
Forthcoming in The Cambridge History of Philosophy: 1945–2015.  
K. Becker & I. Thomson, eds. Cambridge University Press.  

 

Sartre and Merleau-Ponty on Freedom 

Taylor Carman 

 

Freedom was the central problem and preoccupation of French existentialism – not only 

of its central figure, Jean-Paul Sartre, but also of his sometime intellectual friend and 

rival, Maurice Merleau-Ponty. They had in common what they inherited from their 

immediate German predecessors – from Edmund Husserl a commitment to 

phenomenology as a method of inquiry, from Martin Heidegger a conviction that 

traditional philosophy had failed to take seriously the existential sources of its own 

questions and concepts. Like Husserl and Heidegger, they were critics of theoretical 

abstraction and scholastic refinement, champions of the concrete, eager to remind 

philosophical reflection of its groundedness in what Sartre called the “prereflective 

cogito” (cogito préréflexif), or as Merleau-Ponty said, translating literally from the 

German Erlebnis, “lived experience” (l’expérience vécue).1   

On many substantive matters, however, Sartre and Merleau-Ponty differed 

profoundly – or, it would be more correct to say, Merleau-Ponty departed sharply from 

Sartre. For although Sartre’s early works, up to and including Being and Nothingness 

(1943, hereafter “BN”), make almost no mention of Merleau-Ponty, much of 

Phenomenology of Perception (1945, hereafter “PP”)2 is animated by an ongoing, 

implicit and explicit, critical conversation with Sartre. What Merleau-Ponty most 

emphatically rejects is the categorical distinction Sartre draws between “being-in-itself” 

(être-en-soi) and “being-for-itself” (être-pour-soi) – that is, between objective reality, 
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which has a positive intrinsic nature of its own, and the subjectivity of consciousness, 

which is constituted by the essentially negative relation in which it stands both to itself 

and to the in-itself. That dualism of en-soi and pour-soi, objectivity and subjectivity, 

permeates Sartre’s thought, just as Merleau-Ponty’s effort to problematize, subvert, and 

complicate it is a recurring theme in the Phenomenology, and indeed in all his subsequent 

writings. This deep difference of philosophical outlook and argument marks their entire 

relationship, but nowhere is it clearer than in their accounts of the essence and limits of 

human freedom.  

 

Sartre 

Strange as it might sound, Sartre’s famous declaration of radical freedom has fairly little 

to do with the metaphysical puzzle known to students of philosophy as the problem of the 

compatibility of free will and determinism. Sartre was not particularly interested in 

whether free choice can in principle be reconciled with causal mechanism; like Kant, he 

thinks it plainly cannot be. When he speaks of physical causality at all, which is rarely, he 

places it beyond the domain of action and decision altogether: “a being that is caused is 

wholly engaged by its cause within positivity: to the extent that it depends in its being on 

its cause, it cannot contain the slightest germ of nothingness,” which is to say, freedom. 

Consciousness as such, Sartre insists, lies outside the network of physical causes: “in so 

far as a questioner must be able to take a sort of nihilating step back in relation to the 

thing he is questioning, he escapes form the causal order of the world and extricates 

himself from the glue of being” (BN 59).  
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Putting mechanical causation aside, then, Sartre’s question is not whether actions 

are psychologically conditioned but, rather, how it is possible to understand them as 

motivated by anything other than an “arbitrary or capricious” free will (BN 594). The 

causal conditions relevant to Sartre’s account of freedom are not the blind forces of 

physical nature, but the “reasons” (motifs) one has for doing what one does, that is, “the 

set of rational considerations that justify it,” and the “motives” (mobiles) that impel one 

to act, that is, “the collection of desires, emotions and passions that drive me to perform a 

certain act” (BN 585, 586).3 What matters to Sartre’s account is solely what figures into 

the rational and psychological explanation of action, which he regards as a primitive 

phenomenon, distinct from and irreducible to brute facts and forces of nature. 

Dismissing what he calls “those tedious arguments between determinists and the 

partisans of freedom of indifference” (BN 573), Sartre poses instead what he takes to be a 

deeper, more pressing question, namely, “how a reason (or a motive) can be constituted 

as such” (BN 574). He agrees with Hume that libertarians are wrong to suppose that 

actions lack psychological causes altogether, since uncaused actions would be random, 

hence unintelligible as actions; determinists are right that we are not free to do just 

anything whatever, “if we mean by ‘freedom’ a capricious pure contingency, unlawful, 

gratuitous and incomprehensible” (BN 594). But determinists typically stop short of 

asking how anything can be the cause of an action, as opposed to a mere event. Actions, 

Sartre insists, have the kinds of causes they can have – namely, motivating attitudes – 

only by being performed for reasons: “To talk of an act without a reason is to talk of an 

act that lacks the intentional structure of all action.” Action consists precisely in “the 
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complex organization of ‘reason-intention-act-end,’” so the question is not whether but 

how actions are brought about, or rather what it means to say of some behavior that it is 

an action (BN 573–74). 

What, then, is the relation between reasons and motives? It is tempting to say that 

reasons are objective, motives subjective, but that can be misleading (BN 586–7). What 

Sartre says instead is that reasons are aspects of the world, situational facts we have in 

view when we act: “the contemporary state of things, as it is disclosed to a 

consciousness” (BN 587). Motives, by contrast, are psychological phenomena that are 

ordinarily transparent to us and that appear only upon reflection, or in our observing the 

actions of others. Sartre’s distinction between motive and reason closely corresponds to 

Husserl’s distinction between the noesis and the noema of an intentional attitude – the 

real mental state and its ideal content – both of which Husserl says are immanent in 

consciousness (see also Smith, this volume). Sartre, however, rejects Husserl’s 

internalism and maintains instead that motives qua psychological conditions of action are 

themselves transcendent to consciousness: they are only ever given to consciousness de 

facto, as objects of reflective awareness (or observation), already etched into the past, as 

it were, hence “separated from us by a breadth of nothingness” (BN 590).  

Sartre’s doctrine of radical freedom, then, is that a motive functions as the cause 

of an action only by already having been selected by reasons for doing what one does, 

that is, by being freely taken up. The motive as such, taken by itself as a given 

psychological fact, “can act only if we reclaim it; on its own, it has no strength” (BN 

590). Motives are psychological causes, but they are so only in virtue of our having in 
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effect chosen them by directing our actions toward ends and pursuing those ends for 

reasons. An end can motivate an action only by being recognized by the agent as 

affording or justifying the action, and that recognition, Sartre thinks, is a choice, which 

we can then retrospectively, upon reflection (or observation), identify as having been the 

agent’s motive. To say that actions flow directly – and only – from choices is to say that 

what constitutes a psychological attitude as a motive can be nothing other than the 

agent’s own recognition of that attitude as answering to the situation. Our actions are 

caused, but we in effect choose their causes by acting for reasons; the causes are not 

brutely given, nor do they literally impel us to do what we do. To suppose that actions are 

brought about by antecedently given psychological forces, Sartre thinks, is to project an 

imaginary, pseudo-explanatory power backward, from an end, which provided a reason, 

which was in turn simply what allowed us to recognize the action as an action.  

What about external conditions of action, causal factors that are not in ourselves, 

but out in the world? Doesn’t the brute presence of physical reality constrain my 

freedom? Sartre thinks not. Imagine that I am out hiking. After a few hours, I get tired. 

What happens next? “I give in,” Sartre says. “I throw my bag down on the side of the 

road, and I drop down beside it” (BN 595). Was I free not to do so? Didn’t my fatigue put 

a limit on my freedom? I might say I was “too tired” to go on. But was I? And even if I 

wasn’t literally unable to go any further at that moment, wasn’t it just a matter of time? 

Wouldn’t my exhaustion eventually catch up with me and literally force me to the 

ground? Yes, but fainting is not an action; deciding to stop walking is. Stopping was a 

choice I made, and Sartre maintains that choices – indeed, actions as such – are 
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essentially free: “human-reality is action,” Sartre says categorically, and “The existence 

of an act implies its autonomy” (BN 623). But how are we to reconcile this notion of 

freedom with the phenomenological force of the example, namely the pressure that my 

fatigue seems to put on my decision to stop and rest?  

Sartre’s answer is that that (so-called) pressure – commonly known as the force of 

circumstance – “weighs” on me only through commitments I have already made: beliefs I 

maintain, desires I embrace, values I hold dear – in short, antecedent choices. The 

question, then, is not whether I could have continued but, rather, could I do so “without 

markedly changing the organic totality of projects that I am, or would the fact of resisting 

my fatigue … be possible only with a radical transformation of my being-in-the-world?” 

Of course, I could have gone on, “but at what cost?” (BN 595).   

Freedom is not the same as power, nor is radical freedom tantamount to 

omnipotence. Sartre’s thesis is not that we can magically transform the causal structure of 

the world through arbitrary acts of will.4 He is, after all, a kind of realist about the en-soi: 

it exists independently of the pour-soi, it has its own intrinsic causal structure, and it is 

profoundly indifferent to our attitudes. Obviously, brute physical reality puts limits on 

what we can and cannot do. As Sartre says, “we perceive the resistance of things” (BN 

435). But what form does that resistance take?  

The en-soi confronts me, Sartre says, only in the guise of a situation. Suppose on 

my hike I come upon a boulder that I can’t climb. The rock is not a meaningless datum, 

but an obstacle; it presents itself to me precisely as “not climbable.” But what gives it 

that significance? In a word, I do: “the rock appears to me in the light of a projected rock-
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climbing …  [T]he rock is outlined against the ground of the world as a result of the 

initial choice of my freedom” (BN 637). For someone else, someone just out for a stroll, 

enjoying the view and with no interest in climbing, the boulder is neither climbable nor 

unclimbable, but (say) beautiful or ugly. The scenario Sartre describes is clear enough, 

but he wants to infer from it the very strong general claim that the world is only ever 

present to us in light of our projected actions, which is to say our choices. 

I said that Sartre is a kind of realist about the en-soi, but his realism has a Kantian, 

or more precisely neo-Kantian, tinge. The terms “in-itself” and “for-itself” sound 

Hegelian, but in fact they perform none of the dialectical function of Hegel’s jargon. The 

Sartrean en-soi is a much closer relative to the Kantian Ding an sich, namely that “thing 

in itself” which exists independently of us, but which we can know only as it appears to 

us, indeed only as it appears as mediated by our spontaneity. Just as, for Kant, we can 

have no knowledge of objects brutely present to intuition, so too, for Sartre, the en-soi – 

in its sheer implacable, recalcitrant plenitude – comes to us only as filtered through our 

choices. The only thing to say about it a priori, abstracting from the projects that imbue it 

with sense and structure, is that it (somehow) pushes back on us. Absent the particular 

way in which it shows up as either obstacle or opportunity, affordance or threat, the en-

soi as such is merely, Sartre says, “an unnamable and unthinkable residuum” (BN 630).  

Borrowing a phrase from Gaston Bachelard, Sartre therefore calls the resistance 

we run up against when we encounter obstacles a “coefficient of adversity” (BN 425, 629, 

632 et passim).5 In itself the world has no meaning: “it is through us, which is to say by 

means of an end that we have posited beforehand, that this coefficient arises” (BN 629). 



 8 

We cannot confront the en-soi directly as a naked presence, untainted by our projects, an 

alien imposition on our freedom. Instead, “the world, through the coefficient of adversity, 

reveals to me the way I care about the ends I assign to myself, in such a way that I can 

never know if the information it gives me is about me or about it” (BN 638). Far from 

being any kind of external limit on our freedom, then, “a thing’s coefficient of adversity, 

and its character as an obstacle … is indispensable to the existence of a freedom” (BN 

632). Particular objects may thwart particular efforts, but the fact of resistance as such is 

no more a threat to freedom than the opacity of objects is a threat to vision: “although 

brute things … may limit our freedom of action from the outset, it is our freedom itself 

which must previously have constituted the framework, the technique and the ends, in 

relation to which these things will show themselves as limits” (BN 630); the coefficient of 

adversity is “an ontological conditioning of freedom” (BN 632).  

What then is a situation, according to Sartre? It is the indissoluble compound of 

our transcendence in the world and the world’s resistance to our efforts, a resistance that 

includes what he calls our “facticity,” by which he means the trace or fossil left by each 

contingent choice resolving itself with the passage of time into a fait accompli.6 The 

situation, he says, 

is freedom’s contingency within the world’s plenum of being, in so far as the 
datum, which is there only in order not to constrain freedom, is revealed to that 
freedom only as already lit up by the end that it chooses. In this way the datum 
never appears to the for-itself as a brute and in-itself existent; it is always 
encountered as a reason, since it is revealed only in the light of an end which 
illuminates it. Situation and motivation are one and the same. (BN 636) 
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For Sartre, then, the world’s coefficient of adversity and our freedom, while analytically 

distinct, are ontologically inseparable: “it is possible theoretically – and impossible 

practically – to distinguish facticity from the project that constitutes it into the situation” 

(BN 781).  

Sartre’s conception of freedom’s relation to the constraints reality places on our 

actions is interestingly parallel to John McDowell’s more recent account, also neo-

Kantian in spirit, of the relation between thought and the world as we encounter it in 

perception. For both, what might look like two merely externally related things colliding 

with each other when we, as it were, run up against the world, in fact turn out to be two 

sides of a single coin. Just as freedom, according to Sartre, does not stop short of the 

coefficient of adversity supplied by the en-soi but saturates it, imbuing it with meaning, 

so for McDowell, “thinking does not stop short of facts”; rather, “spontaneity permeates 

our perceptual dealings with the world, all the way out to the impressions of sensibility 

themselves” (McDowell 1994, 33, 69). The inextricable entanglement of facticity and 

transcendence constitute what Sartre calls “the paradox of freedom: there is freedom only 

in a situation, and there is a situation only through freedom” (BN 638). 

 

Merleau-Ponty 

Merleau-Ponty agrees that freedom and situation are inextricably linked, but he thinks 

Sartre has distorted the phenomenon, and moreover rendered his account of freedom 

senseless by misconceiving the relation between facticity and transcendence. Merleau-

Ponty’s critique is twofold. First, he argues that in reducing (again, recurring to ordinary 
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language) the force of circumstance to a mere “coefficient of adversity,” an abstract value 

knowable only as animated by our prior commitments, Sartre misdescribes – or indeed, 

misses altogether – the phenomenon of facticity understood as what Heidegger (1962 

[1927], §29) calls our “thrownness” (Geworfenheit) into the world. Second, by insisting 

that situational resistance is effective only as filtered through our choices, Sartre detaches 

choice itself from the background existential conditions that render it intelligible. The 

picture that emerges, Merleau-Ponty maintains, is not only phenomenologically wrong, 

but conceptually incoherent. 

Merleau-Ponty agrees with Sartre that freedom is not just contingently but 

necessarily situational. Indeed, he is very nearly quoting Being and Nothingness verbatim 

when he writes: “in [the] exchange between the situation and the one who takes it up, it is 

impossible to determine the ‘contribution of the situation’ and the ‘contribution of 

freedom’” (PP 518, cf. BN 638). Merleau-Ponty also refers approvingly to Sartre’s 

observation that dreaming excludes freedom precisely because in dreams “there are no 

obstacles and there is nothing to do” (PP 501; cf. BN 630). 

The agreement does not extend very far, however, for immediately after saying 

that in our actions “there is never determinism,” Merleau-Ponty adds, “and never an 

absolute choice,” since “even the situations that we have chosen, once they have been 

take up, carry us along as if by a state of grace.” For Merleau-Ponty, just as the concept 

of freedom implies both its finitude and its dependence on what he calls “supports from 

within being” (PP 518), so too: “The idea of a situation precludes there being an absolute 

freedom at the origin of our commitments” (PP 519).  
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The question at stake between them, then, is not whether the world constrains our 

actions but, rather, how it does so, and whether freedom itself is limited by the very fact 

of that constraint. Sartre thinks it is not, any more than the rules of chess limit our 

movements of the pieces on the board, that is, beyond our having freely committed 

ourselves to the rules, precisely in order to play the game. Merleau-Ponty maintains, on 

the contrary, that freedom is – indeed must be – limited by the situation in which it finds 

itself. If it is to have “room for maneuver” (du champ), he says, freedom must have “a 

field” (un champ), an open space of possibilities in which to move. But every space of 

possibilities is delimited by a horizon of impossibility, a horizon that is fundamentally 

restrictive in just the sense that Sartre thinks it cannot be.  

This is why Merleau-Ponty invokes the Gestalt-psychological concept of a field 

(champ) or background (fond) on which we perceive things as foregrounded figures. 

Figure and ground are constitutive structures of perceptual awareness, two moments of a 

single phenomenon. The ground against which we experience things as figures cannot 

itself be experienced as a figure, just as the field in which possibilities emerge as 

possibilities cannot just be one more possibility, subject to choice, “up for grabs,” as it 

were. It must lie outside or beyond the range of choices, offering them up as either 

feasible or infeasible, open or closed. We are beholden to the world – thrown, as 

Heidegger says, into a space of possibilities and necessities beyond our choice, beyond 

our control, even beyond our theoretical and practical understanding.7 Our freedom could 

never manifest itself as concrete action, Merleau-Ponty says, “without taking up 

something proposed to us by the world” (PP 502).  
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How does the world “offer up” or “propose” possibilities (and impossibilities) to 

me, prior to my being able to take them up by choosing them? Merleau-Ponty refers to 

Sartre’s example of the boulder. Is Sartre right that I choose to cast the boulder in the role 

of obstacle to my hike? In the particular scenario he describes, maybe. But the example 

doesn’t generalize as Sartre would like it to. For although the appearance of things is 

sometimes shaped by my choices, it is not generally or fundamentally up to me to decide 

how the world presents itself to me. Standing at the foot of a mountain, I have no choice 

but to see it as large: “Whether or not I have decided to undertake the climb, these 

mountains appear large because they outstrip my body’s grasp and … nothing I do can 

make them appear small” (PP 503).  

As if anticipating the objection, Sartre counters that even my own body is not 

simply given, rather “it is I who choose my body as puny, as I pit it against the 

difficulties I generate” (BN 638).8 But Sartre’s thesis of radical freedom rests on an 

equivocation. It is true, of course, that the way the world shows up for us depends on us; 

all relations depend on their relata. The looming height of the mountain is relative to the 

size and capacities of our bodies. But the size and capacities of our bodies are nothing 

like judgments or decisions, acts of consciousness or will. Merleau-Ponty recognizes the 

neo-Kantian source of Sartre’s view that the significance the world has for me can only 

be a function of my choices: “Certainly nothing has sense or value except for me and 

through me, but this proposition remains indeterminate and is again mistaken for the 

Kantian idea of a consciousness that only ‘finds in things what it has put there’” (PP 

502). Kant’s idealism is in turn grounded in the intellectualism of Descartes’s conception 
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of us as thinking things. But cognitive attitudes are supported by a kind of intelligence 

and intentionality whose form is not that of predicative judgment and rational inference, 

but of bodily capacity and practical skill. I can easily think the mountain as a superficial 

irregularity on the surface of a small planet, but: 

Beneath myself as a thinking subject (able to place myself at will either on 
Sirius or on the earth’s surface), there is … something like a natural self who 
does not leave behind its terrestrial situation … Insofar as I have hands, feet, a 
body, and a world, I sustain intentions around myself that are not decided 
upon and that affect my surroundings in ways I do no choose. (PP 503) 

 

Earlier I said, on Sartre’s behalf, that freedom is not power. And yet, although the 

concepts are distinct, they cannot come apart completely. For Sartre, as for the Stoics, we 

are free even when we are in chains. But separating freedom from all worldly efficacy in 

this way, as Hegel observed, drains the concept of its content: freedom cannot just be the 

freedom to say (or think) no; it must also be positive. The primacy of the situation, for 

Merleau-Ponty, consists not in the abstract mutual interdependence of freedom and 

adversity, as Sartre maintains, but in our entanglement in pressures genuinely forced 

upon us, on the one hand, and our finite power to oppose them, on the other: “there is no 

freedom without some power.” And again: “The idea of a situation precludes there being 

an absolute freedom at the origin of our commitments” (PP 519).  

Here Merleau-Ponty is alluding to Sartre’s famous hypothesis of an “original” or 

“fundamental project” (BN 731) underlying all of a person’s particular choices and in 

effect constituting the entire shape and meaning of an individual life.9 Sartre relates this 

idea, albeit somewhat ambivalently, to Kant’s notion of a subject’s “intelligible 

character,” as distinct from the empirical character manifest in the person’s concrete 
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actions (BN 626–7, 731; Kant 1997, A539/B567ff). Any particular “empirical attitude” I 

might have, Sartre says, “is by itself the expression of the ‘choice of an intelligible 

character’” (BN 731). Although in the Critique of Pure Reason Kant does not, pace 

Sartre, describe the intelligible character as a “choice,” in Religion within the Boundaries 

of Mere Reason Kant does say that humanity’s innate propensity to evil must be 

understood as “an intelligible deed,” hence exercised by the faculty of choice (Kant 1998, 

6:31ff).10 Considering that Sartre rejected the idea of sin along with the idea of God, it is 

ironic that his notion of radical freedom turns out to be such a direct descendant of Kant’s 

account of radical evil, or peccatum originarium (original sin). Sartre insists that the 

fundamental project that animates and unifies an individual life, the “intelligible choice” 

that makes up one’s character, belongs neither to the noumenal realm of Kantian 

metaphysics nor to the unconscious instincts and repressed ideas of Freudian 

psychoanalysis. It must instead manifest itself immanently in the living of the life itself: it 

is, Sartre says, “as a matter of principle, something that must always be extricated from 

the empirical choice as its ‘beyond,’ and as the infinity of its transcendence” (BN 732). 

Needless to say, Sartre’s appeal here to a kind of “infinity,” “beyond” the 

concrete situation, does not sit well with his otherwise resolutely Heideggerian devotion 

to human finitude. More poignantly, however, Merleau-Ponty argues, even if we accept 

the idea that a human life is grounded in and held together by something like an original 

or fundamental project, it is hard to see how such a project could flow from anything like 

an ungrounded, radical choice. Merleau-Ponty is more consistent on this point than 

Sartre, who helps himself to a concept of intelligible character, but then disavows its 
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more traditional dubious reliance on an atemporal or otherworldly self, or soul. And yet, 

as Arthur Danto rightly observed, a Sartrean original project “is after all not so 

remarkably different from a soul” (Danto 1975, 143). Merleau-Ponty sees more clearly 

than Sartre that, soul or no soul, the very idea of a radically ungrounded “choice” is an 

absurdity: “The choice of intelligible character is not only excluded because there is no 

time before time, but also because choice assumes a previous commitment and because 

the idea of a first choice is contradictory” (PP 501, translation corrected).11 For Merleau-

Ponty, as for Heidegger before him, what puts us in a position to make choices at all is 

our already being thrown into a world that precedes us, transcends us, and resists our will.  

 
                                                
1 See also Crowell, this volume.   
2Page references are to the 2005 French edition, given in the margins of Merleau-Ponty (2012 
[1945]).  
3 Hazel Barnes, in her 1956 English translation of Being and Nothingness, very confusingly used 
the word “cause” for motif. Sarah Richmond correctly renders it “reason” in Sartre (2018).  
4 Indeed, Sartre’s argument in Sketch for a Theory of the Emotions is that emotions are 
necessarily irrational and ineffectual precisely because they are exercises of magical thinking. 
The idea that emotions are themselves contingent choices as opposed to a priori conditions of 
choice is, it seems to me, one of his least convincing claims and exposes the general absurdity of 
his position.  
5 This turns out to be one of Sartre’s favorite locutions. See also BN 440, 455, 503, 518 n100, 
552–3, 561, 602, 608, 637–8, 657, 661, 663, 665, 714, 718–19.  
6 Although facticité and délaissement (abandonment) in Being and Nothingness echo the terms 
Faktizität and Geworfenheit (thrownness) in Being and Time, Sartre and Heidegger in fact use 
these terms very differently.  
7 Unlike Sartre, Heidegger draws a sharp distinction between thrownness and projection, which 
also implies that mood or disposedness (Befindlichkeit) cannot be subsumed by understanding, 
even in Heidegger’s broad sense of that term. For an illuminating discussion of this point and its 
philosophical implications, see Katherine Withy (2014).  
8 Even more extremely, Sartre says, “in a certain sense, I choose to be born.” The only thing I 
cannot choose is not to choose. “Thus facticity is everywhere, but eludes me” (BN 721).  
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9 The concept of a fundamental project is the regulative principle guiding Sartre’s practice of 
biography and autobiography. For examples, see his slim memoir (1964), his hefty tome on Jean 
Genet (1963b), and his massive three-volume study of Gustave Flaubert (1981, 1987, 1989).  
10 For an illuminating comparative analysis of Sartre and Kant on this topic, see Baldwin (1979).  
11 Charles Taylor identifies the absurdity of Sartre’s belief that “the will’s deliberation is always 
rigged” in favor of a radical choice that has always already been made (BN 591). If this were so, 
it would be impossible for moral dilemmas to be truly grievous, as involving genuine rather than 
fake anguish. For, as Taylor says, a conflict of two competing moral claims “is a dilemma only 
because the claims themselves are not created by radical choice” (1985a, 30).  


