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"La pluie n cesse, 1l'air est doux, l= cizl roule lentemert
de belles images noirves . . . je vais zu hegsard, vide et
calue, sous ce ciel inutilise.’ (L= pausde)

TaTRODUCT I

The purpose of this thesis is to analyze ths concept

S

= y A .
of freadom which is found in Jean-.aul carbre's L'etre st

le néént. I have chosen the topic of freedon, not ouly
becgusge it is one of the nost imvortant conteuporary Lro=-
blems, but zlso becauss 1 think the question of wnsther

or ~2% man is free 12 one of the —ost priaccordial guestliopns
e the consciousness of man aslks, bescause the “ay in
which one answers this guestion has ramiflcations in every
sphere of life.

A
I have chosan to do a debtailed awalysis of Listre et

s
ic neant because it contains a conclilge concepbual account
of UYartre's notiorn of freedom which, in a2y estimation,
is the foundation for 21l his subseguent philosophical

1
meditation.~

Before e begin the first section, howevar, 7 think
1t is necessary to make a few prefatory remarks concernin.
the ultimate purpose of Sartre's book so that we say have
somewhat oF a {ramework in which we cex insert his philo

sophy of freedom. The subtitlie of the work is, Lssail

d! ontolosie phénom

"
~  Colette Audry, partre st la idelitd Humaine,
E‘aris, Editions L)‘:‘"hel"S 1(}"1:3' -_U,“'E:,’j,




pressat apn sualysis of teing. 7This analysis, horever, 18

not toc e confused with metayvvsics. For .artre, eniol-

ozy 15 concerncd with the factusl data ivhich answars the

W

vuestion what. ietaphysics, on tne other hond, attewpts

to answer ~he guestions why and how ny makine hynotheses

<3

which 2est uwnlify the date of ontolory. Thus it is an

coistomological presupposition on which he ogerstes through-

(%]

out this book that the gquestions wny ara aow 2re gx defin-

itiva relegated to the realm of the uncertaln; wheress

ths guestion what ig given independently of ths thy and
the how and can be answersd with certitude. 1t 1s in

this sense that .artre says that retaphysics is to entol-
ozy as history is to soci@lopy.z 4180, thisg analysis of
being 1s further quelifisd by the fact that it is o pheno=-
menological znalysis. It is precisely ths cuestion of

the meanins of 3artre's phencmenoclory and its cdblorical
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consequaaces which is the subjsc
tion.

One final remark I would maks befors oepinning the

on

analysis is that this tork of Lartre's is 2 wery dislzc-
tical one. By this 1 nesr. that almoszt 211 the parts are
intimately dependent on cach other For thelr neanins and

3

that the reaninc of a parbt can be grasped only in che

nmeaning of the whole,

\ . A .
Jean taul ~Yartre, L'etre =2t 1z vo220t, rz2ris,
-nllimard, 1943, o. 715.




PHENOMENOLOGY AS THE METHODOLOGICAL
POUNDATION FOR THE ARALYSIS OF FRELDOW

The first section is an attempt by 3artre to situ-
ate himself among various traditional and contemporary
trends of thought in respect to the starting point and
methodology of philoscephy. It is certainly necessary
for ug to understond this section since it provides the
starting point for ths analysis of freedom. However,
since thls section is only indirectly related to the main
topic of freedom, I shall only mention the major themes
which will enable us to have a more comprehensive under-
standing of the foundations of his notions of freedom.

Phenomenclogzy has two major precisions for 3artre.
For him it consists in both entological and methodologi-
cal prineciples. wWith regard to the first meaning, sstvs
asserts a monism of the phenomenon (i.2. all reality ic
reduced to the connected totality of its apeearances),
because 1t is the simplest explangtlion of reality and be-
cause it obviates many dualisms.’ By this, howsver, 3artre
does not mean that much of reallity is not hidden, but
merely that phenomena do not hide reality. This monism of

the phenomenon, in turn, presupposes two types of being:

- A -
3 Jean Paul Sartre, L'&tre et le néént, raris,

Gallimard, 1943, p. 11.




the belng of consciousness and the belng of which con-
sciousness 1s conscious. These two realitlies are re-
spectively designated by Sartre as belng ~ for - itselfl
(or simply the for - itself) and being - in ~ itself (or
gimply the in - itself).

Now consciousness may be considered in two ways.
First of all, consciousness may be considered as posi-
tional insofar as it transcends itself toward an object
in such a way that it is a kind of nothingness except
insofar as it exhausts itself in that object.” Second,
we may speak of a pon-positional consciousness since it
is a necessary condition for every consciousness of some-
thing that it also be conscious of itself. Now wWhat
exactly is this consciousness of consciousness and how
does 1t differ from positional consciousness? Sartre
rejects the answer that it is knowledge of consclousness.
This would constitute a subjJect -~ object relation in which
the consciousness - reflected - on would be an object for
consclousness. But if this were the case, then for the
reflecting consclousness in turn to be conscious of itself
would require a third term (a consciousness of the con-
scousness of consciousness). Thus we have the dilemma
of elther regressing to infinity, oxr of stopping at one
of the terms, in which case there would still be a con-

sciousness which is not conscious of itself. Thus it

%, Jean Paul Sartre, L'8tre et le néént, Faris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 18.




is necessary that consciousness of consciousness be a
", + « rapport lmmédiat et non cogitif de sol & =ol."5
Thus we may speak of the positional (thetic or re-
fleoctive) consciousness which considers consclousness as
an object; or we may speak of the non-positional, (non-
thetic or prereflective) consciousness which is an im-
mediate awareness of consciocusness, but not as an objlect.
Or, Sartre says, "En d'autres termes, toute consclence
positionnelle d'objet est en mgme temps conscience non
positionnelle d'elle-mgme."6 Thus on the level of pre-
reflective conselousness, "knowing” and being are ldentl-
cal. For this reason, whenever Sartre uses the phrase,
"gconsciousness (of)," as referring to the prereflective
consciousness, he will put the "of"in parentheses., Thus
the prereflective consciousness is the condition and
foundation for the reflective consclousness. We must
not think, however, that there are two consciousnesses,

but rather that the prereflective conselousness is ", . .

le seul mode d'existence aul solt possible pour une gon-

gscience de guelque chose."7
Being ~ in - itself ig characterized very briefly

and succinctly by Sartre. First, It is itself, that is,

5 Jean Paul Sartre, L'etre et le neant, Paris
Gallimard, 1943, pe 19. '

6 Tbid. p. 19.
7 Ibid. p. 20.
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it exists independently of consclousness. Second, it 1is
in - itself. 3artre gives many subtle analyses of what he
means by this; however, the root idea is that it i1s the
opposite of consciousness, On the one hand, being - in -
itself is what it is and has to be and can only be what
it is; on the other hand, oonscilousness can constitute
its essence by choosing among its possibilitises. Lastly,
being -~ in ~ itself is. By this Sartre means that it
sinply is and that it cannot he necessar.ly deduced or
explained in any fashion with respect to its being.B

The second and last main meaning which Sartre gilves
to phenomenology ls a methodological and epistemelogical
one. The flrst important passage 1s as follows:

Toutefois, la caracté&istique de l'é%re G

existant, c'egt de ne pas se dévoiler lui-mfme,

52 personne, a la consclilence; on ne peut pas

dépouiller un existant de son &tre, 1'8tre est

le fondement toujours prééent de l'existant, 11l

est partout en lul ﬁt nulle part, il n'y a pas

d'€tre qui ne soit ftre d'une manidre d'ftre et

qu'on ne saisisse & travers la manidre d'@tre

qui le manifeste et le volle en méme temps.9
The passage seems to me to indicate three ways in which
being is hidden: a) being is hidden from consclousness in
the sense that the coglto is never perfectly united to

any belng, that is, there 1s always a barrier of being:

8 Jean Paul Sartre, L'dtre et le ndant, Paris
Gallimard, 1943, p. 30=34,

9 1Ibid. p. 30



b) also, since being never exhausts itself in any one
being, there will always be a hiddenness of being even
when we are conscious of g being; c¢) lastly, even though
a being manifests itself in a true fashlon throurh phe-
nomena, nevertheless, all phenomena are not immediately
given and nmust be souzght out with patience and persever-
ence.

Sartre then says, "hous en avons g chague instant
ce gque Heldegzzer appelle une oompréﬁension prégntologique,
ctest-a-dire gvl ne s'accompagne pas de rizxation en con-
cepts et d'éiuoidation.”lo It is this preontological
nowledge which we must always rely on. 30 then, pheno-
menology as a method of analysis for Sartre seems to con-
sist primarily in the principle that although being is
hidden in many ways, 1t can be apprehended through phe-
nomena wnich are gilven to our preontological comprehen-
gion. By this, however, 3Jartre does not seem to mean
that we have innate knowledge; but rather, he seems to
be tending toward an intuitive notion of truth whereby
being is unveiled simply by the beholding of it.

Iy method of commenting on each section will follow
the pattern of treating sach major theme within the sec~

tion: flirst, in its relatlion to freedom; second, in re-

10 Jean Paul Sartre, L'etre
Gallimard, 1943, p. 30.
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lation to the advantar es and disadvantaces in ny estims-
tion which this pzrticular analysls has in accountins
for the totality of the phenouwenon of freesdom.

T ow then, e have seen that phenomenolosy 1s the
spparent bersinainge and foundation for Jartre'ls philosorhy.
I 32y apparcent since it seems to me to be rather the
material beginning or the material embodiment of e prior
formal prescrposition which we shall analyze in a later
section in order to preserve the furmal interrity of
wartre's meditation. I evertheless, we may groceed with
our analysis and simply suspend our judgment on whether
phnenomenolory is the tras source for :artre's philosophy
or rather the comsequence of a prior presupposition.

The first mgjor theme which we encountered in this
saction was —artre's ossertion of a2 monism of phenomsna.
3y this he meant the reduction of =211 reality to tae
cornnected totality of its appearances. Sy leaving the

comprehension of tae term appearance very wide and vague,

v

sartre sesuned to be malling the laudable endeavor to admit

every type of ‘“nowledpe, exparience, data, etc. to his

ko]

analyses which would e necessary 1f one i1s to have a
compr-hensive uaderstanding of the meanin: of freedon
for humen reality. Ir fact, however, it seems to me that

the real meanin: waicn -cartre has [iven to the term

@

appearance 1s a very rationalistic and intellectualistic

one. I think we can see the teginning of this restriction



9.
when Sartre concludes from this notion of phenomenology
that there are only two types of reality: the for-itself
and the in - itself. Sartre uses this terminology be-
cause he 18 referring to humen reality and the rest of
the world in a very restricted and original way which
will be gradually unfolded throughout this paper. At
this point, however, I think it is sufficient to see an
indication of the rationalistic interpretation of appear-~
ance in the fact that Sartre views the "essenge" of human
reality solely in terms of consciousness and the "essence"”
of the world solely 1nkerms of belng nmerely in - itself.

This interpretation or presentation of phenomenology
has many repercussions on his analysis of freedom. In-
deed, it incllnes the analysis of freedom to be sought
in a purely intellectual manner; and hence, the discussion
of freedom will be severly limited since human reality
and the world will be discussed merely in terms of being
for - 1tself and in - itself rather than in terms of the
material, spiritual, sensory, intuitive, affective, social,
and other relationships which, it seems to me, should be
analyzed by and for themselves. Thus 1t seems to me that
at the outset, Sartre has sacrificed even the provisional
discussion of the rich complexity of belng merely for the
sake of having an all encompassing and yet coherent and
mified view of reality. These conclusions and aiticisms

have, of course, been made in hind sight and as such can
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only be verifled by pursuing an analysls of Sartre's
text to see if this is in fact the case. I mention this
entire analysis here with the hope of sighting the embry-
onic agglutinatious of Sartre's intuitions in all their
Incipient richness and limitations rather than to clini-
cally dissect the desiccated formulae of a philosophy
cut off from its origins.

The second major theme concerned the two fundamental

forms of consclousness. 1 presented Sartre's analysils
in some detail since this dlstinction pervades the entire

analysis of freedom. It is intimately involved with his
notion of anguish which 1s Sartre's main argument for the
existence of freedom. It is also the concept which en-~
ables Sartre to construct his notion of bad faith whish
we shall see 1s hils primary answer to those who objeect to
his notion of freedom. TLastly, we shall see that free-
dom is an aspect of non-positional conseciousness rather
than posltional consciousness.

The third maln theme consisted in an analysis of the
in - itself. The important polnt here, I think, is the
assertion that 1t 1s de trop or without meaning or ex-
planation. The main reason why Sartre says this is con-
talned in and flows from hls later analysis of the for -
itself. This has an obvious relation to freedom insofar
as 1t consists in the rejection of any kind of ultinmats

ontological finality other than death. In this sense I



il.

would egree with Colette Audry that the tragic element in
Sertre is born of the in - itselr,ll

The last maj)or theme concerns phenomenclogy more
specifically as a method of philosophical analyslis. At
the outset, we are confronted with two seemingly contra-
dioctory statements. Sartre affirms both the hiddenness
of beilng and the transluecidity of oconsciousness. The
resolution of this problem lies, I think, in the distinec-
tion that the hilddenness is due to the very structure of
being whereas the translucidity of consclousness refers to
the innate capaclty to know. Thus it seems that Sartre
views belng as hidden in part because of its very struc-
ture; and yet, on the other hand, he wants to transcend
any skepticism by saying that we have a preontological

comprehenslion of belng. By the term prsontological, he

seems to mean, as we have mentloned, a comprehension with-
out elearly defined concepts. Also, since Sartre says

that we must rely on this preontological comprehension, he
seems to be adhering to a method of analysls which by its
very nature precludes any clearly defined argument for or

against an issue,1? Thus with regard to his notion of

11 colette Auwdry, Sartre et la ﬂé;;ité,HEgaine.
Paris, Editions Seghers, e Il

12 jean Paul Sartre, L'Stre et ;g.né%nt, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 30.




12,
freedomn, we¢ ust realire that he is ot so amuch interested
ir. refuting one viev and proving hic own, as he is in
merely elucidating and delineating his meditations and
intuitiong and thereby allowing the reader to bchold and

accept =g his own or reject as aliea.



QUESTIONING ANL ANGUISH AS THE
REVELATION O FREEDON

The second main section of Sartre's book is concerned
with the problems of nothingness and questioring. ve will,
for the most part, pass over thls section and merely point
out some connecting threads of thought. 1 do this simply
because I think the primary function of thls section is to
provide a continuity of ldeas rather than to provide any
substantive basis for hls notion of freedom, which is what
we are primarily concerned with., There is, however, s
part within this section concerned with anguish which is
very important in respect to his notion of freedom. 1 say
this in spite of the fact that Sartre says in this sec-~
tion that angulsh is not a proof of freedom, but rather
freedom is the necessary condition for the possibllity of
man to question. This is, however, sald in the context of
answering objections which psychological determinism poses
to Sartre. It is quite evident, nevertheless, in the con-
text of the whole, that questioning is an aspect of free-
dom and that the primary revelation of freedom as a struc-
ture of man's being is due to angulsh. Hence I will only
analyze in detail hls notion of anguish. Thus I hope that
this will provide a good introduction to the section con-

cerning bad faith.
Sartre begins this section by pointing out that in

our questloning of being we can recognize questioning as



1k,
a mode of humen exlsting. The structure of questioning,
in turn, reveals tlie existence of negations or what osartre
terms né%atitéé. Thzre is, Tirst of all, negation in
the sense that =2 negative answer to the question is possi-
ble. There is also negation in the sense of the ignorance
on the part of the questlioner as to the answer. Lastly,
there is nevation in the sense that every objectlive answer
is a 1imit and will exclude other aznswers. (There are
also many other kinds of negablon connected wit.l absence,
change, othernesg, regret, repulsion, etec.) The important
point, however, is that all of these géé@&l&éé,have hunan
consclousness as a necessary condition for the possibility
of their existence. And, more precisely, it is human
consciousness insofar as 1t is free to project possibili-
ties that 1s the origin of these negatitég. Precdon
here 1s conslidered primarily in = negatlive sense; that 1is,
freedom is considered under the double aspect of belng
able to stand at a distance from or to disengage itself
from both objects and itself. XFor instance, man can
project the possibility of maeking a ladder out of this lum-
ber. Also, man can project the possibility of bveing a
carpenter rather than a teacher. Thus the first mein
meaning of freedom for Zartre is a mode of consclousness
which enables man to withdraw and relate himself to hin-

self and the world.
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Llius wartre!s reasonine is as follows: gquestioning
as a mode of existence 7or man is a fact; guestioning re-

. e YO A
veals the existence of ﬂegatltéé; negatités ave as o

necessary coudition for their existence a node of con-
scbusness which consists in the {resdom to project pos-
sibilities. Then, nowever, zartre says that someoune may
object to this by sayinz that 1f thiz freedou 1s a mode of
consciousnc~s, then there must necsssarily ve a consclous-
ness of this freedvom. .g answers this ocojesctivil wy saying
that angulsh is the consciousness of this freedom. .1a-
guish, however, in my estimation has the more important

function of bLelang tne :cole eviusnce fTor tine exlstsnce of

[48)

ry

nlk

e

vartrian freedow. This is way, 1 ta , Sartre maies a
detalled analysis of angulish. Thus the next section we
will analyze will be tne sectlon on anculish.
Concerning anguish, Jartre says: . . . c'est dans

llan-olsse gue 1l'homue prend conscience de sa liberté’ou,

A 1 o N 1 T 3 A )
si l'on prefere, Ll'an-.oclssc est ie nmods d'etres de 1la

. / . A s
liberte comme conscience d'etre, c'est dans l'angolsse
!/
&

5

- A .

gue la liberté est dens son etre en question pour elle-
A = e . , . e -

meme." 13 e peplins by referring to Kierikegsard's dis-
tiniction between waupulsh and fear. To illustrate the

diffcrence, we shall use an cxample of Sartrefs: a man

’

Ve

13 Jear neant, Paris,

n s
Gallimard, 1943, p. So.




16.
is walking on a narrow path up the side of a mountain.
There is fear here because an avalanche, a slippery rock,
or some weak ground will result in our falling to our
death. There is also anguish, however; for we Imow that
we can elther exerclse extreme caution or be carefree,
cling to the side of the mountalin or walk the edge; and
finally, we can even commit suicide, In the one case,

we are afrald of a transcendent object which we cannot

have any control over, In the second case, wWe are an-~
guished because of our gelf insofar as we must freely
choose among many possibillities. Normally the states of
fear and angulsh are successive: sn lrreflective fear
is usually followed by a reflective anguish, There are,
of course states of pure anguish which are neither pre-
ceded nor followed by fear.

But now there is a problem: Iif freedom 13 a per-
manent structure of the being of man (as Sartre will
assert and explain in the sectlon on the for - itself), and
if anguish is the mode of revelation of this freedom, then
man should be in a constant s%ate of enguish. If we rea-
lize, however, that anguish usuvally presupposes a reflec-
tive awareness of certain possibilitles as my possibilities,
then there will be a way of explaining why men usually
experience angulsh rarely. The obvious reason is that we

often perform our daily acts in a non-reflective manner,
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that 1s, most of our possibilities are only non-reflec-
tively apprehended by our realizing them in action, This
way of acting Sartre terms a pattern of flizht when faced
with anguish. To say it simply, rather than acknowledge
our freedom and the responsibility of choosing, we simply
ignore the problem and act unreflectively or else pretend
that we are not free aad that there is only one true or
good way of acilng. Coth of these ways of acting Sartre
terms "bad falth." HKevertheless, we are still left with
essentially tlie same problem; for it doesn't seem pos-~
sible that man can ignor:z a fundamental structure of his
heing. Sartre tells us that we must look for an answer
in an snalysis of bad faith.

The major theme in this section seems to me to e
that of anguish, Ite function for Sartre is to reveal
and "prove" the existence of freedom. I certainly would
not deny that there is a type of anguish which reveals
the freedom to act and hence the respornsibility for acting.
por would I disagree that in some sense freedom is a per-
manent structure of man since I think his distinction
between reflective and non-reflective angulsh and his
noticn of bad faith sufficiently explain the rarity of
anguish. Two guestions, howeve; remain in ny mind:

a) "Is man's freedom asbsolute or limited?" 1b) "Does

the experience of anguish reveal elther asbsolute freedom
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or limited freedom to the exclusion of the other?"
These questions, however, are intimately related to the
question of action and values and hence will be taken up

agaln in the section where Sartre treats of this.
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de besins the Tirst subsection concerning bad faith
by recalling that man is not only the condition for the
exlstence of Qéégtitéé, but that he can also negate
hilmself becouse of his freedos to actualize various
possibilities. Zad falth is one way of negating one's
gelf, (ne can say that bad fiath is a lie to oneself 1if
one is careful to distinguish this lie from a lie siuply.
The fundement~l difference is that in a lie simply, some-
one 1in possession of the truth dellberately hides it from
another; whereas in bad faith, there iz a unity of con-
sciousness in which the same person both possesses the
truth and conceals it from himself at the same moment.
Also, bad falith 1s rnot a state which comes to us from
outside, but is the result of a free projesct which im-
plies ". . June compréhension de la mauvaise fol comme
telle et une sailsie pré}é}lexive (de) la conscience comnmes
steffectuant Ge mauvaise foi."¥ At this point, sartre
doesn't try to explain the paradox, but concludes the
section, by showing that the I'reudian unconscious doesg

not explain the paradox, but, in fact, either presupposes

p
14 Jeen Paul sSartre, L'8tre et le neant, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 87.
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of the ve and the other within the same person.

IT. Tdie CONDUCTIS 0F Jay FATTH

The second subsection analyzes the structures of
consciousness which are necessary for the possibility of
bad failth. There are three ambiguities 1n human resality
which make bad falth possible, First, there is the
ambigulty of facticlity and transcendence. Factieclity
represents the condition of the person - in - the - world.
Transcendence represents the projecting and negating
ability of man which aims at changing the self and the
world. The second ambiguity consists in the fact that
we can consider ourselves elther as we see ourself or
as another sees ourself. The third involves the temporal
anbigulty by which one can think of himself either as he
was or as he will be.

Now, what exactly is "bad' in bad faith? It is
simply the attempt to consider oneself as a thing, as
an in - itself (whether that be one's transcendence,
facticity, being - for - self, being -~ for - another,
past, or future), rather than to accept the humwan situa-
tion as it is in all its freedom. Sartre concludes the
section by saying: "lLa condition de possibilité'de 1la
mauvalse fol, c'est gque la réélité/humaine, dans son @tre

/., . 77
ile plus immeaiaq,dans l'intrastructure du cozito prere-
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beine is aliaye in quesblion bacauss of freedoun). Thus

£

thete 1g a fisgs-are within human reality itself which

bad faith utilizes,.

ITI. THe "FAITH" OF B840 FAITH

The last subsection deals with the "faith" in bad
faith. We may call this falth belief if by that we mean
e e W1t adhé%ion de l'Qtre a son objet, lorsque %;
objet n'est pas donnd ou est donnd indistinctement . . .u16
how the object of bad faith is the ambiguous human reality
which is what it is not and 1s not what it is. Indeed,
to consider the human reality as anything else is pre-~
cisely bad faith. However, since this reality is am-
biguous, one can "decide" not to be convinced that human
reality is such. Nevertheless, one could object that if
one's bellef is simply due to a subjective volition and
if one "knows" this, then his belief is automatically de-

stroyed, Sartre answers this question thus:

15 Jean Faul Sartre, I'gtre et 1z néént, Taris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 108.

1% 1pid. p. 108.
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bertes nous avons forcé 1ci la description du
phenomenp en le d5signant par le mot de savoir;
la conscience non thétiquc, ntest pas savoir.
(Yais elle est, par sa translucidité m@me,
1'origzine de tout savoir.) Ainsi, la conscience
non thétLque (de} croire est destructrice 4dg

la croyance. , ilais, en mBume temps, 1a loi nféme
du cosito orevéalexﬁf implique que 1'8tre du
croire doit Stre 1a conscicnece de croire. Ainsi,
la croyance egt un Btre qul se met en guestion
dans son proprs etre, qui ne peut se réaliser
gue daans sz lestruction gui ne p=eut sc mani-
fester 3 soil Lu'en se niant; e'eg} u étre pour
qui 2tre, c'est narditre, et varditre, c'est

se nier.

Now what does he mesan? Hirst, we do not have a re-
flective knowledge that our belief is due To our sube-
Jeetive will., We do, however, have a non-reflective con-
sciocusness of this which destroyvs our bellef. But, at
the same time, there is consciousness (of) belief since
every act of conscilousness {(in this case, believing)
must exist as consclousness silace its whole being is simply
this consciousness. Thus we have the paradoxical situs-
tion that tne very condition for the possibility of belief
is the simultansous destruction and nezzation of it because
there is a non-reflective consclousness that it is due to
a mere volition. Jartre concludes by saying that we can
now begln a study of conscliousness.

I would like to conclude this section by saying that
it seems that zartre's notlion of bad faith does provide
a reasonable e¥planation of why -- presuppocine freedom

as a fundamental structure of humen reality -- many people,

17 Jean Paul 3artre, L'@tre et le néant, -aris
Gallimard, 1943, p. 110.




for the most part, =2re not in ancuish. Thus he has to
a zreat extent resolved the nbhjection that freedom 1s not
s permanent structure of mon because ancuish is only
raraly and intermittently exverienczd. This does not mean~--
and 3artre certalinly arrees -- that bad faith 1s a per-
fectly clear notion. It ig, in fact, a paradox; but,
nevertheless, it seems to me that there are good reassons
within Sartre's rontext for asserting it. Je must re-
member, however, that 1t 13 an assertion which is made
to oxplain the presupposition that anguish reveals free-~
dom 838 a fundamental structure of man. A8 such, it is
true only to the extent that the presupposition is true.
If in our final analysis, however, We conclude that
the pervading intuition for 3artre is the notion of
ahsolute freedom, which ls in turn based on his notion
of consciousness, which is in turn based on the wethod-
ological presuppositions of his wmeditation, and if we
have reasons to object to this notlon of absolute freedom,

then we must rezlize that it would be 2 petitio principiti

for Sartre to answer by merely saying that we are in bad
faith; rather, he would have to argue ageinst our reasons;
for we could simply counter that he, in fact, was in

had falth.



AN IDRALTSL OF SICNTIRICATION
43 THo METHODOLOGICAL PRE3UPPOSITION
IN THL ANALYSIS OF FRiExDOM

The fourth main section 1s concerned with what I
consider to be Sartre's main philosophical presupposi-
tion, which is also a methodological one. It is contained
in the first part of Sartre'!'s analysis of the for-itself
in which he tries to summarize his ideas on the methodology
of philosophical meditation. I think that we shall see
that it is not by chance that Sartre places this section
as a type of preface to the section on the for-itself.

He btegins by telling us that our analysis of nega-
ticn referred us to freedom, this, in turn, to bad faith,
and bad falth to the prereflective cogito as the condi-
tion for its possibility. He then continues with a very
important sentence, "ials le cogito ne livre jamails que
ce qu'on lul demande de livrer."8 He further explains
this statement thus:

A vral dire, 11 faut partir du cogito, mais

ori. peut dire de 1lui,_=n parodiant uns formule

c&1dbre, qu'il mene & tout 2 condition d'en

sortir. Nos recherches précédentes, qui por-

‘talent sur les conditions de possibilitd de

cer fraines conduites, n'avalent pour but que

de nous pettre en mesure d'interroger le cogito

sur =on 8tre et de nous fournir 1'instrument
dialectligque qui nous permettrait de trouver

) A
18 Jean ranl cartre, L'etre et le neant, Paris
Gallimard, 1943, p. 115.
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dans le coglto 1u1-m£me le moyen de nous Sveder

de l'instantanéité vers la totalité d'8tre que

constitue la réalité humaine.lg

Now I think we are in a position to uncover the pri-
mordial methodological presupposition of the entire
Sartrian edifice and to situate ourselves in regard to
it. When Sartre says that the cogito never surrenders
anything except that which is asked of it, it seems that
he means that it does not give us anything except sheer
consciousness. Indeed, this would seem to me why the
exlstence of the material world was concluded by the
"antological proof" which was based on the nature of con-
sciousness alone, rather than accepted as a given in con-
gciousness. This would also seem to be why he uses only
a few pages to describe transcendent being, whereas all
the rest of the book is primarily concerned with conscious-
ness. This is, perhaps, also why he does not =zeem to be
able to say much about transcendent being except that it
is in - itself. It 1s true, however, that Sartre says
it is necessary to leave the cogito. And it is true that
he has not only gotten out of the cozlito, but has “proven”
the existence of the material world. tevertheless, it seems
to me that one should not only get out of the cozito,
but that one should let reality be as it is apart from any

imposition of the cogito. In spite of the apparent ten-

/7
19 Jean Paul Sartre, L'dtre et le neant, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 116.
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dency in the analysis of appearance to be open to beling
end to accert it as a given in consciousness, he has,
in fact, methodologically presupposed that the way of
understanding not only consciousness, but the total human
reality and the world is Ly an analysls of pure conscious-
ness. 1In fact, in the preceding quotation, he explicitly
says that his sole goal in the prior analysls was to
interrogate the cogito ir order to find in it itselfl
the peans to understand the whole huwan reality. Thus
Sartre seems to have fallen prey -- as his naster,
Jescartes -~ to a methodological idealism or an ldealism
of signification, at least with respect to the world and
any aspects of the human reallity except comsclousness,
boesg this mean that we should discontinue our analysis
of 3artre? On the contrary, his method does not preclude
an authentic and true analysis of consdpusness. Also,
undoubtedly this aralysis will illuminate other realities,
we must simply be especially attentive to any assertion
by 3artre in regard to any reality other than conscilousness
or even consciousness 1itself insofar as it is related
to other realities, and realizz that it has its foundation
in an analysis of pure consclousness alcocne. With re-
spect to what Jartre says concerning consciousness, we
will either recognize our own experience or not. And if
we do not recoguize our own experience there, then there

simply 1s no room for dialogue since we are starting with
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different visions. If we differ, however, in regard fto
some reality other than consciousnessz, it would seem that
dialogue would be possible since we are looking at reality
from two points of view (e.g. Sartre from a reflective
analyéis of consclousness, we from a reflective analysis

of reality glmpliciter -~ albeit through consciousness).



T JCR ~ ITITIE "7 THY

ONTOLOGICAT, FOUNDATIOY FOR FREEDOM

The fifth mair section is, in my estimation, the
ontologiecal fourdstiorn for Sartre's notion of absolute
freedom. This section 1s the concrete analysis of freedom
as 1t exists in every individusl man in contrast to the
following section which will analyze the abstract notion
of freefom in 211 its significations. In this section
he snalyzes human reslity from the point of view of pure
consciousness and on the basis of this, is led to conclude

to the absolute freedom of man.

I. rhibopnCe TO oBLP

The primary notion of the first subsectlon is tast
the belilng of consciousness 1s a being such that in its
being, 1ts very being is in question. This has been in-
terpreted as meaning that consciousness is the obverse
of the in ~ itself; that is, there is not a perfect coin=-
cidence of it with itself. [For lunstance, in the example
of belief, we cannot say siuply that consciousness (of)
belief is consciousness (of) belief: for preciscly inso-
far as belief is consciousness (of) belief, it is no
longer belief; or rather, it is troubled belief.

As a further explication, Jsartre says that the self

is always present to the self, or ralther, is at a distance
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from itself. But when we ask what this distance 1is, we
can only reply that it is nothing. In the example, for
instance, there is "nothing" whlch separates consclous-
ness {(of) belief from consciousness (of) belief; for it
is nothing other than consciousness (of) belief. Yet,
ags was pointed out above, neither is there s perfect
coincidence. Jertre ssys of this non-being, "1 est é%ét"zﬁ
He is here referring to the being of consciousness (for-
itself) insofar as it is and is not because its beilnz is
constantly in question in virtue of the necessity of an

eternal consclousness of velng able to freely choose

gither to be or not to he, or to be this or that.

I, T3& FACTICITY OF THL FOLH = ITSELE

The second subsection is concerned with the facticity
of the for-itself. Facticity is used by 3artre to refer
to the for-itself as being - in = the - world and as bhsing
contingent. These are not two completely different notions,
In fact, we may say that contingency is revealed by and
is the result of the for - itself as being - in - the -
world. Sartre has hls own specizl meaning for continzency.
A being iz contingent if it lacks its own fundement or
ground, or, as sartre says, if 1t is de trop. The notion

of de Lrop, 1 think is best understood in terms of final-

] . A - /7
20  Jean Paul 3sartre, L'etrs et le neant,

Gallimard, 1943, p. 120.
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ity, that is, 2 heing is de trop if a) there 1s no reason
why it came into being in the sense that one's birth is
given and is not chosen; b) there is no reason why 1t
is this type of belng rather than another; c) there is
no reason for it to continue ir being. Jhat Zartre is doing
1t seems to me, is denying any ontologlcal finality. e
can also see why he does this; for since he is taking the
persnzctive of consciousnesg, that is, siance he is looklng
at consclousness as consclousness rather than conscious-
ness of =~ a3 2 methodologlical presupposition == then
certainly there willl be no ontolegical finality sinoce
consolousness as pure and simple consclousness reveals
itself as a sheer freedom to project and realize certain
possiblilitics,

However, Qvgsides the utter gratuity snd freedom which
results from the facticity of ths for - itself as contin-
gent, there is also a type of detarminlsm in regard to
factlcity as a particular situation (e.g. being in Canada,
on a rainy day, and of Irish descent). WKevertheless, the
situation does not determine the for - itself as bheing
such or such; for it is precisely the for - itself which
freely glves a meaning to a situation by making various
projects. Thls question is treated in detail in a2 later
section; the maln idea, however, is that althouzh one
cannot chooss the situation he is ir, he can freely choose

how he will react to it., Thus ws have here amain a
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dialectical relationship: consciousness as for - itself
is the fundament of its being this or that, and yet, it

is not the fundament of its being simply.

I1I. THE FOR - ITSELF AND THE BEING COF VALUE

The next subsectlion is concerned with the for -
itself and the being of value. We have already seen that
the for - itself negates itself in 1its own being. 7This
negation, however, ls asccomplished only in reference to
the in - itself, that is, it determines itself not to be
an in - 1tgelf. Thus the in -~ itself is intimately linked
with the transcendence of the for - itself. Sartre then
attempts to explore this relationshlp through an analysis
of "lack."

He says that the most fundamental internal negation
"+ « ocelle qui constitue dans gga“éggg 1'6tre dont elle
nie avec l'étre gu'elle nie, e'est le mangue."zl Lack
doesn't pertailn to the in - itself which is full posi-
tivity, but comes into the world ounly in relation to hu-
man reality. There are three aspects of every lack:

a) that which is lacking, or the lacking; b) that which
lacks the lacking, or the existing; c) a totality which
has been broken by the lack and which will be restored

by a synthesis of the lacking and the existing, namely,

21 Jean Psul Sartre, L'Stre et le peant, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 129,
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the lacked. In this trinity, it is the - lacked which

is primary since it constitutes the lacking as lacking and
the existinzy as lackinz. The - lacked (or that which is
not) determines that which is {either the lackins or the
existing).

The existence of desire is proof that human reality
1s a2 lack. It is & lack, however, which must transcend
itself -~ at least in terms of comnsciousness -=- since
otherwise it could nsver be viewed as lack or desire.

siow then, what exactly are the three terms of lack
which arise throuzgh human reality? The existing iz that
which is disclosed as the immediate 3ubject of desire.
But what is the - lacked? To answer this we must examine

more closely the bond between the lacking and the existing.

ct

Now, we have already seen that the lacking gust be presen
{(in its very absence) at the heart of the existing in or-
der to be constituted as such. Thus the lacking and the
existing are apprehended as about to be annihilated in
the unity of the totality which is lacked. iow, Since
everythinn which lacks, lacks "for," what is the for in
reference to human reality?

we have seen that the for - itself 1s the fundament
of its beinr insofar as it deunles itself a certain beiny
or mannar of being since its very naturs is to put its

beinr in question. That which it denies is nothine otner

than the self as in - 1tself (the self 25 not bein~ able
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to be other than itself). Jince, in this respect, human
reality is not what it i1s, it can derive its meaning
only from a more primary relationship which Sartre calls

a .
the ". . . rapport nul ou jdentité. 22 He gays:

Clest le sol qui serait ce gu'il est, qul permet

de salsir le pour-soi comme ntétant pas ce qutil

est; la relation nide dans la définition du

pour-soi-~et gui, comme telle, dgit egtre posee

d'abord--c'est une relation donnég comme per-

petuellement absente dn gour-som 8 lui-méme

sur le mode d'identitd,"23

The for ~ ltself - is an eternal failure to ground
ite being since it 1s the foundation only of its non -
beling in the sense that it always puts its being in question
Thus the ever failing act of the for - itself to ground
ltself can derive its mcaning only ". . « en prééence

A s 7\ 4 N A
de lfetre qu'ill a echoue a etre, c'est-a-dire de ltatre
qul serailt fondement de son dtre et non plus seulement
Tfondement de son néént, c'est-éldire gul serait soi
fondement cen tant que coincidence avee soi. 24 Thus
consclousness refers both to the lacklng and the existing.
Also, the origin of transcendence is human reslity in

its continual endeavor to surpass itself and to found

itself in that which it lacks, namely, coincildence with

22  Jean Faul Sartre, L'8tre et le néégt, raris,
Gallimerd, 1943, p. 132.

23  1Ibid. p. 132.
2% 1vid, p. 132.
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itself, or the self as in - itself. Thus Jartre males
the = lacked as the ground of the surging up of the for -
itgelf: ", ., JAinsi l'é%éﬁememt pur par quol la ré%litg
humaine surgit comme pré;ence an monde est salsie dielle-

A
meme par $01 comme SQn Rpropre manoue.”25 Therefore,

the fundsmental relation of consciousness to being - in -
itsel? is that of a lack to that which defines its lack,

That toward which humsn reality strive% however, 1is
not the pure and simple trasnscendent in - itself; for if
it were such, consciousness would be destroyed. The
totality which human reality strives for is the lmpossible
gsynthesis of the for - itself and the in -~ itself. In
othsr words, it wishes to be the fundsment of 1ts being,
and not only of its non -« belng, and yet preserve the
necessary translucidity of conscicusness. Because of
this, Sartre says:

‘ A

La réalité humaine esf souffrante dans son etre,

parce qu'elle surgit a2 l'é@tre copme perpétu-

ellement hantée par une totalité'qu'elle est sans

pouvoir 1'8tre, pulsque Justement elle ne

pourralt atteindre l'en-~sol sans se perdre comnme

pour-soi. Elle est done par nature conscience

mglhsureuse, sans débassement possible de

1'€tat de malheur.20

But what exactly is this lmpossible synthesis of the

. - - - A / -
25 Jean faul Sartre, L'etre et le neant, ra:

Fallimard, 1943, p. 132.

by

.
i3,

26 Thid. p. 134.
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in - itself - for -~ itsell toward which the unhappy
consciousness of man strives? As was s=2id previously,
it is impossible to realize it. Yet consciousness can
only exist as engaged in this being. It is not relative
to consciousness since it is not projected as an cbject
by consciousness. Hather, 1t is a phantonm being which
haunts the non~thetic consciousness {(of) self, It is
not in the s=nse that it can never be realized; and yet,
it is, in the sense that it can never escape from consclious-
ness, for consciousness could not be consciousness (i.e.
leok) without it, and since consciousness derives 1its
neauing from it. nelther has priority; but ratner, they
form & dyad, neither of which can exist without the other.
Finally, we must not think of this bheing only in abstract
terms since every consciousness arises in an individual
concrete situation., It iIs the selfl in its individual
achlevement which haunts the for -~ itself.

Now we can determine more exactly the being of the
self. It is value. Value, however, is affected with the
double charactver of both being and not being. Value as
value certalinly 1s; but the being of value is not to be
beinz. Sartre, at thils point does not give any reasons
for the latter statement. 1In this context, however, there
seem to be two reasons why he would say this: a) walue
seems to be intimately linked with consciousness to the

extent that 1t could not exist independently of it:
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Lt value to the domain of aon ~ beins. LHe seems to
indicate this vhen ne says thst altacush nebility can e
seen in 2 noble act, the valus thus apprehended is not

onn the same level of beinz as the act which confers value
on nebility. He then without further argumentetion coa-
cludeg:

. / . N
Ces considerations suffisent a nous faire
admettre que la r€:11t€ humaire sst ce par

quoil la valeur arrive dans le monde. 7,
la valeur g pour sens a'8tre ce vers cuoi Y,

un etre dépasse son %pge: tout acte galorise
est arrachement 2 son Btre vers . . .27

Thus value i35 seen a8 the “eyond or the ““for” of =211 sur-
passinzs or transcendences. Value, thersfore, 1ls inti-
matrely linked with human reality. In fact, it 1s pre-
supposed and is the z2round of all human transcendernces.
In terms of lack, value can be ssen as the - lacksd,
that is, tne totallty of the lackinge and the existiou
which totality is 1itself lackin.. Thus value 1s the
cround of all lack. :ven further, value transcends it-
self insofar as it bestows helng on itself. The reason
for thiz 1is that precisely insofar as any value is achieved,
it is to that wry extent itself put in questio~ by wvalve

because of the freedom of the for - itself. 1 do rnot

27  Jean reul Sartre, L18tre ot le neant, faris
Jallimerd, 1943, p. 137.
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think he means so much to restrict value arbitrarily to
the continual negative denial of one's self; but rather,
re =seems to mean that value can never be achleved since
it is never grounded in itself since it is always in
guestion for the for - itself. This is, perhaps, why
he says that value does not exercise any attraction or
external constraint over the for - itself. A4gsain, he
says:

En un mot le sol |i.e. the self whicHjsought,

or, the self as in - itself - for - 1tse1ﬁ] ,

le pour-soi et leur repport se tiennent 32 la

fois dans les limites d'une libert€ incondi-

tionne--en ce sens gue rien ne falt exister

la valeur, si ce n'est cette liberté gul du

méme coup me falt exister moi-meme. . .-

This unconditioned freedom is, of course, also the founda-
tion for the relativity which exists in the area of

morals for Sartre. dJe will see precisely what this means
when we come to the section in which 3artre more specifi-
cally anelyzes transcendent value.

Now then, wvalue 1s not posited by consciousness, but
is consubstantial with it. Thus for non-thetic conscious-
ness, value is simply given and not known -« except non-
reflectively of course. Reflective consciousness, on the
other hand, sees human reality as lack, and value as the

out - of - reach meaning of what is lacked. Finally,

he concludes this section by saying that a detailed analy-

28  Jean Faul Sartre, L'étre et le ﬂé;nt, Faris,

Gallimard, 1943, p. 138. -
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8ig of the objective encounter with values willl be made
in the last main seotion.

We have seen that Sartre has analyzed the funda-
mental "nature" of consciousness and value in terms of
lack. This hag obvioug importaence for his notion of free-
dom since it bears on the motivation of consclousness
and the constitution of value as such. It is here that
we encounter a paradox and a possible eontradiction within
Sartre and one which he recognizes and questions until
the very last page. On the one hand, he says that the
for ~ itself acts because of the lack of the in - itself -
for -~ itself; and yet, on the other hand, he says that
value (or the in - itself - for - itself) doesz not limit
the freedom of the for - itself. I think we can best
attempt to resolve this problem in the section where
Sartre specifically treats of transcendent values. Now,
however, Sartre will continue the analysis of value under

the aspect of lack by considering the being ~ of - possibles

IV, THE FOR - ITSELF ANO THE BEING OF POSSIRLES

The fourth subsectlon is concerned with the for -
itself and the belng of possibles. We have seen that
human reality is a lack of colnecldence with itself.

As such, the for - itself wishes to transform itself into
a particular concrete self. Thus the lacking arises as

e complement to the existing in the process of transcend-~



ence, The self which it wishes to he 1s 1its own selfl;
and yet, 1%t can never be this self perfectly in the mode
of identity since it is slways for - itself. Thus lLartre
says "Ainsi le rapport transcendent originel du pour-

sol au sol esguisse perpé%uellement comme uan projet %}
identification du pour—soi‘E unt pour-soi absent gu'lil
est et dont il mangue.”zg That which 1s the lacking ard
defines the Tor ~ itself as lacking 1s precisely the pos-
sible.

The possible is an option on being which can arise
only throuch huuan reallity since the very notlon of the
possible presupposes a transcendernce. As such, the pos-
8ible can only be a structure of the for - 1itself, since
the in - itself is Tull positivity. [ore precisely, the
possible is a structure of the for - itsell to the extent
that it is not what it is and is what 1t 1s not.

Finally, theesternal striving of human reality for the
possible can bz viewed in two ways. un thse non-reflective
level, drinking a glass of water alms at satisfyilng thirst.
On the reflective level, however, this act is seen to
have as its y0al the satisfaction of the ontolozlcal thirst

of the for - its=lf to bhe itzelf.

. A /
29 Jean .oul ~ertre, L'etre et le neant, aris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 140.
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The only notion in the last subsection which is
pertinent to cur research is that of the “go. The zo
doesn't partain te the domain of tre for ~ itsalf since
it is in - itsel?”. The mods of heing of the Y"I7 1z that
of the "havine been." rather than that of the for - itself.
Thus it is seen to be a transcendent in - itself. The
for - itself, however, rather than simply an impersonal
contemplation of the Ego, 1ls the very condtion for the
appearance of the ggo by means of 1ts self-transcendence.

In this szctlon there seem to me to have been three
fundamental ideas: a) the for - itself is present to
itself; b) facticity is a fundamental structure of the
for - itselr; c¢) value is the totality of the in - itself -
for - itself which 1s lacked.

Pirst of all, it certainly does seem that the for -
itself is present to itself in the form of being able
to negate itselif. Tn this senss it ise the ground of its

non -~ beinz. also, 1t certainly is not the ground of

1t3 beinz in the sense that its belng is always in ques-
tion. Mhevertheless, it seems to me that 3artre has cer-
tainly overemphasized the negative aspect of presence to
self to the detriment of tiue affirmative and positive
aspect. 1Indeed, the affirmative aspect sesus to m2 more
primordial since one must affirm and becomes one's self

in order to negate oneself. Also, it seems that negation
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can arise only through afflirmation whereas affirmatlon
does not necessarily need negation as a conditlon gine
gqua non. This point has important implications for 3artre's
notion of freedom. By viewing man almost exclusively in
the negative sense of denying or negating himself, 3artre
has provided the ontological basis for hls view of abso-
lute freedom; but he has also made this freedom into a
meaningless absurdlty since llife would consist in no more
than one hugh denlal. Or, to use a distinction of Erich
Fromm's, freedom from can find 1ts mesning onrly in free-
dom to. It is true, however, that Sartre's denial of
transcendent values precludes the notion of freedom to.
Nevertheless, it seems to me that if Sartre viewed free-
dom also in its positive aspect, it would open the door
to assenting to transcendent wvalues.

Second, we have seen that 3artre has asserted facti-
city as a permanent structure of the for - itself. By
this he seems to mean that the for -~ itself is infected
with contingency or a lack of meaning with regard to its
orizin (because it had no cholce in the matter), with
regard to its present way of existing (absolute freedom
destroys transcendent values and hence relegates all ways
of existing to pure arbitrariness), with regard to its
final end, death (since death 1s considered as the ulti-

mate, absurd return to nothlngness rather than the re-
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solving chord of a melody which brings fulfillment).

There certainly are many vlavsible reasons for saying
that the for ~ itself is de trop. Tn fact, because of
Sartre's primary methodological presupposition, to view
being ir terms »f pure corgciounsness, fertre must neces-
g8arily view not only the for - itself, but the entire
world as de frop. This is so btecause rather then look
at the for - itself snd the world as objects known -- at
least to some extent -~ Sartre first observes conscious-
ness in 1ts subjective freedom to project any value it
wWishes. DNow, in one sense there certainly is ern absolube
gubjective freedom to project and act lv sny way we wish
in a situation. Also, if we obgerve the world and human
reality solely in terws of this absolute subjective free-
dom, it certainly will preclude any transcendent value and
hence will relecate being to the realm of the de trop.
However, if we sees consclousness not only as 1n one sense
absolutely subjectively free, buvt zlso as limited insofar
as 1t is a consciousness of being and a knowledge of being,
then it would seem that one would have to recogsnize the
existence of transcendent values. J3artre, in fact, does
recognize the limitation of consclousness by truth and
the exlstence of one supreme transcendent value, the in -
jtself - for - itself, I do not think this is a contra-
diction within Sartre; rather, 1t simply represents two

instances 1n which he did not allow his usual methodological
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presupposition to operats. ‘hy then does he bring thils
methodological presupposition to besr on every other
analysis? In other words, even if we grant the absurdity
of being 1n an ultimate sevnse (because of death), why
does 3artre will (by rzflecting under the influence of
this presupposition) to refuse evea relative truth, good-
ness and beauty as necessary transcendent values?

This is, I think, a crucial question; for, as Aris-
totic .aild, we cannot rest secure in the truth if we do
not understand the reason for the diversity of opinion.
Now, althouzh a psychological explanation of the origin
of a meditation is never an argument against it, I think
1t often is the only »ossible explanation for a tyrarni-
eal interest of a man for one aspect of reality to the
exclusion of others. .y percsonal and unsubstantiated
opinion, Hasel on his works as a whole alongr with bic-
graphical information, would be that 3artre wanted abso-~
lute and full knowledge so much that he lest all faith
in philosophical meditation since 1t obviously could not
provide tals. Thus rather than consldier Sartre an over-
bearing ‘artesian rationallst, I would consider him a2
philosopher witrout falth in philosophy ~tho merely chose
to analyze in all its ramifications one seemingly imposinz
aspect of resality, the pure coasciousness of man. Thug,

on the one hand, in order to make his anslysis of an ices,
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he had to 2d.1it the limitetion of ¢onsecinusress by ftruth;
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rystery in an uvltiraete sense, he diszdsinfullv refuged
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every act is utterly capricious, ther certainly one's
freeclor will he absolute since it will not have ary oh-
Jectlive or cubjective limitations since 211 ueaninpg is
d-rived [rom g free proiectior by the for - itself. One
way pause havre, however, and wonder whether it is the
facticity of tne for - itself which causes -artre to
asssart total freedom or whetrher it is Tartre's notlon
off total frzcdom which causes him to assert the facticity
of" the for - itself, 1t seems to me, a2s I have said,
tnat lozically speakin: Cartre proponses the latter caze.
rrgycholorically speaiing, however, it seemsd to me that
the convictior concerning facticity could verv well have
heer. the motivation for his considering man in terms of
pure conscisusness, total freecom, and absolute absuriity,
Finelly, I think the questiong whether or not wvalues
exist anl what 4o they conslist in of fundsmental impor-
tance to tie probler of freedcn for twd reasons: firct,

if one does not adwit eves the ainimal Ilimitation of
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freedom insofar as we are a certain kind of being, struc-
tured with various needs which necessarily crave ful-~
fillment and in terms of which we act, then it seems to
me that it will be impossitble to view freedom as limited
in any sense; second it is precisely this point which seenms
to me most open to criticism in sartre's theory of free-
dom.

42 certalnly would agree with Jartre that lack 1s a
funvauental structure of human reality and that value
in one sense arises 1in the world through human reazality.
It seems to me, however, thnat we must recognize the ex-
istence of at least relative transceundent goods whicn
linit our freedom, simply because cur belng ls a specific
kind which is limited by certain needs and can be ful-
filled by satisfying at least some limited needs. Thus I
would think that man finds true (even if limited) fulfill~
ment in truta, love, food, drink, sex, nmusic, arit, etc.,
and that these are not 1llusory sublimations of the only
true value (the in ~ itself -~ for - itself) made in bad
faith. = much more extensive analysis of this entire
question, however, will be made in a later section in

which sartre treats of this problem mors specifically.



FREEDQI AS THE rPRIMARY CONOITION
FOR ACTION

Now that Sartre has presented the root notions of
his philosophy, he gives us a more detalled and abstract
analysls of freedom whieh I have somewhat arbitrarily

divided into six subsections.

I. THE NATURE OF ACTION AS PRESUPPOSING PREEDOM

In the first subsection, Sartre discusses the nature
of action and points out that freedom 1s a primary condi-
tion for action. 1In general, by action he means a modi-
fication of the world. He further clarifles thls by saying
that it consists of the disposal of means in view of an
end, or the production of an organized instrumental
complex such that by a series of relationships an anti-
cipated result is produced. The most important clari-
fication, however, 1s that action is fundesmentally in-
tentional, that is, the end must be consciously intended.
Thus man can be said to truly act only in direct propor=-
tion to the intentionality.

This notion of action presupposes an objective lack
or negaggté: By thles he 1s simply referring to a state

of affairs which 1s not and thus can be intended by an
action. His point 1s not to utter a commonplace, but to

point out that the non-being or the pure possibility of
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a state of affairs and the conceptualization thereof 1is
a primary condition for aectlon. A4lso, action presupposes
that this possible is not only a pure possible, but also
a desired possible., & useful example sSartre uses is that
a worker cannot rebel against sever conditions unless he
is able to detach himself from the status quo and envision
a different and desirable state of affairs.

Two lmportant consequences follow from this:

1) Aueun é%at de, fait, quel qu'il soit (struc~

ture politique, dconomique de la socifté,

1€tat™ psychologique, etc.), n'est susceptible

de motlver par lui-néue un acte quelcongque.

Car un acte est une projection du pour-soi

vers ce gqul n'est pas et ce qui est ne peut

aucunement d€terminer par lui-méme ce gui n'est

pas. 2) Aucun état de fait ne peut determiner

le conscience & le salsir comme negatited ou

comme mangue.
Thus, action presupposes as a necessary condition a double
nihilation (a projection which involves a withdrawal from
the status quo and oneself) by consciousness insofar as
1t posits the status quo as undesirable in terms of a
possible which 1s desirable. Thus we see that the first
meaning of freedom, which is alsc the primary condition
for action, 1is the freedom of the for - itself to nihilate

or make projects.

Now then, we have seen that Sartre has concluded

/
30 Jean Paul Sartre, L'dtre et le neant, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 510-511.



-
XY

that no state of affairs by 1ltself can wotivate an ac-
tion, or, in fact, ever determine conscicusnes: to selze
vpon it as a néeatitd or a leck. The first comclusion

is obviously true since lartre has Isfined sctlion as the
projection of an end which, indees’, regulires consciousness,
The second conclusion involves what I consider to be the
crucial question in rezard to the entire analysiz, nanely,
the question of whather or not there are transcendent
values. If there ars not traunscendernt valuza, then
Sartre's second conclusion would also ssem to be correct.
1f, however, there are tramscendent values, then tas ques-
tion becomes mucn more complicated, especially as rezards
the highest or most fundamental transcendent values.

This question, however, ls treated in the wnext subsection.

I1I. FREEDOM VERSUS DETERMINISH

The second subsection is concerned with freedom and
determinism. On the one hand, the proponents of a free~
dom of indifference try to pvolnt out examples of cholce
ir which there was no anterior motif or in which there
were two different acts having equal motifs and motives.
To which the determinists simply reply that there is no
act which is lacking in a motif and a motive which confer
on it its meaning. Sartre says that the determinists
are correct in saying that every ac%has a motif and a

motive since every act 1ls intentional and refers to an



end which refers to a motif. Otherwise, the {undzmental
reaning of an act would be rerdered absurc.

~ertre continues, hovever, bty cayinz that the es~
sentisl cuestion is how the Zotif and notive are con-
stituted a2s such. l.ow, althourh there is noc act #ith-

out & motif, this is not in the same sense that there 1is

no vhenomer.om without a cause. (n the contrary, to be
a mobif, it wust be VYexperienced"” as such. This does

not .wmean that the persorn must make it conceptually ex-
plicit, tut, at lsast, that ". . .1le pour-sci doit 1lui

4 - 4
conférer sz valeur de mobile ou de wotir.n31 Indeed,

refer to an anterior motif; for thea, “. . .la naturs
moltll

A . a 4
memre dz 1l'zcte, comme engazé intentionnellexent dans

A ! 3 1132 S 3 .
le non-etre, c'evanouirait. In regard to the motive,
we have alreaqy scen that 1t is uncerstood only through
the end whicn 1s noanexistent.

Sartre usss ss sa example a person Wao accepts a very

poor salary because ol the fear of dying of hunger.
Fear is indeed a notivs; but it cannot have any meaning
apart from an eud which is 1ldeally posed, that is, the pre-

servation of life whicn 1s now prasped as in danzer.

/
31 Jean Faul Sartre, L'8tre et le neant, Paris,

Gallimard, 1943, p. 512.
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32 7pid. p.e 51
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Further, this fear cannot be understood excent ir terms
of & valve which I innlicitly give to life which in turn
refers to a2 hierarchical system of ideal objJects which
gre in feact what values egre. Thus the motive is consti-
tvted 22 ench hr the enserhle of bheipes which are not,
by 17221 existerces and by the future. Thus Zartre con-
cludes:

Vi
“lest sevlenent parce que J'echapne ; ltern-soi
en me nfantisant vers mes possibilitéé que cet
er=30ci reut rrendre valevr de notif ou de wpobile.
dotifs et mobiles n'ont de sens qu'& 1l'intérieur
g'ur ensemhle pro-jeté'qui est justement un
ensemble de non-exlstants. ot cet ensewmble,
c'ezt firalement woil-méme comme transe=ndance,
c'est moi en tant que j'al 2 étre moi-mEme
hors 27 moi. . . O'est l'acte qui a€eide de
ses fi.s et de ses mobiles, et l'acte est 1!
expression de la libert&.33

1

sartre has

)

ow let us sumnmarize what 1aid thus far

r

about freeiom asnd action. £n act as such must be inten-

tioral. Therefore, every act must involve a motif and
a motive., artre has not thus far distincuicshed expli-

citly bLetitern these two; however, it is rather clear that
by motif re is referring to an objective situation viewed
in relation to a certsin end, and that Yy wotive he is

ther the end itself or the subjectivity

e

referrins to ¢

=T

in its strivin~ for some end,. ‘e then says that the

essential auestion is how the end is corstituted as such.

/
33 Jean raul Sartre, L'étre et le neant, Faris,

3
Galliward, 1243, p. 512-513.
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vow the end as such is in the realm of non-being. Thus
he says that every action presupposes an objective lack
or né%gtitéf By this objective lack, however, Sartre
refers only to the end which i8 not and is desired. He
gspecificelly does not mean to refer to a subjective lack
which would necessitate an end or a project. In fact,
Sartre says that no existing state of affairs by itselfl
can motivate an action or even determine consciousness
to selze upon a2 szituation as an objective lack. His rea~
son8 are: a) iIf the end were constituted as such, not
by consciocusness, but by a previous state of affairs,
then the very nature of action as intentionally engaged
in non~being would vanish; b) every act ac intentional
regquires that consciousrness detach itself from itself
and the situation to envision and project an end which
is not. Thus he concludes that the value which is pre-
supposed in every action, and which, for Sartre, is ezui-
valent to the end projected, is an arbitrary and absolutely
freely chosen one 2ince it is the for-itself which confers
upon it its meaning and value as an end.

I have said before that the questions whether or not
values exist and what they consist in is of crucial im-
portance to Sartre's notion of freedom. It is in this
section that we see why, because it is here that Sartre
not only asserts absolute freedom for the for - itself,

but explains why. UHils fundamental reason consists of
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denying all transcendent velues. In other words cartre
denies thaet we act out of necessity because of various
needs which are rooted in our being. His reason for
denying: transcendent values consists of arguments against
the only other possible alternative, namely, that uan
acts because of a subjective lack or that action presup-
poses =z subjective lack. Thus, depending on how one an-
swers thils question wlll also depend whether man's freedom
is limited or absolute.

If one is not only attempting to understand 3artre's
fundamental notion of freedom, but also is personally
trying to relate himsel? to this view, 1t sesems to nme
that it must be at this juncture th&e he must do so. I
disagree with Sartre on two issues. First, 1t seens to
me that the notion of action presupposes a subjective lack
which constitutes 1lts meaning. This in turn precipit-toa
the second dissgreement, namely, that value is not con-
stituted as such by consciousness alone.

Je have seen that Sartre gives two reasons for denying
that a subjective lack constitutes the meaning of an act.
Tirst, he says that since an end must be "experienced®
as such, it is the for-itself which confers upon the end
its value. aAlthough it certalnly is true thet the for-
itself confers value on the end in the sense that one must

both be aware of an end and choose to seek it, nevertheless,
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this does not contradict the possibility that one acts
precisely in order to fulfill a subjective lack which
confers value on an end ev:: though the for - itself
may deny 1t as a value because of another value. In this
sense, men is determined to act for a good or a value if
there is any acting, but not determined to act for this
or that or even the highest value whatever that may be.

The second reason 3artre gives is that the very
nature of actlon as intentionally engaged in non-being
would vanish if a subjectlve lack, insofar as it is, and
1s not simply nothing, were constitutive of wvalue as such,
This would not seem to me to be a necessary consequence
if one realizes, as I certainly do, that aven if a sub-
jective lack constitutes value as such, it is still a
necessary condition for action that consciousness intend
or will do this or that.

Thus far I have merely pointed out reasons why I
think Sartre’s arguments for absolute freedom are invalid.
Since this is my major polint of contention, however, it
is necessary to point out the positive argument for limited
freedom. J3ince this would constitute a major breech with-
in the text, however, I have reserved these arguments for

the conclusion.

1II. Tde JIoHepedT DIFPICULTIES Th UnDsRSTANDING FREEDOL

In the third subsection, Sartre points out the dif-



flculties in analyzing his notlon of freedom. Jsartre
concluded the last subsection by saying that freedom
in the sense of the freedn. to project an end 1s the
primar:; condition for sction. bow we must attempt to
deseribe freedomw more precisely. [.ow the usual method
of description is to make explicit the structures of
some essence., Indeed, Sartre savs that we must say of
it what Heldegger says of Dasein: "En elle l'existence
7N\
orecede et commande 1lessence. "% He explains what he
wmezans by thls statement thus:
La 1iberté'se fait acte et nous l'atteisnons
ordinairement & travers l'acte qu'elle organise
avec les motifs, les mopiles et les fins qu'il
lmplique. Mkals précisément pagrce que cet acte
a une essence, 1l nous appardit comme constltué:
si nous voulons remonter & la pulssance consti=-
tutive, 11 faut at indonner tout espoir de luil
trouver une essence. Celle-ci, en effet, exi-

gerait une nouvelle puissa§ce constitutive et
ainsi de suite } 1'infini.o>

Another way of putting it would he to speak of freedc  I:

two different aspects. Preedom as an act of definin< it
self by projectinz ends can be grasped and has a very
definite meanings in terms of a particular sct. A more
primordlal aspect of freedom, however, is presupposed by

an act of freedom, namely, the constitutive "power" to

/
3% Jean Paul Sartre, L'étre et ls neant, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 513.

35 1bid. p. 513.
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act thus. It is this primordial aspect of freedom iwhrich
has no essence and concerning which Sartre says it is
dsngerous to even use the »ord freedomn if we thinl 1t re-
fers to a concert as words ordinarily do.

Sartre attempts to overcome this diffieculty by de-
seribing the =z2ct of freedom by aiming at the structures,
not of an essence, but of 7, . .l'existant 1u1-QOe, dans
Sa singularité{"Bé Indeed, my fr=zedom and another's free-~
dor are very different since each is particulsrized by
8 Aifferent situation or what Sartre calls facticity.
Thus he says that we must address ourselves to our ovn
individual consciousness in order to discover the fres-
dom which 1s ours as a pure necessity of fact which we
canmot not experience. This is so since freedom is the
very mode of our being and not a gquality or property of
our nature. Hence, we must have g non-thetic compre-
hension of our freedom througsh our acts. The endeavor
to make this comprehension explicit is the zoal of the
remainder of Sartre's analysis.

The only point of comment 1 would like to make on
this subsection is that although Iquite agree that I am
my freedom in the sense that it is not an extrinsic part

of we, still, I am much more tha fr.zdom. Or, to

/
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36 Jean laul Sartr:, L['eétre st le neant, Faris,

Sallimard, 1643, p. 514, _,
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use @ way of distinguishing which Aquinas used, I would

say that I am my freedom "secundum totum ged non secundum

omnis." I am also this ma.e, material being afflicted with
various needs. 3Sartre emphasizes our freedom to change
rather than the fact that everyone has defined their being

to a limited extent, even if they are free to change.

IV. SUMMARY OF THZ CONTRIBUTION OF OUR FREVIOUS ANALYS:S
TO sl UNSERSTARDING OF FREEDOM

In the fourth subsection, Sartre summarizes all that
can be sald about freedom from his previous analyses.
In the beginning, he says that we discovered, since nega-
tion comes into the world through human reality, that
men is free in the sense that he can realize a rupture
with himself and the world. Thus the for -~ itself is its
own nothingness in the sense that for it, to be is to
nihilate the in - 1tself which it is. It is in this sense
that 1t precedes its essence. Thus we are condemned to be
free. By this he means that the only limit to our free-
dom is that we can't cease being free and that our origi-
nal freedom is de trop. Insofar as we try to hide our
nochingness by incorporating the in -~ itself as our true
mode of belng, we are living in bad falth by trying to
hide our freedom from ourselves.

For the determinists, the motive causes the act as

the physlcal cause cases 1ts effect. This refusal of



freedom ic ev sttempt to concelve of nan a5 belnt ~ 1 -
itself. Tsychologicelly this awovrts to construinc zotifs
an”® rnotives as thincs which have permsnerce. Thus ve

try to ride thot their natvre and their weilrht depend

or the mezrince ve give them. This amounts to thinking
that the meaning which T gave to a certain event in the
past must remain the same today and that T cannot oive

1t & new meanine, This in turn amounts to trying to rive
an essence to the for « itself. In the same way, many
consider that ends are not maintained in their belng by
man, but that they come from God, my nature, or society.
Thus these ends would define the meanins of my act be-
fore I ever cornceive it.

These =zttempts to s*1fle freedom, however, collapse

before the sudden upsurze of angulsh before freedom.
Human reallty is free because it is not enough, because

v 1s wrenched away from itself and the world, because
nothingness separates what 1t is from what it will be,
because man is not himself but presence to himself.
"Ainsi, " Sartre says, "la liberté n'est pas un Stre: elle

A
est l'etre de 1l'homne, clest-a-dire son né;nt q'&%re .37

V. Dol AelaTIow OF PG ,1LL TV The rasSolOwe

The fifth subsection discusses the relationship

A /
37 Jean Paul sartre, L'etre et le neant, raris,
Jallimard, 1943, p. 515.
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between the will and the passions. Sartre begins by saying
that the previous discussions can lead us to new insights,
beginning with the relationship of freedom to the will.
It is a common view to equate free acts with voluntary
acts and to restrict determinism to the realm of the
passions. In short, there is the free Cartesian will,
and yet there are also the passlons of the soul. The
physiological determinism of Descartes, however, has been
superceded by a purely psychologlcal determinism as, for
example, in the intellectual analyses of Proust. In both
of these views, however, man is considered to be free in
respect to some acts and determined in respect to others.

3artre rejects this view because ", . . c'est qulune
pareille dualité’tranché; est inconcevable au sein de
1'unité psychique."38 We have already seen Sartrels
reasons for rejecting complete determinism. In rejecting
a compromise solution, however, he has come up with a
different attack with hardly any development. We can,
however, understand why his objection is so obvious; for,
from his point of view, freedom is understood solely in
terms of pure consciousness and not in relation to this
consciousness experiencing this need in relation to this

object. Indeed, we have seen that Sartre's previous

/

38 Jean Paul Sartre, L1&tre e le néant, Paris,

Gallimard, 1943, p. 517. —
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arguments preclude this latter viewpoint. One could, of

course, say that 3artre is begzing the argument; but we
have seen that Sartre could Just as easily say the same

about the deterministic view, Hence Sartre concludes:
Cette discussion montre gque deux solutions et
deux seulement sont possibles: ou bien l'homme
est entidrement d€terminé (ce qui est inadmis-
sible, en particuliar parce qu'une conscience
déterminde clest-a-dire motivée en extériorité
devient pure extériorité slle-mBme et cesse ¢}
Btre conscience) ou blen 1l'homme est entiérement
11br8-39
Thus for Sartre to admit a compromise solution, he would
first of all have to adumlt the possibility of viewing
hupan reality from more points of view than merely and
solely that of pure consciousness.
Sartre then proceeds to some positive considerations.

The will is not the most primordial manifestation of free-

dom since it presupposes an original freedom in order to
constitute itself as wlll, He considers the will as a

Me .déﬁision ré%lé&hie par rapport E certaines fins,"40
It does not create these ends, however, but is rather a
way of being in relation to them. In other words, it
decrees that the ends wlll be pursued deliberately and

reflectively. Passion can, in fact, have an identical

(

39 Jean feul Sartre, L'étre e le neart, raris,

Gallimard, 1943, p. 518, "‘
Lo  1pia. p. 519.
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end. For example, gomeone who runs when confronted wilth
doargcr posits life as a value. Another person will not
run even though at first giance it would seem more danger-
ous to stay. In both cases the end posited 1ls the same
yet the one action is termed passionate and the other
voluntary. Thus Sartre says, "La diffé;ence porte ici
sur le choix des moyens et sur le degré'de ré}lexion et
d'explication, non sur la fin."*l Thus the difference is
in the subjective attitude: the one chooses to act re-
flectively whereas the other chooses to act passionately
or non-thetically.

To point out more explicltly the difference between
passionate and volitional acts, we must agaln discuss
the relationships among end, motif, and motive, Sartre
defines motif thus: ". . .la salisle objective d'une
situation dé%érminéé en tant que cette situation se ré%éle,
3 la 1umigre d'une certalne fin, comme pouvant servir
de moyen pour atteindre cette fin."¥2  The very notlon
of motif clearly presupposes a prior intention or project
sinee its meaning demands a relationship to an end. Thus
Sartre says that 1t is the internel organlzation by non-

positional consciousness which is the foundatlon or the

A /
4l Jean Paul Sartre, L'etre et le néant, Faris,

Gallimard, 1943, p. 519.
42 1pid. p. 522.
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necessary correlate of a motlf as such. Nou the motive
1s precisely this non-positional internal organization
by consciousness. There 1~ & positional consclousness
of the motif which is also a non-thetic consciousness of
itself as a project toward an end. It is in this sense
that 1t is a motive in that it experiences itself non-
thetically as a project. VWhen motive, however, is used
as referring to an end, then Sartre says, of course, that
its value as such is due to the initial free project.

Thus the difference between a voluntary act and an
involuntary or passionate act 1s that the latter is a
purely unreflective consciousness of motifs in terms of
a project. The motlive in the non-reflective act is a
non-positional self-courcliousness. In the voluntary act,
however, the motive is grasped as a quasi-object insofar
es it 1s a consciousness-reflected-on. Also, the motif
is apprehended in a reflective manner.

It is now clear from the sbove analysis that both
voluntary and involuntary acts presuppose an original free-
dom or what Sartre terms intention, since they both pre-
suppose the projectlon of an end since they are amerely
ways of relating oneself to an end. This original free-
dom, although contemporary with volitional and passionate
actg, is the foundation for them. It is this originsl

freedom which is ldentical with the very existence of man.
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There zre two main points in this section which
ieserve comment. Tirst, we have seen that Zartre rejects
any compromise with gbsoluile freedoxr tecauce he visvs
man scolely from the point of view of pure consclousnsss.
However, if one views man as structured with needs on the
basis of which he acts, then two comproriss pogitions are
possible: =) the least compromising view would consiier
man as determined to act on the basis of a need, but free
to decide which needs will be acted on; b) the more com=-
promising view 1= the same as the above eXcept that it
would consider man in gomg situations as no longer having
the freedom to decide which needs to act on. The second
naln point concarns Sartre's statement that the will or
voluntary acts are not the primordiasl manifestation of
freedom sincc the will or a reflective act presuppoces
the prior intention to act thus. Although I disagree with
thizs point to some extent, 1 shall treat of it in the next

subsection in which bartre further analyzes 1it.

VI. THE NLANING OF ACTION IN ToBMsS OF THE ORICINAL
FRELDOI

In the sixth and last subsection, Jartre more ex-
plicitly elucidates the notion of action in terms of the
original freedom of the for - itself. e says that every
act implies meaninge more vrofound than itself. In fact,

it is precisely the rurpose of existential psychoanalysis



to disengage the most primordial and root meaninz or
project which is the foundation for a whole series of
related and cohsrent actlorns. Thus althouzh the primordial
project is capricious and sbhsolutely free, the sctions
which flow from this project are not capriclous. The
fundarxental freedom of the for - itself is, however, re-
tained since no matter how much one is committed to &
project, there 1s also the possivility of a radical con-
version in which the for -~ itself would project s con~
trary project.

Thus it is the original act of freedom which gives
meaning to a particular action and which is precisely the
being of the for ~ itself as choosing itself in the worild.
The original cholice mush not, houvever, be thought to be
a deliberate one; for we have seen that deliberation pre-
supposes this original project. This does not, however,
necesgarily imply that the original cholce is unconsciocus.
Indeed, it is the very consclousness of ourselves which we
have seen can only be non-positional. Thus Sartre says,
"1t comme notre Stre est prééisé&ent notre choix originel,
la conscience (de) choix est identique 3‘1& consclence
que nous avons de nous. ™3

Tuls self-consciousness, moreover, exists only in

_ - A Vd
43 Jean Faul Sartre, L'etre et le neant, Paris

Callimard, 1643, p. 539.
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reference to a particular man cnsaged in some original
pirvject in view of which other subsidlary projects are
made. The initlal project ils an attempt to solve thne
problen of hweinz insofar as it is ths fundamer.tal moce
of our teing. It is rot a solution, however, in the
sense that it is first conceived and then reslized; but
rather, we gre the solution. The solution is precisely
our engagement in a project. Hence, we can apprehend
the solution only by living it, This conscilousness,
moreover, cen only be non~thetic since 1t is precisely

2 consciousness in which we are completely present to
ourselves. we do, on the other hand, get a glimpse of
ourselves which 1ls positional. .e get a transcendent
image of ourselves by looliing at the world which arises
only in relatior to our projects. Finally, I agree with
Colette Audry that .artre's intentiorn is thnat it is anguish
as a mode of consclousness which reveals our freedom to

. i 1 7
L 9nus sartre says, bingolisse, dé-

choose ourselves.
cvs L X
laissement, responsabilite, solt en sourdine, soit sn pleine
L
force, constituent en effect la qualite de notre conscience

en tant que celle-cl est pure et simple libertéf“45

Wk : 5 Slite H
Colette Audry, Sartre et la Realite Humalne,

1
raris, tditions seghers, 19%5, D 34.
45  Jean Paul sartre, L'dtre et le ndant, Paris,

Gallimaxd, 1943, p. 541-542,
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Anvvish 1s the result of the realization that 2 radi-
¢ol conversion of our initial project is 3lways nossible
and that any orizinal vroject is uwnjustifishle., Unjustifi-
ahillity consists not only in the absolute contingency of
the for - itself, but also in the interiorization of
that contingency, that is, by the psrpetuval, zrastuitous
determination of the for - itself by itself.

Flnally, Sartre discusses in detsil the relation of
the orivinal project to all the derived projects which,
s we have seen, have =2 certain type of coherency. The
connection betwzen the orizinal project and the darived
project is not one of deduction as from a principle to
1ts consequence, but rathsr the connection of a totality
and a partial structure. Now, although the original or
total project enables one to undsrstand the derived pro-
Ject, there is a great deal of varisblility within the
derived projects. Thigs is so for two reasons: first,
many different derived projects can relate to the orici-
nal project; seconéd, the relation of a derived project
to the original project 1s not due to the apprehension
of a necessity, but rather, it is dve to the subjective
interpretation of the relationship.

Thus, since the relation of the derived project to
the original project iz based on the subject's interpre-
tation of the relation, the for-itself can even make

voluntary decislions which, in fact, oppose his original
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project. Thls can occur only on the reflective level,
however, since the projection of possibilities on the
non-reflective level is purely spontaneous. The possi-
bility of error on the reflective level, however, is mani-
f0ld, not insofar as it seeks to apprehend consciousness
as a quasi~object, but insofar as it attempts to appre-
hend psychic objects or orlginal projects within conscious=
ness which, as we have seen, are only probable and hence
can even be false on the reflective level.

In commenting on this last subsection, I would flrst
of all like to say that I think it would be an unfair
Anterpretation of Sartre to say that he has subjected hu~-
man reality to a determinism of a capricious, non-thetic
consciousness since, for Sartre, this is the true self
or being of human reallity, and also since this is conscious
activity. This does not, however, obviate the difficulty
that for Sartre man is fundamentally an absurd being be-
cause his original projects are absurd; thus Franecis
Jeanson says:

Ce choix est "absurd" en ce sens gqu'on ne peut

en rendre railson, puilsque c'est par lul que les

ralsons viennent a 1'8tre, par lui gue la notion

méme d'absurde recdit un sens; opere sans point
d'appul, se dictent & lul-m@me ses motifs, il est

en ougre obligatoire, carugl n'y a pas pogsi-
bilité de ne pas cholslr.

46 prancis Jeanson, Le ngggégg oral et la pgggé;
de Sagrtre, Paris, Editlons du lMyrthe, %9E7. P. 293.
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Thus, In this sensze, Sartre's philosophy of fresdom leads
to absurdity and pessimism.

Second, it would seem that we must azree that a voll-
tional act presupposes as 1its foundation a non-~positional
project on two conditions, however: first, that we de-~
fine volitional activity not as the project or choice of
ends hut only as the deliberation concermning the means
to attain some end; sescond, that the non-positional pro-
Ject 1s more spontaneous, natural and primordizl than a
volitional project and hence is the foundation of every
other act. If, on the other hand, we accept transcendent
values, consider the choice of which ends to pursue wlth-
in the compass of a volitional act, consider volitionszl
activity in this sense just as spontaneous, natural, and
primordiasl as non-thetlic activity, then it would seem to
me that our original freedom or project could te grounded
in volitional activity Just as well as in non-thetic acti-
vity. By spontaneous, non-thetic activity, however, I
mean g non-thetic awareness of certain transcendent ends
and, in view of this, an upsurge toward these ends. Finally
it seems to me that if one considers the unity of man, it
would seem more probable that our original projects are
grounded in a reciprocal relatlion between spontaneous
non-thetic activity and volitional or reflective activity.

At the end of this rather lengthy section, 3artre

condenses his argument into eight main ideas.
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1) The first main idea is that the being of human
rzality consists in actlon and that action consists in the
free projection of eads. Thus the notion of any type of
determianistic given for human reality in the sense of
passion or character structure, for lnstance, is excluded
since 1t would vitiate the very notion of action.

2} Next, the very determination by human reality to
act 1s itself an act since otherwise there would be a
glven in virtue of which the acts of a man would be re-~
placed by a series of deterministic movements.

3) PFurthermore, the very notion of an act is de~
fined by an intention. Now, although the intention of
an act can be lnterpreted by its end, the end is not a
given reality since 1lts very meaning necessitates that it
assume a form of non-being or that it exists as a possible
rather than an actual.

L) Next, the projection of an end has a function
of revealing the world as thils or that type of a world.
Also, although the end is revealed to thetlec consclousness,
this is so only on condition that 1t 1s also revealed to
non-thetie conscliousness as 1ts possibility.

5) 3ince the given cannot explain the intention,
there must be a rupture with the given. This must be so
since the given cannot be the motif of an action unless

there 1s a rupture or withdrawal Iin reference to it sueh



that in the light of a non-existing =nd, the motif will

be constituted as such, Thus, Sartre says, "Le realité
humaine é%ant acte ne peut se consevolr gue comme rupture
avee le donnéi Aans son‘gtre."47

) Althourh consciousness cannot exist without a
miven, this does not mean that the given conditions con-
geiousness in relation to an action. (Consciousness, ra-
ther, 1s simply the negation of the given in terms of =2
non-existing end. This nesation, in turn, necessitates
a withdrawal from oneself since otherwise one would he
reduced to the status of a pure civen or in -~ itself
which could not effect a withdrawal in reference to any
given. It is this double nihilation or withdrawal which
constitutes the foundation for the freedom of the for -
itself. This freedom, however, 1s always enroced znd hence
can be apprehended only as a choice in the meking., Tinally,
this cholce is unconditiored.

7) Such sn orizinal choice dictatine its ovn motifs
is absurd. This 1s so because ". . .la liberté’est choix
de son’étre, mals non pas fondement de son Qtre.”u8
Thus the for - itself can determine its essence, but its

being is given. It cannot refuse to act since even

A / -
47  Jean Faul -artre, L'&tre et le neant, raris,

Gallimard, 1543, p. 558. —
48  1pia. p. 558.
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suicide ic = chrolce and an affirmstion. Tt 1o recoausedf

thiz heine vhich is 2 viven for the for - itself that the

(]

for - itsgelf is czausht up ir 2 quarmlre of contincency
ard absurdit:;, The choice is absurd because ovne carnot
not choosz= an’ hzcauze 1t is througrh this choice that all
reasons and all meanines exist, Finglly, freedonm is not
P2 harren raze of the intellectual on his con-

tingercy, »ut is the interiorigation and av»r»ro-riation

the absurd, free projlect.

O
-5
ct
e
3]
Q
Q
)
ct
[
=
i
®
=
Q
D2
L;J
e
3
D
By
D
%]
@]
-

8) The free project is the esssnce of my hesing.

This oriminal psroject 1is always a relation of the for =~
itgelf to hig total beins -~ in - the -~ world. This ori-
ginal freaedom is constantly lived in a state df unjusti-
fizabhility since a radinal conversion is always »ossible
because of frezlom. Also, even in resmect to the secondary
projects, thers is a certalin amount of contingency and
absurdity.

Thus, Sartre says that he has described the freedonm
of the for - itself. Freedom, however, regquires a given
because it is conceived as 2 nihilation of a riven and
because consciousness 1s always consciousness of something.
Also, frecdom iz zbsurd since it is not the foundstion of
choosirr althourh it 1s the foundation of being - chosen.
Thus, we are confronted with the factlicity of the for -

itself which is the subject of the next main section.
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LILZYW OF FiuooO

The next main section is concerned with the rela~
tlonship of the free for - ltself to faeticity, or the

conerete situation ags a possible limitation of freedom.

I. FoCTICITY =0 solioghls

cartre begins the Tirst subsection by pointing out
the common sense argument against freedom. One certainly
does not seewn to male oneself, but rather to be made if
one conslders that everyone is vorn in a particular family,
nation, class, etc. and that, consequently, everyvone ig
contfronted with a coefficlient of adversity in the situa-
tion.

This argument, however, has not troubled the pro-
ponents of freewom. This 18 s0 because 1t is only on
condition of the projection of an end that a coefficient
of adversity arises in things. For instance, a rock can
be an obstacle if one wishes to remove it, or an sid if
one wishes to ascend to a greater height. Thus the rock
in itself, so to speaik is neutral. Thus Jartre says:

4iasi, bilen que les choses brutes (ce gue

Heidegger appelle les "existants bruts?)

puissent i8s l'origine liniter notre,libertd

d'action, c'est notre liberté elle-meme qui
doit prdablement constituer le cadre, 1la



technique et les fins par ranport auxquelf
elles se manifesteront comme des limites.%9

lever theless, in terms of an end already projected, there
remains a certain residuum in the in ~ 1tself which makes
one rocx an obstacle and another an aid. Tar from belng

a limit to freedom, however, it is precisely on condi-
tion of the coefficient of adversity that freedom can
arise as such. This is so because the very notion of
freedom includes the act of realizing one's freedon,

that is, the cihoice of one end rather than others and the
pursuit of this end. 1f, as in a fairy tale, there wasn't
any difference between conceptualization and actusliza-
tion, the term freedcom could have no meaning.

He further explains this by saying, ". . ."éﬁre libre”
ne signifie pas fobtenir ce qu'on & voulu," mals 'se
dé%erminer Q voulolir (au sens large de cholsir) par
soi-meme." "50 In other words, it 1s not success, buk
the pursuit of an end which is important. Thus the
empirical ana popular concept of freedom as the ability
to achieve the ends chosen is different from Sartre's
philosophical concept of freedom as autonomy of choice.

Also, as we have seen, Sartre does not distinguish between

doing and choosing since both are reciprocally dependent.

A
b9 Jean Faul Sartre, Lletre et le né;nt, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 532.

50 1bid. p. 563.
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Thus it is mainly through our acts that cur intentlons
are unvelilled ard disengaged for thetic comsclousness.

tlext, Sartre discusses the facticity of the for -
itself itself. The for - itself is free, but is not the
foundation of itself since its freedom is a2 given whilch
it cannot not choose., It is precisely the necessity of
cholice, which is a result of the facticlty of freedom,
which forces a relation of the for -~ 1tszlf to the given
in terms of nihilation. Flnally, it is the contingency
of the for - itself, insofar as it is not the foundatiorn
of lteelf, coupled with the contingency of the in - itself,
insofar as it is revealed only in terms of a project, that
Sartre calls "situations'.

Thus the paradox of Treedon conslists of the fact
that although freedor arises only in g situation, there
iz a situstion only because of freedom. Thus althouzh
human rezlity everywhere encounters resistances whieh 174
does not create; nevertheless, these obstacles have meanine
only in terms of an oriszinal project. vartre concludes
this subsection by saying bthat to understand these remarks
more fully, we must analyze specific structures of the
situation.

I think this section 1is important for sradicating
false popularizations of sartre's notion of freedom and
in pointins out the limitatlions and gualifications of

Sertre's notion of freedom. e have seen in az previous
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section that Lartre has celled his freedom absolute
because of hils rejection of transcendent values. e
clearly states in this section, however, that man does
meet with resistances or what he terms a coefficlent of
adverslity in things themselves. This 1s why he says that
by fresdom he does not mean the freedom to succeed in any
wizh, but the freedom to project and to attempt to re-
alize certain ends, that is, the freedom of avtanony of
cn~ice of omneself in the sense that although man oirten
cennot change reality, he can relate himself to reality
in any way he wishes. Thus, on this point, ocartre’s now
tion of freedom is not very radlcal or new. He 1is wvery
realistic by admitting that there are resistances in
things. Once again, the particularly Sartrian emphasis
comes in regard to hls rejection of transcendent values
on account of which he will push the point that man can

relate himself to reallty 1ln any way.

TI. PLACE
The second subsection discusses "place" as a part
of facticity. FPlace is defined by the spatial order and
by the various objects which surround me. It is the
country where I live with its particular climate, etc.

Vore svecifically, however, it 13 ". . 4+ 1la disposition

et Liordre des objets cui pré%entement m'apparaissent . .

.
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et qui m'indiquent comme la ralison méme de leur ordre."51
Thus we see that Sartre 1s gravitating toward the subjec-
tive and psychological aspect of place.

He continues by saying that although my present place
may be due to a free choice, nevertheless, I was able to
ocoupy this place only in terms of my previous place.

This place, in turn, refers me to a previous place and

s0 on until the place of my birth. The place of my birth
is purely contingent in the sense that 1t does not repre-
sent anything which 18 part of my experience, but merely
the place which was given to me at my birth. One cannot
explain my birth place in terms of my mother. This would
be invalid since the freely chosen places of my parents
do not offer an explanation in terms of my experience. I
did not choose my birth place for some reasoni but rather,
it was simply given to me, Thils, however, would seenm

to be a restriction of my freedom sinece the place of nmy
birth is the place in terms of which I eccupy all other
Places.

If we wish to come to an understanding of the pro-
blem, Sartre says that we must do so by beginning with
the following antinomy: ". . + la ré;litéﬁhumaine regait

7/
originellement sa place au milieu des choses -- la realite/

/
51 Jean Paul Sartre, L'étre et le neant, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 570.
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humaine est ce par quoi quelque chose comme une place
vient aux shoses."52 Neither space nor place could exist
apart from human reallty yet human reality gratuitously
recelves its place.

Sartre agrees that our original placing is an absurd
gratultous fact. Nevertheless, our place can take on g
meaning only in terms of an end. Hy place can be related
to me as an aid or an obstacle only in terms of a projiected
end. Thus my place, reslident of Chicago hes meaning
only in terms of a project, whether it be the project of
residing in Chicago or of residing In New York.

Thus the factioclty of my place is revealed only through
the projection of an end., Hence freedom is neceagsary
for the discovery of factlcity. On the other hand, how-
ever, freedom must take facticity as its point of de-
parture since the projection of an end, in the context
of change, presupposes an already existing situation.

Thus the facticlty of our place contributes to the ab-
surdity and contingency of our belng, and yet does not
restrict our freedom since it has meaning only in terms
of a free project. Thus Sartre coneludes, ", . .sans

la facticltélla 11berté/n’existera1t pas -~ comme pouvoir
de né;ntisation et de cholx ~~ et que, sans la 11bertéf

/ /
la facticite ne seralt pas decourverte et n'aurait mgme

/
52 Jean Paul 3Sartre, g'gtrg et le neant, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 571.
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aucun sens,"53

This section is the begimning of a series of sec-
tions in which Jartre analyzes the possible limitation
of the freedom of man when confronted with various as-
pects of the world. 7This dialectical relatlon of men to
the world Sartre calis sltuation. It is dialectlical for
sartre in the sense that freedom arises only in a situa-
tion and yet a situation cannot exist without freedom
in the sense of nihilation. The very framing of the
problematic here clearly indicates that Sartre is viewing
the problem solely from the point of view of pure conscious-
ness projecting ends and assuming that there are no trans-
cendent values or meanings. It seems to me that it 1s
only in this sense that one can understand Sartre's
statement that without freedom a situation has no meaning.
Thus Sartre's main argument for freedom wlll proceed along
these general lines: the world is de trop or completely
without meaning or value apart from that which a for -
itself projects; and therefore, man's freedom remalins -
even the resistances in things can assume a meaning only
in terms of a project. Thus my major criticism and
qualification of this view is that man has autcnomy of

cholice with regard to relating himself to the world but

/
53 Jean Faul Sartre, L‘étge et le peant, Paris,
jallimard, 1943, p. 576.
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only within the sphere of transcendent values. Thus, in
regard to place, if one recognizes the transcendent value
of eating, it is clear that one's place will have a
meaning and a value in itself insofar as it is more ~r
less able to provide a supply of food end hence will be

a limitation of onel's freedon.

TiT. THe sas3T

The third subsection discusses the 'Ypast.” Je have
already seen that the past does not determine our acts
a8 a prior phenomenon deterinines a consequent phenomenon.
Nevertheless, the freedom by which we escape the past and
project the future has a very definite past which 1t can-
not ignore. It would seem that we cannot medify the past
in any wey and that every action must be done in terus
of the past. EHEven the radical rejection of the past is
the assumption of a negative attitude in reference to it.
Thus we are confronted with thi#aradox that we cannot lack
a past and yet we are the beings through whom the past,
both for uvus and the world, arises.

We must examine this paradox more closely. J3ince
freedom is choice and hence change, it is defined by the
non~-existent, future end which is projected. Lliow then,
within the context of change, we have already seen that
what - is can only be illuminated by what ~ is - not

(i.e. the projected end), and not the reverse, since
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rhiat ~ 1e, in the context of chance, is consiiered as a
lack. Thus in the projection of an erd, one is already
beyond what - iz in the sense that it is a nihilating
withdrawal. Ience what 1s assumes its meaning only in
terms of the {utvre and hence is the past. Thus altnoush
the past ls necessary for a chance, or the projection of
zn end; nevertheless, the very nature of the past as such
arises orly in terms of the original choice of a futuvre.
in fact, it is wrecisely on condition of the choice of
a fTuture that the past 13 irreuwedlable.

If one exists, one cammot lack = past. lLow, we have
seen that there are two primary existential characteristics
of the for - itsgelf: a) every consciousness 1is non-theti-
cally conccious of being; ») the being of the for - itself
i7 in question a»d hence 1is alrays chosen. The for -
itself i3 not, however, mersely extrinsically connccted
vith the nast; but rather, it has ani nust be its nast.

It has o nast in the scense that the past is enlivened and
meaningsful only in terms of a present project into the
future with respect to the past. It must be its past in
the sense that o present project must always be made in
terms of past projects.

. . e
Thas ‘ertre says, '"fais 31 la liberte est choix

/ / s
Alune fin ea fonctlion du passe, reclproguement le passe
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, > s : i
ntest ce quiil est que par rapport a la fin choisie, "5
We have seen that the past exlists only in relation to
an end chosen in two senses: o) the past can arise only
on the confition cof a pressnt onroject into the future;
b) the already existing past can be eniivened only by a
present project. Thus there is botn an unchangeable
elemant of the pasgt, the bhrute fact, and & varisble ele-
ment of the vpast, the meaning of the past in relation to
the totallty of ny belng.
sartre useg .chlumberger's hero as an illustration
of nis uwderstanding of the past. If one radically
changes his fundagaental projecl to one of freceing himself
frecm a continued state of happiness, then all previous
projects uwlll lose thelr urgeucy:
\
I1ls nc zeront plus la due comme ces tours et
ces remparts du moyen age, que l'on ne saurait
nier, mais qul ntont d'autre sens que celul ds
rappeler, comme une &étape antérieurement parcourue,
une c¢ivilisation et un stade d'existenge poli-
tique et economique %ujourd'hui déepassaée et
parfaltement morts.n55
Hence, although the past is restrictlvs 1o the sensz that
it is the material revelatlion of the snd which we are;

neverth2lcos, it 1s the free project iunto the Tature which

hegtows on tnc past its neanling and value.

54% Jean Faul 3artre, Liety
Gallimard, 1943, p. 578.
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Here, once agaln, transcendesnt values has an lanor-
tant relation to freedom. 1Indeed, if one admits any
transcendent values, then clearly the past will assune
a meanin~ and a2 value apart from any projection of the
for - itself. This 1s true not only in thes sense that
the past will represent a state when I had satisrfied
certain neeis and hence achieved certain valuss, but it
is also true and important in the sense that then the past
will have been the effective arsnt whereby ay present
possibilities and freedom are either widened or lessened,
Por instance, if one has not attended to the basic needs
of eating, thza he will not be able to pursue his intel-
lectual desirss; or, if one has not diligently practiced
the pilano, he will not be fre= to eXpress nimself artisti-
cally by prlayinc a Choplin ballad. Thus if ones acecepts
transcendent valuss, tThe past will havz a limitation of

one's present freedom.

IV, sNVIRONMENT

The fourth subsection discusses environment., Inviron-
ment must be distinguished from place which has already
been analyzed. Invironment consists of ", . .les choses-
ustensiles qui w'entourent, avec leurs coefficients propres

/ /
d'adversite et d'ustensilité."56 Thus although place

/
56  Jean Paul dartre, L'Qtre et le nsant, Paris,
Fallimard, 1943, p. 585.
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is 2 condition for environment, environment is a further
consideration of place in terms of its coefficlents of
adversity and utility. Also, one's place is primarily
changed hy oneself whereas one's environment is often
changed because of other physical reasons. Finally, in

the notion of environment, the coefficients of adversity
and utility in things is considered not only in resvect

to place, but also in remard to the potentialities inherent
in the instrument itself.

Thus as soon as I exist, I am confronted with a world
of independent existences which both Le > and hinder me.
Sartre uses an example of asomsone who 13 traveling by
bieycle to a town and is beset with a hot sun, a strong
wind,and a flat tire. All of these sdverse phenomena are
nart of the enviromment. They do, of course, take on
meaning only in terms of a proj.st,

Nevertheless, Sartre says that this description i~
too simple since the environument can contribute to a radical
modification of the situation. The flat tire compels ne
to either walk to the town and, consejuently, miss lade-
leine who has already boarded a train, etc. Thus it would
seem that environment clearly limits freedom; for even
though one does not confuse the freedom of cholce with
the freedom of ohtaininz, the adversity of the environ-
ment is often the occasion for the change in project.

In order to discuss thils possibility, however, we



e3.
mnust flrst make the status of the question much mwore pre-
cise. If the environment can modify certain projects,
at least two restrictions must be made. PFirst, it cannot
cause the change of my original and root project, siuce
1t 1s precisely in terms of = fundamental project that a
motlf is constituted as such. Thus if a project is fore-
saken on the occasion of the appearance of sdverse ele-
ments in one'’s environment, this can be so only on ccndition
of a more fundamental project. Thus if I give up nmy pro-
jeet of roing on & picnic on the occasion of rain, this og~:-
curs only in view of a more fundamental project such as,
for example, remalning in a state of comfort. Second,
the adverse object which either appears or disappears
in our environment cannnt cause even the partial abasndon-
ment of an original project since the object must be
apprehended as a lack in the original szituation; hence,
on the ocecasion of its appearance, the for - ltself nust
relate to it by effecting a withdrawal from it arnd con-
sidering it in terms of a project. This certainly does
not mean that I will achleve a certain end, but it does
not absolve me from the responsibllity and necessity of
relating myself to it eilther by continuing an absurd and
impossible endeavor or by renouncing the present project
in view of another.

Also, the given 1s not only not an obstacle to our



freedom, out 1is g necessary conditlicn for its =wisten:s,
Indeed, in orler to he frae, e st he 22 in resieect

to something. Hen chis “'sorething' must have : real
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ezlstance indenendent of consciousness, Thug the free
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project expzcts 2 certzin resistance. ez Terrtre saye,

(
.

".tre libre, c'est ztre - litre-pour-falrz et c'legt

A . : .
etre~11brs~dan$~mgfmonae.”57 lence a certain marzin of

wnpredictahility is inherent in esvery free project recsusge
of the independsnce of the world. This, in turn, »oints
out a new acpect of free cholce, namely, that it is an
openn project. Uy this Jartre rcans thet every project
anticipates a certain anourt of modification due to the
independence of the world. Wevertheless, e must remember
that advers.lty comeg to things throush freedom.

Sartrc then concludes this subsection with a brief

alf comes into the

1))

sunmary. ‘e have seen that the in - it
world throu n the upsurre of the Tor - 1tself in the

sense that neaning comesg into the world throush the for -
itself. .'le have also seen that We are surrounded by things

such armcapt in terms of a

L1

which are ilnapprshensible a
oroject. Thus e are separatel from the world by our
nihilating freedou. Thus 1t 15 fraedom which reveals

things as either sdverse or useful. Also, the uapra-

- ) A /
57 Jean Faul Clartre, L'etre et le neant, Paris,
la kel

tallimard, 1343, p. 578.
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dictabllity and adversity of the =nvironment 15 precisely
the exprescion of the contincercy of freelor mn’ the
contingency of the in -~ itself. Thuz lartre cays that

e are

0}

bsolutely free, but only in a situation.

Onc= egain, if ore adrpits the limitastion of frecdom
hy transcendent values, then certainly environment will
present a ponssible limitation of freedon. Yor instance,
a mar ir an underdeveloped country who must lakor =211
his 1life merely to survive caonnct possibly develop a
cultured mind for which much leisure to read and meditate
etc. is necessary. Apart from this howrsver, T found this

particular analysis very refreshing because it exhibits

[v4]

thse peculiarly 3Sartrian ovtinism which assserts that man

can make the best of sven the worst situation.

V. TPeELLOWMAN

The fifth subsectlion 1ls concerned with the existsuce
of the Other (onea's fellowman) ss a possible limitation
on the freedom of the for - itself. One fundamental
aspect of the existence of the other is that we find
ourgelves inmersed in a world of instrumental-complexes
which have receilved their meaning from the Other rather
than from our own free project. Nloreover, this meaning
which arises through the Other is also mine in the sense

that it is directly related to me such that I cannot

ignore it.
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Things -rould ve vary siaple, however, if all meanings
were revealed simply in view of oaae's own ends, or if we
were all independent monads paerfectly indifferent to each
other. Concrete eZperience clearly refutes this, however,
by pointing out a plurality of objective meanings which
are part of "my" world and wnicn ars not the result of
ny free vroject. One need think only of houses, streets,
road sizgns, ete. to realize that there are a multitude
of meanings wnicn do not come from us, but which we nmust,
nevertheless, confront. Thus it would seem that rather
than havinc the world organized around my spontanesous
projection of .eaninrs, a state of objective nmeaniags l1s
inmposed on me since if I do not observe the road signs,
I w11l have an accldent, or if I ¢o anot leave & show in
accordance with the imperative of the " xit" sign, 7 shall
encounter the resistance of an oncomirz crowi. This is
the problem tvhich we will now evamine.

Sartre is now, as we have seen, posinz the problem
in terms of the possible limitation by objective techniques
of the ends which one seeks. Thus it would seem that tne
existencs of the Other as a part of my facticity is an
external limit of mny freedom insofar as it comnsists in
the prior independent constitution of technigues which I
nust consider wnen 1 maile my projects.

Sartre begins by statinz emphatically that he is not

asserting that man is the free foundation of his being.
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Fan is free, but in condition. It ls precisely the re-
lation of this condition to freedom which is in question.
Now, although it is true that man can choose himgelf only
beyond certain meanings or techniques which are already
given, nevertheless man 1s free and is a man precisely
because he must choose himself beyond these given tech-
nilgques. Sartre here speaks of 2 transcendence -~ trans-
cended., By this he mesns that althouch techniques are
alresdy given, man's total freedom is assured since pre-
cisely insofar =8 he 1s a man, he must effect a nihilation
in respect to these techniques, or make techniques of the
techniques, or transcend the transcendences. Thus it is
not a questlon here of an external limit of freedom, but
rather that the fundamental meaning of freedom is to choose
oneself in an already existing world. Also, it 1s not
meaningful to assert that a limitation or scarclity of
techniques limits freedom since freedom consists of the
sbsolute choice of oneself regardless of the techniques.
Thus 3artre ssays, "Car Qtre libre n'est pas choisir le
mond.e historique da l'on surgit--ce qui n'aurait point de
sens--ma2is se choislilr dans le monde, quel qu'il soit."58

There 4is, however, a sscond, more fundamental aspect

of the existence of the other which seems to limit freedom.

Vd
58 Jean raul sartre, L'Qtrg et le neant, Paris,
Gallimard, 1943, p. 604,



Lvery man, precisely because he i3 an upsurge and a

free transcendence, bestows on his associates an objective
being - for - others. Ty thls he meanc that there are
certain determinations of our being which we have not chosen,
as, for example, when we arc apprehended as Jewish,
siupid, ugly, etc. dartre says that this being - for
others 1is objective Decause he considers it not as merely
an opinlor of others, but as a real dimension of our
eXxistence insofar as a meaning 1s conferred on us and our
situation. Ve discover this aspect of our existence in
our relaticns withh others even though a complete under~-
standing of this being -~ for-others is always beyond our
grasp since 1t 13 the result of a2n objectification by the
other.

Sartre says that this is a real 1imit of our free-

-

dom. 2y this, however, 3artre is not referring, for
example, to the prohibition of negroes to enter certain
restaurants. This would be an aspect of collective
techniques which was consldered in the first part of this
gsection. The real limit comslists in the fact that the
Other apprehends me as an Otner - as - object in which
apprehension I become nerely an objective structure for
the Other. Thus because meon exists in a world among
Others, he, by that fact, exists as a man alienated by

the Other. irence we may say that freedom has two limits:

the limitation by freedom itself because of its '"nature®
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and the limitation by the fresdom of the Other. 1n other
words, freedom is both condemned to bhe Ffree and must exist
for other freedoms.

a real limit

V2]

Altheugh our being ~ for - others 1
in the sense that it cannot be thought of as a brute re-
sistance which we could nihilate since it exists precisely
insofar as we exlist as objectified rather than objecti-
fying, nevertheless, we can in a sense, recover this limit
of freedom insofar as it is necessary to transcend the
Other in order to recoghnize thet we are transcended.

Thus although our helng - for - others exlsts as a real
dimension of our beling, it is necessary alse that we relate
ourselves to thils being - for - others by either further
interiorizing 1t by maeking 1t a specific prcject, or by
projecting the opposite. Thus there is a sense in which
freedom remains free even when confronted by the Cther.

In this section, I quoted Lartre to the effect that
to choose the historical world in which we live would
have no meaning but that freedom consists in choosing one's
self. This seems in my mindfsynthesis of Jartre's stti-~
tude tQ;yard the relation of the free for - 1toelf to
facticity. Choosing the world in which we live has no
sense because there are no traunscendent values and hence
whether the world is affluent or lmpoverlshed, refined
or barbarian, friendly or unfriendly makes no difference,

In spite of this, however, man is free to relate himself
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to the world, to choose himself amidst the world, and
thus to be free.

Here agaln, however, the existence of transcendent
values would limit one's freedom. rirst of all, the ob-
jectlive techniques employed by society as a whole would
widen or narrow one's freedom to the extent that they are
aware or not aware of thnese values. Second, although
Sartre says that man's freedom 1s limited by the freedom
of another, he says this only and solely from the point
of view that ratlonal knowledge consists in an objecti-
fication of the other (here again his presupposition to
view reality from the polint of view of pure conscious-
ness is evident). On the other hand, 1f one realizes
that the solitude of man's birth, life, and death ls rooted
in his very bsing,then it would seem that communlion with
one's fellowman on the affective level, the desire to
share the Joys and sorrows of the lonely voyagg,would be
another type of limitation of one's freedom. It would
limit one's freedom from dolng certain actions, but
it would also broaden one's freedom to be human and to

enjoy life as far as possible.

VI. DEATH
The sixth and last subsection discusses death as
an element of onefs factlcity. Sartrs begins by analyzing

the various concepts of death. At one time death was
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congidered to be fundamentally non-human since it was
beyond human life, After this, however, a new notion of
death as a fundamental part of life arose. 3artre explains
this change by saying that, in any event, death seems to
be a boundary. Thus although death may be the final limit
of life, it is still a part of the series. 3Sartre de-
scribes this concept of death by speaking of it as the
final chord of a melody which, on the one hand, clings
to the nothingness of the silence which will follow and
which, on the other hand, clings to the plenum of being
of the melody which 1s constituted in its mecaning by the
final chord and the silence which follows. Sartre says
that it 1s one of Heldegpger's merits to have put in philo-
sophical form thls humanistic notion of death in which
life becomeg meaningful precisely by the personal interior-~
ization and anticipation of death. Sartre admits thatb
this notion of death has an element of truth in 1it; but,
nevertheless, he says that we must take up the question
again from the beginning.

iven if death in itself is the passage into an ab-
solute non-human existence or non-existence, it cannot
be considered as such since all of our knowledge is
conditioned by our humanity and hence is subjeot to the
human point of view. Thus death must, first of all, be

considered as an aspect of human reality.



The mosl Tuniamental zapect of death =zc¢cordins to
—artre isg 1ts absurdity. 2 uses the ma2taphor of
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can dis for me is trus in the snme sense thet ny wost
commonplace smotions can only te mine in the sense that

I am I ard am not eny other heinz., 17, howaver, one cone-
giders desth in tcorn. of 1ts fwiction, aificacy, or re-
gult, ther it iz clear that others caon die for me in the
sense of insciring others or gsaving the country for sr-
anple. In either case, desth has no persoralizing virtv-;

in fact, it iz wine only bscauge of oy unique subjechl. -
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A positive reasor., on the other hand, for ths ab-
surdity of death for wmen is 1te contingency. 2 knou
only that we will die and not then e 711l die. Thus
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gosg;bilité;."59 Sartre elucidates this statement by
considering death in terms of meanings. Human reallty
is meaningful in the sense that it comes to know itself
by making itself. As such it is always engaged in the
future. The absurdity consists precisely of this, that we
are continually awaiting the future (in the sense of the
realization of certain ends) which death may prevent.

Not only this, however, but all men are denied the resolu-~
tion of their ultimate and last project since both the
person and the end are surpressed by death. Sulcide

also is absurd in the sense that it lacks a future which
would be necessary to validate or invalidate 1t as s
project. Thus slunce the for - itself is a being which

is constantly engaged in the future, a free project toward
death is self-destructive and absurd. Hence death is the
ultimate in absurdity since it removes sll meaning from
life.

Now we can discuss whether or not death is a limita-
tion of freedom. To begin, however, Sartre distinguishes
death from finitude. The common conception is that it
18 death which causes and reveals our finitude. Sartre,
however, says that human reality would remain finite
even 1f it were immortal because human reality consists

of meking individual projects which of necessity preclude

/
59 Jean Paul Sartre, L'étre et le neant, Paris,

Gallimard, 1943, p. 621.
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other projects and hence are finite. Thus 3Sartre says,
"Liacte meme de liberté'est donc assomption et cré;tion
de la finitude."60

Ueath, on the other hand, is a contingent fact which
belongs to the facticity of the for-itself; it is not,
however, an ontolozical structure of 1t as is Tinitude.
In one sense, we cannot have any relation to death since,
as we have s8een, we cannot have any attitude toward it in
the sense of a project because ths for - itself nrscisely
insofar as it is projecting into the future needs the
future to constitute 1t as a meaninzful action. OCartre
does not mean that the for ~ itself needs the future
in the =ense that it must achleve its ends; but rather,
he means that the very meaning of a project presupposes
the future in order to strive for the realization of an
end.

Thus although death does present an obvious, external,
factual limit of one's subjectivity, the for - itself
retains its freedom in three senses: a) death cannot
be the object of a project and much less the object of
necessary project; b) death is not an ontological struc-
ture of the for - itself; c¢) one must freely determine
the meaning for oneself in regard to death as an element

of facticity. Thus 3artre says, "Je ne suls pas "libre

60 : 2 ¢ .
PV Jean Paul tartre,_L'etre et le neant, paris,

Sallimard, 1943, p. 631. "‘




pour mourir,” aais je suis un libre mortel.'6l Un the
other hand, however, ir one accepts the tramscendent value
of belng, then death will present itself perhaps as the
final resolving chord, but certalnly also as the ultimate
and absolute negation of Uaseln unlese it is viewed as

the threshold by which one enters another mode of being.

. A /
61 Jean Paul Sartre, L'etre st le neant, Faris,
- —
Callimard, 1543, p. 632,




Paemion AR UECITITITATING

ATHICAL PER37ACTIVES

The eighth and last section of this paper discusses
two very brief, but very important aspects of freedom:
a) "Freedom and Hesponsibility®; b) "Zthical Perspectives.®
They are important not only because of their substance,
but also because they prevent many erroneous concepts
which can easily be thought to be natural conclusions from

his notion of freedonm.

T. FREEDOM AVD RBESTONSIBILITY

Sartre begins the first subsection concerning free-
dom and responsibility by saying that man is fully responsi-
ble for the world and himself as a way of being. By
"pegponsible™ he means ". . .consclence (d') Btre 1'suteur
incontestable d'un evdnement ou d'un objet."02 e havs
seen that this is true in three different ways: a) the
world arises through the for - itself since it can assume
a meaning only across a project; b) the for - itself pre-
cedes its existence and makes its essence, not in the
sense that it is the foundation of 1ts baeing, but in the
sense that 1t is the foundation of its way of being; c¢) re-

gzardless of the situation, the for - itself retains its

- A /7
62  Jean Paul Sartre, L'etre et le neant, Faris,
Callimard, 1943, p. 539.
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another cholilce. Thus if T enter the war, I my=elf choose
1t becauss I prefer other values (evg . 1ife, honor) mors
than the refusal to enzaze in war. In any event, it ics
always a matter of a free choice == even bad faith is a
cholice. Thus to selze upor facticity as an excuse or to
attempt to evade freedom by inaction or passivity is a
futile aet in had faith since for wan, shsolute responsi-~
es

bility is a necessary, losical corallary to man's absolute

]

freedon. lan, therefors, 1s not the foundation of his

o

being; out he is condemn=sd to be the foundation for the

. A
meaning of being. Thus lartre saysz, ". . .je dois Etre
sans remords ni regrets comme Je suis sans excuse, car,
\ . . NS A, N
des l'instant de mon surgissement a ll'etre, je porte le
poids du wonde 2 moi tout seul, =zans que rien ni personne

ne pulsse 1'«11

The second suhsectlon deals with ethical perspectives.

Sartre says that ontolocy cannot formulate sthical pre-

tre et le neant, raris,

p

p N .

63 Tean “aul ‘artre, L'
3

Tallimard, 1943, p. 64
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cepts since it 1s concerned solely with what is. ‘/fe can
underztand this statement better if we recall that 3artre
dilstinzuishes metanhysics from ontology by saying that

tha latter is concerned with the Tactual zivens whereas

]

the former the attenmpt to explain the -2iven in terms

ot
n

of why ani hou. 4lso, if we recall that cartrss ontology
denles any transcendent values, we can easily see why
ethical imperatives cannot be derived from Lartre's ontology.
Sartre does say, however, that if any ethics is to
assure itc responslbilities, it must accept the nature of
value as given in ontology. e have seen that value is
a lack in terms of which the for - itself determines it-
gelf. 4“We have seen that the ultimate value snd fundasmental
meaning of 211 projects is the coincidence of the in = it~
self and for - itself. Thus an 2thles based on the psycho/«
, ozy of sltruism, utilitarisnism, etc. must be surpasced.
The main conssequence of ontology in regard to esthics,
however, 1s to rspudiate the spirit of seriousness. The
spirit of seriousness considars valuss as transcendent
2ivens and thinls that they are constituted as such be-
cause of material relations (e.3. the nourishmsnt of bread)
rather thean sartre's aetaphysical value of the in ~ itself -
for - itself. cartre considers the 3pirit of seriousness
as an attitude in bad falth which is the result of the
endeavor to escape one's freedom and responsibility. Thus

Sartre says that if one activity is to be preferred to
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another, it 1111 bs because in the one there is a hileher

derree of congxiousness of the 1deal roal.



CONCLUSION

Since I think, as I mentioned at the beginning of
this paper, that Sartre's philosophy of freedom 1s very
dlalectical, in regard to a summary of this paper, I shall
do two things: first, I shall merely sketch what I consider
to be the main points of Sartre's philosophy of freedom and
hope that the paper as a whole has provided a coherent
and true analysis; second, I will present my analysis of
why I consider the rejection of any transcendent values to
be the major limitation of Sartre's notion of freedom.

Sartre began by saying that phenomenology is the
starting point for philosophy because the phenomenon is
presupposed in every exXperience. It seemed at first that
Sartre intended to leave the notion of phenomenon open to
any kind of experience in which something appears or is
evident. However, we discovered by the way in which
Sartre used phenomenology that he had in fact very much
restricted the meaning and value of phenomenology. In
fact, he explicitly disclosed later on that his major
philosophical presupposition is that 21l of reality must
be known and viewed first of all and primarily from the point
of view of pure consciousness. We then saw how this type
of phenomenology provided the foundation for two types of

reality : the for - itself and the in - itself. 3Sartre
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then presented the phenomena of questioning and anguish
as the revelation of the freedom of the for - itself.

It i1s here that he presented his notion of bad faith as
an answer to any objection concerning freedom. He then
made an analysis of the structures of the for - itself
which provided the ontological foundation for his notion
of absolute freedom by asserting of the for -~ itself all
the conditions for the possibllity of absolute freedom
Sartre then analyzed exactly what he meant by freedom and
how 1t is related to facticity.

We saw, irst of all, that freedom was the ability
of man to nihilate both the world snd himself through
consciousness. Second, we saw that freedom more speci-
fically was the ability to project ends. Lastly, we saw
that the most primordial meaning of freedom was the ablility
to choose, make, and create one's self without restric-
tion by ecapriciously projecting ends and endeavoring to
realize them. In conclusion, Sartre pointed out the
reciprocity of his notion of freedom wlth responsibility.

With regard to the second point of this summary, we
have seen that in our mind the major contention with
Sartre has been his rejection of transcendent values. We
have already seen wilthin the text why Sartre's explicit
reasons for rejecting transcendent values were invalid.
There seems to me, however, to be an Aimplicit but more

fundamental reason why Sartre rejects thls position.
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Je have seen that the root, hidden presupposition of
Sartre is that truth concerning man can bz obtalned only
by vliewing man first of all as consciousness and not as
consclous of this or that. 4We have also seen that for
Sartre the essence of consclousness is the utterly capri-
cious projection of ends. It is clear that this view
certainly precludes the possibility of viewing man as acting
vecause of =z subjective lack. Or, to reverse a saylne of
Sartre, 1f one starts out by viewling man as absolutely
free he will not later on find some ways in which he is
deternined. Thus 3artre refuses to accept a compromise
solution which would meintain that man 1s determined to
act on the basis of a subjective lack, but is free to act
on the basis of this or that lack.

Now, however, we nust present some positive reasons
for the existence of transcendent values. Tndeed, 1t is
certainly difficult to "prove" Sartre's position false
gince its very extremeness presupposes any argument against
it. However, I think that one can see that it is false
in the sense that if ovne does not act out of sheer ceprice
then he must act because of a subjective lack. Further,

I think it is evident that one who acts capriclously can
not possibly have any real concern or care or anguish about
how he acts. whereas the opposite 1s true for one who acts
because of a subjective lack. Ironically enough, some &

Sartre's most moving passages are concerned with the anguish
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of the person who iz confronted with his freedom to act
In many diverse ways. Thus, the tulk of my argument will
be to point oat an example or two in which it is evident
to me that man acts in anguish because he suffers specific
subjective lacis.

This subjizctive lack is difficult to dafine even in
an abstract way. uan lacks, in one sense, not in terms of
what he 1s, bul in terus of what he is not; otherwise, he
wouli nelther lack nor crave it since ne would =sither have
it or be it. On the other hand, however, man must bs
this lack ginc: otherwise he would not laclk or crave it.
Thus, perhaps, this subjective lack can best be described
as a nothingness at the heart of human reality which
exacts being.

Whether there 13 one root lack, of which =211 other
lacks are the expression, is another gqusastion, but that
man 1s lack and desire is difficult to deny. One could
consider, for instance, the fleshless child in India, Or,
one could congider the incessant wJanderings of the soli-
tairs along the midnight sza asking his child-lilke question,
"Wwhy?" One may not fully lnow what the snows of Kiliman-
jaro consist of, or exactly why they are sought, but it
would seem to me that they are sougnt.

s>artre hilmself recognizes thls. He says, as we

have seen, that every for - itself lacks colrcidence with



104,
itself {(i.e. the in - itself - for - itsely or wod) and that
it 18 in virtue of this subjective lacl. that all projects
are made. How then oes Sartre reconcile hils views? re

simply doesr’'t, and seems to consider them as tvc acre of

O

the many paracoxes in 1life. This is vhy, as Colcetbe iudry

2 Ll

oints cut, in the very last parsgraph of this vorlk it is

"
Q

still a question in oartre's mind whether or not frzedom,
once it discovers itseli ag the source of 211 values,
can take itself as an end and as a value.0d It seems to
me, however, that the one wview, that man is lack and desire
is due to his sincere and perceptive resglism, and that the
other view, that man acts capriciously with regard at least
to his fundasental projects, igc dve to his erroneous
rhilosophical presupposition that men wzust be knowmr and
wnderstood first ana foremost as consclousness, that is,
as the absolute freedom of capriciously projecting snds.
Thus it would seenm to us that the notion of action
presuppoces transcendent valuwes. «e will have to define
much more preci:cely what we mean Ly this terwk, houever,
since it ic used in nany dJdiverse significations. Je have
gseen that for -—artre the notion of action presupposes the
notion of value considered as an end capriciously pro-

jected by a for - itself which corresponds to an objective

\ /
64 Colette Audry, 3Sartre et 1la Realité’Humaine,

. - . A aad
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lack, e, however, have gaid tnat actlon presupposes
transcendent values conslidered as ende projected ogut of
necessity precisely hecause of thelr capacity to fulfill
a subjective laclk. Thus the first and major precision

is that relative values are absolutely freely chosen bhe-
cause they are arbitrary and carricious, whereas, trans-
cendent values are chosen out of necassity.

At once the question of freedom arises in reference
to btranscendent values. One certainly lis not free not to
act. The life of @ railroad bum or of an indolent drunk
is a form of action iusofar as it is a way of relating
onegelf to the world and to oneself. Lven sulcicde consi-
dered as a rmstaphysical act cenyin: the transcendert value
of being iz a form of action irn which thers is apparently
a greater need for ncon-beinc than for linited being.

Freedow, in the realm of transcendent values, secems
to me to exist and to consistzéefining within one's pos-
gibilities oune's own being; for we have said that man neces-~
garily acts in terms of transcendent values, but that he
is free to choose among the many tramscendent values,
how then, freesconm is possible uniot only becsuse of the
diverse needs =znd hence values, but also because some
needs and values are more imnediaste and forceful even if
less fulfillins than other neels and valuss which though
less forceful znd inuzdiats, and consequently more dif-

ficult to obtain, are more fulfilling. As an example,
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perhaps we could think of a man who desires very nmuch to
express hls love for his wife by being falthful, and yet
when confronted with some voluptuous tart, finds it d4if-
ficult to choose the value of faithfulness, even though
he realizes 1t would be much more fulfilling than the
value of mere sexual gratification.

The next precision to be made is whether or not at
least some transcendent values are objective. The term
"obJective' here signifies that there are some transcendent
values corresponding to subhjective lacks which are common
to all regardless of situation precisely because of a com=
mort human conditlion. In this formulation of the problem,
the rphrase, "common to all,? does not mean that all men
are gware of these values, bhut merely that they exist.
Also, the qualification, "regardless of situabtion,” does
not necesgssarily imply that the objective values in ques-
tion are the highest, since they could be common and not
esgential or most primordial.

In order to further clarify the question, however,
we should note that all transcendent values, precisely
because they are rooted in one's being, are objective in
the sense that the situation cannot alter them or their
hierarchical order since the situation can not change one's
being. At hest , the situation can force one to consider
certain values rather than others as being hersz and now

at stake. Thus the real questlon is whether or not some
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of these values are common tc all men as men.

3ince, however, the main reason for asking the ques-
tion is to determine the common gzood for the purpose of
regulating personal relationships, since one's personal
good can be k¥nown through merely transcendent goods, it
would seem safe to assert that there are objective trans-
cendent values since for most people there certainly
secem to be some (e.z. life and the pursuit of happiness).

Now then, wWe may briefly summarize the discussion by
gaying that 3artre is a pure relativist because he has
asserted the absolute fresdom of man by considering him
as essentially an absurd being eapriciously projecting
arbitrary ends. Je, however, have maintained the limited
freedom of man by asserting the existence of transcendent
values and, in a limited sense, objective wvalues.

In conclusion, in order to bring the entire paper
into focus, I shall employ the distinetion between frsedom
from and freedom to. Sartre has viewed man, in ny estima-
tion, solely as a for - itself and hence as having and
being an absolute freedom from any transcendent value.

We, however, have viewed man as to some extent being a
structured in - itself and hence as having his freedonm
from limited, and hence as being also a freedom to fulfill
oneself by reallzing some transcendent values. The op-

position here is a clear one which realizes: Aif one is
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absolutely free from, then one's being 1s absolutely

absurd.

Freedom seems a folly when one asks
Why one wants to be free.

Freedom from 13 like a snowflake
Falling fast.

Freedom to is like a seedling
Breaking through the earth

And ewbracing the sun,

With its flower.
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