‘Man is wholly and forever free.’ (Sartre, Being and Nothingness, p44)
 Is Sartre right?
Much of Sartre’s work-- both philosophical and literary—is based around his concept of freedom. As his central philosophical tenet, the definition of freedom proves hard to pin down within his work. There are questions over both what freedom regards, particularly relating to consciousness and what amounts to a duality of existence, and also over how Sartre comes to place freedom within the Sartrean mind. Between these broad problems emerges a concept of freedom that whilst largely solid within Sartre’s own methodology, proves much more narrow than the bombastic claim that ‘man is wholly and forever free’ would imply.

How Sartre specifically defines freedom is crucial to understanding if he is right. It amounts to suggesting that human reality can be understood wholly as transcendent freedom: ‘thus freedom is not a being; it is the being of man- ie, his nothingness of being.’ (Sartre 1943). It does not refer to any political or more tangible freedom, but purely to ontological freedom. As Bell states, the fact it can mistakenly be viewed as something else is due in part by an overexaggeration on Sartre’s own part: ‘in many of his claims about freedom, sometimes seeming to ignore or reject important qualifications he at other times is so careful to enunciate’. (Bell 1989) The freedom that Sartre refers to instead implies that man is free of deterministic influences in making choices. As long as he maintains the property of consciousness, he is able to maintain ontological autonomy: ‘to be free…[is] ‘by oneself to determine oneself to wish’. (Sartre 1943)
Sartre's account of how we are condemned to be free relates directly to the notion that existence precedes essence. We are condemned to be free because we were born without any pre-conceived essence, thus we must have existed before we achieved that essence which has condemned us to be free. Determinism is rejected, and no essence will be settled upon until death (Manser 1966). Without any prior intervention that determinism would provide, man is therefore equal to the sum of his choices in life. He is able to make such choices based upon the duality that Sartre proposes, which divides man—although purely in the abstract sense—into his facticity, and his transcendent form. Being-for-itself is transcendence (Sartre 1943); the object like aspects of being-for-itself are referred to as facticity and is the necessary link with the In-Itself (Sartre 1943). Being-for-itself refers to the kind of existence that man can have through consciousness; it is free and is capable of transcending whatever states may be imposed upon the facticity of a person. Consciousness is bound to the concept of freedom. From this basis, man is able to make free choices about his life as long as he has consciousness. 
Many of Sartre’s critics have downplayed the importance of facticity (www.ru.ac.za/academic/departments/philosophy/p3/sartre/Sartre04.htm), but it does remain central to the definition of freedom. Without it one is left with a Cartesian concept of human reality that comes dangerously close to a Platonic form of realism (Nolan 2001); the two parts of being would be divorced,  Instead of splitting the two aspects of being and by factoring in facticity, Sartre provides the concept of freedom with what amounts to a framework within which it can operates ‘for while it enables us to establish that freedom is not invalidated by the given, it indicates, on the other hand, something like an ontological conditioning of freedom’. (Sartre 1943). Facticity is not, in fact, something that we have to be free from, but instead something that is essential to us being free. This definition of freedom still provides a massive scope for choice: the responsibility and decisions for any individual within their lives are theirs alone against ‘the backdrop of nothingness before which the Cartesian doubter hovers’ (Barrett 1958). From this perspective, the constraints that facticity would otherwise be perceived as placing on freedom instead is a springboard to the understanding of it.
Sartrean freedom, as an all-encompassing device upon human choice, necessarily incorporates passions and desires into consciousness that man has control over. No unconscious is permitted, and so they constitute a part of the whole arena of human choice. ‘If we start by conceiving of man as a plenum it is absurd to try to find in him afterwards moments of psychic regions in which he would be free…Man…is wholly and forever free or he is not free at all’ (Sartre 1943) If this were not so, then man would not be free but would be prey to these impulses. Emotions are internalized into the process as a conscious means towards making a decision. Sartre argues on this point that ‘if we have defined man’s situation as a free choice, with no excuses and no recourse, every man who takes refuge behind the excuse of his passions…is a dishonest man.’ Manser suggests that is an over-reaction to Freud to suggest that not only is there no unconscious or id to bestow the emotions upon, but that man is wholly responsible for them (1966). To subjugate a raw process such as passions to man’s responsibility seems more of an ideal than a realistic conceptual starting point of an individual’s freedom.
The totality of freedom is possible within Sartre’s argument because of the negative approach that he takes to freedom. Instead of being free to do, it is proposed that we are free because we possess freedom to not be determined. Out of nothingness comes a concept of radical freedom. This leads to one of the most noticeable problems within Sartre’s argument: if freedom is defined negatively against a deterministic ideal that cannot exist, then where does his concept of freedom come from? We are free within our minds to choose, and as long as we maintain consciousness then we retain control to make decisions. However, this can be interpreted as amounting to nothing more than a way of accepting and dealing with the complex nature of the universe (Manser 1966). The anguish which results from the burden of responsibility, as well as the continuing possibility of a fall into bad faith becomes more palatable if pitched against the backdrop of freedom; it does not answer the question of what freedom is. Sartre does seem to be aware of this problem, guarding against this idea: ‘for to be free is not to choose the particular historic world into which on is born- that would be meaningless- but to choose oneself in the world, whatever it may be’ (Sartre quoted in Manser 1966). 
To a certain extent the answer lies in the development from consciousness, through nothingness, to a concept of transcendent freedom borne from human reality. As Sartre states; ‘nothingness does not itself have Being, yet it is supported by Being. It comes into the world by the For-itself and is the recoil from fullness of self-contained Being which allows consciousness to exist as such’ (Sartre 1943). This therefore brings in a question of how Being as a whole relates to freedom, and creates perhaps the most troubling aspect of Sartrean freedom, as made evident by Barrett in comparison to other philosophers’ concepts of being. Sartre has divided man into facticity and transcendence, referred to by Barrett as object and subject. It is noted that whilst other philosophers such as Heidegger have the concept of Being to reunite transcendent subject and object; Sartre does not. As such, he is ‘a Cartesian in his ultimate dualism between the For-itself and the In-itself’. (Barrett 1958) Without forging both concepts into a coherent Being, the For-Itself—which is central to the foundation of freedom—has to operate without the In-Itself running through it. 
The implications for human freedom are great. Such great measures have been taken to make man free of determinism that transcendent man is unnaturally liberated from his In-Itself, providing no anchor to reality: ‘it is rootless freedom’ (Barrett 1948). Sartre argues that ‘as freedom is the escape from an engagement in being; it is the nihilation of a being which it is.’ (Sartre 1943) This does not deal with the divorced existence of In-Itself and For-Itself that Barrett addresses. By existing exclusively with one half of the duality that Sartre has inadvertently created, the concept of freedom is undermined and stretched to become implausible.

 The concept of bad faith also challenges the role of freedom within Sartrean thought. It is suggested that in order to escape the anguish which comes with the responsibilities and burdens that total freedom bestows upon man, he may instead try to escape his own condition. It is suggested that bad faith is neither stable nor successful (www.uri.edu/personal/szunjic/philos/being.htm). This re-emphasises the importance of both transcendence and facticity to man’s freedom, as to deny either will cause bad faith. Sartre provides the example of a waiter who is trying to be a waiter too much. This is because he has to live down to the burden of the expectations of others: ‘the public demands of them that they realize it as a ceremony; there is the dance of the grocer…by which they endeavour to persuade their clientele that they are nothing but a grocer’ (1943). The individual is objectified, and the For-Itself takes on properties of the In-Itself. So if man can hide from his freedom by not being himself, then it can surely be suggested that freedom is not all-encompassing.
The role of bad faith is important as it is the one way that Sartre suggests that we can hide from being free. However, bad faith’s denial that we are free does not make it any less true; there is no escaping the human condition. Bad faith implies hiding from making choices. It takes a choice in itself to decide to avoid making choices. In this way, man is hiding from burdens, but to do so must execute it using freedom itself. Sartre is therefore right when he claims that ‘the condition…for bad faith is that human reality…in the infrastructure of the pre-reflective cogito, must be what it is not and not be what it is’ (Sartre 1943). Man cannot live by being sincere to what he already is but must instead look to the future, which in turn requires transcendent freedom to make decisions. However, the possibilities of actually executing such freedom end up being rather narrow because of bad faith. The imposition of others expectations and the need to hide from burdens and anguish are enough alone to drive a man from ever truly exercising his freedom. Man may be wholly and forever free but the ontological liberty that Sartre grants seems meaningless in the face of such massive obstacles. Because of the limits of freedom, Barrett suggests that Sartre’s theory may hold true, but only at the margins of man’s existence: ‘Sartre’s doctrine of freedom does not really comprehend the concrete man…without division, both In-itself and For-itself;  but rather an isolated aspect of this total condition.’ (1958) It would therefore seem that whilst Sartrean freedom is accurate and whole if viewed from within the theory, to view it from outside shows how limited an application such liberty actually has.
Sartre’s concept of freedom springs from a transcendent consciousness which, when unconstrained by the burdens of both other people and one’s own bad faith, has complete autonomy over the choices that man makes in his life. Such choices provide complete ontological freedom for man and dispenses with any need for determinism. However, the division of man into the For-itself and the In-itself provides crucial problems as it becomes what Barrett refers to as ‘rootless freedom’. Whilst man is still afforded freedom, there are heavy limits on how much of his existence it can actually be applied to. The statement ‘man is wholly and forever free’ may be largely sound, but it is at the same time misleading in the broader implications that such a statement makes.
Bibliography
Books

· Sartre, JP Being and Nothingness, trans. Barnes HE, 1943- reprinted 1996, London: Routledge.

· Manser A: Sartre: A Philosophical Study: 1966, London: Athlone Press.

· Barrett W, Irrational Man: 1958. reprinted 1990, Westport, Conn : Greenwood Press.
Electronic Resources

· Nolan, L ‘Descartes Ontological Argument’ in Zalta (ed) The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy Summer 01 edition.

Websites
· Bell L, Sartre’s Ethics of Authenticity, 1989, Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press quoted in www.ru.ac.za/academic/departments/philosophy/p3/sartre/Sartre05.htm
· www.uri.edu/personal/szunjic/philos/being.htm

