Sketch for a Theory of
the Emotions

Jean-Paul Sartre was one of the great philosophers of the twentieth century.
Also a renowned novelist, dramatist, political activist and literary critic, his
work brought the philosophy of existentialism to worldwide attention.

Born in Paris on 21 June 1905, he was the only child of Jean-Baptiste
Sartre, an officer of the French Navy, and Anne-Marie Schweitzer. When
Sartre was two his father died and his mother returned to her parents'
house in Meudon, a suburb of Paris. She raised Sartre there with the help of
her father, a German teacher who instructed Sartre in mathematics and
introduced him to classical literature. In 1909 Sartre suffered from leucoma
in his right eye, which in Sartre's words would lead him to be ‘half-blind and
wall-eyed'. In 1911, his family left Meudon and went to live in Paris. When he
was twelve, Sartre's mother remarried, and the family moved to La Rochelle,
on the west coast of France. Sartre later recalled his early love of reading
and writing in his autobiography, Les Mots (The Words).

As a teenager in the 1920s, Sartre was drawn to philosophy after reading
Henri Bergson's Time and Free Will. He earned a degree in philosophy in
Paris at the Ecole Normale Supérieure in 1929. It was here that he met
Simone de Beauvoir, who studied at the Sorbonne. The two became
extremely close and formed a lifelong companionship. They questioned
the assumptions of their upbringings, which they considered constrained
and privileged. This conflict between thoughtless conformity, which Sartre
famously termed ‘bad faith', and an ‘authentic' way of living was a dominant
theme of Sartre’s early work.

In 1939 Sartre served as a meteorologist in the French army. Captured by
German troops in 1940 in Padoux in north eastern France he spent nine
months as a prisoner of war. During his imprisonment he read Martin



Heidegger's Being and Time, which, whilst Sartre took issue with some of its
conclusions, was a significant influence on his philosophy. Due to his poor
health and eyesight Sartre was released in April 1941, He returned to Paris
in the same year and immediately set about helping to found the under-
ground group Socialisme et Liberté. Lacking sufficient support it soon broke
up. Sartre decided to write instead of being involved in active resistance.
His major philosophical work Being and Nothingness was published in 1941
and two plays, The Flies and No Exil, followed in 1943 and 1944 respectively.

After the liberation of Paris in 1944 Sartre wrote Anti-Semite and Jew, a
work of non-fiction in which he explored anti-Semitism through four typically
Sartrean characters: the anti-Semite, the democrat, the authentic Jew and
the inauthentic Jew. He was also a contributor to Combat, a newspaper
created by Albert Camus during the German occupation. Later, the French
philosopher and resistant Vladimir Jankelevitch criticized Sartre's lack of
political commitment during the occupation, interpreting his political
writings as an attempt to assuage his guilt. According to Camus, Sartre was
a writer who resisted, not a resister who wrote.

After the war ended Sartre established Les Temps Modernes, a quarterly
literary and political review. He drew on his experience of war for his great
trilogy of novels, Les Chemins de /a Liberté (The Roads to Freedom),
published between 1945 and 1949. His play Les Mains Sales (Dirty Hands)
(1948) explored a typical Sartre theme: the dilemma of the politically
‘engaged’ intellectual. He strongly opposed French rule in Algeria as did
many intellectuals of the time. His support of the FLN in Algeria made him
a domestic target of the paramilitary Organisation de l'armée secréte
(OAS) and he escaped two bomb attacks in the early 1960s. He opposed the
Vietnam War and, along with Bertrand Russell and others, organized a
tribunal intended to expose US war crimes, which became known as the
Russell Tribunal, in 1967.

The first volume of Critique de la raison dialectique (Critique of Dialectical
Reason) appeared in 1960. Sartre argued that Marx's notion of ‘class’
as objective was wrong and he attempted to provide a new philosophical
foundation for Marxism. Never a member of the Communist party, Sartre's
emphasis on humanism in Marx's work led to a quarrel with Louis Althusser,
one of France's radical left-wing intellectuals. However, Sartre visited Cuba
in the 1960s where he met with both Fidel Castro and Che Guevara. After
Guevara's death, Sartre said he was 'not only an intellectual but also the
most complete human being of our age’.

In October 1964, Sartre was awarded the Nobel Prize in Literature but he
declined it; because in his view the personal commitments of a writer
should not be associated with institutions. He was the first Nobel Laureate
to voluntarily decline the prize, having previously refused the Légion
d'honneur in 1945. He remained committed to political causes until the end



of his life. During the strikes and social protests of 1968 he was arrested for
civil disobedience. He was swiftly pardoned by President Charles de Gaulle,
who said 'you don't arrest Voltaire'.

Sartre's health began to collapse whilst he was composing a huge
biography of Gustave Flaubert, which remained unfinished. He became
almost completely blind in 1973.

Sartre died on 15 April 1980 in Paris from edema of the lung. His funeral
attracted an enormous crowd of up to 50,000 mourners, who accompanied his
coffin to the Cimetiére de Montparnasse in Paris where he is buried.

Sebastian Gardner's main interests lie in the history of philosophy, in
particular Kant, German idealism and phenomenology. His publications
include Sartre’s 'Being and Nothingness' (2009), Kant and the ‘Critique of
Pure Reason' (Routledge, 1999) and /rrationality and the Philosophy of
Psychoanalysis (1993).



FOREWORD TO THE
RoOUTLEDGE GREAT MINDS
EDITION

This short work, published at the outbreak of the Second
World War, belongs to a series of philosophical texts com-
posed by Sartre between 1936 and 1940 dealing with topics
in the philosophy of psychology. In other writings — The
Transcendence of the Ego (1936-37), Imagination: A Psychological
Critique (1936), and The Imaginary (1940) — Sartre provides
treatments of self-consciousness and imagination which par-
allel the account of emotion in the Sketch. Collectively these
early philosophical writings provide a point of entry to the
comprehensive philosophical theory expounded in Sartre's
masterpiece, Being and Nothingness (1943), the work which
established Sartre’s existentialism as a major force in the post-
war years.

Sartre’s analysis of emotion can be grasped, and its pene-
trating brilliance appreciated, without any prior knowledge
of Sartre’s ideas or issues in philosophical psychology. What
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chiefly sets the Sketch apart from the other early studies is the
succinctness and lucidity of its articulation of the basic stand-
point of Sartre’s existentialism: it stands as a philosophical
counterpart to the literary articulation of existentialism in
Sartre’s Nausea, which appeared a year earlier.

Though dealing with only one type of mental phenomenon,
and to that extent comprising a mere fragment of the full
theory detailed in Being and Nothingness, the Sketch foregrounds
two fundamental features of Sartre’s philosophy: its broadly
ethical orientation, and its aim to provide a profound
reconception of what we ordinarily think of as constituting
‘the mind’. The two commitments are connected strategic-
ally: by getting us to acknowledge the necessity of revising
our ordinary understanding of what the mental as such
amounts to, and of accepting his own alternative account of
its nature, Sartre supposes that we will at last take possession
of ourselves; having achieved a new transparency in our self-
apprehension, the way will be open to a deeper assumption
of self-responsibility.

The view of emotion which we naturally form, Sartre
reasonably supposes, is that of a more or less indistinct and
partially inchoate force which enters consciousness from
without, reflecting the contribution of bodily or unconscious
sources, the characteristic effect of which is to alter the course
of our thoughts and to influence, perhaps even to determine,
our will in specific ways which reflect the type of emotional
state in question. It is of note that, in order to articulate this
picture of emotion, recourse must be made to quasi-physical
metaphors, of the sort that we familiarly employ in describing
affective episodes in our interior lives: emotions, as we
typically report them, obscure or cloud our view of things, seethe
and well up in the manner of organic processes, impel or arrest
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thought and action in the manner of mechanical forces, and
so forth.

The natural language of affect demonstrates the extent
to which we subscribe pre-reflectively to a conception of
emotion as something like a wave of sensation that crashes
over the self, suffusing, colouring, and redirecting the
diaphanous stream of rational consciousness. Our endorse-
ment of the logical implications of this conception — namely,
that responsibility does not extend to the having of emotion
as such, but only and at most to what we choose to do in
the face of the emotions that happen to erupt in us — finds
expression in the conviction, reflected in the legal category
of crime passionel, that emotions can mitigate culpability,
if not exculpate entirely: strong affect, we suppose, is able
to weaken and perhaps even to take full possession of an
individual's power of deliberation. The long history of
philosophical reflection on the emotions, extending from the
ancient Stoics to the early moderns, offers many different
views of the relation of ‘the passions’ to ‘the faculty of
reason’, but does not challenge in any fundamental way the
assumption that emotions arrive on the scene of conscious-
ness as passively received givens: though of course linked in
some way to a person’s character and manifesting their
enduring dispositions, emotions are regarded as constraining
self-determination and not as themselves instances of self-
determination. The romantic privileging of affective life as
ethically or cognitively superior to cool reflection exhibits the
same underlying assumption in inverse form.

The psychological theories on which Sartre concentrates
in the first section of the essay — those of William James and
Pierre Janet — are selected in part because of their prominence
in the scientific psychology of Sartre’s day, but also and more
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importantly because they exemplify ways in which the con-
ception of emotion native to ordinary consciousness lends
itself to theoretical refinement. Thus James reduces affect to
awareness of physiological processes, while Janet identifies
emotion with a functionally defined alternative to rational
conduct, which comes into operation in contexts of ‘defeat’.
The former fails to explain why the conscious registering
of bodily events should have any specifically emotional
character; in the case of fear, for example, what we are afraid of
is not a physiological occurrence. Janet, though he correctly
grants the emotions their psychological autonomy, according
them an efficacy independent of bodily processes, leaves
the phenomenon of emotion unintelligible in so far as the
switch of behavioural modality which he postulates is a mere
theoretical posit, which has no reality for the subject. Janet
has, in addition, no way of accounting for the organization of
emotional phenomena, their distinctive internal coherence;
the function of, as it were, signing off from rational conduct
could be performed just as well by a diffuse, disorganized
collapse of behavioural capacity.

Sartre then turns to psychoanalysis, which he sees as
supplying the basis for a major advance. Freud offers, not
in his theory of affect, which is minimal and crudely
mechanistic, but in his theory of symbolization — the process
whereby a conscious phenomenon can come to bear an
unconscious (repressed or sublimated) meaning — a model
which when applied to emotion allows it to be grasped as
bearing an appropriately deep, unitary significance. What
principally limits Freud, Sartre argues, is the metapsycho-
logical formulation of his insight: psychoanalysis holds apart
the symbol and the symbolized in different mental regions,
rendering their essential unity unintelligible. The argument
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which Sartre picks here with Freud is resumed and pursued at
a deeper level in Being and Nothingness, where the focus is shifted
to psychoanalysis’ assumption of an unconscious mind.

With the ground thus cleared, Sartre is able to present his
central, radical thesis concerning emotion, which effectively
breaks with two thousand years of philosophical psychology
by disposing of the entrenched assumption that emotion is
opposed to free choice. Emotion is, Sartre maintains, ‘a trans-
formation of the world’ undertaken in the face of some
requirement of action that the world imposes on us or the
perceived difficulty which it presents in relation to some
project of ours. By means of this transformation ‘we try to
change the world; that is, to live in it as though the relations
between things and their potentialities were governed not by
deterministic processes but by magic’. The transformation,
freely initiated at the pre-reflective level, is directed at the
jualities and relations of objects, which are reconfigured in
such a way as to eliminate dissonance from our relation to the
world: in one way or another we are relieved of the burden
of action, by dint of extinguishing the worldly source of
the problematic practical demand. In the most basic case: the
grapes that we cannot reach come to look ‘too green’. In the
more complex case of melancholy: the oppressive world at
large is reduced to an ‘affectively neutral reality, a system in
total affective equilibrium’.

Though our reconfiguration of the world bears only on the
phenomenological qualities by virtue of which objects index
possibilities and necessities of action, and does not touch
the objective relations in which they stand, emotional trans-
formation of the world nonetheless issues in belief: ‘“The
qualities conferred upon objects are taken as true qualities.’
The physiological accompaniments of emotion are testimony
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to the involvement of belief: we, as it were, insist through
the medium of our bodies on the reality of the affective
transformation.

Emotion is, therefore, itself a form of behaviour, an under-
taking with means—end structure, distinguished from rational
conduct by the fact that the condition into which we transfer
ourselves through emotion involves a loss of reality and
suspension of practical engagement. What allows us to
conceal from ourselves the magical character of the entire
strategy is the pre-reflective spontaneity of emotion: in
reflective awareness we are presented with the product of our
affective operation on the world and not with its origin in
consciousness. However, and crucially for Sartre, this makes
no difference to its status as an exercise of freedom and hence
topic of personal responsibility: emotional actions, no less
than our overt public deeds, manifest our choice of mode of
being-in-the-world.

The impetus to Sartre’s reconception of emotion and
the mental in general came from German philosophy, the
transcendental phenomenology of Husserl and the modified
phenomenological standpoint or ‘fundamental ontology” of
Heidegger’s Being and Time (1927), which Sartre had studied in
Berlin in the early 1930s. Sartre avows the crucial influence
of both thinkers and describes the Sketch as an exercise in
phenomenology, but does not draw attention to the vital
respect in which he modifies the phenomenological method:
namely, through referring reflection on mental phenomena
back to the practical, first-person standpoint from which I
self-consciously seek to determine what I should do, and how
or what I should be. The Sketch offers accordingly a view of
emotion that is meant to answer to our inalienable interest in
living a life that we can affirm as our own.
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It is important to bear in mind that the Sketch is intended

only as a philosophical ‘experiment’, as Sartre puts it at one
point. Though the general anti-naturalistic position on the
nature of the mental is regarded by Sartre as securely
established, Sartre does not intend his analyses of emotional
states to be taken as definitive. Sartre proceeds by citing actual
or imaginary instances of emotion and suggesting speculative
accounts of their meaning, consistent with his thesis that con-
sciousness is the source of its own motivation, i.e. free. This
makes clear the kind of interior, hermeneutical approach that
is required, on Sartre’s account, if sense is to be made of
emotion, but its limitations reveal themselves when we reflect
that no unitary theoretical standpoint from which the diver-
sity of determinate forms of emotion might be understood is
nroposed. The Sketch does not have the systematic character of
sartre’s study of the different forms of imaginative conscious-
aess in The Imaginary, and only in a few cases (melancholy is
perhaps one) does Sartre succeed in making a plausible
suggestion concerning the essential meaning of a specific kind
of emotion, as opposed to merely identifying a motive that
might, contingently, underlie its formation on certain occa-
sions. It is also uncertain how much of emotional life can be
squeezed into the relatively narrow self-deceptive mould
that dominates Sartre’s thinking: the model of emotion as a
crystallization of bad faith appears better suited to explain
cases where emotions occupy focal consciousness — full-
fledged ‘emotional reactions’, as it might be put — than their
more common occurrence in a subaltern, ‘adverbial’
position, as merely qualifying the way in which we do or
think about things. It is of note that in Being and Nothingness
Sartre begins to develop a broader view of affective con-
sciousness, which allows that affect can do more than simply
crystallize bad faith.

XVi



FOREWORD TO THE ROUTLEDGE CREAT MINDS EDITION

In addition to the value that it holds from the standpoint
of coming to understand Sartre’s philosophy, the Sketch con-
tinues to provide a reference point for reflection on emotion
among philosophers who have no interest in or sympathy
with Sartre’s project of constructing a philosophy of freedom
but who instead wish, as they conceive matters, to understand
the mind on its own terms, without ethical or metaphysical
prejudice. The challenge facing such theorists, as Sartre lays it
down, is to make intelligible the constitution of emotion as a
distinct configuration of consciousness. To gloss this merely
as the ‘feeling component’ or ‘characteristic subjective
correlate’ of a functional state is to return to the kind of
position occupied by Janet. The challenge can of course be
declined, for it may be held that the sorts of truths about the
mind which are of interest to objective scientific psychology
cannot be gleaned from the first-person angle, and further-
more denied that such a science is obliged to respect the
deliverances of consciousness. The cost of doing so is, in a
curious way, to vindicate Sartre: if naturalistic psychology
exiles consciousness, then it declares its own inadequacy
to the task of self-understanding which, Sartre argues, is
inseparable from self-conscious subjectivity. Here, as through-
out his writings, Sartre formulates the philosophical options
in terms of a stark choice of alternatives: either a naturalism
which degrades consciousness to mere mimicry of physical
processes, or a_humanism which affirms the unconditional

reality of freedom.

SEBASTIAN GARDNER
April 2013
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INTRODUCTION

Psychology, phenomenology and
phenomenological psychology

sycnscy;
( Psic‘h:;ls'@is a discipline which claims to be/positive) that is, / 2 )/
it tries to draw upon the resources of experience alone. We pasEpiee
are, of course, no longer in the days of the associationists, and £x{2 er11c€
contemporary psychologists do not forbid themselves to
d to(interpret)But they try to confront their subject
_as the physicist conff is. We must however delimit this
concept of experience when we speak of contemporary
psychology, for there is, after all, a multitude of diverse
experiences and we may, for example, have to decide whether essence s
an experience of ésgg:p.(%or oflvalues) or a(feligioud experi- .,

ence, really exists or not. The psychologist tries to make use of
only two well-defined types of experience: that which is
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,o2<" given to us by spatiotemporal expenenc_e)f organized bodies,
24 and the intuitive knowledge of ourselves which we call
S\Gt\!‘\'t reflective experience)When there are debates about method
©

o g ¢t among psychologists they almost always bear upon the prob-
u lem {whether)these two kinds of information are comple-
mentary. Ought one to be subordinated to the other? Or
ought one of them to be resolutely disregarded? But there is
agreement upon one essential principle: that their enquiries
should begin first of all from the facts. And if we ask ourselves
what is a fact, we see that it is defined in this way: that one
r_nll_sgxhleegm' th it in the course of research, and that it is always
presented as énWﬁﬁ@and a novelty)in rela-
tion to the antecedent facts)We must not then count upon the
facts to_organize themselves into a synthetic whole which
would deliver its meaning by itself. In other words, if what we
call anthropology is a discipline which seeks to define the
0‘:_“\.\‘0?3;5{' essence of man and the human condition, then psychology —
" even the psychology of man — is not, and never will be an
anthropology. It does not set out to define and limit a priori the
object of its research. The notion of man that it accepts is
o v s Quite empirical: all over the world there is a certain number of
Dy creatures that offer analogous characteristics. From other sci-
" “ences, moreover, sociology and physiology, we have learned
NN that certain objective relations exist between these creatures.
No more is needed to justify the psychologist in accepting,
prudently and as a working hypothesis, the provisional limita-
tion of his researches to this group of creatures. The means of
relevant information at our disposal are indeed more easily
accessible since they live in society, possess languages and
leave records. But the psychologist does not commit
himself: he does not know whether the notion of man_is
puXtsive (arbitrary It may be to there is nothing to show that
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the Australian primitive can be placed in the same psycho-
logical class as the American workman of 1939. Or it may be
Ctoo narfowynothing tells us that there is an abyss separating the
higher apes from any human creature In any case, the psych-
ologist strictly is forbidden to consider the men around him
as men like himself. That notion of likeness)upon which one' keuness
'____uld_perhaps build up an anthropolqu, seemsm
ish and dangerous. He will gladly admit, with the reservations
mentioned above, that he i an — that is, that he belongs to
this provisionally isolated class. But he will think
human character should be conferred upon himi a posterior,
and that he cannot, qua member of this class, be a privileged
object of study, except for experimental convenience. He will
learn then from others that he is a man: his human nature will
not be revealed in any special manner under the pretext that he
is himself that which he is studying.(Introspection here, like
‘objective’ experimentation there, will furnish nothing but
facts. If, later on, there ought to be a definitive concept of
man — which itself is doubtful — this concept is to be envisaged
only as_,t_mi__C.r,Q.\«ming concept of a_completed science, which o 5,, N
means that it is postponed to infinity. Nor would this be moreP gacdh
than a unifying hypothesis invented L}order to co-ordinate, ‘:;‘O :
hierarchically, the infinite collection of facts brought to light. !/ ¢/
Which means that the idea of man, if it ever acquires a posi-
tive meaning, will be only a conjecture intended to establish
connections between the disparate materials and will ¢ derive (iecce
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its probability only from its ﬁ?&ﬁ@ defined thegrarmer,«
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hypothesis as the sum of the experimental results which it

enables us to predlct Thus he idea of man could only be the

ng[S sts made use of a certain concepnon of man(before yhis ultim-
.ate synthesis was possible, it could be only on “their personal
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account and as a leading idea or, better, as an idea in the
Kantian sense, and their primary duty would be never to

forget that it was merely a regulative concept.

It follows from__;_lll__l_h_e_s_e_hat psychology, in so

far as it claims to be a science, can furnish no more than a sum

the majority of which have no link
betwet —¥hat could be more different, for instance,

-n./h.-_—‘__'
than the study of the stroboscopic illusion and the study of
the inferiority complex? This disorder does not arise by

e

chance, but from the very principles of the science of psych-
ology. To wait upon the(fagdis, by definition, to wait upon the
Tsolated; )t is to prefer, positively, the accident to the essential,
the contingent to the necessary, disorder to order. It is to
discard, in principle, the essential a;;ofhetlliﬁgﬂme future —
‘that is for later on, when we have collected enough facts’. The
psychologists do not notice, indeed, that it is just as impos-
sible to attain the essence by heaping up the accidents as it is
to_arrive at unity by the indefinite addition of figures to the
right of 0.99. If their only aim is to accumulate observations
of detail there is nothing to be said, except that one can see
little interest in the collectors’ labours. But, if, in their mod-
esty, they are animated by the hope, laudable in itself, that
they will eventually realize an anthropological synthesis upon
e_basis of their monographs, then their aim is completely
elf-ca They may say that this precisely is the
method and the ambition of the natural sciences. To that we
must reply that the aim of the sciences of nature is not to
know/ the world, but the conditions under which certain general
phenomena are possible. It is a good while since the notion
of the world has succumbed under the criticisms of the
methodologists, just because we cannot apply the methods
of the positive sciences and at the same time expect them to
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lead us one day to a dthOVCl’Y of the meaning offtﬂ@
my that ‘we call the W(ijut man is a being of the
same type as the world it is even possible that, asHeidegge D“ratﬂgar
believes, the notions of the world and ofm re
’iDase:D are mséparable Precisely for that reason W
ought to resign itself to missing human-reality, if indeed that
human-reality exists.
Applied to a particular example, to_the study of the emo-
tions for instance, what is to be gained from the principles
"and methods of the psychologist? First of all, our knowledge
of emotion will be something additional to and outside all our
other knowledge about psychic being. Emotion will present
itself as_an irreducible_ novelty in relation to the phenomena
of attention, of memory, etc. You can indeed inspect these
phenomena and the empirical notions that the psychologists
lead us to form about them, you can turn and turn them
about as you will, but you will not find they have the slightest
essential relation_to emotion. However, the psychologist
admits that man has emotions, he knows that from experi-
ence. In this view, emotion is primarily and in principle an
acculem /In treatises on psychology it is the subject of one
chapter after the other chapters, much as in chemical treatises
calcium might come after hydrogen and sulphur. As for
studying the conditions under which an emotion is possible—_ ..
ST ouluce.
enquiring, that is, whether the very/structure of the @
(Tealitydrenders the emotions possible and how it does so — to
the psychologist this would seem needless and absurd. What
is the use of enquiring whether emotion is possible, seeing
that manifestly itxists? It is also to experience that the psy-
chologist appeals in order to establish the limits of emotive
phenomena and to define them. And, truth to tell, this may
well awaken him to the fact that he already has an idea of
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emotion, for after examining the facts, he will draw a line of

demarcation between the facts of emotion and those of a
: R T
quite different order. How could experience supply him with

2 prindiple of demarcation if he did not already have one? But

the psychologist prefers to hold fast to the belief that the facts

fall into groups of themselves under his gaze.

The question now is how to study the emotions one has
isolated. To this end, it is advisable to produce some emo-
tional situations or turn our attention to the particularly
emotional subjects offered to us by pathology. We will then
try to determine the factors in such complex states: we will
isolate the bodily reactions (which moreover we can establish
‘with the greatest precision), the behaviour and the state_of
consciousness properly so called. After that, we shall be
in a position to formulate our laws and put forward our
explanations; that is, we shall try to relate these three types

actors in an irreversible order. If I am supporter of the
intellectualisttheory, for example, I shall set up a constant
and irreversible succession between the interior state of
consciousness considered as antecedent and the physiological
disturbances considered as consequences. If, on the contrary,
I agree with the advocates of the Peripherio) theory (that
‘a_mother is sad because she weeps’), I shall limit myself,
fundamentally, to the reverse order of the factors. What is
certain in any case is that I shall not look for the explana-
tion or the laws of emotion in_the general structure of the
1uman-rea]1ty but, on the contrary, in the development of
the emotion itself; so that, even when duly described and
explained, the emotion will never be more than one fact
among others, a fact_enclosed in_itself, which will never
enable anyone to understand anything else, nor to grasp _Ezy
means of it the essental reality of man,
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It was in reaction against the insufficiencies of psychology
and of psychologism that there grew up, some thirty years
ago, a new discipline, that of phenomenology. Its founder,
@usqeﬂ) was first of all struck by this truth: that there is anHU'”er
incommensurability between essences and facts, and that
whoever begins his researches with facts will never attain to
essences. If I am looking for the psychic facts that underlie the
arithmetical attitude of a man who is counting and calculat-
ing I shall never succeed in reconstituting the arithmetical
essences of unity, of number and of numerical operations.
Without, however, renouncing the idea of experience (the
principle of phenomenology is to ‘go to the things them-
_selves’, and its method is founded upon the eidetic intuition),
it must at least be made more flexible; room must be made for
the experiences of essences and values; we must even recog-
nize that essences alone enable us to classify and examine
facts. If we did not have implicit recourse to the essence of
emotion it would be impossible for us to distinguish, among
the multitude of psychic facts, this particular group of the
facts.of emotivity. Since, then, we have anyhow taken implici
recourse to the essence of emotion, phenomenology pre-
scribes that we make our recourse explicit — that we should
fix, once for all and by concepts, the content of this essence. It

bt

is easy to see that, for phenomenology, the notion of man can
no longer be taken as an empirical concept derived from
historical generalization; but that on the contrary we are
obliged to make use, without saying so, of the a priori essence
of the human being to give a fairly solid basis to the generaliza-
w@m_pslmi Psychology, moreover, envisaged as
the science of certain human(facts) cannot be our starting-
point, since the psychic facts that we meet with are pever

prior. They, in their essential structure, are reactions of man to
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the world: they therefore presuppose man and the world, and
cannot take on their true meaning unless those two notions
have first been elucidated. If we want to found a psychology
we must go beyand the psychic, beyond the sitnation of man
in the world, even to the very source of man, of the world and
of the psychic; to the transcendental and constitutive
consciousness that we attain through a Qhenomen_ologlcal
reduction’, or ‘putting the world in brackets’. It is this con-
sciousness that must be interrogated; and what gives value to
its answers is that it is min{ Husser) knows how to take advan-
tage of that absolute proximity of consciousness to itself,
which the psychologlsts do not choose to profit by He takes
advantage of it wittingly and with absolute confidence,
because all consciousness exists precisely to the degree that
it is consciousness of existing. But here, as above, he refuses
to QW— onsciousness about the facts,. which would be to
find the disorder of psychologycgaaﬂ upon the transcen-
dental plane. What he sets out_to_describe and to fix in
concepts are precisely the essences which preside over

developments in the tra trm field. Thus there will be,
for instance, a phenomenology of emotion which, after
‘putting the world in brackets’, will study emotion as a
purely transcendental phenomenon, not considering particu-
lar emotions, but seeking to attain and elucidate the tran-
scendent essence of emotion as an organized type of
consclousness.

The absolute proximity of the investigator to the object
investigated is also t%% Eoint of departure for another
phenomenologist, (Heidegger What must differentiate all

research into man from other types of strict investigation is

recisely this privileged circumstance, that the-htiman-reality )
is ourselves. “The{ existent that we have to analyse,” writes
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Heidegger, "igourselves.. 1imm: being of this existent i§ my own,
And it is no negllglble matter that this®i@man-reality should
be zself because it is preusely for tllmty that to

LXISL IS AW onsible for
it instead of receiving it ﬁ"om ou[sxde And
since ‘the human reahty is essenually its own posslbhty, this

existent can mefﬂ (.hoos?) what it will be, achieve itself — or_

lose igself? “This _a_s_s_u_l_l;lp_u_(_)_ll__of_l.[.sg_li_wlncll characterizes the
human reality implies an understanding of the human reality
_by itself, however obscure an understanding this may be. ‘In
Lly_bgmg_itlus existent, the latter relates W.

For indeed this understandlng is not a quality that comes to
the human reality from without, but is its own mode of exist-

ence. Thus the human reality which @ €5 ts own
being by understanding it. This understanding-is mine, T am.
then, first of all, a being who more or less obscurely under-
hrst ¢ 10T€ Or €53
stands his reality as a man, which means that I make myself a
Henc
Jman by understandin ng myself as such. I can therefore ques-
tion myself and, on the basis of that interrogation, carry out
an analysis of the ‘human reality’ which will serve as the basis
for an anthropology. Here too, of course, the procedure is not

to be one of mtro__pecuonﬁﬁrstly because introspection
meets with nothing but facts, and secondly, because my com-
meets with

prehension of the human reality is dim and-inauthentic. It has

to be made explicit and corrected. In any case,

eut,l_c,gf exmﬁwﬂl be sufficient foundation for an anthro-
pology, and ihis anthropology will serve as a basis for all
psychology. We are thus taking up a position opposite to that

' Sein und Zeit, p. 41.
! bid, p. 41.
* Ibid, p. 43.
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of the psychologists, since we (tarDfrom the synthetic
totality that man is, and establish the essence of man before
beginning our psychology.
At all events, phenomenology is the study of phenomena —
not of the facts. And by a phenomenon we are to understand
m11 announces@that of which_the reality pre-
cisely is the appearance. And this ‘announcement of itself” is
_; S»f: not that of anything else . . . the being of the existent is not a
Lhing ‘behind which’ there is still something else which ‘does
= "':” i not yet appear’.' Indeed, for the human reality, to exist is,
et ding 16 HREgEaTx0 DI owi b 3
4Ccor ﬂg ¢ elae (0] assum 1S OWn emg lIl an e)us
eential mode of understandmg And according t6_ ‘Husserl, o
‘exist is, for comcxousnesm to 1tse1,$1nce the
(]u\«\ t mhermghe absolute)it is the appearance which has

] 1§ o 1 be described and enquired into, From this point of view,
;' . .,q\_-,-r thinks that, in every human &tmu@— in emotion,

o for example,_since we have been speaking of that — we can
mt‘ the human reality, for emotion is the

human reality @mmg mDand emotlonally dlrecung

itself towards the world_HusserD) for his part, thinks that a
phenomenological description of emotion will reveal the

essential structures of consciousness, seeing that an emotion
precisely iskh consciousness. And reciprocally, a problem will

arise that the psychologist does not even suspect: can one

conceive of consciousnesses which do not incl emotion
: amon%their potentialities or must we indeed regard it as an
Cindispe constituent of consciousness? Thus the phe-
nomenologist will interrogate eMOTon abo lousness or
about man: he will enquire not only what it is, but what it has to

tell us about a being, one of whose characteristics is just this,

" Sein und Zeit, pp. 35-6
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that it is capable of being moved. And conversely, he will £+~ st
interrogate consciousness, the human realityyabout emotion:
what must a consciousness be. that emotion “should be

¢ possibley perhaps that it should even benecessary?y

We are now able to understand why the psychologist
distrusts_phenomenology, The initial precaution of the
psychologist is, in effect, to consider the psychic state from an
aspect that will E\Tes?igf all signification. For him a psychlc

dental character -;s:—-lndeed what the sychologist most firmly
maintains. If we ask of a scientist-w
another according to Newton’s law? he will reply: I know
nothing about that; because it is so. And if we ask him: what_
does that attracuon'mgnﬁ he will answer: it does not signify
anything; it just 19 Similarly, the psychologist, questioned
ibout emotion, is quite proud to affirm: It exists. Why? T
know nothmg of that, I simply state the fact. Tdo not know its
s1gmﬁcat10n To the phenomenologist, on the other hand,
every human fact lsmm you deprive it
of its significance you rob it of its nature as a human fact. The
task_of the phenomenologist, then, will be to_study the
significance of emotion. What are we to understand by that? -
-“'ﬁ)ﬁsxgmf y is tmnchcate something else; and to indicate it in
such a way that in developing the signification one finds
B
prec1sely the thing signified. For the psychologist emotion
signifies nothing, because he studies it as a fact; that is, by
separating it from _everything else. It will then be non-
51gn1ﬁcant from the start; but if every human fact is in truth
significant, this emotion of the psychologists is of its nature
_dead, non-psychic, inhuman. Whereas, if we want to see
emotion as the phenomenologists see it, as a true phenom-
enon of consciousness, we shall have to consider it as

——
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7.; °'O n-\%,' S Ty Tf.rin,.l‘«. 5()T4(Z'IL?AL9 e(lsr_\‘



SKETCH FORATHEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

significant first of all; and this means that we shall affirm that
it is strictly to the degree that it signifies. We shall not begin by
losing our way in the study of psychological facts, simply
because, taken by themselves and in isolation, they signify
(dmos) nothing: they are, and that is all. On the contrary, we
shall try, by developing the significance of behaviour and of
disturbed consciousness, to explain whab mﬂ And
what this is we know from the beginning: an emotion signi-
fies in its own manner the whole of the @c_ss:o if wes
take our stand on the existential plane, of the human realltyT"
is not an accidentybecause the human reality 15\Q_t a sfﬁ‘n\ of

Mo physxologlcal disorder. It has its own gssence, its pecu-

liar structures, its laws of appearance, its meaning. It cannot

possibly come froft ! outside Yhe human reality. It is man, on the
contrary, wl@iﬁmonon and emotion 15,31-;&@
an organized form of hum_a_n_g_:_uitsgc_e_ P
It is not our intention here to attempt a phenomenological
stu tion. Such a study, if we had one, would deal
(affectivity 3s akatenqglum@E)of the human reality.
But our ambition is more 1 limited. We would rather try, in one
defined and concréte. case, that of emotion, to see whether

pure psychology could denve\j)‘le[hod and some)instruction
from phenomenology. We will not quarrel with psychology
for not bringing man into question or putting the the world in

brackets. It takes man in the world as he presents  himself in a
ey

multitude of situations: at the restaurant, in the family, at war.
——————————

In a general way, what interests psychology is man in situgtion.

T
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In itself it is, as we have seen, subordinate to Qhenomenologx.

since a truly positive study of man in situation would have
first to have elucidated the notions of man, of the world, of
being-in-the-world, and of situation. But, after all, pheno-
menology is hardly born as yet, and all these notions are very
far from a definitive elucidation. Ought psychology to wait
until phenomenology comes to maturity? We do not think so.
But even if it does not wait for the definitive constitution of
anthropologyit should not forget that this anthropology
isrealisable) and th{@ne day it is_realised, all the psycho-
lcs)mr?ﬁéciplines will have to draw upon its resources. For
the time being, psychology shauld endeavour not so much to
Ccollect the .facts as lcﬁ% the phenomena — that is, the
actual'p's?"(—ﬂiimgg ¥n so far as these are significations, not
in so far as they are pure facts, For instance, it should recog-
nize that emotion does not exist, considered as a physical phe-
nomenon, for a b(')dyj_ia‘a‘ﬁff(‘)t be emotional, not being able to
attribute a“meaning~o its own 1_manifestations. Psychology
will immediately look faf?omethine vascular or
respiratory disturbances, this something beyond being the
“meaning of the joy or sadness. But since this meaning is pre-
cisely not 3 quality superposed from without upon the joy or
the sadness, since it exists only to the degree that it appears —
namely, to which it i@ he human-reality — it is the
consciousness itself that is to be interrogated, for joy is joy
only in so far as it@ﬁiﬂmd, precisely because
psychology is not looking for facts, but for their significa-
tions, it will abandon the method of inductive introspection
or empirical external observation and seek only to grasp and
to fix the essence of the phenomena. Psychology too will then

offer itself agan eidetic sciencexOnly, it will not be aiming,
——
through study of the psychic phenomenon, at what is

13
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ultimately signified, which is indeed the totality of man. It does

not dispose of sufficient means to attempt that study. What

will interest it, however, and this alone, is the phenomenon
SIS AONG

inasmuch as it signifies. Just so mlght I seek to grasp the essence of
the proletariat through the@ proletariat’. In that case I
should be doing socho@ But the linguist studies the word
‘proletariat’ in so far as it means proletariat and will be w worrymg

himself about the\wcxsmtude@of the word as a transmitter of

meaning.

Such a science is perfectly possible. What is lacking for it to
become real? To have proved itself. We have seen that if the
rt[rﬁ-r_eaTl?Dapears to the psychologist as a collection of

e the psychologist has voluntar-
ily placed himself upon the terrain vhere the human- -reality
must look to him like that. But this does not necessarily imply
that the human reality is anything else but a collection. What
we have proved is only that it cannot appear-gtherwisy to the
psychologist. We have yet to see whether i:ﬁn‘sg, to the
depths, a phenomenological investigation — whether emo-
tion, for instance, is in truth a phenomenon that signifies, To
come clear about this, there is only one way; that which,
moreover, the phenomenologist himself recommends: to ‘go
to_the things themselves’. May the following pages be
regarded as m@n phenomenological psychology
We shall try to place ourselves upon the terraini of significa-
tion, and to treat emotion as a phenomenon,

g

o —
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THE EMOTIONS

|. THE CLASSIC THEORIES

We all know the criticisms that have been urged against the
peripheric_theory of the emotions. How can it explain the
subtler emotions? Or passive enjoyment? How can we admit
that ordinary organic reactions suffice to render an account of
distinct psychic states? How cm\@nd, by the same
token, quasicontinuous modifications in the vegetative func-
tions correspond to a @edes of states irreducible to
one another? For example, the physiological modifications
which correspond to anger differ only by their intensity from
those thi-f"'i&BrhEaﬁi: joy (somewhat quicker respiratory

rhythm, slight augmentation of muscular tone, increase of

biochemical exchanges, of arterial tension, etc.). For all that,

anger is not a greater intensity of joy; it is something else, at

15
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least as it presents itself to consciousness. It would be useless
to show that there is an excitation in joy which predisposes to
anger, citing the cases of lunatics who are constantly passing .
from joy to anger (for instance, by rocking to and fro on a seat
at an accelerating rhythm). The idiot who has become angry
is not_‘ultra-joyful’. Even if he has passed from joy to anger

- 'h

03 . . . . :
bt .2 (and there is nothing to justify our afhrming that there has

T
¢ eV

t dise, MO been a number of psychic events meanwhile) anger is
irreducible to joy.

It seems to me that the basis common to all these objec-
tions might be summarized thus: William jém%@disﬂnguishes
in emotion two groups of phenomena; a‘ygmup of physio-
logical phenomena and a group of psychological phenomena

g*}m’-f'( which we shall call, as he does, the state of consciousness. The
essence of his thesis is that the states of consciousness called
joy, anger and so forth are nothing but the consciousness of
physiological manifestations — or, if you will, their projection
into consciousness. Now, of all the critics of James who have
successively examined the ‘state’ of consciousness, ‘emotion’
and the accompanying physiological manifestations, not one
recognizes the former as being the projection of, or the shadow
cast by, the latter. , and — whether they are
clearly conscious of this or not — isomething e @ for
whatever extravagance we may ascribe, agination, to
the disorder of the body, we still fail to understand why the
corresponding consciousness should be, for instance, a
Yoo 'mrl‘/ ) nsciousness.s an extremely painful, even un-
wold Ak bearable state, and it is inconceivable that a bodily condition,
will +hbe taken for itself and in itself, could appear in _consciousness
(=7 wur\llb _wi_dl__ﬂliﬁ_auw.(gnething else;)for, in effect, and

even if the emotion objectively perceived presented itself as a
physiological disorder, as a fact of consciousness it is neither

16



— ' '
’) '.)t\-fn’-_’j.g’ or,“.o,o.‘_g\cf\ﬂ L-,n-:.niLr--

_‘;‘:" oy fJ, .’—d/':L, Soy{l. ek Q\‘./ Rﬂ";\-:ro‘u(i-/; A
SKETCH FORATHEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

disorder nor chaos pure and simple, it has a meaning, it sig-
nifies something. And by this we do not only mean that it is
presented as a pure quality. It arises as a_certain ({éﬁt@
between our psychic beingand th€worldand this relation —
or rather our awareness of it — is not a chaotic_relationship
between( the self)and( the universe) it is an(organized)and
Céescnbabla structure,
I cannot see that themoﬂ_a[arrgg sensitivityYrecently
invented by the same people who made these criticisms of
James, provides a satisfactory answer to the question. First of
all, the peripheric theory of James had one big advantage: it
took account only of physiological disturbances directly or
indirectly/d@ The theory of cereiffal sensibility
eals to a cortical disturbance that i€ unverifiabld) (Sher-)
G{?Egton) made some experiments on dogs, and one can cer-
tainly praise his operational dexterity. But these experiments
taken by themselves prove absolutely nothing. Simply because
the head of a dog practically isolated from its body still give
signs of emotion, I cannot see that we have the right to con
clude that the dog is feeling a complete emotion. Besides, even
supposing that the existence of a corticothalamic sensitivity
were established, it would still be necessary to ask the previ-
ous question: can a physiologica (disturbancewhatever it may be,
render an account of the oraaniz@character of an emotion?
That is what(Jane}) very well understood, but expressed
without much felicity when he said that James, in his descrip-
tion of emotion, had left o sychic. Basing himself
exclusively upon objective grounds, Janet wants to register
only the external manifestations of emotion. But, even con-
sidering none but the organic phenomena that can be
descnbed and disclosed from the outside, he thinks that these
phenomena are immediately susceptible of being classified

17
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under two categories: the psychic phenomena, or behaviour,
and the physiological phenomena. A theory of emotion
which sought to restore the preponderant part played by the
psyche would have to treat emotion as a kind of behaviour) Yet

X ),., as for all that, Janet is aware no less than James of il}g_g_)_p_a_rgl

disorder presented by every emotion. He therefore treats
emotion as a behaviour that is less well adapted, or, if one
prefers, a behaviour of disadaptation, a behaviour of defeat.
When the task is too difficult and we cannot maintain the
higher behaviour appropriate to_it, the psychic energy that
has been released takes %notlﬁ-r_;a@ we adopt an inferior

behaviour which necessitates a e ic tension. Here,

;¢ for instance, is a girl whose father has just told her that he has

pains in the arms, and that he has some fear of paralysis. She
falls to the ground, prey to a violent emotion which returns a
few days later with the same violence, and which finally
obliges her to seek help from doctors. In the course of her
treatment she confesses that the thought of nursing her father,
and leading the austere life of a nurse, had suddenly appeared
to her as insupportable. Here, then, the emotion represents an
attitude of defeat; it is the substitute for the ‘non-
maintainable-conduct-of-a-nurse’. Similarly, in his work on
Obsesswn and Psychasthenia, Janet cites the cases of several patients
" who, having come to make confessions to him, could not
finish their confessions, but broke down in tears, sometimes
even bringing on a nervous crisis. Here again, the required
behaviour is too difficult. The weeping, or the nervous crisis,
represents a behaviour of defeat, which substitutes itself for
the former by a diversion. The point needs no elaboration;
examples are abundant. Who does not remember having
engaged in exchanges of raillery with a comrade, and remain-
ing calm so long as the competition seemed equal, but

—————

18
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becoming irritated as soon as one found oneself with nothing
more to say?

Thus Janet could pride himself upon having reintegrated
the psyche with the emotions: the consciousness that we have
of emotion — a consciousness which, moreover, is here only a
secondary phenomenon' — is no longer simply the correlative
of physiological disturbances: it is the@w. arenesy of a defeat
and is a’behaviour)of defeat. The theory looks attractive: it is
indeed a psychological thesis, and yet it is of a quitm
simplicity. The phenomenon of diversion is nothing more
than a switching of the liberated nervous energy on t
another line.

And yet, how many obscurities there are in these few
notions which at first look so clear! Upon better considera-
tion of the case, if Janet manages to improve upon Jamesitisp )
only by making use, implicitly, of afinalitp)which his theory'"* my
explicitly repudiates. What in fact is a behaviour of defeat’?
Are we simply to understand by this, MUbstitute
for the superior line of conduct that we cannot pursue? In that
case the nervous energy would be discharged at hazard
according to the law of the least resistance. But then the emo-
tive reactions would be less like ﬁ@ f defeat than a
@f behaviour. Instead of an adapted reaction there would
= : . -- e - dad fuse
be a diffuse™yrganic reaction — a(disorder}But is not that just
whatjml‘re's is saying? Does not the emotion, in his view,
intervene precisely at the moment of the breakdown of an
adaptation, and does it not consist essentially of the sum of
the disorders that this non-adaptation entails for the organ-
ism? No doubt Janet puts the emphasis more than James does
upon the deleat. But what are we to understand by it? If we

' But not an¢@piphenomenon: consciousness is behaviour GPbehaviours.

19
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regard the individual objectively asa system of behaviour, ghd
if the deviation takes place automatically, then there is no
defeat, it does not exist; all that happens is the replacement of
one kind of behaviour by a diffuse set of organic manifesta-
tions. If emotion is to have the psychic significance of defeat,
consciousness _must _intervene and confer that signification
upon it, there must be a conscious retention of the superior
conduct as a@mnd a consciousness of the emotion as
a defeat precisel{ in rel@io_ that superior behaviour. But that
X would be to give consciousness a(eonstitutiveunction, which
Sunchwn Janet will not have at any price. If one wanted_to preserve a
meaning in Janet’s theory, one would be logically obliged to
adopt the position of (M. Wallonywho, in his article in the Revue
des Cours et Conférences, puts fongy;d_the following interpreta-
tion: In the infant, there is a ‘primitive’nerve circuit. All the
reactions of a new-born child, to tickling, pain and so on_
(shiveringsy\ diffusedh muscular contractions, acceleration of
J’-, sordec  the cardiac rhythm, etc.), are under the control of this circuit,
(tde—  3nd would thus constitute Aﬁr@orgmiq;@tio )— an
‘s r‘m“ f,,inlEit@daptation, of course. Later on, we learn how to
’ behave, and set up new patterns of reaction — that is, new
circuits. But when, in a new and difficult situation, we cannot
produce adapted behaviour appropriate to it we fall back
upon_the primitive nervous circuit. We can see that this
theory represents (@ transpositiomyof Janet's view into the
sphere of pure behaviourism; for what it amounts to is that
the emotional reactions are not seen as a mere disorder, but
as@ lesserydaptation: the first organized system of defensive
reflexes — that of the infant’s nerve-circuit — is ill-adapted to
cope with the needs of the adult; but in itself it is a functional
organisation, analogous to the respiratory reflex, for instance.
But we can also see that this thesis differs from that of James

X
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only upon the presupposition of arf organic unitplinking all
the emotive manifestations together. It goes without saying
that James would have accepted the existence of such a circuit
without embarrassment if it had been proved. He would then
have held that this modification of his own theory was of little
importance because it was of a purely physiological order.
Janet, therefore, if we hold him strictly to the terms of his
thesis, is much closer to James than he would have cared to
say. He has failed in his attempt to reintroduce the ‘psychic’
into emotion, nor has he explained why there are various kinds
of behaviour in defeat; why I may react to a sudden aggression
by fear or by anger. The cases he recounts, moreover, are
almost all reducible to emotiona ﬁr’rfirbanons not very dif-
ferent from one another (tLars nervous attacks, etc.), much
nearer to emotional shock properly so called than to emotion
as such.

But in Janet’s work there seems to be an underlying theory
of emotion — and also of behaviour in general — which would
reintroduce. finality) without mentioning it. In his generall"'0 "7/
expositions concerning psychasthenia or affectivity he insists,
as we have said, upon the @utomatic)character of the diver-
sion, but in many of his descriptions he gives us to under-
stand that the patient falls back upon the inferior behaviour in
order not to maintain the superior behaviour. Here, it is the
patient himself who (proclaim3yhis defeat even before he
engages in tl the struggle, and the emotional behaviour super-
venes o mus@hls inability to pursue the line of adapted
behaviour. Let us return to the example we were citing above:
the patient who comes to see Janet wants to entrust him with
the secret of her troubles and a minute description of her
obsessions. But she cannot: this is social behaviour that is too

difficult for her. Then she bursts into tears. But is she weeping

prclais
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becaus® @: jhe can say nothing? Is her sobbing a vain effort to do
vs. so, a diffuse upheaval that represents the’ deco?paﬁf@of
the behaviour she has found too difficult? Or rather, is she not

W ordec crying precisely_in _ordeDdnot to say anything? Between these
two interpretations the difference may seem small at first

sight: by both hypotheses a course of behaviour proves
impossible to maintain, and according to either there is a
replacement of this behaviour by (diffuse) manifestations.

Besides, Janet passes freely from the one to the other; that is

what makes his theory gmbiguom‘i"or in reality there is an

abyss of difference between the two interpretations. The for-

mer is, in effect, purely' mechanistic)and — as we have seen — is

at bottom fairly close to James’s views. The latter, on the other

hand, really introduces something new: it alone truly deserves

the name of a psychological theory of the emotions; it alone

f‘bfo\""\e treats emotion as 4 wa _For, indeed, if we are here
remtroducmg we can well conceive that emotional

‘FFEQ(}DM 7y

Iviour 1s not a dxsorder at all; that it is an_organized pat-
tern of meangdirectedo an end. And these means are sum-
é"fjf”’ * | moned up in order to mask, replace or reject a line of conduct
view that one cannot or will not pursue. At the same time,
the explanation of the diversity of emotions becomes
easy: they represent, each one of them, a(different) way
of eluding a difficulty, a particular way of escape, a special
trick.

" But Janet has given us what he could: he is too uncertain,
divided between afir namhat isGpontaneougand a@
(©Em.on_principle. It is not to him that we look for an
exposition of this pure theory of emotional behaviour. We
find it in outline among the disciples of Kohlepand notably in
andere is what P, Guillaum

this subject in his Psychologie de la Forme:
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‘Let us take the simplest example: we ask a subject to_reach
for an object placed upon a chair, but without putting a foot
&tslde acircle traced upon the ground the distances are so
calculated as to make the act very difficult or impossible by
direct means, but the problem can be resolved by indirect
means. . . . Here, the force directed towards the object takes
on a clear, concrete meaning. On the other hand, these
problems present an obstacle to the direct execution of the
action, an obstacle that may be either material or moral - for
instance, a rule one has undertaken to observe. Thus, in our
example, the circle that one must not overstep presents, to
the perception of the subject, a_barrier — from which there
emanates a force directly in opposition to the former, The
conflict between the two forces sets up a tension in_the
phenomenal_field. If the solution is found, the successful
action puts_an end to the tension.... There is a whole
psychology of the act of replacement or substitution, of the
. ersatz'to which the school of Lewin has made an interesting
contribution. Its form is very variable; the partial results
achieved may help to fix it. Sometimes the subject facili-
tates the act by freeing himself from some of the imposed
conditions of quantity, quality speed or duration, and
even by modifying the nature of his task; in other cases he
performs unreal, symbolic actions; one makes an obviously
useless gesture in the direction of the act; another
describes the action instead of performing it, or imagines
chimerical, fictive procedures (if only | had ... one would

' Lewin, Vorsatz, Wille und Bedurtnis, Psy. Forschung, VII, 1926.
! Dembo, Das Aerger als dynamisches Problem. Psy. Forschung, 1931, pp. 1-144.
' (Bib. de Philosophic Scientifique), pp. 138—42.
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need ...) outside the real or imposed conditions for its
accomplishment. If acts of substitution are impossible, or
do not produce an adequate solution, the tension persists,
manifested by a tendency to abandon the problem, to wan-
der away, or to withdraw into _one's own thoughts in_an

attitude of passivity. As we have said, indeed, the subject

’ﬁnds himself subjected to the positive attraction of the end

in view and to the negative, repellent influence of the bar-
rier: furthermore, the fact that he has consented to undergo
the friaDhas conferred a_negative value upon all the other
objects in the field, in the sense that all diversions irrele-
vant to the task are ipso facto impossible. The subject is

e a0y thusas it were, in_a space fenced in_on every
.

side: there is_only one positive way out, and that is closed

.‘.‘,' by the specific barrier. This situation corresponds to the

\’
'y ]
\Prace ~aq
l_‘ \
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diagram below:

@ is a merely barbarous solution, for it means break-
ing through the barrier and accepting a diminution of the
self. Falling back upon one's self (encystment) which erects
a protectlve barrier between the hostile field of action and
oneself, is another, equally mediocre solution.

Prolongation ofmaabnay end in emotional dis-

orders, or in other and still more Pprimitive ways ofllberatm_g
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tensions. The fits of anger, sometimes very violent, which
supervene in certain persons have been capably studied in
the work of T. Dembo. The situation undergoes a structural
.%E[ijga_t_igg)ln anger, and doubtless in all the emotions,
there is a weakening of the barriers that separate the deeper

from the more superficial levels of the self which normally
ensure the_regulation of action by the deep personality and
maintain the self-control: a weakening of the barriers
between the real and the unreal. On the other hand, because
the path to action is blocked, tensions between the external
and the internal continue to augment: a negative character
_extends uniformly to all the objects_in_the field, they lose
their proper value. ... The privileged way towards the goal
having vanished, the differentiated structure that the
problem had imposed upon the field is destroyed. The
particular facts, notably the various physiological reactions
which we are pleased to describe by attaching part-
icular meanings to them, are not intelligible unless we
start from this lintegral)conception of th(_tg?p:@ of emo-

tion . . .

Here, then, at the end of this long quotation, we arrive at a
t"f—'__ll_n_;:tional gonception of anger. Clearly anger is not an instinct
nor a habit, nor is it a calculated action; it is an_abrupt solu-
tion of conflict, a way of cutting the gordian knot. And we are
back again at Janet's distinction between the superior kind of
behaviour and the inferior or derived. But here that distinc-
tion assumes its full meaning: it is we who put ourselves into
a state of total i_n_f‘gjg_xm, because at that very low level our

demands are smaller; we satisfy ourselves at less cost. Being
unable, in a state m to find the delicate and
precise answer to a problem, we act upon ourselves, w
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and_transform_ourselves)into a being for whom the grossest

and least adapted solutions are good enough (for example,

tearing up the paper on which a problem is stated). Thus
anger now appears as an escape; the angry subject is like a
man who is unable to untie the knots of the cords that bind
him, and who writhes about in his bonds. And the ‘angry’
conduct, though less well adapted to the problem than the
superior — and.impossible)- behaviour that would solve it, is
still precisely and perfectly adapted to _his need to break the
tension, to shake the leaden weight off his shoulders. We shall
be better able to understand the examples we were citing
above: the psychasthenic who comes to see Janet wants to
make her confession to him. But the task is too difficult. Here
she is, in a confined, threatening world which is waiting for
her to perform a definite action and at the same time repelling
her. Janet himself signifies by his attitude that he is listening
and is attentive; but at the same time his prestige, his person-
ality, etc. repulse that confession. Escape she must from the
unbearable tension! And the patient can do so only by exag-
gerating her weakness and her disarray, by distracting his
attention from the task in hand and turning it upon herself
‘how unhappy I am!). Her own demeanour will transform
Janet from her judge into her comforter by exteriorising and
‘playing up’ the very impossibility she finds in speaking, by
commuting the precise need to give such and such informa-
tion into a heavy, undifferentated pressure of the whole
world upon her. It is then that the sobbing and the nervous
crisis ensue.

Similarly it is easy to understand the fit of anger that seizes
me when I can think of nothing more to reply to a mocker.
Here anger does not play quite the same part as in the
example given by Dembo. My need is to switch the discussion.
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on to another plane. I have not been witty enough, so I
become formidable and intimidating. I want to arouse fear. At
the same time I make use of inferior alternatives (ersatze) to
vanquish my adversary — insults, threats which have to ‘do
instead of " the shaft of wit failed to think of; for the abrupt
change of attitude that I impose upon myself makes m&less)
@acting\,\bout the choice of means.

And yet, at the point we have come to, we still feel unsatis-
fied. Theemotional behaviour theoryJis perfect, but in its
purity and perfection we can see its insufficiency. In all the
examples we have quoted, the functional part played by emo-
tion is indubitable. But as it stands, it is also incomprehen-
sible. I mean that, for Dembo and the Gestalt psychologists,

eas \‘.

the passage from the state of seeking to the state of anger is’; .

explained as the break-up)of one formy and the reconstity
QLI e Y

tion) of another. And I can understand, if need be, the break- ™"

up of the form ‘problem without solution’; but how can I

admit the appearance ’mWe must suppose

that it presents itself clearly as the substitute for the previous \

form. It exists only in relation to this. We have, then, a single .

process — a‘transformationm’ f form. But I cannot comprehend Pfocej‘s

this transformation withouffirst positing consciousness) Con-

sciousness alone, by its §ynthetic_»ctivity, can break up and

reconstitute forms Awithout ceasmg)It alone can account for .

the’ finality) of emotion. Moreover, we have seen that the";'=~ ATy

whole of the description of anger given by Guillaume accord- '

ing to Dembo shows that its aim is @ transtormmgthe aspect of

the world. It serves to/f_\.zg.z;lathe barriers between the real

_and the unreal’, to_‘destroy the differentiated structure that

the Eroblem*lla_@ds;t@)upon the world’. Admirable! but

as soon as it is a question of positing a relation of the

world to the self/we can no longer content ourselves with a

27
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psychology of form) It is quite clear that we must have
recourse to the(consciousness.)And besides, is it not to con-

sciousness, after all, that Guillaume is referring when he says
that the angry subject ‘weakens the barriers that separate the
deeper from the more superficial levels of the self’? Thus the
physiological theory of James has led us, by its own insufh-
ciency, to Janet's theory of behaviourythe latter to the theory
of functional emotion in form-psychology, and this refers us
at last to the consciousness. That is where we ought to have
begun, and it is now high time for us to formulate the real

Eroblem.

~ II. THE PSYCHOANALYTIC THEORY

Y W)

1;)‘.' ‘L We cannot understand an emotion unless we look for its sig-
nification. And this, by its nature,_is of a functional order. We
are therefore led to speak of a(finality of emotion. This finality
we can grasp)very concretely by _the objective examination of
emotional behaviour. Here there is no question at all of a

\l\flm({ more or less obscure theory about €motion-instinct)based

— upon a priori principles or postulates. Simple consideration of
the facts brings us to a of the. ﬁnalli%

(Cmeaning)of emotion. If we try on the and to fix, in a
complete intuition, the essence of emotion as an{intedpsycho-

logical fact, we see that this finality is inherent in its structure.
And all the psychologists who have reflected upon the
\I_Jgripheric phericd)theory of James have been more or less
aware of this finalistic signification — this is what Janet, for
instance, decorates with the name of ‘psychic’; it is this that
psychologists or physiologists like Cannon and Sherrington

try to reintroduce into their descriptions of the emotional
facts with their hypothesis of a cerebral sensibility; it is this,

Lo, S—
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again, that we find in Wallon or, more recently, among the
Gestalt psychologists. This (ﬁpaliw)lpre_s@g\(gm
organization of behaviour which could only be the
“unconscious’_of_psychoanalysis, or_consciousness JAnd it
e easy enough, if need be, to produce a psycho-
analytic theory of emotional finality. One could show, with-
out great difficulty, that anger or fear are means employed by
unconscious urges to achieve symbolic_satisfaction, to break
out of a state of unbearable tension. One could thus account
for this essential characteristic of emotion — that it is ‘suf-
fered', that it surprises, develops of itself according to its own
laws, and_that conscious efforts cannot modify its course ta
any very appreciable extent. This dissociation between the
organized character of emotion — the organizing theme being
relegated to the unconscious — and its ineluctable character,
which it would not have for the consciousness of the
subject, would render something like the same service in the
psychological domain as the Kantian distinction between
the_empirical and the noumenal does in_the domain of
metaphysic.

It is certainly true that psychoanalysis was the first to lay the
emphasis upon the signification of psychic facts: that is, it was
the first to insist upon the fact that every state of conscious-
ness stands for something other than 1 itself, For example: this
clumsy theft perpetrated by a sexual-obsessive is not simply a
clumsy theft. It refers to something else from the moment
that we begin to consider it in the psychoanalyst’s way as a
phenomenon_of self-punishment. Then it refers to the pri-
mary complex for which the patient is seeking to justify
himself through self-punishment. We can see that a psycho-
analytic theory of the emotions would be possible. Does it not
already exist? There is that woman with a phobia for laurel. If
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she sees a clump_of laurels, she faints. The psychoanalyst
discovers that in her childhood there was a painful sexual
incident associated with laurel bushes. What will be the
correspondmg emotion? A phenomenon of refusal, and of
censorship. Not refusal of the laurel itself, but a refusal to relive
the memory connected with laurels. Here the emotion is a
flight from the revelation to follow, as sleep is sometimes a
flight from a decision to be taken, and as the illnesses of
certain young women are, according to Stekel, a flight from
marriage. Naturally, emotion is not always an escape. We
already have indications from the psychoanalysts of an inter-
pretation of anger as a_symbolic giﬁém& sexual ten-
dencies. And certainly, none of these interpretations is to be
thrust aside. That anger can signify sadism is in no doubt at all
That fainting away from passive fear signifies flight, the quest
of a refuge, is also certain, and we shall try to show the reason
for it. What is in question here is the principle itself of
psychoanalytic explanation — that is what we want to
consider here.

The psychoanalytic interpretation conceives the conscious
phenomenon as the symbolic realization of a desiré \l'e;p;z_ﬁfs@
by the censor. Note that, for consciousness, the desire is-iot
involved in its symbolic realization. In so far as it exists by and in our
consciousness it is@nly)what it gives itself out to bg: emotion,
desire for sleep, theft, laurel-phobia, etc. If it were otherwise,
if we had any consciousness, even only implicit, of the real
desire, we should be in bad faith, and that is not what the
psychoanalyst means. It follows that the signification of our
conscious behaviour lies wholly? outf}‘c‘@ that behaviour itself
or, if one prefers it so, what is signified is entirely cut omfrom

Ahe signifier. This behaviour of the subject is, in itself, just what
itis (if b@we mean{or itse , but it can be deciphered
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by the appropriate techniques as one would deciphef a given ) g
language. In a word, the conscious fact is related to what it
signifies, as a thing which is the efect of a certain event is
related to that event: as, for example, the ashes of a fire extinct
upon a mountain are related to the human beings who lit the

fire. Their presence is not contained in the remaining cinders,
but connected with them by a relation of causality: the rela-
tion is external, the ashes of the fire are passive considered in that
causal relation, as every effect is in relation to its cause.
A _consciousness which had not acquired the necessary
technical knowledge could not grasp these remains as signs.
At the same time, the remains are what they are; that is,
they exist in themselves, irrespective of all significant inter-

pretation: they are fragments of half-burnt wood, and that is
all.

Can we admit that a fact of consciousness could be like a
thing in relation to its signification — that is, receive its mean-
ing from outside like an external quality — as, for instance, this
having been burnt by men who wanted to warm themselves
is a quality external to the burnt wood? It would seem, first
and foremost, that the effect of such an interpretation is to
make consciousness into a thing in relation to what is signi-
fied: it is to admit that consciousness can constitute itself into
Z;ieaning without being aware of the meaning that it consti-
tutes. There is a flagrant contradiction in this, unless we are to
regard consciousness as an existent of the same type as a
stone, or a pond. But in that case we must finally give up the,a " T
Cartesian /cqgi:t_p and treat consciousness as a secondary and 8
passive phenomenon. In so far as a consciousness(makes itsell>
it is never anything other than what it appears to be. If, then,
it has a signification, it_must contain_this Vithimitself as
of consciousness. This does not mean that the
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signification must be perfectly explicit. There are many pos-
sible degrees of condensation and of clarity. It only means
that we should not interrogate the consciousness from out-
side, as one would study the remains of the fire or the
encampment, but from within; that we should look into it for
the signification. The consciousness, if the cogito is to be pos-
sible, is itself the fact, the signification and what is signified.

Truth to tell, what makes an exhaustive refutation of psy-
choanalysis so difficult is that the psychoanalyst himself does
not regard the signification as conferred entirely from outside
the consciousness. For him, there is always an internal ana-
_gy between the conscious fact and the desire it expresses,
since the conscious fact is symbolical of the expressed complex yAnd for
the psychoanalyst this symbolic character is obvlm_lsly not
external to the fact itself, but is constitutive of it. Upon this point
we are in full agreement with him. That the symbolization is
constitutive of the symbolic consciousness can be in no doubt
whatever to anyone who believes in the absolute value of the
Cartesian_cogito. But this needs to be rightly understood: if
symbolization is constitutive itis legitimate to see an imma-

‘;,;._'. O i i symbolization. In that case there_is nothing
' it, and the relatton between mbol, s mbohzm'td

But if we go on to say that the conscousness ts@mﬁohzln
under the causal-compulsion) of a trangc—eﬁ@fact which
is the repressed desire desire — we are falling back upon the

theory previously indicated, which treats the relation of the

signified to the signifying as a causal relation. The profound

Ccontradictiomin all psychoanalysis is that it presents at the same
time a bond of causality andA bond of understanding between
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the phenomena that it studies. These two types of relationship

aré_incompatibl@) The theorist of psychoanalysis also estab-

lishes transcendent relations ofecween the
facts under observation (a pincushion in a dream always signi-
fies a woman's breasts, entry into a carriage signifies the sexual
act), whilst the practitioner assures himself of success by
studying; that is, by flexible research into the intra-conscious
relation between symbolization and symbol.

For our part, we do not reject the findings of psycho-
analysis when they are obtained by the understanding. We
limit ourselves to the denial that there is any value or intel-
ligibility in its underlying theory of psychic causality. And
moreover we affirm that, in so far as the psychoanalyst is
making use of understanding to interpret consciousness, it would
be better to recognize frankly that whatever is going on in
consciousness can receive its _e_)_cplanation hut fro

(conscmusnesm And here we are brought back to our
own pomt of Heparture a theory of consciousness which
attributes meaningful character to the emotive facts must look
for that meaning in the consciousness itself. In other words, it
is the consciousness which(makes itsel onscious@y the
innerneed Yor a/—e?ﬁmanon)

And ifideed, the advocates of psychoanalysis are at the same
time raising a difficulty of principle. If consciousness organ-
izes emotion as a special type of response adapted to an
external situation, how does it manage to have no conscious-
ness of this adaptation? And it must be granted that their
theory renders a perfect account of this discrepancy between
the s1gn1ﬁ@ and the consciousness — which need not
astonish us since that is just what it was made for. Better still,

thé'%ll say, in the majority of cases we are struggling, in our
conscious spontaneity, against the development of emotional
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manifestations; we are trying to master our fear, to calm our
anger, to restrain our weeping. Thus we have not only no
consciousness of anyfinality»f emotion, we are also rejecting

emotion with all our strength and i{invades~us in spite of
ourselves. A ph enological description of emotion ought

to resolve these contradictions.

I1l. OUTLINE OF APHENOMENOLOGICAL
THEORY

Perhaps it will assist us in our research to make a preliminary
observation, one which might serve towards a general criti-
cism of all the theories of emotion we have encountered
(with the possible exception of Dembo’s). For the majority of
psychologists everything happens as though the conscious-
ness@motion were primarily a reflective consciousness; that
is, as if the primary form of emotion, as a fact of conscious-
ness, were its appearance to us as a modification of our psy-
chic being — or, to use ordinary language, its being grasped
first of all, as &state of mind) And certainly, it is always possible
_to become aware of emotion as a fact of consciousness, as
when we say: I am angry, I am afraid, etc. But the fear does
not begin as consciousness of being afraid, any more than the
perception of this book is(consciousness of perceivmg_it)The
emotional consciousness is at first(non-reflective;)and upon

that plane it cannot be consciousness of itself, except in the
non-positional mode. The emotional consciousness is primar-
ily consciousness(ol xhe world. There is no need to call to
mind the whole theory of consciousness in order to under-
stand this principle clearly. A few simple observations will
suffice, and it is remarkable that the psychologists of emotion

have never thought of making them. It is obvious indeed that
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the man who is frightened is afraid@omething. Evenifitisa
case of one of thos@amﬂeties that one feels in the
dark, in a sinister and deserted alley, etc., it is stil]@;ertain
aspects of the night, or of the world, that one is afraid. And
without doubt, all the psychologists have noted that emotion
is touched off by some perception — a representative signal,
etc. But for them, as it appears, emotion then en parts company
with the object to become absorbed in itself. Little reflection
is needed to discover that, on the u)ntral:-)re_i_n otion returns to
\the object every moment and feeds upon it. They describe
flight in fear, for instance, as though the flight were not first
and foremost a flight @ a certain object, as though that
object did not remain constantly in the act of flight as its
theme, the reason for it, as what one is fleeing from. And how
can we speak about anger, in which one strikes, reviles and
th_r_cit(.ns without mentioning s the person who represents the
objective unity of all those insults, menaces and blows? In a
H word, the emotional subject and the ob obiject of the emotion are

united in an indissoluble synthesis. Emotion is a specific
manner of appreh&ﬁﬁhthe world. That is what Dembo
alone has a glimf—amllough he does not give a reason for
it. The subject who is seeking the solution of a practical prob-
lem is oﬁmme world, he is aware of the world at every
moment throughout all his actions. If he fails in his attempt
and grows irritated, the irritation itself is still a way in
which the world appears to him. And it is not necessary that
the subject, between his failure in action and his anger, should
turn back upon himself and interpose a reflective conscious-
ness. There may be continuous passage from the non-
reﬂecnve consciousness ‘instrumental world’ (action) to the
non- reﬂecuv'e- consciousness ‘hateful world’ (anger). The
latter is a is a transformation of the former.

35



SKETCH FORA THEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

For a better understanding of what is to follow, th er
will need to recall to mind_the essence ofwunreflecting behaviour,
We teno believe that action involves a constant

assing from the non-reflective to_the reflective, from the

orld to oneself. That is, that we grasp the problem (non-
reflective consciousnes@the world), then we see ourselves
as having the problem to resolve (reflection); and that then,
starting from that reflection, we conceive an action in so far as
it has to be performed(by usYreflection) after which we go
down again into the world to perform the action (non-
reflectively) now _thinking only of the object acted @
Thereafter, any new difficulties, any partial failures that
require re-adjustment of means, send us back to the plane of
reflection. According to this view, a_constant movement
inward and outward is constitutive of action.

Now it is certain that we can reflect upon our activity. But
an operation upon the universe is generally executed without
our having to leave the nonreflective plane, For example, at
this moment I am writing, but I am not conscious of writing.
Will someone say that habit has rendered me‘inconsciousof
the movements made by my hand in tracing the letters? That
would be absurd. I may have the habit of writing, but not at all
that of writing@words 'm@an order. In a general way,
one should always distrust habit as an explanation. In reality,
the act of writing is not at all unconscious, it is an actual
structure of my consciousness. Only it is not conscious of
itself. To write is to maintain an active awareness of the words as
they come to birth under my pen. Not of the words inasmuch
as they are written by me: I apprehend the words intuitively
inasmuch as they have that structural quality, that they
emerge ex nihilo and yet do not create themselves, that they are
passively created. At the actual moment when I write a word,
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I am not paying attention individually to each pothook
formed under my hand. I am in a special state of attention,
creative attention; I waim
advance — to employ the hand that is writing and the
pothooks it is tracing, and [hu(tﬂ;rz:@
And certainly, I am not conscious of the words in the same
way as when I read what another person is writing, by look-
ing over his shoulder. But that does not mean that I am con-
scious of myself as writing. The essential differences are these: 5.
first, that my intuitive understanding of what my neighbour is_ W'M ('n
writing is of the type of ‘probable evidence’. I grasp the}'\ : Sl
words traced by his hand some time before he has traced J,,\ J:
them completely. But at the moment when, reading ‘indep
, I intuitively seize upon the word ‘independent’, this
word ‘independent’ presents itself as a probable reality, like
the table or the chair. On the other hand, my intuitive grasp of
the words that I myself am writing delivers them to me as
certainties. The certitude in this case is a litde peculiar: for it
is not certain that the word ‘certitude’ which I am in the act
of writing will appear (I may go crazy, change my mind,
etc.), but it is certain that, if it does appear, it will appear as
such. Thus the activity constitutes a_succession of certain
objects in a probable - world or let us say, if you will, that they
are _pn)_bablgconmdered as future realities, but certain_as
otentialities of the world. Secondly, the words written by my
neighbour make no demands on me; I them as
they appear in succession as I might look at a table or a suit-
case. The words that I am writing, on the contrary, ar¢exigey
It is the precise manner in which I grasp them in the course of
my creative activity that makes them what they are: they are

potentialities that_have to be realized. Not that have to be realized
by me/The self doesnot appear at all in t@[ simply feel the

-Or)a
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pull they exert; I feel their exigence objectively. I see them

realizing themselves and, at the same time, demanding fur-

ther realization. I can very well @th&t the words my neigh-

bour is writing demand their realization from him, but I do

not{’ @that demand. On the contrary the exigence of the

words that I am tracing is directly present, weighty and felt

\I‘.—X\Cﬂ They émp@ and @recP my hand. But not as as though little little
d demons, alive and active, were driving and guldmg it in fact:
£1on this mw‘ge_@ As for my hand, I am conscious of it
in the sense that I see it before me as the instrument whereby

the words realize themselves: it is an object in the world, but

one that is at the same time present and lived. Here, for a

moment, I hesitate: shall I write ‘then’ or ‘consequently’?

This does not in the least imply that I am falling back upon

myself; but 51mply that the two p0551b1ht1es ‘then’ and ‘con-

conflict.

We shall try elsewhere to describe the world one acts upon.
What is important here is only to show that activity, as spon-
taneous, unreflecting consciousness, constitutes a certain

_existential stratum in the world, and that in order to act, there
is no need to be conscious of oneself as acting — quite the
contrary. In a word, unreflective conduct is not unconscious
conduct. It is non-thetically conscious of self; and its way of
being conscious of self is to transcend and(apprehend itself
out in the world as a quality of things. In this WE can
understand all those exigences and those tensions of the
world around us; in this way we can draw up a ‘hodological’!
chart of our Umwelt, a chart that will vary in function with our
actions and our needs. Only, in a normal and well-adapted

" The expression is Lewin's.
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activity the objects to be realised” present themselves as need-
ing to be realized in specific ways. The means themselves
appear to us as potentialities that lay claim to existence This

alone are possible) may be called the mgg_n_l_w

the determinism_of the world. From this point of view, the
world around us — that which the Germans call the Umwelt —
— — ——
Mof_our desires, our needs and of our activities,
appears to be all furrowed with strait and narrow patlis lead-
ing to such and such determinate end, that is the appearance
of a created object. Naturally, here and there, and to some
extent everywhere, there are pitfalls and traps. One might
compare this world to one of those pin-tables where for a
penny in the slot you can set the little balls rolliAg' there are
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where the pathways cross one another. The ball is required

to complete a predetermined course, making use of the

required paths and without dropping into the holes. This
world is difficult. The notion of difficulty here is not a reflexive

notion which would imply a relation to oneself. It is out

there, in the world, it is a quality of the world given to percep-

tion (just as are the paths to the possible goals, the possi-

bilities themselves and the exigences of objects — books that

ought to be read, shoes to be re-soled, etc.), it is thetnoetity
correlate of the activity we have undertaken — or have only
conceived.

We can now_conceive what an emotion is. It is a transform-
ation_of the world. When the paths before us become too
difficult, or when we cannot see our way, we can no longer
put up with such an exacting and difficult world. All ways are
barred and nevertheless we must act. So then we try to change

ehorMn
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the world; that is, to live it as though the relations between
things and their potentialities were not governed by
deterministic processes but by magic. But, be it well under-
stood, this is no playful matter: we are cornered, and we fling
ourselves into this new attitude with all the force at _our
command. Note also that our effort is not conscious of what it
is, for then it would be the object of a reflection. It is above all
the seizure of new relationships and new demands. To put it
simply, since the seizure of one object is impossible, or sets up
an unbearable tension, the consciousness seizes or tries s to
seize 1@& is, tries to transform itself in order to
transform the object. In itself, this change in the direction of
the consciousness is nothing remarkable. We can find numer-
ous examples of similar transformations of activity and of
perception. For instance, to search for a shape that is dissimu-
lated in a picture-puzzle (where is the gun?) is to deploy one’s
perceptivity towards the picture in a new way, it is to scan the
branches, the telegraph posts, etc., in the picture gs if one were
looking at a gun, it is to carry out the ocular movements that
one would make in seeing a gun. But we do not perceive these
movements as such. By means of them, an intuition which
transcends them, and of which they constitute the thyle) scru-
tinizes the trees and posts that are seized upon as ‘possible
guns’ until suddenly the perception crystallizes and the gun
appears. Thus, through a change of intention, as in a change of
behaviour, we apprehend an object, new or old, in a different
fashion. We need not first take up a position on the reflective
plane. The instructions under the picture provide the immedi-
ate motivation; and we look for the gun without leaving the
non-reflective plane: a potential gun has appeared, vaguely
localized in the picture.

It is in this same way that we must conceive the change of
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intention and of behaviour which Characterizes emotion.The

impossibility of finding a solution to the problem is appre-
hended bjectively; as a "quality of the world. This serves to
motivate the new unreflective consciousness which now
grasps the world differently, under a new aspect, and imposes
a new behaviour — through which that aspect is grasped — and
this again serves aor the new intention. But emotional
conduct is not on the same plane as other kinds of behaviour;
it is not effectual. Tts aim is not really to act upon the object as it
is, by the interpolation of particular means. Emotional
behaviour seeks by itself, and without modifying the struc-
ture of the object, to confer another quality upon it, a lesser
existence or a lesser presence (or a greater existence, etc.). In a
word, during emmE
consciousness, changes its relationship with the world so that
the world should change its qualities. If emotion is play-
acting, the play is one that we believe in.

A simple example will serve to explain this emotive struc-
ture: I lift my hand to pluck a bunch of grapes. I cannot do so;
they are beyond my reach; so I shrug my shoulders, mutter-
ing: ‘they are too green’, and go on my way. The gestures,
words and behaviour are not to be taken at face value. Thi
little comedy that I play under the grapes, thereby conferring
this quality of being “too green’ upon them, serves as a substi-
tute for the action I cannot complete. Theym-
selves at first as ‘ready for gathering’; but this attractive quality
soon becomes intolerable when the potentiality cannot be
actualized. The disagreeable tension becomes, in its turn, a
motive for seeing another quality in those grapes: their being
‘too green’, which will resolve the conflict and put an end to
the tension. Only, I cannot confer this quality upon the grapes
chemically. So I seize upon the tartness of grapes that are too

3"\-’\‘} es
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green by putting on the behaviour 0% disrelish. I confer the
required quality upon the grapes(magically)In this case the
comedy is only half sincere. But let the situation be more
critical; let them behaviour be maintained in all
]seriousness: and there you have emotion.

Take, for example,(passiy® fear. I see a ferocious beast com-
ing towards me: my legs give way under me, my heart beats
more feebly, I turn pale, fall down and faint away. No conduct
could seem worse adapted to the danger than this, which
leaves me defenceless. And nevertheless it is a behaviour of
escape; the fainting away is a refuge. But let no one suppose that
it is a refuge for me, that I am trying to save myself or to see no
more of the ferocious beast. I have not come out of the non-
reflective plane: but, being unable to escape the danger by
normal means and deterministic procedures, I have denied
existence to it. I have tried to annihilate it. The urgency of the
danger was the motive for this attempt to annihilate it, which
called for magical behaviour. And, in the event, I have annihi-
lated it so far as was in my power. Such are the limitations of
my magical power over the world: I can suppress it as an
object of consciousness, but only by suppressing conscious-
ness_itself.' Let it not be thought that the physiological
behaviour in passive fear is pure disorder. It represents an
abrupt realisation of the bodily conditions which ordinarily
accompany the passage from the waking state to sleep.

Flight, in active fear, is mistakenly supposed to be rational
behaviour. It is thought to contain calculation — admittedly
brief — by the subject who wants to put the greatest pos-
sible distance between the danger and himself. But that is a

" Or at least by modifying it: in fainting, one passes into a dreaming con-
sciousness — that is, into one of ‘unrealization’.
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misunderstanding of this behaviour, which would reduce
it to prudence. We do not take flight to reach shelter: we
flee _because we are unable to annihilate ourselves in
unconsciousness. Flight is fainting away in play; it is magical
behaviour which negates the dangerous object with one's
whole body, by reversing the vectorial structure of the space
we live in and suddenly creating a potential direction on the
other side. It is a way of forgetting, of negating the danger. It is
in precisely the same way that an untraineE%oxes flings him—ko’“
self at his adversary with his eyes shut: he wants to suppress
the existence of the other’s fists; by refusing to see them he
symbolically ehmlnates their efficacy. The real meaning of
fear is now becoming apparent to us. It is_a_consciousness
whose aim is fo negate somethingyin the external worldby
means of maglcai'b“ehawour and will go so far agto annihilate)
itself n order to annihilate the object also.

Passive sadness is characterized, as we know, by dejected
behaviour; there is muscular relaxation, paleness and cold at -
the extremities; one turns away towards some corner o it ,_ soc
there motionless, making the least possible contact with the
world. One prefers twilight to full daylight, silence to sound,
and solitude in one’s room td_frequented roads knd public
places. ‘To be alone,’ as they say, ‘with one’s sorrow.” But that
is not true at all: it is good form, of course, to appear to
meditate deeply over one's grief. But cases in which a sorrow
is really cherished are rather rare. There is quite another rea-
son: one of the accustomed conditions of our activity has
vanished, yet we are still required to act in and upon the
world without it. Most of the potentialities of our world (work
to be done, people to see, duties of the daily round to be accom-
plished) remain the same. Only the means for realizing them,
the paths traced over our 'hodological space’ have changed. If,
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for example, I have just learned that I am ruined, I no longer
dispose of the same means (a private car, etc.) to accomplish
them. I shall have to substitute means new to me (taking the
motor-bus, etc.), which is precisely what I do not want to do.
My melancholy is a method of suppressing the obligation to
look for these new ways, by transforming the present struc-
ture of the world, replacing it with a totally undifferentiated
structure. What it comes to, in short, is that I make the world
into an affectively neutral reality, a system which is, affect-

ively, in complete equilibrium. Objects highly charged with
o&%g\ . affect are de-charged, brought down to_affective zero, and
\nac oy therefore &E[filﬂied as_perfectly equlvalent 4:3.11_(;{ _inter-
’ changeable. In other words, lacking both the ability and the
will to carry out the projects I formerly entertained, I behave
in such a manner that the universe requires nothing more
from me. This one can do only by acting upon oneself, by
lowermg the flame of life to a pin-point’ — and the@
correlate of this attitude is what we caﬂ@. the universe
is bleak; that is, of undifferentiated structure. At the same
time, therefore, we naturally draw back into ourselves, we
‘efface ourselves’, and the@oetic) counterpart of that is the
The entire universe is bleak, and it is precisely in order
to protect ourselves from its frightful, illimitable monotony
that we make some place or other into a ‘shelter’. That is the
one differentiating factor in the absolute monotony of the
world: a bleak wall, a little darkness to screen us from that
Dbleak immensity. o
Active sadness can take many forms; but the one cited by
Janet (of the psychasthenic who throws a fit of nerves because
she does not want to make her confession) may be character-
ized as a refusal. It exemplifies above all a negative behaviour
intended to deny the urgency of certain problems and to
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replace them by others. The patient wants to move Janet's
feelings. This means that she wants to change his attitude of
_impassible expectancy into one of affectionate concern. She
wants this and she makes use of her body to bring it about. At
the same time, by putting herself into such a state that the
confession would be impossible, she is renouncing that act
_beyond her power. Nm;aj
shaken with her sobbing, all possibility of speaking is taken
from her. Here, then, the potentality is not eliminated, th
confession remains ‘to be made’. But it has retreated beyon
the reach of the patient, who can no longero make it, bu.
onlythope' to do so one day. The patient has thus freed herself
from the painful feeling that the act was in her power, that she
was free to_do_it_or not. The emotional crisis here is an
abandonment of responsibility, by means of { magica} exag)
¢ ﬁratlonh()f the difficulty of the world. The world retains its
differentiated structure, but it appearm and T 0@
because it is demanc;hf us; that is, more than it is
/ human]y p@ﬁ)to do. In this case, then, the emotion of
‘sadness is a magical play-acting of impotence: the patient is\ m .
like one of those domestic servants who, having admitted »y 2!\ 4
burglars to their master’s house, get them to bind them handuy sec.ass
and foot, as a dear demonstration that they could not have
prevented the theft. Here, however the patient ties herself up
in a number of tenugus:lﬁﬁ;is. It might be said, perhaps, that
the painful sense oflliberty.bf which the patient wants to rid
herself is’ necessanly))f a reﬂecmBut this we do not
believe; and one has_only to watch oneself to see wl
happens. It is the(ob]ect}vhlch presentstsel! EQ demandmg o
be freely created; the confession which presents itself as the
_deed which both ought to and can be done.

There are, of course{ other f ’_'unmons)and (Other for




SKETCH FORA THEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

active sadness. We will say no more about anger, which we

have discussed at length already, and which, of all the emo-

tions, is perhaps the most evidently functional. But what is to

\')o be said about(joy) Does it fit into our description? At first
7 sight it would seem not, since the joyful subject has no need
to defend himself against a b-éfttling or dangerous Ehange.
But we must first distinguish between the joyful feeling
! which betokens an equilibrium, or a state of adaptation, and
"‘L‘f’ "S3* emotionaljoy)For the latter, on closer consideration, is char-
acterised by certain_impatience We mean by this that the

joyful subject is behaving very much like a man in a state of
impatience. He cannot keep still, makes innumerable plans,

begins to do things which he immediately abandons etc. For

in fact this joy has been called up by an a apparmon‘\of the

object of his desires. He has been told that he has won a

\
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considerable sum of money, or that he will shortly meet
someone he loves and has not seen for a long time. But
although the object is_‘imminent’ it is not yet there, it is not_
ze_l@ He is separated from it by a certain length of time. And
even when it is present, even when the friend so long desired
appears upon the station platform, he is still an object that
delivers itself to one only little by little; the delight that we
feel in seeing him again soon becomes blunted; we shall never
get so far as to hold him there, in front of us, as our own
absolute possession and to grasp him all at once as a whole
(nor shall we ever realise all at once our new-won riches, as
an instantaneous totality. It will yield itself to us only through
numberless details and, as it were, by abschattungen). Joy is
magical behaviour which tries to realize
possession of the desired object as an_instantaneous_totality.
This behaviour is accompanied by @that possession
will be realized sooner or later, but it seeks to 4nticipaty that
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ssive

possession. The various activities(exEressive of joy)as well as J.| tation
the muscular(h ypedtonicity and the slight vascular@ilatalioms. s, achire
are animated and _transcended by an intention which@mvis> J-lakion

(aé@the wq;l_di@t_h_e_nl This seems easy, the object of
our desires appears to be near and easy to posses. Every ges-
ture expresses_emphatic approbation. To dance, or to sing for
joy — these represent the behaviour of symbolic approxima-
tion, of ih;n‘m By their means the object — which in
reality one may not be able to(o§se) except by prudent and,
after all, difficult behaviour — is possessed at once, symbolic-
_e_L_ll__y_.It is thus, for example, that a man to whom a woman has
just said that she loves him may begin to dance and sing. In so}
doing he turns his mind away from the prudent and difficult

1
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and increase it, to gain possession of it through countless

details (smiles, little attentions etc.). He tumm
the woman herself as the living reality representative of
all those delicate procedures. Those he will attend to later; |
he is now giving himself G resf? For the moment, he is=|
possessing the object by magic; the dance mimes his posses-
sion of it.

However, we cannot be quite content with these few
observations. They have enabled us to appreciate the(funcs
tion@part played by emotion, but still we do not know very
much about its-@

We must note first of all that the few examples we have
cited are far from having exhausted all the varieties of emo-
tion. Many other fears are possible, many_other kinds of sad-
ness. We are only affirming that they are all reducible to the
constitution of a magic world, by making use of our bodies as
instruments of incantation. In every case the problem is dif-
ferent, and the behaviour is different. To grasp the sig-
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nification and aim, one would have to know and analyse each
particular situation. Broadly speaking, there are not four prin-
cipal types of emotion: there are many more, and it would be
a useful and productive work to classify them. For example, if
the fear of a timid person changes suddenly into anger
(change of conduct motivated by a change in the situation),
this anger is not of the ordinary type: it is _fear surpassed. This
does not mean at all that it is in some way reducible to fear,
but simply that it retains the antecedent fear included in its
own structure. But it is only when one is persuaded of the
S, Dewey ( fuanhat one can arrive at an
understanding of th€ infinite varietofstates of emotional
consciousness. On the other hand, we ought never to lose
Jon sight of one capital fact: that behaviour pure and simple is @0
¢z ., emotion, any more than is the pure and simple awareness of
’ﬁ » that behaviour. If it were so, indeed, the finalist charactenof
;) ar¢ emotion would be far more g@ly_glpparent and, on the other
hand, consciousness could(easily free itself from emotion.
urov$S  Moreover, there are_£purioisemotions which are nothmg
,,‘, s more than behaviour. If someone gives me a present in which
I am _only half interested, I may make _an outward show of
intense delight; I may_clap my hands, jump or dance. This
however is only play-acting. I let myself be & Jittle carried away>
by it, and it would be inaccurate to say that I am not joyful;
nevertheless, my delight is not genuine, I sha@@
soon as my visitor has gone. This is precisely what we call{alse)
joy, bearing in mind that falsity is not a logical characteristic
of certain propositions hut an &istential éuﬁ_hi? In the same
sense I can have false fears, false sorrows. Such false states of
mind are however quite distinct from those of the actor: an

actor@mitatedjoy, sorrow etc., without being joyful or sorrow-
ful, for his behaviour is addressed to a fictional world. He

48



SKETCH FORATHEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

imitates bg’l;ay_igur but is not himself behaving. In the various fa\se
cases of Ta.lsgmthat I have just mentioned, the , . \na
behaviour is not sustained by anything, it exists _alone and is
voluntary: but the situation is
such b:favioun Moreover, through such behaviour we magic-
ally(‘'will’ Xertain qualities upon real objects: but those qual-
ities are false.

It must @otbe supposed that they are therefore imaginary,

that they are bound to vanish away later. Their falsity is
that of an essential weakness pretending to be violence. My

pleasure in the object I have just been given exists much more

as a duty than as a reality; it has a sort of(parasitic realitpas a

tribute, of that I am very well aware; I know that I am

endowing the object with it by a kind of fascination, but
when [ desist from my incantation this will immediately

disappear. real
= . - . 3 . 3 1-
(Realemotion is quite another matter: it is accompanied by ""“’T’"‘_g
ej.e

i he qualities ‘willed’ upon the objects are taken to be
real. What exactly is to be understood by that? This — or
almost this — that"the emotion is underg@One@éﬁTﬁDget
out of it as one pleases; it fades away of itself, but one ¢annoy
put a stop to it. Furthermore, the behaviour, viewed simply in
itself, imprints upon the object no_more than a schematic
suggestion of the quality one is attributing to it. Merely to
run away from it would not be enough to constitute ar
object as horrifying. Or rather, this might confer the form:
quality ‘horrifying’ upon it, but not the substance of thi
quality. If we are really to be seized by horror we have
not only to mime it, we must be spell-bound and filled to
overflowing by our own emotion, the shape and form of
our behaviour must be filled with something opaque and
weighty that gives it substance. Here we can understand
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the part played by the purely physiological phenomena;
they represent the (enuineness 9f the emotion, they are the
phenomena of belief. True, they must not be separated from
the behaviour: in the first place, they present a certain’analo
with it. The f§yportonicity in fear or in sadness, the vascular
constrictions and respiratory troubles are symbolical enough,
together with a behaviour which is trying to negate the
world or to discharge it of its potential by negating itself.
It is hence impossible to mark exactly the frontier between
pure troubles and behaviour. And secondly, they combine
with the behaviour in one whole synthetic form and are not
to be studied for their own sake. To have considered them in
isolation was precisely the error of the peripheric theory. And
nevertheless, they are not reducible to behaviour: one can
stop oneself from running, but not from trembling. I can, by a
violent effort, rise from my chair,_dismiss from my mind the
disaster that has overcome me and set myself to work; but my
hands remain ice-cold. Emotion, then, cannot be regarded
simply as play-acting; it is not mere behaviour, but the
behaviour of a body which is in a specific state: the state itself
would not give rise to the behaviour, the behaviour without
the state is play-acting; but the emotion appears in a dis-
ordered body carrying on a certain kind of behaviour. The
bodily disturbance may continue longer than the behaviour,
but the behaviour constitutes the form and the signification of
the disorder. On the other hand, the behaviour without this
disorder would beferexignification, an emotional schema.
The form we have to do with is indeed synthetic: to believe in
magical behaviour one must be physically upset.
| . Clearly to understand the emotional process as it proceeds
rom consciousness, we must remember the dual nature of
{he body, which on the one hand is an object in the world
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and on the other is immediatelmy the consciousness.
Only then can we grasp what is essential — that emotion is a
phenomenon of belief. Consciousness does not limit itself to
the_projection oﬁffc@ meanings upon the world around
it; it@_the,nc_vy_yvtgx_j!d it has(therebconstituted — lives it
djrectly,(gjr_ir_iai?_g?itse_l_f_At;_)__l';L and_suffers from the qualities
that the concomitant behaviour has outlined. This means that,
all ways out being barred, the consciousness leaps into the
magical world of emotion, plunges wholly into it by debasing
itself. It becomes a different consciousness confronting a dif-
ferent world — a world which it constitutes with its own most
intimate quality, with that presence to itself, utterly non-
distant, of its point of view upon the world. A consciousness
becoming emotional is rather like a consciousness droEEinng HURS,
asleep. The one, like the other, slips into another world and 4s'ec
transforms the body as a synthetic whole so as to be able to
live and to perceive this other world through it. In other
words, the consciousness changes its body, or, to put it
another way, the body — considered as the point of view |
upon the universe immediately inherent in consciousness — \
is raised to the level of the behaviour. That is why the
physiological manifestations are, at bottom, disorders of the
most ordinary description; they resemble those of fever, of
angina pectoris, of artificial over-excitation etc, They merely
represent a complete and commonplace upset of the body,
such as it is (the behaviour alone will decide whether this
disarray is to be a ‘diminishment’ of life or an ‘amplifica-
tion’ of it). In itself it is nothing, it represents no more than
an obscuration of the conscious point of view upon the
world, in so far as the consciousness realizes and spontaneously
lives this obscuration. It is advisable, naturally to understand
this obscuration as a ¢ phenomenon, as $adivisib
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But since, on the other hand, the body is a thing among
things, a scientific analysis may be able to distinguish, in the
biological body, in the body as a thing, thelocabdisorder of
this or that organ.

Thus the origin of emotion is a spontaneous debasement
lived by consciousness in face of the world. What it is unable
to endure in one way it tries to seize in another way, by going
to sleep, by reducing itself to the states of consciousness in
sleep, dream or hysteria. And_the bodily disturbance is noth-
ing else than the belief lived by the consciousness, as it is seen
from outside. Only, it must be noted:

First, that the consciousness has no thetic consciousness of
self as abasing itself to escape the pressures of the world; it has

only a positional consciousness of the degradation of the

world, which has passed over to the magical plane. Still, a
non-thetic consciousness of itself remains. It is to the degree
that it does so, and to that degree only, that we can say of an
emotion that it is not sincere. It is not at all surprising, there-
fore, that the final aim of an emotion is not posited by an act
of consciousness in the midst of the emotion itself. Its finality
is not for all that unconscious, but it is ‘used up’ in the
constituting of the object.

Secondly, that the consciousness is caught in its own snare.
Precisely because it is living in the new aspect of the world by
believing in it, the consciousness is captured by its own belief,
exactly as it is in dreams and hysteria. The consciousness of
the emotion is captive, but by this it must not be understood
to be fettered by anything whatever outside itself. It is captive
to itself in this sense — that it does not dominate the belief that
it is doing its utmost to live, and this precisely because it is
living that belief and is absorbed in living it. It must not_be
imagined that consciousness is spontaneous in the sense that
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it is always free to deny a thing and to affirm it at one and ,, e .
the same moment. Such a spontaneity would be self-
contradictory. It is of the essence of consciousness to tran-
—_—
scend itself, and it is therefore impossible for it to withdraw
within itself and to doubt whether it is outside in the object.
Trcknows’itself: a"(jih_@i_n the world. And doubt, of its very nature,
can be nothing but the constitution of an existential quality of
the object; the doubtful, or the reflective activity of reduction —
that is, the property of a new consciousness directed towards
the positional consciousness. Thus, when consciousness is liv-
ing the magical world into which it has precipitated itself, it
tends to perpetuate that world, hy_yb_i‘ch it is ‘@. the
emotion tends to perpetuate itself. It is in this sense that we
may say it is @; the consciousness isq_rjove@ by its
emotion and heightens it. The faster one flees the more one is
afraid. The magical world appears, takes form, and then closes
in on the consciousness and.clutchesit: it cannot even wish tc
escape, it may seek to flee from the magical object, but to fle
from it is to give it more magical reality than ever. And thi
very condition of_captivityis not in itself realized by the con-
sciousness, which attributes it to the objects — it is they that
are captivating, imprisoning it, they have taken possession of
the consciousness. Liberation can come only from a purifying
reflection or from the total disappearance of the emotional
situation.

Nevertheless and for all that, emotion would not be so all-
absorbing if it apprehended in the object no more than the
exacDcounterpart of what it ism@ (for instance, at_this

E&{ent time, in this light, in such or such circumstances, this
man is terrifying). But it is constitutive of emotion that it
attributes to the object something that infinitely transcends it,
Indeed, there is a world of emotion. All emotions have this in
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|common, that they evoke the appearance of a_world, cruel,
terrible, bleak, joyful, etc., but in which the relations of things

\ LI
f"y{"‘w‘\ to consciousness are always and exclusivelyimagical>We have
to speak of_a world of emotion as one speaks of a world of

dreams or of worlds of madness. A world — that means indi-
o worl vidual syntheses in mutual relations and possessing qualities.
But no quality is conferred upon an object withoum
over 1o the infinite/ This grey, for instance, represents the
4-Y-"-‘Hly units of an infini a abschattungen,)some of
which will be grey- green, some grey seen in a certain light,
black, etc. Similarly, the qualities that emotion confers upon
the object and upon the world, it confers upon them ad aeter-
‘num. True, when I suddenly conceive an object to be horrible I
do not explicitly affirm that it will remain horrible for eter-
nity. But the mere affirmation of horribleness as a substantial
quality of the object is already, in itself, @ passage to ﬂfg@
() The horrible is now(imthe thing, at the heart of it, is its
emotive texture, ilconstitutive)of it. Thus, during emotion an
overwhelming and (definitive)quality_of the thing makes its
appearance. And that is what transcends and unaintain® our
emotion. Horribleness is not only the present state of the
thing, it i, it extends over and darkens
the whole future, it is a fevelatiolyabout the meaning of the
world. The ‘horrible’ means indeed that horribleness is a sub-
_stantial quality, that there is horribleness in the world. Thus,
in every emotion, a multitude of affective protensions extends
into the future and presents it in an emotional light. We are
living, emotively,(g égiﬁtx that penetrates into us;)hat we are
suffering, and thatgurrounds »s in every direction. Immedi-
ately, the emotion is lifted out of itself and transcends itself; it
is no ordinary episode of our daily life, bu@of the

absolute.
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SKETCH FORATHEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

It is this that explains the subtle emotions. In these, by
means of a hardly noticeable behaviour, through a slight oscil-
lation of our physical condition, we apprehend ag.

uality bof the object. Subtle emotion is not at all afraid of the
slightly unpleasant, of a diminished excellence or of what is
superficially disastrous: for it only_glimpses the unpleasant, the
excellent or the disastrous through a veil. It is m
and presents itself as such. But the object is there, waiting;
and tomorrow perhaps the veil will be withdrawn and we
shall see it in full daylight. Therefore one may be very little
moved — if by moved we understand all those disturbances
of the body or the behaviour — and still apprehend our
whole life as disastrous. The _disaster is total, we know it, it is
profound; but for the present we have only a glimpse of it. In
this case and in many others like it, the emotion seems to
be much stronger than it really is, since in spite of all we

are, natura]ly, tangennally “different fmm the merely weak
emotions which invest the object with no more than a faintly
affective character. It is thethat differentiates subtle
from weak emotion, for the behaviour and the somatic condi-
tion may be identical in both cases. But the intention is, in its
turn, motivated by the situation.

This theory of emotion does not explain the immediate
reactions of horrojand wondeﬁthat sometimes possess us
when certain objects suddenly appear to us. For example, a
grimacing face suddenly appears pressed against the outside
of the window; I am frozen with terror. Here, of course, there

is_no _appropriate behaviour and it would seem that the
emotion has no finality. Moreover, in a general way, our

apprehension n of the horrible in situations or faces is more or
less immediate and is not usually manifested by flight, or by
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fainting: one is not even tempted to flee. Nevertheless, upon
closer consideration, these very peculiar phenomena are sus-
ceptible of an explanation compatible with the ideas we have
been discussing. We have seen how, during an emotion, the
consciousness abases itself and abruptly transmutes the
determinist world in which we live, into § magical'world. But,
conversely, sometimes it is this world that réveals itself to
consciousness as magical just where we expect it to be
deterministic. It must not, indeed, be supposed that magic is

an ephemeral guahtz that we impose upon the world accord-

'ing to our humour. There is an existential structure__of_[];g
- world which is magical. We will not now enlarge upon this
“subject, which we are reserving for treatment _elsewhere.
However, we are able here and now to point out that the
category of ‘magic’ governs the (ntePpsychic relations
between men in society and, more precisely, our perception
of others. The magical, as Alain says, is ‘the mind crawling
among things’; that 15@ irrational synthesissof sEontanelt
umb It is an inert activity, a consciousnéss rendere
@ But it is precisely in that form that g_glg,exs_appear to_us,
and this, not because of our position in relation to them, nor
in consequence of our passions, but by essential necessity.
Indeed, consciousness can only be_a transcendent objechby
undergoing the modification of passivity. Thus the meaning
of a face s, first of all, that of the consciousness (not a sign of
the consciousness) but of a_consciousness that is gltered
Ldegraded — which precisely is passivity. We will return to
these remarks later, when we hope to show that they impose
'themselves upon the mind, It follows that man is always a
{sorcerer to man and the social world is primarily m gEa—lﬁNot
that it is impossible to take a deterministic view of the inter-
psychological world or to build rational superstructures upon
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SKETCH FORA THEORY OF THE EMOTIONS

it. But then it is those structures that are_ephemeral and
unstable, it is they that crumble away_as soon as the magical

aspect of faces, gestures and human situations becomes too

vivid. And what happens then, when _the superstructures
laboriously built up by the reason disintegrate, and man finds ¢ 0
himself suddenly plunged back again into({he original magic3 ragic
That is easily predicted; the consciousness seizes upon the
magic as magic, and lives it vividly as such. The_categories
‘suspicious’ and ‘disquieting’, etc. designate the magical, in

so_far as it is being lived by consciousness or tempting
consciousness to live it.

Thé‘__snﬁ'_c_lc_l‘enjggssage from_a rational apprehension of the

world to an apprehension of the same world as magical, when

this is motivated by the object itself and accompanied by a
disagreeable element — that is horror: if it is accompanied by

an agreeable element, it will be admiration (we mention these

two examples, but there are naturally many other cases). Thus

there are two forms of emotion, according to whether it is we

who constitute the magic of the world to replace a determin- |

istic activi rich cannot be realized, or_whether the world
bt ¥ e T e
'E_n‘v_ix"g)_r_lm(_e@ In the state of horror, we are suddenly made
aware that the deterministic barriers have given way. That face
which appears at the window, for instance — we do not at first
take it as that of a man, who might push the door open and
take thirty paces to where we are standing. On the contrary, it
is pre‘seritred, motionless though it is, as acting at a distance.
The face outside the window is in immediate relationship
with our body; we are living and undergoing its signification;
it is with our own flesh that we constitute it, but at the same

time it 1mnnihilates the distanc® and enters into

us. Consciousnesgplunged)into this magic world drags the
- EEE e
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consciousness beheves in it. The behaviour which gives Cits
meaning to the emotion is no longer our behaviour; it is the
expression of the face and the movements of the body of the
other being, which make up a synthetic whole M‘
the upheaval in our own organism. Here again, then, we find
the same elements and the same structure as we were describ-
ing a little while ago, except that in the former case the magic
and the meaning of the emotion came from the world and
not from ourselves. Naturally, magic, as a real quality of the
world, is not strictly limited to the human. It extends to
things also, inasmuch as they may present themselves as
human (the disturbing impression of a landscape, of certain
objects, or of a room which_retains the traces of some mys-
terious visitor) or bear the imprint of the psychic. And, also
naturally, the two main types of emotion are not absolutely
and strictly distinct; there are often mixtures of the two types
and the majority of our emotions are less than pure. Thus it is
that the consciousness which is realizing, with spontaneous
finality, a_magical aspect of the world may create the
opportunity to manifest itself as a real m “glcal quality. And
reciprocally, if the world presents S itself as magical in one way
or another, it may be the consciousness that specifies and
achieves the constitution of this magic and is diffusing it
everywhere or, on the contrary, is concentrating it it forcibly
upon a single object.

In any case, it must be noted that emotion is not the acci-
dental modification of a subject who is surrounded by an
unchanged world. It is easy to see that no emotional appre-
Thension of an object as frightening, irritating, saddening, etc.
can arise except against_the background of a complete altera-
M For an object to appear formidable, indeed, it
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must be realized as anrmediate and magical presence/con-

yards away behind the wmdow must be lived as an immedi-
ate, present threat to myself. But this is possible only in an act
of consciousness which destroys all the structures of the
world that might dispel the magic and reduce the event to

reasonable proportions. It would require, for instance, that the
window as ‘object that must(firsDbe broken’ and the ten yards
as dlstanu: that mus@ be covered’ should be annihilated.
This does not mean in the least that the consciousness in its
terror brings the face nearer, in the sense of reducing the dis-
tance between it and my body. To reduce a distance is still to
be thinking in terms of distance. Similarly, although the terri-
fied subject might think, about the window, ‘it could easily be
broken’, or ‘it could be opened from outside’, these are only
rational explanations that he might offer for his fear. In reality,
the window and the distance are seized simultaneously in the act
_of consciousness which catches sight of the face at the wir
“dow: but in this very act of catching sight of it, window an
_distance are-emptied .of their_necessary character as tools
They are grasped in another way. The distance is no longer
grasped as distance — for it is not thought of as ‘that which
would ﬁmave to be traversed’, it is grasped as the background
united with the horrible. The window is no longer grasped as
‘that which would first have to be opened’, it is grasped
simply as the frame of the frightful visage. And in a general'
way, areas_form themselves around me out of which the/
horrible makes itself felt. For the horrible is not possible in thel
deterministic world of tools. The horrible can appear only in
a world which is such that all the things existing in it
W@ and the only defences against them are
magical. This is what we experience often enough in the
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universe of dreams, where doors, locks and walls are no pro-
tection against the threats of robbers or wild animals for they
are all grasped in one and the same act of horror. And since
the act which is to disarm them is the same as that which is
creating them, we see the assassins passing through doors and
walls; we press the trigger of our revolver in vain, no_shot
goes off. In a word, to experience any object as horrible, is to
see it against the background of a world which reveals itself as

J >¢| dlready horrible.

Thus consciousness can ‘be-in-the-world’ in two different
ways. The world may appear before it as an organized com-
plex of utilizable things, such that, if one wants to produce a
predetermined effect, one must act upon the determinate
elements of that complex. As one does so, each ‘tool’ refers
one to other tools and to the totality of tools; there is no
absolute action, no radical change that one can introduce
immediately into this world. We have to modify one particu-
lar tool, and this by means of another which refers in its turn
to yet another, and so on to infinity. But the world may also
confront us at one nonutilizable whole: that is, _as only modi-
fiable without intermediation and by great_masses, In that
case, the categories of the world act immediately upon _the
consciousness, they are present to it at no distance (for example,
the face that frightens us through the window acts upon us
without any means; there is no need for the window to open,
for a man to leap into the room or to walk across the floor). And,
conversely, the consciousness tries to combat these dangers or
to modify these objects at@o distdncey nd_Ewithout means)by
some absolute, massive modification of ﬁlg)jggﬂgi_ This aspect
of the world is an_entirely coherent one; this is m
world. Emotion may be called a sudden fall of consciousness
into magic; or, if you will, emotion arises when the world of

S
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the utilizable vanishes abruptly and the world of magic
appears in its place. We must not, therefore, see in emotion a
passing disorder of the organism and the mind which enters
and upsets them from outside. On the contrary, it is the return
of consciousness to the magical attitude, one of the great atti-
tudes which are essential to it, with the appearance of the
correlative world — the magical world. Emon’on is not an acci-

C_l__:__.__._. _____
in which g()nSLlo,qsg‘ess understands (in Heldegger s sense of

Verstehen) its Being-in-the-World.

A '@Enve _consciousness can always direct its attention
upon _emotion. In that case, emotion is seen as a structure of
consciousness. It is not a pure, ineffable quality like brick-red
or the pure feeling of pain — as it would have to be according
to James's theory. It has a meaning, it signifies something for my
psychic life. The purifying reflection of phenomenological
reduction enables us to perceive emotion at work constituting
the magical form of the world. ‘T find him hateful because I am
angry.” But that reflection is rare, and depends upon special
motivations. In the ordinary way, the reflection that we direct
towards the emotive consciousness is accessory after the fact.
It may indeed recognize the consciousness qua consciousness,
but only as it is motivated by the object: ‘I am angry because
he is hateful.’ It is from that kind of reflection that passion is

constituted.

\
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CONCLUSION

The theory of the emotions outlined in the preceding pages
was intended to serve as an experiment for the constitution of
a phenomenological psychology. Naturally, its character as an
example has prevented our entering upon the developments
to which it should lead." On the other hand, since it was
necessary to make a clean sweep of the ordinary psycho-
logical theories of emotion, we have had to ascend gradually
from the psychological considerations of James to the idea of
signification. A phenomenological psychology which was
sure of itself, and had already cleared the ground, would
begin by first of all establishing, in an eidetic(reflection,)the
essence of the psychological fact it was investigating. That is

' From this point of view, we hope that our suggestions may lead, in par-
ticular, to the initiation of complete monographic studies of joy, sadness,
etc. Here we have furnished only the schematic directions of such

monographs.
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what we have tried to do for the mental image in a work that will
shortly appear. But in spite of these reservations of detail, we
hope we have succeeded in showing that a psychological fact
like emotion, commonly supposed to be_a lawless disorder,
possesses a signification of its own, and cannot be understood
in itself, without the comprehension of this signification. We
now wish to indicate the limitations of such a psychological
investigation.

We said, in our Introduction, that the significance of a fact
of consciousness came to this: that it always pointed to the
whole human-reality which was making itself emotional,
attentive, perceptive, willing, etc. The study of the emotions

has indeed verified this principle: an emotion refers to what it
signifies. And what it signifies is indeed, in effect, the totality
of the relations of the human-reality to the world. The onset
of emotion is a complete modification of the ‘heing-in-the- },,,s o5
world’ according to the very par[icmm But one r*-r\j-ﬁ
can immediately see the limitations of such a description: the
psychological theory of emotion postulates an_antecedent
description of affectivity so far as the latter constitutes the
being of the human- reality — that is, in so far as it is constitu-
tive of our human-reality to be affective human-reality. If thal
postulate were granted, then instead of beginning with :
study of emotion or of the inclinations that pointed to a
human-reality not yet elucidated as the ultimate term of all
research — an_ideal term, moreover, and very probably
unattainable for those who start from the empirical — our
description of the affects would proceed from the human-reality
described and fixed by an a priori intuition. The various discip-
lines of pheﬁz)?nenologlcal psychology aré gegressivodalthough
though-the ultimate term of their regression s, for them, purely
ideal: those of pure phenomenology, on the contrary, are
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t may, no doubt, be asked why, under these

conditions, one should choose to employ the two disciplines
simultaneously; pure phenomenology might seem to_suffice.
But, if phenomenology can prove that emotion is realization
of the essence of the human-reality in so far as the latter is
affectivity, it will be impossible for it to show that the human-
reality must necessarily manifest itself in such emotions as it
does. That there are such and such emotions and not others —
this is, beyond all doubt, evidence of theﬁaclitjoﬁs“-,gl}_aracter of
human existence. It is this factitiousness that necessitates a
regular recourse to the empirical; and which, in all
probability, will forever prevent the psychological regression
and the phenomenological progression from complete
convergence.
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