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Sllmmflry

The purpose of the thesis is to elucidate the mystery of

freedom as central to the anthropology of Paul Ricoeur. It

shows how he has developed a unique philosophy of freedom as

real, but limited. The thesis follows Ricoeur's thought through

his four major books, showing that, through a variety of methods,

he consistently de-centers the ego, taking datours away from

introspection through intentional analysis, interpretation of

symbols and myths, and an appreciative critique of psychoanalysis.

At each phase a reciprocity, polarity, or dialectic within man

is revealed. Ricoeur is attempting to understand human freedom

and subjectivity in the context of the Transcendent.
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Short t1tle:

FREEDOM IN THE ANTHROPOLOGY OF PAUL RICOEUR
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Th1s essay proposes to .1ucidate the theme ot freedom ia

the phi1osophica1 anthropo10gy of Paul Ricoeur. l chose to

nadertake aa 1ntens1ve study ot Ricoeur's philosophy of man

because he appeared ta be an immense1y erud1te and profouad

th1Aker who 1s concerned w1th quest10ns of v1tal importaace

for coatemporary thought. As will become ev1dent 1a the

course ot th1s paper, R1coeur's learAiag reaches out 1n many

direct1oas, but he t1Dds a mult1p1ieity ot prob1ems eonvergiAg

upon the doetr1ne ot maa:

Phi10sophiea1 anthropo10gy has beeome aD urgeat task
ot eOAtemporary thought because a11 the major prob
1e1ls ot that thought converge OD. it, aad its absence
is deep1y te1t. The sciences ot man are d1spersed iA
to separate diseip1iaes aad litera11y do AOt kRow what
they are talking about. The reviva1 ot oAtololY, tor
its part, raises the question 1n its OWft way: who is
this being for whom being is in question? FiAally,
the very "moderJ11tylt ot mail indicates the vacuUll which
th1s meditatioll must t111: 1t mail can 10se hlllselt or
fiad himselt 1. labour, ia p1easnre, ia polit1es, or
1a culture, what is man?l

Rieoeur's phi1osophical aathropology has developed te date

tbrough two of three substantia1 volumes, cons~itut1ng LA
Philosophie de la volonté, which is central1y eoncerned with

the relation of freedom to necessity. Some sma1ler books and

a myriad of pnb1ished articles serve to c1arify this major

projeet. The other monumental and MOst recent publication

is De l'Interprétation, a large methodologiea1 study earry-

lpaul Ricoeur, "The Antinol1Y ot Baman Rea1ity and the Prob181l
of Philosophical Antbropology," in Readings in Existentia1
Phe901,nQ10gy, ed. N. Lawrence, D. L'Connor, Englewood Cliffs,
N. ., Prentiee-Hall Inc., 1967, p. 390.
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ing forward the hermenantics of symbols, which had already ap

pearad as the key to his fully developed anthropolog1. The

essay proceeds through each of his books in turn, first noting

their varying procedures, then drawing out their message re

garding freedom.

How will this essa1 constitute an original contribution

to knowledge?

First, it dea1s with a contemporary thinker, who, whi1e

he is rising rapidly in statu~e and publie recognition, is

still re1atively unknown beyond a small circ1e of specialists.

Very little secondary Ilaterial exists on Ricoeur. Only one

book has been published which dea1s sole11 with bis work,

namely Don Ihde's Hermeneutic Phenomenolog!, (1971), which,

although very he1pfu1 for an understanding of Ricoeur, focuses

not on the theme of freedom, but on aethed. Only a handful of

articles deal with Ricoeur's thought, and none of these treats

the theme ot freedom exp1icit1y.

Second1y, this essay attempts to elucidat. Ricoeur's

thought, that i8, to nDravel, ana11ze, and raf1ect upon its

significance. Exposition is 1aced with comment. l have at

tempted particu1ar11 to show the continnity of thought tbroug~

the varions phases, and the para11elism ot key concepts that

appear troll the beginning to the end ot the works published

to date. l have written in an aImost entire1y appreciative

vein, and have only rarely been critical in the negative sense,

since l aD in fundaJlental agreement with Ricoeur's pbilosophica1

\ .
~.ji
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convictions and have learned much trom his particular procedures.

Th1rdl:r, l have tried to show how R1coeur's philosophy re

lates to that ot other men and other disciplines. His relation

to Psycholog:r, Theology, the History ot Religions and Psycho

analysis is most illuminating. l have made a point of showing,

in extended footnotes, his relation especially to snch think

ers as Skinner and Sartre, Barth and Tillich, E11ade and, ot

course, Freud.

A sub-theme of this paper is R1coeur's interesting rela

tion to Christian theology and my suggestion that Ricoeur's

books have to be read and understood as "Christian philosophy."

The juxtaposition ef the two main concepts ot the title

freedom and anthropology -- serves to indicate that each iS'

essential to the other. Freedom is central to Ricoeur's an

thropological concern, but this doctrine ot freedom can only

be expounded and defended in the context ot a tull and w1der,

philosophy of man as subject. My thesis is as follows: Ri

coeur's unique contribution te an understanding ot the mystery

ot treedom is his manner ot proceeding by detours; this 1ndi

rect method yields, 1n every phase, a reciprocity, polar1ty,

or d1alectic of treedom and its limitation.

l am happy to acknowledge the helptulness of my thes1s

director, Dr. Joseph McLelland, who originally introduced me

to Ricoeur's books, and caretully edited the first draft. l

am also indebted to thelibrary staff of the Faculty of Reli

gious Studies, wspecially those responsible for inter-library



- i ... -

loans, and to some ot my tellaw students, whos8 work was som8

ti.es complementary to my own.

Ci

July, 1972 H. G. W.
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B10graphical Note on Paul Ricoeur

Paul R1coeur was born on February 27, 1913 at Valence,

France. His father was Jules R1coeur, professeur de lYcée.

and h1s aother was ~ Florent1ne Favre. He was aarr1ed 1n

193, to Mlle. Si.one Lejas, and 1s the father of f1ve ch1ld

reD. He stud1ed at the lycée at Rennes and the facu1ty of

1etters of Rennes and of Par1s, and graduated as agrégé de

philosophie and Docteur ès lettres. He taught at the lYcée

at St.-Br1eu~ (1933-1934), at Ca1aar (193,-1936), Lorient,

(1937-1939). He spent _ost of h1s war years 1n a Ger_an

prison as a captured ofr1cer of the French aray. He was

decorated with the croix de guerre. After the war he was

research attaché for the French national center for scienti

f1c research, (194,-1948), then professor of the History of

Phi1osophy at the University of Strasbourg (1948-19,6), and

professor of Philosophy at the Uaivers1ty of Par1s (froa

19,6), where he continues to teach. In 1969-1970 Ricoeur

was doyen of the facu1ty of letters of Nanterre 1n the Uni

vers1ty ot Par1s. He part1c1pated 1n the creation ot Esprit

in 1947 and 1s a trequellt contributor to that journal. He

1s the author of a large nuaber of books and art1cles, ch1et

aaongst his publications be1ng La Philosophie de la yo1onté.

R1coeur 1s wide1y travelled aBd a frequent 1ecturer at aany

universities in Europe and North Aaer1ca.

1 \ .
;:')
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Chapter Oae

PLACING RICOE11R

We shall see, in the course of this chapter, that Paul

Ricoeur does not practice .erely one philosophical aethod, Bor

does he si.ply and unaabiguously belong to any one philosophical

school. It will becoae evident, as we proceed, that Ricoeur

is deeply indebted to Plato in his doctrine of .an and ta Kant

in bis ethics and episte.ology. He acknowledges indebtedness

also to such diverse figures as Pascal, Hegel, Freud, Nabert,

Merleau-Ponty, Eliade, Heidegger, Mounier. However, it is ob

vious that in his first .ajor anthropological work he has uti

lized the .ethod of eidetic analysis, and .any of the basic

concepts of Ed.und Husserl, the recognized founder of conte.po

rary phenoaenology. The other to which he is avowedly .ost in

debted is his teacher Gabriel Marcel, generally regarded as a

representative of existentialist philosophy. Also, the older

philosopher, to who. he owes the very fundaaental notion of

the Cogito is, of course, Descartes. It seeas i.portant,

then, to understand clearly his relation to the Phenoaenologi

cal Moveaent, and to existentialisa, and to Cartesian philo

sophy; also to note his dependence upon and departures rro.

these thinkers whoa he regards as his aentors. Ricoeur hia

self has instructed us regarding the value of such typological

studies in his article, "The Hist~ry of Philosophy and the

UnitY of Truth." Typology, he concedes, has a pedagogical

iunction in orienting the beginner's .ind toward a sphere of

probleas and solutions and serves to identify a ph1losophy by
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situating it within a faailiar group. However, he argues,

true coaprehension "begins precisely at the point where this

identiflcation is ended. The unitY of a philosophy ls a
1

singular unity." This slngularity of every philosophy points

up the li.ited nature of huaan ref'lection, desplte its aspira

tlon for universality and objectivity. Slnce _anis being, as

Ricoeur sees it, stands lnteraediately between this lnfinitude

of refleètive thought and the actual li.itations of flnite exis

tence, ph1losophy aust ai. at an intersubjectivlty of under

standing aedlated through the co.munication of lndivldual
2

ainds. If, then, we are to follow Rlcoeur's own guidance in

thls respect, we aust appreclate his dialogue with other philo

sophera, situate hia in the philosophlcal scene, but then go

on to indicate the unique singularity of his thought.

(a) Rlcoeur's Relation to Husserllan Phenoaeno1ogy

Phenoaeno1ogy is notoriously dlfficll1t to define and de

liait. Beyond the phi1osophical sphere, for exaap1e ln the

natural sciences, the word ls soaetiaes used to ref'er to de

scriptive, as opposed to exp1anatory studies. In the scien

tlfic study of religion the word is often used to indicate

the descrlption and classification of re1igious "phenoaena"

without exp1aining the. or raislng the question of truth,3

l"The History of Phi1osophy and the Uni ty of h'uth," (19,3),
in History and Truth, transe C. A. Ke1b1ey, Evanston, North
western University Press, 19,6, p. 46.

2Ibid., pp. 42-".

3~~i~eî; ~g;efi:~~:~gMa;%ïn~~eRî'Bg~f~gt9g~,M~;~-~~tO.(2 Vols)

~r
,
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(e.g. G. van der Leeuw's Phanoaenologie der Religion). Philo

sophicallr, the concept of "phenoaenon" goes back to Kant's

distinction between pheno.enon and ~ouaeno~ the thing as it

appears, and the thing-in-itself. But the phenoaenological

aoveaent of the twentieth centurr, in which we are interested

here, takes its beginning froa Edaund Husserl (18,9-1938), who

atteapted to focus philosophy upon phenoaena, the' appearances

of things as we perceive the.. We cannot begin, in this paper,

to offer a full account of Husserl's thought or even of his

.ethods, but we do need to take note of certain basic concepts

and procedures which Ricoeur has adopted fro. hi. for his an

thropologr·

Husserl was essentiallr an episte.ologist, coveting for

philosophy the sure and rigorous aethods of natural science.

As a doctoral stude~t in .athe.atics, his first philosophical

problea was the theoretical foundation for logic and .atheaa

tics. His first book, Philosophie der Arithaetik (1891),

expounded a psychologistic theory of logic which derived the

fundaaental concepts of aathe.atics froa psychological states.4

But the decisive beginning of his philosophical contribution

caae with the draaatic reversal of this position in his Log

ische Untersuchungen I, 1900. Here he rejected the reduction

of logical laws to psychological states w~th its iaplied denial

of the possibility of all knowledge. Anti-psychologis. and

4Paul Ricoeur, "Introduction: Husserl (18,8-1938)," in
Hu erl: An Anal is of His Phenomeno 0 Evanston, North-
western University Press, 19 7, pp. 4- •
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anti-reductionisa were to reaai.l'l basic, constant features of

his thought; as late as 1929 in his Formale und Transzendentale

Logik, he extended this principle, renouncing aIl atteapts to

"psychologize" in the fields of ethics, aesthetics, etc., that
5'

is, to explain awa7 such experiences in psychological teras.

As we shall see later, anti-reductionisa has been basic to

phenoaenological philosoph7, and certainly to Ricoeur's anthro

polog7.

The key concept growing out of Husserl's logical investi

gations and central to bis whole episteaology is the "intention

alit7" of consc1ousness. S1nce R1coeur has adopted a rev1sed

version of th1s concept, it 1s iaportant for us to cons1der 1t

here br1efly. Intentionality 1s that property of consciousness

to be consciousness of ••• , of .oving out fro. itself toward

soaething else. Intentionality is the essence of consciousness

for Husserl, that is, consciousness 1n the "pregnant sense of
6

the tera." The word iaplies not only outward directedness

but also an act1ve participation of consc1ousness in perception,

for every object is presented to us as that which it 1s for us,

that which we take it to be. Objects, therefore, are to be

understood as relat1ve to consc1ousness. In h1s earlier and

a1ddle phenoaenolog1cal periods, Husserl insisted that he was
7

.l'lot a subjective idealist in the style of Berkeley. He is in

5PM. l, p. 94.
6Edaund Husserl, Idea~ General Introduction to Pure Phenoaeno
logy! (1913), transe w. R. B. Gibson, London, George Allen
and Unwin Ltd., 1931, p. 242.

7Ibid., p. 168.
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llne wlth the fundaaental doctrine of .odern phllosophy, ini

tiated by Descartes and carried forward by Huae and Kant, that

the only i ••ediate and direct objects of knowledge are our own
8

.ental states. He uses the ter. "noe.a" to denote the object

as .eant and intended, including the mode of perceptual experi

ence, as distinct fro. the thing perceived. A .Ultip~iclty of

perceptual noe.ata are related to the sa.e thing, and a .ulti

plicity of .eanings refer to the sa.e objecte Consciousness,

as intentionality, is a "noetico-noe.atic correlation," so

that consciousness and meaning are essentially connected. It

is co..only agreed that Husserl later caae to adopt a thorough

going Idealisa which has been the .ost unpopular aspect of his
9

philpsophy. Ricoeur, co..enting on Husserl, tells us that

"the Cartesian-M~Ua.tio!lsare the .ost radical expression of

this ne" ldealis. for which the world is not only 'for .e'

but draws all of its being-status Jfro. me'.... Constitution

beco.es a gigantic project of progressively co.posing the sig-
10

nification 'world' without an ontological re.ainder." In

the Fifth Meditation, Husserl atte.pted to overco.e this solip

slstic conclusion by .aintaining the transcendence of the Oth

er. Ricoeur doubts whether he has successfully overco.e his

own subjectivis. in this way, since the Other's body .ust

still, according to Husserl, be understood as constituted "in"

8Cf. Aron Gurwi tsch, "Husserl' s Theory of the Intentionali ty of
Consciousness in Historical Perspective," in Phenolenologl and
Exi$tentialis., ed. E. N. Lee, M. Mandelbaua, Baltimore, John
HOPKins Press, 1967, p. 33.

9Cf • Fernando Molina, "The Husserlian Ideal of a Pure Pheno.eno
logy," in Invit~tio!l. to Phenoaenology, Chicago, Quadrangle
Books Inc., 196 , p. 162.

lÛHA, p. 10.

;

~ \ .
".,'J



( )

- 6 -
one's own consciousness.ll

The concept of intentionalit1 i5 cl05ely linked, in Hus

serl, to phenoaenological reduction (the word being used in

an entirely different sense than in the previous discussion

of psychologisa and anti-reductionisa). Pursuing his ideal

of philosophy as a rigorous science, Husserl called for a re

turn to the "things the.selves," and enunciated a "principle

of all principles:"

that every priaordial dator Intuition is a source of
authority for knowledge, for whatever presents itself
in "intuition" in primordial fora (as i t were in i ts .
bodily reality), is siaply to be accepted as it gives
itself out to be, though only within the liaits in
which it then presents itself.~2

He greatly adaires Descartes' resolve to found philosophy se

curely on an indubitable basis, but rejects the Cartesian

doubt in favour of a universal apoché, an abstention, or sus

pension of bellef. He insists it is neither denied nor doubt-
13

ed; it is untested, but also uncontested. Only the ego,

the consciousness itself, escapes the reduction, for Husserl

agrees with Descartes that the ego, the only "apodictically
14

certain being/' can be neither doubted nor suspended. Thus

the being or existence of all things, naively assuaed by the

natural standpoint, is bracketed, in order to allow for un

disturbed investigation of phenoaena. Phenoaena are then

11
"Kant and Husserl," in HA, p. 197.

12Ideasz p. 92.
l3Ibid., pp. 109-110.
14ausser1, Paris Lect~es2trans. P. Koestenbaum, The Hague,

Martinus Nijhoff, 19 7, p. 4.



!
t
f.

!

)
1... ()

f
f

- 7 -
subjected to intentional analysis, as that which they are and

Mean for consciousness. Moreover, they are analyzed by means

of eidetic reduction (eidos: Idea, Form, or universal Essence).

Phenomenology is therefore conceived not as a science of facts

but of essential being, aimed at establishing knowledge of es-
15

sences. This means that aIl reference1to individual and

particular is dropped and attention focused on the analysis

of essential structures of phenomena as they are presented to

intentional consciousnesSe

AlI this is of interest to our project because of the use

Ricoeur makes of basic Husserlian concepts in his anthropology.

He shares Husserl's enthusiasm for Descartes, and the irreduci

ble subjectivity of the ego, and opposes aIl nato~alistic, or

psychologistic redl1ctionism or the nature of man. He utilizes

Husserl's concept of intentionality; indeed makes it central

to his understanding of human freedom and knowledge, and to

the nature of linguistic signification. He makes use of the

Husserlian transcendental and eidetic reductions in the first

part of his philosophy of the will.

However, Ricoeur's own statements about his relation to

Husserl and phenomenology are cautious and ambiguous. In the

first volume of La Philosophie de la volonté, he seems happy

to align himself, in a qualified way, with phenomenology, and

in De l'Inter~étation he repeatedly takes up the cause of a

radicalized phenomenology. Yet the very limited nature of his

15Ideas. pp. 43-44.
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commit~ment to phenomeno~ogy is evidenced in his somewhat

auto-biographical comments in Eistor! and Truth, where he

identifies himself as a teacher of the History of Philosophy,

a member of the team Esprit (a leftist Christian journal) and
16

a listener to the Christian message. It is apparent that

his philosophical concern is broadly anthropological, hermeneu

tical and linguistic, and his concerns as a human being and a

Christian are practically ethical, social and political. He

is not markedly devoted to the promotion of phenomenology as

such. In an article of 1968, David Stewart reports:

Although Ricoeur is doubtless the best authority on
Husserl in France, he rarely uses the word phenomenology
in his ~Titings, and the term appears nowhere in the ti
tles of his books. When l asked him why he seldom used
the tarm, he replied he did not want to presume on the
authority the word implied; besides he did not know
whether he could be orthodox en~ugh, as he put it, to
calI his work phenomenological. y

Yet Ricoeur realizes that phenomenology is broader than ortho

dox Husserlianism:

AlI of phenomenology is not Husserl, even though he is
more or less its centre ••••

Beyond this phenomenology is a vast project whose
expression is not restricted to one work or to any speci
fie group of works. It is less a doctrine than a method
capable of Many exemplifications of which Husserl exploi
ted only a few •••• Phenomenology is both thel~um of Hus
serl's work and the heresies issuing from it.

With these facts in view it is not seriously debatable that

Ricoeur is indeed part of an identifiable phenomenological

movement. As Herbert Spiegelberg makes abundantly clear,

16HT, p. ,.
l7David Stewart, "Paul Ricoeur and the Phenomenological Move

ment," in Ph1losophy TodaY, Vol. XII (1968), pp. 230-231.
l8HAt pp. 3-4.

----- ,
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the bounds of the movement (so-called) are extremely vague

and it would make no sense to exclude Ricoeur from the group.

Spiegelberg suggests that the common feature among phenomeno

logists is not doctrine but method, specitically that of direct

intuition as the source and final test of all knowledge, and

insight into essential structures as a genuine possibility and
19

need of philosophical knowledge. The term "indirect intui-

tion" would not be applicable to the later hermeneutical philo

sophy of Ricoeur, and perhaps not even to the first volume of

The PhilQsophy of the Will. Ricoeur suggests a different test

of what constitutes phenomenology in a relatively early article:

"Fundamentally phenomenology is born as soon as we treat the

mamler of appearing ot things as a separate problem by 'bracket

ing' the question of existm ce, either temporarily or permanent-
20

ly." In his later work he broadens his method, pushes beyond

the Husserlian bounds of thought, which he teels remain too

narrowly epistemological, and aims at an ontology of man using

an "indirect" or hermeneutical Methode

Ricoeur's dissatisfaction with Husserl is not limited to

the argument that he remained too narrow and provisional, but

1s directed Most vigorously at the manner in which his ~poqhé

developed into a solipsistic idealism. He finds the epoché

19PM, l, p. 6.
20 ll Au fond, la phénoménologie est née dès que, mettant entre

parenthèses-- provisoirement ou définitivement--la question
de l'être, on traite comme un problème autonome la manière
d'apparattre des choses. ("Sur la phénoménologie," in
Esprit, XXI (12), Dec. 1953, pp. 821-839; p. 821.
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a useful tool, and aven defines phenomenology in terms of it

(though we shall see later that he uses it in a very qualified

way). But he accuses Husserl of losing the genius of his metho

dological procedure: "The Second Cartesian Meditation clearly

shows this clandestine shift from an act of abstention to an
21

act of negation." Ricoeur himself, as we shall see below,

avoids idealism with the help of Marcel's concept of Incarna

tion. Husserlian phenomenology, he charges, does not take

bodily existence seriously, and is to that extent misleading

for philosophical anthropology. The atmosphere of Husserlian

studies is devoid of the m1stery of human reality, he feels,

for

the bond which in tact joins willing to its body requires
a type of attention other than an intellectual attention
to structures. It requires that l participate actively
in my incarnation as a ~~ster1. l need to pass trom ob
jectivity to existence.

Betore going on to look at his relation to Marcel and existen

tialism, it will be useful to note that Ricoeur brings a simi

lar criticism to bear upon the work of another ot his great

mentors.

(b) Descartes: the Cogito

A term that appears constantly in Ricoeur's writing is

the "Cogito," the "1 think" of his French philosophical fore-

2l"Kant and Husserl," in HA, p. 190.
22pau1 Ricoeur, Freedom and Nature: the VOluntar*wand the

InvolUnftrY~ tranSe E. v. Kohâ~Evanston, Nort estern
UnIvers y ress, 1966, p. 14.
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bearer, René Descartes (1,96-16,0). He does not fail to honour

his great compatriot for having made the theme of subjectivity

the heart of aIl modern philosophy:

l assume here that the positing of the self is the
first truth for the philosopher placed w1thin that
broad tradition of modern philosophy that begins
with Descartes and is developed in Kant, Fichte,
and the ref1ective stream of European phi10sophy••••
The positing of the self is a truth wbich posits
itself; it can be neither verified nor deduced; it
is at once the positing of a being and an act; the
positing of an existence and of an operation of
thought: l am' l thinki to exist, for me, is to
think. Since this truth cannot be verified like
a fact, nor deduced like a conclusion, it has to
posit itse1f in reflection· its self-positing is
reflection; Fichte called ibis first truth the the
tic judgment. Such is our phi10sophica1 starting
point. 23

This does not mean that Ricoeur fol10ws Descartes' attempt

to bui1d a water-tight, 10gical1y deduced system upon the
24

Cogito. As we have already seen, he does not believe that

any final system ot truth is possible for men because of

their inevitably finite perspective; it ls for that reason

that phi10sophers are dependent upon one another to correct

one another's limitations, and that philosophy must be con

ducted in the context of communication with others, past and

present. Husserl too had attempted to do philosophy as a

rigorous indubitable science beginning with the Cogito. Now

for Ricoeur too the Cogito is the starting point for philo

sopbica1 reflection. In his phenomeno10gy of the human volun

tary and involuntary, he tells us that we must first reconquer

23Paul Ricoeur, Freud and Philosophy: An EssaY on Interpreta-
tjon. transe Denis Savage, Yale University Press, 1970, p•
4 •

24Descartes, Discourse on Method, in Philosophical Worka of
Descarte~ Vol. 1, transe E. S. Haldane, G. R. T. Ross, Lon
don, Dover Publ. Inc., 1931, p. 92.
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the Cogito in the first person grasped from the natural stand-2,
point, i.e., as with Descartes and Husserl, the Cogito is not

to be doubted nor suspended in reflection. He uses a Husserli

an concept, however, to criticize Descartes' epistemological

use of the Cogito:

Descartes puts Us on the wrong track at the very
start when he defines thought in terms of self-con-,
sciousness.... Our entire analysis will strive to
show the bonds between consciousness and the world
and not the isolation of a consciousness which re
tires into itself.... Thought can at first be un
derstood better in terms of its least reflexive a~~
pect, its intentiona1 relation towards the other.

Ricoeur sees Descaftes' reflexive, deductive, and rather ab

stract account of knowledge as closely related to his sharp

dua11sm of soul and body, thought and extension. Rejecting

this dualism, Ricoeur suggests that we have to reintroduce

the body into the Cogito, to inc1ude the extended as a mode

of subjective existence, in order to do justice to the sense

of being incarnate. Awareness of our corporeal situation

makes us realize that knowledge is "transcendental," begin

ning not with the self but with the objects of intentional
27

consciousness.

However, there is no question of submerging the Cogito

in a naturalistic psycho1ogy of "mental fact." Ricoeur

highly appreciates, and indeed fo11ows, Descartes' concep

tion of man as a "disproportionate" relation of finite and

1
1

1
t
l
!

1
1
t

t

25VI. p. 9.
27VI, pp. 217, 4,1.

26vI, p. 42.
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infinite. Reflective philosophy that starts with the mys-

tery of the Cogito knows that the physical and the psychologi

calJ. cannot be merely co-ordinated:

The ultimate consequence of the Cartesian revolution
seems to us to lie here, in the discovery that the
originality of consciousness with respect to aIl ob
jectively conceived nature is such that n~9cosmolog1
can any longer engulf this consciousness.

The paradox of mind and body, freedom and nature, lies

at the heart of Ricoeurls anthropology. We should only note

here that, although he is critical of the way in which Des

cartes has understood this relationship, he feels a great

dependence upon him for the discovery of the Cogito, 'and

therefore of the mystery of human subjectivity.

( c) .Gabr..1..el-.Mar..c..el...
EXISten~enology

We have seen .that Ricoeur found Husserl's philo~ophy

. lacking in a sense "of the mystery of human r eality, and felt

the necessity of passing ttfrom objectivity to existence. 1I

Descartes' sense of the mystery of the Cogito stimulated him

in this direction. It is evident, however, that the calI for

a return to ttexistence tt and involvement was the great contri

bution of that European philosophical movement known as

Existentialism in the years of Ricoeur's youth. It will be

necessary now to note his relationship to that movement.

The themes of lIinvolved" philosophy, of participation

':"'P'l'--------------------------
28Paul Ricoeur, Fallible Man, transe

Henry Regnery Co., 1967, p. 38.
29vI, p. 191.
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in Being and emphasis on the situation of man as bodi1y, as

weIl as on the mysterious nature of man as freedom, and as

belonging to community, are common to aIl the philosophers

called "existentia1ist." Among the most prominent of these

are Gabriel Marcel, Karl Jaspers, Martin Heidegger, Jean-Paul

Sartre, Maurice Merleau-Ponty. It has alway.s been a d~licate

matter to use the word "existentialist" of these men, since

they have successively claimed and disclaimed the title, wish

ing to dissociate themse1ves from one another's positions. As

weIl as the common emphases mentioned above, these men also

share the influence of (or at least, in some respects, simi

larity to) certain of their philosophical forebearers, and

their work can perhaps profitably be termed "existential

phenomenology." Ricoeur, discussing ph110sophy of this type,.
30

suggests that it has severa1 sources. One is the transcenden-

ta1 phenomenology of the 1ater Husserl, which turned toward

an investigation of man's life in the world (Lebenswelt).

Most marked1y, Sartre, Heidegger, and Merleau-Ponty have

thought of themselves as phenomenologists and have utilized

Husser1ian methods. Other major sources of inspiration shared

by aIl these thinkers are, according to Ricoeur, Hegel and

Marx, as well as the obvious Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. Ri

coeur finds already in Kierkegaard, especial1y in The Concept

of Dread, the Fragment~ and ~atscr~ a rigorous phenomeno-

30Faul Ricoeur, "Existential Phenomeno10gy," in HA, pp. 203ff.
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logy of freedom and individual existence; and in Nietzsche a

genuine reductive and genet1c phenomenology of moral phenomena
31

in The Geneologl of MoralsL Ricoeur too must be placed in

this list as amongst those heavily indebted to these sources.

But he relates variously to his several fellows in this exis

tential phenomenological bed.

Ricoeur's first book, with M. Dufrenne in 1947, dealt
32

with the Existenzphilosophie of Karl Jaspers, and the same

year he published his Gabriel Marcel et Karl Jaspers. He

learned from Jaspers' notion of ciphers and of the antinomies

of human nature, but rejected his contusion of guilt and fini-
33

tude, and his emphasis on the tragic. His later thought re-

sembles that of Heidegger in regard to their common interests
34

in ontology and the hermeneutics of texts.

French existential phenomenology, even more than German,

is to be situated at the confluence of Husserlian phenomenology

and the great germinative existential founders. In his major

books we find Ricoeur ref.erring often to Sartre, either agree

ing or taking up a position over against htm, so that it is

quite apparent that Sartre has been very much a part of his

milieu. We will frequently refer to his relation to Sartre

throughout this essaYe And certainly there is much in common

31HA, pp. 206-208.
32Paul Ricoeur, M. Dufrenne, Karl Jaspers et la philosophie de

l'éxistencë, Paris, Editions du Seuil, 1947.
33Paql Ricoeur, Gabriel Marce~t Karl Jaspers~ Paris, Temps

Present, 1947.
34Paul Ricoeur, "The Critique of Subjectivity and Cogito in the

Philosophy of Heidegger," in Heidegger and the Ques~ for Truth,
ed. M. S. Frings, Chicago, Quadrangle Bks Inc., 196 , pp.
62-74.

:-.,
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between Ricoeur and Merleau-Ponty, wholl he has called "the

greatest of French phenomenologists," and whose movement of3,
thought he wishes to take up. Once again, in the case of

Merleau-Ponty, he objects to what he regards as the confusion

of finitude and guilt; he also feels that he has inserted man

in nature to such an extent that there is no ground 18ft for

man's transcendence of nature. As over against the negativity

of both Sartre and Merleau-Ponty, Ricoeur represents an

"existentialism" of affirmation, which is, l think, founded
36

ultimately on his Christian faith.

By far the Most important positive influence on Ricoeur

in this context is the French Catholic philosopher and play

wright Gabriel Marcel (born 1889), his teacher after 193,

through the graduate years until his departure as an officer

35Paul Ricoeur, "New Developments in Ph;;om~nology in France:
the Phenomenology of Language," in Social Research, Vol.
34 (1967), pp. 1-30, p. 1.

36In the Preface to the first edit ion of Histot! !nd Trnth, a
collection of articles (1955), Ricoeur expllclt y states the
relation of his Christian faith to his philosophie work. He
wishes to convert a potential "mortal contradiction" into a
living tension,--"tolive Christian hope philosophically as
the directive principle of reflection," (p. 7). Again, in
the same volume, in his article "Christianity and History,"
he writes, "Ambiguity is the last word for existentialism;
for Christianity it is real, it is lived, but it is the
next to last word. That is why the Christian, in the very
name of this confidence in a hidden meaning, is encouraged
by his faith to attempt to construct comprehensive schemata
•••• In this respect, Christianity is closer to Marxist
than to the existentialist temper ••••

•••• Hope tells me that there is a meaning and that l
should seek it." CP. 95).
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of the French army in 1939. He had been much inf1uenced by

the frequent phi1osophica1 gatherings that occurred in Marce1's

apartment and by his "Socratic" method of teaching, emphasizing
37

persona1, first-hand experience. The overriding theme of

Marce1's thought is Mystery. The "Mystery of Being" consists

in the fact that we are "invo1ved" in Being. Phi10sophica1

ref1ection is not appropriate1y "objective" (in the sense of

"detached"), for we must become aware of our participation in

Being. Phi10sophy is therefore proper1y concerned not with

problem but with mystery.

A problem is something which l meet, which l find
comp1eto before me, but which l can therefore 1ay
siege to and reduce. But a mystery is something in
which l myse1f am invo1ved, and it can therefore on1y
be thought of as a sphere where the distinction be
tween what is in me and what is before me 10ses its
meaning and its initial va1idity. A genuine prob1em
is subject to an appropriate technique by the exercise
of which it is defined; whereas a mystery, by defini
tion, transcends every conceivab1e technique. It is,
no doubt, a1ways possible, (10gica11y and psycho10gica1-

i~~.toB~~g~~ï: ~sm~si:'àa:~nt:1i~ ;~~o~; ~~~~e~r~~:••38

The central instance for Marcel is the mysterious relation of

onese1f to one's body. This is a theme which remained constant

in bis thought from the time of his Metaphysica1 Journal of

1927 to his Gifford Lectures of 1949. As Marcel understands

it, Incarnation is the central given of metaphysics, the situa

tion of a being who is bOUM to a body. "Of this body l can

37Don Ihde, Hermeneutic Phenomeno1ogy, The Phi10sophy of Paul
Ricoeur, Evanston, Northwestern University Press, 1~71, p. 8.

38Gabrie1 Marcel, The Mystery of Being, (2 Vols) Vol. I, Chica
go, Henry Regnery Co., 1950, p. 260.
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neither say that it is l, nor that it is not l, nor that it

is ~ me (object). The opposition of subject and object is
39

found to be transcended from the start. Il Ricoeur, studying

Husserl after his lengthy exposure to Marcel, judged that the

former had not taken the body seriously, whereas Marcel had
40

even written, "1 declare, confusedly, that l mil my body. Il

Again, in his "Olltlines of a Phenomenology of Having," (1933):

Contrary to the belief of many idealists, particularly
the philosophers of consciousness, the~ is always a
thickening, a sclerosis, and perhaps--who knows?--a sort
of apparently spiritua1ised expression (an expression of
an expression) of the body, not taken in the objective
sense, but in the sense ot ml body, ins~iar as it is mine,
insofar as my body is something l have.

We shal1 find in our next chapter that Ricoeur will use Marcel's

,

! c
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~

f.
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1,
!
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1

1
1
1

\

notion of my bodY as basic to his own concept of le corps propre

or le corps-sujet. variously translated as "subject body," or
42

IIpersonal body," "body-as-myse1f,1I or "an own body."

Ricoeur has paid great homage to Marcel, in that the

first volume of La Philosophie de la volonté is dedicated to

him, and he goes so far as to say that "Meditation on Babriel
43

Marcel's work lies at the basis of the analysis of this book."

The atmosphere of Ricoeur's who1e thought resembles that of

Marcel, in that he is critical of the detached "homo philosophi

~ who has eut the ombilical cord which joins the existent

39Marce1, B~ing and Having, An Existentialist Diary, transe K.
Farrer, New York, Harper and Row, 1949, pp. 11-12.

40Ibid., p. 12. 41Ibid., p. 167.
42Cf. the usage of "le corps propre," and "le corps-sujet,"

in Le Volontaire et l'involontaire, Paris, Aubier Editions
MontiIgne,=t950, pp. 14, 15.

43vI, p. 15; cf also Entretiens Gabriel Marcel, Paul Ricoeur,
Paris, Aubier-Montaigne, 1968, p. 1.
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to his body, to his historical moment, to others.,,44 He is

with existentia1ist thought in his recognition of freedom as

central to philosophica1 anthropology, and in his rejection

of attempted objectivities and neutra1ities, even those pre-
45'

tending to be merely descriptive.

However, he diverges from Marcel and other existential

phenomenologists in his desire for a more rigorous Methode

He be1ieves that the death of speculative thought lùrks "in

the shadows of Marce1's over-critical attitude to inte1lectua1-
46

ism. His positive, receptive (though still critical) atti-

tude to the social sciences a1so distinguishes h1m from most

existentialists. And closely related to this is his greater

emphasis on limits within the subject rather than on the
47

external 1imits of man's situation in the world. Ricoeur

would correct the "romantic effusion" of some existentialism,

and the shal10w intel1ectua1ism of some phenomenology by com

bining the clarity which he be1ieves is afforded by Husser1ian

methods, with the d:ëth of Marcel's thought nourished by the

mystery of ru body. His anthropology begins, therefore, with

a structural, eidetic analysis of lived experienced exercise

of the will, using the findings of empirical science as an

indispensable diagnostic, but goes on, in successive phases,

to disc10se man's fallibi11ty, and avowal of brokenness

through a method of textua1 interpretation.

44Paul Ricoeur, "Le Renouvellement du problème de la philosophie
chrétienne par les philosophies de l'existence," in Les Prob
lèmes de la Pensée Chrétienne, Vol. 4, Paris, Presses Universi
taires de France, 1949, pp. 43-67; p. 47.

45'Ibid., p. 49.
46Gabriel Marcel et Karl Jaspers. p. 120.
47~ pp. 28-29. 4~ pp. 15, 17.

.'1
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(d) The Three Phases of
the Philosophy of the W.!!!

Ricoeur is a philosopher unusually conscious of the prob

lems of method, and we have already noted some of his highly

deliberate approaches and attitudes in relation to his Most

important mentors. Binee it is not a primary concern of ·this

essay to study his method, we can perhaps best observe hi~

complex and carefully devised procedures as the content of

his anthropology unfolds through the following four chapters.

It seems useful now~, however, simply to indicate the three

methodological phases of La Philosophie de la volonté: eidetics,

empirics, and poetics.

It is clear even from his Introduction to Le Volontaire

et l'involontaire. (English translation: Freedom and Nature:

the Voluntary and the InvoluntarY~) of 19;0 that Ricoeur en-
49

visaged these three successive phases from the beginning.

This first book 18 deeply 1ndebted, as we have already seen,

to the existential 1nsight of Marcel, and to the phenomenologi

cal method of Husserl. It is an intentional analysis of the

structure of man's being carried out within double (Husserlian)

brackets: phenomenological brackets and eidetic brackets, sus

pend1ng the characteristics of actual, "existential" existence.

The latter epoché means specifically the abstraction of the

fault (la faute) and the dimension of Transcendence, both of

49vI, pp. 29-30.

..
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which are to be dealt with in later phases. His reasons for

the nse of eidetic brackets constitnte an important aspect ot

his anthropology, and it is best that we deal with it thorongh

ly in Chapter Two. The title of the book accnrately indicates

its central concern: the real bnt limited character of hnman

treedom.

The second volume, Finitude et Cnlpabilité, was pnblished

in two separate parts both in 1960, the first being L'Homme

faillible, (English translation: Fallible Man). This book

begins to fill in what was left nnsaid in the previons volume,

investigating man's possibility for evil. "Eidetics" is re

placed by "empirics." The characteristics ot actnal existence

are no longer excluded from consideration. This remains an

intentional, structural analysis, still dealing with possibili

ties, bnt this time with existential, rather than essential pos

sibilities. The second part, La 5mboligne du Mal" (The, Svm

bolism of Evil) moves away from the mere possibility to the

experienced fact ot evil now stndied throngh men's confessions

in religions symbols and myths. Here Ricoenr has momentonsly

passed from a descriptive to a hermeneutic phenomenology. His

hermeneutics ot symbols will prove to be the key to his ripen

ing philosophy of man; particularly the SYmboligne is rich in

insight concerning hnman freedom.

Betore moving torward to the tinal volnme of his Philosophv

of the Will, Ricoenr temporarily turned aside to a major metho

dological study, De l'Interprétation: Essai snr Etend, (Freud

'(
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and PhilosophY; An Essay on Interpretation), 196" which

deals with very fundamental questions of hermeneutics and car

ries out a 1engthy debate with Freud, one that bears immense

implications for our theme of freedom.

The third volume of the trilogy, a poetics of the will,

is still unwritten. It proposes to dea1 with man's vision

of Transcendence and reconciliation, which is as much a part

of human rea1i ty as the fau1t. Ricoeur informs us that "the

comp1etion of the onto10gy of the subject demands a new change

of method, moving on to a kind of 'Poetics' of the will, suit-,0
able to the new rea1ities that need to be discovered." He

attords us one tanta1izing glimpse of the relevance of the

projected poetics to the theme of freedom.

The 'Poetics' ot the will can hereafter rediscover the
desire for God oo1y thanks to a second revo1ution which
breaks through the 1imits ot subjectivity, as the latter
had broken through the limits of natural objectivity••••
We be1ieve ••• that there is a hiatus of different signi
ficance between Transcendence and terrestrial good, and
this good may be freedom itself, taken as the supreme
good incarnate in the world: the transition to the
'Poetics' is already a conversion.5~

But we must now imitate the patience of our philosopher

and proceed to fo1low his painstaking path to an understanding

of human freedom, beginning with the eidetic description of

the vo1untary and the involuntary.

( ')
5'OVI, p. 30. 5l VI , pp. 191-192.

1
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Chapter Two

FREEDOJ( AND NATURE

(a) General Principles and strategie.

Paul Ricoeur has frequently reiterated his belief that

the business of philosophy is to make man its theme, and in

doing so, to make explicit and relate itself to the view of
1

man current in the contemporary human sciences. In his ei-

detics, Freedom and Nature: the Voluntary and the Involuntary,

we find him constantly in dialogue with behavioral psychology,

as well as with Husserl and existentialisme Moreover, we of

ten find him taking positions that are of interest to, and are

apparently influenced by, Theology. It is our purpose here,

while elucidating his philosophy of freed~m, to explore his

relationship to these various elements of his intellectual en

vironment.

The eidetics is preliminary to a full ontology of man,

attempting to free the interpretation of the will from mere

empirical, "objectivistic" observation. However, he does not

practice here a merely "intuitive" method, for he is already

de-centering consciousness by an indirect method of intentional

and diagnostic analysis. Our first task is to note the reason

ing that lies behind the basic principles and strategies of

this first volume.

1
Paul Ricoeur, "Philosophie et ontologie," in Esprit. Aout, 1955,
(8), p. 1378.

,
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Intentional Analysis and the Ouestion
of the Phenomenological Reduction

There is some confusion amongst commentators on Ricoeur

whether the philosophy of the will is carried out within pheno

menological, transcendental brackets. In the Translator's In

troduction to the eidetics, E. V. Kohak explicitly tells us

that aIl three phases are intentional analyses excluding the
2

concerns of objectifying consciousness. Kohak says that the

absence of "causal explanation" with regard to the will is, at

least in part, the function of the phenomenological brackets.

Don Ihde, in bis book on Ricoeur, also indicates that this is

the function of phenomenological bracketing. Ricoeur applies

an epoché or suspension of belief, he writes, regarding causal

theories of what May or may not lie behind or "explain" the
3

will. True enough, Ricoeur does say:

The first ~rinciple which guided our description is
the methodological contrast between description and
explanation. To explain always4means to move away
from the complex to the simple.

But, on the other hand, Ricoeur leads us to believe that he

disapproves of the Husserlian reduction when he writes,

all our considerations drive us away from the famous
and obscure transcendental reduction which, we believe,
is an obstacle to genuine understanding of personal body.;

Again, a few pages later, he adds:

The transcendental "attitude" instituted by the
transcendental reduction and the natural attitude
alike avoid the presence of my corporal existence

i

)

2VI, p. xvi.
4vI, p. 4.

3HP, p. 10.
;Ibid.

.1 .:\'
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whioh is in a sense self-affirming. If l pay oloser
attention to this first underivable and unoharaoteriz
able presenoe of my body, l also oan no longer suspend
the existenoe of a world extending that of my body as
its horizon without seriously disrupting the very Cogi
to whioh in loslng the exlstenoe of the world also 10
ses the existenge of its body and flnally lts marks as
a first person.

Does the dlstlnotlon between desoriptlon and explanation ln

faot oonstitute a use of phenomenologloal braokets? Another

soholar, Klaus Hartmann, no doubt baslng his opinion on the

above statements, tells us ln "Phenomenology, Ontology and

Metaphyslos," that Riooeur "disoounts both phenomenologloal
7

reduotion and the theory of oonstitution." Certainly lt ls

true that Riooeur rejeots Husserl's ldeallst dootrine of oon

stitution. But perhaps there is a sense in whloh he does not

rejeot the phenomenologloal reduotion.

In his artiole, "J4ethods and Tasks of a Phenomenology of

the Will," Riooeur explalns that he wants to extend Husserl' s
8

intentiona1 ana1ysis to the praotloal sphere of oonsoiousness.

The desorlptive analyses of the eidetlos are noetioo-noematl0

analyses, spel11ng out the appearanoes of lntermingled inten

tionalities. The Husser11an formula, "All oonsoiousness is

oonsolousness pf ... " ls app11ed to the wlll. Thus "deoldlng"

has as lts objeot-oorre1ate the gr03ect; "aoting" and "moving ll

the pragma, and Ilconsenting ll necessity. The ana1ysis involves

Il spreading out" the various moments of subjeotive 11fe, con-

&il, pp. 16-17-
7K1aus Hartmann, IlPhenomeno10gYl Ontology and Metaphysios,1l ln
Review of MetaphYslcs. Vol. XXII (1), Sept. 1968, p. 86.

8"Methods and Tasks of a Phenomenology of the Wl11,11 HA, p. 213.
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centrating not only upon the intending itself, but a1so upon

its corre1ate. Binee, therefore, this is an intentiona1, noe

tico-noematic ana1ysis, Ricoeur ~ using the transcendenta1 re

duction, but of a quite different kind than Husser1's. He is

not, as Husserl did, suspending the question of existence, and

is therefore not ru1ing out the possibi1ity of onto1ogy. Ra

ther, as Kohak and Ihde suggest, he is suspending the question

of the onto1ogica1 status of the will in the sense of an u1ti-

mate explanation. Thus even Hartmann admits, "One might say•••

that Ricoeur's understanding of eidetics retains an element
9

of Husser1's phenomeno1ogical reduction."

By perforlling such an intentional analysis of "the wi1led"

as such, Ricoeur argues, he gains access to the distinction a

mong acts themse1ves. He comp1ains that some existentia1 pheno

meno1ogists, ~aving 1eaped too quick1y to the later Husser1's

concept of the Leben§Ylelt, "ofrer a description too quickly

synthetic for my 1iking•••• blurring the out1ine of different
10

functions within a sort of indistinct existentia1 monism."

For this reason, he argues (and here again he assumes the re

duction in question) the phenomenologica1 or transcendenta1

reduction, "which restores the genera1 sense of consciousness,"
11

cannot be practised without the eidetic reduction that defines

specifie functions, such as perceiving, deciding, imagining,

acting, moving, etc.

9Hartmânn, op. cit., p. 88.
1ÜMT, pp. 214-215.
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4naIYsis of Eidet~c Structures

Intentional analysis must also be eidetic analysis, that

is, must strive to discern eidetic (essential) structures of

man. Thus in the opening of his first chapter, entitled "Pure

Description of Deciding," Ricoeur explains that pure descrip

tion is to be understood as an elucidation of meanings~ "The

words decision, project, value, motive, and so on, have a mea

ning which we need to determine. Hence we shall first proceed
12

to such analyses of meanings." How does he defend the pos-

sibility of discerning essential structures by such analysis

of meanings? He explains that his procedure is to describe

the ideal contents capable of fulfilling the Many and
varied significational intendings which language employs
everytime we say "I wish," "I desire," "I regret" ••••
If what is "other" could not signify what is the "same,"
in short, if some relatively incomparable situation
could not be undèrstood and spoken about, then the two
fold difference (altéritê)-- the temporal difference
within a single consciousness and the mutual difference
among several consciousnesses--would render each con
sciousness ineffable to another.

Even in the obscure forest of the emotions, even in
the course of the blood stream, phenomenol~gy gambles
on the possibility of thinking and naming. ,

An eidetic description, then, is not "empirical," in the sense

of "factual," but deals with man's structures or fundamental

possibilities, bracketing the fact and elaborating the mea

ning; interpreting essences as principles of the intelligibi-
14

litY of man. Specifically, Ricoeur's eidetics brackets out

the fault and the dimension of Transcendence.

Abstraction of the Fault

vVhen he chose to exclude the fault from a consideration

12VI, p. 37.
14vI, p. 4.
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of the essential structures of human reality, Ricoeur made a

major philosophical decision. It aligned h1m with classical

'teloclog1cal or essentialist philosophy as against historicist

and certain existentialist philosophies. He explicitly sepa

rates himself from Jaspers, who placed the fault among limit

situations, and from Heidegger, who understood it within the
15

structure of "care." It is also very much in keeping with

his Christian faith, aligning him closely with certain contem

porary theologians.

The faulted region of human reality Ricoeur identifies as

"the universe of the passions and of the law, in the sense in

which St. Paul contrasts the law which kills with the grace

which gives life." He is using the word "passion" partly in

the Cartesian sense. Descartes had said that the soul has

two forms of passivity: the spontaneity of its body, accor

ding to which it receives its motives, etc., and the passivity

of its own corruption, according to which it suDmits to the
16

bondage it imposes on itself. As we have already seen, Ri-

coeur does not share Descartes' dualism of soul and body, but

he does use the word "passion" to refer to an "aberrant prin

ciple" of improper passivity or bondage. Now he does not be

lieve that passions such as ambition and hate are alien to

the will; they are indeed the will itself, he declares, and

their exclusion from a study of the essential structure of

\ l

15ns. p. 25n. l6VI. p. 20n.
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human possibilities needs to be justified.

We may weIl ask just how Ricoeur discerns the fault as

fault, how he avoids a merely arbitrary, subjective decision

regarding what constitutes fault, and what an essential struc

ture of man. E. V. Kohak, in the Translator's Introduction,

suggests that the confrontation with Transcendence and the vi-
17

sion of innocence may be what reveals the fault as fault.

It may weIl be that Ricoeur is writing the beginn1ng of his

philosophy of the will with the end in view, but he has not

in fact given us an account of Transcendence and innocence.

Perhaps we have a hint of a criterion when he writes of the

fault that "there is no principle of intelligibility of in

voluntary and voluntary functions, in the sense that their

essences complete each other within the human unity. ~
18

fault is ab§urd," On the same page he describes the pas-

sions as "vanity," as "unhappy," as "the absolute irrational

in the heart of man." He needed to be much clearer and more

explicit in his delineation of criteria for the tault. But

he has disclosed, if not the logic, at least the source of

bis judgment on this matter:

Might not the philosopher take exception to introducing
the absurd on the pretext that it is dictated by a Chris
tian theology of original sin? Yet if theology opens our
eyes to an obscure segment of human reality, no methodo
logical a priori should prevent the philosopher from ha
ving his eyes opened and hencetorth reading man, his his
tory and civilization, under the sign of the fall. ~

,
\ '

l7VI, p. xviii.
19vr, p. 25.

IBVr, p. 24. (Ricoeur's italics)
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Ricoeur's eidetic, essentialist unde~standing of man is

notably similar to that of the philosophical theologian Paul

Tillich, who speaks ot man's "existential" being as fallen from
20

his "essential" being. Ricoeur's decision to describe the

essential structure of man's being minus the fault also resem

bles the Christocentric anthropology of Karl Barth, who builds

a theology of "real man" upon the doctrine of the humanity ot
21

Jesus Christ. But Barth's anthropology is explicitly based on

God's revelation as an authoritative criterion, not excluding

the eschatological visions of innocence. As a philosopher,. Ri

coeur does not cite any authoritative grounds, nor, as we have

seen, does he offer any deductive or closely reasoned argument.

He simply refers to the "opening of our eyes," inviting us to

share an intuitive insight into the fault as fault, and into

the tault as absurde

He believes, then, that the fault, as absurd, cannot be

an element of fundamental ontology homogeneous with the essen-

20paul Tillich: "Finite freedom is the possibility ot the tran
sition from Essence to Existence." (Svstematic T~~olog;y,
Vol. II, Chicago, University of Chicago Press, ï9 ,pp. 31ff.)

21Karl Barth raises the question how it is possible to see be
neath man's sin to reach a doctrine ot his creaturely essence,
of his proper human nature as such. Man has no power of vi
sion, he holds, to see through his perverted state to his
true nature. The Word of God must tell him what he is, and
does so in the Person of Jesus Christ. Barth writes, "As
the man Jesus is Himself the revealing Word of God, He is
the source of our knowledge of the nature of man as created
by God." Anthropology has to be founded upon Christology,
because Jesus Christ is "real man." "Real man" is unperver
ted man, man without sin. Because sin does not belong to the
nature of man as such, explains Barth, it is not part of the
doctrine of creation, but rather of the doctrine of reconcili
ation. Cf. The Doctrine ot Creation, pt. 2, (Church Dogmatics.
Vol. III, pt. 2, ed. T. F. Torrance, G. w. Bromiley, Edin
burgh, T. and T. Clark, 1960, pp. 4lff.

'"
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tial structures described by eidetics. It is to be regarded

as an accident, an interruption, which cannot be dealt with

by eidetic method, but which must await the "empirics lt of the

next volume. Not eidetics, but empirics, is suited to a Ittopo-
22

graphy of the absurd. tt But is eidetics possible at all if

the essential structure of human being is shot through with

the fault? Note that in his view man is not part free and
23

part guilty; rather, he is Ittotally guilty.tt Yet Ricoeur
24

holds (and here he is in good theological company) that the

fault does not destroy the fundamental structures. Rather,

he woUld say that "the .,,·oluntary and the involuntary, as the!

are in themselves, fall into the power of Nothing, like an oc

22VI, p. 24.
23VI, p. 26.
24

John Calvin, the great formative theologian of French Reform-
ed Protestantism, to which Ricoeur belongs, i5 most noted for
his doctrine of the totality of human sin. As for Luther,
Calvin sees the totality of sin corresponding to the~
gratia of salvation. However, even Calvin wrote, "Vie per'"
ceive some remaining marks of the image which distinguish
the human race in general from all other creatures." (In
~itutls of the Cbristian '~.1giOQ2 Book II, ii, xvii, pp.
237-238, trans. J. Allen,hiladelphia, Presbyterian Board
of Christian Education, 1936). Man remains rational, main
tains his sense of right and wrong, etc. Thus he speaks of
a "remnant" or "relie" of the image of God. In Ricoeur' s
language, the essential structures of humanity remain, but
they are alienated totally.

Also, in the theology of Karl Barth, the image of God
in man remains in spite of sin. "The sin of man cannot be
a creative ACt, an ACt of primary significance, tt he writes.
Man remains man even as a sinner, and so also remains God's
image. (Cf. CD 2 III, 2, p. 33.)

Ricoeur, despite his Christian belief~ does not, at
least in eidetics or empirics, use the word "sin," but
fault, an indication that he does not consider himself to
be doing theology.

~.
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cupied country surrendered intact to the enemy. This is why2;
anthropology is possible." Nor does eidetics attempt to de-

scribe some inaccessible non-existent innocence of man.

It is not the lost paradise of innocence which we pro
pose to describe, but the structures which are the fun
damental possibilities offered equally to innocence and
to the faul t as a common keyboard of human nature on
which mythica1 ~~ocence and empirical guilt play in
different ways.

In the eidetics, (we are not sure what he plans for the

poetics), Ricoeur has carefully remained within the bounds of

philosophical anthropology, as distinct from, for example, the

theologica1 anthropology of Barth, which does attempt to des-
27

cribe "rea1 man" as obedient man on the basis of Christology.

Ricoeur does offer us further light on this whole matter in

one of his most important articles, "Negativity and Primary

Af:t'irmation," first published in 19,6, six years after the ei

detics. It helps us to realize that the abstraction of the

fault from his eidetic phenomenology is in keeping with the

ontology of man which gradually unfolds in his later" books.

He helps us to place him, particularly as over against Sartre,

(and perhaps shows us something of the attitude that causes

him to abstract the fault fram eidetics) when he asks the ques

tion:

Does being have priority over the nothingness within
the very core of man, that is, this being which mani
fests itself by a singular power of negation? Stated
in these terms, the question destroys the stages of

25VI. p. 2,. 26V'I. p. 26.
27Cf. Ricoeur's comment on the relation of philosophy and

theology in The Sxmbmlism of Eyi1,. transe E. Buchanan,
Boston, Beacon Press, 1967, pp. 309-310.
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its own e1aboration and therefore seems abstract. Yet
as we sha11 see, it governs a who1e phi10sophica1 style,
a style of Ilyes" and not a style of "no,1l and perhaps28
even a style characterized by joy and not by anguish.

Abstraction of Transcendence

The grounds for "joy" are not to be dea1t with in the

eidetics an~ore than the grounds for repentance. Just as

the fau1t is exc1uded, so a1so is man's vision of Transcen

dence and reconci1iation. By abstracting Transcendence, Ri

coeur once again distinguishes c1ear1y between a phi1osophica1

and a theo1ogica1 anthropo1ogy. The latter must of necessity
29

spel1 out the nature of man in terms of his relation to God.

Ricoeur would not, l think, quarre1 with this. But what he .

is pursuing here is quite strict1y an autonomous philosophica1

statement regarding the structure ot human being.

Ricoeur means by "Transcendence" "a presence which con-
30

stantly precedes I1Y own power of selt-affirmation." Its ab-

straction is inseparable trom the abstraction ot the fault.

The vision of innocence, he points out, is the mythica1 coun

terpart to the fault, since the fault is experienced as "be

fore God," that is, as sin. Furthermore, Transcendence is

what 1iberates freedom from the fault. "Captivity and delive-
31

rance of freedom are one and the same drama." It wou1d be

impossible, ther efore , he argues, to deal with Transcendence

28Pau1 Ricoeur, "Negativity and Primary Affirmation," in HT.
p. 305'.

29Kar1 Barth: "To be man is to be with God. 1l (CD. III, 2, p. 135')
3OvI, pp. 32-33. 31VI. p. 29.
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without also dealing with fault. As he pointed out in connec

tion with the abstraction of the fault, he is not concerned in

eidetics to describe either a lost innocence or the cor~uption

of man. Rather, he is concerned to show that bondage (the re

sult of fault) and deliverance (the gift of Transcendance) are
32

"things that happen to freedom." Through abstraction of the

faul t and Transcendence he wants to establish the meaning of

human freedom and responsibility as incarnate freedom in dia

logue with nature. But in doing so, he emphatically danies a

conception of tha Cogito as self-positing: "the self as radi

cal autonomy, not only moral but ontological, is pracisely the
33

fault."

This first stage of philosophical anthropology, exoluding

referenoe to Transcendence, is distinotly not theological, but

it goas on beside theological anthropology and, in the case of

Ricoeur, is definitely not opposed to it. Whether his account

of man's ~perience of Transcendence, as promised in the Poetics,

will unite philosophical and theological anthropology remains

to be seen.

The Principle of Reciprocitx

A key operative principle which Ricoeur consistently applies

in this eidetic phenomenological description is what he calls

"reciprocity. "

We have already seen that the "first prinoiple" guiding

j2VI, p. 33. 33vI, p. 29.
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his account of the volnntary and the involnntary is the con

trast between description and explanation. This means he re

jects the attempts of sOlle psychologists to "explainlt the volun

tary in terms of the involuntary, finding in the latter a mea

ning of i ts own independent of the will. Rather, he wishes to

say that the will is entailed in a right nnderstanding of the

involuntary fnnctions. Accordingly, he contends that

the initial situation revealed by description is ~
reciprocity of the involuntary and the YQlnntary.~eed,
emotion, habit, etc., acqnire a complete significance
only in relation to a wil! which they solicit, dispose,
and generally affect••••3

Thns the involnntary has no meaning independent of the volun

tary. This opinion is offered to ns as an insight which

throws light on onr experience of the mystery of freedoll and

natnre. We are invited to see that the voluntary and the in

volnntary are oo1y intelligible in this reciprocal relation.

The remainder of the book attempts to illnstrate this intelli

gibility. Moreover, in the same way he asserts a priority of

the volnntary in its reciprocal relation with the involnntary.

Not only does the involuntary have no Ileaning of its
own, but nnderstanding proceeds from the top down and
not fromthe bottom np. Far froll the volnntary being
derivable from the involnntary, it is, on the contrary,
the nnderstanding of the voluntary which comes first in
man. l underst§nd Ilyselt in the first place as he who
says "1 will."3'

Bere is an existential phenomenological assertion deliberately

opposed to deterministic behaviorism, which does precisely de-

34vI, p. 4.
3'~p. ,; compare the dialectic of archeology and teleology

1n ~'reud and PhilosoPhY' this essay, chapter V (c).

1..
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rive "freedom" from involuntary organic processes.36 A key

word for Ricoeur in justifying his position as over against

behaviorism is, once again, intelligibility, While for "ex

planation, Il (for RicoelJ.r this word generally carries a deroga

tory connotation) the simple is the basis and reason for the

complex, for IIdescription and understanding, the one is the

reason for the Many. The will is the one which brings order
37

to the many of the invo1t1ntary. Il For this reason, through-

out the eidetics he always begins with a description of the

voluntary, and only thereafter considers the involuntary struc

tures which constitute the sine qua non, that "nature," the

organ of freedom that makes the voluntary actual. Ricoeur's

guiding formula -- IIthe voluntary is by reason of the involun-
38

tary while the involuntary is W. the voluntary" -- Ileans that

nature becomes meaningful ooly in its relation to the mysteri

OUs Cogito which is incarnate in it, and freedom becomes actual

36B. F. Skinner, the prominent behavioral psychologist (in his
book Beyond Freedom and Dignity, New York, Alfred A. Knopf,
1971) believes that the concept of freedom is used to "ex
plain oo1y the things we are not yet able to explain in oth
er ways," (p. 14). In this pre-scientific view, he tells us,
a person's behavior ois to some extent his own achievement,
but in the scientific view, "a person's behavior is deter
mined by a genetic endowment traceable to the evolutionary
history o~ the species and by the environmental circumstan
ces to which an individual has been exposed." He opines:
"Neither view can be proved. 1t But, "as we learn more about
the effects of the environment we have less reason to attri
bute any part of human behavior to an autonomous controlling
agent." (p. 101).

37VI, p. 5. 38vI, p. 471.

;~.
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only through the nature upon which it is dependent.

"Reciprocity," then, is the concept which renders intel

ligible the mysterious link between the involuntary and the

voluntary in such a duality that each requires the other.

Subject Body and Object BodY:
The Diagnostic Relation

The principle of reciprocity affords sufficient impor

tance to the role of both involuntary and voluntary aspects

of man that Ricoeur is enabled to strike a fruitful relation-

ship between phenomenology and the "objective" human sciences.

He is, we should not overlook, tersely negative in his attitude

to a psychology which makes man a mere object or thing. Yet

he recognizes a validity in the empirical human sciences and

finds in their results relevant data for philosophical anthro

pology. The relation of phenomenology to the objective scien-

ces is a "diagnostic" one.

The problem arises when we consider man's body. As Ri-

coeur readily admits,

The body is better known as an empirical object elabo
rated by experimental sciences. We have a biology, en
dowed with an objectivity which appears to be the only
conceivable objectivity, for knowing the objectivity
of facts With3~ a nature encompassed by~ of an in
ductive kind. 'j

But treating the body as an object tends to divorce knowledge

of the involuntary from the Cogito, and psychological science,

proceeding according to the same assumptions as biology, deve-

39ns. p: 8.
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lops a science of mental facts (a Itmonstrositylt) thus degrad

ing human consciousness to the level of the objecte The con

cept of an objectified consciousness misses the distinctive

sense of the ''l'' and the intentionality which is the essence

of freedom. When the involuntary is reduced to an empirical

Itfact," the volu:ntary dissipates, because, in Ricoeur's words,

"Freedom bas no place among empirical objects; it requires a
40

reversaI of viewpoint and a discovery of the Cogito." The

dissipation of freedam, of course, is precisely the acknow

ledged conclusion of the behaviorists.

As we saw in our last chapter, Ricoeur rejects Descartes'

dualism of mind and body. Man is not so divided. But he be

lieves that a common subjectivity is the basis of the unity

of voluntary and involuntary as weIl as of mind and body. Ta

king his inspiration fram Gabriel Marcel, he speaks of l!

corps-sujet, body as personal bodY, or sllb3ect bodY. The body

as subject body is the body as a source of motives, as an or

gan of action, and as a necessary nature. The distinction be

tween object body and subject body is not limited to introspec

tion, for subject body is mI body and your body, simply a sub

ject's body. In communication with others we discoverthe

sllbject body of the other, and, finding there decision, action

and consent, know that we cannot appropriately treat it merely

4OvI, p.12.
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as emplrlcal objecte Slmilarly, we know ourselves to be rea

dable to the other not merely as object body but as subject
41

body.

However, this does not Mean simple bracketing of the ob

jective facts of biology or even of naturalistic psychology,

for

we cannot pretend that we are unaware of the fact
that the lnvoluntary is often,better known empirlcallY,
in lts form, albeit degraded, of a natural event. Thus
we need to enter into a cIo:.. 'J dialectic between the bo
dy as a personal body and the object·body, and to estab
lish specifie relations between the descri~~ion of the
Cogito and classical empirlcal psychology.

Just how, then, does Ricoeur establlsh these relations?

What specifically is the relation of object body and subject

body? They are, of course, the same body. But they do not,

he insists, slmply "colncide. t1 Their relation is "diagnostict1
43

ln character •

The concept and method of the diagnostic relation ls a

41Ricoeur's distinction between subject body and object body
bears SOEe resemblance to Jean-Paul Sartre's distinction
between the "body-for-others" and the t1body-for-itself"
(Being and Nothin~ness,) transe H. E. Barnes, New York,
Cltadel Press, 19 6, pp. 282f, 3l5f). Sartre's distinction,
however, finds "objectlvlty" in the point of vlew of the oth
er as such, and "subjectivity" in one's own point of vlew.
Thus he equates the physlcian's (the empirlcal scientist's)
view of the body wlth the view of others as such: "So far
as the physicians have had any experience with my body, lt
was with my body in the midst of the world and as it is for
others. My body as it is for me does not appear to me in
the midst of the world." (p. 279). On the other hand, Ri
coeur locates "objectivity" not in the view of the other
as such, but in the attitude of the other. The other can
experience my body as subject body also (and l his); more
over l can experience my own body as object body, i.e.,
from the objective, factual, point of view of empirical
science. And for Ricoeur, both object body and subject
body are "in the midst of the world."

42VI, pp. 11-12. 4~ pp. 12-13.
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Medical metaphor, but in reverse. The doctor May diagnose

a patient's illness by taking as his clue the articulated sub

jective experience of the patient and relating it to the ob

jective characteristlcs of diseases. But the phenomenologist

takes as his clue the objectively observed facts of empirical

science and uses them as signs or pointers (~ndices) to expose

obscure areas of experience. Ricoeur explains that the need

for this lndirect diagnostic method does not arise out of the

relation of two realities, consciousness and the body. The

non-coincidence arises as a problem of our language, which is

inadequate to the mystery of the relation of consciousness and

body. It is a problem of

the relation of two universes of discourse, two points
of view of the same body considered alternately as a
personal body inherent in its Cogito, and as' object bo
dy presented among other objects. The diagnostic rela
tion exR~esses this encounter of two universes of dls
course. ,

\~at Ricoeur ls suggesting is highly relevant to the long

standing disagreements of some philosophers and s01l1e empirical

psychologists concerning freedom. The latter, (e.g. Skinner,

whom we quoted above) have frequently found the "anthropomor

phic" or "pre-scientific" language (e.g. intentions, motives,

desires, etc.) of ordinary language of no scientific value,

or at least as misleading for a proper scientific understand

ing of man. Similarly, some philosophers have found the lan-

-.
.{'.'~

\,)

44Cf. HP, pp. 29f. 45VI, p. 88.
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guage of "cause" and "drive" inadequate to express human reali-
46

ties. Ricoeur, rejecting mind-body dualism, but also the re-

duction of mind to body (or of voluntary to involuntary) is

suggesting that the undeniable unity of mind and body (also

of subject body and object body) is a mysterious reality that

involves two languages, i.e., there is one reality but two
4?

conceptual systems. This is why man cannot khow himself

simply by direct introspection, why philosophical anthropology

must proceed by way of detour, -- in this case, by an indirect

"diagnostic" procedure. He explains,

In some cases it will appear almost impossible to dis
cover the subjective indication, in the language of the
Cogito, of a function or an occurrence which is well
known in biology or in empirical psychology (for example,
persona1ity type or the unconscious; birth, which we
shall dwell~at length••• )

This is why our method will be MOSt responsive to
scientific psychology, even though it will make only
diagnostic use of it. Description of the Cogito will
frequently recover from empirica1 psychology the ves
tiges of a phenomenology which it discovers there ia
an objectified and in some way a1ienated forme But
with equal frequency a phenomenological concept will
be no more than a subjectivization of

4
a concept far

better known along an empirical path. ts

We shall have to observe the diagnostic method as Ri-

46E.g., A. l. Melden, a British philosopher (in bis book
Free Actions, London, Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1961)
writes that it is a fUndamental mistake to suppose that
the causal mode1 employed in the natural sciences will
fit with everyday exp1anations of actions in terms of in
tentions, interests, desires, etc. CP. 199). He finds a
"logical incoherence" in the supposition that actions,
desires, intentions, etc. stand in causal relations. (p.
201) •

4?Cf. Charles Reagen, "Ricoeur 1 s Diagnostic Relation," in
Inter~tiona1 Phi10sophical QuarterlY, Vol. VIII (1968),
pp. ; -592; p. ;89.

48VI. p. 13.
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coeur actually applies it in the body of his eidetic analysis

of deciding, acting and consenting. But first we should note

that this indirect diagnostic method is characteristic of a

more general strategy of opposing two sides of a polarity lea

ding to a reconciling limit concept.

Paradox, Copernican Revolution and Reconciliation

We have seen that Ricoeur insists upon attention to the

mysterious character of incarnate freedom as over against both

Husserlian phenomenology and. "objectivistic" psychology. The

root of the mystery is the relation of freedom and nature in

man. Sometimes he refers to the mystery as a paradoxe Para

dox means the co-existence of polarities and the impossibility

of systematization. He explains,

Consciousness is always in some degree a disruption
and. a bond. This is why the structures which connect
the voluntary and the involuntary are structures of
ruptur~ as well as of union. Behind these structures
lies the paradox which culminates in the paradox of
freedom and nature.... There is no logical procedure
by which nature could be derived from freedom (the
involuntary from the voluntary) or freedom from ~~
ture. There is no system of nature and freedom.

Nevertheless, philosophical anthropology cannot rest easily in

paradox which, as such, threatens its rationality and offers

little to the intelligibility of man. The eidetics attempts

only a limited contribution to a "reconciled ontology" which

is to be carried forward in the empirics and poetics. But

in the last analysis, the conflict of freedom and necessity

49VI, pp. 18-19.
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can be reconciled, Ricoeur believes, "only in hope and in ano
50

ther age."

The limited contribution of the eidetics is to present

the play and counterplay of phenomenology and counter-phenome

nology in such a way as to offer a critique of what he regards

as the naiveté of objectivisme Yet he is also dissatisfied,

as we have already pointed out, with a merely introspective

existential phenomenology, which he accuses of engaging in

a "second-level naiveté." This he identifies as the illusion

that philosophy can be reflection without spiritual discipline
51

(ascèse) and without'a purification of its own seeing. Through

the whole project of the philosophy of the will, Ricoeur aims

at a radicalization of phenomenology which would constitute

a "second Copernican revolution."

"Copernican Revolution" is an important concept for Ricoeur:

The beginning of philosophy is a Copernican revolution
which centers the world of object on the Cogito: the
object is for the subject, the involuntary is for the
voluntary, motives are for choice, capacities for ef
fort, necessity for consent.... This entire work rthe
eidetics) is carried ogt under the sign of that first
Copernican revolution.J2

The eidetics, then, is an aspect of the first Copernican revo

lution which restores to subjectivity its due. But even this

first volume, using indirect methods, limits subjectivity and

freedom by understanding it dialectically as over against the

objectivity of nature. Objectivity is also given its due.

5OVI, p. 19. 51MT , p. 232.
52VI, pp. 471-472.
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Thereby the eidetics begins to expose the second-Ievel naive

té, the vain illusion which does not recognize the dependent

and limited character of freedom in its relation to nature and

the Transcendent.

The Ego must more radically renounce the covert claim
of aIl consciousness, must abandon its wish to posit
itself, so it can receive the nourishing and inspiring
spontaneity which breaks the sterile circle of the
self's constant return to itself.53

The exposure of this illusion begins precisely in the dialec

tic between polarities -- subjectivity and objectivity, pheno

menology and the empirical human sciences -- which appears in

the eidetics by means of the diagnostic method. Implicit in

the diagnostic and its indices is the development of a recon

ciling "third term" which will become explicit in the empirics.

Meanwhile, the eidetics leaves us with the recognition of two

partially overlapping circles which depict the paradox of
54

freedom and nature.

The "first Copernican Revolution" then, enabled us to

see the paradoxe The "second Copernican revolution" carries

us beyond it. The paradox is not ultimate for Ricoeur. It

will fulfil its function, he says, if "in wearing itself out,

it will succeed in showing the basic adherence of necessity
55

and freedom." Thus he informs us in the Introduction to

the eidetics, that

the intention of this book is to understand the mystery

!.,.(

53VI, p. 14.
55vI, p. 353.

54cf. HP, p. 16.

,'>J.
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as reconciliation, that is, as restoration, even on
the clearest level of consciousness, of the original
concord of vague consciousness with its body and its
world. In this sense the theory of the voluntary and
the involuntary not6only describes and understands,
but also restores. 5

Now in our next section we shall have to see how Ricoeur

actually applies these general principles and strategies to

spell out the limited nature of man's freedom as the relation

of the voluntary and the involuntary in terms of decision, ac

tion and consent.

(b) An 0nlY Human Freedom

Now we must try to identify clearly the contribution that

Ricoeur has made to our understanding of human freedom in the

main body of his eidetics, Freedom and Natgre: the Voluntary

and the Involuntar:ta This is his only book which concentrates

80lely and directly upon the theme of freedom, and it therefore

demands our closest attention. In our discussion of its gene

ral principles and strategies we have already previewed some

of its content and glimpsed something of its intricate comple

xity. A lecture delivered by Ricoeur to the Société francaise

de philosophie in 195'1 and published and translated as "The

Unity of the Voluntary and the Involuntary as a Limi ting Idea, "

is a helpful and lucid complement to the large book. There

he states:

It 1s the task of the ph1losophy of the will to trans
pose the "dualism of understanding" into a "dramatic dua-

5'6VI, p. 18.
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lity" of the voluntary and the involuntary, under the
regulative idea of a merely human f reedom, that is to
say, a freedom not creativ

5
e but motivated, achieved,

and situated in its body. 7

His reference to "the dualism of understanding" reminds Us of

his statements regardi~g paradox and reconciliation. Man, as

freedom and nature, soul and body, subject body and object bo

dy, voluntary and involuntary, is yet a unity. The "dramatic

duality" is the reciprocal relation of the pairs, to be under

stood dialectically by the diagnostic Methode The mysterious

character of the one reality, however, involves us, we recall,

in two universes of discourse. We must strive to see how the

voluntary is limited by its unitY with the involuntary, and

the involuntary by its unitY with the voluntary. Ricoeur ex

plains:

We think of "freedom" and "nature" as œ by reason of
the double movement in which,the Cogito separates itself
in reflection and objectifying thought reduces the in
voluntary to the status of things. The understanding
of the voluntary and the involuntary, the one by th~
other, is a struggle against this double movement.'

The eidetics presents an analysis of three moments of

the will: decision, action and consent. Each cycle begins

with an intentional analysis, i.e., it offers a noematic ac

count of the world-directedness of the will, then returns re

flectively to the subjective life of the Cogito, and to the

subject as incarnate. Having read the will "from the top

down," from the voluntary aspect, a second reading of bodily

;7Paul Ricoeur, "The UnitY of the Voluntary and the Involuntary
as a Limiting Idea," in Readings in Existential Phenomenology,
ed. N. Lawrence, D. L'Connor, Englewood Cliffs, N.J., Pren
tice-Hall Inc., 1967, (pp. 93-112), p. 94.

5'8Ibid. , p. 93.

\
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existence is undertaken, this time with reference to the in

voluntary, using the diagnostic method to draw insight from
59

the objective sciences. The aim of the eidetics, we remem-

ber, is to display the fundamental possibilities of the will,

that is, to define both the reaches and the limits within

·which all willing occurs. What Kant attempted to do for the

philosophy of knowledge, Ricoeur now attempts for the philo

sophy of the will. Just as Kant both established and limited

knowledge, so also Ricoeur both establishes and limits the

will. The eidetics, while affirming the mysterious unitY of

the voluntary and the involuntary, concludes that the relation

of freedom and nature is a paradox: freedom bouna. br nature.
00

"To will is not to create, " for ours is "an only human free-

dom."

Ricoeur explains, in "The UnitY of the Voluntary and. the

Involuntary as a L:J.miting Idea" why he has chosen to deal

first with decision, then successively with action and. con

sent. He wishes to exhibit the progress of a "practical me-61 .
diation" between freedOil and nature, .that is, to, show the

way in which the two sides of the dialectic come together and

liJDit one another in the practical functioning of the human

will. This is best achieved, he feels, if the three aspects

are made to appear in a progressive order. The intentional

character of willing involves decision as its first moment

(

59Cf • HP, pp. 30ff. 6OVI, p. 486. 61Unity, p. 93.
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( l decide~••• ), turned toward some project. But then ac-

tion "fills the empty intention of the project." Finally,

practical mediation requires consent to necessity, to that which

cannot be changed by decision and action.

Without further discussion of procedure, let us look c10se

ly at his three-fold analysis of the voluntary and the involun

tary in terms of decision, action and consent.

(i) Decision and Motivation

The first part of the eidetics deals with decision as

voluntary and motivation as its corresponding receptivity or

relative involuntary.

The Voluntary of Deciding

Although the whole first volume is eidetic in the sense

of exploring essential structures and abstracting the fault

and Transcendence, the first chapter is eidetic in the strict

est sense, that is, a "pure description" of deciding by way of

an analysis of meanings in "instantaneous segments cut out of
62

the flux of consciousness ll without reference to time.

First, to decide is not necessarily to act. The pure de

scription of moving and acting will follow in a separate chap

ter. Not that a temporal interval always separates decision

and action; the interval is one of meaning, not of temporality.

On the one hand, the decision and the action can be instanta

neous as, in his example, rolling a cigarette while speaking,

62VI. p. 37.
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wherein decision is concealed within an automatic yet volun

tary action. Why is such an automatic action not merely the

involuntary and mechanistically determined action of an organ

ism meeting its need for stimulation or relaxation, as a be

haviorist would understand it? Ricoeur argues that it is ca

pable of being ref'lected upon and remembered as voluntary:

To the extent to which an automat1c action is even
minimally observed--in a sense out of the corner of'
my eye--and an exp1icit w1ll could recognize 1t af'
ter the f'act and go back over it, it begins to cor- 63
respond to the pattern we are trying to d1sentangle.

On the other hand, execut10n of' a decis10n may be delayed, per

haps indefinitely. An action is voluntary, says R1coeur, and

therefore a decision is involved, if we can recognize in it

even an implicit projected intention. And an authentic de

c1s10n has occurred also even in the case of a delayed action,

if' the projected action appears to be within that person's

power. His definition: "A decis10n signifies, that 1s, de

signates 1n general, a future action wh1ch depends upon me
64

and which 1s within my power. Il

The w1ll is Most emphatically not a "force." To decide

1s to project an action ~ntentionallY. Intentionality of' the

w1ll resembles thought in the Husserlian sense. Just as thought

can best be understood 1n terms of its intentional relation to

the other (Consciousness is consciousness st••• ), so also the

will is best understood, in the f'irst instance, as the inten-

63VI, p. 39. 64..---,tL. pp. 40-41.

~.
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tion of a project, the project being the "object" of the deci

sion. To decide is to decide someth!n&L The most distinctive

trait of the something, the project, is its reference to the
6;

future. But already the voluntary is limited, for "the future

is what l cannot hurry or retard." The voluntary agent must

live among resistances and opportunities, so that he must not

"miss a chance" but must "seize opportunities." Thus the will

is inhibited within the necessities of its bodily condition

and must reconcile its projects by consent to the possibilities
66

that present themselves.

But a study of its intentional aspect does not exhaust

the phenomenology of deciding. While a decision MOst common-

ly occurs pre-reflectively, and while the agent does not normal

ly noti.ce himself willing, he can say "J'e me decide.... " "1

make up m% mind." On returning from attention to the project

back to the subject, one can say "It is l who ••• " In doing

so, one takes responsibility, and sees oneself in one's deci-
67

sions and projects. This reflexive moment, he argues, is

not merely superadded, altering the character of intentional

willing, for he detects also a "prereflexive imputation of

myself," a self-reference which is not :ret self-observation,

but which contains the possibility of refle~tion, and of the

"It is l who •••• " This relation both to the·self and to the

object is expressed in the French reflexive verbs, e.g., ~

",i

·1

( )
65Unity, p. 96. 66vI, pp. 52-54. 67VI , ~~ ~6pp. ;1;1-;1 •
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me decide à.. ,," "Je me souviens à... ," "Je me rejouis de.,,"

It is a self-reference not without reference to a project,
68

active, not observational. If we are indeed free persons,

if the voluntary has Any reality at aIl, then, Ricoeur holds,

it must be the case that

aIl acts carry with them a vague awareness of their sub
ject pole, their place of emission. This awareness does
not suspend the direction of perceiving, imagin1ng or
willing towards the objecte Specifically in the acts
which French expresses with reflexive co~structions

there is a juncture of the vague consciousness of be
ing subject and of the subject as object, involved in
the project, ~bich takes place prior to aIl reflexive
dissociation. ~

Therefore explicit reflection ("It is l who ••• ") simr.:Iv rai

ses a more primitive affirmation of self to discoursa,' making

the practical pre-reflex1ve affirmation thematic. As we quo-
70

ted Ricoeur earlier, it is by reason of the double movement

in which the Cogito separates itself in reflection and objec

tifying thought reduces the involuntary to the status of

things, that we think of freedom and nature as two. But in

fact the "practicai mediation" of voluntary and involuntary

within the one reality of man is snch that in normal prerefle

xive deciding and acting, freedom is yet operative in a con

cealed manner, making its way through obstacles and possibili

ties of its own nature and its surrounding world.

Motiye and Cau2.§

Lest the previous discu$sion of the voluntary nature of

deciding leave us with the impression that a decislon can be

6SVI. pp. 58-59. 69vI, p. 60. 70er • p. 46.
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an arbitrary decree, Ricoeur introduces motives and values im

mediately, still within the strictly eidetic pure description

of deciding. There are no decisions without motives, he de

clares. Every decision involves a receptivity: "I decide
71

this because•••• "

The first distinction he wishes to make--and it is car

dinal for his whole philosoph1cal anthropology--is that be

tween motive and cause, which we already met in his discus

sion of the distinction between subject body and object body.

It will be worthwhile to quote his key statement regarding

motive and caUse:

It is the nature of a cause to be knowable and under
stood prior to its effects. A set of phenomena can be
intelligible without reference to another set of pheno
mena which result from it. The cause confers its mea
ning on its affect. On the other hand, it is the es
sence of a motive not to have a complete meaning apart
from the decision which refers to it. l am not able to
understand the motives first and in themselves, deriv
ing an understanding of the decision secondarily frOD
them. Their final meaning is tied in à basic way to
that action of the self on the self which is decision.
The will, in a single movement, determines both· itself
and the definitive form of its affective as well as its
rational arguments. It imposes its decree on future
existence and invokes its reasons •••• Thus the rela
tion is reciprocal: the motive cannot serve as the
basis for a decision unless a will bases itself on it.
It determines the will ooly as the will determines it
self;lè::

"Basing oneself" is an intentional act, for every motive is

a motive g( a decision. Ricoeur, therefore, radically rejects

any mixture of the languages of physics and psychology which

7l unity, p. 97. 72 6VI, p. 7.
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would attempt to 1ntegrate them 1nto a general causal determ1-

nism.

There are no gaps 1n determ1n1sm--it is total or not
at aIl, 1ts supremacy is in principle co-extensive
with emp1r1cal objectivity. To think of anything as
an empir1cal object 1s to think of it in terms of law.
Thus we must renounce the attempt to lodge fundamental
structures of willing ••• in the interstices of determi
nism, that is, in a general cosmology which would taket~e

phenomena
73

order of physical causality as its initial
datum••••

Rather, pure descriptive phenomenology begins by restoring the

"primordial status of consciousness in relation to objective
Ilstructures, rejecting an objectification of the Cogito in a

monistic naturalism of the kind he identifies in behaviorist
74

psychology.

Motiyes and Values

As soon as we begin to speak of motivation in 1ts rela

tion to the Cogito we meet the philosophy of values. Ricoeur

73VI. p. 68.
74The important behaviorist to whom Ricoeur often refers, E.

C. Tolman, provides an excellent example of the causal deter
miDis. here opposed (Purpos1ye Behavi~f in AnimaIs and Men.
New York, Meredith Publishing Co., 19 7). Tolman defines
Behaviorism as: "Any type of psychology which, in contrast
to mental1sm, holds that 'mental events' in animaIs and hu
man beings can for the purposes of science, be characterized
Most successfully in terms wholly of the ways in which they
funct10n to produce actual or probable behavior." (p. 439).
For "mentalism ll minds are streams of inner happenings; for
"behaviorism ll ,ent~l 1Jroces~ are inferred determinants of
behavior (p. 3. oImân reJ~cts what he regards as the sim
p1istic behaviorism of John B. Watson, insisting on the pur
posive and cognitive character of both human andqnima1 be
havior. However, he makes it very clear that these purposes
and cognitions are who11y objective as to definition, defin
ed by characters and relationships which we observe out
there in the behavior (p. 13). Thus environmental stimUli
and initiating psychologica1 states are the ultimate or
Ilinitiating" causes of behavior (p. 19).

, ~,
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does not want to do ethics at th1s point; he is still in the

mid~t of a description of deciding, but the nature of ethical

decision is part of that description. Borrowing from an older

phenomenologist, Max Scheler, Ricoeur formulates that a motive
75'

represents and "historializes" values and their relations.

Keeping in mind the distinction between motive and cause, to

give a reason for a decision or act is not to "explain," but

to justify or legitimate. Not that the values behind every

project are value "judgments," self-conscious and self-imputed.

But when we do reflect on our evaluations we do so by drawing

back from the prereflexive thrust of the project to question

its legitimacy. Thus ethical consciousness

moves trom the reasons for its projects to the reasons
for its reasons, reopening the question of its value
references and unceasingly questioning its proximate,
remote, penultimate, and ultimate values.... Ethics
is such a radicalization.,6

Despite the retlective nature of ethics, however, values al-
.

ways appear in the practical context of loyalty and dedication.

For the purposes of pure description, he says that

value ia valuable in relation to an eventual project,
which means that values only appear to me in a histori-
cal, qualified situation within which l orient myself
and seek to motivate my action. Motivation of a spe-
cifie project 1s where moral judgments enter in••••
l would say that values are not timeless ideas but su
praperstmal' existences, thereby stressing that their
appearance is t1ed to a definite histor~ on wh1ch l
collaborate act1vely with all the power Dr my dedica
tion, briefly, a history which l invent.,7

To or1ent motivation and value to project in th1s way empha-
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sizes their subjective nature, and a1so seems to emphasize the

vo1untary aspect of decision. But it is not Ricoeur's purpose

to stress the vo1untary at the expense of the invo1untary or

the transcendent. Whi1e he proceeds "from the top down," it

is his thesis, we reca11, that freedom is bound and. "onl~ hu

man." He does not wish to speak (with the existentia1ism of
78

Sartre for examp1e) of a free, or arbitrary, or sovereign

78Jean-Pau1 Sartre, Ricoeur's older contemporary French philo
sopher, represents the vo1untaristic existentia1ist position
perhaps more 1ucid1y than any other. He identifies the com
mon e1ement of existentia1ist phi10sophy as the assertion
that "existence precedes essence" (p. 15') This doctrine
denies that man has a given human nature or that there is
any universa1 concept of man of which each man is a parti
cu1ar examp1e. Atheistic existentia1ism specifica11y ho1ds,
he writes, that "there is at 1east one being in whom exist
ence precedes essence, a being who exists before he can be
defined by any concept, and. that this being is man•••• "
(p. 18). This means that "man exists, turns up, appears
on the scene, and only afterwards, defines himse1f. If
man, as the existentia1ist conceives him, is indefinab1e,
it is because at first he is nothing.... Thus there is no
human nature, sinee there is no God to conceive it. Not
only is man what he conceives himself to be, but he is a1so
only what he wi11s himse1f to be after this thrust toward
existence" (p. 18).

This is preeise1y the position Ricoeur is criticizing
when he speaks of those who see the will as sovereign and
arbitrary, non-receptive to motives and values. The conse
quences for ethics are drawn with perfect 10gie by Sartre:
"The ex1stentia1ist ••• thinks 1t very distressing that God
does not eX1st, because a11 possibillty of f1nding values
1n a heaven of ideas d1sappears a10ng with h1m; there can
no longer be an a priori Good, s1nee there 1s no infinite
and perfeet eonse10usness to think it. Nowhere is it writ
ten that Good exists, that we must be honest, that we must
not lie; because the fact is we are on a plane where there
are on1y men. Dostoievsky said, "If God didn't exist, eve
rything wou1d be possible." That is the very starting point
of existentia1ism. Indeed. eVerything is permissib1e if God
does not exist •••• " (pp. 20-27). If existence precedes es
sence, then, says Sartre, there is a1so no determinism.
Not only is there no God to 1egitimize our conduct, but
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creation of values. Rather, he speaks of a paradox of value:

it is not completely a product of history, it is not
invented, it is recognized, respected, and discovered ••••
l encounter values in motivating a project (the project
being itself a moment of militant consciousness). If
there is such a thing as a contemplation of the good,
it is sustained only by the thrust of consc1Qusness
which incorporates its values in a project.7~

If values are recognized, respected, discovered and encounter

ed, then they carry an objectivity; they are 'over-against'

the deciding agent. Still, however, values are not recognized

impartial1y as empirica1 objects are recognized in their objec

tivity. They are recognized by a will. "I do not will unless
80

l see, but l cease to see if l abso1ute1y ce.se to will."

Freedom is not sovereign or arbitrary, but it a1ways remains

freedom in relation to values.

Far from abstracting freedom and wi11ing from the actua1i

ties and limitations of human existence, Ricoeur proceeds to

show the rooted, receptive character of decision in the bodily

nature of man. "The physical invo1untary," he tells us, "is

the existentia1 source of the first stratum of va1ües and the

affective sounding board of a11 values, even the MoSt refined
81

values." He next enters upon a long and rich study of moti-

78 (cont)
there are no excuses: "We are alone, with no excuses ••••
That is why l shall try to convey that man is condemned to
be free." (p. 27). Note that this atheistic existentialist
position stands not only over against classical views, but
also over against behaviorist views. Increasing1y, we sha11
see that Ricoeur stands somewhere between these positions.
(Cf. Sartre, Etistentia1ism, transe B. Frechtman, New York,
Philosophical ibrary, Inc., 1947).

79vI, p. 7,. 8OvI, p. 76. 81vI, p. 78.
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vation and the corporeal involuntary. Here we move away from

the abstractions of the strictest eidetics to an elucidation

of actual existence still within the limits of the objectivity
82

of essences.

The Involuntary of Motives and Needs

It is consideration of the body as the basic source of

motives that introduces the existential note breaking the

bounds of strict eidetics. The body is the initial underiva

ble involuntary, that which a man does not decide upon or

choose, but which is simply given. This involuntary must be

understood reciprocally, however, with the voluntary of deci

ding. My body is "body-for-my-willing," and my willing is

project "based(in part)-in-my-body." Pure description had

the function of guarding against a reduction of the voluntary

to the involuntary. The guiding principle of reciprocity, we

remind ourselves, was that "The involuntary is8!or the will,

and. the will is by reason of the involuntary."

If the body is source of motives, it is the needs of the

body that are referred to. Needs, says Ricoeur, are the materi

al of which motives are made. When we speak of "feeling a

need" we are in the realm of personal or subject body, even

though also in the realm of the involuntary. Thus need stres

ses the paradoxical ambiguity of the body, for while needs are

"feltllsubjectively, they are also observable objectively.

B2-2VI, p. 84. 83vI, pp. 85-86.
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The tendency to stress the latter to the point of reducing

subject body to the status of an object or thing is, in Ri

coeur' s words "the first invitation to treason." He cannot

stress too strong1y, he be1ieves, how need is misrepresented
84

by "psychophysio1ogy." That is why the diagnostic method

must be cal1ed upon to mediate between two standpoints regar

ding need. Need is known, after a11, not from the outside

as an empirica1 event, but from within as ml 1ived need, and,

through empathy, as your 1ived need. But objective symptoms

of need display themselves as the deterioration of blood and

tissue, etc. To gain clarity of understanding of need and

motive, consciousness is not used as a symptom of the object

body; rather the observed conditions of the object body are

used as indications of persona1 body.

Empirical science can identify need as pertaining to

appetite, i.e., to alimentary or sexual assimilation. It is

a directed, intentional urge, an impetus towards ••• (food,

beverage, other sex). To understand it properly one must

recognize its bodily, physical nature, as the biologist or

psychologist does when he speaks of inner sensations and of
85'

stimu1us-response. However, Ricoeur rejects what he cal1s

a para11elistic hypothesis which holds that sensation dup1i-
86

cates psychological processes. He denies that need 1A the

B4I, p. 87. 85'E. "g ., PB--\- cf. p. 5'3.
86J. J. C. Smart, in "Sensations and Brain Processes," (Phi1o

sophical.Review, Vol. 68, 1969, pp. 141-156), argues that
sensation is identica1 with brain process. He thinks the
relation of the words "experience" and "brain process" is
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86 (cont)
comparable to the relation of the words "citizens" and "na
tion." They refer to the same thing, but neither~ tpe
same thing nor have the same logic Cp. 151). But surely
these relations are not at all the same. The one entails
a distinction of objectivity and subjectivity; the other
involves nothing but a difference between singular and
plural aggregate terms. His argument seems close to that
of Ricoeur, but fai1s to make positive reference to the
subjective aspect of the experience which Ricoeur points
to in his concepts of subject body and Cogito; thus in
fact, in Ricoeur's terms, he reduces subject body to ob
ject body in an i11egitimate manner.

87vI, p. 91. 88vI, p. 93.

sensation of an organic defect fo11owed by a motor reaction,

and that the language of hunger, for examp1e, "translates"

the organic defect. It is true that the defect exists, and

is indeed the cause of the hunger. But the defect as such

is not what is experienced. One does not experience contrac-.

tions and secretions. Rather, "I am aware of the I-body as a
87

who1e 1acking•••• " But the impetus of need is precise1y not

an automatic reflex. It is of the utmost importancè for the

phi1osophy of freedom that a need can become a motive (not a

cause) which inclines without compe11ing. That is why there

can be "men who prefer to die of hunger rather than betray
88

their friends." Men are able to contront their needs and

sacrifice them. It is essentia1 to a true understanding of

humanity to recognize that a hunger strike, or chastity, or

self-exposure to extreme co1d or to danger, aven to t~e point

of death, are structura11y possible. Bodi1y needs, Ricoeur

thinks, are one motive among others. But they are not a mo-

1
t'

f

1

1

1
1

f.

--
l)

tive like the others. He thinks that need is the primordial--



., '
1';., ,..

1 Ci
f

t
1
l

\

1,
1
!
i

1.

- 60 -
spontaneity of the body. As the initial form of the involun

tary, bodily needs reveal values immediately, i.e., values

emerge out of needs without having been freely posited by the

will. As he points out, bread 1s good, wine 1s good before l

will 1t, just because l exist in the flesh. Rere is the first

instance of the involuntary recept1vity of the will: the body

as existing, life as value. Need is not properly speaking a

motive, howaver, if i-ts fulf1llment is not capable of resis

tance, as in the case of a reflex. Need as motive is neither

a reflex nor an instinct. Need becomes motive and properly

human when it is regulated by learned knowledge of the lack

and the object necessary for its fulf1llment. Thus imagination

of th~ missing thing and action towards it is an essential as-
89

pect of need as motive (as distinct from need as cause). Free-

dom, then, is lim1ted and bound in that the fundamental value

of life is simply given without reference to any pre-chosen

project of the Cogito. Yet the know1ng, -imagining and evalu- .

ating Cogito remains free in relation to the fulfillment of

its needs, even the basic needs of life.

The pure description of deciding excluded any temporal

reference, presenting ooly instantaneous segments of conscious

ness. Now Ricoeur must do justice to the fact that the reality

to be described has a history. Choice 1s the.resolution of

that history. The process of decision takes time. "For an
90

incarnate being, freedom is temporal," he writes. Deciding,

89vI. pp. 93-99. 9OVI. pp. 135-136.
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then, is not reducible to a terminal act or sudden fiat, but

springs from a continuity of voluntary existence. Thus Ri

coeur finds in hesitation a mode of willing.

Hesitation

Because it falls short of choice, hesitation is a kind

of painful "in-decision," an anxiety of powerlessness, des

pite the fact that it faces real possibilities within its pow

er. However, he finds in it three basic traits of decision

itself, affirming its volitional character. Hesitation is

absorbed in practical aims that depend on the person in ques

tion. Its conditional mode <"1 wonder whether ••• ," "Vlhat

should l do?") does not destroy its project structure. Also,

hesitation entails the imputation of self, though also in the

conditional mode. The possible action is "to be done by me,"

so that l must decide which "1" l shall be. Finally, hesita

tion is an indetermination of motives, for a conditional pro

ject is "based" not on conflicting potential causes, but on

unstable motives. Thus hesitation is a will which is, and
91

is not yet.

The corporeal involuntary must also enter the study of

hesitation. It is because a man is in large measure submer

ged in the passivity of bodily existence that he is not imme

diately a self-determined project. He is torn between two

or more needs or desires, and their disorder, their lack of

91VI, pp. 137-143.

(.
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a clearly evident hierarchy, requires time to be sorted so

that he May come to a choice. For this reason incarnation

and tempora~iiy must be understood together. How is the man

so faced by conflicting alternatives to be described? In

this context Ricoeur speaks of man as "an open totality, as

a field of inquiry, enclosed by a horizon." But the totality

is never given; rather he seeks himself from horizon to hori-
92

zone Here Ricoeur is consciously plac1ng himself over a-

gainst Gestalt psychology, which he thinks reduces the "open

totality" to a system of tensions.

It supposes that resolution is already conta1ned
in the tensions, and that the indeterminateness
of the resolution 1s dominated from the beginning
by the determinateness of the tensions themselves
•••• It destroys the bas1c character of conscious
ness: 1t reduces .. to the form of oriented tension
the intentiona11ty by which consciousness surpas
ses even the lim1ts of the field laid d~ln by the
body and annuls the specifie relation to myself
which lies at the very heart of this intentionality,
by reducing it to a special system Qi' tensions with
1n the inter10r of the total f1eld.~J

The same argument is advanced under the heading of "Atten

tion" when he attempts to lay out yet more clearly the pro

cess by which "tensions" are resolved by freedom, i.e., by

the power of freedom over the formation of a choice 1n t1me,

and its execution as project.

Attention

The'history of decision is a process, or succession.

But wherein is its voluntary character? It must be discover-

92VI, pp. 143-145. 93VI, p. 1~5.
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ed, Ricoeur thinks, in the realization that succession is ex

perienced in both active and"passive modes. It is both under

gone and carried out. In part it depends on me, in part it

does note Certainly it does not depend on the will that time

drifts on. But the active mode of succession is attention.

Vfuile attention has to be attention to••• , and is therefore

dependent upon the receptivity of the senses, it is by atten

tion that one does orient oneself in the process. Attention,

more precisely, is the mastering of the process whose flux is
94

itself involuntary. Here Ricoeur is dependent on Husserlls

analysis of perception as intentionality. Attention is active

in the manner of appearance of the object:

the object stands out and acquires a special clarity ••• ;
the plain and obscure are not qualities of an object
but rather characteristics of its appearance. Herein
lies the secret of attention; when an object becomes
detached from the background of which it is a part, it
remains the same as to its meaning. l do not know a
nother object but the same one more clearly••••

••• The distinction of the background and the object
noted implies in principle that l can let the object
slide into the background and bring out another object-
or another aspect of the same object--from the back
ground. Background means that it can beco~~ the fore
ground, that it lends itself to attention. ,

He does not here fall into the trap of an idealistic episte

mology which he has already rejected. He recognizes that the

"object itself guides me by the solicitation of its context."

Attention properly begins with the naiveté, the innocence,

the receptivity of observation. "The true name of attention,"

94vI, pp. 149-156. 95vI • p. 154.
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96he wri tes, "is not anticipation but wondér." Error arises

from inattention to the object obsoured by pre-oonoeived no

tions. Neverthe1ess,

l orient myse1f among the appearances, l displaoe the
main aooent, l turn the objeot or perhaps l develop
the same side-in order to exhibit the mU1~7P1e details,
or ! grasp it as part of a greater whole.

Now this ~usser1ian analysis of attentive peroeption applies

also to the "I" that must survey alternatives and pass from

hesitation to choioe. Attention shows clearly the difference

between motive and cause, Ricoeur points out. "Bad faith,"

is the ommission of attention, the hiding behind a determinism
98

which "makes passion fateful." Nor 1s determination by rea-

sons rather than by feelings enough to guarantee the freedom

of an act. An act of judgment would yet be, he feels, only a

determinism of ideas without the act of attention. An act

based upon feelings rather than logically linked ideas oan

also be a free act. The rational and impulsive act share

the operation of attention, the "freedom of the look" which
99

renders an act onels own.

Choice

The question of the basis of choice in rationality or

impulse brings Ricoeur back to the oentral problem of the his

tory of deoision: how the Cogito passes from hesitation to

choice. As we have seen, it does so by attention. But how

('j

.96Vr, p. 155.
98Vr, pp. 157-158.

97Ibid.
99vI, pp. 158-163.
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is the final choice itself (as distinct from the process that

leads to it) to be characterized? Ricoeur offers two readings

of choice, first, as the resolution of deliberation, second,

as irruption of the project, and finds it necessary to hold

both readings simultaneously.

The first reading, he tells us, is that of classical philo

sophy. He makes reference particularly to Stoicism, Thomas

A quinas, Descartes and Spinoza. In this view, the project,

though a novel event, does not appear suddenly from a context

which makes no allowance for it. Choice is seen not as an

irruption, but as a resolution of a preceding hesitant con

sciousness. Classical writers thus emphasize the mastery

which we exercise over our judgment. The perfection of free-
~--

dom is the perfection of judgment. Consequently, they de-em

phasize the daring and anxious risk, which they see as the low

est degree of freedom. This view implies that the resolution

is nothing in itself, that the process of rational delibera

tion is all. Ricoeur, as we have already seen, accepts the

view that choice does indeed come from a context of hesita

tion and deliberation. But he rejects the latter implication,

for he holds that the resolution of attention, as the last

practical judgment of the deliberative process, is a work of

freedom. To adopt the contrary opinion would be to deny the

Indetermination of acts, whether highly rational or indiffer-
100

ent to reasons.

IOOVI. pp. 168-171.

, ...•. J:
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The second reading he identifies as that of voluntarist

and existentialist philosophies, referring particularly to

Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, William James and Karl Jaspers,

and seems to have in mind also the thought of Jean-Paul Sar

tre. In this view, to become resolved is the Most important

moment of freedom. To leap, to jump, the irruption of choice

into project, is freedom par excellence. But this view tends

to ignore the receptivity of attention to motives and values.

Ricoeur, as he indicated in his criticism of the classical

view, agrees that the moment of choice is a free act, and is

sympathetic with voluntarist and existentialist insights a

bout the necessity of risk. "I create myself as an actual

living unity in my act: in that moment of choice l come to

myself. l come out of the internaI shadows, l irrupt as my-
101

self •••• " Such an irrtlption in choice 1s necessary to hu-

man existence.

Because man finds himself in a corporeal, historical
situation••• he must decide in the course of a brief
life, on the basis of limited information and in ur
gent sitUations that will not wait. Choice surges
forward in a context of radical hesitation which is
a sign of finitude and infirmity, a sign of the con-

:~:~~i~~~ o;:yh:~:r:~;~~::eis ii:ft~~ta:v~~~~~f52

But the emphasis on choice as irruption is frequently accom

panied by a concept of the will as sovereign regarding mea

ning and value. In this view, the authentic individual con

tinually invents a new existence in every moment. "Exist-

IOIVI, '.p. 172. l02vI, p. 175'.
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"Practical prereflexive consciousness ••• ," he concludes "re_
104

conciles willed existence with received existence."

ence precedes essence." Thus, as behaviorism reduces the vo

luntary to the involuntary, existentialism submerges evalua

tion in decision and the involuntary in the voluntary. It

rightly rejects the "bad reason," the pretext or sham motive

which attempts to escape from freedom. However, Ricoeur jud

ges it false to so de-emphasize motives and values:

Far from freedom reigning where motivation is in re
treat, it is still a naive virgin motivation which
crops up together with my deepest self.... The er
ror of some romantic views of life is that they do
not know how to recognize the spring of values from
which freedom drinks ••••

It is precisely the root of aIl law, namely value
and respect for value, which is undermined by a seg
ment of modern literature: i·c makes it appear that
to appeal to values which the mind recognizes rather
than institutes would be the principle of alienation.103

Ricoeur concludes that the two positions must be held to

gether. The risk, so emphasized by the one side, must be un

derstood as the resolution of motivation and values, so em

phasized by the other. The reality of choice is a parad9l

of continuity and discontinuity. The act of basing oneself

on••• , sustains the continuity of consciousness; the act of

irrupting from••• introduces the discontinuity of conscious

ness moving forward as novelty. The theoretical paradox is

reconciled practically in the act itself, which also throws

light on the paradox of the voluntary and the involuntary.
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103VI, pp. 178-179. i04VI, pp. 180-181.
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Indetermination

Ricoeur unequivocally renounced aIl determinism with re

gard to the will when he first introduced his central distinc

tion between motive and cause. Now in his discussion of choice

he finds it necessary to clarity a concept of indetermination,105

which he understands as a potestas ad opposita.

First, this indetermination cannot be the freedom of in

difference, the will without motives that he has already re

jected. AlI choice, he reiterates, is determined by motives.

But "determined" here is not to be interpreted causally. The

event of irruption is a "determination br the self," but always

105Professor Donald o. Hebb, in an unpublished address at Mc-
Gill University Faculty of Religious Studies, Feb. 3, 1972,
suggested a concept of freedom excluding indetermination.
His view is clarified in his book, A Tgxtbook of Psychology,
(Philadelphia, W. B. Saunders, Co., 19 6). There he tells
us that in an earlier day "free will" meant that voluntary
behavior was not subject to scientific law, not determined
by cause and effect. But in modern psychology "the terms
'volition' and 'will' or 'will power' have disappeared.
'Voluntary behavior' still has a certain usefulness as a
rough classification; it is, in short, behavior that can
not be predicted from a knowledge of the present environ
mental stimulation alone because a systematic variability
is introduced by mediating processes" (pp. 99-100). It is
clear, however, that he has not in fact preserved anything
like freedom or volition in the usual sense of those words,
but has simply moved determinism back one step, away from
the iEmediate circumstances. AlI decisions and actions,
therefore, are more or less remotely "caused." Any signi
ficant sense of "freedom" is lost, it seems, if indetermi
nation is entirely excluded, and the concept of motive,
as distinct from cause, is discarded. Hebb is ruling out
as "unscientific" what Ricoeur is here insisting on, a genu
ine pot§stas ad oRfiosita. It is clear that, aIl Hebb's
protestations to te contrary, this does eradicate any
concept of moral responsibility as distinct from the non
moral concept of social conditioning.
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by the determination of one's reasons; an indetermination of

the attention which can consider alternatives, thus a potency

for opposites. Determination by the self means that motives

incline without compelling. This implies the indetermination

of attention, since it depends on oneself to look or not to

look, to look at this or that.

As l reflect on my acts, l recognize them as the re
solution of a broader power. Remorse particularly
is based on the painful certitude that l could have
done otherwise. A reproach arises from llnt:lsed power
which could have been devoted to a betrayed value;
it besets the act which has wasted freedom and, more
than the act, calls the self whose spokesman in the
world the act is, to expiation. First comes the ir
ruption, then the reflective return to the used and
unused potency••••

What does this venture Mean? l kno!O~ell, on
the one hand, that it makes me a man••••

In a lengthy critique of the Thomist doctrine of freedom,

Ricoeur rejects a cosmology of nature which subsumes subjects

and things in one system, thus regarding freedom as a moment

in nature, and which indeed includes God, consciousness and

things together in one universe of discourse, thereby in the

last analysis avoiding the hiatus, the leaps and mysteries

which underlie the transitions. Ricoeur realizes that here

he is on the threshhold of ontology:

We have adopted Husserl's views concerning the plu
rality of "regions" of being and of regional ontolo
gies. The region "consciousness" and the region "na
ture" bear with them their appropriate concepts which
Descartes would calI "primitive." The eidetics of
the will which we have elaborated at the beginntag of
this book presupposes such a regional ontology. 7

lOt>VI, -p. 188. l07VI, p. 195.
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But now we must return to the modesty appropriate to ei

detics, and to Ricoeur's analysis of action and capability.

(ii) Action and Capability

The second cycle of the eidetics carries the progressive

order of the will one step further to the fulfilment of the

empty intention of decision in action. "'To decide' has the

meaning 'to designate in outline' what l aJIl to do," Ricoeur

explains. Now l''to act' is 'to realize it in full,' fleshing
108

i t out in movement, carrying Ollt my project." As we noted

earlier, the distinction is not one of time but of meaning,

since the decision and the act may be separated either by no

temporal interval at aIl, or by indefinite delay. He begins

again with pure description.

Action and Pragma

Ricoeur is first concerned, once again, to establish the

intentional nature of the will, and to expose the confusion

of "psychology loaded with physics." Acting must be seen as

a relation of a subject to objects in a relation of "practical
109

intentionality." As decision had as its intentional object

the project, now action has as its intentional object the

pragma. The pragma is not the movement of part of the body.

"I do not do such or such a movement--I hang a picture."

Using the findings of the Gestalt psychologist Koffka as dia-
110

gnostic evidence, he insists that action is not a mere sum

l°8ûni ty, p. 97. l09vI, pp. 206-208.
110K. Koffka, in Principles of Gestalt Psychology, (New York,

Harcourt, Brace and World Inc., 1935) follows Tolman's
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of movements. When one acts one is not conceDed with one's

body; the action "traverses" the body, and. the intention of

the action is its product, i.e., the new, changed situation

in the world, the pragma. The world, moreover, is not a mere

spectacle, but a problem and a task to be worked over, a world

for project and action. Ricoeur finds this confirmed and use

fully analyzed, for example, in Tolman's concept of the world
111

as a "means-end field. Il

110 (cont)
distinction of mOlecUltr behavior (the process which starts
with an excitation on he sensory surface of an animal and
is conducted by nerve fibres to nerve centres, etc.) and
molar behavior (whole or complete behavior that cannot be
known even interentially from a mere knowledge of the un
derlying, molecular facts of phys1cs and biology). The
complex physical processes that occur are distinguishable
from whole actions and movements. Further, Koffka's dis
tinction between behavior and accomp11shment (pp. 37ff)
resembles Ricoeur's distinction between movement and prag
ma.

IllTolman (PB)devotes the whole of his Part II, IlThe Rat in
the Maze;'" and some of Part III to this central concept
of "means-end field." Note his definit1on: "Any sequence
of behavior-acts involves a sequence of commerces w1th
selected pairs of means-objects and subordinate goal-ob
jects in order to get to, or from, some relatively final
goal-objecte The total complex of success1vely selected
(and rejected) means-objects (hierarchy of superordinate
and subordinate goal-objects and means-objects) plus the
ult1mate goal-object 1tself, together with aIl the means
end-relations ••• holding between such means-objects and
goal-objects, in so far as this total complex can be
shown to determine the g1ven sequence of behavior acts,
1s to be called a means-end manifold, means-end field,
or means-end hierarchy.... Finally it 1s to be observed
that the extent or complexity of any such means-end field
which can determine a given behavior in a g1ven organism
will depend not only upon the objective environmental situ-
ationibtuit albsothuPfon thle degrdee

i
of tihe lorean(ism4's50m)eans-end

capac es-- 0 orma and mens ona." p. •
These results of empirical studies Ricoeur identifies

as indice~ of the teleological, intentional character of
acting, though he rejects their deterministic implication.
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BodilY Motion

Even within this pure description we must turn to consi

der the body. The movement of the body, Ricoeur has already

maintainOO, is not the terminus of action. "The bodY ;!,§ n.Q1(

the object of action but its orlan." An organ is not proper

ly speaking a too1 or an instrument, for an instrument mere

ly prolongs the organ, and is externa1 to it. Rather, the

body is an organic Mediation between oneself and one's action;

it is "my body-moved-by-me."

In the consciousness of moving the significance of the
Cogito is vo1untary incarnation and no longer incarnation
which happens to me •••• but rather an activÎ1~ncarnation,
control exercised over my body) over I-body.

As in the case of deciding, the intentiona1 character of acting

is norma1ly unreflecting and totally engaged in what it 1s do
113

ing.

It is when we return to ourselves to reflect upon our

action that we come up against a mystery once again. Effort,

1'or examp1e, is an experience 01' applying onesel1', who is not

an object, to one's body, which is onese11', but also an objecte

It was the experience 01' this mystery that 100 Descartes to es

tablish his sharp dualism of soul and body. Ricoeur has a1rea

dy discarded this dualism as unfaithfu1 to the unitY 01' man

as soul and body. On the other hand, he also discards the

natura1ism 01' scienti1'ic psychology which dissipates the mys

tery by treating the Cogito as a "mental fact." Ricoeur wants

i12VI, pp. 215-216. ll3VI • pp. 212-216•.
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to do justice to the insight at the basis of Descartes' dua

1ism: the dua1ity of certitude, the certitude of the Cogito

and the certitude of space. An absurd prob1em, he says. To

break the impasse, he suggests that we have to "reintroduce

the body into the Cogito." Once again the paradox is to be

reconci1ed in a dia1ectica1 understanding which preserves

the mystery:

We haveto give up the attempt to co-ordinate two
orders of facts, psycho1ogica1 and physical, of
mental and bio1ogica1 objects, and, starting with
the Cartesian Cogito, rediscover the subjective 114
mark of movement, bodily motion in first person••••

"Bodily motion in first persan" is an experience of the sub

ject body. This raises the question again regarding the dua

1ism of points of view regarding the body. "Molar" behavior

ists 1ike Tolman and Gestaltists like Koffka, Ricoeur thinks,

offer descriptions of behavior which depend heavily on intro

spection and include an implicit phenomeno1ogy. Bllt in the

last ana1ysis they QPj§ctifY the Ego in the total field of

perception and action. Action is seen as a suppression of

tensions in such a way as to exclude the specific concepts
115

of subjectivity. Ricoeur wants to accept much of the data

of the psychologists regarding object-body, but use it diag-
116

nostically to shed light on subject-body, for he seeks to

l14VI, p. 218.
l15E.g. Koffka speaks of the Ego as a "Field abject" which

"seems to behave like any other segregated object in the
field" (p. 319) Action is "a process of relieving exist

ll~ng stresses" (p. 342) (Principles of Gestalt Psychology).
"'Ricoeur says that "We she,ll see in Part III that these
facts can be integrated in a doctrine of the subject"
(VI, p. 226).

-,
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understand both the voluntary and the involuntarx as subjec

tivity. The concepts of subjectivity are alone capable of 0

vercoming the contrasting results of introspection and empiri

cal observation of behavior. What is necessary, he feels, is

a passage from the Itnaturaltl viewpoint to the "phenomenologi

cal attitude," tor only in this way i9 it possible to do jus-
117

tice to our actions as meaningful incarnate intentions.

But not to lose the knowledge afforded by empirical sci

ence, Ricoeur will spell out what he calls the "dramatic dua

lity" of voluntary and involuntary under the heading'of

"Bodily Spontaneity." "Voluntary motion," he writes, does

not present itself as a native power of an imperium over an
118

inert body, but as a dialogue with a bodily spontaneity•••• "

In a study of preformed skills, emotions and habits, he will

distinguish the powers of the will from causal powers, for

The cornerstone of the edifice is not the ideo-motor
reflex, that i9, the mechanical bond ot a movement to
the idea of that movement, but the preformed connection
of our highlil~upple motor patterns to regulating per
ceptions ••••

Reflexes and Preformed Skills

~eflexes and pre-formed skills are the Most obvious terms

to express involuntary activity. How are they to be understood

in terms of subjectivity, and how are they related to freedom?

Ricoeur distinguishes clearly between the two. A reflex

is a fundamentally incoercible structure in relation to the

will, and entirely unassimilable to a voluntary system. For

117VI, pp. 216-227. llBVI. p. 227. 19vI. p. 228.
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example, the reflexes of defense and protection, such as blink

ing, flowing of tears, sneezing, coughing, vomiting normally

function automatically without the will, (though they can oc

casionally be frustrated or postponed voluntarily). Again,

the reflexes of appropriation, accommodation and exploration,

as Ricoeur de1ineates them, such as the sucking of the neW

born, salivation, the focusing of the eyes·,· etc. function as

immediate, involuntary, stereotyped reactions of the organism
120

to the world which impinges upon it.

Pre-formed ski11s, while resembling reflexes, are quite

different, he argues. The infant, for example, without ha

ving learned it, can follow an object by moving his eyes and

head. VIhen his bodily development permits he will raise his

hand to ward off a blow, extend his hands when he fa11s, etc.

These are not ref1exes such as the above. They differ in that

they are capable of elaboration and correction, are supple,

highly variable motor units governed by perception.

l knowroughly how to go about hitting without having
learned it, but l do not attemptit except in fear or
apprehension. The motive element here is not the sig
nal, but the impulse which the will can make its own•• ! 1
--this schëma cannot be reduced to a mechanistic type. 2

The relative involuntary of pre-formed skil1s differ, then,

from the absolute involuntary of reflexes. The reflex is not

to be understood as an obstacle to the will. Rather, it con

stitutes its indispensable preface; it does wel1 and quickly

,',

( )

12OVI, pp. 232-239. 121VI, p. 242.
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what the will cannot do. This bond, however, does not consti

tute a reciprocity of the voluntary and involuntary. "It re

fers back to the specifie solidarity between the will and

life," which, Ricoeur promises, he will deal with under the
122

headlng of Consent. "The reflex is ln me apart from me."

The pre-formed skill, however, is an involuntary that opera

tes reciprocally wlth the voluntary.

That l know how to perform certain elementary gestures
without having learned them is in addition the condition
of all voluntary learning. l cannot learn everything••••
That is the initial given'l~he initial foundation gran
ted to the will by nature. 3

He articulates weIl the subjective character of pre-formed

skills, when he writes:

The hold whlch l can have in the world and which makes
freedom efficacious presupposes this initial continuity
between the perceiving Cogito and the movement of per
sonal body•••• Here the mental and physical Cogito,
thought and movement, bring about an undecipherable
unitY, beyond effort.124

Emotion

Ricoeur is now concerned to point out the reciprocal re

lation of voluntary and involuntary in relation to emotion.

Emotion is studied as a means or organ of wllling rather than

as a motive because emotion contributes no ends or objectives

to the will. Emotion is an involuntary which sustains volun

tary action and serves it by preceding and limiting it. It

has a power of stimulating action, not drlving it, but draw-
125'

ing it out of inertia. He does not interpret lt as funda-
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menta11y a derangement and thus does not derive it, as some

psycho10gists do, from shock, nor describes it as a crisis.

Rather, fo1lowing Descartes, Ricoeur derives emotion from

wonder. and describes it as incitat~

Wonder, he believes, is more basic than love and hate,

desire, joy and sorrow, a11 of which can be understood in

terms of it. Wonder is not a reflex, but an impact of know

1edge and a disturbance of the body. Though its 1ightning

fast character might deceive us into thinking it ref1exive,

wonder a1ways invo1ves valuation of nove1ty and an imp1icit

comparative judgment. Yet it is, of course, spontaneous and

invo1untary in that it arises from astonishment at some ob

ject that imposes itself on thought. This is a relative in

vo1untary, for it is capable of being contro11ed by the at-
126

tention of the m1nd.

Emotion is wonder, then, both inte11ectua1 and corporeal.

It always introduces a visceral element. For examp1e, in the

emotion of joy and sorrow:

What wou1d JOY be without the slight acce1eration of
pulse, that pleasant warmth in the who1e body and ex
pansion of the who1e being? And sorrow, without i~
tightness around the heart and a genera1 languor?

It is in the "conquering" emotion of desire that the corporeal

involuntary reaches its highest point, says Ricoeur. Desire

arises from the needs of the body to wil1ing; it i5 the initial

( )

126VI. pp. 253-2,6.
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thrust towards the objecte It functions as a motive. in terms

of need, but also as a motor. for "desire belongs to the body

in terms of visceral intensity and muscular alerting which
. 128

orchestrate••• the Most subtle movements of the soul." It

too is understandable in terms of wonder, and cannot be un

derstood as reflexive, for "the body moved by desire is a
129

true description of the soul grasped by its values." In all

its aspects as involuntary, wonder is subjective and illus

trates the subjective character of the corporeal involuntary.

However, beyond wonder, willing reaches its limits in

the experience of shock. in which Ricoeur judges, emotion is

obliterated and which must be understood as disorder. "Here

man becomes unknowable, he becomes a cry, a tremor, a convul

sion." In the fit of rage or fear, or the crisis of exulta

tion or dejection, (an excess of wonder) the agitated body

ruptures voluntary control for a brief duration. Shock re

sembles a reflex in its incoercibility, but differs in that

it entails a comprehension and evaluation, thus remain1ng,

brokenly, within the category of emotion. Here emotion is

revealed as nascent disorder. Thus, says Ricoeur, "having

a body or being a body means ••• knowing order only as a task
130

and as a good to be won from nascent disorder."

Ricoeur further discusses the involuntary factor of~

sion as emotion. This he defines as the consciousness which

binds itself, the will imprisoning itself as.a captiVe to

( )

128V'I, p. 264. 130VI, pp. 267-276.
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Nothing, to Vanity. Passion is used as an alibi which f1ees
131

responsibility. 1t needs to be indicated and recognized by

eidetics, but is more thoroughly dealt with by empirics.

Emotion, then, is understood by Ricoeur in the general

context of the reciprocity of voluntary and involuntary, in

which emotion, as involuntary, is !gt the voluntary of action;

and the voluntary of action is (in part) bY reason of the in

voluntary of emotion. More specifically, emotion is a circu

1ar relation of thought and bodily agitation.

Habit and Capability

Habit is yet another form of bodily spontaneity of which

we might be inclined to miss the subjective character. Ricoeur

shows that habit too is an example of the reciproca1 relation

of voluntary and invo1untary.

Habit, as he defines it, is an acquired and relatlvely

stable way of sensing, perceiving, acting and think1ng. 1t

is not itse1f an intention but affects the intentions of con-

sciousness. 1t has to do with the "hold" we acquire on our

bodies and, through them, on things. Habits are more than

pre-formed skills and more than ref1exes, since they are ac

quired in time and invo1ve 1earning. Neither are they condi

tioned reflexes, for they involve modification of oneself by

one's 2!n activity. A habit is not formed entirely apart

from the will, yet the will cannot directly decide upon it.

13;1, pp. 276ff.
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One May activate it, e.g., by practice, but it is the prac

tice as such which has the spontaneous power to form the ha
132

bit.

A habit is "acquired" and affects the will as a kind of

second nature. Habits are the disciplines of life, not in

the sense of effort, but in the sense of the automatic sup

ports of everyday existence. As such they are a kind of

"alienation" of the voluntary. Still, habits are indispen

sable to human functioning. To have a habit is to know hoW'

to have available a ready power or capability to solve prac

tical problems: "I can play the piano, l know how to swim. 1I

Ricoeur rejects the romantic prejudice that finds, in nabit

only a regrettable banality, but also the empirical psycho-
133

logical prejudice that finds in habit a Mere automatisme

He admits that it does hold the seed of a "drift towards the

132vI. pp. 280-282.
l33Tolman does not speak of habit but of means-end-readiness.

or sign-gestalt-readiness: as lIone of the lloSt important
kinds of immanent determinant. It is a selective condition
which an organism, due to innate endowment or past train
ing, brings with him to specifie concrete stimulus situa
tions. It is set in action by virtue of a demand to get
to or from some given type of goal-objecte It is equiva
lent to a 'judgment' that commerce with such and such a
'type' of means-end object should lead on by such and
such direction-distance relations to sorne instance of the
given demanded type of goal-objecte It causes the organ
to be responsive to stimuli and to perceive, to mnemonize
or to infer particular instances of such 'ready-for' means
objects. That iS l it is means-end-readinesses (sign-ge
stalt readinessesJ which determine the selective respon
siveness of organisms to stimuli." (PB. p. 451). The fre
quency of such words as "cause" and "determine" do place
the organism in the class of an automatisme Ricoeur's
treatment of habit as know hon is no doubt indebted to
his "diagnostic" use of such psychological data as Tolman
has here provided.

· -":,
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dom.
Effort

With the study of effort we return to the voluntary side

thing" in degraded consciousness. But eidetics properly thinks

of habit as flexible, plastic willing and ability, an exten

sion not of reflex, but of pre-formed skill. Nor is conscious

ness abolished in habit, only reflexive consciousness: "I do
134

not think the movement, l make use of i t."

Not only the body, but the intellect also is invaded by

and depends upon habit. Most obviously the knowledge and use

of a language depends on acquired skills and knowledge of

structures. All thought, involving recognitions and associa

tions of ideas, etc. fùnction spontaneously. Thus "knowledge

is that which l do not think, but by means of which l think."

The paradox of freedom and nature appears once again. It

seems that an "it thinks" is present in the "I think."

l can neither think myself distinct from my capacities,
as if they were outside of me, in the brain-object per
ceived by the physiologist, nor think myself identical
with them, as if they were myself without escaping me

. in any way•••• We need to lay hold of the essential
union of my capacities and myself, and the type of ali
enated existence which nonetheless remains in the first
person in the Cogito. Habitl~s a nature, but a nature
in the very core of my self. '.

Habit too, then, is an involuntary for the voluntary, by

which freedom is enabled to exist as freedom. But habit un

derstood as the mere automatism of a thing strips it of its

meaning, and destroys the mysterious character of man as free-
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of the dialectic of action and capability. Effort is an as

pect of action, which is the more basic concept. It is pri

marily resistance, either in oneself or in the world in which

one wills to act which brings about the eonsciousness of ef

fort. Generally, vo1untary movement passes unnoticed, expres

sing the docilitI of a yie1ding body, but effort is ac~entua

ted in consciousness by the resistance of the obstacle. Re

sistance, especial1y resistance against onese1f, says Ricoeur,

is a crisis of the unitY of the self with itself, and here he

is hard put to avoid becoming enmeshed in the fau1t. However,

•••what makes man intelligible to himse1f is his myth
of himse1f, the ancient dream of his fulfilment in in
nocence and gracefu1 action; the practiced ease of a
dance, the supp1e joy of a Mozart are momentary, f1ee
ting glimpses in the direction of a final stage of
freedom where there wou1d be no hiatus between wi11ing
and abi1ity, where no effort would ruff1e the docile
coursing of movement with its misfortunes. '~at com
p1icates the description is the coursing of passions
which have made this hapPY6Union of will and a11 its
abi1ities impossib1e••••13

Eidetics, of course, abstracts the fau1t, and here, says Ricoeur,

the myth of innocence aids psycho10gica1 understanding to see

resistance still as a moment of doci11ty. It is not the busi

ness of eidetics, we reca11, to describe a 10st innocence,

but rather to "inquire into the intelligible network on which
137

the terrible game of passions is p10tted."

Of course man experiences the resistance of things in the

wor1d, but experience of the resistance of things occurs on1y

when excess effort is confronted by the inertia of organs.
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As we saw from the previous studies of pre-formed skills, emo

tions and habits, the body is available and empowered and pre

pared for motion. But these three carry with them a certain

spontaneity which, while they enable the will, also threaten

it. Thus, says Ricoeur, my hold on my body is always a recap

ture, indeed, an effort.

Now emotion and habit are the two modes of the involuntary

which function alternately as basis for and obstacle to wil

linge He explains: "In emotion l am on the verge of being

forced, possessed. Through habit l take possession of my bo

dy.... In turn effort is also what says aQ to habit on the
138

basis of emotion." The existence of freedom depends on this

intimate, complementary relation of emotion and habit, moved

by wi1ling effort.

Ricoeur throws more 1ight on the manner in which effort

"moves" the body when he speaks'of "motor intentions." He

denies that motor intention can be reduced to an image of move

ments to be performed. Consciousness of effort, he argues,

eludes a description of sensations and states, for it involves

a non-representative practical dimension. In most cases there

is no unconscious kinesthetic image; rather it is the formal

properties of perceived objects, bearing no resemb1ance to

the movement, which govern the movement. While not denying

the existence and role of images, he denies that they them-
139

selves produce movement. Thus he rejects the severe limi-

':"'::"~-------------------------l38vI. p. 3l~. 139vI a18 3 3;; ~ pp. D - 2 •
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tation placed on the realm of the voluntary by such a psycho

logist as William James, who thought that a movement is vo-
140

luntary only if a representation of it precedes its execution.

Contrarily, "motor intention," defines Ricoeur, "is transitive

action--whether or not governed by a representation of move

ment to be executed--through which a specific effort or co-
141

vert permission moves the body." He acknowledges here again

the valuable work of such psychologists as Tolman and Lewin,

when they speak of "determining" and "behavioral ad justments,"
142

and "resolution of tension," etc. The introspective subject

as such can.know absolutely nothing of the neuromuscular me

chanisms uncovered .by the empirical scientist that permit the

realization of motor intentions for the release of tensions

and the satisfaction of needs. The "causal dynamics" of Ge

stalt psychology function for phenomenology as an objective

14ORicoeur cites William James, l:§.yçholog:y: Briefer Course,
New York, 1900, pp. 426, 432,~9.

l41VI, pp. 318-323.
142Kurt Lewin, in his article "On the Structure of the Mind,"

(subtitled "On the Causes of Psychical Events," in A Dyna
mie Theory of PersOnalitlt Se1eitôd Papeit' transe D. K.
Adams, K: E. Zenger, New ork, c raw-Hi Book Co. Inc.,
1937' pp. 43-67) speaks of the organism's tendency to e
quilibrium served by psychical processes: "The transi
tion from a state of rest to a process, as well as change
in a stationary process, may be derived from the fact that
the equilibrium at certain points has been disturbed and
that then a process in the direction of a new state of e
quilibrium sets in" (p. 78). A state of equilibrium May
contain tension (e.g. a spring under tension, a container
with gas under pressure) if the system possesses a cer
tain firmness of boundaries, but otherwise, there occurs
a process which encroaches on neighboring regions, tend
ing toward an equilibrium.at a lower level of tension (p.
79). Lewin also speaks of a "tension system" as that
which drives toward discharge and "causes activities
which serve the execution of the purpose." (p. 242).

( ';
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symptoll of the "immersion" of the Cogito in the body.

Bere the diagnostic is more important than the tangled
affective revelation of our incarnate existence; and
yet it is that revelation of our living presence by
the fundamental affectivity of the synthesis which, on
the level of the Cogito, bears the whole meaning of our
body. Thus the motor intention of desire and of skiIl
is "immersed" in the absolute involuntary of structure.143

Motor intention too, then, must be understood in a reciprocal

relation. Motor intention is the power of willing, for there

can be no willing without ability. But also, there is no abi

litY without possible willing. Willing and ability must be

understood in terms of each other. The structural involuntary

has to be seen as properly subordinate to willing, and there

fore as involuntary facilitation. The voluntary is not to be

understood, then, as l1mited to conscious and forceful effort.

Subdued effort, or permission, e.g. again, the automatic rol

ling of a cigarette, is also voluntary. Forceful effort

helps us to understand "faint willing" of this kind as volun

tary, because forceful effort, says Ricoeur, is a "reflexive

reiteration of faint willing." The transitive action of pre

reflexive tlfaint willing," however, is the more common mode
144

of the practical mediation between the Cogito and its body.

Throughout his study of decision and action, Ricoeur has

consistently applied his principle of reciprocity to oppose

both voluntarism and- determinism in order to establish as

weIl as limit the fr~edom of the will. His method and insight
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143111, p. 326. l44v1, p. 331.
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face a more difficult challenge in the problems of consent.

(iii) Consent and Neoessity

Ricoeur has ingeniously laid before us an analysis of de

cision and action which asserts the non-reflective aspects of

the voluntary and the subjective aspects of the involuntary,

in accofdance with his stated principle of reciprocity. Can

the same method be used and the same insights be established

when he comes to consider a quite different mode of willing:

consent to necessity? He will indeed use the same approach

here as elsewhere. Of this he writes:

More than once we have come up against a set of facts
which seemed to block the three guiding ideas of this
book, the reciprocitl of the voluntary and the involun
tary, the necessity of going beyond psychological dua
lism and seeking the common standard of the involunta
ry and the voluntary in subjectiv1ty !~d finally the
primacy of conciliation over paradoxe ,

The voluntary in question is the act of consenting, correspon

ding to the triple involuntary of character, the unconscious

and life. His goal is to uncover the "active," voluntary 

character of consent, and to rediscover the stamp of subjec-
146

tivity in necessity.

Consenting as Intentional Act

'The pure description of consenting, as in the case of

deciding and acting, has to be understood intentionallY. As

decision decides upon a project, as action effects a pragma

in the world, now consent consents to necessity. Necessity

(

145vI, p. 341. 146ûnity, p. 104.
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p1ays a double ro1e in this schema. The vo1untary of decid

ing was receptive to motivation; the vo1untary of acting was

receptive to capabi1ity. Now the vo1untary of consent is re

ceptive to the invo1untary of the necessity of its nature.

The involuntary and the intentiona1 come together in the case

of necessity, for here decision and action stumb1e upon that

which cannot be changed. Yet consenting is still an act.

Wise men, Ricoeur reminds us, have always construed the re

cognition of necessity as a moment of freedom. Nor is that

moment of freedom a mere recognition or judgment in a spee

tatorls sense; rather consenting is an active adoption of ne

cessity. To consent is to take upon oneself, to make onels

own, to say "Yes let it be." Thus to consent is still to do,

he insists; it is an "engagement in being." As decision is

concerned for legitimacy, and action for effectiveness, con

sent takes the form of patience. To be patient is not Mere

1y to be passive, bu~

to embrace the rea1 and to extend the rea1m of freedom
even into the region of necessity where nature no long
er confronts our ·wi11 with the doci1ity of bodi1y pow
ers. Consent is the movement of freedom towards nature
in order to become reunited with its necessity and con
vert it into itse1f.~47

But Ricoeur does not suppose that such an account of con

sent is easi1y accomp1ished. One is tempted to betray freedom

and responsibility here as nowhere else, and so to describe

147VI, p. 347.
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man's condition in terms of charactar, the unconscious and

life by total objectification. Personal knowledge of these

aspects of man are dim and fleeting, while the objective, em

pirical knowledge attainable by psychology, psychoanalysi,s

and biology are much clearer, more coherent and informative.

A detour through such objective knowledge is certainly re

quired, for, despite the improper and inadequate language of

causality in which it is usually enmeshed, it provides an in

dispensable index to the character of human freedom as immer

sed in necessity. However, we must be careful, he warns us,

not to fa11 under "the spe1l of objectivity," thereby regard

ing the body as a mere machine or too1. In the ana1ysis of

motivation and capability, the invo1untary was found to be

an aspect of the subjective life of the Cogito. So a1so,

he contends, necessity can be discovered in the intimate ex

perience of the subject. Thus he embarks upon a three-fo1d

study of "experienced necessity" as character, the Llnconscious

and life. He does so in a regressive order, for the three

are not on the same 1evel and mark a regression toward an
148

increasing1y subduing necessity. He begins with character

which, he writes, is the necessity closest to the will.

Character

First, character cannot be thought of as an indefinite

ly plastic human nature chosen and changeable through effort.

14BVI, pp. 347-354.
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a conception of freedom which ~ in some respect a
nature, the conception of character which is an
indiyidual mod§--neither ch~~en nor modifiable by
freedom--of freedom itself. ~

Nor can it properly be reduced to a man's lot, having all his

decisions and actions inscribed within it. Ricoeur suggests

instead

!:.i

15't"l...-tlt.. p. 35'8.149vI, ;:- 35'5'.

Character is that which is Most stable about a person, as weIl

as that which makes him unique and inimitable. Still, we can

speak, with some measure of accuracy, of character "types,"

an idea which has given rise to a considerable body of scien

tific studies on character known as "ethology." Ricoeur of

fers an exacting critique of its methodology, which, he thinks,

assumes determinism from the beginning. He writes:

The attempt to build up complete psychographs, includ
ing habits, aptitudes, passions, virtues, vices, bodily
dispositions, etc., presupposes a total obj~ctification

of the individual and suspension of precisely that com
munication through which alone we would have some hope
of reaching the other as an existence indivisibly free
and necessary. Science demands it, but at the cost of
an ultimate problem: for there is no discoverable re
lation between the "1 will" andlaOpsychograph which is
ooly the portrait of the other. ,

The character type can oo1y be a kind of portrait for an ex

ternal observer. And its systematic study operates according

to a small number of general properties (e.g. emotivity, ac

tivity, secondarity) which are used not merely as descrip

tions but as explanations, along the lines of the interplay

of tendencies, thereby totally objectifying the Cogito and

(
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dissipating freedom. This is inevitably the case, he thinks,

since character type and freedom derive from incommensurate

points of view. The distinction is identical with that be-
. ,

tween subject body and object body, for

on the one hand the self apprehends its own subjective
realm and senses its limits and conditions, but is un
able to treat them as an object of observation or a
portrait

i
· on the other hand the psychologist offers

us a tab e of tendencies built up from without and e
labol~ied according to the postulates of mental phys
ics.

Moreover, ethology feels it must abandon the unique and work

from general ideas. It attempts to arrive at dispositions

on the basis of statistical averages. But Ricoeur denies

that an average of actual individual conduct amounts to a

disposition; the "character" of the psychograph does not in

dicate a disposition, but rather the inclusion of the indi

vidual in the class which most frequently exhibits certain

behavior. He argues that

Frequency of a conduct exbibi*ed by individuals within
a class cannot be equated wit a disposition of one
3id~~~~~t.iY2that class with respect to this form

The whole approach, he points out, implies a limitless deter

minism, so that the explanation of the whole individual is in
15'3

principle exhaustive.

But when l consider this invincible character which pre-

151VI, p. 360. 152VI, p. 362.
15'3vI , pp. 35'7-364. Ricoeur frequently cites, among others,

G. Heymans, Le Menson~e et le caract~re, (Paris, 1930).
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scribes my willing, and posit a determiDism in which l am

included, then, surely, the spell is broken and the subject

is rediscovered. Ricoeur declares that "to think of my charac

ter consistently as an object is already to deliver myself

from it as subject: it is l who thinks it, it is ! who wills
154

to be an object comprehensible within laws." With this pre-

carions token of freedom we can begin to see our way through

the determinism of ethology, which tempts Us to abandon re

sponsibility, to live up to the other's opinion of us, to see

ourselves as victims of our nature. Rather, he suggests,

the irremediable must never be looked at by itself, but as a

counterpart of what can change, as the background of an invo

luntary relative to the voluntary. As over against ethology,

Ricoeur asserts that character is not only the outward, ob

servable and measurable aspect of man, but also the nature

which "clings" so closely that

the very decision l make, the way l exert effort, the
way l perceive and desire aIl bear its mark. It af
fects me as a whole. Bearing, gestures, inflection
of my voice, my handwriting, etc., aIl point to the
omnipresence of character down to the way my mind
works. This intimacy of character makes of it~ for
the mind, an unseizable, intangible reality. 5~

One's character, then, is not general, but a unique, concrete

totality, infinitely more complex than any psychograph could

grasp, and always carrying the stamp of subjectivity.

To so stress the subjectivity of one's character, how-
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ever, does not involve a denial of its necessity. "Man's

character is his fate," says Ricoeur with Democritus. One

absolutely cannot change one's character in this sense, for

that would be to become someone else, and one is necessarily

and inalienably situated by one's character. He finds here

again a conciliation, however, a practical mediation, for

"my character in its changeless aspects is only III freedom's

mode of being. Il Freedom' s relation to character must also

be understood by way of its relation to decisions and actions,

for character is never perceived itself but always as inter

woven with motives and capabilities. One's desires and ha

bits have a particular way of arising, erupting, subsiding,

a style or permanent manner, and this is necessity. But, he

argues, these regularities of one's nature do not determine

which desires or which habits are at work at a particular

time. Desires and habits possess a certain plasticity with

in limits, subject to discipline, so that "I do not know where
156

the limits of my sovereignty lie unless l exercise it."

Having scorched ethology with as biting a critique as

we find anywhere in his writing, Ricoeur finally admits that

the science must be rediscovered, that psychophysiology can

function diagnostically along with psychoanalysis and biology

as a provider of clues, or indications from outside of the

l56V1. pp. 366-371.
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fate within. In order to understand the character types which

even common sense so easily identifies, we have to conceive of

them as genbra surrounded by differences, as indications of

the necessity at the heart of the Cogito, or, in his words,
157

"the destiny which is only the particularity of freedom."

The principle has held here again. The absolute involun

tary of character serves as a vehicle for the voluntary; and

the voluntary is situated within the confines of character

as its necessary mode of being.

The Unconscious

In his large and latest book to date, De l'Interprétation:

Essai sur Freud. Ricoelœ offers a thorough and major treatment

of the unconscious and psychoanalysis as part of the problem

of hermeneutics. We shall be dealing with that work in our

last chapter. Here in the eidetics, written eighteen years

earlier, he deals with the unconscious in a much briefer way

as part of "experienced necessity." The later work is more

appreciative of Freud, in that he finds in some of his books

implications that point beyond determinism. This earlier

treatment of Freud remains valid, however, in that, despite

the implications hidden within Freudls thought, he remained

essentially a determinist. We must deal with the matter

briefly here in order to see its place in the eidetics of

consent.

First, we recall, eidetics does not deal with the fault.

157vI. pp. 371-373.
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Therefore Ricoeur brackets the question of the lie, the self

deception, which both Nietzsche and Freud so bri11iantly ex

posed, and which Freud e1aborated in such concepts as censor

ship, guardian consciousness, disguise, etc. Rather, Ricoeur

is concerned at this point to expose another lie, i.e., the

shifting of man's responsibi1ity to "the ruses of that uncon

scious damon" which lives within. Thus he opposes what he

regards as the error which attributes thought to the uncon

scious, but a1so the error of the "transparence" of conscious-

ness.

The doctrine of the transparence of consciousness rea11y

denies the rea1ity of the unconscious, holding that conscious

ness is a1ways transparent to itself. A11 that seems uncon-.. ~ .,.- ..

scious is then assigned to bodi1y mechanisms and denied psy

cho1ogical status. A1though Ricoeur agrees that thought is

not attributab1e to the unconscious, he does recognize

a certain principa11y affective matter which presents
consciousness with an indefinite possibi1ity for

se1f-questioning and for giving meaning and form to
itself. The unconscious certainly does not think,
but it is the indefinite matter, revolr~g against the
1ight which a11 thought bears with it. 5~

"The unconscious," then, is simp1y a name for one more aspect

of the abso1ute invo1untary which is given to man, which, 1ike

character, he cannot change, but to which he can ooly consent.

·Ricoeur argues for the rea1ity of the unconscious by

158VI, p. 378.
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reminding us of his ana1ysis of need, emotion and habit.

These have a psychica1, intentional character, yet have behind

them a certain spontaneity. When we choose to meet some needs

and deny others, do not the rejected tendencies assume an ob

scure, hidden power which haunt us again in moments of regret

or resentment? Is it not sure1y true that emotive shoc~s of

childhood 1eave an impression which, though hidden from us,

b1ends with other factors to co10ur the character of our lives?

In our experience of habit, which so often threatens to degen

erate into automatism, do we not sense that we are barred from

an area of ourse1ves which crops up spontaneous1y? These fa

mi1iar facts in themse1ves are enough to persuade us of the

inadequacy of the princip1e of the transparence of conscious

ness. But to these must be added the findings of psychoana

1ysis regarding unnoticed acts, 1apsing, forgetting, tics,
. 15'9

etc. invo1untari1y carried out, and the vast data comp11ed

especia11y by Freud regarding dreams and neuroses. In aIl

this Ricoeur has to admit the indispensability of the natural

istic causal point of view as a working hypothesis. The me

chanisms of repression, condensation, sublimation, dramatization,

for examp1e, apparent1y function as aspects of an absolute 1n

vo1untary with aIl the characteristics of a thing. However,

writes Ricoeur,

my task is to try to understand myself subsequently as
a subject capable of such phenomena and accessible to

1;9SigmUnd Freud, The Psychopatho1ogy of Everyday Life, in
CPW, Vol. VI.
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such objective and causal treatment.160

It is highly significant that the operation of these mechan

isms can be unravelled only when the subject co-operates, and

that the analyst mustfunction as interpreter of meaning. ap

plying his empirical, scientific knowledge to dreams, associa

tions, and neurotic symptoms. The decisive factor of cure is

the reintegration of traumat1c memory into consciousness.

This is the heart of psychoanalysis, that

far from being a negation of consclousness, psychoana
lysis 1s on the contrary a mean~ of exten4ing the field
of consciousnesil... It heals by means of a victory of
memory over the unconscious. We cannot overstrf~! the
importance of this twist of Freudian theory ••••

Thus Ricoeur insists on the psychological and sUbjective nature

of the unconscious (as over against those who would reduce it

entirely to bodily mechanism) without denying 1ts absolutely
162

involuntary and hidden character.

However, he vigorously opposes what he calls the doctrine

of the "realism of the unconscious," which he regards as a Co

pernican revolution displacing the center of human being from

consciousness and freedom !2 the unconscious and absolute in

voluntary. This view is a result of the application of the

concept of causality to the psyche, which sees the conscious

and unconscious as homogeneous, and which in fact explains

consciousness l2l the unconsc1.ous. "We are led," he concludes,

"to dissociate the psychoanalytic method and. its working hypo-

16OvI, p. 381. 161VI , p. 384. 162 6VI, pp. 37 -384.
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thesis on the one hand, and the Freudian system and its im-
163

plieit philosophy of being on the other hand." Ricoeur re-

jects, then, the inclusion of eonsciousness as a small c1rcle

w1th1n the larger circle of the unconscious, a view which finds

in the unconscious the real essence of the psyche. Here he

quotes Descartes with approval, when he says that of every man

there is nothing which belongs ta him more truly other
than this free disposition of his will, nor for which
he could be praised or blamed except for the good or
bad use he makes of it.164

Part of the misunderstanding, Ricoeur thinks, is the limited

conception of consclousness as explieit self-knowledge, and a

failure to understand consciousness as intentional, i.e., as

object-directed. Perception, for example, i5 not in itself

reflexive, though 1t does include a diffuse presence to the

self. Consciousness, then, is not always or essentially re

flexive, but it is essentially intentional. If we realize

this, 1t 1s not necessary to attribute so much to the uncon

scious. Ricoeur 1nsists, "the uneonsc10us does not think,

does not perce1ve, does not judge." These are acts of the

Cogito, the l think' the conscious, responsible, willing a

gent. He notes that a dream, for example, only becomes a

complete thought when, upon wakening, it is recounted. It

is the wakened and consc10us dreamer, or the analyst, who

th1nks, who judges, etc. The psychoanalytic cure occurs by

l63VI, p. 385. 165 -------
l64Descartes, The Passions of the Sou~ in The Philosophical

!Qrks of Descarte~Vol. l, pp. 402-403.
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way of uncovering a hidden meaning and reintegrating forgotten

memories in consciousness. But the contents of the unconscious

are not thoughts; they become thoughts only to consciousness.

This means that consciousness, the Cogito, is much more than a

superadded quality of the psyche. The precise status of that

"something,1I the impressiopaJ. matter which we call the uncon

scious, is very difficult to define, but the IIworking realism ll

of the psychoanalyst, Ricoeur believes is not philosophically
155

tenable.

His philosophical critique of Freudian IIphysics of the

unconscious ll rules out once again aIl causal language. Ra

ther than causality, he would speak of unfree motivation. Is

he splitting hairs in distinguishlng unfree motivation from

determinism? It is indeed, as he himself says, a fragile dis

tinction, yet he holds it absolütely essential to say that

the unconscious and unconscious mechanisms are not
1Ilmediately lIobjects,1I IIthings,1I but affective auto
matisms make them as much as posslble llke physlcal
entities whose determinism they simulate. Thus whlle
the determinism of things ls incompatible wlth con
sciousness and lts freedom, this guasi-deferminism is
the obverse of consclousness and freedom. 66

Philosophy relates to psychoanalysis, then, as lt relates to

biology, for the psychic functloning lends ltself to objectlve

treatment just as the body does, and there ls an object-psyche

as well as an object-body.

l65vI. pp. 384-394. -----
l66VI. pp. 397-398; N.B."une motivation absolument non-libre, Il

in Le Volontaire et l'involontai~ p. 373.
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;~ta~t~i:~ï~c:~tr~a~r~~e~r~~Wt~:a~;te~~!;r~mS~~a~~f~~s!67

If the difference is small, it is absolutely crucial, for if

the unconscious were purely and simply a thing, homogeneous

with the nature of objects, he contends, there could be no

room for a voluntary and free superstructure.

Determinism devours aIl because it is not reciprocal
with a freedom. That is why methodological determinism
which lies at the basis of psychoanalysis can be inter
preted as the inevitable and legitimate objectification 168
of a necessity which is the obverse of free subjectivity.

In his discussion of Freudian geneticism, which links geneti

cally aIl higher psychic life with lower instincts, he grants

that it is the same affective potential that nourishes infan

tile sexuality and adult morality. Indeed aIl thought is fed
169

from below, as it were, by an entirely hidden factor. Of

this Ricoeur formulates what he calls the paradox of definit!

form and indefinite matter~ or of an infinite finite, i.e.,

that aIl freedom is an iQfinite possibility tied to a con

stitutive particularity; the capacity for being and the way

of being given are inseparable. He wants to recognize the

necessity, the involuntary givenness of the unconscious in

such a way as to avoid the suicide of freedom. While recog

nizing the dependence of consciousness upon the unconscious,

he rejects the reduction of the former to the latter, wherein

l67VI, p. 398. l68VI. p. 401.
l69Cf. Ricoeur's discussion of Freudian archeology in Freud

and Philosophy, pp. 4l9ff; also this essay, Chapter v Cc)

,1
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noth1ng hinders Us fron going to the very end of a
total explanation of man in terms of tIûs repressed
repressing consciousness, sexual and autopunitive,
infantile and ancestral. Freudianism serves as.a
vehicle of a general mentality according to which
all non-vital values are considered a disguised
manifestation of the unconscious. The Cogito means
something else than what it thinks it means: con
sciousness is a coded appearance of the unconscious. l70

As over aga,inst this genetic reductionism he declares, ".I save

myself by the affirmation of the Cogito." It i5 essentially

the same argument advanced at every other stage of the involun

tary: It is l who think, give meaning, weigh my motives, wish

and move my body. Against the absurdity of the reductive view

point, he argues powerfully:

A consciousness can denounce itself as dupe only be
fore an undeceived consciousness.... If he who deci
phers meaning is deceived by his unconscious in the
moment when he denounces the devices of the other's
unconscious, the suspicion becomes endless •••• This
is no longer an argument but a pledge to myself: l
shall not attribute thought to the beast in me and
insteidlof me and I shall not flee into irresponsibi
lity. '1

Consent to the hidden, then, does not properly entail the sur

render of freedom and a consequent escape into the unconscious

as alibi. Consent to the unconscious--for one cannot deny,

control, or oppose it,--must be understood reciprocally with

its counterpa~t, which is, in his words, a resolute spirit~72

The Absolute Involuntary of Life as Given

Delving further still into the sphere of experienced ne-

171VI, p. 404.
of the curative role of psychoanalysis

is most instructive: "Consciousness should not consider an
explanation of desires of higher values in terms of sublima-

-,
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cessity, Ricoeur finds that freedom ls bound not only to a

fini te manner (character), an indefinite matter (the uncon

scious) but also to the pure basic fact of existing "in life. 1t

Philosophical anthropology must now take account of biology,

as it has already taken account of ethology and psychoanalysis.

Here Ricoeur does full justice to the intimate unity of mind

and body, as, for example, when he writes

when l feel my breath raise my chest, my blood pulsate
in my temples, l am, so to speak, in my breath, at the
center of my pulse, co-present and co-ext!~sive in the
volume felt and the movement experienced. (~

Life is experienced as the living, indivisible totality of aIl

the aspects of the Itmyself-body." And it is experienced as ne

172 (cont)
ted need of lower values a good exegesis of its own meanings
wheneyer this explanation does not have a curative value. It
is a good use and the limit of psychoanalysis to be defined
by its therapeutic function: it is good that consciousness
actively adopts and formulates for itself the thoughts of re
turn to the womb, of Oedipus Complex, etc. when theee thoughts
~ it from the weight which burdens its flight. Apart from
this function, the influence of Freudianism can be inauspi
cious, even degrading." In connection with this he foot
notes (VI, p. 407) R. Dalbiez La Méthode psychanalK:ique et
la aoçtri~e frgudienne, (Paris, 1936), who mote t t "Freud 1 s
wor is t e MoSt profoUDd analysis which h~ory has known of
that in man which is no longer human. 1t (Op. cit., II, p. 5'13).
Perhaps this ls to suggest that the unconscious operates as
the determinism of an object at the pathologlcal level. The
curative task of psychoanalysis, then, is to deliver free-
dom from a kind of pathological determinism, rather than
reduce freedom to a determinism .of the unconscious. We
should recall tEat the eidetics deliberately does not take
the pathologieal into account, (cf. Vgt p. 229), and there
fore does not deal with that in man VI ch is "no longer hu
man. "

173VI , p. 412.



o

- 102 -

cessity, as absolute involuntary, because l simply~ that

l existe Ricoeur deals with~ in three moments: structure,

growth and birth.

The temptation ta anthropology once again is to dissolve

away the mystery of the Cogito as a Mere prob1em to be solved

in terms of the biological structure of life.· All al1eged

freedom might be seen then as a balance, regulation or adap-
174

tation of bio1ogical forces. The autonomous functioning

of the organism is AGt Galy undeniable but astonishing, for

it is extraordinary that life functions in me without
me, that the multiple hormone balances which science
reveals constantly reestablish themselves within me
without my he1p. This is extraordinary because at a
certain level of my existence, l no longer appear to
myself as a task. as a project. l am a problem resol
ved as though by a greater wisdom than myself. This
wisdom is a nourishing one: when l have eaten, it is
not up to me to make the food into myself andgrow on
it. It is a wisdom of movement: the circulation of
my blood and the beating of my heart do not depend on
me•••• The marvel10us spectacle of healing, sleep,
and convalescence confound my will with its feeble
means and meagre patience. Life bui1ds 1ife--the will
only constructs tb1ngs. The spectacle of 1ife always
humbles the will.l7~

Yet life is ambiguous. As abso1ute invo1untary it is only a

preface to humanity, the background to the relative invo1un

tary of motivation and capability. It is at the sarne time a

resolved problem ~ a prob1em to be solved. Whi1e a man has

nothing to do with the beating of his heart, he has a great

dea1 to do with the care and use of his body.

( )

174Cf • PB. Chapters XIII, XIV. 175VI. p. 418.
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This amb1guity, however, does not amount to an ontologi

cal dualism of soul and body. R1coeur frequently sounds as

though it 1s prec1sely that Cartes1an position he is defending,

as when he denies that subjects and objects can fit together

homogeneously in a unified cosmology, as when he refuses to

"place the subject into nature." He is applying here again

the diagnostic method of bridging two universes of discourse,

those of subject body and object body. This is to avoid the

totalitarian claim of explanation by structure. Rather, the

laws of biological structure function as an index. a pointer

to the experience of life as the absolute involuntary. We

must remember, though, that subject body and object body are

indeed the same body. He explains:

The subject, insofar as incarnate, is precisely nature
in the first person: personality, unconscious and life.
l c~n say that it is the~ life which is experienced
as the absolute involuntary in thel~al Cogito and which
is known objectively as structure.~

Life is to be understood first, then, as the conditio sine Qua

aeA- of the will, but its meaning is found in the will for

which, in man, it exists as nature in the first person.177

While the involuntary of life is basically structure,

an aspect of that structure is growth. A man's life is tem

porality, says Ricoeur: birth, growth and aging. Eidetics

tends to deal with mature man as normative, and yet each age

has its perfection. Childhood and adolescence strive toward

l7bVI. p. 424. l77vI, pp_ 409-427-
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the equilibrium of maturity, yet they have their appropriate

innocence, energy, wonder and awe of which the 10ss is experi

enced as atrophy in adulthood. Similarly old age is experienc

ed as descent from the fulness of maturity, yet the ancients

rightly honored its unique prudence and wisdom. All of this

assumes that age is a kind of given, a fate like character,

one of the finite bounds of freedom which, like the passing

of time, absolutely does not depend upon oneself, but which
178

operates reciprocally with the will.

We reach the rock bottom of the absolute involuntary when

we consider our birth. One's birth of course i5 beyond memory,

something of which we can have no subjective experience. It

is not the radical beginning in which "1" begin to be, but an

incident preceded by conception, and by the germination of re

productive cells. The spell of objectivity grasps us here

more powerfully than in Any of our foregoing considerations,

for here we must consider our origin in our parents, indeed

in a long chain of ancestors..Our character and unconscious

is in large part the product of a history of genes, in prin

ciple knowable and predictable by the geneticist. Am ''l'' then

simply contained in this complicated genetic formula which l

have received? Certainly the geneticist informs us that exis

tence is capital received as a collection of genetic proper

ties contained in a chromosomic structure. But the philoso-

l78VI, pp. 425-433.
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pher, says Ricoeur, uses this objective knowledge to diagnose

the relation of this basic aspect of the involuntary to the

subject, and finds that

this multiple capital is the indivisible unity of my
life, of my sheer existence; this capital received
from the other is not the burden of an external na
ture, it is my self given to myself.... l ~~e, first
of all to conceive of heredity as in me ••••

The contribution of phi losophy, therefore, is a return from

combinations of the things that constitute me to the unitY and

identity of the self. One's heredity is one's character as ex

ternalized, "the finite mode and indefin1te matter of freedom

--plus the idea of an ancestor." Ricoeur insists on saying,

"It is l who have come from ••• , and not the ancestor who is
180

the cause of •••• 11 The birth and early childhood which can

never be reached by consciousness is the lower limit of the

Cogito which can only be integrated into consciousness by

consent.

Yet to consent to being born is to consent to life it
self, with its opportunities and obstacles. In assuming
a limit which escapes me, l take upon myself the indivi
dual nature w~8Îh presses on me so intimately: l accept
my character.

Consent and Refusal

But the way of consent is neither easy nor automatic.

Freedom is the possibility of saying !Q to necessity, the pos

sibility of refusal, of not accepting the conditions of human

existence. The possibility arises out of the dualism of free-

179VI, p. 438.
l8lVI , pp. 442-443.

18OvI, pp. 438-439.
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dom and necessity, wherein necessity appears as essentially

injurious and as a negation of freedom. The paradoxical unit

of freedom and necessity in man remain a scandaI to the intel

lect, because, says Ricoeur, of a lesion in being itself.

We do not break man's living unitY only by thinking
it: a seÎa~t wound is inscribed in the human act of
existing.

It is thinking itself, the fundamental act of human existence,

which constitutes the rupture of what would otherwise be a

blind harmony. It is free reflective thought that reveals

negation, that is, aIl that, in our freedom, we hope to over

come. Not that freedom is itself the sole source of negation~83

l82VI. p. 444.

183Ricoeur's thought at this point is diametrically oppos~d to
that of Sartre, who understands freedom as the nothingness
of man. Sartre finds between past and present a cleavage
which is precisely nothing. This nothing is freedom, in
that nothing in a man's past compels or justifies him.
"Freedom is the human being putting his past out of play
by secreting his own nothingness." (BN. pp. 34-3,). This
nothingness whlch separates freedom from the past places
existence prior to essence. Ricoeur, on the other hand,
does not see freedom arising out of nothingness, for it
always relates reciprocally to motives, capabilities and
necessitles, and this is a relation neither of caUse (as
with behaviorism) nor of rupture (as with Sartre) but of
support.

Ricoeur finds the basis of what he regards as Sartre's
error in a "flimsy conception of being" (Cf. "Negativity
and Primary Affirmation," in lIT. p. 324) which confines
being to the factual, to the mundane "thing." He has pre
maturely "sealed off our idea of being, ••• closing i t up
within the notion of the in-itself wholly constructed
upon the model of the thing. Ricoeur suggests that we
can have an ontology which is the root of being in the
sense of the factual ~ in the sense of subjectivity
and value. Quoting Plato, he exclaims to Sartre: "But
tell me in heaven's namel Are we 50 easily convinced
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Rather, says Ricoeur, negation is bipo~ar; it is both willed

and undergone. It is willed in the moment of refusal, but

precisely as refusal, freedom reacts to its own negation.

Ricoeur meditates upon the three moments of necessity,

character, the unconscious and life, in terms of the double

negation as suffered and willed. He finds negation first in

the necessity of a given character, and calls it the "sorrow

of finitude," that a man suffers from being just one finite

perspective on the world, that he must be particular, and

therefore so utterly limited in his possibilities:

Ah! If only l could grasp and embrace everything!-
and how cruel it is to choose and exclude. That is
how life moves: from amputation to amputation; and
on the road from the possible to the actual lie only
ruined hopes and atrophied powers. How much la!§~t
humanity l must reject in order to be someone!

A man must will his own negation in that he must choose to do

and be this and not that; yet he suffers the necessity of this

limitation as a negation. Similarly, in the necessity of the

unconsciQus, the dark and obscure shadows of our existence pre

sent themselves as negation. Willing consent is the only way

to overcome the "sorrow of formlessness," the fear of "the

183 (cont)
that change, life, soul and mind actually have no place
within the core of universal being, that it has neither
life nor thought, but stands immutable in solemn altof
ness, devoid of intelligence?--That, sir, would be an ap
palling doctrine to accept" (2ll=. cit., p. 328).

Rather than speaking of freedom as nothingness, Ricoeur
speaks of necessi!~as non-being (VIt: pp. 444f.). Freedom
and necessity mutually negate each 0 her. Necessity is the
non-being of character (the limitation of being individual),
of the unconscious (as beyond control), of life (as contin
gent). But freedom negates necessity in consent, and, as
we shall see, in hope.

184VI. p. 447.
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monstrous potentialities crouching in consciousness," which

in their eruptions can render a man passive and impotent.

"Thus aIl self-possession," he writes, "is fringed with non

possession, the terrible is ooly a step away and with it aIl
185'

discord and aIl folly." Again, our existence in life which

we have not chosen and the structure of which we cannot change,

which submits Us to pain, also confronts us as negation. We

are subject to the irreversible process of aging, but even

more basically to the ex nihilo of existence, so that

the necessity of being already born is a present and
permanent trait of consciousness which conceals a pre
sent and permanent negation which l can calI my contin
gence. My past birth implies a present structure which
includes non-being ofagontingence: "man born of woman
(Job) lacks aseity."l

·In the foreknovlledge of onets certain death one experiences

·an "extra-systematic" negation, which interrupts the Cogito

from without, an external necessity, which carries with it
187

the anxiety of sensing oneself unnecessary.

Freedom's response to the negation of its radically limi

ted condition may be refusaI. It May, in Promethean manner,

deny the limiting nature of character as necessity. It May

assert a total transparence of consciousness in a philosophy

of "know thyself," positing a dimensionless subject without

the shadows of the unconscious. Or, in a gesture of power it

May refuse contingency and posit itself as sovereign. He

sees "black existentialism" as a disappointed idea1ism arising

(~j

'- .

l85vI, p. 447. l86VI, p. 45'5. 187V..L. pp. 456-462.
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from the suffering of a consciousness which thought itself di

vine, but became aware of itself as fallen. Consequently

suicid§ appears to refusal as the highest expression of free

dom, so that the No becomes no longer a word but now an act.
- 188

Or, as in the thought of Camus, one might decide to exist in

the absurd, persevering in refusal in the face of the non

being of necessity.

What legitimate ground could there be for departing from

Camus at this point and opting for consent rather than refus

al? '~y is this not base and abject surrender? Now at the

end of the eidetics, Ricoeur begins to usher us forward into

empirics and poetics, for the choice between refusal and con

sent is a metaphysical one.

How can we justify the ~ of consent without passing
a value judgment on the totality of the universe, that
is, without evaluating its ultimate suitability for
freedom? To consent does not in the least Mean to give
up if, in spite of appearances, the world is a possible
stage for freedom. When l say this is my place, l adopt
it, l do not yield, l acquiesce. That is really so; for
"all things work for the good for those who love God,
those who are called according to his plan."

Thus consent would have its poetic root in hopf~9as
decision in love and effort in the gift of power.

Here Ricoeur has burst out of the framework of an eidetic phe

nomenology into "wisdom and poetics," and has brushed, if he

has not actually entered, the sphere of Theology. But he

has been lad there, he believes, precisely by the philosophy

of the subject, for, "the Cogito affirms itself but 1s not

l88Cf. Albert Camus, The Myth of Si§YEhUS âSd Other EssaY§J
New York, Alfred A. Knopf Inc., 19 9, pp. 3-65; also The
Hebel, New York, Alfred A. Knopf Inc., 1956, pp. 23ff.

l89vI, p. 467.
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its own creator, reflection attests itself as subject but

not as self-positing." Such reflection involves ÙBJ2.s. he

concedes. Although it rests on no logical necessity, the

leap is not arbitrary, but implicit in the response of sub

jectivity to Transcendence. liA philosophy of the subject and

a philosophy of Transcendence -- which is what a philos~phy

of Transcendence is in the last resort -- are both determined
190

in one and the same movement." The deepening of subjectivity,

he is saying, calls for the second Copernican revolution in

which subjectivity is decentere~ by Transcendence. RefusaI

is then overcome in a reconciliation of contemplation, admira

tion and adoration. On the other hand, defiance is the fault.

To refuse necessity from below is to defy Transcendence.
l have to discover the Wholly Other which at first re
pels me. Here lies the most fundamental choice of phi
losophy: either God or 1.1 91

However, a man's consent is never complete. He cannot unre-

servedly say ~ to suffering and evil, nor to the sorrow of

finitude, of formlessness, of contingence. "Evil is the scan

daI which always separates consent from inhuman necessity."

How can l not quote Ricoeur's eloquent words regarding admira

tion and hope:

Admiration is possible because the world is an analogy
of Transcendence; hope is necessary because the world
is quite other than Transcendence. Admiration sings
of the day, reaches the visible miracle, hope trans
cends in the night. Admiration says the world is good,
it is the possible home of freedom; l can consent. Hope
says: the world is not the final home of freedom; l

19OV1, p. 468. 191vI , p. 477.
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consent as much as possible, but hope to be delivered
of the terrible and at the end of time tOl~~joy a new
bOdy and a new nature granted to freedom.

* * * * *

Conclusions to Chapter Tw0

How shall we precisely identify Paul Ricoeur's contribu

tion to the philosophy of mah's freedom as we find it in the

eidetics? We can do so first by once again situating him

philosophically, but also by indicating the mediating, in

terdisciplinary character of his work.

1. In our first chapter we situated Ricoeur within the

general phenomenological movement and in close proximity ta

existentialisme Certainly in the eidetics he makes important

use of Husserlian methods and exhibits Many of the attitudes

broadly identifiable as existentialiste With regard to the

eidetics, however, it is more significant to situate him be

tween the behaviorism of, for example, a Skinner, and the a

theistic ex1stentialism of a Sartre.

l do not suggest that Ricoeur offers a facile eclecti

cism of these opposed viewpoints. Rather, he holds the in

sights of each in a dialect1cal tension. On the one hand,

he recognizes the great strength of empirical psychology and

192VI, p. 480.
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insists upon listening to and doing justice to its results.

Thus he ackn~iledges, using empirical science diagnostical1y,

the free man's receptivity to invo1untary structures, aIl

those aspects of man which such psychologists as Freud, Tol

man, Koffka, Lewin and Skinner have investigated so thorough

1y. He feals the strength and tempting power of their quasi

philosophical conclusions, yet in the end rejects their objec

tification of man and their total dissipation of fraedom. On

the other hand, he is sympathetic to the heroic assertion of

freedom on the part of atheistic existentialism, which defies

aIl objectification of man, insisting upon the creative risk

of authentic existence, and renouncing every flight from re

sponsibility. But this position does not do justice to the

facts of empirical psychology, nor even to the findings of

reflective phenomenology, which knows that man's freedom is

not a soveraign, arbitrary decree, but greatly limited by

its own nature as weIl as by external circumstances.

2. The genius.of Ricoeur's eidetics lies in his deli

cate principle of Teciprocity, which preserves the mystery of

the dramatic duality of freedom and nature in the unity of

the incarnate Cogito, thus mediating in an original way be

tween behaviorism and existentialisme We should note that

the indirect method of "detour," much more clearly evident

in later phases of his work, has already begun here, -- in

the intentional analysis by way of project, pragma and neces

sity, and in the diagnostic of the em~irical sciences.
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3. Ricoeur's erudite awareness of both the human scien

ces and of Theology allows him to play supremely weIl one of

the chief roles of a philosopher: the mediation amongst dis

ciplines and points of view (and here he is in line wi th the

aspirations of Husserl).

There is actually little reference to Theology in this

first volume, but he does aclnlowledge both Scripture and Theo

logy as sources of philosophical insight. He is not doing

Theology, which, we shall see, he understands as the discip

line whose task is to serve the proclamation of the Christian

community, and thus does not use Scripture or tradition as au

thoritative for philosophy. But his eidetic philosophy is

profoundly in line with Biblical faith, and can appropriately

be described as a Christian philosophy. As evidence, we point

to his exclusion of the fault as an aspect of the fundamental

structure of human existence; also the affirmation of Trans

cendence as an implication of the philosophy of the subject

and as the ground of hope. The philosophy of Transcendence

1s touched upon toward the end of this book as a corollary

of the philosophy of the subject as limited and non-sovereign.

His argument is rather tenuous; particularly he has not dis

cussed the "goodness" of Transcendence, wh1ch he seems to as

sume. He has, however, deliberately abstracted th1s theme

from eidetics, and has promised to deal with 1t more fully in

the poetics. Perhaps he can be excused for having here only

li ,
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g1impsed Transcendence as a 1imiting horizon to the phi1oso

phy of the sUbject.

On the basis of Ricoeur's ana1ysis we can actua11y see

an affinity between behaviorism and Bib1ica1 faith as over

against atheistic existentialism with regard to the descrip

tion of freedom as anchored in the body, as receptive," 1imi

ted, as 0nlY human. not divine. On the other hand, we can

see an affinity of Biblica1 faith with that same existential

ism with regard to the insistence upon the responsibi1ity and

dignity of free persons.

4. l suggest that Ricoeur's constructive, mediating role

amongst disciplines extends also to Ethics. In asserting the

limited character of freedom as receptive to objective values

and needs he is lining himself beside classical, teleologica1

ethics (and here even shows us an affinity of c1assicalism

and behaviorism! ) finding that values are in one sense given

and prescribed for man prior to his choosing. And yet he is

with existentialism in that he sees that freedom must willing

lz recognize these values, adopt them as its own, and apply

them practically, creatively, sometimes with risk, in actual

situations.

We find in Ricoeur's first volume, then, a mediating phi

losophy, attempting to reconcile the radically diverse in

sights of behaviorism, existentialism, classicalism and Bib

lical faith, also a mediating interdisciplinary work spanning

the concerns of Psychology, Theology, Ethics and Philosophy.
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Chapter Thr••

FBEEDOM: AND FALLIBILITY

As we have seen, the first volume of Paul Ricoeur's

PhilosophY of the Will described man as a dramatic duality.

of voluntary and involuntary, not reducing the one to the

other, nor allowing a divisive dualism of body and mind.

His second volume carries forward this dialectical view of

man as a unitY of apparently opposing polarities. But here

he is concerned to elucidate first fallibility, that fragili

ty which renders man capable of the fault; and then, using

religious symbols and myths as sources of insight, he attempts

to shed light upon man's actual experience of fault. Ricoeur

at this point removes only the eidetic brackets from the fault.

Transcendence remains bracketed until the poetics. In this

chapter, freedom continues to be our central concern, though

Ricoeur exhibits in Volume II a wider concern for philosophi

cal anthropology in general, i.e., for an understanding of hu

man knowledge, language and feeling.

Our task is to explore the anthropology of Fallible Man

to discern its significance for Ricoeur's philosophy of free-

dom.

(a) Away from Eidetics to Empirics

Fallible Man resembles the eidetics very closely in that

it remains a structural phenomenology. As Freedom and Nature:

the Voluntary and the-lnvoluntary described the neutral struc

ture of man's fundamental possibilities, the "undifferentiated

-,
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keyboard upon wh1ch the gui1ty as we11 as the innocent man

might play," now Fa1lible Man asks, "What... is ~he human

'locus' of evi1, what is its point of insertion in human rea-
1

lity?" This book forms only the first step in an "empirics"

of the will, departing from a thoroughgoing abstraction of

the fau1t, yet still not becoming a full, existential onto10gy

of man. Not only does it continue to abstract Transcendence,

but Fallib1e Man a1so abstracts the "actuality" of the fall1t,
i

and dea1s on1y with its possibi1ity. How will Ricoeur proceed

differently here than in the eidetics, in a study which contin

lles to be "pure reflection'?" An eidetics, being an essential

description, cannot shed light upon the fau1t, (so he tells us

in the Preface) because of its absurd and opaque nature. Un

like motives, powers, conditions and 1imits, fault remains a
2

foreign body in the eidetics of man. But note that he is

discussing here not the fault itse1f but only its possibility,

and that Fal1ible Man continu~s to be concerned with the fun

damenta1 structure of the will. It will differ from an eide

tics by concentrating on1y upon this possibi1ity, and will at

tempt to disc10se, as he puts i t, "a new thematic structure."

It will not continue to describe man in terms of the reciprocal

duality of voluntary and invo1untary, but rather will focus on

man from a new standpoint, disc10sing a new set of po1arities

which relate to the question at hand, i.e., man's capacity for

( )

lFM, pp. xvi-xix. 2FM, p. xvii.
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evil. The standpoint of this qUestion calls for new working

hypoth~ses and a new method of approach.3

An Ethical Vision of the World

A fundamental decision at the very beginning of this

book has to do not with method but with content: to under-

stand evil by freedom, and thus to propose an ethical vision

of the world. Such a vision operates as a "working hypothesis."

As Charles Ke1bley points out in the Translator's Introduction,

Ricoeur is not concerned for a radical point of departure,

some safe and absolute starting point. He begins in the midst
4

of things, "with the whole of man," justifying bis working

'hypotheses by their abili ty to shed 1igh'!:; and thereby render

mari more intelligible to reflection. Ricoeur indicates his

basic working hypothesis for Fallible Man when he says that he

could have chosen Grandeur and Limitation of an EthicalVision

of the World as a suitable subtitle.

What do we Mean here by an ethical vision of the world?
If we take the problem of evil as the touchstone of the
definition, we may understand by the ethical vision of
the world our continuâI effort to understand freedom and
evil by each other ••••

To~try to understand evil by freedom is a grave deci
sion. ~

However, this is not a decision concerning the root origin of

evil. Nor is he concerned here with "evil" in the sense of

natural catastrophe. Even if the evil in which man himself

is involved came from an external source, the other source

3FM, p. xvii. 4m4:, p. xiv. 5FM, p. xxiv.
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would be knowable to Us only in its relation to us, since

ev1l manifests 1tself 1n man's humanity.

The decis10n to understand evil by freedom is itse1f
an undertak1ng of freedom which takes ev11 upon 1tself.
The cho1ce of the center of perspect1ve is already the
declarat10n of a freedom which adro1ts 1'ts respons1b1li
ty, which vows to look upon ev1l as evil committed, and
avows 1ts responsib1l1ty to see that it is not comm1tted~

Th1s decision is quite central for the theme of freedom. If

man's involvement w1th evil cannot be understood in terms of

freedom, if 1t is understood wholly in terms of a behav1oris

tic causality or a mythical fatalism, then 1n rea11ty both the

concepts of ev1l and freedom are lost in their full sense.

~hus Ricoeur writes, following Jean Nabert,

l am constituted as a self over and above all my choi
ces and ind1vidual acts. In this work it became appar
ent that the avowal of fault is, at the same time, the
discovery of freedom.'

Again,

Accordingly, in an ethical vision of the world, not
only is 1t true that freedom is the ground of evil,
but the avowal of evil is8also the condition of the
consciousness of freedom.

We shall find that Ricoeur's understanding of fallibil1ty

is in profound concord with h1s description of man in the ei

det1cs as a bound and only human freedom. Note that he speaks

here not only of the "Grandeur" but also of the IlLimitation"

of an ethical vision of the world. An ethical v1sion 1s limi

ted because man's freedom 1s limited. As we shall see again

when we come to consider ~~~m-2fEy1l, man, as fra

6FM. p. xxv.
71" p. XXViI" Cf. Jean Nabert, Eléments pour une éthigue~

aris, Aub er, 1943).
8FM. p. xxv1ii.
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gile and fallible, as the one who in freedom posits evil, is

also the victim of an adversary, and "no less a victim than
9

guilty."

Pure Reflection and
Non-Philosophical Precomprehension

Ricoeur proposes to elucidate the concept of fallibility

by pure reflection, by which he means a way of understanding

that does not come through image, symbol or mythe This assumes

a working hypothesis: that man's tragility and liability to
10

err is "wholly accessible to pure retlection." Once again,

as we shall see, he will substantiate his hypothesis by the

value of his formulations to render man intelligible. But,

as we have already seen, in Ricoeur's view, philosophy, even

as pure retlection, does not properly begin with some pure

and simple starting point.

This means that we must completely dissociate the idea
ot method in philosophy trom the idea ot a starting
point. Philosophy does not start anything independent
ly: supported by the non-philosophical, it derives its
existence from the substance oflyhat has already been
understood prior to reflection.

Even in the eidetics, Ricoeur did philosophy as a reflection

on everyday experience and the findings ot the empirical scien

ces of man. Again in the symbolics he ,will find himself expli

citly dependent upon the data of 'symbol and. mythe His con

cept of non-philosophical precomprehension is a crucially

important hinge of bis whole philosophical method. He ex

plains:
<. ) 'lI:9FM--,-p-.-xx-i-X-..--------.1'""OF~M-, -p-.-3 •
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11' philosophy is not a radical begi.nn1ng with regard
to its sources, 1t May be one with regard to its Methode
Thus, through this idea 01' a di1'1'erence 01' potent1al be
tween the non-philosophical precomprehension and the
methodical beginning 01' elucidation, we are brough!2clo
ser to a working hypothesis which 1s well de1'ined.

This precomprehension allows philosophy to proceed not 1'rom

the simple to the complex, but 1'rom the totality 01' man. We

see what he means by this when he speaks 01' his second work

ing hypothesis: that the "global disposition" 01' human rea

lity, the universal condition 01' man, is a certain non-coin-
13

cidence with himse11', a disproport10~ 01' seli' to se11'. Ri-

coeur has not mere1y pu1led these concepts oat 01' thin air.

He has 1earned 1'rom his philosoph1cal 1'orebearers, such as

Plato, Pascal, but especially Descartes. He re1'ers us to

Descartes' paradox 01' 1'in1te-in1'1n1te 1n the fourth Meditation,

whare he wrote 01' man as intermedia'ti between God and nothing

ness and 1'ound man's liability to err located in his partici-
14

pation in nothingness. Ricoeur rejects the manner in which

Descartes has explained this intermediate nature of man, for

he thinks it tempts us to treat man as an object whose place

is fixed by its relation to other realities. Rather, Ricoeur

suggests,

Man is not intermed1ate because he is between angel and
animal; he is intermediate within himself, within his
selves. He is intermed1ate because he is a mixtUI~'
and a mixture because he br1ngs about mediations. ,

He does agree with Descartes that man must be understood 1'rom

the beginning in this intermediate sense as finite-infinite,

.. (

C) l2FM, p. 9.
l4Philosoph1cal
l5'FM, p. 6.

13FM, p. 4.
Works of Descartes, pp. 172-173.
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thus disagreeing with those who characterize man decisively
16

in terms of finitude. Ricoeur will locate man's fal1ibi1ity

precisely in this disproportion, in virtue of which

man appears to Us to be no 1ess discourse than perspec
tive, no 1ess a demand for tota1ity than a 1imited na
ture, no 1ess love than desire •••• Man is no 1ess des
tined to unlimited rationa1ity, to tota1ity and beati
tude than he is 1imited to a pel~pective, consigned to
death and riveted to desire •••• (

He is arguing, then, that phi1osophica1 anthropo1ogy must once

again see a "dramatic dua1it1," must recognize both sides of a

po1arity in order to see the disproportion that makes for fa1

1ibi1ity. And this insight can be derived, he be1ieves, from

man's non-phi10sophica1 precomprehension, more specifica1ly,

in what he ca11s the pathétique of Misery, the pathos of the

pre-phi10sophica1 expressions found, for examp1e, in the my

thica1 and rhetorical writings of P1ato and Pascal. It ap

pears as if Ricoeur is already passing into hermeneutics, and

away from the "pure reflection" that does not come through i

mage, symbo1 or mythe But for Ricoeur, "pure ref1ection" does

not mean thought without source or data. What he intends is

to sketch the non-phi10sophica1 precomprehension prior to be

ginning the project of pure ref1ection. The pathétique is on

1y a brief intimation of the fu11er hermeneutica1 studies he

will introduce in the next stage. Meanwhi1e, he insists,

"Philosophy recommences rather than commences. The beginning

l6Cf • Austi~rrer, Finite and InfiniteJ Glasgow, Robert Mac-
1ehose and Co. Ltd., 1943, discusses Man as Finite Substance,
pp. 63ff.

17FM, p. 7.
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of philosophy i s only a beginning of elucidation. " He ex:plains,

"In order to reach this methodical beginn1ng, we will have to

bring about a reduction of the pathétique••• and initiate an
18

anthropology which is genuinely philosophical."

Before proceeding to pure reflection, Ricoeur finds in

the pathétique something of the same insight he disoovered ifr

first in Descartes: the bipolar, disproportiQnate' nature of

man as non-coincidental with himself. He notices this theme

in Plato's dialogues: e.g., the myth of the two winged horses

and the charioteer (Phaedrus 246b), and the myth of the origi

nal androgynous nature of man (Symposium, 190), and the poli

tical symbol of the soul as composed of three orders (Republic,
19

Book IV, 441). AlI of these depict man as a mélange. a mix-

ture or disproportion. The last mentioned especially makes

the soul appear as a field of forces torn between the attrac

tion of reason and desire. A third terll, e~és, is the am

biguous power which undergoes this struggle. "Anger," or

"courage," both stem from the heart, the unstable and fragile

function par excellence. Again, in the Pensé~ of Blaise Pas

cal, Ricoeur finds a kind of pathetic rhetoric concerning

man's disproportion: his place (~) as a mean between the

infinite greatness and infinite smallness of the surrounding

universe, his lamentable limitation, yet his infinite ability

l8FM. p. 9.
19Cf. The Dialogues of Plato, transe B. Jowett, Vol. l (New
. York" Macmillan Co., 1892), Phaedrus, pp. 250ff., Symposium,

pp. jl6-3l9; Republic2. IV, pp. 704ff.
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or infinite presumption to know the whole.20 This too Ricoeur

regards as strictly speaking a pre-philosophical exhortation

or rhetoric which is nevertheless enlightening material for

the philosopher's Meditation. It remains paramythia, he thinks,

because it starts from a purely spatial schema of man's nplace,"

which is an imaginative picture attempting to express the sense

of disproportion. In Fallible Man Ricoeur simply mentions Kier

kegaard's Concept of Dread as a further progression of the

pathétique toward discourse. But in his article, "The Antino

my of Human Reality and the Problem of Philosophical Anthro

pology," he especially cites Kierkegaard's Sickness Unto Death

and i ts treatment of man as fini te and infinite as the nearest

approximation to a proper philosophical treatment of the theme.

However, this 'too he regards as rhetoric, confession, and ap-
21

peal. No doubt Ricoeur's thought has been fed by Plato, Pas-

cal, and Kierkegaard. He now proposes to reflect with more

careful precision on the disproportionate nature of man, to

locate it and d.scr1•• 1t in snoh a W&1 as to 11ft the langu-.

age of myth and rhetoric to the level of philosophical discourse.

Cb) Transcendental Refleçtion
On the Power of Knowing

Our author proposes to elucidate the disproportion of man

in pure reflection first by looklng into man's power of knowing.

Here he follows the lead of Kantian philosophy for reflection of

2ÜBlaise Pascal, Pen~ée~, trans. H. F. ste;;rt, New York, Random
House, 1965, pp. 1 -2 • . .

21"Antinomy," p. 393; Cf. SDren Kierkegaard, Slckness unto
Deat~~~trans. W. Lowrie, Princeton University Press, 1941,
pp. uf.

1\' .\
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a "transcendenta1 style," which does not start introspective

ly with the self, but begins with the object of knowledge,

subsequently tracing back to the conditions of the possibili-
22

ty of knowledge in man. This is consistent a1so with Hus-

serlian theory of intentionality as applied in the eidetics,

which undertook to understand decision, action and consent

'intentionally, that is, in terms of their objecte In his

words,

it is a reflection which begins with the object, or to
be more precise, with the thing. It is "upon" the
thing that it discovers the specifie disprop02jion of
knowing, between receiving it and knowing it.

Thus reflection is not introspection, because it takes a detour

~ the object; consideration of the conditions for knowledge

of the object, and the manner in which it is known, throws

light on the man who knows it.

Finite Perspective

The first major point Ricoeur wishes to establish is that

aIl of man's knowledge is limited by finite perspective. Accor

ding to Husserlian theory, consciousness is first directed to

ward the world. One finds that one's bodily existence is open

onto.... We are open to the world through the instrumentality

of our bodies, and the finitude of our perception consists in

perspectival'limitation of our bodies. Because of my bodily

standpoint, "1 never perceive more than one side at any given

time and the object is never more than the presumed unity of

22FM, pp. 9-10; cf. HP. pp. ;9ff. iZ3FM. p. 28.
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the flux of these si1houettes. n24 Fo11owing Kant, Ricoeur

identifies finitude and receptivity: the finite being does

not create its objects, but receives them. A1though our philo

sopher here emphatica11y dissociates himself from Husserl's

idea1ism, he has 1earned from Husserl too regarding finite

perspective:

•••1 can make the object's aspect change; a certain be
havior of my body commands the passivity of the perceiv
ed being.... II jJr turn my head, U 1 extend my band,
!l 1 move about, then the thing appears in such and
such a way.

Here we have the ultimate referende: the otherness
that my free mobi1ity brings into play is an otherness
in relation to an~initia1 position which is always the
abso1ute Ihere."2;J .

Primal finitude, then, consists in perspective, or point of

xie!. An appreciation of this finitude of man's perception

is crucial for an understanding offreedom as limited. As

Ricoeur states it,

1 was born somewhere: from the moment 1 am "brougbt
into the \Vorld" 1 perceive this V10rld as a series of
changes and re-establishments starting from this place
that 1 did not choose and that 1 cannot find in my me
mory. My point of view then becomes detached frgm me
like a fate which governs my life from outside.2

Ricoeur Ilight well have noted here thÈF11llitation placed' upon

our points of view by the community into which we are born and

in which we are raised and educated, the manner in wbich our

fundamenta1 attitudes, concepts and commitments are influenced

by our social environment as well as by our bodily perspective.
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24FM, p. 32.
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This is an aspect of the finitude of human freedom which, at

least in this phase of his work, he has neglected.

Transcending Finite Perspective

The disproportion, or non-coincidence of man with himself,

arises from the fact that he is not only tied to his finite

perspective, but also capable of transcending it. It ls finite

man himself, Ricoeur reminds us, who recognizes his own fini

tude. "In order for human finitude to be seen and expressed,

a moment which surpasses it must be inherent in the situation,
27

condition or state of being fini te." A man transcends his

finite perspective by situating his perspective in relation to

other possible perspectives; i.e., he relates the side that

he sees to those that he does not see but which he knows ne

vertheless. This "transgression," says Ricoeur, "is the inten

tion to signify." Language always involves this.transcendence

of finitude, because of its significative function; that is,

it conveys not the finite perspective of perception, but the

signified whole, the "sense" of the intended' obje~t. When a

man speaks of something not present, or of something impossi

ble (an absurd signification, e.g., a square circle) he at

tests bis transcendence of perspective: "I say more than l
28

see when l signify." Again, the act of naming grounds the

new perspectival unity of a thing (e.g. tree). Ricoeur con

tends:

This transcendence of signification over perception, of

j
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27FM, p. 38. 28FM, pp. 41-44.
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speaking over perspective, is what makes the reflec
tion on point of view as such possible: l am not im
mersed in the world to such an extent that l lose the
aloofness of signifying, of

2
intending, aloofness that

1s the principle of speech. 9

However, it is in the verb that Ricoeur finds the Most

signif1cant relation of language to freedom, and indeed impor

tant evocative evidence of the reality of freedom. Following

Aristotle in his treatise On Interpretation,
29

fand Aristotle

had borrowed in this matter from Plato), Ricoeur notes that

the verb is a nOlln-meaning shot throu.gh ""ith additional meaning:

the temporal dimension of the tense, and the attribution to a

subject. By this double intention of the verb human speech

possesses the capacity of truth and error. A verb can multi

ply the significations of nouns, by false negation, false af

firmation, true affirmation, true negation. The possibility

of both affirmation and negation, of denying what one bas af

firmed and affirming what one has denied, reveals, says Ricoeur,

the electio, the liberum a~bitrium} whioh May also be
termed liberum judicium, the power of contraries, the
power to affirm or deny. In short, it is what that
tradi tion called "volition in jUdgment. lljO

Volition in judgment is similar to whathe wrote of so cogent1y

in the eidetics under the heading of Attention. This possibi1i

ty of a multiple volition about the same things shows us the

intimate relation of knowing and wil1ing, and the dimension of

infinitude in man: "The extension, the vastness of the will
31

is thus its independence as an indivisible quality."

2~, pp. 41-44-.--
29 Aristot1e, On InterpretationJ
~ ed. R. McKeon, New York,

3ÛFM, p. 52.
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c1udes within it the power we have of pursuing the worse al

though we know the better. The dialectic of fin1te and in

finite is operative, Ricoeur tells us, between Doing and Receiy

~ or between the actions and passions of the soule In other

words, we receive, passively, perceptions and cognitions, and

this is our finitude, our non-creative receptivity;but we at

tend, we affirm' and choose in virtue of an indeterminate, in

divisible independence, and this is our infinitude. We shou1d

note that "infinitude" does not Mean unlimitedness for Ricoeur.

He is not suggesting a voluntaristic conception of human will

as sovereign, arbitrary, unmotivated or unbound. That wou1d

be drastica1ly inconsistent with the argLunent of his previous

volume. He enlightens us on his use of the word in his·earlier

discussion of Pascal:

The very word infin1te is more expressive than meaning
fu1. It does not and could not denote a concept of rea
son, for it is rather indefin1te as to greatness and
sma1lness than a reference to infinity and nothingness.
The words infinite and nothingness, fraught with dread,
rather manifest the astonishment of the imagination
which exhausts its powers of think~ng and stands in a
mazement before these marve1s ••••3

Man's capacity to know and to speak, 1ike the greatness and

smallness of the un1verse, is a marvel, -- more precise1y, a

mystery.

Ricoeur continues to unfo1d and illumine the mystery in

his discussion of the transcendenta1 synthesis. Man is not,

as Kant knew weIl, and as Ricoeur has now pninted out in a

32FM, p. 21. For Ricoeu~'s critique of voluntarism, see this
essay, p. 66.
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new way, merely a passive receiver of sense impressions. With

the two poles of perspective and transgression or transcendence,

man effects a synthesis of meaning and appearance through what

he calls, in Kantian manner, "pure imagination." Thus, "to

know being is not merely to let it appear, but also to deter

mine it intellectually, to order it, to express it." The fini

tude of receptive perception is not aIl; nor is the "infini te"

transgression of perspective aIl. "A philosophy of synthesis--
33

the synthesis of finitude and rationality is required." The

synthesis, or third term, Ricoeur explains in "The Antinomy ••• "

is given in the object of perception, the thing:

Man makes himself intermediate by projecting himself in
to the mode of being of a thing; he makes himself a "mean"
between the infinite and the fin1te by outlining this on
tological dimension of things, name!y, that things are a
synthesis of meaning and presence.~

A man is a synthesis of finite and infinite, or perspective and

speech, in that he "opens a space" for appearance and discourse.

But he carries out his synthesis intentionallv, that is, in the

Husserlian sense, in his relation to objects. That is why it

was necessary to expound the disproportion in the first in

stance in terms of man's knowing relation to things, and his

capacity for language.

Ricoeur feels, however, that there remains an overflow of

meaning in the pathétique which the transcendental analysis

has not been able to integrate into philosophical discoursa.

Therefore he proceeds to a consideration, in turn, of the

33FM, p. 67. 34"AntinollY, -;;- p. 394.
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"practica1" and the "affective" dimensions of man.

(c) Practica1 Disproportion

We can best approach Ricoeur's intentions concerning the

"practical," disproportion of man by quoting what he announces

in ita1ics:

A11 the aspects of "practica1" finitude that can be
understood on the basis of the transcendental notion
of perspective may be summed up in the notion of charac
ter. A11 the aspects of "practica1" infinitude that
can be understood on the basis of the transcendental
notion of meaning MaY be summed up in the notion of
happiness. The "practica1" mediation which extends
the mediation of the transcendenta1 imagination, pro
jected into the object, is the constitution of the.
person by means of "respect." This new ana1ysis aims
at showing the fragi1ity of this practica1 mediatiQn
of respect, for which the person is the corre1ate.j~

~-fractiça1 Finitude of Character

"Character" is to practica1 finitude what point of view is

to the finitude of knowing. We have a1ready seen how Ricoeur

deals with character in the eidet1cs as an aspect of the abso

lute 1nvo1untary, part of the necessity of man's nature.36 One's

character is given, received. It 1s out of one's given charac

ter, one's "affective perspective" that things appear 1nterest

1ng, attractive, 10vab1e, hatefu1. One's given character in

volves a receptivity of motivation a1so.

It is no longer the sensory recept1vity of seeing and
hearing, but the specifie receptivity which s1gnifies
that l do not create my projects radica11y from no
thing, no more than l produce my objects through crea
tive intuition. l posit actions only by 1etting myse1f
be influenced by motives.~1

Here is a practica1 receptivity corresponding to the theoreti-

35L'Homme faillible, p. 67, FM, p. 76.
36ef •. this essay, pp. 88ff. 37FM, pp. 79-80.
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cal receptivity discussed previously. As in the eidetics he

noted the involuntary structure of values and needs, here he

speaks of desire as an experienced lack of ••• and impulse to

ward••• , as something given, something we have not chosen.

Moreover, this affectivity which we discover in ourselves is

utterly individual:

••• to find oneself in a certain mood is to feel one's
individuality as inexpressible and incommunicable ••••
It is here that egoism, as well as vice, finds its op
portunity: out of difference or otherness it makes a
preference. But self-preference finds that inherent in
every inclination is what the Stoics called a self-at
tachment, an innate tendency to will oneself good, a
love ~f one's own make-up, w§at l would readily call
self-love as point of view.~

Practical finitude must be seen in the second instance

with regard to the powers which serve the will. Habitual be

havior is the primary characteristic of the "closed" nature

of a man's practical dimension. As he wrote of it in his

first volume, Ricoeur sees habit in the service of freedom,
39

not as the mechanical operation of an automatisme Yet it

is an aspect of finitude, for "Habit fixes our tastes and ap

titudes and thus shrinks our field of availability; the range
. 40

of the possible narrows down, my life has taken shape." The

sphere of one's practicàl activity is finite also, of course,

because of a general bodily iulpotence and inertia, which must

be understood reciprocally with effort and perseverance.

The finitude of character, then, is the "limited openness

[

1

1

38FM, p. 85.
39Cf. this essay, p. 79.
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4~M, p. 88.



F
r!;.
b
"~:,
"f
;
ï,

l
,

lr,

t
~

i~,
1.
\,

r
Î'
!
1:.

i
!i
M

~
~
f
IJ

.'t,
"t:
t
ï
~

1
(.

f
{=i

- 133 -

of our field of motivation taken as a whole." It means that

our freedom to create ourselves is, to say the least, severe1y

limited.

Happiness

Ricoeur finds the practical disproportion of man evident

in the coincidence of this practical finitude of èharacter

with the practical infinitude of happiness. What can he Mean

by this? Certainly not that infinite or perfect happiness

anywhere exists as an actuality. Certainly not that the limi-

tations placed on our projects are ever removed.

"Happiness," he first points out, is not mere1y a SUll of

the satisfaction of Many desires. It is the total aim of every

man. Happiness is to the aggregate of human aims what the

world is to the aims of perception. "Just as the wor1d is the

horizon of the thing, happiness is the horizon of every point

of view." Or again, it is "Ilan's existential project consider-
41

ed as an indivisible whole." For a rational being the de-

mand for happiness is the demand for a totality of meaning,

and therefore for total rationality and freedom.

l who am finite perspectivel dilection of my body,
habit and inertia, am capab e of conceiving a "com
plete volition of an omnipotem.t being".... The idea
of a complete volition and the dtstination of reason
hollow an infinite depth in my desire, making it the
desire for happiness and not merely the desire for
pleasure. 42

This idea of totality is the source of disproportion, straining

a man between the limitedness of his character and his aspira-

,
;

1."

() 41FM• pp. 100-101.-- 42FM, p. 103.
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tion for total meaningfulness and freedom, which is happiness.

Just as he can strain beyond finite perspective and become a

ware of.the narrowness of his own point of Vi6W, and thus, in

a measure, transgress it, so also he can, in certain privileged,

precious moments receive the assurance of his own freedom and

meaningfulness, so that "Suddenly the horizon is clear, unlim1

ted possibilities open up before me; the feeling of the immense
43

then replies dialectica11y to the 'narrow'." We hear intima-

tions of Christian eschato10gy, more of which we can expect

in the poetics, when he writes,

l cou1d not make out these signs or interpret them as
"transcending anticipations" of happiness if reason,
in me, were not the demand for totality. Reason de
mands totality, but the instin~t for happiness, inso
far as it is a feeling which anticipates 1ts realiza
tion more than it provides it, assures me that l am
directed toward the very thing that reason demand~
Reason opens up the dimension of totality, but the
consciousness of direction, experienced in the fee
ling of happ1ness, assures me that this reason is l10t
alien to me, that it coincides with my destiny, that 44
it is interior to it and, as it were, coeva1 with it.

Respect for the Person

If finite perspective and infinite verb find a "trans

cendenta1 synthesis" in pure imagination, can there also be

a "practical synthesis" of character and happiness? Ricoeur

here introduces the concept of the person. The person, how

ever, is only a projected synthesis. In other words, as he

writes in "The Antinomy," the unitY of happiness and chara~

45'
ter is a task, and this task 1s the idea of the person. The

idea of the person implies for Ricoeur, fo110wing Kant, the

43FM, p. 104.
45'Antinomy, p. 398.

4.1-
.~ p. 105'.
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idea of an end in it§elf. one whose value is not subordinated

to anything e1se, but also an existence, a presence with which
4·6

one enters into relationship. \Vhereas in the transcendenta1

synthesis the intention of the thing was theoretical, now in

this case the intention is practical, having to do with atti

tudes and actions. The person, then, is a way of treating 0

thers and of treating oneself, and the synthesis 1s constituted
47

in a moral feeling, namely respect. How is respect for per-

sons the practical synthesis of finitude and reason? It be

longs both to the faculty of desiring and to the power of ob

ligation (practical reason). Like the transcendental imagina

tion, i t is "an art concealed in the depths of the SOllI" that

provides an incentive which touches the heart of free choice,

as weIl as the rational recognition of duty.

The important thing is that through this emotion of
subdued desire the faclJ.lty of desiring is "elevated"
to the 1evel of reason and thet in this way self-es
teem is bor~ in the heart of this finitude e1evated
to reason.4~

However, respect for the person, Ricoeur thinks, is a fra

46Cf. Immanuel I~nt, Critiau~ Practical Reason, in Kant Se
lection~, ed. T. M. Greene, New York, Charles Scribner's Sons,
1929, pp. 3l4ff.

47FM, p. 114. Note that Immanuel Kant speaks similarly of moral
feeling: "The appeal to it is snperficial, since those who
cannot think expect help from feeling, even with respect to
that which concerns universal laws •••• Nevertheless, the
moral feeling is nearer to morality and its dignity, inas
much as it pays virtue the honour of ascribing the satisfac
tion and esteem for her directly to morality, and does not,
as it were, say to her face that it is not her beauty but
only onr advanta.ge which attaches L1.S to her." (Foundatio~
of th~Met~hl§icâ-QfMoraIs, tranSe L. W. Beek, New York,
19;9, p:61).

48FM, p. 114.
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g11e synthes1s, for the possibility of discord and fault is

inscribed in this disproportionate, double nature of man as

finite and infinite. This fragility of which he speaks must

now become our centre of inter est.

(d) Affective Fragility and Fallibility

In the transcendental synthesis man's disproportion was

apprehended on the objectivity of the thing, and in the prac

tical synthesis on the humanity of the person. Now, proceed

ing from consciousness and self-consciousness to feeling, from

the theoretical and practical to the affective, Ricoeur wishes

to deal with the inwardness of man. He has found a certain fra

gility at both the previous levels, but at the level of feeling

he believes he discovers the fragile par excellence. His phi

losophie concern to understand the "heart" of man is awakened
1

by the rnyths of Plato's dialogues, which speak of the ~UJ40S,

the transition from (b{os to ~6"OS, the rnediating principle

of the Symposium that both separates and unites vital affec

tivity or desire and spiritual affectivity, and which, in the

Republ1c, sometimes takes the side of reason, sometimes of de-
49

sire. Again, Ricoeur wishes to recover for philosophical

discourse the insight of the Platonic myth and rhetoric, to

see and state clearly the lived experience of the misery of

the intermediate being to which the myths already bear witness.

He proposes to elucidate the thomos by a phenomenological ana-

49FM, pp. 123-24. Cf. Plato, Republic, IV, in The' Dialogues
of Plato, p. 704.
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5'lFM, p. 129.

Feeling is understood, by contrast, as the manifestation
of a relation to the world which constantly restores our
complicity with it, our inherence and belonging in it,
something more profound than aIl polarity and duality.5l

lysis of feeling.

Feeling and Knowing

Ricoeur finds the significance of affectivity in the re

ciprocal genesis of knowing and feeling. Feeling interiorizes

knowing. But it must also be understood by its reference be

yond the self, that is, intentionally. Feeling is a type of

consciousness 91••• , it is a feeling of something, e.g., the

lovable, the hateful. But it is a strange intentionality, for

in this case "an intention and an affection coincide in the

same experience, a transcending aim and the revelation of an,0
inwardness." While feeling is intentional, it is not quite

accurate to say that the correlates of feeling are objects.

The hateful and the lovable are ttmeanttt on things, qualities

that are "founded" on perceived objects. Feeling does not po

sit an object as such, but rather manifests the way in which !

am affected, "mI love, !lI hate." This inward and yet outward

reference which Ricoeur calls "the paradox of f.eeling" is

highly illuminative of the disproportionate nature of man.

It exposes our relation to the world as both QIer against and

with~ Knowing as such sets up the otherness of the object,

but

;~M, p. 127.
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nation that is so prominent in the eidetios. Feeling, he

is telling us, is the mode in whioh our "pre-predioative" or

"hyper-objeotive" relation to the world, that is, our embedded,

inoarnate relation to the world, i5 revealed. But, we reoall,

feeling remains intentional, reoiprooal with knowing, and thus

oan be defined only by this very oontrast betweèn t~e

movement by means of whioh we "detaoh" over against us
and "objeotify" things and beings, and the movement by
means of whioh we somehow "appropriate" and interiorize
them.

This being so,

feeling oan only be desoribed paradoxioally as the unitY
of an intention and an affection, of an~intention toward
the world and an affection of the self./2

Disproportion as Inner Conflict

The disproportion of feeling is a continuation of the

disproportion of knowing. It divides man in two like knowing,

and yet in the mode of an inner conflict. This inner conflict
'!I 1

arises between Plato's ETflGlV),l(..el, which Ricoeur calls "vital"
~,

or "sensible desire," andEpUS, -"spiritual joy," of which

the Middle term is <9u.J4 ôS.
If one does not take into consideration the primordial
disproportion of vital desire and intellectual love (or
of spiritual joy), one entirely misses the specifie na
tllre of human affectivity. Man's hLUnanity is not rea
ched by adding one more stratum to the basic substratum
of tendencies (and affective states) which are assumed
to be common to animal and man. Man's humanity is that
discrepancy in levels, that initial polarity? that di
vergence of affective tension b~~ween the extremities
of which is placed the "heart."

There are two kinds of termination of affective movement. One

5'2FM, p. 134.
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is pleasure, which "completes and perfects isolated, partial,

finite acts or processes." The other is happiness, which is

"the perfection of the total work of man; this would be the

termination of a destiny, of a destination or an existential
54

project." This duality of ends between pleasure'and happi-
~ , l' ,

ness (E1119V,.uC..(, and ~f'~S) is~ as inner discord, and con-

stitutes the disproportion and Misery of man par excellence.

The two must be constantly balanced, and the one sacrificed
,

to the other. The middle term, the 9UfloS, or "the human

heart," as Ricoeur expresses i t, constitutes the Self. The

Self, then, is a "between-two," a transition, and the falli

bility of man is to be located in this fragile synthesis.

Self-preference, which is fault, or an aspect of fault,
finds in this·make-up of difference the structure which
makes fallibility possible without making it inevitable.55

He proceeds to illustrate this thumos or self follow

ing the lead once again of Kant in his distinction of three

kinds of passion: for possession (Habsucht), for power (Herrsch-
56

sucht), and for honour (Ehrsucht). These are ~ppropriate,

Ricoeur feels, because they involve essentially the interhuman,

the social and cultural, and are not reducible to the non-hu

man. Thus they illustrate the thumos of man Midway between

epithumia and eros. RicoeUI's treatment differs at the out

set from Kant's, however, in that he wishes to discern the

primordial state, without reference to fault. This does not

54FM, p. 140. 55FM,-;: 163.
56FM, pp. l6lff; Ricoeur ci tes Kant, .;,:A~n~t~hr:::.;:;"o~po;.:l:::.;o~g:..Y~f:.;:r~o~m~a:.....;;.P.;.r.:::a~g~

m=.a:::ot.::.:i:o.:c~P~o;,;:i.:.::n~t_o;.:f~V:.o:i~e:.:.:w_,J.FM, p. 182.
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Mean that he intend.s to return to eidetics, for he does want

to deal with the search for possession, power and honour as

passions also, i.e., as fa1len.

Although we oAly~ these fundamenta1 quests empiri
ch1lI through their hideous and disfigured visages, in
t e form of greed and the passions of power and vanity,
we understand thes~ passions in their essence on1y as a
perversion of •••• '7

The primordial must be understood first by a kind of imagina

tion of an "innocent kingdom," imagination not as a fanciful

dream, but as an "imaginative variationll wherein III perceive
58

the possible, and in the possible, the essential. 1I We can

use his discussion of power to illustrate the point he wishes

to make concerning essential having, power and worth. He ar-

gues:

l cou1d not understand power as evil if l could not
imagine an innocent destination of power by compari
son to which it is fallen. l can conceive of an au
thority which would propose to educate the individua1
to freedom, which would be a power without violence ••• ;
the utopia of a Kingdom of God, a City of God, an em
pire of minds or a kingdom of ends, implies such an i
magination of non~violent power. This imagination li
berates essence••• i ...By means of this imagination
and this utopia l aiscover p~wer as primordially in
herent in the being of man.'

This very aspiration for the essential points up the con

flict, the fragility, which is our concern here. In Fallible

~ Ricoeur offers a rich and lengthy phenomenology of the

conflicting nature of having, power and worth, which we can-
60

not here dea1 with thoroughly. His point is made c1ear1y

()
57FM, p. 170.
59FM, p. 182.

;8Ibid.
6ÛFM, pp. 161-190.
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and briefly in "The Antinomy ••• ". Possession, power and ho

nour, he exp1ains, constitute the thumos, the self of man mid

way between the 1ife of the body and the life of the spirit.

When one examines how these demands are to be satisfied, one

perceives the inherent instabi1ity between the vital and the

spiritual:

We are immediately struck by the fact that the self is
never guaranteed, and that the demand in which it search
es for itself is in a certain sense without end.... Be
tween the finitude of pleasure which rounds off a clear
1y delimited act and is the sea1 of its repose, and the
infinitude of happiness, thumosdrifts along, an unde
f1ned power, and already there 5S a threatening menace
attached to an endless pursuit. ~ .

The human heart 1s restless, perpetual1y striving, for the

thumos must constantly resolve the tension between pleasure

and happiness. It is in this "mediation" of thumos that the

frag111ty of human life occurs.

The thumos. however, is not merely situated "between"

the v1tal and the spiritual. It is trll1y the third term wh1ch
62

constitutes man as a "mixture." Sexuality, Ricoeur thinks,

has a special place 1n anthropology, because it disp1ays so
~

weIl the disproportionate nature of man as a mixture of ~" os

and >--'0'l0s. Its obviollS "instinctua1" bodily character, and

its simi1arity to animal functioning is opposed by the spe

cifically human co1oring of possession, domination and mutual

recognition. Thus "genital desire is sublimated into tender

ness beyond sex, whereas the desire for recognition in embody-

.il t

61Antinomy, p. 401. 62FM. p. 194.
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ing itself in tenderness, takes on a sexual c010ring ••• ,,63

Fallibility

Our fragility, then, is the disproportion of ~LOS

and \O~o5, of the living and thinking, of finite and infinite.

It is this specifie nature of man's limitation as non-coinci

dental with himself which Ricoeur has laid out in terms of

knowledge, practicality and feeling. The human synthesis all

too easi1y 10ses its balance, and this is man's fa1libility,

or capacity for evil.

In what sense is fragility the capacity to fail? First,

it is the occa§ion for evil, the point of 1east resistance.

But this occasion of itself does not account for or explain

evil. Between the possibility and the reality, says Ricoeur,

there is a gap, a le~ This means that the fall is not es

sential to man, and that his leap and fall are an enigma.

If'fallibility is the condition of evil, evil is the re

vealer of fallibility. It is only through the actual evil

condition of man's heart that we can detect the unfallen or

primordial. The "passions" (e.g. avarice, tyranny and vain

glory) manifest the "quests ll (possession, power and honour)

of which they are the perversion. "Thus the evil of fault
64

refers intentionally to the primordial." The innocence of

the primordial is only known in imagination. Yet it manifests

fallibility as pure possibility, as distinct from actual fal-

63FM, p. 196. 64FM, p. 221.
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1enness. Ricoeur is insisting here again on the non-essentia1

character of human evi1. Yet he a1so wants to say that man's

disproportion is not only the occasion for, but, more positive

1y, tQe capacity for evil. A certain yielding weakness, in

which l find myself subject to ••• is "something like a dizzi-.

ness which leads from weakness to temptation and from tempta-6,
tion to fall."

Fallib1e Man ends abruptly without drawing explicit con

clusions about the relation of fallibility to freedom. There

is merely the closing statement that "evil arises from this

weakness only because it is posited. This last paradox will
66

be at the center of the symbolics of evil."

* * * * *

Conclusions to ChaRter Thr~

Ricoeur has ooly begun to perform the task he set for

himse1f at the beginning of this book: to elucidate an ethi

cal vision of the world (not only its grandeur but a1so its

limitations), to understand evil by freedom, and yet to show

that man is no less victim than guilty. He has claimed here

to show ooly the possibility of evil. Completion of the lar

ger task awaits the second book of this volume, which, he

tells us, will require a new method. How shall we identify

65FM, p. 223. 66FM2 p. 224.
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and evaluate bis contribution here?

1. Ricoeur has taken a classical theme, the dual, dispro

portionate nature of man, and has developed it very profitably

for philosophical anthropology. As he is the first to acknow

ledge, he did not discover this characteristic of man, and

has ample and august backing for its reality in Plato, Des

cartes, Pascal and Kierkegaard. Unquestionably he has taken

their theme and illuminated i t far beyond any of his prede

cessors, relating it in a unique way to the philosophy of

freedom.

2. In doing so, Ricoeur has offered additional evocative

evidence over against the ~10 positions opposed in the first

volume: existentialism and behaviorisme Man, in the finitude

of his perspective, in the givenness of his character, and in

the provisional nature of his search for pleasure, is limited'

in his freedom. He is only human. And yet he is always dis

tinctively human, capable of transcending his point of view

in truth and falsehood, aspiring for and sometimes glimpsing

total happiness in total rationality and freedom. It is im

possible to reduce man to an automatisme

3. Fallible Man is very much a transitional book. We

have pointed out several times in this chapter its consistency

with the eidetics. It continues to see man as a dramatic dua-

litY of reciprocal, or in this case, conflicting polarities.

The duality of involuntary and voluntary i5 overla~ by the

poles of finitude and infinitude. But Fallible Man also begins

-I,c'
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to pass over into the hermeneutical phenomenology that will

blossom in The 51mbolism of Evil. l refer to his use of pre

philosophical myth and rhetoric as sources of insight, and bis

attempt to transpose them into precise philosophical language.

His grasp of the inner conflict of man as presented in this

book will prove important, as we shall see, for his dialogue

with Freud.

4. Perhaps the one weakness of Fallible Man is bis ne

glect of the limiting role of human communities. He has said

nothing of social "conditioning" as a part of finite perspec

tive, ?r as a factor in the shaping of character or the for

mation of goals. Surely his own descriptions of normative

having, power and worth, for example, and his vision of the

primordial condition of man, are heavily influenced by his

position in modern western civilization. Once again we can

say that R1coeur's is a Christian philosophy, influenced by

the values and hopes of Christian thought.

While it 1s true that he acknowledges none of this in

Fallible Man, we shall see that he does so in a measure in

The Symbolism of Eyil.



Chapter Four

THE FBEBDOII OF nN
IN THE SnmOLS OF BilL

We turn now to the thought of the second book of linitude

et culpabili~ the sequel to L'Homme faillible. which was pub

lished in the same year, La SYmbolique du Mal. This book, now

translated into English as The Symbolism of Evil. is by far the

best known of Paul Ricoeur's works in the English speaking world.

Together with certain articles which present its argument in

briefer form, The Symbolism of Evil offers an important and tru

ly original contribution to the whole philosophy of freedom.

We shall see in this chapter that Ricoeur carries forward bis

understanding of freedom as bound and onlv human. which he

first established so cogently in Le Volontaire et l'involontair~

We shall note its profound consistency not only with the dia

lectical view of man in that volume as a reciprocity of volun

tary and involuntary, but also with the anthropology of finite

infinite bi-polarity presented in Fallible Man. As in Volume

l we found him in dialogue with behavioral psychology and exis

tentialism, and in Fallible Man with the formulations of ear

lier philosophers, we now find him in fruitful dialogue with

the history of religions, as weIl as Biblical and historical

theology.

Ricoeur's new objective in The Symbolism of Evil is to

understand the transition from the possibility of evil, as
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spelled out in the previous book, to its reality, i.e., from

fallibility to fault, and, we.might say, to continue bis ex

ploration of "the grandeur and limitation of an ethical vision

of the world." He believes the shift from the possibility to

the reality of fault calls for a major shift in method, a

shift which carries him deeply into the philosophy of language

and hermeneutics and the bistory of religions. OU~ treatment

will have to overlap these areas considerably, but of course

continlles to focus on the theme of freedom.

As in every phase of Ricoeur's work, it is impossible to

appreciate his results without taking note of his highly deli

berate methodology.

(a) From Structural to Hermeneutical Phenomenology

The structural phenomenology that we have been examining

in the last two chapters dealt with human possibilities and

limits in a descriptive, reflective manner. Ricoeur wrote

of essential possibilities in the eidetics, and ~stential

possibility in the first part of the empirics. We recall
l

that he refused to deal with the fault in any essential de-

scription of man, insisting that it must be regarded as a de

parture from the essential structure of hLwan reality. Again,

he could speak only of the possi~~ of fault in his second

book, which continued to deal with fundamental structures.

It is clear, then, that an entirely new approach is required

lLa faute, an analogy from geology.
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.
brackets hitherto placed upon fault as actual are now removed,

and the abstractions of structural phenomenology are replaced

by reflection upon man's concrete expressions of evil in sym

bols and myths.

The change in mood from Fallible Man to The Srmbolism of

~ is abrupt and startling, and yet we must say that the

latter book is also consistent, and in sorne ways continuous

with the previous phases. Ricoeur's method is here obviously

indirect, seeking its truth by way of a detour through sym

bols and myths. But we should remember that the previous pha

ses of his anthropology also took detours. The eidetics used

the diagnostic method, seeking to read the human condition with

the help of the empirical human sciences. Moreover, it proceed

ed by intentional analysis, viewing the moments of the will,

decision, action and consent, through their intentional corre

latas, project, pragma and necessity. Again, in Fallible Man,

Ricoeur, having drawn insight from the patngtigQl of Misery in

pre-philosophical myth and rhetoric, founded his understanding

of man's fragility on a detour through an intentional, trans

cendental analysis of the object of knowing. In his view,

Itknow thyseli''' is not a simple matter of introspection. It

is because he glimpses the contradictory, disproportionate

nature of man, that he believes these subtle, indirect paths

are necessary. In this new phase, as previously, his method

is guided by the anthropological problematic of the will. When

1'·t!.'.~,
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he finds that the phenomen010gical method as used to this

point excludes consideration of important aspects or dimen

sions of experience, Ricoeur refashions it to serve his phi-
2

10sophical ends. Method010gica1 consistency notwithstanding,

The S.Y1Pbolism of Evll appears as a "1eap" in method, and this

is precisely in accordance with the irrational character of

evil. A phenomenological, intentional analysis of structures

will no longer suffice, since it is no longer "structure" or

possibi1ities that are being considered, but the absurdity,

the non-structure, the non-sense of actua1 evi1. An under

standing of evil must be gleaneà from the ayowa1 or çonfession

of evi1 found in symbo1s and myths. He believes that the pre-

speculative language of ancient man, in spite of, or because

of its blind character, bears true witness to the contradic

tions of human evil, for it is

still embedded in the matrix of emotion, fear, anguish••• ;
the confession expresses, pushes to the outside, the emo
tion which without it wou1d be shut up in itse1f, as an
impression in the soule Language is the 1ight of the emo
tions. Through confession the consciousness of fau1t is
brought into the 1ight of speech, through confession man
remains speech, even in the experience of his own ab~ur
dity, suffering and anguish. j

The Languages of Confession

Ricoeur points to three "languages" of confession in which

man's avowal of evil is to be found. The Most soph:i.sticated

of these is the language of "speculation," of which the be:st

examp1e is the concept of original sin. "Speculation" rational

2Cf. David M. Rasmussen, "Ricoeur: the Anthropo1ogica1 Necessi-
ty of a Special Language," in Continuum. Vol. VII, 1969, pp.
121-122.

3SE , p. 7.

l'
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izes experience. Ricoeur caIIs it "pseudo-phi10sophy," which,

because of its inept attempt at rationality, cannot be used

as a starting point for an understanding of human evil. It

is necessary, he thinks, to get behind speculation to that

on which it is based, i.e., the second "language," that of
4

mythe

A myth, says Ricoeur, following the dominant conclusions

of the history of religions, is

a traditional narrative which relates to events that
happened at the beginning of time and which has the
purpose of providing grounds for the ritual actions
of men of today and, in a general manner, establish
ing aIl the forms of action and thought by which man
understands himself in the world. 5

He does not wish to present a total theory of myth, since he

limits himself to those that speak of the beginning and end

of evil. Following Eliade, he interprets these myths as ex

pressions of' "the bond between man and what he considers sa

cred," but he says this still at the level of a phenomenology

that does not raise the question of truth. His first concern

is simply to identify myths for what they are and to determine

4Note a further discussion of Ricoeur's critique of the doctrine
of original sin, below, pp.IC\Q·2oo.

'SE. p. ,. Ricoeur is here dependent particularly upon Mircea
Eliade, who has given us massive evidence and useful generali
zations regarding the nature and function of myths. He ex
plains (in cosmoi ~nd History. transe W. R. Trask, New York,
Harper and Row,9 4) that among primitives not only rituals,
but aIl human acts acquire effectiveness to the extent to
which they exactly repeat acts performed at the beginning of
time by a god, a hero, or an ancestor. (p. 22). The myths,
then function as the narrative rationale providing a basis,
in primordial events, for the meaningfulness of the patterns
of man' s life.
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their significance for philosophical anthropology. They itI

so significant, he believes, because "an understanding of hu

man reality as a whole operates through the myth by means of
6

a reminiscence and an expectation."

The language of myths, however, is already highly develop

ed, already a "spontaneous hermeneutics" of the mostbasic

language of confession, that of symbols. In fact, myths are

themselves a species ofsymbol, a symbol developed into a nar

rative form with reference to a time and space unknown to cri

tical history and geography. The myths "mediate" the primary
7

symbols, that is, they carry them and relate them, and there-

by in a sense already interpret and apply them. The Exile,

to use his example, is a primary symbol of alienation; the

mythical story of Adam and Eve driven from Paradise puts the

symbol into play by articulating primitive insight into evil

at a more explicit level. Myth and speculation, then, are re

spectively secondary and tertiary symbols. To interpret them

it is necessary in turn to go beneath the level of myth to

the Most primitive language, which is symbolic.

Eidetic Analysis of Symbols

Ricoeur first suggests that symbols emerge in three dis

tinct areas: the hierophanic or cosmic, wherein man reads the

sacred 28 some aspects of the world, such as sky, sun, Moon,
8

water or stones; the oneiric, in dreams, wherein one finds

bSE, p. 6.
7Paul Ricoeur, "The Symbole 1. Food for Thought," transI FI B.
Sullivan, in Philosophy Today, Vol. IV (1960), pp. 196-207,
p. 201.

8 SE, pp. 10-11. Ricoeur frequently cites Eliade as authority
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the most stable human symbolisms; and poetic imagination,

wherein symbol becomes language Most explicitly. He finds

the same fundamental symbolic structure present in aIl three.

What he offers in the first part of The Symbolism of Ev!! and

in his article, "The Symbol... Food for Thought," is an eidetic

reflection upon symbols, distinguishing the symbol from the

sign, the symbol in the sense of symbolic logic, and from

myth and allegory.

First, symbols are signs. in that they are expressions

communicating meaning with the intention of signifying. They

are essentially tied to ~iscourse. Even when elements of the

universe are taken as symbols (e.g., sky, tree, etc.) it is

only in discourse (e.g., in words of consecration, mythical

utterances, etc.) that they take on their symbolic dimension.

Dreams too, he says, are close to words, since they cao. be

8 (cont)
and source of ideas, especially his Patterns in Comparative
~ (trans. Rosemary Sheed, Cleveland, World Publ. Co.,
1958)~ He uses Eliade's work on The Sky and Sky Gods to
show the source of symbolism in the communicative nature of
the world. Eliade wrote, "it would be a great mistake to
see it as a logical, rational process. The transcendental
quality of 'height' or the supra-terrestrial, the infinite,
is revealed to man aIl at once, to bis intellect as to his
soul as a whole •••• Let me repeat: even before any reli
gious values have been set upon the sky it reveals its tran
scendence. The sky "symbolizes" transcendencel power and
changelessness simply by being there •••• " (p. j9).

Ricoeur carries the point further: "The symbolic manifesta
tion as a thing is a matrix of symbolic meanings as words.
we-have never ceased to find meanings in the sky (to take
the first example on which Eliade practices his comparative
phenomenology). It is the same thing to say that the sky
Eïnifest§ the sacred and to say that it signifies the Most

gh1 the elevated, the immense, the powerful and the order
ly, the clairvoyant and the wise~ the sovereign, the immuta
ble. The manifestation throughthe tbing is liKe the conden
sation of an infinite discourse' manifestation and meaning
are strictly contemporaneous and reciprocal; •••• " (SE, p. 11).

l
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told and interpreted, and poetic images are themselves words.
9

However, while symbols are signs, .Ilot aIl signs are symbols.

The distinctive characteristic of a symbol as distinct from a

sign is its double intentionality. Ricoeur speaks most lucid

1y of this in his later major work, De l'Interprétation:

l have decided to define, i.e. limit, the notions of
symbol and interpretation through one another. Thus
a symbol is a double-meaning linguistic expression that
requires an interpretation, and interpretationls a
work of understanding that aims at deciphering symbols. lO

In order to do justice to the consistency and unitY of the dif

ferent kinds of symbo1 (hierophanic or cosmic, oneiric, and

poetic), Ricoeur exp1ains,

l define it by a semantic structure that these manifes
tations have in common, the structure of multiple mean
ing. Symbo1s occur when language produces signs of com
posite degree in which the meaning, not satisfied with
designating some one thing, designates another meaning Il
attainable only in and through the first intentionality.

9Paul Tillich also distinguishes sharp1y between sign and sym
bol, but differently than Ricoeur. He writes, in systemati~
IheologE, Vol. l, (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 19 1)
that "w ile the sign bears no special relation to that to which
it points, the symbo1 participates in the reality of that for
which it stands. The sign can be changed arbitrarily accord
ing to the demands of expediency, but the symbol grows and
dies according to the correlation between that which is sym
bolized and the persons who receive it as a symbole There
fore, the religious symbol, the symbol which points to the
divine, can be a true symbol only if it participates in the
power of the divine to which it points" Cp. 239). Ricoeur
makes no reference to Tillich' s distinction. We shollld note
that Tillich is using the word in a theological con~ext, and
is concerned with language about God. Ricoeur is speaking
strictly as a philosopher and is dealing with anthropologi~

cal symbolisme However, he does make a point resembling
Tillich's when he distinguishes between symbol and allegory
(see below). There he notes the integral and essentially
appropriate relation of symbol to what it signifies, and
the merely external, artificial relation of alleeory to what
11 signifies.

lOFP, p. 9.
Il 6FP, p. 1 •
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For example, the word "stain" has a primary intention~lity of

physical uncleanness. But a second intentionality points té

a situation of man as "defiled" or rlimpure" with regard to the

sacred. The literaI sense of the word points beyond itself

to something that is like a stain or spot. A sign has no such

double meaning. It is simply transparent. The symbo1, on the

contrary, is essentially opaque, because the first meaning

points analogically to a second meaning. The analogical cor

respondence is not between signifying word and signified thing

(the relation of signs to their referents) but between first
12

meaning and second meaning.

Symbo1 in the sense in which Ricoeur speaks of it has

nothing to dOWlith symbolic logic. and in fact is the very in

verse of the symbols of formaI logic. In the latter, expres

sions are replaceable by signs or letters without regard to

their content. But symbolic language of the kind we are con-
13

sidering here is essentially bound to content.

VIe have already noted his understandi.ng of the relation

Il (cont) --
Ernst Cassirer in The PhilosOPb, of s~oliî Fo~ms, (3 Vols)
transe R. Mannheim, New Haven, ale U vers ty ress, 1957)
Vol. III, who holds that the concept of symbo1 is meant to
"encompass the totality of those phenomena in which the sen
suous is in any way filled with meaning, in which a sensuous
content, while preserving the mode of its existence and fac
ticity, represents a particularization and embodiment, a mani
festation and incarnation of meaning" (p. 93). Ricoeur
thinks this definition too broad: "Thus a fundamental dis
tinction is wiped out, which constitutes, as l see it, a
true dividing line: the distinction between univocal and
plurivocal expressions. rI (FP, p. Il).

12SFT, p. 200. l3sE, p. 17.
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of symbo1 to mythe But Most importantly, symbol is to be
14

clearly distinguished from allegorx. Allegories are artifi-

cial, featuring only an external relation of what is primarily

and secondarily signified. An allegory can be translated sim

ply. A symbol must be interpreted. An allegory is invented

by one to whom the meaning is already clear; that is, an alle

gory is already hermeneutic, and when the disguise is removed,

it can be discarded and the meaning expressed in non-symbolic

forme But symbols arise spontaneously and precede hermeneutics.

The symbo1 yields its meaning as an enigma, not by translation,
15

but by evoking or sUggest~n~ ~n:interpretation.

The question arises how we are to pass from the enigmatic

symbol to clear thought. If the symbol cannot be reduced ta

an allegory, and cannot be translated, how can it help us?

Modern man, as Ricoeur weIl knows, cannot believe in the an

cient myths as primitive man did. How, in particular, will

he formulate a richer understanding of man's freedom starting

from symbols? Ricoeur deals with this question according to
16

the Maxim, ilLe symbole donne à penser. Il "The symbol gives

rise to thought."

Toward a PhilosophY of Symbols

Ricoeur wishes to think by starting from the symbolic.

But he insists that he remains a rational philosopher.

For my part l do not in the least abandon the tradition
of rationality that has animated philosophy since the
Greeks. It is not a question of giving in ta sorne kind

l4Ricoeur-;ites M. Pépin;:M;th;-et allegorie, Paris, 195'8.
l5'~ p. 16; 8FT, p. 200.
l6La Symboli"g,ue du~ p. 323; "Le Symbole donne à penser, Il

in Esprit, XXVII;-1I959) pp. 60-76, transe as 8FT.
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of imaginative intuition, but rather of thinking, that
is to say, of elaborating concepts that comprehend and
make one comprehend, concepts woven together, if not in
a closed system, at least in a systematic order.17

He wishes to attempt a "path of creative interpretation" that

respects the enigma of symbols while learning from them. This

is in accordance with his whole approach to philosophical an

thropology from the first volume. Mystery is to be recogDized

as such, and is not to be "explained" or "translated" away.

The mysteries to which symbols and myths bear witness in their

opaque way are not entirely unlike the mysteries of the Cogito,

of human consciousness and freedom uncovered by structural phe

nomenology. He wishes to acknowledge such mystery, but in the

full responsibility of autonomous thought, a thought which is
18

both bound and free~ bound to the insight and wisdom of its

sources, yet freely responsible where the question of truth

is concerned.

In keeping with his earlier discussion of "finite perspec

tive," Ricoeur realizes the contingency of his thought, a con

tingency which is not in any way alleviated, but rather radi

calized by recourse to a lirnited number of symbols and myths.

We had cause to complain in our last chapter that he had not

acknowledged the influence upon the intellect of one's cultural

environment. Here he emphasizes the cultural contingency of

his own thought, rooted in the intersection of Jewish faith

and Greek philosophy:

•••rny field of investigation is oriented, and because
it is oriented it is limited. By what is it oriented?

l7"The Hermeneutics of Symbols and Philosophical Reflectio~
transe D. Savage, International Philosophical-2uarterl~

Vol. II (1962) pp. 191-217, p. 200.
l8SFT, p. 202. .
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Not only by my own situation in the universe of sym
bols but, paradoxically, by the historical, geographi
cal, cultural origin of the philosoph1cal question
1tself.

Our philosophy is Greek by birth. Its intention
and its pretension of universality are "situated."
The philosopher does not speak from nowhere, but
from the depths of his Greek memory, from which ri
ses the question r,\ r,J OV ? what 1s being?19

Ricoeur does not pretend, then, to deal with the- great mytho

logies of the Far East, for he believes that a phenomenolo~y

or1ented by philosophical questions of Greek origin cannot do

justice to the experience of India or China. Of necess1ty he

limits himself to the consciousness of fault in ancient Greece,
20

Israel and the Middle East.

A strictly philosophical reflection start1ng from symbols

must be preceded, Ricoeur thinks, by two preliminary stages.

The first is a phenomenological study, that is, a descriptive

and comparative analysis of symbol ~ symbole This is the

kind of study carried out by Eliade, for example, in his

Patterns in Comparative Religion, which attempts to tie to

gether the world of symbols as a consistent whole, to expose

patterns and structures, and to relate the various kinds of
21

symbols to one another. But this first stage leaves unanswer-

ed, indeed unasked, the question of truth:

Do l believe that? What do ! make of these symbolic
meanings, these hierophanies? That question cannot
be raised as long as one remains at the level of com
parativism, running from one symbol to another, without
oneself being anywhere, ••• curious but not concerned.

~------------------~----_._------
19~ pp. 19-20. 20SE, pp. 19-22.
218FT, pp. 202-203.
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It has been necessary to enter into a passionate
though criti~~l, relation with the truth-va1ue of
each symbo1.

Because modern
23

man can no longer naive1y be1ieve the myths 1itera11y, he

must seek a "second illLlnediacy," a "second naiveté," which is

the postcritica1 equiva1ent to the precritica1 hierophany.

It is by interpreting that we have to get in touch again with

the precomprehension of the myths.· "Hermeneutics, the chi1d

of 'modernity, '" he writes, "is one of the ways this 'moderni-
24

ty' overcomes i ts forgetting of the sacred."

This is no easy or mere1y technica1 task. Ricoeur tells

us that hermeneutics must proceed according to the Anselmian

circle: "We must understand in order to be1ieve, but we must

believe in order to understand." He means simp1y that the in

terpreter must attempt to live in the~ of the materia1 he
25

is interpreting. He must a1so understand in order to believe,

and thus, in truth, to be enlightened. Therefore, interpreta

tion of myths will necessari1y be "demytho10gization." The

modern too1s of scientific and historie criticism must be used

22mh p. 354.
23Ricoeur' s comments about the "forgetfu1n('ss" of modern!ty

once again reflect the attitude of Eliade, who speaks, for
example, of the "absolute spiritual catastrophe" of the
swallowing up of the ancient societies in the economic
framework of colonialist and semi-industrial societies,
(~ p. 464). He holds that "phi10sophical anthropology
wou1d have something to learn from the valorization that
pre-Socratic man Cin other words, tradit:iona1 man) accor
ded to his situation in the universe." (CH. p. xii.)

248FT, p. 204.
25'Ricoeur makes fraquent favorable mention of Rudolf Bultmann,

who is Most noted for his "demythologization." Cf.~
Christ and Mythology. London, S.C.M. Press Ltd., 1958.
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diagnostica1ly to "exorcise" the 1itera1, exp1anatory function

of the mythe BLlt they must not be a1lowed to "demythize" in

the sense of reducing the myth to a mere mistaken primitive

explanation. Proper interpretation means sympathetic "rc

enactment" in imagination, 1etting oneself be taught by the

obscure but fundamenta1 human experiences expressed in the
26

myths. Ricoeur believes that modern thought can be recharged

and rejuvenated by attention to symbols and myths, for they

bring to 1ight once again the mysterious dimensions of human

reality. Particularly, as we sha1l see, he finds that they

provide precious nourishment for a philosophy of the freedom

of the will.

However, Ricoeur considers that both phenomenology and

hermeneutic~ of symbols are preliminary to philosophica1 re

flection strictly speaking, that is, thought starting from

symbols. Beyond the sympathetic interpretation of individual

texts there still lies the necessity to articulate in clear

philosophie terms what the symbols have taught us in an auto

nomous, systematic way. "The symbol gives rise to thought,"

but the task of thinking starting from symbols still remains.

Philosophical anthropology will treat the interpreted symbol

as detector. or index of man's position at the heart of being,

in order to "reinstate man within the whole, the transcendent

whole of sky, the immanent whole of vegetation and death and
27

rebirth." The str.ietly philosophieal stage aims at being a

,
i

,1

'(}. 26sE, pp. l6lff. 27SFT, p. 207.
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full ontology of man.

As in the previous phases of the philosophy of the will,

Ricoeur exhibits no anxiety about an absolute starting point,

but begins "in the midst," with the fulness of language.

l wager that l shall have a better understand1ng of
the bond between the being of man and the being of
aIl beings if l follow the indication of symbolic
thought. That wager then becomes the task of veri-
fying my wager a~§ satnrating i t, so to speak, wi th
intelligibility.

We recall that he l1.sed this same criter10n of "1ntelligibility"

in the previous phases of the philosophy of the will. In "The

Symbol ••• Food for Thought," he explains more fully what he

means by "verification." Here again his mentor is Kant:

l would venture to speak here again of a kind of "tran
scendental deduction" of symbols. If "transcendental
deduction" means justifying a concept by showing how
it makes possible the framing of an area of object1vity,
then the symbol used to decipher hUJllan reality is "de
duced" (in the technical sense) when it is verified
through its capacity for evoking and lighting up an~9
putting in order a whole' field of human experience.

We must now leave behind our methodological considerations

and look closely at Ricoeur's actual practice of hermeneutics

in the main body of The Symbolism of Evil, and the conclusions

he draws therefrom for the philosophy of freedom.

(b) The SXMbolism of the Servile Will

Ricoeur discerns in Greek, Jewish and Babylonian avowals

of evil a "progress of conscience" from a very primitive sense

of defilement to the idea of sin, and then of guilt. This is

t. ()

ï
1
1

l

298FT" p. 206.
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a progress toward a fu11er rea1ization of free responsibi1ity,

and therefore toward an "ethica1 vision of the world." His

hermeneutica1 conclusion, or interpretation, is that the con

cept to which they a11 tend is the servile will, This is a

paradoxica1 concept, since freedom and servitude cannot be

thou.ght together. The concept must remain "indirect," deri

ving its meaning from the symbo1s which point to it.30

1. Defilement

The primitive sense of defi1ement is pre-ethica1, in that

it has nothing to do with an offense against an ethiéa1 deity,

nor violation of a neighbour's we1l-being. Following the phe

nomeno1ogist Pettazzoni, Ricoeur defines defilement as "an act

that involves an evil, an impurity, a fluid, a mysterious and

harmful something that acts dynamical1y--that is to say, magi-
31

cal1y." This consciousness places no importance on the free-

dom of a responsib1e agent but stresses the objective viola

tion of a taboo, and does not yet dissociate persona1 evil

and misfortu.ne. The notion of defi1ement most frequent1y in

volves sexua1 prohibitions, so that, for examp1e, an infant

would be regarded as born impure, having been contaminated

by the paternal seed and the materna1 genita1 area, and once

again by chi1d-birth itself. It is difficu1t for us to ap-

preciate, or "re-enact" the avowa1 of defilement, because of

its irrational character. We have largely 1eft behind the

30
SE, pp. 150-151.

3l~~ p. 25. Ricoeur cites Raffaele Pettazzoni, La confession
es péchés, Vol. l, 1931, p. 184.
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sense of defilement. Yet it is not certain, says Ricoeur,

"that such beliefs do not continue to prowl in the conscious
32

ness of modern mall."

"Man enters into the ethical world through fear and not
33

throL1gh love," he wri tes. The precurso1." of the ethica.l dread

of condemnation is the primordial association of defilement

and vengeance. The violation of order is repaid by suffering.

In fearing defilement, man fears the wrath of that which tran

scends him.

The symbolism of defilement is exhibited in rites which act

out its meaning: Most prominently a ceremonial ablution or

washing, or other purifications such as burning, spitting out,

covering, burying, which attempt to remove a "stain" or "spot,"

to pur ifY the "impure."

Hence defilement, insofar as it is the "object" of this
ritual suppression, is itself a symbol of evil. Defile
ment is to stain or spot what lustration is to washing.
Defilement is not a stain, bllt like a stain; i t is a
symbolic stain. Thus it is the symbolism of the rites

~~m~~ii~:s~~~~a~~:~~~v~h;sr~~r~~:~~;~fo~h~fi~~;~~fon.34

However, Ricoeur tells us, there is no rité without words that

32~ pp. 28-29.
33Ricoeur offers interesting comment in this connection regar

ding social ethics and philosophy of education: "lt is not
the immediate abolition but the mediate sublimation of fear,
with a view to its final extenuation, which is the soul of
aIl true education. Fear remains an indispensable element
in aIl forms of education, familial, scholastic, civic, as
weIl ,as in the protection of sv~iety against the infractions
of citizens ••••

H~nce the abolition of fear could ooly be the horizon and,
so to speak, the eschatological future of human rnorality.
Before casting out fear, love transforms and transposes
it.... Only perfect love casts out fear. (SE, pp. 44-45).

34SE, pp. 35-36.

- ,
·'·11' j .



(
'~

Ji

- 163 -
institute it and define its meaning. Thus the "pure" and the

"impure" create for themselves a la.nguage, which is the first

avowal of fault, of which we have testimony, for exampIe, in

the historians, orators and dramatists of classical Greece.

Greek philosophy was written in the cultural context of these

myths and'dramas, and they form part of the non-philosophical
35

source of philosophical reflection.

While we have now Iargely left behind this irrational,

pre-ethical consciousness of defilement, there is a sense in

which it is retained in the background of aIl our feelings

regarding fault. We still use the symbolism of stain and

spot, of purity and impurity, (e.g., lia blemished reputation,"

"impLlre motivation,"). When man's consciousness progressed

to an understanding of fault involving a greater ethical con-
36

tent, it retained the sense of defilement within it. This

could be so only because of a genuinely ethical dimension im

plicit in the sense of defilement. It already included a de

mand for~ punishment, for Iegality. It was precisely,the

discovery of the Babylonian and Hebrew Job that broke the

strict causal association of doing evil and suffering.

This conquest was a costly one. The priee to be paid
was the loss of a first rationalization, a first ex-

35sE, pp. 36-39. Note that.Thucy~ides tells us that the fa
mily of Alcmaeonides was C Vtl'lc,,~ ,impure or d.efiled.
The dominant word expressing ~urity and exemption from the
impure was ~""E>4.0~ (noun, "la.()rlS ). Cf. E. R. Dodds,
The Greek~ and the Irrationa~University of California
Pressli 19 l, Chapter Il, "From Shame-Culture to GlJ.ilt-Cul
ture, 1 pp. 28-50.

36sE, pp. 25, 36.
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planation of sUffering. SUffering had to become in
explicable, a scanda10us evi1, in order that ~ge evi1
of defi1ement might become the evil of fau1t.

The transition from defi1ement to a new stage, which Ricoeur

identifies as the sense of sin, is i11ustrated in the words

of the prophet Isaiah, which inc1ude the consciousness of de

fi1ement:

"

"

t

!

1

1

(.
....;

, ,.

'Woe is me! l am undone. For l am a man of unc1ean
1ips ••• and mine eyes have seen the king, Yahweh Saba
oth.' And after the Seraph had touched his 1ips with
the live coa1 from the a1tar: 'Beho1d, this hath touched
thy 1ips,--thy sin is taken away, thine iniquity is expi
ated.' (Isaiah 6:5, 7).j8

2. Sin

The Greeks never did attain to the sense of sin in its

pecu1iar qua1ity with the intensity that the Hebrews did. The

category which dominates the notion of sin, says Ricoeur, is

"before God." Sin is a re1igious dimension and not a moral

one. It is not the transgression of a rule, but the violation
39

of a persona1 bond. However, the gracious God of the cove-

nant, who has brought Israel out of Egypt, is a1so the infinite

1y demanding and infinite1y threatening God. Especia11y in the

proclamations of the c1assica1 prophets, the demands of this

God are explicit1y ethica1, and do invo1ve responsibi1ity:

justice, faithfu1ness, hllmi1ity.

The symbo1ism of defi1ement thus gave way to a language

which cou1d express the essentia1 sense of the rupture of a

relation. The symbo1ism of sin cannot be understood except

37 3 38SE- 34SE, p. 2. ~ p. •
39SE, p~ 52. Cf. a1so W. Eichrodt, Theologie des a1ten Testa
~~ Band 3, Leipzig, 1939, p. 23.
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in relation to the symbolism of redemption, (just as defile

ment could not be understood except in relation to purifica

tion). Fundamentally, the symbolism of sin-redemption expres-
40

ses the loss of a bond, and a return. The key symbolic words
41

are chattat, missing the mark, and 'awon, a tortuous road.

The Greek J.)A /..rTtl)J.~ corresponds approximately to the first

of these, and the concept of the way or the road is familiar

in the work of such pre-Socratics as Pythagoras and Parmenides.

The two together produce the concept of divergence from order,

deviation from a straight road (an almost universal symbol).

The note of deliberate intention and responsibility comes out

unmistakably in a third symbol, Hesha'~ revolt or rebellion,

which stresses initiative in the rupture of the personal bond

by human opposition to the holy will of God. For the Hebrews

the key associated concepts were infidelity, adultery, refusal

to listen. For the Greeks, rebellion was seen in terms of

hubris, pride and arrogance, or jealousy of man towards the

gods. The Hebrew word shagah designates the sitllation of one

who is gone astray and lost. The similar but slightly differ

ent concept for the Greeks is "being in error. Il The key sym-.
bols of redemption corresponding to these symbols of sin are

pardon and return, holding within them paradoxical concepts

of divine initiative and sovereignty, and man's freedom to

40~ pp. ;0-70.
41ef • Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology, Vol. l, transe

D. M. G. Stalker, New York, Harper and Row, Publ. Inc.,
1962, pp. 262ff.
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respond or rebe1. They contain by implication a11 the 1ater

prob1ems of theo1ogy concerning grace, predestination and

free will.

Sin is distinct from defi1ement in baing less objective,

1ess externa1. Sin is first of a1l vanity, a nothing, as dis

tinct from the concrete "something" of defilement. Yet sin

is a1so conceived as objective, that is, it is not reducib1e

to subjective guilt, for God Imows and sees aman' s sin: "The

Eterna1 knOVlS the thoughts of man; he knows that they are vain,"
42

(Ps. 94:11). Moreover, this vanity of sin is a kind of

potency, and here again we see the continuity of sin and de

fi1ement. The sinner is often conceived of as possessed and

bound, as in the Baby10nian confession, dominated by the sym-

"May the evi1 that
43

is in my body, in my muscles and tendons, depart today."

Sometimes sin is seen as the resu1t of a fascinating frenetic

force which takes possession of a man, as for examp1e when

the prophet Hosea judges that "a spirit of debauchery 1eads

them astray, and they go awhoring, abandoning their God,"

(Hos. 4:12). Both 01d Testament and Greek tragedians envisage

God Himse1f or the gods blinding a man, hardening his heart.

A common theme a1so finds the origin of sin in birth itse1f:

"A1as 1 l was born in iniquity and in sin did my mother con-

42SE, pp. 81-86:--- --
43Quoted from 8. Langdon, (ed.) Baby10nian Penitential Psa1ms,

(Oxford t 1927) in S~' p. 48. Cf. a1so S. Langdon, Ced.)
Baby10nlan Wisdom, xford, Luzac & Co., 1923.
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ceive me." In accordance with this theme we find the symbolism

of captivitX and buying back.

The symbolism of sin, then, carries forward the sense of

defilement, maintaining in a measure its characteristic of ex

ternality, but advancing the internalization of free responsi

bility. In other words, the paradox of the servile will gradu

ally unfolds in the consciousness of fault.

3. Guilt

Ricoeur finds a further stage in the development of the

consciousness of fault in guilt. It too carries forward the

earlier symbolism of defilement and sin, and here the paradox

of the servile will, of man both responsible and captive, is

Most clearly to be found.

GUilt, as Ricoeur uses the term, is not as clearly and

sharply distinguishable from sin as a new developmental stage

as sin was from defilement. He finds it useful to define it

as the subjective moment in fault, as sin is its objective or

JJ
"(

,
)
-;

ontological moment. As "sin" designates an actllal ruptured

.,.....
.~ f-

relation of man to God, guilt is the painful awareness of this

situation. This subjective moment is at first very subordi

nate. It is already dimly present in defilement as the sense

of being burdened down by a weight. But guilt in its fully

developed sense is quite revolutionary in respect ta defile

ment, in that what is primary is no longer the objective, ex-
.

ternal reality of impurity, or the vengeance that follows the

violation of taboo. Rather, what is primary is

the evil use of liberty, felt as an internaI diminution
of the value of the self. This revolution i5 considera-
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ble: it reverses the relation between punishment and
guilt •••• It is guilt which demands that the chas
tisement itself be converted from vengeful expiî4ion
to educative expiation--in short, to amendment.

In relation to sin, Ricoeur sees guilt as a deepening of

the feeling of sin. "The feeling of sin II a feeling of guilt;

guiltiness is the burden of sin.... In this sense guilt is the
45

achieved internality of sin." But there is a shift of empha-

sis from the "before God" and "against thee and thee alone" of

sin to the feeling of "It is l who•••• " In modern times guilt

is often entirely substituted for sin. Man is guilty as he

feels himself guilty. "Guilt in the pure state," writes Ri-
46

coeur, "has become a modality of man the measure." However,

ancient religious literature never entirely loses the objec

tive moment of sin. He shows at length the progress of this

sense of guilt as distinct from sin in terms of the increas

ing individualization of penal imputation, the appearance of

personal scrupulousness, and concern for personal justifica-
47

tion as a deliverance from deserved condemnation.

A circular relation exists among the symbols of ev!l,

in that the 1ast bring out the meaning of the ear1iér ones,

but the first 1end the 1ater ones their power of symboliza

tion. But gui1t offers no new set of symbo1s. It can ex

press itself only in the language of "infection" and "cap-
48

tivity," etc. fromthe two prior stages.

t,"',t
44SE, p. 102.
47SE, pp. 108-150.

45sE, p. 103.
48SE, p. 152.

46SE , p. 104.
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Berlen,utical Conclusion; The Seryil. Will

Ont et the primary symbels ot human involvement in evil

Ricoeur reads the concept of the servile will as their "inten

tional telos;" that man is free, but captive; that he is en

slaved, but self-enslav.ed by his own will. The Greek, Baby-
" .

lonian and Jewish contessions of evil all bear witness in
..

their ditferent ways te the dim knowledge ot ancient man that

his bonds are in some WAY his own work. And ret the evil in

which he is immersed is net nothing, not a simple lack or ab

sence of order, but the power ot darkness. However internal

and however "willed i. it may be, !Vil binds man as "the outside

of freed01ll," as the other than itselt in which freedom is taken
49

captive. This schema snggests that man is not absolutely

wicked; he is seduced. Man is ttintectedtt by his own bad

choice which binds him. Nevertheless, Ricoeur believes th.

symbols teach him that

evil is not symmetrical with the good, wickedness'is
not sOIlething that replaces the goodness ot a .•ani it
is the staining, the darkening, the distiguring or an
innocence, a light and a beauty that remaln. However
~ evllllay be, it cannot be as primordial as
~s. The sy.bol of detll8llent already says this
about the servile will, and it says lt through the sym
bol ot captivity; for when a country falls lntact into
the bands ot the enamy, it continues to work, ta pro
duce, to create, to exist, but tor the enamy; it ls re
sponslble, but its work is allenated. This super1llpo
sition of servitude on selt-determinatlon, wh1ch an
occupied country may experience, suggests the similar
idea ef an existential 3uperimposition of radlcal evil
on primordial g.od; •••• 'O .

Thùs we have an exampl,e of' the hérmeneutics ot symbols.

49~ p. 15'5'.
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The symbo1s revea1 once again the bouM natnre of man's free

doa. He will find the same theme expanded and deepened in

the second-order symbo1s, the myths of the beginning and the

end of evi1.

(c) The _yths of the Beginn1ng and the End Gt Ifil

The symbo1s that we have been cons1der1ng are rea11y ab

stractions 1ifted ont of the wor1d of myths. The myths, or

second-order symbo1s, as Ricoeur cal1s them, were abstracted

for the sake of a semantic interpretation of their main con

s~ituents, the primary symbo1s. In the f1rst section of this

chapter we a1ready discussed the relation of .yth and symbo1.

Myth 1s a spec1es of aymbo1, symbols set into draaatic, nar

rative forme Ricoeur now dea1s more close1y w1th their re

lation in order to discern just what the myth as such ld4a

to the reve1atory fnnction of the primary symbo1s. He 11mita

h1ase1f here aga1n to the myths of human evi1 that 11e behind

western thought.

The S1!bo1ic Function of Mxths

The f1rst function of the myths, Ricoeur tells us, 1s

to embrace mankind as a who1e in one 1dea1 history, in order

that experience may escape its singu1ar1ty. Throngh the rep

resentat10n of one fignre, -- "man" (Adam), or hero, ancestor,

T1tan, etc.,-- it 1s possible to sam up human being as a who1e,

and thus to say "man."

Fnrther, the narrative character of the myth speaks of

the universa11ty of mankind in terms of a .ovement, recountin~
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the origin and end ot taalt. It attempts to accoant tor the

centradictory, taulted condition ot man, the discordance be

tween lIan's tandaaental reality, as astate ot innocence or

essential being, to his actaal detiled, sintal and guilty si

taation. Because 1t envisages a transition, it utilizes a

narration. Here we tind in Ricoeur a cons1stency with his

po1nt ot Yiew in the tirst volume ot The Phi1osophY ot the

1111. where he 1nsisted on speaking ot essentia1 structures

and abstractin« the tau1t as absurd. His ins1ght there was

in keeping w1th the insight or the myths. He explains that

the lIyth

is a narration precise1y becaase there is no dedaction,
no 10g1ca1 transition, between the tandamenta1 real1ty
ot man and his present ex1stence, becaase his onto1.ci
ca~ status as a being created good and destined tor
happiness and his existent1a1 or histor1ca1 status, ex
perienced ttnder the sign ot a11enat1on. Thus the myth
bas an ontological bear1ng. It po1nts to the re1at1on
--that is to say, both the leap and the passage, the
cut and the suture--between the essent1al being ot man
and h1s historical ex1stence.5~

As phenomenologists ot rel1g10n such as E11ade baye

taught as, the llythica1 narration 1s a "verbal envelope" ex

press1ng life as telt ~nd liyed. MoreOYer, the myth devel.ps

1n conjunct1on with r1tuals, and together the, point beyond

theaselves to a model or Archetype wh1ch the, repeat or 1.1111

tate. R1tual gestures and verbal repetition are conceived
;2

as partic1pation in their orig1nal exemp1ar Act. Ricoeur

notes the interpretation which Eliade so trequent1Y reads

~lmL. p. 163.
;2Eliade, CH. pp. 21-22; SE. pp. 166-167.
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ont ot the .yths and cuIts of ancient man:

the int1llate accord of the man of cult and .yth with
the whole of being; ••• an indlvislble plenitude, in
which the supernatural, nat~al, and the psychologl
cal are Dot yet torn apart.'J

HoweYer, Rlcoeur, being prlmarlly lnterested at thls polnt ln

understanding hnman tault, protests acalnst any ldeallzatlon

of .ythlcal man. The .yths of human evil do precisely carry

a message quite other than that of an indlvislble plenitude

and accord wlth belng.

The essential tact is that thls intultlon ot a cGsm1c
whole from whlch man is not separated, and th1s undi
vlded plenltude, anterior to the dlvlsion 1nto super
na.tural, natural and human, are not I!ven.a. but simply
aimed at. It is only'in lntention thât the lIyth re
stores sOlle wholeness; 1t 1s because he himselt bas
lost that wholeness that man re-enacts and imltates
lt ln myth and r1te. The prlmit1ve man 1s already a
man of div1s1on•• ~ •

•••If myth-making 1s an antldote to distress, that
is because the man of myths 1s already an unhappy con
sciousness; tor him, unity, conc1l1at1on and reconcllla
tion are th1ngs to be APokin of~nd acted ont, precisa
ly because they are not civen. ,~

The great diversity ot myths corresponds to thls dlscrepancy

betwaen the plenitude symbolized, and the tinite, br.ken cha

racter of hnman experienca. The totallty ls slgnltled ln ma

ny dlverse ways, because, strictly speaklng, it ls not experl

enced.

The dlverslty ot myths makes the task ot the hermeneutical

phllosopher more difilcult. Thls ls partly why he cannot re

maln detached and merely curious. "The world oi symbols ls

5'3SB, p. 167; cf. El1ade, lQI, pp. 31-33.
;4SEa pp. 167-168.
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not a tranqu11 and reconc1led world; e.ery symbol 1s 1cono-
~~

clast1c 1n compar1son w1th some other symbol •••• " R1coeur

sUIgests that there are four myth1cal "types" concerning hu

man ev1l: the theogonic drama of creation, the Adam1c myth,

the "tra«1c" myth of the w1cked god, and the myth of the ex1-
~6

led soule He stud1es them separately, then 1nd1cates how

they cont11ct and complement one another. Our 1nterest 1n

them here is l1mited to their significance for the philosophy

of freedOll.

1. Th. Theogonie Dr8J!a of Creation

The origin of evi1 has nothing to do with human will in

the Babylonian theogonic m1ths of which Enl1lDa elish ("When on
;7

hilhlt) is an illustration. Anterior to all order is chaos,

represented by Tiamat and Apsu, the primordial mother and fa

ther, wh.s. ttn10n is signified by the commingling ot the ma

rine and tresh waters. They ha.e produced younger gods who

conspire ta destroy Apsu. To avenge him, Tiamat gives birth

to mensters, -- viper, dragon, sphinx, lion, Mad d~~, scorpion

man, to destroy the younger gods in turne In the decisive com

bat Tiamat ls vanquished by her son Marduk, and the cosmos and
;8 1

man are created trom h.r dlvlded corps.. Rlcoeur comments,

Thus the cr.atlve act whlch dlstingUiShesi separates,
m.asures, and puts in arder, ls lnseparab e trom the
crlmlnal act that puts an end to the lite of the old
est gGds, lnseparab1e fram a delcide lnherent ln the

5'5'§L. p. 3;4. ;6§L. pp. 171-174.
~EngliSh translation, E. A. Speiser, in J. B. Pritchard, (ed.)
~Çi'Pt Neor ~stern Texts Relatine tG th. 01d Testament,
rlnceton, 19; , pp. ~ë=72.

~8Text ot Enuma ellsh in A. Heidel, The Babl10nian G@nesis,
Uniyersity Gt Chicago Press, 1942, pp. 7-47.
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dlvlne. And man hillselt 18 born trCllll a new crime••• ;
man has now the task of servlnc and nourlsh:Lng the
great gods ln place ot the vanqulshed gods.'~

Karduk personitles the ldentlty of creatlon and evl1, for cre

atlon ls the vlo1ent vlctory of the creator OV'er a Ilore primor

dla1 enam,.. He ls a brute force, no more ethlcal than the

conquered force. The orlgln of evl1, then, ls co-extensive

wlth the orlgln ot thlngs, and human vl01ence ls justlfled
60

by the origlna1 vlo1ence ot the gods. Desplte the'non-ethl-

cal character of Marduk's trlumph over Tlamat however, lt ls a

victory over chaos. It ls the event of creation, the estab

lishment of the present world-order, but a1so the event of

saltation trom chaos. This schema of primordial cont1ict is

re-enacted ritua11y by means ot the king, representinc a humi

11ated, then triumphant gode Through the ritual the people

particlpate ln the victory and renew lt, and thereby tlnd the
61

meaning of thelr existence.

Freedom tinds ver,. Ilttle place in thls scheme of things.

Evi1 comes not trom man, tor it is "dottbly original," in the

primordlal chaos, and in the conquering, creatlng gode Man

must simply serve the gods by re-enacting, and thereb,. renew

ing the original trlumph.

The Hebrew Bible carrles torward sorne ot the same schema

tlsm of primordial chaos prior to creation, but the beliet

that creation ls good, and that man himse1f is responsible

59SE. p. 180.
61~ pp. 191-198.

60~ pp. 172, 181.
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for the entry ot ev11 1nto the world dom1nates the narrative,

and in ~act protiuces a ditferent "typetl of myth that we shall

discuss below.

2. The :t'rac1c Myth ot the Wicked G!5l

In that predom1nantly Greek type ot m,th which Ricoeur

calls tltrag1c,tI man 1s the unf'ortunate one l'hose lot 1s impo

tence in the tace ot the gods, and who is tated to death. Here

ala1n the init1at1ve in tapIt is ascribed te the d1v1ne, and

the tlwicked god" is accnsed ot bl1nding man or punish1ng hill

unjnstly. Ricoeur agrees with Plato 1n the Repnbl1c, (II,

3790-380a) that snch a non-d1st1nct1on between the d1v1ne

and the d1abo11cal is nnth1nkable and scandalous. The "jea

lons" god (e.g. Zeus in Homer's I11ad) cannot endure the

greatness ot man. Such moralists as Theognis and Solon mora

l1ze the divine jealousy as the justifiable response ot the

gods te human arrogant pride (6t,r l S ), and thus do alfay w1th

the trag1c 1n the strict sense. Bnt 1t returns w1th greater

poignancy than ever in the traged1es of the classlcal Greek

poets Aeschylns and Sophocles. In Prom.theus BQund~ Aeschylus

.nv1sages a polarit)' of the Olymp1an and the Tltanic, whereln

hostile transcendence (tlpitlless god, th)' hand a10ne has ~3ld

ed a11") is pitted agalnst anthentio and herolc detiance.

Th. note et treedom 1s essentla1 to the gennlne1y traglc.

62SE. pp. 211-217.
63Aeschy1ns, p~~metbeus BOUnSL ln areek Tragedies. (3 Vols),

Vol. 1, pp. ff.
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PrUletheus 1s able to say No to Zeus. His freedom delays

the tult1lment ot fate:

the treedom ot the hero 1ntroduces 1nto the heart of
the 1nev1table a germ of uncerta1nty, a temporary de
la,., thanks to wh1ch there 1s a "dralla" -- that 1s to
sa,., an act10n the outcome'et which, wh11e 1t 1s tak
1ng place, 1s uncerta1n••• , the unstable m1xture ot
certa1nty and surpr1se 1s 1iurned to terror by the drop
.f traDscendent perf1dy that trag1c th.ology lets tall
on 1t.b4

Prametheus' grandeur 1s he1ghtened by the benevolence ot his

def1ant act. H1s theft of f1re for the good of mankind made

hia cu1lt,., but a proud, hero1c "cu1lty 1nnocent." EYen when

he fal1s unaer the dreadful wrath and punishment of the god

he w1thholds consent.

We knn there was a Prometheus De11vere4. now lost, wh1ch

resolved the trag1c conf11ct. Sophocles, 1n Oed1pus at Col.ous.

also resolves a trag1c cont11ct when he speaks of t1me as ha

v1ne "worn out the claws and teeth of the wrath of gods and

aen." But th1s, R1coeur p01nts out, 1s de11verance not y1th

in but ttsa the trag1c, env1sag1ng a coming-te-be et the d1-. 6,
v1ne, someth1ng l1ke a Bebrew "repentance of God." Bowe'9'er,

salvat10n, or the "end" of ev1l for the trag1c type as such

excludes Any de11'9'erance other than sympathy, an aesthet1c

part1c1pat1on 1n the her.'s suffer1ng, "weep1ngw1th h1Il and
: 66

pur1fy1nc the tears by the beau.ty of the song."

64AL. p. 221.
6'SE, pp. 227-229

1
. cf. Sophocles, Oed1ïu.s at Colonn8. transe

R. F1tzgerald, n Greek Traged1esl ( Vols) Vol. III, ed.
D. Greene, R. Latt1more, Un1vers1ty of Ch1cago PlèSS, 1960,
pp. lllff.

66a,. p. 227.

,;

,;
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In the trag1c m,ths, then, a d1st1nct treedom ot man

appears, but w1th1n the context of a pr10r "guilt1ness ef be

1ne." Man's her.o1c treedoll tends to be nnl11t1ed by d1v1ne

predest1nat1on.

3. The Adam1c MYth and the
ESQhat.log1cal V1s1on

The theme ot hl1Dlan freedom 1s central to wbat R1ceeur
67

caUs the "Adamic ll m,th, or the "anthropolog1calll m,th,~

67R1coeur holds that the presuppos1t1on tor understand1ng the
Adam1c m,th 1s te recocnize that 1t !a a m,th (aL. p. 23,).
Be means part1cnlarl, to d1st1ngn1sh 1t trQm h1stor,.

It 1s well knewn that Karl Barth strenuonsl, res1sts the
use ot the word "m,th" w1th regard to the creat10n stor1es
ot the B1ble: "The creat10n stor1es ot the Bible are ne1
ther m,ths nor fa1r, tales. Th1s 1s not ta denythat there
are .yths, and perbaps 1n part tairy tales, 1n the mater1als
ot wh1ch the, are constructed. 1I (mb, III, l, p. 84). He re
cocnizes also that they are not histor" s1.ply speaking,
and preters to calI the. "sagas" (Ib1d., pp. 78-82). Be t1nds
the concept ot a creat10n .,th "1ntr1ns1call, untenable."
Kyths, he th1nks, have to do w1th thatwh1ch 1s cyc11c and
tilleless (CD, IV, l, p. 24,), whereas creat10n must be un
derstood as a once-tor-all pre-h1stor1cal event. .yths,
he be11eves, also IIcontuse the world and man w1th God, Il

(Ib1g,u p. 201). B.wever, l do not t1nd hill exp11c1tly de
ny1ne that the story ot Adam'! s1n 1s Il,th1cal. Be d.es
at one point reter to 1t also as "saga" (I~1d" p. ,08).
Be perhaps rea11zes that the stor, ot theeg1nn1nc ot s1n
1n Genes1s 3 does present a general, "timeless" trnth about
man. Be wr1tes: nIt 1s the name ot Adam the transgresser
wh1ch God g1ves to world h1stor, as a whole. The name ot
Adam sl1DlS up th1s h1stor, as the h1story ot•••mankind••••
It constantl, re-enacts the 11ttle scene 1n the garden ot
Eden. There never was a golden ace. There 1s no p01nt 1n
look1ng back to one. The t1rst man was immed1atel, the
t1rst s1nner. 1I (~ p. ,08).

It 1s 1nteres~o note tbat R1coeur does not det1ne
myth 1n taras ot c,c110al er timeless truths. For him, myth
1s understood 1n terms ot'symbol, as a narrat1ve wh1ch pnts
the symbQls 1nto movement; and symbols are understood 1n
terms ot donble intentionalit,. Ricoeur does reàognize the
rad1cal dist1nct1on between the Bebrew accounts of creat10n
and the the,conic myths (aL. pp. 198t). Bowever, h1s moti
vation in th1s matter 1s d1tferent trom Barth's. As we



i
1

1
1
(

1 ()
f,
f
r
[

1
f
1
[
!
l,

1
f

t
t,
!
l

C'--.... J

~.,

t

r
l'
~.

t

I
t

'...••.'..
".

"

f
l

- 178 -
excellence, It s1tuates the beg1nn1ng of evll 1n the bad use

of freedom by man hl.self, Unlike the previous two "types,"

thls myth radlcally separates the or1g1n of the good from the

orlgln of evll. Evll ls hlstorlcal rather than structural;

lts or1g1n ln an ancestor of the human race whose condltlon

1s homogeneous w1th ours makes lt secondary to the primordlal

goodness of creat1on. It 1s not actually a myth of "fall,1I

Rlcoeur points out. "Fall" is a Platonic or Plotinian ward

forelgn ta the Blblical vocabulary. Rather, this 1s a myth
68

of "dev1ation" or of "going astray.1I

The myth arlses from the Hebrew faith 1n one eth1cal God.

That falth undermined theogony and the wlcked god of tragedy,

slnce contllcts, crimes, tr1ckery, vanlty are expelled fram

the sphere of the div1ne. Creat10n ls not conflict, bnt "Ward."

IIJealousy" ls no longer the offended van1ty of a god, but a re

jectlon of idols by the true God. The anthropologlcal concept

of the orlgln of evll ls a corollary of thls falth ln the ho

llness and innocence of God. It ls the fru! t of the prophetlc

67 (cont)
shall see, Rlcoeur lnterprets the myths as complementary, and
wlshes, as a philosopher, to show thelr valne as sOlIrces of
phllosophlcal wlsdom. Barth's theologlcal motlve ls ta show
the radical dlfference between the Hebrew and other creatlon
storles in the context of a Chr1stologlcal theology wh1ch
dlstlngulshes sharply between religion and revelatlon. Their
divergent definitions of .yth reflect thelr divergent motlves,

While the Genesis stories are indeed distinct from the
others (even Rlcoeur wants ta glve the Adamic myth "welghted
focus") it seems clear that it has much ln common wlth the

. other myths in terms of symbolic function and structnre, and
it is therefore useful ta 1nclude it in the category of mythe

68~ pp. 232-235.
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call to repentance, wh1ch atf1rms human respons1b1l1ty tor

"ev1l. Nor can God be accllsed ot hav1ng created man ev1l, tor

1t pos1ts a beginn1ng ot ev1l dist1nct trom the beg1nn1ng ot

creat10n.

By thus d1v1d1ng the Or1g1n 1nto an orig1n 01' the cre
ated and an or1g1n ot the w1ckedness 1n h1story, the
myth tends to sat1sty the twotold confession 01' the
Jew1sh be11ever, who acknowledges, on the one band,
the absolute pertect10n ot God and, on the other hand,
the rad1cal w1ckedness ot man. Thia twotold confession
is the very essence ot repentance.6~

For the Adamic myth, tault is sin, that is, the rupture ot the

bond between God and man. It is not t1rst ot all d1sobed1ence

to an ethical law, but grasp1ng atter "the knowledge ot good

and ev11." Th1s breaks the relation ot trust between God and

man. "What 1s torb1dden," Ricoeur points out, "1s not th1s

or that, but astate ot autonomy which would make man the
70

creator ot the dist1nctlon between good and ev1l." It 1s

the "ev11 1nt1n1te 01' hWlan des1re," the retusal ot bis cond1

t10n as "t1n1te treedom." The lapse ot t1me between creation

and the beglnn1ng 01' evil is the way 1n wh1ch the myth communi

cates 1ts 1ns1ght that s1n ls not the "or1ginal" reality ot

man. Sln does not det1ne what it is to be a man.

The myth puts 1n success10n that wh1ch is contemporaneous
and cannot not be contemporaneous, it makes an "ear11er"
state ot 1nnocence termlnate in an 1nstant that beg1ns
the "later" state 01' accursedness. But that is how it
attains its depth; 1n tel11ng 01' the tall as an event,
spr1nging up troll an unknown source, 1t turnishes anth
ropology w1th a key concept: the gontingencl ot tbat
rad1cal ev1l wh1ch the penitent 1s always on the po1nt

70& p. 2~0.
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ot call1ng his ev1l nature.... The "anter10r1ty" ot
1nnocence to the "oldest" s1n 1s, as 1t were, the
temporal c1pher ot a prœfound anthropolog1cal fact.71

However, the beg1nn1ng of ev11 1s not 1n tact attr1buted

selely to man. Man 1s 1ndeed respons1ble, and the myth allows

him no a11b1. But the f1gure of the serpent, who tempts the

woman, who 1n turn tempts the man tG d1sobed1ence, 1s the one

surv1v1ng monster from the theogonic myths. The serpent sym

bo11zes a rea11ty of ev1l pr10r to man. H1s presence 1n God's

good creat10n remains a mystery. We are oo1y told that he,

l1ke man, 1s a creature. He 1s the quas1-external1ty of temp

tat1on, the sense of be1ng seduced trom without, wh1ch man u

ses as an excuse. Thus both Adam and Eve accuse the serpent

of respons1b1l1ty for the1r d1sobed1ence. But R1coeur also

1nterprets the serpent as ev11 alreadx there.

Ev1l 1s part ot the 1nterhuman relat1onship, l1ke lan
guage, tools, and 1nst1tut1ons; 1t 1s transm1tted; 1t
1s trad1t1on, and not only someth1ng that happens.
There 1s thus an anter1or1ty of ev1l to 1tselt, as 1f

7l~ p. 2Sl. Note that Paul T11l1ch's account of the matter
IS"s1m1lar. He speaks ot "the fall" as a symbol, and 1nter
prets the myth as a "trans1t1on from essence to eX1stence,"
(aL. II, pp. 29t). Th1s he calls a "halt-way demytholog1za
t1on" ot the myth of the Fal;L: "The element ot 'once upon
a time' 1s removed. But the demytholog1zat1on 1s not com
plete, for the 'trans1t1on trom essence to ex1stence' st1ll
conta1ns a teBporal element•••• Complete demytholog1zat1on
1s not poss1ble when speak1ng about the d1v1ne." (Ib1d.)
H1s d1scuss1on ot the poss1b1l1ty of the trans1t1on tra.
essence to ex1stence resembles R1coeur's d1scuss1on of tal
l1b1l1ty as d1sproport1on ot t1n1te and 1nt1nite. T1ll1ch
1s somewhat more Greek, however, 1n that he wr1tes: "Ilan
1s f1nite, excluded trom the 1nt1n1ty to wh1ch he belongs.
One can say that nature 1s t1n1te necess1ty, God 1s 1nf1
n1te treedom, man 1s t1nite treedom. It 1s f1n1te treedom
which makes poss1ble the trans1tion trom essence to ex1s
tence." (& II, p. 31).
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ev11 were that wh1ch a1ways, precedes 1tself, that
wh1ch each man f1nds and cont1nues wh1le beg1nn1ng
i t, but beg1nn1ng 1t 1n h1s turne That 1s wh)', 1n
the Garden of Eden, the serpent 1s already

7
there;

he is the other side of that which beg1ns. 2

Furthermore, R1coeur suggests that the serpent represents not

oo1y a cultural, but a cesmic structure of evil:

not, doubtless, the lawtulness ot the world as such,
but its relation of indifference to the eth1cal de
mands of which man is both author and servant. From
the spectacle of things, trom the course of histor)',
trom the cruelty of nature and men, there comes a fee
ling of universal absurdit)' which invites man te doubt
his destination; Gabriel Marcel speaks of the "invita
tion to betray" which seams inherent in the structure
of our universe when we contront i t with the fnndamen
tal intention of manl~ being and with the desire tor
truth and happiness.7j

The serpent, then, symbolizes something about man, but also

something about the world, the aspect of ev11 wh1ch could not

be dealt with in terms of manls responslble freedom. Man ls

not deplcted ln this myth as the absolute ev1l one, but the

evl1 one of second rank, evll not substantlvally, but adjec-
74

tlvally. Thus, "to sin ls to y1eld."

The Adamlc myth, like the others, teatures a correspond

ing account of salvat1on, or of the end of evil. As the be

ginn1ng of ev11 1s re1ated as a histor)', so lts end cames at

the end of hlstor)'. Deliverance is eschatologlcal. Just as

evl1 began by the disobedience of a man, so also the return

to innocence ls thought of as coming through a human figure.

The figure of Abraham may be thought of as the "tirst answer"

72SE, p. 258. 73Ibid. 74 8_ SE, pp. 25' -25'9.
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to the tigure ot Adam. He it is who tirst receives the pro

mise ot God. His taith in God' s promise is counted to h1m as

justice, (Gen. 1;:6). In the teaching ot the great prophets,

the Kingdom ot God is conceived as coming through a Messianic

King, a Good Shepherd, a Sutfering Servant, the Son ot Man,

each ot whom, in varions ways, both person1fies and initiates

the return ot man to his relationship of obedience ;;0 God.

In the New Testament, Jesus is identified as the one who em

bodies each of these figures in his own lite, death, resurrec

tion and return in glory. In reply to the Adamic myth ot the

beginn1ng of evil by the tirst man Adam, Jesus is identified

as the Son of Man and Second Adam. Sinful man i5 "justified,"

that is, made just and restored in his relationship to God by

faith in this Son ot Man. Participation in his death and re

surrection brings acquittal for sintul, gui1ty man. His bon-
7'5

dage to sin is broken and he lives in treedom under grace.

At this point Ricoeur's very de1icate relationship to

Christian theology becomes Most evident. We must recal1 that

Ricoeur personally stands within Christian faith, and yet he

has trequently insisted that he is not doing theology. Nor

does he regard bis phi10sophical work as a form ot preaching.

For example, in his article "Religion, Atheism and Faith," he

writes, "The philosopher is not a preacher. He May l1sten

to the preachers, as l try to do, but he does not speak with

75~ pp. 260-269.
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the1r f'ina11ty; h1s d1scourse 1s a preparatory d1seourse.,,76

Further on 1n the same essay he speaks w1stf'ullY, hopef'u1ly,

of' the theolog1an's task:

This ph1losopher env1s10ns a prophet1c preacher who
would actua11ze f'or our t1me th1s message of' Exodus,
wh1ch 1s pr10r to an)" law: "1 am the Lord thy God
who brought thee out of' the land of Egypt out of the
house of bondage." He env1s1ons a preacher who would
pronounee ooly a word of l1beration relevant toour'
time, and no word of proh1bition or of condemnation;
who would preach the Cross and the Resurrection of'
Christ as the beginn1ng of a ereat1ve l1fe and would
define for our time all the consequencea7of the Pau
linian antinomy between Gospel and Law.'

In The Sy;bo11sm of' ,!11 Ricoeur refuses to be a theolog1an.

He points out that the histor1cal man Jesus 1s proc1aimed as

the f'ulf'1lment of' Jew1sh hope, th~t Jesus Himself' is not a

"figure" in the same sense as the others 1n that "no Christo

10g1eal title, no Chr1stian concept was invented by Jesus or
78

by the Christians." He states, en1gmat1cally,

It is the problem of' the theolog1an, not the ph11osopher,
ta understand wbat ean be meant by the ••• affirmations
frQJl1 the New Testament.... That Jesus eould be the
po1nt of convergence of all the figures without himself
be1ng a "figure" 1s an Event that exceeds the resourees
of our phenomenology of 1mages. All the images we have
exam1ned are sllbject to our hermeneutic method insof'ar
as they are scattered images, but their temporal and
personal llnity is not; the avent announced in the Gos
pel, the "fulf'ilment," is properly the content of the
Christian Kerygma.'~

What he is doing at this point is a comparative phenomenology

of images. The Christological images fall within that pheno

menologyas "mythical," i.e., they are symbolic (carrying

76"Religion, Atheism and Fa1th," in Alasdair Maclntyre, Paul
Ricoeur, The Religious Significanee of Atheis~ New York,
Columbia University pressA 1969, p. 60.

77Ibid., p. 69. 7 ~ p. 269. 79Ibid.
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dOllb1e intentionali"eY) and are f'ollnd in narrative f'orm. How

ever, he is saying that their actllal historieal f'lllf'ilment in

Jeslls is beyond the scope of' his work as phenomen010gist and

philosopher. He reeognizes that "the phenomenology of' the

images as sllch remains an abstraction in relat10n to that
80

f'aith." Nor does he take a position toward the theological

eontroversies regarding myth and history that have ocellrred

amongst theologians sllch as Barth and Bllltmann.

The theme of' f'reedom in the Mamic myth, as we have said

at the beginn1ng, is central and decisive. It is the anthro

pological myth that locates the beginning of' evil in a man's

disobed1ence and his retnrn and pardon in the obedience of' a

new man. Bllt f'reedom is not all, even here. Man in h1s f'ree

dom is SedllCed by ev1l already there. Aga1n, he 1s pardoned

and freed f'ram his bondage to evil by the initiative of' God's

grace. As we saw in the eidetics, man's f'reedom to dec1de and

act are lim1ted. His freedom is finite. It is f'or man to

consent: at f'irst, to obey, and then, to receive pardon.

4. The Myth of' the Exiled Soul
And SalTation Thr0llgh Knowledge

An ancient d1sconrse beside those of Hesiod and Homer,

traditionally called Orphic, eonstitutes an important part of'

the background of' Platonie and neo-Platonic philosophy, and

of' all western thought. We do not possess it in its original

form, but we do have ref'erences to it in Plato, and what Ri-

80SE, p. 27,.
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() coeur calls a "post-ph110soph1cal myth" wh1ch he suspects 1s

ot neo-Platonic 1nvent10n. Accord1ng te;, this "myth" the 1n

fant god D10nysos was assassinated by the Titans, who boiled

and devoured his members. Zeus punished them w1th a blast
81

of l1ghtning and created mank1nd trom the1r ashes. Ricoeur

comments,

That 1s wbY men today part1c1pate bath 1n the ev1l na
ture of thë T1tans and in the divine nature of Dionysos,
whom the Titans had ass1milated in the course ot their
horrible teast•••• The mixture that constitutes the
present condit10n of human be1ngs stems from an anteri§~,
pre-human, superhuman crime, and so evil is 1nherited.

83
P1ato speaks ot the Orphic myth in the CratYlus. (4ooc). The

myth conceived ot the body as a prison of the soule The body

as such 1s not the or1gin of ev1l, rather the soul saffers from

an anter10r evil, and is punished by 1ts 1mprisonment 1n the

body. The body, then, is the place of exile. The pun1shment

is not purify1ng, however, but a degrading sanction, both a

result ot ev1l, and a new ev11. Lite and death alternate, so

that the punishment is not only incarnat10n, but also reincar

nation. Binee l1te 1n the body 1s exile, the soul 1s cons1dered

qu1te d1stinct and separate from 1t. The soul comes from else

where, 1t 1s not at home 1n the body; 1ndeed it 1s divine.

None of the other myth1cal schemata div1de body and sou1 in

th1s way. Wh1le it 1s true that Homer eonee1ved a survival

ot the soul, he did not understand its survival as a return

B1sE; pp. 279-282; cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, Orpheus-Bnd Greek
Re11g10n. London, 193,.

82& p. 282.
83Dialogues ot Plato. Vol. 1, p. 190.
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to its true condition. The odyssey ot the soul tor this myth

is a return to its true divinity. Thus man is no longer de

tined as mortal, but as divine. Its divinity is not merely the

survival beyond death (reincarnation), but to escape the wheel
84

ot birth and rebirth.

In its final state, as developed by the Neo-Platonists,

the Orphic myth is, as we have seen, combined with a theogonic

drama ot creation. This gives a cosmic dimension and an onto

logical depth te the misery ot the soul, says Ricoeur. The

key tigure ot the drama is the Titan. He explains,

The Titan is nct truly other than man: we are born
from his ashes; he is the inherited and contracted
part ot evil choice, that which Plato calls our Ti
tanic nature.... This savage possibility in ourselves,
beginning trom which our treedom becomes humanized is
relegatedby the myth to the origin and incarnated in
a crime aIder than any human tau!t; and so the Titan
represents the a§teriority of evil in relation to ac
tual human evil. 5

This myth also teatures a type ot salvation corresponding

to its vision ot the origin and character et the evil situation.

That situation is one of a distinct divine soul exiled in a

body. The act in which man perceives h1mselt as soul and the

hope ot his salvation from bodily exile is kngw1edge. Plato

informs us that the Orphic mendican~ priests and soothsayers

taught ritua1 sacrifices as a way of purification. But there

are a1so indications that they were concerned to "give reasons"
86

and were on ·the way toward "purification by philosophy."

84~E, pp. 282-289. 8;SE. p. 299.
86~ pp. 302-303; cf. Repub1ic. II, 364b-365a, Dialogue~ of

Plato. Vol. l, p. 627, and Phaedo, 69, (op. cit •• p. 4 3.
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Certa1nly Plato himselt and h1s Neo-Platonic successors, who

seem to have rewritten the myth, find salvation 1n knowledge.

In th1s type of myth, freedom 1s projected to a myth1cal

t1me and to superhuman forebearers of the human race to account

for the beg1nn1ng of ev11. But the awakening to awareness of

the soul as exiled and de11verance through sacrifice or philo

sophy is a rree act, of which the soul, as div1ne, 1s capable.

(d) The Dypam1cs ot the Kyth

Toward the end of The Symbolism tf Elil. R1coeur tells us

that the transition to ph1losophiçal hermeneut1cs begins when

we pass from the statics to the dYnam1cs ot the myth1cal sym

bols. The world of symbols 1s a world of struggle, and this

1s the B7int where the dis1nterested spectator must become 1n-

volved. We cannot live 1n all the myth1cal universes at

the salle t1me, for they conta1n contradictory 1nterpretations

of man and bis freedOJD. Consequently, we men of 1amense memo

ries, tempted to be "Don Juans of the myth," must f1nally ask
88

the quest10n of truth. He asserts, t1rst, h1s presupposition

that all the myths do address us and challenge us in some way.

But he elects to discern a dynamic relation Gf the myths ta

one another by giving "weighted focus" te the Adamic mythe

The Adamic Myth as Weighted Foous

Ricoeur f1rst acknowledges that "nobody asks questions

fram nowhere," and so renounoes any pretension of regarding

--..ot

.ik r
:;',~

.,'

eeSE• pp. 306, 3,4.
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all the myths w1th equal s1Dpathy, w1thout memory or perspec

t1ve. Does he then also renounce ph11osophy's rational quest

tor truth of universal va11d1ty? No, he attempts to g1ve rea

sons. It 1s obvious here that he speaks from the perspect1ve

of a Chr1stian be11ever, and 1s, perhaps, doing "Chr1stian ph1

10sophy,1I (though he does not exp11c1tly say this), wh1le con

tinuing te avo1d doing theology.

F1rst he shows that the Adamic myth might be defended by

reference to its~ of su1tability to the preaching of sal

vation. But this f1rst wa~9 he recognizes, belongs to theolo

gy, and nat to philosophy.

The second way, he thinks, 1s philosoph1cal. H1s argu

ment here 1s fami11ar, ak1n to bis frequent appeals ta 1I1ntel

11gibi11ty:"

Is not the revelat10n ot th1s myth, tben prec1sely
i ts power to challenge? St. Paul spoke of the 1I1n
ner witness of the Roly Sp1rit." What can that w1t
ness s1gnify in the part1cular case et the understan
ding of evil, 1ts nature, and 1ts origin, 1t not
"the discerning of sp1rits"? And is that, 1n 1ts
turn, anyth1ng other than the election of the best
myth, the recognition of the mest s1!n1f1cant, the
most revea11ng myth, and, at the same t1me the myth
that can most appropriately be co-ord1nated w1th
the advent ot salvation, serving as a prolegomenon
to the fa1th? If 1t 1s in this sense that we must
seek for some qua11ty of revelat10n 1n the B1b11cal
story of the fall, that qua11ty is not 1rrat10nal·
1t calls for ver1f1caB1on of 1ts revealed or1g1n bY
1ts revea11ng power. 'j

The cho1ee of one myth over the others 1s a hermeneutical

Waler. Ricoeur, l suggest, makes th1s wager from with1n h1s

(, .!
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89SE, pp. 307, 309. 90SE, p. 308.
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specifically Christian perspective. But the wager is "veri

fied," he explains, by the ability of the chosen myth to con

tribute to self-understanding. This is to be distinguished

from a theological mode of verification. As Ricoeur under

stands this distinction,

The philosopher verifies what is revealed by that
which reveals; the theologian testities to the a
greement of tne Adamic myth with Christology. Like
st. Paul, he places the "in Adam" with relation to
the "in Christ," and determines the relevance of the
symbol of the tà11 to the total1ty of the Kerygma;
that relevance constitutes its authority in an ec
clesiastical theology. The philosopher who does not
pretend to annex Christology to his enterprise can
have recourse only to the verification of the re
vealing character of the mythe The beliet accorded
to the pre-eminence ot the Ad~1c myth 1s common to
the way of the ph1losopher and the way of the-' theo
logian, but th~ir modes of just1fying the bel1ef
are d1ff'erent.~1 .

The th1rd way of jUst1tying the pre-em1n~nce of' the Ada

m1c myth is to show that, while it is opposed to aIl the oth

ers, 1t also reatf1rms in various degrees essent1al truths

of the other myths. Thus he pos1ts a ç1rcularitx among the

bas1c mythica1 types, 1n which he places the tragic myth

nearest, the myth ot the ex1led soul farthest, fram the Ada-

mie.

The Affirmation of the Tragic 1n the Adamic Mxth

The Adamic myth 1s fundamentally anti-tragic, confessing

as it does the hol1ness of God and the sin of man. Yet it does
92

contain tragic f'eatures. The serpent symbolizes, as we have

9ISEl, p. 310.
92R1coeur writes s1m1larly in his earl1er article, "Culpabilité

tragique et culpabilité b1blique," (in Revue dIH1sto~e de
Philosophie Réligieuses~ Strasbourg, Tome XXXIII, 19 3, pp.

;
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seen, "an evil concerning which l contess that it is already

there in the very instant in which l avow that l put it there.,,93

It is expressed also in the theogonic myth as the anteriority

of evil, and in the Orphic myth as externality. It can only

be represented dramatically, theatrically, as a f.te.

Ricoeur thinks the Adamic myth contains not only a touch

of tracic anthropology, but or tragic theology as welle Its

ethicization ot both Gad and man presents a moral vision of

the world wherein God is the judge, and surfering is just re

tribut ion for sin. But Jewish thought concerning the sutfer

ing or the innocent in the book of Job makes that moral vision

fly to pieces by dramatizing the "surfering of the Just One,"

displaying thereby the irreducibility of evil to human tault.

The intensity ot the drama is a product ot that moral vision

itselt, since Job's complaint presupposes it. In the situation

of the suffering ot the innocent, i t becomes reasonable te turn

the accusation back upon the God ot the Adamic vision. He ap

pears as an acgressor and an enemy, so that the "eye of God,"

which constant1y surrounds and spies on Job, becomes a source

of terror. The book has an unmistakab1e Ilote of the tragic

pity which 1re tound in the myths or the 1ricked god. Yet Yahweh

92 (cont)
28;-307): "La vision tragique de la culpabilité--la taute
tragique -- d'une part, et la vision biblique de la culpa
bilité -- le péché biblique -- d'autre part, vont nous
fournir les deux poles de cette ambivalence; encore que la
taute tragique_ soit souvent bien pràs de se confondre avec
le péché biblique et que le péché biblique ait souvent aussi
une resonance tragique fort troublante•••• " (p. 287).

93~ p. 311.
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is not Zeus. Job appeals to God against God. "I know that
at

.y defender is living, and that~the end he will rise upon

the earth. After my awakening he will raise me up bes1de him

and in my flesh l sha1l see God," (Job 19: 2,-26).. The Old

Testament Job,(unl1ke the Baby10nian Job) 1s not merely crush

ed 1n silent res1gnation. He is vind1cated for hav1ng spoken

r1ghtly of God (42:7), and f1nally rece1ves an answer. It 1s

not a simple reaff1rmat1on of the eth1cal v1sion, such as Job

received from his frlends, but a reversal of the relation of

quest10ner and questloned.

The God who addresses Job out of the tempest shows
hlm Behemoth and LeViathan, the h1ppopotamus and the
crocodile, vest1ges of the chaos that has been aver
come, representing a bruta1ity dom1nated and measured
by the creat1ve act. Through these symbols he g1ves
h1m to understand that all 1s order, measure and beau
ty--inscrutable order, measure beyond measure, terri
ble beauty. A way 1s marked out between agnost1c1sm
and the penal v1ew Df hlstory and life--the way ot
unverlt1able ta1th.... Surfer1ng 1s not explained,
eth1cally or otherw1se; but the contemplat1en ot the
whole 1n1t1ates a movement wh1ch must be completed
practically by the surrender ot a claim, by the sa
cr1f1ce of the demand that was at the beglnn1ng ot
the recrimination, namely, the claim to forll br on~94
self a 11ttle is1and of meanlng 1n the universe••••

As R1coeur points out, what was at stake was the renunclation

of the law of retr1bution. Satan had made a bet that Job would

not fear God "for nothing." Whlle Ricoeur 1nterprets this as

a triumph over the ath1cal vlsion of the world, lt seems more

accurate to see lt as a shitt1ng and a deepen1ng of that vi

s1on. It 1s, as he suggests, the dimension of the tragic in

94SEa p. 321.
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Job that protects Bib11ca1 theo1ogy from the platitudes of

ethica1 monotheism. God remains mys~er1ous, as the~

Absgond1tg.s. But the ethica1 vision, whi1e 1imited, 1s not

destroyed. The story ot Job does not 1eave us w1th a sense

ot total absurd1ty. As R~coeur himse1t says, the silence of

Job 1s not altogether th~ sea1 ot meaning1essness. What 1s

affirmed 1n this story 1s God's demand tor dis1nterested

righteousness, and that is p1aced with1n the context ot a v1

sion of a tota1ity ot meaning. Our author says,

Only the "seer" of Greek tragedy and the "tool" ot
Shakespearian tragedy escape trom the trag1c; the
seer and the too1 have ascended from the tragic to
the com1c by the1r access to a comprehens1ve vision. 9,

However, there is a sense in which Job too escapes trom the

tragic, even w1th1n a modif1ed eth1ca1 vision of the wor1d.

Now Ricoeur sees Job as a kind ot counter-we1ght to Adam.

Adam represents ev1l comm'tted, and·1ts just exile. Job re

presents ev1l suttered as unjust depr1vat1on. The t1rst ca11s

tor the second, and the second corrects the t1rst. A third

f1gure transcends the contrad1ction. That, R1coeur..suggests,

1s the Sutfering Servant, through whom sutter1ng 1s g1ven a

new meaning beyond that of retribution. When the Sutter1ng

Servant undergoes suttering by voluntary consent, it becomes

an action, capable of redeeming the evil comm1tted. "In truth,

the sutter1ng that is a gitt takes up 1nto 1tselt the sufter1ng

95~ pp. 322-323; Ricoeur's discussion ot Job, pp. 314-323.

·-t~
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that 1s a scanda1, and thns 1nverts the relat10n ot gll1lt to

96
suffering. "

R1coenr sees the trag1c as an 1nv1nc1ble theme wh1ch has

been taken up 1nto the Adamic schema. Fam1l1ar1ty w1th the

traglc myths and the assoc1ated Hebra1c literatnre aids an

understand1ng ot the Adam1c myth 1tselt. It contr1bUtes a

certa1n p1ty tor human beings, who are subject to the anter1

or1ty of ev1l, bnt who are nevertheless accused, and mnst stand

1n tear and trembl1ng 1n the l1ght ot the d1vine holiness.

The Appropriation ot the Theogonie .Xth

Jnst as the tragic dimenslon conld not be ent1rely dlsposed

ot, so a1so the theogonic myth of primordial chaos contlnues to

reassert 1tselt ln more sophisticated ways. Althongh the na1ve

theogon1es are dead, certain "onto-theolog1es," ph1losoph1ca1

eqnlvalents of theogony, have appeared, R1coenr points out, 1n

Heraclitus, 1n medieval German myst1cism, in Ger.man ideal1sa,

according to wh1ch ev1l 1s an or1gina1 e1ement of being. These

are attempts, he thinks, to acknow1edge the 1nvincibility of

tragedy and yet t. render 1t inte1l1g1b1e. Ret1ection on the

tragic 1ends him the beliet that ethical monothe1sa must be

transcended. There are two poss1bil1t1es, and Ricoeur ident1

fies them clearly: "either consolidation of the trag1c in a

logic of be1ng, or its inversion in a Christo1ogy. The choice

between these two poss1b1l1ties depends on a Poetics of free-
97

dom that is not yet in our power." Does he mean that ph1-

\ 1

96sE• pp. 324-32,. 97§L p. 329.
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losophy must pass over 1nto theology !n order to answer this

question? He does write: "the only thing that could dissolve
..

the spell of that absolute genesis of being and that hypostat1-
96'

zation of ev1l as a category of being would be a 'Christology'."

It would appear that he regards a Christ1an theology, even a

Trinitar1an theology, as the only alternative to the "learned

theogonies" of philosophy. Of th1s he wr1tes:

By Christology l Mean a doctrine capable of including
1n the l1fe of God 1tself, in a dialectic of divine
"persons," the figure of the suffer1ng servant which
we evoked above as the supreme poss1bi11ty of human
suffer1ng.

Accord1ng to "Chr1stology," that suffer1ng 1s a mo
ment in divinity; that moment of abasement of annihila
t10n of the

9
d1vine life, beth completes and suppresses

tragedy•••• 9

"The Son of Man !!!!§1 be delivered up." Fate 1s exalted, and

Christ is glor1fied prec1sely âi the absolute victim, the one

whose voluntary suffering 1s a g1ft. However, Ricoeur speaks

1n this way only cautiously, aImast apologet1cally, for

the doctrine that hypostatizes in God the suffering
which is a scandal, 1tself having been taken up 1nto
the suffering which 1s a gift, does not belong ta
the symbollsm of human exlstence, because lt does not
reveal a posslb1lity, even an extreme one, in man••••
Hence tragedy as completed and suppressed ln Christo~

logy is notl~othin the power of a ph1losophlcal an
thropology.

Writing philosophy beside theology, Ricoeur has found himself

at the limlts of his disc1pllne, and has lndeed brushed theo

logy, perhaps thereby also nudglng it ta a better understand

lng of i tself •

100& p. 329.98SE. p. 328.
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Ricoeur bas neglected in this discussion to draw atten

tion to a survival of the theme of primordial chaos in Gen.

1:2. That reference, a10ng with the serpent, constitutes a

continuing, though subdued presence of the theogonic schema

in the Hebraic mind. At any rate, he has drawn out for us

again the ancient insight into the anteriority of evi1 which

must be understood as reciproca1 with human freedom.

The Struggle with the Myth of the Exiled Soul

Ricoeur thinks the myth of the exi1ed soul is farthest

of all from the Adamic myth because of its anthropological

dualism of soul and body. Yet he feels it must be significant

that the myth of the fa11 has been so frequently "contaminated"

by it, that Nietzsche cou1d with some semblance of truth cal1

Christianity a "Platonism for the people." Here again he dis

cerns a play of underground affin1ties of the two myths for

each other.

Once again the key point of affinity is the theme of

evil already there, l1miting the theme of freedom. In this

case, the externality of evi1 is located in the human body,

as distinct from the soule The sOllI is in "exile, fi a varia

tion of the theme of deviation. The Hebraic schema is also

one of deviation and subsequent banishment or exile: Adam

and Eve expelled from the garden, the wandering of Cain, the

dispersion of the bui1ders of the Tower of Babel, the destruc

tion of evi1 men by the flood, and, most obviously, exile in

Babylon. A related theme of captivity, central to the Jewish
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stor,. (Egypt, Babylon) resembles the theme of the soul capt1ve

1n the body-pr1son. R1coeur comments: "It may be sa1d that

capt1v1ty, 1n the B1b11cal sense, 1s to the exile of the soul

what the Exodus of the Jews 1s to the odyssey of the soul ac-
101

cord1ng to the Orph1cs." There 1s aven a touch of susp1c1on

toward the body 1n B1b11cal 11terature, as 1n Ezek1el and Jere

m1ah, when they speak of the "heart of stone," "the lewdness of

the adulterer l1ke the rut of beasts." R1coeur th1nks that

what l1es beh1nd 1t 1s the symbo11sm of def1lement. The body

1s felt as the seat of everyth1ng that happens 1n me w1thout

my will.

Now seduction 1s also in me w1thout my do1ng; and so 1t
1s not aston1sh1ng that the quas1-externa11ty of the 1n
voluntary motivations18f the body could serve as a sche
ma of externality.... 2

",
.;]

A s1m1lar note sounds in the thought of Paul concern1ng the

"flesh," when he speaks of man as a slave to sin, because

"sin dwells in me," as "another law 1n JI" members." Paul is

perhaps already Under the 1nfluence of Hellenist1c wisdom when

he speaks of "the body of death." The Pau11ne concept of

"flesh" and "body" des1gnates the whole field of the pass1ons,

that 1s, of bondage, ot pass1v1ty, wh1ch boasts in the law,

and wh1ch needs to be l1berated by the "des1res of the Spirit."

Whether or not we regard this Paul1ne material as regrettably

"contam1nated," 1t does express a real ex:per1ence of the

"cleavage between me and myself," as R1coeur expresses it.

f
1

1
f
!

().....

lOlSE. p. 331. l02§L. p. 332.
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The dualism of the Orphie myth, of Platonism and Neo-Platonism

expresses this same sense of inner rupture or fault, and sees

it as in some way anterior to the will.

The Adamic myth, and its Hebraic literary milieu does in

clude, then, something of the same insight as is to be found

in the Orphie mythe It also confirms some of the èonclus1ons

of Ricoeur's earlier structural phenomenology of the bodily

involnntary as reciprocal with the voluntary, and reatfirms

his earlier comments in Fall1ble Man about the "grandeur and

limitation of an ethical vision of the world."

Hermeneutical Conclusion:
The Limitation of an Ethical Vision of the World

Toward the end of The Sxmbolism of Eyil Ricoeur states

clearly his basic hermeneutical conclusion drawn from the stu

dy of the dynamics of the myths.

One thing we have acquired, at the end of our exercise
in hermeneutics, is a conviction that the three myths
of chaos, of divine blinding, and of exile, reveal the
hyper-ethical dimension of the myth of the fall and so
indicate the limitations of any "philosophy of the will"
wh1ch tries to remain an ethical vision of the world.
The myth of the faU needs those other myths, so that
the ethical Gad 1t presupposes may continue to be a
Deus Abscon4itgs and so that the gu11ty man it denonn
ces may also appear as the victim of a mystery of in1
quity wh1ch makes him deserving of PitY as well as of
Wrath.~03

In his important article "The Hermeneut1cs of Symbols

and PhilosGph1cal Reflection,lt Ricoeur carr1es this po1nt

further in an explicitly philosophical discussion. There he

i03§L. p. 346.
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identifies the "moral vision of the world" as a rejection of

the dualist myths, and an attempt to recapture the Adamic

narrative in philosophical language. It tries to understand

evil solely as an invention of freedom, and freedoll as capa

bility for digression, deviation, subversion and wandering.

Ricoeur sees Augustine, in his debate with the Maniche

ans, as the first great thinker to assay this seriously, when

he said that evil has no nature, is a "nothing." Freedom is

simply the power of saying "No" to being. Thus, "If there is

penitence, it is because there is guilt; if there is guilt,

it is because there is will; if there is will in sin, it is
s 104

not a nature that co~rains us." Augustine, as we shall

see later, did pass beyond the ethical vision of the world in

the the010gy of grace e1aborated against Pelagius. Kant a1so

offers a radically ethical vision by bis sharp insistence on

the importance of motivation, respect for the moral law, un

derstanding evi1 not as "something," but as bad faith or the
lO~

subversion of a relationship. But Ricoeur thinks that Kant,

and Augustine in his anti-Manichean stage, are lacking a sense

of the "darksome experience of evi1" which is found. in the dua

list myths: the evil already there, evil as tradition. To

take account of this, Ricoeur says,

We are going to try to think something like a nature
of evi1, but a nature which would not be a nature of
things but an originative nature of man, a nature of
liberty, hence a contracted habitus. freedom's manner

l04Augustine, Contra Felicem' 8, (quoted, HS, p. 206).
10~HS, pp. 207-208.



-,

ble scorn:

107!.L. p. 3;;.
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Displaying a close parallelism witb his eidetic phenomenology,
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This is an intellectually inconsistent idea ••• inasmuch
as it mixes two universes of discourse--that of ethics
or of right, and that of biology. It is an intellectual- .
ly scandalous idea, inasmuch as it returns on this side
of Ezechiel and Jeremias to the old idea of retribution
and en mas§e inculpation of men. It is an intellectua1
ly derisory idea, inasmuch as ft throws up agai8sthe e
ternal theodicy and prQject of justifying God.

Though he believes the concept i8 a ldnd of t1false-knowing,1l

a t1quasi-gnostic concept," which has to be broken, he appreci

ates its profound intention. It aims at rationalizing the

same obscure feelings we found expressed in the symbols and

myths of evil •

Its force lies in intentionally referring back to
what is Most radical in the confession of sins,
namely, the fact that evil precedes my awareness,
that it cannot be analyzed into individual faults,
that it is my pre-given impotence. It is to my
freedom that which MY birth is to my actual con
sciousness, namely, always already ther!ê9birth
and nature here are analogous concepts.

106HS,p. 209.
lOS .RB, pp. 210-211.

of having come to be •.,106

Here his thought resembles his earlier concepts in the eidetics,

where, for example, he spoke of "character ll as Ilmy freedom's
107

mode of being," a "freedom which ~ in some respect, a nature. Il

The idea resembles the traditional doctrine of original sin,

insofar as that means a guilt inherited biologically from an

actual historical ancestor. It was an attempt to combine the

juridical concept of imputable guilt with a biological concept

of heredity. Ricoeur regards the formulation with considera-

~.,
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Rlcoeur says that "evl1 ls a ldnd of Involuntary at the very

heart of the voluntary•••• " Again, "evil, which always be

gins l2!. freedom, is always already there m freedom: it is
110

Act l.n4 habit, arising And independence. Il

The symbols and myths have taught us, -- and the concept

of original sin has haltingly attempted to conflrm their wit

ness -- that we must pass beyond a purely ethical vision of

the world. Men are indeed free and responsible. But evil

cannot be understood solely in terms of freedom. Its possi

bility lies, as we saw in Fal1ib1e Man, in the disproportion

ate, fragile nature ot man. The transition trom fallibility

to fault is the "mystery of in1quity," unresolvable, irreduci

ble, yet experienced and confessed as both predictable and

freely chosen, discovered and In1tiated. Ricoeur refuses

to dlsso1ve away the mystery, just as, in his first volume,

he refused to dissolve the voluntary and involuntary into

one another. What he sees is a dlalectical relation, indeed,

once again, a reciprocity ot freedom and bondage, of Act and
111

state•

As Ricoeur closed his first volume with a statement of

hope for a condition ot total consent, now his discussion of

the symbols ot evl1 also closes in hope. The ethical vision

llCHa, pp. 211, 212.
lllet. HP, p. 122. Note that Ricoeur particu1arly rejects

the attempts ot Plotinus and Spinoza to dissolve freedom
or contingence into necessity, and the tempting solution
ot Hegel to absorb evil into the system of the logic ot
being as the necessary principle ot negativity. (HS, pp.
214-218).
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of the world is not to be destroyed by an ultimate absurdity,

but limited by a theology of grace. Be confesses that he is

not in a position to expound it fnlly. Be only glimpses a

direction for Meditation. He affirms that

reconciliation ls looked for in spite of evil. This
"in spite of" constitutes a veritable category of hope,
the category of contradiction. Bowever, of that there
is no proof, but only signs; the milieu, the locus of
this category ls a history, not a logic; an eschatology,
nct a system. Next, this "in spite of" is a "thanks to";
out of evil, the Principle of things brings good••••
The thlrd category of this meaningful history is the
"how much more" ("o).~'? AlAA\OV). This law of sl1perabun
dance englobes ln lts turn the "thanks ton and the "in
spite of." That is the miracle of the Logos; fram Him
proceeds the retrograde miracle of the true.... What
in the old theodicy wasonly the expedient 01l~alse
knowing becomes the intelligence of hope••••

• • •• •

Conclusions to Chanter Four

Except for the minor critical comments l have made in
,

the course of the chapter, my conclusions regarding the sym-

bolics are highly appreciative.

1. In The Srmbolism of Eyil and the articles that sur

round it, Paul Ricoeur has made a truly original contributlon

to the philosophy of freedom. No other philosopher has of

fered a similar phenomenological and hermeneutical study of

ancient symbols and myths as sources of philosophlcal wisdom

l12B 8. S, p. 21 •
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1nto the character of human freed.om. Other men, particular11

some theolog1ans (e.g., Paul Tillich and Reinhold Niebuhr)

have come to s1milar conclusions, but not with comparable

fulness, depth or clari ty.

2. Ricoeur has founded his philosophical work not ooly

upon a thorough knowledge of the histor1 of philosophy, but

also upon very extensive knowledge of the history of religions,

Biblical scholarship and historical theolagy. l have frequent

ly footnoted his sources in the works of leaders in these

fields, in order ta show the soundness of the scholarly basis

on which he works.

3. As we pointed out in section (a), the symbolics is

strik1ngly different from the structural phenomeno1ogy of the

two previons phases because it deals with the absurdity of e

vil, and yet it is a1so consistent with what preceded it in

Many wa1s. We find here a continuing basic respect for "m1s

tery" and a rejection of "explanation. lt The enigma of free

dom and necessity is recognized. again at a new level, atfirm

ing the coinciding bi-polarity of the two in man. The indi

rect method of "detour, Il noted already in the previous two

phases, is even more explicit here, in that philosophical

conclusions are reached only after comparative phenomeno1o

gical and hermeneutical studies have been undertaken. Iven

then, the enigma of the symbols is respected. He offers no

allegorizing interpretation of the paradox that the symbols

--l
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communicate; i t is allowed to stand in aIl its unexplained

mystery. But bis analysis has clarified the mystery, and

has shed light on the "servile will" as, once again, bound

and 001Y human.

4. Ricoeur has here again departed from Hnsserl's con

cern for an absolnte "scient1fic" starting point in his acknow

ledgment of the western, Greek and Jewish orientation of his

thought. However, he has not openly acknowledged the speci

fically Christian bias which so obviously colours his proce

dures and conclusions. It is not difficnlt to make our point

once again that Ricoeur is doing "Christian philosophy." As

he himself says, "no one asks questions from nowhere." Ri

coeur both asks and answers his questions as a Christian be

liever. Yet his claim to be a philosopher and not a theolo

gian is fair, for he does "give reasons" which reach outside

the theological circle of faith. Wh1le he does describe his

philosophical work as "preliminary" to theology, he does not

suggest that theology might be built~ his philosophy as a

dependent superstructure. Rather, as l have suggested pre

vionsly, Ricoeur does philosophy beside theology. His work

suggests not a dependent, but a mutually beneficial relation

of the two.

5. His Kant1an mode of verification by the value of

concepts ta render reality intelligible is of conrse easily

set aside by those who do not see what he sees. This student

believes bis wager on symbolic thought bas payed off, in that

-:
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the symbolics, together with the structural phenomenology,

has greatly illuminated the otherwise obscure reality of hu-

man freedom.

Ricoeur encounters a serious obstacle to his understand-

ing of freedom in the rival hermeneutics of the great psycho

analyst Sigmund Freud. We must now consider how well bis

hermeneutical phenomenology stands up to that challenge.
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Chapter rive

DI THBMI OF "DPOI
Il THE CRITIQVI or l'BIUJ)

We have seen that at every stage Paul Ricoeur has otfered

a phi1osophica1 anthropo10gy that proceeds by detours. The

symbo1ics especia11y, which we have just examined, is an ex

p1icit1y indirect, hermeneutica1 reading of the will. l'ive

years 1ater, in 196" Ricoeur published another hermeneutica1

study, a massive, detai1ed critique of the thought of Sigmund

Freud. De l'Interprétation: Essai sur Freud. (trans1ated

under the title Freud and Phi1osophy: An Essay on Interpreta

tion. 1970) is not the next phase of La Philosophie de la yo10n

~ but a methodo10gica1 side-step from the phi1osophy of the

will. The long expected PRetig. is still to come. Indeed this

constitutes Ricoeur's most extensive detour to date. De l'In

terprétation rare1y addresses itse1f direct11 to the issue of

freedoa, and for this reason it will not be relevant to dea1

c10se11 with aIl of it. However, it is an important contri

bution to philosophica1 anthropo10g" and specifica1ly to the

phi1osophy of the subject, and the problem of freedom is a ma

jor nnderlying concerne Our task is to draw out its implica

tions for the theme of freedom in Ricoeur's anthropology,.

Ricoeur finds in Freud's thought a serious challenge to

his who1e hermeneutical approach, and, in truth, te his whole

philosephy of man. And yet he exhibits great respect for Freud,

;,.'/
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and w1shes to pa)' tr1bute to him, for he fee1s that his study

of Freud has 1n some respects confirmed and great1y enr1ched
1

his own understanding. First we must note his percept10n of

wbat Freudls work means. The great batt1eground, Ricoeur

th1nks, is hermeneut1cs.

(a) The Hermeneutica1 Detour

Freud and PhilosophY 1s set out in three books: the Prob

1ematic, the Ana1ytic, the Dia1ectic. The f1rst book, with

which we are concerned now, is an attempt to grasp the impli

cations of Freud1s thought for phi10sophica1 anthropo1ogy.

The Hermeaegtics of Sgspicion
Versus the Hermeneutics of Be1ief

R1coeur sees that Freud 1s broadest aim 1s

not oo1y the renovat10n of psychiatry, but a reinterpre
tation of a11 psychica1 productions perta1n1ng to culture,
fram dreams, through art and mora1ity, to re11gion. This

. is ho" psychoana1ys1s be10ngs to modern culture. By in
terpret1ng culture 1t modifies 1t; by giving 1t an 1nstru
ment of ref1ection 1t stamps it w1th a 1ast1ng mark. 2

Although the works of culture are among Freud1s 1atest publi

cations, it 1s c1ear that they are no mere arbitrary and acci

dental add1tion to bis basic psychology. Ricoeur points out

that it was as ear1! as 1900, in h1s Traumd~utung, The Interp

retat10n of DreamSt that Freud first 11nked dream to myth,

1FP, p. 310. 2FP, p. 4.
3S1gmUnd Freud, The InterDretation of~ (Complete Psycho

10g10a1 Works of Slgamnd Freud, Vol. ffi, p. 262•
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and proposed that they be 1nterpreted in the same way. More

than that, dreams were to be understood as basic, as the mode1

of a1l the d1sg11ised, 'sllbstitllt1ve expressions of desire. Ri

coenr agrees that Ilyths ""and dreams are indeed a1ike 1n that

they do carry symb01s, that 1s, dOllb1e meaning expression,

and both are 1angllage. Dreams, he notes, are a1ways recoun

ted 1n words, and i t 1s in fact th1s te11ing of the dreaa
4

that constitutes the tut for interpretation. Hermeneutics

is the theory of the rilles that preside over an exegesis or

interpretation. As we saw in onr last chapter, Ricoenr de

fines interpretation and symbo1 through one another. "Thus

a symbol is a dOllb1e-meaning 1inguistic expression that re

quires an 1nterpretation, and interpretation is a work of
;

understand1ng that a1ms at decipher1ng symbo1s."

Now 1n Th' SYab011S1 ot Eyil Ricoeur dealt with symbol

as ePilla in a pos1t1ve sense, that 1s, an expression which

signifies, which does not block understand1ng, bllt prQyokes

1t. Symbols are indirect expressions which serve to release

the milte opacity of the mystery of human evil. This is ge

nerally the approach of the phenomenology of religion, which

finds in the symbo1s and myths ot ancient man the manifesta

tion .of a ~epth, or the revelation ot the sacred~ Ricoeur

has read a philosophy of fault, an important dimension ot

his phi1osophy of freedom, precise1y through snch a positive,

4FP, pp. 4-8. 5FP, p. 9.
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trusting, listening stance toward symbols and myths. It is

particularly characteristic of philosophical phenomenology to

avoid redLctionism, especially causal explanation, and, .in

the case of the phenomenology of religion, to par~~cipate in

the ballet in the reality of the religious object, but in a

neutralized mode. The phenomenologist as sllch brackets the

question of the real1ty of the sacred, but tentatively "be

lieves with the believer," in order to perceive what he per

ceives. Ricoeur thinks that the philosopher cannet indefin1te

ly remain in this detached attit~de. The phenomenologist must

investigate in an attitude of expectation, opening himself

to the possibility that he will be addressed by the sacred.

This expectation implies a certain confidence in language.

Ricoeur remarks, "To be truthful, l must say it is wbat ani-
6

mates all my research." He has been practising what he calls

a "hermeneutics of belief,"

But Freudls whole work implied that such a stance is not

appropriate, that one must adopt an attitude of suspicion to

the double menings of both dream and mythe He saw a new

possibility for error, which is no longer a mere intellectual

mistake, nor lying in a moral sense, but illusion. Interpre

tation, then, must became a tactic of suspicion and a battle

against masks. Double meaning is not revelation, but dissi

mulation. Ricoeur sees Freud as one of three masters of the

6FP, p. 30.
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school of suspicion, three gr eat "destroyers," w1 th Marx and

Nietzsche. They take up the fundamental attitude of doubt

in1tiated into modern philosophy by Descartes, but penetrate

even into the last Cartesian stronghold, consciousness itself.

Marx, Nietzsche and Freud are the thinkers who teach modern

men to doubt consciousness. Marx exposed the unconscious

link of every aspect ot culture, -- art, ethics, religion,

political and social philosophy -- to economic motivations.

Nietzsche explicitly introduced the notion of interpretation

into philosophy, in the radical sense in which aIl philosophy

becomes interpretation, and exposed the relation of morality

and religion to the will to power. Both of these attempt

to expose illusions. In a sense Freud brings their efforts

to a summarizing conclusion in his carefully developed theory

of the illusion of consciousness.

What is essential is that aIl three create with the
means at hand, with and acainst the prejudices ot
their times, a mediate sciencg ot meaninc, irreduci
ble to the immediate conscioQsness ot meaning. What
all three attempted, in ditferent ways, was to make
their tlconscious tl methods of deciphering coincide
.ith the "unconscious" Gtk of ciphering which they
attribute to the will to p..er, to social being, to
the unconscious psychism. Guile will be met br dou
bIg guile,'(

Ricoeur reminds us that, although they aIl expose the illusion

of consciousness, their aim is in fact to §Etend consciousness.

We might add that, while two of them, Marx and Freud, were de

terminists, they aIl in fact aim at the extension of human

7FP, p. 34•
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freedom ~ the extension of censciousness.

What Freud desires is that the one who is analyzed,
by making his own the meaning that was foreign to
him, enlarge his field of consciousness, live bet
ter, and finally fte a little freer and, if possible,
a little happier.

Ricoeur wishes to include the insight of the hermeneutics

of suspicion in his philosophical anthropology. He declares,

with Heidegger, that "Destruction is a moment of every new

foundation." The conflict of hermeneutics, which we have

just outlined, is, Ricoeur thinks, the truest expression of

our modernity. While he will find the attitude of suspicion

ultimately lacking, he believes that hermeneutics has to be

animated by this double motivation: "willingness to suspect,

willingness to listen; vow of rigour, vow of obedience ••••

It may be that extreme iconoclasm belongs to the restoration
9

of meaning."

Hermeneutical Reflection Versus
Intuition or Consciousness

The Freudian hermeneutics of suspicion points up the ne

cessity of the hermeneutical detour for philosophical anthro

pology. Ricoeur had already understood something of this when

he embarked upon an interpretation of the symbols of evil. He

found that the only way to break through to an understanding of

the absurdity of evil was to attend to the equivocal language

of avowal. He teels that the philosophie recourse to symbols

8FP, p. 3,. 9FP, p. 27.
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has something scandalous about it, since symbols are so 1r

reduc1bly s1ngular to particular cultures, and ph1losophy

must a1m at universa11ty of d1scourse. And further, "Can
10ph1losophy systemat1cally cult1vate the equ1vocal?" he asks.

The quest10n becomes even more serious when we cons1der the

conf11ct of poss1ble 1nterpretat1ons that are mutual1yex~

clus1ve. The whole of Freud and Ph1losophy 1s an attempt to

grapple w1th this prob1em of oppos1ng 1nterpretations, wh1ch

use the same symbo1ic starting point to arr1ve at opposed an

thropologies. R1coeur be11eves, however, that ph1losophy's

recourse to symbols 1s ultimately val1dated by showing that

ph1losophical reflect1on, 1n 1ts 1nnermost nature, regu1res

1nterpretation, and that requ1rement just1f1es the detQur

through cultural cont1ngency and the war of hermeneut1cs 1t-
11

self.

We saw 1n our f1rst chapter that R1coeur fo11ows his

great compatr1ot Descartes in pos1t1ng the self as the f1rst

truth ot ph1losophy. As we have seen, he does not tol1ow h1m

(or Husserl) 1n the attempt to bu1ld upon 1t a water-t1ght

ph1losophical system. The immed1ate consc1ousness of selt

1s undeniable, he agrees, but 1n 1tself 1t rema1ns abstract
1

and empty. Even 1n ihe e1det1cs, R1coeur saw that reflect10n

had to attend to the projects, acts, 1deas, 1nst1tut1ons, etc.

that "med1ate" the l am' l th1nk. R1coeur exp1a1ns h1s po1nt

lOFp, p. 41. IlFP, pp. 41-42.
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The necessity of the hermeneutical detour shows us the

l~p, p. 48.13FP. p. 46.12lL, p. 44.
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very lucidly in terms of Descartes and Kant:

Descartes cannot be dislodged from this incontestable pro
position: l cannot doubt myself without perceiving that
l doubt. But what does this appercéption signify? A
certitude certainly, but a certitude devoid of trnth••••
In Kantian language, an apperception of "the Ego may ac
company all my representations, but this apperception
is not knowledge of oneself; it cannot be transformed
into an intuition of a substantial soul••••~2

Reflection, then, for Ricoeur, is not intuition. The posit

ing of the self is not given; it is a task. Nor is it mere

11, in Kantian manner, a mere epistemological problell. It

is "ethical" in Spinoza's broad sense. It attellpts to lead

us froll alienation amongst things to freedom and beatitude.

It is Spinoza's cOnatus and Plato's Eros. the effort, the de

sire to posit the self as singular being. Reflection cannot

be mere intuition. Rather, "Reflection is the appropriation

of o~ effort to exist and of our desire to be, through the
, 13

works which bear witness t. that effort and desire." Re-

tlection, which cannot be intuition, must become interpreta

tion, because the act of existing as a selt cannot be grasped

except in "signs scattered in the world." That these signs

are always culturally contingent reaffirms what Ricoeur bas

said before: that the philosopher does not speak trom nowhere.
14

It is only abstract reflection that speaks from nowhere. The

fin1te orientation of the philosopher is inescapable in any

:0-
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philosophical valne of the hermenentics of suspicion. Freu

dian interpretations especially help us to see the inadequacy

of direct intuitive self-conscionsness for an nnderstanding

of man. The rival hermeneutics of belief and of suspicion

have in common a shift from self-consciousness as origin of

meaning to the external signs of man, particularly dreams and

myths. The "watchful ego," anxious and attached to self mnst

be de-centered, says Ricoeur, by the hermeneutical detour.

This is a discipline resembling Husserl's phenomenological

renunciation of the "natural attitude." Profoundly in keep

ing with all that he has written previously in the philosophy

of the will, Ricoeur writes that

it is no doubt necessary for us to be separated from
ourselves, to be set off center, in order finally t.
know what is signified by the l think, l aDlt~5

Now we .net follow Ricoeur into bis immensely detailed

IlAnalytic" of Freud, in order that philosophical anthropology

·may be ardnously chastened by his hermeneutic challence.

(b) Analrtiçal Reading ot
Freudian Determin1sp1

We have already indicated that Freudian thought constitutes

a challence not only to Ricoeur's hermeneutical practice, but

also to the philosophy of man as subject. The interpretation

of all human culture in terms of the instincts and illusions

l'FP, p. ;;.
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et desir. is intillately connected to a mechanistic, "econo

mic" determin1sm which (using Ricoeur' s terlls from the eide

tics) etfectively absorbs the voluntary into the involuntary,

freedoa into nature, and subjectivity into objectivity. In

Ereedom and Nature: The Voluntary and the Involuntary, Ri

coeur has already rejected what he caIls the "realisll of the

unconscious," which attributes thought to the unconscious,

and reduces consciousness to a mere surtace phenollenon entire

ly prey to the ruses of the unconscious, where aIl that is
16

truly signiticant takes place. Ricoeur is more appreciative

',' of Freud in this later work. While noting and rejecting the

reductive approach, he discloses elements in Freud's thought

itselt which point beyond its own determin1sm. His first

concern 1s to expose the uneasy relation ot Freud's "energetics"

to hermeneutics.

Energetics and Herœeneutics

Ricoeur believes he sees a fundamental ambiguity in

Freudian psychoanalysis. It attempts to be an explanation of

psychical phenemena through cohflicts of torees. i.e., an

energeties. Yet it is also an exegesis ot meanings, a herme

nauties. It deals at both "objective" and "subjective" le

vals. At issue is the question of how these ara to be rela

ted. He sees a paradoxieal relation, which, we might point

out, resembles the relation of voluntary and involuntary:

l6Sea this essay, pp. 93-100.
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on the one band we wlll see that the only posslble
way for psychoanalysls to become "lnterpretatlon"
ls by lncorporatlng the economic point of vlew ln
to a theory of meaning; on the other hand the econo
mle polnt ot vlew wlll appear to us to be irredncl
ble to any other by reason of whatlwe will call the
nnsnrpassable character of deslre. 1

Thls tenslon between energetlcs and hermeneutlcs (we mlcht

say objectlvlty and subjectivlty) ls already evldent ln Freud's

early "Project for a Sclentlflc Psychology" of 189;. Hls me

chanistlc determln1sm ls at flrst stated uncompromlslngly:

The lntentlon of thls project ls to furnish ns wlth a
psychology which shal1 be a natural sclence: lts alm,
that ls, ls to represent psychlcal processes as qnan
tltatlvely determlned states of specitiable materlaI
partlcles and so to make theJll p1aln and vold of con
tradlctlons. The project lnvolves two prlnclpal ldeas:
1. That what dlstlngulshes actlvlty from rest ls to
be regarded as a quantity (Q) snbject to the general
laws of actlon. 2. That it is to be assumed ti§t the
materlal partlcles in question are the neurons.

Fl1ndamental to th1s "mental physlcs," or "econom1c explanat10n,"

ls the prlnclple of lnert1a, whlch says that the system tends

to reducelts lnternal tensions to zero, and the pr1nciple of

constancy which says that the system keeps the level of ten-
19

slon as low as poss1ble. Tenslon creates unpleasure, while

pleasure 1s the release of te11,..ion. The quantlty (Q) ls un

derstood as homologous to physlcal enerlY: a current that

flows, that "stores," "fi11s," "empties," or "charges" neu-

17FP, p. 62.
l8Sieml1nd Freud, The Orlg1ns of PsYchoana1Ysi~ tranSe E. Mos

bacher, J. Strachey, New York, Basic Books, 19;4, p. 3;;.
l~ p. 74; cf. also Kurt Lewin, A DYnamlc Theornof Persona

i y, pp. ;8-;9, referred to in this essay, p. 4•

\"
~r

, ,~

1
;

,j..
1



()

(
-~

.)

.. - 216 -

rons. The storing, fi11ing activity is ca11ed a "cathexis."

This psycho10gy articu1ated in terms of anatomy would not

again appear in Freud's work. The "neurons" cou1d not be 10

cated, nor cou1d the qUantitative current be measured. Ri

coeur comments that aIl the "mechanisms" here described are

not discovered in the 1aboratory, but in fact deciphered by

c1inica1 treatment of neurotic patients. The energy concepts

are a1ready correlative with the c1inica1 activity of inter

pretation. Thus hermeneutics, and therefore a1so a dimension

of persona1 intersubjectivity is a1ready present in this ear-
20

1y texte

Ricoeur points out that five years 1ater, in his major

book The Interpretation of Dreams (1900), Freud has removed

a11 anatomica1 reference. Dream "thoughts" are understood as

the accomp11shment or fu1filmentof a desire or wish, that is,

something "psychica1." The book speaks not ot cathected neu

rons but of cathected ideas, of psychica1 apparatus and psy-
21 .

chica1 force (,ine psychiche Maçht). In chapter seven he ad-

vances to his.first topography ot the apparatus: unconscious-
22

preconscious-conscious, which is a metaphorica1 picture mo-

v1ng away trom a schema in terms of spatial 10ca1ities. Ri

coeur thinks that at this stage Freud wavers between a rea1ism

of "things," and a metaphorica1 representation of dynamic pro-

2~p, pp. 71-82.
21FP, p. 94; cf. Freud, ID, (CPW, IV), p. 307.
22~ (~) IV, pp. ,41-,42, 610ff.
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cesses. Certainly Freud has not departed trom deterministic,

economic explanation, but this explanation is now seen tG be

accessible only by a work ot 1nterpretat10n. Dreams (invar1-
23

ably, in Freud's view, a work ot wish-tult1lment) l1e precise-

ly at the intersection ot meaning and torce. Ricoeur argues:

To say that a dream is the tult1lment ot a repressed
wish 1s to put together two notions which belong to
ditterent orders: tult1lment (Ert~lUng) wh1ch be
longs to the d1scourse ot meaning as attest~d~i=
Husserl's use ot the term) and repression CV '
~), which belongs to the d1scourse ot torce.

Ricoeur's point here is reminiscent ot what he sa1d 1n the e1

det1cs about the two universes of discourse referring tG sub

ject-body'and object-body. In psychoanalysis the two languages

are strangely interwoven. The concept ot censorsh1p is a good

example: censorship a1ters a text by repressing a torce, and

it represses a terbidden torce by disturbing the expression ot
2;

the force. In the dream-work, psych1cal elements ot high in-

tens1ty are reduced in tension through overdetermination (mu1

t1p1e determination) ot meaning by a process ot their trans-
26

terence and disp1acement. Ricoeur cemments that this indicates

the salle relation between over-determination and displacement

as between meaning and torce. We can say, then, that~

Interpretation ot Preams does, in a measure, advance the sub

jectivization ot the psyChe in compar1son with the previous

work by its departure trom mental anatomy and its emphasis on

-l
.1:',
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23~ (~ Vol. IV) pp. ;;3ft.
2;FP, p. 93.

2~p, p. 92.
26~ p. 3C)7.
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interpretation of meanings. But it does not depart from the

deterministic constancy princip1e. Freud does not, and per

haps does not wish to, avoid what Ricoeur calls uthe snare of
27

thingness."

The snare still lies in full force in the nPapers on Me

tapsychologyU of 1914-1917. The rea1ly basic concept here is

the uinstinct." Ricoeur notes that in these works, "To be

conscious and to be unconscious are at most secondary charac

teristics: what alone count are the relations of psychica1
28

acts to instincts and instinctual aills •••• u He sees here

a kind of Husserlian epoché in reverse, a reduction not 12

consciousness, but st consciousness. Consciousness is trea

ted here as a surface phenomenon. The reversal GCcurs as a

result of positing instinct (Trieb) as the fundamenta1 con

cept and interpreting al1 else as a vicissitude of instinct.

This approach, he says, is anti-phenomenological, that is,

it no l.nger takes the "obj~cts" of (intentional) conscious

ness as the guide, but rather the "aimsu of the instincts.

The "subject" for wholll objects appear is no longer the pole

of reference. The A1m of an instinct, of course, is always

satisfaction by removal of an internal tension or state of
. 29

stimulation. But this notion of instinct is deepened by

28Fp, p. 120.
their Vicissitudes,u (CPW, Vol.

27FP, p. lOS.
29Cf • Freud, "Instincts and

XIV) pp. 122ff.
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the introduction of narcissism. Narcissism, in one sense, is

a perverted sort of sexual self-love, but "normal" narcissism

is9imply the "libidinal complement to the egoism of the instinct
30

of self-preservation." Self-love, with the kh as object,

really places the ego over on the side of objects. The ''l''

is no longer related to instincts as subject but as objecte

"The point we have been trying to make," Ricoeur explains, "is

simply that the ego of psychoanalysis is not what presents it

self as subject at the outset of a description of conscious-
31

ness."

The person as subject has all but disappeared, but Freud

must account for "ideas" in terms of his basic concept of in

stinct. The specifically "psychic" or subjective 41mension

comes forward in his concept of representation: the instincts

are represented to consciousness by semething psychical such

as ideas, purposes, decisions, etc. Ideas are still very much

the economically determined product of the instincts. But,

Ricoeur argues,

This Ilovement would be unintelligible if the economic
point of view were to free itself entirely from the
interpretation of meaning through meaning. Psychoa
nalysis never confronts one with bare forces, but al
ways with forces in search of meaning; this link be
tween force and meaning makes instinc~ a psychical
reality, or, more exactly, the limit concept at3~he
frontier between the organic and the psychical.

This is precisely the point Ricoeur wanted to make over against

30llon Narcissism: An Introdûction," (~XIV), pp. 73-74.
31FP, p. 132. 32FP, p. 1,1.

" \.
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Freud in bis discussion of the unconscious in the eidetics.33

Here he finds i t at least implied in the "mixed discourse"

of Freud's own work that the human unconscious alwa1s carries

the stamp of subjectivit1.

The Interpretation of Culture

We have alread1 seen that Freud extends his psychoana

l1tic concepts to a general interpretation of human cUlture.

Art, morality and religion are explained in terms of bis ba

sic PS1chological economics of instinct. For example, the

motive force of artistic productions, -- painting, sculpture,

creative wr1ting and drama -- 1s the unfl11f11led wish, a cor-
34

rection of unsat1sfying rea11ty. The broadest a1m of a work

of art is to enable Us to enjoy our fantasies without shame,

to detonate high11 intensified charges in the psyche. Artis

tic expressions are to be understood analogous11 with dreams,

in terms of condensation, displacement, censorship, overde

termination, etc. This procedure is once again obviously a

hermeneutical one. We have access not to instincts themselves

but only to their psychical expressions. Hence, the economics

is dependent upon the deciphering of a meaningful texte Ne

vertheless, aesthet1c creativity, along with ethical Ideals

and religious beliefs, are to be understood as elaments of

the economic balance sheet of instincts. The theor1 of culture

33cr. this essa1, pp. 99-100.
34E.g., Freud, Creative Writers and DaY4reaming. (~Vol.

IX), pp. 143-1;3.
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ia applied psycheanalysis. The application of psychoanalysis

te cultore ser"fed to transforll the model i tself, however, and

thus we find at this later stage of Freud's thoaght a correspon-3,
ding second topography of id-ego-superego.

Of greater interest to us than art are ethics and religion.

As we have seen in his previous books, Ricoeur understands

morality in terms, at least in part, of objective obligation.
t

In The Sxmbol1sm of Ey11 he traced an historical growth toward

a greater sense of ethical respons1bility. We also know that

he regards religion at its best as a gent.t1ne response to the

Transcendent. A "hermeneutics of belief" presupposes a human

freedom which answers responsibly to the transcendent claims

of the gOOQ and the sacred. But the Freudian interpretation

of culture, quite predictably, reduces these dimensions of ex

perience to a determin1stic explanation that excludes free ra

sponsibility. The key concept here is sublimation, the re-di

rection of an instinct toward an aim other than sexual (libi

dinal) satisfaction in accordance with the demands of society~6

Man is essentially threatened from within. He is threatened

by bis own instincts, the source of anxiety, and the menace of

conscience, the source of gu11t. But he 1s so threatened be

cause of the necessity to live in society. Thus not only the

neurotic 1s ens1aved from within, but a1so the ethica1 man as

such, who must keep the libidinal energy of his "id" in check,

3,FP, pp. 1,3-177.
36E•g., Freud, The Ego and the Id. (CPW. Vol. XIX), pp. 4,-47.
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1n aeeerdanee w1th the demands ot h1s superego, the 1nternal

1zed vo1ee of the soe1etal author1t1es. The whole of c1v1l1za

t10n 1s bu1lt upon the repress1on, part1cularly of the sexual

1nst1ncts, wh1ch Freud be11eves are "polymorphously perverse,"

wh1ch must therefore be l1m1ted 1n the1r express10n and 1n a

measure d1verted 1n soc1ally useful directions.

Henee, 1nst1tutiona11zation is necessar1ly pa1nful: man
1s edueated only by "renouncing" archaic practiees, by
"abandoning" forller objects and a1ms.; ••• human be1ngs
can exper1ence entry into culture onJ.y 1n the mode ot
conflict. SUffering accompanies the task of culturJ l1ke
fate, the fate 1llustrated by theOedipus tragedy.j7

Fundamental to all suecessful civi11zation 1s the banning of in

ceste The "Oedipus complex" which Freud believed he discover

ed as a universal phenomenon <and sublimely dep1cted 1n Sopho

cles' anc1ent trag1c drama) 1s a psychic remnant ot the repres

sed dr1ve to parricide and inceste Generally, then, Freud sees

mora11ty as a wound1ng of desire, as 1nterdiction and not as

asp1ration. Ricoeur thinks he tails to distinguish between

the Cenes1s and IlOupQ ot ethics.

We must not, of course, demand trom psychoanalys1s what
1t cannot g1ve: namely the origin ot the eth1cal prob
lem, 1.e., 1ts ground and principle; but it can g1ve 1ts
source and genes1s.... The question is this: How can 1,
by starting trom another -- say, from the father -- become
myself?38

Ricoeur only suggests briefly a major point ot his later dia

lectic in crit1cism of Freud's reductionism: "Could 1t be

that the true meaning ot sublimation is to promote new mean-

{)

37FP, p. 196. 3BFp, p. 186.
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1ngs by mob1l1z1ng old energ1es ••• ?tt39

R1coeur's analyt1c read1ng of Freud proceeds to the treat

ment of re11g1on, once aga1n reserv1ng h1s ma1n cr1t1que for

the d1alect1c. Freud's d1scuss1on of re11g1on has two themes:

pract1ces or observances, and be11ef. As early as 1907 1n his

"Obsess1ve Act10ns and Re11g1ous Pract1ces," he noted a close

paralle11sm between the obsess1ve repet1t1ve acts of the neu

rot1c and the performance of re11gious r1tual•. R1coeur f1nds

1t 1llum1nat1ng to point ont the neurot1c appearance of snch

re11g1ous pract1ce; the qualms of consc1ence brought·on by

the om1ss1on of a r1tua1 act, protection of the r1tua1 aga1nst

1nterruption, the consc1entiousness, even pett1ness w1th re

gard to deta11, etc. FreUd wrote:

In v1ew of these s1m1lar1t1es and analog1es one might
venture to regard obsess1onal neuros1s as a patholog1
cal counterpart of the formation ot a re11g1on and to
descr1be that neuros1s as an 1nd1V1dUlo re11g1os1t1,
and re11g1on as a un1versa1 neuros1s.

R1coeur asks whether th1s resemblance is due to the under111ng

1ntent1on of re11gion, or to 1ts degradat10n and regress10n. .
w1th the forgetfnlness of meaning 1n re11g1ons observances.

(Or, "Does 1t perta1n to a st111 more fnndamenta1 d1a1ect1c,
41

the d1a1ect1c of re11g1on and fa1th?t1) Aga1n, when Freud

comes to the theme of be11ef, he links 1t to the unconsc1ous

psyche, comparing be11ef to the wish-fulf1lment of dreams.

If 1ntro3ection1s the 1nterna1izat1on of eth1cal 1deals by

39Fp, p. 17,.
40"Obsess1ve Act10ns and Re11gious Practices," (CPW, IX), pp.

126-127.
41FP, p. 233.

,';



{}
- 224 -

the agency of the superego, projeçtion is now the fantasy funo

tion of the superego, the positing of stories, or of divine om-
.,

nipotence, and credence in these projected realities is illusion. 1

In The Future Of an Illusion. Freud vote,

What is characteristic of 111usions 1s that they are
der1ved from human w1shes.... Thus we call a belief
an illusion when a wish-fulf1lment is a prominent
factor in its motivation, and in doing so we disre
gard its relations to reality, just a.2the illusion
itself sets no store by verification.

Unf'ortunately, 1n Moses and MonotheiSlh Freud set forth several

unsupportable historical hypotheses, -- e.g., that Moses was an

Egyptian under the influence of the Pharaoh Akhenaten, and that

Moses was murdered -- in order to interpret the Jewish passover

and Christian beliet in Christ as attempts to atone for the pri

mordial killing. But he does recognize that religion functions

not only in a prohibit1ve, but, even more predominantly, in a

protective way. The illusion of religion is man's way of dea

ling with the harshness of life, more specifically, the harsh-
43

ness of tbree masters, the id, the superego, and reality. Thus

it 1s des1re, more than fear, that creates re11gion. _.

Ricoeur judges that all this constitutes a "well-founded
44

analogy." Be11evers ought not to discard too quickly this

Freudian 1nterpretation of religion, for it has a valuable ico

noclastic function: "this 'destruction' of religion can be the

counterpart of a faith purified of all idolatry." But the de-

42Freud, The Future of an Illusion, (CPW. Vol. XXI), p. 31.
43The Ego and the Id, (~ Vol. XIX), pp. 48, ,6.
44p-p, p. 2,4.
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cisien ot taith or ot nontaith cannet tinally rest with psy

choanalysis.

Our author's tirst reading ot Freud on culture is highly

appreciative. He has shawn its consistency with the basic psy

chology, which, ot course, characterizes it as part of a:deter

ministic and objectitying anthropology. He has given us only

briet glimpses of the critique he will otfer in the Dialectic.

Be!ogd the Pleasure Principle
To a Philos.ph! of Necessitz

Ricoeur wants to show in this analytic reading that, de

spite Freud's rigorous effort to explain all ot man's psychic

life, including aIl cultural expressions, within a "scientific"

deterministic framework, the actual method and content ot his

thought keeps pointing beyond this mould in a way very enlighten

ing tor philosophical anthropolegy. He thinks this is especial

ly se in his writings trom 1920, starting with Be!ond the Plea

sure Principle.

There was always a "beyond the pleasure principle" in

Freud's doctrine in the reality principle. Reality is that

harsh necessity to which the organism must relate successtully

in order to survive. The mechanism of wish-fulfilment in

dreams, hallucinations and illusions must be limited to avoid

failure. But this tunctioning of th~ reality principle is

demanded by the pleasure principle itself which uses it for

its long-term triumph over unpleasure. Everything regresses

back to the pleasure principle. It seems impossible, then,

,
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for the psychism u1timate1y to move from a ru1e of fantasy

to a rule of rea1ity, and, therefore, a1so to move from 'the

status of thing to responsib1e subject. Strange1y enough,

Freud sees in religion a temporary victory of the "rea1ity

princip1e," in that it projects onels own desired omnipotence

to the profit of the gods. It is the best examp1e of the a

bandonment of desire by the rea1ity princip1e, and the subse

quent victory of the p1easure princip1e, through fu1fi1ment4, '
by illusion. Freud does in bis 1ater work posit a "beyond

the p1easure principle" which he be1ieves is more than this

mere modification, or roundabout path. He finds in certain

dreams, which cannot be understood in terms of wish-fulfil

ment, i.e., compulsive, repetitive dreams that rehearse si

tuations of distress and failure, something more primitive,

more elementary, more instinctual than the pleasure principle

which i t overrides, an "urge inherent in organic life to re

store an earlier state of thingS ••4~ the expression of the

inertia inherent in organic life." This principle of iner-

tia heproceeds to name the "deathinstinct," and declares:
4~

"the aim of all life is death. 1I Freud thinks sexuality is

the great exception, and thus posits a new dualism of instincts:

Et2i versus Thanatos. Eros moves toward 1ife with another, but

Thanatos. the death instinct, is aggressive, destructive and

hostile. However, Ricoeur doubts that Freud's' death instinct

45Freud, Totem and Taboo. (CPW, Vol. VIII), p. 88.
46BeYond the P1easure Princip1e. (~Vo1. XVIII), p. 36.
47Ibid •• p. 38.
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is in fact the significant breakthrough Freud thinks it is.

He COllDlents:

The death instinct turns out tG be the most strik1ng
illustration of the constancy princip1e, of which the
p1easure princip1e is a1ways regarded as a mere double.
It is impossible not to relate the tendency "to restore
an earlier state of things," which detines the death
instinct, with the tendency of the psychica1 apparatus
to maintain the quantity of excitation present in it
at the 10west possible level or at 1east to keep it
constant. Must one go so far as to say that the prin
ciple of constancy and the death instinct coincide?
But then the death instinct, introduced precise1y in
order to account for the instinctua1 character of the
compulsion to repeat, is net beyond the ~éeasure pr1n
cip1e, but is somehow identical with it.

But perhaps there are hints of a more genuine "beyond the plea

sure princip1e" in Freud. Ricoeur points out that there are

many allusions in Freud's writings which 1mply that reality is

reached ooly through devoted scientific work. For Freud the

analyst and scientist,

it is science alone that complete1y satisfies the rea1ity
princip1e and assures the triumph cf the usefu1 over the
p1easurab1e, of the rea1ity-ego over the p1easure-ego.
Science a10ne triumphs over the substitute figures, in
creasing1y complicated and sublimated, in which the p1ea- 49
sure-ego pursues its dream of omnipotence and immorta1ity.

48FP. p. 319.
49Herbert Marcuse, in Eros and Civilization. (New York, Random

House Inc., 1962) also points out Freud's imp1icit affirmation
of the accessibi1ity of rea1ity by reason: "The notion that
a non-repressive civilization is impossible 1s a cornerstone
of Freudian theory. However, this theory contains e1ements
that break through this rationa11zation;.... His work is
characterized by an uncompromising insistence on showing up
the repressive content of the highest values and achieve
ments of culture. In so far as he does this, he denies the
equation of reason with repression•••• " (pp. 16-17).
Co V'. ft Ç>\)~1S - 2."T~.
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Ricoeur questions the "scientism" which reduces rea1ity tu ob

servable facts, yet he 1auds the strenuous effort for honesty

which turned Freud's thought to the theme of renunciation of,0
fantasy and resignation to necessity. Is not this recogni-

tion of Ananki! a moment of freedom? Sure1y Freud has, de

spite h1mself, broken his own determin1sm. In his vision of

the batt1e of~ and Thanatos and their reso1ution in Ananke.

Freud the scientist has become the philosopher, even the poet.

"Ananke, i t .seems to me," \,rites Ricoeur, "is a symbol of a

world view, and not merely the symbol of a principle of mental,1
functioning."

Freud did not in fact consciously or explicitly move away

from determinism. His colleague and biographer Ernest Jones

assures us that he never did abandon determinism for te1eo1ogy~2

But Ricoeur proposes ta show us that there is, by implication,

still more in Freud that can inform and enrich our ph1losophy

of man as subject, free, but limited by necessity.

(c) Dialectica1 Critique of
Freudian Reducti0nism

The last book of Freud and Philosophx is a philosophica1

interpretation in which Ricoeur place, Freudian psychoana1ysis
" ..

as a discipline of thought between scientific psychology and

ph11osophical phenomenology. He then attempts to "ground"

51;FP, p. 328.
(3 Vols),
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Placing Freud

Ricoeur notes that Freudian concepts have been subjected

tO severe criticism by scientific psycholegists and analytical

philosophers. For examp1e, the 10gician Ernest Nagel argues

that the energy notions of Freudian theory are too vague and

metaphorical to be deduced in a strictly scientific, verifiable
;3

way. Certainly psychoanalysis shares much with the dominant

gestalt psychology, in that it attempts to explain a11 behavior

as integrated and indivisible, and according to the economic

model of tension reduction. It speaks in terms of crucial de

terminants, drives, stimulus-response, etc. But such concepts

as id, ego, superego, death instinct, libido, Oedipus complex,

etc., are not "observed" phenomena in the usual empirica1 sense.

Ricoeur agrees that as long as psychoanalysis is placed among

the observational sciences, Nagel's criticism is unanswerable.

The problem lies in the hybrid character of psychoanalysis,

~3Ernest Nagel, "Methodological Issues in Psychoanalytic Theo-
ry," in PSYchoanalysis, Scientific Method and PhilosophY,
(ed.) S. Hook, New York, New York University Press, 19;9,
pp. 38-;6.
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psychoanalytic discourse philosophically. In this context the

problem of two opposed hermeneutics inevitably arises again, and

Ricoeur suggests that in the light of Freudianism, the rival her

meneutics can be characterized as a dialectig of regression and

progression, i.e., as two opposed but complementary directions

of interpretation. In the course of this discussion, he offers

his decisive and most important contribution to date to the

philosophy of the subject.

;f' ,;;
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that is, that it uses energy concepts, but derives them by way

of intersubjective communication, and thus by Interpretation.

The behav10rist B. F. Skinner, speaking fram the standpo1nt of

scientif1c psychology, argues that "Freud's explanatory scheme

followed a trad1tional pattern of looking for a cause of human

behav10r inside the organism," thus assum1ng the "tradit1onal,4
fict10n of a mental 11fe. Il Ricoeur agrees aga1n: if psycho-

analysis is an empir1cal science, all the forces at work must

be quant1fied if they are to be homogeneous w1th the forces

of nature, and if the discipline is to be integrated into be

haviorist psychology. But Skinner has missed the point if,

in fact, as Ricoeur believes, psychoanalysis is a different

work of thought, a work of Interpretation and not of measure

ment. Ricoeur insists that

the difference comes at the beginn1ng or never: psychology
is an observational science dealing with the facts of be
havior; psychoanalysis is an exegetical science dealing
with the relationships of meaning between substitute ob
jects and the primordial (and lost) instinctual objects.
The two disciplines diverge from the very beginning, at
the level ot.l:'the initial notion of fact and of Inference
from facts.';.!

The distinction is of great importance for a philosophy of the

subject that includes a notion of freedom. Empirical psycholo

gy speaks in terms of causal explanations. PsychQanalytic pro

positions are irreducible to explanation through causes, and,6
speak rather of motives, intentions, and meanings. The analyst

,4],. F. Skinner, "Critique of Psychoanalytic Concepts and Theo
ries," in The FO*ndations of Science and the Concepts of Psx
chologx and Psyc oanalysis, ed. H. Feigl, M. Scriven, Minne
sota, University of Minnesota Press, 19,6, pp. 79-80.'ï'P, p. 3,9.

, Ricoeur cites two articles by analytical philosophers who

1--
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is eoneerned not with "1'aet" so mueh as with what the 1'aet

MeaDl to the patient. Clin1eal psyehoanalysis (unlike labora

tory psyehology) is a work 01' speech with the patient in whieh

the patientes personal stGry or history is told. Epistemologi

eally, then, psyehoanalysis is more elosely related to the

historieal disciplines that seek to understand the reasons for

human actions than to an empirieal psyehology 01' observable be

havior. The problematie 01' an historieal science, Ricoeur ar

gues, is quite di1'1'erent 1'rom that 01' a natural science. Thus

"the same questions must be put to Freud that are put to Dil

they, Weber and Bultmann, and not those posed to a physieist
;7

or biologist."

However, Ricoeur points out that psyehoanalyt1e d1seourse

1s not just like the phenomenologieal diseourse 01' motive either.

Sinee it deals with a psyeh1eal rea11ty, psyehoanalysis
speaks not 01' causes but of' mot1ves· but beeause the to
pographie field does not eoine1de wlth Any eonse10us pro
cess 01' awareness, 1ts explanations resembl~ causal ex
planations, w1thout, however, being ident1eally the same,
for then psyehoanalysis would ~§11'Y al1 its notions and
mystity Interpretation itsel1'.'

Psyehoanalys1s utilizes a strange language which has to be de

eiphered. Its simi1ar1ty to (but not identity with) causal ex

planation bas to do with the topographieal determination 01'
;6 (eont)

eorroborate bis deeisive distinction between Motive and Cause:
Stephen Toulmin, "The Logieal Status 01' Psyehoanalysis," in
PhilosophY and Ana~YSis. ed. M. Maodonald, New York, Philoso
phieal Library, 194, pp. l32-1J9i also Antony Flew, "Motives
and the Unconscious," 1n The Fo~ations or Science.... pp.
1;;-173. Compare also Ricoeur's distinction between Motive
and Cause, VI. p. 67; p. ;1 or this essaYe

;7FP. p. 374. ;&oFP. p. 360.
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double meanings. Thus

the distinction between motive and cause does not re
solve the epistemologica1 problem posed by Freudian
discourse: such discourse is governed by a unique
type of being, which l call the semantics of desire;
it is a mixed discourse~that falls outside the mo
tive-cause alternative.~9

Freudian thought cannot, therefore, be simply refuted and dis

carded by the behaviorist and analytieal critieisms, despite

the legitimaey of their arguments against its status as a sci

ence of behavior and observation. It has ta be judged on its

own grounds, more as a historieal, than as an observational sci

ence. Once again, it should be criticized, that is, verified

or falsified, after the manner of the Kantian transcendental

deduction. Analytic concepts must be shawn to be necessary to

account for analytic experience, i.e., the conditions of possi-
60

bi1ity of a semantics of desire.

This "mixed d1scourse" of wh1ch Ricoeur speaks corresponds

to the position of psychoanalysis between scientifie psychology

and philosophical phenomenology. We have seen that psychoana

lys1s resembles 1n some ways but also differs from psycho1ogy.

Ricoeur thinks tha. t 1t also bas much in common but is not 1den

tical with Husser11an phenomen010gy. The latterr we recall,

begins w1th a reduetion of 1mmediate consciousness. Husserl

wrote, "Adequacy and apodictieity of evidenee need not go hand
61

1n band." As Ricoeur expresses i t, "The resolute certitude

59Fp, p. 363. 6OFp, pp. 343-37,.
61Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Med1tations, transe D. Cairns,

The Hague, Martinus N1jhoff, 1960, p. 22.
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pp. 286ff. Cf. th1s essay, p. '.
6~FP, p. 389.
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of the !-lm 1nvolves the unresolved question of the possible
62

extent of self-deoept1on." Husserl taught us the unconsc1ous-

ness of the 1mpl1c1t or co-1ntended. If we "perce1ve" Gnly the
63

noes1s, we "1ntend11 the noema. Intent1onal1ty 1tself, so cen-

tral to phenomenology, resembles the unconsc1ous in 1ts outward

direction, in that it 1s always consc1ousness of ••• , intention

of the other: "Engrossed in the other, 1t does not at f1rst
. 64

know 1tself 1ntend1ng." Husserl and Freud, R100eur remembers,

both stud1ed under Brentano, and share the heart of his original

1ns1ght: thatthe psych1cal should be def1ned as meaning, and

that th1s mean1ng 1s dynam1c and h1stor1cal. But the psych1cal

1s ~ 1dentif1ed w1th consciousness. Phenomenology, in Husserl,

speaks of .. "passive genes1s," the operation of l1nk1ng together

the var1ol1s aspects of the spatial and temporal flux to create

a mean1ng wh1ch is given, which comes about apart from my con

scious wi111ng. But psychoanalys1s carefu1ly and concretely

shows th1s very process go1ng on in the topographical 1nterplay

of desire as incarnate meaning•. Thus, Ricoeur concludes, "the6,
reduct10n 1s 11ke an analys1s."

However, they are far from 1dent1cal, for psychoanalys1s

uses a pecul1ar technique to uncover the unconsc1ous of which

phenomenology knows noth1ng. The concept of repress1on,' for

example, 1s not merely the phenomenolog1cal concept of the co

intended. S1m1larly the energy metaphors, such as dream-work

62Fp, p. 378.
63Husserl, Ideas,
64ptp, p. 378.
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condensat1on, d1splacement, etc. have no parallel 1n phenameno

logy. It 1s this very intersection. th1s mixed discourse of

the natural and the s1gnifying from wh1ch phenomenology can

learn. Thus R1coeur makes 1t qu1te clear that he does not re

ject the Freudian "èconomics:"

The l1nguistic 1nterpretation does not const1tute an
alternative to the econom1c explanation; it simply pre
vents the latter from being re1fied by show1ng that
the mechanisms that come under the economics are acces
s1ble only 1n relation tG hermeneut1cs. To say that
repress10n is a "metaphor" 1s not to replace the eco
nom1c hypothes1s but rather to parallel 1t w1th a
linguistic 1nterpretat1on and thus relate 1t to the
univergg of meaning w1thout reducing 1t to th~t uni
verse.
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l think' l am'
Are we to look for 1t 1n the consc10u.sness? Consc1ous
ness presents itself as the representative of the exter
nal world, as a surface funct10n.... Are we looking for
the ege? What we f1nd is the 1d. Shall \fe turn from the
id to the dominating agency? What we meet is the superego.
Shall we try to reach the ego in 1ts function of aff1rma
t1on, defense, expansion? What we d1scover is narc1ssism,
the great screen between self and oneself. The circle
has come full tu~~ and the !&2 of the Cogito snm bas es
caped each t1me.

68Fp, p. -421.66FP, p. 396.

While not reject1ng the Freudian economics, R1coeur does

propose a concept by which it can be understood and crit1cized.

He suggests that "the ph1losoph1cal place of analytic d1sconrse
67

1s defined by the concept of an archeology of the subject."

This is not a concept of Freud himself, but a crit1cal concept

of R1coeur. He notes in Freud an absence of any rad1cal ques

t10ning about the subject, a "fl1ght" from the qu.estion of the

J
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This tlanti-phenollenology" is a necessary discipline for the

phenomenologist to undergo: to perceive the self-deception,

and shake off the false knowledge of immediate self-conscious

ness. The metapsychology achieves what phenameno1ogy by itself

could not, a de-centering o~ the home of significations, and a

displacement of the "birthplace" of meaning. But th1s first

task of displacement must be fo1lowed by a second task, which

is the regapture of meaning through interpretation. Freud' s

theory is at once liberating, in that it exposes the illusions

of consciousness, and disappointing, in that it fails to give

the ~ of the cogito any meaning. Is the l not simply lost

in the economics of the instincts? Ricoeur admits that "Freud's

naturalism is 'wel1-gronnded'; and what gronnds i t is the thing

aspect, the quasi-nature aspect of the forces and mechanisms in
69 . .

question." But he finds in Freud himself the key to the're-

solution of this puzzle in the theory of the psychical repre

sentatives of instincts. "An instinct," said Freud, "can ne

ver become an object of consciousness -- only the idea that

represents the instinct can. Even in the unconsci~us, more

over, an instinct cannot be represented otherwise than by an
70

idea." All this militates against' a reduction of the subject

to the status of thing. Consciousness cannot be reduced to

the role of a mere surface phenomenon, or a smal1 circle with

in the a1l-important system of unconscious mechanisms. Ricoeur

69Fp, p. 434; compare VI, pp. 397-398, a1so this essay, p. 98.
7O:Freud, "The Unconscious," in CPW, Vol. XIV, p. 177.
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explicitly draws ont of Frendianism what was already implied,

that is, that

the fact of being conscious can be neither snppressed
nor destroyed. For it is in relation to the possibili
ty of becoming conscious, in relation to the task of
achieving conscious insight tbat the concept of a psy
chical representative of an instinct becomes meaning
tul.... In short, psychoanalysis is possible as a re
tnrn to conscionsness because, in a certain way, the
nnconscions is homogeneons with conscionsness; i l is
its relative other, and not the absolute other.7

Here again, as in the eidetics, he has made a strGng case for

the "subjective" natnre of the psychism, and the primary sig

nificance of conscionsness. Surely this conclusion is crncial

if the Cogito is not to be conceived as merely the dnpe of

nnconscions mechanisms, but as, in some measnre, free.

Phenomenology and psychoanalysis both begin, then, with

a wounding or humiliation of consciousness, in that both are

an affront to a philosophy of man that does not fn!:' recognize

the limitation of conscions freedom. It is the pecn!iar voca

tion ot phenomenology to recapture a sense ot the snbject

throngh a retlection disciplined by psychoanalysis. Ricoeur

does not, of course, accept the Frendian determinism, but

The tiction of absence of motivation, on which conscious
ness basad its illusion of selt-determination, is recog
nized as fiction; the fu1lness of motivation is revealed
in p1,~e of the emptiness and arbitrariness of conscious-
ness. .

Ricoeur bas placed psychoana1ysis as a unique and irredncible

praxis between psychology and phenomeno10gy. Its uniqueness lies

71FP. p. 430; compare VI. p. 398, a1so this essay, p. 99.
72FP, p. 391; compare VI. pp. 178-179, a1so this essay, p. 66.
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in 1ts mixed d1scourse of force and meaning, and 1t must be

evaluated in accordance with its peculiar technique and ob

ject of 1nqu1ry. Its great contribution to a philosophy of

man is its "archeology," in that it shows us what phenomeno

logy cannot: "our relation to our or1gins, and our relation
73

to our models, the 1d and the superego."

ArcheologY and Teleologl

Ricoeur's treatment of FJ."eud should be des1gnated a "cri

tique" in the Kantian sense, for it seeks to both establish

and lim1t the va11dity of psychoanalysis. That critique comes

to its conclusion in the dialectic of archeology and teleology.

He sees 1n Freud an original and indispensable probing 1nto

the instinctual sources of behavior, but also a Mere reduct1on

ism of the higher poss1bi11ties of man.

Central to what Ricoeur calls Freud's archeology is the

concept of the 1d, that 1mpersonal, neuter aspect of the human

psyche which, "never being an l think 1s something like an II
speaks. which expresses 1tself 1n laconisms, displacements of

74
emphas1s of meaning, and the rhetoric of dreams and jokes."7,
Freud calls 1t "the reservoir of the libido." The passage

of time can produce no alterations in its processes, for the

impressions that pass into the id are virtually 1mmortal.

This zeitlos characteristic is part of what Ricoeur calls the

"unsUJ."passable character of desire." 8ince Freud sees all

73FP. pp. 375'-418. 7~p. p. 443.
7'The Ego and the Id, (~Vol. XIX), p. 30.
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cultural productions as analogues of dreams and neurotic symp

toms, his interpretation of culture is an archeology, referring

in this regressive manner back into the id. Whi1e Ricoeur wants

to pass beyond this reductionism, he sees it as important testi

mony to a truth about man. The genius of Freudianism is pre

cisely ta have unmasked the archaic from the human 1n its ra

tiona1izations and idea11zat1ons, reducing what 1s apparently

noble and creative to what 1s actually a rev1val of ch11dhood

fantas1es. "One should not be in a hurry ta correct this re

duct1ve hermeneut1cs," he warns us, "but should rather stay with

it, for 1t w1ll not be su~~ressed, but reta1ned, 1n a more com

prehens1ve hermeneutics."

The superego too is an "archaic" aspect of the psyche,

constituted as it is by the internalization of social demands

in early childhood. In moving from the oneiric to the sublime,

Freudian 1nterpretation cont1nues i ts function of "unmasking,"

sa that the phenomenon of the ethical 1s seen to derive s01ely

fram an internalized external threat. Moral injunctions, then,

are not essent1ally different from taboo. Again, Ricoeur will

find this 1nadequate, but first insists that we must learn from

1t something quite crucial:

1 regard this crit1que of moral alienation as an extra
ordinary contribution to the critique of "existence un
der thelaw" begun by St. Paul, continued by Luther and
Kierkegaard and taken up again in a different manner by
Nietzsche. Freud's contribution here consists in his
discovery of a fundamental structure of ethical lire,

76FP, p. 447 •
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namely a first stratum of morality that has the func
tion both of preparing the way for autonomy and of re
tarding it, of blocking it off at an archaic stage.
The 1nner tyrant plays the role of premorality and
ant1moral1ty. It 1s the eth1cal moment

7
in 1ts dimen

sion of non-creative sedimentation••••'

Now Ricoeur proposes that this archeology of the subject

must be understood d1alectically with a teleology of the sub

ject, and that th1s d1alect1cal relation 1s the key to show

1ng the complementar1ty of the two opposed hermeneut1cs dis

cussed at the beg1nning of the chapter. He has arduously

searched through Freud's work to find w1thin 1t 1ts dialec

t1cal contrary, that is, an impl1c1t, unthemat1zed teleology.

In his search he has enl1sted the help of a counterexample,

the Hegel1an phenomenol~gy, wh1ch he regards as essent1ally a

teleology of the subject, underg1rded by an archeology.

Hegel's phenomenology of spirit contrasts sharply w1th

Freud's regressive analyt1c approach in that it is a progres

sive synthet1c movement. For Freud, any sublimation to appar

ently "higher" expressions of life 1s understood econom1cally

and regress1vely in terms of the constancy and pleasure pr1n

ciples, whereas for Hegel, spirit is itselt the truth and goal

of natural l1fe. Self-consciousness emerges trom a d1alect1cal

progressive synthes1s. Hare too an off-eenter1ng of consc1ous

ness 1s 1nvolved. For example, when spirit passes through the

dialect1c of master and slave, consc1ousness enters the pro-

. 77FP, p. 449.

C",

"

"



·l i
"

{}

- 240 -

cess of self-recognition in relation to another.78 But most

importantly, "the trl1th of a given moment lies in the subse

quent moment.... because the later meaning is immanent in each

of its anterior moments." Ricoeur comments, "this advance of

spirit or mind upon 1tself constitutes the truth, unknown to
79

itself, of the anterior figures. 1I However, Hegells thought

does not exclude archeology, for the positing of desire is es

sential to the "spiritual" process of coming to consciousness.

Hegel's concept of Befriedigung, satisfaction, ls comparable

to the Freudian pleasure principle. The ego knows 1ts own e

xistence in the experience of satisfaction. ThllS Hegel wrote:

"The satisfaction of desire is indeed the reflexion of self

consciousness into itself, 1s the certainty which has passed
80

into objective truth." Ricoeur finds in this a confirmation

of his own position. His statement here is remin1scent of the

eidetics:

The teleology of self-consciousness does not reveal sim
ply that lite is surpassed by self-consciousness; it also
reveals that life and desire, as initial positing, primal
affirmation, immediate expansion, are forever unsurpassa
ble. At the very heart of self-consciousness, life is
that obscure density that self~consciousness, in 1ts ad
vance, reveals behind itself as th§lsource of the very
f1rst differentiation of the self.

There is a kind of "m1xed discourse lt in Hegel as in Freud.

Hegel speaks of a struggle for recognition, indeed a pass10n

to achieve recognition, which goes beyond an animal struggle

78G. W. F. Hegel, The Phenomenology of Mind, transe J. B. Bail-
lie, London, George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1949, pp. 229ff.

79Fp, p. 464.
8Ophenomenology o~ Mind, p. 226. 8lFP , p. 469.
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for survival. Behind it lies the unsurpassable 'positing of
82

life and. desire, but, as Ricoeur describes it, this is "a

struggle to tear from the other an avowal, an attestation, a
83

proof that l am an autonomous self-consciousness." The self

emerges as specifically human, as novelty, yet not outside life,

but within it. Ricoeur might have said that freedom too emer

ges not outside life but within its basic biological and psy

chical limitations. At any rate, he has shown Hegel as an in

verse model of Freud: an archeology within a teleology. He

thinks that in a less explicit way Freud's archeology contains

a teleology.

Ricoeur does not pretend that Freud would agree with what

he thinks he finds in his work. He only suggests that, inevi

tably, Freud has employed concepts which he has not reflected

upon theoretically. He finds an "Implicit Teleology of Freu

dianisq' a dialectic of "life" and self-consciousness, in the

dichotomous relation of such concepts as life and death in

stincts, conscious and unconscious, object-libido and ego-li

bido, etc. Again, when he discusses the superego as the heir

of the Oedipus complex, Freud speaks of the "abandonment of

the Oedipus complex" and its replacement by an intensification
84

of identification with parents. But Ricoeur sees the process

of identification as a progressive, creative process of growing

self-consciousness relating to the specifically human and sub-

82Phenomenologv of Mind' p. 234.
83FP, p. 471; compare FM, pp. 183ff; this essay, p. 139.
84Freud, New Introductory Lectures, (~ Vol. XXII), p. 64.
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ject1ve quest for reCognit1on;8, here 1s an 1mpl1ed and unde-

veloped teleology of the subject. Even more signif1cantly,

Freud's concept of subl1m§t1on 1s open to th1s k1nd of teleo

log1cal development. Freud treats sublimation as a displace

ment of energy, but not a repression of it. It is the mechan

ism designated to account for the passage from the lllower" to
86

the "higher." But Ricoeur doubts whether this process is

really intell1gible w1thin a purely regressive "economic"

archeology. He detects here again a specifically human, sub

jective element which Freud has not developed.

What does it mean that the ego evaluates, is capable of
respect or blame, engages in approval and self-approval,
disapproval and self-repudiation?... If the ego can
fear castration, and later on anticipate social blame
and punishment and internalize them as moral condamna
tion, the reason is that it is sensible to threats oth
er than physical danger. For the fear of castration to
take on ethical significance, the threat to one's
self-regard must in1tially be distinct from any other
menace; to acquire the meaning of condemnation and puni
shment, the threat to physical integ§1ty must symbolize
the threat to existential integrity. 7

Ricoeur is contending that sublimation, the diversion of an

aim of libidinal instincts toward cultural objects, is a mixed

concept which designates both a derivation of energy and an

innovation of meaning. Freudian archeology, very enlighten

ing in itself, must be complemented by, shall we say, a certain

progress1ve openness Inherent in the human psyche which con

stitutes the human, the subjective dimension of man, the locus

85FP, pp. 472-483.
86Freud, liOn Narcissism: An Introduction, Il (CPW, Vol. XIV), p.

94•.
87FP, p. 491.
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of his freedom. Freud's reduetive system, he thinks, eontains

eoneepts whieh, when reflected upon philosophically, invite

such a teleological development.
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The Complementarity of the Rival Hermenel1tics

The key to the solution of the rival hermeneutics, the

hermeneutics of belief and of suspicion, of progression and

of regression, lies in the dialectic of areheology and teleo

logy. The two are opposed, but complementary. Each without

the other misses what Ricoeur has elsewhere ealled the "drama

tic duality" or the "disproportionatetl character of man. The

concrete "mixed texture" which bears witness to this bipolarity

is the symbole The symbol, Ricoeur shows us, earries two vec

tors: they mirror or repeat our ch11dhood, but they also ex

plore our adult life. This is the "over-determination" of

symbols:

We nourish our least carnal symbols with desires that
have been checked, deviated, transformed. We represent
our ideals with images issuing from eleansed desire.
Thus symbols represent in a concrete unitY what reflec
tion in its antithetic sg~ge 1s foreed to split into
opposed interpretations.

Ricoeur gives an example of the dialectical nature of symbols

in two possible interpretat10ns of Sophocles' Oedipus Rex.

Freud said that King Oedipus who murdered his father and

married his mother shows us the fulfilment of our childhood

wishes. His destiny moves us only because it might have been

our own. The tragic suffering of Oedipus expresses the vio-

88FP, p. 497.
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lence of our own oneiric repression against the revival of
89

those wishes. But Ricoeur, in an alternative interpreta-

tion, points out that on the basis of the drama of parricide

and incest, Sophocles has created another. Oedipus falls in

to a second and more serious gullt, an adu1t guilt of arro

gance and of deliberate nOnYJlowing, when he ca11s down curses

upon the unknown person responsib1e for the p1ague. Oedipus'

pride must be broken through sUffering. Ricoeur writes of

this:

By reason of this impure passion with respect to the
truth, his hubris rejoins that of Prometheus: what
leads }>'..;l to disaster is the passion for non-knowing.
His gu~lt is no longer in the sphere of the libido,
but in that of se1f-consciousness ••••

•••The under1ying 1ink between the anger of Oedipus
and the power of truth is thus the core of the veritable
tragedy. The cor~ois not the prob1em of sex, but the
prob1em of 1ight.

These two antithetica1 interpretations must be combined, how

ever, in order to decipher the full wisdom of myth regarding

the nature of man. It is striking, and no accident, Ricoeur

thinks, that the drama of truth centers around the mystery of

birth (a frequent dramatic theme). The chi1dhood Oedipa1
.

dream is potentia11y the drama of truth. The tragedy of

truth 1s not artific1a11y superimposed upon the drama of ori

gin, for the mater1a1 of the tragedy, as Freud discovered,
91

1s identical with the dream material. The myth displays

89ID. (CPW. Vol. IV), pp. 262-264.
9~p. p.' 5'17. 91FP. pp. 515-519.
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both an archeology and a teleology. Philosoph1cal anthropology

must hold the two together as w1tness to the d1sproport1onate

nature of man.

What of the hermeneut1c conf11ct regard1ng relig1on? As

we have seen, R1coeur has pract1ced a phenomenology of re11

gious myths and symbols to explore the bond of man w1th the

sacred, an 1mportant aspect of h1s existence as tree subject.

We have also seen that Freud would 1nva11date a11 of that by

h1s reduct1ve hermeneut1c. Now R1coeur w1ll not attempt to

ground re11g10us fa1th 1n a human capac1ty. He shows cons1

derable sens1tivity to contemporary theolog1cal discuss10n

when he insists that the problemat1c of fa1th perta1ns to a

new d1mension wh1ch he w1ll not deal with unt1l the poet1cs.

In the context of the present work, l descr1be th1s
new dimension as a call, a kerygma, a word addressed
to me. In th1s sense, l am in accord with the way in
which Karl Barth poses the theological problem. The
or1g1n of fa1th lies 1n the solic1tat10n of man by the
object of fa1th. Hence l w1ll not employ the ruse ot
extrapolat1ng the question of the radical orig1n from
an archeology of the Cog1to, or the quest10n ot the
f1nal end trom a teleology.... Compared to Jhis
archeology of myselt and to th1s teleolog~20 myself,
genes1s and eschatology are Wholly Other.~

92Note R1coeur's comments on th1s matter w1th regard to Barth
and Bultmann 1n "Préface à Bu!tmann, Il 1n Le Conf11t des In-

on E a d'he n u ue (Par1s, Ed1t1ons du
Seuil, 19 9: "Ic1 Bultmann se retourne contre D1lthey
pour qui, cœmprendre le texte c'est y sa1s1r une express10n
de la viei si bien que l'exégàte do1t pouvoir comprendre
l'auteur au texte mieux qu'il ne s'est compris lUi-même.
Non, dit Bultmann: ce n'est pas la vie de l'auteur qui
règle la compréhens1on, ma1s l'essence du sens qu1 v1ent
à express10n dans le texte. Ici Bultmann est parfaite
ment d'accord avec Karl Barth, lorsque celu1-ci disait,
••• que la comprehension est sous le commandement de l'ob
jet de la f01." (p. 382).
FP, p. 52;.
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At this point Ricoeur has again brttshed into the sphere of

Christian theology. But an appeal to a revelation does not

dispense with the hermeneut1cal problem: "to be11eve 1s to

listen to the call, but to hear the call we must 1nterpret

the message. Thus we must be11eve in order to understand and
93

understand in order to believe." The Freudian hermeneutic

of demystification calls in question this Anselm1an circle.

In doing so it in1tially performs an important service in ex

posing the idolatry of an illusionary "supreme being," a

wish-tulfilment by projection, showing that the sphere of ra

ligious objects, institutions and powers are part of our sphere

and not truly transcendent. The "sacred" is the crucial area

of ambiguity:

The sacred can be the sign of that which does not be
long to us, the sign of the Whol1y Other; it can also
be the sphere of separate objects w1thin our human world
of culture and alongside the sphere ot the profane. The
sacred can be the meaningfu1 bearer ot what we described
as the structure ot horizon peculiar to the Whol1y Other
which draws near, or it can be the idolatrous reality
to which we assign a separate place in our culture, thus
giving rise to alienation.~4

Recognition of th1s salutary function of psychoana1ysis regar

ding religious idolatry does not, of course, imply total accep

tance of the hermeneutic of demystif1cation. Despite the ra

semblance of some re1igious observances to neurotic symptoms,

psychoanalysis has no way of show1ng whether religion is in

9~FP, p. 525.
9~p, p. 531; Ricoeur a1so makes this point at length in his

article, "The Atheism of Freudian Psychoana1ysis," in
Conci1ium, Vol. 16, (2), 1966, pp. 59-72.
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fact nothing but a lIuniversal nel1rosis." The possibility of

D2t resembl1ng the neurotic remains as a task for the man of

faith. As in the case of art and morality, Freud refuses to

see in religion any possibility of a genuinely novel or crea

tive growth·beyond the archaic. Ricoeur notes that Freud, on

his romantic and philosophie side, was able to say that Eros

1s lIthe power that holds everyth1ng together."

But he never suspected that this mythology of Eros
might concern an epigenesis of religious feel1ng, nor
that Eros might be another name for the Johannine God
•••• And why may it not be that "our god Logos, who
promises no consolation, whose voice is soft but does
not rest till it has gained a hear1ng," 1s -- in spite
of Freud's ironie tone on this occas1on -- another
name for Eros, 1n the profound un1ty of the symbols
of Life and Light?95

Freud excludes, without good psychoanalyt1c reason, the possi

bi11ty that faith is a participation in the source of Eros, and

has to do not so ml1ch with the consolation of the child 1n us

95FP, p. ,36. It is surprising that Ricoeur seldom refers to
Carl Jung, the other great Dame in analytical psychology
and Freud's major antagoniste It is obvious that in some
ways Ricoeur's position resembles that of Jung regarding
religion and the nature of man, as when Jung writes, "I
prefer to look at man in the light of what in him is heal
thy and sound, and to free the sick man from that point of
view which colours every page Freud has wr1tten. Freud' s ..
teach1ng is defin1tely one-sided in that it generalizes
from facts that are relevant only to neurotic states of
mind; its validity is really confined to those states."
(Cf. Mod~n Man 1n Search of a Soul, New York, Harcourt,
Brace and Co., 1936, p. 13;). But Ricoeur tells us he
admires Freud's firmness and rigor: "With Freud l know
where l am and where l am going; with Jung everything
risks being confused: the psychism, the soul, the arche
types, the sacred." (ft' p. 176). Certainly Jung does not
treat religion with t e sarne reductive·scorn as does Freud,
and is concerned to affirm the "soul" and freedom of man.
But perhaps Jung cannot play the sarne pl1r1fy1ng, disc1plin
1ng role that Freud does; that is, he does not help us to
d1stinguish between God and idols.
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as with the power of loving.

He excludes the possibility that faith aims at making
this power adult in the face of the hatred within us
and outside of us -- in the face of death. The only
thing that can escape Freud's critique is faith aS96the kerygma of love: "God so loved the world •••• "

We can say that Ricoeur has defended very weIl his prac

tice of a hermeneutic of belief as restoration of meaning a

gainst the reductive hermeneutic of suspicion. His detour

from the philosophy of the will through Freud has been most

fruitful for the ph1losophy of freedom. The detour has con

firmed.the conclusions of the eidetics, that man's freedom
0'

is motivated, incarnate, contingent, and ltonly human." But

the hermeneutical method has yielded much beyond the insights

of the eidetics. Through the symbols of evil, and even more,

through a reflection disciplined by psychoanalysis, he has

discovered not a felt dependence, but a "deciphered dependence"

of the Cogito on the absolute involuntary of "life."

We can best closewith a question that Ricoeur the philo

sopher has posed to the philosopher in Freud: "Is reality

merely Ananke? Is reality simply necessity offered to my re

signation? Is it not also possibility opened to the power of
97

loving? ••• "

Ile Ile Ile Ile Ile

96FP, p. ,36. 97FP, p. "o.
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Conclusions tg Chapter Five

What has Ricoeur achieved in De l'Interprétation. and how

does it contribute to an anthropology of freedom?

1. In my judgment, Ricoeur has effectivelymet the chal

lenge of the hermeneutics of suspicion which tbreatened to bring

about the collapse of not only his own, but of Any ph11osophical

anthropology that takes man seriously as subject. He deserves

credit not only for his incisive solution, but also for the

acute manner ln which he has identifled and posed the problem.

2. He has handled the Freudlan challenge not in Any facile

way, but wlth great scholarly rigor. Hls close knowledge of

the whole volumlnous Freudlan corpus as weIl as the surrounding

psychological and psychoanalytic llterature is abundantly evl

dent throughout the book. He has taken the trouble both to un

derstand and to appreclate Freud, and has ingeniously succeeded

ln turning hls genuine inslght to the advantage of 'a deepened

anthropology of freedom. In the process he has lad us to per

celve the colossal greatness of Freud. We mlght say agaln that

this book constitutes a serious "critlque" ln the Kantlan sense,

ln that it both establlshes and limits the valid1ty of psycho

analysis.' ,

3. The Most important new offerlng of this book is, l

would say, the proposed dialectic of archeology and teleology

of the subject. As far as l know this is an entirely original

formulation, which, in the context of his philosophy of symbols,

constitutes an immense contribution to philosophical anthropology.

t 1

1. .,
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4. Perhaps Ricoeur can be faulted for accepting uncri

tically too much of Freud. No doubt Freud's opponents in psy

choanalysis and analytical psychology would think so. He has

offered very little criticism, for example, of Freud's pan

sexualism, and his seemingly arbitrary and excessive sexual

(as opposed to more broadly libidinal) interpretations of

draams and cultural productions. Perhaps Ricoeur can be de

fended in this regard, in that he claims no clinical experience

or competence in the field, and does not care to enter into de

bate at that level. It is apparent, though, that generally spea

king, he does accept the broad outlines of the Freudian meta

psychology, and thinks it "verifiable" as the conceptual frame

work necessary to account for psychoanalytic experience.



BPILOGUE

Conclusions have appeared at the close of chapters two

to rive, and these do not require repetition. However, a fi

nal word of summary and evaluation is perhaps in order.

We proposed at the beginning that the unique singularity

of Paul Ricoeur's thought is his manner of proceeding by de

tours, which reveal human freedom as a limited reality always

to be located between two poles: voluntary and involuntary,

finite and infinite, act and state, origin and telos. He has

shown that tbis "disproportionate" nature of man involves two

universes of discourse: objective and subjective; and that

some instances of symbolic language exhibit a "mixed" discourse

reflecting the character of man as a mélange. reconciled in a

"practical mediation," a "reciprocity," or a ltdialectic~"

Freedom as limited emerges from this complementarity of oppo

sites.

In the course of unfolding this monumental philosophical

achievement, as yet incomplete, Ricoeur has illuminated bis

intellectual surroundings, both appreciating and incisively

criticizing behaviorism, existentialism and psychoanalysis.

We may point out that he has taken little account of .sociology,

and has not adequately dealt with the limitations placed upon

freedom by human communities. Certainly he is more concerned

with what limits man from within rather than from without.

But it would not be fair to characterize his anthropology as

solipsistic, since his whole hermeneutical emphasis stresses

1'.\
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the intersubjectivity of human existence.

Our sub-theme of Ricoeur as "Christian philosopher" rai

ses the question of the relation of his thought to theology.

He insists, qui te rightly, that he is a philosopher, not appea

ling to the authority of Scripture or ecclesiastical tradition,

and not writing directly in the service of Christian proclama

tion. But Many of his statements concerning grace and hope

definitely overlap into the theological sphere. He only glimp

ses these further dimensions on the "horizon" of his own dis-

cipline, and hints at their place in a completed anthropology.

His interest in these themes is, l suggest, part of his

concern to l1mit what he caUs the first flCopernican Revolution, fi

which gave subjectivity its due. A "second Copernican Revolution"

which displaces man as the center of reality, -- and Ricoeur has

already moved decisively in this direction -- sets freedom with

in the context of consent, adoration, obedience and hope. Will

Ricoeur have to pass from philosophy into theology in order to

complete such a doctrine of freedom? For our answer, we shall

have to await the Poet1cs.
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