340 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS
IV. THE LOOK

Texs woman whom I see coming toward me, this man who is
passing by in the street, this beggar whom I hear calling
before my window, all are for me objects—of that there is no
doubt. Thus it is true that at least one of the modalities of
the Other’'s presence to me is object-ness. But we have
seen that if this relation of object-ness is the fundamental
relation between the Other and myself, then the Other’s
existence Temains purely conjectural. Now it is not only
conjectural but probable that this voice which I hear is that
of a man and not a song on a phonograph; it is infinitely
probable that the passerby whom I see is a man and not a
perfected robot. This means that without going beyond the
limits of probability and indeed because of this very prob-
ability, my apprehension of the Other as an object essentially
refers me to a fundamental apprehension of the Other in
which he will not be revealed to me as an object but as a
“presence in person.” In short, if the Other is to be a prob-
able object and not a dream of an object, then his object-ness
must of necessity refer not to an original solitude beyond my
reach, but to a fundamental connection in which the Other is
manifested in some way other than through the knowledge
which I have of him. ) Tt
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1\.Ievertheless the reference here cannot be to any mystic
or ineffable experience. It is in the reality of everyday life
that the Othe.r appears to us, and his probability refers to
everyday reality. The problem is precisely this: there is in
everyday reality an original relation to the Other which can
be constantly pointed to and which consequently can be re-
vealed to me outside all reference to a religious or mystic un-
knowable. In order to understand it I must question
more exactly this ordinary appearance of the Other in the
field of my perception; since this appearance refers to that
fundaxpental relation, the appearance must be capable of
rev_eahpg to us, at least as a reality aimed at, the relation to
whllch it refers.
am in a public park. Not far away there is a lawn an
along the edge of that lawn there are binches. A man passeg
by those benches..l see this man; I apprehend him as an object
and at the same time as a man. What does this signify? What
doé ?ean when :h:.:iert that this object Is a man?
were to think of him as being only a pu I
should apply to him the categories wh;:lf I oziinargypgse:’ to
group terqpo_ral-spatial “things.” That is, I should apprehend
him as being “beside” the benches, two yards and twenty

~ inches from the lawn, as exercising a certain pressure on the

ground, etc:..His relation with other objects would be of the
purely ac!dmve type; this means that I could have him dis-
appear without the relations of the other objects around him
being perceptibly changed. In short, no new relation would
appear through him between those things in my universe:
grouped and synthesized from my point of view into instru-
mex.atgl. complgxe§, they would from his disintegrate into mul-
tiplicities of indifferent relations. Perceiving him as a man,
gn the other‘ haxgd, is not to apprehend an additive relation

etween the chair and him; it is to register an organization
wi.tk.out dista{:ce of the things in my universe around that
privileged object. To be sure, the lawn remains two yards


jsabol
Rectangle

jsabol
Rectangle

jsabol
Rectangle


342 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

and twenty inches away from him, but it is also as a lawn
bound to him in a relation which at once both transcends
distance and contains it. Instead of the two terms of the
distance being indifferent, interchangeable, and in a reciprocal
relation, the distance is unfolded starting from the man whom
I see and extending up to the lawn as the synthetic upsurge
of a univocal relation. We are dealing with a relation which
is without parts, given at one stroke, inside of which there
unfolds a spatiality which is not my spatiality; for instead
of a grouping toward me of the objects, there is now an
orientation which flees from me.
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But the Other is still an object for me. He belongs to my
distances; the man is there, twenty paces from me, he is turn-
ing his back on me. As such he is again two yards, twenty
inches from the lawn, six yards from the statue; hence the
disintegration of my universe is contained within the limits of
this same universe; we are not dealing here with a flight of
the world toward nothingness or outside itself. Rather it ap-
pears that the world has a kind of drain hole in the middle
of its being and that it is perpetually flowing off through this
hole. The universe, the flow, and the drain hole are all once
again recovered, reapprehended, and fixed as an object. All
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344 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

. this is there for me as a partial structure of the world, even
though the total disintegration of the universe is involved.
Moreover these disintegrations may often be contained within
more narrow limits. There, for example, is a man who is read-
ing while he walks. The disintegration of the universe which
he represents is purely virtual: he has ears which do not hear,
eyes which see nothing except his book. Between his book and
him I apprehend an undeniable relation without distance
of the same type as that which earlier connected the walker
with the grass. But this time the form has closed in on itself.
There is a full object for me to grasp. In the midst of the
world I can say “man-reading” as I could say “cold stone,”
“fine rain.” I apprehend a closed “Gestalt” in which the read-
ing forms the essential quality; for the rest, it remains blind
and mute, lets itself be known and perceived as a pure and
simple temporal-spatial thing, and seems to be related to the
rest of the world by a purely indifferent externality. The qual-
ity “man-reading” as the relation of the man to the book is
simply a little particular crack in my universe. At the heart
of this solid, visible form he makes himself a particular empty-
ing. The form is massive only in appearance; its peculiar
meaning is to be—in the midst of my universe, at ten paces
from me, at the heart of that massivity—a closely consolidated
and localized flight.
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Thus this relation which I call “being-seen-by-another,”
far from being merely one of the relations signified by the
word man, represents an irreducible fact which can not be
deduced either from the essence of the Other-as-object, or
from my being-as-subject. On the contrary, if the concept of
the Other-as-object is to have any meaning, this can be only
as the result of the conversion and the degradation of that
original relation. In a word, my apprehension of the Other
in the world as probably being a man refers to my permanent
possibility of being-seen-by-him; that is, to the permanent
possibility that a subject who sees me may be substituted for
the object seen by me. “Being-seen-by-the-Other” is the truth
of “seeing-the-Other.” Thus the notion of the Other can not
under any circumstances aim at a solitary, extra-mundane con-
sciousness which I can not even think. The man is defined
by his relation to the world and by his relation to myself. He
is that object in the world which determines an internal flow
of the universe, an internal hemorrhage. He is the subject
who is revealed to me in that flight of myself toward objec-
tivation. But the original relation of myself to the Other is not
only an absent truth aimed at across the concrete presence of
an object in my universe; it is also a concrete, daily relation
which at each instant I experience. At each instant the Other
is looking at me. It is easy therefore for us to attempt with
concrete examples to describe this fundamental connection
which must form the basis of any theory concerning the
Other. If the Other is on principle the one who looks at me,
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346 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

then we must be able to explain the meaning of the Other’s
look. :

Every look directed toward me is manifested in connec-
tion with the appearance of a sensible form in our perceptive
field, but contrary to what might be expected, it is not con-
nected with any determined form., Of course what most often
manifests a look is the convergence of two ocular globes in
my direction. But the look will be given just as well on oc-
casion when there is & rustling of branches, or the sound of a
fooistep followed by silence, or the slight opening of a
shutter, or a light movement of a curtain. During an attack
men who are crawling through the brush apprehend as a look
to be avoided, not two eyes, but a white farmhouse which is
outlined against the sky at the top of a little hill. It is obvious
that the object thus constituted still manifests the look as
being probable. It is only probable that behind the bush
which has just moved there is someone hiding who is watch-
ing me. But this probability need not detain us for the mo-
ment; we shall return to this point later. What is important
first is to define the look in itself. Now the bush, the farm-
house are not the look; they only represent the eye, for the
eye is not at first apprehended as a sensible organ of vision
but as the support for the look. They never refer therefore to
the actual eye of the watcher hidden behind the curtain, be-
hind a window in the farmhouse. In themselves they are al-
ready eyes. On the other hand neither is the look one quality
among others of the object which functions as an eye, nor is
it the total form of that object, nor a “worldly” relation
which is established between that object and me. On the con-

trary, far from perceiving the look on the objects which man- .

ifest it, my apprehension of a look turned toward me appears
on the ground of the destruction of the eyes which “look at
me.” If .I apprehend the look, I cease to perceive the eyes;
they are there, they remain in the fleld of my perception
as pure presentations, but 1 do not make any use of them;
they are neutralized, put out of play; they are no longer
the object of a thesis but remain in that state of “discon-
nection™® in which the world is put by a consciousness
practicing the phenomenological reduction prescribed by
Husserl. It is never when eyes are looking at you that you can
find them beautiful or ugly, that you can remark on their
color. The Other's look hides his eyes; he seems to go in front

#Tr, Literally, “put out of circuit” (mise hors circuit).
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of them. This illusion stems from the fact that eyes as objects
of my perception remain at a precise distance which unfolds
from me to them (in a word, I am present to the eyes without
distance, but they are distant from the place where I “find my-
self”) whereas the look is upon me without distance while at
the same time it holds me at a distance—that is, its immediate
presence to me unfolds a distance which removes me from
it. I can not therefore direct my attention on the look without
at the same stroke causing my perception to decompose and
pass into the background. There is produced here something
analogous to what I attempted to show elsewhere in connec-
tion with the subject of the imagination.1” We can not, I said
then, perceive and imagine simultaneously; it must be either
one or the other. I should willingly say here: we can not per-
ceive the world and at the same time apprehend a look fas-
tened upon us; it must be either one or the other. This is
because to perceive is to look at, and to apprehend a look is
not to apprehend a look-as-object in the world (unless the
Iook is not directed upon us); it is to be conscious of being
looked at. The look which the eyes manifest, no matter
what kind of eyes they are, is a pure reference to myself. What
I apprehend immediately when I hear the branches crackling
behind me is not that there Is someone there; it is that 1 am
vulnerable, that I have a body which can be hurt, that I
occupy a place and that I can not in any case escape from
the space in which I am without defense—in short, that I
am seen. Thus the look is first an intermediary which refers
from me to myself. What is the nature of this intermediary?
What does being seen mean for me?

Let us imagine that moved by jealousy, curiosity, or vice I
have just gilued my ear to the door and looked through a
keyhole. I am alone and on the level of a non-thetic self-con-
sciousness. This means first of all that there is no self to in-
habit my consciousness, nothing therefore to which I can refer
my acts in order to qualify them. They are in no way
known; I am my acts and hence they carry in themselves their
wl‘zole justification. I am a pure consciousness of things, and
things, caught up in the circuit of my selfness, offer to me
their potentialities as the proof of my non-thetic consciousness
(of) my own possibilities. This means that behind that door a
spectacle is presented as “to be seen,” a conversation as “to

¥ L’Imaginaire. 1940,
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348 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

be heard.” The door, the keyhole are at once both instru-
ments and obstacles; they are presented as “to be handled
with care”; the keyhole is given as “to be looked through close
by and a little to one side,” etc. Hence from this moment “I
do what I have to do.” No transcending view comes to confer
upon my acts the character of a given on which a judgment
can be brought to bear. My consciousness sticks to my acts,
it is my acts; and my acts are commanded only by the ends
to be attained and by the instruments to be employed. My
attitude, for example, has no “outside”; it is a pure process of
relating the instrument (the keyhole) to the end to be attained
(the spectacle to be seen), a pure mode of losing myself in the
world, of causing myself to be drunk in by things as ink is
by a blotter in order that an instrumental-complex oriented
toward an end may be synthetically detached on the ground of
the world. The order is the reverse of causal order. It is the
end to be attained which organizes all the moments which
precede it. The end justifies the means; the means do not
exist for themselves and outside the end.

Moreover the ensemble exists only in relation to a free
project of my possibilities. Jealousy, as the possibility which 1
am, organizes this instrumental complex by transcending it to-
ward itself. But I am this jealousy; I do not know it. If I
contemplated it instead of making it, then only the worldly
complex in instrumentality could teach it to me. This en-
semble in the world with its double and inverted determina-~
tion (there is a spectacle to be seen behind the door only be~
cause I am jealous, but my jealousy is nothing except the
simple objective fact that there is a sight to be seen behind
the door)-—this we shall call situation. This situation reflects
to me at once both my facticity and my freedom; on the
occasion of a certain objective structure of the world which
surrounds me, it refers my freedom to me in the form of tasks
to be freely done. There is no constraint here since my free-
dom eats into my possibles and since correlatively the poten-
tialities of the world indicate and offer only themselves. More~
over I can not truly define myself as being in a situation:
first because I'am not a positional consciousness of myself;
second because I am my own nothingness. In this sense——and
since I am what I am not and since I am not what I am~—~I
can not even define myself as truly being in the process of
listening at doors. I escape this provisional definition of my-
self by means of all my transcendence. There as we have seen
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is the origin of bad faith., Thus not only am I unable to know
myself, but my very being escapes—although I am that very
escape from my being—and I am absolutely nothing. There is
nothing there but a pure nothingness encircling a certain ob-
jective ensemble and throwing it into relief outlined upon the
world, but this ensemble is a real system, a disposition of
means in view of an end. :
But all of a sudden I hear footsteps in the hall. Someone
is looking at me! What does this mean? It means that I am
suddenly affected in my being and that essential modifications

appear in my structure—modifications which I can apprehend -

and fix conceptually by means of the reflective cogito.

First of all, I now exist as myself for my unreflective con-
sciousness. It is this irruption of the self which has been most
often described: I see myself because somebody sees me—as
it is usually expressed. This way of putting it is not wholly
exact. But let us look more carefully. So long as we considered
the for-itself in its isolation, we were able to maintain that
the unreflective consciousness can not be inhabited by a self;
the self was given in the form of an object and only for the
reflective consciousness. But here the self comes to haunt the
unreflective consciousness. Now the unreflective consciousness
is a consciousness of the world. Therefore for the unreflective
consciousness the self exists on the level of objects in the
world; this role which devolved only on the reflective con-
sciousness—the making-present of the self—belongs now to
the unreflective consciousness. Only the reflective conscious-
ness has the self directly for an object. The unreflective con-
sciousness does not apprehend the person directly or as its ob-
ject; the person is presented to consciousness in so far as the
person is an object for the Other. This means that all of a
sudden I am conscious of myself as escaping myself, not in
that I am the foundation of my own nothingness but in
that I have my foundation outside myself. I am for myself
only as I am a pure reference to the Other.

Nevertheless we must not conclude here that the object
is the Other and that the Ego present to my consciousness is a
secondary structure or a meaning of the Other-as-object; the
Other is not an object here and can not be an object, as we
have shown, unless by the same stroke my self ceases to be an
object-for-the-Other and vanishes. Thus I do not aim at the
Other- as an object nor at my Ego as an object for myself;
I do not even direct an empty intention toward that Ego as

o T



350 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

toward an object presently out of my reach. In fact it is sep-
arated from me by a nothingness which I can not fill since I
apprehend it as not being for me and since on principle it
exists for the Other. Therefore I do not aim at it as if it could
someday be given me but on the contrary in so far as it on
principle flees from me and will never belong to me. Never-

theless I am that Ego; I do not reject it as a strange image, but

it is present to me as a self which I am without knowing it;
for I discover it in shame and, in other instances, in pride, It
is shame or pride which reveals to me the Other’s look and
myself at the end of that look. It is the shame or pride which
makes me live, not know the situation of being looked at. -
Now, shame, as we noted at the beginning of this chapter,
is shame of self; it is the recognition of the fact that I am in-
deed that object which the Other is looking at and judging, I
can be ashamed only as my freedom escapes me in order to
become a given object. Thus originally the bond between
my unreflective consciousness and my Ego, which is being
looked at, is a bond not of knowing but of being. Beyond
any knowledge which I can have, I am this self which another
knows. And this self which I am—this I am in a world which
the Other has made alien to me, for the Other’s look embraces
my being and correlatively the walls, the door, the keyhole.
All these instrumental-things, in the midst of which I am,
now turn toward the Other a face which on principle escapes
me, ™ T -

In the first place there is a relation of being. I am
this being. I do not for an instant think of denying it; my
shame is a confession. I shall be able later to use bad faith S0
as to hide it from myself, but bad faith is also a confession
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ince it is an effort to flee the being which I am. Bug Iam
illxniscebeing, neither in the mode of “having to be” nor in that
of *was”; I do not found it in its being; Ica.n not produce it
directly. But neither is it the indirect, strict effect qf my acts
as when my shadow on the ground or my reflection in ths;
mirror is moved in correlation with the gestures whm}:

make. This being which I am preserves a certain indetermina-
tion, a certain unpredictability. And these new charactenstw%
do not come only from the fact that I can not know the Otheg,
they stem also and especially from the fact that the Other is
free. Or to be exact and to reverse the terms, the Oth.er’s
freedom is revealed to me across the uneasy ix{deter:mmg-
tion of the being which I am for him. '}‘hus this being 1;
not my possible; it is not always in question at the heart o

my freedom. | .. L

"~ Shame reveals to me that I am this being, not in the mode
of “was” or of “baving to be” but in-itself. When I am
alone, I can not realize my “being-seated”; at most it can I.:e
said that I simultaneously both am it and am not it. But in
order for me to be what I am, it suffices merely that the Other
look at me. It is not for myself, to be sure; I myself shall
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352 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

never succeed at realizing this being-seated which I grasp in
the Other’s look. I shall remain forever a consciousness. But
it is for the Other. Once more the nihilating escape of the
for-itself is fixed, once more the in-itself closes in upon the
for-itself. But once more this metamorphosis is effected at a
distance. For the Other I am seated as this inkwell is on the
table; for the Other, I am leaning over the keyhole as
this tree is bent by the wind. Thus for the Other I have
stripped myself of transcendence. This is because my tran-
scendence becomes for whoever makes himself a witness of it
(i.e., determines himself as not being my transcendence) a
purely established transcendence, a given-transcendence; that
is, it acquires a nature by the sole fact that the Other confers
on it an outside. This is accomplished, not by any distortion or
by a refraction which the Other would impose on my transcen-
dence through his categories, but by his very being. If there is
an Other, whatever or whoever he may be, whatever may be
his relations with me, and without his acting upon me in
any. way except by the pure upsurge of his being—then 1
have an outside, I have a nature. My original fall is the exis-
tence of the Other. Shame—like pride—is the apprehension of
myself as a nature although that very nature escapes me and
is unknowable as such. Strictly speaking, it is not that I per-
ceive myself losing my freedom in order to become a rhing,
but my nature is—over there, outside my lived freedom—
as 3 given attribute of this being which I am for the Other.

PUSSIDIES N o WL SEUEIN SR SN B
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Thus I, who in so far as I am my possibles, am what I
am not and am not what I am—behold now I am some-
body! And the one who I am—and who on principle es-
capes me—I am he in the midst of the world in so.far as
he escapes me. Due to this fact my relation to an object or
the potentiality of an object decomposes under the Qt.her‘s
lock and appears to me in the world as my possxb:!xty of
utilizing the object, but only as this possibility on principle
escapes me; that is, in so far as it is surpassed by the chet
toward his own possibilities. For examp}e, the po.tentia!xty of
the dark corner becomes a given possibility of hiding in the
corner by the sole fact that the Other?® can pass !3eyox3d it to-
ward his possibility of illuminating the corner with hls flash-
light. This possibility is there, and I apprehend it but as
absent, as in the Other; 1 apprehend it through my anguxsh
and through my decision to give up that hiding place which is
“too risky.” Thus my possibilities are present to my unreflec-
tive consciousness in so far as the Other is watching me. If 1
seehimreadyforanything,hishandinhispocketwhere he
has a weapon, his finger placed on the electric bell and ready
“at the slightest movement on my part” to call the police, 1
apprehend my possibilities from outside and through him at
the same time that I am my possibilities, somewhat as we
objectively apprehend our thought through language at the
same time that we think it in order to express it in language.

“h.mmmrm,“momthor,"'whbhltedmmtboa
misprint for Pautrul, “the Other.”
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" apprehend nothing but an escape from myself toward

THE EXISTENCE OF OTHERS 367

T e gy e — ———

(2) Furthermore the Other does not constitute me as an
object for myself but for Alm. In other words he does not
serve as a regulative or constitutive concept for the pieces of
knowledge which I may have of myself. Therefore the
Other’s presence does not cause me-as-object to “appear.” I

Even when language has revealed that the Other considers me
evil or jealous, I shall never have a concrete intuition of my
evil or of my jealousy. These will never be more than fleeting
notions whose very nature will be to escape me. I shall not
apprehend my evil, but in' relation to this or that particular
act I shall escape myself, I shall feel my alienation or my flow
toward .. . a being which I shall only be able to think
emptily as evil and which nevertheless I shall feel that I am,
which I shall five at a distance through shame or fear.

Thus myself-as-object is neither knowledge nor a unity of

~ knowledge but an uneasinéss, a lived wrenching away from
~ the ekstatic unity of the for-itself, a limit which I can not

reach and which yet I am. The Other through whom this Me
comes to me is neither knowledge nor category but the fact
of the presence of a strange freedom. In fact my wrenching'

- away from myself and the upsurge of the Other’s freedom

are one; I can feel them and live them only as an ensemble; I
can mot even try to conceive of one without. the other. The
fact of the Other is incontestable and touches me to the
heart. I realize him through uneasiness; through him I am
perpetually in danger in a world which is this world and
which nevertheless I can only glimpse. The Other does not

‘appear to me as a being who is constituted first so as to en-

counter me later; he appears as a being who arises in an

- original relation of being with me and whose mdubxtabxhty ~
-and factual necessity are those of my own consciousness,

A number of difficulties remain. In particular there is the


jsabol
Rectangle

jsabol
Rectangle


368 BEING AND NOTHINGNESS

fact that through shame we confer on the Other an indubi-
table presence. Now as we have seen, it is only probable that
the Other is looking at me. That farm at the top of the hill
seems to be looking at the commandos, and it is certain that
the house is occupied by the enemy. But it is not certain that
the enemy soldiers are at present watching through the win-
dows. It is not certain that the man whose footstep I hear be--
hind me is looking at me; his face could be turned away, his
‘look fixed on the ground or on a book. Finally in general it is
not sure that those eyes which are fixed on me are eyes;
~ they could be only “artificial ones” resembling real eyes. In
short must we not say that in turn the look becomes probable
because of the fact that I can constantly believe that I am
looked-at without actually being so? As a result does not our.
certainty of the Other’s exxstence take on a purely hypothetical
character?
. The difficulty can be expressed in these terms: On the.
occasion of certain appearances in the world which seem to
" me to manifest a look, I apprehend in myself a certain “being-
looked-at” with its own structures which refer me to the
Other’s real existence. But it is possible that I am mistaken;
perhaps the objects of the world which I took for eyes were
not eyes; perhaps it was only the wind which shook the bush
behind me; in short perhaps these concrete objects-did not
really manifest a look. In this case what becomes of my cer-
tainty that I am looked-at? My shame was in fact shame
before somebody. But nobody is there. Does it not thereby
become shame before nobody? Since. it has posited somebody
where there was nobody, does it not become a false shame?
This difficulty should not deter us for long, and we
should not even have mentioned it except that actually it can

help us in our investigation by indicating more purely the
nature of our being-for-others. There is indeed a confusion

here between two distinct orders of knowledge and two types
of being which can not be compared.. We have always known
that the object-in-the-world can be only probable. This is
due to its very character as object. It is probable that the
passerby is a man; if he turns his eyes toward me, then al-
though I immediately experience and with certamty ‘the fact of
bemg-looked—at I can not make this certamty pass into my
experience of the Other-as-object. In fact it reveals to me only
the Other-as-subject, a transcending presence to the world
and the real condition of my being-as-object. In every causal
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state, therefore, it is impossible to transfer my certainty of
‘the Other-as-subject to the Other-as-object which was the
occasion of that certainty, and conversely it is impossible to
invalidate the evidence of the appearance of the Other-as-sub-
ject by pointing to the constitutional probability of the Other-
as-object. Better yet, the look, as we have shown, appears on
the ground of the destruction of the object which manifests
it. If this gross and ugly passerby shuﬁimg along toward me
suddenly looks at me, then there is nothing left of his ugli-
ness, his obesity, and his shufﬁmg During the time that 1
feel myself looked-at he is a pure mediating freedom be-
tween myself and me. The fact of being-looked-at can not
therefore depend on the .object which manifests the look.

Since my shame as an Erlebnis which is reflectively apprehen-
sible is a witness for the Other for the same reason as it is its
own witness, I am not going to put it in question on the
occasion of an object of the world which can on principle be
placed in doubt. This would amount to doubting my own
existence, for the perceptions which I have of my own body
(when I see my hand, for example) are subject to error.

Therefore if the act of being-looked-at, in its pure form, is not
bound to the Other’s body any more than in the pure realiza-
tion of the cogito my consciousness of being a consciousness
is bound to my own body, then we must consider the ap-
pearance of certain objects in the field of my expenence—
in particular the convergence of the Other’s eyes in my direc-
tion—as a pure monition, as the pure occasion of realizing
my being-looked-at. In the same way for a Platonist the con-
tradictions of the sensible world are the occasion of effecting
a philosophical conversion. In a word what is certain is that
I am looked-at; what is only probable is that the look is bound
to this or that intra-mundane presence. Moreover there is
nothing here to surprise us since as we have seen, it is never
eyes which look at us; it is the Other-as-subject.

Nevertheless, someone will say, the fact remains that I
can discover that I have been mistaken. Here I am bent over
the keyhole; suddenly I hear a footstep. I shudder as a wave
of shame sweeps over me. Somebody has seen me. I straighten
up. My eyes run over the deserted corridor. It was a false

. alarm. I breathe a sigh of relief. Do we not have here an ex-

perience which is self-destructive? ‘
Let us look more carefully. Is it actually my being-as-ob-

‘ject for the Other which has been revealed as an error? By
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no means. The Other’s existence is so far from being placed -

in doubt that this false alarm can very well result in making
me give up my enterprise. If, on the other hand, I persevere in
it, I shall feel my heart beat fast, and I shall detect the
slightest noise, the slightest creaking of the stairs. Far from
disappearing with my first alarm, the Other is present every-
where, below me, above me, in the neighboring rooms, and I
continue to feel profoundly my being-for-others. It is even
possible*that my shame may not disappear; it is my red face
as I bend over the keyhole. I do not cease to experience
my being-for-others; my possibilities do not cease to “die,” nor
do the distances cease to unfold toward me in terms of the

stairway where somebody “could” be, in terms of this dark

corner where a human presence “could” hide. Better yet, if
I tremble at the slightest noise, if each creak announces to me
a look, this is because I am already in the state of being-
looked-at. What then is it which falsely appeared and which
was self-destructive when I discovered the false alarm? It is
not the Other-as-subject, nor is it his presence to me. It is
the Other’s facticity; that is, the contingent connection be-
tween the Other and an object-being in my world. Thus what
is doubtful is not the Other himself. It is the Other’s being-

there; i.e., that concrete, historical event which we can express -

by the words, “There is someone in this room.”
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