Sartre against Socrates
Philosophy as a response to the challenge of life
Sooner or later, every person turns to philosophy. They may not understand or even think about it, but they will eventually come to it.
In one way or another, we all ask ourselves the question — why do we live? And then we become philosophers.
Thus, philosophy is nothing but the search for the meaning of human life in the world of people. This search is endless, and no one knows when it began. And since there are so many people in the world, and their views on life can differ dramatically, it is unsurprising that philosophy can be very different. Philosophers' beliefs can be very diverse and can conflict with each other. Sometimes this conflict is personalized; sometimes, the debate between thinkers can continue for centuries through their followers.
This article is dedicated to such a case — comparing the views of two philosophers who lived in different times and societies. One is the ancient Greek thinker Plato (428/427 or 424/423 — 348 or 347 BC), and the other is the French existentialist Jean-Paul Sartre (1905-1980). To explore their ideas, I will analyze two of their works. The first is Phaedo (Plato), and the second ─ Existentialism is a Humanism (Sartre, correspondingly).
So, let me start with the philosophy of Plato.
[bookmark: _heading=h.30j0zll]Philosophy of Plato
Many considered that man as one of the greatest thinkers ever lived. Another famous philosopher, Hegel (1770-1831), once said that all philosophy after Plato is just footnotes for his writings. And there was a reason for such an opinion. Everyone who somehow is involved in philosophical studies knows the name of Plato. Western philosophy itself rests on ideas that man has brought to the world. And since philosophical ideas live not in a vacuum, the politics, society, and the way humans make sense of reality have been greatly influenced by a man who lived in a time when the world was very different from what we observe today.
[bookmark: _heading=h.1fob9te]Plato and Socrates
It is necessary to note that when the name of Socrates is mentioned, we should consider Plato. The personality of Socrates leaves room for different opinions. It is believed that that person was real, and he was one of the Antique philosophers and a teacher of Plato. But he did not leave whatsoever writings after himself. There is an opinion that he just did not consider that necessary and preferred verbal communication. So, to the most extent, everything we know about Socrates has come to us thanks to Plato. Socrates appears as a constant character in his writings, and it is not entirely clear which were the thoughts of Socrates himself and which of Plato. Nonetheless, it is accepted that Socrates was not a fictional personage, that he lived in Ancient Greece, that he was one of the brightest minds of his time, that he had pupils who respected and loved him much. And that it was he who sacrificed his life in the name of philosophy.
[bookmark: _heading=h.3znysh7]Value of freedom in human life
This case remains one of the most well-known in the history of thought. It is impressively described in Plato's Phaedo, which I am going to investigate in the context of the notion of freedom. This term is very broad and can have different meanings in different spheres of human life, such as lifestyle, career, and others. But I want to consider it in a more philosophical sense. From that perspective, the absence of freedom can be perceived as a kind of constant onerous burden, something which we feel like something unpleasant, wrong, or painful, in a word — abhorrent, but for some reason are forced to see, feel, do or think about it perpetually; in other words, it is an absence of choice, in the first turn ─ the choice to decide which our life should be. So, you are free when you do not need to do it.
Without a doubt, the notion of freedom is one of the most important in the human world. Unsurprisingly, many philosophical works and art are dedicated to it. And it runs like a scarlet thread through Phaedo. And it appears there in a very authentic and magnificent way, being expressed by the man sentenced to death and accepted it as his choice even though knowing that he was not guilty. That is about the freedom of the soul.
Of course, the concept of freedom does not belong exclusively to Ancient Greece. It is a common idea, spread all across the world for many centuries. It would be safe to say that this is a natural need for anyone to be free, although it may not have equal meaning for people for many reasons. Also, sometimes it is hard to define where freedom clashes with responsibility or duty. Nonetheless, people want to feel free, and it can be concluded that they want to be confident that even if their freedom is somehow constrained, it is done by agreement rather than imposed on them. In other words, freedom always implies a possibility of a voluntary choice.
Because the view of freedom, presented in Phaedo, is believed to be one of the focal points in Western philosophy, we need to understand why it is so important by analyzing the proposed arguments and making sense of their meaning.
[bookmark: _heading=h.2et92p0]Phaedo
Socrates was condemned to death by the accusation of violating the laws of Athens. Particularly he has been blamed for disrespecting to official religion and that he corrupted youngsters. However, far from everyone shared this opinion; Socrates himself was confident of his innocence as well as his apprentices and many townspeople. And there was a strong opinion that all that lawsuit was concocted by the certain enemies of the philosopher. In other words, in its depths, it was much more personal than a public affair. 
It is essential to stress that the trial was not running like an outright reprisal. It is true that many people did not like and even hated Socrates since he had a habit of embarrassing some rich, influential, and smug Athenians by asking them questions that they turned out to be not able to answer. Evidently, it made them feel humiliated; besides, sometimes, their own children lost respect for them and followed Socrates. But Athens was a democratic state, so it was tough to sentence anyone to death without a solid reason. In fact, Socrates had an opportunity to avoid punishment, and for this, it was enough to admit himself wrong. Maybe for many, this would not seem a high price (or even not a big deal) in the front of the menace of losing a life, but Socrates used to see things differently. For him, that meant repudiating his philosophy and, thus, commitment to truth. He could not afford this by any means. So, here we can see the first statement of freedom ─ freedom to stay yourself. And for such a philosopher as Socrates, this right appeared to be as important as life itself.
But behind this heroic and selfless act, something even more significant can be seen. And this is the belief that whatever troubles and adversities would chase man, it does not matter as all this happens only for a mortal, imperfect body that gets influenced by compulsive passions that detract the human mind from the truth. And since, for a philosopher, truth has supreme value, that influence appears to be a burden. But because we seek the truth, there should be something outside the human body: their true essence. And this is the soul—that entity that never dies. On the contrary, the death of the body means the ultimate liberation of the human soul[footnoteRef:1]. [1: It has been proved to us by experience that if we would have pure knowledge of anything, we must be quit of the body—the soul in herself must behold things in themselves: and then we shall attain the wisdom which we desire, and of which we say that we are lovers, not while we live, but after death; for if while in company with the body, the soul cannot have pure knowledge, one of two things follows—either knowledge is not to be attained at all, or, if at all, after death. For then, and not till then, the soul will be parted from the body and exist in herself alone. (Plato "Phaedo" p.67)] 

Of course, not everyone can accept this statement. Nobody came back to the world after death, so people had all reasons to believe that there is nothing after the termination of earthly existence. And on that day, during the last hours of Socrates' life, the question about the soul's immortality appeared as the most important ever raised. The friends of Socrates needed to be confident that their teacher knew what he was talking about and that his beliefs were not self-deception. Otherwise, everything he taught them would lose its meaning. And for this reason, as a natural-born philosopher, he provided four arguments proving the soul's immortality. Here they are.
1st argument ─ the simultaneous existence of opposites
Socrates started from the myth of the transmigration of souls, referencing the observation of the opposites. They cannot exist without each other, so they are mutually stipulated and engender each other. For example, without the concept of "greater," we would not have the idea of "less," or without the concept of "heat," we could not explain what is "cold." The same regularity relates to life and death. Since they oppose each other, without one, there is no other. So whereas the body dies, the soul does not. Instead, it passes into another state.[footnoteRef:2] For Socrates, the myth of the transmigration of souls reflects their moving along an eternal cosmic cycle. [2:  Socrates: “I will analyze one of the two pairs of opposites which I have mentioned to you, and also its intermediate processes, and you shall analyze the other to me. One of them I term sleep, the other waking. The state of sleep is opposed to the state of waking, and out of sleeping, waking is generated, and out of waking, sleeping; and the process of generation is, in the one case falling asleep, and in the other, waking up. Do you agree?"
Cebes: "I entirely agree."
Socrates: “Then, suppose that you analyze life and death to me in the same manner. Is not death opposed to life? ”
Cebes: "Yes."
Socrates: “And they are generated one from the other?”
Cebes: "Yes."
Socrates: “What is generated from the living?”
Cebes: "The dead."
Socrates: “And what from the dead?”
Cebes: "I can only say in answer—the living."
Socrates: “Then the living, whether things or persons, Cebes, are generated from the dead?”
Cebes: "That is clear, he replied."
Socrates: “Then the inference is that our souls exist in the world below?”
Cebes: "That is true." Plato's "Phaedo"] 

2nd argument ─ knowledge as a memory
Our mind is capable of not sensory perception only. It can understand abstract things devoid of any tangible physical shape. For example, Socrates accepts the concept of "equality." How did this and similar ideas emerge? We could not obtain it from the material world since there are no absolutely "equal" objects, as any two things inevitably contain at least some differences. That means that we do not retrieve the idea of absolute equality from life experience. Instead, we have it "in advance," a priori, before any perception of the material world, even before birth, and all other general ideas: beautiful, kind, fair, sacred. The conclusion is that our souls existed before our bodies, and having come into the world, we already had memories of our souls contemplating incorporeal ideas in another world.[footnoteRef:3] It gives additional confirmation of the first argument. [3:  Socrates: “And we also recognize that this absolute equality has only been known, and can only be known, through the medium of sight or touch, or of some other of the senses, which are all alike in this respect?"
Cebes: "Yes, Socrates, as far as the argument is concerned, one is the same as the other."
Socrates: “From the senses then is derived the knowledge that all sensible things aim at an absolute equality of which they fall short?”
Cebes: "Yes."
Socrates: “Then before we began to see or hear or perceive in any way, we must have had a knowledge of absolute equality, or we could not have referred to that standard the equals which are derived from the senses?—for to that they all aspire, and of that, they fall short".
Cebes: "No other inference can be drawn from the previous statements."
Socrates: “And did we not see and hear and have the use of our other senses as soon as we were born?
Cebes: "Certainly."
Socrates: “Then we must have acquired the knowledge of equality at some previous time?”
Cebes: "Yes."
Socrates: "That is to say before we were born, I suppose?”
Cebes: "True."
Socrates: "And if we acquired this knowledge before we were born, and were born having the use of it, then we also knew before we were born and at the instant of birth not only the equal or the greater or, the less, but all other ideas; for we are not speaking only of equality, but of beauty, goodness, justice, holiness, and of all which we stamp with the name of the essence in the dialectical process, both when we ask and when we answer questions. Of all this, we may certainly affirm that we acquired the knowledge before birth?"
Cebes: "We may."] 

3rd argument ─ a perpetual existence of intangible
The idea is that whereas visible and touchable are mortal, invisible and intangible are immortal. Each thing has two epitomes. The first is a constantly changing, unstable, and elusive sensory side, while the second is an eternal, unaltered idea the mind comprehends. While we perceive the first by sensory organs, the second can be understood only by the higher, rational part of the soul. Although the soul and the body seem to be united in the human being, the first is closer to the perpetual and divine, while the body is closer to the ever-changing and earthly.
Consequently, the soul is very close to the eternal. It is indestructible and indecomposable, by contrast with the body as its opposite. Hence the fourth argument logically follows[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  "Is it the simple or the compound, the unchanging or the changing, the invisible idea or the visible object of sense? Clearly, the latter and not the former, and therefore not the soul, which in her own pure thought is unchangeable, and only when using the senses descends into the region of change. Again, the soul commands, the body serves: in this respect, the soul is akin to the divine and the body to the mortal. And in every point of view, the soul is the image of divinity and immortality, and the body of the human and mortal. And whereas the body is liable to speedy dissolution, the soul is almost if not quite indissoluble". (Plato "Phaedo")] 

4th argument ─ soul as an indestructible idea temporarily enclosed within a mortal body
We can see many examples when things change their properties, often acquiring not just other qualities but directly opposite to those they had recently. For example, if you add another unit to a unit, you get a deuce. The same two units will be obtained if the deuce is divided into two parts.
But does this mean that ideas themselves can disappear, perish or change? No, since they are not material entities.
Whatsoever happens to the things, their idea remains the same. It just stops to reveal in that thing. So if some number turns from even to odd (or vice versa), it does not eliminate the concepts of evenness or oddness. They may "depart" from the thing but do not cease their existence which is perpetual and independent on the matter[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  “One of the companies here remarked that this was inconsistent with the old assertion that opposites generated opposites. But that, replies Socrates, was affirmed, not of opposite ideas either in us or in nature, but of opposition in the concrete—not of life and death, but of individuals living and dying. When this objection has been removed, Socrates proceeds: This doctrine of the mutual exclusion of opposites is not only true of the opposites themselves but of things that are inseparable from them. For example, cold and heat are opposed; and fire, which is inseparable from heat, cannot co-exist with cold, or snow, which is inseparable from cold, with heat. Again, the number three excludes the number four because three is an odd number and four is an even number, and the odd is opposed to the even. Thus we can proceed a step beyond 'the safe and simple answer.' We may say not only that the odd excludes the even but that the number three, which participates in oddness, excludes the even. And in like manner, not only does life exclude death, but the soul, of which life is the inseparable attribute, also excludes death. ” Plato “Phaedo”] 

Socrates claimed that the bodily world cannot give rise to ideas. It depends on them, not they on it. We can recognize an idea without its material implementation, but a thing devoid of any idea cannot; thus, an idea causes the thing, not vice versa. Then when the body dies, the soul is not destroyed but only separated, "detached" from its former mortal shell.
[bookmark: _heading=h.tyjcwt]Critical analysis of Socrates’ arguments
It is crucial to keep in mind that when we discuss philosophical ideas, we do not ought to analyze them from the perspective of how the physical world operates. It is the task of science, not philosophy, which explains how things work, while philosophy gives us an idea of why and how it affects our life. In other words, philosophy is about meaning, good, and evil, while science is not intended for these things to be investigated.
It may sound controversial to those who believe that every statement must be proven as an objective fact, but the point is that people often deal with phenomena that have no objective explanation due to their abstract nature. The most obvious example is our self-consciousness (known in contemporary philosophy as qualia). It is impossible to deny its existence, but science has no idea what it is and does not attempt to make sense of it. Not because science is not powerful enough but because the problem of subjectivity resides outside its research domain.
So, even in modernity, we cannot explain everything, so in Socrates' times, it was much harder. Life was filled with various mysterious events which, as people believed, do affect (and often — impact) their existence but which were not a matter of a rational explanation. In such conditions, they could rely only upon two things — their sensations and logic.
It is a crucial point as while everyone has sensual perception, it is much harder to analyze causality in the surrounding world. That is why philosophers gained a reputation as sages — they were able to unravel the intricacies of actuality. In this regard, it becomes clear why Socrates' teaching of the soul was so important to his contemporaries. Their sensations told them that they exist and that everyone possesses some entity that contains life. And this entity has been known since time immemorial as a soul. But where it comes from? Where it goes after life? Does the death onset mean my personal "I" ceases to exist? The inability to answer these crucial questions may turn a person's life into torture. Indeed, nobody can live without some kind of hope that the soul does not dissolve into nothingness sooner or later, and this is the crucial task of philosophy to explain to people why there is a place for that hope. Or, put it another way, why those things we perceive as essential but cannot explain may be understood.
So, the second statement of freedom is that the soul's immortality liberates the human mind from the meaninglessness of life. Indeed, if there is nothing after it, why live at all? But on the other hand, even if one comes to the conclusion that life is pointless, he or she cannot cease it for that reason because we agree that there is a cause for everything in the universe. And then, once again, we must understand what our life is for. People need to make sense of it to avoid falling into awful ventures and committing terrible things. And this is why Socrates' idea about the soul as something above our finite life is so important. He claimed that reason is an immanent component of the soul, and it overtakes passions, not allowing them to make man deviate from following the truth. That is the only truth that leads to virtue, and this is the only way for people to have a meaningful society. And without society, we are not different from animals, and the fact that we are capable of thinking does not mean that this ability will give us good.
In a word, there should be something there beyond the tangible earthly life. It is a concept of Absolute, shared by every religion, and is a cornerstone of philosophy. And the greatest contribution of Socrates (and, accordingly — Plato) was that he gave people the idea of why that Absolute is truth, even if we cannot objectively prove the existence of transcendent meaning of life. We have to believe in something in us, which is more than just our flesh, blood, and passions, and this is our human essence, the very soul, the immortality of which turned out to be the subject of the teaching of the great philosopher Socrates.
[bookmark: _heading=h.3dy6vkm]Existentialism is a Humanism
Compelled freedom of choice
The second considered concept of freedom was expressed by the French philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre, an author of, among other writings, the well-known work "Existentialism is a Humanism."
Existentialism is a significant philosophical movement that originated at the beginning of the 20th century. The central point of this school of thought is the notion of being as an everything-enclosing-within-itself entity, with man inside it as its focal subject. The person here is one who is aware of being and being is conscious existence. And this is precisely through an individual experience that being gets determined.
The development of existentialism can be traced through the works of S. Kierkegaard (1813-1855), E. Husserl (1887-1938), and M. Heidegger (1889-1976). The French thinker contributed to it, proposing the idea that human existence precedes human essence. Without a doubt, this is quite an original and interesting statement that deserves to be analyzed.
In work I am considering here, Sartre used the metaphor of a deliberately designed instrument to refer to the widely spread opinion about man as a creature, having some purpose from the very beginning of his or her existence. So, any instrument has an idea behind it, which, in turn, is produced by its creator. That means that this object already has its essence before its existence, thus, the essence precedes its existence (i.e., physical implementation). Concerning human beings, this creator was supposed to be God; it is He who decides the destination of every person and which place that person can take in his or her life.
But from the point of view of atheistic existentialism, which Sartre represented, this is not true. There is no God, therefore, no predefined destiny of human beings.
This statement resonates with a special dramatism in Sartre’s view as he claimed that people actually do need God. And since He is absent, there is a gaping hole in our perception of the world, which we need to fill with something. But the only thing which we find there is freedom of choice.
That is the central presupposition of the claim that human existence precedes essence: we have no innate nature as there is nobody who could set it for us nor decide for us or give us the meaning of life. So, we create our essence on our own during our life which has neither initial purpose nor meaning[footnoteRef:6]. We are left to ourselves in this world, and everything we can obtain or lose depends only on our free will. In other words, we are free due to circumstances, having thrown-in-the-world[footnoteRef:7] which we did not choose in any aspect regarding our actual being — neither time when we live, nor the country where we live, nor the family which appears to be ours. [6:  “Atheistic existentialism, of which I am a representative, declares with greater consistency that if God does not exist, there is at least one being whose existence comes before its essence, a being which exists before it can be defined by any conception of it. That being is man or, as Heidegger has it, the human reality. What do we mean by saying that existence precedes essence? We mean that man first of all exists, encounters himself, surges up in the world – and defines himself afterwards. If man as the existentialist sees him is not definable, it is because to begin with he is nothing. He will not be anything until later, and then he will be what he makes of himself. Thus, there is no human nature, because there is no God to have a conception of it. Man simply is. Not that he is simply what he conceives himself to be, but he is what he wills, and as he conceives himself after already existing – as he wills to be after that leap towards existence. Man is nothing else but that which he makes of himself". (Sartre J.P. "Existentialism is a Humanism")]  [7:  The concept of the thrownness-into-the-world was developed by M. Heidegger.] 

Whereas the idea of the thrownness instantly gets understood and makes many enthralled, the relation between this aspect of human existence with freedom may seem paradoxical. First is that freedom definitely is characterized as a possibility of choice, and Sartre states this absolutely clearly, but at the same time, it appears to be not a result of choice in the first place. A person has chosen nothing, and that is the very cause of his freedom.
The second counter-intuitive consideration is that at a glance, the statement of humans always having an opportunity to choose may seem unlikely corresponding reality. There are endless situations in life that can be recognized as leaving us no choice at all due to circumstances that sometimes may come very severe. So, how is it possible to claim here about free choice? However, with a closer look, we can see that, technically, Sartre was correct here. Because if one cannot make a choice that subjectively is perceived as the best, that does not mean that there is no choice. In fact, any such situation is a matter not of choice per se but of the price we pay for making or not making it. The case of Socrates, which we considered in the first part of the article, is a perfect affirmation of that statement. He had an opportunity to choose to repudiate his philosophy and save his life or keep standing his ground and accept the death penalty. So he had made that choice, and the price for it was nothing else than his own life.
Human nature and free will
The idea that humans possess free will that entire Sartre's philosophy rests on, is one of philosophy's most controversial for a long time. It put thinkers into two distinctive and implacable camps. The representatives of the first one claim that free will is real, while those of the second one insist that it is an illusion and everything is actually predefined.
As for Sartre, he appeared to have no doubts about the actuality of free will. In fact, he claimed that this is the only thing granted to humans from the very beginning of their life. And the illusion is what is called "human nature," which, as many believe, are some shared qualities all people have. All that means that whereas man's existence is tantamount to life itself, we are given nothing that can predefine our deeds. And this is nothing more than an individual's choice, which forms the essence of a person.
Yet Sartre gets very far in his statements as he claims that the choice is always a subject of a moral assessment, and every individual making it accepts a corresponding degree of responsibility. And this has nothing in common with whatsoever Absolute: since there is no God, people are not responsible for Him. Instead, they are responsible for themselves for their choice, which only defines their existence.
Critical analysis of Sartre’s philosophy
It is necessary to note that Existentialism is a Humanism was criticized by many thinkers, including Sartre himself. Moreover, afterward, he expressed regret for writing this work and even repudiated it. Nonetheless, the word spoken cannot be forgotten, so the name of the French philosopher is doomed to be attached to thoughts presented there forever as they influenced people's minds at that time and keep doing it so far. So, I am going to analyze this work as it is.
My first point in the critique of Sartre regards his consumption of the term "humanism." In my opinion, Sartre's reflection of humanism has few in common with this concept, as it is seen by many of those who have whatever view upon this subject.
It is believed that idea of humanism was spawned by age, known as the Renaissance. Thinkers of that time came to see man as a unique being, gifted with divine-like dignity and almost unlimited creative potential. Humanism was the very spirit that fueled the epoch (although the term itself was formed much later), giving us a massive amount of masterpieces of art and the impetus of ideas that modern society relies on.
Evidently, the Renaissance had a heritage and appeared as a synthesis of Antique philosophy and Christian thought. And it was a unique combination indeed, as thinkers of the epoch managed to see these two universal concepts as not contradicting but augmenting each other. Thus, man was seen as connected to God, but at the same time, having the power to decide what the world should be and change it on his own. So, unlike the previous epoch, which often is referenced as the Dark Ages, characterized by a total submission of the human mind to the will of God, Renaissance brought man out of that constraint; man got extended to Human.
However, Sartre's view on humanism appears to be drastically different. It is tough to see there anything resembling the praising of God-like creature common to the tinkers of Antiquity and Renaissance. It seems that Sartre, having eliminated this connection, deprived the person of the opportunity to change the world in accordance with what his mind tells them. In Sartre's view, humans have neither a purpose nor a goal; their life is just a sequence of choices between birth and death. As Sartre states, any person is a "project" of themselves; after life is over, nothing of it remains. There are no deliberately communal actions of humans or a shared goal beyond ordinary existence. In this regard, the human appears enslaved by ordinariness, and this kind of existence is filled with anguish and dread. Remarkably, Sartre's most famous novel is called "Nausea," and this word fairly reflects the perception of life authentic to the main character.
So, is there any connection in Sartre's "humanism" to the one originating in the Renaissance?
Sartre himself posits it in the following way:
… Man is all the time outside of himself: it is in projecting and losing himself beyond himself that he makes man to exist; and, on the other hand, it is by pursuing transcendent aims that he himself is able to exist. Since man is thus self-surpassing, and can grasp objects only in relation to his self-surpassing, he is himself the heart and center of his transcendence. There is no other universe except the human universe, the universe of human subjectivity. This relation of transcendence as constitutive of man (not in the sense that God is transcendent, but in the sense of self-surpassing) with subjectivity (in such a sense that man is not shut up in himself but forever present in a human universe) — it is this that we call existential humanism. This is humanism, because we remind man that there is no legislator but himself; that he himself, thus abandoned, must decide for himself; also because we show that it is not by turning back upon himself, but always by seeking, beyond himself, an aim which is one of liberation or of some particular realisation, that man can realize himself as truly human[footnoteRef:8]. [8:  Sartre, J-P. Existentialism is a Humanism.] 

It can be concluded from here that Sartre also puts man into the center of the universe, and that, at a glance, establishes kinship between his philosophy and the original idea. However, his "universe," which he called "being" as he presented it, has almost nothing in common with that universe that thinkers of the Antiquity, Renaissance, and the European Enlightenment called Cosmos. Sartre's individual is encapsulated within boundaries where is no way out. And this turns the idea of humanism upside down: while it initially declared exactly the human mind to be transcendent, limitless and attributed to man as such, Sartre emasculated man down to the useless passion[footnoteRef:9]. And moreover, there is nothing apart of that finite expanse as it is not boundless Cosmos, which is the receptacle of everything, with all its universal laws and relations, but "the universe of human subjectivity." Then his claim that man … pursuing transcendent aims that he himself is able to exist…sounds at least self-contradictory because transcendent means eternal, but why a creature, having no purpose should care about whatsoever beyond their earthly existence? [9:  Sartre, J-P. Being and Nothingness.] 

My second point concerns human nature.
I'm not sure that the opinion that people form their essence exclusively on their own is correct. If there is nothing inside a person that predetermines their original motive, then how can they even make a choice? That is unlikely to be the result of a merely random occurrence, and Sartre himself claims that people know what they want. Even when they are not consciously aware of their desires, however, they feel an inner motivation. But where does this impetus come from? Where do our sensations and impulses originate, which make us avoid the unpleasant and seek satisfaction? Sartre's position may look as if man came from nowhere, as if he was something not related to nature, from which, as we know, humans emerged. In my opinion, denying man's biological nature means immediately bringing the discussion about humans beyond the logically based discourse. Whether we like it or not, man is not an abstract entity, somehow mystically endowed with free will, but something whose mind, no matter how surprising it may be, arose in a world where there was neither philosophy, science, nor whatever other attributes of civilization. Yes, all this was created by human mind, but it was a long and painful way, evidence of which is countless in the fields of both social and biological anthropology.
I want to emphasize here that I in no way intend to contrast science with philosophy, especially since I suggested at the beginning of the article to avoid this by all possible means. However, in order for the researcher to adhere to this rule, they must have a quality called "intellectual honesty" and not substitute logic with sophistry.
Undoubtedly, my opinion is subjective. However, since this philosophy relentlessly seeks truth, I consider it necessary to express my view. And here, I want to pay attention to one peculiar circumstance. As it is well known, Sartre was a communist by his political convictions. Communist doctrine is based on the philosophy of dialectical materialism, the main developer of which was Karl Marx. As the name implies, this philosophy considers consciousness to be the product of the vital activity of matter. Not surprisingly, it resolutely denies whatever idealism. At the same time, existentialism is an idealistic doctrine (which grew out of another idealistic philosophical school known as phenomenology) that boils down reality to the subjective world of an abstract "man," leaving any notion about matter beyond consideration. In this sense, the philosophy on which Sartre's political views were based came into apparent contradiction with his own philosophy.
Is this possible in principle?
Philosophy is not a hobby or a harmless amusement. It is the only discipline whose subject is the human worldview. The most significant events in human history, one way or another, relied on the idea of people about the expedience and moral acceptance of certain actions, including those which led to massive violence and social calamities. And any such belief is essentially a philosophical construction arising in our mental space. We are engaged in philosophy every time we make one or another morally determined decision, and it does not matter whether we consider this occupation to be philosophy or not. Thus, I am convinced that one cannot adhere to two conflicting philosophical concepts. And the fact that Sartre, as it seems to me, managed to serve two masters makes me doubtful that his philosophy sincerely seeks to find the truth.
[bookmark: _heading=h.1t3h5sf]Freedom, the immortality of the soul, and human condition
So, the philosophies of both Plato and Sartre are idealistic and refer to transcendent concepts in the name of finding the meaning of human existence. Obviously, this is impossible without the assumption that a person should be absolutely free in their choice of ways to search for their own destiny. Therefore, It is unsurprising that both thinkers give freedom crucial attention.
Although the concept of "freedom" intuitively seems clear and universal, the two philosophers' views on this subject differ significantly and, in fact, are opposite to each other.
For Plato, freedom is the soul's liberation from earthly existence's constraints. In his view, the soul is immortal since it is the transcendent, i.e., eternal — entity. It emerges in the human body for a short, for cosmic scale period of time and leaves it after death, returning to its permanent state. Thereby, the soul's eternal existence overcomes the anxiety caused by the realization of one's finitude in the human mind and makes ordinary life meaningful as it acquires a purpose beyond itself. Man obtains an endless connection with Cosmos. Thus, having an immortal soul makes a person free in the highest, metaphysical sense, which liberates his existence from pointlessness.
Sartre also appeals to the transcendent and calls man to go beyond the limits of human condition. It is in this aspiration the French philosopher sees man's freedom, and this point is emphasized in his work. He also claims that every person is free from birth and capable of independent choice, the responsibility for which lies only with himself.
These two assertions are strong points in the philosophy of Sartre, giving a reason to talk about its relation to the idea of humanism (as the title of the work suggests). At the same time, his doctrine has contradictions severe enough to cast doubt on its overall value. The fundamental weakness of Sartre's philosophy lies in the fact that he leaves it up to the individual to determine what is that "transcendent" that a person should seek. This claim looks problematic since a transcendent object is a metaphysical entity. Metaphysics, in turn, cannot be an individual invention, as it is a philosophical concept that exists independently of a certain human being. By assigning man to "useless passion," locked up inside his own existential boundaries, Sartre deprives the human mind of its connection with the Absolute, respectively, with any transcendent, and makes human existence literally meaningless. Thus, freedom, as Sartre sees it, is not freedom in its absolute sense. It gets constrained in the first place, along with reducing the very concept of "human."
That makes me skeptical of Sartre's approach, as I believe that the philosopher's ultimate goal is to help people obtain as much sense of life as possible. That, in turn, depends on how we understand what limitations of our freedom are "natural." Thus, the question of freedom can be formulated through the lips of one of Dostoevsky's characters — whether I am a trembling creature or have the right?[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Dostoevsky, F. Crime and Punishment.] 

From this point of view, I share the approach of Plato and do not endorse the position of Sartre. The philosophy of the first elevates man, and that of the second one — diminishes his value.
However, philosophy's beauty and enduring value lie precisely in the fact that it allows a person to avoid the traps of prejudice. And even if a particular philosophical concept leads to large-scale tragedies, this is not philosophy's fault but our mind's imperfection. And it has no way to become better and stronger by anything else than doing philosophy. From this perspective, any philosophical idea that contains profound logic, even if it leads to unexpected and undesirable results, nurtures the mind. That is philosophy which prevents ...the sleep of reason producing monsters[footnoteRef:11]. Therefore, we must be grateful to both philosophers, Plato and Sartre, for their contribution to the greatest treasury of mankind. [11:  The Sleep of Reason Produces Monsters, an aquatint by the Spanish painter and printmaker Francisco Goya.] 
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