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Chapter 9
Varieties of Consciousness
) under Oppression

False Consciousness, Bad Faith, Double
Consciousness, and Se faire objet

% Jennifer McWeeny

i
i
1

In a gesture that both embraces and leaves behind the core tenet of Merleau-
Ponty’s phenomenological philosophy, Beauvoir writes, “Woman, like man,
is her body; but her body is something other than herself” (2009, 41). Fanon
expresses a similarly ambivalent attitude in regard to Sartre’s phenomenology
when he maintains that “ontology—once it is finally admitted as leaving exis-
tence by the wayside—does not permit us to understand the being of the black
man” (1967, 110). Such statements emphasize the potentially Trojan nature
of phenomenology’s contribution to political movement and social change.
On the one hand, phenomenological methods involve the suspension of con-
ventional ontological assumptions and the careful consideration of concrete,
first-personal experiences. Phenomenology thus makes possible a study like
The Second Sex, which exposes the ruses of sexist oppression by attending
to the difference between third-person views of woman and woman’s first-
personal view of herself. On the other hand, however, insofar as phenomenol-
ogy continues the Kantian project that aims to specify the conditions for the
possibility of experience without recognizing the varied applicability of those
conditions to different kinds of bodies, it will tend toward the production of
universalizing accounts of ontological and existential structures that unre-
flectively entrench the political status quo. Beauvoir’s and Fanon’s emphases
on the ways that certain bodies elude the descriptions of consciousness that
ground Merleau-Ponty’s and Sartre’s ontologies bring this phenomenological
and political pitfall to light.

What would it mean for phenomenology to move in an ontological direc-
tion that would render its relevance to contemporary political movement less
ambiguous while at the same time retaining those aspects of its method that
are epistemologically and politically advantageous? The present study crafts
the beginnings of a response to this question by examining four configurations

149



150 Jennifer McWeeny
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system with their own desires.
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Insofar as large numbers of women partake in false consciousness, feminist
political movement must embrace the method known as “consciousness-
raising” as the primary means by which to effect radical social change.
MacKinnon describes this practice that emerged formally within women’s
liberation movements in the 1960s and 1970s: “Consciousness raising is a
face to face social experience that strikes at the fabric of meaning of social
relations between and among women and men by calling their givenness into
question and reconstituting their meaning in a transformed and critical way”
(1989, 95). By sharing their lived experiences with one another, especially
in regard to those aspects of life deemed private or domestic, women come
to realize that their experiences of struggle are less the result of personal
idiosyncracies or a natural order than they are the obvious consequence of a
pervasive system of sexist oppression. Generating this kind of knowledge is
not primarily a matter of objective analysis; instead, the clearest indications
of a woman’s oppression are to be found in her own experiences, the content
of which are raised to the level of her reflective awareness in the collective
encounter. MacKinnon thus observes that “feminism turns theory itself, the
pursuit of a true analysis of socjal life, into the pursuit of consciousness” (84).
Bartky arrives at a similar conclusion: “To become a feminist is to develop a
radically altered consciousness of oneself, of others and of ... social reality”
(1975, 426).

Although Bartky and MacKinnon follow Marx and Engels in seeing false
consciousness as a mystification of personal motives and desires that protects
the oppressors and renders oppression more effective and efficient, there is a
key difference between Marxist and feminist descriptions of false conscious-
ness. The Marxist locates the tools for overcoming false consciousness exter-
naily in the shifting material conditions of production, but feminists believe
these tools are both internal to the woman’s consciousness and unique to
that consciousness. In MacKinnon’s words, “The process [of consciousness-
raising] identifies the problem of subordination as something that can be
accessed through women’s consciousness, or lived knowing, of her situation”
(1989, 95). The feminist account of false consciousness therefore engenders
a paradox that is absent in the Marxist form: false consciousness must contain
within itself the means for demystifying its own false perceptions. The femi-
nist program of consciousness-raising rests on the idea that a woman’s con-
sciousness is at some level cognizant of the true causes and mechanisms of
sexist oppression, Furthermore, only a woman’s consciousness has the appro-
priate content or past experiences that would lift the veil of false conscious-
ness. By approaching her consciousness in anew way through the practice of

consciousness-raising, a woman’s hidden knowledge of sexist oppression will
loosen and surface. Consciousness-raising is therefore a practice that centrally
attends to the phenomenon of “women experiencing how they experience
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of those consciousnesses tied to bodies that are in some way disadvantaged
by that situation. In this respect, Sartre’s examples appear to contradict the
universalism implied by his suggestion that “consciousness conceals in its
being, a permanent risk of bad faith” (1956, 116). Although the structure of
consciousness universally enables a risk of bad faith, it seems that not every
consciousness carries the same level of risk. The situations of the oppressed
render them more likely to act in bad faith because they live with more
constraints on the expression of their freedoms.

Sartre famously describes bad faith (la mauvaise foi) as “a lie to oneself”
(1956, 87). A person acts in bad faith when he thinks of himself as a good son
while also failing to care for his elderly mother, when a woman believes her
purchase of fine clothes produced in a sweat-shop is counterbalanced by her
donations to charity, when a student maintains that he is not sexist or racist
while laughing at jokes about women of color whenever they are not present,
or when a commuter considers herself generous at the same time that she
pushes past others in the subway to enter first. The motivation behind such
lies, Sartre tells us, is, quite simply, escape (110). Bad faith is a strategy that
a person employs in order to put himself at a distance from himself, “out of
reach,” so that in this slippage between who he takes himself to be and who
he actually is, the reality of his existential situation and its responsibilities can
be ducked and avoided (110).

Yet bad faith is palliative toward our existential condition at best and aggra-
vating at worst. The escape sought by bad faith is never achieved because
its actions are never really plausible as lies. A successful lie demands two
distinct consciousnesses: one who tells the lie and another who believes it.
But bad faith, like false consciousness, is a strategy assumed by one and the
same consciousness. A contradiction thus arises in the idea of a conscious-
ness lying to itself reminiscent of one that animates false consciousness: the

consciousness both knows that its bad faith is a lie and is nonetheless tricked
by the falsehood. Bad faith is thus not so much a lie as it is a dogged belief,
a faith in an object that it does not possess with certainty but that it does not
entirely lack either. For this reason, Sartre writes that “the project of bad faith
must be itself in bad faith” (1956, 112).

The phenomenon of bad faith leads Sartre to consider “the structures of
being which permit us to form concepts of bad faith” (1956, 112). Sartre
maintains that bad faith is only possible for a consciousness that is not coin-
cident with itself but that instead partakes in projects of transcendence—a
continuous surpassing of its present existence toward a future existence. Con-
sciousness “makes itself be (se faire étre)” (115) by “projecting itself beyond
the world toward its own possibilities” (100), but, in so doing, consciousness
“pass[es] beyond itself” (115). Thus conceived, consciousness introduces
a hole or gap in being because it always exists at a temporal and, hence,
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epistemological distance from itself. And yet, consciousness is nonetheless
itself, and so the moment of consciousness that has just been, that is no lon-
ger identical with this present moment, is not completely foreign but instead
partakes in a unity with other moments of consciousness that derives from
perspectival continuity across diverse experiences. False consciousness and

at l.east In one respect: whereas the former assumes bad faith in spite of other
options, the latter acts in bad faith because it is the only option. Insofar as this

is the case, it is not that the oppressor and oppressed possess different kinds of
consciousness when unequal distributions of bad faith or false consciousness
arise; it is just that material conditions encourage some groups of people to

bad faith are thus alike because, to invoke Sartre’s words, they both “[imply]
in essence the unity of a single consciousness” (89). Only a consciousness
whose content is temporally extended across a unified perspective can trick
itself or obfuscate itself.

Sartre concludes that bad faith exists because fundamental ambiguities
are present in the deepest structures of comsciousness. The attitude plays
with consciousness’s back-and-forth movements between past and future,
being-for-itself and being-for-others, and facticity and transcendence.* For
example, the student who laughs at racist jokes believes that he is not a rac-
ist because he disassociates his identity from these individual actions. But
he will also recall those nonracist actions that he has performed in the past
in order to substantiate his conclusion. He thus appeals to whatever pole of
consciousness suits him at the time. If past actions suggest a certain negative
character, then he will look to his future possibilities. If another’s conception
of him condemns him, then he will call upon his own conception of himself.
If his possibilities for transcendence implicate a change from a state that is
presently serving his purposes well, he will emphasize the factual and histori-
cal circumstances of his existence or his “facticity.” In sum, “the primitive
project of bad faith is only the utilization of this self-destruction of the fact of
consciousness” (1956, 115).

We can now see that the feminist account of false consciousness and Sartre’s
notion of bad faith are both styles of consciousness that are each structured
by two modes or poles. The embrace of one mode at the expense of the other
makes possible the phenomena of denying or ignoring one’s own knowledge
and desires (in the case of false consciousness) and that of lying to oneself (in
the case of bad faith). In comparing these two kinds of consciousness, we can
also see why Sartre’s examples draw from oppressive contexts: if a person’s
situation is such that in order for him to make himself be (se faire étre), he must
make himself his function to others, then he will be more prone to exploit the
ambiguities of consciousness to his faver than are those others who have access
to numerous and varied means to make themselves be. Absent a true escape
from the situation, a consciousness that seeks to express its freedom will pursue
the only escapes that are available: denial, obfuscation, and bad faith. To be
sure, oppressors also benefit from living in false consciousness and acting in bad
faith since such reductions of the ambiguity and complexity of existence serve
to sediment and perpetuate the oppressive system. But the oppressor’s assump-
tion of these attitudes seems qualitatively different than that of the oppressed

en%age the universal ambiguities of consciousness differently than others.
t 1cn]ovv turn t.o consider two descriptions of consciousness that, in contrast
0 lalse consciousness and bad faith, challenge the idea that the structure

of CONsCiousness 18 univer Sal amo a belll S, € pe a]ly
ng H g Spect mn contexts Of

3. DOUBLE CONSCIOUSNESS AND BODY-SPECIFICITY

In systems of oppression such as slavery, colonialism, racism, and sexism
a k}nd of'consciousness emerges that seems to contradict the éartrean idea,
which trails a deep history in modern philosophy from Descartes and Locke;
t(? Husser] and James, that all consciousness proceeds from the unity of a
smgle‘ perspective. For example, W. E. B. Du Bois describes black men in
Ame,rlca at the turn of the twentieth century as having a “double-conscious-
ness ’ that stems from living the tension between experiencing oneself as an
acuve_and capable American and, at the same time, being seen by others as
essentially ignorant, foreign, and un-American. He writes, “One ever feels his
twg-pess,———an American, a Negro; two souls, two thoughts, two unreconciled
stnvmgs; two warring ideals in one dark body, whose dogged strength alone
keeps it from being torn asunder” (1997, 3).
Fanon echoes Du Bois’s descriptions of a consciousness that is multiple
rather than singular in his phenomenological account of black lived expeﬂi-
ence..Fanon agrees with Merleau-Ponty and Sartre that in non-pathological
experience a person equates his experiential perspective with his body. But
he also observes that in a racist and colonialist world, the black man i's not
allowed to follow this normal course of development. Instead, “consciousness
of the body is solely a negating activity. It is a third-person, consciousness”
(1967, 110). Not only does Fanon not experience his body as entirely his own
but he also does not experience his perspective as his own; his is a conscious:
ness‘ made for him by the white man “who had woven fhim] out of a thousand
details, ane‘cdotes, stories” (111).* Subject to racist gestures and gazes, Fanon
ﬁn.ds that his own “corporeal schema has crumbled, its place taken by7a racial
epidermal schema” (112). Fanon repeatedly likens this third-person conscious-
ness to an amputation, wherein a part of his own perspective is forever absent
in the flow of experience. Just as the amputated limb is removed from the rest
of the body, racism and colonialism make it so that the black man is never
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the “first” person in his own experience. Lewis Gordon aptly explains, “What
antiblack racism demands of the black body is for it ... to be a body without
perspective” (1995, 102). This condition can be limiting because it not only
impedes the adoption of entire sets of practical orientations and future projects
that would be necessary for transcendence but also affects the structure of
consciousness, including the temporal synthesis and continuity of experience.

More recently, Marfa Lugones articulates a pluralistic ontology that sees
subjectivity as fundamentally multiple. Unlike Du Bois and Fanon, however,
she rejects the idea that perspectival multiplicity is representative of an under-
developed, distorted, or disintegrated subjectivity. Lugones instead maintains
that the ontological plurality of oppressed/resistant beings confers a kind of
epistemic privilege; in their multiplicity, they are able to perceive more of
reality than those who are only able to see in fixed and reduced forms. Even
further, Lugones suggests that if anything is abnormal and pathological about
consciousness, it is the Western, colonizing drive toward “univocal sense”
(2003, 19) and a monolithic perspective that seeks to stabilize or deny the
inherent multiplicity of consciousness. On this point, Sartre and Lugones
would be in agreement. Contrary to Sartre, however, Lugones would locate
Sartre’s view that the structure of consciousness is both singular and univer-
sal as part and parcel of this reductive and colonizing drive.

Lugones’s ontology entails that a person is “a plurality of selves,” each of
which is tied to a certain instantiation of reality that she calls a “‘world’ of
sense” (2003, 93). The multiple consciousnesses within an individual bear
little, if any, resemblance to one another, and their existences are often mutu-
ally exclusive, the enactment of one rendering the enactment of the other
impossible. For example, Lugones describes the experience of being a self
who is playful in certain social and political configurations that recognize
her subjectivity and being a self who is decidedly not playful in oppressive
situations that acknowledge her existence only in virtue of what she is instru-
mentally for those in power. It is not right to say that she is one self who
can be either playful or serious depending on context because playfulness is
not even a potential or a possible characteristic for the self who, as a matter
of survival, must remain serious and vigilant in the racist world. Likewise,
Fanon cannot live himself as both a doctor (a contributing member of society)
and a cannibal (a destroyer of society) at the same time, for one perspective
negates the other. Consistent with Fanon’s account, Lugones’s theory implies
that whenever a first-person perspective is adopted by one self, the other self
is viewed from a third-person perspective. A singular subject of experience
is therefore not required by her descriptions and the unity of consciousness
is never guaranteed. Rather, she insists that being true to the phenomenon
of plurality as it is experienced by oppressed-resistant beings entails that we
admit that “one does not experience any underlying I” (2003, 90).3
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The phengmenon of double consciousness as it is described here thus
m?l<es a radical break with traditional phenomenological accounts of con-
sciousness because a double consciousness is one that is not fundamentall
unified, however minimally this unity is understood.’ The underlying struc}-/
ture of double consciousness cannot be one that is unified by an invariant
ﬁrgt-person.zll perspective as it is in Sartre’s ontology because double con-
sciousness is constituted by the co-presence of at least two different perspec-
tlves‘.7 Although false consciousness and bad faith are each composed of
mu{lt]plle modes that introduce a necessary opacity into consciousness that
would in turn allow for certain types of self-concealment and self-deception
Fhe nature of this opacity is fundamentally different than the one that arise;
in douple consciousness. Rather than a temporal extension or a “nothingness”
that distances consciousness from itself, double consciousness is inhabited
by a fullnes.s or plenum of perspectives that prevents any one perspective
from assuming total self-possession. Double consciousness therefore can-
not consist in a lie to oneself, for one conscious perspective does not have
first-personal access to the other. For this reason, double consciousness, in
contr'flst. to bad faith, is potentially sincere. ,

Thls interpretation of double consciousness gives fresh meaning to Fanon’s
claim that “ontology ... does not permit us to understand the being of the
black man.” Double consciousness is not universal to any body, but pertains
to.those consciousnesses that arise out of the situation of the biack body; in
this way, double consciousness exhibits body-specificity. False consciousn’ess
and bad faith limit the influence of material conditions either to the content
of consciousness or to the situation that facilitates how a given conscious-
ness WIH be lived. But double consciousness explores the possibility that
material and social factors can also alter the very structure of consciousness
In‘ order to address some of the ontological concerns that follow the conce t
of dOl.lble consciousness, we should finally examine a specific type of doub?e
consciousness that Beauvoir develops in The Second Sex called se Jaire objet.

4. SE FAIRE OBJET: A SECONDARY CONSCIOUSNESS

Tl:ne second volume of The Second Sextitled “Lived Experience” (L ‘expérience
vécue) assumes an explicitly phenomenological approach to the subject matter
of woman. Unlike the first volume that studies the objective beingxof woman
as it is seen from the third-person perspectives of biology, psychoanalysis
historical materialism, and literature, the second volume “describe[s] thf;
world frqm woman’s point of view such as it is offered to her” (2009, 17).8
In attending to a woman’s own point of view, Beauvoir aims to reveal ;1 phe.~
nomenological “common ground” among women that does not depend on



158 Jennifer McWeeny
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i ire étre) and making herself a w
between making herself be (se fazre ére) and e 1o
j 10 The parameters of this situation thus encourage
faire femme). ¥ us e body
iti her body. In addition to existing
assume an additional stance toward lition to existing her ooy
i i irl also lives her body as “foreign” or “a
as her point of view, the girl a . : e hovs
i i in fulfilling the desires of others. Be
its worth comes from its role in fu : desire : e
i inity through their capacities for action an :
express their masculinity paciti A
i identi d subjectivity that they live
sion, the identity between body an . . : "
remains intact throughout adolescence. Alternau.vely, Beagvmr fjescrlbes thy
kind of divided consciousness that underlies a girl’s experience:
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For the girl, erotic transcendence consists in making herself prey [se faire proie]
in order to gain her ends. She becomes [devenir] an object, and she grasps her-
self [se saisir] as an object; she is surprised to discover this new aspect of her
being: it seems to her that she has doubled herself [se dédoubler]; instead of

coinciding exactly with herself, here she is existing outside of herself. (2009,
349)

Whereas the child’s consciousness is entirely structured by a body that is
the radiation of self and her instrument of comprehension, the girl foresees a
future where she must live a body that is also the instrument through which
men fulfill zheir projects in the world. However, temporally speaking, this
fate looms in the future and has not yet been realized. The girl therefore still
feels the independence of childhood at the same time that she infers this muti-
lating future; her consciousness is thus split between experiencing her body
as the locus of subjectivity and the impending destiny of her body being an
instrument or object for others. Unlike the requirements of masculinity that
solidify the boy’s association of his body and his subjectivity, the fulfillment
of femininity “imperiously modifies [the girl’s] consciousness of herself”
(2009, 301).
To become a woman on Beauvoir’s account is to realize the kind of
consciousness that was prefigured in the girl’s doubled consciousness—to
become a woman is se faire objet. A woman achieves se Jaire objet by plac-
ing herself in a space where she can realize her body as conduit for another’s
subjectivity. In sexist society such spaces include heterosexual sex, marriage,
and pregnancy, among others. For example, Beauvoir claims that a “woman’s
love is one of the forms of experience in which a consciousness makes itself
an object [se faire objet] for a being who transcends it” (2009, 305). Se faire
objet is a kind of double consciousness where a woman exists her body in at
least two different ways at the same time. Her body is both the locus of her
subjectivity and the instrument of another’s desires; it is jointly that which
she lives as her own and that which she lives as if it were someone else’s.
This is the meaning of Beauvoir’s incisive observation that “woman like man
is her body, but her body is something other than herself.”

Like double consciousness, se faire objet is a structure of consciousness
that is body-specific. Only beings whose bodies are marked in the social
landscape as feminine and therefore situated in opposition to se faire étre can
realize se faire objet. Double consciousness and se Jfaire objet are thus both
secondary and derivative structures of consciousness that emerge out of the
logic and constraints of an oppressive situation. As a result, the concepts of
double consciousness and se faire objet allow for body-specific variability in
the way consciousness is structured. These forms of consciousness are there-
fore most unlike false consciousness and bad faith, which proceed according
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to a structure that is both universal across all beings anc.1 immune tq %hanges
ushered by the material and social conditions of oppression. Beauvoir’s artic-
ulation of se faire objet, in particular, points toward a way to resolve some
of the ontological difficulties that accompany such an adr%nssxon because shef
traces each perspective in consciousness and thus each dllflfe‘r«.anwt struct.ure o
consciousness to a way that consciousness lives it§ body.!' If it is possible to
hold more (or less) than one perspective in con.scmusnevss. as a r.esult of1 the
way oppression enables beings to exist their bodles, then it is possible to ave
more than one ontological structure of consciousness. Indee('i, acknowledging
the malleability of the structure of consciousness» is a loglpal consequence
of the belief that the perspectival nature of consciousness is fundamentallly
bodily, that is, constitutively tied, ngt mcclzrely tq the (()ib_]ectlve body, but also
nomenal body as it is lived and experienced.
N ]t;]:sg?tz their markedysimilarities, there is an important Flifference betwe;ep
the double consciousness that Du Bois and Fanon descrlbej and Beauvoir’s
notion of se faire objet. Namely, whereas the former consciousness doubles
due to the racist practice of inscribing the black body in a thlrd—persop
perspective, se faire objet is a consciousness that doubles itself. Beauymr
writes, “To make oneself an object [se faire objet], to make oneself' pas§1}\]fe,
is completely different from being a passive'object: a woman lover 1sd nglt er.
asleep nor dead; there is a surge in her which uncea31.ng7l,y ebbs an o orl\f;‘s,
this ebbing surge creates the spell that perpetuctltes desire (2909, 3f9 ). p e
double perspective that constitutes se faire objet comes precisely ;Iom iv-
ing one’s body as one’s own subjectivity and as Fhat ot- another at the saﬁ't'e
time. The hallmark of a woman’s consciousness is the mes:capablhtx of this
ambiguity; try as she might, a woman will never succeed in cmbfacmg t(:ne
of the perspectives present in her consciousness to the .exclusmn of the other.
This is the tragedy of oppression: it happens to consciousnesses that vcannot
eradicate their capacities for transcendence and that are always poised to
ir freedom. o
ex%rljf Siftlsl: faire objet is a choice and an expression Aof a subjectivity, it is not
one that is necessarily made in bad faith. Not only is the §tructure of double
consciousness incompatible with the singularity O.f consciousness needed to
support bad faith, but the trick present withm se faire Qb]et seems to occur on
the side of the world rather than on the side of consciousness. With se faire
objet, consciousness does not exploit the inevitab.ll}ty of its own transcen-
dence in order to avoid transcendence; it instead‘ divides p}'emse]y because it
has attempted transcendence within a set of options that is both t00 narrow
and too doomed due to sexist oppression. In most‘ cases, the girl even fore-
sees that her pursuit of se faire objet is bound to fail. Igsofar as she pc?isedssss
this foresight, se faire objet is unlike the false consciousness dE?SCl’l ed by
feminists where a girl would confuse the dictates of oppression with her own

Varieties of Consciousness under Oppression 161

desires. That she makes herself an object anyway testifies not to her denial
of her existential situation, but to her astute perception of the dearth of better
alternatives. Beauvoir sees the difference as follows: “She does not have the
means to create another society, yet she does not agree with this one. Half-

way between revolt and slavery, she unwillingly resigns herself to masculine
authority” (2009, 651).

In this brief study of the varieties of consciousness under oppression, we begin
“to gain a sense of the differing ontological landscapes that would render each
variety possible as well as the multiple ways that a situation of oppression can
affect the consciousnesses that inhabit that situation. False consciousness and
bad faith seem to follow a traditional ontological picture that sees conscious-
ness as structurally singular in a necessary way. Any kind of differences or
commonalities among the consciousnesses of members of the same social
group like women, laborers, or homosexuals must therefore be explained
either in terms of patterns in the experiential content of consciousness as it is
in feminist consciousness or in regard to variations in the conditions facilitat-
ing the assumption of one attitude of consciousness over another as with the
case of bad faith. By contrast, the phenomena of double consciousness and se
Jfaire objet pose a new ontological vision wherein the very structure of con-
sciousness varies according to the different manners of living one’s body that
are possible for an oppressed being. These last two varieties are thus body-
specific and secondary structures of consciousness that are catalyzed only
when a being pursues freedom amid the constraints of a particular oppression.
Through the juxtaposition and comparison of these four types of conscious-
ness, we are able to identify aspects of phenomenological ontology that war-
rant further scrutiny, such as the purported singularity of consciousness and its
purported structural immunity to social and material conditions. If genuinely
entertained, the possibility that consciousness does not possess a singular
structure would in turn shake the traditional phenomenological reliance on
the first-personal perspective to its foundations since phenomenologists can
no longer assume that the everyday consciousness that is their raw material is
continuous and unified. But it would also open phenomenology (and philoso-
phy more generally) to the possibility of genuine diversity not simply in its
content but in its manner of thinking. Moreover, insofar as phenomenology
wishes to twist free of Cartesianism once and for all, then it must take seriously
the idea that more than one bodily perspective may arise in consciousness as
a result of particular conditions like oppression. This possibility in turn raises
the pressing questions of which structures of consciousness are most condu-
cive to the expression of freedom and of how these structures can be attained.
If such an evolution of phenomenology is possible, then phenomenology’s
lasting relevance to contemporary political movements will be starkly clear.
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NOTES

1. For more detail, see Meyerson’s discussion (1991, 5-8).

2. See Bartky (1975, 437) and MacKinnon (1989, 108, 115-16) for specific uses
of the phrase “false consciousness.”

3. This interpretation indicates my agreement with what has recently been called
“the multiplicity view” of bad faith (Elwyn 2012).

4. See also Yancy (2008), who refers to this phenomenon “the return of the black
body.”

5. For accounts that attempt to transgress the ontologically problematic nature of
this claim, see Ortega (2001, 2016), Barvosa (2008), and McWeeny (2010).

6. Tt is doubtful that Gordon would understand double consciousness as structur-
ally different in kind from other types of consciousness because he believes that there
is no differentiation and thus no personalization at the most basic level of conscious-
ness: “There is no, at the basic ontological level of consciousness of transphenomenal
Being, black nor white consciousness” (Gordon 1995, 131).

7. 1 have modified all but a few of Borde and Malovany-Chevalier’s translations
in the citations of The Second Sex that follow.

8. See also Zahavi (2005).

9. The full reference is as follows: “I am my body, at least insofar as I possess
experience, and, reciprocally, my body is as it were a natural subject, a provisional
sketch of my total being” (Merleau-Ponty 2012, 2085, translation modified).

10. For relevant passages where Beauvoir uses these formulations, see Beauvoir
(2009, 515; 2009, 376).

11. For another version of this solution that draws on Merleau-Ponty’s notion of
operative intentionality, see McWeeny (2010, 308-309).
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