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ABSTRACT

This study explores the concept of "consent" in the eidetic framework
of Paul Ricoeur's philosophy of the will. Consent, the third 'moment' in
the act of willing, emerges as the epitome of the reciprocity of the

voluntary and the involuntary in its patient acceptance of the triple

involuntary: the and biological life. We shall
concentrate on consent to character.

Chapter I examines Ricoeur's cal method, the

notion of intentionality and the double bracketing imposed by the

Husserlian method of pure i 1

eliminates the "natural standpoint” which tends to reduce the phenomena to
their causal factors while eidetic bracketing removes the existential
'accidents' of the Fault and Transcendence, permitting access to the
fundamental structures of the act of willing.

Chapter II shows how 'consent' differs from the theoretical stance
of 'assent' in that it is an active adoption of the ineluctable 'situation'
confronting us in deciding and acting. This adoption necessitates a
return to the subject experiencing mecessity, although it does not prohibit
the use of cbjective indices provided by science since these serve
diagnostically in the understanding of the 'corps propre'. In Chapter III,
"caractdre" is described as the finite mode of freedom, the perspective

from which values are viewed. Consent to one's limited perspective enables



character to be assumed as ome's own. Yet, consent is always on the verge
of collapse. The synthesis of freedom and nature seems to elude
phenomenclogical grasp and, in Chapter IV, we show Ricoeur's move from
pure description towards active participation in existence and the
invocation of a second Copernican Revolution, replacing subjectivity by
Transcendence and hope.

Chapter V attempts to translate Ricoeur's eidetic adumbrations into

an of the 1 process.




CHAPTER I

RICOEUR'S PHENOMENOLOGY

A. Eidetic Analysis and the Double Brackets

The goal of this study is to explore the concept of "consent” —-- and,
more , consent to —— as it is in Paul
Ricoeur's Philosophy of the Will, a still
The first volume, Le et L' i in 1950 —
which will serve as the main focus of our own analyses -—— proceeds within

what is called an "eidetic" framework, wherein the Husserlian method of
pure description requires that one abstract from the factual in order to

reach the fundamental "eidos" or meaning. Thus, to articulate the funda-

mental structures of willing, one takes the practical life of consciousness
"as it is given" (MT, 216) by going, in the Husserlian tradition, "zu den
Sachen selbst" -— "to the things themselves" --- beyond any presuppositions
or philosophical theories.

By abstracting from whatever is empirical -—- as studied in an
empirical psychology, for instance -— and from the symbolic -— as studied
by way: of myths -—— Ricoeur hopes to uncover the most basic, the "eidetic",
dimension of man's act of willing. What is abstracted, precisely, is the

ethical reality implied in man's servitude (what Ricoeur calls "la faute",



the existential rift or crack in man,! analagous to a geological fault?) and
the metaphysical reality implied in man's vision of deliverance from this
servitude (what Ricoeur calls "Transcendence"). Such a double abstraction
is, as far as Ricoeur is concerned, "indispensable" (FN, 3), for,

The method of abstraction, in spite of the danger of premature

conclusion, is the sole means of posing the problem correctly

and of showing that servitude and deliverance are things that

happen to freedom. (FN, 33)

Thus, Ricoeur's philosophy of the will begins with a "bracketing” of
both of these dimensions of everyday willing, by setting the two-fold
accident aside for the moment, by parenthesizing the two aspects of the
concrete volitive life which may be regarded as the twin root of human
morality: man's avareness of sin and guilt, on the one hand, and, on the
other, the tendency towards innocence expressed in an act of hope. The
bracketing, the use of the Husserlian "epoche”, is thus imposed on "the
fault which profoundly alters man's intelligibility and ... Transcendence
vhich hides within it the ultimate origin of subjectivity." (FN, 3)

It is, perhaps, unfortunate, that Ricoeur does mot examine the nature
of the fault more thoroughly than he does in his first volume. While it is

true that the fault is one of those forms of consciousness which is to be

L cf. Karl Jaspers, Reason and Existenz, translated by William Earle,
Noonday, 1966, p. 91, wherein Jaspers speaks of "the crack in Being'".

2 cf. Charles Kelbley, "Translator's Introduction", M, xiii, and
translator's note, FM, 215; ¢f. also John David Stewart, "Paul Ricoeur's
Phenomenology of Evil", in International Philosophical Quarterly, 9 (1969),
B 572, and Herbert The ical Movement, Nijhoff,

The Hague, 1960, vol. II, p. 569.




bracketed, it is somewhat to find i of

this phenomenon which, at least in Le Volontaire et L'Involontaire, is taken
for granted. It must be especially frustrating for philosophers of an
analytic persuasion, like Mary Warnock, who are averse to "unexamined

assumption(s)" and complain that it is "tiresome to come across perpetual

to this i which, in the end, one suspects

may be a kind of 1 ion, an device, rather like

the Fall."?

That this last suspicion is less than justified may be seen from an
examination of Finitude et Culpabilité. However, it does nothing to bridge
whatever gaps there are between the phemomenological and amalytic schools
to plunge into an already suspect methodology without attempting to specify
the precise nature of one's assumptions. In any event, the double bracketing
in Ricoeur's first volume is, precisely, "for the moment". It will permit
the pure phenomenological description of these key functions (the essential
"notes") of the will (decision and project, action and pragma, consent and
situation), the formal structures of which are not directly dependent,
according to Ricoeur, on either the fault or the relation to Transcendence.
Indeed, in the second volume, wherein the brackets placed around the fault
are lifted, a transition is effected from an "eidetics” of the will to what
Ricoeur calls an "empirics”, a study of willing "a posteriori". The first

part of this tripartite volume, L'Homme Faillible, is concerned with

Mary Warnock, Review of "Freedom and Nature", in Philosophical
Quarterly, 17 (1967, p. 279.



fallibility, the conditions of possibility (in a Kantian sense) of the
fault, rather than with the fault directly; however, in the second part,

La Symbolique du Mal, Ricoeur accomplishes the movement from fallibility
to fault by means of a hermeneutics of various symbols and myths, primarily
those of the Judaeo-Christian tradition, wherein man makes an "avowal"

(P, xviii) of his empirical, fallen (cme would rather say, faulted)
condition. The third part, mot yet published, proposes an empirical study
of human willing, the crestion of a genuine philosophical snthropology,®
which will, one gather, marshall the resources of the human sciences —=-

science, , etc. —— in the

creation of a "philosophy of man". The anthropology with which Ricoeur is
concerned is, it must be noted, a study of man gua man, 'man' in the widest

sense, and is not to be confused with empirical -— 'cultural' and 'physical’
-— anthropology, as we normally understand it, although findings from these

sciences will, as we have intimated, be of service in the elaboration of the

more total Herbert suggests that Ricoeur's work
1s'perhaps the greatest promise for (the) fulfillment" of such an anthropol-

ogy.? Ricoeur proposes to start his anthropology from the evocative power

“ c£. A, which is devoted to "the problem of philosophical anthro-
pology". Many existentialists use the term in this way; cf. Martin
Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, H 17 /Being and Time, translated by John
Macquarrie and Edward Robinson, London, SCM Press, 1962, p. 38/.

5 Alexander Pfinder, of Willing and

y Herbert Spi Ji Tilinois/,
University Press, 1967, p. 35. =




of the symbol, in the celebrated aphorism, "Le symbole donne a

penser”. (sE, 325)°

In the final volume of his trilogy, Ricoeur intends to engage in a
"poetics" of the will, revolving around the notion of poetry as "the art of
conjuring up the world as created”. (FN, 30). Here, it may be assumed, the
lifting of the second "epoche”, that suspending Transcendence, will permit
a new dinension of the Cogito to emerge and will, as Vansina puts it,
Vorient the will towards a creative Salvation”". Ricoeur speaks of "the
assurance of a unique Creation beyond the rent of freedom and nature" which
accompanies, as hope, our search for "a conciliation between the voluntary

and the involuntary." (FN, 34).

B. Eidetic Description

Throughout this essay, we will be concerned with the "eidetics" of
the will, a consideration of the most fundamental structures of the act of
willing,

the which are the 1 possibilities offered

equally to innocence and to the fault as a common keyboard of

human nature on which mythical inmmocence and empirical guilt
play in different ways. (FN, 26).

© While most commentators seem to assume that this phrase is origi-
native with Ricoeur, the author himself refers to it, on at least ome
occasion, as a Kantian "beau mot" —— cf. "Le Conflit des Hermenmeutiques:
des , in Cahiers Internationaux de Symbolisme,
1 (1963), p. 163. I have mot been able to locate the Kantian source to
this date.

7 Dirk F. Vansina, "Esquisse, Orientation et Signification de
1'entreprise philosophique de Paul Ricoeur", in Revue de Metaphysique et
de Morale, 69 (1964), p. 181.



The main purpose of Le Volontaire et L'Involontaire is to engage in a pure

of the and aspects of human existence and
to understand these two elements. The voluntary aspect refers to man's own
total activity of willing inasmuch as he is the agent of the willing process

and includes deciding, acting 1y and The

y
aspect has reference to the nature which willing confronts, especially
man's own nature, his motives, his habits, his character, his unconscious
and his biological existence in space and time.

Ricoeur's guiding methodological principle for his analyses is that

the two elements can be understood only as reciprocal. We are inclined, he

ts, and the very of our last confirms it, to
think of freedom and nature as two by reason of the "double movement" by
which thought, on the one hand, tends to relegate the life of the bodily
and the entire involuntary to the realm of things while, on the other hand,
“recoiling from its objects, (thought) tends to identify its own life ...
with self-consciousness." (UVI, 94). To understand the voluntary and the

involuntary as reciprocal is to battle against this posture of dualism

which especially po i tends to
assume. "The involuntary is for the will and the will is by reason of the
involuntary." (FN, 86). That is to say that ultimately one can be under-
stood only by means of the other.

Ricoeur is at some pains to insist on the importance of description,

as opposed to the latter in a naturalistic, reduc-

tionistic sense. he defines as in terms of (the)

relation" of the voluntary and the involuntary. (FN, 5). To understand



("comprendre™) is to take hold of a phenomenon in its totality, as it

affects the experiencing Cogito, while to explain is to reduce the pheno-
menon to the causal factors which, in some manner, determine it. "Expliquer”,
for Ricoeur, is to explain away, to simplify and reduce the complex, rather

than to it in all its This is the approach of

empirical psychology which "led to building up man like a house, first

laying down a of a of the™ , then topping

these initial functional levels with a supplementary level called 'will'"

(FN, 4). It is this 'natural which must be by the

phenomenological 'epoche', that standpoint which sees the world as a mass
of things the behaviour of which can be reduced to the totality of causes

influencing the behaviour in a given situation. (cf. FN, 222 ££.). What

survives the (i.e. the as from the
eidetic, bracketing) is the experiencing Cogito in the first persom, con-
fronting radically and immediately the particular experience "as it is
given". Thus, the Cogito seeks to grasp the experienced ("vécu") reality
in the contéxt of the structure of meaning which allows the experiencing
consciousness to "understand" it. (FN, 296 ff.).

An instructive example of the contrast between description and
explanation is given by Kohak, the translator of Ricoeur's first volume, in
a recent article, wherein he cites the instance of the Biblical story of

Ezekiel and his vision of a wheel within a vheel.a There have been many

® Erazin V. Kohak, "Existence and the Epokhe" in
Journal of Existentialiem, 8 (1967), 26-7.



attempts to explain this vision --- as an early UF0, as a meteorological

or as a 1 projection. But all such attempts go

outside the phenomenon itself and fail to understand Ezekiel's experience,
to grasp the meaning of the experience as it actually occurred to Ezekiel
himself or to his listemers in hearing it related to them. Kohak reminds
us that bracketing the explanations does not preclude their significance
but they are irrelevant insofar as the experience in the first persom is
concerned.

This example helps to clarify the direction of Ricoeur's enterprise.
What he is about, in short, is a description of man's freedom as it is
experienced by man in his existential context, even though this context is
not complete, -—— the ethical and metaphysical implications have been
suspended. Now, man wills (he exercizes his "freedom") in and through his
body (his "nature"). Thus, while the fault may be bracketed to the advan-
tage of a fundamental ontology, the fact of man's incarnation cannot be.
Ricoeur sees the fact of incarnate existence as presenting a "paradox" and
a "mystery" which is understandable, if at all, only in and through a
description of the neutral sphere of the most fundamental possibilities of
man, prior to any consideration of what he regards as the existential
accidents of that incarnate existence, namely, sin and guilt, on the one
hand, and the hope of transcending one's limitations, on the other. Here,

Ricoeur is in the tradition of Gabriel Marcel; indeed, "meditation on

Gabriel Marcel's work lies at the basis of the analyses" in Le Volon

et L'Involontaire. (FN, 15).



It is obvious that Ricoeur does not wish to bracket 'existence' in
the sense that Husserl proposed in his transcendental reduction in his
Meditations,? any more than Heidegger does, for whom phenomenology is
conceived as "an analytic of matw"!n In fact, for Ricoeur, every
consideration drives him further avay from "the famous and obscure trans-
cendental reduction which, we believe, is an obstacle to genuine under-

standing of personal body." (FN, 4).

C. Intentionality

The method of attack is phenomenological and thus, by its very nature,
is intentional, so that one reflects mot so much on the act itself as on
its correlate --- in our particular case, on "the willed" --- with the
accent on the "noema" (the object-pole) rather than on the "noesis" (the
subject-pole) of the intentional act of willing. It is "the centrifugal
movement of thought turned toward the object" (FN, 42-3) that we are
attempting to describe. It is the "visée", the aimed-at. This "noematic

reflection" is a reflection on the object of the several intentional

of for every act of consciousness
constitutes itself by the type of object to which it projects itself. What

Ricoeur calls "the golden rule of Husserlian phenomenology" (FN, 6) is the

9 Bdmund Russerl, translated by Dorion Cairns,
Nijhoff, The Hague, 1960.

10 yartin Heidegger, Being and Time, op. cit., p. 62.



dictum that "all consciousness is a consciousness of .. What directs

the pure description of the volitive life, then, is the search for "the
willed", the correlate of willing.

The practice of the "noematic reflection", in the manner of Husserl,
reveals three stages in the total act of willing —-- deciding a project,
performing a pragma and comsenting to a situation. Ricoeur works out these
three stages or "moments" in the ome total act of the will by means of a
phenomenological description. However, it seems that he is indebted to
Descartes for the notion of the three "moments", as opposed to the tradi-
tional two, those of decision and action. Toward the end of the first

volume, Ricoeur cites the Letter to Princess Elizabeth of August 4, 1645,

in which Descartes transposes his three precepts in Discourse on Method into
three maxims: deciding what to do and what not to do, execut: one's

decisions, without being waylaid by passion, and accustoming oneself to be

content with what one has. There is, of course, a danger in seeing the
three stages of willing in this abstract way. The will is not a series of

acts. "In reality each moment of freedom ... unites action and passion,

and ity, ing to a ional mode."

(FN, 483; emphasis mine).

D. The Three 'Moments' of Willing

Noematic reflection reveals, in the first place, the fact that I
decide. Whenever I will something, I form a project, an "empty" project,

it is true, but a future projection, nonetheless, of a certain state of



affairs. I project myself towards an action which is to be done by me (and
thus a decision is intentionally different from a command) and an action,
moreover, which is within my power (and thus different, in intentionality,

from a simple wish.) The int

ional correlate ——- the "noema" --- of the
act of decision is the project which I propose. (cf. FN, 40 £f.). The
project is the "action in the gerundive, the future pragma in which I am
implicated (in the accusative) as the ome who will do and who (in the
nominative) is the one who can do it." (MT, 216). Thus, the project implies
not only a reflexivity (Je me decide) but also an intentiocnality (Je me

decide de

One of the few lucid definitions of project which this writer has
come upon is that given by Alexander Pfinder, a little-known phenomenologist,
but one whom Ricoeur quotes on a number of occasions in Le Volontaire et

L'Invol and whom, says, he at the

Second Conference for Phenomenology at Lexington, Kentucky, in 1964.11

Pfinder writes:

In performing an act of willing the ego proposes to itself a
certain way of behaving of its own, namely, to do somet!

or mot to do something. The proposed behavior is to be called
the project. Thus a first part of the performee of the act
of will is the intent of the will (Willensmeinung) or the
consciousness of the project (Projektshewusstein) which ains
at a certain future behavior of one's own ego ... Llhe dzciliv:
element/ is the

proposing issues from the ego-center, not as an occurence but

1 cf. Herbert Spiegelberg in Alexander Pfinder, op. cit., p. xvi.
1 have, however, found only one direct reference to Pfinder in Ricoeur's
published paper from that Conference. cf. PWA, p. 20.



12

a peculiar doing in which the ego-center, centrifugally,
from inside itself, performs a mental stroke. This stroke

does more than merely approve. By it the meant behgylor of

the self is proposed but not yet actually executed.

The project is, precisely, "not yet actually executed". It is "empty", as
we have said, inasmuch as it is an unreal thing which awaits its fulfillment,
in the actual pragma, the correlate of the voluatary action.'> The project
becomes the pragma; the "to be done" becomes the "being dome"; the project
inserts itself into the world through my relatively docile body which
responds to my "imperative.

Now, it would seem that these two practical acts exhaust the possi-
bilities of willing. What else can there be in addition to deciding and
acting? Ricoeur points out that there is a certain "residuum" from the
analyses of deciding and acting, and it comsists of an acquiescence, within
the very deciding and acting itself, to that necessity "which /the Cogito/
can neither propose nor change." (FN, 7). It is Ricoeur's claim (and
herein lies some of the boldness and movelty of his approach to the will)
that, in order to make a free decision and execute a voluntary action, there

is further required, in every instance, a consent to the triple inevitability

12 \lexander Pfinder, "Motives and Motivation" cited in Pfinder, op.
cit., p. 22.

13 In this essay we will, as a matter of convenience, use the word
'act' to refer both to the totality of the willing process and also to one
or other of the three particular 'moments' we are describing. The term
'action' will be reserved to designate the second moment only --- i.e. the
voluntary movement which accomplishes the pragma. Ricoeur does not make
this distinction clearly.



presented by one's own humanity ——— one's "chnc:e:e"," one's unconscious

and one's circumscribed life. Our concern is with the first of these
inevitabilities, with exploring what it means to comsent to "character”,
understood as an unchangeable datum of being myself, without the moral
overtones we normally associate with the word in English.

The "residuua" which points to the structure of consent can be seen
in the overflow from Ricoeur's analyses of decision and action, particularly
in terms of the involuntary dimensions thereof. The methodological option
for considering the stages of willing in the particular order Ricoeur has
chosen --- decision, action and consent —- is, we should point out, mo
mere arbitrary whim, for one proceeds thereby from that which is least
voluntary to that which is the most --— from the relative to the absolute.
The "rationale" for this ordering of topics is, as Hartmann indicates, "one

of increasing strength of the , or, of

over against the will."!s

Now, although decision partakes least of the involuntary dimension,
that dimension (i.e. the natural element --- the restriction) is never far
removed; there are no decisions without motives. A pure description of the
act of decision reveals that it is not just a question of deciding to but

also of deciding because ... There is an evident reciprocity between the

14 1hie complicated French term will be explained in Chapter Three.

15 {laus Hartmann, "Phenomenology, Ontology and Metaphysics", in
Review of Metaphysics, 22 (1968), p. 9l.



voluntary (I freely decide to ...) and the involuntary (I decide, however,
by reasons of certain motives which incline me to decide this rather than
that). Motives --- such as needs, pleasure, pain, the easy, the difficult
-—- make a will actual; the will makes motives meaningful. This approach
to the understanding of motivation is one aspect of Ricoeur's "Copernican
Revolution" with respect to traditional psychology, which assumes that
"need, habit, etc., have a meaning of their own to which the meaning of the
will can be added if, that is, it is not derived from them" (¥N, 4). For
Ricoeur, motives "acquire a complete significance only in relation to a
will which they solicit, dispose and gemerally affect, and which in turn

their «es The has no meaning of its

own." (FN, 4-5). Ricoeur "undertakes to start out from the will or from
willing to make the involuntary understandable, instead of first describing

the forms of the involuntary which would cover will as 'ell."lé

Ricoeur's on would make an study by

itself. It would, for instance, be revealing to compare it with a similar

AT

enterprise by R. S. Peters, ' particularly since both insist so strongly

against confusing motives with causes. They are both in the tradition of

Pfander, who insists that "motives do not cause anything; they supply

18

grounds.™ In Ricoeur's terms, motives "incline without compelling”. (FN, 71).

16 1. B, Geiger, "La Philosophe de la Volonte", in Revue des Sciences
Philosophiques of Tufaloptoues, 38 (1954), p. 206,
17 3. s. Peters, The Concept of New York,

Press, 1967.

18 peander, op. cit., p. 38.



We camnot, in any event, succusb to the temptation to pursue this study
here. Our main interest in motives, at this point, is to see how they are
set over against decision as the imvoluntary to the voluntary, as making
decisions legitimate, and to indicate how an analysis of decision and its
motives provides an introduction to the notion of that residuum we call
"consent".

Motivation appears as a legitimatization of decision. It is, at the
same time, a limit to decision, and this in three ways. Firstly, motives

present a ity, the ty of ive, insofar as

motivation is "the angle from which values will appear to a particular
consciousness." (FN, 342). This perspective, analagous to that which is,
perhaps, better known and more obvious in the case of perception, is what
we (after Ricoeur) are labelling character. Secondly, motives suggest a
certain incompleteness which, like particularity, is "irremediable". (ibid.).
Every decision is a more-or-less arbitrary cessation of a chain of unclear
possible projects. Thus, it is "never more than an islet of clarity in an
obscure moving sea of unknown potentialities". (ibid.). They are unknown
because they are unconscious and hidden. The unconscious prevents a total
motivation; it "functions as a horizon of any system of motives." (1bid.).!?
Thirdly, motives point to a certain dependency with respect to biological

life, to structure, growth and even death, that life which is the "given

19110 study of the tnconscious in Ricoeur's first volume is consider—
ably amplified in one of his latest works, a study on Freud; cf. FR, wherein
he relates psychoanalysis to his own kind of symbolic hermeneuti




which makes it possible that there can be values for me" (ibid.) in my own
particular place in history.

Similarly, the second 'moment' of willing, the action (1'agir), the
voluntary movement which is exercized in and through the body in order that

the project may be from into

the imvoluntary precisely in the body itself, in the organs of action, which

are the abilities for skills, = habits, etc.
And just as motivation is limiting to my decisions, so these abilities,
while they provide the will with whatever efficaciousness it has, also are
limiting to my actions, according to the same triple pattern: (a) the
incoercible mode of being of my abilities, which is my character; (b) my
unconscious potentialities which have a certain spontaneity of their own,
a "nature" beyond all control of freedom, it would seem, and (c) my life
itself which is the source and well-spring of all my powers and all my
effort.

In the case, then, of the inevitabilities we have mentioned, (character,
the unconscious and life itself) --- the "bodily involuntary" --- one is
stuck, as it were, with the peculiarities of one's condition, ome's

existential "

ituation". The question at issue, therefore, is whether
there can be any voluntary stance in the face of these invincible "neces-
sities".

In our second chapter, we shall try to probe more deeply into the
nature of the act of consent, to ask ourselves whether it can legitimately
be called an act of the will and how, if at all, we can be said to exper-

ience necessity in the first person. The question we have ignored in this



chapter —-- what justification there is for assuming that what we have
called "inevitabilities" are, indeed, imevitable --- we shall leave for

our third chapter, whirh will concern itself specifically with the notion
of "character" as Ricoeur uses and discusses it. In Chapter Four, we shall
examine what phenomenology is able to provide, and how far it canm go in so
providing, as an escape from the traditional duality which, as we have said
earlier, understanding seems to provoke in attempting to come to terms with
freedom, on the one hand, and nature, on the other. We shall see that amy
possible unity can be achieved only by going "beyond phenomenology" into a
metaphysics and we shall indicate, briefly, Ricoeur's preparation for his
metaphysics in subsequent works.

We had originally intended to offer a fifth chapter which would try
to present some suggestions as to how the insights gained from a study of
consent and of character might be applied to the educational process. Such
a project turns out to be infinitely more massive than originally antici-
pated, for the question of unity which consent may be said to mirror is
still very much unsolved at the end of Ricoeur's first volume and to attempt

to build an 1 fabric from cloth is, to say nothing

more, presumptucus. Nonetheless, given that any philosophical thesis should

have its lity to it is that there has not

yet been forthcoming a serious attempt to relate the phenomenological and

istential to the 1 process.?®

20 This writer has come upon only one work in this area which might
be considered somewhat "serious": cf. Van Cleve Morris, Existentialism in
Education, New York, Harper & Row, 1966.



CHAPTER IT
CONSENT AS AN ACT OF THE WILL
A. Consent and Assent

To say that consent to necessity is an act of the will would seem,
of the attitude implied

at first glance, to be a mi
by 'assent'. Even 'consent' would seem to be a matter of intellectual accep~

tance, of saying, "This is how it is. Let it be so." It seems it can be

nothing more than an attitude of compelled akin to an

of that invincible truth which emerges from, say, Plato's "Line", wherein,

1f one follows the Platonic one becomes aware that
the two middle parts of the line are equal, in length.?} A closer analysis,
however, reveals that the act of consent to the inevitable, in the particular
order, is much more than a consideration of the fact, in some theoretical
way. When one consents, one is no longer a spectator bemused by one's
inefficability, but more a participant, directly imvolved, in an ineffable
way, in all one's subjectivity, with that which he cannot affect in itself.
Ricoeur speaks of consent as an “active adoption” of, a participation in,

necessity. (FN, 344). To consent is to adopt the "situation", to declare

2L qhe writer is indebted, for this interpretation of Plato's "Line"
(in the Republic) to Professor J. G. Dawson of Memorial University of
NewEoundland



it as one's own. To will the pure fact (i.e. what already "is") -— for
example, one's unchangeable way of being omeself -—- which, at first sight,
appears vacuous and somewhat inane, becomes a matter of actually changing
the unchangeable: not that the fact is changed in itself but I who will it
change it for myself; I change its "being-for-me". Implied here is the
celebrated Sartrean distinction between being "en-soi" and being "pour soi".

To consent, therefore, appears not so much as an enuntiation of a

from a 1 as a adoption of the
necessity, investing it with my personal "Fiat" so that it "becomes" now
"for-me". In this way, consent is restored to its rightful place among the
practical modes of the Cogito, modes such as wishing, commanding, deciding
and the like. Assent remains as a theoretical mode of the same Cogito, as

the counterpart to 'consent'.

B. Intentionality of Comsent

Pure description of the act of consent requires us to discover its

intentionality, in line with the 2 "Al1l

consciousness is a consciousness of ...". The correlate of consent within
the noema-noesis polarity is, however, much more difficult to locate than
its correspondent in decision or in action. The essence of deciding is the
practical intentionality towards a project; the essence of action is the
fulfillment of the project, through the body, in a pragma. What is the
correlate, the noema, of the act of consent?

If we compare consent with decision, an analogy can be found in that

both can be , albeit

, as Decision can
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be seen as a command which I address to myself inasmuch as I can consider
my body as autonomous, having its own spontaneity, as when I speak of
controlling myself. (cf. FN, 47). Indeed, medieval philosophers spoke of
decision as a command, an "imperium". Similarly, comsent can be understood
as the imperative "Fiat", as a way of saying "Amen". That is certainly a
"strange imperative" (FN, 344) for it does not, as the command in an effec-
tive decision, terminate in a project; it does mot anticipate a change in
the order of the world. Unlike a decision, consent anticipates nothing;

it commands in the present and what it commands is already "there". And
what is already "there" is also already complete so that even in the midst
of my decision -—- turned towards the project -— I find myself already
involved in the "there", in what has been called, among the existemtialists,
the "situation", the Heideggerian "Dasein".

Ultimately, then, even decision cannot be regarded as a command. My

body is my body; it is "le corps propre"; it is mot another thing amidst a
cluster of things; it is not even another person to whom I could give
directives. "I who decide am the one who will do." (FN, 48). In like
manner, there is mo viable dichotomy, in comsent, between the I who consent
and that to which I consent (the necessity) when that necessity is the
triad which we shall call the "bodily involuntary", and about which we have
been speaking, in general terms, hitnerto ——- character, the unconscious
and life. In other words, to paraphrase Ricoeur, "I who consent am the one
who is consented to."

We must insist that the situation with which we are concerned in this

enterprise is mot so much that of the total world, even less of the world
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outside ourselves, but rather that of the situation presented by the limita-

tions of the body itself. The total of the y

("nature" in toto) certainly includes the course of history as well as other

wills in j with or in i to our own, but we are here

abstracting from this total context to concern ourselves exclusively with
the "bodily involuntary" and, in particular, with one aspect of that corpo-
reality, namely, character. In any event, there is a case to be made for
saying that the entire world, as the terminus of our consent, is but a vast

of the body, as the object body or as pure fact.

Ricoeur broaches this point in suggesting that the body is the paradigm
instance of objects of comsent. (FN, 343). It is the bodily involuntary
which "mediates and comes in some mammer to crystallize at the fromtier of
my freedom all the diffuse involuntary of the world." (UVI, 111).

The moema of comsent, therefore, is not the body as an object-body,
the body revealed by the microscope or the stethescope. I cannot really
consent to my character simply as being "there", as that which I acknowledge
and, to some extent, respect and care for, especially when it is in a state
of disrepair. Just as I decide by reason of motives which are mine and are
not causes external to me, so I consent to a necessity which is my necessity,
to a body which, although subject to the laws of biology and chemistry, is
nonetheless uniquely mine.

The same kind of understanding of my body emerges if we now compare
consent with the second 'moment' of willing, voluntary movement (action).
Just as, through effort, that enigma which seems ever to escape the "expla-

nations" of the naturalist, I convert a recalcitrant body into an agency
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for fulfilling my projected decision, so consent can be read as a kind of

"powerless effort ... which converts its powerlessness into a new grandeur."

(FN, 345). It is I, myself, who convert the situation from neutrality into
mine-ness, into a situation which I not only acknowledge but also accept
and incorporate into my way of life, in my own service and the service of
others. It is my body which, in the first instance, allows or prevents
action. It is my body which "presents lacunae favorable to action and
confronts it with unbreachable limits." (FN, 345). Not only action, but
consent, in its way, involves a confrontation with the possible. Action
1s an achievement, through effort, of the possible projected by decision.
Consent, on the other hand, is a patient acceptance of reality where there
is no other possible in the reality itself, although my relationship with
the reality conjures up other possible attitudes. That is to say, I need
not, in fact, make the situation my own. I need not comsent. There is at
least the alternative of refusal and thus, even comsent is an act of choice,
an act of freedom.

As we proceed in our analyses of "separate" acts of the will, it is

to remind that any is an

divorced from the temporal process. It is the same will which we are
considering —-- indeed the same act of the will --- from several points of
view, in a methodic order: the will as legitimatized in its motives, the

will as rendered in its with docile

powers, and the will as patience in the face of the inmevitable.
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C. Consent as Patience

When we speak of patience with respect to the inevitable, when we say

that we make necessity our own, we must be careful to clarify the notion of

"patience" so as not to confuse it with a kind of possession. Possession

invariably implies a certain potential for manipulation --- for the exer-

cize of power --- and it does not guarantee permamence. We can be dispos-

sessed of our possessions. Necessity, on the other hand, I have always

with me, as long as I live. Making it "mine" sounds somehow peculiar, since

it is mine already, but it is mine already, and necessarily, only as a kind

of permanent possession which I camnot rid myself of. To make it truly

"mine" involves a certain receptivity, a "powerless effort" to convert a

hostile nature into my mature, the freedom of nature. This, again, is a

veering away from seeing my body as an alien "thing" which I own, which I
possess as in the manner of some unwanted, excess baggage. To comsent to

the body which is fully mine is to inaugurate "the ultimate reconciliation

of freedom and nature" for it is this reconmciliation which is really "at
stake" in consent. (FN, 346).

But my "powerless effort" may not ever be ultimately successful.
Indeed, who can consent in each and every case, for who is not sometimes
overcome with his own limitations, his own suffering? The unity, of which
consent is an index, is not likely to be ever reached. Ricoeur implies
this notion of unity as unreachable when he presents the movement of freedom
towards necessity as "asymptotic" (FN, 346) and when he elaborates the unity
of freedom and nature in terms of its being a Kantian "limit-idea" in his

article, The Unity of the Voluntary and the as a Limit-Tdea. (UVI).




Again, he suggests that "perhaps the conflicts of the voluntary and the
involuntary ... can be reconciled only in hope and in another age." (FN, 19).
In any case, the act of consent is an attempt to extend the realm of freedom
into that zome ——- that situation — where nature no longer confronts our
will with more-or-less docile powers, as is the case where voluntary action
is effected through the employment of preformed skills and habits. Consent,
then, "comes to take the place which the incomplete attempt has in the

order of voluntary motion" (FN, 347) when that motion is stymied.

D. Overcoming the "Natural Attitude"

Any extension of the realm of freedom into the zome of nature, a
propos of reconciling and uniting the two areas, gives rise to a cluster
of difficulties. We are so inclined, as we have suggested earlier,’’ to
understand freedom and nature as two by setting up a subjective-objective
dichotomy between the body and the ego that we are tempted to treat meces—
sity always "objectively” -—— I exist and the situation exists what common
standard can one find between the "subject” and the "object" if ome wishes
to overcome this persistent temptation? For Ricoeur, as for phenomenolo-
gists in general, the "natural attitude" which sees the involuntary (motives,
abilities, character, etc.) as an objective reality must be overcome by
striving to discover the involuntary "at the very heart of the Cogito's
integral experience” (FN, 348), so that the quest becomes ome of finding

"necessity in the first person.” (N, 9).

22 ¢, page 3.
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Certainly, the human situation, insofar as it reflects the total
inevitability of the world, would seem to be infinitely more knowable by
t We are inclined, indeed,

means of the 1
to examine necessity from a distance, to objectify man as totally as
possible, to see oneself as but "an encounter among a considerable number
of possible genetic combinations”, the product of "blind and absurd
chance". (FN, 348). Thus, the possibility of conmsenting to necessity and
the possibility of reconciliation evaporate and we are catapulted into a
total determinism. How is it possible to escape this tendency and introduce
a subject consciousness, especially when it is so patent that, in many
respects, our bodies are like tools which need to be cared for and treated
as "things", even if "things" of some consequence?

Morecver, the more we objectify man, the more we escape ourselves ——-
and we do sometimes yearn to escape responsibility. When the terror of
being free —— and of having to answer for ome's acts, of being 'response-
able' --- becomes insupportable, one can always resort to the temets of
determinism to provide one with alibis for actions which one sees as unde-
sirable or with pretexts for inaction when action is the desirable. What
Ricoeur calls "the spell of objectivity" (FN, 347 £f.) serves to abolish
me more and more in a "dialectic of aliemation". (FN, 349). This clear-cut
psycho-physical dualism tries to relate inmer freedom to outer nature in
terms of causality --- the kind of "mental physics" which sees motives as
causes. Psychology sometimes seeks to avoid a total determinism by trying

to establish a "link" between the psychical and the physiological through

a partial causality, seeing the situation as a negative kind of causality,
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a conditio sine qua mon. Such a relationship, however -— a relationship

between obj and subji freedom —— remains, for Ricoeur,
still "a deceptive and untenable form of causality applicable only between
object and object." (FN, 351). It does not provide us with the homogeneity
of terms, that proportion which is required in order that necessity be
converted into freedom.

Ricoeur reminds us on several occasions that there can be no partial
determinism -—- it is a case of all or nothing. We must give up any attempt
"to lodge fundamental structures of willing ... in the interstices of deter-

minisa" for there are no gaps in "its is in

with obj ." (FN, 68). Thus, in considering
motives as the correlate of decision, Ricoeur insists that it is meaningless
to ask whether motivation is an aspect or a limitation of empirical causality
because such a question assumes a prior naturalization of the Cogito. When-

ever we conceive (even within

we are left with determinism and it is no longer possible to reintroduce a

subject for such would be nothing but an element

or a product of a character type, a product of unconscious forces or an
effect of the genetic structure of the original embryo. Once determinism

is invoked, it exercizes its "spell" and is inescapable.

E. Necessity in the First Person

Any attempt to reconcile the and the y requi

then, a return to the subject —— to find necessity in the Cogito, congruent

with the motives of decision and the abilities through which ome acts. Pure
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description of consent involves us in articulating "what it means /for me,
or for thee/ to undergo, to experience the incoercible, the inevitable."
(FN, 351). The only way in which consent can be seen as an act of freedom

is by "linking" it with within not with

in any wise,

This return to the subject suggests that we might have to forego the
indisputable benefits available from scientific research on the bodily
involuntary --- characterology, Freudian analysis and other later forms of
psychoanalysis, and the like. It might suggest we have to depend exclusively
on the testimony of our own private experience. But subjectivity does not
bespeak some manner of private, incommunicable introspection. It means, for
Ricoeur, "the subject function of an intentional consciousness such that I
understand it as applying to me and to others." (UVI, 100; emphasis mine).

It permits the elaboration of concepts of subjectivity valid for all men

(cf. ¥N, 11), so that the phenomenology of the lived body is "a phenomenology
of intersubjectivity" (UVI, 100). The subject is always "myself and your—
self". (FN, 10).

F. Diagnostic Use of Empirical Science

The return to the subject ——— whether to "me" or to "thee" -—- suggests,
it must be confessed, a predominance oofr what ome feels over what one knows
(and often incomparably better and more surely) from empirical sciences.
However, Ricoeur is at pains to insist that "there is no intention of dis-
missing empirical knowledge.” (UVI, 100). We need, in fact, to set up a

"dialectic between the body as a personal body /corps propre/ and the object
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body." (FN, 12). Information gleaned from biology and psychology is often

the most normal route for reaching the subjective we are

for. Sometimes, a phenomenological concept will be nothing more than the
subjectivization of a concept much better known in an empirical framework.

The between concepts to the object body)

and their phenomenological counterparts is termed, by Ricoeur, a diagnostic
relation. A diagnostic use of empirical concepts is a matter of describing
the ways in which the Cogito becomes actual in the world (its "symptoms",

in other words) and then applying this description to the uncovering of

the 1 which are made manifest through the
symptoms. “Each moment of the object body is an indication of the body
belonging to a subject, whether of its overall affectivity or of some
particular function." (FN, 13).

The term "diagnostics" is derived from medical science. The doctor
uses symptom analysis (symptomatology) in the service of empirical know-
ledge, the symptom indicating a functioning (or, more usually, a malfunc-
tioning) of the object body. The phenomenologist uses the "facts" gathered

by , for inst: asa for getting to the real

meaning to which the facts symptomatically point. Ricoeur's analysis of
"need", for example, suggests that psycho-physiological accounts of need
are incomplete, even misleading. "I do not know need from the outside, as
a natural event, but from within, as a lived need and, when needed, through
empathy, as yours." (FN, 87). The objective descriptions made available
to us by physiology -—- deterioration of tissues, glandular reactioms, etc.

--- are useful only insofar as they serve as positive indicators of the



prescence of a lack and to help us understand what I experience when I am
in need. This approach to the bodily phenomena is still another aspect of
the Copernican Revolution "which restores to subjectivity its due" (FN, 31).
No longer, then, do we talk of consciousness as a symptom of the object
body; rather we will speak of the object body as a symptom of the "corps
propre" in which the Cogito shares and through which it exercizes itself.
The diagnostic, then, is a procedure in the realm of discourse --- it does
not seek to describe the union of soul and body, thereby resurrecting a new
kind of dualism and undoing the Copernican Revolution, but rather it is a
way of talking about the ome reality, the body which is mine, from two
points of view. As Ricceur points out, whatever opposition there is between
“subject body" and "object body" is not the opposition of one point of view
tovards myself, my own unique body, on the one hand, and another point of
view towards bodies other than mine. Rather it is an opposition of two
points of view towards the same body, whether mime or yours. (FN, 10).
"The diagnostic relation expresses this encounter of two universes of
discourse." (FN, 88).

In this respect, diagnostics is akin to hermeneutics, with which

Ricoeur is involved in Symbolique du Mal and in his recent massive work on
of objective,

Freud. (FR). While di i the
empirical description with accounts of underlying intentional structures

the between symbolic and

or meaning,

mystical expressions of human experience and the latent underlying meanings

articulat In our of s

which these forms of
we shall have occasion to make diagnostic use of (we shall, that is, engage



in a kind of hermeneutics of) the findings of ethology to uncover the
subjective elements to which these discoveries point and of which they are

the

it is (if not to £ind any
subjective indicators. As Reagan says, in sumarizing Ricoeur, "(while)

1n general, it is possible to discover an empirical correlation between
mentalistic discourse and physical discourse ... these two languages are
not parallel since there are some things describable in one of them which

have no correlate in the other."??

Particularly is this true in the area
of the bodily involuntary, of which the particular instance of birth is
most trenchant. Physiology can give us very precise details of my birth
event but how do I describe my birth subjectively since my birth is alvays
"for others" and never "for myself". (cf. FN, 433-43). Similarly and
conversely, Ricoeur sees the experience of effort in the overcoming of
bodily resistance as describable only in subjective terms with mo correlate
on the physiological plane. (cf. FN, 308 ££.).

We can sum up the implications of this long detour through the realm
of diagnostics by saying that the return to the subject, the transcendence
of the object, does not require us to ignore the data of empirical investi-
gation. Rather, we retain that data, emuntiated in the language of causality
and statistics, as an index of the subjective relation between freedom and
an experienced necessity. Thus, we speak of the human condition, referring

to that necessity which is the very necessity of my being at all --- my

2 es E. Reagan, "Ricoeur's 'Di tic' Relation", in

Charl
Philosophical Quarterly, 8 (1968), p. 589.
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particular mode of existence (in this place, at this time, from these
forebears) which I did not choose, is the necessary condition in order

that I may choose. 1y, conditio sine qua non is one

of the indices of mecessity which diagnostically point to freedom. It (the
condition as an index) implies the union of internal mecessity (which is
partial and reciprocal with freedom) and causal necessity (which is total
and without reciprocity). Language like "situation" and "condition" is
useful, therefore, "to indicate and announce a fleeting experienced nec-
essity which freedom in principle confronts, refuses or adopts."” (FN, 352).

However, the index of symptom function which causality presents does
not cover all relations of freedom and necessity --- the relation of the
infinite of choice, for imstance, to the finite perspective of my character
is difficult to express as a relation of condition, i.e. by saying that
character is a condition of choice. Description would require (if we wish
to faithfully express the subjectivity of my character) that it be seen

rather as an actual mode of choice; it is only in such a formulation that
24

a reciprocity of freedom and nature is saved. Thus, we need to go beyond

the language of causality which serves its purpose in denoting an empirical
reality which we may use in this diagnostic fashion, to get back to

“finitude in the first person", to paraphrase Ricoeur.

24 he French psychologist, Burloud, who has himself written a trea-
tise on "character" /A. Burloud, Le Caractdre, Paris, Presses Universi-
taires de France, 1942/ finds Ricoeur's account of character as a mode of
freedom "rather reckless"; it "sounds strange to a psychologist's ear"; cf.
A. Burloud, Book Review of Le Volontaire et L'Involontaire in Revue
Philosophique, 144 (1954), p. 284.
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G. Necessity as Negation

The fact remains, nonetheless, that understanding tends, inevitably,
to see character (as well as the unconscious and life) as a negation, rather
than as a mode, of freedom. The birth of reflection is alvays the rupture
of an initial harmony --- the pre-reflexive unity --- of consciousness and
the body. It is, of course, this possibility that what appears to be a
basic, ontological unity may be restored that gives grounds for hope in a
conciliation of the paradox of freedom-nature. But, at the same time, any
attempt to establish such a restoration is comstantly bound down by the
tendency of understanding to see necessity always as a condition, a limit,
even a destruction, as a negation of freedom. To the extent that freedom
and nature are seen to be incompatible, the only possibilities for the will
in the face of nature are defiance or capitulation. Thus, consent will
either be impossible (for there would always be a 'no' and never a 'yes')
or it will be a surrender. To consent requires some kind of transcendence
of the initial refusal, without which there would be only the fact of the
continuum of nature. The possibility of refusal opems the way for an

acceptance, a "making my own", for "the yes of consent is always won from

the no". (FN, 354).
This negation of a negation, bringing us back to what Jean Nabert

calls "affirmation originaire"?’ will be discussed in our fourth chapter.

25 Jean Nabert, Elements pour une Ethigua, Paris, Aubier, 1943, passim,
especially Le 2e Livre. /cf. Elements for an Ethic, translated by William
J. Petrek, Evanston, Northwestern University Press, 1969/.




CHAPTER III

CHARACTER AS MODE OF FREEDOM

A. The Meaning of "Caract®re"

The translation of the French term "caract®re" as "character"

presents a number of difficulties. In English, the term usually has a

tic",

great many moral Unlike its derivative word,
which remains relatively neutral, the root-form has, as Allport puts it,
"gathered ... much ethical moss."2® One speaks of a splendid character,
an evil character or of having no character at all; employers look for

their e employees; educators

as lders. For this reason, it

speak of

erament”, an

might be preferable to translate the French term as "ti
English term which expresses somewhat more accurately the semse of

1's "style of i ", his "particularity"

"caract®re" as the i
(FN, 341), for "caractdre" does not belong in some hierarchical scale of
values but is rather "the angle from which values will appear to a partic-

ular consciousness". (FN, 342). The content of "caractdre! is irrelevant
-—- it does not determine whether I shall choose this possibility or that:

it is rather a form which marks the choice I make with a certain stamp ———

26 Gordon W. Allport, Persomality: A
WNew York, Holt, 1937, p. 53.




of s or other . However,

since the of Le et L' and L'Homme

Faillible have chosen to submit to "the fatal lure of a cognate",?’ we
shall continue to speak of "character”, understood in the peculiar non—

moral semse just enuntiated.

My , then, is as my my way of being
myself. We see it as part of the absolute involuntary and we discover it
as a "residuum" of the analyses of the relative involuntary in the areas
of decision and action. Thus, it stands both for the particularity of my
motivation which "inclines but does not compel" me in my decision-making
(cf. FN, 71) and for the incoercible mode of being of my abilities and
effort through which I move my relatively docile body in all my voluntary
acts. It is, in short, the finite mode of my practical being. Just as my

particular perspective of the object is the finite mode of my perception,

so my may be , as the and prac-
tical perspective of my existence. In L'Homme Faillible Ricoeur succintly
defines "character" as "a totalization of all the aspects of finitude" and
tries to effect a "practical mediation" between finite character and infinite

happiness. (c£. FM, 77 ££.).

B. !Character" in the First Person

How do I reach an of as my , as one

of the correlates of the act of consent? To discover "character in the

27 g, "Iranslator's Introduction”, p. xxxiv.
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first person” and thereby maintain the reciprocity of the voluntary and the
involuntary, which is the guiding thread through all the Ricoeurian analyses,
is a very difficult task. One's inner, subjective experience of character

is, unlike the inmer experience of, say, need or desire, extremely fleeting

and ephemeral. One senses the ibility of of my
akin to the impossibility of conceiving of my birth, which is "for others"
and never "for me". And yet it is only to the extent that I can see my
character subjectively --- at the limits of the objective knowledge which
purveyors of characterol.gy and personality inventories present to me ———
that I can speak of consent to character as an act of the will. Only to
ity" will I be

the extent that I can see as "
able to personally recognize it as a "given" that is "there" to be made my
own and used in my service and that of others.

But to see character subjectively is rather out of the question
without first having recourse to the findings of empirical science. To
reach subjectivity in this area we will .ave to detour through the maze of
ethological data, examining these findings and using them in a diagnostic
manner, to assist us in reaching "experienced necessity", of which the
ethological information is an indicator. This philosophical analysis of
character is especially imperative in this age when educators tend to place
so much reliance on aptitude tests and IQ tests as "character portraits” in
which students are diligently categorized in the field of vocational guidance.

Without such a philosophical analysis, any effort to understand statis-

tical profiles the hesi of a approach to char-

acter which finds itself unable to find a "link" between one's natural



endowments, on the one hand, and man's apparent freedom, on the other.

The non- (or pre-) philosophical attitude vacillates within an either-or
position. Either man is totally free, unsituated and unconditioned,
unlinited; or man is totally unfree, determined and conditioned by his
environment and his heredity, so that freedom is a myth or a fiction.

One's anthropological view, in this context, is either that of "an inde-
finitely plastic human nature ... in which even character would be chosen
and could be changed through effort” (FN, 355) or of an inflexible human
nature in which each man's lot and destiny is already inscribed and wherein
man is reduced to an object. Such an attitude implies that there is no way
in which freedom can be seen as also a nature, no way to elaborate a con-
ception of character which is no longer an objectified "condition" but

the individual's mode of being free. Character, in this latter sense,

would have a "meaning" only in the context of a voluntary act wherein ---
and only wherein -— it is actualized. We would not then see a confron-
tation between willing (consent), on the one hand, and necessity (character),
on the other. Rather than a "tug-of-war" between freedom and nature, we
would see character as an omnipresent aspect of my total self, an invincible
aspect of my motives which I can control freely, an imcoercible aspect of
my abilities which I can bring under my domination and as a non-willed
aspect of my decision and my action. "Like my freedom, it is always
present". (FN, 369). Character, as Ricoeur quite unequivocally puts it,
is "this individual who I am". (FN, 368).

Now, while an objective detour through characterology is necessary as

a 'y to an of as my (or your) character,
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it is, nonetheless, incapable of leading us directly to such an understanding.

Ricoeur's use of the science of is strictly " ic" ——

ethology serves as an index of that part of nature which is experienced in
the first person as my mode of being free. The subjective counterpart of
that "nature" will, as Ricoeur confesses, be even more obscure, in the final
analysis; however, discovering it is the only way in which we may pave the
way for any meaningful appreciation of that act of the will which is consent,

and on the possibility of which we are taking a gamble. (cf. FN, 358).

c. Study -— Capsule History

The ethological data which Ricoeur uses is that of the Dutch school
of Groningue, Heymans and Wiersma, supported by LeSenme's French version
of the Dutch classifications. There are numerous other classifications
which one might adopt. Indeed, the science of character, known by divers
names, is as old as Aristotle's "character portrait" of the liberal mam, or

the more of the man, in Book Four of his

Nichomachean Ethics.
Aristotle's pupil and successor, Theophrastus, is especially famous
for his thirty "characters" which have taken their place in literary

lassi The y French writer, Jean de la Bruyere,

produced a number of oft-imitated character sketches, wherein a certain
peculiar life-style permeates every activity of the individual characterized.

Even more ancient than character-writing and closer in spirit to the
modern science of character is the doctrine of the humours and their

based on ! cosmic elements of air,




earth, fire and water. While the specific "humours" advanced by the

ients, such as have been the of

psycho-physical correlation remains even today. Witness the importance
given to chemical substances like hormemes in any consideration of the
nervous system. Other forms which characterology have taken include
physiogomy, phrenology and the more recent experimental ethology, a far
cry from the ivory-tower ethology of John Stuart Mill. One of the most
attractive of these classifications is that of Adolphe Ferriere, who

describes twelve "types" of personalities: four pre-rational (impulsive,

and 1 types), four
rational (individualistic, logical, socisble and 'umeasy' types), and four

trans-rational (intuitive, ascetic, mystic and perfected types).

We are not, however, with an el of these

categorizations. What we are interested in is to show that, by its method,
characterology presents the kind of anthropology which would forever reduce
man to the status of an object and which prevents us from relating this kind

of character conmstruct to the freedom of the subject whose character it is.

D. versus Sub

The method in character science is the search for character "portraits"
combining the distinctive features of an individual insofar as these can be
incorporated into a minimum number of categories, or "types". Two distinct
methods are -employed in pursuit of these portraits -— the biographic method
and the questionnaire method. Now, this approach which aims at a kind of

psychometrics presupposes, as Ricoeur is quick to point out, a total
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obj of the 1. It presents us with an individual as

he appears to another and blocks us off from reaching the actual movement
of inner life which is symptomatically expressed in the "signs" which the
ethologist must read in order to paint his portrait. There is "no discern-
able relation between the 'I will' and a psychograph which is only the
portrait of the other." (FN, 358). Besides, the objectification of
"character' must forego --- such is the rigorous demand of sciemce --- all
those revealing metaphors which ordinary language employs in its effort to
reach through to the individual 'I' -—— metaphors like 'deep' and 'super-
ficial', 'outgoing' and 'withdrawn', 'moody' and 'even-tempered', metaphors
which give some inkling of subjective 'character'. Science requires a far
greater economy than ordinary language permits itself to have. Ethology
tries to reach the individual by means of a scientifically limited number
of very general properties. For example, the 'mervous' type, in the Dutch

system, is by a of A activity and

primarity; the 'phlegmatic' type is arrived at by uniting non-emotivity,

activity and i Such i makes of ethology

tributary of mental physics to which ... free willing succumbs.” (FN, 359).
It prevents us from relating a character type directly to the freedom of

the individual. It behooves us then -—-- in our ambitious drive towards
subjectivity ——- to see if we can overcome the duality of the two points

of view, for the method of ethology necessarily forces that science into a
totally deterninistic mould, even to the extent that the ethological formula
nust somehow include freedom itself. Even if the ethologist himself qua

man believes qua occurs as if the
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individual could be reduced to his own portrait and his portrait to his
ethological formula", (FN, 363), which is not, at this stage of the science,
nearly complete, but which is susceptible to total elaboration, the scientist
thinks, as more and more discoveries are made. Again, as has been stressed
before, Ricoeur's contention is that "determinism is either all or not at

all." (cf. ibid.); thus, the relation between the character-type, on the

one hand --- the ethologist's "ens rationis" --- and my existential freedom,
on the other, must be re-examined if ethology is to serve as a diagnostic
of "experienced character", that admittedly fleeting experience wherein the
nexus between my character and my freedom may be located. It certainly
cannot be located within the "interstices of determinisu" for these are,

as has been the abstract of We can

find this nexus only within a context of subjectivity.

Description reveals my character to me not as a class or collective
"type", statistically established by an ethology, but as my unique and
inimitable self. Although the "spell of objectivity" inveigles me into

making a game out of 1 and myself into one
of its slots, I can, on reflection, become aware that I am not a combination
of isolated, abstract traits rendering me as a nervous, phlegmatic or other
"type" but that my character is nothing more or less than "this individual
who I am" (FN, 368) and so irreducible.
A paradox immediately emerges when one sees character from this

perspective. My character is, in a semse, also my fate —- it is my very
nature (or, part of it, at any rate) which I cannot change without becoming

an "other", and yet I do make myself, as it were, though within my own



limits. The Sartrean mot, "Existence precedes essence" has some truth

within it. While my character situates me and individualizes me, I sense
that I can use or abuse it, as I choose. My character serves as the back-
ground against which I do whatever I do. In phenomenological terms, while

my character determines the style of my actions, it does not determine their

intention. The style

the permanent "modus operandi" which is "mine"
(or "thine") says nothing about which motives I will value most highly or
which habits I will form. There are important implications for ethics and
education in this understanding of the bond between the absolute involun-
tary, which is my character and the relative involuntary of desires and
other motives and that of capabilities and habits. Ricoeur says:

Ideally (that is, apart from passions which are truly contrac-

tions of the soul) and within the Llimits of the normal,

ere mo deaires or habits which could not give way co diseis

pline; but the very plasticity of desires and habits and this

discipline can only be produced in agreement with the formula

of development. The finite and the infinite do not limit

each other but are present to each other and in each other.

(FN, 369).

By itself, as Alain says, character entails "neither good nor evil,
neither virtue nor vice, but rather an inimitable and unique way of being
frank or devious, cruel or kind, greedy or generous."?® Thus, although my
character as a changeless "given" is a kind of fate, it is not a determining

fate with respect to my voluntary actions. I cammot, as it were, blame it

for my foolishness or credit it with my wisdom. While it is true that "each

28 f1as; for Emile .7, Propos sur 1'
Paris, Presses UNVETSI[alIES de France, 1948, p. 25.
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individual is born, lives and dies according to his own nature, as the

crocodile is a crocodile, and that he changes not at all,"”’ it is equally
true that "in any human body all passions are possible, all errors are
possible ... (and while) there are as many ways of being bad and unhappy
as there are men on the earth ... for every man there is also a salvation
peculiar to him, of the same color, of the same texture as he. SO
believe, Ricoeur says, that all values are somehow accessible to all
character types. "We must believe that there are no minds excluded from
morality; nor are there character types which possess morality as a

natural right." (EN, 370).
Aristotle, long ago, made this point in contending against those who
would argue that immorality is mot a matter of ome's own choosing. They

'we must be born with an eye for a moral issue which will enable
A man who has

clain that "

us to form a correct judgment and choose what is truly good.

this natural gift is one of Nature's favourites ... It is something which
cannot be acquired or learned.">! This "natural gift" of which they speak

is that "character" with which we are dealing here. Aristotle maintains

that a man is free to use his native dispositions for vice or virtue,
It is true, however, ome must admit, that certain character types are

more favourable to the development of particular virtues or more susceptible

2 Ibid., p. 24

30 4., pp. 97-8.

Arxstotle, Ethlcs, translated by J.A.K. Thomson, Penguin Editionm,
1955, Book Three, p.




to development of vices than are other character types. Statistics may
indicate, for instance, that a "nervous” type has a great propenmsity to

lying. However, the of by a group of

individuals within a certain class cannot be equated with the tendency or
disposition of one individual in that class with respect to lying. That
individual may just as well be one of the less-than-half who is normally
truthful, although he will be truthful "nervously". In any case, as
LeSeene points out, "the lying of the nervous, favored by emotivity,
inactivity and initiativity, represents a poor use of a system of disposi~
tions whose good use is, for instance, a work of art." >

My character, in short, does mot determine me. Rather it is the way
in which I determine myself. It is my way of thinking and not what 1
think; it is my way of doing and not what I do. It is "a way of choosing
and of choosing myself which I do not choose." (FN, 368; emphasis mine).
My choosing is basically unlimited — I can "reach for the stars" —— but
my way of choosing provides the limit. My body, at least, may cause me to
"strike a picket fence." It is my "nature" which is limited and finite,
and makes my infinite freedom finite.

Ve have said, at the beginning of this chapter, that ethological data

served as the ic to the of the necessity of
character as experienced in the first person. Its real value lies in

allowing us to come to terms with my "fate", to respect and even to love

3Rennée LeSenne, Le Mensonge et le Caractidre, Paris, Aubier, 1930,
p. 186.
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the immutable nature within me, to work with it for my glory. Unfortunately,
passions intervene to objectify my character and use it as a scapegoat for
my shortcomings. While knowledge (of character types, for instance) can be
power (a potential for deliverance from the bond of character), it always
is in danger from the "spell of objectivity". Especially is this so when
ethological statistics are handled badly by educators spell-bound by graphs
and charts. The educator's "knowledge" must be tempered by what Ricoeur
calls "sensitivity" and what is nowadays often referred to as "empathy".
(cf. FN, 372). LeSenne stresses that this knowledge must not only be used
for grand psycho-metric designs, but for the providing of "a method of
spiritual life in which knowledge would be based on sympathy, in order to

permit the individual not to find a job but to develop and extend himself."33

E. Conclusion

We have tried, in this chapter, to enuntiate the meaning of "caract®re"

as Ricoeur uses it. We have followed him in his attempt to employ the

findings of a science of character in the mamner of a "diagnostics" to

reach that inner experience of character, as mine, in the hope that the

knowledge of my limits would bring me to recognize them as the medium of

my freedom, as the backdrop to my free agency in the world. A synthesis
of freedom and nature was the limit-idea guiding the whole philosophical

analysis, a synthesis which would be effected in the act of consent, for it

33 3, LeSemne, op. cit., p. 325.
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is in the act of conmsent that I acknowledge that "I can only use my freedom
in accord with a finite, immutable mode". (FN, 369). Only by an act of

consent to my limits can I begin to make character -——- and 2ll necessity

my own, so that my situated freedom --- situated by that fate which my
character is and to which I may consent ——- may be transformed into "a
destiny, a vocation". (FN, 373). Yet, as we have seen, consent is alvays
on the verge of being spellbound and any synthesis is, perforce, a very
precarious one. Unity eludes phenomenological grasp, it would seem, and

we are obliged to marshall other resources in our continuing search.

|



CHAPTER IV

BEYOND PHENOMENOLOGY

Dualism Reborn

Throughout these pages, we have talked of an apparently invincible
dualism which understanding presents in any reflection on the relationship
between freedom and nature. We have seen that the ~spell of objectivity"
exercizes itself in a breaking up of the initial, pre-reflexive harmony
which, we suspect, lies beneath the epistemic rupture, and we have referred
several times to the requirement of going beyond psychological dualism to
find a "common standard" of freedom and nature in subjectivity. It is this
requirement which we see as reflected in or fulfilled by the phenomenological
"epoche", inherited from Husserl, which constantly transcends the "natural
standpoint" wherein the body is expelled into the objective realm. It is
the requirement of recovering the Cogito in the first person. The nexus
of the voluntary and the involuntary is mot to be found, we have said, at
the boundary of two universes of discourse --- one objective, the other
subjective --- but rather must be located "in the intuition of a body

conjoined to a willing which submits to it and governs it" (FN, 10; emphasis

mine) .
However, even in reaching this "intuition" --- through a phenomeno-

logical description which takes practical life simply "as it is given",
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while using the clues provided by empirical science to reach through to
that experience of unity which a true understanding of my character would
permit -—- we seem to be unable to overcome the duality we sought, method-
ically, to evade. In trying to overcome one form of dualism, we have
landed in another, more invincible, form. Description itself now appears
to have been the midwife of a mew dichotomy. Description, it turns out,
is more "a triumph of ... distinction rather than a reuniting leap" (FN,
34) for nature --- the invincible character which is my mode of freedom -——
ever remains other than the will which consents to it.

Description, then, retains the posture of the spectator. In order
to reach the "bond which in fact joins willing to its body" (FN, 14) we
shall have to go beyond description, since description remains an intellec-
tual analysis of structures to be understood. What is required, Ricoeur

thinks, for a full of the of the and the

involuntary is "a conversion of thought which, turning its back on holding

clear and distinct ideas distance from

elf, attempts to identify
with the definite experience of existence which is myself in a corporal
situation." (FN, 15). This is a conversion which "leads from the thought
which posits concepts before itself to a thought which participates in

existence." (FN, 16).

B. A Second 'Copernican Revolution'

This conversion, furthermore, leads us beyond the first Copernican
Revolution which "restores to subjectivity its due" (FN, 31) and which

Ricoeur regards as "the beginning of philosophy” (N, 471) and its "first
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achievement" (FN, 5). It calls for a second Copernican Revolution which

would "displace the center of from to -

(FN, 472). Now, such a displacement -— such a recourse to Transcendence

seems to require a lifting of the "epoche” which has been imposed from

the beginning of Ricoeur's phi 1 which to

perform a phenomenology of willing within phenomenological brackets (placed
around naturalism, objectivity and the 'matural standpoint') and eidetic

brackets the ¥ ' of the fault and of tramns-

cendental yearning). Indeed, Ricoeur's own plan is clearly enuntiated; it
is to leave Transcendence aside until his "poetics" (cf. FN, 32) is presented
in a projected third volume of his trilogy, just as he has, in fact, left
the fault aside until its appearance in his second volume. Yet, the last

pages of Le et L'Involontaire are very much with

and his for invoking it is mot especially clear.
He does articulate the problem (FN, 467) but leaves it unsolved. One could
also complain that it, too, like the fault, remains quite unexplained -—-
i.e., one is at a loss to know quite what the author undetstands by the
tern. One might forgive him for this disregard for the reader, since the
'reality' is to be bracketed for the time being; however, the most abrasive
difficulty is that, if we are to remain within the realm of a fundamental

ontology, as Ricoeur it —— an of the key notes of

willing, its fundamental structures --- and not enter the arena of meta-
physics, wherein the fault and Transcendence, sin and hope, may legitimately

enter, how can we insert one of these dimensions now? To what degree is it



permissible to introduce these notions into an allegedly circumscribed
psychology?

Whatever the answer to this methodological difficulty, Ricoeur
insists that if we are ever to understand "the unity of man with himself

and his world ... (must be) by a »

(FN, 467), even though there is some suggestion that, for Ricoeur, the two
bracketed phenomena may be said to be already included in a psychology that

seeks to conciliate freedom and nature.

C. From to Active Part

We shall leave the problem of methodology for the moment to pursue,
with Ricoeur, the effort to discover unity by some active participation in
"my incarnation as a mystery" (FN, 14). This, again, is the language of
Marcel whose reflections on "le corps propre" provided the springboard for
Ricoeur's own analyses (FN, 15) although Ricoeur's intention is to "problem-
ize" the Marcellian "mystery", if that is possible, using Husserlian tech-
niques, adapted to his own existential purposes. This active participation,
however, does not, either, succeed in overcoming the ocmnipresent duality of
understanding. Bemeath the dichotomy which emerges in and seems to be

provoked by refl a which philosophy would consider

as final, there is, for Ricoeur, an ultimate "lesion in being itself", which
one must seek to heal, in some manner. (cf. FN, 444).

While it is true that this "lesion" first manifests itself in the
act of thinking --- reflection seems to produce that dualism which, for

that reason, may be called "methodic dualisa" -—— it is alsc the case that
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the act of thinking is the most fundamental act of human consciousness and
it would appear, then, that the act of thinking which seems to shatter man

1s but a reflection (as in a mirror) of an ultimately ontological division

in man. In other words, behind the difficulty of understanding, there is,
perhaps, an irreconcilable practical hostility between "experienced mec-
essity" and freedon's desire. (cf. FN, 347). The common proportion between
freedon and nature vhich we have tried to find in a certain subjectivity

-—- finding necessity in the first person, as my character, for instance,
possessing that Jemeinigheit, that quality of mine-ness, of which Heidegger
nakes a great deal,3* —- may be nothing more t