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The Intentional Structure of the Image

THI1s BooK aims to describe the great function of consciousness
to create a world of unrealities, or “imagination” and its noetic
correlative, the imaginary.

The author has permitted himself to use the word “con-
sciousness” in a sense somewhat different from that which it
usually receives. The expression “state of consciousness” im-
plies a sort of inertia, or passivity of the mental structures,
which seems to the author to be incompatible with the known
facts of reflection. The term “consciousness” will be used in
this work to designate not only the unity and the totality of its
psychical structures, but to indicate each of these structures in
its concrete particular nature. We shall, therefore, speak of the
consciousness of the image, of the perceptual consciousness,
etc., using the term in one of the senses of the German word
Bewusstsein.
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THE CERTAIN
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DESCRIPTION

1. The Method

DeseiTE several preconceptions, to which we shall return
shortly, it is certain that when I produce the image of Peter,
it is Peter who is the object of my actual consciousness. As
long as that consciousness remains unaltered, I could give a
description of the object as it appears to me in the form of an
image but not of the image as such. To determine the proper-
ties of the image as image I must turn to a new act of conscious-
ness: I must reflect. Thus the image as image is describable only
by an act of the second degree in which attention is turned
away from the object and directed to the manner in which the,
object is given. It is this reflective act which permits the judg—‘
ment “I have an image.”

It is necessary to repeat at this point what has been known
since Descartes: that a reflective consciousness gives us knowl-
edge of absolute certainty; that he who becomes aware “of
having an image” by an act of reflection cannot deceive him-
self. There have been psychologists, no doubt, who maintained
that a vivid image could not be distinguished from a faint per-
ception. Titchener even cites some experiments in support of
this view. But we shall see further on that such claims rest on
an error. In fact, the confusion is impossible, what has come
to be known as an “image” occurs immediately as such to
reflection. But it is not a metaphysical and ineffable revelation
that concerns us here. If this consciousness is immediately
distinguishable from all others, it is because it presents itself to

3



4 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

reflection with certain traits, certain characteristics, which at
once determme the judgment “I have an image.” The act of
seflection thus has a conrent of immediate certamnty which we
shall call the essence of the 1uage. This essence is the same for
everyone, and the first task of psychology is to explain this
essence. to describe it, to fix it.

Why, then, should there be so many different theories con-
cerning this immediate knowledge on which all psychologists
should cerrainly be of one mind® Our answer 1s that the
majonty of psychologists ignore this primary knowledge and
prefer to build explanatory hypotheses concerning the nature
of the image.* These like all other scientific hypotheses, never
possess more than a certain probablity: the data of reflection
are certamn.

All new studies of the image should therefore begin with a
basic distinction. that it is one thing to describe the image and
quite another to draw comclusions regarding its nature. In
going from one to the other we pass from certainty to proba-
bility. The first duty of the psychologist is obviously to formu-
late into concepts the knowledge that is immediate and certain.

So we shall ignore theories. We want to know nothing about
the image but what reflection can teach us. Later on we shall
attempt, as do other psychologists, to classify the conscious-
ness of the image among the other types of consciousness, to
find a “famly” for 1t, and we shall form hypotheses concerning
its inherent nature. For the present we only wish to attempt a
“phenomenology” of the image. The method is simple: we
shall produce images, reflect upon them, describe them; that
is, attempt to determune and to classify their distinctive char-
acteristics.

2. First Characteristic: The Image Is a Consciousness

The very first reflective ghmpse shows us that up to now
we have been guilty of a double error. We believed, without

' Cf our cnitical study L'fmagsmation, Alcan, 1936.
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giving the matter any thought, that the image was 7 con-|
sciousness and that the object of the image was 11 the image.
We pictured conscrousness as a place peopled with small Like-
nesses and these hkenesses were the mages No doubt but
that this misconception arises from our habit of thinking in
space and in terms of space. This we shall call the idlusion of
mmmanence. The clearest expression of this illuston 1s found in
Hume, where he draws a distinction between impressions and

ideas.

Those perceptions, which enter with most force and violence,
we may name inipressions. . . . By sdeas I mean the faint images
of these 1n thinking and reasoning. . .

These ideas are none other than what we called mages. Now
Hume adds several pages further on

But to form the 1dea of an object, and to form an idea simply
is the same thing; the reference of the 1dea to an object being an
extraneous denomnation, of which in itself it bears no mark or
character. Now as "t1is impossible to form an 1dea of an objcct, that
1s possest of quantity and quality, and yect 1s possest of no precise
degree of either, 1t follows, that there 1s an equal impossibility of
forming an 1dea, that 1s not Iimited and confined in both these
particulars.?

Acci)fd’i_t’lg_ to this view m idea of chair has bur an

extran€ous relation to an cxisting chair, It 1s not the chair of
the external world, the chair I just perceived, 1t is not the chair
of straw and wood by which I am able to distinguish my idea
from the idea of a table or an inkwell. But, my actual idea is
nevertheless an idea of chair. What can this mean but that, for
Hume, the idea of chair and the chair as an idea are one and
the same thing. To have an idea of chair is to have a chair in
consciousness. That this 1s so is shown by the fact that what
is true of the object is also true of the idea. If the object must
have a determined quantity and quality, so must the idea.

! A Treause of Human Nawre Oxford, 1941, p. 1.
2 Ibid, p. 20.
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Psychologists and philosophers have in the main adopted
this point of view. It is also the pomnt of view of common sense.
When I say that “I have an image” of Peter, it is believed that
I now huve a certain picture of Peter in my consciousness. The
object of my actual consciousness 15 just this picture, while
Peter, the man of flesh and bone, is reached but very indi-
rectly, in an “extrinsic” manner, because of the fact that it is
he whom the picture represents. Likewise, in an exhibition, I
can look at a portrait for 1ts own sake for a long time without
noticing the inscription at the bottom of the picture “Portrait
of Peter Z. . . .” In other words, an image 1s inherently like
the material object it represents. ~ ~ -7
" What is surprising is that the radical incongruity between
consciousness and this conception of the image has never been
felt. It is doubtless due to the fact that the illusion of imman-
ence has always been taken for granted. Otherwise it would
have been noticed that it was impossible to shp these material

, portraits into a conscious synthetic structure without destroy-
ing the structure, without breaking the contacts, arresting the
flow, breaking the continuity. Consciousness would cease
being transparent to itself; its unity would be broken in every
direction by unassimilable, opaque screens. The works of men
like Spaier, Buhler and Flach, in which the image is shown to
be supple by being full of life, suffused with feeling and
knowledge are useless, for by turning the image into an organ-
ism they did not make it any the less unassimilable by con-
sciousness. It is for this reason that certain logical minds, like
F. Moutier,! have felt that the existence of mental images must
be denied if the integrity of the mental synthesis is to be saved.
Such a radical solution 1s contradicted by the data of intro-
spection. I can, at will, think of an image of a horse, tree or
house. But if we accept the illusion of immanence, we are
necessarily led to construct the world of the mind out of

*F Mouner, L'aphasic de Broca Thése de Paris. Steinheil, 1908. Cf. P- 244
“We absolutely deny the existence of images.”
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objects entirely hke those of the externsl world, but which
simply obey different laws.

Let us ignore these theories and see what reflection teaches
us, so that we may rid ourselves of the illusion of immanence.

When I perceive a chair it would be absurd to say that the
chair is in my perception. According to the terminology we
have adopted, my perception is a certain consciousness and the
charr is the object of that consciousness. Now I shut my eyes
and I produce an image of the chair I have just percerved. The
chair, now occurring as an image, can no more enter inzo
consciousness than it could do so as an object. An image of a
chair is not, and cannot be a chair, In fact, whether I perceive
or imagine that chair of straw on which I am seated, 1t always
remains outside of consciousness. In both cases it is there, in
space, in that room, in front of the desk. Now—and this is
what reflection teaches us above all—whether I see or imagine
that chair, the object of my perception and that of my image
are identical: it is that chair of straw on which I am seated.
Only consciousness is related in two different ways to the same
chair. The chair is envisioned in both cases in its concrete indi-
viduality, its corporeality. Only, in one of the cases, the chair
is “encountered” by consciousness, in the other, it is not, Bur

the chair is not in consciousness; not even as an image. What
we find here is not a semblance of the chair whi v

wqued its way into consciousness and which has but an “ex-

trinsic”_relation to the existing clmr, but a certain type of

donsciousness, a synthetic organization, which has a direct

relation to the existing chair and whose very essence consists

precisely of being related in this or that manner of the existing
iChair. 4

And what exactly is the image? Evidently it is not the chair:

in general, the object of the image is not itself an image. Shall

' we say then that the image is the total synthetic organization,

. consciousness? But this consclousness is an actual and concrete

nature, which exists 1n and for itself and which can always
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‘occur to reflection without any intermediary. The word image
can therefore only indicate the relation of consciousness to the
object, i other words, 1t means a certan manner in which th
,object malkes 1ts appearance to consciousness, or, if one prefers,
1 certain way m which consciousness presents an object to/
sself. The fact of the matter 1s that the expression “mental
image” 15 confusing. It would be better to say “the conscious-
ness of Peter as an 1mage” or “the imagmative consciousness of
Puter ” But since the word unage 1s of long standing we cannot
reject 1t completely. However, 1n order to avoid all ambiguity,
We must 1cpeat at this pomt that an 1mage 1s nothin else than
a relaonship. -The imagmative consciousncss T have of Peter
1§ not a _consciousness of the unage of Peter Peter 1s directly
reached, my attention 1s not directed on an image, but on an
object.!

Thus, m the woof of the synthenic acts of Consciousness
there appear at times certain structures which we shall call
unagmative consciousncss. 1hey are born, develop and dis-
appear m accordance with laws proper to them and which
we shall try to ascertam. And it would be a grave error to
confuse this life of the imaginative consciousness, which lasts,
becomes organized, and disintegrates, with the object of this
consciousness which in the meantime can well remain m-
mutable

3. Second Characteristic: The Phenomenon of Quasi
Observation

When we began this study we thought our concern was
with #2ages, that 1s, with some elements of consciousness. Now
we see that we are dealing with complete consciousnesses, that
is, with complex structures which “intend” certamn objects.
Let us now see whether reflection can teach us more about

! Cases may be cited n which I produce an mmage of an object which

has no 1e;11 evstence outside of myself. But the chimera does not exist “as
an mmage.” It exists neither as such nor otherwise.
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these consciousnesses. The simplest procedure will be to
examine the 1mage m s relatnonship to the concept and the
percept. To Jercewve, conceve, imagine. these are the three
types of consciousnesses by which the same object can be
given to us.

In percepuion 1 observe objects. By this we must understand
that although the object enters into my perception in its com-
pleteness, I nevertheless sec 1t only from one side at a time.
Consider the example of the cube Iknow it1s a cube provided
I have seen its six sides, but of these I can sce only three at a
tune, never more. I must therefore apprehend them succes-
sively. And when 1 pass, for example, from sides ABC to sides
BCD, there always remains a possibility that side A has disap-
peared during my change of positon Ihe existence of the
cube thereforc remains doubtful. Bur let us note that when
I see three sides of the cube at the same time, these thiee sides
never present themsclves to me as squares their lincs become
flat, their angles become obtuse, and 1 must reconstruct theu
squareness at the very beginning of my perception .\l this has
been said hundreds of times: the charactensuc of a perception
is that the object appears only m a series of profilcs, of projec-
uons. The cube 15 certamnly present to me, 1 can touch 1t, see
1, but I always see 1t only in a cerram fashion which includes
and excludes at one and the same time an nfinity of other
pomnts of view We must learn objects, that 1s to say, muluply
upon them the possible points of view. The object uself 1s the
synthesis of all these appearances. The perception of an object
1s thus a phenomenon of an infimity of aspects What does this
mean for us® It means that we must make a tour of objects,
wait until the “sugar melts,” as Bergson said.

When, on the other hand, I thmk of a cube as a concrete
concept,' I think of its six sides and its eight angles all at once;

! The existence of such concepts has at umes been denied. Nevertheless

a perception and an image presuppose a concrete knowledge without image
and without words.



10 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

I think that its angles are right angles, its sides squared. I am at
the center of my 1dea, I seize 1t m its entrety at one glance.
This does not mean, of course, that my idea does not need to
complete itself by an infinite progression. But I can think of
the concrete essences in a single act of consciousness; I do not
have to re-establish the appearance, I have no apprenticeship
to serve. Such is, no doubt, the clearest difference between a
thought and a perception. Thus 1s the reason why we can never
perceive a thought nor think a perception. The two phenom-
ena are radically distinct: the one is knowledge which is con-
scious of itself and which places 1tself at once at the center of
the object; the other 1s a synthetic unity of a multiplicity of
appearances, which slowly serves its apprentlceshlp

What shall we say of the image? Is it apprenticeship or
knowledge? Let us note first that 1t seems to belong to percep-
tion. In the one, as i the other, the object presents itself in
profiles, in projections, in what the Germans designate by the
apt term “Abschattungen.” Only we no longer have to make a
tour of it: the cube as an image is presented immediately for
what it is. When I say: “the object I perceive is a cube,” I
make an hypothesis that I may have to reject at the close of
my perceptions. When I say. “the object of which I have an
image at this moment is a cube,” my judgment is final: it is
absolutely certamn that the object of my image is a cube. What
does this mean? In perception, a knowledge forms itself
slowly; in the image the knowledge is immediate. We see
now that the image is a synthetic act which unites a concrete,
nonimagined, knowledge to elements which are more actually
representative. The image teaches nothing: it is organized
exactly like the objects which do produce knowledge, but it is
complete at the very moment of its appearance. If I amuse my-
self by turning over in my mund the image of a cube, if 1
pretend that I see its different sides, I shall be no further ahead
at the close of the process than I was at the beginning: I have
learned nothing.
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And thus is not all. Let us consider this piece of paper on the
table. The longer I look at it the more of its features are
revealed to me. ?

Each new orientation of my attention, of my analysis, shows
me a new detail: the upper edge of the sheet 1s shightly warped,
the end of the third line is dotted . . . etc. No matter how
long I may look at an image, I shall never find anything in it
but what I put there. It is in this fact that we find the distinc-
tion between an image and a perception. In the world of per-
ception every “thing” has an infinite number of relationships
to other things. And what 1s more, it is this infinity of relation-
ships—as well as the infinite number of relationships between
the elements of the thing—which constitute the very essence
of a thing. From this there arises something of the overflowing
in the world of “things”: there is always, at each and every
moment, infimtely 7zore than we see; to exhaust the wealth of
my actual perception would require infinite time. Let us not
deceive ourselves: this manner of “brimming over” is of the
very nature of objects. When we say that no object can exist
without having a definite individuality we mean “without
maintaining an infimty of determined relationships with the
mnfinity of other objects.”

Now, the image, on the other hand, suffers from a sort of
essential poverty. The different elements of an image have no
relationship with the rest of the world, while among themselves
they have but two or three relationships, those, for instance,
that I have been able to ascertain, or those it is now essential
for me to hold on to. We must not say that the other relation-
ships exist in secret, that they wait for a bright searchlight to
be directed upon them. No. they do not exist at all. Two
colors, for instance, which in reality possess a certain discordant
relationship can exist together in 1magery without any sort of
relationship between them. Objects exist only in so far as they
are thought of. This is what all those who consider the image
to be a reborn perception fail to understand. The difference
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is not that of vividness but rather that the objects of the world
of images can 1 no way exist i the world of perception; they
do not meet the necessary conditions.?

In a word, the object of the perception overflows conscious-
ness constantly, the objcct of the image is never more than the
consciousness one has, 1t is hmited by that consciousness: noth-
ing can be learned from an image that is not already known.
It can, of course, happen that a memory image presents itself
unexpectedly, and presents some new aspects. But even in such
a case 1t presents itself in one piece to intuition, 1t reveals at a
single stroke what it 1s. If T perceive a bit of turf, I must study
it/f_o; a considerable period to determine where it comes from.

I%dxmmn image I know it immediately; it is the grass of
thus meadow, in such a place</And this origin cannot be deter-

mined from the image: the very act that gives me the object
as an image includes the knowledge of what it is. It is true that
occasionally a memory-image does remain unidentified. all of
a sudden 1 see again a dreary garden under a gray sky and 1
cannot recall when or where I saw that garden. But this is
stmply a deteumination that lacks an 1mage, and no observation,
no matter how prolonged, will yield the knowledge I lack. If
I later discover the name of the garden it 1s by means of
processes which have nothing to do with pure and simple
observation the unage gave everything it possessed in a lump.*

Thus the object presents itself in the image as having to
be apprehended in a multiphaity of synthetic acts. Due to
this fact, and because 1ts content retains a sensible opacity,
like a phantom, because it does not involve either essences

! This 15 what Jaensch understood so well when, pushing the theory of

revived perceptions to the limit, he made of the erdetic image an object
which could be observed and learned
3 What can deceive us here 1

(2) The use we make of images 1n mathemancal thinking. Many be-
lieve that we perceive new relationships between figures by means
of the image.

(b) Cases in which the smage comprses a sort of affecuve instruction.
‘We shall consider these different cases later.
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or generating laws but only an irrational quality, it gives the
impression of being an object of observation: from this point
of view the image appears to be more like a perception than
a concept. But in other respects the image teaches nothing,
never produces an impression of novelty, and never reveals
any new aspect of the object It delvers it i a lump. No
risk, no anticipation: only a certanty. My perception can
deceive me, but not my mmage. Our attitude towards the
object of the image could be called ¢ ‘quasi-obscrvation.” Our
attitude is, indeed, one of observation, but 1t is an obscrvatxon
which teaches_nothing. If I produce an image of 2 page of
a book, I am assuming the atutude of a reader, I look at the
printed pages. But I am not reading. And, actually, I am not
even looking, since I already know what 15 written there.
Without leaving the realm of pure description, we may
attempt to explamn this characteusstic property of the image.
In the image a certain consciousness does mdecd present itself
with a certam object. The object 1s therefore a correlative
of a certamn synthetic act, which includes among 1ts structures
a certain knowledge and a certamn “mtention.” The intention
1s at the center of the consciousncss it is the intenuon that
envisages the object, that 15, which makes it what 1t 15. The
knowledge, which 1s inseparable {iom the mtention, specifics
that the object 1s this or that, adds some determunations sym-
theucally. To construct a certain consciousness of a table as
an image is at the same tune to construct the table as the
object of an imagimatve consciousness The object as an
image 1s therefore contemporancous with the consciousness
I take of 1t, and it 15 determmed exactly by that consciousness
it includes nothing 1n itself but what I am conscious of; but,
mversely, everythmg that constitutes my consciousness has its
counterpart in the object. My knowledge is none other than
a knowledge of the object, a knowledge concerning the ob-
ject. In the act of consciousness the representative element
and the element of knowledge are umited 1n a synthetic act.
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The correlative object of that act becomes at one and the
same time a concrete, sensible object, and an object of knowl-
edge. This gives rise to the paradoxical result that the object
is present to us externally and nternally at the same 1:.ime.
Externally, because we observe it; internally, because it is
in the object that we perceive what 1t 1s. This is the reason
why cxtremely poor and curtailed images, images which are
reduced to a few spatial determinations, can nevertheless have
a nich and profound meaning. And that meaning is there,
immediate, iz these lines, it occurs without a need to decipher
it. This is also the rcason why the world of images is a world
in which nothing happens. I can at will develop this or that
object wmto an image, make a cube turn, make a plant grow,
make a horse run, without producing the least shift between
the object and consciousness. Not a moment of surprise: the
object which i1s moving is not ale, 1 never precedes the
intention. But ncither 1s 1t mert, passive, “worked” from with-
out, like 2 marionette: consciousness never precedes the ob-
ject, the intention reveals itself to itself at the same time that
it realizes itself, in and by 1ts realization.!

4. Third Characteristic: The Imaginative Consciousness
Posits Its Object as Nothingness

All consciousness is consciousness of somcthing. Non-
reflective consciousness envisions heterogeneous objects for
consclousness. for example, the imaginative consciousness of
tree envisions a tree, that is, a body which is by nature ex-
ternal to consciousness; consciousness rises out of itself, trans-
cends itsclf.

If we wish to describe this consciousness, we must, as we

* There exjst mn the condition between wakefulness and sleep certain cases
that are strange enough to pass as resistances of 1mages. For instance, I hap-
pen to sce some vague object turmng on iself like the hands of a watch
without being able to stop 1t or to make 1t reverse wself. We shall have a

few words to say about these phenomena when we study hypnagogic 1mages
to which they belong. P y hypnagog ge
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have seen, produce a new consciousness called “reflection.”
For the first consciousness is entirely consciousness of tree.
But we must be cautious. all consciousness i1s consciousness
through and through. If the imaginative consciousness of tree,
for instance, were conscious only by virtue of the object of
reflection, then it would be unconscious of itself in the state
of non-reflection, which is a contradiction. Since this con-
sciousness has no other object than the trce as an 1mage, and
since it is itself but an object of reflcction, 1t {ollows that it
must possess a certamn consciousness of itself. Let us say that
it possesses an immanent and natural consciousness of itself, It
is not our business to describe this natural consciousness. But
it is evident that our description of the imaginative conscious-
ness would be very mcomplete were we to make no attempt
to find out:

1. How the non-reflective consciousness posits its object.
2. How this consciousness appears to itself in the non-thetic
consciousness which accompanies the position of the object.

The transcendental consciousness of tree as an image posits
the tree. But it posits it as an inrage, that is, in a manner which
is not that of the perceptual consciousness. '

We have often proceeded as if the image were at first a
perception and then something (a reduccr, knowledge, etc.)
came along to put it in 1ts proper place as an image. The ob-
ject as an image is supposed to be bwilt up at first in the world
of things only to be driven out of it after the event. But this
thesis does not fit in with the facts of phenomenological de-
scription; moreover, we have secn in another work that if
perception and imagery are not by nature disunct, if therr
objects do not occur in consciousness as suz generis, we have
no means of drawing a distinction between these two ways
of experiencing objccts, in a word, we have demonstrated the
inadequacy of external cutera for the image. But since we
do speak of images, since the term does have a meaning for
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us, 1t must be that the umage contains in its very nature an
element of basic distinction. Reflective invesugation will show
us that this element hes in the positional act of the imaginative
consciousness.

Every consciousness posits 1ts object, but each does so in its
own way. Perception, for instance, posits 1ts object as exist-
mg. The imagc also includes an act of belief, or a positional
act. This act can assume four forms and no more: 1t can posit
the object as non-existent, or as absent, or as existing else-
where, it can also “neutralize” 1tself, that 1s, not posit its object
as existing.* Two of these acts are negations. the fourth cor-
responds to a suspension or neutralization of the proposition
The third, which 1s positive, assumes an mmplicit negation of
the actual and present existence of the object. This positional
act—and tlus is essentral—is not superumposed on the image
after 1t has been consuituted The positional act 1s constitutive
of the consciousness of the image. Any other theory, besides
running contrary to the tacts of reflection, leads us into the
lusion of immanence.

This posirion of absence or non-existence can occur only
on the level of quasi-observation. On the one hand, in fact,
perception posits the cxistence of its object: on the other
hand, concepts and knowledge, posit the existence of natures
(unwversal essences) composed of rclationships and are -
different to the “flesh ana bone” existence of objects. To think
the concept “man,” for imnstance, 1s to posit nothing but an
essence, for, as Spmoza said-

(1) the true definition of each thing involves nothing and ex-
presses nothing but the nature ot a definite thing From which 1t
follows (z2) that clearly no definition mnvolves any certain number
of individuals nor expresses 1t . .2

To think of Peter by a concrete concept is to think of a
collection of relaconships. Among these relationships will be

* This suspension of belief remams a positional act.
* Ethics, 1, Prop. VIII, Note 2, trans. A_ Boyle.
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found some determinations of place. (Peter 1s on a trip to
Berlin—he 15 a lawyer in Rebat, etc ) But these deternunations
add a positive element to the concrete nature “Peter”, they
never have that privative, negative character of the positional
acts of the image. It is only m the realm of sensible intuition
that the words “absent,” “far from me” can have a meaning,
it is only in this realm in which the idca of “not having taken
place” can occur. For mstance, if the image of a dead loved
one appears to me suddenly, I have no need of a “‘reduction”
to feel the ache in my heart: 1t 1s a part of the 1mage, 1t 15 the
direct consequence of the fact that the image presents its
object as not existing

No doubt there are some perceptual judgments which in-
volve a neutrahized positional act Thus 15 what h'\ppens when
I see a man coming towards me and I remark “this may be
Peter.”” But this suspended behef refers only to the mran who
1s approachmg. My doubt 1s only whether it 15 Peter, not that
1t 15 a man. But to say “I have an image of Peter” 1 equivalent
to saying not only “I do not sce Peter,” but also “I see noth-
ing at all.” The charactenstic of the mtentional object of the
1maginative consciousness 1s that the object 1s not present and
1s posited as such, or that it does not cxist and is posited as
not existing, or that it is not posited at all

To form an mage of Peter 15 to make an intentional syn-
thesis which gathers up a mass of past events, which proclaims
the 1dentity of Peter by means of these diverse appearances
and which presents this selfsame object 1 a certain form (in
profile, three fourths, full-length, half-length, etc.). This form
1s necessarily intwmtive, what my actual intention grasps 1s the
corporeal Peter, the Peter I can see, touch, hear, if I did see
him, hear him or touch him It s a body which is necessarily
a certain distance from mine, which necessarily has a certamn
position in relation to me. But at this moment I know that the
Peter whom I could touch is not being touched by me. It is
of the very nature of my image of him not to touch hum or
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see him, a way he has of not being at such a dist.a.nce, in such
a position. In the image, belief posits the intuition but not
Peter. The characteristic of Peter is not to be non-intuitive,
as we might be tempted to believe, but to be “intuitive-absent,”
given to intuition as absent. In this sense it can be said that
the mmage mvolves a certain nothingness. Its object is not a
simple portrait, it asserts itself: but in doing so it destroys
itself. Alive, appealing, and strong as an image is, 1t presents
its object 25 0ot being® L his does not prevent us froifl reacting
to the image as if its object were before us; we will see later
that it is possible for us to attempt to react to an image as if it
were a perception, But the false and ambiguous condition we
reach thereby only serves to bring out i greater relief what
we have just said: that we seek in vain to create in ourselves the
belief that the object really exists by means of our conduct
towards it: we can pretend for a second, but we cannot destroy
the immediate awareness of its nothingness.

5. Fourth Characteristic: Spontaneity

The imaginative consciousness of the object, as we noted
above, is not sure of itself. This consciousness, which might
be called transversal, has no object. It posits nothing, refers to
nothing, is not knowledge: it is a diffuse light which con-
sciousness releases for itself, or, to drop analogies, it is an
indefinable quality which attaches itself to every conscious-
ness. A perceptual consciousness appears to itself as being
passive. An imaginative consciousness, on the contrary, presents
itself to itself as an imaginative consciousness, that is, as a spon-
taneity which produces and holds on to the object as an image.
This is a sort of indefinable counterpart of the fact that the
object occurs as a nothingness. The consciousness appears to
itself as being creative, but without positing that what it has
created is an object. It is due to this vague and fugitive quality

that the imagg;gg_r;scmmiall like a piece of wood
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floating on the sea, but like a wave among waves. It feels itself
to be a consciousness through and through and one with the
other consciousnesses wluch have preceded it and with which
it is synthetically united.

Conclusion

It would be possible for us to learn much more that is cer-
tain about images but to do so would require that we compare
the mental image with other phenomena possessing a similar
structure and attempt a comparative description. Simple re-
flection has yielded us, it seems, everything within its power.
It has pointed out to us what may be called the static nature
of the image, or the image considered as an isolated phe-
nomenon.

It is impossible to disregard the importance of these char-
acteristics. If we attempt to classify and order them, we see
first that the image is not a condition, a solid and opaque
residue, but a consciousness. Most psychologists believe that
they find the image when they make a cross-section of the
stream of consciousness. For them the image is one clement in
an instantaneous synthesis, and each consciousness includes
or can include one or more images: so that an mvestigation
of the role of the image in the thought proccss consists of
trying to find the place of the image among the varicty of
objects which constitute a present consciousness, it is in this
sense that they can speak of a thought which s supported
by images. We now know that we must drop these spatial
metaphors. The image is a consciousness which is sui gemeris,
which can in no way form a part of a larger consciousness.
There is no image iz a consciousness which contains it, in
addition to the thought, signs, feelings and sensations The
image-consciousness is a synthetic form which appears like a
certain moment of a temporal synthesis and organizes itself
with other forms of consciousness which preccde and follow
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it, to make one continuous whole It 1s as absurd to say that an
object occurs at the same time as an image and as a concept
as it would be to speak of a body which is both solid and
gaseous.

This imaginative consciousness may be said to be representa-
tive in the sense that it goes out 1n search of 1ts object in the
realm of perception and that it envisions the sensible elements
that consutute this realm. At the same time it orients itself
in 1elation to this realm as does perception in relation to the
object perceived. But, 1t is spontaneous and creative; 1t main-
tains and sustains the sensible qualities of its object by a con-
tinuous creation. In perception the actual representative ele-
ment corresponds to a passivity of consciousness. In the image,
this element, in what 1t has of the primary and incommuni-
cable, 1s the product of a conscious activity, 1s shot through
and through with a flow of creative will. It follows necessarily
that the object as an 1image 1s never anvthing more than the
consciousness one has of it. This 1s what we called the phe-
nomenon of quast-observation. To be vaguely conscious of an
image 15 to be consc.ous of a vague image. We are far from
Berkeley and Hume, who demied the possibility of general
images, of non-specific images. But we are fully in agreement
with the subjects of Watt and Messer

“I'saw,” sard subject 1, “something that looked like a wing.”
Subject II saw a face without knowing whether it was that
of a man or woman. Subjcct I had “an mmage that looked like
2 human face; a typical image, not individual ” *

Berkeley's error lay in ascribing to the image conditions
which apply only to perception. A hare vaguely perceved is
nevertheless a specific hare. But a hare which is an object of a
vague image is a vague hare.

The final outcome of the preceding is that the flesh of the
object is not the same in an image and in a perception. By

! Messer, cited by Burloud: La Pensée d’aprés les Recherches expéri-
mentales de Wait, de Messer et de Bubler, p- 69.
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“flesh” I understand the intimate texture. The classical authors
describe the 1mage as a faint, vague perception but in all other
respects like the perception m the “flesh.” Now we know this
to be an crror. The object of perception is consututed of 2n
infinite multiplicity of determinations and possible relations.
The most definite 1mage, on the other hand, possesses m 1tself
only a finite number of determinations, namely, only those of
which we are conscious These determinations can remain
unrclated to each other, unless we are aware that they do
posscss such relationships. Hence, the discontiuity at the very
heart of the object of the image, something of a clash quahtlcs
which dash towards existence and stop halfway, an essential
poverty.

We sull have much to learn. For instance, the relanoustup
between the image and 1its object 1s sull very obscure. We said
that the image was a consciousness of an object The object
of the image of Peter, we said, 1s the Peter of flesh and bone,
who 15 actvally in Berhin Bur, on the other hand, the image
I now have of Peter shows him to be at his home, 1n his room
in Pars, seated m a chair well known to me Counsequently
the question can be raised whether the object of the image
is the Peter who actually lives in Berlin or the Peter who lived
last year in Pams. And 1if we persist 1 affirming that 1t 15 the
Peter who lives in Berlin, we must explain the paradox- why
and how the imaginative consciousness envisions the Peter of
Berlin through the Peter who lived last year i Panis?

But as yet we know only the statics of the image, we can-
not at once form a theory concerning the relationship of the
image to its object to do this we must first describe the 1mage
as a functional attitude.



2

THE IMAGE FAMILY

We nave described certain forms of consciousness called
images. But we know neither where the class of images begins
nor ends. For instance, in the external world there exist ob-
jects which are also called images (portraits, reflections in a
mirror, imitations, etc.). Is this but a matter of the same name,
or is the attitude of our consciousness to these objects the same
as it is to the phenomenon of the “mental image”? In the latter
case the idea of the image would have to be considerably
cxpanded to make it fit 2 number of types of consciousness
which have as yet not been discussed.

1. Image, Portrait, Caricature

I wish to recall the face of my friend Peter. I make an
effort and I produce a certain 1maginary consciousness of him.
But my objective is very imperfectly attained: certain details
are lacking, others are suspect, the whole is very blurred.
There is a certain feeling of sympathy and pleasantness that
I want to restore to the face but which will not come. I do
not give up, I rise and take a photograph from a drawer. It
1s an excellent portrait of Peter, it gives me all the details of his
face, even some that had escaped me. But the photograph
lacks Iife; 1t presents perfectly the external traits of Peter’s
face; it does not give his expression. Fortunately I possess a
skillfully drawn caricature of him. This time the facial fea-
tures are deliberately distorted, the nose is much too long,
the cheeks too prominent, etc. Nevertheless, what is missing

22
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in the photograph, vitality, expression, is clearly present in the
drawing: I “rediscover” Peter.

Mental representation, photograph, caricature; these three
very different realities appear in our example as three stages
of the same process, three moments of 2 unique act. From
beginning to end the aim is the same- to recall the face of
Peter which is not present. Nevertheless, it is only the sub-
jective representation that psychology calls an image. Is this
justified?

Let us examine our example more thoroughly. We have used
three procedures to recall the face of Peter. In the three cases
we found an “intention,” and the mtention envisions the same
object in each of them. This object 1s neither the representa-
tion, nor the photo, nor the caricatuie- it 15 my friend Peter.
Further, in the three cases I envision the object n the same
manner: I want the face of Peter to appear as a perception.
I want “to make him present” to me. And as I cannot bring
him before me directly as a perception I have recourse to a
certain material which acts as an analogue, as an equivalent,
of the perception.

In the first two cases, at least, the material can be perceived
for itself: it is not intended to function as the material of an
image. This photo, taken by itself, is a thmg: I can try to
ascertain the duration of its cxposure by 1ts color, the product
used to tone it and fix it, etc.; the caricature is a thing- 1 can
take pleasure in studying its lines and colors without thinking
that they were intended to represent something.

The material of the mental 1mage 1s more difficult to deter-
mine. Can it exist outside the mtention® This problem we shall
consider later. But in any case it is evident that the mental
image must also have a material, and a material which de-
rives its meaning solely from the intention that animates 1t.
To see this clearly all I need do 1s compare my mitial empty
intention to my mental image of Peter. At first I wanted to
produce Peter out of the void, and then something loomed
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up which filled in my intention. The three cases are therefore
strictly parallel. They are three situations with the same form,
but mn which the material varies. From these differences in
material there flow naturally the internal differences which
we must describe and which, no doubt, reach all the way to
the structure of the intention. But our first concern is with
ntentions of the same class, of the same type and with materials
which are functionally 1dentical.

We may be charged with being unfair in choosing for our
example of a mental 1mage a representanon which has been
voluntarily produced. In most cases, no doubt, the image
springs up with a deep spontaneity which is independent of
the will. It seems that the involuntary image appears to con-
sciousness as my friend Peter might appear to me from around
the corner of a street.

But, here agamn we arc the vicums of the illusion of imma-
nence. It is true that in what we mcorrectly call an “invol-
untary evocation” the image 1s built up outside of conscious-
ness and then appears for consciousness as a finished product
But involuntary and voluntary mmages represent two very
simlar ty pes of consciousness, one of which 1s produced by a
voluntary spontaneity and the other by an mnvoluntary spon-
taneity. We must under no circumstances confuse mtention,
in our sense of the term, and will. T say that there can be
an imagc without will mmplies n no way that there can be
an image without mtention In our opimon, 1t 1s not only the
mental 1mage which needs an mtention m order to be con-
structed an exrernal object functioning as an 1mage cannot
exercise that funcuon without an mtention which mnterprets it
as such. If someone suddenly shows me a photo of Peter the
case is funcuonally the same as when an mmage of him sud-
denly and mvoluntarily appears to my consciousness. As 2
perception, the photograph 1s but a paper rectangle of a
specal quality and color, with shadows and white spots dis-
tnibuted 1n a certain fashion. If that photograph appears to
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me to be the “photo of a man standing on a pedestal,” the
mental phenomenon is necessarily already of a different struc-
ture: another intention animates it. And if that photo seems
to me to be the photo “of Peter,” if perchance I see Peter
behind it, it must be that the piece of cardboard is animated
by some help from me, giving 1t a meaning it had not as yet
had. If I see Petcr by means of the photo it is because 1 put
bim there. And how could I have put hum there if not by a
particular intention® And if the intention is necessary what
does it matter whether the 1mage is presented all of a sudden
or is dehberately sought? All that could happen, in the former
case, is a shight lag between the presentation of the photo
and its apprehension as an 1mage. We can imagine three suc-
cessive stages of apprehension: photo, photo of a man stand-
ing on a pedestal, photo of Peter. But 1t may also happen that
the three stages occur so close to cach other as to make but
one; 1t can happen that the photo does not function as an ob-
ject but presents itself immediately as an image.

We could repeat this demonstration with the mental image.
It can of course appear without being wanted: nonetheless
it needs a certain intention, the one that turns it into an 1mage.
However, we must mention one important difference: a photo
serves at first as an object (at least theoretically). A mental
image occurs immedrately as an image, because the existence
of a psychic phenomenon and the meaning 1t has for con-
sciousness are identical * Mental images, caricatures, photos
are so many species of the same genus, and from now on we
can attempt to ascertan what it 1s they have in common.

The purpose of all three is the same: to make an object
“appear.” That objcct 1s not before us, and we know it is not.
We thus find, in the first place, an intention directed on an
absent object. But this intention 1s not empty, it is not directed
on any content whatsoever, but on one which is to present

! We are not forgetting that these remarks compel us to deny entirely the
cxistence of an unconscious. This 15 no place to discuss this point.
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some analogue to the object in question. For instance, if I
wish to bring before me the face of Peter, I must direct my
intention upon some chosen objects, and not on my pen or on
that piece of sugar. I apprehend these objects as images, that
is they lose therr own meaning in acquiring another meaning.
Instead of existing for themselves, in a free state,? they become
integrated into a new form. The intention serves only as a
means for evoking its object, just as table-turning is used to
call forth spirits. They serve as representatives of the absent
object, without, however, in any way eliminating the char-
acteristic of objects of an imaginary consciousness: namely,
their absence.

In the preceding account we supposed that the object is
absent and that we posit its absence. We can also posit its
non-existence. Behind their physical representation in Durer’s
engraving, Death and the Knight are surcly objects for me.
Burt for these objects I posit non-existence and not absence.
This new class of objects, which we will call fictions, includes
classes like those we have just surveyed. engravings, carica-
tures, and mental images.

So our conclusion is that the image is an act which envisions
an absent or non-existent object as a body, by means of a
physical or mental content which is present only as an “ana-
logical representative” of the object envisioned. The specifi-
cations are determined by the material, since the informing
intention remains the same. We shall therefore distinguish
between images whose material is borrowed from the world
of things (images of illustrations, photos, caricatures, actors’
imitations, etc.), and those whose material is borrowed from
the mental world (consciousness of movements, feelings, etc.).
There are intermediary types which present us with syntheses
of external elements and psychical elements, as when we see
a face in a flame, in the arabesques of a tapestry, or in the case

3 We shall see later what “to exist in a free state” means for the material
content of the mental image.
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of hypnagogic images, which are constructed, as we shall see,
on a foundation of entoptic lights.

The mental image cannot be studied by itself. There is not a
world of images and a world of objects. Every object, whether
it is present as an external perception or appears to intimate
sense, can function as a present reality or as an image, de-
pending on what center of reference has been chosen. The two
worlds, real and imaginary, are composed of the same objects:
only the grouping and nterpretation of these objects varies.
What defines the imaginary world and also the world of the
real is an attitude of consciousness. We shall therefore study
in turn the following consciousnesses looking at a portrait
of Peter, a schematic drawing, a music hall singer impersonat-
ing Maurice Chevalier, a face in the fire, “having” a hypna-
gogic image, “having” a mental image. By procecding thus
from the image which draws its material from perception to
the one which finds it among objects of mtimate sense, we
shall be able to describe and determine, through their varia-
tions, one of the great functions of consciousness: the “image”
function or imagination.

2. The Sign and the Portrait

I look at a portrait of Peter. Through the photo I envision
Peter in his physical individuality. The photo is no longer
the concrete object which gives me the perception; it serves
as material for the image.

But here is a phenomenon which seems to be of the same
nature: I approach some heavy black strokes printed on a
placard nailed above the door of a railway station. These
strokes suddenly lose their own dimensions, color, place: now
they spell the words “Office of the Assistant Manager.” I
read the words by means of the placard and I now know that
I must enter this place to put mn my claim: it shows that I
understood how “to interpret” the words. But this is not abso-
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lutely correct: 1t would be better to say that I created them
out of these black strokes. These strokes are no longer of
importance to me, 1 no longer perceve them: what I have
really done 1s to assume a certain atutude of consciousness
which envisions another object through them. That object is
the office where I have business to attend to. The object
is not in these words, but, thanks to the inscription, it does
not escape me completely: I assign a place to it, I have knowl-
edge of it. The material on which my intention was directed,
becoming transformed by that intention, now forms an in-
tegral part of my actual attitude; it is the material of my act,
it is a sign. In the case of the sign, as in that of the image,
we have an intention which envisions an object, a material
which it transforms, an envisioned object which is not pres-
ent. At first glimpse it mught scem as if we were dealing here
with the same function. We should note, moreover, that
classical psychologists often confuse sign and image. When
Hume tells us that the relationship between the image and
its object is external he tuins the image into a sign.* But,
conversely, when a word as it appears n internal speech is
turned into a mental image, the function of the sign is assigned
to the image. Later on we shall sec that an inner word is not
the mental image of a printed word, as a psychology based
on hasty introspections bclieved, but that 1t is in itself and
directly a sign. Just now our need is to mvestigate the rela-
tionships berween the physical sign and the physical image.
Do they belong to the same class®

1. The material of the sign is totally ndifferent to the
object it signifies. There 15 no relationship whatsoever be-
tween “Office,” black strokes on white paper, and the “office”
as a complex object which is not only physical but social. The
source of the association is custom; and subsequently strength-

* M. L. Myerson, in his chapter “Les Images.” Dumas, Nouveau Traité,
t lli,c;mstantly confuses (cf. parucularly pp. 574 and 581) sign, image and
symbol.
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ened by habit. Without habit, which motivates a certain
mental attitude as soon as the word is perceived, the word
“office” would never cvoke its object.

But the relationship between the material of the physical
image and its object 1s altogether different, the two resemble
each other, What are we to understand by this?

The material of our 1mage, when we look at a portrait, is
not only that jumble of lines and colors, as we just called it
mn the interest of simphicity. It 1s, in reality, a quasi-person,
with a quasi-face, etc. In the museum of Rouen, on sud-
denly entering an unfamiliar room, I happened to take the
figures in a large picture for men. The ilusion was of very
short duration—perhaps a quarter of a second—and during
this extremely brief period my experience was not imaginary
but perceptual. No doubt the synthesis was poorly made and
the perception was false, but the false perception was none-
theless a perception. In the picture there 1s the form of a man.
If I come close, the illusion disappears, but 1ts cause remains:
the picture, made like a human beng, acts on me as if it were
a man, rcgardless of what the attitude I assumed towards
1t may be otherwise, that knitting of the brows, on the can-
vas, moved me directly, because the synthesis “brows” clev-
erly prepared is carried out of its own accord, even before I
myself turn these brows mto “image-brows” or rcal brows;
the repose of that figure moved me directly, whatever may
be the interpretation that I mught give 1t. In short, these ele-
ments are themselves neutral; they can enter esther into an
imagmary or perceptual synthesis. But although they are
neutral, they are expresswe. If 1 decide to hold on to the
perception, if I look at the picture purely aesthetically, if I
observe the color relationships, the form, the touch, if I study
the purely technical processes of the painter, the expressive
value will nevertheless not vanish; the figure in the panting
begs me gently to look upon it as a man. Likewise, if I am
acquainted with the original of the portrait, there will be a
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real force, a resemblance in the portrait, prior to all inter-
pretation.

It would be a mistake to believe that it is this resemblance
which causes the mental image of Peter to arise in my mind.
Such a notion belongs to the objection raised by James against
the associationists. The resemblance between A and B, he said,
cannot act as a force which brings B into consciousness when
A is given. To perceive the resemblance between A and B,
both must be presented together.

The resemblance of which we speak 1s therefore not a force
which tends to evoke the mental image of Peter. But the por-
trait of Peter does have a tendency to stand for Peter in
person. The portrait acts upon us—almost—like Peter in per-
son, and because of this fact the portrait invites us to make
the perceptual synthesis- Peter of flesh and bone.

My intention is here now, I say: “This is a portrait of
Peter” or, more briefly: “This is Peter.” Then the picture is
no longer an object, but operates as material for an image.
The entreaty to perceive Peter has not disappeared, but it has
entered into the imagined synthesis. It is really the entreaty
that functions as analogue and it is because of it that my inten-
tion is directed to Peter. I say to myself: “Look, it’s true,
Peter is like that, he has such brows, such a smile.” Every-
thing I perceive enters into a projective synthesis which aims
at the true Peter, a living being who is not present.

2. As meaning, a word is but a beacon: it presents itself,
awakens a meaning, and this meaning never returns to the word
but goes out to the thing and the word is dropped. In the
case of a physical image, however, the intentionality constantly
returns to the image-portrait. We face the portrait and we
observe it,* the imaginary consciousness of Peter is being
constantly enriched; new details are being constantly added
to the object: that wrinkle I had not noticed in Peter until I

1Tt is this observation wluch becomes the quast-observation in the case
of the mental image.
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saw it in his portrait becomes a regular part of his features
from now on. Each detaill is perceived, but not for itself, not
as a spot of color on a canvas: it becomes a part of the object
at once, that is a part of Peter.

3. These reflections prompt us to raise the question concern-
ing the relation of image and sign to their objects. Concerning
the sign, it is clear that the significant consciousness as such is
not positional. When accompanied by an affirmation, this
affirmation is reunuted with it synthetically and we have a new
consciousness: a judgment. But to read on a placard “Office
of the Assistant Manager” 15 to posit nothing. In every image,
even m the one which does not posit that its object exists,
there is a positional determination. In the sign, as such, this
determination is lacking. When an object serves as a sign it
causes us to envision something at the very outset. but we
affirm nothing about this something, we limit ourselves to
envisioning 1t. Naturally this something does not mamifest itself
in the significant material- it is disparate.

In the image-portrait the situation 1s much more compli-
cated: Peter can be a thousand miles from lus portrait (if it
happens to be an historical portrait its original may be dead);
but 1t is exactly this “object a thousand miles from us” that we
see All lus physical qualities are here before us. The object is
posited as absent, but the impression 1s present. Here we have
an irrational synthesis which 1s difficult to explain. I look,
for 1nstance, at a portrait of Charles VIII in the galleries of
Florence. I know 1t 1s Charles VIII, who 15 dead. My whole
present attitude 1s full of this fact. Nevertheless, those sensuous
and sensual lips, that narrow forehead, immediately arouse a
certain affective impression which is directed at zhose lips
as they are in the picture. Thus those lips perform a double
function simultaneously: on the one hand, they refer to the
real lips long since turned to dust, and derive their meaning
only from this source; but, on the other hand, they act directly
on my feelings, because they are a deception, because the
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colored spots on the picture appear to the eye as a forehead,
as lips. Finally these two functions become grounded, and we
have the imaginary state, that the dead Charles VIII is here
before us. It 1s he we see, not the picture, and yet we declare
him not to be there: we have reached him only “as an image,”
“by the mediation” of the picture. Here we see that the rela-
tonship that consciousness posits in the imaginative attitude
between the portrait and its original is nothing short of magi-
cal. Charles VIII is at one and the same time absent and also
present He is present in a state of reduced life, with a mass
of determnations (the relief, the mobility, sometime the color,
etc.) and as relative. He is absent, as absolute. We do not think,
in our non-reflective consciousness, that a painter made that
portrait, etc. The first bond posited between image and model
1s a bond of emanation. The original has the ontological pri-
macy. But it becomes incarnated, it enters into the image.
This explains the attitude of primitives towards their portraits
as well as certain practices of black magic (the effigy of wax
pierced by a pin, the holy bisons painted on walls to make the
hunt frwieful). This mode of thought has not disappeared. We
have 1t in the structure of the image which is irrational, and,
in which, as almost in everything clse, we make rational con-
structions on prelogical foundations.

4. This leads us to make the final and most important dis-
tinction between sign and image. Let us say I think of Peter
n the picture. This means that I do not think of the picture
at all. T think of Peter. But this does not mean that I think
of the picture “as an image of Peter.” This happens only in
reflective consciousness which reveals the function fulfilled
by the picture in my present consciousness. For this reflective
consciousness Peter and the picture are two distinct objects.
But in the imaginative attitude the picture is but a way in
which Peter appears to me as absent. The picture thus delivers
Peter, though Peter is not here. The sign, on the contrary,
does not delwver its object. It 1s constituted as a sign by an
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empty intention. It follows that a significant consciousness
which is empty by nature, can fulfill itself without destroying
itself. I see Peter, and someone says: “That’s Peter”; I join
the sign Peter to the perception Peter by a synthetic act. The
meaning is fulfilled. The consciousness of the image is already
full in its own way. Were Peter to appear in person the image
would disappear.

We should not, however, imagine that the object of a photo
need but exist to be posited as such by consciousness. We
know that there is a type of imaginative consciousness in
which the object is not posited as existing; and another in
which the object is posited as not existing. The preceding de-
scriptions hold for these types with but slight modification.
All that is modified is the positional character of conscious-
ness. But it must be insisted that what distinguishes between
the different positional types is the thetic character of the
mtention, and not the existence or non-existence of the object.
For imstance, I can very well posit a Centaur as existing
(but absent). But when I look at the photos in a magazine
they “mean nothing to me,” that 15, I may look at them with-
out any thought that they exist. In that case the persons whose
photographs I see are reached through these photographs, but
without existential position, exactly like Death and the
Knight, who are reached through Durer’s engraving, but
without my placing them.! We can also find cases in which
the photograph leaves me so unaffected that I do not even form
an image. The photograph forms but a vague object and the
persons depicted in 1t are well constituted as persons, but
simply so because of their resemblance to human beings,
without any particular intentionality. They float between the

1 Cf. Husserl. Ideen 2u emner reinen Phanomenalogse, p. 226.
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banks of perception, between sign and image, without ever
bordering on either of them.

But the imaginative consciousness we produce before a
photograph is an act, and this act involves a consciousness
which is non-thetic of itself as being spontaneous. We become
aware, somehow, of anunating the photo, of lending it life in
order to make an image of it

3. From Sign to Image: The Consciousness of Imitations

The whimsical Franconay 1s “domng some impersonations”
on the stage of the music hall; I recognize the artist she is
imitating: 1t is Maurice Chevalier. I recognize the imitation:
“It is really he,” or: “It 1s poor.” What is going on in my
consciousness?

Nothing more, some will say, than a comparison by resem-
blance: the imitation has produced an image of Maurice
Chevalier; next I proceed to compare the latter with the former.

This view 1s not acceptable, since is plunges us right into
the illusion of immanence. James’ objection carries its full
weight here: what is that resemblance which goes out in search
of images in the unconscious, the resemblance that precedes
the consciousness we have of 1t?

We mught attempt to save this thesis by making several
corrections. We might drop resemblance and resort instead
to contiguity.

The name “Maurice Chevalier” calls forth in us an image
by contiguity. But what about the numerous cases in which
the artist suggests without naming® That happens, we might
say, because of numerous other signs that can suggest a name:
Franconay, without naming Chevalier, might suddenly put on
a straw hat. Posters, newspapers, caricatures, have slowly built
up a whole arsenal of signs. We only need to draw upon it.

It is true that imitation uses signs which are recognized as
such by the spectator. But the union of sign with image, if
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this is to be understood as an associative tie, does not exist;
first, for the reason that the consciousness of imitation, which
itself is an imagmative consciousness, involves no mental
imagery at all. Furthermore, the image, like the sign, is a
consciousness. There can be no external tie between these two
consciousnesses. A consciousness does not have an opaque
and unconscious surface by which it can be seized and attached
to another consciousness. Between two consciousnesses there
is no cause and effect relationship. A consciousness is through
and through a synthesis, completely withdrawn into itself: it
is only at the very heart of this internal synthesis that it can
join itself to another preceding or succeeding consciousness
by an act of retention or protention. Moreover, if one con-
sciousness is to act on another, it must be retained and re-
created by the consciousness on which it is to act. There are
no passivities, but internal assimilations and disintegrations at
the very heart of an intentional synthesis which is transparent
to itself. One consciousness is not the cause of another: it
motivates it.

This brings us to the real problem: the consciousness of
imitation is a temporal form, that is, it develops its structures
in time. It is a consciousness of meaning. But it is a conscious-
ness of special meaning which knows beforehand that it is to
become the consciousness of an image. Hence 1t becomes an
imaginative consciousness, but one that retains within itself
what there was of the essential in the consciousness of the
sign. The synthetic unity of these consciousnesses is an act
of a certan duration, in which the consciousness of the sign
and that of the image bear to each other the relationship of
means to ends. The essential problem is to describe these
structures, to show how the sign serves to #otvate the image,
how the former includes the latter in a new synthesis. How
there takes place, at the same time, a functional transforma-
tion of the perceived object from the state of significant
material to that of representative material.
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The difference between the consciousness of imitation and
the consciousness of the portrait auses from the materals.
The material of the portrait calls directly upon the spectator
to operate the synthesis, because the painter endowed it with
a perfect resemblance of 1ts model The material of the imita-
uon is a human body. It 1s rgid, it resists. The impersonator
is small, stout, and brunette, 2 woman who 1s imitating a man.
The result 1s that the imitation is but an approximation. The
object produced by Franconay by means of her body is a feeble
form which can be always interpreted in two distinct ways:
I am always free to see Maurice Chevalier as an image, or a
small woman who is making faces. From this follows the
essenttal role of signs: they must clarify and guide conscious-
ness.

The first orientation of consciousness is on the general
situation: it is disposed to interpret everything as an irmutation.
But it remains empty, it has but one question (who 1s going
to be imitated? ), only one directcd expectation From the out-
set 1t 1s directed, through the imitator, upon an undetermined
person, concceived as the object X of the imitation.? The assign-
ment consciousness makes for itsclf is twofold- to determine
object X in kceping with the signs provided by the imper-
sonator; and to realize the objcct as an image through the
person who is imitating it.

The artist appears. She wears a straw hat; she protrudes the
lower lip, she bends her head forward. I cease to perceive, I
read, that is, I make a sigmificant synthesis. The straw hat 1s
at first a simple sign, just as the cap and the silk kerchief
of the real singer are signs that he 1s about to sing an apache
song. That is to say, that at first I do not see the hat of
Chevalier through the straw hat, but that the hat of the mimic

* Only imitauons without make-up concern us here

*1We are of course taking 1nto account the theorctical case in which all
the steps of consciousness are clearly distinct. It can also happen that an
mitation is as true to life as a portrait (for instance, 1if the artist painted her
face). In that case, we are back to the analyses made 1n the preceding chapter
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refers to Chevalier, as the cap refers to the “apache sphere.”
To decipher the signs 1s to produce the concept “Chevalier.”
At the same time I am malking the judgment: “she is imitating
Chevalier.” With this judgment the structure of consciousness
is transformed. The theme, now, is Chevalier. By 1ts central
mntention, the consciousness 1s imaginative, it is a question
of realizing my knowledge in the intuitive material fur-
nished me.

This intuitive material is very poor, the imitation reproduces
only a few elements which are, moreover, the least intuitive
n mtuition: namely the relationships consisung of the rakish
angle of the straw hat, the angle formed by neck and chin.
In addition to this, certain of these relationships are deliberately
altered: the angle of the straw hat 1s exaggerated, since this
is the principal sign which must strike us at first and around
which all the others are ordcred. Thus, whereas a portrait is a
faithful rendition of its model in all its complexity and whereas
the portrait, like life, calls for a deliberate simplification in
order to extricate the characteristic traits, in the mmitation it
is the characteristic as such which is presented at the very
outset. A portrait is, in some respects—at least in appearance—
something natural. An imitation 1s already a studied model, a
simplified representation. It is into these simplified representa-
tions that consciousness wants to slip an imaginative intuition.
Let us add that these very bare simplified represcntations—so
bare, so abstract that they can be immediatcly read as signs—
are engulfed in a mass of details which scem to oppose this
intuition. How is Maurice Chevalier to be found in these fat
painted cheeks, that black hair, that feminine body, those
female clothes?

We must recall here a famous passage from Matter and
Memory: “A priors . . . it does seem as if the clear distinction
between individual objects were a luxury of perception. . . .
It does seem that we set out neither from the perception of
the individual, nor from the conception of the genus, but from
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some intermediate knowledge, {rom a confused sense of a
conspicuous quality or of resemblance.” *

That black hair we did not notice as being black; that body
we did not perceive to be the body of a woman, we did not
see those prominent curves. Nevertheless, since it is a matter
of descending to the level of intuition, we use their sensible
content 1n what we can find in it to be most general. The har,
the body are perceived as if they were indefinite masses, as
filled spaces. They have sensible opaqueness; otherwise they
are but a setting. Thus, for the first time in our description
of the imaginative consciousness do we encounter—and this
at the very heart of perception—a fundamental indetermina-
tion. We must remember this when, later on, we study mental
images. These qualities, which are so vague and which are
perceived only in what they contain of the most general, have
no value in themselves: they are incorporated into the imagined
synthesis. They represent the undetermined body, the unde-
termined hair of Maurice Chevalier.

These are not enough: we must find some positive deter-
minations. It is not a question of constructing a perfect
analogue of the body of Chevalier with the body of the im-
personator Franconay. I use but a few of the elements that
were functioning just now as signs. In the absence of a com-
plete equivalent of the person imitated, I must realize in
intuition a certain expresswe nature, something as the essence
of Chevalier delivered to intuition.

First I must lend Iife to these dry schemes. But let us be
careful. if I percewve them for themselves, if I note the junc-
tures of the lips, the color of the straw of the hat, the con-
sciousness of the image vanishes. I must execute the movement
of the perception backwards, determune the intuition by be-
ginning with the knowledge and as a consequence of the
knowledge. That lip was an erstwhile sign: I turned it into
an image. But it is an image only in the degree to which it was

* Bergson, Mauére et Mémosre, p. 172,
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a sign. I see it only as a “fat protruding lip.” Here we en-
counter once more an essential trait of the mental image: the
phenomenon of quasi-observation. What I perceive is also
what I know; the object can teach nothing, and the intuition
is but dull, debased knowledge. At the same time, these seg-
regated islets are reunited by vague mtuitive zones; the cheeks,
the ears, the neck of the actress function as undetermined
connective tissue. Here again, it is knowledge which is first;
what is percerved corresponds to the vague knowledge that
Maurice Chevalier has cheeks, ears, a neck. The details van-
1sh, and what cannot disappear resists the 1magined synthesis.

But these different elements of intuition are insufficient to
bring about the realization of the “expressive something” of
which we spoke. Here a new factor appears: affectivity.

Let us lay down two principles:

1. Every perception is accompanied by an affective reac-
tion.

2. Every feeling is a feeling of something, that is, it envisions
its object in a certain manner and projects upon it a certain
quality. To have sympathy for Peter is to be conscious of
Peter as sympathetic.

We can now understand the role of feeling in the conscious-
ness of imitation. When I see Maurice Chevalier the perception
involves a certain affective reaction. This feeling projects on
the physiognomy of Maurice Chevalier a certain indefinable
quality which we might call his “meaning.” In the conscious-
ness of imitation this affective reaction is awakened by the
intentioned knowledge and becomes incorporated into the in-
tentional synthesis from the very beginning of the signs and
the intuitive realization. The affective sense of Chevalier’s face
will appear correlatively on the face of Franconay. It is this
affective meaning which brings about the synthetic union of
the various signs, which animates their frozen barrenness,
which gives them Iife and a certain density. It is this, which,

1 Cf. Abramowski, Le Subconscient normal.
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endowing the isolated elements of the imitation with an in-
definable meaning and the unity of an object, can pass as the
true intuitive material of the consciousness of imitation.
Finally, it is in fact this object as an image that we see on the
body of the impersonator: the signs united by an affective
meaning, that 1s, the expressive something. That is the first
time, but not the last, that we see feeling supplant the real
intuitive elements of perception n order to realize the object
as an image.

The imagined synthesis is accompanied by a fully sponta-
neous consciousness and, we might even say, one that is fully
free. Ths is so because only a formal will can prevent con-
sciousness from gliding from the level of the image to that
of the perception. In most cases this ghding occurs all the same,
from time to time. It even happens quite often that the syn-
thesis 1s not completely made: the face and body of the im-
personator do not lose all therr individuality, but the expressive
something “Maurice Chevalier” neverthcless appears on that
face, on that female body. A hybrid condition follows, which
s altogether nerther perception nor image, which should be
described by itself. These unstable and momentary states
evidently supply the spectator with the most pleasant aspects
of imitation. This is no doubt due to the fact that the relation-
ship of the object to the material of the imitation is here one
of possession. The absent Maurice Chevalier chose the body
of a woman to make lus appearance.

Thus, primitively, an impersonator 1s one possessed.* Here
may lie the explanation of the role of impcrsonator in the
ritual dances of the primitives.

4. From Sign to Image: Schematic Drawings
The image, said Husserl, 1s 2 “fulfillment” (Erfillung) of
meaning. But our study of the image shows us that it is rather

? We should also speak of the comsciousness of mmitatmg, which is surely
a consciousness of bemg possessed.
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a debased meaning, one that has sunk to the level of intuition.
It is not a fufillment, but a change in nature A study of the
consciousness of schematic drawings will confirm us in this
view. In thesc the intuitive element is considerably reduced,
and the role of the conscious activity increases in importance:
the image is built up by the intention which compensates for
its shortcomings as a perception.

The schematic sketch is composed of schema. Caricatures,
for instance, can represent a man by a few thin black lines:
a black point for the head, two lines for the arms, one for the
chest, two for the legs. The disunguishing trait of the sketch
is that it occupies an intermediate position between the image
and the sign. Its material calls for interpretation. Its one aim
is to present relationships. By atself it is nothing. Many of
them are meaningless unless one is familiar with the system
of conventions which is the key to them; most of them must
have an intelligent interpretation; they have no real resem-
blance to the object they represent. Nevertheless they are
not signs because they are not considered to be such. In these
few black lines I intend a man who is running (Fig. 1). The

fig. 1

knowledge envisions the image, but is itself not an image; it
slips into the sketch and becomes an intuition. But the knowl-
edge does not only involve the acquaintance with the qualities
that are directly represented in the sketch. It also comprises,
in an undiffercntiated mass, all sorts of intentions concerning
the diverse physical quahties which can possess the content,
including color, facial features, sometimes even the expression.
These intentions remain undifferentiated as they reach the
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schematic figure, but they realize themselves intuitively on it.
In these black lines we do not only envision a silhouette, but
a complete man, we concentrate in them all his qualities with-
out differentiation: the drawing 1s filled to the breaking point.
But, these qualities are not really represemted: in fact the
black lines represent nothing more than some structural re-
lationships and an attitude. But a mere hint of representation
is enough for all the knowledge to descend upon it, thereby
giving a sort of depth to that flat figure. Draw a man in a
kneeling position with arms uplifted and his face assumes the
expression of indignant surprise. But you do not see it there:
it is there in a latent state, hke an electric charge.

Most schematic figures produce a definite impression. Visual
movements organize the perception, carve out the spatial en-
vironment, determine the fields of force, transform the lines
into vectors, Let us consider, for example, a diagram of a face
(F1g. 2). I may see in it no more than some lines: three seg-
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ments which meet at point O; a second point below the O,
somewhat to the right, then a meaningless line. In this case I
let the lines organize themselves according to the laws of form
as studied by Kohler and Wertheimer. The white sheet serves
as the common ground, with the three segments getting or-
ganized into a fork. My eyes ascend from N to O, and there
the movement is widened in following the two divergent lines
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at once. The isolated point below O forms part of the figure.
But the sinuous line I traced below remains isolated and forms
a new figure.!

Now I read the figure in an entirely different way: I see a
face in it. Of the three segments, the one that rises obliquely
is interpreted as the contour of the brow, the right segment
is an eyebrow, the sloping segment is the line of the nose. The
isolated point represents the eye, the sinuous line outlines the
mouth and the chin. What happened here? A radical change
in the intention took place at the very beginning. We shall not
describe that change here, we are quite familiar with it: the
perceptual intention becomes an imagined one. But this would
not be enough: the figure must lend itself to interpretation.
The collection of lines must be animated by a certain attitude
of my body, namely, by my body enacting a certain panto-
mime. Likewise, the white paper on both sides of the figure
undergoes a complete change of meaning. The space to the
right of the lines is jomed to the figure in such a manner that
the lines seem to mark the end of it: that is, my eyes take in
a certain extent of white space, to the right of the figure, but
without positing it as paper. But neither do I think of it as
the flesh of a face, but rather as density, as filled space. Fur-
thermore, the movement of my eyes, which began, without
much precision, to the right of the figure, somewhat behind
the eyebrow, at the level of the tip of the nose, stops abruptly
at the lines ONM, which become, by this fact, the limits of
an undetermined solid region, while the part of the white paper
to the left of the figuie remains empty space, because I refuse
to take it into account Of course, I cannot keep {rom seemng
it, when I let my eyes run over the black lincs of the figure.
But I do not sce it for uself. In fact, it functions as ground
in the perception itself since it 1s actually also perceived at
the moment when my glance attaches itself to the lines con-

Tt 1s possible that this way of organizing my perception 1s true only for
me. The reader can determune his own way for himself,
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ceived as contours, Thus the space of the sheet becomes a
fully occupied space at the right, and a void at the left. At
the same time, each lne is interpreted for iself by definite
movements of the eyes. For example, the nose is “read” from
top to bottom, beginning with the eyebrow (since our natural
attitude vis-a-vis a nose is to notice “its begmnning” and “its
end”; and consequently, to think of it as oriented from top
to bottom. At the same time we must supply an absent lLine:
the one that joins N to the sinuous line, since we must con-
struct a single figure out of these two separate groups of lines.
This we accomplish by carrying our eyes from N to D. we
enact the missing line, we mimic it with our body. At the same
time we proceed to an intentional synthesis from N and from
D, that is, we retain N in our successive acts of consciousness,
as we retain the different moments of the flight of a bird, so
that, arriving at D, we organize N with D as the terminus
a quo with the terminus ad quens. This account is, of course,
incomplete but 1t is enough for our present purpose.

Let us consider, in contrast, znother schematic figure which
represents a person in profile by means of lines almost like
those of the preceding sketch: the right and left spaces join
to form an empty ground, and, by contrast, these lines with-
out thickness stop being limuts- they take on density, thickness;
[ recognize in each line a nght and left contour. At the same
time (at least in what concerns me), the figure is interpreted
from bottom to top, etc.

These descriptions can and should be repeated by each
reader for himself. The interpretation of a schematic figure
depends on knowledge and knowledge varies from person to
person. But the results are always the same which 1s all that
interests us. We meet this very unique phenomenon in all
cases: knowledge which enacts a symbolic pantomime and a
pantomime which is hypostatized, projected into the object. It
is this phenomenon which we shall encounter 1n a somewhat
different form in the case of the mental 1mage, and it is this
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phenomenon which it will be well for us to understand. It will
yield us, in the long run, the answer to many problems.

Let us begin with perception. Here is a table, that is, a dense
form, a solid, heavy object. I can move my eyes from right
to left or from left to right, without causing any change.
Likewise 1f I look at the portrait of Descartes by Frans Hals,
I can observe the lips of the philosopher at the line of junction
or from the center of the mouth towards the corners the re-
semblance they have with the real lips will not thereby be
changed. In this clear-cut casc we distinguish clearly between
the form of the perceived object and the movement of our
eyes. In most of the cases, no doubt, we must move our
eycballs and follow the contours with our eyes in order to
construct a form. But it matters little whether the movement
is made in one way or another, stopped, resumed when we
face the object, which is experienced as a changeless whole,
our eye movements can follow an endless number of possible
pathways, any one of which 1s just as good as any other.

This does not mean that an eye movement does not change
the perception. When I shift my gaze the relation of the object
to the retina is modified. Since movement is relative, there 1s
no sign in the object by which 1t can be ascertained whether
it is the object which shifts in relation to our cyes or our eyes
in relation to the object. There arc special cases which can
confuse us. Most of the ume, however, we are not deceived:
for first of all it is not the object alone which shifts, but all its
surroundings with it; the eye movements are also accompanied
by internal sensations (we feel the rolling of our eyeballs in
their orbits), all this happens, finally, if not as the product of
a voluntary act, at least as that of a mental spontancity. All that
1s now needed is knowledge, a very special imntention, one
might almost say a decision, to refer thec movement to our
bodies and thereby immobilize the object facing us. This de-
cision is, naturally, not something we might have learned or
might have put into play at each moment. It appears when we
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assume a perceptual attitude towards our environment, and it is
constitutive of that attitude (with several other intentions
which we need not enumerate here). In itself, it could be said,
the relation of the object to the retina is neutral: it is a relation
of position which leaves unanswered the question concerning
movement.

Now, in the very realm of perceptions certain forms impose
upon us definite eye movements, which may be due to the fact
that their very structure demands of us certain motor reac-
tions, or because of an estabhished habit which is indissolubly
tied to these forms. In such cases the impression of spontaneity
that accompanied the shifting of our eyeballs disappears com-
pletely. Since the figure prescribes our movements, the data
of perception are grouped in a new way: we construct new
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objects to which we refer the change as one of their qualities.
In the Muller-Lyer illusion, for instance, the eye movements
come up against the closed angles at A’ and B’; while at the
open angles in A and B the movement can be continued end-
lessly. The opposing movements are hypostatized at A’B’, the
favorable are projected in AB, and we say that AB is longer
than A’B’. But careful observation will show that this is quite
inexact. What appears to us longer in AB is the power of exten-
sion. AB reaches upwards and downwards, while A’B’ rolls
itself up on itself. What happens is that we projcct the move-
ment on the segments AB and A’B’ while retaining the immo-
bility of the figures. These two contradictory decisions give
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the object a novel quality: the stationary movement becomes a
potential movement, a force. The segments are transformed
into vectors. This simply means that our eye movements, hav-
ing occurred, are therefore irreversible. All these processes
are perceptual: what we did was to confer a new quality on
the object, a quality which we perceived. The object thus
constituted can serve as a sign (a pointing arrow, etc.), but
never as an image, at least not as such. We see that what modi-
fied the perception, what conferred their direction on the
lines, was that the movement ceased to be felt as a spontaneous
production. It rather appears to be caused, and we name what
causes it the direction of the figure, that 1s, the same move-
ment projected on the sheet and conceived as cause. What
happens here 1s somewhat like our giving the name of iras-
cibility to the passions of a person projected deep into him
and conceived as the cause of their external manifestations.
We now come to schematic images. There is ittle real com-
pulsion in them. They do not act as rules of movement.
It is knowledge which directs motor reactions, and it even
happens, as i the case of the face suggested above, that it
shatters the natural structure of the forms and brings about a
new synthesis. It follows naturally that the eye movements
happen spontaneously. It would seem impossible, consequently,
to objectify them as real properties of the perceived lines. So
what happens is that they are objectified as properties in the
form of an image. We do not fail to notice that the figure
seized as a harmony of lines can have another structure, other
directions, or no direction at all. But we mtend directions
upon 1t as an image. We force the spontaneity of ocular
movements into a much greater mental synthesis, which occurs
completely as spontaneous: it is this which constitutes the
meaning of the figure as an bypothesis. Knowledge, confront-
ing the lines, provokes movements. These movements are
carried out in order to find out whether something “will come
out of it,” They are at the same ume objecufied in the form
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of a “hypothetical direction” on the figure. The question is,
therefore, the following. Once the movements are carried out,
the direction posited, the figure oriented, will the image crys-
tallize, that is, will 1t appcar as 2 new and indestructible form,
a form which will henceforth provoke by itself the movements
that fix 1t? If the image appears I see the man who is running
along these several black lines. But I see him as an image,
that is, I do not fail to realize that I have projected the move-
ments freely and spontancously into the lines as vectorial
qualities. I know that I create the image at each instant. So
that we now see that the representative elements in the con-
sciousness of a sketch are not really the lines, but movements
projected on these lines.

Here we find the explanation for the fact that we read so
many things in an mmage whose materal is so poor. Actually,
our knowledge is not directly realized on these lines which,
by themselves, do not speak 1t 1s realized by means of the
movements. And, on the one hand, these movements for a
single line can be numerous, so that a single line can have
many meanings and can serve as representative material of a
mass of sensible qualities of the object as an image. On the
other hand, the same movement can bring about different
knowledges. The line itself is but a support, a substratum.?

*If one desires an evplanauon for the ecnormous disproportion exsting
between the external representauve element and the knowledge theremn m-
corporated, one can consider some cxamples of the following sort letr us
mnagme that 2 well-known person 1s often represented in newspapers and
caricatures by the following three attributes. a straw hat, spectacll)es, a pipe,
and gets to be known to the pubhc by these three objects. If you arrange
these three objects into whatever schematic representations (for instance.
pipe, hat, glasses) you have signs- from these three attributes we pass to the
person whom they are intended to evoke. If you arrange them in their natural
order (hat, under the hat, glasses, under the glasses, pipe, 1 the distance and
the right direcuion) you have an image, the three attributes represent the
face of the well-known man Outside these three designated objects, the
only intuitive elements are the order and arrangement of these objects.
Through this almost abstract quality we imntend the noted man as an image.
None of these traits 15 truly realized on the paper. he is there, in an un-
differentiated state, i the space between the hat and the pipe, a space we
conceive as filled with him.



THE IMAGE FAMILY 49

But can we distinguish between knowledge and movement?
As a matter of fact, there is no knowledge which does the
directing and a series of movements that obey. But just as we
often take account of our thoughts while speaking, so we take
account of our knowledge while enacting; or rather it is the
knowledge which takes cognizance of itself in the form of
pantormume. There are no two realities, knowledge and move-
ment- there exists but one thing, the symbolic movement;
which is what we wanted to show. Knowledge becomes aware
of itself here only as an image, the consciousness of the image
is a debased consciousness of knowledge.

5. Faces in the Fire, Spots on Walls, Rocks in Human Form

Here also the concern is with movements which interpret
forms, but with a considerable difference in the positional
attitudes of consciousness.

When I look at a drawing, I posit in that very glance a
world of human intentions of which that drawing 1s a product.
A man drew these lines 1n order to produce the likeness of a
runner. Of course this likeness will appear only with the
cooperation of my consciousness. But the artist knows this,
he counts on it, he asks for this cooperation by means of his
black lines. We must not believe that these hines appear to
me first in perception as pure and simple lines, and only after-
wards as the elements of a representation n the imaginary
attitude. They appear as such mn the perception itself. Look
through an album of sketches and you will not necessarily
grasp at a glance the meaning of each hne, but you will know
what each represents, that it stands for something which 1s
the very justification of its existence. In short, the quality
of representation 1s a real property of the lines, I perceive it,
in the same way as I do their dimensions and their form. It will
be claimed, however, that this 1s no more than knowledge.
But so is the cube: I cannot have a simultaneous intuition of
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its six sides. Nevertheless, when I look at that piece of shaped
wood, it is certainly a cube I see. All imagined consciousness
produced by a sketch is therefore built on a position which
has real existence, which precedes it and which motivates it
on the basis of perception, even though that consciousness
itself can present its object as non-existent or even neutralize
the question of existence.

When we interpret a spot on the tablecloth, a motif of a
tapestry, we do not posit that the spot or motif possesses
representative properties. That spot really represents nothing;
when I perceive it I do so as a spot and nothing else. So that
when I assume the imaginative attitude the intuitive basis of
my image is nothing that had appeared earlier in perception.
These images have for their material a pure appearance, which
occurs as such; nothing is posited at the outset; it is a matter,
in some way, of an image in the air, without a foundation.
‘We are not so far from the mental image in which the material
has so little independence that it appears and disappears with
the image. But in the case we are now studying, we still pre-
tend “to see” the image, that is to borrow its material from
the world of perception. This appearance we localize; it has
matter and form. In a word, the material 1s not the spot, but
a way of surveying it. In the schematic drawing, however,
a certain virtuality, a constant power for provoking eye move-
ments is incorporated into the black lines. But in the case of
the spot the movements leave no trace on it. Soon as they are
finished the spot becomes a spot again and that’s the end.

There are two eventualities: in the one, we execute free eye
movements without any ulterior motive and look upon the
contours of a spot at our pleasure, in following the order that
pleases us in bringing together at random this and that part
into a synthesis which may be anything at all. This is what
happens when our eyes wander over wall paper when we lie
inactive during an iliness. It then happens that a familiar form
springs up from these arabesques, that 1s, 2 somewhat coherent
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synthesis is formed in the course of these movements under
my gaze: my eyes have traced a path which remains traced
on the tapestry. Then I say: it is a man in a squatting position,
it is a bouquet, a dog. That is, I construct a hypothesis on
this spontaneously operated synthesis: I attribute a repre-
sentative value to the oriented form that had just appeared to
me. Most of the time I do not even wait for this synthesis to
complete itself, but suddenly something crystallizes into some-
thing that is about to become an image. “This 1s beginning to
look like 2 bouquet, or the upper part of a face, ctc.” Knowl-
edge incorporated itself into my movements and directs them:
now I know how I am to finish the process, I know what I
am to find.

Or it might happen that some form detaches itself on the
background and arouses eye movements by its structure. What
we encounter here is almost always the phenomenon Kohler
calls faint ambiguous forms, or forms which have an obvious
and also a secret figure. The appearance of the latter depends
upon a chance eye movement always (as, for instance, in
raising the head, a lne which we had before noticed only
as running from top to bottom on the wall paper is at the
moment seen running from bottom upwards, and the rest
follows by itself). Here also the form is only outlined: for
hardly have forehead and eye appeared when we already
know it is a negro. We complete the process ourselves by
effecting a harmony between the real data of perception (the
lmes of the arabesques) and the creative spontaneity of our
movements: that is, we supply the nose, mouth and chin our-
selves.

But whether the movements arise freely or are induced by
certain structures, they are at first meaningless, then suddenly
become symbolic because they become incorporated with a
certain knowledge. The image is created by the knowledge
which is becoming realized on the blot through the mediation
of the movements. But the movements occur as free play and
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the knowledge as a gratuitous hypothesis. So we have here a
twofold neutralization of the thesis: the blot is not posited
as possessing representative properties, and the object of the
image is not posited as existing. The image is, therefore, a pure
phantom, a game which would realize itself by means of ap-
pearance.

At the basis of this consciousness there is a neutralized thesis.
If this thesis is replaced by a positive one by conferring a
representative power on the blot, we have the hypnagogic
image.

6. Hypnagogic Images, Scenes and Persons Seen in
Coffee-Grounds, In a Crystal Ball

By all evidence, hypnagogic visions are images. Leroy?
describes the attitude of consciousness towards these appari-
tions in the words “spectacular and passive.” This is because the
objects that appear in this attitude are not posited as actually
existing. Nevertheless, at the bottom of this consciousness
there is a positive thesis: if that woman who crosses my visual
field when my eyes are closed does not exist, at least her image
does. Something appeared before me that represents the
very image of a woman. Often the image itself is clearer than
the object could ever have been.

“It is strange, but my eye has been transformed into a
colored photographic plate and nothing else in this world gives
me such an image.” *

“When I was studyng anatomy, I very frequently experienced
a hypnogogic vision not rare among medical students. Lying in my
bed with closed eyes I would sce most vividly and with complete
objectivity the prepaiation on which I had worked during the
day: the resemblance seemed perfect, the impression of reality
' Leroy, Les Vissons du demi-Sommeil, Alcan, 1926. One of his subjects

says, “It 1s in sum hke a cinematographic representation 1n color,” p. 111
* Journal des Goncourt, cied by Leroy, p. 29.
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and, if I may say so, of intense Jife which emanated from it was
perhaps even deeper than I expemenced when facing the real
object.” 2

Thus the image is experienced as being “more true than
nature,” just as a particularly significant portrait is said to be
truer than its model. But 1t is only an image. But consciousness
affirms nothing concerning its real nature: whether it is con-
structed out of actual material, whether it is an illusion, or
whether 1t 1s an unusually vivid memory. We do not decide
this when the image 1s present. We limit ourselves to affirming
that, no matter how it came about, the image is here before
us, that 1t appeared to us, that it is iz our eyes: what we
generally imply when we say “I see.” The Goncourts, trying
to be more precise, write at the opening of the passage we
have already cited: “T have in the retina ” However, the posi-
tion of the 1mage 1s not built according to the plan of the per-
ception to perceive a thing is, in effect, to put it in its place
among other things. The vision in half-sleep 1s something
umque. In general 1t 15 not localized, 1t is nowhere, occupies
no place among other objects, it simply stands out in relief
on a hazy ground. In a word, the representation 1s posited as
existing as a representation (without specifying its nature).
It 15 granted, besides the character of objectuwity, of clarity, of
independence, of richness, of externality, which the mental
image never possesses and which ordinanly belong to percep-
tion. Its object is not posited as existing.

The hypnagogic image, on the other hand, remains in the
realm of quasi-observation. It is this fact which has not been
sufficiently shown. No doubt its object occurs with a vivacity
that leads us momentarily to believe that its various properties
could be studied by careful observation. Leroy imples this
when, after describing the vision we reported above, he de-
plores the “lack of a faculty to evoke voluntarily similar

2 Leroy, op cit., p. 28
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visions on the day of an examination.” He assumes therefore
that by fixing the image and subjecting it to a sort of analysis
he could have enumerated its various characteristics.

The fact of the matter is, however, that the object never
tells us anything: it appears suddenly in its entirety and does
not permit observation. Leroy noticed after a little while that
“the abundance of details, the wealth of the vision were illu-
sory.” The alleged richness of the image is, therefore, but a
fancy; and this obviously indicates that all these details of the
anatomical preparation which appear with such clarity are not
seen. Later we shall see that Alain, in his Systéme des Beaux-
Arts, challenges anyone to count the columns of the facade
of the Pantheon in am image. This challenge holds equally
for hypnagogic images.

These images also have a “fantastic” * character, which
prevents them from ever representing anything with precision.
The strict law of individuation does not apply to them.

“While I was busy with my dissections during a part of an after-
noon, my preparation underwent constant changes, due not only
to my scalpel, but to changes in illumination, in my position, etc.
Now, in the presence of my vision of the evening I would not be
able to report, even approximately, which moment, which par-
ticular aspect, was being reproduced. The illumination especially
was always in some way but zheoretical, extremely bright, more
like the colored plates of a beautiful atlas than real light and at
times poor lighting of the dissection table.” 2

Furthermore, these visions not only fail to obey the law of
individuation, but also the other laws of perception: for in-
stance, those of perspective.

Obs. XXVII: “I am lying down. . . . I see a small woman
walking. . . . She is coming towards me. . . . She is not

! Leroy, op. cit., p. 32.

*1d, 1bid. See also passim For instance: p. 17, Obs. VII: “a luminous
band whose color 1 could not recognsze,” etc.
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getting taller as she approaches me, but the pink of her stock-
ings becomes brighter.” *
Often it is even impossible to delineate it.

I see clearly two ribs of the parasol, which is nothing unusual,
but the third should be hidden by the cloth and by the body of the
funnel, both of which are opaque, and yet I see it. But I do not
see it transparently: there is something here which can be neither
explained nor delineated.?

But it will be said, a moment’s observation is quite enough
to determine what they represent. This is not so. In fact, this
essential trait of hypnagogic images has not been sufficiently
stressed: they are never anterior to knowledge. But all of a
sudden one 1s abruptly struck by the certitude of seeing a rose,
a square, a face, Till then it was not noticed now one knows.
It is regrettable that Leroy failed to study his subjects from
this point of view: his excellent descriptions would have gained
thereby in being absolutely complete. It is but seldom that
remarks hike the following are to be found:

“At a certain moment, with eyes closed, I see distinctly a
woman who is sawing wood: This appears entirely at a single
glance.” ® Or:

Gradually there appear a certain number of light transverse
lines: the floweis are arranged in fives, so as to bring their upper
ends very close to these threads. Suddenly I see that the lines are
really strings and that the flowers have turned into socks that are
drying; and soon I also see the clothes pins of the laundress that
hold them on the strings.*

In fact, according to my own observations and those of
many persons I was able to question, a radical distinction must

1 Leroy, op. cit., p. 58.

21d., ibid., p. 86.

3 Leroy, op. cit, p. 18. Cf. also p. 45: “Suddenly I notice that 1 see a
carriage stop before me.”

4This observauon shows through and through that in certain cases
knowledge may even precede the image.
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be drawn between the way a face appears in perception and
the manner the same face occurs in hypnagogic vision. In the
former case something appears which is then identified as a
face. Alain, among many other philosophers, has amply
shown 2 how judgment corrects, organizes and stabilizes per-
ception. This transition from “something” to “this thing” has
been often described in novels, especially when they are writ-
ten in the first person.

“I heard,” said Conrad, for instance (I quote from memory),
“dull and irregular noises, crackhings: it was the rain.”

If we are in the habit of perceiving an object, and if the
perception is clear and sharp (especially if 1t is a visual per-
ception), the interval can be considerably reduced: neverthe-
less, consciousness must focus upon the object—this focusing
being as rapid as one desires—and the object is there before the
focusing.

In hypnagogic vision this discrepancy does not exist. There
15 no focusing. Suddenly knowledge appears, as vivid as a
sensory manufestation: one becomes aware of being in the act
of seeing a face. The appearance of the face and the certitude
that it is a face occur together. This certitude, moreover, does
not involve familiarity at the moment that the object appeared:
careful reflection would rather show that certitude is present
at the very moment that the face is noticed. But, in the hypna-
gogic consciousness the object is posited neither as in the
process of appearing nor as already having appeared; one is
suddenly aware of seeing a face. It 1s 1n the main this positional
charactenistic which endows the hypnagogic vision with its
“fantastic” trait, It appears suddenly and disappears in the same
manner.

These few observations enable us to understand that in half-
sleep we are dealing with imaginative consciousnesses. The
question now arises concerning their material. what, at the
heart of these acts of consciousness, is the relation of the inten-

*Cf, for instance, Quatre-vingt-un chapstres sur PEsprit et les Passions.
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tion to the material. Many writers believe that this material is
furnished by entoptic lights.* Leroy, without drawing any con-
clusion, cites in opposition the relative independence of images
as regards phosphenes.? We shall attempt to show that these
objections bear only upon a certain conception regarding the
relation of the intention with entoptic lights. For this purpose
we must return once more to a general description of the
hypnagogic state, as much for the sake of our own personal
observations as for these of the authors cited in the footnotes.

We shall begin where Leroy ends and cite his excellent
conclusion, now a classic.

What characterizes the hypnagogic vision . ., 1s a modifica-
tion of the total condition of the subject Ths 1s the hypragogic
condition, the synthesis of the representations 1s here different
from that of the normal condition, voluntary attention and action,
i general, undergo here a special orientation and linutation.®

In this statement the only expression open to criticism is
“the condition.” There are no conditions in psychology, but
there is an organization of instantaneous ConscloUsnesses INto
the intentional unity of a longer consciousness: “the hypna-
gogic condition” 1s a temporal form that develops its structures
during the period called by Lhermitte “I'endormissement”
(luling to sleep). It 1s this temporal form we need describe.

The hypnagogic state 1s preceded by some significant
changes of sensibility and motivity. Leroy assumes that only
visual sensations are abolished. In fact, all other sensations are
somewhat blunted. One’s body is but vaguely felt, and even
more so the contact with the bed sheets and mattress. The
spatial position of the body is but poorly localized. Orientation
1s confused. The perception of time is uncertain.

! Cf. Delage: Le Réve. Binet Année Psychol t. I, p. 424—425. Trumbul
Ladd. Gellé, “Les Images hypnagogiques,” i Bullet. de Vinstit. gen. psychol.,
4" année, No. 1.

? Leroy, op. eit., p. 7074
* Leroy, op. cst.,, p. 127.



58 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

Muscle tonus is in the mamn relaxed. Tonicity of attitude is
almost completely suppressed. The tonicity of some muscles
is, however, increased.

For instance, the eyelids are not only shut due to the re-
laxation of the retractor muscles; but the orbicular muscle
must also contract. Likewise, if the large oblique muscles re-
lax, the small oblique muscles contract, resulting in the diver-
gence of the ocular axes; the pupillary orifice takes a position
below the bony ceiling of the eye socket. And, finally, the
pupillary contraction is likewise due to the contraction of the
iris.*

The relaxing of the retractor muscles and the large oblique
muscles does not immediately follow the closing of the pupils.
For a while we review the events of the day. The eyes remain
convergent, the pupils are kept closed by the voluntary con-
traction of the orbicular muscles. Then our thoughts become
more vague. At the same time the retractor muscles become
distended. Now it takes effort to open the eyes. The large
oblique muscles relax and the eyes roll in their orbits. At the
least resumption of reflection the large oblique muscles con-
tract and the eyes resume their position. Simuilarly, on hearing
a noise I feel my eyes “becoming fixed,” that 1s, there probably
occurs a double reflex of convergence and accommodation.
The hypnagogic visions disappear immediately and so, it seems,
do the phosphenes.? As the muscles relax we become aware
of a very unique condition which may be described as paralysis
by autosuggestion. Leroy gives a good description of it.

“After an undetermined period it happens that I always le
on my back and feeling myself awake I want to open my
eyes. . . . Impossible! But I do feel (I observe this) that my
eyelids are stuck together, as they might be for certain persons
on awakening, but / cannot raise thens.”

* Gelle, op. cit.,, p. 66.

*All these phenomena are very common; but h
occur when the eyes are open. Cf. the subject Pierre }ép

3 Leroy, op. cst., p. 115.

nagoEic visions may
., in Leroy.
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The preceding description shows clearly that we are not
dealing here with a simple sensation of peripheral origin, hke
the relaxing of muscle tonus. Moreover, in the case cited by
Leroy, there occurs also an active orbicular contraction. To
the pure and simple muscular sensation (impression or dis-
tention, repose, abandon) there is added the suz gemeris con-
sciousness that it is impossible to a2l these movements, we no
longer feel capable of anunating our body. This 1s a condition
of very slight auto-suggestion, distantly related to hysterical
pithiatism and to certamn frenzies of influence. We ourselves
forged this unbreakable chamn. Let a disturbing noise resound
and we are at once on the alert. But so long as we remain
undisturbed we are muscularly relaxed and instead of simply
and purely constituting the hypotonicity, consciousness per-
mits itself to be charmed, 1n the strict sense of the word,
that is, consciousness does not constitute the hypotonicity
but sanctions it. It will be noticed that here we have an
entirely new way of thinking: it is a thought which can be
caught in any trap, which sanctions all requests, which as-
sumes an entirely different attitude towards the objects of our
wakeful thoughts, in the sense that it 1s no longer to be abso-
lutely distinguished from them. Leroy shows clearly how it
15 possible to pass directly from this condition of autosugges-
tion into the dream itself. Later on we shall sec that there is
a very general mode of consciousness which bears some close
relationships to imagination and which we shall call imprisoned
consciousness. The dream is, among others, an imprisoned
consciousness.

Much stress has been placed upon the disturbances of
attention that precede the hypnagogic image. Leroy speaks of
a certain breakdown of voluntary attention, of “becoming
incapable of applying oneself to more interesting external
events, or to pure speculation.” !

We are here dealing evidently with an indispensable struc-

! Leroy, op cit., p. 65.
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ture of the hypnagogic consciousness, since these disturbances
of attention are met with in pathological cases. In fact, there
15 a pathology of hypnagogic images. Lhermitte has collected
three most interesung cases * which he describes as instances
of wakeful dreams, but which obviously are hypnagogic vi-
sions. Here 1s the case of a woman of seventy-two who was
suddenly struck with a superior peduncular syndrome:

. . . This ailment, in which the mental functions remain undis-
turbed, was a warning of some very troublesome manifestations.
In the afternoon, at sunset, when the shadows gathered in the
corners of the room where she was resting, she reported the pres-
ence of some ammals which were moving noiselessly across the
floor, hens, cats, birds, traveling endlessly and indolently; she
could count them, she could have named them, but these ammals
had a strange, bizarre appearance, as in a dream, as if they belonged
to a different world from ours. . . . The ailing woman remamed
perfectly tranquil and composed before this apparition. . . .
Despite the association of visual and tactile sensations, it did not
occur to her that these might be actual perceptions; she felt certain
she was having illusions. The fact to be borne in mind is that she
slept very poorly at night, and her nocturnal insomnia caused her
to be somewhat sleepy in the afternoon. . . . These apparitions
occurred, just as happens in a dream, at the moment when she
could see very little because of the fading light.”

And he concludes:

What is most clear (in the three cases), is the lack of interest
in the present actual situation, a certain degree of disorienta-
tion. . . .2

It would seem therefore that, in normal as in pathological
cases, the constitutive basis of the hypnagogic consciousness
is 2 modification of attention.

*Lhermitte Le Sommed, p 142 ff.
2 Lhermutte, Le Sommerl, p 148
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Must we admit here the Bergsonian thesis, to which Van
Bogaert and Lhermitte turn in connection with the three cases
cited above?

These hallucinatory images are in reality due to a weakening
of the sensc of reality, of attention to life, thanks to which images
and representations assumec an abnormal clarity.

This view belongs to the illusion of immanence, it assumes
implicitly the existence of two complementary worlds, one
consisting of things, the other of images, and that when one
of them becomes famnt the other is thereby illuminated. This
is putting images on the same plane with things, giving both
the same sort of existence. This explanation is, moreover, valid
for the hallucinatory 1ecurrence of memories, but it does not
apply at all to completely new images Finally, and what is
of most importance here, 1t 1s not only a weakening of atten-
tion to life, to the real, that conditions the appearance of
hypnagogic images, but above all, the paying of attention zo
these imnages themselves must be carcfully avoided.

Leroy says nghtly that “in order to prolong the phenomenon
a certain ‘absence’ of voluntary attention s necessary, as in the
case of its generation.” ?

And Baillarger- “The phenomenon disappears as soon as
active attention 1s turned on 1t.”

Without saying so expressly, Leroy considers this absence of
attention to be a distraction.

“A certain autommatismz must be able to function for the
phenomenon to develop,” he says.?

Consciousness is supposed to be a modificatory power, pos-
sessing a certain efficacy which withdraws from the game and
permits the phenomena to unroll in a blind succession. Leroy
distinguishes, 1 fact, between consciousness which is “con-

rld, sbid., p. 147.

2 Leroy, op cst,p 59
31d, sbd., p. 57. P
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templative” and hypnagogic phenomena which are automatic,
But this notion of a psychological automatism whose apparent
clarity has deceived so many authors, is a philosophical absur-
dity. Hypnagogic phenomena are not contemplated by con-
sciousness”: they are of consciousness. Now, consciousness can-
not be an automatism: at the utmost it can ape an automatism,
associate 1tself with automatic forms; that is the case here. But
in that case, we must speak of a kind of bondage. This in-
attentive consciousness is not distracted: it is fascinated.

This does not mean, in fact, that consciousness is not
fully centered on its object: but not in the manner of atten-
tion. All phenomena of attention have a motor basis (con-
vergence, accommodation, contraction of the visual field, etc.).
These different movements are for the time being impossible:
to produce them we must emerge from the condition of
paralysis in which we find ourselves, in which case we return
to the wakeful state. Now it is these movements that permit
the subject to orient himself in relation to the object and to
observe it; 1t is these movements that give the subject his
independence. Even the attention we pay to a purely cenes-
thetique sensation implies a bodily orientation in relation to
that sensation; and even the attention given a thought implies
a sort of spatial localization. To pay attention to something
and to localize that something are but two terms for one and
the same operation. From it there results a sort of objectifica-
tion of the subject in relation to the object (be it a sensation
or a thought). In falling asleep the motor basis of attention is
weak. From it there results a different type of presence for the
object. It is there, but without externality; we cannot observe
it, that is, build hypotheses and control them. What is lacking
1s precisely a contemplative power of consciousness, a certain
way of keeping oneself at a distance from one’s images, from
one’s own thoughts and so permit them their own loglcal
development, instead of deposmng upon them all of one’s own
weight, of throwing oneself into the balance, of being judge
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and accused, of using one’s own power of synthesis to make
a synthesis of whatever sort with no matter what. A coach
appeared before me which awas the categorical imperative.
Here we see the fascinated consciousness: it produces an
image of a carriage mn the midst of thinking about Kantian
morality, it is no longer free to keep things distinct, but yiclds
to the blandishments of the moment and forms an absurd
synthesis in conferring a wesning on its new image which
permuts the retention of the unity of thinking. But this con-
sciousness is of course not in bondage to objects but to itself.
We shall study elsewhere, in connection with the dream, these
participatory modes of thought. But we may chance the con-
clusion right now that we do not contemplate the hypnagogic
image but are fascinated by 1.

So here am I, trunk bent, muscles relaxed, eyes closed,
lying on my side; I feel myself paralyzed by a sort of auto-
suggestion; I can no longer follow my thoughts: they are
swamped by a crowd of impressions which divert them and
charm them, or else they stagnate and repeat themsclves in-
definitely. At each moment I am caught by something from
which I cannot free myself, which enchains me, which whirls
me in a circle of prelogical thoughts, and disappears. The
paralysis of my limbs and the fascination of my thoughts are
but the two aspects of a novel structure: consciousness in
bondage. The ground s prepared for hypnagogic images: I
am in a unique condition, comparable to that of certain psy-
chaesthenics, it is the first lowering of potenual, the first
deterioration of consciousness preceding the dream. The hyp-
nagogic images do not represent a level of second degree:
they appear on this ground, or they do not appear at all.
What happens here is similar to certain psychoses which pos-
sess 2 simple and also a delirious form. Hypnagogic images
belong to the delirious form. I am still able to reflect, that is,
to become conscious of being conscious. But to maintain the
integrity of these primary consciousnesses it is necessary that
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the reflexive consciousnesses are in turn charmed, that they
do not place before them the acts of primary consciousnesses
in order to observe them and describe them. They must share
their illusions, posit the objects which they posit, follow them
into bondage. In fact, a certain complaisance is called for on
my part. It remains in my power to shake off this enchantment,
to knock down these paper walls and to return to the wakeful
world. This is the reason why the transitory, unstable hypna-
gogic state is, in a sense, an artificial state. It is “the dream
which cannot shape itself.” Consciousness does not wish to
congeal completely, in the sense in which we say that cream
will not congeal. Hypnagogic images appear with a certain
nervousness, a certain resistance to sleepiness, just hike so many
mterrupted moments of just falling asleep. When we are at
rest, when perfectly composed, we glide imperceptibly from
a condition of simple attention into slcep. As a general rule,
however, we want to fall asleep, that 1s, we are aware of drift-
ing into sleep. Thus consciousness delays the process by cre-
ating a certain condition of conscious attraction which is
exactly the hypnagogic condition.

In this condition of willing bondage I have the power to
decide whether or not to permit myself to be fascinated by the
field of phosphenes. If I become fascinated then hypnagogic
mmages will appear.

My eyes are closed. A field of relatively stable bright spots of
various colors and brightness appears. Movements begin, vague
eddies, which create luminous forms without definite con-
tours. But m order to describe forms the eyes must be able
to follow their contours. Now, since entoptic lights are in the
eyes, it is not possible for the eyeballs to assume 2 position in
relation to these lights. Nevertheless we are constantly bemng
urged to give contours to these lights. It even happens, at the
beginning of sleep, that we attempt to follow them with our
eyes. This is a vain attempt: the movement should be made
along the spot, which cannot be done since the spot changes



THE IMAGE FAMILY 65

position with the movement. These movements give rise to
indefinite and indefinable phosphorescent crossings. Then, all
of a sudden, there appear forms with clear contours.

About half an hour after going to bed I see a number of brilliant
pomted stars and bizaire forms every time I close my eyes, from
among which I particularly recall those that had appeared most
fiequently, whether on a small or large scale: a broken line formed
wrregular teeth of a saw, the whole comprising an irregular circular
space.!

These forms arose somewhat ahead of the entoptic spots:
there was a slight displacement of the hypnagogic field in rela-
tion to the entoptic field. The first forms appeared on the
edges, underneath, above, to the right, to the left: never—at
least m the beginning—in the center of the field As we have
shown above, after having tried m vain to observe the entoptic
field for a moment, one suddenly finds oneself mn the act of
seeing these contours. These forms are not posited as really
existing outside of us, nor even as cxisting 1n the entoptic field:
but only as being scen at that moment. In a word, I do not see
the teeth of the saw (I only see phosphenes), but I know that
what 1t sees 75 a figure of the teeth of a saw. Likewise, 1n the
rather prolonged dream (onirism) of mental confusion, the
patient knows that the shects he is sceing are griping pains.
Nothmg new has appeared, no mmage 1s projected on the
entoptic lights, but, in apprchending them, they are appre-
hended as teeth of a saw or as stars. The shght displacement
of the hypnagogic field in relation to the entoptic ficld appears
to me to be an illusion, it arises simply from the fact that we
do not see the entoptic spots as having the form of the teeth
of a saw, but that, at the outset of the entoptic hghts, we per-
ceive the teeth of a saw. The visual field stands out with pre-
cision, is oriented, 1s restricted as it becomes the hypnagogic
field. In sum, the phosphenes function at the time they occur

! Leroy, op. cst., p. 12.
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as intuitive material of an apprehension of the teeth of a saw.
There is an intention towards the teeth of the saw which gets
hold of them and which they fulfill intuitively. But naturally
this intention is of a very special order: it undoubtedly re-
sembles the one that sees a face in a blot or a flame, but the
latter is free and aware of its spontaneity. But in the hypna-
gogic consciousness the intention is chamned: it has been un-
hooked, disconnected, aroused by a need to define the phos-
phene forms; it came to apprehend them: they offered no re-
sistance—because in fact they have no form—but neither did
they lend themselves to it: and consciousness constructed a
new object through them. Does it posit the existence of these
lines, these curves® No: every thesis concerming their exist-
ence is completely suspended. It posits only having seen them,
that they are “its representation.” It had to see forms smce it
was looking for them, the idea took on body immediately and
mevitably as a visual form having an actual reality. Such is
the radical decepuve nature of the hypnagogic image: it
realizes as a subjective phenomenon, along the line of a per-
ception, what 15 mn fact but an empty imtention. The real
qualities of the entoptic material act as supports of mtentions
which greatly enrich 1t For instance, I see three beautiful
violet flashes. I know that I see this violet, but I do not see
it, or rather, I know that I am seeing something which is
violet. That something, as I can account for it after the dis-
appearance of the image, 1s the luminosity of the entoptic spot.
I have therefore apprehended the luminosity as violet; the
luminosity enacted the role of violet, etc.

Images as such (persons, animals, etc.) come next. Cases
are reported in which geometric figures appeared before any-
thing else, but I have been able to observe that most of the
time these arabesques of the hypnagogic field are hardly no-
ticed. In fact, 1t seems to me that they are always the first to
appear. They mark the limits of a three-dimensional space
from the entoptic field, they posit a frame. The more complex
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images are abrupt convictions conceining the geonetric forms.
It is almost like what we experience in wakeful thought when
we say: these lines arouse an image in me. But here thought
is enchained, and cannot move back upon itself. To think
that lines evoke a face is to see a face in the lines. Captive
thought is compelled to realize all its intentions. I have been
able to follow their appearance and disappearance very fre-
quently. In this connection nothing is more instructive than
what is known as unsuccessful visions. For instance, I see a
colored mass or an image having a certain form and a vague
resemblance prompts me to think “eagle.” If some noise or
some thought disturbs me suddenly the interpretation van-
ishes midway and I am able to realize that the interpretation
was about to be “taken m,” that is, to become a sensory ex-
perience, to be deceived. The essential feature of the chained
consciousness seems to us to be fatality. Determinism—which
can in no way be applied to the facts of consciousness—posits
that when such a phenomenon occurs such another must nec-
essarily follow. Fatalism posits that such an event should hap-
pen and that it is this coming event that determines the series
that is to lead up to it It is not determinism but fatalism which
is the converse of freedom. It might even be said that fatalism,
incomprehensible in the physical world, is perfectly in s
place in the realm of consciousness. Alain has shown this
clearly.! In captive consciousness, in fact, it is the representa-
tion of the possible that is lacking, that is, the faculty of sus-
pended judgment. But all thought captures and enchains con-
sciousness—and consciousness toys with it and completes it
at the same time that it thinks it. Had that sudden noise failed
to arouse me, my interpretation of “eagle” would have matured
into the form “I see an eagle.” It becomes a certainty when
taken for a finished act of consciousness. Thus the sudden
changes of the essence of hypnagogic objects represents so
many sudden changes of belief:

1Cf., for instance Mars ou la Guerre Jugée.
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“Suddenly I see that the lines in question are so many
strings.” !

The same text also shows clearly how thoughts crystallize
into intuitive certainty:

“And soon I also see the clothes-pins that fasten the stock-
ings to the strings.” 2

The strings and stockings call forth the 1dea of clothes-pins,
But this idea is not thought of as a pure 1dea, it becomes a
certainty at once: what I see calls for clothes-pins. Here we
see clearly how knowledge is corrupted in mtuition.

It is of course necessary to explain the incessant changes
that occur in hypnagogic images. It 15, in fact, a world of
perpetual motion: figures are bemng transformed, succeed each
other rapidly, a line becomes a string, a string becomes a fact,
etc. Each figure is also full of changing and rotating move-
ments, which are but whirling wheels of fire, rapidly falling
shooting stars, faces that move towards and away from each
other. These movements seem to us to be explainable in terms
of three factors: on the one hand, the very course of chained
thought which 1s never short of interpretation; evidence pur-
sues evidence; a dazzling ccrtamnty of seeing a face is followed
by evident certainty of seeing a skeleton, etc. In the second
place, the very changes of the entoptic field furnish an ever-
renewed intuitive foundation for certanties that arc ever new.
Whether these lights are due to a spontaneous activity of the
optic nerve, circulatory phenomena, or to the automatic action
of the eyelids on the eyeballs, or to all of these working to-
gether, these causes are constantly changing, and with them
also their effects. At the foundation of these figures which are
rapidly revolving on themselves or which unroll in spirals,
there is, we believe, a certain continuous scintillation of certain
entoptic spots. The third factor would naturally be the move-
ment of the eyeballs. It is in this way that I would explain

* Leroy, op. cit., p. 37.
3 Cf. supra. "P
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certain paradoxical phenomena of hypnagogic vision, as, for
instance, the fact that a star seemingly gliding downwards and
across my entire visual field appears at the same time to remuain
always at the same beight n relation to my optic axes.

But we are not concerned here with the problem of deter-
mining the structure of a hypnagogic consciousness in all its
details. We only wanted to show that this consciousness is an
imaginary consciousness and that it is very much like the con-
sciousnesses that find images in a blot or in a flame. In the one,
as in the other case, the material is plastic in the one are
arabesques, faint forms, in the other hights without contours.
In the one, as in the other, the mind is relaxed; often the posi-
tion is the same: often the subject, lying down and bemng
unable to sleep, amuses himself by following the arabesques
of the wall paper with his eyes. It is in this condition that the
largest variety of images are discovered. It is also such a con-
dition that marks the beginning of fascination. Often the ara-
besques assume a strange aspect, lines are gathered into a sort
of motionless whirlpool, forms are grasped in motion, direc-
tions which join them side by side and then disappear. Our
attention is caught by certamn umies and all the rest of the
visual field remains vague and shifting. It is at this moment
that the new forms, the faces, appear. In the case of a severe
fever these faces and personages can have a quasi-hallucinatory
vividness. But there is always a very grear difference between
these two types of consciousness: in the arabesque it is not
posited that the real purpose of the object 1s to represent
something real, an animal or a face. There 15 in it no existential
position. In consciousness there is a feeling of spontaneity.
There is a playful activity which is conscious of itself as such.
In the hypnagogic image this consciousness of play has dis-
appeared. The image is nor posited as an object, but as a
representation. One sees if not a cat at least a representation
of one; or, to be more exact, one is about to see a4 non-existent
cat. No doubt, there remains in the hypnagogic consciousness,
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in spite of all, a vague feeling of spontaneity, of complaisance
towards oneself. One has the feeling of being able to stop
everything at will. But what is involved is 2 non-thetic con-
sciousness which is in some way contradicted by the manner of

ositing the object. Besides, 1t 1s because consciousness feels it-
self but shightly enchamed that it posits its object as non-existent,
It pretends to see a cat; but since it is aware in spite of all of
the origin of the vision, it does not pretend that this cor-
relative exists. Whence this paradox. I really do see some-
thing, but what I see is nothmg. This is the reason why this
chained consciousness takes the form of an image. because
it does not reach its own end. In the dream the captivity is
complete, so the cat is posited as an object. In the hypnagogic
image we have a primitive attitude of consciousness very much
like the one we assume towards a Durer engraving. on the one
hand I see Death, we mght say, on the other this Death that
1 see does not exist. The same is true in the case that concerns
us. Only that in the imaginative consciousness of the engrav-
ing the material retains its independence, that is, it could be
the object of a perception. But 1n the hypnagogic conscious-
ness the material 1s practically inseparable from the conscious-
ness we have of it, since 1t 1s radically transformed as con-
sciousness seizes hold of it, and this not only in its functions,
but in its very structurc. No doubt, in the imaginative appre-
hension of an engraving the flat part became a relief, the color-
less became the colored, the empty became the full, etc. But,
at least, most of the qualities of the engraving grasped as an
image stayed with it when it became the object of a per-
ception. In the hypnagogic consciousness there is almost no
relationship between the image and its intuitive support. So
that, when the imaginative consciousness is disintegrated, it
takes a great deal of effort to rediscover in the perceptual
attitude the elements which acted as material.

Although the imaginative consciousness that arises from
spots and arabesques differs fundamentally in comviction from
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the hypnagogic consciousness, there nevertheless exist some
intermediaries between them, We have seen, m fact, that in
the former there is an onset of fascination. It is our opinion
that this fascination could be complete, when certain unusual
objects are fixated for a long time under special psychological
conditions. The crystal ball of the magician, the coffee grounds
of the clairvoyant seem to us to belong to this class of objects.
In all probabulity, a naive subject favorably inclined sees pic-
tures in the crystal ball. Here, 1n fact, 1s an object very much
like entoptic spots: nothing defimte, nothing specific in that
crystal ball. The eye can fixate on no particular thing, it is
held by no form. When the vision appears, mcited by this
constant unbalance, 1t presents 1tself spontaneously as an image,
and the subject will report that it 1s the image he wanted. This
shows us that entoptic spots are far from being the only pos-
sible material of hypnagogic visions. On the contrary, it would
be possible to establish a whole class of objects capable of
functioning as the intuitive basis of these images. All that is
needed 1s that they constitute faint forms, disintegrate when
under observation and yet continue to reshape themselves
endlessly, forms in which the gaze loses itself (whether the
eye meets nothing as in the crystal ball, or whether it con-
stantly meets pin points as in coffee grounds), m short, forms
that possess the powers of exciting the attention endlessly and
of deceiving 1t endlessly. Now let the subject be sleepy, that is,
in a state of suggestibility, and the hypnagogic image will
appear.

7. From the Portrait to the Mental Image

We shall now proceed to a description of the mental image,
which completes our series. But first it would be well to re-
view the ground we have covered.

The deeper intention has not changed. In the different
cases we have studied the problem always was that of ani-
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mating a certain material in order to turn it into the representa-
tion of an absent or of a non-existent object. The material
was never the perfect analogue of the object to be repre-
sented: a certan knowledge came along to interpret it and
to fill 1n the gaps. It is these correlative elements, material and
knowledge, which have evolved from case to case.

A. The Material—The material of a portrait is a quasi-face.
No doubt that the portrait 1s first of all a neutral element
which can function as the support of a perceptual as well as
of an 1maginative consciousness. But this indifierence 1s mainly
a theoretical one. As a matter of fact, the spontaneity of con-
sciousness is strongly aroused: these forms, these colors, so
strongly organzed, proclaim themselves as being almost the
image of Peter. If a notion strikes me to perceive these elements,
they resist. A picture offers itself spontaneously m relief to
the imagmatve consciousness, and the perceptual conscious-
ness would have much trouble to see 1t as a flat surface. This
quasi-face 1s moreover accessible to observation: naturally I do
not refer the new qualities I see in 1t to the object I am look-
ng at, to this painted canvas. I project them far beyond the
picture, on the true Peter. The result 1s that every judgment
I make 15 a probability (while in true observation the judg-
ments are certainties). When I say “Peter’s eyes are blue,” 1
imply: “provided this painting represents hum at all faithfully.”

‘The material of my image 1s an object which s strictly
mdividual. this painting is unique 1 time and space. To this
should be added the fact that the traits of the quasi-image
also possess this mntrnsic individuality- that quasi-smile can-
not be equaled by any other. But this individuality appears
only to the perceptual consciousness. In passing from percep-
tion to the image the matenal acquires a certain generality.
We are likely to remark: “Yes, be does smile like this,” im-
plying that this smile is but typical of the way Peter smiles.
We apprehend these various qualities of the material as rep-
resentatives, each one of which stands for a mass of qualities
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that Peter now possesses or used to possess: This pink color
becomes the pimk of his cheeks; this green light is the green
of his eyes: What we arc looking for by means of the photo-
graph is not Peter as he might have looked to us the day before
yesterday or on such a day of last year: it 1s Peter in general,
a prototype which serves as a thematic umty of all of Peter’s
individual traits.?

As the imagmative consciousness rises in degree the material
becomes increasingly impoverished. At first, and in spite of
some differences, what was secn 1n perception passes as such
into the image what does change—and radically so—is 1n the
meamng of the materal which first sends us back to 1tself, and
then on to another object. Even 1n the case of unitation, what
appears to mmagmatve consciousness 1s not at all like what is
seen 1n perception. The materal 1s impoverished as it passes
from the onc to the other a number of qualities drop out. This
means, then, that the mtuttive basis of my 1image can never be
that of a perception This means that there 1s an essential pov-
erty in the material of the image, namely, that the object
mtentioned through the material grows m generality. When
Franconay impersonates Chevalier, 1t 1s no longer even “Che-
vaher in his brown costume,” “Chevaher with the green
eyes,” ctc., that I sec m her. It 1s Chevalier, that’s all. In
the schematic drawing, I project nto its black lines “the
runner-while-runming,” that is, a prototype of all possible
runners. It 1s difficult, at this level, to differentiate clearly be-
tween the idea of the runner and his picture We shall see
later on that this can be done, but the object of the 1dea and
that of the image—although experienced mn different ways—
are identical. From that moment on we are in the presence
of a phenomenon of quasi-obscrvation, that 1s, the material
(the face of the impersonator, the lines of the schematic

YIf the smage 1s to depict the individual as he looked on some one
occasion, as “that which can never come back,” the artist would have to
_ nscribe it, For mstance, the arust who makes a sketch for a newspaper says
that it 1s “The criminal a¢ the moment when the jury renders 1ts verdict.”
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drawing) comes to mean only what we put into it. The
farther removed that the material of the imaginative con-
sciousness is from the material of perception, the more that
it becomes penetrated with knowledge, the more does its re-
semblance to the objective picture become attenuated. A new
phenomenon appears- that of equivalence. The mntuitive ma-~
ter1al is chosen for its equivalent relationships to the material
of the object. The movement is hypostatized as the equivalent
of the form, and the luminosity as the equivalent of the color.
What this means is that knowledge plays an increasingly more
important role as it replaces intuition on the very soil of
intuition. At the same time the truly imaginative intention 1
less and less incited by the material of the image. To launch it
a system of signs is needed (imitation), or a collection of con-
ventions and knowledge (schematic image), or the free play
of mind (spots on the wall, arabesques), or a fascinated con-
sciousness (hypnagogic images). In a word, as knowledge n-
creases in importance, intention gains in spontaneity.

B. Knowledge—Knowledge is not substituted in its idea-
tional form for the faltering material. As knowledge it can-
not fill in the gaps of intuition. It must undergo a debasement
to which we shall have to return. It becomes intuitive in the
form of pantomine; it flows in the movements. A new phe-
nomenon appears: the symbolic movement, which, by its very
nature as movement, belongs to mtuition, and, by its meaning,
belongs to pure thought. But it can happen that knowledge
becomes directly incorporated with other sensible qualities, as
in the case of hypnagogic images. We shall see that this degra-
dation of knowledge 1s not exclusively an imaginative phe-
nomenon and that it is also to be found in simple perception.

8. The Mental Image

Absurd experiments have been conducted to show that the
image has a sensory content:
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Perky seated O before a screen in a well lighted room and asked
him to project on the screen the visual image of an object, such as
a banana. As soon as O started to project his imaginary banana on
the screen an assistant in an adjomning room threw a very faint
picture of a banana on the screen and very gradually increased its
mtensity till O reported that he had a good image. Intent on his
effort to conjure up a good image O mistook the picture for his
own.!

The more recent experiments by Schraub are of the same
stamp: “Sounds of known loudness are produced, and the
subject is instructed to reproduce them mentally. The subject
is instructed to compare each of these mental sounds with the
given sounds which are reproduced, and which are increased
or decreased in loudness until they are no louder than the
subject’s image of them.” 2

These researches can make sense only if the image is a faint
perception. But it is an image, and any comparison as regards
loudness between it and perception is therefore impossible.
One does not know who is more lacking in understanding, the
experimenter who asks such questions or the subject who re-
sponds to them so submissively.

Above we defined the image as “an act that envistons as an
actual body an absent or a non-existent object by means of a
physical or mental content, but which appears only through
an ‘analogical representative’ of the envisioned object.” In the
case of the mental image the content has no objectivity. We
see a portrait, a caricature, a blot: but we do not see a mental
image. To see an object is to localize it in space, between this
table and that carpet, at a certain height, to my right or left.
But mental images do not mingle with surrounding objects,
which we try to explain by saying that present sensations act as
“reducers.” But why should there be a reduction, why not
rather a building-up?

* Woodworth, R S, Expermmental Psychology, p 4s.
2 Dwelshauvers, Traité de Psychologie, p. 368.
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The fact of the matter is that the mental image does envision
a real thing, which exists among other things in the world of
perception; but it envisions that thing by means of a mental
content. That content must, of course, meet certain condi-
tions: in the image consciousness we apprehend an object as
an “analoguc” of another object. Pictures, caricatures, imper-
sonations, spots on the walls, entoptxc lights: all these represen-
tatives have as common trait that they are objects for con-
sciousness. The purely mental content of the mental image
cannot escape this law. a consciousness which faces the thing
it envisions is a perceptual consciousness; a consciousness which
envisions the thing as empty is a pure consciousness of mean-
ing. This necessity for the material of the mental image to be
already constituted as an object for consciousness we shall call
the transcendence of the representative. But transcendence
does not mean externality: it 1s the represented object that is
external, and not its mental “analogue.” The illusion of im-
manence consists in transferring externality, space and all the
sensible qualities of the thing to the transcendent psychic
content. It does not possess these qualities: it represents them,
but in its own way.

It would now seem that all we need do is to describe this
analogical content just as we described the material contents
of the consciousness of the portrait or of the impersonation.
But here we meet with a great difficulty: in the cases we have
previously described, when the truly imaginative consciousness
wanes, there remains a sensible residue which is describable;
namely the painted canvas or the spot on the wall. In repeating
certan movements or in permitting the lines and the colors of
the painting to act upon us, we could at least reconstruct “the
analogue” without too much trouble, from this sensible residue,
and do so without actually forming the i 1rnagmat1ve conscious-
ness over again. The material of my imaginative consciousness
of the portrait was obviously this painted canvas. It must be
admitted that reflective description does not tell us directly
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anything concerning the representative matenal of the mental
image. This is due to the fact that when the imaginative con-
sciousness is destroyed its transcendent content 1s destroyed
with it; no describable residue remains, we are confronted by
another synthetic consciousness which has nothing in common
with the first. We cannot therefore hope to get at this content
by introspection. We must choose: either we form the image,
and get to know the content only by its function as analogue
(whether we form a non-reflective or reflective consciousness),
we apprehend on it the qualities of the envisioned object; or
we do not form the image, in which case we no longer have
the content, nothing remains of it. In 2 word, we know—since
this is an essential necessity—that in the mental image there
is a psychic factor which functions as analogue but when we
wish to ascertain more clearly the nature and components of
this factor we are reduced to conjectures.

We must, therefore, leave the sure ground of phenomeno-
logical description and turn to experimental psychology. That
is, form hypotheses and seek evidences in observation and ex-
periment, just as is done in the experimental sciences. Such
evidences never permit us to go beyond the domain of the
probable.

L
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Part I
THE PROBABLE
The Nature of the Analogue in the Mental Image






1. Knowledge

THE mMAGE is defined by its intention. It is the intention that
determines that the image of Peter is consciousness of Peter.
If this intention is taken at its origin, that is, when it springs up
from our spontaneity, it already implies a certain knowledge,
no matter how naked and despoiled 1t may appear to be, and
which is, hypothetically, the consciousness of Peter. Iadmit that
this knowledge is but a simple empty anticipation, a direction:
but it is in every way a direction towards Peter, an cxpectation
of Peter. In a word, “the pure intention” is a combination of
contradictory terms, since it is always mtention towards some-
thing. But in the image the intention does not confine 1tself to
envisioning Peter in an undetermined manner: it envisions him
as blond, tall, with a turned up or aquiline nose, etc. It must
therefore become charged with knowledge, it must traverse
a certain layer of consciousness which we might call the layer
of knowledge. So that, in the imagmative consciousness,
knowledge and mtention can be disunguished only by abstrac-
tion. The intention is defined only by the knowledge because
it is only what we know in some sort of way that we represent
to ourselves as an 1mage and conversely, the knowledge here is
not simply a knowledge, it is an act, it is what I want to repre-
sent to myself. I do not restrict myself to the knowledge that
Peter is blond, this knowledge is a requirement: it is what I
must realize as an intuition. This knowledge is, naturally, not
something which is added to an already constituted image in
order to clarify 1t 1t 15 the active structure of the image.

An image could not exist without a knowledge that consti-
tutes it. This is the basic reason for the phenomenon of quasi-
observation. But the knowledge can exist in the free state, that
is, constitute a consciousness only to itself.

81
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“I maintain,” writes Buhler, “that as a rule every object can
be fully and exactly thought of without the help of an image.
I can think in a fully determined manner and without repre-
sentation of any individual nuance of the blue color of a
painting hangmg in my room, provided it be possible for this
object to be given to me by some means other than sensa-
tions,”

What are we to understand by knowledge in a free state?
Does it really envision the object? One of Buhler’s subjects
will answer the questions for us:

Do you know how many primary colors there are in the
Madonna of the Sistine Chapel? Yes. At first I had an image of the
Madonna in her cloak, then that of two other figures, especially
that of Saint Barbara in yellow. Thus I had the red, the yellow,
the green. Then I asked myself whether “the blue” was also there,
and I had the impression, without an image, that it was represented
there.

The knowledge envisioned the blue as being represented in
the painting as the fourth of the primary colors. Messer’s sub-
ject gave a similar report.

The word Mountain suggests to a subject “the consciousness’
(without a word) of a direction towards something determined
which could be ascended.”

This shows that the mountain is not conceived as an intuitive
reality but as a certain guide (régle). Buhler's classification is
a good confirmation of this. He divides the “Bewusstheiten”
into three categories: namely, comsciousnesses of guides, of
relationsbip, and of intentions. The last term, which is very
inappropriate, finally gets to mean consciousness of order,
arrangement, system. In short, knowledge in a pure state pre-

! Buhler, Tatsachen und Probleme zu einer Psychologie der Denkvor-
gange. 1, Ueber Gedanken, 321, Arch. F. ges. Psych, 1go7.
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sents itself as a consciousness of relations. This is naturally an
empty consciousness, since the sensible material is thought of
only by compulsion of the outcome, that 1s, as a support for the
relations. For instance, the blue of the painting is thought of
only as “fourth primary color.” The knowledge can be as de-
tailed as is desired; it can embrace a number of diverse rela-
tionships in a complex synthesis; it can envision concrete
relationships between the individual objects (for instance,
M. Lebrun can be given to me as “The first officer of France”);
it can precede or accompany the judgment; it can even be
joined to a sign or group of signs: but i spite of all this, it
remains a consciousness empty of meaning.

But, says Husserl,* this empty consciousness can fill itself.
But not with words: words are only the support of knowledge.
It is the image 2 which is the inturuve “filling in” (Erfullung)
of the meaning. If I think “sparrow,” for instance, I may at first
have only a word and an empty meaning in my mind. If the
image appears, a new synthesis is formed and the empty mean-
ing becomes a consciousness full of sparrow.

We admit that this theory is disagreeable to us. First, what
could the image be without the synthesis of meaning® We can-
not admit that the image comes “to fill in” an empty conscious-
ness: it is itself a consciousness. It seems that in this theory
Husserl was the victim of the illusion of immancnce, but what
interests us above all is what we might call the question of the
debasement of knowledge. Is 1t entirely certain that knowl-
edge, in passing from the free state to that of intentional struc-
ture, undergoes no other change than a filling m?® Is it not
rather the object of a radical change? Psychologists who have
investigated—by the method of experimental introspection—
the relationships between the image and the thought process
have discovered in their subjects some strange conditions,
namely, that alongside the pure knowledge designated as

! Husserl, Logische Untersuchungen, t. I, ch. I, t. IIL, ch. L.
3 Naturally, i the absence of perception.
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“Bewusstheiten,” “Bewusstseinlagen,” “Spharenbewusstsein,”
etc., there appear some strange states which, although contain-
ing no representative element whatsoever, are nevertheless
reported by the subjects as images.

In Schwiete we find some very significant reports-

1. SubjectI: “open.”

“I had an undetermined 1mage of an ‘opening.’”

2 Subject II: “unlike.”

“I saw two undetermined and unlike objects.

Here we have an opening which is an opening of nothing,
and which, moreover, does not even have a definite form.,
Nevertheless it is an opening as an image. Here are two objects
without even spatial characteristics, that 1s, objects that have
no intuitive quality whatsoever by which they could differ
from cach other but which are nevertheless grasped in an 1mage
as bemng unlike. The question arses here as to how the image
differs from a pure knowledge. And it nevertheless manifests
itself as an 1mage.

Burloud is even more outright. He writes d propos the works
of Messer:

“At the lowest degree, a spatial direction, a direction of
outwardness.” At the word Atlas subject II had a visual repre-
sentation of a place on a map. “It was rather in a direction
beyond the Mediterranean Sea. . . .” The subjects are often
uncertain whether to call it an image or a thought. At the word
nail subject I reported the presence in his consciousness of
something visual or conceptual but of such a nature that it
could give rise to a visual impression. “I thought of something
long, pomted.” These conditions are indicated by expressions
like: a knowledge, a simple tendency to a visual representation,
the term of a visual representation, etc.

We repeat that as knowledge enters into the constitution of

3Schwiete, Ueber die psychische Representation der Begriffe. Arch. f.
gen. Psych. Bd. XIX, P- 475

1 Burloud La pensée d’a pre: les recherches expérimentales de Watt, etc.
Alcan, 1927, p. 68.

» 3
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the image it undergoes a radical modification. This it under-
goes even before the image is bwilt up. There are conscious-
nesses of a special type that are empty, altogether like con-
sciousness of pure meaning. They affirm their intimate relation-
ship with the sensible from the very outset. They present
themselves as “something visual or conceptual but of such a
nature that it could give rise to a visual unpression.” We are
far from the “Bewusstheiten” of Buhler. It is still knowledge
which is involved, but knowledge that 1s debased.

Could not this knowledge, which presents itself as “the germ
of a visual representation,” be the dynamic scheme of Berg-
son® The latter does, in fact, present itself as determined in its
intimate structure by its relation with futare images. . . . “At
one time it consists 1 an expectation of images, m an intel-
lectual attitude destined to preparc the arrival of a certain
precise 1mage as in the case of memory, at another time it
organizes a more or less prolonged game between the images
which are capable of inserting themselves into 1t, as in the case
of creative imagiation It is to the open comition what the
image 1s to the closed condition. It presents in terms of e-
coming, dynamically, what images give us as ready made, in
the static condition.” *

When Bergson conceived lus theory the dynamic scheme
was a great advance on associationism. Today psychology has
freed 1tself even more from the influence of Taine. Thoughr,
irreducible to scnsation, becomes defined by meaning and
mtentionality. It 1s an act. In the hight of these new theories
the dynamic scheme appears to be an effort which is as yet
very tmid and which misses its goal. No doubt 1t is already a
synthetic organization which is better than a simple association
of 1mages. But in Bergson we seek 1n vain for a positive descrip-
tion of the intentionality that constitutes it. Such is the constant
ambiguity of the Bergsonian dynamism: melodic syntheses—
but without a synthetic act; organizations without an organ-

1 Bergson, L’Energie spirstuelle, p 199.



86 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

izing power. Such is also the dynanic scheme—dynamic it is
without doubt, of the nature of a force, of a whirlpool. But it
is clearly in no way an act: it is a thing.

This basic deficiency gives rise to all the ambiguity of its
nature. Now it appears to be a transitory form which can take
a representation.

“To work intellectually consists in conducting 4 single repre-
sentation through different levels of consciousness in a direc-
tion which goes from the abstract to the concrete, from schema
to the image.”

Now it is an organizing power which effaces itself behind
what 1t has organized.

“.. . It is a representation of a different order always
capable of realizing itself in images but always distinct from
them. . . . Present and active in the work of evoking the
images, behind the images it has evoked, having done its
work.,” 2

It is likewise impossible to grasp the exact role of feeling in
the constitution of these schemes. About this Bergson writes:

“When I wish to recall a proper name I address myself first
to the general impression I have kept of 1t; 1t 1s this impression
which will enact the role of ‘dynamic schema.’ ” * And further:
“I begin with the general impression I retan of 1t. It was an
impression of strangeness, but not of an undetermined strange-
ness. There was in it something of a note of barbarism and
rapine.” 2

But these impressions are not, however, purely affective since
Bergson calls his schema 2 “an undivided schema with a certain
affective coloration.” .

The fact of the matter is that Bergson did not try hard
enough to describe his schema clearly. What interests him

! Bergson, L'Energie spsrituelle, p. 188 (italics ours).

21d, ibd.

tId, sbid., p. 193.

*ld,ibd , p. 175.
3Hd, ibd , p. 178.
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most is to rediscover in it the qualities which he develops in
all his descriptions of consciousness. The schema is a becom-
ing,* moreover, his elements interpenetrate each other® It is
this interpenetration and this melodic progression that sets
off the schema from the image “by fixed contours,” “by
juxtaposed paits.” Tt is the life, the very movement of con-
sciousness. It “delineates what has been.” Here we encounter
once more the great Bergsonian themes and the classical oppo-
sitions of the system; the schema is the ever-changing, the
living, the image is the static, the dead, the space which sub-
tends the movement.

It is precisely this opposition that seems to us unfortunate
and which prevents us from accepting Bergson’s description
in toto. We mamtained at the very outset that knowledge
does not disappear once the consciousness of the image is
established; it 1s not “effaced” behind images. It is not “always
capable of realizing itself as images but always distinct from
them.” It represents the active structure of the imaginatve
consciousness. We cannot accept this radical distinction be-
tween the image and the schema. If this were so then we would
have to Jemn our 1mages as we do our perceptions, and to do
this we would have to observe them, to observe them we would
have to have schemes, and so on to infinity.

This conception of the image as “a representation . . . of
which the parts are juxtaposed” appears to us, moreover, to
belong to the illusion of immanence. The parts are juxtaposed
in the objects. But the image 1s an inner synthesis marked by
a real interpenetration of its clements, hike the persons of our
dreams who can be at once a man and a woman, a child and
an old man.! Leroy has expressed the view that our wakeful
images may perhaps also possess this polymorphism. This we
shall show in the following chapter. At all events, a whole

4 Bergson, L’Energie spirituelle Cf. pp. 199-200.
51d,1bid. Cf , for mstance, pp. 189, 178 “An undivided schema,” etc,
1 Cf. Freud, Traumdeutung, p. 67, the dream of Irma.
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category of images, those Flach?! calls symbolic schemes,
manifest in their original wholeness a mass of things which
discursive thought must analyse and juxtapose.

“To understand the meaning of the word: Baudelaire.”

“In the open space, on a completely dark background, I
saw immediately a splash of blue-green color, like that of
vitriol, and as if thrown there with a single and broad stroke
of the brush. The splash was longer than broad—perhaps twice
as long as broad. It dawned on me immediately that this color
must express morbidity, the sort of decadence that character-
izes Baudelaire. I speculate whether this image can be applied
to Wilde or Huysmans: impossible. I feel a resistance which
is as strong as if someone proposed something to me which
was contrary to logic. This image holds only for Baudelaire
and from this moment on will be representative of this poet
to me.”

It is therefore best that we drop such vague expressions as
“becoming,” “dynamism,” etc. Thus psychology of “sympathy
with life” has had its day. Bergson did see that there does
exist a certain state of knowledge which is “waiting for
images.” But this expectation of images is homogeneous with
the imagc itself. This expectation 1s moreover very unique;
what the knowledge 1s waiting for is to transform itself into
an image. Instead of the expression “dynamic scheme” we still
prefer that of Spater,® “the dawn of an image,” because it
shows so well that there is a continuity between the empty
imaginative knowledge and the full imagnative consciousness.

Subject II* “Ahiitis. . . . I stopped because I knew what I
wanted to say before the word ‘rich’ came, I felt an inner
release, an 4b' a sort of mner movement like a swiftly rising
noise of a swren.” I feel that it will come, it 1s coming, I know
that I understood. “Then the word surged up.”

* A. Flach, “Ueber Symbolische Schemata im Produkuven Denkprozess,”
Arch. f. ge Psych. B. II, pp. 369, 599.

2 Spater, “L’Image mentale d’aprés les expériences d’mtrospection,” Revue
philosophique, 1914,
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And Spaier adds:

“There exists therefore a tendency not to go all the way to
the end: an attempt is made to keep the image itself from
going faster, one is satisficd with the dawn, . . [”

We believe that there is a greater difference between an
imaginative knowledge and a knowledge of pure meaning than
between an imaginative knowledge and an image in its full
bloom. This difference we must examine more thoroughly,
that is, we must determine exactly the nature of the debase-
ment the knowledge undergoes in passing from the state of
pure “meaning” to the imagmative state. For this purpose we
want to examine somewhat more closely those pure cases in
which the imaginative knowledge appears in the pure state,
that is as free consciousness.

The reports of the Wurtzburg psychologists are significant
in this connection: among the subjects two types of free con-
sclousnesses are to be found.

Type I: CircLe. At first a general consciousness (allge-
meines Bewusstsein) corresponding to the concept: geometric
figure. The word was not present.

Type 1I: Patience-ForBearaNCE. A special consciousness
of a Biblical environment.

HauveaTy Kivg. “(I feel myself) transported into another
sort of reality, one of ballads and old legends. . . . A direc-
tion towards the past of Germany where the haughty monarch
would play an important role.” *

The consciousness of “circle” is general, that of “patience
forbearance” is particular. But the difference does not lie there.
The consciousnesses of Type I can, as a matter of fact, also be
particular. But what 1s grasped in the former is a rule; in the
latter it is a thing. This we must examune closely by means of
another example.

} Messer, Expersmental psychologische Untersuchungen des Denkens,
Arch, f, ges. Psych., 1906, VII, pp. 1~224. Messer arbitrarily characterizes
the acts of consciousness of Type II by affecuvity.
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I am reading a novel. I am greatly interested in the hero,
who is, let us say, about to break out of prison. I read with
great eagerness the least detail of his preparation for flight.
But writers are agreed that reading 1s accompanied by few
images.? In fact, most subjects have few of them and they are
also incomplete. It should even be added that images appear
apart from the reading process itself, that is, when the reader is
thinking of the events of the preceding chapter, when he is
dreaming over the book, etc. In short, the images appear
when we cease reading or when our attention begins to wan-
der. But when the reader is engrossed, there are no mental
images. We have demonstrated this on ourselves over and over
again and it has also been confirmed for us by several persons.
A flow of images is characteristic of disturbed and frequently
interrupted reading.

Nevertheless it cannot be that the imaginative element is
wholly absent in reading. Without it how are we to account
for the intensity of our emotions® We take sides, we become
indignant; and some even weep. In reading, as in the theatre,
we are actually mn the presence of a world and we attribute
to that world just as much of existence as we do to that of
the theater; that is, a complete cxistence in the unreal. Verbal
signs arc not the intermediaries berwecen the pure meanings
and our consciousness, as they are, for instance, in the case
of mathematics: they represent the arca of contact between
us and this imagmnary world. In order to describe correctly
the phenomenon of reading it must be said that the reader s
in the presence of a world. It is this fact which clearly dem-
onstrates—if the matter were to be proven—the existence of
what Binet calls “latent images.”

“We often have more definite images than we think: in
reading a play, for instance, we have images of position, of
stage-setting, without being aware of it we construct a set
of scenery. For instance, we must have the plan of the scenc

2 Cf. for cxample Binct, Etude expérumnentale de I'mielligence, p. 97
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of action drawn up for us to become aware of our own
setting, by a feeling of inner resistance.” *

We cannot, of course, accept this thesis. for us an image
is a consciousness and “a latent consciousness” would be a
contradiction of terms. Nevertheless we must admit that some-
thing does enact the role of these alleged latent images:
namely, imagmative knowlcdge.

The consciousness of reading 1s a consciousness sui generis,
which has its structuie. When we arc reading a poster or a
phrase isloated from 1ts context we simply produce a con-
sciousness of meaning, a lexis. If we are reading a scholarly
work we produce a consciousness m which the intention ad-
heres every moment to the sign Our thought, our knowledge
slip into the words and wec become aware of it on the words,
as an objective quality of the woirds These objective qualities
do not, of course, remamn separated but fuse from word to
word, from phrase to phrase, from page to page, hardly have
we opened a book when we have before us an objective sphere
of meaning.

Thus far there is notlung new It 1s always a matter of
meaningful knowledge. But 1f the boolk 15 a novel everything
changes. the sphere of objective meaning becomes a world
of unreality To read a novel 1s 1o assume a general attitude
of consciousness. this attude 15 roughly like that of a spec-
tator who sees the curtain rising in the theater. He is pre-
paring to discover a whole woild which 1s not that of per-
ception, but neither 1s 1t the world of mental images. To be
present at a theatrical performance 1s to apprchend the char-
acters o7 the actors, and the forest of “As You Like It” oz
the cardboard trecs. To read 1s to realise oz the signs a contact
with a world of unreality. In that world there are plants,
animals, fields, towns, men- at first those that are described
in the book, then a horde of others that are not mentioned
but which are i the background and which give that world

* Cited by Delacrox i Trasté de Psychologie de Dumas, t. I1, p. 118.
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its solidity. (For instance, 1n a chapter describing a ball, all
the guests who are present but about whom nothing is said
and who “make up the number ) These concrete beings are
the objects of my thoughts: their unreal existence is the cor-
relative of the syntheses which I operatc with the help of the
words. That is, I operate these syntheses as perceptual syn-
theses and not as meaningful syntheses.

If I read: “They will enter Peter’s office,” this simple nota-
tion becomes the subdued theme of all subsequent syntheses.
When I read the account of their quarrel I localize their quarrel
in the office. Here 1s the phrase “they left slamming the door.”
I know that it is the door of Peter’s office; I know that Peter’s
office is on the third floor of a new building and that this
building is 1n the suburbs of Paris. Naturally there is nothing
of all this in the single phrase I had just read. I must be
familiar with the preceding chapters in order to know all this.
Therefore everything that exceeds, includes, orients and local-
izes the naked meaning of the phrase I am reading 1s the object
of a knowledge. But this knowledge 1s not a pure “meaning.”
It is not as meaning that I think “office,” “third floor,” “bwild-
ing,” “suburb of Paris.” I think of them in terms of things.
To understand the difference all we need do is read this
phrase in a report “The syndicate of owners of buildings
n Paris” and this one in a novel: “He walked down the three
stories of the building in haste.” What has changed® Not the
content itself of the knowledge “building”: but the way it is
known. In the first case the content of the knowledge is
envisaged by consciousness as a rule; in the second as an
object. No doubt but that the knowledge is always an empty
consciousness of an order, a rule. But at times the knowledge
envisages the order first and the object through the order,
and very vaguely as “that which supports the order,” that is,
still as a relationship—and at times envisages the objest first
and the order only 1n so far as it is constitutive of the object.

But what are we to understand here by object® Must we
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believe with Buhler that “I can think of any nuance whatever
of the blue color of a painting m a fully-determined way
without representation”? To believe this 1s to commit a basic
error, which 1s not only psychological but ontological. The
individual nuance “blue” and the knowledge belong to two
different orders of existence. The blue color of this portrait
is something 1nexpressible. Kant had already shown the irre-
ducible difference between sensation and thought. What con-
stitutes the individuality of this parucular blue, which is here,
before me, corresponds exactly to the sensible character of the
sensation. Pure thought cannot therefore enwvision it as such.
It thinks of it as something external, as the substratum of a
relationship, as, for instance, “the fourth primary color of the
Sistine Madonna” or as “occupymng such a positon in the
scale of colors.” The attempt to catch 1t directly is to attempt
to see it. But in order to attempt to see this unique and concrete
blue as blue, we must already possess 1t as such, or how could
we know what 1t is we want to see? Consequently, knowledge
can catch the object only through 1ts essence, that is, through
the order of its qualities. But the imaginative knowledge does
not envision this order 1n self. It cannot yet envision the
blue, it no longer desires to envision “the fourth primary color
of the Sistine Madonna.” It envistons somzethimng which is this
fourth color. The relation passes behind the thing. But the
thing is as yet only “something.” That is, a certain position
lacking opacity and externality—opacity and externality which
are precisely determined by the relations which were made
to pass behind their bulkimess. This is well shown by the
example we have already cited:

“At the word mail the subject reports the presence in his
consciousness of something visual—or conceptual but of such
a nature that it could arouse a visual impression: I thought
of something long and pointed.”

If the knowledge does not present itself as conceptnal it is
because it affirms itself to 1tself as waiting for the visual. For
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want of something better it presents its content as something
long and pointed.

It is obvious that what is involved here is a radical modi-
fication of the ntention. The pure knowledge is pre-objec-
tive, at least when not associated with a word. That is, that
formal essence and objective essence are undifferentiated in it.
At times it appears in the form of what one of Binet’s subjects
calls “one feeling like another,” and, in this form, it represents
a sort of vague account to the subject as to his own capacities
(“Yes, I know,” “I could know,” “It 1s 1 that direction that
we must look”)—and at times 1t includes the knowledge of
certamn objective relations (long, pointed the fourth primary
color, geometric figures), in a word, it is an amblguous con-
sciousness which occurs at the same time as a consciousness
empty of a relational structure of the object and as conscious-
ness full of a state of the subject.

Imaginative knowledge, on the contrary, is a consciousness
which seeks to transcend itself, to posit the relation as an
outside. But not in affirming its truth; in which case we would
have only a judgment. But in positing its content as existing
through a certain bulkiness of the real which serves as its
representative. This real does not, of course, itself appear in
its undifferenuated and very general form of “something.” It
is only envisioned. Imaginative knowledge presents itself
therefore as an effort to determine this “something” as a will
to reach the intuitive, as an expectation of images.

Let us return to the consciousness of the reader. The
phrases of the novel have become filled with imaginative
knowledge, it is this knowledge I grasp on the words, and
not simple meanings: the syntheses, which, as we have seen,
constitute an objective sphere of meaning from page to page,
are not mere syntheses of relationships; they are syntheses of
something which possesses this or that quality with sometbng
which possesses this and that charactenstic. The relationships
do nor arrange themselves as if to compose the meaning of a
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concept; the rule of their synthesis is that the relauonsh1ps
between them must be hke the relatlonshxp that exists between
the different qualities of an object. For instance, Peter’s office
becomes something which is in the building, and the building
becomes something which is on Emile-Zola Street.!

There follows a curious change in the role of signs. These,
as we know, are perceived in the aggregate in the form of
words, and each word has 1ts own physiognomy. We can say
roughly that for the reader of a novel the words play the
role of signs whose principal characteristics we described in
the preceding chapter. But imaginative knowledge has too
strong a tendency towards an intuition which will fill it up,
not to attempt to make the sign enact the role of representa-
tive of the object; when this happens it uses the sign as if it
were a drawing. The physiognomy of the word becomes the
representative of the physiognomy of the object. A real con-
tamination takes place. When I read “this beautiful person,”
the words no doubt #z7ean, above all, a certain young woman,
the heroine of the novel. But to a certan degree they represent
the beauty of the young woman, they enact the role of this
something which is a beautiful young woman. This occurs
more often than we behieve. Dwelshauvers ? cites some strange
examples which confirm our thesis. He presents pairs of words
to the subject who is to report whether the two terms agree
or disagree. Of coursc the attitude of the subject is very dif-
ferent from that of a reader of a novel. Nevertheless the words
do play the role of representatives, and rather frequently.

On presenting the pair “Sympathy-Pity,” the subject reacts
with the implicit thought that there is no agreement between
them. Immediately after his rcaction he analyses his response
and gives no reason for it. At the end of the series of experi-
ments, in recalling this reaction, the subject seems to remember

1 We are, of course, omitting the role of feeling in the consciousness of
reading.
2 Dwelshauvers, Traité de psychologre, Payot, 1925, pp. 122-124.
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that the letter T stood out more prominently than the other
letters in the word Sympathy than in the word Pity. A feeling
of disagrecment arose between these letters and the aspect
of the words.

So the question here is therefore no longer one concerning
empty imaginative knowledge: the word often plays the role
of representative without ceasing to act as a sign so that in
reading we have a hybrid consciousness, half-meaningful and
half-imaginative.

Imagmative knowledge is not necessarily preceded by pure
knowledge. In many cases (as, for instance, in the reading of
novels) the objects of the knowledge are at first presented as
correlatives of an imaginative knowledge. Pure knowledge,
that 1s, the mere consciousness of relations comes next. In
certain cases, which we shall study later, pure knowledge pre-
sents itself as an ideal which is never reached. In such a case
the consciousness becomes the prisoner of its imaginative
attitude.

Things present themselves at first as presences. If we begin
with knowledge the image will arise as a result of thought
trying to make contact with the presences This birth of the
image coincides with a debasement of the knowledge which no
longer envisions the relationships as such but as substantial
qualities of things. These empty imaginative knowledges—
which Spaier calls the dawn of images—occur very frequently
in the Iife of consciousness. They come and go without be-
coming images, but not without having placed us on the
brink of the image, properly so called. The subject is not at
all sure whether he had a “vivid image,” the “dawn of an
image,” or a concept.

2. Affectivity

It is necessary that some remarks on the fundamental nature
of feeling be made at the very outset. Writings like those of



THE PROBABLE 97

Brentano, Husserl and Scheler have established in Germany a
certain conception of feeling which French psychologists
would do well to study. The fact of the matter is that as
regards the subject of feelng French psychology still belongs
to the period of Ribot.! In the new treatise by Dumas we find
the old and wearisome arguments concerning the peripheral
theory and the central theory. Since James and Nahlowsky
the physiology of feeling has made some advances. But the
nature of feeling 1tself is not known any better.? Dwelshauvers
gives a good summary of the general opimion when he speaks
of an affective state as being “of life.” This expression, hike
the comments upon 1t, have the effect of cutting off the feel-
ing from 1ts object. Feeling is presented as a sort of purely
subjective and meffable agitation which possesses an individual
tonahty but which 1s shut up mn the subject who experiences
it. Basically, feeling is no more than the becommng conscious
of organic changes. It 1s pure subjectivity, pure mnernesss.
This 1s the source of all those theories which consider feeling
to be a2 primitive stage of mental development: a stage for
which the world of things does not yet exist—any more than
does the correlative world of persons There exist only living
states, a flux of subjective, inexpressible qualities. At most feel-
g 1s confused with coanaesthesia It is no doubt recognized
that affective states are usually associated with representa-
tions. These associations are, however, established from the
outside. It 1s not a living synthesis of representation and feel-
ing: we remain in the mechanical realm of associations. Trans-
fer, condensation, derivation, sublimation: so many devices of
an associational psychology. Literature 1s no more advanced:
in reaction against the old and basic theory of Pascal regard-

1 Ribot, Psychologse des Sentiments

3We must make an exception of the works of M. M. Janet (de I'An-
goisse 4 I'Extase) and Wallon who attempt to present feeling as a spectal
class of behavior. The behavorial view, which 1s certainly an advance, is,

however, obscure and contradictory. Cf. my lttle book. Esguisse d'une
théone des Emotions (Hermann, 1939).
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ing love-esteem the writers of the XIXth century turned feel-
ings into a mass of whimsical apparitions which occasionally
became united by chance with representations but which
fundamentally have no real relation with their objects. And
what is even more, feelings have no objects. For Proust and his
disciples the tie between my love and the beloved person 15 at
bottom but a tie of contiguity. Among psychologists and
novelists we have a sort of solipsism of affectivity. The reason
for these strange conceptions lies in the fact that feeling has
been isolated from its meaning.

There are, as a matter of fact, no affective states, that is,
inert contents which are carried by the stream of conscious-
ness and attach themselves to representation by chance of con-
tiguity. Reflection yields us affective comsciousnesses. Joy,
sorrow, melancholy are consciousnesses. And we must apply
to them the great law of consciousness: that all consciousness
is consciousness of something. In a wo1d, feelings have special
intentionalities, they represent one way—among others—of
self-transcendence. Hatred 1s hatred of someone, love is love of
someone. James said: remove the physiological manifestations
of hatred, of indignation and all you have remaining is ab-
stract judgments without feeling. Today we can answer: try
to bring about i yourself the subjective phenomena of hatred,
of indignation, without having those phenomena oriented on
some hated person, on an unjust act, and you can tremble,
pound your fists, blush, but your internal condition will be
devoid of indignation, of hatred. To hate Paul is to intention
Paul as a transcendent object of a consciousness. But neither
must we commit the imntellectualistic error by believing that
Paul is present as the object of an intellectual representation.
The feeling envisions an object but 1t does so m its own way
which is affective. Classical psychology (and even La Roche-
foucauld) holds that the feeling appears to consciousness as a
certain subjective tonality. This is to confuse the reflective
with non-reflective consciousness. The feeling appears as such
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to reflective consciousness, the meaning of which is precisely
to be conscious of this feching. But the feching of hatred is not
the consciousness of hatred: 1t is the consciousness of Paul as
hateful, love is not, primarily, consciousness of love: it is con-
sciousness of the charms of the beloved. To become conscious
of Paul as hateful, annoying. sympathetic, disturbing, winning,
repulsive, etc., is to confer upon him a new quality, to con-
struct him along a new dimension These qualities are in a
sense, not propertlcs of the object, so that basically, the very
term “quality” is mappropnatc It would be better to say that
the qualities constitute the sense of the object, that they are
its affective structure: they permeate the entire object, when
they disappear—as in cases of depersonalization—the percep-
tion remains intact, things do not seem to be changed, but the
world is singularly impoverished nevertheless. In a sense, the
feeling presents itself therefore as a species of knowledge. If 1
love the long, white and delicate hands of that woman, this
love, which is directed on these hands, can be considered to be
one of the ways they appeared to my consciousness. It is a
feeling which envisions their delicacy, their whiteness, the
animation of their movement- what would a love mean if it
were not a love of these qualities® It is therefore a certain way
that delicacy, whiteness and vivacity have of appearing to me.
But it is not an intellectual knowledge. To love delicate hands
is, we might say, a certain way of loving these hands deli-
cately. Still, love does not intention the dehcqcy of the fingers
which is a representative quality: it projects a certain tonality
on the object which may be called the affective sense of that
delicacy, of that whiteness. Lawrence excels in suggesting,
while he seems to be doing no more than to be describing the
form and the color of objects, these subdued affective struc-
tures which constitute their deepest reality. Here is an ex-
ample of an English woman who was fascinated by the strange
charm of the Indians.

“Jt was always the one man who spoke. He was young,
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with quick, large, bright black eyes that glanced sideways at
her. He had a soft black moustache on his dark face, and a
sparse tuft of beard, loose hairs on hus chin. His long black hair,
full of life, hung unrestrained on his shoulders. Dark as he was,
he did not look as if he had washed lately.” !

The representative retamns a sort of primacy. The animated,
white and delicate hands appear first as a purely representa-
tive complex and then bring about an affective consciousness
which confers upon them a new meaning. So we can raise the
question, as to what it is that happens, under these conditions,
when we produce an affective consciousness in the absence
of the object which it envisions.

We are at first inclined to exaggerate the primacy of the
representative, to feel that there must always be a representa-
tion to arouse the feeling. Nothing is further from the truth.
In the first place, a feeling can be aroused by another feeling.
Furthermore, even when the feeling is aroused by a repre-
sentation it does not imply that the feeling will envision that
representation. If I enter the room where my friend Peter
lived, the sight of the familiar furniture can no doubt lead me
to produce an affective consciousness ducctly aimed at them.
But it can also arouse a feeling which will envision Peter him-
self, to the exclusion of every other object. So the entire
problem is still before us.

I assume therefore that m the absence of a certain person
it is the feeling which was inspired in me by her beautiful hand
that reappears. Let us suppose, for the sake of greater clanty,
that the feeling is pure of all knowledge. This 15 obviously an
unusual case, but one which we have the right to imagine.

This feeling is not a pure subjective content, it does not
escape the law of all consciousness it transcends itself, analysis
reveals in it a primary content which animates intentions of a

* Lawrence, The Woman Who Rode Away. See also the descriptions of
the game-warden 1n Lady Chatterley’s Loves, that of Don Cipriano m the
Feathered Serpent and those of the captam 1 the Capram’s Doll
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very special type; in short, it is an affective consciousness of
those hands. Only this consciousness does not posit the hands
it envisions, as bands, that 1s, as a synthesis of representations.
Knowledge and sensible representations are lacking (by hy-
pothesis). The consciousness 1s rather of something fine, grace-
ful, pure, with a nuance of strictly individual fineness and
purity. What 1s unique for me in those hands—and which
cannot express itself in a knowledge, even imaginative—
namely, the unt of the skin at the finger tips, the shape of the
fingernails, the small wrnkles around the phalanx, all this
does, no doubt, appear to me. But these details do not present
themselves 1n their representative aspect. I become aware of
them as an undifferentiated mass which defies all description.
And this affective mass has a character which lacks clear and
complete knowledge. the mass is present. What this means is,
that the feeling is present so that the affective structure of the
objects builds itsclf up together with a determined affective
consciousness. A feeling 1s thus not an empty consciousness:
it is already a possession Those hands present themselves to
me under their affective form.

Let us suppose now that my feelng 1s not simply an affective
recall of those hands, let us suppose that I also desire them.
The desire is at first naturally the consciousness of the de-
sired object else how could I desire. But—if w e suppose it to
be empty of all knowledge—it cannot entail the knowledge
of its object, it cannot, by itself alone, posit it as a representa-
tion. The desire must then superadd itself, 1n a new synthesis,
to the affective consciousness of its object. So, in one sense,
the desire is alrcady possession, for in order to desire zhese
bands the desire must posit them in their affective form, and
it is upon this affective equivalent that the desire 1s directed.
But it does not know them as bands. It is in this way that I
happen to feel the birth in me of a very definite desire after a
wearisome and sleepless night. Affectively, the object of this
desire is strictly determined, on this point we cannot be de-
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ceived: only I do not kzow what 1t is. Do I wish to drink
something refreshing and sweet, do I wish to sleep, or is it
sexual desire’ In vamn, all T do is exhaust myself with suppo-
sitions. It must be, as a matter of fact, that I am a victim of
an illusion: a consciousness is born due to fatigue and takes the
form of a desire. Naturally this desire posits an object, but
this object exists only as the correlative of a certain affective
consciousness: it 1s neither drink, sleep nor anything real and
all effort to define it is by nature doomed to fail.

In a word, desire is a blind effort to possess on the level of
representation what I already possess on the affective level;
through the affective synthesis it envisions a “beyond” which
it pursues without being able to know it, it directs itself upon
the affective “something” which is now given to it and appre-
hends it as the repiesentative of the desired thing. So the
structure of an affective consciousness of desire is already that
of an imaginative consciousness, since here, as 1n the image,
a present synthesis functions as a substitute for an absent rep-
resentative synthesis.

Under the name of “theory of constellations” or “law of
interest,” a certain psychological theory to be found even in
the books of Ribot views feeling as operating a choice between
constellations of 1mages and drawing into consciousness those
that will fix it. Thus Hesnard can write. “Every affective wave
in a creature capable of consciousness, tends to stir up an image
which justifies 1t, every feeling linked with an external object
tends to justify itself, to express itself by the inner representa-
tion of that object.”

The image is thus considered to be a mental formation which
differs radically from affective states, but most affective states
are supposed to be accompanied by images, which represent
for the desire that which is desired. This theory is guilty of
the errors of confusing the image with its object, the illusion
of immanence, negation of the affective intentionality, and
complete misunderstanding of the nature of consciousness. In
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fact, as we have just seen, the image 1s a sort of ideal for feeling,
it represents a limited state for the affective consciousness, the
state in which desire is also knowledge. If the image presents
itself as the lower limit towards which knowledge tends when
it becomes debased, then 1t also presents itself as the upper
limit towards which affecuvity tends when 1t seeks to know
itself. Is the image, then, not a synthesis of affectivity and
knowledge?

In order to understand fully the nature of this type of syn-
thesis we must renounce all comparisons drawn from physical
mtermixtures: a consctousness of knowledge which 1s at the
same tume a consciousness of feeling 1s not par¢ knowledge
and part feeling. A consciousness 1s always transparent to
iself: and it therefore must be at the same time entirely knowl-
edge and entirely affectivity.

Let us return to those beaunful white hands. if T produce
a cognitive-affective consciousness instead of a pure affective
consciousncss, those hands are at one and the same time the
object of a knowledge and of feeling, or rather they are posited
by an affectivity which 1s knowledge, by a knowledge which
1s feeling. Desire posits an object which 1s the affective equiva-
lent of those hands something transcendent, something which
is not myself is given as the correlative of my consciousness.
But at the same time, this something gets to fill in an imagina-
tive knowledge, that is, that I am invaded by the knowledge
that this something stands for “two hands.” This assurance
comes upon me suddenly- 1n rclation to this affective object I
find myself in the attitude of quasi-observation. Those hands
are really there: the knowledge that penctrates them gives
them to me as “the hands of such a person, white hands, etc.,”
and at the same ume the feeling reproduces most poignantly
what there 1s of the incffable in the sensations of whiteness,
of fineness, etc.; it gives that empty knowledge the opacity
of which we spoke in the preceding chapter. I know that the
object which is there, transcendent, confronting my conscious-
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ness stands for two white and delicate hands; at the same time
I feel that whitencss and that delicacy, and particularly the
nature of hands always so intumate, so personal. But, at the
same time, I am aware that these hands have not as yet come
into existence. What is before me 1s a substitute for these
concrete hands, full but unable to exist by itself. When that
substitute is present 1t delivers the hands to me completely,
but at the same time it lies in its nature to clazz these hands
which it posits, so that I am aware of envisioning them through
it. Let us recall the essential characteristic of the mental mmage:
it is a certain way an object bas of bemng absent within its
very presence. Here we encounter this characterstic
once more and as a matter of fact, this affective-cognitive
synthesis we have just described is none other than the funda-
mental structure of the image consciousness. No doubt but
that we shall encounter more complex forms of the imagmative
consciousness, and others from which the affective element is
almost excluded: but if we want to grasp the image at its source
we must begin with this structure, Besidcs, many images con-
tain nothing more. This 1s the case with all those images whose
object is a color, a flavor, a landscape, a facial expression, in
short, for those 1mages that envision i the main sensible quali-
ties other than form and movement. “I cannot see,” says
Stendhal,® “the physiognomy of things. I have but my child-
hood memories. I see images, I recall effects on my heart, but
for causes and phsyiognomues, nothing. I see a train of very
clear images, but with no other physiognomy than the one
they had for my vision. Morcover, I see that physiognomy
only as a memory of the effect it produced on me.”

3. Movements

Many authors have stressed the close relationship that exists
between images and movements. Guillaume has shown in his

1Cf. Part I1, Ch. 1.
2 Stendahl, Vie de Henrs Brulard.
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treatise 2 how the image becomes gradually the “motor cause
of movements” and at the same time “the element of control.”
The experiments of Dwelshauvers ® seem to show that there
are no images without several shight movements (trembling of
the fingers, etc.). But all these observations only tend to pre-
sent the image as a condition for movement. But what we wish
to know is whether movements, that is, kinaesthetic sensations,
do not play an essential role in the make-up of the image.

Some of Pieron’s interesting investigations afford us a point
of departure.* He showed his subjects a figure made up of a
tangle of lines and asked them to draw the figure from memory.
Here are some of his conclusions-

Mr. Sp. ... Beginning with the fourth prescntation he ob-
serves methodically. He wishes to make some verbal remarks for
which he has no time, so he uses the movements of his eyes and
reproduces the lines in keeping with these movements By observ-
ing his behavior, he notices that as his eye movements are follow-
ing the lines, and while his hands are reproducing the lines with
shght synergical movements . . . several words uttered softly
(“there!” “good”) punctuate certan stops that correspond to an
observation, to a remark not explicitly formulated. . . .

Mr. To. . . . On the first presentation he is surprised by the
very large number of lines and the difficulty of seeing them well,
when the text 1s removed he has the impression that he has an
mmage of it and attempts to draw it very fast but it disappears so
quickly that he cannot use it. The first few times he only observes
the heavy lines, and on the second presentation he does not recog-
mze the test. He knows, because he made a mental note of it, that
here and there are some hght lines, but whose direction he no
longer knows. Little by little he increases his understanding with
several observations, several remarks (here an acute angle, there
two lines almost parallel, a line somewhat heavier than another
. . . etc.). When observed, he seems to follow the lines by head

2 Guillaume, L'lrmutatson chez Penfant, pp. 1-27
3 Dwelshauvers, Les Mécanssmes subconscsents, 1925
1Art., cit, p 134, fig. L
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movements with very slight displacements of the eyes and by
movements of the hand.

Mr. Fa. . . . He tries to make some geometrical remarks, and
soon notices a small triangle on the left side of the test but does
not succeed in finding the necessary “hang” of it. He counts the
lines, observes the convergence, the parallehsms, etc. ... He
squints at the hnes. . . . In his reproduction at the end of a week
the deforming influence of the geometrical schematization 1
noticeable: the principal lines are grouped in a diamond-shaped
form. ...

Thus these observers who wish to reproduce the figure in-
dicate the occurrence of movements or mnemotechnical re-
marks which in the end become the guides for the performing
of certain movements, Later on, when the subjects will form
an imaginative consciousness of that figure, these movements,
whether carried out sketchily or completely, will serve as a
basis for the image.

Now the object was presented to them by visual perceptions.
Since, as a general rule, we are directly informed of the move-
ments of our body by a special type of sensations, namely,
kinaesthetic sensations, a question arises: “How can kinaes-
thetic sensations function as material for an imaginative con-
sciousness which envisions an object furnished by visual per-
ceptions®”

There is no doubt concerning the fact itself: Dwelshauvers
demonstrated it by a whole series of experiments.*

“There exist,” he concludes, “mental images which are the
conscious translation of muscular attitudes. These attitudes are
not perceived by the subject, but they give rise to an image
in the consciousness of the subject which is very different from
the attitudes themselves. In other words, it happens that the
genesis of our mental images is as follows: 1. Idea of a move-

1 Cf. Dwelshauvers, L’Enregistrement objectsf de Pinage mentale. VIith
Ix(lﬁem Congress of Psychology and Les Mécanssines Subsconscients. Alcan
édic,
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ment to be carried out. 2. Muscular attitude objectifying that
idea, that motor intention without the subject’s awareness of
his motor reaction, of his attitude as such. 3. An image aroused
in consciousness as the recording of the motor reaction and
qualitatively different from the elements themselves of that
reaction.”

But no explanation has been given of these unquestionable
phenomena. Dwelshauver’s account of them is far from satis-
factory. We shall try to show what the facts are and if possible
to explain them.

My eyes are open, I am watching the index finger of my
right hand, which is describing curves, geometrical figures, in
the air. I see these curves to a certain extent at the up of my
finger. From the very first, as a matter of fact, a certam persist-
ence of retinal impression 1s responsible for the fact that a
certain course (direction) sull exists after my index finger is
removed. But thisisnotall the different positions of my finger
do not present themselves successively and 1solated. No doubt
each position is a concrete and irreducible event. But these
events do not associate themselves externally as simple contents
of consciousness. They are mternally united through the syn-
thetic acts of mind. Husserl has given a remarkable descrip-
tion* of these particular intentions of which, beginning with
the living and concrete “now” direct themselves towards the
immediate past in order to retamn it and towards the immediate
future in order to seize 1t. He calls them “retentions” and “pro-
tentions.” This retention, which constitutes for itself the con-
tinuity of the movement, 1s not 1tself an image. It is an empty
intention which is directed towards the phase of the movement
that has just been destroyed, we will describe 1t, in psycho-
logical language, as a knowledge centered on the present visual
sensation and which causes that zow to appear as being also
an after of a certain quality, an after which does not follow

1 Husserl, Legons phénomenologiques sur la conscience interne du temps.
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any sensation but only the one that has just disappeared. The
protention, on its part, is an expectation which presents that
very same sensation as being also a before Naturally this latter
is not as rigorously determined as a “before” as it is as an
“after,” since—excepting in the special case when we perform
a predetermined movement—the sensation that 1s going to fol-
low 1s not entirely known; but this final sensation is already
pretraced by a very precise expectation: I expect a wvisual-
sensation-produced-by-a-movement-of-nry-index-finger begin-
ning from a definite position. Retention and protention con-
stitute, in every respect, the sense of the present visual im-
pression: without these synthetic acts we could hardly even
speak of an impression, this before and this after which are
the correlatives of these acts do not occur as empty forms, as
homogeneous and indifferent frameworks. they are concrete
and individual relations which the actual sensation sustains
with the concrete and individual impressions which have pre-
ceded it and which will follow it.

But we must be explicit: all consciousness is consciousness
of something. We mentioned a while ago that retention and
protention envision impressions for the sake of simplification.
But what they really envision is objects that are constructed by
means of these impressions, that is, the trajectory of my index
finger. This trajectory appears naturally as a statnc form; it
presents itself as the pathway traversed by my finger and, more
vaguely, beyond its actual position, as the pathway sull to be
traversed. The pathway that has been traversed—or a part of
1t—presents itself moreover as a vague lummous trail, pro-
duced by the persistence of impressions on the retina.

These visual impressions that constitute an immobile form
are joined, by strictly kinaesthetic sensations (skin, muscles,
tendons, articulation) which accompany them mutely. These
represent more feeble elements that are completely dominated
and even denatured by the forms and clear perceptions of
vision. They are doubtless the support of the intentions and
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protentions. but these secondary 1ntentions are rigorously sub-
ordinated to the retentions and protentions that envision the
impressions of vision. Since, otherwise, there is no kinaesthetic
persistence, they are immediately effaced.

Now I close my eyes and with my finger carry out move-
ments like the preceding. We might believe that the kinaesthe-
tic impressions, now freed from visual domination, will appear
with force and clarity. But there are none. No doubt the
visual sensation has disappeared, but we insist that so has the
kinaesthetic sensation. What arises in our consciousness is the
trajectory of the movement as a forn: m the making. If 1 trace
the figure eight with the tip of my index finger, what appears
before me is an eight in the making, somewhat like the letters
of a cinematographic advertisement forming themselves on the
screen. This form is, of course, given at the tip of my finger.
But it does not appear as a kinaesthetic form. It appears as a
visual figure.

But we have seen that this visual figure is not the result of
visual sensations it presents itself as that which I could see
at the tip of my finger if I were to open my eyes, it is a visual
form as an image. We might be inclined to say, with Dwel-
shauvers, that the movement evokes the image. But this inter-
pretation is not acceptable; the image is directly apprehended
at the tip of my finger from the very beginning. Moreover,
since we cannot admit that the movement evokes the image
while itself remaining unconscious *—the kinaesthetic sensa-
tions, according to this hypothesis, should subsist alongside the
image they evoke. Now, these kinaesthetic sensations are even
less independent than when they are hidden by the authentc
visual impressions: they are as if swallowed by the image and,
if any attempt is made to recover them their appearance is
accompanied by the disappearance of the image. Shall we then
just say that the kinaesthetic sensations function as analogical

* It seems to us that a similar conception sometimes held—at least seem-
ingly so—by Dwelshauvers, 1s purely and simply without any meaning.
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substitutes for the visual form® That would already be more
to the point, besides, we have already met up with such a case
when we were studying the role of visual movements in the
apprehension of schematic drawings. But this view gives us
little Light on the analogical substitute. It is somewhat as if
we were told that goats function as analogical substitutes for
seaplanes. Besides, if we observe ourselves, we will notice that
the image persists even if movement is arrested, that s, it sur-
vives the last kinaesthetic impression, and seems to remain
for a few moments in the very localities covered by my finger.
It is, therefore, desirable that we investigate more closely the
mechanism of the substitution lest we deceive ourself with
mere words.

The problem would be, in fact, insoluble if the impressions
that constitute the perception of movement were to present
themselves all at once It is their very nature to present them-
selves only one after the other. Moreover, none of them pre-
sents itself as an isolated content: each of them presents itself
as the actual state of the movement. We have seen, in fact,
that each visual impression was like the point of application
of a retention and a protention which determined its place in
the continmty of forms described by the movement. The
kinaesthetic impressions are also unified by the acts of reten-
tion and protention. If these acts only aim to retain and to
foresee the states that have disappeared or that are to come from
the movement under their forms as kinaesthetic impressions,
we would have in the end a kinaesthetic perception, that is,
the grasp by consciousness of a motor form that actually exists.

But this 15 not what happens most often. Generally the
visual impressions prevail over the vague and feeble kinaesthetic
impressions. Even when absent, they impose themselves and I
even look {or them, only they can serve as regulators: Dwel-
shauvers has shown that subjects who are asked to trace two
equal lines with eyes closed guide themselves by visual rep-
resentations of their extremities, What happens most often,
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consequently, is that the retention and the protention retain
and anticipate the past and future aspects of the movement as
if these were actually perceived by the organs of vision. This
is, of course, a case of pure knowledge of a debased sort which
we described above. We must nonetheless admit that con-
sciousness assumes a sui-generis attitude from the beginning:
all retention is, here, at the same time a conversion of the
kinaesthetic nto the visual, and this conversional rctention
deserves a phenomenological description by 1tself. It is easier
to imagine what protention may be because the future im-
pression does not need to be converted; consciousness expects
a visual sensation at each moment from the begmning of the
present sensible content.

What does the concrete impression, the support of the in-
tentions, become® It 15, of course, kinaesthetic; and cannot
therefore present itself visually. But it 15 nevertheless appre-
hended as an “after” of a very special quality, namely, the
result, the final point of a past which presents itself visually.
At the same time it presents itself as the actual moment of a
series of contents which stretch into the future. Thus, on the
one hand, it is the only concrete element of the intentioned
form, conferring on that form its characteristic of being pres-
ent, which supplies the debased knowledge with “the some-
thing” 1t envisions. But, on the other hand, it derives its sense,
its range, its value, from the mtentions that aim at visual
impressions: it was itself expected, received as a visual im-
pression. Of course this is not enough to turn it into a visual
sensation but no more is needed to give it a visual “meaning”:
this kinaesthetic impression provided with a visual meaning
therefore functions as the analogue of a visual form, and when
it glides into the past 1t will do so as a visual impression. Nev-
ertheless time flows on, the movement reaches its end. The
retentional knowledge has increased considerably; and it is
by virtue of this knowledge that the greater part of the visual
trajectory 1s envisioned. But it always uses the present sensa-
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tion for its point of support; it 1s this present sensation alone
that gives it a sort of reaity. When the last impression will
have disappeared the intentional knowledge will remain, as a
track, an imaginative knowledge conscious of having been
filled, and then, because of lack of support, this last trace
disappears and becomes a total retention.

Up to now we have worked on the supposition that the
gestures of my hands occurred by chance: in which case the
knowledge 1s exactly contemporaneous with the movement.
But we can conceive of cases when the knowledge occurs
before the movement. In such cases the movement performs
the function of making the knowledge explicit. At first the
form is empty and mcompletely differentiated. Gradually the
potential knowledge changes into retention; it becomes clear
and precise, at the same time it envisions a concrete impression
which is about to come into existence. The relationship be-
tween the protention and the retention becomes one of equiva-
lence, then it reverses itself. This slow clarification of the
knowledge, which cannot operate unless a present sensation
slips into the past on that occasion, ends up by giving a direc-
tion to the movement. the phenomenon as a whole is irreversi-
ble. This is what happens when I decide to trace the figure
eight with my finger. It is also what happens mn the symbolic
schemes of Flach.! These determinations of pure space (straight
lines, curves, angles, loops, etc.) are produced, in our opinion,
by kinaesthetic impressions which function as analogue and
which are stimulated by the displacement of the eyeballs. The
forms—which are mtally envisioned by a vague knowledge
which gains in precision as the knowledge is reversed from
future to past present themselves naturally as static. That figure
eight traced by my finger is there, in space: it is not moving,
it only exists. But my intention can change in accordance with
the case: I can deliberately envision the form as such. In this
case the concrete impression, the “now,” is apprehended only

! See Part Three, Chapter I.
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as that which converted the protention mnto a retention, or
rather—since our consciousness 1s dirccted towards the ob-
ject—that which causcs the form to pass from a potential into
an actual. I can also envision more particularly the instanta-
neous concrete impression: retention and protention—although
they continue to play their primary role—appear here as sub-
ordinated to the impression. This impression will occur as the
mobile which moves along a figure actually existing. There
are intermediate cases (which are in the majority) in which
it is the moving body wlich, as it is displaced by the
form, transforms the form from a potential into an actual.
This description also holds for what I shall call the passive
perception of movement, or the perception of the figure traced
by someone’s finger on my palm or cheek. Here also there is
visualization of movement. We were ablc to confirm tlis by a
small mvestigation of our own. the subject closed his eyes and
was asked to guess the form we were tracing on the palm of
his hand: “It1s a Z,” one subject told us, “I see the form at the
tip of your index finger.”

In the cases we have just studied, the moving object de-
scribes the figure completely. But if the subject knows in ad-
vance what figure the moving body is going to tiace he is often
satisfied with a merc motor dircction, or what psychologists
have called “outlne movement,” “preparatory movement,”
“incipient movement.” These phrascs are very obscure, the
last one in particular. It 1s our opinion, however, that these
phenomena can be very simply explamed. Let us first remind
ourselves that all consciousness of movement or of a figure
traced by a movement 1s constituted—excepting at the initial
and terminal moments—by a concrete impression, a sensible
intention, which separates a retention from a protention. To
realize an empty knowledge of movement or form, is, there-
fore, basically to create two directions at the heart of this
knowledge, one by which it turns to the past in order to retain
it, the other by which it envisions the future in order to an-
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ticipate it. To bring about this differentiation in the bosom of
knowledge calls for nothing more than an instantaneous im-
pression or, since instantaneity is a limited idea, at least for a
very brief period of real movement. This movement does not
necessarily happen as the initial phase of the movement. Let us
suppose, for example, that I want to produce an image of the
figure eight. My intention at first involves an undifferentiated
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imaginative knowledge of eight. This knowledge contains that
of a loop which appears for a moment by virtue of the empty
imaginative intention, after which I make a slight movement
of the eyes, from a to b, in synthetic connection with the
empty knowledge of the preceding moment and which will
give me, let us say, one of the parts of the eight. At that
moment, what was pure imaginative knowledge of the loop
becomes a retention as it glides into the past. But although the
movement docs not last long, its meaning does survive it: it
stops at b, and at b it presents itself as the “beginning of a
loop” and, quite apart from this concrete impression, a pro-
tention of the loop shoots forward towards the future. This
means that I grasp the described movement as completing
itself alongside a parz of the loop, which is enough to trans-
form the pure imaginative knowledge of the loop into the
retentional state and, at the same time, I project a loop be-
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yond b: the loops are presented as unreal existences beyond
and on this side of my real movement. Beginning at b I make
2 new eye movement from b to c. The movement be occurs
at one and the same time as prolonging loop 1 and as carrying
itself out and along the length of loop 2, which then becomes
the object of an imagmative protention, that is, that loop 2
becomes the 7zeaning of my movement, I can grasp that move-
ment only to the degree in which 1t operates alongside an
imaginative loop. The result 1s that, having in reality opcrated
the angular movement abc (Fig. 4) I have apprchended that
movement in overloading it with a retentional meanmng of
“eight.” Were I to apprehend the movement as a real move-
ment, it would appear to me as a movement operated along-
side an eight as an image, but if T envisioned eight as a static
form through the movement, it will naturally be this form only
that will be unreally visualized on the real kinaesthetic im-
pression.

It is ume to draw some conclusions from these several ob-
servations. We shall see presently that movement can play the
role of analogue for an imaginative consciousness. This is so
because when a movement is given by another sense than
sight, the consciousness that apprehends it is already imagina-
tive and not perceptual. No doubt this imaginative conscious-
ness is more simple than those we are about to study. but it is
basic. That is to say, that basically it becomes or can become
a fourfold substitution:

1. A series of kinaesthetic (or tactile) impressions can func-
tion as analogue for a series of visual impressions.

2. A movement (given as a kinaesthetic series) can function
as analogue for the trajectory that the moving body describes
or is assumed to describe, which means that a kinaesthetic
series can function as analogical substitute of a visual form.

3. A very small phase of the movement (as, for instance, a
very slight muscular contraction) may suffice to represent the
entire movement.
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4. The muscle that contracts is not always the one that
would enter into play if the intentioned imaginary movement
had really occurred.

We now come to the problem that interests us: how can
the movement become the analogical substitute of the object
for the imaginative consciousness® The answer is obvious:
since the structure of the consciousness of movement 1s imagi-
native, it undergoes no modification when the image is richer.
The kinaesthetic impression which already represents a visual
form will simply function as representative of more complex
objects: more will be demanded of 1, since the knowledge
envisions a greater number of qualities. We have seen in Chap-
ter IV of Part II how an increasingly greater knowledge flows
into the “symbolic movements” which we perform 1n observ-
ing a schematic drawing. The same happens here; namely, that
the role of the movement has not changed, from the one case
to the other: in the former 1t functioned as analogue o7 the
lines of the drawing, in the latter the lines are absent and the
movement is no longer revealed to us by visual sensations;
but its role remained the same. In a word, when we form an
image of an object, the kinaesthetic impressions which will
accompany certain contractions, certain voluntary displace-
ments of organs, can always serve as substitutes for a visual
form. But this visual form will now have a wider meaning: it
could be the form of my fist, of an ink-pot, of a letter of the
alphabet; in short, the form of an object. To illustrate this
point: Some years ago the writer got a clear impression of eye
movements as he tried to imagine a swing in rapid mouion. He
next tried to imagine the moving swing while keeping his eyes
still. In order to do so he fixed his eyes on the number of a page
of a book. What happened then was that his eyes either moved
in spite of his effort at control or that he could get no image
of the moving swing. The case is a very simple one; and we
have already discussed i1t above. What is involved here is
neither a pure static form nor a pure shifting of a moving
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body. The moving body must be conceived (represented by
the present kinaesthetic impression) as causing the figure to
pass (the arc of a circle) from potential to actual. But the
moving body was not simply an undetermined moving
body: it was moreover apprehended as the analogue of a
swing.

So we discover two analogical materials for an imaginative
consciousness: the kinaesthetic impression with its retinue of
protentions and retentions, and the affective object. But these
two materials serve the same purpose. The affective substitute
is transcendent but not external, it shows the object in its
fullest and inexpressible nature. The kinaesthetic substitute is
at the same time transcendent and external: it yields nothing
that is very deep but it is through it that we apprehend the
form of the object as a differentiated quality, that is what
“externalizes” the object as an image, that localizes 1t, that
indicates its direction and its movements, if thesc occur. These
two types of analoguc can therefore well exist concurrentdy
as correlatives of the same act of consciousness. Three cases
can present themselves.

1. The analogical correlatve of the imaginative knowledge
is the affective object. We have described that structure in the
preceding chapter and will return to it *

2. The correlative of the knowledge is the movement. We
are therefore dealing mostly with the determmations of pure
space. Of this we shall speak later in connection with sym-
bolic schemes and synaesthesias.”

3. The complete image includes an affective analogue which
presents the object in its basic nature and a kinaesthetic ana-
logue that externalizes it and gives it a sort of visual reality.
At the same time, the kinaesthetic analogue, produced by sev-
eral movements which are easy to retain, constitutes an ex-
cellent mnemotechnical means. A subject to whom we showed

1 Cf. Chapter V, Part 3.
2Cf Part 4
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a picture of “the Return of Soldiers from the Crimean War”
described it afterwards very correctly. When he was asked
whether he had interpreted it or described it, he said: “In the
main I reconstructed in accordance with the movement of the
lines.”

Shortly before this he had reported. “I represented the pic-
ture to myself in the main by an upward movement.”

This movement was in fact very characteristic because of
the large number of bayonets in the picture, all of them paral-
lel. The subject later reported having 1n mind a figure formed
by vertical lines jomned together towards the bottom by semi-
circles. This figure represented the picture for him. The figure
was evidently of kinaesthetic origin and drew all its meaning
from the knowledge. But it would be inexact to say that the
affective object possesses any externality: it is but transcen-
dent. There is therefore no spatial relation between the two
substitutes. A special act of consciousness is needed to affirm
that each of the two substitutes manifests the same object in
its own way. It is naturally the unity of consciousness which
causes the unity of the image.

If our analysis is correct and if the non-visual apprehension
of the movement itself has an imaginative structure, it should
follow that our consciousness is always, or nearly always,
accompanied by a mass of poorly differentiated representa-
tions, so that the subject cannot tell whether they are kinaes-
thetic apprehensions or images. This is actually what the
experiments of the Wirzburg psychologists seem to con-
firm.

“Something of this symbolism,” writes Burloud,* “is discov-
ered in the motor representations that accompany mental work.
The representations are so obscure that the subjects are not
always cetrain whether these are images or sensations of move-
ment. In the experimental reports we find mention of eye and
head movements; “a sort of symbolic sensation of nodding of

* Loc. e, pp. 71—72
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the head in approbation”; “a convulsive pressure of the jaw
concormutant with symbolic sensations (or representations) as
when one turns the head away from something, in suppressing
a thought”; “a motor mcertitude in the hands and the posture
of the body” as when in doubt, all these phenomena jostle
each other in intellectual processes as in emotional processes.
Subjects are most often unable to state whether what they
experience is consciousness of an attitude or atutudes of con-
sciousness.”

So, in the consciousness which is clearly imaginary there is
a zone of semi-darkness where almost impcrceptible states,
empty imaginative cognitions which are almost images, and
symbolic apprehensions of movement appear and disappear
rapidly. Let one of these cognitions fix itself for a moment
on one of these movements, and the imaginative consciousness
is born.” ?

4. The Role of the Word in the Mental Image

Words are not images: the function of the acoustic or optic
phenomenon which we call the word has no resemblance
whatsoever to the physical phcnomenon, the picture. The only
common trait between the consciousness of a sign and that of
an 1mage 1s that cach envisions, mn 1ts own way, an object
through another objcct. But in the onc the intcrcalated object
functions as analogue, that is, fills conscrousness m place of

*1We have tried to explamn the motor basis of the image by using only
real moyvements, movements really porformed Today we are fanuliar with
the hypothesis of inapient, exquisite, restrained movements, motor impres-
stons whose origin 1s not m muscular contiactions, presented by Mourgue n
his book Neurobiwologie des Lallucmations

If this interesting theory 1s confirmed it ts evident that nothing we have
said will need to be modified. All we need do 1s admt that the imagnative
intention holds for these non-peripheral motor impressions. But we did not
deem 1t to be our duty to give an account here of these ncw conceptions
since they are not as yet -;uﬂgclcntly confirmed. We have therefore followed
tl;c famous theory of Willlam James on the penipheral ongin of the feeling
of tension.
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another object, which s, in short, present by proxy; in the
other type of consciousness it is restricted to directing con-
sciousness on cerrain objects which continue to be absent. The
consciousness of the sign can thus remain empty, whereas the
consciousness of the image knows a certamn fullness together
with a certamn nothingness. This distinction applies fully to the
mental image and inner speech. In this domain we find nothing
but confusion. While M. L Meyerson, in keeping with the
opinion of numerous psychologists, turned the image into a
vaguely-defined sign, which is lacking in equilibrium, and
which has a meaning only for the individual, others look upon
the endophesic work as a “verbal image”, so that the sign
is an image and the image a sign. This view results in deep
confusion. If I produce an image of a horse while thinking
of a horse, the image is alleged to be a sign for my thoughts.
But a sign of what® Are words not enough for the purpose?
We might as well say that when I have some thoughts about
a horse at which I am looking the horse is a sign for my
thoughts about the horse. And, let us not forget that in the
mental image we are 1n the presence of a horse. Only that this
horse has a sort of nothingness. It is present, as we say, by
proxy. The fact of the matter is that the theory of image-
sign anises from the illusion of immanence. It is assumed that
the mental image of a horse is a copy of a horse (something
of a lesser horse). And between this well-constituted lesser
horse, and the horse of flesh and bone there could be but an
external relationship- the relationship of a sign to the thing
signified. We have tried to show, on the contrary, that there
15 an internal relationship between the horse and its image,
what we have called a relationship of possession. by means of
the analogue it is the horse itself that appears to consciousness.
Ve shall have to return to this, since 1t 1s obvious that the
role assigned the image n mental life has been various, de-
pending on whether it is looked upon as being an undisciplined
sign, an outlaw outside the system defined by society or a
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certain way in which an absent object presents itself to us.
At all events, we can conclude from now on that in the mental
image the function of the analogue has nothing in common
with the function of the verbal sign in the consciousness of
the word.

But it would be a mistake to identify the consciousness of
the word with that of the image. The words of silent specch
are not images; there are really no verbal images, for 2 word
that has become an image is no longer a sign. This 15 the way
we would interpret the case in which the subject reported
“seemng words written in printed letters,” “seeing words writ-
ten in his own handwriting.” Since, as we shall see, it is in
fact impossible to read oz a mental 1mage, we should be able
to admit that internal speech is accompanied mn these subjects,
now and then, by true visual or audirory images whose mis-
sion it is to “presentify” (“presentifier”) the leaves of a note-
book, the pages of a book or the total physiognomy of a word,

a phrase, etc. But no real internal language is present it is
exclusively propulsive. A simple illustration will clarify this
point for us- it often happens that we get to know our own
thoughts as we put them into words; language prolongs them,
finishes and specifies them, what was a vague “ary conscious-
ness,” a more or less undetermined idea becomes a clear and
precise proposmon by being spoken. So that whether our
language is overt or “internal” our thoughts become more and
better defined by means of it than we ourselves were able to
make them; it teaches us somcthing. But the mental image
teaches nothing: this is the principle of quasi-observation. It
cannot be said that an image clarifies our knowledge in any
manner whatsoever for the very reason that it is the knowledge
that constitutes the image. If language then teaches us some-
thing it can do this only because of its externality. It is because

! We believe that the alleged “visuals” or “auditories” are only people
who do not know how to observe very well and who have not noticed the
real word which 1s the movement behind the image.
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the mechanisms according to which sounds and phrases are
arranged are partly independent of our consciousness, that we
are able to read our thoughts on the phrases. But in a phrase,
as in an image, there is lacking that resistance which makes
thought clear and precise: the image is modified to suit our
knowledge and lacking this resistance the knowledge remains
what it is, namely, more or less undifferentiated. Thus a phrase
as an image is never a complete phrase because it is not an ob-
servable phenomenon and, reciprocally, a phrase of language
spoken internally cannot be an image: the sign always retains
a certamn externality.

The image (mental or otherwise) represents a filled con-
sciousness which can in no way form a part of a large con-
sciousness. But the consciousness of the sign is empty. No doubt
but that the sign has an externahity which has no affective
analogue but the intentionality of meaning does not revert to
the sign: it is through the sign that it refers to another object
which has but an external relationship to the sign. Conse-
quently, a meaningful consciousness can very well fulfill itself,
that is, enter by virtue of structure into a new synthesis—a con-
sciousness of perception or of an image. We have seen that
when knowledge combines with affectivity it undergoes a de-
basement which is precisely what permits it to fulfill itself. But
this does not mean that the words to which it could be linked
disappear. They continue to enact their role in the imaginary
consciousness: they form the articulation of the knowledge, 1t
is due to them that the knowledge emerges from its first vague-
ness and is able to go out in search of a plurality of differen-
tiating qualities in the analogue. The independent mental
contents of the words are therefore not merely a purely asso-
ciative tie attached from the outside to the image, as Taine
believed. The words are, of course, not indispensable to its
structure and there are many images without words. Further-
more, they do not constitute a part of consciousness as such,
their externality throws them in the direction of the analogue.
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But, in the first place, since all knowledge tends to express
itself through words, all images have a sort of verbal tendency.
Then, again, when the word 1s given to the imaginary conscious-
ness, it becomes integrated to the analogue, m the synthesis
of the transcendent object. Just as when I see the moon and
I think the word “moon,” the word flows into the perceived
object as one of its qualities, so if I produce only the imaginary
consciousness of the moon the word will attach itself to the
image. Does this mean that it will function as an analogue?
Ths is not necessary; often the word maintains its function
as a sign. But it can also happen that it becomes contaminated
by the interpolated object and that it also presents itself as a
representative. Nevertheless, 1t is to be noted that it can not
occur as a representative of the real word (visual or auditory)
because it is itself a real word produced by the real movements
of the vocal chords. The word of silent speech is not an image,
1t is a physical object functioning as a sign It will thercfore
appear as a representative of a quality of the thing. When I
produce the imaginary consciousness of the moon this word
“moon” can very well present itself as if it were a real quahity
of the object, the quality of being the moon. In this case the
word, which is 2 system of movements, can confer upon the
image that externality which it ordinanly demands of the
movements of the eyes, the head or the arms. The word will
even represent the central kernel of the analogue, which we
could have already anticipated from what we said concerning
the role that the word plays in the reading of a novel. In a more
complete study it would be fitting to define the relationships
that exist between the old function of the word as a sign and
1ts new function as a rcpresentative. But this is not the place
to undertake such an investigation. It is enough for us to
note that if we give the name of image to the whole system
of the imaginative consciousness and its objects, 1t 15 a mis-
take to say that the word adds itself to it externally; ir is
mternal.
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5. How the Thing Appears in the Mental Image

The image, like the perception, can indicate clearly the re-
lationship of the object to an act of consciousness. In the
second part of this work we have tried to describe how the
object, when absent, presents itself through a presence. In the
mental image the object is envisioned as a synthesis of per-
ceptions, that is, in its bodily and sensible form, but it appears
through an affective analogue. Will this not bring about some
basic modifications in the manner of s appearance? This 1s
what we must examine now.

If subjects are questioned concerning their images most of
them will declare, if the images are “visual,” that they see
them, and if the images are “auditory” that they hear them.!
What do they mean? We must not beheve that to see means
here to see wrth the eyes. To account for this all we need do
is compare the belief of a subject in the hypnagogic image and
in the mental image. In the former, when we believe that we
see an image, the term must be understood in its literal mean-
ing. The image is an external object, the hypnagogic field is a
part—or at least that i1s what the subject believes—of the real
world (of real space). But subjects who affirm most positively
that they “see” their mental images readily admit that there
is nothing in their 1mages of the nature of the hypnagogic
image. Their images are not localized in space. They have no
relationship to this chair or table before which I am seated.
Since the literal sense of the word “to see” is “to see in
space” the subjects could not mean to say that the images
are given to them visually. Nor do they imply that the images
occur as neural processes or processes of the visual centers.
Taine realized, in fact, that if the image is produced by the
functioning of cerebral centers, as in the case of perception, it

17t should be noted, however, that all subjects (even those unfamuliar

wgth psychology) distinguish between the perceived object and the imagined
object.
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should belong with other perceptions. And his theory of a
reducing agent is the only logical pomnt in this theory. Un-
fortunatcly, however, it is not borne out by the facts. By its
very nature the mmage is without spatal localization How then
are we to understand the fiequent reports of subjects that “I
see my 1mages”® To sce an 1mage of a dog, for instance, in-
volves the possessing “in” consciousness of a certain mental
content composed of visual sensations (the color of the coat,
shape of the body, etc.), but these sensations can not be ex-
ternalized and can be given by some other means than the
visual organs. But if these traits arc removed what 1s there left
of sensations® Here we are obviously confronted by a contra-
diction. And 1t will not do to expose this contradiction. it
seems to belong to the very nacuie of the image. It must be
described and, if possible, explaned.

We have seen, 1 the sccond patt of this woik, that one of
the essential factois of the imagmative consciousness was that
of belief. This belief envisions the object of the image. All
1maginative consciousncss has a certain positional quality in
relation to 1ts object. In fact, an 1maginative consciousness is a
consclousncss of an object as 72 tm71ge and not consciousness
of an wnage. But if we foumn a second consciousness, or a re-
flective consciousness, on top of this imaginative consciousness,
a second kind of belief appears: the belief 1n the existence of
the image. It 1s then that I say I have an imagc of a dog; I
“sec” the Pantheon. The contradiction of which we just spoke
is a phenomenon of belef which 1s placed m the realm of re-
flection. What does onc mean when one reports “having an
image”? One means that one has an intervening object before
his consciousness which functions as a substitutc of the thing.
This belief, 1f it does not go beyond a belief, is jusufied: the
object exists, 1t 1s the analogue. But the reflective belicf more-
over posits the image as a picture, What docs this signify?

Let us supposc that my imaginative consciousness envisions
the Pantheon. In so far as this consciousness is knowledge, it
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envisions the Pantheon in its sensible nature, that is, as a Greek
temple, of a gray color, with a cerrain number of columns and
a triangular facade. On the other hand, the envisioned Pantheon
is present in a certain manner, it presents wself n its affective
reality, On this affective presence my intentionality of knowl-
edge apprehends the qualities cited above. It is as if I thought:
“this object before me, I kzow that it has columns, a facade, a
gray color. All this is present as a certain form: what I sense
there is the Pantheon, with its columns, its facade, its gray
color.” But the Pantheon exists elsewbere and it presents itself
as existing elsewhere: what is present is, in some way, its
absence.

Thus, for a few moments, I was as if in the presence of the
Pantheon and the Pantheon is nevertheless not here: this is the
phenomenon of possession we have already described. But is it
not rather natural that I should try to reconstruct this im-
pression logically, for is it not absurd to say that I was in the
presence of the absent Pantheon® These absent presences are
repugnant to my reason. Should we not rather say that an
object like the Panthcon was present and that this object was
the image? In this way what is absent remains absent, and what
is present retains completely its characteristic of presence. The
image will naturally be the analogue. It represemted the sen-
sible qualitics of the absent object without possessing them:
one will say that it had them, without being the absent object.
Nothing 1s clearer, better constructed, than this illusion: to
represent this gray color, that is to fulfill without satisfying
this consciousness which is reaching for the gray, is this not to
present to it the least of gray, a gray without externality, a
phantom gray one which retains nothing more of the sensible
than its nondescript nature of gray. Such is the origin of the
illusion of immanence. mn transferring to the analogue the
qualities of the thing it represents, a miniature Pantheon is
constructed for the imaginative consciousness and the reflec-
tive consciousness presents the imaginative conscious as a con-
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sciousness of that miniature. The result of this construction
is a mirage- I believe that the object of my consciousness is a
complex of real sensible qualities but w hich are not exter-
nalized, whereas these qualities are perfectly externalized but
imaginary. 1 believe that I could conduct myself before this
complex of sensible qualities as if it were any sensible object
whatsoever; I believe myself able to read a printed page
which is before me as an image, count the columns of the
Panthcon, describe, and observe. I fall here into the illusion
which constitutes the hypnagogic image, even though my be-
lief is less powerful and tenacious. I can do nothing with this
object which I believe able to describe, dccipher, enumerate.
The visible object is there, but I cannot see 1t—it is tangible
and I cannot touch it—audible and I cannot hear it

“Many persons,” writes Alain, “report having an image
in their memory of the Pantheon and being able to evoke it
quite readily. I ask them to please count the columns that sup-
port the facade, and they not only fail to do so but even to
try it. Howevcr this is the easiest thing to do the moment they
have the real Panthcon before their eyes. What then do thcv
see when they imagine the Pantheon® Do they see anv thm(r‘” 1

From this Alam draws the conclusion that the image does
not exist. In this we can not follow him. we only wanted to
show the paradoxical nature of the image, to draw attention
to these columns which are actually the object of my con-
sciousness and which I cannot even attempt to count.

This happens because the object occurs in the image in a
very particular way. The Pantheon could not appear to the
1maginative consciousness in the same manner as it does to a
perceptual consciousness. It is not true that the image is a

reprcsentatlon whose parts are ]u\tqposed 7 as Bergson would
have it. Of course, as knowledge, an 1mag1mt1ve consciousness
does envision the cxternal object in its externality, that is, as
composed of juxtaposed parts, but as affecuvity, the imagina-

1 Alain, Systéme des Beaux-Arts. (N R.F.) New edition, p. 342.
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tive consciousness presents the object to itself as entirely un-
differentiated. At times I envision the whiteness of the columns,
the gray of the facade as separate qualities, at times I know
that the facade is one thing and the columns another—and at
times I present to mysclf a whiteness which is gray, columns
which are a facade, a temple without parts The object thus
presents itself in images now as something indivisible, each
quality of which extends from part to part across all the
others, and now as an orgamzation of distinct propertics, a
system of fragmentary views on this primitive mass. It 1n-
volves an mherent contradiction, a radical defect in make-up.
the unique quality of the mirage which we exposed above
consists of the fact that we accept this contradiction without
taking note of it, that is, without positing it for what it is.

But what should open our eyes are the frequent confusions
we are compelled to commut. The rcason is, m cffect, that
because it 1s not sustained by discrete representations the
knowledgc is contaminated by the syncretism of the affective
object if 1t has not been acquired by a systematic observation,
if it is not made explicit by means of words.

In one experiment 369 persons were shown?' a picture of
a young boy with dark hair with a dark coat and blue trousers.
They were then asked to report the color of the different
objects. Here arc the answers:

1. For the blue trousers:

Boys Girls
Blue ............ 15 times Green .......... 8 times
Brown ..... +++..20 times Brown ........ .19 times
Yellow . ....... 5 times Yellow ...... ... 3 times
Grey ........... 4 times Grey ........... 7 times
Red ............ 3 times
Black ........ ... 3 times

! Dauber, Die Gleichformgkest des psychischen Geschebens und die
Zeugenaussagen. Fort, der Psych. I (2), 1913, pp. 83-131.
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Boys Girls
Blue ............28 times Blue ......ce00..21 times
Green ...... .. .18 times Green ..........12 times
Grey ........... 13 times Grey ..... vee.. .19 times
Red ... ........20 tunes Red .. ......... g times
Yellow ......... 2 times

Itisimpossible to suppose that the colors “blue” and “brown”
exist as justaposed repiesentations in the memory of the sub-
jects. otherwise, these curious errors could not be accounted
for. But here the vague knowledge is carried along by affectiv-
ity. The way in which the object “appears blue” 1n an image
does not exclude a certan way of “appearmg dark” which re-
mains blended 1n the first of a sort of harmonic resonance. Be-
sides, the blue generally seems to have masked the dark, because
of circumstances. The former 1s present but recessive. The
cognition permits itself to be decided by the strongest affective
sonority. The others remain in the first like an harmonic reso-
nance. In the works of Gorphe * and Abramowski,* numerous
examples of the same sort are to be found.

In a perception everything presents tsclf as being what it is,
By this we must understand that the thing occupies a rigor-
ously defined position m ume ard space and that each of its
qualities is rigorously fixed this 1s the principle of mdividua-
tion. We must also understand that the thing cannot be 1self
and something clse at the same time and in the same relation-
ship. These two conditions arc but imperfectly {ulfilled by the
object as an image No doubt that the knowledge can expressly
envision the thing in this or that of 1ts aspects. But we must
draw a distinction here: the knowledge does indced always
envision a certain object (or a certain class of objects) to the
exclusion of all others, and, consequently, it envisions the

* Gorphe, La Cutique du Témoignage.
2 Abramowsk, Le Subconscient Normal.
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object always as one and the same. But it is extremely rare
that it envisions the object as a unique appearance in an in-
divisible moment of time. From this last point of view there
can be an accord between the knowledge and the affectivity,
whereas from the point of view of identity the affectivity must
yield or the conflict arises.

1. The object of the inage does not obey the law of indi-
viduation.

As we noted at the end of Part I'* the object does not appear
n its instantaneous aspect either as a picture, as an imitation,
or as an hypnagogic image. This instantaneous aspect cannot
be presented by the mental image for an even better reason:
for 1n the latter case as in the former ones the knowledge en-
visions, for example, Peter with “bis red cheeks,” “bis cheerful
smile,” etc. Affectivity for its part, can never render an affec-
tive equivalent for an instantaneous appearance of the object.
So that the Peter who appears to me as an image is neither
envisioned nor presented as the Peter whom I could perceive
at the same instant, 1f he were present: the Peter who is pre-
sented by the mental image is a synthesis which draws to-
gether within itself a certain duration, and often even contra-
dictory aspects, this 1s also the explanation for the moving
character which certam images retam long after their object of
flesh and bone has lost the power of moving us.

So knowledge envisions and affectivity delivers the object
with a certain coefficient of generality. But this does not
necessarily prevent the conflicts at the very heart of the imagi-
native consciousness, because the generahity with which the
object is envisioned by the knowledge 1s not necessarily that
with which it appears through the affective analogue. For
instance, my intention of knowledge can envision Peter as I
saw him this morning while my affective intention can present
to me through the analogue Peter as he has been appearing to
me for more than a week. Nevertheless, since there occurs an

L Cf, Part 1, Ch. VII From the Portrait to the Mental binage.
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identifying fusion of the two intentionalties, the Peter of the
past week is presented as being the Peter whom I saw this
morning. His sadness of the beginning of the week, the ill
humor that made him so disagrecable yesterday, are all con-
densed in the affective analogue and consequently everything
is presented as being the Peter of this morning.

There can occur an even more serious displacement. the
Peter whom my knowledge envisions is the one who had his
coffee and rolls this morming 1n his dressing gown; while the
one presented to me by the analogue is the Peter whom I saw
the day before yesterday in a blue overcoat on the Place du
Chatelet. But this Peter in an overcoat 15, nevertheless, presented
as being the Peter in his dressing gown. It is the conflict within
the imaginative consciousness which can explain the paradox
that astonished us at the close of the second part of this work,
the object of the image of Peter, we said, is the Peter of flesh
and bone who is actually 1n Berlin. But on the other hand, the
mage I now have of Peter shows him to me in his home, in
his room in Paris, seated mn his easy-chair which I know so
well. So we can raise the question whether it is the Peter who
lives actually in Berlin who is the object of the image or the
Peter who lived last year in Paris® And if we insist that it is the
Peter who lives in Berlin we must explain the paradox why and
how the imagined consciousness envisions the Peter of Berlin
through the Peter who lived last year in Paris. \What we could
not explain previously is now more clear to us: the knowledge
envisions the object through what is furnished it by the ana-
logue. And the knowledge is belief- belief of finding oneself
before Peter who 1s dressed in this or that way But the ana-
logue is presence. Hence the contradictory syntheses.

2. The object of the image does not of necessity appear as

-obeying the law of identity.

The knowledge envisions a certain object, the affectivity
can furnish an analogue which stands for several objects: in
fact, things often possess unexpected affective equivalents
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among themselves and the sme affective content can thus sup-
ply a number of things m an undificrentiated state. This 15 the
reason why, in a dream, cne person can be several persons at
once. This undifferentiated mulupheity of the image is less
apparent in the wakeful state because 1n the formations of the
wakeful state the knowledge imposes its mark on affectivity
more clearly. Leroy had, however, alrcady stated that “the
ordinary visual representations of the wakeful state which are
often so difficult to describe and even more difficult to draw,
without our beng able to give a clear account why, should
imply contradictions of the same kind.” *

Every one of us, for example, has been able to observe in
himself some instance of what I shall call facial contamminations.
A face appears to us in an 1mage, we ask ourselves where we
could have seen it, but ;n vam. Finally, when the solution
appears, we understand 1t was two undifierentiated faces, that
of an employee of the bank we visied yesterday and that of a
policeman we see every day at a certain mtersection. The two
faces were present completcly, through each other, because of
a certain resemblance from which there resulted this curious
formation contrary to the law of 1dentity: the contamination.
Many images are thus contaminations. The other day, for in-
stance, as I tried to recall a red stone building located at Saint-
Etienne, an image appcared and I suddenly realized that it
stood for two buildings: the one of stone in Saint-Etienne and
the other of brick in Paris.

Even when this contamination does not occur it often hap-
pens that the object of the image appears in a form which it
could not possibly have in perception. If I represent to myself
a thimble it is present in an image at one and the same time
as a view from the outside and also from the inside. If I grasp
the arm of this easy chair in my hand, a hand as an image
will loom up grasping the arm of the chair as an image. But [
“see” this hand which is closed on the opaque arm from the

* Leroy, Les Visions du demi-sommesl.
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inside, I see the palm and the inside of the fingers, as if the
arm were made of glass. If I place my hand on my knee I trans-
late into a visual image the fact that I clasp at once the material
against my palm and against my knee and the knee through
the material: I have an image of the hand (both sides of ir),
of the material (both sides of it) and of the knee. Such ex-
amples could be cited endlessly. This we shall not do. But it
shows us that the image, intermediate between the concept
and the perception, gives us the object in its sensible aspect
but in a manner that prevents it on principle from being per-
ceptible. The image envisions the object most of the time in
its entirety all at once. What we try to recover in the image
is not this or that aspect of a person but the person himself,
as a synthesis of all his aspects. Thus, when children draw a
person in profile they nevertheless give him two eyes. So it is
with the person we evoke, we grasp him in a particular place,
on a particular day, and even dressed in a particular way and
in a particular attitude. But this particular intention is accom-
panied by a mass of others which contradict it and alter it. So
that this person, without ceasing to have this or that attitude,
finishes by being a complex of a mass of attitudes and aspects
which it is impossible to analyse. What is successive n percep-
tion is simultaneous in the image: and this could not be other-
wise since the object as an image is given at once by all our
intellectual and affective experience.

At the close of these chapters, which have tried to show the
elements of the imaginative synthesis, we should warn the
reader not to interpret our ideas incorrectly. In pointing out
the main factors of the image we had no intention whatever
of reducing the image to the mere sum of these factors. In fact,
we called attention above to the irreducible reality of the
consciousness of the image. It is only as an abstraction that
movements, knowledge and feeling can be scparated. And the
analysis here 1s so far from being a real dismemberment that
it is only a probability. Never can an image be effectively re-
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duced to its elements, for the reason that an image, like all
mental syntheses, is something different from and more than
the sum of its elements. What counts here 1s the new meaning
that penetrates the whole I want to be with Peter, I want to
believe he is here, my whole consciousness is directed to him,
it is “fascinated” in some way. And this spontaneity, this “in
tention towards” Peter causes this new phenomenon to flash
forth, which is comparable to nothing else- the consciousness
of the image. This consciousness represents a mental form.
When consciousness assumes this form it gives rise for a mo-
ment to a stable appearance, then the form, carried by the
current, disintegrates and vanishes. Far from denying then,
as do Alain, Mondier, the Behaviorists, and many others, the
specificity of the image, we give it a greater dignity, because
of the fact that we do not make of it a reborn sensation but
on the contrary an essential structure of consciousness, and
even more than that, a mental function. Correlatively, we
affirm the existence of a special class of objects of conscious-
ness: imaginary objects.

Our view of imagination is thus far removed from diluting
it in the totality of the mental life, while our conception of
the image is even farther removed from considering it to be
but the automatic reappearance of a sensible content. For us
the image represents a certain type of consciousness which is
completely independent of the perceptual type, and correla-
tively, a type of existence sui generis for its objects. And we
also restore to imagination as such, which dlsappeared when
psychologists ceased to believe in faculties, an importance
which cannot be exaggerated, as one of the four or five great
mental functions. It is this function which we shall now uy
to describe.



Part II1

THE ROLE OF THE IMAGE IN
MENTAL LIFE






1. The Symbol *

'THE IMAGE serves neither as illustration or support for thought.
It is in no way different from thought. An imaginative con-
sciousness includes a knowledge, intentions, and can include
words and judgments. And by this we do not mean that a
judgment can be made oz the image, but that, in the very
structure of the image judgments can enter in a special form,
namely, in the imaginauve form. For mstance, if I want to
represent to myself the stairway of a house which I have not
mounted for a long time I at first “sce” a stawrway of white
stone. Several steps will appear before me 1n a fog. But I am
not satisfied, something 1s mussing. I hesitate for a moment, I
burrow in my memories, but without emerging {from the
imaginative atuicude, then, all of a sudden, with the clear im-
pression of engaging myself, of assuming my responsibilities,
I cause to appear before me a rug with copper rods on the
stone steps. A thought process occurred here, a free and spon-
taneous decision was made. But this decision did not pass
through a stage of pure knowledge or of a smmple verbal
formulation. The act m which I was engaged, the act of
affirmation, was precisely an imagmnative act. My assertion
consisted exactly of conferning on the object of my image
the quality “recovery of a cover.” And this quality I caused
to appear on the object. But this act 1s evidently a judgment
since, as the researches of the Wurzburg school have so well
shown, the esscnual characteristic of the judgment 1s the
decision. Into the imagmative consciousness there enters there-

*In this and the following chapters 1t will be convenient for us to use
some constructions and eapiessions which appear to endow the unreal object
with the power of causality over consciousness. This 1s to be taken only
metaphorically, It 1s easy to reconstruct the veritable processes. For instance,
an image has no persuasive power but we persuade ourselves by the very act
by which we construct the image.

137
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fore a particular sort of judgment: imaginative assertions. In
a word (later on we shall see that even reasoning may occur
in imagery, that is, necessary connections of imaginative con-
sciousnesses) the ideational elements of an imaginative con-
sciousness are the same as those of the consciousnesses to which
the name of thoughts is usually given. The difference lies
essentially in a general attude. What we ordinarily designate
as thinking is a consciousness which affirms this or that quality
of its object but without realizing the qualities on the object.
The image, on the contrary, is a consciousness that aims to
produce its object: it 1s therefore constituted by a certain way
of judging and feeling of which we do not become conscious
as such but which we apprehend oz the intentional object as
this or that of its qualties. In a word: the function of the
image is symbolic.

For the past several years much has been written, about
symbolic thinking, no doubt under the influence of psycho-
analysis. What struck one in these writings was the conception
of the image as a material trace, an inanimate element, which
later plays the role of symbol. Most psychologists look upon
thinking as a selective and organizing activity which fishes
for its images in the unconscious to arrange them and combine
them according to circumstances: the thought stays strictly
on the outside of the images it gathers together, which may
be compared to a checker player who moves his pieces on
the checker board so as to bring about a certain combination.
Each combination is a symbol.

We cannot accept a conception according to which the
symbolic function 1s added to the image from the outside. It
seems to us, and we hope that we have already made it some-
what obvious, that the image 15 symbolic in essence and in its
very structure, that the symbolic structure of the image can-
not be suppressed without destroying the image itself.

But what exactly is a symbol? How 1s the symbol to be
distinguished from the sign or the illustration? A critical
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analysis of the outstanding but little-known works of Flach
on “the symbolic schemes 1n the thought process”* will en-
able us to answer this question.

“I have noticed,” writes Flach, “that from time to time,
when I wanted to clarify the data of a problem or even to
understand some propositions which were definitely useful
for my thinking, there came to the fore some more or less vivid
representations but which always brought along with them the
solution of the problem, the comprehension of the phrase.”

These representations appear with the act of comprehen-
sion, properly so called. They do not accompany the mere
memory of a proposition or of a problem. They cannot be
voluntarily produced. If an attempt is made to produce them,
all that comes to the fore is what Flach calls “illustrations of
thinking,” 2 that is, the “thin engraving” of Binet. If a scheme
15 to appear it must be aimed at directly—all of the subject’s
effort must be directed to the understanding of a word or a
proposition. But are all acts of comprehension accompanied by
schemes? Flach does not think so. He notes that there are no
schemes in very weak mental effort. “VWe obtained no schemes
when work was very easy or when subjects could solve the
problem by recourse to memory. In such cases we found at
times a verbal-motor reaction and at times simple illustra-
tions.”

These schemes possess an essential trait. they “have no
meaning in themselves but only a symbolic one.” If a subject
makes a sketch of the scheme that has just appeared to him
the sketch appears deprived of meaning in the eyes of an
uninformed observer. That is, these images possess all the basic
traits called for by an exact representation of thinking in its
concrete structure—and only these traits.

This is what distinguishes them from other sorts of images,

1 A Flach, Ueber Symbolische Schemata im produktiven Denkprozess,
Arcbh. f. Ges. Psych Bd. LII, p. 369 et seq.
2 Denkillustnierungen.
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called by Flach, as we have seen “ilustrations of thinking”
and which he defines as follows:

“By this I understand that what they make sensible is an
illustration of the object whose relationships with thought are
fortuitous, external, and of a purely associative order.”

‘We can guess that in the illustrations there is at one and
the same time more or less than in thinking.

“Experiment 53: the subject asked to give a short and
essential account of Zola at a horse race. The experimenter asks
whether the subject knows what relationship this representa-
tion has with the account asked for and the subject answers
that one day he read a detailed description of a journey in
Nana and that since then the image regularly arises at the name
of Zola.”

But note, on the other hand, several symbolic schemes
(sketches, diagrams, outlines) from the accounts of the ex-
periments of Flach. Flach presented his subjects with common
terms, generally abstract ones, which they were to try to
understand:

“y. Exchange: I gave my thoughts the form of a ribbon
(bands). Here is a ribbon which represents the circular process
of the exchange. The movement of the curve is a spiral because
in the exchange the one acquires what the other loses. The
inequality of the curves should explain the gain and the loss
involved in every cxchange. The ribbon appeared on the
field.”

This schema, says Flach, is interesting as being the one
which represents in logic two concepts whose extensions (or
comprehensions) have a common part. But here it is a ques-
tion 1 logic of a particular determination that is mvolved.

“14. Compromise. It is the association of two men. I had
the representation of two bodies gliding towards each other,
sideways. Their form was vague but it was two bodies—
one on the right, the other on the left—which sucked up each
other. The body was solid and had some protuberances which
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it pushed ahead and which disappeared in each other. Then,
there was only one body But what is surprisig is that the
body did not increase much in size It was a bit larger than
each of the parts but smaller than the two combmed. It was
a greyish green, had a dirty greyish gieen color. At the same
time I made the movement with my hands.”

“22. Baudelaue: I saw immediatcly, in the open space, on
an absolutely dark bottom, a spot of blue-green color, of the
color of vitriol and as if thrown there with one wide stroke of
the brush The spot was longer than broad—perhaps twice as
long as broad. Immediately I knew that this color must ex-
press morbidity, the kind of dccadence which characterizes
Baudelaire I study whether thus image can be applied to Wilde
or Huysmans. Impossible I feel a strong resistance, as if some-
thing contrary to logic were proposed to me. This image
belongs only to Baudelaire and, from this moment on, will
represent that poet to me ”

“27. Proletariat: I had a strange image, a flat and black area
and, underneath, a sea flow:ng dimly, an endless wave, some-
thing like a dark and thick mass rolling with unw teldy vague-
ness. What did the mass sigmfy? Extension in the entire world;
something like a latent dynamism.”

The schemes 1 geneial have but onc meaning, that of the
thought they symbolize:

“This intuitive image expresses nothing else than a system
of conceptual relationships which are grasped while the sub-
ject sees them as determuned reclations between the sensory
data. These relations, as sensory data, present themsclves as
a priori determinations of space.

“In symbolic schemes a thought 1s always grasped, due to
the fact that the conceptual relationships that constitute 1t are
lived intuitively and, as far as I could ascertan, as spatial data.
Whercas 1 the cases illustrating thought, space has the role
of a recepracle, a background, -or a substratum and functions
as a stage on which they are placed, yet when 1t is 2 matter of



142 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

symbolic representations, it has, on the contrary, a clarifying
role: spatial determinations and figurations do not exist. They
are but the supports and essential concretization of abstract
relationships. It is by the spatialization of these relationships
that the abstract content of thought is seized. By means of
simple limitations, of condensations, by indications of the
directions or by a particular rhythm of a region of space, an
abstract thought can specify its content. Here is an example:
When we asked: what do you understand by altruism, the sub-
ject had the representation of a direction, the fact of going
towards another thing which is not given. . . .”

Flach adds that we must distinguish between the preceding
cases “and those in which an ideal abstract content is as if
localized in a determined region of space without the thought
being characterized by that localization. These localizations
are then nothing else than contact points for the thought,
which they tie to spatial determinations and which can thus
rest on them as on real objects.”

What remains to explain is the source of these symbolic
schemes. It is on this point, we must admit, that Flach is most
unsatisfactory. He restricts himself, or nearly so, to looking
upon the symbolic scheme as a creation of “Sphaerenbewusst-
scin,”

“It is, as a whole, on the level of the consciousness of direc-
tion without words, the stage in which we endeavor to give
expression to and define in words the essence of an objective
content that we have precisely lived subjectively (internalized)
and that we nevertheless possess in some way the more or less
intuitive condition. Then it often happens that, in its main
outlines, thought emerges as a scheme from 1ts all-inclusive
wrapper.”

But why does the symbolic scheme appear and in which

! “Consciousness of spheres” An expression used especually by psychol-
ogists of the Wurzburg school and which designates a certain condiion of
pure knowledge, prior to the image—and, by extension, thought, as under-
stood by the psychologst.
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cases’ How does it build itself up? VWhat is its relationship
to pure knowledge, to the purc act of comprehension® What
does it mean for a comprehension to realize itself by the inter-
mediary of a symbol® And just what 1s the symbolic function
of the scheme. These are the questions Flach leaves unan-
swered. We must then take up again after him the study of
these symbolic schemes and see what further conclusions we
can draw about them.

We have seen that acts of ready comprehension or con-
sciousness of pure meaning are not accompanied by schemes.
The scheme accompanies the effort of intellection, properly
so-called, and it presents m the form of a spatial object the
results of this effort. Nevertheless, 1t would have been inter-
esting to know whether all the acts, beginning with a certam
degree of difficulty are translated into a scheme, or whether
there can occur ntellections (understanding, perccption)
without images. The results of Mesmer’s experiments enable
us to complete the work of Flach on this pont, there are
many cases in which understanding occurs without imagery,
by simple words, 2 the words, examples can also be found of
a direct and pure understanding without imagery or words.
But in the latter case it rather seems that the understanding
stopped on the way, that onc stopped short of a complete
development. But what fails to reach the end 1s not the
imagnative phase: in every case we have been able to study the
subjects are aware of having been short on words. We can
therefore affirm that there are two classes of comprehension:
a pure comprebension (whether or not supported by signs)
and an imaginative comprebension (which also may or may not
make use of words). Smce we cannot admit that this division
is the effect of chance we must suppose that there is a func-
tional difference between the two types of comprehension.
Numerous observauions have, mn fact, permitted us to con-
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clude that the use of the one or the other of these compre-
hensions was not governed by the object. I have often veri-
fied, for instance, that, depending on the circumstances, I could
understand the same phrase by means of schemes or without
any help at all, These observations permit us to formulate a
first problem more clearly: granted that there are two ways
of understanding and that these two ways can be apphed
regardless of the object of consciousness, what are the motives
which can lead consciousness to operate an understanding in
one or the other of these ways? These motives must be looked
for in the very structure of antecedent consciousnesses and not
in the objects. In a word, an imagmative comprehension is al-
ways a part of a temporal form to be described, in which con-
sciousness takes a certain position in relation to its object. It 1s
this position we must ascertain; we can ask ourselves for which
intentional attitude of consciousness comprehension will op-
erate mn the imaginative way and what is the functional rela-
tion of the symbolic scheme to that attitude. But it 1s not easy
to determine immediatcly the nature of that atttude and we
must at first make a deeper study of the idea of symbolic
schemes.

We see at once that the symbolic scheme 15 constructed out
of the clements which we described in the second part of this
book. A knowledge, which we must sull investigate, pene-
trates and unites into a synthetic act a kmaesthetic analogue
to which at times there 15 jomed an cffective analogue. These
determinations of psychological space are none other, in fact,
than impiessions of movement apprehended imagmatively.
Everything we said concerning movements in our preceding
section is applicable to experiments 7 and 13 as we reported
above. Experiments 14 and 21 which we also cited, show very
clearly the way in which the affective analogue is added in a
new synthesss to the kinaesthetic analogue. The purpose of the
latter 15 to express as clearly as possible the rational structure,
the concept to be understood. The non-kinaesthetic element
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of the analogue is more difficult to characterize. It nevertheless
cranslates the personal reaction of the subject to the concept;
but it translates it as a quality of the concept since it occurs
iself as a quality of the scheme, In this connection experi-
ment 14 is very instructive:

“, . . It was moldy green, it had a dirty moldy green color.”
According to Flach himself, this person had to give a “dirty”
color to her scheme because she was compelled by her sur-
roundings to incessantly renew an arrangement which ap-
peared to her immoral and humilating. Whatever one may
think of this interpretation which 1s psychoanalytical, it is
quite typical that the art of Baudelaire is symbolized by a blot
the color of vitriol. As we noted above, the affcctive analogue
presents 1tself as representing meffable sensations. In the two
cases we cited, it scrves as a substitute of a color. The rational
elements of the concept, on the contiary, arc translated into
a form, that 1s, a movement.

With the scheme thus constituted, we should ask oursclves
whether 1t 15 true that 1t 15 the sense of the concept or of the
proposition to be understood that 1s read on the scheme Flach
claims rcpeatedly that “the essentil characteristic of these
schemes 1s that the thinking proceeds on these images, begm-
mng with these images . . . The image appears first and only
then the thinking . . . which indicates that I thought on the
occasion of that image.”

And, in trath, several statements of his subjects (“Thought
followed immediately, which I read in the mmage . ..”),
seem to confirm this. But is this possible® What this view
comes to when clearly expressed 1s this: first the symbolic
image appears, when the subject tries to understand—and the
subject deciphers this image and finds 1 1t just the meaning
he is looking for. The essence of the effort to understand
would thus consist of constructing the schemes.

Now we must note that according to this hypothesis when
the subject constructs the scheme he does not yet under-
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stand it. And we ask how, under these circumstances, was
he able to produce a symbolic representation which can have,
according to Flach’s own terms, “s1l the basic traits of the
idea he is to understand.” This could happen only provided
an unconscious understanding preceded the conscious under-
standing. But in that case, if the image occurs first and is then
deciphered, how can the subject interpret it correctly? We
have seen, in fact, that an uninformed observer is unable to
understand a symbolic schema without an explanation unless
he is shown a sketch of it. We are then called upon to suppose
that the unconscious understanding is transformed behind the
scheme into conscious understanding. But in that case the role
of the scheme is superfluous. But shall we claim, as does Flach,
that in the scheme the idea is “lived intuitively” before it is
understood?® But, we repeat that the construction of the scheme
implies the comprehension of the idea. We do not mean to
say, of course, that understanding occurs first and then con-
struction. But it is very evident that comprehension is realized
in and by construction. The structure of the concept to be
understood serves as the rulc for the elaboration of the scheme
and one becomes conscious of this rule by the very fact of
applying it. So that once the scheme is constructed there is
nothing more to understand. What could have deceived some
subjects and Flach himself is that, if we do not limit ourselves
to understand for ourselves only, if we desire to transmit the
result of our thinking by discourse, we must transport our-
selves on another level and express by means of verbal signs
what we had grasped as spatial relations. This transcription
which naturally takes understanding for granted nevertheless
calls for some effort of adaptation which, in certain cases,
could be mistaken for understanding itself.

Everything we have just said could be expressed more sim-
ply: in accordance with the phenomenological description of
Part I we could say that it is impossible to find in the image
anything more than what was put into it; in other words,
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the image teaches nothing Consequently, it 1s impossible that
understanding operates on the already constructed image. A
similar conclusion follows from the illusion of immanence.
The image cannot, as a matter of fact, have for its function
helping understanding. But understanding can in certain cases
adopt the imaginative structure. The image-object appears in
such a case as the simple intentional correlative of the very act
of comprehension.

But at what point will understanding assume the symbolic
form® To answer this question 1t is enough to remind our-
selves of the typical make-up of a symbolic scheme. A scheme
is either a form in movement, or a static form. Both cases
involve a visual imaginative apprehension of kinaesthetic sen-
sations. We saw in the preceding part how this apprehension
works. We saw that the sensible element as such is framed
by a protention and a retention. By protention we are finally
thrown back to a knowledge which presents itsclf as pro-
tention and which is transformed into retention as the move-
ment flows out. The constitution of the symbolic scheme there-
fore sends us back to the knowledge as to its origin. What
knowledge is involved here?

Understanding is not pure reproduction of a meaning. It
is an act. In making itself marufest, this act envisions a certain
object and this object is, in general, a truth of judgment or a
conceptual structure. But this act does not start from nothing.
For instance, I may try to understand the word “man” but
not its corresponding German “Mensch” unless I know Ger-
man. Every word 1n terms of which I can make an effort to
understand is therefore shot through and through with a
knowledge which is nothing other than the recollection of past
understandings. We know that Descartes draws a distinction
between 1deas and the recollection of 1deas Knowledge is in
some manner a recollection of 1deas It 1s empty, it implies
past and future understandings but is itself not an under-

standing. It 1s evident that when Flach presented his subjects
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with words they were to understand, the understanding began
with this knowledge 1t proceeded from the knowledge to the
act. It is then at the level of the knowledge that the nature
of understanding is decided. In accordance with the intention
of the knowledge, this comprehension will be imaginative or
not, that is, the knowledge will or will not change into
a protention followed by a symbolic movement. In a word,
the essential factor we have to describe is that intention-
ality which appears in the knowledge and which finally con-
structs the symbolic scheme. Why does it debase the
knowledge?

Does it do so in order to facilitate the understanding? This
we have already answered above. the image teaches nothing.
The understanding attains its end as an image, but not by the
image. In the next chapter we shall see, moreover, that the
scheme, far from helping intcllection, often checks and de-
flects it. But if we return to an analysis of Flach’s experiments
1t may help us to understand the function of the image.

Let us give an account of experiment 27. The subject who
is asked to give the meaning of the word “proletariat,” sees “a
flat and black area, and, below it, a sea rolling vaguely ” What
can lead us astray here, and what seems to have deceived
Flach, is a faulty interpretation of the idea of symbol. Flach
scems to believe in fact that this scheme is the symbol of
proletariat, that 1s, that his subject, in producing this symbol,
intends to represent his idea by means of lines and colors.
‘This image will therefore present itself as a schematic repre-
sentation of the content of the idea “proletariat,” as a means
of making the inventory of that content. In other words, the
image would still be a sign. But to this view we can object,
first, that 1t is impossible to sce the rcason why the subject
should want to make such a construction. Sccondly, and above
all, we need but produce one of these schemes for ourselves
and observe it to convince ourselves that the schemes in no
way perform the role of sign and representative. No doubt
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there is a representative 1n the scheme: it is the affective-
motor analogue by means of which we apprehend the form
and its color. But the scheme 1tself is no longer an analogue:
it itself 15 an object having a meaning. That “flat and dark
area” with that “vagucly rolling sea” is neither a sign nor a
symbol for the proletariat. It zs the proletariat in person.
Here we reach the real meaning of the symbolic scheme: the
scheme is the object of our thought giving 1tself to our con-
sciousness. So the function of the scheme as such is in no way
to help the understanding; it functions neither as expression
nor as support, nor as exemplification. We expressly declare,
using an indispensable neologism, that the role of the scheme
1s that of presentifier.

At the beginning of Part IT we defined pure knowledge as
consciousness of a rule. But let us add, 1t 1s “an ambiguous con-
sciousness which is given as both a consciousness without
any rclational structure of the object and as a consciousness
full of a state of the subject.” In a word, just as we called
1t pre-objective, it can be called pre-reflexive. It brings to
the subject instructions concerning its own capacities: “Yes,
[ know . .. , I could know,” etc ) but this does not ap-
ear fully as a spontaneous activity of ideation and the relation
which makes the object of the knowledge appears at times
as an objective relation and at tumes as a rule for obtan-
ing ideas. This state without equilibrium can become
debased into imaginative knowledge: i which case all re-
flection disappears. It can also become a pure reflective con-
sciousness, that is, posit itself for itsclf as consciousness of a
rule. In that case the meaning of a word will be grasped on
the reflective level as the content of a concept and the mean-
g of a phrase as judgment. On this level, rcasoning still
appears as a succession of ideas which are generated from the
very depth of their innerness, the premises appear as the op-
erating rules for formmng the conclusion and the psychic
motivation clothes the following form: “If T posit that A
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implies B and that B implies C, then, in order to be con-
sistent, I must posit that A implies C.” It is in considering the
reflexive nature of classical reasoning that formal logic de-
fined itself as the study of the condition “of the agreement
of mind with itself.” All this mental activity moves on the
reflective level, the ideas appear as ideas at the same time that
they are forming themselves. Consciousness is separated from
the object while 1t is reasoning. It can rejoin it at the level
of the conclusion, provided it converts this latter into a non-
reflective affirmation, This reflexive ideation is not accom-
panied by images. In the first place, images are here useless,
secondly, if they should appear as image consciousnesses of
image and not as object consciousnesses, they would lose their
meaning.

But ideation can operate entirely on the non-reflecuve
plane: all that is needed 1s that the pure knowledge become
debased into imaginative knowledge, that 1s lose its pre-reflec-
tive character in order to become unhesitatingly non-reflec-
tive. In that case, all thought becomes consciousness of things
and not consclousnesses of itself. To understand a word is no
longer to apprehend a concept. it 1s to realize an essence, the
comprehension of the judgment bears upon this objective con-
tent which the Germans call Sachverbalt. This non-reflective
plane may be called the plane of presemces because of the
attitude assumed by consciousness: it behaves in fact as if it
were # the presence of the objects which it judges; that is to
say, 1t seeks to apprehend that thing and to formulate ideas on
it as on an external object. To understand a word at that
moment amounts to constructing before consciousness the
corresponding thing. To understand “proletariat” consists in
constructing the proletariat, and making it appear to conscious-
ness. The form in which this something will appear will natu-
rally be a spatial form, because a consciousness can effectuate
a presence only as a spatial form. But this spatialization is not
desired for its own sake. In reality what operates here in con-
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sciousness is the natural confusion between transcendence and
externality. Instructed to understand the word “proletariat”
or the phrase “nature imitates art” we attempt to refer to the
things themselves in order to contemplate them; in other
words, the first step of consciousness is to turn to intuition,
The understanding of the word occurs therefore as a sudden
appearance of the object. So that the spatial determinations
are not signs or images of the structural relations which con-
stituted the thing: they are apprehended as these relations
themselves. They are these relations constituted by a knowl-
edge which incorporated itself into a serics of movements. But,
naturally, the object is not really constituted, it is there only
“as an image” and consequently it presents itself as absent.
Correlatively the attitude of consclousness 1s not that of
observation but of quasi-observation, that is, the presence of
the object as an image teaches him nothing since the con-
stitution of the object as an image is alrcady the understand-
ing. Nevertheless the final thoughts will occur as reactions of
consciousness to the transcendent object, that is, as the results
of contemplation, as they unroll by a normal track from the
original comprehension. We shall shortly investigate the
mechanism of this thought as an image and see that, if the con-
struction of the scheme changes nothing in the phenomenon of
comprehension, the final thoughts are changed n their esscnce
by the fact that they have been motivated by an original
thought as an image.

2. Symbolic Schemes and Illustrations of Thought

Before defining the symbolic scheme Flach distinguishes be-
tween them as follows:

1. Simple illustrations of thoughts which can appear, accord-
ing to him, together with a symbolic scheme but which can
never express more than one example.

2. Schematic representation of Messer (“it was neither lion
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nor tiger, [ was aware of a hairy skin.”). The symbolic scheme
is not the image of a definite concrete object from which some-
thing is missing: schematic representations are therefore illus-
trations of somewhat hazy thoughts containing something
indefinite.

3. Diagrams which represent schematically, for instance, the
days of the week, the months of the year.

“What the diagram has in common with the symbolic
scheme is the fact that the diagram represents spatially an
abstract and unextended object. But there is nothing else here
than a definite localization in space. This localization serves
as a mooring, an attachment, an orientation for our memory,
but plays no role in our thought.”

4. Synaesthesias and synopsies, that is, images aroused regu-
larly by hearing proper names, vowels, etc.

5. Auto-symbolic phenomena. This is the name Silberer
gives® to hypnagogic visions that symbolize an immediately
preceding thought. Flach recognizes two types of hypnagogic
symbolization. The first contamns symbols which are close to
symbolic schemes In the second there are simple illustrations
of thought.

The essential distinction Flach draws between illustrations,
schematic representations, diagrams, synaesthesias, auro-sym-
bolic phenomena, on the one hand, and symbolic schemes, on
the other, comes in the main to this: The former do not ex-
press thought, they are connected with ideation by external
ties and are moreover quite loose (what is roughly known as
ties of association), the latter are a direct product of thought
and its exact expression on the level of the image. This amounts
to admurting that there are images which have a symbolic
function and others that have no function of any sort, whether
as survivals, fortuitous connections, or stereotypes. Below the

level of symbolic schemes Flach places the “engravings” of
Binet.

! Herbert Silberer, Der Traum, Stuttgart, 1919.
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We do not share his opinion. The mmage is a consciousness.
If this principle is accepted what meaning does the association
of ideas retain? Association occurs as a causal linkage between
two contents. But there can be no causal linkage between two
consciousnesses: one consciousness cannot be aroused froz: the
outside by another consciousness: but it arises by itself by its
own intentionality, and the only tie that can connect it with
the previous consciousness is that of #otivation. Consequently
we must no longer speak of automatisms and stereotypes.
Bmet and the Wurzburg psychologists tend to construct the
image, over agamst thought, as a phenomenon deprived of
meaning. But if the image is a consciousness, it must have its
own meaning, as does every other sort of consciousness. Its
appearance in the course of thought is never the effect of a
chance cunnection: it plays a role. This role is undoubtedly
easier to determine in the case of the symbolic scheme than in
that of the engraving. But if our premises are correct, there
must be a function for all images which do not occur as
schemes.

Diagrams are quite readily reduced to symbolic schemes.
Flach almost admuts this when, after having distinguished
most diagrams from symbolic schemes and having denied
them any other function than that of an “orientation for our
memory” makes an exception of diagrams whose structure be-
trays a dominant preoccupation of the subject. 4 propos of a
diagram representing the month of the year, for instance,
when the subject was asked why three months were missing,
the answer was: “because in my childhood there were three
months of anxiety out of every year.”

This diagram is evidently symbolic. But is this not the case
with every diagram, although somewhat more discreetly so?
For many subjects the months are completely given but
arranged in an ascending, descending, broken, bent, straight,
etc.,, order. All these arrangements have a meaning which
corresponds most often to the way in which the year is
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divided by the professional vocation of the subject. In a
word, the diagrams which represent the months or the days
of the week for the subject express regularly the way in which
the succession of the months or the days appear to the sub-
ject; that is, the year or the week appears in its concrete
structure. The same is true for syntheses, that is, for those
cases, for instance, in which a vowel arouses in the subject
a certain color. Synaesthesia never occurs as the product of
a pure association. The color occurs as the semse of the
vowel.

“A man forty years of age, who experiences very definite
colors for a, o and u, but not for i; he understands that if
need be the sound can be seen white or yellow, but he feels
that in order to find it red one must have a distorted mind
or a perverted imagination.” *

When Flourney tries to explain synaesthesias by what he
calls “identity of emotional basis,” he does not take into ac-
count the sort of logical resistance one experiences when one
attempts to change the color aroused by a vowel. This happens
because the color occurs as the sound “in person” just as the
“vague sea” occurs as the proletariat in person. Naturally
what we have here is a consclousness which 1s more affective
than intellectual and the image attributes the personal reaction
of the subject to the vowel. Besides, it is hard to see why
Flach, who admits the symbolic meaning of the color in his
discussion of Experiment 14 (“arrangement . . . he had a dirty
color, greenish grey”) or of experiment 21 (“Baudelaire . . .
a spot of blue-green color, of the color of vitriol”) will not
admit this in the case of synaesthesia. Moreover, what differ-
ence is there between experiment 21 “Baudelaire” and a
simple synaesthesia, other than in complexity? No doubt that
the symbolic scheme is generally built up as a spatial determina-
tion. But this is simply due to the fact that purely intellectual

* Cued by Flourney, Des phénomeénes de syopsse, p. 65.
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comprehensions are more readily tianslated into movements.
Knowledge, as we have seen, dircetly impregnates kinacsthetic
sensations. But there is also a comprehension “of the heart,”
and 1t is this comprchension that cxpiesses itself by synop-
sies.

Finally, it is fitting to show that images which present all
the features of “engraving” can play the role of a symbolic
scheme. This Flach humself recognized. when one of his sub-
jects was asked to furnish him with a brief description of the
philosophy of Fichte, he pictured “the self creating the non-
self 1n order to go beyond 1t” as a worker pounding a wall
with a hammer; and Flach is compelled to admit that
this illustration of thought is funcuonally similar to a
scheme,

So if we brush aside the phenomenon of auto-symbolism,
which 1s so uncertain and difficult to nvestigate, a first exami-
nation leads to the following conclusions. first, that the realm
of the symbolic scheme 1s wider than Flach assumes and we
must admut 1nto it all the neighboring phenomena which Flach
tried to side-track, secondly, the disunction between scheme
and engraving 1s not well marked- thesc are rather himited
cases connected by transitory forms, they should not there-
fore be looked upon as exercising radically different func-
tions.

We must, however, face the fact that when a scheme is com-
pared to an illustration considerable differences are found
between these two sorts of 1mages. Let us suppose I am asked
to define the historical period known as the Renaissance 1n a
few words. It may happen that I produce an indefinite 1mage
of movement, something like a stream of water which expands
and wanes; ] may also see the opening out of a flower. In both
cases we call my 1mage a symbolic scheme. There 1s no doubt
more 1 the second case than 1n the first: 1n addition to a sym-
bolic meaning, the image has another meaning which can be
grasped from without, as for instance, if the subject makes
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a drawing of his image. But this supplementary meaning is
not thought of for its own sake: in the degree to which
it is conscious it is still 2 quality I confer upon the sub-
ject.

But I can also produce another sort of image: for instance:
on hearing the word Renaissance, I may “see” the David of
Michelangelo. The essential difference in this case is that
David #s not the Renaissance. We should also note that this
difference cannot be verified from without. Only the subject
can say whether the image is symbolic of the Renaissance or
whether, in some way, it is a Jateral image; only he can inform
us if the David of Michelangelo is thought of for itself or as a
symbol. Let us suppose that the David of Michelangelo is
apprehended for itself. In this very apprehension there must
be a particular intention, since it is the apprehension itself
which could be symbolic. The symbolizing apprehension gives
David the meaning of “Renaissance”; the non-symbolizing
apprehension constitutes it as the “statue of Michelangelo to be
found in such and such a museum in Florence, etc.” If my first
aim was to give a brief definition of what I understood by “Re-
naissance,” I must recognize that my thought deviated. But this
deviation could not arise on the level of the constituted image;
it is on the level of the knowledge, at the very level of the
process of ideation that the change of direction operates; and,
this change, far from being aroused by the appearance of the
1mage, is the indispensable condition for its appearance. It is
therefore a spontaneous deviation which thought gives to itself
and which cannot be the effect of chance or of some external
compulston; this deviation must have a functional meaning.
Why has a thought which sceks to discover the content of the
concept “Renaissance™ made this hook, why has it delayed
to form the image of that statue?

It is advisable that we undertake a description of how
this image appears to me. We notice, first, that it occurs as
linked by the unity of the same quest to the anterior produc-
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tions of consciousness; in a word, this David does not present
itself simply as such but as a step towards the understanding
of the term “Renaissance.” And this very term of step is a
rubric for the total of the contradictory meanings of the
statue. In one sense, in fact, it presents wself as a umty among
others, the collection of which constitutes the total extension
of the term being studied. It is a pomt of departure for a
systematic review of all the works of art I may know which
were produced at the time of the Renaissanice. But, from
another side, the image attempts to hold us upon itself: in this
very David I could find the solution of the problem I am in-
vestigating. David, without presenting himself explicitly as
the Renaissance, pretends vaguely to conceal in himself the
meaning of that period, as happens, for instance, when we say
that by visiting the castle in Berlin one will understand the
meanung of the Prussia of Bismarck. At the end of this preten-
tion and, by a sort of participation, the envisioned statue can
appear as being the Renaissance.

Only, this way of being the Renaissance cannot have the
purity of that of a symbolic scheme. In the scheme, in fact,
the spatial determinations have no other meaning than that of
the concept they represent, or if, perchance, they have a
meaning of therr own (flower, the worker pounding with a
hammer), this meaning has value only within the limits of the
concept symbolized and as 2 more subtle means to make it
appear. For David, on the contrary, the manner of appearing
as David 1s wholly independent of the Renaissance. The very
meaning of David as David goes back to 2 mass of ideas which
cannot be of service here. This statue by Michelangelo presents
itself to me as the David I have seen in the course of my jour-
ney in Italy, as the work of a sculptor some of whose other
works I also know, as an artistic production which I can class
among others, etc., and, finally, as a unique event in my life,
from the beginning of which I can reconstruct a whole at-
mosphere, a whole past epoch. All this is, of course, not speci-
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fied, it is an affective meaning which could be developed. But
it 15 enough for this David who, 1n some way, #s or tends to
be “the Renaissance” to appear also as something which can
divert my thought and carry me far from my actual task, in
short, as the correlative of a consciousness which can lose its
equibbriom and shp perhaps into revery. So that the statue
seems rather o be the Renaissance by a mystic tie of participa-
tion.

At the end of this brief description we arrive at the con-
clusion that the image as an dlustratuon is produced as the
first groping of a lower thought, and that the ambiguities
concernmng its meanng are due to the uncertainties of a
thought which has as yet not risen to a clear vision of a con-
cept. It seems to us, 1n fact, that our first response to an ab-
stract question, even though it may correct itself immediately,
1s always—at least as an answer to the question—a lower re-
sponse, at once prelogical and empirical. This response is at the
same time without unity because the thought is uncertain and
hesitates between several means—all of them insufficient—to
produce a concept. Socrates asked Hippias: “What is Beauty?”
and Hippias answered: “It is a beautiful woman, a beautiful
horse, etc.” This answer seems to us to make not only an his-
torical step in the development of human thought but also a
necessary step (as well as the habit of reflection can curtail it)
in the production of a concrete individual thought. This first
response of thought naturally takes on the form of an image.
Many persons, when questioned about the nature of Beauty,
form an image of Venus de Milo, and this is as if they an-
swered: “Beauty is the Venus de Milo.”

But this is only one of the aspects of the image as an illus-
tration: it is formed in addition by an unintelligent thought,
which rapidly attempts to cast the greatest amount of knowl-
edges on the question presented, it is as if we were to say:
“Beauty? Well the Venus de Milo, for instance . . . ,” with-
out going any further because of the contradictory tendencies



THE ROLE OF THE IMAGE IN MENTAL LIFE 159

which make up the image. So here we see a second way that
thought has of representing a concept for itself it is simply
the sum of the unities of the class it designates.

Bur the very fact that these knowledges (Venus de Milo,
David, etc.) present themselves under an imagined form and
not purely verbal indicates more and better. Place someone
in a hall in a museum in which there are several masterpieces
of the Renaissance and ask him to give you a short account
of that artistic epoch and it is a safe bet that before answering
he will cast a quick glance at one of the statues and paintings.
Why? This he could not answer himself: it is an attempt to
observe, to return to the thing itself and to examine it; it is
the primary data of experience, 2 way of confirming a naive
empiricism which is also one of the lower stages of thought.
In the absence of these masterpieces the reaction would be
the same- the statue of David would be evoked, that is, thought
would assume the form of imagnative consciousness. Only
thought itself does not know whether the object it presents
to itself in such haste is beauty or only a samiple of beautiful
things or whether one could derive an 1dea of the concept
“beauty” by examining it. The result of these uncertainties
is an image which sets itself up for its own sake and also as
a step in understanding. From this point on thought will sud-
denly leave this course by means of real understanding, and
by a creative effort will consider the Renaissance itsclf as
present in person: it is then that the scheme appears It is then
not the role of the image that changes, which is always the
correlative of a consciousness; but the nature of the thought.
From the onset of the image as an illustration, two roads are
always possible: one by which thought loses itself in revery
as it abandons its first assignment, and another which leads it
to understanding as such. It is this ever-possible annihilation
of thought at the level of the image that has impressed some
psychologists like Binet and led them to the conclusion that
the image was an obstruction for thought. But it is thought
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itself that is responsible for this unbalance of thought, and
not the image.

3. Image and Thought

We shall not seek to know whether all non-reflective
thought assumes the form of the image. We are satisfied with
having shown that the image is like an incarnation of non-
reflective thought. Imaginative consciousness represents a cer-
tain type of thought: a thought which is constituted in and by
its object. Every new thought concerning this object will
present itself, in the imaginative consciousness, as a new de-
termination apprehended on the object. But it is naturally
only quasi-apprehensions that are involved here. The thought
does not, in fact, establish itself on the object; it rather appears
as the object. If the development of an 1dea occurs in the
form of a series of imaginative consciousnesses that are syn-
thetically linked, it will imbue the object as an image with a
sort of vitality. It will appear now under one aspect, now
under another, now with this determmation, now with some
other. To judge that a coachman whose face one imagines
vaguely had a moustache is to sce his face appear as having a
moustache. There is an imaginative form of the judgment which
is nothing else than the addition to the object of new qualities,
accompanied by the feeling of venturing, promising, or of
assuming responsibilities. These few observations enable us
to suggest a solution of the problem of the relationships of the
image to the concept. If we think imaginatively of some indi-
vidual objects it will be these objects themselves that will ap-
pear to our consciousness. They will appear as they are, that
1s as spatial realities with determinations of form, color, etc.
But they will never have the individuality and unity which
characterize objects of perception. There will be some dis-
tortions, a sort of deep-seated vagueness, lack of definiteness:
we tried to expound this essential structure of the image in
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Part III of this book. At the same time, the object presents
itself as not being here in body, as an absent object. Whatever
it may be, it is the form that thought takes on in order to
appear to our consciousness. If we think right now of a class
like “horse,” “man,” etc., it is the class itself that will appear
to us. It is, of course, but rarely that we think of a class all
alone. Most of the time our thoughts are of the relationships
between classes. We can say nghtly that the thought of an
1solated concept is always the result of artificial practices. But
such thought is, however, always possible and it can occur in
three ways: in the first, do not know direction of the looked-
for concept or we approach it indirectly. In this case our
first approximations will present themselves under the form
of individual objects belonging to the extension of that con-
cept. If I try to think the concept “man,” I could orient myself
by producing the image of a particular man or the image of
the geography that represents the white man, etc. In the
preceding chapter we attempted to give an account of this
type of thought. But it is also possible that our thought grasps
the concept itself directly, In this second case the concept
could appear as an object in space. But this object will not be
individualized, it will not be this or that man, but #74n, the class
turned into a man. The object of our imaginative conscious-
ness will naturally be an undetermined man, who has nothing
in common with the composite image of Galton, but whose
indetermination will be the essence itself. It will be like the
fleeting consciousness of having a man before one without
cither being able, or even wanting, to know his appearance,
his color, hus height, etc. This way of getting to the concept
in extension is, no doubt, a very low level of thought. But if,
in the third place, we get to the concept all at once in compre-
hension, that is, as a system of relations, it will then appear
to us as a collection of pure spatial determinations which will
have no other function than to present it; that is, it will
take the form of a symbolic scheme. But some concepts like
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“man,” “horse,” etc. are too charged with the sensible and
too poor in logical content to enable us to rise often to this
third stage of thought. The symbolic scheme appears only with
an effort of comprehension, that is on the occasion of abstract
thought. These three ways in which the concept appears to
non-reflective thought correspond therefore to the three
clearly-defined attitudes of consciousness. In the first I orient
myself, I look about me. In the second, I remain among the
objects but I call forth the very class, the collection of these
objects as such in my consciousness. In the third, I com-
pletely turn away from things (as a unity or a collection) to
their relations. The reladonships between the concept and
umage therefore present no problem. In fact, there are no
concepts and no images. But there are two ways in which
the concept can appear: as a pure thought on the reflective
level and on the non-reflective level, as an image.

But a more serious question arises: in the image, thought
itself becomes a thing. Will this not cause thought to undergo
profound modifications? Can we admit that a purely reflective
thought and a spatialized thought have exactly the same
meaning; is not thought as an image, an internal form of
thought” We must distinguish between two cases, and this
way that thought has of being a prisoner of a spatial represen-
tation carries different consequences for the ultumate course
of consciousness, depending on whether the latter (conscious-
ness) supports reluctantly this imprisonment and seeks to free
itself from it, or whether it permuts itself to be absorbed by
the image like water by sand. In the first case the subject is
conscious of the insufficiency of this way of thinking at the
very moment he forms the image and seeks to free himself
from it. Here is an interesting observation of R. A., a professor
of philosophy:

“I had the impression of clearly understanding the main
thought of Brunschvicg in reading the pages of L’Orienta-
tion du Rationalisme, which resumes the thought of Schopen-
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hauer: ‘There is no object excepting for the spectator.’ When
going beyond the order of knowledge. M. Brunschvicg, in
the very order of being, brings forth the two correlative reali-
ties (subject and object) of a spiritual activity, of an original
course, I thought I had grasped the final point of his thought
and T recalled an image that illustrated, in some way, my
intellectual effort. In the center, a kind of schematic, geom-
etric representation of a movement and then, beyond, from
the two sides of this moving line, two symmetrical points or
rather two small circles very similar to the circle of a target.
This image was not, of course, in the forefront of conscious-
ness. Nevertheless I noticed it but felt it to be insufficient be-
cause still tainted with some materiality, but it seemed to me
that my impression of understanding sprang mainly from the
movement of thought to grasp the image and to go beyond
it. I felt that if I could think of the spiritual equivalent of that
image without the help of any sensible representation, then
I would have truly understood M Brunschvicg because I
would have had to see ‘with the eyes of the heart’ the nature
and the spirit (in the second sense), emerge out of this spiritual
and creative primitive urge.” !

The description of R. A. does not permit us to doubt that
we are in the presence of a symbolic scheme. Should anyone
wish to check up on the preceding chapters, it will be seen that
all the characteristics of the scheme are to be found here. But
the consciousness of R. A. contains an additional determina-
tion which we have not found up to now in any of the descrip-
tions of Flach the scheme is itself but provisional, insufficient
as a step to be surpassed. But did we not say that the symbolic
scheme was the essence it represented? How then is it possible
that it should present itself at the same time as being and as
not being this essence (the genesis in a spiritual movement of

*I have met other instances among a number of scholars and professors
of this effort to surpass the image at the very moment when it is formed.
I had an especially interesung report from M. L. deR, a student of phulos-

ophy.
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the subject-object combination)? It scems, however, that this
structure of consciousness is very common among philosophers,
that is, among men who are very much m the habit of “think-
ing about thinking” as Gocthe said, that 15, who have delved
deeply into the immaterial nature of thinking, who know
by long experience that it escapes every attempt to picture
it, to define 1t, to capture it, and who consequently resort
to comparisons and metaphors reluctantly and cautiously
when they speak of it. The symbolic scheme therefore appears,
for them, as but superficial and very deceptive. No doubr it is
completely there, but in a form which can deceive. As a resulr,
the scheme presents itself as something external to thought
which itself appears as something which cannot be exhausted
by anything “external” which it may adopt, and finally, as
radically incongruous with its appearances.

As a result, the investigator can have two attitudes in rela-
tion to his own thinking. He can either be contented with
serzing the scheme as a possible direction, as the open door to
a series of further investigations, the indication of a nature
through which to grasp some material aspects. In this case,
the scheme possesses a characteristic dynamism which derives
from the fact that it permuts 1ts own over-extension. But, at
the same time, u#nderstanding is not given in act; it is only out-
lined as possible, as being at the point of the deliverance (en-
franchisement) of all the images. Very often the comprehen-
sion is only that: the scheme plus the idea that one could—
that one should—go further.

Or elsc the subject actually carries our the operations
which are to liberate his thought from their materialistic
obstacles. It disengages itself from the scheme, while entirely
retaining the thought. But if it remains in the non-reflective
attitude, that is, if it is only conscious of the object (particular
or universal essence, relationships between essences, etc.), on
which it forms thoughts, it can turn away from a symbolic
scheme only to construct another, and so on to infinity, It
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will stop sooner or later in these operations. But this cessation
remains without importance if the subject stays aware of the
unsatisfactory nature of all imagery, whose importance we
have just seen, if he can say to himself at the moment when
he stops himself what Gide wants to write at the end of The
Counterfeiters: “Could be continued.” In that case, the essence
searched for appears as not being in any of the forms it has
assumed, nor in the infinity of those it might have assumed.
It 1s different, radically different. And, from the very fact
that the subject does not cease to affirmn this beterogeneity,
all these imagined coatings, all these schemes are without
danger for thought. But thought, although we could express
ourselves upon it without keeping account of the images in
which it reveals itself, is never directly accessible to us, if we
have once taken the imaginative attitude in forming it. We will
always go from image to image. Comprehension is a movement
which is never ending, it is the reaction of mind to an image
by another image, to this one by another image, and so on, in
a straight line, to infinity. To substitute for this infinite regres-
sion the simple intuition of a bare thought calls for a radical
change in attitude, a veritable revolution, that 1s, passing from
the non-reflective plane to that of the reflective. On this
plane thought presents itself as thought at the very time that
it appears: and so it is completely transparcnt to itself. But we
can never discover any connecting path which permits us to
elevate ourselves progressively from non-reflection to reflec-
tive thought, that is, from the idea as an image to the 1dea as
idea. The simple act of intellection on the reflective plane has
for its correlative the infinitive idea of approximations through
symbols on the non-reflective plane. The result of this
equivalence is that the two processes, on the two planes, are
equivalents for the progress of knowledge.

It is altogether different when the scheme absorbs thought
and presents itself as being itself the essence or the relationship
to be determined. Non-reflective thought is a possession. To
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think of an essence, 2 relationship, is on this plane to produce
them “in flesh and bone,” to constitute them in their living
reality (and naturally under the “category of absence” which
we defined in the first chapter of Part I) and at the same time
to see them, to possess them. But, at the same time, it is to
constitute them under a certain form and to consider this
form as expressing exactly their nature, as being their nature.
Here thought encloses itself in the image and the image presents
itself as adequate to the thought. There follows a warping—
possible at any moment—of the further course of conscious-
ness. In fact, the object under consideration (essence, relation,
a complex of relations, etc.), does not present itself only as an
1deal structure: it is also a material structure. Or rather ideal
and material structure are but one. But the material structure
imphes certain determinations of space, certain symmetries;
certain relations of position, and sometimes even the existence
of things and persons (see above, for instance, the worker
who is pounding his hammer). While the evolution of these
determinations remains governed by the ideal semse of the
image, while the transformations of the scheme remain com-
manded by those of thought, the development of the idea is
not altered. But this subordination of material structures to the
ideal structures 1s possible only if the material structures are
grasped as not exhausting the ideal structures, as if a relative
independence were posited between the two. This happens
only in the attitude we have described in the preceding pages
when the subject, although in the non-reflective attitude, retains
a sort of vague rccollection of pure knowledge touching the
nature of the pure idea in general. But in the very great major-
ity of cases the material structure occurs as bemg the ideal
structure, and the development of the figure, of the scheme, in
its spatial nature 1s given as exactly identical with the develop-
ment of the idea. We can see the danger, a shght preference is
enough, it is enough to consider for a moment for themselves
the spatial relations of the scheme and to permit them to affirm



THE ROLE OF THE IMAGE IN MENTAL LIFE 167

themselves or to modify themselves in accordance with the
laws of belonging to spatiality. the thought is hopelessly
warped, we no longer follow the 1dea directly, we think by
analogy. It has appeared to us that this imperceptible debase-
ment of thought was one of the most common causes of error,
particularly in philosophy and in psychology.

In the imaginative attitude, in fact, we find ourselves in the
presence of an object which presents itself as an analogue to
those which can appear to us in perception. This object, in as
much as it 15 constituted as a zhmg (pure determinations of
geometric space, common object, plant, animal, person) is the
correlative of a certam knowledge (empirical—physical or bi-
ological, laws—or a priori—geometric laws), which has served
to constitute it but which has not exhausted itself 1n that const-
tution. This knowledge presides at the ultimate developments
of the image, 1t is tlus knowledge which orients them in this
or that direction, which resists when we want to modify the
image arbitrarily. In short, soon as I constitute the image of
an object, the object has a tendency to behave as an 1mage
mn the same way that other objects of the same class do in
reality. Flach cites some fine examples, but does not seem to
grasp thewr importance. “The subject imagines, for instance,
balls thrown in the air. He then feels in his arms the resistance
of the air to the rising of the balls. We have made no deeper
studies on synaesthesias since it 1s established that these pheno-
mena really belong to mtuition and do not form an important
charactenstic of the symbolic scheme as such. They apply as
well to cases of illlustrations of thought by simple association.”

In this excellent example cited by Flach no associations are,
in fact, involved, but rather the interpretation of a knowledge
which becomes conscious of itself only in the form of an
image. All that the subject clearly envisions is the trajectory
of the balls tossed n the air, But he cannot think of this trajec-
tory without at the same time thinking of the resistance of the
air; although this resistance was not deliberately thought of,



168 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

the body imitates it as the indispensable complement of the
object. Left to itself, the image thus has its own laws of de-
velopment, and these depend in their turn on the knowledge
which has served to constitute it Here is an observation that
will enable us to see this more clearly:

“I wanted to speak of an automobile that climbed hills
easily and I was searching for an expression which would
describe this abstract idea—unformulated—that would be comi-
cal :‘It climbs the hills is if it were pulled up by a weight, as if
it were falling towards the top and not the bottom.’ I had an
image. I saw the automobile climbing a hill; I had the feeling
that it was climbing by itself and without 2 motor. But I just
could not imagine this reversing of the weight- the image
resisted and offered me but an equivalent: I had the vague
fceling of the presence on top of the hill of an ill-defined
object, a sort of loadstone, that pulled the automobile. Since
this image was not the one I had wanted to produce, there re-
sulted from it a wavering and I could not find the adequate
expression. 1 had therefore to look for a subterfuge and I
sard: ‘One is obliged to check the ascent.” This introduction
of 2 new element modified my image and gave it an entirely
different nuance, while its elements nevertheless remained
the same, instead of being pulled by a loadstone, the same
automobile climbed the hil by itself: it was no longer a
machine but a living being which was moving spontaneously
and whose ardor I had to control.”

In this example the subject wanted to construct, as an in-
termediary between the abstract thought “reversing of the
weight” and his verbal expression, a concrete image the sub-
stance of which would have passed into the discourse. But
this image would not permit itself to be constructed because
it is its nature to contradict the concrete knowledge that had
presided at its formation; its searched-for structure had been
missing, one slid to the right or left, one struck the living auto-
mobile-beast, the magnetized automobile, but this reversed
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weight, although conceived, was not grasped as an image. From
these concrete laws that preside at the individual development
of every image, nothing is more typical than the transforma-
tion of the automobule into a living being after the phrase “one
1s obliged to check the ascent.” This automobile which must
be checked in its ascent ceased being a machine due to this
very command. The mere fact of imagining this restraint and
these circumstances completed tself spontaneously by the
annexation to the machine which was being restrained with a
sort of living force. Thus, although the mind is always free to
vary no matter which element of the image, we must not be-
lieve that the mind could change, at the same time, all the
elements at its pleasure. All happens as if the transformations
of the image were sufficiently rigorous by the laws of com-
passibility. These laws cannot be determined a priori and de-
pend upon the knowledges which enter into combination.
Let us now return to our problem: when I produce, in the
course of my reflections, an 1mage of the type of those Flach
calls “symbolic” (whether of a scheme or any other representa-
tion), it seems that there is a conflict in this image between
what it 15 and what it represents, berween the possibilities of
development which come to it from the idea it embodies, and
its own dynamism. On the one hand stones, a hammer, a
flower could be symbols of a mass of abstract essences; on
the other, this flower, these stones, this hammer, have their
own nature and tend to develop into an image in keeping with
this nature. When I conserve this dissatisfaction with images
of which we have spoken at the very heart of the images, the
thought does not suffer from this ambiguity because I leave
no time for the image to develop in accordance with its own
laws, I leave it as soon as I formed it; I am never satisfied with
it. Always ready to be engulfed in the materiality of the image,
thought runs away by ghding into another image, this one
into another, and so on. But 1n the majority of cases, this de-
fiance of the image, which is like a recollection of reflection,
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does not appear. In that case, the laws of development that
belong to the image are often confused with the laws of the
essence that is under consideration. If that essence appears as
a stone that is rolling down an incline, this descent of the stone,
which draws all its necessity from my physical knowledge,
develops and reinforces the symbol, confers upon it its rigor.
The following instance will show the dangers of this substitu-
tion. “I would have liked to convince myself of the idea that
every oppressed person or every oppressed group draws from
the very oppression from which it suffers the strength to
destroy it. But I had the clear impression that such a theory
was arbitrary and 1 felt a sort of annoyance. I made a new
effort to think: at this very moment there arose the image
of a compressed force. At the same time I felt the latent
force in my muscles. It was going to break out the more
violently the more compressed it was. In a2 moment I felt tc
the point of certainty the necessity of the idea of which 1
could not persuade myself the moment before.” *

We see what is involved here: the oppressed is the force.
But on the other hand, o7 the compressed force we can already
read with confidence the strength with which it will be dis-
charged: a compressed force represents clearly potential en-
ergy. This potential energy is evidently that of the oppressed,
since the oppressed is the force. Here we see clearly the con-
tamination between the laws of the image and those of the
essence represented. This idea of potential energy which in-
creases in proportion to the force exercised on the object, is
the force which presents it, it is upon it that it can be appre-
hended. Change the term of comparison, and substitute an
organism for the force, and you will have the absolutely in-
verse intuition, something which could be expressed in the
phrase: “the oppression demeans and debases those who
suffer from 1t.” But the image of the force left to itself and
envisaged purely and simply as an image of force, would

! Observation of R. S, 2 student.
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not be enough to convince us. No doubt that the {orce gathers
strength. But never enough to get rid of the load which weighs
upon it, because the force it gathers is always inferior to that
which compresses it. The conclusion we then draw from the
image will be this: “The oppressed gains in strength and in
value from the very fact of the oppression, but it will never
get rid of its yoke.” In fact, as I could explain it to myself, in
reproducing in myself the scheme of the force, there 1s more.
The image is falsified by the meaning. the energy that gathers
in the compressed force is not felt as a pure passive storing,
but as a living force, one which increascs wsth tune. Here the
image of the force 1s no longer a simple image of force. It is
more of something indefinable: an image of a living force.
Here there 1s no doubt a contradiction, but we belicve that
we have shown mn Part TII that there is no image without an
inherent contradiction. It is in and by this very contradiction
that the impression of evidence arises. The image thus carries
within itself a persuasive power which is spurious and which
comes from the ambiguity of its nature.

4. Image and Perception

At the beginning of this book we showed the difficulties
raised by every attempt to interpret perception as an amalgam
of sensations and images. We now understand why these
theories are inadmissible: for the image and the perception,
far from being two clementary psychical factois of simular
quality and which simply cnter into different combinations,
represent the two main irreducible attitudes of consciousness.
It follows that they exclude each other. We have already
stated that when Peter is envisioned as an image by means of
a picture it means that the painting 15 no longer perceived.
But the structure of images called “mental” is the same as that
of images whose analogue is external' the formation of an
imaginative consciousness is accompanied, in this as in the
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former case, by an annihilation of a perceptual consciousness,
and vice versa. As long as I am Jooking at this table I cannot
form an image of Peter, but if the unreal Peter arises before
me all of a sudden, the table which 1s before my eyes dis-
appears, leaves the scene. These two objects, the real table
and the unreal Peter can alternate only as correlatives of
radically distinct consciousnesses; how then, under these con-
didons, could the image cooperate to form the perception?

It is then evident that I always perceive more and otherwise
than I see. It is this incontestable fact—and which seems to
us to constitute the very structure of perception—that the
psychologists of the past tried to explain by introducing images
mto perception, that is, by supposing that we complete the
strictly sensory material by projecting unreal qualities on
the objects. This explanation naturally demanded the possi-
bility of a strict assimulation between 1mage and sensations—
at Jeast theoretically so. If it is true as we have tried to show,
that there is here an enormous contradiction, we must look
for some new hypothesis. We will limit ourselves to indicating
the possible directions of research.

In the first place, the works of Koehler, Wertheimer and
Koffka permit us henceforth to explain certain anomolous con-
stants of perception by the persistence of formal structures
during our change of position. A thorough study of these
forms would permit us, no doubt, to understand why we per-
ceive in g different way than we see.

We must now explain why perception includes more. The
problem would be more simple if we would once and for all
give up that creature of reason which we know as pure sensa-
tion. We could then say, with Husserl, that perception is the
act by which consciousness puts itself in the presence of a tem-
poral-spatial object. Now, into the very constitution of that
object there enters a mass of pure intentions which do not posit
new objects but which determine the present object in relation
to aspects not now perceived. For instance, it is well-under-
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stood that this ash-tray before me has a “bottom,” that it rests
by means of this bottom on the table, that this bottom is of
white porcelain, etc. These various facts are derived from
eitheramnemic knowledge, or from ante-predicative inferences.
But what we should note well is that this knowledge, whatever
its source may be, remains unformed- not that it is unconscious
but it sticks to the object, it 1s grounded in the act of percep-
tion. What is envisioned is never the invisible aspect 1self of
the object, but that visible aspect of the thing to which the
invisible one corresponds, namely, the upper surface of the
ash-tray in that its very structure as the upper surface implies
the existence of a “bottom.” It is evidently these intentions
which supply percetion with its fullness and its richness.
Without them, Husserl rightly observes, mental contents
would remain “anonymous.” But they are not less radically
heterogeneous in imaginative consciousness: they do not be-
come formulated, posit nothing apart and limit themselves to
projecting into the object as a constituting structure qualities
which are hardly determined, all but simple possibilitics of
development (like that fact that a chair should have two other
legs than those seen, that the arabesques of the mural tapestry
should extend all the way behind the closet, that the man I see
from behind should also be scen from in front, etc.). We see
that what is involved here is nerther an image that has dropped
into the unconscious nor that of an image that has been sub-
dued.

These intentions can no doubt give rise to images and this
is the very source of the error which we have exposed. They
are the very condition of every image concerning objects of
perception, in the sense in which all knowlege is the condition
of corresponding images. Only, if I wish to represent for
myself the mural tapestry bebind the cupboard, the pure in-
tentions implied in the perception of the visible arabesques
will have to detach themselves, to posit themselves for them-
selves, to express themselves, to debase themselves. At the same
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time they will stop to ground themselves on the perceptual act
and become a sui generis act of consciousness. So also, the
hidden arabesques will no longer be a quality of the visible
arabesques—namely, as baving a sequel, of continuing without
interruption. But they will rather appear as isolated to con-
sciousness, as an autonomous object.

There is therefore in perception the charm of an infini
of 1mages, but these can arise only at the cost of the annihila-
tion of perceptual consciousness.

In summary, we can say that the imaginative attitude rep-
resents a special function of mental life. If such an image ap-
pears, in place of simple words, of verbal thoughts or pure
thoughts, 1t is never the result of a chance association: it is
always an inclusive and sui-generis attitude which has a mean-
ing and a use. It is absurd to say that an image can harm or
check thought, or then this must be understood to mean that
thought hmrrs itself, loses itself in windings and byways; im-
_image and thought.but only ‘the relation of a spéc—leé-—t?)— a ge genus
“which it subsumes Thought takes the timage form when it
wishes to be intuitive, when it wants to ground its afﬁrmatlons
on the vision of an object. In that case, it tries to make
object appear before it, m order to see it, or better still, to
_possess it. But this attempt, in which all thought nsks bemng
“bogged down is always a defeat: the objects become affected
with the character of unreality. This means that our attitude
in the face of the image is radically different from our attitude
in the face of objects. Love, hate, desire, will, are quasi-love,
quasi-hate, etc., since the observation of the unreal object is a
quasi-observation. It is this behavior towards the unreal which
will now be the subject of our study, under the name of the

imaginary life.



Part IV
THE IMAGINARY LIFE






1. The Unreal Object

We have seen that the act of imagination is a magical one.
It is an incantation destined to produce the object of one’s
thought, the thing one desires, in a manner that one can take
possession of it. In that act there is always something of the
imperious and the infantile, a refusal to take distance or diffi-
culties into account. Thus, the very young child acts upon the
world from his bed by orders and entreaties. The objects obey
these orders of consciousness: they appcar. But they have a
very unique existence which we shall attempt to describe.

At the outset my incantation tends to obtain thesc objects
in their entirety, to reproduce their integral existence. Next,
these objects do not appear, as they do m perception, from
a particular angle; they do not occur from: a pomt of view; 1
attempt to bring them to birth as they are in themselves. I
need but produce Peter as “seen at seven in the evening, in
profile, last Friday,” or Pcter as “scen yesterday fiom my
window.” * What I want and what I get is just Peter. This
does not mean that Peter will not appear before me in a certain
position, and perhaps even in a certam place. But the objects
of our imaginative consciousness are like the sithouettes drawn
by children; the face 1s secen in profile, but both eyes are
nevertheless drawn in. In a word, imagined objects are seen
from several sides at the same time: or better—for this multi-
plication of points of view, of sides, does not give an exact
account of the imaginative intention—they are “presentable”
under an all-inclusive aspect. It is something like a rough draft
of 2 point of view on them which vanishes, becomes diluted.
These are not sensible but rather quasi-sensible things.

For the rest, the object as an image 1s an unreality. It is no

It may happen, however, that I seek to bring before me precisely this
or that aspect ofp Peter. But this demands a parucular specification.
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doubt present, but, at the same time, it is out of reach. I cannot
touch it, change its place: or rather I can well do so, but on
condition that I do it in an unreal way, by not using my own
hands but those of some phantoms which give this face unreal
blows: to act upon these unreal objects I must divide myself,
make myself unreal. But then none of these objects call upon
me to act, to do anything. They are neither weighty, insistent,
nor compelling: they are pure passivity, they wait. The faint
breath of life we breathe into them comes from us, from our
spontaneity. If we turn away from them they are destroyed;
in the following chapter we shall see that they are completely
inactive. they are ultimate terms but never original terms.
Even among themselves they have neither cause nor effect.

An objection may be offered that this development of
images “by association” entails a sort of passivity of mind. If
I bring before me a mental picture of a murder I “see” the
sunken knife; I “see” the blood flowing and the sinking of the
body of the victim. No doubt: but I do not see them in spite
of myself: I produce them spontaneously, because I think of
them. These details do not appear because of a tendency of the
object to complete itself automatically, in the sense of Wolff’s
“reditur integra-perceptio,” but because of a new conscious-
ness formed on the imagined object. This 1s what the works
of Janet on psychaesthenics show: the tragic nature of the
obsession is derived from the fact that the mind forces itself
to reproduce the object of which it stands in fear. There is
no mechanical reappearance of the haunting image nor a
monoideism in the classical sense of the term: but the obsession
is willed, reproduced by a sort of dizziness, by a spasm of
spontaneity.

This passive object, kept alive artificially, but which is about
to vanish at any moment, cannot satisfy desires. But it is
not entirely useless: to construct an unreal object is a way of
deceiving the desires momentarily in order to aggravate them,
somewhat like the effect of sea water on thirst. If I desire to
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see a friend I make him appear as an unreahty. This 15 a way
of playing at sausfying my desire But I play at it only because
my friend 1s in fact not there in reality I give nothing to the
desire; what 1s more 1t 1s the desire that constructs the object
mn the main in the degree to which the desire projects the
unreal object before 1t to that degree does 1t specify itself as
desire. At first 1t is only Peter I desire to sec. But my desire
turns into a desire for that snule, of that physiognomy. It then
limits and aggravates tself at the same tme, and the unreal
object is precisely—at least as far as 1ts actual aspect 1s con-
cerncd—the limitation and the aggravation of that desire. It 15
but a murage, and in the 1maginative act desire 1s nourished
from 1tself. More exactly, the object as an image is,a definite
awant; 1t takes shape as a cavity. A white wall a5 a1 age is a
white wall awluch 1s absent from perception.

We do not mean to say that Peter humsclf 1s unreal. He 1s
a creature of flesh and bones who is 1 his room at the moment
The imagmative intentions that grasp hum are equally real, as
1s also the affective-propelling anzlogue which they animate.
Nor 1s it to be assumed that there are two Peters, the real one
of Ulm Street and the unrcal one who 1s the corrclative of my
actual consciousness. The only Peter I know and cnvision 1s
the rcal one, who really lives i that real room in Paris. It is
therefoic that Peter that I call forth and who appears to me
But he does not appear to me bere. He is not 1n the 10om where
I am writing. He appears to me m his real room, in the room
m which he really 1s. But in that case, 1t may be said, he is no
longer unrcal We must make ourselves clear Peter and his
room, real in so far as they are situated i Parss, three hundred
kilometers away from where I really am, are not so anymore
as far as they appear to me now. Even if I thought, on pro-
ducing an image of Peter: “He is unfortunately not there,” it
does not mean that I make a distinction between Peter as an
image and the Peter of flesh and bone. There is but one Peter
and he 1s precisely the one who 1s not there; not to be there
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is his essential quality: 1n a moment Peter occurs to me as
being in D . . . Street, that 1s as being absent. And this ab-
sence of Peter, that which I see directly, which constitutes the
essential structure of my image, is precisely a nuance that
colors the image completely, and it is this we call his unreality.

In general it is not only the material itself of the object that
is unreal but all the spatial and temporal determinations to
which it is subjected participate in this unreality.

For space, that is obvious. The space of the image is ob-
viously not that of perception. Nevertheless, since certain
special cases present some difficulties we must outline 2 general
discussion of the problem. If I recall my friend Peter all of a
sudden, I shall “see” him in his grey suit in this or that position.
But most of the time he will not appear to me in a certain par-
ticular place. This does not happen because every special de-
termination is faulty, since Peter does have certain qualities of
position. But the topographical specifications are mcomplete
or entirely lacking. We may perhaps be inclined to say that
Peter appeared to me on the left, a few yards from me, level
with my eyes, with my hands. Many descriptions made by
well-educated subjects (in the investigations of the Wurtzburg
psychologists or those of M. Spaier) mention these alleged
localizations. But it is easy to discover the error of these sub-
jects: by admitting in effcct that Peter appears at my left he
does not also appear at the same time to the right of the arm-
chair which is actually before me. This localization must then
be 1llusory. The explanation of 1t 1s that in order to have Peter
appear as an image we must animate cerrain kinaestheuc im-
pressions which make us aware of the movements of our hands,
eyeballs, etc. We have tried to describe the process of these
“animations” 1n the third part of this book. Now, by the side
of these “informed” impressions there are others which belong
to the same organs and which keep all of their kinaesthetic
meaning, and which arrive in our consciousness as so many
instructions concerning our hands, our eyes. And these latter
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are so close to the former that they establish themselves there
imperceptibly. For instance, I can very well interpret the
movements of my eyeballs as the static form M; by which we
must understand that I animate with a new intention the im-
pressions that come to me from the contraction of orbicular
muscles and from the rolling of the eyes against the orbits.
But other regions of the orbits, the superciliary muscles, etc.,
supply me with immutable kinaesthetic impressions, so that
the motor analogue cannot completely detach itself from its
kinaesthetic environment. There thus results by contamination
a sort of lateral and spontancous localization of the object as
an image, which 1s the reason why I place it “to the left,” “to
the right,” above,” or “below.” But these spatial specifications,
although they can mask the unreal character of imagined space,
can 1 no way qualify the unrcal object.

If we discard these false localizations it will be easier for us
to understand an important characteristic of the object, which
we might call its coefficient of depth. Peter as an image appears
to me at a certain distance. Here the contamination of the
motor analogue by its environment could not serve as a valid
explanation. But, is Peter, moreover, at a given distance from
me? This is not possible; he bears no relationship to me since
he is unreal, he is no mrore five yards from me than a hundred.
Shall we say that he appears to me as if “scen by me at a dis-
tance of five yards®” But just at the time that I produce Peter
as an image I have no idea at all that I sce him, that I attempt
to put myself in immediate communication with an absolute.
Peter is five yards from no one, if he were five yards
from me he would have his perceptual size and aspect, that’s
all. This is a sort of absolute quality. We have tried to show
just now that in the image the object appears as a complex of
absolute qualities. But on the other hand, each of these absolute
qualities draws its origin from a sensible appearance of the
object, therefore from a relative quality; the image does not
create conditions of absolute existence for the object- it carries



182 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

the sensible qualities to the absolute, without stripping them
however of their essential relativity. From this there naturally
arises a contradiction, but one which is not glaring, due to
the confused character of the unreal object. Already in the
perception I attribute to Peter an absolute height and a natural
distance in relation to me. Consequently when I reproduce
Peter as an image I give him his absolute height and his natural
distance. But these qualities will no longer appear as relation-
ships between Peter and other objects: they have been in-
teriorized: the absolute distance and the absolute height have
become intrinsic characteristics of the object. This is so true
that I can reproduce as an image my friend R. who is very
short with the shortness of bis stature and his absolute distance,
and do so without evoking any object in relationship to which
that shortness is recognizable. In perception I can never know
whether an object is large or small unless I have the means of
comparing it with other objects or myself. But the object as an
image carries its smallness within itself. No doubt that in the
image I can vary the stature and the distance of objects. But
what varies, when, for instance, I imagine seeing 2 man in the
distance who is coming towards me, are internal qualities of
that unreal man: his color, visibihity, and his absolute distance.
It cannot be his distance in relationship to me which does not
€exist.

This analysis has led us to recognize that space as an image
has a character much more qualitative than does perceptual
extension ® all spatial determiation of an object as an image
presents itself as an absolute property. This is in keeping with
what we have said in the previous chapter that it is impossible
to count the columns of the Pantheon as an image. The space
of the unreal object has no parts. But, it will be said, does not
Berkeley’s “esse est percipi” hold without exception for all
unreal objects, and, if so, does it not follow that consciousness
does not expressly confer this space without parts to unreal

! Which stself 15 far from being a pure quanuty.
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objects® The fact of the matter is that consciousness affirms
expressly nothing about unreal space: it is the object 1t grasps
and the object presents itself as a concrete whole which in-
cludes extention along with other qualitics. The space of the
object is, therefore, as unreal as is 1ts color or 1ts form.

Let us now suppose that I produce an image of Peter in his
roomm D . . . Street. Here the question 1s morc complicated
since a specification of topographical space is added to the abso-
lute extension of the unreal object Our observation on thus case
is that this localization 1s produced by a special intention which
is added to the central imaginative intentions. It is a matter of
an additional specification. It can happen that without this
specificanon the object mught appear to me with a vague
spatial atmosphere* Peter is vaguely “surrounded by his room.”
But the latter, vaguely included in the affective analogue, is not
explicitly affirmed. For the room to be given in fact as the
container of Peter 1t would have to be the correlauve of an act
of a specific affirmation, synthetically umted to the act of
consclousness which constitutes Peter as an mmage. But once
this affirmation 15 made, the room that appears does not occur
in its relationships to the real space where I live. A vague feel-
ing of direction, which, moreover, does not strongly ac-
company the object, could hardly be noticed. Otherwise, the
room naturally appears with its “normal” proportions, or,
more specifically, “natural size” is never placed n relation to
my real space: if it were, the distauce of my body would be
at least outlined in perspective, since the room did not appear
to me hbere where I am, but yonder where it is. In reality, it
is placed in reference to Peter, as s surrounding, bis milieu.
Of course it cannot be made an intrinsic quality of Peter and
yet 1t has no purcly contiguous external relations with him.
Produced by a secondary intention, which has meaning only
in relationship to the central intention, it might be called an
“appurtenance” of the main object. Naturally, it 15 certainly
the real room I see, jusc as I sec the real Peter. But it occurs
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as absent; and at the same time his character is greatly modified
since the exrernal relationship of contiguity which unites it
to Peter is transformed into an internal relationship of ap-
purtenance.

Tt is more difficult to admit that the temporal aspect of the
object as an image is unreal. Is not the object in fact con-
temporaneous with the consciousness that forms it and is not
the time of the consciousness very real? Nevertheless, in order
to think adequately on this question, we must review once
more the principal that has guided us thus far: the object of
consciousness differs in nature from the consciousness of
which it is the correlative. Therefore nothing is proven by the
fact that the flow of time in the consciousness of the image is
the same as the time of the object of the image. We shall see,
on the contrary, by means of several examples, that these two
durations are radically separated.

There are unreal objects which appear in consciousness
without any temporal determinations. If, for instance, I
imagine a centaur, the unreal object belongs neither to the
present, the past, nor the future. Moreover, it does not last in
front of the consciousncss that elapses, it remains invariable.
I, who imagine the centaur, change, I submit to external en-
treaties, I hold the unreal object before me with more or less
effort; but from one moment to another of my time the centaur
has not changed, has not aged, not “taken” a second more: it
is without time. There is a temptation to give it #zy present,
just as 72y space is given to Peter as an image. But we shall
find out soon that that would be committing the same error.
Certainly the consciousness to which this centaur appears is
present. But the centaur is not: it does not allow of temporal
determination.

Other objects, without being any better localized, do pos-
sess a sort of contracted compressed duration, a non-temporal
synthesis of particular durations. For instance, the smile of
Peter that I now represent to myself is neither his smile of last
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evening nor of thus morning. Nor are we dealing here with a
concept but with an unreal object which gathers nto one
wnvariable synthesis the many snules that occurred and disap-
peared So that even n this immutability he retans a “density”
of duration that distingwshes him from the centaur of which
we just spoke.

These objects remain motionless m every way before the
flux of consciousness. At the extreme opposite we find objects
that run off more rapidly than does consciousness. It 15 well
known that most of our dreams are very short. Neverthcless
the omiric drama can last several hours, several days. It is im-
possible to make this drama w hich unfolds during a whole day
comcide wath the rapid course of the consciousness that dreams
it We may attempt to reduce the duration of the dream to the
oniric consciousness by turming the dreanzed story mnto a rapid
march of images. But the explanation 1s very ambiguous. What
1s to be understood here by 1mage? Does 1t mcan the 1magina-
tive consciousness or the object mmagined® If 1t means the
imaginative consciousness 1t 1s evident that 1t cannot flow any
faster or slower than 1t does flow all that can be said 1s that it
absolutely fulfills 1ts duration and that 1t 15 this very fullness
that measures this duration. In what concerns the magmative
object, can we really speak of a moie rapid succession® But
we arc not here at a cimema where a mote 1apid unwimnding of
the film produces the impresston of a “slow ing down.” Objects,
on the contrary, run off mrore slowly than docs real conscious-
ness, for consciousness really lives several scconds while the
world of the unrcal lasts for several hours. Never docs a very
rapid flow of images produce the impression of a very long
duration, #f that flow 1s referred to the timne of the conscious-
ness. The error here comes from the identification of image
and consciousness, which gives risc to the supposition that a
very rapid succession of images is also a very rapid succession
of a conscious process and since hypothetically (since the
sleeper is cut off from the world) every attempt at comparison
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fails, it is belheved that the relationships are reserved for the
different contents. This view, which harks back to the prin-
ciple of immanence and all 1ts contradictory consequences,
must be abandoned. It 1s useless to object that the unreal object
1s made up of several truncated scencs which I imagine from
a coherent whole. For we mean to say nothing else Of course,
I 1imagne that these scenes have a very long duration We must
therefore admit a phenomenon of belief; a positional act. The
duration of unreal objects is the strict correlative of this act
of belief. I believe that these truncated scenes jomn each other
to form a coherent whole, that 1s, that I join the present scenes
with the past scenes by pure intentions accomparnued by posi-
tional acts.! However, I believe thoroughly that together these
scenes last for several hours. The duration of the object as an
image is thus the transcendant correlative of a special positional
act and consequently participates in the unreality of the
object.?

This conclusion also emerges from an examination of in-
termediary cases, that is, those in which the unreal duration
of the object and the real duration of consciousness run off
parallel, with the same rhythm. I can take ten minutes to
imagine a scene that lasted ten minutes. But it would be child-
sh to think that because of this the scene would be more
exactly detailed. The time I take to reconstruct it matters
little. What matters is the determination of the unreal dura-
tion that I give it.

There is an absence of time as of space. In the end, the tme
of an unreal scene which duplicates exactly an actual scene
which is happening right now remains an unreal time. If,
while Peter is pouring himself a drink behind my back, I

! These ntentons are analogous to those that consttute a static form
begmnning with the kinaesthetic impressions.

 The objectuon will be made that this duration 1n the dream 1s presented
as real just as are the objects that occupy it. This objection 1s based on a mus-
conception of the basic nature of the dream Later on we shall see what this
nature is. Y
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imagine that he 1s pouring himself a drink at this moment, the
two events, the real and the unreal do not comncide. On the
one side we have the elements of consciousness and the real
gesture of Peter which occur together, on the other the
presence of the unreal gesture. Between these two events
there 1s no simultaneity.! The apprehension of the one coin-
cides with the annililaton of the other.

These diverse characteristics of unreal duration are fully
comprehensible only 1f that duration 15 conceived as being
like unreal space, that is, without parts. Duration 1s also a
quality of the object, and just as 1t 1s not possible to delineate
the columns of the Pantheon in imagery, so 1t 1s impossible to
specify and count the instants of an unreal act. It 1s rather a
matter of a vague consciousness, of the flow and a coeflicient
of duration projected on an object as an absolute property. But
let 1t not be beheved that this undifferentiated duration re-
sembles in any way the Bergsonian duration. It 1s rather some-
thing like the space-ime that this philosopher describes in
Les Données unmédiates de la Conscience. This holds that
in keeping with the principle of quasi-observation, the dura-
tion of the imagined object has actually undergone a radical
change of structure, or rather, an mnversion: the event, the
gesture we want to realize as an image appears as command-
ing the previous mstants. I know where I'm going and what
I want to produce. This is why no development of the image
can take me by surprise, whether the scene I produce is a fic-
titious one, or one of the past. In both cases, the previous in-

! Naturally this does not hold for the intentions that grasp in perception
on the objects percerved certain qualities not percesved but whose ewstence
we affirm These are given from the beginning as ewsting 1n the ume and
space of the perceived objects A simple example will show the difference I
see Peter from the back This very perception on the back of Peter implies
that he has a front, a “before” and Peter’s face, etc are already envisioned
in my percepuion of his back They are given virtually in the same space
But if I want to recall the face of Peter 1in an explicit manner, I leave at once
the domain of perception, the face of Peter becomes “disengaged” m some
way from the body that I see from the back, I sce 1t as an unreality n an
unreal space The same 15, of course, true of the temporal determmatinns
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stants and their contents serve as means to 1eproduce the
posterior mstants considered as ends.

There are, however, cases when the time of the object is
a pure successton without temporal localization. If I imagine
the course of a centaur or of a naval battle, these objects do
not belong to any moment of duration They belong neither
to the past, future, nor above all, to the present. There is
nothing present but the real 7ze while I imagine them. They
are without any attachments, without temporal relationships
to any other object or my own duration. They are character-
1zed only by a subjective duration, by the pure before-after
relation, which 1s hmited to marking the relationship of the
different states of the action.

Thus the time of unreal objects 1s itself unreal. It has no
characteristics whatever of perceptual time it does not run
off (as does the duration of this piece of sugar which is melt-
mg), 1t can expand or contract at will while remamning the
same, 1t 15 not irreversible. It is a shadow of time, like the
shadow of the object, with its shadow of space Nothing sepa-
rates the unreal object from me more surely. the world of
umagery is completely isolated, I can enter 1t only by unrealiz-
ing myself in it.

\When we speak of the world of unreal objects, we use an
nexact expression for the sake of greater convemence. A
world 1s 2 umit 1 which each object has its fixed place and
bears certain relationships to the other objects. The very 1dea
of a world implies the following twofold condition for its
objects they must be ngorously individualized, and they must
be in equilibrium with a milien, It is for this reason that there
is no unreal world since no unreal object can meet this two-
fold condition.

At first objects are not individualized. There is both too
much and not enough in them. At the very beginning too
much; these phantom-objects are fleeung and ambiguous; at
once themselves and something other than themselves, they
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become the supports of contradictory qualities. Often, to carry
the reflecuve analysis to the end, we discover that there are
several in one. This essential ambiguity of the unreal object
appears to us to be one of the main factors of the fear of
imagination. A clear and distinct perception 1s, from a certam
pomt of view emmently reassuring. No doubt the sudden
appearance of a tiger 1s frightening but this is another fear.
If we expenience fear in the night when alone, 1t 1s because
the 1maginary objects that haunt us are suspicious by nature.
And this susprcious character 1s the reason why an imagmnary
object 1s never fully itself. Anytlung of w luch we are afrad
n this way 1s unpossible in the degree to which objects escape
the principle of mndividuation. We deliberately declare that
this ambiguity constitutes the only depth of the object as an
image. It represents n itsclf a semblance of opacity.

F urthermore, there 1s not enough 1 an unteal objeet for 1t
to constitute a definre individuality. Nonc of 1ts qualities ate
pushed to the limit. It is this we called m the second pait of
the book an essentral poverty VWhen I percarve Peter 1 can
always approach him close enough to sec the gram of his skin,
to observe his cnlarged pores, and cven the rheoretical possi-
bihty of my exammng his micioscopic cells and so on to
mfimty. This infimty 1s implicitly contamed i my acrual per-
ception, 1t overflows 1t mfinitely by cverythung 1 can specify
1bout him a cach moment. It 1s this which constitutes the

“massiveness” of rcal objects, but the nature of Peter as an
image is to be thmned. This object that I pretend to produce
i its totality and as an absolute 1s reduced basically to a few
meager relationships, several spatial and temporal detcrmuna-
tions, which, no doubt, have a sensible aspect but which are
stopped, which contan nothing more than what I posited
explicitly—aside from that vague ambiguity of which I just
spoke. No doubt I can sull assert that if 1 so desired I could
approach this unrcal object and see 1t microscopically enlarged
(in an unreal way). But I also know that thc new qualities
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which will appear to me are not in the object in its implicit
state. They are added to it synthetically and a particular m-
tention of my consciousness would be needed to affirm that
the new object before me 1s also the old view under a new
aspect Thus I can stop the existence of the unreal object at
any moment, I am not dragged along despite myself to the
specification of its qualities: it exists only while I know it and
want it.

It 1s for this reason that the voluntary modifications I might
bring to the object can only produce two kinds of effects:
either they bring no other changes than themselves to the ob-
jects—or they drag mto it radical changes affecting its identity.
For nstance if I give Peter as an image a flat or turned-up
nose 1t will not give his face a new aspect. Or supposing [
attempt to represent my friend with a broken nose. It may
happen that I fail to do so and in order to complete the form
thus produced I evoke the face of a boxer which is no longer
at all that of Peter. as it happens in dreams when the least
change in the facial features causes a change of personality.
In both cases I missed what I was grasping, that is, the veritable
transformation of Peter’s face, a transformation in which some-
thing remains and something disappears, and when what re-
mains takes on a new value, a new aspect, while also retaning
its identity. Unreal changes are inefficient or radical: what
may be called the all or nothing law. There is a threshold below
which the changes are inefficient for the whole form, above
which they drag in the constitution of a new form, having
no relationship to the preceding. But the threshold self, the
state of equlibrium cannot be reached.*

Nevertheless it 1s often said: “Yes, I imagine vividly that
he wore a high hat on his head, etc.” So Goethe pretended
to be able to produce a flower as a bud, make it grow, blossom,
open, close, flower, etc. But it seems to us that these claims

It 15 for this reason that the spelling of a2 word cannot be decided with-
out wriung it. It 1s impossible for me to feel before the unreal object the
change of physiognomy that the additien of one or several letters will bring.
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that contradict our theory are not absolutely sincere. No
doubt, a high crown can be made to appear, as well as the
figurc of Peter Perhaps they are seen simultaneously, and per-
haps one may even succeed in seeing the face of Peter below
a hugh crown. But what one will never sce as an image 1s the
effect of a lugh crown on the face of Peter: such contempla-
tion actually calls for passivity and ignorance, 1t demands that
at a given moment we should be able to stop producing that
synthetic form, to werify the result. Thus the panter having
put a spot of pamt on his picture steps back and forgets hum-
self as a pamnter in order to examine the result as a spectator.
This cannot happen in imaginative consciousness. Only, and
we shall come back to this, the mind suipasses this impossi-
bility, 1t makes a sort of spasmodic effort to realize the con-
tact and this effort misses 1ts mark, but it serves at the samc
time as the indication of the synthesis that it must operate,
this appears as a i, an 1deal, the face and hat must be held
together 1 the same act. One 1s about to get therc, one touches
the goal, one almost divines the effect to be obtained. But all
of a sudden everything collapses leaving the subject encrvated
but not vanqushed, or rather everything changes and a head
appears under a high crown only it is not the head of Peter.
One nevertheless says of it “I imagmne very well the head he
would have,” because 1t seems one was very close to the goal,
a bat short of it or a bit beyond it with a shght correction of
range one would have hit it.

But, it will be said, I can make these unreal objects move.
Here we must distinguish between will and spontaneity. The
imaginative consciousness is an act which forms iself at one
stroke by will or pre-voluntary spontaneity. But it is only pre-
voluntary spontaneity that can draw final developments from
this consciousness withour the disintegration of the origmal
object. I can certainly produce by voluntary fiat an unreal
object in motion, on condition that the movement appear at
the same time as the object: the movement (created at a single
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stroke by the imaginative apprehension out of kinaesthetic
material) constitutes the very stuff of the object, it may be
said that what appears to me is not a fist in motion but a move-
ment which 1s a fist. But I cannot voluntarily animate after-
wards an unreal object which 1s imitially motionless. Neverthe-
less what the wall cannot obtain mght be produced by the free
spontaneity of consciousness. We know as a fact that the real
noetic elements of the imagmative consciousness consist of
knowledge, movement and affectvity. An imaginative con-
sciousness can appear suddenly: it can of uself freely vary in
conserving for a moment its essential structure: for mnstance
1t can have a free development from the affective factor, an
evolution from knowledge, ctc. From this there result varia-
tions for the unreal object which is the correlative of this
consciousness which will continue in respecting the identity
of the object while the essential structure of consciousness will
be conserved. But it must be added that, 1n the condition of
normal vigilance, these structures do not delay their disinte-
gration and that imagmary objects do not have a long Ife. It
appears to us that these free transformauons of the imaginative
objcct can be identified by what Kant calls in his Critzque of
Judgment the free play of the imagmation. But the will soon
reclaims s rights: the image 1s to be developed under all cir-
cumstances (excepting sometimes in hypnagogic hallucinations
when consciousness 1s caught. It happened to me that, irri-
tated by the sight of an illuminated wheel which was turning
clockwise, I wanted to make it turn versely but without
success. Naturally this curious phenomenon is not to be un-
derstood as the object resisting consciousness but as conscious-
ness resisting 1tself—as when we are led to produce the ob-
sessing representation just because we do not wish to do so).

Thus I can produce at will—or almost at will—the unreal
object I want but I cannot make of it what I want. If I
want to transform it I must actually create other objects;
and between them there will necessarily be gaps. The object
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“as an image thus acquires a discontinuous, jerky character: it
appears, disappears, comes back and thus 1s no longer the
same; it is motionless and 1t 1s useless to attempt to give it a
movement. I only succeed i producing a movement without
motion which I attribute to it 1n vain. Then all of a sudden
it reappears in motion. But all these changes do not come from
it: just as the movements of that beautiful violet blot which
remains in my eyes while I looked at the electric lamp do not
come from the lamp but from the spontancous as well as the
voluntary movements of my cyeballs. So 1n the unreal object
there 1s but a single power and it is negauve. It is a force of
passive resistance. The object 1s not individualized, and here
is a primary reason why the unreal does not build itself up
in the world. In the second place, every unreal object carry-
ing its own time and space occurs w ithout any solidarity with
any other object. There is nothng I must accept at the same
time along with it and by means of it 1t has no environment,
it is independent, isolated—through lack and not through
excess, it acts on nothing and nothing acts on 1t it is without
consequence in the full scnse of the term. If I want to recall
an image, a sccne which 1s somew hat long, I must do so by
putting together a number of isolated objects that occurred
by fits and starts and by establishing betw cen them some “in-
tramundane” ties with a stroke of empty intentions and decrees.

Consciousness is thus constantly surrounded by a retinue of
phantom objects. Thesc objects, although at fiist sight pos-
sessing a sensible aspect, are not the same as thosc of perception.,
Of course, they can be plants or animals, but these consist of
qualities, of species, of relations. Soon as we try to observe
one of them we find ourselves confronted with strange creat-
tures beyond the laws of the world of realities. They always
occur as mndivisible wholes, as absolutes. At once ambiguous,
impoverished and dry, appearing and disappearing in a dis-
jointed manner, they mvarmbly occur as a perpetual “else-
where,” as a perpetual evasion. But the evasion to which they
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invite is not only of the sort which is an escape from actuality,
from our preoccupations, our boredoms, they offer us an escape
from all worldly constraints, they seem to present themselves
as a negation of the condition of being in the world? as an
anti-world.

2. The Unreal and Behavior

It has often been said that “images aroused by a central
associative mechanism of sensory excitations can have the same
effect as does a direct stimulation. It has already been men-
tioned that the idea of darkness involves a dilation of the
pupils of the eye, the image of a close object involves reflexes
of accommodation with convergence and contraction of the
pupil, the thoughr of a disgusting object causes vomiting and
the hope of a tasty dish produces salivation if one is hungry.” 2

In accordance with the above text—and a host of others
of like nature—the image, that is, the unreal object, should
serve as a stimulus for action, just as a perception does. This
view implies necessarily that the image is a detached bit, a piece
of the real world. Only a revived sensation, no doubt a weaker
one, than that of a perception but of the same nature, could
stimulate such an actual and perceptible movement as that of
the dilation of the pupils. We, who have drawn a distinction
from the very outset, between the real imaginative conscious-
ness and the unreal object, cannot possibly admit a causal

! Thas is how we translate the “n-der-Welt-sein” of Heidegger We shall
see 1n the conclusion that this is but an appearance and that every image 1s
really built upon “a realistic foundation.”

ZPieron m the “Nouveau Traité” of Dumas, T. H., p 38. We should
menton that we have conducted numerous experiments without being able
to confirm this alleged pupillary dilation 1n our subjects. We even raise the
question whether this may not be one of the psychological legends which are
unfortunately to be found in some of the most serious works, But since we
may be charged with faulty experimentation we draw no conclustons other
than that the fact itself imphes no contradiction. Besides, there are undeniable
facts of the same sort which call for the same explanation; for instance, the
erection of the pents on the occasion of a sensual image.
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relation going from the object to consciousness. The unreal
cannot be seen, touched, smelled, otherwise than in an unreal
way. Conversely, it can act only on an unreal being. It is,
however, undeniable that the different reflexes mentioned do
occur when images arise. But every image rests on a layer of
real existences, and it is this we have called the imaginative
consciousness. It is here, then, that the real origin of these real
movements must be sought.

We must distingmsh between two sorts of layers in a
complete imaginative attitude: the primary or constituent
layer, and the secondary layer, the one that is commonly
called the reaction to the image. On the ground of per-
ception we draw a parallel distinction between the perceptual
act as such and the affective or idea-motor reactions that
join it in the unity of a single synthesis. Thus far we have
spoken only of the primary or component layer, that s,
of the real elements which correspond in consclousness ex-
actly to the unreal object. But we must also remember that we
can react in the second degree, love, hate, admire, etc., etc.,
the unreal object we have just built up, and although these
feelings naturally occur with the analogue properly so called,
in the unity of the same consciousness, they represent, never-
theless, different articulations with the logical and existen-
tial priority having to be granted to the constituent elements.
There are thus intentions, movements, a knowledge, senti-
ments that combine to form the image, and intentions, move-
ments, sentiments, knowledges which represent our reaction,
more or less spontaneous, to the unreal. The former are not
free: they obey a directing form, a first intention, and are
absorbed into the constitution of the unreal object. They are
not aimed at for their own sake, do not at all exist for them-
selves, but through them consciousness aims at the object as
an image. The other factors of the psychic synthesis are more
independent, they exist for themselves and develop freely.
‘They are easily recognized, classified and named: they do not
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confer any new qualities on the object, Consequently, when
we speak of feelings and movements that are supposed to be
“reactions to the unreal object” we must distinguish between
these two layers of consciousness.

Vomiting, nausea, pupillary dilation, reflexes of ocular con-
vergence, erection, appear to us to belong, with their corre-
sponding feelings, to the strictly constituent layer. Nothing is
more clear than this once it is admitted, as we hold, that the
image is not a sumple content of consciousness among others,
but that it is a 7zental form. From this it follows that the entire
body participates in the make-up of the image. No doubt some
movements are more particularly called upon to “configurate
the object”; but into the immediate consttution of that object,
there enters a part of spontaneous pantomime. It is not be-
cause the unreal object appears close to me that my eyes are
going to converge, but it 1s the convergence of my eyes that
mimics the proximity of the object. Just as a feeling is
quite something else than a simple physiological disorder
so there are no feelings without a harmony of bodily phe-
nomena. The very feeling of disgust, which is absorbed in
constituting in the object the quality of “disgusting,” which is
completely objectified and becomes aware of itself only as an
unreal property, this very fecling is produced by the inten-
tional animation of certam orgamic phenomena. No doubt,
for most persons the affective element that constitutes the
analogue is reduced to a simple emotional abstraction. In such
a case the affective factor is completely exhausted in the con-
stituent act. We become aware only of this special nuance
of the object, the quality of “repugnant”; and nothing we
might add to it later can confer on the object any new quality,
1t belongs to the secondary layer. It is because of this that
certain persons exclaim “this is frightful” or “what horror” on
hearing an account of an accident or at a recital of misery,
and imitate the horror by means of several schematic gestures.
It is evident that they have been somewhat touched and that
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the characteristic of “frightful” or “horrble” of the scene
has been conferred on the images that they formed from the
material of a simple affective scheme. But 1t can also happen
that imaginative feelings are violent and develop with force.
In that case they are not consumed 1 constituting the object,
they envelop it, dominate it and drag it along. Nausca and
vomiting, for instance, are not the effect of the trait “repug-
nant” of the unreal objcct, but the consequences of the frce
development of the imaginative feching which over-icaches in
some way its function and, if T may say so, which “is over-
zealous.” This happens particularly when the affective ground
where the constituent consciousness feeds 1s alicady picpared.
Pieron recognizes this implicitly when he says, in the text we
have cited, that images of a palatable dish cause salivation
“when one 1s hungry.” Likewisc one must be disturbed or
about to be 1f voluptuous images aic to cause an crection In
a general way 1t 1s not the unreal objcct that calls forth these
mamifestations, but the consutuent forces that are prolonged
and expanded well beyond their function

The outcome of these mamfcstations is variable. They may
become mcorporated, like the fecling or pantonume out of
which they flow, into the very constitution of the object. Such
is the case, for instance, of slight nausea But if they cxceed nor-
mal intensity thesc reactions will attract attention and proclaim
themselves 1 thewr own night. Vomiting, for mstance, could
not be founded solely m the gencial imagmative attitude and
passes away unperceived. But it 15 to be noted that at the
moment when these reactions become the real object of our
consciousness, the unreal object of the preceding conscious-
ness will have become a memory. Statcs of consciousness there-
fore follow each other in the following order consciousness of
a repugnant unreal objcct, consciousness of real vomiting oc-
curring jomtly with the mnemic consciousness of the repug-
nant object. This means naturally that the unreal object hap-
pens in the consciousness of vonutings as the real causc of the
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real vomitings. By this very fact it loses its unreality and we
fall into the illusion of immanence: memory thus confers upon
it a quality which actual consciousness could not have given
1t, namely, as the real cause of the organic phenomena. So, as
we have already seen, if immediate consciousness can distin-
guish by nature the object as image from the object that is
present, memory confuses these two types of existence because
real and unreal objects appear before it as memories, that is, as
the past. It has seemed to me that these differences in the
strength of the constituent feelings account for what is called
differences m the liveliness of imagmation. It is not true
that unreal objects have more or less power or vivacity de-
pending on the individual. An unreal object cannot be strong
since it does not act. But to produce an mmage of greater or
lesser liveliness 1s to react with greater or lesser liveliness to
the producing act, and by the same token to attribute to the
imagined object the power of giving birth to these reactions.

Nevertheless we must not believe that the unreal object,
which 1s a final term, an effect which is never itself a cause, is a
pure and simple epiphenomenon, and that the development of
consciousness is exactly the same whether that object does or
does not exist. Certainly the unreal always receives and never
gives. There is no way to give 1t the urgency, the exigencies,
the difficulty of a real object. Nevertheless we must not fail
to recognize the following fact- before producing an image
of a roasted chicken I must be hungry and yet I do not sali-
vate; before I produce an image of a voluptuous scene, I am
perhaps disturbed, after a long period of continence my body
may have a diffuse sexual desire, but I have no erection. It
cannot be therefore denied that my hunger, my sexual desire,
my disgust undergo an important modification in passing
through the imaginative state. They have been concentrated,
become precise, and their intensity has increased. This calls
for a phenomenological description. how does the passage
through the imaginative stage modify the desire in this way?
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Desire, disgust are at first diffuse, without precise inten-
tionality. In organizing itself with a knowledge into an imagi-
native form, desire becomes precise and concentrated. En-
lightened by the knowledge, it projects its object outside itself
By this we must understand, however, that it becomes con-
scious of itself, The act by which feeling becomes conscious
of its exact nature is limited and defined, the act is one with
that by which it presents itself with a transcendental object
And this is readily understandable: desire is actually defined
by its effect, and so is repulsion, or scorn, etc. It 1s impossible
to think without contradiction that the image could link itself
to desire from the outside, this would involve the suppo-
sition that desire is a sort of anonymuty by nature, a perfect
indifference to the object on which it will fix itself.

Whereas, the affective state, being consciousness, could not
exist without a transcendent correlative. Nevertheless, when
feeling is directed on a real thing, actually perceived, the thing
sends back to 1t, n the manner of a screen, the light it has
received from it And, by a game of going and coming the
feeling itself is enriched constantly as the object imbibes affec-
tive qualities.! The feeling thus obtains a unmique depth and
richness. The affective state follows the course of attention,
it develops with each new discovery of perception, it assimi-
Jates all the aspects of the object; as a 1csult 1ts development
is unpredictable since it is subordinated to the development
of its real correlative even while remaiming spontancous: at
each instant perception overflows it and sustamns it and its
massiveness, its depth comes from its being confused with the
perceived object: each affective quality 1s so deeply incor-
porated in the object that it is impossible to distinguish be-
tween what is felt and what is perceived.

At the time of the constitution of the unreal object, the
knowledge plays the role of perception: it is to it that the

1Such as “gracious, disturbing, sympathetic, light, heavy, fine, trouble-
some, horrible, repugnant,” etc,
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feeling is incorporated. Thus is born the unreal object. It is
at this point that we should repeat what we constantly main-
tained: the unrcal object exists, it exists as unreal, as inactive;
of this there 1s no doubt, but its existence is undeniable, Feel-
ing then behaves in the face of the unreal as in that of the
real. It seeks to blend with 1t, to adapt atself to its contours,
to feed on it. Only this unreal, so well spectfied and so well
defincd, pertams to tle void, or, if one prefers, it is the simple
reflection of the feeling. This fechng therefore feeds on its own
reflection. That is why 1t knows itsclf at present as disgust
with that dish, which 1t will develop into nausea. It is possible
to speak here of a sort of affective dulectic. But naturally
the role of the object differs completely from what it was in
the world of perception. Therc my repugnance, guiding my
disgust, forced me to discover in the real dish a thousand re-
pugnant details which ended in vomiting But in the case of
mmaginative disgust, the objcct is indispensable but as a wit-
ness. It 1s posited beyond the affecuve developments as the
unity of these developments but, without it, the reaction of
disgust could not be produced of itself. If the disgust swells
beyond all measure and reaches the point of vomiting this
happens because it is confronted by the unreal object; it
reacts to 1tself as disgust of that object. As to the real scope
of this development, 1t 1s a sort of dizziness. 1t 15 because it
knows itself as szzch a disgust that, without receiving the same
enrichment, the disgust swells without effect. In this repug-
nance before the unreal there is therefore something sui generss.
It is not reducible to a repugnance before a perception. At first
there is in 1t a sort of hiberty, or, if one prefers, of autonomy:
1t is determined by itself. But this is not all: it participates in
some way in the emptiness of the object to which it addresses
itself. It can swell to the point of nausea, and there is nothing
to prevent its swelling by itsclf. It is lacking that part of
passivity which makes for the richness of the feelings that con-
stitute the real. It sustains itsclf by a sort of continued auto-
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creation, by a sort of tension without repose: it cannot let
itself go without disappearing with 1ts object, it exhausts itself
in affirming itself and at the same time 1n swelling up, in reach-
ing itself. Hence, a considerable nervous expenditure. Every
person can confirm by his own experience that it is exhausting
to mamtain beforc him the repugnant or giaceful features of
an unreal object. But, it will be said, we do vomit. Yes, no
doubt, but in the degree to which we undergo our irritations,
our obsessing 1deas, or the obsessing tuncs that we hum. This
is a spontaneity we cannot control. But from the beginning to
the end of the development notlung positive on the part of the
object can compensate for that quahty of nothingness that
characterizes the whole process, we weie stirted, carried away,
we vomted Dbecause of nothing

Let us take a real object, as, for instance, this book. It is
completely imbued with our affectivity and as such 1t appears
to us with this or that affective quality These qualities enter
into the constitution of the perccived object, and, as such,
cannot detach themselves and appear scparately to the reflective
eye. We have just examined the coriesponding layer m the
imagmative consciousness But, before this book I do not 1e-
main 1mactive, I act in this or that manner [ pick it up or put
it down, I do not hike 1ts binding, I pronounce judgments of
fact or of value. These varlous 1eactions do not aim to con-
stitute the object but rather to mdicatc our orientation 1n 1c-
lation to it. No doubt these reactions appear to the nonieflec-
tive consciousness as qualitics of that object. But these quahities
occur directly as relations to us: 1t 1s the book I like, that 1
placed on the table, that I should read tomight. They arc but
posited on the object and are casily detached to occur by
themselves and for themsclves, as judgments, feehngs, volitions,
to the reflective eye. It 1s only here that we can speak of be-
havior in the strict sense of the teim, since the behavior 1s
separable and can appear as such to reflective consciousness

Simular behavior naturally occurs before the unreal. It s
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expedient to distinguish this behavior carefully from the sim-
ple development of the imagmative feeling. The difference is
readily understood if we envisage the following two cases:
in one, for instance, some thought arouses my love for Annie
or my indignation against Peter. This love or indignation
attaches itself synthetically to a knowledge, passes through the
imaginative stage, and causes the birth of the unreal face of
Annie or the gesture that made Peter hateful. In that case the
mage occurs as the meaming, the theme, the pole of unification
of the spontaneous affective development. No doubt these are
infected with an essential “emptmess,” no doubt they are
quickly exhausted or change in nature because they cannot
feed on a real objcct. But all the processes are free, non-reflec-
tive, automatic in the sense we have given that term above. In a
word, it is my love for Annie that causes her unreal face to
appear to me, and not the unreal face of Annie that excites a
glow of love for her. Likewise, if Peter displayed an offensive
gesture-yesterday that bewildered me, what is reborn first is
the indignation or hatred. These feelings grope blindly for a
moment in order to understand themselves and then, illumi-
nated by meeting with a knowledge cause the offending ges-
ture to emerge.

But a second case may arise. once the image is constituted I
can react to it dehiberately with a new feeling, a new judg-
ment which 1s not carricd away with the unreal object in the
unity of the same constitutive movement, but which posits
wself clearly as a 7eaction, that ss, a beginning, the appearance
of a new synthetic form. For instance I can produce an image
which is in itself not strongly charged with feeling and yet
be indignant or rejoice before that unreal object. Yesterday,
for instance, a graceful gesturc of Annie’s aroused in me a
gust of tenderness. No doubt this tenderness could, on revival,
cause the unreal rebirth of the affective gesture. In this way
I could no doubt revive both the gesture and the tenderness
in an unreal manner both of which would retain their date and
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their “absenteeism.” ! But it may also happen that I reproduce
the gesture in order to 7evive the tendeiness. In that case what
I aim at 1s not yesterday’s tenderncss, nor Annie’s gesture as
such, what I want is to re-experience a real present tender-
ness, but analogous to that of yesterday. What I want is to be
able to “recover,” as we commonly say, my feelings of
yesterday. It is that new situation that we want to envis-
age.

When we reproduce the charming gesture that moved us
yesterday it appears to us that the revived situation is exactly
the old one: that gesture that made such a strong impression
on us when 1t occurred, why does it not do 1t again now that
1t 15 here as an 1mage® However, the process 1s radically differ-
ent. In the first case, that is yesterday, 1t was the real gesture
that aroused my tenderness. It appeared to me as an enurely
unexpected although a natural phenomenon. At the same time
this upsurge occurred, now under the form of a quahey
of the object, now under its subjective aspect, and probably 1t
appeared first under 1ts objecuve aspect. But today that ten-
derness appears at first as an end, although in a more or less
clear manner; the reflective knowledge thus precedes the feel-
g itself and the feeling 15 aimed at under its reflective
form. Besides the object 1s reproduced for no other purpose
than to arouse the feeling. That is, we alicady know 1n con-

! We have long opposed the existence of an affectne memory But our
reflections on 1magimation caused us to change our opimon It 15 not truc that
on recaling yesterday’s shame there 1s nothing n my consuousniss bur a
present cogmition of an abstract emotional present (or a complete fechng)
but the abstract emotional serves as material for a special mtenuonility thae
aims through it at the fechng I had yesterday. In other words, the 1cal
feeling does not necessarily occur for self. 1t can serve as “hylé”—on condi-
uon that 1t 1s not very strong In thus case we are confronted with an
imaginative consciousness whose correlative will be yesterday’s fecling pres-
ent as an unrcality Ve therefore admit the existence of an affecuve memory
and an affective 1magmaton For 1t 15 by 2 similar process that we attempt
to realize the feclmgs of a strangcr, or of a madman, or a eriminal, etc Tt 1s
not exact that we limit ourselves 10 producing in ourselves a real emotional
abstraction Our desire 15 to cvoke the feelings of the madman, the criminal,
etc., in an unreal state 1 so far as these belong to hum.
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nection with that affective state and we evoke the object be-
cause it possesses as one of its qualities the power of giving
barth to this upsurge of tenderness. \We are here naturally con-
fronted with a determination which is still abstract, it is a
potentiality in the object. But 1t follows that the object re-
produced 1s already not entirely the same as the one we want
to reproduce. In fact, the gesture of yesterday aroused my
tenderness while it was occurring, that is after a certain dura-
tion and precisely when that tenderness appeared. But the
power of the unreal object appears with 1t, as one of 1ts abso-
lute qualities. In brief, the ulimate developments of my affec-
tive state are forescen, and the entire cvolution of that state
depends upon my prevision This does not mean that it always
obeys it, but when 1t does not obey it, it is aware of its dis-
obedience.

But we also know that the unieal object cannot perform
the function of a cause, 1n other words, that tenderness I want
to revive cannot be produced by the unreal object. When the
unreal object is reconstructed 1t is I who must determine to
be tender before it. In brief, I shall affirm that the unreal
object is acting upon me, while being immediately conscious
that there is no real action, nor could therc be, and that I
shrivel up to mumic that action. A feeling I shall call tender-
ness in which I shall be able to rccognize yesterday’s glow
might appear. But this 1s no longer an “affection” in the sense
that the object no longer affects me. My feeling, still here, is
wholly activity, wholly tension; it is feigned rather than felt.
I proclaim that I fec] tender, I know I should be, I realize
tendcrness in me. But this tenderness does not rebound on the
unreal object; it has not fed on the inexhaustible depths of the
real: it remains cut off from the object, suspended, it occurs
to reflection as an effort to rejoin that unreal gesture which
remamns beyond its reach and which it does not attain. What
we seek m vain to enact here is the receptivity, the passion in
the sense given that term in the seventeenth century. One could
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speak of a dance before the unreal, in the manner that a corps
de ballet dances around a statue. The dancers open their arms,
offer their hands, smile, offer themselves completely, approach
and take flight, but the statue is not affected by it: there is no
real relationship between it and the corps de ballet. Likewise,
our conduct before the object cannot really touch it, qualify
it any more than it can touch us in return, because it is in the
heaven of the unreal, beyond all reach.

Our tenderness is thus lacking in sincerity, and above all in
spontaneity, docility, richness. The object does not sustain it,
nourish it, does not communicate to 1t that power, that flexi-
bility, that unexpectedness which makes for the depth of a
feeling-passion. Between the feeling-passion and the feeling-
action there is always the difference which can be found be-
tween the real anguish of one suffering from cancer and the
pain of a psychaesthenic who believes himself to be suffering
from cancer. We could, of course, find, in the case of algia
(1magined pain) an individual who is completely disorganized,
who has lost all control, maddened by fear, enervated and de-
spondent. Not one of these symptoms—nor his starts, his out-
cries when he is touched on the limb he belicves to be ailing—
is feigned in the absolute sense of the word; that is, there is no
question here of either a “ludisme” or of mythomania. It is true
enough that the victim cannot kecep himself from screaming,
and that perhaps even less so than if his suffering were real.
But nothing—wwhether his starts or his rattlings in the throat—
can constitute real pain. The anguish is there, no doubt, but it
confronts him as an image, inactive, passive, unreal: he strug-
gles before it against his will, but none of his cries, of his ges-
tures is aroused by it. And he knows it at the same time; he
knows he is not suffering; and all his energy—in contrast with
that of the cancerous person, who tries to reduce the cffects of
his suffering—is used to suffer more. He cries out in order to
bring on anguish, he gesticulates in order to bring it into his
body. But in vain: nothing will fill in that annoying impression
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of emptiness which constitutes the very reason and basic nature
of his outburst.

From all the preceding we could conclude that there is a
natural difference between the feelings before the real and the
feelings before the imaginary. For instance, love varies com-
pletely in accordance with whether its object is present or
absent.

When Annie is gone my feelings for her change in nature.
No doubt I continue to call them love, and I no doubt deny
the change, pretending that I love her when absent just as
much and in the same way as when she is present. But that is
not so. Naturally, the knowledge and general behavior remain
intact. I know that Annie possesses this and that quality, I
continue to show her signs of my confidence, for instance by
writing her everything that happens to me; if need be, I
would defend her interests as if she were present. Besides, we
must recognze the existence of authentic feeling-passions:
sadness, melancholy, even despair caused us by such absence.
The reason is that it is more the real and present emptiness of
our life which evokes them than the unreal and absent Annie;
it is the fact, for example, that such gestures, such attitudes,
which we have hardly delineated recur without a goal, and
leave us with the impression of unbearable uselessness. But all
this represents, in some way, the negative of love. It is certain
that the positive element remains (the glow towards Annie)
deeply modified. My love-passion was subordinated to its ob-
ject, it is as such that I am constantly informed of it, con-
stantly does it surprise me, I must remake it at each instant,
readjust myself to 1t: it lived by the very life of Annie. As
long as it could be believed that the image of Annie was
none other than Annie reborn, it could appear evident that this
Annie would arouse almost the same reactions in me as the true
Annie. But now we know that Annie as an 1mage cannot be
compared with the Annie of perception. She has undergone
the change of unreality and our feeling has undergone a corre-
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sponding change. At first it stopped it no longer “happens,”
it can barely remain in the forms it has already assumed: it has
become somewhat scholastic, 1t can be given a name, its mani-
festations can be classified: they no longer overflow their
definitions, they are exactly hmited by the knowledge we have
of them. At the same time the feeling is debased since its rich-
ness, its inexhaustible depth comes from the object: there is
always more to love in the object than I actually love, and 1
know it, so that love as it occurred before the real was under
the thematic umty of an idea, in the Kantian sense: the idea
that Annie as a real individual 1s inexhaustible and that, correla-
tively, my love for her is mexhausuble. Thus the feeling that
surpasses itself at each instant was surrounded by a vast halo
of possibilities. But these possibilities have disappeared just as
did the real object. By an essential reversal, 1t 1s now the feel-
ing that produces its object and the unreal Annie 1s no more
than the strict correlative of my feelings for her. It follows
that the feeling is never more than what it 1s. It now has a
basic poverty. Finally, it has passed from the passive to the
active stage. 1t plays with itself, 1t mimucs itself: 1t 1s wanted,
it is believed. It occurs at each moment as a great effoit to
reproduce the real Annie because it knows well that when it
can also restore her body to her it will reincarnate tself. Little
by little the feeling will schemauze itself and congeal into
rigid forms while the images we have of Anme will corre-
spondingly become banal.* The normal evolution of knowl-
edge and feeling demands that at the end of a certan time
this love lose its own nuance. 1t becomes of love mn general
and becomes somewhat rationalized: 1t is now that by-word
sentiment which psychologists and novelists describe: it has
become typical, Annie 1s no longer there to confer upon it
that individuality which made 1t into an 1rreducible conscious-
ness. And even if I were to continue to behave mysclf right
now as if I loved Annie, remaining faithful to her, writing

1 Cf. the book by Philippe “L’image,” very remarkable for the period.
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to her daily, thinking of her constantly, longing for her, some-
thing is nevertheless lacking, my love 1s radically impoverished.
Barren, scholastic, abstract, directed towards an unreal object
which itself has lost 1ts individualyty, it cvolves slowly towards
the empty absolute. It is about such a moment that one writes:
“I no longer feel close to you, I have lost your image, I
am more than ever separated from you.” This 1s the reason,
we believe, why letters are awaited with such impatience:
not so much for the news they contain (provided of course
we have nothing special to fear or hope) as for their real
and concrete nature. The stationary, the black letters, the
perfume, etc, all these replace the faltering affective ana-
logue, by means of all these I grasp a more real Annie. We
have already seen the imaginative role that signs can play.
As the love becomes impoverished and schematized (formu-
lized) it also becomes very weak. In every person we love,
and for the very reason of its inexhaustible wealth, there is
something that surpasses us, an independence, an impervious-
ness which exacts ever renewed efforts of approximation: The
unreal object has nothng of this imperviousness. It is never
more than what we know of it. The first several times we
no doubt affirm, as by scruple, this imperviousness, this strange
nature of the loved person. But we feel nothing of the sort.
It 1s a matter of pure knowledge which 1s soon attenuated
and remains in suspense, because it has no affective material
to which to attach tself. So that the unreal object, as it be-
comes commonplace, will conform more to our desires than
would Anme herself. The return of Annie will shatter this
entire formal structure. After a period of readjustment which
may take a longer or shorter time the impoverished feeling
will be replaced by the real feeling. For a moment we may
miss the complaisance and simplicity of Annie as an image.
But this is because we will have lost the memory of the affec-
tive impoverishment which was its indispensable correla-
tive.
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Thus we can distinguish two irreducible classes of feel-
ings from the very fact of the extraordmary difference that
separates the object as an image from the real object: real
feelings and #maginary feelings By this latrer adjective we do
not mean that the feelings themselves arc unreal, but that they
appear only before unreal objects and that the appearance of
the real object 1s enough to put them to flight at once, just
as the sun dispels the darkness of the might These feclings
whose essence it is to be debased, poor, irregular, spasmodic,
schematic, need non-being m order to exist. They attack the
cnemy contmuously in thought, make it suffer morally and
physically, but are actually helpless 1n its real piesence. What
has happened® Nothing, cxcept that the enemy now really
exists. A while ago, the feching alone gave the meaning of the
mmage. The unreal was there only to pernut the hatted to ob-
jecufy itsclf. Now the present oveiflows the feelings com-
pletely and the hatred remains 1n suspense, foiled Thus is not
what it hated; it is not adapted to that man of flesh and bone,
very alive, new, unpredictable. What 1t hates 15 but a phantom
talored exactly to its measure and what was exactly 1ts
replica, 1ts sense. It does not recognize this new cieature that
opposes it. Proust has well shown this abyss that separates the
imaginary from the real, he has clearly mdicated that theie
is no passage from the one to the other, and that the real
is always accompanicd by the rum of the imagmary, even if
there be no contradiction between them, for the imncompati-
bility comes from their naturc and not their content It must
be added that the imagmary actions I project have no conse-
quences other than those I wish to give them, which 1s due
to the essential poverty of mages. If I strike my cnemy m
image the blood will not flow or it will flow only as much
as I wish. But before the real cnemy, before that real flesh
I anticipate that real blood will flow which is enough to
deter me. There is therefore a continuous hiatus between the
preparation of an action and the action itself. Even if the real
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situation is almost the one I had imagined, there is something
in which it differs in nature from my imagimings. I am not
surprised by the event but by the change of the universe. At
the same time, the springs of the pro]ected action disappear
or change signs because they are only imaginary. If T never-
theless perform the projected action, I do so most of the
time because I am caught short and have no other at my dis-
posal. Or it may be through some sort of obstinacy which
shuts 1ts eyes and will not notice the change that occurred.
Ths is the source of the stiff and abrupt actions of people
who “say what they have to say” without paying atten-
tion to their interlocutor, in order not to abandon completely
the realm of the imagmary before they have become too
mvolved to be able to retreat. Thus we can recognize two
distinct selves 1n us: the imaginary self with its tendencies and
desires—and the real self. There are imaginary sadists and
masochists, persons of violent imagination. At each moment
our imaginary self breaks in pieces and disappears at contact
with reality, yielding its place to the real self. For the real
and the imagmary cannot Co-exist by their very nature. It is a
matter of two types of objects, of feelings and actions that
are completely irreducible.

Hence, we may think that individuals will have to be classi-
fied in two large categories, according to whether they prefer
to lead an imaginary life or a real life. But we must understand
what a preference for the imaginary signifies. It is not at all a
matter of preferring one sort of object to another. For instance,
we should not beleve that the schizophrenic and morbid
dreamers in general try to substitute an unreal and more seduc-
tive and brighter content for the real content of their life, and
that they seek to forget the unreal character of their images by
reacting to them as if they were actual objects actually present.
To prefer the imaginary is not only to prefer a richness, a
beauty, an imaginary luxury to the existing mediocrity m spite
of their unreal nature. It is also to adopt “imaginary” feelings
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and actions for the sake of their imaginary nature. It is not only
this or that image that is chosen. but the 1maginary state with
everything it unphes 1t is not only an escape from the con-
tent of the real (poverty, frustrated love. failure of one’s
enterprise, etc.), but from the form of the real irself, r
character of presence, the sort of response it demands of us,
the adaptation of our actions to the object, the inexhaustibility
of perception, their independence, the very way our feelings
have of developing themselves. This unnatural, congealed,
abated, formalized life, which 1s for most of us but a make-
shift, 1s exactly what a schizophienme desires. The morbid
dreamer who mmagines he 1s a king will not put up with a
real throne, not even with a tyranny, or all his wishes would
be granted. A desire is in fact never satisfied to the leteer
precisely because of the abyss that separatcs the real from
the imaginary. The objcct I desiie might be given me, but 1t
is on another level of existence to wluch T must adapt my-
self. Here it is now confionting me: 1f 1 am not pressed lw
the action I must hesitate for a long time, sutptised, not able
to recognize this reality so full and 11ich 1 consequences: T
must ask myself: “It 1s really #his I wanted®” The morbid
dreamer will not hesitatc it 1s not this he wants. At first the
present calls for an adaptation which he can no longer sup-
ply; it calls for a sort of mdeternunation of our feelings, a
real plasticity: because the teal is always new, always un-
foreseeable.! I would want Annie to arrive. but Anme whom
I desired is only the correlative of my desire. ITeie she s, but
she overflows my desire in every respect, an cntirely new ap-
prenticeship is needed. But the feclings of the morbid dreamer
are solemn and congealed, they always retuin with the same
form and the same label; the sick person has had all the ume
It is not so much because one predicts the future by means of the past,
as we usually say* this argument 1s valid only when presented aganst the
old conception of images. But rather becausc the rcal i1s forescen by means

of the unreal, that 1s, the one whose riches are infinite by means of schemes
of an essenual poverty.
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to construct them, nothing in them is left to chance, they will
not stand for the least deviation. Correlatively the traits of
unreal objects that correspond to them are stopped forever.
Thus the dreamer 1s able to choose from the storeroom of
accessorics the feelings he wishes to put on and the objects
that fit them, just as the actor chooses his costume. Today
it is ambition, tomorrow sexual love. It 1s only the “essential
poverty” of objects as unages that can satisfy the feeling sub-
missively, without ever surprising it, decewing it or guiding
it. It is only unreal objects that can come to nothing when
the caprice of the dreamer stops, since they are but his reflec-
tion, it is only they whose consequences are no other than
what is desired of them. It 1s therefore 2 mistake to look upon
the world of the schizophrenic as a torrent of images possessing
a richness and a glitter which compensates for the monotony
of the real it 1s a poor and meticulous world, in which the
same scenes keep on recurring to the last detail, accompanied
by the same ceremonial where everything 1s regulated in ad-
vance, foreseen; where, above all, nothung can escape, resist
or surprise. In brief, if the schizophrenic imagines so many
amorous scenes 1t is not only because his real love has been
disappomnted, but, above all, because he is no longer capable of
loving.

! For this essential poverty of reveries see Aloments d’une Psychanalyse,
by Dr Blanche Reverchon-Jouve and Pierre-Jean Jouve, mn the NR.F,
March, 1933

“It was at the beginming of the war (1915) and at the age of eleven that
Mile. H . . . became morc and more attached to 2 umque dream which
became gradually systematized, had grouped a certain variety of elements
while becoming more set and fixed, a dream whose mterest she upheld by all
forts of researches m dictionaries and magazines as soon as her fantasy failed
her

“ . Her Ife was so fatally mouvated by the dream that the hour she
did not spend m bed dreamung she went to the hbrary looking for new
elements with which to enrich, to enlarge the web of the dream.” (p- 356.)

The case of Mlle. H . . . 1s otherwise very interesting, and it is only to
be regretted that the psychoanalysis overwhelmed 1t with massive, pretentious
and absurd interpretations.
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3. Pathology of the Imagination

The schizophrenic is well aware that the objects with which
he surrounds himself are unreal. and it 1s for this very reason
that he calls them forth. The observations of Marie B.! are
significant in tlis connection.

“I recall the crisis I went through once: I said that I was the
queen of Spain. At heart I knew well that this was untrue.
I was like a child that plays with its doll and who 1s well aware
that its doll is not alive but who wants to believe it. . . .
Everything scemed to me to be cnchanted. . . . T was like a
comedian who played 2 role and who identified himself with
his character. I was conquered . . . but not enurely. I lived
in an imagmary world.” 2

Here we meet no difficulty. But it is an entirely different
matter when v e consider nocturnal dreams, hallucinations and
pariedolics 1t can even be said that in substituting a new theory
for the old one concerning the image, we fall into the nverse
difficulty. Having assinulated the image to the sensation Taine
found no difficulty in explaning hallucination: in fact, percep-
tion 1s already “a true hallucination ” He encounters no difi-
culty until he is called upon to explan how, among all these
hallucinations, some true and others false, we distnguish 1m-
mediately between images and perceptions. Conversely, we,
who started out with the fact that these subjects recognize
immediately that their images are images, do we not take the
risk of finding our stumbling block mn the problem of hallu-
cinatton® Are we not dealing here in fact with an image
which 1s no longer recognized as an image® But let us first
define the problem.

*Borel and Robin Les Réveries morbides. Annales médico-psychol,
March, 1924.

3 Nor was Mlle. H, whom we cited above, decerved about the reality of
her images, “Mlle. H. always knew that the story was ficutious, but also
thought that 1t contained the truth 1n what concerned her.” Ib:d , pp. 362—368.
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If it is true that the hallucinated person “mistakes an image
for a perception” what do the words “mustake for a percep-
tion” mean® Do they mean, as some psychologists hold, that
the hallucinated person confers externality to his image, “pro-
jects” his 1mage 1nto the world of perception® This would be
simply absurd. As we have already seen, the image is in fact
a vague term which means at once a consciousness and its
transcendent correlative. What then could the hallucinated
person externalize? Certainly not consciousness: it is not mn
fact possible that what 1s consciousness should occur as some-
thing else than consciousness. The Cartesian Cogito retains its
rights even with psychopaths. But neither could the object
of the imaginative consciousness be externalized, for the reason
that it is already such by nature. If I form the imaginative
consciousness of Peter, Peter brings along with him his unreal
space and places himself before consciousness, he 1s external
to consclousness (Cf. above). The problem 1s thercfore en-
tirely different. the object of the image differs from the
objecct of perception (1) in that 1t has its own space, whereas
there exists an infimte space which 1s common to all perceived
objects; (2) m that it occurs immediately as unreal, whereas
the object of perception originally sct up, as Husserl says, a
claim to reality (Seinsanspruch). That unreality of the imagined
object 1s the correlative of an immediate intuition of spon-
taneity. Consciousness has a nonthetic consciousness of 1tself
as a creative activity.! This consciousness of spontaneity ap-
peared to us as a transversal consciousness, which 1s one with
the consciousness of the objcct, this is the very structure of the
mental state, and the way we place it renders 1t independent
of the state of health or sickness of the mind of the subject.
The following question therefore arises. how do we abandon
our consciousness of spontaneity, how do we feel ourselves
passive before images which we ourselves form; is it true that
we confer reality, that is, actual presence upon these objects

* Cf. above Part 1, Chapter I, Section V.
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which occur to a sane consciousness as absent. Finally, since,
as we have seen,' perception and imaginative consciousness
are two alternating atutudes is 1t possible that we fuse the
space of the image with that of the perception in the case
of hallucination, as does an hallucinated person who says,
for instance: “on this (real) chair I saw the (unreal)
devil”?

To the last question we can answer at once. nothing proves
in fact that the patient realizes the fusion of the two spaces
In short, we have no other guarantce than her reports which
should be taken with caution. As Janet observed, it practically
never happens that the patient has hallucinations m the pres-
ence of the physician (at least visual hallucinauons)—which
we can interpret as follows. a systematized activity mn the
realm of the real seems to exclude hallucinations. This 1s what
gives seemingly a certan efficacy to the “tricks” used by the
patients to put a stop to hallucinations The patient who mut-
ters and concentrates his attention on what he is saying can
delay the appearance of the voices that threaten or insult him
for a few minutes if it is absolutely necessary to do so. Dumas’
observation concerning the confused delirums caused by war
shock is perhaps more striking. For instance, the soldier
Grivelli seemed at first to have taken mnto account the large
size of the room in which he was to set the stage for hs de-
lirium. But when the physician changed the appearance of
the room it had no effect on the course of the delirum. On
the contrary, if Professor Dumas called out loudly and close
to him, “Wipe your nose,” the delirum of the patient stopped
for an instant and he wiped his nose gently. Everything here
seems to point to an alternation of perception and delirium.
It will no doubt be objected that oniric confusion 1s closer
to the dream than to hallucination. This we will not deny. But
what concerns us here is to disengage certain traits which may
well be common to these two pathological forms. Briefly, it

* Part 4, Chapter 5.
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seems to us that hallucination coincides with a sudden anni-
hilation of perceived reality. It does not occur in the real
world. 1t excludes it. It 1s this point that M. Lagache explains
so well in his recent book 1n connection with this comment
on Janet.

“Auditory hallucination does not have the congruence of
auditory perception with environmental conditions and espe-
cially with the present features of perception, the persecuted
person rarely belicves that he 1s hurt by a person who is with
him and who 1s speaking to him in a normal way, it is later
that the disunction between the person who “hurts” and the
person who is “hurt” becomes delicate, 1t is also unusual to
meet with auditory hallucinations. . . .”

However, 1t does not seem to us to be necessary to reduce
the hallucination, as Janet seemungly tries to do (at least so
with auditory hallucmnation, verbal motor hallucination being
something entirely differcnt) to a recital accompanied by the
belief which the patient makes of it. There 1s certainly an
hallucinatory act, 1n our opminion, but this act is a pure event
that appcars suddenly to the patient while his perception dis-
appears. It follows that when the patient narrates his sensory
hallucinations he localizes them in perceptual space. At first,
however, and as Lagache has shown 1n connection with verbal
hallucinations:

“. . . spatialization 1s not a primary quality of auditory hal-
lucination, but depends, on the one hand, on imtellectual en-
dowments, and on the other, on motor attitudes. So that
distance 1s infinitely variable and the patient localizes his
voices in a far-off town or behind a wall, on the ceiling, under
the floor, under the pillow.” 2

These few observations are enough to show the unreal
nature of the localization. In short, the spatialization of the

! Lagache, Les ballucinations verbales et la parole, Alcan, 1934. Cf. also
Janet, L'Hallucination dans le délre de persécution, Revue de Philo, 1932.

Op. cit., 164, 2
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hallucination is very much like the localization of the image.
The uttered word could have been spoken 1n a distant town.
Nevertheless it 1s heard But is 1t even heard? No more than
Peter as an image is scen. Lagache makes some pertinent ob-
servations on this point:

“All verbal hallucinations entertan a recepuive attitude to-
wards an ideo-verbal or verbal content felt by the hallucinated
to be of strange origin. Now, to have a recepuve attitude to-
wards words 1s to listen. Every verbal hallucination is there-
fore in a sense heard, and we might even go as far as to say
that every verbal hallucination 1s auditory, if this means only
a receptive attituge without assuming sensory, acoustic charac-
ters of the heard words.” ?

In other words, the mjuring word “appears” to the sub-
ject. It is there and the subject submits to 1t, is in a receptive
state towards it. But this receptivity docs not imply necessarily
a Sensory event.

Besidcs, even mn those cases in which the localization is made
in relation to real space (in the room of the patient, for in~
stance) it must be said that localization 15 made after the fact
According to us, the visual or auditory hallucination is ac-
companied by a provisional state of crumbling of perception
But when the hallucinatory attack 15 over the world reap-
pears.? It therefore scems natural that the patient, in speaking
of the scene he has just witnessed, fecls it to be a part of the
world that surrounds him “I am bere; 1 who just saw the
devil” easily becomes “T just saw the devil here.”

But what does being here mean to the hallucinated person?
Is it because he enumerates correctly the furniture of the house
that he feels that he saw them as we do® Let us not forget the
curious sort of hallucinations which give the impression of

1 Op. cit, 89.

#Dr T., specialist i diseases of the nervous system, told us of a patient
who, following an attack of encephalitis, was able to adjust himsclf correctly

to a social situation (as for instance to a conversauon with lus physician) but
who, when alone, fell into a somnolence accompanied by hallucinations.
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being absolute realities but without spatio-temporal traits,
namely, mental hallucinations.

Thus, from whatever angle we look at it, the localization of
hallucinations appears to us to be a secondary problem,
presenting no great difficulties of principle and which is sub-
ordinate to the much more general question: how can the
patient behieve in the reality of anm immage which occurs in
essence as unreal.

Merely raising the question shows us that what is involved
here is an alteration of belief or, if one prefers, of thesis. But
let us not be deceived about it: the constitutive thesis of the
image cannot be changed; and it matters listle whether the
consciousness is or is not “morbid”, it is an essential necessity
that the unreal object be constituted as unreal; we have often
said that the spontaneity of consciousness is identical with the
consclousness of that spontaneity—and consequently the one
cannot be destroyed without the other. This is the reason why
the excellent accounts given by Lagache of verbal motor hallu-
cination fall short of explaining auditory hallucination (pro-
vided there is one of them which is really independent of
verbal hallucinations), or visual or mental hallucinations. Here
we must fall back on the distinction made by Descartes: it is
possible to speak or to breathe without being aware of doing
so. But I cannot think that I am speaking without knowing
that I think that 1 am speaking. Consequently, the recourse
of what Lagache calls the introspection (that is, the “orienta-
tion” of the subject towards the psychological problem and
the part he takes in the solution) to feelings (of influence, of
imposition, of hallucination) and to the diminution of vigilance
cannot attain the result that the production of the unreal
object coincides with the consciousness of its unreality. In
the case of the verbal motor hallucination, on the contrary,
no other explanation is needed to show speech as movement
detaching itself from the subject and as opposing itself to him.

We therefore reach the following first conclusion: in the
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\
hallucination, in the dream, nothing can destroy the unreality
of the object as an image as an immediate correlative of the
imaginative consciousness. After this first examination it
therefore appears that we end up n an impasse and that we
must change something 1n our theory or abandon some one of
our claims.

But perhaps hallucination is not characterized by the altera-
tion of the primary structure of the image, perhaps it occurs
rather as a radical destruction of the attitude of consciousness
in respect to the unreal. Briefly, it may be that what is in-
volved here is a radical alteration of all of consciousness and
the change of attitude towards the unreal can only appear
as the counterpart of the weakening of the sense of the real.
A simple observation will make it clear to us. Lagache observes
that “in some cases, no phenomenological cvent seems to
distinguish between the language of the deranged and that of
the normal person; the patient knows straight off that 1t 1s not
he who is speaking, as 1f he had decided it, without our being
able to grasp the concrete means that determine and motivate
his decision.”

And he cites a patient, Paul L, whose voice “remains the
same when others speak to hum but (who) knows when it is
they who speak and when 1t 1s he ” Naturally we are here
dealing with those motor hallucinations which interest us less
for more reasons than one. But we can raise the following
question concerning these hallucinations. “If Paul L knows
at once, without a change of voice and ‘as if he had decided
it’ that it is someone else who 1s speaking, if he can practice
so easily ‘the intentional social objectification’ of which Janet
speaks, is this not so because at the very moment that he seems
to us to have normal perccption he in fact docs not perceive
as we do?” * What strikes us is what he enacts at the beginning

! Ths follows from the fact that ar the ume he pretends to be speaking
he also pretends to be speaking to X who 1s absent. This 1s enough to turn
the actual mnto something strictly abnormal.
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of his dialogue, namely, that 1t 1s I who am speaking. And since
it is true that he 1s speaking at that moment we are inclined to
conclude from it that thesc mental operations are correctly
executed Then, when he continues to keep on talking and
pretends that the spoken words have been uttered by another
person we suppose that he 1s presenting a pathological process.
But how can we fail to notice that the voice which he takes
for his own is on the same level with the one he pretends to
hear, which is an essential condition of the dilogue he pre-
tends to be conducting. Consequently, if the one 1s a hallucina-
tion to us we must accept the other as being likewise, no
matter how paradoxical this may appear to be at first, the
patient is as much hallucinated when he assumes that the words
he is emitting are his own as when he attributes them to
another. In fact, in order that such a phrase should appear
to the patient simultaneously as conmected with the preceding
phrase, and as uttered by another than himself, 1t 1s necessary
that the entirc conversation have an hallucinatory character,
that 1n some way he 1s dreaming that the phrasc he is attribut-
ing to himsclf belongs to him, although he does not know it;
unless the transition from one speaker to the other occurs so
suddenly that the conversation 1s no longer possible.! But
what does this mean if not that it 1s like the famous madman
who, according to Stoics “said that 1t is daytime in broad day-
light” and that in fact he perceived nothing in that conversa-
tion. All these observations are applicable to visual and auditory
hallucinations. No doubt there are moments when the patient,
m speaking to the physician, seems to perceive correctly, but
at that time he has no hallucinations When he hallucinates he
is alone, he lets himself go- the hallucinatory event as such
detaches 1tself as a positive disturbance on a foundation of

1 Likewise we must not belicve that in the conversation imagined by a
schizophrenic his mrterlocutor 1s unreal while he himself retamns a coefficient
of reality both arc unreal and the phrases they utter to cach other (so long

as these can be cffecuvely muttered) are unreal. Note also further on the
role of the Seif 1n the dream
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perceptual apathy in which objects appear as unreal. So that,
1n our opinion, if the hallucination rejoins the world of percep-
tion it does so insofar as the latter 1s no longer perceived but
dreamed by the patient insofar as he himself has become unreal.

We shall perhaps grasp the conscquences of the idea more
clearly if we compare with the hallucination a phenomenon
that seems to us to have a like structure, namely, the obsession.

The contrast between the stereotyped nature of the ob-
session as compared with the mexhaustible imagery of the
hallucination, has no doubt been noticed for a long tume But
this 1s to take the accounts given by patients at their face value.
The fact of the matter is that modern psychuatrists are agreed
concerning the poverty of the hallucatory material. Aside
from verbal motor hallucinations we find that auditory halluci-
nations are 1n the main a play of very banal affronts (“stinker,
thief, drunkard”), while visual hallucinations always have
the same forms and personages. The hallucination thus pre-
sents itself as the intcrmittent reappearance of certain objects
(auditory or visual). It is therefore very much like the ob-
session which can also be an intermittent apparition of more
or less stereotyped scenes. The difference does not le in
that the object of hallucination is externalized. It is very
evident, for mstance, that the scenc of the consecrated wafer,
so common among Janet’s hallucinated patients, is mm-
mediately externalized (that s, projected into an unreal space).
This comes out of the very notion of the image. Besides, if
one follows the view of many psychologists, hallucination
and obsession inzpose themselves on the mind But it is pre-
cisely here that we must make some reservations and scek to
determine exactly what 1s meant by “to impose.”

Smce the work of Janet, 1t has been recognized that the ob-
session 1s not a strange body that occupies consciousness in
spite of itself like a stone in the liver. In fact, the obsession is 4
consciousness, and consequently it has the same traits of spon-

1See La Psychasthéme, Vol L
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taneity and autonomy as do all other consciousnesses. In the
majority of cases 1t is an imaginative consciousness which has
become a taboo, that is, the psychaesthenic has prohibited its
formation. It is precisely because of this that he does form it.
Basically the content of the obsession is of little importance (so
little that at times there is no content at all, as in the case of the
patient who has the obsession of having committed a horrible
crime but who cannot even imagine what the crime was);
what matters is the sort of vertigo that causes the very prohibi-
tion in the patient. His consciousness is captivated, as it is in
the dream, but in a different way: it is the very fear of the
obsession which causes it to be reborn; every effort “not to
think of 1t” is transformed spontaneously into obsessing
thoughts; if it is at times forgotten for a moment, the patient
suddenly asks himself, “But how calm I am! Why am I so
calm? It is because I have forgotten . . ., etc., etc.” And
the obsessing object is reproduced by means of vertigo. Con-
sciousness is here a sort of victim of itself, clinched in a
sort of vicious circle and every effort made to get rid of the
obsessing idea 1s precisely the most effective means to bring
it about. The patient is perfectly aware of this vicious circle
and several reports of Janet’s patients show that they under-
stand fully that they are at once the victims as well as execu-
tioners. It 1s in this sense, and in this sense only, that the ob-
session “imposes itself” on consciousness. The psychaesthenic
does not lose for a moment the consciousness of spontaneity
nor, in the least, the formal impression of personality; not for
2 moment does he mistake imaginary objects for real ones.
If some of them maintain that their obsessions have an halluci-
natory trait 1t is a lie which Janet has completely hunted
down. Likewise the sense of the real is in no way blunted:
even the depersonalized perceive very correctly. Neverthe-
less something has disappeared. the feeling of belonging to
oneself, or what Cloparede calls the “myselfness.” The re-
connecting of the phenomena to the self and to the non-self is
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corréctly effected, but, so to speak, on a neutral foundation.
The violent opposition between the self and non-self, so
obvious to the normal person, is attenuated. Now the self
is no longer an harmonious integration of enterprises in the
external world. There are some spasms of the self, a spon-
taneity that liberates itself; it occurs as a resistance of the
self to itself.!

When we turn to the hallucinated we find first these
spasms of consciousness which cause the sudden appearance
of an imaginative consciousness, whether “auditory” or “vis-
ual.” No doubt these consciousnesses are thoroughly spon-
taneous: no other consciousnesses can exist. And no doubt it
is also a stereotype caused by an obsessive verrigo. The hal-
lucmation obeys, in fact, the principle of quasi-observation.
The patient who presents verbal motor hallucinations knows
who is speaking with his mouth, without the voice changing.?
It is therefore usurped by this knowledge, it does not appre-
hend the content of these hallucinations, but suddenly its
total attitude is transformed. it is no longer he who is speak-
ing, but X or Y. Naturally this holds for auditory and visual
hallucinations, and especially for mental hallucinations, in
which the patient insists upon this trait, since he is not baffled
by the quasi-sensory nature of the apparitions. The patient
therefore has an intention towards the image which can be
anterior to the constitution of the imaginative object, a transi-
tion from the intentional knowledge to the imaginative con-
sciousness. The patient is not surprised by his hallucination, he
does not contemplate it: he realizes it. And he no doubt realizes
it as does the obsessed, precisely because he wants to escape
it. We can even ask ourselves whether the patient does not
very often know in advance at which moment of the journey
the hallucination will occur: he must be expecting it and it

1 Under the influence of certamn conditions, however, psychaesthenics can
present for a moment a delirium of influence.
2 It can change from high to low, for mstance, but this is not indispensable.



224 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

comes because he is expecting 1t. The hallucination does tliere-
fore bear a resemblance up to a certain point to the obsession:
in the latter as in the former, consciousness 1s attracted by the
idea that it can produce 2 certain object. Only in the case of
the hallucinated, a very important modification has arisen,
namely, disintegration.

No doubt the unity of consciousness is retained, that is,
the synthetic conjunction of the successive mental moments.
This unity of consciousness is the condition of mental dis-
turbances as 1t is in the normal functioning of thought. But it
forms the indifIcrent ground on which the revolt of the spon-
taneities disengages itsclf in the case of a psychosis of hallucina-
tion, The hugher forms of mental integration have disappeared.
That indicates that there 1s no longer an harmonious and con-
tinuous devclopment of thought, realized by a personal syn-
thesis and in the coursec of which other thoughts could be
posited as possible, that is, envisaged for a moment without
being realized. But the course of thought, although 1t still pre-
tends to be a cohcrent development, 1s broken at each instant
by adventitious lateral thoughts, which can no longer be
suspended in the state of possibilities, but which realize them-
selves as a counter-curient. Dizzmess 1s always involved, but
it is no longer a whole personality which enters 1nto a contest
with 1tself. but paruial systems which can no longer remain
in the state of simple possibilities but which, hardly conceived,
carry off consciousness to realize them. Here, cven more so
than anywherc clse, we must guard agamst a mechanical
interpretation. the morbid consciousncss remains a conscious-
ness, that 1s, an unconditional spontaneity. All these phenomena
have been well described by Clerambault under the name of
“little mental automatism.” !

“The auditory hallucination, properly so-called, and the
psycho-motor hallucination are later phenomena in the dis-

! Clerambault, Psychose d base Pautomatisme et syndrontes d’automatisies.
Annales médico-psychologiques, 1927, p. 193.
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course' of the mental automatism. . . . Intuitions, thought
that is overtaken, the echo of thoughts and nonsense are the
initial phenomena of mental automatism. Certain facts of
mental automatism are well known (see Séglas). Other phe-
nomena of mental automatism have been left in the shade: on
the one hand verbal phenomena: explosive words, plays on
syllables, long strings of words, absurdities and nonsense, on
the other hand, purcly mental phenomena, abstract intuitions,
the curbing of abstract thought, the sccret iceling ofl of
memories. Such are ordmnarly the iial forms of mental
automatism. The idco-verbal processes commentaries on
acts and memories, questions, sclf-answeing ideas, come, in
general, later.”

These mental disturbances bring foith or develop in the
hallucinated a feeling and a behavior that distinguish it abso-
lutely from the psychaesthenic: what s known as the syn-
drome of mnfluence. The patient believes himself to be under
the influecnce of one or morc persons. But what has been
rarely carcfully exanuncd s that this belief in an “influence”
is the way the patient has of sull affirming the spontaneity of
his 1dcas and of all his mental cvents. \When a patient deciarcs
“cvil thoughts arc given me, I ami forced to have obscene ideas,”
we must not believe that he fecls these evil thoughts to be
lymng about him or floating hike bits of wood on the water.
He feels their spontancity and he docs not think of denymng
it. Only he sces that this spontancity occurs 1n isolation,
as a cross-current, brealing the unity if not of the conscious-
ness then at Jeast of the personal lifc There lies the basic
meaning of the 1dea of influence: the patient fecls at the same
time that it is he who is producing these thoughts as a living,
ammated spontancity, and at the same time that he did not
will them. Hence the expression “I am forced to think....”
So the syndrome of influence is nothing else than the recogni-
tion by the patient of the cxistence of a counter-spontaneity.

! Cited by Lagache, op, est., p. 119,
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The pure and meffablc experience (what corresponds to the
cogito) of the patient always gives him this absurd or inop-
portune idea as something a propos of which the cogito can
be effected, but the idea cludes him at the same time, he is
not responsible for it, he does not recognize it.

It 1s on this basis of mfluence that the first hallucinations
appear. Can they be called “hallucinations” even at this stage?
“1 am forced to sce” he says 1 speaking of visual hallucina-
nions. Even there the intwition of spontaneity is not aban-
doned. An image 1s formed which occurs as an image, which
has preserved 1its unreal character. It presents itself simply
for itself, 1t arrests the flow of ideas. But the patient has not
lost sight of the fact that hus persecutors can give him this or
that “vision” or “audition” only through his own creative ac-
tivity. Besides, it scems that at this level the personality under-
goces only some slight and rapid alterations. It 1s possible that
there occurs only a liberation of lateral, marginal, spontancities
on the occasion of a strong concentration of the subject. I
myself was able to observe a short hallucination when I had ad-
miustered to myself an injection of mascalin. It had exactly
this lateral trait: someonc was singing in the room near by and
as I tried to Listen—stopping completely to look in front of
me—threc small parallel clouds appeared before me. The
phenomenon naturally disappearcd as soon as I tued to get
hold of 1t. It was not 1n keeping with the full and clear visual
consciousness. It could exist only by stealth and as a matter
of fact 1t occurred as such; there was, in the way in which
these three small clouds appeared in my memory, right after
they had disappearcd, something at once inconsistent and
mysterious, which, it scemed to me, only translated the
existence of these freed spontaneities om the muargins of
consciousness.

When we pass to true hallucinations (heard voices, appari-
tions, etc.) the disintegration is much more serious. No doubt
that the unity of consciousness remains intact as that which



THE IMAGINARY LIFE 227

makés possible cock-and-bull stories, contradictions, etc.! But
these new forms of synthetic connection are incompatible
with the existence of a personal synthesis and with oriented
thought. The first condiion of the hallucination appears to
us to be a sort of vacillation of personal consciousness. The
patient is alone, his thoughts suddenly become entangled,
scattered, a diffuse and degraded connection by participation
takes the place of the synthetic connection by concentration.
This declime of potential brings into consciousness a sort of
leveling, and, at the same time and correlatively, perception
is dimmed and thrown nto confusion. object and subject dis-
appear together. It 1s concewvable that this crepuscular life,
bemg mcompauble with the attention or the conception of
possibilitics as such, 15 prolonged for 2 moment without another
modification. We may also admit the appearance of phe-
nomena of fascination or of auto-suggestion But in the case
that concerns us there occurs only the sudden formaton of
a partial and absurd mental system. This system is neces-
sarily partial because 1t cannot be the objcet of any concen-
tration of consciousness. There 1s no longer a center of con-
sciousness or a thematic unity, and 1t 1s precisely for this reason
that 1t appears It occurs mn 1ts very structure as anti-thematic,
that is, as something which cannot furnish the theme of a con-
centration of consciousness Let us cxplam every perception
occurs as being subject to obscivation, every idea occurs as
subject to meditation, that s, held at a distance and con-
templated. But these systems cannot be observed 1 any man-
ner whatsoever because they are the corrclatives of a leveling
of consciousness; they appear only 1 a consciousness that has
no structure, since they are precisely the negation of all
structure. They therefore occur always as being “furtive”
which is constitutive of their being their essence 1s to be 1m-
perceptible, that is, never to stand before a personal conscious-
ncss. They are words one hears but to which one cannot listen,

! Contradiction being a synthesis supposes a general form of umfication.
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faces one sees but at which onc cannot look. From hefre are
derived these frequent characteristics that the patients them-
selves report. “it was a whispering voice, someone spoke to
me over the telephone, etc.”

The second characteristic of these systems, we have said,
is their absurdity. They occur as cock-and-bull stories, a play
upon words, puns, rough abuses, etc. It 1s this very absurdity
which gives us the key of their formation. For us, i fact, all
existence, in consclousness, must express itself in terms of
consciousness and we cannot admit a spontancity w hich springs
from a shadowy zone without being conscious of itself, even
when the superstructures are affccted This way of conceiv-
ing the spontaneity is but an implicit manner of admitting the
existence of an unconscious. It therefore scems to us that
these absurd systems arc nothing else than the way in which
consciousness thinks its present state, that is, this crepuscular
leveling. But 1t 1s not a matter of a normal thought positing an
object before the subject, nor of a thought o7 tlus crepuscular
state, But, somewhere in this consciousness, incapable of con-
centrating 1tsclf, on the margm, wolated and furtive, ap-
pears a partial system which zs the thought of this crepuscu-
lar state, or, 1f one prefers, which is the cicpuscular state tself
We are here confronted with an imagmatve symbolic system®
which has an unreal object for its cosrelative—absurd phrases,
puns, inopportune apparitions. It appears and presents itself
as spontaneity, but, above all, as impersonal spontancity. In
fact we are very far from a distinction between the subjective
and the objective. These two worlds have collapsed. we are
dealing here with a third type of existence which no words can
describe. Perhaps the simplest thing to do would be to call
them unreal lateral apparntions, the correlatives of an imper-
sonal consciousness.

Such is what we may call the pure event of the hallucina-

de ! We shall explan this symbolism more clearly in our chapter on the
eam.
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t:ionl. But this event does not coimncide with the pure experience
of hallucination: in fact an experience implies the existence
of a thematic consciousness with a personal unity, and this
type of consciousness is demed by the hallucinatory event
which always happens in the absence of the subject. In a
word, the hallucination happens as a phenomrenon, the ex-
perience of which can be made only by memory. And this
memory is immediate, that 1s, there would be no hallucination
if these partial systems would continue to develop i a neutral-
1zed consciousness. we would be closer to the dream in that
case. The hallucination implies a sudden reaction of conscious-
ness to the partial system by a sudden concentration with a
sudden reappearance of the thematic umty. At the unexpected
and absurd appearance of the unreal object 2 wave of surprse
or of horror should spread over consciousness, an awakening
occurs, a re-grouping of forces, somewhat like the sudden
awakening of a sleeping person by a violent noise. Conscious-
ness is up in arms, orients itself, 1t 1s ready to observe, but,
naturally, the unreal object has disappeared, confronting 1t is
nothing but 2 memory. We now must describe how this mem-
ory comes about.

First of all, the fact must be insisted upon in particular that
if the unreal object 1s not 1tself before consciousness, there
is at least an immediate memory, which 1s as strong and con-
crete as possible, one of those memories which cannot give
rise to doubt, which develops the immediate certainty of the
existence of its object. But the essential trait with which the
unreal object is delivered by memory is the externality in rela-
tion to the actual personal consciousness. It occurs as having
been unforeseen and not being subject to voluntary repro-
duction. It cannot enter imnto the present synthesis; it can
never belong to it. This exrernality and this independence are
evidently very close to those of an object of the world of
reality. At the same tume, however, the object retains the .
characteristics of a spontaneity: it is capricious, furtive and
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full of mystery. But, 1t will be asked, does it not retamn its
unreal nature? It keeps it i such a way that the coefficient of
unreahty, jomned to the uncxpectcdness and externality, as
we have defined it, only helps to accentuate the contradictory
and fantastic nature of the hallucination No longer does the
patient in the least translate his experience into out language
by saymg “I saw, I heard. . . .” But the object does not truly
occur in memory as unreal: m fact it had no position of un-
reality during the event; the production of the unreal object
was simply accompanied by the non-thetic consciousness of
unreality. This non-thetic consciousness does not pass into
the memory because, as we have explamned, the memory of the
perceived object yelds us an unreal object just as it does a real
one and, in order that the one may be distingusshed from the
other in recollection, it 1s necessary that at the moment of their
appearance they must have been the object of explicit positions
whether of reality or of unreality.' It rather appears to us
that the hallucinatory object will retain in memory a neutral
character. It is the general behavior of the patient which will
confer a reality upon these apparitions and not the immediate
memory. The proof of this is that in a condition of overwork
or intoxication anyone can have an hallucination but it so hap-
pens that his immediate memory delivers it to him as an hal-
lucination. Only, in the case of the psychosis of influence a
crystallization operates and the patient organizes his life 1n
accordance with the hallucinations, that is, he will think them
over and explain them. It seems also that these spontaneities,
completely unexpected and fragmentary as they are, can be-
come charged gradually with a certain ideo-affective material.
This calls for a slow action on the part of the patient upon
his hallucinations, as demonstrated by the appantion of pro-
tectors in an advanced state of chronic hallucinatory psychosis.
This action operates naturally by cementation and participa-

! Naturally these explicit posiions do not have to be articulated judg-
ments.
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tion rather than by direct action. In all cases it is obvious that
in a constituted psychosis the hallucination has a functional
role: the patient no doubt adapts himself to his visions above
all, but the apparitions and voices can be penetrated and from
this reciprocal accommodation there results no doubt a general
behavior of the patient which can be called hallucinatory.

4. The Dream

A like problem arises mn connection with the dream. Des-
cartes states it in his first Meditation-

“I must always consider that I am a man and that con-
sequently I am in the habit of sleeping and representing in
my dreams the same things, or very similar things, which I ex-
perience when awake. How often have I thought during the
night of being in that place, that I was dressed, that I was
close to the fire, whereas I was lying naked in my bed. It
now seems obvious that it is not with sleeping eyes that I am
looking at this paper, that this head I am shaking is not drowsy,
that it is deliberately and purposefully that I stretch this hand
and that I feel it what happens mn sleep is not at all as clear,
as distinct as all this. But in thinking of it carefully, I recall
being often deceived during sleep by similar illusions, and,
in pausing at that thoughe, I sce very clearly that therc are no
certain indications by which 1t 1s possible to distingwish clearly
the wakeful from the sleeping state, that I am completely
astomuished by 1t, and my astonishment is such as to almost
persuade me that I am asleep.” *

This problem could be stated as follows. If it is true that
the world of the dream occurs as a real and perceived world,
whereas 1t 1s constituted by a mental imagery, is there not at
least one case when the 1mage occurs as a perception, that is, a
case where the production of an image 1s accompanied by the
non-thetic consciousness of mmaginative spontaneity? And if

? Descartes, Meditations First Meditation,
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this is so, is not our theory of the image likely to fall com-
pletely apart® The dream certainly raises many other ques-
tions: for instance, that concerning the symbolic function
of images and also that concerning revery, etc. etc. But these
questions do not directly concern this book: here we shall
limit ourselves to a discussion of the problem of the thesis of
the dream, that is to say, of the type of intentional affirmation
constituted by the dreaming consciousness.

An initial observation can guide us: there is a sophism in the
passage of Descartes we have cited. As yet we know nothing
about the dream which is difficult to grasp since we can
describe it only by using recollections of it when we are
awake. But I can easily grasp a term of comparison established
by Descartes, namely, the consciousness which is awake and
which perceives. At each moment I can turn it into an object
of a reflective consciousness which will show me its structure
with certainty. That reflective consciousness gives me precise
knowledge at once: it is possible that in the dream I am
imagining that I perceive; but what is certain is that when
I am awake I cannot doubt that I perceive. Anyone can try
to feign for a moment that he is dreaming, that the book he
is reading is a dreamed book, but he will see soon enough
and without being able to doubt it, that this fiction is absurd.
And, in truth, its absurdity is not less than is that of the propo-
sition perhaps I do not exist, a proposition which is downright
unthinkable in the case of Descartes. That is, that in effect the
proposition cogito ergo sum results—provided it is well under-
stood—from the intuition that consciousness and existence
are one and the same. But this concrete consciousness which is
certain of existing, exists and has the consciousness of existing
while it has a certain individual and temporal structure. This
cogito can surely be the intuition of the intimate connection
of certain essences and it is thus that phenomenology, which
is eidetic science, conceives it. But in order that it be such,
it must first be an individual and concrete reflective opera-
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tioﬁ which can always be operated. Now, to think that I
exist thinking is to make an eidetic proposition, of which
the proposition that I exist perceiving, for instance, is a specifi-
cation. Thus, when I perceive, I am not certain that the ob-
jects of my perception exist but I am certan that I perceive
them. It should also be noted that Descartes did not establish
the doubtful nature of perception on a direct nspection of the
perception, as he would do if he said: When I perceive, I
never know for certamn whether I am perceiving or dreaming.
On the contrary, he takes 1t for granted that the man who per-
ceives is conscious of perceiving. He does no more than state
that the person who is dreaming has a similar certainty on
his part. No doubt that we have the familiar formula: “I pinch
myself to see whether 'm dreaming,” but what we have here
is essentially a metaphor which corresponds to nothing con-
crete in the mind of those who use it.

Now, this evidence of perception we can confront at first
with the frequent cases i which the dreamer, passing sud-
denly to the reflective level, discovers for himsclf, in the
course of his dream, that he 1s dreaming. We shall even see
presently that all appearances of the reflective consciousness
m the dream correspond to a momentary awaking,' just as
often the weight of the consciousness which is dreaming is
such that it soon annihilates the reflective consciousness, like
a nightmare in which the dreamer thinks desperately, “I am
dreaming” without being able to wake up, because his reflec-
tive consciousness immediately disappears and he is “recap-
tured” by his dream. These few ecxamples will suffice to
show us that the position of existence of the dreamer cannot
be likened to that of the person who is awake, because the
reflective consciousness, 1n the one case, destroys the dream,
by the very fact that it presents it for what 1t is, whereas

1Tt will be objected that in the course of a dream everyone has had the
experience of saymg to himself “This one ume I am not dreaming” and
that 1n consequence reflection itself seems to be subject to error 1n the dream?
Later on we shall see what this objection amounts to.
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in the case of perception reflectuve consciousness corirms
and reinforces the perception itself. But if we think more
carefully about the matter we shall notice in addiuon that
the non-thetic consciousnesses of the dream and of the wake-
ful state must differ in some respects in the way each presents
the objects. In fact, the reflective consciousness draws 1ts as-
surance from the sole fact that it develops and presents as
object what 1s an mmplicit and a non-thetic structure of the
reflective consciousness. My reflective certitude of dreaming
comes therefore from the fact that my primuitive and non-re-
flective consciousness had to contain 1n tself a sort of latent and
non-positional knowledge which reflection then made explicit.
Besides, were this not the case, then the dreamer would have to
draw his judgment, “I am dreaming,” from reasonings and
comparison which would show him the incoherence or the ab-
surdity of his images. But such an hypothesis 1s most obviously
mmprobable for if the dreamer 1s to reason and compare he
must be m full possession of his discursive faculties, and there-
fore awake. It is therefore absurd to say that at the very
moment W hen he is sufficiently awake to formulate judgments
of resemblance, he says to himself that he 1s dreaming. All
he can say 1s that he has been dreaming. This often happens,
but 1t is something enurely different from what concerns us.
The drcam therefore appears to us right away as something
fragile which the perception cannot possess it 1s at the mercy
of a reflective consciousness. Only, what produces 1t and
what saves it is that most often this reflective consciousness
does not appear. Why this 1s so we must explam At this point,
however, we should note that the primary and non-reflective
consclousness, if it is—at the same time as the position of the
object—non-thetic consciousness of 1tself, cannot be so under
the form: “T am dreaming.” Furst of all, because this judgment
would suppose a thesis and next because this total definition
of a consciousness could be given only by reflection. In order
to make ourselves clearer let us use an example that will serve
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us presently. If I say. I believe that Peter is friendly to me,
the judgment is one of reflection. It at once involves a doubt
of the object of the belicf. I can at once say to myself: it is
true, I believe it, but I do not know it, I even conclude that
Peter has no friendship for me. And surely, 1f Peter’s friend-
ship for me appears to me as the object of my belief 1t 1s that
my non-reflecuve consciousness of this friendship was a non-
thetic consciousness of itsclf as simple belief, but from this
we must not conclude that the scepticism of the reflection was
also a non-positional structure of the non-reflective conscious-
ness. When I am conscious of the friendship of Peter I am
conscious of 1t as an object that i1s belreved, and if I believe
in it 1t is just because I do not doubt it. So, it 1s precisely be-
cause I believe in the friendship of Peter than my non-thetic
consciousness of bclieving does not cairy the least doubt of
that friendship. It is completely belef. It is therefore blind
confidence since to believe 1s to have confidence. Only, in so
far as 1t is consciousness of believing, 1t is not consciousness
of knowing. But this restriction can appear only as a result of
reflection. So we see that the non-thetic consciousness of
dreaming permits of none of the restrictive and negative
characteristics that we find in the judgment: “I am dreaming.”
(“T am dreaming,” therefore I am not perceiving.) A non-
thetic consciousness can be negative of nothing because it
is completcly full of itself and only of itsclf.

We have now arrived at the certain conclusion that the
theme of the dream cannot be that of perception, even if it
appears to resemble it on first sight. This we can also see from
a simple inspection of a reflective consciousness directed on a
perceptive consciousness. To affirm that I perceive is to deny
that I am dreaming, or, in other words, 1t is a sufficient and
necessary motivation for my affirming that I am not dreaming.
But if the dream affirmed that 1t is a perception of the same
sort and of the same certainty as that of the perception then
the judgment “I perceive” would be but a probability and we"
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would have to support it anew by comparing objects of per-
ception with each other, by the cohesion of perceived scenes,
by their resemblance, etc. We have shown elsewhere! that
these comparisons never occur In consciousness as operations
that are really accomplished and that also no distinction be-
tween perception and imagery can be drawn from them.
It can ikewsse be shown that neither can they serve as a basis
for a distinction between the wakeful and the dream state.
In reality, perception, like the truth of Spinoza, is index sus
and it cannot be otherwise. And the dream also resembles the
conception of error in Spinoza: error may appear as the
truth but 1t suffices that the truth be possessed in order that
error disappear of its own accord.

All this is, however, not enough. If we study the dream
and perception somewhat more deeply we shall see that the
difference that separates them is, from one point of view, like
that between belief and knowledge. When I perceive a table
I do not believe in the existence of that table. I have no need
to believe in it since it 1s there by itself. There 1s no sup-
plementary act by which, in addition to perceiving that table,
I can confer upon it a believed or believable existence. The
table is discovered, unveiled, given to me, in the very act of
perception- and the thesis of the perceiving consciousness does
not need to be confounded with an affirmation. Affirmation
arises from voluntary spontaneity while the thesis represents
the very nuance of intentionality. It is that which corresponds,
from the side of the noese, to the noematic-presence of the
object itself. The very evidence of perception is therefore in
no way a subjective impression which could be likened to
a specification of belief: the evidence 1s the presence for
consciousness of the object itself, it is the “fulfillment” (erfull-
ung) of the intention. Likewise, for a reflecting consciousness
directed upon a percciving consciousness, the perceptual
nature of the reflective consciousness 1s no longer an object of

* Cf. my little book, L'lmagmation, Alcan.



THE IMAGINARY LIFE 237

belied} it is an immediate and evident presentation, This is in-
escapable. An evidence 1s a presence. \Where evidence is
presented belief is neither useful nor even possible. But, the
dream 1s a belief. Fverything that happens i a dream is some-
thing 1 believe. T do no more than believe in it: that is, the
objects are not themsclves present to my intuition.

However, we have only shifted the problem. We will cer-
tainly be asked how does 1t happen that you can believe in
the reality of drecam mm-ges smce 1t 15 you yowsclf who con-
struct the dream as images® Their mtentional nature as images
should exclude every possibility to believe them to be realities.

The reason is that I also said that the dream was a phenome-
non of belicf, but not a belief 1 the images as realies. To
know exactly what is involved here we must return to hypna-
gogic imagery. This imagery which is founded on imaginative
apprehension of phosphenes, on muscular contractions, on
internal specch, is of a 11ichness which 1s suficient to furnush
the material of the dream And Letoy has noted, as have many
other writers, that the transition from hypnagogism to the
dream can often be scized. They are the samc images, he says,
only our attitude towards them has been changed. This is
confirmed by numcrous obscrvations all persons who experi-
ence hypnagogic images can report that they arc often sur-
prised 1n the coutse of the dicam without a change occurring
in the very content of the hypnagosic imagery. Only, on
suddenly waking up, they become aware of having dreamed.
The representauve analoguc is natmally enriched, in the
course of the mght, with coenesthetic sensations, and, finally,
with all sensations that arc strong cnough to clear the thresh-
old of conscousness and too weak to cause a drcam. They
are all grasped, in fact, not for what they arc but as analogucs
of othcr realities It was in this manner that Proust, on waking
suddenly, noticed that in his drcam he pionounced the words
“stag, stag, Francis Jammes, fork,” but that these words made
up a coherent phrasc and suited the situation of the dream.
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In other words, they stand for other words which were not
actually uttered. The red coloration of the solar light passing
across a screen 1s also experienced, m a famous dream, as stand-
ing for blood. A very common error used to hold that the
dream 15 composed of 7zental images. That 15 not at all so

for how could 1t be said that the red hght arouses the mental
image of blood? This would imply that the ight remaned un-
conscious, which is absurd—or that it was experienced as a red
light, w hich assumes the dicam. In reality, it 1s the red light that
1s expericnced as blood. It 1s the way we have of apprehending
it. Certain dreams cited by Janet show clearly how a succes-
sively repeated noise 1s expericnced as standmg for a number
of different objects but never for uself: m the dream conscious-
ness canmmot peicerve, because it cannot emerge from the
imaginative attitude m which 1t has enclosed itself. Everything
15 an 1mage to 1t, and it 1s preciscly because of this that it can-
not dispose of mental unages which, although exclusive of
perception, can arisc only as 1f a constant transition from per-
ception to umagiation were possible and, so to speak, only
upon the constantly present foundation of perception. The
dream is a consciousness that 1s incapable of leaving the imagi-
native attitude. Nevertheless a change has evidently occurred
at the ourtset of the hypnagogic imagery since reflection en-
ables us to grasp a transition from hypnagogism to the dream.
Must we admit that this modification is a change of the theme?
In other words, docs the dream appear when we mustake the
hypnagogic mnages for perceptions® This we pronounce as
impossible de facto. If consciousness would affirm the images
as realities 1t would constitute itself in relation to them as a
perceiving consciousness and the immediate result would be
to make them disappear. It is just this modification which often
brings about the dream: the noise of an alarm clock is at first
experienced as an analogue of the noise of a fountamn, the ning-
ing of bells, the rolling of a drum, etc. But if we wake up we
pass precisely to the perception of the noise of daytime. This
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does not mean that we make judgments like: “this is the
striking of an alarm clock,” it only mcans that we suddenly
apprehend the striking for ahat it is (that 1s a succession of
shrill and vibrant sounds) and for nothing else than itself. It
matters little whether we do or do not realize later the origin
and cause of the noisc. I can be aroused by a noise whose true
cause I always ignore. I may not cven experience it as a noise
when I wake up- this name may perhaps mply a complicated
play of idenufying and recogmtory operations For me to pass
from the attitude of the dream to the wakeful state it 15 quite
enough that I apprehend 1t as something that cxists. It matters
little even if I decewve myself. the crcaking of furmture can
be experienced in my mght dream for the sound of steps;
thercupon I can wake up and mterpiet the creaking as the
sound of steps above my head. There 15 however an abyss
between these two assimilations In the drcam the creaking
is a noise of steps as an image; m peiccption 1t is expericnced
as a reality and as stself (although mustaken), as noise of steps.
Alamn says that to percewve 15 to dream and wake up m-
medately. But this 15 a serious mustake a false perception is
not a dream, to correct a perception 1s not to wake up. We
hold, on the contrary, that the world of the dream 1s explain-
able only if we admut that the dream consciousness 1s com-
pletely deprived of the faculty of perceiving. It does not per-
ceive, nor docs it seck to perceive, nor can it cven conceive
what a perception 1s. But we must not belicve that this con-
sciousncss which 1s isolated from the real world, imprisoned
m the imagmary, will allow itself to take the maginary for.,
the real, because it lacks the power to compaie 1t with a reality
which performs the function of reducer. This 1s not at all our
1dea, first because an image presents itself for what it 1s, with-
out being in need of mviting a comparison with perception,
next because what characterizes the consciousness that is
dreaming is that it has lost the very idea of reality. It therefore
cannot confer this quality on any one of 1ts noemes. But what”
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we want to show is that the dream is the perfect realifation
of a shut imaginary consciousness, that 1s, a consciousness for
which there 1s absolutely no exit and towards which no ex-
ternal point of view of any sort is possible.

If we consult our consciousness at the moment when a noise
has just awakened us, after the sudden descent from the
hypnagogism nto the dream, we shall see that what brings
about the judgment of “I was drcaming,” 1s the seizurc of the
character “interesting” of the hypnagogic images. This char-
acter did not cxist at all i the pure hypnagogism. By “mnter-
esting” 1s not to be understood bound to e, as Leroy scems
to behieve. The presence of the 7z¢ 1n the dieam 1s frequent
and almost necessary m the case of “deep” drecams, but nu-
merous dreams occurring unmediately after one has fallen
asleep can be cited mn which the mc of the sleeper plays no
part whatsoever. Hcre 1s one, for mstance, communicated to
me by Mlle. B.: At first there appeared a book engiaving
of a slave kneeling before his mistress, then the slave set out
to look for the pus with which to cure himself of the leprosy
he had contracted from his nustress, the pus had to be that
of a2 woman who loved him. During the cntwe dream the
sleeping woman had the impression that she was 1eading the
story of the slave. At no ime did she play a part in the events.
It also happens often that dreams—in my case, for mnstance—
occur at first as a story that I am reading or to which I am
listening. And then, suddenly, I idenufy mysclf with one of
the chaiacters of the story: which becomes my story. We
cannot fail to notice the neutralized theme that marks the
dream of Mlle B. or the beginning of 11y dream. Can we really
beheve that the theme modifies 1tsclf and assames a position of
existence because I suddenly became one of the characters
of the dream® But let us forget for the moment the role of
the Me in the dream and, since there are dreams without the
Me, let us see what distinguishes them from hypnagogic
images. We already know that it is neither by their relation to
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the’ person of the sleeper nor by a sudden position of the
images as reality. It is sufficient to consider the drcam of Mlle.
B. and to compare it to preomric images to see the difference
clearly: a hypnagogic image 1s isolated, shut off from other
images; if, by chance, two or threc images stand i the re-
lationship of interdependence, the group remains 1solated in
every case: there is no hypnagogic world, preomric visions
have no past, no future, there 1s nothing behind them nor
alongside of them. At the same time I posit every onc of them
as an image. This character of the image marks the dream of
Mile. B.. she 7eads the story, which 15 a way of neutralizing
the theme. But each image appears as a moment of a temporal
unrolling which posscsses a past and a futuie. The slave 1s not
seen for himself, as m preomric imagery. In the latter it ap-
pears sumply as a “slave.” But in the dream, when 1t comes to
the sleeping person, 1t doces so as sick-slave-searching-pus-to-
cure-himself At the same time that his image refets to a before
and an after 1t appears on a foundation of a very rich spatial
world: while the slave is looking for hus remedy I do not
lose sight of the fact that he has a mustress who gave him lep-
rosy nor that this mustress continues to cxist somewhere, etc.
But the hypnagogic 1mage never occuis as bemng somcwhere.
We “see” a star as an image and 1t 1s a few mnches from us but
we do not know at all where this 1magc 1s an 1mage, it is not
surrounded by an imaginary umverse. But the person of the
dream 1s always somewhere, even if the place where he 1s 15
figured schematically as in the Elizabethan theatre. And this
“somewherc” 1s himself situated in relation to 2 whole world~
which is not seen but which s all about him. Thus the hypna-
gogic image is an isolated appearance “mn the air,” while the
dream, we might say, is 2 world. To tell the truth, there are as
many worlds as there are dreams, and often even as there are
phases of a dream. It would bc more just to say that cvery
dream image appears with 1ts own world. This 1s at timeg
enough to differentiate a single oniric image from a preoniric
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image. If the face of the Agha-Khan appears to me and if I
simply think that it 1s the face of the Agha-Khan as an image. it
is a hypnagogic vision But if T already sense behind this face a
world heavy with threats and promuses, I would wake up at
once, it’s a dream. But tlus does not yet give a full account of
this “interesting” characteristic of the dream. Because of the
fact that a dream carries us suddenly into a temporal world,
every dream appears to us as « story. (In the case of the ap-
pearance of the face of the Agha-Khan, it was a story gath-
ered up into a single vision and which had no time to unroll.)
Naturally the spatio-temporal world in which the story unrolls
is purely imaginary, it is the object of no position of existence.
In fact, it is not even imagined, in the sense in which conscious-
ness imagines when 1t presents something by means of an
analogue. As the imaginary world it is the correlative of a
belief, the sleeper believes that the scene unrolls in a world;
that 1s, that this world 1s the object of empty intentions which
are directed upon him beginning with the central image.
Nevertheless these few remarks do not contradict that
great law of the imagination: there 1s no imagimary world.
In fact, it 1s but a matter of belief. This world of the image we
do not analyze, we do not concern ourselves with details, we
do not even consider doing it. In this sense the 1mages remain
1solated from each other, separated by their essential poverty,
subservient to the phenomenon of quasi-observation “in the
void”; there 15 no other relationship between them than the
ones consclousness can conceive at each moment in constitut-
mg them. Nonetheless each 1mage presents itself as surrounded
by an undifferentiated mass which poses as an imagmnary world.
Perhaps 1t would be better to say that each imaginary act
the dream brings with 1t a special and constitutive quality of
its nature which is “the atmosphere of the world.” We have
seen above that the space and time of the imaginary occur as
internal qualities of the thing imagined Here we must make
* a similar observation: the “worldliness” of the dreamed image
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does not consist of an infimity of relations with other images.
Itis but a matter of the immanent property of the oniric image;
there are as many “worlds” as images, cven 1if the sleeper n
passing from 1mage to image “dreams” that he remains 1n the
same world. It 1s thercfore proper to say that m the dream
each 1mage surrounds itself with a worldly atmosphere But
for greater convenience we shall use the expression “world of
the dream,” since 1t 1s in current use, with the warning
not to take it without reservation. \Ve now see the noetic
modification of consciousness when it falls from preonirism
in the dream. the hypnagogic image was the sudden convic-
tion mto which consciousness suddenly dropped; I was sud-
denly persuaded that such and such an entoptic blot was a fish
as an image. Now I am dreanung and this sudden behief giows
heavy and becomes enriched: I am suddenly persuaded that
this fish has a story, that he was caught i that river, that he will
appear on the table of the archbishop, etc. Ruver, fish, arch-
bishop, are all imaginary but they constitute a world. My con-
sciousness 1s therefore that of a world, I have projected all my
knowledge, all my interest, all my memories, and even the
necessity of being-in-the-world which imposes itself upon
the human being, I have projected all that, but I did so in
the imaginary mode 1n the image which I now construct.
What has happened if not that consciousness was completely
taken mn? It entered completely into the game and it itself was
determined to produce syntheses in all their richness, but only
n an magiary way. This 1s possible only i the dream. Even
the schizophrenic, whose condition is very much lke that of
the slecper, retains the possibility of perceiving himself as being
in the process of playing a game. But here attention no longer
exists, nor 1ts power to present its object as transccndent,
consciousness is fascinated by a swarm of impressions, 1t
grasps them as being this or that object as an image, as standmg
for this or that, and then, suddenly, it is completely in the
game, 1t apprehends these shining impressions as standing for an”
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object which 1s at the farthest remove from 2 world the con-
tours of which are lost in the fog. So long as the dream lasts
consciousness is unable to engage in reflection, 1t is carried
along by its own decline and 1t continues to lay hold of images
indefinitely. This 1s the real explanation of oniric symbolism:
if consciousness can never take hold of its own anxieties, its
own desires, excepting as symbols, 1t is not, as Freud beheved,
because of a suppression which compels it to disguise them: but
because it 1s incapablc of laying hold of what there 1s of the
rcal under its form of 1eality. It has completely lost the func-
tion of the real and everything 1t fecls, everything it thinks,
it cannot feel or think otherwise than under the imagmned
form. This is also the reason why, as Halbwachs has shown,
there is no 77e7101 y 1n the dream (recollection does not occur
in the dream). There is no question here of social framesvorks.
The least real memory will cause the sudden crystallization
before conscicusness of all of reality, because 1t will situate
itself 1n the end 1n relation to this real room, to this real bed
in which I am lying. The image of the crystallization can serve
us doubly: a single preonuric image can evoke the crystallization
of the noemes of consciousness into nocmes of imaginary
worlds, a single rcality grasped or perceived as a reality causes
the crystallization of the real world before consciousness, it 1s
all the onc or all the other It s at this pomnt that we must depict
the degree of behef of consciousness in these imaginary worlds,
or if one prefers, the dullness of these worlds. Let us return
to the dream of Mlle. B. The mere fact that the dream hap-
pens as a story should permit us to understand the kind of
belief we attribute to it. But the sleeping woman instructs us
stll better, she tells us that she believed herself to be reading
this story. What does she mean 1f not that the story presents
itself to her with the same kind of interest and credibility as
that of a read story. The reading is a sort of fascination and
(when I am reading a detective story I believe in what I am
reading. But this does not mean in the least that I fail to look
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upon the adventures of the detective as imaginary. What hap-
pens simply is that a complete world appears to me as an image
by means of the lines of the book. (I have already shown
that words serve as analogue.!) And this world closes again
on my consciousness, I cannot free mysclf from it, I am fasci-
nated by it. It 1s this sort of fascination without existential
position which I call belief. Not only 1s consciousness conscious
of itself as being enslaved but 1t 1s also conscious of being
without help agamst itself. This world is sufficient unto itself,
it can neither be dissipated nor corrected by a perception,
since 1t does not belong to the domain of the real. It 1s its very
unreality which puts it beyond reach and which gives it a com-
pact opacity and a strength. While consciousness perseveres
in this attitude 1t can neither find nor even concewe of any
motive for changing tsclf so that the tanuition to perception
can only occur by a revolution. The power of the dreamed
world 1s of this nature, but with even greater force: as a
noematic seizure of the object, this power 15 the correlative of
the non-thetic consciousness of fascination This 1s the reason
why the world of the dream like that of the reader occurs as
completely magical, we are haunted by the adventures of the
persons of our dream as we are by the herocs of a novel. It
is not that the non-thetic consciousness of imagining ceases
to giasp itself as spontaneity but 1t grasps stself by itsclf as a
spellbound spontaneity. This is what gives the dream its
unique nuance of fatality. The events occur as if not being
able not to happen, in correlation with a consciousness which
cannot help imagining them. However, the dicam image con-
tinues to possess strictly only the characterisucs conferred
upon it by consciousness. the phenomenon of quast-observa-
tion holds here as elsewhere. Only, at the same time, it pos-
sesses an obsessing trait which s due to the fact that conscious-
ness has determined itself by its own fascination to form it, an
“equivocal” trait which derves from its magical nature and

* Book II, Chapter I Knowledge.
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a fatal trait whose origin 1t will be well for us to explain inore
clearly.

In an imaginary world there is no dream of possibilities
since possibilities call for a real world on the basis of which they
are thought of as possibilities. Consciousness cannot get per-
spective on its own 1magmations 1 order to imagine a possible
sequence to the story which it is representing to itself: that
would be to be awake. This 1s what we do, for instance, when
on waking up we imagine a happy ending to the nightmare we
just had. In a word, consciousness cannot anticipate because
that would mean to imagine the second power, and therefore
to possess the reflective consciousness of the imagmation of the
first degree. All anticipation at a given moment of a story
derives from the very fact that the anticipation appears as an
episode of the story. I cannot entertain, conceive another end-
ing, I have no choice, no recourse, I am compelled to narrate
the story to myself: there 1s no “blow for nothing.” So each
moment of the story occurs as having an imaginary future,
but a future I cannot foresee, which will come of its own ac-
cord, in its own time, to haunt consciousness, against which
consciousness will be crushed. So, contrary to what could
be believed, the imaginary world occurs as world without
freedom: nor is it determined, it 1s the opposite of freedom,
it is fatal. Thus, 1t 15 not by conceiving other possibilities that
the slceper is reassured, saves himself from embarrassment.
It 15 by the immediate production of reassuring events in the
story itsclf. He does not say to himself- I could have had a

.revolver, but suddenly he does have a revolver in his hand.
But too bad for him if at that very moment a thought should
occur to him which in the waking statc would assume the form
of “what if the revolver had been locked!” This “4f” cannot
exist in the dream: this rescuing revolver is suddenly locked
at the very moment when it is needed.

But the world of the dream is not so closed that the dreamer

" himself does not get to play his role in it. Hence many dreams
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occur as the adventures of the dreamer himself. “I dreamed
that I was . . ., etc.” 1s generally the way we begin to narrate
our dreams. How is this appearance of the dreamer himself
in this imaginary world to be understood? Are we to beheve
that 1t is truly be, in person, as a real consciousness who 1s -
troduced mto the mudst of omric imagery. This hypothesis
seems to me to be senseless For in order that the sleeper mtro-
duce himself as a real consciousness into the imaginary drama
enacted 1n the dream, he must be conscious of himself, as a
real being, that 15, as existing 1n a real world, i a real tme,
and marked by real memories. But these are exactly the
conditions that mark the wakeful state. Introducc suddenly a
real person nto the dream and the dream cxplodes completely,
and reality reappears. Besides, w hat does this mean exactly?
Surely, my cousciousness when I am awake 1s characterized
by 1ts “beng m the world,” but just becausc this “being mn
the world” characterizes the relationship of consciousncss
with reality, it cannot be applied to the consciousness which
is dreaming. A consciousness cannot “be in” an imaginary
wotld, unless to be itsclf an imaginary consciousness. But
what is an 1magmary consciousness if not a certain object for
a real consciousness® In fact, a consciousness which is dreaming
is always a consciousness that 1s non-thetic of itself while 1t
1s held 1n the grip of the dream, but 1t has lost 1ts bemng-in-the-
world and recovers 1t only on waking up.!

All we need do in order to solve the problem 1s recall
certain drecams which are at first made up of 1mpersonal scenes
and mto which the person of the sleeper 1s suddenly intro-.
duced. Every one has dreamed of witnessing the adventures
of an mmaginary person (foir instance, of the slave of whom
Mlle. B. dreamed), and then suddenly the sleeper perceives
‘that it is be who is the slave. The term “percewve” is in fact

! The question 15, 1n fact, much more complicated, and even in the dream
consciousness does retamn tts “being-in-the-world” at least in some way. But
we may hold on to this 1dea of a lost “being-in-the-world,” at least 1 2
metaphoric sense.
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not the right one, since the entire course of the dream is
naturally one of quasi-observed phenomena: but rather, after
various motivations, the sleeper 1s suddenly overwhelmed by
the belief that the slave who is fleemg before the tiger is
he himself, just as m hypnagogism, he 1s all at once over-
whelmed by the behef that this bright spot was a man’s
face Let us examune this transformation more closely: the
slave, 1n becomuing myself, does not lose his constitutive nature
of unicality. On the contrary, it 1s I who, projected into the
slave, become an imaginary me. In many cases, I continue to
sce the slave fleeing Selfness, like Claparéde. The consti-
tutive nature of this slave has its own nuance which pene-
trates 1t completely, a way of being constitutive which 1s one
that may be called, to use a ncologism of Claparéde in a
sense not origmally intended by him, Sclfness. The constitutive
nature of that slave is that he 1s me But he is me in an unreal
way, he is me in virtue of imagmation. In order to see more
clearly what happens here we might resort again to the com-
parison with the reader. We all know that when reading
we 1dentify ourselves more or less with the characters of the
story. This happens in parucular when the novel 1s written in
the first person, and writers take advantage of this 1dentifica-
tion to make their story more piessing, more urgent, for their
readers. Nevertheless, the idenuification 1s never complete,
first of all because authors most often make use of “esthetic
distance,” they write their books “in the past,” for instance,
etc., which cnables the reader to survey their characters. Be-
sides, the possibility of a reflective consciousness is present. A
condition results which 1s worthy of being described for its
own sake, and in which I asz the unreal hero, while remaming
different from him; I am myself and another. But let us sup-

ose for a moment that these barriers are broken. I am
invaded by the belief that what is menaced by all these ro-
mantic dangers 1s unreally but absolutely myself. At this
moment my interest in the novel becomes a different sort: it is
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I why am menaced, who am pursued, etc. I am involved in an
adventure that 1s happening to me in an unreal way. Up to
then the dangers the hero encountered fascinated me and
aroused in me great interest, but the basis of which was
still—in spite of my partial 1dentification with him—sympa-
thy. Now, the feeling that 1s aroused is a feeling of belong-
ing; in this imaginary world, in which one must be unreal
if he is to enter it, an unreal me represents me, suffers, is in
danger, even risks an unreal death which will put an end at
once to him and to the world that surrounds him, An unreal
game is going on with my unreal self as its stake. Now this
condition of trance which cannot be completely realized in
the reader (and which interferes with the acsthetic apprecia-
tion of the book) is just what realizes itself in the dream.
Once an unreal self occurs i the fascinating world of the dream
the imaginary world 1s at once closed, it is no longer an imagin-
ary spectacle which is before me because of the fact that I
am viewing it. now I am represented 1 it, I am “in danger”
i it, I have my place 1 1t and it closes in on me. It is not
only represented unreally, but 1t is also unreally born, it acts
and suffers unreally. At the same time its relation to my con-
sciousness is modified since up to then it was a relationship
uniquely representative (perhaps hike that possessed by the
affective impressions created by this world). From the mo-
ment that an mmagmary self 15 “inside” everything changes:
that self holds on to my consciousness by a rclationship of
ernanation. 1 not only see the fleemng slave, but I feel mysclf
to be that slave. And I do not feel myself to be hi in the
mtimacy of my consciousness, as I can feel myself n the
wakeful state, the same as yesterday, etc. No, I feel myself
to be him, outside, m hum, which 1s an unreal affcctuve quahty
(like the despair of René, the wickedness of Menardier,
the kindness of Jean Valjean) that I grasp on him. In one
sense it 1s, therefore, transcendent and external since I still see
him running and, in another sense, transcendent without dis-*
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tance since I am present in him unreally. But this changé¢ the
slave undergoes 1s also undergone by the imaginary world
since it is for hum (who is me) a hated and feared world, etc.
There remains thercfore, 1n one sense, a purely represented
world, and, in another sense, a world immediately lived. It
gains there a sort of dull presence, and without distance in
relation to my consciousness. I am taken. Naturally I do not
change the theme because of this, I am taken as I am in the
game. But there are games m which one is strongly taken,
and, on the other hand, I cannot break the enchantment, I can
put a stop to the imaginary adventure only by producing
another imaginary adventure, I am compelled to live the fas-
cination of the unreal to the dregs. Here we have the perfect
and complete instance of a consciousness for which the cate-
gory of the real does not exist at all.

We must not believe that in his personal dreams the slecper
always begins by 1denufying himself with a person who has
existed before in an impersonal dream. A dream can be per-
sonal from the beginning Only it 1s necessary that the imagery
of the dreamer produce some object which he can believe,
whether 1immediately or at the end of a certan time, to be
himself, whatever else that object may be. In fact, this is
the only way that the sleeper has of entering into that world
which does not exist. he must identify himself with one of
the objects of that world, in other words, a material sub-
stratum is needed for s impression of being-in-the-unreal-
world. He himself, in fact, we have noted, cannot be there
Sut he can be mvaded by the belief that such an imaginary
object, which alrcady possesses his being-in-the-unreal-world,
15 bimself, and at the same time he can produce this object
and the belief that 1t 1s he, From this there results that curious
trait of the dream when everything is seen and known from’
both a superior point of view, which is that of the sleeper
representing to himself a world, and from a point of view
relative and Limited which is that of the imaginary me plunged
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into the world. As a matter of fact, the imaginary me does
not see this world and the sleeper does not put himself in
the place of that particular being in order to see the things
from his point of view- it is always from his own point
of view, from his pont of view of creator that he secs things.
Only, at the very moment he sees them, he sees them ori-
ented in relation to that object-me that suffers them and
lives them. The enraged dog who is about to bite does not
approach the sleeper but the object-me and the sleeper grasps
his distance from the object-me as an irreversible absolute,
exactly as in the wakeful state I grasp the distance of the dog-
who-is-about-to-bite-me from myself as absolutely oriented
from the dog to me. This space 1s full of vectors of tensions,
of Ines of force called by Lewis a hodologic space. Only, in-
stead of suirounding me, it surrounds and crowds a certain
object which I imagine m the mudst of others and which is the
object-me. The result is that a dream could 1n no way be
represented in the world of perception. Here, for instance,
1s a dream of mme of last year. I was pursucd by a forger.
I took refuge 1n an armor-plated room but he began to melt
the armor plate from the other side of the wall with a weld-
ing torch. So I saw wzyself, on the one hand, chilled in the
room while waiing—wlile belicving myself to be safe—and
on the other hand, I saw him on the other side of the wall
m the process of drilling. I therefore knew what was going to
happen to the object-me, which was still unaware, and yet the
thickness of the wall that separated the forger from the object-
me was an absolute distance, ortented from him to the object «
me. And then, all of a sudden, at the moment when the forger
was about to finish his work, the object-me knew that he was
gong to pxerce the wall, that 1s, that I suddenly mmagined him
‘as knowing it, without 1 any way trying to justify this new
knowledge, and the object-me escaped just in time through
the window.

These few observations enable us to understand better thé
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distinction everyone is obliged to make between imaginary
feelings and real feelings which we experience in the dream.
There are some dreams in which the object-me is terrified and
yet we do not call them mightmarcs, because the sleeper him-
self 1s very peaceful. He has therefore limuted himself to en-
downg the object-me with feelings which he must have felt
for the very verisimilitude of the situation. There are imaginary
feelings which do not “take hold of” the dreamer any more
than do those usually called “emotional abstraction.” It is that
the dream does not always motivate real emotions in the sleeper,
no more than does a novel, even if it narrates horrible events
does it always succeed 1 moving us. I can witness impasstvely
the adventures of the object-me And yet it 1s always this
unreal self to whom they happen. Inversely the content
of a mghtmare is not always terrifymg. It 15 that the real
affectivity of the slecper, for 1easons which we do not have
to survey here, sometimes piecedes the dream and the dream
“enacts” 1t m some way on the imaginary terrain, Sometimes
there follow ternble adventures, but someumes also nothing
serious happens, only what does happen 1s intentionally
grasped as bemg smister because the slecper who produces
these 1magimings 1s really simuster. It is then the atmosphere
of the dreamed world that 15 mghtmarsh.

We can hkewse explamn that apparent anomaly we just
indicated 1 2 note in the same way. I have often dreamed that
I was walking in New York and found it to be most pleasant.
To me this dream always was not only what we are in the
habut of calling a “disappointment” but rather that sort of dis-
llusionment we experience after we leave the theatre, 1 also
seemed to tcll mysclf while drcaming that this time I am not
dreaming. Here I seem to have performed a reflective act
which was deceitful, which would question the very value
of the reflection. But this reflective act, has 1 reality not
been carried out: 1t is an 1magnary reflective act, operated
by the me-object and not by my own consciousness. This
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me which is walking between the high walls of New York is
the one which says to itself suddenly. I am not dreaming, it is
in him that the certitude of being awake arises, just as a hero
of a novel can rub his eyes and suddenly declare: “Am I
dreamung?® No, I am not dreaming.” The consciousness which
is dreaming is determined once and for all to produce only
the imaginary and its carcs, its preoccupations, as we have
seen, are projected before it in a symbolic and unreal form.
The anxious hope that one is not dreaming, not runmng to the
disillusionment which in the end follows from the representa-
tion, could not express itself really without awakening the
sleeper, just as the spectator could not think “I wish that life
was like this play,” without detaching himsclf from the stage
and placing himself on the soil of reality (real wishes, real per-
sonahity, etc.). Here this desire not to dream, which is only a
desire, becomes conscious of itself outside, in the transcendence
of the imaginary and it is also 1n this 1magary transcendence
in which 1t finds satisfaction Thus I w#agine that the me-
object desires to be in New York for good and I imagmne it
with my own desire to be there, and because of this the me-
objcct finds itself—in keeping with the very terms of fiction—
m actuality and not in a dream oun the streets of New York.
In here there is therefore nothing of 7eal reflection and we
are very far from the wakeful state The same 1s truc, natu-
rally, of all the reflections which can produce the object-me,
such as “I am afraid,” “I am humiliated,” etc —reflections
which are, moreover, very rare.

On the contrary, the only means that disposes the slecper.
to come out of the dream 1s the reflective declaration I am
drcaming. And to make this declaration nothing 1s needed but
to produce a reflective consciousncss. But this reflective con-

*sciousness is almost impossible to produce because the types
of motivations that ordinarily call it forth are precisely of the
sort which the “enchanted” consciousness of the slceper no
longer permits itself to conceive. In this connection nothing is
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more strange than the desperate cfforts made by the sleeper
in certain nightmares to rewmd himself that a reflexive con-
sciousness is possible. Such efforts are made in vain, most of
the time, because he is forbidden by the very “enchantment”
of his consciousness to produce these memorics in the form
of fiction. He struggles but everything glides mnto fiction,
cverything is transformed in spite of him into the mmaginary.
Finally the dream can be broken only by two motives. The
first 15 the eruption of a reality which forces itself, as, for
mstance, real fear aroused by the nightmare, which “gets
hold” of the mightmare 1tself and ends up by becoming so
strong that it breaks the enchantment of the consciousness
and motivates a reflection. I become aware of what I am afraid
of and by the same stroke of what I am dreaming. Or some
external stimulus is injected, whether because it comes as a
surprise and cannot bc at once grasped as an analogue, or
because of its violence which determines a real emotional
shock, which calls forth suddenly the object of a reflection,
or because of the resistance of certain orders through sleep.!
The second motive which can put a stop to the dream is often
found in the dream wself it 15 possible in fact that the story
being dreamed ends with an event which itself occurs as some-
thing final, that 15, as something for which a sequence 1s ncon-
cavable. For mnstance, I often dream that I am about to be
guillotined and the dream stops at the very moment when my
neck is placed on the block. In this case 1t is not fear that
motivates the drcam—for, paradovical as thus may appear,

+ this dream docs not always occur as a nightmare—but rather

the impossibility of improving an afterwards. Consciousness
hesitates, and this hesitation motivates a reflection, which is
waking up.

‘We can conclude that the dream—contrary to Descartes—
does not at all occur as an apprehension of reality. On the

! The persistence of these orders could themselves be made the subject
of a long invesugation, but we cannot attemnpt this snvesnganon in this beok.
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contfary, 1t would lose all its sense, its own nature if it could
posit 1tself as real even for a moment. It 1s prumarily a story
and our strong interest 1n 1t is of the same sort as that of the
naive reader 1n a novel. It 1s lived as a fiction and it is only in
considering 1t as a fiction which happens as such that we can
understand the sort of reaction 1t arouses in the sleeper. Only
itisa “spell-bmnding” fiction* consciousness—as we have shown
in the chapter on the hypnagogic image—has become knotted.
And what 1t lives, at the same time as the fiction apprehended
as a fiction 1s the impossibility of emerging out of the fic-
tion. Just as King Midas transformed cverything he touched
mto gold, so consciousness 1s itself determined to transform
into the imagnary everything 1t gets hold of hence the fatal
nature of the dream. It is the seizure of rlus fatality as such
which has often been confused with an apprchension of the
dreamed world as reality. In fact, what constitutes the nature
of the dream 1s that reality eludes altogether the consciousness
which desires to recapture 1t; all the effort of consciousness
turns 1n spite of itself to produce the imaginary. The dream
is not fiction taken for reality, 1t is the odyssey of a conscious-
ness dedicated by itself, and in spite of itself, to bwld only
an unreal world. The dream 1s a privileged experience which
can help us to conceive what a consciousness would be which
would have lost its “beng-in-the-world” and which would
be by the same token, deprived of the category of the real.







CONCLUSION






1. Consciousness and Imagination

WE ARE now in a position to raise the metaphysical question
which has been gradually shaping itself by these studies of
phenomenological psychology. We may formulate it as fol-
lows: What are the characteristics that can be attributed to
consciousness from the fact that it is a consciousness capable
of imagining. This question can be taken in the sense of a
critical analysis under the form: what must be the nature of
consciousness in general in order that the construction of an
image should always be possible® And, no doubt, it is under
this form that our minds, accustomed to raising philosophical
questions in the Kantian perspective, will best understand it.
But, as a matter of fact, the problem in 1ts deepest meamng
can only be grasped from a phenomenological point of view.

After the phenomenological reduction we find ourselves in
the presence of the transcendental consciousness which unveils
itself to our reflective descriptions. We can thus fix by con-
cepts the result of our eidetic intuition of the essence “con-
sciousness.” Now, phenomenological descriptions can dis-
cover, for instance, that the very structure of the transcen-
dental consciousness implies that this consciousness is consti-
tutive of a world. But 1t is evident that they will not teach us
that consciousness must be constitutive of such a world,
that is exactly the one where we are, with its earth, its animals,
its men and the story of these men. We are here in the pres-
ence of a primary and irreducible fact which presents itself
as a contingent and irrational specification of the noematic
ésence of the world. And many phenomenologists will call
“metaphysics” the investigation whose aim it is to uncover
this contingent existant in its entirety. This is not exactly

259
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what we would call metaphysics, but this is of little im-
portance here. What will concern us here is this' is the
imaginary function a contingent and metaphystcal specifica-
tion of the essence “consciousness” or should it rather be
described as a2 constitutive structure of that essence? In other
words+ can we conceive of a consciousness which would never
imagine and which would be completely absorbed in its in-
tuitions of the real—in that case the possibility of imagining,
which appears as one quality among others of our conscious-
nesses, would be a contingent cnrichment—or rather, soon as
we posit a consciousness, must it be posited as always being
able to imagine? This question should be able to settle itself
by the simple reflective inspection of the essence “conscious-
ness” and 1t is thus in fact that we would attempt to scttle it,
were we not addressing ourselves to a public as yet but little
accustomed to phenomenological methods. But since the idea
of eidetic intuition is still repugnant to many French readers,
we shall resort to a subterfuge, that is, to a method somewhat
more complex. We shall begin with the question- what must
a consciousness be m order for it to possess the power to
imagine, which we shall try to develop by the usual procedures
of critical analysis, that is, by a regressive method. Next we
shall compare the results we obrain with those the Cartesian
intuition gives us of the consciousness realized by the cogito
and we shall see whether the necessary conditions for realizing
an imaginative consciousness are the samze or different from
the conditions of possibility of a consciousness in general.

In truth, the problem stated thus may appear to be com-
pletely new and even trifling to French psychologists. And,
in fact, as long as we are the victims of the illusion of imma-
nence, there is no general problem of imagination. Images are
in fact supplied in these theories by a type of existence strictly
like that of things. They are reborn sensations which may
differ in degree, 1n cohesion, in meaning from primary sensa-
tions but which belong, as do sensations, to intra-mundane
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existsnce. The 1mage is as real as any other existence. The
only question concerning the image 1s the problem of its
relationship to other existences but whatever this relationship
may be the existence of the image remains mtact. This 1s like
saying that whether the portrait of King Charles VI is or is
not a true likeness, whether the king 1s dead or alve or
even whether he ever existed, the portrait is nevertheless some-
thing that exists n the world. There is thercfore no existen-
tial problem of the image.

But if the image 1s looked upon as we have viewed it in
this work, the existential problem of the image can no longer
be sidetracked. In fact, to the existence of an object for con-
scrousness there corresponds noetically a hypothesis or posi-
tion of existence. Now, the hypothesis of the imaginatve
consciousness 1s radically different from the hypothesis of a
consclousness of the real. This means that the type of exist-
ence of the object of the image as long as 1t is imagmed, duiffers
in nature from the type of ewstence of the object grasped
as real. And, surely, if I now form an image of Peter, my
imaginative consciousncss includes a certain position of the
existence of Peter, msofar as he is now at this very moment in
Berlin or London. But while he appears to e as an inage,
this Peter who is in London appears to me absent. This
absence 1n actuality, this essential nothingness of the imagined
object is enough to distinguish it from the objcct of percep-
tion. What then must be the nature of a consciousness in
order that it be able to successively posit real objects and
imagined objects’

We must at once make an important observation, which
the reader could have made himself if he had studied with us
the problem of the relationships between perception and
1magery.! For an object or any element of an object there
1s very much of a difference between being envisioned as noth-
ing and being given-as-absent. In a perception of whatever sort

1 See Part II.
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many empty intentions are directed, from the elements of the
object now given, towaids other aspects and other elements of
the object which no longer reveal themselves to our intuition.
Tor instance, the arabesques of the rug I am viewing are both
1n part given to my intuition. The legs of the armchair which
stands before the window conceal certain curves, certain de-
signs. But I nevertheless seize these hidden arabesques as
existimg now, as hidden but not at all as absent. And I grasp
them not for themselves i trying to present them by means
of an analogue but i the very way mn which I grasp what
has been given me of thewr continuation. I percesve the be-
ginnings and the endings of the hidden arabesques (which
appear to me in front and in back of the leg of the chair)
as contimung under the legs of the chair. It is therefore m
the way in which I grasp the data that I posit that which is
not given as being real. Real by the same right as the data, as
that which gives 1t its meaning and its very nature. Likewise
the successive tones of a melody are grasped by appropriate
retentions as that which makes of the tone now heard exactly
what it is. In this sense, to perceive this or that real datum
15 to perceive it on the foundation of total reality as a whole.
This reality does not make the object of any special act of
my attention but it is co-present as an essential condition of
the cxistence of the reality actually perceived. Here we see
that the imaginative act is the reverse of the act of reality.
If I want to imagine the hidden arabesques, I direct my atten-
tion upon them and I isolate them, just as I isolate on a founda-
tion of an undifferentiated universe the thing I now see. I cease
to grasp them in a vacuum as constituting the sense of the per-
ceived reality, I present them to myself, in themselves, but pre-
cisely as I cease to envision them from the beginning of a pres-
ent, in order to grasp them by themselves, I grasp them zs
absent, they appear to me as empty data. Of course they really
exist yonder under the chair and it is yonder that I envision
them but precisely as I envision them where they are not given
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to me I grasp them as a nothing for me. Thus the imaginative
act is at once constituting, isolating and annbilating.

It is this which turns the problem of memory and that of
anticipation into two problems which are radically diffcrent
from the problem of imagination. No doubt but that recollec-
tion is in many respects very close to the image and at times
we were able to draw our examples from memory to clarify
the nature of the image. There is nevertheless an essential
difference between the theme of recollection and that of the
image. If I recall an incident of my past life I do not imagine
it, I recall it. That is, I do not posit it as given-in-its-absence,
but as given-mow-as-in-the-past. The handshake of Pcter of
last evening in leaving me did not turn into an unreality as it
became a thing of the past: it simply went into retiiement; it is
always real but past. It exists past, which is one mode of real
existence among others. And when I want to apprehend it
anew I envision it where it is, I direct my consciousness towards
that past object which is yesterday and at the heart of that
object, I recover the event I am looking for, the handshake
of Peter. In a word, just as when I want to see actually the
hidden arabesques under the chair I have to look for them
where they are, that is, remove the chair; so when I recall thus
or that memory I do not call it forth but I betake myself
where it is, I direct my consciousness to the past where it
awaits me as a real event in retrement. But if I imagine Peter as
he might be at that moment in Berlin—or sumply Pcter as he
exists at that moment (and not as he was yesterday on leaving
me), I grasp an object which is not at all given to me or
which is given to me simply as being beyond reach. There T
grasp nothing, that is, I posit nothingness. In this sense the
1rpaginative consciousness of Peter in Berlin (what is he do-
ing at this moment? I imagine he is walking in the Kur-
furstendamm, etc.), is very much closer to that of the centaur
(whose complete inexistence I proclaim), than the recollection
of Peter as he was the day he left. What is common between
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Peter as an image and the Centaur as an image is that ‘they
are two aspects of Nothingness. And this it is that also
distinguishes the living future from the imagined future.
There arc in fact two sorts of Futures: the one is but the
temporal ground on which my present perception develops,
the other 1s posited for iself but as that which is not yet.
When I play tennis I see my opponent hit the ball with his
racket and I run to the net. Here there is real anticipation
since I foresee the course of the ball. But this anticipation
does not posit for itself the passage of the ball to this or that
point. In reality the future 1s here but the real development
of a form induced by the gesture of my opponent and the
real gesture of this opponent communicates 1ts reality to the
whole form. In other words, the real form with its zones of
real-past and real-future is effected entirely as a result of his
gesture. As for my prevision also being reality, 1 continue to
carry out the form by foresecing it, because my prevision is
a real gesture within the form. Thus, step by step, there is
always a real future which occurs simply as the real past, the
sense of an actual form in development, or, in other words,
as the meaning of the universe. And, in this sense, it is like
presenting the unperceived real aspects of objects as a present
which is real and envisioned in a vacuum, or as a real future.
The arabesques hidden by the chair are also the real comple-
ment of the gesture by which I remove the chair as the present
and latent existence hidden by the chair. All real existence oc-
curs with present, past and future structures, therefore past and
future as essential structures of the real, are also real, that is,
correlatives of a realizing theme. But if, on the contrary, while
lying on my bed I anticipate what might happen when my
friend Peter returns from Berlin, I detach the future from the
present whose meaning it constitutes. I posit it for itself and I
present it to myself. But I give it to myself exactly while it
is not yet, that is as absent, or if one prefer, as nothing. Thus,
I can live the same future in reality as a ground of the present
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(as, for instance, I look for Peter at the station and all my acts
have for their real meaning the arrival of Peter at 7:35 p.M),
or on the contrary isolate it and posit it for itself but by cutting
it off from all reality and by annihilating it, by presenting it as
nothingness

We now can see what the essential requisite 1s 1 order
that a consciousness may be able to imagine; 1t must have
the possibility of positing an hypothesis of unrcahty. But we
must clarify this requisite. It does not mean that consciousness
must cease being consciousness of something It is of the very
nature of consciousness to be intentional and a consciousness
that would cease to be consciousness of something would fer
that very reason cease to exist. But consciousness should be
able to form and posit objccts possessing a certan trait of
nothingness in relation to the whole of reality. In fact, we
recall that the imagmary object can be posited as non-existent
or as absent or as existing elsewhere or not posited as existing.
We note that the common property of these four theses is that
they include the entire category of negation, though at dif-
ferent degrees. Thus the negative act 1s constitutive of the
image We have already mentioned, mn fact, that the theme
1s not added to the image but that 1t 1s 1ts most intimate struc-
ture. But 1n relation to what 1s the negation cariied out® To
answer this question we need but consider for a moment what
happens when I grasp the portrait of Charles VI as a7 image
of Charles VIII. At one stroke I stop to consider the picture
as forming a part of a real world. It 1s no longer possible that
the perceived object on the picture can be changed by the’
changes of the milieu surrounding 1t. The picture wself, as a
real thing, can be more or less brightened, 1ts colors can peel
off, it can burn. Thrs 1s because 1t possesses— due to lack of a
“bemng-n-the-world” which 1s restricted to consciousness—a
“being-in-the-midst-of-the-world.” Its objective nature de-
pends upon reality grasped as a spatio-temporal whole. But.
if, on the contrary, I giasp Charles VIII as an image on the
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picture, the object apprehended can no longer be subjected
for instance to changes in brightness. It 1s not true that I can
more or less brighten the cheek of Charles VIII.

The brightening of that cheek has been, 1n fact, once and
for all, established in the unreal by the painter. It is the unreal
sun—or the unreal candle placed by the painter at this or that
distance from the face being painted—which determines the
degree of the brightness of the cheek. All that a rcal projector
can do is to brighten the part of the real picture that corre-
sponds to the cheek of Charles VIII. Likewise, if the picture
burns—it 1s not Charles VIII as an image who is burning but
only the material object which serves as analogue for the
manifestation of the imagined object. Thus the unreal object
appears at one stroke to be beyond the reach of reality. We
therefore see that i order to produce the object “Charles
VIII” as an image consciousness must be able to deny the real-
ity of the picture and that it could deny that reality only by
retreating from reality grasped m its totality. To posit an
image is to construct an object on the fringe of the whole
of reality, which means therefore to hold the real at a dis-
tance, to free oneself from 1t, in a word, to deny 1t. Or, in
other words, to deny that an object belongs to the real is to
deny the real in positing the object; the two negations are
complementary, the former being the condition for the latter.
We know, besides, that the totality of the real, so long as it is
grasped by consciousness as a synthetic szzuation for that con-
sciousness, 1s the world. There 1s then a two-fold requisite if
consciousness 1s to imagime: 1t must be able to posit the world
in 1ts synthetic totality, and, 1t mast be able to posit the
magined object as being out of reach of this synthetic totality,
that 1s, posit the world as a nothingness 1n relation to the image.
From this 1t follows clearly that all creation of the imaginary
would be completely impossible to 2 consciousness whose
nature it would be precisely to be “in-the-midst-of-the-world.”
If we assume a consciousness placed m the very bosom of the
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world as one existence among others, we must conceive it
hypothetically as completely subjected to the action of a
variety of realities—without its being able to avoid the detail
of these realities by an intuition which would embiace their
totality. This consciousness could therefore contain only real
modifications aroused by real actions and all imagination would
be prohibited to it, exactly in the degree to which it would be
engulfed in the real. This conception of an imagination en-
mired in the world is not unknown to us since 1t 1s precisely
that of psychological determinism. We can affirm fearlessly
that if consciousness is a succession of detcrmuned psychical
facts it is entirely impossible for it ever to producc anything
but the real. For a consciousness to be able to imagine 1t must be
able to escapc from the world by its very nature, it must be
able by its own efforts to withdraw from the world. In a word
it must be free. Thus the thesis of unrcality has yiclded us
the possibility of negation as its condition. Now, the latter is
possible only by the “negation” of the world as a whole, and
this negation has revealed itself to us as bcing the reverse of
the very freedom of consciousness. But at this point several
comments force themselves to the fore first of all we must
bear in mind chat the act of positing the world as a synthetic
totality and the act of “taking perspective” from the world are
both one and the same. If we may use a comparison, it 1s pre-
cisely by placing oneself at a convenient distance from the pic-
ture that the impressionist painter disengages the whole “forest”
or the “white water lilies” from the multitude of small strokes
he has placed on the canvas. But, reciprocally, the possibility of
constructing a whole is given as the primary structure of the
act of taking perspective. It is therefore enough to be able
'to posit reality as a synthetic whole in order to posit onself
as free from it and this going-beyond is freedom itself since it
could not happen if conscxousness were Dot free. Thus to
posit the world as a world or to “negate” 1t is one and the
same thing. In this sense Heidegger can say that nothingncss
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is the constitutive structure of the existant To be able to
imagine, it is enough that consciousness be able to surpass the
real in constituting it as a world, since the negating of the real
is alw ays implied by 1ts constitution 1n the world But this sur-
passing cannot be brought about by any means whatever, and
the freedom of consciousness must not be confused with the
arbitrary. For an image 1s not purely and simply the world-
negated, it 1s always the world negated fiom a certain pomt
of view, namely, the one that permits the positing of the absence
or the non-existence of the object presented “as an image.”
The arbitrary position of the real as a world will not of itself
cause the appearance of the centaur as an unreal object. For
the centaur to emerge as unreal the world must be grasped
as a world-where-the-centaur-is-not, and this can only hap-
pen if consciousness 1s led by different motivations to grasp
the world as being exactly the sort m which the centaur has
no place. Likewise, 1if my friend Peter is to be given me as
absent I must be led to grasp the world as that soit of a whole
in which Peter cannot actually exist and be present to nre. (He
can actually be present for others—n Berlin, for instance.)
What motivates the appearance of the unreal is not necessarily
nor most often the repr esentative intuition of the world from
some poimnt of view. Consciousness as a fact has many other
ways of surpassing the real m order to make a world of it.
the surpassing can and should happen at first by affectivity
or by action. The appearance of a dead friend as unreal, for
instance, is built on the foundation of affective expectation of
the real as an empty world from this point of view.

We shall give the name of “situations” to the different
immediate ways of apprchending the real as a world. We can
therefore say that the essential prerequisite that enables con-
sciousness to imagine is that it be “situated in the world” or
more briefly, that it “be-in-the-world.” It is the situation-in-
the-world, grasped as a concrete and individual reality of
consciousness, which 1s the motivation for the construction
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of any unreal object whatever and the nature of that unreal
object is circumscribed by this motivation. Thus the situation
of consciousness does not need to appear as a pure and abstract
condition of possibility for all imagination but as the concrete
and exact motivation for the appearance of a certain particular
1magination.

From this point of view we finally grasp the relation be-
tween the unreal and the real. At first, even if an image is not
produced at this moment, every apprehension of the real as a
world tends of its own accord to end up with the production
of unreal objects because 1t 1s always, in one sense, a free
negation of the world and that always from a particular point
of view. Thus, if consciousness is frec, the noematic correlative
of its freedom should be the world which carries in itself
its possibility of negation, at each moment and from cach point
of view, by means of an image, even while the image must
as yet be constructed by a particular intention of conscious-
ness. But, reciprocally, an 1mage, being a negation of the world
from a particular pomt of view, can never appear excepting
on the foundation of the world and in connection with the
foundation. Naturally the appearance of the image demands
that the particular perceptions should be diluted in the syn-
cretic wholeness world and that this wholeness should with-
draw. But it is exactly the withdrawal of the wholeness which
turns 1t into a foundation, the foundation on which the unreal
form must detach itself. Thus, although as a result of pro-
ducing the unreal, consciousness can appear momentarnly de-
livered from “beng-in-the-world,” it 1s just this “being-in-
the-world” which 1s the necessaiy condition for the imagi-
nation.

"Thus the cntical analysis of the conditions that made all
imagmation possible has led us to the following discoveries:
in order to 1magine, consciousness must be frce from all specific
reality and this freedom must be able to define itself by a
“being-in-the-world” which is at once the consutution and
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the negation of the world; the concrete situation of the con-
sciousness in the world must at each moment serve as the
singular motivation for the’ constitution of the unreal. Thus
the unreal—which is always a two-fold nothingness: nothing-
ness of itself in relation to the world, nothingness of the
world in relation to itself—must always be constituted on the
foundation of the world which it denies, it bemng well under-
stood, moreover, that the world does not present itself only
to a representative intuition and that this synthetic foundation
simply demands to be lived as a situation. If these are the
cond:tions that make imagination possible, do they correspond
to a specification, to an enrichment contingent upon the es-
sence “consciousness” or are they nothing else than the very
essence of that consciousness considered from a particular

oint of view? It seems that the answer lies in the question.
Indeed, what is this free consciousness whose nature is to be the
consciousness of something, but which, for this very reason,
constructs itself before the real and which surpasses it at each
moment because it can exist only by “bemng-in-the-world,”
that is, by living its relation to the real as situation, what is it,
indeed, if not simply consciousness such as it reveals itself to
itself in the cogito?

Is not doubt the very primary condition of the cogito, that
is, at once the constitution of the real as a world and its
negation from this same point of view and does not reflective
grasp of the doubt as doubt coincide with the apodictic intui-
tion of freedom?

We may therefore conclude that imagination is not an
empirical and superadded power of consciousness, it is the
whole of consciousness as it realizes its freedom, every con-
crete and real situation of consciousness in the world is big
with imagination in as much as it always presents itself as a
withdrawing from the rcal. It does not follow that all per-
ception of the real must reverse itself in 1magination, but as
consciousness is always “in a situation” because it is always free,
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it always and at each moment has the concrete possibility of
producing the unreal. These are the various motivations which
decide at each moment whether consciousness will only be
realized or whether it will imagine. The unreal is produced
outside of the world by a consciousness which stays in the
world and it 1s because he is transcendentally free that man
can imagine.

But, 1n its turn, the imagination, which has become a psycho-
logical and empirical function, is the necessary condition for
the freedom of empirical man in the midst of the world. For,
if the negating function belonging to consciousness—which
Heidegger calls surpassing—is what makes the act of imagi-
nation possible, it must be added on the other hand that this
function can manifest itself only in an imaginative act. There
can be no intuition of nothingness just because nothingness is
nothing and because all consciousness intuitive or not is con-
sciousness of something. Nothingness can present itself only as
an infra-structure of something. The expericnce of nothingness
is not, strictly speaking, an indirect one, it is an experience
which is in principle given “with” and “in.” The analyses of
Bergson are pertiment in this connection: any attempt to di-
rectly concewve death or the nothingness of existence is by
nature bound to fail.

The ghding of the world into the bosom of nothingness and
the emergence of human reality in this very nothingness can
happen only through the position of something which is noth-
ingness in relation to the world and in relation to which the
world is nothing. By this we evidently define the structure
of the imagination. It is the appearance of the imaginary be-
fore consciousness which permuts the grasping of the process
of turning the world into nothingness as its essential condition
and as its primary structure. If it were possible to conceive
for a moment a consciousness which does not imagme it would
have to be conceived as completely engulfed in the existant
and without the possibility of grasping anything but the ex-



272 THE PSYCHOLOGY OF IMAGINATION

istant. But it is exactly that which cannot be nor could be:
all existence soon as it 1s posited is surpassed by itself. But
it must retreat towards sometbmg. The 1maginary is in every
case the “something” concrete toward which the existant is
surpassed. When the imaginary is not posited as a fact, the
surpassing and the nullifying of the existant are swallowed
up 1n the existant, the surpassing and the freedom are zhere but
are not revealed; the person 1s crushed in the world, run
through by the real, he 1s closest to the thing. However, soon
as he apprehends in one way or another (most of the time with-
out representation) the whole as a situation, he retreats from it
towards that in relation to which he 1s 4 lack, an empty space,
etc. In a word, the concrete motivation of the imagmative con-
sciousness iself presupposes the imaginative structure of con-
sciousness, the realizing consciousness always includes a re-
treat towards a particular imaginative consciousness which is
like the reverse of the situation and in relation to which the
situation is defined. For instance, if I desire to see my friend
Peter who is not here now the situation defines itself as a
“being in the world” such as Peter is not now given, and Peter
1s this because the whole of the real is surpassed in order to
make a world. But 1t is not at all the real Peter who, on the
contrary, if he were given as present or as envisioned on the
basis of the real by empty and presentifying intentions (for
mnstance, if I heard his steps outside the door), would be a part
of the situation- this Peter in relation to whom the situation
becomes defined is exactly the absent Peter.

The imaginary thus represents at each moment the implicit
meaning of the real. The imaginative act 1tself consists in posit-
ing the imaginary for itself, that 1s, in making that meaning
explicit—as when Peter as an image rises suddenly before me—
but this specific position of the imaginary will be accompanied
by a collapsing of the world which is then no more than the
negated foundation of the unreal. And if the negation is the un-
conditioned principle of all imagination, it itself can never be
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redlized excepting in and by an act of imagination. That whick-
is denied must be imagined. In fact, the object of a negation
cannot be real because that would be affirming what is being
denied—but neither can it be a complete nothing, since it is
something that is being denied. So the object of a negation
must be posited as imaginary. And this is true for the logical
forms of negation (doubt, restriction, etc.) as it 1s for its active
and affective forms (defense, consciousness of impotence, of
deprivation, etc.).

Now we are at the point of understanding the meaning and
the value of the imaginary. The imaginary appcars “on the
foundation of the world,” but reciprocaily all apprehension
of the real as world implies a2 hidden surpassing towards the
imaginary. All imagmauve consciousness uses the world as the
negated foundation of the imagmary and reciprocally all con-
sciousness of the world calls and motwvates an imagmative
consciousness as grasped from the particular meaning of the
situation. The apprehension of nothingness could not occur
by an immedate unveiling, 1t develops n and by the frec
succession of acts of consciousness, the nothingness is the
material of the surpassing of the world towards the imagi-
nary. It 1s as such that 1t is lwed, without ever being posited
for itself. There could be no developmg conscxousness with-
Jout an imaginative consciousness, and vice versa, So 1magina-
uion, far from appearing as an actual characteristic of con-
sciousness turns out to be an cssential and transcendental con-
dition of consciousness,/It 1s as absurd to conceive of a con-
sciousness which would not imagine as it would be to concave
of a consciousness which could not realize the cogito.

2. The Work of Art

It is not our intention to deal here with the problem of the
work of art in its entirety. Closely related as this problem is
to the question of the Imaginary, its treatment calls for a
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special work in itself. But it is time we drew some conclusions
from the long investigations in which we used as an example
a statue or the portrait of Charles VIII or a novel. The follow-
ing comments will be concerned essentially with the existential
type of the work of art. And we can at once formulate the law
that the work of art is an unreality.

This appeared to us clearly from the moment we took for
our example, in an entirely different connection, the portrait of
Charles VIII. We understood at the very outset that this
Charles VIII was an object. But this, obviously, is not the
same object as is the painting, the canvas, which are the real
objects of the painting. As long as we observe the canvas and
the frame for themselves the esthetic object “Charles VIII”
will not appear. It is not that 1t is hidden by the picture, but
because it cannot present itself to a realizing consciousness.
It will appear at the moment when consciousness, undergoing
a radical change in which the world is negated, will itself
become imaginative. The situation here is like that of the
cubes which can be seen at will to be five or six in number.
It will not do to say that when they are seen as five it is
because at that time the aspect of the drawing in which they
are six is concealed. The intentional act that apprehends them
as five 1s sufficient unto itself, it 1s complete and exclusive
of the act which grasps them as six. And so it is with the
apprehension of Charles VIII as an image which is depicted
on the picture. This Charles VIII on the canvas is necessarily
the correlative of the mtentional act of an imaginative con-
sciousness. And since this Charles VIII, who is an unreality
so long he is grasped on the canvas, is precisely the object
of our esthetic appreciations (it is he who “moves” us, who
is “painted with intelligence, power, and grace,” etc.), we are
led to recognize that, in a picture, the esthetic object is some-
thing wnreal. This is of great enough importance once we
remind ourselves of the way in which we ordinarily confuse
the real and the imaginary in a work of art. We often hear
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it said, in fact, that the artist first has an idea in the form of
an image which he then realizes on canvas. This mistaken
notion arises from the fact that the painter can, in fact, begin
with 2 mental image which is, as such, incommunicable, and
from the fact that at the end of his labors he presents the
public with an object which anyone can obscrve. This leads
us to believe that there occurred a transiton from the imagi-
nary to the real. But this is in no way true. That which 1s
real, we must not fail to note, are the results of the brush
strokes, the stickiness of the canvas, its grain, the polish spread
over the colors. But all this does not constitute the object of
esthetic apprecianon. What is “beautiful” is something which
cannot be experienced as a perception and which, by 1ts very
nature, is out of the world. We have just shown that it cannot
be brightened, for instance, by projecting a hght beam on the
canvas: it is the canvas that is brightened and not the painting.
The fact of the matter is that the painter did not realize his
mental 1mage at all: he has simply constructed a matcrial ana-
logue of such a kind that everyone can grasp the image pro-
vided he looks at the analogue. But the image thus provided
with an external analogue remains an image. There is no realiza-
tion of the imaginary, nor can we speak of its objectification.
Each stroke of the brush was not made for itself nor even for
the constructing of a coherent real whole (in the sense in which
it can be said that a certain lever 1n a machine was conceived in
the interest of the whole and not for itself). It was given
together with an unreal synthetic whole and the aim of the
artist was to construct a whole of real colors which enable
this unreal to manifest itself. The panting should then be con-
ceived as a material thing visited from time to time (every time
that the spectator assumes the imaginative attitude) by an
unreal which 1s precisely the painted object. What deceives
us here 1s the real and sensuous pleasure which certan real
colors on the canvas give us. Some reds of Matisse, for m-
stance, produce a sensuous enjoyment in those who see them.
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But we must understand that this sensuous enjoyment, if
thought of in isolation—for instance, if aroused by a color in
nature—has nothing of the esthetic. It 1s purely and simply a
pleasure of sense. But when the red of the pamting is grasped,
1t is grasped, in spite of everything, as a part of an unreal
whole and it 1s 1n this whole that it is beauuful. For mstance
it 1s the red of a rug by a table. There is, in fact, no such
thing as pure color. Even if the artist is concerned solely with
the sensory relationships between forms and colors, he chooses
for that very reason a rug in order to increase the sensory
value of the red:- tactile elements, for instance, must be in-
tended through the red, it is a fleecy red, because the rug is
of a fleecy material. Without this “fleeciness” of the color
something would be lost. And surely the rug is painted there
for the red 1t justifies and not the red for the rug. If Matisse
chose a rug rather than a sheet of dry and glossy paper it is
because of the voluptuous mixturc of the color, the density
and the tactule quality of the wool. Consequently the red can
be truly enjoyed only in grasping 1t as the red of the rug, and
therefore unreal. And he would have lost his strongest con-
trast with the green of the wall if the green were not rigid
and cold, because it 1s the green of a wall tapestry. It is
therefore in the unrcal that the relationship of colors and
forms takes on its real meaning. And even when drawn
objects have their usual meaning reduced to a minimum, as
n the panting of the cubists, the painting is at least not flat.
The forms we see are certainly not the forms of 2 rug, a table,
nor anything else we see in the world. They nevertheless do
have a density, a material, a depth, they bear a relationship
of perspective towards each other. They are things. And it is
precisely in the measure in which they are things that they
are unreal. Cubism has introduced the fashion of claiming
that a painting should not represent or imutate reality but
skould constitute an object in itself. As an aesthetic doctrine
such a program is perfectly defensible and we owe many
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masterpieces to it. But 1t needs to be understood. To maintan
that the painting, although altogether devoid of meaning,
nevertheless is a real object, would be a grave mistake. It is
certainly not an object of nature The real object no longer
functions as an analogue of a bouquet of flowers or a glade But
when I “contcmplate” it, I nevertheless am not 1n a realistic
atttude. The painting 1s sull an analogue Only what mani-
fests 1tself through it 1s an unreal collection of new things,
of objects I have never secn or ever will see, but which are
not less unreal because of it, objects which do not exist i the
painting, nor anywhere in the world, but which manifest
themselves by means of the canvas, and which have gotten
hold of it by some sort of possession. And it is the configura-
tion of these unreal objects that I designate as beautiful The
esthetic enjoyment is real but it is not grasped for itsclf, as
if produced by a real color: it is but a manner of apprehend-
ing the unreal object and, far from being directed on the real
panting, it serves to constitute the imaginary object through
the real canvas. This is the source of the celebrated disin-
terestedness of esthetic experience. This is why Kant was able
to say that it does not matter whether the object of beauty,
when experienced as beautiful, is or is not objectively real,
why Schopenhauer was able to speak of a sort of suspension
of the Will This docs not come from some mysterious way
of apprehending the real, which we arc able to use occasion-
ally. What happens is that the esthetic object is constituted
and apprehended by an imagnative consciousness which posits
it as unreal. >

What we have just shown regarding painting is readily
applied to the art of fiction, poetry and drama, as well. It is
»self-evident that the novelist, the poet and the dramatist con-
struct an unreal object by means of verbal analogues; 1t is also
self-evident that the actor who plays Hamlet makes use of
himself, of his whole body, as an analogue of the imaginary
person. Even the famous dispute about the paradox of the
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comedian is enlightened by the view here presented. It is well
known that certain amateurs proclaim that the actor does not
believe in the character he portrays. Others, leaning on many
witnesses, claim that the actor becomes identified in some way
with the character he is enacting. To us these two views are
not exclusive of each other; if by “belief” is meant actually
real it is obvious that the actor does not actually consider
himself to be Hamlet. But this does not mean that he does not
“mobilize” all his powers to make Hamlet real He uses all
his feelings, all his strength, all his gestures as analogues of the
feelings and conduct of Hamlet. But by this very fact he takes
the reality away from them. He lives completely in an unreal
way. And it matters little that he is actually weeping in enact-
ing the role. These tears, whose origin we explained above
(See Part III, Chapter IT) he himself experiences—and so does
the audience—as the tears of Hamlet, that is as the analogue
of unreal tears. The transformation that occurs here is like
that we discussed in the dream: the actor is completely caught
up, inspired, by the unreal. It is not the character who becomes
real in the actor, it is the actor who becomes unreal in his
character.!

But are there not some arts whose objects seem to escape
unreahity by their very nature? A melody, for instance, refers
to nothing but itself. Is a cathedral anything more than a mass
of real stone which dominates the surrounding house tops® But
let us look at this matter more closely. I listen to a symphony
orchestra, for instance, playing the Beethoven Seventh Sym-
phony. Let us disregard exceptional cases—which are be-
sides on the margin of acsthetic contemplation—as when I
go mainly “to hear Toscanini” interpret Beethoven in his own
way. As a general rule what draws me to the concert is the
desire “to hear the Seventh Symphony.” Of course I have some

*It 15 in this sense that a beginner 1n the theatre can say that stage-fright
cserved her to represent the umidity of Opheha, If it did so, it 15 because
she suddenly turned 1t into an unreality, that 1s, that she ceased to apprehend
it for xself and that she grasped 1t as analogue for the nmudity of Opheba.
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objedtion to hearing an amateur orchestra, and prefer this or
that well-known musical organization. But this is due to my
desire to hear the symphony “played perfectly,” because the
symphony will then be perfectly itself. The shortcomings of
a poor orchestra which plays “too fast” or “too slow,” “in the
wrong tempo,” etc., seem to me to rob, to “betray” the work
it is playing At most the orchestra effaces itself before the
work 1t performs, and, provided I have reasons to trust the
performers and their conductor, I am confronted by the sym-
phony itself. This everyone will grant me. But now, what is
the Seventh Symphony 1tself? Obviously it is a thing, that 1s
something which 1s before me, which endures, which lasts.
Naturally there 1s no need to show that that thing 1s a syn-
thetic whole, which does not consist of tones but of a thematic
configuration. But is that “thing” real or unreal® Let us first
bear n mind that I am hstening to the Seventh Symphony. For
me that “Seventh Symphony” does not exist in time, I do not
grasp it as a dated event, as an artistic manifestation which is
unrolling 1tself in the Chételet auditorium on the 17th of No-
vember, 1938. If I hear Furtwaengler tomorrow or eight days
later conduct another orchestra performing the same sym-
phony, I am in the presence of the same symphony once more.
Only 1t 1s being played cither better or worse. Let us now see
bow 1 hear the symphony. some persons shut their eyes. In
this case they detach themselves from the wisual and dated
event of this particular interpretation they give themselves
up to the pure sounds. Others watch the orchestra or the back
of the conductor. But they do not see what they are looking
at. This is what Revault d’Allonnes calls reflection with aux-
ihary fascination. The auditorium, the conductor and even the
orchestra have disappeared. I am therefore confronted by the
Seventh Symphony, but on the express condition of under-
standing #nothing about t, that I do not think of the event as
an actuality and dated, and on condition that I listen to the,
succession of themes as an absolute succession and not as a
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real succession which 1s unfolding 1itself, for mstance, on the
occasion when Peter paid a visit to this or that friend. In the
degree to which I hear the symphony 1t 1s ot bere, between
these walls, at the tip of the violin bows. Nor is it “in the past”
as if 1 thought: this is the work that matured in the mind of
Beethoven on such a date. It is completely beyond the real.
It has its own time, that 1s, 1t possesses an mner tume, which
runs from the first tone of the allegro to the last tone of
the finale, but this time is not a succession of a preceding time
which it continues and which happened “before” the begin-
ning of the allegro, nor 1s it followed by a time which will
come “after” the finale. The Seventh Symphony 1s in no way
in time. It 1s therefore 1n no way real. It occurs by itself, but
as absent, as being out of reach. I cannot act upon 1t, change a
single note of it, or slow down 1ts movement. But 1t depends
on the real for its appearance- that the conductor does not
fant away, that a firc in the hall does not put an end to the
performance. From this we cannot conclude that zhe Seventh
Symphony has come to an end. No, we only think that the
perfornumnce of the symphony has ceased. Does this not show
clearly that the performance of the symphony is its analogue?
It can mamifest 1tself only through analogues which are dated
and which unroll in our ume. But to experience it on these
analogues the 1magnative reduction must be functioning, that
15, the 1eal sounds must be apprehended as analogues. It there-
fore occurs as a perpetual elsewhere, a perpetual absence. We
must not picture 1t (as does Spandrell in Point Counterpomt by
rTuxley—as so many platonisms) as existing 1n another world,
in an mtelligible heaven. It 1s not only outside of time and
space—as are essences, for instance—it 1s outside of the real,
outside of existence. I do not hear 1t actually, I listen to it in
the imaginary. Here we find the explanation for the consid-
erable difficulty we always experience n passing from the
. world of the theatre or of music into that of our daily affairs.
There is 1n fact no passing from one world mto the other,
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but ®nly a passing from the imagmatwve attitude to that of
reality. Esthctic contemplation is an induced dream and the
passing into the real is an actual waking up. We often speak
of the “deception” experienced on returning to reality. But
this does not explain that this discomfort also exists, for in-
stance, after having witnessed a realistic and cruel play, in
which case reality should be experienced as comforting. Thus
discomfort is simply that of the dreamer on awakening, an
entranced consciousness, engulfed in the imaginary, is sud-
denly freed by the sudden ending of the play, of the sym-
phony, and comes suddenly in contact with existence Nothing
more 1s needed to arouse the nauseating disgust that character-
izes the consciousness of rcality.

From these few obseivations we can already conclude that
the real is never beautiful. Beauty is a value applicable only
to the imaginary and which means the negation of the world
in its essential structure This 1s why 1t is stupid to confuse the
moral with the esthetic. The values of the Good presume bemng-
in-the-world, they concern action in the real and are subject
from the outset to the basic absurdity of existence. To say
that we “assume” an esthetic attitude to life is to constantly
confuse the real and the imaginary. It docs happen, however,
that we do assume the attitude of esthetic contemplation
towards real events or objects. But in such cases everyone of
us can fecl in himself a sort of recoil 1n relation to the object
contemplated which slips into nothingness so that, from this
moment on, it is no longer perceived; it functions as an ana-
logue of itself, that is, that an unreal image of what it is ap -
pears to us through its actual prescnce. This image can be
purely and simply the object “itself” neutralized, annihilated,
as when I contemplate a beautiful woman or death at a bull
ﬁght 1t can also be the 1mperfect and confused appearance of
what it could be through what it is, as when the painter grasps
the harmony of two colors as being greater, more vivid, through
the real blots he finds on a wall. The object at once appears to
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be in back of itsclf, becomes untouchable, it is beyonds our
reach; and hence arises a sort of sad disinterest in it. It is in
this sense that we may say that great beauty in a woman
kills the desire for her. In fact we cannot at the same time
place ourselves on the plane of the esthetic when this unreal
“herself”” which we admire appears and on the realistic plane of
physical possession. To desire her we must forget she is beau-
tiful, because desire is a plunge into the heart of existence, into
what is most contingent and most absurd. Esthetic contempla-
tion of real objects is of the same structure as paramnesia, in
which the real object functions as analogue of itself in the
past. But in one of the cases there is a negating and in the other
a placing a thing in the past. Paramnesia differs from the
esthetic attitude as memory differs from imagination,
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