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it is not the only one of its kind. We can equally well use
another kind of duplicity derived from human reality which
we will express roughly by saying that its being-for-itself
implies i ing- . Upon any one
of my conducts it is always possible to converge two looks,
mine and that of the Other. The conduct will not present
exactly the same structure in each case. But as we shall see
later, as each look perceives it, there is between these two
aspects of my being, no difference between appearance and
being—as if I were to my self the truth of myself and as if
the Other possessed only a deformed image of me. The equal
dignity of being, possessed by my being-for-others and by

my being-for-myself, permits a perpetually disintegrating syn-.

thesis and a perpetual game of escape from the for-itself to
the for-others and from the for-others to the for-itself. We
have seen also the use which our young lady made of our
being-in-the-midst-of-the-world—i.e., of our inert presence
as a passive object among other objects—in order to relieve
herself suddenly from the functions of her being-in-the
world—that is, from the being which causes there to be a
world by projecting itself beyond the world toward its own
possibilities. Let us note finally the confusing syntheses which
play on the nihilating ambiguity of these temporal ekstases,
affirming at once that I am what I have been (the man who
deliberately arrests himself at one period in his life and
refuses to take into consideration the later changes) and
that I am not what I have been (the man who in the face
of reproaches or rancor dissociates himself from his past by
insisting on his freedom and on his perpetual re-creation).
In all these concepts, which have only a transitive role in
the reasoning and which are eliminated from the conclusion
(like the imaginaries in the computations of physicists), we
find again the same structure, We have to deal with human

reality as a being which is what it is not and which is not " i

what it is,

But what exactly is necessary in order for these concepts
of disintegration to be able to receive even a pretence of
existence, in order for them to be able to appear for an in-

stant to consciousness, even in a process of evanescence? b.

quick examination of the ide esis of
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structive in this connection. Actu-
ally sincerity presents itself as a demand and consequently
is not a state. Now what is the ideal to be attained in this
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case? It is necessary that a man be for himself only what he

is. wﬁ is this not precisely the definition of the in-itself—
or if you prefer—the principle of identity? To posit as an
ideal the being of things, is this not to assert by the same
stroke that this being does not belong to human reality and
Ew_“ the principle of identity, far from being a universal
axiom universally applied, is only a synthetic principle en-

the concepts of bad faith can put us under illusion at least
for an instant, in order that the candor of “pure hearts”
(cf. Gide, Kessel) can have validity for human reality as
an ideal, the principle of identity must not represent a con-
stitutive principle of human reality and human reality must
not be necessarily what it is but must be able to be what it
Is not, What does this mean?

If man is what he is, bad faith is forever impossible and
candor ceases to be his ideal and becomes instead his being.
But is m hat he is? And more generally, how can he
e what w«. is when he exists as consciousness of being? If
omnn_on Or sincerity is a universal value, it is evident that the
maxim “one must be what one is” does not serve solely as a
regulating principle for judgments and concepts by which
I express what I am, It posits not merely an ideal of know-

g but an ideal of being; it proposes for us an absolute
om.Eﬁ_o:oo. of being with itself as a prototype of being., In
this sense it is Decessary that we make ourselves what we
are, But are we thep i igati

bends forward a little too eagerly; his voice, hi

d ; 3 e, his eyes ress
.. an interest a little too solicitous for the order of Emwmunﬁ..
~ tomer. Finally there he returns, trying to imitate in his walk

- Us a game. He applies himself to chaining his movements

. . as
. if they were BanE.EGEm. the one regulating the other; his
.u.momEmnm and even his voice seem to be mechanisms; he gives
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himself the quickness and pitiless rapidity of things. He is
playing, he is amusing himself. But what is he playing? We
need not watch long before we can explain it: he is playin 8
at being a waiter in_a café. There is nothing there to sur-
se us."lhe game is a kind of marking out and investiga-
tion. The child plays with his body in order to explore it,
to take inventory of it; the waiter in s with_his
condition in order to realize it. This obligation is not dif-
ferent from that which is imposed on all tradesmen. Their
condition is wholly one of ceremony. The public demands
of them that they realize it as a ceremony; there is the dance
of the grocer, of the tailor, of the auctioneer, by which they
endeavor to persuade their clientele that they are nothing
but a grocer, an auctioneer, a tailor. A grocer who dreams is
offensive to the buyer, because such a grocer is not wholly a
grocer._Society demands that he limit himself to his function
as a grocer, just as the so attention makes himse
1nt0 a soldier-thing with a direct regard which does not see
at all, which is no longer meant to see, since it is the rule
and not the interest of the moment which determines the
point he must fix his eyes on (the sight “fixed at ten paces”).
There are indeed many precautions to imprison a man in
what he is, as if we lived in perpetual fear that he might
escape from it, that he might break away and suddenly
elude his condition,
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by nothing, but this nothing isolates me from him. I cap
- Jot be he, I can only play at being him; that is, imagine to

by aiming at myself as an imaginary - café waiter through
- those gestures taken as ap “analogue.”™ What I attempt to
 realize is a being-in-itself of the café waiter, as if it were not
just in my power to confer their value and their urgency
- upon my duties and the rights of my position, as if it were
Dot my free choice to get up each morning at five o’clock or
to Temain in bed, even though it meant getting fired, As if
from the very fact that I sustain this role in existence I did
Dot transcend it on every side, as if I did not constitute
myself as one beyond my condition, Yet there is no doubt

his eyes riveted on the teacher,

exhausts himself in playing the at-
nds up by no longer hearing anything,
absent to my body, to my acts, I am despite my-
that “divine absence” of which Valéry speaks. I can not
either that I am here or that I @m not here, in the sense
- We say “that box of matches is on the table”; thig
ould be to confuse my “being-in-the-world” with a “being-
.E?Bh.%?om.—&?ﬂozn.z Nor that I am standing, nor that

floor of the shop before the Testaurant opens, of starting
the coffee pot going, etc. He knows the rights which it
lows: the right to the tips, the right to belong to a union,
ete. But all these conce j “,

cratic totality of which it is only one of the structures, On
des I escape being and yet—J am,

erent. But rather there is no common measure waﬂ.ﬁ_ﬁm
his being and mine. It is a “representation” for others an
for myself, which means that I can be he only in represent,

. L'Imaginaire psychologte phénoménologique de Pimagination. P
r . Parlg:
1940, [The Psychology of Imagination, Philosophical Library,




