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Abstract

This article proposes an anthropological reflection about development, in the
philosophical sense of the term. Contemporary philosophers seem to be far
from the question of development, which is an essential question for the so-
cieties of our time. It is therefore urgent to enunciate a theory of develop-
ment, anthropological reflection that lies beyond economic and political
theories on development. It is necessary to think about development, in its
link with humanity or the essence of the human, by leading it to the element
of its truth, namely the individual well-being, which escapes all attempts at
control, probability and econometrics. This article proposes a new paradigm
of development calls for a fundamental reflection, based on the analysis of
human consciousness. We examine human consciousness, to understand its
foundations about crossing, in a discourse with a universal aim.
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1. Introduction

The question of economic and social development is now relevant. Scholars have
produced detailed accounts describing a history of development theories and
schools of thought (Rist, 1997; Kothari, 2005). “Theorizing about development
can depart from normative or empirical bases, from moral principles and values
relating to a desirable society or from evidence about how societies have changed
over time. In practice, the theoretical and empirical lines of thought are intert-
wined and many scholars speak to the interplay between the two” (Bruce, 2016:

p 9). Development studies have historical roots that stretch across time con-
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necting different thinkers and eras. Aristotle thinks the concept of “flourishing
lives” long before contemporary scholarship on capabilities (Nussbaum, 1988).
The themes which are today treated very widely in philosophical anthropology
are found in Aristotle’s De anima, in Ethics, Rhetoric, Politics and Poetics. The
three books on the soul are part of the second philosophy as theoretical episte-
mology, ethics is part of practical epistemology, and the other books relate to
“aptitudes”.

Thus, according to Aristotle, human being is the subject of theoretical and
practical disciplines. In these disciplines, the fundamental determinations of
human being are not acquired independently, but developed on the one hand in
the doctrine of the multiple ways in which being is said (categories) on the other
hand in the first philosophy (later named metaphysical). Following Aristotle, our
reflection on the development of a point of view of philosophical anthropology
insists on the idea that every human being can have on his well-being: what does
it mean to be good and how to realize it as an individual? We show that the phi-
losophy of human development is based on the answer to the following four
questions posed by Ernst Bloch: “Who are we? Where do we come from? Where
are we going? What are we waiting for? What awaits us?” (Bloch, 1986: p. 3).

In general, development studies have been defined as knowledge and under-
standing of the world in which we live (Sen, 2005). Informed by practice and
facts on the ground, it includes ideas, concepts and theories that constitute our
knowledge of how societies change. What things change and how they change
are all the results of what people choose to do. These choices are shaped by the
ideas people hold and debate (Beland & Cox, 2011). The development news
conveys a form of unanimity that considers this concept as self-evident and, as
such, it does not require a thorough examination.

This lack of reflection raises an ethical problem. If ethics is associated with the
well-being of the individual in society, it should have a natural link with human
development, understood as a qualitative and quantitative improvement of the
living conditions of the human being. But development has remained on the pe-
riphery of contemporary philosophy. He is thus devoted to the calculating game
of politics in their conquest of power, weaved in the middle between the proba-
bilistic and the uncertainty of the economists. In political and economic circles,
we have moved from the notion of development to that of human development,
and then to that of sustainable development, far from a question of background.

In the ordinary sense, development is the action of developing (organism, or-
gan); the evolution of what is developing, that is, growing. The concept of de-
velopment, from the historical point of view, appears in a position or a game of
opposition to underdevelopment, which would be its lower level, characterized
by a global societal insufficiency of well-being.

But what would be the criterion of accession to development? Is it possible to
envisage, at the purely theoretical level, a state of developed society? To consider

yourself as already developed is it not a sign of death or cessation of the possi-
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bility of any novelty? Anyway, development cannot be a stable state to achieve,
but an opening to the future of man, the world and history; a welcome of what
comes endlessly as a possibility of a good life with and for others, in us and out-
side of us. Thus understood, development is the insertion of the soul into matter,
the entry of meaning into the substratum of the change of the world, so long as
matter is understood, with Aristotle, as the substratum of change.

The concept of development, applied to the economic and the social, carries a
unilateral progressive ideology which sometimes induces practical behaviors
contrary to the interest of the populations judged “underdeveloped”, according
to quantitative statistical criteria that only account for part of the social. Thought
and presented according to the tables of statisticians, the development does not
account for the situation of singular persons.

This global, rationalist, humanitarian conception of becoming has too often
had disastrous repercussions for the companies to which it has been applied. It is
therefore urgent to think of another concept of development, much more con-
cerned with the total good of man.

Today, the ecological crisis, which is basically a crisis of civilization, has wor-
sened. Industrial civilization, with its unlimited productivity, appears to be re-
sponsible not only for the exponential growth of air, land and water pollution,
but also for attacks, perhaps irreversible, on the ecological system of the planet.
And the concept of “sustainable development”, which promotes» sustainable
exploitation» resources of nature, is not a solution to this crisis. The real solution
to the problem of the ecological crisis will be the change, from top to bottom, of
the current mode of production and consumption, generating inequalities and
disasters. To prevent the increasing degradation of the environment, it is neces-
sary to break with an economic logic that knows only the law of the market,
profit and accumulation.

Since the end of the twentieth century, considering freedom as a primary and
ultimate end of development, Amartya Sen (1999) defines it as overcoming all
obstacles that restrict men’s choices and prevent them from acting freely. De-
velopment thus corresponds to access to all forms of individual, economic, so-
cial, cultural and political freedom. Amartya Sen intends to release the develop-
ment of a design based on the measurement of economic indicators (growth of
gross national product, increase of incomes, industrialization, progress of tech-
nology, social modernization) to focus on the well-being of the economy indi-
vidual and his ability to act freely.

This research aims to answer these interrogations: what does development
mean and for what development? Who is human being, and what is his future?
These interrogations guide the two parts of this work, to present a general theory
of development based on a certain understanding of man (anthropology); and
think about the future (what happens to us) from becoming (what we bring to
the world). The philosophy of human development, thus initiated, is not limited

to the economic and social aspects of this notion. It presents the postulates that
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give development meaning, and deduces are the conditions that door its essence
and purpose. From the point of view of meaning, the world is not a mere geo-
graphical and spatial territory, but the whole constituted by human activities and

consumable goods.

2. Philosophical Anthropology of Development

The starting point of any philosophy must be his self-justification, for latent
reason is called to be brought to the understanding of its own possibilities, ac-
cording to a coherent apodictic method. This first point sets itself the task of cla-
rifying the principles of all philosophy, coupled with the anthropology of devel-
opment. It should be remembered that since Immanuel Kant, philosophy, as an
activity of human reason, is reduced to anthropology (Kant, 1819).

In a condensed formula, Ernst Bloch summarizes the essence of philosophy:
“Thinking means going over’ (Bloch, 1986: p. 10). Thinking his crossing, which
indicates the transition from a lower level to a higher level and, as such, is the
other name of development of human being. To cross, by thinking, is to pass
from a sedimentary, stable and crystallized conception of existence to a thought
of the open, tense towards what is incessantly in action and power in the world.
The act of thinking is a surpassing of oneself, which welcomes and follows the
fluvial course of things. It is a question of assuming, from a philosophical point
of view, “the hope located in the world’ (Bloch, 1986: p. 13), for a conquest of
man by himself.

Such an assumption requires an evaluation of the history of philosophy as a
history of forgetting the Not-yet-become. Blochian thought intends to assume
novelty both as a philosophical act and as a content of thought to think is to fol-
low the movement of the New. Here there is a dimension of development to be
grasped, that which concerns the displacement or the odyssey of a static vision of
the world to a dynamic conception of the world, within the thinking subject. It is
advisable to insist on the thinking subject, because the philosophical approach is
not intended to become an applied science capable of solving the immediate
problems of human existence.

The upsurge of the philosophy of development follows the movement of de-
parture or crossed of classical ontology. The concept of development which
concerns us in this study is that which comes from the socio-economic area,
more precisely from that of international economic relations. But we can define
development, from the point of view of philosophical anthropology, as a vision
of the world. In this context, development does not refer only to a process and
measurable results, in economic, social, political and cultural transformations, or
to a form of social change. It is also an ideology, a vision of the world strongly
impregnated by positivism and determinism.

It is as a vision of the world that development requires adequate philosophical
analysis, so that it is grounded in reason: how to understand the commonly ac-

cepted principles underlying the concept of development? The philosophy of
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development, insofar as it intends to deal with a sectional issue of human exis-
tence, must first specify its relations with the first philosophy or the first science,
brought back by Martin Heidegger to fundamental ontology. Such a task cer-
tainly has a theoretical and epistemological character, but it is above all prole-
gomena, in so far as it is necessary to begin by laying the foundations of the first
philosophy itself, it is necessary to found in reason what can serve from founda-
tion to the anthropology of development. In the book E of Metaphysics
(2.1026-a 33-b 2), Aristotle develops the different possibilities of enunciating
being. He presents the unity of being as a unit of analogy, for being is said in
various ways (Aristotle, 1801). To grasp the being as being, in its being, such is
the task of metaphysics or of the first science.

The primacy of ontology would be a priority and a base on and from which
the whole architecture of science can be developed. The first philosophy itself
has a beginning, that is to say, a moment and a place where it comes to light, and
passes into the element of its own method and object. Through this passage, it
inaugurates all science. To speak of a beginning presupposes, at least, that the
first philosophy has not always been, that it is not self-evident, that it is distin-
guished from what it is not, by qualities peculiar to it, and allow it to decline his
identity in truth.

In short, the first philosophy, opening up and offering itself under the species
of path, opens the way to philosophy or science in general. Our aim, in these
lines, is not to found the first science, but to start from the contours defined by
M. Heidegger, to suggest the bases of the anthropology of development, thought
from the Blochian concept of Novum (New).

The main interest of the Heideggerian approach lies in the fact that he brings
back the reflection on ontology in the daily life of mankind or human facticity.
Ontology is thus linked to the structure of life and intends to be concretely veri-
fied in experience. From the phenomenological point of view, facticity is a tran-
scendental moment (in the Kantian sense of possibility condition) that can be
concretely affirmed in experience.

We start from Heidegger in the manner of a ship to leave port, must break the
ties that bound the riveted to that port; go of, as a way of getting away. It is Em-
manuel Levinas that should be invited to operate this departure. According to E.
Levinas, the resumption of ontology by contemporary philosophy leads to a
fundamental affirmation: “A/l human being is ontology. His scientific work, his
emotional life, the satisfaction of his needs and his work, his social life and his
death articulate, with a rigor that reserves for each of these moments a specific
function, the understanding of being or the truth. (...) It is not because there is
man that there is truth. It is because being is inseparable from its truth (...) be-
cause being is intelligible that there is humanity” (Levinas, 1993: p. 13).

Now, with Heidegger, the understanding of being is not limited only to the
register of theoretical attitudes, but extends everywhere, because the ontology
here is understood as the essence of any relationship with being: “Our concrete

existence is interpreted according to its entry into the “open to be in general. We
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exist in a circuit of intelligence with the real-intelligence is the very event that
existence articulates” (Levinas, 1993: p. 15). Heidegger realizes this interpreta-
tion of human existence through the analysis of Dasein, of which we must recall
here some great traits.

For Heidegger, being is the culmination of all human impulses. In his text
titled Introduction to Metaphysics, he states that the fact that we understand
being, even if in an indeterminate way, is what occupies the highest rank, for our
being-there, in so far as it reveals a power in which resides the essential possibil-
ity of our be there (Heidegger, 2000).

In this perspective, man can understand his own being only in the under-
standing of being as such; it is only by appreciating the pre-eminence of the un-
derstanding of being that we maintain it as eminence. Without one (such)
opening of being, we could in no way be “men”. So, it is by its essential relation
to being in general that being-There is itself because the existential essence of
human is the foundation by which he can represent being as such and have an
awareness of the represented. Heidegger thinks of being as the vocation of hu-
man. He is nearer to man than to all beings, for man has a prior agreement to be
so. Human is destined to be so, but being is kept alive and present only by man.

Human thus constitutes the shepherd of being. Its existence has the function
of ensuring the guard of being and thus assumes its being-thrown into facticity,
as a place-holding of being. In other words, being-man is to assume the recollec-
tion, the gathering apprehension of the being of the being, the implementation
of the appearing by the knowledge, and thus to manage the non-latency, to pre-
serve it of the latency and of buckling (Heidegger, 1962).

Therefore, according to Heidegger, the meaning of being belongs only to the
specifically existing being, namely the Dasein, who is in such a way that being he
hears something such as being, since the question of being is then nothing other
than the radicalization of a tendency to be belonging in essence to Dasein him-
self, the pre-ontological understanding of being. In the end, to ask expressly and
in all clarity the question of the meaning of being, it is necessary to pass first by
an explanation of a being (Dasein) by considering precisely his being. Being, by
its light, makes possible any experience on being. The light of being is the condi-
tion of possibility of the experience of being in thought. “According to the anal-
ysis which we have now completed, Being with Others belongs to the Being of
Dasein, which is an issue for Dasein in its very Being. Thus as Being-with, Dase-
in ‘is’ essentially for the sake of Others” (Heidegger, 1962: p. 160).

These analyze of Heidegger show this: understanding is synonymous with
human existence as such. Now, since Aristotle, comprehension is aimed at the
universal or the general, for there is science only of the general. If being is the
general element of beings, its comprehension by a particular being, namely man,
raises a question of substance: what about universal reach of this understanding?
In other words, in the name of what would the universal understanding of a verb

(being) be the locus of the truth of the human being?
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In terms of development philosophy, it would be to admit that the man enters
the process of its development when thinking being. Development is considered
as the fact of assuming the authenticity of our essence or of what is our own. But
the fact of raising the question of the possibility of not thinking about being
shows that only the philosopher (Heidegger) considers the thought of being as a
vital concern. The thought of being does not therefore come from ordinary hu-
man experience.

Therefore, how to found the humanity of the human being on what is only the
peculiarity of the philosopher? It is probably appropriate to recognize with E.
Levinas that ontology is not fundamental. According to Levinas, the Heidegge-
rian discourse of understanding is in the direct line of the traditional articulation
of the particular and the universal.

The taking into account of anthropological primacy in philosophical research
concerns precisely the surpassing of the subjection of the particular to the al-
ready universal discourse of the comprehension of being. The question that
serves as the backdrop for this overshoot is this one: who decides the under-
standing of being? Who places the primacy and priority of a philosophical dis-
cipline in relation to others? The question who questions in relation to the very
one who questions and seeks, namely the human subject: what about the subject
himself in his concrete humanity?

To pose the primacy of the human subject who questions himself is to recog-
nize the fact that the problem of the foundations of the first philosophy, the
mother of herself and the mother of all sciences, awakes only in the evening, af-
ter a day’s work: older is the incarnated subject, older than any knowledge and
any questioning on knowledge. Incarnation is not an external juxtaposition of
objects, but is the fact to be in another than oneself, as indicated by “in”. How-
ever, to be “/n” does not correspond to a contained-content relationship; con-
sciousness is not contained in the human body in the manner of a liquid in a
vase. It is the man who, in his deployment, lets emerge self-awareness.

Consciousness, insofar as it has no expanse, is an event of subjectivity; it oc-
curs when the subject becomes conscious of Aimself;, when he feels himself al-
ready existing there, posited, where the already indicates the time of the position
and the domiciliation in the domain of being. Consciousness always and already
late compared to the man as subject who carries it, conscience in spite of itself.
Self-awareness is not the exhibition of knowledge or the fact of being born with
oneself (knowledge), but a test of sensitivity is feeling oneself at home.

Henceforth, the search for the beginning of all philosophy in general is cer-
tainly first, but of a primacy already enclosed in the game of the formal axiomat-
ic, in which the meanings that attempt to transcend an axiom are based on this
axiom. The ambition of the subordination of all philosophy to a first philosophy
is based on this function of logical deduction, whose axiomatic displays legiti-
macy. But the meaning, which comes directly from the structures of man as a

subject, interrupts the axiomatic deduction, so that the relation first philosophy
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and second philosophy no longer rests on a dialectical structure of propositions.
It is the human subject, more than the deduction of categories, which gives a fo-
reword to all philosophical discourse and, consequently, is the first.

We therefore start from the consideration of the primacy of the human sub-
ject in first philosophy, to establish the foundations of the anthropology of de-
velopment, understood here as a second philosophy, and oriented towards a
philosophy of novelty and the human quest for well-being.

3. The Idea of Well-Being

The anthropology of development, in the philosophical way, is based on a cer-
tain theoretical conception of well-being. This is to clarify this theory, showing
both the individual and social dimensions of the good life. The idea of well-being
supposes the existence of a conscious human subject, capable of giving himself a
project of life, within the limits and possibilities offered by the social context.
The proper meaning of the notion of well-being, from the point of view of fun-
damental philosophy, arises with the phenomenological analysis of the expe-
riences of the consciousness of well-being. From this point of view, it departs
from any idea of quantification and qualification (measurement). Indeed, the
extent of welfare calls would search its index, which would cross the expectations
and desires of individuals to acquire property, previously recognized and de-
fined. And property, to such an extent, would be all that relates to wealth and
individual freedom to act. To establish, in this perspective, what would corres-
pond to well-being, it would be advisable to go through a survey of opinions,
according to the probabilistic rules of the statisticians. Such a survey, to tell the
truth, is not operative in philosophy.

Philosophical analysis attempts to pose the general concept of well-being in its
own phenomenon. The question to solve in philosophy is this: towards which
place our ideas converge, when we think about the well-being?

If in the word “well-being” there is the word “to be”, his phenomenological
description is not to say that “well” s this or that, because “being well” escapes
all indications pronouns. We must turn the eye of understanding towards the
“well”, below the “to be” to see the conditions of the coming of the good life to
the “being”. In a word, well-being is development as such. This identification
must be made explicit, through the return (reduction) to the common sense of
the notion of good. To achieve this reduction, we need to call the Heideggerian
notion of the world, understood as the network of utility tools. According to pa-
ragraph 18 of Heidegger’s 7ime and Being, the tool or being available is all that
man uses to live. Each tool gets its turn according to its end-determined utility as
the possibility of Dasein as an authentic and unique end (Heidegger, 1962).

Every act and every object of the act is at once the means and the end. Not
only do I use the pen to write a letter, which is the means of communication
with others, but I also enjoy the pen and write a letter without always thinking of
the end. In this way, the act and the object are no longer means but the end. It is

the notion of Heideggerian end, understood as enjoyment that we interpret in
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terms of goodness.

The end is not only the being of Dasein, but what he sees as his good, and he
enjoys it. Well-being, in this sense, refers to an intentional act. The aim of a good
life is the process of the return to oneself, in view of what one aims as a realiza-
tion of oneself in the enjoyment of an object.

This return to oneself is the condition of possibility of the reception of the
world within oneself. In this way, the good requires a double intentional move-
ment: that of the exit from oneself for the conquest of things (or foods), and that
of the return to oneself to assimilate what is conquered. It is the first moment
during which the subject comes out of oneself, since it is not the world. Thus,
well-being, within the consciousness, is the self conceived as presence to oneself
or presence in oneself, but in the other. I advocate the well-being by associating
it every time with something other than me, with the air that I must breathe, at
rest after a work, with the glass of water which must quench my thirst. All of
these things are embedded in me. What I live does not enslave me, I enjoy it.
The happy self is the one who remains in a postponement of satisfaction, who
dwells in a certain way in the object of his enjoyment.

Enjoyment is comparable to an intentional project, but without a determined
rationality as a deep aspiration. The realization of a happy life is played out in
the permanent and conscious presence of the object of enjoyment, before being
projected, externally, towards the realization of a fixed and determined life
project. Here we must take the term project in its sense to throw ahead. What is
thrown is within the consciousness of the project, and its temporal realization is
an intimate work of consciousness.

This analysis goes beyond the consideration of the good as a need to be satis-
fied, and tries to emphasize the root of the consciousness of good. It is therefore
not a question of establishing a hierarchy of projects to be carried out according
to the needs. It is rather a question of stopping on the moment which corres-
ponds to what we live under the mode of happiness. Indeed, it happens that
what is expected, in the order of the satisfaction of a need, does not produce,
once present, a feeling of happiness. It also happens that what is not expected, on
arrival, produces joy. This is probably linked to the dimension of the unknown
that characterizes what will happen.

Thus, the analysis of the moment of enjoyment has the advantage of revealing
what should be called the essence of well-being, which corresponds to a specific
intentionality of enjoyment. But the intentionality of enjoyment represents a
radical inversion. It is the body, the first element of this exteriority (or open-
ness), which arises and stands in the world, and all the existence of the ego is at
first in this posture of the body. Bodily existence is the place that carries the ele-
ments of enjoyment.

The body allows the interiority of the enjoyment of goods; the self is of the
kind at home. Enjoyment, which is not conservation proper and even less tech-

nical use of things, is not free consumption either: it is inseparable from pure
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sensitivity and quality. The ego of enjoyment is happy in its joy of breathing, of
seeing and feeling, of standing in the world from within, of attention to oneself,
of intimacy which is the anchor even of his ability to go out into the world. To
enjoy is to exist by recollecting oneself, separating oneself from the world from a
friendship with oneself.

The constitutive consciousness of the subject does not hover in the ethereal
sphere of an ideal world; it is lodged in a body. From the moment consciousness
awakens to corporeality, the body lends meaning to sensibility as the birth of the
self or the movement of the return to oneself. Sensitivity is the genesis from
which everything happens in us. Understood in this way, sensibility is not always
subordinated to the objectifying act. The epoch of objectivity, which produces
pure sensibility, accomplishes the reduction of space and time to the dimension
of here and now of the living body. It is possible to distinguish the sensible as
such from the sensible as matter or quality from the perception of object that
would fill the empty intentionality. In other words, the sensation is to be distin-
guished from perception.

The sensation is not aimed at anything. The sensation does not follow the
rhythm of the intentional consciousness; it does not relate to an object, it does
not lead to a representation. It is in its title that it is in the enjoyment, unders-
tood as contentment of things. To live with things is to be content with things, to
let one go to them, and let them come to you. Sensation as enjoyment is the pas-
sage of life in the body and passage of the body in life. And sensation is passivity,
whereas perception is an experience that tends to constitute a representation on
the basis of sensible experiences.

A gustatory or olfactory sensation is not primarily the knowledge of a flavor
or a perfume, or the realization of a life project. The opening on the flavor is en-
joyment. The taste sensation does not have the distance of knowledge, it is satis-
faction. To savor is to assimilate. In this sense, well-being is in the “savoring”, as
a pure sensation in an instant.

In short, the link between the good, the enjoyment, and the interiority of the
consciousness, the pure sensibility and the body allows us to say this: well-being
is an immanent sensation that escapes all representation and all knowledge. The
singularity of the subject manifests itself in the fact that he enjoys the world. But
he cannot enjoy it immediately. He must recollect himself in the tranquility of
the body where he can take possession of his own enjoyment. Thanks to the
body as a possibility of possession of external things, the ego can take possession
of what it feeds on—the world being considered as a set of foods or objects of
enjoyment. By possession, man removes from his natural place that which is ex-
ternal to him, and adapts it to his own body. Possession is the reduction to one-
self of what initially appears to be external. By possession, the world becomes a
world invested by the will of the subject, by his project, and thus worked by his
hands. The world is adapted through work. It is therefore appropriate to say that

the subject takes possession of the world through work. In this perspective, the
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work is a figure of the possession, and instance of transformation of the objects
of enjoyment. Enjoyment is the selthood of self or the return of meto 7 in con-
tentment.

This phenomenological and eidetic analysis of the good already allows us to
remember that well-being, recognized as an index of human development, is
found in the enjoyment of the world, within itself, in every moment. To develop,
in this perspective, is to create the conditions of possibility of such enjoyment.
But enjoyment, insofar as it is realized in the double movement of exit and re-
turn to oneself, integrates a dimension of otherness (of the world) which mod-
ifies the ontological structure of the one who enjoys by posing it as being at
home in something other than oneself. To enjoy the other (of the world) there-

fore operates a change in the one who enjoys.

4. Development as a Positive Change

The analysis of the concept of development in philosophy must be made in the
light of this understanding of the phenomenological well-being or, in the words
of Fink (1974), in the “idea of an original theoretical state”. We must therefore
extend the analysis of sensibility and enjoyment to the original understanding,
with a view to giving it a philosophical stature as such—on the understanding
that the philosophical has appeared in the understanding. The return to the
originally takes place in the taking into account of our dimension of subject ca-
pable of knowledge (anthropology).

Any philosophical approach is based on the search for a general or funda-
mental knowledge of the essence. To gain access to such knowledge, one must
first break away from the apprehension of oneself as a definite subject for all of
its dependencies on the world, nature and society, his familiarity with his sur-
rounding and familiar world to appear as a knowing subject, attentive to the
world in and of itself. The demand for attention to the world as it is given leads
to the understanding of it as a question.

To wonder about the world is to be surprised that there is a world and that the
subject is already there. As a result, the question of the possibility of franking as
development requires that the presence of the world be a problem. The radical
question is this: how can I transform from me a world that is outside of me,
without being satisfied with its mere enjoyment?

The proper answer to this question can only come with the exit of the static
conception of the world which, at bottom, is a form of first naivety. The break
with naivety is the infinite task that defines philosophy in its own right. To leave
the first naivety is a true conversion allowing being in the listening of the world
in its own movement. It is about getting out of blindness rather than learning to
see. The crossing of the first naiveté is thus at once ontological: to learn to see is
to learn to be astonished, not of this or that aspect of the world, but of the world
in its totality, to say of the world as a world. It’s about letting the being of the

world unveil itself in its truth.
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In other words, the necessary condition here is to get rid of the usual repre-
sentations that determine what is meant by world. The philosophy of develop-
ment in its many descriptive possibilities will be true to itself only in so far as it
remains faithful to this requirement of all philosophy.

To begin the crossing of the first naiveté, let us take this word from Henri
Bergson, delivered at a conference in 1911 at the University of Oxford: “It is
enough to be convinced once and for all that the reality is change, that change is
invisible, and that, in an invisible change, the past is one with the present”
(Bergson, 1938: p. 173).

In quoting Bergson’s word, we mean this: reality is identical to movement or
change, and the present is inseparable from the past. The movement is thus at-
tached to a certain conception of the present time and duration, and it is not the
path of a space or the geographical displacement of objects. More precisely,
movement consists of the passage from the past to the present.

But since the past is an ecstasy of time and not a thing, its passage into the
present is an operation of human consciousness. We have the consciousness of
change, when we keep past events in consciousness, events in their historical ef-
fectiveness. But to become aware of these events is to bring them back to the
present, to us. It is the human being who, in his consciousness, recognizes that
what is here now (present) was first there (past). Our consciousness is thus able
to define the movement itself, without relating it to the change of a thing, thanks
to the category of present time of consciousness.

It is also in the present of consciousness that we foresee the future, as what has
not yet happened or what will happen. If the transition from the past to the
present is change from what we are experiencing, the future is change from what
is happening to us. And development would be positive novelty.

We need to start from the Bergsonian conception of time as duration, to think
about human development, and to cross the Blochian conception of the New.
The duration is what the reality overflows with possibilities in the experience we
can make of our inner self or life, considered in its evolution.

In this perspective, development is not primarily a quantitative accumulation
or an exponential widening of reality. Development is rather in the dynamics of
our inner life, so that the transformation of the world is only the externalization
of this interiority.

The concept of human development, conceived in its own essence, suggests
the idea of innovation, in the sense of entry into the new (in novum), transition
to what has not yet been. Insofar as the novelty is shown in the light of the
non-place, apart from any rooting and any domiciliation in the Aere, it coming is
ex evento. The non-place is not the absence or lack of place, but the other place,
which is beyond the place; and the novelty, comes from the future as such,
without having foot in being, its essence is to come.

In this perspective, thinking about human development, is to try to escape the

site of the current realities and his draperies to ufopia any better place to come.

DOI: 10.4236/2a.2019.91003

43 Advances in Anthropology


https://doi.org/10.4236/aa.2019.91003

C. Boundja

We can therefore understand why the thought of development is possible only if
thought itself is welcomed as development. Thus, the philosophy of human de-
velopment is a reception of the utopian exteriority or the disruption of the his-
tory of traditional philosophy, by the coincidence of the past and of thought, by
going beyond all attempts to rest from what is posed.

Thinking about development is therefore a mental conversion which, in a
negative way, is an effort to say nothing more than simply being posited in the
status quo or crystallized in the usual. It is necessary to unmask the historical re-
ality so that the being riveted to oneself of the present life opens to a better situa-
tion, otherwise. We must destabilize the present of our history so that it does not
rest in peace under its identity of despair.

It is a question of renewing the historical situations to formless materiality or
the indeterminate utopia, and to hear hope as what is stated in the hope of being
such. Hope, as a means of tending towards the other place that comes, creates a
dimension of meaning different from that of the thought of “the eternal return”.
To think that reality does not change is to place oneself in the perspective of the
nostalgia for paradise, which has always been lost, a nostalgia that empties the
history of its reserves of possibilities and all forms of future.

But the future in history is what indicates the New, understood as the thought
of a better life with others, in a just society. Thus understood, the New has an
ontological character which can only be grasped in a negative sense, namely the
non-still-being. The novelty is in what is coming and not yet there. This negative
character is not related to the novelty itself, but to the awakening of the human
conscience which recognizes the insufficiency of what is present and tends to-
wards the best to come: the novelty is in the future, that is irreducible to the pure
presence.

Ontological negation in the ontology, the newness appears when the being in
act reaches its limit of being, and passes the witness in the future (to be in pow-
er), as ground where arises what comes to be. To come to rest in being, that is,
without being confused with the present, to come into the stature of the event,
such would be the novelty conceived as the essence of the new and of develop-
ment.

The essence or the visibility of the phenomena is shown as the name of a pre-
dicative proposition. And the novelty is the essence of the new, when it is recog-
nized. Applied to the movement, the novelty 7s, exhibiting development or posi-
tive change, but this new exposition is the exhibition of novelty itself.

As a result, human development is synonymous with the advent of the new in
consciousness. If the new appears as such only by aging the old, rendering it ob-
solete and old, it corresponds to development only when it is recognized by the
human conscience as advanced towards the best. But to hold the New does not
consist in bringing out ideas of nothingness. One is mistaken about the concept
of novelty if one takes it for the most modern of the modern, for the progress
towards what never existed.

The concept of modernity is the other name that qualifies the appearance of
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the new in human societies. From the point of view of the thinking subject,
modernity is the anticipatory awareness of future possibilities. In this sense, it
comes at once from the order of reason and from the order of desire, when these
two orders seek creativity and novelty.

As a place of emergence of the breaking factors of the traditions, modernity is
a celebration of the new from the old, a kind of creatio ex vetere, of creation
from the old. In the fabric of processes that constitute all human society and its
history, modernity corresponds to a new state of affairs.

The philosophy of human development should stop, in the first place, on the
development of philosophy itself, in order to grasp, in this development, the
conditions of a full assurance of its task in the concert of human activities. It is
not a question of describing the evolution of the philosophical thought accord-
ing to its different currents, from the origins to our days. It is rather a question
of placing development as the place of articulation between thought, thought
and the thinker, given that the novelty here is in thought as a quest for new
knowledge.

5. Discussion: The Good Life and the Human Nature

Philosophy is, in itself, a desire for truth and deepening of knowledge. Such de-
sire is a renewed passage from the incompleteness of ignorance to the fulfillment
of man as a knowing subject. In this sense, to know is to develop or crossing. It
means that the human being fully fulfils his nature only when he is guided by
thought, so that his well-being is linked to the realization of what he thinks.

Whether developing human and social corresponding well-being, E. Bloch the
claims in these terms: the better existence is first of all in the thought that we
lead it (Bloch, 1986). To lead the better existence in thought is undoubtedly to
remain in the heritage of philosophical thought, to withdraw from it what can
contribute to a spiritual innovation, in the present of history. Such a stay is an
existential activity. The first one assumes one step only and then one; first in
thought and then in the social and material organization of life. For this reason,
a desirable society (Bruce, 2016) begins with the individual development of the
ability to think the best in oneself and around oneself.

The best existence is conducted in thought when the human being has within
himself to establish what he wishes the best for his whole existence. It is the
thought of the ideal of a good, imaginable and desirable life, with that entire one
can have as energy and inner resources to project oneself towards an ideal of life.

In order not to cross the time of his earthly existence like a traveler without
luggage, feeling alienated from his own skin, as in a borrowed existence, the
human being gives himself content to his existence by way of reasons to live. To
live “for”, to live “in view of”, would be the ontological structure of a human life
authentically assumed, in the way of anthropological development.

We must first think, and the thought itself is a primordial way to exist (ex sto),

to always stand out of oneself, to be preoccupied (occupied in advance), to go
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ahead of itself. Existence, in the order of thought, as crossing, is not a movement
from within to the outside of the thinking subject, but a return to itself; it is a re-
lation of the self with one’s self, the link between a subject and the verb to be.
But existence in general is the action of being; and the “ex” of the verb exist in-
dicates, not the exit of the subject to an elsewhere, but the emergence of the ex-
istent from the instant: to exist is to stand in the moment (now), to assume the
anonymous being is the fulfillment of the nuptial pact between the self and the
being, an accomplishment in which the self becomes the subject of the verb to be
and can say “I am”.

But to think, in truth, is to strive for the best in ourselves and in the world. In
a word, thinking is a quest for the best in all things. And the best here is unders-
tood as the fulfillment or realization of one’s nature, that is, for what one is born.
Birth or coming into the world involves an ontological determination of the or-
der of meaning and purpose that must be interpreted in terms of nature. If the
finish is to finish one day, it is actually when it finishes that it reveals its finite
nature.

This understanding of nature refers to the @vor¢ (physis) in Aristotle. Cer-
tainly, Bloch does not propose a theory of nature as such, and in Zhe Politics of
Aristotle (1999), the concept of human nature is associated with the construc-
tion of cities and human life in the city. For Aristotle, in fact, the ultimate pur-
pose of man is to live in the city. But it is possible to interpret the Blochian idea
of better existence from Aristotle’s understanding of nature, by identifying “bet-
ter” with “finality” and, according to the openness we want to highlight, finality
is synonymous with development. From then on, the “better existence” con-
ducted “in thought”, such as E. Bloch conceives it, would be the reflection on the
citizenry, under the species of human nature. But let us begin by clarifying the
outline of human nature in Aristotle.

According to Aristotle, the nature of a thing is its end, since what is each thing
once it has reached its full development; we say that this is the nature of the
thing, as well for a man, a horse or a family (Aristotle, 1999). Nature is the final-
ity or the full development. Aristotle reaches this conclusion after observing the
world and everything in it. This experience of the world, accessible to every hu-
man being, consists in the recognition of the positivity of the world. The Aristo-
telian approach, qualified by the philosophical tradition of realism, starts from
the analysis of what exists as given, in order to discover, in the second place, the
general principle on which it is based.

Indeed, if we close our eyes and then open them, we offer ourselves an origi-
nal experience, that of a positivity, namely that things are and they are above all
else. If the world is here comparable to the set of natural things that exist, it is
what has arisen before us, outside ourselves and without us. Things are given a
priori through the category of being. It is therefore appropriate to say this: is
what is there. The “there is” is the mode in which is collected what is: there is
this, there is this tree, and there is this river over there. In this perspective,

thinking is to recognize the “there is”, and to enter the world and things without
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prejudice, but the opening to the idea of development occurs when one expe-
riences a form of dissatisfaction with what is already. Things may be there, it is
possible to consider a better always absent, a better who is beckoning in what is
there, while remaining ahead.

The thought of development, from the point of view of the philosophical act,
lies in the recognition of the inadequacy of being. The idea of development is
thus opposed to that of the self-centered, hypostatic being, whose only horizon is
the organization of its train of being. Such a being, indeed, since Aristotle, is re-
served for the autarchy of lifeless divinities, pure thoughts which are taken for
objects of thought. But being available to human thought is the one that comes
to the idea, from our encounter with the world.

Adhering by simple impression to the truth of the world as “there is,” as a
publication, is to recognize the primitive truth, the abyssal base, the substance of
everything, the principle. There is always something going on. Something starts;
something is there, something that ends. The beginning and the end translate
the two poles of the movement. What is subject to movement and to change?

In the philosophical tradition coming from Aristotle, movement is the expres-
sion of the materiality of bodies. Only what exists under the expression of the
way changes, because matter is the substratum of change.

In the first book of Physics, Aristotle sees nature as the set of things that move
(Aristotle, 1991). For this reason, movement is the starting point for any scien-
tific explanation. Aristotle defines movement as the act of the possible.

We must go back to the explanation of form and matter to grasp this Aristote-
lian formula. Matter is the indeterminate; on the contrary, form is what deter-
mines being and does what it is. There must be a movement for form to join
matter. To the extent that motion is inseparable from things, the change of being
is produced in the substance, quantity, quality, and place of being. Now being
either real or simply possible, it is the transition from the possible to the real
which constitutes the movement.

There is therefore movement or change, whenever there is the act (actualiza-
tion) or the realization of the possible as possible. For example, the bronze is the
statue in power, that is to say that the bronze can become a statue; but it is not as
a wind man that he is set in motion; it’s only as mobile. The movement takes
place only at the moment of the act; there is neither before nor after. The act of a
house that is to be built is construction; before the house is built, there is no
movement yet; it is simply possible; after it is built, there is no movement.

That matter is what defines the passage from the possible to the real, from the
power to the act; Ernst Bloch recognizes it by bringing it to its most materialistic
interpretation. The real possibility, understood as a dialectical matter, is, ac-
cording to him, the logical expression of material conditionality sufficient on
the one hand, of material openness (matter being an undrawn lap) on the oth-
er (Bloch, 1986). E. Bloch favors what should be called a materialist interpreta-
tion of the possible Aristotelian, without insisting on the form and the act. He

asserts that matter, in Aristotle is the undrawn lap of which all the figures of
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the world come out. The taking into consideration of what is to be achieved at
such and such a moment is based on the being-according to the possibility of
matter, the well-founded expectation of accessibility itself is based on the be-
ing-in-possibility of matter. The trinomial to be retained here is: possi-
ble-expectation-material.

If the better existence is the finality targeted by all human life, if this end is
development, understood in its human sense of self-realization by thought, be-
fore any social organization, any production of goods and their consumption,
the possible and expectation must be grasped in their material dimension in or-
der to ground the concept of human development, in the sense of novelty. The
materiality of expectation and possibility cannot be reduced to the sedimentary
solidity of what crystallizes and settles. Is material, all that goes towards an ac-
complishment or a realization. And the realization is the coming to the state of
thing (res). In Aristotelian terms, this is what can pass from the indeterminate to
the deterministic. Thus, possible, expectation, matter, without being synonym-
ous, have a common trait, namely the path to novelty recognized as a plus-being,
openness to the best, taking the thickness from oneself.

The possibility, associated with a coming, is translated into waiting: waiting
for this or that, waiting for the expected. And the waited has the function to give
content to the waiting. The expected always appears as a positive change from
what is already there. But the expectation here is aimed at the general, and con-
cerns the possible attached to human projects. From the point of view of time,
the expected is related to the figure of the future, while the consciousness of ex-
pectation, like all consciences, is experienced in the present. To wait is therefore
to live in the present the premises of what is to come.

There is pending a kind of knowledge that indicates that with the effective ar-
rival of the expected, the wait should end; as if the end was already known, and
this end would correspond with the presence, finally, of what was expected. But
the point of waiting is mainly in the mobilization of psychic energies towards a
horizon. It is undoubtedly this mobilization of energies which prevents the con-
finement of the waiting in the lazy passivity. It is also she who gives a temporal
consistency to the possible, so that the waiting is waiting for the advent of the
possible. And the possible being always wider than the real, the expectation is
always submitted to a new, constitutive of the otherness of the expected. Indeed,
the waiting is always waiting for the other hand, for this reason, it is subject to
the difference of the other coming.

It would be necessary to multiply the exergues to give to think the enigma of
what announces itself in the waiting. Waiting that has not (of) place, and the
imminence of his coming is still to come. It is in this non-place that waiting is
given to think like the torment of time. The non-place or the other of any place
does not have to take place. With regard to utopia and waiting, it is in the dis-
covery of the not-yet-conscious that expectation reaches the rank that belongs to

it: that of utopian function, both in the affect only in representation and in
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thought.

The not-yet-conscious is involved in the turning of the utopia which, depart-
ing from the ordinary turn of events is made by him detour. It is the torment of
time which, being always to come, comes as a novelty in the present, coming
without coming into the patience of the time, an immeasurable time, destined
for the intermittency of a disproportionate thought, and which is the silent stop
of what, without obligation, it is necessary however to wait. Waiting is another
time, an out-time in time to be able or possible.

It is therefore not a matter of locking oneself into a dreamy nostalgia for the
paradise lost in the past, but of making it a living source for revolutionary action,
for a praxis oriented toward the fulfillment of utopia. It is, all things considered,
in the open of an anticipatory thought, entirely turned towards the world to
come, with the critical look towards this world. The indictment of the industri-
al/capitalist civilization and its misdeeds is the matrix bottom of the expectation
of the coming world. It sweeps from one of hand the pure disgrace and ruthless
ignominy of today’s business world, a world usually placed under the sign of the
scam, in which the thirst of gain stifles other human impetus. It also attacks cold
and functional modern cities, which are not homes but machines for living,
which reduce human beings to the status of standardized termites.

As aresult, waiting means, in this context, that any present situation is not yet
the coming. The New does not correspond to a presence. He is in the midst of
the event and the non-event, in a time more future than any thought can an-
nounce. It is in this “not yet” that one must recognize the movement of waiting
or waiting as a movement. It is because the event of waiting precedes and calls
the event. In this sense, waiting is synonymous with the expected future.

In other words, the expectation was to pose or suppose an end, this end would
be endless. It should be further elaborated on what is meant by “endless end”;
coupled with the problematic of development, “the endless end” says the fact
that at any end there is a beginning: the end of one stage and the beginning of
another, and so on, without end. But “without end” is not an opening here to in-
finity, but the one who waits dissatisfaction state.

Therefore, to the question: when wills the coming of the possible expected?
The answer is: for today. It’s my neighbor, without a stranglehold. There is no
waiting, although it is an obligation to wait, but at the same time, what is already
there calls waiting for another now. And when is it now? Now that does not be-
long in ordinary times, which necessarily upsets, does not maintain the destabi-
lizing.

The urgency of such a “now” scansion that never makes this “now” a central
point in the order of time, has no punctuality of a present now, a now “present”
on the basis of which philosophical thought has always measured the concepts of
consciousness, truth, subject and presence. Waiting as the humanization of the
possible or the possible become a human desire for well-being, is a relation with
the future, and its now is there coming. Now, as a relationship with the future,

which, however, is the index of desire that is still unfulfilled, a tension towards
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what is coming,.

Deference from the immemorial to the unforeseeable, the now of expectation
is at once the desire for the best and the perpetual postponement of satisfaction.
The expectation would be the desire for what comes, without this coming can be
effective. Waiting for what cannot be term and which always refers to the best
being. Always desire: length of waiting for a distance not measurable; relation-
ship of deference to what cannot be represented and designated to the indicative.

Waiting without a single wait, but open to the possible, in all the length of
time, attention to the unfolding of the lived life like tension towards the accom-
plishment of oneself. A confirmation of the time out of time, out of the present,
which translates the truth of the human always in search of the best in oneself,
for oneself and outside oneself. The waiting is allied with the extreme urgency,
which does not settle in time. At the urgency, the time itself is missing. Breaking
time and not only opening at another time. Lack of time, that is not the lack of
something that one would lose or dispossess; lack of time as a desire to anticipate
what must come, namely the better life.

These analyzes make it possible to see this: the better life is not a state of satis-
faction in the permanence of the present. Development, in humans, is always to
come. It is at this level that expectation intersects with the new, because what is
expected comes under the species of the new, unpredictable in relation to the
horizon of being present. What is expected comes from the future as such,
without being rooted in being, because the future is its essence.

In this light, be waiting, is to try to escape the limited ground of being present
to infinity of new possibilities. Only attention to the Beyond being present
makes it possible to think of development as being better. Here, the thought of
waiting is identified with the expectant, insofar as in it, the trace of what is ex-
pected lies in the vigilance of thought. The best way to wait would be to think
the waiting.

To think of waiting as an effort to no longer read the present of human history
as what is definitely posited in its being-there. The present, in its evanescence, is
called to pass, and to pass the witness to another time which has never been
present. It is a question of admitting the obsolescence of what is presented in the
present to consider another present to come, presumed to be better.

The expectation is essentially prospective, because it opens a future and it is
received from this future that it opens. It is emergence from nothing as a radical
novelty, with the character of an absolute beginning. It is not possible until it is
real. When it arises, it exceeds its conditions of possibility. It happens in addi-
tion to being.

It breaks all familiarity with the ancient world and exposes it to the risk of an
otherness that escapes all control and foresight, upsets the possible, and implies
the advent of a new story, that of the good life. As an opening to the possibility
of infinite, the waiting is related to the indeterminate matter. To exist physically
is to be subject to the possibility of being otherwise, changing.

Development, reduced to the realization of an individual desire-wish, remains
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in the sphere of the individual. How to elevate it to the social level of the univer-
sal common good? It should be remembered that the common good, in the
scholastic sense of bonuses cummunis, is not the addition of individual goods,
but the participation of individuals in a work of community interest, and this
participation is a gift of self. The common good is not a thing, but the quality of
an action in which an individual gives himself for the collective good. It is in this
capacity that the articulation between the universal and the particular must be
situated: an individual act can have a universal scope, when it is oriented to-
wards the common good.

Thus, the universality of social development is realized as a peculiarity in the
social action of individuals, as a singularity subtracted from egoistic determina-
tions centred on the individual and directed towards the common good. The
singularity of an individual action, aiming at the common good, refers to the
community interest. The common good is therefore the space where each indi-
vidual can exist in an ethical way, in the first sense of habitual residence. A hu-
man act is ethical when it strives for the common good and perm and the best
integration of individuals into a community of life.

From then on, development is an ethical work whose object is the quest for
the meaning to be given to human existence, the place where the awakenings of
a good life are announced and transcribed with and for others. Give meaning to
human existence by giving oneself, it is the movement toward novelty, which
cannot enter in social effectiveness if it is assumed e a renewed humanity. The
renewal of humanity happens through the new acts to be posed, in the face of
the new possibilities of existence that open up to us. The man who enters the
posture of a new humanity, recognized as an index of human development,
adopts a specific way of acting. He declines his identity where his historical ac-
tion is articulated and the truth of what he is. This articulation is the criterion
that allows the recognition of the development process.

The novelty in man, coupled with the development, is not the fruit of an on-
tological transformation, but it comes from the new way of living the temporali-
ty, to actualize the possibilities of acting not exhausted in the past, with a view to
extending them into a future bearer of well-being. It is basically a way of life that
is rooted at all times in the expectation of the coming of the desired and desired
world from us. Indeed, human development, in its plenary form, integrative fig-
ure of all better life, will not happen without us. His future as it is in the promise
that door our good life images-wishes, is given to our active consent, to com-
mitment to our freedoms: human development is our task and our praxis.

Thus understood, human development follows the movement of a certain
humanization of man, so that any understanding of human development and
any understanding of mankind’s humanity takes place within the historical
framework determined by social praxis. The meanings of the human being are
organized, from the point of view of development, in a structural field where

they are ordered to the idea that one has of the man, and to the finality that one
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gives to his existence. To develop means to develop and humanize oneself, that is
to say, to walk towards what we consider as the path of self-realization within a
human community.

A question then arises: where can one observe, in the real life of peoples, such
praxis of humanization? This praxis is observable when one agrees to revaluate
human history or the unfolding of human life in time, through gelatinizing
which, within any historical presence, indicates and works for what is not yet.
Such relativisation allows the insertion of tension within certainties and opposes
any form of one dimensionality.

Relativisation in this context means to conceive of human existence, not as a
closed totality, but as a goal, a possibility. The dialectic to consider here is this:
life this e is moving toward its own transcendence, to the emergence of possible
a better life. And the better life is already affected as a presence within the his-
torical immanence, through the human acts that try to multiply the possibilities
of well-being of all. The hinge of this dialectic is called waking dream, according
to the word Bloch; an awakened dream that opposes any form of soft crystalliza-
tion to the solicitations of the world and history.

Humanization and development goes by the assumption of daydreams that
put this in question, that awaken the dormant hopes that open future horizons

and call to action.

6. Conclusion

The philosophy of human development treats the actual contribution of the
same with the world; this is the place and the condition of the existence of hu-
man being. The question of the relation of human being to the world is divided
into three essential aspects: the report with reality, the relation to time, and the
relation to others. It is also called the question of the origin and destiny of the
human being: where does human being come from? What is the purpose of hu-
man being? Finally, it is the theoretical foundation of the idea of a development
which presupposes that men set goals, gather the conditions of their achieve-
ments and arrange what is at their disposal to produce the desired effects. Our
study leads to two major contributions, considered as two laws in philosophical
anthropology of development.

1) The relation of human being to reality is divided into affects (which acts on
us unconsciously) and perceptions (which is perceived consciously). The excess
of what appears in consciousness does not correspond to the gap between intui-
tion (as the core of explicit meaning) and the intention (the implicit field), but
away from the act of knowledge and the ontological background that arouses it.
This understanding of the human subject raises individual well-being, as enjoy-
ment and, as such, ungraspable by any forms of life projects, of an economic
nature. The enjoyment is pure sensitivity attached to the moment of its produc-
tion. Thus, individual well-being can only truly be described when it is expe-

rienced, and it appears at that moment as an absolute sensation without intelli-
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gibility. It is therefore necessary to differentiate between well-being and the de-
sire for well-being as a life project.

To desire a well-being that is not yet there, in the fullness of sensation, my de-
sire that is actually desired is to project oneself into a better life, with uncertainty
as the only guarantee. The project of life is structured, at the mental level, in im-
age-wish, in the present of consciousness, and raises percepts, without an un-
folding in the ordinary course of life. It introduces a gap between the original
and the original, an offset that produces a split in the origin of desires.

The origin is pure gushing. But it is, at the same time, the place where some-
thing proceeds. We can thus distinguish two dimensions in the origin: the pure
gushing distinct from any cause (event) and the something that comes from the
origin. To desire a well-being is to be originally self, but not originally, because
the subject who wishes is always and already behind the actual event of the de-
sired well-being, he is not the cause. From this event, according to the enjoy-
ment depends on an external element, it is the enjoyment of a good, different
from the subject who enjoys. Enjoyment is a primary event on the basis of which
individual well-being must be determined and understood: I sometimes expe-
rience a certain well-being because I enjoy a good, in an instant.

In this perspective, to enjoy is not to be the measure of the occurrence of this
event. Enjoyment occurs to me without previous measure. The fact that
well-being is given to us by sensation introduces into existence a heteronomy of
consciousness. The consciousness of enjoyment is not an awareness of some-
thing, but a pure savorthat ignores the limit of time.

2) The relation of man to time, the bearer of development, refers to a lived,
experienced time. This is assuming the present time as being of future, to mature
in future project. The concept of the future, like that of the present, is linked to
the events, as things to come, nature unknown and, as such, leaves an opening to
the new and unpublished.

The time of development is a tear that highlights the “already” accomplished,
the “not yet accomplished” and waiting. Waiting is not a state, but a process, in
the sense of the advents, to happen. And the future gives rise to the possibility of
a new human becoming. Existence is both non-being and being, becoming per-
petual and retaining time.

To think of time as waiting is to recognize in the real, the elements of walking
forward, already in preparation, without a spatial and rectilinear conception of
time. This means going beyond the fact of seeing in time only a linear continua-
tion of the past, the present and the future, to grasp time under the “already”
and “not yef’, the accomplished and not accomplished. This conception of time
makes it possible to reject the idea of a homogeneous time, of which all moments
would be equal and additive, adding to each other according to the law of an
endless series.

The reading of time in “already” and “not yef’, in accomplished and unful-

filled imposes another evaluation of the present, as the time of transformative
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praxis, within which the unfinished in life is under 1 has mediate of human ac-
tion. To grasp the present as a process, to search in the present for already and
not-yet-accomplished elements, means to treat the temporality from the angle of
the New; because the New is what needs to be done. It is from what is already
accomplished in time that can be read the novelty of a “not yef’. The emptiness
or incompleteness of temporal phenomena can then be thought of as an opening
beyond contents, a mode of relation with concrete utopia.

Human development genuine reliable is not purely economic and social, not
merely apolitical but is born in a context where subjectivity is recognized as a
host, as one that welcomes others and allows the passage of the policy to the a/-
ready non-economic. Politics must therefore be subordinated to an injunction
that goes beyond the political order. The language of human development is said
in the reception of the other as another: development of the human or humanity
which is the other in us. Development is the humanization of man or becoming
human to the end; and this humanization consists in making oneself other, in a
course of mediation of oneself. To be the condition of the mediation of one’s
own journey is to place oneself in the place from which one’s life is organized, to

constitute oneself (the human body and the built house).
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