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Abstract
TRUTH, LIES, AND ISSUES OF AUTHENTICITY:
A STUDY OF ROUSSEAU, NIETZSCHE, SARTRE AND CAMUS
By
Mary J. Gennuso
Adviser: Professor Vincent Crapanzano
The main focus of this study is an examination of the lie in its various
stratifications. No study of the lie can be conducted without some attention to the
backdrop of truth, against which the lie is cast. Such an exercise require$ caref
philosophical inquiry. Therefore, the authors chosen for this endeavor are those whose
works are paramount in both philosophy and literature, namely Rousseau, Nietzsche,
Sartre, and Camus. This is thus an interdisciplinary examination. An imp@pect af
this study, and to our authors, is the shifting idea of truth from absolute and objective to
more relative, personal, and subjective, thus raising the issue of authegityith
shifts, so does the lie. The existential dimension of this inquiry also includiesi @nad
and social aspect. Such a setting grounds and mandates its literary @lpditerary
dimension also supplies ample case studies of the application of the authors’ thoughts.
Each of these authors has his own system of thought, and thus the philosophical concepts
and uniqueness of each author are examined as they apply to the inquiry. Contemporary
secondary sources and critics are utilized to facilitate this exaamnnak specific sub-
theme of this study is the application of truth and lies as it applies to gender. Thus a
feminist inquiry is also undertaken. The analysis also uncovers the tensibns a

paradoxes of each author’s system of thought.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW OF THE PROBLEM AND SCOPE

What is a lie? According to Webster, to lie is to make an untrue statement with
intent to deceive. This is the more common and specific definition. However, Webster
also provides a more general definition; to lie is to create a false @aathisj
impression. In addition, Roget lists various forms of lying such as fibbing, ratag,
and equivocating. We might add to this list general forms of insincerity and hgypocri
Thus lying is not as simple as it may seem.

Webster’s very short definition leaves us with a spectrum of possibilities and
difficulties. For instance, lying, in the first definition, has to be juxtaposed tu tiat
addition, intention to deceive implies volition and hence issues of will and culpability
follow. But how is intention to be decided or discovered? The added burden of
including “statement” implicates language, and wherever there is lgagoere is
interpretation of meaning. The second definition, while more general, is no less
problematic. It involves acts of creation and impressions. Thus the imaginadlea is
involved in addition to the will and may involve trickery or deceit. (For a more
expansive explanation of various definitions and their complications and inadequacies,
the work of Shibbles (1985, 1988) is recommended). In addition, impressions are
created variously and include many forms of representation, including indirect innuendos
and artistic presentations. Also, the various stratifications from whit ihre&jor lie
provide further complexity to the problem. All of these various components of the lie

make the topic an important one for both the study of philosophy, a discipline directed in



part to the determination of truth, and literature, a genre that is often notesirfgr
untrue in being fictitious. In general, the lie is a topic that captures oumiatiag.

While many books have been written on the subject of truth in philosophy and
deceit in literature, very little attention has been paid to the lie as iesrbsgh
disciplines. There has, however, been an explosion of recent books on the topic of lying,
from a wide variety of disciplines and viewpoints. Sisiela Bok’s 1978 dookg, is a
more recent example. However, her book tends to be along the lines of popular
philosophy and makes very little reference to literature. However, her bookttesso
a concern about the growing acceptability of lying in the social, public, and political
arena. Bok argues for a near-Kantian view of lying, with some caveatsvay.tin
extreme cases, it is permissible to lie. Her 1982 bSekretsdetails some of these
exceptional areas, such as in the interest of national security. Gnéftidast book
Lying, details the history of the Augustinian view of lies and deception from a thealogi
standpoint, emphasizing, and agreeing with Augustine on the strict adherence agains
lying and the problems that it causes, taking a view even stronger than Kant in some
instances. On a lighter note, there is a popular recent bhekhilosophy of House:
Everybody Lieswhich is based on the television series. The book includes incidents
from the series as well as the philosophical view of both the main characteygdhe t
minded Doctor House, whose philosophy, just like the title, that everybody lies, &l centr
to his solving perplexing diagnostic problems in assisting his patients, alongp&vith t
views of his other more humane colleagues. Ironically, House’s view undoubtedly wi
the day in the series. While the book is too popularized for a serious study, it does add

credence to the rampant acceptability of lying in contemporary society



Even on the other more literary side of the study of lying, an author such as
Karon, who argues for a certain acceptability and even a sometimesityexfdgsng,
opens his article “Deception and Transparency: the Case of Writing” with tbeifay
short attention-getting sentence: “We Live in Deceptive Times”, recognair current
climate of mendacity. Nyberg’s bookhe Varnished Truthwhile taking the problem of
lying seriously, takes a middle ground that there are sometimes situahiereslying
might be necessary and that to tell the entire truth may not always be desiravien
feasible. Goleman’s boodkital Lies, Simple Truthdooks at the subject of lying from a
psychological perspective, and Ford’s baads! Lies!! Lies!!! is written from a medical
point of view.

There is a plethora of books written from the philosophical side on lying. For
example, Galasinski’s bookhe Language of Deceptiois a study in the analytic
tradition of philosophy. Galasinski’s purpose is to study the message of lyim@uitgel
its discourse, since he thinks that “it is impossible to find out empiricallyhehat
speaker did or did not attempt to be deceptive” (2000, 114). While his main focus is on
the discourse itself, he also includes such statistical studies astegtratas of lies per
person per week, and evolutionary studies that seem to suggest that deception is a
necessity for survival. Using complicated logical analysis, PriesisibookDoubt
Truth to be a Liaycontinues with his earlier work and theme of dialetheism (the view
that some contradictions are true). While admitting that his position does involve
inconsistencies, he argues that this view has other virtues, such as adequaicytysimpl
and explanatory power (2006, 126). Ironically, at the end of all the complicated logical

analysis and historical debate on the subject, he returns to the title of the book, and



explains the double ironies and reversals of the passage from Hamlet, and conifludes, “
cannot claim Aristotle on my side, at least | can claim Shakespeare” (2006, 209)

Another strand of philosophical studies incorporates psychological and
phenomenological considerations, such as Fingarette’s seminalSediHeceptionin
which he explicates his theory of disavowal in answer to the inherent paradox and takes
seriously some of the existential considerations of Sartre on the subject. Thaf bod
literature specializes in hair-splitting details in consideratajrself-deception, and
includes such issues as split selves, partitioned minds, the unconscious, gradations of
belief, logical fallacies, irrationality, and the role of epistemolagg intention. (For a
sample of some of these issues and the various positions, EsterEHaoblultiple Self
provides good variety of analyses along the spectrum). This is but a smaifeéhag
recent books on the subject, that support the timeliness and importance of the study of the
lie, for it has become not only a matter of interest for academics, but has betmmuee a
in the public consciousness and of high interest to society. Thus, a serioufiatudy t
crosses the boundary between literature and philosophy, and takes both sides equally
seriously, is both in order and timely. This study is an attempt to fill that gaphawera
the challenge.

The authors that are chosen for this study are Rousseau, Nietzsche, i&hrtre, a
Camus. The authors chosen are specifically well known both in philosophical and
literary circles, and their works represent the best examples of works bouheéary.
Further, these authors are chosen for the particular paradoxes that their plekpophki
especially when applied to women. Part of the aim of this study is to show thader t

authors and those like them, to take only the philosophical or the literary in isolation is to



miss half the importance of their works, and to miss or misrepresent, the saluifahie
interaction, of the two aspects. Each author also opens up an important problem or aspect
of lying on this threshold, or boundary. For instance, Chapter 2 is devoted to Rousseau,
who wrote novels as well as political and philosophical theory, in addition to
autobiography. It is essential to understand how these aspects of his wrignggscint
For instance, Rousseau not only writes about lying from a philosophical standpoint, but
he also demonstrates with examples from his own life. The personal, biographical
examples are thus intimately tied to the philosophical, as the author himself has
incorporated them into his writings. Biography is thus “fair game” foryargland can
inform the reading of both literature and philosophy, especially when pursuidgree
implications. Chapter 3 is devoted to Nietzsche who wrote extensively abbowdncut
lies from a philosophical standpoint. However, he is a most atypical philosopher in tha
he often wrote in aphoristic style and employed many literary devices, Stioh ase of
irony and rhetoric. In addition, he also wrote a “story” of Zarathustra, usengri/
narrative to illustrate his philosophy. Thus again, the intersection of philosophy and
literature is applicable. In addition, Nietzsche himself used an example fsawhilife
to explicate his controversial saying regarding the whip and women. Agamjlsenc
author himself made the connection between his philosophy and his personal life,
analysis of this aspect is warranted.

Chapter 4 examines Sartre, an existentialist philosopher who, in addition to
writing quite a bit of philosophy, also wrote literary works, often to explicste
philosophy. Again, the intersection of philosophy and literature and the merging of

discourses invite the type of approach taken here. In addition, it is with Séatreus



idea of bad faith, that his philosophy is tied into a history of philosophical controversy
regarding the paradox of self-deception, an enigma that remains unsettledd@ythi
Chapter 5 concludes this study by looking at Camus, who, while being not quite a
traditional philosopher, nonetheless extends the existential debate by bringing out
concepts such as that of the absurd in both his essays and his literary works. With
Camus, as with the other philosopher-authors in this study, we also exposespobtimd
the author’s analysis of lies and characters where women are concerned.

Another aspect of the method of this paper is first to closely examine the
philosophical ideas of the author and then to examine their application to theiy literar
works or styles. Thus issues of internal consistency, or coherence within thésauthor
overall system of thought, will naturally arise. This approach unearths inherent
paradoxes in the author’s thought. Internal critique also raises the sizsti@of
women in relation to lying and the problems that arise from the authors thought. Another
layer of analysis encompasses the use of secondary sources that aramaloth the
area of contemporary literary studies and philosophy, as well as fromigestudies,
thus keeping with the interdisciplinary approach of the project. The studjedtal
complex endeavor, covering issues such as intentionality, definitions of truth, and types
of truths and lies. It thus covers philosophical issues such as epistemology and
verification, as well as ethical concerns, as well as literary issubsasumguistic style,
narrative, the role of the imagination, and of interpretation. Both aspextgethry and
the philosophical, are essential aspects of the methodology utilized in the saftalyisis

study.



Lying, in general, is something that we chastise and place a negativeevalen
upon. To tell the truth is considered the morally correct thing to do. Much ink has been
spilled on the nature of truth and its importance. For instance, Kant thought that it was an
imperative to tell the truth. To do otherwise, he considered, to be a violation of the
categorical imperative since one could not will lying to be a universal lawis fileans
that when you tell a lie, you merely take exception to the general ruletsaggeryone
should always tell the truthGQroundwork24). Yet, objectively, a universal law cannot
permit any exceptions, and a contradiction ensues. Thus, Kant brings out both the
excusatory nature we often place on lying as well as highlight the geaptiadiction it
involves. As a major Enlightenment figure, Kant thought that reason could prove to any
person the necessity of telling the truth. In spite of Kant’s best efforts nho@mags
continue to lie, and the question is even raised whether it is advisable alwaythw tel
truth. For instance, in response to Kant, Benjamin Constant published an article in the
periodicalFrancein which he stated that “The moral principle stating that it is a duty to
tell the truth would make any society impossible if that principle were takgly sind
unconditionally” France 123 andsroundwork, 63 SuppleméntPut simply, Constant
thought that no society could ever survive on the pure truth. One might consider
Moliere’s Misanthropeas a comic example of a man obsessed with truth to the exclusion
of societal mores. Constant, however, was more concerned with serious mattess, suc
harmful effects that might follow. Kant remained undaunted and answered back
Constant in his essay “On a Supposed Right to Lie Because of Philanthropic Concerns”.
In this essay he clearly states his position, “Truthfulness in staterhahtahnot be

avoided is the formal duty of man to everyone, however great the disadvantagaythat m



arise there from for him or for any other” (64). “This is because truthfula@sduty

that must be regarded as the basis of all duties founded on contract, and the laws of such
duties would be rendered uncertain and useless if even the slightest exceptiowéodahat
admitted” (65). Kant felt so strongly about this position that in his famous deliate wi
Constant, he claimed that even if someone were at your door to murder your fieend w
was hiding in your house and if asked if he was there, you still had a duty to talitthe tr
Constant claimed contrary to this that “To tell the truth is thus a duty, but is amduty

with regard to one who has a right to the truth. But no one has a right to a truth that
harms others” (64). Kant disagreed, arguing that whether someone would bé isarme
irrelevant. He maintained a strict adherence to principles. Kant rephed,dithough

by telling a certain lie I in fact do not wrong anyone, | neverthelesseithla principle

of right in regard to all unavoidably necessary statements generally (63hort, “the

duty of truthfulness...makes no distinction between persons to whom one has this duty
and to whom one can be excused from his duty; it is, rather, an unconditional duty which
holds in all circumstances” (66).

The positions of Kant and Constant raise critical questions for our enquiry. On
the one hand Kant raises issues of duty and responsibility. The concepts of excuse and
contradiction also come into play. On the other hand, Constant asks us to reconsider the
absolute obligation to tell the truth and asks us to consider if there might be important
reasons why to tell the truth might not be the wisest or best decision. Constanistéuis ra
important questions. Who has a right to truth? Is harm to be considered a factor in
determining a need or a right to truth? Are there ever practical considsrttad trump

truth? These are issues that will come up again for our authors. Needles&Kansay,



never backed down from his position that “to tell the truth is an unconditional duty which
holds in all circumstances” (66). The debate still rages today, and has not Hedn set
With that in mind, we now enter the debate by a careful analysis of our figures,
Rousseau, Nietzsche, Sartre, and Camus.

Rousseau is taken as the starting point because of his detailed explication of the
idea of lying and because he provides a philosophical framework to set not only his own
work but also those that follow. In addition, Rousseau’s position has many sigslariti
as well as differences from Kant's position that will be examined, such ag¢hsatory
response to lying. Also, Rousseau’s analysis has been the subject of magh liter
debate, particularly by deconstructionists such as de Mann and Derrida. Picking
Rousseau as a starting point also defines this work as a study at the crasfsadéebsst
two disciplines, philosophy and literature. Further, Rousseau as a startinggmint a
brings into play specific gender issues, as a major topic for consideratitcLlpdy for
a contemporary audience. That is, that the ribbon incident involved a female is yprecisel
at the heart of the incident and why it was so lodged in Rousseau’s mind over the course
of his writing. It was by his own admission, an event that he could not forget. Thus the
gender issue will be of interest to a contemporary feminist study.oltates the
interesting question why a man so committed to truth ends up lying when it involves
women, as it did in the ribbon incident. In addition, Rousseau adds issues of
consciousness and intentionality as sub-themes for investigation, thus bringing
psychological issues into play. Finally, starting with Rousseau also lmiogecus the

theme of introspection, so common to contemporary literature and so important to
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subsequent existentialist literature that is also a part of this studyhorinstarting with
Rousseau sets the tone for the interdisciplinary methodology of this study.

This chapter on Rousseau begins with an examination of Rousseau’s treatise on
lying as found in hifkeveries The initial philosophical context is set investigating the
key terms and discourse on the theme of lying found in the first three walks. Tyhe ear
walks set the tone for the philosophical concepts such as intentionality, judgment
(including an anticipated end-of-life religious judgment), and the role of memahzent
as well as issues of harm. Also, Rousseau adds levels of stratificationhertieelty
differentiating between such terms as fictions, fables, and lies iroretatterms such as
profit, usefulness, and self-interest. The early walks also set the contexelaling the
timing and tone of th&®everies This begs the question of motivation and raises the
issue of excuse in response to the lie. Rousseau’s writing on the subject in tkia text
reflection from the latter part of his life. As such the elements of solitudenaaddness
are critical to this examination of lying. After completing the inttahtext the chapter
proceeds to examine the specific ribbon incident found both i@dhé&ssionsnd in the
Reveriedn light of his criteria. It is worth noting that Rousseau starts both his
Confessionand hisReveriesvith an attestation to truthfulness. This raises the
interesting twist that he claims to be telling the truth about the lies thashelthiaand
raises for the reader the problem of whether to trust him in his writings negéudilife.
While the focus of this chapter is primarily on the ribbon incident, the incident is set apa
and contrasted with other lies told by Rousseau due to two primary factors. Gme is t
repeated mention of this particular lie involving the ribbon incident, and the other is the

obvious gender connotation, since the ribbon incident involved women. This rouses both
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our interest and our suspicion. For, not only was he lying, but he was lying about women.
In addition, the ribbon incident involves several other complications and motifs. For
instance, the repeated mention of the ribbon incident highlights the importance of the
varied times involved, such as the original theft, the series of lies told, and the various
memories and reflections of the incident in his writings. Following an exaonnatthe
details of these various stages of the episode, | examine the incident in light of
Rousseau’s own thesis on lying. This is followed by an examination of the inaident i

light of a comparison and contrast of two contemporary critics, De Mann and®erri

The chapter ends with my own views and analysis of the incident and Rousseau’s
treatise.

Another important aspect of this study is an examination of a shifting idea of truth
from absolute and objective to more relative and subjective terms. A prime example
this regard is the work of Nietzsche, the next author taken up in the study. Nietzsche’
work particularly highlights issues of paradoxes, contradictions and reversadsetian
important feature of this study. In addition, Nietzsche questions, mocks and attacks
traditional notions of truth. Thus Nietzsche’s work stands at the crossroads of any
contemporary study. Nietzsche provides a bridge from traditional metaphysitore
contemporary issues in philosophy. Nietzsche also, like Rousseau, provides ample
opportunity to examine his philosophical ideas with respect to gender applications. As
with Rousseau, incidents from his personal life are important aspects in undargstaadi
philosophy, particularly his philosophy of women with respect to truth and lies.

Perhaps no other philosopher has turned our traditional notions of truth and lies

on their heads as has Nietzsche. He not only questions, but attacks, mocks and shocks
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our general sensibilities regarding such matters. Whereas Rousseedtietit in

order to be exonerated, Nietzsche defiantly throws the concept into question. Of
particular interest for this analysis is Nietzsche’s famous “Truth &xlHEssay” as well
asWill to Power(WP). Nietzsche’s writings beg the examination of truth and lies on
several levels, metaphysical, epistemological, historical, and perhapsnpost, issues

of authenticity and subijectivity. In WP, Nietzsche specifically connadfs with his

famous concept of a will to power. That is, the idea of truth itself is questionedgs bei
part and parcel with our desire to exercise our will. This has both an individual and
collective aspect, in that individuals agree to accept as a society (or msioi®es) what

will constitute truth. In addition, truth takes on the coloration of belief and condition.
Thus Nietzsche speaks of such ideas as the fable of knowledge, and the posturg. of error
Nietzsche turns a critical gaze to debunk such concepts as cause antheffadbject,

and the law of contradiction. That is, even traditional ideas of logic are questisned, a
well as scientific ideas of cause and effect. These same themesappea the famous
Truth and Lies Essay. The philosophical discussion is expanded to linguistic concerns.
That is, truth is linked to metaphor and rhetorical devices and ends in a linguistic
legislation for the sake of keeping peace for a herd-like existence. Trtitle, fasnous

guote goes, “is a mobile army of metaphors”. Nietzsche’s writings movedsaar
emphasis on the usefulness of the concept of truth. Along with this subjective theme,
Nietzsche decries unauthentic or mediocre living. However, Nietzschecslradi
philosophy is not without its problems. Many of his writings on these themes reveal
problems with contradictions and paradoxes concerning the idea of truth and lies, as for

instance in the paradoxes of relativism and perspectivism. An important sulbseteof t
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areas is the role of gender in Nietzsche’s thought, and the issues raisegHijosophy.
For example, if will to power is a basic principle of Nietzsche, then what werto
make of such sayings of Nietzsche that we find, for instance, @dgesciencas: “Will
is the manner of men; willingness that of women”? The problem is further cotaglica
by Nietzsche’s style of writing, which is often ironic, rhetorical, and api@rigiow
does this complicate the reading on women? For another exampleisrspoke
Zarathustrawe read “Are you visiting women? Don'’t forget your whip!” Are we to read
this ironically and as a condemnation of typical norms or as an enforcement 8f them
How does the linguistic style impact interpretation? My conclusion idNiesizsche is
neither pure misogynist nor liberator of women; his writings fall betweetwih@and cut
both ways. Nietzsche’s work, and his philosophy in general, cuts on variousdedels
pushes the traditional categories past their limits with the intention of provdianght
and action, as well as leaving us with paradoxes and problems to resolve as readers.
Our next author is Jean-Paul Sartre, who provides ample opportunity for
examining such an analysis as this that crosses the boundaries between philosophy and
literature. This chapter examines Sartre’s philosophy and how it is play&u his
writings, as well as in his more literary works. Once again, we see howdpeeicular
problems and paradoxes that ensue as well as specific areas of concermear Sar
treatment of women that result from his philosophy. First, key concepts &' Sartr
philosophical writings are explored, as they relate to the main existatgglocies. In
particular, Sartre’s famous concept of “bad faith” is explored, along withe%art
comparison of it with lies. Other important themes such as free will and respgnsibi

and his radical stance of humanity being “condemned to be free”, along withelsisore|
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of the idea of the unconscious are examined. Next the chapter explores Sarire’
illustrative examples such as the young man deciding if he should ententite sind

the young woman out on a date, along with the problems that they generate. Both thes
examples provide paradoxes involved in bad faith, particularly with respect tasinefc

the woman. A gender bias on Sartre’s part is revealed. The examinatiogseof the
philosophical concepts provides a method for the examination of his literary works.

For the purpose of this study, Sartre’s first two plays FliesandNo Exit are
explored. The Fliesis chosen for several reasons. It provides an opportunity to examine
Sartre’s theory in light of both the individual and group response, for the responses of the
crowd are as important as that of the individuals. In addition, issues of politics and
government are raised, as the lies told implicate the royal house as wliiizans. In
fact, lies are told by both the major and minor characters, as well as Gpdhéeus.

Closely tied to the problem of the lie is the problem of remorse, which provides another
look at the problem of intentionality as well as harm. Other questions follow. Can
persons take upon themselves the “sin” or “guilt” of the many and expiate theen? Ar
some crimes unforgivable? The paradox of freedom is also drawn out in this play, as is
the problem oengagementAlso, especially important for our study, is the brother sister
relationship. The Fliesprovides an exploration of a major female character as well.
Thus, at the end of a play like this one must ask, who has lied, who has been in bad faith,
how has freedom been exercised, and what is the impact on the people of the city?

No Exittypifies the famous slogan that “hell is other people” and what it means to
be locked in the gaze of another. According to Sartre’s philosophy, the only limiting

factor in one’s own freedom is the freedom of other people. The main charagters ha
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made their own hell and now live with the consequences. What is hell for a
contemporary audience and is there a way dNd7Exitalso provides a more
contemporary example to explore both the behavior of individuals and the relationship
between them. Especially important are the lies they tell to one another.ayhe pl
provides for the exploration of existential themes in a more modern context| as wel
providing ample opportunity to examine the behavior of women. Two of the three main
characters are women: Estelle cast in a very typical femalamdlénez, a very sarcastic
lesbian. Neither one are very flattering examples of women.

The final author chosen for study is Albert Camus, a contemporary of Sartre and
very closely associated with the existential movement in France, but tmitbta
Consideration is first given to Camus’ more philosophical writings, partlgdtacusing
on his theme of the absurd, since what it means to lie or be inauthentic is intyinsdal
up with Camus’ view of the universe. For Camus, the universe was, in general, an absurd
place where random events occurred, sometimes without much rhyme or reagon. Aft
this introduction to the philosophical ideas of Camus, the chapter proceeds to apply his
ideas in an examination of his literary woildse Stranger The Strangers chosen for
several reasons. First it illustrates Camus’ basic philosophical id@eslaas provides
us an avenue to review its tension. Second, contrary to Camus’ own view of the main
character as a man who is executed because he doesn’t play the game aied wan't |
take the position that the character does lie and withholds the truth several times
throughout. Further, as with the other chapters, the gender issue with resped¢o foct
of lying adds another dimension of complex analysis. Sub-themes of isolation, boredom,

and carelessness also come into play, particularly as they involve womerxaifptes
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the main character ihhe Strangeadmits that he did not have much feeling for his

mother and could not cry at her funeral. In addition, while he insists on being honest
about his own feelings he thinks nothing of writing lies in a letter that will intpliaa
innocent woman, in order to placate his friend who is in trouble. Male bonding seems to
take precedence over female reputation. Yet, despite the obvious harm done, both to her
and to others, (the Arab will later die and Meursault will be executed), he doesdiyt

regret or think about the terrible lie he told about the woman. With regard to his own
girlfriend, he eventually decides to marry her, as a result of her prodding, toe et

really care much one way or another. Simply put, he does not really care mouchhe
women in his life. Even after much self-reflection before his execution, and etfen wi

the final acceptance of his fate, he never really places much importancewoniba in

his life. Does honesty or authenticity include carelessness in existeatablre when it
comes to women? These are questions that a modern audience must ask of
existentialism. Why is the lie about the woman somehow acceptable to him? Lik
Rousseau, Camus’ main character espouses truthfulness and honesty yatihg dbies

not somehow extend to the practical considerations and applications regarding the
women in his life.

The final chapter summarizes the findings of this study, particularly the
problematic space posed by issues of gender. All of the authors are similatheitha
works reveal tensions and paradoxes with respect to their philosophical ideas on truth,
lies, and issues of authenticity. Further, each author runs into particular iteories
regarding the application of their theory to women. In addition to explicatitiresé

conclusions in their similarities and differences, the study ends by pickirng oilb-
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themes of the ethical dimension between the individual and society as well as the

problem of a plurality of values and discourses and future directions for these issue
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CHAPTER 2

WHAT'S IN A LIE? ROUSSEAU’S REVERIES AND RIBBON INCIDENT

The central concern of this chapter is to explore Rousseau’s works from the
general standpoint of the question of what is entailed in a lie. To that eR&v@ses
are the central concern of this chapter, as they contain a virtual treatisegonny
particular, the celebrated ribbon incident is the main event for analysisisAsdident
dates back tdhe Confessionshis work is also used in the exploration set forth in this
chapter. In addition, since this incident is also tied to other similar incidentslife his
they will be explored as they pertain to the overarching theme. However, e larg
framework for this investigation remains tReveries This exploration is cast primarily
against his fourth walk, since it contains a virtual treatise on lying. Howegsrepts of
his other walks will be brought into play, insofar as they add to the general themg and la
the foundation for the analysis. That is, the main method of this analysis i$ to firs
explore Rousseau’s own philosophical viewpoints on the concept of lying and then to
analyze a concrete incident, namely the ribbon incident, according to his teviacri
Thus, the main critique is an internal consistency analysis of Rousseau’s own
philosophical writings on the subject. As the main philosophical ideas on the subject are
found in hisReveriesthey provide the frame for our investigation. However, before
exploring the specific context of the walks and the ribbon incident, a generaleavervi
Rousseau is provided to set the context. For this endeavor the works of Starobinski and
Strong are utilized. Starobinski is drawn up for his monumental work on Rousseau and
Strong for setting Rousseau within his general philosophical theory, particularly

concerning matters of self and other.
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In general, though, with respect to time, this analysis takes a backward look.
Focusing on RoussealReverieentails starting with his mature and last writings as they
look back over his life. ThReveriesvere written, he tells us, for himself, and were
meant to be a self-reflective analysis and follow-up to the celelCatefssions The
time element is an important point that will be discussed in the analysis, aarthere
several times to be considered. For example, betwed&otifessionaind theReveries
ten years have gone by. In addition, the time of the celebrated ribbon incidany is
the life of Rousseau, in his sixteenth year, and the other incidents of steatifead up
to the lie also occur early in his life. These times are not insignificanegsitark a
difference and transition from youth and adolescence to that of adulthood. lalpgrtic
they give rise to gender issues as they are played out in the ribbon incideshditiona
the various retelling of the stories introduce the problem of memory. Further, the
placement of the various episodes and their retelling is also significangyasap the
terrain of the texts and provide further clues for analysis. Thus the undertakuaip of s
an analysis cuts across several disciplines including philosophy, psychology, and
literature, and to the general project of reading. Specifically, the genomfassion is
set at the crossroads with philosophical analysis, adding to the challengamieitattion.

To assist in this analysis, this chapter draws upon the works of de Man and Derrida in
formulating a critical reading of the text. In addition, comparisons are wmidicle
Augustine’sConfessionss they shed light on the problem of interpreting Rousseau’s use
of the genre in the contexts of the episodes taken under consideration. Since Derrida
makes the most of the Augustinian parallels, discussion of Augustine will be handled i

the section on Derrida. The analysis undertaken here is broken down into four main
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sections. In Part |, the general background, framework, and context of Roussaéa’s w
are given as well as setting up the specific problem of the lie. In Rlaetfitst three
walks of theReveriesare summarized and highlighted. In Part Il the fourth walk is
taken up, including the backwards view of the ribbon incident. Part IV is devoted
primarily to the critiques of de Man and Derrida. Derrida’s own analysisi&at
critique of de Man as well as an analysis of Rousseau.
Part | Background and Contextual Framework

Rousseau was born in 1712 in Geneva. He was not born into an aristocratic
family but into “the lower citizenry” (Strond,he Politics of the OrdinargPO) 4). As a
writer, his publication ofuliein 1761 meets with success, “but Becial Contractand

theEmilein 1762 draws the attention of the political authorities. Rousseau’s books are

condemned and burned in Paris and Geneva” (PO 7). These simple facts of Rousseau’s

life already set up Rousseau as a man at odds with society. It will not be péoaha
to find in his writings that Rousseau is often in exile from society and sense#f imse
be misunderstood or misjudged by society. The fact that he was born not into the upper
echelon but into a working family, also gives us a clue into the shape of his syriting
especially that oThe ConfessionsAs Starobinski remarks:
He proposes to tell the story of his life, but he is neither a bishop (like St.
Augustine) nor a nobleman (like Montaigne) and has taken no part in court life or
in the army. Hence he has no right to present himself to the public...He is,
moreover, a poor man, obliged to work for his daily bread. What right does he

have to call attention to his existenc&pafppsparency and ObstructiditO) 184).

Rousseau’s answer, Starobinski highlights, is in fact rooted in his commonness.

Do not object that, being a man of the people, | have nothing to say that merits the

attention of readers. That may be true of the events of my life, but | amgwriti
not the history of those events in themselves but that of my state of mind as they
befell me (TO 184).
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Man’s value lies entirely in his feelings, hence no social privilege coga&re
matters (TO 185).

These quotes serve to illustrate the importance of the inner state and of fieelings
Rousseau. This must be kept in mind in any discussion of truth and lies for Rousseau.
For he is not so much writing a history of the external facts of his life, but of anahte
account of his life. Starobinski adds to this the social significance of his wonksisT
because Rousseau writes, and wants to be remembered, not only as a “aonacepti
mind or an innocent victim but as a simple man...who is for that very reason capable of
producing a portrait of man possessing universal validity” (TO 185). So even in his
solitariness and exiles, his writings are presented as linked to the commory thereb
linking him to the people. Paradoxically, the man who shunned society in so many ways,
or thought that society shunned him, even in his most extreme isolation still agrides
man of the people. In fact, since he has had to work and was able to move about freely in
many levels of society, this has afforded him the privilege of better knowang people
and this has added to his experience having universal significance (TO 186). Roussea
flips on its head ordinary convention, by precisely claiming the power of the ordinary

In this spirit Rousseau writes ®nfessions Strong quotes Rousseau’s
intention in beginning th€onfessioneind emphasizes the singular/universal theme.

Voici le seul portrait d’homme, peint exactement d’apres nature et dans toute sa
verite, qui existe et qui probablement existera jam#lsre, painted exactly from nature
and in all its truth, is the only portrait of the human that exists and probably the only one

that will ever exist) (PO 13).
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Strong points out that Rousseau’s claim is not only that this is to be an honest or truthful
account of himself, but of man in general, for it is not a portrait of “a” man but of “man”
(PO 13). Paradoxically, his singularities are “to be a portrait of that wsitaliman” (PO
13). “What has been prescribed...is therefore the human understood as sociable” (PO
14). Starobinski draws attention to the model that Rousseau intends Gamnfiessions
“l want to try so that anyone who wishes to know himself can have at least omaespeci
of comparison; so that anyone can know himself and one other person, and that other
person will be me. Yes me. Me alone” (TO 187). Rousseau’s self-portiaisisneant
to be a model of comparison. Thus, however introspective Rousseau’s work appears, and
a work of this nature must be introspective, lurking in the background is the Other. Even
in the background of hiReverieswhere the isolation from society is more pronounced,
Strong still finds the Other, despite the opening, or even because of iReVhgesstart
by saying “Thus | am here alone on earth, with no more brother, no one near to me, no
friend, no society but myself” (PO 63). Strong’s contention is that Rousseau is his own
society.
We can always be beside ourselves, and whatever Rousseau would have done as
a citizen of Geneva, he can do as a citizen with himself. Being able to be beside
oneself, to be in ecstasy, is the prerequisite and quality of the political lie
experience of others is the experience of myself. It is our grammar anduhu
freedom (PO 65).
Strong points out that iBmile, the book that the tutor proposes for Emile to read
is Robinson Crusqé'a book about how to be of society by oneself” (PO 119). Strong
further states that “Reverie is an important way of making contact for Wias@ave no

(other) human present” (PO 148), Still, toward the end of Strong’s book the question is

reiterated, “Is living besides yourself the same as living with andtfrR€? 149). We



23

may question to what extent Rousseau was ever with others, but the main thrust of
Strong’s book is that lurking in the background of Rousseau’s writings is always the
Other, and that Rousseau’s very politics, as well as his writings, illugtrageoint, in
spite of all the solitary experiences and all the pronouncements of “wotirmpéself.”
As the epigraph to th€onfessionstates Ego te intus et in cute néJ‘Myself
interiorly to you and in a new skin” (PO 14). To sum up Strong’s thinking, “Rousseau
would have preferred, | think, to find other human beings (the you), but he could always
find himself’ (PO 14).

Returning to th&€€Confessiongor a moment, note that Rousseau does not name this
a book, but a portrait, and one that is painted, as Starobinski says, in the fashion of the
“camera obscura”, in that Rousseau will shift styles as his mood shifts so asentpr
“the memory of my past memory impressions” (TO 194). This is the realm of trath tha
Rousseau is after. Yet, there is a problem, as Starobinski points out. No sooner does
Rousseau state that “no one can write a man’s life other than himself”, tadddthat
“in writing, however, he disguises himself’ (TO 187). Thus the very act ofgriti
trying to be transparent will result in some degree of obscuration. Yet agavelisede
says, “My decision to write and to hide myself was perfectly suited to men riit
present, no one would ever have known what | was worth” (TO 125). Some of the
difficulty can attributed to the fact that for Rousseau, it is the intention, andatiie m
behind the words, and his character, and not the words themselves, that are paramount.
Starobinski illustrates from one of Rousseau’s letter. “Will you neven bat what a
man says must be explained by his character and not his character by veyat (€Q

142). In addition, he writes with the hope that someday “words will cease to be
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necessary” and that “someday he will have only to show himself to be receiv@d” (T

137). Thus, for Starobinski,

The Confessionss intended to correct other people’s errors, not to remember

things past...He is forced to resort to autobiography, to writgalogia pro vita

sug because it is not enough to understand himself; that understanding must be

reflected through the eyes of the world (TO 182).

Starobinski not only adds another dimension of the account of Rousseau’s picture,
namely that of correcting wrong views about himself, but also emphasizes thé&imspor
of the world in Rousseau’s eyes, that is, of the importance of the Other.

Since Rousseau is often writing about “memories of memories”, the question
naturally arises, how accurate are those memories? It has alreadyobged out that
Rousseau is not writing an external history, but rather an interior reflectiibin org
asks, how accurate are his own internal reflections, about his memories? FoaRousse
once again, the core of his memories is his feelings.

| may omit or transpose facts, or make mistakes in dates; but | cannot go wrong

about what | have felt or about what my feelings have led me to do; and these are

the chief subjects of my story. The true object of my confession is to reveal my
inner thoughts exactly in all the situations of my life. It is the history ofowy

that | have promised to recount, and to write it truthfully | have need of no other

memories; it is enough if | enter again into my inner self, as | have donewil

(TO 197).

Thus, the truth to which Rousseau consecrates his life isrtitig his pact with truth is a
pact with himself’ (TO 199). As with Strong, we may ask if this is enough for
discernment. Or, as Starobinski quotes Diderot, “I know that whatever you do, the
testimony of your conscience will be in your favor. But is this testimoriisbif

enough, and is it legitimate beyond a certain point to neglect that of other med?” (T

251).
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One more element must be added to the difficulty of discerning the extent that
Rousseau tells the “truth” about himself. We must consider that for Rousseau the
individual is complex and ever-changing. For instance, Strong quotes frdmtlee
“we are not precisely double but composite” (PO 15). Both Strong and Starobinski quote
the same passage in Rousseau. “Nothing is more unlike me than myself, hence it is
pointless to try to define me except as a person of singular variety3QTand PO 143).
Rousseau considered himself to be an enigma. This also poses a difficulty in this analys
of truth and lies, for how are we to determine the truthfulness of such a changomfpers
In addition, it highlights the paradox, that Rousseau thought of himself as both totally
unique and yet the universal common person.

Having set the stage for Rousseau, we are ready to explore the main suiject of
inquiry, namely thdReveriesand in particular, his exposition of lying. The specific
concrete even that is explored in depth is the ribbon incident, which Rousseau mentioned
earlier in theConfessionswith an attitude of never speaking of it again, and yet brings up
again in theReveries The incident involved a woman named Marion. It is here that
Rousseau gets particularly interesting. The question arises, how does@coamstted
to truth end up getting embroiled in a lie when it involves this particular woman. First,
however, we must explore Rousseau’s views on lying, as set up in the walks of the
Reveries
Part Il Rousseau’s First Three Walks
In the first walk Rousseau sets the tone for his reflections.

Alone for the rest of my life—since | find consolation, hope, and peace only in

myself—I no longer ought nor want to concern myself with anything but me. Itis

in this state that | again take up the sequel to the severe and sincere egarhinati
formerly called myConfessions | consecrate my last days to studying myself and
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to preparing in advance the account | will give of myself before long. et m

give myself up entirely to the sweetness of conversing with my soul, sincs that i

the only thing men cannot take away from me (5-6).

In the second walk Rousseau continues in the same vein.

These hours of solitude and meditation are the only ones in the day during which |

am fully myself and for myself, without diversion, without obstacle, and during

which | can truly claim to be what nature willed (12).

The setting is one of isolated reflection. Rousseau does not turn to others but inward. If
we take him at face value, his concern is with end of life issues, such as the aecount
will give of himself to his maker. To this end, he makes the following claim.

At least it has not been my fault: | will carry to the author of my being, iffreot

good works which | have not been permitted to perform, at least a tribute of

frustrated good intentions, of healthy feelings rendered ineffectual, and of a

patience impervious to the scorn of men (14).

Why is it that he does not think he has been able to perform good works is not said, but
the emphasis here is on the inner disposition, especially that of good intentions. This is
what he intends to offer on judgment day in lieu of outward actions. In addition, he
thinks that he will be vindicated. “God is just; he wills that | suffer, and He knowsk tha
am innocent...In the end, everything must return to order, and my turn will come sooner
or later” (21). With this theological conviction Rousseau ends his second walk.

In the third walk Rousseau ponders more philosophical problems, such as what
study is appropriate for old age. His answer is that “it is solely to learn émdithis is
precisely what we study least at my age” (28). This is connected to episgésal
problems, since one often comes to question and doubt in a life review process. Unlike
Descartes, Rousseau puts emphasis on feeling and sentiment in judgments.

It is important to have one’s own feeling and to choose it with all the maturity of

judgment one can put into it. If we fall into error in spite of that, we could not justly



27

suffer the penalty, since we would not be at fault. That is the unshakeable principle
which serves as the basis of my security (34).
This third walk is important to set the context for the treatise on lying that is t
follow, since it deals with criteria for judgment and epistemological@msc In
addition, the earlier walks set the tone and the importance on the role of intkation t
will figure prominently into the discussion on lying.
| felt that to put the same points | had previously settled into question all over
again presupposed that | had new insights, a more formed judgment, or more zeal
for the truth than at the time of my seeking. Since none of these is or can apply to
my case, there could be no solid reason for me to prefer opinions which tempted
me in a moment of overwhelming despair but which would only augment my
misery to feelings adopted in the vigor of age, in complete maturity of mind, afte
the most reflective examination, and in times when the calm of my life éftan
other dominant interest than of knowing the truth (37).
Rousseau closes his third walk again with an eye towards an eternal judgment:
But patience, sweetness, resignation, integrity, and impartial justig@ads we
carry away with ourselves and with which we can perpetually endow ourselves,
not fearing that even in death they would lose their worth for us. It is to this
unique and useful study that | devote the rest of my old age. | will be happy if by
the progress | make with myself | learn to leave life not better, for tnat is
possible, but more virtuous than | entered it! (40).
Part 11l The Fourth Walk
This brings us now to the celebrated fourth walk and the treatise on lying. The
fourth walk begins with a reference to Plutarch. “To profit from the lessons of the good
Plutarch, | resolved to devote the walk of the following day to examining myself on
lying...” (43). Rousseau’s reference to Plutarch is one of the reasons fefléotion on
lying. The other is a journal by a certain Father Rosier that was signed lvatim a

inscription for Rousseau. It readgtam vero impenderitand translates as “to the one

who consecrates his life to the truth” (59). This is a slight twist on a verse dixe@mnal
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that was a favorite of Rousseauvitdm impendere vero'that is,“to consecrate one’s
life to truth”. (59) With this in mind, Rousseau begins his examination.

The event that Rousseau turns to is “a dreadful lie | told in my early youth, the
memory of which has troubled me all my life and even comes in my old age to sadden
my heart” (43-44). Rousseau calls it more than simply dreadful: he refers ta igEsat
crime” and that he felt “remorse” for it (44). So far we have Rousseautagntite lie
and to a certain degree, its severity, since he called it a crime. lroadd#ifelt remorse
for the consequences. However, no sooner does he make this confession than he begins
to exonerate himself with reasons for his actions. He states that tleslisimply an
effect of mortification” (44). That is, he lied to save face due to embarrassme
However, when he reflects on other lies he told, he recalls that he “felt no repdatance
them” (44). Something was clearly different about the character of ths®limuch so
that its memory has plagued him all the while.

In examining Rousseau’s response, his own analysis is mixed with remorse and
explanation, so that it is sometimes difficult to distinguish the elements. udowiis is
exactly what must be attempted to render a fruitful judgment and to evaluate the
responses of his critics. One of the most important elements to consider is that of
intentionality, the criterion that he made one of the most important in beginnikg thes
reflections. Regarding the incident in question, he states “far from origiriedmgan
intention to harm her who was the victim of it, | can swear by Heaven that in the ver
instant this invincible shame tore it from me, | would joyfully have shed ablogd to

turn the consequences on myself alone” (44). That is, he had no intention to harm and he
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regretted the consequences. What his intentions really were remain todreexplit he
does exonerate himself from malicious intentions.

Next, Rousseau considers a textbook definition. “To lie is to conceal a truth we
ought to make manifest” (45). Concealment is part of lying, but “to withhold a truth we
have no obligation to declare is not to lie” (45). One lies, then, only when one conceals
what ought to be revealed. What criteria should be used to make this judgment? Further,
Rousseau himself asks if there are “cases in which we may innocently d¢4Bjve
Here is where important philosophical gradations are made, gradationsaghae
interpreted as making excuses. However, before judging Rousseau tooyseveaetful
philosophical scrutiny is warranted. Rousseau examines the issue of whendwtid is
and comes to the following conclusion.

Nothing of that which is good for nothing can be owed; for a thing to be owed, it

is necessary that it be, or that is may be, useful. Thus, the truth owed is that

which concerns justice... Truth stripped of every kind of possible usefulness
cannot therefore be a thing owed, and consequently he who suppresses it or

disguises it does not lie at all (46).

Rousseau’s definition takes usefulness as the determining factor and cannects
with the issues of justice. The conclusion is that when there is no use, truth is not owed.
Or, as he says, “How could we be unjust when we harm no one, since injustice consists
only in the wrong done to someone else?” (46). He had no intention to harm, as he has
already stated. In order to establish harm, and the usefulness criteriseh@vaoser

scrutiny is in order. Rousseau himself finds many complications in the application of

such a measure, as the following illustrates.
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For if the obligation to tell the truth is founded on its usefulness, how will | make
myself the judge of this usefulness? Very often what is to one person’s advantage
is to another person’s prejudice... Must the truth which profits one person while
harming another be kept quiet or uttered? ... And am | confident of understanding
all the relationships of the matter well enough so as to apply the insightesposs
only according to rules of equity? Moreover, in examining what we owe others
have | sufficiently examined what we owe ourselves and what we owe truth for its
own sake? If I do no harm to another in deceiving him, does it follow that | do
none to myself, and is it sufficient to be never unjust in order to be always
innocent? (47)

The above reflection contains a barrage of entangled questions and issues. The
harmlessness criterion extends not only to others but now includes the self. ibnaddit
the virtue of truth is somewhat anthropomorphized in that a debt is owed to “truth for its
own sake” (47). He tries to find a method to distinguish these variances. In the end, he
finds no easy answer to the problem and comes full circle back to himself.
| have always found myself better off answering them in accordance to the
dictates of my conscience than according to the insights of my reason. Moral
instinct has never deceived me: until now, it has remained sufficiently pure in m
heart that | can trust it; and if in my conduct it sometimes remains siléme i
face of my passions, it soon regains its dominion over them in my memories. Itis
there that | judged myself with perhaps as much severity as | will bediygehe
sovereign judge after this life (47-48).
Again he mentions a divine judgment and the importance of moral sentiment above
reason. Also, in addition to the difficulties mentioned in discerning criterigifag, Ihe
realizes that “consequences are not always perceptible or easy tozet(4).
Therefore, he concludes that the only element that should really be exasnined i
intention.
Only the intention of the speaker gives them their worth and determines their
degree of malice or goodness. To say what is false is to lie only when there is a

intent to deceive; and even when there is an intent to deceive, far from always
being joined to an intent to harm, sometimes has an entirely different goal (48).
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Recalling that Rousseau earlier stated he had no intention to harm, this would seem t
absolve him from at least some of the culpability involved, at least technicadlkiisge
However, Rousseau adds an element of consequentialism to the mix. The consequence
of harm comes into play.

Still, to make a lie innocent it is not enough that there be no express intent to

harm; there must, in addition, be certainty that the error into which those spoken

are thrown can harm neither them nor anyone in any way whatever (48).

It appears that far from trying to get out of a difficult situation, Rousseadding an

even more difficult criterion into the definition, one that puts an impossible burden on the
accused. For not only must the intention be free from harm, but there must be a
guarantee of harmlessness as a consequence in order to make it an “innocent lie.”
Rousseau seems to be taking responsibility on this count and is far from paintialj hims
out to be innocent.

In addition to issues of his own culpability, we also have to look at Rousseau the
philosopher, working with gradations of lying. He names several types of liesling:
deceit, fraud, and slander. To these he adds another category: “To lie withoudrprofit
prejudice to ourselves or another is not to lie: it is not a lie, it is a fict#8) (The idea
of profit and prejudice is added to that of usefulness and harm. Rousseau realized that
these distinctions are confusing and restates the matter more plainly.

Now everything which, contrary to the truth, hurts justice in any way whatsoever

is a lie. That is the exact limit: but everything which, though contrary to truth, i

no way concerns justice is only fiction; and | confess that anyone who blames

himself for a pure fiction as if it were a lie has a more delicate cortsciban |

(49-50).

Although this definition is more succinct, it is not unproblematic. From his previous

reflections, we know that the issue of justice turns on the concepts of usefulness and what
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is owed, so we are back again in the same complicated loop. Rousseau does seem to
vacillate a little, but he is also making finer distinctions each time he caroesd the
bend. He also makes clear the distinction between a real and an imagined person.
“Whoever praises or criticizes contrary to the truth lies whenever a raalnper
involved”, and that even “white lies are real lies” (50). So he is imputing some tdame
himself since the person he lied to was a real person from his past. However,lee has a
said that when justice is not an issue it is not a lie but a fiction. Rousseau is using more
than one criterion for distinguishing a fiction from a lie.
| have never lied for my self-interest, but | have frequently lied out of slam
order to extricate myself from an embarrassing situation with resp#ungs
which were indifferent or which at the most concerned me alone when, having to
keep up a discussion, the slowness of my ideas and the aridity of my conversation
forced me to resort to fictions so as to have something to say...I take as much care
as | can that they not be lies, that is to say, that they hurt neither the truth nor the
justice owed and that they be only fictions indifferent to everyone and to me (52).
It is still by this first, irresistible impulse of temperament that, in wegeen and
rapid moments, shame and timidity often wrest from me lies in which my will has
no part at all, but which somehow rush ahead of it because of the need to reply at
the moment (52-53).
Rousseau is exploring different thoughts and perhaps different episodes.siTgedie
contains a statement that he never lied because of self-interest, pathaptrey
himself from any accusation of profit that is an element in his definitions. Hilyjuic
adds that he lied out of embarrassment and shame. In short he was looking out for
himself. Might this be self-interest since he was concerned for his owmtiep@t
While he did not gain any goods, he may have gained in reputation by his clever

responses. The judgment would turn on how one defines terms such as gain, profit and

self-interest.
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In this same argument Rousseau also speaks of matters of indifferdmce wit

respect to others. This is clearly a reference to the issue of withholding atifmmrwhen
there is no harm or when the concern does not entail another individual. In such a
situation, according to Rousseau, technically there is no lie involved. These aggument
are meant to persuade one that such actions are not lies but rather fictions.wkati
Rousseau has accomplished. He began by speaking of a crime, a crime that involved a
woman named Marion from his earlier days. He felt remorse and regretted the
consequences. He then shifts gears to speak of other lies he told based on a sense of
embarrassment. This can have the effect of considering the lies, includMgriba lie,
to be not so bad, or perhaps even a fiction. Rousseau never calls the Marion episode a
fiction, and by at least one of his criteria he cannot since the event involvdgersea.
He is, however, setting the reader up to viewing his actions in a more favorhble lig
since he has stated that he never intentionally lies. In fact, he goessddarall his lies
of embarrassment “lies in which my will has no part at all” (53). Thissdisequestion
of whether someone can lie against his own will. Rousseau is trying to eliminate a
premeditated lie and ends up on the side of a lie told in a spontaneous moment.

Regarding the Marion incident, he comes to the conclusion that he does in fact
repent, but that he is not able to remedy the situation.

| swear to heaven that if in the following instant | could withdraw the lie which

exculpates me and tell the truth which burdens me without bringing a new insult

on my head by my retraction, | would wholeheartedly do it. But the shame of
thus catching myself at fault still holds some back, and | repent of my fault ve

sincerely without, however, daring to remedy it (53).

Whereas earlier Rousseau said he would gladly have taken the consequences upon

himself if he could change things, this sentiment apparently did not include the
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consequence of Rousseau suffering in his reputation at all. His remorse andhogpenta
have limits in that he is not really willing to make amends. In this regardphifession

IS somewhat suspect, or at best, partial, since it does not include the final stepgf set
things right. Perhaps this is why his conscience still bothers him.

Rousseau splits hairs and vacillates, thus making it more difficult to judgesat |
in so far as judgment now has to include finer gradations of different types aftles
many other criteria, such as intention and harm. In addition, he not only setssbdeepi
in context with other lies he has told, but also in the context of his life in gelmettzis
regard he judges himself to be on the plus side of the equation.

From all these reflections, it follows that the commitment made to truthfuhess

founded more on feelings of uprightness and equity than on the reality of things,

and that in practice | have more readily followed the dictates of my conscience
than abstract notions of the true and false. | have frequently concocted fables, but

very rarely lied...But | have wronged no one at all (57).

Rousseau is again appealing to a moral sensibility or feeling, as wetkaatigg the
distinction between fables and lies, even though he admits to having told some lies. In
addition, he emphatically states that he has wronged no one. This last point is debatable
since Rousseau himself alludes to the possibility that there were conseduoences

Marion, even if these were perhaps the result of an unintentional action. Rousseau
himself seems to exhibit doubt. “I do not however, feel my heart to be sufficiently
satisfied with these distinctions as to believe myself entirely ghegsible” (58).

Rousseau has undertaken a detailed reflection and made many reasonabl@wlsstmcti

lying and these may be said to comprise a mini-treatise on the subject. Howestédl, h

does not feel right about it. The role of feelings and moral sentiment is impartaat, s

feelings and moral sentiment play an important role in judgment. They alsdserve
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point him inward, towards self. In this turn to self he reexamines the issue aswhat

owed to self, and this includes a debt to truth. He comes to the conclusion that though he

may not have hurt others, he erred and degraded himself by making up “innocent

fictions” and he adorned the truth with fables, thereby disfiguring it (58). So enthe

he concludes that there is something owed to truth and to self. This debt to truth and self

is heightened due to the early maxim he took up.
This motto obligated me more than any other man to a strict commitment to the
truth, and it was not enough for me to sacrifice my interest and my inclinations to
it in all things; | should also have sacrificed my weakness and my timid natural
temperament to it. | should have had the courage and the strength to be truthful
always, on every occasion, and never to let fictions or fables come out of a mouth
and a pen which had been specifically dedicated to the truth (58).

Rousseau is clearly holding himself up to a very high standard on principle of personal

honor. Itis a freely chosen maxim and hence the freely accepted measdriaghis

action. He sums up this walk by reiterating familiar phrases and adding@nee

“Never has falseness dictated my lies to me; they have all come from but that

excuses me very littleemphasis mine) (58). Here he particularly uses the language of

excuse and finds himself lacking.

In order to draw any further conclusions or judgments, it is necessary to look
closer at the incident in question. It is presented here in his walks, but also was
acknowledged in his earli€onfessions The incident is found at the end of Book Il. At
that time he was in the service of Mme de Vercellis. The time framenisafigr her
death. He clearly states the burden the incident has placed on his conscience. An
outburst of feelings follows in his description of the state of his heart at the tins

best to let Rousseau speak in his own words here.
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| did not leave her house as | had entered it. | carried away from it the long

remembrances of crime and the unbearable weight of remorse with which my

conscience is still burdened after forty years, and the bitter feeling df waic

from growing weaker, becomes inflamed as | grow older. Who could believe that

the fault of a child could have such cruel consequences? My heart does not know

how to console itself over these more than probable consequences. | have perhaps
caused a lovable, decent, estimable girl, who was surely worth much more than |

was, to die in disgrace and misery (70).

Again Rousseau speaks of remorse and memory and of consequences. The consequences
are both to himself in that he has suffered in memory all these years due tetitjsaed

the probable consequence to the victim, Marion. He imagines her disgrace asd result

this incident. That is, the issue of reputation again comes up. One can say that he injured
the reputation of another. That fact that he describes her as innocent imputgsithore

to his action.

What was the exact crime? It appears that after the death of Mmeaidive
something was found missing in the inventory. “Only Mlle Pontal lost a little pink and
silver colored ribbon that was already old” (70). The first crime that octwras theft.

The item missing was a very old, pink and silver ribbon that belonged to an unmarried
woman. What stands out is that the item lost belonged to a woman and was a feminine
object namely a ribbon. Even the colors were typically feminine, pink and silver (as
opposed to blue and gold for example). Rousseau apparently was not a very good thief
for he soon was caught. “Many other better things were within my reach; only this
ribbon tempted me, | stole it, and since | scarcely hid it they soon found it on me” (70). It
was not for lack of finery that he stole the ribbon, for far better things wena it

reach. This old ribbon was the only thing that tempted him. The fact that it was a ribbon,

and an old one at that, makes its value appear worthless. Rousseau is appealing to the
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criterion of use, a major element in his definition. There has been no mention opa lie
until now. However, he soon was caught after stealing the ribbon, perhaps because he
did not hide it well. That it was not hidden well may be due to carelessness or some
psychological motivation for wishing to be uncovered. When caught, however, Rousseau
lies, just as in other embarrassing moments. “| faltered, | stammeredhalhg f
blushing, I said that it was Marion who gave it to me” (70). Marion was the cook in the
house who was young, reliable, pretty, modest, likable, and good. Accusing her $eems al
the more wrong.

In recapping the incident, it is worth noting that the initial crime was émeftthis
was followed by a lie. Rousseau implicates an innocent woman out of shame. This is
consistent with his lying only when embarrassed. However, it does not remoweddam
easily as he might wish, for after a brief interlude of stammering, he robesd
implicate her. Perhaps this was not done in a premeditative fashion. How culpable is h
will is debatable at this point. However, this is not the end of the story. When the group
assembles to verify the truth, Rousseau tells another lie. “She arrives, thelyestibe
ribbon, | charge her brazenly...” (71). So Rousseau had another chance to tell the truth
and lies again. The act now does not seem so spontaneous, especially since it was done
brazenly. This implies that there is an element of willfulness involved. Iti@adin her
shock Marion protests and asks Rousseau to come clean. What does he do? “I confirm
my declaration with an infernal impudence and maintain in front of her that she gave me
the ribbon” (71). This is now the third time Rousseau lies. The argument for spontaneity
and against willfulness is quickly declining, though the issue of embarrassrient sti

persists.
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Not knowing whom to believe, the count dismisses them both and makes a
prophecy that proves true. “The conscience of the guilty one would sufficiently avenge
the innocent” (71). In addition to the loss of reputation, the girl suffers the consegjuence
of losing a job and the further consequences of making her future employmenttdiffic
Rousseau was also dismissed, but the affair seems not to have hurt him too much except
in conscience and perhaps some reputation. There appears to be consequences that
harmed both self and other.

Yet, no sooner does Rousseau’s guilt seem certain than he throws into the mix
another reason, or excuse. “Never has wickedness been farther from me tharruelthat c
moment”, and he adds, “my friendship for her was the cause” (72). Rousseau is
reiterating that the most important element, intent, was missing fronetheldé harbored
no ill intent for the girl. In fact, he reveals that he liked the girl! How thes dbe get
the blame? She popped into his mind at the time because “my intention was to give it to
her” (72). In some sense, Marion was the root cause. He stole the ribbon in order to give
it to her, but when caught he reversed the situation, making a quick substitution to escape
humiliation. By this odd sequence, he ends up blaming her. Afterwards he refletts that
the count, and others, had only the good sense to take him aside he would have never
implicated Marion. The public scene was what pressed him to lie repeatestiyad,

“they only intimidated me when it was necessary to give me courage” (72).hélad t
others the good sense to know his personality the unfortunate outcomes could have been
avoided. The contention is that his lying is the result of embarrassment and Stteeme

end result is that he attributes this fault not to malice but to “only weakness” (72).
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Having made this confession, he ends Book Il with the following sentence. “May
| be permitted never to speak of it again” (73). He wants to forget the incidsotjtor
appears. Clearly, this is not what happens since he returns to it agaiReveiges
Why is this incident so incessant and arched in his memory? To answer thigitiidas
turn to some contemporary interpretations of the episode to further the analysis.

Part IV Critical Readings
A. de Man’s Reading

Paul de Man'’s reading takes into account psychological and literary
considerations. He calls into question the confessional aspect of the texiten#aned
previously, Rousseau does not seem to meet all the typical criteria foreasionf For,

“to confess is to overcome guilt and shame in the name of truth: it is an episteadologic
use of language...By stating things as they are, the economy of ethical balasterex
and redemption can start in the clarified atmosphere of a truth that does no¢ hesitat
reveal crime in all its horror” (279). While Rousseau does have a sense ofaeimers
guilt is never overcome. The ethical balance does not seem to be restored. Bar de M
this requires a more honest account and more responsibility on Rousseau’s part rathe
than the excuses that he makes for himself. What de Man does not mention, that has
been stated earlier, is that amends were never made to Marion. Thiseéemasmore
critical and pragmatic aspect than the evaluative judgment that he is magirsg® for
himself. However, de Man rightly points out that there is an epistemological problem

The distinction between the confession stated in the mode of revealed truth and

the confession stated in the mode of excuse is that the evidence for the former is

referential (the ribbon); whereas the evidence for the latter can onbrbal.

Rousseau can convey his “inner feeling” to us only if we take, as we saygridlis

for it, whereas the evidence for his theft is, at least in theory, literadijable
(281).
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The difference between the verbal excuse and the referential crime ismptea s

opposition between an action and a mere utterance about an action. To confess is

discursive, but the discourse is governed by principal of referential vadfica

that includes an extra verbal moment: even if we confess thsdideomething

(as opposed tdid), the verification of this verbal event...is not verbal but factual,

the knowledge that the utterance actually took place. No such possibility of

verification exists for the excuse, for the excuse, which is verbal in its

utterance...its purpose is not to state but to convince, itself an “inner” process to

which only words can bear witness (281).
The argument here centers on the problem of epistemological verification. The
contention is that confessions are more verifiable than excuses whose purpose is
persuasion. The concern is also linked to Rousseau’s emphasiseantienént
interieur’. How can one ever verify an inner state or thought or feeling? In addition,
there are several layers and matters for interpretation. There isférerdie between a
physical object and nonphysical utterances or even thoughts and feelings. Blae is
the matter of events that take place in the outer world and events that taketplaoe
to a person. These are important distinctions that, to be sure, complicate thetioerifica
However, this is not sufficient to prove de Man'’s case. In addition to the
epistemological, one must consider the ontological or ontic side of the coin. Thit is, it
one thing to determine whether events are verifiable and another whethactilnaly
happened. Rousseau either had those thoughts and feelings or he did not. These are just
as much matters of fact as is the concrete ribbon. Whether we can verify thvesni to
believe him, is another story. In addition, motive, intention, and psychological states
often come into play in questions of law, so these are not uncommon elements for
consideration in rendering a judgment.

Timing also adds to the complexity of the text. There are many different time

periods that come into play. There is the time of the theft, the time of each efsthibdi
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time of the feelings and thoughts and afterthoughts, as well as the time oitigswr
Some of these times may even overlap and memory is being extended in manyarases
example, in th&Reveriedhe is thinking of events early in his life as well as what he wrote
in theConfessions This includes more thoughts and sentiments. Each retelling adds
another level of confession and broadens or adds the possibility of a genre of excuse a
well. In addition, it is important to note that there is also a philosophical genoasider
and de Man is somewhat negligent to omit this possibility. Rousseau is a philosopher and
finding a philosophical treatise amidst a confession is not out of order. However, de Man
is correct that Rousseau is seeking a degree of justification. He quote$ R&anmrend
as saying “it appears that after having stigmatized his misdeed he grahgghs to
justify it” (282). These two sides must be kept in mind regardless of the tension they
create. The issues of excuses and justifications do not cancel out confesgieat a
and any true remorse. The ribbon episode, and Rousseau’s retelling of it, is not of one
easy piece to understand. Many genres cross and many elements conmealiczaeing
and the analysis. It need not be all or nothing. He may be innocent or less culpable in
some regards than others. Like life itself, we are not given a cleanedirdiefined
example. We are given, and are part of, a complicated web.
De Man introduces further psychological elements and links them to the lioguist
elements. The element of desire becomes a key to him for a deeper reading.
Once it is removed from its legitimate owner, the ribbon, being in itself devoid of
meaning and function, can circulate symbolically as a pure signifier and becomes
the articulating hinge in a chain of exchanges and possessions. As the ribbon

changes hands it traces a circuit leading to the exposure of a hidden, censored
desire (283).
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Whether or not the ribbon can be said to be devoid of meaning in itself is debatable. Itis
obviously feminine in color and basic use. However, what is important is that there is a
series of interchanges and they involve women. Rousseau stole the ribbon from a woman
for another woman. The ribbon, far from being useless, becomes quite useful, if one
accepts this as a valid mode for the concept of use. As the value and use increases
Rousseau’s defense decreases since he cannot fully escape his own criteria
According to de Man, the ribbon, as the symbol of desire, functions as an excuse
that includes the “confession” of Rousseau’s desire for Marion (284). Whereas this
author views this reading as diminishing Rousseau’s case on certain philosopiniisal poi
de Man sees it as making the theft “understandable and easy to forgive”, ang thereb
excuses himself more (284). That is, de Man sees Rousseau as claiming syrapathy
on his feelings for the girl. Further, de Man adds another level of interpretast
complicates matters. Why did Rousseau get caught? Why was he sasadarkidmg
the ribbon? Utilizing Freudian psychology, de Man comes to the conclusion that “what
Rousseau really wanted is neither the ribbon nor Marion, but the public scene of
exposure” (285). The element of shame is now shifted to the shame of the exposure.
This desire is truly shameful, for it suggests that Marion was destroyéar niog¢
sake of Rousseau’s saving face, nor for the sake of his desire for her, byt merel
in order to provide him with a stage on which to parade his disgrace or, what
amounts to the same thing, to furnish him with a good ending for Book II of his
Confessions This structure is self-perpetuating...for each new stage in the
unveiling suggests a deeper shame, a greater impossibility to revealgesater
satisfaction in outwitting this impossibility (286).
This reading of de Man is as harsh as it is innovative. If true, it makes Rousgesdalecul

of much more than a lie and his motivation is now thrown deep into question. Innocence

is lost at this point. However, his analysis also implies an extreme redsietioThis
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author is not prepared to take that route. The complexity of the genre issuesswarrant
more careful deliberation. At best, perhaps there is an element of exhibhit@ingork.
This possibility does not exclude the possibility of real remorse for hurtimmpivianor
does it eliminate the philosophical import of the text. It does not exclude multiple and
complicated intentionality. It also raises the issue of whether sudbitextism is
compulsive. In addition, whenever intentionality, motive, and inner states are brought
up, the question of the unconscious must be raised in any kind of contemporary
discussion. How guilty or innocent is someone if some, or even most, of our actions are
due to unconscious factors? Once unconscious motivation becomes admissible, however,
Pandora’s box is opened.
B. Derrida’s Reading

Derrida begins his analysis by comparing Augustine and Rousseau. He also finds
fault in de Man’s analysis that leaves out the connection between the two. Tgdinds re
Derrida has made some valuable comparisons. They are elaborated upon legre as th
pertain to the issue of lying. For instance, both men wrote confessions, and in Berrida’
mind, both “speak the language of excuse more often than that of pardon or forgiveness”
(80). However, Augustine centers more on the inexcusable whereas Rousseau tends
more to be excusing himself. In addition, both confess thefts in book two of their
confessions. Similarly, for each of them the theft is presented as “Uséléss is, “they
both insist on the fact that the use value was null or secondary” (81). For Augustine it
was the stealing of the pears and for Rousseau it was the theft of the ribborily Actua
another similarity is that both had stolen fruit in their lives, Augustine thes ped

Rousseau some apples. That is, both had stolen forbidden fruit (83). The issue of desire
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comes into play. Derrida reminds us that in Book 2 chapter 4 of Augustine’s work he
says: “For | stole a thing of which I had plenty of my own and of much better quality”
and that he wished “to enjoy the actual theft and the sin of theft” (Derrida 81 isVha
here being highlighted is the enjoyment of the original act as well as theelegk and
needless occurrence of the object stolen. Rousseau will speak similarlyibbtreas
something old and of not much value. That is, the object itself is somehow meaningless,
but what it represents, may not be. This is important in circling yet again atemindet
value criteria that Rousseau had originally set up in his walks. As Derrslé,sadhe
broad spectrum, these seemingly trifling acts had “the greatest psgphrcussions on
their whole lives” (80). That is, it seems to have propelled a driving desire arakéo m
some kind of lasting mark on the authors, the experience of which also led to “the
repeated access to the experience of guilt and to the writing of the confe§8&)ns”

There is still one more important parallel between the two authors and that is that
both committed the thefts in question when they were sixteen years old (82). iAeigust
mentions it specifically and Rousseau refers to being “no more than a chit@’tahe,
and that his “age also should be taken into account” (81). Derrida points out the
calculation of Rousseau’s age by piecing together other incidents. Namelgs list
sixteen years old when, in 1728, ...he spent three months...in the house of Mme de
Vercellis, where the affair of the ribbon took place” (82).

These similarities have led some, like de Man, to wonder if Rousseau has just
copied Augustine and if perhaps the episodes were a lie. This raises the gsdstion a
whether the confession itself is a lie. Here | think Derrida takes a souncergradind.

There is no evidence to verify the ribbon incident, yet there is none to condemn the tale
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as false, as never occurring. However, the similarities, at leastubrisdl similarities
are interesting from a literary point of view. As the major author of a cainfesd work,
it would have only been natural for Rousseau to model his work on Augustine’s. There
may have also been genuine similarities in their experiences, and this would &aee be
natural stepping-stone for Rousseau. More importantly, the similarities do actdetr
from the level of measure and philosophical rigor to be used, namely, Rousseau’s own
categories and definitions.

While there are some similarities between the two, such as a common age at the
time of theft and a pained conscience, there are several differences. Rousseaotv
only of the theft of the ribbon but of several thefts prior including the theft of asparagus
apples, and tools. “He steals more and more, and not only things to eat but also tools,
which confirm him in his feeling of innocence” (83). In addition, as mentioned, the theft
involved in the ribbon incident has a particular sexual overtone to it. Of course,
Augustine’s Confessions are not devoid of sexual content, but the connection between
theft, lie and gender is especially pronounced in the ribbon incident. In addition, for
Augustine the confession appears to be more standard. Augustine admitscobéta
pardon, whereas Rousseau, as far as Derrida is concerned, excuses hireastfatfitst
glance. Derrida tends to agree with de Man on this point but for some different reasons
and they also differ somewhat in their linguistic analysis. Derrida does nbtltat the
ribbon is a free signifier. He also places more emphasis on the chain of female
acquaintances and their placement in the narrative. Derrida reminds usodé thie r
Maman and Mme de Warens in addition to Mme de Vercellis. In addition, he highlights

the Catholic connection and conversion. Speaking of Mme de Vercellis, Derrida reminds
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us that Rousseau tells us “I may say that she made the Catholic religion satful bea
me by the serenity of heart with which she fulfilled its instructions, withtlogei
carelessness or affectation” (95). Derrida sees in these women adWara(97).
However, both Derrida and de Man have left out an important connection, and that is that
Rousseau says “she died like a philosopher” (95). This connection is perhaps also
another substitution, for by the time we get toRew¥eriesRousseau will want to spend
his last years peacefully in self-reflection, like a philosopher and/or like ke
Vercellis. The religious aspect fuses with the psychological at this point.

At times, Derrida’s interpretation does not so much differ from de Man'sjsas i
setting of it in his own deconstructive context. For example, Derrida clahhesle
Man himself calls upon a “logic aupplementarityat work between excuse and guilt”
(101). That is, the persistent use of excuses only adds to the guilt. In addition, “the
written excuse produces guilt” (101). Thus, Derrida explains de Man as moving the fault
to the writing itself, and more than the writing to “the pleasure taken inbinsgihis
memory, in archiving it, setting it down in ink on paper” (102). Writing itself is held
culpable. It is worthwhile to keep in mind Derrida’s own view of the supplement in
Rousseau i®f GrammatologyOG). In that work Derrida advocates taking “Rousseau’s
experience and his theory of writing together, the accord and the discand “the
word supplemenseems to account for the strange unity of these two gestures” (144).
Derrida emphasizes the dangerous aspect of writing for Rousseau. “When sped¢gch f
protect presence, writing becomes necessary” (144). Writing is somedthiigreal and
not natural. Derrida quotes Rousseau, “Languages are made to be spoken, writing serve

only as a supplement to speech” (144). Derrida also links the supplement to a perversion
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of nature in another sense in Rousseau. He connects Rousseau’s reference to
masturbation as a dangerous supplement and dangerousdaiggreux supplement”,

with references both to tHéeiadeandEmile (150). In this sense the supplement cheats
nature. Derrida also reminds us that there is a connection between nature and the
maternal for Rousseau. QuotiBqile he emphasizes that for Rousseau, like nature’s
love “there is no substitute for a mother’s love” (145). One cannot really subgiitute
nature. Since for Rousseau evil is exterior to nature, “the negativity afithalways

have the form of supplementarity” (145). This helps explain Rousseau’s view in the
Emilethat Derrida reiterates, namely, that all evil comes from the facivttraen have
ceased to be mothers, they do not and will not return to their duty” (152). Once again,
the interruption of the natural causes a dangerous supplement, this time by women. Iti
therefore not surprising that Rousseau will have ambivalent feelings atiolnsigs

about women, both wanting to draw near, and yet keeping his distance. Derrida refers to
the “play of maternal presence or absence”, as in when he describes Rousebagss fe

for Mamma,while living in the house of Madame de Warens (152-153). He was close
enough, yet far enough, that “the extreme sweetness of the feelings with kadich s
inspired me did not allow my senses time to awake for others, and protected me agains
her and all her sex” (153). So Rousseau wants to be protected from women, even though
he wants to draw close to them. Derrida reminds us that Rousseau will fentbyleer
mother substitute. “In a word, | needed a successor to mamma...l found in Therese the
substitute $upplemeijtthat | needed” (157). Starobinski both agrees with this
supplemental role of Therese and pushes further the autoerotic element thavistesl pr

In addition, Starobinski highlights that she is never really confronted as another.
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And Therese? She allows Jean-Jacques to stay within himself. She brings him the
“supplement” he needs...What Rousseau saw in Therese: someone he could
easily identify with his own flesh and who never raised the problem of the Other.

There is not a partner in dialogue but an auxiliary to Rousseau’s physical

existence Transparency and ObstructiditO) 179).

In this light the solitariness of the Solitary Walker becomes more app&ent.
even when there are women in his life, Jean-Jacques still sees orladqaas. In this
respect, another comment of Starobinski also makes sense. “Jean-Jacqaesidarmf
desiring an actual woman or seeking to possess her...Jean-Jacques was aajuyy t
the anxious pleasure of being in a constant state of desire” (TO 167). Also, Starobins
refers to Rousseau’s pleasure at a distance, as for instance in the prebence of
“mamma’”, that is, Mme de Warrens, as being able to find that “perfecupteias
possible without sexual intimacy” (170). This is not to say that there were no sexual
relationships at all in his life, but to emphasize the self-absorption of the man and the
auto-erotic function that women often played in his life. This Derrida links to taefol
the supplement, which also includes writing.

And sexual auto-affection, that is auto-affection in general, neither bagins

ends with what one thinks can be circumscribed by the name of masturbation.

The supplement has not only the powepr@fcuringan absent presence through

its image...it also holds it at a distance and masters it. The supplement

transgresses and at the same time respects the interdict. This is dlperwiitz

writing as the supplement of speech (OG 154-155).

It is from a certain determined representation of “cohabitation with women” tha

Rousseau had to have recourse throughout his life to that type of dangerous

supplement that is called masturbation, and that cannot be separated from his

activity as a writer (OG 155).

Returning to our comparison of de Man and Derrida, there is another important

area that must be highlighted. Whereas de Man wants to clearly distinguistsiconfes

from excuse, Derrida is suspicious of the entire enterprise. “Every com@sext is
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already apologetic. Every avowal begins by offering apologies or byiegatself”
(WA 110). This point of difference arises from a close reading of de Mardnegdhe
performative nature of Rousseau’s text. Derrida quotes de Man on this point.

The interest of Rousseau’s text is that it explicitly functions perfvelg as

well as cognitively and thus gives indications about the structure of petfeema

rhetoric; this is already established in this text when the confessistdalose

off a discourse which feels compelled to modulate from the confessional into the

apologetic mode (WA 110, (282).

Performative, as the name implies, functions on the power of the performative and
not necessary on ordinary predicate truth values. Its truth value relies themthe
performance works. Thus, at least in its performative aspect, de Man firatdenpr
with verification as it is typically applied. As Derrida sees it, theedéhce for de Man is
between “the truth to be known, revealed, or asserted” in its confessional aspettieand “
truth of the pure performative of the excuse”, namely, the apologetic” (WA 111). For
Derrida, the constative and performative are more closely related. Fdekieny
constative is rooted in the presupposition of an at least implicit perforrn@titfe111).

By this is meant that behind any cognitive utterance lies “a testimonma! such as “I
myself think” and this implies a relation to self to which the other does not have
immediate access (WA 111). This means that the other must rely on taking me at my
word. Again, we are back at the issues of truth regarding one’s inner statettora ce
degree. This is not the layer of truth regarding external facts, but the lered’'sfbelief
about matters, whether one believes this way or that way. The result isdtate will

ever be able to point to properly theoretical proof that someone has lied, that is, did not

believe, in good faith, what he was saying” (111). This seems, however, to augment de

Man’s point that there is a problem of verification. In fact, if Derridaisect, the
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problem of verification is all the more acute. However, as we have stated phg\ioes
problem of verification is mostly an epistemological one. This does not mean tieat the
is no truth-value to whether Rousseau actually thought or felt a certain way, aniygtha
may never know it.

Returning to the ribbon itself, Derrida reiterates that the ribbon is not sueh a fre
signifier and that “it has at least the sexualizable significationnzfroent and fetish...”
(115). In addition, Derrida emphasizes the value of the ribbon in that “its exchange value
is caught up in the logic of substitution...” (115). This also supports the criterion of
usefulness and makes Rousseau less convincing regarding matters of his innocence

One last point by Derrida is worth consideration. He brings up de Man’s
omission of Rousseau’s description of the ribbon as being “quiteds{# vieux(116).

For Rousseau, the emphasis was on its uselessness, a point that already beaadjidesti
not refuted. However, neither commentator explores this phrase fully. Whilederrid
opens the door to a substitution of loss, the loss motif should be taken further, including
connections to death. That which is very old may be connected to the actual death of
Mme de Vercellis, and the later memory in BReveriesnight, in part, be triggered by a
connection to Rousseau writing later in his life, his last two years, in fattinkgelf

says in the introductory walks that he is already thinking about a final judgnetiie

end of his own life. With regard to Mme de Vercellis, both the ribbon and Mme de
Vercellis are “lost”, in the sense of gone. Or still, “very old” can connotey/‘weed”.

The ribbon is used and Rousseau will use Marion. More suspiciously, why is Rousseau
giving something very old, very used, to someone he describes as young and innocent?

The desire motif that was brought up may have another connection here. Rousseau is
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giving something used, or with experience, to someone innocent, perhaps wanting to
corrupt her. As Derrida reminds us, the addition of the Freteja ‘vieuk, is important
(WA 116-117). Perhaps there is a further slant on possible meaning. That which is very
old, symbolized by the ribbon, is said to be already there, as opposed to the anticipation
of something young and yet to come, symbolized by Marion. To take it further, the
already there may have connections to the constant judgments to which Rousseau thought
he was unjustly subject by his contemporaries. This may be set in contract tcaRBusse
eschatological hope for a more accurate, and redeeming, anticipatory didiymmest in
the eschaton. Does the remembrance of Marion as the possible “not yet” connect to
Rousseau’s “not yet” vindication that he believes he will receive in thdifaffer his
overall innocence, just as Marion was innocent? Marion’s innocence may well be a
substitution for his innocence or his wish fulfillment of innocence. Derrida sums up the
ribbon incident with a generalization that is memorable; one that connects mhay of t
ideas that have been discussed thus far.
An event is traumatic or it does not happen, does not arrive. It injures desire,
whether or not desire desires or does not desire what happens. It is that which,
within desire, constitutes it as the impossible: some outside, irreducibly, as som
non desire, some death, and something inorganic, the becoming possible of the
impossible as im-possible. Inappropriability of the other (159-60).
Derrida’s language here alludes to trauma, which is charged with connotation for a
contemporary audience. His emphasis highlights for us that at least as tarsas& is
concerned, the Marion incident remained lodged in his memory. Events such as this
leave the mark of a wound, or open up a wound. For Rousseau, this wound is intimately

linked to the subject of the lie, and specifically to this particular lie. The lgadus to

such issues on the personal sides as desire, gender issues, personal reputati@n, chara
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insights, and judgments, and on the more philosophical side, to gradations of meanings of
lie, the role of verification, intention, harm, and use, and of course the general
hermeneutical problem of interpretation.
Summary and Conclusions

In summing up, this inquiry has led us to appreciate the complexity of the web of
issues that involved in an analysis of truth and lies, particularly with a obiaasct
complex and enigmatic as Rousseau. For when we ask, what is the truth or did someone
lie, we must immediately add to that, about what, in what sense, and most of all,
according to what definition? As this study has shown, there are various daktypes
of lies. For instance, we must deal with issues of internal versus externahttitsa
differences between fact, fable and fiction, and issues of verificationar&\aso
naturally drawn into the question of motivation for a character such as Roussedu, whic
raises psychological issues as well, as Starobinski’s study shows. tiorgdghen we
differentiate layers of truth a contemporary analysis becomes more so@aplee may
be led to wonder about unconscious as well as conscious motivation. How shall we judge
these issues that the person may not even know? What meaning does truth and lies hold
in this context? When we differentiate between internal and external nditles, we
are already in the realm of the issue of authenticity. Subjective truth wrahteith, as
one sees a situation, that is, is necessarily coupled with issues of autheN&tjtwhen
the subject is one that is as complex, changing, and versatile as Rousseauha isan w
both a writer and a philosophers, and one for whom the role of feeling plays such a
pivotal role, we are hard pressed to know how to render a verdict of veracity. Jundging t

external events is difficult enough, for as Derrida reminds us, we have nedb&ofyr
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nor evidence against, in this case. Judging the more subtle issues of the intéroal trut
authenticity of a person is far more complex. For, how shall we judge or vexify hi
feelings about an event, and at what point in time?

We will never know for sure the reasons for which this episode with Marion
remained lodged in Rousseau’s mind, or even the degree of its veracity. We\aith lef
accounts whose complete verification escapes us. We are left with amepgap. We
are not, however, left empty-handed. We are left with writings that bear ¢eeofra
wound, for whatever reason, and perhaps haunted memories. We also know the writings
give witness to a philosophical inquiry into the nature of lying. We know he alse inter
mingled his own example, real or imagined, into the treatise. In addition, excuses
apologies, and confessions as well as remorse and responsibility link tise tieat
personal consideration. Rousseau asks us to take him at his word, yet his word is
convoluted. That does not mean that there is nothing that we can say about truth and lies
with regard to Rousseau. Since Rousseau has been kind enough to elaborate his own
treatise on lying, in very limited, narrow respect we can make some @gndgmWwithin
the criteria that he himself sets up, we can see that at times he admirtg,tbdth in his
Confessionsind in theReveries In the Marion incident particularly, with all the
gradations of lying that he brings up, he insists that he did not lie in the hard sense of
wanting to harm another human being. Yet, he is guilty, by his own standards, of using
someone else for the sake of his own reputation, and since the incident resulted in harm
to another person, he is guilty of lying. Further, Rousseau himself sets up a very high

standard for himself in taking on the various maxims of truth that are to be a guidepost
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for his life, such as that of Juvenal. He is to be committed to truth. He admits that in t
regard, he falls short.

Rousseau also asks us for leniency by giving us insight into his character, into the
embarrassment felt at being exposed in front of others. He points to this weakness in his
character to being the root cause for the lies, and not deliberate intentiamayweant
to excuse, or grant pardon on this regard, but that does not change the initial verdict, that
in certain instances, Rousseau lies. In addition, it is hard to grant him much clemency
regarding “malicious intent” in the Marion incident, since he lied not once, butseve
times about it. Once may be a spontaneous episode of embarrassment, but with several
repeated times, the plea for spontaneity wanes. Of course, Rousseau wdl saglth
time he lied about it in near succession he was in front of others and embarrassed. We
may at best, grant him very limited clemency for a consistent chaflaster

As another aspect of spontaneity, Rousseau asks us to consider his feelings for
Marion as somehow, in the moment, being the cause of the mix-up and lie that
wrongfully blamed her for stealing the ribbon. Since feelings are so imptotant
Rousseau’s philosophy, he is indeed justified to ask us to consider them with regard to
issues of lies. However, in considering his feelings, we must keep in mind the problem
of gender issues for Rousseau that has been elaborated. Indeed, regardingdss feel
about women, and specifically to Marion, “mix-up” may be a very apt way to describe
them. That is, that he liked Marion may be true, but is it the whole truth? As has been
pointed out, Rousseau has an attraction/repulsion issue with women. He can tolerate
them best, at a distance, or as a supplement to himself. How much the other isireally a

Other for Rousseau is questionable, particularly regarding women. |s boogvwomen
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something that Rousseau can even take seriously if women are not really Ottiver, for

or if they are so much Other that perhaps they are not considered as part of tlsaluniver
human? Rousseau, as much of a rebel as he was for his time, did hold very conventional
views on women. Yet, regarding this incident, Rousseau does seem to acknowledge that
he harmed her reputation and possible future employment. Of this much he is able to
differentiate self from other. This much limited-scope judgment we can.miake

addition, Rousseau does acknowledge the incident and the lie, if not to others directly, to
us his readers, in both nfessionaind in hisReveries So though he lied about it, he

later tells the truth about it, or so he contends. While the full veracity of tlueinas
something we do not, and perhaps, cannot know, we still are able to render some
judgments regarding it. Even if we take the extreme skeptical position and do ee¢ beli

the incident ever happened, we can still judge the story itself by theacRmusseau has

set forth. We can do this precisely because Rousseau has inter-mingled his philosophy
and his literature, particularly in tiieveries We are therefore justified to make limited
assessments of how well he met his own criteria.

There is one more important criteria regarding truth and harm that must be
mentioned. Rousseau also leaves us with a somewhat anthropomorphic notion of truth.
Harm done is also to be considered regarding truth itself. Rousseau asks us to consider
the very large question of whether truth itself has been harmed in the telliag, @ind
therefore by his lies. His own verdict, by his own standards, is that yes, trutmiedha
For all his “excuses” and “explanations”, and even given the role of inner state a
feelings with all their ambiguities with respect to truth, Rousseau stilkhiolsome type

of absolute value, in the strict sense, of truth. That is, Rousseau may admit thiat he fal
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short, but he falls short precisely because there is something to fall short elfy,rthen

high bar of truth, that deserves recognition. Perhaps lurking behind this
anthropomorphized image of truth stands the only one to whom he will submit to
judgment, God. In the end, as the Reveries started, he anticipates a judgment from the
only one who can render it accurately and justly. He may have given up on thengtidgme
of others, or perhaps it is best to say he has near-given up. He has learned through time
that people can misinterpret him. Writing is a dubious task and may not render the
judgment he desires from his readers. However, he still hopes for some possible
vindication in that he still writes. As has been pointed out at the beginning of this
chapter, Rousseau, even in his isolation, has the Other in mind. We may ask with Diderot
if Rousseau considers the Other sufficiently, and find him lacking. Yet, we Ieosifa

we take thdReverieseriously, consider that Rousseau has more than other people in
mind, he has a big Other in mind. We may also wonder if he has an undue confidence in
his innocence to stand a future judgment. Yet, the point is that for Rousseau, the final
point of all judgment, and specifically for issues of truth and lies, and its atiofg for

all its complexities and ambiguities, and subjectivity, is not in the handsibfdall

humans, but with God. Thus, when Rousseau says that he is writing for himself now, this
aspect must be given its due. The “for himself” aspect, and the “standing apeet a

that he refers to can be interpreted in the context of not only standing apasbiiaty

at large, but also as standing alone and by himself in light of a divine judgmehts |
additional respect, it is not enough to ask if Truth is harmed by his lies, but if Rousseau
himself is harmed. Thus, when Rousseau repeatedly says that his lies hawes “tharm

one” we already know that they harmed Marion, and that they harmed Truth. What
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Rousseau never mentions is that lying harms character, especially evpetupted
habitually and not corrected. At least some attempt must be made to improvéecharac
Thus, it can be concluded that Rousseau did harm to his own character.

In the end our verdict on Rousseau is a mixed one. In some aspects he does lie,
and according to other definitions that he uses, perhaps not with malicious intent, at leas
not with conscious malicious intent. In addition, he sometimes fabricatesndleskas
to flights of fantasy. Further, Rousseau has given us insight into various aggests
personality, which also come into play, as well as his philosophical theory.

In sum then, this chapter has tried to make a case for the complexity and depth of
Rousseau’s writing on the lie, a depth that includes philosophical, literary, and
psychological elements. It has surely raised many more questions thamatsanéet,
we have shown that some assessments and judgments can be made, even if only in a
limited and modest sense. Rousseau, and his contemporary interpreters have tleft us wi
much to consider regarding lying. On this subject, literary criticism, philosopty, a
psychology meet. What's in a lie? A lot more than previously thought. We end our

discussion with greater respect and appreciation for the problem.
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CHAPTER 3
NIETZSCHE ON TRUTH AND LIES:
PHILOSOPHY IN THE SERVICE OF LIFE

Perhaps no other philosopher has undercut, overturned, and resisted our
traditional concepts as has Friedrich Nietzsche. This is especialfotraour cherished
views on truth and lies. Therefore, we should expect to find a very unique handling of
the terms by Nietzsche. Added to this complexity is the fact that Nietzses the
terms in several veins and is not always speaking of truth and lies on theegame |
Therefore, part of the project of this analysis is to articulate what tikbseent levels
are and how they interact. For example, at times, particularly in Nietzsaréer
writings, truth and lies refers to metaphysical issues, or worldviews imd gecale. At
other times Nietzsche speaks of the physical world and what can be known about it. Still
at other times Nietzsche uses truth and lies in reference to language Uibage is also
a social function of the language of truth and lies, namely, that the cateigorizat
means of survival and communication within the group. From this perspective,nduth a
lies are defined according to conventional purposes, but the possibility of a nsataphy
truth is considered to be untrue, or perhaps even has no truth value, in the grand picture
of the world. Further, there is a creative aspect in Nietzsche’s wgritthgre truth and
lies refers to the individual and self-making, or determination. Truth here can be
something akin to authentic self making. In this sense, sterile truth, olomadit
normative truth, is not helpful or even wanted. In fact, lies and deception, so far as they
are artistically employed, have a positive valence when used to entienbg |

facilitating a break from what Nietzsche terms the herd mentalitydditien, the
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dynamic teeter-tottering aspect of life means that there is a hag@spect to life that
will make something taken to be cast in stone to be a lie, in the big picture semse. W
it is not the purpose of this study to give an in-depth account of each of these leteels, or
solve metaphysical problems, it is the goal of this study to sketch out the careplei
the usage of the terms and their interaction. That is, something can be true on one level
for Nietzsche and false on another. This helps explain some of the variation in his
thought. In so doing, we will also examine Nietzsche’s rhetorical dissauwsay, and
figuration.

While it often appears that Nietzsche is shifting from one definition or level t
another, and thereby muddying the waters or confusing the reader, part ofughdte
kept in mind as the goal or task that he set for himself in analysis, is that philosophy
should be used in the service of life. It is this element that is consistertasdtie’s
philosophy and the purpose of all his undercutting. That is, Nietzsche has a somewhat
instrumental or pragmatic goal in mind in his philosophizing. In addition, Nietzshe w
employ any means necessary to accomplish this goal of serviceabilisy, tanid
sometimes even resorts to outlandish comments. His goal of philosophy in the afervice
life also includes an aspect of augmenting life. That is, it is not onlgddiet’s project
to show how previous philosophy served life, but to show that some of the modes of the
past philosophy are no longer useful. So with regards to his debunking of the
metaphysical philosophy he inherited, he both explains how it was useful and how it is
now outdated, or no longer useful. Instead, he aims to offer a new dynamic slant on
philosophy. That is, he offers his particular philosophy or philosophical method, as a

means to serve life bettdran the past ones. Since this is his general view and purpose,
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any analysis of truth and lies must be set in the context of this goal. Qudsaibmaist

be kept in mind when reading Nietzsche, then, are questions such as what type of life he
has in mind, if and how life is being served better and by what means, and perhaps even,
whose life does he thinks is being enhanced by it? That is, sometimes INietpsaks
organically and generally of life, and at other times he refers to individual lives.

As with our other authors, there is a core set of concepts that are intrinsic to his
philosophy. Therefore, any understanding of truth and lies must be contextualized in the
framework of these concepts, as well as the levels mentioned above. Todaobilgat
undertaking, the main concepts that Nietzsche explores to highlight this ableice
aspect of life will be explored, such as will to power, perspectivism and thefrole
interpretation, as well as his view of dynamic flux. These concepts arknked and
intrinsic to understanding his ideas of truth and lies at any given point. They hemexpl
the fluidity of his thought. Will to power is one of his most known and basic concepts.
However, it is not as simple as may seem. Will to power, in some sense, is tive crea
life force wanting to actualize itself and is always acting withrothk points that exist
both within a single person and throughout the universe. This concept will be explored in
some depth in our analysis as it provides a thread through all levels of our analysis,
including the issues of gender and truth and lies. For now it suffices to say that will
power or will points are not static objects. Recalling that dynamism, fon@gais built
into his system, one would expect things to change. Thus, as things shift, what is true and
what is false will also shift. Similarly, if perspectivism is impotfdhen we would
expect different truths depending on the perspective explicated. In additiorscNestz

view of perspectivism is more than just the ordinary benign sense of different
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perspectives on one and the thing, for Nietzsche abandons early on the idea of
“thingness”, or at least does not see that type of discussion as very fruitfuad|riste
tends to view life and the world more in the vein of Heraclitus; that is, life istatecf
constant dynamic flux. Therefore, perspectives and interpretations omustright from
the midst of this flux. In addition, truth and falsity would also always be arghifti
perspective. Further, there will be many truths and lies and these are mec#ycased
in their plural in Nietzsche’s philosophy. It would therefore be somewhat ofreadi
speak of “The Truth” for Nietzsche. That is, it is not so important for Nie¢gz&ctry
and nail down what is true and false, for in fact, from his view, this would be an
impossible or futile task. In fact, the dynamic teeter-tottering@sy life means that
there is always a becoming aspect of life that will render any jatttiencast truth and lies
in stone, a lie in the big-picture sense. But this kind of logical bantering canzyendi
and even deconstruct itself. Fortunately it is not the end of the road for Nietzsche.
Rather, where he wants to end up, what is most important for Nietzsche is howmdruth a
lies are used to either enhance or stifle life.

In addition to the foregoing, there are still more ideas that must be added to the
mix in decoding Nietzsche. As with our other authors, Nietzsche also wrote both as a
philosopher and a writer, and often incorporated many different styles in tsisHiés
philosophy is one of the most atypical and non-traditional styles of philosophical
writings. He often wrote in aphoristic style and incorporated irony, rhetodidring
sarcasm into his texts. That is, literary devices are employed in the oiddée
philosophy. Similarly, his philosophy is strewn through in some of his more literary

exercises, such d8%hus Spoke Zarathustra=or Nietzsche, especially, the literary informs
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the philosophical and vice versa. To read Nietzsche only one way, is to miss the boat,
especially if one would want to read his writings as one would more traditional
philosophical writings. This is because the literary aspects giveusigmeaspect, or spin,
to the concepts and levels of his philosophical discourse. In addition, they add to the
interpretive problems and generate more paradoxes for the reader. édmedglly true
for the project of truth and lies. That is, the use of irony itself very often iogetpto
mean the opposite of what is said. Therefore, a literal read will be falsb@opposite
will be the truth. However, since the message is not directly stated, tlabrays the
guestion of whether or not one has got it right. Of course, another difficulty ik whic
passages are to be read ironically, for if it is all irony and reversaffewt is lost. Also,
does irony ever remove totally the nagging possibility of the literal trdim® coupled

with Nietzsche’s biting sarcasm often results in shocking the reader. veEiQwhas is
exactly what Nietzsche wants, to destabilize his readers and get tHankianhd

perhaps act, differently.

We must drill down one more level deeper and arrive at the more specific task of
what happens when all these concepts and levels are applied to a gender avalysis.
asked earlier whose life is meant to be enhanced by Nietzsche’s new philosagsyit D
apply equally to men and women? How are Nietzsche’s concepts applied to women? Is
he consistent, to the extent that one can even use the term consistent with Niet#sche
his own philosophical premises? Are there special categories that hesdsenmwen
and women? How are we to read Nietzsche? The answers to these questioag will pl
into any determination of issues of truth and lies. For example, will to power is a key

concept in Nietzsche’s philosophy. Does this apply equally to men and women or are
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there gendered biases? What does it mean, or can we say, that a woman eiren wills
Nietzsche’s system of thought? Similarly, when Nietzsche encourages pebtpéak

out of herd-like mentalities and creatively define themselves, does he mean this
autonomous authenticity to apply to women also? If not, has he rendered women false or
unauthentic, by definition? Does woman even get a chance to name her truths as
Nietzsche has named his truths? What are the conundrums that Nietzsche gdts hims
and his readers, into when he discusses women? In addition to the philosophical
conceptual problems regarding women, there is the literary aspect as lweltilition,
Nietzsche often wrote what appear to be very misogynist sayings on women, theh as
famous passage on women and the whip in Zarathustra. How are we to read these
passages? Are they to be read ironically or literally? That is, he pfika with forked
tongue veiling his intentions. The outcome of this analysis is that Nietzschie'sopiy

cuts as a double-edged sword when applied to women. Like the other authors in this
study, Nietzsche has a blind-spot when it came to writing about women. Higsvate
both problematic in that he sometimes undercuts feminist views, while at tbeiszm

there are liberating aspects that at least provide certain keys and tipheesrth

creative possibilities that will be more serviceable to life, includingities bf women.

In sum, though some take Nietzsche to be a misogynist and others find him to be a
liberator, my own position is that the interlacing of the philosophical and litexadg |

one to a more careful middle position. Sometimes he is less ironic and more misogynist
and other times more challenging of the traditional structures. When has he told us the
truth, when has he lied? Are these his truths, or are these meant tdrbéhthabout

women? Inthe end, even though Nietzsche’s writings sometimes give usmssogy
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saying regarding women, as Lynne Tierrell says, “they also coh@aseeds of a
deconstruction of that misogyny” (“Sexual Dualism and Woman'’s Self-Oréati
(SDWS) in Feminist Interpretations of Freidrich Nietzsc{fdFN) 200).

Since this analysis is a highly complex one, in the first part we look at a few of
the main concepts of Nietzsche and explore their meaning and inter-connection, and in
the second we analyze these concepts, both from a more philosophical as well as in a
literary fashion to arrive at our goal, which includes how his philosophy anayitsgde
applies to the problem of truth and lies with respect to women. This analysis also takes
the approach of building blocks, that is, of laying one concept and level on top of the
other and seeing these connections as part of scaffolding that upholds a complex
philosophical house.

PART 1 Conceptual Framework

In beginning this analysis, let us review some of Nietzsche’s basic ¢eracep
sayings. Since the will to power is one of the overarching and most importaaptsonc
for Nietzsche, we begin our study we some of these saying from Nietagemeftom
The Will to Powe(WP). “[Truth] It is a word for the "will to power"™ (WP 552 298). In
this very short sentence Nietzsche has linked truth directly with will andielpas a
will to power. This adds even more to the general outline provided in the introductory
paragraphs, for now we have truth in the generic sense as a will that pushas to gai
power, as well as specific truths about whose wills will dominate at any gmen tn
addition, in WP Nietzsche links the idea of a lie, or here what he refers tolds, avigh
the idea of knowledge. “The biggest fable of all is the fable of knowledge...” (WP 555

301). Yet, of all our beliefs with respect to knowledge, none is as central to the general
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notion of truth as is the belief in ourselves. Nietzsche debunks even this cherished
notion. That is, the idea of a subject. This is one of the most radical and devastating of
Nietzsche's attacks.

The fundamental false observation is that | believe it is | who do something,
suffer something, "have" something, "have" a quality (WP 549 294).

Is this belief in the concept of subject and attribute not a great stupidity?
(WP 550 295).

...the "subject" is not something that creates, but only a fiction...
(WP 552 297).

Yet, there seems to be some basic contradiction or conundrum encountered. He
says that there is no subject. Who then is doing the perceiving in the first plage to ha
these false experiences, or at least humanly interpreted experievietzsche foresaw
that question and answers:

One may not ask: "who then interprets?" for the interpretation
itself is a form of the will to power...exists as an effect (556 302).

This answer is not totally satisfying, yet it does make some sense in thainmoe c
escape the hermeneutical circle and step outside of it. There is no way to letigo of o
humanness. So part of the circular logic is actually grounded in the “truth” of the
enterprise that he proposes, namely, that there is no “Truth” in and of itselfnétill
matter how we view it, it seems we run up against a logical problem, yesthetzalls
logic itself into question.

All our organs of knowledge and our senses are developed only with

regard to conditions of preservations and growth. Truth in reason and

its categories, in dialectic, therefore the valuation of logic, proves only

their usefulness for life, proved by experience--not that something is
true (WP 507 275-6).
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Thus, it is not only traditional metaphysics that Nietzsche debunks, or deconstructs, but
he also dismisses one of its most useful tools, namely reason and logic. What he does
admit, however, is that these beliefs served a utilitarian function, namatyhey helped

us live better in that they helped us to survive and grow. Therefore, what Nietzsche
argues for is a recognition that belief does not imply truth and knowledge.

The aberration of philosophy is that, instead of seeing in logic and the

categories of reason means toward the adjustment of the world for

utilitarian end...one believed one possessed in them the criterion of

truth and reality (WP 584 314-315).

The law of contradiction provided the schema: the true world ...

cannot contradict itself...This is the greatest error that has ever been

committed, the essential fatality of error on earth...(WP 584 315).

What these sayings highlight is that our belief in truth and its related cencept
have a purpose, namely, that it is to serve life, to enable us to function in the world.
What Nietzsche will do along with this deconstruction, is to somehow show that there is a
need for a different way to live and that these old beliefs no longer serve lifect, Inda
will point to a different way of being that serves life better. He is @réaginning this
construction as early as his famous essay on truth and lies where he im[@ditgiesges
in the process of utility, and also, speaks not only of logic, but of more creative uses of
language, such as metaphor and rhetoric. We use our words to describe reldtions tha
also affect life. This is part of the creative and more poetic aspect thatather side of
Nietzsche’s writings that is aptly summed up in the famous “Truth and Li€y'eSsay.

What then is truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonyms, and

anthropomorphisms--in short, a sum of human relations, which

have been enhanced, transposed, and embellished poetically and

rhetorically, and which after long use seem firm, canonical, and

obligatory to a people: truths are illusions about which one has

forgotten that this is what they are; metaphors which are worn out
and without sensuous power; coins which have lost their pictures and
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now matter only as metal, no longer as coins (TL 46-47).

...to be truthful means using the customary metaphors--in moral terms: the

obligation to lie according to a fixed convention, to lie herd-like in a style

obligatory for all (TL 47).

Since our language is a convention, it is a lie in some sense. Even if there wer
things in themselves, our language cannot directly give us access to them, sditbat in t
sense, our truths are also metaphoric lies. They are false in so far as ercbes to
be the deepest truth of things. This is one sense in which Nietzsche uses theitlerms t
and lies. They merely speak to us of relations as we human beings see theme &hey ar
convention to us. Yet, we have forgotten that they are so, and built an entire system out
of these lies. Now, once the convention was set, we all agreed to use these words
accordingly, and this became "truth". Anyone (or thing) that went agaisst thi
convention was termed a liar. This is lying in a second sense, against the convention.

And why does man require this principal, or foundation lie in the first place?
Nietzsche, of course, gives us an answer. It is one that amounts to a social, pgatholog
reason. In short, humanity lied for existential reasons.

But because man, out of need and boredom, wants to exist socially,

herd-fashion, he requires a peace pact and he endeavors to banish at

least the very crudebellum omnium contra omne$war of all against all) from

his world. This peace pact brings with it something that looks like the fipst ste

towards the attainment of this enigmatic urge for truth. For now that is fixed

which henceforth shall be "truth” that is, a regularly valid and obligatory

designation of things is invented, and this linguistic legislation also furnisées t

first laws of truth: for it is here that the contrast between truth and lie firs

originates. The liar uses the valid designation, the words, to make the unreal

appear as real: ... He abuses the fixed conventions by arbitrary changeslaoy eve

reversals of the names... (TL 44-45).

Thus, out of a social necessity, humanity contrives a system of truth, which

Nietzsche terms a "linguistic legislation”, and this is how we all conget along in the
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world, in so far as we see the world the same way. Otherwise, utter chaos nmgudd e

as the designation of terms is quite arbitrary and unrelated to things asdligwpre.

This is the basic answer that Nietzsche provides. It is important to note thagthstic

answer follows suit with the prior sketch of the world. That is, the attributew¢ha

think are in things, only serve to point out relations from a human perspective. When we
speak, we speak from ourselves, and even perhaps, of ourselves. Language becomes the
conventional vehicle for this communication. However, language can be used both
conventionally and creatively. The sword can cut both ways. There is a sensehin whi

all language lies, however, not all senses of lying are negative fosthetz \When they

are used creatively to help us live better, more authentically, even more ydbuvérén

they take on a positive valence for Nietzsche.

PART Il Readings of Nietzsche

In this section we explore various secondary literature on Nietzsche lase$ te
the concepts of our inquiry, and in particular as they connect to truth and lies. Again, the
main concepts that are explored are those of perspectivism, interpretation, aaddlux
from the literary perspective, rhetoric and irony, and finally, their corgaimglications
for women. It is important to emphasize that both from the more traditionally
philosophical and analytical side, as well as from the more literary sidesbhiets
writings and use of concepts exhibit certain paradoxes and conundrums. How we use
these aporias will be of prime interest as we lead up to the case forecpemsibility
and especially as it pertains to women.

Perspectivsm is one of the most important of Nietzsche’s concepts. Arthur Danto

succinctly highlights both its centrality to Nietzsche and to the conundrunt fuestes.
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Does perspectivism entail that Perspectivism itself is but a perspexitteat the

truth of this doctrine entails that it is false? Would this be what he spoke of in The

Birth of Tragedyas logic turning round on itself and biting its own tail? (Danto

80)
That is, is perspectivism to be taken as truth, or is it itself just one of mapeptves?
If it is absolutely true then it becomes an absolute universal and no longer, iaim cert
sense, perspectival. Yet, such a conclusion can only be reached through its own
perspectivism. On the other hand, if perspectivism is just one perspective amgng man
then it opens the door to other perspectives that may not be perspectival, but that may be
universal. Either way a conundrum is encountered. Nietzsche might be laughing at us
and asking why, if we debunked the idea of logic and the laws of non-contradiation, ar
we spending so much time worrying about them instead of getting on with the basiness
living? Perhaps the truth, after all, is that uncertainty is the only truthithieréfe, and
we have to live with it, even to the extent that we have to create our lives.

Either way, Nietzsche reminds us that our very concept of world is enclosed in

our own perspectival views.

As though there would be a world left over once we subtracted the
perspectival! (Unpublished Notes 705 Danto 76).

This brings us to the long famous passage by Nietzsche, that Danto comments upon,
where one by one, all of our typical concepts and beliefs about reality fall.

If we no longer believe in the effecting subject, the belief in the effedting t
collapses, as well as the reciprocal action of cause and effect between those
phenomena that we call things...The Ding an Sich also collapses: for this is
basically the conception of the Subject-in-itself. Once we understand that the
subject is an invention, the opposition between Ding an sich and appearance
becomes untenable--so the concept of appearance collapses. When the subject is
given up, so is the object it works upon...If we give up the belief in subject and
object, then the concept of substance goes too--and, as a consequence, all those
other modifications, e.g. material, "mental”, hypothetical entities, graigt and
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immutability of substance [Stoff], etc. We are free from substantialissoh(ss
540-541 Danto 108).

But where does this freedom from substantialism leave us? We are now lefbiildl a w
where, as Nietzsche says, "we never hit upon facts" (NL 673 Danto 127). So what do we
do? We live, and live all the more fully would be Nietzsche's answer. Ddspite t
tragedy of knowledge, we must live more vitally. We must make it so.

Danto is not the only one who has pointed out the problem of Nietzsche’s
perspectivism. Among the list are those such as Ceneth. In his articlestiiet
Relativism, and Truth” (NRT), Ceneth examines the conundrum and links it to
Nietzsche’s view of interpretation and of the general flux of life.

The problem faced by any perspectival theory of truth is that it is liable to

criticism that it commits a version of the fallacy of relativism—tihatlaiming

that all truth is perspectival, the claimant implicitly evokes a univensalry of

truth, in that, in order for this theory itself to be true, it must establish aoleas

universally true proposition that all truth is perspectival. Such a theory, therefore

by its own measure, cannot be regarded as true, since either it estabigsbas t

universal truth or the theory itself may also only be a perspective (NRT 35).

This is backed by Nietzsche’s persistent statements that human beings bring
interpretation to the world and that Nietzsche denies the possibility of “torrec
perception” (NRT 37). Further, according to Ceneth: “Nietzsche’s recogioit this
ontological chaos or flux is the essential element of his theory of truth” (39hiBy
emphasis on flux, Ceneth adds a more Heraclitan reading of Nietzsche. ionadeit
emphasizes the role of drives in Nietzsche’s theory and how they relatefgegbiees.

It is our needs that interpret the world; our drives and their For and Against. Every

drive is a kind of lust to rule; each one has its perspective that it would like to

compel all other drives to accept as a norm ($481, p267, 41).

There are no facts, everything is in flux, incomprehensible, elusive, what is
relatively most enduring is—our opinions (327 42).
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If Nietzsche can be said to hold that the world is constant flux and that thicm et

view of it, then in some sense he would be positing a metaphysical position, although he
would be closer to Heraclitus than to standard metaphysicians with their vieseotes

and stable things. In addition, it would imply that this is the correct pergpeitte true

one, even if not much more can be said, as yet, about it. In addition, it would imply that
somehow human reason can transcend perspectives in order to grasp or intuit, or at leas
reason, the flux of ultimate reality. Such a position seems very anti-Nietaseven

though it is the logical outcome of this type of thought. Or, if we take Nietzstie at
word, that there is no true or correct perspective and all is interpretation, tleevnhis
view, namely perspectivism, might be incorrect. Another conundrum would arise if we
take ultimate flux seriously, then flux might at some point stabilize and atiothé
traditional metaphysical view of stability, at least for a time. Imegibf these cases the
problem of perspectivism is not solved. But then again, any metaphysicah syidite

have its flaws. It is a question of which one seems the most accurate and wisotaefiaw
be best tolerated. Or, once again, we may be ensnaring ourselves in lageahtl be
reminded that Nietzsche quite forcefully saw logic itself as an exsa,fable. Nietzsche
might ask us, if he debunked the idea of logic and the laws of non-contradiction, then
why are we spending so much time worrying about them instead of getting on with the
business of living? Perhaps the truth, after all, is that uncertainty is thewhlyhiere is

in life, and we have to live with it, to create with it.

Similar to Ceneth, Cox comments on the importance of perspectivism for

Nietzsche, however, he adds the concept of interpretation as being closely commnected t

the role of perspective. In his boblketzsche: Naturalism And InterpretatiGdNI) Cox
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turns to many of Nietzsche’s works, as for instahise Genealogy of Morat® point out
Nietzsche’s basic position “that there is only a perspective seeing...pelgpective
knowing...and that the result of various perspectives is that it opens up to particular
“affective interpretations” (NNI 112). Cox cites many passages tiest &0 the fact that
in addition, “the language of perspective is closely associated with tinealge of
interpretation” in Nietzsche. (For example GS 357, 374; WP 5, 556, 565, 590, 616, 617,
678, 804). And Cox also cites from a Nietzsche Note from 1885-88 that “previous
interpretations have been evaluations by virtue of which we can survive i(Wife”
616). Again, Cox emphasizes that the main reason, or function that these perspectival
interpretations serve, is that they are used in the service of life. Hesitival that is
at stake and in other places interpretation broaches into aesthetic dimensiatee
life. Since there are always interpretations and reworking of intetiprezaor a
revaluing, there is the possibility that interpretation is endless in thatrntasgoing
process and never reaches a complete andidilmslof absolute truth. Since the role of
interpretation is so prevalent in Nietzsche’s writings, and so coupled with thefidea
value and meaning, Cox proposes that we should read Nietzsche’s “perspectivegéang
within the broader bounds of a general theory of interpretation (NNI 114). He goes on to
add that interpretation is also implicated in one of Nietzsche’s key condegttsf will
to power.
He [Nietzsche]goes on to propose that the world in which we find ourselves is a
world of struggle and that this struggle is among interpretations, each &f whic
seeks to overwhelnmuperwaltigen, ie berwindetrothers by incorporating their
terms into its own and articulating these terms according to its own systeim (NN
15).

Nietzsche goes so far as to identify “interpretation” with “the essenlde,dts
will to power...the essential priority of the spontaneous, aggressive, form-giving
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forces that give new interpretations and direction... (cf BGE 259, WP 643, in
NNI 116).

The desired outcome of this struggle for each interpretation is to expand and seek to
increase power and control over its environment (NNI 117). That we see from a human
perspective is not something new that Nietzsche invented. What Nietzsche adds,
however, is an interpretive theory that cuts both within the human species, and even, in
each individual. Rather than a unified human viewpoint,
Nietzsche argued that the human species itself does not have a unified world view
but rather is divided into a host of antagonistic “perspectives” or “interfresiti
eg a master slave, Dionysian and Christian...they designate signifidéfetent
modes of perception, desire, cognition, evaluation, and action that compos
different forms of life (NNI 119-120).
In addition to thinking that human beings have different interpretations and perspecti
on life and the world, Nietzsche also thought that individuals can change their
perspectives. What is more radical, as we have seen, is that he debunked the traditional
notion of the subject, so that it is an improper question, in some sense, to ask who is
doing the interpreting. One reason for this deconstruction or de-centering of & subj
is precisely due to this struggle and plurality of interpretations and peksggeciihat is,
the struggle of power over various interpretations and perspectives also occursheithi
subject, or more accurately is the subject. The human subject, then, is not an atomic
unity, but rather “an amalgamation of competing impulses and drives” (NNI 125). The
unity that we think is so solid as to make up a subject is in fact only a very loose and
relative unity.
The unity of the subject is that of a disposition, merely a probability that groups

together a range of more or less similar and more or less connectedeadtivit
the purpose of simplification and calculation ... (NNI 126).
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The disposition that compose them is itself made up of micro dispositions- what
Nietzsche variously calls “drives’ (Triebs), “desires” (Begierd&nytinct”
(Instinkte), “powers” (Machte), “forces” (Krafe), “impulses” (Re), “passions”
(Leidenschaftern) , “feelings” (Gefuhlen), “affects” (Affeketgathos” (Pathos)
and so on. (NNI 126-127).
If we still press on to ask who interprets, then we must answer that “It is eds tiet
interpret the world: our drives and their For and Against” (WP 481; cf BGE 6yaom,a
“our affects” (WP 254, D119, BGE 187, 556) (NNI 127-128). However, even here we
must be careful and not think of drives and affects as static substances, busrkite a
points. Nietzsche borrowed from the new science of his day the idea of dynama, quant
which fit nicely with his more Heraclitan view of the flux or becoming asptttie
world. Thus it can be said that these interpretive affects function moraliikarhic
guanta in a relation of tension to all other dynamic quantas.” (NNI 129). Therdfate w
we have in various interpretations and perspectives are “aggregate<ts iafighich
some dominate and others are subordinate” (NNI 129). Still, a fundamental question
arises since there is no soul or substantial subject in this view.
But what is it that unifies a particular system and that makes a particutdr se
needs dominant? Every interpretation and perspective is oriented toward the
preservation and enhancement of a specific level of organization in lifeleom t
individual to the group, the species, and life as a whole...Thus, on the one hand
we always encounter perspectives within individual subjects, while, on the other
hand, individual subjects are aggregates of these perspectives and their forms of

life (NNI 130).

The unity of the self is the result of the ordering, organizing, and subordinating
power of the dominant affective interpretation (NNI 132).

That is, what we call a subject or the self is the result of such a procesgjateanyme.
While this process is somewhat antagonistic, and Nietzsche often desanbes it
aggressive terms, he also describes it artistically to give anotheaslanhow these

drives are held together to constitute a subject and how the ordering processatakes pl
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It is not so much a methodology that Nietzsche employs, but rather through the use of
aesthetic metaphors the idea is conveyed.
To “give style” to one’s character...a great and rare art! It isipextby those
who survey all the strengths and weaknesses of their nature and then fit them into
an artistic plan until every one of them appears as art and reason and even
weaknesses delight the eye (GS 290, NNI 134).
Thus, the process is not simply a battle of wills but has a creative aspecgrésta
figures out how to creatively fit together pieces or even to invent. Throughehis/ity
the person is also given flesh in order to enhance the organism in a life process. As
important as this aspect is, however, it must be mentioned that the problem does not
instantly go away with an artistic read. For, one can still ask, who i¢ daka the
fitting and decides what is more important? Again, Nietzsche would say we & on t
wrong track since “the subject does not have these various perspectives and
interpretations; rather, they are what the subject is"(NNI 137). Yetntitiseif is not
sufficient. The various aspects within must somehow work together or work out their
differences for the sake of exerting and gaining more power in the world. Cgestsig
something like this.
The force of the organization [subject political] resides in the collectivepoiv
its members, in their ability to struggle in a particular direction and yéekible
and responsive to changing circumstances by drawing upon the capacities of
individual members or subgroups (NNI 138).
While this is a partial answer, it still does not answer why these foickdaiether for
an entire lifetime and why they do not, somehow, strive to spin off and reassemble
themselves with other forces from other subjects precisely because gtgyomimore

consonant with their own particular needs and desires and thus be better able to exer

their own particular powers. Of courses this is precisely what happens between
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individuals and groups, they regroup according to interests to promote themsetves; y
does not happen that the subject ceases to be a subject. Evolutionary survival concerns
might come into play, but this argument remains weak unless further work isodone t
support it. It would have to prove either that it is impossible for such a thing to happen,
for the human being to come apart and reform with other parts of other individuals, or
why although remaining a possibility, it does not happen. Why the individual subject
remains that particular subject, however much it may change over time, r@mains
mystery. All Cox can say, following Nietzsche, is that “interpretatiors gdiehe way
down and all the way up”, and that “everything is subjective” and “even this is
interpretation” (NNI 139). Cox summarizes the outcome of Nietzsche’s posstion a
follows.
If interpretation can never be brought to an end, it is simply because there is
nothing to interpret...at bottom everything is already interpretation.
Thus the doctrine of “becoming” holds that there is being only according to an
interpretation...will to power (NNI 167).
That is, interpretation itself is the creative life process. Becoming, hatlhgcomes at
any given moment is understood as that which is considered to be the best camstellati
of forces to serve life better. At least, that is the attempt made, and thespsoeedless.
There is another similar important theorist to consider in this philosophical
reading of Nietzsche that adds to our understanding of Nietzsche’s conceptual
framework, and that is the work of Gregory Stack. Stack continues with the idea of
perspectivism, but adds to it an emphasis on the dynamic process that compliments the

work of Cox and puts a different slant on it. His main ideas are contained in the articl

“Nietzsche and Perspectival Interpretation” (NPI).
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The assumption that each dynamic entity interprets “the world” from s ow
fluctuating perspective is at the heart of Nietzsche’s theory of knowled®je (N
221).

...he embraced the dynamic conception of “matter” that conceived of it as
comprised of centers of force and applied it to all entities, including
man...Nietzsche appropriated the general theory of force-centers and cdnceive
of both inorganic and organic “force-points” in terms of “will-points” and
characterized man as a dynamic plurality comprised of conflatingeg$dtbat

strive for “self-governing”....And of course, Nietzsche’s interpretation of the
underlying nature of reality in terms of “will to power” is intimateljated to his
persepectival theory of knowledge (NPI 222).

Similarly, Stack takes seriously the idea that for Nietzsche, the subpecbnstellation
of such forces and comes to conclusions that echo Cox.
But the conception of a subject is itself a fiction. And the consequent distinction
between subject and object is fallacious.
...there is a rhythmic process of increasing and decreasing “power” ih Wigie
is a dialectical relationship between what he typically refers toasstellations
of force”...(NPI 226).
The answer to the question, “Who interprets?” is “our affects”. Since the
individual is conceived of as a plurality; each individual is subject to numerous
value-interpretations, to competing “affecta” and therefore, to competing
interpretation of the surrounding world (NP1 229).
Again, what looks like a unity in the subject is really more like a plurality mgmi
together. Again, this gives more justification to Nietzsche’s rejectidmeafiea of the
subject. Similarly, the purpose of our interpretations and the result of our meaning-
making capacity is that it is “for the sake of life and life-end enhana&r(idP| 229).
Thus our interpretive abilities are for the sake of survival and for livingrbelteey
fulfill, at least, a practical, utilitarian, and instrumental value. Staclkutges on the
connection to Heraclitus.
Perhaps because he was committed to a Heraclitean notion of the flux gf realit

he was strongly attracted to emerging dynamic theories of the natubdl(iNe
231).
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In this view of the world there is a constant play of force fields battlingdaer. This
is also the idea behind causality.
The regular sequence of phenomena that we ostensibly misinterpret aitfaus
is actually generated by “a power relationship between two or more fordes” (N
231).
The power relations play out as such because it is beneficial for them to icotiese
manner, a manner that gives them a display of power and the possibility afgexert
power. However, this does not mean that they are stable entities. Power rekations
change and shift and these shifts are more prominent in the human being. Yet, “even in
the realm of the inorganic there is presumably a “perspectival view™ (NP1 23Ris, T
coupled with his non-substantialist view of the world and its dynamic flux, leads tBta
call Nietzsche’s view a type of “radical process theory of réglNf1 232). lItis a
process view also in the sense that there is no teleology, no strict end-goalosepur
However, this is not to say that it is all meaningless striving, since ghsoene type of

guiding principle which Stack defines in the following manner.

However, there is a conatus in reality, a striving towards “growth” that Epjoea
us as if it were teleological (NP1 233).

Again, these force relations come together for the purpose of better epenieg
Hence, even if there is a certain battle for power, it is not without some coopgiar
otherwise there would be no coming together at all. Yet, a certain paradox ensues.
It is assumed that the “will to power” is “the ultimate ground and charattsl
change”.
The will to power is said to be “the last fact that we come down to” or else is the
“primordial fact’ that is the basis of all reality (NPI 233).

Taken in this manner, the will to power and the idea of perspecitivsm due to the dynamic

flux of the world and play of forces takes us right back to our original paradox.nigssee
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to allude to an ontology and metaphysical view of the world, albeit a dynamic
Heracletian view. It also seems to espouse this view as an absolute traghway the
world is in itself and how me must, or should, interpret it. However, Nietzsche isjust a
emphatic that “there are no facts,” only “value interpretations” (NP1 234)n EEvibe
sciences, including the dynamic theory he embraced, there are “cegnétaphors” and
“regulative fictions” (NPI 236). Due to their anthropomorphic nature, not even ttie har
sciences can give us “Truth”.

Moreover, Stack admits that there is a certain circularity in Nietzstiaking.

He ends, finally, in a circularity: the hypothetical metaphysical pria@phwills to

power is itself a perspectival interpretation of “reality,” and it seagethe foundation

for the perspectival theory of knowledge (NP1 240).
However, even though Nietzsche’s philosophy has in some sense undermined his own
position, it is undermined only to the extent that we are looking for absolute geatatht
truth. This, however, does not mean that he does not think he has stumbled upon
something useful, something that can assist life.

| believe that Nietzsche sees the provisional hypothesis of the will to power as a

opening up of a new field of possibilities, a radical break with the past, or a post-

teleological unleashing of energy that can be used to create “humamgidanthe

earth, a thesis that allows for the “spiritual” transformation of the world andrhuma

nature itself...(NPI 239).
In order to understand this creative possibility and not stay on the viscoushatdiegic
imposes on us from this vantage-point, we must now move to understand other aspects of
Nietzsche’s writings, by looking at Nietzsche’s literary style.

In his book Allegories of ReadinAR), Paul de Man focuses on a rhetoric class

that Nietzsche taught while at the University of Basel, and especially pointise

importance of topes and metaphors for Nietzsche. As de Man points out, the importance
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of the trope is highlighted by the fact that "The trope is not a derived, marginal, or
aberrant form of language but the linguistic paradigm par excellencelQ8R He
guotes Nietzsche from the lectures on this point.
Language is itself the result of purely rhetorical tricks and devicesguage is
rhetoric, for it only intends to convey a doxa (opinion), not an episteme
(truth)...Tropes are not something that can be added or subtracted from language
at will; they are its truest nature (AR 105).
This again points out the “lying” or “trickery” aspect of language. De Mahér
illustrates by commenting on the famous "moving army of metaphors" passage to
elaborate his point.
What is being forgotten in this false literalism is precisely the rluatiogymbolic
guality of all language...It is the naive belief in the proper meaning of the
metaphor without awareness of the problematic nature of its factualntetkere
foundation (AR 111).
However, this problem of the referent, along with the denial of a logic of corttosadlic
pushes language to its extreme deconstruction, and de Man concludes that “thityossi
of language to perform is just as fictional as the possibility for langoaggsert” (AR
129). Yet, at the same time, Nietzsche’s writings want to reasse#dctive
performative function of language” and want to persuade the reader even as it
deconstructs figural speech (AR 131). Thus, according to de Man, language, and
especially Nietzsche’s writings, will always be “hiding” somethialgvays caught
between, always perplexing, and always proposing difficulties in intenpretads de
Man summarizes,
the discovery that what is called "rhetoric" is precisely the gap tlcaties
apparent in the pedagogical and philosophical history of the term. Considered as
persuasion, rhetoric is performative but when considered as a system of tropes, i
deconstructs its own performance. Rhetoric is a text in that it allows for two

incompatible, mutually self-destructive points of view, and therefore puts an
insurmountable obstacle in the way of any reading or understanding. The aporia
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between performative and constative language is merely a version of tree apori

between trope and persuasion that both generates and paralyzes rhetoric and thus

gives it the appearance of a history (AR 131).

Yet, this gap, this space of perplexity can also be a creative space. Bspdmal

considering the writings of Nietzsche, the use of language is mearggbydoi confound

the reader, or more accurately, to stun the reader, to shake the reader up, to pevaps an
way of interpreting and hence, to a new way of living. These possibilities ardereads

with the remainder of our authors.

Douglas Thomas, in his bodkeading Nietzsche Rhetorica(lRNR) thinks that
“Nietzsche’s understanding of interpretation, ... can and should be read as a rhetorical
system of thought which ultimately effects a return to style as a tdivaielement of
representation itself” (RNR 2). Thomas argues, “rhetoric has a relapadostme world
that is marked by overflowing possibility, wherein the experience of one’s@mand
imagination, rather than the empirical experience of “historical acguna the guiding
force” (RNR 4). If Nietzsche uses rhetoric, then it follows, Thomas contend$tieat
cannot expect to read Nietzsche in order to “get” him. It is frequentlyettygovocess of
engaging the thought, the idea, the text, or the language that constitutes an argelnent its
(RNR 5). Therefore, “What Nietzsche demands of his readers is an interaitidmsw
texts that goes beyond any surface level of meaning to the level of fesdird mood,
and of emotion (RNR 5). So it is in this regard that that Nietzsche’s stypasially
harmonious with his philosophical preferences for perspectives and inteqorefatr
“perspective is a rhetorical rather than a metaphysical constructNR (R2). “The very
nature of rhetoric is danger itself’ (12). So Thomas argues that “Nietggokights into

rhetorical theory, then, should be reevaluated as means to offer a sense ofiticerape
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social discourse...” (RNR 39). The end result is that the artistic aspect catpnigua
necessary part of the therapy. Therefore, lies, or a certain amount oflectpkion, can
function in a positive sense. As Nietzsche writes, and Thomas reminds us, “tgith kill
and “everything which is good and beautiful depends on illusion” (RNR 107).
To sum up, Thomas emphasizes Nietzsche’s rhetorical side since
...a rhetorical way of thinking is a vision of the world that embraces art, danger,
and decidability, and forces one to see the beauty and ugliness of the world at
once. Itis a way of seeing that risks everything certain, calculablearegnt
reliable. As endorsement, Nietzsche asks us to change the way we live in the
world, to embrace art and illusion, to advocate risk and danger, to place ourselves
beyond good and evil. But he also recognized repeatedly, that we cannot do so
without incorporating many of the “necessary fictions” of language, grajnamdr
even truth itself (RNR 174).
Thomas’ emphasis on the potential and dangerous aspects of rhetoric is consonant with
Nietzsche’s idea of the world in dynamic flux and its creative aspecartistic
possibility allows us, and challenges us in a coaxing manner, to change, tafserve |
better. Yet, his summary acknowledges that this cannot be done without recourse to lies,
or as he calls them, “necessary fictions”. We need the ideas of languageagt and
yes, even truth. However, what is important is to note that these concepts no longer
dominate as they did before. Rather, they are now subordinated and in the service of
creative life. If and how we answer the challenge is up to us.
A specific part of this challenge is how it affects women. We find thdt, tiiet,
and issues of authenticity play out differently in Nietzsche’s system aflh@s they
apply to women. Does the philosophy hold together or are there more contradintions
aporias to contend with? Do the same concepts, such as will to power, function in the

same way when applied to women? For this analysis we now turn to the feminist

theorists.
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In turning to the works of feminist authors, | turn mostly to the work of Frances
Nesbitt Oppel. She offers a view that combines the more literary aspecttzsdie’s
thought with the gender issues. However, as much as | agree with a greathéeal of
work, sometimes it is overly optimistic regarding Nietzsche’s view of @l o
balance this view, | also interlace the work of Carol Diethe on some crgsteds of
Nietzsche and women. However, Diethe’s work sometimes is too harsh on Nigtzdche
does not take ample consideration of Nietzsche’s use of irony. Ironically, botmof the
agree about one of Nietzsche’s most infamous misogynist passages, that opthre whi
Zarathustra. IMNietzsche on Gender: Beyond Man and Wo(hN{B), Frances Nesbitt
Oppel offers a unique and somewhat controversial perspective on Nietzschedpositi
and view of women. Her general thesis is as follows:

Nietzsche’s apparent misogyny is part of his overall strategy to dentertb@aiour
attitudes towards sex gender are thoroughly cultural, are often destafatweown
potential as individuals and as a species, and may be changed. What looks like

misogyny, may be understood as part of a larger strategy whereby “worsaokés-
... Is shown to be a product of male desire, a construct (NG 1).

Embedded in her thesis is the idea that “as woman is erased, so too is her dichotomous
counterpart, man-as-such” (NG 1). When both are erased then what is leftiz What

is an empty space. Yet this space is not to be taken in a nihilistic fashion, but rather, it
provides “a potential new horizon” (NG 1). That is, the space can be a creatigenspac
which to rethink our attitudes and constructs of gender.

Rather than take Nietzsche literally, Oppel suggests that we retabdtie’s
passages on women ironically, particularly since this is consonant with much of his
writing. Oppel also appeals to Nietzsche’s Basel lectures where teedgony
narrowly as the trope whereby “the words say exactly the opposite oftvelyateem to

say” (RL 63, Oppel 89). Again, irony, especially irony defined in these termsesapl
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type of lie in that the opposite of what is said is meant. This is also why itisdakento
separate the philosophical from the literary reading of Nietzsche. Aalamalysis can
only point out where the paradoxes and conundrums are. In order to go furthemya litera
read is necessary where the tone, the type of language used, and the stgle, is als
analyzed. This combination brings together a more fruitful endeavor, for in théxend, t
paradoxes and conundrums are actually sharpened and even extended. In addition,
creative possibilities emerge that were not seen before. Thus, insteadraj thneli
contradictions in Nietzsche highly problematic, Oppel suggests viewing theamas ri
creative ground. “I prefer to think of the doubleness of Nietzsche’s texts as®apref
his finely-tuned and almost pervasive irony, a literary style that is both awitt
subversive...Self-contradictions are only apparent and usually strategisetiveyto
make us question the text and read carefully” (NG 10). Oppel suggesthdtat w
Nietzsche in fact does with his writings is create an agon, a power struggleis,
Nietzsche and pushes his idea of “will to power”. Perhaps the real hope, according to
Oppel, is not only to engage the reader, but that the reader might even take the upper
hand. It is as though Nietzsche’s texts are meant to bite their reades andaa of
aggression, the hope is that the reader will bite back. Thus, Nietzsche'saexts ar
designed to evoke a visceral reaction in the reader.

As demanding a bodily response this includes a gendered response, and one that is
often characterized by metaphors of war for Nietzsche. For Nietzscherdvete are
two sides of the same coin in male/female dynamics. “Has my definition of lone bee

heard? ... Love in its means, war at bottom, the deadly hatred of the sexes” (EH “Why
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Write Such Great Books” 5, GM 11). This particularly has ramifications for quiessbf
truth.
Because different viewpoints clash, and Nietzsche’s texts often cast this

metaphorically as a struggle between the sexes, interpretation bexoma¢ter of
participation in the erotic agon ... (NG 12).

Lest anyone think that Oppel is too optimistic regarding Nietzsche, she remitidd us
there is a certain condemnation of woman in Nietzsche that is hard to rectifgssuc
when he says that women “put on something” even when they take off everything, and
that “woman is so artistic” (GS 361 NG 22-23).

Yet, it may be argued, as Nietzsche himself reminds us, that man created t
image of woman that he wants and woman forms herself accordingly. Thus, r@s we a
told by the sage iffthe Gay Scienc@&S), “Will is the manner of men, willingness that of
women.” (GS 68 NG 26). This one statement brews much trouble for Nietzsche, and for
his readers, for though it goes along with the idea of an eternal femininieeand t
traditional role of women as passive and willing to please, it presents apraem for
Nietzsche’s basic idea of will to power as being at the heart of exéstémsome sense
it contradicts the basic paradigm, or at best is a subdivision of it, for if manaae¢he
who does the willing, then woman is an aberration of the human in this regard, since she
does not will, but merely is willing. Yet, a case could be made that womarcoxistly
precisely by pretending to be willing and by playing the part of the etermatine.
Thus she gets her way, or gains the upper-hand, and thereby exercises power. Even if
this reading is favored, it must still be admitted that with regard to willoggan only
wills in a secondary fashion and never openly. However, the result is that suctgtraini
for women playing their role results in resentment and “the eternal holsétityeen the

sexes” (NG 29). Still, there are those women who resist. Nietzscheteefeem as the
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emancipated women. Yet, instead of praising them, he sides with the etelinaldem

side and says point blank, “there is stupidity in this movement” (BGE 239 NG 30). Thus

it seems that woman is damned if she plays the game and damned more-so if she does not

play the assigned role. This statement is read more as a misogyaisestiaby Diethe,

who argues that while Nietzsche condemned ideas of the herd-like societatmodtihe

feminine, he also left women no real wiggle room, since he often sided withamadliti

ideas of woman and a nurturing mothering role over against any emantipati

movements for a variety of reasons, including his own eugenic project.
“Emancipation of women” — that is the instinctive hatred of the abortive woman,
who is incapable of giving birth, against the woman who is turned out well (Ecco
Homo, “Why | write such Good Books™: 5).
To be sure, there are enough imbecile friends and corrupters of women among the
scholarly asses of the male sex who advise woman to defeminize herself in this
way and to imitate all the stupidities with which “man” in Europe, European
“manliness”, is sick, probably even of reading the newspapers and talking about
politics...they even want to turn women into free thinkers and scribblers,...Almost
everywhere one ruins her nerves...and makes her more hysterical by the day and
more incapable of her first and last profession — to give birth to strong children
(BGE, VII: 239).
Has my answer been heard to the question how one cures a woman — “redeems”
her? One gives her a child. Woman needs children, a man is for her always only a
means: thus spake Zarathustra (Ecco Homo, “Why | Write Such Great Books” 5)

According to Diethe, “the notion of breedinguch) is never far away in these

arguments; feminism is seen as both degenerate, in breeding terms, and lifig“deny

(46). Due to these types of misogynist, and perhaps even racist, sayings;idietz

cannot ever be totally exonerated. However, Diethe here misses some of gwedfoni

the texts in that Nietzsche is also laughing at the European males andriikehe

stupidities, as he calls them. So, at least part of what he is chastisinglsatloé getting

women to do the same stupid things that men do. However, whether or not this leaves
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them real freedom, is another matter. It seems that when Nietzschekisgpéadeas

of a future race ddbermenschhe seems to have more traditional ideas of women in
mind, since their biology is necessary to the process. However, even in some of these
misogynist sayings, Diethe points out that even Nietzsche stresses skearinéhis
answers”, but she also says, this still “does not remove the jeer from Netzsc

remarks” (66).

As asserted above, Nietzsche’s texts cut both ways. Some are more ngdeemi
and some more misogynistic, but usually there is some combination of the two and the
sting can never be removed. Ironically, many of the women closest todlietznd
those influenced by him, and even of his generation, “were prepared to overlook his
misogynic remarks” (Diethe 165). That is, they often remained more loyal tthvmhe
was to them. Diethe offers several examples of this loyalty and overlooking of some of
his more troublesome sayings in women such as Braun (153) and Stocker (162), for
instance. However, in someone like Dohm, and in her literary writings, Digthe sa
there was another voice, who spoke thus:

Oh Nietzsche! You high, priestly mind, profound knower and yet completely

ignoramus...on simple matters of truth! You can talk with God and gods, with the

stars, the sea, with minds and spirits...You just cannot talk with or about women...

(Nietzsche un die Frauri#13 in Diethe 147).

Diethe offers a rationale for the acceptance of the more difficult ges$ar women. On
the balance of it, for many of his women adherents, the gains from Nietzgaiteigs
outweighed the negatives. The gain could be summed up as “the liberalizing effect he
had exerted on their whole lives” (165).

If we take another look at Nietzsche, we may take an even more sympathetic

reading and say that the only way woman can really gain power is by playing the
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willingness game, so therefore it is smarter for women to do so in order tpewert,
than play at the power game straight out and lose. Or still, Nietzsche rbaydieg an
insurmountable tension in his readers, particularly his women readers, soyhaillthe
confront the situation and do something about the conventions. This would certainly be a
disruptive intent of the text and consonant with Oppel’s thesis, one that would be
consonant with what Diethe has termed the more liberalizing aspect of Ni&tzseie
Yet it leaves open the question of how they are to do this if men dominate in the power
game. Still, what is most important is that the irony or paradox of at leastafdhe
texts, and even their no win dead ends, opens up the text to a variety of readings that are
not obvious if Nietzsche is read literally without noticing his use of irony andphet.
Oppel tells us that Nietzsche highlights the gender problem, or problem between
the antithesis “man and woman” by using “the whole bag of rhetorical tricks” £859,
He “presents” the problem to us by mimicking the contemporary attitudes and
voices on the subject, but the very excessiveness of the presentation indicates that
there is something wrong—that there is, in fact, a “problem”, and a “great
stupidity” (35).
So it seems that Oppel views at least one of Nietzsche’s roles as Igegoh jester or
sacred clown for society that points out in a humorous manner some of the more absurd
aspects and beliefs about both the individual and society. If that is the casigethe
intended result is to get us to see how absurd these ideas are and to change thesn. What i
more, there is then a certain amount of theatricality at work in the textoanpance for
the audience, one that he hopes will work in that he thinks it will incite the neeted act

For example, consider Aphorism 59.

We artists — When we love a woman, we easily conceive a hatred for nature on
account of all the repulsive natural functions to which every woman is
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subject...The human being under the skin is for all lovers a horror and
unthinkable, a blasphemy against God and love (Oppel 93).

But as Oppel points out, we know what Nietzsche thinks of God, and Nietzsche’s
writings were often thought of as blasphemous, so blaspheming God does not strike one
as a bad thing in Nietzsche’s writings. In addition, Nietzsche typicalyr$ nature and
uses nature metaphors as life-giving affirmations, as for instanceesday on history
and its uses and abuses. So perhaps the reader is being nudged in a play of irony to
reject the common ideas of woman as one would that of God and to favor nature, even
woman'’s natural functions. What Nietzsche might be doing, somewhat as a ceurt jest
is showing the ridiculous ways people think about women in society. If we look,
embedded in this discourse regarding the way things are amongst the sexes is
acknowledgement of its prejudice and stupidity. Nietzsche may simply be steting
convention, the herd mentality of gender relations. In addition, he may be chajlesgin
to question the status quo and change it.

Oppel continues, and after her analysis of Aphorism 363 finds that “the speaker
admits that maybe, just maybe, a man might want to give love rather thari (ak@ it
99). However, a problem arises since the man would not be acting manly in the
traditional manner. While the passage does not seem to worry about a woman losing her
identity in love, since this is what she is supposed to do, the passage does show concern
for what would happen to a man if he gave himself away in love. Further, a certain
philosophical problem arises, since logically, “if both renounce themselves, greand
woman would disappear” (NG 100). A gap would result, a hole, a space, and who would
be left? Thus, the impetus seems to be for the woman to disappear and the man to

remain. Yet, if woman disappears, who is it that the man is in relationship with?
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Obviously, it can only be himself. He becomes somewhat carnivorous feeding off the
woman until she totally disappears and he becomes all that he can be as a rdsoly of t
her over, engulfing her. Oppel, however, is able to read in this passage, still other
possibilities.

In fact, the woman in this aphorism is Zarathustra’s ubermensch, the one who
puts herself, her identity at risk and “goes under” (NG 100).

She allows herself the risk, the danger of going under, and this going undeethiagm
applauded by Zarathustra. In fact, it is something suggested or requiree f@w hero,
the ubermensch. Oppel suggests that a woman losing herself in relationship might have
overtones of this possibility, especially since this is not the only referendgiétzsche
makes to renunciation. In fact, Oppel highlights that the “equal will to renunciation”
deplored by the speaker of the above aphorism is a source of astonished admiration in
Daybreak 532, where “Love makes the same.” (NG 101)
There is no more confused or impenetrable spectacle than that which
arises when both parties are passionately in love with one another and both
consequently abandon themselves and want to be the same as one another; in the
end neither knows what he is supposed to be imitating, what dissimulating, what
pretending to be; the beautiful madness of this spectacle is too good for the world
and too subtle for human eyes (NG 101).
That is to say, there is the possibility that a new possibility is opened up, sontke#ting
is stated to be, “too good for the world”. This creative possibility was not even
mentioned in the earlier aphorisms. Nonetheless, the possibility for this tgpeEatte
process shares affinity to the creative process described in the Dionysiamihodm
reverie and the merger of Apollo and Dionysiu8irth of Tragedy(BOT), for instance.

In this case, the case of the man and woman in love, love seems to dissolve boundaries

and leaves a possibility through the very space that is created when the two lose
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themselves. Thus, it is not a space of nothingness in the nihilistic sense, but becomes a
space of creative possibility.

The empty space left when a woman and a man in love both give themselves

away, losing their separate identities, is not really an empty spatie Htjust

seems so to the prejudiced man of Aphorism 363 (NG 115).

There is one more saying of Nietzsche that must be explored in order to
understand both the tension and the creative possibility of Nietzsche’s thought. Itis
probably the most misogynist of Nietzsche’s saying and one that even suggesiseviol
to women. ltis found in Zarathustra. “Are you visiting women? Don’t forget your
whip!” (118). What can we possibly do with a saying like this? What does Oppel do with
it? Quite a lot. Oppel has already made a case for taking Nietzsdmg/seriously
regarding his sayings on woman. Here she explores the use of riddle in INttzsc
thought along with that irony. In addition, she will explore Nietzsche’s own hjstory
particularly with Lou Salome, a woman of incredible intelligence and accdmyist.

The exploration of Nietzsche’s relationship to this woman is necessary to daar fur
insight into this vexing saying.

Nietzsche himself says of this incredible woman:

“She is the most intelligent of all women” he writes to Peter Gast... and

correspondence to Franz Overbeck describes their talks as the “most profitable

occupation” of the summer”.... “I should like to know whether there has even
been such philosophical openness as between the two of us” (quoted in Binyoun

81-82) (NG 122).

Obviously, this is a woman that Nietzsche admired highly and with whom he shared quite
a bit of philosophical discussion. He obviously did not think that she couldn’t discuss

philosophy and other intellectual topics. Lou was quite obviously not a typical woman

and their relationship appears to be atypical in many respects. Perhagsidietas also
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setting an example in his own life as to alternate gender relations. Pémvapout of
this relationship that new possibilities emerged in his writings. In faobydiog to Gary
Shapiro, the reference to Loulitco Homas one in which she should be considered
“the father of the work” (NG 127). Nietzsche was still playing with mixingdge roles
and their possibilities.
Returning to the famous passage regarding the whip, Oppel tells us that:
In his conversation with Haussmen, in Sils-Maria, Nietzsche charaudhe
line about the whip as a joke, and an “exaggerated symbolic mode of expression”
and said that it had arisen from a “personal memory” (NG 145).
Here we have several thoughts interlaced. Nietzsche claims that tabduiethe whip
is to be taken as a joke. So perhaps Oppel's reading of the passage as being part of the
overall riddle of woman is closer to truth than we would have originally thought. Perhaps
it is also ironic in many aspects. In addition, Nietzsche, according to Hausspeaks
of its symbolism in exaggerated mode. It is left for us to unpack some of its possible
symbolism. In addition, we are also told that it arose from a personal memory. rd/hat a
the foundations for that memory? The memory takes us back to 1882, to northern Italy,
where Nietzsche and Salome climbed Monte Sacro, and it was there that heeeqolai
her and shared with her his ideas of the eternal return. According to Salome,rimeLuce
he wanted to commemorate the occasion with a photo.
This is the famous photographs of Salome; seated in a small cart and holding a
tiny whip that Nietzsche decorated with a sprig of lilac, with NietzsodeRee in
the cart Salome Looking Back8, NG 120).
The photographs thus commemorated the event of one of Nietzsche’s most important

ideas, that of the eternal return, and particularly, his sharing of that eventowith L

Salome. More importantly, for our purposes, the picture reveals that it is Lou who holds
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the whip. Thus she is in the more powerful position and the men are more subservient in
the picture. If we return to the actual saying in Zarathustra, though this maoined

not to forget the whip if he is visiting women, it is never said who is to use the whip and
who it is to be used on. This fact of both the photo and the actual words is echoed by
Diethe, who also says that much confusion over the passage was due to a mistranslat
by Hollingdale who said “do not forget your whip”, when in fact the correct triamslaf

the German is Kaufman'’s “Do not forget the whip” (64). Diethe also citesiR&epe
creative interpretation that the intention of Zarathustra’s machismo bstrifutes is

really aimed to “expose the clichés” (63-64). This would also be consonant with Oppel’s
creative reading that Nietzsche is here doing one of his overturning numbadlition,

she also cites Hinton Thomas, who concluded that it is “hardly imaginable thaddtiet
would have wanted to identify himself with its literal meaning” (Diethe 6%jusTwhen

we read that Nietzsche intended it to be a joke, and that it was exaggerabetissym

this coupled with it being a commemoration of the idea of the eternal return, makes
Oppel’s thesis more compelling, especially since the memory, the photo, and tigg sayi
play at gender relations. Had he not had this relationship with Lou, and had the event
never taken place, and had the photo not existed, and had Nietzsche never written in
aphoristic and ironic style, and had his writings been quite conventional philosophy, we
might be compelled and justified to dismiss Oppel’s thesis as wishful thinkingsiri®et

all these things happened and we have evidence for them, and Nietzsche did write so
radically, and sought to overturn traditional values, we must conclude that Oppefis the
has some validity. We must conclude, or at least entertain the possibilityntieairsi

the picture it is Lou who holds the whip, Nietzsche might be playing with gender, once
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more, and even, perhaps, shifting the power dynamics between the sexes. In addition, the
constant play and interchange of gender and its creative possibility migdrhlmescent
of Nietzsche’s idea of the eternal return itself. If we recall theta9che advocat@snor
fati in the famous saying of the return, then might Nietzsche not be asking us to love our
fate, including our gendered fate? Possibly, he might also be telling ushidtatves make
of it, how we play with it, or create it, is up to us.

We are again led to ask, as Oppel does, who is wielding the whip?

| hold that the whip itself returns symbolically in a pattern of repetitions and

differences and goes through 2 or 3 of the metamorphosis of the spirit — from

being a tool of resentment, specifically of women and the feminine, to being a

tool of resistance to that very resentment (NG 143).

That is, the symbol cuts both ways, it cuts as a misogynist tool against womeast,ahd y
we play with it, as Nietzsche did with Salome, reversing its symbolism untigraund
is opened up, something new may emerge.

Tragically, even though Nietzsche made a valiant effort with Lou, to tiné poi
where he even asked her to marry him, the interference of his sister and mother
eventually ended the relationship.

Elizabeth persuaded her brother to write a letter of complaint about Salome to

Lou’s mother, which he immediately regretted; afterward he told his sikter, “

only now that | feel truly humiliated” (Lou 125, NG 128).

Sadly, and ironically, the man who preached the will to power and a radical break with
traditional norms and values did not have enough will to claim the woman he wanted and
advance the fruit of his writings to completion in his own life. Later, Nietzschedwoul
speak of Lou differently; he would write letters bearing tones of resentrffeoitmerly, |

was inclined to take you for a vision, for the earthly apparition of my ideal.r@bde

have poor eyes” (NG 127). The relationship ended in Oct of 1882.
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Oppel concludes and summarizes as follows.

Knowing that Nietzsche found one captivating and intelligent woman flesh and

blood rather than figurative; with whom he drafted aphorisms on “woman”, helps

us to throw some light on the displacement and the praise of women that occurs in

Zarathustra (NG 130).

This leaves us to conclude that Nietzsche was ambivalent about women, anddbat insi
him were perhaps various wills to power, some of which were supporting the general
herd instincts and social constructs of gender, and others of which fought hardjto brin
new perspectives and possibilities to bear. Nietzsche laid the groundwork fogwhis
possibility, but could not see it through. It is for us to do the work.

Some of this work has already been carried out by feminists such as Oppel. There
are others in agreement with her and who also carry on the task. For example, Lynne
Terrell, in her essay “Sexual Dualism and Woman'’s Self-Creation” (SO\WFeminist
Interpretations of Friedrich Nietzsci{€IFN)), argues that while Nietzsche’s writings
give us many misogynist saying, “they also contain the seeds of a decamstofithat
misogyny” (SDWSC in FIFN 200). Or, as Kelly Oliver puts it in the same book in her
essay “Woman as Truth in Nietzsche’s writing” (WTNW),

If I can read Nietzsche as a feminist it is because Nietzsche hignsedfme

some suggestions as to how to transform the often ugly and nauseating “truths”

that are my cultural resources into something | can affirm in the presehat IW

do with these truths, how | arrange or rearrange them, is up to me (WTNW in

FIFN 126).

In fact, when compared to the rest of Nietzsche’s writings, Tierrell sooine
following conclusion.
Nietzsche’s works present a complex character who took himself to hold a very

negative view of women but who was not philosophically entitled to hold this
view (SDWSC in FIFN 200).
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In Tierrell's view, Nietzsche’s negative assessment of women fallswotgdtegories.
Sometimes he faults them for their nature and other times for allowing thremt®ebe
slaves to men (SDWSC in FIFN 202). Yet, as we have already seen, when a woman
becomes assertive, as for example if she becomes part of the feministenguéen he
condemns this too. Tierrell also points out that Nietzsche thinks that “by giving up
traditional feminine roles, women give up their (currently) greatest smingower”
(SDWSC in FIEN 207). Therefore, he criticizes them for decreasingpbweier. This,
he thinks, is a great stupidity. In fact, from the concept of will to power he rgag a
that this is a destructive tendency since it results in decreased power. efeschié does
not consider that women may be willing to gamble and fight for more power. Since
Nietzsche believes the world is in flux, might it not be possible for power dysamic
change more in the favor of women? His own basic philosophy would tend to allow for
this possibility.
Diethe comes to a similar conclusion on Nietzsche. His statements on women
were, in her assessment:
inconsistent with the views on individual liberty (and the responsibility of that
individual's self-overcoming) which are so frequently experienced alsenin
his writings. This ambiguity at the heart of the topic makes the discussion of
Nietzsche’s influence on the women of his generation peculiarly complicated.
Nevertheless, a host of women who were leading figures in the artistic, gexdago
or political domain in Wilhelmine Society believed- ironically perhaps — tisat hi
invitation to affirm life included them, and like so many men of their gererati
said a resounding ‘yes’ to all that was construed as “Nietzschean”... (65).
It is this very challenge that feminists such as Opppel take up. Further, we
consider the discussion of power in earlier women'’s circles and in fenmiligvan

liberation studies where discussions of empowerment take place. Does alhpoe¢o

end in power over? Can there not be other modes of being in the world where people can
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extend and utilize their power, and thereby fulfill the basic will to power conoept
without having it be at the expense of others? If indeed there can be cooperatiort amongs
various will-points or will-powers in order to exercise power, even creativerpoare
there not be cooperative power endeavors between people, and indeed, amongst groups of
people, even perhaps amongst nations? Yet, as Tierrel says, Nietzsche ddesthist ta
route. He has not thought through these possibilities. Still, as Oppel has said, atd Tierr
reminds us, he did indeed consider the possibility that some men could love like women,
namely by exercising a willingness, an ability to give over. Howeveraheusion he
comes to is that “there cannot be an “equal will to renunciation” for “we would #tgh g
do not know what, perhaps an empty space” (KSA 3:611; GS 363, p 310 SDWSC in
FIFN 216). This empty space is precisely the space that Oppel tells us has creat
possibilities. Perhaps, if Oppel is correct, Nietzsche has alreadycatiutieat
possibility. If we read him ironically and rhetorically, as Thomas suggestseainists
as well, then what we have is possibility, no guarantee, but rather a dangerdu$itpossi

If we do not admit or allow for this type of creative possibility, then weedténl
a world where the play of wills becomes a war of wills, and one in which the master-
slave dichotomy perpetuates itself. This general analysis can apply tdaaionsaip
that finds itself subject to the master-slave dichotomy, for any liberatovement.
Indeed, it offers possibilities for men as well as women, and for humanity as a Whole
is up to us, where we will take Nietzsche’s philosophy and if indeed it will séeyatid
whose lives it will serve. In the end, reading is a dangerous activity, andgeadi
Nietzsche is particularly dangerous. We struggle with the text, engatiedlagon he

set up. The response, the bite, is up to us.
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CHAPTER 4
BAD FAITH AND LIES IN SARTRE’S PHILOSOPHY AND WORKS

In this chapter we visit the work of Jean Paul Sartre as it applies to the topic of
truth and lies. Sartre's philosophy is known for its emphasis on such topics as freedom
and most of all, for his concept of bad faith. Since part of our analysis has been an
internal critique based on the author’'s own definitions, it is important to explonestine
concepts of Sartre’s philosophy in order to situate the problem of the lie. Thus, in the
first part of this section we explain the main concepts central to Sahirgkeg, and the
examples given in his philosophical works. This allows us not only to understand his
thought and some of the inherent tensions in it, but the examples allow us spgtdficall
apply them and also to analyze his characterization of both men and women. As with our
other authors, the gender issue provides for another problematic layer in ¢heTlopi
philosophical examples, however, do not provide for further context in which to
undertake the analysis. Therefore, in the second half of the chapter we look at tw
specific literary works where the context is fleshed out and we can thereéonene
how Sartre’s concepts interact with each other. In addition, the genderrigeletion
to lies and bad faith are drawn out. The main works that will be considered are his
earliest playsThe Flies(F), andNo Exit(NE) in No Exit and Three Other Plays
(NOTOP). The Fliesis chosen because it exemplifies existential dilemmas both for the
individual and for a group, or a society, even for a government, as well as for italfami
relations. The second play, NE, was written afterwards and is chosen for it co@empor
experimentation with existentialism for a modern audience. In this papémn

characters have no family ties and thus the play provides another dimension for the
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examination of human interaction. In both plays the female charactersprgant to
the plot and to our analysis. They are also depicted stereotypically and oktgetaine
agency.
Part One PHILOSOPHICAL FRAMEWORK: FREEDOM AND BAD FAITH
Perhaps the most important of Sartre’s concepts, and the one that is behind all his
thinking is his view of freedom, a category that permits the development of his idea of
“bad faith”. Sartre states chillingly that humans are “condemned to be fordhef
only thing that a human being cannot do, is refuse to choose, for even every non-choice
delineates a choice. It is therefore up to each human being to choose his/her own values
Similarly, there are no absolute essences, so human beings make themselves i
whatever they will be. Thus, the weight of responsibility falls upon the person. No
excuses are tolerated. Truth in such a system can only be cast against a human
background.
By existentialism we mean a doctrine which makes human life possible and, in
addition, declares that every truth and every action implies a human setting and a
human subjectivity (The Humanism of Existentialism (HE) in Essay in
Existentialism (EE) 32).
Sartre readily admits that there are two kinds of existentialism, ig@us and the
atheist. Yet, for both of them, Sartre argues, “existence precedes egsdhoe’EE 34).
The important difference is that for the atheist,
If God does not exist there is at least one being in whom existence precedes
essence, a being who exists before he can be defined by any human késatity.
exists, turns up, appears on the scene, and only afterwards, defines himself ... he
himself will have made what he will be. Thus there is no human nature, since
there is no God to conceive it (HE in EE 35).

Yet, at other times Sartre goes even further than this. He says thatf“@gehdid exist,

that would change nothing” HE in (EE 62). This seems to be a violation of the entire
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project, for Sartre has repeatedly said that human beings define theiraradutb®re is
no God to define a human essence or determine right from wrong. If God does exist, this
seems to change everything, and values cannot be as arbitrary as Sadse iyl
Sartre could save himself here if he were to add an important detail frogstasif
thought. That is the notion of freedom. What Sartre wants to say by resorting to an
extreme possibility regarding this odd saying about God changing nothing, évémaif
there were a God, human beings would still be free and have to take responsibility for
their own actions. It is only in this sense that it would make sense to say that the
existence of a god would change nothing. Also, it should be mentioned that this implies a
certain anthropological view, one that claims that freedom is in fact imatinee of being
human, and a certain theological view of a God who created human beings with freedom
and who does not interfere with that freedom. Either way, the results for human beings
are the same; they must choose and take responsibility for their choicess Adt
inconsistent with traditional theistic views that human beings must shoulder the
responsibility for their choices and values. The only real differencashtrat the
existence of God, or belief in such a God, would surely determine the values and the right
choices that human beings should be making and according to which, someday, they will
be so judged. Of course, this reference to God changing nothing, is an extrerpkexam
by Sartre, and in general, his real view is that
Existentialism is nothing else than an attempt to draw all the consequences of a
coherent atheistic position. It isn’t trying to plunge man into despair at all.
...existentialism is optimistic, a doctrine of action (HE in EE 62).
This idea of action is one of the hallmarks of Sartre’s system of thought. ,Ithfagtiea

of responsible action is what constitutes not only his existential project, buhdesd
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be said to constitute his ethics as well. As Sartre himself states, “Contdgque are
dealing here with an ethics of action and involvement” (HE in EE 50), and again he make
this a marker of the human when he says “we define man only in relationship to
involvement” (56). This involvement amounts to the choices one makes, and
consequently the responsibility lies with the individual for who one is and who one will
become.
Man first of all is the being who hurls himself toward a future and who is
conscious of imagining himself as being the future. But if existence cemly
precede essence, man is responsible for what he is...the full responsibilgy of hi
existence rests on him. (HE in EE 35-36).
Moral freedom, as well as the full weight of moral responsibility, redts tive
individual. In this sense, the awful weight of freedom is upon the shoulders of each
individual, like it or not. This is the human condition, and there is no escape from it.
It is in our choices that we affirm our values. They are the values that weechoos
Thus, values are totally arbitrary and up to us. Yet, Sartre betrays a degremsnoi
human nature with respect to values.
To choose to be this or that is to affirm at the same time the value of what we
choose, because we can never choose evil. We always choose the good, and
nothing can be good for one without being good for all...Therefore | am
responsible for myself and for everyone else: | am creating arcemnage of man
of my own choosing. In choosing myself, | choose man. (HE in EE 38).
Sartre takes the position that humans aim for the good in their choice of values. Whether
or not they achieve it is another story, but they at least, according to the alsagepas
will choose what they think is for the good. Good for whom, one might ask? Sartre’s
answer here is that the good is both for oneself and for all. This thought is rot well

developed and leads to a lot of questions, such as, how is this process of choosing the

good determined to be good for everyone? Has Sartre’s subjectivism turned into a
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universal ethic at this point? Similarly, the responsibility that com@sfreedom is here
extended to everyone else. That is, the responsibility entailed is not only forf bnésel
for everyone else, for all humanity. Sartre seems to recognize that our dfeiees
implications, not only for ourselves but for others. Further, there is a cegaiofty
universalism that is implied, though not directly stated. The values we choos$eand t
choices we make determine what image we have of humanity, what values wee think
human being should espouse. This seems odd for an existentialist ethic in which every
human being is free to determine his/her own values. Thus we cannot really choose for
all, we can only choose for ourselves. This, however, does not contradict that we may
still be positing our values against that of others and their universal choices, only tha
there will be a clash of views. However, there is also the possibility thatisumey
freely choose to adhere to the same values, perhaps even to enforce them as a group.
While this is not fleshed out in Sartre’s philosophy, these comments on univezaality
only be implied in this way given the existentialist leanings. They should, haviever
taken seriously since, unlike the remark regarding a god changing nothitng,Sakes
several such remarks regarding universality. For instance, Sartr&qat{svery
configuration, however...individual it may be, has a universal value” (50). Again, he
says,

...there is a universality of man; but it is not given, it is perpetually being.made

build the universal in choosing myself...This absoluteness of choice does not do

away with the relativeness of each epoch (HE in EE 53).

For us ..man is an organized situation in which he himself is involved. Through

his choice, he involves all mankind, and he can not avoid making a choice (HE in
EE 54).
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Thus it seems that Sartre has not eliminated the universal, but rathereedefide
does not see a contradiction between the concepts of universality, freedom, and
absoluteness. This aspect of his thought has not been given sufficient attentjah. Yet
seems essential to his basic existential theory and in any building of al syistem out
of his philosophy. For, it implies that any individual choice is de facto linked to, and has
implications for, humanity in general. It means that when | choose, evamithoosing
for myself, | am also implicating the other, for my choices both have ratifics for
others, and also bear the mark of how | wish to define the human in general.
Nor are these general remarks the only thoughts that Sartre has on the fubject
he also links the universal to our specific topic of choice, namely, the subjgictgf |
A man who lies and makes excuses for himself by saying “not everybody does
that,” is someone with an uneasy conscience, because the art of lying implies tha
a universal value is conferred upon the lies. (HE in EE 38).
What Sartre appears to be saying is that in the choice of lying, the afdureup is that
of untruthfulness, and, according to the logic of the passage, lying is taken up as a
universal value for all whenever it is taken up by anyone. In some sense Sautre, w
railed against a Kantian ethic, still seems to be under the influence of sdro€é s
categorical imperative, in that for an act to be considered morally cdrnegst pass the
universal test. By default, in an existentialist system this trasst#teallowing the
same prerogative to all other human beings. Further, if someone wants to be tlishones
and blame anything other than free choice, one is certainly free to do so, but this is not
much of a choice in Sartre’s eyes.
Suppose someone says to me, “What if | want to be dishonest?” I'll answer,

“there’s no reason for you not to be, but I'm saying that’s what you are, and that
the strictly coherent attitude is that of honesty (HE in EE 57).
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Sartre does not fully explain why honesty is better than dishonesty. On the one hand he
says choose whatever value you want, on the other he implies some kind of commitment
to truth, even if it's the truth to be honest enough to admit one’s dishonesty. However, it
does not work too well in that, as Kant argued, there is some logical inconsistency in
saying that lying should becomes a universal law. The very nature of taltlaitd of
meaningful communication breaks down if one is to adopt such a maxim. Sartre also
seems to imply that there is more coherence to truth than to lies. Therefeeeyst s
truth, or honesty, is the more logical position. This does not seem too far away from
Kant. This however, is easier to see in Kant’s system, since for Kant theleastdhe
possibility of a God as posited by reason, a lawmaker behind the moral law, Sartre
however, harbors no such possibility. “There can no longer be an apriori Good, since
there is no infinite and perfect consciousness to think it” (HE in EE 40-41). Ongpiftti
even more succinctly, Sartre quotes Dostoevesky who said, “If God didn;t exist
everything would be possible” (HE in EE 41). Indeed Sartre views this as “the ver
starting point of existentialism...” (HE in EE 41), as “he [man] can’t staiting
excuses for himself’. At the heart of Sartre’s existentialism estaio ethical view of
the world, or at least of human beings. No excuses are tolerated. In an odd g, of |
Sartre comes up on the same side of Kant in this regard. However, while fah&mnt
are no excuses for violating the categorical imperative, for Sarte dhe no excuses
because freedom is a given and thus each is responsible for his/her aci@extré
poetically puts it:

...there is no determinism, man is free, man is freedom

So, in the bright realm of values, we have no excuse behind us, no justification
before us. We are alone, with no excuse (HE in EE 41).
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Man is condemned to be free. Condemned because he does not create himself,
yet, in other respects is free; because, once thrown into the world, he is
responsible for everything he does (HE in EE 41).
Similarly, for the existentialist, there is no way to seek help by legtninead
the signs around us or by looking for an omen. Such efforts amount to superstitious
beliefs, or at least, the most they do is to show us our own beliefs.
The existentialist does not think that man is going to help himself by finding in
the world some omen by which to orient himself. Because he thinks that man will
interpret the omen to suit himself. Therefore, he thinks that man, with no support
and no help is condemned every moment to invent man (HE in EE 41).
This makes sense in Sartre’s system since there is no God. Therefores tiwedévine
help and no divine will to interpret. To see it differently for Sartre would be to tyak f
crutch, a way out of taking responsibility. This aspect of interpretation refypevone
of the most sticking points between believers and nonbelievers, for a beliéhaways
interpret life in terms of some divine plan or will, and the non-believer, esiyexiial
Sartre’s stripe, has already ruled this apitiori. Sartre seems to know, ahead of time,
that there is no God and no such possibility. Pascal might well ask of Sartre, have you
yet died that you can say for sure what lies on the other side? Have yoedvagsaly?
Sartre would likely answer that it matters not, the choice, and the sole choideg and t
responsibility, lies with him for his actions, regardless of the existenvenaxistence of
God.
Sartre’s starkness is likely to also clash with even some secular natichsas
that of psychological synchronicity. According to Carl Jung, these are meomkan
inside and outside seem to point to a meaningful coincidence, to strike a chord, in a

manner that seems to point a way, a direction for the psyche. One need not be a believer

in God to be a believer in psychology or of the life of the psyche. Could not a modern
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person still see or read “signs”, very personal signs, in the world, for oneselé?ditzgc

to Sartre, no, he would only be reading what he wanted into them, since no one but the
person can give meaning to, or interpret the sign. Yet, Sartre has not pdidrattethe

entire issue of hermeneutics or how one is to interpret, or how to choose between varying
systems of interpretation, or even the communal aspect, or languagesystic af
interpretation, let alone how to set up norms and standards. That is, he has not offered us
anything like Wittgenstein’s language games and rules of grammar, oHabenmas’
procedural account of truth and justification. Sartre seems only to tell us thet Wvee

to choose and that we must choose. There is a certain danger of completinadstia

his system of thought that lends itself to a certain capriciousness of ediqor.

Sartre, of course, would also discount certain psychological readings, since he
was not a fan of psychology, as we shall shortly see. However, on this one point of
reading signs, he did give a concrete example to illustrate his point, thgppwhg man
who interpreted his past failings as a sign that God wanted him to be a priestt, aaJesui
be exact (HE in EE 45). That is the sense that the young man made of hidipgst fa
and how he interpreted his calling. Of course, Sartre took this to be a crutch. Rerhaps i
was, but once again, how is one to decide or judge between systems of interpretation?
Sartre has left us no rules for judgment.

There is perhaps a more famous example that alludes to the issue of omens and
signs, and more importantly, points to the radically absolute view Sartoé hasman
freedom. That is, of course, the example of the young man faced with the choice of
joining the armed forces or staying to take care of his mother.

The boy was faced with the choice of leaving for England and joining the Free
French Forces. That is, leaving his mother behind — or remaining with his mother
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and helping her carry on....As a result he was faced with two very different kinds
of action...On the one hand, an ethics of sympathy, of personal devotion, on the
other, a broader ethics, but one whose efficacy was more dubious.
Who would help him choose? (HE in EE 42-43)
Which does the greater good, the vague act of fighting in a group, or the concrete
one of helping a particular human being to go on living? Who can decide apriori?
Nobody (HE in EE 43).

Sartre implies that not even Kant’'s categorical imperative, nor eventariatili standard,

is of help here. He uses the second version of the categorical imperative, riaii g t

humanity as an end and not as a means, as the test. Sartre says:
If | stay with my mother I'll treat her as an end... but...I'm running the risk of
treating the people around me who are fighting, as means .. and conversealy (HE i
EE 43).

Sartre is not at all clear here how there is a violation of the categanpaidative.

However, he is clear, that there isaqmriori given choice for the person. The young man

who comes to see him next decides to make a decision based on his feelings, on

“whichever pushed me in one direction” (43). But, Sartre is still not satisfiedhim,

neither passions, nor blind rage, nor even feelings, are to be used as excuses &r choice
The existentialist does not believe in the power of passion. He will never agre
that a sweeping passion is a ravaging torrent which fatally leads a mataio cer
acts. It is therefore an excuse. He thinks that man is responsible for o pass
(HE in EE 41).

So, if he flies into a passion or rage, that is not an excuse, and similarly evinga fee

isn’t to be used as an excuse for a choice.
But how is the value of a feeling determined? What gives his feeling for his
mother value? Precisely the fact that he remained with her...The only way to
determine the value of this affection is, precisely, to perform an act which
confirms it, defines it. But since | require this affection to justify my laod

myself caught in a vicious circle (HE in EE 44).

In other words, the feeling is formed by the acts one performs, so | canndbrefer
it in order to act upon it. Which means that | can neither seek within myself the
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truth condition which will impel me to act, nor apply to a system of ethics for
concepts which will permit me to act (HE in EE 44).

So this attempt to choose on the basis of feeling, that is, on the basis of an inner leaning,
is not acceptable to Sartre. In addition, as we have seen, for Sartrengassinot
reasons for choices. Sartre seems to deny that there might be an inngmheeé
towards the one than the other. Or, he might say that this is an unacceptable way to
choose. However, might it not be the case that someone has an inner feeling that
something is the right or wrong way to go and yet not be able to articulate it in
reasonable argument? Or, take for instance a person who makes a choice, argdahen ha
“bad feeling” or sick feeling about it. These feelings would seem to indw#be t
person that s/he has chosen incorrectly and to turn down another road. Sartre says we
choose our values, yet he appears to denounce the value of a feeling as unadneptabl
choice making. However, Sartre may still be redeemed. What he might have iis mind
the problem of shirking our responsibility for our choices and blaming them on our
feelings. Would Sartre be able to accept it if someone said, “I freely ohdbe basis of
my feelings, and | accept full responsibility for that choice™? It sedbatsSartre would
have to say yes, but his devaluation of feelings leaves one in doubt.
Returning to the young man, he next turns to seeking advice. Sartre seems to
frown on this avenue of assistance too.
But if you seek advice from a priest, for example, you have chosen this yoiest;
already know, more or less, just about what advice he was going to give you. In
other words, choosing your advisor is involving yourself...
But some priests are collaborating, some are just making time, someigtreges

If the young man chooses a priest who is resisting or collaborating, he hdy alrea
decided on the kind of advice he is going to get. (HE in EE 44).
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Sartre’s position is a little unsettling here. He implies that when you selecvisor,
you predetermine the type of advice that you will be given. This would seem toamply
certain foreknowledge that would exclude true contingency. For example, evenverhe
think we know people well, their responses might still surprise us. They might gave us
different answer than we expected. In addition, it assumes that we &haayshe
person well enough that we can predict a response. Aside from a few basitypts,
we can very rarely make predictions regarding what the other persoaywlt slo. For
example, might it not be possible that the young man truly does not know the politica
leanings of a particular priest? Most times, we simply do not have that muchatifor
to go on. Does Sartre mean to imply that we should always do our homework before
making a choice? For some choices this may be advisable, but for others we may not
have the luxury of time to investigate further. Also, we must ask Sartr@asatso a
possibility that the person truly has not yet made up his/her mind and is stitling
with the problem? Since Sartre assumes that people know ahead of time wheat advic
others will give, he implies that a person should not seek or give advice. In thé case o
this particular young man, Sartre makes the point clear.
Therefore, in coming to see me he knew the answer | was going to give him, and
had only one answer to give: You're free, choose, that is, invent.
There are no omens in the world
Even if there are signs, | myself choose the meaning they have (HE in &£%).44-
Sartre’s point is clear, in the end the young man must choose for himself and he
cannot abnegate his responsibility to anyone else. Sartre seems to hawe anp@ison
who is trying to get out of responsibility in going to others. In such a cassj\nce

makes sense, since we cannot blame influences for our choices. Yet, we maygenuinel

be in the horns of a dilemma. In such a dilemma where the costs are highpashthat
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young man, one may indeed try to seek advice. For example, he may go to seek the
advice of a relative, or that of a member of the clergy, or of a militargrgenSartre’s
response is illuminating in that he implies we really know ahead of timepgbety

advice we will get from each person. Therefore, while we think we are getting an
objective opinion we are really looking to hear what we already have in mind.

Yet, Sartre’s example is not so clear-cut and unproblematic. For, taken to its
extreme, such a view would imply that we cannot have any real dialogue, influence, or
change of heart. In addition, just because we might know what position someone holds,
this does not mean that we will swallow it hook, line, and sinker, or that the person might
not surprise us with a different view. Most of all, the purpose of dialogue is pydaisel
clarify positions and leave an open space for the possibility of changingroime's If
the young man were a hundred percent sure of what to do, he would not need to talk to
anyone. Yet, he still might need to talk to another to mirror, affirm, or helgpnéanhis
own voice. While none of these scenarios takes away from Sartre’s basicioartteatt
ultimately, the choice, and therefore the decision, and the responsibilityjthethev
individual, in this example Sartre does not seem to make room for the place of the other.
He glosses over as unimportant the role that dialogue plays. In his view, auihg y
man were to place responsibility for his actions on the advice of the ogheguid be
acting in bad faith, somehow abdicating his responsibility and inauthenticatusglfi
that is, lying to himself. Yet, this total reliance on self to the exclusiatheirs seems
somewhat skewed and out of place for the man who wrote that “In order to get to any
truth about myself, | must have contact with another person. The other is indispensable

to my own existence, as well as to my knowledge of myself” (HE in EE 52). e Sistr
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puts it another way, that we can only come to discover ourselves “in a world peopled
with demands, in the heart of projects” (The Origin of Nothingness (ON) in EE 135).
That is, we will always have demands upon us, even all kinds of influences. Such is life.
We are to define ourselves precisely in the midst of the situations we firelvasrs,

not by extricating ourselves from them, or wishing for a clean slate.e $ariself hints

at intersubjectivity, by alluding to a “world in which man decides what he is and what
others are” (50). Therefore, it does not seem unethical at all for anotherao try t
influence us or vice versa. What would be “bad” is for someone to try to choose for us,
or for us to give up choice and let another decide. However, even in this case, | think
Sartre would have to say that we are choosing, although perhaps in a cowardly manne
Sartre will not allow for any excuses. This also eliminates using a feuaf kierrible
circumstances as excuses. For Sartre, that would be trying to shirk respgrsidil

putting the blame elsewhere than on oneself. Of such people he writes “Betanse of
the only way they can bear their wretchedness is to think “circumstances have bee
against me” (HE in EE 48).

At this point, before venturing into any further examples of Sartre, ipecesdly
important to distinguish the concepts of lie from bad faith, as well as to saegssS
rejection of psychology, particularly regarding ideas of repression. Ndhis anakes
sense unless we realize that Sartre places freedom as the ultimateRaaluestance,

Sartre says of a human being that “In his forlornness he imposes values, he caemo long
want but one thing, and that is freedom, as the basic of all values” (HE in EE 57). This
presents us with somewhat of a paradox. One must choose one’s own values since there

is no God. The values one chooses help define oneself, and they are always chosen in
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the midst of concrete situations that present themselves. Sartre puts dllyostien he
says “values are sown on my path as thousands of little real demands, likeshe sig
which order us to keep off the grass” (135). Yet, freedom is the arch value and it seems
that one can only choose to acknowledge one’s freedom or not. One is never free to get
rid of one’s freedom, for one is, by definition of being human, condemned to be free.
Therefore, anything less than an acknowledgment of the choices we niakageur
choices, amounts to some dishonesty.

For Sartre, however, lies have to be distinguished from bad faith and it isude iss
of authenticity that is more at stake.

But if  am what | wish to vell, the question takes on quite another aspect,n can i

fact wish “not to see” a certain aspect of my being only if | am acquainitied

the aspect which I do not wish to see (ON in EE 143).
Here we have the beginnings of Sartre’s idea of bad faith, which involves a tyg@éoof |
oneself, rooted in a desire not to see something, to deny something, or as Sattre puts i
poetically, to attempt to veil something from oneself. The motive behind it seems to be
an attempt to escape anguish of the existential sort.

This annihilating power annihilates anguish in so far as | flee it and atesil

itself in so far as | am anguish in order to flee it. This attitude is whaaivbad

faith (ON in EE 144).
The deep purpose of bad faith is “intended to free up the nothingness which I am in my
relation to myself” (ON in EE 144). However, this implies a paradox in that itiely
implies the nothingness which it suppresses” (On in EE 144). For Sartre, cons@ousnes

is always an existential consciousness. “Consciousness is a being, the natuoh of

to be conscious of the nothingness of its being” (Bad Faith and Falsehood (BFF) in
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EE148). Itis precisely to avoid the awareness of this type of recognitios #ighe
heart of bad faith.
Yet, there is another aspect of bad faith for Sartre, and it is connecteddeahe i
of the unity of consciousness (ON in EE 145). Itis precisely for this reason thaitbad f
has to be distinguished from a lie in general.
We shall willingly grant that bad faith is a lie to oneself, on condition that we
distinguish the lie to oneself from lying in general (BFF in EE 147)
The essence of the lie implies in fact that the liar actually is in complete
possession of the truth which he is hiding. A man does not lie about what he is
ignorant of; he does not lie when he is mistaken (BFF in EE 148)
The liar intends to deceive and he does not seek to hide this intention from
himself...(BFF in EE 149).
In general, lying implies “my existence, the existence of the Othegxmsyence for the
Other, and the existence of the Other from me” (BFF in EE 150). That is, theresis mor
than one consciousness that is involved in general lying. This process involves the
consciousness of the liar and that of at least one other person, and the interadg@en be
them, as well as how one appropriates the action of the other. Obviously, the situation is
different in bad faith since it implies a lie to oneself.
Bad faith then has in appearance the structure of falsehood. Only what changes
everything is the fact that in bad faith it is from myself that | am hidiagrilth.
Thus the duality of the deceiver and the deceived does not exist here. Bad faith or
the contrary implies in essence the unity of a single consciousness (BFF in EE
150).
Bad faith poses a certain problem for consciousness, in that one is attemptingue decei
oneself in one and the same consciousness.
...the one to whom the lie is told and the one who lies are one and the same
person, which means that | must know in my capacity as deceiver the truth which
is hidden from me in my capacity as the one deceived. Better yet, | must know

the truth very exactly in order to conceal it more carefully — and this not at two
different moments, which at a pinch would allow us to reestablish a semblance of
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duality — but in the unitary structure of a single project. How then can the lie
subsist if the duality which conditions it is suppressed? (BFF in EE 151).

Thus it seems that what appears to be particularly “bad” about bad faith isrebt that
one wants to deceive oneself, but that it is, at bottom, an impossibility. If the
consciousness of deceiver and deceived is one and the same, then the attempt to lie to
oneself, must, by definition, fail.
We must agree in fact that if | deliberately and cynically attempe tim Imyself, |
fail completely in this undertaking, the lie falls back and collapses beneath my
look... (BFF in EE 151)
Yet, Sartre admits that despite the failure of bad faith,
it can be the normal aspect of life for a great number of people. A person can live
in bad faith, which does not mean that he does not have abrupt awakenings to
cynicism or to good faith, but which implies a constant and particular style of
life... (BFF in EE 152)
It is for reason of the unity of consciousness that Sartre has great tiffictn
psychoanalysis. Yet, he also admits that in order to account for the rampant @henom
of bad faith, “people sadly have recourse to the unconscious” (BE in EE 152).
Thus psychoanalysis substitutes for the notion of bad faith, the idea of a lie
without a liar, it allows me to understand how it is possible for me to be lied to
without lying to myself since it places me in the same relation to myselfit@
Other is in respect to me, it replaces the duality of the deceiver and tinedece
the essential condition of the lie, by that of the “id” and the “ego”. It introduces
into my subjectivity the deepest intersubjective structure of the Mit(B&R in
EE 154)
Sartre finds a contradiction in this idea. The language of a censor implidseticansor
“must know what it is repressing...The censor must choose and in order to choose must

be aware of so doing” (BFF in EE 156). Thus, even resistance from a patient, according

to Sartre, implies that the censor is conscious (of) itself.
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It must be conscious of being conscious of the drive to be repressed, but precisely
in order not be conscious of it...what does this mean if not that the censor is in
bad-faith? (BFF in EE 157).
So, in Sartre’s terms, psychoanalysis has not really solved the problem. Quite the
contrary, it seems to perpetuate bad faith. What is worse, from Sartre’s pogwpisvi
that it resorts to a type of magical superstition.
By rejecting the conscious unity of the psyche, Freud is obliged to imply
everywhere a magic unity linking distant phenomena across obstacles...The
unconscious drivelfieb) through magic is endowed with the character
“repressed” or “condemned” which completely pervades it , colors it, and
magically provokes its symbolism. Proponents of the theory have hypostasized a
“reified” bad faith, they have not escaped it (BFF in EE 158).
Thus far, this seems consistent with his views of consciousness. Yet, thérsos&ti
difficulty. Sartre has not really answered why people continue to live in bhdifdad
faith is always a failed attempt. The only answer he seems to imply &t ttoatt, bad
faith is part of the existential condition of not wanting to live with the terrgfyin
knowledge of the nothingness of our existence, or even, perhaps, accepting the weight of
our freedom. That is, one would rather attempt and fail than face existerliigl rea
Sartre could do more to mine the depths of this anguish. Sartre may also be déaling w
a special subset of cases, where one knows, but does not want to acknowledge it. Again,
Sartre implies a definite knowledge that the person may not have, or have in varying
degrees. He omits this possibility.
However, there is another difficulty in Sartre’s concept of bad faith. When he
turns to women, as beings or in his literary characterization, the added gendexuaid s
dimension colors and sometimes distorts or contradicts his theory. For instaniee, S

mentions the findings of a doctor Stekel, regarding women who are referred to as

“pathologically frigid women”. The supposed finding is that they “apply thems#dve
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becoming distracted in advance from the pleasure which they dread” (BFF in EE 159).
Sartre concludes that this is a perfect example of bad faith.
Will anyone speak of an unconscious here?...We have in fact to deal with a
phenomenon of bad faith since the efforts taken in order not be present to the
experienced pleasure imply the recognition that the pleasure is experigreged
imply it in order to deny it (BFF in EE 159).
This passage is problematic and somewhat inconsistent. It also betraysftissasm.
First, Sartre has previously acknowledged the finding that the women tikartselves
aheadof time. This fact does imply a certain willful act. Yet, this advance digira
seems to be precisely to prohibit the possibility of a certain experiencgndtrbeans
implies that the experience of pleasure was actually experienced and deSiadreas
wants to imply. What it seems to imply is that the women willfully choose to aweid t
possibility of a future pleasure, no matter how near in the future, for whategenre
That is, the women are articulating their free choices. There does notoskerarty
evidence of bad faith. Sartre seems to assume that a woman, de facto, eegperienc
pleasure in every sexual act, or at least the sexual acts intended in thigepabss is
rather presumptuous on his part. The only way the women can be in bad faith is if they
willfully denied an experienced pleasure. However, there is no evidence fanthis
Sartre jumps from the anticipation of a pleasure, and its avoidance, to the actual
experience and denial of it. It is possibly Sartre who is in bad faith, willfiellying the
testimony of the women who attest to not experiencing sexual pleasure. Qospérba
even the husband and the doctors who are also disavowing the knowledge and evidence

provided by the women. Even if it is the doctor or husband who makes the presumption,

Sartre certainly seems to uphold it.
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Another aspect that is to be considered in this, and other examples of women, is
that it particularly ties the woman to her body. The tie to the body is the outcome of
certain types of phenomenological philosophies of the time. Sartre may be within his
“rights” to protest against the disassociations from the body. However, hefinasl de
himself primarily as an existentialist, and therefore, the body cannot bedtam
excused for the free choices of the individual, nor take priority over it. In addition, the
examples he chooses to illustrate this point are typically examples actdrarations
betraying a certain stereotypical and sexist view of women. So while on thenmhe ha
Sartre may be an earlier version of an advocate for the wisdom or truth of theéhsody
fact that freedom in the use or experience of one’s body is not seen to be ihtfaé rig
prerogative of the women, is problematic. His view also implies a céadin
consciousness that may or may not be the same as ordinary consciousness. And, since
Sartre argues for the unity of consciousness, it seems we should be bound tdhaccept t
testimony of the women as to whether or not they experienced pleasure, untagsef c
Sartre wants to deny their freedom to do so and choose for them. This would indeed put
him in very bad faith.

There is one other example regarding women that is important even though it is
somewhat outdated. It clearly illustrates the gender issue, the roke lmddy, and the
issue of self deception. It is best to let Sartre speak in his own words tatéustr

Take the example of a woman who has consented to go out with a particular man

for the first time. She knows very well the intentions which the man who is

speaking to her cherishes regarding her. She knows also that it will beangcess
sooner or later for her to make a decision. Bus she does not want to realize the
urgency; she concerns herself only with what is respectful and discreet in the
attitude of her companion...She does not want to see possibilities of temporal

development which his conduct presents...she does not wish to read in the
phrases which he addresses to her anything other than their explicit meaning. If
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he says to her, “I find you so attractive”! She disarms this phrase of itd sexua
background..(Patterns of Bad Faith (PBF) in EE 160).

Sartre’s example of the woman out on a date leaves much unsaid and again, presumes
much. As Sartre himself says, it is the first time she is out with the man.a@®ne c
therefore assume that she does not know him very well, at least not in a romastic sens
We are not told if she has just met him or if she has known him for a while. We are not
given any context for the relationship. We therefore cannot tell how much she knows
about his personality and therefore how well she may predict his behavior. Y, Sar
assumes that she has knowledge, and indeed, that she “knows very well” what his
intentions are. Again, as in the case of the young man selecting an ade@amsedle

already knows the advice that will be given, Sartre assumes it is posdibleto

knowledge of another person that, in fact, one simply may not have. In addition, this
summary seems to stereotype the man and his intentions as well. Sanvam&y

imply that it is better to err on the side of caution and that the woman should be prepared.
Well enough. Yet, he implies that she should be able to “read into” his words that which
he does not say. Sartre expects presumption, correct interpretation in readsigrithe

and behavioral foreknowledge. This is problematic for an existential philosophy rooted
in freedom. |If there is true contingency in the world, then neither of them mhagyet

made up their minds as to what they want from the evening. How could they know what
the other may not yet know? Sartre has not mentioned the importance of true
contingency in this regard. In addition, this simple act of “reading into”, éveis i

correct, implies interpretation. Further, he often reserves the right fes bmampose

their interpretation of women'’s experience of pleasure and their bodiesjdiagrthe

women’s own assertion. In this example of the woman out on a first date, he derails the
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possibility of her good faith and authenticity by her sexuality and her retusdétpret
her date “correctly”, that is, as he thinks the scenario should be interpretegrebation
and knowledge collapse at this point, and it is particularly problematicdiorew.

Sartre says we must choose, yet based on what? To choose we must have
choices, be aware of these choices, and we must also be able to interpret sitirations
addition, Sartre implies that we must judge, yet, he never discusses how to judge or
choose correctly. Once again, the issue of bad faith is also being insimsated,
something uniquely, even “perfectly” represented with regard to woman and her
sexuality. Sartre does, however, give a reason for her “denial”’ of the obvious.

This is because she does not quite know what she wants. She is profoundly aware

of the desire which she inspires, but the desire, cruel and naked would humiliate

and horrify her (PBF in EE 161).

Again, Sartre assumes knowledge or a certain self-image that the woman may not

have. He insinuates that she knows she is inspiring desire in another person. Not all, and
indeed not many women, would be so presumptuous as to think they can know a man
they just met that well. It takes time to read the intricacies and idi@ginbehavior that
accompanies any individual, and even more time to learn to read correctly, ot @t leas

read better, even to read the body as text. Sartre himself has set theaohtary their

first date, but he does not allow for this time to accumulate data before making a

decision.

In addition, as Sartre himself has just said, it is the man’s desire for hex éhat
issue. Sartre is expecting her to own and take responsibility for a desireldhgslie
another person. However, it would seem that she cannot own the man’s desire for him.

She can only own her own. Therefore, issues of responsibility for the desires of another
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are totally out of step within Sartre’s own existential philosophy. To do otherwbuld
be, again, bad-faith.

Sartre’s next move is to extend the circumstances and move from the mar@s desir
to the unacknowledged action and desire of the woman. It is this move that will really
implicate her in bad faith.

But then suppose he takes her hand. This act of her companion risks changing the

situation by calling for an immediate decision. To leave the hand there is to

consent in herself to flirt, to engage herself. To withdraw it is to break the

troubled and unstable harmony which gives the hour its charm. The aim is to

postpone the moment of decision as long as possible...\Moenan leaves her

hand there, but she does not notice that she is leaving it. She does not notice it

because it happens by chance that she is at this moment all intellect...And during

this time the divorce of the body from the soul is accomplish&BF in EE

161).

We shall say that this woman is in bad faith. She has disarmed the actions of her

companion by reducing them to being only what they are, that is, to existing in the

mode of the in-itself. But she permits herself to enjoy his desire, to the thdent

she will apprehend it as not being what it is, will recognize its transcesdenc

Finally while sensing profoundly the presence of her own body...she realizes

herself as not being her own body (PBF in EE in 162).

This example is a very complicated one that encompasses many intriegte d& the

moment that the man takes her hand, Sartre implies she must make, is forced to make,
some type of decision. According to Sartre, the woman postpones making a decision, a
sexual decision that supposedly the man has in mind, and she wants to avoid. Since for
Sartre, not to act is indeed an action or choice in itself, when the woman does not pull her
hand away, one must say that she is making a choice. Sartre implies that it enust be
conscious choice and that it implies she is willing to flirt, but unwilling to adrtot i

herself and so does not notice that she has left her hand there. Hence, she is im bad fait

Once again, he implies a certain immediate consciousness of the body and/or from the

body to the mind. There are many factors to consider in Sartre’s analgsigistance,
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is one always so aware, so conscious, of what happens in all parts of the body2 Might i
happen that we are distracted from the body? That is, if | think about it, | might be
experiencing pain in some part of my body. For example, my foot might be hurting me.
Yet, if | am busy attending to something else | may not be conscioustg afwahat
goes on in my foot. | cannot consciously hold every detail of my body and my
surroundings at every moment. Such a constant flood of details would exhaust a person.
This does not mean that they might not be taken in at a certain lower level oéegeeri
but perhaps not all experience is conscious experience, as many scientists and
philosophers would argue. Sartre does not seem to account for this simple potsability
the woman in question might not even be aware of her hand, for that moment.

Further, Sartre seems to imply a deliberate attempt at not noticing thesriteis
still there. This deliberate attempt to mask this fact, and the impending eheiad, is
what Sartre terms bad faith. At least Sartre admits that she may not knbsherha
wants at that moment. Yet, if she does not yet know what she wants she cannot be in bad
faith, for bad faith implies an attempt to lie about knowledge that one alreadygassses
Or Sartre may mean that she is in bad faith by denying a future possil¥iéityhow can
this be if the future has not yet arrived? She cannot have this future knowledge, and
again, cannot be in bad faith, unless Sartre wants to change the meaning of bad faith to
imply that she is cutting off a certain possible future choice.

Finally, her crime mainly seems to be that she is “all intellectiatmoment,
and divorced from her body. Sartre exhibits an extreme frustration in his attiwaiels
the woman. He seems to want to force women to not only have, but to be, their bodies,

and to be their bodies experiencing sexual pleasure as determined by maleyaesir
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within Sartrean existentialism, does she not have the right, the free chaioacentrate

on her intellect and choose to be more conscious of that aspect of her experiegee? Mi
she not honestly be engrossed in conversation and not be aware where her hand is, for
that moment? Once again, Sartre does not give us enough information about the
situation. He does not tell us how the man took her hand, if it was abrupt or innocuous.
Perhaps the man’s signals were not clear. Sartre never considers thidifydssilputs

the entire burden of responsibility on the woman. He, and perhaps the young man that he
defends, seem to fall prey to stereotypical male behavior or beliefs, one aidtam

woman for leading him on. Perhaps they are the ones in bad faith. Furtherd&sstre

not tell us anything about their conversation other than a few phrases thatr8arprets

to have sexual overtones. If she found the conversation interesting and that is where he
mind is, where her attention is, then she cannot be accused of bad faith.

Notice the term Sartre uses to describe the act of the woman who leaves her hand
there, who, according to him, is flirting. He uses the verb form of engagement, she
engages herself in flirting. It is a term that Sartre uses to describegbahvolvement
and the action of a human being decidedly involved in life. Yet, here it is spegificall
used to describe a personal encounter with sexual overtones. For Sartre, the gvolvem
of two human beings in a personal encounter, especially one with sexual overtomes, is a
act of engagement. Sartre is somewhat to be commended for this insight, in ragogniz
personal encounters as acts of engagement, as well as political encouateo the
other hand, in tying the woman to her body he falls victim to stereotyping thenyoma
and to relegating her to the personal sphere. What is worse is that he failg themam

intellectual activities, particularly in conversation with men, as actsghgement.
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Sartre therefore invalidates the choices this woman is making, or at theasyskems
to be prescribing the type of action, and thereby choices, that are valid for hdieto ma
In addition, he seems anxious for her to make a choice regarding the evening that she
may not yet be ready to make. Choose, we must, but making good judgments take time.
Another possibility that Sartre totally overlooks is that the woman knowslgxact
what she is doing. That is, she may purposely be leaving her hand there as aromanti
response to acknowledge her perception of her date’s advances, within the permissibl
societal parameters of being out on a first date and in public. Once, again, such a
possibility does not present any bad faith on the woman’s part, or for that matter, on the
man’s part.
Sartre makes one more attempt to explain the actions of the woman regarding he
bad faith. This time he resorts to the difference between facticity anddralence.
These two aspects of human reality are and ought to be capable of a valid
coordination. But bad faith does not wish either to coordinate them nor to
surmount them in synthesis. Bad faith seeks to affirm their identity while
preserving their differences (PBF in EE 162).
What Sartre alludes to is to succumbing to one or the other pole of being while denying
the other, and not being honest about doing so. Or, according to the definition at the back
of Being and Nothingneg8N), bad faith is:
A lie to oneself within the unity of consciousness. Through bad faith a person
seeks to escape the responsible freedom of Being-for-itself. Badestishon a
vacillation between transcendence and facticity which refuses to reeagjther
one for what it really is or to synthesize them (BN 800).
In particular, the implication in this example is that the woman resortentifying with

the transcendent aspect rather than the realm of facticity.

But thanks to transcendence, | am not subject to all that | am.
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| am on a plane where no reproach can touch me since what | really am is my

transcendence. | flee from myself...But the ambiguity necessary fdaitiad

comes from the fact that | affirm here that | am my transcendenke mdde of

thing...It is in the sense that our young woman purifies the desire of anything

humiliating by being willing to consider it only as transcendence...Siyildre

young coquette maintains transcendence to the extent that the respesteehe e

manifested by the actions of her admirer are already on the plane of the

transcendent...this metastable concept of “transcendence-facticity” of tmee

most basic instruments of bad faith, it is not the only one of its kind (PBF in EE

164).

It is necessary, at this point to unpack Sartre’s definition of transcendente fr
more typical definitions of transcendence. Before doing so, however, it is worth noting
that Sartre has already labeled the woman, a “coquette” and thus placed\ee nedadi
judgment on her action and choice. We are well within reason to view his assessment of
the woman'’s action with suspicion. This, however, demands that we follow his thought
on transcendence. First and foremost, transcendence is a very exigentiar tSartre,
one that is directly linked to the idea of freedom. A human being for Sartre is never
finished, “because he is always in the making” (HE in EE 61). That is, one is ditegys
to define who one is, what values one will espouse, and what course of action one will
take. In addition, this propensity to define oneself and take on the projects one chooses is
possible because of a certain ability to anticipate ahead and to look beyond oneself.

Man is constantly outside of himself, in projecting himself, in losing himself

outside of himself, he makes for man’s existing; and on the other hand, it is by

pursuing transcendent goals that he is able to exist; man being this state of
passing-beyond, is at the heart, at the center of this passing-beyond. There is no
universe other than a human universe, the universe of human subjectivity (HE in

EE 61).

Sartre’s version of transcendence is a very human type of activity. It doesphpti
transcendent God. Yet, it does mean a certain ability of a human being to go outside

oneself. This is always to be balanced with the idea that the human being is rooted in the
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world in time and space. What Sartre implies is that the woman attemptsy toesieg
rooted in the world of time and space, which implies in this particular case, a denial of
the body, of the sexual body. According to Sartre, she also takes the earthirdésbeut
encounter by experiencing and interpreting it in a transcendent mameanner that,
according to Sartre is false and takes transcendence out of its proper parspddit is,
she chooses to idealize the conversation as well as the man and not notice thdipsssibili
of and for the body. Yet, Sartre has given us no reason for accepting his reading of the
story, no real reason to presume bad faith. Does she not have the right to define her own
values, values that at that point in time may perhaps be more concerned with the
intellectual world than the physical? Does she also not have the right to delayah s
decision, until she has more data? Why is Sartre so absolute in his determirtb@om if
is no absolute truth? How can he be so sure of the motivation and intention of another
person? He may make his judgment and his interpretation, but he has given no reason, no
method, for verification. In addition, she seems to be perfectly aware thatestgaged
in conversation with another person. Her interpretation of the situation is very much
rooted in the facts of the moment. Sartre does not seem to have a strong footing in
denying that she is aware of her environment. Therefore, it does not appear taat she
be accused of falling into, a “faulty transcendence”.

In addition, Sartre seems to privilege the data of the body over that of the mind, or
the verbal. Nothing in his system of thought gives him the right to place a hajber v
on the body, especially since freedom and choice are givens for him. Agaie’sSartr
interpretation here presumes knowledge of other minds. Namely, he prekemes

intention of the man and that the woman can know it. Either way, even if she is choosing
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to assume innocence on the man’s part or even choosing to delay future physical
possibilities and choices, this is totally consistent within the realm otheiee in
Sartre’s existential system, and does not, in itself, imply bad faith. Bad&n only
occur in the one scenario where there is a deliberate attempt to fool, or liesédf one
about self-knowledge or motivation, and that much information we simply do not have
from the woman in question or from the man for that matter. In fact, none of the
possibilities, even that of deliberate flirting and engagement, imply bad @ite the
contrary, each implies a rightfully owned ability to try to influence thegtimship in the
way she wants it to go. She has this right of agency as much as the man doesse)f cour
most of these options may not reveal the choice Sartre would like her to make, But she i
still within her right to choose. It may not even be the choice her date would lile her t
make, but the two will simply have to negotiate decisions for the future, even if that
future is only for the immediate evening. Such is the nature of relationships @nd fre
choice. Inthe end, Sartre’s presentation of his interpretation as beimgyreorrect
interpretation of the situation discredits the woman’s own agency, and perhaps even
undercuts the freedom of choice and values that is so central to his system of thought

Before leaving our analysis of Sartre’s basic concepts for his mtkadte
philosophy, there are a few more caveats to add, particularly as they thioooncept
of bad faith. These caveats also add another dimension of paradox to Sartre’s ideas. For
instance, Sartre examines the relation of bad faith to the concept of belief.

The true problem of bad faith stems evidently from the fact that bad fagtiths f

It cannot be either a cynical lie or certainty. If certainty is beliaflherence of

being to its object when the object is not given or is given indistinctly then bad
faith is belief (The Faith of Bad Faith (FBF) in EE 181).
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Sartre appears to involve himself in a type of contradiction. On the one hand hetsays tha
bad faith is a type of faith that is neither certainty nor a lie in the cyreaogks Yet he

also ends up saying that bad faith is a type of belief. Yet, belief implies aftype

certainty. To complicate matters further, Sartre also says that fewvéded to know that

one believes. And to know that one believes is no longer to believe” (FBF in EE 183).
That is, in a certain sense, belief excludes knowledge. Yet, knowledge that beg Wwis

hide from oneself is precisely what is at issue in bad faith. To add to the dilemitra, Sa
also says that “every belief is a belief that falls short; one nevetylalieves what one
believes..” (FBF in EE 184). Thus it seems that we never really believe with one

hundred percent certainty. The only sense that can be made of this conundrum is to recall
that Sartre has already said that bad faith is a project that must fail duebtyhef
consciousness. Therefore, we can never quite totally deceive ourselves andtenthe e
that we don't believe our deceitful attempts at self lying we are not in lihdéa good

faith. To the extent that we do believe or want to believe, our own deceptions, in
contradiction to other beliefs that may contain more accurate knowledge df/esyse

then we are in bad faith. Further, if every belief is a belief that falls shartwiaean

never be one hundred percent certain. Therefore, by Sartre’s own admission, ie the cas
of the woman out on a date, she could never know with certainty the intentions of another
person, namely, her date. In addition, Sartre has not said or defined how we are to
discern accurate from inaccurate beliefs. Or, put more generally, if theyarbitrator

of absolute truth and values, then the problem is deeper than originally suspected. For
not only is there no one to decide what values we should hold, but there is no one to

define what these values mean in the first place except for the human being.
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What happens when humans disagree on meaning or interpretation? Sartre does
not answer this question. For instance, consider Sartre’s remarks on the concepts and
values of heroes and cowards. Sartre writes that “when the existemtragstabout a
coward, he says that this coward is responsible for his cowardice” (HE in EE 49).
Similarly, he writes that “there’s always a possibility for theotite stop being heroic”

(HE in EE 50). On the one hand this is consistent with his idea that the human being is
not determined, and therefore is always free to choose new modes of behavior. So,
indeed, a coward may choose in the future to act otherwise and the same isthreie for
hero. A person must make him/herself into what s/he wishes to be. The problem is,
however, who is to determine what constitutes a heroic act and what constitutes a
cowardly act. The problem is compounded since is only the individual that knows his/her
interior motives. In addition, external acts are not so easy to decipher eitbex. M
importantly, if each individual must choose, then there is again, subjectivity in aades

in definitions as well. Yet, Sartre says that one can be in bad faith regardisgghsn
example. For example, he also says the following regarding bad faith.

It attempts also to constitute myself as being what | am not. It applehee
positively as courageous when | am not so (PBF in EE 179).

Or, another way to put it is that “bad faith apprehends evidence but it is resigned in
advance to not being fulfilled by this evidence, of not being persuaded and transformed
into good faith” ((FBF in EE 181). That is, bad faith fails to recognize the faets, t

given evidence of a situation, of our actions. Yet, facts need interpretation. Who is to
judge and according to what standards or norms? If the judge and the norms arg/set up b
the individual, the one must conclude that one does not meet up with one’s own criteria

of courage, and in addition, one is not willing to admit that one does not measure up to
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oneself. Or, the individual may judge according to the group norm and lie to oneself
accordingly. In either case, in bad faith one attempts to hide this “fact” on@rdg

from oneself. Yet, if one were to change one’s definition of what a cowardly or
courageous act is, then one may change the evaluation of a particular act wignout e
having to act differently in the future. In this case, one would no longer be in bad faith
since one would be consistent with one’s own definition. Once again, the problem of
arbitrariness presents itself as a problem in Sartre’s existentiasqbiny.

There is yet another important concept in the discussion of bad faith. It isahe ide
of sincerity. As Sartre says, “bad faith is possible only because sinseragscious of
missing its goal inevitably, due to its very nature” (PBF in EE 179). In addiartre
says, “consciousness conceals in its being a permanent risk of bad faith...to dasvhat
not and not to be what it is” (FBF in EE 186). Therefore, it is not so easy to overcome
this missed mark, nor are we guaranteed that we ever will. Further, it is not even
desirable to try to live in a state of constant sincerity. In fact, a certadgaresults in
that the very attempt to always be sincere is yet, or results in, anothecasf bad
faith.

one can fall into bad faith though being sincere...Total, consistent sincerity as a

constants effort to disassociate oneself from oneself. A person freesf fiiorael

himself by the very act by which he makes himself an object for himself. To
draw up a perpetual inventory of what one is means constantly to redeny oneself
and to take refuge in a sphere where one is no longer anything but pure, free
regard. The goal of bad faith, as we said, is to put oneself out of reach; it is an

escape...we must use the same terms to define sincerity (PBF in EE 177).

Yet, whereas this might leave us in despair, Sartre says that there sangag out, if

only occasionally. In a footnote he adds the following:
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...that does not mean that we cannot radically escape bad faith. But this supposes

a self-recovery of being which was previously corrupted. This self-eegove

shall call authenticity (FBF in EE 186).

So, the project that Sartre calls for is not one of supposed sincerity but one of
authenticity, and this authenticity takes place in a mode of recovery. Itksh@brone

has to do By its existential definition, it is also a work that has to be done in
acknowledgement of human freedom. Sartre fleshes out this mode of recovery not so
much in his philosophical works but in his literary works. It is there that he provides
ample examples of characters in good and bad faith, characters that hepstnd
importantly, varying examples of how individuals make their free choices inetencr
situations in particular contexts.

PART I LITERARY ANALYSIS

A. ISSUES OF LIES AND REMORSE IN SARTRE’S THE FLIES.

Sartre’s playrhe Flies(F) is rich in existential questions, as well as moral ones,
both individual and group-related. In it, our topic of lies and bad faith is bound up with
Sartre’s view of freedom as well as the specific issues of remorsataepe, and
forgiveness. It is a play where most of the people lie, including the gods. ladditi
this play affords us to view lies at a group level. Further, issues of staiedargo the
lies told. Finally, there is the added dimension of relationships with the fematetehna
in relation to truth and lies. There are several questions to ask at the end ofleplay |
this. Who has lied and who has been in bad faith? Do rituals actually produce
repentance and remorse? What is the function of ritual in relation to menpamtaece
and forgiveness? Can one be too lenient as an individual, as a ruler? What of the crowd

that thirsts for blood? Where is the line between justice and revenge?sb act
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violence lead to irrevocable changes in human behavior, even when they seemjustified
Can someone take upon themselves the guilt of the multitude and release their burden?
Who has the right to forgive? Is it ever a violation of freedom to forgive? Is anyone i
good faith at the end of the play? How do the characters exercise their freedoatd®f W
the brother/sister relationship and how does that change during the play? What of the
role of the crowd and city dwellers? What happens to the city as a result® afaes

some of the issues that the play allows us to uncover.

The main character of the play is Orestes, known as Philebus when he first enters
the city of Argos with his tutor. Unbeknownst to the two, they are greeted byvidsus,
tells them it is Dead Men’s Day. He proceeds to explain to them the meaning and
background to the ritual. The past king, Agamemnon, was killed by Queen
Clytemnestra’s lover, Aegistheus. Thus, one function of the ritual is the comatemor
of the murder of the prior king (NOTOP 54). However, what is most important about the
ritual is that it is a call for the people to repent, since the people of Argas@reaited
in the crime through their silence at the time of the murder. In addition, the pg$s ki
also faulted for being too lenient, and for not recognizing the value of public Aews
recounts the tale.

Agamemnon was a worthy man, you know, but he made one great mistake. He

put a ban on public execution. That was a pity. A good hanging now and then —

that entertains folk in the provinces and robs death of its glamour....So, the
people here held their tongues, they looked forward to seeing, for once, a violent
death.. They still kept silent when they saw their king entering by the ¢ég.ga

And when Clytemnestra stretched forth her graceful arms...They dill sai

nothing. Yet, at that moment a word, a single word, might have sufficed. But

noone said it; each was gloating in imagination over the picture of a huge corpse

with a shattered face...When the folks of Argos heard their king screaming his
life out in the palace, they still kept silence ... (54-55).
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Zeus implies that violence has an entertaining function for the people, and that toorde
fulfill this function, the people allowed their king to be murdered, supposedly for the
mere spectacle and sensational effect. Sartre already hints at @juggon, the role of

the masses or the crowd in matters of justice, and the psychological factolo of m
mentality, particularly a crowd'’s thirst for blood or demand for a scapedaddhis early
stage of the play it is guilt by silence. In other words, not speaking out, inbaterens,

is still a choice, and a choice that bears responsibility. Orestes points dhethat
murderer is now on the throne and raises the question of justice. “For fifteehgdms
enjoyed the fruits of crime. And | thought the gods were just” (54). The baeot

only gone unpunished, but has also paid off in the reward of the throne for the murderer.
To this Zeus relies that he shouldn’t be judging the gods, that there could be a good
reason for the behavior of the gods. As he says, “must they always punish? Wobuldn’t
be better to use such breaches of the law to point a moral? ... And they sent the
flies...They are a symbol” (55). The answer is somewhat the traditional respahae t
greater good can sometimes come out of a great evil and that, quite simply, ted, or
gods in this case, know best. Of course one must see in this dialogue an ironicattitude
even a mockery, for Sartre does not believe in God. Irony can also be seen gabardin
sign of the pestilence, since we already know that Sartre does not lelsexd signs.
Omens are interpreted by the people and not pre-given. Still, one might ask, if there were
no flies in the city before and now there are a pestilence of flies, what mggedha the

city? One might not answer morally that the people’s sin brought it about, but one might

look for a scientific explanation. Or, the uncomfortableness of the situation eaght |
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some to review their behavior and have a change of heart. Yet, Sartre dessmtd s
allow for any such reasoning.

Zeus continues to explain, in a somewhat boasting fashion, that the main good
that has come out of the tragedy of the murder of King Agamemnon, is the repentance
and mourning of the people. Zeus asks an old woman if she is in mourning for the
murdered king. Her answer is originally in the negative. “l am not in mourning.
Everyone wears black at Argos” (56). The woman might be putting on an exterior show
or even have forgotten the reason for the black. Or, still, she might not be willing to tell
the truth to a stranger. That is, she might be lying. Zeus reminds her of the dbath of t
king, and her answer is at first a justifiable excuse. “My good man was irlithe ft
work. What could | do, a woman alone? | bolted my door” (56). Although appearing
reasonable, her answer is an excuse. She refused to be engaged. Zeussfeawt sati
with the answer and he also appears to be a reader of souls, as he tellsda¢ethents
that took place that night, and the real reasons for her actions. “Yes, but yamuteft
window not quite closed, so as to hear the better... and didn’t you enjby He.adds:

“that night you had a grand time with your man” (56). Zeus implicates the myorota

only for her silence, but that her behavior shows she took pleasure in the event. She
enjoyed the king’s murder, and it also served as an impetus for sexual plddsire.
woman’s mood then changes to one of repentance. Zeus asks her to try to earn some
forgiveness by repenting. To this she replies:

oh sir, I do repent, ...and my daughter too, and my son-in-law offers up a heifer

every year, and my little grandson has been brought up in a spirit of

repentance... Though he’s only seven, he never plays or laughs, for thinking of his
original sin (56).
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The reply incorporates a religious idea of original sin, passed on fromatjendn

generation. Therefore, it implicates not only the original guilty pewhlewere around

during the time of the king’s murder, but subsequent family members. The rekatt is t

an entire family, indeed an entire city, as we shall shortly see, is steeadritian and
outward acts of repentance. Yet, one must ask, is the ritual effective? Wes aauld
depend on the intended effect. Is it forgiveness? If so, it does not appear to have
accomplished its mission, since the people are still repeating the saimethetsame

crimes. The reader is also left to wonder, who is it that is supposed to forgive? Who has
the right to forgive? (The debate between Derrida and Jankelevitch idd&&took
Cosmopolitanism and Forgivenassses just these issues). In this play, the victim, the

old king, is dead, so it cannot be him. The new king reenacts the ritual each year but does
not offer the people the forgiving relief from their past sins. Perhaps the gadsoéier
forgiveness? However, there doesn’t seem to be a response from them that all is
forgiven, or that they have suffered enough, atoned enough, for their sins. Perhaps the
people are to forgive themselves. Yet, it is obvious from their behavior that they do not.
Or, the people may be waiting in hope of a future forgiveness, one not guarantegd in thi
life. Thatis, Zeus has told the old woman that repentance is her only hope of salvation,
but what this salvation consists of is not defined in the play. One might ask if the
purpose of the ritual is remorse, but we are not given insight into the inner thoughts and
feelings of the characters, whether they are truly sorry for what tdegrdf there is

only the outward display of ritual repentance. In sum, we do not know the reasons for the
performance. Is it done out of fear? Zeus himself seems to acknowledigstthis

element. “We have there the real thing, the good old piety of yore, rooted in {(&ifpr”
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So it seems that part of the purpose of the ritual, of the purpose of the gods, isia pietist
attitude that has its basis in fear and terror. And, it seems to be working.
At this point Zeus poses a question to Orestes. Does he think that Aegistheus
should have been struck down for his crimes? Orestes vacillates, and finally tdii
he isn’t sure. Sartre seems to be raising a question regarding papisidiment. Should
capital punishment be an acceptable, and in certain circumstance, justifiedf form
punishment? Is revenge or avenging a wrong, ever justified to the point of death?
Specifically, the question pertains to capital punishment for a king, that is, for a
sovereign, or head of state. The reader is left to ponder the question with no answer,
except than in a Sartrean world we must choose our values. The choice is up to us and up
to society how we will respond to crimes, especially violent crimes, and whioeshkeld
accountable.
Orestes’ final response to Zeus on the matter raises another question. “Does
Aegistheus feel contrition” (57)? Zeus responds:
I'd be much surprised. But what matter? A whole city’s repenting on his
account. And its measured by the bushel, is repentance...Fifteen yeacsaago, t
day, Agamemnon was murdered. And what a change has come over the light-
hearted folk of Argos since that day (57).
While Orestes is concerned with whether or not the murderer is sorry for wihiat kids
does not interest Zeus in the least. In fact his response seems to imply bibié ¢joals
are not so omniscient as to have insight into the soul of a person, since he doesn’t know,
and that it doesn’t really matter since a higher good has come out of it, naamly m
more, in fact an entire city, is in repentance. The good of the many seeuatseigh

the evil of the one. Yet, the implication is more than this, for it cannot be forgotten that

Aegesthius is a head of state. The further question concerns governmenttzsd poli
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it necessary for a head of state to reveal, or even be, sorry for one’s aotamhsjtta
mistake? Zeus appears to take the side of the old van guard in excusing the kimg for hi
action.

Zeus next moves on to more urgent matters. He tells Orestes about
Agamenmon’s missing son who Aegistheus ordered killed as a young boy, but the men
had pity on him, spared him, and he was whisked away and raised by foreigners. Zeus
utters a warning in the form of what advice he would give the young man now.

You have better things to do than reigning over a dead-and-alive city,@carri

city, plagued by flies. These people are great sinners, but as you seegthey a

working out their atonement...let them be, respect their sorrowful endeavor. You

cannot share in their repentance, since you did not share their crime. Your brazen
innocence makes a gulf between you and them...If even for a moment you turn
their thoughts from their remorse, all their sins will harden on them — like cold fat.

They have guilty consciences, they're afraid — and fear and guilty coossie

have a good savor in the nostrils of the gods...What, moreover, could you give

them in exchange? Good digestion, the gay monotony of provincial life, and the

boredom — oh the, the soul- destroying boredom — of long days of mild content

(58-59).

Zeus’ answer leaves something to be desired. The logic does not hold given the prior
conversation of the old lady and her family. That Agamemnon’s son is innocent of the
crime of the city is clear enough. Yet, so was the old lady’s grandson. Nmither

partook of the crimes of that day, so how is it that the gods accept the repentance of the
little boy yet Orestes can have no part of the city’s repentance? Thgemske that can

be made of this is that the grandson of the old lady is implicated by blood to the sins of
his family, and Orestes is innocent by blood, as well as being innocent of the crime
Sartre is already setting up Orestes to be a scapegoat, an innlgsttigiire, and the

reader should already have a hint of what is coming. Of course, another possilidity is t

Zeus is not concerned with truth and will say anything to avert OrestesHeoaity.
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Left alone again, Orestes and his tutor discuss philosophy and the tutor states the
benefits of Orestes’ education.
Your mind is free from prejudice and superstition; you have no family ties, no
religion, and no calling, you are free to turn your hand to anything...But you
know better than to commit yourself — and there lies your strength (61).
Of the many virtues that the tutor sites, such as freedom from superstitionigiod rel
Sartre would agree with these. However, according to Sartre’s philosbphg/jd a
negative or void in his education, which the tutor views as a plus, namely, the lack of
commitment, of engagement. No demands at all are placed on Orestes and, more
importantly, he has placed none on himself. This will be the paramount lesson in the rest
of the play. The toll it will take is already foreshadowed when Orestes alddg®es that
he is the son of Agamemnon. For now what the young man laments is that he has no real
memories, meaning memories of his real family and of a typical childhood.
When | was seven, | know | had no home, no roots....For memories are luxuries
reserved for people who own houses, cattle, fields, and servants. But mind you, if
there were something | could do, something to give me the freedom of the city if,
even by a crime, | could acquire their memories, their hopes and fears, and fill
with these the void within me, yes, even if | had to kill my own mother...(62-63).
Orestes is free to invent himself, free to choose his project. Yet, it $eelacks a
certain connection to his life. He is aware of who he is, heritage-wiseonhaf a
murdered king. Yet, up to now, he has not had to deal with it. Of course one must also
say that in a certain sense he already has an alternate history. Heseddy a different
family. He does not have to choose to bond to the roots of his lineage. Yet, the young
man feels a void that he thinks will be filled with acquiring the memory, good and bad, of

the people of the city of his birth. One might say that he is looking to trade on his

memories, from one cultural memory to another. This does not seem legitinoates. itN
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legitimate to think that the primal existential void he feels canyrealffilled. On this
point the young man is very much mistaken. However, he is correct that he must choose
his own future, and it is one that will involve engagement of one sort or another.

It is at this point in the story that the young man meets up with Electra, the
princes, and his sister. When she encounters Orestes she tells of her plight, lué how s
has been reduced to servitude instead of treated as a princess. Electnaadstsbe
having no real friends and no one to help her. Both brother and sister, and perhaps sister
more so, suffers from existential isolation. She rightly characterizggtpe of the city
as fearful, and yet, this is not the emotion that captivates her. “Everybodg keie i
with fear. Everyone except me....I'm sick with — hatred” (67). On the one hand she
seems very courageous and even wants to bring down the gods. Yet, on the other hand
she plays the part of a stereotypical woman in that she is waiting for sernwebelp her.

She pleads that she is not strong enough to take down Zeus by herself. This may be
typical female behavior, or it may be an awareness of the facticity difélof a woman

in Argos. She wants change; she even perhaps envisions bringing down the old regime
Yet, she does not want to act alone, to take on the burden herself. So, she taunts Orestes
by posing hypothetical problems to him. Her pedagogical style is compacethlat of

the tutor, and even to the style of Zeus. Therefore, she is capable of assuming the
guestioning privilege of both gods and men. She is a daring young woman in many
respects. Her pedagogical style is meant to incite Orestes irtp. atttis she that tries

to instigate or extract from him a commitment to action. She poses the question:

...Suppose one of the young men came home after a long journey and found his

father murdered, and his mother living with the murderer, and his sister treated

like a slave. Orestes, what would he dor.would he draw his sword and hurl
himself at the assassin, and slash his brains out? (68).
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At this point the Queen walks in on them and reminds Electra that she is to dress up for
the ceremonies tomorrow. Electra is revolted by the thought of Aegistheus and his
pretenses to the public, and his treatment of her. The Queen tells Electrasthptto

her how Aegesthius will treat her. So long as she keeps rejecting him as king| she

get the same awful treatment. This is the price paid for her obstinacy, arther tr

Electra is very good at laying bare the lies and pretenses of the people npthadie in

the royal house.

Yes, - if | let myself be tainted by your remorse; it begs the godwémrgss for a

crime | never committed. Yes if | kiss your royal husband’s hand and wall hi

father. Ugh! The mere thought makes me sick. There’s dry blood under his nails

(69-70).

Recalling what Zeus had said regarding the repentance of the peoges ther
further problematic. For, if Orestes could not, or should not, take part of the repentance
since he was innocent of the crimes of the people against his father, gemstthat
Electra is also innocent, even innocent by blood ties to the murdered king. Therefore,
Zeus should not allow her to suffer either. Yet, Electra did not have the good fortune to
be whisked away to escape the wrath of the new king, and as a woman, there were other
ways to deal with her. It seems, then, that not only Aegistheus, but the gods too, had
another purpose in allowing Electra to be punished for a crime she did not commit and
allowing Orestes to escape. The gods, it seems, are quite capricious, andtikies m

more secretive than originally envisioned. Nonetheless, Electra has ownedisiende

and is engaged.
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The queen now questions Orestes. “Did they tell you that we bear the burden of
an expiable crime, committed 15 yrs ago...and that Queen Clytemnestréhbears
heaviest load of guilt?” (70-71). It is now that Electra cautions Orestes.
Don't pity her, Philebus. The queen is indulging in our national past time, the
game of public confession. Here everyone cries his sins on the housetops...But
the folks of Argos are getting a little tired of these amusements; eekyaws
his neighbors sins by heart. The Queen’s especially, have lost interest they'r
official- our basic crimes, in fact...she finds someone like you...to hear haftale
guilt...It is as if she were confessing for the first time (71).
The ritual now has another aspect to it, that of public confession. There is a ritual of
humiliation, even self-humiliation involved. Yet, according to Electra, this hasrizea
game, the sport of the people. Apparently, the queen is not exempt from this spectacle of
debasement. In a certain sense, this debasement of the royalty feedgplie Ywendo
not yet know if there is any sincerity in her public display of remorse.eltigent that
Electra does not think so, and that she mocks the whole show. The queen protests:
“Anyone has the right to spit in my face, to call me murderer and whore. But no one has
the right to speak ill of my remorse (71). Electra again contests.
People will beg you to condemn them, but you must be sure to judge them only
on the sins they own to, their other evils deeds are no one’s business, and they
wouldn’t thank you for detecting them (71).
Electra is proven correct as Clytemnestra’s next speech revealslISkar¢stes that:
it is not the death of that old leech that | regret. When | saw his blood tinging the
water in the bath, | sang and danced for joy. And even now, after 15 yrs,
whenever | recall it, | have a thrill of pleasure. But | had a son...when Aegistheus
handed him over to his bravoes... (71).
It seems that the Queen has indeed been lying, or hiding the truth about her remerse. S

does not grieve for the late king, but for the son that she lost. In addition, she admits to

feeling pleasure at watching the king, who is also her husband, die. Itis not only the
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people of Argos, but their queen as well, that takes pleasure in violence. It is worth
noting that this is now the second female character in the play for whom vicdesaid i

to give pleasure to women, the other being the old lady. In addition, we have the crowd
as a general figure that takes pleasure in bloodshed.

Electra interrupts the queen’s dialogue to remind her that she had a daughter too,
whom she has allowed to be reduced to servitude. Electra comments that “thattcrim
seems, sits lightly on your conscience” (72). Crimes, or horrible behaviorsaga
women are not counted, even amongst the women themselves. Moreover, the queen
admits to no remorse regarding Electra’s plight. Instead she chides thay kel da
come too when “nothing remains for you but to drag your crime after you until gou di
For that is the law, just or unjust, of repentance” (72). Repentance implies ritual
performance, but does not add up to forgiveness in this play, much less does it imply
justice. The queen also hints at another motive for her slighting of Electra, thatyf
between women. “Here we are, scolding each other like two women of the saime age
love with the same man! And yet | am your mother” (72). Perhaps there is otbretr
this statement than either woman is willing to admit. The queen has alreatiyrmad
that she regrets the loss of her son, and Electra has dreamed of her brother cdining ba
to save her for quite some time. Further, the queen rightly fingers theestrahg turns
out to be Orestes, as the cause, for she says “And now you have come, you have spoken,
and here we are showing our teeth” (72). That is, the rivalry amongst the twamvugome
over a man, a man with blood-ties to each.

The ritual of dead man’s day is described in detail. Once a year the stotetis rol

back, that it is said leads to Hades, and the dead are allowed to roam around the town.
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What is interesting about the event is that the dead serve to accuse the cemsdisnc

living for all the wrong they have done against them. The attitude of the peoplgasf A

is one of fear and contrition. A woman cautions her son “to start crying wher you'’r

told” (75). It seems he still has to learn the procedure for the ritual and the ginope

of remorse. When he becomes frightened, instead of comforting him, his mother says:
“And so you should be, terribly frightened. That's how one grows up into a descent god-
fearing man” (75). The next generation is being trained in the same stede ahd

show of respect and remorse. The show, the performance, is terribly importanbsn Arg
and if it is not genuine, then one must conclude that one can lie in gestures as well as in
words.

At least one role of this ruler is to enforce fear as a method of keeping the people
in order. He officiates at the ceremony, along with the high priest, asithefshe
townspeople are recounted. When the people cry for mercy they are told “the dead have
no mercy! Their grievances are times proof, rancor without end, in theiakkereping
your crimes have no reprieve” (80). Thus the dead become the repository of taveollec
memory, one that will give no reprieve to the living of their sins.

One wonders if any true remorse could be had with or without ritual. Then again,
rituals are important for human beings, as even modern psychologists, as thell a
religions teach us. But Sartre will have none of this. To him it serves no value and
amounts only to superstition, as echoed in the words of the tutor. “These folk are
perishing of fear...The effects of superstition” (77). One wonders if there camybe
valid remorse in Sartre’s philosophy. What value would it serve if there is r®&ens

absolute values of right and wrong but merely the values one chooses? Sitill, society,
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individuals collectively, can decide what values it will consider worthwhilehamabr.

The individual must still choose to accept the norm or set up some other. The individual
must also interpret and judge the value of an action. For instance, to decide whether
act is worth repeating or is regretful, missing the mark in some weythas lead to a
changed behavior in the future. The entire idea of conscience, and of remorse in the
sense of regret, appears to be eliminated in such a system.

The ritual continues and Electra begins to dance. She plays a ruse on the people
and sets up an experiment. “My dead ones, | invoke your silence that these people round
me may know your ears are with me” (84). Since she does not believe the dead are
walking around, she thinks she will win the battle and dismantle their superstition. At
first there is no response and the townspeople begin to believe that the dead indeed
protect her and they turn against the king and towards Electra. All is welZansl
comes to the assistance of the king in acting against Electra and aatses to rumble
and crash against the temple steps. With this the people’s fear increasamoacas
they interpret the sign being a sign of displeasure from the dead. The womameteey w
about to praise becomes the subject of scorn, and they call for her demise. Wi this
king seizes the opportunity to banish her and gives an order for her death if shetoeturns
the city (85).

Orestes feels compassion for his sister and tries to get her to run avdnymuvi
She refuses and laments that he got her to think that “one could cure the people here by
words” (87). Instead, she says, “an evil thing is conquered only by another evil thing,
and only violence can save them” (87). Through this character Sartre seemaisoe r

the issue, again, of whether violence is the only option in some circumstance. dhar, as
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says, she has tried the way of words and they have failed. The only option now, she
thinks, is violence. For this act, she awaits her brother, who “has crime and tragely i
blood...The bad blood of the house of Atreus” (87). Electra hints at a fate of bloodlines.
Orestes is not so clear, as he offers a different scenario to Electra.

But mightn’t he be weary of all that tale of wickedness and bloodshed; if for
instance, he’d been brought up in a happy, peaceful city? (88).

Orestes is raising the possibility of the influence of environment and uplyirigjectra

is not convinced. Lineage is the stronger tie in her eyes.
You're a grandson of Atreus, and you can’t escape the heritage of blood...But
after it will come and hunt you down...and then you will commit the crime,
however, much you shirk it. (88).

It is at this point that Orestes reveals who he is to his sister, and she is disappoint

| was waiting for the Orestes of my dreams; always thinking of hisgitremd
my weakness...| see you're just a boy...but you know | love you (88).

It is in the image of her brother, and not the real thing, that Electra findgtstreShe is

also poised as the typical damsel in distress. It is somewhat hard to dedietee tsame
woman, who is brave enough to thwart the king, queen, high priest, and the people of
Argos, meditates on her weakness in comparison to the imagined strength bka brot

she has never met. The woman does not realize her own strength and courage. When
Orestes still cannot prevail upon her to leave Argos, she answers in édatadisner,

that “No its here the doom of the Attrides must be played out.” (88). Electra is\ebel

in fate, a most unSartrean idea. Or, perhaps she is just being practical that thkel&evi

is going to happen. Perhaps she is pushing her brother to take action and own who he is.
Or perhaps again, she is using the blood tie as an excuse for her choice, thzps, pe

she is in bad faith, or lying to get her way. Electra has begun to persuades.Ofeiste
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am of the house of Atreus, and my place is at your side”. (89). Blood lines have become
important to Orestes, too. Instead of being elated that she now has her brothedat her s
Electra changes her reasoning. She now tries to dissuade him, to point out hentdiffer
the two of them are. Indeed, it is now that she begins to turn the tables, as sh&esnpres
upon him that they really have nothing in common, except for blood, and this does not
seem to be enough.
my childhood was quite different [than yours]...So go away my noble-souled
brother. | have no use for noble souls; what | need is an accomplice...No
Philebus, I could never lay such a load upon a heatrt like yours; a heart that has
hatred in it. (89-90).
Orestes notes that he has no hatred but also no love, and that both call for a type of
surrender. It seems that what this lack of emotions and lack of surrend@liggsis a
lack of engagement. The very fact that he brings it up, and that he is identifyiag mor
and more with his family of origins, suggests that Orestes is preparisglhior some
type of engaged choice. In addition, Electra appears to disown the blood-itie, foall
an accomplice instead. That is, she wants a free-willed answer from her arathet
an excuse of blood. But at this point he seems perplexed as to what to do next, and
actually asks for direction, for a sign, from Zeus.
Ah —if I only knew which path to take. Oh Zeus, not often have | called on you
for help..l need a guide to point my way...And yet you have forbidden the
shedding of blood...make plain your will by some sig81-92).
Zeus mumbles an incantation and lightening flashes around the stone. He integprets thi
as a sign that Zeus indeed wishes peace, not bloodshed. Yet, he is not satisfied with the

answer he gets and decides to defy the sign, and the god.

From now on I'll take noone’s orders, neither man nor god’s...What a change has
come on everything...Until now | felt something warm and living round me, like
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a friendly presence. That something has just died. What emptiness. | say there
another path — my path. (92-93).

Electra recognizes this change in her brother as she comments: “Your ey&sshthesr
glow they’re dull and smoldering” (93).

Supposing | take over all their crimes. Supposing | set out to win the name of

“guilt-stealer,”, and heap on myself all their remorse...Surely onoeplagued

with all those pangs of conscience, innumerable as the flies of Argos- theely

| shall have earned the freedom of your city (94).

Orestes’ intent is very peculiar. In Sartre’s system every human Isaiegponsible for

the decision of his/her own free choices. Therefore, one cannot take upon oneself the
crimes of others. In addition, Orestes wishes to take upon himself their crimdsrioor

earn freedom or, more likely, to set the city free. Yet, the people aeglgliree, but

they can not see it, they don’t know it. He cannot make them free, but perhaps his action
will open up the eyes of the others to recognize their freedom. It is in prebisely t

context that Sartre’s universal idea may make some sense. Namely, what les &oos
himself he chooses for them too, the acknowledgment of freedom of choice. He cannot,
however, really take on their crimes and remorse.

There is one other way that Orestes’ perplexing idea may make some sense
Orestes is a prince and the rightful heir to the throne. As a royal leadem\ardgental
insignia, he also can make laws and can grant pardon. As such, he can, in a certain sense
free the people from their crimes and can also grant them clemency. sOmamhot
help but notice that he is taking on divine scapegoat qualities by a willingnegs to t
upon himself the crimes, or sins, of the people. For only a god, an innocent god, can

atone for the unatonable. It is precisely on this point that Electra question$3angou

wish to atone for us” (94). Orestes, however, denies this idea. “To atone? No...I'ld
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house your penitence” (94). That is, he offers himself as ransom. Is this nobé type
atonement?

Orestes then devises a practical plan, to remove the instruments, orrsrdbrce
remorse and penance, namely, the king and queen. Assured now of his decision, Electra
recognizes him as not only brother, but head of household, head of royal household in
this case (95). Therefore, we can expect troubles in the state as wellhes f
individuals.

Meanwhile, back at the palace, Aegistheus is tiring of his role.

| am tired, so tired. For fifteen years | have been upholding the remorse of a

whole city, and my arms are aching with the strain. For fifteen yédegel been

dressing the part....l1 have no remorse — and no man in Argos is sadder than |

(98).

As current king, Aegistheus has been presiding over the ritual of the deagtaach

Also, as the killer of Agamemnon, he must partake in the rites of remorse. Ttadlyeti

as killer of a king, his guilt should be higher than that of the people whose guilt was only
that of remaining silent when the old king was being murdered. Aegistheus’ woeds rev
that it was all a show, a lie for the sake of the people. He admits that he fetioreee

at all. Now we have both the king and queen admitting no remorse for their part of the
murder. Ironically, the lack of remorse is accompanied by sadness. Also ironic,
Aegistheus starts to believe in the watchful eye of the dead and the queeamindt r

him of the lie.

the dead are underground and will not trouble us...Have you forgotten it was you
yourself who invented that fable to impress your people? (98)

Not only did they not feel remorse, but the rite itself was a hoax for the peoples,That i

he has deceived, lied to them. The dead don’t really come back to life to haunt the living
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on the ritual day. Yet, keeping up the lie for all these years has taken its todl king.
He makes further lament.
| parade the terror of my frown, and all who see me cringe in an agony of
repentance. But | —what am | but an empty shell? | am more dead than
Agamemnon... (99).
Zeus returns to the scene. Aegistheus is not pleased to see him and inquires,
“Have | not paid heavily enough? (99). The reply is no, he has not paid nearly enough. It
seems that the gods are not forgiving, they only crave more repentance. (nsperha
could it be that Zeus is aware that Aegistheus really does not repent and is not
remorseful? No matter, this is not the reason for the divine visit. Zeus has coare to w
the king of imminent danger. Aegistheus asks a notable question, one that hinges on
justice and fairness. “If today you hinder the crime Orestes has in mind, aviigudi
permit mine of fifteen years ago” (101). In other words, the action of the godrappea
capricious even to the king. Zeus replies that all crimes are not equal and do not
displease him equally. “lts because you are atoning for it that it serveddsy, and
“you struck in a frenzy and rage. And then, when your frenzy had died down, you looked
back on the deed with loathing and disowned it”. (102). Is Zeus implying that Aegisthe
really did feel remorse, or that he did not really want to kill Agamemnon? Yet,
Aegistheus has just said the opposite a little while ago, that he has no remorsear&o we
left with a few possibilities. Either Aegistheus is lying and he reatlyfeil remorse, or
the god is lying in trying to convince Aegesthius that he really did have remorse. O
perhaps the god is taken in by the outward show, or takes that to be the only remorse that
counts, the performance of remorse. Or perhaps Aegistheus may have hadsanse re

back then, but none now.
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When Aegistheus comments that he infers from Zeus’ statement thatsQvéiste
have no remorse, he seems to insinuate that he himself indeed did have remorse. We are
left to judge what kind of remorse. By all indications, the difference is a difterence.
Orestes will not put on a show of remorse, like Aegethius did. Further, which is of no
consequence to god or king, he will have no interior true remorse, at least that is the
prediction. For, as Zeus has previously said, it didn’t really matter whatnet
Aegistheus repented, what mattered was the remorse and repentangeeoptke
Remorse is used as a vehicle for controlling the people. He attempts to win over
Aegethius by likening kings to gods. “A king is a god on earth, glorious and tegrégi
a god” (103). Zeus may also be alluding to a divine right of kings, and therefore of an
allegiance between kings and gods. In addition, Zeus reveals that he had a very good
reason for allowing Agamemnon’s death, namely that, otherwise “he’d have died of
apoplexy in a pretty slave-girls’ arms” (102). Zeus’ divine foreknowlethgeefore, was
able to prevent a worse disaster and thereby serves the higher good.

However, the main motive for Zeus to want to save Aegistheus is to keep up the
show and protect the secret of the gods; namely, “the bitterness of knowingenfiaear
(103). This is a secret that both king and god share, but not the people. “But your
subjects do not know it, and you do” (103). The real threat posed by Orestes is that he
knows that he is free. As Aegistheus comments: “A free man in a city acés like
plague..He will infect my whole kingdom and bring my work to nothing” (104). Thus,
while the flies may plague the city, the real threat is the plague ofbireelt is this
plague that the flies try to stop. Zeus confesses that “once freedomtidigacon in a

man’s heart, the gods are powerless against him” (104). Therefore, Zeus implores
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Aegistheus to defend himself against Orestes. For his part, Aegisthieed, iartd not
even the political ramifications are enough for him to defend himself. Even when
Orestes comes and tells him to defend himself, he refuses. “I shall not defezil iy
too late for me to call for help...No, | shall not resist, | wish you to kill me” (104).
Orestes response is quite callous. He says that he does not care how it is to hd done a
strikes him down anyway. Aegistheus poses a question to him. “Is it truegjoofe
remorse?” (104). Orestes’ reply indicates that in certain matteustafg there should be
no remorse, even for killing or murdering.
Why should | feel remorse? | am only doing what is right.
Justice is a matter between men and | do not need a god to teach me it. Its right t
stamp you out, like the foul brute you are, and to free the people of Argos from
your evil influence. It is right to restore to them their sense of human dignity
(105).
Orestes conflates two issues, the one, a just issue of ridding the peopleibfeadeit,
the other of the taking of human life with a certain satisfaction, or at leigdsbuy
remorse. Even if killing a tyrant is in certain circumstances jedtiind even if it is an
only option, this should still not cancel out the solemness or the basic remorse that one
has taken another human life. Sartre seems to imply that remorse impli@setiet
sorry for what one did or wished one had not done it. The responsibility of freedom
means one accepts what one has done. Yet, is it not possible to say something had to be
done and still regret that it had to come to this? Is it not possible to feel aruatfied
and yet regret that it came to the taking of a human life, that one wished it could have
been otherwise? But such distinctions do not seem possible in Sartre’s system of thought

as highlighted by the callousness of Orestes reply. He does not seem tatdhaghe

is striking down a man who does not even defend himself. It is an easy kill. With this
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Orestes strikes him a deadly blow, but not before Aegistheus issues a curseaod him
Electra, and warns them of the flies.
Having killed the first time, far from feeling remorse, Orestes adr& to
show him the way to the queen’s room. Violence appears to foster more violence.
Electra’s reply indicates some hesitation or change of heart on her patie 8ays: “she
can do us no more harm” (106). It does not appear that Electra wants further vengeanc
on the woman who made her suffer so much. With the king dead the queen may no
longer be a problem. Orestes is not convinced. This dialogue of Electra is one of the fe
places we see her inner thoughts and watch her struggle with the problem.
| want it now, | must want it. So this is what | wanted. | did not realize how it
would be. (She covers the king’s face)...She was our mother — and he’s struck
her...Its done; my enemies are dead...my heart is like a lump of ice... Was |
lying to myself all those years?...'m not a coward. Only a moment agated
it... (106-107).
At this moment, Electra takes no pleasure in the knowledge that her enenfiesligre
stamped out. She also asks herself if she is a coward for not wanting to have her mother
killed. Yet, her moment of confusion or remorse is only temporary. Her next words
reveal a different attitude, one of revenge. “I want her to suffer. Maketears...my
father is avenged” (107). Orestes response is non-wavering, as hesejsriot repent
of what | have done” (107). In addition, it is now that he feels his freedom, not just in the
head, but in act. “Freedom has crashed down on me like a thunderbolt” (108). However,
Electra offers another perspective on freedom. “But | don'’t feel freeyAudcan you
undo what has been done? ...we are no longer free to blot it out” (108). That is, freedom

does not mean freedom to do anything, or freedom to do the impossible. What Electra

has learned is that acts are, in a certain sense, irrevocable, once donedbeg.a@ne
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can regret an act, or make amends for an act, but there is no real way to take it bac
Orestes, however, does not wish to do any of these.
Do you think I'd wish to repent it? | have done my deed, Electra, and that deed
was good...The heavier it is to carry, the better pleased | shall be for that burden
is my freedom...Today | have one path only...But it is my path (108).
Orestes’ reply is one of clear acceptance for what he has done and for aguencss
that may come with it. He acknowledges his freedom of choice in a vergs&aviay,
of defining himself according to his deeds. In addition, he calls his deed a good one.
There is obviously no remorse or repentance in him, as Zeus predicted.
As a result of their deeds a change that has come over the two. Orestei&éooks |
a wild beast, and Electra seems to have grown old. Yet, there is a worse ttfang
occurs. Electra begins to accuse her brother and disowns the crime, or hreitpdiat
is, she starts the blaming game. Orestes says that “we planned tkisogather we
should bear its brunt together” (114). That is, they should both own and take
responsibility for the action. Yet, responsibility and culpability is exaetigt Electra is

renouncing, or wants to be able to deny.

Of course | deny it. Wait! ... I don’t know. | dreamt the crime, but you carried it
out, you murdered your own mother (114).

Orestes accepts both the responsibility of the act and the assbciedted of memory.

He readily owns them both.
Do you imagine that my mother’s cries will ever cease tinging inang?e...
And the anguish that consumes you — do you think it will ever cease ravaging my
ear?
But what matter? | am free. Beyond anguish, beyond remorse, free. And at one
with myself. (114-115).

At this point, Electra should be totally satisfied that her dreams have asenédristead

of thanking her brother, she turns on him. “How | hate you”, she utters (115). Electra
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cannot hold on to her original decision. According to Sartre’s philosophy she is

unwilling to take responsibility for her actions, and as such, would be in bad faith. Yet, is
it not possible to change one’s mind? Are there not truly situations and times wiere on
regrets, genuinely regrets, one’s actions and wishes that the act nsyeerivamed?

This seems reasonable and Sartre seems unreasonable for advocatingveningw

blind acceptance of any action performed. Still, it may not be that Sartetsobgemuch

to a change of mind as to not taking responsibility for one’s action, and in this regard
Sartre is one hundred percent correct ethically. For Electra not to ownsponsiility,

and to want to pin the blame totally on Orestes, is a totally irresponsible act. eSsteOr

did not originally want to kill Aegesthius. If Electra had not pushed him, he would not
have acted. Still, one could say that in a Sartrean world Orestes is taptnsile for

his action and he did not have to listen to his sister. This is true. Orestes was free to
choose to listen or to ignore her. He was longing for engagement and found the impetus
for it through his conversation with his sister. Did she influence him? Most difisite

did. Yet, the act and final decision belonged to him. However, this does not make
Electra innocent by an means. She was, in every regard, an accomplice. She did not
have to help Orestes find the king and queen and she could have offered more eesistanc
to his decision, tried to stop it. In the end, she did not. She aided and abetted a murder.
In addition, she reverted back to her original intention even after her momesttarse.

And, in a sense, she was the brains behind the operation since it was her idea in the first
place.

Zeus shows up again and tries to influence Orestes, but his words have no effect.
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“I am no criminal, and you have no power to make me atone for an act | don’t regard as
crime...Torture me to your heart’s content. | regret nothing (116)”. Zeustagic is
to try to get Orestes to repent on account of his sister. To this Orestes replies

She is dearer to me than life. But her suffering comes from within, and only she
can rid herself of it. For she is free. (116).

The nerve has been struck and the issue of freedom arises. Orestes acknowledges his
freedom and displays knowledge that human beings are free. He acknowledges that he
cannot save his sister from her distress, that only she can do this for heetetarler
Orestes implied that he could take upon himself the guilt of the people of Argos.
Obviously, this reply shows that he can no more remove the guilt of the people than he
can that of his sister, for this kind of salvation calls for an acknowledgment of human
freedom. When Zeus realized he is having no effect on Orestes, he turns todaiéctra
offers her a way out. He asks only that she repent and renounce her act. He slgo play
Electra’s desire not to own her part in the crime by trying to get her ti tidihshe was

not the one who committed the murder. In addition, Zeus urges her to consider that “she
did not really want the deed to be accomplished...It was just a way to make her forget her
servitude” (117), and in general that she “never willed to do evil” (118). Oresi®sot

council Electra to think for herself. “For who except yourself can know whategbly
wanted? Will you let another decide that for you?” (118). In other words, whatsZeus i
offering is a way to disown not only the deed but the past intention and the past feeling,
and in general, a way to denounce the original desire, by erasing it andngglacth

another motive, that of coping with her servitude. On the one hand Zeus seems almost
diabolical in trying to change someone’s intentions and memory of the past. Yet, on the

other hand, might there not be deeper motives than one is aware of on the surface, and
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might not Electra’s vacillation be indeed a response to a deeper desire an@® niitive
course Sartre will hear of none of this since he renounces the unconscious. In one last
attempt to win over Orestes, he promises them both the throne if they will repent.
Defiantly, Orestes refuses. Zeus tries another angle. Wheredse<Jeess like a hero,
Zeus reminds him that “you butchered a defenseless man and an old woman who begged
for mercy” (119). That is, Zeus tries to convince Orestes that he actedlbow@restes
replies that “the most cowardly of murderers is he who feels remorse” (I1®uly
Sartrean fashion, Orestes will define himself and his values and will chooserhis ow
definitions. He will not be told by another, not even a god, what defines a cowardly act
Even if the whole world were to define him otherwise, he will define it thus for Himse
However authentic the choice may be, this is a somewhat complicated and dangerous
stance. It implies that the values of a group have no bearing on an individual, that one
need not play by the rules or account to the group. Someone can, in grandiose style, live
under whatever illusion they want and not face reality. Orestes’ act, bystandards,
does not seem very heroic. He does indeed slay a defenseless, broken-down, aged, and
worn-out king. But Sartre will say that there are no absolute values, so evegrifipe
defines a value, an individual need not succumb to it, only that the individual must bear
the consequences and responsibility of the value s/he chooses. At least Osestes ha
chosen for himself, chosen authentically, and accepts the responsibility of. choice

Finally, at the end of the debates, Orestes asserts: “I am my fre€th)” In
fact, he places blame with Zeus for creating him free, adding: “no soahgoha&reated
me than | ceased to be yours” (121). Orestes does not belong to anyone, nor owe anyone

anything, not even, and especially not, the God who created him. He is free to choose,
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and for the choices he makes, he is willing to take the responsibility. As he s&ys, he
“without excuses, beyond remedy, except what remedy | find within mysetfl dall
not return under your law; | am doomed to have no other law but mine” (122). That is,
Orestes acknowledges that he is condemned to be free. Yet, Orestes, fdoratjdiisg
at not feeling remorse, poses the following question to the god.
How can you know | did not try to feel remorse in the long night that has gone
by? And to sleep? But no longer can | feel remorse, and | can sleep no more
(122).
This line implies the possibility that Orestes felt remorse for a splitngk at least. Or,
at least that he has tried to feel remorse. It also questions divine omnissiecee
Orestes thinks that Zeus cannot read what is in the heart of a person. He does, however,
give up quickly on the idea of remorse. Instead, he opts for taking upon himself the task
of liberating the people of Argos. “The folk of Argos are my folk. | must open their
eyes” (123). This burden he willingly assumes. Yet Zeus cautions him that tmstwil
be a gift to them, but rather, will bring them loneliness and shame. The outcdtoe wil
more misery. “You will tear from their eyes the veils | had laid on them, agdnilie
see their lives as they are, foul and futile, a barren boon” (123). Rather than lanent t
pain they will feel, Orestes’ reply can suggest an idea of “misery lovegasoyrh

Why, since it is their lot, should | deny them the despair | have in me%¥.rdhe
free, and human life begins on the far side of despair (123).

Electra herself seems to be the first testimony to what Orediegtion will entail. She
says to him, “All you have to offer me is misery and squalor” (124). At this point she
begs Zeus for help. “Save me from the flies from my brother from mysélbitterly

repent” (124-125). Electra repents her former position.
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At this point in the play the two have taken shelter in the temple of Apollo for
some time, but are unable to come out because of the flies and the people. The very
people that Orestes is willing to liberate, the reason for him to take on the bstated
ready to condemn him, to surge upon him at the threshold. In some ways his attempts
seem quite foolish, since, it appears, they do not wish their liberation. This aspect of
freedom is worthy of further comment. Just as Orestes has the freedom to do as he
chooses, do not the people of the town also have a right to choose? Although they are his
subjects, they, by their action and words, are in effect telling him they do notiafgrec
and do not want his action on their behalf. In a paradoxical manner, Orestes has come up
against a certain version of the paradox of freedom. Do they not have the right to choose
their own bondage, according to the very freedom that Sartre says isgpédreel of
human nature? (Derrida raised this paraddragueswith respect to democracy,
whether it is inherently suicidal and must permit its own undoing, but the analogy holds
here as well). Since the group in the play is the people of the city, and theyap
don’t want the interference, one could say that the democratic choice, theg, ¢hoic
not be set free. That is, must freedom allow for its own demise? Isn't Oraden)e
sense, attempting to violate their freedom by attempting to liberate thepng®2e@he
people as a group in bad faith for wanting to deny their freedom? Yet, we milst reca
that Orestes, as rightful heir to the throne, can pronounce a decree of liberatias, a
both representative and ruler of the people, has a juridical right to make such a decision,
even though it clearly is not a democratic decision. The very least thahweaycéor

Orestes is that he has the right to act in such a way that acknowledges tled value
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freedom that seems to be the tantamount value for him. His act is, therefore, very much
an act for himself, if for no one else.

Dramatically, and courageously, Orestes walks through the temple doors. While
the crowds call for his death, he announces his kingship over them. “I am Orestes, your
king, son of Agamemnon, and this is my coronation day” (126). So he does, to a certain
extent, claim a right to rule due to his royal lineage. He uses the occasiontigechas
their superstitious beliefs as well as their forgiveness of Aggast Again we run into a
certain paradox, or at least, a clash of values. Orestes wants to say pleajpleehave
got it wrong, that the crime of murder cannot be disowned, and that it is not foegivabl
(Jankalevitch sometimes makes such pronouncements regarding the unforgivable natur
of crimes against humanity @n Forgivenegs Orestes seems to conflate the issues, for
forgiveness does not necessarily mean that there is no responsibility or pumishki@e
rightfully wants to assert the value of responsibility and ownership of acgtns. Yet,
do not the people also have a right to choose the value of forgiveness? Sartre would
probably argue that before we can talk the language of forgiveness werstust fi
acknowledge ownership and responsibility, and that these are higher values. But, does
anyone have the right to tell others what values they should hold if there are noeabsolut
values? Of course we have a further complication in that in this respect werbére a
or would-be ruler, telling the people what their values should be. Also, as ruler, and as
son of the victim, perhaps he asserts that only he can forgive, and, he does not forgive the
murder of his father. (Derrida makes a similar remark regarding truthand the
example of the woman who came before Bishop Tu@nrCosmopolitanism and

Forgiveness Yet, Orestes wishes to set an example, and so he acknowledges his action.
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...You see men of Argos, you understand that my crime is wholly mine I claim it
as my own, for all to know, it is my story, my life’s work, and you can neither
punish me nor pity me (125).
Moreover, he claims that this act vindicates his rule. “I have earned my kingship ove
you” (126). How has he earned it? Precisely by committing a crimana ofimurder,
and in so doing he has patrticipated in the crimes of the people. Only, and especially, he
has the courage to admit and own what he has done. However, he does, or wants to do,
more than this.
As for your sins and your remorse...and the crimes Aegethius committed — all are
mine, | take them all upon me. Fear your dead no longer, they are my dead. And
see, your faithful flies have left you and come to me...I shall not sit on my
victim’s throne or take the scepter in my blood-stained hands. A god offered it to
me, and | said no. | wish to be a king without a kingdom, without subjects (126-
127).
It is here that Orestes goes overboard with crime, and attempts to do the lheptssi
take upon himself the sins of the community, to act as a sacrificial scapagoiat f
people. Indeed, he acts like a Christ figure, the innocent lamb to the slaughtegwnly n
he is no longer innocent; he has partaken of their crimes. Yet, as already saitigia Sa
existential philosophy one can own only own one’s own acts, not those of another person.
It seems that Orestes realizes this when he renounces his kingship over ttasnmefor
says, he wishes to be a king without subjects, that is, he is setting them freef Yet
course, they are already free. This can be read either in the politicakisanke will not
rule and make choices for them, and/or even in the sense that his one act is supposed to
be an act that inspires a different course of action in the lives of the others.
Paradoxically, he wants to use his position to eliminate his position. He most definite

wants to influence their lives. He wants them to see his truth, which he thinks is an

absolute truth, namely, that they are free. While Sartre renounced absoluse inaiue
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end freedom is an unacknowledged absolute truth for Sartre, and the basis of his entire
existential philosophy.

The play ends with Orestes leaving the temple, attacked by the shifiekiag.
Yet, he does not see this as a horrible end. As he tells the townspeople, “All is new...And
for me, too, a new life is beginning” (127). Thus, Orestes has given his own life,
particularly this particular act, his own meaning, a meaning aimed atd&@péon of a
community. He gives his own life, and perhaps even his own death, the meaning he
wants it to have by affirming in action the value he most espouses, freedom.
B. LIES AND EXISTENTIAL THEMES IN SARTRE’S NO EXIT

In this section we look at one of Sartre’s most famous plays, his sé¢oitkit
(NE), in order to further explore existential themes in Sartre’s philosoptyespecially
with respect to our inquiry of truth, lies and issues of authenticity. In NE whraxen
into a thought experiment for a contemporary audience, namely, the setting is post
mortem and the characters find themselves in a modern analogue of hell. In NE, the
temporal dimension is questionable, or suspended, as the characters have a@@ady li
their lives. There is often a backward glance to past actions as webliasudation” of
attempting new ones. Further, in NE there is no family tie between thetenara
Indeed, they never knew each other before their encounter in hell. NE providels us wit
two main female characters.

The main characters in NE are Garcin, Estelle, and Inez, Garcin beiogly
male, Estelle a type of vain stereotypical woman, and Inez, a lesbiant, witache
exception of the valet, these are the only speaking characters in the play. The main

characters find themselves in hell after their death. In one sense &gitn takes up one
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of the most treasured ideas of religion, that of an after-life. He does notittetiiss
concept in the typical fashion, but invents a quite imaginative rendition of what, if
anything, hell would be like.

The setting for the opening of this play is itself somewhat indicative akeSart
view. None of the characters really likes the furniture in the drawing reo@aecin
says, “I had quite a habit of living among furniture that | do not relish, and in false
positions” (NE 3). From the start, Sartre brings up the idea of a false@pogjt The
stage is already set for the concept of bad faith and lies. The charscteotates that
there are no windows and nothing breakable in the room (NE 4). As he notices these
things he looks for the instruments of torture. These too are missing, and ysthedis i
Garcin notices that there is no bed. He also notices that the valetdsed@i’'t move at
all (NE 5). There is no blinking, as there is no rest and no sleep in hell. Or, as tige sayi
goes, “no rest for the wicked”. In addition, the gaze is an important aspectrebB8a
drama. Sadly for Garcin, there are also no books in hell. This is a clue that there is no
further learning in hell, there is nothing new. So we might expect that thectdra will
not be changing their behavior or nature much. Being dead, there is finaligyso li
endeavors and projects. However, there is one inconsistency in that the chaacter
seem to grow in their knowledge of their circumstances, self-awarenesschrutles.
However, this does not change their behavior one bit.

The next person to arrive in hell is Inez, and she also looks for the instruments of
torture (NE 8). Yet, if this is hell, there must be some punishment, some pain of some
sort. As Inez says, “there’s no more hope” (NE 10), and Garcin comments, “wethave

yet begun to suffer” (NE 10). Itis Inez who first notices yet anothgsing element, no
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mirrors or glass in hell (NE 9). Thus, the characters cannot see themselNeS hey
can only see one another, another clue for the lock of the gaze of the other.

The next and last person of the group to arrive is Estelle, who immediately
comments on the clashing colors and the hideousness of the décor. At some level her
comments seem trivial, and quite stereotypical. Yet, on another level, Estelle’
comments are of an aesthetic and symbolic nature. They are cues that ndthing wi
harmonize in hell. There will be clashes, not only of taste but of personalttissaldo
Estelle that notices the positioning of the furniture as being “all in an@&s15). This
angling of the room décor hints at Sartre’s existential philosophy.eNathat since
there are no essences, no God, and no absolute truth, people must choose their own
values. Without absolute truth, all we have are different perspectives. Yetsthere
something hellish implied. These perspectives of other people includgidveiof us,
and this is a view that we cannot control. We are at their mercy in this regauttea
view or opinion might not be too kind. Further, it suggests that there might be something
shady, untruthful, or malicious, about these perspectives.

It is Inez that makes the observation, or draws the conclusion that “they’ve
thought it all out. Down to the last detail. Nothing was left to chance” (NE 15). This
utterance, while consonant with the idea of an all knowing God to punish our sins justly,
and with an omniscient knowledge of the characters, is quite at odds with Salnkeess at
philosophy. Yet, he may be setting this up as a parody and mock of our traditional
beliefs. In addition, we are not told, now or ever in the play, who are the “they”. Further
the idea that there is nothing left to chance would seem to preclude the idea of any

contingency or even of freedom. Or, as an ironic sub-theme, depending on who this
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“they” are, it may be the ultimate testimony to freedom. That is, perhaps tlaetehs
have arranged it themselves by their own choices. We may ask, at the poinhpbdeat
after death, can there be any more choice? Isn’t everything deterntitead’'t we
written our lives at that point? We cannot go back and choose again, for asned lear
from The Flies once an act is done, it is done, there is no erasing it, and we bear the
consequences of it. In this sense of the past, there is determinacy. Howeversile ar
free to reinterpret it.

At this point in the play, Inez thinks out loud, half-hoping for a way out. She
exclaims, “if only each of us, had the guts to tell” (NE 15). She questions ESiMieat
have you done? Why have they sent you here?” (NE 15). Estelle’s immediate isnswer
that she doesn’t have a clue, and has nothing to hide (NE 16). She is making a claim to
honesty and to transparency, but one wonders how sincere or truthful her statement is.
After all, hell is reserved for people who do terrible things, and no one seems to get to
hell by mistake. Unless there is some possibility for a mistake or foraaithéss in
judgment, then it appears that Sartre has an absolute of sorts built into his @ais, ifh
someone is condemned to hell, then it seems they “should” be there, though what is not
clear is who sends them there, what are the standards, and/or if there is & “natura
mechanism” of good/evil at work in the universe, even if there be no god.

Estelle continues to tell her story, designed to catch the sympathy of the othe
two. The story concerns losing her parents at an early age and raisyogihger
brother herself, followed by marrying a man twice her age, and then meetiagrsdm
she loves, and refuses to run away with him. She contracts pneumonia and dies. To this

she adds “That’s the whole story...Do you think that could be called a sin?” (NE 16). Of
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course Garcin answers, no. So it seems that Estelle does not belong in hell.s©f cour
we are suspicious that this is the “whole” story, and we are already thinkinh¢hzas
lied.

Next, Garcin recounts his story, of running a pacifist paper when the war broke
out and since he refused to fight they shot him. He too asks, “Had | done anything
wrong?” (NE 17). He too, like Estelle, asks the others to be judge of his actions. The
only issue is how honest each one is in the telling of their stories. Are thgy lymez,
for her part, is not buying any of this. “Whats the point of play acting, trying to throw
dust in each other’s eyes? We're all tarred with the same brush” (NE 17)rdsigonse
reveals that she does not believe them nor does she have tolerance for “polite”
conversation. Yet, much like the old ladyTihe Flieswho has come upon a stranger,
these people have just met each other. Is it reasonable to assume that one has to be
compelled to tell the truth, the whole truth, to strangers? Do others have the right to
know intimate details of our lives? What about privacy issues? Kant would say, agai
that no lie is tolerable. However, might they not have simply said they don’t aviatit t
their stories? That would be an honest answer. Yet, each feels compelled svasi
to the others. This is because each is seeking a verdict of not-guilty, from ttse othe
They are hoping that somehow they will not be condemned, or that they can escape their
condemnation, searching, ironically, for their freedom. Inez continues.

Yes, we are criminals — murderers — all three of us. We're in hell etsy they

never make mistakes, and people aren’t damned for nothing,

...S0 now we’re here to pay the price (NE 17).

Again we have the absolute verdict of no mistakes, no arbitrariness. This appears

inconsistent with Sartre’s philosophy of no absolute truth. However, “no mistakes” can



165

also mean “no excuses” for our actions. Yet, if there is no God to condemn and no
absolute standard, then why should there be any punishment for our actions? Sartre does
not flesh out, or consider, group norms or a cosmic justice without a god. Cosmic justice
he cannot consider as it might put him too close to absolute values. Another angle of this
truly hellish schema is that we might end up “in hell” purely as the restiieaforking
out of our own decisions and those of others as they interplay with ours. However, if
there is no absolute, then the way it played out was simply that, an arbitrstrgftéete,
fate here being the sum of all free decisions. This would be the worst helaotiah
element that Sartre does not consider, namely, the horrific possible refwdtsngf no
absolute values or judgment.

Returning to the story, Inez notes again the lack of physical instrumentsuoé tort
and concludes they are locked in together, forever, and that “each of us will atires tor
to the two others.”(NE 18). This is an instance where, the characters do seqmir® ac
new knowledge, or new interpretations. Garcin comes up with an idea. “So the solution
is easy enough, each of us stays put in his or her corner and takes no notice of the
other...Also, we mustn’t speak” (NE 18). Garcin had said earlier that he wasn’'t much of
a talker and would rather be alone (NE 9). So perhaps Garcin’s heaven doesn’t involve
other people, or at least not these others. On the positive note, it is a plea for self
reflection, which is consonant with existentialism. However, in addition to the plea for
silence, Garcin deduces that “we’ll work out our salvation looking into ourselves, never
raising our heads” (NE 18). This seems quite absurd to think that one can work one’s
way out of hell, at least by western ideas of hell. At most, in a Catholic pevep®ne

can get out of Purgatory, but never out of hell. From a Buddhist world-view one
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reincarnates to work off past karma, and further, from a Tibetan perspéetigaate

bardo states between lives as presented ifitletan Book of the Deadhere one has

the possibility to realize one’s situation and move towards enlightenmentnd@tuesse

type of eastern views, and some modern generic spiritual trends in beli@fcarnaition,
Garcin’s answer seems preposterous, as a desperate attempt to avoidtaddenevi
Perhaps Garcin is attempting bad faith, to lie to himself, as well as to ths, @theut the
reality of his situation. The only way it would not be ridiculous, and in fact laudable, is if
reflection would result in changed behavior in the future. However, once again, they
have died, and there can be no more future. Yet, if they have died, what role is there for
the others after death? Is death or the after-life, social? Does not Gaeithdaight to

wish to be alone and to no longer be under the gaze of the other? Does not death, at least,
grant this solace? Apparently, Sartre’s hell does not.

As mentioned, another torture of hell is the lack of mirrors. In the absence of
mirrors no one can see themselves. In this sense it seems they have loitythe abi
define themselves or perhaps to transcend themselves in the sense of taking on new
projects. Or, they can have no accurate mirrors since they can have no accessto a dir
truth, only their own perspectival truth, which in hell, it seems, means they haae lost
certain self-reflexive ability, the very thing Garcin thinks will sawent is cut off to them
in hell. And, on the other hand, this absence of physical mirrors points to the reflection
each one provides for the others. They are each at the mercy of the othetslyinfini
caught in the torturous gaze of the others. For instance, Estelle says thatl“¥ah&
see myself | begin to wonder if | really and truly exist” (NE 19). In aoldjtinez teases

Estelle about a pimple that really does not exist.



167

You know the way they catch a lark — with a mirror I'm your lark-mirror, my
dear, and you can’t escape me...
Suppose the mirror started telling lies? Or supposed | covered my eyes...and
refused to look at you (NE 21).
Inez’s response explicitly makes the point that mirrors can lie. Hezenisthat
physical reality does speak some kind of truth, and we can either acknowledge it or not
This is seen with respect to something as simple as a pimple on one’s fiteer lis or
is not there. The mirror that may lie is not the body, which seems to be pricgitaen
state of truth regarding physical matters of fact. Is there thenaanckewvel of objective
truth, at least about physical matters of fact, which needs to be acknowledge€’s S
emphasis, however, takes us in another direction, namely, that the judgment otlo¢hers
gaze of another, may not be accurate. It also assumes that people canelgliteerat
One never knows if one is hearing the truth or not from another. One can think of other
circumstances where interpretation is not so easy to decipher or judge as {hiatgta
on a face. What then will differentiate lie from truth in these cases®e 8a#ds not work
this out except for arguing for freedom of choice. From this example, one notiggs aga
that Sartre seems to favor or invest the body with some kind of knowledge and truth. In
addition, one notices that Inez is outright cruel in her evaluations, playingatei&st
vanity. Also, she has lied in the sense of telling a joke, a humorous type of untruth,
although she then attempts to come clean by telling Estelle that shélarlkenirror”.
However, Inez never outright admits to lying. She offers the question, whatafsnirr
lie? In addition, she poses another question, one that attacks Estelle’s adeated w
spot. Estelle has been honest and said that without a mirror to look at herself she

guestions her existence. She admits to a certain fear. Inez preys on thhieanbs

salt in the wound, as it were, and suggests that she might cover her eyes so agnot to se
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Estelle, thus adding to Estelle’s doubt about her own existence. This additiortahlgsor
Estelle in the sense that given her vanity, one would assume that she craves attediti
if Inez refuses to look then Estelle’s desire for attention goes unfulfiltes.also
noticeable that Sartre highlights the unhappy results of telling the truth, abpseif
truths. The result is that other people can use it against us. Authenticity and self-
revelation do not necessarily have favorable results. Here, the resujtstargloomy.
Finally, one must notice the irony of the entire dialogue. That is, the catfgory
existence is one that, by definition, applies to the living. Here, it is the dead who are
wondering if they exist, caught in the throws of existential angst.

Getting frustrated with the antics between the two women, Garcin suggésts tha
each try to forget the others, once again looking for some silence (NE 23).vétowe
Inez says that forgetting the existence of others is an impossible task.

How utterly absurd! | feel you there, in every pore...You can nail up your mouth,

cut your tongue out — but you can’t prevent your being there. Can you stop your
thoughts? | hear them ticking away like a clock ... (NE 23).

That is, the other exists and exists as a fact for the others present. sTieescape

from the others. In addition, Inez also taunts Garcin, “| won't leave you in p@dEe”

23). Inez’ cruelty is part of the torment that the others will have to endure .in hell
Garcin’s reply is somewhat stereotypical. “If they’d put me in a roofm avén, men can
keep their mouths shut. But its no use wanting the impossible...” (NE 23). Hell for
Garcin, who wants peace and quiet and solitude, includes being stuck in hell with two
women who keep talking and bickering with each other. Garcin then thinks of another

idea. Since he can not silence them, perhaps he can put their conversation to better use.
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So long as each of us hasn’t made a clean breast of it — why they’'ve damned him

or her, we know nothing...If you're frank, if we bring our specters into the open,

it may save us from disaster. So — out with it! Why! (NE 24).

Again, the absurdity of the request is apparent. They are in hell, so how can “coming
clean” with each other save them from disaster? It as if they still haveohgp#ting

out. Or perhaps Garcin hopes to achieve the best that can be achieved out ofrtlakir eter
damnation, to suffer the situation with as little further annoyance as posdiblleopes

that at the very least, they will cease to torture each other. Agaire Beyrbe mocking

our expectations of truth or even the idea of a happy ending for humans, that they would
stop torturing each other. Sartre’s existentialism is gloomy, for everyihines the

freedom to make better choices, they do not. Like inmates in the same failj@stc

serve out the allotted time, but depending on how they get along with each other the time
can pass better or worse. Yet, if death closes off possibility, then hopingthat, f
instance, Inez can stop being cruel, is a lost cause. Theoretically the Sugpemiin an
existential philosophy, particularly of Sartre’s type, since there are narhassences.
However, for an existentialist, death closes off a life, no further opportuniassryr
themselves. Sartre portrays both these aspects of existential philasadipisyirionic

dialogue and in the play in general.

In an effort to persuade the other two, Garcin begins round two. This time the
stories take on another dimension. He confesses to having treated his wife shabbily by
nightly drinking and carousing with other women. What is more important than the
crime, true to Sartre’s belief in responsible freedom, is that Garcin owhslasior and
says that he does not regret anything, that he “must pay the price” (NE @&, A

Sartre’s existential hero shows no remorse. But, this seems somewhat unaoigly Iser
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it not normal to look back on some past foolishness with some regret when one realizes
the price? And in this case the price was hell, everlasting punishment. Garcihiswns
action and at the same time sarcastically refers to his wife asriartastyr” and “victim
by vocation” (NE 25). This is perhaps one of those rare places where Sartre’sqfarody
stereotypical female behavior might actually have some feminist padtetitone
considers Sartre’s philosophy, then no one is born with a vocation any more than one is
born with an essence. Therefore, the message seems to be that the woman chkese to ma
herself a victim by putting up with the behavior, and just as much as she chose before,
she is free to choose otherwise now. That is, change is possible. Howeved&stre
not seem to take seriously the enormous difficulty in changing one’s behavibtualea
especially if one has been abused, or if, as liberation and feminists theerigt®an to
say, one has internalized the oppressor. Issues of self-worth and vestguah image
of the self do no really come into Sartre’s philosophy, except that, since the huntan be
is free, it should be theoretically possible to change behavior and make differeesschoi
for one’s life. As we see here, they do not.

Next it is Inez’ turn. She confesses to being “a damned bitch” (NE 26). This
seems like a truthful statement. She elaborates about a certainhegfflaardswith
someone named Florence, and the result of the incident was the death of three people. It
is obvious by this time that Inez is a lesbian. Apparently, she persuaded € larésave
the man she was with to be with her. A tram killed the man, and in typical cruefashi
Inez tortured her by saying “Yes my pet, we killed him between us” (NE 26). Buat aga
she admits her cruelty. In fact she admits to taking a sadistic pleasieesurffering of

others. “I can’t go on without making people suffer. Like a live coal...” (NE 27).
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Sartre’s characters, particularly the women, often display the ddeebElife. Lest

anyone think that honesty, truth, or life with others is a romantic honeymoon where
everyone gets along, wants to do good, or where there is a happy ending, Saatys displ
the shadow side of a group, the deviant behavior and back-biting undercurrent that is
often not discussed. If there is such a thing as human nature, even of one’s own making,
Sartre’s characters stand as a warning that human beings are natdmrieft have the
potential to be horrible to one another. In NE, this constant cruelty by Inez drives
Florence to one night turn on the gas, and they both die. Behavior and actions have
consequences, and the consequences of how we treat one another can be tragec. Sartre’
characters stand for a stark brutal realism where life ends more i tthefiean victory,

or at least in disaster.

Having told her story, Inez picks up on a slip of the tongue by Estelle earlier and
asks her about a man that killed himself on her account and if she was his mistress.
Estelle relates that she was married, became pregnant by anotheamtarSwitzerland,
and although the man was happy about it, she was not. Then she committed a horrific
act.

...There was a balcony...I brought a big stone. He could see what | was up
to...He saw the rings spreading on the water (NE 28).

Estelle adds murder to infidelity by throwing the baby over the balconr stiie

returned to Paris the man she was having an affair with blew his brains odle Este
protests that it was an absurd thing for him to do, and that, in addition, her husband never
knew anything (NE 29). At this point she seems to try to cry but as Garcin points out,
“tears don’t flow in this place” (NE 29). This could be because since they arg, i isel

too late for remorse. It could also be indicative that Estelle is nog sdatlere abut her
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remorse. If she does want to cry, one wonders what for? Perhaps becausethisr sec

out now, and she has to face others who know what she has done in the past. She may
not be sorry for her deed, but she is sorry, it appears, that others know about it. This
reading is supported by her response to Garcin a little later, that “You know too much
about me, you know I'm rotten through and through” (NE 38). In addition, it seems to
bother her tremendously when she sees Olga on earth with her husband and fears most
that the she will tell him about Estelle’s affair and the incident with the. bieler fears

come true. Honesty has its price. When her secret is out she turns her attention to
Garcin (NE 33-34).

At this point it is Garcin who begs for a mirror, but of course there are none in
hell. He also complains about the heat, which is as much about the level of intensity
growing between them due to their acknowledgement of past crimes, as it ish@bout t
temperature in hell. He makes another plea for salvation, but this time notibg stay
guiet and isolated from each other, but rather by helping each other. Poor Garitin is sti
hoping for redemption of some kind.

And now suppose we start trying to help each other...Alone, none of us can save
himself or herself... (NE 29).

In response, Inez says she is through with excuses, and is the first one to reiahadm

is dead. She is also honest in that she admits she doesn’t feel compassion for the others.
She has nothing left to give, which is of course true in hell. Yet, on another level, might

it not also be an excuse for not engaging, not trying to help the others? Might it also be
her saying that her “essence” is rotten and therefore can not be changledication of
responsibility and an excuse for bad faith?

No more alibis for me! | feel so empty, desiccated — really dead at last
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...Human feeling. That's beyond my range. I'm rotten to the core....I'm allidrie
up. | can't give and | can’t receive. How could | help you? A dead twigy read
the burning (NE 30).
Garcin’s reply, again, is that he doesn’t regret anything and that he sdaizedried up
too (NE 31). Yet, he is able to feel pity for others, especially for Estelehah just told
her story (NE 31). Estelle throws herself at Garcin, who rejects her onlihertéhat
she should be turning to Inez. Estelle’s remark is blunt. “But she does not count, she'’s a
woman” (NE 34). Itis obvious at this point that there is a thwarted lovers’lgiang
developing. Estelle wants Garcin who wants Inez who wants Estelle. Althougir¢éhey
stuck in hell together, each will suffer from unrequited love or desire for the tiibe
adding to their eternal torment. Yet, this also suggests a stark realitydalatiut At the
point of death each one of us will go with at least some unfulfilled desires, andtbese
left unfulfilled for all eternity, whether they are unrequited loves, forbidders|are
projects not realized. In the end, despite our best efforts, we go out with lack.
Meanwhile, Inez is irate that Estelle has just said she does not count, and does not
count because she is a woman. Inez makes another biting comment regardimgy keepi

Estelle in her gaze.

I'll keep looking at you for ever and ever, without a flutter of my eyelids and
you'll live in my gaze like a mote in a sunbeam (NE 35).

Then Inez tries a different tactic; depending on how Estelle plays iy, taere is the
possibility that Inez will see her in a good light.

You shall be whatever you like...And deep down in my eyes you'll see yourself
just as you want to be (NE 35).

But Estelle wants nothing to do with Inez and looks for a way to get rid of her, ortat leas

to break off her gaze. So Estelle spits in her face (NE 35). Estelle does nat wakt t
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at or be looked at by Inez. Itis to Garcin that her attention turns. “I'll sit onsydar

and wait for you to take some notice of me” (NE 35). Garcin decides to kiss her.
However, Inez keeps protesting that she is right there and can see thens, Jtawiill

not turn her gaze away. More importantly for Garcin, he overhears a conversakion ba
on earth in the press room. The conversation interrupts his romantic aspirations, and
instead he poses a question to Estelle, namely, if she trusts him. This tibstéls's

turn to answer.

...my trust! | haven’t any to give...You must have something pretty ghastly on
your conscience to make such a fuss about my trusting you (NE 37).

Estelle’s answer, while not directly answering the question, both seethgi®ta the
fact that she does not trust him and that Garcin is untrustworthy. Garcin deeswer
Estelle’s curiosity directly but says that he was shot, a fact theltdcalready knows,
and the reason is that Garcin refused to fight. Garcin protests a little antatays
“didn’t exactly refuse” (NE 37). In addition, he protests that there was not mécheels
could do.
Should | have gone to the general and said: “General, | decline to fight.”dThey’
have promptly locked me up, But | wanted to show my colors,...l wasn’t going
to be silenced...So | took the train.. They caught me at the frontier...to Mexico. |
meant to launch a pacifist newspaper (NE 38).
Garcin is beginning to make excuses and covering-up for something. In addition, he
seems to want to emphasize that he is a man of principle, that his motive wasato start
paper that would be grounded in his beliefs in pacifism. Estelle is focused on one fact.
She tells him “you acted quite rightly, as you didn’t want to fight” (NE 38). That is

Estelle appears to gives him right but yet focuses on his not wanting to @gat

placates him further by saying “But you had to run away. If you'd stayettithaye
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sent you to jail, wouldn’t they?” (NE 38). The real issue for Garcin is not his pascipl
or trust, per se, but he wants to know something from Estelle, something about himself.
He wants to know, “am | a coward”? (NE 38). Estelle does not answer the question
directly, instead, in a revealing existential reply, she puts the burden backaim Gar
“How can | say? ... | can’t put myself in your skin. You must decide that for
yourself...You must have had reasons for acting as you did” (NE 38). In Sartrean te
the freedom of choice and the reason for the intention reside with Garcin. Garcin’s
answer is first that he wanted to make a stand, but he still is not quite sure ofines mot
As he says “But was that my real motive?” (NE 38). This time it is Inez wisctipeit
guestion back to him, and more.
Exactly. That's the question. Was that your real motive?
No doubt you argue it out with yourself, you weighed the pros and cons, you
found good reasons for what you did. But fear and hatred and all the dirty little
instincts one keeps dark, they’re motive too. So carry on, M. Garcin, and try to be
honest with yourself — for once. (NE 38-39)
Inez’ accusation, while not directly answering Garcin, is to taunt him hatipossibility
that he had other motivations, ones not so noble and not so heroic. Further, she seems to
be accusing him not only of perhaps lying to them, but of lying to himself. That is, she
accuses him, or suggests the possibility, that he is in bad faith. It also sulggestf
general, in the human character, and that perhaps no act is pure. Garcin tages up
challenge and relates further his inner thoughts and activities to thevather t
Day and night | paced my cell...By the end of it | felt as if I'd given my whole
life to introspection. But always | harked back to the one thing certain —tihdt |
acted as | did, I'd taken that train to the frontier. But why? Why? Finally |

thought: My death will settle it. If | face death courageously, I'll proae no
coward (NE 39).
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Garcin’s response reveals that after all his reflection he was ne tddggowing the real
reason that he took the train to Mexico. All he ends up with is his action, namely that he
did indeed take the train. He proposes for himself a test, a final one. Courage will
depend on how he faces his death. In curiosity Inez asks him how he met his death. His
reply leaves something to be desired.

Miserably. Rottenly. Oh it was only a physical lapse — that might happen to

anyone I'm not ashamed of it. Only everything’s been left in suspenseifore

(NE 39).
Up to now we might be inclined to believe Garcin, that he was not sure what his
motivation was for taking the train. Yet now, he admits that he met his death not like a
hero at all. However, he quickly adds an excuse, namely that it was just a mayment
lapse that could happen to anyone. Garcin is trying to deny the obvious, that he didn’t act
like a hero, that he was a coward. He seems to be in some bad faith at this point, and he
even further adds that things are still in suspense as to whether or not he’s a coward or
courageous. Yet, what further suspense could there be since he is dead? There does not
seem to be any further deed that he can do that will undo his cowardly acts. Yes, there
one sense in which things are still in suspense, and that is the way in which others will
think of what he has done. Again he listens in on what is going on below on earth. He is
upset that they too, will consider him a coward, that this will be his legacy. AsmGar
says, “I've left my fate in their hands” (NE 40). He wishes for one more oppgrtanit
redeem himself.

| was a man of action once...Oh if | could be with them again, for just one day.

I'd fling their lie in their teeth. But I'm locked out; they’re passinggotent on

my life without troubling about me, and they’re right, because I'm dead.

...A thousand of them are proclaiming I'm a coward...If there’s someone, just
one person, to say quite positively I did not run away, - That I'm brave and
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decent...Well, that one person’s faith would save me. Will you have that faith in
me? Then I'll love you and cherish you forever. Estelle — will you? (NE 40)

It appears that Garcin realizes that he will not be given another chance onrehttiata
the people back in the press room will not be thinking of him in a kind light. His one
hope, therefore, is that Estelle will believe in him and be the voice that finatiapns
him a hero. This view is somewhat mixed from an existential standpoint. On the one
hand, human beings must make themselves into whatever they will be and define
themselves. So, form this standpoint he cannot hope for Estelle to make him into
anything. On the other hand it is also part of Sartre’s philosophy that we decide who
others are for us. On this account, Garcin is within limits to want to know how another
will view him. We may appear differently to different people. His hope is thailhe w
appear not as a coward, but finally as a courageous hero. Estelle’s ansoveewhat
ambiguous, as if she does not really want to answer the question, as if she is hiding her
true beliefs. She says to Garcin:
Oh, you dear silly man, do you think | could love a coward?...
| was only teasing you. | like men, my dear, who're real men, with tough skin
and strong hands. You haven't a coward’s chin, or a coward’s mouth...And its for
your mouth, your hair, your voice, | love you (NE 40).
Her first words cut like a double-edged sword. She says, by way of a questiahgethat
could not love a coward. This can mean that she can not therefore love Garcin or, as she
later says, since she loves Garcin (or his features), he therefotaisoward. To this
Garcin wants to believe her and yet asks, “Do you mean this? Really nigdiEiiZ20).
Her response is another question. “Shall | swear it?” (NE 40). Yet, she nevershae

her affirmation in the form of a question is enough for Garcin, and he thinks he has found

his salvation. “Then | snap my fingers at them all...Estelle, we shal clut of hell”



178

(NE 40). While Sartre this appears ironic or sarcastic, the dialoguettsyadifurther
attention. Is it really that ludicrous to think that the positive view that even os@npe

has of another person can help to change a life? How many times do we hear that
someone was waiting for just a kind word? How many times do people wait or look for
just one person who cares? This anticipation or hope seems to be a quite human one.
And if Sartre’s “no essences” is true, then someone might, at the next tarardund.

The coward might indeed act like a hero next time and vice versa. And, how many
times do we hear psychologists speaking of the importance of positive reinfotceme
especially of parents with their children and the difference that makekfe? We can
influence others to bring out the best or the worst in them. True, the ultimate choice and
decision belongs to the individual, but the journey can become easier or harder,
depending on the relationship with other people.

In this specific case, however, the problem is that Garcin is already deaal and s
are the others with him. What is worse, Inez picks up on a certain fraudulent behavior on
Estelle’s part. As Inez clearly says, Estelle has her own spetdrests at heart.

But she does not mean a word of what she says. How can you be such a

simpleton? “Estelle, am | a coward?” As if she cared a damn either way...she

wants a man...She’d assure you, you were God Almighty if she thought it would

give you pleasure (NE 40).

That is, Inez accuses Estelle of lying for her own benefit. Estelieisex, once again, is
somewhat evasive, neither affirming nor denying, but somehow trying to covesrup a
possible holes and still hoping she can get what she wants out of Garcin. “I'dlove y
just the same, even if you were a coward. Isn’t that enough?” (NE 41). Bstelle’

pretentiousness warns us of a common human tendency to seek our own interests. When

considered as part of the equation of truth and lies, one wonders how honest anyone is
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with others or with themselves regarding other people. That is, do we not oftethéwist
truth for our own self interest? Even when we say we are speaking the truth, are we
really being motivated by our own interests, rather than by the idealoftteif?
Perhaps we even try to deceive ourselves, act in bad faith, regarding some'sne els
behavior or attributes. Still, we really can never know the interior feebingstivation
of another, and sometimes, even our own are questionable to us.

At this point Garcin is disgusted with the two of them and tries to leave. This
prompts Estelle to say, either honestly or vindictively, “Yes, its quite tauéreya
coward” (NE 42). Is she now revealing her true feelings or just geticigdt him?
Further, with respect to what actions is he a coward? His previous actions badk®@n ea
Or, perhaps that he tried to leave hell just now? Or even, perhaps, that he tried to leave
her company? Is he a coward because he does not want to face her, wants teeescape
gaze? Is he a coward because he will not take responsibility for his astmsants to
get out of his justly deserved hell? Who would not want to find a way out of hell? Or,
perhaps he is being called a coward simply because he wants to be alone aruyreflec
himself, without the voices of the others? We are not privy to his inner thoughts, only his
outward words and action. He begs for the door to open. “I'll put up with any torture you
impose. Anything, anything would be better than this agony of mind” (NE 42). This is
the first time there is some mention or recognition of the type of hell they.aleis not
a place of physical torture, but quite literary here, hell is a state of rtirsddescribed
as a “creeping pain”, one that “gnaws and fumbles and caresses one and nevertéurts qui
enough” (NE 42). This type of pain and torture seems to be the analogue of thdt caus

by the flies inThe Flies There it is a physical pain aimed at occupying one to the point
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of keeping away the mental pain and torture. The insinuation is that the mental pain
would be worse and that the physical torture of the flies is actually a ceiompate act.
Here, in NE, presumably there is no physical torture because, since tlheealtehey
must experience the worst torture, that of the mental.

Oddly, at this point in the play, the door opens. Yet, no one attempts to walk
through it. We do not know for sure what would have happened if anyone really did try
to walk through it, if it would have been permitted or if the door would have closed in
any attempt to leave the room. Yet, what we do know is that the three have become
inseparable at this point. As Inez says, “But what a situation! We'rparaigle” (NE
43). They are dependent on one another; they have become accustomed to the torture of
the others. Or, each will not give up hope of convincing the others. As Garcin says,
“only you two remain to give a thought to me”, and “if you’ll have faith in medawaed”

(NE 44). He has not yet given up hope that the others will believe in him. In addition, he
reviews his situation again.

...I aimed at being a real man ... Can one possibly be a coward when one’s

deliberately courted danger at every turn? And can one judge a life by a single

action? (NE 44).

Inez’ answer is less than flattering to Garcin.

why not? For thirty years you dreamt you were a hero, and condoned a thousand

petty lapses...Then a day came when you were up against it, the red light of real

danger — and you took the train to Mexico (NE 44).

In effect, Inez is calling Garcin a liar, a coward, and perhaps alsoraf imebad faith.
He did not lapse once, but he had “a thousand petty lapses”. In addition, she insinuates

that perhaps one can judge a life by how one acts in the most difficult moment of life

Garcin still protests and tries to convince her.
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When | chose the hardest path, | made my choice deliberately. A man’s what he
wills himself to be (NE 44).

At first glance Garcin has echoed a favorite theme of Sartre, naimely person must
choose to define his/her own self. True enough, one must define one’s own values in an
existential system. However, Sartre is equally clear on the importancsoof @aad not
wishful thinking. As Inez says “its what one does, and nothing else, that shows the stuff
one’s made of” (NE 44). One can also think of Aristotle here, who iNittemichean
Ethicsthought that vices and virtues had to be cultivated by good habit, and displayed,
and that no one was proclaimed a hero unless there was opportunity to display
courageous action. That is, the thought itself was insufficient. In addition, it rs othe
the community who call one a hero from the outward display. Garcin, however, is even
now not convinced. If it is what one does, then he laments that “I died too soon. | wasn’t
allowed time to — to do my deeds” (NE 44). If he had more time he could have acted the
part of a hero. While this is true that the future is open, in this case the futiose loy
death, therefore the book is closed. One always wishes one had more time to do things
better or differently or to do more things. Inez aptly summarizes.
One always dies too soon or too late. And yet one’s whole life is complete at that
moment, with a line drawn neatly under it, ready for the summing up. You are-
your life, and nothing else.(NE 45).
Inez is expounding the hard facts of existence in existential philosophy. Weaava th
into life, and we only have a limited time to act. At the time of our death tteedaour
lives are closed, except for future interpretation by others. Everysthtisdinality
about it. We can reflect back but not change the past. To repeat a cliché, “we have t
make the most of the time we have”. If we don’t, according to Sartre’setast

philosophy, that is our fault. It is no use wondering or bemoaning what would have been
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had we more time to learn, or if we had been born into another family or another time
period. There is no existence free of circumstances. We are all thrown inthisgnret
this world, like it or not. Freedom for Sartre is not a freedom from circumstaetes, |
alone ideal ones, but how we act in the midst of the mire.
So far, Inez has echoed an existential truth for Sartre. Yet, she does not stop
there. True to her character, she has to be cruel.
Now you are going to pay the price and what a price! You're a cowardnGarci
because | wish it.
...see how weak | am, a mere breath on the air, a gaze observing you, a formless
thought that thinks you...You must convince me, and you're at my mercy (NE
45).
Inez’ answer in this dialogue has begun to take on the issue of half truths. Truey she ca
view Garcin as a coward, but she is also free to see him differently. Or, ehendbes
see him as a coward, she isn't forced to share her opinion or to throw salt in the wound.
In addition, her view of him is just that, but that doesn’t make him a coward in essence
She knows he needs her approval. Precisely because he looks to her for comfort, Inez
will not show any signs of compassion. In retaliation, Garcin does the most Hurtéul t
he can. He utters his truth to her. “That’s true Inez, I'm at your mercy hireyet mine
as well”, and he bends over to kiss Estelle at her prompting. Inez answersovadk ‘d
grand solace, isn't it my friend? Deep and dark as sleep. But I'll see youstémpt
(NE 46). As we learned, there is no sleep in hell, no way to avoid the cruel gaze of the
other. In addition, Inez hints that love, or romance, or sexual encounters, are an escape
an opium of sorts in that they are a way to avoid harsh reality. Inez taunts on.
What a lovely scene: coward Garcin holding baby-killer Estelle still imlaisly
arms!

...Coward! Coward! Coward! ... Thats what they're saying.
Its no use trying to escape, I'll never let you go (NE 46).
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Garcin begs for night, which of course, will never come. There is no escape, no way out.
No exit. Suddenly he goes for the bronze statue, which of course can not hurt Inez.
Garcin then utters the most famous words of the play. “So this is hell...Hell is — other
people!” (NE 47). Caught up in the insane outbursts of rage, Estelle picks up the paper
knife and attempts to kill Inez. Of course this fails, since, as Inez says, aheaidy

dead, and she demonstrates by trying to kill herself with the knife. The stattkaéal

their situation is demonstrated again by Inez.

Dead! Dead! Dead! Knives, poison, ropes. All useless.
It has happened already, Once and for all. So here we are, forever (NE 47).

They all have a good laugh then slump back into their respective sofas. Aftgr a lon
silence, they gaze at each other. Garcin suggests another round. They might &ope for
better round, but by now the message is clear, they will repeat the samearadlpe.
Of course they must, they are in hell for all eternity, with no way out, no erittheir
mental games and mental cruelty. With this the play ends.
Summary and Conclusions

What may we conclude by this analysis of Sartre? First of all, the gpiizsl
section makes clear that Sartre’s idea of bad faith, which he definee a®@méone
attempts to tell oneself, is a project that no one can completely accomplesinheg
stance on the unity of consciousness and disbelief in the unconscious. Hence, there can
really be no complete example of bad faith. Further, there are problems with the
examples he chooses of bad faith. All the examples leave out other possibilities for
interpretation. The example of the young man deciding between the service and his

mother leaves out the important role of communication and dialogue in decision-making.
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Further, the examples of women are particularly problematic as theotstet¢otype
women and their sexuality. In addition, these examples also omit otheretddions,
for which there can be many. The examples provided simply do not warrant the
conclusion of bad faith.

With respect to the literary works, we see examples of lies and of possible b
faith. In the story ofrhe Flies several examples of lies are brought out, as well as the
deep connection in Sartre’s system between freedom and responsibility. yh&spla
brings out the paradoxes of freedom, and the issue of remorse and repentance,
particularly in connection with group and community situations, as well as for
government. In addition, while the main female character makes her dedsithesend
she is not able to own her original decision, in contradistinction to the male hero of the
play. However, our analysis has shown that the analysis of behavior is more complex
than Sartre allows.

Finally, inNo Exit the more contemporary drama displays how people get stuck
in repeating their same behavior, without ever finding a way out, or really taking
responsibility for their actions. This play also brings out the paradoxiaakenaitthe
idea of an after-life for Sartre, in particular for the idea of damnatiarresults from
human freedom. The characters both lie, and also display behavior that seems ¢o point t
bad faith. In addition, as usual, the female characters are cast aypterednh general,
however, the females in Sartre’s literature display more responsibleyabandhey do
in his philosophical examples, though not by much, and they are not cast in a favorable

light.
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CHAPTER 5
TRUTH AND LIES IN CAMUS’ ABSURD WORLD

Having looked at Sartre’s existentialism in the last chapter, in this clvepte
examine another variant of the same type of writing, Camus’ literature abtued. The
entire theory of the absurd is cast by Camus in terms of truth and lies and how one should
live in relation to it authentically. Therefore, the writings of Camus allswo look at
the central themes of this study, namely, truth, lies, and issues of authembaityeft
another angle. Camus’ work is chosen primarily because of his emphasis orutde abs
and it is only in relation to this overarching concept that any issue of truth arahlies
particularly of authenticity, can be framed. In addition, while Camus hirdgkefiot
consider himself to be an existentialist and put his writings in another taene are
still themes typical of existentialist preoccupations that mayfyusis frequent inclusion
in the existentialist literary tradition, such as his emphasis on freedodeatid These
familiar existential themes take on a certain slant in light of Camus’tloédine absurd.
Finally, Camus is chosen, as with our other authors, since the application of his theory
reveals inconsistencies in his writings and character portrayals whiclyjpestons
about gender within Camus’ absurdist universe.

The structure of this chapter follows the same sequence as the othersfirén the
part the main concepts and philosophical ideas of the author are sketched out. In the
second part literary works are examined to see how well the philosophy eméhjes
the literary example. As with the other authors, the intersection of the philoabphi
system with literary expression is the location of anxiety about gendermdine

writings of Camus that are chosen for this endeavoiTéar@Myth of Sisyphus and Other
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EssayqMS), Lyrical and Critical Essay$L CE) andThe Strange(S). The first two
works are chosen for their philosophical and conceptual detail regarding the absurd, and
the latter work for its literary enactment of the theory.

As Camus’ entire theory of the absurd is represented according to the concept of
truth and lying, the problem posed by such a representation is how to live authentically.
In particular, S is a story that has often been seen in the light of a man on trial who
refuses to lie. Indeed, this is how Camus himself characterizes the ldtamgver, this
chapter contends that a closer reading of the story reveals that thehadcter does
indeed lie, or at least fails to tell the truth, and that very often thesehesra the
women in the novel. Therefore, this particular narrative has significant atiphs with
regard to its female characters and the relationship of the main chavdlcteespect to
them.

Part | Philosophical Considerations

This section outlines Camus’ theory of the absurd and all its variances ae will
necessary to understand our analysis of S, such as the absurdity of life ancagsrticul
life in relation to impending death. The main ideas in this section are gatheradlgrim
from Camus’ own observations in MS and secondarily from LCE. LCE sonsetime
sheds a backward glance on the ideas, and in places, sometimes revises thesn. Cam
opens MS with a quote from Pindar: “O my soul,do not aspire to immortal life, but
exhaust the limits of the possible (Pythiam iii).” (MS 2). The concern of Cavalsarly
with this world and he does not concern himself with even the possibility of the next. As
an atheist, like Sartre, he does not believe in the after life. This leavesthim w

consideration for, and a careful examination of, life as it is here and now. The ma
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concept he comes up with to describe this life is the concept of the absurd, which he will
take several venues to explain and elucidate. As he states at the beginnisgvofkhi
“the absurd is considered in this essay as a starting point” (MS 2). In tibsessays,
the absurd is often defined as the lack of a raisetne, so that no reason exists to
prevent the choice to commit suicide. “There is but one truly serious philosophical
problem, and that is suicide”. (MS 3). Camus notes a certain paradox in that while
“many people die because they judge that life is not worth living”, others aéd foll
the very ideas “that give them a reason for living” (MS 4). Later, wherome ¢o the
explication of S, the main character will receive a death sentence, inquatise he
illustrates this principle of living according to his ideas. While S does natsgisticide
explicitly, the topic of death, and of authentic living is of central concernjss it
throughout his works.
Dying voluntarily implies...the absence of any profound reason for living, the
insane character of that daily agitation, and the uselessness of suffering.
... In‘a universe suddenly divested of illusions of lights, man feels an alien, a
stranger.
... This divorce between man and his life, the actor and his setting, is properly the
feeling of absurdity (MS 5-6).
Camus thus asks: “Does its absurdity require one to escape it through hope or
suicide...Does the Absurd dictate death?” (MS 8-9). S deals with the familiag ttfem
how one faces one’s death and how one should live life in the face of absurdity. Camus
reiterates this connection. “Reflections on suicide give me an opportunitydadirais
only problem to interest me: is there a logic to the point of death? ... This is valiar ¢
absurd reasoning” (MS 9). Camus shares with the existentialists thisrcomee death,

especially as it concerns authentic living. Yet, Camus takes pains to ditihguself

from the existentialist tradition. Camus places emphasis on the absurd astitsce
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to clear and obvious meanings, and logical analyses. For Camus, existentialist
philosophy was still too optimistic, too rational, and generally too hopeful, givés life
absurdity.
Now, to limit myself to existential philosophies, | see that all of therhowit
exception suggest escape. Through an odd reasoning, starting out from the absurd of
reason, in a closed universe limited to the human, they deify what crushes them and
find reason to hope in what impoverishes them. That forced hope is religious in all of
them (MS 32).
That is, the existential philosophers discussed in MS take a wrong turn and ewvs® mis
reason to turn the absurd into a hope. Thus, instead of truth, they end up believing in a
false hope.
Another aspect of Camus’ philosophy and writings is his emphasis on the
practical aspects of life, that is, his view that a person’s behavior is mpoetamt than
an elusive abstract inner essence that remains out of grasp.
It is probably true that a man remains forever unknown to us and that there is in
him something irreducible that escapes us. @attically, | know men and
recognize them by their behavior, by the totality of their deeds, by the
consequences caused in life by their presence. Likewise, all those irrational
feelings which offer no purchase to analysis. | can define fraatically,
appreciate themractically, by gathering together the sum of their consequences
in the domain of the intelligence, by seizing and noting all their aspects, by
outlining their universe.
...a man defines himself by his behavior as well as by his sincere impulses (MS
11).
This philosophy is precisely what we have in S where the main charactenis of a
extremely pragmatic temperament. The novel gives us detailed accourstbehavior
and often the behavior of others. What Camus does not address is what happens when
people analyze behavior differently? How is one to judge what a particular deehavi

means? Without recourse to intentionality, Camus is hard pressed to provide an answer.

Of course, if we can, we can ask the person, or in a novel, the narrator might provide the
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intention. Then the problem becomes if we are to trust the answers given. Are the

answers provided by the character, or narrator, or in real life, honest ansgaing

intention of behavior? Here again we are dealing with the question of truth ankt lies.

addition, the matter is more complicated if we ask about psychological factargheza

be unconscious reasons that are out of the control of the person? Further, in the above

passage Camus has mentioned that there are also irrational feelinganbabea

analyzed. Again, the outburst of feelings, when it does occur, will be extremely

important to the story-line of S. These are matters that will be discussedaimatysis

of the novel. For now we continue with Camus’ conceptual framework, as these concepts

are all aspects of the absurd for Camus.
In Camus’ theory of the absurd, silence and the non-answer has a partici@ar plac
The absurd world more than others derives its nobility from that abject birth. In
certain situations, replying “nothing’ when asked what one is thinking about
maybe pretense in a man...But if that reply is sincere, if it symbolized that odd
state of the soul in which the void becomes eloquent, in which the chain of daily
gestures is broken, in which the heart vainly seeks the link that will connect it
again, then it is as it were the first sign of absurdity (MS 11)

Thus, silence, or the non-answer carries a great deal of weight for Camus, atichesme

signifies an “eloquent void”. The difficulty, again, is how to tell this meaningful

“nothing” from the meaningless “nothing”. Our main character will oftersagt

anything or answers “nothing” throughout the novel. A certain paradox arises. Once

silence speaks meaning and if this meaning is linked to the absurd for Camus, then how

absurd can this silence or its potential meaning be? Regardless of the alsmtgea

however, the important point is that silence, at times, can be an authentic response.

There is another aspect of the absurd that Camus links with everyday life

“Rising, streetcar, four hours in the office or the factory, meal, stregioca hours of
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work, meal, sleep, and M T W TH Fr and Saturday” (MS 12) . Camus refers to the

monotony of our everyday routines, and it specifically refers to the ekteonlaforce

and implicates work in our bourgeois culture. The everyday routine that includes work

will come up again in S. Camus explicates his philosophy, despite his own pronsstati

elsewhere, in a manner that sounds very much in alignment with existentiagjeani

The lengthy quote that follows links the everydayness with issues of the abdwedca

up with the problem of death, once again.
according to the same rhythm — this path is usually followed most of the time.
But one day the “why” arises and everything begins in that wearinesd tiitle
amazement. “Begins” — this is important. Weariness comes at the end dkthe ac
of a mechanical life, but at the same time it inaugurates the impulse of
consciousness. It awakens consciousness and provokes what follows. What
follows is the gradual return into the chain or it is the definitive awakening. At
the end of the awakening comes, in time, the consequences: suicide or recovery...
Mere “anxiety” as Heidegger says, is at the source of everything....Hegbetw
time, and by the horror that seizes him, he recognizes his worst enemy.
Tomorrow, he was longing for tomorrow, whereas everything in him ought to
reject it. That revolt of the flesh is the absurd. (MS 13-14).

Camus here refers to a gradual awakening or consciousness of life that evakd® or i

result of, a certain weariness of, or nausea with, the life we are livitngn \is

awakening occurs, the options are suicide or recovery, or, of course, fallmusaious

again, in Camus’ words, “back to the chain.” Of course if he opts out of suicide he will

again fall into the chain in one form or another, but the point is how he will face his life

given this new conscious awareness. Camus likens this weariness wih life t

Heidegger’s concept of anxiety, the dull (and sometimes sharp) angst thaatesrowe

existence. With this awakening comes an awareness of time that bring$oi@tiont

an acknowledgement of what tomorrow will bring, and it brings, ultimately, dedtbreT

is a natural “revolt” against this impending future. So the human being, knowing the fate
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that awaits, is left with the tension of living with the inevitable. The questiogas),a
how the person lives, if the choice is to live at all. That is, what is authentic or true
existence?

Another aspect of this strangeness or absurdity comes in how we relate to other
people, how we come to see them, as well as how we view ourselves, and also how others
view us in this awakened consciousness. For Camus, this type of strangeness is evoked
also through a reference to woman, linking his philosophical idea with gender.

Just as there are days when under the familiar face of a woman, we see as a

stranger her we had loved months or years ago, perhaps we shall come even to

desire what suddenly leaves us so alone (MS 14).

...that denseness and that strangeness of the world is the absurd (MS 14).

Likewise this stranger who at certain seconds comes to meet us in a mirror, the

familiar and yet alarming brother we encounter in our own photographs is also the

absurd (MS 15).

| come at last to death...in reality there is no experience of death. Properly

speaking, nothing has been experienced but what has been lived and made

conscious. Here, it is barely possible to speak of the experience of others’ deaths

It is a substitute, an illusion, and it never quite convinces us...This elementary

and definitive aspect of the adventure constitutes the absurd feeling (MS 15).

In the first example, Camus particularly raises the issues of clasemships
with those of the opposite sex. Specifically, a man sees the familiarffaceoman he
has been in relationship with, even in love with, and now sees that person as a stranger.
The phenomenon that he describes is the realization at a certain point in some
relationships that the person once thought of as so close, is really not so anymore. What
Camus fails to mention, but perhaps it can be implied, is that it is the relationghg tha

“strange” now, and perhaps even one’s own self. One way we recognize this Isyate

how we perceive or are perceived by others. Our relationship with them hasahang
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The mark is one of distance. In addition, Camus connects it to the precarious fluxes in
the human being who may even come to desire the opposite of what was originally
desired, namely here, the loneliness itself. This example of “woman asestnaragking

an aspect of alienation of the self is one that merits more attention, as @art of
discussion is the specific gendered issue of truth, lies, and authentitityespiect to

how the women in S are characterized, in addition to how honest, or not, the main
character is in relation to the women in the novel. This will be explored in depth in the
next section. For now the point is that the strangeness of the other, in particular of the
female other in this case, is also a marker of estrangement in the heepdrson.

The examples move from the strangeness of the other to the strangeness of the
world itself, namely that the human being finds the world a strange place to be;sand thi
experienced strangeness of the world constitutes another aspect of the absurd, and
estranges the self further. For example, Camus utilizes the speaifnpke of the self
and the familiar symbol of the mirror, the mirror being an object that can provoke
conscious eruption. On occasion when one glances at a mirror or photograph, one
perceives both a familiarity and strangeness in the image. The poigridhisyexample
is that it illustrates that the ultimate stranger is one’s own self.

In the final example provided here, the ultimate strangeness is that of the human
with respect to death. As Camus says, we cannot really speak of the expefideath
since we haven't died yet, and any analysis or expression regarding tine afezthers is
somehow substitutive and unconvincing. We may see them dead and know that they
were once alive; we may watch them suffer in terrible anguish prior todisatin, but we

cannot experience their deaths. We cannot know what it is for them. What we
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experience is our relationship to their passing, our observations and our own faalings a
meanings and projections and musings on what it was for them. But we never really
know their deaths. That is why Camus speaks of the deaths of others as having
somewhat of an illusory or even fraudulent aspect to it, since it never reabyugivke

taste of death. That is, while death is a true reality, thinking one can tasbeigthr

others is a lie of sorts.

Death is a prevalent theme in Camus’ literary writings as well and iplayl an
important role in S and our analysis of it. There are several deaths in the novel and the
reaction of the main character to the deaths of others will also be asssssetl,as his
relation to his own upcoming death. In the end, though, death provides the ultimate limit
to the concept of the absurd since we who are, no longer will be, and what this “no longer
will be” really means, escapes us, no matter how much we think about it. Camus comes
up with a question regarding death. “Is one to die voluntarily or to hope in spite of
everything?” (MS 16). But this question is not complete for him. To die voluntarily, is
suicide, and that is only one option. Another option he presents is: “to hope in spite of
everything”. However, hope is not something that Camus thinks is the real ansier. S
another option is to live without hope. That is both hope and suicide are fraudulent
routes, are inauthentic choices. Camus will build up to this point, but first ke star
chiseling away at the armor of hope. This first cut taken is with respectvdddge,
and anthropomorphism is implicated.

Understanding the world for a man is reducing it to the human, stamping it with

his seal. The cat’s universe is not the universe of the anthill... If thought

discovered in the shimmering mirror of phenomena eternal relations capable of
summing them up and summing themselves up in a single principle...That

nostalgia for unity, that appetite for the absolute illustrates the essemtidse
of the human drama... (MS 17).
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Thus Camus thinks, like Nietzsche and many others before him (and after himyythat a
knowledge is only human, perspectival knowledge and not absolute knowledge. Truth, in
this big sense, does not exist for Camus. Related to this quest for knowledge is a quest
for unity, including the quest for unifying principles. There is a tug at the huntarsi
direction. This is a type of hope that the universe will make sense and ulifitatel
together logically, and even perhaps that it may be based on an absolute principle.
Camus echoes sentiments against this type of hope. “We must despair of ever
reconstructing the familiar, calm surface which would give us peace of (d&rt18).
This type of despair, however, is authentic and true and serves a “good” purpose. The
guest for knowledge leaves us agitated and unfulfilled. Knowledge is a broad term and
includes several disciplines.

Forever | shall be a stranger to myself. In psychology, as in logic, tleeteitins

but no Truth. “Know thyself” has as much value as the “Be virtuous” of our

confessionals...They are sterile exercises on great subjects. EhHegiimate

only in precisely so far as they are approximate (MS 19).
The quest for knowledge, then, leads off to another aspect of strangeness. Haee it i
strangeness associated with incompleteness and having to settle for apjprogiofat
truth and even a plurality of them. This applies as much to psychological truths as to
truths about the human in general, or any truths about oneself, as it does to tiee outsi
physical world. Perhaps this is why Camus contents himself with behavioceptieas
of the person, since this is perhaps the only thing that can be got at. In S, the main
character often merely describes situations and people. He falls shaatysisanYet, as

we saw, this does not eliminate ambiguity. This lingering ambiguityymilye another

aspect of the absurd. Or, perhaps, it is the desire for clarity that is more.absur
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But what is absurd is the confrontation of the irrational and the wild longing for
clarity whose call echoes in the human heart. The absurd depends as much on
man as on the world....It binds them one to the other as only hatred can weld two
creatures together...(MS 21).
The absurd is essentially a divorce. It lies in neither of the elements @amijpa
is born of their confrontation...The absurd is not in man...nor in the world, but in
their presence together (MS 30).
Camus illustrates that absurdity resides in the relationship between thie beimg and
the world, rather than in any single characteristic. Further refihisdstan antagonistic
relationship between the irrational forces and the quest for clarity. Bxteer the
relationship is characterized by hostility. Camus makes a statemewhttanost binds
people together is hatred, overturning ideas of love and harmony. In this sense,
separateness and hatred are truer than love and harmony for Camus. Thiwkea of |
and harmony is perhaps another false hope that Camus wishes us to resist. Camus does
not explicate this idea further. In this context, however, Camus appears aoifyeng|
that the relationship that results with the absurd is an agonistic one, one thahbtings
peace but agitation for the human. Further, Camus’ notion of clarity is not adways
clear. Inthe above context he juxtaposes clarity to the irrational, implyinghan wish
to impose some kind of order or reason on that irrationality. Camus is not always
consistent with his terms, and his variation of usages allows for a pluralityanimge
and truths. Therefore, sometimes it is the absurd forces which are ifiadmnatimes it
is the relationship that is absurd, and sometimes it is the attempt to impose ohddr on t
which defies order that is itself absurd. One thing is certain, Camus doesthimkman
being lives in tension between opposing forces. He phrases this as “the essssital pa

of man torn between his urge toward unity and the clear vision he may have of the walls

enclosing him” (MS 22). In this instance the tug is between a drive to unity d®war
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perhaps some reasonable principle holding the universe together, a hope perhaps, and a
drive towards clarity implying a certain truth and realization of th&éamal and of

impending walls or doom closing in on one. Yet, a certain paradox ensues. Does not this
clarity to see the situation for what it is, to clearly accept the irrdfionply the very use

of reason? And, is a unity that excludes the irrational really a unity afteirak

divisions are not so clear cut, and perhaps one spills into the other. In Camus’ language
however, the drive or hope towards unity is a false hope, an untruth, while brutgl clarit

is true and authentic.

Camus’ thought takes him always back to death, for, like everything else, “the
absurd ends with death” (MS 31). This notion of the absurd is so central to Camus’
thinking that he says of it:

| judge the notion of the absurd to be essential and consider that it can stand as the

first of my truths...For me the sole datum is the absurd...l have just defined it as a

confrontation and an unceasing struggle (MS 31).

So Camus, like Sartre, despite both their protestations, does have an absolute, or an
ultimate value. For Sartre the ultimate truth is human freedom, whereas fas @asn

the absurd. In this case Camus calls it #@e’ daturh However much truth is
relativized, there is a rock bottom truth for both thinkers. Camus would say thadg¢dis i
of the absurd is not so much based on principle but on pragmatic reality, espeegily gi
the reality of death. Yet, however practical this datum might be, it stilltsaa a

principle for him by which he organizes his thoughts. More than this, however, the
absurd, especially with its implications of death, is a truth, perhaps even “tiifarut

Camus. The truth of this concept functions as a “first principle” for him.
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It is because the absurd defies a clear-cut rationality and ebpbezduse it
ends in death, or points to death, that Camus says that hope itself must be given up if we
are to remain true to reality. To hope would be to falsify existence somehow.
And carrying this absurd logic to its conclusion, | must admit that that &rugg
implies a total absence of hope (which has nothing to do with despair) a continual
rejection (which must not be confused with renunciation), and a conscious
dissatisfaction (which must not be compared to immature unrest). Everything that
destroys, conjures away, or exorcises these requirements (and, to begin with,
consent which overthrows divorce) ruins the absurd and devaluates the attitude
that may then be proposed (MS 31).
For Camus, a human being who wishes to live authentically must accept life
honestly for what it is, without resorting to false hope or religious crutcheaugaero
of the absurd lives without hope yet does not despair or committing suicide, ayd alwa
“manages”. This is the challenge for the human being. For, to hope is a type of lie one
tells oneself to cope with living. Thus, Camus does not put too much stake on finding
meaning, since meaning is often fraught with hope, and thus implies a certain amount of
lying, or self-deception.
It was previously a question of finding out whether or not life had to have a
meaning to be lived. It now becomes clear, on the contrary, that it will be lived
all the better if it has no meaning. Living an experience, a particuarndat
accepting it fully...(MS 53).
In a summation reminiscent of Nietzsche’s idearabur fatj the absurd hero
lives life fully but without hope. All that matters is how one faces life, whicludes
how one faces death.
While despair may cause one to commit suicide, the contrary position, he says, “is

the man condemned to death”, and if one resists the pull to take one’s own life, the

attitude of this resistance should be “consciousness and revolt” (MS 55). By
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consciousness is implied the proper lucidity without hope, and revolt means not apathy
but a certain will in living and thriving despite it all until the bitter end.
The absurd man can only drain everything to the bitter end, and deplete himself.
The absurd is his extreme tension, which he maintains constantly by solitary
effort, for he knows that in that consciousness and in that day to day revolt he
gives proof of his only truth, which is defiance. This is a first consequence (MS
55).
Thus there is also a positive or true sense of acceptance of the absurd. Hoveewet, it i
grounded in any hope or reason, for there can be none for Camus. It may beoalitesp,
but it is not a leap of faith. Rather, itis a leap into the abyss. The only reasdhepr ra
description, in this face of this truth, is defiance. We should therefore expeetitoGamus’
literary writing something of this struggle, examples of such awakemigf andled “well”
according to Camus’ terms, a defiance without hope. Since no person knows the hour of death
will be hard to “force” this confrontation naturally. The most fitting exampleapietrically, of
the death we all have to face, is that of a condemned person. S provides jusetbat typ
experiment with its story of a condemned criminal. Camus is concerrfetiovit people use
their freedom, particularly in the face of death. Yet, it is not freedom in theetss a
principle that interests him.
Knowing whether or not man is free does not interest me. | can experience only
my own freedom...The problem of “freedom as such” has no meaning...
The only conception of freedom | can have is that of the prisoner or the individual
in the midst of the State. The only one | know is freedom of thought and action.
(MS 56).
If someone is condemned one would think they lose freedom, and Camus does not deny
that a certain amount of freedom is lost. However, there is an increase in “freedom of

action” since “that privation of hope and future means an increase in man’s avgilabili

to the present (MS 57). Hence, this should leave one more fully alive in the mament, t
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attend to the here and now, and thus able to be more authentic to the moment. This is
another place where Camus conflates terms for when he says “freedom of laeti@as’
in mind also, and especially, freedom of thought. Sometimes he makes this distinction
but other times not. Otherwise we would have a logical problem. The prisoner obviously
loses a lot of physical freedom and with it the freedom of certain actions. hé&/k#ll
has, though, is freedom of thought.
While the proper response to the absurd is neither hope nor despair, and while it
does require a certain amount of will as “defiance without hope” and a stioviivg life
fully, this response, however, paradoxically requires indifference. Thisarghite is
not to be confused with despondency, but is, part and parcel of the acknowledgment
merged with revolt. This kind of acceptance of stark reality yields, paradgxical
strength to forge on.
But what does life mean in such a universe? Nothing else for the moment but
indifference to the future and a desire to use up everything that is giveef iBeli
the meaning of life always implies a scale of values, a choice, and our
preferences. Belief in the absurd, according to our definitions, teaches the
contrary (MS 60).
However, even though Camus does not want to acquiesce to a values program, for that
would be too much dependant on meaning and perhaps too close to hope, Camus does
seem to place a certain value or a certain hierarchy in place pydmsaluse of the
absurd in the face of death. He says: “belief in the absurd is tantamount to sngstituti
the quantity of experience for the quality” (MS 60), and again: “what countd the
best living but the most living” (MS 61), and yet still: “there will never be aubstitute

for twenty years of life and experience” (MS 63). What Camus intends nsptoasize

the practical. Therefore he asserts that “value judgments are discarded favor of
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factual judgments” (MS 61). However, does not Camus exalt the practicdleand t
tangible by making these value judgments? In addition, quantity over quailitg see
conflict with some of Camus’ other thoughts that have been discussed. For example,
Camus repeatedly asserts that life must be faced lucidly in the faceadistine and
without hope. This is his type of authenticity. If, therefore, someone approdehasdi
death, without this lucidity, or full of hope, has not Camus already judged thasgestt
with a negative valence? That is, has he not already devalued these respeses to t
absurd? If so, then it seems that logically the life faced with lucidity attwtihope is
clearly of higher value than one that might be longer, though false in attitude. Sp quali
in this sense of the word does indeed matter to Camus.

The only way he can escape this bind, at least partially, is to place this sgbmme
of quantity over quality within a certain context. For example, if someone fatied
short life were to use the quality of his life as an excuse, as a way of somahiogv ha
hope or rationalizing that his short life was still better than someone elderger life,
or that it does not matter who dies sooner or later since we all have to go athemay
this might amount to an excuse, an escape, or a hopeful attempt to escapetélte awai
fate. Camus might assert that even a consciousness of the absurd faced without hope ca
become a crutch, an escape route, if this view is seen to justify life/etda gin
unequivocal edge, even if life ends abruptly. Life and death must be faced without even
the hope of the conscious hopelessness with which you face it. One can see a certain
truth in this from Camus’ perspective. Indeed, these very arguments will leel \ogit
his main character in S as his death approaches. Still, one cannot help but notice that

Camus has gotten himself into a conundrum here. If quantity of life always trumps
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quality, without any extenuations, then there would be no need for lucid consciousness
without hope. Camus would probably respond and say that this is not a matter of value
but of the truth of existence. Camus clearly places a value on this truth of the absurd and
how to face it. His own words seem to elevate, even perhaps at times to glorify, this
approach to life.
Thus I draw from the absurd three consequences, which are my revolt, my
freedom, and my passion. By the mere activity of consciousness | transform it
into a rule of life what was an invitation to death - and | refuse suicide (MS 64).
Strictly speaking, however, Camus does not want to make this an ethic (eoes it
have overtones of value), for he says that “the absurd mind cannot so much expect ethical
rules at the end of its reasoning” (MS 68). It is, rather, that in facing lifeedguand
rejecting suicide, an authentic attitude brings with it an acknowledgereaedom in
life, a revolt against wanting to hope and all its implications, and a passion tédikg.li
One cannot speak of passionate revolt for Camus without at least briefly
mentioning one of his favorite mythic heroes, Sisyphus. Without going into the details of
the myth, a few comments of Camus are in order to understand the connection of the
myth to the modern individual.
It is during that return, that pause, that Sisyphus interests me....That hour like a
breathing-space which returns as surely as his suffering, that is the hour of
consciousness. At each of those moments when he leaves the heights and
gradually sinks toward the lairs of the gods, he is superior to his fate. He is
stronger than his rock (MS 121).
Sisyphus, proletarian of the gods, powerless and rebellious, knows the whole
extent of his wretched condition: it is what he thinks of during his descent. The
lucidity that was to constitute his torture at the same time crowns his victory.
There is no fate that cannot be surmounted by scorn.

If the descent is thus sometimes performed in sorrow, it can also take place in joy
(MS 121).
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These words of Camus unpack his theory and explicate the myth further. The iarbetwe
times are times of decision. What is important is that the man continues on, knowing the
futility of it all. As Camus says, this is his torture, his tragedy, and hisnongvglory.
What is important about Sisyphus is that he is victorious because he continues on. In
addition, Camus imagines him continuing on happily, not with desperate gloom and
doom, but rather with joy, a joyful wisdom. Notice that scorn is the rebellion negessa
to overcoming, and to facing reality. However, is not this scorn or rebelliohabselrd
since it cannot change the inevitable? Still, it does hold back or resist both snetide a
hope. It allows one to press on. This type of victory and acknowledgement of
“happiness” or “joy” is also ascribed to the main character at the end of theasatved
also the joy of Sisyphus.
All Sisyphus’ silent joy is contained therein. His fate belongs to him. His rock is
his thing. Likewise, the absurd man, when he contemplates his torments ssilence
all the idols...The absurd man says yes and his effort will henceforth be
unceasing. If there is a personal fate, there is no higher destiny... Atz
moment when man glances backward over his life Sisyphus returning toward his
rock, in that slight pivoting he contemplates that series of unrelated actiors whic
become his fate, created by him, combined under his memory’s eye and soon
sealed by his death...He is still on the go. The rock is still rolling.
| leave Sisyphus at the foot of the mountain. One always finds one’s burden
again. But Sisyphus teaches the higher fidelity that negates the gods and raises
rocks. He too concludes that all is well. This universe henceforth without a
master seems to him neither sterile nor futile. Each atom of the stone, each
mineral flake of that night filled mountain, in itself forms a world. The steigg
itself toward the height is enough to fill a man’s heart. One must imagine
Sisyphus happy (MS 122-123).
This long and rather poetic quote from Camus echoes his philosophy of the absurd quite
eloquently. The response to the absurd, the proper response for Camus, is the “yes” that
is given to life, in spite of it all. It requires consciousness, and also implicate is a

certain responsibility for his fate, for Camus points out that although the actemsde
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unrelated, they created his fate. In addition, Camus adds, “created by him”.nSb eve
there is not an ethics per se in Camus, there is responsibility. As he saidieahis
series of essays:

All systems of morality are based on the idea that an action has consequences tha

legitimizes or cancels it. A mind imbued with the absurd never judges that those

consequences must be considered calmly. Itis ready to pay up. In other words,
there may be responsible persons, but there...are not guilty ones, in its opinion

(MS 67).

Thus, while there is responsibility, there is no real “guilt”. We can expeceidhszefore, in a
character that personifies this attitude, an awareness and acceptanag@rofithstances without
a feeling of guilt. This will be pivotal in understandifige Stranger Notice, also, that in the
previously cited passage, the universe is without a master, namely, without adygdt, ahis
does not result in despair, and is neither “servile nor futile”. A person can be, in spak, of
happy amidst the struggle, perhaps even because of it. One final note on this pasHage a
myth is worth mentioning and that is the amount of earthy and sensory details. Rows, s
and physical labor all speak of concrete things, of the tangible world, and it witdmhpis
connection that the jump to the feeling of joy, or of sensory happiness, contentmeng,is ma
even metaphorically. For the protagonists of Camus’ novels, and perhaps for Camifsthiense
earthy pleasures are the best, or the most real.

Much has been said, thus far, concerning Camus’ concept of the absurd that will be
applicable to our next section on the noleé Stranger Before proceeding with the literary
analysis, however, it must be mentioned that in later interviews in 1945 Camus somewhat
revised or clarified his position on the absurd.

This word “absurd” has had an unhappy history and | confess that now it rather

annoys me. When | analyzed the feelings of the Absurd in the Myth of Sisyphus,
| was looking for a method and not a doctrine. | was practicing methodical doubt.
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...If we assume that nothing has any meaning, then we must conclude that the
world is absurd. But does nothing have a meaning? | have never believed that we
could remain at this point. Even as | was writing the Myth of Sisyphus, | was
thinking about the essay on revolt that | could write later on...This is what | have
tried to do...though naturally, | still do not claim to be in possession of any truth
(LCE 356).
Thus, even Camus concluded that one could not live without some meaning. The clarification
that he provides suggests that it was_notaaning that Camus revolted against, but rather
meaning steeped in a particular type of hope that Camus considered to be uneaadishus
inauthentic, and at bottom, a lie. However, what is clear is that whateveinges give must
be created or constructed by us in the moment with full consciousness, without a hoperef a f
and with acknowledgement of the absurd, including the absurd end, of death.
Again, in an essay entitle “The Enigma” in LCE, he further explicateisi&égsof
the absurd, and also revises his position on values. He ends up conceding to at least
relative values. In addition, there is a certain amount of meaning we give torite W
is expressed even by the logic of its denial.
The moment you say that everything is nonsense you express something
meaningful. Refusing the world all meaning amounts to abolishing all value
judgments. But living and eating, for example, are in themselves value
judgments. You choose to remain alive the moment you do not allow yourself to
die of hunger, and consequently you recognize that life has at least\aerelati
value (LCE 159-160).
Camus acknowledges that in a certain paradoxical sense, even acceptimylesesmess
gives meaning or value to life. What is consistent, however, is his “admiratioa” for
certain type of individual that faces the absurd in the manner already désdfitbde
Camus said the following with respect to Prometheus, it could easily applyh8s.
In the thunder and lightning of the gods, the chained hero keeps his quiet faith in
man. This is how he is harder than his rock and more patient than his culture. His

long stubbornness has more meaning for us than his revolt against the gods (LCE
142).
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In fact, this is the prototype for what he expects from, or sees in, modern man. “Ghe coul
doubtless claim this God-defying rebel as the model of contemporary man anotéss’ . CE

138). It is with this image in mind, and the conglomeration of ideas that Camus has provided us
regarding the absurd, that we now move to explore his first, and perhaps most alycioati

of the absurdJhe Stranger

Part Il — An Analysis of The Stranger: Does Meursault Lie?

The Strange(S) has most often been described as a man on trial for not playing the
typical games demanded by society, particularly by its author. Forpdain his
Preface to the 1956 edition included in a series of essaysiaal and Critical Essays
(LCE), Camus writes the following:

...the hero of my book is condemned to death because he does not play the game.
In this respect, he is foreign to the society in which he lives; he wanders, on the
fringe, in the suburbs of private solitary, sensual life. And this is why some
writers have been tempted to look upon him as a piece of social wreckage. A
much more accurate idea of the character, or, at least, one much closer to the
author’s intentions, would emerge if one asks just how Meursault does not play
the game. The reply is a simple one: he refuses to lie...For me, therefore,
Meursault is not a piece of social wreckage...he is animated by a passion...a
passion for the absolute and for truth. This truth is still a negative one, the truth
of what we are and what we feel, but without it no conquest of ourselves or of the
world will ever be possible. One therefore would not be much mistaken to regard
The Strangeas the story of a man who, without any heroics, agrees to die for the
truth. (1/8/55). [Published as a preface to the American edition 1956] (LCE 335-
337).

This rather lengthy quote reveals much of Camus’ literary intentioedst his

conscious one) and analysis of the character. His aim is to demonstrate trsau\iesr

a man who refuses to lie; indeed he has a passion for the truth, and hence dies for the
truth. It also helps explain the title, namely, how Meursault is a strémgfee society he

lives in. Commentators, such as, Alba Amoia in her essay “Indifferenbe &utding
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Principle of the Stranger” in Derek Maus&sadings on the Strang@RS), rightly points
out that Meursault is often brutally honest with the courts, even against the afdvise
lawyer who is trying to help him in his defense (RS 55). Meursault is also very honest
pointing out, time and again, that he does not believe in God. Amoia also points out the
existential themes that are prevalent in the novel. She concludes her ekghg wit
following:
The Stranger illustrates the deep internal contradictions within saciety’
conventional attitudes, as well as the typical existential themes of thenessptif
the universe and the absurdity of human existence (RS 59).
While, indeed, S reveals the absurd spirit that Camus intended, to stop at thatiseading
to tell only half the story, for, in many ways, Meursault is not always as haség is
intended to be by Camus. The author who comes closest to questioning Meursault’s
honesty, although not far enough, is Robert Solomon. In his essay, “Is Merseault a
Stranger to Truth?” in RS, Solomon asks the following question.
What would it be — not to lie? Perhaps it is impossible. It is not difficult to avoid
uttering falsehoods of course. Once can always keep silent. But what ifslying i
also not seeinthe truth? For instance, not seeing the truth about oneself even in
the name of “not lying”? What then would it be not to lie? (RS 61).
What Solomon has is mind is a certain psychological reading that ascribearsaMea
stunted growth.
| want to argue that the whole question of Meursault’'s “honesty” and “the lie”
should be replaced by an examination of the presupposition of honesty and a new
kind of thinking about “feelings”. For | want to argue that the character of
Meursault is not to be found in the reflective realm of truth and falsity but
exclusively in the pre-reflective realm of simple “seeing” and “lived
experience.”..| want to argue that Meursault neither lies nor tells the truth,
because he never realized that (meta) level of consciousness where truth and

falsity can be articulated. Moreover, he does not even have the feelings, much
less feelings about his feelings, to which he is supposed to be so true (RS 63).
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The case that Solomon wants to build is that Meursault operates pre-refjeatipet-
thematically, never quite allowing or developing to the point where cereinde
become conscious. Yet, to say that Meursault has no feelings is also incerrect, a
Solomon himself points out.
He enjoys the warmth of the sun and Marie’s company. But he does not feel
regret for his crime nor sorrow for his mother’s death. He is confused when
Marie asks him if he loves her, not because he is undecided, but because he does
not understand the question. What Meursault does not do is make judgments. As
the narrator of the novel he describes, but he does not judge the significance of his
actions or the meaning of events, other people’s feelings, or his own.
Accordingly, he does not reflect; he has few thoughts and is only minimally self-
conscious. He cannot be true to his feelings, not only because he does not know
what they are, but because, without judgments, he cannot even have them (RS 63-
64).
What is described above as Meursault’s feelings is not so much emotional fegling
pleasurable sensation. At this level Meursault is aware of his likes andgjiskkethe
warm sun and sexual pleasure. We agree with Solomon that the deep human emotions
are not something that Meursault exhibits. He does not regret the crime, and he does not
feel deep sorrow for his mother’s death. With respect to his girlfriend Neoiemon
raises the point that he at least acts as if he does not understand the qudstion or t
meaning of love. That he does not reflect much we also agree with, except thps perha
at the end of the novel he does seem to reflect a great deal about death, his death in
particular. He does not, it is true, ever really connect the dots between his actidhe
series of events that lead up to his conviction. However, we cannot agree thaulleursa
never lies, for Meursault admits that when he gets bored with conversationstetava
get someone off his back, he pretends to agree with them, as for instance, with the

magistrate after his arrest. Solomon does make the important contribution, however, tha

what seems to be lacking is a certain judgment factor in Meursault. Me (eseyost
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company with the wrong people and doesn’t seem to realize that violent outlansts fr
someone like Raymond are to be expected. Yet, Meursault is not totally without a
judging faculty since when he is on the beach he does judge and anticipate that he must
somehow calm Raymond down and get his gun away from him, or else there will be
disaster. He also makes a judgment when he reads the newspaper articte that
murdered man was rather foolish for playing that kind of a hoax on his family and should
have expected bad consequences (though he doesn’t make the connection to his own
predicament). He did not, however, either realize or implement similaocdéfore he
wrote the letter, which was another sort of lie. He also does not exerciseejidg get
involved in either the problem with Salamano with his dog or Raymond beating his
girlfriend. So his judgment is limited and selective, and we would contend hasia certa
gender bias associated with it. Meursault seems capable of male bonding, aardse se
to be comfortable with, and capable of at times, strong emotions of angeheltste
vulnerable and tender feelings that is problematic for Meursault. We do agree, however
that Meursault seems somewhat inhuman or incomplete as a human being. iklg certa
does not have what we would call, emotional maturity. As Solomon puts it, “he is a
demonstration, even despite the author’s intentions, of the poverty of consciousness...”
(RS 64). This is especially true regarding his dealings with women, but stsetith
others. It is with this other side of the story, that this essay is concermgdetrto
examine this issue more carefully, we must return to the story.

The novel opens with the death of his mother. “Mother died today. Or, maybe
yesterday. | can’t be sure” (S 1). The reader is struck immediatidlypaie facts and a

certain coldness and uncertainty, “I can’'t be sure”. This uncertaintyt inégrelated to
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the problem of knowledge presented in the philosophical section. It seems quite odd that
Meursault would not even know the date of his mother’s death, but actually there is a
good explanation. His mother was living in a home when he received the news, but the
letter left the actual day ambiguous. These opening lines already b&tayeathe

novel, one of justified excuse and of uncertainty. Meursault is a man that very tiften w
say he can not be sure of things, or that one never knows. He does not (ordinarily) make
hasty judgments. However, the uncertainty will also be a warning to the reatter not
judge too quickly and also foretells that perhaps others in the novel will make rash or
inaccurate judgments. It also makes it more difficult to ascertain tndthes.

In addition to uncertainty, Camus does not waste anytime to let us know that
death will be of consequence in the novel. The death of Meursault's mother both opens
the novel and is important in his later reflections at the end of the novel. In addition, the
death of the mother, and Meursault’s reaction to it, will figure greatly dtmmgyial.

The relationship with the mother, therefore, permeates the novel even when only in the
background. His reaction to his mother’s death is one of semi-denial. “For the pitesent
is almost as if Mother weren't really dead. The funeral will bring it htormae...”(S 2).

It hasn’t really sunk in yet, what this death of the other, of this close relatiamsrte

him. Yet, if we follow Camus’s logic on death, this also alludes to the fachinaetth

of the other will always be a somewhat illusory death since it isn’t otin.d&nce we

have no way of experiencing death, per se, it remains a mystery and somesivat ill

and is a sign of the absurd. When people offer Meursault the usual condolences and
kindnesses, such as Celeste’s remark that “There’s no one like a mother” (83§ the

no reply from Meursault, nor does he show any emotion. He stays focused on the
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physical tasks of having lunch, getting on the bus, and getting to the home. He tells us he
had to walk quite a ways on foot and the sun was hot. We gain access to the physical
images and actions, but are not told of any feelings or inner thoughts (other than thoughts
regarding the senses or material realm).

We gain some insight regarding his relation to his mother when he arritves at t
home where his mother died. He remarks: “When we lived together, Mother was always
watching me, but we hardly ever talked” (S 3-4). We are told that he expadi@is
mother as “always watching me”. The verbalization of the constancy of thesgams
somewhat paranoid. Yet, we are not told if she was smiling or angry or what kind of look
it was, only that she was always watching. The other detail we are gitret they
hardly ever talked. It seems odd that two people living in the same house would hardly
ever talk. We might be tempted to interpret this statement as revealitigaifeawas no
meaningful conversation, which certainly seems to be implied. However, for someone
like Meursault who includes the physical details, it seems more likdlyhénahardly
had any conversation of any kind, including small talk. In either case, it Jpeaks
certain distance between them. Perhaps they were both non-verbal types, ortheyhaps
might have had some harsh words in the past. We are not told anything further at this
point. We are not told what this silence between mother and son is all about, or even
given one instance of it, or even one explanation for it, only that they do not talk.
Meursault very often does not have much to say about anything. What we are often left
with is a void, a silence, which seems to hang in the air but is never defined.

Meursault does tell us that the mother cried often when she first got to the home,

but that she got used to it. He adds to this an excuse for not visiting her.
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That was why, during the last year, | seldom went to see her. Also it would have
meant losing my Sunday — not to mention the trouble of going to the bus, getting
my ticket, and spending two hours on the journey each way (S 4).
His remarks seem quite callous. He hardly went to see his mother at all eath@ipr
to her death and there is no mention of guilt or regret. There is, instead, a wtmrali
that it wouldn’t have been good for either one of them. Perhaps, buried underneath, are a
lot of unresolved feelings for his mother, but at this point we can only note that he does
not mention any. Curiously, when the keeper offers to take the lid off to let Méursaul
view his mother before the funeral, he doesn’t want to see her. Perhaps he doesn’t want
to remember his mother dead, or perhaps he does not want to watch his mother as she
once watched him. Whatever the reason may be, and we the readers are told that he does
not know why, but he prefers to keep death at a distance, in a box, perhaps keeping its
truth at bay.
Before the others arrive for the vigil, Meursault has some coffee, offered to him
by the keeper, and though he wants to smoke, he hesitates.
But | wasn't sure if | should smoke, under the circumstances — in Mother’s
presence. |thought it over really, it didn’t seem to matter, so | offered ¢ipeike
a cigarette, and we both smoked (S 9).
Again, we are not told why he should not smoke. Is it because his mother is dead and it
is inappropriate to smoke in front of the dead, or is it because he is in front of his mother?
Either way, he rationalizes that she is dead after all, and he and the keeper smoke
together. Meursault is a man for whom sensory gratification means a lot. KHe take
pleasure in such things as smoking and drinkeifg au lait Although we do not know

if he ever smoked in front of his mother, one cannot help but note that there is something

somewhat defiant in his behavior. Now, with mother dead, and even though this is a
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wake, he freely takes pleasure right in front of her and somewhat in public. Ele defi
convention for his own pleasure, with the rationalization that it didn’t really nedte
all. This also displays a certain indifference which is characteosieursault, and
also of Camus’ general attitude towards the absurd. Death, of course, markisniie
limit of the absurd.

When the others arrive for the vigil, Meursault is neither comfortable with the
outbursts of emotion nor of the deadening silence. He is irked. When it was over he was
surprised that: “each of them shook hands with me, as though the night together, in which
we had not exchanged a word, had created a kind of intimacy between us” (S 133. This i
somewhat of an ironic passage. Meursault often says nothing, and Camus, in Bis essay
certainly appreciates the value of silence, images, and gestures. Yelldersault
does not seem to understand the gesture. He is not connected to these people. Of course,
one cannot get to know all about someone in one evening. However, there are some
things that can be known or shared. They have all shared a ritual together, thethegil of
dead, which does, in a sense, at least for a short time, bond people together. In addition,
he has learned something about his mother’s life and friends by listening to the keeper
He has had a chance to come to know his mother a little better, and yet, this seems to
mean nothing to him. All the members at the wake share something in common, his
mother, and he, as her son, is the center focus at the evenings end. Of courseghey com
up to shake his hand. Yet, the meaning of this ritual and the time spent eludes Meursault.
He remains alienated from them, and just an observer.

At the funeral there is one more guest that Meursault has not seen beie@d It

Mr. Perez, and he is told that his mother developed quite a friendship with him. In fact,
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the people in the home used to tease him, asking “When are you going to marry her?” (S
15). His mother evidently developed a relationship, a special friendship, in the home. Up
to now we know nothing about Meursault’s relationships. The humanity of the mother
seems more present than that of the son. Other people tell him about his mother, or
inquire about her, including the warden of the place, and even the undertaker asks him his
mother’s age. The only response he makes is “Well, she was getting on” (S 1@}, In fa
he tells us that “as a matter of fact, | didn’t know exactly how old she was” (S 19).
Meursault might be honest in his reply, but he is unusually unaware of any detasls of hi
mother’s life. It seems extremely odd that not only does he not talk (much) tothisrm

but he also does not know much about her, even important details. Yet, he is
painstakingly aware of many physical details of his environment and of the people he
encounters.

When he returns home from his mother’s funeral we are introduced to the various
people in Meursault’s life. The next day, we meet another woman in his life, Marie.
Meursault decides to go for a swim at the pool, and it is there that he bumps into Marie,
who was an office typist. We are told that he liked her and the feeling was pbbsuma
mutual, but that she was not there long enough for anything to come of it (S 23). Now, at
the pool, outside of work, there is another opportunity. This is the first we are tolgd of an
relationships, or possible relationships, with women. It is noteworthy that itscaftar
the mother’s death in the novel. No time is wasted. It is as though sex and death go
together or that the mother’s death frees him in a way. While helping Marie fortha ra
tells us “I let my hand stay over her breasts” (S 23). He joins her on the raftaridtia

his head sink into her lap. They both seem to enjoy the swim, and while we are not told
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of any real dialogue between them, the description of the scene tells irethittrice

was a fruitful one. At the end of it all, he asks Marie to go to the movies with him. She
agrees. Meursault, the man who is often uncertain or has nothing to say, does not suffer
at all from a lack of speech here when it matters to him. He easily asisdJdafor a

date. Nor is he shy when out on the date.

Later, they go back to his place and Marie spends the night. Not only does he go
for a swim after his mother’s funeral, but he has a date and has sex with her. Nothing
seems to interfere with Meursault’'s sensual pleasures, or perhaps, with gooteehe
can enjoy them the better. Marie leaves before he wakes. He does not mention any
feelings for Marie but he does mention being able to smell her hair still orllov. pHe
decides not to go to lunch at his usual place because he does not want to deal with any
guestions, presumably about his mother’s death and funeral. As he says, he “dislikes
being questioned” (S 25). While he phrases this in general terms, one musthaflaet
doesn’t want to be questioned about his mother. While he does not display any emotion,
something leaves him uneasy about such questions. Perhaps because again, he will have
no answers to questions that he “ought to know”. Or perhaps he does not like to reveal
himself. How could he when he does not reflect much. He is an enigma even to himself.
He spends the day in watching people from the window. At one point during the day he
glances in the mirror, and mentions only the objects that he sees, yet hetdoeation
seeing himself at all (S 30). He does tell us that he feels “at loose mritig”apartment.

Yet, he does not tell us why, or he does so without knowing it. He tells us that his

apartment seems too big to him now. It seemed to be of the right size before.
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It suited me well enough when Mother was with me, but now that | was by myself

it was too large and I'd moved the dining table into my bedroom. That was now

the only room | used.(S 25).

This is a revealing statement. He rationalizes that since she left fiendiglth so much
room. That is, he never appropriated the space back for himself. He has quartered
himself off into a small space that was never occupied by mother. Behind all this
rationalization, one gets the sense that Mother is still too much in the apartmerg. She
in the air, as it were, and the only space that he feels is his, where he has &ys igriva

his bedroom. He has even made his bedroom a dining room. So he takes his
nourishment and gratification in the same place now, away from where mother would
have been. At the end of the day he remarks that he got through another Sunday, and that
“Mother now was buried”, and tomorrow he returns to work, and that “really, nothing in
my life has changed” (S 30). Of course this is a fact, that his routine will go on, but one
wonders if there is hidden beneath it a resistance to feel anything. Inigsesine of

his last thoughts of the day is about his mother. He seems to acknowledge that she is
now gone, gone for real. Yet, is she?

We also learn of the male characters in his life, especially of old Salamdisa
dog, and of Raymond, the pimp, both of whom live in his building. Even Raymond the
pimp, considers it “a damned shame” what Salamano does to his dog, how cruelly he
treats him (S 34). That is, even a hard core pimp displays some human compassion and
yet Meursault none at all. Meursault accepts a dinner invite from Raymond amgl duri
the course of the evening Raymond reveals that “I'm a bit short-tempered” (S 85). W

soon learn he was in a brawl with a man and that it involved a woman that he was
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involved with physically. The woman, he says “was letting me down”. As a result, he
beat her.
He’d beaten her till the blood came. Before that he’d never beaten her, not hard
any how only affectionately-like. She’d howl a bit, and I'd have to shut the
window. Then of course it ended as per usual. But this time I'm done with her.
Only, to my mind, | ain’t punished her enough. (S 38).
Raymond asks him if Meursault thinks “she really had done him dirt?” (S 39), to which
he responds: “I had to admit it looked like that” (S 40). He asks further if he thinks she
deserves more punishment and inquires what Meursault would do in his shoes. True to
form, Meursault replies. “I told him one could never be quite sure how to act in such
cases, but | quite understood his wanting her to suffer for it” (S 40). Yet, how could he
understand his wanting her to suffer? On what basis is this judgment made? What
feelings does this bring up, if any, for Meursault? Where does this understéording
revenge arise? Further, why is violence done to a woman of no consequence? How can
he say the girl had done him wrong without hearing her side of it? How is it that
Meursault trusts Raymond’s story to be the truth? Regardless, Raymond llaalltbar
assurance that he needs and wants Meursault to help him with a plot against her. He
wants Meursault to write a letter for him, “a real stinker that’ll get hehemaw”, as he
says (S 40). His plan is to coax the girl to come back with the letter, taleelest, tand
then throw her out, spitting in her face. Meursault is asked to write the lettdroaryth t
he remains silent at first, Raymond asks him point blank if he would “mind doing it right
away” (S 40). Meursault says he would not mind. He learns the girl's name, who turns
out to be a Moor, and he writes the letter. Meursault’s reaction, while appearing

indifferent is not terribly so. “I didn’t take much trouble over it, but | wanted tofgatis

Raymond as I'd no reason not to satisfy him” (S 41). Why is it that Meursault iwants
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satisfy Raymond'’s desire to punish the girl? Why is he willing to writawdtilent letter
that he knows will get the girl in more trouble? Why does he think Raymond will just
spit in the girl's face and then let her go without any more trouble? Raymonhidaalya
been violent with the girl repeatedly. Meursault has information straightRaymond
to that effect, and he has already admitted to having a short temper. Hegbtawls.
So why does Meursault foolishly trust Raymond and ignore all the evidence in front of
him to the contrary? Meursault does not reflect on either Raymond’s intentions or his
own. Further, when Raymond is delighted and slaps him on the shoulder commenting
that they are pals, Meursault keeps silent and says that he “didn’t caraypoe the
other” (S 41). Of course he cares. Why else does he go along with such a hoainii?e s
He wants Raymond’s friendship as another male pal but will not admit it, perhaps not
even to himself. When Raymond persists, Meursault finally says yes. Nowhathas
just lied or he really does think they are pals. Meursault also lies in whirgtter to
the girl. At the end of it all, they have a smoke, as a sign of male bonding.

On Saturday he sees Marie and they go to the beach. By now they are becoming
an item. They both enjoyed the time and seem to be taken with each other. Thi®etime s
does not disappear Sunday morning but stays, as mutually agreed. Through the walls the
voices of others are heard, a woman in Raymond’s room, and Salamano and his dog in
another room. Meursault explains about the dog and Marie just seems to laugh it off.
Then, she asks him some more personal questions to ascertain his feelings about her. She
asks if he loves her. “I said that sort of question had no meaning really but | supposed |
didn't” (S 44). The indifference of Meursault to his girlfriend is quite noticeatle

certainly have enough information from Meursault that he is sexuallytatraxcher and
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that he enjoys being with her and swimming with her, and the way she laughs. Meursaul
is comfortable at the physical level but as soon as he is asked an emotional question he
becomes reticent. His reply that the question has no meaning seems illogitmhoHe
asked to decide someone else’s fate but about his own feelings or intentionsgegardi
her. Itis something he should be able to answer but he hedges. We are then told that he
supposes he does not love her. However, this is somewhat ambiguous to the reader. Itis
unclear if he has told Marie that he does not think he loves her, or if he thinks this and
has only told her that the question is meaningless. Either way, Meursault hdsssee
than honest. If he did follow-up with telling her he did not think he loved her, then the
guestion was not meaningless and he simply avoided giving her a direct answeedidif
not tell her, then he did know and withheld the truth although we the readers are told.
Either way he has, to a certain degree, lied to her. Perhaps because he jushatams
wants at the time and does not want to lose Marie’s companionship, and of course the sex
that goes with it.
While they are getting their lunch ready the noise in the other apartmentaige
of control. Raymond can be heard screaming at the woman. But it gets worse.
“You let me down you bitch! I'll learn you to let me down!” There came some
thuds, then a piercing scream- it made one’s blood run cold — and in a moment
there was a crowd of people on the landing. Marie and | went out to see. The
woman was still screaming and Raymond still knocking her about (S 44-45).
Raymond is once again beating up on the woman. Apparently there was such a
commotion that the scene drew a crowd. Marie’s response is typical, “wdsortiiile”
she says. Meursault again, says nothing. He is unmoved by the display of violence.

Marie also suggests getting a policeman, but Meursault simply says¢hdbésn’t like

policemen” (S 45). This reply, too, seems out of place. Marie did not ask him if he liked
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police or not, but requested that he get one. Meursault seems to dodge the question, and
thus the truth, with an excuse. Obviously, the situation is out of control, and obviously,
the letter Meursault wrote precipitated the event. Yet, he feels no remorse,
compunction, no guilt, and displays no feelings at all. He also does not take any
responsibility for what he has done. He does not mention to Marie the real reason he
does not want to get the police. He is less than honest, again. Fortunately, the police
show up and break up the fight. After the commotion is over, they get ready for lunch,
but Marie does not have the appetite. Meursault, however, “ate nearlg 4)( He is
totally undaunted by the scene. That the woman could have been even more hurt, or
worse, had not the police come, means nothing to Meursault. That he had something to
do with her predicament also means nothing to him. It is not his body being abused.
Marie, on the other hand, shows human compassion and compassion as another woman.
Marie leaves afterwards and Meursault naps. He attends to his bodily needsadjui

Later that day Raymond drops by and explains the incident; things had gotten out
of control when she slapped him. One would expect Meursault to be quite enraged with
Raymond’s behavior and upset that he dragged him into this with the letter-writing.
Meursault mentions none of this. Astonishingly, he answers: “Well,” | said, “Yamhta
her a lesson all right, and that’'s what you wanted, isn't it?” (S 47). Meursaolt iis
the least concerned with the girl but with his friend’s satisfaction. InHaciimost
sounds proud that Raymond succeeded. Male bonding takes precedent even over the
physical welfare of the woman. Raymond wants something more from Meursault. H
wants Meursault to be his witness. Meursault agrees before he even knowsshe ter

This is quite incredulous. How can Meursault be a witness without lying? “tes qui
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simple” he replied. “You've only got to tell them that the girl had let me down. So |
agreed to be his witness.” (S 47). How can Meursault agree that the giryhedith
down? What proof does he have; none whatsoever, only a story from Raymond. If
anything, Meursault should be a witness for the girl and all the violence thatrdeahda
observed. As if he has not had enough experience of Raymond’s bad temper and where it
leads, he now wants to do him yet another favor. Despite his earlier protesteditdmes t
did not care one way or another about his friendship with Raymond, it seems that he
cares a great deal to keep the friendship and to keep his friend happy.
That evening, Marie came by and boldly asks him to marry her. His response is
quite typical of the responses he has been giving her.
| said | didn’t mind, if she was keen on it, we’'d get married. Then she asked me
again if | loved her. | replied much as before, that her question meant nothing or
next to nothing, but | supposed I didn’t. “If that's how you feel,” she said, “why
marry me?” | explained that it had no importance really but, if it would give her
pleasure, we could get married right away. | pointed out that, anyhow the
suggestion came from her, as for me, I'd merely said “yes”. Then she remarked
that marriage was a serious matter. To which | answered. “No” Suppatbeia
girl had asked you to marry her, | mean a girl you liked in the same wayias y
like me- would you have said “yes” to her, too?” “Naturally”. Then she said she
wondered if she really loved me or not. 1, of course, couldn’t enlighten her as to
that...she murmured something about my being “a queer fellow” “And | daresay
that’s why | love you,” she added “But maybe that's why one day I'll come to
hate you”. To which | had nothing to say, so | said nothing. She thought for a bit
then started smiling and, taking my arm, repeated that she was earnestjlghe
wanted to marry me. “All right,” | answered. “We’ll get married whenewer
like.” (S 52-54).
Meursault does not think much of marriage, or at least he doesn’t have any romantic
ideas about it, as he doesn’t think much of love either. Yet, he is willing to marryther if i
would please her. He is now, at least willing to satisfy her desires. Bhsyme change

in the relationship albeit a small one. While the bonding with Raymond seems obvious

enough, the bonding with Marie is more subtle. He has no objection to marrying her,
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though he does not reveal any depth of feeling for her. One almost gets tresiampre
that he lives vicariously through Raymond and Marie, who are able to feel what he
cannot. Yet, one also wonders why Marie stays since he does not admit to loving her.
Still, he has consented to marrying her, so Marie makes the best of it, or is @aipak

all. Either way, she admits to loving him and they agree to get married. Afterdi

they discuss the Paris job option. He reveals more to Marie than he did to his employer.
He dislikes Paris, calling it dingy and dark and he describes the people as having
“washed-out, white faces” (S 54). These remarks suggest that Meuesdlylivas not
indifferent to the Paris job offer after-all, as he had said to his emplblgejust

pretended to be. Once again, this is a certain type of lie, and Meursault has béwmless
truthful.

The next day is the day of the beach-outing. They go to meet Raymond, and
Meursault remarks that the previous evening he had indeed been a witness for him “about
the girl’s having been false to him”, so they let Raymond go (S 60). Meurskhiitets
no remorse or guilt. He does remark that the police didn’t check his statement out. So he
shifts the responsibility on them rather than accept responsibility for his paactically
speaking, the police should have checked out the story, but this doesn’t exonerate
Meursault from being less than honest. The police station incident is yet ssaather
reminder of how little the life or testimony of a woman is valued. For, evée ifiad
been false to him, why would this give Raymond the right to physically abuse her? T
police had seen the woman beaten up, so why did they release Raymond? Since the
novel takes place in Algiers, perhaps the reader is also being reminded tigtitthefr

women were probably not quite what they would have been in Paris. What is more
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problematic in the novel is why the brutal treatment of the woman doesn’t bother
Meursault.

When they arrive at the beach house they are introduced to Masson and his wife.
Meursault notices that Marie gets along with the hostess. The harmoniougiclomes
scene makes an impression on Meursault. “For the first time, perhaps, | geriousl
considered the possibility of my marrying her” (S 63). The comment is tellirgddN
not know if he has any more feeling for Marie, but the possibility of the socialgyaal
that come with having a wife appeals to Meursault, such as weekend social etrents w
other married couples, and pleasant days at a bungalow. Yet, the phrasing is odd.
Meursault had previously already agreed to marry Marie, so why is thissihnfie
marriage crosses his mind? Does this mean that it is the first timsadéuwants to
marry Marie and not just to satisfy her? Or, was he lying before just to keep éter qui
and keep the relationship the way he wanted it? After all, it is one thing to saly he
marry her, another thing to do it. Again, the implication is that Meursautf®nse
betrays some lack of honesty on his part.

The day proceeds well until the men go for a walk after eating and the fateful
events on the beach take place involving the Arab men. Raymond went to the beach
house prepared for trouble, with a gun. It is Raymond who appears to make the first
move for his gun when they encounter the Arabs and lets Meursault know that he wants
to shoot one of them. Meursault does not want Raymond to use his gun, yet he does not
tell him that outright, afraid that it will insight him to violence. Instead, Mault says

that the Arab has not done anything yet and it would not be right to kill him in cold
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blood. Raymond agrees but is aching for the opportunity. The next remark implicates
him further.
You take on the fellow on the right and give me your revolver. If the other one
starts making trouble or gets out his knife, I'll shoot. But nobody made a move
yet...We could only watch each other, never lowering our eyes.
And just then it crossed my mind that one might fire, or not fire, and it would
come to absolutely the same thing.
...Then all of a sudden the Arabs vanished ...So Raymond and | turned and
walked back (S 72).
Something has definitely changed in Meursault. He is now very much involved. If this
were Sartre we would say that Meursault is now engaged, having spent mdst his li
unengaged. He steps into the situation, even though no one has asked him to get
involved. He persuades Raymond to give him his gun with the advice that Raymond
should go fight the other guy. In addition, he promises to shoot if the man takes out his
knife. One doesn’'t know why Meursault made this claim. Was he just saying anything
to get the gun away from Raymond? Was he lying about being willing to use the gun, if
need be? Obviously, if Meursault had the gun, even if the Arab took out his knife,
Meursault would only have to threaten him with his gun, but not use it, to get the Arab to
back down. Only if the Arab really came at him, or his friend, in spite of it all, would
Meursault really have to shoot. The possibility of actually firing does come t
Meursault’s mind, since he comments that one has a choice. Yet, he seems to think that
whatever choice is made, it would not really matter. This is quite an alzsurdent.
The wrong decision could mean the difference between life and death or ameasit
to a whole lot of trouble. However, since the Arabs decide to leave, Meursault does not

have to choose what to do. They return home. Yet, by the beach house, with the beating

sun on him, Meursault can not force himself up the stairs. He is even more adamant not
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to “make myself amiable to the women” (S 72). There is something between men here
and the women are outsiders. Meursault does not want Marie to have any part of it, or to
see this side of him, or to interfere with it.

Given the devastating heat he contemplates: “To stay, or make a move — it came
to much the same.” (S 73). He decides to return to the beach. Meursault is becoming
conscious of all the moments of choice that he has. He decides not to return to the
women and the house, but to return outdoors and risk the Arabs. He says that he is
looking for cool water, but this does not seem quite the entire truth. Even when he says
that he wants to be rid of “the sight of women in tears” (S 73), this does not seem quite
truthful. He is going back because something is unfinished. There is some bigger
decision he still has to make. Of course he finds the Arab, the one with a knife. The
description is that the man was just lying on his back with his hands behind his head.
Meursault says that he is taken back, that he “hadn’t given a thought to it on my way
there” (S 74). Yet, how could he not have thought of it? They had already had two close
encounters. Why does he return to the same place of trouble? At the very least, a cas
can be made that there is something that was left unfinished, and it is to this that he
returns. Again, Meursault seems less than honest. Upon seeing Meursaultbthe Ara
reaches for his pocket, and Meursault for the revolver in his, and at that moment he
looked to Meursault as “a blurred dark form wobbling in the heat haze” (S 74). t Itis a
this point that Meursault admits he had another choice. “It struck me that alld ad t
was to turn, walk away, and think no more of it” (S 74). One suspects, however, that
since he did turn and go back home before, and he came back, that this time the outcome

was going to be different. No sooner does Meursault admit he had a choice, than he finds
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an excuse. The excuse, or the reason he gives, is the environment. He blamel/especial
the heat.

| waited, the heat was beginning to scorch my cheeks... | couldn’t stand it nay
longer, and took another step forward. | knew it was a fool thing to do. |
wouldn’t get out of the sun by moving on a yard or so. But | took that step, just
one step, forward. And then the Arab drew his knife and held it up toward me,
athwart the sunlight ...shaft of light shot upward from the steel and | felt as if a
long, thin blade transfixed my forehead...Beneath a veil of brime and tear my
eyes were blinded, | was conscious only of the cymbals of the sun clashing on my
skull, and less distinctly, of the keen blade of light flashing up from the knife,
scarring my eyelashes, and gorging into my eyeballs (S 75).

Then everything began to reel before my eyes, a fiery gust came fronathe se
while the sky cracked in two, from end to end, and a great sheet of flame poured
through the rift. Every nerve of my body was a steel spring, and my grip closed
on the revolver. The trigger gave, and the smooth underbelly of the butt jogged
my palm. And so, with that crisp whipcrack sound, it all began. | shook off my
sweat and clinging veil of light. | knew I'd shattered the balance of the Tae
spacious calm of the beach on which | had been happy. But | fired four shots
more into the inert body on which they left no visible trace. And each successive
shot was another loud, fateful rap on the door of my undoing (S 76).
Camus gives his character quite eloquent language. Meursault is more in chrasge of
speech here than anywhere else in the novel, except possibly the end. He weaxes qui
poetically in his own thoughts. He blames the sun, yet he says that he knew that by
moving forward he could not get out of the sun. This does not seem a very rational move
for a man that always has something rational to say. Of course the Arab drénigehis
in self defense. Meursault mistakes the glare of the sun from the bladedbrad the
knife in his forehead that goes into his eyes. He says his eyes were blinded. ®heours
means blinded by the sun, but perhaps for the first time, Meursault isifiying blind
rage, the kind he often saw Raymond in. In fact, with gun in hand he has now transposed

himself into Raymond. Now he can feel what Raymond feels, anger. However,

Meursault still does not admit to any feelings, except the physical onemgf be
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uncomfortable with the weather. Almost mechanically he describes thénghode
does not even own the act but describes it as the gun’s doing. Perhaps he was enraged and
he did not know what he was doing. Indeed the first shot and the description just before
it sounds almost like a psychotic break. Yet, having fired the first shot, ther@éam
follow, and these are described differently. His senses seem to return to him and he owns
more of the other four shots. He is aware that he is firing into an inert body and that he
has sealed his fate. He is also aware that the same place that gave hirh pteasutce
has now been the site of his downfall. Or perhaps it was too much pleasure, too much of
a blissful future ahead, married to Marie and enjoying life together. Oaerthwas
just too common and bourgeois a life that was in store for him.

The rest of the novel deals with various aspects of the trial and prison and
Meursult’'s reflections on his situation. He is appointed a lawyer and questiomeedl se
times by various people. His lawyer tells him that he thinks he has a good chaace if
follows his advice. The first question that is raised concerns Meursault'sveerce
callousness at his mother’s funeral. He asks him point blank if “he had felogrileét
“sad occasion” (S 79). The question strikes Meursault as odd. In addition, he says he
would be embarrassed to even ask that kind of question. Here is another example of how
Meursault is uncomfortable with anything on the feeling level. In addition,yisetisat
“of recent years, I'd rather lost the habit of noting my feelings, and hardly wihaivto
answer” (S 80). He does not say that he never had feelings, but that for sameireas
the past few years, he has stopped noticing them. For what reason, we are nad told, a
Meursault does not reflect on it. He adds that he was fond of his mother. He adds further

that all normal people “had more or less desired the death of those they love, at some
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time or another” (S 80). Where this comment comes from we are not toldmk seé
of place in Meursault’s character. He does not spend much time with books, y@tst se
he knows something of popular psychology. Still, Meursault is aware that he could very
well have wished his mother dead at times. However, he states that this is awieimal
and thus is not to be taken seriously. Again, he distances himself from any resppnsibilit
Yet, while he admits to the possibility of these “normal” feelings, he admits tender
emotions for his mother, and never once to any feelings of grief at her passing.

When Meursault does allow for the possibility of feeling, it is always for e m
aggressive feelings, never anything that would show care, concern, or anyhilitpera
on his part. Needless to say, his lawyer cautions him never again to utter such things
Meursault’s reaction is also tellingly consistent. First, he tells uhéhatants to satisfy
his lawyer. This is typical of his bonding relationships with other men, like Raymond.
Next, he adds that “my physical condition at any given moment often influenced my
feeling” (S 80). Meursault is very much a man attuned to the senses and higcreatur
comfort is important to him, to the point that he admits that sometimes if he is not
physically comfortable, his feelings can be influenced. What this meaonseéxplained.
Of course we know that the extreme heat of the sun was one of the factors in the murder
of the Arab, according to Meursault. Yet, how else his feelings are affleetdoes not
say, and given that he has just stated that he has not noticed his feelings much over the
past few years, this is an odd choice of words. Perhaps he means that he naaly(orisle
perhaps even lie to) Marie to get the sex he wants, or that he sometimes placples
However, none of these reveal any feelings on his part. Rather, feelingdrasetee

mean merely that his reactions and responses are subject to whims accordingit how
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physical body is feeling. It does not really mean emotional feelingepeperhaps for

some anger that may be displayed on occasion. Still, he assures his lawyerdghby he
would have preferred it if his Mother had not died. That is, he did not really want her
dead. The lawyer is not satisfied with his answer and asks Meursault if “he apuldchs

on that day | had kept my feelings under control” (S 81). Meursault answers no, for that
would not be the truth. So it is not that Meursault is not aware of what his fegbngs

for his mother that day, he clearly states here that he had no feelings to keep under
control, that is, he did not feel grief. Why didn’t he say this the first time theela

asked instead of stating he does not take note of his feelings? Meursaultdithiehel

truth at first. Again, in doing so he has lied, if not come close to it. He has to be pushed
into acknowledging feelings, or more precisely here, his lack of them. He aeares
enough of the consequences of his words to choose them carefully, and at times, to cover
up the truth.

Next, the magistrate returns to question Meursault. The magistrate, not content
with Meursault's answer of nothing to say, asks him straight out if he loved his mother
This time, Meursault says yes, but with a caveat. ““Yes” | replied, “eikarybody
else”™ (S 83). Meursault does not give a straight reply, leaving the readentiemw
about the truthfulness of the statement and the implications of the caveat. afmsrhe
lied? He has just said that all he felt was fondness for his mother. Is teisoméness
now tantamount to an expression of love? In addition, Meursault’s answer twists the
meaning of the word. What does he mean by love? He only tells us that he loves his
mother the same as everyone else. Yet, he can have no knowledge of how strongly or

weakly anyone else love’s their mother. Having no knowledge, this is again a lie to
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pronounce love like the others. Or, perhaps Meursault just means that he has the same
type of practical relationship most people do. He allowed her to live with him fongs |

as he could, he gave up school for practical reasons, etc. That is, he has been, in his eyes,
at least as dutiful as others. Or, it can be that Meursault is very reticemitd@any
emotional feelings, that he feels embarrassed to do so. Still, by puttingvibreisein
Meursault's mouth, Camus raises a question to society, as well as to theateagisd

other characters. How much do the other people really love their mothers? Misursaul
answer is likely to sound insolent, since he has, in effect, just turned the question around.
Regardless, Meursault has not met the social expectations nor displayed the proper
attitude about one’s mother, nor has he responded correctly at somethinguesaseri

death. Meursault seems a monster to them.

The next question of the magistrate seems quite reasonable. “Why did you fire
five consecutive shots?” (S 83). Meursault does not answer the why but cthreects
magistrate. He did not shoot all the shots consecutively. First he firedsthehtt, and
then paused, then the other four. He is asked another why question, why the pause in
between? He makes no reply to the magistrate, though we are told that Mewsdwlt vi
recalls the physical heat, and that he is almost reliving the sensation (Sgéd). the
interrogator tries for a third time and asks why he kept firing at the manhenwas on
the ground, and again he does not reply. Is he being obnoxious? Does he think they will
not believe him? Or, is it, quite simply because he really doesn’t know why. Then, why
not say so? Again, Meursault appears to withhold a truthful reply.

At this point the magistrate angrily demands an answer. He pulls out Bxcruci

and attempting to get the answer out of him, asks if he believes in God. The astonishing
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answer, is no. So now Meursault appears even odder, even more of a monster, for he
does not even have the fear of God to guide him in a truthful answer. The magistrate is
incredulous and says that everyone believes, even those who reject such a beligth. Thou
not quite a logical reply, the magistrate probably means that at a kienthils, most
people find some belief. Since he can not get Meursault to tell him the truthdrmase
Meursault’s belief, he tries a different tactic. The magistrsite Meursault if he wants
his life to be meaningless because of Meursault’'s answer. Of course Medoss not
see the connection. Whereas in other cases Meursault wants to satisfy otbdrs, he
feels no such compunction. At this point the magistrate is totally infuriated ks\i@s
he cannot believe that “he suffered for your sake”? (S 86). The attempted gsittadoe
succeed. We are told that the magistrate’s conversation bores him (S 86)tiregehe
conversation gets to an emotional level, Meursault simply does not want to de&l with i
A similar episode occurred when Salamano was grieving over his dog and Mesaghul
he was bored with the conversation. However, this time Meursault admits thattse rea
as is typical when he is bored. What does he do? “I pretended to agree” (S 84). So
Meursault is not above lying if it will get him out of something. Had the maggstrat
stopped there that would have been the end of the conversation. However, he pushes
further and asks again to admit his belief in God. To this Meursault shakes his head, he
thinks. He can not quite go this far with his lie.

The frustrated magistrate asks one last question. Does he regret his action?
Meursault’s reaction is strange. “I said that what | felt was lesstrégan a kind of
vexation” (S 87). By this time Meursault has had time to consider what he has done,

namely, that he has killed a man. Is this not something to regret? Whetheabfteurs
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accepts his actions, that is, takes responsibility for them, is still questiorrEieaps
Meursault’'s answer is that he does not feel guilt. This would be in alignment with
Camus’ philosophy that the absurd person will be responsible without guilt. Yet,
Meursault has not yet taken any responsibility. He does not say that he made a poor
judgment to go back to the beach. He does not explain his actions at all at this point.
Even if it was because of the sun, or because he thought he was being attacked, that it
was truly in self-defense, can not he still regret the whole episode ostathlatit

resulted in a man’s death? Can one not regret the taking of a life even when lhenight
justified? In addition, Meursault was not asked if he feels guilt but doeget the

whole thing? He clearly feels neither.

The trial follows. One of the most important questions he is asked concerns the
murder. Did he return to the spot intending to kill the Arab? Meursault answers no. This
does not satisfy as he is then asked why he took the revolver and why return to the very
same spot. Meursault’'s answer: “it was a matter of pure chance” (S 118)se€hs
incredulous to the reader as well as to the jury. The series of withessesigait’s
behalf do not really accomplish much. Despite Marie’s efforts, the prosecotses
on that the fact that their relationship started the day after the funerabacehtrates on
the sexual aspect. Masson paints him as a decent guy, and Salamano that he was kind to
his dog and that his mother was probably better off in the home. Raymond champions
Meursault’s innocence, and, has the loyalty and decency to admit that the Arab had a
grudge against him and not Meursault, and that, his return to the beach with the revolver
was a pure coincidence (S 119-120). Despite his best efforts, Raymond’s testimony

seems to be more damaging by the time the Prosecutor gets through with hisxguesti
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“How comes it then,” the Prosecutor inquired, “that the letter which led up to this
tragedy was the prisoner’s work?”
Raymond replied that this, too, was due to mere chance.
To which the Prosecutor retorted that in this case “chance” or “mere caiceide
seemed to play a remarkable large part. Was it by chance that | haehvéngd
when Raymond assaulted his mistress? Did this convenient term “chance”
account form my having vouched for Raymond at the police station and, having
made, on that occasion, statements extravagantly favorable to him? (S 119).
The Prosecutor asks a very reasonable set of questions and points out some of the most
damaging facts of the case. Meursault wrote the letter that led to thedisgse word
“chance” is being thrown about too easily. He also lied, or exaggeratathstances, to
the police to vouch for Raymond. He also remains uninvolved and uncaring during the
beating of the woman. In addition, the prosecutor attacks Raymond’s credibility by
pointing out that Raymond lies about his profession. Whereas he pretends to be a
warehouseman, he in fact is a pimp. So, his testimony is to be taken with more than a
grain of salt. What is worse is that Meursault is cast as an intimate frisndlof social
deviant. Raymond is asked point blank if Raymond is his friend and he replies, certainly,
that they were the best of friends. (S 121). Meursault is asked the same question
regarding their friendship and when pressed, answers yes. So either Mesitgangt
now or lied then (or perhaps finally realizes that he had indeed acted asrtu fiYet,
it seems more likely that at least consciously, Meursault is justrrgas he normally
does when he’s in a tough situation, he pretends to agree. That is, he lies.
Somewhere during the course of the trial, Meursault’s lawyer redtiaethe
prosecutor is intermingling Meursault’s lack of emotional connection to theggiind

comments, “Is my client on trial for having buried his other or for killing a™#S

121). The Prosecutor’s response is extremely insightful.
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They hinge together psychologically...l accuse the prisoner of behaving at his
mother’s funeral in a way that showed he was already a criminal at (®d122).

While they are two different events, the prosecutor’s stringing togethseties of
events is not without merit. First of all, psychologically it does tell us abouhtraater
of the person, the type of person he was. So even if we do not find him guilty on legal
grounds, we might psychologically accuse him or find him lacking in human compassion.
Further, character withesses and the character of a person are importalst ifhus,
even legally, his character matters, as does the discrediting testimioisycbaracter
witnesses. He objects to Marie being referred to as his mistress, svfueream “she
was just Marie” (S 127). Meursault does not seem to catch on that the fact that he and
Marie were not married does speak to his character. We will never know how siiscere
agreement to marry Marie was, but we do know that during the time he did spend with
her, he hadn’t yet married her, and, in none of his reflections in prison that we are privy
to, does he ever mention marrying her or looking forward to the wedding. From the
outside, Meursault looks like a cad promising anything to get his way.
The summary of his actions weigh heavily against him. The prosecutosreject
any extenuating circumstances such as insanity or a psychologalaMatk reality.
We are not concerned with an act of homicide committed on a sudden impulse
which might serve as an extenuation...the prisoner is an educated man...he is an
intelligent and he knows the value of words....it is quite impossible to assume
that, when he committed the crime, he was unaware what he was doing...And has
he uttered a word of regret for his most odious crime? Not one word. Not one in
the course of these proceedings did this man show the least contrition (S 127).
In addition, ironically, he is painted as an educated or at least an intelligenand this

damns him further, as does his lack of regret. In the end, despite the fact thatdhe had t

drop out of school and never showed any further ambition, his education betrays him. He
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knows the value of words and he chooses them carefully. Even the fact that he was asked
to write the letter goes to show that others consider him a literate persoour®é even
educated people suffer emotional illness, but the point the prosecutor wants to make is
that he was aware of shooting the Arab. In addition, the prosecutor finds it incredulous
that Meursault did not know what his actions were leading to, so therefore, he must have
intended the result. Though the reasoning is a little shaky, it is also irauedalthe
reader that Meursault could be so unaware of his actions. Further, the prosecutor notes
the lack of remorse after the fact. Meursault tries to explain.

| have never been able to regret anything in all my life. I've alwags fa@ too

much absorbed in the present moment or the immediate future to think back (S

127).
He does not realize that this makes him a man without a conscience and cefrthouy
reflection. It proves further that he does not consider others. He is atweays t
preoccupied with the new to think about what he has done. ltis as if he has no past in
some sense, as if his mind is a blank screen that just absorbs the sensations of each
moment and then moves on. He does not seem to think or realize that reflection can
sometimes change how we act in the future and that the past is linked to the future. He
does not have this much depth. In fact, the prosecutor accuses him of having no soul. He
recalls the prosecutor saying that “there was nothing human about me, not one of those
moral qualities which normal men possess had any place in my mentality” (STI®#Y)
prosecutor also insists that the jury should show him no mercy based on his behavior.

this man has, | repeat, no place in a community whose basic principles he flounts

without compunction. Nor, heartless as he is, has he any claim to mercy. | ask

you to impose the extreme penalty of the law: ...ask for a capital sentence (S
129).



235

He is accused as much of disregarding societal norms as he is for his crimsetaga
individual Arab. That is, his crimes are crimes, and his attitudes, are not omigtagai
individuals but against society at large. As the logic goes, he does not deserve to
continue to live in society. The judge has one last question regarding his defense and
asks him to explain the reason for the murder. He answers that “it was becthigse of
sun” (S 130). Immediately he realizes that it does not sound like the right thing to say
this much reflection he does have. His lawyer attempts to paint a differemeptbat

of a dutiful son, a hard-working man, and a man sympathetic to the troubles of others.
The lawyer asks, instead, for homicide with extenuating circumstances (S 132). The
verdict returned is death by the guillotine.

The remainder of the novel concerns Meursault’'s thoughts while awaiting his
execution. We would be amiss if we did not admit that there is some development in his
character, for in the second half of the novel Meursault begins to reflect mar¢he
Meursault imprisoned who takes notice and remembers. In fact, rememberingfs one
his pastimes in prison. He remembers events, and he has a good memory of detailing
objects. However, we cannot be too quick in saying that Meursault has grown, or that he
has had a grand epiphany regarding the importance of feelings or is willirkg to ta
responsibility for events.

Imprisoned, Meursault soon realizes that all his musings on escape are futile. B
as he says: “one can't be sensible all the time” (S 139). This is quite an odd thing for
Meursault to say since for the most part, that is exactly what we learhMbotsault’s
character. He is sensible at facing reality to a fault. He gedstaiseings. In addition,

aside from momentary hints of feelings welling up, he shows no emotion. This is
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probably Meursault’'s excusing himself for his momentary lapse of faealigy. He

does, however, continue to make the best of it. When another day has passed and he

realizes that they have no come for him, he counts his blessings, as one would say.
Still, I was lucky in one respect, never during any of those periods did | hear
footsteps. Mother used to say that however miserable one is, there’s always
something to be thankful for. And each morning, when the sky brightened and
light began to flood my cell, | agreed with her...And | knew | had another twenty
four hours respite (S 142).

It is the education that he obtained from his mother that dominates his attitude, even to

the bitter end. He still makes the best of it, even pending his execution.
One of the things Meursault contemplates is his appeal. He first begins by

imagining it is denied. He tries to accept this by dwelling on the insigndecaf life.

So, he reminds himself that “life isn’t worth living anyhow”, and that the agdigh

one dies does not matter, that eventually dying is inevitable (S 143). However, this

proves little consolation to him, and is consistent with Camus’ philosophical argument,

discussed earlier, that quantity of life does matter in an absurd world. Sitliceldes.

come to all, he argues, “the precise manner of your death has obviously small

importance” (S 243). In one sense this is true, insofar as death will evectrally

regardless. Yet, that is does not matter seems an overstatement amtbézatiion.

Some deaths are more violent than others. In addition, depending on the type of legacy

one wants to leave, the reason or type of death, and especially the type wddifelties

matter, even if there is nothing further after death. Yet, the purpose of all thsowilzat

Meursault could follow the rejection of his appeal with the possibility of its aacept

and thus end up with better thoughts, and as he put it, “earned a good hour’s peace of

mind” (S 144).
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Marie also crosses his mind after he is convicted, especially sincesssi®bped
writing. He contemplates the possible reasons. Perhaps she has “grown tired of bei
the mistress of a man sentenced to death. Or she might be ill or dead” (S 144). Rather
than expressing any sense of loss or emotional let-down, Meursault, again, makes the be
of it. His method of doing so, however, is to rationalize and trivialize the relationship.
He retorts that “apart form our two bodies, separated now; there was no link between us,
nothing to remind us of each other” (S 144). That is, now that their bodies can no longer
meet and she can not visit and she no longer writes, for all intensive purposes, she no
longer exists for him. If she were dead he could not have an interest in her ankdevhe
is dead people will also forget him. So after all, it seems that mother washaiht, t
“really, there’s no idea to which one doesn't get climatized in time” (S 144). Eldurs
is getting used to all his losses and taking them in stride.

Perhaps one of the most significant dialogues takes place during therchaplai
visit, who has forced himself into a meeting with Meursault. When asked about his
refusal to see the chaplain, Meursault answers honestly that he doesn’t inetede
Again, like the magistrate earlier, this seems like an incredulous artsther priest.
Besides, Meursault says, it was a “question of so little importance” (S ¥M@&hat
sense is this unimportant? It can only be unimportant since Meursault has to face the
death penalty anyway, regardless. Yet, whether or not there is a God and judgient a
an afterlife, seems of crucial importance. It is unimportant for Meursaa# ke has
really already rejected the possibility. The priest commentsdhattenes people aren’t
as sure as they think. Next the priest inquires whether Meursault feels deswaich

he replies no, just natural fear. The priest tries to befriend Meursault artchionge
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ask God for help. He adds that “in his opinion every man on the earth was under
sentence of death” (S 146). Meursault responds that it is not the same thing and of no
consolation. Yet, the priest has uttered a deep truth as far as existenéiatisaven
Camus’ absurd philosophy, are concerned. Meursault has trivialized the priest’s
statement because it comes from a priest. Meursault points out that the onlhalkeath t
interests him is his own, that is why it is of no consolation. To the bitter end, Meursault
remains self-absorbed. He never really contemplates a problem of humankind, but his
own particular distresses. Still, the priests points out that no matter whenrsodies
they still must face “that terrible, final hour” (S 147). He asks a morefspguestion.
“Have you no hope at all? Do you really think that when you die you die outright, and
nothing remains?” He replies, “yes” (S 147). The question of hope has been raised and
Meursault answers true to the philosophy of the absurd that Camus advocates, without a
crutch, that is, without hope. According to Camus, this is admirable, but the idea of an
afterlife is not always a matter of hope, for with it comes the idea of judgarehthat it
does after all matter how one acted and treated others in this life. On tidipodsat
there is an afterlife, quite the contrary to what Camus thinks, the thought is natha crut
but a possibly harsh reality that one will face. Still, neither Meursault nauther
takes up Pascal’'s wager.

The priest continues to badger Meursault, who is getting tired of the d@tussi
one would say, getting bored with it, as he has so many times with others bdfere. T
priest’s next tactic is to tell him that the real trial is not this one buGbdts justice

mattered more, to which Meursault sarcastically replies that it wdsrther one that
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condemned him. When the priest brings up the concept of sin, Meursault becomes more
adamant.

| told him that | wasn’t conscious of any “sin”; all | knew was that I'd bagttyg

of a criminal offense. Well, | was paying penalty of that offense, and no one had

the right to expect anything more of me (S 148).

The issue of guilt is again raised, however, it is raised in a legal sensectivsillt was
found guilty of a crime and that he was paying the price, and that was all. Thegbriest
course, does not think that is all. He refers to the stone walls and the deep human
suffering that they bear witness to, and upon which, sometimes one can see a dvine fac
(S 149). Of course Meursault says he has never seen anything in those stones, not even
when he has tried to imagine a face, and the face he tries to imagine isMiaaieoffull

of desire. The priest wants to elevate the conversation to loftier and spirétiats and
Meursault brings it right back down to earth, where he is comfortable. Metgsault
memory and imagination fail him. The priest becomes more perturbed ansl, iasidid

the magistrate, that he can not believe Meursault’s obstinacy regardimgtiee.

Meursault, undaunted, says that he will not waste the little time he has lefbghotki

God.

The priest asks one last curious question. He wonders why Meursault has never
addressed him as Father, since he is a priest. We are told that the questies: irrit
Meursault, and further, “I told him he wasn’t my father” (S 150). Why should this
guestion perturb Meursault so much? Is it simply because the priest reprdssigh a
system that Meursault does not believe in? Or, has the priest hit a nerve witimtioeame
of “father”? Meursault only has brief memories, given to him by his mother, of his

father. The father is absent. Meursault will not accept a father subskErieaps also,
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father means someone who was never around, who left him with too much responsibility,
which was probably the reason behind his having to give up school. Father, perhaps,
means the beginning of having to accept things in life and not dreaming or hoping for a
better future. Father, in Meursault’s life, brings on the absurd, is thennfeictor, and
also signifies death, perhaps more than the death of the mother. Whateverothe reas
Meursault explodes.
...something seemed to break inside me. | started yelling at the top of my voice. |
hurled insults at him, | told him not to waste his rotten prayers on me; it was
better to burn than to disappear. I'd taken him by the neck of his cassock, and in a
sort of ecstasy of joy and rage, | poured out on him all the thoughts that had been
simmering in my brain. He seemed so cocksure, you see. And yet none of his
certainties was worth one strand of a woman'’s hair. Living as he did, like a
corpse, he couldn’t even be sure of being alive...Actually, | was sure of myself,
sure about everything, far surer than he; sure of my present life and of tihe dea
that was coming. That no doubt, was all | had, but at least that certainty | could
get my teeth into just as it had got its teeth into me...I'd passed my life in a
certain way, and | might have passed it in a different way, if I'd felt tikg 1L51)
Finally we get a full-blown emotional response from Meursault. As one wopktext
is one of rage. He insults the priest and is willing to accept even damnation. hiotice
words, “it is better to burn than to disappear”. Who has disappeared? Certainly his father
has disappeared, and this might be some misplaced aggression towards his absent father
This reference that it is better to burn is also out of place philosophically if ornidersns
that one does disappear at death and that to imagine anything, even burning, is a kind of
after-life hope in Camus’ world, and in Meursault’s. Thus, this disappearing must speak
of something different. The psychological reading seems appropriate. On deather
Meursault’s insults are aimed at showing the priest that Meursault, even cwttleam

jail, is more alive than the priest. The priest, due to his choice of vocation, has spent an

existence more disappeared than alive, as indicated also by the referegiog thike a
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corpse”. In addition, the passage enforces Meursault’'s preference fangi#d and

earthly pleasures, and his conviction that these are worth more than abstraectisypiri

for Meursault says that even one strand of a woman’s hair is worth more. Thxetangi

earth and daily life is more certain for Meursault. Finally, the absdm@rfatay also be

connected to his denial of the existence of God. In most people’s minds, and in the

Christian theology of his time, God was viewed as the ultimate father figuseaslhis

father is absent and will never return, and one should not hope for that impossibility, so

one should not hope for an absent God. So goes Meursault’s logic.
Further, Meursault maintains that it does not really matter how one spends one’s

life, that one could have just as easily made other choices. As he says: “nooitinigg

had the least importance” (S 152). This, however, seems somewhat contradictory to the

speech he has just made where he quite clearly thinks it is better to live assHe did

than as the priest does. He is not thdifferent. The emphasis here is on the ultimate

end, death, as being the same regardless, and it is in this vein that indiffeterize tise

accurate response. Meursault continues his introspection and sounds more cald-hearte
What difference could they make to me, the deaths of others or a mother’s love,
or his God; or the way a man decides to live...All alike would be condemned to
die one day...And what difference would it make if, after being charged with
murder, he was executed because he didn’'t weep at his mother’s funeral, since it
all came to the same thing in the end? The same thing for Salamano’s wife and for
Salamano’s dog. And that little robot woman was as guilty as the guilt fram Par
who had married Masson, or as Marie, who had wanted me to marry her (S 152).

In the above passage, Meursault affirms that since death awaits usallyitioesn’t

matter after all how one lives. Here Meursault adds to the general andtaliséra

deaths of specific people, like his mother, and even these could not make a diffierence

him. How harsh the words that a mother’s death does not matter. Yet, this is yprecisel
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how Meursault has been acting all the while regarding her death. The comment als
serves to point out that no one else’s death, can really prepare one for one’s own death.
Death is something one can only know when one goes through it, and then, ironically, it
is not a knowledge that one lives to talk about. Not even a mother or a mother’s death
can save one from the fate of death. In addition, there is a leveling factathrtluzt is
quite egalitarian, that chooses all regardless of status or wealth angrside; hence
again, it does not matter. Since all are sentenced to die, all are guiltyheButhé¢ priest
was right in this regard, wasn't he? We all face a death sentence.
The novel ends on a poetic note, and with further illumination. Again, as the
mother’s death opened the novel, it comes again to close it.
On the edge of daybreak, | heard a streamer’s siren. People weng stard
voyage to a world which ceased to concern me forever. Almost for the fiest tim
in many months | thought of my mother...and now, it seemed to me | understood
why at her life’s end she had taken on a fiancé, why she’d played at making a
fresh start... With death so near Mother must have felt like someone on the brink
of freedom ready to start life all over again. No one, no one in the world had nay
right to weep for her. And I, too, felt ready to start life all over again. ltasals
that great rush of anger had washed me clean, emptied me of hope, and, gazing up
a that dark sky spangled with its signs and stars, for the first time, thé lfard
my heart open to the benign indifference of the universe. To feel it so like myself,
indeed so brotherly, made me realize that I'd been happy, that | was hilppy st
For all to be accomplished for me to feel less lonely, all that remained to hope
was that on the day of my execution there should be a huge crowd of spectators
and that they should greet me with howls of execration (S 153-154).
With death near, a certain release comes, that Meursault describeslasfrédeursault
also seems to make a connection with the immanence of death to being able te face li
better, or at least more authentically, more fully, which is a common themestential
literature. In addition, the release of emotions, in particular the flood of dregene

describes, has enabled Meursault to get rid of any vestiges of hope to which he clung

His last images are again of nature, and he accepts, almost defianthielst avhole-



243

heartedly, the indifference of the universe. This indifference seems to him nowcot col
and callous, but brotherly. However, is not this description of nature also a pull towards
the engulfing unity that Camus had warned against in his philosophy? Is thisonat als
type of hope in the cosmic oneness of it all? On the one hand Meursault embraces his
fate, looks it squarely in the eye, and yet on the other he still has a pull towardsa unit
oneness that Camus ridiculed. Perhaps this is part of what the preoccupation with the
senses has been about for Meursault, especially with the ocean swims that e finds
enjoyable. Perhaps nature, and being one with it, has replaced the concept ferenity,
perhaps unity with an infinite God that he has rejected.

The novel ends with an ironic twist. He realizes that he had been happy all the
while with the little pleasures he enjoyed in his life and that even up to now he was
enjoying his life, whatever little pleasures he had left. However, he ditkeedtall this
introspection to prove that he enjoyed swimming, enjoyed sex with Marie, and enjoyed
the sky. There is hidden in his speech a certain mockery of intense reflection and
intellectual brooding. What does consciousness buy him after all that he did not have
before? The one thing he does seem to gain is an acute awareness of death ditg the abi
to face it directly, or so he thinks. In addition, his defiant attitude persists entl in
that what he “hopes” for is that on the day of the execution there will be a crowd of
people not weeping for him but hating him. His hope appears ironic, as an anti-hope.
However, even this is not so clean and pure as it seems. Throughout the novel Meursault
has been reticent and abhorrent towards any display of tender emotions. ¥et, he i
capable of accepting anger, and even displays it in the dialogue with the pinesdrys

Meursault cannot face a crowd of weeping people, anymore that he could face the
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weeping women on the beach. This would make his death somewhat unbearable. In
addition, why does he want people there in the end at all? For him to truly be indiffere
to his death he should not care if he was alone or with a crowd, if the people cheered or
wept, or even if they remained indifferent, like the stones of his prison wall, like the
stone-cold beliefs that Meursault holds until the bitter end.

In the end, then, Meursault does have an epiphany of sorts regarding the absurdity
of life and death. However, if anything, his epiphany serves to confirm the way he has
been living all along, not to change him. If one were to try a thought experiment and
imagine Meursault eventually winning an appeal and not undergoing the guillotine, one
would imagine that he would go on living as he did, with perhaps an even more
heightened awareness of life’'s few pleasures and perhaps more ofualgrati them,
but not much else.

In conclusion, what can we say, in sum, of Meursault’s character? On one level,
Meursault often lies, or at best, withholds the truth. We have seen several mstance
this in the novel. On another level, Meursault does not gain much consciousness as a
character, thus we cannot attribute to him much depth. We can also fault him for not
taking responsibility, especially the responsibility for growth. Weegnéh Solomon’s
general contention that he never reaches a high level of development for tims reas
already cited, namely, that his level of feelings never matures, he do@gnconnect
the dots in his own case, and that his judgments remain limited. However, we disagree
that there has been much development in the second half of the novel. The grand results
of his epiphany merely confirm his previous life. To get Meursault to any ralpaint

of reflection, it was necessary that his back be put against the wall, so to speakhéhus, t
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series of incidents that leads to the murder and his conviction and sentence of death by
the guillotine were necessary plot developments. We agree with Solomon tteat the r
purpose of the trial was precisely to get him to this point. Solomon states shatvtiy
a real defense, such as self-defense, was never the real focus of,teednahough it
would have been reasonable. He thinks that it is thus appropriate that
Meursault is tried for not weeping for his mother, for his friendship with a pimp,
for his “liaison” with a woman. In each case, he is forced to see for therfiest ti
what his unthinkable habits and relations appear to be “from the outside”...It is
true that the trial is a political mockery but its purpose is not to demonstrate some
perverse injustice or to make a victim out of “innocent” Meursault. It is leofria
Meursault's uneventful life, not for justice, but in and for himself (RS 71-72)
We would agree with this reading from an existential standpoint. However, wd woul
add that the trial, and the novel, can operate on more than one level, and that one
interpretation need not necessarily cancel out the other. For instanceltbantiserve
to awaken Meursault, to the degree that it did, but it can also be a social compsntary
Camus hints. In addition, while Meursault may not lie in a deep-seated conscious
fashion, he does manage to lie quite a bit about those things that he does have knowledge
of. What Solomon’s emphasis on consciousness makes us aware of is the ironic
possibility, or fact, that the more conscious or developed one becomes, the more culpable
one becomes in issues of truth, lies, and especially authenticity. Howeverathisad
to the position that ignorance is bliss, or at the other end of the spectrum, thaira cer
randomness of chance is at work.
Whether or not the murder itself really was the result of pure chance or an
accident is another matter. In point of fact, Meursault recognizes a moimena e

realizes he could turn and go back but chooses to go further. There are sewszatsn

where he consciously is aware of having a choice. Meursault also derrezhbkisa
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freedom in how he chose to answer the questions posed to him, even after his attorney’s
warnings. There are some instances, however, that do seem more like chahes, as w
they met the Arabs on the beach, at least the first time. Of course theagaelse made

that had Raymond not had the run-in with the girl's brother earlier, nothing would have
come of this, and perhaps even the meeting could have been avoided. Similarly, if the
sun really blinded his eyes and he misjudged the situation, and he shot the Arab in self-
defense in a moment of fear, that too was at least an extenuating circcendtiow
coincidental these factors were we may never know, and thus we are unabletainasce
with clear-cut certainty all the vicissitudes of his guilt or innocence. Haweven in

the shades of gray and blurring of boundaries, some judgment can be made, as Atkins so
poetically phrases it in his essay on “The Role of Fate in The Strange®.in R

“Innocence through ignorance and innocent at the hands of fate he is nevertheless in
another sense guilty: as guilty as any man who freely kills another manoaseoad”

(RS 151). Thus, even with a charitable read of extenuating circumstancesaelids
freely choose his actions on the beach.

Ironically, it is when he is “cornered by death, emptied of hope” that, he finally
feels himself freest (RS 148). Perhaps he is most authentic at this point. W¢hat ki
freedom is this? On the one hand he has lost a lot of physical freedoms, such as smoking,
being with a woman, swimming, and just coming and going as he pleases. However, he
still has freedom of attitude (RS 149). He chooses various ways to cope with his
situation, to pass the time remembering all the artifacts in his room, andatishe
has the freedom to contemplate death. He authentically affirms his dish&hied to

the priest. What the confrontation leads to is his affirmation of the life hevieds li
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Thus the constraint of prison and the confrontation, leads him to a freedom of attitude
that is more acute than he previously realized. He becomes more authentic in prison in
this regard than he ever was outside of it. However, he is not very well developed even
in the end. What is a more accurate analysis of the work is that authentlsitpica
certain level of development and consciousness, and that any distinctions bgpesen t
and levels of truth and lies are necessarily related to it.

While this summary is probably a fair one, there is still another asped of th
novel that must be noted, that in fairness has not been given adequate attention. The
beating of the Arab girl is not given sufficient attention in discussions of duttas as
for example that presented by Hargreeve in his essay “The Algerian Contiest of
Stranger” in RS. It is not only the Arab male that is the Other in the novel. retles
Arab woman is as nameless (except in a letter that Meursault writeseasng wot even
given her name) and as faceless as the male, if not more-so. She is so muchtother th
she is barely even mentioned. She is surely not engaged as equal. While the police do
come after the woman is beaten, Raymond is released when Meursauls tdstifibe
girl had somehow wronged him. This may not simply be a bias against women but
against the Arab woman, who may have doubly less rights, not only from the standpoint
of the white male, but within the Arab community itself. The inherent sexism of the
novel is not implicated or brought up, especially the cultural sexism, and it should be.
This would make it both an extra and an intra cultural problem.

Finally, we may bring to light that just as Camus may have unconsciously, as
Hargreeve suggests, set up the Arab in the novel, we contend that Camus may have

brought about an unintended, unconscious justice, as well. That is, Meursault is, in the
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end, found guilty of the crime, and the fact that he killed an Arab does not lessen the
severity of the charges or the verdict. Quite the contrary, Meursault getdtibst he
sentence possible, death by the guillotine. In the end, poetic justice prevailsspgitel de

the possible ambiguities and turns of fate and chance, and unconscious motivation and
underdeveloped psyche, no exceptions or excuses are permitted. In addition, his original
lie about the woman written down in a letter to please his friend finds itself used as
evidence by the police and leads to his ultimate demise. As the prosecutor eaid, “H
comes it then, that the letter which led up to this tragedy was the prisoner’'s w8rk?” (
119). His own words, words of lies, lead to his death. Perhaps this is the only justice the
unnamed woman in the novel will ever receive, and perhaps Camus never intended it to
be read that way. Nonetheless, Camus does have the jury find him guilty in the novel,

and we the jury of readers can also find Meursault guilty now.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

The main purpose of this chapter is to summarize the most significant findings of
our study as they apply to our inquiry of truth, lies, and authenticity with respeat t
primary authors, Rousseau, Sartre, Nietzsche, and Camus, with speciaratiadti
consideration given to gender issues and the representation of women as uniquely
connected to these themes in each author’s philosophical discourse and literary works.
Another, secondary task of this conclusion is to raise specific issues enfevgetttis
study and to point to possible next steps for future investigation.

The starting point of this investigation was Kant's categorical intiperavhich
provides a universal ethical norm and validity test applicable to all human beiregstat |
theoretically. Kant, as we saw, upheld this principle specifically in theatdgiag,
even under the most severe circumstances and dire consequences. Disagheeing w
Constant, he held that no deviations are permissible for once exceptions are granted
honest communication breaks down, along with the integrity of contracts and of the law
in general. That is, with the breakdown of ethical norms there is a societal breakdow
that is implicated. In addition, it is implicit in the categorical impeesatest that human
beings must be treated as ends in themselves, and not as means to an end. Lying, as a
deviation from the moral law, for example, objectifies the person lied to and iBamt af
to the moral and human character of both parties. With the deterioration of the Kantian
norm, and the introduction of subjective and relative values, we are left with a

conundrum of how to postulate and apply a universal standard that will respect the
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dignity and humanity of the person, as well as formulating new constellationgninge
between human beings and between the individual and society.

Each of our authors writes both literary and philosophical works focused on some
subjective aspect of truth, lies, and issues of authenticity. Each author alssasldnes
subjective turn within a conceptual framework unique to his own philosophical
perspective. With each subjective turn we encounter a rift between the individual and
society that is hard to rectify in a post-modern world without any universal truths. T
rift is especially paramount in areas of epistemology and verificatiomgydarly with
respect to discerning the credibility of intentionality. Lying is imgtied in the demands
of social interaction and creates tension for the individual and society fomeach
character and author. The problem of the lie for each author is also a problem of the
paradox between an individual moral stance, the freedom of the individual, and the
demands of social engagement. In addition, each author addresses the issuetef chara
development and flaws as aspects of human culpability. Further, each authott@mplica
women as illustrative examples of philosophical points and/or charactersan fidto
embody the problem. The bracketing of the feminine in their works, howeves rais
further problems for truth both in their own philosophies and regarding their own
authenticity and truthfulness. In a Kantian sense, each case alsoirethdts
objectification of the woman that devalues her own humanity and agency.

We began with Rousseau whose conceptual framework introduces us to a
complex treatise on what it means to lie, and the various gradations of lyiRgvénies
Rousseau highlights the importance of intentionality in his thesis, as well agaha of

harm. We learn that intentionality is difficult to assess and leaves us wigsten@c
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gap to fill, especially with respect to verification. This is espectalig of an author

such as Rousseau for whom truthfulness involves an authenticity or faithfulness to
feelings. We are, with Rousseau, often left to judge the veracity of intiies and
sentiments. However, we are not left totally bereft since Rousseau hasadisdanm a
major category for discernment, and whereas intentionality of harm isdiffienlt to
assess, a harmful exterior effect is not so difficult to ascertain. Borpe, in the ribbon
incident we learn that after an initial crime of theft Rousseau repeéiesligbout the
theft, which resulted in the joint dismissal of both himself and the young womaioniar
from employment in the household. Therefore, his lack of malicious intentionaiys g
less credible as a defense, as does his argument for the spontaneity of tiné mome
Further, critics such as Derrida and de Man raise psychologicat issagplicate the
nature of excuses in lying. This psychological factor opens a barrage bbgsies
regarding culpability, as does the sexual and gender aspect of the theft. Ratissea
seems, though pledged to truth, has extreme difficulty in telling the truth about this
incident that involved a young woman. He has, as do our other authors, a blind-spot
particularly in applying his own principles in matters of the heart and to the otierge
The result spells bad news for women. In addition, Rousseau himself speculates that
truth itself is harmed whenever a lie is told, and despite his own subjectivegcriter
Rousseau stills aims for a universal affirmation of the value of truth. Withatespe
character development, this analysis of Rousseau on the theme of lying alsatespl
him with a serious character flaw. That is, lying harms not only otherthéself in

character as well.
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Since Nietzsche does not share Rousseau’s concern for the traditional value of
truth, his particular mode of theorizing on the topic leads him to a different type of
analysis. In addition, Nietzsche’s analysis is complex and carried out onl $evelsa
Nietzsche concludes that truth and lies are defined according to thaivedrservice to
life. On one level he interprets the entire metaphysical tradition asu lis¢at has
outworn its usefulness. Decisions of truth and lies also serve the social function of
agreement amongst peoples, thus emphasizing its instrumental and pragmtabie.func
On another level he emphasizes the perspectival aspect of all life ggHeesubjective
basis for any definition of truth and lies. This definition of perspective is itehycted
with his key concepts, including his most famous concept of will to power. His dynami
view of life also plays a major role in his assessment. That is, Nietketibees that
there is a creative aspect to all life, one that is both artistic and agonisti

Part of the challenge raised by Nietzsche is how humans define them3éiuss.
he implicates truth and lies in a particular mode of dynamic creativity tdenges the
human being to attempt to live authentically. This dynamic challenge is oftedvoy
his ironic and rhetorical literary style that challenges as well eagesghe reader.
Unfortunately, despite his prolific creativity, under careful analysi$z§che’s
philosophy also displays a blind-spot regarding women, particularly with rdsgesties
of woman’s will. However, the misogynist nature of some of these texts is debatabl
discernible when irony opens the texts up to gender issues that require ftnibiay s
Though the question of truth and lies regarding passages on women, and for women
reading Nietzsche, is extremely problematic and difficult, it is not witli®areative

opportunities. This study suggests that the writings of Nietzsche are not simply
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misogynistic or simply pro women, but rather, present a complex mix. Howeverwome
can take up the basic challenge of the text and fight back, pushing Nietzschis past
limits and creating new spaces for women.

With Sartre we encountered atheistic existentialism grounded in the kespto
of freedom. The issue of truth and lies for Sartre revolves around how one takes up the
challenge of freedom and accepts the responsibility for it. Any attengstape
responsibility is a lie and displays inauthentic behavior. It alsccpéatly results in bad
faith. Sartre’s definition of bad faith especially takes the form of lie,eattempted lie,
to oneself. Since Sartre accepts the unity of consciousness and does not follow, or allow
for, psychological factors such as repression, or multiple aspects of tbe self
consciousness, no excuses of any kind are tolerated.

While Sartre’s system of thought seems like an air-tight system, mieth is
unexplained and is, therefore, problematic. For example, since lying, anddyngself
especially, involves issues of intentionality, it is not easy to discern a truttafiem In
addition, in the example that Sartre provides from his philosophical works,onmem
who are often presented as being in bad faith. These examples often stereotgome w
and her sexuality. Under close examination, Sartre fails to provide valid aifttspec
evidence that these women are in bad faith, thus raising the issue for thefédwaer
much to trust the author on his own truthfulness of analysis. Or, perhaps, Sartré himsel
unconsciously provides us with the very best example of self-deception, nammelg|fhi
Sartre’s stereotyped depiction of women is traced in the literary works x&opte, in
The Fliesa gender reversal takes place that highlights the feminine character ofthad fai

Originally it is the sister who is engaged and poised for action, and the brother wtho mus
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learn the meaning of engagement. However, by the end it is the brother who emmerges a
the authentic hero and the sister who falls into bad faith. In addition, this play
particularly opens up issues of authenticity and truth with respect to the concept of
remorse, on both the individual and communal level. As we have learned, ritual
performance does not guarantee authentic truthful intentions. This playis¢sothe
paradox of freedom as well as the further complication for a government or hetate of s
and their rights over the people with respect to the freedom of the people. Sjmitarly
Exit raised existential themes of values and how the self is viewed by others. In
particular, we find that the interpretation of truth and lies is further conpdica a
modern world where there are no absolute values and where norms are arbitrary.
Finally we come to Camus, whose concepts of truth and lies and authenticity are
intimately bound with his idea of the absurd. An outcome of both his atheism and his
concept of the absurd is that the world is ultimately without hope. Thus, authentic living
for Camus means to acknowledge the truth of this absurd life, to face it squahelytwi
any idea of ultimate hope, and yet to live it fully nonetheless, without falliogledpair,
much like his mythic hero, Sisyphus. Camus wants to present us with a Skt in
Stranger,of a man who doesn’t lie, who will not play the game. What we have learned is
that the main character indeed does often lie, and that he lies especially, amce aga
regarding women. In fact, it is the written lie about a woman, followed byethledt
defends his friend at the expense of the Arab woman, which eventually leasls to hi
demise. This results in the murder that follows, the trial, and eventually e@rtisehi
death sentence. Here again, the author and his character exhibit a gendgydilimden

it comes to women and the application of philosophical principles to the other gender. In
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addition, this novel leaves open, again, the role of psychological culpability and
emotional growth. Finally, the ending of the story is not as pure as the authordhtende
or as his philosophical analysis would imply, for though the main character &atés d
defiantly, he does so without substantial character development and without nftuch sel
awareness. In addition, while Camus generally maintains a philosophy ofdsnesie,

and a philosophy of non-preference in the face of the absurd, the novel ends with the
glimmer of a twisted hope and preference regarding his execution day.

To summarize briefly our findings, the philosophy and writings of each author
considered here tackles the question of truth, lies and authenticity in a unique manner,
discernible in the contextual framework of their main ideas. Each author ends up with
certain contradictions and paradoxes in his thoughts. Each author also exhibits a blind-
spot that stereotypes, transposes the blame, demonizes, or ignores théiomplicg or
regarding, women. The degree to which failure to recognize this implicatabligises
yet another level of lying, in the mode of self deception, to our study. It is left to the
reader to discern the level and degree of truth for each author and in theil¥ekts.
respect to our topic of truth lies and issues of authenticity, while Rousseatakiaiiy
details the various aspects of lying, agonizes and repeatedly confesses higsdeeds,
and Nietzsche overturns traditional categories and uses an ironic litigtarghat
challenges his readers to new levels of creativity in the service cdieSartre insists
on no excuses for bad faith and reveals the paradox of freedom, and Camus espouses a
philosophy of authenticity in light of the absurd, each remains oblivious to certain
gendered aspects of their thoughts regarding women. To this extent théyauvglat in

a lie, one that implicates their authenticity, or speaks to their own selpii@c.
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In the end, we are left with a cautionary note regarding blind-spots. We must ask
both of the text and of ourselves, who is being left out, marginalized, or demonized, as
women were in the analyses by our authors. That is, we are left to read garefull
critically, and cautiously, if not suspiciously. Yet, we are also chgdiero create new
spaces for the future. Kant, at least, provided a universal test. Whether oramt it w
applied equally is debatable, as is the question of whether or not any moral code or ethic
can be free of its own perspective. This adds yet another rift to the problem and
challenges us further. What norms will society, or societies and cultutes ptural,
define for themselves and on what basis? We are left with a world wheréspiural
reigns and where the clash of values is apparent, but where the means to adjudicate
between them remains questionable. This is true for the individual and the group, and for
the interrelation between the two, as well as for the international comnatiheinge.

That is, we are left to further intersections and complicated boundaries in
philosophy and literature. We are led to push frontiers in areas as diverseiea poli
theory, cultural studies, and aesthetic theory, where the idea of represeatatitruth
and lies intersect each other, and where plurality forces us to refornidaseaf justice,
ethics, and values. We are led to even redefine, or ask ourselves, what doesatlmean t
a human being? What does it mean to be a human being in the twenty-first century
situated in a particular place? That is, how will we respect both the dignity amnsitgtive
of the human community, and also maintain some universal ethical norms, or even if we
will maintain any. We are also left with the question, how will we narratsttrees of
our lives, both individually and collectively? In sum, we are left with the chafigngi

guestion of how do we, and how shall we live?
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