Problems*

&

1. Who is the subject of life?, i.e., who am I, Mr. So and So?

2. What is the meaning of the possessive word “my” in [expressions like]
my body, my soul, my book, my things, and so on? [Where is] the line
of demarcation between that which is mine and that which is not?

3. Why is it incongruous to place life—a life—in the world? Because the
world in question belongs to my life, because it is the performative
[ejecutivo] or absolute! world for me, while it is nothing of the sort for
a life impervious to my world, for a life which, in no sense, is found
therein.

4. The error or insufficiency of every form of idealism consists in proceed-
ing on the basis of the [would-be fact that] the mind or consciousness
reflects itself, on the grounds of Selbstbewusstsein [self-consciousness].
But there is no such thing as Selbstbewusstsein. An act performed by re-
flecting consciousness is not itself reflected; it is always other [than
what is being reflected upon]. Therefore, there is neither an act of reflec-
tion properly so called nor anything like one’s self [si mismo]? either.
Like anything that engages in objectivation, Bewusstsein [conscious-
ness]| severs itself from its object, whether the object in question is itself
or something else. True “self-reflection” is given only in life. It is odd,
indeed, that it be possible for the mind to reflect itself—a fact (?) on the
basis of which phenomenology proceeds—and yet for it not to have to
reflect itself, not to consist in doing so. Life is essentially self-reflection,
and yet reflection is not just intellectual in nature; rather, it is, more gen-
erally, [life’s] way of affecting itself. A belief, or a believing, not only suc-
ceeds in regarding itself, but in believing? itself as well.

5. Phenomenology leaves out of consideration the performative character
of an act, which is precisely what renders it a living act, rather than a

*Ed.s N: The set of notes bearing the title “Problems” seems [to have been] an exercise
in reflection to be done before the course.
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mere act (or fact). This is our novel theme: the performative character
of every act.

. Life is valid for itself—it is definitive, it is that which is definitive. It is

the radical* “reality” not just for philosophy; rather, it consists in being
the absolute standpoint, since everything in it is absolute. That which
someone else believes is for me something relative to him or her, but
what I believe is absolute. If I were to apply as well to myself the rela-
tive character I attribute to my neighbor[’s life], I would thereby relin-
quish a vantage point that is living or vital;5 T would be turning my
back on it and see everything as a fact,b not as a performative finality.
However, what I must do is the opposite: I must see my neighbor as an
operative subject, that is to say, as I would see myself if I did not objec-
tivate myself—in other words, [as I see myself] when I do not objecti-
vate myself, when I live. Therefore, life is absolute always, and not just
when or because it is mine. In ratiovitalism,” I propound, over against
any form of idealism, that the ego is not possessed of theoretical privi-
lege of any kind.

. Life is absolute positing [posicion]. However, this must not be con-

strued as if the absolute positing of life were a philosophical outcome.
If that were the case, as any fact or positum® considered as such, it
would be relative. A fact or positum can be radical at best, never abso-
lute. Life is absolute positing, and it is so not from a philosophical
[point of view], but in itself, by nature. This character originates in the
fact that life is performative and definitive for itself or in itself. If we
make our way into life on the basis of that character, which is the one
most evident to us, and seek to determine why life is absolute, we will
discover that it is so because it is always unigue: it is being, or what the
unique one is. Now, the being of the unique one is having to be unique,
having of absolute necessity to refer to itself (and to refer everything to
itself); it is operative unicity (werkiditige Einzigkeit).

[However,| the unique one is not the same as the only one, for there
may be an infinite number of unique ones, each and every one of them
being no less unique than the next.” Yet, by the same token, the unicity
of life renders it impervious, non-communicating, and exclusive. By
virtue of its uniqueness, 72y life cannot—none of its parts can—belong
to you or to anybody else. By reason of its uniqueness, it is altogether
different from any other thing and any other life. My life is one of a
kind, and this is true in such a radical sense that its uniqueness sur-
passes God’s unicity, inasmuch as the latter is not internal to God but
[a determination] grounded in our own reasons. Only insofar as God
were living would He be truly unique.
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Hence, in ratiovitalism concepts are occasional.l0 Accordingly, all
lives are such because, in each one of them, /ife signifies a different re-
ality, even if all their attributes, without exception, were the same. But
to acknowledge this would force us to turn around the principium
identitatis indiscernibilium |principle of the identity of indiscern-
ibles|!! and affirm the opposite, namely, the principium de discernendo
identico [principle of the discernment of identicals].12

This points to the fact that, in ratiovitalism, concepts are indeed
transcendent in character, since they themselves indicate how the logi-
cal laws having validity for them have no validity for the “real” which
they [allow us to] think.

Life’s unicity is, therefore, its absoluteness.

Living is having to be unique.

Life’s being consists, first of all, in having to be and, secondly, in
having to be unigue.

December 19, 1929

. I am not certain yet whether life’s absolute positing is equivalent to its
absolute existence; there is no doubt, however, that the latter is one of
the sides of the former. To live is to exist absolutely. But this is not so as
in the case of the Cartesian ego which exists because it thinks, that is to
say, because thought exists;!3 rather, to live is, non-mediately and by it-
self, to exist. Life, therefore, is endowed with existence in a more radi-
cal sense not only than the ego, but even than thought itself in
Descartes’s system of ideas. It would be possible for thought not to
exist because it is an object of mine, but it is not possible for life not to
exist because life is not life insofar as it is an object of mine; rather, it is
an object to the extent that thought!# thinks it as being a non-object
for me, as being, instead, that which is for itself. Here one can clearly
appreciate the novel way of looking at things proper to ratiovitalism.
Life is the performative as such; therefore, regarded precisely as life, it
is that which exists. It is not possible for the one living not to exist, be-
cause it is not possible, for itself, not to exist.

In accordance with our novel point of view or manner of looking at
things, an object is defined not as it is for us, insofar as we are engaged
in thinking of it, that is to say, as what it is objectively, but rather as
what the object is for itself, as the subject of itself. Thus the existence
of life does not signify here that it exists for us, but that it exists for
and by itself.
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But even this formulation proves insufficient, for my thesis is not
that life exists for itself because it regards or encounters!S itself or,
therefore, because it turns itself into its own object. To assert that
would be to relapse into idealism. Life is not its objective existing for
itself, but its active existing for itself. This is, in my judgment, a novel
and radical turn of thought, because life is Being for itself. This, how-
ever, must not be construed as it was in idealism, in which Being =
being an object, but rather by taking Being as Be-ing, Being as Entity,
as entitative Being. One may understand this more clearly when one
realizes that the Being of life is a fashioning!é or, better yet, a self-
fashioning. The self-reflection belonging to everything vital is not in-
tellectual in character or an objectivating sort of reflection, but an ef-
ficient, operative one; it is the [act of]| self-fashioning, of carrying
itself out, of self-performance, of self-endowment of being, of self-
subsisting. That is why, strictly speaking, the idea of “positing” [or]
“self-positing” is not valid, because in it activity is reduced to positing
and [thus] presupposes the posited, as if the latter had a nature of its
own apart from its being-posited. (Hence, the confusion and contra-
diction found in [the notion of| Sich-selbstdenkende [the one-thinking-
itself-by-itself].)

Life is for itself because it is by its own effort; it is that which it
makes of itself.1”

. Performativeness is the most evident character with which life, this novel

reality, appears to us. Of it I say that it is performative in nature, that
its being is performative being. Let me explain what I mean by that.

Performativeness is the note most suitable [to describe] something
when it is in the nature of an act and is considered as such, that is to
say, as carrying itself out, as fulfilling itself, as operative. Now then, [to
say| that implies that it is possible to consider an act otherwise, in such
a way that its being would not be [given to us as] performance. This
other manner of consideration is one in which one does not refer to an
act for what it is, internally, or as a performance taken from within,
but rather as it makes its appearance before us, as it is, therefore, for
another or from without.!8 Accordingly, when one says of it that it is
an act, one is saying something about it which it is not when it is being
regarded internally. The act of seeing [for example] is not an act for it-
self; it is not cognizant of that because it is not engaged in reflecting
upon itself; it does not see itself as an object or [as it would be] “from
without.” In order to be clear to each other, let us then speak of the
“internality” and “externality” of an act, or of its “internal” and “ex-
ternal” being.

We see then that the concept of performative being is formed in
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contradistinction to that of objective being, and it must be understood
as a function of and in reciprocity with it.

The act of regarding [something| internally, or in [terms of] its
internal being, does not turn itself into its own object. What is more:
no act is capable of being its own object. This is the reason why ideal-
ism is not cognizant of performative being, since it is based upon re-
flection, wherein an act is observed from [the standpoint of] another
act. [Accordingly,] what is said of it [therein] is just that which the act
shows of itself in such an alien consideration; the act shows just its ex-
ternal being.

On the other hand, what is the meaning of [speaking of] the inter-
nality or internal being of an act? Obviously, that which the act would
be to an eye internal to it, what it would see if it saw itself.

But suppose that “seeing” is understood as usual or in the sense it
normally stands for, namely, as an act of objectivating consciousness.
One would then incur contradiction, for the meaning of objectivation,
or “consciousness of,”1? is to stand outside of something and take it as
the terminus of an act. The object of a conscious act is precisely that
which the act is not; it is, instead, that at which the act terminates.

Performativeness, then, presupposes that an act is for itself and yet,
at the same time, that this being for me does not signify the same as
objectivation, or the consciousness properly so called that the act
would have of itself.

Being for itself 20 is a category belonging to idealism, the one defin-
ing thought in its ultimate ontological peculiarity. Thought was pre-
sented as the only object for which to be an object is sufficient to be
absolutely or to be real (= being for itself or in itself). It is odd indeed
[to believe] that this feature of thought is not constitutive of it, even
though it is so decisive for it and endows it with its ontological rank,
but rather [to contend] that it must be possible for the “I think” to ac-
company all my representations,?! that is to say, that it must only be
possible for it to do so. Reflection or self-consciousness is a possibility
for thought, but it is not constitutive of it.

In idealism, apart from that strange situation, it is presupposed that
thought or “consciousness” is peculiar in that, by its very nature, it
would be at once in itself and for itself. Such a peculiarity would be
responsible for its being, at once, an object for another and an abso-
lute entity—in fine, for its being [both] performance and object. But it
does not seem so; rather, the absolute or performative being of
thought or consciousness is—ontologically speaking—neither more
nor less distant from itself than anything else. Phenomenology—for
which it would be so important to establish that point—only succeeds
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in showing that there is continuity between the act engaged in reflect-
ing and the act reflected upon, that is to say, that there is continuity
between acts belonging to the same “mental stream” or Bewusstseins-
strom. Now, the mental stream transcends each act, and every act is at
best continuous, but never identical, with another act, even the one im-
mediately next to it. Hence, what is arbitrary about the being for itself
of thought does not lie in the being for, but rather in the itself. There
could be genuine self-reflection (and thus one’s self [mismidad]), only
if an act reflected itself. But it so happens that it is not so: act A is en-
dowed with external being for act B, but it is not possessed of internal
being for itself. One must then subject the idea of “one’s self” and
“being for itself” to correction.

Either a toothache hurts someone or it is no ache at all. The event of
“hurting someone” is a “being for another,” and yet it is not so in the
way of an object. My ache hurts me but not qua object of my con-
sciousness or cogitatio; rather, it is absolutely and in itself as “it is en-
gaged in being for me.” Its internal being is in no need of being turned
into external being in order to be-for-me. Or equivalently stated: it is
for me as engaged in being for itself. But the converse is true as well: its
being for me is, at once and identically, being for itself. I may pay atten-
tion to it or not; [ may observe it, think it, remember it—and all of that
will yield to me its “being for me,” in the usual sense of objectivation.
The ache I am thinking about does not hurt me, [however]; it is objec-
tively, but is not performatively.

Here we have, then, a presence of being before me which is not of
an objective sort, but rather of a straightforwardly entitative kind.
Therefore, it is a reflection of the reality “ache” itself, one which is not
endowed with the (already special) character of consciousness, but
originarily constitutes that very reality. The said reflection is no mere
possibility but something inseparable from the real, an indefeasible
dimension of it, one that does not come to be superadded to it by my
cogitatio.

Now then, that which I call “I” is present to me constantly and in-
defeasibly every moment. This is so much so that it makes me be what
I am, that it indefeasibly forms part of my very existence. [ am present
to myself without having to perceive myself; on the contrary, when I
perceive myself, my performative or inner I, my internal being is nei-
ther more nor less apparent than when I am not engaged in carrying
out an “immanent” or “internal perception.” And just as this is true of
the “I,” so it is too of each and every one of my “acts.” And just as it is
true of my “acts,” so it is too of the entire “world” upon which they are
usually directed. (Those “acts,” which are thus present to me, are not
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the “acts” resulting from psychological objectivation, nor is my “I” the
psychological one, but rather they are my living I and acts.)

Here we are dealing with the strange and unavoidable presence that
life in its entirety is endowed with for the one who lives it, the presence
in virtue of which only that which is possessed of it is part of my life
(and, in consequence, of the real).

If by “me” one understands consciousness properly so called (and,
therefore, a particular act thereof), then one may not say that the pres-
ence in question is an “act of reflection in me,” for the latter does not
exist for me. In other words, such a presence is not, in turn, present to
me.22

That is the reason why one may say that to live or exist is, for me, to
do so within a universal presence, the “subject” of which is not me,
properly speaking. Rather, both I and the world participate in that
presence. Reflection, then, is not in me (= consciousness), but a “reflec-
tion in itself” of everything. The reality called life is the realm of reflec-
tion in itself, wherein everything is “engaged-in-being-for-itself” abso-
lutely. I am not the locus in which reflection occurs; rather, I find
myself, as a matter of course, immersed therein, as it were, in a medium
of light. Life is self-illuminating, and everything in it is possessed of
self-illumination, of self-luminosity.





