed that the guilty man respon-----
sible for evil in Adam is Iso ' la victime d ' une mystere d ' iniquit~ 

d di d Piti~e qui le ren gne ut nt que de Colere ' (S . M., p . 321). 

How then are e to assess such an achievement in terms of 
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the dialectics of difference and identity? The circle of belief 

and understanding anticipates the second philosophical circle of 

distanciat ion and appropri tion in the philosophy of Paul Ricoeur . 

Belief can now be seen as a duplicated ' same ' ; a naive or immediate 

self , prepared to listen and pay attention to the ' other ' of symbols 

and myths, and an enlightened self that appropriates meaning . And 

understanding , dependant upon the rules of deciphering , appears 

similar to hat Ricoeur will later call explanation: it is 

directed towards the ' other ' of evil that is expressed in the 

language of avowal , calling for a hermeneutics . Therefore , we have 

a dialectics between belief and understanding , between the ' same ' and 

the ' other ' , whose purpose is to understand the self and being . 

And within this dialectics in which both aspects are important and 

are retained , in hich difference is the route to identity attained 

through belief: e find another similar dialectics between the 

radical ' Other ' of evil and the ' same ' of freedom contained within 

the concept of servile ill . The ' Other ' of evil, unknown in itself 

but explained in terms of an unthinkable fate , a chaotic anteriority 

and a bodily exteriority , all endured by man an Otherness repre-

sented by the serpent can be recognized as ' Other ' only in its 

dialectics with the ' same ' of freedom , of Adam ' s freedom, which inter­

nally posits evil hil simultaneously the victim of it . It is 

clear that both terms of the dialectics , itself a paradox , are 

important and cannot be reduced without serious consequences . The 

serpent represents the invincible ' other ', but human freedom cannot 

give in, othe ise it would not be freedom any more . For example, 

although St . Paul says , ' je ne fais pas le bien que je veux , et je 

fais le mal qu je ne veux pas ' (Rom ins, 7-19) , he goes on fighting 

this ' Other' t tor dic lly affects the will . But how can this 

' other ' so far re-en ct d through symbolic language and made an 

aporia in its relation to th f S me ' of freedom ' ••• en posant 
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le mal , la libert' est en proie a un Autre ' (H . F., p . 17) be 

thought at a philosophical level? This question is fundamental to 

Ricoeur ' s philosophical programme , as we shall now see . 

4 From interpretation to philosophical reflection 

' Ma conviction est qu ' il faut penser non 
point derriere les symboles, mais a 
partir des symboles , selon les symboles, 
que leur substance est indestructible, 
qu ' ils constituent le fond revelant de 
la parole qui habite parmi les hommes; 
bref , Ie symbole donne a penser.' 

C. I., p . 295) 

The sentence ' le symbole donne a penser ', is the title of 

Ricoeur's conclusion of Finitude et culpabilite and expresses his 

wish to return to pure reflection and to the ' same ', now enriched 

with the ' other ' of symbolic knowledge . But how is he to make the 

transition bac~ to reflection? 

Ricoeur first proposes tune interpretation cr~atrice de 

sens~(S.M ., p . )24) that must not start from speculative explanations 

behind symbols, but from the symbols themselves defined as ' le plein 

du langage ' (~., p . )24), an archaic and oneiric language lOU tout 

a d~ja ete dit en quelque faron ' (S . M., p . )24) . It must be stressed 

that a philosophy that remains at the level of speculative explana-

tions behind symbols cannot , in Ricoeur ' s view , be a concrete 

philosophy . Concrete reflective thought starts from symbols and 

goes beyond them th nks to a hermeneutics . This view distinguishes 

Ricoeur from others and shows his originality. 

David Rasmussen, in his book Mythic-Symbolic Language and 

Philosophical Anthropology (197 1) borrowed this idea and made it the 

main thesis of his ork, as h explains : 

'A mythic-symbolic language is necessary for a full 
philosophica l nthropology ' (p. 85) 

But there is probl m. Ricoeur asks how the philosopher can 
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respect a symbolic meaning that cannot be translated and yet forms 

an autonomous and systematic way of thinking? ' Comment une pensee 

peut-elle ~tre a la fois li~e et libre? {C . l ., p . 296) . 

The enterprise may prove difficult as Ricoeur remarks 

' Heureuse et rare serait la rencontre, au sein d ' une m~me 

philosophie , entre l'abondance des signes et des ~nigmes retenues 

et la rigueur d ' un discours sans complaisance ' (C . l ., p. 292) . 

Yet, Ricoeur believes that it is possible because symbols 

are already ' dans l ' element de la parole ' {S . M., p . J25) . They are 

already the linguistic expressions of our basic human experiences 

that call for a hermeneutics . Ricoeur stresses that ' il n ' existe 

nulle part de langage symbolique sans herm~neutique; la ou un 

homme r~ve et delire, un autre homme se leve qui interprete ' 

(~., p . 325): But how is he to go from hermeneutics to reflection? 

Ricoeur maKes a wager whose purpose is to transcend the hermeneutic 

circle. He believes th t the philosopher who leapt into the circle 

through the dynamics of yths must now leap out , in the direction 

of a proper philosophical hermeneutics , in order to re1"lect not 

only ~ but also beyond the symbol . Then comes the wager: 

' Je parie que je comprendrai mieux l ' homme ••• si 
je suis l ' indication de la pensee symbolique . 
Ve ari devient alors la t~che de verifier mon 

" pari ••• en retour cette tache transl"orma mon 
pari : en pariant ~ la ~ignif~cation du monde 
symbolique , je parie en mame te~ps que mon pari 
me sera rendu en puissance de reflexion , dans 
l ' element du discours coherent ' (S. M., p . ))o) 

It may seem astonishing for a philosophy in quest of 

clarity, necessity and scientific order to actually begin its 

philosophical hermeneutics with a wager! But it shows how 

important depth and a glob 1 understanding of man were to Ricoeur 

to the point of riskin 01 rity for depth . However, five years 
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late r in De l ' interpr~tation: essai sur Freud , Ricoeur came back 

in a more systematic approach to this question . His ' exigenee de 

I " ( lucidite , de veracite, de rigueur ' D. I . p . 45) had by then led 

him to the realization that symbols in their mythical form call 

not only for interpretation, because of their semantic structure 

of double meaning , but also for philosophical reflection , because 

of the latent speculation of myths . He explains as follows : 

' ••• les symboles n ' ont pas seulement une valeur 
expressive, comme au niveau simplement s~mantique , 
mais une valeur heuristique , puisqu ' ils conferent 
universalite , temporalite et port6e ontologique ~ 
la comprehension de nous-memes ' (~. p . 47) 

Therefore the interpretation that extricates the second meaning 

is already philosophical . The wager is replaced by a statement 

that turns it upside down when Ricoeur says Ic Iest le recours de 

la reflexion a~ symbole qui rend raison du recours du symbole a la 

r~flexion ' (D . I. p . 50) . 

In other words , Ricoeur demonstrates very effe ctively 

the inadequacies of non-mediated reflection : philosophical reflec-

ti on remains shallow without ' le plein du langage ' and without a 

hermeneutics . 

Ricoeur'_s ' philosophical programme was by the mid- sixties 

sufficiently developed to be able to validate his previous guess , 

or wager . What he did was to question , first of all , the meaning 

of the self of self-reflection. He showed how thi s first and 

immediate truth remains abstract and empty until it is mediated by 

the concrete world of human action . The ego must be r ecaptured , ~ 

travers ses aetes ' (D. I . p . 51 ) . Against Descartes , Ricoeur pr o-

claimed that reflection is not intuition. And then , against Kant 

and with Nabert , he stressed that reflection is not a mere critique 

of knowledge . Epistemology is, for Ricoeur , only a part of the much 

broader task of recovering the self . Ricoeur explains that ' la 
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r~flexion est l'appropriation de notre effort pour exister et de 

notre desir d'etre, a travers les oeuvres qui temoignent de cet 

effort et de ce desir' (~. p. 54) . Effort and desire are, for 

Ricoeur , the two sides of the self , because desire can never be 

fully satisfied and always demands more effort . As for the works 

that bear witness to desire and effort. they remain obscure and 

doubtful without oa hermeneutics . It is this realization that we 

cannot appropriate our self without a hermeneutics that led Ricoeur 

to the root of the problem. It lies in ' • • • cette connexion 

I 
primitive entre l'acte d'exister et les signes que nous deployons 

dans nos oeuvres; la r6flexion doit devenir interpr6tation , parce 

que je ne peux saisir cet acte d ' exister ailleurs que dans des 

signes spars dans le monde. ' (D . I. p . 54) . 

Besides this, Ricoeur insisted that reflective .philosophy 

must include all the epistemological sciences concerned with man 

if it is to gain access to and decipher in depth the signs of being 

lost in the world . Unlike Michel Foucault , Ricoeur considers the 

human sciences to be a necessary detour and the concrete foundati on 

of philosoph;r. 

Consequently, it now appears that the dialectics of 

difference and identity, found in both the first hermeneuti c circle 

and in the concept of the servile Will, is also active in a 

reflective philosophy understood as a way of thinking at once 

' liie et libra ' (S . M. p . 325), at pnce dependent upon the ' Other ' 

of epistomology and explanation yet free in its understanding of 

this ' other ', an understanding that provides the way to appropria-

tion and identity. 

Ricoeur has successfully made the transition from inter-

pretation to philosophy in an original fashion , by showing that not 

only are symbols food for thought , but even more important , that a 
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concrete philosophical reflection depends upon a hermeneutics of 

the pre-reflective, of that ' something ' which reflection cannot 

provide . In other words, philosophy not only needs to reflect 

upon the symbolism of human action and human reality in which it 

is rooted, but it also needs a method capable of ' explaining ' it : 

it needs a hermeneutics if it is to ' understand ' it . This 

implicitly anticipates the hermeneutic and philosophical circle 

of explanation and understanding at the centre of Ricoeur ' s in~er-

pretation theory . 

It must be stressed that the pre-reflective has been 

implicitly important throughout Ricoeur ' s work : the involuntary 

mediated by the voluntary and the diagnostic relation offered such 

a basis to reflection, the hyPothesis behind the concept of falli-

bility (the non-coincidence of man with himself) also functioned 

as a pre-reflective basis to thought, and the pre-reflective 

symbols invited thought . Already, in Histoire et veritJ, (published 

in 1955) , Ricoeur had in mind a pre - reflective ' detour ' through 

history in his search for the self (he has come back to this in 

198) with his new emphasiS on the narrative aspect of historio-

graphy) . He insisted , in Histoire et verite, that because the 

reflective philosophies were ' en qu~te de la v~ritable subjectivit~ t 

du v~ritable acte de conscience ', they had to become aware that 

such ' identity ' or self-consciousness ' passe par une certaine 

meditation sur l ' histoire ' (p . )6). 

It must therefore be emphasized that from the very start 

of his career Ricoeur has never been concerned with the immediacy of 

a consciousness centred on the ' same ' at the expense of the ' other '. 

On the contrary , he has always stressed the factors of mediation 
, 

' 6pars dans les cultures ou notre langage s ' enracine ' (D.I.,p.54). 
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Ricoeur was not only concerned with a return to philo-

sophical reflection after leaping out of it in La Symboligue du 

mal, but also with the r ecovery of a Cogito capable of transcending 

its self in order to share in the Being of the world . He explains 

what is this second Copernican revolution , more or less equivalent 

to the new enlightened belief of his first hermeneutic circle: 
- , 

'Le symbole donne a penser que le Cogito est a 
l ' int~rieur de l ' etre et non l'inverse; la 
seconde nai vete serait ainsi une seconde 
r6volution copernicienne: l'etre que se pose 
lUi-merne dans le Cogito doit encore d~couvrir 
que l ' acte meme par lequel il s ' arrache a la 
totalite ne cesse de participer a l ' etre qui 
l ' interpelle en chaque symbole .' (~. p . 331) 

This shows that his first hermeneutic circle is not a closed or 

vicious circle: it opens on to the wider dialectics of evil and 

salvation. To the ' other ' of evil and fault now there corresponds 

the Wholly Other of transcendence . Ricoeur sees a one-to- one 

correspondence between the symbolisms of evil and salvation , of 

the beginning and of the end . And he claims that , t ogether , they 

constitute a meaningful totality, perhaps a wider circle , or the 

same circle but slightly ' d{cale' , that demands to be reflected 

upon . 

Ricoeur ' s project of a Poetics of the will , mentioned in 

Le Volontaire et l ' involontaire in 1950, was to initiate this 

second revolution in the third volume of his Philosophie de la 

volonte . The idea was to displace the subject from its own sterile 

circle of the self's constant return to itself. This idea 

illustrates once more Ricoeur ' s loathing for a small circle 

centred around the ' same ' without the creative detour of the ' other '. 

Therefore, not only do we find in his work an authentic dialectics 

between ' Ie m~me et l ' autre ', but even those two are ~hemselves 

duplicated, or in Derrida ' s words , ' decales ', thanks to the 

invincible ' other ' of evil and the infinite ' same ' of Transcendence . 
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In this chapter, we have sought to follow very closely 

Ricoeur ' s exploration of the Greek and Judeo-Christian roots of 

European Western culture , that disclose our existential reality 

under the power of evil . Although the linguistic dimension of 

symbols was not yet made the object of a systematic treatment, 

symbols were described as 'Ie plein du langage ' , as the lingual 

expressions of human experience from and beyond which a concrete 

reflective philosophy must start . We have seen how this symbolic 

language is structured both at the semantic level of meaning , and 

at the heuristic level of reference that opens up new possible 

worlds . It was the dual intentionality of symbols at the semantic 

level that explained the need for interpretation. And in turn , 

interpretation led to the mythic disclosure of new possibilities . 

We have examined the development of Ricoeur ' s method of 

interpretation , firstly, on the level of a comparative and noematic 

analysis in accordance with the Husserlian neutral epoche, and 

secondly , by entering the hermeneutic circle of understanding and 

belief . This leap into the circle, accompanied by a wager , marked 

the birth of the ' other ' of phenomenology and the start of 

Ricoeurian hermeneutics . Yet this circle remained only the route 

to concrete philosophical reflection. Ricoeur ' s philosophical aim 

was to leap out of the circle in an effort to return to reflection 

enriched by previous experience . To that purpose he made his wager. 

However, he was not able to validate it until five years later with 

hiS work on Freud . By then , his philosophical programme was well 

developed, and he was able to demonstrate that philosophical 

reflection cannot be concrete without its ' other ', without the 

heuristic value of our mythic-symbolic language . In other words , 

the phenomenological hermeneutics that emerged in La Symboligue du 
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~ was not yet fully conceptualized . The ideas of a creative 

interpretation and of a wager and the statement that 'le symbole 

donne d penser' were only a propaedeutics to hermeneutic 

philosophy. 

Ricoeur's interpretation of the concept of hermeneutics 

provided a background and a , brief exposition for the development of 

hermeneutics. It -helped us to appreciate Ricoeur's own intellectual 

journey towards such a concept by placing it into perspective along-

side Heidegger's and Gadamer's achievements . 

Finally, as regards the dialectics of difference and 

identity , we have been able to demonstrate its deep-rooted dynamics. 

We have seen how the first hermeneutic circle was in fact a 

dialectics between the 'other' of symbols that called for an inter-

pretation leading to understanding, and the ' same ' of belief, a 

' split ' same, made up of a naive belief in need of critical inter-

pretation and of a new, wiser self. Moreover, the aporia of the 

servile will revealed another dialectics contained within the her-

meneutic - circle, between the invincible 'other' of evil and the 'same' 

of freedom. We already knew that the ' same'was limited by human 

nature and fallibility . We have discovered its most radical limita-

tion, an irreducible 'other' that in turn enlarged and enriched the 

'same: We have seen how this 'other', at once chosen and not chosen 

, I - t d 1 i it 1 t - t th' I by the same , ex~s e on y n s re a ~on 0 e same and in 

dialectics with it. This explained why, for Ricoeur, it was 

important to understand evil and freedom together . Besides, we have 

insisted upon the openness of this dialectics , since the 'other ' of 

evil has also a dialectical relationship with the'Same'of Transcen-

dence, with Being from where freedom comes . This shows that Ricoeur's 

hermeneutic circle of difference and identity is not a vicious circle, 
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but ra~her something like a spiral that springs from 'le plein du 

langage', from difference , and keeps growing, thus continuously 

enriching the ' same '. 

This growth will now be further illustrated by Hicoeur's 

hermeneutics of suspicion , which explodes any sterile vicious circle 

that centres on the self , without the necessary mediation of a 

demystifying 'other'. This will be the subject matter of our next 

chapter. 
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C HAP T E R II 

CONCRETE AND CREATIVE HERMENEUTIC REFLECTION IN 

DIALOGUE WITH THE GUILEFUL CONSCIOUSNESS IN 

DE L'INTERPRETATION: ESSAI SUR FREUD. (1965) 

Introduction 

••• je tiens la m~tapsychologie 
freudienne pour une extraordinaire 
disci~line de la r~:t'lexion: comme 
la Phenomenologie de l'~sprit de 
Hegel, mais en sens inverse, elle 
opere un decentrement du foyer des 
significations, un deplacement du 
lieu de naissance du sense Par ce 
d~placement, la conscience immediate 
se trouve dessaisie ••• ' (D.I. p.410) 

While Ricoeur's work on the symbolism of evil stressed the 

cosmic aspects of symbols thanks to the introduction of a hermeneutic 

method capable of restoring the hidden meaning of symbols, his work on 

psychoanalysis five years later stressed their oneiric aspects with 

the same method now fully conceptualized. What was, in La Symboligue 

du mal, a guess or wager (whereby Ricoeur intuitively expressed his 

belief that reflective philosophy remains shallow without the depth of 

symbolic thought) became a concrete hermeneutic phenomenology in 

De l'interpr~tation: essai sur Freud. This book on Freud illustrates 

Ricoeur's hermeneutics by doing two things: firstly, it offers an 

analytical reading of Freud whereby Ricoeur shows that psychanalysis 

is a kind of hermeneutics; secondly, it initiates dialectical and 

philosophical interpretation of Freud that leads Ricoeur to herme­

neutics properly speaking. 

Ricoeur's reading of Freud reveals a mixed discourse in 

psychoanalysis, a discourse made up of force and meaning, that is to 

say, composed of an energetics and a hermeneutics. Furthermore, it 

provides the background against which a constructive debate between 

Ricoeur and Freud can take place. Ricoeur allows Freud into 
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philosophical discourse because Freud offers a dispossession of 

immediate consciousness due to his . suspicion as regards the content 

and disguises of consciousness. Freud also provides through his 

psychoanalysis the ground from which Ricoeur elaborates the concept 

of an archaeology of the subject, of an archaic heritage, now 

apparently lost. From this .regressive synthesis, Ricoeur then moves 

to a progressive one, ' to a teleology, in accordance with the Hegelian 

figures of the mind that illustrate the Spirit of man, always ahead 

of himself. 
I He insists that 'seul a une arche un sujet qui a un telos' 

(~. p. 444). This comple.mentarity initiates a very creative and 

concrete dialectics between the two sides of a now split Cogito. 

Paradoxically, this concept of a split Cogito saves the subject from 

collapse altogether. And it also draws attention to the complexities 

of symbols that point to both regression and progression in man and 

to a conflict between interpretations when those interpretations 

concentrate on only one of these two aspects in man. 

This chapter is divided into three sections according to 

Ricoeur's own definition of his problem, which clearly distinguishes 

him from other writers on psychoanalysis. In his 'Avant-propos' he 

states it as follows: 

r 

.::..t:.:::.:::..::.::;=~~.:.::l~ , d' a b ord ••• 
de philosophie reflexive, ensuite ••. 
dialectigue, encore ••• Ces trois 
long detour par lequel je reprends ~ 

laiss~ en suspens A la fin 
~~~~~~~_M~a~l, a savoir le rapport entre une 

boles et une hiloso hie de la 

ConsequentlyJin the first section we shall follow Paul 

Ricoeur's 'Lecture de Freud~ and reflect with him upon the structure 

of psychoanalysis, composed of statements of force and statements of 

meaning. The emergence of desire, by which the subject is no longer 
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regarded as the sale source of signification, is at the root of such 

a structur~and can be grasped only through the interpretation of 

the signs wherein that desire is expressed, that is through a 

psychoanalytical interpretation that comprises the rules of deci­

phering, the consciousness of the analyst and the language of 

transference. In addition, we shall apply the dialectics of 

difference and identity to this epistemological level. We shall see 

how the 'other' of force and energetics needs the 'same' of meaning 

and hermeneutics to become a psychical reality)while the ' same' 

without its invincible 'other' would only be a false 'same', an 

inauthentic consciousness. 

In our second section we shall reflect upon Ricoeur's 

concept of an 'archaeology' of the subject, a concept formed by 

reflective thought. This concept is understood here in terms and 

context very different to those present in Michel Foucault's concep­

tion of an archaeology of Western knowledge. Yet the meaning of the 

word arche is similar. The idea of a structured archaic origin, that 

makes man what he is in the here and now of history, applies to both 

our cultural heritage, and our personal history and psychical 

inheritance. Ricoeur sees in the arche of man a destiny in reverse 

that throws new light on to the self. The same could be said of our 

traditions. 

This unconscious arche is now the 'other' of conscious 

thought. It is, however, a relative 'other' since it can partially 

be translated into the 'same' thanks to the process of 'becoming 

conscious', made possible by the Freudian interpretation of the 

affective representatives of desire. However. the reappropriation 

of meaning that reveals our arche cannot reduce the quantitative 

'other' to the qualitative self. What it does is enrich the ego in 
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its search for a self. And it also brings a change in reflective 

thought itself: by incorporating into itself its own archaeology, 

reflection becomes a more concrete and authentic " reflection. In 

other words, it seems to us that once more the dialectics of the 

'same' and the 'other' is very alive and creative in Ricoeur's work, 

since the 'prise de conscience', fundamental to any authentic 

identity, depends upon an interpretation of the hidden and distorted 

difference, of our archaic fate, and also because such a real and 

forceful difference remains in itself unknQwn and meaningless 

without the hermeneutics that translates , it~nd reflects upon it. 

However, having said this, we must add that Ricoeur could not be 

satisfied with his rerlective concept of an archaeology of the 

subject: he accused it of remaining abstract without a dialectical 

counterpart, without a teleology. This indeed draws attention to 

the importance of dialectics in Ricoeur's thought, the importance of 

an 'other', now duplicated, to the phenomenological self. Conse­

quently our third section will investigate the function of a 

teleology grasped as an inverted image of the Freudian ' other' . 

And we shall see how it can successfully enter into a dialectical 

relationship with the arche, so that man may understand himself in 

more depth, and achieve greater identity through both the progression 

and the regression of his duplicated ' other,'. Since a great number 

of books have been written on Freud and psychoanalysis, it must be 

made very clear that this reflective concept of an archaeology _ in 

man in dialectics with its opposite, with a teleology,is to our 

knowledge, very original and typical of Ricoeur's dialectical 

thought. 

The conclusion of this chapter, which is a clear continua­

~ and complementarity of the preceding one, as regards the link 

between symbolic and philosophical thought, will introduce us ' to the 
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theme of Le Conflit des interpr~tations, a central theme in the work 

of Ricoeur and the subject matter of our third chapter in Part II. 

1 The Epistemological problematic raised by Psychoanalysis 

' ••• c'est dans le reve que l'on peut 
surprendre le passage de la fonction 
«cosmique) a la fonction 
«psychique~> des symbolismes les 
plus fondamentaux ••• ' (S. M. p. 19) 

In the 1960's, Paul Ricoeur found himself confronted by a 

critique of the whole reflective tradition. The contemporary procla-

mation of the death of metaphysics, with an end to the supremacy of 

the subject, set his thoughts in motion. In a new way, he took up 

the challenge in the belief that there can be no interpretation 

without contestation, and he plunged into an interrogation of psycho-

analysis as illustrated by his Lecture de Freud, the second book of 

De l ' interpr~tation: essai sur Freud, publishe~ i~ )965. The 

purpose of his thorough and rigorous philosophical study of Freud's 

works was to recover meaning and to conceptualize 'la nouvelle com-

prehension de l'homme introduite par Freud ' (p. 8). 

The central problem which confronted him from the very start 

was the mixed discourse that structures psychoanalysis. Ricoeur 

formulates this epistemological problem as follows: 

'Comment est-il possible que l'explication economique 
passe par une interpr6tation portant sur des signi­
fications .et, en sens inverse, que l'interpr6tation 
soit un moment de l ' explication ~conomique? ' 
(D.I. p. 76) 

-
Or, in other words, what is the meaning of interpreting in psycho-

analysis? And how can a hermeneutics link up with an energetics? 

Ricoeur found in dreams, as well as in the psychical 

representatives, a convergence of both force and meaning. Dreams 

show this coincidence at a conscious level thanks to their narrative 
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qualities and to their relationship with our desires . Ricoeur 

states 'Ainsi le r~ve est-iI, en tant qu'expression du d~sir, 

~ la flexion du sens et de la force' (D . I. p . 99). This privileged 

position makes dreams the road to the unconscious. Through it, 

they reveal the nocturnal and the oneiric in man . 

The psychical representations are expressions of instincts 

that constitute the reservoir of energy in the unconscious and that 

remain unknown in themselves. Those representations bring about a 

coincidence of force and meaning but at an unconscious level , and 

therefore they need an interpretation capable of translating them 

into meaning . Ricoeur explains that: 

' Grace a cette correlation, au niveau des expressions 
psychiques , entre le travail du refoulement et le 
travail de l'analyse, tout ce que nous avons pu 
traiter sous le titre de ~<destin (energetique) des 
pulsions >'7 vient au langage comme destin de leurs . 
expressions psychiques. C'est donc bien dans cette 
notion d ' expression psychique, de presentation 
psychique , que viennent cotncider l ' ~conomique et 
l ' hermeneutique ••• ' (D . I. p. 145) 

And Ricoeur concludes that, although force is irreducible to meaning, 

it remains within the representable and the sayable . In other words, 

although the ' other ' of energetics is invincible , because it is not 

directly knowable , the 'same ' of meaning and hermeneutics can give it 

psychical reality through its psychical expressions. The link 

between the two is vital and must not be broken . According to 

Ricoeur , it constitutes the foundation upon which the psychoana-

lytical interpretation. operates . 

Ricoeur examines the epistemological status of psycho-

analysis with its validity and its limits by comparing it with both 

scientific psychology and phenomenology. Firstly, Ricoeur insists 

that this analytical experience is not a science of observation, but 

an interpretation of the relationship of meaning and force between 

substitute objects and the primor~ial lost instinctual objects . 
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psychoanalysis speaks of motives, and not of causes, because it 

deals with a psychical reality. Moreover, the analysis unfolds in 

the field of speech within which another language gradually comes 

to light, the language of psychical expressions, and that enters 

into the meaningful in a . distorted way. Ricoeur is very close to 

Jacques Lacan as regards the importance of language in psycho-

analysis, against those who tend to reduce it to scientific 

behaviourism. Hence, the truth has to be worked out. The 'work of 

speech ' between the patient and his ana lyst amounts to a reality-

testing by whi ch true meaning may be reached through fantasies . 

As in the case of history, this analysis is founded on a system of 

intellectual types, and therefore its validation cannot be a problem ' 

of natural science, but that of a semantics of desire situated 

within the field of hermeneutics . 

Secondly, Hicoeur comes to the conclusion that . both 

phenomenology and psychoanalysis aim at the same thing, ' A savoir 

la constitution du sujet, en tant qu ' etre de d~sir, dans un 

discours intersubjectif authentique ' (D.I. p . 379). ~heir methods 

are also parallel: the epoche is reductive in exactly the same way 

that analysis is . Yet Ricoeur shows how the ~ between the two 

stresses the specificity of Freudian concepts . Analytical 

technique is not reflective : it is like an archaeological excava-

tion that suspends the control of consciousness itself in order to 

transform energy into meaning. The same epistemological problem is 

therefore once more emphasised when Ricoeur says: 

. ' ••• la coordination du o language economique et du 
langage intentionnel est la grande question de cette 
epist~mologie e~ ne peut' ~tre ~ludde par r~duction ~ 
l ' un ou ~ l ' autre .' (D.I. p . 384) 

Ricoeur accepts that the unconscious is structured like a 

language but he makes it clear that the ling~istic interpretation is 
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not an alternative to the economic explanationj At this point, 

Ricoeur argues against Lacan's emphasis on the linguistic aspect 

of psychoanalysis,at the expense of the psychic forces underlying 

it . The importance the philosopher, Paul Ricoeur, gives to 

energetics in dialogue with hermeneutics d'st,' nqui:JH>5 f""or>\ -Ht,d of fh e LacQI'!;Q.11 ~chooJ . 
,-- Ricoeur's reading of Freud,, _ He supports ,f \LI,f-h the ~ 'X2.YYlpJe of 
transference that demonstrates the difference between the economic 

and the linguistic . We indeed find this argument most convincing . 

Ric oeur shows how the discourse that comes to light through the 

intersubjective language of psychoanalysis is constituted by rela-

tions of substitution and symbolization in the unconscious . It is 

an e conomic process as well as a structured phenomenon because 

desire is an appeal and a demand as language is : to the economic 

process there corresponds a linguistic aspect . Yet the mechanisms 
, 

of the unconscious are para-linguistic , they are ' en de~a ' and ' au-

dels. du langage ' (D.I. p . 394). 

This is why Ricoeur maintains that there cannot be 

meaning in the unconscious: meaning comes through a ~, the 

work of the analyst and of the patient , who struggle together 

against the work of the neurosis with its resistances. Once again, 

at the level of praxis we see the dialectics of the ' other ' and the 

' sarne ' at work between force and meaning . Ricoeur stresses the 

importance of transference in analytical technique: knowledge does 

not overcome resistances if it is not incorporated within the work 

of a ' prise de conscience '. And this work is an exploitation of 

energies whereby the analyst plays on the patient ' s resistance and 

on the pleasure-unpleasure principle without satisfying it , so as 

to sustain the instinctual force impelling the patient towards 

recovery . 

Because Ricoeur emphasises that the unconscious is nothing 
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but id, 'rien que ~at, an ~ that cannot think, and more important, 

that this id calls for an interpretation, 'le ~a donne ~ penser ~ 

l'ex~gete' (~ p. 425), and because the philosopher, with whom we 

agree, insists that the act of thinking remains the privilege of 

consciousness, we find it interesting and challenging to compare 

this position with that of a. renowned psychoanalyst. Fran~oise 

Dolto describes, in Le Cas Dominique (1971), the cure, after only 

twelve meetings, of a severely disturbed 14 year old boy. The 

divergence between the philosopher and the analyst is striking: she 

speaks as if there is an 'unconscious meaning' and a 'hidden truth: 

'Dans la rencontre :. psychanalytique ••• l'attention 
du psychanalyste est port6e surtout ••• sur la 
v~rit~ cachee que transmet le fil des associations 

I du langage parle. Le psychanalyste ••• est 
sp~cialement a l'~coute du sens inconscient, 
:fondement v~ridique de (t:. sujet>'? dont est 
porteur Ie discours conscient du patient ••• ' 
(p. 196) 

It may be that by 'sens inconscient', Madame Dalto refers 

to the meaning of psychical expressions when brought to conscious-

ness . It may simply be a lingual divergence that stresses the 

importance of the 'other' in psychoanalysis . Or, is it that, by 

definition, the reflective philosopher and the Freudian analyst, are 

bound to dif:fer? 

In the second part o:f his 'Reading o:f Freud ' , Ricoeur 

opens up the epistemological problem with a re:flection on the 

Freudian interpretation of culture. He shows how, in his view, the 

cultural phenomenon is reduced to a mere analogue of dreams and 

interpreted in psychoanalytical terms. Once more dreams are given 

a privileged role . They are compared to the work of art: both are, 

for Freud, manifestations of an unsatisfied man who does not give 

anything up but rather exchanges o.ne thing for another by forming 

substitutes. Ricoeur stresses that psychoanalysis is not concerned 
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with differences of values between the creative work of art and the 

sterile and fleeting dream, because its problem is set within the 

limitations of a problematic of desire. And within this problematic 

he shows how desire, the id. has its 'other'. authority concep­

tualized in the super ego. Caught in this unconscious dialectics, 

the ~ is more often than not dominated. Ricoeur sees in this 

Freudian topography a genesis of ethics that reveals the inauthen­

ticity of conscience within an alienating morality, a wounding of 

desire. and an interdiction from outside reality. It also demon­

strates that our entry into culture can only be in the mode of 

conflict. And it does something else: it deconstructs the illusory 

side of religion , it destroys our idols which are, in many ways, 

very similar to those of the neurotic. Ricoeur welcomes such a 

deconstruction seen as a purification and as the path to more 

authenticity and truer faith in a God that transcends the Freudian 

discourse. 

This second part of Ricoeur's interpretation of Freud 

deepens our awareness of the importance of hermeneutics of suspicion: 

psychoanalysis does indeed prepare the way to more authenticity in 

our culture and in our ethical and religious values. And it does 

this, thanks to its mixed discourse of force and meaning. It may 

possibly reduce values too much, but this very limitation is 

precisely what justifies it, and that which makes the dialectics 

of the ' same' and the 'other' of psychoanalysis so fruitful. 

Finally, in the third part of his 'Reading of Freud'. 

Hicoeur takes Freud into the concrete mythological world. Here, 

the conflicts between the Greek tragic gods, between Eros, Thanatos 

and Ananke give to culture 'son sens a la fois radical et global' 

The introduction of Thanates, the death instinct , 
bring about a recasting of the abstract theory of instincts. 
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Con~ronted with Thanatos, the life instinct that makes up the 

libido becomes~. Both the names of Eros and Thanatos are 

. commonly used in psychoanalysis to describe those opposite instincts. 

Freud speaks of them, and also of the tragic Ananke which he intro-

duces into the principle of reality in his Civilization and Its 

Discontents, (19.30). Robert . Graves in The White Goddess, (1961), 

interprets 'Anagke (Necessity) the first syllable of which is 

probably Ana or Anan' (p • .376) as a Goddess of Destiny 'the most 

powerful of all deities' (p • .376). In the Freudian world , she 

personifies the concept of necessity, in conflict with the pleasure 

principle. In her confrontation with Eros and Thanatos, Ananke 

unfolds a hierarchy of meanings which emphasizes, in a concrete way, 

the mythical aspect of both the self and culture. Ricoeur draws 

attention to the fact that: 

'Ce ri'est pas par hasard que Freud ••• n'a trouv~ 
chaque fois, . pour dire l'essentiel)que Ie langage 
des mythes tragiques. OEdipe et Narcisse, Eros, 
Ananke et Thanatos.' (C.I. p. 159). ~.~ 

Ricoeur believes that it is through pain and suffering, and thanks to 

the tragic knowledge drawn from the tradition of Greek tragedy, that 

we come to understanding. He adds 'C'est oe savoir tragi que qu'il 

faudrai t avoir assimil~ pour atteindre Ie seuil d 'une nouvelle ~. 

~thique ••• ' (ibid., p. 159) 

Freud's speculation on life and death introduces, in 

,,' .. ;-. 

Riooeur's view, a new connection between hermeneutics and economics . 

The first dialectics stressed the discipline of though~, characteristic 

of psychoanalysis. This goes further to make of it a world view, 

that is 'une sorte de philosophie mythologique.' (D.I. p. 71). 

Within this grand Freudian vision, Ricoeur shows how 

EroS and Thanatos share world-dominion in an open war. Force 

matters! Eros resists death through the desire for an 'Other' while 
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Thanatos threatens life with the aggressive and anti-cultural 

instincts of man, ' as both sadism and masochism illustrate. And 

Ananke responds to those unconscious drives with a pressure on the 

ego to renounce the omnipotence of desire. A new interpretation of 

culture emerges. Culture now uses the sense of guilt (so far an 

internalized expression of the cruelty of the super ego to the ego) 

against externaliz'ed 'aggressiveness. Based on quotations from Freud, 

Ricoeur shows how, for Freud, the most serious problems of civiliza-

tion come from this sense of guilt exploited by our culture through 

the implacable justice that is meant to be a protection against the 

death instinct. It seems that our culture 'se sert de ma propre 

\ I d 1\ / , violence a l'egar de moi-meme pour mettre en echec ma violence a 

l'~gard d'autrui.' (D.I. p. 301). 

Although the 'same/has now acquired a mythical ~nd dramatic 

meaning that overturns 'la forme mecaniste dans laquelle la topique 

a d'abord ete enoncee.' (D.I. p. 71), it still remains within a 

dialectics of the ~ame'and the 'other' by which force and meaning 

need one another. Ricoeur acknowledges 'la possibilite de passer 

de la force au langage, mais aussi l'impossibilit~ de reprendre 

entierement la force dans Ie langage.' (D.I. p. 77). 

In his attempt to think beyond Freud, Ricoeur ends his 

Lecture de Freud with a number of questions that emphasises both the 

potential of Freudian interpretation, and Ricoeur's creative thinking. 

Firstly, Ricoeur is convinced that the concept of negativity trans~ 

cends the death instinct and points towards consciousness: 

'la conscience implique la n~gation; e.lle l' implique 
dans la «prise de conscience~ de sa propre richesse 
enfouie et elle l' implique dans la «reconnaissance.» 
du reel' (D.I. p. 311) . 

And Ricoeur wonders how the death instinct can be represented by 

'une fonction aussi consid~rable qui n'a rien a voir avec la 

destructivitd t (~. p. 311)? This question will lead him to Hegel 
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and to the concept ' of telos. Secondly, Ricoeur wonders why in the 

Freudian world 'l'homme est plus riche en capacit~ de souffrance 

qu'en puissance de jouir? (D.I. p. 317), a question that draws 

attention to Freud's own pessimism, thanks to which man seems to be 

unable to go from slavery to freedom. According to Ricoeur, Freud's 

emphasis is on man 'en tant ' qu'il a et~ et reste Chose' (D.I.p. 119). 

Perhaps this is why Ananke is above all a symbol of disillusion in a 

world without God, a world stripped of the father-figure. Yet, and 

thirdly, Ricoeur sees in Ananke 'le symbole d'une vision du monde ••• 

une sagesse qui replique ~ ••• la durete de la vie' (D.I. p. 321). 

It implies resignation to death)which is not a mere passive recogni-

tion of death, but far more important, an acceptance of it. 

Ricoeur's questions transcend the epistemological and lead 

to a philosophical reflection that goes beyond the limit~tions of a 

problematiC of desire. The task now is to understand that 'self' 

born of an enlightened ego. 

follows: 

Ricoeur explains the Freudian concept of SUblimation as 

••• avec du desir, l'homme fait de l'ideal, du 
supr~me, c'est-a-dire du sublime' (~. p. 178). 

Indeed it is through desire and force, through the 'other' of an 

energetics that man finds his self. 

2 The problematiC of philosophical reflection 

' ••• le concept d'arch~ologie du 
sujet ••• c'est un conoept que je 
forme afin de me comprendre moi­
m€me en lisant Freud.' (D.I.p.407) 

R1coeur justifies Freud's naturalism on the grounds of a 

need for a critique of immediate consciousness. The Freudian 

topographiC and energetic theory provides such a critique with its 
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demystification of distorted meaning whereby the ego deceives 

itself . Freud ' s uses of the epoche is anti-phenomenological since 

the reduction !£ consciousness is reversed to become a reduction of 

consciousness, but Ricoeur believes that the anti-phenomenology 

must become a phase in reflection. Man has to be made aware that 

he is not the lord of his own mind until he has encountered the 

illusions of his narcissism: the 'know thyself' is achieved at that 

price. It implies a moment of dispossession of the ego as the only 

way to get to the language of desire made of meaning and force. 

Ricoeur praises psychoanalysis as a very liberating theory with 

respect to the illusions of consciousness . But he also finds it 

very disappointing in its inability to give meaning to the ego. 

The ego has only an economic function that leaves no place f or the 

Cogito . Hence the task of the philosopher is all the more urgent 

and necessary . 

Ricoeur first justifies the topographic point of view by 

its empirical realism. He stresses the mechanistic nature of the 

lawS governing the unconscious system. The operations of inter-

pretation . the rules of deciphering, the intersubjective situation 

of the analysis and the language of transference all testify in 

favour of such realism linked to the psychical representatives of 

instincts . 

Secondly, Ricoeur justifies the energetic point of view by 

linking it to the archaeological moment of reflection. The under-

lying compatibility Ricoeur sees between the two transform the 

energetic model into ' une vision des choses et de l'homme'. 

Ricoeur explains this important aspect as follows: 

'Je vois pour ma part dans Ie freudisme une r~velation 
de l ' archa1que/une manifestation du toujours antJrieur 
• •• Ie theme de l 'ant~rieur est sa pro pre hantise' 
( D. I . p . 426). 
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Ricoeur distinguishes in Freud ' s work, two concepts 

of archaism, one restricted to dreams and neuroses, and the other 

generalized to include the whole of our culture. The Freudian 

thesis, according to Ricoeur, is that ' nul d~sir n ' est 

efficace s'il ne s'adjoint aux «desirs indestructibles-') et 

<:(pour ainsi dire immortels» de notre inconscient ' (g. p . 428) . 

In other words, Ricoeur stresses the insurpassable character of 

desire of which narcissism is the climax . And he emphasises the 

Freudian theme of repetition by means of which there is a regres-

sive tendency in the history of mankind , a restoration of the old 

in the features of the new, like a destiny in reverse that draws us 

backwards . In such a culture where religion is no more than an 

archaism , 'the return of the repressed ', the ethical man:.. is "further 

alienated by the 'other ' within himself~ by his hidden desires . 

Ricoeur insists that. this first stratum of archaic morality dis-

covered by Freud in his topography of the super ego must be explored 

by the philosopher since our understanding of it is the way to 

autonomy and ethical authenticity . It is via the 'other' of both 

the id and the super ego that the false ' same' may be changed into 

an authentic self , into a truer ethical being . But how can this 

change occur? As we may expect , ' dans Ie cadre d ' une philosophie 

de la r~flexion' (D.I. p. 438). And Ricoeur sets out to show, 

beyond Freud, that an economics of desire is meaningful only if we 

agree to recognize its presence at the root of our abstract concepts 

of knowledge and representation. Ricoeur declares very forcefully: 

' De m~me que la (<..d~prise~ de la conscience dans 
une topique ne se comprend que par la possibilit~ 
d'une «(reprise» dans Ie devenir-conscient de '" , , ' me me une pure economique du desir ne se comprend 
que comme la possibilite de reconnattre la 
position du desir dans la suite de ses rejetons " ... , ' dans l'epaisseur et a la frontiere du signifiant.' 
( ~. p . 439 ) 
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In other words, our representation of being remains 

abstract until we acknowledge that' it obeys laws of desire as well 

as laws of intentionality: it has to be re-examined. Human desire 

is at the root of speech: the non-spoken yet the wish-to-speak. it 

is the limit-concept between the organic and the psychical. So 

reflection has to integrat~ it in itself as its very origin, as 

its' other', if it is to be itself. And, in the same way, a 

reductive hermeneutics that ignores theories of knowledge, so as to 

concentrate solely on the manifestations of desire, is just as 

incomplete, although, in the case of psychoanalysis, it has a 

'valeur de protestation' against intellectual abstraction, as 

Ricoeur explains: 

'Cette r~duction du conna~tre comme tel atteste la 
non-autonomie du connaftre, son enracinement dans 
l'existence, entendue comme dtsir et comme effort.' 
(D.I. p. 442) 

Enriched by this reaiization of the importance of desire now under-

stood as something that interferes with intentionality, Ricoeur 

returns to the conclusions of Le Volontaire et l'involontaire. 

He retains and even confirms the abstract eidetic work~but he now 

adds to it another more concrete dimension: hermeneutic reflection. 

He writes: 

tUne methode herm~neutique, coupl~e a la r~flexion, 
va beaucoup plus loin qu'une methode eidetique ••• 
la dependance du Cogito a la position du d6sir n'est 
Pas directement saisie sur l'exp~rience immediate, 

I I ' 
mais interpretee par un7 autre conscience ••• c'est 
une dependance dechiffree ••• ' (D.I. p. 443) 

ThiS statement directly confirms our interpretation of Paul Ricoeur's 

work, moving from the abstract towards the concrete, but without 

cancelling the first structural framework. The structure is at 

once retained and transcended, thanks to a deeper truth: the 

hermeneutic truth, now the new task of reflection, since this truth 
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can no longer be grasped directly in immediate experience • . 

We shall conclude this section with a reflection upon 

Ricoeur ' s question as regards Freudian interpretation; ' quelle 

comprehension nouvelle de soi procede de cette interpr~tation, et 

quel soi vient ainsi a se comprendre? ' (D.I . p . 8). Our self has 

learned that it is no longer the sole source of meaning: it shares 

the origin of meaning with its ' other', with desire now clearly 

its arche in a creative dialectics. And in this sharing the 

self has found itself at first dispossessedJin favour of its powerful 

I ~her' / by a technique of demystification of its narcissism seen by 

Ric oeur as a new and necessary step within the process of becoming 

conscious. 

Moreover, the self has also become awa~e that it now 

depends upon another consciousness, another self , and upon inter­

pretative techniques which will decipher it so that it may/in a 

second phase/repossess itself . In other words, the self has 

realized that it cannot be without its 'other', or else it is a 

false self . It cannot be without the ' other ' of reductive herme­

neutics , itself in conflict with the 'other ' of desire . The 

dialectics of the ' same ' and the ' other ' is here further enhanced 

by the vital importance of the 'other ' on which any authentic self­

fulfilment depends . 

Finally , our self has learned that it is alienated by the 

super ego , a cruel ' other ' that generates guilt in the form of an 

internal unconscious violence against the 'same ' . This alienation 

poses a real threat , not only to ethical man, but also to society 

at large , and so has to be uncovered . To that purpose, a dialectics 

between the ' other' of anti-phenomenological hermeneutics and the 

' same ' of rerlective phenomenology duplicates the first dialectiCS 
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of the 'other' of desire and the self of consciousness. And through 

both dialectics, Ricoeur comes a step closer to truth and to 

concrete reflective thought. It must be stressed, however, that 

the repossession and liberation of the self that follows the 

dispossession of the ego is not a reduction of the 'other ' of desire 

to the 'same ' of consciousness: desire is irreducible. It is 

indeed a truly creative dialectics whereby the new self is always 

in the process of becoming itself as life's opportunities come 

along. In short, the recognition of a semantics of desire coupled 

with a hermeneutics capable of deciphering in desire the archaeology 

of self is, according to Ricoeur, the only path towards the authentic 

self. Yet this is not enough for Ricoeur, it remains incomplete, as 

our next section will suggest. 

J The dialectical problematic of philosophical synthesis 

I . I 
••• je ne pretends donc pas completer 
Freud, mais le comprendre en me com­
prenant. J'ose croire que j'avance 
dans cette double comprehension de 
Freud et de moi-m~me en r~velant 1es 
aspects dia1ectiques et de 1a refle­
xion et du freudisme.' (~. p .445) 

For Ricoeur, an archaeology of the subject without a 

teleology remains an abstract concept. In other words, a concrete 

philosophy must be dialectical. It is our future horizon, our telos 

that gives full significance to our past history, to our arche , and 

vice versa. Time, implicitly, plays an important part in this new 

dialectics of arche and telos. 

We shall develop, in the third part of this theSiS, the 

importance of the theme of time in Ricoeur's work. 

By teleology, Ricoeur means another decentring: 

' ••• i1 n'y a de teleo1ogie que par 1es figures de 
l'esprit, c'est-a-dire par un nouveau d~centrementt 
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une nouvelle d~possession que j'appelle esprit, 
comme j'avais appel~ inconscient Ie lieu de cet 
autre d~placement de l'origine du sens en arriere 
de moi.' (~. p. 444) 

Ricoeur explains how he sees in Freud's work at once an explicit 

and thematized archaeology and an implicit and unthematized teleology. 

And to justify this proposition he takes the example of Hegelian 

" A , I phenomenology 'au les . memes problemes se presentent dans un ordr~ 

inverse.' (D.I. p. 446). According to Ricoeur, who has so percep-

tibly recognised the inverted similarities, Hegel offers the model of 

an explicit teleology of the 'becoming conscious' rooted in an 

archaeology of life and desire. Both Hegel and Freud are described 

by Ricoeur as whole separate 'continents' that show an inverted 

image of each other and that meet on the theme of desire. 

Let us see how Ricoeur describes these corresponding 

images, and first what is meant by 'phenomenology' in the work of 

Hegel. It is a phenomenology of the Spirit, and not of consciousness, 

'une description des figures, des catdgories ou des symboles qui 

guident cette croissance selon l'ordre d'une synthese progressive' 

(Qd. p. 447). 

Meaning does not come from consciousness: consciousness 

is once more decentred. Before it becomes self-consciousness, 

consciousness is simply, in the world, a reflection of the world. 

Meaning comes from the Spirit, that is to say, from 'ce mouvement, 

cette dialectique de figures, qui de la conscience fait une ~cons-

cience de soi">/> ••• ' (D.I. p. 447). 

Ricoeur explains this movement of progressive synthesis 

as follows. Each figure like the famous figure of the master 

and slave in Hegel's phenomenology receives its meaning from the 

subsequent figure. Hence the truth of a given moment lies in the 

following moment, or in other words, meaning proceeds retrogressively. 
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Thus, the later meaning is immanent in each of its anterior 

moments , and if the phenomenologist can say what appears it is 

because he sees it in the light of the later figures. This advance 

of the Spirit upon itself constitutes the truth, unknown to itself, 

of the anterior figures. And the key question in this dialectics 

is the emergence of the self or self-consciousness, which is 

'ins~parable de sa production par synth~se progressive' (D.l. p . 449). 

It is interesting to see that it is within desire that the self moves 

towards itself . Ricoeur stresses that Hegel and Freud meet on this 

concept of desire . however, for Hegel , the restlessness of life is 

not due to an energetic impulse, but to the non-coincidence of man 

with himself, stretched between an immediate self in itself and a 

self that knows itself in reflection as a for itself . The Hegelian 

desire is desire of the for itself, but it can be fulfilled only 

through the desire of another self for oneself. Again, the importance 

of the 'Other', of another self, sustains the dialectics of difference 

and identity. 

Sartre borrowed this theme from Hegel, and we have seen , 

in the first part of this thesis, how he reduced the 'Other ' to an 

object - for_me, thus reducing the 'Other ' to the 'same '. We have 

stressed how, for Sartre, there cannot be an 'Other ' and a self in 

dialogue: they exist only in conflict and in terms of loser and 

winner. 

By comparison, we have emphasized the importance of 

dialogue, of a dialectics of identity and difference, in both the 

works of Marcel and Ricoeur. This draws attention to Ricoeur's 

interpretation of Hegel, in a way contrary to Sartre. Ricoeur 

acknowledges as well the situation of conflict, but he speaks of a 

'travail de la reconnaissance mutuelle' (~. p. 452), which takes 
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place in the work of Hegel. Hence the struggle between the self 

and the essential 'Other' does not; in Ricoeur's view, reduce the 

'Other' to the 'same'. In the figure of the master and the slave, 

both hold to their own identity, while changing it thanks to the 

'Other'. Thus, the 'Other ' remains a difference, or, to say it in 

a different way, in Ricoeur's words, 'Ie desir est Ie d~pass~ 

inddpassable' (D.I~ p~ 456). The following statement reinforces 

even more, the importance of the 'Other ' as difference: 

'Et le terme meme de soi ••• annonce que l'identit~ 
a soi-m~me reste portee par cette difference ~ soi, 
par cette alt~riti sans cesse renaissante qui riside 
dans la vie. C'est la vie qui devient l'autre, sur 
lequel le soi ne cesse de se conqu~rir.' (~. p.456) 

In other words, desire has become life itself in Ricoeur's interpre-

tat ion of Hegel, and is therefore an unsurpassable and invincible 

'other' necessary to the 'same' in its search for a self • . In brief, 

the concept of desire, central to both the Freudian psychical repre-

sentatives, and the Hegelian spiritual process by which 'la conscience 

de soi se pose comme desir' (D.I. p. 451), is the common denominator 

that transcends the contrasts between the Spirit at work in the realm 

of the 'not-yet' of history, and the unconscious at work in the realm 

of the primordial. Besides, it sustains, in Ricoeur's work, the 

dialectics of difference and identity, by bringing together the two 

aspects of the Cogito, the arche and the telos. Those two 'others ' 

complete one another to make up the 'other' of life that holds the 

key to the self
J 

that is,ta self-consciousness . Indeed, it is an 
-

'other', be it the psychoanalyst, when transference is taking place 

between two unequal consciousnesses, or the Master of the Hegelian 

figure, that holds in his hands, at least to start with, the patient's 

or of t~e Hegelian slave's understanding of himself. But thanks to 

the ~ and the struggle that take - place throughout both relation­

shipS, a self will be found that will make both patient and Slave the 
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masters of their own ego. 

We shall conclude this section like the previous one with 

the same question: what has the 'Self' learned through this new 

dialectics between its arche and its telos? 

It has discovered that the Cogito is a difficult and complex 

~, that the 'I am' cannot be given in immediate experience. 

Rather it needs an analytical technique, together with a reflective 

philosophy capable not only of recovering the archaic heritage of 

man revealed by psychoanalysis, but also able to complement it by a 

telos, thanks to the dialectics between the two. Moreover, this new 

dialectics shows a split Cogito, a self stretched between a past and 

a future, between two 'others' that are complementary without coin-

ciding. Those 'others' in man cannot be reduced to the 'same': they 

reveal it and enrich it, giving a self to the ego. The dialectics of 

difference and identity is here reaching its climax, as we come to 

understand that there cannot be identity without differenge, and 

that difference without identity, without the Self of self-

. , 'h' understanding, rema~ns a compre ens~on «suffisante~ •• qui ne suffit 

pas au philosophe' because this thinking 'ne se comprend pas elle­

m~me' (D.I. p. 407). 

Conclusion 

In this chapter we have investigated and reflected upon 

Ricoeur's three-fold problematic in his debate with Freud. We have 

seen how his principal concern with the structure of psychoanalysis, 

a mixture of force ~ meaning, led him to the notion of a semantics 

of desire which situated psychoanalysis within the field of herme-

neutics·. We have also made clear that, for Ricoeur, psychoanalysis 

is not an observational science like behaviourism, but a hermeneutics 

concerned with the meaning of dreams and of ~sychical representatives' 
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in the field of language. Psychoanalysis could not, however, be 

reduced to a work of language in the Lacanian sense, to the 'same' 

of a hermeneutics that would dis!egard its energetic dimension, its 

'other'. The epistemological dialectics between the 'same' and the 

'other' has been essential to psychoanalysis. 

This dialectics was further stressed by our growing aware­

ness of the importance of desire in man, understood in terms of a 

driving force at the very root of all human actions and of life 

itself. We have seen how desire expresses itself indirectly to 

consciousness in the form of alienating disguises in need of demys­

til"ica tion. To this Ricoeur had declared, " A rust!, rusJ et demi' 

(~. p. 42~ as he tried to justify a hermeneutics of suspicion that 

deals with the guileful consciousness. It was this guileful con­

sciousness which threatens the Cogito itself, that had/in "the first 

placeJled Ricoeur to his debate with psychoanalysis, thus allowing a 

reductive and anti-phenomenological hermeneutics into the "realm of 

reflective philosophy. It then became gradually obvious that authen­

ticity could be achieved only at that price, only via the detour 

through the 'other' of desire which had to be deciphered in all our 

concepts of knowledge and understanding. Desire appeared as the 

'other' of self, at work in a concrete and creative dialectics, while 

the Freudian demystifying hermeneutics was the 'other' of reflective 

thinking. And to this dual dialectics Ricoeur added a ~hird one with 

tne concept of a telos in dialectics with the arche of man. In view 

of his search for a complete and concrete understanding of self, 

Ricoeur complemented the regressive analYSis of Freudian hermeneutics 

with the progressive synthesis of the Hegelian figures of the Spirit~ 

This was achieved through a second decentring of conscious­

ness that led to the realization of a split Cogito: man does not 
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coincide with himself. Ricoeur was able to respond to the Freudian 

challenge that called into question · the primacy of the subject with 

the concept of a split subject, with a Cogito which could not be 

exalted any more by immediate reflection and idealism, but which 

was saved from destruction. A wounded Cogito, neither exalted nor 

broken, was Ricoeur's answer · to the guileful of consciousness. 

And we have seen how such an answer was dependent upon Ricoeur's 

concrete hermeneutic phenomenology by now fully conceptualized. 

Moreover, the concept of a wounded Cogito, of an arche 

and a telos in man n~w recalls the complex structure of symbols 

and may hold the key to the conflict of hermeneutics. Ricoeur writes: 

'Si je comprends cette connexion, au coeur d'une 
philosop~ du sujet, entre son arch~ologie et 
sa t~leologie, c'est-a-dire entre deux 
dessaisissements de la conscience, je comprends 
en outre que la guerre des hermeneutiques ••• 
est sur Ie point de trouver une issue' 
(D.I. pp. 444-445) 
--------
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C HAP T E R III 

THE DIALECTICAL HERMENEUTICS OF THE 

CONFLICT OF INTERPRETATIONS . 

••• le montrer-cacher du 
double sens est-il toujours 
di3simulation de ce que veut 
dire le d6sir, ou bien peut-il 
~tre quelquefois manifestation, 
r~velation d'un sacr6? ' 
t.D.I., p. 17) 

The consequences of Paul Ricoeur's debate with Freud are 

twofold. ~irstly , they lead Ricoeur to an arbitration of the war of 

interpretations, since we may guess that ' ••• il n'y a pas d'herm~neu-

I I • th I . I I t I tique generale ••• ma~s des eor1es separees e opposees concernant 

les regles de l'interpr~tation. Le champ herm~neutique, dont nous 

avons trac~ le contour ext~rieur, est en lui-m~me bris~' ,D.I.,p.35). 

~h1s arbitration is done by replacing ~he antithesis resulting from 

those conflicting theories within a dialectics ' that interrelates them. 

Secondly, the debate helps Ricoeur to integrate interpretation within 

philosophical reflection in his search for a concrete reflection. 

Ricoeur set out to show how symbols carry within themselves 

the possibility of various interpretations. On the one hand, they 

sustain interpretations like psychoanalysis that reduce symbols to 

their instinctual basis, and on the other hand, they support inter-

pretations that develop their symbolic meanings. Hence their over-

determined structure is the key to a dialectics between conflicting 

interpretations • 

. It is important/for RicoeurJthat we understand that both 

. t I . t t' 1 1\ the 'progress~on e regress10n son par ees par es memes symboles '. 

If we can grasp this aspect of symbols, then he believes that ' Le 
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I \ I \ A 
comprendre serait acceder a la reflexion concrete elle-meme' 

(D . I. , p. 475). -
Our tWQ previous chapters have implicitly demonstrated 

the need to graft hermeneutics on to a phenomenological methodology: 

the recovering of the intentionalities of symbolic expressions 

depended upon the textual analysis and exegesis of symbolic dis-

course , just as the repossession of our archaic Cogito, of our 

arche}depended upon the interpretation of the expressions of the 

patient within the world of language . The Freudian interpretation 

actually moved its object of analysis from the text to the human 

subject , who then became like a text, a symbolic text that called 

for a work of deciphering . In other words, the notion of text-self 

will noW explicitly enlarge the concept of text by emphasizing its 

extra- linguistic aim: it will lead Ricoeur to his concre~e theory 

of interpretation, and it will also stress the need for a hermeneutic 

mediation in our understanding of the Cartesian Cogito. 

In this chapter we shall examine the problems encountered 

by Ricoeur in his effort to justify the introduction of a hermeneutics 

in reflective philosophy. The question asked is how can philoso-

phical coherence be subjected to conflicts between rival interpreta­

tion? This constitutes an aporia and the subject matter of our 

first section. We will closely follow how Ricoeur reaches a point 

beyond the aporia from which it may be possible to arbitrate between 
-

these conflicts . Our second section will further reflect upon the 

philosophical task as Ricoeur sees it: how can the opposition 

between those conflicting hermeneutics be integrated into a concrete 

reflection? 

Here we shall make explicit the need for a methodological 

dialectics , between phenomenology and hermeneutics, between the 

' same ' and the 'other '. 
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1 Towards an arbitration of conflicting hermeneutics 

' ••• l'herm~neutique me para1t mue 
par cette double motivation: 
111 volonte de soupgon, volonte d'ecoutei 

voeu de rigueur, voeu d'ob~issance; 
nous sommes aUjourd'hui ces hommes 
qui n'ont pas fini de faire mourir 
les idoles et qui commencent ~ peine 
d'entendre les symboles.' (D.I., 
p. )6) 

Le Conflit des interpr~tations, published in 1969, illus-

trates Ricoeur's problematic. A collection of twenty-two essays 

under five headings that bring together the conflicting disciplines 

of her~eneutics, structuralism, psychoanalysis, phenomenology and 

religion, it draws attention to the extent of the difficulties 

faced by a philosopher in search of coherence and self-understanding. 

Yet, Ricoeur is convinced that all these contrasting 

interpretations share a common denominator: they all shift the 

origin of meaning away from immediate consciousness. Ricoeur 

explains how 'Ie champ herm~neutique' (~., p. 61) is first of all 

I I • 
' ••• une constestation et une epreuve pour la refle~on dont Ie 

premier mouvement est de a'identifier avec la conscience imm~diate' 

(D.I., p. 62). Ricoeur believes that we must accept being dis--
Eossessed of our ~, and this is exactly what the hermeneutic 

conflict does: 

' Nous laisser d~chirer par la contradiction des 
herm~neutiques extr~es, c'est nous livrer a 
l'etonnement qui met en mouvement la r~flexion: 
sans doute nous faut-il ~tre ecartes de nous­
m~mes, d~log~s du centre pour savoir enfin ce -
que signifie: Je pense, je suis.' 
(D.I., p. 62) 

In other words, we must welcome the 'Other' of all hermeneutics if 

we are to 'become ourselves' through reflective phenomenology. But 

having said thiS, we must admit that the theme of a conflict of 

interpretations, and the idea of a possible arbitration that takes 
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all interpretations intp account, is not exactly a new idea . What 

then is original in Ricoeur's thinking here? We would argue that 

his originality lies in the choice· of his starting point, that is 

in the structure of the symbol in which he reads complementary 

rather than conflicting views. In addition, the dialectical 

approach to the problem is typical of Ricoeur's thinking . He 

chooses two opposite poles .of interpretation, with the greatest 

tension between them,. in order to emphasize with maximum effect, 

his own original contribution to the problematic . At one end of 

the chain of hermeneutic types, he places a hermeneutics of restora -

!i£g of meaning, of a meaning addressed to me by means of transcen­

dental ' revelation ', of a promise Ricoeur calls kerygma. Xavier 

L~on-Dufour in Les ~vangiles et l ' histoire de Jdsus (1963), interprets 

this Greek word ' le(~k~rygme~~ (du mot grec qui signifie«proclamation)~ 

aprJdication~~ ' in terms of Christ ' s command to his disciples 

'd' annoncer sa pr~sence vivante ' (p.256). Ricoeur adopts this 

meaning of a proclamation of the good news. Phenomenology is the 

necessary method of recollection of such a meaning, which implies 

belief, as we have seen with Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic circle of belief 

and understanding. At the opposite end of the chain, Ricoeur suggests 

a hermeneutics of suspicion and of demystification typical of psycho­

analysis , and also,Ricoeur insists, of the ' three masters of suspi­

cion ': Marx , Nietzsche and Freud . They share the same opposition to 

a phenomenology of the Sacred, and the same vision of a f a lse and 

doubtful consciousness . Yet because they were able, with and a gainst 

the prejudices of their times, to work out ' un art d'interpr~ter ' 

(D.I., p . 42) that led to more authenticity, Ricoeur declares that 
--------

' loin d'~tre des detracteurs de la~conscience~~ ' t hey all three 

' visent a une extension de celle-ci ' (D . I.,p . 4J) . Ricoeur accepts 

their attitude which , he thinks , is similar to that of the Greek 

tragic myths whereby we humans find ourselves enslaved, and yet can 

free ourselves if we manage to understand our slavery with all its 

necessities. But Ricoeur also questions the narrowness of such an 

approach which stifles ' la grace de 1 ' imagination, le surgissement 

du possible ••• ' (~.,p.44) 
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And to this reductive and one-sided vision of man , Ricoeur 

did not reply with another restricted and uncritical vision, but 

with his typical dialectical approach. This was made possible by 

his new conception of an archaeology and of a teleology of man , 

which had developed from his interpretation of both Freud and Hege l. 

We have seen how each one became an inversion of the other in 

Ricoeur ' s philosophi~al synthesis of self-consciousness. Moreover , 

this internal dialectics in man between regression and progression 

was further interpreted. by Ricoeur as a mere reflection of the com­

plex structure of symbols . Ricoeur states ' ••• le<'mixte»concret 

sur quoi nous lisons en surimpression archeologie et t~16010gie ••• 

c'est le symbole ' (D.I., p . 476) . So, the symbol, the ' Other ' of 

thought , not only givesrrise to thought, but is itself the concrete 

moment of the dialectics between the two conflicting interpretations 

at both ends of the hermeneutic spectrum. Ricoeur makes it clear 

that : ' II faut dialectiser Ie symbole, afin de penser selon Ie 

symbole ' (D.I., p . 477). This represents a post-critical return to 

the fullness of language. In retrospect, Ricoeur finds in symbols , 

both a repetition of our childhood, and an exploration of our adult 

life, by which both the interpretations of Hegel and Freud are 

realised ' ••• c'est en plongeant dans notre enfance et en la faisant 

revivre sur Ie mode onirique qu ' ils repr~sentent la projection de 

nos possibilit~s propres sur Ie registre de l'imaginaire' (D . I., 

p . 478) . 

Ricoeur demonstrates this over-determinatio~ of symbols , 

which is due to their multiple meanings, by completing Freud ' s 

interpretation of Sophocles ' Oedipus Rex . He adds to the drama of 

incest and parricide which took place, the drama of truth and self­

recognition which emerges. He shows how the truth comes not from 

Oedipus, blinded by his pride and anger, but from the blind seer 

who speaks the truth of the mind . 
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Therefore, in Ricoeur ' s view, there are two ways of 

interpreting the tragedy . Although the drama of truth belongs to 

sexual tragedy, it also escapes it. It is a tragedy of self-

knowledge, of a presumptuous consciousness guilty of vanity because 

it had assumed its innocence . This guilt is not sexual guilt, but 

ignorance which will be overcome through suffering . The core of the 

tragedy is described by Ricoeur as follows: 

Tiresias est Ie voyant, mais ce voyant est eveugle; 
Oedipe voit avec ses yeux , mais son entendement 
est aveuglej en perdant la vue, il regoit la 
vision ••• L' homme maudit est devenu, comme 
Tiresads, Ie voyant aveugle. (~., p . 118) 

Ricoeur draws attention to the fact that both interpreta-

tions complement each other: 

••• l ' une tournee vers l ' emergence de symboles 
nouveaux , de figures ascendantes , aspirees comme 
dans la Ph~nom~nologie de l ' esprit par la 
derniere , laquelle n ' est plus figure mais 
savoir l ' autre , tourn~e vers la r~surgence 
des symboles arch~iques . (C.I., p . 118) 

Besides , Ricoeur insists that to this duality corresponds a similar 

duality in symbols , ' ••• d ' un cot~, ils r~p~tent notre enfance 

de l ' autre , ils explorent notre vie adulte ••• Ie symbole est 

prospectif ' (C.I., p . 11 8). Yet this duality expresses the ' same '. 

The readings of Hegel and Freud ' recouvrent exactement Ie m~me 

champ ' (~., p . 11 9) . In other words, the two opposit e interpreta­

tions coincide in the unity of the symbol. We recognize ' sur 

l'oeuvre meme, l ' unitJ profonde du d6guisement et du d6voilement, 

scell~e dans la structure m~me du symbole devenu objet ~ulturel ' 

(D.I., p . 499). - Both the oneiric and the poetic make up this 

symbolic work of art that embodies the artist ' s conflicts as well 

as sketches their solution . Ricoeur strongly believes that because 

the work of art is not merely a projection of someone ' s problems~ 
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the esthetic pleasure is 'le plaisir de participer au travail de 

la v~rit~ qui s 'accomplit a travers le h~ros' (D.I., p. 501). 

So, the symbolic structure is indeed for Ricoeur the 

best route towards the 'same' of self-recognition and truth, since 

its over determination is capable of transcending the distance 

between the abstract concepts of regression and progression~and 

between two hermeneutics, one that unmasks our archaism, and one 

that reveals new intentions.- This is why Ricoeur thinks that there 

is a point, beyond the aporia of rival interpretations in philo­

sophy, where an arbitration of the war of hermeneutics may be 

possible. The complex constitution of symbols contains the key 

to such an arbitration. In other words, the 'other ' of symbols 

gathers together in a concrete way all the conflicting hermeneutics, 

all the 'others' that lead to the 'same' of reflective philosophy. 

However, it must be said that Ricoeur's notion of arbitration does 

not provide a practical or technical solution to conflicts: 

Ricoeur does not offer techniqu~s. His purpose remains purely 

philosophical. It is, above all, an attempt to change our vision 

and understanding of conflicting interpretations. Because each 

interpretation speaks of the whole man and not of a mere part 

of him but from different angles, that is either from a 

reductive analysis that stresses his unconscious fate, or from a 

synthesis that shows the historical development of consciousness, 

these interpretations are complementary and can be transcended 

through some kind of intellectual arbitration. Yet, such an 

arbitration that points towards an identity of meaning, does not 

solve conflicts: difference is not erased but rather enriched and 

valued as that which enlarges and deepens meaning. 

Besides, in the process of this dialectical approach, 
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Ricoeur demythologizes both Freud and Hegel . For him , the 

Hegelian teleology that aims at absolute knowledge without trans-

cendence is an impossible idealism because the symbolism of evil 

resists such reduction to rational knowledge, ' ••• les syroboles 

I , , F. 
du mal •.. declarent l ' echec des systemes de pensee qu~ voudraient 

engloutir les symboles dans · un savoir absolu ' (~., p . 507) . 

To reduce symbols to knowledge , be it absolute knowledge , is to 

lose them altogether , since their multiple meanillgs rooted in the 

cosmos escape translation and reason . 

As for Freudian archaeology , it focusses too much on 

repetition, particularly as regards religion , at the expense of 

history, and without the necessary detour of the interpretation of 

texts in and through which men understand their beliefs . Ricoeur 

declares Freud ' s realism short-sighted , since ' il n'est pas possible 

de faire une psychanalyse de la croyance sans passer par l ' interpr~­

tation et la compr~hension des oeuvres de culture dans lesquelles 

l 'obj et de la croyance s ' annonce' (D.I., p . 522) . 

Ricoeur takes the example of guilt to illustrate Freud ' s 

shortcomings . He accuses Freud of giving no history to guilt 

beyond the Oedipus complex which, at once, founds and explains 

guilt. Yet, for Ricoeur, man arrives at the consciousness of an 

ethical guilt only graduallYJthrough an understanding of his 

personal as well as cultural history/inscribed in texts in the 

figures or heroes of our penitentiary literature . Each figure is 

a reinterpretation of the preceding one in accordance with Hegel ' s 

' devenir - conscient ' and with artistic creation. 

theology. 

Ricoeur also demythologizes religion , metaphysics and 

They transform the presence of Transcendence which 
./ 

ought to remain a horizon wholly Other, beyond any conceptualization , 

into an objectified 'Supreme Being ', while the signs of the sacred 
) 



222 

that is , the symbols that tell of this transcendental reality , 

become sacred objects and idols, in need of demystification. 

And Ricoeur insists; ' il faut toujours que meure l'idole afin que 

vive le symbole ' (~ . , p . 510) . 

In conclusion , we shall stress the importance of 

demythologization and demystification, that is, of authenticity , 

in a philosophy that aims at a dialectical arbitration of hermeneu-

tics . But the original meaning Ricoeur gives to it must be 

emphasized . He s tates: 

Mais je comprends cette demys tification comme 
l ' envers d ' une restauration des signes du 
Sacr~, qui sont la proph~tie de la conscience . 
(~ ., p . 329 ) 

Demystification is meaningful only in view of a positive recreati on 

of meaning , of a renewal of our understanding of the Sacred . 

Besides , it is the dependence of the self on both the unconscious 

arche and on the sacred telos , on its duplicated ' other ' manifested 

only in a symbolic mode , that justifies a demystifying hermeneutics. 

Its purpose is creative : it opens up and clarifies a horizon 

capable of disclosing new worlds and possibilities . 

Ricoeur ' s arbitration is therefore one of complementarity 

since the two symbolisms point to the ' same ', " yet the conflict 

remains . The ' other ' from below seen in the manifestations of the 

unconscious cannot be reduced to the ' other ' from above , to the 

symbols of the Sacred , or vice versa . Ricoeur speaks of 'la 

complJmentarit4 des hermineutiques irrJductibles et oppos~es ' 

(D . I ., p . 445 ), and not of a reduction that would destroy the 

-------creative conflict altogether . 

We see in this conflict the necessary depth of a concrete 

reflection concerned with existence and being . But how can 

reflective coherence survive these conflicts? 
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2 Paul Ricoeur's concrete hermeneutic phenomenology 

Ie concret est la derniere 
conquete de la pensee.' 
(D. I. , p. 335) 

In La Symboligue du mal , Ricoeur's hermeneutic circle 

remained the route to philosophical reflection. The problem was 

then to justify the use of symbolic thought, that is of 'Ie plein 

du langage', in philosophy. This, Ricoeur was able to do in 
I 

De l'interpr~tation: essai sur Freud with more rigour. He showed 

how not only symbols call for speculative thinking, but more 

important, how a philosophical reflection that ignores the heuristic 

value of mythic-symbolic language remains abstract and even shallow. 

We have already examined in detail Ricoeur's arguments for a concrete 

reflection, mediated by the works of culture that bear witness to 

man's existence, when we followed his attempt to return from inter-

pretation to philosophical reflection, in the first chapter of this 

second part of our thesis. 

We shall now return to the same question of a hermeneutic 

philos?phy and enrich it with the conflict of hermeneutics. In 

1981, Ricoeur spoke of an open circle, in Richard Kearney's 

Dialogues with contemporary Continental thinkers. He explains 

as follows: 

For me the philosophical task is not to close the 
circle, to centralize or totalize knowledge, but 
to keep open the irreducible plurality of dis­
course. 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. (p. 27) 

Hence, the idea of a wounded or split Cogito that does not reduce 

the 'other' to the 'same'. 

Yet, in 1965, there were problems and objections, when 

Ricoeur tried to justify the need for a hermeneutics in philosophy. 
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The most serious was , of course , ' l ' inconsistance interne de 

l ' herm~neutique , d~chir~e par la contradiction ' (D . I . , p . 61 ) . 

And we have seen how Ricoeur found an answer , thanks to the rich 

structure of symbols / thus turning the objection into an advantage, 

particularly when he asks: 

N' est-ce pas d ' un m€lne mouvement que la 
reflexion peut devenir reflexion concr~te ET 
que la rivalite des interpretations peut ~tre 
comprise, au , double sens du mot : justifiee 
par la r~flexion et incorporee ~ son oeuvre? 
(~ ., p . 63) 

In other words , a concrete reflection is dependent upon those 

contrasting interpretations/once understood and absorbed by 

philosophy. 

Another important objection was raised by the contingency 

of cultures . We have seen how Ricoeur acknowledged his Greco-

Judaic heritage and confessed to his belief in the Christian ' Holy 

Spirit '. Yet philosophy claims to possess a universality of 

disc ourse . Ricoeur ' s reply to this objection was very practical~ 

' ••• seule la r~flexion abstraite parle de nulle part . Pour 

deverlir concr~te , la r~flexion doit perdre sa pr~tention immediate 

A l ' universalit~ ••• ' (D . I. , p . 55) . It is only through the here 

and now of our contingent traditions and symbols that we may 

eventually reach a universal and rational structure of thought . 

Jean- Paul Sartre says very much the same thing when he speaks of our 

' situation ' : man is situated in the world , he belongs somewhere . 

This contingency of culture is, in our view , similar to the 

contingency of our ' incarnation ', through which we experience 

freedom in the here and now of our body . 

The last objection questioned the symbol itself, with 

its opaque Significations . How can philosophical rig our be 

dependent upon a meaning not transparent to itself? Or , to put 

it another way , how can hermeneutics compete with formal and 
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symbolic logic? As we know , Ricoeur had distanced himself from 

the contemporary formalization of language by returning to its 

richness : 

C' est a l ' 6poque o~ notre langage se fait plus 
pr6cis , plus univoque ••• que nous voulons 
recharger notre langage , que nous voulons 
repartir du plein du langage . (S . M., p . 325) 

Yet , he had to ju~tify his choice of opacity , cult ural contin-

gency and dependence on conflicting interpretations if he was to 

be taken seriously by a philosophy whose ideals are clarity , 

necessity and scientific order . Consequently, Ricoeur introduced 

the conception of a ' logic of double meaning ' in response t o 

formal logic, that is to say not a formal , but a transcendental 

logiC capable of establishing a priori the ' conditions de 

pOSSibilit~ d ' un domaine d ' objectivit~ en g~n~ral ' (D. I ., p . 59) . 

We must here acknowledge the importance of the Kantian a priori , 

and also accept its transcendental function in reflective philosophy. 

Ric oeur argues that : 

••• s ' il n ' y a pas quelque chose comme le 
transcendantal , l ' intallrance de la logique 
symbolique est sans raplique ; mais si le 
transcendantal est une dimensi on authentique 
du discours , alors reprennent force les raisons 
que l I on peut opposer a la pr6tention du 
logicisme de mesurer tout discours a son trait6 
des arguments ••. (D . I ., p . 60) 

Therefore , Ricoeur was able to transform his hermeneutic 

circle of belief and understanding into a dialectical hermeneutics , 

thought out on the basis of phenomenology , thus preserving its 

philosophical essence . And , in retrospect , phenomenol~gy became 

concrete through its new hermeneutical presupposition. Both the 

' other ' of hermeneutics , first grasped in La Symboligue du mal as 

some kind of exegesis limited to a disclosure and an explanation 

of the hidden meaning of symbols , and the ' same ' of phenomenology 

were transformed by the new dialectical process . 
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Besides , not only did reflection become concrete , but 

the new heuristic problematic of a - showing-hiding dependent upon 

a hermeneutics also revealed the importance of language . The 

' hermeneutic turn ' in Ricoeur's work discloses the emergence of 

his philosophy of language. He makes it clear at the beginning of 

his debate with Freud that: -

Nous sommes aujourd 'hui a la recherche d ' une 
grande philosophie du langage q~i rendrait compte 
des multiples fonctions du sig~ifier humain et de 
leurs relations mutuelles . (D . I ., p . 13) 

De l ' interpr~tation: essai sur Freud makes explicit a theory of 

language already implicit in the first systematic study of symbols , 

in which the problem of the symbol is also a problem of language : 

11 n ' y a pas de symbolique avant l ' homme qui 
parle , m~me si la puissance du symbole est 
enracinee plus bas, dans l ' expressiVit~ du­
cosmos, dans le vouloir-dire du d6sir , dans 
la vari~t~ imaginative des sUjets. (D.I., p. 25) 

Don Ihde, in Hermeneutic Phenomenology: The Philosophy 

of Paul Ricoeur , draws an interesting parallel between Russerl ' s 

and Ricoeur ' s phenomenological approaches . While Husserl ' s pheno-

menology tried to return to the fullness of experience to the 
/ 

' things themselves ', behind the symbol and thus remained 

abstract by means of his regressive epoche , so that he could 

' arrive at a pretheoretical experience of the world ' (p . 91), 

Ricoeur used the same , regressive method , but shifted the field of 

enquiry from direct and immediate experience to language . Don Ihde 

concludes his argument as follows : 

The search for the fullness of language must be 
seen to be the Ricoeurian parallel to the 
Husserlian search for the fullness of experience . 
(ibid., p . 92) 

Don Ihde's assertion adds new insight to the dialectics 

of the ' other ' of hermeneutics, wrestling with language, and the 

-' same ' of phenomenology, searching for meaning . Their 
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complementarity is striking, and cannot be reduced without losses 

on either side . Both share the belief that meaning is essential 

and that its source is anterior to language . But , in their 

search for anteriority , one focusses on the immanent object-world, 

and the other on the transcendental language-world whose opacity 

demands the detour of an interpretation. Consequently , meaning 

is displaced from immediate consciousness to a consciousness 

embedded in language . Hence Ricoeur ' s question at the beginning 

of his work on Freud : 

••• le dessaisissement de la conscience au profit 
d ' un autre foyer de sens peut-il etre compris 
comme un acte de reflexion ••• ? (D. I ., p . 62 ) 

We have made great progress since this question was 

asked : we are now aware that this decentring of immediate con-

sciousness is not only possible within the realm of philosophical 

reflection , but that it is the necessary step of a reflection in 

search of the concrete . This awareness is the result of Ricoeur ' s 

original contribution to a philosophy of language that starts from 

symbols . 

Conclusion 

The expression ' conflict of interpretations ' sounds 

rather familiar , as if part of our daily , lived experience . And 

its connotations feel like something painful and negative . Yet we 

have see~ in this chapter how this is not at all the case . Ricoeur 

has succeeded in drawing attention to the positive and creative 

aspect of this conflict by replacing the contrasting interpretations 

within a concrete dialectics, whereby conf~ict also meant comple-

mentarity . He was able to do this because he recognized within the 

overdetermined structure of symbols the very origin of this conflict . 
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Symbols were shown to nurture an internal dialectics between an 

arche and a telos in man, a dialectics which in turn led to 

conflicting interpretations according to whether the interpretation 

focussed on regressive analysis or progressive synthesis . Hence 

the symbol became the concrete sign of a possible reconciliation 

between those interpretations . But we stress that reconciliation 

and arbitration did not mean reduction: the different discourses 

remained irreducible in their plurality . They interacted in a 

conflicting as well as a complementary way, thus enlarging and 

enriching one another . And , together, they made up the ' other ' of 

hermeneutics , whose difference , in dialectics with the ' same ' of 

phenomenology , gave a self to the ego . We have also emphasized 

that all those ' others ' originating from symbols shifted meaning 

away from immediate consciousness, embedding it in a language whose 

double intentionality was clearly in need of interpretation. We 

have also insisted upon the heuristic purpose of Ricoeur ' s hermeneu­

ticS: either reductive of synthetic, its ultimate aim is a 

disclosure of human possibility . The ' same'is indeed deeply 

enriched by its ' other ', while such an ' other ' reveals its full 

potential only in a dialectics with the ' same ' of phenomenology . 

Hermeneutics needs phenomenology to transform meaning 

into meaning for me , and more important , to become a philosophy of 

interpretation . and not simply a methodology of exegesis and 

philology. 

Finally , we discussed Ricoeur ' s attempt to justify the 

role of hermeneutics in reflective thought . He duly acknowledged 

the three main objections made to symbolic thought , that is , its 

opacity , its cultural contingency and ~ts conflicting interpreta­

tions, only to go beyond them in a way typical of his thinking . 

He was therefore able to make considerable progress towards the 
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concrete reflection which was his aim. The link between this 

progression and Ricoeur's philosophy of language was then made 

explicit. We have seen it emerge with the 'hermeneutic turn' tha t 

centred on a deciphering of words. We shall now examine how it 

develops and is conceptualized, in the third part of this the s is, 

in Ricoeur's concrete hermeneutic phenomenology. 
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CON C L U S ION 

This second part of our thesis has focussed upon 

Ricoeur ' s search for concrete reflection, within the context of 

his Philosophie de la volonte. How did this search lead him to 

his 'hermeneutic turn ' ? ie have seen in our first part how, 

once the abstract structures of willing, understood as a necessary 

framework, were conceptualized and described , they needed to be 

filled with existential reality. This reality was, of course , 

already present in the question of the relationship between freedom 

and its limitations , that is to say , our involuntary nature and our 

inner disproportion that Ricoeur called fallibility . But this 

reality remained abstract : the concept of fallibility made evil 

only possible . A wide difference remained between such possibility 

and the actuality of evil and of lived existence . Ricoeur had to 

step into the actuality of experience if he was to achieve concrete 

thinking. But , why was the concept of evil so important in Ricoeur ' s 

early work? It appeared to him as the final and major limitation 

to freedom after nature and fallibility , as an irreducible ' other', 

a limit-idea deeply felt in our being . Therefore , it could not be 

ignored by a philosopher in search of truth and self-understanding . 

Ricoeur set out to explain freedom and evil in terms of each other . 

Yet , how do we know that there is such an ' other '? It cannot be 

grasped directly , philosophy cannot discuss or explain evil . How 

can it be shown to be our major limitation? This problem of not 

being able to integrate the concept of evil directly into philoso­

phical discourse , while at the same time believing that our under­

standing of evil was primordial to our understanding of freedom, 

led Ricoeur to his turning point in phenomenology. He had no choice 

but to turn to the study of the symbolic language of avowal by the 
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religious consciousness. The actuality of evil is expressed and 

embedded in that lang~age. Hence the shift from structural to 

concrete phenomenology was in fact a linguistic shift : our direct 

experience of jault had to be recovered from the opacity and 

cultural contingency of a mythic-symbolic language. This was an 

enormous task which demanded a new method , a hermeneutics. 

The emergency of Ricoeurian hermeneutics offered a tool 

able to describe the symbolism of evil, and to find meaning in the 

myths of the beginning and the end of evil in Western culture . But 

what distinguished Ricoeur from others in the field of mythology 

already saturated with a voluminous literature? Ricoeur was not 

content to simply describe the symbol in order to find truth within 

the symbolic text, he also had to find truth for himself, in the 

here and noW of his own existence. This philosophical approach 

illustrated by his hermeneutic circle of understanding and belief, 

distinguished him from other phenomenologists and historians of 

religion like his friend Eliade . It also distinguished him from 

ethnologists and linguists like Levi-Strauss, whose purpose was not 

to search for a symbolic hidden meaning for me, but to explain 

mythi cal structures. Also, Ricoeur's openmindedness as well as 

appreciation of the structuralist analysis, a~d his position as a 

philosopher outside confeSSional frameworks, further distinguished 

him from theologians like Von Rad.We are convinced that Ricoeur 

stands out as quite unique and original as regards the aims and 

methods of his research. 

Furthermore , his work on mythic-symbolic language led him 

to realize that a philosophy that does not make a detour via the 

symbols and signs in which it is rooted is doomed to abstraction. 

The depth and richness of what he called 'le plein du langage', and 
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of the written texts of our traditions and cultural heritage , 

could not possibly be ignored by a philosophy in search of the 

concrete . But then another problem arose: how was he to return 

to reflective thinking enriched with symbolic meaning ? Or, in 

other words , how could hermeneutics be integrated in the field of 

reflective philosophy? His work on Freud brought the answer : not 

only do symbols and myths need a hermeneutics capable of revealing 

their hidden and heuristic meaning , but philosophy as well is 

dependent upon a hermeneutics that deciphers the pre-reflective . 

Philosophy also needs the denSity and fullness of symbolic thought, 

it needs a concrete starting point since it belongs somewhere . 

This realization marked the blossoming of Ricoeur ' s concrete 

reflection/with hermeneutics now justified and fully part of 

philosophical discourse . 

Ricoeur ' s philosophical debate with Freud illustrated :the 

maturity of -his new method . Through his reading of Freud and 

psychoanalysis , seen as a demystifying hermeneutics, Ricoeur was 

able t o rega in a lost archaic heritage within man . This led him to 

the conception of an archaeology of the subject . And since he 

could not think of an arche without a telos , he complemente d the 

subject ' s archaeology with a teleology. To that purpose, he 

displaced his hermeneutic tool from Freud ' s regressive analysis 

t o Hegel ' s progressive synthesis of the figures of the Spirit . 

And the result was the concept of a split Cogito . Hence , in a 
-

concrete way , he was able to show what he had first conceived, in 

a purely reflective manner in L ' homme faillible, that is man's 

disproportion within himself . He had therefore achieved his aim 

of a concrete reflection . 

How original is Ricoeur ' s reading of Freud? Where inter-

pretations of Freud are concerned, the literature is also voluminous. 
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Against those who tried to reduce psychoanalysis to a natural or 

behaviourist science, Ricoeur proclaimed, .along with Lacan, the 

importance of language: psychoanalysis is a hermeneutics . 

However , against Lacan and those who emphasized this linguistic 

aspect at the expense of the psychic instincts , Ricoeur then pro­

claimed the importance of an energetics in psychoanalysis. This 

emphasis of the mixed discourse of psychoanalysis and his interpre­

tation of it in a purely philosophical way is, we believe, wha t is 

original in Ricoeur's thought . 

Moreover, Ricoeur returned to the symbol enriched with 

his new conception of an archaeology and of a teleology in man , and 

established a parallel between this ontological structure in man 

and the over-determined structure of symbols . In turn, this link 

gave him the key to an original arbitration of the conflict of 

hermeneutics, seen as positive and complementary within a dialectics 

that neither reduced nor ignored any possible interpretation. 

The dialectics of difference and identity has proved to 

be very deep-rooted in Ricoeur ' s hermeneutics . We have shown how 

important it was for the ' same ' of phenomenology to be dialectica~ 

lly related to the 'o ther ' of hermeneutics . And , within this 

assertion , we have drawn attention to the vital part the ' other ' 

of symbols and of desire played in our search for a self . Belief 

was also dialectically connected to the ' other ' of understanding 

within Ricoeur ' s first hermeneutic circle, and, in fact , pointed 

towards the second circle at the centre of our next study. 

To the Freudian dialectics of hermeneutics and energetics, 

Ricoeur added his phenomenology , thus enriching the former with a 

'same', trrulsforming the first epistemological meaning into a 

meaning for me . And within that dialectics , another one emerged 

wi th the conceptions of an arche and a telos , of an 'other ', itself 
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in dialectics, that gave depth and fullness to the self. In turn, 

the conflict of hermeneutics that made up the 'other' in dialogue 

with phenomenology, transformed phenomenology into a concrete and 

rich philosophy. 

We shall now examine, in the third part of this thesis, 

how this dialectics of difference and identity opens up into 

Ricoeur's hermeneut ic -circle of explanation and understanding . 

The emergence of the linguistic shift has been mentioned with 

the recognition of the lingual character of symbols, but it has 

not yet been made the explicit object of thought. It will be a t 

the centre of the new hermeneutic circle, since the concept of the 

~ will be the new foundation of Ricoeur's concrete reflection. 

Indeed, we shall argue that, with this hermeneutic circle of 

explanation and understanding, the dialectics of differenpe and 

identity comes to its full fruition in Ricoeur's philosophy of 

language. 
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PART III 

THE CONCRETE nERl'..mNEUTIC PHE OMENOLOGY OF LANGUAGE AND NARRATIVITY 

INTERPRETATION THEORY (1976), LA r..mTAPHORE ·VIVE (1975) A~~ 

TEMPS ET RECIT (VOLIDHE I 1983, VOLillHE II 1984 AND VOLUME III 1985). 

the text is the level at 
which structural explanation 
and hermeneutic understanding 
confront one another.' 
(Response, p . 35) 

INTRODUCTION 

The emergence of an operative concept of the text marked 

the second turning point in Ricoeur's search for concrete, reflective 

philosophy, after the 'hermeneutic turn'. It came in response to what 

Ricoeur called the semiological challenge, which threatened the 

primacy of the subject in philosophy. Ricoeur returned to the very 

foundations of language, in order to rethink it, in a way similar to 

his return to the origins of our culture through its primitive symbols, 

and to the arche of consciousness through psychoanalysis. 

He operated a second distanciation from the primacy of the 

cogito, after that of psychoanalysis, by subordinating the subjective 

intentions of the subject, either the author or the reader, to the 

objective meaning of the text. This new shift reinforced the idea 

that philosophical reflection speaks from somewhere, from a given 

culture rooted in symbols, that is in linguistic creations in need of 

interpretation. We have argued , in the second part of this theSiS, 

that such an interpretation, with its rules of deciphering, makes 

philosophy concrete because it opens it to contemporary truth via the 

detour of the human sciences, whose methods and explanatory approaches 

can, in return, enlarge the ~ and pave the way to an enriched self. 

ThiS new epistemological distanciation via language and narrative 

connects language and experience. Indeed, and paradoxically. 
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distanciation is part of the experience of belonging, through the 

act of appropriation of the meaning manifested by the text . Together 

they constitute the hermeneutic circle that points towards ontology, 

that is towards the ultimate aim of Ricoeur ' s hermeneutics . This is 

possible in Ricoeur ' s philosophy of language because discourse is 

given priority over the system . 

Ricoeur made it very clear that hermeneutics, unlike 

structuralism , is concerned with discourse and its surplus of 

meaning , and not with systems . Having chosen discourse as his 

starting point , he then stressed the dialectical link between the 

oral event that characterizes the act of speaking , and the written 

meaning that makes up the ' same '. He further drew attention to the 

text that embodies such a meaning : it is a work of language, a 

structured whole the intention of which is to say something about 

something . In Ricoeur ' s view , the immanent sense of a text points 

towards a transcendent reference, beyond all systems . The 'text­

work ' implied a distance , which Ricoeur called ' distanciation ', and 

which in turn demanded an interpretation. It must be stressed that 

hermeneutics was now enlarged . It transcended the double inten­

tionality of symbols to include 'the problem posed by the passage 

from the structure immanent in every text to its extra-linguistic 

aim ' (Response , p . 35) . Such an aim , or 'vis4e ', is also called the 

' matter ', or the ' world ' of the text . The hermeneutic circle of 

distanciation and appropriation illustrates this passage from 

immanence to transcendence . It connects the need of a structural 

explanation , now seen as a necessary step, towards an understanding 

of the ' matter ' of the text, disclosed by the text . In other words , 

Ricoeur integrated the until now opposed attitudes of explanation 

and understanding within a dialectics of difference and identity. 

Explanation became the long route, like an abstract and objective 
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moment of which structural analysis was the best example, that led 

to an understanding of ' the being brought to language by the text' 

(Response, p . 35). 

Ricoeur remains critical of any hermeneutics tha t do es 

not make such a ' detour ' via the epistemological problems of method . 

In his view both Heidegger ' s and Gadamer ' s herme neutics are ' short 

cuts ', lea~ing directly to identity and being) without the 

necessary ~istance and difference of objective analysis and criti~ue. 

We would argue that Ricoeur ' s mediated and critical approach, in 

search of new concepts which reinterpret the old ones in order to 

develop a new humanism, resolves the problem pinpointed by Annette 

Lavers in 1970 , in her article ' Man , meaning and subject. A current 

reappraisal '. Discussing the conflict between Structuralists and 

Existentialists, she wrote: 

' Yet if this is not to remain another quarrel of the 
Ancients and the Moderns , a more genuine basis must 
be found for the constitution of a thesis and an 
antithesis out of which a new synthesis might arise . 
This would of course be a new humanism ••• ' (p . 44) 

Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic circle offers such a synthesis . 

Interpretation Theory, written in 1973 in the form of a series of 

lectures delivered in Texas (and published in 1976), points towards 

thiS humanism ' in the search for a way to live with some indispen-

sable concepts ' (ibid . , p . 49) . 

Ricoeur was able to transcend the ' quarrel of the Ancients 

and the Moderns ' by transforming their conflict into a complementary 

dialectiCS , in a way similar to his previous arbitration of the ' war ' 

of interpretations . 

Moreover , Annette Lavers' definition of the structuralists ' 

aims , in her book, Roland Barthes . Structuralism and After (1982) 

could easily apply to Ricoeur. She draws attention to the fact that 

' for structuralists the relationship with the world is mediate ' (p. 16), 
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as opposed to the phenomenologists ' direct apprehension of meaning . 

She explains how the structuralist rejects a direct comprehension 

of man and language in order to centre on explanation seen as ' the 

analytic method suited to the sciences of nature ' (ibid. , p . 16). 

Ricoeur does indeed mediate the world through an explana­

tion of it but, unlike the ~tructuralists, he does not reject 

comprehension. The world is still for me to understand and ' mak~ my 

own' . There is still a subject be it a split cogito who 

thinks and speaks, and who appropria tes the meaning of the world 

disclosed by the text . Yet, Ricoeur is not a phenomenologist in 

the original sense of the word, since he regards the i mmediate 

comprehension of meaning as a nalve understanding in need of 

critical int erpretation . Distanciation and explanation have this 

function , and consequently they constitute the epistemological path 

towards understanding proper and an ontological appropriation. 

Together , distanciation and appropriation . make up a dialectics of 

difference and identity which , we are convinced , is a new s ynthesis 

and the beginning of a modern enlightened humanism that opens up 

different realities and make old worlds new. 

This third part of our thesis is divided into two 

chapters. In the first chapter we shall discuss Ricoeur ' s theory 

of interpretation and metaphor seen as the cornerstone of his 

hermeneutics of language . We shall ask what distinguishes it from 

other philosophies of language, and also why we give so much impor­

tance to it . We shall argue its value as regards our understanding 

of literature , since we see in it a possible arbitration of conflicting 

literary criticisms . And we shall emphasize the importance of the 

' other ' of the text: the ' same ' of meaning is embodied in it . 

Our interest in literature will ~e further developed in 

the second chapter with the question of creativity in narratives . 
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While Ricoeur's theory of metaphor focusses upon the linguistic 

mutations and creative transformati~ns by which language recreates 

itself, his work on narrativity expands this inventive power of 

language to include the concept of plot. The plot unites within 

the same temporal and intelligible order a sequence of various 

heterogeneous events. It thus adds to the new metaphorical 

configuration of meaning a configuration of significant wholes~ 

construed out of scattered happenings. Both configurations 

disclose new worlds thanks to the reference of language. But the 

referent of narrative discourse opens up the referent of poetic 

discourse onto human action, an action already symbolized over and 

over again, thus constantly reinterpreted and enriched by narration; • 

Moreover, this human praxis unfolds in time, and its temporal values 

stress the temporal structures of narration. In Ricoeur's view, 

time experience, which is usually ignored by structuralists, is 

the ultimate referent of the narrative mode. Thus his task, as he 

says to Richard Kearney's in Dialogues, is 'to show how the narrative 

structures of history and of the story (i.e. of the novel or fiction) 

operate in a parallel fashion to create new forms of human time' 

(p.20). This draws attention to the fact that time becomes human 

time when it is shaped by narrative operations. The productive ----
imagination, seen as the real link between metaphor and narrativity, 

provides poetic models for our shaping of time, which remains 

invisible in our ordinary experience of it. It also throws a new 

light upon the dialectics of identity and difference, since, 

according to Ricoeur, it is only through the story of a life that 

someone becomes who he is, and finds his identity: 'L'histoire 

racontJe dit le qUi de l'action'. (TR3, p.355). He becomes himself 

through a spiral movement made of differences, of all the scattered 

and conflicting events)and of all the stories he has told himself 
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throughout his life . In other words, the ego finds his self by 

way of its other in texts and narrative. The same dialectics of 

understanding and explanation, of appropriation and distanciation, 

sustain both Ricoeur's hermeneutics of language and of story-telling : 

we follow a story and we appropriate the meaning of a text only 

through an explanation of its narrative structures . In this part 

of our thesis we shall not require to investigate the many influences 

that shape the development of Ricoeur ' s thought : there is no need 

for such research on our part, since Ricoeur himself tells us at 

length where all his new ideas come from . His work on language, 

narrative and time has led him to a voluminous range of reading that 

touches on all human sciences . About five hundred authors have been 

I I 
quoted in La metaphore vive and Temps et recit, and their contribu-

tions have been openly acknowledged and critically ana1ys~d by 

Ricoeur . We would stress the importance of the concept of appropria-

ti on in Ricoeur ' s personal approach to other people ' s works, and not 

---------only in his hermeneutic circle . An appropriation that is not a 

taking away from others , in the sense of possession, but on the 

contrary a value: a dispossession of oneself , whereby we allow the 

other ' s ideas to fill us . In so doing, we welcome , listen to and 

resEect the ' Other ', and then make our own his ideas by means of our 

critical judgement . The other's ideas then add to the detour towards 

self-knowledge. This constitutes the fundamental value 

recurrent throughout Ricoeur ' s work: we cannot reach understanding 

directly and out of nothing. We are incarnate human beings rooted 

in culture with values and traditions . Concrete thinking starts 

from these values and from given perspectives , from them we can 

expand and create with originality . From all his many different 

and conflicting appropriations , Ricoeur has~in his latest work , 

reached a maturity of thought . Bringing together time, and 
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historical and fictional narratives within a threefold dialectics, 

he has succeeded in resolving the aporias of time ' po~tiquement ', 

and has therefore opened up the horizon of a new · understanding of 

being. He has shown how the self can understand itself more 

deeply within the historical present, that is a present filled 

with projects of action that also fulfil past projects . And he 

has stressed that those projects make up the subject-matter of our 

stories a~d histories, through which the self finally finds its 

identity : a narrated identity. We would argue that both his values 

of depth and clarity are thus fulfilled, as we shall now examine 

in detail. 
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CHAPTER I 

A HEm~ENEUTICS OF LANGUAGE: INTERPRETATION THEORY (1976) 

AND LA METAPHORE VIVE (1975) 

INTRODUCTION 

if there are no rules for 
making good guesses, there 
are methods for validating 
those guesses we do make .' 
(I.T., p.76) 

Despite the hermeneutic 'detour' via symbols and the 

mediating signs of language, their linguistic dimension was not made 

explicit until later, when Ricoeur took up the challenge of structu-

ralism and confronted it on its own battle ground. In 1973, Ricoeur 

gave a series of lectures at the Christian University of Texas , under 

the title ' Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning ', today t~e subtitle 

of his book Interpretation Theory published in English in 1976. 

It was only then that Ricoeur's philosophy of language materialized. 

It claimed to offer ' a systematic and comprehensive theory that 

attempts to account for the unity of human language in view of the 

diverse uses to which it is put' (I.T., p.vii). 

What distinguishes Ricoeur from others in this vast field 

of linguistics? First of all, he is not a structuralist but a 

' hermeneutist', that is to say, someone who starts from discourse 

and not from systems. Secondly his aim is philosophical, it is 

self-understanding, now further mediated by the text seen as a work 

of language , that Ricoeur tries to comprehend . Ricoeur's basic 

question now concerns how we are to interpret the worlds disclosed 

by the text, how we are to make this new reality our own in such a 

way that we may add a self to our ego. What is ' reality'? His 

answer lies in an understanding of the inventive power of language 

and in the explanation of its narrative operations . When Ricoeur 
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came to realize that the meaning of existence is ultimately 

narrative (that is embedded in stories), that our identity is 

revealed through narration, he had no other choice but to turn to 

this 'other ' of language as the necessary route to the ' same ' of 

meaning . Yet, his Quest for an ontology shows his proximity to 

phenomenology as well as his distance from the structuralists, 

although we have already ~tressed that he is not a phenomenologist 

as such . In his view, the understanding of being has to be media t ed 

by techniQues and methods, and by epistemological explanations. He 

is convinced that ' expliQuer, c ' est comprendre mieux' (~. I . p . 12). 

We have seen how the importance he gives to method distinguishes 

him from both Heidegger ' s and Gadamer's hermeneutics. In fact, 

Ricoeur ' s hermeneutics of language is as uniQue as was his study on 

psychoanalysisJand also his interpretation of evil through mythic­

symbolic language . His originality is in his ability to choose from 

different and contrasting horizons the modern ingredients necessary 

to a reinterpretation of old c?ncepts into new and stimulating ones . 

For example , he was able to break the existing opposition between 

the concepts of expl~nation and understanding, and to bring them 

together into his hermeneutic circle . Moreover , he transformed them 

into concepts of distanciation and appropriation, thus adding an 

existential value to the epistemological argument . Also , his 

attempt to transcend ordinary language, as well as the codes and 

systems laid out by the structuralists , shows his determination to 

open up existing concepts by revealing new possibilities and new 

ways of looking at them . To Richard Kearney, in Dialogues, Ricoeur 

says that his : 

' ••• philosophical project is to show how human 
language is inventive despite the objective limits 
and codes which govern it , to reveal the diversity 
and potentiality of language which the erosion of 
the everyday, conditioned by technocratic and 
political interests , never ceases to obscure.'(p.19) 
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This chapter is divided into three sections which 

follow closely the key concepts of Ricoeur ' s theory of language . 

In the first section, we shall stress that ' language stands as 

discourse ', distinct from system . And since ' only written language 

fully displays the criteria of discourse ' (I . T., p . xi) , we shall 

further discuss Ricoeur's concept of the text, understood as a 

work of discourse . · We shall see how the ' other ' of event, and the 

' same ' of meaning disclosed by the second-order reference of the 

text, prepare the way to Ricoeur's dialectics of distanciation and 

appropriation. The second section will examine what we may call 

the power of metaphoricity of the work of language, with its 

metaphors and symbols whose structures create new meaning. and thus 

enrich the self . La m~taphore vive (1 975 ) will add depth to 

Interpretation Theory (1 976) , and to our understanding of . the 

creativity of language whose immanent sense refers to a transcendent 

reference. And finally, the third section will make explicit the 

hermeneutic circle of difference and identity,constituted by 

Ricoeur's dialectics of explanation and understanding . This circle 

is central to the theory, and we would argue that it is very 

important , not only in terms of its positive theoritical aspects, 

but also in terms of its practical function as regards a possible 

arbitration of contrasting literary criticisms. 

We would also argue that our understanding of literature 

can be enriched by the hermeneutic concepts of distanciation and 

appropriation. 

1 Language as a ' work ' of discourse 

' For me, the distinction between 
semantics and semiQtics is the key 
to the whole problem of language .' 
(I.T., p . 8) 

It is the distinction between discourse and system, made 
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by the French .linguistician Emile Benveniste, that led Ricoeur to 

make the distinction between semant.ics and semiotics . Ricoeur 

declares that for him ' la sJmantique du discours 'est irr~ductible 

a la semiotique des entitJs lexicales ' (M . V., p . SS) . The latter 

dissociates language into its constituent parts while the former 

integrates it into larger Wholes concerned vrith meaning . Emile 

Benveniste makes this distinction in Probl~mes de linguistigue 

g~nerale , 1: (1966) by stressing the difference between signs and 

the sentence : 

' ••• avec la phrase on quitte le domaine de la 
langue comme systeme des signes, et l 'on entre 
dans un autre univers, celui de la langue comme 
instrument de communication , dont l ' expression 
est le discours. Ce sont la vraiment deux 
univers diffJrents , bien qu ' ils embrassent la 
m~me realite , et ils donnent lieu a deux 
linguistiques diff~rentes ••• ( (p .1 )O) 

The sentence is not reducible to its parts because it belongs to a 

different level , that of discourse. Discourse is the field of the 

linguistic science of semantics, which provides the springboard 

for a hermeneutic philosophy . The hermeneutic model is distinct 

from the structural m~delt itself the product of the other linguistic 

science of the sign , semiotics, operating in a closed system and 

and providing an understanding of structures. The word assures a 

continuity between those two sciences , since it is at once part of 

the system of signs and also a meaningful sign of discourse . 

I I 
In probl~mes de linguistique generale, 2 (1974), Benveniste states 

the difference between the two linguistics as follows : 

' Le s~miotique ( le signe ) doit etre RECONNU; le 
semantique (le discours) doit ~tre COMPRIS ' 
(pp. 64-65) 

Ricoeur develops this difference further in accordance 

with Benveniste ' s conceptions of an ' instance ' and an ' intended ' of 

discourse. According to Ricoeur they lead to a dialectics of 
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event and meaning in discourse 'tout discours se produit comme un 

~v~nement, mais se laisse comprendr.e comme sens' (M.V.,p.92). 

The ' other' of event, although it immediately vanishes, is funda-

mental throughout Ricoeur's theory of interpretation. The event 

of speaking, of reading, of understanding has a temporal existence 

that different~ates it from the latent system. Moreover , it points 

towards the 'same'i 'the said as such' (I .~., p.9), that is, 

towards meaning: there is no meaning without an event, no 'same ' 

without an ' other '. Meaning has two aspects, one subjective 

what the speaker means and one objective what the sentence 

means. The objective dimension opens up a new and crucial dialectics , 

that of sense and reference. Here, Ricoeur follows Gottlob Frege's 

distinction between the 'what' and the 'about what' of discourse, 

'the ' what ' of discourse is its 'sense', the ' about what ' is its 

reference ' (LT.,p.19). The sense is immanent in the text)itself a 

closed universe of signs, while the reference transcends it towards 

an extra-linguistic world: 

' Dans la langue, il n'y a pas de probleme .de 
reference : les signes renvoient a d'autres 
signes dans Ie meme systeme. Avec la phrase, Ie 
langage~t de lui-m~me; la r~f~rence marque 
la transcendance du langage a lui-m~me .' (M.V. ,p.97) 

However , Ricoeur draws attention to the fact that although 

the text is objective or, to put it another way, at a distance from 

what he considers to be the event of a subjective spoken discourse, 

yet it is not an authorless 'object' cut off from discourse. He 

clearly disagrees with Derrida on that point: 

'To hold, as Jacques Derrida does, that writing has 
a root distinct from speech and that this foundation 
has been misunderstood ••• is to overlook the grounding 
of both modes of the actualization of discourse in the 
dialectical constitution of discourse.' (I.T. ,p.26) 

But, having said that, Ricoeur conceptualizes the 

difference between speaking and writing by means of his concept of 
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distanciation. Yes indeed, the text is a work of discourse and 

communication, 'a discourse told by. somebody, said by someone to 

someone else about something' (I.T., p.30), but it is also a 

structured self-contained ' work ' similar to a sculpture. In other 

words, distance is emphasized with the event now surpassed by the 

meaning inscribed in the text. Ricoeur explains in ' The model of 

the text' in Social Research (1971) why 'with written discourse, 

the author's intention and the meaning of the text cease to 

coincide ••• What the text says now matters more than what the 

author meant to say .•• ' (p.534). Therefore psychological and 

textual meanings are dissociated. Moreover, this dissociation leads 

-------------------to another distance between ____ . the 'ostensive ' 
----------------

reference present in a dialogue, that is a reference that can be 

shown because it relies on descriptions and shared situations of a 

'here and now', and the 'non-ostensive' reference opened up by the 

text. 

Although discourse is now limited by its material 

fixation, yet it is paradoxically universalized and freed from the 

narrowness of a given context. Ricoeur acknowledges that, in 

literature, the abolition of 'ostensive' and descriptive reference 

can legitimate two opposite attitudes . One is to reduce the text to 

a worldless entity, to a closed system of signs, an analogon of the 

code as opposed to the message. The structural literary critic 

reads the text in this way, which for Ricoeur means 'to prolong the 

suspension of the ostensive reference and to transfer oneself into 

the 'place' where the text stands, within the 'enclosure' of this 

worldless place'. (I.T. ,p.81). 

But Ricoeur is convinced that this explanatory reduction 

is incomplete and hence calls for the second attitude which, in his 

view)adds to the first by imaginatively actualizing the 
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'non-ostensive' references. These non-descriptive second-order 

references release other dimension~ of our being in the world 

because of the suspension of the first-order referential intention. 

They enrich our existential horizon by projecting new ontological 

possibilities. Ricoeur argues that 'poetic texts speak about the 

world. But not in a descrip.tive way... The effacement of the 

ostensive and descriptive reference liberates a power of reference 

to aspects of our being in the world that cannot be said in a direct 

descriptive way, but only alluded to, thanks to the referential 

values of metaphoric and, in general, symbolic expressions.' 

(g. ,p.37). 

This emancipation of the text from the limits of immediate 

descriptive reference led Ricoeur to Francois Dagognet's concept of 

'iconic augmentation', that is to the idea of an increased symbolic 

meaning condensed within concrete images. Ricoeur explains why such 

a concept increases meaning: it does so 'by capturing it in ' the net­

work .of its abbreviated signs.' (~., p.41). 

He agrees with Dagognet, and makes his own, the idea that 

the exteriorization of thought in a material medium augments reality 

because it condenses it. It is like seeing through a window, that is 

through a limited space, the vastness of a world. Moreover, Ricoeur 

takes this idea further by developing in his article 'The function 

of fiction in shaping reality' in Man and World (1979), the conception 

of a paradox of 'iconic augmentation', by means of which 'the more 

imagination deviates from that which is called reality in ordinary 

language and vision, the more it approaches the heart of the reality 

which is ••• the world into which we have been thrown by birth and 

within which we try to orient ourselves by projecting our innermost 

possibilities upon it, in order that we dwell there' (p.139). In 

other words, Ricoeur argues that what the text discloses, what it 
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projects in front of it, is something of a different order from 

speech. The distance, brought about by the idea of an iconic 

image that increases meaning by concentrating it; adds to ordinary 

language and conversation something more real than what is normally 

called reality. It is a productive distance essential to human 

growth. Moreover , the more abstract the text, the greater the 

distance with its descriptive reference, and accordingly the greater 

also the metamorphosis of our immediate world. In turn this 

metaphorrosis of our ordinary vision of the world enriches the 

self of self-identity. We would argue t hat the dialectics of 

difference and identity is itself enlarged and deepened through this 

process. The distance between the written and the spoken word, as 

well as between event (present in the act of reading and of under­

standing) and meaning, gives new depths to the 'same ' of ~eaning in 

the written text. Indeed, it is now clear that the self cannot 

know itself without the distanciation brought about by the written 

word, and, last but not least, without the 'appropriation' that 

follows. For the act of reading implies an attempt to make our own, 

that is to appropriate, someone else's horizon, another vision of 

the world, that enlarges our own. In order to understand this new 

vision, we need a hermeneutics of the written work of discourse. 

This hermeneutics transcends the previous interpretation of the 

double-intentionality of symbols, and expands to the problem posed 

by the passage from sense to non-descriptive reference. 

Such a hermeneutics is rooted in the concept of a herme-

neutic circle which, Ricoeur insists, is not vicious, since it 

remains open. In this open circle, the scientific chara cter of 

validation and distanciation works in dialectic with our subjective 

guesses and appropriation. Before examining how such a circle 

operates in Ricoeur's theory of interpretation, and how the endless 
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struggle between the 'otherness ' of distance and the ' sameness 'of 

self- understanding leads to a creat,ion of meaning, we must first 

understand the linguistic structure of metaphors 'and symbols which 

pave the way to what Ricoeur sees as creativity in language . 

2 Metaphor and Symbol: the surplus of meaning 

••• voir Ie meme dans Ie different, 
c ' est voir Ie semblable. Or c'est 
la metaphore qui r6v~le la structure 
logique du££semblable?~ , parce que, 
dans l ' enonc~ m~taphorique, Ie 
<, semblable»est apergu en d~pit de 
la difference , malgr~ la contra­
diction.' (M. V., p . 249) 

Ricoeur draws from I . A. Richards ' The Philosophy of Rhetoric 

(1936) in his rejection of the traditional model of metaphor whereby 

it was simply a trope , this is to say a word used in plac~ of another 

word . This substitution of a literal word by a metaphoric word, 

according to some similarities between the two, could not create 

meaning , since it only translated the same literal meaning with a 

figurative word . Hence , it was excluded from the semantics of the 

sentence . Ricoeur writes : 

' ••• si en effet le terme m~taphorique est un terme 
substitu~ , l'information fournie par la m~taphore 
est nulle , le terme absent pouvant ~tre restitu~ 
s ' il existe; et si l ' information est nulle , la 
metaphore n ' a qu'une valeur ornementale, 
dE!corative.' (M. V.,p. 30) 

On the contrary, it is today widely accepted that a 

metaphor is the outcome of a tension produced within the sentence as 

a whole, by two incompatible ideas or words . The metaphoric inter­

pretation reduces the tension thanks to the appearance of a similarity 

where ordinary vision does not perceive any relationship . A calculated 

error that violates the linguistic code , the metaphor twists words 

and literal interpretations , thus extending into metaphorical meaning. 

Resemblance plays a major part in the reduction of the tenSion, 
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because it brings together things which do not normally go 

together. The whole phenomenon is a semantic innovation because 

it creates new meaningful relati onships. Moreover, this extension 

of meaning is also an event of language: 

' ••• la torsion m~taphorique est ~ la fois un 
6v&nement et une signification, un evenement 
signifiant-,-une signification ~mergente cr~ee 
par le langage.' (M.V., p.127) 

It is within the dialectics of the 'other' of event and the 'same ' of 

meaning that we see emerge an 'is' and an 'is not' within the 'same'. 

The 'is' is a metaphorical 'same', and the 'is not' is a literal 

'other', since it is a negation of meaning, yet still meaning in a 

'tense' metaphorical dialectics. If a metaphor ceases to tell us 

something new about reality and the 'same', then it is no longer 'une 

m~taphore vive', but a dead metaphor that adds to the polysemy of the 

linguistic system. The polysemy of words, whereby words have several 

meanings, increases the surplus of meaning in language" and, in 

Ricoeur's view, transcends the field of semiotics, because the 

screening function necessary to a universal discourse depends on 

contexts and sentences. In fact, polysemy points to interpretation 

in its most primitive aspects: because all words are polysemic, they 

need to be deciphered through an interpretation of their context. 

Ricoeur's study on 'La M6taphore et la nouvelle rhetorique' 

in La m~taphore vive examines, within the framework ~f French 

structuralism, the notions of 'rhetoric degree zero', of 'deviation', 

and of 'reduction of d~viation'. In his view, semiotics marks the 

return to classical rhetoric, with the aim of renewing it. The 

difference, however, is that now: 

' ••• la rhdtorique nouvelle se propose explicitement 
de construire la notion de trope sur celle de figure, 
et non l'inverse, et d'~difier directement une 
rh~torique des figures. La trope pourra donc rester 
ce qu'il ~tait dans l'ancienne rh~torique, c'est-a-dire 
unefigure de substitution au niveau du mot. Du moins 
sera-t-il encadr~ par un concept plus g~n~ral, celui 
d' Jcart.' (!:.Y., p.176) 
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It would be useful to summarize Ricoeur ' s answers to the 

four following questions , in order .to trace his own original develop­

ment as regards the explanatory stage of his hermeneutics of 

language . Besides , it must be stressed once again that Ricoeur ' s 

appropriation of other people ' s ideas is done very openly and 

profusely within a dialogue .that is extremely productive. It is 

always from a given contemporary landscape , with its particular 

arguments and challenges , that Ricoeur frames his own original ideas . 

His long and detailed study of language demonstrates his constant 

effort to acquire competence in fields other than philosophy. There 

is, for Ricoeur , a need to read more and more in order to be able 

to incorporate, within his hermeneutic circle~as much as possible at 

the objective explanatory level , and especially with regards to 

linguistic problems . The bibliography of authors cited i~ 

La M~taphore vive (we counted 215 ) reflects the vastness and depth 

of his research and stresses Ricoeur ' s desire to read everything . 

The following summary is meant to be not only an explana­

tion of Ricoeur ' s argument as regards what he calls the ' new 

rhetoric', but also an example of the way Ricoeur appropriates 

others ' ideas . Moreover , it demonstrates our assertion that there 

is no need for us to research into the influences of other people on 

Ricoeur ' s thought . He himself tells us at great length wha t those 

influences are , where they come from and why they are important to 

him . He himself provides his own intellectual background. 

The four questions are: from ~ is there a deviation? 

What are we to understand by the word ' deviation ' ? Is not the 

reduction of deviation more important than deviation itself? And 

since the criterion of deviation belongs to the unconscious, how is 

meaning linked to such an infra-linguistic process? 

Firstly , to the question regarding ' the deviation', under­

stood in terms of what Ricoeur calls the degree zero of rhetoric . 
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It is an extremely important concept since everybody agrees. that 

'il n'y a langage figur~ que si l'on peut l'opposer ~ un autre 

langage qui ne l'est pas' (~. ,p.178). Ricoeur proposes three 

answers. He draws from G~rard Genette's Figures I (1966), the idea 

of a deviation between 'real' and 'virtual ' language, assessed by 

the self awareness of the speaker . But this deviation implies that 

each figure can be 'translated': the absent word can be restored . 

And for Ricoeur 'ce langage virtuel n'est pas restituable par une 

traduction au niveau des mots, mais par une interpr~tation au niveau 

de la phrase' (~, p.180). Hence he remains critical. From Jean 

l It · Cohen's Structure du angage poe ~gue ( 1966 ) • Ricoeur retains the idea 

of a relative degree zero in relation to scientific language. which can 

be measured. But Ricoeur remarks that the measurement of deviations 

does not replace the consciousness we have of them. Once again he is 

cri tical. 

And from the Groupe ~ S (Centre d'etudes po6tiques. Univer­

site de Liege) Rhetorigue g~nerale (1970). Ricoeur gets the idea that 

the degree zero is 'constructed' at an infra-linguistic level , and 

therefore does not coincide with that which we experience in discourse. 

Again. Ricoeur remains critical. He notes: 

'La solution du probleme de l'6cart a un plan infra­
linguistique ne se substitue ••• pas a sa description 
au plan de manifestation du discours; A ce plan. la 
I. b· did 1/ rhetor~que a eso~n e reperer un egre zero pratique 

dans le langage lui-mteme.' (M.V., p.184) 

We would argue that it is as if the 'other' of the unconscious code 

has reduced to itself the 'same' of conscious meaning. Deviation 

emphasizes difference at the expense of identity. 

But then, what does 'deviat ion ' mean? Ricoeur draws once 

more from Genette's work. in order to answer this second question. 

Both the ideas of distanciation within language, of a ' from ••• to', 

and of configuration that gives form and visibility to the virtual 

system, are retained by Ricoeur. He accepts ' 1 ' id6e d'une opacit~ 

du discours centr~ sur lui-m~me. l'idde que les figures rendent 

visible le discours' (~., p.190). Put it another way, he 

acknowledges the 'other' of discourse but he also di ' sagrees now 
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with the abolition of reference, of the 'same '. He explains as 

follows: 

'On pose ••• que la suspension de la fonction r~f~ren­
tielle, telle qu'elle est exerc~e dans le discours 
ordinaire, implique l'abolition de toute fonction 
ref~rentielle; reste a la litterature de se 
signifier elle-m~me.' (M.V., p.190) 

Such a decision, Ricoeur argues, transcends the field of linguistics 

because it concerns the meaning of reality, itself a matter for 

philosophy. We see in practice how Ricoeur's critical appropriation 

of others' ideas works, as a 'yes' and 'no'. 

The third question, which deals with the reduction of 

deviation caused by what Ricoeur calls a 'tran~gression de regle' 

(M.V., p.192), brings Ricoeur back to Jean Cohen's work. Ricoeur 

takes up the idea that there is semantic deviation when words are 

interpreted literally. Metaphor reduces this by producing another 

deviation in the lexical code, when it changes the meaning of one 

of the words. Those two complementary deviations belong to different 

linguistic levelS: the first is syntagmatic, that is on a level where 

signs are side by side in succession, and the second that violates the 

linguistic code is paradigmatic. On that level, Signs form a reser­

voir of meaning within a system. Speech takes over language in order 

to save meaning. But Ricoeur finds this analysis again incomplete, 

because in it metaphor remains within the paradigmatic order of words: 

t ••• la theorie contient une grave omiSSion, celle 
de la nouvelle pertinence, proprement syntagmatique, 
dont l'ecart paradigmatique est seulement l'envers.' 
(M..:!:. ,p.198) 

Consequently, Ricoeur develops Cohen. He adds to Cohen'S statement 

that the poet works on the message in order to change the code, the 

oppOSite assertion that 'le po~te change la langue pour agir sur le 

message' (M.V. ,p.198). The idea is to stress meaning, the ' same ', 

rather than the 'other' of system. 

Ricoeur is critical of this omiSSion of the importance of 

meaning in the sentence, since he sees in it a denial of the referen­

tial and heuristic values of metaphor, a denial of , the 'same'. He is 

convinced that 'la mbtaphore est une novation semantique a la fols 

d'ordre predicatif, (nouvelle pertinence) et d'ordre lexical (ecart 
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paradigmatique), (M.V. p.201). In other words, metaphor creates 

meaning at the level of the whole sentence . 

Hence the last question, which brings about the problems 

of the relationship between the theories of word-metaphor, of trope, 

and of statement-metaphor that operates within the sentence as a 

whole, Ricoeur investigates in depth the operations of the analysis 

of signs that govern meaning at the infra-linguistic level, and he 

succeeds in establishing that 'l'indeniable subtilit~ de la nouvelle 

rhetorique s'6puise entieremem dans un cadre thJorique qui m~connait 
. I I ,/ , 

la specific~te de la metaphore-enonce et se borne a confirmer le 

primat de la mbtaphore-mot' (M.V., p.9). Or, to put it another way , 

Ricoeur's interpretation shows how semiotics works within the realm 

of difference, of the 'other', without much concern for the ' same ' 

of meaning. 

From this previous analysis of Ricoeur's critical approach 

and subsequent appropriation of the structuralists ' ideas, we shall 

draw attention to the importance of his dialectics of distanciation 

and appropriation. His investigation into the structural aspects 

of metaphor stresses in a for~eful way the importance of distancia-

tion, not only as a theory that fits within a hermeneutic circle, ----
but also in practice, as a method typical of Ricoeur's own way of 

thinking. His critical analysis brings distance. Also, the 

linguistic approach is one of distance and difference, since it 

eliminates any reference to the speaking subject . The outcome is 

that the ' same ' of meaning, of metaphorical and heuristic meaning, 

is made redundant. This phenomenon -seems to be similar to the 

nihilist tendency in contemporary French philosophy: it overstresses 

difference to the point of reducing identity. Ricoeur is critical 

of both approaches and consequently solves the problem himself by 

the equilibrium of his dialectics of distanciation and appropriation, 

as we shall see in the following section of this chapter. 
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Symbols, with their surplus of meaning, add to 

metaphors by providing them with roots . We know from our previous 
. . 

study of La Symboligue du mal that symbols have an excess of 

signification)and are creative because they give rise to thought . 

But their linguistic dimension must be stressed, even though their 

semantic moment constantly refers back to the ncn-semantic which is 

bound to the cosmic , the psychic , and the poetic vision of pre-

linguistic experience . Ricoeur sees in them the roots of met aphors , 

' on the dividing line between bios and logos ', while metaphors 

belong to ' the already purified universe of the logos' (r . T. ,p.58). 

They have meaning according to a logic of correspondence springing 

from lived experience and expressed within the semantic structure 

of discourse . For example, the earth and s ky point to the union of 

male and female , while the fecundity of the earth refers to the 

mother ' s womb, the sowing of grain to burial, the return of s pring 

to birth and new life , and so on . They assimilate different things 

and in the process also assimilate ~ to what they signify. The 

' same ' and the 'other ' h€re "fuse in symbolic meaning. 

This depth of symbolism constitutes what Ricoeur calls 

'a reservoir of meaning whose metaphoric potential is yet to be 

spoken ' (~., p . 65) . This is why the metaphor 'brings to language 

the implicit semantics of the symbol ' (r . T., p . 69), and in doing 50 

it augments our vision of the world and our understanding of reality. 

But how can metaphors actually extend meaning and 

redescribe reality? Or in other words, what is the concept at work 

in metaphors? And even more important , what is reality? As regards 

the metaphorical process that redescribes reality, Ricoeur demon­

strates, in 1a Mdtaphore vive, how the emergence of metaphorical 

meaning is accompanied by the emergence of a new metaphorical , or 
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second degree, reference . Not only the literal meanin~ but also 

the literal reference of ordinary language are left behind . Thi s 

is to say that the suspension of a literal ' other ' made of literal 

sense and descriptive reference gives way to a metaphorical ' same ' 

with its metaphorical sense and its non-descriptive reference . 

Ricoeur explains : 

' De merne qu~ l'~nonc~ m4taphorique e8t celui 
qui conquiert son sens comme rn~taphorique sur les 
ruines du sens litt4ral, il est auss i celui qui 
acquiert sa refJrence sur les ruines de ce qu ' on 
peut appeler , par sym~trie , sa r~fdrence litt4rale .' 
(Ivl . V. ,p . 278) 

Moreover, Ricoeur extends this emergence of meaning at the level of 

the sentence to poetic discourse and literature , thus transforming 

the metaphor into a poem in miniature. Consequently he argues tha t 

' la m~taphore se pr~sente alors comme une stratigie de discours qui, 

en pr~servant et d~veloppant la puissance creatrice du langage, 

pr~serve et developpe Ie pouvoir heuristigue d~ploy4 par la fiction .' 

(M.:.!. ,p .1 0 ). In addition , Ricoeur makes use of Max Black ' s Models 

and Metaphors (1962) , so as to extend further the emergence of 

metaphorical meaning to models . He declares that ' la m~taphore est 

au langage po~tique ce que Ie mod~le est au langage scientifique 

quant ~ la relation aur~el .' (M. V. ,p . J02) . They both redescribe 

the world . This extension of the theory of metaphor to the 

explanatory function of models opposes any dichotomy between poetic 

and epistemologicai imagination. Both aim at seeing things in a 

different way . Theoretical models construe imaginary objects that 

can be described, and whose properties correspo'nd to a reality too 

difficult to describe . To that purpose , language is changed . 

Or in other words , as Ricoeur explains , those models ' ne sont pas du 

tout des choses , ils introduisent plutBt un langage nouveau • •• dans 

lequel l ' original est d~crit sans ~tre construit .' (~. ,p . J04) . 

And Ricoeur insists that this recourse to scientific imagination 
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is not a failure of reason, but rather a ' rational way of trying 

out new possibilities on something , that can be described. Imagi-

nation and reaSon work together by means of the rules of 

correlation between the original reality and the model that is 

described. The logic of discovery at work in the process leads 

to new connections between the 'other' of models and the ' same ' of 

reality, it leads to a creation of new meaning. And in turn, 

models provide metaphors with an account of the concept of the 

productive reference. Because they are models for redescribing 

reality at an epistemological level, they show through their 

double movement of transference)of heuristic fiction to reality 

and of the redescription that fOllows)how fictions operate a 

metamorphosis of reality, and not a mere copy of it. In turn this 

reality becomes more real than appearances. Yet, what is. reality? 

Ricoeur argues that it is an experience in which 'inventer et 

decouvrir cessent de s'opposer et o~ crJer et r~v~ler coincident' 

(~. ,p.)10). And not only do metaphor~and model, contribute 

towards this experience, but, in Ricoeur's view, also utopia , the 

'not ••• yet' of political history in dialectics with the ' already-

there' of our cultural ideologies. Ricoeur emphaSizes the values 

of utopia: it adds meaning, symbolic meaning directed towards t he 

future. Something like a telos, it completes in a positive way the 

symbolic confirmation of the past, of our cultural arche , from where 

we get a sense of identity and of soci~l integration. Ricoeur 

writes on utopia in his article 'Ideology and utopia as cultural 

imagination' in Philosophic Exchange, 2 (1976): 

'From this 'no-place ', an exterior glance is cast on 
our reality,which suddenly looks strange, nothing 
more being taken for granted . The field of the 
possible is now opened beyond that of the actual, a 
field for alternative ways of living.' (p. 25) 
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In other words, the power of imagination at work beyond the given 

of political ideologies can liberate them f"rom the dangers of static 

repetition and sterile glorification , in a way similar to the work 

of the living metaphor that recreates both language and meaning, or 

to the work of the heuristic model that opens up new realities . 

Which reality? How are we to grasp such a concept? The concept of 

'veri te m~taphoriq':le, qui preserve le ~(. n' est pas"}> dans le ~£ est ,> , 

(M.V., p.31)) designates this reality. It implies the idea of tension 

between two interpretations, between identity and difference, and also 

within the verb 'to be' itself, which 'is' and 'is not'. Ricoeur 

insists that both the existential 'is not' the 'other ' and the 

'is' the ' same ' must be retained in dialectical tension. Ir 

it is not, then the metaphor itself is lost, in the same way the 

symbol is lost if we 'translate ' the first intentionality into the 

second. 'l'here is a non-transla tabili ty wi thin the dual structure of 

symbols, metaphors and models. The metaphorical truth is therefore a 

paradox: because meaning is at once an 'is not' (an 'othe~) , and an 

'is' (a 'same'), the literal reference is only in tension with the 

metaphorical reference. It follows that the notion of truth itself 

is 'tensive', since, according to Ricoeur, it is dependent upon 

reference, that is upon the conflicting dialectics inherent to the 

structure of the metaphor, a structure in which distance is preserved 

within identity while identity dwells within difference. 

And because this tensive truth discloses reality, Ricoeur 

sets out to recover the philosophy implicit in the concept of meta-

phorical reference. It must be remembered that this is what 

distinguishes Ricoeur from lingUists, literary critics, structura-

lists or logicians. He believes that metaphor, like symbol, gives 

rise to thought: 'le discours spJculatif a sa possibilite dans 

le dynamisme s~mantique de l'enonciation m~taphorique' (M.V.,p.375). 
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His question is how can the philosophical concept of reality be 

disclosed through such tension? Can we grasp it as a conceptual 

gain when it is so deeply rooted in conflict? The answer is no : 

the gain in meaning remains caught within the conflict of identity 

and difference. Ricoeur explains as follows: 

' Or , en disant que ceci est (comme) cela 
l'assimilation n'atteint pas Ie niveau de l ' identite 
de sens . Le'::~ semblable }~ reste en d~faut par 
rapport au 4 meme 17 . Voir Ie semblable ••• c' est 
appr~hender le« m€'rne 7) dans et malgr~ la « difference 7> 

••• Ie gain en signification n'est pas port~ au concept, 
dans la mesure ou il demeure pris dans ce conf lit du 
~, meme 7> et du "differentP~ bien qu' il consti tue l' ~bauche 
et la demande d'une instruction par Ie concept .' ~ 

(!hY. ,p.376) 

Consequently, Ricoeur emphasizes the irreducible difference, 

despite the complementaritY,of the ' same' of semantics, an epistemo­

logical ' same ' that sustains the metaphorical truth, and the 

~tological ' same ' of hermeneutics and of reflective thought that 

tries to conceptualize meaning: 

'Ie discours spJculatif a sa nlcessite en lui-m~me, 
dans la mise en oeuvre des ressources d ' articulation 
conceptuelle qui sans doute tiennent ~ l ' esprit lui­
meme , qui sont l ' esprit lui-meme se reflechissant.' 
(!!'h.Y. ,p. 375) 

Within this new ontological dialectics the epistemological 

' same ', then an explanatory step towards the ontological, becomes 

an ontological ' other '. Hence semantics now becomes an 'other ' in 
. 

this new dialectics. Ricoeur further distinguishes between the 

' similar ' and the ' same '. The ' same' stands for the intellectual 

concept, for 'un sens ~<un et Ie meme." , (M.V., p.381). while the 

' similar' characterizes the world of imagination. 

'Si l ' imaginatio est le regne du~' semblable ;»>, 
l'intellectio est celui du<~meme7~ Dans l ' horizon 
ouvert par Ie s p6culatif , le <'<meme,' fonde le 
~( semblable l' et non 1 , . inverse •. ' (M. V. ,p. 381). 

The ' similar ' already implies a dialectics of difference and 

identity. We have seen this dialectics at work throughout the 
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writings of Ricoeur: it illustrates the importance of distance 

and imagination in his thought . Moreover , Ricoeur thinks that our 

understanding of the ' similar ' is possible only because we have 

an intellectual conception of what is identity. This in turn 

st r esses a second dialectics between the ' similar ' of imagination 

and the ' same ' of conceptualized meaning . In other words , the only 

route towards the concept of reality is dialectical . It adds 

distance to the experience of belonging and thus is in need of 

interpretation. The ' similar~ neither the ' same ' nor the ' other ' 

but both in dialectics , refers to the hermeneutic circle of distan-

ciation and appropriation that leads towards the conceptual and 

ont ological ' same '. Hermeneutics itself rooted in the realm of the 

' same ', deals with the ' similar ', trying to differentiate between 

the ' same ' and the ' other ' , between the ontological concept and 

the epistemological metaphor. This is how Ricoeur now defines 

hermeneutics : 
• ~. 1 '" . " ' ••• l ' ~nterpretat~on repond a la fo~s a la notion 

du concept et a celle de l ' intention constituante 
de l ' exp~rience qui cherche a se dire sur le mode 
m~taphorique ••• C'est donc un discours mixte ••• 
D' un cote elle veut la clarte du concept - de 
l ' autre ••• le dynamisme de la signification que 
le concept arrete et fixe .' (M.V. ,p . 383) 

This is why hermeneutics is creative and , indeed , vivifying , like 

the ' m~taphore vive '. Situated between the , ' same ' of concept and 

the ' other ' of metaphor (an epistemological ' same ' that has become 

an ontological ' other ' ) in the new ontological dialectics of 

difference and identity , this ,philosophical method forces meta-

phor to disclose more, and reflective philosophy to think more. 

Yet hoW does it clarify the concept of reality? Ricoeur writes, 

' par une expl'icitation ontologique du postulat de la r~f~rence ' 

(M , V. ,p . 384) , since the signification of reference J rooted in 
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the pre-reflective, is meaningful only in the discourse of being . 

We have seen how the split referen~e offers a ' conception 

<.£tensionnelle;>"de la v~rit~ ' (M.V.,p.398 ) a tension be"tween 

identity and difference , between the ' is ' and the ' is not '. 

Reference therefore reveals beneath speculative questioning a 

dialectics of appropriation and distanciation made explicit by 

reflective hermeneutics . Ricoeur explains how the literary text,as a 

wmk ' prJfigure la distanciation que la pens~e sp~culative porte a 
son plus haut degr~ de r~flexion ' (M. V. ,p.399 ), while it also 

expresses ' l ' exp~rience d ' appartenance qui inclut l ' homme dans le 

discours et le discours dans l ' etre ' (M. V. , p . 398) . It must be 

stressed that , in Ricoeur's view, only a hermeneutic philosophy 

can decipher , within the metaphorical truth, itself ' tensive ' , such 

a dialectical and tensive concept of reality that oscil lates endlessly 

between distance and appropriation. Moreover this reality~constantly 

revealing itself and thus continuously enlarging our horizons , 

cannot be fully conceptualized absolute knowledge is not possible 

because of its conflicting structure . By definition , a dialectical 

phenomenon is always in movement , always changing . And such a 

productive dynamism)a value for Ricoeur since it is the equivalent 

of life , cannot be fixed in a system. It follows that Ricoeur ' s 

ontology can only attain to a fragmented and incomplete definition 

of being and reality . The dialectics at the source of this philoso-

phi cal finitude will now constitute the subject matter of our third 

section. 

3 The hermeneutic circle of Explanation and Understanding 

' What decenters ourselves is also what 
brings us back to ourselves . So we see 
the paradox. ' ('Ideology and Utopia as 
Cultural Imagination ', p . 27) 

This paradox of human reality is once more rooted in the 
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dialecti~s of event and meaning . For Ricoeur, understanding a 

literary ' work ' is an event by which we try to comprehend the text 

as a whole, as a structured totality. On the other hand, explana-

tion focusses on the meaning we need to ' ex-plicate 'J that is 

objectify, so that we may unfold it . And because both understanding 

and explanation belong to the same dialectics of event and meaning , 

they themselves form a similar reciprocal dialectics that eludes, 

in Ricoeur ' s view, the old dualistic conflict of previous hermeneutics . 

Ricoeur explains how, in Romanticist hermeneutics , understanding was 

seen as a subjective phenomenon which had to do with someone else ' s 

psychic life, while explanation was simply expelled from the human 

sciences . In more recent hermeneutics and particularly Gadame r ' s , 

there is still an alternative between objective alienation and 

participation , by which the truth of understanding is confronted to 

the method of analytical explanations . For Ricoeur , both problems 

of method and truth are important . Consequently he clearly distances 

himself from these approaches. Ricoeur ' s aim is to counter what he 

judges to be misleading theories by validating the abstrapt and 

objective moment of interpretation. The text can , and must , be 

submitted to explanatory operations. But Ricoeur draws attention to 

the fact that explanation is not an end in itself . It works within 

a wider conceptual framework whereby it is only a mediation in view 

of a deeper understanding, and 'ultimately in view of an understanding 

of self and being. We here stress Ricoeur ' s values as regards self­

~derstanding: it is not immediate and cannot be, since it requires 

the detour of an epistemological explanation . And, on the other 

hand, epistemological knowledge cannot, in itself , satisfy man. 

More reflection as regards its value and its me . f 
~ng- or-me is needed . 

In other words concrete reflective philosophy , for Ricoeur the only 

philosophy he really values , since the only one capable of 
answering 
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in some depth' our human needs for self-understanding. is dialec-

tical: it includes difference, and with it all methods and 

explanatory analyses we can have, and identity, whereby we under-

stand ourself as a self through our consciousness of the non-self, 

the 'other'. 

Ricoeur explains the dialectical process 'as a move from 

understanding to explaining and ••• from explanation to comprehen-

sion' (I.T.,p.74). We must emphasize Ricoeur's use of language, by 

which he revalues our ordinary words as well as make up new ones. 

in order to achieve better accuracy in the expression of his ideas. 

This explains why his philosophy is often difficult to grasp at 

first reading. Here we see the subtle difference between the idea 

of immediate grasping of understanding, and the act of holding and 

of making our own what we understand, that is of comprehending. 

How do we pass from naive understanding to comprehension 

or understanding proper? It would be useful to summarize Ri.coeur ' s 

dialectics in terms of guessing and validation. 

Firstly, understanding is seen by Ricoeur as a naive 

guessing 'of the meaning of the text as a whole' (I.T. ,p.74). It 

becomes comprehension only when enriched and validated, by the 

mediation of 'explanatory procedures', which operate a distanciation. 

vis-A-viS the objective 'work' of discourse. The text 'is objective, 

and thus can be explained. thanks to four traits which Ricoeur 

summarizes as follows in his article 'The model of the text' in , 
Social Research (1971). (1) the fixation of the meaning, (2) its 

dissociation from the mental intention of the author, (3) the display 

of non-ostensive references, and (4) the universal range of its 

addressees ' (p.546). 

We make sense of this semantic autonomy first by guessing . 

And Ricoeur notes that ' if there are no rules for making good 
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guesses , there are methods for validating those guesses we do make .' 

(~. , p . 76) . What do we guess? In a purely subjective approach, 

we grasp what is important for-me in the text as a whole . We also 

note the singularity of the text , its genre and structure , and 

finally we decipher the various layers of meaning conveyed by 

metaphoric and symbolic references. 

Secondly, what are the procedures of validation? Ricoeur 

stresses that they foll ow a logic of qualitative probability, and 

not of scientific verification. He understands validation to be 

' an argumentative discipline comparable to the ' juridicial 

procedures used in legal interpretation ' (I.T.,p.78). Therefore 

Ricoeur argues , in ' The Model of the Text ', that ' the method of 

conveyance of indices, typical of the logic of subjective probability, 

gives a firm basis for a science of the individual ' (p. 549 ). This 

method leads t o a scientific knowledge of the text because the text 

is seen as a ' quasi-individual' . Both a subjective and an objective 

approach to the text , guess and validation , unde~standing and 

explanation, enter , according to Ricoeur ' s values , into a circular 

dialectics, that is into a hermeneutic circle which remains open 

(it is not a vicious circle), since there is room for invalidation 

and for conflicting interpretations, with some interpretations more 

probable than others. Because not all interpretations are equal , 

Ricoeur thinks that ' it is always possible to argue for or against 

an interpretation , to confront interpretations, to arbitrate between 

them and to seek agreement , even if this agreement remains beyond 

our immediate reach.' (I.T.,p.79). 

Once again, this shows Ricoeur's values, his open-

minded attitude that listens and pays great attention to conflicting 

interpretations, a theme recurrent throughout his work. We stress 

the importance of the conception of arbitration for literary 
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criticism. We shall argue that there are so many apparently 

conflicting theories, all claiming· to hold the truth in their 

i~terpretation of literary texts , that it is im~ortant we arbitrate 

between them, by challenging each one with opposite points of view, 

and bearing in mind th~ possibility of appealing against previous 

judgements. This polemical · character of validation , another value 

in Ricoeur's criti-cal approach to other people's works , as well as in 

his own thought, could be, we are convinced, extremely enriching 

and creative for a fuller understanding of literature. This is so 

because it is within the conflict of interpretations that we discover 

the being of the text we are trying to understand. Indeed, just as 

we understood the metaphorical reference and discovered the new 

metaphorical being within the tension between the ' is ' and the 

' is not ', we also find the reality of texts within tensive interpre­

tations, whereby it also becomes a tensive reality . However , we 

draw attention to the fact that although Ricoeur favours the idea 

of a process of argumentation 

author have no special part 

in which the inten.tions of the 

yet he does not give,in any specific 

detail, the techniques as to how we are to arbitrate . All he says 

is that we are following a logiC of probability similar _to the one 

used in legal interpretation. In other words, he lays do.wn ideas 

from a purely philosophical standpoint . It is then up to the critic 

to take up those ideas and develop the relevant techniques 

accordingly . 

From the previous analysis, we stress the importance of 

difference and of explanation in Ricoeur's hermeneutics. But the 

question now is hoW to move back from the text, grasped in terms of 

sense immanent in structure, to comprehension. Ricoeur firmly 

believes that it is by following the movement of text ' from sense to 
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reference: from what it says, to what it talks about' (I.T. , p.88) . 

He takes the explanation of metaphor, grasped as a text in miniature, 

as a guide towards comprehension. In his article ' Metaphor and the 

problem of hermeneutics ', in John Thompson ' s Paul Ricoeur, he 

states, ' The explanation of metaphor , as a local event in the text, 

cont~ibutes to the interpretation of the work as a whole ' (p .1 80). 

And in turn the interpretation of the text throws light upon the 

interpretation of metaphor as the contextual meaning does en a 

word : 'The interpretation of local metaphors is illuminated by the 

interpretation of the text as a whole and by the clarification of 

the kind of world which the work projects' (ibid.,p.1 80) . Both text 

and metaphor share the dialectics of sense and reference, since 

both open up to semantic innovation. Metaphor does so when its 

literal meaning, which points to a first order reference, " is trans-

formed into the metaphorical sense that further discloses a non-

descriptive heuristic reference. The same process happens in the 

text thanks to the analogy between text and metaphor . Yet Ricoeur 

reminds us that, in literary work, ' a complete abstraction of the " 

surrounding reality' (~.,p.80) leads to a suspension of reference 

altogether, and with it, to two possible ways of reading, as 

mentioned earlier. One, the structural approach, is justified, 

because of this disappearance of reference. But Ricoeur argues 

that if metaphor, like the text, is the work of an imagination 
, I 

capable of seeing the similar, then the text cannot simply be a 

'bundle of relations '. As we know, Ricoeur is critical of L6vi-

strausS' reductive approach to myths . He comments: ' we can indeed 

say that we have explained the myth, but not that we have inter­

preted it' (I.T.,p.84). Of Roland Barthes ' work on the narrative of 

folklore, he adds, 'There is nothing beyond the three levels of 

actions, actors and narration that falls within the semiological 

approach ' (I.T.,p.85) 
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This shows Ricoeur's values as regards narrative: a 

text ought to tell us something about ourselves, it must lead 

to self-understanding . It cannot simply be about explanation, 

about 'the construction of a network of interactions which cons t i -

tutes the 'context as actual and unique'. Such construction is 

indeed important, it is 'the means by which all of the words taken 

together make sense' (' Metaphor and the problem of hermeneutics', 

ibid., p.174). But it is important only as a first step, in 
----------
dialectics with understanding. Moreover, Ricoeur is convinced 

that structural analysis signifies only because it already pre-

supposes an existential meaning. It might succeed in repressing 

thiS meaning, but it cannot suppress it. We would argue that 

Ricoeur is very much a 'post-structuralist', particularly when 

he declares, in 'The Model of the text': 'Structural analysis, 

far from getting rid of this radical questiOning, restores it a t 

a level of higher radicality' (p. 557). In other words, the 

structuralist approach leads interpretation from a 'surface_ 

semantics' at the level of narration, to a 'depth-semantics' 

which discloses the ultimate non-ostensive reference of the text. 

Ricoeur declares: 

'I really believe that if such were not 
the function of structural analysis, 
it would be reduced to a sterile game, 
a devisive algebra. If, on the con­
trary, we consider structural 
analysis as a stage - and a necessary 
one - between a naive interpretation 
and a critical interpretation, between 
a surface-interpretation and a depth­
interpretation, then it would be 
possible to locate explanation and 
understanding at two different stages 
of a unique hermeneutical arc.' 
(ibid., p.557). 

Ricoeur's appropriation of semiotics, seen as a stage 

between understanding and comprehension, rather than a useless game, 

stresses once more how much he values those explanatory methods and 
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mediations: they pave the way towards his major philosophical 

aim, towards an ontology of human reality. Together with under­

standing they make up the hermeneutic circle. We would argue 

that this arc is, in fact, a spiral which contains the apprehension 

of projected worlds as well as the progress of self-understanding 

in the presence of these neW possibilities. It encompasses the 

dialectics of difference and identity in its most int ense moment, 

with a split centre: the split cogito, made of an arche and a 

telos, and now enlarged with a s plit metaphorical truth, and with a 

reality which at once'is' and 'is not' in a paradoxical way. This 

reality stresses the existential moment of the hermeneutic spiral , 

when understanding becomes appropriation. This moment is rea ched 

when, following the movement from structural explanation to depth­

interpretation, we unfold the non-ostensive reference of the text · 

disclosed in front of it and not hidden behind in the author and 

his situation. This ontological reference reveals new possible 

worlds and therefore creates new modes of being , new ways of 

t hinking and of seeing the world. Understanding becomes appropria­

tion when the revelation is at the same time a self-creation and a 

self-understanding. The analogy between text and metaphor, and the 

construction of a metaphorical and symbolic network, provide a 

technical path towards such a disclosure. But we have argued again 

and again that techniques as such are not Ricoeur's problem, rather 

the critic's. Ricoeur is concerned with techniques only as a way 

towards values, towards an appropriation of the world that is self-

fulfilling. 

Indeed, these techniques belong to the explanation of 

sense immanent in the internal constitution of the text, and are 

only a mediation towards the recovery of meaning opened up by the 

text. As for the recovery, it transcends understanding , since it 
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is a recovery by someone who appropriates someone else ' s horizon, 

another vision of the world , and makes it his own . Appropriation 

is the existential counterpart of understandingJwhen we go from 

understanding to self-understanding , and make our own a reality 

which was previously foreign. In the same way, the dialectics of 

distanciation and appropriation constitutes the existential counter­

part of the epistemological dialectics of explanation and under­

standing . The concept of distanciation implies the idea of a 

distance that is not ' simply a fact , a given ', not just a gap , but 

more important a dialectics , ' a struggle between the otherness 

that transforms all spatial and temporal distance into cultural 

estrangement and the o\vnness by which all understanding aims at 

the extension of self-understanding.' (I . T. ,p . 43). In other words, 

we would argue that distanciation is the tensive distance"between 

the ' other ' and the ' same ' of being , between the ' is not' and the 

'is '. And interpretation , understood in its philosophical 

dimension of concrete reflection, culminates in the act of appro­

priation of this distanciation by means of which the different 

becomes a conceptualized ' same ' that does not lose its difference . 

Hence we argue that interpretation is an attempt to make distance 

Eroductive by creating ' a new proximity which suppresses and 

preserves the cultural distance and includes the otherness within 

the ownness ' ( I . T. , p . 43) . 

Besides, because we have stressed, in the second section 

of this chapter, the difference between imagination, whose kingdom 

is the ' similar' , and the intellect which deals with the ' same ' of 

meaning , we shall now argue that an identical dialectics is recurring 

between interpretation and distanciation . Interpretation focusses 

on the objectivity of meaning that can be identified as one and the 

' same ~ while distanciation operates between the ' other ' of cultural 
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estrangement and the ' same ' that tries to bridge such a distance. 

Moreover, the act of appropriation .transforms both interpretation, 

grasped as an intellectual exercise, and distanciation, into an 

existential event through the actualization of the meaning of the 

text-for-me in the here and now. We stress that Ricoeur ' s aims 

and values are fundamentally existential , they deal with the 

being of man in culture and action, though his methods are highly 

complex and basically dialectical . And appropriation is itself the 

most important value in Ricoeur's hermeneutic circle . We have seen 

how he makes use of it in his ovm work . It becomes a value rather 

than just a concept because it is a self-creation, and above all 

because this act of creation is basically a dispossession of the 

self rather than a possession. Indeed, it demands from the reader 

a 'letting go' so that he may become receptive to the disclosure 

of new possibility offered by the text. Ricoeur explains this 

idea of creative relinquishment in 'Appropriation ', in John 

Thompson's Paul Ricoeur: 

'Relinquishment is a fundamental moment of appropria­
tion and distinguishes it from any form of ' taking 
possession'. Appropriation is also and primarily a 
'letting-go' ••• How can this letting- go, this 
relinquishment, be incorporated into appropriation? 
Essentially by linking appropriation to the revelatory 
power of the text ••• It is in allOwing itself to be 
carried off towards the reference of the text that 
the ~ divests itself of itself.' (p.191). 

In doing so , in accepting to follow the ' arrows ' of sense , and in 

subordinating the subject to objective meaning , the narcissistic 

~ actually finds a self . The immediate consciousness now 

mediated by the text and the process of distanciation is on its 

way to self-understanding. We remember from Ricoeur ' s debate with 

Freud that consciousness is not a ' given 't but a ' task '. In the 

same way, the literary text is another necessary mediation to such 
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a task itself a value since it leads to self-understanding . The 
~ 

disclosure by the text of new modes of being enlarges the ego, in 

its capaCity of self-projection into that ' other ' of text, by 

which he receives someone else ' s projected horizon . The fusion 

of horizons that follows is bound to vdden the spiral ' made of 

difference and identity , and does indeed justify Ricoeur ' s defini-

tion of literature: 'literature is that use of discourse where 

several things are specified at the same time and where the reader 

is not required to choose among them . It is the positive and pro­

ductive use of ambiguity.' (I . T. ,p . 47) , it is par excellence 

distance made productive ! 

Conclusion 

This chapter is central to the argument of this ' thesis. 

We have seen how , from the original dialectics of the ' other ' of 

semiotiCS and the ' same ' of semantics, Ricoeur developed a series 

of similar dialectics . Firstly , from the science of semantics, we 

stressed the emergence of the fundamental dialectics of the fleeting 

' other ' of event and the ' same ' of meaning in discourse . Secondly, 

from the ' same ' of meaning in its objective dimension , of the said 

as such , emerged another dialectics between the ' what ' of discourse, 

the sense immanent in discourse, an ' other ' within the epistemo­

logical ' same ' , and the ' about what ', the extra-linguistic 

reference, the ontological ' same' of the ' same ' of meaning . In 

other words , the epistemological dialectics of event and meaning 

disclosed an ontological dialectics between sense and ost ensive 

reference in meaning . Thirdly, the dia lectics of event and meaning, 

interpreted in terms of speaking and writing , focussed on the 

written meaning in the text . With the phenomenon of distanciation 

and the loss of the ostensive reference of the dialogical situation, 
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Ricoeur duplicated the ontological dialectics of sense and 

ostensive reference into a dialectics of sense and non-ostensive 

reference . To the 'other' of the text in which, ' according to the 

structural critic, sense is embedded in a closed, worldless system 

of signs , corresponded the ' same' of non-ostensive second-order 

reference, released by the suspension of first-order referential 

intentions . The intensity of this second ontological ' same ' of the 

written message that comes out of the epistemological ' other' of 

code , was said to be increased by its condensation into the material 

medium of language . We drew attention to the fact that, paradoxically, 

the greater the distance between ostensive and non-ostensive 

references, the more intense and more real the disclosure of new 

possible worlds . Consequently we argued that the difference between 

ostensive and non-ostensive references was a productive distance 

which enriched the self . We) indeed , stress this important aspect of 

a productive and creative distance between difference and identity. 

It is central to the argument of this thesis and we shall come back 

to it. Diagram (1) - see page 279 - illustrates the development of 

the four dialectics that constitute Ricoeur ' s theory of language . 

Ricoeur ' s theory of metaphor further enriched the 

dialectics of event and meaning which constitutes the framework of 

hiS theory of interpretation. We entered into the heart of the 

argument vdth a quotation from Ricoeur, which stated that to see 

the ' similar ' is to see the ' same ' within the ' other' despite the 

metaphorical tension. The semiotic approach typical of structural 

analysis was studied in conflict with the hermeneutic approach . 

We examined Ricoeur ' s interpretation of the structural concept of 

'deviation ' in its relation to meaning, and we emphasized the 

failure of semiotics to transcent the level of rhetoric and word 
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substitution, and thus to move from word-metaphor to the level of 

statement.metaphor where semantic innovation takes place. In our 

view , it became clear that difference had developed at the expense 

of identity . The ' other ' of the unconscious and virtual code was 

deprived of a dialectics with the conscious ' same ' that charac­

terizes a speaking subject . · This semiological choice drew attention 

to the importance of difference and distance at the epistemological 

level of the human sciences . We would argue that this state of 

affairs cannot explain the whole of human language: it only remains 

a limited though necessary step within a wider hermeneutic circle 

which includes a subject , even though this is a split and wounded 

cogito . On .the other hand , Ricoeur ' s hermeneutics revealed a 

tensive metaphorical truth that led to the disclosure of a ' split ' 

reality . We examined h ow the emergence of metaphorical meaning added 

a new diale cti cs between metaphorical sense and metaphorical 

reference , t o the dialectics of literal sense and literal reference 

of ordinary language . 

Consequently , the ' same ' of metaphorical meaning revealed 

a tension between t wo existential interpretations, between the 

literal 'other ' of metaphorical ' meaning , the ' is not '/ in dialectic 

with the metaphorical ' same ' ( now the new meaning ), the ' is ' . 

But , as in the case of symbols , whereby the literal ' other ' and the 

symboli c ' same ' fuse together in symbolic meaning without one being 

translat ed int o the other , both the metaphorical ' is ' and the 

literal ' is not ' were underst ood together in a tensional metapho­

rical truth . In other words , difference was preserved within 

i dentity, and vice versaJ between a literal and a metaphorical non­

ostensive reference . Diagram ( 2 ) shows these two new dialectics 

t hat f ollow from diagram (1). They are ontological dialectics 



275 

between two kinds of reality, one immediate and the other not , 

and as before, the greater the distance between these realities, 

the more productive the meaning, and the more difficult the concep-

tualization of this meaning . 

Indeed, Ricoeur admitted to the irreducible difference 

between the ' other ' of semantics that sustains the metaphorical 

tension~and the ' same ' of philosophy that conceptualizes meaning . 

And to illustrate this difference he distinguished be tween the 

realms of imagination and intellect. This added a seventh dialectics 

between the ' similar' typical of the world of imagination (it is 

thanks to imagination that we see similarities and correspondance)~ 

and the ' same ' of conceptualized meaning . Here as we ll , both me ta­

phorical and conceptual aspects of the dialectics were stressed as 

important : the reduction of one at the expense of the ot~er would 

lead to an atrophy of human thought. Distance between them is not 

only irreducible, it is necessary and productive . The ' similar ', 

perceived by imagination, implied the previous dialectics of the ' is ' 

and the ' is not '. This is to say that it was equivalent to what we 

had called the metaphorical meaning . Diagram (3) summarizes these 

two dialectics which illustrate Ricoeur ' s theory of interpretation. 

We have argued about t he importance of such a productive dialectics 

of conce pt and imagination in the work of Ricoeur. Moreover , this 

dialectics has brought out his values as regards dep th and clarity. 

Indeed , Ricoeur constantly searches for depth, at work through 

endless subterranean similarities and differences, beneath the 

clarity necessary to his highly conceptualized thought . We would 

noW argue that this fundamental dialectics of imagination a nd 

concept , of difference and identity , is in fact the touchstone of 

hiS whole work , since it characterizes Ricoeur ' s own way of thinking . 
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We argue that , because imagination means difference as well as 

identity , distance as well as synthesis, and because it is itself 

in dialectics with philosophy; the dialectics of ,the ' same ' and the 

' other ' is a landmark of primordial importance in the thought of 

Ricoeur . 

We placed hermeneutics at the heart of the dialectics of 

concept and imagi~ation since it is at once the route toward~ a 

conceptual ized thought (that can never become a closed system 

because absolute knowledge is impossible), and t he only philoso­

phical discipline capable of dealing with the metaphorical dynamism 

that discloses a tensive truth and being , a ' same ' within the 'other ' , 

an appropriation within distanciation . Indeed, the tension and 

constant oscillation of a metaphorical reality that ' is not ' what 

it was , and yet ' is ' what it is not (at the level of the linguistic 

code) , is in need of philosophical deCiphering . But how? We have 

demonstrated that Ricoeur further developed his interpre tation 

theory to include an eighth dialectics , that of explanation and 

understandingJ which added to our understanding of conceptualized 

meaning . The key dialectics of /event and meaning, with the event of 

understanding, served once more as a framework to the theory . 

Explanation was seen to be the epistemologica l mediation, the 

' other ' between a split ' same ' , between a naive understanding , a 

mere guessing in need of validation and explanation, and a sophis­

ticated enlightened understanding , itself the result of the 

dialectics of guessing and validation . It must be remembered tha t 

belief had been split in a similar way in the hermeneutic. circle 

of understanding and belief . The same circle is thus reappearing , 

but changed . It has matured through Ricoeur ' s appropriation of the 

epistemological and structural modes of thinking and is now more 

critical and better conceptualized . The then ' other ' of under­

standing is now the split ' same ', while belief has disappeared . 
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Yet it remains implicit , since we still ' believe ' that human reality 

is about to be revealed to us through the literary text. Within 

this more sophisticated circle where there was space for a concep­

tualized distance and for distanciation, that is for objectivity 

wihin subjectivity, interpretation was seen to follow a spiral move­

ment from sense to referenc~ (in accordance with the previous theory 

of language) . Structural interpretation had been shown to be the 

explanatory moment of the spiral. Its semiotic analyses that fDcus 

on sense in the text constituted the 'other ' of interpretation, and 

paved the way from the naive ' same ' of surface-interpretation to 

the critical ' same ' of depth-interpretation (both concerned with 

semantics and the deciphering of non-ostensive references). When 

understanding became an appropriation , through the dispossession of 

the ~ and a fusion with those references of the text, we examined 

hoW this fusion of horizons gave an enriched self to the~. This 

creative process actually transformed the dialectics of explanation 

and understanding into the final dialectics of distanciation and 

appropriation , and emphasized the major value of Ricoeur ' s hermeneu­

tic phenomenology : self-understanding. In addition, we argued that 

the conception of a distanciation within appropriation drew attention 

to the importance of distance b·etween the ' is not ' and the ' is', 

within our experience of belonging . Such a dialectics in fact 

transcended all static philosophical systems and, therefore, could 

only be grasped , as Ricoeur rightly perceived, within a philoso­

phical spiral always in movement, always changing, and -therefore 

never complete : being and reality escape absolute formulations 

because they belong to the realm of the tensional and of the 

transcendental . This ontological structure explains why the 

cogito is itself split and wounded , stretched between an arche 

and a telos : it reigns over a split truth and a split reality, 

themselves stretched between identity and difference, between 

the ' is ' and the ' is not ', where productive 
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distance dwells and where imagination reigns . 

Finally, we have demonstrated the importance of 

arbitration , at an epistemological level, of ali conflicting 

explanations that claim to validate our guesses . We believe in the 

complementarity of all these contrasting perspectives, and we 

.suspect that the being we s-eek to understand, which discloses 

itself before the "literary text , also reveals itself within the 

conflict of interpretations . It is as if the ' same ' of meaning is 

also embedded within the many conflicting literary criticisms, and 

not only within the literary text . Consequently, we would argue in 

favour of their arbitration , done according to a logic of probability . 

It would enrich the self , and with it the hermeneutic spiral , by 

increasing the difference, grasped as productive distance since it 

adds an epistemological conflict to the 'o ther ' of the text. But we 

have a rgued that Ricoeur offers no techniques to sustain this concep­

tion of a fruitful arbitration that -ought to include the whole field 

of literary criticism. This brings out his philosophical values: 

he is not a critic who remains at the level of epistemology, but a 

philosopher who uses epistemology only as a way towards the under­

standing of being. His task is not to ' work out ' techniques but to 

throw ideas towards such a purpose . 

We shall now conclude our study of Ricoeur ' s hermeneutics 

of language by stressing the productive tension that exists within 

our language , a tension at work through metaphors, understood as 

models for redescribing reality by breaking away from ~rdinary use 

of words , thus creating new meanings . Ricoeur further developed 

what we may call this living power of metaphoricity, in his recently 

published work on narrative , thus enlarging and deepening the herme­

neutic circle of difference and identity . 
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C HAP T E R II 

A HERMENEUTICS OF STORY-TELLING 

TE PS ET RECIT (1983, 1984. 1985) 

' • •• Ie temps devient temps 
humain dans la mesure ou il 
est articulJ sur un mode 
narratif, et Ie reci t attei'nt 
sa signification pl~ni~re , 
quand il devient une condition 
de l ' existence temporelle .' 
(T . R. 1, p . 85). 

Ricoeur's concern for reference in language led him to an 

investigation into narrative operations . He set out to show how the 

inventive power of narrativity brings to language our human temporal 

structures. Ricoeur maintains that time becomes human time only 

when expressed in stories and history. Otherwise it remains a 

aatural time, chronological and mathematical . To demonstrate his 

argument he inaugurated a surprising circular debate between 

narrativity and temporality . The circle brought together the epis-

temology of narrative fiction and historiography/and the phenomenology 

of time experience . Together they make up his three-volume work , 

!emps et Recit, whose purpose was to develop the previous hermeneu­

ticS of language that had emphasized the inventive power of language . 

Besides, as Ricoeur makes it clear in ' The Human Experience of Time 

and Narrative' (1979), it also continues the debate with the struc-

turalists in the field of history and fiction , that is with those 

anti-narrativist historians and literary critics who ' have over­

looked the temporal complexity of the narrative matrix in both 

narrative classes ' (p.22) . 

Ricoeur accuses them of being prejudiced because they do 

not want to see that narratives have a two-dimensional temporal 

structure. To the 'episodic dimension ' typical of the chr onological 
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order of events that make up a story, Ricoeur forcefully adds the 

non_chronological'configurational dimension, according to which 

the plot construes s ignificant wholes out of scattered events' 

(ibid., p.24). The concept of plot is chosen by Ricoeur as the 

best ~ between narrativity and temporality, becaus e it belongs 

to the narrative: it 'makes . events into a story' (ibid., p.24), 

yet the story it structures (common to both historical and fictional 
, 

n~rratives) 'is made out of temporal events (~., p.24). In other 

words, the na rrative plot has the capacity of 'shaping our temporal 

experience' (~., p.23), thus disclosing our temporal being. 

The contemporary dichotomy that has developed between 

historical and fictional narratives as regards their reference, one· 

claiming to be true and the other not, led Ricoeur to his second 

argument with the structuralists, after that of temporal .structure. 

Continuing the same dialectics of explanation and understanding 

rooted in the distinction between sense and reference, Ricoeur 

sought to demonstrate that, at the level of sense, both share a 

common structure. He states in his article 'The Narrative function' 

in John Thompson's Paul Ricoeur, that both have 'a common way of 

ordering sentences on the properly discursive plane' (p. 274). He 

Unfolds his argument against the anti-narrativist epistemologists 

who, in his view, have a poor conception of event and of story-

telling. At the level of reference, he sees in the conception of 

Ejstoricity, understood as 'the fundamental and radical fact that 

we make history, that we are immersed in history, that -we . are 

historical beings' (ibid., p.274), what he calls the 'r~ference 

croisJe' between both the empirical and fictional narratives. 

This concept of crossed reference is further regarded by Ricoeur as 

the key to our understanding of the narrative function. He shows 

that 'the 'true' histories of the past uncover the buried 
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potentialities of the present' (ibid., p.295), and thus share with 

the 'imaginary'; while 'fictional · narrative also shares something 

Of the realist intention of history' (ibid., p.2~6) because -- ~ 

ultimately their referent points to the real world of action. In 

other words, and indeed paradoxically, Ricoeur sees in the 

differences of the past a disclosure of the possible in the here 

and now, and in the unreal of fiction a recreation and an iconic 

'augmentation' of the real world of action. 

The concept of mimesis, through its power of configuration, 

mediates between the two sides of the text that make up this world 

of action. Ricoeur borrows the term mimesis from Aristotle, for 

whom the poem is the mimesis of human action, that is a creative 

imitation of human reality (and not a reduplication of it). More-

over, Ricoeur distinguishes three moments of mimesis: mimesis 1 

refers back to our pre-understanding of action at the level of lived 

experience, and mimesis) to our refiguration of it, enriched by 

~mesis 2 that constitutes the realm of poetic configuration. While 

mimesis ), with its reconfiguration of the world of action and 

temporal values, corresponds to the metaphorical reference in 

language, mimesis 2 with its internal laws of configuration consti-

tutes par excellence the field of semiotics at the level of sense. 

The task of hermeneutics, however, goes beyond the text so as to 

include in its circle authors and readers, thus reconstructing 

'l'ensemble des op~rations par lesquelles une oeuvre s'enleve sur 

Ie fond opaque du vivre, de l'agir et du souffrir, pou; etre donnee 

par un auteur a un lecteur qui la resoit et ainsi change son agir' 

(T. R. 1, p. 86) • 

Furthermore, the concept of mimesis as a whole also 

mediates between time and narrativeJsince the three stages of mimesis 

remain subordinate to the basic mediation between narrativity and 
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temporality. Ricoeur explains in Temps et racit I that 'l'argument 

du livre consiste ~ construire la m~diation entre temps et racit en 

dJmontrant le rSle m~diateur de la mise en intrigue dans le proces 

mim~tique' (p.~7). ~ogether they form the hermeneutic circle of 

story-telling, whose temporal framework is made explicit by the 

circle, seen as 'une spirale sans fin qui fait passer la m~ditation 

plusieurs fois par le meme point, mais a une altitude diffJrente' 

(ibid., p.111). Thus, the first circle of the stages of mimesis -
further expands to inscribe itself within 'le cercle plus vaste d'une 

poJtique du recit et d'une aporetique du temps' (ibid., p.129). 

Ricoeur brings together in dialogue, St. Augustine and 

Aristotle in Part I of Temps et recit in order to pave the way to 

this dialectics between narrative and temporality. Ricoeur sees in 

each author the inverted image of the other (we remember the same 

phenomenon occurring with Freud and Hegel in De l'interpr~tation, 

published in 1965). Such an unexpected confrontation draws attention 

to Ricoeur's own innovation, as he himself points out: 

'11 vade soi que c'est moi, lecteur d'Augustin et 
d'Aristote, qui 6tablis ce rapport entre une 
exp~rience vive o~ la discordance d~chire la 
concordance et une activite ~minemment verbale 
ou la concordance ripare la discordance.' 
(!.lli., p.55) 

H~B aim is to show through a hermeneutics of story-telling how the 

paradoxes of time, experienced as discordant, can achieve a poetic 

resolution: together the historical and fictional narratives shape 

time, which is in itself invisible and mute. 

What distinguishes Ricoeur from others in his work on time 

and narrative is not so much his response to the challenge of semio-

tics, as regards narratives, as his creative answer to it. His 

original concept of a crossed reference that constitutes 'un des 

. s' enjeux maJeur (ibid., p.124) of Part IV of Temps et r~cit, opens 

onto human time and the temporality of human action. Moreover, his 
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dialectical approach to the problem is very typical of his creative 

work. He himself acknowledges the · novelty of the new dialectics 

when he writes: 

'La suite de cet ouvrage, de la seconde a la 
quatrieme partie, ne sera qu'une longue et 
difficile conversation triangulaire entre 
l'historiographie, la critique littlraire et 
la philosophie phenomenologique. La dialectique 
du temps ~t du rJcit ne peut etre que l'enjeu 
ultime de cette confrontation, sans pr~c~dent a 
mo n sens, entre trois partenaires qui d' ordinaire 
s'ignorent mutuellement.' (ibid., p.125) 

As regards the question of influences in Ricoeur's work on narrative 

and time, we have counted 337 authors cited over the three volumes. 

Again as in the previous chapter, there is no need for us to investi-

gate Ricoeur's use of others: he tells us quite explicitly and at 

length where all the numerous ideas he appropriates come from. 

And, once again, we must stress the importance of appropriation 

within Ricoeur's own thought: it is through his appropriation of 

other people's writings that his hermeneutic circle keeps growing 

and developing. This might appear to suggest a lack of creativity 

on his part, yet the quality of his numerous books and articles 

goes against such a suggestion. Besides, he has made it very clear 

again and again, that a concrete reflective philosophy does not 

start from nowhere: it is through the work of others that we find 

a new self. We grow in self-consciousness and in understanding only 

through appropriation, itself not a possession, but a communication 

and a fus.ion of horizons. This, in turn, demands more and more 

effort as the need to read multiplies with the various human 

sciences at stake. Any 'uncreative' mind would soon get lost under 

the weight of the task, but not Paul Ricoeur. For him, every new 

idea or concept is the occasion of a fUrther detour, as 'des 

chailPns interm~diaires' (T.R.III, p.350) in order to demonstrate 

hiS own original hypothesis. 
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In this chapter, we shall not name Ricoeur ' s sources as 

regards his investigation of narratives, firstly because the 

question of influence is not under discussion , and secondly because 

they are so numerous that listing them would detract from and 

obscure Ricoeur's argument. Rather we shall concentrate on what 

Ricoeur makes out of all these various ideas, on how he appropriates 

them in view of his own personal aims . 

Moreover we shall further develop the argument of this 

thesis within the new hermeneutic circle of narrativity and tempo-

rality. The spiral not only includes the aporias of time and the 

threefold mimesis, but it also presupposes the previous circle of 

distanciation and appropriation , itself the outcome of the eight 

dialectics deciphered in our last chapter. In our first section, 

we shall follow the reflective thought of Ricoeur as regards the 

problematic of time that makes up ' l ' apor~tique de la temporalit~ ' , 

the first section of Temps et r4cit III . 

Not directly connected to narratives, this problematic is, 

according to Ricoeur, ' l ' oeuvre d'une pens~e r~flexive et specu-

lative ' (T . R. III, p . 11), similar to the abstract reflective thought 

we encountered in L'homme faillible. We shall see how time is an 

aporia when immediately apprehended, and how it has no speculative 

resolution. 

The second and third sections will then focus on the 

poetic resolution thought out by Ricoeur within the framework of 

his hermeneutics of narrativity . Section two will examine the 

£roductive distance brought about by mimesis in both historical 

and fictional narratives. This explanatory phase in the hermeneu­

tics of story-telling will emphasize the importance of difference) 

of the epistemological configuration of time in narrative activity. 

Yet this difference cannot be thought outside the realm of a 
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subject 'constituJ a la fois comme lecteur et comme scripteur de 

sa propre vie' (T.R . III, pp . 355-56) . Hence section three will 

transcend the text, that remains tune transcendence dans 

l'immanence' (T.R.III, p.230), and open up onto the ontological 

refiguration of the 'other' of time, onto the 'same' of narrative 

identity. The capacity of plots to refigure our confused temporal 

experience is similar to the creative power of metaphorical refe­

rence . Plots are the privileged means to the 'same' of temporal 

appropriation. Yet. and here we come to the main difference between 

Ricoeur's work on metaphor and his work on narrative, the link 

previously established between ' le voir-comme' and 'l'~tre-comme' 

(T.R.III, p.230) must now be further mediated by a confrontation 

between the world of the text and the world of the reader. The 

reader has become the necessary mediation between mimesis 2 and 

mimesis 3, since it is he who appropriates the world deployed by 

the text . Consequently, l si le probl~me de la refiguration du 

temps par 1e recit se noue dans le r~cit , il n'y trouve pas son 

d~nouement' (T.R.III ., p.2b3) . The d~nouement is ultimately in the 

refiguration of the reader's past that opens up new meaning before 

him , thus helping him to rediscover what he is through the 

narrative identity of the text. 

1 The Problematic of the ' other ' of time 

' Notre poetique du r6cit a besoin 
de la complicite autant que du 
contraste entre la conscience 
interne du temps et la succession 
objective ••• ' (T.R.III, p.36) 

In his first volume of Temps et ricit, Ricoeur exposes 

the ambiguities and paradoxes of the experience of time according 

to st . Augustine ' s interpretation of it . He explains how Augustine 
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reflected upon tim~and how he grasped it as an experience of 

distension and discordance that takes place within the human 

consciousness, in the here and now of the present. In other words, 

because both future and past are experienced as an actual now that 

does not coincide with the present, the soul is distended. 

Augustine's conception of a threefold present, of a present about 

the future, about -the past and about the present leads to the idea 

of a being stretched between expectation and memory in the now of 

attention. However , Ricoeur explains OOw~tlllS threefold extension 

of time corresponds, according to Augustine, a threefold inten-

tionality of consciousness, that is a concordance that prevails 

when the mind holds together in the fleeting present, the whole of 

an action,with some part of it still ahead, and some already behind, 

in the now of the action. Hence the Augustinian dialectics of 

intentio and distentio animi, in which the extension of time is ' 

translated into a distension of the soul. More over, the greater the 

intention, the greater the time needed and with it the greater the 

distension. Ricoeur stresses the genius of st. Augustine in this 

ability to link 'cette distension a la faille qui ne cesse de 

I 
s'insinuer au coeur du triple present ••• Ainsi voit-il la dis-

cordance na!tre et rena1tre de la concordance m~me des visees de 

l'attente, de l'attention et de la memoire' (T.R.I, p.41). 

Ricoeur regards this discordance of time as an aporia 

because it escapes explanation. Yet, he finds in Aristotle's 

concept of mimesis a way to deal with it. The 'mise en intrigue' 

doeS not solve the enigma, but it 'la fait travailler ••• 

po~tiquement - en produisant une figure inversJe de la discordance 

et de la concordance' (T.R.I, p.41). In other words, while for 

st. Augustine discordance constantly overwhelms our desire of 

concordance, for Aristotle 'emplotment' succeeds in establishing 
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the dominance of concordance over discordance. The dialectics of 

concordance and discordance, of intentio and distentio is once 

again a dialectics of identity and difference iri which it appears 

that the only way we can achieve identity is through the phenomenon 

of story-telling. We shall return to this p,henomenon with the 

concept of re~iguration. 

Ricoeur 'states that St. Augustine's failure to derive 

the measurement of time from the distensio animi emphasizes the 

need for a complementary approach to this psychological conception 

of time, the need for 'une conception cosmologique' according to 

which 'le temps nous circonscrit, nous enveloppe et no us domine~ 

sans que l'ame ait la puissance de l'engendrer' (T.R., III, p.19). 

He finds such an approach in Aristotle's conception of time, where 

the notion of 'instant' replaces that of the threefold p~esent, 

and where the idea of a succession of time excludes the distenSion 

of the soul. This representation of time, whereby 'le temps est 

relatif au mouvement sans se confondre avec lui' (~. ,III,p.22), 

distinguishes between mathematical points and the intervals between 

them. The 'coupure de l'instant' (T.R. III, p.25) in the Succession 

of abstract 'nows /is then seen as the essence of time, sufficient to 

describe the time ~ things happen, in his quantitative aspects 

linked with a linear representation of events. And Ricoeur comments, 

as regards both St. Augustine's and Aristotle's conceptions: 

'C' est par un saut que l'on passe d'une conception 
ou l'instant pr6sent n'est qu'une variante, dans le 
langage ordinaire, de l'instant ••• h une conception 
oh le present de l'attention ref~re a titre primaire 
au pass~ de la m'moire et au futur de l'attente.' 
(~. III, p.J5) 

In other words, there is no direct dialectics between those two 

enigmas of time, yet both are needed, they complete one another and 

must be thought together. They point to the chronological as well 
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as the no~-chronological in time, and consequently, in narratives. 

And they constitute the fundamental aporia of time: 

'L'aporie de la temporalit~, a laquelle r6pond de 
diverses manieres l'op6ration narrative, consiste 
prdcisement dans la difficult6 qu'il y a a tenir 
les deux bouts de la chaine: le temps de l'~me 
et le temps du wonde .' (T.R. III, p.22) 

This aporia keeps deepening, as Ricoeur asks , 'qu' est_ce 

que le temps?' (T.R. III , p.144). He turns to Husserl 's phenomeno-

logy of internal time consciousness, which he contrasts with Kant 's 

conception of the invisibility of time , and then to Heidegger's 

hermeneutiC phenomenology of temporality and historicity. Ultima-

tely, his reflective method finds no speculative way of overcoming 

the problematic: it remains unsolved and open. The 'other' of 

time, be it an actual qualitative 'now', or a linear succession of 

abstract quantitative 'nows~ or in between/as Heidegger suggests, a 

stretching along of being (a wholeness situated between birth and 

death, as well as a distensio in which events occur in succession 

yet in the 'now' of human activities ), this 'other' is clearly in 

need of a 'same '. And this is the crux of Ricoeur's argument in 

T et r~cit, whose fundamental hypothesis is that 'la po6tique _emps 

de la narrativite r~pond et correspond a l'apor~tique de la tempo­

ralitd.' (~. I, p.126). Ricoeur justifies his hypothesis by 

demonstrating, against Husserl, that there is no pure phenomenology 

of time since there can be no immediate and intuitive apprehenSion 

of it. In other words, the concept of a human 'mortal' time belongs 

to the aporetic realm because time cannot be directly observed: it 

is invisible. Consequently, all efforts to make time appear are 

bound to result in a new aporia. Even Heidegger's attempt to link 

time with the being-in-the-world - a hermeneutic attempt that 

transcends the subject-object dichotomy adds, according to 



290 

Ricoeur, to this aporetic character . Heidegger conceived being 

as that which traverses three main levels of temporal experience , 

rrom the private mortal time of temporality when he is a being-

towards death, through the everyday common time of historicity and 

' becoming ' , essential to narratives, to the public time of within-

timeness required by history. Ricoeur acknowledges the originality 

of this conception of time and being , but he also detects in it an 

aggravation of the paradox of time , which is in proportion to its 

claim of serving as a foundation for the epistemological sciences. 

Such a claim cancels all attempts at a dialectics between the 

epistemological and the ontological , between difference and identity . 

Ricoeur acknowledged, after his detour through Heidegger ' s 

phenomenology of time, how it became all the more difficult to 

initiate a dialectics of time and narrative . Yet he succeeded in 

showing that 'la temporalite ne se laisse pas dire dans Ie discours 

direct d'une ph~nomenologie , mais requiert la mediation du discours 

indirect de la narration ' (T.R . III , p. 349) . 

2 An Epistemological configuration of time : 
the productive distance of historiography 
and narrative fiction 

ICe que Ie r~cit historique et Ie 
racit de fiction ont en commun, 
c ' est de relever des memes 
operations configurantes que 
nous avons placees sous le 
signe de mimesis II .' (T . R. II , 
p .1 2) 

We have said in the introduction to this chapter that 

mimesis ~- opens up the world of the as if , of the narrative . Both 

\ , ( Aristotle ' s concepts of emplotment muthos) understood as an 

' organization of events ', and of mimetic activity (mimesis) trans-

lated by a ' representation of action ' were chosen by Ricoeur as 
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the cornerstone of his work in response to the existential burden 

of Augustine's discordance . Together muthos and mimesis, quasi-

i.dentified by Aristotle, lead to the triumph of ·concordance over 

di.scordance. It is on this priority of concordance over discordance 

that Ricoeur built his theory of narrativity , itself unfolding in 

the concept of the threefold mimesis. 
- \, 

The dynamic character of the concept of emplotment offers 

a model of concordance by means of which succession, the 'l'un apres 
I 

~'autre, is transformed into a ' l ' un a cause de l ' autre' through the 

power of ordering of the plot that makes even~into a story. The 

p~ot, with its structural connections internal to the action, reveals 

'l'intelligible de l'accidentel, l'universel du singulier , le 

nJcessaire ou le vraisemblable de l'~pisodiqu·e , . (T.R . I, p.70). 

yet, Ricoeur shows how discordance is included within con.cordance in 

such a creative imitation. He identifies the discordant with 

emotions such as the fearful and the pitiful, with surprise, and 

witb changes. Consequently, the model of discordant concordance 

offers an inverted image of the distentio animi. 

Mimesis 2, the mimesis of creation, constitutes a break 

from any pre-existing reality, it opens up a space for stories and 

histories. Yet, according to Ricoeur, it has also a mediating 

function that transcends the text, and connects it with the real 

world of action. In a way similar to ' naive understanding ' in the 

theory of language, the composition of a plot is the result of a 

pre_figuration we all have of the world of action, with its 

temporal aspects, its structures, and its symbolism . Indeed, 

I 
Ricoeur stresses that 'la litterature serait a jamais incompr~-

\ 
bensible si elle ne venait a configurer ce qui, dans l'action 

bumaine , fait d~ja figure ' (T.R. I, p.100 ) . What is already there 
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in mimesis 1~our pre-understanding of the conceptual network of 

action and narrative discourse. Indeed it is this intuitive compre­

hension of the symbolic resources of action that opens on to 

narrative time. This prefiguration represents 'l'amont du texte' 

(~. I, p.??). 

Furthermore, the composition of a plot acquires its full 

meaning only when restored to the time of action in mimesis J. 

In other words, 'le texte ne devient oeuvre que dans l'interaction 

entre texte et r4cepteur.' (~. I, p.11?). The reader is thus the 

operator who, thanks to the configuration of the text, refigurates 

the world of action. At the same time he initiates a communication 

that explodes the sense of the work to 'fuse' with its reference. 

We here recognize, in this disclosure of new horizons and possibility, 

the dialectics of sense and reference, and the hermeneutic circle 

of distanciation and appropriation. Mimesis J points to reference 

and identity in its refiguration of the world, and will thus consti­

tute the subject matter of the last section of this chapter. 

Mimesis 2, which is par excellence the realm of semiotics 

provides the structure, which, Ricoeur is deeply convinced, is 

common to historiography and narrative fiction. It represents the 

moment of distanciation, of the 'other' of sense, that lends itself 

to semiotic analyses in the immanence of the text • . We would argue 

that narrative 'difference' is a productive distance, since its 

configuration breaks away from the world of action and time, in 

order to recreate it in a way that will further enrich its possi­

bility and augment its horizon. 

, 

Yet, some historians and literary critics solely interested 

in narrative models and codes will deny this ontological conception 

of productive distance, because reference and event (in both 

dialectics of sense-reference and more important. of event-meaning) 
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are stifled. Confronted with this semiological challenge, Ricoeur 

responded with his hermeneutics of narratives. In opposition 

firstly to those who claim that history is eventless and who 

exclude history writing from narrative forms, and secondly to 

those who submit these forms to a-temporal models in literature, 

Ricoeur set out to prove the reverse. He demonstrates in his work 

that the narrative component of a text is far more than the surface­

grammar of the message : it has to do with the whole constitution 

of the text. 

Yet Hicoeur did not dismiss them outright. Because dis-

tanciation is the counterpart of belonging to a tradition inscribed 

in texts, it justifies explanatory analyses . The mistake is to think 

that explanation in either history or fiction is an end in itself , 

thuS failing to grasp its methodological framework, and with it the 

dialectics of explanation and understanding that constitutes the 

Ricoeurian hermeneutics . Understanding is more than the investigation 

of laws in history, and of narrative structures in literature, it is 

fundamentally our capacity to follow a story. Indeed there is a 

difference between those narratives which claim to be true and 

empirically verifiable, and those which are free from such a burden. 

But Ricoeur maintains that this difference resulting from the truth­

claim of history can be bracketed in the explanatory stage of mimesis 

2 ,since it pertains to the reference of narratives, and not to 

their sense. 

We shall now, at the level of sense, and of mimesis 2, 

explore in Ricoeur's work the connection between historiography and 

fictional narratives in Temps et recit (vols. I and II, published in 

1983 and 1984). Firstly, let us consider historiography. Ricoeur 

is convinced that lsi l'histoire rompait tout lien avec la comp~tence 

!Le base que nous avons a suivre une histoire ••• elle cesserait 
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d'etre historique' (T.R. I, p.1))). The question is, therefore, 

the nature of such a connection. Ricoeur's thesis is that 

'l'histoire la plus eloignee de la forme narrative continue d'~tre 

reli~e a la compr~hension narrative par un lien de derivation, que 

l'on peut reconstruire pas a pas, degr& par degr~, par une m~thode 

appropri~e' (T.R. I, p.1))). However, this method is reflective, 

it is something like a second-order reflection able to transcend 

the historical science. In other words, only a hermeneutics of 

narrativity can reconstruct the connection between history and 

narratives, and therefore reveal 'l'intentionnalite de la pens~e 

historienne par laquelle l'histoire continue de viser obliquement 

le champ de l'action humaine et sa temporalite de base' (T.R. I, 

p.1)4). This intentionality of history, able to refigurate time 

and human action, inscribes history within the mimetic ci~cle and 

the narrative spiral. Ricoeur demonstrates the thesis of a dialec­

ticS between historical explanation and narrative understanding, by 

exposing the insufficiencire of both the causal scientific theories 

and the narrativist theories. 

The scientific theories argue the eclipse of narrative, 

thanks to either a displacement of the object of history, from the 

individual to the social fact, or to a break away from narrative 

understanding, that is from our ability to follow a story. Ricoeur 

makes a long epistemological detour to analyse in depth the eclipse 

of event in French historiography, and the eclipse of understanding 

in Analytical Philosophy(due to its need to measure explanation in 

history against scientific models). In addition, he stresses the 

polysemy and dispersion of heterogeneous causes and of modes of 

explanation' in history. He points out that such a scattering of 

causal explanations is in need of a guideline from the order of 

narrative understanding, from the order' of the plot that takes as 
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a whole the concatenation of causes. And he explains how, to the 

recognition of this logical dispersion of explanation in history, 

and of its breaking up, there corresponds a re-evaluation of 

narrative understanding. 

Consequently, Ricoeur pursues his epistemological detour 

l.' nto the narrativists'theories that stood in defence of :further 

narrative. Yet, despite the reconquest of the concept of emplotment 

~n history, the y only partially answer the problem since they do not 

a satisfactory historical explanation which is in dialectics 
give 

~th narrative understanding. What they do is to make explicit the 

'or mode of understanding on to which explanation is grafted. They 
prl. 

draw attention to the fact that there is no fixed and determined past 

since the truth concerning an event can be known only after the fact 

nas taken place, once it is put at a distance and in the light of 

:f~ture events. This distinguishes the properly narrative description 

of action from ordinary descriptions in the present. The narrati­

~sts further develop the notion of the 'followability' of a story. 

~hat is to say that to narrate is already to explain, and that 

explanation is only ancillary, it proceeds from understanding. 

Idea.lly 'tout r~cit s 'explique par lui-meme' (T .R. I p.218). Yet 

'tout r~cit historique est a la recherche de l'explication a 
becaUse 

I I, A 

1 r parce qu'il a echoue a s'expliquer par lui-meme' (_T.R. I, interpo e • 

218), the function of explanation appears merely as corrective, 
p-
it is to help us follow the story. Its structure is ignored. 

purthermore, some narrativist arguments conceptualize courses of 

t s in history, thus transforming them into courses of action, 
e~en 

into highly organized wholes , that require a specific act of under-

standing. Ricoeur is highly critical of this approach since it tends 

to a.bolish the temporal quality of the basic dialectics of contingency 

d order of discordance and concordance at the root of the 
an 
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narrative structure. A contrary narrativist trend, however, claims 

that history is self-explanatory, not so much because we can follow 

its story, but thanks to the dynamic character of emplotment. The 

plot is seen as the transition between narrating and explaining, to 

the extent of blurring the difference between narrative, explanation, 

and understanding, thus denying history its scientific status. We 

would argue tha t explanation is more than a mere showing of 'le 

d~roulement de 1 'intrigue , (T.R . I, p.242). 

Those insufficiencies let Ricoeur to the idea that the 

connection between historical explanation and narrative understanding 

can only be indirect. But how are we to get to it? Ricoeur opted 

for a method of 'questionnement a rebours' that questions backwards 

from history towards narrative . It follows the order of ' la triple 

coupure ~pist~mologique qui fait de l ' histoire une recherche' (T . R. 

I . p . 254) . The three aspects of this break consist in the autonomy 

of explanatory procedures , of entities referred to, and of the time 

of history. They proceed from 'la coupure instaur~e par 

l ' op~ration configurante aU plan de mimesis II ' (T.R.I, p.254) . 

Firstly, Kicoeur sees in the question of explanatory pro­

cedures, a mediation between the explanation of the nomological 

theories and the understanding (or explanation by emplotment) of the 

narrativist theories This mediation leads him to the conception of a 

' ~uasi-plot in the writing of history. How? By adopting the idea 

of a logic of causal imputation , which consists in imagining a 

different course of events , as well as the consequences of such a 

neW course , and then in comparing it with the real course of events . 

ThiS imaginary construction, resembling the creation of scientific 

models , is at once an emplotment , and also an explanation/since the 

historian is a scientist who gives explanatory reasons for his guesses , 

by means of a detailed analysiS of factors) of rules and of judgments 
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of objective possibility. Secondly, to the quasi-plot correspond 

guasi-characters, understood as entities that refer back to 

people, the concrete agents of real action. According to Ricoeur, 

history remains historical only if it keeps its links with 

people and their actions. These entities, constructed by the 

historian, mediate between 'anonymous explanatory concepts and 

narrative characters, and thus indirectly refer to narrative under-

standing. Ricoeur shows how the connection between those characters 

of fiction that can be identified by their names, and the histo-

rical entities that explain the changes in an anonymous fashion, 

lies in the intersection between the two. The 'societal' entities 

refer to a society made of individuals who carryon actions. This 

oblique reference to society and its individual members justifies, 

in Ricoeur's view, the conception of quasi-characters. Indeed 

'c'est parce que chaque soci~t~ est compos~e d'individus qu'elle se 

comporte sur la scene de l'histoire comme un grand individu' (T.R. I, 

p.278 ). But the historian does not speak directly of individuals 

and actions, he speaks of them indirectly by means of his narrative 

conception of characters, and according to his understanding of 

configurational techniques. In Ricoeur's words 'c'est parce que la 

I ..... I technique du recit nous a appns a decrocher le personnage de 
I 

l'individu, que le discours historique peut operer ce transfert' 

(T.R. I, p.278), that history can construct the concept of quasi­

characters from that of 'individuals'. Thirdly, Ricoeur argues that 

the time of history refers back to the temporality of narrative by 

means of the mediation of the historical event, interpreted as a 

quasi-event. He demonstrates how 'la notion m~e d'histoire de 

longue dur~e d~rive de l'~v~nement dramatique ... c'est_a .. dire de 

l'~v~nement-mis-en-intrigue' (T.R. I, p.289). Basically, it is so 

because historical events are similar to events framed by a plot: 
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they follow the denouement of the plot. Events, in themselves 

singular, contingent, and deviant, . when narrated become also 

typical, expected, and dependent on paradigms. Consequently, an 

event 'n' est pas n6cessairement bref et nerveux a la fa90n d'une 

explosion' (T.R. I, p.303). Ricoeur explains how, although dethroned, 

events do not disappear from the history of the long time-spin. 

Rather they infiltrate the sociological analyses thanks to the many 

deviations of temporality that occur between the different levels of 

objective situations and subjective representations. Fundamentally, 

events are what distinguishes the historian from the sociologist. 

This is so because, in history, events continually occur within 

structures that indeed do change, and not at the same pace, and that 

eventually break up after either a sudden or a slow deterioration. 

Ricoeur stresses that if this were not the case, then the . long time­

span 'risquerait d'arracher Ie temps historique a la dialectique 

vivante entre Ie passe, Ie prJsent et Ie futur' (T.R. I, p.312). 

It would only lead back from human to natural time. The time that 

we are~is preserved through the analogy of growth, decline, and 

death, between the time of both individuals and civilizations. 

Ricoeur is convinced that 'tout changement entre dans Ie champ 

historique comme quasi-~v~nement' (T.R. I, p.313). But such a 

quasi-event is not the brief event rejected by the historian of the 

long time-span. It remains correlative to the quasi-plot and the 

quasi-character, since it corresponds to the dramatic change of 

fortune in the quasi-plot. Consequently, Ricoeur concludes force­

fully with the assertion that the historical time is not a break 

away from narrative time, but on the contrary an expansion of it, 

whereby the chronological order of events and their non-chronological 

dimension are combined through a quasi-emplotment. We remember 

that the plot construes significant wholes out of scattered events. 
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The historical event illustrates this quasi-,emplotment by revealipg 

'l la fois l'indice de l"cart cro{ssant du temps historique par 

rapport au temps du recit et au temps v~cu, et l'indice du renvoi 

ineffable du temps historique au temps de l'action ~ travers le 

temps du r'cit' (T.R. I, p.256). We shall conclude from the above 

analysis of quasi-plot, quasi-characters, and quasi-events, that 

the essential distanciation inherent in any inscribed experience, 

in texts and narratives, to which is added the distance of the past, 

is clearly, in Ricoeur's work what we shall call a productive 

distance since it enriches and deepens our understanding of plot 

and narrative. Besides, to those historians moved by some strange 

resentment against time, to the point of making it disappear from 

their theories, Ricoeur's message is that something happens in 

history, that even the most stable structures eventually come to an 

end. 

But this is not all. Ricoeur's long and detailed investi­

gation into historiography discloses a new dialectics within this 

epistemological 'other'. It shows how the 'other' of historical 

~planation, because of the indirect connection of quasi-plot, quasi­

characters and quasi-events, enlarges the 'same' of narrative under­

~tanding. Once again, difference is made productive, in dialectic 

with identity, at an epistemological level. And on the other hand, 

thanks to the analogy of plot, characters, and events) the 'same' 

saves the 'other' from losing its identity. The link is preserved 

between history and narrative, despite the realist intention of the 

theoreticians of history. Both histories and stories share a common 

way of ordering events into a coherent narrative: they share a 

common structure. However, this state of affairs still remains to 

be shown with an investigation into the other narrative mode at the 

level of mimesis II. This is to say that we shall now analyse 
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volume II of Temps et recit (1984) . 

Therefore, and secondly, ·let us consider the fictional 

narrative. Ricoeur's aim in this second volume was to test whether 

his theory of narrativity , rooted in the model of discordant concor-

dance, and preserved in his examination of history, could also 

survive in the context of contemporary literature. In other words, 

he set out to discover what would happen today to the Aristotelian 

muthos, whose dynamic character configurates stories out of 

successive events . Can concordance still triumph over discordance 

in the modern novel? Or, in Ricoeur's words: 

'L'intrigue n ' est -elle pas en train de disparartre 
de l'horizon litt6raire, en merne temps que s'effacent 
les contours m$mes de la distinction la plus fonaa­
mentale, celle de la composition mimetique, parmi 
tous les modes de composition? ' (T.R. II, pp.17-18) 

To answer such a question it is important to understand w~at the 

mimesis of human action actually means . And for Ricoeur, an action 

is far more than the behaviour of characters that leads to external 

changes . It is also 'la transformation morale d ' un personnage , Sa 

croissance et son ~ducation ', · as well as 'des changements purement 

interieurs, affectant Ie cours temporel lui-meme des sensations, des 

~motions ••• ' (T . R. II, p.21). Are these changes present in a novel 

that is without plot and without characters? We would think so, but 

Ricoeur tends to think, against those who believe that this new 

expression 'est plus authentiquement fid~le ~ une exp~rience elle-

I 
m~me fragmentee et inconsistante ' (T.R. II, p.26), that it is 

merely a return to realism. Mimesis , in this kind of literature, 

does not recreate reality, it simply reduplicates its chaos and 

discordance. We would argue that there is a turning point in 

modernist texts beyond which the concordance of the plot is lost, and 

without it ,, ·without order , it is the end of the narrative itself. 

Ricoeur's answer to the modern problematic of emplotment is basically 
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dialectical, as we would guess . The concept of muthos must be 

preserved, and with it our narrative identity. Yet, the muthos is 

in need of expansion, so as to let difference 'deepen ' and enrich 

it . To put it another way, the Aristotelian muthos must be 

enlarged through metamorphoses, but it must be so without losing 

its identity. Ricoeur's concept of traditionality helps preserve, 

through its recollection of our past, the common experience and 

culture of our society , and with it its narrative identity . The 

multilayered sedimentations of language that make up our traditions 

provide the narrative continuity we need with our past and our 

memory . Ricoeur is convinced that without such historical and 

fictive roots, a society has no future . Of course there are breaks 

within continuity , but 'elles font partie, elles aussi, du pheno­

mene de tradition et de son style cumulatif ' (T.R . II , p.?8) . 

What characterizes the phenomenon of 'Traditionality ' is its 

ordering power . This order is of a transhistorical nature because, 
, 

Ricoeur explains , ' l ' ordre qui peut se degager de cette auto-

structuration de la tradition ••• traverse l ' histoire sur un mode 

cumulatif plut8t que simplement additif ' (T . R. II , p . 28) . Yet , this 

idea of order within ' traditionality ' of a narrative identity , is 

possible only because of breaks and deviations : 

' 11 appartient a l ' id~e m~me de traditionalit~ -
c ' est-a-dire a la modalit~ ~pist~mologique du 
"faire tradition" que l ' identite et la 
difference y soient inextricablement melees ' 
(T . R. II , p . J5) 

Both the ' same ' and the ' other ' make up the past that bears our 

future . It is within this dialectics that the modern metamorphosis 

of emplotment is understood, by Ricoeur , as 'l ' abandon du crit~re 

I I " de completude , et donc le propos delibere de ne pas terminer 

l ' oeuvre ' (T . R. II, p . 36) , in contrast to the traditional notions 
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of a beginning, a middle, and an end that structure actions. 

It is as if the end, like the Apocalyptic end of time, from 

imminent, has become immanent, bringing with it a crisis similar 

to Augustine's distentio, to his experience of a religious conver~ 

sion always put off to tomorrow. 
, 

Ricoeur states that 'la Crise a remplace la fin ••• est 

devenuetransition sans fin ' (T . R. II, p . 41) . Yet, an ' immanent ' end, 

like the ~pocalypse, is not the absence of an end: it remains an 

end that is not 'une terminaison ' . But what does an end without 

ending mean? Ricoeur finds the answer to such a paradox in the 

Eeader . One thinks of La Nausle (1938): will Roquentin write a 

novel? Will he find a way to ' justify ' his existence? We do not 

knoW : 'Je n'ose pas prendre de dtcision ' (p.247) . And life goes 

on, with those last words: 

' La nuit tombe ••• Au premier ~tage de l ' h8tel 
Printania deux fenetres viennent de s , eclairer . 
Le chantier de la Nouvelle Gare sent fortement 
Ie bois humide : demain il pleuvra sur Bouville ' 
(p . 248) 

The dull cycle of days and nights, of sleep and work , is not broken. 

The crisiS goes on, with, perhaps , a hope . It is up to the reader 

to finish the story. In the modern novel , the reader becomes all 

the more creative: he composes the text , according to an implicit 

contract between author and reader . This is possible because all 

texts are a call to order , to a liberating order beyond the 

oppre smve order of our daily existence . However , in modern texts , 

the ordering task of creation becomes more complex , and for it to 

be successful ' il faut que l ' auteur, loin d ' abolir toute convention 

de composition, introduise de nouvelles conventions plus complexes , 

plus subtiles, plus dissimulees, plus rusJes que celles du roman 

traditionnel .' (T . R. II, p . 43) . We would argue that the dissolu-

tion of the plot is similar to the dissolution of the literal 
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meaning of metaphor: it leads to a change that opens up new 

meanings. Hence it is heuristic, or, in other words, enriching 

and creative. And once more, the increased distance, or deviation, 

from tradit i ons, is productive and innovative. Ricoeur is aware 

of the risks of a schism, if the deviation goes too far towards 

discordance, but he remains "hopeful: 

IRien done ~I exelut que la m~tamorphose de l'intrigue 
rencontre quelque part une borne au-del~ de laquelle 
on ne peut plus reconnattre le principe formel de 
conf i guration temporelle qui fait de l'histoire 
racont~ e une histoire une et eompl~te ••• Et pourtant 
••• Et pourtant. Peut-etre faut-il, malgr~ tout, 
f a ire confiance a la demande de concordance qui 
structure aujourd'hui encore l'attente des lecteurs 
et croire que de nouvelles formes narratives, que 

t d / · ' nous ne savons pas encore nommer, son eJa en 
trai n de naftre ••• ' (T.R. II, p.48) 

In other words, although fictional narratives require, like historio-

graphy, that we extract a configuration from a succession,· so that 

we may follow a story, they are also open to changes. 

Ricoeur further demonstrates this connection between the 

two narrative types, by defending the specific character of plot 

against structural analysis. He makes it clear that it is: 

I ••• au mi3me niveau de rationalit~ que peuvent i3tre 
assign~s ltexplication nomologique ••• et le 
discernement, en s~miotique narrative, de structures 
profondes du r6cit' (T.R. II, p.l) 

He sets out to show how semiotics of narrative reduces the plot to a 

secondary level of manifestation in relation to the level of deep 

grammar that deals with the underlying logical structures and their 

transformations. This tendency, focussing on explanation at the 

expense of understanding)is even more drastic than the eclipse of 

narrative in historiography, because the primacy of the plot is 

completely dismissed. The chronological sequence of the narrative 

is noW limited to a surface structure, while the deep fundamental 

structure becomes a logical a-temporal formula. Hence, Ricoeur's 
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aim is to re-establish the primacy of plot over structure, by 

underlining the irreducibly temporal elements of narrative. He 

argues that episodic dimensions of narrative, with its delays, its 

suspense, and its changes of fortune, creates the surprise 

essential to all stories, while the configurational dimension 

translates this succesion of' events into a whole. And together they 

constitute, in his view, a temporal reading irreducible to a mere 

surface manifestation. His question is whether 'la grammaire dite 

de surface n ' est pas plus riche en potentialit~s narratives que la 

grammaire fondamentale', and also whether 'cet enrichissement 

croissant du modele tout au long du parcours s~miotique ne proc~de 
I ,. 

pas de notre competence a su~vre une histoire et de notre familia-

ritd acquise avec la tradition narrative' (T.R. II, p.85). In other 

words, our narrative understanding, of which 'la rationali.tJ s~mio­

tique cherche a do~er un ~quivalent, ou mie~ une simulation' (T.R. 

II, p.81), precedes all logical reconstructions of it. We therefore 

ask what is the purpose of a semiotics of narrative? Ricoeur does 

not dismiss it any more than the nomological and the narrative 

theories of historiography, because it enriches narrative under­

standing through its depth-explanatory models. Hence, despite his 

doubts and criticism, he writes: 

' ••• ce doute ne disqualifie en aucune fagon l'entre­
prise. 11 met en question l'autonomie pr~sumee des 
d6marches semiotiques .•• par rapport ~ la competence 
narrative.' (T.R. II, p.86). 

In other words, explanation must be brought back within a dialectical 

framework of distanciation and appropriation if it is to be meaning-

ful. 

In addition, within this hermeneutic circle, semiotics 

enhances what Ricoeur calls 'les jeux avec le temps' (T.R. II, p.92) 

whereby he distinguishes the 'temps de l'acte de raconter' from the 

'temps des choses racont~es' (T.R. II. p.14). This was made possible 
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thanks to the structural analysis that led to 'un tel d~placement 

de l'attention de l'~nonce narratif sur l'enonciation' (T.R. II, 

p.92). The dialectics of the 'told' of fiction, that corresponds 

to the 'enonc~', and of the act of telling by the narrator within 

the text, equivalent to the '~nonciation', provides the framework 

for those ' games with time'~ Ricoeur's purpose in analyzing them 

in great detail, and with a profusion of references, is to work out 

the relationship between the fictional time of mimesis II and the 

time of lived experience of both the levels of mimesis I and III. 

The 'jeux avec le temps' take place thanks to the different levels 

in the act of configurations. Firstly , the tenses of verbs, within 

'~nonciation', illustrate the complexity of the time of fiction and 

of lived experience . Ricoeur stresses the complex relations between 

those times, in spite of the autonomy of the system of verb~ because 

mimesis II depends upon and returns to the time of action and lived 

experience. He writes: 

'La necessit~ de disjo"indre le systeme des temps du 
verbe de l'exp~rience vive du temps et l'impossibilit~ 
de l'en s~parer completement me paraissent illustrer ~ 
merveille le statut des configurations narratives, a 
la fois autonomes par rapport a l'expsrience quotidienne 
et m6diatrices entre l'amont et l'aval du r~cit.' 
(T.R. II, p.94) 

The correlation between the two is indirect and enriching, since the 

epistemological configuration draws from and adds to our conscious­

nesS of time. We would argue that mimesis II enriches time according 

to the creative dialectics of difference and identity, of the 'other' 

of '~nonciation ' within the immanent world of fiction, and of the 

' same' of lived experience. The second aspect of these ' games with 

time' shows how, according to R1coeur, the dialectics of '6nonc~' 
"" 

and '6nonciation' adds new depths to fictional time, by distingui-

shing between the action of telling a story, the 'temps du raconter' 

and the object told/the 'temps racont~'. While telling a story is 
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chronological, since it follows the succession of events, the 'told' 

included within the story is not chronological, and thus it adds 

another temporal dimension by either slowing down or speeding up 

the story. It makes up intervals that bring quality to quantity: 

'Les effets de lenteur ou de vitesse, de brievet~ ou 
d'~talement, sont a la fronti~re du quantitatif et 
du qualitatif' (T.R. II, p.llS) 

However, in Ricoeur's view, the narrative theories of literary 

criticism tend to reduce this temporal vision of a text to its 

style, and therefore, he thinks it important to 'renverser ce 

renversement', in order to 'subordonner la technique narrative a 
la visee qui porte le texte au-dela de lui-meme, vers une experience, 

~einte sans doute, mais n~anmoins irreductible a un simple jeu avec 

Ie temps' (T.H. II, p.130). 

In other words, we would argue that there is, once more, 

a need for the dialectics of the 'same' and the 'other', of explana-

tion and understanding, if any explanatory theories are to be meaning-

ful. The explanation of narrated time, with its own dialectics of 

'~nortce' and '~nonciation' must itself enter into dialectics with 

the time of lived experience. Finally, the third aspect of these 

'games with time' stresses the difference between the world 'told' 

(the '~nonc~') which, Ricoeur explains, is a world of characters, and 

the narrator's 'voice' t ell'ing it, 'la voix narra ti ve ' • The 

'lnonciation' is done by this voice. This is to say that 'le r~cit 

se constitue en discours d'un narrateur racontant le discours de 

ses personnages' (T.R. II, p.132). 

How does this come about? By a series of techniques like 

self-narration and narrated monologues, and by the various perspec-

tives of characters and their points of view on several levels within 

the text. The conception of 'point of view', which directs the 

'regard du narrateur vers ses personnages et des personnages les uns 
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vers les autres' (T.R. II. p.1 40) is primordial in the configuration 

of texts, along with the narrator's voice, understood as the ' pro-

jection f ictive de l ' auteur r~el dans Ie texte lui-m~me ' (T.R. II, 

p .143). Both are indistinguishable, yet the voice transcends the 

configuration of texts to speak to a reader, thus leading once again 

the dialectics of narrated time now itself a dialectical rela-

tionship between the narrator's voice and the characters' perspec-

tive towards the other dialectics, that of the temporal world 

of the text and of the lived experience of the reader. This new 

dialogue integrates the explanation of narrative into understanding, 

thus revalueing the plot that ' grasps together' successive events 

into meaningful wholes. 

These ' games with time' open up to the fictional experience 

of time within the world of the text defined by Ricoeur as 'une 

transcendence dans l'immanence ••• en exc~s par rapport ~ la 

structure, en attente de lecture' (T.R. III , p.230). This fictional 

world of configuration discloses a fictional experience of time 

within the world of the text. Time, in itself invisible, can only 

be seen in a story in which we witness the changes that occur within 

characters and situations . Yet, this world of the text remains 'en 

attente': 

ICI est seulement dans la lecture que le dynamisme 
de configuration ach~ve son parcours. Et c'est 
au-del~ de la lecture, dans l'action effective, 
instruite par les oeuvres regues, que la configu­
ration du texte se transmute en refiguration. ' 
(T.R. III, p.230) 

This is to say that the world of the text, in itself a dialectics 

made of sense and reference, is now an epistemological 'other' in 

dialectics with the world of the reader, an ontological ' same '. 

It is a configuration that points to a refiguration. We know how 

much importance Ricoeur gave to this epistemological 'other', and 
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to the structures that led to the long detour of explanation of 

both history and fiction . This det"our was, as always in Ricoeur's 

thought, an explanatory mediation which Ricoeur found enriching , 

as he makes clear in his conclusion: 

' On a pu mesurer les enrichissements que la notion 
cardinale de mise en intrigue a re~us dans les deux 
cas, lorsque l'expli"cation historique ou la rationalitJ 
narratologique se sont superposees aux configurations 
narratives de base.' (T.R. III, p .350) 

It was enriching because the initial model of emplotment, with the 

primacy of order over succession and of concordance over discordance, 

was not only verified but also expanded to include a quasi-plot with 

quasi-characters and quasi-events in history, and novels without 

endings. Yet Ricoeur's aim throughout remained 'un plaidoyer pour 

la pr~s~ance de l'intelligence narrative sur la rationalit~ 

narratologique' (T.R. II , p.231), in other words a plea for the 

primacy of narrative understanding over explanation at the level of 

the epistemological configuration of time. 

We would wish to argue that Ricoeur's long and thorough 

analysiS of the problematic of narrated time is not a mere distancia­

tion, but more explicitly a productive distance able to elucidate 

between explanation and understanding, and thus to demonstrate that 

history is in the last instance narrative in character, and that 

fiction has an irreducible chronological dimension. Moreover, it is 

productive because it is a preparation in view of the ontological 

refiguration of time, in accordance with the hermeneutic circle of 

difference and identity, in which epistemological distance is the 

necessary path towards the final ontological project. 

It is this ontological project that we shall now examine. 
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3 The Ontological refiguration of time by Narrative: 
Narrative identity 

'Le rejeton fragile issu de 
l'union de l'histoire et de la 
fiction, c'est l'assignation 
a un individu ou a une commu­
naut~ d'une ••• identit~ 
narrative' (T.R. III , p.355) 

Ricoeur's search for an ontological solution to the 

epistemological questions raised by historiography and fictional 

narrative as regards narrative and time, is typical of his hermeneu-

tics. His answer lies in the reference to both historical and 

fictional narratives. He calls it a 'crossed reference' that 

reveals our historicity -, or in other words, the fact that we are 

historical beings. There is an asymmetry between the two referential 

modes, since only history can claim to be true, thanks to the traces 

left by the events that have actually occurred, even if reached only 

in the present of the past. Documents and archives are witness that 

those events did happen. Fiction does not have this burden of traces 

and proof: its character and events are imaginary. Yet, is not 

fiction written as though it had taken place? The use of past tenses 

of verbs emphasizes this 'reality' of the unreal. ,And on the other 

hand, our past is indeed reconstructed by the imagination/as we have 

seen with Ricoeur's conception of a quasi-plot. Hence, we see a 

reciprocity between the two, which leads Ricoeur to his conception 

of a 'rJf~rence croisse' of a reference that connects our historicity 

with the temporality of human action, since it is human- time that 

both historical and fictional narratives refigure. This concept of 

'crossed' reference is, in the third volume of Temps et r~cit, 

l'enjeu majeur ••• de la refiguration du temps par le rJcit' (p.1). 

Ricoeur's aim is to reduce very gradually 'l'~cart entre les visJes 

ontologiques respectives de l'histoire et de la fiction' (ibid.,p.13) 
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in order to unite them in a ' fusion intime' (ibid., p.13). Does 

that mean that we lose the dialectics of difference and identity? 

Not at all . The concept of ' crossed reference', of a reference so 

far understood as the 'same', in dialectics with the 'other' of 

sense, now enters into dialectics with the concept of refiguration. 

While, in Le~ mttaphore vive, ' Ricoeur interpreted the text as that 

which redescribes the world through its reference, in Temps et 

Recit I, he understands narrative as that which resignifies the 

world in its t emporal dimension by refiguring the action already 

prefigured at the level of mimesis I. Moreover, in Temps et r~cit 

III, he subordinates 'la dimension epist~mologique de la r~f~rence 
~ 

a la dimension herm~neutique de la refiguration' (T.R. III , p.12). 

This change from reference to refiguration is due to the action 

implied: a ' remaking ' done by the reader ' , now given the .important 

task of mediation between the metaphorical 'voir-comme', transcen-

dant only within the immanence of a text, and the ontological '€tre-

comme'. Ricoeur explains how: 

' ••• le passage de la configuration a la refiguration 
exigeait la confrontation entre deux mondes, le monde , 
fictif du texte et le monde reel du lecteur.' 
(T.R. III, p.231 ) 

ThiS change of emphasiS from the immanent world of the text to the 

transcendent world of the reader actually leads Ricoeur to the 

concept of 'refiguration croisJe' pour dire les effets conjoints de 

l'histoire et de la fiction au plan de l'agir et du patir humain' 

(T.R. III , p.150 ). Ricoeur demonstrates at length how the initial 

dichotomy between the referential claims, the 'visees' of both 

historical and fictional narratives can be overcome as regards their 

relationship to the concept of reality. At that level, Ricoeur 

succeeds in transforming the dichotomy into a complementarity, and 

to show hoW, on this ontological plane, they actually cross, thus 

paving the way to a refiguration of time and action. Ricoeur's 
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argument can be analysed as follows . Firstly, from the point of 

vieW of history. It relates to reality through documents and 

archives, that is through traces understood as the epistemological 

proof necessary to historigraphy. It is the role of the historian 

to constitute these traces by working out what the past was really 

like, in accordance with the signs that bear witness to it. Yet, 

Ricoeur points out that traces are enigmatic , because what they 

signify transcends history as such to become an ontological question. 

Hence: 

' ••• c'est a une herm~neutique qu'il appartient 
d ' interpr~ter le sens de cette visee ontologigue, 
par laquelle l'historien, en se fondant sur des 
documents, cherche a atteindre ce qui fut mais 
n ' est plus (T . R. III , p.12). 

The conception of a past that has been, that was once there, and 

that is no more, of a 'pass' r'el' thought in the present~ is 

regarded by Ricoeur to be a paradox. A good illustration of Ricoeur's 

point is, we suggest , found in Roland Barthes' La Chambre claire, 

(1980). For Barthes, photographs touch us when we really think and 

~eel that '9a a ete' (p.180). In this case the difference between 

the past and the present stresses 'la folie qui menace sans cesse 

d'exploser au visage de qui la regarde' (ibid., p.180). Why. this 

risk of madness? Because it makes time visible in a forceful, 

iconic way. And Barthes formulates this paradoxical idea of a 

present of the past in these words: 

' Folle ou sage? La Photographie peut.€tre l'un ou 
, ~ l' t I / l'autre: sage s~ son rea ~sme res e relatif, tempere 

par des habitudes esth~tiques ••• folle, si ce , 
r~alisme est absolu, ••• faisant revenir a la conscience 
amoureuse et effrayee la lettre m~me du Temps: mouvement 
proprement r6vulsif, qui retourne le cours de la chose, 
et que j'appellerai pour finir l'extase photographique' 
(~., p.183) 

We wish to argue that it is because of the difference between 'Cela 

I f 1 a ete', between a rea ity of the past, and 'C'est ~a!' (~.,p.176), 
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the truth of the present (a difference mediated by the photograph 

in which both reality and truth coincide), that for Barthes we 

come close to madness, to 'la v~ritd folle' (ibid., p.176), that 

transcends our civilised illusions and common places in its search 

for ' l'intraitable rtalit" (ibid ., p .184). It is indeed the 

'other' that leads to this reality and to our ontological self 

also expressed in 'le regard'. Barthes does not in fact say this, 

but what else are we to make of the following statement: 

'Or, le regard, s 'il insiste (a plus forte raison 
s'il dure, traverse, avec la photographie, le 
Temps) , le regard est toujours virtuellement fou 
••• quiconque regarde droit dans les yeux est 
fou ••• ' (~., p.175) 

We would argue that it is mad because it discloses a self-identity 

made all the more real by the distant photograph, and by the 

distance and difference between people. How is it made so real? 

HoW can the reality of a 'this once was' be real for me today? 

Imagination is fundamental in our ontological understanding, or 

better, in our appropriation of traces which are, like photographs, 

'un reste et un signe de ce qui fut et n'est plus' (T.R. III,p.12). 

It is because of his imagination that the historian can claim to 

reconstruct what has been once real, even if in an abstract fashion, -
cut off from the future . 

Ricoeur questions the naive concept of 'realit~' in 

history, and of 'irrealitd' in fiction. Both intersect in imagination 

He stresses that traces remain enigmatic because we cannot observe 

what they refer to: 

'Dire que tel ~venement rapport' par l'historien a 
pu ~tre observ~ par des temoins du passe ne r6sout 
rien: l'enigme de la passeite est tout simplement 
deplacee de l'evenement rapport' au t~moignage qui 
le rapporte. _ L'avoir-~t' fait probl~me dans la 
mesure exacte ou il n'est pas observable ••• mais 
m'morable.' IT.R. III, p.228) 
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Hence the historian has still to reconstruct, and not simply to 

refer to, or to re-describe,a past -which is at once the 'same', 

the ' other' and the 'similar' of what actually happened. This 

explains why reference can neither apply to the 'reality' of the 

past, nor to the 'unreality' of fiction. 

This conception of the 'unreal' takes us back to the 

second aspect of Ricoeur ' s argument, to fiction. Free from the 

proofs and traces of a chronological past, riction can endlessly 

explore the aporias of time and cross distances, bringing together 

distant events and apparently unconnected instants. And although 

its characters, events, and plots are unreal, yet it has the capacity 

to question our existence and to challenge our world of action. 

Indeed literary language is dangerous: it has the power of 

shattering our illusions , of exploding our belief in the immediacy 

of the real. And it can do so because it brings distance and 

difference into our life. How? Through,Ricoeur argues, 'le monde 

fictif du texte et le monde effectif du lecteur' (T.R. III, p.149). 

We have noted many times that, for Ricoeur, the text opens up onto 

its 'other', on to a world that discloses new possibilities to a 

latent reader. This is to say that it calls for a reader who, 

through the mediation of his act of reading, transforms the 'unreal' 

of the text into a reality which is 'r~velante et transformante' 

(T.R. III, p . 229) . The world of the text has the power of revealing 

ourselves to ourselves, and in so doing it changes our life. Hence 
-

the notion of reference, and of redescription of the world, is 

transcended by that of creation and refiguration of our temporal 

experience. The act of reading not only finishes the configuration 

of mimesis II , it also marks the entry into the field of communica-

tion of mimesis III, and thus completes the hermeneutic circle of 

the threefold mimesis that progresses from an ontological 
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prefiguration of the world of action, through an epistemological 

configuration of it, to an ontological refiguration of time, invisible 

in itself . To these three moments of mimesis corresponds in the 

act of reading 'la strategie de persuasion' (T.R. III, p.231) that 

comes from the author , directed towards the reader, to which the 

reader responds, even to the point of having himself to carry the 

burden of emplotment when, in the modern novel, the author has 

deliberately left holes and zones of indetermination. In turn, 

the reader's appropriation of the 'unreal' of the text changes him 

when he returns to the world of action. Ricoeur interprets this act 

of reading as both 'une interruption dans le cours de l'action et ••• 

une relance vers l'action' (T.R. III, p.262). 

It is a break from the action of mimesis I because the 

reader first dispossesses himself of himself in order to enter int o 

the unreal world of the text. And in so doing he becomes himself 

unreal: 

' En tant que le lecteur soumet ses attentes ~ celles 
que le texte developpe, il s'irr~alise lui-meme a la 
mesure de l'irr~alite du monde fictif vers lequel il 
emigre ; la lecture devient alors un lieu lui-mgme 
irreel ou la r~flexion fait une pause.' (T.R. III, 
p. 262) 

Yet it leads also to a revival of human acting, if the reader really 

appropriates the new vision of the world of the text. We must 

indeed stress that this positive attitude of the reader is very 

much Ricoeur's own way of reading texts: he constantly appropriates 

other people's ideas and visions in order to enrich his own thinking 

and writings. If, according to this interpretation of reading, the 

more we read, the richer we become and the more creative we are in 

our active life, then, given the number of cited texts Ricoeur 

acknowledges in his work, we begin to understand what lies behind 

so voluminous a work and so productive a writer. We would argue 

that the underlying values of Ricoeur's work comes from this 
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concept of appropriation that keeps enlarging and developing the 

mind. Moreover, this concept becomes creative at the intersection 

of the two worlds of the text and of the reader, at the 'fusion sans 

confusion' (T.R. III, p.263) of the 'other' of the text and the 

'same' of the reader, when the two together lead to a refiguration 

of the world of action and of human time. And once again, ' the 

greater distance between the 'other' and the ' same ', the more 

Eroductive the refiguration. Indeed it is 'la peinture la mains 

~igurative qui a le plus de chance de changer notre vision du monde' 

(T.R. III, p . 263). 

The third aspect of Ricoeur's argument brings together 

history and fiction, with the conception of their 'crossed' refigu-

ration. Ricoeur makes it very clear that: 

'la clt du probleme de la refiguration r'side dans' 
la mani~re dont l'histoire et la fiction, prises 
conj ointement, offrent aux aporie,s du temps portees 
au jour par la ph4nomJnologie la r~plique d'une 
po~tigue du rdcit.' (T.R. III, p.147) 

This major hypothesis constitutes the ~ of the wider spiral of 

time and narrative which contains the hermeneutic circle of the 

threefold mimesis . 

We have seen how in Ricoeur's work history and fiction 

share a common structure at the epistemological level of narrative. 

We now note that, despite their very real differences, they also 

intersect in their refiguration of the world. How does this come 

about? Both have a common interest in communication and, in some 

way, both also share the same intentionalities directed towards 

man, grasped as a historical and temporal being living in society. 

The past communicates what is memorable in the estimation of the 

historian that is mainly the values of those who lived at that time. 

These values add to our cultural heritage and identity communication 

is possible because their 'otherness' is preserved within the 
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'sameness ' of the present. On the other hand, we have seen how 

communication between the world of· the text and the world of the 

reader/in fictional narratives, leads to a refiguration of human 

acting. Furthermore, Ricoeur shows how 'l'imagination s'incorpore 

" I I I ~ la visee de l'avoir-ete, sans en affaiblir la visee "rdaliste " 

(T.R. III, p.266) by focussing on the conception of 'trace'. We 

have already insisted in this chapter upon the importance of 

imagination in the historian's interpretation of what has once 

been. He has to 'figure out' what was 'le monde qui, aujourd/hui, 

manque autour de la relique' (T.R. III, p.269). Consequently, 

history is 'quasi-fictive'. And, by the same token, fiction is 

'quasi-historique ' (T.R. III, p.276), because to tell a story is 

'le raconter comme s'il s'~tait passJ, (T.R. III, p.275). The 

narrative voice shares with the reader 'ce qui, pour elle., a eu 

lieu' (T.R. III, p.276). It shares in the past what, according to 

that voice, did actually happen. 

Consequently, there is indeed an 'entrecroisement' 

between history and fiction, and Ricoeur's main thesis is that it is 

from this intertwining that 'la refiguration du temps par l'histoire 

et la fiction se concr~tise'. Or, in other words, it is from 'ces 

'changes intimes entre historicisation du recit de fiction et 

fictionalisation du recit historique' that the human time becomes 

visible: it becomes 'le temps racont:' (T.R. III, p.150). 

Ricoeur shows how man is entangled in stories and 

histories, and how he emerges when those stories are told, when 

they become known to him thanks to the process of narration. Or, 

to put it another way, man grows into a historical being when he 

comes out of his 'condition historique', when he breaks away from 

the lived experience from where the story that is told also comes. 

ThiS happens thanks to the refiguration of ' his human condition, 
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done by such stories. Refiguration has the power to transform 

the initial historical condition into a 'conscience historique' 

(T.R. III, p.151 ), into self-consciousness. How is this new 
, 

consciousness linked to the 'temps raconte ' ? Ricoeur argues that 

it is by means of a hermeneutics of this historical consciousness, 

'c'est-a-dire d'une interpretation du rapport que le r~cit 

historique et le recit de fiction pris ensemble entretiennent avec 

l'appartenance de chacun de nous a l'histoire effective, ~ titre 

d'agent et de patient' (T.R. III, p.151), that he can demonstrate 

the birth of human time, refigurated by narrative. He does so by 

starting not from the past, made of 'perspectives brisJes' but 

from the future. Ricoeur faces the problem from its other end 

with the project of a history still to come, with the 'projet de 

l'histoire ••• a faire' that opens up 'un r~seau de perspectives 

croistes' (T.R. III, p.300) between future, past and present. This 

means that to the creative distance between the ' other' of past and 

the 'same' of present, Ricoeur adds a second no less creative 

distance between the 'other' of the future and the 'sameJ of what 

he now calls 'le pr:sent historique'. 

Here once again,we would argue, we recognize the same 

dialectiCS already at work in his debate with Freud, that between 

the archaeology and the teleology of the subject in the here and 

now of the 'becoming conscious', although the context has changed . 

ThiS shows, despite its variety and its apparent discontinuity a 

subterranean continuity in the thought of Ricoeur. 

The idea of a historical present is fruitful because it 

adds another dimension to the concept of 'presence', it adds the 

dimension of human action. Indeed, instead of being a mere instant, 

a break without existence, or an existential present filled with 

the imminence of a futUre and the memory of a past, the historical 
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present now combines the two together, and becomes 'le temps de 

l'initiative, c'est-a-dire le temps ou le poids de l'histoire 

I ; -' .... .1\ deja faite est depos~, suspendu ~ interrompu, et ou le reve de 

l'histoire encore ~ faire est transposd en ddcision responsable' 

(T.R. I I I, p.)01). This is to say that the present is grasped as 

a beginning and as a promise that implies an etr.ical continuation, 

a 'from now on' . Yet it is also understood as an unfinished past 

still to be fulfilled. A balance has to be preserved between the 

risks of an utopia that has no definite rational steps towards its 

realization, that lacks an 'ancrage dans l'exp'rience en cours' 

(T.R. III, p.)12), and the risks of a 'rJtr~cissement de l'espace 

d'exp~rience' (T.R . III, p . )1) in which our traditions become a 

dead heritage. The task of what Ricoeur calls ' l'initiative' is 

indeed to avoid a schism between these two poles of our h~storicity 

by bridging our utopian expectations with 'une action strat~gique 

soucieuse des premiers pas a faire en direction du souhaitable 

et du raisonnable ' (T . R. III, p.))9) and by keeping our past 

' ouvert' . In other words, 'il faut rendre nos attentes plus 

d~termin~es et notre exp~rience plus ind~termin~e ' (T.R. III,p.)1). 

But how are we to achieve this? How are we to attain this histori-

cal consciousness? The hermeneutic circle of time and narrative, 

that includes the threefold mimesis , and that confirms the basic 

project of Ricoeur's long work it consists of some thousand 

pages which 'revient ainsi a tenir le r~cit pour le gardien du 

..... I I 
temps, dans la mesure ou il ne serait de temps pense que raconte ' 

(T.R. III ,p.J49), is the dialectical way towards historical con-

sciousness. The idea of a historical present (at the centre of 

the circle) grasped as an initiative of human action, and pregnant 

with both future and past, becomes real only when refigured by 

narrative. It then becomes ' temps raconte', which is indeed 



319 

Ricoeur's answer to the aporias of time. Moreover, it is this 

~arrated time of action , refigured hy the configurational act that gives 

human beings their identity. Or, -to put it another way, as 

regards the dialectics of difference and identity, it is only 

when narrated that the 'same' acquires its full ontological 

meaning. In Ricoeur's view, the 'who' of an action, understood 

as the 'same ' throughout the action, is meaningful only when dis­

tanced from lived experience, when told in a story: 'L'histoire 

racont6e dit le gui de l'action' (T.R. III, p.J55). For otherwise, 

Ricoeur asks, what is a 'same', what is 'un sujet identique & lui­

m~me dans la diversit~ de ses ~tats' (T.R. III, p.355). Is the 

self not changing all the time, constantly creating itself thanks 

to the many distanciations which it encounters and then approp­

riates? And if it is changing, can we call it a 'same'? We have 

already referred to the idea of a self decentred by its ~other', 

yet not destroyed, or, in Ricoeur's words, to a split cogito. 

Ricoeur now offers a far richer conception of 'same', when he 

asserts that 'l'identit~ du qui n'est done elle-m~e qu'une 

identit6 narrative' (T.R. III, p.355). In other words, there is 

no 'same' outside stories: man is only through his stories. 

This way of looking at the 'same' distinguishes between 

an abstract identity that excludes change and the narrative 

identity which includes change within the wholeness of a subject. 

Difference then becomes the difference between a formal concept 

of 'same' and a 'self' revealed in a story. Ricoeur points out 

that this conception of narrative identity emphasizes his convic­

tion that the self of self-knowledge is not the immediate ~ of 

the ego cogito, but 'le fruit d'une vie examin~e ••• ~pur~e, 

clarifi~e, par les effets cathartiques des r~cits tant historiques 

que fictif v~hicul~s par notre culture'. It is 'un soi instruit 

par les oeuvres de la 'culture qu'il s'est appliqu~eB a lui-m~me' 
tT.li.III, p.356). 
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This conclusion of Ricoeur's latest book gives his work 

the appearance of a circularity, of an ontological continuity and 

growth within the circle of difference and identity, a circle 

continuously enlarged by new ideas and new appropriations. Culture, 

traditions, symbols, language at work in myths and in psychoanalysis, 

all fulfil their function of distanciation in view of self-

underst anding . And to them Ricoeur finally adds in a more general 

sense a l l stories: man is indeed a being entang~ed in stories and 

it is only when he distances himself from them in order to tell 

them that he finds a self, the self of consciousness and under-

standing , a self always ahead of himself, yet always already there 

in his meaningful past. Ricoeur expresses this idea to Richard 

Kearney, in Dialogues, as follows: 

'The structure of narrativity demonstrates that it· 
is by trying to put order in our past, by retelling 
and recounting what has been, that we acquire an 
identity.' (p.21). 

And in so doing , in repeating the past, we also 'recollect our 

horizon of possibilities' (pp.21-22). In other words, we find 

an identity, that is a narrat~ve identity. 

Conclusion 

••• it belongs to a hermeneutics 
of story-telling to initiate the 
return from the abstract represen­
tation of time as linear to the 
existential interpretation of 
temporality.' ('The Human 
Experience of Time and Narrative' 
(1979) in Research in Phenomeno­
~, vol. 9, p.26) 

This last chapter of our thesis has further developed the 

hermeneutic circle of distanciation and appropriation to include in 

it a theory of story-telling as well as the aporia of time. The 

spiral has grown in depth and width, through a transf~rmation of 
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both the existential present and the instant, into a historical 

present, that is a present filled ·with the stories of our past and 

of our future: a narrated present. In Temps et r{cit, Ricoeur 

took an important step towards the understanding of human reality, 

a step that stresses all the more the essential importance of 

literature and history in view of self-consciousness and self­

identity. Without them, that is in 'a society where narrative 

is dead', there can be no communication, since in such a society, 

'men are no longer capable of exchanging their experiences, of 

sharing a common experience.' (Richard Kearney ' s Dialogues, p.28) 

In this chapter, we have sought to understand what we 

called the 'other' of time, an 'other' because it presented itself 

as an aporia. We came to realize that time can be grasped as a 

' same' only when embodied in language, when it becomes a .narrated 

time. We have seen how the 'other ' of public time, a time made of 

an objective succession of instants, completed the 'other' of the 

distensio-intensio, an existential time constituted by the 

distensio of the threefold present in dialectics with the intensio 

of consciousness . Together, those two complementary aspects of 

the 'other' of time enter into dialectics with the ' same' of 

narrated time. Diagram (1) on page 326 illustrates this first 

dialectics of time . It draws attention to the fact that time can 

be grasped only indirectly, when it is told in a story or in history. 

otherwise it remains an aporia . 

This examination of the aporias of time further led to a 

study of the 'other' of mimesis II, of the epistemological configu­

ration of human action in narrative. Both historiography and 

fictional narrative were considered in some depth as regards 

Ricoeur ' s interpretation of them. We first followed his demonstra­

tion of the indirect connection between the 'other' of historical 
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explanation and the 'same' of narrative understanding, in accordance 

with the previous dialectics of explanation and understanding 

applied to historiography. The conceptions ofa quasi-plot in 

history, with quasi-characters and quasi-events were the outcome 

of this productive dialectics which proved historiography to be a 

narrative. ·The ideas of deviations of temporality and of a 

difference between past and present, which had to be both main-

tained and bridged, gave depth to this quasi-plot. We have 

insisted upon this historical difference, arguing that it is a 

productive distance , since it enriches our understanding of the 

plot at an epistemological level. - Diagram (2) makes this 

dialectics explicit . The same productive distance was also present 

in fictional narrative , though in a different way. It dealt with 

the deviation of modern emplotment versus the Aristotelian muthos. 

How wide could such a deviation become without the loss of 

narrative identity? The concept of'traditionality' provided the 

epistemological framew?rk of the 'same' and the 'other ' of modern 

plots. We argued that the greater the distance from traditions, 

the more enriching the novel would be, provided that order and 

concordance still kept the upper hand over chaos and discordance. 

Diagram (3) shows this dialectics. Against the reduction of the 

plot by semiotics, in favour of logical structure and narrative 

explanation, we stressed how Ricoeur contributed to the idea of a 

temporal plot direc~ly connected with events in narrative under­

standing. Diagram (4) illustrates this dialectics of explanation 

and understanding in fictional narrative. 

still within the epistemology of the act of configuration, 

. / I 
we finally exam~ned the dialectics of the objective 'enonce ' and 

the act of 'enonciation' in texts. It distinguishes between the 

'same ' of meaning told' by the story t and the 'other' 'of the act of 
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telling, the 'other' of event, in accordance with the dialectics 

of event and meaning. But here, this dialectics is included 

within the concept of the narrated time of mimesis II, itself 

in dialectics with the time of lived experience. Diagram (5) 

shows this rather more complex dialectics. It first (a) illustrates 

the dialectics of the tenses of verbs, within the act of telling 

by a narrator, with the time of action and lived experience. 

The distance between those two times is seen as creative. Secondly, 

within the narrated time, it makes explicit the dialectics between 

the times of the act of telling and of the meaning 'told'. Both 

together make up the plot, and not simply the action made of a 

succession of events, as some literary critics would tend to think. 

Thirdly (c), diagram (5) shows, still within the dialectics of 

narrated time, a di~lectics between the voice of a narra~or who 

tells about the world of characters, about their perspective and 

points of view. Together, they make up the immanent text. Yet 

the voice transcends this immanence of narrated time, reaching out 

to the reader and to his world of transcendence. The conception of 

the world of the reader opened up a new dialectics with the world of 

the text. The 'other' of the text, and of mimesis II, acquired its 

full meaning only when mediated by the act of reading. When the 

text, itself a dialectics made of sense and reference, of structure 

and of possible worlds, entered into dialectics with the !same' of 

a reader, it refigurated his temporal world. The text was 

then grasped as an epistemological 'other' in dialectics with the 

ontological 'same'. It was thanks to the crossed reference of 

history and fiction that time and action could be refigurated by 

a reader who appropriated the world of the text. We argued that the 

greater the distance between those two worlds, the more creative the 

crossed refiguration of time. Diagram (6) makes explicit this 
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dialectics of an epistemological difference and an .ontological 

identity. The difference has been ' for Ricoeur the occasion of a 

long and enriching detour , of a long productive distanciation via 

historiography and fictional narrative . It shows how narrated 

time leads to narrative identity thanks to its refiguration by a 

reader . Moreover , we have stressed the importance of Ricoeur ' s 

own original creation, that is his ide~ of a hermeneutics of 

historical consciousness capable of bringing together past , present 

and future within a narrated historical present . In doing so , 

Ricoeur was able to close the hermeneutic circle of time and 

narrative. Or , in other words, he gave a proper axis to his 

hermeneutic spiral directed towards authentic self-understanding . 

Diagram (7) illustrates this circle . At the centre we place the 

threefold mimesis . Mimesis II mediates between the three with its 

power of configuration and concordance, able to win over discor­

dance . It makes up the epistemological difference of narrative , 

and is par excellence the field of semiotics . To this distanciation 

there corresponds the ontological ' other ' of mimesis I, a prefigura­

tion of the world of action , and the realm of discordance, nurtured 

by the aporias of time . Seen as ' l ' amont du texte ' , it constitutes 

the world of any potential reader , a world of pre-understanding in 

many ways similar to the naive understanding of Ricoeur ' s theory of 

interpretation. To it responds 'l ' aval du texte ' . Enriched by the 

text, m~esis III , the ontological ' same ', is the world of refigura­

tion of action and time , thanks to the reader who , through this 

process of concordance extended to his own world of action, finds 

his own identity: a narrative identity . This dialectics of t he 

threefold mimesis corresponds in some ways to the dialectics of 

distanciation and appropriation , but now developed further . 
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The hermeneutic circle of mimesis provided the axis to 

the spiral formed by time and narrative. We have seen how the 

conception of a 'present historique ' led to further productive 

distance through a dialectics between the present and both the 

past and the future, not so much in terms of presence, but rather 

in terms of action. Yet our human initiatives in the present could 

only be refigured "in a story . 

Conseq~ently, it became obvious that our ontological 

identity is rooted in time, in a historical present that bears our 

action and projects . And this action becomes a human act only when 

told in a story , in narrative. In turn , this conclusion on the 

nature of human identity led to the realization that the concept 

of identity, when applied to the continuously changing self t 

cannot be a mere ' same ' identical to itself . It transcends the 

concept of a split cogito to become very precisely a narrated self . 
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(7) Hermeneutic circle of time - Mimesis - narrative 
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CON C L U S ION 

This final part of our thesis has developed beyond our 

initial expectations the hermeneutic circle of difference and 

identit y in the thought of Ricoeur . We have seen in the first 

chapter how Ricoeur came to his theory of interpretation through no 

less than nine dia ectics , all of them dialectics of difference and 

identity. Ricoeur seems to have worke d his way dialectically 

through structuralist as well as phenomenological theories of 

language , thus taking into account all aspects of the linguistic 

spectrum. His o\vn method of distanciation led him to a critical 

analysis of all those the ories he found enriching and thought­

provoking . Under the grid of his attentive mind, he found in most 

of them something to be preserved, which was further appropriated 

and rethought within a new framework, that of his hermeneutic circle . 

We are now in a position , through Ricoeur's concept of distanciation 

and appropriation , to assess Ricoeur ' s originality, which is, as 

we have suggested , closely bound to values . For Ricoeur , a 

concrete philosophy, that is an authentic reflective thought , must 

start from somewhere: f rom the objective structures of culture and 

societ y~ expressed in language and narrative . This stresses the value 

of dialogue, of a dialogue with all contemporary human sciences . 

It is through it that the ego is metamorphosed into a self far 

richer than the self of pure , immediate self- reflection. We have 

seen how the text is the privileged place from which such a dialogue 

can emerge . Indeed , it is from the interpretation of ~ur written 

language that phenomenology breaks away from idealism, thus revealing 

its affinity with hermeneutics . Both share the idea that meaning is 

primary and anterior to language, yet expressed in language . Hence 

the need for a concrete hermeneutic phenomenology of language that 

can make sense of it . 
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In .this final part of our work, is it now possible to 

say with certainty that Ricoeur ' s latest work on texts and narrative, 

o~ time and stories, has really succeeded in its effort to achieve 

a concrete reflective philosophy? We have seen how he moved from 

the abstraction of eidetic analyses to concrete symbols and 

myths . Have language and stories really added to this development 

towards the concre~e? In the first chapter of this third part , 

we have focussed upon the concrete interpretation theory that led 

to the hermeneutic circle of explanation and understanding. We have 

stressed the importance , of difference)and have understood it mainly 

in terms of a structural analysis)which offered a concrete scientific 

basis for the highest value of all for Ricoeur : self-understanding 

and self-consciousness . We have also stressed the importance of 

distanciation via the ' work ' of language, and have insisted upon 

its value as productive distance, as a distance made concrete and 

productive because it enriched the ' same' of meaning. 

On the other hand, we have also stressed the 'arrows' of 

the text that point towards identity and appropriation, thanks to 

the phenomenon of semantic innovation . We have seen how this innova­

tion consisted,in the case of metaphor , in ' la production d ' une 

nouvelle pertinence s~mantique par le moyen d ' une attribution 

impertinente ' (T . R. I , p .11 ), and in the case of narratives, in 

' l ' invention d ' une intrigue ' (T . R. I, p. 11 ) . We have argued that 

the concept of appropriation is not in Ricoeur ' s view a possession 

of someone else ' s ideas, but more fundamentally the outcome of a 

dialogue whereby the . se~f welcomes the Other ' s ideas with attention 

and respectjas well as with a critical mind, and eventually makes 

them his own through the communication that has taken place. 

Appropriation was seen as a supreme existential act of communication, 

and was made possible only because of its relationship with 
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distanciation and difference. This indeed clearly and incontro­

vert ibly supports the ar gument of this thesis , namely that there 

can be no identity without a genuine dialogue with difference and 

distance . And in turn , a difference that does not refer in some 

way to the being of man , r emains meaningless at a deep existential 

and philosophical level , meaningless not in itself , but because it 

is incomplete and abortive . 

Furthermore , we have argued in the second chapter that 

the being of man cannot be known unless it expresses itself in 

stories and histories . We have examined Ricoeur ' s work on time 

and narrative very closely, and his conclusion seems to us both 

valid and of great importance in the context of contemp orary French 

philosophy : identity is a narrated identity; it is through 

language , and even more i mp ortant , through narrative and texts that 

man comes to know himself . And when he does so , man also .becomes 

aware of time and of living in a historical present, a present 

filled with initiative and action , that is with projects being 

fulfilled or about to be fulfilled in the f uture. The concept of 

mimesis , and even more important, of Ricoeur ' s threefold mimesis 

appeared as the very concrete guiding thread throughout his research 

into time and narrative . It acted as a mediation between the 

discordance of time and fleeting events , and the concordence of a 

structured story. We argued that they indeed constitute a herme­

neutic circle} that is in fact a spiral endlessly enlarging itself 

through all the knowledge made available by the human sciences . 

Can we therefore, in conclusion , say that Ricoeur ' s 

hermeneutic phenomenology has expanded , throughout the years , 

towards one of his earliest aims and values , a concrete philosophy 

in line with that of Gabriel Marcel? The hermeneutic circle speaks 

for itself : yes, it is a concrete way of conceiving what reality 
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is like, a reality with an axis rather than a centre, and with 

endless resources for expansion and growth . But this kind of 

growth can only be in terms of a method that is; and must remain, 

dialectical . Ricoeur's philosophy has both developed towards the 

concrete and this despite the ever- increasing abstract language 

needed to tackle the abstract epistemological problems and 

towards the dialeetical . More fundamentally, we would argue that 

Ricoeur makes it very clear there can be no concrete reflective 

thought unless it is rooted in a dialogue , in a communication 

between the ' same ' and the 'other'. 



331 

CON C L U S ION 

FROM EPISTEMOLOGY TO ONTOLOGY.: THE HERMENEUTIC CIRCLE 

OF DIFFERENCE AND IDENTITY IN THE THOUGHT OF PAUL RICOEUR 

on ne vit que ce qu'on 
imagine' 
(front page of this thesis) 

Ricoeur -is now, inevitably at the age of 73, approaching the 

climax· of life ' s experience: what then can we -say about the productive 

imagination that , he himself suggests, informs his life and his 

work? It stands out against the background of the hermeneutic 

circle of explanation and appropriation, in the form of a semantic 

innovation at work not only in metaphor and plot, but also at all 

cultural levels, and it keeps opening the spiral, giving it 

direction as well as form and depth. We have argued that 

imagination is the explorer of our human becoming : it discloses 

new possible worlds and new ways of being in the world. But it can 

do so only because it first opens up a distance at the heart of 

lived experience. In other words, the concept of imagination 

works like an 'iconic augmentation': it condenses within itself 

the dialectics of difference and identity. Implying at once the 

'same', the similar and the 'other', it leads the hermeneutic 

spiral through the human sciences towards Ricoeur's ultimate 

philosophical goal, 'the ontology of human reality' (Response, 

p. 40). 

And without a doubt, imagination has guided Ricoeur 

throughout his prolific work by providing the quality of vision 

that transformed distance and difference into the productive 

distance necessary to knowledge and self-understanding. What was 

this Ricoeurian vision and how is it linked to the argument of this 

thesis? Ricoeur's work began with the question of freedom and with 

an original approach that sought to combine the depth of Gabriel 
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Marcel's existential vision . with the clarity of Husserl ' s method . 
\Jhlll he COI1SI ~~ere cl tv be 

It was againstAthe inadequacies of . existentialism that Ricoeur 

imaginatively chose as his tools these values of depth and clarity. 

Using them , he set out to investigate the structures of human 

nature and built up a solid framework within which he then placed 

his existential concepts and values . His aim was to demonstrate 

the unity of freedom and nature , of mind and body, in contrast with 

t he old dichotomy with which we are familiar . He very nearly 

succeeded in his demonstrations, were it not for another deeper 

duality that slowly emerged despite the obvious reciprocity between 

the voluntary and the involuntary . The existential difference 

forced Ricoeur out of pure Husserlian phenomenology and into herme-

neutics . ~he move changed both his method and values , and illustrates 

the power of what we call his intellectual imagination, when faced 

with the insoluble problem of the non-coincidence of man with 

himself . Yes , indeed, freedom had been proved to be only a human 

freedom limited by all our contingencies, physical and psychological. 

But what about this non-coincidence of a man now torn between his 

desire for the infinite and the realities of his finite incarnation? 

How could freedom fit within such an existential dilemma. Ricoeur 

retained both his ontological vision and his method of pure reflec­

tion , and with imaginativeness he redirected his enquiry towards 

the structures of human reality. This change of emphasis enriched 

in retrospect his first eidetic work, and thus makes the existential 

distance between freedom and nature appear productive. - His questions 

on knowing , acting , and the affective forms of the will led to 

unstable syntheses, and more important , to the awareness of ' faulty ' 

aspects in man . Moreover , when Ricoeur pursued his enquiry, 

challenged by this geological and ethical fault, he came , perhaps 
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surprisingly; to evil, that is to say to the absolute 'other ' of 

human freedom. Ricoeur first visualized in the geological dis­

proportion of man with himself the possibility of evil. But when 

linked to the problem of freedom, this ontological fault turned out 

to be ethical . Consequently, a new ethical distance appeared within 

man. This distance we shall also call productive, because it led 

Ricoeur's vision towards the symbolism of evil, and to the roots 

of our religious culture . In addition, this second distance was 

the springboard for Ricoeur's hermeneutics, and consequently for a 

more concrete way of thinking, which constitutes one of Ricoeur 's 

main goals. Yet, how did this come about? 

What we have called the ' hermeneutic turn' was marked by 

the appearance of a concern with language in Ricoeur 's work, even 

though it remained largely unexplored. His new awareness of the 

importance of symbol and myth as 'Ie plein du langage ' , from which 

concrete philosophy was now to start, drew attention to the 

linguistic aspect of his work. His imaginative vision was further 

enhanced by the conception of a hermeneutic circle that also 

involved the philosopher . Indeed the concept of appropriation was 

latent within the idea of a belief necessarily implicit in any act 

of understanding. This stresses in Ricoeur's work, the phenomeno­

logical value of the world - for_me : the philosopher is more than 

a scientist (who is content to explain the world), he also makes it 

his ovm so as to dwell in it . 

His work on symbols, as well as the first hermeneutic 

circle seen as only a route towards concrete reflection, further 

challenged Ricoeur ' s intellectual imagination: how was he to bridge 

the distance , again a productive distance, between symbolics and 

philosophy? We have seen how his vision slowly enlarged by moving 

from the conception of a wager to that of hermeneutic phe~omenology . 
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The distance remained, but became productive, thanks to the idea 

of a dialectics between the two: symbols indeed give rise to 

thought, but more important, concrete thought cannot be without 

roots, without a past made of symbolic and contingent traditions, 

without a culture. This distance further developed the importance 

and value of mediation in Ricoeur's philosophy: the self cannot 

know itself immediately. Ricoeur placed much emphasis on the 

value of mediation: he built on it his hermeneutic circle, with 

the concept of distanciation and explanation. 

Ricoeur's work on psychoanalysis was a further challenge 

to his imagination. It enriched his vision and added originality 

to his work. In addition, it led to the problematic of the conflict 

of interpretations, grasped in terms of a telos and an arche in 

man. His intellectual imagination had by then sufficien~ width 

and depth to bring together in dialectics both Hegel and Freud. 

The distance between them, each being seen as the reverse image of 

the other, stressed complementarity rather than conflict, thus 

leading Ricoeur to the idea of a possible arbitration of those 

aspects of man that normally tend to conflict. It must be said 

that Ricoeur always searches for identity in his detours through 

difference. Hence, the value of 'arbitration' in his thought, 

that is of a critical approach that may lead to unity. But he 

is realistic enough to know that this hope can only be a horizon. 

He said to Richard Kearney in Dialogues: 

'If there is an ultimate unity, it resides else­
where, in a sort of eschatological hope. But 
this is my 'secret', if you wish, my personal 
wager, and not something that can be translated 
into a centralizing philosophical discourse.' 
(pp. 27-28) 

This, of course, highlights in a forceful way to 

Ricoeur's values as regards the transcendental 'Other', a God that 
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counterbalances evil with his promise of reconciliation: the 

greater the evil, the greater, for "Ricoeur, the love of God. 

Ricoeur spoke of the 'sentinelles de l'horizon' (~., p.509) to 

describe the signs of such a promise, and although he acknowledged 

the fragility of a rationality that transcends our reflections, he 

also argued that philosophy "has a duty to greet it 'comme ce qui 

vient a elle sur des pattes d'oiseaux' (D.I. p.50S). 

We would here draw attention to Ricoeur's language which 

tends to be metaphorical as well as highly abstract. The above 

metaphor stresses the fr~gility and the unexpectedness of the 

symbolism of reconciliation: it comes from the horizon to dwell 

within our limited human reflection. In his work on the voluntary 

and the involuntary, Ricoeur refers to the psychoanalyst as a 

'midwife of freedom', an expression we find particularly revealing. 

His expression of 'rubbing' concepts together, surprising as it may 

sound, is also very effective. When Ricoeur speaks of the 'war' of 

interpretations, the fight is real, it is almost a physical confron-

tation in which concepts exchange, yet do not lose their identity. 

We read in De l'interpretation: 

'11 s'agit bien au contraire de se battre ••• de 
frotter l'une contre l'autre l'herm6neutique 
d'Eliade ••• et l'herm~neutique freudienne, 
afin de construire sans complaisance le oui et 
le non ••• ' (p.511) 

The 'yes' and 'no' refers to the critical approach that leads to an 

arbitration of hermeneutics. 

Many examples of this language could be given, but a 

last one will suffice here, expressing the idea of concepts that 

have become outgrown. Ricoeur writes: 

••• les images de l'ancien syst~me ne peuvent plus 
survivre que comme des fleurs coup~es' (S.M. p.191) 

They have lost, as it were, their life support, their meaning. 
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In his recent work, Hicoeur seems to have become more 

abstract in his language , in contrast to his progress towards 

concrete philosophy . This i 's an interesting phenomenon. Wha t lie s 

behind such a new wave of difficult words can be explained as 

follows. Ricoeur has entered more and more deeply into the epis­

temological world of the human sciences, and hence had no choice 

but to adopt their specialized language in order not to lose all 

their meaningful subtleties . Ricoeur also clearly delights in the 

use of Greek words, and of old words that have lost their meaning in 

the contemporary French language . For example the word ' utopia ' 

usually understood in its negative connotation, as something 

illusory that is cut off from human action and reality. Ricoeur 

re-values it by stressing its importance in dialectics with ideology. 

Both complete one another in the same way that imagination adds to 

our ordinary way of life. We need utopia to counterbalance what 

may become fixed in our society : to the symbolic confirmation of 

the past corresponds the symbolic opening towards the future. 

Returning to Ricoeur ' s values as regards Transcendence 

and the ' Wholly Other ' , we would stress the value of testimony in 

some of Ricoeur ' s articles . He has from time to time preached both 

in France and in the United States , and was the preacher at an 

ecumenical service held during the students ' and workers ' insurrec­

tion in 1968. A committed Christian , 'he is close to biblical 

scholars and theologians . Yet he is not a theologian but above all 

a philosopher , a philosopher who keeps an attentive eye on the 

' sentinelles de l ' hor,izon ' • And this also demands vision and 

imaginati on. 

Ricoeur ' s recent work on metaphor , text, narrative and 

time has opened and deepened even further his intellectual imagina­

tion. He himself linked his work to the problem of creativity in 
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language, with the hope of a recreation of language whereby the 

old structures would be filled anew. This was the purpose of his 

interpretatbn theory: to explain the mecanisms of a text in 

such a way as to recover its spirit, that is its capacity to open 

up new worlds. There can be no doubt that such a task demanded 

great depth of vision on the part of the philQsopher. This was 

made possible by Ricoeur's almost intuitive understanding of meta-

phor and symbol, an intuition close to that of writers. 

Gabriel Marcel saw a convergence between the writer and 

the authentic philosopher. In his Essai de philosophie concr~te, 

he emphasized that both try to 'degager des structures', and even 

I more important that they share 'un certain etonnement' (p.100) 

because neither really becomes used to the 'fait d'exister'. 

They both remain 'en proie au reel' (p.100). In this sense, 

Ricoeur is an authentic philosopher: he is someone who can make 

distance, and structure, productive, by exploding their meaning. 

The proof lies in his hermeneutic circle of distanciation and 

appropriation that seeks the existential fulfilment of a being 

enriched with the epistemology of all our human sciences. Their 

tension and conflict fill the distance between the 'is' and the 

'is not' of the -human reality, making it dialectical, and therefore 

productive. 

We have stressed the importance and value of this 

dialectical approach to reality that springs from the semantic 

innovation of metaph~, This was further developed by Ricoeur in 

his work on time and narrative. Here as well several dialectics 

were needed, and most of them disclosed a productive distance. 

They enriched the hermeneutic circle of the theory of interpretation 

by adding to it a circle of prefiguration, configuration and 



JJ8 

refiguration of human action. Again, Ricoeur brought, with 

imagination and vision, two unex~ ected philosophers together 

in dialogues: St. Augustin and Aristotle, seeing in each one 

the reverse image of the other. And most important for our 

argument, the dialectics revealed that identity can only be a 

narrated identity that unfolds in the 'prlsent historique', that 

is in an existential present filled with our past and future 

projects and initiatives . This present could be retained by our 

stor~es . because it had first been lost in its immediacy, and 

further recreated by the work of language. Ricoeur drew attention 

to the importance of distanciation as regards time: 

'L'impression, pour etre retrouv6e, doit d'abord 
~tre perdue en tant que jouissance immediate~ 
prisonni~re de son objet ext~rieur.' 
(T.R. II, p.221) 

This emphasizes once again the productive distance at work in both 

time and narrative. And we would argue that it is the same distance 

already at work in the Husserlian epoche, which Ricoeur also calls 

'l'imagination productrice' in 'L'imagination dans le discours et 

dans l'action' (1976) when he states that: ' ••• l'imagination est 

l'instrument meme de la critique du r~el. La r~duction transcen-

dentale husserlienne, en tant que neutralisation de l'existence, 
, 

en est l'illustration la plus complete' (p.210). Imagination is 

distance made productive. It is thanks to our imaginary power that 

we can recognise the values of both past and future, through their 

differences from those of the present, and that we can therefore 

open up the real towards the possible. And this is precisely what 

Ricoeur has done throughout his writing career. His philosophy 

remains open, it welcomes all disciplines that deal with man and 

being in an effort to be continuously informed as regards the 

intellectual landscape. This is so even to the extent of wanting 
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to read everything. Ricoeur has jokingly said in the course 

of a private discussion with us - " that his son, a psychoanalyst, 

thinks he is a psychotic, because of this need t Oo be informed in 

the mos t minute detail. We have certainly noticed this in his 

later work, especially through his voluminous reading and 

references, and we must admire the breadth of his knowledge. 

This means of course that he has indeed drawn on other people's 

ideas to a considerable extent, but as we have already argued, with 

creativi ty and originality, in other words, with imagination. 

However, despite the progress of his thinking continuously 

enlarged and enriched by Uthers, we detect a subterranean continuity 

as regards his values. The constantly postponed project of a 

'Poltique de la volont&' was to be, already in 1950, a philosophy 

of t h e creat i ve imagination, this is to say, a philosophy" that 

makes me a human being by adding a self to my~. Unlike many 

contemporary philosophers, Ricoeur has no t been actively involved 

in politics, but, as we have already mentioned, he has taken up 

his responsibilities as a Christian, with great seriousness, and 

has spoken up, in a very critical way, for a better society with 

more justice and less exploitation. Dialogue has been, for Ricoeur, 

the guiding thread of his work, and this means some form of dialec­

ticS between the 'same' and the 'other'. He has retained, and 

deepened, the dynamic movement present in the phenomenological 

intentionality of his early work, and directed towards what is 

'other', and he has done so with imagination and insight always 

moving ahead to a new challenge. This is well illustrated by his 

many articles which can be regarded as some kind of 'coupe transversa ~ 

le dans une recherche en progres' (T.R. II, p.81), thus adding to 

the depth of his work. Indeed the dialectics of communication is 

so central to Ricoeur's thought, that it is as if his own life has 
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become a dialectics, split between the need to read and continually 

increase his epistemological knowledge, and the need to write and 

recover the self disclosed by all those readings, so as to under-

stand himself always a little better. The language 'at work' in 

symbol, text and narrative, has been, for him, the privileged tool 

in making such an understanding a reality. It is through the 

'other' of the works of language that we find meaning: we cannot 

create meaning , we inherit it and further recreate it by our 

re-interpretations of it, by our stories and histories. This is 

perhaps the fundamental lesson of Ricoeur's hermeneutics, as he 

told Richard Kearney in Dialogues: 

' It is by: an understanding of the worlds, actual and 
possible, opened by language that we may arrive at a 
better understanding of ourselves.' (p.45) 

In doing so, we would argue that we increase the axis of .the spiral, 

and perhaps, that Ricoeur's hermeneutic circle starts to resemble a 

little Gaston Bachelard's image of the being of man to which Mary 

McAllester has drawn attention in the conclusion of her article 

' Bachelard twenty years on: an assessment' (1984). Bachelard 

writes in La poJtigue de l'espace: 

' Et quelle spirale que l'~tre de l'homme! ••• Ainsi, 
l'~re spirale, qui se d~signe exterieurement comme 
un centre bien investi, jamais n'atteindra son 
centre ••• Dans le r~gne de l'imagination, ~ peine 

• ; J I " une express10n a ete avancee, que l'etre a besoin 
d'une autre expression ••• ' (p.193) 

Yet this centre, that always escapes man, can be found in stories, 

thanks to which we move towards identity, even if we cannot reach it. 

In a world of mutation and change man needs to hold on to some 

meaningful identity. Yet, on the other hand, identity without 

distance would be sterile, it would, as Sartre has demonstrated, 

transform man into a 'thing'. We would argue, as we conclude this 

thesis, that Ricoeur has found the answer: yes indeed, the self is 
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continually decentred by its 'other', but this endless decentring 

and growth is itself a narrative identity, 'issue de la 

rectification sans fin d'un r~cit anterieur par un r~cit 

ulterieur, et de la chafne de refigurations qui ~n r~sulte' (T.R. 

111, pp.357-358). In other words, the hermeneutic circle of 

difference and identity in the thought of Paul Ricoeur succeeds 

in paving the way from epistemology to ontology, from the 'other' 

to the 'same' thanks to the power of intellectual imagination. 

It has found a poetic and dynamic way of displacing the problem. 

We shall leave to Ricoeur the last word as regards this resolution 

of the dialectics of identity and difference: 

'En un mot, l'identitJ narrative est la r~solution 
po~tique du cercle herm~neutique.' (T.R. III, p.358) 
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A P PEN D I X 

(a) Biography of Paul Ricoeur 

1913 Born in Valence 

1915 

1933 

1934 - 35 

1935 

1936 

1937 - 38 

1939 - 45 

1945 - 48 

1948 - 56 

1956 - 66 

1960 - present 

1966 - 70 

1969 

1970 

1970 - 73 

1973 - 80 

Orphaned and brought up in Rennes 

Took a B.A. in Philosophy 

Student at the Sorbonne. Also became a s tudent 
of Gabriel Marcel. 

Gained second place in the 'Agr~gation'. 

He married (and subsequently had five children) 

Teacher in Colmar 

Did his Military service 

Was called up to the war, and was imprisoned 
in Germany until 1945. In captivity he read 
Husserl and Jaspers, and taught philosophy to 
his fellow prisoners. 

Taught at the College Cevenol and began to 
publish his books on Marcel and Jaspers. 

Was elected to a Chair in the History of 
Philosophy at the University of Strasbourg . 

Was appointed to a Chair in General Philosophy 
at the Sorbonne. 

Holds a part-time professorship at the University 
of Chicago. 

Directorship of the 'Centre d'~tudes ph~nom~no­
logiques et hermeneutiques' in Paris. 

Moved from the Sorbonne to lecture at Nanterre 
(Paris). 

Became Dean of the Faculty 

Resigned from Nanterre, following the student 
occupation of the University. 

Moved to a professorial post at the University 
of Louvain. 

Returned to Nanterre. 

(b) Meeti ngs between Danielle Piovano and Paul Ricoeur 

January 1980 

Ricoeur gave the Sarum lectures at the University of Oxford: 
'Narrative in Religious Discourse'. After an exchange of letters we 
met in Oxford on the occasion of these lectures. 

February 1986 

He gave the Gifford lectures at the University of Edinburgh: 
'On Selfhood: the Question of Personal Identity'. 
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26 February 1986 

On my initiative, Ricoeur was invited by the Departments 
of English Studies and Modern Languages to give a special lecture at 
the University of Strathclyde: 'Time and the Poetics of Narrative'. 
At that time we had the opportunity to discuss this work. 

On the following page two items have been reproduced: 

(i) A ~~~d r~~eived from Ricoeur before his visit to Scotland 
in February 1986 indicating his willingness to meet me 
and discuss his wor~. 

(ii) Ricoeur's autograph on the inside cover of Temps et r~cit. 
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I. WORKS BY PAUL RICOEUR 

We are indebted to Frans D. Vansina for his exhaustive 

' Bibliographie de Paul Ricoeur ' published in Revue philosophigue 

de Louvain, 60 (1962), 66 (1968), and 72 (1974), and also for his 

updated version 'Bibliography of Paul Ricoeur ' in Charles Reagan ' s 

Studies in the Philosophy of Paul Ri~9~ (1979), up to 1976 . 

All books are published i~ Paris, unless stated otherwise. 

Ricoeur's books and articles are listed according to the order in 

which they first appeared. Translations are not given, though it 

must be said that Ricoeur has been translated into English, German, 

Spanish, Italian , Polish, Portuguese , Danish and Dutch. 
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Karl Jaspers et la philosophie de l ' existence (with Mikel Dufrenne), 
1947 , Seuil. 
Gabriel Marcel et Karl Jaspers . Philosophie du myst~re et 
philosophie du paradoxe , 1947 , Temps present . 

Philosophie de la volont~ I: Le volontaire et l'involontaire , 1950, 
Aubier. 
Husserl Edmond, Iddes directrices pour une phenomenologie . 
Translation of Ideen I with an introduction and notes by P. Ricoeur, 
1950 , Gallimard . 

Histoire et V~rit~ , 1955 , Seuil . Reprinted and enlarged in 1964, and 
in 1967 . 
Philosophie de la volonte. Finitude et Culpabilit~ I . L' homme 
faillible , 1960, Aubier • 

. Philosophie de la volontd . Finitude et Culpabilit~ II . La 
symboligue du mal, 1960, Aubier . 

De l ' interpr~tation . Essai sur Freud , 1965 , Seuil . 

Husserl: An Analysis of his Phenomenology . Translation of several 
articles of P . Ricoeur by E. G. Ballard and L. E. Embree , 1967, 
Evanston, Northwestern University Press . 

Entretiens Paul P.icoeu~ - Gab~iel Mar~el, 1968, Aubier. 

Le conflit des interpretations . Essais d ' herm~neutique, 1969 , Seuil . 

Political and Social Essays, ed. David Stewart and Joseph Bien . 
Translation of several essays prefaced by P. Ricoeur , 1974, 
Athens, Ohio University Press . 

La metaphore vive , 1975, Seuil . 

Gadamer , H. G •.• V~ritd et methode . Les grandes lignes d ' une 
herm'J'neutigue philosophigue . Translat i on by E. Sacre and 
P. Ricoeur, 1976, Seuil . 
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Interpretation Theory : Discourse and the Surplus of Meaning, 1976 , 
Fort Worth , Texas Christian UniverSity Press . 

The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur : An Anthology of His Work , ed . 
Charles E. Reagan and David Stewart . Translation of several 
articles, 1978, Boston, Beacon Press . 

Essays on Biblical InterDretation, ed. by Lewis S. Mudge with a 
reply by P. Ricoeur, 1980 , Fortress Press, U. S . A. 

Paul Ricoeur . Hermeneutics and the human sciences . Essays on 
language, action and interpretati~n , ed . by John B. Thompson, 
Cambridge UniverSity Press; 1981 

Temps et R~cit 1 , -1983, Seuil . 

Temps et R~cit II . La configuration du temps dans le r~cit de 
fiction , 1984 , Seuil. 

Temps et R~cit III . Le TemDs racontJ , 1985 , Seuil . 

(b) Articles 

1940 L ' attention . .Etude phenom~nologique de l' attention et de 
ses connexions philosophiques, in Bulletin du Cercle 
Philosophigue de l ' Ouest , 4 , January . 

1946 Le Chrdtien et la Civilisation occidentale, in Christianisme 
social . Revue Sociale et Internationale Dour un Monde 
Chr~tien , 54 . 

1947 

1948 

1949 

V~ritd : Jdsus et Ponce Pilate , in Le Semeur . Tribune libre 
de la Federation Fran~aise des Associations Chretiennes 
d'Etudiants, 44. 
Le mystere mutuel ou le romancier hurnilid , in Esprit, 
15, April . 

La crise de la D~mocratie et la Conscience Chritienne, in 
Christianismesocial, 55 . 

Envoi , in Foi- Education. Revue trimestr~lle de la F~d~ration 
protestante des Membres de l ' Enseignement , 17, December. 

Pour un christianisme prophdtique , in Les chr~tiens et la 
politigue (Dialogues) , Temps Pr~sent. 

Dimensions d'une recherche commune, in Esprit, 16, December. 

La pens~e engag~e. M. Merleau-Ponty. Humanisme et terreur , 
in Esprit , 16, TIecember . 

La condition du philosophe chr~tien, in Christianisme social, 
56 . 

Comment respecter l'enfant?, in Poi-Education , 18 , October . 

L ' experience psychologique de la liberte , in Le Semeur , 46 . 

Le renouvellement du probleme de la philosophie chretienne 
par les philosophies de l'existence, in Le Probleme de la 
philosophie Chr.kienne , P. U. P. 

Husserl et le sens de l'histoire, in Revue de m~taphysigue 
et de morale, 54 , July. 
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L'homme non violent et sa pr~sence a l'histoire, in 
Esprit, 17, February . 

Le Yogi, Ie Commissaire , Ie Proldtaire et la proph~te. 
A propos de ' Humanisme et terreur ' de Maurice Merleau­
Ponty, in Christianisme social, 57 . 

La culpabilit~ allemande , in Christianisme social, 57 . 

Une philosophie personnaliste, in Esprit , 18, December. 

Discerner pour agir, in Le Semeur, 48 . 

Les travaux de la Commission Philip, in Christianisme 
social, 20~ 

1951 Compte rendu de th~se, in Annales de l ' Universitci de Paris , 
21 • 

1952 

L ' unit~ du volontaire et de l ' involontaire, in Bulletin de 
la Soci~t~ fran~aise de Philosophie , 45, J anuary . 

Anal yse3 et problemes dans Ideen II de Husserl , in Revue 
de m~taphysigue et de morale , 56 , October. 

Ricoeur P . et Domenach J.M., Masse et personne, in Esprit , 
19, January . 

Pour une coexistence pacifique des civilisations, in 
Esprit, 19, March. 

RJflexions sur ' Le diable et Ie Bon Dieu ', in Esprit , 19, 
November . 

V~ritci et mensonge , in Esprit , 19, December . 

Le christianisme et le sens de l'histoire. Progr~s, 
ambiguit~ , espdrance, in Christianisme social , 59 , April. 

T~ches pour la paix , in Christianisme social, 59 . 

La connaissance de l'homme par la litterature du malheur , 
in Foi-Education , 21. 

La question de l ' humanisme chr~tie,n , in Foi et Vie, 49 . 

L'Evangile et les intellectuels , in Le Semeur , 49 . 

Note sur l'Existentialisme et la Foi Chr'tienne, in 
La revue de l'Evang~lisation, 6. 

Histoire de la philosophie et SOCiolo~ie de la connaissance, 
in L' homme et l ' histoire . Actes du VI Congr~s des 
Soci~t~s de philosophie de langue fran~aise . 

Mdthodes et t~ches d 'une ph4nom~nologie de la vOlonte , in 
Problemes actuels de la phJnomdnologie, ed. H. L. Van Breda , 
Desclee de Brouwer . 

Analyses et probl~mes dans Ideen II de Husserl -(Continua­
tion) , in Revue de m~taphysigue et de morale, "S7, January . 

Le temps de Jean-Baptiste et le temps de Galil~e , in 
Esprit , 20 , May . 

, 
Aux frontieres de la philosophie , in Esprit , 20, November. 

PropOSitions de compromis pour l ' Allemagne, in Esprit, 
20, December . 

L ' Homme rcivoltJ de Camus, in Christianisme social, 60 . 
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Urgence d ' une morale, in Foi -Education , 22 . 

L'homme de science et l'homme de foi, in Le Semeur, 50, 
November . 

Vraie et fausse angoisse, in L ' angoisse du temps pr~sent 
et les devoirs de l'esnrit (Rencontres internationales de 
Gen~ve, 1953), Neuchatel, La Baconni~re . 

Culpabilite tragi que et culpabilite biblique, in Revue 
d'histoire et de philosonhie religieuses, 33, No .4. 

Travail et parole, in Esprit, 21, January . 

Aux fronti~res de la philosophie (Continuation), in 
Esprit , 21, March . 

Sur la ph~nom~nologie, I, in Esprit , 21, December. 

Objectivite et subjectivit~ en histoire , in Revue de 
l'enseignement philosophigue , 3, July . 

Les conditions de la coexistence pacifique. Conditions de 
la paix, in Christianisme social, 61 . 

Pour la solution du probl~e allemand . La conference de 
Berlin, in Christianisme social , 61. 

La crise de la verite et la pression du mensonge dans la 
civilisation actuelle, in Vie enseignante . Pour les 
instituteurs, 11, November. 

Etat , Nation, Ecole, in Foi-Education, 23, April • . 

Br~hier E., Histoire de la philosophie allemande, third 
edition with an introduction and an appendix by P. Ricoeur, 
Vrin . 

La relation a autrui . Le ' socius ' et le prochain, in 
L ' amour du prochain , Cerf . 

Sympathie et respect. Ph~nomenologie et ~thique de la 
seconde personne, in Revue de metaphysiaue et de morale, 59 . 

Etude sur les ' Meditations Cartesiennes' de Husserl, in 
Revue philosophigue de Louvain , 52. 

L 'histoire de la philosophie et l ' unite du vrai, in Revue 
internationale de philosophie, 8 . 

Kant et Husserl , in Kant-Studien, 46. 

Philosophie de la personne I, ' L' existence d ' autrui ', in 
Esprit, 22 , February. 

I I (' Morale sans peche - ou peche sans morale?, in Esprit , 22, 
August. 

Le Protestantisme et la question scolaire, in Foi-Education, 
24, June. 

La parole est mon royaume , in Esprit, 23 , February. 

Sur la ph~nomenologie , II . 'Le probleme de l'ame ', in 
Esprit , 23 , April. 

Philosophie et Ontologie . Retour a Hegel , in Esprit, 23 , 
August . 

Aux fronti~res de la philosophie II . Philosophie et 
proph~tisme, in Esprit , 23, December. 
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Vraie et fausse paix, in Christianisme social, 63, 
September . 

French Protestantism Today, in The Christian Century, 72, 
October. 

Vivre 'en' adultes 'comme' des enfants, in J eunes fe mme s . 
Bulletin des groupes Jeunes f emmes', 4, July. 

1956 Guardini R., La mort de Socrate, translation by Paul 
Ricoeur, Seuil (269p.) 

1957 

Thevenaz P., L' homme ct sa raison, I. Raison et con­
s cience de . soi , (Etra et penser . Cahiers de philosophie, 
46) . Introduction by Paul Ricoeur, Neuchlhel. 

N~ gativitd et affirma tion originaire, in Asnects de la 
dialectigue, (Recherches de Philosophie, II), Descl~e de 
Brouwer . 

Que si&nifie ' humarasme ' ?, in Comprendre . Revue de la 
soci~t~ europ~enne de culture (L ' humanisme d ' aujourd ' hui), 
No . 15, March . 

Certitudes et incertitudes d ' une rivolution, in Esprit, 24, 
January . 

Questions sur la Chine, in Christianisme social, 64 . 

Enseignement dans la Chine nouvelle , in Foi-Education. 

Etre, essence et substance chez Platon et Aristote (Les 
Cours de la Sorbonne) , Centre de Documentation Univer­
sitaire (149p.) 

Etat et violence. La troisieme conf~rence ~nnuelle du 
Foyer John Knox , Geneva , John Knox House. 

Ecole-Nation-Etat, in Larcit~ et paix scolaire , Berger, 
Levrault . 

Ph~nom~nologie existentielle, in EncycloP~die fran%aise 
XIX , Philo sophie et religion, Larousse . 

Renouveau' de l'ontologie, in Encyclop~die frangaise XIX, 
Philosophie et religion , Larousse . 

Philosophie et Religion chez Karl Jaspers, in Revue 
d ' histoire et de philosophie religieuses , 37. 

Le 'trait~ de Metaphysique ' de Jean Wahl, in Esprit, 25, 
March . 

Le paradoxe politique , in Esprit , 25 , May. 

L ' essai sur le mal ' de Jean Nabert, in Esprit, 25, July. 

La ' philosophie politique ' of Eric Weil , in Esprit, 25, 
October. 

Faith and Culture, in The Student World , 50. 

Place de l ' oeuvre d ' art dans notre culture, in ~ 
Education , 27 , January. 

Vour ~tes le sel de la terre, in Au service du maftre . 
Alliance des ~guipes unionistes, November . 
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Recherches d'anthropologie chr6tienne sur le terrain 
philosophique . I Les Grecs et le p~ch~ . II Le philosophe 
en face de la confession des p~ches, in Suppldment to 
La confiance. Correspondance fraternelle et priv~e des 
pasteurs de France, 3, Nos . 1-2 . 

1958 Perplexi t~s sur Israe'l, in Esprit 26 , June. 

L 'aventure technique et son horizon interplanetaire, in 
Christianisme social, 66, January. 

Les aventures de l'Etat et la t~che des .chretiens, in 
Christianisme socio.l , 66, June. 

El~ments de jugement 'constitutionnel ', in Christianisme 
social, 66 . 
L ' enseignement protestant en face du catholicisme 
d'aujourd ' hui, in Foi-Education, 28, January. 

Formes actuelles des prJoccupations morales et reli­
gieuses de la jeunesse, in L' 8cole des parents, June . 

Le droit de punir , in Cahiers de VillemJtrie, March. 

1959 Le sentiment , in Edmund Husserl 1859-1959 - Recueil 
comme!moratif (Phaenomenologica 4), La Haye , Nijhoff. 

1960 

1961 

Le symbole donne a penser, in Esprit, 27, July . 

Du marxisme au communisme contemporain , in Christianisme 
social, 67. 
Les formes nouvelles de la Justice Sociale , in Christianisme 
social, 67 . 
La crise du socialisme , in Christianisme social , 67 . 

La place des ' humanites ' dans la civilisation industrielle, 
in Paris-Lettres . Le journal des etudiants en lettres, 3, 
August . 

L'homme et son mystere , in Le myst~re (Semaine des Intellec­
tuels Catholioues 1959) , Horay. 

L ' antinomie de la realit~ humaine et le probleme de 
l'anthropologie philosophique, in 11 Pensiero, 5 , No . 3 

La sexualite . La merveille , l ' errance , l ' enigme, in Esprit, 
28 , November . 

Les camps d ' internement, in Christianisme social , 68 . 

L ' image de Dieu et l ' ~popJe humaine , in Christianisme 
social, 68 . 

Le p~ch6 originel : ~tude et Signification , ' in Eglise et 
Th~ologie.Bulletin trimestriel de la Faculte de- Theologie 
Protestante de Paris , 23, December . 

L'insoumission , in Esprit , 28 , October . 

Histoire de la philosophie et historicite , in L'histoire et 
ses interpr~tations . (Centre culturel international de 
Cerisy-la-Salle , 1958) , Mouton. 

Hermeneutique des symboles et rJflexion philosophique , in 
Archivio di Filosofia, 31, Nos . 1-2. 

Philosophie , sentiment et podsie . La notion d ' a priori 
selon Mike l Dufrenne , in Esprit, 29 , March. 
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1961 Civilisation universelle et cultures nationales, in 
Espr i t, 29, October. 

1962 

1963 

1964 

Le s ocial isme d'aujourd'hui, in Christianisme social , 69, 
July . 

Que signifie la pr~sence des pauvres parmi nous? , in 
Foi-Education, 31, January . 

Une lettre du professeur Ricoeur (protestant c~ntre la 
mesure de garde a vue prise contre lui), in Le monde , 18, 
No . 5102 , 14 June. 

Nature et libertd, in Exis tence et Nature, P.U.F. 

Nabert J ., Elements pour une ~thique . Preface by Ricoeur. 
Aubier . 

Herm~neutique et rJflexion, in Archivio di Filosofia , 32, 
Nos . 1-2. 

L ' acte et le signe selon Jean Nabert, in Les etudes philo­
sophigues , 17, July. 

L ' hunanit~ de l'homme. Contribut ion de la Philosophie 
Fran~aise contemporaine , in Studium generale , 15, No.5. 

Introduction au probleme des signes et du langage , in 
Cahiers de philosophie , 1 - No .8 (76p.) 

Symbolique et temporalite, in Archivio di Filosofia , 33, 
Nos. 1-2. 

Kierkegaard et Ie mal , in Revue de th~ologie et de philo­
sophie , 13, No .4. 

Philosopher apres Kierkegaard , in Revue de theologie et de 
philosophie, 13, No.4. 

Le conflit des herm~neutiques : ~pist'nlologie des interpre­
tations, in Cahiers internationaux de symbolisme, 1, No .1. 

structure et herm~neutique, in Esprit , November . 

Levi-Strauss C., Ricoeur P. 
in Esprit , 31, November. 

I' .... Reponses a quelques questions, 

Le symbole et Ie my the , in Le Semeur, 61, No.2. 

I I y a une autre politique que celIe de la bombe, in Citl 
nouvelle, No. 394, 5, December (Interview) 

La jugement, in Cahiers de philosophie, 2, No .5 (87p.) 

Dialogue avec 11 . Ricoeur sur la psych analyse, in Cahiers 
de philosophie , 2, No .8. 

Faith and Action: A Christian Point of view. A Christian 
must rely on his Jewish memory,in Criterion 2, No.3. 

Morale de classe - morale universelle t in Lettre, July. 

Technique et non-technique dans Itinterpr~tation, in 
Archivio di 'Filosofia , 34, Nos . 1-2. 

Le symbolisme et l'explication structurale, in Cahiers 
internationaux du symbolisme, 2, No.4. 

Faire l'Universit~t in Esprit 32, May . 

La critique de l a religion, in Bulletin du centre protestant 
dt~tudes, 16, Nos . 4-5. 



1964 

1965 

1966 

352 

Le langage de la foi , in Bulletin du centre protestant 
d ' ~tudes , 16 , Nos . 4- 5. 

Explication et commentairedes Ideen I , in Cahiers de 
philosophie , 3 ( 143p .) 

La psychanalyse et le mouvement de la culture contemporaine , 
in Traitd de psychanalyse, I . Histoire 

Existence et hermJneutique , in Interuretation der Welt , ed . 
by Kuhn, Kahlefelt and Forster , Wurzburg . 

Demythiser l ' accusation , in Archivio di Filosofia , 35, 
Nos . 1- 2 . 

Taches de l ' ~ducateur politique, in Esprit, 33, July . 

De la nation a l'humanite : t~che des chr~tiens, in 
Christianisme social, 73 , September . 

Psychanalyse freudienne et foi chr~tienne , in Cahiers 
d ' Orgemont , No. 52 (30p . ) 

Notre responsabilit~ dans la societe moderne, in Les 
cahiers du Centre Protestant de l ' Ouest , No.4 . 

La recherche philosophique peut - elle s ' achever? in , 
La philosophie : sens et limites (Cahiers Paraboles) . 

Protestation contre la r~forme de l ' enseignement, in 
Le monde , 22 , No . 6357, 23 , J une . 

Le conscient et l ' inconscient , in L' Inconscient ( VIe 
Collogue de Bonneval) . Desclee de Brouwer 

L ' universit: nouvelle , in L ' ~ducation dans un Quebec en 
~volution , P. U. Laval . 

Le po~tique , in Esprit , January . 

Nabert J .: Le d~sir de Dieu . Preface by Ricoeur , Aubier. 

Une interpr~tation philosophique de Freud , in Bulletin de 
la Soci~t~ franiaise de Philosophie , 60 , No . 3 . 

Le probl~me du ' double ' - sens comme probl~me hermdneutique 
et comme probleme s~mantique , in Cahiers internationaux de 
Symbolisme , No . 12. 

Prospective et utopie . Pr~cision ~conomique et choix 
~thique , in Esprit , 34 , February . 

La Parole , instauratrice de libertI , in Cahiers universi­
taires catholiques . 

La philosophie a l ' ~ge des sciences humaines , in Cahiers 
de Philosophie (Anthropologie ) 1, No .1. 

Les problemes du langage , in Cahiers de Philosophie 1 , 
Nos . 2-3 . 

Problemes du langage . Cours de M. Ricoeur (1965-1966 , 
Nanterre ) , in Cahiers de Philosophie 1, No . 4 . 

L ' Ath~isme de la psych ~!alyse freudienne , in Concilium 
Revue internationale de th~ologie , 2 , No . 16 . 

Le projet d ' une morale sociale in Christianisme social , 
74 , May. 
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1966 Doctrine de l'homme . Traits dominants de notre modernite. 

1967 

1968 

Anthropologie philosophique, in Les Cahiers du Centre 
Protestant de l ' Ouest , No. -5. 

Pr~sentation de la philosophie frangaise . cont emporaine, 
in Bibliographie philosophigue . I . Bibliogr ap hie 
d' histoire de la philosophie 1945-1965 . 

A Conversation (wi th P. Ricoeur), in The Bul l et i n of Phi lo­
sophy I , No .1. 

Paupert , J . M., Taize et l ' ~glise de demain , postface by 
Ricoeur . A. Fayard ~ 

Methods ana Tasks of a Phenomenology of the Will , in 
Ricoeur ' s, Hus s erl : An Analysis of His Phenomenol ogy , 
Evanston , Northwestern University Press . 

Langa ge religieux . !Ilythe et symbole , in Le l angage II 
Langages , Neuchatel . 

Interpr~tation du my the de la pe i ne, in Archivi o di Fi loso­
fia , 37 , Nos . 2- 3 . 

La structure , le mot , l ' 4v~nement , in Esprit , 35, May . 
I Violence et langage , in Recherches et Debats , 16 , No . 59 . 

Urbanisation et s~cularisation in Christianisme social , 76 , 
Nos . 5-8 . 

New Developments in Phenomenology in France : the Phenomeno­
logy of Language , in Social Research , 34 , No. 1 • . 

Autonomie et ob~issance , in Cahiers d ' Orgemont, No. 59. 

II'iythe et proclamation chez R. Bul tmann , in Les Cahiers du 
Centre Protestant de l ' Ouest , No . 8 . 

Philosophy of Will and Action , in Phenomenology of Will and 
Action (The Second Lexington Conference on Pure and Applied 
Phenomenology , 1964) , ed . by Straus and Griffith , 
Pittsburgh , Duquesne University Press . 

Husserl and Wittgenstein on Language, in Phenomenology and 
-Existentialism , ed . by Lee and Mandelbaum , Baltimore , The 
J ohn Hopkins University Press . 

D~mythologisation et herme~eutigue , Nancy, Centre Europeen 
universitaire (32p . ) 

Libert~ : responsabilit4 et decision , in Actes du XIVe 
Congr~s International de Philosophie , Vienna, Herder . 

L ' art et la syst4matique freudienne, in Entretiens sur 
l ' art et la psychanalyse (D~cades du Centre culturel 
international de Cerisy-la-Salle ), Mouton. 

Alienation , in Encyclopaedia universalis I , (p . 660-64 ) 

T~ches de la communaute eccl~siale dans le monde moderne , 
in La theolo ie du renouveau II Actes du Con res inter­
national de Toront o ) . Montr Fides-Cerf ., ed . 
Shook et Bertrand . 

The Critique of Subjectivity and Cogito in. the Philosophy 
of Heidegger , in Heidegger and the Quest for Truth , ed . 
M. S. Frings , Chicago , Quadrangle Books . 
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Bul tmann R. ; .::.J.:;~.:;s;..:u:.::S:..:::.:.........::=M;;..y..r...t~h.::.o.::l.:;o.glo:::i:.;;e:.......:e::..t::-..;D::.e:::.;' m:::..t.y...::;t.:.:h.:;o~l;.::o.g:l.::i:..:s::.:a:::;.t;:.:J.=-· o:::.;n~ , 
preface by Ricoeur . Seuil . 

Dreze J . et Debelle J ., Conceptions de l ' universitd, 
preface by Ricoeur . Editions universitaires . 

Approche philosophique du concept de liberte religieuse, 
in Archivio di Filosofia , 38 , Nos . 2-3 . 

Contribution d ' une r~flexion sur le langage a une 
theologie de la parole , in Revue de th~ologie et de 
philosophie , 18 , No~ . 5- 6 . 

R~forme et r~voluti on dans l ' Universitd, in Esprit (mai 68), 
36, June . -

Christianisme et revolution , in Christianisme social; 76, 
Nos . 1- 2. 

Appel a tous les chrdtiens , in Christianisme social, 76, 
Nos . 3- 4. 

The Father Image . From Phantasy to Symbol , in Criterion , 
No . 1 . 

Philosophie et 
A Survey , III. 
Structure , ed . 
Editrice . 

langage , in Contemporary Philosophy . 
Metaphysics , Phenomenology , Language and 

by R. Klibansky , Florence, La nuova Italia 

La philosophe et la politique devant la question de la 
libertJ , in La libert~ et l ' ordre social , Neuch~tel . 
Prospective du monde et perspective chretienne , in 
L ' Eglise vers l ' avenir , Cerf . 

Pour une pr/dication du monde , in L' Eglise vers l ' avenir, 
Cerf . 

Croyance , in Encyclopaedia universalis V. 

Les incidences theolo i ues des recherches actuelles con­
cernant le langage , Institut d ' Etudes Oecum niques ( 94p . ) 

Bultmann : Une th~ologie sans Mythologie , in Cahiers 
d ' Orgemont , No . 12 , March . 

L ' institution vivante est ce que nous en faisons , in Les 
professeurs pour quoi faire? (L ' Histoire imm'diate), e~by 
Chapal et Manceaux . Seuil. 

Psychanalyse et culture , in Critique sociologique et 
critique psychanalytique . Universit6 Libre de Bruxelles . 

Qu ' est-ce qu'un texte? Expliquer et Comprendre , in 
Hermeneutik und Dialektik . Aufsatze II . Sprache und Logik, 
ed . by Bubner , Cramer and Wiehl , J . C. B. Mohr . 

Hope and Structure of Philosophical Systems , in Proceedings 
of the American Catholic Association , ed . by McLean and 
Dougherty , Washington , The Catholic University of America . 

Problemes actuels de l ' interpr~tation , in Centre Protestant 
d ' Etudes et de Documentation , No . 148 , March . 

Une lettre du doyen Ricoeur , in Le monde, 21 , No . 7820 and 
7821 (5 and 6 March ). 
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M. Ricoeur : Les ~tudiants ont l ' Universite qu ' ils m~ritent 
et l ' Universiti m~rite les etudiants qu ' elle a , in Le Monde , 
27, No. 7827 (13 March) 

La lettre de -Me Ricoeur (remettant sa d/mission de doyen 
de ~anterre), in Le Monde , 27 , No. 7830 (18 March) 

Rencontre avec Ie Doyen Paul Ricoeur. Universites nouvelles: 
un pJrilleux apprentissage (propos recueillis par L. Nouvel), 
in R~forme , No . 1302 (28 February) 

The problem of will and Philosophical Discourse, in Pa tterns 
of Life-World , ed. b~ Edie, Parker and Schrag , Evanston, 
Northwestern University Press . 

1971 Langage (Philosophie) , in Encyclopaedia Universalis e IX. 

1972 

Libert~ , in Encyclopaedia Universalis IX . 

My the 3 . L ' interpr~tation philosophique , in Encyclopaedia 
Universalis XI . 

'- I I , Du conflit a la convergence des methodes en exegese biblique, 
in Ex~gese et herm~neutigue , Seuil . 

Sur l ' ex~g~se de Genese 1, 2-2 , in Ex~g~se et herm~neutigue, 
Seuil. 

Esquisse de conclusion , in Ex~g~se et herm~neutigue , Seuil . 

Le Philosophe , in Bilan de la France 1945-1970 , PIon. 

Ev~nement et sens dans Ie discours, in M. Philibert: 
Ricoeur ou la libert~ selon l ' esp~rance , Seghers . 

Le conflit : signe de contradiction ou d ' unitJ? , in 
Contradictions et conflits : naissance d ' une soci~te? , 
Lyon, Chronique s ociale de France . . 

Ihde , D., Hermeneutic Phenomenology . The Philosophy of 
Paul Ricoeur . Preface by Ricoeur , Evanston , Northwestern 
University Press . 

I 
La foi soupgonnee , in Recherches et D~bats , 19 , No . 71 . 

D' oU vient l ' ambiguftJ de la phdnom~nologie?, in Bulletin 
de la Societ~ fran~aise de Philosophie, 65, No . 2. 

The model of the Text : Meaningful Action Considered as a 
Text, in Social Research , 38 , No . 3 . 

Semantigue de l ' action (Cours profess~ a Louvain 1970-1971), 
Universi tJ Catholique de Louvain - Cercle de Philosophie . 

Cours sur l ' hermJneutigue (Louvain 1971-1 972) , Institut 
Superieur de Philosophie . 

L' avenir de l ' universit~ , in L' enseignement sup~rieur : 
Bilans et prospective . Les Presses de l ' UniversitJ de 
MontrJal . 

From Existentialism to the Philosophy of Language, in 
Criterion , 10 , Spring . 

Ontologie , in Encyclopaedia universalis XII . 

Signe et sens , in Encyclopaedia universalis XIV . 

Remarques sur la Communication de Karl Lowith, in Truth and 
Historic:i.ty, ed. by H. G. Gadamer , La Haye I M. Nijhoff. 
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L'hermJneutique du tefmoignage. in Archivio di Filosofia, 42, 
No . 1-2. 

La m~taphore et le probleme 'central de l' he rme'neut i que , in 
Revue philosophigue de Louvain, 70, February . 

Foi et philosophie aUjourd'hui, in Foi-Education, 42, No .100. 

1973 VolontJ , in Encyclopaedia universalis XVI . 

1974 

1975 

Herm'neutique et critique des id~ologies, in Archivio di 
Filosofia, 43 , No. 2-4. 

A Philosophical Journey . From Existentialism to the Philo­
sophy of Language, in Philosophy Today, 17, No . 2-4. 

Creativity in Language . Word . Polysemy . Metaphor, in 
Philosophy Today , 17, No . 2-4 . 

The Hermeneutical Function of Distanciation, in Philosophy 
Today, 17, No . 2-4 . 

The Tasks of the Political Educator , in Philosophy Today, 
17, No . 2-4 . 

Ethics and Culture. Habermas and Gadamer in Dialogue, in 
Philosophy Today, 17, No . 2-4 . 

A Critique of B.F. Skinner ' s Beyond Freedom and Dignity, in 
Philosophy Today, 17, No . 2-4. 

The Task of Hermeneutics, in Philosophy Today, 17, No . 2-4. 

Critique of Religion and the Language of Faith, in Union 
Seminary quarterly Review , 28, Spring. , 

Discours et communication, in La communication (Actes du XVe 

Congr~s des S~cietes de Philosophie de langue fran8aise 
1971) II ., Montr~al, Montmorency. 

Science et idJologie, in Revue philosophigue de Louvain, 72, 
May . 

Manifestation et Proclamation, in Archivio di Filosofia, 44, 
No. 2-3 . 

Hegel aujourd'hui, in Etudes theologigues et religieuses, 
49, No.3. 

Conclusions (of the colloquium), in Verit~ et verification 
{Actes du guatrieme Collogue international de PhJnom6nologie , 
1969), The Hague, M. Nijhoff . 

PhJnom~nologie et herme'neutique, in Man and World, 7, No . 3 

Philosophy and Religious Language, in The Journal of 
Religion , 54 , No . 3 . 

Listening to the Parables . Once More Astonished. 
Matthew 13: 31-32 and 45-46 (Sermon ) in Criterion 

Text : 
13,Spring. 

Herm~neutique philosophique et hermtneutique biblique, in 
Exegis. Probl~mes de mefthode et exercices de lecture, ed. 
by Bovon and Rouiller, Neuch~tel, Delachaux et Niestl~ . 

Au carre four des cultures. Les cultures et le temps. Etudes 
pr~par~es pour l'UNESCO . Introduction by P. Ricoeur, Payotl 
UNESCO. 



1975 

1976 

1977 
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Le 'lieu' de la dialectique , in Dialectics , ed. by Ch . 
Perelman , The Hague , Nijhoff . 

Analogie et intersubjectivit·~ chez Husserl , in Enige 
facetten over opvoeding en onderwijs , Den ·Bosch , Malmberg . 

Objectivation et ali~nation dans l ' explrience historique , 
in Archivio di Filosofia , 45, Nos . 2-3 . 

Parole et symbole , in Revue des sciences religieuses, 49 , 
Nos . 1-2 . 

... 
Le pro~leme du fondement de la morale , in Sapienza , 28, 
1 o . 3 . 

Le Dieu crucifi~ de Jurgen Moltmann, in Les quatres fleuves . 
Cahiers de recherche et de reflexion religieuses, No . 4 . 

Biblical Hermeneutics : The Parables of Jesus , in Semeia . An 
experimental Journal for Biblical Criticism , No . 4 . 

Puissance de la parole: science et po~sie , in La philosophie 
et les savoirs , Montr~al-Paris-Tournai , Ballarmin-Desc16e. 

Phenomenology of freedom , in Phenomenology and Philosophical 
Understanding , ed. by Pivcevic, Cambridge University Press . 

L' imagination dans Ie discours et dans l ' action , in Savoir, 
faire, esplrer: les limites de la raison I ., Brussels , 
FacultJs Universitaire s Saint-Louis. 

Entre Gabriel Marcel et Jean Wahl , in Jean Wahl et ·Gabriel 
Marcel (Bibliothegue des Arcnives de Philos ophie) , 
Beauchesne . 

Gabriel Marce~ et la ph~nomsnologie, in Entretiens autour de 
Gabriel Marcel , Colloque Cerisy-la-Salle, Neuchatel . 

L ' herm~neutique de la secularisation. Foi,id~ologie , utopie, 
in Archivio de Filosofia , 46, Nos . 2-3 . 

Psychoanalysis and the Work of Art, in Psychiatry and the 
Humanities I , ed . by J . H. Smith , New Haven , Yale Univ . Press . 

Ideology and Utopia as cultural imagination , in Philosophic 
Exchange 2 , Summer . 

Le 'Royaume ' dans les paraboles de J~sus , in Etudes Theolo­
gigues et Religieuses , 51, No .1. 

History and Hermeneutics , in Journal of Philosophy, 73, No.19. 

HermJneutique de l ' idee de R~velation, in La r~v~lation , 
Bruxelles, Facult&s universitaires .Saint-Louis . 

Writing as a Problem for literary Criticism and Philosophical 
Hermeneutics , in Philosophic Exchange , 2 , No . 3 . 

Schleiermacher ' s Hermeneutics , in The Monist, 60, No . 2 . 

Expliquer et comprendre . Sur quelques connexions remar­
quables entre la theorie du texte, la th~orie de l ' action et 
la th~orie de l'histoire, in Revue Philosophigue de Louvain , 
75, 10. 25 . 

Le discours de l ' action , in La semantigue de l ' action , ed . 
du CNRS . 

L ' analyse propositionnelle des ~nonc4s d ' action, in 
La s~mantique de l ' action , ed . du CNRS . 
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1977 ' Le r~seau conceptuel de l' action , in La s~mantigue de l ' action , 
ed . du CNRS . 

1978 

Ph~nom~nologie et analyse li-nguistique , in La s~mantique 
de l ' action , ed . au CNRS . 

La structure symbolique de l ' action , in CISR. Strasbourg . 
1977 , Lille . 

Nommer Dieu , in Etudes Th~ologiques et Religieuses , 52,No . 4 . 

Phenomenology and the social sciences , in Annals of Pheno­
menological Sociolog~ . 

The question of proof in Freud ' s psychoanalytic writings , in 
Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association , 25 . 

The Me taphorical Process as Cognition , Imagination and 
Feeling , in Critical Inquiry , 5 , No .1. 

Philosophie et langage . Le langage et l ' homme , in Revue 
Philosophique de la France et de l ' Etranger , 4 . 

La Philosophie - Tendances principales de la recherche dans 
les sciences sociales et humaines , in International . United 
Nations for Education , Science and Culture Organizat ion 
(UNESCO ), Mouton . 

Can there be a scientific concept of ideology? in Pheno­
menology and the Social Sciences: A Dialogue , ed . Joseph 
Bien , The Hague , M. Nijhoff . 

Image and language in psychoanalysis , in Psychiatry and the 
Humanities , vol . 3, ed. Joseph H. Smith , New Haven , Yale 
University Press . 

Le temps et les philosophies, Les Presses de l ' UNESCO , Payot . 

The Antinomy of Human Reality , in Charles Reagan and David 
Stewart ' s The Philosophy of Paul Ricoeur , Boston , Beacon 
Press . 

1979 Toward a Hermeneutic of the Idea of Revelation in the Harvard 
Theological Review , Cambridge , 70 , Nos . 1-2 . 

The Hermeneutics of Testimony , in Anglican Theologi cal Review , 
Evanston III , 61, No . 4 . 

La fonction narrative , in Etudes Th~ologiques et Religieuses 
Nontpellier , 54 , No . 2 . 

The Function of Fiction in Shaping Reality , in Man and World , 
12 . 

The Human Exper ience of Tioe and Narrative , in Research in 
Phenomenology , Vol . 9 . 

Hegel and Husserl on intersubjectivity , in Reason , Action and 
Experience , ed . Helmut Kohlen Berger , Hamburg , Felix 1.1e iner . 

1980 The logic of Jesus , the logic of God , in Anglican Theological 
Review , Evanston III , 62 , No . 1 . 

La logique de J~sus . Romains 5 ; in Etudes Th601og iQues et 
Religieuses Montpellier 55 , No . 3 • 

... Explanati on and Under standing .' Interpr~tati on li t t ~raire : 
f ondements philosophiques , in Revue de l ' Universit~ d ' Ottawa, 
50 , No . 3- 4 , Ottawa . 
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\ , 
1980 Narrative Time - Du R~cit . Symposium on Narrative: The 

Illusion of Sequence , in Critical Inquiry Chicago , III , 7 , 
No . 1 . 

1982 

1983 

1984 

1985 

La grammaire narrative de Greimas , in Actes s~miotigues 
(EHESS-CNRS) , Paris, 2 , No . 15 . 

Pour une th~orie du discours narratif - La narrativit~ , in 
Editions du CNRS , Colloque : Ph~nomenologie et herm~neutique . 

La Bible et 1 ' imagination , in Revue d ' Histoire et de 
Philosophie Religieuses , 62 , No . 4 , Strasbourg . 

Can Fictional Narratives be true? , in The Phenomenology of 
Man and of the Human Condition , 14 . 

Meurt le personnalisme , r evient la personne ••• , in Esprit , 
No .1. 

L ' homme et le langage " UNESCO, I.louton. 

Anatomy of Criticism or the Order of Paradigms , in Center 
and Labyrinth . Essays in Honour of lorthrop Frye , University 
of Toront o Press . 

Narrative and Hermeneutics , in Essays on Aesthetics , ed . 
John Fisher , Temple University Press , Philadelphia . 

La pensJe de Gabriel Marc el. R4flexions primaire et 
rJflexion se c onde chez G. Marcel , in Bulletin de la Societ~ 
Frangaise de Philosophie , 78 , No . 2 . 

From Proc lamation to Narrative , in The Journal of Religion, 
64, No . 4 , Chicago. 

Le r~cit interpretatif . Ex~g~se et th~ologie dans les recits 
de la Passion , in Recherches de Science Religieuse , 73 , No .1. 

The Power of Speech: Science and Poetry , in Philosophy 
Today , 29 . 



360 

II . SECONDARY LITERATURE STUDIES ON PAUL RICOEUR 

The following list is selective , it deals mainly with 

books written on Ricoeur ' s work . For a more complete list , see 

Franpois H. Lapointe ' s essay in Studies in the Philosophy of Paul 

Ricoeur , edited by Charles E. Reagan, pp . 164-77 . Athens , Ohio 

University Press , 1979 . Entitled ' Paul Ricoeur and his Critics 

A Bibliographic Essay ', Lapointe ' s article gives an accurate 

picture of books , dissertations and articles up to January, 1977. 

All books here listed are once a gain set out according GO 

t he order of publication. 

1971 

1973 

1975 

1977 

IHDE , Don. 

PHILIBERT , Nichel 

RASMUSSEN , David 

BOURGEOIS , 
Patrick L. 

MADISON , Gary B. 

LOWE, Walter James 

Hermeneutic Phenomenology: The Philo­
sophy of Paul Ricoeur , Evanston, North­
Western University Press . It has a 
preface by Ricoeur. His doctorate thesis 
was on Ricoeur ' s work , and is entitled 
Pa ul Ricoeur ' s phenomenological methodo­
logy and philosophical anthropology , 
Boston University, 1964 . 

Paul Ricoeur ou la libert' selon 
l ' esp4rance , Paris, Seghers . 

Mythic - Symbolic Language and Philoso­
phical Anthropology. The Hague , Martinus 
Nijhoff . 
Doctorate thesis : A correlation between 
religious language and an understanding 
of man . A constructive interpretation 
of the thought of Paul Ri coeur, Univer­
sity of Chicago , 1969 . 

Extension of Ricoeur ' s Hermeneutics, The 
Hague , Martinus Nijhoff . 
Doctorate thesis : Paul Ricoeur ' s herme­
neutical phenomenology , Duquesne , 1970 . 

ed . Sens et existence : en hommage a 
Paul Ricoeur , Seuil . This book is a 
collection of essays chosen on the 
occasion of Ricoeur ' s 60th birthday. 
Madison ' s article was pubJ ished earlier 
in Laval Th~ologigue et philosophigue, 
Vol . 23 (1 973) . It is called ' Ricoeur 
et la non-philosophie '. 

Mystery and the Unconscious: A Study 
in the Thought of Paul Ricoeur , IIletuchen, 
Scarecrow Press . This book retained the 
same title as that of the doctorate 
thesis presented in 1973 . 



1979 

1981 

1982 

1984 

GERHART . Mary 

REAGAN, Charles E. 

THOMPSON , John B. 

Van Der HENGEL, 
John W. 

KEARNEY , Richard 
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The Question of belief in literary 
criticism: an introduction to the 
hermeneutic theory of Paul Ricoeur, 
Stuttgart . 
Do c torate thesis : ' The question of 
' belief ' in recent criticism . A 
re-examination from the perspective 
of Paul Ricoeur ' s hermeneutic theory, 
University of Chicago , 1973 . 

ed . Studies in the Philosophy of Paul 
Ricoeur , Athens, Ohio University 
Press . 
Doctorate thesis : Freedom and deter­
minism . . A critica l study of c~rtain 
aspects of the problem in t he liGht of 
the philosophy of Paul Ricoeur , Univer­
sity of Kansas , 1967. The book is a 
collection of articles on Ricoeur ' s 
writings with a preface by Ricoeur . 

Critical Hermeneutics: A Study in the 
Thought of Paul Ricoeur and Jurgen 
Habermas , Cambridge University Press . 

The Home of Meaning : The Hermeneutics 
of the Subject of Paul Ricoeur , 
Washington D. C., University Press of 
America . This book was originally 
presented as a doctorate thesis . 

Dialogues with contemporary Continental 
Thinkers , Manchester University Press . 
The five partners in dialogue are Paul 
Ricoeur , Emmanuel L6vinas, Herbert 
Marcuse , Stanislas Breton and Jacques 
Derrida . 
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III. WORKS CONSULTED A SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY 

ALEXANDER, Ian W. 

BACHELARD, Gaston 

BARTHES, Roland 

BECKET, Samuel 

BENVElISTE, Emile 

BERGSON, Henri 

BLACK, Max. 

BLANCHOT, Maurice 

BL.lHCHER, Joseph 

BRETON , Andr~ 

BROWN, J.A.C. 

COHEN, Jean 

DAGOGN~T , Fran~ois 

DELEUZE, Gilles 

DERRIDA , Jacques 

DESCOMB~S, Vincent 

DOLi"O, Fran~ oi se 

iJURAND, Gilbert 

ELIADE, Mircea 

FINK , Eugen 

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, Blackwell, Oxford (1966) 

L'intuition de l'instant, Gonthier (1932) 
La po~tique de l'espace, PUF (1957) 

Critique et verit~, Seuil (1966) 
La chambre claire. Note sur la photographie, 
Gallimard, Seuil (1980) 

En atOtendant Godot, Minuit t 19 52) 

Problemes de linguistique g~nerale, 
Gallimard, 2 vols. (1966 and 1974) 

Essai sur les donnees immediates de la 
conscience, PUF t1927) 
Le rire, PUF (1940) 

Models and Metaphors, Ithaca, Cornell 
University Press t1962) 

Le livre a venir, Gallimard (1959) 

Contemporary Hermeneutics, Routledge & 
Kegan Paul, London (1980) 

Manifestes du surr~alisme (1924), Gallimard 
(1975) 

Freud and the Post-Freudians, Penguin 
(1961) 

structure du langage po~tigue, Flammanion 
(1966 ) 

Ecriture et lconographie, Vrin (1973) 

Le Bergsonisme, PUF (1966) 

L ' ecriture et la diff6rence, Seuil (1967) 

Le merne et l ' autre. Quarante-cing ans de 
philosophie fran;aise (193)-78), Minuit 
(1979) 

Le cas Dominique, Seui1 (1971) 

Les structures anthropologigues de 
1 ' imaginaire, Bordas (1969) 

Asoects du my the, Gallimard (1963) 

L' Analyse intentionnelle et 1e probleme de 
la pens~e sp~culative in Probl~mes Actuels 
de 1a phenom6nologie, ed . Van Breda, 
Bruxe11es (1951) 



FOUCAULT , Uicbel 

FRAZER , J . G. 

FREGE , Gottlob 

Fro.;un , Sigt:1und 

G ETTE , GJrard 

GIDE , Andre 

GOLD:.!Al , ucien 

GRA 's , Robert 

GRELOT , Pierre 

HUSSr..RL , Edmond 

JU,l1AA-.d.EY, Richard 

ru;.1J.JU.~"S I Joseph 

LAV RS , Annette 

LEVI S , Emmanuel 

)6) 

Les mots et les choses, Gallimard (1966) 

The Golden Bough . A Study in Magic and 
Religi on (1922), Macmillan , London (1967) 

On Sense and ReIerence, in Philosophical 
Writings of Gottlob Frege , (1892), 
Blackwell, Oxford (1952) 

A Short Account of Psycho-Analysis, 
Standard Edition, 19, Strachey, London 
(1924) 

Civilization and Its Discontents , Standard 
Edition , 21 , Strachey, Londor. (19)0) 

Figures , I ., Seuil (1966) 

L ' immoraliste , Folio-Mercure de France 
( 1902 ) 

Pour une sociologie du roman , Gallimard 
(1964) 

The White Goddess , Faber & Faber, London 
(196 1) 

Introduction aux livres saints, 'Belin 
(196)) 

Philosophy as Rigorous Science in Phenome­
nology and t he Crisis of Philosophy by 
Quentin Lauer (1967) , Harper & Row , 
New York (1911) 

Meditations cart{siennes , Vrin (193 1) 

Dialogues with contemporary Continental 
Thinkers , Manchester University Press (1984) 

Phenomenology. The Philosophy of Edmund 
Husserl and its Interpretations, New York 
ed . (1967) 

an , meaning and subject . A current re­
appraisal, in Journal of the British 
Society for Phenomenology, Vol. 1 (1970) 

Roland Barthes. Structuralism and After , 
Me thuen (1982) 

Les ~vangiles et l 'histoire de Jesus , 
Seuil (1963) 

Ethigue et infini . Dialogues avec 
Philippe Nemo , Arth~ne Fayard & Radio­
France (1982) 



McALLESTER, Mary 

I'IlARCEL , Gabriel 

MAURON, Charles 

MONTEFIORE, Alan 

1 ABERT, Jean 

~lJTTIN, Joseph 

POSTER, Mark 

POULET, Georges 

ROBBE-GRILLET, Alain 

RUSSELL, Bertrand 

RYCROFT, Charles 

SAINTE-BEUVE, C.A. 

SARTRE, Jean-Paul 

WARNOCK, Mary 
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Gaston Bachelard: Towards a Phenomenology 
of Literature, in Forum 12, No.2 (1976) 
Polemics and Poetics: Bachelard's Concep­
tion of the Imagining CO~9ciousness, in 
Journal of the British Society for 
Phenomenology, Vol. 12, No.1 (1981) 

The Uses and Abuses of Literary Criticism, 
in Strathclyde Modern Language Studies, 
Vol. 1 (1981) 

Bachelard Twenty years on: An Assessment, 
in Revue de Litt~rature Comparee, No.2 
(1984) 

Essai de philosophie concrete, Gallimard 
(1940) 
Etre et avoir (2 vols.), Aubier, Montaigne 
(1968) 

Des m~taphores obs~dantes au my the 
personnel. Introduction ~ la psycho­
critique, Corti (1962) 

Philosophy in France today, Cambridge 
University Press (1983) 

El~ments pour une 6thigue (Pre'face de 
Ricoeur), Aubier (1943 PUF) (1962) 

Psychanalyse et conception spiritualiste 
de l'homme, Publications Universitaires 
de Louvain (1968) 

Foucault. Marxism and Histor~ , Polity 
Press, Cambridge (1984) 

Etudes sur le temps humain (1949), Plon 
( 1972) 

Le voyeur, Minuit (1955) 

History of Western Philosophy, Alden Press 
Oxford (1946) 

Anxiety and neurosis, Penguin (1968) 

Chateaubriand et son groupe litt~raire 
sous l ' empire (1849), Garnier (1948) 

La transcendance de l'ego, ~n Recherches 
philosophigues, vol. 6 (1936) 

La naus~e, Gallimard (1938) 

Lt~tre et le n~ant, Gallimard (1943) 

L'existentialisme est un humanisme, Nagel 
(1946) 

Les mots, Gallimard (1963) 

Existentialism, University Press, Oxford 
(1970) 
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