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Thus my freedom is condemnation because I am not free to be or not

to be ill and illness comes from without: it is not from myself, it has

nothing to do with me and is not my fault. But since I am free, ] am
constrained by my freedom to make it mine, to make it 7y horizon, my \
view, my morality, etc. I am perpetually condemned to will what I

have not willed, no longer to will what I have willed, to construct my-

self in the unity of a life in the presence of destructions externally in-

flicted on me. .. .  am obliged to assume this determinism in orderto

place the ends of my freedom beyond it, to make of this determinism

one more engagement.

§9 Freedom as Thing,
Force, and Gaze

Thus the condemnation to freedom is itself the consequence of a
condemnation to necessity. Because I cannot avoid illness, I also
cannot, in order to be a human being, whose essence lies not in

an object but in a project, exempt myself from the necessity of
making this accident the means, opportunity, and stepping-stone of

a new oerstepping of my accidental and accident-prone being in the
project of “the unity of a life.” I must “assume” my nonfreedom;

more exactly, I must assume one of the “aspects of the situation,”
namely, the “passivity” surrounded by “the totality of the world,” by | ¥
means of the other aspect, which is the freedom to make a life pro-
ject out of every condition.

This analysis fundamentally refers to a lack as well as to an excess
in the apprehension of existence. It refers to a lack insofar as the free-
dom that is posited here as the_taking charge of what it cannot
choose or decide is itself deﬁnitivclz considered a power (or perhaps V
only an obligation . . . )@@mmanded| by its own dehciency, which |
corresponds to a deficiency in the essence of human beings: freedom

is the foundation” in human beings who “/ack . . . being their own X
oundation.” Freedom here is not “the foundation of foundation,”
we have analyzed it, but is the foundation in default of foundation.
t is also not experience as the experience of the limit at which ex-
perience itself does not belong to itself or return to itself—which is
hat gives it its freed om—but it is the proof that there is something.
ther than freedom,“a default of the autonomy and autarchy of a
cedom that remains full power of self-determination. It
no longer a question of the foreignness of freedom to itself, but of

One will ask whether we are still free when we are free to th
point that Being is what is free in us, before us, and ul_timatel
us. This very question could not help posing itself to Heldeger,
finally answered—during the period in which he still thematized «
dom, although this was a decisive step toward the abandonment%
the theme—that freedom considered as the “root” of being in no wa
agreed with freedom represented as the property of man: 1

But if ek-sistent Da-sein, which lets beings be, sets man free for- h
“freedom” by first offering to his choice something possible (a bei n
and by imposing on him something necessary (a being), human capri

does not then have freedom at its disposal. Man does not “posses

8

freedom as a property. At best the converse holds: freedom, ek: s
v el : ; 3
tent, disclosive Da-sein, possesses man. . . .

In what sense, however, is man “possessed” by freedom? Sartre1
terpreted this thought in his celebrated formulation: “We'are: 0
demned to freedom.” Now this is certainly not the sense in' w
freedom should be understood, unless we confuse a thinki
the existence of being with an “existentialism.” For Sartre
“condemnation” means that my freedom, “which is the foun

2 | ton,” intervenes in order to found—which means, acS:ordin
Sartre, to engage in a “project” of existence—in a situation of
terminism” by virtue of which I am not free:
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a2 hindrance or constraint that limits it from the exterior, thro gh

“determinism.” Thus freedom finds itself again endowed with

essence (the project) and with an aseity (the decision to ?.ssumc it

/. self) which operates, within its own limits, as a fo_@am?n'wh 0

foundation (which is apparently to be found in subjectivity) Wi

would not question. And we doubtless understand the distract'e ;

sire that compelled Sartre to restore a consistency to a trs}dlt i

power of homo metaphysicus, who had been made so anemic by h

modern awareness of the world’s implacable “investment.” But hi

simply amounts to an attempt to provide a compromise solution f_

the most classical freedom of subjectivity in a space hencefoss

conceived and lived as forei ile to this subjectivity ( cre

'y “as this space is precisely the deployment of this subjectivity, as coul

be shown, for example, by a detailed analysis of the idea of il

ness” that governs the text’s example). In this sense, the Sartria

freedom that “assumes” objectivity without any of the means €

objectivity is desperately in need of itsglf. :

As for excess, the case is of course symmetrical. What is at s al

for me, as I act on my “condemnation” to freedom by assu r

the situation and overstepping it, is that “the world must appeat}

* me as issuing in its being from a freedom which is my freedom:

goal and obligation is nothing less than to find a way of relating:

Tabsolute subjectivity to the very order of the 0.

% “nies the absoluteness of subjectivity. (Furthermore, it is per :

‘only a question of acting as if “the world must appear to me as .

4&- at the limit, MM is clearly what is b ci

dlaimed). If this goal has any meaning (and for Sartre it is “mes i .

; itself), it would have to be based, as in Hegel, on the presuppositi

of an infinite Spirit—which, however, could not be adn:utted

If the subject is finite, the goal has no meaning. Sartre W}ll of co :

be able to say: “Each person must realize the goal, and it must s
remain to be realized afterwards. The finize pursuit of each pe

in the infinite pursuit of humanity.” The finiteand the :'nj"im

¥ juxtaposed here in such a way that no ontological community _‘,_

be found for them, except in a mode of foreclosure: Sartresj_

nite” is @ pure and simple hindrance 1o being infinite (compensa

|_l WHOSE i.

#
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for this anguish by vaguely projecting an infinite humanity—which
is only a bad infinity. . . ), and his “infinite” is a pure and simple
avoidance of the condition of the finite. e

One could not accomplish with greater consciousness, with a
tenacity made more striking by its insistence, the unhappiness of con-
sciousness that Hegel recognized in order to sublate it into the self-
knowledge of actualization. Deprived of this sublation (or only
proposing it in the mode of a delibérate “as if”), Sartrian free-
dom-——in some ways the last “philosophical freedom,” already pre-
pared tto the juridical defense of freedoms—is the
final name of this unhappiness of consciousress: condemned to
being, in the infinite form of the project (which would ultimately be
the will’s unhappiness), the infinite consciousness of the finite and
the finite consciousness of the infinite.

Sartre’s man is not “possessed” by freedom: he is forced by it
into the “free” knowledge of his infinite deprivation of freedom.
But'here again, definitively, freedom has been measured against

the necessity of causality: the freedom of the Sartrian “project” is the
will to be the cause of that for which causes are lacking or con-

trary in given reality. The project is a wishful causality launched [_; .

in defiance of experienced causality: the heroism of daﬁaair. (This has

marked up until now, we should not forget, a large collection of dis- -

ton, of harsh necessity:)

courses, not always directly existentialist, on freedom conceived of
- - - t— s
¢ assumption, khe overstepping, or in some sense the redemp- *

v

As long as the concept of freedom remains caught in the space of v -

ausality—and of will as causality through representation—it does
ot permit us to think of anything other than a spontaneous causal-
ty whose reality will always remain at least doubtful (measured by
¢ measuring instruments of causality as such, which means ac-
ording to the anthropology of the “human sciences”) and whose se-
ct will be kepr, in every case, in the principle of causality itself.
ow, the principle of causality, in Kantian terms,? is that of the
sermanence of substance, to which the concepts of necessary force
nd action lead back in order for the problem of change in phe-
omena to be considered. This principle is formulated in the fol-
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. (?-\ lowing way: “all change (succession) of appearances is merely alter- The idea of a “unification of two heterogeneous causalities” can
\_\:}f*‘# ;;;;ng(:oré.ng into being and passing away of substance are not als only signify a heterogenesis of causality: a cause without causality,
d . ; i nce. itho -
%' (erations of it, since the concept of alteration presupposes one ang or a substance without permanence. But the cause without causal
\,,r)‘ the same subject as existing with two opposite determinations and

ity, that is to say exempted as much from determination 4y anoth-
er cause as from the determination ze produce an effect, is the thing
itself, the thing in itself The thing [chose] of the phenomenon is not
its cause [cause] (even if, as everyone knows, itis the same word): Lo
s its existence. Existence is the withdrawial'of being as cause and as per-
manent substrate, or, further, it is the withdrawal of the cause in the )*
thing. The fact of the existence of the thing (its Serzung) makes all
the successive changes of its essence exist at the same time, but this
fact, in conformity with the Kantian principle, has nothing to do
with its changes as such. The idea of “causality by freedom” repre-
sents nothing other than this Setzung, qr the birth (and death) of the

therefore as abiding.”* Thus the only possible log?c of freedom 2

w© causality would require that I be the cause of.rr}y birth and dea
can certainly be this cause, if not entirely cxphfltly .for.Kant, then 3

least according to a coherent explicitation of his thml_ung, to the

tent that I can be, as an intelligible being and outside o'f t_hc suc-
cession of time, the subject of a specific causality that is -1tsclf. of

the order of the intelligible, that is, “free.” But this new causali
must be able to be considered as reunited with sensible or natu
causality. To think the permanence of the sgbsta.mce of.' the woril

! united with the spontaneity of a subject of action is to think the un-

i3

' ditioned causality of the totality (as it is represented in the Idea thing, except that its enunciatin forgets thar the cause in question—
&‘ g.;’nfhl"- subject of the imperative in view of the realization of a moral freedom—is precisely the thing without causality. In this sense, one

W nature). However, the idea of the unconditioned causaiil:y of t
wality is nothing other than the idea of being its:elf. Thus tht.t pos-
sibility of a unification of two quite different kinds ‘of causality. .
lies in the supersensible substrate of nature, of \l}rhlch we can
termine nothing positively, excep that it is the be:ng (das %se:n) 1
itself of which we merely know the phenomenon.” But to anr{bu &

| to being (or to essence, which is here precisely t_he same thing),
considered as cause; the character of the uncondino.ncd a.nd spont

4 | taneous is to withdraw this being as such from beings in their totali ¥

for whom alone the category of causality has validity. Furt%lell'rno .

it is to withdraw causality from itself or into itself. '(Thls iswi

Kant's logic could lead one to claim that freedom s anfi is onf

causality itself, or that freedom is its fundamental qﬁ‘imqty who

means remain hidden in the law of phenomenal succession. This
could also lead one to wonder whether it is schematism—and
specifically the first schema, the “I generate time"—that opens sue
cessivity, whose “hidden art” would finally harbor. the secrfet of fre -
dom. . .. But could this secret be reduced to anything that is not alse
secret?. . . Unless the thinking of freedom must be that of something
like the manifest fact of a secret. . . .) -

would be justified in saying that metaphysics is exactly the forgetting vy
of freedom (resulting in Sartre), and that this forgetting is pro-
duced at the precise moment that it carries over the determination of
the essence of causality onto the pure determination of the existence of
freedom, whereas existence exists only as the withdrawal of essence
and consequently the #hing exists only as the withdrawal of cause.
It is therefore not “being free” in the metaphysical sense of this
concept as much as it is being free where the thing, at the moment
it is valued as the very “cause,” withdraws from all causality, and con-
sequently, so it seems, from every force and action necessary for
the production of the effectivity expected of a free act. This is not
actually “being free” in the sense of being able to cause “freely,”
but it is existence’s being-free. In this sense, the existent is “pos-
sessed” by freedom: it is “possessed” by it not in the privative mode
of the necessity of mitigating (more or less imaginarily) its inabili-
ty_to posit itsclf and think itself as unconditioned causality. but in
the affirmative mode in which freedom measures itself precisely
against the fact that its Idea (unconditioned causality) is finally the
Idea (which is precisely no longer an Idea, but a fact) of the thing

—

——
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. which the “Idea” is immediately given as fzcrand this fact is give .
__ as experience.® i .
ST "Yef what is given in this way as fact and experience is there
also given, without changing ontological registers, as force and as i

+ | tion. Being free is not given as a “property” that it would be possi

ble to make use of o condition of disposing elsewhere of the for ce:
necessaty for this usage, which also supposes that when all forc?s al
lacking for action (and usually almost all are lacking in thlls '
gard . . .) freedom withdraws into the interiority from which i
never ceases to shine, superb and powerless, until a last fatal fo : 'f
comes to extinguish its mocking flame. :
On the contrary, even though it is effectively powerless, ffeedo__

is given as force and as action. The reality of the freedom of hlm e

4| finds himself deprived of the power to act is not a “pure interior dis
position,” it is not a simple protestation of the spirit against the
chaining up of the body. It s, it should be said, #he very existence g
this body. The existence of a body is a free force wh';ch does not
disappear even when the body is destroyed and.whlch does
disappear as such except when the relation of this existence to an otk

. er and destructive existence is itself destroyed as a relation of exis
tences; becoming a relation of essences in a_causality: such is the d _

" ference of relation between the murderer and his victim, and the ¢ if
ference of nonrelation between the exterminator and his mass grave
This force is neither of the “spirit” nor of the “body”; it is e '\
tence itself, impossible to confuse with a subjectivity (ﬂfﬁe e it can b
deprived of consciousness and will) or with an objectivity (smce-
can be deprived of power). : -::
Freedom as the force of the thing as such, or as the force of th&_i' c

of existing, does not designate a force opposed to or combined
with other forces f nature.” Rather, it designates that from which
there can rise relations of force as such, between human beings ane
\\ﬂamrc and between human beings among themselves. It is the for@

of Torce in general, or the very resistance of the thing’s existence—
its resistance to being absorbed into immanent being or into the sug

cessio anges. Accordingly, it is a transcendental force, bul
one that is a material actuality: Because existence as such has its b
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ing (or its thing) in the act, or if we like, in the praxis of existing, it
is impossible not to grant it the actual character of a force, the
thought of which implies the thought of a transcendeéntal anateriality,
or if we prefer, an ontological materiality: the withdrawal of being
as a material Setzung of singularity, and the difference of singulari-
ties as a difference of forces. Prior to every determination of matter,
this materiality of existence, which sets down the fact of freedom, is
no less endowed with the material propetties of exteriority and re-
sistance.? '

Being free as being “possessed” by freedom is being free with the

‘actuality of a mareriality irreducible to any “pure spirituality” of
freedom (and yet, “spirit” s this material difference in which the ex-

istent comes to expose itself as such). Though we cannot represent
this materiality without making it drift into the order of forces
both represented and linked in causality, and though, because of this
fact, we cannot avoid falling back into an (optimistic or pessimistic)

appreciation of thé possibilities of action available to freedom,
which, because of this fact, is reduced to a causal property of “spir-

it” (but who would dare simply to appreciate in this way the free

force of the cadaver before its murderer?), this does not testify
against the ontological status.of the force of freedom. This indicates,
in the very resistance to the concept, the impenetrability without which
freedom would not be freedgm. (One should not forget that what
resists in this way is found constantly lodged at the heart of causal-
ity itself, as the efficacity of its successivity, It is not in the “spirit”

alone that the force of fr

istence of every thingas such. One could say: “we” are the freedom
of every thing.)

ides and resists, but it is in the ex-

Here thinking appears to be most ;:lcarly removed from both

comprehension and incomprehension:? thinking does not com-
prehend freedom's force, but also does not regard it as incompre-

ensible—actually, it is colliding, as thinking, with the hard matter

of freedom itself, this foreign body which is its own and by virtue of

hich alone it can he what it is: thinking, 77 s first in itself, and as its J

vwn/alien material intensity, that thinking touches the impenetrable re-

istance of freedom (and it touches it, more precisely, as the resis-

.
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—So then, freedom is far from being able to be only “a thought”

" according to the transcendence that delivers it to the world and ta
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nity,” in the Kantian lexicon, which means what is no longer a
“value”). This tension is visible as soon as two gazes cross (it is not
even certain that this has to be limited to human gazes, or that it
must exclude what in our gaze looks at itself or is observed by the
“inert” objects of the world): it is materially visible, or more than vis-
ible, “tangible,” as the very invisibility of that which, in the gaze,
gazes—and which is not 4 thought, nor a face, but,the singular in-
actuality of this very act of the gaze, of thig'intense opening of an ex-
istence-in-the-world (well prior to any perspective-taking by a sub-
ject). This withdrawal of presence which lets and lets itself come to
presence, this incandescence of nothingness in which every cause
withdraws into the thing (here: there is something), this can only be
freedom [/a liberté], or perhaps it would be better to say: this can
only be freedom [/ibert¢]. This freedom “possesses” us in the same
way that the gaze possesses: by delivering to presence. But it has no
relation of any kind to a causality. Being as cause arises from sever-
al possible kinds of theoretical vision. Being as thing is offered by the
force of freedom’s gaze. It is always freedom that gazes, perhaps
from the endless depth of the “starry sky,” but also in a look ex-
changed by chance, or from the depths of a prison, or even into the
eyes of someone who has just died. And if it is always freedom that
gazes, it is undoubtedly also always the same gaze.

tance of language, as the resistance of the singularity of thinkej
and thoughts, but also as this other resistance, again singular, of
the body that thinks, with muscles tensed, strong flashes in t
mind, and the silent density of a flesh that delivers and withdra s
at will what we call “thoughts” . . . ).

it is also not a freedom “in thinking.” It corresponds instead to thi
following: the fact that the existent thinks does not constitute o -3§
property among others in the existent, but sets up rather the ver;
structure of its existence, because in thought—or as thought—it i
rcmMm the immanence of being. This absolutely does no

mean that the existent exists only in the dimension of “pure
thought”: there is precisely no “pure thought” if thinking is existence

the finitude of shared being. Rather, this means that the /ife of
existent is identically its thought (and for this reason, moreover, a phi id
losophy of “life” does not suit it any more than does a phllosophy o
“spirit”). Before or beyond every determinate thought, in particulas
every deduction of its “freedom” or “nonfreedom,” as well as eve :
intuition of one or the other of these, thinking is the act for which
its essence of act (its force, and therefore the E@tﬁn_gc;ﬁlmo
be endowed with this force) is no more present in immanence than
it is conceived in representation. 7hinking is the act of an in- actuality
this is why it cannot appear to itself in order to master itself, i ‘
the mode of a subjectivity, but is for itself—as that which it thm s
and as that which thinks it, always other than itself and always inis
tial—the experience of the impenctrable force of its freedom. .
This force can be considerable or minute in its calculable effects
depending on the linking of causes (assuming we can calculate th f
effects of thinking and of freedom), but is in itself, as thing ang
not as cause, always the same. It always has the same intensity,
which is not a relative but an absolute intensity. This is the abs
solute intensity-that :h;;gh ough ex-tends m dif
ferences by which we exist in the relation of singularities. Freedom N
is the absolute tension of the relation, this ontologxcally material tens
sion whose impenetrability is the absolute price of existence (“digs




