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ABSTRACT

THE ATTESTATION OF THE SELF AS A BRIDGE
BETWEEN HERMENEUTICS AND ONTOLOGY
IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF PAUL RICOEUR

Sebastian Kaufmann

Marquette University, 2010

Ricoeur defines attestation as tlesSuranceof being oneself acting and
suffering” or as the “assurance — the credence and the trusiistingin the mode of
selfhood.” In this dissertation | discuss the concept of attestation in Ricpéudsophy
in relation to the main dimensions of the self: Capacities, personal idergityoiy and
otherness. | state that attestation is the key to the three dialecticoefiRs
hermeneutics of the self: The dialectic between reflection and adlysidialectic
betweendemidentity andipseidentity and the dialectic between oneself and other. In
these three dialectics, attestation, as the assurance of being ortesghiradt suffering,
allows the self to appropriate its otherness: The otherness of its captuitietherness
of its identity, the otherness of its body, of other people and of its consciendeeirin ot
words, the self gains the confidence of being a self through the confidenteethat
actions it performs and the words it says are its own actions and words; the cenfidenc
that the narratives it tells express its own identity; the confidence thiaddyds its own
body; the confidence that the esteem of others mediates its own esteem dred that t
values that it embraces are its own values. This analysis is made inttfaufichapters
of this dissertation. In the fifth chapter | explore the relationship betwessiadion and
recognition.

Attestation is not only necessary to understand the self at a hermeneuékal le
but at the same time attestation shows a main ontological trait of the sefielfise
attestation in the sense that the self is the confidence of existing §cardelence that
is gained by appropriating its otherness. Thus, the concept of attestatiomalong
providing an understanding of the self through otherness (hermeneuticaklews us
that to become a self we need to attest to our self by appropriating our otherness
(ontological level). Then, as a conclusion, we can state that attestatiea asra bridge
between hermeneutics and ontology in the philosophy of Paul Ricoeur.
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Introduction

1. Objective of the dissertation

The goal of this dissertation is to analyze the concept of attestation in thetconte
of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the self. Although attestation, according touRit®éhe
key concept linking the essays@meself as Anothethe literature on Ricoeur has not
paid enough attention tolit! will analyze attestation by trying to discover the
hermeneutical and ontological implications of this concept, proposing the thesis that
attestation is the bridge between a hermeneutics and an ontology of the sdkr ltoor
defend my thesis | will analyze the role of attestation as it relatbs four main
dimensions of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the self — capacities, identitypnpem
otherness. The first four chapters of the dissertation will be devoted pydoitiels task
in that very order. So, the first chapter will analyze attestation inaehaith the
phenomenology of the capable being, that is, the phenomenological analysis of the main
human capacities (to speak, to act, to narrate and to be imputable). The second chapter
analyzes attestation in relation with personal identity. The third chaptarsdies
attestation in relation with memory. The fourth chapter explicates thennaftattestation

as it relates to otherness. In the fifth chapter | complement thesenad the first four

! Among the few studies dedicated to this topicfine “Testimony and Attestation” by Jean
Greisch (Greisch 1996); “Ricoeur’s Ethics. Anothersion of Virtue Ethics? Attestation is not a it
by Mark Muldoon (Muldoon 2007); “Agnosticism andtéstation: An Aporia concerning the Other in
Ricoeur’s ‘Oneself as Another™ by Pamela Sue Asdar(Anderson 1994) and “The Concept of
Attestation of Paul Ricoeur” by Josué Pérez (P20£H).



chapters by analyzing the relationship between attestation and remogdrimally, in the
conclusion, | try to show how attestation serves as a bridge between a helcaarelt

an ontology of the self.

In what follows, | will situate the problem of attestation in three main ctstex
The first one concerns the prevalent philosophical views about the self. Ingenid, nee
can say that with the idea of attestation Ricoeur responds to the main clsalletgee
have found in the history of philosophy with respect to the self. The second context is
that of the hermeneutics of testimony that will help us understand why Riceesia
juridical term — attestation — to explain his idea of the self. The third donikye the
hermeneutics of the self. The hermeneutics of the self grafts Ricpéildsophical
response to the traditions of the self and the hermeneutics of testimony oowm his
philosophical project: A hermeneutics of the self in which attestatiorthe abre. In this
sense we could say that the hermeneutics of the self is not just a conteid tnieire

attestation finds its natural space and ground.

2. Attestation in the context of the crisis of the cogito

The idea of attestation must be understood in the context of the two main
traditions that have concerned themselves with the idea of the cogitorsthe tihe
modern tradition initiated by Descartes and followed by Kant and Fichteoatidued in
the 20th century, by Husserl, among others. In this tradition the cogito is evident and
serves as a primary and transparent truth of thought (Ricoeur 1992, 4). To that view is

opposed what Ricoeur calls the “shattered cogito,” which finds its best amprass



Nietzsche (Ricoeur 1992, 11-16). In this second tradition, the self is a meikusat

most a constructiof.

Although Ricoeur agrees with this criticism directed against thee§lart
tradition, he is not satisfied with the mere dissolution of the cdgi@believes it is
possible to have some certainty about the cogito, not an absolute certainty, baitgycert
nonetheless that Ricoeur calls “attestation.” This certainty isHassthhe unshakable
certainty Descartes wanted but is more than the skepticism of Nie{Bicbeur 1992,
16-23). Thus, attestation is a kind of belief, but not a belief in the sedssaivhen it is
opposed t@pisteme It is a belief that has the form of a credence, a “belief in” andfa trus
Although Ricoeur states that attestation is “placed at an equal distanciaéampology
of the cogito and from its overthrow” (Ricoeur 1992, 4), Greisch reminds us that for
Ricoeur “this equal distance” is not an exact midpoint between two extremes, but it
occupies an epistemic and ontological place beyond these alternatives{G@96, 84-
85).What does it mean to go beyond these alternatives? In my understanding, Ricoeur’

claim that attestation occupies a place beyond the alternatives is metass the idea

2 According to Van Den Hengel, Ricoeur’s concernutibe crisis of the cogito is linked with his
diagnosis of the crisis of the contemporary humginda “His venture into practical philosophy must b
seen in the light of his perception of the curm@rgis of Western civilization. For Ricoeur, a pigbevent
marks our era, which calls for a new thrust in @édiphy. He identifies this event at the level aan
consciousness as the shattering of the Cartesigitd’ (Van Den Hengel 2002, 72). Indeed it is not herd
see how the idea of a shattered cogito constitategjor crisis for humanity. Without a consistetdd of a
self, the problem of the meaning of life and th@eatl dimension is shattered as well.

% The consequences of accepting the dissolutioheoogito are significant, as Van Den Hengel
points out: “If the ego is no longer the radicabor or foundation, what role does the human skl in
relation to the world or, to put it otherwise, Iretascertaining of truth?” (Van Den Hengel 1994)4As
Hall points out, “Ricoeur was unwilling to followa¢ inheritors of Nietzsche’s campaign against the
rational faculty in reducing the self to a mereftwence of external or internal forces” (Hall 20@1,).



that attestation is not just a kind of “soft belief” in the self that would be ray-w
between Cartesian certainty and the Nietzschean overthrow of the self thiListha
belief belonging to a realm different from that of epistemic certainty ahtiet¢schean

skepticism’

This idea of attestation will be crucial to understanding the hermeneutics of the
self that Ricoeur develops ®neself as Anothetn addition, the idea of attestatforan
also be used as a clue to understand several important topics in his late philosophy up to

his death in 2005,

Attestation is mainly attestation of the self (Ricoeur 1992, 22). Through
attestation the self presents itself as a being with the power to say, tbetpals, the
power to have an identity and to be responsible for its actions. Attestation can thus be
defined as “the@ssuranceof being oneself acting and suffering” (Ricoeur 1992, 22). Here
we have the epistemological sense of attestation which helps to ansyeestion:
What kind of knowledge does the self have about itself? The self is thus the beisg tha
certain that it is an agent and a patient. However, attestation also has anicaitolog

import and in that sense it can be defined as the “assurance — the credence asid-the tr

* Another way of expressing the same idea is taisalythe cogito of attestation is a wounded
cogito, but not a crushed cogito, as Greisch affirfBut this wounded cogito is not a cogaushedby
the weight of a relentless suspicion. For the anedevhich characterizes attestation is also thsttr
which copes with suspicion, thus making an ‘attésteof the self’ out of attestation” (Greisch 1986).

® Attestation appears as an important philosoplticatept in Ricoeur’s work for the first time in
Oneself as Anothen 1990.

® In this sens©neself as Anothés linked to three of his late workBhe Jus(2000),Memory,
History, Forgetting(2004a) and’he Course of Recognitiq2005).



of existingin the mode of selfhood” (Ricoeur 1992, 302). In this sense attestation helps
to answer the question: “Who is the self?” The mdifie confidence of existing in the

mode of selfhood.

What do these two senses have in common? In both cases it is a confidence, a
trust, a credence, but in a sense other than that of a scientifioiyerta we can see,
attestation possesses a very peculiar epistemological status. flisestais confidence

can be understood only if we relate attestation to the hermeneuticsrobtesti

3. Attestation in the context of the hermeneutics of testimony

The word attestation has the same root as the word testimony. To attestés to g
a testimony. Ricoeur himself proposes this link by stating that the kind of belief
attestation implies is similar to the belief we have in the “the speeble ok giving
testimony” (Ricoeur 1992, 21). Therefore, in order to understand the concept of
attestation it is important to focus on the idea of testimonytiriiesy, properly speaking,
is given in court during a trial. By extension, we can also speak of the tegtohan
historian who attests to a historical fact on the basis of some evidence. Thebajec
testimony is, in general, to ascertain facts, when they are nonevide witness is
supposed to have a privileged access to the facts, as we can imagine in tiie case
travelers who came back from a distant trip with fresh news about the fllegdsad
visited. Here the traveler has a privileged access to those facts andente hely on his
testimony. However, the attestation of the self is a very partigydardf testimony. It is

not a testimony that is given in a court of law. It is not the report of historicalliga



historian. Rather, it is a very peculiar kind of testimony that can be understood dmdy in t
context of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of testimony. In this regard, Greisch pra@oses
connection between the hermeneutics of the self and the hermeneutitsnings

through the idea of attestation: “[We find] on the handhir@neneutics of testimargnd

on the othethe hermeneutics of the selfhose hidden core is, in my opinion,

attestation” (Greisch 1996, 81). For Greisch it is in attestation that threheutics of

the self and the hermeneutics of testimony come together. The key to thedwgroseof

the self is attestation in the sense that the self becomes a self onhttireagtestation

of its own self. Attestation, in its turn, can be the key of the hermeneutics nfdegti
insofar as the attestation of the self can be well explained in the conRixbelr’s

hermeneutics of testimony.

Ricoeur develops his hermeneutics of testimony in dialogue with Jean Nabert.
The main essay where Ricoeur discusses this hermeneutics is the “henkletics of
Testimony,” a presentation he made at the Castelli symposium on testmf®ome in
1972. In this essay Ricoeur starts by asking what “sort of philosophy makeserpafbl
testimony?” It is, he answers, a philosophy for “which the question of the abiscdute
proper question, a philosophy which seeks to joiexa@erienceof the absolute to the
ideaof the absolute” (Ricoeur 1980, 119). Thus, the problem of testimony is related to a
philosophy of religion where the absolute and its manifestations to a consciousness ar
relevant. Can we, then, apply this philosophy of testimony to the problem of aiteatati
Despite the fact that this philosophy arises in the context of a philosophyganeive

find in this notion of testimony many elements that can be applied to the problem of



testimony in general (especially in what Ricoeur calls a “semanftiestimony”) and to

the problem of attestation in particular.

One of Ricoeur main contributions to the philosophy of testimony is the
amplification of the idea of testimony beyond its legal or historical boundaries.
Testimony, traditionally understood, is the report that somebody gives befouet af
law about what she has seen or is the report given in a narration in order totesiablis
veracity of historical facts. Ricoeur, following Jean Nabert, amplifiestthditional idea

of testimony in several ways:

Testimony should be a philosophical problem and not limited to legal or historical
contexts where it refers to the account of a witness who reports what he has seen.
The term testimony should be applied to words, works, actions, and to lives which
attest to an intention, an inspiration, an idea at the heart of experience and histor
which nonetheless transcend experience and history. (Ricoeur 1980, 119-120)

Here we observe first that, not only can a person give a testimony, but also casage w
some actions or some lives give a testimony. Secondly, the object of a tessmony

only facts, but the witness can attest to ideas, intentions and inspirations. Wiaateye
then, is an amplification of the idea of testimony, beyond facts and into words, works
actions and lives. The content of those testimonies can be an idea, an inspiration or a
intention. To understand fully the paragraph quoted above we would have to delve into
Nabert’s philosophy of religion, but this exceeds the purpose of this introduction.
However, we can take this idea of testimony and see to what kinds of phenomena it can
be applied. Ricoeur explains that the object of attestation is an intention, aatiospr

an idea that is at the heart of experience and history but transcends them. Iniory; opi

Ricoeur refers to phenomena that are crucial to human experience but whosgmea



goes beyond what is lived in a given moment. At the same time, they are phenomena that
need to be attested to, because their existence cannot be empirically priovérthiat

we can apply this idea of testimony to issues such as forgiveness orathiagnef life.
These types of things can be said to be at the core of human experience, bedliheir

can only be attested to. | can never be completely sure if forgiveness happesaser,
some people attest to the existence of forgiveness. Moreover, some woldsr@isée

you”) and actions (like the act of forgiveness) attest to the existence wkivegs. The
same is the case with the idea of the meaning of life. Can | prove thatsliferh@aning?

| cannot prove it. However, the lives of some people attest to the existenceahiagn

in life, as the life of people completely devoted to a cause (I am thiokipgople like
Mother Teresa). It seems that the idea of the self is also a phenomenarkofdhit is

at the heart of human experience but transcends the experience and can tesiduk a

to. The self is the kind of thing whose existence cannot be empirically provesr, &ée

can only attest to its existence. | cannot demonstrate that there is a b, lifat

actions, and words of people attest to the existence of the self. The self isaetbé
experience (indeed, without the idea of a self it would be hard to speak of anreeerie
and history, but at the same time it transcends experience and history in the $e¢hse tha
self can project itself beyond the present experience and time (for exarppienises).

Thus, it makes sense to say that the self can only be attested to.

That the idea of the self fits well in Ricoeur’'s hermeneutics of testiroanye

confirmed when we link the idea of the attestation of the self with what Ricaksithe



semantics of testimony. In what follows | will present some basic trbitee semantics

of testimony and | will link them to the idea of the attestation of the self.

The hermeneutics of testimony is precisely a hermeneutics, that ig, to sa
philosophy of interpretation, as Ricoeur points out: “I would like to try to show that such
a philosophy can only be a hermeneutics, that is, a philosophtegiretation..”

(Ricoeur 1980, 143). Although testimonies are based on facts, those facts must always b
interpreted. Within the problem of the interpretation of testimonies we find wbae i

calls the dialectic between meaning and event:

Testimony demands to be interpreted because of the dialectic of meaning and
event that traverses it... It signifies that interpretation cannot be applied to
testimony from without as a violence which would be done to it. Interpretation,
however, is intended to be the taking up again, in a different discourse, of an
internal dialectic of testimony. (Ricoeur 1980, 144-145)

The events that must be interpreted are not independent of the interpretation that the
witness makes of them. Interpretation cannot be applied to testimony fradeouts
Interpretation belongs to testimony in the sense that interpretation is fast\ary

nature of a testimony. It is not the case that we first have a testemdrjen the

testimony is interpreted. Rather, the event is appropriated with a merengge the

same phenomenon in attestation. In attestation the self attests toittsalhw

interpretation of its actions, narrations, words and other manifestaticiselbthat

cannot be separated from those actions, narrations and words. The latter are &gbropria

by the self under a given interpretation.

This helps us move to the second main trait of testimony: The idea of suspicion. A

testimony can always be challenged and one of its main traitscisglyethe possibility



10

of its being contested. The image of a trial expresses this idea very apbtimony is

given before a judge who decides whether it is credible or not:

This juridical coloration of judgment is important to qualify testimony. The
testimony which constitutes it has as its aim an act which decides in favor of
which condemns or acquits, which confers or recognizes a right, which decides
between two claims. (Ricoeur 1980, 125)

A testimony can be believed or suspected. It is not possible to give a testimabrsy
completely immune to suspicion. The idea of a testimony is associatethvitiea of a
trial in which the testimony will be accepted or rejected. The same holdsefstation.
The attestation that the self gives of itself is always under suspicion ankivega be
accepted or rejected, even by the self itself, although not as Cartesian doudit)dyas
a lack of confidence in its own actions, narrations and words or as a crisis ofidentit
Trust in the witness plays a crucial role in the decision to accept or régstinaony.
Thus, it is not in vain that Ricoeur uses a juridical term to represent the cettiaticee

have about the self.

The third feature of the hermeneutics of testimony that connects it veghedion
is the relationship between testimony and witness. There is a strong assangce
relationship between witness and testimony. In order to believe in a testitheny
witness must be reliable. This is true of any kind of testimony and trial. foltbeing
passage Ricoeur expresses well the relationship between witness amogsteferring
particularly to the case of the devoted disciple of God:

[T]he witness seals his bond to the cause that he defends by a public profession of

his conviction, by the zeal of a propagator, by a personal devotion which can
extend even to the sacrifice of his life. (Ricoeur 1980, 129)
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In the witness’ profession of faith (particularly in the case ofiatigwe find a “total
engagement not only of words but of acts and, in the extreme, in the sacrificeedf a li
(Ricoeur 1980, 131). Here, the idea of witness gains its strongest expression: “...the
witness does not testify about isolated and contingent facts but about the radical, global
meaning of human experience” (Ricoeur 1980, 131). We find the same close relptionshi
between the witness and testimony in the idea of attestation. Atestay definition,
supposes a total and complete engagement of the self. In the belief thatdlamya s

whole existence as a self is at stake.

The last service that a hermeneutics of testimony can render us is to help us
understand the epistemological status of attestation. We have seen thatcnyestn
always be contested. Are testimony and attestation then a lower kind of knowledge, a
kind of dox&? Ricoeur explicitly states that attestation isawtaand thus not at a lower

level with respect to science:

Attestation presents itself first, in fact, as a kind of belief. But it is not & dox
belief, in the sense in whiatoxa(belief) has less standing thapisemeé (science,
or better, knowledge). (Ricoeur 1992, 21)

Then, what is the epistemological status of attestation? The key is #sstadn is not a
theoretical knowledge, but rather a practical knowledge about the self. Therizgef
epistemenddoxa traditionally understood, belong to theoretical knowledge, whereas
the categories of attestation belong to a practical level that is morgy/clelated to
personal commitment than to states of affairs of things. To judge testimdhg

standards we use to judge scientific truths would be to misunderstand the epistaholog
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status of testimony and attestation, which belong to a different epistenm; esal

Ricoeur points out:

In terms of the modality of judgment, the interpretation of testimony is only
probable, but it only appears as such when compared to a scientific ideal which
governs only one of the different requirements of thought, which reigns in only
one of the centers of reflection, namely knowledge of objects. (Ricoeur 1980,
150)

However, it would be a mistake to think that the truth of testimony (and consequently of
attestation) is not subject to criticism. Testimony and attestation mustibzed and

analyzed, but not with the criteria that we use to measure empirical truths.

4. Attestation in the context of the hermeneutics of the self

The last context in which | want to place attestation is the context ofuRigoe
hermeneutics of the self. In a way we can say that Ricoeur’s wholetpsogec
“hermeneutics of the self” in the sense that his philosophy is a hermeneutidatioef
make sense of human existence. However, the philosophical scope of what Riceeur call
a hermeneutics of the self is more specific. Indeed in Ricoeur we find maky that
touch on an enormous diversity of topics that in a way are related to the self but that are
not specifically about the self (as his work on narrative, metaphor, legalofeseiar).
Ricoeur proposes a specific hermeneutics of the s€lhaself as Anothewhere he
develops the idea of attestation more thoroughly. The main questions of the herraeneutic

of the self are “who is speaking?,” “who is acting?,” “who is telling his or toey®’ and
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“who is the moral subject of imputation?” (Ricoeur 1992, T689pwever, the general
guestion — and the most important one — is “who is the self?” Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of
the self is developed through three main kinds of dialectics, the dialecti¢eatioaf and

analysis, the dialectic @pseidemand the dialectic of sameness and otherhess.

In what follows | will present briefly the three main dialectics Riabeur
develops in his hermeneutics of the self and | will explain summarily hdwabapter of
this dissertation concerns these dialectics and what the role of atteistati@ach
dialectic. Although the chapters are not completely structured around thestickal
each chapter (particularly the first four) is an effort to unveil theabégtestation in the
dialectics of the self. My hope is that by the end of the dissertation bhe&adime clear to
the reader what Ricoeur means when he stat@sé@self as Anothehat attestation is the
password for his hermeneutics of the self. In addition to this, | will show hestation
can serve as a bridge to an ontology of the self. | will now proceed to preslent ea

dialectic.

" Ricoeur's hermeneutics of the self is closely ¢idkwith the problem of practical philosophy, as
Van Den Hengel points out: “...the concern of a pcattphilosophy has become the question of selfhood
in all its obviousness, as in the question ‘Wholahor in all its opaqueness, as in the questiomais
the ‘I'?’ or ‘What is the self?™” (Van Den Henge924, 458-459). We could say that the hermeneafics
the self is contained in practical philosophy, wdagain topics are the human self and human action.

8 The fact that Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the setféveloped through three main dialectics is a
direct consequence of the fact that hermeneutiaptslosophy of detours, as Van den Hengel paints
“Hermeneutics is a philosophy of detours, seemiegigless detours, unraveling the question ‘whaf th
is, ‘Who is the self?” (Van den Hengel 2002, 73).
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a) The dialectic of reflection and analysis

Ricoeur states that the first philosophical intentio®néself as Anothéwas to
indicate the primacy of reflective meditation over the immediate posititigecfubject,
as this is expressed in the first person singular: ‘I think,” ‘l am™ (Rico®8211). This
first dialectic is the immediate consequence of Ricoeur’s idea of th&swrle the self is
not self-transparent, we cannot pretend to have an immediate access to Tireegakiin
analytical tools are provided by analytic philosophy, mainly the philosophyiohand
language developed in the Anglo-Saxon world. Through analysis we can have eat indir
access to the self. For Ricoeur, tihecburse to analysis... is the price to pay for a
hermeneutics characterized by the indirect manner of positing thiéRelbeur 1992, 17,
Ricoeur’'s emphasis). Hermeneutics is a philosophy of detours. There is nolfia spe
reason to choose analytic philosophy. Ricoeur chooses it simply because he considers
that it is the richest in promise and result (Ricoeur 1992'°IMis detour of analysis
can be explained as the detour throughathatof experience in order to access wig

of the self. Analysis in general and analytic philosophy in particular, altote take the

° van den Hengel summarizes this dialectic in thiefdng way: “According to Ricoeur, the self
is mediated by a dialectic of explanation and usi@@ding. The self is only mediately available. eehe
insists that access to the self demands the effavbrking through the analytical explanationstuod self...
Ricoeur’s explanation of the self is derived fromdiDary Language Philosophy, pragmatics, and
narratology. There is no understanding of thew#lout using explanatory procedures” (Van den Hgng
1994, 466).

% The tools of analysis are applied mainly to huraeiions. Here Van den Hengel emphasizes
some of the dimensions of Ricoeur’s philosophyadtioa: “The theory of human action, underpinning
practical philosophy as part of its analytical des; is constituted out of fragments from the asialpf
action in the philosophy of language, the philogophaction, narrative theory, and ethical, moaaig
political determinations of action” (Van den HengéD2, 73).
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detour of thevhatof the action in order to have access towhe of the agent. The self
cannot be immediately posited. We have to take the detour of the objectifications of the

self!! The detour chosen i@neself As Anothés the detour of analysis.

This dialectic appears mainly in Ricoeur’s analysis of the capaoitibe self.
The indirect approach to the self is seen in the analysis of the diffepaitezs of the
self. The analysis of the capacities of the self will be presented ihnrdeefirst chapters
of this dissertation. In the first chapter, | will analyze the capacity takspe act, to
narrate and to be imputable. In the second chapter (within the topic of persatig})idie
will analyze the capacity to make promises. In the third chapter, Ivelyze the
capacity to remember. These analyses will make explicit the diatettieen analysis

and reflection. The analysis of these capacities will help us reflect omtéaning.

The purpose of this analysis of the capacities of the self is to discover the role of
attestation in them. We will find that without the idea of attestation, ryarie belief
that | am myself acting and suffering, the capacities of the self wenrdin external to
the self. Through attestation we make it possible to connect fruitfullsetheo its
capacities. Attestation as a belief in being a self, allows the self to ajpedfs own
capacities, to claim and reclaim them in the form, for example, offfieispeaking,
acting, narrating.” Thus, at the level of this first dialectic of anslgsd reflection,

attestation allows the self &ppropriateits own capacities. In this way, attestation

|t is important to note that it is only a “detour’the sense that at some point we need to
“return” to the self by an act of appropriation,\éen Den Hengel states: “The human self is appabgdi
by way of an analysis of the “What?” and the “Why?action” (Van Den Hengel 1994, 466).
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completes the dialectic of analysis and reflectfowhile the use of analytical tools helps
us analyze the capacities, attestation works as the reflective mahmamtve try to make

full sense of what it means to be capable. Attestation helps us realize thatfmabke is
mainly to believe, to trust in our own capacities. Without attestation, thetdialec
between analysis and reflection would not be complete in the sense that we would lack

the link connecting the self to its capacities.

b) The dialectic ofpsdidem

The second dialectic of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the self is the didbettveen
ipse/idemRicoeur 1992, 2)pseandidemare two forms of identity. Each identity
corresponds to a different model of permanence in time. The identity chizexttey
idemis what we in general assign to things and it is based on the permanence of som
qualities or in the uninterrupted continuity over time, among other criteria. Human
identity is more aptly depicted by what Ricoeur cgdteidentity. Ipseidentity is based
on the capacity of the self to affirm its identity despite changes, asvidisnced, for
example, in promises, where the self affirms that it will be the samal(‘bevhere”)

despite any change in its character.

What is interesting to note here is tiggeidentity is built into a dialectical

relationship withidemidentity. This means that the affirmation of our identity over time

121t is important to note that when we speak ofdtsectic between reflection and analysis we are
not stating that the self needs to analyze andfteat on their capacities. The dialectic of refilec and
analysis is a requirement of the hermeneuticalyaigbf the self. We need analysis because théssedft
self-transparent and we need reflection to makeséuise of the meaning of the self.
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needs to find “support” in some permanence of traits over time, in some uninterrupted
continuity or in the identification with some values, ideals, etc. This dialectiee asll

see, is well evidenced in narrative identity, where the self corsitagtientity (aspse
identity) by affirming that a given narrative configuration, that is, aiBpecay of

narrating a life, expresses its identity. That act of narrative gumatfiion is made in a
dialectical relationship tmlemidentity, insofar as many of the elements that we take into
consideration when we give a narrative account of our life are based in some of the
criteria of thedemidentity, such as the permanence of some traits of character or in the
uninterrupted continuity of our life. Attestation, here, appears as the trust and the
confidence that a given narrative configuration expresses who | am. Witreut thi
confidence the self would not be ableafirm that a given narrative configuration
expresses its identity better than another one. Thus, attestatiofdiéfirust that a

given narrative configuration expresses the self’'s personal identity. Blestit
betweenpsdidemidentity and the role of attestation in it will be analyzed in the second

chapter of the dissertation.

c) The dialectic of sameness/otherness

Ricoeur states that the “third philosophical intentionQokself as Anothg+ this
one explicitly included in the title — is related to the preceding one, in the sengps¢éha
identity involves a dialectic complementary to that of selfhood and samenessy tiamel

dialectic ofselfand theother than setf(Ricoeur 1992, 3). Thus, the third dialectic is the
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dialectic of self and the other or the dialectic between sameness anc:sshdims

dialectic is the most important of the thréd&he self is constituted in a dialectical
relationship to what is other than self. At the core of the self there isefdltt

otherness: The otherness of the body, the otherness of other people and the otherness o
conscience. How is it possible for the self to be constituted by an othefiess2n

only happen because the otherness of the self is in a dialectical relationistaself. It

is an otherness that is assumed as part of the self. It is an otherness thatexipeeself.

It is not something alien to the self. The otherness of the self can be assuypaeidicd

the self thanks to attestation. The self attests to its own self by attesiisgtherness.

The self believes in being a self (attestation) by assuming thaetisenf its own body
asexpressing its own self, by assuming the otherness of other pawdpressing its

own esteem (in the figure of self esteem) and by assuming the othernessiinmas
expressing its own values in the phenomenon of conviction. Thus, through attestation the

selfassumeds otherness as expressing its self.

In the first four chapters | will explore the hermeneutical role esgdtion where
we will see that attestation works as a hermeneutical key insofartiidhigree main

functions aforementioned: Appropriation, affirmation and assumption (in the sense of

13vvan Den Hengel reminds us that this dialectihiesnost important of the three: “For Ricoeur
this dialectic is by far the most encompassingeas important enough for it to give rise to thietdf the
book. It readdresses the perennial philosophieahthof the Same and the Other. Here the dialectical
opposite of the self is not the temporal samenessmstancy of the human character, but the othis i
various guises” (Van Den Hengel 1994, 467). Ricpelamg the same lines, states: “[T]he dialectithef
same and the other crowns the first two dialect{gstoeur 1992, 18).
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assuming what is other for the self). These three functions will be complehigritee
idea of recognition that will be developed in the fifth chapter. In this last chamewill
see that the self can attest to its own self only if it is recognizechbysah its capacities.
Without the experience of recognition (that is indeed an experience of mutual
recognition), self-attestation is not possible. Indeed, what we camedletmeneutical
role of attestation — summarized as appropriation, affirmation, assumptiemby is

possible through the mediation of others in the form of mutual recognition.

In the conclusion to the dissertation, | will present how these hermealeotes
of attestation help us make the transition from a hermeneutics of the aelbhtology
of the self. Indeed, the three hermeneutical functions of appropriation, aiinnaaid
assumption (in addition to the issue of recognition that makes these hermeneutical
functions possible) place us at the threshold of an ontology of the self. The ontology of
the self that | will present is in many ways along the lines of the ontalagimarks on
the self that Ricoeur himself makesOmeself as AnotheMy contribution, in this
respect, is to show how this ontology can be derived from Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the
self through the idea of attestation in its three main hermeneutical functions
Appropriation, affirmation and assumption. | will propose that attestation in its
hermeneutical function shows us that the self is constructed in a dialedatahship
with otherness: The otherness of the capacities of the self, the othernesslieftibheas
sameness, the otherness of its body, of other people and conscience. In this seele, the
is its own otherness. At the same time | will propose, as an ontologicalhatithe self
constructs its selfhood by appropriating its own otherness. This will be in lin¢hsi

idea of the self adynamisthat Ricoeur proposes. After analyzing the ontological
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implications of attestation | hope that we will be able to make complese ¢ the main
thesis of Ricoeur'©neself as AnotheWe are a self constructed in relation with

otherness in a process of becoming ourselves through otherness.
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Chapter One

Attestation and the Phenomenology of Capable Being

1.1. Introduction

Ricoeur introduces the notion of attestation as an alternative to the idea df the se
as certitude (as it is proposed in the Cartesian tradition) and the dissolutioseif {as
it is suggested in the Nietzschean tradition). Attestation appears as a ki &f
ground The self is not self-evident nor is it a mere illusion. Rather, the self must be
attested to in the form of belief and trust. Who is the one that attests to théle=Eelf
is attested to by the very self in an act of trusting in its own existence. Tiestat@#on is

mainly self-attestation.

The attestation of the self finds a privileged expression in the attestation of its
capacities. The self attests to its own self by recognizing itself icajbecities it has.
This is consistent with Ricoeur’s claim that it is not possible to have a diaxtsato the
self. There is a fundamental opacity at the heart of the self that makesargdbe
detour through what he calls “the ‘object’ side of experience” which isezpd
precisely through the capacities of the self (Ricoeur 2005a, 93). Becasstf ikenot

transparent to itself, the self must be gragpeattion that is, in its main expression: Its
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capacities’* However, the self is not only attested to in the actions of the self. The self is
also attested to in the “passions” of the Sdlifi the fourth chapter I will discuss
attestation in relationship to the passivity of the self expressed by the bodypeaxpke

and conscience.

In this chapter, | analyze attestation in relation to each of the mainteap#tat
Ricoeur examines: The capacity to say, the capacity to act, the capawtydte and the
capacity to be imputable (Ricoeur 2002, 280). In a conference given in 1999 — a few
years before he died — Ricoeur ventured to offer a kind of summary of his main concern
as a philosopher and mentioned the topic of human capabilities, specifically theafour m

capacities mentioned above, as what bestows a unity to his whole philosophy:

When | try to cast a retrospective glance to my work, | agree that foisthe

sake of a discourse of the second order — a personal reinterpretation offered to my
readers. And | must say that it is only recently that | felt allowedvi® @iname to

this overarching problematics. | mean the problem of human capability, cgpabili

as the cornerstone of philosophical anthropology, or, to put it in more simple

terms belonging to ordinary language, the realm of the theme expressed by the
verbl can... It can be read in terms of four verbs, which theah’ modifies:|

can speakl can do thingsl can tell a storyandl can be imputedan action can

be imputed to me as its true author. (Ricoeur 2002, 280)

14 Hall makes explicit the link between attestation @apacities, stating that selfhood is
evidenced in action: “Ricoeur claimed that selfhidttested to in the capacity to act and in tibties
of the will to leave its traces on the course cdreg in the world” (Hall 2007, 21). Later, Hallsdsdan
ontological consequence to the link between setihewd capacities. Because the self is attestad in i
capacities we can affirm that “thes, first and foremost, an agent” (Hall 2007, 21).

!> The articulation between the active and passide sf our experience is nicely explained by
Ricoeur in his bookreedom and Nature. The Voluntary and the Involgn(Ricoeur 1966). For more on
this topic, see David HalPaul Ricoeur and the Poetic Imperative. The Crealiension between Love and
Justice pp. 22-25 (Hall 2007).
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In fact, the notion of human capabilities in Paul Ricoeur’s philosophy seems to
cover a whole range of topidscan speaks related to his investigations in the
philosophy of language and hermeneutican do thingsto his research on philosophy
of action;l can tell a storyto narrative; antéican be imputedo ethics. Thus, in
analyzing Ricoeur’s phenomenologytbé capable beingre will at the same time be
gaining a good perspective on some of the main topics of his philosophy, and this will be

helpful to understand the concept of attestation.

Why does Ricoeur choose these capacities and not others? To answer this
guestion, it must be noted, first, that Ricoeur does not choose the same capacities in al
the texts where he addresses this issue. At le@eself as Anothem The Justend in
the articleEthics and Human Capabilityhe selects the four capacities of speaking, acting,
narrating and being imputable. HoweverTime Course of Recognitidre adds the
capacity of remembering and promising. Thus, it does not seem that there is any
fundamental reason to select the capacities to speak, to aatrate and to be imputable.
All Ricoeur wants is to give a good account of the structure of the capable belaytwit
denying that there are other very important capacities that can be ohahuaéroad
understanding of the capacity to act. However, these four capacities al®gsen
randomly, either. Actually, they have unity and coherence. According to Ricodouthe
capacities mentioned have a cumulative function, that is, the more complexieapaci
suppose the basic ones. Thus, language is not a capability among others, but the condition
for the possibility of all other meaningful capacities (Ricoeur 2002, 280). Theltyajoac
act is built upon the capacity to speak, insofar as action is linguistically texd:dldne

capacity to narrate has a linguistic structure and presupposes our capatiiyvetall
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stories about what we do). Finally, as we will see later in this chaptegpheity to be
imputed presupposes a being that has language and that is able to act andmardzte
to recognize our responsibility in our actions, we have to be able to act and to make sense

of our actions by giving an account of them (telling a story).

The main problem that we will have to solve in ghienomenology of the
capable beindRicoeur 2005a, 89-13%)is the relationship between the self and its
capacities. It is not enough to just present some capacities. We also need to dimbw the
between these capacities and the self. The main thesis | present haptey ¢s that
attestation establishes the connection between the self and its capéeitdsok at the
human capacities from the perspective of an observer, we find several &tieaking,
doing, narrating, and being imputed. How can we assume that these actions are the
manifestations of a beingapableof performing them? To answer this question the
concept of attestation is crucial. We can affirm that an action belongs geiaincaly
thanks to a kind of credence or of confidence in its capacity to act. However, this
confidence does not work at the level of the certainty proper to the sciences, because
there is no way to provide an empirical verification of the capacity to act. Thiddchgev
works as a belief in our capacities, which Ricoeur calls attestatiomutde; this
confidence can always be challenged. “Are you sure that you meant whatd®Caai

you really claim ownership of your own words? Are you really committed to ydua

'8 Ricoeur calls this phenomenology a “phenomenolufghe capable being.” However, when he
describes the different capabilities, he usesgimegal, the word capacitiesapacité$ rather capabilities
(capabilités. | do not think that in Ricoeur there is a cortoepdifference between capacities and
capabilities. For that reason, | will use the teapacities to refer to both capabilities and cajeeci
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said?” The answer can only be given by the agent in the form of a reassurancéh@ot |
form of a demonstration. “Yes, believe me, | mean that.” Thus, at all levelpaditias
we have to show how the relationship between the agent and the action is forged. As |

said, this relationship has the form of attestation.

Attestation is not the only conceptual device available to show the relationship
between the agent and the action. This relationship can be shown using another important
concept: Recognition. Indeed, the agent can recognize his actions as belonging to him
and the agent can recognitzenselfin his actions. The path of recognition as a way of
connecting the action to the agent is indeed not very different from the idea ettiattest
A close semantic kinship exists between the two concepts. The connection égo str
that | will devote a complete chapter (chapter five) to examine therehip between

attestation and recognition.

In the following pages | will present each of the four main capacities onexti
above (to speak, to do things, to narrate and to be imputable) and show how in each of
these capacities the concept of attestation makes possible the connectesntibav

agent and the action.

1.2. To be able to speak

It is no coincidence that the analysis of capacities statitstixé capacity to speak.
This capacity has a privileged place among the other capacities. Fifsttbé capacity
to speak is the main tool through which persons recognize themselves as capahle beings

Ricoeur gives us the example of the Greek Heroes. The characters of Homer and the
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tragic heroes always speak of their actions and recognize themselvesasise” and

the principle of what they do (Ricoeur 2005a, 94). At the same time, we can say that the
capacity to speak is the foundation for all the other capacities. Language id aot jus
capacity among others, but, according to Ricoeur, it is the condition for the piyssfbil

all other meaningful capacities (Ricoeur 2002, 280).

The two studies where Ricoeur discusses the issue of language and thg tapacit
speak inOneself as AnotharePerson and ldentifying Reference. A Semantic Approach
andUtterance and the Speaking Subject. A Pragmatic Apprdaishimportant to note
that in these studies the concept of attestation is not mentioned except if‘a note.
However, as | will try to demonstrate here, the idea of attestation is preskeat

capacity to speak.

1.2.1.The semantic and the pragmatic approach

Ricoeur’s analysis of the capacity to spealbmeself as Anotharses the tools of
semantics and pragmatics. The semantic approach allows us to analyzatity ta
speak from the manner in which the speaking subject appears in language. The main
claim is that persons (as speaking subjects) are entities about whom weRspeailr(

1992, 40). We can speak about persons because we can identify them with an operation

" This leads Greisch to say: “...at first sight, thstftwo studies... do not refer to attestation at
all” (Greisch 1996, 86).
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that Ricoeur, following Strawson, calls “identifying reference” (Ricd€92, 27)'
Ricoeur mentions as the main tools to identify individuals, definite descriptorsy prope

names and indicators (Ricoeur 1992, 28).

From the semantic approach, again following Strawson, we learn that persons are
basic particulars (Ricoeur 1992, 31). Basic particulars are primitive corntbaeptannot
be defined but have to be simply presupposed (Ricoeur 1992, 31). Strawson mentions
two main basic particulars: Persons and physical bodies (Ricoeur 1992, 31). Thatfact
persons are designated as basic particulars gives them the possibilibgatibatified
and re-identified in language (Ricoeur 1992, 32), thanks mainly to physical pesdicat
(Ricoeur 1992, 36). In addition to the physical predicates, persons have mental
predicates’ Ricoeur notes that mental predicates have the quality of keeping the same
meaning, independently of the person to whom they belong (Ricoeur 1992, 38). This kind
of indeterminacy is what allows these predicates to be ascribed to “oreast ks

“someone else” (Ricoeur 1992, 39).

18 As Meech says, this semantics “brackets the speakksituation. At this level the person is not
yet a self (i.e., is not self-designating) butasnething referred to in sentences” (Meech 2006, 75)

¥ The problem of attestation, according to Ricoeuterges precisely in the “discussion of the
relation of imputation of mental predicates to ¢meity of the person” (Ricoeur 1992, 45, note 6jided,
the problem of ascribing psychic predicates tolgesut seems to be about the confidence (attesjdtian
the self has in the fact that those predicatesigeio itself.

2 Meech offers a good summary of the semantic apprd&irst, a person is at the same time a
body; second, the physical and the mental progeofi@ person are attributed to one and the satitg;en
third, the mental predicates maintain the same ingaas they circulate among the personal pronoluns (
hurt, you hurt, she hurts, etc.). There is thushitattribution (physical and mental predicatea fmerson)
without double reference (as in the Cartesian lady/soul)” (Meech 2006, 76).



28

This semantic approach, which we can call the “path of referentialitygsgis
only a limited idea of the person. The main problem is that the semantic approach only
refers to a person as someone whom we can identify in our discourse (with some mental
and physical predicates) but without a fundamental trait of personhood: Without the
capacity of self-designation, understood as the capacity of the person to redeself as
the true author of her speech. Thus, if we want to have a complete idea of person, we
have to follow a new path that we can call the “path of reflexivity,” which is dewtliope

pragmatics (Ricoeur 1992, 32).

The reflexivity of statements is particularly well evidenced in what, fafigw
John Searle’s speech acts theory, is called the illocutionary act tmgliisd in a
statement. The illocutionary act “consists in what the spahdes inspeaking” (Ricoeur
1992, 43). For Ricoeur this element of speech acts shows the reflexive aspect of a
statement. It is always someone who is doing something through speech. Thus, thanks to
pragmatics, the reflexivity of the utterance is evidenced, althoughat islways
transparent in the statements. In some acts, the commitment of the selitterduece is
clear, like when somebody says “I promise.” In those cases it is evidet is that
person who promises. In other speech acts, the self is not as apparent. For example, in
phrases like “it is raining.” In these cases, in order to show the commitméuet aiterer

we have to rephrase it in the forindffirm that it is raining” (Ricoeur 1992, 43).

In the pragmatic level of speech, we could find attestation easily sincehin eac
utterance the subject is present, as Ricoeur shows following the speechaygts the

However, Ricoeur claims that in these cases we are dealing with xitngflevithout
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selfhood: A ‘self’ without ‘oneself” (Ricoeur 1992, 47). This reflexivity without
selfhood seems to be due to the fact that pragmatics concentrates on the “&ctfalne
the utterance” more than on the speaking suBfe@he “one” speaking can be

“everyone;” the commitment proper to attestation does not appear.

1.2.2 Attestation and the capacity to speak

So far, we have analyzed two approaches to the capacity to speak, the semantic
and the pragmatic. The referential approach (semantics) focuses on the person as
somebody about whom we speak. The reflexive approach emphasizes the firstparson a
subject who designates himself in speech and for whom a world is opened. We could say
that in one case we have a first person perspective and in the other a third person
perspective. These two perspectives seem to collapse into each other ki e tenird
person point of view, that is, the point of view of an observer, the speaking subject is a
content of the world. If we take the perspective of the speaker, we find that the pers
talksaboutthe world bushe as speaking subject, is not part of the world. It is true that
she can speak about herself, but in that case she becomes part of the discourse in a
reflexive way, not in a direct manner. We canaiothe same timbe the content and the
subject of a discourse. Ricoeur calls this problem of the world unfolding from a
perspective that never becomes directly part of the world of the speaker tha tdpor

anchoring.” He summarizes the problem in these words: “The privileged point of

% Greisch expresses the same idea in a very sucnimmer: “[Pragmatics] puts the main stress
on thefactualnesf the utterance, which in its turns creates newriap that Ricoeur analyzes at
length...” (Greisch 1996, 87).
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perspective on the world which each speaking subject is, is the limit of thet amarinot

one of its contents” (Ricoeur 1992, 51). We could say the ego of the speaking subject is
in some respectot in the worldoecause it is the point of view from which a complete
world is unfolded, but at the same tiihés in the worldinsofar as it can be identified and

addressed by others.

The solution to the seeming conflict between the two perspectives can be found in
combining these two approaches, semantic and pragmatic. Ricoeur thinks that the
convergence between the idea of a subject as the world-limit and the idearsba as
the object of identifying reference is possible thanks to a process of the sareeasat
the process of inscription of our names in public records (Ricoeur 1992, 53). When a
name was given to me at birth, this name was inscribed in records. | recéocatan
in a family, a place and a time. Thus, | became simultaneously a subject from whose
perspective a world is unfolded and an entity identifiable in disedoy a community, or,
as Meech states, the “social institution of naming inscribes the | withinad s@p of
persons in the world” (Meech 2006, 76). Greisch sees in this inscription a placethehere

phenomenon of attestation can be grounded:

This inscription itself presupposes a special act of utterappellation.. As a
hypothesis, | propose to say that this new phenomenon, appellation, also contains
the place of attestation engraved within itself. (Greisch 1996, 88)

Although Greisch does not explain in greater detail why appellation contaipkteeof
attestation engraved within itself, his claim makes sense. As we wilt fee fifth
chapter, attestation is very much related to recognition by others. So, tHatappef

others can very well be one of the grounds of attestation at the linguistic level
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However, Ricoeur claims that the phenomenon of inscription does not solve the
aporia between semantics and pragmatics. He goes beyond this processdarefere
fundamental reality that can be the ground for the conjunction of these two paths. For him
the foundation of this conjunction can only be discovered by stepping outside the
philosophy of language and inquiring into what kind of being we are, that allows us to

identify ourselves as an objective person and as a reflective subject (Ri68&u54).

This strange constitution of the human being is related to the fact that we possess
a lived body which “belongs” to two dimensions. Our body, as a basic particular, can be
identified and re-identified in discourse and at the same time our body referd’'to an “
that is an irreplaceable center of perspective on the world and in that sensenmtena c
of the world (Ricoeur 1992, 55). For Ricoeur, this problematic of one’s body is redated t
the ontological status of a being (us) that comes into the world in its own incarnation

(Ricoeur 1992, 55).

Since we are incarnated beings we have a dual nature: We are one of the objects
of the world at the same time that we are a point from which a world is unfolded.
However, incarnation is not enough to explain how despite this dual nature we live with
the certainty that we are one and the same self. From a semantic point of veae, we
objects of discourse. From the pragmatic point of view we are subjects of descbe
fact that these two apparently opposite perspectives are united in the coreetifithe s
made possible by the certainty we have that the individual who appears in public and the
individual who is a pole of reference — from whom a whole world unfolds — is actually

the same. This certitude works as an act of attestation of the self. Thus, thanks to
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attestation | can believe that the one that appears in the public sphereasrayspe
subject is the same as the one from whom a world is unfolded. Thus, in attestation the

semantic and the pragmatic come together.

Along the same lines, Josué Pérez, explains that the lived body offers a way of
solving the paradox of the dual status of the person whereby it is both part of an
identifying reference and reflexive. With the phenomenon of the lived body, we are, he
writes, “at the threshold of attestation” (Pérez 2001, 96). However, Pérez does not

explain how the phenomenon of attestation arises from the phenomenoniwédHhzody.

1.3. To be able to do thing&’

The capacity to do things summarizes all the other capacities discussed in this
chapter. In fact, the capacity to speak, to narrate and to be imputable, arsezkpres
actions that can be understood as part of the general capatathings. Ricoeur
explicitly reminds us of the famous phrase of Austin that to speak is to do things with
words (Ricoeur 2006, 18). In addition, the analysis of the capacity to do things shows that
for Ricoeur the idea of human capacity is not restricted to the capacitiesused on but

includes every kind of capacity.

Ricoeur devotes several articles and chapters of books to the analysis of the

capacity to do. These texts, mostly written in the 1980s and 1990s, constitute what we

22 For a complete analysis of the idea of actionitoBur see John Van Den Hengel “Can There
be a Science of Action?” (Van Den Hengel, 2002).
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can call Ricoeur's theory of human actfdrin the following paragraphs | will present
the main components of his view on human action. In addition, | will show how the

concept of attestation helps us to gain a more complete idea of the capadity to ac

1.3.1Ricoeur’s concept of action

Ricoeur’s reflection on human action is consistent with his methodology of going
through the objective side of human experience in order to complement reflechion wit
analysis. Here we see how the resources of semantics and pragmatatpfaténh
achieving a good understanding of human action but also why they are at tharsame ti

not enough for a complete grasping of this topic.

According to Ricoeur, the capacity to act can be defined as the abilityake m
events happen” (Ricoeur 2006, 19) or the “capacity to generate changes gttbal ph
interpersonal and social level” (Ricoeur 2006, 19). We will see that despitenhleciy
of these definitions, to try to define and understand human actions is a very comnplex tas
From these definitions, we realize that there are two elements in human Haitomsed
to be articulated and understood simultaneously. On the one hand we have what we can
call the “external side” of actions, i.e., the changes in the world that are pdcakiee
result of an action. On the other hand, the “internal side” of action, i.e., the faat that a
action is the result of a human will that is exteriorized. Ricoeur calls tibalation of

these two aspects of action the problem of ascription, and it is one of his main concerns in

% Let me mention, among othefneself as AnothdRicoeur 1992)nitiative (Ricoeur 1991¢)
Explanation and Understandin@icoeur 1991a) andractical Reasorf1991b).
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his theory of action. He holds that the idea of ascription is contained in the very gneanin

of an action:

[The] ascription of action to an agent is part of the meaning of action as a gapacit
It characterizes as “agency” this tight link between action and agenhay/¢hen

say that the action belongs to the agent who appropriates it and calls it his own.
(Ricoeur 2006, 19)

Ascription is a problem because the two dimensions of action mentioned above
(the external and the internal) seem to belong to two different realms. Asteonevent
in the world appears as part of what Kant calls the world of appearances, thefrealm
causality. Action, as an initiative of the agent belongs to the realm of freedanfree
intervention in the world. Can these two realms be reconciled? Ricoeur offers an
interesting way of reconciling them. Before discussing his attempt at aapluwill
present the position of Anscombe and Davidson, as discus€egkgelf as Anothet
will thus rely on Ricoeur’s exposition and focus on what Ricoeur sees relevant.
Anscombe and Davidson represent a valid and complete attempt to show the link
between the agent and the action. Nonetheless, for Ricoeur both positions fall short of
offering a solution. His criticism of these two theories will lay the grooncih

understanding of his own views.

1.3.2.Intention as the link between the agent and the action

Anscombe chooses the notion of intention as what distinguishes an action from
other events in the world. She distinguishes three possible uses of the word intention:
Having done or doing something intentionally, acting with a certain intention, intendi

to (Ricoeur 1992, 68). She chooses the first use, i.e., the intention in the adverbial form
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(to do something intentionally) to explain actions. This use of the word intention allows
her to analyze the action from a descriptive point of view independently of any
consideration of the relation of possession between the action and the agent (Ricoeur
1992, 68Y* This method has the advantage of providing us an idea of action that can be

analyzed in terms of its grammatical structure.

For Anscombe an intentional action is an action about which | can answer
successfully the question “why?” In answering the question concerning kyg 6ivan
action we cannot distinguish clearly between causes and reasons-for. In sesnewas
justifications for actions take the form of a cause (why did you march? ififitasic
excites me). This is particularly the case when we refer to backward |aokinges
(like in cases of vengeance) (Ricoeur 1992, 69). However in forward-looking motives

intention acts more as a “reason for.”

Another aspect of Anscombe’s theory of action that is important for Ricoeur is
her notion of knowledge without observation. For her, intentional action constitutes a
subclass of things known without observation (Ricoeur 1992, 70). How can | know that |
am doing something? | do not know it by observing it, but | know it by doing it. It is what

she calls practical knowledge.

24 A common trait in the analytical approach to ati®that it focuses more in the action that in
the agent, as Van den Hengel points out: “The giagbhilosophers of action have trained their eges
look for action among the events in the world. tdes to determine what counts as an action, acalyti
philosophy looks for an explanation for the actiaken as what happens” (Van Den Hengel 2002, 76).
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These elements could lead us to think that in Anscombe’s framework the relation
between the action and the agent could find a good articulation. However, Anscombe, in
focusing on the question “why?” and the acceptable answers to that question,gwivileg
the objective side of action, and this, according to Ricoeur, obliterates the Rigeeuf
1992, 70). Thus, the excessive concern with the truth of the description (the objective
side of action) diminishes any interest in ascribing the action to the ageme((Rik992,

72).

For Davidson, as for Anscombe, what distinguishes an action from other events in
the world is intention. He also chooses the adverbial form of intention (to do something
intentionally), because with intention taken in the adverbial form, actions can be more
easily explained (Ricoeur 1992, 75). The explanation of an action has the form of a
rationalization. Someone has a reason to do something if she has a certain tjgteattit
(a favorable attitude, an inclination for the specific action) and a kind of Hedietfhte
action belongs to the category of action that the agent wants to perform (Ri682ur
76). An intentional action is an action done “for a reason.” For Davidson, to know the
reason for an action is equivalent to knowing the intention with which the action was
done. Finally, according to Davidson explanation by reasons is a subset of causal
explanation (Ricoeur 1992, 76), and this is confirmed by the fact that we usually ask

someone what led or caused him to do it.
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The main objection Ricoeur has to both Davidson’s and Anscombe’s idea of
action is that in choosing the adverbial form of “intention” they overlook three main

phenomenological characteristics of action (Ricoeur 1992°81):

a) The orientation to the futurdhe idea of “doing something intentionally” usually
accounts for a past action, but most actions, indeed, are oriented toward the future,

particularly when we plan them.

b) The delay in accomplishingn action there is a logical sequence where the intention
precedes the action. This “delay in accomplishing” is lost in the adverbial form of

intention.

c) The implication of the agenWith the adverbial form the agent does not appear clearly,
because it leads us to focus our attention on the “what-why” of the action more than on

the “who.”

For Ricoeur in order to explain the nature of action, we have to focus on the third
sense of the concept of intention that Anscombe describes, that is, the “intention to...”
(Ricoeur 1992, 79-87). In the idea of intention as “intention to” there clearly rgphea
idea of a future, for example, when we are discussing our plans (I have thadimteht

take a vacation)n the “intention to,” the delay in accomplishing also becomes clear. |

% Ricoeur’s criticism here is specifically directeiDavidson. However, since Anscombe chooses
the same type of intention as Davidson, we canyapgl criticism to her as well.
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have an intention and then | perform an action. Finally, in this use of intention the agent

is manifest, because it is alwas@mebodyvho has the “intention to” do somethiffy.

In giving preference to this use of the concept of intention the problem of action is
no longer about the truth of a description but about the veracity of an action, i.e., a
problem about the implication of the agent in the action and about the fact that the agent
is the true author of the action (see Ricoeur 1992, 7373)e problem of veracity
pushes us away from analytic philosophy toward the realm of phenomenology and
particularly toward the problem of attestation. However, before enterintgthain, |
will show how Ricoeur tries to sort out an idea of action that can do justice to both the

agent and the actidf.

1.3.3Ricoeur’s theory of action

As it is the case with other topics in Ricoeur, it is hard to speak of a unified theory

of action. However, through an analysis of several texts in which he reflects an hum

% For Ricoeur analytic philosophy when it deals véttions as what we “intend—to” misses its
essence by treating them as mere events, as Vardatagel points out: “According to Ricoeur, analyti
philosophy seems constantly tempted to let theerecbe dealt with in the same manner as pasirecti
Actions intended to be done, however, are not evéliitey are not “something” that | can describevef
seek an explanation of such projected actions, u& ook for it in the motivation, the expressidn o
intention, and the ability of the agent” (Van Deartdel 2002, 77). According to Reagan, “only a
phenomenology of attestation can account for ‘idieg-to’™” (Reagan 2002, 11).

27van den Hengel points out that the priority of #uent in Ricoeur’s account of action does not
undermine the importance of taken the detour obthjective side of the experience: “The prioritytioé
agent is not such that it can bypass the analysied'what” of actions by way of their “why” (Vaben
Hengel 2002, 79).

% |n Ricoeur there is a shift to the primacy of #gent: “This shift of emphasis toward the agent
does not mean that action is some sort of intdomadtemplative) event, modeled after external
observation, which can then be called volition,ide®r wanting” (Van Den Hengel 2002, 77).
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actions we can conclude that there is a unity: An attempt to reconcile waet talled

the external with the internal side of action.

An interesting exposition of his theory of action is found in an article called
Explanation and Understandingiere Ricoeur emphasizes the need for understanding
the two aforementioned dimensions of action in a dialectical way. Motives (whidheca
understood as the “inner dimension of action”) and causes (which can be interpreted
more as the “external dimension of action”) are not logically independent and do not
belong to two different language games (Ricoeur 1991a, 134). We can find actions that
can be explained from an almost purely causal model in cases where a kitefrodlex
force makes the agent react (for example in cases of “unconscious motives”) eaxd we
find cases where there is a pure rational motivation, for example in caséslettual
games, like chess (Ricoeur 1991a, 34jowever, for Ricoeur human actions lie mostly
“in between” these two models. Motives are also motions and justificatiqesiaky
when we give an account of a past action. Causes, in order to be taken into consideration
as an explanation for a human action must be considered as motives. Ricoeur concludes
that “human being is as it is precisely because it belongs both to the domain oboausati
and motivation” (Ricoeur 1991a, 135) or, as Reagan explains, human beings “are

susceptible of explanation in terms of both force and meaning” (Reagan 1995, 339).

% Reagan describes in this regard, the extremessaeroich human actions range: “...we have a
spectrum which ranges from causality without mditora— all the experiences of constrain or forde —
motivation without causality — best exemplifiedibsellectual games or strategies” (Reagan 1995).339
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A second approach to the same problem can be made through the analysis that
Ricoeur offers of Aristotle’s idea of action and of rational desire. He engasatsie fact
that in Aristotle there is no break between desire and reason (Ricoeur 1991b, 19&). Desir
can be seen as close to the language of causes, insofar as desire appeanaasnal
force.” However, in Aristotle desire must be rational as well. The origin ofitheus
action is a rational desire. Thus, action belongs to that intermediate leveEhetason

and desire.

A third way of presenting the same phenomenon is by appealing to the idea of
wanting. According to Ricoeur the category of wanting offers a “mixedcaté
(Ricoeur 1992, 65). The idea of wanting to act involves a certain passivity that is well
expressed in our affects and passions. This passivity can be seen in the typersf answe
that we give to some classical questions that describe prototypical situkboresample
to the question “What prompted you to do this or that?” (Ricoeur 1992, 65), we usually
answer by appealing to an incidental impulse or drive. To the question “what usually
makes you act this way?” (Ricoeur 1992, 65) we respond by referring to a dspositi
a tendency. Finally, to questions like “what made you jump?” we usually respond by
mentioning a physical element like a “dog frightened me” (Ricoeur 1992, 65he&k
examples show that, in the realm of actions, the motivations for our actions are
intertwined with causes, so that it is very hard to separate one from the other. Thus, to
wantto do something cannot be reduced to a pure rational motive. That would be “an
action without any element of desire!” (Ricoeur 1992, 66).rakienal motivations that

are present in the act efantingare at the same tinoausesRicoeur synthesizes this
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idea as follows: “[M]otives would not be motives for action if they were not tdso i

causes” (Ricoeur 1992, 66).

1.3.4 Attestation and to be able to do things

Despite the theoretical efforts to combine the two dimensions of human actions
(the external and internal) it is impossible to give a complete accountarf agthout

appealing to a reality that serves as its phenomenological support.

Human actions are ultimately founded in a “primitive datum,” which is the
“assurance that the agent has the power to do things, that is to produce changes in the
world” (Ricoeur 1992, 112). This assurance that can always be challenged cannot be
demonstrated with empirical eviderieOnly at the level of this assurance it is possible
to pass from what Ricoeur called the disjunctive to the conjunctive stage. In the
disjunctive stage we observe the “necessarily antagonistic charatiterafginal
causality of the agent in relation to the other modes of causality” (Ricoeur 1992n102).
other words, here we have the Kantian antinomy between causality and freedom. The
conjunctive stage refers to the need to coordinate in “a synergistic waydinalor

causality of the agent with the other forms of causality” (Ricoeur 1992, 102).

The word “assurance” clearly refers to the main topic of this dissertaten:

concept of attestation. Our being able to act can be wholly understood at the level of

39 Hall points out that the attestation of my owriative implies the attestation of my power to
act: “To attest to my power of initiative is, aetekame time, to testify to a power that precedeande
makes my power possible” (Hall 2007, 63).
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attestation, as a belief in our power to do things in the world, to “make things happen.”
As we know, this belief or confidence can be challenged and this is more than dhear in t
world of actions. The capacity to do things as free agents has been challenged abt only
the theoretical level, but also at the experiential level, where sometotewijrig

Ricoeur’s language, we can experience that our actions are more the produstbfyca

and necessity that the product of “motivations” and “reasons for acting.”

For Ricoeur this “power to do” has an ontological foundation, as he explains in

this passage:

What would make this discourse based on the “I can” a different discourse is, in
the last analysis, its reference to an ontologyn&’s own bodythat is ofa body

which is alsany body and which, by its double allegiance to the order of physical
bodies and to that of persons, therefore lies at the point of articulation of the
power to act which is ours and of the course of things which belongs to the world
order. It is only in this phenomenology of the “I can” and in the related ontology
of the body as one’s own that the status of primitive datum accorded to the power
to act would be established definitively. (Ricoeur 1992, #11)

This crucial passage shows how our own ontological constitution is the fundamental
cause of the tension that we find in the theory of action. As incarnate beings we
experience the duality of having a body that is, on the one hand, part of the world and as
such subject to the causal laws and on the other hand, we experience our body as

referring to a core, which is our self and is a center of decisions and indiafives, the

%1 This ontology of the “I can” is borrowed from Mes#u-Ponty as Pellauer points out: “...Ricoeur
adopts the French’s philosopher Maurice MerleautPsargument that our most basic lived experieiace
that of a lived conviction that ‘I can.’ This way gpeaking not only expresses this capabilityinits it to
something more basic than itself. Even at this rbastc level, though, Ricoeur notes that there is a
reflexive aspect to every decision: | make up myamnd to do something. This is not something |
observe, but something | do...” (Pellauer 2007, 15).
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duality of action is the expression of the dual nature of our body. How can we account for
this duality at the center of the unity of human experience? Again it seeroslhat
through attestation can we conceive of ourselves as beings belonging to the sphere of

causes and sphere of motives without contradiction or separation between the two.

An alternative to this interpretation of the role of attestation in the ideaiohast
given by Van Den Hengel's artict@an There Be a Science of Actidivan Den Hengel
2002). Van Den Hengel links the problem of attestation with the epistemologicaldftatus
the action. He situates Ricoeur’s analysis of action in the contepisiEmeanddoxa
For Van Den Hengel, Ricoeur’s idea of action as attestation, that is, as tigecoafof
being an agent, shows an intermediate path between the idea of epistatuotecerbper

to the sciences and the ideadoka As he explains here:
Where does this leave us with the question of a science of action? For Ricoeur,
the dialectic betweeepistéemeanddoxawill never be completed. What he seeks

therefore is a space between “mere” opinion and science. That is the space of
Aristotle’s doxazeinthat is, the space of the dialectic. (Van Den Hengel 2002, 88)

Although Van Den Hengel’s interpretation is appealing, he misses one important poi
For Ricoeur attestation does not lie just between the alternatides@ndepistemeout

rather lies beyond these alternatives, as he implies: “Whereas doxiadehefied in

32 Meech refers to the same idea by showing thatfir@ttestation Ricoeur addresses the third
Kantian antinomy: “Any attempt to give conceptulalrity to this power runs into Kant's third antingm
first, that agents have to be able to initiatertbgin actions to be held responsible and, sectwad for the
agent to remain free the search for causes hasrtain open. Such a power to act is thus a priméiateim
— something attested” (Meech 2006, 77). Bourgeffies®a good account of Ricoeur’s reinterpretatibn
Kant’s solution to the third antinomy: “Ricoeur’djastment in the Kantian doctrine means first that
sensibility must be capable of a relation to wilias a motive for decision whidahclines without
compelling and second, a rational principle must be capabieuching me in a manner analogous to that
of sensible goods” (Bourgeois 1995, 553). For nmrdRicoeur’s reception of Kant see Anderson 1938 an
Piercey 2007.
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the grammar of “I believe-that,” attestation belongs to the gramnibbelieve-in
(Ricoeur 1992, 21). Here Ricoeur suggests that the kind of belief that is constitutive of
attestation belongs to a different realm than doxa. Attestation is not juseaentain

belief, but it belongs to a different epistemic realm, that is, the refpractical certitude.

Greisch sees the role of attestation in Ricoeur’s theory of action in “[t]he
confidence which characterizes the initiatives of the agents” ré@96, 89). He
places the idea of attestation in the context of the relationship between timeaactithe
agent and grounds it in the power of the agent to act. Although | do not disagree with
Greisch'’s interpretation, its shortcoming lies in the fact that he is notabl®w how
attestation responds to the aporias of action. As | stated above, attestatcassane
because of the dual nature of our actions: A principle and an external mawifestati
Without addressing the problem of the dual nature of our actions, an account of

attestation in the context of Ricoeur’s theory of action is incomplete.

1.4. To be able to tell a story

The human capacity to tell a story or to narrate, which is the third capacity that
Ricoeur mentions i@neself as Anotheis related to Ricoeur’s work on narrative theory.
A complete account of this large project exceeds the purpose of this dissertation.
However some basic aspects of Ricoeur’s narrative theory must be addresséuthes
section, | will concentrate mostly on our capacity to narrate in order talatéand
understand the problem of human agency, especially in relation to the ascription of the
action to the agent. In the next chapter | will describe the problem of the threefold

mimesis that needs to be addressed in order to grasp the problem of narratiwe identit
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The capacity to narrate can be understood from many perspectives: Vée creat
fictional stories (fiction), we retell actions and narrate the events @it history) and
we can narrate our own life. Among these three possible perspectivedpcwdlon our
capacity to narrate our own life. The choice of this particular kind of narrathasied on
Ricoeur’s claim that it is through the narration of our life that we reachygaeticular

and rich understanding of our actions.

1.4.1.The narrative unity of life

The link between action and narrative is well explaine@neself as Anothein
this book Ricoeur shows this link by appealing to what he calls the narrative uniigy of |
that is, the fact that we understand our own life as a narrative. The understandieng of |
as a narrative unity constitutes the broadest possible understanding of actiemgtsat
to see our whole life as part of a single narrative that bestows it with aedsneaning.
However, this understanding of action presupposes the understanding of lower units that
in some respect support and anticipate the narrative unity of life. What istingptes
note here, is that for Ricoeur action is not an atom, but it is rather a kind of complex net
This net can be seen from its basic components (single specific actions, likg) torsi
from broader units like life practices, life plans or the narrative unityefllif what
follows | will present first the idea of practices, then the idea of lifespéand finally the
idea of narrative unity of life. Practices and life plans help to understand thévearr
unity of life insofar as they show an increasingly complex and broader umaiengtaf

actions.
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a) Practices:The notion of practice goes beyond a basic understanding of action insofar
as it encompasses several actions in a basic unity. The unity is based aroa thée

allows us to understand a manifold of actions as being part of a single “pfaktice
practice can be a profession (the practice of medicine, the practice didguvattice of
philosophy), an art (painting, sculpture) or even a game (soccer, football, Da3é¢ieal
notion of practice supposes a criterion that allows us to identify several actibesg

part of a single unity. The criterion is based upon a particular relation of geanin
expressed by the notion of constitutive rule (Ricoeur 1992, 154). A constitutive rule is a
precept that defines what can be “counted as” something. In the case akgraxcti
constitutive rule defines what can be counted as being part of, for example, #ssiprof

of medicine. The notion of constitutive rule helps to stress the social dimension of
practices, since a constitutive rule is not the invention of a particular perfdrés

always built in a community that recognizes the validity of a rule (Ricb@@®, 155)*>

Can we say that with the notion of practice we are already in a narrAtieefding to
Ricoeur, practices are not ready-made narrative scenarios, but their drgariiaa a

pre-narrative quality (Ricoeur 1992, 157).

b) Life Plans:The notion of “life plans” is the second unit of praxis that Ricoeur presents
as the basis for the narrative unity of life. “Life plans” are the praatiugs that make up

a professional life, family life, leisure time, etc. (Ricoeur 1992, 157). Asawesee, it is

3 As Van Den Hengel formulates it, these “practi@esmeaningful and comprehensible only in a
pragmatic social context, which means in interactidth others even when they are solitary practices
(Van Den Hengel 2002, 80). For more on the notibpractice, se®aul Ricoeur and the Poetic
Imperative. The Creative Tension between Love asticg 58 (Hall 2007).
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a unity of action that is bigger than practices. In “life plans,” we have a kindisfodh

of the life of an individual in several areas, each one possessing its own unity. &een if
can find some overlapping between practices and life plans, life plans are motedorie
toward the manner in which a person segments his life. At the base of life pland we f
basic actions and practices. Actions and practices make sense in the comtsxit af

ideals and projects (Ricoeur 1992, 158) and, in turn, ideals and projects are built on
several practices and actiotishccording to Ricoeur, this notion is very close to that of
narrative. In fact this dialectical structure of life plans resemblesmach the

hermeneutical comprehension of a text through the exchange between the whole and the

part (Ricoeur 1992, 158).

¢) The Narrative Unity of LifeThe two notions mentioned above (practices and life

plans) find their culmination in a more complex and complete concept: The narrative
unity of life. Ricoeur borrows this expression from Macintyre (Ricoeur 1992, 158) and
endorses the same thesis that Macintyre wants to propose through this idéa:i©ur |
understood and evaluated through an understanding that has the form of a narrative. We
have a narrative pre-comprehension of our life that takes the actual form oftev@arra

when we tell it.

It is important to note that these three units (practices, life plans and thi#vearra

units of life) cannot be understood separately. Life plans are specificatidres of t

34 Hall stresses the mediating role of life plans:lif& plan serves to mediate between a lower
limit of action considered in terms of practicesi@m upper limit of a projected unity of a life whiserves
as both horizon of possibility and limit idea fascteet actions” (Hall 2007, 59).
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narrative unity of life and practices are specifications of the ideaegbléins. Among the
three aforementioned units, the most important for the purpose of this investigatien is t
idea of the “narrative unity of life*®® Thanks to this notion, we can enrich the idea of
action as it is given in the analysis of the capacity to act, and we can have a m
complete understanding of the relationship between the agent and the action. Hmwever
order to apply this third unit of action to the problem of agency, we have first to present

one important criticism Ricoeur addresses to Macintyre.

According to Ricoeur, MaclIntyre overlooks the difference that exists between
narrative in fiction and in life (Ricoeur 1992, 158-159). By overlooking this difference,
Maclintyre misses some of the crucial elements of life stories, ylarti, the active role
of the subject in making sense of her own story. The “author” of a life story, ,tha is
one that leads a life, is not equivalent to the author of a fictional story. This poats affe
the idea of authorship, the problem of the beginning and end of a story, the relationship
with other stories and the projection of the story into the future, making us, at a firs
glance, to doubt whether in life stories we can properly speak of a narrativevétpwe
will see that the four elements that are transformed in life stories indeed slgppose a
departure from narrative but rather a flexible use of the categorieshofship,

beginning and end, unity of the story and temporality. This will make the problem of

% Narratives enrich actions, among others, by makinge clear and explicit their goals, as Van
Den Hengel explains: “...narrative... plays the rolgathering together into a whole the real beginnings
that constitute our initiatives with an anticipatiof an ending of the course of our action” (VamDe
Hengel 2002, 81).
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attestation come to the fore. According to Ricoeur, the main differencesebdtfee

stories and fictional stories are the following:

a) Authorship In a fictional story, usually we can distinguish with some precision the
author, the narrator and the character. In life stories | can distinguistatonétrat
usually is oneself), characters, but | cannot distinguish precisely an authionok claim
that | am the author of my life story in the form that a writer can dlaahhe is the
author of his novel. With respect to my life | can claim at most that | am thatbor

(Ricoeur 1992, 160).

b) Beginning and EndA second difference between fictional stories and our life in a
narrative unity is the notion of beginning and end. In fiction, the beginning and the end
are those given by the narrative (for example, in the form of a present, a past or a
mythical beginning). In the narrative account of our life, we lack both a beginningnand a
end (Ricoeur 1992, 160). My birth, my early childhood belongs more to the story of my

parents that to my own story and my death will be recounted through the storieg@f othe

c) Entangled in storiesRicoeur uses the title of Wilhelm Schapp’s bdokseschichten
verstrickt(“caught up or entangled in stories”) to express the idea that our steries ar
entangled with the stories of others. Our life story is part of the story ofehaf iithers
and the life stories of others are part of my life story (Ricoeur 1992, 161).iemékt
narratives we can find some references between different narrativesenemveost
cases each one keeps some independence and their plots are rather incotlmantura

one another.
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d) While fictional stories cover mainly past actions, life stories arayarojected in

the form of an existential project (Ricoeur 1992, 161).

In spite of these important differences between life stories and ficBtoras,
for Ricoeur these distinctions do not prevent us from assigning to our life a narrative
unity, particularly because each of these differences is compensated byraditugisi
with a fictional narration. With respect to the problem of the authorship, although it is
true that | am not the author of my own life, Ricoeur contends that “by narrdifaga
which | am not the author as to existence, | make myself its coauthor sisnteaihing”
(Ricoeur 1992, 162). In other words, the lack of control that | have over my life as the
author is compensated with the active role that | have over it in the production of its
meaning. In fact, although we do not have a complete control over many facts of our life,
finally we have to give the definite interpretations of our own life. Inigglab the
problem of the lack of beginning and end of our life stories, our life story can, with the
help of fictional stories, achieve to some extent a sense of a beginning and of an end
(Ricoeur 1992, 162). Borrowing models from literature we can give to our life a
provisional beginning (for example using some important moments of my life thatama
“new beginning”). Literature can help us represent outlines of our own end as well.
Ricoeur designates this with a beautiful word: Literature as the “apgeehip of dying”
(Ricoeur 1992, 162). With respect to our being entangled in stories, if we look closely at
fictional narratives, we find that they provide models for making sense of our
entanglement with the stories of others (Ricoeur 1992, 162). Thus, through litérature
can understand the relationship of my own story to the story of others. Finally, dgainst t

claim that a narrative lacks the projection into the future that a life has,urRexqaains
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that literary narrative is retrospective only in the eyes of the narRimygur 1992, 163).
Indeed, among the facts recounted we find projects, expectations and anticipations b

which the characters are oriented toward the future.

What can we conclude from these parallels between fictional narrativegeand |
stories? First, we can conclude that at first glance life stories pavd#is features that
make them different from fictional stories. Life does not have an identifaalther; in
life stories there is not a definitive beginning and end; life stories aaaglat with the
life stories of others and life stories have a projection to the future thah&tnarrations

lack.

Secondly, we can conclude that if we look at both narratives and life stories in
more detail we find that these differences are not as deep as to prevent usigoma@s
to life a narrative structure. The fact that life does not have an identifiatbier as
compensated by our active role in being the true author ohéaaingof our life. The
fact that our life does not have a definitive beginning and end is compensated by our
capacity — with the help of literature — to find models that give our life stérmd of
beginning and end. The fact that our life is entangled with other life steries i
compensated by the models of entanglement that fictional stories give Uly, Hiea
projective nature of life stories is also found in fictional narrations in chasagte
anticipate the future just as each of us does. Thus, we can say that life staies ha

enough similarity with narrative stories to assign to them a narrativéustuc

There is a third conclusion that we can derive from this parallel betwstiemal

and life stories. It is my contention that the specific features of bfeestthat Ricoeur
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describes endows them with a particular quality that reveals to us thenstg
between the narrative unity of life and attestation. | will devote the fallpwection to

explain how this is the case.

1.4.2.The narrative unity of life and attestation

The fact that we are active in the production of the meaning of our life, that the
beginning and the end of our life story are never completely given, that we amgledt
with other stories and that our life story is not only about the past but projected into the
future, gives to a life story a very important feature that we can cafideeerminacyof

life stories.

Ricoeur does not refer specifically to this feature. However, he implicitly
mentions it when he says that “learning to narrate oneself is also lehaving narrate
oneself in other ways” (Ricoeur 2005a, 16%n other words, there is some freedom in
our capacity to narrate ourselves. There is notgaspossible story that we can tell

about ourselves. We can always give a neaningto our life, we can find new

% The idea that we use the possible narratives tersanse of our life is grounded in an
important philosophical point that Ricoeur makes W6 not create meaning out of nothing, but we appe
to the meanings that are already available. Wethdr, we interpret them and we appropriate thera. Th
different narrative possibilities are in a way theanings available for us in order to configure @un life.
Hall expresses this idea very well: “In advancihg tlaim that human understanding is grounded in
receptivity, | simply claim that humans do not malemeaningx nihilo...Humans come to understand
their existence within the realm of meaning to vkhicey are receptive; however... human receptivity to
the realm of meaning is not absolute passivitysTaceptivity is amctive receptivityln other words,
humansactively understandn the basis of the meanings they receive: thegtenew meaning out of
received meaning” (Hall 2007, 38).
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beginningsand possiblendsto our life?’ we can find new ways of understanding our

life in relation to others and finally we can always project our life storyfierednt ways.

The indeterminacy of our life story makes it possible for us to find several
competingharratives about ourselves. How, then, is it possible to arbitrate between them?
Which life story will we prefer? Is it possible to be completely indiffeteratl possible
life stories? At a certain point | can find the needdmmitto some interpretation of my
own story and to believe that a particular interpretation of my life is betrranother.

This commitment, this belief in, in my opinion, corresponds to what Ricoeur calls
attestation. The self that understands itself through the stories about itsedf toe

commit to some life story?

This attestation through narratives important for the identity of the self (as we
will see in the next chapter), but it also helps to solve one of the problems in this chapter:
The problem of ascription, i.e., of the relation of the self to its actions. In the intimducti
to the chapter, | mentioned that one of the main challenges that the phenomenology of
capable being has to face is the relationship between the agent and the agpilen. Pe

speak, do things, tell stories and recognize responsibility. However, at tedisan

37 Hall links the idea of the narrative unity of lifgth the idea of a project in life: “This narragiv
however, remains a project, a task. The narrativigy of a life is aunity to the extent that it is a unified
totality; but, the unified totality ofnylife remains a task so long as | am in the mid#f’ ¢Hall 2007, 61).
A narrative acts as a kind of bridge between tiet @ad the future, through which the self projdsts
ownmost possibilities.

3 Hall makes explicit the relationship between nareaunderstanding and self-understanding in
this way: “Thus, narrative understanding crosses awo self-understanding: | gain perspective gself
by gaining perspective on the narrative. In thissse narrative understanding is practical undedsatar
(Hall 2007, 55).
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people say that they do not mean what they said; people sometimes argue that they do not
recognize themselves in what they do or in the stories that they tell ang fieafile

deny their responsibility in some acts. In my opinion, narrative is one of the anésn t

that human beings have in order to recognize or to reject their authorship and
involvement in actions. When we tell a story of ourselves, we are giving an @téiqm

about our own involvement in the actions. To say, “after a while | decided to leave” is not
the same as to say, “the circumstances forced me to leave.” Through ite\seotell,

we recognize or we deny our involvement in some actions. In addition, through the
stories we tell we ascribe responsibility to others. It is analogous to theoiva judge.

In reconstructing the facts, we are implicitly or explicitly assgrwho did what. If this

is true in the ascription of responsibilities to others through narrations, it agpeue

in the recognition of our own responsibility through stories.

Thus, we can say that through the narrative of our own lifattestto our own
self as being capable of several actions, those actions that are recowntestanies. To
narrate our own life and to attest to our own self are parallel notions. The capacity
narrate oneself is a specific way of attesting to oneself, ascribinggselbseveral
actions as one’s own or, on the contrary, denying one’s involvement in some. To choose
one instead of the other is a matter of commitment, an act of our freedom, a problem of
attestation. The attestation of our own self through narrative leads us tsttbapacity
that Ricoeur discusses in detailOmeself as Another.e., the capacity of being

imputable. In the following paragraphs | will analyze it.
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1.5. To be imputable

With the capacity of being imputable, we reach the last of the four casatiait
are mentioned i®neself as AnotheRicoeur works with a specific and narrow concept
of imputability, equivalent to moral imputation. For him moral imputation consis& in “
kind of judgment saying that humans are responsible for the proximate consequences of
their deeds and for that reason may be praised or blamed” (Ricoeur 1989 9T+a8),
imputation is not just the attribution of an action to an agent, but in addition involves the
idea of praise or blame in a moral sense. In moral imputation we are not jusingsaiy

action to an agent, but we goelgingthe agent as good or bad in relation to the action.

Imputability is built into the other capacities analyzed here. In order todmave
imputable being, we need the subject to be able to designate himself in discourse
(Ricoeur 1989, 98). To recognize myself as responsible for an action | need to foe able
designate myself in language. The capacity to act and to recognize cuesethe true
authors of our actions is also required here in order to impute an action. How could we
judge an action as good or bad if we were not ablene first placeto ascribe an action
to an agent as the true author? For that reason, the same aporia that we found in the
capacity to act is found in imputability, that is, the problem of conceiving adere @

the midst of a world dominated by causalities. Imputability supposes a faorabl

39 In Oneself as AnotheRicoeur gives the following definition: “the agutibn of action to its
agent,under the condition of ethical and moral predicatésich characterize the action as good, just,
conforming to duty, done out of duty, and, finakhg being the wisest in the case of conflictualasibns”
(Ricoeur 1992, 292).
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resolution of this aporia, since only an agent capable of acting in the world caldbe h

responsible for his actions.

Finally, the capacity of being imputable is built into the capacity to natiate
the link is not as evident as in the other two capacities mentioned above. However, for
Ricoeur it is clear that only through the enrichment of action articulateariative, can
we ascribe moral qualities to action. First of all, through the narrative urlifg of
assign to actions a goal and a purpose. This purpose gives to action a moral quality
through the idea of a good life (see Ricoeur 1989, 98). Secondly, the practices and life
plans (that are at the basis of the narrative unity of life) are ruled byppdtachnical,
aesthetic, moral and political) that allow these actions to be evaluatéstanp@dard of
excellence” (Ricoeur 1989, 99). These “standards of excellence,” i.ernpdtiat
determine whether an action is good or bad, are the basis for the moral evaluation of a

action and, consequently, for imputation.

1.5.1.Imputability and reflexivity

In the concept of imputation, the idea of reflexivity that is present in the concept
of the self reaches its highest intensity:
Thus, with imputability the notion of a capable subject reaches its highesingnea

and the form of self-designation it implies includes and in a way recapitulates the
preceding forms of self-reference. (Ricoeur 2005a,*206)

“0 Ricoeur, in his analysis, does not distinguishresgly between imputability and self-
imputability. Although that there is a differencetiveen the two, for Ricoeur it seems that one ssgioe
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The idea of reflexivity has been present in the analysis of all capacitied\ie

already in the pragmatic approach to the capacity to speak that showsch ablg to
designate himself in discourse. Then, we find it in the idea of action, through the
ascription of an action to the agent and the capacity of the agent to recogsetkbaseits
true author. In the capacity to narrate our own life, we find the idea ofixetijexs well
when we are able to recognize ourselves in our own narrations. The capaciytie am
action supposes the previous levels of reflexivity. In order to be imputable | need to be
able to apply to myself the moral predicates of my actions, which is a refeotivieor

that reason, Ricoeur asserts that in this capacity the idea of rdflegipresent in its

highest intensity.

This reflexivity can be evidenced through an analysis of the meaning of gptonc
that is closely related to imputability, i.e., the idea of being accountablecdrniept
involves the idea of an account, a balance, a report, a dossier, a summary of our merits
and faults (Ricoeur 2000b, 14). In other words, our actions become so attached to us that
they are registered in our self in an almost material form. Thus, the iaralyisis related
concept (to be accountable) confirms the reflexivity of the idea of imputatiorden @
be accountable | need to be able to take responsibility for my actions, whaisiaplact

of self-designation similar to the one presents in imputability.

The notion of self-esteem also confirms the reflexivity of the idea of impntat

According to Ricoeur, self-esteem is the interpretation of ourselves eetiathe

other. | am imputable because | have the capatityomgnize the authorship of some actions. | can
recognize the authorship of some actions becatmsesotecognize me as the responsible of actions.
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ethical evaluation of our actions (Ricoeur 1989, 99). So, we do not only attribute to
ourselves the moral predicates of our actions, but even manaedeestancburselves in

and through the ethical evaluation of our actions that we and others do. In some respect,
we could say thawe are what we ddNe value ourselves in relationship to the value of

our actions.

1.5.2Imputation and attestation

After this exposition, we can ask about the relationship between imputation and
attestation. Since the idea of imputation supposes a moral judgment over a subject, we
have to find the relationship between imputation and attestation in the moral capacity of
the subject. To attest, to believe in my capacity of being imputable supposetdita
belief, a trust in my capacity to make moral judgment, because when we imput@an ac
to a subject, praising or blaming, we assume his capacity of moral judgnu=dd in
the criminal system the incapacity of a moral judgment usually makes somatedulg
of being imputed). Thus, the attestation of imputability must be found indirectly throug

the attestation of our moral capacity, as Ricoeur suggests in the followagyagzh:

This experiential evidence is the new figure in whatfestationappears, when

the certainty of being the author of one’s own discourse and of one’s own acts
becomes the conviction of judging well and acting well in a momentary and
provisional approximation of living well (Ricoeur 1992, 180).

We can conclude that the attestation of imputability is the attestation ofayar
capacity, which includes the capacity to make a moral judgametthe capacity to have
a right idea of the good life. Indeed, is the conviction of judging and acting much

different from the idea of a good life? | think that these two elements canrepdrated.
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In my act of judging and acting, there is always explicitly or imgyienvolved an idea
of the good life. Then, if these two elements are part of a unity, attestationdsly the
conviction of acting and judging well but the conviction of having the right idea of the

good life. Thus, attestation is found at the core of efflics.

1.6. Conclusion

After this exposition of the main capacities in relation to the problem of
attestation, we can ask about the role of attestation in the phenomenology ofthie cap
being. My thesis is that this role is twofold: Attestation is the link betwsee:tternal
and the internal side of experience and attestation works along with theatitfirraf the

self in each capacity, i.e., to attest to a capacity is to attest to myetfiwn s

The problem of the relation between the external and the internal side of
experience is related with the dialectic between reflection and antigsRicoeur
develops iMneself as AnotheAs | stated in the introduction, since for Ricoeur it is not
possible to have a direct access to the self, we have to follow the detour of the

manifestations of the self. This detour is made mainly by using the tools ofianaly

“I There is a strong relationship between ipseityrancal responsibility, as Hall sees it:
“Establishing the structure of agency is import@ntmany reasons, but most especially for ethical
reflection. Ethics depends upon an account of gemifor two reasons. First, the topic of agentyved an
approach to the subject to whom one can ascribalrmpoedicates. There must be a subject who is antag
in order to be able to engage in ethical reflectiball. For this reason, Ricoeur’s philosophicalject was
most profoundly a philosophicahthropology His was a project that sought to address the@atud
character of acting selves. In a second way, agéesignates the subject of ethics to the extenietidcs
is a discipline concerned with the question of ipr@sponsible agency” (Hall 2007, 21-22). Aloingt
same lines, Hall establishes the link between ipsaid moral responsibility: “[T]o locate an agénto
locate one who is responsible and, therefore, stiljemoral injunctions” (Hall 2007, 22).
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Analysis bears on the external side of experience, with what is observatble .dapacity
to speak, the external side of experience is mainly the capacity of beirtg al#atify a
subject in discourse. In the capacity to act, the external side of expesayicen by our
understanding of actions as a cause as well as an event in the world. In the tapacity
narrate, the external side of experience seems to be constituted by dsevatotel

about ourselves. In imputability, the external side of experience is the set &f thatm
constitute the moral realm. At the same time that we discover all thesaaxt
manifestations, we realize that there is another dimension that can belealiatenal
side of experience. In the case of the capacity to speak this internaldstituted by
our capacity for self-designation; in the case of the capacity to achoihsituted by
actions understood as the reasons and the motives of the actions; in the capacayeto nar
it is constituted by the narrative unity of life, i.e., our effort to give unity tdifaur
through narrative; and in the capacity to be imputable, it is constituted by ouitgéapac

apply reflexively the moral qualifications of the action to the self.

Thus the problem is how to join the two sides of experience, the external and the
internal. My thesis is that attestation is for Ricoeur the link between thesespects. In
the case of the capacity to speak, attestation is the conviction of being onesathéne
subject able to be identified in discourse as well as the subject with the gabseilf
designation. In the case of the capacity to act, attestation is the comwitthe power to
act, i.e., the power to intervene with my actions that are reasons and motives anidhe w
of causes. In the case of the capacity to narrate (ourselves), attestdimiconviction

that a given narrative expresses the meaning and the interpretation of mfecagrali
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unity. Finally, in the case of imputability, attestation is the conviction of judayig

acting well by applying moral norms to my actions and to me.

In other words, attestation works as a kind of appropriation of what is “already
there” for the self. This phenomenon can be explained with the idea of inscription and
ascription. The self is “inscribed” in different expressions that in sorpectprecede it.

The self is inscribed in a language, in some social patterns that consfitoms,an some
narrations that possess a specific semiotics and norms. All these naéiomssbf the self

in which it is inscribed, corresponds to what | am calling here the extetaalfs

experience. If we remain in that dimension, we will end up with an incomplete itlea of
self. We do not just speak, but we designate ourselves in speech; we do not just act, but
we assume some actions as ours; we do not just tell a story about ourselves, mk we thi
that these narratives account for who we are; we do not just follow some norms but we
think that we are good or bad insofar as we engage in good or bausatti other words,
there is a degree of reflexivity in our actions. So, once our actions are insorégo&ohd

of “grammar” that we have not created, how can we claim that these maiufestat

belong to us? Here we find the problem of ascription that is somehow the reverse of
inscription. We have to ascribe actions to ourselves, assuming thiatvihasam

speaking, acting, narrating and being imputable. How can we be sure of that® We ca
never reach the certainty of a science in this respect. At most, werdigdentthat we

are the true author of our words, of our actions, of our narrations and morally responsible
for them. This confidence is at the core of the ascription of the words, actiongpnarrat
and norms to the self and it has the form of attestation, i.e., of a trust, a certdiogntha

always be challenged.



62

What is the object of attestation? When | trust in my capacity of beirtguine
author of my words, my actions, my narration and when | assume the moral resgppnsibili
for my actions, | am attesting to my very self, | affirming that | am a self, that
“behind” my words, my actions, my narrations it is | who am speaking, actinggg
unity to my life and assuming the moral responsibility of my actions. This ‘the self.
Thus, the object of attestation is mainly the self. Attestation is ditesta the self. It is
a self that exists andthroughits capacities and a self that cannot be evidenced directly,
because it is a self with a radical opacity. Thus, when | act and when | mxogyself

as capable, | am affirming my own self through an act that has the fortesifion.

This idea of a self that is present in actions opens up a new range of very
important questions. What is the identity of the self? tlisdtsame selh each action?
What happens with the temporal element? Does time threaten the identityelf2he s
What is the basis for that identity? All these important questions in relation to the
problem of attestation will be addressed in the next chapter, through the discusiseon of t

problem of the identity of the self.
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Chapter Two

Attestation and Personal Identity

2.1. Introduction

In first chapter we discussed the main capacities of the self and tlué role
attestation in each of these capacities. In describing the main cepatithe self, we
encountered the problem of identity several times. In the analysis of gadditgawe
can ask who speaks, who acts, who narrates and who is imputable. As we saw, these are,
for Ricoeur, the most important questions regarding the self. Now it is time to turn our

attention to the problem of identity in relation to attestation.

When referring to the self, Ricoeur distinguishes two main kinds of identity:
Identity characterized bhigemand identity characterized mse* These two kinds of
identities refer to two models of permanence in tildemidentity, the identity proper of
things, refers to the mode of permanence in time that is based on the permanence of
certain featuredpseidentity, the identity proper of the self, is based on selfitanance,
that is, on the capacity of the self to stay the same despite changestwithesalels of
identity of the self will be at the core of the analyses of this chapter. Bhessnof

personal identity will be performed in several steps. First, | will gtdintthe notion of

“2\We refer to them aglemvidentity andipseidentity, for short. Ricoeur also refersitem
identity assamenesandipse-identity asipseityandselfhood
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identity as sameness. Next, | will analyze the notion of character. FaglRjcharacter

is the “set of lasting dispositions by which a person is recognized” (Ri@98@; 121).
Character is first associated with identity as sameness, becauseegses the
permanence of certain features in a person. However, at the same timé see wiht
character expresses the ipseity of a person, insofar as the permarseat &raierson
express not only the “what” of somebody but also the “who.” Thus the notion of
character will serve as a transition in order to explain in detail the idpaeify, which is
for Ricoeur a form of identity that goes beyond the permanehseme traits in a person.

Ipseity will be fully developed by the analysis of its privileged manifestaPromise$?

The analysis of the idea of sameness, character and ipseity willgptbpaground
for understanding of Ricoeur’'s main contributions to the problem of personal identity:
The concept of narrative identity, which, according to Ricoeur, is the kind of id#retty
best defines the identity of the self. In narrative identity we find idemsitysameness and
identity as ipseity in a dialectical relation. In narrative identity glaee elements of the
person that remain the same through time (sameness) and there are elahards t
changed. Despite those changes, the self keeps a unity (selfhood) thanksalipeacific

the operation of narrative configuration.

The concept of narrative identity will show the role of attestation in personal

identity. Narrative identity is a fragile identity that can alwaysdodigured differently.

*3 The dialectic between sameness and ipseity iselafgment of the two modes of being that
Heidegger distinguishes/orhandenheiandDasein (Ricoeur 1992, 309). To compare the notion of the
self in Ricoeur and Heidegger would exceed the gbtiis dissertation. For more on this issue,thee
brief remarks that Dauenhauer makes on this pBaténhauer 1997, 130).
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Attestation, as a kind of credence and belief in the self, permits the aobitratween
different possible plots of our own life through an act of commitment to a spsalific
interpretation. Narrative identity presupposes the commitment that atiegaivides.
Otherwise, the self would be fragmented by the different plots about itselfuwi

having any specific identity.

2.2. ldentity as sameness

The first of the two main senses of the concept of identity is “identity as
sameneswor identity in the sense aflem(Ricoeur 1991d, 73). In order to explain this
concept, Ricoeur presents four different way of understanding samiiessrical
identity, qualitative identityuninterrupted continuitandpermanence in timeAlthough
each of these ways of understanding sameness is different, they areexban€atefer

to the same phenomenon: The idea of a basic feature that remains constant in a thing.

Numerical identityis the kind of identity that we have in mind when we say that
two items actually constitute “one and the same thing” (Ricoeur 1991d, 74thdt is
notion of identity that is present when we recognize a person: “| alreadyometou are
Mr. Smith.” It is the same person. The idea of numerical identity encompghssdea of
uniqueness, plurality being its contrary. To ascrnibmerical identitys to affirm that

something is unique.

Qualitative identityrefers to the identity that is present in two different things that
have an extreme resemblance (Ricoeur 1992, 116). For example, if we say thatdsvo ladi

are wearing “the same dress,” we are implying that the dressegteaiordinarily similar
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(Ricoeur 1991d, 74). Thus, the opposite of this idea of identity is difference. This
criterion of identity can help us sort out cases where the criterion of numeetty is
not clear. It is possible that | am not sure that two appearances correspond tod‘tme a
same thing” (numerical identity). Afterwards, to be sure, | can appeahtiadre

identity and see whether there is a resemblance between the two appe&@oees (

1991d, 74).

If we compare something in a given year and the same thing ten years later, i
could very well be impossible to recognize it as the same thing. The thircborivér
identity (uninterrupted continuify that is, identity as “the uninterrupted continuity in the
development of a being between the first and last stage of its evolution” (Ricoeur 1991d,
74), addresses this problem. In spite of the fact that some things change, wé san stil
that they are the same thanks to an uninterrupted continuity that can be traced back from
the present moment to the beginning of the thing (Ricoeur 1992, 117). It is the case of an
acorn that becomes a tree. In the tree there is nothing that resemblesrthbwtcge can
still say that it is the same thing because there is a temporal continwgebethe acorn
and the tree. The opposite of this criterion of identity is discontinuity. Thisiontef
uninterrupted continuity through time has the advantage of allowing changes through
time. However, relying only on continuity through time is usually not enough tibasc
identity. It is hard to ascribe identity to a thing in which | do not recognize the

permanence of any characteristic.
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The fourth sense of identity as sameness, that is, idenfiigrasgnence in timis
similar to identity as uninterrupted continuity, but it adds the idea of a principle tha

remains (Ricoeur 1992, 117). Ricoeur gives the following example:

This will be, for example, the invariable structure of a tool, all of whose pdlts wi
gradually have been replaced. This is also the case, of supreme interest to us, of
the permanence of the genetic code of a biologic individual, what remains here i
the organization of a combinatory system. (Ricoeur 1992, 117)

Identity as permanence in tingethe most complete idea of sameness. The first two
senses of identity (humerical identity and qualitative identity) do not teée i
consideration the threat of time. The idea of uninterrupted continuity is linked to the
problem of time, but it gives a very fragile idea of identity, because it idwayseasy
to follow the trajectory of a thing through time. The advantage of identpgrasanence
in timeis that it adds to the temporal aspect of identity, a principle that staysntonsta

through time, for example a structure.

According to Ricoeur, the idea of a person possessing a character exprdsses
the kind ofsamenesthat is present in personal identity. The character, as the set of
permanent dispositions, gives to personal identity the stability proper to icesntity
sameness. At the same time, the idea of character will serve as ttommanghe notion
of identity aspseity, insofar as the self through the traits that are present in its character,
answers to the question “who are you?” The self, through the identification svitbviit
trait of character, finds its own identity, its own selfhood. For this reason, Ricodsr hol
that the idea of character exhibits an overlap between sameness and@bsaigter is

sameness, because it contains the sedimentation of habits, traits and customs. Howeve
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character is also ipseity because the self affirms its own selfhood lhitswdparacter

insofar as the self identifies itself with those character traits.

2.3. Character and the dialectic between sameness and ipseity

For Ricoeur, all the senses of identity as sameness are present in the notion of
character. He does not explain exactly how each of the ideas of samenessnedaont
the idea of character. Here | attempt an explanation. Numerical idsntibtptained in
the fact that our character can be identified and re-identified as “one andhéhgag.”
This idea of numerical identity allows us to tell an acquaintance, “I think yotinar
same person | saw at the convocation three years ago ” or, on the contrary, to note
changes in a person. The qualitative identity can be seen in the charestéragtmake it
possible to compare one character to another and to classify them. Thus, thanks to
gualitative identity we can say to a friend from a long time ago, “Aftehafie years you
are the same dreamy chap | once knew.” The uninterrupted continuity across time i
evidenced in the character’s history that makes it a unity that develops throegh ti
Without the idea of an uninterrupted continuity we could not assert that a friend is the
same person despite the many changes in his character. Finally, tbéick#ity as
permanence in time is contained in the character as the “set of distinctkeg ma

(Ricoeur 1992, 119) that are stable through time.

“Character” can be defined as “the set of lasting dispositions by whials@npe
recognized” (Ricoeur 1992, 121). These dispositions either come from acquireddnabit
identifications. Habits are the sedimentation of practices that form in tbenpekind of

“second nature.” ldentifications are those values, norms, ideals, models argl heroe



69

(Ricoeur 1992, 121) that the character assumes as proper. Through identificattas, wha
alien becomes part of the self. These dispositions and identifications conkégtute t
sameness of a character that allows us to identify and re-identify it.Mdowiee idea of
character does not only express sameness. The habits that are part ofitterciua not
just a set of characteristics; they are characteristics thatssxjevho of the self. There

is a “certain adherence of the ‘what?’ to the ‘who?”” (Ricoeur 1992, 122). Ric@aunscl
that “precisely as second nature, my character is me, mysg{fbut thisipseannounces
itself asident (Ricoeur 1992,121). Theho of the character (ipseity) is revealed through
thewhatof the character (sameness) or, as Ricoeur puts it: “Charactdy ithe ‘what’

of the ‘who™ (Ricoeur 1993, 106). We can note here that in character we find the
overlapping of these two forms of identity: sameness and ipseity. However, som
commentators claim that character is rather the expression of saiemesxample
Dauenhauer, after enumerating the constituents of character stat@isjyhadntrast with

this idem-identity, identity of seligseidentity) consists in the permanent capacity to
make and keep promises regardless of whether they support or undercut permianence o
character,” (Dauenhauer 1997, 130) implying by this sharp contrast betweectehar

and promise, that character is equivalentémidentity. However, in my opinion,

Ricoeur is clear about the ipsemdialectic in character when he states that in character
“ipseannounces itself adem” If character were just sameness, the person could not feel
that her character expresses her own self. We could not even sheakludracter. The
character is the expressionip$eity, what can be noted in statements as “do not ask me

to change at this point of my lifthis [this character] is the person that | afRdr that

reason, in this respect | agree with Hall who states:
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Character represents not tilesenceof ipseidentity, but the “over-lapping” of
idemandipseto the point where the latter becomes indiscernible from the former.
In a metaphorical sense, selfhood remains hidden behind sameness as the
principle around which dispositions and identifications cluster. But, selfhood is
also the potential for initiative, which can spring forth from character. (Hall 2007,
27)

It is hard to give a straightforward definition of ipseity. Summarily cave say
thatipseityis the very self that remains despite the changes in life. Thus, ipseity is
principle of permanence in time different from sameness. While samenessdsia
features that do not change, ipseity is based in the capacity of being despékthe
changes. Thus, ipseity is the identity of the self that is manifested infitaaatenance,
that is, in the act of the self to affirm its own identity thorough its life. Venpaints to
Ricoeur’s insistence that “selfhood has a meaning beyond ‘its contratamiteness’™
(Venema 2000a, 143), that is, selfhood is not just characterized negativelyraspepr
that goes beyond sameness, but it has a positive definition. According to Mc@as¢hy
identity finds its fullest expression in the notionsetf-constancy(McCarthy 2007, 126).
McCarthy stresses that for Ricoeur these two senses of identity angudgtable
“logically, epistemologically, and ontologically,” giving as evidenoe following

passage frordneself as Another

The ontological status of selfhood is therefore solidly based upon the distinction
between two modes of being, Dasein and Vorhandenheit. In this regard, the
correlation between category of sameness in my own analyses and the notion of
Vorhandenheit in Heidegger is the same as that between selfhood and the mode of
being of Dasein. (Ricoeur 1992, 3(9)

4 Cited by McCarthy 2007, 129.
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As we can observe in this passage, there is an ontological difference betmeapssa

and selfhood. Sameness has the mode of being of things, while selfhood points to the
mode of being oDasein that is, of human beings. Things and human beings have two
different modes of permanence in time. While the identity of things is based on samene
that is, on the permanence in time of some traits, the identity of human beings is not
based in the continuity of some traits but in an act of assurance of the selfatzattges

that it is itself the same through time despite the changes. With respect to the
epistemological differences between sameness and selfhood, McCarthg fa®wing

to say:

Idemidentity can be verified by Cartesian certainty or objective caiféor
example, taking fingerprints), whilpseidentity is verified by what he calls
“attestation.” (McCarthy 2007, 130)

While idemtidentity is verified through observation, measurement and empanadénce,
ipse-identity is verified through the act of assurance that the self prafidsslf,
guarantying that despite the changes, she is the same person. It is an &efsstismhce

that has the form of attestation.

McCarthy’ emphasis on the ontological and epistemological differencesdiet
sameness and selfhood are accurate and useful. However, they can be misleading i
simply assume that sameness is the identity proper to things and ipseity tie ident
proper to human beings, because, by doing so we would be forgetting that the identity of
the self is based on tlagalecticbetween sameness and ipseity. Thus, in order to
understand the role of sameness and ipseity in human identity, rather than akaply t

sameness to be the identity of things and ipseity the identity of human beingsuie s
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make it clear that both sameness and ipseity are modes of being that appleto A s

Hall states it:

The principal question to ask here is the manner in which the identity of the agent
perseveres in time and how agency is configured within time. Posing the identity
of the self in terms of sameness and selfhood, therefore, is Ricoeur’s attempt to
account for thggermanence in timef the self both as a body and as an agent.

(Hall 2007, 26)

Hall's approach to the dialectic between sameness and selfhotwichamin advantages.
First, like McCarthy, he recognizes the ontological and the epistemoladigiesence
between sameness and selfhood, by acknowledging that sameness accounts for the
permanence in time of the self as a body and selfhood accounts for the permanence i
time of the self as agent. However, while McCarthy emphasizes thatessreccounts

for the identity of things, Hall stresses that sameness accounts fdetttiéyi of theself

as a body. Indeed, sameness is not the identity of things in contraposition to thg identit
of the self, but sameness accounts for a mode of identity that is present ihdsensd.

For that reason, the identity of the self is a dialectic between identigyresess and

identity as selfhood, insofar as the self is also a body, that is, a thing amorsg thing

The problem of thevhoof the self or ipseity is also present in the identifications
that are part of its character. The different things with which a characwifieteitself
form part of the sameness of that character, insofar as they are traitmtbatidentified
and re-identified. However, these things with which the character can idéselfyneed
to be accepted and integrated by the self. Through this act of acceptance, the notion of

identity as ipseity appears, as Ricoeur explains in the following passage:
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[W]e may relate to the notion of disposition the sedajfuired identificationdy

which the other enters into the composition of the same. To a large extent, in fact,
the identity of a person or a community is made up of these identifications with
values, norms, ideals, models, and hermeshich the person or the community
recognizes itself. Recognizing onesaltontributes to recognizing onesbif.

(Ricoeur 1992, 121)

Thus, when we refer to persons, there is no ipseity without sameness because the
self needs to affirm its own self through the different traits of its cler&oAt the same
time, there is no sameness without ips&itjust to have a set of characteristics without a
self that assumes them as its own does not constitute self-identity at #ilisHeason,
Ricoeur claims that the “permanence of character expresses the ampétte mutual
overlapping of the problematic @femand ofipsé€’ (Ricoeur 1992, 118). This dialectical
relationship between sameness and ipseity, however, is not kept with the samiy intensi
at all the levels of personal identity. There are situations when ipseitg seeule over
sameness. For example, this could happen when we want to enact changes in our lives
that will affect our character and start something radically new in ouirithese
situations, for a moment, ipseity seems to become uncoupled from sameness, as it
happens in the capacity of “keeping one’s word” (Ricoeur 1992, 118). A promise can be

related to our past, but it can inaugurate something completely new in our life.

5 We will see later that there are particular caseshich there seems to appear a “naked self’
without the support of sameness. However, here $@aking at the level of character. At this lette,
ipseity that is present needs the support of sassene

“® Ricoeur is very explicit on this point: “This pres that one cannot think tieemof the person
through without considering thpse even when one entirely covers over the otherédRur 1992, 121).
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2.4. Promises and ipseity

Usually ipseity and sameness are found together. If we are asked who we are, we
answer by telling about some features of ourselves. “| am a person who likesitay.; i
life | have taken these options, etc.” We answer the “who of ourselves” by iapgpeal
the “what of ourselves.” However, we are aware that the “what of oursétwas”
characteristics, our history, our traits) does not express completehlylloeof ourselves”.
We know that there is a difference between the two. One of the moments where this
difference is particularly experienced is in promises. When | pronaifigrh that despite
the changes in my life (disruptions in sameness) | will stay firm. Whatasit of me will
stay firm? My very self, my ipseity. In promises, ipseity appears mesyine and for that
reason promise is for Ricoeur the “paradigmatic example of ipseitgd€Rr 2005a,

127).

The capacity to make promises is built upon and presupposes all the other
capacities (Ricoeur 2005a, 128). In fact, to be able to make promises presupposes the
ability to speak; to be able to make a commitment; to be able to give a narraty® uni
one’s life through time and to be able to be responsible for one’s acts (imputation). Thus
promises express the highest manifestation of selfhood, and this is evidenced in some
languages, like French, in which a promise can be made by saj@ngréngage’a

(Ricoeur 2005a, 129): “I commit myself to...”

While in character the identity of self finds its support in habits and ideitins
in promising the self is affirmed without the need for a principle of permanenee bas

dispositions of character. Even more, the strength of promises is built into ticéyctpa
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remain firm through changes, as Ricoeur states “keeping one’s prordises indeed
appear to stand as a challenge to time, a denial of change: Even if my @esite w
change, even if | were to change my opinion or my inclination, ‘I will hold firm’

(Ricoeur 1992, 124). Does this mean that in promising there is no principle of
permanence in time? No, promises are founded upon a principle of permanence in time
but a principle that is not grounded in sameness, but in ipseity. It is a principle of se

constancy (Ricoeur 1992, 109%).

When we emphasize this principle of self-maintenance that is not grounded in
sameness, we can ask ourselves what happens to the dialectic betweemigseity a
sameness, which as | have mentioned before, is crucial to Ricoeur’s philosopéy of t
self. At first glance, it seems that in promises we find ipseity withonesass. The very
idea of a promise suggests a challenge to sameness. While samenesstrefers t
sedimentations of the self, to habits, attitudes that are already a part @mnuisgsrcan
break with the past and affirm an identity that is grounded in what has been codstructe
during a life. Many promises imply a break with the past, particularly pesieat imply
a deep conversion in the person’s attitudes and habits. At the same time, promiges impl
a challenge to the future. The promise maker affirms that despite the disruptions i
sameness, “l will hold my word.” Thus, we could think of promises as a paradigmati

example of ipseity without the support of sameness (sameness being a poiciple

*" |pseity is not only relevant for promises, buisialso relevant for any ethics. Without a
principle that stands despite the changes in tlfigitsis hard to maintain the idea of responstliliFor
more on this see Van den Beld 2002, 51.
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constancy). Indeed, Ricoeur seems to support the idea that in a promise sasnestess i
relevant when he, for example, argues that promise is the “paradigmatiglexdm
ipseity.” However, as | will explain in what follows, Ricoeur does understand and even

emphasizes the importance of sameness in promises.

First, sameness matters at the moment of making a promise. A promise is not
made out of the blue. Generally it reflects some dispositions of character, wdtichte
a person to make a commitment. Promises often express the desire of giving a
continuation to some traits of character that are already present. Thuds theough
promises make explicit a favorable disposition to each other that is alreadptare
each of them. When somebody tells a friend “I promise that whatever happdns | wi
stand by you,” she is just making explicit a favorable disposition that is in hactéra
Thus, here we find that promises are anchored in sameness in the sense that promise
give a continuation to some traits that are already present in the ehafaztperson.
Ricoeur seems to agree with the idea that promises are a kind of projectiorenésam
to the future by agreeing with Hannah Arendt’s claim that promises suppldraent t
weakness of human action. For Arendt, by its binding power, “the promise offers a
response to the unpredictability that threatens confidence in some expected course of
action, in grounding itself in the reliability of human actions” (Ricoeur 2005a, 132).
Using Ricoeur’s concepts, we could rephrase Arendt’s by stating thatspgom
supplement the weakness of the habits and dispositions, i.e., of the sameness of.character
The choice of the verb “supplements” indicates that the possibility that psooaisdoe

built without the initial support of sameness is ruled out.
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Secondly, in my opinion, sameness seems to nmaftara promise is made as
well. Once the act of promising is made, the person can make decisionslthat wil
transform his character in such a way that he will end up breaking the promises ilow
possible to faithfully live a promise if the character is not in a way “attuttedthat a
promise requires? A promise is not something that is made once and for ever. & promis
in order to remain such, needs a continued renewal. That renewal is made ectadial
way with sameness. If | promised to serve my country, | have to try to develop a
character that helps me to serv&ithis can be found in the remarks Ricoeur makes on
the fragility of promise&® Promises are fragile in part because ipseity needs the support
of samenes® Maybe for this reason Ricoeur warns us “not to presume” too much about
the power of promises, not to “promise too much” (Ricoeur 2005a, 133). Since to
promise is a risky act where the self goes beyond the safety of memesan(Ricoeur
2005a, 103), we have to find ways by which the sameness could help the self to keep its

word. One of the ways in which the self can gain the support of sameness is byngppea

“8Here | use the idea of character in two senseat widerlies someone’s actions and behaviors
and what actions and behaviors mold. These two mmmnt one another. My actions are shaped by my
character and my character is shaped by my action.

“9 Ricoeur refers to this fragility by stating thaet“power not to keep one’s word is an integral
part of the ability to make promises” (Ricoeur 280527).

0 Hall links the idea that there is no promise withsameness with the relationship between the
voluntary and the involuntary: “Nevertheless, hurfraedom is not pure volition; human action is pote
act. Human capability is embodied, incarnate, anglugh one’s action is limited by the obstacle$ bot
within and outside of the body. Actions arise witkiie interconnected systems of cause and effaos, T
initiative is not arabsolute beginningout the initiation of a series of events withitaeger series. Even at
the level of keeping one’s promises, where the lo#ipaof the self announces itself at its mostforond,
individual initiative is a limited one. Thereforene cannot reasonably promise to do somethingghat
beyond his/her capability. Selfhood finds its stowal support within sameness, even if selfhood kdgim
to itself beyond structures of sameness” (Hall 2Q7728).
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to memory. We find a powerful example of this in the history of the biblical |sshelre

the people need to remember the deeds of God in order for them to renew their own
commitment. When the people of Israel became unfaithful to God (when they brioke the
promises), the prophets reminded them of what God had done in their favor. Those
memories produced a reactivation of the commitment of the people of Israel. Through
those memories, the prophets reminded them that their close relationship with God was

part of their own “character” (sameness).

Finally, we can find the dialectic between ipseity and promises by appéala
different dialectic: The dialectic between the self and the other. Evenhaweea hard
time finding the support of sameness for ipseity, otherness can support the act of
promising and in so doing confers another kind of sameness, the sameness that is built
upon the recognition of the other. Indeed, for Ricoeur promises have a very important
dialogical dimension, as is seen in this sentence: “The relation to the otherangarst
the case of promises that this feature can serve to mark the transitieetdtw present
chapter and the one that will follow, on mutual recognition” (Ricoeur 2005a, 127-128).
According to Ricoeur, the ethical dimension of promises arises in this didlogica
dimension. Promises consist in a “commitment to ‘do’ or ‘give’ something held to be
good for him or her” (Ricoeur 2005, 129). Promises not only have a receiver but a
beneficiary as well. Here Ricoeur links the idea of promises with GabrieeVia
concept of creative fidelity (Ricoeur 2005, 133-134). Marcel emphasizes thdyfidel
someone else is not static, but supposes an openness to change in order to be faithful. The
otherness that is present in promises comes to strengthen the pole of sameness in the

dialectic between ipseity and sameness. How can this happen? As we wiltleee i
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fourth chapter, otherness becomes part of the self in a dialectical way. Myishibsit in
becoming part of the self, otherness comes to be part of the sameness ofdterchara
disposition to fulfill one’s word, to honor a promise. When | promise something |
develop a favorable disposition to fulfill that promise. Otherwise the promis# is
sincere. That disposition is a disposition towardsother. Through the disposition
towards the other, the other becomes part of the self as a beneficiary dvérewight

to complain if I do not fulfill my word. In the fourth chapter this idea will be exiea in
the thesis that for Ricoeur the self can be sustained as a meaningfubmiytity a
dialectical relationship with otherness. As we will see, there is no galbutithe other.
We can apply the same formula to promise: There is no promise without the tiecogni
of the other who becomes part of the self's commitment. Thus, in a promise the other
becomes part of the self in the sense that to promise is a particular way cdiffechepn

by otherness.

To conclude this section, we can say that even if it is true that in promises there is
an undeniable gap between ipseity and sameness, this gap is not equivalent to an abyss.
The dialectic between ipseity and sameness is also maintained in pr@sig&scan see
in the role of sameness in the making of a promise, in the keeping of one’s word and in
recognizing the other as the beneficiary of a promise. However, promisasasiilest
the crucial distance between sameness and ipseity, while charactexstsathié overlap
of sameness and ipseity. An adequate understanding of personal identity must be built
upon a more fruitful and balanced articulation of sameness and ipseity. This is what

narrative identity provides.
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2.5. Identity and narrative

Idemandipseare two ways of responding to the challenges that time presents to
human identity. They are two models of permanence in time that belong to the self,
sameness being an identity built on the idea of stability and ipseity beymguanid
identity. According to Ricoeur, the challenges that the articulation ofyehaimd
permanence in time introduces can only be successfully approached with the idea of

narrative identity:

My thesis from this point on is a double one: the first is that most of the
difficulties which afflict the contemporary discussion of personal identityltres
from the confusion between two interpretations of permanence over time; the
second is that the notion of narrative identity offers a solution to the aporias
concerning personal identity. (Ricoeur 1991d, 76)

It is not a coincidence that it is precisely in narrative that we can findezjuatk
articulation of the problem of identity. Our existence is temporal and theitya
concept of identity essentially temporal, as narrative identity is, canagi®ood account

of the problem of identity*

Let us therefore introduce this idea of narrative identity laying out the main

assumptions it involves. To speak with Ricoeur:

It is therefore plausible to affirm the following assertions: a) knowleé¢feeo
self is an interpretation; b) the interpretation of the self, in turn, finds natrative
among other signs and symbols, to be a privileged mediation; c) this mediation

1 Meech expresses the same idea: “Narrative idemtityulates what cannot be said in a purely
descriptive discourse, namely, the dialecticalti@teship betweeipseandidem selfhood and sameness”
(Meech 2006, 89). See also McCarthy 2007, 168.
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borrows from history as much as fiction making the life story a fictive histqry
if you prefer, an historical fiction, comparable to those biographies of great men
where both history and fiction are found blended together. (Ricoeur 1991d, 73)

The most important of these assumptions is that life is a self-interpretataiated by
narrative>? Ricoeur goes even further when he claims that his notion of narrative can
result in a significant reformulation of Socrates’s well known dictum, the “umieveal

life is not worth living" (Apology 38a), as “a lifexamined. is a lifenarrated’ (Ricoeur

1986, 130). Although Ricoeur recognizes that narrative is not the only mediation for self-
understanding, he holds that narrative is an essential mediation without which we could
not make sense of our life: “[D]o not human lives become more readiatiieef] when

they are interpreted in function of the stories people tell about themse{iResGEur

1991d, 73y3

This thesis supposes that between narrative and life there is an essential

relationship. Narratives are fulfilled through their reception by theeremud life is

*2 Hall explains this rather well: “Narrative, Ricaeargued, is a fundamental structure of self-
understanding. It casts both a retrospective glandea prospective glance over one’s existenceiresal
doing, erects a configuration around what are ettserrandom events” (Hall 2007, 52). In anothet,tex
Ricoeur amplifies the mediating role of narratimetiree fundamental senses: “From an hermenedutit po
of view, that is, from the point of view of the émpretation of a literary experience, a text hasratirely
different significance from that which a structuaalalysis, deriving from linguistics, accords tdtiis a
mediation between man and the world, between mdmem, between man and himself. Mediation
between man and the world is calteference mediation between man and macd@mmunication
mediation between man and himsel$&f-understandingA literary works brings together these three
dimensions of reference, communication, and seffiewstanding” (Ricoeur 1986, 126-127).

3 We have stated in the introduction of this dissé@rh that Ricoeur’s idea of the self is not a self
that occupies the foundational places as in thiegtphies of the cogito. The importance of nareativ
Ricoeur’s work is a direct consequence of his iofem mediated self: “Allow me to conclude by saythgt
thesubjectis never given at the beginning. Or, if it weregbeen it would run the risk of reducing itself to
a narcissistic ego, self-centered and avaricioaisdHt is just this from which literature can libg us. Our
loss on the side of narcissism is our gain on ithe af narrative identity. In the place of an egelented
by itself aselfis born, taught by cultural symbols, first amonigjet are the stories received in the literary
tradition. These stories give unity — not unitysabstance but narrative wholeness” (Ricoeur 1988).1
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understood narratively. Ricoeur recognizes the objections that such thesis can invite
since it seems to go against the intuitive idea that “stories are told, lifed” (Ricoeur

1986, 126¥* In order to analyze the possibility and lay down the foundation of this thesis
that supports narrative identity, | will start with Ricoeuhedry of the threefold mimesis.
The choice of this theory is governed by its central position in Ricoeur nartetmey t
Indeed, this theory is formulated Time and Narrativea three volume work. The

threefold mimesis, in its turn, is the core of this monumental work.

2.5.1.The threefold mimesis

The main goal of the theory of threefold mimesis is to demonstrate the dssentia
relationship between time and narrative in the sense that time becomes huwugh thr
the narrative function and the narrative function is structured and articulated through
time:

[T]ime becomes human to the extent that it is articulated through a narrative

mode, and narrative attains its full meaning when it becomes a condition of
temporal existence(Ricoeur 1984, 52, Ricoeur’'s emphasis)

Lived time can only be understood through narration. Narratives, in other words, are an
essential mediation of temporal experience. At the same time, narragvessantially
temporal. Thus, there is no experience of time that is not mediated in narratvibei

IS no narrative that is not temporal. By demonstrating this thesis Ricoeurtwéate

** As expected, the issue of the relationship betviézand narrative is controversial in the
secondary literature. Some scholars go further Biaoeur claiming that life more than having jugira-
narrative quality is narrative itself. Others, be tontrary, deny that life has a narrative ormagative
quality at all. For more on this discussion seer @aal. 1991, Kemp 1989, 73—77 and Pellauer 1991.
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down the inscrutable aporias of time that so bothered Augustine and other philosophers
after him. Ricoeur is not looking for a theoretical solution to the aporias but foetc'po
solution,” by showing how this aporia can be reconciled through narrative. Although the
main aim of Ricoeur with the threefold mimesis is to show the relationship between t
and narrative, he does that by showing how human actions are prefigured, configured a
refigured through narrative. Thus, the broad thesis of the articulation of time through
narrative is demonstrated by a more specific topic: The articulationioh dctough
narrative. However, through the demonstration of this specific issue, a kEsgers at

stake: The relationship between life and narrative, where Ricoeur holdietiist |
understood through narratR’eand narrative reaches its fulfillment in life. Thus, from the
outset, we can realize that this theory is crucial for a good understandingpetiRs

idea of narrative identity.

Ricoeur borrows the idea of mimesis from Aristotle. In Aristotle, story
(“mythos”) is defined as an “imitation of actiomimesis praxedgRicoeur 1986, 127).
Analogously, Ricoeur focuses on the process of imitation of action through the narrative
configuration. Thus, the threefold mimesis shows the activity of narrative cdmaposi

three stages. Mimesiss the central stage where we find the core of narrative

%5 As Vandevelde rightly points out “Ricoeur’s chalig is thus to show, among other things, that
the level of life and experience, of action andexirig, is already in some sense a narrative order”
(Vandevelde 2008, 147).
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composition. Mimesisis what narrative composition supposes (the world of action) and

mimesis is the reception by the reader of the narrative compostion.

Mimesis

Mimesis is the world of actions that is presupposed in every narrative
composition. We can compose, understand and follow a narrative because we have a pre-
understanding of the practical field that narration makes explicit. Without such
understanding, it would be impossible to understand a narratiere we find two main
claims: Narrations are built on a preunderstanding of the world of actions
(epistemological claim) and the world of action has a narrative quality (ordalaaim),

as Vandevelde explains:

Narratives are thus not mere descriptions of something that would be otherwise
available independently of description, but are ontological layers, part amdl parc
of the paste of actions and experiences. (Vandevelde 2008, 141)

Thus, it is not only that narrations are built on a preunderstanding of action (which would
be quite obvious) but that the world of actions is essentially narrative. This lastishes
more controversial. We will return to this point later by analyzing somieecgtritical

remarks that commentators have made on this theory.

% Hattingh and Van Veuren summarize the model of esisistating that it “gives rise to three
corresponding moments of understanding, namelyganedtion (world of action), configuration
(emplotment), and refiguration (appropriation)” (tfagh and Van Veuren 1995, 63).

" See Venema 2000a, 98. Jervolino offers us a gewengry of this idea: “Hence, the ultimate
meaning of Mimesisis that in order to imitate or represent actiois necessary to pre-understand human
acting in its semantic, symbolic and temporalitigetature would be incomprehensible if its role evaot
that of configuring that which already has its figin human action” (Jervolino 1990, 129).
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For Ricoeur our understanding of narratives presupposes the mastering of the
basic structure of actions in its semantic, symbolic and temporal stsudiitbout that
understanding, it would not be possible to narrate actions and to understand those
narratives. The semantic structure of action refers to the basic compitra¢msnstitute
an action and allows us to distinguish it from physical motion (Ricoeur 1984, 58-55).
Thus, in every action we find some basic elements such as “project, goal, means,
circumstances, and so on” (Ricoeur 1986, 128). Thanks to the understanding of the
semantic structure of action we can act meaningfully. Every action foltogvkind of
grammar. Otherwise, it could not be considered an action. In every action thesagent i
inspired by a project (the agent wants to achieve something), has a geaig#heirect
purpose in what is done), some means are chosen, and there are some circuthatances
surround the action (other agents, a time, a place). As we cannot meaningfldlg spea
language without knowing its grammar, we cannot act if we do not follow this basic

structure. Ricoeur summarizes these ideas in this way:

Actions imply goals, the anticipation of which is not confused with some faresee
or predicted result, but which commit the one on whom the action depends.
Actions, moreover, refer to motives, which explain why someone does or did
something, in a way that we clearly distinguish from the way one physic#l eve
leads to another. Actions also have agents, who do and can do things which are
taken agheir word, ortheir deed. (Ricoeur 1984, 55)

%8 Ricoeur stresses the idea that actions and pasaie meaningful because they belong to a net
of meaning that we master: “We understand whabacind passion are in virtue of our ability toiaélin
a meaningful way the entire network of expressamd concepts which the natural languages supply us
with in order to distinguish “action” from simpléapsical “movement” and from psycho-physiological
‘behavior” (Ricoeur 1986, 128).
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It must be noted that the knowledge of the semantics of action that we need to have in
order to act meaningfully is not a theoretical knowledge, but a practical one. We do not
need an awareness of a theory of action in order to act. Secondly, it is important to note
that these components of action constitute a network in the sense that the ghakterin

one of these concepts supposes and requires the mastering of the others (Ricoeur 1984,

55).

The second anchorage that the narrative composition finds in the world of actions
is the “symbolic mediation of action” (Ricoeur 1984, 54). Human actions are aditulat
by signs, rules, and norms (Ricoeur 1984, 57). While the semantics of action allows us to
understand the basic components of human actions (goals, motives, agents), the
symbolics of action confer an initiatéadability on action” (Ricoeur 1984, 58), that is, it
provides the rules that permit us to interpret the meaning of an action or behavior. Thus,
when an agent does something, what he is doing must be interpreted in the context of the
meaning of the symbols that are present in his action. Thus, for example, cettai@sges
are interpreted differently in different cultures depending upon the symbolicaiktide
in that culture. Ricoeur gives the example of the gesture of raising a hand whiod ca
interpreted as greeting, voting or hailing a taxi depending on the symboli@anales
norms of a culture and the context (Ricoeur 1984°%58jhile the semantic structure of

an action allows us to distinguish what is and what is not an action, the symbolic

%9 As Ricoeur states, the meaning cannot be dissatfatm the context: “In other words, it is ‘as
a function of’ such a symbolic convention that ve@ interpret this gesture as meaning this or .
same gesture of raising one’s arm, depending ondhtext, may be understood as a way of greeting
someone, of hailing a taxi, or of voting” (Ricoel$84, 58).
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structure of an action is related to the meaning of an aieor example, if somebody
draws a swastika on a wall in a Jewish community, the meaning of his action cannot be
dissociated from the strong symbolism that is present in that sign. Thus, the symidoli

an action is related to the complete set of symbols available in a culturepasiRi

explains:

To understand a ritual act is to situate it within a ritual, set within a cyfiters,
and by degrees within the whole set of conventions, beliefs, and institutions that
make up the symbolic framework of a culture. (Ricoeur 1985, 58)

Ricoeur here holds that the symbols that are present in a specific kind of act must be
understood in the context of the whole set of symbols available in a society. While the
semantics of an action refers to the minimum elements that constitutecsm #ueti
symbolics of an action refers to the meaning of the symbols that are pregemhose
symbols, as Ricoeur explains, are given in the context of the symbolic netltira.dn

the symbolic structure of actions we find ethical evaluation of actions hsAw&bns are
already evaluated within a symbolic net of values. Since a narrativafisdyonto this

symbolic structure, there are no ethically neutral narrafives.

® This aspect of action is related to the publicetision of an action, to a meaning that is
publically available, as Jervolino points out: i4ta structured symbolic system, a public one, twhic
furnishes single actions with a context and makemt in a certain sense, readable” (Jervolino 1928).

®1 Ricoeur emphasizes here that the moral evaluafitie action can be transferred to the agent:
“As a function of the norms immanent in a cultuaetions can be estimated or evaluated, that igejdid
according to a scale of moral preferences. Thegthereceive a relative value, which says thatahtton
is more valuable than that one. These degreedwé viirst attributed to actions, can be extenaethe
agents themselves, who are held to be good oriledigr or worse” (Ricoeur 1984, 58). See also Ricoe
1992, 115.
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Finally, we have the third element by which narrative is anchored in life. Ricoeur
calls it the pre-narrative quality of human experiefi¢Ricoeur 1986, 129, Ricoeur's
emphasis). In our understanding of actions, there is a comprehension of their temporal
structures in a way that we can speak of “life as an incipient storgd¢Rr 1986, 129).

This “pre-narrative quality of human experience” is evidenced in the need thaived¢o
narrate our stories. Action possesses “temporal structures that call &aramérgRicoeur
1984, 59). Ricoeur provides two examples to show that our actions need to be narrated
and, therefore, posses a “narrative pre-quality.” The first one is the patierttirns to a
psychoanalyst in order to make his story “more intelligible and more beafRideeur

1986, 129). The patient makes sense of her own story by telling it to the analysacThis f
would demonstrate that our experience has a narrative component that is made explic
when we narrate it. The second case that would demonstrate the “narrative py&-ajual
life is the case of a trial where “a judge tries to understand a suspaetdweling the

knot of complications in which the suspect is caught” (Ricoeur 1986, 129). The fact that
we need different narratives about an incident in which the suspect was involved in order
to make sense of it demonstrates that our actions have a narrative qualityHesfane

told. Ricoeur here is claiming that some events in our life can only make senseevhen
narrate them. Thus, a demand for meaning makes our life worthy of beingdahaiate
could say that our life possesses an inchoate meaning that can only be maite expli
through narration. Finally, Ricoeur offers an additional reason why ouhbigd be

narrated:

We tell stories because in the last analysis human lives need and merit being
narrated. This remark takes on its full force when we refer to the ngdessitve
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the history of the defeated and the lost. The whole history of suffering cries out
for vengeance and calls for narrative. (Ricoeur 1984, 75)

By narrating the story of the vanquished we do justice to those whose history has not
been narrated or whose point of view has not been taken into consideration. However, in
addition, by narrating the history of the losers, we do justice to history itssdiimting

the past “such as it wa§?” Thus, through narrative we do fulfill a moral duty to the truth
and to others. Not any narrative satisfies this demand. Usually history is mtwe by

victors and does not take into consideration the point of view of the lost.

Mimesis

Mimesis is found between mimesiand mimesigand it possesses a mediating
function. It mediates between the world of action (which precedes the narrative
configuration or mimesi$ and the reception of the narration by the reader (what follows
the narrative configuration, mimegigRicoeur 1984, 65). Mimesigsorresponds to the
configuration of action accomplished by narratives. The configuration of an action is
what Ricoeur calls “emplotment*The notion of emplotment is borrowed by Ricoeur
from Aristotle’s concept of “compositionfhythosin Greek, “which means both ‘fable’

(in the sense of imaginary story) and ‘plot’ (in the sense of ‘well-consttuustory’)”

52 See Vandevelde 2008.

% The word “emplotment” is given by Ricoeur as translation of the concefinise en
intrigue.” This concept is also found in Hayden White: Bby.emplotment | mean simply the encodation of
the facts contained in the chronicle as compongfigpecifickindsof plot structures...” (White, 2001).
Ricoeur was well aware of White’s works and hetesddahe notion ofise en intriguavith emplotment
precisely while he engages in a discussion withté/{see Ricoeur 1983, 231).
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(Ricoeur 1986, 122). Ricoeur’s notion of emplotment follows the second idea of mythos
(a “well constructed history”). Emplotment is mainly an operation that cenighe
synthesis of the heterogeneous elements that are found in a story, such ascigests, a
accidental confrontations or expected ones, interactions, means, results and so on
(Ricoeur 1986, 122). This synthesis of the heterogeneous happens mainly through three
functions of the narrative. First, the narrative produces a synthesis of hatsoge

elements in giving the story a unity. It is this synthesis that givesdhetbe quality of

being a singular, complete and intelligible whole (Ricoeur 1986, 122 .a

consequence, a story has a theme. Secondly, through narratives the story gaites a gre
coherence (Ricoeur 1986, 123). In most narratives the different characierss,dohes

can give the idea that there is no coherence in a narration. The events appear
disconnected and contradictory to one another. The reader could ask “what is the
connection between these events?” However, even in those cases, there is a primacy of
concord over discord. Otherwise, we could not call it “a story” but just a series of
disconnected facts. Thus, narrative configuration confers a coherence toifehg, F
emplotment is a synthesis of the heterogeneous by deriving configuration from a
succession. In a story we always find an undefined succession of incidents. This
succession of incidents that are present in a story reaches a unity onoeytise st

completed and acquires a kind of necessity. What was just a mere successiotsof eve

% Or, in more simple words, borrowed from KearneBy ‘harrative configuration he [Ricoeur]
means the temporal synthesis of heterogeneous efemer to put it more simply, the ability to crea
plot which transforms a sequence of events intoy's(Kearney 1989, 18).
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becomes a necessary configuration. Thus, emplotment configures succession by

providing integration, culmination and an ending (Ricoeur 1986, %23).

What is the relationship of mimesi@mplotment) to mimesi8 According to
Ricoeur it is a relationship of presupposition and transformation (Ricoeur 1984, 55). As |
stated above, mimesipresupposes mimesis the sense that it works on the same
practical understanding of action that is described in mimesisther words, mimesis
is built on the semantic, the symbolic and the temporal elements of actiomeesori
mimesis. However, mimesisat the same time transforms these elements: Migissis
not a mere repetition of the world of action or a redundancy of mip{&meur 1984,

73). But, how is mimesjdransformed in mimesi3

In relation to the semantics of action proper to mimeBEoeur asserts that
while mimesis offers the paradigmatic level of action, mimesifers the syntagmatic
level. The paradigmatic level of action refers to the basiaséc structure of action that,
we find the in mimesissuch as an agent, a goal, other agents or patients, and
circumstances. However, at the level of mimggsiwse elements do not have a specific
order. These elements reach a specific order only in mignesiseh, according to
Ricoeur, is the syntagmatic level. Thus, the organization of those elements in #ssproc
of emplotment is the “passage from the paradigmatic to the syntagmatic”arsditlates

the transition from mimesigo mimesisg’ (Ricoeur 1984, 66).

% Ricoeur summarizes these three elements: “...werstain three traits: the mediation between
multiple incidents and the singular story acconty@isin the plot; the primacy of concord over disigor
finally, the struggle between succession and condition” (Ricoeur 1986, 123).
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This transformation has very important ontological consequences. The world of
actions configured by the emplotment possesses the ontological status ofd&eing-
(Ricoeur 1984, 80) in the sense that the understanding of the world through narrative is
more that an exact copy of the world of actions, but a world that is understood nagrrativel
with its own ontological status. The idea of “being-as” could make us think that tlte wor
narrated is not the “real” world but a world that is “as it were real,” aseptation of
the world. However, this is not what Ricoeur has in mind. The world narrated is how the
world is given to us or in Husserl’s terms, it is the “noema” of what is the’t&se that
reason, Ricoeur says with confidence that literature shapes our understarideng of
world. However, this ontological status of a “being as” is only fully reachea wiee

texts are “received” by the reader, and this only happens in mgmesis

Mimesisg

Ricoeur describes the transition from mimggismimesis with the analogy of

sensation:

And if emplotment can be described as an act of judgment and of the productive
imagination, it is so insofar as this act is the joint work of the text and the reader,
just as Aristotle said that sensation is the common work of sensing and what is
sensed. (Ricoeur 1984, 76)

% Hohler expresses the same idea: “[A]s the timén@fplot holds together the dialectic of the
chronological and the achronological, the confitjoreal act produces a figure; it is mimetic. Theration
is a “tellingag’; for it is not an experienced immediacy nor a &etike reproduction. The plot, whether
applied to literature or history, breaks from arigyexperience and produces a ‘telling as™ (Holle87,
295).
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The analogy of sensation is very illustrative. Sensation supposes what is sered, (
smell, etc.) but only happens when the color or smell is perceived. Likewisertig/pa
intelligibility that is produced as the result of the configuration only hapeosgh the

act of reading, through the reception of the wrkhus, mimesisrefers to the moment
when the narrative is heard or read. In other words, it refers to the reception of the work.
According to Ricoeur, this level is equivalent to what Gadamer calls the “afp@ht of

the narrative. Narratives achieve their full development only in the intensed the

world of the text and the world of the reader (Ricoeur 1986, 126). This can be seen from
the perspective of the text and from the perspective of the reader. From thetperge

the text, it means that the text can only unfold its world through the mediation of the
world of the reader. The reader “fulfills” the meaning of the text by “dmggllin the

world of the text (Ricoeur 1986, 128)At the same time the reader is enriched by the

text by finding in it a world of possibilities: “[W]hat is interpreted in zttis the

proposing of a world that | might inhabit and into which | might project my ownmost

powers” (Ricoeur 1984, 81). As Venema mentions, reading “transforms our imagjnati

7 Venema explains how narrative configuration trans experience and personal identity:
“Narrative configuration is completed through ah @fcreading that produces a possibility for expece
which, when taken up through decision and actiefigures experience and therein personal identity”
(Venema 2000a, 103). Muldoon stresses how the tperaf emplotment is completed in the reader:
“...the effect of emplotment does not end with thd tex with the reader. The significance of a stiamgls
its springboard of change in what the reader briags (Muldoon 1997, 41).

% The full meaning of a narrative can only be reddnethe reader, as Fodor explains: “the
reception of a work is an integral part of the ¢itnson of its meaning. Meaning is always the join
product of the text and its reader or recipier;tthio emerge together synergetically” (Fodor 19%8).
Fodor stresses the idea that narrative disruptvould-view and by doing that open up new possib#itfor
us: “Indeed, any encounter with the text’s imagynaorld disrupts in some sense the reader’s evgryda
moral actions; but in so doing it challenges trades to find ever new and interesting ways of drdgthe
actual world, thereby enhancing her powers of madisdernment and extending her ethical vision aver
greater portion of the practical domain” (Fodor 19957).
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refigures our world of experience, and contributes to the narrative texture déeatity,

our sense of self” (Venema 2000b, 238).Thus, for Ricoeur, narrative is the “privileged
means by which we re-configure our confused, unformed, and at the limit mute temporal
experience” (Ricoeur 1984, xy.In this mutual exchange between the reader and the text
a “fusion of horizons” is produced between the world of the reader and the world of the
text. The reception of a work is not just the passive reading of it, but it is antigsse
moment of its meaning. For this reason, it is called a mimetic moment, thasserial

moment in the production of the work.

To summarize, in mimesisve find the world of actions that is structured in a
semantic, symbolic and temporal dimension. In mimegesfind that the narrative
configuration is grafted onto the practical knowledge of mimegithe same time that
the world of actions is transformed. Finally, in mimgsisr experience is transformed
through the encounter with the world of the text. Thus, a prefigured experience
(mimesig) is configured in mimesjsand refigured in mimesig a circular manner. The
world that is configured in the reception of the work (mimgsransforms our practical
world (mimesis) in which the narrative configuration (mimegis anchored. Ricoeur is
insistent that what we have here is not a vicious circle but a spiral. The expé¢hanc

comes from action that is already mediated by narrative is configured itiargrvehich

%9 Venema stresses the idea that through narrativerige the gap between language and life:
“Narrative identity tries to bridge the gap betwéamguage and life by completing the world of tbrttin
and through the world of the reader. Understandinigcomplete, wooden, bereft of life, without the
transfiguration of the world of the one who triesunderstand” (Venema 2000b, 242).
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in turn refigures the world of experience. In this process there is a continuaisresmi

of the world of action.

After this presentation of the threefold mimesis we are ready to discuseahef
narrative identity. As we will see narrative identity presupposes and reettebretical
assumptions that are provided by the theory of the threefold mimesis: Oueagpas
narrated, mediated, and configured through the notion of emplotment and refigured

through the reception of narratives.

2.5.2 Narrative identity

Narrative identity successfully articulates permanence and change tbahks
notion of emplotment (composition), already explained in mimedibat must be added
here is that for Ricoeur emplotment is not only applied to the actions of a narration, but
the character (the person) “is him- or herself emplotted” (Ricoeur 2005a, 100). Thhanks
the emplotment of the characters, the diverse elements that are commseh pra
story of a life, such as the interactions with other characters, the aathgh one is
involved, the physical and psychological characteristics, find a unity as bejaogone
single character. Without that unity, it would be impossible to identify the ciearas
such. We can speak of a character, because all the different moments in whishesome
appears in a narrative are united by the configuring operation of emplotment. Tme noti
of emplotment, in combining elements as diverse as actions, circumstanceaitsuod tr
personality, helps us articulate the dialectic between sameness atyd ises, thanks

to narrative identity we can give a unity to the different experiences veeihaur life.
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Narrative identity helps us to articulate sameness and ipseity by pmgagntvith

different models for combining these two concepts, as Ricoeur explains:

[T]he imaginative variations generated by thpos“narrative identity” and
supported by the thought-experiments enhanced by literature makes it passible t
display a whole range of combinations between sameness and selfhood: at one
end of the spectrum, we find the characters of fairy tales and of folklore wiith the
stiffness and stability through time; in between, we have the complex balance of
stability and change of characters in the nineteenth-century novel; at the othe
extremity, we encounter the character of some contemporary novels, influenced
by Kafka, Joyce, and Proust, whose identity seems threatened to such an extent
that we are inclined to say that it has been lost. (Ricoeur 1993, 115-116)

Narratives offer us models for articulating our identity. These modelsusfdifferent
alternatives for articulating sameness and ipseity. Formed byivesrate can find

better possible articulations of our own identity. It is important to note thatie\ke

most extreme cases of authors like Kafka, Joyce, and Proust whose writmgpsee

render sameness extinct, we can still find a dialectic between ipseityraadess;

otherwise there would be no narrative identity. Indeed, where ipseity does not find the
support of sameness, usually we do not have a narrative anymore, because to the loss of
the identity of the character corresponds the loss of the narrative configuRitoaur

1992, 149Y° This happens, according to Ricoeur, in some novels such as Robert Musil's

The Man without Qualities

Thus, in the case of Robert Musil, the decomposition of the narratine for
paralleling the loss of identity of the character breaks ouh@fconfines of the
narrative and draws the literary work into the sphere of $saye(Ricoeur 1992,
149).

0 See Hattingh and Van Veuren 1995, 67.
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Thus, narrative provides models that help us to configure and understand better our own

identity. Ricoeur writes:

[We have a] capacity to appropriate in the application to ourselves the intrigues
we received from our culture, and our capacity of thus experimenting with the
various roles that the favorifeersonaeassume in the stories we love best. And so
we try to gain by means ahaginative variatiorof ouregoa narrative

understanding of ourselves, the only kind of understanding that escapes the
pseudo-alternative of pure change and absolute identity. (Ricoeur 1986, 131-132)

As stated above, in narrative identity the dialectic between sameness &@yd ipse
achieves its fullest development. This is possible due to the notion of emplotment and to
the different models of articulation that different narrations offer us. N@save to go
one step further and ask ourselves how the notion of ipseity and sameness is present in

the articulation that narratives make possible.

2.5.3.The articulation of sameness and ipseity in narrative

The operation of emplotment puts together elements as different as actions,
circumstances, traits of personality, agents, interactions, anencis into a single unity.
In my opinion, the pole of sameness is made up of all these elements that must be put
together in emplotment. We could say that sameness corresponds to the objective side
the story of the self, to what is given to the self. Once something is given, itdeaom
element that we have to integrate into our personal identity. We could use the imaage of
mosaic. What are given are the pieces of the mosaic and what must be done is to put
together those pieces in an act equivalent to the operation of emplotment. As in a mosaic
the self has to work with the “pieces” that are already there, availdideeTpieces”

correspond in our discussion to the pole of sameness, to what is given to the self (a story,
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temporal and spatial coordinates, a culture). Then, the self must make sehteeséal
elements that are given, as one has to make sense of the pieces of a mtsaibatVs
given to the self, the self can construct many different possible identities, Jameness

is the source of different possible identities. However, sameness at thersarpkates
restrictions on the possible identities that can be generated. | cannot constkintiaf
personal identity. The elements that are given to the self (samertess ) caastraint in

the sense that | cannot come up with just any kind of identity. The pole of sameness of
personal identity places some limits on the possibilities of identity. | camgehthe

meaning of my past and of my circumstances, but | cannot come up with whatgver pa

and circumstances | want, unless | have lost my mind.

This notion of sameness is obviously broader than the idea of sameness present in
character, where sameness is equivalent to invariability. Samenesativaeadentity is
that with which the self can identify itself. Thus, a single event during edif& be
significant enough to permanently affect one’s identity, thereby becpasource of
sameness. In the idea of character, only what remains stable can beofalenagty,
because character encompasses a static view of the self. Howevese# e self in its
history, everything that happens to the self could become part of it thanks to memory.
This element can be clearly seen in the identity of countries, where somenfpamrdnts
are part of the national identity. This broader idea of sameness is alsoerdngitt
Ricoeur’s idea that the self is mediated through stories, traditions, syamabéen
through its own interpretation. All these mediations, in my opinion, correspond to a
narrative kind of sameness. Yet, where does the idea of ipseity enter in narrating?de

Ipseity appears in narrative identity mainly in the operation of emplotmenhia the
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self puts together the manifold of sameness into a coherent and intelligibleTinaity
operation of emplotment is an expression of ipseity, because narrative idetitdty

intelligible unity that results from the act of configuration.

This interpretation of narrative identity as an articulation of sameness aitg ips
is consistent with Ricoeur’s understanding of identity, where he always singdhéhat
identity is the result of the articulation of sameness and ipseity. Howeveménand
Narrative, Vol. lll, Ricoeur states that narrative identgypseity, dismissing, in a way,
the importance of samenégddde makes a sharp contrast between sameness and ipseity,
implying that sameness belongs to the identity of things and ipseity to theyidd ke
self, ipseity being the narrative identity: “The difference betwdemandipseis
nothing more than the difference between a substantial or formal identity ardtavea
identity” (Ricoeur 1988, 246). Narrative identity, in this text, instead of artioglat
sameness and ipseity, articulates sameness and otherness, change amehperm
“Unlike the abstract identity of the Same, this narrative identity, congétaf self-
constancy, can include change, mutability, within the cohesion of one lifetime” (Ricoeur
1988, 246). Is this idea of ipseity different from the idea of ipseity presen@uiiself as
Anotherand in theCourse of Recognitiowhere Ricoeur insists that ipseity is in a

dialectical relationship with sameness? Not necessarily, since vaiickntity by

" Some commentators emphasize the same fact. Fowpdxdor Stevens the “narrative identity of
a person or a community answers the question: Vénogpned these actions? Who is the hero of the/8tor
The answer is not the definition of mlem a permanent substantial and formal support thatnly prove
to be an illusion proper to the metaphysics of ecifbjity. The answer rather comes from a descriptib
theipse the account of the various narrative configuradithat determine a subject as being the one who
acted in such and such a way” (Stevens 1995, 503).
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combining different elements in a narrative unity is not negating the model of
permanence in time based on sameness. There is nothing in a narration thgtddaller
the notion of the presence of some sameness in the self that can be expressed through the
permanence of physical or psychological traits in a narration. So, then, whyidoesrR
say inTime and Narrativeéhat narrative identity is in contrast to identity as sameness? In
my opinion, the difference, which we foundTirme and Narrativemore than being the
result of his notion of ipseity, is based on a different understanding of the notion of
sameness. While i@neself as Anotheand inThe Course of Recognitidhe idea of
sameness is the idea of a model of permanence in time that is found in theTsel§ in

and Narrativesameness appears just as a the “substantialist illusion” that philosophers
like Hume and Nietzsche have criticized (Ricoeur 1988, 246). However, this disofissa
sameness is corrected in Ricoeur’s later texts. For examg@esonference given in 1992,
Ricoeur states explicitly that narrative identity articulates sasgeand ipseity: “The

notion of narrative identity provides the appropriate occasion for an explicittaialec
between thédemand thapsepoles of personal identity” (Ricoeur 1993, 114). Later, in
the same text, he goes even further by claiming that narrative iderfiiynd in between

ipseity and sameness:

Narrative identity may be seen as an intermediary stage betweealitieysif a
character (in the psychological sense of the word) and the kind of self-
maintenance exemplified by the promise. (Ricoeur 1993, 115)

However, the fact that he does not recognize fully the importance of sameness in
Time and Narrativemay show that in his narrative theory, at least as formulatEidnia

and Narrative the self has a fragile status, as | will show in what follows.
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2.5.4 Fragile identity

For Ricoeur personal identity is a fragile identity. Ricoeur steetbseidea that a
narrative opens multiple possible narrative configurations in order for, in Vemiema’
words, “being other-wise in the stories of others” (Venema 2000b, 238), that is, through
others’ stories we can explore new possible identities for us. This didletiveen the
possible “imaginative variations” of the self and some given elements caebeén the

dialectic between fiction and history, as Ricoeur points out in this text:

[N]arrative identity is not a stable and seamless identity. Just as it iblpdes
compose several plots on the subject of the same incidents (which, thus, should
not really be called the same events), so it is always possible to weavendjffer
even opposed, plots about our lives. In this regard, we might say that, in the
exchange of roles between history and fiction, the historical component of a
narrative about oneself draws this narrative toward the side of a chronicle
submitted to the same documentary verifications as any other historicgilomarra
while the fictional component draws it toward those imaginative variations tha
destabilize narrative identity... A systematic investigation of autoapigr and
self-portraiture would no doubt verify this instability in principle of narrative
identity. (Ricoeur 1988, 248-249)

As Ricoeur states it, it is always possible to weave different plots abolixnesur
This element gives to narrative identity a very fragile and unstable fa#sen fiction,

we can make multiple variations of our own life. However, our life is not just a pure

"2 The fragility of narrative identity can be seeraasonsequence of the partial nature of the
narratives involved in the constitution of identiBauenhauer describes three main ways in which
narratives are partial: “They are partia) because they exclude some items that they caaldde, b)
because they make contestable distributions of asiplamong the items they do include, af)décause
there are always alternatives with different inidas and emphasis that could be told. Hence the
convictions they can yield can never be exhaustigehsidered. However well-considered they may be,
they always remain subject to reform in the lightusther reflection” (Dauenhauer 1997, 131).
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collection of possible narratives. Those variations always have an underlyiniglprofc
invariability. There are thus some constrains on the way we can configure ouy.ident
First of all, we are determined by a place and a time. Secondly, althouginwbange

and “negotiate” the meaning of our past, we cannot change what has happened. Our body
and the material conditions of our existence also work as givens. This pole of
invariability is analogous to the “documentary verifications” with which tohan

works in so far as our attempt to find some “evidence” to ground our life-events helps us
to configure our identity. We can appeal here to the dramatic cases of Aegenti

children who were taken away from their parents at a very early age (ushédytheir
parents were held as political prisoners) in order to be given away tayrféitailies

that could not conceive children. Some of these children found themselves later on trying
to find out who their real parents were. As a consequence, their identitieseagpdri
traumatic transformations. The same can happen to adopted children once they find out
the truth. Our past, our origin does matter in order to configure our identity and in a way
provides an element of invariability and stability for the construction of our identity.
However, Ricoeur seems unwilling to concede enough strength to the restrizdibas t
person must encounter when it comes to articulating her own past in order to construct
her own identity. As the historian does not have many restrictions in his indtiqoreif

the past in Ricoeur’'s model (as we will see in what follows), the self doésweimany
restrictions in the way that it configures its own identity. The reasohifomistability

can be traced back to the relationship between mimastsmimesis To approach this

complex problem | will present some of the criticisms that have beenIsecetde by
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Pol Vandevelde to Ricoeur’s theory of the threefold mimesis in an artiobel Galé

Challenge of the ‘such as it was”: Ricoeur’s Theory of Narrati¥&mdevelde 2008).

Vandevelde focuses on Ricoeur’s claim that in our narratives of historical events
we have a kind of “debt” to the past (Vandevelde 2008, 143). Let us remember that for
Ricoeur narratives can be fictional or historical and that the theory of théottree
mimesis applies to both. The debt of the historian is expressed in the demand that she
tells the event “such as it was”. Vandevelde points out that while Ricoeur rectreze
importance of paying out that debt to the past, the relationship between mianelsis
mimesig has some ambiguities that in a way make our repayment of the debt impossible.
The ambiguities are found mainly in the fact that while mimegsisvides the
paradigmatic level of action, mimegjzrovides the syntagmatic level. In other words, in
mimesig we have the level at which actions are yet inchoate and lacking shape. Through
the act of narrative configuration, we pass from the paradigmatic to the matiatevel,
where we provide actions with a shape and form in our recounting of it. As a
consequence, “only when told can the action in actuality be an action, clearly atmtifi
and meaningful” (Vandevelde 2008. 154). Vandevelde claims that Ricoeur gives too

much leeway to the readers and interpreters of actions (Vandevelde 2008, 155).

Basically | agree with Vandevelde’s criticism. Indeed, if we dadéiihe
consequences of Ricoeur’s claim that in the level of mimasitons do not possess a

syntagmatic order, but only a paradigmatic one, we have to conclude that thestater
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by the act of narrative configuration can provide almost any kind of order to itwe. Zct
However, it is hard to think that Ricoeur would accept that. Even though Ricoeur claims
that the syntagmatic level is provided by the narrator, | do not think that for Ricoeur
“any” order would do justice to the past. The problem is that Ricoeur does not provide an
account of the kinds of constraints that the narrator has in her narration. Isktu lac
constraint missing in narrative identity as well? According to Vandewelkldave to
recognize a fundamental difference between the account that a higioearnf the past

and the account that the self gives of itself through the rendering of itsydévitile the
historian should be concerned about doing justice to the meaning of the events (what it
was the case?), when we speak of the self it seems that it is more a question of the
meaningfulness of the events (what were the consequences or the significaece of t

action?), as Vandevelde points out:

As previously mentioned about the narratives applied to selfhood, we are dealing
more with the meaningfulness of facts, deeds, and events than with their meaning.
(Vandevelde 2008, 152)

For that reason, the problem of the lack of constraint that we find in mpseais

problem that is relevant particularly in the case of history, according tdevatlue.

3 To illustrate this point, Vandevelde gives theragée of Caesar's murder by Brutus, explaining
that at the symbolics of action (mime3ithere are not enough constrain to distinguishueder from an
accident: “Let us imagine our Brutus free from ldgdntent just briskly walking and passing by ttengte
consumed in his contemplation of a knife he jusidia at the Mausoleum flea market, a knife he whk t
belonged to General Nicias; Brutus proudly and lfirhrolds the knife in his right hand in front ofii
And the next thing Brutus hears iU qouque, Brute(*You too, Brutus”) and Julius Cesar falling on
him, apparently having impaled himself on the kidfeitus held when Caesar embraced him. Of this
scenario it is still true that “Brutus killed Caesm March 14, 44 BC.” But, as we say, it would &deen
an accident, not a murder. While it is true thatwerild have to tell a story to discriminate an deait and
a murder precisely by appealing to the symbolicaabibn, still the choice of the narrative — acaider
murder — is not constrained by the symbolics abaatself [mimesig]’ (Vandevelde 2008, 159).
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However, in my opinion, the problem of the self is not only related to the meaningfulness
of events. There are some facts that build our identity and adtiad of constraint for it.
Historical facts have a say in what we are. Are those elements only anpiatble
meaningfulness or significance? | do not think so. The identity of the self is not only
related with the consequences of some events or the significance of some events
(meaningfulness), but self-identity is also based in what it was the caaseifig)e The

self cannot ascribe just any kind of meaning to those facts. There are soitoresto
such an ascription. Thus, while | agree in the main with Vandevelde’s onitidithe

lack of restrictions that we find in Ricoeur’s mimesighink that the lack of restrictions

is a problem not only when we are given an account of what was the case in historica
narratives; it is also a problem when we try to understand the constitution oivearrat
identity. We cannot expect a complete correspondence between the narrative
configuration of the self and the facts that lie at the basis of our identity, lanmet
make identity entirely dependent on the configuration of its identity by theMiybe it

is the all too powerful idea of configuration that is rightly criticized by Vaeltk, and
which causes Ricoeur not to give enough importance to sameness in the consfucti
narrative identity. As | explained above, we can see thisnie and Narrativewhere the

role of sameness in the identity of the self is suppressed.

If in the configuration of our identity there are not many restrictions, whiagis t
criterion for producing such a configuration? What is the nature of the achdkas us
choose to configure our identity in one way over another? In my opinion we can only

tackle this problem successfully by appealing to the notion of attestation.
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2.5.5Narrative identity and attestation

The difficulty in deciding what possible emplotment we resort to in order to
configure our identity shows the fragility of personal identity and th@lityaof the self.
The main fragility of the self is that there is no definitive criterion totiate between the
competing plots. | can tell many stories about myself and | can assigeuliffelevance
and interpretation to the stories that others tell about myself. | can readmnstory
from different points of view. These possibilities might give us the impressibthtra

is no self at all, but just a bundle of influences that can hardly be seen in a unity.

Ricoeur acknowledges the fragility of the self, as | have stated, thougiebeot
accept the dissolution of it (although the lack of restrictions in his account ofverrat
identity puts the self at risk). He believes in the capacity of the self to ggptaicommit
and to affirm proudly that “it is me, here.” How, then, can the self reach unity while
being enmeshed in the different stories that constitute it? Here the notiorstaitiamiteis
crucial. The self can prefer one narrative account over other based in its woafidat
some interpretations and configurations express better than others its oww. idians,
narrative identity is an attested identity, an identity that is built on thedemde of the

self in a specific narrative configuration that for it expresses its self

Pamela Anderson sees in Ricoeur’s narrative identity a dialectic beteléen s
affirmation and self-effacement, between attestation and suspicion. Aagoodier,
narrative identity is situated between an idea of the self as self-evidahteea

dissolution of the self (Anderson 1992, 65). Indeed, we can claim that the narrative
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configuration that the self gives to itself is an expression of ipseity anct ah a

attestation, as Ricoeur suggests in this text:

[R]eading also includes a moment of impetus. This is when reading becomes a
provocation to be and to act differently. However this impetus is transformed into
action only through a decision whereby a person says: Here | stand! So narrative
identity is not equivalent to true self-constancy except through this decisive
moment, which makes ethical responsibility the highest factor in self-constancy
(Ricoeur 1988, 249)

For Ricoeur the moment of reading, which he also calls “refiguration,” isnaemt in
which the reader appropriates what is forefjfihis moment corresponds exactly to
attestation. This would be an attestation of the self that happens to be theattetta

otherness:

Language is for itself the order of the Same. The world is its Other. The
attestation of this otherness arises from language’s reflexivityregfard to itself,
whereby it knows itself as beimg being in order to beam being. (Ricoeur 1984,
78)

Thus, in narrative identity, what comes from the “outside” needs to be assenteahto by
act of decision in which the self says “Here | stand!” This is an act ofioleccf
affirmation, and is an act of attestation. Just as in the case of an aett#tem,

narrative identity can always be challenged. There is no way to provide aidefini
configuration of the self that could not be questioned. Attestation as a belief in, a

commitment, a confidence in, faces the permanent threat of suspicion.

" Hattingh and Van Veuren emphasize the appropriatfaneaning by the reader in the
following way: “To describe the relationship betweext and reader, Ricoeur employs a dialectic whic
states that ‘the objectification is a necessaryiatgh between the writer and the reader.” Buhatgame
time, this objectification as mediation, ‘calls facomplementary act of a more existential charaeéch
| shall call the appropriation of meaning’ (Ricodi®81, 185). Appropriation means to make one’s own
what was initially alien” (Hattingh and Van Veur&f95, 64).
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The fragility of narrative identity is expressed in its transitory matNarrative
configuration is always a work in progress. We never reach a definitive self
interpretation’> New events challenge our existing configuration and shed new light over
our past. Our identity is in constant negotiation in part because we do not remember
things the same way at different times. We visit and revisit our past toymgke sense
of it. As I mentioned above, one of the problems with Ricoeur’s account of narrative is
the lack of a definite answer to the question of how to give an account of the past. Thus,
the problem of the attestation of identity announces another related problem: The

problem of the attestation of the past. This will be our topic in the next chapter.

5 Along these lines, Dauenhauer stresses the iaéahi formation of narrative identity is an
endless process: “...the constitution of one’s pabkmentity, though it is already underway and has
already received a character of some sort, iskatias$ should have ndeterminate¢erminus. Rather, it is a
task that should continue until death cuts it ¢ffauenhauer 1997, 131-132).
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Chapter Three

Attestation of the Past: Memory

3.1. Introduction

In the previous chapter we have found that memories play an important role in the
constitution of personal identity. Our identity is shaped, in part, by our past. Now it is
time to analyze the problem of memory in relation to attestation. Therelaestatiwvo
instances where attestation and memory come together. The first insthioteywl be
explained in the first part of this chapter, is what we could call the ontologittzd sfa
the past. In order to explain this idea, firstly, | will show dngbiguity of memory, that is,
the fact that memory is something that belongs to the present as well apdstthe
Memories exist as images. These images are present images trsdnepast events.
Secondly, | will explore the fragility of memory. We will see that messare
threatened by their confusion with fiction, by the shadow of forgetfulness and by the
possibility of manipulation. These two main aspects of memory, its ambiguity and its
fragility, will help us articulate the first thesis of this chapter: Thet [gaattested. Indeed,
memories rely on testimonies, either on the testimony of the self or on othaptess.
There is no access to memories that are not mediated by testimonies. Ascaenos,
the past is something that | believe in. That belief has the form of credénaest, of

attestation.
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In the second part of this chapter | will show how, as a direct consequence of the
first thesis, through the attestation of memory the self attests to itsetfwihle main
assumption here is that although the past cannot be changed, the meaning of the past can
be changed. The self ascribes and provides a meaning to the past. This meaninlg is mai
a matter of attestation to the extent that this meaning cannot be emppircaiy but it
is given as a conviction that the interpretation that | give to the past daes jost.

Through the attestation of the past, | attest to my own self as well. The caefioie
existing in the mode of selfhood (attestation) is gained in part by ascailsipecific
meaning to the past. | will show this by appealing to two paradigmatic egsnvpkre

we can see how the self attests to its own self by giving a specific mearnisgwn past.
The first example will be mourning. We will see that through mourning the seliesa
specific meaning to its own past in an effort to try to face the reality ariclitheof the
past. Mourning, in this sense, is the contrary of the repression of the past. The second
example will be forgiveness. Forgiveness will be interpreted as amraggh which the
self gives a specific meaning to the past that in a wagratgs the offender from its fault.
We will see, as a conclusion, that both mourning and forgiving are ways by which the
self attests to its own self insofar as they can help the self frediitselthe haunting

power of the past.

3.2.  The ambiguity of memory

Ricoeur presents the problem of what is the ontological status of memory by

pointing out an important aporia: Memories appear to us as present images dsatrtepr

the past. Thus, memory has a twofold dimension: It is constitutpdelsgnimages but
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the present images are of the ga#ts Ricoeur explains, memory is a “present
representation of an absent thing” (Ricoeur 2004a, 494). In Reagan’s words: “[The]
object of the representation no longer exists, but the representation is in the present”

(Reagan 2005, 310).

Ricoeur notes that this distinction is already present in Aristotle in tfegeatite
betweermnemeé-memoria(the images that represent the past)amamresis the active
moment of memory, the process of seeking, of discovering and of rediscovaangs
to this active moment, the images are recognized as belonging to the pasbeas Ric
explains in this passage:

The past is “contemporaneous” with the present thetstbeenHence, we do not

perceive this survival, but we presuppose it and believe in it. This is the latent and

unconscious aspect of memories preserved from the past. It is also the profound
truth of the Greelanamresis To seek is to discover, and to rediscover is to

recognize what one once — previously — learned. As Aristotle puts it well in
speaking oBnamrsis, “memory is of the past.” (Ricoeur 2005a, 126)

The phenomenon of memory shows us the ambiguous ontological status of the
past. On one side, the past is what is “no longer,” a past that has been “elapsed, abolished,

superseded” (Ricoeur 20044, 498). On the other side, thes taeste, in the sense that it

% Greisch emphasizes the temporal aspect of thestithat constitute memory, which also make
memory a sign: “The basic difficulty is in undersdiéng the specifically temporalizing function of
memory, which is reflected in Aristotle’s statemeéntemory isof time.’ This formulation, which Ricoeur
takes as the guiding star of the whole of his itigafion, reminds us that mnesic traces refer us
immediately to a temporal horizon. So we avoidtdmaptation of making memory a mere province in the
vast empire of the imagination and, we might adanaking the trace a mere province in the vast eenpi
of signs” (Greisch 2004, 85).

" See also Ricoeur 2004a, 4.
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is available, present to the subject that remembers. Memory attestsaimtiggious

character of the past in the idea of a “present” image of the “past.”

The ambiguous character of the past is a key to understanding Ricoeur’s
reflections on memory and serves as a theoretical framework for thigichEps
ambiguity explains in part what | call here the “fragility of memory. sTinagility is
manifested in at least three aspects that | will explain in detaillyi-ttss fragility can
be seen in the difficulty that we have in distinguishing between memory aid ficti
Since both memory and fiction appear as images it is sometimes hard to declter whe
an image corresponds to something that indeed happened or is just a fantasy. Secondly,
the fragility of memory is manifested in the shadow of forgetfulness. Wemder, but
we also forget. Memory is always at risk of being lost. All the monumentalsetibrt
keeping archives and records are efforts to fight against the threatetfdibrgss. The
third manifestation of the fragility of memory is seen in the risk of manipuldtiain t

memory faces.

3.3. The fragility of memory

In this section | analyze the problem of the fragility of memory by appetdi
three phenomena: The possible confusion between memory and fiction, the fact that
memory is always threaten by forgetfulness and the constant risk of nagiopuhat
memory faces. In these analyses, we will find examples taken from indimenaories
and from collective memories. The recourse to these two kinds of memories could raise

the objection that we are ascribing memory to collective entities that do notlprope
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remember. For this reason, before entering into this discussion, we have e aviaby
is the subject of memory and whether the examples given at the collectivesaies

applied to the personal level.

Ricoeur shows two main traditions with respect to the subject of memory. The
first tradition is what Ricoeur calls, borrowing from Taylor, the “traditof inwardness”
(see Ricoeur 2004a, 96-132). For this tradition, well represented in Augustine, m&mory
basically a personal act. On the opposite side, we find some sociologists whbaleny t
existence of personal memory, like Halbwachs who claims that all memaies a

collective (Ricoeur 2004, 120).

Against Halbwachs Ricoeur sides with the tradition of inwardness and defends the
view that the subject of the act of remembering is the individual: “[The] act of
recollection is in each case ours. To believe this, to attest to it, cannot be denounced as a
radical illusion” (Ricoeur 2004a, 123). However, Ricoeur sides with Halbwachs when
attributing memory to collective entities, such as groups or societiesgiiri2004a, 120).
We can attribute memories to collective entities because our memarrashi outset,
are social: “Starting with the role of the testimony of others in regaftiemories, we
then move step-by-step to memories that we have as members of a grougq tireyar
shift in our viewpoint, which we are well able to perform” (Ricoeur 2004, 121). The
social nature of memory appears clearly in events like 9/11, where the reehati we
have are mediated by what the media told us, how the authorities reacted and by the

testimonies given by the witnesses.
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Thus, when | state in this section, following Ricoeur, that a society represses,
forgets or manipulate memories, | am not using a figurative speech, butylimgné do
justice to the strong role that society has in the articulation of memoryrueighat in a
strict sense the act of remembering, forgetting or repressing belongndithdual.
However, since our memories are by nature collective (in the sense thatpbéyea
central role in the genesis of our memories) we do not fall in a fallacyuofcaation

when we attribute memories to a society.

At the same time, answering the possible objection that what can be said at the
collective level cannot be applied to the personal level, | argue that personal and
collective memories influence each other. For example, a decree oftgnsoegl by
nature, affects personal memories. By the same token, individual memories, like the
memory of the victims of bloody regimes, shape collective memories. Of caadimd
differences between the two, but those differences do not prevent their intercomnect
Ricoeur supports this thesis, stating that our close relations with otherseretiseen
personal and collective memories:

Does there not exist and intermediate level of reference between thefpoles

individual memory and collective memory, where concrete exchanges operate

between the living memory of individual persons and the public memory of the
communities to which we belong? This is the level of our close relations, to
whom we have a right to attribute a memory of a distinct kind. These close
relations, those people who count for us and for whom we count, are situated

along a range of varying distances in the relation between self and others.
(Ricoeur 2004, 131)
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3.3.1.Memory and fiction

We can only have access to our past through an image of it. The problem is that
these images can be easily confused with mere fictions or imagininge(Ri2004a, 6).
How can | be sure that the images that come to my mind really correspond to what has
taken place? The images that refer to the realm of the “unreal, the possibtepina”
(Ricoeur 2004a, 6) and the images that refer to the realm of “memory, directed towa
prior reality” (Ricoeur 2004a, 6) cannot always be sharply distinguished inindr'
One of the main difficulties in distinguishing real images of the past frororigis that
what happened is always at some distance from what is happening. The older g, memor
the greater the distance that separates it from us. Thus, we experiendaisat cdasger
of confusing remembering and imagining” (Ricoeur 2004a, 7). This danger afffects t

reliability of memory (Ricoeur 2004a, 41%).

Nonetheless, we have “nothing better than memory to guarantee that something
has taken place” (Ricoeur 2004a, 7). If we do not rely on ourselves as true @gtokss
the past, we have to appeal to other witnesses. Those witnesses or documents must be

believed. Thus, there is no way to be absolutely certain about the reality of tfeAsast.

8 The idea that memory cannot be completely diststgd from fiction is one that appears many
times in Ricoeur’s work. Indeed, one of the maiestts offTime and Narrativés that history and fiction
are closely connected (see Ricoeur 1984, 81-82).

9 As Hannoum rightly points out: “The claim of memao truth is thus a crucial trait to keep in
mind” (Hannoum 2005, 125).

8 Belvedresi explicitly relates the problem of tieality of the past to the problem of the Cartesian
doubt: “After all, memory is a victim of the samar@sian doubt that affects sensible knowledge shitoe
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a consequence, the belief in the pastness of our images is a matter of truderafegref
attestation. The proud declaration of a witness who affirms and asks to beelieve
“Believe me, | was there” supposes that the person trusts his memolriés.nbt trust

that some images correspond to the past, then | canniot gs&d faithto be trusted and

believed.

The possibility of confusing the true with the fake image of the past is not the
only threat and risk that memory faces. There is also the possibility oftfioggehat
happened. Not only to think that something happened when indeed it did not, but also not
to have an image at all of what happened. The effacement of traces, that i&)lfags

is the second element that shows the fragility of memory.

3.3.2.Memory and forgetfulness

There is an essential relationship between memory and forgetfulnestosince
remember means precisely that we have not forgotten. To remember is notttd5orge
that reason, the main threat to memory is forgetfulness. As betrayal reetihg of
promise, forgetfulness is the enemy of memory as Ricoeur says: “[Eioggs indeed
the enemy of memory, and memory is a sometimes desperate attempt to pull some
flotsam from the great shipwreck of forgetting” (Ricoeur 2005a, 112). In ordeo not t

forget, we keep archives and documents. We want to have a memory of our own life and

not happen sometimes that a very distinct dreartirespasses, cannot be distinguished from thetlfatt
really happened? Do we not sometimes experience amgens to others so intensely that we cannot
distinguish those events from our own experiencédy” translation) (Belvedresi 2004, 365).
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a collective memory. As Hannoum states, “[florgetfulness is seen asagdbetr
memory, for after all memory is an effort against forgetfulness, @igetfulness is the

challenge to memory” (Hannoum 2005, 13b).

Ricoeur distinguishes two kinds of forgetfulness: A passive and an active
forgetfulness. The passive forgetfulness is associated with a deficit memory and
with the difficulty to remember. The active forgetfulness is charaetéms a strategy of
avoidance, that is, as a will to forget. If forgetfulness is deliberate, lftie sgqually
responsible for the active and for the passive forgetfuffiase can be blamed for not
making an effort to remember or for trying to forget. In what follows, lIf@dus on
active forgetfulness, since its analysis is more relevant for the purposes of thi

investigation, especially with regard to attestation.

Active forgetfulness is related to the problem of a blocked memory, which is the
phenomenon that in some circumstances the subject simply does not want to remember.
Ricoeur analyzes the phenomenon of blocked memory using the tools that psychoanalysis
provides, particularly the concepts of compulsion to repetition and melancholia. The

compulsion to repetition is the consequence of a memory that does not remember. The

8 Forgetfulness can have extraordinarily dramatiglications for the human self, as Greisch
points out in the following text: “But what the pif@menologist can apprehend is the terrible anghish
takes hold of people deprived by a brain traumiefability to access their short-term memoriegher
upsetting signs of senile amnesia suffered by geafth Alzheimer’s disease, showing just how much
certain forms of forgetting are synonymous with destruction of the self” (Greisch 2004, 81).

8 Ricoeur emphasizes the idea that we can be asmgiste for not remembering as we can be for
forgetting: “Being active, forgetfulness of thiskiinvolves the same degree of responsibility as th
ascribed to acts of negligence or omission, instuation where action has not been taken, angpi¢ars
after the event to any supposedly ‘right’ conscéeti@at one should have known, and could have known,
tried to find out” (Ricoeur 1996a, 22).
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patient “repeats instead of remembering” (Ricoeur 2004a,%34%)e lack of

remembering makes us “repeat” the repressed events that are covarelddked

memory. Here we find that the past cannot just be neglected, as Ricoeur state
[l]n particular circumstances, entire sections of the reputedly forgotsticam
return. For the philosopher, psychoanalysis is therefore the most trustwéyrthy al
in support of the thesis of the unforgettable. This was even one of Freud’s

strongest convictions, that the past once experienced is indestructible. (Ricoeur
2004a, 445)

The past, in some respect, demands that it be honored and remembered. Freud
analyzes this aspect in relation to the loss of objects that we love. In masywas
repress the memory of our losses in order to deny the loss of them. This is not only
related to traumatic events where someone loses a loved one. Also in cagethavher
person has been the culprit of an act against another, we can find in the offender a will to
repress the memories in order to avoid the pain of the loss of self-esteem, amnhas be
observed in many places where interested parties benefiting from pol@rsacution or
racial injustices choose not to remember their association with criregiates’® As a
consequence of that repression, there is a compulsion to “repeat” the past, i.e., to act out

and to redo in a symbolic manner the events that have been repressed. This regetition c

8 Although here we are using the language of psywlgais that refers to a “patient,” these
concepts can be easily applied to a society orgmap. When a society has not done the work of
remembering, we can see how it tends to repeat pher@omena, for example, in the form of violenee, a
Ricoeur explains: “Too much memory recalls espéctake compulsion to repeat, which, Freud saidd$ea
us to substitute acting out for the true recoltatty which the present would be reconciled withphst:
how much violence in the world stands as actind‘imuplace of” remembering!” (Ricoeur 2004, 79).

8 We can mention, among many, the case of ChilexduHe Pinochet regime and the case of
South Africa during the Apartheid.
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have the form of a violence that happens over and over in societies that have not found

reconciliation with their violent origin&,

The second symptom of a repressed memory is the mood of melancholia, that,
according to Ricoeur, can be described as a situation where the ego “filidis itse
desolation: It succumbs to the blows of its own devaluation, its own accusation, its own
condemnation, its own abasement” (Ricoeur 2004a2°7@)ese two symptoms —
repetition and melancholia — usually are found together. A blocked memory tends to
repeat the past in the compulsion to repetition in some cases and it tends to produce the
feeling of melancholia in other cases. Melancholia is very similar . dfriis a “sadness

that has not completed the work of mourning” (Ricoeur 2004a, 77).

Thus, there is a price to pay for forgetfulness: Compulsion to repetitionlesswe
melancholia. Compulsion to repetition is a way in which the past is manifest in the
actions of the subject despite what the subject wants. Melancholia is the priqeaid be
for a past with which there is no reconciliation at all. In melancholia theudegée
power of memories is directed against the subject. We could say that in compulsion t
repetition the past remains present in an active way, reappearing againiandrean
melancholia the past remains present in a passive way, destroying thi@welthe

psychological problems of compulsion to repetition and of melancholia remind us that we

% The difficulty we have had in the United Statesexfognizing the atrocities committed against
blacks can be one of the reasons why the deprivafiaivil rights has been perpetuated in renevesth$§
of discrimination and social marginalization.

8 For more on melancholia see Julia Kriste\Black Sun: Depression and Melancha(iéisteva
1989).
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shouldnot forge?” However, our duty not to forget can in some cases be understood
from the standpoint of a debt to our ancestors, especially with regard to taevestis,
such as the holocaust, as Ricoeur states:

[E]vents like the Holocaust and the great crimes of the twentieth centuatesi

at the limits of representation, stand in the name of all the events that have left

their traumatic imprint on hearts and bodies: they protest that they were and as
such they demand being said, recounted, understood. (Ricoeur 2004a, 498)

With this idea Ricoeur introduces us to the moral dimension of memory. We should tell,
recount the history of our ancestors, especially the history of the vittifmwvever, this

debt is not felt by all the members of society. On the contrary, there agsghat insist

on denying some events, for example, some groups deny the Holocaust. So, then, if it is
not evident to everyone that whouldremember, how then can we justify this duty? In

what follows | attempt an explanation.

Ricoeur relates the duty to remember to traumatic events where people have
suffered. Starting from this point, we can learn that this duty is mainly aathgge
who have suffered. We can explain this by appealing to the idea of recognition. The
injustice that an individual suffers implies in a sense a refusal to recdwrigegnity
and her rights. By remembering the horrors of the past, such as crimes ancks))ust

are at the same time recognizing the injustices committed againsttinesviwe can

8" Here we see an interesting intersection betwegnseand psychology. The denial of the past, as
an ethical problem, is manifested in psychologite@nomena: compulsion to repetition and melancholia

8 For more on this seéEhe Challenge of the “such as it wa@7andevelde 2008) anl Return on
the Repressed. The debt of history in Paul Riceelirne and NarrativéGerhardt 2004).
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appeal here to the example of the Commissions of Truth and Reconciliation in Chile and
South Africa®® These commissions, by establishing a shared truth about the past, in the
name of the whole society recognized that what happened to those victims waanohjus

it should never happen again. The idea that the truth about the past grants some justice to
the victims can be confirmed by the fact that for many of the victims amddhelies

the mere social recognition of what happened is a big relief and, at the senpatit of

their main struggle, which is still today a struggle against obli#fon.

But to be faithful to the past is not just a matter of doing justice to the victims.
The past demands to be told as it was. There is a truth claim in the past that we cannot

overlook:

There could be ngooduse of memory if there were no aspect of truth. So, in a
sense, what “really happened” must keep concerning us... In a sense we are
summoned by what was... Here we confront problems of historical representation
and reference to the past, but we must never eliminate the truth claim of what has
been. This is for ethical as well as epistemological reasons. (Ricoeur 200%4c, 49)

8 For more on Truth and Reconciliation see Nico 8gts’ Truth and Reconciliation. Is Radical
Openness a Condition for Reconciliatiof&hreurs 2001, 131). In this article the readerfind, in
addition to a good general discussion on the is§d@uth and Reconciliation, some specific remarks
the South African case.

%t is important to remember, also, as a way of@nging the crimes from happening again, As
Kemp points out: “It follows that the horror attachto these events [like Auschwitz], which we nmester
forget in order to ensure that they will never happeairag.” (Kemp 1995, 381).

%L1t is important to be faithful to the past in phecause memory is a form of knowledge. We do
not just remember, but we want to remember whatthagase, as Anderson points out: “Memory is a
form of knowledge. Even when we vaguely remembeatwias been, memory is at work cognitively”
(Anderson 2003, 109).
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There is an ontological reason to be faithful to the past (the past has sotydhaialve
must respect) that could be the ground for ethics. We must represent the pa#foirt an e
to be faithful to our ancestors:
Everything takes place as though historians knew themselves to be bound by a
debt to people from earlier times, to the dead. It is the task of philosophical

reflection to bring to light the presupposition underlying this tacit “realism”
(Ricoeur 1988, 100)

Our representations of the past are an effort of “standing -for” (or “takenglace of”)
the past, which, as the natural consequence of time, is no longer (Ricoeur 1988, 100). To
dismiss the truth claim of memory and the past “would be to announce the suicide of

history” (Ricoeur 1988, 118).

We must remember. However, it is impossible to remember everything. \We nee
to find a right balance between memory and forgetfulness (Ricoeur 2004a, 413), as
Ricoeur points out in the following text:

Speaking about memory necessarily means speaking about forgetfulness becaus

one cannot remember everything. A memory with no gaps would be an

unbearable burden; it is a cliché to say that memory is selective. (Ricoeur 1996a
21)92

92 Ricoeur relates the idea of a memory that is hte o forget with Borges’ short stoRunes el
Memoriosathat shows the burden of a memory that does mgef@nything (Ricoeur 2004a, 413). In
relation to this story, Greisch makes this intengstomment: “Responding to the stdfynes el
memoriosdoy Jorge Luis Borges, | wonder if what threatemsiowadays is not a ‘merciless memory,’ that
is in a sense insomniac, unable to forget anythingtsoever. Far from being the most splendid pakace
memory like that, which is reluctant to let go afything at all, is just a waste-bin as vast asnbdd”
(Greisch 2004, 86).
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The complex balance between memory and forgetfulness opens us to another
phenomenon similar to blocked memory: The manipulated memory, which can take the

form of either an excess of memory or an excess of forgetfulness.

3.3.3.Memory and manipulation

Those who have power in a society can easily manipulate memories. This
problem seems to be one of the main motivations that inspire Ricoe@niory, History,
Forgetting

| continue to be troubled by the unsettling spectacle offered by an excess of

memory here, and an excess of forgetfulness elsewhere, to say nothing of the

influence of commemorations and abuses of memory — and of forgetting. The idea

of a policy of the just allotment of memory is in this respect one of my avowed
civic themes. (Ricoeur 2004a, XV)

How do the ideologies of power manipulate memory? Ideology provides a symbolic net
that structures action, giving a meaning and a justification to the agents $enise,
ideology is inevitablé? All action is ideologically mediated in the sense that it is
mediated by a symbolic n&The problem arises when this basic and necessary

articulation of action becomes an instrument of justification of power or of distati

% The problem of the manipulation of memories eitiyern excess or by a defect is a very
complicated equation. To remember in the right afthe right time seems to require a practical aisd
not very different from Aristotle’s idea of prudenc

% |deology has three main functions: “distortionsexlity, the legitimation of the system of
power, and the integration of the common world sans of symbolic systems immanent in action”
(Ricoeur 2004a, 82).

% Ricoeur develops this in detail Time and Narrativé (see Ricoeur 1984, 57-59), as |
explained in Chapter II.



124

reality. Ideologies through the manipulation of memory try to impose a partidat#ity
on a group. This is possible because identities are in part based on memories, which is
particularly true in the case of collective identities. Persons and ssadieipond to the
guestion “who are you?” by appealing to their own story as they intergteearember
it.% As we discussed in the second chapter, it is always possible to tell a §amgntly
and to configure and synthesize in a different way the same heterogeneag®lam
narrative. ldeologies take advantage of this possibility by giving mgeertance to
some events that support better the identities they want to impose on a group:
It is, more precisely, the selective function of the narrative that opens to
manipulation the opportunity and the means of a clever strategy, consisting from

the outset in a strategy of forgetfulness as much as in a strategy of remgmbe
(Ricoeur 20044, 85)

The manipulation of memory can be made either by an excess of memory or by
an obligated forgetfulness. Ricoeur points to the phenomenon of forced memory (excess
of memory) mentioning the abuse of acts of commemoration and memorialization
(Ricoeur 2004a, 85). Some societies force onto their members the memorialization of
founding events, of hymns, and of the story of some characters. These abuses of
commemorations and memorializations are used as a way of imposing what Raitseur
“a history taught, a history learned” that becomes a “history celebiadesell (Ricoeur

2004a, 85" Hannoum gives a good example of this, appealing to the story of France

% The connections between memory and narrativeemestrong, as Anderson explains: “Story
telling is a significant form of memory; it shapesnembering” (Anderson 2003, 110).

9" Kearney explains well how memory can be manipdtatearrative memory is never innocent.
It is an ongoing conflict of interpretations: athefteld of competing narratives. Every historytadd from
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where by stressing the importance of the French revolution, the colonial atolpgén
silenced, making the French Revolution the founding event of France:
To define itself, France has chosen to eradicate (or rather to forgethmeer t

centuries from its memory and to recognize as a founding event of itsydenitit
its expansion in the world, but its bourgeois revolution. (Hannoum 2005, 135)

This particular interpretation of French identity is obviously beneficiabtoesgroups

that want to present France to the French and to the world as the society die¢kefa

the revolutionLiberté Egalité Fraternité By doing that, France does not have to think
about its duty to provide reparation to its colonies that were exploited for centurie
Hannoum turns this abuse of memory against Ricoeur himself wondering why he omits
this distortion in the French self-identity from his analysis on memomgndive fact that
Memory, History, Forgetting2000) was read by an audience “in the midst of a debate on
colonial memory, whose author lived the colonial experience and declareshé&om t

outset, that he has written the book to fulfill a civic theme” (Hannoum 2005, 135).

Ideology can also manipulate identity by imposing forgetfulness. Sonsetitee
leaders of society do not want to remember acts that could erode their povtbatFor
reason, they try to impose silence and to force forgetfulness. Amnesty, althsugh i
political tool for reconciliation, certainly can be used as a way of forbiddimgamne

Ricoeur realizes that the boundaries between amnesty as a way to eca@ucilety and

a certain perspective and in the light of spegfigjudice (at least in Gadamer’s sense). Memorynois
always on the side of angels” (Kearney 2008, 81-82)
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amnesty as a kind of imposed oblivion (amnesia) are diffuse (Ricoeur 2004a, 456). An
example provided by Ricoeur presents this ambiguity very well:
The most ancient [example], recalled by Aristotl@ Ire Athenian Constitutigns
taken from the famous decree promulgated in Athens in 403 B.C. after the victory
of the democracy over the oligarchy of the Thirty Tyrants. The formularnthw
recalling. In fact, it is twofold. On the one hand, the decree [of amnesty] properly
speaking; on the other, the oath taken one by one by the citizens. On one hand, “it
is forbidden to recall the evils (the misfortunes)”; the Greek has a sipiglagma
(mresikakeir) to express this, which indicates recalling-against; on the other, “I
shall not recall the evils (misfortunes)” under the pain of maledictions unleashed

by this perjury. The negative formulations are striking: not to recall. For ¢aé re
would negate something, namely, forgetting. (Ricoeur 2004a, 453—-454)

This Athenian decree is an effort to keep the peace and achieve reconciliation.
However, by imposing this oblivion by force, a distortion in the Athenian identity is
deliberatively performed: “A civic imaginary is established in whicmfitghip and even
the tie between brothers are promoted to the rank of foundation, despite the murders
within families” (Ricoeur 2004a, 454). It is hard not to see in an act like this an abuse of
forgetfulness that has a deliberate political purpose. A contemporary exartiecase
of the Amnesty Decree given in Chile in 1978 by the Pinochet GoverrifiiEinis
amnesty favored mainly the agents who violated human rights after the coup d’éta

against the former president, Salvador Allende. Although the “official purpose’sof thi

% In order to understand correctly what amnesty mgiais useful to distinguish it from a pardon
given by a president or a parliament. While a parda relief from punishment, amnesty consists in
changing the qualification of the event. When amesty is granted, the events covered by the amaesty
not considered crimes any more. In this sense, styiigea paradigmatic example of an effort to cleating
meaning of the past and by doing that, to “erasg#st.” Indeed, since the “materiality” of somermg
cannot just be erased from the collective memanyrgosed change of the meaning of those eveats is
clever strategy of doing something analogous tsiegathe past. Then, it is not hard to see thatesstyn
can be easily used as a way to abuse memory biyuee &f oblivion.
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amnesty was to achieve political peace and reconciliation, there wésraroef

manipulate memory and to perform a distortion of the image the citizens had of the
government. Amnesty did not only grant immunity, but by “erasing the crime,” the
country was deprived of the historical truth of the events and of the knowledge of what
happened to the victims. Thus, the Pinochet government used amnesty as a way of
consolidating its power. The government wanted to convince Chilean citizenswhat i

the “savior” from communism and not a bloody regime that committed many aBuses.

3.4. Attestation and memory

The three topics analyzed above (fiction, forgetfulness and manipulation) show
that memory is a task to be accomplished. If memory is a task to be accomplished, we
can ask ourselves what the aim of this task is. The main task of memory is to loé faithf
to the past, that is, to give a correct account of what happened. In that sense, memory has
a claim to truth, as Ricoeur explains:

The constant danger of confusing remembering and imagining, resulting from

becoming images in this way, affects the goal of faithfulness corresponding to the
truth claim of memory. (Ricoeur 2004a, 7)

The main difficulty that memory faces is that it is always possiblenigure it

differently. As it is always possible to narrate otherwise, it is alwaysitge$o

% Today, this decree is challenged in courts. Orta®fvays by which lawyers have tried to
challenge this decree is by claiming that amneatyanly be given by a judge after the facts hawnbe
established. By doing that, they tried to rescuenong from the deliberate effort of oblivion perfoethby
the dictatorship.
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remember otherwis@ hen, what is the criterion to know whether one account of the past
is better than another? Could we say that it does not matter what account of the past we
give? Clearly for Ricoeur, as | mentioned above, the task of memory is totjel fait
the past® So, not any account of the past is equally valid, but only the one that is
faithful to the past. However, for Ricoeur, this goal of faithfulness is more aohaim
a wish than an accomplishment, as we can see from this passage:
| can say after the fact that the lodestar of the entire phenomenology ofynemor
has been the idea of happy memory. It was concealed in the definition of the
cognitive intention of memory as faithful. Faithfulness to the past is not a given,

but a wish. Like all wishes, it can be disappointed, even betrayed. (Ricoeur 2004a,
494)

The words that Ricoeur uses here, like “faithfulness,” “wish,” “disappointment”
and “betrayal” help us realize that the problem of the “happy memory” does not belong to
the certainties proper to the sciences, but to the field of attestation. | bamnswote that |
am being faithful to the past. Rather, | hope to be faithful, | hope that my memorie
correspond to what indeed happef®dt is a confidence, not an empirical certainty.

Other accounts can help me. | can corroborate my account with documents or other

accounts, but memory cannot escape the problem of trust: | have to give credence t

1% Here we find the pragmatic and the epistemic diiters of memory related to one another.
Memory is an act (pragmatic dimension) and an aatiith an epistemic aim: the truth. Hannoum points
out: “[M]emory refers to the past and it is in teesme reference, or rather, it is its very clainth®struth of
the past that constitutes the epistemic dimensidhecissue of memory. For, after all, if memoryit a
thing, it is not an object, it is an act and anagtits epistemic dimension is blended with itagmatic
dimension, which makes it an exercise. For memgeyte itself” (Hannoum 2005, 125).

191 This attitude of hoping that my memories are asmuiand give a good account of what was the
case is not different from the attitude towardhritat Ricoeur describes in his fine article calléxe
History of Philosophy and the Unity of Trutth hope | am within the bounds of truth” (Ricoel®65, 55)
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some accounts over others. For that reason, faithfulness to the past is maingr afmatt

attestation.

At first glance, it could seem counterintuitive to say that we can haveediffer
configurations of the past. We could claim that “the past is the past” reganfliesr
account of it. However, what it is at stake in our accounts of the past is not only the
reality of the events that happened, but also the meaning of those events. As Ricoeur
points out, “memory establishes the meaning of the past” (Ricoeur 1996a, 14). A8 we sa
in our analysis of the threefold mimesis (Chapter 2) for Ricoeur we asceidn@mg to
the events by a narrative configuration (mimgs$ the events, that is, by putting
together (in the operation of emplotment) the diverse elements that constitate hum
actions (agents, means, goals, circumstances). In our accounts of the past we have t
decide what emplotment we will give to our memories. In those narratives,sadtat i
stake is the meaning of the past. Since | can provide different accounts of the past and
confer different meanings to it, the meaning that | finally choose by a spaditiulation

of the memories is a matter of attesting that my narration does justicepasthe

The statement that memory is a form of attestation is confirmed by thegkins
between memory and testimony. This kinship is first of all observed in the faat tha
witness has to recall events. To give credence to a witness is equivalenmgo givi
credence to her memory. In addition, when a witness asks to be believed, she usually
appeals to her memory in the form, “believe me, | remember.” Even more, waycan s
that we are witnesses to our own past. How can | know that some events really

happened? “I was there” is the answer that we give ourselves and to others.olfe a
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own witnesses and we bear witness to our own past. Our testimony is supported and
confronted with the testimony of others, which sometimes helps us rememberliketter
when we are checking memories with others: “She was there, do you not remteahbe

she sat right there?” “Oh yes, now | remember.”

The possibility of helping our memory through the intertwining of different
testimonies helps us link the work of remembering to the work of a judge in a trial. Jus
as in our attempt to remember we have, sometimes, to confront several testimonies
judge in a trial must do the same. Ricoeur makes a very similar analogy, butwesrbet
memory and a trial, but between the work of a historian and the work of a*ftidBeth
have to give credence to different testimonies and to give a verdict. Both tarearn
with proof and the critical examination of the credibility of witnesses”q&ic 2004a,

316). The work that the self does in trying to remember, in my opinion, can be easily
added to this analogy: The self, like the historian and the judge, has to give a kind of
verdict that expresses its own account of its memories. This analogy has thiagel\d

showing us the critical moment in the configuration of our past. Just as the judfe and t

192 This analogy has some limitations. As Pellauentsobut, the responsibility of a judge is not
the same as the responsibility of a historian: HE &nalogy between the judge and the historiambegi
break down in that the trial process is determimgdhore specific rules and even by a more spesifiting
than the historian’s research. Furthermore, thggigiverdict is more definite in that the judge tas
decide, whereas historians can prevaricate ordotre qualifying terms, or even call for and exgadher
research, because they recognize that ‘the writfrigstory is a perpetual rewriting’ (Ricoeur 200320)”
(Pellauer 2007, 121). For more of this paralle Beagan 2005, 313.
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historian have to critically vet the witnesses and the sources, in the comndigufadur

own past we have to critically assess the sources we use in configuringropast->

Attesting to our past by giving credence to the images of our past and by making
sense of it, works as a process of recognizing the past. To claim that an ifitdgleds
past” is equivalent to recognizing such an image as “belonging” to the past.\Adtral
Ricoeur, a happy memory is a memory that accomplishes what he calls #ile “sm
miracle of recognition”:
We come closer to what | like to call the small miracle of recognitior if w
discern in it the solution of the oldest enigma of the problematic of memory — that
is, the present representation of something absent. Recognition is the effective

resolution of this enigma of the presence of an absence, thanks to the certitude
that accompanies it: “It’s the one — yet, it is!” (Ricoeur 2005a, 124-125)

Recognition and attestation are two closely related terms. The effort of
remembering is crowned with the certitude of recognizing what | was loékinghis
moment, that Ricoeur calls the “small miracle of recognition,” is the equivale
happy memory. It is a moment of attestation of the past, a moment of certitude gf havin
found what | was looking fof?* The analysis of the following passage from Ricoeur can

help to expand on the kinship between the recognition and the attestation of memories:

193 A fine example of this effort of trying to estadiiithe meaning of the past is found in some
people who having reached adulthood want to tmpadke peace with their own past and start (sometimes
at the recommendation of their therapist) to asl gharents to tell them about their childhood.

194 Here we can recall the beautiful parable that apgpim Luke’s Gospel of the women that finds
the lost coin: "Or suppose a woman has ten silggrscand loses one. Does she not light a lamp, stese
house and search carefully until she finds it? shen she finds it, she calls her friends and neighb
together and says, 'Rejoice with me; | have fougdast coin.' In the same way, | tell you, there is
rejoicing in the presence of the angels of God aver sinner who repents” (Luke 15: 8-10). As we can
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[T]he reflexive moment of memory culminates in the recognition of

oneself in the form a wish. We resisted the fascination with the appearance
of immediacy, certainty, and security likely to be found in the reflexive
moment. This too is a vow, a claim, a demand. (Ricoeur 2004a, 496)

Here we find three main claims. Firstly, to remember is to recognitéaa® stated
above. Secondly, to recognize a memory is to recognize oneself, that is, the act of
recognition is an act of self-recognition. | not only recognize a memoryécognize
myselfin my memories, because ultimately thosenayenemories. We will analyze the
relationship between recognition and self-recognition in the fifth chapter. Foitriew
important to note that remembering (recognizing an image as belongingo@sthés an
act where the self recognizes itself. The attestation of memonigsnan act of self-
attestation, because attestation is ultimately attestation of th&@lsietfly (and as a
consequence of the previous statements), this act of recognition is not given itaipedia

but as belief in, that is, as an act of attestation.

The problem of attestation shows us that memory is not just a passive
phenomenon but also an elaboration that involves a commitment to some interpretations
over others. However, not all memories require the same amount of work. We can
distinguish different levels of elaboration of the past. Some memoriesvavstal
automatically imposed on the self, as happens with recent memories (I do not need a
great effort to remember what | had this morning for breakfast). Othaomnes require

more work, for example, when I try to recall memories of my childhood. Finally, there

observe here, the finding of the coin is an expeegeof recognition that is similar to the experien¢
remembering.
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are some memories that require an enormous amount of work, as in the case @depress
memories. This whole range of possibilities, from memories that are amusted on
the self to memories that can be elaborated only after great effort, shancsthat
begins with memory asreme (passive memory) and ends in memora@asmnesis
(active memory). In every act of remembrance, both terms are imipliath memories
there is an image (passive memory) and an act of recognition of theasag@resenting
the past (active memory). Attestation is found mainly in the active dimensiomubny,e
where the self recognizes an image as belonging to the past. In the folleatiog $

will analyze a very particular act of remembering, that, following lpsgnalytical
terminology, Ricoeur calls the work of mourning. This analysis will help us to uaddrs
better the relationship between memory and attestation. My thesis is thatnmgasiai

particular expression of memory where attestation is found eminently.

3.4.1.Mourning

For Ricoeur, as | have mentioned, the main task of memory is to be faithful to the
past. A memory that accomplishes that task can be called a “happy memomgtét,
we can wonder if there are other forms of “happy memory.” It seema tiegipy
memory has other tasks in addition to being faithful to the past. One of these tasks is to
achieve a “reconciled memory,” which supposes faithfulness, but invoilres elements.
In order to understand what is meant by a “reconciled memory,” it is frtotfdiscuss

the problem of mourning, as a way to achieve such reconciliation.
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As | explained above, compulsion to repetition and melancholia are the
consequences of a blocked memory, that is, a memory that has not done the work of
remembrance. What is the alternative? The alternative is to remembevoikhef
remembering rescues the memory from being trapped. In other ways, veameengives

a future to memory, in the sense that frees the past for its haunting power.

However, to remember traumatic events is not easy. We block memories because
it is hard to remember. As a consequence, we experience repetition and melancholia
When we remember, we overcome those consequences, but we pay another price:
Mourning. Why does the remembrance of a painful memory give rise to mourning?
Because painful memories are usually associated with losses. Thus, moorgungjet
Freud, “is regularly the reaction to the loss of a loved one or to the loss of some
abstraction which has taken the place of one, such as one’s country, liberty, gamnideal
so on” (Freud, 1958, 243% There is a resistance in us to accept the losses as Ricoeur
notes, quoting Freud again:

Reality-testing has shown that the loved object no longer exists, and it praxeeds t

demand that all libido shall be withdrawn from its attachment to that object. This
demand arouses understandable opposition. (Freud, 1958°244)

The subject tries to accept the loss of the object by doing the work of mourning.
This process requires a great expense of time and psychic energy (Freud 1958, 245,

guoted in Ricoeur 2004a, 72). Once the loss is accepted, there is a reward: “[W]hen the

195 Quoted in Ricoeur 2004a, 71.

1% Quoted in Ricoeur 2004a, 72.
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work of mourning is completed the ego becomes free and uninhibited égeaud 1958,
245, quoted in Ricoeur 2004a, 72). The energy that was directed towards the lost object
can be redirected towards other objects. Thus, the self that remembers egpéhienc
pain of the memories, but once the work is done it is free from the past, being able to
redirect its energies towards other objects:
[1]t is as a work of remembering that the work of mourning provée titberating,
although at a certain cost, and that this relation is reciprocal. The work of

mourning is the cost of the work of remembering, but the work of remembering is
the benefit of the work of mourning. (Ricoeur 2004a, 72)

Mourning is certainly a form of memory. We could say that mourning is the
expression of memory when it is dealing with lost objects. It is a painful nydmbat
the same time a liberating one. Mourning, as a particular exercisamdnyéas also
guided by a desire to be faithful to the past, with the added goal ofreemggiledwith
the past. How does mourning give us reconciliation? Mourning can reconcilehusevit
past in the sense that a memory that mourns is a memory that faces hedlisy,d
memory that accepts the lost of the loved object, as Freud points out:

[1]Jn mourning [,] time is needed for the command of reality-testing to beedarr

out in detail, and that when this work has been accomplished the ego will have
succeeded in freeing its libido from the lost object. (Freud, 1958'%52)

Thus, what the self in the case of mourning attests to is not substantiallgrdiffer
from what is attested to in memory in general: The self attests to tig ob#he past, a

past where the self finds the loss of a loved object. The acceptance of thedos8as

197 Quoted in Ricoeur 2004a, 74.
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the self in the sense that it is no longer struggling “against” realitys lfating it. This
“reality facing” can free the self by allowing it to regfit its energy towards other objects.
This analysis of the problem of mourning in relation to memory reinforces the main
thesis that we have analyzed so far: The past must be attested. In thenoagenmng,

the attestation of the past takes the form of an acceptance of loss.

Now, we can ask whether the relationship of the self to the past can take a
different form than the attestation of the past as memory and mourning. IndeselrRi
mentions another form of relating to the past: Forgiveness. The goal of forgiventss i
the reconciliation with the past (Ricoeur 2004a, 412). In what follows, | wileptes

Ricoeur’s idea of forgiving in order to explore the role of attestation in thisepbnc

3.4.2 Forgiveness

The first question we should ask here is whether it is possible to forgive. Ricoeur
expresses an initial difficulty: There is a radical disproportion betweefatlt and
forgiveness. The fault, in principle, is by definition unforgivable otherwis@itladvnot
be a fault, if we understand forgiving as the act of not considering an act anfauntire
Fault is unforgivable not only in fact but by right (Ricoeur 2004a, Z86Yowever, the

fact that the fault is by right unforgivable does not prevent us from believing in thex pow

198 As we can observe, Ricoeur does not overlookéfiessness of the fault. In this sense, his
position is different from what Papastephanou daligiveness without punishment, where the faultds
taken as seriously and forgiveness only impliesris@hange of orientation... as a reforming effechef t
act of forgiveness as such.” (Papastephanou 2@®&3, Eontrary to this position, Ricoeur stresses th
seriousness of some faults. Herein lays the onfthe paradox of forgiveness: How can serioustédog
forgiven without undermining their seriousness?
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of forgiveness. Following Derrida, Ricoeur asserts that “forgiveneseeigteli to the
unforgivable or it does not exist” (Ricoeur 2004a, 468). If forgiveness is about faygivi

a trivial fault, then it is not forgiveness. But, is there not a contradiction in thenradti
forgiveness? To forgive in a way is to say, what you did is not as serious, do not worry
any more. But if what the person did is not serious, then there is no need for forgiveness!
Despite this paradox, we find that there is forgiveness: The proclamatiom&iop in

the simple phrase: ‘There is forgiveness’ resonates like an opposing ghallBicoeur

2004a, 466).

How is forgiveness then possible? We have to relate forgiving to the problem of
imputability. In the first chapter, we found that imputability is “a kind of judgnseging
that humans are responsible for the proximate consequences of their deeds and for that
reason may be praised or blamed” (Ricoeur 1989, 98). Thus, in imputability the agent
completely recognizes himself in the action, assuming the consequencdheflink
between the agent and the action is so strong in imputability that the moratetisties
of the action are, in some respect, “transferred” to the agent. We judge theodgent t
good or bad to the extent that her actions are good or bad. One of the expressions of this
transference of the moral dimension of the action to the self is guilt. According to
Ricoeur, “[t]he link betweenguilt andselfhoodis so tight that it is not seen as possible to
tear out guilt without destroying selfhood” (Ricoeur 2004b, 8). Guilt is an assault upon

self-esteem that paralyzes the self, rendering the continuation of huntan acti
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difficult.*°® However, guilt is not the only manner in which evil affects human actions.

Evil has also adverse effects on our actions in their social dimension, as Riqaaursex

Something basic was missing in our analysis heretofageitif the fact that it is
not merely a blow to our own credit, a wound at the core of self-esteem, but an
injury inflicted to our bonds with others — to togetherness as suaugiRi 2004b,
8)110
How can actions continue after they have been infected by evil? Forgiving makes
possible the continuation of action. It removes the impairment of actions and thus makes
action possible again. Thus, forgiving works within the sphere of the capable beeng. T

fault, insofar as it causes guilt, is an impediment to action and forgiving rerthates

impediment.

The capacity to forgive is in some respect the opposite of imputation. While
imputation is related to the capacity of putting together the agent and the actjosindor
performs the reverse operation: Uncoupling the agent from the action. When we impute
an action to the agent, we accord the moral worth of the action also to the agent. When
we forgive, we open a hiatus between the agent and the action. Ricoeur explaidy

forgiveness with this kind of un-imputing:

199 Ricoeur refers here to the guilt that the perpetrieels as a consequence of her action.

10 Ricoeur's position on forgiving is clearly intelgactive. It can be distinguished from what
Papastephanou calls the “monological account” gfif@ness. The monological account by focusing only
on the relationship with God does not give enoughdrtance to the fact that the fault affects our
relationship with others (Papastephanou 2003, 3aQhe following text Ricoeur makes even more
explicit the intersubjective nature of forgivene®doreover, unlike escape forgetfulness, forgivenéses
not remain enclosed in the narcissistic relatignsffithe self to itself: it assumes mediation bgther
consciousness (or conscience), the victim’s, whiohe is entitled to forgive” (Ricoeur 1996, 23).
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[lln imputation you have the idea of giving an account, of holding
someone as accountable. Forgiving, in this ideal sense, would mean no
longer counting, reckoning. (Ricoeur 2004b, 15)

This hiatus is what makes it possible for the agent to become again capable of action:
“The guilty person [perpetrator], rendered capable of beginning again: thid betihe

figure of unbinding that commands all the others” (Ricoeur 2004a, 490). However, is it
really possible to uncouple the agent from his actions? If we believe in thétgapaoe
agent to commit to what he does and to assume responsibility for his actions, are we not
contradicting those premises by affirming the possibility of separtdtanggent and her
action? These guestions show the shocking and in some respects counterintuitve natur
of forgiving. Ricoeur recalls Derrida’s statement that “separatingufisy person from

his act, in other words forgiving the guilty person while condemning his actiongWweul

to forgive a subject other than the one who committed the act” (Ricoeur 2004a, 490).
Herein resides the greatest difficulty of giving a proper account avéargss. We have

to reconcile three statements. (1) The fault is serious, we cannot minim&)eTiefe is

an intrinsic relationship between the wrongdoer and the fault that cannot be denied.
(3)There is forgiveness? So, how is it possible to uncouple the fault from the

wrongdoer without denying his agency and the seriousness of his actions?

The separation of the agent and the action does not have the form of a negation of

the participation of the agent in the action, as it were possible to effect a kirasiofe

11 Junker-Kenny expresses the same difficulty: “Theagox is between the imputability of the
agent who has committed unpardonable acts, andnityparising from forgiveness that would not do
justice to his freedom as an agent” (Junker-Ker®342 37).
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of what the person has done. The act of forgiving, on the contrary, supposes that we take
seriously the participation of the agent in the action. Otherwise, there widthing to
forgive. In this sense, forgiving is not only contrary to imputation, but also presupposes
imputation. Forgiveness, then, could be defined, in the context of Ricoeur’ s thought, as
the act by which one person (the offended) separates the other from his adtirbyaaff
and trusting in her capacity to act in a better manner than she did. Then, in wilat sens
does forgiveness uncouple the agent from the action? Such uncoupling does not happen
in the sense of a negation of the authorship of the action or in the sense of a negation of
the moral responsibility of the agent. This uncoupling happens in a much deeper and
more complex sense. Forgiveness makes possible a separation of the agent from the
moral evil of the action. In forgiving, the culprit is disentangled from the raeaof
the action™*? If this disentanglement is possible, it is because actions in some mgspect
beyond the agent. Our entanglement in evil actions does not suppress some original
goodness in us:

This intimate dissociation signifies that the capacity of commitment glgro

the moral subject is not exhausted by its various inscriptions in the affairs of the

world. The dissociation expresses an act of faith, a credit addressed to the
resources of self-regeneration. (Ricoeur 2005a, 490)

This belief in human natural goodness, we will see later, is quite controasial

philosophical assumption.

12 Harvey offers a similar account of forgiving: “Gnan act is done, it cannot be literally
undone. Nor can a wrongdoer simply decide to fotfgetact. But there is something which she can do
which may be appropriate: she can decide to noglooaglculate this or that wrong into an accourtiexf
present moral status. And there are various lonstighich suggest something along these lines, e.g.,
‘making a fresh start,” ‘moving on,’ ‘putting it bend you,’ ‘beginning again™ (Harvey 1993, 215).
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Ricoeur sees in Arendt’s idea of forgiveness a similar framework. FodAre
forgiving, as promising, is a kind of remedy for the weakness of human actions. Two
obstacles are set by time to the continuation of human actions: “[l]rrelieyhithe
one hand, unpredictability on the other” (Ricoeur 2004b, 14). The weakness of human
action appears in relation to the lack of reliability of future actions. The weskifie
actions appears in relation to the past in the fact that we cannot change it. Winat is
done. Promises help to strengthen actions in relation to the future giving préitirciabi
them, binding the agent to the future. Forgiveness helps to alldwabeitden of the past,
untying the agent from the action. Arendt is not denying the responsibility oféhée ag
Forgiving, rather, gives to the agent the possibility of continuing to actcdhitsmuation
is well expressed by Arendt appeals to the symbolism of binding/unbinding, as Ricoeur
explains:

Her argument rests on reestablishing a very ancient symbolism, that of

unbinding/bindingthen on pairing forgiving and promising under this dialectic,
one of which would unbind and the other bind us. (Ricoeur 2004a, 486)

Ricoeur follows a similar framework. He sees the fault as an impediment, as

incapacity. However, while Arendt sees the fault as a weakness of the, &itioeur

sees the fault as incapacity of the agent. This subtle distinction has imiporta

consequences. By focusing more on the action than on the agent, Arendt, does not have to
deal with some of the paradoxes and problems that Ricoeur’s account on forgiveness has
to consider. In Ricoeur, the main difficulty is how to separate the agent frorotithe a

without undermining agency and the fault. Arendt avoids this difficulty by focusing on a

remedy for the action more than on a remedy for the agent. This is a consequbace of
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different goals of each philosopher. Ricoeur is trying to offer a hermese@itice self
whereas Arendt is doing a phenomenology of the public sphere. Although Ricoeur’s
account has to face more paradoxes and difficulties, in my opinion, it is deeper than
Arendt’s account. Consequently | agree with Ricoeur’s assessment of Arendt on
forgiveness: “Hannah Arendt remained at the threshold of the enigma by sithating
gesture of forgiveness at the point of intersection of the act and its conseqaethcet

of the agent and the act” (Ricoeur 2004a, 489). In particular, | believe tlhauRiakes
more seriously the reality of evil and the involvement of the selfhood in the act of
forgiveness. While for Arendt the fault makes the action irreversible agidéoess
makes human action possible again, for Ricoeur, on the contrary, the fault intepacita
the agent because of the “adherence” of evil to the aiE®till we have to recognize

that there are strong similarities between Arendt’s and Ricoeur’s acpautitularly the
idea that forgiveness makes action possible agalnis hard not to see the influence of
Arendt on Ricoeur’s thought, an influence that, in any case, Ricoeur seems to have no

problem acknowledging.

Ricoeur’s idea of forgiveness has some ontological presuppositions that we need

to make explicit. In the act of forgiveness there is an affirmation of théngss of the

113 Forgiveness unbinds the agent from the evil: “..ghigma of a fault held to paralyze the
power to act of the ‘capable being’ that we aret @i, in reply, the enigma of the possible tifjiof this
existential incapacity, designated by the termdgfeeness™ (Ricoeur 2004a, 457).

114 Anderson sees the similarity between Ricoeur's/Amdt’s account of forgiveness in the idea
of natality: “I understand this act [forgiveness]Arendt’s sense of natality, roughly, as a newilr@gg.
The acts of both forgiving and promising initiattality. Arendt and Ricoeur each came to account fo
natality” (Anderson 2003, 111).
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agent, a kind of trust in the original goodness of the person. These ideas are heautifull

expressed in the following paragraph:

Under the sign of forgiveness, the guilty person is to be considered capable of
something other than his offenses and his faults. He is held to be restored to his
capacity for acting, and action restored to its capacity for continuing. This
capacity is signaled in the small acts of consideration in which we recdgh&e
incognitoof forgiveness played out on the public stage. And, finally, this restored
capacity is enlisted by promising as it projects action toward the future. The
formula for this liberating word, reduced to the bareness of its utterance, would
be: you are better than your actions. (Ricoeur 2004a1'293)

Is Ricoeur not too optimistic here? It is hard not see in this the idea of an almost

ontological regeneration through forgiveness or, indeed, the Christian idea of

redemption through forgiveness. Is it possible to understand this power of

regeneration in a merely philosophical context? To tackle this difficultyame

contrast Ricoeur’s account to Margalit's account of forgiveness that iy swa

very similar to Ricoeur’s:
Remorse offers us a nonmagical way of undoing the past . . . it is possible to
change our interpretation of the past. By expressing remorse, the offender
presents himself in a new light . . . that can be projected into the past. His ability
to feel remorse attests that he is not basically evil, even if the act that he
performed was abominable . . . his very assumption of responsibility for the deed

is supposed to create a rift between the act and the doer. Thus, an offender can be
forgiven even if the offense cannot be forgotten. (Margalit 2002£99)

5 The same idea is well explained by Junker-Kenivgtfor Ricoeur, there are two incapacities
that have to be reversed. The agent can only lieededl of the first incapacity, to have acted wilgngy
having sources of goodness re-opened and turnédrtache original capability that manifests ifsiel
the fundamental benevolence which was expresseg iwish to live well with and for others. Thiswhat
the ‘great religions’ do” (Junker-Kenny 2004, 37).

18 Cited by Junker-Kenny 2004, 33-34.
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At this point, Margalit's and Ricoeur’s account are very similar, exioggtvo
differences. First, Margalit places the affirmation “you are bdtian {/our action” on the
side of the person that feels remorse, while Ricoeur places that affinnoatithe side of
the one who forgives. Secondly, Margalit introduces an additional element to the
equation of forgiveness: The power of regeneration that has forgivenessroome f
“elsewhere” (in the sense of from a transcendent source) (Junker-Kenny 2004, 34).
Although he recognizes that the idea of forgiveness has a religious origieuRides to
keep his analysis of forgiveness within the confines of philosophical terkhasnrory,
History, Forgetting'’ However, in other texts, Ricoeur makes an explicit connection
between the idea of capacity (as a power of regeneration) and religion:

... see a strong connection between a philosophical anthropology based on the

idea of capability and the purpose of any religious thinking... all religions are

different attempts in different language games to recover the grounoadhess,
to liberate, so to say, the enslaved capability. (Ricoeur 2002, 284)

Could we say that the hesitation between a rational justification of the ideacsigimal
goodness of human beings and their capacity of regeneration on the one hand and a
religious justification of these issues on the other hand seriously weaken Ricoeur’
account of forgiveness? If Ricoeur’s idea of forgiveness would have relredyma the
ontological assumption of the original goodness of human life, then the lack of
justification for this assumption would be a mortal wound to his account of forgiveness.

However, in my opinion, beyond the ontology that can be at the basis of the idea of

7 For more on the relationship between human andeliorgiveness see Todd Pokrifka—Joe’s
Probing the Relationship between Divine and Humargkveness in Matthew. Hearing a Neglected Voice
in the Canor(Pokrifka—Joe, 2001).
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forgiveness, we can find some phenomenological evidence that indeed there is in the
victim who forgives a trust in the goodness of the agent. We can attest to tifisviac

take a look at what we can call the “grammar of repentance.”

Human interactions work over on the basis of some normative expectations. The
agents expect from one another some kind of behavior. There are implicit or exf@git r
that shape this expectation. When an action breaks these expectations, there isra need f
justification. This justification can be made by showing that the action indetd an
exception to the rules that are at the basis of the relationship. Something lsappgans
with the emergence of the fault. The fault produces a disruption in a relatiomstagrse
common rules are broken. Thus, there emerges the need for justification by the
wrongdoer. The wrongdoer justifies his actions by explaining that thosesckd not
reflect his deep intentions or feelings. Some of the ways that he can justigitisrby
stating that the action was the result of a moment of weakness or that he wasdconfus
that he did not take into account all the possible consequences or that he now has a
completely different understanding. In any case, in all these jusbfisathere is an
effort to establish a distance between the action and the self. This distartee ca
established by appealing to a lack of knowledge, to a situation of overwhelming
circumstances or to a deep change in the self that happened after thedadimmatted.
When the victim forgives, she accepts the uncoupling of the agent from his act and
assumes that the agent is “better than her action.” Is this trust thehsamaant
ontological optimism in human nature? Probably no, but at the very least it works as a

practical certitude that is enough to justify Ricoeur’s account of forgssene
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Who makes the affirmation, “you are better than your actions”? In my opinion,
this affirmation comes mainly from the offended, that is, from the one who forgives.
However, this operation must be completed in the offender. The offender makes possible
the unbinding of the agent by trusting again in her own goodness and in her own capacity
to act otherwise. In this sense the act of repentance is fundamental. Howevantdbes
need for repentance go against Ricoeur’s idea, following Derrida, thatdoess is
unconditional? Forgiveness is an unconditional gift, but as any kind of gift, it needs the
acceptance of the receiver in order to be a gift. Thus, the lack of repentancetdoes
make forgiveness impossible, but it limits its main fruit and consequenceestbeation

of the capacity to act.

How is it possible to affirm that the agent is “better than his actions” and in that
sense to unbind him? Here the idea of attestation is crucial. The trust in thalorigi
goodness of someone cannot be empirically proved, but can only be attested. Human
action, in order to continue, requires that the agent regains hat @coeptance and trust.
For that reason, the unbinding of the agent from the evil of the action needs sometimes
the forgiveness that comes from the offended. In some cases only the offended can
unbind the offender, particularly in cases of violent and destructive acts. The dffesde
forgiving, attests to the distance between the agent and his act and believastarid tr
his capacity of “being better than his actions.” However, asd said above, forgiveness,
in order to bear all its fruits, needs the act of repentance from the offendwes. dottof
repentance there is an attestation that is analogous to the attestationfthdtinvthe act

of forgiveness. The offender in her act of repentance manifests her beliefishén her
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capacity for acting otherwise. In this act the agent is implicitly sgylregret my
actions, if | had the opportunity | would act otherwise.” If this desire to have &cte

different manner is absent, then the act of repentance is not sincere.

The fact that in Ricoeur’s account of forgiveness there is a strong refagions
between the self and its action, makes it hard for him to find a public institution of
forgiving. Societies punish actions. Public institutions try to apply justice and to put the
offender at an adequate distance from the victim. To forgive in the public sphereeould b
equivalent to not considering that an action is evil, which could be a great injustice, as
Ricoeur explains:

If punishment is required by the violation of the law in order to restore the law, of

satisfying the complaint of the victim and protecting public order, then foggivin

should appear as a kind of injustice. Justice, it seems, forbids the act of fargiving

The prohibition of forgiveness in the name of justice looks still more indisputable

if you consider that the claim of forgiveness would be to reach beyond the wrong

deed and the wrongful agent, once more to destroy evil at its source, that is the

capacity of the agent to be accused, be held as a culprit. All claim to self-
justification is barred by a strict sense of justice (Ricoeur 2004b, 9)

In the public sphere we can find some institutions that in a way remind us of foggyene
like the notion of prescription of indictméfftor the institution of amnesty. However, the

prescription of indictment is rather an exception “to the rigor of justiceEb@ir 2004b,

18 The idea of “prescription of indictment” in thegfich legal system is equivalent to the “Statute
of Limitation” in the Anglo Saxon legal systemniieans that there are some temporal constrainein t
prosecution of a crime.
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12) than a case of forgivenés&The purpose of amnesty, in turn, is to “cure the wounds
of the social body” (Ricoeur 2004b, 12) more than to forgive. Thus, these institutions, as
Ricoeur calls them, contain “traces of forgiveness,” (Ricoeur 2004b, 11) but nbt a ful

expression of it.

What is the relationship between forgiveness, forgetfulness and memory? Is
forgiving a form of forgetfulness? Forgetfulness and forgiving change @iiorelwvith
the past. However, while forgetfulness as an abuse of memory (under the fornmketibloc
memory) makes us a victim of the haunting power of the past, forgiving lightens the
burden of the past® According to Ricoeur forgiveness is equivalent to what can be

called a “good oblivion,” an idea that is magnificently explained in this paragraph:

[W]hat kind of forgetting would deserve to be held as a trace of forgiving? |

would suggest to speak ofjaod oblivionin the same way as we speak gfoad
memory.. It would mean breaking free from the trading logic of adding and
subtracting, from the poor vocabulary of deleting the debt, of drawing a line on
the blackboard of our sins as though pardon could compete with the work of time,
or, worse, to contribute to this frightening destructive work. Good oblivion should
be on the side of this other figure of forgetting, the preservation of the traces, but
delivered from their mischievousness, their haunting power. Lifting the burden of
the debt is recovering the lightness of existence, the divine freedom from worry
(Ricoeur 2004b, 14-15)

As we can observe in this paragraph, Ricoeur avoids any superficial iraggoret

of forgiving as a simple “erasing of the past,” pointing out thagtiaal oblivion(which

119 Reagan emphasizes that for Ricoeur amnesty ia reml forgiveness: “Ricoeur claims that
amnesty is a “caricature” of forgiveness becausedbnditional and it defies justice for utilitan ends”
(Reagan 2008, 244).

120 5ee Kearney 2008, 81.
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is equivalent to forgiveness) does suppose the “preservation of the traces.” Tiast the

is recognized in forgiveness, but the “grace” of forgiveness is that thiopes its
“mischievousness,” its “haunting power.” Then, forgiveness is equivalent toffdngsts

in the sense that in both cases the past loses some of its burden. However, while in the
bad oblivionthe past is neglected (and thus it never stops to haunt us) godtie

oblivion the past is there but without its haunting power.

Forgiveness, at the same time, is a form of memory and mourning, as Ricoeur

shows here:

| would suggest that the work of forgiving consists in connecting together
memory work and mourning work. Mourning, at the core of memory, would
mean that we must deal with the idea of loss, loss of the claim to construct a story
of our life without lacks nor gaps. There is something inextricable in human
things. Loss at the level of our claim to repair all wounds. There is something
irreparable in human affairs. This is why the work of rememoration cannot go
without that of mourning. Should we then speak of forgiving as a further kind of
work? | would suggest that forgiveness, when and where it is available, wants to
add to these former kinds of work an amount of cheerfulness, of gaiety, in the
sense of Nietzschetgy scienceThis playful note is that of grace in the midst of
human actions — and passions. (Ricoeur 2004b, 15-16)

In this important passage, Ricoeur connects the idea of forgiving with the idea ofynem
and mourning. There is a close link between some kind of memories and mourning.
Memory can be a form of mourning insofar as dealing with our past sometimes suppose
that we accept the necessary losses that life brings, first and foremioststbétime,

that is, the fact that the past is no longer there: IphasedIn addition, we may have to
deal with the fact that not all our expectations are fulfilled in the past. Treelesaes

and frustrations that we have to admit when we remember some events. The idea of
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forgiving establishes a relationship with difficult memories past thaighktly different
from the relationship that we find in mourning. Ricoeur states that through forgiving ou
relationship with the past becomes a little bit easier and happier. Ricoeulsdp@ea
unmistakable religious language, when he affirms that forgiving brings ahgtace.
From a philosophical point of view, we could take the word grace in the sense that
forgiving is a gift. Here is how Ricoeur develops this idea:
This should not be taken to imply that forgiveness is solely connected with the
religious dimension of life. Admittedly, in the Judaeo-Christian culture of the
West, forgiveness is synonymous with grace, and grace is the preragjatiee
One who, since He can read our hearts, can forgive to the extent that He can also
punish. But the warm glow of forgiveness can extend outside the religious sphere,
in the form of areconomy of givingwhere the logic of superabundance

outweighs that of just equivalence: this economy of giving has considerable
juridical and political implications. (Ricoeur 1996a, 24)

If forgiveness is a gift that we receive, then it is not something that ctatypleepends
on us. We can connect this assertion with the claim that forgiving is offered without

asking anything in return: Forgiving is unconditional (Ricoeur 2004a, 481).

What does forgiving achieve? Ricoeur explains the goal of forgivinghée
following terms:

A new relationship with the past would then proceed from this triangular

connection between memory, mourning and forgiveness, namely that the past

would be set at the right distance from the present: the past as no longer there but
as having been (Ricoeur 2004b, 16)

This paragraph can be easily connected to one of the goals of the work of mourning: To
achieve a peaceful relationship with the past. In a blocked memory, that isemayn

that has not made the work of mourning, the past haunts the subject in the form of
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compulsion to repetition and melancholia. Forgiving, as a kind of memory that
remembers and mourns, can accompligistrelationship to the past, a past that is “set
at the right distance from the present: The past as no longer there but as hawing be
(Ricoeur 2004b, 16). When the past is not set at a right distance, the past persests “ther
preventing the self from projecting itself into the future. Sometimes theofforgiving
(“I will never forget what you did”) or the lack of mourning (“I do not accept the loss of
my youth”) can give the past too much weight, keeping the past “too close.” gdrtiee
time the lack of mourning or forgiveness, insofar as it is expressed in thessepr” of
some events (“that never happened to me”; “for me, that person does not exist”) gives t
the past too little weight, keeping the past “too far,” but at the same timéotzo ¢
inasmuch as the repression of the past can be expressed in compulsion to repetition and in
melancholia. In both cases, the past haunts the self and prevents it from projeeifing it
into the future. The “right place” for the past is just that: The past, that isttsom#hat
has been and is no longer. When the self recognizes the right ontological status of
past, the past is kept at the right distance without making difficult the poojentd the
future. Forgiveness joins mourning in the task of freeing the present from th wfeig
the past:

Forgiveness is a sort of healing of memory, the completiots oiourning period.

Delivered from the weight of debt, memory is liberated for great projects.
Forgiveness gives memory a future. (Ricoeur 1996a, 24)

In addition to finding a complicated balance that “does justice” to the past,
forgiving adds the possibility of a happier and graceful relationship to the pash, eam

bring us reconciliation: “If it were possible, we could then be allowed to speak of
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reconciliation with ourselves. But that cannot occur without a certain amount &f folly
(Ricoeur 2004b, 16). What does Ricoeur mean by “reconciliation with ourselves”?
Reconciliation is a word that implies the end of a situation of confrontation. It is
relatively easy to think of reconciliation as the fruit of forgiving in the cdraéthe

social relations. In fact, a society that can forgive can arrive ghdisant level of
reconciliation. However, Ricoeur here speaks of “reconciliation with ourselNé®”

uses this language, it is because the lack of forgiving could be equivalent tdaiarsidtia
distress or violence within the self, as expressed in the feeling of adgeato not

forgive; we usually retain anger in us against the persons or situations that have hurt us
Forgiveness can bring reconciliation in the sense that allows us to “lef ggsentment
and to accept the past.As Ricoeur correctly points out, “it is impossible in the long run
for a society to remain endlessly angry against itself” (Ricoeur 2004b, t2eRi

realizes that the use of the word “reconciliation” is only analogical and nqiletaty
proper (it is probably for this reason that we cannot speak of reconciliatidrotwi
certain amount of folly”}?* However, we need to appeal to this analogy in order to

express the possibility of finding peace in ourselves.

121 The idea of forgiveness as an overcoming of artiemal feeling is popular. For example, for
Hughes forgiveness “typically involves the overcogiof moral angertoward another...” (Hughes 1997,
33).

122 The word folly can refer to the fact that whenspeak of forgiveness and reconciliation we
are expecting in human affairs something that geedkbeyond the logic of reciprocity that usualiyes
human affairs. Forgiveness introduces a differegicl that is not based on equivalence but in wheb&ur
calls “the economy of the gift,” which will be disssed in the fifth chapter.
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How is it possible to just “let go” of the offenses that we have suffeteg®ins
that it is not enough to mourn, to accept the past. Mourning helps us accept certain losses.
However, when losses are the consequence of deliberate acts of an offendengnourni
cannot be enough. In such cases, in order to stop the anger that we feel, we have to
uncouple the evil that we have experienced from the agent. We have to attest to the idea

that despite everything, the offender is still better than his acts.

3.5. Conclusion

We started the discussion in this chapter by presenting the ambiguous status of
memory: Memory is a present image of something that belongs to the past. Weezbnt
the discussion by pointing to the fragility of memory, always at risk of beinysech
with fiction, of being erased and of being manipulated. The main consequences of the
status of memory (a present image of the past) and of the fragility of maneattyat we
can access the past in its reality only through an act of trust, of credenceh&Hirst t

thesis of this chapter is that we need to attest to the past.

However the past must not only be attested to in its reality, but the meaning of the
past is not fixed either; it is a matter of interpretation. A given inteppataf the past is
also a matter of attestation, of credence, of belief that such an integoretadis justice
to the past. This attestation can have, as one of its main motivations, the ideahbatw
a debt to the past, a debt to our ancestors who must be honored. Thus, the attestation of
the meaning of the past takes on an ethical dimension through the idea that we have to do

justice to what was the case. Part of this duty is to come up with an adequate balance
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between memory and forgetfulness. To know when to remember and when to forget
requires a practical understanding that is part of the attestation of thRipastr

explains well what is at stake by resorting to a spatial metaphor. We haeptthkgrast

at an adequate distance. To keep the past too far is an excess of forgetting. To keep the

past too close would be an excess of remembrance.

Why is it so important to find an adequate relationship to the past? Is not the past,
in the ultimate instance, something of gas® The answer to this challenge introduces
the main thesis of this chapter: The pasttersbecause our relationship to the past
mediates our relationship to ourselves. In the language that we have been usarg, we ¢
say that through the attestation of the past and through the attestation ohitsgyibe
self attests to its own self. In other words, the confidence of being a seltliated
through the attestation of the past. It is not only that the self becomes a selfithroug
awareness of its own pa$t,but what Ricoeur seems to have in mind is that our
relationship to our past determines who we are. The self attests to its owngelhgya
specific meaning to its own past. Paradoxically, what is at stake in our tiegotvéh

the past is our future.

Mourning and forgiveness prove the thesis that through a negotiation with the past
the self attests to its own self. First, mourning and forgiveness are spexys of

dealing with the past. In mourning the self turns to its own losses and in forgithaes

123 Dramatic cases, as Alzheimer disease, attesettath that the dissolution of memories usually
brings the dissolution of the self.
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self turns to the offenses received. What is at stake in mourning and forgiietiess
meaning of the past. Mourning is about accepting the reality of the losses; rieggve

about unbinding the culprit from his fault. By “negotiating” with the past, the defita

to its own self. However, even though what is at stake in mourning and forgiveness is the
meaning of the past, both determine and affect the future of th&“delthe case of

mourning, it allows us to liberate the energies that are invested in the ladt bbjbe

case of forgiveness, it regenerates in the self its capacity tdlewing the self to attest

to its own self as capable. Although mourning and forgiveness are paradigmegiofcas

how the self attests to its own self attesting to the meaning of the pastwbeseses are

not the only examples. In general, each time that we visit our past wepdicatiyn

attesting to our self.

In the idea of the attestation of the self through the attestation of the paisigiwe f
once more, that attestation isn@diatedattestation, in this case, mediated by memory.
The problem of mediation that we find in attestation is related to the idea of atherne
that we find at the core of the self. In the next chapter, | will give adodunt of this

problem through the discussion of the passivity of the self.

1241t is for this reason that the work of the comrius of Truth and Reconciliation in countries
that have experienced political violence is so inga. In negotiating an acceptable shared truthef
past the whole future of the country is at stakkee &ccepted truth about the past that emergestfrism
commission sets, in many cases, the ethical stdadhaat will be expected in a society. It is wispiesent
in the motto “never again.”
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Chapter Four

Attestation and Injunction

4.1. Introduction

In the first three chapters, | have presented attestation in relationdapheties
of the self and in relation to personal identity. Attestation, in this context, hasrag@s
the credence, the assurance of being onasgifg However, the attestation of the self
does not always happen through the active dimensions of the self or through the
assurance of its own identity. The self also gains its confidence of exrstimg mode of
selfhood by experiencing different levels of passivity that will be expthin what
follows. These passivities are often experienced as injunctions, that is, aal aatidor

the self.

The problem of injunction appears in the context of the dialectic between the self
and otherness. The main thesis that Ricoeur presents by way of this dial#aidhe
self is constituted by otherness. Otherness is not something external td b isel

something at its very coré’ Ricoeur distinguishes three kinds of otherness: The

15 As stated in the introduction, for Ricoeur thef seles not occupy the place of foundation such
as one finds in Descartes’ philosophy of the coditowever, Ricoeur at the same time disagrees with
those philosophies that proclaim the dissolutiothefself. It is not a self that is self-founded =it a
“dissolved self.” The presence of otherness atthie of the self can be seen as an intermediatéquos
between these two extreme ideas of the self. Atlsatfis constituted by otherness is a self thabts
transparent to itself, since otherness introduoegesopacity into it. Otherness dislocates thefseih its
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otherness of one’s own body, the otherness of other people and the otherness of one’s
own conscience. The category of otherness is a logical category. Inmedalyze it, we
need to find phenomenological evidence for this category. Such evidence is found in the
category of passivity. To each kind of otherness, there corresponds an expdrience o
passivity, as Ricoeur explains:
In this regard, | suggest as a working hypothesis what could be calledthef
passivity and, hence, of otherneBsst, there is the passivity represented by the
experience of one’s own body — or better, as we shall say later,ftdshe as a
mediator between the self and a world which is itself taken in accordancéswith i
variable degrees of practicability and so of foreignness. Next, we find the
passivity implied by the relation of the self to theeign in the precise sense of
the other (than) itself, and so the otherness inherent in the relation of
intersubjectivity. Finally, we have the most deeply hidden passivity, thheof t

relation of the self to itself, which @nsciencén the sense dbewissermrrather
than ofBewusstseinRicoeur 1992, 318)

In what follows | will analyze the three passivities that Ricoeur digisigs. The
purpose of this analysis is to understand the role of attestation in the dialeggerbéte
self and otherness. In this regard, Ricoeur makes a very generaksiatérhe term
‘otherness’ is then reserved for speculative discourse, while passivitinbstithe
attestation of otherness” (Ricoeur 1992, 3£8By stating that passivity is the attestation

of otherness, Ricoeur shows us another important dimension of attestation that

place of self-foundation. At the same time, a selistituted by otherness is not a dissolved setfabse
otherness gives content, substance and stabilttietself, as we will see in this chapter.

126 Ricoeur does not give us a definition of passiwialdenfels offers a sort of definition in the
context of the dialectic between the self and tiweio “It is true that Ricoeur does not limit pastsi and
passion to the simple incurring4tir) of something, but brings them to the abyss afféesng (souffrir),
in which the suffering of myself, grasped as timirhate passivity’ of my own body, binds the suiffigr
with the suffering of the other” (Waldenfels 199&0). Thus, we can say that passivity is what “lessp
to the self in the sense of what “affects” the.self
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complements the analysis that has been made so far. Passivity can be defieed as t
attestation of the self through otherness: By experiencing otherness intpatbs self

attests to its own self. In order to make the attestation of the self throughesthenore
explicit, we need to find a phenomenon in each experience of passivity where the
attestation of the self appears clearly. In the experience of the passitie body, this
phenomenon is one “intimate passivity.” In the experience of the passivity of others

(other people) self-esteem shows the attestation of the self through othEmaibg the
phenomenon of conviction makes evident the attestation of the self through the otherness

of conscience.

After analyzing the three experiences of passivity | will propose arpigtation
of the role of attestation in the dialectic of self and otherness. My thelsat mttestation
makes possible such a dialectic. Thanks to attestation otherness is integpateathe

self; otherwise, it would remain external to the self

4.2. The passivity of the body

In this section, | present the dialectic of the self and otherness at theflée
passivity of the body. | present this dialectic in three phases. First, | Beathterness of
the body by explaining the three degrees of passivity of the body that Mainede B
distinguishes. Secondly, | present the receptivity of the body by discussoeuRs
engagement with Husserl and Heidegger. Finally, | present attestationtaslma the
dialectic between the body as otherness and the body as intimate passivitgsi is

that through the experience of the body the self attests to its self, thatssthgatrust of



159

being a self. At the same time, attestation makes possible the dialésgebdehe body

as otherness and the body as intimacy.

4.2.1.The body as otherness

The body is the first passivity and a kind of “primordial passivity” that makes
possible every other passivity. We have a body, we are incarnated beingsnaititbfr
condition we experience the otherness of other people and the otherness of conscience.
The otherness of the body can be explained following Ricoeur’s analysisrod &

Biran’s three degrees of passivity. On the first level we find that “thg 8edotes

resistance that gives way to effort” (Ricoeur 1992, 321§ffort and resistance form a
unity.?® On this level | receive the “indelible significance of being my body” (Ricoe

1992, 321). Here, there is a basic apprehension of the body in the daily experience of
feeling the resistance of it. A second degree of passivity “is reprddgntbe coming

and going of capricious humors” (Ricoeur 1992, 321). Passivity becomes here something
foreign and hostile. While the first passivity refers to a kind of physicataesie of the

body, we can speak here of a psychological experience of resistanesl, Imday times

in our life a bad humor acts as a resistance to our activities, particalastperiences

127 This experience of “resistance” is doubtless aased with the phenomenon of suffering, as
Meech points out: “The category of flesh (a tratistaof Husserl'd_eib — sometimes translated as “living
body”) expresses ontologically the self's experentits own body as its most intimate other. This
experience is attested most profoundly in a phemotogy of suffering” (Meech 2006, 105).

128 Another way of expressing that effort and resistago hand to hand is to say, quoting Gedney,
that “I am fundamentally to be understood by myawaty to act but that equally this capacity to act
testifies to the self's power to act in relatiorthe passivity that is the body-affected” (Gedné94£, 334).
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such as depression. Although we can do something about our humors, for the most part
they are “there” despite ourselves. The third degree of passivity of the drddgpihe de

Biran is marked “by the resistance of external things; it is througleaotuch, in which

our effort is extended, that things attest to their existence as indubitaily asn”

(Ricoeur 1992, 321-322). The experience of external things is an experience of the

passivity of the body insofar as the body mediates our experience with the world.

What is common to these three degrees of passivity is theiexge of resistance,
either the resistance of one’s own body that gives way to effort, theanessif the
capricious humors or the resistance of external things. In these three aspeotvn
body is revealed to us as an otherness that sometimes becomes a burdenrlgarticula

when that resistance is accompanied by the experience of physical or psyeth qa.

4.2.2.The body as intimacy

Along with the experience of resistance that reveals the otherness of the body,
there is a radical receptivity of the self to the body. This radical redgptam be
evidenced in the experience of the body as “intimate passivity.” Again Risoeur
reception of Maine de Biran’s work can help us articulate this point. In Mainerae Bi
we find the idea that the knowledge of the body belongs to the region of a
“nonrepresentative certainty” (Ricoeur 1992, 321). We become acquainted with our body
thanks to an act of apprehension, which is different from all objectivizing représenta

and includes “within the same certainty the acting self and its conivhrgh is also its
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complement, corporeal passivity” (Ricoeur 1992, 321). Thus, we have a certainty of our

body that is present in both our actions and passions.

The idea of intimate passivity and “nonrepresentative certainty” shows the
receptivity of the self to the body. This receptivity is so strong that is hardtitegdish
between the self and the body. The body appears to the self as an intimate experienc
Ricoeur develops the idea of the body as intimate passivity by appealing tolHusser
notion of the flesh. “Flesh” is the translationLa&ib. Husserl distinguishes between the
body as lived body, the body insofar as it is experienced by the Iseith—as opposed
to the body as a public entity that appears as one body among oki@er Through
the idea of the flesh we can have access to the experience of having a bodyswhi

crucial to the understanding of the idea of intimate passivity.

The flesh, Husserl tells us, is what “is most originally mine and of all thivags t
which is closest” (Ricoeur 1992, 324) and has an aptitude for feeling that is mainly
revealed in the sense of touch, becoming “the organ of desire, the support of free
movement” (Ricoeur 1992, 324). The radical passivity of the flesh is evidenced in the
fact that the flesh is not an object of choice or desire, but is prior to any initlats/éhe
basis and foundation of any wanting and in that sense precedes the “distinction between

the voluntary and the involuntary” (Ricoeur 1992, 324).

The experience of the body as an intimate passivity not only shows the radical
receptivity of the self to the body, but it also shows the radical openness of the body to
others and to the world. The body as an openness mediates the experience of ithe self w

the world. Here Ricoeur touches the core of his hermeneutics of the self, in which he
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states that the self is constituted by otherness. In his thesis of the radiva¢sg of the
body he discusses the position of Husserl, who ilCdr¢esian Meditationproposes a
philosophical exercise: To reduce the ego to what he calls the sphere of ownness. Huss
wants to give a phenomenological description of the constitution of the ego and its world.
In order to account for what comes from the ego, he strips the ego of anythingntleat ¢
from “outside” in order to see what is left. The result is a “sphere of ownmesgaiich
we find a flesh that becomes a body constituting in the process other bodies, other selves
and a world. In this phenomenology the radical passivity of the body appears in a fashion
similar to Maine de Biran’s idea of body as nonrepresentative apprehensioe. Wher
Ricoeur disagrees is in the possibility of constituting the flesh prior to thatatinst of
other selves. The very hypothesis of a sphere of ownness prior to the idea of oteerness i
doomed to failure because others are required even for the constitution of the infimacy o
the flesh:
...the presupposition of the other is... contained in the formation of the very sense
of the sphere of ownness. In the hypothesis that | am alone, this experieiice coul
never be totalized without the help of the other who helps me to gather myself

together, strengthen myself, and maintain myself in my identity. (Rid®&€41,
332)

Johnstone’s article “Oneself as Oneself and Not as Another” issues a strong
criticism to Ricoeur’s position. What is interesting to note is that Johnstdloeyihg
Husserl, presents a position that is completely opposed to Ricoeur’s views. This
opposition can be noted in the very title of his article, where he criticizes thehmeais
of Ricoeur’s ontology of the flesh. According to Johnstone, onesaffaselfand not

another, as Ricoeur claims. With respect to the problem of the flesh, Johnstoizesritic
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the fact that Ricoeur “deems the presence of another to be necessary for ihdioanst

of the concept of one’s own tactile-kinesthetic body” (Johnstone 1996, 7). Johnstone’s

attempt at a refutation is based primarily on the evidence of our daily exgewbece

we have a coherent perception of the body without the need of the mediation of others:
One need only consult one’s own experience to find one’s own tactile-kinesthetic
body continually present and, with a mere shift of attention, on display center
stage available for scrutiny. As may be verified by closing one’'s teyghort
circuit visual expectations somewhat, and by turning the focus of one’s attention
inward, various regions of the flesh are located contiguously, hands near wrists,

mouth near tongue, eyes near brow, chest near abdomen, while others are
separated by intervening regions. (Johnstone 1996, 7)

Johnstone also criticizes Ricoeur’s claim that, without otherness, the flesi'iatural
disposition toward fragmentation” (Johnstone 1996, 7). For Johnstone the “various
inclinations and motivating feelings infusing the tactile-kinesthetic boglhalistic

rather than pluralistic in nature” (Johnstone 1996, 7). In other words, the physiblogica
structure of the body gives harmony to the experience of our own body, whichtedattes

in an “infant’'s body muscles” that “work in concert, and are rarely (if eveohgrent in

the sense of two appendages moving in unrelated fashion” (Johnstone 1996, 7). Thus, the
cases of fragmentation of the body that some people can experience ase more
“pathological symptom within a global psychotic disorder” (Johnstone 1996, 8) than a

proof of the needs of otherness to constitute the flesh.

Johnstone does not criticize Ricoeur’s interpretation of Husserl. Rather, he
disagrees with Ricoeur’s idea that we need others to constitute our ownrflesh. |
opinion, this point is hard to settle. We are dealing here with a matter of philogophica

assumption that cannot be demonstrated. The main problem is that we do not know
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whether it would be possible to constitute our flesh at an early age without thecprese

of other children or adults. Since we “always already” find the self in the wfidsher
selves, it is very hard to trace back the constitution of a notion as basic as the notion of
the flesh. Beyond this dispute, it is relevant to ask ourselves how important Ricoeur’s
assumption that we need others to constitute our own flesh is. For Ricoeur, i matter
because it would otherwise be hard to prove his main thesis: That the self isithstit

by otherness. Ricoeur’s argument seems to be as follows: -The self isuted it
otherness. -In order to have a self mediated by otherness, we need a settttiasily

open to others. -The body is a fundamental mediation in our experience with others. -
Then, to have a self radically opened to others, we need a body that is opened as well. -
Only a body that is constituted in its own flesh (as lived body) by others can be

completely opened to others.

Given the central role that others play in his hermeneutics of the self, Ricoeur
departs from Husserl and enters into a dialogue with Heidegger in order to show the
radical openness of the body to others and to the world. For Ricoeur, Heidegger frees
“the problematic of one’s own body from the trial of a reduction to ownness”€&ico
1992, 326). Ricoeur finds iDaseirs structure of “being in the world” an indication of
the openness of the body. The fact of “being in the world” means that the world precedes
the self. It is not that, first, we find a self and, then, a world, but in the veryuseut
the self we find the fact that we are opened to a world. Heidegger’s notitatsicity
andthrownessshow that we are “always already” in a world and in a situation that we

have not chosen. From the experienctaoficity we can see that the body has two
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dimensions: It is a space of intimacy and it is an openness to the foreign anddo othe
We are “thrown” in the midst of the world with a body that is a source of intimaasfo
At the same time, because we have found ourselves in the middle of a world, we are an

openness, that is, we are constituted beforehand by the world in which we find surselve

Using Heidegger’s notions ddicticity andthrownessRicoeur reformulates the
dialectic of the self and the body. As a body we find ourselves in the world with the
burden of existence. This burden is felt in the experience of passivity, as M&irarde
shows. The resistance of one’s own body that gives way to effort, the passivity of
capricious humors and the resistance of external objects show that existehoesi
shouldering a daily weight. We, thus, have to face the otherness of our own existence in
an effort of appropriation and overcomitfg Ricoeur summarizes these ideas in the
following way:

One could even say that the link, in the same existentiale of state-of-mind, of the

burdensome character of existence and of the task of having-to-be, expfesses w

is most crucial in the paradox of an otherness constitutive of the self and in this

way reveals for the first time the full force of the expression “onesehather.”
(Ricoeur 1992, 327)

Thus, we find that Ricoeur formulates the dialectic between oneself and another
(same and otherness) at a level as basic as our experience of our own body. However, i
seems that Ricoeur grants too much to others in the constitution of the body. We can still

say that the self is another, as Ricoeur tries to state, without saying thahseeof our

129 Ricoeur uses Heidegger’s notiontbfownessandfacticity to show the dialectic of the body
and otherness noting that Heidegger does not giwagh consideration to the problem of the body.
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body as flesh is already constituted by others. The self could be open to othefs even i

the constitution of the sense of the body did not require the mediation of others.

Since Ricoeur grants too much to others in the constitution of the own body, the
role of attestation seems crucial in order to recapture some sense of owrthedsody,

as | will explain in what follows.

4.2.3.The attestation of the self by the experience of the passivity of the body

According to Ricoeur, our self in its basic constitution as a body is in part
constituted by the otherness of the body, which in turn, is constituted by the otherness of
other people. This strangeness of the body would hardly do justice to our experience, if it
would not be compensated with the fact that | feel this bodyydmdy*° By
approaching the certainty that this bodyngbody we are entering into the realm of
attestation. Indeed, the assurance that the badinsand an intimate part of me is an
act of attestation. | attest to the fact that thimydody. This attestation seems to be
located in the different experiences of “intimate passivity” described abalialogue
with Maine de Biran and Husserl. At the same time, through the attestation of thasbody
mine, | attest to my own self in the sense that | gain the confidence afigxisthe

mode of selfhood through the confidence of having a body. We could say that the

130 Here we can refer to the fine phenomenologicalyaismadone by Gabriel Marcel. For Marcel
our experience of incarnate beings is well expiegs¢he statement “| am and | am not my body."ded,
| am a body in the sense that there is a compdetatification between myself and my body and | ai n
my body in the sense that | can speak of the bedynaentity different of the self: | can “give uply body,
| should take good care of “the body”, etc. For enon this topic, see Marcel 1976.
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certainty (attestation) of having a body is transferred to the cerfaitggtation) of being

a self. In other words, the statement “it is me here” can be supported by ragp pe &tie
reality of the body in the form “it is me here, here is my body,” as we she Bdspel’s
scene of the apparition of Jesus to the disciples, where Jesus invites Thomas to put his
fingers in his wounds as a proof of his resurrectfdin that passage we can see how the
existence of the self (in the case of Jesus, the resurrected sedfjdmsed with the
existence of the body. By appealing to his own body as the “proof” of the resunretti

his self, Jesus is implying that the body “attests” to the existence sélft&

The attestation of the self through the attestation of the body as any act of
attestation is not free of suspicion. In some cases, traumatic experietitedodly can
produce a challenge to the experience of the self. For example, drasticscimange
physical appearance can produce a great uncertainty in the self about itdgstemce.
This possibility, instead of weakening the thesis that the body is a soutbestdteon for
the self, reinforces this idea, since, as Ricoeur insists, attestadilovaigs threatened by

suspicion and doubt.

131 This scene is found in John’s Gospel (Chapte2BR27): “A week later his disciples were in
the house again, and Thomas was with them. Thdwgtdors were locked, Jesus came and stood among
them and said, ‘Peace be with you!” Then he saithommas, ‘Put your finger here; see my hands. Reach
out your hand and put it into my side. Stop douptnd believe’.”

132 Gedney, along the same lines, states that the isa{place” where attestation occurs: “The
lived body represents the place in which my attestaeceives both an initial confirmation in theslity of
my actions, but it also opens up the possibilitgoéountering the other as the other person wiroaaits
in their lived bodies; who are, as it were, ‘thar¢he flesh™ (Gedney 2004, 334).
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4.3. The passivity of others

In this section | analyze the passivity with regard to other people. As in the
previous section, | show the dialectic between the self and the other — this tiv@e a
level of other people — and the role of attestation in this dialectic. In orderctdade
this dialectic, first | show the otherness of other people. This otherness willdes el
by explaining Ricoeur’s appropriation of Husserl's concept of the apprasertét
others. Secondly, | show the receptivity of the self to other people. This crymmat &s
explained by discussing Ricoeur’s critical reception of Lévinas. Finalyow how
attestation makes possible the dialectic between the self and the othesxpehence of

self-esteem.

4.3.1.The otherness of other people

To explain the passivity with regard to others, Ricoeur borrows from Husserl,
essentially assenting to his conception of the other. The other, in Husserl, hagwhat w
can call a double status. On the one hand, it is possible to have an authentic experience of
the other. On the other hand, there is no intuition of the other. In this sense, the other is
always “beyond me.” Ricoeur summarizes these ideas:
Husserl gave the name “appresentation” to this givenness in order to express, on
the one hand, that unlike representations in signs or images, the givenness of the
other is an authentic givenness and, on the other hand, that unlike the originary,
immediate givenness of the flesh to itself, the givenness of the other lewer al

me to live the experience of others and, in this sense, can never be converted into
originary presentation. (Ricoeur 1992, 333)
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“Appresentation” represents the two facts | mentioned above. Appresentation is
authentic givenness of something. In this sense, the other is really goieavet,
appresentation is not intuition. Rather, what is appresented is co-given: Songething
given with something else. In this case, another ego is given along with a body. The
other’s self is really given, but not as an originary presentation. The other énssnise
remains beyond the self. Thus, Husserl presents the experience of the othefexdia di
of immanence-transcendence that is consistent with Ricoeur’s dialetlie If and
another. However, for Ricoeur it is also important to show that the self possesses a
receptivity to otherness. This receptivity is articulated by entenitogai critical dialogue

with Lévinas.

4.3.2.The receptivity of the self to otherness

The experience of the passivity of the others requires a self that is capable
receiving the injunction of othef€® Ricoeur shows the basic receptivity of the self by
criticizing Lévinas’ position on the relationship between the self and the othénas
gives precedence to the other over the self, holding an idea of the same that dshyparke
the notion of separation. The self is separated from others and tends to form\aittircle
itself. According to Ricoeur, Lévinas sees in the self a “will to closuree miecisely a

state of separation, that makes otherness the equivalent of radical extéRacoeur

133 As Wallace puts it, only “a self — insofar assteems itselésa self capable of reason, agency,
and good will — can exercise solicitude for otHef@/allace 2002, 86) Meech explains this capacfty o
receiving the other by appealing to the Heideggeiidea that we are always already in a world-with-
others: “...I am permitted to posit a predialogicdf gar other) as long as | acknowledge that | alsvdp
so from within an already existing world-with-ote&(Meech 2007, 107).
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1992, 335-336). Thus, it is not possible to establish a fruitful relationship between the self
and the other:

If interiority were indeed determined solely by the desire for retrehtksure,

how could it ever hear a word addressed to it, which would seem so foreign to it

that this word would be as nothing for an isolated existence? (Ricoeur 1992,
339)34

Lévinas answers this challenge by arguing that the other enters into the aiphe
the self under the form of an ethical injunction. The irruption of the other is explained b
the image of the face:

For an ego such as this, incapable of the Other, the epiphany of the face (still a

phenomenological theme) signifies an absolute exteriority, that is, a niwerelat
exteriority... (Ricoeur 1992, 337)

For Lévinas it is possible to establish an ethical relation between thedétfeaother in
the context of the separation of the self and the exteriority of the other because
responsibility has its origin in the other who constitutes me as responsible, notetf the s

that accepts it:

It is in me that the movement coming from the other completes its trajectory: the
other constitutes me as responsible, that is, as capable of responding. In this way,

134 Waldenfels summarizes Ricoeur’s criticism of Lésrwell: “The principal reproach against
Lévinas is thus that he abruptly opposes the ‘oiws of the other’ to the ‘identity of the selftkuthat he
blocks the pathway from the edalf) to the self, enclosing the ego in an ontologiotdlity and separating
it from the other, who thus becomes exiled in asoalie exteriority” (Waldenfels 1996, 120). Aloriget
same lines, Foster summarizes Ricoeur’s objectidrétinas as follows: “He [Ricoeur] sees Lévinas’
injunction coming from the Other to the closed gp as overemphasized to the point of creating an
impossible situation for reception. He sees Lévieagphasis on the separation between the ‘sametrand
‘other’ in term of the stubborn, closedness ofélge, as a characteristic which makes it impossédsléhe
ego to respond to the call from the other...” (Fog@04, 25).
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the word of the other comes to be placed at the origin of my acts. (Ricoeur 1992,
336)

However, contrary to Lévinas, Ricoeur considers that in order to have a self that is
responsible for its acts, we need first to grant it a capacity of reception. Thlesinwvhi
Lévinas the relation between the self and the other is marked by the idearafisepa
and exteriority, in Ricoeur the relationship between the self and the other igirbgrke

the notion of receptivity.

The idea of separation not only makes impossible the ethical relation but it adds
an additional problem. Without receptivity it is not possible to distinguish between the
other that instructs me about justice and the other that just wants to do violence to me:

...must we not join to this capacity of reception a capacity of discernment and

recognition, taking into account the fact that the otherness of the Other cannot be

summed up in what seems to be just one of the figures of the Other, that of the

master who teaches, once we have to consider as well the figure of the offender i

Otherwise than BeiryAnd what are we to say of the Other when he is the

executioner? And who will be able to distinguish the master from the executioner,

the master who calls for a disciple from the master who requires a slaze@uiR
1992, 339)

Cohen holds that the separation Lévinas establishes between the self and the other
is necessary to avoid a philosophy of totality where the ettetationship is not possible.
Lévinas’ idea of separation does not entail the absence of relation, as Rgsagues.

Far from that, the uniqueness of the ethical relation “is precisely thatrts, self and
other, are both out of relation and in relation” (Cohen, 2002, 131). Recognizing that in

Lévinas the other appears at some distance from the self, Cohen thinks that Ricoeur i
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mistaken in his claim that in Lévinas the self has no capacity to receivthtré®

>In

this respect, Ricoeur is “tilting at a straw man” (Cohen 2002, 138) and he “nowhere
touches upon Lévinas’s very fine analyses of the self's capacity of @témtind in Part
Four ofTotality and Infinity (Cohen 2002, 138). Particularly, Cohen refers to Lévinas’s
idea of the self as a created being. According to Lévinas the self is thetpobd

“familial relations,” conditioned “by birth, filiality (paternity, matgty), and fraternity”

(Cohen 2002, 138).

In my opinion, there are two different issues in this discussion. The first issue is
about the fairness of Ricoeur’s interpretation of Lévinas, but this exceeds thegpoirpos
this dissertation. The second issue concerns the nature of the ethical injunction of the
other. It seems that for Ricoeur the ethical injunction needs to be receittezi $Bjf in
order to be an ethical injunction, while for Lévinas the ethical injunction is exteiv
“despite” the self. Both philosophers grant transcendence to the ethical injunction, but
while for Ricoeur that transcendence must become an immanence in order tothegffec
in Lévinas the force of the ethical injunction resides in its exteridntshis sense, |
agree with Ricoeur that without a capacity of reception in the self we do notrhave a
injunction from the other. The radical transcendence of the other’s injunction that is

present in Lévinas (at least in Ricoeur’s reading) seems to make athiejbioaion

135 Along the same lines, according to Kemp, Ricoeisses important aspects of Lévinas’
philosophy that account for the capacity of thé weteceive the other: “Ifiotality and Infinitythere are
three levels of description of existence: thatrgbgment and habitation (called ‘Interiority and
Economy’); that of the face (called ‘Exterioritycaithe Face’); and that of life and fecundity (calle
‘Beyond the Face’). None of these levels exclutiesothers” (Kemp 1996, 56). He adds that “Lévinas’s
description of separation does not have the negatin even masochistic accent which Ricoeur asctibe
it...” (Kemp 1996, 57).
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impossible. How can we listen to the voice of the other if we do not receive it? Hpweve

| insist, this criticism is only fair if Ricoeur’s interpretation of Léwsna correct. Beyond

the discussion between Ricoeur and Lévinas, it is important to understand mordyprecise
what Ricoeur means by the dialectic between the self and others and the role of

attestation in it. The analysis of the notion of self-esteem will help tackiedsates.

4.3.3.The attestation of the self through self-esteem

The dialectic between the self and the other happens mainly at the letretal
Ricoeur tries to articulate the dialectic between the self and other in stahthat the
otherness of the self is preserved (as it happens in Husserl’s idea of #seatairon of
the other) and, at the same time, the self has a capacity for the recefti@mgainction

of the other, avoiding the excesses of Lévinas’s ethical injunction

The core of the dialectic between the self and other people is found in the notion
of self-esteem. This notion needs to be stripped from its common psychological
connotations in order to be fully understood in the context of Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of
the self. Self-esteem is not just the appreciation that the self haseffhrits it is what
constitutes the self. By estimating myself | become a self, as Ricoes pat:

In this way, self-esteem and self-respect together will reprdsemast advanced

stages of the growth of selfhood, which is at the same time its unfolding. (Ricoeur
1992, 171)

If self-esteem is so intrinsically related to the construction of selfho@wibithwhile to
discuss this concept in order to come to a better understanding of the dialeaterbetw

the self and the other.
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Ricoeur’s analysis of self-esteem is rich and deep and can be described as a
phenomenological account of the ethical unfolding of the self in the midst of iismelat
with others. It could be surprising that a notion that in principle is based onxavethet
(selfesteem) can account for ethical relations. However, the originaliticoe®’s
notion of self-esteem is precisely its essentially ethical sense ahsgif-esteem is
constructed through the mediations of others:

For the agent, interpreting the text of an action is interpreting himself otfherse

[O]ur concept of the self is greatly enriched by this relation betweeampiatation

of the text of action and self-interpretation. On the ethical plane, self-

interpretation becomes self-esteem. In return, self-esteem folloviest¢hef
interpretation. (Ricoeur 1992, 179)

Self-esteem is based on the evaluations that the self makes of its own acttbes. At
same time, the evaluations of the actions are socially mediated. Thus, irt thetéace,
self-esteem is constructed, in part, through the evaluations that others peréarm of

actions!*®

136 Before the self evaluates its own actions, thefsels that actions are “already” socially
morally evaluated, as we can realize if we appeéie notion of “standards of excellence”: “These
standards of excellence are rules of comparisolieap different accomplishments, in relation deals
of perfection shared by a given community of ptamters and internalized by the masters and virtobs
the practice considered” (Ricoeur 1992, 176). Teaiof “standards of excellence,” which is borrowed
from Maclintyre, shows that in each action therecargain standards that determine whether an aigtion
well performed or not. Another important notionateld to the valuation of actions, also from Madlaetys
the idea of “internal goods” of an action. Accoglio this notion, each action possesses its owd tuat
determines if an action is well or poorly perform&tie notion of internal good is applied reflexivéb the
agent: “This concept of internal good, dear to Méagke, thus provides an initial support for thdexive
moment of self-esteem, to the extent that it igppraising our actions that we appraise ourselsd®mmg
their author” (Ricoeur 1992, 177).
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For Ricoeur the main ethical intention is “to live well with and for others in just
institutions” (Ricoeur 1992, 351). Self-esteem is the reflexive moment of thisledim
and unfolds mainly by the idea of solicitude:

[M]y thesis is that solicitude is not something added on to self-esteem from

outside but that it unfolds the dialogic dimension of self-esteem, which up to now
has been passed over in silence. (Ricoeur 1992, 180)

Solicitude expresses the dialogical dimension of self-esteem. Sealfreatel solicitude
cannot be understood separately: “...self-esteem and solicitude cannot be exgh@rience
reflected upon one without the other” (Ricoeur 1992, 180). The idea of solicitude shows
that the “good life” must be accomplished with others and needs the mediation of others.
Because we are not self sufficient, we need others to accomplish our own good. There is
a lack in each of us that makes us need others:

To self-esteem, understood as a reflexive moment of the wish for the “good life,”

solicitude adds essentially the dimensiotagk, the fact that waeedfriends; as

a reaction to the effect of solicitude on self-esteem, the self perceelésadsts
another among others. (Ricoeur 1992, 192)

The lack is not only on the side of the one who receives solicitude, but even the one that
shows solicitude needs others. So, from the idea of lack there unfolds an important
element of solicitude: Reciprocity. These two elements, lack and retypapgear in the
different “figures” by which, according to Ricoeur, solicitude is exm@sBEriendship,
benevolent spontaneity, and sympathy. This will be the object of the following

paragraphs.

In his analysis of friendship, Ricoeur basically reminds us of the basic points of

Aristotle’s analysis of friendship in tiéichomachean Ethids order to stress the idea
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that the good life is constructed with others in reciprocal relations. Indesdjship
shows that we are not self sufficient, thatlaek many things and that we need others to
realize our own good, as Ricoeur points out here:

It is in connection with the notions of capacity and realization — that is, finally of

powerandact— that a place is made flack and, through the mediation of lack,
for others (Ricoeur 1992, 182)

Friendship is an essential component of the realization of the good life. Even the happy
man needs friends. We need friends not only because life is not self-sufficienbbut als
because, in order to enjoy its own good, the self needs the mediation of others:

This need has to do not only with what is active and incomplete in living together

but also with the sort of shortage or lack belonging to the very relation of the self
to its own existence. (Ricoeur 1992, 186)

The second figure where we observe the unfolding of self-esteem is in benevolent
spontaneity. Ricoeur offers the notion of “benevolent spontaneity” as a response to
Lévinas idea of the master of justice who is the person who instructs othergcin gnst
shows the injunction of others over the self. In the injunction of the master of jhstice t
reciprocity proper to friendship disappears. Lévinas intentionally wangdblish the
precedence of the initiative of the other in order to break with any idea ofytethkre
the other could be subsumed in an attempt of domination from the self, as Ricoeur
explains here:

E. Lévinas’s entire philosophy rests on the initiative of the other in the

intersubjective relation. In reality, this initiative establishes noioslatt all, to

the extent that the other represents absolute exteriority with respectgo a
defined by the condition of separation. (Ricoeur 1992, 188-189)
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Ricoeur, as was stated above, disagrees with this idea of injunction in that it does
not suppose a capacity of reception in the self. The injunction of others needs to be heard
and received in order to be a real injunction. Without a capacity for receiving the
injunction, the injunction would remain external and, as a consequence, could not appeal
to the self:

Taken literally, a dissymmetry left uncompensated would break off the exchange

of giving and receiving and would exclude any instruction by the face within the
field of solicitude. (Ricoeur 1992, 189)

In order to compensate for this dissymmetry Ricoeur proposes the idea of behevole
spontaneity. The idea of benevolent spontaneity refers to the reception of theanjuncti
of the other thanks to the capacity of the self to recognize the superiorityanfttosity
the master of justice has:
On the basis of this benevolent spontaneity, receiving is on an equal footing with
the summons to responsibility, in the guise of the self’s recognition of the

superiority of the authority enjoining it to act in accordance with justiceo@ric
1992, 190)

This idea is similar to Gadamer’s idea of authatifyin both cases, we see that authority
is not seen as something imposed from “outside” but as the source of a truth deyis fr
recognized by the self. The initiative of the other that instructs justicenpensated by

the capacity of the self to accept others’ initiative.

137 See Gadamer 1986.

138 Wallace expresses the same idea stating that &Ricstubbornly insists on preserving self-love
and other-regard in a correlative tension thatrgaes is snapped by Lévinas’s one-sided emphasislén
emptying obedience in the face of the summonseabther” (Wallace 2002, 86).
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The capacity of the self to accept the injunction of the other is grounded,
according to Ricoeur, in the goodness of the self:
Now what resources might these be if not the resouragsoainessvhich could

spring forth only from a being who does not detest itself to the point of being
unable to hear the injunction coming from the other? (Ricoeur 1992, 189)

Cohen, from a Lévinasian perspective, strongly criticizes this idea of benéevol
spontaneity, because it supposes that there is in the self a morally inclingddsalici
Responding to Ricoeur, Cohen asks rhetorically “from whence is selfhood inclined to
benevolence?” (Cohen 2002, 132) and then adds, “[n]o evidence supports his optimism,
or, rather, equal evidence opposes it (Cohen 2002,'#3¢phen’s objection is

interesting. To expect that the self will recognize its responsihitity its source of
goodness could be non-realistic. In this sense Lévinas seems to be more grounded in
stating that the source of responsibility is not the self but the other who summons to
responsibility. However, in Ricoeur’s defense, it must be noted that respioysiddds

to be accepted by the self. For that reason, Ricoeur insists that there is noomjuncti

without attestation. The act of acceptance of responsibility is well esguten Ricoeur’s

139 Kemp, on the contrary, claims that Lévinas doesgaize the goodness of the self and a
positive capacity to receive the other: “Enjoymieideed is experienced in a habitation where therpth
although not yet being ‘face’, nevertheless isatigent, but, on the contrary, present in intimaay a
sweetness, in familiarity and femininity... it is ing®ible to understand this analysis otherwise tlsan a
praise of the goodness of life in the sense in kvttiés goodness is given by the creation of human
existence... habitation is not total passivity in tiela to the foreigner — it is in principle a home o
hospitality” (Kemp 1996, 56). The main differencerh Ricoeur is that while Ricoeur builds his ethics
upon this capacity of benevolent spontaneity,eénse that Lévinasian ethics cannot be built uponlehiel,
as Kemp claims: “But the hand is falliblenitaybe a manipulator, and ongayclose one’s house instead
of opening it to the poor and the stranger. In¢heses, the Same at all levels of praxis, inctudin
philosophical or metaphysical praxis, closes intself, so that interiority and the economy of tieeme
cannot constitute an ethics. Indeed, it is onlyfttoe entering from the exteriority which assigega
responsibility” (Kemp 1996, 56-57).
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idea of solicitude in general and benevolent spontaneity in particular. Thus, by
recognizing the role of the self in the act of taking responsibility,dricoffers a good
complement to Lévinas’ idea of injunction, as Bourgeois points out:

In accepting the role of solicitude in human existence, Ricoeur has developed a

place within interiority that really allows a response to the face of ties.dthd

in doing so, he has accounted for a central, indeed, the central point of Lévinas,

that a breakthrough — a break out — out of the “totality” of traditional philosophy
is necessary for there to be a face to face encounter. (Bourgeois 206%, 122)

The last figure of solicitude that Ricoeur presents is the relationslheit
dying person. The dying person works as the paradigm of the suffering persmeurRRic
idea of suffering goes beyond the notion of physical or mental pain and is reléted t

diminishing or the destruction of the capacity of acting:

140 For Bourgeois, Ricoeur’s project is compatiblehwdt“break out” of a philosophy of totality.
By giving a role to the self in the act of acceptof responsibility, expressed in the idea of belent
spontaneity, Ricoeur would not place the other utitee dominion of the self. However, for Cohen,
Ricoeur’s project does fall into a philosophy dafldy: “Ricoeur can never come across this togalit
precisely because all his investigations operatBimvit, unwittingly conforming to its contours. \d@as’s
thought, in contrast, articulates this totalityd®¥ceeding and rupturing it — from a moral angleegght”
(Cohen 2002, 147). Wallace offers an interestirtgrpretation of the difference between the roletbers
in relation to the self in Lévinas and Ricoeur. dting to Wallace this difference could be based in
different hermeneutic tradition. Lévinas belongsti® Jewish tradition where biblical revelationriters
on prescriptive teaching — regarding matters oy, morality, ritual, and law — to the degreatthven
in seemingly unlegal genres, such as the Psalmsapidntial literature, Lévinas argues that are
prescriptive upheavals where God’s commanding vimidbe reader breaks through the literary surédce
these texts” (Wallace, 86). By contrast, Ricoeuoihgs to a Christian tradition where God is named
through the different biblical genres. In the Ctiais tradition there is no primacy of the legaltteaver the
others. Thus, God’s revelation is not experienaguigrily as a legal injunction (as it happens ia fewish
tradition), but in many different manners, and tjiiges to the self a more active role in the atéittan of
God'’s will and revelation. Thus, Lévinas’ formationthe Jewish biblical tradition would incline hitm
stress the idea of the injunction of the voicehef other manifested in the genre of prescriptioisle
Ricoeur belonging to the Christian tradition wosttess the reception of the word through the devers
biblical genres without giving priority to any dfém. These two hermeneutical traditions can beslatad
into two philosophical attitudes. One — well expegbin Lévinas — gives importance to a voice that i
manifested as an injunction, and the other — pteésdRicoeur — stresses the importance of the
appropriation and interpretation of that voice frira one that receives the injunction.
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Suffering is not defined solely by physical pain, nor even by mental pain, but by
the reduction, even the destruction, of the capacity for acting, of beingeadte-t
experienced as a violation of self-integrity. (Ricoeur 1992, 190)

The relationship between the suffering person, particularly the dyingrpensd
the one that assists her seems to be asymmetrical. The one comfortingrandaeki
seems to be only one that is giving:
Here initiative, precisely in terms of being-able-to-act, seems to belong
exclusively to the self whgiveshis sympathy, his compassion, these terms being

taken in the strong sense of the wish to share someone else’s pain. (Ricoeur 1992,
190)

On the contrary, the one that is being comforted seems “to be reduced to the sole
condition ofreceiving (Ricoeur 1992, 190). Thus, reciprocity apparently is broken.
However, if we take a closer look, we see that in true sympathy “the selfe who®r of
acting is at the start greater than of its other, finds itself affegtadl that the suffering
other offers to it in return” (Ricoeur 1992, 191). Thus, reciprocity is reestablished. O
person offers comfort, consolation and sympathy and the other gives something that does
not come from her power of acting, but from her own weakness. Thus, the dying person
offers to the one comforting a reminder of one’s condition of mortality and vbihgra
(Ricoeur 1992, 191). Ricoeur summarizes the exchange in this beautiful text:
This is perhaps the supreme test of solicitude, when unequal power finds
compensation in an authentic reciprocity in exchange, which, in theohagony,

finds refuge in the shared whisper of voices or the feeble embrace ofdclaspe
hands. (Ricoeur 1992, 191)

As it has been stated, self-esteem is at the core of the dialectic betlfeads

other people. The three figures of solicitude (friendship, benevolent spontaneity and
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sympathy) show that the good life cannot be accomplished alone. Others amnéialess
mediation to the ethical life. Ricoeur tries to keep a delicate balancedretineeself and
others'*! Following Husserl, he tries to preserve the otherness of other people and

against Lévinas, he grants to the self a capacity to receive the injunctithrecs.

Still, it is hard to understand how the good life is mediated by others. It isceasy
accept that we need others to accomplish our goals since we are not sedrguffici
However, we find a stronger claim in the three figures of self-esteeensdlf assumes as
its own good the good of others. In friendship, the good of the friend becomes the good
of the self; in benevolent spontaneity the injunction of others becomes the self's own
moral response and in sympathy the self assumes the fragility and tyoftétie other
as a reminder of its own mortality and fragility. How is it possible for tHesalssume
the good of the other as its own good? Attestation seems to be the explanation for this
phenomenon. Through attestation, in the form of self-esteem, the self is able to gain the
confidence of being a self through the assumption of the good of Stteerd by doing

that, the self integrates the good of others as its own good. Thus, we can sa¥-that sel

141 This effort of keeping a balance between theaadf the other is observed in the three figures
of solicitude, although with different emphasisetlus attempt, in conclusion, to take an overviéthe
entire range of attitudes deployed between theetxtemes of the summons to responsibility, wheee th
initiative comes from the other, and of sympathytfe suffering other, where the initiative comesi
the loving self, friendship appearing as a midpaihere the self and the other share equally the saish
to live together. While equality is presupposedfiendship, in the case of the injunction comingnfrthe
other, equality is reestablished only through #epgnition by the self of the superiority of thert's
authority; in the case of sympathy that comes ftbenself and extends to the other, equality is
reestablished only through the shared admissidragflity and, finally, of mortality” (Ricoeur 1992 92).

1“2\vallace also connects the idea of self-esteerttéstation: “Self-attestation — the capacity for
self-esteem — has its origin in my self-reflexiy@eaness to being enjoined to give myself to meet th
other’s needs even as my hearing and understatitingpice of the other have their origin in my neba
for myself as a moral subject” (Wallace 2002, 86).
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esteem is the phenomenological place where the attestation of the sejhttirewther

happens.

This view is doubtless appealing. However, we wonder what happens where the
self denies other selves or does not assume the good of others as its own gooek If we ar
true to what we have been holding we should state that in those cases the self is not
attesting to its own self. However, we see that sociopaths (an extrenw ttasedenial
of the good of others) do attest to their own self, in the sense that they have the
confidence in being capable of acting, of remembering and even promising. Ricagur doe
not consider this challenge. However, by making a strong association beswwod,
self-esteem and the ethical aim, he is proposing an ethics rooted in an ontologulthat ¢
be formulated in the following terms: To be a self means to pursue the ethcalhain,
if somebody, like a sociopath, does not pursue the ethical aim, that person indeed is
diminishing his selfhood. If this interpretation is faithful to Ricoeur, we haveytthea
that his account is coherent, but controversial, to say the least. The next sealieed foc

on the analysis of conscience, can shed some light on this problem.

4.4. The passivity of conscience

The third type of passivity that Ricoeur explains is the passivity wgidwrdeto
conscience. As | did with the other two passivities (body and other people), lsdisisus
passivity by showing how the dialectic between the self and kiee i3t present even here.
The first step in the unfolding of this dialectic is explicated in the otherness aiaores
which is evidenced in the fact that conscience is a call. The second step of &uscdsl

the self's receptivity to the call of conscience that will be shown in thetsteuaf
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“being-enjoined.” Then, | will show how attestation makes possible this dealbgct
analyzing the idea of conviction. In conviction, what is other (the call of consgisnce
assumed as the expression of the dearest values of the self. Finally, louilsdé®me
critical considerations that commentators have made about Ricoeur’s idesoikoce

that are relevant to the relationship between conscience and attestation.

4.4.1.Conscience as a call

Ricoeur finds in Heidegger’s analysis of consciéfite good framework from
within which he articulates his own position. Ricoeur agrees with Heideggex'sfide
conscience as an ontological phenomenon and not a mere religious or mtfedme

praises him for recognizing the otherness of conscience:

In the chapter oBeing and Timentitled “Gewissen,” ... Heidegger described
perfectly this moment of otherness that distinguishes conscience. (RI&G8yr
342)

The otherness of conscience in Heidegger's phenomenological descriptioniisedescr
mainly through the metaphor of the “voice of conscience” and introduces an important

element for Ricoeur’s account, the idea of a non self-mastery of the self:

143 For more on Heidegger’s idea of conscience seéaiaiOrtega’s articl&vhen Conscience
Calls, Will Dasein Answer? Heideggerian Authenyigihd the Possibility of Ethical Lif®rtega 2005).

144 Ricoeur praises Heidegger for giving consciencharacter that is not merely religious or
moral: “In this sense, we can note the neutraladtar of the phenomenon of conscience as regards it
religious interpretation. It is the self that calie self and bears witness to its ownmost powéeofq... If
a theological interpretation of conscience is tgbssible, it will precisely presuppose this intapaf self
and conscience” (Ricoeur 1995d, 271). Along theeshnes, Gedney states: “Ricoeur... attempts to
distinguish the general character of conscienam fte particular manifestations as good or bad. The
standard of conscience calls me to act, to bevedpthat is, to be or become myself, and thissig a call
to be faithful” (Gedney 2004, 336).
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Unlike the dialogue of the soul with itself, of which Plato speaks, this affection by
another voice presents a remarkable dissymmetry, one that can be caibad, ver
between the agency that calls and the self called upon. It is the veatices of

the call, equal to its interiority, that creates the enigma of the phenomenon of
conscience. (Ricoeur 1992, 342)

Heidegger shows that in the self there is a kind of asymmetry in the sene thealf is
affected with an element that is in the self and in some sense beyond the selfeliHowe
in Heidegger the otherness of conscience remains within the immediacy okogesci
As a consequence, for Ricoeur, in Heidegger’s account there is no transcendkace i

voice of conscienc?®

Conscience in Heidegger is a call to authenticity. Dasein finds itself in
inauthenticity, lost in the they. Conscience is precisely what callsrDimsget away
from inauthenticity and to find its ownmost possibilities. Dasein can run amaythe
they by facing its own nothingness through the mood of angst. This interpretation of
conscience, according to Ricoeur, falls short mainly for two reasons.deinsgience
does not appear as an injunction from otlféend secondly, conscience is deprived of

any ethical conterit!’ Ricoeur counters this idea of conscience by affirming that it is

145 Along the same lines, Hall points out that therad exteriority in Dasein’s call, and this makes
Heidegger’s notion of consciousness peculiar: “Jasuliar nature of conscience becomes particularly
apparent in Heidegger’s explanation of the “wherafethe appeal; if Dasein is appealed to, who @alls
Paradoxically, it is Dasein that caitself out of its lostness. And yet, the call is not st that the self
voluntarily chooses; rather, the call comes to Daghough Dasein is nonetheless the source ofdhe.”
(Hall 2007, 119).

148 Ricoeur states that there is some strangenessiiteiger’s account of conscience, but there is
a “strangeness without a strang€Ricoeur 1995a, 111, Ricoeur's emphasis).

147 According to Ricoeur, in Heidegger’s account “Ccisace says nothing, there is no uproar, no
message, just a silent call” (Ricoeur 1995a, 1M@ech summarizes Ricoeur’s criticism of Heidegger
amoral idea of conscience: “Ricoeur concludesdhldieidegger can provide in terms of a return from
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basically an injunction to live well with and for others in just institutions. Howetvis
important to note that although Ricoeur criticizes Heidegger for depriomgcence of

any moral content, in Ricoeur conscience is not a moral phenomenon either: “Conscience
is fundamentally a principle of individuation rather an instance of accusation and

judgment” (Ricoeur 1995b, 273§

Conscience is an injunction of otherness. However, the status of otherness is itself
ambiguous. First, otherness can be identified with the presence of other people in the
form of social values. Secondly, the otherness of conscience can be identii¢ewit
idea of the ancestors. In the self we find the sedimentation of generations \ahese tr
are found in myths and cults. Finally, the otherness of conscience can be identified with
God as well. These three possibilities, for Ricoeur, more than exhaust the idea of
conscience and show its basic ambiguity:

Perhaps the philosopher as philosopher has to admit that one does not know and

cannot say whether this Other, the source of the injunction, is another person

whom | can look in the face or who can stare at me, or my ancestors for whom
there is no representation, to so great an extent does my debt to them constitute

my very self, or God — living God, absent God — or an empty place. With this
aporia of the Other, philosophical discourse comes to an end. (Ricoeur 1992, 355)

ontological to ethical conscience is a kind of nhafuationism — conscience as a silent summoeststt
only to the brute fact of Dasein’s thrownness. @@r&ce cannot orient action; instead, it callssék out
of the domination of the They to assume resporiilidr its own thrownness” (Meech 2007, 109).

148 |n this respect Ricoeur states that “it would betexcessive to attempt to isolate the pre-ethical
features of consciencéof intérieur] as theforum of the colloquy of the self with itself. (Thiswehy |
prefer to use the terfor intérieurto conscience morali French to translate the Germ@ewisserand
the Englishconsciencg (Ricoeur 1996b, 454). See also Kemp 1996, 46.
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In the end the philosopher cannot know for sure about the specific nature of conscience.
This difficulty and ambiguity seems to be consubstantial with the nature of enoscif
conscience is an otherness, then the analysis of this phenomenon must respect such
otherness. For that reason, Ricoeur claims that the “ultimate equivocaltiessspect to

the status of the Other in the phenomenon of conscience is perhaps what needs to be

preserved in the final analysis” (Ricoeur 1992, 353).

4.4.2 Being enjoined: The capacity to listen to the voice of conscience

Conscience is not just a call, but there is in the self a basic capacity to teetive
call. This fact is evidenced in the phenomenon of being enjoined. Being enjoined
supposes the injunction of others in conscience and the capacity to receive thabmjunc
through the notion of “listening to the voice of conscience”:

Being-enjoined would then constitute the moment of otherness proper to the

phenomenon of conscience, in accordance with the metaphor of the voice.

Listening to the voice of conscience would signify being-enjoined by the Other.
(Ricoeur 1992, 351°

The structure of being enjoined combines the idea of injunction with the idea of
receptivity. In the capacity of the self to receive the injunction of conseitre
phenomenon of attestation appears for the first time in the passivity of coesdiaec

injunction of others needs a self that can be receptive to that injunction and such

149 Gedney summarizes this notion of being-enjoinag mecely: “The self is constituted in a
fundamental way in conscience but not simply aptheer to decide over the abyss. The self is catie
decision as a response to the other who has aati@adhallenged me, and it is thus first and fordraos
‘being-enjoined™ (Gedney 2004, 337).
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receptivity to otherness is attestation, in the sense that the self actsemes i

conviction of existing in the mode of the self insofar as it experiences the injuo€ti
consciencé® At the same time, attestation at the level of conscience needs injunction,
because the attestation of the self is mediated by the otherness of candtiginout

injunction it would be an empty attestation.

Ricoeur recognizes in Lévinas’s approach a solid idea of injunction. Otherness in
Lévinas, as | have discussed above, appears as an injunction to the self. However,
Ricoeur criticizes Lévinas for not including in the idea of the openness of thbeself
capacity to “hear the voice of conscience.” It is Heidegger who best atésuhe
receptivity of the self, the idea that at the core of the self we find thenetdseof
conscience. However, in Heidegger conscience is not an injunction, but an emgty call t
authenticity*>* Thus, Ricoeur’s position occupies a middle ground between the two
approaches:

To Heidegger, | objected that attestation is primordially injunction, or ati@st
risks losing all ethical or moral significance. To Lévinas, | shall obfet the

1%0Wallace summarizes this injunction as follows: tte depths of one’s interiority, the subject is
enjoined to live well with oneself and for otheFfie colloquy of the self with itself — the phenoroerof
being enjoined — occurs in the place where theaggifopriates for itself the demand of the othemuip.
Conscience, then, is the forum for the summoningpefself to its obligations” (Wallace 2002, 84).

51 Here is how Kemp summarizes Ricoeur’s criticisnefdegger: “[A]s a criticism of his
analytic of the human world, for giving no room tbe otherat the border of or outside the world which is
mine. There is no place for the other — whethir iihy body as the other | am in an ambiguous wapét
body is indeed to take care of oneself as anotbethe other here and now, absent in the past thei
future to which | must ascribe his or her own warfd(Kemp 1996, 49). Further Kemp adds his own
criticism of Heidegger for not giving a room foetbther in the analytic of Dasein stating that aditg to
“Heidegger, ultimately the other can give me naghii real importance. Likewise, in my ownness, | am
fundamentally unable to give something to otherepk— if this can be more thafflatus vocisn the
Heideggerian universe — to ‘let them be™ (Kemp &993).
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injunction is primordially attestation, or the injunction risks not being heard and
the self not being affected in the mode of being-enjoined. (Ricoeur 1992, 355)

This intermediate position between Lévinas and Heidétfgen be expressed in
the ontological structure of being-enjoined by others, which is equivalent to caresaie
Ricoeur. Being-enjoined supposes and summarizes the moment of receiving an injunction
from others (in opposition to Heidegger) and the moment of recognizing the injunction in
the form of attestation (in opposition to Lévinas):

To these alternatives — either Heidegger’s strange(r)ness or Lévexasinality

— I shall stubbornly oppose the original and originary character of what appears

me to constitute the third modality of otherness, narneigg enjoined as the
structure of selfhoadRicoeur 1992, 354)

Is it possible to understand the injunction of others as a call and conscience (as
attestation) as the response to the call? Such an interpretation would have several
problems. For Ricoeur it is not possible to have an injunction without attestation. These
two terms come together (Ricoeur 1992, 382)f attestation were just an answer, it

would be possible to have injunction without attestation. Contrary to that possibility,

152 Hall explains this intermediate idea of consciebeveen Lévinas and Heidegger:
“Conscience is neither completely anxiety/authétyticor complete alterity. The injunction can beueed
neither to the voice of Dasein to itself nor to titker commanding the self to moral concern” (28007,
122). In another article, Hall offers another coempéntary interpretation of Ricoeur intermediateitpms
between Lévinas and Heidegger: “In the concludedien ofOneself as AnotheRicoeur attempts to
negotiate a path between Heidegger’s “demoralizedbunt of conscience, which risks evacuating self-
attestation of any ethical and moral concern, aénrias’s “deontologized” account, which risks redgc
the phenomenon of conscience to the othernes$ef persons” (Hall 2002, 161).

133 Ricoeur responds to Heidegger's demoralizatioconfscience with an idea of conscience
intimately associated with the idea of injunctitfo this demoralization of conscience, | would opp@
conception that closely associates the phenomehimjuactionto that ofattestatiori (Ricoeur 1992, 351).
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Ricoeur situates the phenomenon of being-enjoined, injunction-attestation andypassivit
as the capacity of finding oneself called upon, as he explains in this paragraph:
[T]he passivity of being-enjoined consists in the situation of listening in which the
ethical subject is placed in relation to the voice addressed to it in the second
person. To find oneself called upon in the second person at the very core of the
optative of living well, then of the prohibition to kill, then of the search for the
choice appropriate to the situation, is to recognize oneself as being engined t

live well with and for others in just institutions and to esteem oneself as the
bearer of this wish(Ricoeur 1992, 352, Ricoeur’s emphasis)

Although, as was said above, conscience is not a mere moral phenomenon, the
injunction of others in conscience is an ethical injunction, as we can observe in the
paragraph just quoted. Then, to understand better the attestation of the self through the
otherness of conscience we have to focus on a phenomenon where the fact of being-
enjoined by otherness as an ethical injunction is evidenced. This phenomenon in
Ricoeur’s thought seems to be conviction, where the attestation of the self irenoasci

appears most clearly.

4.4.3.Conviction: The attestation of the self through conscience

The dialectic between the self and otherness at the level of conscience is
completed in conviction. Conviction allows what is other (the “call of conscience”) to be
integrated as part of the self. In conviction, the voice of conscience becomes my own

without losing its otherness.

The idea of conviction emerges in the context of the problem of conscience. As |

have stated above, the ethical injunction consists in a call “to live well with andéws ot
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in just institutions” (Ricoeur 1992, 351). The emergence of evil and violence in escieti
makes it necessary to create norms. Ricoeur calls the realm of normisyni@rebeur
1992, 170). Conscience usually is associated with norms. However, in order to discover
the reality of conscience we have to go beyond the realm of norms in order tolreveal t
ethical injunction. The ethical injunction is experienced in conscience in the phenomenon
of conviction, as Ricoeur explains here:

We must not stop moving up the slope leading from this injunction-prohibition

back to the injunction to live well. This is not all: we must not stop the trajectory

of ethics at the point of imperative-injunction but continue to follow its course all

the way to moral choices in situation. The injunction then meets up with the
phenomenon ofonviction.. (Ricoeur 1992, 351-352)

The phenomenon of conviction is related to the moral choices that we have to make in
each situation. We can distinguish in the phenomenon of conviction different levels. In
one extreme, we find weak convictions when we have to take decisions that are not very
important. In the other extreme, we find strong convictions when important thengs a
stake. When we make decisions where our most firm values are tested, the phenomenon

of conviction appears more clearly.

In conviction we experience the otherness of conscience as an injunction.
However, injunction does not appear just as an otherness. The voice that may initially
appear as foreign can become my own voice. Ricoeur illustrates this point g peali
the commandment “thou shalt not kill”:

....must not the voice of the Other who says to me: “Thou shalt not kill,” become

my own, to the point of becoming my conviction, a conviction to equal the

accusative of “It's me here!” with the nominative of “Here | stand"Z¢Rur
1992, 339)
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This ambiguity of the voice of conscience clearly shows that in conviction we find an
intersection of injunction and attestation. Conviction is injunction in the sense that
conviction is experienced as a call to do something, as a decision that is not up to the self
However, conviction expresses at the same time the most inner and authentic bedief of
self. Conviction is equivalent to saying “it's me here” which is the same &siprethat

Ricoeur uses to illustrate the definition of attestatfén.

Finally, we can say that in conviction attestation becomes an ethicéhtaies”>
It is not the first time that the link between ethics and attestation appethrs.dapacity
of imputation we found that the confidence of existing in the mode of the self becomes in

imputation the confidence of judging and acting well:

This experiential evidence is the new figure in which attestation appears, when
the certainty of being the author of one’s own discourse and of one’s own acts
becomes the conviction of judging well and acting well in a momentary and
provisional approximation of living well (Ricoeur 1992, 180).

154 Here Ricoeur joins the expression “it is me hevih attestation: “...attestation is
fundamentally attestatioaf self. This trust will, in turn, be a trust in thewer to say, in the power to do, in
the power to recognize oneself as a charactenarrative, in the power, finally, to respond to @sation
in the form of the accusative: “It's me here” (Réew 1992, 22).

135t is not the first time that the link betweeniethand attestation appears. In the capacity of
imputation we found that the confidence of existimghe mode of the self becomes in imputation the
confidence of judging and acting well: “This exmatial evidence is the new figure in whiattestation
appears, when the certainty of being the authenefs own discourse and of one’s own acts becohees t
conviction of judging well and acting well in a mentary and provisional approximation of living well
(Ricoeur 1992, 180).
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4.4.4 Conscience: Critical Considerations

The dialectic between the self and the other at the level of conscience has the
form of an injunction to a self that is receptive to that injunction and asshates t
injunction in the form of conviction. However, if we take a closer look at Ricoeur’s idea
of conscience, we find some problems that hinder the dialectic. The firseéprobh be
located at the level of the injunction. Is conscience a clear voice that alldeslissern
the ethical injunction? To tackle this issue, | will discuss Wallace’s objetd Ricoeur’s
idea of conscience. The second problem is related to the idea of conviction. Is’Ricoeur
idea of conviction consistent with his idea of conscience? Some remarks of Pamela
Anderson will be helpful to articulate this problem. Now let us discuss Wallace

objections.

Wallace points out to at least two possible problems in Ricoeur’s account of
conscience: First, the fact that he does not recognize the plurality of voice®tha
usually find in conscience and secondly the lack of a criterion to adjudicate between the

different voices:

But what I find missing in Ricoeur’s magisterial analysis of conseiénan

equally powerful account of the phenomenon ofvilae of the self with itseih

the interior adjudication of opposing life choices and moral options. In the
colloquy of the self with itself, the character of this interior conversasion i
oftentimes more like an aporetic and conflicteditestoetween diverging voices
than it is a careful and deliberative weighting of adjudicable options. Caught in
the vicegrip of seemingly irresolvable extremes for action, the setfstsggles

with the voice of conscience within, must often run the risk of dissolving into an
irredeemable jumble of broken pieces in its agonistic struggle to decide which
path to pursue in responsibility to itself and others. Conscience, in this model, is
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not a hearkening tavoice orthevoice within, but a confrontation with a

plurality of many differentroices — some of which are self-generated, others of
which have their origin outside of the self. Conscience, from this perspective, is
not a hearkening to one voice — be it the voice of the other or the voice of God or
the voice of the nowhere — but a cacophonous echo chamber of many voices —
many disparate and irreconcilably contested voices — all of which lay tdime
attention of the moral agent. (Wallace 2002, 88—89)

Is there any possible solution to these problems? Wallace made adirgbtatt the same
article where he formulates these sharps criticisms. Wallace queteswehere Ricoeur
recognizes the importance of others in the decisions that we have to make in our

conscience:

...the decision taken at the end of a debate with oneself, at the heart of what we
may call our innermost forum, our heart of hearts, will be all the more worthy of
being calledviseif it issues from a council, on the model of our French national
consultative council on ethics, or on the model of the small circle bringing
together relatives, doctors, psychologists, and religious leaders at the bed of
someone who is dying. Wisdom in judging and the pronouncement of wise
judgment must always involve more than one person. Then conscience truly
merits the nameonviction.(Ricoeur 2000c, 155)°

However, Wallace points out that the appealing to others does not solve the cases wher
our conscience dictates us to go against the status quo, where there is no council to

consult or where we have to make a decision in the solitude of our own convictions.

Thus, Ricoeur can leave us without many guidelines about how to make decisions
and how to adjudicate between different voices in our conscience. Moreover, Ricoeur
does not seem to recognize the multiplicity of voices that are present in our goescie

However, if we turn to Ricoeur’s account of tragedy, we can find some indications that

1% Quoted in Wallace 2002, 89-90.
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could solve the issue of the conflicts of conscience and of the multiplicity of voites tha

we sometimes find in us.

For Nussbaum, Ricoeur sees the conflictual nature of conscience by raagpgnizi
the teaching that tragedy can provide (Nussbaum 2002 Z#9ywever, Ricoeur does
not expect from tragic wisdom any “solution” to the conflicts, but rather an
acknowledgment of the inevitable place of conflict in moral life (Ricoeur 1992,'247).
Tragedy for Ricoeur, following Hegel, shows us the narrowness of the mornadgieres
of the agents (as it is evidenced in the limited perspective of Antigone and Crhen in t
tragedyAntigong. These teachings instead of making us renounce the ethical life, make

us move tghronesis

Tragedy, on the level our investigation has reached, is not to be sought only at the
dawn of ethical life but, on the contrary, at the advanced stage of morality, in the
conflicts that arise along the path leading from the rule to moral judgment in
situation. (Ricoeur 1992, 249§

157 Ricoeur, indeed, devotes many page@ieself as Anotheo the contributions of tragedy to
moral life. See Ricoeur 1992, 241 and ff.

1%8 pjercey interprets the recognition of the ineviggtiace of conflict as the recognition of
limitations of reason in moral life: “Rather thaeibg an instrument that reason uses to achieve etiuks,
tragedy brings reason face to face with its owritéitions” (Piercey 2005, 12).

139 Tragedy shows the conflicting nature of humancastiand, even more, the basic conflicts of
human action. This is not a small contribution.ded, many times ethical problems arise not bedhese
agents are incapable of solving a moral confliat,liecause they do not see the conflict. Pellaalés this
phenomenon “moral blindness”: “By this notion, | anethe fact that we do not even “see” that theee is
moral question, conflict, or dilemma, so the quesbf practical wisdom does not even arise. Heitée,
not a matter of the wrong description of some mfaet. Moral blindness is rather the failure toreve
recognize that there is a moral fact or state \afirafto be investigated and evaluated” (Pella$2? 193).
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Phronesi$® comes to our aid in order to make the hard choices among different goods.

Nussbaum praises Ricoeur for recognizing the tragic dimension of action and
complements his account with a fine interpretation of the relevance and the mpata
recognizing the tragic character of action. Tragedy can help the mtmalauk for

solutions that in the future avoid the necessity of succumbing to the doomed options:

Tragic dilemmas may have a natural element, but they usually also have an

element of human greed or neglect or lack of imagination. We should not treat the

greed as given; we should exercise imagination in a free Hegelian sging as
what steps might be taken to produce a world that is free of some life-crushing
contradictions. (Nussbaum 2002, 2'3)

Wallace’s challenge can also be addressed from Ricoeur’s recognition of the
plurality of the good. This recognition, as Nussbaum rightly points out, is present in

Ricoeur’s reception of Michael Walzer's idea of the different spheres obtt®gand

can, at the same time, be the reason why Ricoeur does not provide a more spgtific wa

10 phronesisor practical wisdom “consists in inventing condtiit will satisfy the exception
required by solicitude, by betraying the rule te smallest extent possible” (Ricoeur 1992, 269).8-0
complete analysis of Ricoeur’s notionpifronesissee John Wall's articlehronesis, Poetics, and Moral
Creativity (Wall 2003).

181 This capacity of tragedy to show us that confiicin inevitable aspect of moral life and to
reorient our action (particularly in the future)awoid, precisely, tragic conflicts (insofar itgessible to do
it) is well explained by the example of the choitiest women face in India. Nussbaum explains thetym
women have to choose between sending their chikdrenhool and sending them to work. It is a veaxdh
choice because the cost of sending them to scloodd de a matter of survival for many families thaed
the income that the children can provide. At thmesaéime the cost that illiteracy has for the cleluin
particular and for the country in general is hufjeen, it is a tragic choice, where whatever chigamade,
hard consequences will follow. However, authoritieructed by tragic wisdom can create the coowli
for families so that they do not have to choosevbet education and survival.

182 Ricoeur follows Walzer in the idea that in ethitifel there is a plurality of goods that many
times are incommensurable (see Ricoeur 1992, 252).
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adjudicate between the conflicts of moral fif2Thus, Ricoeur’s omission of the
plurality of voices that we find in conscience can be compensated with the idegiof tr
wisdom and with the recognition of the plurality of goods, answering, at least,in par

some of the challenges that Wallace presents.

However, in my opinion there is a much more serious problem in Ricoeur’s idea
of conscience. | would like to point out to an inconsistency between his idea of
conscience and his idea of conviction. While Ricoeur has an idea of conscience
somewhat ambiguous (it is not very clear what kind of voice conscience is) akdwee
may find many competing voices instead of a single strong voice), he presenmnts a ve
strong idea of conviction where the self assumes as its own the injunction ofawitiéirs
is able to stand for his own values, even to the extreme of dying for them. Here is my
objection: If the voice of conscience is ambiguous and multiple, how is it possilbhe f

self to come up with a definite and single answer to the voice of conscience?

This difficulty seems to be implicit in Pamela Sue Anderson’s article
“Agnosticism and Attestation: An Aporia concerning the Other in Ricoeur’'s ‘@nas
Another’.” Anderson sees a contradiction between Ricoeur’s confessed philosophical
agnosticism irDneself as Anotheand Ricoeur’s idea of attestation. Indeed at the

beginning ofOneself as AnothdRicoeur expresses the need for keeping the

183 5iill, Ricoeur recognizes that in a specific sgheuch as in the Christian faith, there are ways
of discerning the injunction of conscience: “TheriGtian is someone who discerns ‘conformity to the
image of Christ’ in the call of conscience. Thisa#irnment is an interpretation. And this intergretais
the outcome of a struggle for veracity and intéllathonesty. A ‘synthesis’ is not given and neattained
between the verdict of conscience and the christphiem of faith. Any synthesis remains a risk,avély
risk’ (Plato)” (Ricoeur 1995b, 274-275).
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philosophical discourse free of theological or religious assumptidrwever,

Anderson points to a certain inconsistency between this acknowledged agnostitism a

Ricoeur’s idea of attestation. Attestation as a trust, a confidence imgxmsthe mode

of selfhood seems to contradict Ricoeur confessed agnosticism and, at the endof the da

attestation seems to win:
Whatever the manner in which we now choose to distinguish Ricoeur’s use of
agnosticism, we have, from our assessment in the preceding pages, found that
attestation will always win the day for Ricoeur. And so, | would contend that we
have shown Ricoeur’s belief, which ultimately remains protected from any
decisive doubt, to affect profoundly the very status of his so-called autonomous

philosophical discourse. Far from an autonomous discourse, philosophy gives any
final priority concerning the Other to the domain of belief. (Anderson 1994, 76)

In short, as Crump nicely summarizes, “the primacy of attestation sigfiidir

Anderson] that Ricoeur’s philosophical discourse is covertly determined bipuslig
belief/conviction and theological discourse” (Crump 2002, 1&3).is interesting to

note that this possible inconsistency can be evidenced in Ricoeur’s notion of comscien
and conviction. While Ricoeur’s notion of conscience expressed his philosophical

agnosticism rather well to the extent that the philosopher cannot know the ndhee of

184 The philosophical agnosticism is presented aeviall “...| have presented to my readers
arguments alone, which do not assume any commitfremtthe reader to reject, accept, or suspend
anything with regard to biblical faith. It will bebserved that this asceticism of the argument, lwiriarks,
| believe, all my philosophical works, leads toypé of philosophy from which the actual questiorafd
is absent and in which the question of God, asilaggphical question, itself remains in a suspemsiat
could be called agnostic...” (Ricoeur 1992, 24).

185 Crump explains in some detail the relation betwREweur’s philosophy and theology (Crump
2002).
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otherness of conscient® Ricoeur’s notion of conviction, on the other hand, seems to be
an expression of his notion of attestation where we could find some contamination by
theological and religious assumptions. Thus, although it is true that Ricoeur is not
building a notion of attestation full of religious assumptions, he is assuming in tlaa self
attitude towards itself and towards otherness that is rich in content and canmibort

that does not seem compatible with his agnostic notion of conscience.

Anderson’s criticism is illustrative of the tension that we find betweeneRit®
notion of otherness and Ricoeur’s idea of attestation. However, Anderson is confusing
two spheres. Ricoeur’s “agnosticism” refers to the status of the philosopisicalidie.

The philosopher, as such, should keep her philosophy uncontaminated by religious
assumptions. However, the idea of attestation is first of all a phenomenological
description of the agent. Attestation, as a kind of conviction, of trust of being oneself
acting and suffering, is the conviction of the self, not the conviction of the philosapher. |
the idea of attestation, in principle, there is no claim about the ontological nathee of
self, but a phenomenological description of how the self experiences its selfhood. Thus,
while philosophical agnosticism is a kind of theoretical asceticism, atitesis a

practical certitude.

186 Anderson explicitly sees in Ricoeur’s notion ofsoience one of the expressions of his
philosophical agnosticism.
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45. Conclusion

In this chapter | have explained the philosophical idea that gives its name to
Ricoeur’'s main work on the hermeneutics of the €&tfeself as AnotheHere Ricoeur
makes a very strong claim: At the core of the self there is an othernessrtbgiiutes the
self. There are several philosophical assumptions that need to be proved in order to make
the idea of a self constituted by an otherness plausible. | have developed theghadht

the chapter. It is time to summarize them.

There is a threefold otherness at the core of the self: The otherness of the body,
the otherness of other people and the otherness of conscience. To each otherness there
corresponds an experience of passivity (the passivity of the body, the passotitgrof

people and the passivity of conscience).

The self, in order to be constituted by otherness needs to have a fundamental
openness to otherness. This openness has been shown by Ricoeur at the level of the lived
body (the flesh) by entering into a critical dialogue with Husserl, makegl#dim that
even the constitution of the flesh (the lived body) is not possible without the other. With
this claim, Ricoeur, from the outset, wants to show that the self is radicallgdbpen
other people. This idea is emphasized by appealing to Heidegger’s ideacttfyfand
throwness that show that the self is “always already” opemeéa@nstituted by the world.

The same idea of being opened to otherness is affirmed by Ricoeur at the Ibeel of t
passivity of other people, by emphasizing the reciprocal dimension of soligitude i

friendship, benevolent spontaneity and sympathy. In these reciprocalnelagobserve
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the openness of the self to the good of the other (friendship), to the injunction of other
(benevolent spontaneity) and to the instructive fragility and weakness of the othe
(sympathy). Finally, we discussed that conscience is openness to the injunction of
otherness insofar as having a conscience means being-enjoined by otherness. Thus
openness is the first structure of the self that permits the dialecticdvetiareeself and

otherness.

The second structure that we find in the dialectic between the self and the other is
the structure of otherness. Indeed, without an authentic otherness there isatic diale
between the self and the other. Otherness needs to be preserved in its auyhesiticall
“beyond the self.” The otherness of the self, as it was explained, appears atltbé le
the body in the experience of resistance of the body, in the experience giribmaa
humors and in the experience of the physical limits of the things evidenced imskeote
touch. All these experiences show that the body is a real otherness and a kindforf limit
the self. At the level of other people, Husserl explains well the otherness ofvekieers
he states that there is no original presentation of other selves; théapmesented,”
presented along with the bodies of others. Finally, the otherness of conssishoe/m
in its ambiguous philosophical status. Conscience can be the sedimentation of the voice
of other people, of the ancestors or even of God. This ambiguity seems to preserve for
Ricoeur the otherness of conscience; otherwise, with a too delimited idea oénoasci

we could be tempted to represent conscience just as a projection of the self.

So far we have the openness of the self and the otherness of the other. We need a

third element that makes possible the dialectic between the self and thelmtingr.
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thesis it is attestation that makes this dialectic possible. The didletiveen the self and
otherness supposes that otherness is assumed as part of the self. Th@mdsalbhs
Anotheris that the self recognizes itself in what is other. In other words, thgasedf its
own selfhood through otherness. How is it possible that what is other becomes part of the
self? Otherness can become part of the self insofar as the self becothéwaugg
otherness and this happens through attestation, in its three main instances: The
experiences of “intimate passivity,” self-esteem and conviction. In {heriexce of
“intimate passivity,” the self attests to its own self through the exparief having a

body that is felt amybody. This experience possesses the two basic elements of the
attestation of the self through otherness. The body is felt as something lge®grna
something that “resists” my own efforts) at the same time that the boely as foeing

part of the core of the self. Thus, through this experience the self acquires tiercmnf
the trust of existing in the mode of selfhood. This confidence is a very basic one that
serves as the support for the other forms of attestation that we find in the wgepfe

passivity.

Self-esteem is an experience of attestation where the dialecticcbetiveeself
and the others (the foreign) is fulfilled. Self-esteem is an instance otélstation of the
self that occurs with the mediation of others. This is so because self-este@mstructed
by the mediation of others. First, the esteem of the self depends on the evaluation of
actions, which is done socially. Second, the esteem of the self is achieved theough t
different figures of solicitude, such as friendship, benevolent spontaneity and lsympat

The exchange of goods proper to friendship helps build self-esteem insofar asdhe g
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achieved with others. The one that is summoned to justice constructs her oggiessif-
insofar as she recognizes the injunction of others in an act of benevolent sppnieei
one that shows sympathy constructs his own self-esteem by the gift the¢ivesdrom
the dying person that reminds one of one’s own fragility and mortality. Akthes
instances are driven by the idea of reciprocity and show that the unfoldirl§egteem,
which is a form of attestation, needs the mediation of others. Others never Ipse thei
otherness, but they are recognized as constructing self-esteem and tpusikgad
instance of the attestation of the self. In this way, through the recognition of athe
building their own self-esteems, once again, we find that the dialectic of ttendelf

otherness achieves its full meaning.

Finally, the phenomenon of conviction, as an attestation of the self at the level of
conscience, fulfills the dialectic of the self and otherness. In conviction, threfign of
otherness (either under the form of the “face of the other” or as norms) isealsandh
recognized as part of one’s own self. What is an injunction is assumed as one’s ownmost

conviction and through that conviction, the self attests to its own self.
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Chapter Five

Recognition and Attestation

5.1. Introduction

So far we have analyzed attestation in relation to human capacities, personal
identity, memory and the otherness of the self. Through this analysis | have shestt
some light on the phenomenon of attestation and how it works in the different layers of
the hermeneutics of the self. However, even now a crucial question remains to be
answered. What are the conditions that make attestation possible? In this kchapter
attempt to answer this question. The main thesis of this chapter is that the sif itoor
attest to its own self needs to be recognized by others. Without recognitemsther

attestation.

In order to show that attestation is mediated by recognition, I, first, pthgent
main features of Ricoeur’s philosophy of recognition. Then, | analyze therelati
between recognition, capacity and attestation. Through the idea of capacigyitiea
and attestation come together. The self by recognizing its capadigsss #o its
capacities and to its own self. This step, while making explicit the importane#-of s
recognition as a way of attestation of the self, will also sti@alimits of self-recognition.
In order to recognize my own capacities | need them to be recognized sddially
problem of the social recognition of capacities will move us to the third step: The

problem of mutual recognition. We will see that the social recognition of casadar
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from being taken for granted, always appears along with misrecognition &l i
context of a struggle. The analysis of misrecognition and struggle for réoagaill

help us understand the complexities of social recognition paving the way for the
understanding of the conditions that must be satisfied in order to recognize fully the
capacities and the self. Having charted out Ricoaatsse of recognitiohhope to

make clear how attestation is only possible through mutual recognition and what the

conditions for such recognition are.

5.2.  The Course of Recognition

In 2005, Ricoeur gave three lectures on the topic of recognition bstitert fur
die Wissenshaft des Menschen¥ienna. These three lectures were edited and presented
in his last main workThe Course of Recognitiom this work,Ricoeur contends that,
despite the philosophical importance of the idea of recognition, there is no major wor

that develops this topic systematically. This is what he provides.

The method Ricoeur adopts is to follow the lexical meaning of the word
‘recognition’ as it is offered in dictionaries. Ricoeur notes that the “wardgnitionhas
a lexical stability that justifies its place as an entry in the dictydr{&icoeur 2005a, 2).
In this sense we can speak of a “rule-governed polysemy of ther@amghitionin its
ordinary usage” (Ricoeur 2005a, 2). However, Ricoeur also finds “a kind of discordance
[that] appears during the comparison of one lexicon with another” (Ricoeur 2005a, 2).
Part of the purpose dthe Course of Recognitiesto find the rule that governs the

polysemy of the word recognition:
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| shall follow Littré’s advice about the rule that “needs to be discovelteiks
concealed behind the succession of twenty-three (yes, twenty-three!) meanings
enumerated. (Ricoeur 2005a, 5)

Ricoeur consults two main dictionari€&ictionnaire de la langue francaisend
theGrand Robert de la langue francais&fter a careful analysis of the main meanings of
the word ‘recognition’ that the dictionaries offer, Ricoeur sees a toayesf meaning
that goes from recognition as an active operation (where the subject raastentes the
meaning) to a passive operation where the subject is recognized:

My hypothesis is that the potential philosophical uses of thetggdrognizecan

be organized along a trajectory running through its use in the active voice to its

use in the passive voice. This reversal on the grammatical plane will show the

traces of a reversal of the same scope on the philosophical plane. To recognize as
an act expresses a pretension, a claim, to exercise an intellecttealyroasr this

field of meaning, of signifying assertions. At the opposite end of this trayector

the demand for recognition expresses an expectation that can be satisfieg only b

mutual recognition, where this mutual recognition either remains an unfulfilled

dream or requires procedures and institutions that elevate recognition to the
political plane. (Ricoeur 2005a, 19)

As Ricoeur says here, these two senses of recognition mark out a trajectory of
meaning, aoursethat goes from its active to its passive sense. The trajectory of meaning
that we observe when we analyze the word recognition is analogous to a philosophical
trajectory. Recognition, at first glance, appears as something that depethgsself that
recognizes. However, this is only an appearance. Recognition, indeed, is sorhething
is granted, as it will be shown particularly in the topic of mutual recognitios. Se@ms
to be the underlying premises in Ricoeur’s philosophy of recognition. The concept of
recognition is not static, but it has its own history and inner development. Thedslf st

by mastering the meaning of what is recognized, and ends up with the conviction that
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recognition comes from elsewhere. This is not an empirical description of whahkappe
in each of us, but it is more a logical and normative model that shows that the self
becomes a self only insofar as it is recognized. In this way, we can stheticatrse of
recognition is indeed theourseof the self where we find a dialectical unfolding of the

self analogous and complementary to the one that is fouddeaself as Another

The conceptual unfolding of the idea of recognition that Ricoeur undertakes s in
his semantic analysis finds a philosophical confirmation in the history of philosophy:
Recognition appears first as an active operation in Descartes and endgspgssise
operation in Lévinas. My description of this evolution is schematic and succinct and only
aims at clarifying Ricoeur’s idea of recognition. For that reason| fadlis on the
beginning and on the end of Ricoeur’s description of the philosophical evolution of
recognition. | will not linger in the intermediate steps, which would distracous the

main goal of this chapter of finding the connection between recognition andtaitest

The first sense of the word recognition that Ricoeur develops is the idea of
recognition as identification, which is found in Descartes, where there isastdotal
identification between knowing and recognizing. To recognize is to know something as
such. In that respect, Descartes represents a model of mastering mM&aRiogeur sees

in the late Husserl a major transformation of the idea of recognition. He stipjgort

167 Recognition as identification is related to teeagnition of the identity of things, as Connolly
points out: “Recognizing an object entails activgirasping’ its identity...” (Connolly 2007, 134). In
Descartes identification is related with judginglalistinguishing, as Moratalla explains: “For Deses to
judge is to distinguish between what is true afgkfao distinguish something is to identify soniedfi
(My translation) (Moratalla 2006, 211).
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thesis by citing Lévinas’ article, “The Ruin of Representation,” in Wwhiévinas claims

that, in the late Husserl, we find a major transformation in the idea of re@tsent
According to Lévinas, what marks this transformation is the idea that thengesni

things exceeds the meaning of what is explicitly given (Lévinas 1998 %1Here is a
“surplus of meaning” in the sense that the representation of the thing does not #ghaust
intended meaning. This marks a departure from transcendental idealisrmuamtbahe

“things themselves” that directly affects the idea of recognition.

The problem of recognition, then, is not situated in the representation of the
subject but in the things themselves, in the sense that recognition is medidted by t
giveness of the object. If we narrow our focus to the different things that can be
recognized, we realize that what they have in common is that they changeuiR2005a,
61-68). Because they change, the recognition of things is always threatehed by
possibility of misrecognition. Recognition, from a phenomenological point of view, as it
appears in Husserl or Merleau-Ponty, is guided by coherence in perception. Somsething i
recognized as such insofar as there is some harmony in its perception. However, the
harmony in perception is fragile. It is always possible that at some poimidbma,” as

Husserl puts it, will explode, raising the problem of misrecognition.

188 Cited by Ricoeur 2005a, 60.
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Phenomenology thus exposes the very fragility of recognititin. Descartes,
recognition appears very close to certitude, because of the identificaticeebetw
knowledge and recognition. By contrast, in the context of phenomenology, recognition is
an experience that is always threatened by misrecognition, partidudadyse of the
problem of change. As a consequence, it is never free from the specter of suspision. Thi
element of suspicion and uncertainty becomes more crucial when we are trying to
identify human beings® Ricoeur shows this element of suspicion by focusing on a scene
from Proust’sTime Regainedvhere the narrator is thrown into “the spectacle of a dinner
where all the guests who had earlier peopled his solitude and evening outingsrreappea
struck by decrepitude under the blows dealt by old age” (Ricoeur 2005a, 66). The
narrator describes his difficulty in recognizing the characterstafidoy the passage of

time. Here, the problem of recognition and misrecognition appears in allaés for

These epistemological analyses of recognition are important bebaysset the
ground for the personal and social analysis of recognition. Recognition is priamari
epistemological act in the sense that to recognize is to know. However, itms affor

knowledge that, as has been explainedivento the self. In appearance, to recognize is

1%91n relation to recognition as identification, Alti states that “this recognition is precarious,
fallible and often after the fact. The risk of ucwgnition — due principally to the fact that thingscluding
ourselves) can change — goes along with this parabpecognition” (My translation) (Altieri 2006 82).

70f the identity of the thing changes, the recoignitof the thing is more difficult, as Moratalla
explains: “The common feature of these ways of dpégrichange,” the effect of the elapsing of time,
change that is not analyzed from the point of vidwhe subject, but from that of the object, andohthas
been greatly explored in literature” (My transtaj (Moratalla 2006, 212).
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an act of mastering meaning, but in fact, to recognize is to accept somb#iirgggiven

to the self. The same dynamic will be observed at the personal and sodial leve

5.3. The recognition of the capacities

The analysis of the history of the idea of recognition serves as a prepéoat
entering into the core of Ricoeur’s philosophy of recognition, which has asiismor
personal recognition. The problem of personal recognition is analyzed in the second part
of the Course of Recognition. In that analysis we find that the problem of sadfrigon
is linked to the concept of capacities. In this section | will explore twa thases about
the idea of capacity that will serve to deepen the relation betweentaiteatad
recognition: —The recognition of the capacities of the self mediatei¢iséation of the
self. — Capacities can only be understood fully from a social perspedtivasaa

consequence, need to be socially recognized.
5.3.1.Self-recognition, capacities and attestation
Ricoeur relates the idea of self-recognition to the idea of capacity asthatin.

The recognition of the self happens through the recognition of the capacitiesalf the s

and, at the same time, the self, by recognizing its capaCcitiatests to its own self. For

"L Connolly links self-recognition to our capacityaot and accept responsibility: “Recognizing
oneself involves an affirmative declaration of aapacity to act in the world and to accept respmlityi
for the repercussions of our actions” (Connolly 20034).
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this reason, Ricoeur states that there is a semantic kinship betweeti@itasih

recognition:
My thesis on this level is that there is a close semantic kinship betweeat@ttest
and self-recognition, in line with the “recognizing responsibility” attedoluto the
agents of action by the Greeks, from Homer and Sophocles to Aristotle. In
recognizing that they have done something, these agents implicithythttethey
were capable of doing it. The great difference between the ancient thinkers and us

is that we have brought to the reflexive stage the juncture between attestdtion a
recognition in the sense of “taking as true.” (Ricoeur 2005a, 91-92)

By recognizingwhat they have done, the agents attest to their being capable of acting and

affirm their belief in their own capacities, in their being agéffts.

Ricoeur notes that the main difference between the notion of recognition in
ancient texts and the notion of recognition in the contemporary reflection on agency lie
in the fact that we have added to the notion of responsibility the idea of being the “true
agent” of our actions. Indeed, it seems that the Greeks did not develop themduically t
reflexivity of actions, that is, the belief the agent possesses that shérigthathor of
her actions. For that reason, while it makes sense, in the Greek world, to speak of the
recognition of capacities, the idea of attestation as the belief of beisglbaeting and

suffering is rather a modern concept, insofar as this idea of attestafioresea more

12 Moratalla explains the link between attestatiod self-recognition as follows: “They are
capacities that we hold to be true, that we recyim us and that we confess, experience andiféginot
anymore the recognition-identification of thingg bhe recognition-confession of oneself. Of thi-se
recognition there is no proof, no certitude, orthgstation. We move here in a kind of truth and kind of
certitude proper to the practical field. For Ricothere is a close link between attestation anid sel
recognition, along the lines of the recognitiomedponsibility. By recognizing that we have perfedran
act, the agent state that they are capable” (Mystation) (Moratalla 2006, 214).
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elaborate idea of the self, an idea of the self that apparently was not pnebenGreek

world 1"

5.3.2. Capacities are social

So far, | have presented the idea of the self-recognition afjbecities. However,
the self-recognition of capacities is not enough because capacities @& sodal, that
is, capacities are only meaningful in the context of a community and they need the
recognition of others in order to be fully develop&dThus, the idea of social capacity
serves as a mediation between self-recognition and mutual recognition.santledime,
the idea of social capacity is important to the idea of attestation. tritas- as | have
stated here — that the attestation of the self is mediated by the attestdlie capacities,
then, because capacities are social, the attestation of the self isechégizhe

recognition of others.

Ricoeur states that the emphasis that he has placed on the reflexivity of the
capacities, “must not overshadow the alterity implied in the exercise of eachtynoida
the ‘I can™ (Ricoeur 2005a, 252). Thus, for example, in the case of the capacityko spe

“to say something — presupposes an expectation of being heard” (Ricoeur 2005a, 253).

13 Moratalla relates this change with the Cartesimn:t“The arising of the ‘Cartesian cogito’
constitutes the most important event of thoughhotlernity, which forces us to think in a differevay.
The reflection on persons, identity, and over #iéis elevated to a thematic level without precex®
(My translation) (Moratalla 2006, 213).

174 Connolly emphasizes the fact that the capacitiaswe recognize are social: “He [Ricoeur]
suggests that what we recognize in ourselves a@saly those characteristics which we share vatihe
other...” (Connolly 2007, 137).
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The capacity to act “takes place in a setting of interaction, where the atht&ke on

over time the role of obstacle, helper, or fellow actor” (Ricoeur 2005a, 253). In the cas

of the capacity to narrate, we find that “[t]here is no narrative that does xtogeiher
different life stories,” and that the “plot is the configuration that weavethegevents
and characters” (Ricoeur 2005a, 253). In the capacity to be imputable, the &lterity

particularly clear:

[T]he idea of imputability centers on this power to act, over against some other
person, who can be by turns an interrogator (who did this?), an inquisitor (admit it
— you are the author responsible for this act), an accuser (get readytteebear
consequences of your act, to repair the harm you have done, and to suffer the
penalty). It is before the judge, who assigns guilt more often than he offexs, prai
that the subject admits to being the actual author of his act. (Ricoeur 2005a, 254)

In order to explain the idea of socially recognized capacities it is hetpfyddeal

to Ricoeur’s reading of the Nobel Prize winning economist, Amartya Sen, whoscenter

his economical analysis — particularly in Ria Ethics and EconomiedCommodities
and Capabilities- on the importance of the notion of capatf\What is interesting in

Sen’s view is that he adds to the idea of social capacity a normative modabthat s

175 Connolly sees in Ricoeur’s analysis of Sen’s thmule transition from self-recognition to
mutual recognition. | defend the same interpretati®en demonstrates how the effects of shortagede
mitigated not only by redistribution, but by proiid people with the right to obtain gainful emplosmb.
In this instance having the right to act can fak$amine. Ricoeur uses this example to segue from
recognizing oneself to mutual recognition. Thislgsia acknowledges that the abstractly conceived
capabilities Ricoeur attributes to individuals nvesil be restricted and their realization impededhzy
way that societies are organized, the way thegight conceived, and the way that goods are digdlb
(Connolly 2007, 138). For more on Sen’s thoughhoman capabilities, see David Crocker’s article
Functioning and Capability: The Foundations of Semhd Nussbaum’s Development Eft@cocker
1995). For the topic of capacities in general iatien with social justice, see the following steslby
Martha Nussbaunmtduman Functioning and Social Justice: In DefensAridtotelian Essentialism
(Nussbaum 1992) aridature, Function, and Capability: Aristotle on Ralal Distribution (Nussbaum
1998).
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that capacities need to be recognized and promoted by society. This model, see wil
places us in the threshold of the idea of mutual recognition, which is the topic of the next

section.

Sen criticizes traditional economics for having focused exclusively on thenoti
of well-being and for understanding humans as beings only motivated by the
maximization of their own interest and proposes a theory that takes into catisider
other motivations in human beings:

It is difficult to believe that real people could be left out completely by thehre

of the self-examination induced by the Socratic question: ‘How should one live?’
(Sen 1985, 2Y°

As a consequence of this expansion of the view of human beings, Sen emphasizes the
importance of agency. Here, the importance of the freedom of the individual and her
capacity to choose comes to the forefront. Sen argues that the capacity to choose and to
develop one’s own capabilities is crucial for human beings, and that, therefore,

economics should focus on creating conditions that enhance people’s fréédom.

178 Cited by Ricoeur 2005a, 142.

Y71t is important to note that the freedom Sen pr@®ds not just the absence of interference or
impediment from others. Using Isaiah Berlin's distion between negative and positive freedom, he
asserts that the mere “absences of hindrancesdha individual — or principally the state — capase
on an individual” (negative freedom) (Ricoeur 200543) are not enough: “[The] protection against th
abusive interference of others, which libertariplage at their pinnacle, is vain if specific measuare not
taken that guarantee this minimal capacity to éRitoeur 2005a, 146). The guarantee of the capaxity
act is equivalent to Berlin’s notion of positivedirty. Positive liberty means the capacity to eiserone’s
own freedom.
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Capacities do not become social capacities until they are recogniaesbbiety.
This recognition of the capacities in Sen’s thought appears through the notiomighthe
to capacities and through the idea of collective responsibility (Ricoeur 20@a]tlid

the responsibility of society to ensure that individuals can exercise tpekitas.

With the analysis of the idea of social capacity, we are ready to @miarthe
idea of mutual recognition. Since capacities are basically social, persoaghition
must be granted by others. | recognize myself through my capacities arapHuities

need to be recognized by others because they are eminently social.

5.4. Mutual recognition

With the topic of mutual recognition, we enter in the core of this chapter. The
analysis of the notion of capacities has shown us that there is a strong liekfetw
recognition and attestation. By recognizing their capacities, agerdstatteeir capacity
to act and thereby to their own self. However, at the same time, as we savpiauious
section, capacities need others to be recognized, because capacitidsedeocial. As
a consequence, the capacities of the self can only be attested if thegograzed by
others, recognition that is, indeed, part of a process of mutual recognition bsxphain

in this section.

| start by presenting Ricoeur’s answer to Hobbes challenge about the otigen of
state. For Hobbes, the state is based in our most basic passions of competitiort, mistrus
and glory. The drive for recognition comes from these passions. Ricoeur, agsbsisH

states that recognition must be based on a desire of recognition grounded on moral



215

principles. This idea of moral recognition finds its first expression idib@ussion of
Honneth. In Honneth we find a phenomenological analysis of the effort of people in
society to be recognized at different levels. This analysis will at the §ene show the
limits of recognition, and this will pave the way for an analysis of the conditf
mutual recognition: Reciprocity and unconditionality. These two conditions Wjlluse
understand how the self can attest to its own self through the mediation of others’

recognition.

5.4.1 Moral recognition

Once we have demonstrated that capacities are indeed social, it is ryetoessar
the moral context of the idea of recognition. It would be easy to see recogstjust a
competition. However, through the idea of mutual recognition Ricoeur is not just
emphasizing the social dimension of each capacity, but, also, the fact that wieeneed t
recognition of others in order to fully develop our capacities and, in that way nte twa
restate a basic moral idea of living together. Nonetheless, it is not obvious that huma
beings live together in order to recognize one another. Recognition is alwasrileck
by misrecognition, as illustrated by the history of human civilizations whiemarked
by war, neglect or hatred. Thus, for Ricoeur a theory of recognition must, fratathe
face the challenge presented by the bitter truth of misrecognition. Iredipisct, Hobbes’
theory of the state of nature is paradigmatic. It is a state of “wak agaihst all,” in
which there are three dominant passions: Competition, distrust and glory (RA00&ar;
164). Individuals agree to form a state and relinquish their power to the sovereign,

because of the fear of a violent death. Thus, the state has its origin not in a otwa| m
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but in the calculation of individuals. They prefer to relinquish all their rights, becfuse

the fear of a violent death.

Ricoeur sees a basic problem with the non-moral origin of the state as understood
by Hobbes. He asks himself whether “it suffices, through the interventiohcafatan,
to carry the whole edifice of contracts and promises that appears to recotistitute
conditions of a common-wealth” (Ricoeur 2005a, 170). The will to live in common needs
more motivation than just a calculation of convenience. For Hobbes, the only motivation

to relinquish power to the sovereign is for the security that is provided by the state.

According to Ricoeur, Hegel answers Hobbes’ challenge by providing a moral
idea of the life in common that is expressed in the desire for recognition. gek, ke
motivation that impels individuals to live in common is not just the d&¢a violent death,
but the desire to be recognized, in the sense of being respected (Ricoeur 2005a, 171-172).
However, recognition is not something that is easily achieved. Hegel developgkt

he calls the “struggle for recognition.”
5.4.2 Difficult recognition: Honneth’s analysis
In this section, | concentrate on Ricoeur’s remarks on the renewal of Hegel’'s

notion of the “struggle for recognition,” particularly by Honn&fhHonneth renews

Hegel’s notion of “struggle for recognition” by presenting three levels wiherstruggle

178 Moratalla reminds us that the idea of strugglatithe heart of social relations: “...the demand
for recognition does not happen without struggideied the idea of struggle for recognition is athbart
of modern social relations” (My translation) (Maab& 2006, 221).
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of recognition takes place: Love, the juridical plane and the level of sstieing:"® He
offers an account of misrecognition at each level. In what follows, | pttengrasp the
conditions for the social recognititfi of the capacities in the context of the “struggle for

recognition” through the analysis of each of the figures of recognitioreoaignition.

The model of recognition through love encompasses “erotic relations, fripndshi
and family ties” (Ricoeur 2005a, 188). It is a level of prejuridical recagnitn which
the subjects confirm each other in relation to their concrete needs (Ricoeuy Z8@5a
Honneth relates this level to the notion of the “capacity to be alone” as developed in
psychoanalysis and understood as a goal that must be achieved in order to reach personal

maturity. Ricoeur writes:

79 Connolly describes Honneth'’s analysis as a philbg®f the self analogous to Ricoeur with
more emphasis on the idea of recognition/misredmgni“Honneth (1995) argues that our sense ofeselv
is largely a consequence of the way we are recedriiy others. He too develops a phenomenology of
selfhood. Rather than identify a suite of indivildcapacities, however, he develops a schema inhathic
place the consequences of social recognition fiividual identity. In ideal circumstances the forais
recognition to which we are subject will facilitatee development of self-confidence, self-respect o
responsibility, and self-esteem. These charadesief Honneth's capable agents are derived fran th
three forms of social recognition he discusses,atptove-based, rights-based and solidarity- oritner
based recognition. With the first, the recognittdrintimates fosters the confidence to interprat an
articulate our needs and desires. Second, theeatipf rights comes to understand that individregdacity
has social consequences; moreover, that the capaditt is circumscribed by social responsibiitie
Third, public recognition of our achievements, whis largely mediated through employment and wages,
contributes to our understanding of the esteemhichvwve are held and thereby how we evaluate @i li
projects” (Connolly 2007, 139).

180 Recognition, in Honneth, is always social andtfer most part mediated by institutions, as
Connolly explains: “Honneth... harnesses the termgeition to an investigation into the way people
acknowledge each other. In his work recognitiocimigiriably preceded by the word social and is Ibrge
mediated by institutions, like the state, whiclusture and regulate patterns of public recognition”
(Connolly 2007, 134). Honneth’s analysis is vergfusfor Ricoeur’s account since, as Ricoeur, Hdinne
sees in misrecognition an obstacle for the deve@opirof our capacities: “Honneth also examines the
suffering caused to individuals by misrecognitiomnother words he directs the attention to howufais of
recognition compromise our capacity to act” (CohnaD07, 139).
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Just as the young child must face the test of the absence of the mother, thanks to
which she regains her own capacity for independence, if for his part the child is to
attain the autonomy suitable at his age, in the same way relationships in adulthood
face the test of separation, whose emotionally costly benefit is plaeitato be

alone. And this grows in proportion to the partner’s confidence in the permanence
of the invisible bond that develops in the alternation between presence and
absence. (Ricoeur 2005a, 189)

The “capacity to be alone” is “[b]etween the two poles of emotional fusion and self-
affirmation in solitude” (Ricoeur 2005a, 189). It implies being in a relationship in which
the subjects are respected in their identity and recognize one another. Wevarusay
that the other two alternatives, emotional fusion and self-affirmation, imply a
misrecognition. Emotional fusion denies recognition because, for recognitiaketo t
place, it is necessary that the individual keeps his or her individuality. If tharision,
then there are no longer different individuals to be recognized. At the samé timeee

is just self-affirmation in solitude, there is no recognition of others, but effly s

reference.

What kind of recognition do individuals receive on this level? Ricoeur speaks
here of recognition as approbation of the other’s existence (Ricoeur 2005a, 191). The
opposite of recognition, misrecognition, is expressed in the “[hjumiliatigpereenced
as the withdrawal or refusal of such approbation” (Ricoeur 2005a, 191). Misreongniti
at this level, hurts the base of one’s existence, as Ricoeur states: “Deprived

approbation, the person is as if nonexistent” (Ricoeur 2005a, 191).

The second kind of recognition occurs at the juridical level. Honneth connects the
juridical level with the level of love. The capacity to be alone that appearkd gphere

of love is interpreted on the juridical level as the predicate “free,” in tiees#f “the
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rationality presumed to be equal in every person considered in his or her juridical
dimension” (Ricoeur 2005a, 197). By the same token, the idea of trust — in the sense of
the confidence in the permanence of the relationship despite the distance that we
observed in the sphere of love — is expressed in the idea of ‘respect’ in the juridical
sphere. As a result, the juridical level is “stamped with a claim to uniitgr$elt goes

beyond the proximity of ties of affection” (Ricoeur 2005a, 197).

What are recognized at the juridical level are the other person as wedl marin.
Recognition in relation to the norm means “to take as valid, to assert validitge(iR
2005a, 197). As regards the person, “recognition means identifying each person as free
and equal to every other person” (Ricoeur 2005a, 197). Both recognitions are intertwined.
When | recognize the validity of the norm, | recognize the person that the nosatgrot
and when | recognize the person, | recognize the validity of the norm that commands

respect for that person.

Ricoeur claims that “juridical recognition adds to self-recognition imsesf
capacities... new capacities stemming from the conjunction between the ahivers
validity of the norm and the singularity of persons” (Ricoeur 2005a, 197). These new
capacities can be understood in two ways:

...on the one hand, on the plane of an enumeration of personal rights defined by

their content; on the other, on the plane of the attribution of these rights to new
categories of individuals or groups. (Ricoeur 2005a, 198-199)

The struggle for recognition on the juridical level consists in a struggteeferights and

in the struggle of groups to be considered as holders of those rights. We could speak here
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of a horizontal and a vertical enhancement of rights. In the vertical sense&utge for
recognition goes deeper in the recognition of new rights. In this context, Ricoeur
mentions the incorporation of the idea of social rights (such as the right to education,

healthcare, etc.), which are added to civil and political rights (Ricoeur 2005a, 199).

Depending on the level at which a person or group feels excluded, different
feelings are experienced (Ricoeur 2005a, 201):

In this regard, the humiliation that relates to a denial of civil rights is drfter

from the frustration that relates to not being able to participate in the shaping of

the public will, which is again different from the feeling of exclusion that tesul
from the refusal of any access to the most basic goods. (Ricoeur 2005a, 200)

Thus, we find that there are three main feelings that are experienced esuthefrthe
non-recognition of rights in the civil, political and social sphere of rights — hatraiti,
frustration and exclusion. These feelings are reflected in the struggsetha groups
undertake in order to extend the sphere of application of rights and arise payticularl
when groups compare their own situation to “the types and standards of livingdattain
elsewhere” (Ricoeur 2005a, 201). Those negative feelings (like humiliatistraftion
and exclusion) are “important impulses in the struggle for recognition” (Ri@t¥5a,

200).

The third model of recognition that Honneth develops is the idea of social esteem.
Rather than renewing Hegel's idea of constitution of the state, this notitegdns
emphasizes Hegel's conceptSiftlichkeit(ethical life). It is a concept “irreducible to
juridical ties” (Ricoeur 2005a, 201). Honneth’s idea of social recognition “sum[d] up a

the modes of mutual recognition that exceed the mere recognition of the equadjbtof
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among free subjects” (Ricoeur 2005a, 202). Social recognition presupposes the
“existence of a horizon of values common to the subjects concerned” (Ricoeur 2005a,
202). This horizon of values depends on the cultural conception that a society has of itself
and constitutes the measure by which individuals are esteemed. Every sagiaty h

different set of values by which to esteem individuals. For that reason we fingetiye “

notion of esteem varying depending on the kind of mediation that makes a person

‘estimable™ (Ricoeur 2005a, 202).

Are these forms of recognition sufficient? Ricoeur warns us that the stfoggle
recognition can be an infinite task:

Does not the claim for affective, juridical, and social recognition, through its

militant, conflictual style, end up as an indefinite demand, a kind of “bad

infinity”? This question has to do not only with the negative feelings that go with

a lack of recognition, but also with the acquired abilities, thereby handed over to

an insatiable quest. The temptation here is a new form of the “unhappy

consciousness,” as either an incurable sense of victimization or the indeéatigabl
postulation of unattainable ideals. (Ricoeur 2005a, 218)

The conflicts involved in the struggle for recognition are never complegttied, since

there are competing parts that want to be recognized. This is particuiddptean the

juridical and social levels. Often, the recognition of one group competes with the
recognition of another group. This is the case not only because the individuals and groups
do not find the deserved recognition, but also because, many times, the desire to be

recognized is, in a way, infinite.

There is a tragic destiny in the struggle of recognition. Recognition widrrize

attained because it cannot be grounded in a struggle. It is a contradiction &6 “forc
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recognition. We can struggle for rights or for different rendering of thelsmmntract,

but the true recognition cannot come out of a struggle. We can appeal here to the cases of
native groups. In many countries they have felt humiliated and segregated. Théy want

be recognized, they want to be respected. However, that respect and appreciation cannot
be forced. For that reason, despite the good will of its members, in manyesosatie

minorities continue to remain unrecognized.

5.4.3.Unconditional and reciprocal recognition

Ricoeur is not seeking a way to end the struggle. Conflicts are hard td%ettle.
Still, we may wonder whether the social bond must be constructed on the idea oéstruggl
or “whether there is not also at its [the social bond’s] origin a kind of goodwill lirkked t
the similarity between one human being and another in the great human fanubguR

2005bh).

In other words, the question is whether societies can be constructed on the basis
of a positive desire for recognition. Ricoeur thinks that it is important to propose a kind
of “horizon” of full recognition. He does this by postulating what he calls “stdtes
peace” which serve as a moral motivation:

Experiences of peaceful recognition cannot take the place of a resolution for the
perplexities raised by the very concept of a struggle, still less of aitiesadf the

181 Connolly sees in Ricoeur’s approach a “healthytikism” about the possibilities of being
fully recognized: “Ricoeur’s approach to his tofcharacterized by a healthy skepticism, rathan flst
speculation, about the success of recognition” @ty 2007, 134).
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conflicts in question. The certitude that accompanies states of peacerdfeasl i

a confirmation that the moral motivation for struggles for recognition is not
illusory. This | why we have to turn to days of truce, clear days, what we might
call clearing, where the meaning of action emerges from the fog of doubtigeari
the mark of “fitting action.” (Ricoeur 2005a, 218)

The idea of “states of peace” acts as a kind of regulative ideal, in thiKaahse of the
word. It is not an ideal that can be completely realized, but it gives a motivatan a

moral direction to the search for recognition.

The notion of states of peace appears in the work of several authors. Ricoeur
refers to two of them: Marcel Hénaff and Luc Boltanski (Ricoeur 2005a, 219, n. 52). In
general, Ricoeur understands the states of peace as “peaceful exparienatual
recognition, based on symbolic mediations” (Ricoeur 2005a,*24Rjcoeur mentions
three main states of peace that correspond to the three classical forms Bhlbageros

andagape Among the three, Ricoeur thinks tlz@apeis the one that can provide an

182 williams interprets the states of peace as amraltive to an endless conflict in the struggle for
recognition: “Ricoeur affirms mutual recognitionasleast possible. The end of the process isimyutly
mutual recognition but states of peace. These itotestin alternative to struggle and unhappy
consciousness. However, he limits the expectatibmghat these might mean. Experiences of peaceful,
non-struggle recognition, cannot take the placesblutionfor the perplexities raised by the very concept
of struggle, still less of eesolutionof the conflicts in question. States of peacetanmgorary truces within
the situation of universal conflict, but their sifigance is a confirmation that the moral motivatior
struggles for recognition is not illusory. Statépeace are mediated symbolically, and are disfioch
juridical recognition and the reciprocity constitiat of the commercial order of exchange” (Willia@®08,
470). Moratalla interprets the states of peaceritoee radical way, as the ground, for solidaritg an
hospitality: “The concept of “states of peace’fie Ricoeurian answer to Hobbes'’s challenge and to
Hegel's response, and it offers us at the samettimelements to found solidarity and hospitabtiowing
that these words stop of being only common places betome constitutive of our humanity” (My
translation) (Moratalla 2006, 224).
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alternative to the “struggle for recognition,” insofaraggpeis the only form of love

based solely on disintere’t.

Agapesatisfies one of the essential conditions of recognition: Unconditionality.
True recognition must be unconditional because what is recognized is ultithately
person’s worth and dignity. If recognition is not disinterested, then it is not a true
recognition. This is so, for example, in the case of adulation. An artist who isizsthg

only because he benefits the one who recognizes him cannot feel completatyzextog

However, the unconditionality of love is not enough for having full recognition.
Authentic recognition must be reciprocal. If | am recognized by somebatydo not
recognize, then that recognition is useless, because in general one apprexiates
recognition that comes from somebody for whom one feels some respect and
consideration. In this sense, recognition has to come from a “competent ang willi
recognizer.” Although Ricoeur does not state reciprocity explicitly asobthe
condition for recognition, this idea is implicit in his idea that the full reitagnof the

self happens in mutual recognition.

5.5. The articulation of love and justice

We saw that the basic conditions of mutual recognition are unconditionality and

reciprocity. In this section | try to offer a deeper justification for thesis by showing

183 See Boltanski'é’amour et la justice comme compétences: Troisissiasociologie de
I'action (Boltanski 1990).
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the dialectic between love and justice. It is my contention that through trestdiate
can understand the conditions of mutual recognition and, what is crucial for this

dissertation, namely, the conditions for the attestation of the self.

Ricoeur elaborates the dialectic between love and justice {Dahese of
Recognitiorthrough the idea of exchanges of gift. However, before discussing this idea it
is important to explain what, in my opinion, serves as its theoretical foundation: The

economy of the gift.

5.5.1.Economy of the gift

The expression “economy of the gift” is enigmatic. Ricoeur does not develop a
systematic doctrine of this economy, but he discusses and develops the concepts involved
in it in many of his writings®* Hall points out that it is in principle a contradiction to put
together the words “economy” and “gift” since the word economy supposes a logic of
exchange and self-interest while the idea of gift supposes that somettgngeisto
another out of generosity, without an interest in return, without concern for reatipréc

(Hall 2006, 190). For Hall the idea of the “economy of the gift” makes sense in the

184 this text, Ricoeur links the economy of thet gifth the logic of superabundance and the
logic of equivalence: “It is this commandment [twé one’s enemies], not the golden rule, that séems
constitute the expression closest, on the ethiealegy to what | have called the economy of the ifiis
expression approximating the economy of the giftlsa placed under the title of a logic of
superabundance, which is opposed as an opposéd@tiie logic of equivalence that governs everyday
morality” (Ricoeur 1995c¢, 300) In the same texid@iur relates the economy of the gift to the ideh®
supraethical: “Detached from the golden rule, themmandment to love one’s enemies is not ethical but
supraethical, as is the whole economy of the gift/hich it belongs. If it is not to swerve overthe
nonmoral, or even to the immoral, the commandneidve must reinterpret the golden rule and, in so
doing, be itself reinterpreted by this rule” (Ricod995c, 301).
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context of the “confrontation between the moral ideal of reciprocity ansugr@amoral
ideal of love” (Hall 2006. 190). While the idea of economy refers to moral relations of
reciprocity, expressed mainly in the idea of justice that we see in thengaldethe idea

ft185

of gi is grounded in a theology of salvation, as Hall explains:

The God who is poetically named in the narratives of creation and redemption is
the God with whom humans cannot hold reciprocal relations; the gift of existence,
original and redeemed, cannot be returned to the giver. (Hall 2008°196)

The idea of an existence that is given by God as a gift is the foundation fam itsve
extreme version®’ Because God loves us in a way that we cannot reciprocate, we are

expected to do the same to others.

15| mean that the idea of the gift in the contexan&conomyof the gift is grounded in a
theology of salvation and not necessarily in ott@texts.

1% The same theology of salvation is expressed ipénson of Jesus: “...we are — in the manner
of Jesus — to gift others with an exuberant seli#t without expecting something of equivalent r@ager
worth in return. That is, we are to give, and gijemerously, not in order to get, but simply becaursthe
fullness of time, we ourselves have been gifteshymiads ways” (Einsohn 2005, 27-28).

187 There are a lot of textual support in Ricoeur'skvor this interpretation, like the following:
“In order to introduce this major theme, the ecogarhthe gift, | would like to emphasize, following
James Gustafson, the polycentrism of Judeo-Chrisgianbolism in relation to any moralizing reduction
In so doing, we set in the foremost place the sefser radical dependence on a power that precesies
envelops us, and support us. This sense is supralgblar excellence. And the symbol that articiddtes
experience and confers a sense on it — that ik,dateaning and a direction — is that of an oriddua
always ongoing creation. No doubt, this symbol ket®an beings in the place of honor, but within a
cosmos created before them and that continuessttesthem. Each of us is not left face-to-facehwit
another human being, as the principle of moratiken in isolation seems to imply. Rather nature is
between us, around us — not just as somethingdioiebut as an object of solicitude, respect, and
admiration. The sense of our radical dependeneetogher power thus may be reflected in a lovater
creature, for every creature, in every creaturad-the love of neighbor can become an expressisimiof
supramoral love for all creatures” (Ricoeur 199827-298). In another text, Ricoeur states thatlthes
of neighbor, in its extreme form of love for oneisemies, thus finds its first link to the economyhe gift
in this hyperethical feeling of the dependencehefiuman creature...” (Ricoeur 1995d, 325).
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In the economy of the gift love and justice correct each other from some of its
possible deformations. At the core of the idea of justice, there is a fundamental
ambiguity, as Ricoeur points out:

We saw the rule of justice oscillate between the disinterested intepestiet

concerned to increase their own advantage as far as the accepted rule will allow

and a true feeling of cooperation going as far as the confession of beind mutua
debtors to one another. (Ricoeur 1995d, $58)

Justice implies fairness in the sense that the parties must accept riudas tyzplied to

all, leaving aside their own interests in order to comply with fair rulefieistrict

Kantian sense, the parties must go beyond their own pathological interests, in order to
accept only the rules that can be universalized. The foundation of that disinteresitednes
the recognition of the value of others as ends in themselves. However, at thiersgme

the parties involved can act justly for reasons of self-interest. One cart hetjbscause

one respects others, but because it is to one’s own benefit if everyone livesulg tife
reciprocity. This ambiguity appears more clearly in the golden rule. Teédahot do

to others what you do not want others to do to you’ can be interpreted on the one hand as
a way of considering the intrinsic worth of the other and on the other hand, as a

justification for using others to my own benéfit.l can restrain myself from doing to

188 Hall claims that Ricoeur places the golden rulé te love command in a dynamic encounter:
“He argued that posing the golden rule and loveroand along the lines of dynamic encounter, rather
than static opposition, offers a profound solution(Hall 2007, 152).

189 Hall mentions a possible misinterpretation of goéden rule. One is called a “reactive
reciprocity” and the other an “instrumental recigitg’: “...the golden rule might be interpreted innes of
what | have called a reactive reciprocity: do teens what they do to you. It is this orientatioattlinks the
golden rule to the “eye for an eye” of the law effribution. Second, and perhaps more insidious, the
golden rule can be interpreted in terms of a kihohstrumental reciprocity: | give so that you wgiive”
(Hall 2007, 151). To point out the risks involverthe idea of justice expressed in the goldenirut®
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others what | do not want others to do to me because | respect them as human beings wit
the same worth as me. But | can also restrain myself from doing to othersdehadt
want others to do to me as a way to ensure that others will not do anything that can harm
me!® Thus, the golden rule is “in@ncretefashion, at the heart of an incessant conflict
between self-interest and self-sacrifice” (Ricoeur 1995c¢, 301). We couttadahe
golden rule is always in between a Kantian interpretation (where thésgoakspect the
other) and a utilitarian interpretation (where the goal is to maximize omai benefit).
In this context, the commandment to love our enemies corrects the tendency oingxploit
the golden rule in a utilitarian fashion, as Wall states:
Theological love is able to disorient our ordinary tendency toward utilitarianism
because, according to Ricoeur, it is not good to be pursued (as is love in the

ordinary meaning of the term), butammando be obeyed. (Wall 2001, 246-
247)1%1

way undermines the value and importance of this, rag Hall explains: “The Golden Rule is expressive
the ideal of reciprocity characteristics of justingwo senses. First, the Golden Rule highlights t
fundamental asymmetry of action, the fact thatomcinvolves both an agent and a patient. This neitiog

is guaranteed by the tension between “doing uriterst and “as oneself.” Opposed to a conceptiah®f
situation of action solely in terms of the confitidn between two agents, this presentation obacti
recognizes both an actor and another who is a fiateictim. The merit of the Golden Rule is its
acknowledgment, at the level of grammar, of bothahe who acts and the one who is acted upon. 8gcon
the Golden Rule sets both agent and patient ogahe footing relative to the deliberation over@ttiAn
equivalence is established in the application ef@olden Rule to discrete situations; both mysadf a
others are potential aggressors or potential v&tifHall 2002, 152).

1 This possible perversion of the golden rule ardidea of justice is called by Wall a new
“deontological radical evil” and can take more peious forms degenerating into vengeance as “an
‘original violence’ that attempts to ‘equalize’ aqr violation of goods with a calculated violertcethe
goods of the offender” (Wall 2001, 245).

191 Along the same lines, Wall adds: “Our fallen inaeity for respecting genuine otherness is
therefore resisted and turned around, Ricoeur arguey through a still more primordial capacity fo
superabundant love. Through the radical limit-eiqrere of God’s love for us, we are able to cateh th
glimmer of a divine economy that reverses the @dimlevolution of human relations into utilitarian
exchange” (Wall 2001, 247).
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However, it is not only that love corrects justice, but also the case theg jus
corrects love from its own possible deformations. Hall describes the risks adsdpari
misunderstood idea of love:

Equally perverse and immoral, the demand to forgo reciprocity encountered in the

superabundant logic of the love command too easily inclines toward a

misinterpreted self-degradation in the face of the object of love. The vulaémnabl

society are made to bear the brunt of a ‘love’ that leaves physical and emotiona
scars, and too often on claims of biblical precedent: a woman ‘cherishes’ her
husband by remaining submissive in the face of beatings; children ‘honour’ their

parents by remaining quiet in the face of physical and emotional negledg\ube s
obeys his master as a show of love for God. (Hall 2006, 200)

The commandment of love, without the idea of justice can be interpreted in waysithat ca
be very destructive for the subject that is summoned to love. Thus, the idea of justice
introduces a fundamental element that should be present in relations of loveed loé i

reciprocity’®?

To summarize, the economy of the gift seems to contain two fundamental ideas:
First, that love should be unconditiofidland second, that it should be reciprocal.
Through these two elements, the economy of the gift serves as a good foundation for
recognition, since, as it has been stated above, recognition should be unconditional and
reciprocal as well. However, the economy of the gift has the limitation of gedogded

in a theology of salvation. We are supposed to love one another unconditionally because

192 Reciprocity is not @onditionfor love, because otherwise love would not be uditanal.
However, it seems that reciprocity is needed toemiove from its possible corruptions.

193 Gedney makes a direct connection between theafigiét and love in Ricoeur: “We give a gift
in the name of generosity, and thus love, and weive in return in that name as well” (Gedney 2@ &%),
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of God’s unconditional gift of existence. How is it then possible to formulate a
philosophy of recognition based in the idea of unconditional and reciprocal recognition

without appealing to a theology of God'’s gift of existence?

5.5.2. Exchange of gifts

We need to find phenomenological evidence to show that it is possible to have an
experience of unconditional and reciprocal recognition (analogous to the iagapey.
Ricoeur finds this phenomenological evidence in the idea of the exchange of gifts that
serves as a model of recognition, a phenomenological equivalent of the state of peace o
agape Ricoeur focuses on the idea of an exchange of gifts as a symbolit’&vent
which recognition happerig€® Through the exchange of gifts, the individuals recognize
one another. As stated above, recognition supposes unconditionality and reciprocity. The
idea of a ‘gift’ contains the idea of unconditionality, since, in principle, agift i
something that it is given without expecting anything in return (otherwigeuld not be

a gift).**° At the same time, in aexchangeof gifts, there is an element of reciprocity.

%4 The exchanges of gift is a symbolic event in #ese that the meaning of the act transcends
the value of the gift, as Tatransky points out: éBvor a material gift, however, the value of tlif¢ igeally
transcends the worth of the thing | give, sinds riather an expression or a token of gratuity gewkerosity
of my love towards the other” (Tatransky 2008, 304)

1% Wwilliams, along the same lines, sees the gift-arge as a symbolic mutual recognition and as
an expression of the state of peace callgape “Ricoeur’s thesis is that the gift exchange symbolic
mutual recognition. This makes it necessary to @atrthe ‘good’ reciprocity from the bad (conditan
reciprocity. Ricoeur proposes that the secondigjét response to tleall of Agapecoming from the first
gift” (Williams 2008, 471).

1% The idea of an unconditional gift is tied to thea of unconditional love which is controversial
when it is analyzed without giving it a theologidalindation. For more on this controversy see Asaigs
Unselfing in Love: A Contradiction in Terrf&nderson 2006).
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However, the exchange of gifts can easily be transformed into admertedesthat is, |

give to you in order that you give to me. Ricoeur tries to solve this problem byliagpea
to an interpretation of the exchange of gifts that preserves the idea of gitthogitwi
expecting anything in return. He does this by referring to another meaningnuitite

of recognition: Recognition as gratitude (one of the meanings that thenfwend
reconnaissanclas is, precisely, ‘to be grateful to’). The person who receives a gi#t give
in return, because she is grateful. Thus, through the idea of recognition slgrati
Ricoeur advances the possibility of thinking of two simultaneous acts of givinigeneit

of which is performed because of an expectation of anything in return. The one who
receives gives in return because she is grateful, but not because slagudeeical or

moral obligation to do i’

For Ricoeur, the idea of exchange of gifts is a model of recognition insofar as
the exchange the subjects recognize one another. By giving something torjou, | a
celebrating and recognizing your existence, your vaiti€he “risk of the first gift, the

risk of its offer, preserves something of the disinterested chara&gapg (Williams

7 The giving of a gift initiates a relation that lsafor a response, as Williams explains: “The
generosity of the gift does not call for restitatievhich would amount to annulling or canceling finst
gift as a gift, but rather calls for a responséhtmoffer. The first gift is re-read here as an initiatidn o
relation, an offer that can be refused or accepfédlliams 2008, 471).

198 Ricoeur in his discussion goes against some irg&afions that only see the practice of gift
giving as a form of commercial exchange where ifie gre given as a fulfilment of an obligationn®of
the interpretations that is discussed is the ongldyss who sees in the idea of gift a force thapfeefeel
the obligation to transmit and not stop. As Willsexplains, in such an interpretation the very iolfegift
disappears, since a gift, by definition, implies #bsence of constraint: “Mauss citesiae, as the force
in the gift that obligates a gift in return. But @rha gift thus obliges a gift in return (exchangé#)at
disappears is the very idea of the gift in thet fiisace” (Williams 2008, 470-471).
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2008, 471)By giving something in return, | am showing gratitd&fgonsideration for

your act, for your person, and, thus, | am recognizing you as a person.

5.5.3.The concept of mutuality

What kind of recognition happens in the midst of the exchange gifts? Ricoeur
prefers to speak ofrautualrecognition than eeciprocal recognitior?®® Mutuality
supposes reciprocty* but in mutuality there is additional awareness of the differences
among the members. Mutuality is a spacbetweerthose who are present in the
exchange of gifts:

...the recourse made to a concept of mutual recognition amounts... to a plea in

favor of the mutuality of relationsetweerthose who exchange gifts, in contrast

with the concept of reciprocity that the theory plaalesvesocial agents and their
transactions. (Ricoeur 2005a, 232)

199 Tatransky describes rather well the feeling ofigrde that the first gift engender$As such,
my gift awakes in the other originally not an oblign to give another gift in return, but a feelinig
gratitude, which eventually moves the other — bainfwithin, so to speak — to reciprocate, everhifve
no right toexpecthe return of the gift...” (Tatransky 2008, 304).

200 follow here Moratalla’s interpretation of Ricaewho states that Ricoeur prefers to speak of
mutuality to avoid the risks of reciprocity: “Indbe experiences a reciprocal recognition is pradi theat
erases interpersonal limits, and for that reas@odir prefers to speak of mutuality in order tdidggiish
it from the experiences that are under the logieolprocity” (My translation) (Moratalla 2006, 2225).

21 David Pellauer distinguishes between these twimnsin the following way: “...these recent
theories of recognition do not really get beyorglittea of reciprocal recognition, which can all &asily be
limited to narrow contexts, such as commercial argfes. In these narrow cases, the selves invoheed a
simply those required for participating in the exbe; nothing more about them needs to be known or
acknowledged. Beyond this reduction to what he asesdiminished self, Ricoeur wants to argue that
mutual recognition goes beyond every explanaticieims of a struggle for recognition present in élemnd
his successors. Mutual recognition depends morstates of peace’ than on those of struggle andlictn
(Pellauer 2007, 131).
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Reciprocity is a relationship viewed from “above,” where the subjects are
interchangeable, because the position of each subject is not important. Mutiedggstr
the non-interchangeability of the subjects whereby each one occupies @npibsiti
cannot be exchanged for that of the other. In mutuality there is reciprocithabut t
reciprocity is based on the intrinsic worth of the subjects that cannot be exdth@hge
non interchangeability of the subjects seems to be crucial because iasd$egu
differences and the possible asymmetry among them. Because it tendsttthiorge
differences between the subjects, reciprocity may at the sametases the alterity of
the self, which is a form of misrecognition, as Ricoeur suggests here:
...l want to turn the objections that each phenomenologist runs into along his own
way into a warning addressed to every concept of the primacy of reciprocity over

the alterity of the protagonists in an exchange with each other. (Ricoeur 2005a,
262)202

Mutuality builds a “space” where dissymmetry can be preserved, and thisshgs m

advantages, as Ricoeur explains:

Admitting the threat that lies in forgetting this dissymmetry firfisctention to

the irreplaceable character of each of the partners in the exchange. Thaaine is
the other. We exchange gifts, but not places. The second benefit of this admission
is that it protects mutuality against the pitfalls of a fusieméon, whether in love,
friendship, or fraternity on a communal or a cosmopolitan scale. A just distance is

22\illiams makes explicit the risks of reciprocitfRicoeur, like Hegel, defends reciprocity
qualified as mutuality. However there is still @plem: if the praise of mutual recognition leadsaus
forget the ‘originary asymmetry in the relationween self and others,’ this would be the ultimate
misrecognition at the heart of actual experiendeawdual recognition” (Williams 2008, 472).
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maintained at the heart of mutuality, a just distance that integrates regpect
intimacy. (Ricoeur 2005a, 263y

Thus, full recognition can only be built upon mutuality, where the subject is granted its
full value. Mutuality presupposes justice, but yet is foundedgape that is, on the

possibility of a love that is disinterest&q.

By emphasizing the idea of mutuality, it seems that Ricoeur is warningqumsstg
a liberal idea of recognition where we overstress reciprocity for keeafaecognition
and we overlook the differences among subjddts liberal notion of recognition can be
observed in some public policies that assume that giving equal opportunity to all the
members will automatically bring recognition. However, since not alloeksin a
society are among equals, any politics of recognition must start recugthe
differences and the dissymmetries that are present in relations. Agofitecognition
just based on equality can exert violence against groups that cannot be treatgd equall

because they are found in an initial relation of dissymmetry.

23 illiams expands upon the ideas presented by Ricioethe paragraph cited above, pointing
out the paradox that in order to preserve recagnithave to keep dissymmetry: “It may appear thae-
admit dissymmetry into mutuality is once againase the suspicion that dissymmetry can undernhiate t
very mutuality and reconciliation inherent in th®gess of recognition. After all, that was the very
inference that Ricoeur drew against both Hussetllavinas. At stake is the meaning of the ‘between.
Even in the between | am not you; we exchange hiftsiot places.” (Williams 2008, 472).

204 3ervolino connects the idea of mutuality with Riods idea of translation: “Translation as a
labor of memory and the mourning it requires, be&ilwgays faced with the challenge of the untranblata
help us maintain the appropriate distance frormother, the appropriate distance that reconcilgses
with intimacy” (Jervolino 2008, 233-234). Kaplantrioducing the article just quoted, summarizesamath
well the parallel between recognition and transfati‘...the capacity to translate reveals a new fofm o
vulnerability that reminds us of our limitationsunderstanding and communicating with others.
Translation is the paradigm of our relation to ¢leer — an asymmetrical yet mutual relation betwssdh
and other, including other cultures, religions, aiglorical ages. Jervolino relates Ricoeur’s madel
translation to his notion of recognition developedis final book,The Course of Recognitiohoth
attempt to respect the other while preserving ttegity of the other” (Kaplan 2008, 11).
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5.6. Conclusion

With the idea of mutuality we reach the end of our analysis of the course of
recognition. How does this course of recognition help us get a better understarttiag of

problem of attestation?

My main thesis is that the notion of recognition reinforces the idea that the
attestation of the self is always mediated. In this case, attestati@disgted through
recognition. We observed how this was the case when we related self-recogndi
attestation. The recognition of our own capacities allows the attestation ef thos
capacities and the attestation of the self. In order to attest to our selfedvoragtest to
our capacities. In order to attest to our capacities, we need to recognize aitresapa

Thus, recognition becomes the path to attestation.

That attestation is mediated through recognition becomes even more clear whe
we look up the topic of mutual recognition. Ricoeur states that the capacéasorize
recognized by others in order that we may attest to them. This is so, bempaciées
are basically social capacities. Thus, it is not enough for attestation tadiedey a
simple self-recognition of capacities, but it needs to be mediated by thaiterogf the

other.

That recognition is in need of social mediation by others in order to attest to one’s
own capacities can be easily seen by noting that capacities are maialyapacities.
However, the claim that we need the recognition of others in order to attest to our own

self is controversial to say the least. To be fair, Ricoeur never maketatmsn the
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Course of RecognitiorHowever, he explicitly states that the social recognition of society
is required in order to attest to our capacities and he also states, m@nigself as

Another that the attestation of the self and the attestation of the capacitiéssatyg c
connected. Thus, it seems consistent to believe that Ricoeur would accept the tlaim tha

the social recognition of the capacities is required for the attestation sdlthe

However, the attestation of the self is the belief, the trust of existihg imode
of selfhood. Is the social recognition of others a necessary condition for tieis tned
trust in one’s own existence in the mode of selfhood? In order to answer these questions
we should make some distinctions. We need to distinguish between different levels of
attestation. Firstly, we have a very basic form of attestation, an attiestguired in
order to have a minimal sense of selfhood. | am thinking here of the minimal avgarenes
that is required in order to recognize oneself as a self. This attestation depehes
recognition of the people that are closest to the self. Without this basic remogthiére
probably is no self at all. This basic recognition can be located at the firghe.e
affective level of the struggle for recognition, as distinguished by Hon8etondly, we
can identify a deeper attestation of the self, an attestation required in orel®ygoize
one’s own responsibilities, or in order to believe in our capacity to be agents of socia
change. For this attestation, it seems that the recognition by thelsmtyals required.

This attestation happens at the juridical and the social levieéddttuggle for recognition.

In addition, the role of others in the very attestation of the self appearly de
we link recognition to the problem of social identity. Ricoeur, indeed, explitiitg the

problem of attestation with the problem of identity:
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As for our third major theme, placed under the heading of mutual recognition, we
can already say that with it the question of identity will reach a kind of
culminating point: it is indeed our most authentic identity, the one that makes us
who we are, that demands to be recognized. (Ricoeur 1992, 21)

If our identity is that of and for which we demand recognition, and if, as Ricoeur also
claims, identity is what makes us who we are, then it makes perfect selsmtthat

the social recognition, granted by the social body, is required to attest tsekgsds we
see in the struggle that some minorities have to engage intorkeep their own identity.
This struggle becomes particularly tragic when it happens in the context of aspobce
modernization. Traditional groups understand their own world in particular ways, but
these groups suddenly find themselves threatened by processes of modernizalmn tha
not recognize their identities, or the validity of their understanding. In sutiadian,

the groups’ struggle for recognition becomes a struggle for the very survivaiof

selves. In that context, the claim that attestation is a ‘right to demand'igainlé sense.

By connecting attestation with the struggle for recognition, we can speak of a
‘struggle for attestation.’ If the social recognition of the capadsiegcessary for the
attestation of the capacities and the attestation of the self, then theestarggl
recognition is also a struggle for attestation. The subjects, in demandiggiten, are
also, thereby, demanding that they be allowed to attest to their selves. Thisstenbns
with the following statement by Ricoeur:

Attestation has become a demand, a right to require, under the rubric of the idea

of social justice. (Ricoeur 2005a, 148)

We can examine critically the claim that attestation is medigteddmgnition by

appealing to Meech'’s reflections on attestation. Meech comes very clbse to
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conclusion that | have presented here — that attestation is mediated through the
recognition of others — by relating the idea of attestation to the idea ofwatgm
Meech’s argument is complex and is developed in several steps. First, he nesninals
Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the self is developed through many different kinds of
discourses — “Fregean semantics, speech act theory, pragmatics, stidkasitgf
narrative theory, and ethics” (Meech 2007, 115). At the end of all these detours we
discover — with Ricoeur — that the self has only analogical unity and, therefoeechM
adds — that the effort of moving to an ontology of the self must happen in the midst of a
conversation where all these discourses come together:
So if an ontology of the self is possible, then there is a discursive space in which
participants in these diverse discourses converse about aspects of the kigme rea
namely, a self that is a unity, even if only analogically. That the seif is a
analogicalunity respects that the self is never glimpsed as a whole but in detours.
This analogical unity does not ground these discourses (it always comes)oo late

but is disclosed retrospectively as something presupposed and (indirectlg) talke
about. (Meech 2006, 115)

Then, the attestation of the self happens in the midst of a community of inquirers:
What gives credence to an ontology of the self? On the one hand, it is the
testimony that emerges at the end of an itinerary of detours. Yet a commsunity i
the condition of testimony — it opens the discursive space where self and other
meet; notwithstanding, in such meetings the self and the other carry their

communities into the future. The testimony that arises in a hermeneutics of the
self is thus the testimony of a community of inquirers. (Meech 2006, 116)

The inquirers, by recognizing one another in the legitimacy of their claimsittest to
the self that is present in the different discourses. In this sense, iattelségipens in an
experience of recognition that is not as different from the experiencesagnition that

are described in théourse of Recognition
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The effort of developing an ontology of the self in the context of a community is
remarkable and original. Meech recognizes that Ricoeur does not go thatdah Me
points out that the dialectic between the Same and the Other (that is at tbk core
Ricoeur’s ontology of the self) needs the community to be completed (Meech 2006, 116).
He advances this thesis by showing the role of the community in the threesexqs s
the dialectic of the Same and the Other: The dialectic between the sdikdtesh, the
dialectic between the self and the other people and the dialectic between #mel self
conscience. Meech tries to show how without the support of the community these
dialectics cannot be fulfilled. For example, with respect to the dialectinebe the self
and the body, Meech states:

...the community that provides me the resources to relate to my body as other, in
a world with others, can also negatively impact my prior relation to my badly: fi
by wounding my ability to live out that relatedness and second by wounding my

ability to express my suffering when it denies me access to the community’s
narrative resources. (Meech 2006, 117)

In Meech'’s reflection we see a slight shift of attention from the idea afnancinity of
inquirers to the idea of the actual community in which the self lives. | think teativis

right in emphasizing the role of the community in both instances: In the inquiry about the
self and in the life of the self in a community. The only shortcoming thatihddeech

in this respect is that he does not make explicit the shift from the community oensqui

to the community in which actual selves live. However, it is a minor problem in
comparison to his insightful idea that attestation needs the mediation of a coyamunit

is remarkable that Meech arrives at conclusions that are similar to théhah&icoeur

arrives at in th&€ourse of Recognitioby expanding some ideas that Ricoeur develops in
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Oneself as Anothein this sense we could state that @wurse of Recognitiois a

continuation ofOneself as Another

Through the concept of recognition, the idea of attestation undergoes important
transformations. In the course of this dissertation, | have presentddtetieas an act
that comes from the self and is expressed mainly in the idea of capacitieel{Tateests
to its self, through the assurance of being itgeling It is true that Ricoeur also adds to
this definition the idea of being itsatiffering However, at least in the first three
chapters, we saw that attestation is more related to the idea of aafirtg the idea of
suffering. It is only in the fourth chapter that the dimension of passivity entesséhe
by making room for the possibility that the self attest to its self mgledfected by its
body, other people and its conscience. However, attestation is still locatechiticéine
of the self. It is true that the self is constituted by several passiVsgever, these

passivities need to be assumed by the self.

By relating the idea of attestation to the idea of recognition, for theiffirst t
attestation becomes something that is granted more that something that depends on the
self. The self, to attest to its own self, needs to be recognized by otherschigsition,
as | have stated, is granted through the recognition of the capacities. Wicapauities
are recognized, | can recognize myself in my capacities and, as a amsedlwcan

attest to my own self.

In this way, through recognition we can understand several cases whegk the s
fails to attest to itself: People whose culture has been so attacked yhaavledost any

sense of self-identity; people who have been so deeply humiliated that they haveilos
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capacity for acting or people whose memory has been erased as a consequence of
personal or collective trauma. Once again, through the discussion of recognitioa, we a
reminded of the fragility of attestation. The self is not something thatnedjance and

for all, but is always a work in progress.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this dissertation has been to show how attestation helps us move
from a hermeneutics to an ontology of the self. Commentators have and Ricoeur himself
has admitted that attestation has a central role in the ontology of the selfnAdsmself
as AnotherRicoeur declares that attestation is the key for the whole book. However, it
has not been clearly shown in the secondary literature what the hermeneiioél r
attestation is and how that hermeneutical role of attestation helps us to move to an
ontology of the self. Thus, my main contribution has been to show the hermeneutical role
of attestation and how this hermeneutical role helps us to arrive at an ontologyeif.the s
We can thus make sense of the title of this dissertation: Attestation dge lbetween
hermeneutics and ontology. In what follows, | will stress some of the magsttiet are
present in this dissertation and | will suggest some possible further developortbets t
ideas presented here. First, | will emphasize the role of attestation msembaetical key
for Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the self. Second, | will show how the hermenealecaf
attestation can help us to move to an ontology of the self. Finally, | will advanee som

views about the role that attestation can have in Ricoeur’s general hencedrgrofect.

1. Attestation as a hermeneutical key

Throughout this dissertation | have tried to make clear the meaning ass\tied
critical role played by attestation in Ricoeur’s hermeneutics of the ssifoduced my
project by stating that attestation has a key role in the three dialectines slf

illustrated inOneself as AnotherThe first dialectic is the dialectic between analysis and
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reflection. The role of attestation in this dialectic is that of appropriatisnfanas

through attestation the self appropriates its capacities. The second dialdatidialectic
betweendemidentity andipseidentity. In this second dialectic, we attest to ourselves

not only by understanding our self through narratives, but by affirming that dicpeci
narrative configuration expresses our identity. The third dialectic is brtga@meness

and otherness. It is only through attestation that we are able to assumeatinat ikan
ourselves as something that constitutes our very selves and without which we would not

be who we are.

Ricoeur states that the most important of the three dialectics is theidialec
between sameness and otherness. This dialectic encompasses the othevesvsaildh
that attestation can be described as having the role of appropriation, adfirauadi
assumption (in the senseagsumingvhat is other than ourselves). The idea of
appropriation encompasses the idea of affirmation and assumption. We cart say tha
attestation has the role of allowing the appropriation of our own selves through athernes
In other words, the confidence of being oneself acting and suffering (attestsaigained
through the confidence that what is other than ourselves constitutes our own selves. Thus,
the self gains the confidence of being a self through the confidence thaidhs dct
performs and the words it says &seown actions and words; the confidence that the
narratives it tells express own identity; the confidence that the bodytssown body;
the confidence that the esteem of others constteitevn esteem and that the values that

it embraces arits own values.



244

2. Attestation as an ontological key for the hermeneutics of the self

How does this hermeneutical role of attestation — allowing for the approprait
the self through otherness — helps us move towards an ontology of the self? First, we
have to say that attestation has both a hermeneutical and an ontological function.
Hermeneutically speaking, attestation allows the self to appropriaterit®therness.
Indeed the self is able to understand and interpret its own activities andtjEsseivly
by appropriating its own otherness. Ontologically speaking, the self beconiesrdyse
by appropriating otherness. At the hermeneutical level, attestationrartsviiee question
how can | know that | am a self? | know that | am self by appropriating o#seethe
ontological level, attestation answers the question: How | become a keti@me a self
by appropriating otherness. By “appropriation” | mean basically tggreze something
as my own thing, not to make mine what is not mine. For that reason, sometimes it may
be better to speak of assumption or affirmation or recognition. In any caseyriethat
are chosen are not what matters the most, but the most important thing is to aagcount fo

the phenomenon that is the self.

Now it is time to enunciate some of the ontological traits of the self thatrappea
when we connect ontology with hermeneutics through attestation. First, the self i
attestation, that is, the sétfthe confidence of existing in the mode of selfhood. This can
be misleading if we interpret confidence as a theoretical certaliig. certainty,
however, is a practical certainty mediated by several expressions olfti@apacities,
identity and the otherness of the self. Thus, the practical certainty of beilfigsatse

practical certitude of, among others being capable of speaking, actiragjintg
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recognizing responsibility, promising, remembering, having an identiynda body,
responding to the injunction of the other, and having a conscience. Secondly, the self it is
not something that is given once and for all, but it is constructed by the appropriation of
otherness. This relates to Ricoeur’s idea of human existence as an effastiofy that

he borrows from Nabert, who understands existence as a desire to be and &n effort
exist. This desire to be and this effort to exist are expressed, as weerifida, as the
appropriation of the otherness of the self, through the appropriation of its own cayporali
or of its own convictions. Thirdly, the idea of the self as an act of appropriation and as an
effort connects with the idea of the selfdgmamisthat Ricoeur develops i@neself as
Another For Ricoeur the right ontology of the self cannot be built on an ontology of
substance, but rather on an ontology of a act/potency, that is, on the idea thatishenself

acting being: The self appropriates otherness in a dynamic way.

The role of otherness in the attestation of the self is radicalized through ahat w
expressed in the fifth chapter: The idea of recognition. The self must be msbagni
order that it may attest to its own self. This suggests two other ontolt@yieas: The
self as something that is given to the self and the self as a response. Tddtals t

evidence for this:

This point is that human being has no mastery over the inner, intimate certitude of
existing as a self; this is something that comes to us, that comes upon us, like a
gift, a grace, that is not at our disposal. (Ricoeur 1996b, 455)

Attestation as the inner certitude of existing as a self, according toxtis teot
something that we master but it is rather given as a gift or as a gras@ssartion takes

the idea that to be oneself is to be another — the main statement of the book “Oneself as
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Another” — to its ultimate consequences: The self does not belong originallyselthe

but is given. If selfhood is given to the self, we wonder what the role of the self in tha
giveness is. Ricoeur gives such a strong role to passivity in the constitutiensafif

that we could even say that the self is pure passivity in the sense that veetiualye a
conscience, a tradition, a culture and a language that is given. Even our moat origi
thoughts come in a linguistic articulation that is given to us. However, at theisame

we have to respond in an act of appropriating of what is given to us, insofar as we have to
appropriate our body, the esteem that others have for us, and the values and norms that
are given to us in the form of injunctions. This appropriation can be seen as a response
that has the form of attestation, that is, of a confidence that this is my bodwntteat s

actions make me good, and that some norms and values express my deepest convictions.

Finally, we wonder whether there are different forms of attesting teethels
contend that attestation may take different forms, since the self notttegisdo its own
self, but it attests to its own self in a particular way. This is espgciakr in the idea of
injunction discussed in the fourth chapter, where we saw that conscience, daraeins
of attestation, is basically a response to an injunction. The self, by attesitiegelf
through conscience, can respond to that injunction in different ways, as is evident in the
different attitudes that people take regarding moral issues. | can “list&mé voice of
conscience but not follow that voice or, worse, | can chose not to listen, not to be open to
the injunction of conscience. Thus, attestation has an evident ethical dimension. Indeed,
Ricoeur, as | pointed out in the fourth chapter, states that in conviction attestation
becomes the “conviction of judging well and acting well in a momentary andspmoai

approximation of living well” (Ricoeur 1992, 180)
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3. Attestation as an ontological key for Ricoeur’s general hermeneuticptoject

Ricoeur’s hermeneutical philosophy cannot be understood without relating it to
Nabert’'s philosophy. In the essay “Nabert on Act and Sign” Ricoeur presentaithe m

challenge of Nabert’s philosophy:

[To show]...the relationships between the act whereby consciousness posits and
produces itself and the signs wherein consciousness represents to itself the
meaning of its action. (Ricoeur 1974b, 211)

Herein lies a paradox: We want to understand what is the original motivation aftsur a
but the only way to understand that is by following the signs and representations of our
original acts. However, we focus on signs and representations not simply teeconfi
ourselves to that level but in order to understand the original act that is exprethsesi
signs and representations. This process is called by Nabert the recoxényote from

the representation to the act” (Ricoeur 1974b, 215). Ricoeur’s philosophy takeskthis tas
of analyzing the signs, symbols and expressions as a way to understand the gslf. This

the main goal of his own philosophy, as he explains:

...by understanding ourselves, we said, we appropriate to ourselves the meaning
of our desire to be or of our effort to exist. Existence, we can now say, is desire
and effort. We term it effort in order to stress its positive energy and its
dynamism; we term it desire in order to designate its lack and its povewsyisEr

the son of Poros and Penia. Thusdbgitois no longer the pretentious act it was
initially — I mean its pretension of positing itself; it appearalesadyposited in

being. (Ricoeur 1974a, 21)
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Ricoeur starts from Nabert's idea that existence is a desire to be affiorato exist>®®

What is added by him is the need to appropriate our existence by understanding the
meaning of that desire and effort. Secondly we see here the phenomenological
affirmation that we “always already” find ourselves in existence. Thus;amito is
already posited in being. This marks an opacity of the cogito that will beties$er
Ricoeur’s philosophical project:
Thecogitois not only a truth as vain as it is invincible; we must add, as well, that
it is like an empty place which has, from all time, been occupied by acfaige.
We have indeed learned, from all the exegetic disciplines and from

psychoanalysis in particular, that so-called immediate consciousnasta$ &ll
“false consciousness.” (Ricoeur 1974a, 18)

The cogito as a transparent truth is empty. The cogito is already positednitthef
human endeavors. Moreover, in that cogito we find many distortions that makeyillusor
any effort of grasping the cogito as the foundation of a philosophical sy&stam,

Descartes.

Be that as it may, it is still the task of philosophy to make sense of our egistenc
as the desire to be and the effort to exist. In this sense, Ricoeur’s philasophy
different from Heidegger’'s ontology of Dasein. Both philosophies try to understand our
being. However, Ricoeur’s stress on the opacity of the self ends up as the mainatiffere

of method from that of Heidegger. For Ricoeur, Heidegger takes the “short notie” i

205 Hall summarizes this idea: “Humans are orienteeiistence by desire. My striving toward
selfhood is directed by an intended goal that nad¢is me” (Hall 2007, 64).
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sense of trying to grasp human existence directly, without following any kind of

mediation, as he explains:

The short route is the one taken byoatology of understandingfter the manner

of Heidegger. | call such an ontology of understanding the “short route” because,
breaking with any discussion ofethod it carries itself directly to the level of an
ontology of finite being in order there to recowaderstandingno longer as a

mode of knowledge, but rather as a mode of being. (Ricoeur 1974a, 6)

Ricoeur criticizes Heidegger for breaking with “any discussiomethod going directly

to an ontology of finite being. Precisely, the opacity of the cogito and the fatt¢hat
cogito is always already articulated in the manifestations of thesseli as the works of
culture and language, are evidence for Ricoeur that we cannot have diresttaatd-or
that reason, we have to follow the “long route” described by Ricoeur as the “continual
exegesis of all the significations that come to light in the world of cultureb@ar

1974a, 21). Because philosophy can only appropriate existence through an exegesis,
philosophy is hermeneutics. Through an act of appropriation of existence andatmgous

the exegetical act of philosophy, we become a?82If:

Existence becomes a self — human and adult — only by appropriating this meaning,
which first resides “outside,” in works institutions, and cultural monuments in
which the life of the spirit is objectified. (Ricoeur 1974a, 22)

Language is the principal mediation used to appropriate existencélsisdest

of all and always in language that all ontic or ontological understanding arrikes at

expressions” (Ricoeur 1974a, 11).Thus, all the disciplines that deal with langudyge, suc

298 Here we can see that philosophy is deeply etlsioak self-understanding is a way to fulfill
our desire to be. For more about this topic, seedir’s articleThe Problem of the Foundation of Moral
Philosophy(Ricoeur 2000d).
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as semantics and semiology, will be privileged ways of developing this tartirgy of
human existence. But the social sciences and humanities will also be crucial itoorde
make sense of human existence. Thus, Ricoeur against Heidegger and Gadaser, stat
that it is not possible to separateth from method but on the contrary we must “keep in
contact with the disciplines which seek to practice interpretation in a medhodioner”

(Ricoeur 1974a, 11).

According to Ricoeur the ontology that can be achieved “is in no way separable
from interpretation; it is caught inside the circle formed by the conjunofithe work of
interpretation and the interpreted being” (Ricoeur 1974a, 23). It is an ontologyritz ca
reached only from a particular interpretation of the manifestations of tha #et world
of culture. It is a mediated ontology, mediated by language and culturegrg feom
any “strong” ontological effort; and, as a result, it is not “a triumpbatdlogy at all; it
iS not even a science, since it is unable to avoidiskef interpretation” (Ricoeur 1974a,
23). This ontology, then, is a promised land, as Ricoeur explains in this well known
paragraph:

In this way, ontology is indeed the promised land for a philosophy that begins

with language and with reflection; but, like Moses, the speaking and reflecting
subject can only glimpse this land before dying. (Ricoeur 1974a, 24)

The original motivation for taking the detour through the world of culture is to
understand what it means to be a self. However, once we have analyzed the expressions
of the self, it is not always easy to understand what it means to be a sgifappgars
between the self and its expressions. For example, when we analyze the achiens of t

self, we can always wonder whether those actions really show the motivations and the
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nature of the self. Thus, we need to connect the self and its several expres$iens in t
world of culture. In other words, once we have covered that road of hermeneutics, we
need to find the way back to the self. It is my contention that attestation is a @ossjbl
back to the self, insofar as attestation — the confidence of existing in the motlecufcse

—is achieved by the appropriation of the several expressions of the self, such as its
capacities, its narratives, its body, and its conscience. Howevetatatesot only

allows us to return to the self after the hermeneutical detour, but attestati@saie

time, shows us that the sefthe appropriation of its own expressions. The self, by
appropriating the world of culture, a world that the very self has built, becoredis a s
Thus, attestation does not only allow us to return to the self, but helps us gain a glimpse

into the “promised land of ontology.”

We find here that the biblical metaphor of the promised land falls short. While in
the biblical image the desert that the people of Israel have to tranensker to attain to
the promised land represents a transitory stage, in the case of the ‘st (if we
so understand the “otherness” of the self) is a permanent detour that the self haoto take

reach its own selfhood. There is no self without the detour of otherness.

On the other hand, the biblical metaphor is accurate in the sense that the self is a
“promised land,” not a conquered one. Indeed, the self (as “the land”) is never ebynplet
given (“conquered”), but it can only be glimpsed, in the sense that we never @ynplet
achieve our selfhood. There is a fundamental disparity of the self veith This
disparity is in part a consequence of the fact that in order to gain ourselvasev® h

“lose” ourselves through otherness in a constant dialectical tension. Sirsedf tten
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only be gained through otherness, the self can never be completely “at home.” We
recognize ourselves in our capacities, in our narratives, in other people, in our body, in
our conscience, but at the same time we experience a certain foreigninessi
manifestations of the self. Recognition, Ricoeur reminds us, always goestiong
misrecognition. Attestation shows well this tension. Since the confidencéstihgxn

the mode of selfhood (attestation) is gained through the appropriation of otherness, that

confidence is never free of doubt or suspicion.
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