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Introduction

There is in the pre-Thales mythological tradition an interest in
explanation. In the case of Hesiod there is an attempt to systematize
various stories and myths. His aim was to organize these myths into a
family of gods and a system of mythology. This development of an orderly
presentation seems to have been a primitive form of rationalism. For
instance, Chaos, the origin of things, was said to have a boundary.

Such a belief is rational for it places a limit on Chaos and provides

a logical beginning for a rationalistic construction. Hesiod proceeded
upon such a belief as he formulated a systematic theogony which dealt
with a world of gods. These gods were the very substance of ancient
thought for they represented all that was enduring and vital. The fact
that a resevoir of myths were available was sufficient to give them

an appearance of credibility; their use and formulation rather tham their

origin or substantiation concerned the early thinkers.

Thales, however, dropped theogony and developed cosmogony. For him
the essential problem was the formulation of a systematic world-view.
The emphasis for him was on a rationalistic construction which would
account for the phenomena he could observe. His contribution was to
select from the available stories and myths those which could provide
him with the substantiation for his own original framework. This original

framework was nothing else than an ordering prinmciple.

But Thales was not entirely severed from the mythological tradition.



The qeneraiion of the world, mythologically speaking, is a biological
production. This biological account is not found in Thales but he does
call his first principle Life. The fundamental idea here is that the
earth is something living; it grows in a biological fashion. Life is
given being by water and the universe is a living thing; this living

thing is the cosmos.1

A cosmological account of the world is distinctly different from

a2 theogonical one in that a cosmos represents the world as having a
nature of its own while the world of gods remains a world for the gods.
The former takes the world to be a thing in itself while the latter
considers the world to be a derivation from a more superior world. The
significance of the distinction is that a cosmology reflects an apprehen-
sion of the world in completely different terms than those of a theology.
Thales® principle demonstrates the distinctive mode of apprehension

which characterizes a rational construction of the world.

The nature of this principle needs to be understood. It was supposed
to effectively order selected elements of mythology; indeed, these selected
e¢lements and the principle were correlative. The principle determined
the type of myth selected and the type of myth selected evidenced the
propriety of the principle. It is possible to conjecture that the
principle and the selection of certain myths coincided. If such was
the case, then Thales® principle can be found in no place other than
his cosmology. That is, the principle which structured his world-view,

at the same time constituted such a view. The principle gua principle




can be found only through analysis. The point to be made here is that
the principle must not have had a distinct formulation, even for Thales,

until he had manifested it in some kind of explanation of the world.

Moreover, it is said that Thales called his first principle the
Life which was given being in water. Life, then appesrs through-water.
This initial correlation between the principle and its appearance
provides at the same time a distinction between the two; that is, the
distinction is given immediately. For Thales the world appeared asg
Life, and he so apprehended the world. The world he perceived was a
ng;gg‘world. While the world for Hesiod was represented in mythology
and he perceived the world in terms of his mythological beliefs, Thales
perceived the world through a framework which was taken to be in the world
itself. Hesiod employed a given framework to structure his world while

Thales® world appeared as its own framework.

This difference may be traced to a feeling of wonder which became
prominent in the thought of Thales' time. Wonder is not just idle curiosity
here; it arises from some compelling question. It is wonder which
signifies an awareness of a problem which exceeds available answers.

It is wonder which provokes the question Why? when confronting an alien
What. And, to question Why? is to possess a distinct awareness of the
thing questioned. That is to say, the occurrence of a Why? attitude
follows a confrontation with a thing which is here and now but incompre-
hensible. The Why? is produced only when the thing is not over against

the questioner as overwhelming. The function of myths seems to have been



that of dealing with overwhelming events. But to question: Why this
event? is to have accepted the event as being definite but unexplained.
And, it is this primary acceptance of the event as definite which provides
for rational thought. When Thales could look at a phenomenon and call

it Life he had progressed beyond Hesiod's theogomy. This ability for
rational thought follows upon the apprehension of the world as ratiomal.

This apprehension can be attributed to wonder, a distinct mental]l attitude.

The wonder or amazement which produced the ordering principles of
early philosophy must surely have been aroused by a confrontation of the
world peculiar to the occasion. That is, the wonder must have followed
or coincided with a wonder-full view of the world. How did this view
come about? A resevoir of myths was available but somehow this resevoir
was insufficient. The experience of the world as wonder-full seems to
have occurred as a result of the oversupply of myths and not as a result
of their effectiveness. Myths became inadequate when they became over-
complex and contradictory. They were inadequate because they could be
comprehended only by a disavowal of experience. A wonder-full view of
the world appeared as the ordering notion which could subsume all the
myths by relegating them to another order, the order of fabrication

rather than discovery.

So it may bhe conjectured that the wonder which the early Greeks felt
must surely have preceded their asking Why? Indeed, their wonder pre-
sented the world to them as wonder-full; that is, the world appeared ag

this wonder. Such being the case, they were given an immediate apprehension



of the world which confronted them. Wonder differed from the previous

fear or awe in that it surrounded the world with a quality rather than

a "being™. This qualification of the world is the first step of rational
apprehension of the world. Only when the world was confronted as 2

world could it be questioned. The flux of random experiences became located
in g world through a definite relationship to the world. Henceforth

the world is given as a world and the problem comes to be that of de-
termining the nature of this world, and, later on, the nature of the

knowledge of the world.

From this beginning of rational thought philosophy has progressed
through various stages to the present time. Along the way certain
“"branches™ of philosophy have been formed to deal with their own parti-
cular problems: Metaphysics to seek the origin and reasons for this world;
Epistemology to ascertain the way such a world is known; Logic to deter-
mine the forms of knowledge; Religion to maintain and develop a spiritual
depth and relationship to the world; and, Aesthetics to search out and
establish the techniques and values which are employed to create things
for the world. These branches remain separate only for the sake of
study and unite as occasions arise wherein one finds itself stumped or
stagnant. Thus, an aesthetic theory will thrive only in so far as it
is engaged in solving problems which are here and now. When it becomes
too concerned with its own workings it falls into dogmatism and display.
It is often rescued by investigations or data from other branches of philo-
sophy. The particular concern of this paper is to examine the possi-

bilities of invigorating aesthetics with the insights offered by 2



modern philosopher, Jean-Paul Sartre.

To do this it will be necessary to maintain a strict respect for
the other aspects of his philosophy while at the same time building a
position of eminence for aesthetics. An aesthetic theory cannot hope
to be successful if it disregards the philosophical data available to
it; however, there is no reason to think that an aesthetic theory must
be dependeni on such data. In fact, a theory may incorporate the data
from start to finish but may not have arisem from that data. Indeed,
this paper hopes to show that such an aesthetic theory can be found in

the work of Sartire.

The work of Sartre covers a wide field. He has dealt with a multi-
tude of problems that have been prominent in modern philosophy. His
technical works on the emotions and the imagination, his ontological
essay, his novels and plays, and his critical writings present an impres-
sive range of ideas. Yet there appears to be no over-arching notion
which gives these works a cohesion unless it is: that man is free.
However, this old notion is given a new dressing in Sartre's work which

makes it seem enigmatic.

The enigma of man's freedom, as Sartre sees it, can be traced to his
belief that man does not have freedom, that is, like a character, nor is
man given his freedom, say, as an essence. Rather man exists as his {reedom.
This is to say that man is free to the extent that he lives by his own

values and constructions in the world. For Sartre there is no guarantee



for man's freedom, instead man makes his freedom by his acis. But even
though man has no guarantee for his freedom he has the respnsibility to
establish his freedom. In this sense Sartre claims that man is condemned
to his freedom; by the fact that man has no grounds for his freedom he

is at once burdened with the task of maintaining his freedom, for without
such freedom he has no reality. For this reason Sartre holds that

man must choose to be free; that is, he must choose to accept his human
reality as a free being. By msking such a choice man elects himself

to a position of eminence in the world; by making such a choice man

puts the world at his disposal. Otherwise, man is submerged into the

world as a thing, am opaque, unconscious being without distinction.

Hence, Sartre argues that to-be-free means to be-in-the-world in
8 distinctive manner, a manner unlike the way things are in the world.
Man's being~in-the-world is somehow related to the appearance of the world
to man. The world which appears to man does so0 because man is & being
to whom a world can appear. That is, man is a being such that in his
being he makes there to be a world. As such the world which appears is
his world; such @ world is shot through with man's being. The world which
Thales apprehended was infused with Life, the Life which Thales somehow
injected into the world. Thales' freedom as & man was to apprehend the

world gs Life, as a world which was meaningful, as his world.

But how is an aesthetic theory to be found in such a view? It
should be pointed out that Sartre has no formal aesthetic theory even though

he has been actively engaged in producing works of art. The nearest



thing to a systematic expression of his views on art can be found in
his What Is Literature? But this work does not maintain the technical
proficiency of his other works in philosophy, nor does it contain a
general theory about all art works but concerns itself primarily with
literature. Hence, if there is a comprehensive aesthetic viewpoint for
Sartre it must lie in the totality of his work. Anm aesthetic theory,
under these conditions, must be comstructed upon Sartre's main ideas.
This paper hopes to make such a construction by examining Sartre's
work and selecting certain of his ideas which may contribute to an

aesthetic theory.

This aesthetic theory will attempt to employ the insights which Sartre
has provided concerning man's present problems. In doing this it will
be argued that the feeling of wonder which characterized Thales' thought
is present today and receives one of its finest expressions in the
realm of art. This feeling of wonder will be taken as the origin of

art since this origin is nothing else than a question, the question,

Why art?

To answer this question, if it can be answered, it will be necessary
to elucidate Sartre's notion of man's being-in-the-world and how this
being is affected by man's making himself inte what he is. Therefore,
the procedure of this paper will be teo presenmt a close exmination of
Sartre's notion of being-in-the-world, his ontelogy, his notion of man's
consciousness, and how this consciousness acts in the world. After this

examination and upon such an examination an sesthetic theory will be offered.



PART 1

Al



A. Being-in-ghe-world

Sartre maintains that there are two ways for man to be-in-the-world.
The world can appear as the complex of instruments available for use,
and the world can appear as a nau-instrnnsptal totality.2 In the first
case, the use of available instruments involves man in an organized
complex which is coméked of parts having a determinate relationship to
each other. This determinate relationship constitutes an instrumental
world: every instrument contains within its own purpose the purpose of
the complex. The tools and devices on hand for use make up the world
for man as situated in a given context. On the other hand, the world
which appears as a non-instumental totality is that world which man can
immediately apprehend. This world appears without man reflecting upon
a particular appearamnce. While the instrumental world appears through
the reflective apprehension of the situationm in which man finds himself,
the non-instrumental world appears as the non-reflective apprehension

of the situation through the emotions.

The instrumental world is as comprehensive as the reflective aware-
ness of it. .The rattle of an infaut, when used for attracting attention
or amusing himself, designates a certain realm of existence. Likewise,
the use of toys, games, sports, machines, social comventions, current
concepts, etc., determine the respective worlds of their users. For
instance, the usé of a concept takes place in a situatiom in which it is
effective. This situation is boih presented and constituted in the use

of the concept. MNoreover, the concept is useful because it occurs in a



world of which it is a determinate part. This is the kind of world in
which man “grows up". His horizom expands through play, ritual, education,
and work. His understanding of the use of the imstruments he encounters
constitutes his knowledge of the world. The more he understands the
interdependence and inter-relationships of the various instruments the

more comprehensive will be hishknowladqe.

However, this instrumental world is never quite complete; each
succeeding experience adds to the available knowledge and changes the
preceding order. In fact, to be able to successfully incorporate these
succeeding experiences into previous knowledge is the mark of the “rational”
man. This ability to "reason™ does not seem to be attributable to merely
existing in an instrumental world, rather it follows upon an apprehension
of the world ag instrumental. That is, the successive experiences with
various instruments are correlated according to some prior awareness of
the world. This prior awareness musi be traced to the user himself who
seems to apprehend the world as some kind of unity in which parts can
be distinguished through reflection. This non-reflecetive apprehension,
it may be argued, occurs in 2n emotional confrontation of the world.

The sudden noise which frightens an infant makes there to be a world for
him; it is his fear which is immediately present to him, and this fear
presents the world to him. Likewise, a situation in which a concept
fails for its user appears to that person as a despairing situation. Any
new direction or action he takes to deal with the situation will follow
upon his emotional apprehension of it ag despair. For him the world

appears immediately as his non-reflective awareness of his failure.



Sartre describes the emotional awareness of the world as "magical”™.
It is magical because the person involved attempts to re-create the world
with his emotion. The world which suddenly appears as despair does so
at the direction of the person. He finds himself in a situation which
is alien to his existence, say, because his conceptualization faltered;
this nlienatioﬁ of the world coincides with his despair. The failure of
his conceptual framework, which normally proceeds upon a course which
“handles" the world at a distance through mediation, presents & situatiom
as immediate. This immediate participatiom in his situation stimulates
the person to despair. This despair is the way in which the person
handles the situation as immediately given.3 In another case it might
have been a great joy which occurred, or fear, or anguish. That despair
was the emotion effected may be attributed to the relationship the person
had to his situation; i. e., knowledge, experience, capacity to imagine
the consequences. Thus, emotion is the magical consciousness of the
world; a magical presentation of the wrld is effected by comnsciousness

due to an immediate participation ia the world.

Yet it must be pointed out that emotion is not a pesition taken by
consciousness; emotion is not a state of consciousness, it is consciousness.
Sartre's notion of emotion differs from the view that makes emotion out
to be an gffect of consciousness; rather for him emotion is a way for
consciousness to exist. In emotionm comsciousness appears in one of its
characteristic modes. For this reasor Sartre maintains that man is
responsible for his emotion and is never "overcome™ by it. Through

emotion man participates inm a unique manner in his situation; but man is



never submerged by a situation. A situation exists to the extent that
it is organized about a comsciousness; the emotional consciousness is just

one way & situation exists.

Furthermore, the instrumental world which provides a background for
a8 situation is tf&sforned by an emotion. Congciousness constitutes a
situation by giving it a certain meaning; this meaning may be one “"borrowed"
from given meanings by way of a concept, or meaning may be created hy
trapnsforming the situation. In every case the meaning is the meaning of
the situation and always refers to that situation. However, the intention
which directs meaning toward a situation at the same constitutes the
situation. This means that a consciousness which organizes a situation
is at once the source of the meaning of the situation. The elements of
the situation which are “on hand" and “at hand", that is, those things
for use and those utensils for use, are given meaning by an intentional
congciousness which apprehends op them s value. Thus, it is the parti-
cular consciousness of 2 situation which gives its cohesion and order
to it. The emotional comsciousness is precisely that comnsciousness which
results when a group of elements are inadequate. Emotion is the way
man deals with a situation which is too difficult for “gives" means for
dealing with it. In emotion man finds a grounds for creation; creation
because something must be offered to overcome the inadequacy of the
gsituation, and this something cannot be gotten from the situation itself.

“At present, we can conceive of what emotion is. It is a transforma-

tion of the world. When the paths traced out become too difficult,
or when we see no path, we can no longer live in so urgent and

difficult world. All the ways are barred. However, we must act.
So we try to change the world, that is, te live as if the connection



between things and their potentialities were not ruled by deter-
ministic processes, but by magic. Let it be clearly understood
that this is not a game; we are drivem against a wall, and we
throw ourselves into this new attitude with all the strengih we
can muster. Let it also be understood that this attempt is not
conscious of being such, for it would then be the object of a
reflection. Before anything elﬁe, it is the seizure of new
connections and new exigences."
Thus, through emotion a need to create is effected; at once is given the
situation which can receive this creation and at the same time consciousness

is "prepared” for the creative act.

Sartre recognizes that the situation of man is almost always "given".
Moreover, man car usually find standards and criteris which satisfy his
wishes. The situation of amn effectively determines his projects and
his successes. However, an instrumental world is adequate only for
production and not for creation. The difference between the two is that
the former deals with ends through means, the latter deals with ends alone.
Production is a process of fulfilling goals, meeting standards, and per-
forming duties. Creation brings into being these goals, standards, and
duties. Indeed, creation occurs precisely where production fails; the
very failure of production stimulates creativity. Hence, the instumental
world and the emotional world are complementary. The instrumental world
represents the products of creativity while the emotional world stimulates

creation itself.

Still, there are several problems to be solved. In what way does
the emotional world “stimulate™ creativity? In what way does creation

come about? In what way does creation affect the imstrumental world?



And most important of all, why is the instrumental world ever inadequate?
This last question can be answered only by examining Sartre's notion of
man's being. He believes that there is something fundamentally lacking
in man which makes him forever dissatisfied with his world. For this
reeson any given world will be inadequate because it will always point

out the basis for the inadequacy 6f man-himself.



B. Sartre’s Ontology

Sartre claims that to be-in-the-world is to be conscious of the
world. Man is the peculiar being who is both in the world and is
conscious of being in the world. But, man is not in the world in the
same way things are in the world; the difference between their being
in the world is that things are in the world necessarily, while man
is in the world contingently. The necessary being-in-the-world of things
can be traced to their being the things of the world; that is, they are
the world. Man, on the other hand, is in the world contingently because
his consciousness of the world, which characterizes his being-in-the-
world, is contingent on there being a world for consciousness. Man's
consciousness of the world in no way constitutes the world in its being,

man does not create the world; the world is.

The primary problem of Sartre's ontology is how consciousness can
be conscious of a world that in no way depends on consciousness. He takes
it as obvious that consciousness of the world and the world itself are
different; however, this “obvious” difference is not an absolute, rather
a fundamental mode of being underlies each which relates them in a unique
manner. Sartre seis up these two modes of being as: being-for-itself,
which is consciousness, and being-in-itself, which is all that is not
consciousness. By making this division of being Sartre is notgiving
a being to consciousness and the world, rather he believes that such
a division is indicated in every concrete phenomenen. Can this be the

case?



The appearance of a phenomenon is taken as the origin of experience;
it offers a "bit of what is" and acts as the fundamental unit of existence.
But what is offered in the phenomenon? The phenomenon must offer a view
of being. Why is this so? A view of being is offered because the
phenomenon is supported meither by itself nor by comsciousness. This
can be seen by reflection on what the phenomenon presents and how it is
presented. First of all, "something"is presented or the phenomenon would
be empty and could not appear; hence, it has content. But this content
cannot be the mere appearance of the phenomenon, that is, the phenomenon
is not spontaneous; instead, "something"™ appears as a phenomenon. This
something is a thing, an object with definite characteristics, a thing
in itself. This thing appears as the phenomenon and it is its particular
appearance which identifies the phenomenon; the thing is presented, that
is, located spatially and temporally, as & phenomenon. Thus, a phenomenon

may be described as the way a thing exists as here and now.

But to exist as here and now means that the thing is presented to
something which provides time and space since a thing, in itself, is
self-sufficient and un-needful of these limitations. Here and now are
specifications of something which characterizes existence because
existence is defined as the "being-there-ness" of things. Hence, this
something provides existence for the thing; in fact, the thing appears
as its existence. What sort of being can provide existence for a
thing which is self-sufficient already? What can a self-sufficient thing
lack? Sartre says that things lack consciousness. Yet things are

whether consciousness is in them or not. What then is consciousness?



First and foremost, consciousness is not a thing, it is not an
entity; consciousness is act. Consciousness is act because it is always
consciousness of an object; consciousness exists to the extent that it
always has an object; in fact, the object of consciousness is identified
with the consciousness of that object. As such consciousness is in-
tentional: it always intends its object by existing solely for the sake
of that object. Consciousness is consciousness through and through;
it has no substratum nor content of its own. Since it has no substantiality,
consciousness must be pure spontaneity; at every moment it must create
itself. But how can such a being relate to a thing which is wholly
in itself? Consciousness cam relate to a thing in itself only by some-

how assuming the being of that thing. How so0?

A thing, which Sartre terms a being-in-itself, is wholly inert and
massive; such a thing cannot act on consciousness for it cannot be
stimulated nor motivated. But consciousness has no content of its own
with which to act on the thing so how is a relation established? Sartre
avoids the problem of establishing a relationship between a thing and
consciousness by declaring that they always appear in a unique relation-
ship. The appearance of the thing coincides with the appearance of
consciousness; to discuss them as separate is to have already acknowledged
their original relationship. A thing exists in the world to the extent
that there is a consciousness of its existence in the world. Therefore,
the phenomenon turns out to be nothing else than a concrete occurrence
of a thing in and by consciousness. Every phenomenon presents the
world in terms of the thing which appears. For this reason, any

affect, disturbance, or meaning of the thing must result in the phenonmenon.



Thereby, the phenomenon presents the thing in terms of its aspects; the
phenomenon is the concrete existence of the thing: the thing as laid out
for inspection. It is the thing in itself as "such-and-such™, as seen
from a certain viewpoint. Yet this presentation in no way changes the

thing in itself; nor does the thing cause the phenomenon.

But if the phenomenon does not result from the efforts of being-in-
itself how does the phenomenon receive its being as a particular viewpoint
of the thing? While it is true that the thing which appears as the
phenomenon is nothing but the in-itself,what may be said of the being of
the phenomenon? It was said earlier that the phenomenon was the object
of the consciousness which intended it, and that the object of conscious-
ness coincided with that consciousness. Such being the case, the pheno-
menon which appears must be nothing else than the consciousness of that
appearance. From this it follows that the being of the phenomenon must
be intimately related with that of consciousness. What is this relation-

ship?

Since consciousness is always intentional it must project onto its
object something which it lacks; that is, consciousness apprehends on
the object some kind of meaning. And yet consciousness has no content
upon which to ground any meaning. Meaning for consciousness must be
based on its being pure spontaneity; thus, meaning will be continually
created by consciousness with respect to its object. This means that
the meaning which consciousness projects onto its object will be the

weaning of the object itdelf. Furthermore, consciousness can project



the meaning of the object onto the object only because it can present

the object to itself without coloring it with its own being. For an object
to be revealed as it is in itself it must be revealed as the source of

its own being; that is, it must be presented as what is without trans-
formation. In order that consciousness effect such a revelation it must
not render the object in its own terms, that is, make it comscious, rather
consciousness must adapt itself to the object. The significance of this

is that consciousness receives its being from the object that it presents.
Hence, the phenomenon which is the object of consciousness brings with

it the being of consciousness. But, it was said earlier that consciousness
provides existence for a thing. How can consciousness provide aaything

for that which gives consciousness its beingv?

What kind of being must consciousness have in order that it can
provide something for a thing which is already full of itself? A thing
in itself needs nothiug. In fact, this nothing is what consciousness
provides. It is precisely nothing which separates one thing from another;
it is nothing which makes there to be things rather than a plenum of
being. Consciousness distinguishes this thing from that thing by
separating them with nothing; the nothingness which consciousness brings
to the in-itself makes there to be a world. Consciousness brings non-being
into the world of being-in-itself; as such consciousness does not change
the in-itself, rather the in-itself is revealed as being that-which-it-

is by consciousness' provision of a background of nothingness.

Thus, consciousness, being-for-itself, is a being,which by its being



that which it is brings non-being to what is; the for-itself is the non-
being of the in-itself. As such the for-itself is grounded on the in-
itself because non-being is precisely the non-being of being; non-being

of nothing is impossible. The for-itself, then, rests on the in-itself
but only by not being the in-itself. In this way a uniqee bond is effected
between the two which can be attributed only to the for-itself, since

the in-itself does not need non-being.

In terms of the phenomenon, the for-itself arises as the phenowmenon
of being; this pbenomenon is nothing but the in-itself as it is not. The
in-itself is not to the extent that it appears in a perspective, that is,
as being seen from a particular vantage point which fails to show the
in-itself in its characteristic fullness. This appearance of the in-itself
in no way changes or damages the in-itself, rather it is merely presented;
it is offered for inspection as a thing with certain qualities. This
presentdion is a mode of being which is not in the in-itself because in
itself being has no privileged parts; it is fullness. Rather this presenta-
tion is a surface covering which surrounds the in-itself with qualities
which are emphasized from a particular point. As such the in-itself
appears in view of a certain intention; this intention occasions a

phenomenon of being.

Therefore, the being of the phenomenon is supported by being-in-
itself yet this being is exactly not the being of the particular thing
presented. The being of the phenomenon Sartre calls the transphenomenality
of being; by this he means that every phenomenon refers to being which
supports it: being-in-itself. But how can a particular phenomenon refer

to a being which in no way causes that phenomenon? Sartre answers this



question by stating that for the phenomenon to rest on anything that
anything must be indicated by the way the phenomenon rests on it; that is,
the way the phenomenon appears indicates the toiality of being which
underlies it. Each particular phenomenan appears to the extent that

it has a background upon which to reveal itself. No phenomenon would

be meaningful 1f it did not point beyond itself to the totality from
which it came. Yet this t&plity does not appear; how is this totality
indicated? The totality of being which does not appear is indicated

by a non-reflective apprehension of being which underlies the reflective
apprehensiorn of a particular pﬁenemenon. Thus, emotional consciousness,
which was discussed in the first section, can provide a background upon
which a particular phenomenon can appear; a consciousness, sueh as
emotion, immediately apprehends being as a totality. It is only upon

an apprehension of this kind that phenomenon can be effected. Hence,
the appearance of a phenomenon is not the presentation of & single

thing in isolation, rather @ thing appears in its relation to the world.
The transphenomenality of the phenomenon is its being the nong-being

of what it is mot.

What can be said of the non-being of the phenomenon? Non-being
must rest on what is but it can not be what is because to be what is is
to have the being of what is. Nom-being then must be not what is while
at the same time it must depend om what is for its being. Moreover,
non-being cannot be derived from what is because being in itself is
pure positivity and contains no negation; it absolutely excludes non-

being. This exclusion from being, however, is no act of the {n-itself,



the in-itself is inert; therefore, exclusion is on the side of non-being
and, in fact, constitutes it very life. Non-being is the constant
exclusion from what is; non-being makes itself ag this exclusion. Hence,
non-being is not given, it is made; non-being is nothing but creation
out of nothing. But since something cam never be made from nothing,
non-being is pure act, the pure spontaneity of consciousness which
creates itself at every moment. Non-being, then, is born in the upsarge
of its contingency with respect to being and in the upsurge of its self-

¢reation.

Being appears as that-which-appears in and through non-being.
In this way the appearance of being, the phenomenon, makes there to be
that which is; being appears as here and pow as the phenomenon of being;
the phenomenon is the existence of what is. Thus, each concrete existent
is a phenomenon of being; and, each concrete existent appears by way
of non-being: being-for-itself. Thus, the division Sartre makes
concerning consciousness and the world does not mean that they are
separate. - Rather there is a relationship between the two which brings
both into existence as correlatés.: The being of consciousness, being-

for~itself, is inseparably bound to the being of the world, being-in-itself.

The tie that binds the for-itself to the in-itself may be called
Jdack. The for-itself is a total lack because all-that-is is on the
side of the in-itself. The mode of being for the for-itself is to
exist as the lack of that being which it is not: the in-itself. This

lack is expressed as desire for that which is lacking: for this reason



desire can be seen as the fundamental mode of existence of the for-itself.
The desire which characterizes the for-itself is the ontological desire-
to-be. The desire-to-be is the desire of the for-itself te give itself
the massiveness and fullness of the in-itself while yet remaining

coniciou:n&ss. This ideal union would be a conscious in-itself, or as

Sartre calls it: the jn-itself-for-itself.

"In other words the for-itself projects being as for-itseif, a being
which is what it is. It is as being which is what it is not, and
which is not what it is, that the for-itself projects being what
it is. It is as consciousness that it wishes to have the impermea-
bility and infinite density of the in-itself. It is as the nikhilation
of the in-itself and a perpeiual evasion of its contingency and
facticity that it wishes to be its own foundation. This is why
the possible is projected in general as what the for-iiself lacks
in order te become in-itself-for-itself. The fundamental value
which presides over this project is exactly the in-itself-for-

- ‘itself; that is, the ideal of a consciousness which would be the
foundation of its own being-in-itself by the pure consciousness
which it would have of itself. It is this ideal which can be
called God. Thus, the best way to conceive of the fundamental
project of human reality is to say that man is the being whose
project is to be God...God, value and supreme end of transcendence,
represents the permanent limit in terms of which man makes known'
to himself what he is. To be man means to reach toward beiug god.
Or, if you prefer, man is fundamentally the desire to be God.”

This fundamental definition of man is not to be seen as a "nature”
or "essence”. Sartre describes this fundamental being in order to provide
@ meaning for man's activities; this being is not a character or substance,
it is a project which is pursued in freedom. Moreover, this project is
not to be seen as essential, that is, it is not demanded by man's being;
instead, this is an existeniial project which is sustained and net “given".
This fundamental project is offered as the truth behind man's particular
projects im the world. Thus, the desire to be God never appears as such;

particular desires are what man concerns himself with, and Sartre points out,



®...the desire of being in its abstract purity is the truth of the
concrete fundamental desire, but it does not exist by virtue of
reality. Thus the fundamental project, the person, the freg
realization of human truth is everywhere in all desires...”
Hence, the occasion of a particular desire stands as the experience in
which human truth is expressed. Therefore, the desire to be God is not
a nature of man but the truth of his freedom; man's freedom consists in

maintaining such a truth.

Sartre is opposed to any kind of "essentialism™ which might be drawn
from his description of man's freedom. This freedom is not given to or
bestowed on man; man is that beiny , that human reality which exists in
and for freedom; freedom can mever be an obstacle to man®s being. Man
is free to the extent that he does not take his being as "givean". To

be human is to question being human;

"...the abstract, ontological 'desire to be' is unable to represent
the fundamental, human structure of the individual; it cannot be
an obstacle to his freedom. Freedom in fact...is strictly identified
with nihilation. The only being which can be called free is the
being which nihilates its being. Moreover, we know that nikilation
is a lack of being and cannot be otherwise. Freedom is precisely
the being which makes itself a lack of being. But since desire...
is identical with lack of being, freedom cam arise only as being
which makes itself a desire of being; that is, as the project-for-
itself of being in-itself-for-itself. Here we have arrived at an
abstiract structure which can by no means be considered as the
nature or essence of freedom. Freedom is existence and in it
existence precedes essence. The upsurge of freedom is immediate
and concrete and is not to be distinguished from its choice, from
the person himself. But the structure under sonsideration can be
called th’ iruth of freedom; thatis, it is the human meaning of
freedom.”™

. This inspection of Sartre's ontology reveals several things concerning
man's being-in-the-world. First, man is alwaps situated: as a for-itself

he exists precisely to the extent that he makes there to be a world of



* of a being whose essence implies its existence; that is, in which

appearance lays claim to being... Comsclousness is @ being such
that in its being, umnuwnmu_amu

a being other than itself. We must understand that
this being is no other than the transphono-enal being of the

phenomena and not a noumenal being which is hidden behind them.
It is...the being of the world which is implied by consciousness.
It requiees simply that the being of that which appears does not
exist only in so far as it appears. The transphenofinal being of

what éxists for consciousness is itself in itself.”

Hence, comsciousness is the consciousness of being-in-itself and does

0 ,a‘iuhsiantiallty apart from the in-itself. The being of conscious-
ness is in question due to its relation to being-in-itself which is
un-questionable. Consciousness is the being which is conscious of its
lack of substantiality due to its ocmsciousness of being-in-itself.
For consciousness its being is in question in its every mode of exist-

ence; ;the existence which is the nihilation of that which is.

As a being whose being is in question it might be said of conscious-
ness that it attempts to flee itself in an trying to ground its being
in and for itself. This flight precipitates and coincides with the
desire-to-be which characterizes the for-itself. The for-itself yearns
for the n;ssivc beingof the in-itself but wants this being for itself.
At the same time the for-iteelf fears its submergence back into the in-
itself, that it will become an in-itself. This metamorphosis would be
the death of consciousness; it would become a thing, unconsciousmess,
opaque, and brute being-in-itself. As such the for-itself strives
to take being-in-itself for itself so that it will be its own grounds.
Nihilation is an attempt to achieve such a foundation; in nihilation

the freedom of the for-itself is expressed.

Freedom is expressed in the particular nihilating acts of the



beings-in-itself. That is, man exists as the consciousness of the

world, as the world in its order, its relationships, and its determina-
tions. Man exists as the meaning of the world; meaning comes to the
world through the situations constituted by consciousness. Second,

mar is free to the extent that he nihilates the in-itself; this nihilation
is the imaginative delineation of the world as meaming-full. To nihilate
being-in-itself is to present it as here and now; to nihilate is to

exist what is. Third, man's situation and his freedom are correlative;
this correlation can never be reduced to ome of its members: to be free

is te existrin a human situation. That being is free who nihilates its
being; this nihilation is brought about in the creation of situations
which bring meaning into the world. Fourth, man is described as a lack;
this lack is limited by the in-itself-for-itself . This is why the
instumental world discussed in the first sectbon will Flways‘be inadequate
for man. The instrumental world is a means, a device For expressing

the desire-to-be; it is a world of deing which conpansrtes for a world

Here them is found Sartre's answer to the questiok. Why is the instru-

of being.

mental world inadequate? The answer: because such a world exists as here
and now; it is inadequate as qiv§n for use because 1ts‘va1ue lies in it
being re-created in terms of what ii gan be. The given world of things
“on hand” and “at hand” exists in and through the nihihation of the
in-itself by the for-iteelf. What this world can be, ?ouever. stimulates
nihilation; the for-itself values the world in terms ot being in-itself-

for-itself and this being is the possibility of the for itself which

/e



brings about the nihilating act:

"Ontologically speaking then it amounts to the same thing to say
that value and possibility exist as the internal limits of a lack
of being which can exist only as a lack of being -- or that the
upsurge of fre;donngeteznines its possibility and thereby circum-
scribes its value.

Pogsibility belongs to the for-itself as that which it lacks while value
is the totality of being-in-itself which is lacking. The upsurge of
freedom brings with it the conditions for its existemce: possibility as
that which is nihilated in free existence, and yalue as that which is
outside existence and is the source of meaning. Possibility is the
being of the in-itself which the for-itself desires while value is the
ideal realization of this being in terms of the for-itself; as such

value is the in-itself-for-itself.

Therefore, it is seen that the instrumental world, because it is
merely "on hand™, will contain values-of-the-world which are based
on utility and efficiency; to give the world human values, these values
on hand must be questioned. Human values arise in this questioning;
but, they must be created for there is no Supreme Being to come to man's
assistance. The values to be created will be indicated by man's
failures in thé world; these failures will be manifested in emotional
consqiouanss. that consciousness which in no way relieves man of the
fesponsibilixy of his existence, instead,it most effectively points
out this‘responsibility. In sueh experiences man will see himself as a
free being who must create his successes, they will not be given to

him; man is just exactly what he makes himself to be.



Ontology, then, establishes the truth of man's activities by
turning them back ir upon themselves; each act takes on an importance
which begins with the act itself. This means that every concrete human
act occurs in freedom; thereby, the act carries its meaning with it

b £

e

it is nothing else but meaning. Human reality provides meaning
for the world through creative action; this action is the very life of

man's being-in-the-world; this is the life of consciousuess.

Since creation is the life of consciousness, an examination of the
way consciousness acts in the world, as é}tre sees it, will be offered
next. By doing so it will be possible to determine what creaiion means

for Sartre, and how this creation comes about.



C. Consciousness

Consciousness does not act on the world, but in the world. For
Sartre consciousness is not a substance or human essence which acts as
an agent-thing upon the things of the world. On the contrary, conscious-
ness is correlative to the thing of which it is consciousness. As stated
earlier, the object of consciousness issnothing else than the conscious-
ness of that object. This means that the thing appears as a consciousness
and not by a consciousness. A thing sppears as consciousness through
nihilation, that act wherein the world is posited as a totality upon
which the thing rests. Hence, nihilation is a double determination of
being wherein all that is is presented by way of one of its members:
a thing. But, as pointed out above, nihilation is the presentation of
that-which-4s in terms of its non-being. Whan can be said about the

origin of this non-being with which consciousness is wholly involved?

Since consciousness is the being by which non-being comes into the
world, it must have an absolute quality as such a being. This is so
because non-being cannot be traced to being-in-itself which excludes it.
Consciousness must effect this non-being from the position of a certain
lack of being, a nothingness. It would not be possible for consciousness
to effect non-being from the substantial being of the in-itself; hence,
consciousness must have its own mode of being which is defined by its
role of intwoducing non-being into the world. To define consciousness
as that which produces nothingness is to mgke consciousness out to be

that which has no being, for being is not non-being. For this reason



consciousness does not begin with being, rather it makes its being; as

such consciousness is pure spontaneity. At every moment consciousness
creates itself out of nothing, the nothingness which is its being. But,
"...this self-determination of comsciousness must not be conceived

as a genesis, as a becoming, for that would foree us to suppose

that consciousness is prior to its own existence. Neither is it
necessary to conceive of this self-creation as an act, for in that
case consciousness would be conscious (of) itself as an act, which

it is not. Consciousness is a plenum of existence, and this de-
termination of itself by itself is an essential characteristic.”’

Furthermore,

"consciousness has nothing substantial, it is pure 'appearance' in
the sense that it exists only to the degree to wnich it appears.
But it is precisely because consciousness is pure appearance,
because it is total emptiness (since the entire world is outside
it) -- it is because of this identity of appearance and existence
within it that it can be considered as the absolute...;there is
full contingency of the being of consciousness. We wish only to
show (1) That nothing is the cause of consciousness, 62) That
consciousness is the cause of its own way of being."
Hence, being-in-itself is not the cause of the nothing which causes
consciousness; rather this nothing arises in the upsurge of conscious-
ness. And, nihilation is the process by which this nothing causes

consciousness.

For instance, 1 am comscious of this table because I am not it and
it is not me. The table is here, it is a thing, because I apprehend
it as here and not as somewhere else. Its being here for me is attri-
butable only to my éonsciousness of it as here. I nihilate the being-
in-itself of the table in order that it may be distinguished from the
tosality of the in-itself. But, since nihilation is only the double
determination of the in-itself whereby the in-itself is "totalized” in

terms of the thing which appears, this table appears on the background



of the world which it is not. The table appears to me because I have

in some way surrounded the world with a cloak of nothingness, the

world as non-being, and, the table indicates this nihilated world by
being precisely this table before me. In this way I perceive the table
on the background of a "non-perceptual™ totality which is indicated

by this table; this “non-perceptual™ totality is greated by consciousness
in order that a thing gan appear; without this background the thing is
submerged in the undifferentiated mass of being-itself.

Nihilation is the process whereby I posit this thing as an object
of consciausness: 1511 table. The location of this thing, its character
as a thing-upon-which-to-write, thirty inches high, etc., are the
qualities wheih I designate as belonging to this table. Yet it must be
pointed out that these qualities are qualities of the table and not
fictions which I have drawn from my subjectivity. The thing is what
provides for these qualities and my consciousness always remains in-
tentional toward this particular thing. Qualities are merely the
successive consciousnesses which I have of the thing, the way the thing
appears to me. In fact, these qualities are nothing else than the
existence of my consciousness; my consciousness exists the table by
surrounding it with non-being: the successive profiles of the thing.

The thing in itself is without parts, without succession; in-itself it
is fullness and inert. The gbject "table™ is the synthetic umnion of

the profiles of the thing. The thing has an infinite number of profiles
which can never be exhausted by comsciousness. My consciousness of the
thing as a table is the way I nihilate this infinite number of profiles

through the use of a concept "table™. But this cencept can be traced



only to the “totality™ upom which the thing appears; that is, the concept
represents the thing in relation to tis position within the totality of
what is. The concept is the way the thing is given a "center", a locus
of qualities; the concept always gets at this center by making there to
be such a being-thing. The concept is what organizes the successive
profiles of the thing into those of a “table", a thing-upon-which-to-
write, thirty inches high, etc.

So the object-consciousness, or appearance, of a thing is the thing
as it is not: the non-being of the thing. Consciousness exists the
thing by positing it as an object, by surrounding it with non-being.
"Thus the being of the object is pure non-being. It is defined as
a Jack. It is that which escapes, that which by definition will
never be given, that Y&ich offers itself only in fleeting and
successive profiles.”
Consciousness, therefore, is totally involved with the appearance of
things. This being the case,consciousness has no existence except in its
role as the revelation of what is. Yet consciousness is, so it must have
a structure which supports it as pure appearance; and, since all that is
is on the side of being-in-itself, this structure must be related to that
being.
"Conssiousness is consciousness of something. This means that
transcendence is the constitutive structure of consciousness;
that is, that consciousness is born gupported by a being Qich is
not itself. This is what we call the ontological proof."'%
Consciousness rests on the foundation of that being which it is not,

being-in-itself, thereby it is ontologically grounded.

Consciousness of a thing follows the fact that a thing is: conscious-



ness does not constitute the thing, consciousness coincides with the
appearance of the thing. The thing exists through consciousness because
consciousness transcends the particular appearance toward the thing in
itself. This is so because the appearance is an appearance; its parti-
cularity being designated by the consciousness which transcends it to-
ward the fullness of the thing. The appearance, them, appears as a

~ transcendent object. This cam occur only because consciousness posits
the infinite possible appearances of the thing which this particular
appearance is not.

"It is an impossibility om principle for the terms of an infinite
series to exist all at the same time before consciousness, along
along with thé real absence of all these terms except for the one
which is the foundation of objectivity. If present these impressions --
even infinite in number -- would dissolve in the subjective; it is
their absence which gives them objective being. Thus the being of
the object is pure non-being... But how can non-being be the
foundation of being? ... It is true that things give themselves in
profile; that is, simply by appearances. And it is true that each
appearance refers to other appearances. DBut each of them is

already in itself alone a dent being, not a subjective
material of impressions -- a e of being, not a leck ~--
a presence, not an absence."

Thus the consciousness of a thing derives its being from the thing
itself. The particularity of the appearance derives its being by being
a particular appearance of a thing which is ﬂ@nscendent of the appear-
ance. Consciousness of the thing is consciousness as the appearance of
the thing: the thing by being for consciousness is the being of con-
sciousness. Thereby, the being of the nihilation of the thing, which
is pure appearance, rests on the being of the thing.

"To say that consciousness is consciousness of something is to say
that it must produce itself as a revealed-revelation of a being
which it is not and which gives itself as already existing when
consciousness reveals it. Thus we have left pure appearance and

have arrived at full being. Consciousness is a being whose
existence posits its essence, and inversely, it is consciousness



for-itself; that is, as consciousness of the thing nihilated. Every
particular consciousness of a thing must pass toward the meaning of

the thing and not its being. This is so because consciousness is
fundamentally freedom and thereby expresses this freedom outside
being-in-itself. Hence, the meaning of a thing is revealed in and by
the activity of consciousness since it is already present to the thing
itself. More precisely, it is the characteristic freedom of conscious-

ness which is expressed in the revelation of the thing as meaning and
not as being.

But the nihilation of the thing by consciousness is not a subjective
process which brings forth meaning for the thing; rahher nihilation
produces the meaning of the thing. The nihilation which produces
meaning is founded on being-in-itself so this meaning is the meaning of
the thing and not an external attachment applied by consciousness.
Consciousness is empty and cannot produce amything for being-in-itself;
consciousness can only reveal what is already there. But if consciousness
is empty and meaning is meaning of being-in-itself, then consciousness

bust exist as this meaning. Otherwise this meaning would remain in
the impenetrable mass of the in-itself.

Furthermore, since meaning is realized in the totality of being, and
since this totality is a comstruction of consciousness, and since
consciousness is a nihilating function by which the non-being of what is
appears, then meaning must result from the construction of a world of
non-being. This world of non-being is nothing else than the world of
being as meaningful; non-being is the existence of meaning. Therefore,

it is quite right to equate meaning with nihilation, freedom, and



consciousness. So there is a coincidence of being-for-itself, freedom,
and meaning at the basis of man's activities which grounds them on the
in-itself but not as the being of the in-itself, rather as the in-itself
is pot. The significance os this is that the “products” of man's
activities will always be those which are constituted as not being that
which is. Man may live in the world but he cannot change it as it is,
he can enly change it as it ig pmot. His constructions within the world
will be in the order of non-being, nevey in tie order of being-in-itself.
Thui, man.nust "choose™ his position in the world and work to effect a
transformation of the meaning of his pseition. This can be done only

by comprehending the totality of his world through the particularity

of its appearance. This is possible because of the transcendental
character of the particular; and, men can comprekend this transcendental

character of the particular because he is transcendentally free.

This transcendental freedom may be expressed in and by the imagina-
tion, Sartre claims, for it is the imagination which apprehends the
transcendental nature of am ocbject. As Sartre says,

“indeed, what is this free consciousness whose nature is to be the
consciousness of something, but which, {or this very reason, con-
structs itself before the real and which surpasses it at each
moment because it can exist only by "beirg-in-the-world', that is
by living its relation to the real as a gituatiom, what is it,
indeed, if not simply consciousness such as it reveals itself to
itself in the cogito? 1§ not doubt the very primary condition of
of the cogito, that is, at once the constitution of the real as a
world and its negation from this same point of view and does not
does not reflective grasp of the doubt as doubt coincide with the
apodictic intuition of freedom? We may therefore conclude that
imagination is not an empirical and superadded power of conscious-
ness, it is the whole of consciousness as it realizes its freedom;

i o " every concrete and real situation of comsciousness in the world is
"big with imagination in as much as it always presents itself as
withdrawing from the real. It does not follow that all peséption



of the real must reverse itself in imagination, but as conscious-
ness is always 'in & situation' because it is always free, it always
and at each moment has the concrete possibility of producing the
unreal... The unreal is produced outsSide of the world by a conscious-
ness which gtays in the g_e_g% and it is because he is transcendent-
ally free that man can imagine. But im its turn, the imagination...
is the necessary condition for the freedom of emprical man in the
midst of the warld. For, if the negating function belonging te
consciousness...is what makes the act of imagination possible, it
must be added that this function can manifest itself only in the
imaginative act. The gliding of the world inte the bosom of

- mothing ness and the emergence of human reality in this very
nothingness can happen only through the position of gomething which
is nothingness in realtion to the world and in relatiom to which
the world is nothing. By this we evidently define the structure
of the imagination... The imaginary is in every apge the 'something®
concrete toward which the existent is surpassed.™

Thus the imagination supplies the “something™ which was called meaning
earlier; that is, meaning is that which is surpassed beyond the existent.
At the same time the imaginative consciousness is the condition for the
perseption of the world as meaningful. In the imagination is found the
concrete nihilating act of consciousness as it expresses its fundamental

freedom,

This examination of consciousness has revealed it to be that which
creates meaning; consciousness exists as this meaning of the world. The
creation of the meaning of the world is the world as it can be. The creation
of meaning is the life of comsciousness, its very freedom; yet, comnscious-
ness is free to create in the order of non-being only; being-in-itself
lacks nothing, it 1s fullness itself. As such consciousness exists as
the non-being of what is; this existence is bas:s;ggae of consciousness
which provides non-being: the imaginative consciousness. It is the
imaginative consciousness which provides the "non-perceptual totality”

as a background for the appearances of the world. For this reason,

Sartre argues, it is the imaginative consciousness which is wholly




the condition for there being consciousness of the world.

Therefore, the next task of this paper will be to offer a view of the
imagination as it is presented by Sartre in order to learn how man's
freedow is concretely expressed “im Situation”. After this view of

the imagination it will be possible to gather the preceding ideas and
form a basis for an aesthetic theory; it is the imagination which offers

the key to such a theory bssed on man's free being-in-the-world.



D. Imagination

Sartre states that a thing can exist for consciousness in two ways:
it can exist in fact and it can exist gglggggg.lé In the first case the
thing appears as perception; it is perceived in a series of profiles
which are not constituted by comsciousness. fhe thing must be present
for these profiles to appear, the perception of a thing designates it as
a fact. On the other hand, the thing can appear in the imagination.

In this case the thing is constituted within consciousness precisely

as the consciousness which constitutes it. The thing as present excludes
the formation of its image because consciousness is present to a thing

only through perception. It may be argued, as Sartre does, that the

image of a thing is the absence of thé thing as being present in conscious-

ness.

Yet a distinction must be made between the way a perception presents
the thing and the way an image presents it. First, the perception presents
the thing as it is at a particular instent. The perception does not abert
the thing on purpese; as a perception the appearance of the thing is a
profile, a certain view of the thing which is always presented asone
of an infinite number of possible profiles. The image, on the other hand,
may present the thing as a single isolated view without relation to
other images of the thing. The image presents ihe thing in a definite
situation; in fact, the thing appears as credible due to its situation
in the image. The perception appears as being subject to an infinite
series of pergeptiaﬂs the truth of which is given only in the total

series. However, as mentioned earléer, ancinfinite number of appearances



cannot be present to consciousness at the same time; instead, each
appearance must contain within itself its referential character --
that character which relates it to the rest of the series. The image,
however, does not contain such a character. It is self-contained.
Moreover, it may be argued that the image presents the thing in such

a way that an imaginary background is provided upon which an effective
perception can oceur. That is, the image presents the infinite series
of the possible perceptions as agbsent, and it is this absence which

constitutes the particular perception as being this perception.

But there is a problem here. If a perception can occur only because
an image presents the absent members of the series, does that mean that
the image and the perseption happen at the same time? This problem is
solved by pointing out that the image functions through the perception
but never at the same time. The perception of the thing is a real
contact with the thing as present; the real world is made up of just
such realitieés. But the thiang, the synthetic union of the infinite
series of prefiles which appear as an gobject of consciousness, cam only
be effected by way of the image. The image serves as the "glue” which
binds the succeeding perceptions together; it makes out of theee perceptions

anigbject of perception. How so?

Consciousness is always consciousness of something. This comething
is the gbject of consciousness. A thing can be an object of consciousness
only in one of its finite modes, the rest of the series must be absent.
But the thing in itself is complete; it has no parts, no profiles in

itself. It is in consciousness that the thing has profiles: puece profiles,



nonetheless, are profiles of the thing, but only because the thing appears
as not being its successive profiles. The profiles appear to the extent
that the thing is presented as being infinitely more than each of its
profiles. It is the image which makes such a pregentation. It does so

by presenting the thing as situated; that is, the thing is lscated in space
and time. - This situation makes the thing credihie, and, thereby, a

source of knowledge. Therefore, the perception of the thing is the
effective ggg.of an image which underlies it as the "transcendental
condition of censciousness”%7 There is, then, no conflict between the

image and the perception within their repsective consciousnesses.

There remains, however, the difficulty in distinguishing between
a perception and an image. Sartre declares that this distictiom is
immediately given upon the formation of one or the other.

"When I evoke the image of my friend Peter, I do not make a false
judgment about a state of my body. Rather, my friend Peter
appears to me; not, to be sure, as gome thing, as actually present,

as there. But he appears to me in image. Doubtless I must shift
to reflection to formulate the judgment, 'I have an image of Peter',

directing my attention not to the object of the image but to the
image itself as a psychic reality. But this shift to reflection
in no way alters the positional quality of the image. I do not
wake up, I do not right myself, I do not suddenly discover igat
I formed an image...l knew all along thai it was an image.”

Thus the image carries with it the consciousness that it is an image.
The image, therefore, is a "psychic reality"” which can be reflected on;
it has certain characteristics which can be established through such

reflection.

The first characteristic determined about the image is that it is

a consciousness. The image is not a picture in consciousness, it is a



consciousness; that is, to have an image is to be conscious of the
imagined object. The image might beter be described as an imagined
consciousness. The distinctin between perdeptiorn and imagination may
be useful here:

"...whether I see or imagine that chair, the object of my perception
and that of my image are identical: it is that chair of straw onm
which I am seated. Onlxlgonsciousness is related in two different
ways to the same chair.

The object of perception is the same ax the object of the image; the
difference lies in their distinctly difierent ways of presenting the
object. Perception "encounters" the cbject, the real object is per-
ceived. On the other hand, imagination creates a synthetic organization
which “situates" the object; the object is presented in an unreal context.

This unreal situation is nothing but the imaginative conschbousness of

the object.

To establish the second characteristic of the image Sartre describes
the way imagination differs from perception and conception in their
separate apprehensions of the object. The perceptual consciousness
observes objects in their concrete existence. It views them in profile:
each view is reptesentative of the object but mot exhaustive of it. The
conception of an object, however, grasps the object at its very ceanter:
the object is presented in its esseptial form, in its essential whatness.
The concept is the source of that knowledge which is conscious of itself;
it is immediate knowledge of the object. The jmage is similar to the
concept in that immediate knowledge of the object is given with the
formation of the image. This immediate knowledge differs from the
knowledge gained from the perception of an object which must be accumu-
lated throughvsuceessive profiles. But the image differs from both the

perception and the concept in that it suffers from am “essential poverty".



as

All the knowledge 0g the image is immediately given, no reflection’

upon the image produces further knowledge of the object. With this

in mind Sartre says that the image can be "quasi-observed™, that is

it can he seen only by taking in everything at once which is contained
in it. It cannot he tmwned around, nor extended trhough reflection;

all the knowledge that it comtains is presented at a glamce. This is
the second characteristic of the image. Itis this characteristic which
makes the image a source of knowledge; namely, the fact that it can be
seen at a glance, there is knowledge immediately givem with nothing
hidden, the image can function as true knowledge; it can become data
for conceptualization. This leads to the cbnsequence that the intention
of consciousness to imagine an object simultaneously produces the
imaginative consciousness of that abject. Within and by the intentional
act to imagine, the image appears; thus, the imaginative consciousness

is sui gemeris hecause

"...consciousness never precedes the dbject, the intention reveals
itself to itselfzgt the same time that it realizes itself, in and
hy realization.

In the imaginative ac# the object may appear in four ways: as non-
existent, as absent, as exﬁstinq elsewhere, or the object may be replaced
with the imaginative conscFousness itself in a "neutralized" form, that
is, the object may be loftun-posited.2l The cbject in every case has
a positional character ahirh excludes real presence. This is necessarily
the case since the real prrsonce of the objecti is the occasion for

perception. Therefore, tﬂe third characteristic of the image is that

it posits its object as a non-being, a nothingness, an unreality.

Because the imaginative consciousness posits its object as a non-being



it must assume the responsibility for its existence. Non-being is
excluded from the thiing which is objectised, therefore the existence of
tha'objeot is bound up with the consciousness which effects the object.

The object as non-being makes consciousness out to be a pure spontaneity
which must create itself at every moment; this is the foruth characteristic
of the image. It is pure spontameity because the existence of non-being
can néver be grounded in itself, it must constantly be intentional

toward the being-in-itself of which it is the nom-being; hence, it must

be made a comsciousness at every moment. This is the task of the
imaginative éonsciOIsness; this is the task wherein man expresses his

fundamental freedom.

For instance, my imagination apprehends this thing befofé::s that=
upon-which-I-write, here and now, with this color, shape, etc. This
particular object is an image of the table: the table as it:exists im
the situation of my writing on it jat this time,in this world. The image
is credible because it occurs as an apprehension of this thisg in a
certain situation. My existence as writing-on-this-table can be equated
with the table-on-which-I-write because my act of writing and the table
are bound together in a common situation, cach element of which refers
directly to every other element. It is this interrelationship of elements
and their inter-dependency which determines them as im-a-situation. But
this situation is mothing but the imaginative consciomsness of any one
of the elements, the consciousness which presents the ensemble at a
glance. In such a consciousness every element has equal validity and

importance because of their common participation in a situation. Thus,



I-who-write and the table-upon-which-I-write are existentially equal

in the image. This equality is what gives the image its credibility

and its meaning; the meaning being just the organization of the elements
of the image. This meaning bestows particularity upon this table; it is
Lhis table because I write on it and is meaningful for the same reasonm.

My image of the table presents it as the table of this meaningful

situation.

The imaginative consciousness has a unique relatioaship to the
thing: it is the thing as it is not. Imagination surrounds the thing
with a cloak of nothingness which must be seen as a xeal quality of the
lhing. While the real objectuis aseries of profiles which unfold in
tiﬁe. the absence gf the thing, the non-existence gf the thing, or the
thing 2s existing elsewhere are real qualities of the thing which exist
as consciousness. The consciousness by which these latter qualities
exist is as much a real consciousness as ihe consciousness by which
Ieal perceptions exist. The difference between the twe presentations
of the thing, its reality and its non-being, lies in the way it is
presented by comsciousness. In the case of the image the thing is
presented as existing but as existing as an unreality. Perception
presents it as existing as a reality. Both conscioﬁsnssses are equally
gggi.‘and both refer to the smme thing; but their relationship to the
thing differs. The thing as a being-in-itself is beyond both reality
and unreality; it merely is. It is the image which "totalizes™ what is
in order that this thing may appear; it is upon this “"totalization™
that a perception occurs. Without this prior image of the situation
a perception would be ggggigg;ggg. This is not to.deny that perception
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is independent of the imagination, rather the meaning of perception
comes only by way of the imagination; perception can present this thing,
this real object only upon the backgrouﬁdenf the imagined situation.
"To posit an image is to construct an object on the fringe of the
whole of reality, which means therefore to hold the real at a
distance, to free oneself from it, in a word, to deny it. Or,
in other words, to deny that an object belongs to the real is
to deny the real in pesiting the object; the two negations are
complementary, the former being the condition of the latter. We

know, besides, that the totality of the real, so long as it is
grasped by consciousness as a synthetic gituation for that con-
ciousness, is the world. There is then a two-fold requisite of
consciousness to imagine: it must be abie to posit the world

in its synthetic totality, and, it must be able to posit the
imagined object as being beyond the reack of this synthetic

totality, thatzis. posit the world as a nothingness in relation
to the image.”

In order for an image to appear rather than a perception there must
be an "on hand" situation which suddenly becomes too difficult. For,
instance, take the example discussed in Seciion A where a conceptual
manipulation failed and the individual became “emotional". This
emotional presentation of the world could be the basis for an imaginative
re-creation of the situation wherein the woerld was reorganized about
an image which was not disturbing, that is, not emotional. The despair
experienced in the "on hand” situation laid the world bsre before the
individual; this immediate coéfrontation of the all,which is being-in-
itself without differentiation,is awe-full or wornder-fuil, depending
on the type of situation. As such the world presses in on the individual
and he-feels himself beiny submerged in this plenum of being, he becomes
“emotional®. To recover his being-for-itself, to re-establish his human
being-in-the-world, he must re-create the way being-in-itself appears.

He performs this re-creation through the imagination.

Thus the imagination furnishes a field for human enterprise; the



human contribution to being-in-itself is nothing, but this nothing is

'ggg;xgg;gg that is human. Human consciousness is the existence of the

nothingness of all-that-is.

"Now we are at the point of understanding the meaning and the
value of the imaginary. The imaginary appears ‘on the foundation
of the world', but reciprocally all apprehension of the real as
world implies 2 hidden surpassing towards the imaginary. All
imaginative consciousness uses the world as the negated founda-
tion of the imaginary and reciprocally all consciousness of the
world calls and motivates an imaginative consciousness of the
world as grasped from the particular meaning of the situation.
The apprehension of nothingness could not oceur by an immediate
unveiling, it develops in and by the free succession of acts of
consciousness, the nothingness is the material of the surpassing
of the world towards the imaginary. It is such that it is lived,
without ever being posited for itself. There could be no develop~
ing consciousness without an imaginative consciousness, and
vice versa. 5o imagination, far from appearing as an actual
characteristic of consciousness turns out tgahe an essential and
transcendental condition of comnsciousness.™

Imagination, then, is the key mode of consciousness by which man
expresses his freedom. Man is not free to change being-in-itself, at
that level freedom is meaningless. Freedom begins on the human side
of all that is, on the side of meaning, on the side of nihilation.
Brute being, massive, inert, without orgamization or distinction is
without lack; it merely is. Freedom begins in the upsurge of lack, in
the upsurge of being-for-itsélf; freedom begins in the upsurge of nothing-
ness. Freedom is that which is limited by nothing: for ﬁhis reason
the world can never ke a limitation for man's freedom, man just happens
to be in a world. But this world is his condition for being free,
nonetheless. In this world he must live and move; but, his freedom
consists in re-making the world for himself: this is his humanity.

To re-make what is, to create a world for himself is the task of human

reality.



So it turns out that man's being-in-the-world is indeed nothing
else than his consciousness of the world. As such man is a distinctive
being: a being who is in the world by being conscious of the world.

His consciousness of the world presents the world in two forms: the
"instrumental” world, and the “emotional™ world. Both of these worlds,
however, have the same quality of existence; they are both real. But

it is the emotional world which presents the world in its immediacy;

as such the world is stripped bare of its values and meanings and man
can get a glimpse of his uselessness. This glimpse may be hidden behind
a fabrication of instrumentation, which accounts for the instrumental
uo:ld. or this glimpse can offer wan a chance to redeem himself in terms
of himself. A lucid view of all that is reveals to man his absolute
contingency and absolute responsibility at one stroke. Such a view
reveals the possibility of freedom; ihe free being of man as Man, the
for-itself as the in-itself-for-itself. But the view of being-in-itself
in no way reveals to man why he is what he is; Why? begins this side of
being-in-itself. To ask Why? is to have ggsumed the freedom of man;

to ask Why freedom? is to have positedithe freedom of consciousness to
ask such a question; consciousness is nothing else than the question

of its being. But in its very being it posits that being which it would
be as unquestionable-questioning: being-in-itself-for-itself. To posit

such a being is the origin of freedom, the origin of human reality.

If the human condition is such as Sartre makes it out to be, an
aesthetic theory which aspires to adequately incorporate this viewpoint
must rest on the recognition that there are no absolutes in the world.

The only absolute for man is man himself, be what he may. And, if man



is the being such that in its being, its being is in question in so far
as this being implies a being pother than itself, an aesthetic theory for
such a man must begin by questioning that which it aspires to do. But
this questioning cannot be an excuse for mot constructing such a theory,
rather the questioning must be the basis of the theory. Hence, the
theory will take the question, Why art? as its basis and motivation.

The second part of this paer will present such a theory.






A. The Work of Art

Sartre has claimed that human realityfkundlnentally the desire-to-be;
this desire is the truth of man's activities. This desire depends,
however, on the for-itself not being what it desires to be; that is,
the for-itself must lack the being which it desires. But how does this
lack appear to a concrete for-itself, that is, to a consciousness in
the world? The ontological truth is not a real existemt, so how is
man's lack revealed to him in his_real projects? This lack is revealed,
firxt of all, through man's failures, but these failures would only be
neutral experiences if man had no aim which these failures indicate.

Each failure man experiences indicates a value which provides the context
for that failure. But how are bhhese values maintained when man is not
failing®? Emotion is a'negative appearnce of a value, that is, emotion
results in the failure of a value. .In what way does man contribute

values to the world in a positive sense? The answer to these questions
will be bgeed on the fact that a value stands as the being which man
would be; every concrete value for the world exists as a lack in human
reality. Hence, that existence which contiributes value into the world,
that reveals to man his lack, that evidences his desire-to-be, must in

its very existence point to the in-itself-for-itself as its ideal. Sartre
holds that one such existence is the work of art. What does he take

the work of art to be?

Sartre formulates a law for the work of art: it is an unreality.24
To support this formulation he calls upon his description of the imagi-

pnative consciousness as that consciousness which creates unrealities;



one such unreality is the work of art. For instance, he feels that a
painting, as a work of art, is not the veal paints and canvas which can
be perceived, rather the work of art is the unreal existence of these
elements. He refers to a painting of Charles Viii:

"We understood at the very outset that this Charles VIII was an
object. But this, obciously, is not the same object as is the
painting, the camnvas, which are the real objects of the painting.
As long as we observe the canvas and the frame themselves the
esihetis object 'Charles VIII' will not appear. It is not that
it is hidden by the picture, but because it cannot present itself
1o @ realizing consciousness. It will appear at the moment when
consciousness, undergoing a radieal changggin which the world is
negated, will itself become imaginative."“"

The {rame, the canvas, the various paints are the real objects wiich

are perceived, but the aesthetic object which constitdtes the work of art
is imayined: it is unreal. The perceived objects serve only as an
"analogue” for the aesthetic object. By amalogue Sarire means the real
counterpart of the unreal objecti. As discussed earlier, & thing has
both real qualities and unreal qualities, neither of which is privileged,
they have equal existence with respect to the thing itself. Whether a
thing appears as real or unreal depends on the way its situation is
imaginatively constituted. An art object will appear when a thing is
presented through an affection. This means that the physical analogue
of the art object will funciion as an affective presentaticm of the

worid which stimulates the imagination to bring about the art object.

How does this ocoux?

The perception of the paint on a canvas can never gause the aesthetic
object to appear. In order that the aesthetic object may be apprehended
it must be comstituted by the imagination. This imaginative conscious-
ness can in no way grasp the yeal objects; only perception can present

the objects which are real, But what are the unreal objects of imagination?



"That which is real, we must not fail to note, are the results of
the brusk strokes, the stickiness of the canvas, its grain, the
polish spread over the colors. But all this does not constitute
the object of uesthetic appreciation. What is 'beautiful' is
something which cannot be experienced as perception and which,
by its very nature, is out of the world... The fact of the matter
is that the painter did not realjze his mental image at all: he
has constructed a material analogue of such a kind thatzgveryoua
can grasp the image provided he looks at the analogue.”

As a result the art object does not exist in the real painting, rather,
as art object the painting is unreal. This unreal object exists nowhere
but in consciousness, be it the consciousness of the artést or the spec-
tator. But this is not to make the art object merely an "idealistic®
coustructﬂ% of the mind which exists independently of its object, the
thing. The material analogue of the art object is the evidence that
there is an art object in existence. This evidence is the foundation of
the art object because it is the correlate of the image of the thing,
both of which indicate being-in-itself. The image is the non-being of

a cerain being-in-itself, it is strictly intentional toward its object.
Without this object, which is posited by the imagination as an unreality,
there can be no art object. The imaginative consciousness can never

be an object to itself as imaginative; it can hecome an object for
consciousness only through reflection. But in reflection the imaginative
consciousness, or the image, is posited as an object by consciousness
which is still intentional. But the image which appears to the relective
consciousness is not the art object, the image which appears is
consciousness itself. In this movement the art object disappears.

It will reappear only upon the advent of the imaginative consciousness

toward the physical analogue.

What Sartre means when he says that the esthetic object will appear



to anyone who looks at the analogue,is that "looking™ is the ordinary
way of approaching a physical object, and, for that reason it is the
way to stimulate aesthetic appreciation. But this looking does not
cause this appreciation. By looking at the physical object certain
perceptual objects will appear but these objects will become aesthetic
only in the imagination. This transformation can be explained by saying
that the perceptual objects are affected by consciousness because it
apprehends them in a new way. For instance, the reds and blues of a
painting are seen to have certain tomes and shades, but these colors
become aesthetic when they are imaginatively created as being the colors
with certain relations, the colors with certain harmonéés, the colors
with certain qualities. All these gcreated chavacteristics of the colors
occur due to an intention of consciousness to apprehend them as such.

To merely see the colors is to sustain them in the real world; seeing
them is to keep them real. They become unreal when consciousness

lapses into its imaginative mode. The cause for this lapse can be
attributed only to the thing itself, and not the real object. The lapse
merely indicates that the real object revealed a certain lack to con-
sciousness which could be fulfilled only in the imagination. But this

lack refers to the thing itself which is beyond the real.

By excluding the art work from the real world Sartre has placed it
in the realm of non-being. As such its charcteristics will be in the
order of this realm. These characteristics need to be delineated.
First, the work of art is an

"

... unreal collection of new things, of objects I have never seen
or will ever see, but which are not less uneeal because of i,



objects which do not exist inm the painting, nor anywhere in the

world, but which manifest themselves by means of the canvgs, and

which have gotten hold of it by some sort of possession."™
These "new things" are the relalonships, the order, the interplay and formal
characteristics of the objects of the painting. These things are unreal
precisely because they do not exist in the real world; they cannot

be seen, touched, fondled, or heard; they are strictly imaginative.

Second, the work of art is credible. It appears as the consciousnss
of itself; it is transparent and known through and through. As pointed
out earléer, the image is knwn immediately for what it is due to its
presentation of elements that are inter-dependent. The inter-dependence
of the elements is immediately grazbod as certain. A red in a work
of art appears as a certain red which is related to a certain shape and
texture; its location in the situation presented by the image establishes
its credibility. The totality of the elements:of the art work makes each
of them 2 necessary part. This credibility of the art work sets it

up as a source of knowledge.

Third, the art work is a meaning. The totality which is given in
the art work assigns specific roles to every eiement. In these roles
the elements have a definite location and function; as such they become
meaningful. Their relationships to each otber. their comman situation
make them inter-dependent and meaningful to each other. The totality
of these inner relationships comstitutes the meaning of the art work.
It is a meaning becaﬁse it presents a possibility: the pessibility of
being a being-in-itself which exists as a for-itself. This possibility



is yaluable because it indicates a chance for man to attain his ideal:
the in-itself-for-itself. But this chance only takes the form of a

Symbol of the ideal; the ideal appears as unreal, hence without the
fullness of being-in-itself.

Fourth, and most imporsant of all, the art work stands as the ex-
pression of man's freedom. In it man effects his characteristic being::
the nihilation of being-in-itself. Every art work is a concrete
establishment of value in terms of what man can be, what he desires to
be: the in-itself-for-itself. This desire-to-be appears concretely as
an act of appropriation which Sartre calls the gim of art.

"Art is an activity of appropriation, either wholly or in part, and
what it wants to appropriate beyond the concrete object of iéé
quest is being itself, the absolute being of the in-itself.

This appropriation takes place through creation; the creatdon of a

work of art puts the artist at the origin of a concrete existence. The
art object exists through the artist, the object is his. On the other
hand, the art object exists abltt from the artist in so far as it cen
appear to anyome. Once the creation is completed the art object becomes
a part of the world, available to any other imagination. But this very
"otherness™ is what makes the object his. If the object had no separate
existence it would be the artist himself. That which is his is that
‘which is not the artist while it depends on him for its existemce. It
is his to the extent that he is responsible for its existence, but this
responsibility is possible only because the object may exist in some
other consciousness; that is, the artist takes it for himself, this

"taking" eonstituﬁosigggggggggg. Possession is nothing else than the



double relationship between the possessor and the possessed: they are

separate but bound by a unique relationship. But what i3 this relation-
ship? |

First it should be pointed out that the art object must rely on
being-in-itself for its being; it is the non-being of a specific in-itself.
It is not submerged in the subjectivity of the artist; the artist
does not constitute the art object out of 2 private realm of being. He

an ‘
imagines art object as the nihilation of a paricular thing by revealing
the unreal qualities of the thing. This is what creation does: being
is revealed as that which it is pot. This places the artist at the
origin of a pew being, but this new being is in the order of non-being,
never in the order of being-in-itself. But this new being is definitely
new; it is a new consciousness of that which is. As such the artist is
responsible for a new existence, it is this new existence which he
wants to possess, for in this existence he approximates being=in-itself.
By possessing this existence he approximates his ideal, the in-itself-
for-itself. He effects a unique relatiouship of being:

"...the possessor and possessed constitute ideally a unique reality...

Thus the desire of a particular object is not the simple desire

of this object; it is the desire to be united with the object in
an internal relation, in the mode of constituting with it the unity
‘possessor-possessed'. The desire to have is at bottom reducible
to the desire to bezsealted to a certain object in a certain
relation of being.”
The artist desires the being which would come about in his relation to
his creation: the art object funmctions as a brute in-itself which the

artist takes for himself. This symbolic movement indicates the in-itself-

for-itself.



The art object, then, is a consciousness of the world of being
as revealed in a certain fashion. This revelation is not in being-
in-itself; it is in the world of non-being; it is being-in-itself ag
it is not. The artist nihilates the eealm of being-in-itself in order
to make there to be a world for him. An art object is a microcosm which
presents the artist's apprehension of what is 8s a world. Yet the
world of being-in-itself is un-changed and un-created. Creation
consists only in the introduction of non-being into the world; this
non-being never penetrates being-in-itself, rather it rests on this
being. The world is "seen" in and by these "spectacles™ of non-being;
whether this view will be rose-tinted, pessimistic, or anguishing will

depend on the artist.

The art object exists, therefore, but not in the same way a stone
exists. The stone ig whether there is a consciousness of it or noti;
the art object, however, exists only in and by consciousness, indeed,
it exists as consciousness. Art is the concrete activity wherein man
demonstrates his desire-to-be; it is one way in which he can pursue
his “project of being™ -- the project to be God-- the way he attenpta\
to totally realize his freedom and be his own foundation. But this

attempt can never be achieved. Why is this so?



B. Art and Freedom

Sartre's notion of the art object as an unreality, as a source of
value, as a concrete meaning in the world, as a consciousness of its
object, places the artist in a precarious position. He is in 2 position
of dependence upon the world of being since the art object is the unreal
existence of a thing in itself. The artist who exists as the congcious-
ness of this thing in its unreality no longer has an existence of his
own. He is wholly consciousness of the thing and this particular
consciousness exists as an unreality. As such the artist is unreal
with respect to the thing itself, but he is wholly real with respect to
the situation presented in the art object. As such the artist transforms
his existence by existing as unte;l in a real world and as real in an
unreal werld. In this way he has an option to select the reality he
desires. This choice is not available to the man who has never created
a world for himself. Such a man would not be existing as free in Sartrean
terms. To exist as freedom is to live the moment of choosing between the
world-at-hand and the world-to-be. This does not mean that the free
man is an idle dreamer; rather it means that he is not limited by his
concern for the world-at-hand. He creates & world-to-be in order to
free himself from the petty demands of the world-at-hand. But this
is no fantagy; from such worlds come the things which will be at-hand

tomorrow.

The artist who is primarily engaged in creating worids-to-be always

has the option to select the world-at-hand. But he has an option only



because there are worlds-to-be for him. Without such worlds he has no
chance to gxist his freedom. No one will deny that the ontological

truth of his freedom is just as “real™ ag that of the man who exists

his freedom, but the ontelogical freedom is only a tmuth not an existence.
That man is free who exists his freedom, that man who does not take it

as "given for always”. From such a view of freedom it can be seen

that art is never realized; it is an action, never an entity. Art is

the way freedom exists. For this reason the physical analogue of the

art object can never be a substitute for the art object. It stands only
as the evidence that a concrete freedom hés been effected. To another
man this analogue can be constituted as his freedom; there is no
restriciton on the number of éonscionaﬁessos who can possess an art object.
Every man who can imagine can make it his; by way of the physical
analogue the art object can be redeemed by every consciousness which

takes upon itself the responsibility to sustain the existence of this

ideal in-tself-for-itself.

As such, the artist's existemce is precarious because he exists to
the extent that he creates, and, to create is to exist as unreal in 2
real world. To exist is to sacrifice persomal reality for the sake of
pérsonal unreality; the artist takes a chance with himself by bringing
forth a new existence. His chances become meaning for the world. The
value of =rt objects cons;st in their powerfull way of demonstratinq that ‘
man can take chances with himself. To contemplate an art object is to
take a chance, the chance that & life will be transformed with a new
meaning. The artist asks, What will happen te me if I change this thing

before me? The spectator asks, What will happen to me if 1 look at this



thing? The art object appears in and through such questions. The art
object is an answer to both of them; it exists as the question of man's

existence; the art object answers: man is a being who would be free.

Sartre's description of the art object as an unreality, as the
imaginative consciousness of a thing in itself provokes the question:
How does the art cbject differ from any other image? Can the image of
& tree be an art object, can the beautiful be found in nature? Sartre
does not restrict the art object to a class of things; that is, he does
not say that nature camn¢t provide analogues for art objects. He does
declare that meaning begins with freedom and freedom is a human project.
Such a declaration would seem to say that a tree could be imagined
as an art object enly if it surpassed its being toward its meaning.

That is, should consciousness coustitute it as meaningful for some
purpose, this constitution might raise it to the level of an art object.
But its beauty would consist im its human presentation and not in its
existing as a brute reality. Such a notion emphasizes the human over
the natural and mekes a sharp distinction between their importance.

This would be consistent with Sartre's notion that man must wake himself

and the world is the means by which he does so.

Still the problem remains about how am art object is distinguished
from just sny image. Does a feeling accompany the fermation of the art
object? It would seem that this is the case. There seems to be anc
affective condition required for the sppearance of an aesthaetic object

rather than a perceptual object. Normal perception, it was pointed out,



occurs on a background of an imagined “totality"™; and some kind of
affection is needed to transform this background into a fnreground.
Hence, the art object is an image affected with itself. Does this

mean anything wore tham the fact that the art object is valuable?

If not then there is no way to explain the appearance of the art object,
for value arises as the art object and not as its cause. Sartre

would probably agree that there is no way to prove that there is such

a concrete existence as the art object. In fact, to hold it in question
might be taken as its mode of existemce. To accept it as fact would
make it inte a real object. To question the relevance of this non-
being, to plumb the depths of its implications, is to exist the art
object. Affectivity, then, arises with the art ohject; To question
Why this image¥t, cannot result from facts. Affectivity is the living

of man's question of being; the image is the appearance of this life

as a poasibility; as the possibility to attain an answer to Why man?
The image, as art object, has no special being over any other image
save that givem it by consciousness. If the image passes into the
background of consciousness, there is no art object. There is no
grounds for the ari object other than consciousness of being-in-itself.
This imaginative consciousness appears only whem a being-in-itself
appears; the art object has no privileged existence. For this reason
the question, Is this art object meaningful, does it imply a new existence
for me if I assume responsibility for my existencetY sustains the art

object.

lience, artists are not born, they are made: they make themselves

by ereating new existences. In every art work the artist seeks to found



his own being. In these terms every man is an artist in so far as he
strives for the unity of his being. A man who yearns for the fullness
of a being who would he to itself its awn‘grnunds for being and at the
same time be consciousness of its being so, a man who yearas for this
s§0 much that he perpetually questions his being in terms of this being,

such a man is free. The artist is just such a man.



C. Conclusions

When Sartre states that art is a concrete occurrence of man's
freedom, the question might be asked, Why freedom? If man is funda-
mentally the desire-to-be, and the project of being is to satisfy this
desire, and if man's freedom consists in realizing this project, then
is he free? Does man have an alternative to this existence which Sartre

has described? And, if not, is freedom meaningful?

Sartre would answer that if there is any meaning in the world
it is based on just such questions as these. DMeaning begins with
freedom. To ask even meaningless questions is to have assumed the atti-
tude of a free being. There is no way for man to prove that he has
a right to live, there is no way he can even assert his right to be-
in-the-world, for there is nothing to which the assertion can be made
other than man himself. To question freedom is to question man, but
the question of freedom cannot be reduced to Man. To say that man is
a being who brings himself into question is not sufficient te reveal
the total lack of content which chracterizes him. This total lack can
only be revealed by positing, that is, by creating out of nothing, that
which man would be. Such a man is "the being who in its being makes
. itself a question of being in so far as it implies a being other
than itself.” But man has no guarantee that there is such a being which
is implied in his questioning of himself; the questions, Why freedom?
Why man? would seem to point to an insufficiency in man himself, but
this insufficienéy may be his very being. This is the pessibility

which Sartre suggests.



However, Sartre does not discount the chance that the grounds of
man's being may suddenly appear to him. A sudden insight, a crack in
being-in-itself may deliver man foom his dependency on this being.
But until such a redemption occurs, mwan must pursue his being in his
own way. So, to question, Why art? is precisely to assume the attitude so
that there can be art. To take art for granted, as givem, as always !
a part of man because of its historical evidence is to subvert the
meaning of art. Art does not have meaning, it provides meaning.

Art is not an institution, an entity, a thing; it is am activity wherein

meaning appears, wherein man appears, wherein the world appears.

The original contribution which Sartre gives to the enterprise of
art is to make the question, Why art? reappear and take on a new ur-
gency. It is now charged with the responsibility with existing as
the question of itself. To answer such a question it will be necessary
for art to range over the wide scope of human activities and seek to
found itself. By founding itself it will have indicated a foundation
for mas himself. Hence, art will be nothing but the attempt of man
to found himself; as such it will be necessary for him to probe its

depths, to know it, to enjoy it, and to do it.

Sartre is an artist. Why has he not written an aesthetic theory?
I1f art is so important why has he not offered a direction for it to
take? His one attempt to do so in What Is Literature? skims ever the
fine arts and talks primarily of engagement: the activity of dealing
with real concrete situations with literature, to try to change man's

condition. But he does not specify a criteria for art in general. Whyhot?



Sartre's argument is that a theory for doing art depends on what the
art is trying to do. For him the aim of literature should be to bring
about @ change in human situations. He will not proscribe such a
role for all art. He waintains that there is no parallel of the
arts; they do not seek the same goals.ao The aim of an art sets the
criteria for its success; it will achieve no higher goals than it sets
for itself. But, of course, its failures will be no greater than these
goals allow either. So if am art is not concerned emough to set the
highest goals for itself then that art will exist in bad faith. Every
art is charged with the repsonsibility of maintaining its existence.
When such an existence is no longer questioned them the art will have
been replaced by technology: art will have become production, not

creation.

Hence, a theory of art based on Sartre's ideas must recognize
that it can never be a substitute for art, nor a grounds for it, nor
a reason for it. The most it cam do is to make the question, Why art?
.an integral part of the artistic enterprise. Such a theory cam never
proscribe rules, or standards, or values for art. The beautiful
is man's freedom; but this freedom has no substantiality, it exists
to the extent that it is lived. The existence of freedom cannot be
solidified into codes of conduct or modes of action; only God could
do such a thing, if He existed. To theorize about art, then, is to
do art; a theory of art makes no sense unless it is a paradigm case of
itself. Therefore, this paper will close with this possibility as

its value.
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