[bookmark: _Int_C9k9cbDL][bookmark: _Int_zCOvolLe][bookmark: _Int_CQajVX6n]To begin with I would like to outline who Jean-Paul Sartre was and deliver some context as to why he developed the idea that humans are condemned to be free. Sartre was born in 1905 in Paris, he studied at École Normale Supérieure and later in his education studied in Germany under the lecturing of Husserl and companionship of Heidegger. Later, he became a lecturer of philosophy and taught in Le Havre and Paris. During World War II (WW2), Satre was drafted into the French army and served as a meteorologist in it, being captured in Padoux in 1940 and was held for 9 months as a prisoner of war in Nancy. When he was released in 1941, Satre participated in the founding of the Socialisme et Liberté, with such existentialist writers as Simone de Beauvoir and Maurice Merleau Ponty, which was an underground resistance group. A consequence that came from Sartre being released, or escaping, from prison was that he advocated for with ‘cheerful ferocity’ for the assassination of prominent war collaborators such as Marcel Déat. Judging from Sartre’s beliefs on humanity’s condemnation to be free, we can discern that he would have accepted that his suggestion to assassinate Déat came from his ultimate freedom to choose his beliefs and the condemnation element came from the chance occurrence of his liberation.
[bookmark: _Int_oW3HemZe][bookmark: _Int_Q5pD41C0]For those who contend that we, as humans, have freedom as an integral part of our Dasein, initially they have a difficult time convincing those critics whose immediate responses to the statement ‘we are ultimately free to do what we want’ is to lambast them and say ‘no, we are not’ whilst listing several fanciful examples of how we are not free. They would state something akin to ‘we are not free because we cannot choose to run at the speed of sound to catch that train that is leaving in one minute,’ or ‘we cannot choose to begin speaking fluent Albanian without any prior knowledge of the language.’ Sartre contends that if we think in this illogical way then we are confusing freedom with omnipotence, as freedom has its limits and absolute freedom does not mean we can do anything and everything (Jones, Cardinal & Hayward, 2006, p. 53). Facticity’s are then proceeded to be defined, they are the immutable facts of the matter; our age, place of birth, our primary socialisation, the laws of physics as they apply to us and the language we grew up speaking. Sartre does not discount these in his assortations, he knows these cannot be changed. Through this, he develops that we are a being-for-itself (pour-soi) and we do not have an essence, therefore we are free. Where Sartre states ‘man is condemned to be free’ (Sartre, 1973, p. 34) he means that because we have no essence, as we are not granted one at birth as so to give us the opportunity to craft our own through life, we are not determined to adhere to a set purpose, like for example a book’s (a being en-soi) purpose is for it to contain information which is to be read. Therefore, this vacuum of intention we are born into delivers us our condemnation which we seek, in stark contrast to a typical condemning say, in criminal court. That is, we seek for our life to have a meaning, to endow our lives with an essence and so, we are ‘condemned’ to realise we are acting freely to realise our Dasein. (Heidegger; H.7. pg27, 1997)
[bookmark: _Int_iDo6hPO1]An extension of Sartre’s original notion of freedom is articulated in Being and Nothingness (1943) where he develops an explanation of how our acknowledgement of the harshness of a situation and the suffering an occurrence can impose leads into us deciding that these conditions are unbearable, and we begin to envision of a reality where these hardships are not so apparent. ‘Freedom’ in this sense grants us the ultimate ability to choose or not to choose how we react to these hardships, even lack of action in this regard is a distinct way of using our freedom (Sartre, 1943, p. 344). Sartre uses a hypothetical here to describe the influence of facticity's on our ability to enact our freedoms in the physical world. He used the example of a worker in 1830, who may revolt if his salary is lowered; since he can easily conceive of a reality where his appalling standard of living is alleviated, he would not be further lowered with the introduction of the new despairing living conditions imposed on him as a consequence of these lowered wages. However, he does not equate the sufferings he faces himself, to the sufferings he can socially and contextually observe in others' lives. As to the worker, these realities are the standard state of his life, therefore he does see any reason to act against them because he lacks the education and reflective capabilities to envision a social context in which his perceived sufferings did not exist. Understandably so, as he has never had to contend with this before, due to the facticity of his social class. Nevertheless, an example of an individual who broke through the perceived condemning barrier between freedom and facticity is the instance in To Kill a Mockingbird (1960) where falsely convicted rapist, Tom Robinson utilised his freedom to choose to escape in the face of absurdly low odds of success, rather than accept the facticity of his despairing situation (the context of a black man in the deep south, where deep-rooted societal racism was widespread, attempting to escape prison from those who would have no moral issue shooting and killing him). Despite knowing that there was a potentiality of “seventeen bullet holes in him” (Lee, 1960, p.238), Tom Robinson was still ultimately free to decide that he wanted to try to escape, to make a better future for himself, likewise equally free to embrace inaction and resign himself to his death sentence. 
In part four section II of Being and Nothingness, Sartre goes on to further define freedom as the thing that constitutes the framework, the techniques, and the ends in relation to which they will manifest themselves as limits. In other words, our freedom dictates the parameters as to what we believe we can accomplish, where Sartre uses the example of a crag in a mountain face that was originally deemed as climbable. When this crag is determined to be “too difficult to climb” it is only found to be this way because at first our freedom stated otherwise, meaning that our freedom has constituted the boundaries that it will subsequently encounter. If we were to apply this principle to our own lives or our future, as Sartre implements with the nothingness argument pertaining to our future, then we realise that we do not just have to use our freedom as a restrictive force but one that can open countless possibilities for us, as we are free to choose to impose restrictions on what we believe we can do or not (Sartre, 1943, p. 376). Heidegger expounds on this by stating that men are thrown into existence, with the distinct endowment of rationality, freedom and imagination for ‘no reason at all’ which grants credibility to Sartre’s notion that we are indeed condemned to be free because no matter the positive experiences and emotions we harbour in our lives, there will always be negative ones which ‘condemn’ us to this state of freedom (Heidegger, 1997). The ultimate state of the universe makes a mockery of this freedom as we are condemned to live in it, be free in it, yet it does not care what actions we take through our utilised freedom (Roberts, 1960, p. 189). 
[bookmark: _Int_trsvPbft]Similarly to this, Camus’ discussion of Absurdism entails the same premise of humans living in a world that does not care what we do, only leaving us to prevail or fall with the freedom that we have been gifted by it. Contained within the novel ‘The Fall’ Camus declares that ‘at the end of all freedom is a court sentence’ (Camus, 1957, p. 40) furthering this idea that whatever sentence we are handed, we are condemned to that fate. Absurdism entails this sense of freedom as through every avenue of our meaningless yet extremely intriguing existence, we must choose to do something even if that choice is to resign ourselves to inaction or suicide. Those are still distinct uses of our freedom; they are our burdens to bear. This aspect of every one of our distinct choices being a ‘burden’ strengthens Sartre’s contention that when our freedom has the potentiality to be utilised, we are duty bound by the universe to make a choice. In any such instance, our ‘intentionality’ towards any liberating or destructive action condemns us to that very action. 
In the face of Sartre’s viewpoint, Heidegger also claims that whilst growing into his freedom, man is still conditioned by his body, his physical environment, i.e. the atomic fact that he lives on an island in the middle of the Southern Ocean, his age and culture (Roberts, 1960, p. 189). These conditioning factors of his body can and do initiate restrictions on man’s freedom, for example a man with paralysed arms or no arms cannot, without external assistance, score a 180 on a dartboard, a 1-year-old child cannot become the absolute dictator of Turkmenistan and a tribesman from the Amazon rainforest cannot become an cosmonaut for the Chinese National Space Administration, of course all according to Heidegger. On the other hand, Sartre would rebuke these examples as he does acquiesce to the credence and influence of these facticity’s on our choices however would not agree with the distinction that they can control them. Of course, some decisions are impossible for certain individuals to realise at any given time, although they can still choose to seek these ends to the fullest of their capabilities, thus choosing to utilise their freedom for a goal that is potentially close to zero in probability. David Detmer echoes this sentiment using the omnipotence objection in which he describes the absolute freedom of prisoners and slaves, that Sartre alludes to, as one that by no means ensures they will be able to escape from their predicament. In the prisoner example the deserving of their imprisonment does not come into play as regardless of this the choice to choose to escape is entirely within their freedom. It is contended here that these individual’s freedom is one that is perfectly compatible with their physical autonomy remaining outside of their direct influence (Detmer, 1988, p. 69). Some people misinterpret Sartre’s reply to the Omnipotence Objection by claiming if such a freedom is compatible with imprisonment slavery and the like then it can only logically be an inconsequential, inner freedom that only encapsulates concepts of the mind and immaterial. They dictate that this freedom is only of “attitude, thinking, judging, desiring and wishing” (ibid, p. 69) which is a completely ineffective freedom that lacks the ability to influence action in the world. Sartre does not incorporate this flawed ‘inner freedom’ into his argument and instead disowns it, as it only seeks to determine how we should think in terms of the adversities we face. For example, believing that our mental faculties are not the necessary precondition for our actions, only that they are entirely free to decide, without purposeful action, how we navigate the choices in our lives. They are not, as Sartre would desire them to be, directly intertwined with our freedom to action. This meaning that our free-flowing thoughts and decision-making processes can have a meaningful and tactile effect on our actions. 
Another characteristic of Sartre’s freedom is the responsibility that the freedom to choose brings with it and consequently the anguish that follows. Sartre exclaims that,
“The first effect of existentialism is that it puts every man in possession of himself as he is, and places the entire responsibility for his existence squarely upon his shoulders,” (Sartre, 1973, p. 29)
And this can be a frightening prospect for us, as living our lives is already quite distressing without the realisation that everything we do lies entirely within the confines of our own freedom. Nothing we do can extricate us from that responsibility, short of suicide that is. Interesting to note, is that suicide also lies within the confines of our freedom to choose and so if we are to end our life, we would, through this action still be chained to the freedom that led us there. The inescapable grasps of responsibility are so strong that even when we try to release ourselves from them, we still are dependent on them. 
[bookmark: _Int_f7HFbk18]As well as this, we are condemned to this freedom in another way through the notion of ‘live possibilities,’ being possibilities that in the moment we are physically able to do yet we reject them (Sartre, 1943, p.41). This is because they do not pertain to our goals at the time, such as a medical student at Princeton who wishes to be a surgeon suddenly dropping everything and becoming an orthodox priest deep in the Siberian tundra. Thye would have to give up all their current projects, friends and family members and therefore this prospect is inconceivable and cannot be called a ‘live possibility.’ We did not ask for all these potential live possibilities to be thrust upon us at birth, nor did we request to be given the freedom that enables us to make these unknowingly self-destructive or harmful to-our-peers decisions. Following from this line of logic, we can confidently ascertain that Sartre here is collating his arguments and summarily finding that we are born to be free.
To summarise my findings, the collation of Sartre’s arguments thus far has efficiently determined that we are condemned to be free using his ontological freedom angle. It is sufficient to say that we, as humans preceding our consciousness, did not and could not ask to be placed into the world that we live in today. This therefore means, that no choice was made in the initial receiving of our ultimate freedom. Nevertheless, as according to Sartre we are born lacking essence, i.e. a distinct purpose for our life, there is no obligation to live a certain way that is contained in ourselves. Ignoring societal and religious expectations, we are free to choose our own path for our future as Sartre defines humans as beings-pour-soi, in that we live for ourselves not that we live to serve a function or role as inanimate objects, like tables do. This lack of essence, although positive in retrospect, does still dictate that we are condemned to forge our own path for ourselves, as well as free to destroy ourselves actively or passively. Either way we had no way of influencing whether we were granted freedom, we simply were. With this quality comes anguish and anxiety for the responsibilities we must bear for harbouring this freedom, and consequently, the rejection of having it at all for many people. It cannot be denied that in one or more aspect, we are condemned to it.
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