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The subject of this thesis is Jean-Paul Sartre's
philosophy of freedom. This involves an exmminsation
of Sartra's oatologiesl desgription of the bhelng
of the world, the being-in-itself, and the being
of man, the being-for-itself, Bartve’s descviption
reveals man, & conscious being, 28 the ovigin of
nsgation, The nibilsting eharacterkstic of man's
conseionsness #nables him to freely project ends

of serion in « world of obstacles. By choosing

iz own mode of being, mso makes himself and

his world takes ob meaning in relation to his
projects. In short, fesedom, Sartve elaims,

ig absolute and limitad m‘ky by freedom itself,

(18}



PREFACE

The main purpese of this thesis it two-fold, 1In the firvst
place, 4t 18 to present an avgument in support of human freadom as
opposed to those theories which hold that g1l human actions, or a
large part of them, are determivned by extermal causes or imteviwml
motives, This argument for hmumew freedom will be that of the Fremeh
exigtentislist philosopher, Jeum~Paul Sartwe, Our second purpose ia
to presemt this yhﬁumgﬁhy devoid of 21l populsr and philosopbical mis~
eunceptions, as one worthy of eritical examiwsrion by contemporavy
philosophers,

The issues between human freedom and determinism have been
raised and debated simce the dawn of philosophy, Others, such as physicists
and psychologista smd theologlans, have periodically enteved the argument
on one gide or the other, When they have, philosophers have often ealled
upon their opinions to support thelr own argwments and to comter those
of their opponents, TYThese nonephilosophical argunents haove often been
presented, elither by the protagonist himself, or by some philosopher
weho supports 1t, as an anthoritative statement os the subjeet vather
thap an opindon to be eriticslly smalyzed like any other., But others
gseem to sventuslly tire of the problem and leave it to the philoscphers
to keep the imssue from dyieg. Aw initial assumption of thiz thesis which
we gshall not attempt to prove, is the belief that after all is said and
dome by others, and all sorts of data have besn collseted and presented

{1£1)



by the patural asd social sciences, the problem of freedom and determinism
ramaing basically a philosorhical one., It is human freedom as a philow
sophical problem thet we ave interested im fhroughout this thesis, but
looked at in & more vadical way than ordisarily.

In the farroduction of this thesis, we shall attempt to duseribe
Sartve's philesoshical method., This will inelude a brief look at some
of the main fmfluences on Sartre in ovder to provide a gemeral banskgrownd
agoinet which his views mey be sean to belong withis the context of o
specifie philosophieal tradition, The first chapter {s comeerned with
Sartre's descriptions of the bedng of consciousness and the bedng of the
world., Because of the ensuing radical separation of these two vegions
of being, consclovsness emergas as the dynamic, spontaneous being which
introduces freedom into the world, The second chapter comcantrates move
fully on conscivusnens and indicates that it is through man, as 2 conscious
baing, that mesning and significance are glven to the world, These first
two chapters, in addition to the intyodubrion whikh provides 2 background,
present the foundstion on which Ssxtve builds his philosorhy of freedom
as an integrated omtological feature of comselousness,

The third chapter is concerned specifically with the probles of
fresdom, The fivet part of the ehapter discussed Sartre's ontologlesl
deseription of the causes, motives and ends of one’s scts and thelr

rélationghip to Ereedom. In the sscond part, we bring out the jmplicstions
. of Bartre's vadieal concept of freedem, and attempt to show that his
_argumsent that freedom is absolute is & sigaificaut one vhich can plausibly
‘meet eertain oriticiems divected toward it,
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Chaptey four argues for the value and signiffcance of Sartre's
description and analysis of the human situation but contends that his
method limits him to “this-side" of the world. In other words, auy
judgements comcerming events beyond the oblects of cur experience in this
world must be suspended., On this view, Sartre'’s claim for atheiem muse
be bracketed, as indeed must any metaphysical agsertions made by him,

'aavms glven a brief ocutiine of our intemtions, we hope that by

the end of the thesis our peradoxical title, Mam in the Mode of Mot-Being,

will have acquived both mesning and eiginficasace,
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INTRODUCTION
THE SUBJECT-POLE OF EXPERIENCE

vao and sat me dowm in the midst
of the valley whieh was full of
bones, zad czused me to pass by
them vousd szbout: and, behold,
there ware very many fa the open

- valley; and, io, they were very
dry. And he said unto ne, Son
of man, can these bomes live?

It is umusial that one feels compelled to begin 2 thesis in
philosophy with an epelogy, The fast that ope is sbout to examine a
particulaxy vhilosopher, or philogsochical point of view, or philosophieal
problem, {2z generally sufficient justificatics for the undmking. In the
case of JHsn-Paul Sartve, however, one's self.confidence in this respect
is somewhat undermined by the often caveless and baphazard amalyses that
pases for philosophic criticiem, as well as populer misconceptions of this
thilosopher's views. Most shilosophers have their unsympathetic aritu#,
but Sartre seems to have more than his share, especizlly im the Angloe
Saxon world, To be an unsympathetic critie is, in itself, no crime; but
it is a erime whem the critic's lack of sympathy gains control over his
thilosophical "impartiality” and mskes him see chimeras where none exist,
Sartre's philosophical redicalfsm and wnorthodox use of language, st least
to the Anglo-Saxon veader, adequately supply grist to this type of eritiecal
mill, Rather than attempting to find out what it is Sartre is doing and
why he uses the language he does, such critics arve overcome with a filexce
passion that desires the glow roasting of the objest of their wrath over a
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fire etomnally fueled by his own manuscripts,

At the risgk of appearing presumptuous, we shall attempt to set
the recovd straight comcerning what Sartre is trying to do, This will
involve, smong other things, an inexhaustive look zt some of the philoe
gophical influences is the development of Sartre's thought, notably of
Husssrl, We do mot intend, excert in 2 very genewal way, to discuss the
tharseteristics common to existentislists, for this is an avea of some
ambigulty and to undevstand Sartre’s chilosophy it is argusble thet such
an undertaking would be teasous,

Iz deallng with Sartre, it is not only important to wmske glear the
mesning he gives to such terms ag "being,"” "nothingness " "project.”
*freedem,"” ete,, but also how he wses them and, perhsps most importent, why,
Why, for emample, does Sartre describe man ;mmaom‘auy ag the baing that
is what he is not and is not what he is? It 12 easy to dismiss such an
agsertion as an abuse of ordinary lauguage, or scieantifically unverifiable,
or simrly a violation of traditiomal logiec. However, if it is the desire
of the rhilogopher to find our Sartre's weaning, he must put zside such a
temptation and examime this pata#oxmai assertion within the context of
Saxtre's descrintive ontology. It is omnly here that such s paradogieal
elafim acquires significance and in turn vivifies the genwral omtological
analysis, What one shoulld be looking for is an amalysis of Bartresn texs
minology, we b#lieve, is uot simply e¢larification, important as that is,
but also the significsnce, if suy, of the terms and the comtext in which
they are used,

1t 4s» no secret that Sartre employs language in a very persuasive
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wsy. With )l deferemce towsrd some amalytisal shiloscphers, it {s
neverthelegs zrguable that the meaniag and use of suweh worde as "frasdos’”,
"wothingness,” "existenve,” ete. imvolves s cevtainm amount of persuazicn
even when used in the cvdinsry my} If ooe clulms that the chilosorhar's
cask iz only to analyze snd eclarify words as they ave, in foet, wsed is
erdimary and oo ordisary language, this is severtheless, we meintsin, =
reesmendaticn on the woy shilosophy should operate, and not & categorieal
assertion. In order mot to become embroiled im & discussion on the nature
and scope of rhilosophy, let uwa simply say, somswhat dogmaticslly, that
philenopbars are not 8o Iepartiel that they do nmot direct our sttention
toward aertein features of experisunce, imcluding uses zad meanings of
xmwse, awey fxom others: in other words, thet some sort of pervsassaiveness
is favolved fa rhilosophisal discussions., This, we maintein, is wot 2
bad thing, rroviding it iz is the open and arguments that do contain a
persuasive alement ave not presemted as though they were daseriptively
pure and "umtonteminared”,

1f the sbove argument hss any validity, we might ask vhy
exfistentisliste in genersl, ond Sartre in partieuler, fall isto such
disfavogy when they ase amotive, persuzsive end provosative languuge. AL
lexst vart of the snswer seems to lie dn the faet that existantialists
very often draw ouy attention to data which are interpreted im & wadically
different way to what we arve ordinsrily scoustomed, Jo most casas, and
this 1a txue of Sartre, they do not demy the opdimary data of our expevience,
(and this imludes sefontiffc hypotheses) mor ovdinsry lamgisge, but vejects
elzims that soak data ave sll-inclusive, or evem the primary data, Whether
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others agree with this view or not, it is nevertheless the case that
such rejection and re-emphasis upon other datz has & plint and is not
without justddeation,

Sartre has in many cases depsrted from ordinary usage. This,
we claim, is o legitimate procedure simce Sartre's purpese 1s te get
us to see things in = differmat way, o look at ourselves and the sit-
vations in which we find ocurselves in ways which never oeesurred to us
before, In discussing man's freedom, for example, Sagtre’s “wild® use
of language is to emphasize man's freedom aznd the complete responsibility
vhich this fmplies, Bartre's comgept of buman freedom is so radieal,
and so absolute, that & radical language 18 required to put the point
aerogs. For Sartre, the importance snd respomsibility of each individual,
subjective chojee is such that it cammot be overemphasized nor takem too
seriously, In discussing Sartre's use of the word “freedon, one commentator
says: "To stress in its definition the totality of its relevance to human
life, is, in effect, to urge that we look again at the degree to which we
all do exercise control over our livwes and at the extent to which we are
too often in search of an escape from ascknowladgement of our re,sponsibﬁiny
for surselves -~ and £or cur world., Emotionel power in persussion is
used by Sartre both =28 = carrot and as a stiek }.,,. -"’

Although Ssrtre tries to persuade the reader to look at variovs
situations in = different and more radical way, it 1s important to poiat
out that such persuzgsion i3 sot grounded in irrstiomalism. Rather his
interpretetion of humen existence and all 1t fwvolves is based om 2 keen
insfght tempered and systematized by a clear-headed eritical amslyels.
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In describing the buman situatios, Bartve iz as concerned with the logie
of that situation as with persvading us to look at it from the standpoint
of the exigting subject instesd of thiuking of it only in a detached
ebjective way. Througheut the thesis, we hope this point will muke itself
avident,

Is bis deseriptidn of man and human freedom, Sartre is not
primarily interested in presenting 2 thesiz to rival those of the objecte
ive natural and soclsl selences, JTnstead, he i3 amalyzing man from a
paxticulay starting-péint, nemely the subjfective, In so doing, he is
attempting to point out that the othev, sbiective elaims are mot to be
taken 8o seriously and litevally that we think them all~foelusive. To do
80, he avgues, 13 to treat man as another thing in the world to be clinically
taken apart, thovoughly examined amd neatly pigeon-holed. Men's being,
however, "goes beyond” such an analysis, Sartve mafntains, and watil com-
scionsness and subjectivity have been described and analysed as best oue
can, man bas vot besn given his dun,

Thus Sartre begins his avalysfs of man and the world on the side
of the subject. PFor him, subjectiviry is a necessaxy steyting.point
because man 18 a problem to himsalf, 4s to himself & pavadox, is in question
within his own being., Sartre's problem 28 the meaning of human existenve,
In agreement with existentialism in general, Sartre is awsre of the srisis
econfronting meany contempory wmen. This svisis focuses og & loss of faith
uot in reason, science and logic per se but in their sbscluteness. Ours
13 an era when men ave torm between chanes and order, justificatfom and
nothingness, peace and amsiety, hope and frustratioss, It is in this context
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that Sartre offers his description of the human comdition,

In order to fully appreciate Sartre's description of man from the
subject~pole of experience it is nevessary to look at part of the dacke
ground upom which be builds his philesophy. To do this we shall look ouly
at Husserl, though we shall refer briefiy to Heldegger. Of course, there
are othar influsnces on Sartre but we thiuk, for cur present purposes at
least, Husserl's {s the wost Mm‘blm& It was Husserl who was largely
infloential in emphasising the importance of consclousness and beglaming
one's analysis of the world on the side of the auﬂxwt by employing the
method of phenomenology. Husserl's deseription of consciousmess had a
profiound methodologiesl iafluence on Savtre, For Bussegl, "the wonder
of 211 wonders" was pure #mmxmm.% |

ﬂnsmﬁz bis academic life, Kdomind Husserl wss pre-occupied with
foundationa, Beginning with the philosophy of arithmetic, he questions
the foundations of arithmetic., This takes him back to logie, and an
axamination of its foumdatiome lesds him to splstemology, and from theve
to outology. By this perpataal "goindwbeyond” , Husserl attempts to elieit
the absolute foundations of mmmﬁ Though he recognizes that the
results of the individua) sclémces are always approximetions, they are
nevertheless oriented towmrds su sbsolute objeetivity, toward the idea
of absolute truth, 7The individual sciences deal with facts, they sxemplify
the "patural stamdpoint” or comuomegense approach in which the reality
of the world 1s not qmmmsﬁ.a But the sclences ave always overpowered
by the idesl, by 2 perpetusl going-beyood towayd the goal or ideal., Each
science 18 an approximetion of sm idesl thet contioually vecedes into the
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horizon., 1In one of his later works. Bussarl says: “Though de facto, as
sciance itself must ultimgtely see, it doss not sttain actualizstion of
a gystem of absolute truths, but rather is cbliped to wodify its ‘trutha’
agato and sgain, it nevertheless follows the idea of absolute or seientifi.
caliy gemufoe truth; and aceordingly it veconciles ttself to an infinite
hwxizon of approzimations, tending toserd that idaa.”? It 45 the "ides"
of scierce vhersin lies the msoning of selence snd oue muet begin here
to axamine the foundation of selence, This, for Husserl, leads us to the
intention of the seientist, that £& to the intentionality of comsciousness,
The snalysia of the foundation, than, amust be undertsken on the gide of
the subject, that &5, on the pide of comssiousnass, As one commentator
puts it: “We see hare the doohls preccespation of phenomenclogy: it will
be at one and the same time a seareh for an absolutely objective foundation
and an apalysis of the subjesctivity of -&mmwmam"a

Husserl's uitimate comgern, thes, is with comscfouswsss of things.,
For him, chenomenology is 2 study of vomsciousness and the contents of
consciousmess but without any questions of an empirical or realistie
kind being rafsed: 4t fe an s pyiori examination of comseiousness. Our
futerest in an objeet, on the phenomenoclogical view, is solely with that
object as an object of comscioumiess., Huaserl is indiffarent to the
existence of things; indeed, judpiménts concerning their extstence are sus.
pended. Husserl says that trasscandestal (ov pure) phenomenclogy will aot
be astablished as 2 selence of faets, “,.. but 53 & seience of essential
Being (as ‘elderic’ Sciemse); a sclence which aims eumclusively at establish.

9
ing ‘locwledge of essemse’ ... and absolutely uo ‘facts'." 1In the case



of perception, for example, it is the essential streeture of perception
ap & festure of consciousness and its yelatiom to othar feastuves of

consciousness that & exanined and not the question of the existence of

parception per se, nor the guestion of the existence of material objects,
Husserl iz algo conderned with the yevelation of the thimg in

itself, However, this is scmething we can only aim st but never achieve

since theve ayve infinite relations, situations, ete, in addition to what

we kmow, making {t impossible for us to grasp the thing in its completensss,

In an article especially writtes for the Bmeyclopsedie Hritawnies, Busserl

Bayal

Baeh pehnomenon hes it owan iatentional stwueture, whieh
analysis showvw to be an everwwidening system of individually
tntontions]l st intextionally relsted components, The
pereeption of o cube, for exsmrle, reveals a multiple and
synthesized fntention: a continuous variety in the
"appearance” of the cube, ageording to differences in the
points of view from whieh it is seem, and correspomding
differences in "ravspeetive,” and all the difference
betwesn the “frout side” mtuauy seon at the moment

and the "backside" which is not seen, and which remains,
therefore, velatively “"indetermimate " and yet is supposed
equally to be existent. Observation of this “strean” of
"appearance~aspocts’ and of the manmer of their synthesis,
ahows that every phase and interval 19 slready in itself a
“eonseiousness~-of" sometbing, yet in sueh a way that with
the constant entry of new phages the total comsciousness, at
any woment, lacks uot symthetir unity, and is, in fset, a
consciousness of one and the same object, The intenmtiomsl
structure of the train of a perception must eonfom to &
cortain type, if any physical objeet is to be peveceived as
there! And 1f the same object be iatuited in other modes,
4f 4t be imagined, or yemembered, or copied, all fits in-
temtional forms vacur, though modified in aiwmmr from
what they were in the pevception, to corregpemd to theiy
new modes, The same s true of every kind of psychival
exparience., Judgement, waluation, pursuit, these also are
ne empty experiemces having fn conscicusmess of judgements,
values, goals and means, but ave likewise experiences come
pounded of an inventional styeam, sach couforming to fts
ow fast type, 10
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Since the existence of things, for Busserl, is brecketed - or,
rleced in parentheses; thet is, judgements comcerning their existemce
are suspended and phepomenz are examined by virtue of their being objests
of amimmaéi the smphasis in 8 phenomenclogical favestigation shifes
from the nature of reality to the question of meaning. Uunlike a logieal
iacuiry, the shepomenologist does not examine the conditions of & tryue
judgement; nor, like the scientist does he ask 4if it is true that such
aud such iz the case; mor does the phenvwemologist study what effectively
goss on in consclousneas, as the psychologist does, Rather, the
phenomenclogist asks the question of meaning: what do we mean by such end
such an object «~ a judgement, 2 dream, life, thing, ste. ~- intended by
comsciousness. Husserl says: V,..Te have & meaning, or to have something
'4n wind', Lz the cardinal feature of all consciousoess, that on account
of which it is mot ouly experience generally but mmmgful...".w

By setting anide the question of the reality of a thing and concen~
trating on meaning, Husserl is lead to regerd the intended object as a
rhenomenon rather tham as & material object, Consequently, as a result
of the phenomenclogical reduction or bracketing, there can be no contrast-
ing the phenomenon with a thing-in-itself as this latter has been bracketed,
A phencmenon, for Husgerl, is that which reveals itself immedistely to
consciousness and {s grasped in a pre-judiestive, pre-veflective wmﬂtﬁaa} 3
That is to say, the vhemomenon needs oaly to reveal itself umconditiomally
and without presuppositions on the part of the observer, A chenomenological
apalysis descyibes the phenomenon zs it gives itself to consciousness

and this ifutentional velation betwesw comsciouspess snd the phenouenon
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veveals the rhenowenon as & field of weaninge, This would involve,
then, describing the egsemce of the sheaomenon, Bvery descrijbiom of an
intentional experiemce, even of an illusiom, will iavolve a descriptica
of what in the experience is, as sueh, the objlest of comscicugnesy ~-
for example, this chair, this judgement, the world in gemeral in its
particular mode, In the words of Busserl our comprehensive reduction
puts

«0s the world between brackets, emcludes the world which

iz simply there! f£rom the subject's £ield, presenting in
its stead the so-and-so-sxperiemced-percelived.remembered.
judged-theughtevalued-ete, world, as such, the “"bracketed”
world, Not the world or any part of it appears, but the
"genge" of the world, To enjoy rhepomenvlogical experience
we must vetreat from the cbjects posited in the matural
attitude to the smitiple modes of thedyr “appearanse,” to
the "bracketed" objects.

The phenomenclogical reduction to phemcwens, to the
purely paychical, advancés by two steps: (1) systemstic
and vadieal ... {reduction) of every objectifying "position”
in an experience, practiced both upon the regard of partie
cular objects and upon the entive attitude of mind, amd
{(2) expert recognuition, comprehension and description of
tha manifold "appearsmees” of what ave no longer "objects"
but "unities” of "senmse". B0 that the phenomanological
deseription will comprise twe parts, description of the
“gostie" ... or "experiencing” and deseriptiom of the
“noematic” .. of the “experienced”, 14

The purpose of the phemomemplogloal anslysis, begioning with the
foundations of arithmetic and logie, evantually became, foy Husserl, s
aearch, without yre-guppositions, for m radical Foundation of philoso-
phical inguiry, In short: "It will be 2 queation of finding an sbaolute
evidence which, like tha *rhegomenon,’ would justify itself, which would
present itself az primary and abrolute, is need of uothing outside itself
to found 1it, in short, a radieal source of 'apedicticity’ which would
glve to sclence and to reason in general their mauium"m On this basis,
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tie reduction, the bracketing of imdividual phenomens must be made
move radicel. Por Husserl, the reduction becomes transcendental; that
is, 1t now ifncludes the world as well as partfcular phenomens and 1s
earried ocut by the tramscendental comsciousness., "What is 'reduced?
$s now -~ vather thap facts or the 'real' i{n such-or-such sn ares of
kaowledge -~ the world, the ensexble of 2ll the aﬁpimﬂ, yvational,
and even sclentific judgements that we make zbout the world in the
natursl attimm.‘“m

As with the bracketing of phenomens, the transcendental re-
duction of the world does uot eliminete or doubt the veality of the
worid but judgements comperning 1ts reslity are suspended., Here the
reduction becomes all-emhrasing, Yhe purpose of the reduetion ",.. 18
to being to lipht this essentisl intentionsl contact between consciousness
and the world, a relatfonshipy which in the matural sttitude remzing
veiled, Por Husserl, ia the reduction the world remains vhere it is,
but now one perceives that every sct of knowledge in fact vefers to a
gub jeet {(the Pranseendental Bgo) as to an alﬁmée and primavy term which
is the origin, the support or foundation of its wesning, H

The trenscendenmtsl problem, for Husserl, includes s suspemsion of
one¥s Sudgemant of the entive wolld and all 1ts seiences; in short, a
brasketing of the whole, Husserl ssys: “The world and its property,
t4n and for itself,! exista as it exists, whether I, or we, happea, or
not, to be conscious o7 1t. But let once this gemeral world, make its
‘appearanica' in comsciousness as "the world, it is themceforth related
to the gubjective, and all its existence znd the mamner of it, assumes a

18
sew dimensfon, becouming 'incompletely inreliigible.' 'questionabls,' ™
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One night wonder at this point if theve f2 anything outside, or
exeluded from the transcendental reduction. In Husserl's view, conw
scioustess 48 the one thiog on which judgement cammot be suspemded, On
this point he seys: “... Comscioussess fu irself has s being of its own
shiich in its sbeolute unigueness of Nature yemsiss unaffected by the
WMW ‘It thevefore remains over as a 'pheno-
mspologiesl residuum’, as & reglon of Befng whieh i in principle umique,
and can become in fact the f£ield of a new sciemse ~- the science of

, 0
Phenomenology.”

smenologlcal reduction leads Husserl to the source of
apodeicdicity, the tramscendental consciovsnees. Only certain absteact
notions in comsclousnmass can be attained "in themselves”, Also defintte
assertions can be made sbout seli-consciousness; that is, we can make
apodaiedic or certsin statements sbout that of which we are eonscious of,
but not gbout the material world or hmowledge acquired from the “patural”
stamdpoint., But to vepeat, what we are conseious of need not exist as

its existence, from the phencaenclogicsl stamdpolint, 18 irrelevant. Any

ssse not in conseiousuess is intentiomal; that is, it extsts lasofar as
we are comscious of it but fts existence vhen not intended is bracketed.
Thus any intentionmal experience, even am "illusory" one, is described
as an object of awxmmﬁa§1

¥Yroe the apodeictie startiug-point of the trasscendental conseiouse
ness we can Aow move back, ap it were, o the world of cbjects seem tow in
their intentional relationshir with this consciousness ss the sourse of all
meening, Basserl holds, according to Thévemss, that “..,.to make the
world appesy as rhesomenon is to understand that the being of the world
{5 no longer its existemce or its veality, but fts mesming, and that this
meaning of the world resides inm the fact that it is a2 cogitatum intended
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by the gopito. The veduction reveals ... scnselovsnsss.of-the-world,
congelovsneas constituting the mesning of the wrm"%z By constdering
objests only in their relationshir as istended ubjects of comseioumness,
Busserl maiataine thet the ingulry is keépt pure and certain by yroceeding
without presupposktions and seeepting only that which actuslly sonfronts
consclonsness and amnot be thought amy?ﬁ

The preceding short sceoumt of Husserl's transcesdental pheno
provides us with & backgrouad om which some of Savtre's concepts are
developed, Host wotable, we sae Buesserl’s presentation of the radical
nokion of the intentionality of consciousness which was to veseive further
radicalization by Savtve, Ta this respect, Sartre adopts the Husserlisn
method whereby phénomenslogy does not sxamine exclusively either the
sbiect of experience or the subject of experience ~- the noeme and the

poasis, respictively, in Busserl's texmimolegy -- but comcentrates om the

podat of contast betwesn being and conseiousness, Conscioussess as
intentional, a8 directed toward objects in an intentionally comstituted
world, bestows meaning upim the intended sbject whieh reveals itesif to
consciousuass, Bartre employs the wethod of phenomenslogy to describe
this stricr resiprotity betwaen consciousness and its {ntended object
for eath Tepion of experiense: pevception, Imsgination, emotions; dis-

ecursive reason, recollection, ete., But, by | fng on the side of

conselouaness, Sartve, with Busserl, sttempbs to disclose the structure
of consciousness a8 consciousnessy, and from here to desoribe the point
of contect between consclouswess sud the fntended object; to make

mezningfal the sssertion that all couscliousness i gonscisasness of ..,
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Though eonsiderably imflueneed by Busserl's rhenomen

Baxtre mevertheless disagress with moch of the gsombent of Busseri's
ideas. In this respect, Sartre im wloser to Beldegger whose main
ghilosophical work, Sedn und Zeit, hes had considersble influsnce om
the develorment of Savive's thought. Briefly, Sartwe and Heddegger
veject Husgerl's Mmmimmx reduction since they intend to analyse
the very axistonce Husserl braskets., Sartye in particular does aot be-
lieve au eidetic chenomenclogy of es & can lay hold of fraedom,
whizh, for him, 25 we shall ses later in the thesie, {s fdentified with

24
gonpeiousness and with an existewce Fhat is the basis of all buman ensense,

Further, Sartve and Heldegger do not think the would can be bracketed but
thet man i3 2 belng always~in<theeworid, They cleim that existence {s
there in jte brute givemness and doss not vequive proof, mor should it
be placed in brackets but instesd given meaning snd significsnce, Bartre
eriticises Busserl for never returning from the phenomenoclogical veduction
of the world. "This spells the finsl disqualifisstion of eldetie pheno-
menology as the adequate foundation for the tesk that Sertys has set
bhis owa philosophy, It does not eliminate the fzet that Husseri was
for Sartye the wmost importsnt philosophicel stimulus. Bur precisely
because Husserl was for Sartre chiefly & iibarator Lt would mot do to see
in Sartve a meve diseiple of MWM'% Sartre uses phenoswmology 28 a
method which pexmics him bo baild vp an ontologiesl system around husan
exisvence which he plans to amalyze in detsil. In short, Sartre ﬁmmxﬁtm
te "voveal" the baing of the existent seing the method of shenomenciogy.
Briefly, we may say that the questiom, "What is mesnt by baing?”
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becomes the central problem and the focal poiat in Heidegger's
philosophy, But sioce belng itself & so elusive, Heldegger's starting~
point is a particular being, namely, the hwen bedfng., For Beidegger,
intentionality so longer applies simply to consciousness, as for Husserl,
but now includes the Dasein, the human being, or, literally, being-theve,
a8 a unity whola, as & flald of Wm.w N

Sartre tranelates Saidegper's word, Dasein, by “human mliw'.m
Theévanax, i his book on phenomenology, says thet sush & transletion s
unfortunate as it ¢arvies ome tewayd anthropology, toward conerate man,
¥,ss while Beldegger is oriedted im the diametrieally spposite divection,
gince he goes beyond oot ouly the empirical snd psychologieal townrds the
transcendental but even beyond conscicusness towards something less peveonal
aud more smtologlcal. The there of the towbe-thave doss not express
simple factual existence; nor doss it indicate & place, but vather in-
dicatas, below the level of empirical data, that which renders it poseible
that somothing exiats or is present in a sertain place, ,.. the there is
8 fundomental styucture by means of which men {8 open omto sométhing., It
{s on the most wadically ontological level, as'irruption' ot as 'opening
up of the open,' that the Duseln snd consequently man will finally be able
to be understood {m that which gives wesning to thelr being ....
*Deseinsanslytics,’ by revealiog this possibility of opening up, ¢lesrs
the way to hidden and forgotten be%“"%

Sartre agrees with Heddegger thet Dusein is a baingealwmys-alveady-
inethaw-world end that the world camnst be bracketed, But humen reality,
for Saxtze, B a more parscssl comcept than Dagein and buman veality is
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psommitted to the world of every day existense, And Savtre, comtrary £o
Heldegger, beginy his description of man with an sialysis of man's
consciousness, Bartve cbjests “,.. to aaa.&asmr;g elimination of Dessarvtes®
and Husserl's consciousness from his Dasein ..." Heidegger's phenomans
clogy was pointedly a phencmenology of Dasein. of human Being, as coie
trasted to Busserl's consciousness. In coatrast to Heidegger, Sartve
comeeives of this Daseln (réaiitd humaine) sgain as amxwmm.“m

And like Hussexl, Sartve's couception of consciousmess is that
of the cogito vwhich Heldegger rapudistes. Though vajecting most of
Dascartes’ mataphysies, Sartre dows begin from the cogito, although he
doesn't think of it im the same way as Husserl or Descartes did, ss we
shall see in the firet ehapter,

In our preseding presentation of Husserl and Heldegger, the tern
"intuition’ has appeswed perisdically. This important eomcept now e
quives some explepation as it is a mode of evidence employed by Sartye,

Fr the phenomenologist, intuition involvas sn set of conscicusness
in vhich the intended object iz sctuslly confronted by am act of pevception
or imagioation mad mot simply thought about, The intuitive act is “Eillled
out, as 1t weve, vether than “empty,” and is primarily a "looking at®
the intewdsd objeet, The rhonomenclogist maintains that every inguiry
muet ditimately be groomded upon intuitiom, even if other modes of evidence
are iatrodoced subsequently, such as Inductive-deductive reasoning, to
further develop the investigation. In short, at the begimning of an i
vestigation the object of consciousuess must be present, confromted, and

reveals iteelf as phenomenon to consciousness, before one {8 sble to digress
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from this ovigimal confyontation ix the ensuing investigation., Hemce
the shenomenclogist's talk about pre-predicastive, pre-judicative ioe
tuition of iutended phenomens. kogy ap o deseriptive
fnvestigation, sad Sartre’s shilosephy as deseriptive ontology employing
the maethod o enology, hold that the fivet step is to look at the
b ject under {wwestigation, to sllow it &o teveal ivself,

For Husserl speeificslly, the wost fmportant intuition is the
fntulition of espences, Bowevar, =il futuition, for Husserl as well as
Sartre, sxeludes fntuidion in the sénse of an inepivstion or in the sense
of fnstiner. Imtuition inclades nop-semencas fmtuition ss well as sensuous,

reflective as well a8 pre-geflective. Ooutepts like negation,” "unmity,”
Peonjunction,” "sieilarity,” sad so op, that have no corvesponding sense
datum, sen still be fally uaderstood and their secniug made clesy, This
fnvolves, for Bupserl, non-sensucus intuiviom,

It ie fmportent to styeds that the word Yintuirion” sz employed
here, has wo relation with mystical insight. Nor, 25 we have also wentiosed,
is it limited o seose-pexeeption but 4t cen also be a feature of imsgin-
ation and recollection, as well as being dirested to consclousnsss feself,
Also it 1 sot limited to objecrs in the sense of things but lneludes
states of affaive, and ¢an be eeployed at any level of abstvaction. In-
tuition, further dots sot mean that we necesssrily kiww anything about
the ocbiect of intuition, For exsmple, to pevceive an object, which in-
volves wmgimg the sbjeet in rrofile, is one thing, lmoving the objecs

pother, Intuition does not wesn, Then, certain knowledge aithough
some Intuition eould be, ex Wypothesl, certain. Nevertheless, to conclude,
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the primary mode of evideses for the yhencwemolegilst is imtuition,
that fs, #&m confrontation of the igtended oblecta or states of sffair,

“fo iutuit the phenomena seems at first blush a fairly elesentary
affaiy,” Spilegelberg writes sbout the rhencmencloglet’s use of lntuition,
"4f ome approaches this tashk without precosceptioms. This way be so in
theory, but it is certeinly wok go fu practice. It is ome of the wmost
&mmm operstions, which requives utter consentration on the object
intuited without becoming absorbed iu it to the point of no lomger look-
$ag eritically., Mevartheless theve is little thet the begtimming phenc-
nenslogist can be given by way of precise instrustions bayond guch meta-
vhorie phrsses ae ‘opening his eyes,' ‘keeping them opes,' 'not getting
blinded,' 'looking and listening,’ #te. Some help in the atiempt to grasp
the wilqueness of specifie phenomens can be obtzined by compariag them
wkh related phenomana, giving spesial attention to similarities and
mmw,**m

To the shensmencolopist’s emphasis upon the subject.pole of ex~
parience and all this involves, the existentislist adde special consider-
stion to the problem of existemse, Indesd, 1t might be argued that the
fundamental datum of sxfstentialism is the motion of existence, It is so

fopdnmental that it cammot bi proven, indesd vequires uo proof for the

existeatialist, but through it evervything slee bedomes imtelligible. Wor
can axistence, for the existeatielist, be stcountell for by amything that
precedes it. As one writsr puts it, existence "... appears before every~
thing; it precedes svery *esuem
princivie which would sceount for it; quite the comtyary} it is existence

se, ' We conmot reduce 1t to some other
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icself which 1s sbsolute, and camnot be retionslly WM,“%

YBxistence" dues not vefer to brute faet, for the existemtialist,
but to the being, gul gemeris, belonging to man. In this narrow sense,
one might say, as does Heldegger, thot only man exigte. This does uot
mean there is nothing outsfde of man but that man's mode of being 1s
pecular to him enly. It is this “existence” which distiaguishes man from
the rest of nature and the universe a2 a2 whole. He is not simply a thing
among other materdal things, nor 2 nsbural objest, nor an objest in any
‘sense, although he is often studied and rresved a;as an cbject, and within
its om limirs such an epprosch can be of value, But fundawemtally, wmen
is o subject who 1z constantly developing Wimself by total eagagement in
& world vhich affects him and upon which he gives meaning and nipnificamee
through his projects. Thexe is an sctive and continuous dlalectis between
mzn and the world, The way in which the individus)l chooses te look at the
world decided what gapeet of 1t iz to be revealaed to him and given sige
nificance by him, Hemce the world for a pavticular individual, In short
"his world,” can be different from that of smother persom, and even differ
from time to time iu the 1ife of the same m&m.as

Sartre’s existentialism {¥ o deeply felt concern for the connrete
reality 6f the individual persom. The vital question coneerns the exist-
enea of tha Individusl and the fodividual aione must attempt to define
hinself, The existentislist m:ﬁmwa to prod, persusde, eajole, men not
to forfeit thempelves to the mundane, to the "system,” and to the sttitude
of thinking of themselves a8 objects to ba used aod exploited by shatract
powers vhether political, selemtific ov a&amw at lavge., The individusl,
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in bis own persomal existemce, im his subjectivity, is at stake, Sartre
mzinteins thet a person’s essence is mot vevealed by any theovy which
gpasaks about man prior to and independent of his concrete emistence.
Sartre is specifieally concerned with the concrete subjectivity of man
as he defines his actual and comgvete exlstence., Map as a bidlogical
organism, as a pert of the matuwal world, as comtaining various desires
and pattexns of behaviour, sannot reveal the situation of ome particular
person’s existesee emsept in relation to the faet that heve is & persom
who happens to exist here and mow, If this is lost aight of, them all
nlse one might kaow about the person loses 1ts significance. The term
“exlstence,” them, refers tocthe individuel’s coming iato being, and
esistentialiste, including Savive, atitaapt Lo snderstand this becoming

ap the fundsmeutal structure of existence.

In their attempt to deseribe the structure of existence, exist-
eatialists ave led to = desexiption of sugh "existentisl" phepomens as
freedom, anguish, dread, tempexslity, being~im«the-world, sxistenca of
others, and suv ov. In the philosophy of Sartre, freedom and existence ave
so interdependent that the ome térm means the othew, Though the notlon of
freedom is most rvadiczl in Sartre's philosophy, existentisliste in geweral
ave unsble to talk about existence foy long without reference to the
important ¢omcapt of human freedom,

Existentialists eontend it {8 due to man's freedom, indeed it is
an awful freedom, that im his existence he ip radically separated from the
vest of the world, It iz omly mmn who hag the possibility of tramscending
himgelf to what he ie mor yet, In short, man is possibility, Existential-
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1sts ¢laim that both satuyslism and &d&aiﬁm; in their owm respective
wiys, are in ervor im sttempiing to integrate men into 2 waified cosmon,
to regard him o8 a stwend, 2lbeit a kighly valusble ome, perhapa the
most valuable, beleaging to 2 larger mexus, ZHathey than being closely
related to the rest of nsture, existentialists hold, without necessarily
denying certeain oblective relationships between men and nature sueh ag
biologiczl relationships, that in his baing, in his subjectivity, man is
cut apart, alome, separvoted from the rest of the universe. The being of
the world and its contemt L8 quite umlike rhe beiug of man who exists

in a world that is foreign to him and where even his own being is often
styange and alien to himself,

Freadom, for the emistentialias:t, is not just s fact, it is a
veatuze, From birth to desth men lives under the compulsion of brate fact.
Yet from the givemnesz of the situation, it is man who shapes himself and
his gituatiom. In this he succesd or fails, %o succead does not mesn to
escape compulsion but to transcend it and give it weaning by a self
projection towards his possibilities. He may accept his freedom or lose
ir; but to comprehewd thiz freedom imcludes an understanding of what
existence 12 in itself, Because a men mey forfelt his freedom, it is a
demand, = venture, a riszk. It may £411 him with anguish when faced with
a c¢holce, or gullt when it is forfeited, but it is this freedom, the
existentialists maintatin, which makes him humsn.

Wirthout spending auy more time on these and other festures of
existentislise in general, we may attempt to characterize this philosophy
by the following quotation, being well sware of the limitations involved

in such a gcspsule comment:
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As a distioctive sttitude and cultaral ph o, ag A
central nerve trusk in the coxpus of world iit&mmm,
and, £imnlly, a8 an historfcal development, the content
of existeatial thought may be susmarily mmm by
listing four of its prédominant charactevistics,
Existential thought is ¢cherecterized, fivst, by a
profound concern for the everlasting cotegories of man's
being, his fear, dread, auffeving, aloneness, amguish,
and death; aecmd, by the faet that it takes man as the
object of its fnguivy, but man as an “"ushappy conscious«
ness," ag s frogmentary and fragmented creature who
locates his existunce ip & cosmos that iz at omce over-
powering, thmtming, and demsuding; thivd, by its
internal ua-neutyality toward God -~ the Wmmiaumz 8
dislogue takes plate in an empty cathedral, and the
protagonists debate the texmimology of t:tm mess end, move
importsnt, for whom the msss {s to be szid; and fourth,
by a mmm congern with men’s authenticity in m:iuz:m& "
his gift of freedom whieh is his aagxm, his total
responsibility which 15 his dresd,l

1f one looks upon sur present agé a8 an involved individual

rather than a disinterested spectator, it i perbaps not too far amisa

to omme again see the human world resesbling a valley full of bones as

in Ezekiel's vision, At a2 time vhen man is in danger of becoming more
and more de<humanized, not through fate or the will of God, but by his
own actions, the juestion gan be asked with ingreasing relevence: Som

of man, can these bones live? It is, of ccurse, debstable vhether exist~
entizl philosophy, aad Sartre im perticulaz, can sdeguately answer this
question; but the raising of the question and its subsequent anslyeis
existentialism considers worthy of vhilossphical {hwestigation, Exist.
entislism's description of the existence of the concrete individusl and
the problems pertaining to him, omce zgefa places man at the centre of
shilosophical inquiries., Here existentialiem is not concerned simply with
the intellect and abstvact reasoning but with the whole man, By so doing.
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existentialiss hos consistently refused to adopt a spectator attitude
and maintaing, in the spivit of the Scovatie dialectic, that questiums
conceruing the good life, virtue, existence, good, et sl., deserve
vhilosephicsl sttention,

A crivicism often leveled zgainst existestialists is that they
lack analytical rigor. In 2 semse this is true, slthough in verying
degrees depending on the rhilosophexr being considered. But it should
be pointed out that the existentialist is not simply interested in the
meaning of the word "existence,” for exemple, but attempis to anzlyze
the mesning of existence as an experience, indeed as the life, of the
conerete individual., Thus by its very approach and scope, existentialism
will not be as svalytically rigorous ss some other phileseshies with
naryvower and less mubitious gaals.” But to admit this does not mean, as
many critics seem to think it means, that existentislism iz entively lack-
ing in rigor. As we mentionsd earlier, much of Sartre'’s language, for
example, is "wild” and vsradoxical. But such language has a point and far
from being presunted im an irresponsible and illogical way, Sartre gives
ug a discipliped and detailed analysis of a particular gpituation which he
describes dn 2 languoge that iz ishevently logical, We shall not dwell
on this point here, but hope it will manifest itself in the subseguent
chaptera, It is sufficient £o say here that Sartye's ontological des~
exription of the human situation indicates a profiound {msight imto human
existence that is systemstised by a ¢rxitical amalysis that Le lacking in
neither lezic nor rigor.

Men will not be dissuaded from askiug the old and often vague



questione: "What 1s existence?”, "What is wirtue?", "What does it mean
to be human?”, ete, One does not expect the philosopher to breathe new
1ife into dead bomer., However, one can expect to be reminded of what ik
means to be human and to have the wroblems of existence alred in the
philosophiesl forum, In this forum, Sartre preseats a descriptiom of
humap Freedom that s undoubtadly more radical than any presented bafore.
Such radiealism, we maintain, reguires the comtext of Sartre's zystematic
ontological deseription of humen existence, It is to this we now turm,
reminded ot Iris Murdoch's statement in viewlng Sartre's Being and
Nothingoess: "It 4s doubtless the case that writers of brief and met.
feulous articles will always look askance at writers of large ....
emotionsl volumes; but the latter, for better or worse, have the last

38
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CHAPTER 1

Puslism, such as that of mind and matter, has been a vecurring
theme of philosophical discussions from classicel times to the present,
To many, the existemce of amy dualism comstitutes 2 scendal {n philosophy
and ought to be guickly eliminated, Others maintain, with egqual passion,
that & duslism indicstes and guarsatees the unigueness and irreducibility
of one element of the dualism over othexr slements, This latter view
is often accompanied by & strong semse of the worthiness or value of
one of the elements imvolved which would somehow be forfeited if the
duslism did not exist: for example, the value of a mind thet cammot be
raduced to matter, or of mow~natural qualities over satural ones,

Pagcartes' two irreducible substamees, mind and matter, com~
stituted & dualisa which had its eplstemclogical startimg-point in the
reflective cogito, whone certainty of the data of apprebended clear and
distinct fdeas was, in turn, guarantedd by God's perfect nature. This
philosophy became the protetype of many philosophies which took what
wae later veferved to as the Caviesian sogito as their polint of departe
ure. Sertre, along with Busserl, follows in this tradivion, but smlike
Descartes and Husserl, begins from the primscy of the pre-reflective
cogitso,

Descartes® philosophivel dualism which haes had a profound

25,



26,

fafluence upon the development of subsequent philosophy, whether that
influence be considered a profound scandal by some or & radical point
of depavture by others, has some sort of perallel is ordinary language.
We ordinarily talk about objects im the world as ome kind of thinmg, and
minds . buman smotions, desives, ete. as another kind of thing, There
are many ways of saying the same thing but, i gemeral terms, we might !
say that ordimarily we talk about, smud vefer to, physical things and |
mental thiugi. Although such classifications are often unclear and
ambiguous, it is nevertheless the cese that in such usage we do not
vefer to the ssme thing as both mentsl and physical amd ravely do we
misteke a memtal thing for s physicel thing or vies verse, This does
Bot mean that "mental” thimge (if there are such things) and "phyaical™
things (if there ave suy) ave, in feet, irveducible, the ome te the other,
ot to some third thing. For a philosophicsl iwvestigation, the initisl
task 1§ not to determive whether those things called "physieal” in
wﬂiﬁ;y‘ usage really are vhysical, or whether "mental" things really ave
mtal? Rather, one must begin by differentisting characteristics that
one group of things poasesses or seems to posses vhich leads some people
to call it “physical,” from charscteristics that amother group of thinge
ponsesses or seems to possess which results in its being cslled "mental”:
this latter term signifying thet this sort of thing differs chavscter-
istically, snd often, though not necessarily, in kind from that other group
of things called “physical®,

The Sartrean ontology ought to be approached in & similar way.
Bagioming with the cogito, as Sartre does, we¢ may ask what charectwristics
doss conscionsmess possess which distinguishes ir from that of which we
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are conscious? We may also ask whether comscicusness snd itz obiect
comprise am irveducible duality? Begimming with comsciocusness, Sertre
approaches the description of being through the being of man, consciouns-
nass, befug-for-itself; the synonymity of these concepts will become
apparent later. Such an catelogical epprosch and desexription does wot
hesitate to use and exploit, as date, verious humen moods and mimug
or, in the langusge of such & description, “existemtial moods" and
Yexistential experiences”. The subsequent desgription of the pogite en-
ables Ssrtre to preseat s deseription of being itself, thereby providing
& framework on whieh an imtelligible deseription of humsn freedom cam be
grounded, It is therefore i_mwztmg to take & look at this deseription
of being ftmself through the being of comsciousness.

The problem of the structure of being, for Sartre, is not resclved
by a definition which provides s prelimimary statement upom whick all other
deseriptive statements ars baged., Any definiviom of bheing in general
would involve inguiring into the beding of the definiens and then the being
of the being of the definiens, ad infimitwm. Also, any defimition of being
in terms of gesus snd species would begin with buing as the wltimate, un~

differentinted amd least specific gemss., Ay such sttempted definition
would already presuppose the definition of the definiens. Although one may
stipulate the way one is golug to use the word “heing.” such a definition

is not very helpful if one’s purpose is to describe the structuve of reslity,
as Sartye proposss to do. For Sartre, we may argue, any definition of
“haing' that is sigeificant would have to be a real definition as opposed

to & nominal one, but umy such defindition already presupposes being, And
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& deseription of being, from which at 2 later time we mey formulate @
definition, becomes clearer and more significant ag sur exverience itself
stma.s

Sartre, then, is sot sttewmpting to present, in Being and Nothing-
ness, his major philosophieal work, an amalytical destription comcerning
the structure of baeing, Rather, he attempts to #‘awttbe being by a direct
"locking upon” or inspecticn of the givens of experience, in conformity
with the methed of phencmenclogy as outlined in the introduction. This
is not accomplished, however, by an abstresct amalysis of the beilag of
the given exiatent., Rather, s;m:m’_'a sethod {8 to deseribe the being
of the given existents “lookad upor” through the concyete humsn experience
of these givens and of reality in gemeral! For Sartre this experience of
being {s presented by mesans of certain existentisl moods such as mets
physical nauses or boredom which veveal themselves as phenomens., From this
starting~-point, which already anticipates the primacy of the cogito,

Sartre attempts to systematise these "existentisl" experiemees inte an
objective and universal omtologieal descriptiom of beiug,

Por Sartre, the world itself constitutes one of the givens of
experience, and itz existence requires neither proof nor bracketing.
Sartre, wnlike Descartes who also started from the primsey of the eeg:im,ﬁ
doss not end up v:m the cargmam, dilenms of placing the extermal world im
question and later trying to prove ita existence. The “givennces" of
the world is mot in doubt, Sartre maintains; it is there, given, and
immediately apprebended by pre-reflective comscionsness, Indeed the
foundation of the world is prior to eny reflection by the humsn being.
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The method of "locking upou® the world givem in experience may anmalyze,
define and give significance to the worid, but the world' givemnsss,
its existence, does wot vequire proof. As Wilfrid Desan, is his book on
Sextre, puts this pofnt: “Existence is there as a background im ite
brutsl factiedty; it ocught not sither to be proved or put between brackets,
but simply clothed with meaning and s&mﬁ%&%ﬁmﬁ”a By looking upon or
intuiting the world as it i3 given in experiasce we are sble to give
some imdication of the structure that is reweasied.

looking upoa the world im opvder o describe fts ontological
structiuve by imspecting or imteiting the givens of experience,in the
sense explatined in the fstroduction, smuch an inspection reveals sppearances,
secoyding to Sartre., The tree, the leaves, the bird in the tree, in short,
the thimge im the world, appeayr to the individual and these appasrances
simply are fo the sense that we are presented with thew and they would
not be appearances unless they appesred, The appesrsuce simply is in-
digavive of irself. It does mot in itself refer to any being beyond
itoelf that 4s hidden behind the appesrsnce. The appéaravce merely pre~
pants ifvself and refers to the total serias of apresrances te which it
belongs and alse vafers to ot er wets of appesvanses. Thus to take an
axample: fores is not some metaphysical reality that bides bebind its
sppearances of scceleration, velocity, ete. Rather, foree ia the totaliry
of these appam 7

The preceding pevegraph suggests that any view sdvocating the
existence of 2 substasee or noumencn behind the appsarances, or om which

BCEs,

they are founded, would wot receive support from Ssrtre. And this is
indeed the came. Sinmce Saretyve bagine with the cogite looking upon the
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givens of experience, the appesramces which are the intended objeets of
consciousness do not point to, or indfcate; swything deyond themsalves.,
Rach appearsance also pointe te the total serfes of its appearances aud
refers to other appearamces (ua appesvasces. In other words, our look-
fng upon the givens of esperience revesls to us appesrsnces which ave 2
£ull positivity and refer to thamselves alome, As Sartre puts it in

Beis

and Nothimgness, the essexce of the appsarance "... is an ‘appasre

fng' which fs no lomger opposed to being but on the comtrary is the
messure of it. For the being of an existent is swactly what it w*m”s
The phencwenon or appesvanmce is both relative and sbeolute,
sccording to Sartre. It fs relative siace to ammx it must appear to
scmsone, its essence prasupposes s pereipient. This does not mean that
the being of the phex m i in ite being perceivad, We shall lesve

this for the momsnt and return to it vhen we disecuss the stryucture of con
scionsnese, To anticipate, we may simply say that is appeaving to cone
scivusness, the being of the phenomenon transcends the shenomenal com-
dition but without the postuletion of 2 noumenal beiung.

The phenommon is abgolute £a the sense that what it is, it is
sbaslutaly -~ it vevesls itself ss it is in ftself, Ssrtve says: “The
phonomenon can be studied and described as such, for it is sbaviutely

dicetive of itseif.” ?

In meintainiag that the phencmenon reveels itself as it 4s, Sartve
'aim says that the appearance does uot hide an essence. Rather, the
sppearatice reveals the sssence of the phenomemon; the esseace, for Sartre,
is the primgiple of the seyies of sppearauces end is mevely the inter-
dependeat comnnection of the appearamess of the phesomenon
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revealed as an acpearance. "The phencmenal being muntifests ltself; it
manifests its esaeuce as well as its existence, and it is nothing but
the well conmected sevies of ita Wf“ﬁﬁﬁimw“x@

In like mepmer, Sartre adds, the appearasce does not contain
2 hidden w&mﬁ Por Sartvs, the sct is everything and behind the act,
vitieh is an appearing, there is no potemtiality. Of a gemius, we camaot
say that he bas the potentiality or sapecity of producing certain works
that was nmot exhavsted in the producing of them. “The geniue of Proust™,
Sartye says, "is neither the work comeidered in isolation nor the
subjective ability to produce &m; it 4s the work comsidered as the rotality
of the sanifestations of the ;swsmﬁ'm

Yor Sartre, them, the sppearance, ag & finite phemomencn, does pot
point to any hiddenm being. Mut it does refer to an jufinite gearies of
appeavances of which 4t is s finite payrv., That is, the phenomencs which
appesrs canpot be yeduted to a finite set of appeavasces sisce, in the
first pluce, the percipient iz mot statie but comtinually changing, This
means that the perceiving subject i eapsble of expending its points of
m, koowiag 1t in fscreasingly greater sad micvoseopic
detatl, percelving it from an wmlinited wumber of perspectives, and re-

wiew on the phenomen

laving this phesonencn to the infinite series of appesrances of the une
appeaving in the world, The same appliss to
any phenomenon, whether the wariety of its appsarances is limited, such
pging, such a8 & living
crganism's, In the second plsce, the sppearssees can sppear and reappear

&8 & stome’s, or whethey they sre diverse and .

many times thnmx' fmplying an infinive smumbiér of appearamces of the one
chencmenon, And, thirdly, the appsarsaces of amy one phenomtnon cammot
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all appeaxr 2t omce, which they would be capeble of doing it ite set
of appearances were fimite.

For Sartye, the ... theory of the chenomencn bas replaced the
reslity of the thing by the cbjectivity of the phencwencn and that it
hss baaed this ou an appesl o inﬁinlty.“mm, the reality of the book,
for example, is its appearing bere and now, that it is neither the
pereipient nor depends on the perxcipieat either for its being or the dedng
of the series of its appeavences or the sst of appeaysnces to which it
belongs, In locking at the book, we perceive itz shape, colour and
position. These various qualities have traits im common., "To begin
with," Sartre says im an 2arly work, "they pressnt themselves as beings
whose existence in no way depends ou my whim, as beings of which I can
only take note. They sxist for me, but they are not uywmn“uzt is
certain that we are unable to zpontaneously produce auy of these gqualities
which we perceive. If we teke this one appearance of the book by Stself,
independent of the set of appeavances, then it “... could be only an
intuitive and subjective plenituds, the mammer in which the subjlect is
affected, If the shencmenon is to revesl itself as transcendent, it is
unecespary that the subject bimself trapscend the appearance toward the
total series of which it $5 » Mx.‘*%

Simce the set of sppearapnces of a phencmentm is an infinite series
of appaarances, Sartre maintains that we cannot know the phepcmenon in
its entirety, even though we can apprehend and analyze it to s ponsiderabis
dagruse, A desk, for essmple, contains cesrtain qualixies -~ hardness,
colour, shape, ete, - which sppeay to us and which we are able to discem
a5 an ensemble of appearances, As a result of the series of appesvances



33.

of the desk, we can recognize sn essence of "deskness” which 1s implied
by these gualities. The assence is not in the desk a8 one of the qualities
of the desk in the way that brownne

8 48 ¥ quality of the desk., Rather,
the eagsence is the meaning of the desk -~ it is the priwvciple of the
infinite series of appearances that presents the desk as sn organized
whole to the percipient, But the being-in-itself of the desk overflows
its appaavance; it is transphenocenal.

The baing of the phemomenon i3 tramsphepomenal, but Sartve does
mot intend this to mean thet it is a hidden noumenon, or Lockean “thing
in itself of which I kmow mot what". BRather, the being of the phenomencn
is coextensive with the phenomemon but is mot subject to the phemowensl
conditicn vhich is to be vevealed, to appasr. The bedng of the desk is
not one of the qualities of the desk that cam be spprehemded ag an appeare
ance, nor is it the mesning or sssence of the desk since the esssence is

the primciple of the series of appearances of the-pheénoméaon and does sot

isdicate the belug of the sppearamces. BEven thouzgh the phemomenon appesrs
to the pexcipient, vue cannot theveby ¢laim that the being of the
rhencmenon i a4 presesce since gbpenmce almso fmplies Mmg because not to
be there still means to be, Purthermore, the phenomenon neither hides
being nor revesls beéing., If it hid being then ope wonld, theoretically

at least, be able to go beyond certsin gualities of the phenmomenon in
order to find the being hehind them, But the being of the phenomemon is
being equally of all the qualities of the phemomenon. Since ome is unable
to apprehend the being of the phencmenon as & gquality, the phenomencn does
Aot reveal being, All that can be said of the particular phenomenon, the
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desk, is that it is. This 4s the only way its menner of being can be
defined, "The sxistent is a vhenowénon; this means that it deaignstes
itself as am organiszed totality of qualities., It desigastes itself and
not its being., Being is siwply the comndition of all revelatiom. It is
being-for-vevealing ... and not vevealed being ... s.”m
The above does not mesn that we ave uneble to inquire imto the
being of a particular object: or, in other words, into what it means
to be en object, or more specifically, a desk. Here, Sartre maintains,
we go beyond the phesomenon of the desk toward the phenomenon of beliug
itself. The phencwenon of being is wot the condition for phenomens
sppearing, the conditiom of all vewelation, but {tself is something ve-
vezled. The rhenowesos

of being is revealed through nausea, boredom,
#te, , for Sertre; in short, through certain types of existential moods,
The phonomenon of being is an sppesrance which itself requires transe
rhesomonsl being as a basis o which to revesl itself,

The being of the desk, then, is wot revesled in s phenomenon

being, but sccording to Sartre, we sre unable te say saything sbout being
without examining the phetwwenon of being. But the being of the phenomenon
cammot be yeduced to the phenomenocn of being, The phenomenon of being

Moee 18 am appeal to belng; it requives as phenomenon, s foundation which

1s transphencmenal.”  As indicated esrlier, being is not found hiddea
behind phenomens, Also the phenomenon of belng ss an appearance does
not vefer to a2 distinct being but exists only es appesrance, thus
pointing to itself as the foundption of befng., In short, ",.. the being
of the phenomenon slthough ¢cextensive with the phencmenon, cammot be
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subjest to the subject to the phemomenal condition -~ which s to exist
only in do far as it reveals itself -~ and that comsequently it surpasses
the knowledge which we have of it and provides the basis for such know-
l-edg;a."m

To acquire somé approximation of the natare of being-in-itself,
that is the being of the world, the being of phenomena, we are limited
to phenomenu, Sartre maintaine. “Belug will be disclosed to us by scme
kind of fwmediate access -« boredom, mausea, ete., and ontology will be
the description of the phencmenon of being as it msnifests itself; that
is, without s.ntatmﬁiaty,“maut, Sartye hastems to add, the being of
the phenomencn i3 not veduced to this phemomenon of being, but remaing
transphenceenal and the comdition forall revalstion snd not in-itself
revealed beting.

The confyromtation of the phenomencm of being 45 wede poseible by
& pre-judicative intuition luvolving certsls "existential” moods. Con-
ceraing such moods, one coumentator states that for existemtialists:
"..s the resl is held to reveal itself in certais immediate or affective
sxperiences ... which it would be efroneous to regard as no more than
‘states' of comscicusness without amy objective value, since they give
us completer, truer, and more fmmediste access to reality than do
intellectasl concepts .. ."’m

Sartre's most vivid deseription of the phenomenon of being fs seen
in his novel, Nousea, Here Sartre presents, throsgh Roquentin, the writer
of the diary, his experience of nature, the being of the world, as
absolute contingency, sure sbsurdity, an experiense characterized by
metaphysteal nausea, of which physiclogical nunsea iz only ome form,
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Roquentin’s problem (and Bartre's) iz ome of alismation from the worid
itself,

After a lomg period, ome might even say, preparation, of boredom
and emptiness, Roquentin comes face to fece with the stark theresess of
the root of a chestmut tree he i sitting beside in the pu’k?& As he
locks at the root, the mesulngs which chavactevize the ways it cem be
used or apprecisted by men sre peeled awey, and it stands forth in ite
theveness, Roguentin writes fu his diary that he had this viston:

It left wme breathless, NRever, until these last few
days, had I understood the meaning of "axistence,”

I was like the others, like the ones walking alomg

the seashore, all dressed ia their spring fimevy., I
gaid, 1ike them, "The oceen greeen; that vhite

umk up there is & Wn, but I didn’t feel that

it existed or that the seagull vas an “existing seagull®y
usually existence hides ftself, It is there, arcund us,
in us, Iz is ug, you cam't say two words without
mentfoning {t, but you con uever touch it. When I
believed I wap thimking abost it, ¥ mset believe that

I was thinking mothing, my head was empty, or there

wag just one word is my head, the word "o be,® O
else I was thinking ... how can I explais ft? I was
thinkign of bhelongine, ¥ wes telling myself that the
gea belonged to the class of green objects, or that

the graen was a2 part of the quality of the sea, Even
when I looked at things, I wes wmiles from dreaming that
they existed: they looked like scemery to me, I pieked
thex up in my hands, they served me as tcols, I foresaw
their resistaemce, But that all happemed om the surface,
It anyons had asked me what existencs was, I would

have answeved, in good faith, that it was nothing,
simply an empty form which was added to extermal

things without chenging saythisg in their ssture. And
thes all of 2 sudden, there it was, clear as day:
exigtence had ué&mly unveiled freelf. Tt had lost
the harmless look of sn abstract category; it was the
very paste of things, this root was kneaded fato
existence. Or rather the roet, the park gutes, the
beéreh, the sparse grass, all thet had vanished: the
ézlvmns.ty of things, their fndividuality, were only
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an sppearauce, a veaser. This veneer had melted,
leaving soft, momstirous masses, all in ammg‘
-~ paked, in « frightful, obscene nakedness,

Roguentin's experience here is not the result of an epistompe
logical analysis, but rather a direct empounter. It is sot so auch
an epcounter with s particular object, the root of the chestmut txee,
ag it 1s an experience of the world itself, revesled through nauses.
Everything for him is superflucus, wmmecesssry, in the way. Rogquentin
is en the verge of an importast discovery, The word "absurdity” s
beginning to fovm in his mind, but he wants to vesist words and get
to the heart of the matter, Amd bere he understands what the nauses
signifies and thus vhat existence 1s. The central point for him is
contingency; existence camnot be defined as nesessary, but simply
"to be there";

This moment wes sxtrsordinary. I was thers, smotionless
and iy, plunged ip a borrible ecstasy. But somethiag
fresh had just appeared in the very heart of this
eeatasy; I understood the Nausea, I pospessed {r, To
tell the truth, I did mot formulate my discoveries to
myself, But I thiank it would be easy for me to put
them in words nmow. The essentiel thing is contingewey.
I wean that one csmnot define existence as necessity,
To exist is simply to be there; those who exist let
thanselves be éncountered, but you can never deduce
snything from them, 1 beliave there are people who
have understood this., Ounly they tried to overcome
this contingency by imventing a secessary, causal
being, Bat ne necessary being cen explain existonce:
gontingancy is not a delusion, & probability which

can be dissipated; it is the absolute,

comsequently, the perfect free gift, All i free, this
park, this city and myself, Whem you vealize that, it
turns your heart upside dowm m&zgwxythm begins to
fl%t LE R 3 m i«” ﬁ&ﬂﬂ&ﬁ LE 3] a“ ‘

Hore Roquentin has taken the glant step from exigtence a3 a
concept, a predicate, a linquistic form, to existence ss encounter,

as the experience of s radical comtimgency. The original feeling that
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characterizee this transition is nouses, Sarire tries to deseriba
this experience when, still sitting in the park, Roquentin reflscts:

Had I dresmed of this enormous presance? It was
there, in the garden, toppled down into the trees,
all aoft, sticky, soiling everything, all thick,

2 jelly. and I was imside, I with the gardes, :fi
way frightened, furious, I thm;#u it wes so stupid,
so out of place, ¥ hated this ignchle mess. mm
up, mownting up as high a2 the sky, spilling over,
£illing everything with its gelatinous slither,

and I could see depths upon depths of it reashing
far beyond the limits of the garden, the houses, and
Bouville, as far as the sye could reasch. 1 was w
lomger in Bouville, I wad nowhews, I wes floating.

I was sot sarprised, I huew ir mm the World, the
naked World swddenly revealing itself, and I choked
with rege at this gross, sbsurd being. You conldn't
even wonder where 2ll that sprang from, or how it

was thet a world came into extstemce, rether then
gothingaess, It dide't mske sense, the World was
evaryvhere, in fromt, behind., There had bess nothing
before it. m:mm There had pever been a moment
in which it could mot bave existed. That wae what
worried me: of course there wae no veason for this
flowing larva te exise. But it was fwocssible for it
not to exist. It was unthinkable: to imagive
sothingness you had to be there already, ia the midst
of the World, eyes wide open and alive; nothingness
was only an {dea in my head, an existing idea Fleating
in this fomensity: this mthimw: had not come
before extsteuce, it was an existence like any other
and appeared after many others. I shouted *£ilth! whet
rotten Filth!™ and shook myself to get ride of this
sticky £ilth, but it held emdless: I stifled at the
dapths of this fomense weariness, And then suddenly
the park emptied as through 2 great hole, the mﬂd
disappeared as it had come, or else I woke up =»

in any case, I say no move of it; nothing was left
but the yellow sarth around me, out of which dead
branches rose upward,24

The objection might be raised im this comtext that Sartre's
experience of the world as contfingent is nothing to get nauseated
about. After all, we had been yrepared lomg ago by Hume and others to
escept this fact, In natore regularities are observed but there is wo
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necessary connection betwesn cause and effect; and science admizs its
laws are mot irop-cled, Theoretically, at least; everything may be
“rsospible” in a universe vhose lgws are not necessary. But the osbjestion
might continue, to say, &% Roquentin does, that we have mo security im
. sueh a universe, aud cousequently theve i3 uo reasos why his temgue
could not tern inte & centipade, Sartre is allowing 8 vivid imaginstion
to rus unchecked. It is wildly fantestic, ome wmight add, to thiank in
such & way in & umiverse which operstes in an intelligible amd regular
way end vhere sclentific laws, if only "probable,” ave still reliable.
| We may ask, howwver, vhether s eviticiem of the preceding kind
hza not been wade to hastily and with su unreflective biss towards the
language of common semse and/or eupiricism. Az one commentator puts it:
“The langusge and the spirit of extstentislism belong to ancther, asd
‘aummr more emotional order, to Romenticism, and indeed, historicaily,
to veligionm," z‘%& may say that for Roquentin, and for Sartre, metaw
rhysical questions sre questions of life amd death, and in a universe
whoge lawe are comtingent, he has a0 security. Such an attitude,
although not widely held, is nothing new and has been profoumdly ex-
pressed throughout the ages in literature, poetry, painting, susic, the
theatre, religion, philosophy, and in ordinary expressions of everyday
anguish, Roquemtin's fealing of nausea is not too far afield from thet
of many Christians who directly experisnce in lemely anguish the
separation of the simmer from God, For many pecple, even in this seculsy
age, the thought of living in a world without a God would be imtolerable.
Roguentin's plipght iz related te their®s. Sartre is well avare of man’s
thivst for God, but maintains that they must learw to live with this thirst
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For Sartre, Boquentin's experisnce of mausea is the experience
of vhat it means to be. Sarive vealizes that this interpretation of
the universe, and, subsequently, of man iz the universe, rests upon
a particular, perheps a unique, type of experissce. Sartye does mot
try to prove, by demonstrative ressondng, the absurdity aad contingescy
of being., Rather, his comcern is primarily with the existiang individual
and his sseoumter with comerete situatioms. This ie Sartre's raw
material, as it were, but to aveid solipsism, he pregents am ontologieal
setting in Being snd Wothingness which will do justice to this rav
aaterial.

The other side of Sertre’s ontslogical deseriptiom has already
been alluded to in discussing Roquentin's sacounter with being, This
is the being-for-itself; that is, consciousness.

The susential structure of all comsciousnces, Sartre agrees
with Husserl and some other phesomenslogists, is intentiomzlity., The
intentionality of consciouspess signifies that all conseiousness Is
conseiousness of something. This implies more than simply the truism
that all comseiousness has some cbjest or content as this may take many
formas, mot the least frequent being sume form of ideslism. VFor Husserl,
intentionality signifies that “the object is mot comstructed by this
conmciousness; it gieves iteelf or veveals itself to the view of this
copsciousness ... In other words, the world gives itself to consciousness
which confers on it its u‘emg."% Consclouaness, then, for Busserl and
Sartre, is consciousness of sn object and makes np or composes no part

of the ob}mt. Cranston, ia the work previously referred to, put this
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same point in more metaphorical language: "Just a3 a mirror has me
content except that which is reflected in it, so consciousness can
have no content exeept the objects om which it reflects. Yet such
an chject 1s always separate and distinet from the consciousness
which ‘mirrors' fc.” 2

The notion of the Intentionslity of consciousness indicstes
a yadical distimetion for Busserl and Sartre between intentiomality
{consciousness) amd the hon-intentionsl (mon-consciousness; in shore,
being-in-itself). But Sartre's aiwm is Lo press the primciple of
intentionality even more radically. Sartre says: "Whatever it may
ba, the object of consciousness is a mutter of principle outside
comsciousness (except in the case of reflective comsciousness), or is
transcendent zgutmimuay for Sartre means that conscionsness has
Bo gonteats at &u?’ A1l content is om the side of the object. Com-
sciousness is pure spontaneity, a sheer activity transcending towsrd
objects. Sartre says, comecerning ome's perception of a sheet of white
papgr: "What is certais iz that I cammot spontanecusly produce the
white of which I teke mote. This inert shape, which stands short of
all spontaneities of comseicusness, which must be cbserved and learned
about bit by bit, is what we call 'a thing.' Never could ay com-
sciousness be a thing, because its wey of being in itself is precisely
to be for itself: for comsciousness, to exist is to be conscious of its
existence. It appears as & pure spontaneity, confronting a world of
things which is sheer inertmess. ¥From the start, therefore, we may
posit two types of existence, For it is indeed Just insofar as things

are inert that they escape the svay of conseiousness; thelr imertness
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is their safeguard, the preserwver of their mtmm."w

Husserl held that fistentfionality was one of the essential
characteristics of conseiousnesa, For Sartre, intentiomslity is
eomsciousness. On this view, the object of comscicusness vemains
independent of consclousness and can be amalyved in its owm right
rvather than as a content of consciousness. One of Sartre's translator's
puts it this way: "To use the metsphorfcal langusge sometimes employed
by Sartre (since literal usage tends to eugpest objects rather than
consciousness) , consciousness is & great emptinmess, a wind blowing
toward objects, Its whole reality is exhausted in intendisng what is
other, It is never 'self-contaiued,' or comtainer; it is always ‘out-
side itself. '™ n

in Being and Mothingness, Sartre edheres to all the comsequences
of this motion of the inteatiomality of consciousnsss, For there 'to
be a consciocusness, Sartre maintains, there must be an object of comscious.
ness. The phenomenon appearing to comsciousness ludicates an infinite
series of appesvances and remains trsnscendent, that is, appears before
consciousness but ot im comsciousness as a content. 1If the phenomenon
was a content of comsciousness, it would require an infinite process in
consciousness to reveal the total contents of the object. 'm:tthar the
phenomenon, nor its being, are contents of consciousness, but are ree
vealad to comsciousuess ag transcendent such that consciousness is directed
toward the outside, toward the phenomemon. "All consciousness is positional”,
Sartre says, "im that it transcemds itself im ovder to reach an object,
and it exhausts itself in this ssme paattimm.“nxt can be seen that
in Baxtre's view, the being-for-itself, comsciousnsss, tmplies the being



43,

of the phencmenon, eud this fmplication is immediate and prior to
reflection,

Belatively early in Idess, Husserl mekes a similar poist cone
cerning the distinetion between consciousness snd its cbject., Sounding

very much like 6. E. Moore, in Some Maim Problems of Philosophy, despite

the terminology and detail, Husserl seys in rerceiving a pilece of paper
in front of us, we see it and touch it. "The paper itself with its
objective qualities, its extension in space, its objective positiom im
regard to that spstiasl thing I esll my body, is not gogitatio, but
gogitatum, not pexceptual experisnce, but scmething perceived, HNow
that which is perceived can {tself very well de 2 conscionn experience;
but it ic evident that azn object such 28 a material thing, this paper,
for instawce, as ziven in perceptual experimmee, {8 in priuciple other
then as experience, a being of a completely differemt kind,">°

For Bartre; all consciousness ie self-consciousness, To pergeive
an object, for example, involves one’s comspiousness of perceivimg the
object, according to this view. Or, thisking asbout s particular
problem includes one's eonsciousness of thinking asbout the problem,
In Sartre's languape, perceiving or thisking are eath a positional
eonseiousness; thet i, they are directed toward a transceudent object.
The cousciousness of the thinking or perceiving is a nonwpositional
(without division) consclousness of itself; that iz, it is 2 consclouse
ness of itself as thinking or perceiviag snd does not intemd an object
which trarisends it, Sartre says: “... consciousness of consciousness
~» gzeept in the case of veflective consciousness which we shall dwell

un later -« is mot positiomal, which 1s to say that consciousness is



not for iteslf its owm object, Ite cbjeet is by mature outside of it
end that iz why conseiousness posits and grasps the object in the same
act, Conseiousness kmows {teelf only as sbsolute awuraauui.éﬁ This
consciousness is wist Savtre calls comsclouseens in the first degree,
or the pre«rafisctive constivusasns, The pre-veflective self-comseiouse
naes does not posit & self or ege am objest. With conselousmess of the
first degree, sonucioumess of one’s pevesption of am obiect, for
exomple, i3 2 momereflective, or pre-veflective, conseiousasss of one's
perception. The presréflective tomsciosiness 13 s rositional eons
sgiousnesn of » tyanscemdent ohiect, and a wopspogsitions] consciousness
of feself, “'Sartre uses the words gonscience nonevositiowaile (de) sof
and pute the de s vavesthuses to show that there {s o separatiom, un
positioning of the self a3 wn object af\amumaiaﬂnauﬂa.ﬂzﬁ

The pre-veflective comsgionsness, for Sartre, is ths condition
for all comseiousness., In additiom Lo this comselousness thers is o
conseiousnese of the second degres, mamely, » reflesctive comsciousmess,
This latter comspiousmeds Barive often calle the Carteaisn cogito amd it
ts s veflestive sonseéiousness dirested upon cousclouspess. In Descastes’
dietws, "% doubt, therefors I am,* Sartre hold thet the conscloussess
which concludes, ”! &¢,” ts o eommciousness reflecting upon the doubting
and 18 not the sawe conseiousness a3 the doubting. ™iIn sthar words this
cogito is wot Descsrtes doubtingi it is daspertes refleetiag upon the
&aubtiug;”ﬁﬁ

The Caritesfan cogite veguires, for its existence, Sartrs maintelas,
the pre-reflective conseiousnens: the formuy conselousness, 48 2 Yo«

flecting comscioussess, requires sé its object of rveflestion the pree



45,

reflective cogito, Thus the primeiple of the im:autimﬁty of ¢cone
sciousness is preserved in this (artesian consciocusmess which iz not
a reflective comsclousness of itself but {2 a positional consciousness
of the pre«reflective consclousness which tranmscends {t. At the same
time, the Cartesian cogite iz alzo a oon-pesitionsl consciousness of
itself in the same sense that a2ll comsciousness is both positionsl

and nonwpositiomal, "Imsofar as my reflecting consciousness is cone

sciousness of itself,” Sartrve says, “it s nomepositional comsciousness,

It becomes positiomal omly by directing 1tself upon the reflected gone
sciousness which ftself was not & positional consciousness of itself
before being mﬂ«meﬁ.ﬁ? The conscliousness which says "I thiak” {s not
the consciousness which thinks but the ome reflecting wpon the thinmking.
The Cartesian cogite introduces tha "I" or “me" or "ego" in the ve~
fleeted consciousnens, Por Sartre, mo infinite regression is involved
here, He says: "All reflecting comsciousness is, indeed, in irself
anrfaﬂecmé::&md & new act of the third degree is negessary in order to
posit it, Moreover, there is mo infinite regress here, since a cone

seiousnese hog mo need at all of a2 reflesting consciocusness in order

And for Sartre, the pre-~yeflsctive consciousness has ontologieal priority
over any consticusness reflected upon because .., the wnreflucted come
sciousness does not need to be reflevted iu order to exist, and because
veflection presupposes the inverventiom of s second-degree conseionse
y Mw
noesy,
The pre-reflective conmciousness, for Sartre, is the original

conseiousness whereas the Cartesiszn cogito is the basis of a1l judge.

went, The reflestive or Cartesian consciousness is able to pass judgement

to be comacious of itself. It simply does not posit itself as an ahjmm””
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spon the #gg{ veflected upon. The pre-reflective comscions-
néss does ot judge ftaelf besause it intends onrly transcendent
phenomena znd not itself, Savive says: ... all that there is of
intention in my actusl comselousness is directed toward the outside,
toward the %@wmeww But at the ssme time, it &» the sre-veflsctive
consciousness which is the primavy comsclousness and the condition of
the Cartesien cogite,

From the preceding aceovust of this other regiom of belag,
nawely the beingforeitself, &t fs evident that consciocusnesa, for
Sartre, lacks anmy $ateriority, and is without any content. Comsciousness
1s pure spontameity, pure existence, Sertve maintaing; in short, cone
sciousness lacks s pre~existent essence. He says: “consclousness is
not produced as amy perticular {ustassce of sn abstract possibility but
that in rising to the center of helng, it ereates and supports its
sgsence -~ that iz, the synthetdc order of its %%»Ew»&a?:ﬁ Con~
seious existence exists as conselousness of existing, it is a fullness
of existenmcae, In other words, the sssence of consclousness i3 what
consciousness as inteutionslity intends, Consciousness ig wob an
esgence but posits 1ts cssence ap & project, Comcerning being-fore
ftseif, or comsciousness, Sartrs says: ... sxietence cemes before
sssence - or, if you will, that we must begin from the gggﬁg.sﬁ
Ou this view, asgsence is slways trasscendent, in the sense of an object
of intentiomality, Sertre holds that cur existence is mot based om
our essente, O an sisence of man. Rether the traditfomsl primsey of
espence over sxistence 1§ here veversed such that existencs is the coue

dirion for the possibility of essence, For Sartre, .., conseiousness
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is conscionsness through and through., It ¢an be limited only by

icgelf, nith

In Sartys’s view, men, since he fs a conscious being, is nothing
in advance; that is, he 1% nothing a priori, Man is vhat he makes of
himself, There is nic a2 priori nature or wnavoldable bumen esssace
which makes men beroes or covavds, succesdes or failures, Instesd,
nen define themselves through thelr pavticular actions and desds, &
coward, for exsmple, is ome sho has commitied agts of cowardice. He
may change his "eowardly nature” by refusing to commit suwch sets again
and performing more dignifisd deeds. Also, z man's "nature” is exe
hausted in the actiocns he has performed and does perform. ™The genius
of Proust”, Sartre says to illustrate onee again, "is neither the work
considered in isolation nor the subjective ability te produce ft; it s
the work comsidered as the totality of the manifestations of the
mm.”%

“Bxistence” does pot mean, in wmrg*a philosophy, the setual-
fration of a being, the "thisnese” of an estity, as epposed to the
entity as a logiesl possibilicy, Rather, by "existence"” Sartre refers
to a more radical couwsept; namely, the spontaneity of comsciousness.
Bxistonce and conseiousuess are one and the seme. “Consciousness is
a plemsm of axistence, and this determination of itself by itself is
an assential aharwmrmm.“wm this view, mihilation and choice be-
come, as we shall see in subsequemt chapters, far-resthing motions
whereby man 19 constantly engaged in the task of self-comstruction. Al
though there is oot & husan nature in the uwsual semse, for Sartre, there
16 a humap comdition: * 'What men have ia comson ie ot a meturs,



but & metaphysical condition; and by that we mean the combination of
constratnts which limit them a priori; the mecessity to be borm, and
te die; that of belng finite and of dwelling in a world among men,
FPor the rest, they coustitute indestructibie totalities, vhose ideas,
woods and acts are secondary and dependent structuves, amd whose esseatial
character is to be situated, and they differ anong themselves as theiy
situations differ,' *&7

The preceding vemarks in this chepter have indicated that
Sartre does not comsider himeelf a realist mox an idealist in the
ordinsry sense of these words, For Ssrtre, consciousness 13 always
consciovsnese of something but this something is always transcemdent
bagause conscicusnsus does mot create itz object. Phenomens appeay Lo
conseloustiess but their being fe not reducible to its belng percelwved,
“Comseionsnass is the veveelodevrevelation of existenmts,” says Sartre,
"sud existeats sppesr befove tonsciousness on the foundation of thedr
being. WNevertheless the primary chavseteristic of the being of aun |
sxistent i{s never to revesl itself completely to comsciousness, an
axistent can not be strivped of its being: being is the éver pressst
foundation of the existent; it is everyvheve in it and mmm.“w
Beisg is already there, Indepemdent of conssiousness and is ot ex-
hausted by its &F’M’EW& Further, the series of sppearances of
phenomens is infinive and not comtrolled by comsciousmess. Thas we
arve able to talk sbout the trunsy
means that the belag of the phenowey

ness, Thus Sartye is sot an fdealist. However, consciousness is able

to apprehend the meaning of the being of phenomens eves though this
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being itself iz not revealed. In this comnection Sartre says:
"Consciousness cau always pass beyond the existent, not toward its
being, but toward the meaning of this being ... . The meaning of

the being of the existent in sc far as it reveals itself to conscfousw
ness is the phenomenon of bamg,”égmis phenomenon of beding we have
a2lready seen ig the deseription of Roquentin's sxperience in the parks
it is the nauseas,

Sartre is not a véealist in the traditional semse. Consciousness
is not manmipulsted by phemomesns, nor fs it simply the “discovery” of
various charscteristics of thinga, It is the being«for.itself whish
makes the world arise as am orgsnized, imtelligible system. Comseicus-
fess does mot ¢raste phemomens uor the baing of phenomena. But withe
would sot sppear; they would not be

out conscicusness, phepomens
systematically organised, wor made futo a "world®, Without comscious~
negs there would simply be full, massive and undifferentiated bealng;
being would simply be, but there would be no world of diiferemtiated
. and related thimgs. Comsciousness does not creats the befng of phm,
but it is comsciousness which gives phéenomena their meaning mmd sigs
nificance,

Concexning befng itself we are umable to say much more than
did Parmenides. Sartre says that an examination of the phenonenon of
being allows us to assign three charvacteristiss to the being of
phenomena: “"Belng {8, Being 4z in-itself, Baing is what it tsu"w
In short, being-in-itself excludes all notions of activity and passivity,
poteney and act, These are all humen notions and relstiocas pressed

apon inert thimgs by a spontangous cousciousmess, and being-in-iteslf



is beyoud these notioms. We are even forbidden te say that being is
becoming since V.., being is the delng of bscoming sad due to this
foet 4t i3 bevond becoming. It is what 4% éhu.""m%mny, being.in-
itgel? 1s melither necessary nor derived from the -ogsible, It {s not
derived from the ~ossible 22 rhig 48 2 styucture & being-for.irmelf
end being-in-ttself {8 cuteide eonseirusness. Belng-in-itself {2 mot
necesesry becsuse Bortre Szyve mecegsity invelved the gounection be.
tween idasl ~poncgitiong but aot between existewrs, “An existing
shegrmencw” ., he sopg, Yesn never be derived frum susther existent -us
axisamt.“m

Like Roouentin in Nouses, Savtre omee eogoin srrives ot the ides
~f pontingeney: being-in-iteelf ip contingent. “"This is whot enn-
seicusness exoresses in suthrosomorohis terms br soying thot belng is
sucerflucns (de trop) -« that is, thot comseirugness sbsclutely ¢rn
not devive bedng from saything, eirher from znother belag, or foowm =
~osgibildity, or from » necesgory law. Userested, without reasem for
being, without smy cotmection with smnther being, being.in-itself is
de teon for m«emity.“m

Thysaghrut this eherter, we hove uoted that Sartre’s ontology
is bifuvested into a full plenum of beistg-in-itself sud the vadically
distimet befng-for-itself. Yo say the least, Sartre's almost Par.
menidean desexioction of being-fwe.itself cauvses many eyebrows to be
raised, Thus soms people are eritical of Sartre's deseriptive ontology
betause of what they feel to be his substantivization of certain words
like "being”, One eritfe, Van Meter Ames, in an article im the Jourmal
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of Philosovhy, says: ™Buech use of noun substeatives, which do wok
stand for resl things at sil, is & misunderstanding of language which
makés a frighteming vocabulary, as if the words were living ogres ia
themselves and not just indications of horrors actually mﬁm&d*"&‘
Such a erivicism, bowever, is based upom an empirical mesnisg
esriterion and seems to assume thet any other wsy of approaching shile-
sophical problems is fmeorvect, It {s true thet the word “being' does
signify, for Savtre, weality, If "being" 18 simply a limguistic
abbreviation, as Ames suggests, them amy description of conselousness
and things in themselves would be impossible for Sartre. Indeed, if
“heing" does not desipmate anything, it nevertheless seems that the
status of things in the world, as well as the world itself, is somehow
fmplied vhenmever we talk about them in ordimary lamgucge or otherwise.
One of Sartre's projects is to describe this status but any sueh
deseription implies omtology whather we designate it "bateg”, or "reale
icy,"” or "ghesomena™ or what not. Sartre's problem is msn as an existing
individual, the world snd the relatiomship betveen them in the comcrete
situstion, ¥or Sartre, the problem of existence cammot be fully des«
¢ribed by eémpirical, maturalistic and comison sense language eriterias,
but requires as well metaphorical language apd the description of moods,
such 28 sausea, in addition to am amalysis of the wtaitﬁagiwf man’s
experientisl relation te the world, Oane might wish to question the
legitimaey of this kind of philosophical provedure, But hevre one would
be going beyond Sartrve and questioning the justification of the philosophy
of existentialiss, and to a lesser extent that of phenomenclogy. This,
of sourse, would be a proper shilosophical undertaking., But to do this
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fairly, one would need to spalyze thet philesophy first within fce

own frame of vefevence befors ome could justifiably arply extermal
erviteria to {t, To suggest that Sartre‘s philosophical investigation
of being is flligitimate bocause he does mot fully comply with the
procedural vecommendetions of the ¢ritic is to beg the crucisl guestion
of whether or mot Bartre's interpretstion presents the bagis for a mew
and wnique ve-interpretation of humen experience.

Being can, however, be questiontd within the coutext of Sartre's
investigation. BSartre begins with z description of the givens of ex-
perience; that is, phenmomens whick appear to comseiocusness, the beiage
for-itself., His procedure, as slresdy polnted out, is ome of looking
upon phenomens and desoribing what is vevesled. But here Savtre leads
us to the motion of tramsphenomenal being which is "belug.for-revealing”
but aot "revealed bein ""?ﬁ Thus we mey ask how Sartre cew make a pro-

nouncemant concerning any being which transcends the appesrance of

The sotion of 2 massive belng, or reality, indepeudent of come
sciousaess, or mind in any sense, and never completely apprehended by
gonsciousnesy, is common among mawy realitsts. Unlike Sarvtre, however,
most tealists do mot begin with phenomens but with things jus material
objects in themselvas, Mevertheless thers ave advocates of realism who
rely less on omtological descriptions than Sartve but whose advocacy
of a being that is never ap object of consclousness but alweys eludes
consciousness is o less open o guestion, Iudeed some, contravy to
Sartre, tend to flirt with ideslism even though claiming thedir vealist
¢hastity. We shall look very briefly st ome of these. Our parpose is
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simply to show that Sartre's problem is axplalsing transphenomesal
being iz not more opem to gquastion than scme other less radical realists
who rely on ordisavy language and coomont sense methods rather than
descriptive omtelogy., In seither mkawal sve we questioming the
philosopher’s realiss but vather that his glaims for this raslism ave
not as apodefetic as he maintaina,

For example, B, A, Pricherd, while sdvocating divect realism,
say we kmow materiszl objects exist but we sever parceive them. In Enowledge
and _,Mmagmm'??m ﬁ@ya we only see coloursy mob the soloured surfsce of
a body, but enly selours. At the ssme time, we somehow know that the
¢olour is the colour of & body, thet is, a material ebject, How we
know this, Prichard dosen’t say. Nevertheless, suck knowledge is, for
him, certain, 58

Of course, Pricherd only arvived at this position gradually.

f_Emowled, "”hﬁ says that we

Thus in an eariier work, Rast's Theor:

do, at times, perceive bodiss as they really are, under proper come
ditions of perspective., But eves here, the yealism is being tempered,
as Prichard says this only applies to twoedimensional objects and never
thrse~dimensional ones. Of these latter, they only look to be sueh

and sueh, but we sever perceive thewm as they sre. However, we do know
wvhat they are and that they ave bodies.

Ultimately Prichaord's realism leaves bodies omly with their
primary gqualities, All the secondary qualities require 2 pexeipient
and the thing itself iz never perceiwed, What we perceive ars sxtended
ecolouxrs, noises which temporally sueceed one asother, ste. But in all

this we still know that bodies exist, snd exist ladependemtly of any knowey.
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Such a view as Prichard’s has some gimilarity in thiz ome
vespect with Sartre’s. Both claim that material objests and trange
phenomenal being, respectiwvely, exist independentiy of & persipient,
Further, both Prichard amd Sartre hold that thisgs thewselves and
transphenomenal beinmg, respectively, are never perceived but im both
cases we somehow kaow they exist, How we kmow this is not made clear
by either author,

Sartre does presest am ontological argument im ovder to prove
the existence of a2 massive trensphenomens] baing that iz cutside of
consciousness, Briefly his argument 1s as follows: All comsciousness
is comsclousness of pomething, This can be imterpreted in two ways:
either comsciousness is comstitutive of its object, or comscisusnces is
consciousness of a transcendent befng., The firet altermative is a
reductio ed sbsurdum sisce to be conscious means to be confromted with
something that is mot conscioumness; otherwlise 1f the being of the
phenomenon depends on consciousness, ... tha object must be distinguished
from conscicusness not by ite presence but by its sbsence, mot by its
plenitude, but by its mothiagness, If being belongs to consciousness .
the object is not comsciousnsss, mot to the extent that it is anothex
being, but that it is Wﬁui&s.‘?a Thus the first altermstive would leave
ething which 1is

us with a consciousness distinguishing itself from som
nothing. But beiag is unable to come from mothinmg: “... the objective

will never come out of the subjective nor the transcendent from immanence,
61
nor being from mon-being.” Sertre's conclusion is that the objeet of

counsciousness transcends cousciousness, and that “... consciousness

‘ 62
fwpliea in itz being a2 non~couscious and transphencmenal being.™
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We nugt obsurve that eontologieal ayguments have alwaye been
open to suspicion, even by the faithful, The maim difficulty involves
the validity of the tramsition from knowledge to existence. Thus Auselm,
for example, needs to elucidate on the trapsition from the kmowledge
or iden of a parfect being to the existemee of such s being; Prichard
mest explain how knowledge of bodies fs acquived and vwhy such knowledge
is sufficient rezson to advocate their existence; and Sartre must pre-
sent more than knowledge of transyhenomenal being to justify its exist-
ance, especially since it s now revealed to consciousnass, 63

Sartre, we feel, has not showm the logical secessity of trans.
phonomenal being which, ex hypothesi, sn ontologleal argument should do.
Assuming with Sartre that something cannot come from, or depend om,
nothing, we need not accept the view that thin logivally implies that
being mmet tm&cﬁd consciousness. Xven 1f ose argues that what ig not
congeiousness ie nombéing, if comsciousness 1s regevded zs comtituting
being, this does oot logleally dwply that the object camnot depend on
consciousueze, In other words, beisg as & content of conseiousmess
vhereby consciousness is not necessarily velated to amything extermal
to itself is not logiscally excluded, This, of course, does mot wean
that the object of comseiousness im Bot extermel to comsciousuess, but
only that this externslity is wot & logical necessity.

1If the preceding srgument has smy validity, we think it {ndicates
that Sartre's clafm that being is traunsphesomenal lacks, the ontological
proof notwithstanding, sufficfent reasons to provide am apodeietic
foundstion for vreslism. However, this does mot meon Ssytre's realism

must ba rejected, nor that sufficient evidence for ideslism has besn laid
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bare. As a postulate his realism has considerable force. This 1is
especially the case when it is seen within the genersl comtext of his
descriptions of consciousness snd the world, The intentionslity of
comsciousness, for Sartre, posits a radical separvation between conscious-
ness and the chject of comsciousaess., The “of' in the phrase "econseious
ness of' signifias, for hiwm, that the intended object is independent of
consclousness, and is revealed to conscliousness a4y a distinet entity oy
state of affairs. For Ssrtre, intestiomality fovelvad the strict
separstion and independence of the object of conseiousness from comscious~
ness snd does pot imvelve a dependemce upon consciocusness, as it did

i1 Husserl's later writings., BSartre novhere attempts & detailed proof

of this, sxcept the omtological argument. However, it is consistently
beld by him through all his writings and veceives informsl gorroboration
from the context of his philosophy, 28 we have sttsmpred to peint out

in this chapter.

Bartre’s ontological description of comselousness anmd phesiomens

hos led to his positing s vadical distinetion betwesn the beiag-for-itself
of gonseiousnese and the beingineitsslf of phemomena, Sartre completely
and comsistently velects any jdealism which holds theot nothing exists

but phenomens dependent upon comsciousness. But he does held that only
vhenowenz sxist, and he denies any duslise between appeavance and realily.
However, he differe from wost phemomenzlists by bolding that phenomens
heve & being over and above their esssnce which cemnot be described in
terms of consciousnese. This being he calls Ytransphenomenal® which
meane the object of wmimmﬁ is autonomous im its being and not cone

stiruted by comsciousness, The being of the rhenomenon {s trassrhenvmenal
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such that the vhenomeson is not g merve appearance but hag a being of

its own, What we have attempted in the latter paragraphs is mot to demy
this, but to argue that the fransphenomenal being of phenomena is aot
an apodeletic eomcept but vather a postulate based on Saveve's use of
intuition and analysis of the givens of expevience.

Perhaps we may argus that the notion of tramsphenomenszl heing
acquires some plausible justification Ffrom common sense and "existenatial”
considerations rather than formal omtological omes, and that the forwer
omes ave consistent within the ¢ontext of Ssrire's vevealed ontology as
outlined in this chapter, Earlier we poimted ocut that for Sartye, the
"world" does mot vegquive proof, We ave "immersed” in the world, in
being, We ave conscious of phenomems but aleo we are swsre that they
cannot be manipulated by our whim, From 2 common semse point of view,
there $& little reason to suppose that things only exist when pervceived:
".es now I turn my head away. I no longer see the shest of paper, I
now see the gray wallpaper. The shest of paper is no longer present,
ao longer there. 1 kaow perflsetly well, however, that it has oot
spnihilated itself: 4t is prevented by ite imertness, It has just
ceased to be for me."

Nor, from the common view, is there ressom to hold that being
or the mateviality of a thing is exhausted or fully revesled in the
peveeption of it, We are able, as Ssrire suggests, to look at a thing
in an infinite mumber of ways and through {nfinite relatiomehips with
other things such that an analysis of it {s imexhsustible, From an
existentisl standpoint, the persom's swsremsss of the messiveness of
the world and things as obskacles to be manipulated and overccme, a
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worid where he 48 always "in situation” and which he apprehsnds through
various moods that have existentisl significence «« like Roquentin's
nausen ~» leads him to feel the heavisess, stickinesz and sontingency
of & befag not voducible to its pereipl. In speuking sbout the being

of the world posited by conseiousness, numely the trensshenomensal buing,
Sartre says signifisantly: "It vequives simply that the befng of that
uliich appesrs does mot exist only ia so far as 4t appeavs. The trasas-
phesomensl being of what exists for conseicusness is iteelf in itself

w63

aea
It is considavations like these, or ones scmething like them,
whilch ve think Wmt soms sort of reason for Sartve's contention that
baing mrfxm its appesrances. But the mainm support for this postulate
is contained throughout the comtext of Sartre's tozal philosophy: his
deseriptions of comsciovsness, things of the world, mud the velation
betwesn these twe areas of baing in "the situation™, Whether the being.
in-itself ig in fact transphencwenal, it {8 still the case that in the
context of Sartre's descriptive philosophy thers is s vadicel distinction
between the beiug of consciousness overflowing with existence, on the
one hand, and the being of phenomens, beinwg-inwitnalf, oo the other,
Beingsfor-itaelf and beisg-ineitself are frreducible, In short, the
tatentionality of conscioustess, as outlised earlier, and the deseriptionm
of the object of commeiousness, indicate that phenowens ave objects of
comseiousnsss and not objexts in &mm&#umn; and this seems to be the
case within the comtext of Sartre's philosophy, whether the beiag of the
phenomens is transphesomensl or whether 4t is completely eshausted in the
transeondeat phenomens, If the latter, the beiug of the phesomenon, for
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Sartre, would etill not dapend upon the phenomencn appearing to s
conse Llousness,

Por Sartre, belng is everywhere, Nach act of consciousness
intends being, it reveals being., Up to now, the world is seen 2% &
full positivity comfromting s spontawecus vonsciousmess., The problem
of the relationshis betwesn these two frreducible vegions of being takes
on pavsmouwat importamce., Although the belng of phenomens 1s sutonomous,
for Sartre, its meanfog is a corvelate of our projects and choices withe
in the vésla of sur comerete experience, Now thie ix made possible and

its velevance to freedom will be diseussed in the mext chapter,



In the last chapter, we were lafd with two irreductible regions
of being: the being of consciousvess sud the being of the world, In that
chapter, as well as the intvoduetiom it was maintained that comsciousness
in some way bestows meaniog awd significance upon phenomens without re-
ducing phencmens to objects in consciousness. How this dialectic bee
tween the two vegions of belng iz made possible, is the problem of the
present chapter,

In ovder to be consciocus, the being-for-izself, or the human
bedng, requives an intended object, Sartre maintsine, Consequently,
consciousness, though not reducible to the buing of the intemded object, |
requives the baing-in-itself to provide it with phenowens as objects of
conscicusmess. Up to now, we have considered consciousness amd phencomena
‘moye or lwss as abstractioms: thet is, they have been comsidered in
fsolation when, in fact, they are interdependent. Bartre says: "...
gonsciousness is an abstruction since it comceals within itself an
ontological source in the regiom of the ln~itself, and comversely the
phenomenon is likewise an abstraction sinmee it must ‘appear’ to conszious«
ness. The concrste can be only the synthetic totality of which conseious-
ness, like the phenomenon, constitutes oaly mm.“l The concrete, for
is maw, Sartre holds that man is 2 being-slwayswis-a-world, alvays "in

2
situation”, Han is conscliousness "conevetized”, Buat how dogs the siteation

&0,
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arise, if the two regioms of being ave vadically sepavated, we may ask?
and, further, if belog is s plemum, s full positivity, all that is, how
are negative judgements possible? 7The answer £o the one question fo~
cludes that of the other,

Fox Sartve, negation is imtroduced inmto the world with the emergeuce
of eomseiousness. The negation, a2 had baen saticipated, is not in things
as part of their being, wor is it patt of the positivity ¢f the i:w:anw
;ﬁmaml being of the phenomenon, Rather it iz imtroduced against the
bagkdrop of being, When ome asks any question, or interrogates any aspect
of being, a specific and mespingful attitude of the for-itself i{s pre
sented, Such an attitude is one of the ways comsciousness “reveals” nop
being, The for-itself, intendiug some object, questions that object about
its being or its way of being. The question, them, yresupposes the being
of the interrogator and the thing that Is questioned, Also, the interrogator
expects & vevelation of the questioned chencswmon's being or way of beding.
Evexy question, for Sartve, is omtologically divected, or at lsast
ontologically grounded, im that it {s diveered toward beimg such that one
expects some featare of being fo be vewealad, Further, swvery quastion
fmplies the possibility of 2 megative answer, but like the qusstion,
eatologically grounded and aot simply a2 limguistic "mot"., To guestion
being, one is faced with the posaibility of intemding non-beinsg as 4 trane~
cendent event in the being of the phenomenon.

Every question, Sartre maintains, is conditioned by a thrse-fold
non~-batng., "There exists thes for the gquestiones”, he says, "the permsaent
objective possibility of a negetive reply. In relation to this possibility
the questioner by the very fact that he is questioning, posits himpelf as
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in a state of indetermimation; he doas got kmow whether the reply will

be affirmative or negative. Thus the guestion im a bridge set up bes
tween two mon-belsgs: the non-being of kmowing im man, the possibility

of non~being of belag in transcemdent beimg, Finally the guestion implies
the exiatence of z truth, By the very question the quastiomer affirme
that he expects an objective reply, such that we can say of it, "It is
thaus and not otherwise,.’ Im a word the truth, z# differentiated from
being, imtroduces a third non-belng as determiming the guestion -~ the
non-being of limitation. This triple nom-being conditions every guestios,
w3

The problem remains, as Sartze recognizes, whether this uegation
is grounded {a the intentionsl structure of consciousness or is simply
the regult of negative judgements. Though every inguiry comperning things
in the world may be ¢omditioned by the possibility of nom~-being, it is
argusble that vegation is mevely a quality of judgements. This would mean
thai: the anticipated answer to s guwestion would be a judgement-response
whereby the possibility of s negative response is not excluded, Xf this
is the case, the concapt of aothingness would be & darivative of the
negative judgement vatber than an ontological ecomeept, Sartre, however,
argeas for the reverse; namely, the negative judgement is conditioned and
supportad by non-being.

Nom-being, Sartre maiataina, arises in the world beczuse beiag
is confronted by cousciousness, Sinmce comsciousucss confronts being and
expects certain of itg aspects to be revesled, nom~being becomes a
:mwihiut;. "It is because I expect to find fiftesn hundred franes”,
Sartre sxplains, "that I find only thirteen hundred. It is because a
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physicist expects a certain verification of his hypothesis that nsture
ecan tell him no. It would be in vain to deny that negation appears on
the original basis of a relation of man to the world. The world does
not disclose its non-beings to one who has not first posited them as
possibilities,”>
Non~being, then, for Sartre, initially arises as a pre-judicative
intuition, and is only later formalized in a judgement, Thus one may
question something by using en interrogative statement, but the question
per se is a particular attitude of the for-itself which precedes formu-
lation in a statement. In this connection, Sartre says: "In posing a
question I stand facing being in a certain way and this relatiom to being
is a relation of being; the judgment is only one optional expression of
1t@“6 By asking if Pierre is in the café: for example, ona‘aonfronts the
cafe which is full of being and expects from this being a particular
revelation. By expecting Pierre to be revealed as part of the being of
the caf€, one posits, pre-judicatively, the possibility of Pierre being
absent from the c¢afe. Here a pre-judicativée comprehension of non~being
arises on which the possible judgement, "Pierre is not here,“‘is based.
"Thus my question by its nature envelops a c¢ertain pre-judicative com-
prehehension of non-being; it is in itself g relation of being with non-
being, on the basis of the original transcendemce; that is, in a relation
of being with being." ’
In order to illustrate one of the ways non-being arises in the
world of being, Sartre presents the example of going to the cafe for a
rendezvous with Pierre, We shall present this example, as it makes clear

that negation, for Sartre, arises as a pre-judicative intuition of the
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for-itself and precedes the negative ‘an,a‘

The whole cafe snd its contents, im Sertre's view, sppear to
eonscionsness as intended phenomena. The being of the cafe” and ite contents
{8 trausphenomenal, in the sease described in the last chapter., That
is, the cafe and its contemts are on the side of the beingein-itself,
intended by consciousness but not constituents of it, In short, the
cafe’is a fullness of bedng and, ex hypothesi, a full positivicy without
gaps. I, for example, come to this particalar cafd expecting to meet
Piexre., For me the miﬁm’ ¢ a fullness of huiug? The cafd mow becomes
part of my world, it and ite contents become objects of wy consciousness,
What does this involve?

No one object in the cafe becowes, of its own initistive, a
specific chbiect of attemtion. It ie because I am expecting a partieular
sbjset to be revealed to me, vamely Plerre, that the other objsets ia
the café teke on only msrgimal sigmificsnce. Hers we see, omce again,
the notion of meaning givem to the world by conscliousness, Thus it {s
I, &5 o conscious belng, whe specifically iutend that particulsy cup
at the ceater of that particular takle in that particular corner of
the cafe, and make the relationship between cup, table and locatiom
siguificant, At the sswe time, by ignoring for the moment the other
objects of the cafe they take on oaly merginmal significance; that is,
they provide the backgrousd on which the specifically intemded cbjects
arise as figuzres of my attemtiom, But my main intersst ia findiag
Pierre. The cafe and its contents, them, bascome the ground upon which
Pierre 48 sbout te appear,

Sartre maintaing that the ovgsnisation of the cafe’with its
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fullness of being as the ground is an original nibilation. This is
50 because each phenomenon in the cafe attempts to become isolated from
the whole plenum and become 2 figure of my attention. But not being
singled cut for my attemtion, the phenomenon simply melts dack into the
fullness of the being of the cafe and remains undifferentiated. Noune
of the cbjects of the cafe’are given move than mavgimsl attestion, I
izolate this particular table from the whole as a possible place wheve
Pierre might be sitting., He i# not theve and I am no longer interested
in thiz table, It therefore becomes, omce again, purt of the background
of the vhole cafe] The ground om which the verious phemomens srise, only
to slip back into the grouad, fs aun original nihilation. As a comscious
being, 1 nihilate all the objects appearing before we and they become
undifferentiated as they slip back into the fullmess and meutrality of
the ground, Such nibilation is necessary as it prepares the way for the
appearsnce of the principle and expectant figure, namely Plerre. By a
pre-judicative intuition, T am conscious of this afhilation. I am
conscious of that man sitting inthe corner. Perhaps it is Flerrve, For
a2 moment he detains my attention, he becomes quickly nthileted as an
intended object and $lips inte the plenitude of the cafe] But if thia
person had been Pierre, thea "... my intuition would be filled by & solid
element, I should be suddenly srrasted by his face and the whole nafe”
would organize itself erousd him as s dlscrete presence,” 0

But if Pierve is sbsent from the cafe; Sartrxe ssys, he f{s shsent
from the whole café. Due to his sbsence, amd, ex hypothesi, cur laek of
interest in the other festurss of the cafe, the cafe’and its contents

graduslly disappear ze discrete rhemomens amd return to the plemitude
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11
of the ground of the cafe. The eafé "pursues its mihilation” by

remaining an undifferentiasted ground to my marginsl attentiom, It

becomes the ground for one eentrzl figure omly, namely Plerve, This

figure 18 carried before my consciousness everywhere in the cafe, Thus

when I look at that man in the cormer, the figuve of Pierve is between

him and my consciousness. But Plerre is s contimuel dissppearance simce

this men iz not Plerre. The fipure of Plerve is presented to me as

a nothingness on the ground of the nfhilation of the safe, The man to

who I am directing my attention is not the central figure which raiszes

“dtself in this instance as a nothingmess. I thus athilate this mang

that is he no longer atfracts my attentiom, he is no longer intended

by me end thus slipe beek isto the undifferentisted ground of the cafe’

as I dirvect my attention &Iawhum.mx thus intuit s double negation amd

it iz this which permits me to formulate the judgement, “Pierre {s not

here”. Sartre declaves that *,.. what is offersd to intuitien is &

flickering of aothingaess; Lt is the nothiagness of the ground, the

nihflation of which summops snd demands the appesrente of the figuve, and

1t is the figure «- the nothingness which slips as e uothing to the surface

of the srmﬁd.“m
Bue to my expectation; thevefore, the absence of Plerre {s & real

event conesraing the cafe. This sbsence fs an objective fact and 18 a

syathetic relaticn between Pierre and the caf€, Sartre bolds, A& state-

ment such as, "Wellimgton iz not in the cafe eithar,” has simply an abstract

meuning., Such statements, Ssvtve says, .., are pure application of the

principle of negation without real or efffcacfous foundation, and they

never succeed in establiishing a veal velstiom betwsen the cafd and
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Wellington ... ."%

To sum up this example, then, we may say that, for Sartre,
negatiom 18 a refusal of existemcs, The for-itself posits Pierve's
presence as & veal possibility in the cafel On the original nihilation
of the cafe’and its comtents, Pierre's presence is revesled as mothing-
uess. On this basis the negetive judgement, "Plerre is not here,” can
be made. All this is mede possible, in Sartre's view, because of the
confromtation of belng-in-itself by the radically distimet being of cone
scicusness, Being-in~itself has priority over nothingness eince this
latter raquires the bschkdrop of being. But nothingness breaks the con-
tinuity of being and arises as a pre-judicative intultion which appears an
gonsciousness of the m%ﬁ In short, being~in-itself is a plemm that 1is
empty of any detexrmination other than self-identity; consciousness {and
nothingness) axe empty of being-in-itself,

The origin of nagation for Saxtre, we now mey say specifically,
is the pre-vreflective cogito, Nothingness, im other words, is introduced
inte the worid by man on the basis of 2 pre-reflective or pre-judicative
intuition of being, But, for Sarire, unegation arises iw many instances
othar than interrogetion or the questiondng of being., Negation arises
in every act of consciousuess., We shall look at this more fully later om
in the chapter. Por the moment, let us simply say, and this was elearly
intimated in the example of Plerre, the simple comsciousness of this table
is made possible by negatiom, In such 2 case, there is the pre-reflsctive
intuition thet thig table is not wmy consciousness and also that the tsble
1 other than the other phenomena apprehended. Because of negation, conwe

sciocusness 48 able to i{solate a particular iatemded phencmenon from the

' - .|, -“T. e — v e e
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rest of being, or tefuse to give significance to a particular phenomenon
that risss on the ground of being. In addicion, thers are a variety of
ways or specifiec sttitudes by which the for«itself apprehemds being sach
as absemce, otherness, repulsion, fragility, destruction, regret, distance,
change, ete. Like fstervogation, these sttitudes arve experieaced by, and
originate in, comsciousness and are ways by which consciousness is able

to nihilate beingein-itself, These attitudes Sartrd calls ’*mmt{t" 16
and they comtsin as wuch reality and efficacy ss other vealities although
enclosing non<being withian themselves,

Wagation, them, for Savtyve, is the specific activity of the fore
ftself. This is made possible because consciousness Lz spontaneous and
completely lacks the being.-imeitself, If comscicusness were a plemitude
1ike the in-itself, negetion would be fmpossible, Sartre maiutains, By
net being s being-in-itwelf, comse¢iousnens is able ro undérstand, ovganize
and give meaning to that belng, Sartre says: "The Being by which
Rothingness arrives im the world is a being such that in its Being, the

Rothingness of its Being is in question. The being by shich Nothingness
1‘
gss, "

gomes_to the world mmst be its own Nothingness." This being is conscious~
sess and sothingness is an ontologleal characteristie of 1t, Agaim, Ssrtre
says: "Thug in posing 2 questionm, » certain megative slement is introduced
into the world, We see mothingness making the world irvedescent, casting
& shissmer over thimgs, But at the sawe time the guestion emanates from 2
questioner who in order to motivate himself in his being as one who
questions, disengages himgelf rom being. This disengagessat is then by
defintcion a human procass. Man presents hiwself st least in this lnstauce
a® & being who causes Hothingness to arise in the world, imesmuch as he
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himsalf is affected with nom-beitig to this emd.”

It seems pertinent to pauge ab this point in order te consider
a speeific eriticien levelled at Sartre’s view of negetion, In an article
in Hexfzom, A. J. Ayer sgrees with Bartre that s negative judgement cannot
be reduced to a pogitive ome., If one held that the stotement, “Pierze
is mot in the café,” was equivalemt to the statement, “He is scmewhere
slse,” the negative element would nmot be sliminated. Assuming the latter
statement to be corvect, the nepative is concsaled in the phrase Yaomes
wvhere elge”. Ayer says: VIt is indeed possible to comceive of a loglecal
language in which the expression ‘somevhere else' would be replaced by a
disjunction of place~-names, in suehk s way that the popsibilicy of sny two
names stamding for the same slace was logically exeluded; but the trouble
s that the disjunction would have to be imfimite, so that the original
negative proposition could mever setually be .ummlatuﬁ,l"g But &if 4t s
agreed ther negative judgements axe i{zreducible, Ayer contends, thie does
not mesn there are negative facts, The factg are slways positive, Ayer
gays, %... inasmueh as what verifies & negative proposition is always
an experience wbichk has 2 positive @Mﬁm&ﬂ"m

Without goiag beyond this polnt, we may say that the disagreemént
between Sartre and Ayer appears msinly to arise fyom s misunderstending
of Sartre's terminology. Sartre would agree that the facts per ss, in
his longuage the beinpg-in-itself, ave zlways positive. In the world there
are no negative facts; that is, being-in-itself i3 unable to mihilate it~
pelf. But for Sartre, mop-beimg 8 z veality oot of being im-itself but
of consciousness, Thus onily with the emergence of conscicusness does

negation arise in the world as & pre-judicative intuition. But agsinm, it
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is not a faet of belngeinmeitself per se, but only arises 28 a result
of the close dislectic between the two rvegions of being., Being-in-
itself 48 always positive in itself, Further, negation, for Sartre,
enly arises on the growmd of being~in-itself., Thus without the positive
in-itself, there would be nothing for consciousness to intend snd gon~
sequently nihilate, in Sartre's semse of that term. The negatiom, then,
a8 & characteristic of human experience in Sartre's view, is introduced
by consciousness as it intends the positive world, In this sense, we
could say thet Sartre's judgement, "Pisrre is mot im the cafd,” is con-
firmed by the positive contents of the cafe, none of vhich are Plerre.
But such a decision, for Sarive, is omly possible because consciousness
as the origin of negation is sble to igolate gach of these conteuts from
the total positivity and nfbilats each im tura in the way daeseribed In
the preceding example,

Ayer's eriticism of Sartre’s use of the negative does not stop here.
He holds that the notion of a pre-judicative compreheusion of mon-being
appears to be a misuse of language based om the substantizing of words
1ike "nothingness” and “"megation”. Swch words ave not used by wmost
shilogophers to demote something mysterious amd insubstantial: in short,
they are not used to name suything, Ayer meintains. The statement, "Plerre
is not im the cafe,” does not contain any negative facts, Sartre’s reasone
ing on negetion, Ayer says, is a kindred spirit of the Ring's in "Alice
through the Lookiug-glase". Allce says, “I. see mobody on the road"; the
Zing replies, "I only wish I had such eyes to be able to see Nobody! And
&t that distance tool™ Alse, "Hobody passed ma on the road”, to which

the veply is, “He couldn't have dome that or he would have been here



71,

fimt."z}‘ Ayer agress that Sartre's analysis is more sophisticated than
this but his reasoning i no better. 1If oms says, aceording te Ayer, that
two objects are sepavated by nothiag, one means, ordinarily, that they
are pot separated. Bui when Sartve makes such 2 ¢lalm, Ayer states, he
means that the cbjects ave beth divided and united, that there is & thread
batween them; “.,. only, it is s very peculiar thread, both invieible and
Mmgmlaw"m%m, for Ayer, is merely a trick and shouldn't deceive

In attempting to enswer sueh z c¢riticism, we must comsider Sartre's
analysis of nothingness withix the context of his ontological description
of being-in~itself and deling-foreitself., Siace we have tried to present
this description in the last chapter, and, agein, throughout this chapter,
we will not specifically refer to it again in this context. Suffice to
say that many of Ayer's points will be seen to be sither in geperal zgres-
went with Sartve amd ave mainly misinterpratetions, or they ave explain.
able on the basis of Sartre’s philosophy even though we may continue to
disagree with them. Such disagveement is somewhat different and more conw
ducive to philosophicel discussions than claims that various isclated
statements by Bartve ave literaily non-ssnsical or that he is a cunning
linguiatic wizerd. Ayer’s eriticism that Ssrtre substantizes words like
"nothingnass" is‘, however, a pertinent cne, HNometheless, it seems
plangible to argue that it is answerable,

The words “nothingness,” Unegation,” "aihilation," ete. ere used
by Bartre in a guasi.technical sesse, Oa the other hend, they are mot
without = senge that is often and wnfortunastely very resl in ovdinary life,
namely, contrary to Ayer, they desigmste something iasubstantial, "Nothing.
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ness,” i@ used by Sartre to mean all kinds of megation, 'mnmd:t.ng cxdinary
linguistic “nota" contained in negative judgements. But more especially,
the word “nothingness" is smployed by him to specificelly name the void,
or gap, or cavity, or smptimces whieh surrounds being-foreitself and
sepavates it from beingin-itself, Further, in his description of nothing.
noss, Sartre is not in the position of the King in "Alice through the
Looking-glass,” evem though more sophisticated. Rather, Sartre’s analysis
ie of someome who i3 actuwally conscious of what 4is absent. The situstion
is analogous to that of someomeé retuvning home from the fumersl of a loved
one and finding nobody in the house. Here the emptiness is felt. Sartre's
example of expecting to find Pierre in the cafe oaly to be confronted by
his zbsence, 18 mot as awesome zn experience (usually) but {t is still
aimilar in kind, The statement, "Plerre is not in the café,” has the same
logical status s8 the stutement, "Wellingtom is mot in the cafe/,," and the
same truthevalue, However, these statements say two very different things
for Sartre., The qignification isz different: by expecting to find Pierre
in the café, we become aware of a void and the cafe takes om 2 different
mezning when Pierre's sbsence is revealed, Im his book om Bartre,
Cranston says im support of Sartre's view of nothingness: ""ma expere
ience of mothingness one has in looking iun vain for o friend in 3 cafe
is s relatively trivial experiemce, The experiemce of nothingness we
have when we become aware of the void which divides us from the world
of objective existence, is a profoundly disturbing e:n:ua."z“‘3

If the above argument has apmy validity, them nothinguess for
Sartre is not 2 derivation of negative judgements gs these latter omly
arise on the basis of g pre-judicative intuition., But Sartre does not

represent pon~being ss indspénﬂmt of being-in-iteelf, Thus being is
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prior to non~-being and the former serving as ground, ensbles the latter
to arise. This, of course, has been anticipated right from the be~
glaning of our firet chapter where {t was pointed out that consciocusness
requires the being-in-itself to supply data for comsciousness to intend,
Everything is exterior to consciousness, it i3 more bare than a tabula
rasa., Thus comsciousness in itself is a nothingness and by nihilatien
eontiavally causes a gap to srise between itself znd ite intended object.
On the one side is being-in-itself, 2 full positivity; on the other is
conscicusness which separates itself from being znd is s being for-itself,
Conscicusness 1s got an absolute nothingness but iz defined in its re-
lationship with the in-itself: it is both detsched from being-in~itself
by its nothingness and 13 inserted in the midst of being by inteantiomality,
which also i3 an original aihilation., For Ssrtre, then, “"Nothingness
lies eoiled in the heart of being ~~ like 2 worm.“zaﬁut this nothingness
is not a fiction that is imposed upom the being-in-itself, Rather, it
is an original, objective megativity emanating from the being-for-itself
and arises because the for-itself confronts and experiences the ine
itself. In metaphorical language, unegatiom has as much reality as a
gap or fissure, "Without men,” one commentator remarks im this commestion,
"there would be no 'mot' in the world,"2>

Sartre sees here a2 comnection between nothingness and human
freedom, He gays that freedom is the ",,. rossibility which humsa veality
has to secrete s nothingness which isolates it ..."?@ Freedom, however,
does not comprise man's "mature”, Rather, with his existence, freedom
precedes man's essence and this latter is only formed on the basis of

ind{vidual free choices, Consciousness, or man, for Sartre, must coun-
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tinnally choose one sct or one possibility over others which are
nihilated and rejected. This freedom is indistinguishable from the
being~for~-itaelf or the being of mam. Sartwe holds thet "Man does not

exist first in order to be free subgseguently; there i{s no differemce

batwesn the being of man and his beingufream"zYFreadam i3 the fundsmental
condftion of the mothimgness which is man and which he has carved out of
being like a hole that can mever be filled, As ome eritie at the
University of Padua puts it: "'Sartre's man is the sheer sntithesis of
the Christian God, Who crestes the world out of nothingness: he creates
nothingness out of the wmrld."28
For Sartre, our past, like the intended object, is also nihilated,
Even if we act always im the same way, and our present comdition is a
consistent outcome of past cholces and actioms, we must continuslly re-
affirm this past by negsting the possibility of seting contrary te it.
Such re-affirmation is, in wost cases, a pre-reflective acceptance of
this past, iIn short, we do not call it into question., For Sartre,
nothingness, as an intended nihilation, separvates ocur present from our
past., This allows us to call that past into guestiom, to suspend
judgement on it, or to reject it, or praise it, or to re-affirm it im
our present cholces., And each intended nihilatfon for Sartre is dee
rivative from 4tself alone. Conseguenmtly 2 past comsciousness does not
determine a presemt one because the fore-itself, beimg spontaneous and
lacking being-in-itself, contains ncthingness which can aibilate that
past consciousness in a woy snalogous to the nihilatiom of the contents

of the caféel



75,

The serfies of states of comsciousness are consequently dise
engaged, Sartre maintainms, Not only does tha intended object tramscent
consciousness, but a past consclousness presently imtended is zn object
of that present consclcusness and therefore other than the present ¢omie
seiousness, A nothingness slips between states of consciousness, In
ordinary laanguage such a claim would simply mean that no division exists
between present and past comsciousness, Bnt for Sartre, this nothingness
has 2 reality of its ocwn: man's freedom endows him with the possibility
of secreting a nothingness, the source of negation, which separates him
from his own past and from being-in-itself, Past comsciousness does
not lose itself urgency but, no longer a present consciousness, it bee
comes an i{ntended object. 1Im its pastness it is complete snd both an
object of consciousneas and nihilated by the intending consciousness,

Nothingness also separates mam from his future, Bartre claims,
When he acts, mon posits an end of action which is a mot, and in project-
ing himself toward this end he unihilates his presemt gtate of affairs.
Bven the re-affirmatiom of one's present state of affairs as an end to
be continued requires this nihilation., This is the case because man is
separated from this future state which i{s a transcendent in the mode of
not-yet: map must negate himself in order to transcend himself toward
this future rve-affirmation., Sartre says: "... 1 am the self which I

28
will be, in the mode of not beiung it." For Sartre, men, as the free belng,

is 2lways negating himself im oxder to become what ha is not, Man has
to make himself dowm to the last detail such that he is always choosing
himself, projecting and tramscendiang himself., In this way, man constructs

hisz present und gives meaning to his past, Concerning this aspect of



78,

man, one commentator says: “... the negstivity lies at the root of
the ultimate and deepest assertion which can be made about man «» an
agsertion which smountz to saying that he defines definition, that he
is absolutely and radically free, amd that he is vhatever he makes of
himself, "0

Sartre claims that thare is & épecific cousciousneas by whiech
we are awars of our freedom, nemely suguish., Anguish brings us face
to face with sothinguess. Aageish is &« coasciousness of our choices,
decisions and actions a8 our possibilities to be freely acted upom orx
freely nihilsted, It ia the consciousness that nothingness separates us
from our past and our future, that we are this past and this future in
the mode of sot being them., Anguish, then, makes us aswsare of our freedom
a8 the condition whereby being iz nihilated. We are not, however, always
conscious of our freedom, or alweys in anguish, Anguish only arises when
we ¢ease trying to hide ouxr freedom ox evade it by positiag some form
of determinism., In fact, anguish ig a privileged feeling, one which is
manifested only at certsin mﬂphim‘i uomentz in our lives vhen we act
in the knowledge that our acts are dependent om us a8 free beinge. To
deny this fs an evastion of our responsibility. Anguish, we might suggest,
seoms almost a state of grace for Savtre, But let us be quite clear:
the sbsence of anguish in an individuesl is mot the nibilation of freedon
but simply a lack pf lueidity and authentic existence.

One might argue that anguish Iz not & reliable indicator of free~
dom, Thus a soldier may fear an artillery attack. Aanguish arises only
vhen he thinks of his possible behaviour in this uim;ianf 1 With the

firmest of intenmtions and the strictest methods of training, the goldier

R (R -
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may still panie sod flee durinmg the barrvage. But this is precisely
Bartre's point. Like the compulsive gambler who has resolived pever to
gasble egsin, the scldier apprehends im anguish that his past traiming
and vesolutions ave imefficacious. In this respect, Sartre says: “'The
resolution i3 still me to the extent that I vealize comstsntly my {demtity
with myself across the temporsl flux, but it is wo lomger me -« due to
the fact that it bas become an object for my consciocusness ..., The ve-
solution is theve still, T am it in the mode of not-being." :%me again,
for Sartre, it is nothingness, as a nihilating structure of comsciocusness,
which sepsrates one from past resclutions, Im order mot to flee or in
order not to gawble now that he stands before the tables, the person
wust make his resolution again "ex nihile aud 'ﬁrmly,.“gasartﬁ gays:
"After having patiently built up bavriers amd walls, after enclosing
myself in the magic circle of a resolution, I perceive with anguish that
nothing prevents me from gambiing., The anguish is me simce by the very
fact of taking my position in existence ss consciousness of being, I
make myself not to be the past of good resolutions which 1 an.” 34
‘muu, for Sartre, i3 mot a proof of our freadom. It is simply
a apeecifis consciousmeas of that freedom., Freedom, for Sartre, is given
a% the necessary pre-~vequisit for comscicusness to stand before being~
invitself undeyr ong or more specific attitudes, such as the gquestion,
“We wished only to show thet thers exists a specific consclousness of
freedom,” Ssrtre claime, "aund we wished to show that this conscicusness
£s anguish, This means that we wishes to establish anguish in its essential

structure as conselousness of freedom," >
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Anguish in Sartre's view is consciousness of our freedom, come
sciousness that our choices are our possible cholces of action. But
possibilities, for Sartre, only arise because the for-itself i{s firmly
and constantly emtrenched im = situation., The world ig given and the
situation includes the total comtent of the for«itself's enviromment,
ineluding political situstions, geogrephy, association and communication
with others, ete. In short, the situation is the total coptemt of the
for-itself's "world", that is, his facticity., There f{s no freedom, for
Sartre, that is nmot engaged, inm situation, And this is what he means by
“factiedty”, Although the individual'’s facticity is given, it is he who
gives his situation meaning and significence; in short, he appropristes
his situation. In Literature snd Existentialism, Sartre says in this
commection: "EBaeh of our perceptioms is scecmpauies by the comsciousw
ness that human reslity is a 'vevealer,' that is, it is through humay
reality that ‘theve ig' beimg, or, to put it diffevemtly, that man is
the means by which things are manifested., It is our presence in the worid
which multiplies relations. It iz we who set up & relatiomship between
this tree and that bit of sky, Thauks teo us, that star which has been
dead for millemmia, that guarter moon, and thet dark river arve disclosed
in the unity of 2 landscape., It is the speed of our auto and our aire
plane which organizes the great mssses of the earth, With esch of our
acts, the world reveals to us a new face, But, if we know that we are
directors of being, we also kaow that we are not its produgers. If we
turm away fxom this lamdscape, it will sinmk back into its dark permanence,
At least, it will stsk back; there is oo one mad enough to think that it
is going to be amnihilated. It is we wbo shall be amnthilasted, and the



75.

earth will remain in 1ts lethargy until another conseicusness comes
along to awaken it. Thus, to our inmer certainty of being 'revealers®
is added that of being inegsentisl in velation to the thing ‘rmaicd.”%
It will be our preseat task to discover how far Sartre fntends
te take the above claim, Indeed, this clsim is gimply a vountinustion
of Sartre's deseription of the twe xvegions of beimp. But it is only now,
after consciousness has bean exposad as the ovigin of negation, that the
dislectic of the situation cam be fully apprecizted. Let it be amphasized
again, however, that Bartre is mot felling into some kind of idealism,
He does agree with idealigts that comsciousness ic the source of meaning
but stops short of the claim that the being of tha world depends upom
consciousness in scme form or other. The things of the world do mnot
uvitambiguonsly reveal their qualities to conscioussess, This latter,
therefore, must decide which features of things are to be intended, and
what labels ave to be affixed, What the world {s like will reguire an
account of how the being-for-itself sees the world,
Like Hefdegger, Sertre maintsins that man sees things a8 tosle,
Things go thelr owm way, as it were, but how they operate {s made signifi.
cant by the for-itself, One may concentrate on spesific aspects or
qualities of thinge to the exclusion of others, but thess qualities ave
nonstheless there as part of the appearing rhescmenon or state of affairs.
Such eomcentration may lead to the formulation of false judgements or
wrong courses of sction, It is still consciounsnmss, however, which endows
the world with meéaning and decides whether that meaning and any action
baged on it are sigmificant or not, But to giwe meaning to one’s situstionm,

in which ome i{» totally engaged, does not mesn that one cam arbitrarily
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cheose one's posicion. Thus each for-itself s borm at a certain time,
of wertain pareats, in a particular historical world, im a particular
country with a specific soeial-economic-political.religious environment,
ete. As a result of ome's factieity, Bartre says, the world im which
consciousness fiads itself is given, But this world does not comstitute
the being of consciouaness and because ¢conscicusness constitutes the
meaning of this world is it #bh to act within it and make it a aignificant
world., In short, conselousness echooses itself within this world, and in
so dolng makes it meaningful to itself. Sartre says the faet of its
condition makes the for-itself, ".,. vhile choosing the meaning of its
situation and while comstituting 1tself as the foundation of itself in
situation, not to choose its positiom,"?7

The for-itself, for Sartre, does not endow the world with meanings
in any passive or disinterested sense, The for-itself, as the originator
of mesning and significance, exists this significance. This is the
mezning of the word "appropristien”. In his book on Sartre, M. Hatansom
says in this commection: "In appmﬁ&tim the pour-sol gives meaning
to ite reality; it molds the significations for which it is responsible;
the pour~soi 'existe’ its significations,™>®

The word "appropriastion” indicates the specizl status of being-
for-itself. 7The existence of the world as a world of meanings is a
function of the for«itself, Reality can only be grasped, as it wers, in
the situstion in whieh the for-itself exists, Through appropriation the
for-itself “egotizes" its reality. The mountain which it climbs is
oatologieally independent., But to the extent that the foreitself climwbs

the mountain, overcomes its resistance, it is that for-itself externalized
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in that its meaning as a mountain-to-be climbed 4s posited and scted
upon by that foreitself. In this sense, the mountain, the fatigue re-
salting from the cliud, and the panorams which unfolds after the swsmit
is reached, exist omly through and for the foreitself, Without the fore
self , only indifferent materiziity, the being-inwitsalf, is present.
In short, we heve this strange dialectic: the object must simmltenecusliy
be wholly the for-itself and wholly tadependent of the for-itself, The
possessed or appropristed object as possessed, Savtve, says, “... 18 a
continaous creation; but still L& remains theve, it exists by itself;
it is in-itself., 3If I tumm awey from it, it dose mot thersby csase to
exist; 4f I go away, it represents me in my desk, in my room, in this
place e the world., From the start it is {mpenetrable., ... The pipe
there on the table is independent, tudifferesmt, I pick it up, I feel it,
I ¢omtemplete it 80 as to rveslise this appropriatiom; but just becsuse
thene gesturss ave meant to give me the snjoyment of this appropriation,
they miss their mark. I have merely an inert, wooden stem between my
fingers, It is only vhen I pass bayond my objects toward a gosl, when
I atilize thenm, that I can eajoy thelr g:msmaim“’”

Appropriatios {# & paradoxical comcept in Sartre's philosophy.
It attempts, on the ome haud, to explein the objective aspect of ex~
perience which imvolves am imtended object, and, on the othey hamd, to
explain the subjective aspect which fs the for-itself existing its ex-
p&ziauca:mjwhﬁ worid and its comtents ave given, But it 4is the for-itsell
in its facicity which choosas, through nihilation, to iatend, set upom,
and signify certain phencmens and igmore, by uihilation, othevs., Thise

is made pomsible, for Sertre, because the for-itself is free and indeter-
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-winate, “For the for~itself,” Savtre says, “to be is to mihilate the
in-itself which it §s, Under these comditions freedom can be nothing
other than this nihilstion., It is through this that the for-itself
escapes its being as its essenmce; it iz through this that for foreitself
is alvays something other tham what cam be said of ie,"

Sartre says that of all negatioss, the one penetrating most
desply into being is lack. And this lack charscterizes the for-itself
which lacks the being-in-itself, Lack does not belong to the being-ine
itself and only appesrs in the worid with the émergence of consciouaness,
Thus the wmoon, for example, requires ¢onscionsness in ovder to be eonsidered
a quarter woom. But again, this imvolves meaniong amd not the msaipelation
of the moon's being by the for-itself, Thus consciousmess ig sble to
pass beyond the given datum -~ the quarter moom -» to its £full reslizatiom
=» the full moon «« and then return, omce again, to the given datum, It
i the full moon which gives to the guarter moon its being as quarter in
order that consciousness as lack £z sble to psss beyond the piven phenomenon
toward the lacked fullness, Sartve says: Y,.. 4f I say that the moon
iz sot full and that one guarter is lackiang, I base this judgwent om full
intuition of the ¢rescent moon. 7Thus what is released to intuition is
an in-iteelf which by iteelf is uweither complete mor incomplete but which
simply 1is what it iz, without relatiom with other beings. In order for
this im-{tself to be grasped as the crescent moom, it is mecessary that
a human veslity surpass the given towsrd the project of the realized
totality -- here the disk of the full moom - and returm toward the given
to constitute it as the crescent moom; that 1s, in order to realfze it

in its being in termz of the totality which becomes its foundation, In
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this zame surpassing the lacking will be posited zs that whose synthetie
addition to the existing will re-comstitute the synthetic totality of
the mmu’“
Saxtre holde that the possible appears to the for-itself as g
structure of things., Thus the structure of baing of the guarter wmoon
perceived by the for-itself is a transcendence toward the full moon,
Simijarly, the structure of the being of the cloud perceived, for example,
is 2 transcendence toward rain., Sueh mrmwm is not necessarily
vealized, Sartre says, but the structure of the eloud's being is & transe
cewdetce toward rain: it "lends” itself, we might say, toward the
possibility of rain, The possible, them, is not entirvely reducible to
2 subjective reslity, but 4t is mot, at the same time, prior to the
reality of things., The possible ia s ".,. conerere property of already
existing realities"”, Sartye smma?s Thus for the full moom to be possible
the guarter moon must be in the sky; rainm is possible becsuse there are
clouds in the sky.™
Sartre makes it clear that he is not advocating the view that
some type of potemey or possibility belomgs to being-in-itself in-
dependent of being-for-itself. Being-in«itself by iteelf "... it vhat
it is -» in the absolute plenitude of {ts idemtity , ... The la~itself
is mtuauty.ﬁi The quarter moon is aot poteatially the full moon but
is in i{tself a cevtain revesled satellite in the sky., Likewlse, the
cloud {8 a gertainm quantity of watér vapour which at a certain temperature
and pressure simsly 16 vhat it 1é and nothing move, The possible
filustrates the dialectic between the two regioms of being: the possible
arises f{n the world through the for-itself which is a lack, but only on



84,

the backdrop of being~in-fvself. “These elouds zae change ints vain
enly Af I surpasa them towsrds the zaim, just a8 the cresceat moom
lacks a portics of the dise omly £ I surpass the crescent towards the
full moom, ... Just as there com be lack in the world omly 4f it comes
to the world through a being which {8 its own lack, we there cen be
rossibility i the worid osly 1f it gomss through a baing which is for
Ltself in frs own posaibiliey,” S

Thus conseioseness, for Sartre, by effecting = nikilation brimgs
msaning sud significsnce vo the world that i{s spprebended as & field of
iastrumental possibilities. Being-in-itself 4 not limicloss fu 4ts
malleability, however, It offers both possibilities for use aud ve-
sistance «» what Sartre calls s "cosificlent of sdversity” -- te the for-
itself’s projects, But 1t is through comsciousnese that mmiticlicity,
relatiounships, yossibilivies, in short, nefetitée, arise cn the grousd
of the £4ll %ﬂ‘iﬁiﬁ‘;ﬁ? of the world,

aamm*g wm of appropriation o we have aet it out inm the pree
coding mxamga;u, undergoss considerable wodifivation in 2 move veseat
book thmé: for our purposes tha substince of bhis view remcing wne
de Lz Baison

slteved. In Critisus gue, BSartre says: “Dught we

then te deny the existence of dizlestinal commections at the cemter of
inamlmate Nature? Wot at sll. Yo tell the gfxuth, I 4o not see that wa
#re, at tha present stags of our kmovledge, im s pomiticw either ¢o afflim
or to demy. Nach ome ix free to believe that physfeoschemical laws
express o dizlestical reasom orx Bot ko bellave M.“‘*w’fhn poseibility that
At some time we may Jdiscover the sxistesge of 2 “ecmevete dialectis of

Kature” sust 2e kept open, Sartve now says. However, this presest
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agnosticism with vegard to "laws of Nature" does not zlter Sartre's
earlier view, expressed in Beimg and Nothingness, that humen affairs sve
ot in any way determined by external laws imvosed upon them, He claims
that today's Marxists have attempted to hold 2 "dislectic without men,”
and this is precisely what, in his view, has czused Marxism to stagnate
and turned it inte “a paranoise ér@m”.w

Ssrtre's present day view does mot alter his eariier position that
neither God nor Hature has allotted a privileged position to men in the
world, Despite this, man a8 the being-for-itself is able to effect a
nothingness which pute a distence betwean consciousness and the intemdad
cbject, es well as nihilating that object in the senses we have described
earlier, The being of reality as a being completely devoild of human
significstion is mever encountered in humen experiemce, Sgrtre maintsins,
Even if it ¢ould be shown that there are diaslectical connections in Rature,
wan would still have to take them Into his own asccount, esteblish his owm
relations with them, {im short, appropriste tzhem.%

Throughout Sartre's philosephy, the for-itself as nothingness and
as project towards its chosen possibilities, remain cemtral themes, The
for«itsalf ie able to disengage itself by mihilation from the in-itself, to
tronscend ite situatiom by a n&gatim foundad on the free spomtameity of
consciousness, The for-itself is mever identicsl with 4its situation but
exists its situation by a total and agonizing freedom which chooses how
to live this situstion and determines it weening and significance, By this
eontinusl surpsssing, men make history. From the starting-poiat of the
sub jectepole of experience, this existence is never an objective datum,

It is rather, the emmired freedom, the existemce contimnally engaged in
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situstion, the ensnared existence of Nauses. But man has memy little
schemes whereby he attempts to place the choice, the project end meaning
all on the side of being-in-itself, These are ways im which he attempts
the impossible: to nihilate his freedom,

The alarm clock, for example, rings in the morming. The alarm
clock arises as 4 summons to get up and appears to acquire this meaning
by the work situation which is posited ag some kind of trauscendent force
compeliing me to start the dailly routime, By being active and not
questioning either the alarm or the work situation, the possibility of
going to work remains at a distamce. That is, it ié my possibility which
I refuse to guestion., In this way, I can avold the anguished swareness
that going to work iz my possiblility which I can mihilate at any moment,
In this way, I can try to hide the inowledge that the azlarm and the work
sitvation acquire thelr weaning from me a8 cossciousness which appro-
priotes them, But, by this means I lose lucidity and try to be rather
tham exist. Such a conditimi, Sartre's view, iz to fall from a state of
grace, namely, the state of anguished awereness that my possibilities
and projects depend ¢n my free choice.

Man tries to flee his anguish and hide his freedom., Before it
bmmﬁ a theoretical conception, psychologicel determinism, Saxtye
naintaing, is first of sll an asttitude of excuse, 2 pattern of escape,

It is & reflective conduct whereby man sttempts to nihilate his aunguish
by elaiming that there are "thing~like’ causes controlling his bahaviour,
It further attempts to £ill up, ag it were, the nothingness separating
mau from his past and his future, Psychological determinmism a2tfempts to

transform cousclousness as lack intc being-in-itself by denying that
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conseicusness can transcend itself snd be anything other thanm what it

is. 1In short, it attempts to make consciousness into = determinate and
full pesitivity. "But this determiniem,” says Sartve, "a reflective
defense against anguish, is not giveén 28 8 reflective intuition. It
avails nothing against the evidemce of freedom; hence it ig given as 2
faith to take rgfuge in, as the ideal end towerd which we can flee to
escaye mguitsh."mi‘his evidence, for Sartre, iz fousd in the question and
the other nihilstions which sre based om freedom as thediy necessary
condition,

- For Sasrtre, man wmust make himself by choosing his gosls, xe-
affirming thet, and bestowing meaning and significasice upom them and the
world in vhich he is engaged., Mon is forced by his own nothiagness to
define and re~define himself, Man 28 lack, s8 pure spontaneity appropriating
the ine~itself, is what Sartre means by “nothingness” and “"freedom", And
to this radical freedom, mun is condemned, and he cant resct toward it
either suthenticzlly or i{masuthenticslly, but he 18 unsble to negate it,
"The nothivgaess of the pour~soi’] Matanson says in a veply to ons of
Sarvtre's cyitica, "is thus the disleetival state of continusl self-
érestion in which one's actions, ampiraticas, sttitudes, memories, and
desires ave 211 regrouped, re-identified, ré-understood, reformed, and
transvalaed by the movesent of the &ialwm"‘mnﬂt vhatever choices are
made, Sartra contends, men zcts on his ows, without foundation ov any
support, In this sense, thenm, he rust choose sbsurdly, that is, without
hope of ultimate justification. In this vespect, Jean Wehl, writing on
Sartre's rhilogovhy, says, "Chooding {ts own being but not founding it,

freedom participates in the aniversal contingensy which Sartre choosen
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to call absurdity.“sz

In the pext chapter, we ghall explore more fully the freedom
of the being~for-itself, In addition, we shall see how far Sartre extends
this radical freedom of the for-itself, and look at its critical wveceptiom
by some people who camnot be econsidered unsympathetde towsrd Sartre's

phi}osovhy.



CHAPTER 11T

M OF THE FOR~ITSELY

Part 1: The Pogsibility of Human Freedom

The last two chapters have eleared the way for a more specific
look at Sartre's theory of human freedom. The radicalness of this theory
wag anticipated fn the introduction and has been gradually unfolding since
the first chapter. WNWow a more detsiled look st this freedom in its various
aspects caon be undertsken.

Since Sartre places considerable emphasis upon the conseiousness
of cur freedom, naomely anxiety, the necssgity and desirability of his
ontologicsl deseription of the two vegiens of being might be raised. In
other words, why not anzlyze human freedom in terms of introspection alone?
However, it is the reliability of this alleged consciousness of our free-
dom which {2 most quickly and vehemently sttacked by determinists snd others,
Sartre himself is aware, as we sointed out in the last chapter, that
anxiety is not a proof of our freedom, Hence the necessity, ia his view,
of the onteloglesl description of degation as emanating from a2 free con-
seicusness,

To give a fuller ontologlcal description of human freedom, Sartre
apalyzes acts, motives and desires, Rather than limiting freedom, motives
and desires, for Sartre, only arise gus motives and desires becsuse of

the nihilating character of consciousness., In short, motive and desire,
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and the subsequent act, avquire mesning because of, not in oppositios
to, the freedom of the for-itself,

For Saxtre, action involves intentiom. The negligent smoker who
starts & Forest firs has mot acted in this sense since his intemtion was
to have a smoke and nothing mf One acts 1f one intemds, and scts
toward, 2 comscious project, though this dogs not mean one suast foreses
211 the possible consequences of vne's act., To st involves appropviatiom,
That is, the for-itself appropristes the world as a lack, ia the sense
dessribed in the last chapter, and posits au end or goal whose purpose is
to overcome the lack, The goal intended by the for-itself, whieh 1s the
source of lack amd possibility, i3 givem & walue by the for-itself, othere
wise this latter would be unwilling to change ite present situstion.
Sartre says that the existence of desire as a bumen fact indicates that
human reality 48 & lagk. “Desire is o lack of befng, It ie haunted in
its fmmost being by the belng of whish it &a desive., Thus it bears wituess
te the existence of lack in the being of human muty,“z

Bince éonscicusness is not a plenums of beingein-itself, it fs
able to intend its prasent situstion ag s lack and posit some eud as
desivable, Sartre maintains. In this way, consciousness sppropriates its
fecticity as & lack to be overcome, Oune's act is preceded by the istemtion
of attaining some end of actiom, Conscicusness as the source of lack, has
the permanent possibilicy, for Sartre, of getting away from its own past,
of positing an end or “ideal” value and transcending itself toward thet
end which 18 not yet but can be, Such nihilation and possibility togethex
mesn frasdom, amd, veeiproeally, they are only possible beceuse of the

freadom of conscioushess,
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Freedom and project go hand ia hend in Sartre’s philosophy.
Simce the for-itself lacks the im-itself, the former has to make itself,
and a8 pure spoatameity it must choose and invent itself, To choose
izsel! involves the for-itself transcending and transforming itself snd
its present situstiom. By nihilation, the for-itself intends the trans.
formation of the world and itself within that wexld. For Sartre, no
given state of affairs and ne situation im capable of determining the
for-iteelf to appropriste it a8 & lack. In-itself, any state of affairs
simply is: 4t is a plenuws, "No factunl state”, Sartve holds, "can de-
ternine comsciousness to apprehend it as s mégacitd {sig) or as & laek. w3
By nthilating a situstion, including ome's past, the for«itself becomes
wnstuck from that situstion, is able to apprebend and contemplste it and
has the possidility of trasmsfoxrming it. In short, asctionm and ¢omprehenmsion
go together., The for-itself's fsctieity, thet $s ite world, imeluding its
past, cexnot posit possible ends of actiom, for Sartre, At the most,
fapticity can serve omly a8 an appeal; its meauning, mluam whether it
is satisfylsg or not, is Intemded by comstiousmess which, in turn, decides
whether to tramsform its world and give it new meoning and significance,

With the sbovs remarks in wind, we may ssy that Sartre does tiot
suggest that am aet is not accompanied by a motive. But Sartre does not
subgsequently hold that our acts are determined by the stvomgest motive, He
maintaing that such 2 view misinterprets the niture of motives ss these
latter for him, do not geuse or determine the inotended act, Each asct most
have 28 end snd this end iz veferved to a motive. “But the detersimists®,
Bartre says, "... ave weighting the scale by stopping their investigation

with the mere desiguation of the cause and mtiwm““
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For Bartve, the wmotive only scquires meaning in the iight of
the for-itself's projected goal. Iu this way, the motive becomes a mesd,
an appeal, ete. He says: "It 48 mot because I am free that ay act is
not subject to the detemminatiom of wmotives; on the comtrary, the structure
of motives as ineffective i3 the condition of my freedom." 5‘!&1@ motive,
a8 au intended object, transconds the consciouspmess of the motive, The
motive, not being s content of consclousness, ia an appearancs but, une
1ike extermal phepomens, it belonge ke the individusl person. For Sartve,
however, the motive still transcends the intending cons¢fouspess, but in
this case the phemomenon 13 a transcendence in immenence. Consciousness
iz not subject to the motive, ".,. because of the very fact that consciocus
nese poeits ity for comsclousmess bas now the task of conferring om the
motive ity meaning and its importamee, Thus the mothing which separates
the motive from comsciousness chavacterizes itself as transcendemse in
tmmanence,"®

The for~itself, in Sartre’s view, confers upon the transcendent
its value as ¢ause or motive, And ﬁhm value and meaning of the motive
is understood in relatiom to the snd or goal which the for-itself posits,
This goal, as mentioned fa the previous chapter, is a "moteyet," that i,
it is sop-existenmt, IXn this comnection, Sartre says: VIf I accept a
niggardly salary it is doubtless because of fear; and fear iz 2 motive,
But it is fear of dying from gtarvatiom; that i¢, this fsar has meaning
only outside itself im an eud ideally posited, which 1s the preservation
of a 1ife whick ¥ apprehend 23 'in danger.' Aad this fear is understood
in turn only im relatiom to the value which I fmplicitly give to this life;
that is, 1t &s refexrred to that hieraychal system of ideal objscts which
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are values, Thue the motive mokes itself understood as what it ia by
mesns of the ensemble of being which ‘ave not,' by ideal existences, and
by the future, Just as the future turns back upow the present and the
past in order to elucidate them, so it iz the ensemble of wy projects
which turms back in order to confer upon the motive its structure as
a motive., It {8 only becsuse I escspe the in-ftself by nihilating
myself toward my possibilities that this in-ilteelf can vake em value:
a8 cause or motive, Causes and motives have mesning only inside a pro-
jected ¢nsemble which is precisely an ensenble of non-existents, And
this ensemble is ultimstely myszelf as transcendence; it 1s Me in so far
as T have to be myself outside of uywiﬁ.“’?

As wa polnted out in the previous chapter, weun try to hide their
freedom and their cousciousness of freedom in a eomforting determinism,
Men try to regard themselves gs being-in-itself, The indfvidusl fore
itself, them looks on causes and motives as things containing 2 permanent
styucture and power to determine its actions, In short, the for«itselfl
attempts to hide from itself the fact that the nsture and influewss of
these causes and motives depend at each mement upon the meaning and
sigaificance it attributes to them,

Bueh an attempt to hide our freedom i3 thwarted when we reflect
ypon ouy situsticn and ¢hodfees, Sartre msintaims. In saying that our
- motives, desirves and valuer determine sctions, we attempt to overlocok
the ambiguity of beiag omd place all being, imcluding curselves, om the
side of being-in-itseif, Upon reflecting, however, we realize it is
ourselves, as being-for-itself, who judge that the situation is unsat~

isfactory, is lacking, who posit ends of action and attribute walue and
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wisuing te these ends, But g» we ave that rosited end of sotiocm im the
farm of wot-yet, to use Ssrtre’s termimclogy, so the motive or desire,
which is undevstood only by the sonm-existent eund, is separated fvom the
fatendiug comsciocusness by nothingness, thet is, by an istending nihilatiom,
In this sense, the motive s s ndgstitdt it is umderstosd only by the
non-extistent end,® |

The for~itself is the being which posits things ss obstacles to
the vealisation of its choises, and which determismes movives threagh thas
projectad end, aceording to Bartve, Anguish arises because man (¥ cone
sedous of this freedom zud that his cholce veceives justiffcation from
himself slone, It &» be alome vho mugt deside sbout the mesning of baing,
aot only his cum but the world's ss well, Here a double negstion is
introduced into the world by the for-ftself: the idezl state of affaive
that has baen posited i# 2 present non-bsing; and, the present siteation
is poesited as sorhingness in velstion to the projected mﬂ? Without
sageish and the reflective awuremess that motiver scquive their meaning
and apyeal from cousciousmess, the for-iteelf {s wot less fres; it is wmiy
less ilueid; im short, in existemtialist laogusge, 1t exists insuthonte
iezlly. BHaving mede s choléw, the foreitself’s setioms, cholces and
sxistence are never e« pressat plemum but ave 2lways in £light, in flux,
Therefore, this existente must be yecomstrueted at every momest., Eow it
is to ba recomstyueted is up $o the iudividesl, It can either be ye-
eonstructed authentieslly, in self-swsraness and lucidity: or, fssuthentie-
&lly which {mvolves hiding freedow by attsmsting, unsucesssfuly, to
aihilate {t, ¥n mm srcicie to vhich we have mode yeferesce before, Nateuson

vemarke 1n this commection: “Fo be free, then, £ mot to choose one's
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freedom, but to vb:e aware that one is free in any case -~ that one is
condemmed to be free -~ and from there to achieve authenticity, that
iz, self~-consciocus chofce in the face of anguish, through scting in the
world of comtingent and modal maueies.“m

By positing the present si{fustion as inadeguate, Sartre holds
that man, by aihilation, wntmuany- transcends this situation, either
by re-affirming it or by recomstructing it. Ia efther event, his chofce
and action are the result of hise !rudaé% Sartre says that it is ",,,
the cosfting of my ultimate ends which characterizes sy being and vhich
is identical with the sudden thrust of the freedom which is mine, And
this thrust {s an existeave; it has nothing te do with an essence or
with a property of a fzyuing which would be engendered conjointly with an
tdea,

Though Sartre, like many indeterminists, accounts for the concept
of wili in his vhilosorhy, he does not regerd it az the condition of
free choice. It is will, or wvolition, which i{s conditioned by
freedom in his view, At the same time, Sartre holds that passioms and
emotions are also related to ome's actions by virtue or one's freedom,

In both instamces, volition or emotion, freedom is manifested rather
than overcome, The will is not a thing, nor are the passions substances:
on the basis of the ends one posits one decides at each moment through
nihilaetion what conduct or attitude one will take in regard to thew;
will one act by volitiom or by passion?

The difference, in Sartre's view, between an emotion and a
volition is that the latter is & reflective appropriation of @

situation, whereas tha former is a non-reflective sppropriation. An
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" emotiom is intentional and {s a type of conduct which attempts to achieve

a certain end in a certain wey. In Sartre’s words, an emotion “... is

a reply adapted to the situatiom; it is a type of mmt,_tha meaning

and form of which are the object of an intention of consclousness

which aims at attaining a particular emd by particular mnsfg In short,

an emotion, though meeningful, is a type of magical appropriation,

Through an emotion, consciocummess attempts to accomplish its end 'symbmlinny.
If frustrated because it is unable to realize its project, the for-itself

may try to fulfill fts project by intending a magical transformation of

the world through en emotion,

Concerning the function of emotiomsl behsviour in Sartre's
philosophy, one commentator, Albert Fowler, says emotions ave a direct
relationship of the individual with the world, Fowler says that emotional
behaviour "... is an attempt to transform a world grown too difffeuit,
too demanding, too urgeat. Angex, for example, is an sbrupt solution of
conflict, 4a way of cutting a Goxdian knot., Un able to find the delicate
and precise method necessary to deal with an iuvolved situation the
individual lowers himself, degrades himself, changes into the kind of
pexson who is satisfied with crude and poorly adapted measus. He drops to
an inferior level of comduct vhere his needs sre fewer and can be met with
ins effort. The change is not 2 reascned caleulation but occurs without
relection in the face of am ‘impossible’ problem for which uo other solution
is fmé« But it fs more than a mere escape, more tﬁﬁaaaimpx; replace~
ment of one set of tolls by a less perfeet one. It {8 also 2 trunsform-
ation of the world from the rule of exmet pr#usm to 2 rule of um.

The sngry grimsce, the wild gesture, the roaring voice are ali imcantations
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14
to evoke the magical universe,”

Fear is explained in a similar way, in Sartre's view. The soldier
caught in the midat of a barrvage, for example, feels his legs giving way
bengath him, £alls to the ground in 2 faint. Unable to stop the hamﬁe,
in short, unable to alter the presemt situation, he symbolically tries
to change the situation by ehmams himself, Thus his faiating comstitutes
an act of escape. Unable to change the aituation, which he appropristes
as dangerous, a8 a threat to uh projects, the soldier tries to demy it,
to anathilate it by s magical appropriastion. The unsatisfactory situation
as an object of consciousness is eliminated but at the price of changing
cousciousmess by fainting, by shifting owver tb a state of unreality.

"Fear is 3 consciousness”, Fowler says in this commection, "which employs
magical behavior to demy objects in the external world, and which will
gubstitute the fmaginary for the real to get rid of tkm:.m '

Joy is even considered, by Ssrire, to menifest magical behaviour.
To sing for joy, for example, is o mﬁ; & magical spell over existence,
te make the future present oxr the present wternal. Thus the loved ome
vho is coming tomorrvow is sysbolically here today. m one who is lsaving
shortly is made preaent forgver. Emotion iavolves belief. “The individual
believes the imagimary situation, he lives in the pew circumstances he
has invented, he accommodates himself to their mm&imtm?;ﬁ

Though emotions are a magical way of appropriating the world, in
Sartre's view, they ave, though Mwm nevertheless absolutely non-
éfﬁwt&va &ts. Through av emotion, ome attempts to endow a thing or
a stmat:i.#n with greater or lesser being, or reslity. Such an attempt,
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Sartre says, is futile. Emotions have meaning but this very meaning

is a negative vhich catnot alter the world but allows one to deluds
oneself into thinking the emotional behaviour is effective, Hazel Bammes,
in her introduction to Being and Kathmess says that .., emotion 18

a consciousness personal relation to the world and as such can be temp~
orarily satisfying, but it is fundamentally ineffective and transient
with me direct power to affect the enviroment,"l’

It is not mecessary, for our éurposea, to consider more critically
Sartre's phmmalagieal description of thg enotions, The preceding
brief account simply cutlines the nature, in his viey, of emotions and
emotional behaviour, What is of importance for us is his contention
that emotions ave a specific way in vhich the for-itself apprends,
signifies, and exists the being-in-itself, In short, emotions are grounded
in the nihilating structure of conaciousness and as such the resulting
magical behaviour i8 a free chojce of the for-itself, Contrary to many
other indeterminists who maintain that emotions or passions, contyery to
volitions, are not free but a mechanistic part of man's animal "nature,”
Sartre's position remains consistent with his description of man by
maintaiving the universality of freedom in sll1 acts aand dectsioms.

Sartre holds, in the case of an emotion, that ome always has the
pogsibility of reflecting on the emotion, seeing it in perspective and
analyzing it. Though such reflection nmliy requires special effort by
the person involved, the emotion is uevertheless open to reflection, A
volition, on the other hand, is not move free than an emotiom but ia a
reflective mppropriation of the given situation. A volition rejects the

magieal approsch and adopts ome that is more sclentific, In this case,
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one tends to apprehend the situstion as involving o determined series
of pvents and instrumental t:mpléximea in which events are revealed as
80 many techniques to be manipulated and scted upom, Though the re-
flective approach is 2 more lucid appropriation of the situation than
emotional behaviour, it, too, is a free imtentional nihilation of being-
in-itself. Sartre says that the will 18 not & rrivileged manifestation
of freedom but it is "... a psychic event of a peculiar structure which is
-constituted on the seme plane as other psychic events aad which is supported,
naither move nor less thap the others, by am original, ontological freg~
dm&,"is

Concerning this freedom with respect to smotions and volitioms,
Sartre says: "But what will make me decide to choose the magical aspect
or the technical aspect of ‘the world? It can mot be the world itself,
for thie in order to be manifested waits to be discovered, Tﬁerefm it
is necessary that the for-itself im its project must choose being the
one by whom the world is revealed as magical or rationalj that is, the
for-iteelf must as a free project of itself give to itself magical or
ratiomal existemce. It is r&upcmsibie for either ome, for the for-itself
csn be only if it has chosen itself. Therefore the for-itself appears
‘a8 the} free foundation of its emoticns as of its volitions. My fear is
free and manifests my freedom; I have put all my freedom imto my fear,
and I have chosen myself as fearful im this or that circumstance. Under
other ¢ircumstances I shall exist as deliberate snd courageous, and 1
shall bave put all my freedom into my courage. In relation to freedom
there {s no privileged psychic phenomenos. All my ‘modes of being'

manifest freedom equally siuce they are all ways of being my own
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nethingness, ni®
Volivions, emotions, indiffevent scts, and motives all indicate
the for-itself’s frewdom, Sartre maintains, Rether thun determining
ome's cholce, these svents ave 1l resctions toward a chosen eud which
the for-itself has fresly projected. In 2 semse, as Desan points out,
the for-itself mansges to have the world it gn?uag 8 & lsck vho must
make himpelf at every moment, Separated fyom his past by hiw owan nething-
negs, man is not determined by this past but, inetead, endows it with
weaning and significance. Positing his own eénds of action, men illuminates,
signifies, in short, appropriates his past, motiven, volitions, emotions,
ete. In veletion to these chosen ends. The efficacy and value of past,
motives, volitions, emctions, ete, are the vésult of an original nthilation
of gomsciousness in the semse explatned throughout this chapter and the
Deciston-making in Savire's view, is oftem sccompanind, on the
veflective level, by sngaish, Por him, angaish favolves the conscious-
nusd thst we xre sepavated from our past and any other “deterainants"

by & nothingness which places sll the efficecy onm the side of conscious.

ness. But, having chosen, we ave unsble, like a builder, to vewmain with &
pe¥manent strogture. "My choless, my deeds, wmy existence”, Natapson says
in this sontext, "srs fu flight, fn flux, and I must veconstruct that ox-
tstence as long as T ltve,">
Turaing &0 & degcription of the caupes of ome's scts, Sartre says
they ave, like sotives, only intelligihle fa relation to an intemding comne
selousnsss, As in the case of motives, causas, for Sartre, exemplify
drasdon rather than destyoy it, He sesys: "'Cemerally by cause we mean the
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xeagon for the satj thet is, the enseable of rationsl considerations
which justify it.,” %he cause of an act is its explanation snd not its
determinent,

A cause, in Sartre's view, is au objective appreciation of the
partisular situation and {5 manifested only when a for-itself appropriates
the situation. By projecting itself towmrd a chosen goal, the for-
itealf gives mesning and signiffcante to its situation and attempts to
sct in the begt wey to attain this end, By apprebending the situation
in a cervain way, cevtain chavacteristics of the situstion arise as rveasons
or causes for actiom, Sartre says V... this objective appreciation can
be made only in the light of a presupposed end and within the limits of
a project of the for-itself towsrd this My“w

Buppose one of an indtviduals's chosen goals is to act in any
sitnation in order t¢ produce the grestest good for the greatest mumber
of people. Such an apt scquires meanisg only ifo relation to this proe
jocted ideal and within the limits of the transcondent p&‘nﬁmti& of the
for-itself toward this ideal. 1In Sartre's lampuage, this projection of
the foreitself is toward a chosen end or ideal of itself im the mode of
not-being which produces the grestest good for the grestest umumber, By
objectivily apprehauding a giwen sitvation, the fndividual for-itself
W?Wmﬁ a Mm%nr avent 88 & cause or axplanation of its actions.
In this exsmple, the objsctive facts of the sitvation might be a sium
settlement where unemployment ig high with very bad socisl amd hyglemic
conditions. But this situation as such does not cause the for-itself
to aet, The for-itself siwmply intends the given conditions which it can
aihilate s it pihilated the contents of the cafd when lookidg for Plerve;
or, the for-itself can set on the iutended facts in ovdexr to try to chauge
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them; ok, the for-itself cen fotemd the given facts with indiffmrence,
In any case, the for-itself's conduct is based on fts chosen ideal, Thus,
in order for the comdition of these people living is the elum to be re~
vealed as a cause of action, the for-itself must spprebemd the situation
in relation to f{ts project. Siwmce the for-itwelf iz asepsrated Ffrom this
chosen project by acthingness, Sartre holds, it is aﬁa. at auy iastant
to nibilate this project and act townrd a diffaremt posited gosl, Thus
the cause wonld be seen in a diffevent light: 4t would be the explanation
of another act, or perhaps, would gesse to exist 28 aum explanation gt all
if the whole situation were nihilated by the for-itself and allowed to
slip back {ato the undifferentiated plemm of being. In short, the word
“gause” is used inr Sartve's philesophy to mean "... the objective appre
bension of 2 determined situstion as this situation is revealed in the
1ight of a certain end as being able to serve as the means for attaining
this end,"24

Briefly, Sartre states that wotives arve subjective phenomena
whareas causes axe objective. As we pointed out earlier, a motive, in
Sartre's philosepby, is intended #s a transcendence in immsuence; a cause,
on the cther hend, is a tramscendemt oblect of consciousness. In anelyzing
a particular persen's sctions in & given slum situation, for example, we
might say he hag everythiug to lose, even his life, if he helps these
people. Thus we might be unable to sxplain his actions by assigning esuses
to them, In this case, gs might say the person acted from various motives
such a8 sympathy, compassion for these pecple, persomnl setisfaction, ete.
But agaiun, on Sartve's view, the motive only has meaning 28 sn eppsal, or
a veed, in relatiom to this person’s chosen projest. The motive 1is omly
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& means of explatning his actions and {8 not & determisant; without

the iatended ﬁ@ugm* the motive would cesse to sxist sad would mot
arvise as an original anililation of comsciovsness. "Attually vauses

and motives”, Sartze ssys, "bave ouly the weight which wy project <<
3s8., the free production of the end and of the lkiown act te be realized
«~« gonfors upon gﬁ.:&

In order to couclude this first part of the present chapter, ome
of Bartre's exsmples, whirh illustrates the part played by causes and
motives in ome's condwet, will be prescuted. This emsmple also {llustrates
angnish as a veflective comsciousness of one's own poseibilities, and
feay as conscioustens of the transcendent, Though it describes & sit-
uatioe which is mot & comuon, everyday expsriemce, this example of a men
on & naryow ladge alomg & precipice, without guard-rails, illuatrates,
tn & vivid way, man's ontological fresdom in Sartre's philosephy,28

A man, in Savtre’s exsmple, is om a narrow ledge overlookiag a
deep precipice. The precipice represents a danger to the man's life,
it 18 something to be svolded., He is also aware of & mwber of causes
that sve eapable of makinmg the poseibility of his dsath g veality. Ia
other words, the man can slip on & stone and be huried into the precipice,
or, the ladge can give way, and so on. Here, the san {8 given to himself
as a thing that is passive in velation to these possibilities which are
given e pert of the situstionm: they are possibilities which come from
withoyt. Yo the extemt that he {s an object smong cbjects iu the world,
the man i8 subject to such things as gravitetion which is his possibility.
At this point, Savtre seys, fear sppears, ... which in terms of the
sitastion is the spprehension of myself as a destructible transcemdent
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in the midet of trsmscendents, ss an object vhich does not contain in
iteelf the origin of its future aiaapmmmm“mm man will reflect

on the situstion and will move cautiously along the ledge avoiding its |
edge, He is apting against the donger of the sitwation and posits various
future conducts whose aim is to keep the dangeyr of the situation away
from him, But such conduct and activity are the msn®s; they are hie
possibilities. The man's condition is now altered. His own possibilities
are subgtituted for the transcendent ones where human sction had no

place and the man was merely given as a thing,

These various courses of sction be has posited are the man's
posgibilities and do uot appeay to him to be determimed by external
tauses, Sertre holds., In fact, the man is uot even sure these possibilities
will be effective, or even that he will sdopt them, Because they are
his possibfliities; they have no necessary axistence and he can magate
then at any moment. The possibilities which he mitsﬁ have, then, the
possibility of negative comduet Qw & necessary comdition; that is, in-
stead of walking g‘}mg the ledge carafully, the man can becowe careless,
he can rum, or dey-dream, ete. The opposite conduet, nsmely, throwing
himself over the precipice, also is a posaibility. Sartre says: “The
possibility vhich I make my comorete poseibility can sppear as my
possibiiity only by vaising itself on the basis of the totality of the
logical possibilities which the situation allows. But these rejected
possibles in turm heve no other being them thelr 'sustained-beings’
it is I who sustain them in befng, and isversely, thefr present won-
being 18 an fought-not-to-be-susteined,' No external cause will remove
thewm, I alone am the permanent sovvce of thelr non-being, I sngage
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myself ia themi s order to cause my possibility to appear, I posit
the other possibilities sc as to nihilste thew,"28

The faar of the situation vhich the men originelly possessed
hes now given way to anguish before his mﬁﬁﬁﬂ:i«, To avoid anguish,
Sartrs msintains the men would bave to consider his presemt comdut de-
termined by certain causes or motives such as prior fear, self«preservation,
ste, His condust would no lomger be & possidle cholee of mctiom but
eisply somathing shost to happen, or alveady happeming, But the men is
in enguish becsuss he doos apprebend these motives and causes &s mot
sufffetontly effective to determine bis conduct., "But I om in saguieh”,
daxtye seys, “precisely bacause any conducl on wy part 1s only possible,
and this means that whils censtituting a totality of motives for pushe
ing away thet sitwation, I a¢ the same mosent apprehend thoess motives
a8 not guffisiently &tﬁwﬂwm“”’m@x mam, 3% hypothest, is horrified
of the precipics but st the same time apprekends the ineffectiveness of
the horvor to determine his possidbie sutiom, Sartve thus says: ™In
o0 sense that horrer eails for prudenat couduct, amd 1t f» in itself
a pracoutiine of that condust; in amother sense, it posits the fimsl
davelopments of that comiuct only a4 possible, precisely becayse I do
wot apprehend it as the sause of these fisel developments but o8 nead,
appesi, m\."”

In positing & cevtain mode of action es a possibility, the man
$s conteious that nothing cas compel him to adépt thet posedbiliry. His
fear is replaced by anguish. But in & sense the man i3 slready there
in the futuve, om Sartre's view, It is for the sske of his projected
baing thet che wmam ix baisg cautious and using s1l his skill and stremgth
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which he bas posited as safely beyond the danger of the precipice, and
hiz present being, which is cautiously moving along the ledge. The .
possibility of cautious action, thes acquires meaning from the future
project which the wan has chosen but which also can be megated in an
instant. At the seme time, however, 2 mothingness siips into this re.
lation because the man is not the person he will be. Thers are three
reagons for this Sartre helds., "First I aw not that self because time
separstes me from ft. Secondly, I am mot that self because what T am
is mot the foundation of vhat I will be. Finally I am not that self
because no actuzsl existent can determine strictly whet I am going to be.
Yet 22 T am alveady what ¥ will be {otherwise I would not be intevested
in any one being more than another), I sm the self which I will be, in the

mode of mot beimg it. It is through my boxror thet I am carried toward
the future, and the horror nihilates itself im that it comstitutes the
future as possible, Anpuish is precissly my conseciousness of being my
own future, in the mode of not-»baing."n

Sartre claims that the mihilation of horror as a motive, without
annthilatiag the horror, has a positive counterpart, namely the appear~
ance of other forms of comduct as the man's possibilities. In this case,
the most notable alternative possibility would be throwiag himself over
the pregsipice. But this conduct too emanates from & self which the man
15 not yet, _

The msn approeches the precipice and at this moment plays with
his p&sﬁﬁﬂmias. He scans the abyss, sysbolically visualizes the fall
end the sinking terror as he is carriad dowm. Suicide becomes &
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poseibility; a self which i3 no more is a pmime project., Suicide as
a possibility causes certain motives for adopting it to appear smeh as
causing aaguish to cease, a way of overcoming fimancial difficulties,
etc. But simee they are the motives of 2 possibility which tan be negated
at amy moment, they ave vevealed to the men as ineffective or nou-
determining. These motives ave as ineffective in causing the sulcide as
tha horror in determining the wan not te fall imto the abyss. Sartre
says that "it is this counter-anguish which generally puts an end to
snguish by traweswuting it isto indecision, Indecision im fts tumn, mué
for decisfon. I abrubtly put myself at s distance from the edge of the
precipice and resume wy my."’m

in the preceding example, Sartre has atvemptad to 1llustrate his
view that one's actions are understood as a projection of oneself townrd
a posited possibility, and not as & series of causal connections. BSartre
maintaius that the cause, motive aud eud, ™... ave the three imdtssoluble
terms of the ﬁhms: of a free and living consciousness which projects
itmelf toward its possibilities and makes itself defined by these
possibilivies.” Sgurthaam, Sartre says, "Past motives, past causes,
present motives and causes, future ends, are all organized in an indis.
soluble unity by the very upsorge of 3 freedom which iz beyond cauges,
wotives, and mdm““ﬁw'w freedom is the discovery of the world and of
one’s cholee in the world, Chofee iwalm consciousness of the choice
and may be either & pre-veflective consciousness or & veflective com-
scicusness, Consclousness and choice, for Sartre, ave reciproeal; that
is, one sust be conseious iu order to choose, and one must choose in order

to be conscious., One’s conselousness 15 one's freedom and, like comseious-
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ms, freedom is, in Dessn's words, "... free from 21l else, able ko
make its past in the light of its future, and ammouncing itself to
itself by something other than {tself >

One's free choice, Sartre says, is not gratuitous. If it were,
one would be able to do anything one deaimd?ﬁ On Sartre's view, free-
dom involves the projection of the for-itself toward the futurxe which,
in turn, gives weaning to the for-itself's ghoice., The rre~reflective
cogito is always intentional amd in this sense i3 outside of itself,
projecting itself toward the intended cbject but always separated from
iz, Comsciousness, says‘ Desan in this ecumection, V,.. is committed
to some future project, and it is in and vith this permevent anticipstionm
that 2 humen baiug mst be appﬂhmdad»-"a?tm\m, on this view, the man's
act of moving cautiously along the edge of the preeipice was neither s
capricious choice, nor 2 determined ome, Rather, it was an expression
of an original and ultimate choice; in ghort, it ewxemplified his choice
of his being, It was a chofce made within the worid of his lived«
axperiemg? But the man's present cholce, as well a8 his choice of being,
can, at auy instent, be nihilsted, and this latter possibility is ex-
pressed by the man's anguich,

Sartre does not Wi sh to hold the view that our choices must be
reproduced at every moment, Rather, a choice is s continual temporal
unity, but one which i3 always thveatened by the "instant”, That is,
we can nihilate our chojee at any moment by isolating it for amnalysis
and reflection; or, nihilate it is order to re-affimm fit; ory nihilate
it to negate and dispese of it. Not omly can ome's ultimate choice of
being -- the way ome has chosen to live oma's life -~ but each individual



109 »

chofce, can be negated and changed by one's free, anfhilating in-
tentionality,

In Sartre's philosophy, then, the being-for-itself is comw
prehended teleologically, That is, conseicusness projecta itself iato
the future and can be understood at the present womert only by what 4t
will be, Man, in Sartre's view, tears himself away from his past and
from determinism and projects himself toward his future goals. But this
is not all, The project is alsoc a movement from the future toward the
present. Man's presemt sctions snd situstiou acquive meaning and sig-
nificavice from the project, and he defines himself, and transforms his
Bitustion, ou the basis of the being which he is mot yet, Man's freadom,
for Sertre, imvolves this tearing away from the determinism of causes,
motives and the past by the project and a returning from the future to
the present, Man's deing is understood by this double intentionality
vhich 15 his freedon; namely, away from the past which 1s nihilated townmrd
the fature posited &8 not-yet. But this double intentionslity, for
Sartre, includes man’s total engagement in the world, As we stated before,
econseiousness requives objects of consciousness. Analogously, freedom
requires a sftuation in which to be free, Freedom requires facticity,
that is, man's existence {n the world of things and other people. His
freedom is mauifested by his worldly actions which, in turn, ara ax.-
plicable by his projects posited in this world amd not beyond it.

Any view that Sartre's philosophy of freedom is irrecomcfalably
at varisoce with seientific hypotheses or son-existemtial philosophkical
theses, should be dispelled. Thus A, B, Beath, in 2 paper delivered to
the 10th Iaternational Congress of Philmphy?gspeak& sbout freedom as
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"Novelty,” which favolves plastic adjustaent to chauged conditioms.

Hesth thinks that mem of sciemce, if they look at the conception of
freadom in this way, will tend to be less wsry of Lit, and consider
froedom & siguificant inferemce from thelr observetions, He says when

the ends of our sctivity are not beinmg echieved, our sctivity is varied.
One can infer purposefulnsss from sueh sctivity: by that, he means the
nev activity is ot just adjusted to ome'’s ends but is conseiously
divected towsrd them. Plasticity, Baath says, is the sgign of conscious-
ness., Scientists meed not suppose that any sct of choiea has strayed
from the causal series, Hesth maletsios, What is feplied im any act of
chofee, which Heath says, contrary to Sartre, implies both resson and
evalustion, fs that there is no konown caleulus capsblie of foretelling
that act beforghand, The sct 18 wot simply something new that m not
existed bafore; it {8 also movel, that is, something which could pot have
been foreseen sven 1f all the relevent preconditions were kpown. Once

the act has happened, however, it can be placed in its novel causal setting.
Man, in Hesth’s view, is free insofar as the door to movelty is not locked
against bim., Plasticity iz the hey.

Differences sxist between Savtra's view of fresdom and this brief
account of Hesth's conception, mot the least of which 1s Sartve's wider
interpretation of choless to include pre-reflective choices, A4lso, causes
and causel series, for Sartre, arise on the foundation of Lreedom, rather
than being slrvesdy sxisting external schems in which a free cholce,
sfter it hes besn made, can be placed, es in Heath. But the two con-
ceptions of freedom, apart from thewe and other differences, are mot
totally jucompatible, and Heath's notion of movelty is not too unlike
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the project in Savtre's philosophy. What we arxe intevested in here,
is not the exteat of the two views' compatibility. Rather, cur single
purpose i to indicate that Sartve’s philosophy of freedom, though based
en the subject-pole of experieumce, if mot an sliem philosophy to some
common sense snd selentific views. Sertre is wore vadical, but his
philosophy does not share the irrelevamcy of thope hypotheses which
grandly dispense with sll the temets of both coomon sense and rational
thoaght, as many eritics like to suppose. In short, Sartre's philosophy
of freedom, we think, though too vadical for many, can be both valuable
and stimslating to oxdinayy life, and function as gulde and fellow
traveler to other philosophical and sclentiffic fuvestigations of man's
eatate,

In this first part of the present chapter, we have attempted
to show bow Sartre’s philosophy of freedom, as deseribed im the pre-
ceding two chupters, iz extended to include svery aspect of ome's ascks,
including the cavees and motives of those scts, Not only is human free-
dom & posaibility on Sartve’s view, it is, indeed, the very existemce
of the beiug-for-itself,

Some commentators agree that Sartre bas vightly emphasized the

feportance and distimetivensss of humsn freedom, Some of these cosmentators ‘

feel 111 at ease, howaver, with the extrenism of Sartre's view. In this
vespect, they sre st ome with Sartre's more antagomistic critics who
claim that his philosophy of freedom is ao radical and extreme that it

43 an wminteilipible comcapt. In the second part of the present chapter,
we shall briefly pressat the views of thres commentstors on Sartre's
philosophy who arve sympathetic towsrd him emphasis on the distinctiveness
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V. J. McGLll, and Wilfrid Desan, agree on at least ome point vis a vis
Sartre's philosophy., They meimtain that Sartre's philosophy of free«
dom claims too much. In preseating their views, Sartre's conception

of freedom in facticiry will be discussim in more datsil. Contysry to
ahm three men, Sartve hold that man's freedom is absolute. Sartre does
not, hovever, deny limits to freedom but clafme that these limits come
fyom freedom itself. The problem of absolute freedom is the sub ject

of the secomd part of this chapter,



Part 2; The Plausibility of Absolute Freedom

In en article written for a New York theatrical magsinie,
Sartre, explaining the position of post-war French playwrights to
the New York critics, makes the following sssertions in conformity with
his own philosophy: *The young playwrights of France dc not believe
that man share a ready-made ‘human neture' which may alter under the im-
pact of 2 given situation, They do not think that individusls can be
seized with a psssion or mania which can be explained {:utély on the
grounds of heredity, environment and situation, What is universal, to
their way of thinking, is not the nature but the situation in which man
finds himself; that is, not the sum total of his psychological traits
but the limits which enclose him omn 21l sides,

"For them man is not to be defined as a ‘ressoning animal,' orx
a ‘social' one, but as a free being, entirely indeterminate, who must
choose his own being when confronted with certain necessities, such as
being already committed in 2 world full of both threatening and favouradble
factors among other men who have made their choices before him, who have
decided in advance the meaning of those factors. He is faced with the
necessity of having to work and die, of being hurled futo a-1ife already
complete which yet is his own enterprise and in which he can never have
& second chance; where he must play his cards and take risks no matter

what the cost."m

The sbove quotation stresses Sartre’s view that freedom meets

limitations on all sides. Man is free for Sartre, but only in 2 situation.

113,
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Freedom requires & world om which it can act, tramsform, affect and be
affected; in short, freedom exists in facticity. However, the ontology

of freedom in facticity complicated itself because, on Sartre's view,
facticity is conditioned by the freedom of the for-itself. An obstacle
is only an obstacle in relation to some end or goal posited by the for-
itself, Man does not choose the historical world in which he lives, but
this historical world is only meaningful and significant, in short, is
only appropriated, inm the light of man's projects. And, as we saw in the
firat part of this chapter, causes, motives and the nature of ome's past
are given meaning and significance by one's projecte and choices. Thus
one's facticity is only revealed by one's freedom in relation to one's
projects. Here the dielectic between freedom and facticity is a variatiom
of that earlier dislectic described in the first chapter between being~
for-itself and being-in-itself, between comsciocusness snd the object of
consciousness. This present form of the dialectic is the subject of the
remaining part of this chapter.

Many people whe are sympethetic toward za indeterminist hypothesis
would be vawilling to advocate the extreme view that human freedom is an
absolute freedom. To support their uawillingness, they can peint to such
rhenomena as a person’s inability to alweys change his situation the way
he desires; being umable to eicape his heredity, economic and social con-
ditions under which he was born and raised, to overcome many desires, to
alter his height and be tall rather than short, and other such umcoatrel-
#ble phenomenz., Ome's projects, these indeterminists might continue, ars
being met continually with resistance from externmal phenomena such that the

least aignificant result of a project may take years to accomplish, if ever,
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Rather than make himself, the individual seems to be wade by race, class,
language, climete, hereditary, history, habits, values, culture, etc.

What Sartre calls "the coefficient of sdversity,” that is, obstacles to
the fulfillment of ome's projects, is comtimually limiting and frustrating
ene's freedom,

Robert Olsen, im bis book, An Introduction to Exictmtialim,“
prasents a more specific criticism against Sartre from a pragmatic potimt
of view. Olson claims that freedom for the ordinary man, as well as for
pragmatic philosophers, consists in the ability or power of the individual
to achieve chosen goals., Whether a man's decision to pursue certsin goals
is considered to be determined or undetermined is of little importance ina
this connection, he says. What does matter, Olson maintains, is that the
person is eble to achieve the goals ke hae set for himself. Pregmatists
agres, Olson, says, "... in holding that the object of human strivisg is a
state of being which permits the satisfaction of desire with relative sase,
ivelative sase’ beiag defined éifferently Ffor each individual according to
the mature of his desires, the nature of his enviromment, and his owm temp-
eramental bias.” 42

Freedom for the pragmetists, and many oxdinary people, does not
mean the possibility of doiamg anything one wishes, Olson hastens to point
put,

Olson claims, in agreement with the contemporary American thinker,
Justuy Buchler, that the degree of freedom and the degree of restraint ave
roughly aqmivalmt?a And, Olson continues, to achieve a chosen gosl one
must first be able to choose, but if the range of choice is mot limited
and determined by external circumstances, then one has difficulty in knowing
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what one wants. One may wish for anything at all, but a wish has not
become a want until one hasg decided whether the goal can be achieved and
how it can be achieved. "The mistake of the existentialists™, Olson
states, "was ... to push the comcept of freedom or ability to achieve
chosen géals to ite furthest limits, only to discover that it was empty.
Had they remembered the elementary fact of both private and §911t1cal 1ife
that the desirsble state of affairs ie one with a maximm of order
and a maximum of freedom and were they less disposed to think {u terms
of rigid antitheses they would havetaken care not to empty the word
‘freedom’ of 1t33mnnmeﬁen5ﬁ§.4%lson says one iz set less but more free
because there are laws against murder, and police emforce them, But if
one wishes to kill anmother, laws and police are obstacles vhich limit
one's freedom, But if one wishes to walk the streets without fear, thewe
"obstacles" liberate ome. "Freedom to schieve chosen goals then fmplies ™
hesays, "not the sbsence of obstacles, but the existence of the right kind
of obstacles in the right amnunts§5'

Writing on Sartre's philosophy of freedom, V. J. McGill suggests
a definition of freedom which closely resembles Olson’s view. Rather thas
adopting Sartre's view that ome man is az free as snother, McGill says it
woﬁld be better to define freedom " ... es the ability teo satisfy needs plus
the ability to develop new needs, with the understanding, of course, that
shilities do not evolve unless objective conditions are favcurabla.“46
McGill goes om to say that favourable objective conditions develop omly
- in a free society; a society, that is, which ",,. provides not only the

cbjective opportunities for the satisfaction of needs, but also the training

to take adventage of them, and to develop new needs with s minimum of
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confisce." Such a view of freedom has the advantage of agreeing with
common gense, MeGill says, wizérua Sartre's subjective comcept is too
abstract and empty ever to win general assent. |
V’/rhough the criticisms of Olson and MeGLll ere mot without polat,
they are concerned with freedom in a different sense tham Sartre. In ome
sense of the term “abstract", Sartre's philosophy of freedom is abstract.
That ia, he 1is interested in an alalysis of freedom as such, rather thaa
particular freedom such as political freedom, socisl freedom, movral free-
dom, ete. Sartre mtnt?im that these latter are omly possible because man
is free omtologlically and it is this latter which is his primary comcern in

Being and Nothingness. In another sense of the term. “abetract ™ Sartre's

vhilosophy of freedom is not abstract because his description is not of

the for-itself in a vacuum, but the for-itself engrossed in situations. The
type of freedom Olson and MeGlll are concerned with is the fmportant freedoms
of everyday life. Sartre, on the other hand, maintains that these freedoms
can only be examined {n detail and with eny significence after mam's frae
dom per se has been described ontologically.

Concerning Sartre’s philosophy of freedom, Natauson, in an article
to which we have previcusly made reference, mekes the following point:
"Pirst, what ls Sertre seeking? In the simplest term, he is seeking to
deseribe the beiag of men in rezlity, but to comprehend that being im a
radical and irreducible mamer. The object of existential inquiry is man's
being in the world as such; and therefore it is concerned not with special
aspects of the businew, professional, or artistic world in which men life,

but with the necesgsary and esaential condition for being in all realms,
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for all men, Before we sre citizenms or fathers or employees oy Protestants
O Kantians we gxe: we find ourselwes im the midet of things, we are
beings in the world, To umderstend the full sature end significamce of
this being in the world is a central task for existential philosophy.
Tha ismportansce h appavent ouly vhen m réslize that zll subezguent
in Sartre stes from the ssalysis of the ground phenmomewon of being in the
world. For Sartra, them, esistentisl philosophy L5 the asalysis of being,
and provesds through the study of man's bedsg in the worid, m&lm anslyeis
leads ultimately to the structures of the welf, aad the wmltiple aspects
of the relaticsuhip betwesn the self and other wlwr.““

Saxtre recognizes that fraedom is sontinually meseting cbatscles,
But such resistance, he says, does not smnfhilate fresdom because it 4is
the fres positing of an end by the fox-itpelf which gives wmeening to this
resistance m causes it to srise in the f4rst place. The things of the
world are both vesistents sud aide to our projects, and dotapt:threaten ser
freadom but are the wesns of revesling {t. A crag on the side of u monutain,
for exsmple, can manifest resistance if one wishes to replace i, but it
can be an afd 1f one wishes to cliimd on top of it iu order to get 2 good
view of the surrounding countryside. By itself, without sn intending
for~iteelf, the evsg simply 18 and 18 neither an obstacle wor sn aid,
Further, the way the exsg is vevealed with alsc depend on sn imstrameatal-
complex that {3 slready sstablished, That is, without techmigues of mountain
elimbing, proper tools, paths for eliebing, ete., the ersg would be nefther
easy mor @ifficult to clisb. The guestion would not even be posited and
wonld not support say relation dof 'm kind vi.tk mountain ¢limbiag tech.
aiquss, Sartre says ia this context: “Thus although brute thimgs (what
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Heidegger calls 'brute existemts') can from the start limit our fresdom
of actionm, it is our freedom itself which muat first comstitute the
framevork, the toechmique, and the ends in velation to which they wefll
manifest themselves zs limits, Even if the ¢cvag is rovealed as 'too
difficult to climb,® aud if we must give up the ascent, let us acte that
the crag i3 revealed as sueh only beécause it wes originelly grauped as
*elimbable'; it 1s therefore our fraedos which constitutes the limita
which it will subssquently encounter, 49

Por Sartre, the for-itself's fscticity enmables its freadom to arise.
Presdom is weparated from its chosan smd by resisting existeats but, at
the same time, fhe for-itseif nihilates these existents, illuminating them
and giving thew meaning and significence by means of the projected end,
In this way, the end is move clearly comprehendad by the for-itself which
pursues its em! using the existents as instruments sad techmiques. "Comw
sequently the vesistance which freedom reveals in the existent,” Bartre
says, "far from beimg s danger to freedom, resulis only in emsbling it to
arise as fresdom. Theve can be a free for-itself oply as eagaged in a
resisting world, Outside of thie engagement the notions of freedom, of
determiniem, of necespity lose all mm&“m

Ssrtre wishes to make it cleay that by "freedos” he doss not mean
cbtatning the snd ome has ¢hogen, Whether the end is vbtained or mot does
not alter the ontclogical status of lmmen freedom, on his view and contrary
to Olson aud MeGill., Sartre suys in this respect: ... it ie necessrRry to
point out to 'common sense' that the formula *to be free' does not meau ‘to
obtain vhat one has wished' but rather 'by cnsself to determine onesslf to
wish' (im the broad sence of chousing), In other words success is not
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fmportant to fresdom, The discussion which opposes common semse to philew
saphers stems heve from o asisundevstanding: the smpiriesl and populay coie
cept of 'freedom’ which has been produced by historical, politieal, and
moral circumstamces {s equivalent to 'the sbility to obtaia the ends chosen.’
The techmical ané philosophicel comcept of L’m, the only one which we
are considering heve, weans only the autonomy of cholee, It in gecessary,
however, to note that the chodce, bafug idearical with scting, supposes
& commengement of realizstion in otder that the cholce may be distinguished
from the dresm and the wish,">!

Sartre does not advocate a comcept of fresdom which cladms that
& prisomer, for example, is alvays fres to lesve the priscm. Nor doss
fresdom mean the tyuism that the prisener is free to dresm of his escape.
Rather, fresdom in this example means that the prisomer 1s fime to try to
sscape., Thus, on Sartre's view, vhatever the conditions amé sacurity
measures of the prisos ave, the prisoner is fres to project bis escape as
s desdirable or valuable goal sud bagins to tvy to veslisze this emd. And,
indead, such a projest only becowmes siguificent once the prisomer approw-
priastes his presest situation ss mh!utwy, 48 a isck, ¢n velation
to this chossn projest. Tn au earlier work, Olson comments on Jartre’s
poist im ths following way: “Freedom 1o mesningless sxeept to a being
who is mot shat he is and who is what be s sot, vho noughts his being of
fact and vho ausumes the mmu of being repressuted by kis fresly
chosen projects of ’M:lug.’?z '

The prisoner's cholee and his scting to sbtain the chosen end go
hand in hand, for Ssrtve. The prisomer's project scquires value whes
he begins some sction towsrd the reslisation of the project. Yor Sartre;
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thare 18 wue dichotomy betwesn choowing and doing and the set is indicative
- of the for-itself’s fatentios. In short, fresdose, for Serive, doss mot
tavolve & distinction between ¢hoice, on the ome hand, and obtatning,

om the other. Such a distimetion is droppsd by Ssvtve g_g: for him,
£resdon: dons not discern betwesn chooping and dolsg: sa act vequires a
¢hodca, and a chofes to be afgnificant yequives ms act,

On Sertre's view, fvesdom 1s msaningless to a baimg that is mot a
leck snd does not desive, through its chosen projects, to overcome this
lack. YIf this were uot oo, Olzon ssys in his sarifer work in this
commetion, "it would be mosningless to describe fresdom not as fulness

- of being bur s lack of privetdion of being, act as self but ss presence to

83
self, wot a» plenituds dut as mothingness.” But; Sartye wishes to emphasise,

the being vhich is a lack, samely, the for-itsslf, (s not the foundation
of its owm fyesdom. If it were, thea the for-itself could choose aot to
e free, On the busis of the preceding deseviptios of the being-forw
itself, auch » ¢hoice is gﬁv?. for Savive. The for-itwelf cem powit
psychological determinisw as & possibility, as we pointed out in the
pecond chapter, but such positing still favelves 2 fxee chofce and does
not ampibhilace freodom and is dependent for its sffettivensss on the
fresdome of the for-iteslf. In short, the for-itself is comdsmmed to be
fyes, ite frendom 48 glven amd Lt camoot choose not to be ngwa

Preedom, for Sartee, requives obetosles. Desan, iu his book o
Bartre, says the problem of “obstasles” bother Sartre very much. In enlsr
to disposa of the problem, Dessn states, and to preserve his sbsolute free~
dom, Sartre pressmts the most prodigious dialectic “fhe umderlying feilsey,"
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Desan claims of Sartvs, “which he presents in differeat ways, is that the
cbstacles are not obstacles as sueh; my choice in choosing them is what
makes them obstacles,” 5&1&: such veasoning hides a fallacy, Desan maio-
tains, In substantial agreenemt with Olaom and MeGill, Desan says: "It
is necessary to distinguish between s freedom of m,i.#am and a freedom
of execution. It may happen, and it does happen, that I am free in de-
ciding an act but wot in executimy Lt."%rmr example, while climbing a
mountain, s erag uight be ap unexpected obatscle to one's project of
reeching the top of the moumtain, One must sither give up his project, or
endanger his 1ife by attmtﬁg to overcome the obstruetive crag, Desan
¢lafma that the ¢reg wes nokb a part of the ¢liwber’s initial choige: it
was not an asticipeted obstacle. He seys it 1s true that {f the cliwber
had stayed home, the erag would not be an obetscle, But it is also true,
Dasap continues, that wvhat was not forvesesm at all cammot be fmparted to
the climber's free ducision. The climber does not choose this particular
situstion., "The obvious conilusion”, Dmsan says, "is that all choice
supposes & ¢ertainm mmber of data: I can choose amomg those data, but the
date themselves I have mot chosen,”

Sartre does not claim, at lesst in the way Desan seems to imply,
that the for-itsalf chooses the dats of the situation as such, That is,
the for-itself camoot, willy-nilly, choose & ums to be on the side of the
mountain, oy not to ba thare. -

The for-itself as possibility poatts, by nthilation, s lack in
the betng of things and in ite own sitcation which must be overcome by
workisg toward the realizstion of aan intended project, The sutomomy of
the free being is revealed im ite freedom to choose, but this independemce
from the world imvolves the independence of the world from the for-itself's
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projects. Evary project comtsine a mergiu of unpredictability a» 2 pee
sult of the independence of things., "Tha indepsadesss and sutonowy of the
free agewt is {mplied iz his fvoedom of ¢holee, but the independence of
the free agent with vespect to » werld of faet fmplies, by the same tokem,
an fndepandence of the world of fact with respsct to his projects”, Olson
says commsting o Sartre‘s %ma At the same tiow, however, Sartve holde
that thisge only axise as chataclas, and consequantly as wnpredictable,
fo ralarion to the project, because the for-frself sppeopriates its situaticn
in 2 certain way and 1n pelation to o eartain chosen peoject. Thus the
¢xeg beoomes a ereg-tosbe-glinbed only as a projeet of s intending forw
feaelf, which isolatas the exag, by nihilation, from the messfvensss of
baing-ta-iteelf. In thé light of this project, the creg becomss an chstasle.
But fresdom ganmot detarsine whether the ersg will “lesd™ itself to sacling
 sines this is part of the brute being of the rock, And, Sartre holds in
opposition to Desax, ko chooss a project doed wot mean that sll the possible
. eonesquentes of its chodee ave sutfcipated by the for-iteslf, Thave iz oo
guarsatee thet the for«itaelf will be sble to wmeuts its declsion to the
extent it moy desive. “Hevertheless”, Sartre says, "the rotk can show
its vesistsnce to the scaling omly £f the rock {s integrated by freadem
fn a "estusntion' of vhieh the gemeral theme is sesling. For the sispls
treveler vho psssnd over this vosd and vhose fryes project s x purve
sesthetic ovdering of the lamiscape, the treg is mot vevesled either ar
sealable or a8 sot-acalable; it is samifosted omly a¢ beautiful ox :&sw.ww
It is only with the advent of freedom {n the wurld, Sertre
maintaine contrary to Dessn, that the world cen wmnifest coefficisots of
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adversity and make a given project unreslisable, "Man sncountera an
obstacle only within the field of his uga%%g an chetacle for ome
person may not be one for anothey pevson with Jifferent projects. Con-
sequently there is uo sbsolute ohstscle for Sartve, bui “... the obstacle
foveals its coefficient of adversity across freely Imvented and freely
sequired techniques. The obstacie reveals this coefficient ulso in terms
of the valus of the end posited by aui?z%g the crag wiil not be
an obstacle if ene hes decided to veach the top of the mountain mo matter
what, However, if one has frasly £ixed linite on the price of realizing
ose’s goal, them the e¢rag, ar an obstacle, may discourage ome. “Thus
the world by ecefficisats of advarsity reveals to me the way in whieh X
stand in relstion to the sndw vhich I sssign myself, so thet I cen never
know 1f 1t s giving me imformation about mysslf or sbout it."®%

For Sartre, if the desire of twe mountain climbare fs equal, the
successful ¢limber is not moxs free than the one who fails to resch the
top., If the unsaccessful clitwber stopped because of fatigue, for example,
such actiom vewsals his body as poorly treimed in relation to a free
eholee, namely, the 3&&» of climbing the wountaln, It iz beceuse he
is there, having tvained himself is 4 certain way and o a certain state
of fitnews, and becanse he has chosen mountain ¢limbing as his project,
that the crag reveals itself as a coefficient of sdversity in relatiom
to the uyasuccessful climber’s body, For the businessman who has remeined
at his desk in the city, the mountain is neither easy mor diffienlt to
elimb; it bas dissolved in the plesss “world". For the businessman who
has not athilated the mountsin from the totality of the world, the mountain
doss pot ewerge from the plemumm of beinmg-in-itself. “And in one sense”,
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Bartye says, "it is I who ¢hoose my body ss weak by meking it face the
difficulties which I cause to be born (mountain climbing, cycling, sport).
If I bave not chosen 2o take part in sports, £f I live in the city, and
if I congern oyself exclusively with husiness or intellectual work, then
from this poist of view my body will have no quality whatsoever,"®>

For Saxtre, then, there is freedom cmly in & sitwstiom, but there
is a situation ouly becanse of freedom. In short, "Humsn-veslity every-
where eacounters resistance and cbstacles which it has not crested, but
these resistances and sbetacles have meaming only fs and through the
fres cholee vhich humen-reality 15.” *‘Presdom s sot limttless, however,
as Olson aud Besan tmply whem discussing Sartre. But amy limite to fress
dom, for Bsrtre, arise on the foundatiom of tha for-itself's freedom and
are not exteynzl limits,

if the freadom of the for-iteelf, inm Sartre's philosophy, is not
limtted or snnthilated by betng-in-itself, but limited only by the for-
itself’s own free chotes, we might ash vhat effect other people have om
a particular individual's freedom?! Con freedom, in other words, remain
an absolute freedom when confronted by the freedom of Others? This
specific sspect of absolute fresdom will be our mein comcern throughout
the remaindar of thé chapter, 65

As we have had occasfon to memtion before, the individual for-
itself {3 "thrown,” as it weve, fnto & world vhere various systems and
tochuiques have already been devised and put to work by Others before {t.
1, for example, had wo part in setting up the Canadliaon nation efther as a

geographical or a political embity. Seeh .ot
geographics po WI actiom was done long before 1
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was borm by Others whe lived under systems asnd used twh@iquaw shiok
were agtablished before they were borm. Alsc, I was borm, without com-
cultgtion, into & certain family which spoke a certain lemguage namely,
English, And now, in the presest, if I do mot follow directions provided
by Otbers, I shall not reach my intended &uumﬁm, Nor will that
fnstrument work if I do uot follow the secompanying instructions. Aund,
fimally, though the mesning of this bullding is comtingent, it was nevex-
theless attributed to this building by Others independently of me. The
quastion, then, is how these situations, and others wot mentioned, vhich
arise because of the presence of Others in the world, affect the freedom
of an individusl for-itself?

Sartre maintains that the specdies "man,” or the comcept "humanitvy,’
or the mation "Csnada," do sot exist prior to thelr menifestation in conw
crete axisting individual men who are also, in the case, Canadians, “Man,"

"humanity " "Canada," ete., ave abatvactions which ave omly sustained by
each individual for-itself. By chovsing its ends of action, the for-dtself
creates the possibility of manifesting a scheme vhich is bhumanity or the
nation, snd makes such schemes meaningful and significant in the light of
ites cwn projects and those of Gthers. The Canadian nation does not have,
in Sartre's view, some pre-human existence which can be sustained inde-
pendently of apy baing-for-itself, Secause several beings-for-itself chouse
to accept befng Consdian end choosé to live in a particular geograpghical
ares, wader mmw laws and institutions, the Cenadisn nation exists.

And esch for-itself, because it exists, is responsible for the existence
of husanity. By 4 dollective decision to commit suleide or destroy one
another by war, satfon aud humanity could disappear at oune stroke with the
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total ampihilation of the being-for-itsslf, Simee I, for example, accept
being a Canadian and & man, I contridute both meening and significance to
the Canadian matfos and to humenity,
Sartre recognizes the faet that various systems and techuniques,
such as the national lsngnage, are alresdy in force whem one enters the
world, This iz pert of the given deta which the individual has not
erested, But in conformity with what he bhas beeo saying all sloug, Sartye
holds that it is the task of sach for-ifself to take over, to "interiorise"
aud make its own, the various buman techniques. Once the for-itself has
appropristed a technique, it is no lomger a mere technique but is incaynated,
a8 1t were, and guided by the for-itself's projects and recaives, besides
national amd/or bumen significance, sdded significsuce from this perticular
individual's projects. By its freedom, the for-itself exploits lamguage
and other techmiquas in a certsin imdividual way: it uses tmvlmm,
masters it, spesks it, commumicates by i, all im relstion to 4ts individual
comcrate sitsatfom. Sertre says thet “,., it is is its efior: to choose
itself as a personal self that the for.itself sustaing in existence certain
gocial and sbstract chavactevistics which meke of it a man (or woman);
and the necessary conmections which accompany the essential slements of
man appear only on the foundation of a free choice; iu this sense esch
for-itself is responsible in its beisg for the existence of a humen tmu.’?ﬁ
The for-itself makes its choice, however, in a world full of mesninge
positfed by Others, This given is undenisble zs Sartre racogmizes. It
is in such a world, which amounts to the fw«iﬁaaif"a' facticity, its

existing in situation, that tha for-itself =must be free, Sartre maintains.
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The for-itself chooses itself by taking into sccount these various giveums,
j@;t as it chooses itzelf as & mountain climber by taking into account
the given featurss of the mountain. But in the case of given meanings,
systems and techniques, the for-itself is mot comfronted with brute
existents alone but, zlsc, Other individuals, Consequemtly, the Other's
existence must be taken into acéount. Such an account requires a choice
by the for-itself; by & fres choice the for-iteelf can apprehend the
Other~as~gub ject or the Other~as-object,

By ;ppimm the Other-as«subject, the for-itself vecognizes
that the Other's chofices and actions are the manifestations of a free,
existing being-for-itself, By approhending the Other-as-object, the fore
ftself goes boyond the Other's exigtence toward his ends end possibilities
and regards them as things-in-themselves. In other words, the for-itself
surpasses tha Other-as-sub joct and attempts to place this latter’s being,
ineluding his comduct, on the side of being-in-irself, The other-as-
ob ject b@m, for the intending fﬁrdtulf, an iadicator of ends by means
of choices which are apprebended, by the for-itself, as objects. Im short,
the actions of the Other are rvegarded aa techniques, that is sctions-aa-
objects, rather than the free projects of a free being who has posited
certain freely chosen ends of action., In this coatext, Sartre says
concerning the Other's conduct and ends: “... we must necessarily
recognize that it is by means of the free assumption of & position by the
for-itself confronting the Other that they become techniquea. The Other
by himself alone csmnot cause rhese projects to be revealed to the fors

itself as techinques; and due to this fact these exists for the Other im

80 fm& a8 he transcends himself towaxrd his possibiles, 3:3 technique ¢ but
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a concrete doing which is defined in terms of his individual end.S7
Sartre follows this last statememt uwp with the axample of the shoe-vepairer
who does pot comsfdir himself in the provess of applying a techuique swhen
he puts & new sole on & shos, Rather, a2 an existing subject, he apprabends
the situstion as requiring certain comerete sstiom, mamely, a piece of
leather, & haser, fitting the leatheér on the shoe, ate, The shoe.repaiver
doss not apprehend his actioms as objects but as the seans of atiaining

& chesen end, nsmely, repairing the shoe. "The For-itself as soom as

1t assumes a powition with respect to the Other,” Sartre seys, "causes
techuiques to arise in the world as the conduct of the Other as & trans.

cendense-transcendend, It i3 at this moment snd at this mowsat only that
there appest in the world -- bourseols asd workers, French sud Germans,
in short, men,®58
In Bartyve's view, then, the individual for-itself is vesponsible

for the revelation of the Other's scte as chjvcts or techniques vather
than concrete astions of a projecting Other-as-subject. It is true that
the for-itself camot canse the world in whizh it lives to be goversed
by shatever technigues it desives such ss universal coemuniss, or
capitalims, or equal rights for all, or restorstion o the momarchy, etc.
However, the for-itself does cause the fiwe projects of the Other to
appoar cutside the Other as techalques. This Is scecmplished wvhen the
for-ireelf, by chooeing to losk st the Other-as-object, posits an outside
to the Other. "Thus it is by choosing itself snd by historicising itself
fn the world that the FPor-itself historicises the world itself and causes
it to be dated by its techuiques”, Sartye says, He sdds: “Bempeforth,
precisely because the techaiques sppesy ss objects, the Fox-iteslf can

choose to appropriats w@ﬁ,g%&ﬁg* for example, performe certain acts
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which bave meaning for him in velatiom te his projected emd., By making
his fvee sctions intc meaningful objects, I give Plerre an ocutside; by
me, and Others like me, Plexve can be categorised ss & bourgeois, and
bis "bourgeols" conduet 48 looked upon ed a techaigue or conduct-as-objsct,
Plsrre's conduct, which origimally, smd for him was founded and sustained
by a freedom eugaged ix & project, snd contrining ite own internsl laws
and eonsistency, now becomes, through me, an objective sction with
objective lawe which take om universal validity for amy apalogous conduct
by Others, 7Thus all sweh smalogous comduct I 2all Ybourgeois comduct,”
and Plerre ag the agent-as-object hecomen ”anyhn&yﬂ';m Sartre says that
"This historizatton, whick is the effect of the for-itself's free choice,
in no way vestricts {ts freadom; quite the comtrary, it 48 in this world
avd oo other that 1ts freedom comes into play; it is ia connsction with
its existence in this world that it puts itself into question. Por to be
fres is uwot to chovse the bistorie world in which ome srises -- which
would have no mesaiang -~ but to choose oneself in the world vhatever this
nay M,,n

The for-iteelf ¢an, and does, im &nﬂm'# view, appropriate tesh-
niques, That 1s, the for-itself "iateriovizes" techniques as its owm,
such as the bourgeois techuique, Two consequences follow from such & choice.
Pirst, by using a technique, the for-ltself goes beyond the techuique
tousrd $ts chosen goal. In this wiy, the technigue is velated to, and
made significant by, the for-itself's project. And, second, the tech~
nique, which originelly was & mesntogful conduct f£ixed in somé Other-
as-object, loses its charecter as a technique. The technique now becomes
intagrated, or “intertorised,” im the free transcending of the for-itself
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toward its ends, and {s sustained by this freedom which chooses to
appropriate the teehmique (or, former techmique, as it mow has besome),
Uatil vow, Sartve's philosophy or freedom has maintained that
there are no external, ov factual, limits of the for-itself's freedom,
The free for-itself 1s the foundstion of all limits to its freedom. This
view Sartre has aggaﬁawu held vhen discussing the for.itself's
facticity in regard to the brute existents of the world of being-in-itself,
to one's own past, to causes and motives, and, vow, in vegard te the
existence of the Othev-for-itself, By a free chofce, the for-itself
apprehends the Other-ss-object, appropriates the Other's techniques as
ite own, and in pelation to ites own projects gives $ts cwn "interiorized”
meaning to these techniques. In the serlier situstion, the for-itself

appropristed phenomens that wera on the side of being-in-itself. In the

present case, the for-frself apprehends the Other-for-itself, fts actions
and chosen ends, ag if the Other belonged to the in-itself, This results
in the for-itself sppropristing the ends and actions of the Other as
objects in much the same way as the for-itself appropriates phencmens
belonging to the in-itself, Swuch a procedure, howewer, can be reversed,
This would mean the for-itself now, by & free choice of the Other, would
be placed ou the side of the {m-itself, vegaxded as an objsct whose free
projects would be sess. by the Other, as techuiques, The for-itself
would be apprebended as the Othev-as-objsct, by the Othar-as-a-free-for.
ﬁﬁﬁ? Sueh sn apprehension, to be meaningful to the for-itself, requires
the for-itself to choose to no lomger apprehend the Other-as-object, but,
fnstead ap a subjmct, |

The Othar, choosing to sppyehend me as sn object, catagovizes ms
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as a bourgeois, Canadian, criwinzl, politiclan, proletarian, ete, I

can choose to accept, vehemsntly deny, or constder indifferemtly thege
various appelstioms., If, on looking for a flat in a foreign country,

& #ign vesds, “No Cewadisns need apply,” this prohibition has meening

for me only on and through the foundation of my free choice. This pro-
hibition emanates from an silen &ad free being which takes me, either
specifically or as amy Cansdian, for s cbject. Howsver, the probibition
as such {8 sot imcarnsted in my world sad it loses its significamce if

1 chooge ends which make the prohibition imsignificant. The probibitiom
ftaelf, in Savtre's view, does not lfwit wy freedom. The true limdt to
my freodom in this cese, Savtve holds, &s that the Other regards me ap

an object, and my situation bacomas, for the Other, an objective structure
containing objective tecimiques. In short, the Other chooses to apprehend
me as the Other-as-obfect., The Other causes an outside to arvise in my
sitoation, just as eariier, I caused an outsider to arise in the Other's
situation. Sartre saye, conseraing this aspect of the Other«ss.subjsct
who spprehends me as an object, that ¥,.,. we saw earlier, keeping our-
seives within the compsss of existence-for-itself, that only my freedom
ean limit my froedom; we see now, vhen we inclunde the Other's existence
in our %sﬁg&ﬁf that my freadom op this new level finds {ts linits
;wn.a. in the sxistence of the Other's freedom, Thus om vhatever level we
place ourselves, the only limits which a freedom can encounter are found
in fresdom ... Its limivation as imterpsl finttude stems from the fact that
it ngwﬁggwa freedom »- thet fs, it is condemmed to be fres; its
.wggswg as extoxnal fimitude stems from the fact that being freedom,

it is for other fresdoms, fresdoms which freely apprehesd it fn the light
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of their own ends.”

In a way the for~itself is able to vecover its own limits, Sartre
maintaing. This is made possible because the for-itself apprehends itself
as limited by the Other omly to the extent that the Other existy for the
for-itself. By its own cholee, the for-itself apprebends the Other-ss-
subject and, hemce, itself as a deing-for-others. By freely spprehendiog
the Other-as-gubject, the for-itoelf makes the‘othw's transcendence
exist for the for-itself as such. Sartre states that by assuming its
being-a~Jow, and recognizing the fwaém of anti-Semites, the for-itself
becomes & Jew-for«them, Only in this wvay, he says, will being-a-Jew
appear as the external objective iimitr of the situation, YIf, on the
contrary,” Sartre saya, it pleasses me to comsider the anti-Semites as
pure objects, then my being-a<Jew disappears fmmedistely to give place
te the simple consciousness (of) being a fres, unqualifishle transcendemes,
To vecoguize others gnd, if I am 2 Jew, to assume my being.a-Jew ave cue
and the same, Thus the Other's freedom confers limits om my situatiom,
but T can experisnce these limits only if I recover this being-for-others
which I am end 3£ T give te it a meaning in the light of the ends which
I have ahomga

The for-iteelf does not choose, in the above case, his being-a-Jew,
that fa, the mode of his being-for-Others., But the for-itself does choose
to be a Jew-for-itself or reject this: in other words, the For-itself
can choose its being in conformity with the way Others apprehend it, or
can choose not to exist this Mu&gwﬁwfatm, If the latter choice,
Others will still mprd the for-itself as s Jew, but now the for-itself
thooses to apprehend the Other-ss-cbjiect, as belonging %o the in-irsalf,
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Thus the for-itself nihilstes ite being-For-Others in favour of
sonseiousnens that doss aot apprehsnd the Other sé » free for-itself,
The being-for-Othars is the sxterasl limitation of tha for-itself's
freedom, but o limitation avising on the foundatiom of freadom, sawely,
the Other's freedom. By refusing its beimg-a-Jew, the for-itseif seill
aseunes au attitude in velation te the Othar, mexely, su sttitude opposed
te its belag~for-Others. The intersal limitation of the fow-itaelf’s
fresdon is founded on the for-itself's ows fresdom whish apprepristes

it belog-for-Others by givieg this being neening ond significamce, or
by nihilating £t, in wrelation to this for-itsalf's projects., In all ceses,
fer Sartve, only fresdom i3 sbls to limi:r freedom.

Apatn, as tn the first ehapter, we ses, i Sertra‘s philosohy,
the aabiguity betwesn yealiss, on the cos band, and ideslism, on the
othey, Man, as the Seiag-for-itself, ie frredueibly distinet un%
beiag-in-itself, Yo, mam mset axist is & situstion, which is ou the
side of the in-ttunlf, on the one hand; bet s situsttion is omly possible
bucsase mets existy, on the other., In 1iks weumar, there is only Lresdom
in facticity; but fsstieity omly ewerges on the foumdetion 8f frvemdom,
igain, fresdom is surroundad by Limivations but these, fn tura, ave
léndtations fmposed by freedos, And, finslly, the for-ifself cannot
coneaive of dtself without & past; but the foreirself is the being by
whdeh ag is & past. The Sertress dislegtic is such thet we are wasble
to diseern the first tave: comscioustens ox chéncnens, mer or siteation,
freedom or factieity; the first tewm of esch of thase slterastives veveals
the secomd term, bet the sscond term camsot be revesled, or sven be,
without the first témm, Buk the phencoeson, though 5t cammet be revsaled
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without the for«itself, has a badng that iy transphencoensl snd in-
dependpntr of the for.itself. 4nd although the brute existeats and
Others which comprise the for-itseli's fscticity serve ag aids or co-
efficients of adversity to the foy-itself's projects, they have mo
meaning, vis-3-vis fhe for-itsslf's factieity, exsept that given them
by the for-iteelf's fresdom. And, for Surtve, thess cbstacles really
do sot limit fvesdom since they sve the vesnlt of its affirmation and
the for-iteelf, from the start, chooses fteself in & fimite world,

Froodom, for Sartre, chooses its own way of being, On the other
hand, however, frssdem {3 wot the foumdation of its deing., Thus, men
doss not choose to ba free; he is condemmed to be free. Man is free to
choose, but he is not free sot to choose because mot to choose 4 still
o way of choogisg. Simee every cholée 1z a chofee of finitude, freedon
is limited, Thus oue's posssbilities and projects have to be sacrificed
to a particular project which one chooses at a given ﬁg. One's mﬂ%ﬁ»
then, is limited by one's freedom and fresdom sssumes {ts finitude, One's
chofcen will be made i, and permeated by, facticity; but facticity, in
tuyn, appears only on the foundstion of freedom amd ouly scyuirves mesning
and significance from the esds oss posits beyond one’s preseat fasticity.
Benge the for-itsslf, for Sartve, is responsible for its mode of bedng
and ite warious cholces.

Yor Sartve, then, wan {s fre¢ and free absolutely., Thia shsolute
frasdom is manifested in the sitsation which, in turn, erises because
of the dislectic batween the belup-for-itself and the being-in-itsalf,

The ambiguity of the dialectic in Sartve’s phdlosophy rveflects, we maintein,
with move or less relevance and accuracy, the smbiguity of the humen condition,
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We may summarize and comslude this chapter on the freadom of
the for-itself with the following quotation from Natanson cmmm
Sartre's philosophy: “The bedng of man is located primarily is his
being there. You and I v~ apart from our specisl statuses, roles, or
purposes st auy moment, spart from the differemces in our age, sex,
pexsonal history, veligion, ideals, attitudes -- spart from ell this we
eve beings in realfty. In an ariginel and underiveble masser we are,
and the rveality in which we ave is p&imﬁﬁally prior to the content
and wethods of the special dimipumn #nd the commonsense attimu e
all of which take for granted, pmmmw » Our being,

"rhis primal veality is mmﬂmﬂux conflizt, a dialectic in
vhich man 18 in search of » synthesis, a pesce and harmony, which he
camnot . in prisciple, obtain, Within the bitter confines of this dialectic,
men is condesmmed to sct, to choose, fo ereate what be {s; but in the moment
that he chooses, he fsels the profound anguish of respomsibility, for
his cholpe involves a1l men, When the chojee has been made, the dislectic
continues, for cholces are moments in the dislectic, vever finalities,

To be free is self.comsciously to take upon omeself the burden of admitting
aud facing this eondition, snd scting within its confises, Condemmed to
the dislectic, we cannot ¢hoose it. But we can ¢hoose to acknowledge it,
and to face its implisations,

"If the move tham seven tundred closely printed pages of Sartre's
} A &g et le ndsnt could be reduced to a single sentewce, that sentence
would perhaps be this: the tragedy snd the dﬁ.mm:y of mag 1ie in the

dictum, o be is to be fres" 74



CHAPTER IV
SARTRE'S ORIGINAL PROJECT

The being-for-itself, as u lack of belag-in-itself, freely and
spontapecusly projects ftself toward {ts chosen ends, In turs, these
ende give mesnfng and significance to the wotives and causes of the for.
{tself's actions, and, it is in relation to its chosen ends that the for
itself appropriates its factieity, These latter two statements briefly
sum up Sartre’s view of freedom demyribed in the preceding chaptsr, We
may now inquire, sore specifically, into the naturs of the project ss such,
In the last chaptex, brief referemces were made to the for-itself's
original project, or mode of heing, Sueh a project, though mot as specific
and {mmediste as the for-itself's everyday projectsz, is founded on the
for-itself's freedom, amd, 1ike 1l prejects, can be nihilated at any
fnstant, But at the same tims, aceording to Sartre, each individual
project s integrated in s Ffundemental project, or origlmel chofce, which
18 the for-itself's chosen mode of befng, Although the original project
can take meny diffevemt forms, it:. arises, in Ssrtre's view, because of
wan's desire to stabilize his being, to overcome his lack of belng,
his nothingness and gpontaneity. What manm most desires is the firmmess
of thing-1ike being combined with the transparency of comsciousness: a
being that is both lueid and ismmtable, Thie amoumts to a desire for
a synthests of being-for-itself vith being-iu-itseif; a desive which

mist rvomsin unsatisfied, Sartre maintaing,
137.



The for-itself’ freedom and mode of being, or originmal project,
is closely connected, in Sartve's philoscphy, with the view that God
does not cmt.l Our purpose in this finel chepter is two-fold, Im the
firat place, to point out that in Sartre's philosophy man's mode of
being, like his other projects, is founded on his freedom. And, secondly,
we wish to maintain that Sartre’s view of absolute freedom, as described
in the praceding chaptevs, cam be advocated independently of theologiesl
considerations, That is, our argument will be thst absolute freedom |
does not imply stheism, as Sartre holds, and that it is not necessarily
incompatible with theism, However, we are mot attempting to cleim that
‘freedom, in Sartre's philosophy, fmplies theism, but that it does not
imply atheism, Our contention s thst Sartre's atheism arises as his
fundawmental project, and not as an apodefctic “cosmic truth', We shall
attempt to show that In Sartve's philosophy as such, agnosticism is a
;?“/mre consistent postilate than atheism, or even theism, and that absolute

1

p freedom does not require God‘s death im order to exist.
The foriitself, im Sartre's philosophy,desires to overcome its

lack of being. Simce it is the origin of the lack in being-in-itself,
the for-itself pmjwts‘ iteelf beyomd! given situstions and states of
affalrs which it apprehends as ungetisfactory., However, the for-itself
remains dissatisfied: having attsived a chosen end it posits that
scquired end as unsatisfactory, and, by new projects, attempts to transcest
the new lack. But inr sach cholice snd action, Sartze mainkains, the
fundswental attimd,ei or, the for-itself's choice of being, toward the

world is manifested,
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The for-itself’s sctions at any given time sre nmot isolated,
discrete actions, but, apsrt from the odd emeeption, are integrated sud
related to wider projects, amd, ultimstely, to the fundamentel project.
Sartre says: "Bvery project is comprehemsible as a project of itself
toward a possible. It is comprehemsible first in go far as it offers a
rational content which is fmmediately spprebemsible «- I place my lmsp-
sack on the ground in order to rest for z moment, 7This mesns that we
iumediately apprehend the possible which it projects snd the end at whish
it aims, In the second place it i3 comprehensible in that the possible
under emiﬁmxzi@ rafers to other possibles, these to still others, and
8o on to the sltimate pessibility vhich I am., The comprehension is effected
in two opposed senses: by a regressive peychoanalysis one ascends back
from the ecomsidered act to my ultimate possible; and by a synthetic
progression one vedescends from this wltimate posaible to the considered
act and grasps its integrstion in the total fam”? And, as each pheno-
wanon of the world needs to be explained 2z having the whole mzm as
its background, as detaghed from the plemum of the world, so, analogously,
ecach act of the for-itself detaches itself from a unitary synthesis of
all fts possibilities; that is, ssch act i{s explicable in relation to
the for-itself's mode of being, either in comformity to that being, or
in oppositiom to it. Sertye says: "It 15 necessary to conceive of this
ultimste possibility as the umitary synthesis of all our actual possibles;
each of these possibles vesides in an undifferentiazted state in the
uitimate possibility until 2 pémwular circumstance comes to throw it
into velief without, however, thereby suppressing its quality of belonging
/im the totall “’3



One's fundamenmtal project can be placed in perspective, amalyzed,
and nihilated at sny moment, Sartre gtates, In fact, by one's everyday
acts, one i3 contimally modifying this iaivial project. One's anguish
besrs witness to the poasibility of altering one'’s project, on Bartre's
account, One's everydsy projects ave integrated in, and given wider
meaning and significance by, this ultimate project, or mode of being,
but this latter does not determine the sweryday projects, At sny moment
ocae is sble to nihilate one's mode of being, either by modifying that
mode of being, or sctuslily changing it., One way of chaaging this mode of
balng ts through ammihilation by choosing saicide. A less drastie way
would be nepating one's mode of being sud choovsing another ultimate project,
Such 5 cholce would be s comversion from one mode of being to another;
for exammple, from thelsm to athedsm, or vice verss, Such 2 metamovphosis
is made when one chooses another mode of being and adopts different ends.
"The anguish which, when this possibility is revealed, manifests our
freedom to our consciousness is witmess of thir perpetusl modifiability
of our initial ptoj&t*“# 4dnd, Sartre says sgain, ... we are pgrpamliy
threatened by the unihilation of our actual cholce and perpetusily threat~
ened with choosing ourselves -+ and consequently with becoming -- other

5
than we ave. "

Men's fundamental project, in Sartre's view, is 2 desire toward g
being; that is, the desire to attain a perfect harmony between himgelf and
the world., Though eash persoo may attempt to satisfy this desire through
differant wodes of being, the ultimate gonl of these various projects is

& hareonious synthesis between the individual, as a dbeing.for-itself, with
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being-in-itself, That s, the for-itself desires to nihilete its
spontaneity and become like the inert being-in-itself, but, at the game
time, vemaining conscious. The for-itself's ideal mode of befng is to
be a being in.itself-for-itself, Such a being would be an Absolute
baiug, Sartre says: dian short, it would be God, Sartre states, it is
as constiousness that the foy.itself ... wishes to have the fmpermeability
and fafinite demsity of the in-itself. It iy as the nthilation of the
in-iteelf and a perpetusl evasion of comtingemcy and of facticity that
it wishes to be its own foundation. This {e why the possible is pro-
jected in general as what the for-itsalf lasks in ovder to become in.
{eself~for-itself. The fundamental value vhich presides over this pro-
ject is exsctly the ineitself-for-itself; that iz, the fdeal of a con-
scicusness vhich would be the foundation of its own being-in-ftself by
the pure conseiousness which ft would have of iteelf, It is this ideal
which can ba callad God, Thus the best way to comceive of the fumdamentsl
project of human reality is to say that mas is the beding whosa project
iz to be ﬁaﬂ."é

Such a synthagia between the two regions of belng is unrealizable,
Sartre maintains, As the source of nothingness, beiag-for-itself lacks
the umgmuamm and, a8 an opague sassive plemum, the beiwg-in.
itself can never stquirve the spontaneity of consciousness, Rach being
in mtually, and totally, emcinsive of the other. Thus, men's guest for
a synthesis of his being with that of the fa.itself, im short, his pw ject
- of nihilating his contingeney by attaining the Absolute, is doomad from
the very start., However, man secks to overcome the dualism, to trans-

cend his owm beiug towerd the Absolute, to reach the stable and yet eon-
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scious status of in-itself-for-itself, "“The suprems value toward which
conscicusness at every instent surpasses iteelf by its very being”,
Sartyve holds, "is the absolate wm of the self with its character
istics of fdemtity, of purity, of permamence, ete., and as its om
foundation, "7 Such & surpassing weuld require mau to beccme a belnge
fa~itself, a full posicivity, Since mam lecks 2uy being-in-itself,
such 2 project becomes, in Sartre's torms, z useless paanim.e

Man's desire to become God does not, Sartre wmalatains, constitute
an esgence, & priori, of wan; that is, the projeet of being God does not
define, or comstitute, the nature of men prior to the existence of man
as being-for-iteelf., For Sartre, the desire to be God does not exist
first in order to cause itself to be manifested later by individual da.
sires g posteriori. Indesd, there is nothing beyond the symbolic ex-
vrassion which this desire finds in comcrete desires, “There 43 not
fivst s single desive of being, theanm & thousand particular feelings,"
Sartre stotes, "but the desire to be exists and munifests itself omnly
in and through jealousy, greed, lowe of art, cowsrdice, courage, and 2
thougand contingent, empirical expressionms vhich always cause human

reality to appear to us only as munifested by a particulsy man, by a
spacific perm.“9 Bocaupe it 48 & lack of being, the for-itself pro-
jecta being as an end; dissatisffed with ite contingency, the for-itself
degires its owm foundation that {8 both uecessary and stable, And, simce
it 48 the origin of negation, the for-itself posits its facticity am a
lack that is not getisfying, and posits as its end of action an ultimate,
and satisfying, 4deal which it strives to sttain through various ordimary,
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daily projeats.
Sartre says that “... while the mesning of the desire is ul-
timately the project of baisg God, the desire is never comstituted by

this meaning; on the comtrary, it always veprdésents a particular dis-
eovery of its ewds, These ends in fset ave pursued in teves of a pavt-
feular empirical situaticn, sud {r is this wery pursuit which comstitutes
the surroundings ss & situation. The desire of belng 15 always realized
as the desive of & wede of helug. And this desize of s wode of being
exprasses itself in turn s the mesndng of the myriads of comcrete de-
sires which constitute the web of our ¢omscious g;:w@ The end or goal
| of this fundamsutsl desire of the for«itself, namely the Absolute as
in~itself-for-itaelf, doss mot, in veality, exist. If tha Absolute could
be attained, it would vepult ia the “thingifying " and, hence, the end,
of gonsciousness. The ultimste desire is menifested only through part
icular demires and thelr eads.

The fupdasental desire te en abstract, outeloglcal “destire to
be" that iz unable to hinder freedom or be the fundamentul structurs of
the individusl, Sartve maintaine, Freedom {s identified with nthilation,
as we have indicated befors, and the for-itself iz frse because it
aihilates its gwﬁa and makes ftself a lack of baing, The for-itself's
dosire of betug, vether than an assence, is the consciousness of its
facticity as a lack, ae uwnsatisfactory, and in need of being transcended
toward fresly chosen gosls. As the third chapter pointed out, desire,
in Savtve's view, i3 fdentical with the for.itself's lack a_a being. In

that chapter we presented the following guotation from Being sud Nothing.
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negs: "Desire is a lack of being. It is haunted in its immost heing by
the bajng of which it 1s desive. Thus j.x: bears witness to the existense
of lack 4n the being of hwsan mmﬁyz.&i Thus the for-itself desires
being beacuse it is & lsek of being. By desiving a particular end in a
certain situation, the for-iteelf manifasts its desire aud choiece of a
particular mode of being which is also its particular attitude vis 3 vis
the world., The for-iteelf 1s this particular project imsofar as it is
engaged in 1t." Thus 1f I am rowing on the river," Sartre says, "1 am
noth: - gither heres or in any other world -« save this comerete project
of rowing., But this project itaelf inasmuclh as 4t is the totality of wmy
being, expresses my originmal ehodee ia particular efrcumstamces; it is
pothing other than tha choice of myself as a totality in these
eiwmtwm.'%z

The free for-itself lacks amd desiyes the being-in-itself, Simce
desirve is idemtiral with lack of baing, in Savtve's view, ¥,..freedom
can arise only as being which makes itsalf s desirve of being; that is,
as the project-for-itself of being m~itua1£~£{w»&tm1£.l'? This project«
for-itself of being in-itself-for-itself, as sarlier stated, is an
shatrsct structure and caumot he regarded gs the essence or nature of
frendom, Sartre says that “"Fresdom is existemee, and in it existence
pregedes essence. The upsurge of freedom 48 fmmediste and concrete and
iz not to be distinguished from fis choiee; that is, from the pergon
himself, But the structure under comsideration cen be called the truth
of fresdom; that is, 1t is the hunan meaning of frmdm.&& One's mode
of beiug, in Sextre's view; is fresly and spontameously chosen by one's
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consciousness as the origin of negation,

Man's fundsmental project of being inwitself-for-iteuelf is
unreslizable, Sartxe has sald, Man desires the Absolute, but to satisy
this desire, man's exiatsuce would be sonthilated gua being-for-itself,
But the very fdeal of the Absolute, Sartve maintains, is self contea-
distory since it would {avolve s synthesis of two radically vaique aund
irreducible beings, samely, the for-itself and the in-itself, Sartre
says: “Totsal bedng. ... that being whose extstense would be a unitary
systhesis of the in-itself and eonsciousness -- this ideal baing would
ba the in-itself founded by the foritself and idsutical with the for-
izself which founds it -~ 1.e., the ens causa sui, But precisely be-
mm. we adopt the peint of view of this ideal ‘Mmg ree WO BUSL BHL.
ablish that the real is an sbortive effort to attain to the dignity of
the self-cause, Everything happens as if the world, man, snd man<in.
tha-world suceeaded in realizing only s missing God, Everything happens
therefore as 4f the {a:itself and the for-itself were presented in a
state of disintegravion in rzelation to an fdeal symthesis, Not that the
fntegration has ever takew place but on the contrary precisely because
it is always indicated and slways inpossible .,. If it 43 impossible te
pasg from the mm of heing-in-itgelf teo that of bai.us»ﬁar»m:mu and
to vounite them in a common gews, this 49 because the passage in faet
from the ome to the sther and thelr reuniting can mot be af\fmmd;“w

Sartre maintains thet the non-existence of God is very ammoying
since it places all the mmmmm for sach wan's sctions on the
individual himself., Thexs 48 mo vecourse to an Absolute for ultimate
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justifieation of eme's 1ife, In his sssay, Existestialism 1o s Human.

ism, Sertre says that without God there ave no absolute values sub-
sisting in an intelligible heaven; man &5 completely gnd totally re-
gponaible. Ia this esssy, however, Sartye takes #t!mim for graated,
His purpose is to draw out the implicatious arising from an atheistie
stavting-pofnt. And, fan the novel, Neusea, there 1s no room for God
in 2 world that is sbsurd and contingent.

In Being and Nothingness, Sartre presents his athelsm as part
of his systematie omtology. We might ask, however, whether Ssrtre's
degcription of being-in-iteelf as a4 full positivity of being, and bejng-
for-itpelf as spontaneous, free and lscking the in.itself, provides
sufficient vessons fur sdvocatiang athetsm? In other words, is not Sartrve's
atheimu fnstead an oviginal project, Sartre's choice of being, which
trenscends his description of the two regioms of beimg? Our point, for
the remainder of the chapter, will be that Sartre's omtology per se,
end a8 it now stends, is neutral vis % vis atheiem 'mé;’cm theism., In
short, on the basis of this omtology, and without going beyond it,
agnosticism, comceyaing the existence of God, is a wove comnsistent project / /
than atheism, Auny “going-beyond” Sartre's ontology requires a project
vhich appropristes a world on the "other side” of his descriptive omtology
&k:wh is concarned with sun's extstence in this world, Suwh a project
is one's ¢hoice to nihilate aud appropriate this "beyond" in a particular
way.

The God Sartre rejests is busieally the God of the Scholagtfes;
namely, the all-poverful, ever-kmowisg, completely perfect and {nfinite
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evsator of man snd the world, That Surtre soncentyates om this type

of deity, probubly the most weineruble to logieal and epistsmplogical
axitisisms, doss wot suggest that a doow has doen lefv siightly sjay

in his misnd for smothey, less sbasolute, delty to sater. Vhen Sarive
doslaves that God dose wot exiut, be intludes all gods and any prisciple
vhiish would sttespt to windicabs man's actions snd values boyond wan
hinpals, Sartve's yvhilosophy does net demy Ood's existenss, vn the one
band, nox retais all the old valuss s i€ thelr Justificetion ressined
unaffectad, on thae other,

Savtre sttempts to show that ths fden of God in & contradiction
thet samnot bs supported by his omtology, At the mame time, ha sttempts
to imdteata how the motion of God arises, fu the First plsce, a5 & uotion
which can be mplnined puychologlenily,

Oue of Bartye’s avgumetits, & peyehoslopiesl sxplasation of one's
beltet 4 God, i» based on bis anslysis of the Jook, Yhe sxtstenge of
. the Othor-ss-mibiect doms wot vequive prosf, Sertre holds, The fore
tewelf knows the Other to be susther for-itseif sisse this Other can
apprebend the for-feaelf ak an objest, The fer-itself is nmm of
{te badng-for-Others and can chogse sither to accept ite baifng-for-Others,
or demy £6. Tm shovt, =é we polwted out fn the last ghapter, the for-
ttaelf 15 comefous of baing in a world peopled by Other for-itself's.
Without going into the detail of Bertrs's analysis of the loock, the for-
froelf 1a comscious of Lt buing am objeet for the Other's gane. A
parson miy, in sny gives case, be miotaken iu *feuling” that sowacus ia
Inoking &t Hin: wobody may be sesv Bim, Bot the very faet that he i»




M.Nvqu

nigtaken and is still conscious of his being-for-Others, indicates,
Sartre says, the individusi's certainty that the Other-ss-subject exists,
1f one goes beyond this awsrensss of the Other-as-sublect to
the idez of an infinite Othar-ag-subject for whom one is apn intended
ohject, then ome arrives at the idea of God, Sartre declaves. He says:
"oes 1f T twrm awany from the look as the occasion of concrete proof and
seek to think ewptily of the infinite indistinmetion of the human presemce
and to snify it under the comcept of the infinire subject which is never

an chject, then I obtain a purely formul uotion which refers to an in-
finive series of mystic experiences of the presemce of the Other, the
notion of God as the omaipresent, infinite subject for whom I gnﬁ.g
By abptraction and unification, one is able to comoeive of the ides of
an infinite subject or God who is the author of a cosmie look, for whom

" ome is an object known to the darkest vecesses of one's being.

Coneorning the sbove psychologlesl sccount of the origin of our
ides of Cod's existespe, it {5 not particularly ifwmportsat, for our
purposes, vhether the fdea does, ov does nobt, originate in this, or s
similar way. The walidity of the ides of God's existence seems to be
& question that ia indepsndent of the question songerning the origin of
the idea, Por if we can oxplain the ovigin of the idea of God's exist.
gﬁ we #till have not setiled the question whether God does exist, nor
have we indicated how sontingent being can exist without necessary baing.
Ik fhis Taspect, one commentatoy says: “Evem if Sartre is wight,
peyecholugieally, that the fdea of God reflects man's lonsliness, his
yearaing for haymony, his desperate attempt to find humen solidarity
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in the presence of s Trauscendent Staver, it does mot follow that God
is wareal, though it may follow that all human resposses to Him are far
from perfect because they m inevitably tinged with wishful thmﬁins."w

Sartre maintaing that the beding of phenomens, unemely, being-
in~itself, simply is, without justification, velated neither to possible
being, nor to necessary being, Be also says that even if the in-itaelf
were created, its bedng would still be inemplicable since it hss long
been sepavated from the act of crveation, In short, we can's say any-
thing sbout the being of phenomens emcept that it is, This view of
Sartre’s was pointed out at length in the first chapter, and, 2s we tried
to indicate there, it reflests his method of analyzing the givems of
experience without going beyoud these givens, Asswming that Sartve is
correct iu maintaining that ao necessary belug is given to experiemce,
that only being-iu-itself sud being-for-itself are givea this sense,
can he nevertheless categoricslly assert that the i{n-itself end the forx-
itself exhaust the pospibilities? Oranted that a necessavy being, or God,
1f it did exist, would be fundamentally irvelevent to Sartre's amalyais
of the dialsctical relatiomship between the in-itself and the for-itself,
since, ex hypothest, this necessary being is not given ar a part of that
dialectic, Sartve appesys, howevar, to hawve extended beyond this
dialectie, in his own acecunt, when he says that God csnuot exist. Sartre’s
interpretation of the dlalectic, we maintein, in this instance, at least
posits beyond direct evidence and may swan intexfere with his deseription
of the givens of exparience.

Sartye's philosophisal method, as we tried to point out dirvectly



in the istroduction, and indirectly throughout the thesis, is geared toward
human existence by means of a descriptive ontology of the givers of
experionde which are directly i{mspected in the msmner deseribed in the
introduction and first chapter. Roquentin's experience of nausea, for
exsmple, is a description of men’s emcounter with the opacity of betng-
in-itself. Roguentin finds the world contimgent and sbsurd, and maintains
that Cod cammot exist in such a world, But, we may ask, {3 nauses the fund-
amentel amd only authentie appropriation of the world, as Sartre seems to
suggest? Nausea, as s rhenomenon of being, mey acquire a diffevent meaniug
and significance for somsone else. And, it sesns arguable that Sartre
analyzes a given experience, uasusea, from a partigular point of view at
the expense of athilating other pevepectives by which the same vhencmenon
could be deseribed and futerpreted. Im his descriptive analysis of
subjective m&ri&wm such as the espertence of nausea, Sartye temds to
make existential judgements concerning the objective refeéremce of those
Ww as the only adequate spprehensions af{ the phenomenon of being.
In this way, other possible suggestions fmplied in these experiences are
oot utilized. But this tendemgy appears to be gomtrary to Sartre'’s owm
dascriptive analysis of the freedom of the for-itself, simse, in his
amalysis, it fa the for-itwelf which giver mésning aud significance to
rhonomens 1t expeviences in o situation which, In turn, is appropriated

in relation to thwe for-itself's freely chosen projects. Thus it seems
conceivable that metaphysiral mauses, vis & vis the material world, as

an experience of the mystic, could lead to God rather than awasy from Him,
ag in anumai#*# ecage, If the phenomenon of being ip revesled through
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BagHes, can Sartre say that this 45 the only way the phenomsaon of batug
épmm, or even, that his fnterpretation of it is any move than a freely
chosen appropristion of {t? Sartre's appropriation of being, through
nauses, is pot arbitrary but it {s 'a*a contingent as the situation it
attempts to describe, Any claime repulting from this appropriaticn
concerning stheism, or theism, must share this contingency, and any such
¢lzim, though a meeningful and sigmificant postulate, is mot an apodietic
one; it is & postulate that is an original project of one's being, but it
i3 not necessarily a universal ome,

In the introduction to Being and Hothingmess, Sartre says that
"Being will be disclosed to us by some kiud of immediate access -~ boredom,
nauses, ebc, 3.3 This stetemsnt suggest, though usdoubtedly it is not
Saytre's intention, that other immediste accesses to belag, in sddition
to nausea, are possible, Sartre, we claim, has not presented us with
sufficient reasons for asserting that being canm be apprehended omly through
nauges, ov similar experiences. Other experiences, we may argue, might
suggest different meanings, As en example, we may refer to Rudolf mr.tig
who maintains that he fntuits a nysterious, overpowering, and majestic
muminous which he calls God, Otto anzlyses his expevience and holds that
a gulf exists between Sod and our comsciousness of Him, However, we are
able to apprehend God through our immer feelings, consclence and decision.
Man's awaremess of God, in Otto's view, is, to employ Sartrean mm»nlagy,
a pre-judicative comprehension of the being of God. Sartre's prejudicstive
sel being, through
nauses, We ave aot suggesting that ome view is preferable to the other,

aaﬁprehms.m, en the other hand, is of tramsphenome
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but that Sartre's {utuition is mot an ewelusive way of appropriating
being. NWor is Otto's, mm' used not gmmmm atheism, however
noY majesty and overpowerfulmess, theism, 3But to hold that only through
nuuses can being be asuthentically apprehended, as Sartye suggests, is
to obseure the experientisl windows through which some light might enter.
If Sartve’s atheism in his original project which iz corroborated
for him by, for exsmple, sauses, then others who "feel that way" sbout
things might agree with Sartve, wheress those vhoe do not, can refer to
the idicaynerasy of such an experiemce. Not szll sthefsts will feel
naagecus toward the world. Also, theve are Christians, for example,
wvho feel as alicnsted and strenge in this world as Sartre, but who go
bayond this alienation into faith, In short, we sesm to have reached
sn impasse whers athelsm or theism can be equally propagated om the basis
of feeling, but neither convimeing to the mon-believer., However, Bartvre
presaents ontological rvessons for the impossibility of the ideal of God,
in addition to his feeling thet way about the worid. mm question we |
wish to raise is Mhar thesse ontological reasoms emable Sartre to deny
God's existence, or if such a demial {8 a projection beyond the omtologleal
description he presents? In other words, does Sartre make a "leep” be-
yond kis descriptive entblogy when be elaims that God's esistence is
inpmuiblm?
We mentioned sarlier that God, in Sartre’s wview, and if He exists,
is an Absolute iu every vespeet. God, then, would be comscious as well
a8 immutable; He would be & being-in-itgelf-for-itself, Cod's self-

consciousnesis would be an infinite self.conseiousness, beyond time, But
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. His self-conseiousness would be a unity, without gaps; and theve ¢ould
be no gap between His being-for-itself and Bip being-im-itself, Sartve
maintatng that such & wndty is twpossible, wnless Cod were simple being-
in-itself, but, thes, Ba would not be the conscious Absolute. Con-
seionsmess $s intentiomsl and {mvolves distimetion, ss we have seen in
Bartre‘s philosephy. Self~conscicusmess favolves both presense to it-
self and sbaence from iteslf; that is, with self-consclouspess, the
eonselousness intended i3 separated by the degative from the intending
eonseiousuess, Sattve says that & self-conseiousness coapletely unified
and without distdvsecion, 1ike God's self-couseiousness ds-impossible.
Purthermove, since consciousness is 2 lsek, it requires being-in-itself
to supply obisats of eonssiowsness. In this sense, eonseiocusness is
secondarily derived, end, hence, if God existed, his comsclousuess would

. be socondarily derived, Sartre states. Por Savtre, any synthesis of

being.in-itself and being-for-itself 1s {mpossible: comseliousmess wonld
be swallowed up, sines, in God's case, there would be no lack, and; hencs,
 &x hypothesi, no gonsciougness,

We may ask, in this context, why God's conseioumess would nec-
assarily be of the sewe kind a8 man's? Severe has preseated us with e
detailed ontological deseription of man's aﬁgg and its yvelation-
ship with tutended objects. This consciouspess, on Sartre's ssalysis,
ie & legk that cammot be overcome; mothingness separates comscicusness
from {ts intended object and from irself, Sech & conselousnsss fa the
only one Sartre i{s able to anelyss, sincé it 45 the only ome ke can
spprehend. By itself, however, this Iimitarion does not pule out at
legst the prims facie possidility of & eomscious being that is different
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from the being-for-itself. And since Sartre, &8 z being-for-itself,
is a finite being, hie assertions concerning an infitite consciousness,
if they could be stated, could, at best, only approximate the nature
of that comnsciousness. Therefore, God's consciousness, 1if God exists,
would not be necessarily ideaticel with man's conscicusness. Indeed,
there muy be a sense, contrary to Sartre, in which & being, besides the
being~in~itself, could exist which is selt-idemtical, and yet comscious;
"{deatity," im other words, might have application to a being other than
the in-itself. It is mot inconceivable that God is both an absclute
unity and comscious, slthough such a comsciousness would be radically
different from the conscicusness of man, and probably ineffable to man.
Sartre's descriptive ontology, as he presents it, would have no way of
gven approximately describing such an "other~worldly" conseiocusness, on
the one hand; but that seme ontology, 1t wmay be argued, is unable to
categorically deny the possibility of such a conseiousness, om tﬁe other,
In this context, Frederick Coplestom, in an article, "Man Without
God,"nattmpts to clarify the position of theistiec rhilosophers, These
latter, he claims, do mot develop anm a pricxi comcept of comsciocusness
that is contrary to human consciousness, and then attribute this a
yriori notion to God. Rather, the theistie philosopher finds himself
compelled to attribute self-consciousness to God, since the necessary
being must be at least mot less than contingent being. At the same time,
these philosorhers ave compelled by reasonm to deny to the divine self.
consciousness the limitations and imperfections found i{m human consciousness.

If Covleston's argument has any validity, then we need not aum
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with Sartre that whatever is true of human consciousness amust be
attributed in uymmodified form to God's comscicusness., Granting that
Sartre i right in maintaining that man 18 unable to overcome the dualism
betwaen hiz being«for-itself and the being of the world, the in-itself,

it does mot follow that the duslism canmmot be overcome at all, By
elaiming that the deseriptiom of the being-for-itself which he has pre-
sented {s applicable, not only to human conscicusness, but to all possible
consciousness, Sartre, it seems, 18 applying his analysis of conscliousness
without qualificatiom to circumstances where unknown conditions msy modify

its application: the fallacy, A dicto simpliciter ad dicium secundum quiB.

It Sartre were sble to demomstrate that his analysis of comsclousness
was applicable to all poseible conscicusness, his atheism would have
greater efficacy. It does follow from Sartre's amalysis, hWer, that
if God exists, and is a synthesis of comsciousness and being, then He
would transcend human experience and knowledge guch that the terms "con-
sciousness,” “mind," “personal,” etc. camnot be applied univocally to Him,
Whether such a synthesis of being-in-itself and béingnfotuitself is
possible ought not to be categorically affirmed or denied, on the basis
of Sartre's omtology per se. Sartre's ontology, we claim, is restricted
to "this~side" of cxperima and {8 unable to tramscend being-for-itself
in facticity.

Atheism is projected by Sartre in order to preserve man'‘s sbsolute
freedom. 1If God crested man, Sartré says, man would be dependend on Him,
Man would be endowed with am essence or meture which would act in con-

formity with the divine plan; man would be determined by the cosmis law,
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But, Sartre claims, if man is not dependent upom Ged, them his existence
esn no longer be justified in relation to Cod. On this viéw, man's
choices, values and responsibility for his sctions are his alome, Sartre
says that either man depends om God and {s not f£ree; or, he is independent
. of God and absclutely free. Sartre takes the latter slternstive,

1f we again consider Sartre’s ontology as presented in this thenli;l,
we may ask if the altermatives stated in the preceding varagrarh ave
necessarily irreducible? Must Cod's existence end humen freedom as Sartre
has described it? If man's original project is & free project, as Sartre
claims, could not man freely choose his original project, and God exist,
a8 he chooses his everyday projects without denying the existence of the
Other? 1If man's beimg-for-Others doees not amaihilate his freedom, perhars,
analogously, man could choose his being-for-God, if God exists, without
annihilating his freedom.

If God exists an an Absolute in every respect, and endows man with
a pre-determined essence, then one must agree with Sartre that man's
freedom is impbssible, It 4s not an uncommon view which claims that
man is free though his asctions are foreseen by God, and they conform to
God's will because he is determined in his actions by his God-given essence.
Such a view of God does give eredence to Sartre's alternative: either
freedom and no God, or God and no freedom, The problem is, however,
wvhether God must be comsidered in Sartre's way) namely, as the being in-
itself-for-itself, and as Absolute. To prove God's existence may be im-~
possible, but it is equally difficult to affirm that God is and must be
a synthegis of comsciousness and the mieﬁal world, Further, it does

not follow that God and human freedom are incompatible concepts. A belief
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in God may be 1atgilisib1¢ only in relation to man's freedom and total
respousibility, wherein man can still make himself, in Sartre's semse,
Or, alternatively, man's freedom might be presented as an intelligible
concept only 1f God does, in fact, exist, We are not nrepared to preseat
a cage for either hypothssis, but only wish to maintain that Sartre's
conception of Cod does not eshause the possibilities; and, if this i{s the
case, God and men's freedom may not be incompatible, as Sartre c.‘.l.ai.ms.22
Man'e original project, in Sartre’s view, is the desire to attain
his own permanent and stable foundation while remaining conscious. But
this desire, Sartre emphasizes, as we have pointed out earlier in the
chapter, is an abstract synthesis of the individual's everyday projects
and i3 founded on his freedom., We might ask whather this view is so
radically antithetical to a ¢laim which asserts that man receives his
freedom from Cod while remaining abgolutely free to choose his own pro-
jects and choices of asction? BSartre says that man is not the foumdation
of his freedom but is condemned to be free. Would 4t be an implausible
thesis to claim that God, as the foundation of freadom, condemns man to
be free such that he could not choose not to be free? Man's unrealiszable
desire to attain the Absolute, in this case, would be to desire z synthesis
with the f;undatiau of his freedom, 1If a divine plan existed, man
condeaned to be free, would stili, in anxiety, have to choose his projects,
And even if he were commanded by a mysterious voice to act in a certain
way,.lika Abrahem in Kierkegasard's exnmpla,zathe individual would still
have to decide whether the voice were divime or demonic, and freely choose,

in fear and trembling, whether to act or nmot in accordance with this woice,
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Even to be divinely commanded, the {ndividual, by the nibilating
character of conscicusness, in conformity with Sartre’s analysis of
freadom in facticity, would have to imtend the command, appropriate it,
and choose it as his project, or reject it, Values, om such a view, even
if ultimstely vindicated in another existence, would, in facticity, ze-
guire meaning for the individual omly in relation to his projests, Since
he must act and choose in faeticity, man, alone, is responsible for the
choices he makes, Without accepting the implicit etheism, or unjustly
taking Sartre's words out of context, one could reply, like Orestes in
Sartre's ?1ay; that once placed on earth, man alone is responsible for
his actions and beyond manipulation by cosmic forces, In The Flies,
Orestes says to Zeus in this vespect: "But you blundered, you should not
have made me free, Neither slave, nor master, I am freedom, No sooner
had you ereated me, than I ceased to be yourn.“24

The above pavagrarh is not iatended as a substitute for Sartre's
atheism, It does attempt to suggest, however, that Sartre's rvhilosophy
of freedom is not necessarily incompatible with theism of some kind, of
which we sketehily indicated cne gemeral possibility, And, we night add,
since Sartre affirms transphenomenal being, which dees not appear, why
should Cod's affirmation be impossiblef 1If there is a phenomenon of
being, perhaps others, like Otto, for example, have beem conscious of a
rhenomenon of God. And if transphemomenal being is the comdition of all
revealing but itself not revealed, the view that there is an Eternal Love,
or Thought, or Wisdom, as the ground of all love, or knowledge, is no

less strange or apodeitically {mpossible, PFar from proving Cod's existence,
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such a c¢lafm simply points out that ontology {n Sartré's sense and athefisw
are not necessary bedfellows., But any claim for theism, we hold, if

based on an ontological amelysis similar to Sartre's, would have to go
beyond that analysis which is neutral, contrary to Sartre's claim, vis g vig
God's existence, Theism, iike atheism, is an original p»roject within

the comtext of Sartre's vhilosovhy, we elaim, Sartre’s descriptive
ontelogy presents a vivid and persussive deseription of human freedom,

but it tells us nothing, save Sartre's originmal project, sbout any emtity
or event on the "other-side" of the dialectic of man existing his facticity.
Perhaps it is inevitable that ome's fundamental asvorehension of the world
rests upon a persuasive appgal to pérsonal asgent, In itself, suwch an
avpeal can be imspirational, especially when a rersom, like Sartre, trams-
cends his original intuition and attempts to give us a systematic and
descriotive sccount of man in the world, UWhether one agrees, or not, with
Sartre's original project of atheism, his philosoprhy of freedom does not,
we maintain, and as the preceding chapters have indicated, stand or fall
on the assertions of this project. Rather, freedom is described by am
analysis of situations and events which man experiences in facticity; and
analysis which involves the confrontation of comsciocusness with the
massiveness of being. The original projeet is ap attempt to transcent
facticity. Such an attempt strives to take us beyond our experiences in
the world while, at the same time, trying to give cosmic meaning and
significance to those experiemnes., But such a project remains each mam's
¢choice, and the value he places on his freedom will be hie decision and

ultimate vesponsibility.
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Iris Mavdoch, in & passage from her bock om Sartre, gives us
a fitting epilogue to cur secount of Sartve'’s philasorhy: "His shiloserhy
is not just a pieve of irresyonsible :Mmm; it is the exyressionm
of a last.ditch attachment to the walue of the individusl, expreased
in vhilosovhieal terms, Sartre is rerforming the traditiocaal task of
the philosorher; he 1s reflecting svetematically about the human cenditiom,
The rols of vhilosorhy might be ssid to be to extend and deeven the self-
awsreness of mankind, Such s definition will cover both amalysis and
watachysies, What the saychoanalyst doee for the varticulsy conseiousw
ness of the fedividual the metaphysician does for the intellectual com~
sciousness of the group he {3 addressing, and through them perhars for
the consciousness of an epoch. He presents & comeeptusl framework which
iz an 2id to understanding, The answer to thome who wish to eliminste
metachysics fs the 'meral' anawer: that it L8 prover for intellectual
groaps to make this pertieular sort of effort szt self-comprehension. That
the influence of such sttempts, for good or evil, ie vot limited to the

25
groups concerned is evident from the history of rhiloseshy."



1. Just what this orxdinary way involves is zometimes A1€Zioult to
determing, 4 czemal glanmce at the gewspaper indicates that the word
"fresdom,” for #ismple, seems to mean diffaevent things for different
people within the seme socisl snd politfes] commumity. However, this
prablen does not ¢o

2. Perse, Fredevick, gﬁ%?ﬂ»ua and Persuasfon,” PHILOSOE
IRERLY, vol. 12, 1862, p. 160, .

3 With any philosopher, the influences upon his thought tend to be

x ug at the moment.

many. In the case of Sartre, we gould wention, smong others, Descartes,
Bant, Begel, Kiekegaard and Nistzsche in addition to Husserl and Haidegger.
Rowever, we wish to discuss Husserl gpecificelly becaume of his emphasis
upont the thinge themselves of experience and their asalyeis in texms of
cousefousness,

Ve should sention at this point, that Ssrtre's term, “being-in-
itself” and “being-for«itself,” ave taken from Hegel's an-sich and flvestch,
Also, like Desgsunter, Savtre bagins from the primary of the cogito. The
texm, “being-fi-itself " “being-for-itself,” and “cogito” will be dis-
cussed in the next chapher.

4, Russerl began his Lomdos Lectures of 1922 by saying thet the wondey
of 21l wonders was the pure ego and pure subjectivity. Ses:

¢ PHS ,,.“,‘}N,._a.:&(,.;,w,g GICAL MOVEMEI 'y second gm.ﬂm.ss_
§§§ u_w.%? BAGUE (1963), ¥wo volumes, p. 87.

5. By "seiepce” Husserl mesps the whole body of kaowledge and uot just

the netural and social sciences,

161.
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&, To this "matural” standpoint, Husserl contrasts 2 *chenomenslogleal”
e,

1.

CARTES: ITATIONS, An Iutroduction to Phenomenology.
::m}xat y !g nuﬂm Catyns, Martinus Nijhoff, THE RACGUR
¥ ?t i

8. W&mu‘* Plerve, WEAT IS PURWOMENOLOGY?, adited with an Introdsction
by James ¥, Edie, translated by James M, Edie, Charles
ﬁmﬁwmy, Paul mmm* Herlin Press, London (1963),
Ty 2

9. Busserl, RBdwund, IDEAS, General Introdustion to Pure Phenvasmology,
translated by W. R. Boyoe Gibson, George Allen & vuwin s.td. s
London {31958)! D &b,

19, ﬁuﬁmﬁ, gw, PRI 1‘&:;‘ 00
17, 1943,

11, Objects of comsciousness ave mot, if 1f has mot already Meen made

£, Bocyelopasdia Mimmiea, vol,

clasy, objects in consciousness, |

12, Husserl, IDEAS, p. 261-2,

13:. A pre-judicative or pre-yeflective imtultiom is prior to a reflective
intulvion but isn't pecessarily any movre eomplete, Ot the meaning of
Hintuition” as uaed herd, more will be asid later,

14, , " PEENOMENOLL

15, Thévenaz, M» P 43

16, Thevenss, IBID., p. 46, The'tramscendental” being defined as "the

quality of thet whieh is coaselcusness’ (Busserl, "PHEROMENOLOCY '

17, Thévemax, ISID, , p. 47.

18, BHusserl, IBID., p. 70L.

30, "Discommexion,” or “brscketing’.

20, TRasserl, IDEAR, p. 113, _

#1. Iu his later development, Huswerl goes beyond pure phenomenology by
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saying that the thiag csmmot exist outeide of comscicusmess. This is
metaphysieal vather than a phepomenologieal claim, Pure phenomenology,
which we have been deseribiog, ueed not be interssted im the existence
of the thiag beyond intentionality,

22, ‘thévenax, op. git,

23, PFor Russerl, & thenomenology of time, for example, would be concerned
with time ag it gppeays to c¢onsciousness, The snalysis restricts fteself

te what is given -~ that fs; to such “undeniable” chenomena as, for exsaple,
a melody appesring to somsclousness ag & succession., The phenomenclogival
investigation Jdoes not présume the trath of the temporal judgewents of
selente, Phenomenclogy attempts 1o desevibe the essence of the time that
thus sppears: this favolves the discovery of what “comstitutes" time,

that 19, what an appsarancs sest be to be temporal, This imeludes the
explication of laws which detail gemeral properties that must belomg to
every tempors] experience, Husserl's chemomenology, in short, is con~

cerned with deseribisg the essemtisl structure of amy type of appesrsnce

to comsciousness. This exsmple is taken from: Pasemore, Johs, A Hundved
""

¥, Serald Duskworth & Co, Led,, Londen (1957), p. 196,
2. See Sartre, Jesm-Paul, BEING AND NOTHINGHESS, translated with sn
{nrrodustion by Hurel E. Barnes, Philosophical Library, Sew York (1956),
ps A38-9,

25. Spiegelberg, IBID., p. 432,

s _of Phil

26. Howeverjwe J&vAbdL,intend. te meke a comprehensive study of Ssrive’s

and Husserl'sc respective rhilusorhies sisce this would take v oo far a¥field,
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27, Although Hugserl's basic rhenmosmenon wus pure sonsciousness, it
should be pointed cut that im his later perfod he operasted with the
goncept of a pre~given "life-world™. Bpiegelberg, in his book, The

Phensssnological nt, says that the notion of the Lsbenswelt, or

world of lived experients, is the most influential and suggestive idea
to bave suerged so fay cut of Husseri's uvnpublished mamuseripts. It
was, however, & conteption that oceupied Russerl during his entive last
decade,

The Lebenswelt 43 2 sotion complately fzithful to the original
intention of phesomenclogy and Husserl regarded it, according to Splegalberg,
as one of the avennss to transcendental phenomenclogy, revesling, Husserl
. believed, a valusble study of intemtfomality im sction, Husserl matntained,
Spiegelberg says, that eash life-world manifests certain styectures or
"styles” and thase invite study by what Husserl czlls an "oatology of the
lifesworids”, {Splegeiberg, p. 160) Spiegelberg says that as Husserl
later saw it, & peeuliar kind of first reduetion, nemely = suspension of
science, was indispoasible in ovder to get sight of the 1ife-world and
its structures, It would bs regquired of this first reduction to lesd haek
from the structures of the lebenswelt to the hidden funetions of in-
tentiomality. Discovering these functioms would then permit ome to trace
the constitution of the chavactaristic features of the Lebenswelt asnd
of other objectivities based om these featurss, {Spiegelberg, v. 168-1)

Soiegelberg says the first step in this direction would ba & complete
inspection, snalysis and doseription of the life-worid as we expeyience

it prior to the transcendental reduction. Russerl contributed mome firat
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directives for s rhenomenclogical description of the life-world. "Thus,
& life world is to be conweived", Splegelberg says of Hussgerl, "as an
oriented world with an experienciug self st its ceater, designated as
such by persomal pronouns. Around this pole the world is structured by
such peculiar patterns as 'near! and ‘far,' as 'home ground’ ... end
foraign ground ... Its spatial frame of reference is experienced as
stationary, contrary to the scientific conmcaption of the Copernican wniverse.
To be sure, these descriptions were deliverately sketehy and prograsmatic.
It remaims to be seen whether the present enthustasm for this conception
will lead to more substamtial achievemeuts.” (Splegelberg, p, 162)

The brief reference to the Lebenswelt fn Husserl's later philosophy

fndicates that Heidegger's starting point from the basis phenomenmon 1
am in a world,” had been anticipated to some extent by Husserl, Although
Heidegger has presemted a wore detailed deseription of Dasein than Husserl
did of the Lebenswelt, the former concept is a legitimate extension of
post Husserlisn thought, Dasein sexves us o kind of bridge extending from
the '"inrellectualist” rhencwenslogy of Busserl to the “"rationalist”
existentialism of Sartre.

On the Lebenswelt, ses:

Spiegelberg, The Phemomemological v t, especially p. 159-62.

28, See Sartre, Ibid., p. 17.
29. Thévenar, Ibid., p. 578,
30, Spiepelberg, lbid,, p. 453.
31, Sviegslberg, Ibid., p. 479.
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32, Evidence is adequate, for the phenomenclogist, when the {mtended
shject is grasped inm its emtirety, It is apodeictic evidence when the
inrended object is apprehended as being necessariy sc and so.

38. Spiegelberg, Ibid,, p. 659-60

34, Campbelil, Mﬁre, "M;;mmlim in France afma i:lw Li.hemt:im,"

ted by Marvin Farbes, University of Baffelc Publications
in m.mmn Buffalo (1950), p. 137.

35, In this veSpecti-the WMawa and puggestiveness of Hussarl's
motion of the Lebemswelt cam bs seem.

36, Matamsom, Msurice, "Jesw-Paul Savtre's Philosophy of Fresdom,”
g HI a’ﬂ.“-h‘ "VOL; 19’ 1?32’ E”" 3&6*

37. This last statement is not intended to deprecéde more anzlytical
philosophites, It iz simply to axgue that 2 philosophy which includes
wmore, for better or worse, in its inquiry will tend to be less rigorous
than one which sarrews its isvestigatiom, for better or worse, to a
limited set of problems, Of course, exceptions to this statement are
abundant,

38, Murdsch, Iris, "Hagel in Modern Dress,” Hew Stateswon and Nation,
Wlw 331 ﬁﬂ}‘ 25‘ 1957, F-r &?6#




FOOTNOTES: CRAPTER 1

1. The word “thing” is being used here geuerically and does not fmply

Y“materialicy", |

2, It is arguable whether such determination i3 withim the furisdictiom

of a philosophical inquiry at all, This problem, which in basfeally one

of the nature and scope of & philosophical imquiry, does not comcern us heve,

3. Bartre dows, indeed, define being as "being.in-itself.,” or "beling

is what 1t 4s". But, and this will be returned to, this is only one

vogion of being. Furthermore, such a definition {5 not stipulative but

is only derived from the general deseription of comsciouvsness and the

being of its intended object,

4, The umtimm' dialectic beatween being, on the ome hand, and con-

scicussess, on the other, is antfcipated here, Being is not kaown abstractly

but oaly through our experience (and all that this implies) of bdeing,

On the other hand, sueh experienmces are only mede possible becsuss being

is the intendad object of conscliousness. The efficacy of this dialectic

will be made more apwrém: as we proceed,

5. Both Descartes snd Sartre emphasize the primsey of consciousness,

but Sartre maintains the pre-veflective conscicusness {3 more basic and

precedes the reflective or Cartesisn cogit,

6, Desan, Wilfrid, The Tragie Finale: An Essay on the Philosophy of
Jean-Paul Bartre,

Barper Torchbooks, The Avsdemy Library, Harper & Brothers,
Hew York (1?69) * ?03«;

167.
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8.
®.
10.
11,

153,

Sartre, Jesn-Paul, Being and Wothiagness: An Essay on Phenomeno-
, v logieal Ontology,
tranglated with en Introduction by Hamel E. Barnes,
Philosophical Library, New York (1956), p. xlv,
mt“’ ;@u %t
Sartre, ap. eit.

This point, semely, that phevomens do not contain a hidden potemcy,

will be veturmed to in the next chapter.

12,
13.
14,

15,

veridical rhenomens and 1{llusory chenomeéns. The former phemomens

Sartre, op. git,
am, 1‘55.&” P 31‘#11.

Saxrtre, Jean-Paul, pation, translated with an Introduction by

Forrest Williams, The University of Michigan
Press, Amm Arbor (1962), p. 1.

Sartre, Being and Nothingness, p. xivii,

It is the series of appeavances whersin lie the distisction between

sppear

in an infinite series ox described sbove in the text. The series of

appeavances of illusory phenomens, such as aftes-images, halluecinztions,

etc. are finite and discrete, By raflectios, that 1s the ability to

think over, to consider, to snalyze what one sses, cne is usually able

to discern between the two types of phenomena.

16.
17.
18,
19,

smr‘ » xbudr - ?‘@ ﬁim.
smm, Ihm: » p& L*
Sartre, op, eit.

Bareve, Ibid,, p. xlviil,
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20, Havet, Jacques, "French Philoscphical Traditiom Bstween the Two
Wars," Philosophic Thought in Prance and the
United States, edited by Msrvin Farber, University
of Buffalo Publications in Philosophy, Buffalo
(195%) ¥ Pu . 25"‘6&

21. It 4s interesting to observe that Roguentin's encounter with the
world in its atark bavemess was preceded by a prepavation similar to,
although ina the wpwsim divestion, the mystic'’s preparation for vision,
One should not make too much of this, except that im both cases “vision"
doss not come without considerable lmmit:)'r and preparationm,
23. Sartre, Jean-Paol, Hauses, translated by Lloyd Alexander, A New
Divections Paperbook, Norfolk, Comm, (1959),
P 1712,
23, Sartre, Ibid., p. 176.7,
24,  Sartve, Ibid., p, 180-1,
23, Cranstom, Maurice, Sartre, Oliver snd Boyd, Londom (1962), p. 17.
26, Thevenaz, Pierre, What is Phenomenology? edited with an Imtroduction
by Jawmes M, Edie, translated by James M, Edie,

Charles Courtney, Paul Brogkelman, Merlia Press,
London (1962), p.50, _

27. Cramston, Ibid,, p. 43.
28, Sartre, Imagination, p. 131,
29, The exception is self-consciousness, or reflective consciousness
of itself, which will be explained presently,
30, Bartre, Ibid., p. 1.2,
The word "spontaneity” is used by Sartve to comnote the uanderived
character of ¢miwm¢u in all its forms and at every stage. That whieh
iz spomtaneous {8 active through and through, it lacks sll passivity, and

is entirely tramsparent to itself as it contains no foreign elements., This,
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for Sartre, characterizes comsciousness. (See, Sartre, Imgimtm.
translator’s sote #1, p. 147.)

"Inert" is used by Sartre to mean events, including phenomeny, that
are dependent upom external relatioms rather than on internsl ones, The
law of inartis is an example illustratint thiz, wheraby the motion of
an object remaing unaltered uatil changed by some outside force, (See,
Ibid., translator's note #2, p, 147.)

31, Sartre, Jean-Paul, The Transcendence of the Ego, trsanslated and
annctated with an Introduction by Forvest
Williams and Robert Kirkpatrick, The Noonday

k’m;a, New York (1960), translators imtroduction,
p. 22.

32, Sartre, Being and Nothingness, p, 14,

33, Husssrl, Edmund, ldeas, Cenexal Introduction to Pure Phenomenology,
tranglated by W, R, Boyce Gibsom, George Allem &
Unwin Ltd,, London (1938), ». 1il16-17,

34, Sartre, The Transcesdance of the Ego, p. 40-1,

35, Sartre, Being and Nothingness, traunslator's Iatroductionm, p.x.

36. Sartre, Ibid., traaslator's Iatroduction, p. ix,

37, Bartre, The Transcendence of the Ego, p. 445,

38, That is, it i3 a non~positional, and thus uareflected, consciocus~
ness of itself,
39, Bartre, Ibid., p. 45.

“Conscioussess, in short, i3 self-relational, self-ideatical, gelf~
coincidental, runctual, lLemediste comscliousness (of) itself." (Thevenaz,

What 18 Fhenomenology?, editor's Introduetion, p. 24.)

Sartyve maintains that consciousness of conseiouvsness fn the firat

degree is not positiomal because ™,,, it is one with the conscicusness
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of which it is comsciousness.” (Sartze, Being and Nothingness, p. liv).

Thus at ome stroke it determines itself as conscioumness of perception
for example, and as parception,

40, Sartre, The Transcendence of the Ego, p. 58.

Sartre's wview that the comtent of all comsciousness {s completely
on the side of the object of consciousness, applies to the ego as well,
The 1 never appears, for him, escept on the occasion of 2 reflective act,
In sueh a case the complex structure of counscliousness is as follows:

"ees thexe is an unreflected act of reflectiom, without an I, vhich is
directed on a reflected conscicusness.” The "unreflected act of rew
fleetion," we might add fn order to clarify, is the non-positionsl self«
conscicusness of the Cartesian cogito. Sartye contimues: the reflected
conseiousness v, ., becomes the sbject of the reflecting comsciousness
without ceasing to affirm its owm object (2 chair, 2 mathematical truth, ete.).
At the same time, & new object appears which is the occasion for an
affirmetion by reflective consciousness, and which is consequently not

on the game lewvel as the unreflected conseicusnese (because the latter
conscicusness is an absolute which has mo need 6f reflective conseiousness
in ovder to exist), nor on the same level as the object of the reflected
comsciousness (chair, etc.). This transcendemt object of the reflective

act is the I." (Sartre, The Tramscendence of the Bgo, p. 33).

41, Sartre, Beiny and Nothingmess, v, 1441

42,  8artre, Ibid,, p. 1lv.

43, Bartre, Jesn~Paul, "Existentislism i{# a2 Humanism,” Bxistentialism
from Dostoevsky to Ssrtre, edéted with an
Introduction by Walter Kasufmamn, Meridiaa
Books, New York (1957), p. 289.
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44. Sartre, Being and Nothimgmess, p. lv.

43,  Sartre, Ibid., p. xlvi,
46. Savtre, Ibid,, p. lv.

47. Sartre, Jean-Paul, Situstions I, Galimard, Paris (1948), p. 22;
quoted in Cranstom, Sartras, p. 45.

48, Sartre, Being and Nothingness, ». lxii,

49, Sartve, Ibid., p. Ixitf,
30, Sartre, Ibid., p. lxvi.

This, of course, does not chavacterize the being of consciousness
which 18 radically different: 4t 43 being-for-itself,
51. 8artre, o3, eit.
52, Sartre, op. eit,
53.  Sartre, op. oit.

Sartye rejects any wiew that being is somehow cyeated, Crestion is
an aathropomorphism; "“In a word, evem 1f it hsd been created, being-in

{tself would be imexplicable in terms of ereation; for it assumes its

being beyond the creation.” (Sartre, Baing and Nothimgness, p. 1lxiv).

34, Ames, Van Meter, “"Fetishism in the Existentialism of Sartre,”
Journal of Philosophy, vol 47, 19530, p. 409.10,

55, "Iatuition” is uszed here in the phenomenclogical sense described
in the introdvction.

36. Sartre, Ibid., p, xlix,

37.  Priehard, H, A,, ¥nowl

58, YEKnowledge,” for Prichard, involves certainty which does mot admit

degreas, "Belief" and “opinion” are not forms of kuewladge but rather each
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is, like knowledge, sui gemeris. Thus s stateiment of knowledge, for
Prichard, 1s a statement of certainty and camnot be false.

59, Prichard, K. A., Rant's Theory of Kmowladge, The Clarendon Press,
Oxtord (1909).

60, Sartre, Ibid., p. 1x.

61, Savtre, Ibid., ». 1xi,

62, Sartre, Ibid., p. lxii,

63. Prichard does not present am ontological argument, However, he does
advocate the existence of bodies from the idea of them: every judgement
of perception fmnlies a material object even though material objects are
never perceived. Materisl objects sgem to become 2 necessity of thought,
64, Sartre, Imaginatiom, p, 2.

65, Sartre, Being and Nothiagumess, p. 1xii.




POOTROTES: CHAPIER XII

1. Sartve, Jean-Paul, Being and Nethingness: An essay on Fhemomens
- ological Ontology, translated with an fotro-
duction by Hamel E. Barnes, Philosophieal
:‘ibraw‘ Hew York (}»956}' Pa 3,

2, Whenever wa speak of conseiousness, or bring-for-itself, we always
mesn man as engsged in the world, apd not as an sbstract consciouvsness
which brackets its world. In fact, the anslysis of comselioussness in the
preceding chapter attempted te make this clear although, at times, it
night have seemed ag if we were dealing with consciousmess ip sbstraeto.
It should be stated at this podnt that there is no dualiem in
Sartre's philosophy batween the mind and the body, We do i:ot intend to
discuss this poimt in detall butr kﬁmﬂy state briefly Sartye's positiom,
The analysis of hewg»far-»uﬁelf, for Sartre, does not include one part
such as mind and exclude ancther part such asg the body. Rather, "baing-
for-itself” is 2 term desigamating the whole man whieh includes man in-
situation,
| The essential charzcteristic of the body, in Sartre’s view, is8 to

be “the-knowa-by-the-Other? {(Desan, ! Rinale, p. 74. The wovd

“Other" in this context refers to Other for-itself's.) The body points

at the Other and st the fact that the individual for«itself {s for-the.
Other. But the body is also, Sartre gcontends, for-me, and it is wot

for-me as it is for-the-Other. We can look in the mirror snd see our own
bodies, but this is looking at ft from the cutside, By touching an object
with the hand, I can indicate the nature of the object but this dves not
indicate the nature of my hand as such, “There is thus a difference between

174,
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the body as Being-for-itself and the body as Being-for-the.Other", Dessn

says. "As for the Being-for-itself, there 18 no distinction between cons
sciousness and body: they are not united, they are one. Nothing is
hidden behind the body; the body {8 consciousnsss,” (Desan, Op. eit.)

The for-itself thus exists its body, Sartre c¢laims. Also, the
for-itself exists in itself the body-for-the-Other. There is also &
third ontological dimension of the hody; namely, the for-itself lnowe
itgelf as a body-knows-by~the-Other,

Concerning the body as being-for-itself, Sartre maintains there is
no distisetion between mind and body, Purther, the body as being-for-
itgelf camnot be reduced to the omtological level of the budy us beinge
for-Others, nor vies versa, Ssrtre says that “Being-for-itself must de
vholly body and 4t must be wvholly eonscicusness; it can not be upited with
a body. Similarly being-for-others is wholly body; there are wo 'psyehic
phenomena’ there to be umited with the body., Theve is nothing behind the
body. But the body is wholly 'psychie.’ ™ (Saztre, Being and Nothingness,
po 305).

We do not intend to discuss the precading statements. It is

sufficient for our purposes that Sartre's description of being-fore
itself involves men-existing-his-world, snd includes man as both “mind"

and "body"., Desan says: "... to be a For-itself ia this world and to

appear in this world snd to be able to say that there is a world and

to have senses ave one and the same thing." (Desan, Ibid., p. 78)

For & more detailed exposition, see Sartre, Being snd Nothingness,

ps 303-59; and Desam, The Tragie Finmale, p. 7484,
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3, Sartre, Ibid,, p. 5.

&, The notion of aprropriation, of which more will be said later, is
anticipated here, This &y the ides that the for«itself gives meaning
and significance to the world, but mot in an sbstract way. Rather, the
for-itself exists ite significations.
5.  Sartre, Ibid., p. 7.

6. Sartre, Op, eit.

7. Sartre, Ibid,, p. 7«8,

If vne's wateh stops, for exumple, one queations and examines 1.

One does not expect 2 judgement from the wateb, but rather g disglosure of
being on which a subsequent judgement eaﬁ be made, But to examine the wateh
in the hope of having being revealed, one must also expect to find a -
disclosure of non-being ~- the posaibility of theve beiug nothiag theve,
of gomething missing, Purther, the wstchmahker is able to pass beyénd the
present apresranse of the watch to its original appearsnce vhich was that
of p~watchothat-fanctions, Io this way he is able to repair it, Vor
this example, see Sartre, Ibid., p, 7.
8. See Sartre, Ibid., p. 9-1l.
9,  The other patrons in the cafd will, of ¢ourse, have their own
expectations, experiences, ete. But in this example, we are talking as if
1 vere the only being-for-itself present and everything else, imeluding
other patrons, arve on the side of befag-in-itself,

10,  Saertre, Ibid., p. 10.
11, Sartre, Op. git.

12. Though I afhilate the man such that he is no longer my intended
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object, though he may remain for a time on the mavginal frimge of my
cousciousness, I, needless to say, 4o mot ammihilate his being. The
man's being-for-itself, as well as the being-in.itself of the cafe,
transcend my comsciousmess. He is nihilated in the sense that I negate
him a8 & possible object of my comsciousness since wmy present conceran
is not with him but in finding Plerre.

13.  sartve, Op. cit.

14,  Sartre, Op. git,

15, Sartre, Ibid., p. 1i.

16,  Sartre, Ibid., p. 21.

17,  Bartve, Ibid., p. 23,

18, Sartye, Ibid., p. 23-4,

Destruction is smother negatitd which points to the nihilstiag
structure of comsciousnese. Without conseiousness theéve is ouly being
vhich, for Sartre, is neither ¢reated nor destroyed., A stomm, for example,
does mot destrey baing but only ve-distributes it, Such re-distribution,
However, ounly acquires significance 1f there {8 a witness; that is, a
conseiousness which £e able to compare phenomenaz after the storm with
phenomena before the storm, The being of the rhenomena is unharmed,

To suggest that the rheaomena have been modified {s to posit other-
ness, Sartve maintains., Thus .z for-itself {s required to retain the
past and comspare it with the prasent state, Without a for-itself, there
is simply being before and after, YIf a cyclone can bring about the
death of gertafn living beings.,”" Sartre says, “this desth will be destruction

only Af it is expecvienced as such, In oxder for destruction to exist,
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there must be first a relation of men to being -~ {.&., s transcendencey
and within the limite of this velatiom, it is vecessayry that mam appre.
hend one being as &zaﬁmtible, This supposes a limiting cutting into
being by a being, which ... is already e process of hihilstien, The
belng under consideration is that and outside of that nothing."

(Sartre, Ibid., 2. 8)

19. Ayer, A. J.,"Novelist-Philosophers V -~ Jesn-Paul Sartre," Horizom,
Wl. 12, Jﬁl?* Aﬂmt’ 1%5* Po 13“"‘16&

20, Ayer, Ibid., p. 16,

21, Ayer, Ibid., p. 18.

22.  Ayer, Ibid., p. 19,

23, Cranston, Maurice, Sartre, Oliver and Boyd, Londom (1962), p. 49.
24, Bareve, Ibid., p. 21.

25, Uager, Eric, "Extsteatialiom -~ II," The Nineteenth Cemtury sad After,
vol, 143, Jgouary 1948, p. 29,

26, SBartre, Ibid., p. 24,
27. Sartre, Ibid., p, 25.
28. Bobbio, Norberto, The Philomephy of Decadentism. A Study in

Exfstentialism, translated by David Moore,
Basil Blackwell, Oxford (194B), p. 56,

29,  Sartre, Ibid., p. 3%
30, Uager, Ibid., p. 30,

Concerning Sartre's view that man is constantly projecting himself
iato the future, without determination from his own past, move will be asid
in the next chapter,

31, Sartre holds that fear and most other smotions are directed toward

something conerete and transcendemt. Anguish, however, is directed inward
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toward ome's owm possibilities, and is the reflective consciousness of

oneself,

32, Sartre, Ybid., p. 33,

33. Sartre, Op. it

34, Sartre, Op. eit,

35. Sartre, Op. git,

36, Sartve, Jean-Paul, I.iwrat:um and Existentialism, translated by
Frechtwan, The Citadel Prass, New York

(19&&), pe 389,
(Original title: What Is Literatuvel)

37. Sartre, Beisg and Nothingness, p. 83,

88. Matanson, Maurice, & Critique of Jean-Faul Ssrtre's Omtology,
University of Nebraska (1951) s Do 99,

39. Sartre, Ibid., p. 591.

40, m ultimate gosl of appropriatiom, Ssytre holds, is a synthesis of
the for-itself amd the in-itself. This would result in a being that is
stable and had the firemess of being-itself, and, at the same time,
vossessed eonsciousness, Such a being would be both lucid and immtable,
However, this desive for synthesis 1is unattaimable., The for-itsalf, being
a lack of being<in-itself, is depvrived of this opacity and is unable to
ammihilate ity own nothlugness without asmibilating comsclousness altow
gether, The foreitself-fn+itself syntheésis % the condition of being God
and is an impossible human condition, Sartre wmaintaius. In this sense,
then, such a desire is useless, but is nevertheless efficacious, Iris
Murdoeh, in her book on Sartre, puts it whis way: "Consciousnsss is
rupture, it {s able to spring out of unreflective rhing-like conditions «-
but it iz also projeet, it asgpires toward a wholemess which forever heunts

its partial state," (Murdoch, Yrie, Sartre: Romentic Ratiomalist,
Yale Umiversity rress (1959), p. 57.
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More will be said im chapter 4 om this ultimate desire of the
for-itself,
41, Sartze, Ibid., p. 439,
42, Sartre, Ibid,, p, 86,
43, Sartre, Ibid., p. 98,
44, Like Sartre, Heidegger holds that pessibility arises in the werld
only with the emergemce of man, Like beimg-for-itself, Dasein is possibility.
Hor Heidegger, a stick, for exemple, simply {s. Ite cnly potemtisiitvy
is in {ts use and this is aseigned to {r'by Dasein. Dusein as possibility,
however, exists rather than is, and it exists by amticipating its own
possibilities. It existe {n the futurse, as it were, insofar as Lt exists .
in advance of itself. Thus Dasein is not & determinate thing but is able
to tramscend itself inro the futuve, Its extstemce, then, is a projeet:
z projection af itself into authentic existemce or s forfeiture to in-
authentic emistence. " 'Humen beding is not a thing which has addition-
ally the gift of being able to do something, but it is primarily possib-

1l4ry,’ * Hetdegger maintains., (Heidegger, Martin, Being and Time, p. 143
, quated in Greune, Marjorie, Martin
Heidegper, Bowes & Bowes, London
1957y, p. 23.)
45, Sartre, Op, cit.
46.  Sartre, Op. eit.

Another example of possibility arising in the world beczuse of con-
sciousness as nibilation and lack, is fragility, The gumman, for example,
pointe hie gun at the tsrget wvhich is nihilsted; that is, it is isolated
and arises as a €igure on the ground of the surrounding being. Ia addition,
the being of the tavget,.is revesled =zs fragile by a more penetrating
internal negation, namely, leck, “And what is fragility", Sartre asks,
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if not a certals probability of non-being for a gives being under
determined circumstances. A being {s fragile if it carries in its being
a definite posaibility of nen-being.” (Sartre, Ibid., v. 8) But it 4s
through the for-itself that fragility is imposed on this particulsr being.
"Thus the relation of individualizing limitation whieh man enters into
with one baing on the original basis of his relation to being causes
fragility to enter into this being as the apmrama‘ of a permanent
possibility of non-beting. But this is not zll. In order for destruct.
ibility to exist, man mmust determine himself in the face of this possibility
of non~being, either rositively or negatively; he must either take the
necessary measures to vealize it (destruction proper) or, by a nagation
of non-baing, to maintain it always on the level of a simple vossibilicy
{by praventive measures)., Thus it is man who renders cities destructible,
srecisely because he posits them as fragile and ag precious and because
he adopts a system of protective messures with vegard to them, It i
bepsuse of this ensemble of meaaures that an earthguake or a volcanie
eruption cam destroy these gities or these human constructions, The
original meaning and zinm of war ave containmed in the smallest building
of man, It s necessary thes o recognize that destruction is an essent-
1a21lly human thing and that it is man who destroys his cities through
the agency of sarthquakes or directly, who destroys his ships through the
agency of cyclones oy directly, But at the same time it is necesssry o
scknowledge that destyuction supposes a pre-judicative comprehension of

nothingness as such and a ¢omduet in the face of nothingmess. In addition

destruction although coming into being through men, is sn objective faet

and not a thoyght., Pragility has been impressed upon the very being of



182,
hud m‘l.- II

this vase, and its destruction would be an irreversible absolute event

waich I could only verify.” (Sartee, Ibid,, 7. 8-9)

Ia like msmmer wvalues arvise fn the world as a result of the fore

itself aporopriating the in.itself, Sartre says that ".,, my freedom

is the unique foundation of values and that nothing, absclutely nothing,

justifies me in adopting this or that partieular value, this or that

particular scale of walues,” (Bartre, Ibid,, ». 38)

47,

49,
50,
51,

52.

Sartre, Jean-Paul, Gritique do la Raison Dialectique, volume 1,
idbrairie Gellimard, Faries (1960), p. 129; quoted
in The Problem of Method, tramslated with an
Introduction by Hezel E. Barmes, Methuen & Co,
Ltd,, London {19563), tramslator's Introduction,
Pa xis.

S=rtre, Ibid., translator's Iatroductiom, p, x=iil,

S8artre, Belug and Wothingness, ». 40.

Ratansom, Maurice, “Sartre's Fetishism: A Reply to Van Meter Ames,"”
Joumal of Phijosophy, vol. 48, 1951, p. 97,

Wahl, Jegn, “"Freedom and Existence in Some Recent Philosophles ™
Philosophy and Phencmenclogical Research, vol. 8, 1948,
B, 547,




FOOTNOTES: CHAPTER 11

Part 1

1. The ¢areless smoker does act imsofar as he decides to smoke a
cigarette and acte toward this end, After the smoke he aldc acte by
throwing the cigavette away. This lzst act, however, was not imtended
to start a forest fire; such 2 pessibility probably never entered his
head, On Sartre's view, though the smoker did aot intend the forest
five, and, in this sense, the forest firve ia not his act, he iz nevay.
theless responsible for the fire, For Savire, though we do mot foreses
all the possible consequenses of our cholces and acts, thic does not
absolve us from baing vespomsible for them. Hence, snother reason for
man's anxiety In the face of hias freedom in Sartre's philosophy, See
Sartre, Being and Nothingness, p. 433,

2, Sartre, Jean-Paul, Being and Nothingmess, . 88,

3.  Sartre, Ibid,, p. 4355,
&, Sartre, Ibid., p. 437.
Sartre differentiates batween cause uﬁd motive, Motive refers to
a subjective fact or “cause"., Cause refers to an extermal fact or situation,
Neither motive nor cause, for him, have a deterministic meaning, Cf.,

Beimg and Nothingness, p. 433, tramslator’s footnote #2.

5. Sartre, Ibid., p. 34,
6. Ssrere, Op. cit.
*t’ &m&, Ibiﬁ', p‘ &3?.

183,
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8. Sartre, Op. git,

v——

8. Sartre, Ibid,, p. 43S.

10. Natanson, Maurice, "Jean-Paul Sartre’s Philosophy of Freedom,”
S8ocial Ressarch, vol. 19, 1952, », 375,

11, Sartre elucidates this notion of positing the oresent situatiou as
unsatisfactory, by referring to a person suffering from economic opvression,
In thiz perticular instsoce, the sufferinmg becomes, again through free
chofee, though' not a lucid ome, part of the person's being because he
does not posit beyond his presemt situstion. YHe suffers without con-
sidering hie suffering and without conferring value upon it. To suffer
and to be are one and the ssme for him, His sufferiug is the pure effect-
ive temor of his nom~positiomal comsciousuvess, but he does not contemplate
ic. Theveforve this suffering can not be in fteelf 2 motive for his acts,
Cuite the eontrary, it is after he has formed the project of changing

the gitustiom that £ will appesy intolerable to him, This means that he
will have had to give himself room, to withdraw in relation to it, and
will have to have effected a2 double nthilation: om the ome hand; he must
posit am fdeal state of affairs as pure prasent mothingness; om the other
Imad', he must posit the actusil situation as nothingness in relatiom to
thies state of affaivs. He will hava to conceive of o happiness attached
to hisg class as rure possible -~ that 48, presemtly as & certsin uothing.
ness -- and on the othdr band, he will returan to the present situstion

in ovder to illumimate it im the light of this nothingness and in ordar
to nihilate 1t ia turw by declaring: 'I am mot bappy.' " (Being and
Nothingness, p, 435)
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12‘ Sartta, Ibido, Pn M3~fb l
13.  Sartre, Ibid., p. &445.

14. Powler, Albert, “Sartre's World of Dreame,” Southwest Beview, vol. &1,
195&, e 2&3"‘94\

15. Powler, Ibid., p. 269,

16, Fowler, Op. eit.

17.  Sartre, Ibid., tvamslator's Introduetion, ». xvi,
18, Bartre, Ibid., p. 452,

19, Sartre, Ibid,, p, 845,

20, Deean, Wilfrid, The Trogic Finale, Harper Torchbooks, The Academy
Library, Harper & Brothers, New York (1960), », 99,

21. Natenson, Ibid., p. 3745,
22, sartre, Ibid., p. 44356,
23.  Sartye, Ibid., v. 446,

24,  Sartre, Op. eit.

25, Bartye, Ibid.,, p. 450-1.

The for-itself's project which {s a not-yet, does not pre«daternine
peesent actioms in Sartre's philosophy. The foreitself, as the source of
possibility, projects its ead or ideal of actionm which, im turn, comstitutes
the meaning qf. the present for-itself 23 the project of its possibilicy.

At any imstent, however, the foreitself can nihilate this intended project
a8 8 possibility since this projeet is 2 transcendent object of conssious«
ness and i3 a non-being, MNothingness separstes the preseéent for»iumli from
its intended project. The for-{tself is mever this future project as future
rroject, but it is this project in the mode of notebeing 4it, in the sense

explained im preceding chapters., This does not mesn that tha project is
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naver fulfilled, but omly that amother project is posited to take {ts

place in order to Y£411l up™ another laek posited by the for«itself,

Never betng satisfied because it £s a lack, the for-itself is always

transcending itself towsrd that future self whieh it iz not-yet, The

for-itself, then, cas mever ha anything but the possibility of its

future since it i separated from that future by & nothiugness and can,

at any moment wegate its project,

26,

36,

For this exawple, see Belug snd Nothingmems, p. 30-2.

Sartve, Ibid., p. 30,

Sartﬁ, Ibid,, p. 3L,

Sartre, Op. eit.

Sarere, Op. git,

Bavrtre, 1bid., p. 31-2,

Sartre, Ibid,, p. 32,

Saxtye, Ibid., p. 449,

Sartre, Ibid., », 430,

Desan, Ibid., p. 102.

The view that freddom deas mot mesn the attaiwment of every desired

project, will be takem up again in the second part of this chapter.

37.
38,

m’ m"&‘au’, Pq 1@3,
This view of man's chofee again illustrates the importamtce of

Russerl's potion of the Lebenswelt,

39,

Heath, A. E., "A Sciemtific Bagis for Freedom,” Proceadings of the 10th
Inteynstionzl C g8 _of Philosephy, Amsterdsm,
gust 11-18, 1948, p, 133-5,




POOTNOTES: CHAPTER III

Part %

40,  Sartre, Jean-Paul ,"Forgers of Myths, The young playwrights of
vmggg," Theatze Arts, vol. 30, Jums 1946,
Pa by

41, Olson, Robert, An Introductfon to Existestialism, Dover Publicatioms,

42, Olsom, XIbid., p. 125,
43, Olsem, Op, efr,
44. Olson, Idid., 5. 126,
43, Olsom, Op. eir.

46, Mﬂl, V. J., "Sarctre's Doctrine of Preedom,® nmm& Intamtimm
de Fhilosorhie, vol, 3, 1949, p, 3

47. Megill, Op. sit,
48. Natsnsom,"Jesn-Paul Sartre's Philosophy of Freedom,™, p, 365,

in Griticue de 1s Raison Disleetique, Sartye is interested fn

deseribing wan in terms of work in relation to his economie, social snd
politieal situations. Sueh a desexiption avslyszes the Yexistential strusture

of need”, (Sartre, The Problew of Method, traumslator's introduction, p.xv)

Man's need, Sartre says, is velated to the scaveity of being-ine{tself,
"There ia simply not encugh of the kinds of mt:m# which need directs its
domands.” {Sartve, Op. eit.) In brief, Sartre is attempting, in the
Critique, to provide a total view of man’s position fa~the.-world, The
only rhilosophy, he elatms, that is capsble of providing such a view is
Marxism, Existentislism i{s 2 subordisste ideology, Sartre says, vhose

function is to work within, and fafluence the future development of, Marxism,

187,
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The problem of the Critique, would, of course, take us too fay
afteld, It is sufficismt to say that Sartyrs {s not umawsre of the kind
of eriticism presented by Oleon and MeGLll, Whether he can give a setw
fsfactory amsver im the Critigue ean be obtatned omly by a study of that
work and subsequent boscks which Sartre has said will follow this first
wolume, However, one must realize that the Critique net only follows
the ontological daseription of man presented in Being and Nothingness

chyomologically, but alse logleally, The philesophy of Fyeedom presented
in Sartre's earlier work provides the foundation for his mere gocisl and
political philosophy as he develops it in the Criticue. We are comcerned
in this thesis with Sartre's ontologlesl deseription of the freedom of
the for-itself and maintain, scmewbat dogmatiecally, that an undeestanding
of Sartre's lateyr work is only tnvelligible, philosophically, in relation
to his inicial ontology.

The Probles of Method is a saparste essay publisbed together with the

longer tyeatise, the Critique de la Raison Dialectique, which gives its

title to the total work., Though The Problem of Mathod was writtem first,

it logieally belongs at the end of the Criticue, simce the latter supplies
the eritical foundations for the method Sartre presents,

49. Sertre, Being and Nothingaess, p. 482,

5a., Sartre, ng p. H483,

31, Sartre, _?i" mn ‘

52, Olsom, Robert, 8., "The Three Theories of Motivatiom im the Philosophy
;ﬁ i;;?«u?mi Sartre," Ethies, vol, 66, 1956,

53. Olaon, %i‘ﬁ.' . 181,
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54, In our brief refereince to Heidegger in the introduction, o view

which has influenced Sartre was mentioned comceraning men's being-in-
thewworid, Though not accepting Ssriye'’s visw of sbsolute fresdom,
Heidegger does hold that mon is free because he is incomplete and has

the possibility of projeeting beyond himself., When Dasein realimes this
freedom, Heidegger maintaias, the determined, comditioned entities of
satura become zlien and strauge to him since they ave neither free nor

soem €0 have any purpose of thefr own, The ordered realm of human society
and culture may also seem strange and alisn because, under examination,

they often fail to give an adeguate vindication of their purposes,

Dasein is alone with its freedom, abandomed to it and to a world that

is alien und remote, Within the tensions of the fastitious, freedom

ifves and it is this awfol humen freedom which radiecally separates man

from the rest of the mm, Only Dasein, Heidegger holds, hag the possibility
of self-transcendence, Dasein iz nmot just something different, something
more complex. Rather, Dasein is somethiag differvent existing in a differvent
way -« it 48 poseibility,

58. Desan, The Tragie Finale, p», 169,

56, Desan, Ibid., p, 170.
57. Desen, Op. git,

58. Olsom, Ibid,, p. 17980,
59. . Sartre, Ibid., p. 488,
60. Savtre, Op, cit,

61, Sartre, Op. cit.

62. Sartre, Ibid., ». 488.9,



- Ch. IIT - 190

63. Sarvtre, Ibid., p. 489,
%%, Sartre, Op. cit.
65. Sartve reserves a separste and lemgthy vart (Part Three) be Being

and Nothingmess to an alalysis of the relationship batween the being-for~

irealf and Other-for-ftself's. This relationship he terms, being~for
Others. PFor our purposes, we do not propose to deal with this aspect of
Sartre's shilesophy apart from the Other's freedom as affecting = partieulax
for-itself's freedom, However, we need to polnr out, in ovder tc show the
inportance of the Other's fresdom on the particular for-itself  that the
Other, =2 an object of consciousness, is immedisztely apprehended, and nmot
inferred, by the intending for-itself as another subject or being-for-
itself, snd, thus, is radicelly different from the othaer cbhiects of
emi@umga which belong to befng~in-itself,

. Briefly, Sartre says:’!':hat we know the Other as a subject immedistely
by his looking st us., One example Sartre uses to fllustrate this is
looking through a keyhole. On bedng discovered by someona, I am ashamed,
I am conseious of being looked at by the Other and that I am an object
of the Other's imtentionmality. Shame is possible only through the Other,
Sartre holds, and f£ i the apprehaension of myself ss an chbjiect for tha
Othex. At the same time, thig apprehension imvolves my apprehendiog
the Other as an existimg subject, a2 being-for«itself, independent of my

wonseliovsnens,

When speaking of the Other as & for~itself, we shall capitalize the word
in order to distingush 4t from the other as a phénomenon or thing.
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66, Sartre, Ibid., p. 520.
67. Sartre, Ibid., ». 521
68. Sartye, Op. git.

The Other, as am object of the for-itself's comsciousness, is; of
course, tramscendenmt, When the Other is appmhandéﬁ as the Other-gs~
object, this transgendence is again transcemded, In this latter case,
the Other's cholces and ends srs tysnscended by the for-itself and
aprrehended as techniques or objects rather tham free cheices and ends of
a projecting for-itself, Hemce, the Other as a tramscendence-transcended,
69. Sartre, Op, eit.

70, Sartye, Op. cit.

71, Sartyre, Op. git.

72,  Sartre, Ibid., p. 525.

73,  Sartre, Ibid., p. 327,

74. Natoasom, Ibid,, p. 379 - 80,



1. The technigue of Ssrtve’s pgychoanslyeis imvelves tracing down the
fundamental project by analysing the hundreds of little actioms that

peceur every day,

2. Sartre, Jemn-Paul,

3.  Bartes, Op. git,

&, Sartre, Ibid., p. 464.

S.  Sartre, Ibid., p. 465,

6.  Sartve, Ibid,, p, 566,

7.  Sartve, Ihid,, p. 93,

8. Bartre, Ibid., p. 615,

9.  Saxtre Ibid., ». 565,

10, Bartre, Ibid., p. 5867,

11. Sartre, Ibid., p. 88,

i2,  Sartre, Ibid,, p. 564,

13, Sartre, Ibid,, p. 567,

14,  Sartwa, Ibid., p. 567.8.

wﬂ. Sartre, Ibid., p. 623,

16,  Sartre, M., p. 281,

17, ‘Roberts, David E,, Existeatialism and Relipio i
Roger Hazelton, A Gslaxy k, Oxtord m&wrsxtzy Press,
Now York (1%9), p. 224, ‘

Of course, though the ides of God may be widely held, His existence
{s not thereby established,

192,
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19. oOtto, Rudolf, The Ides of the Holy, transiated by Johu W. Rarvey,

Galaxy Boak, Dxford University Press, Wew York (1953)

20, VWe may simply mention that Otto presents reasoms for belief im God,
ia additiom to the son-ratiomal imtultion of Bim, Iu other words, both
Otte snd Sartre attempt to gorvobovste thelr fntuitions by vationsl wethods,

2l.  Coplestem, ¥Praderick €., "Man Without God,™ The Momnth, vel, 184,
1947, p. 18427,

22, Rierkegaard, who cammot be said to be antagonistic to the kimd of
vhilosophy presented by existentialism in gemeral, amd Sartre in particular,
holds that men s fres but achieves suthentic existeumse in relation to

God. Mam, for Kierkegsaxd, is not determined by an “essence," but, in
anguish befors his lonely self, shooses the course he will follow, snd s
completely responsible for this decision. To choose authentic existemte,
wiich in Kierkegaard's view 1s o Christian existence, vequires a leap

by the belisver beyond established sthical and socisl standavds “into the
azmg of God™, We hawve tried to avgue that Sartre also makes a leap, but
towards atheism, Our peimt here, bowever, i3 that Kierkegoard's philosopby,
‘not Mxm Sartre's in memy respects, does ust find fresdom and God's

existence incompatible comcepts,

23,  Rierkegaard, Sorensen, Fear and Trembling, trauslated with imeroductiom

sotes by Walter Lowrie, Doubleday Amchor
Bwkx Doubleday & Compeny, Ime., Garden City,
New York (1954).

26, Sartye, Jean-Faul, The Fiites, Ruopf, New York (1947); guoted in
Degan, Wilfrid, m Tragie M.mia, P 12, footnote
- #24,

23, Muwxdoch, Iris, Savtre: ammwm Rationslist, Yale University Press,
Wow Haven ¥, p. 102-3,
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