What does Sartre mean by ‘bad faith’?

In this essay I will explore what Sartre means by ‘bad-faith’ and the various aspects of it which will lead me into a discussion of ideas such as performance, Being-for-itself, Being-in-itself, and being inauthentic.
While I agree with Sartre’s social and political activism and ideas concerning matters such as how people see themselves as Beings existing in the world in particular ways of being such as a waiter, or a soldier and how they perform their duties in the world and the impact that has on them and other people around them, I disagree with his analysis of various situations such as that of the waiter, or that of the eavesdropper at the keyhole and the modes of feeling that they experience such as shame.
One of the problems of reading Sartre is understanding his terminology which he adopts from both Husserl’s and Heidegger’s philosophy.  This leads to further confusion due to lack of clear distinction of what certain terminology means. To clarify this, below are some key terms with definitions given in a key at the end of Being and Nothingness. 
Being is defined as ‘Being is what it is.’ It refers to both Being-in-itself and Being-for-itself, the latter being a Nihilation (reduction to nothing) of the former. This is in contrast to Existence which is individual and subjective, while Being is all-embracing and objective.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Sartre, 1947, p. 629] 

Being-for-itself is defined as ‘consciousness conceived as a lack of Being, a desire for Being, a relation to Being. By bringing Nothingness into the world the For-itself can stand out from Being and judge other beings by knowing what it is not. Each for itself is the Nihilation of a particular being.’[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  Sartre, 1957, p.629] 

‘Being-in-itself…It is the Being of the phenomenon and overflows the knowledge which we can have of it. It is a plenitude, and strictly speaking we can say of it only that it is.’[footnoteRef:3]  [3:  Sartre, 1957, p.629] 

Being-for-itself… There arises here a new dimension of being in which my Self exists outside as an object for others. The For-others involves a perpetual conflict as each For-itself seeks to recover its own Being by directly or indirectly making an object out of the other.’[footnoteRef:4]  [4:  Sartre, 1957, p.629] 

What is bad faith
To have bad faith means that a person flees from Being a Being-in-itself. Our egos are basically what allow us to be inauthentic. If a person fully or only identifies with themselves through their ego, no matter what they do, they will play into a certain kind of idea about what that ego constitutes. For example, Sartre gives the example of the ego of what it is to be a waiter: ‘I am a waiter in the mode of what I am not.’ [footnoteRef:5] In this sense, Being-in-itself seems to mean, simply, being yourself. If I try to be anything other than myself, I am then being inauthentic. Whatever we do, we are playing at being something else. [5:  Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd, 1957) p. 59] 

A being-in-itself is the base-line of being, before there can be any other idea of what a waiter is. As soon one tries to play at being anything other than Being-in-itself, then we end up being constructed by the role, just as a café waiter is restricted by the role such as having to get up at 5am. 
As a determined being we can move forward in our own little worlds. Directed intentional content: we are directed, we have intentionality, directedness towards something.
Retreating in bad faith seems to happen after we start playing at being something.
Is the waiter forced and locked into that role or is it that they perform a role they are expected to perform as a ceremony?
[bookmark: _GoBack]Sartre goes on to talk about the other entering his environment, for example someone enters what was an empty park apart from him.[footnoteRef:6] Sartre says that we might understand the man as both an object and as a man. As an object, he is a temporal-spatial thing located amongst other objects. Sartre differentiates this from seeing the man as a person who has his own spatiality. So when he sees a man go into the park when he was previously alone, he notices that spatiality. He is now confronted with an Ego, a determined being. Whereas when he was alone the objects in the park were for him alone, to use and perceive. But as soon as someone else goes in there, he has a sense of these objects being no longer just for him. The world is pulled towards the other’s spatiality and flees from his own. “Thus I am my Ego for the Other in the midst of a world which flows toward the other.”[footnoteRef:7] [6:  Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd, 1957) p.254]  [7:  Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd, 1957) p.261] 

At the centre of this orientation is the individual ego. The world corresponds to that fixed centre of the world. But if there is another ego there is a decentralisation of the fixed view. The first person now feels the world he was interacting with is stolen from him. The decentralising of the world describes the orientation of the world which flees from me. The world can be simultaneously centralised and decentralised by having more than one ego in a scenario.
Sartre is saying that the world is no longer my own. When I see someone else, I become just another object in this scenario. When I see this person looking at me, they ‘deprive me of my ‘transcendence’ and ‘subjectivity’’. Because of this I am unable to transcend what I am in that moment of observation, I am just a thing the other person has noticed. ‘I become an object in my own eyes and not merely in his’.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  Ronald Grimsley, Existential Thought (Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 1955) p. 119] 

Sartre brings up shame when he talks about the incident at the keyhole. Shame is the awareness of a certain judgement that other people make of you, and it is not a good judgement. He contrasts the lack of outside consciousness with the inner rapt state. “Here I am bent over a keyhole, suddenly I hear a footstep. I shudder as a wave of shame sweeps over me. Some-body has seen me. I straighten up. My eyes run over the deserted corridor. I breathe a sigh of relief. Do we not have here an experience which is self-destructive? Let us look more carefully. Is it actually my being-as-object for the Other which has been revealed in error? By no means.”[footnoteRef:9]. There is one problem here: if someone has their own moral compass which is separate from the other’s, then I can feel shame from an action which has no correspondence to the other’s moral compass meaning one could do something which one considers shameful yet which no other considers shameful. In which case, the incident at the keyhole concerns a shame that is brought about by an assumption that the other has the same idea of constitutes shame. [9:  Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd, 1957) p.227] 

When I think my consciousness is totally absorbed on one thing, would not hear or notice anything else. When I hear footsteps in the hall, it may not be a person. Sounded like footsteps, and if they’re there, must be human. My consciousness is immediately drawn to this other being. The world outside is suddenly bought into focus. Assumes that someone must be looking at me.
Sartre seems to say that shame strips the eavesdropper of their ‘transcendence’ i.e. their ability to be anything other than an eavesdropper, ”I am leaning over the keyhole as this tree is bent by the wind. Thus for the Other I stripped myself of my transcendence.”[footnoteRef:10]. Shame underlines/solidifies what the person is at that time. We objectify the self in doing so. Judge ourselves and assume what other thinks of us. [10:  Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd, 1957) p.262] 

When you play at being a waiter or any other role and that role has a particular set of duties, in order to play that role, I have to conform to those duties, if I do not I am unable to transcend the role.
Critique
Does the stuff that Sartre call bad faith isn’t really bad faith – hard to know what he is actually saying. Contradictory.
Is aware of difficulty of understanding ‘nothing’ as ‘something’. 
Sartre can have a dogmatic way of expressing ideas.  orientation is fleeing away from his person when actually might be better to say he ‘feels’ this to be the case. Another person might not have this experience. These perceptions might just be feelings – not shared by others. Does not specify what sort of observations he is having. Sartre goes from an individual, a subject, confronted by objects. He tries to apply that to a philosophy, to everyone and everything. Very individualistic way of viewing world. Other minds are baffling because philosophers start with one person and try and construct world around that. As soon as try and introduce another person everything falls apart. 
I disagree with idea of the objectification of people – so people really objectify others in that way. We see others as people with agency.
The way he describes people in their job role is very judgemental as if those gestures are all a performance. Does not take into consideration the reality of the role that makes the persons behave in a certain way that does not necessarily take away from the role. There is some aspect of performance to people’s roles, example a manager may say certain… Is Sartre simply confirming his own philosophy by objectifying the waiter himself. Sartre chooses to objectify him. Similarly, in the park, it is only Sartre who is taking away the subjectivity of the first person in the park. He thinks this therefore applies this to how other people think.
Sartre does acknowledge that people have an awareness of this performance for example, there might be a choice to perform: ‘It is by no means that he can not form reflective judgements or concepts about his condition’[footnoteRef:11] But there are many societal forces that push people to maintain these roles ‘There are indeed many precautions to imprison a man in what he is, as if we lived in perpetual fear that he might escape from it, that he might suddenly break away and elude his condition.’[footnoteRef:12] But to say that people do this as bad faith, a morally bad way of being, is incorrect. There is no objective way of coming to a conclusion that simply because someone is following a role to an ideal, such as the soldier saying they must stare ten paces away, is a case of bad faith. What Sartre is doing here is itself an example of Being-for-itself. [11:  Sartre, 1957, p. 59]  [12:  Sartre, 1957, p. 59] 

Part of being a soldier involves doing things that are morally repugnant. If people follow some roles to an ideal manner it might be bad. But to say that all role followed in an ideal way is bad is wrong. To be an authentic individual could be detrimental to myself and others at other times. If I decided to be authentic while I perform my role as a life guard for example, and not get up
The lifeguard could take his role to an extreme by only dressing and eating and behaving as a lifeguard in his life even outside of his actual time doing his life guard duties. But that would be a choice. There would inevitably be points in time where he is not following what it is to be a life guard, but rather being what Sartre might call authentic.
If in a certain job role one may be required to follow a certain set of duties in order to perform the job etc, but Sartre assumes that one in that role all the time, it rules over one’s life.
Problem of lack of clarity of to what extent we are fixed in our roles or we can transcend them. Sartre says when he is observing the waiter, ‘I can not be he, I can only play at being him; that is, to imagine myself that I am he.’[footnoteRef:13] He is reflecting on his own mental content of what a waiter is and means to him if he was a waiter, this is known as the phenomenal reduction (Hubert Dreyfus[footnoteRef:14] ). He is mistaken in his analysis of the other’s role simply because he does not confirm with any others that what he is reducing through his own mental content is actually accurate of the situation at hand. [13:  Sartre, 1957, p. 60]  [14:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KR1TJERFzp0] 

Conclusion

I feel that Sartre’s idea of Bad Faith is part of a compiling of two great philosophers in his book Being and Nothingness, the work of Husserl and Heidegger along with his of existential takes on Being-in which is greatly influenced by Heidegger. However, I feel that this has ended up being a contradicting, unclear and confusing part of his philosophical writings.
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