Happiness and life choices:

Sartre on desire, deliberation and action
1. Introduction












Sometimes we find ourselves in situations where we need to choose between two courses of action that we want to pursue for different reasons and, unfortunately, we cannot purse both. On some of those occasions, we also feel that both actions promote important goals that cannot be compared. We may be asked to choose, for instance, between a cherished personal relationship and an attractive career option with the promise of professional fulfilment. Call this kind of choice an ‘incommensurable choice.’
 Intuitively, there seems to be some connection between our incommensurable choices and how happy we judge that our lives have been. It seems that the extent to which one views one’s own life as happy partly depends on one’s attitude towards the course that one decided it to take on those crucial occasions. However, it is not at all clear how we should describe what goes on in these situations. Neither is it totally clear why we have the intuition that the degree to which we judge our lives to be happy depends, to some extent, on how we conducted ourselves in the face of incommensurable choices. 

In this paper, I want to discuss Jean-Paul Sartre’s approach to what goes on in incommensurable situations. The reason for focusing on his approach is that the way in which incommensurable choices are understood within the Existentialist tradition reveals some interesting connections between incommensurable choice and our ideals of freedom, integrity and self-respect. And it is precisely there, I will suggest, where the significance of incommensurable choices for happiness lies.

I will proceed as follows. First, I will clarify the Existentialist account of incommensurable choice and the motivation behind it. Next, I will raise some difficulties for this account. Then, I will put forward a positive view about what goes on in incommensurable situations. Basically, I will propose that these situations do not really face us with choices between two courses of action. They face us with choices between two alternative hierarchies of values and desires to follow. I will argue that this view allows us to capture what is intuitive in the Existentialist account while avoiding the difficulties that threaten it. Finally, I will return to the connection between incommensurable choices and happiness, and offer a hypothesis about why we take our behaviour in these situations to have a bearing on whether we have had a happy life or not. 

2. Radical choices 











Jean-Paul Sartre defended the view that incommensurable choices are ‘radical.’
 What does that mean exactly? Sartre famously presented his view with the help of an example of incommensurable choice involving one of his former students: During the second world war, a young Frenchman feels, on the one hand, that he should leave his home and join the French resistance while, on the other hand, he feels that he should stay and help his ailing mother.
 In this situation, two of the subject’s desires pull him in opposite directions. He needs to choose one of the two actions that he wants to perform, and it is not easy to compare the importance of the goals that would be achieved in either case. 

In order to grasp the way in which Sartre thinks of this situation, it will be helpful to contrast it with how his student seems to be looking at it. It seems that the student looks at the situation as follows. Maybe there is more reason to stay and help one’s mother, and maybe there is more reason to go and fight the German army. Either way, there is a fact of the matter as to which of these two possibilities is the case previous to one’s choice. And deliberating is, accordingly, a process of discovering which one is the actual situation. Now, for the student, that hangs on which of the two goals one ‘feels’ more strongly for:


“In the end, it is feeling that counts; the direction in which it is really pushing me is the 
one I ought to choose. If I feel that I love my mother enough to sacrifice everything else 
for her – my will to be avenged, all my longings for action and adventure then I stay with 
her. If, on the contrary, I fell that my love for her is not enough, I go.”

There are two ways of understanding this passage. The student may be suggesting that the strength of one’s desires is what determines which option there is more reason to pursue. (If staying with one’s mother is the option more strongly desired, then there is more reason to stay. Otherwise, there is not.) Alternatively, he may be suggesting that the strength of the values that support one’s desires is what determines which option there is more reason to pursue. (If one values the well being of one’s mother more strongly, then there is more reason to stay. Otherwise, there is not.)
 Either way, for the student, there is a fact of the matter as to which action there is more counting in favour of. Thus, for him, the difficulty of the situation is mainly an epistemic one. It calls for one to exercise one’s powers of self-knowledge to discover the strength of one’s own desires and values. 

By contrast, Sartre’s view of the situation seems to be that if the student in the example chooses to stay with his mother, he thereby has a stronger desire for his mother’s well being (or he thereby values his mother’s well being more strongly). Otherwise, he doesn’t:


But how does one estimate the strength of a feeling? The value of his feeling or his


mother as determined precisely by the fact that he was standing by her. I may say that I 
love a certain friend enough to sacrifice such or such a sum of money for him, but I cannot 
prove that unless I have done it. I may say, “I love my mother enough to remain with 
her,” if actually I have remained with her.
 


The relation between the student’s desire and his action is, in this sense, constitutive: It is his very choosing to stay which makes it the case that his desire for his mother’s well being is stronger. And it is the same choice which makes it the case that the student values her well being more. Thus, there is no fact of the matter as to which of his desires or values is stronger previous to the choice. Within this picture, deliberation is not a process of discovery but a process of creation: Incommensurable choices do not call for self-knowledge. Instead they force us to determine, or ‘make up’, the strength of our desires and values, which we do by acting. Hence Sartre’s piece of advice for his student (my emphasis):


Similarly in coming to me, he knew what advice I should give him, and I had but one 
reply to make. You are free, therefore choose, that is to say, invent.

We can call this view the ‘radical choice’ view about incommensurable choices (or ‘Radical Choice’ for short). Notice how radical the view is. If Sartre’s description of what goes on in incommensurable situations is correct, then we are deeply confused when, looking for guidance in these situations, we try to examine our own desires and values carefully and we try to determine which of them is strongest. For we do not choose a certain course of action because we possess a strong desire for it. We do not choose it because we value it strongly either. On the contrary, we desire it or value it strongly in virtue of the fact that we chose that course of action. Incommensurable choices are, in that sense, groundless.

3. Deliberation and freedom










Why would anyone hold such an extreme view as Radical Choice? Sartre’s view that incommensurable choices are radical seems to be grounded on his views about the nature of deliberation more generally. And Sartre’s conception of deliberation seems to be driven, in turn, by the concern to preserve freedom. Ultimately, Sartre’s motivation for Radical Choice then stems from a commitment to the view that we are free. Let me elaborate.

The aspect of the student’s approach to incommensurable choices which Sartre objects to is the idea that the weight of one’s motivational states is determined previous to one’s action. Radical Choice is built by opposition to the idea that, in incommensurable situations, there is a fact of the matter as to which option we desire or value most strongly before we make a decision. The reason for this opposition has to do with the implications of the just-mentioned view for deliberation. 

Notice that there is a certain picture of deliberation that becomes quite natural once we accept the student’s view on the pre-determined weight of his motivational states. According to this picture, when a subject deliberates, the weight of her two conflicting desires or values is balanced against each other. Eventually, the subject finds herself with the decision to perform a certain action, which is the action he desires to do most strongly (or whose goal she values most strongly). Call this view ‘essentialism’ about deliberation. 

The point that, in incommensurable choices, our desires and values have pre-determined weights leads to essentialism quite straightforwardly. Suppose that it is indeed the case that, when a subject is faced with an incommensurable choice, there is a fixed, pre-determined weight that each of her values and desires has. Then, it is quite natural to think that what happens in deliberation is that those weights are balanced against each other, and decision occurs when the subject is inclined to follow her strongest desire, or that desire supported by her strongest value. Indeed Sartre’s student seems to be thinking in these terms himself when he speaks of being ‘pushed’ in the direction of his strongest feelings. 

Sartre conceives deliberation in a very different way. He thinks that one does not perform an action because one has certain motives. On the contrary, the fact that one performs a certain action is what makes one view certain considerations as motives and reasons for one’s action:

Human reality may be defined as a being such that in its being its freedom is at stake because human reality perpetually tries to refuse to recognize its freedom. Psychologically in each one of us this amounts to trying to take the causes and motives as things. We try to confer permanence upon them. We attempt to hide from ourselves that their nature and their weight depend each moment on the meaning which I give to them; we take them for constants.

How can I evaluate causes and motives on which I myself confer their value before all deliberation and by the very choice which I make of myself? The illusion here stems from the fact that we endeavour to take causes and motives for entirely transcendent things which I balance in my hands like weights and which possess a weight as a permanent property. […] Actually causes and motives have only the weight which my project –i.e., the free production of the end and of the known act to be realized- confers upon them.

Clearly, Sartre is rejecting the essentialist picture of deliberation here. This is presumably why he is unsympathetic towards his student’s view on the pre-determined weight of one’s motivational states. After all, such a view leads to essentialism about deliberation pretty straightforwardly. 

If this is correct, the question that arises at this point is: What does Sartre find so objectionable about essentialism? Consider the strong intuition that deliberation is a voluntary action. It is something that we do freely. If the student needs to choose between helping his mother and helping his country, arriving at a decision is something that will require an effort from him. He will need to attend to different considerations and, eventually, it will be up to him which way to go. This process seems to exhibit features, such as control, freedom and effort, which are intuitive marks of a voluntary action. But notice that essentialism does not leave room for this element of agency in deliberation. It depicts deliberation as something that happens to us, rather than something that we do. The essentialist paints a picture of the deliberator as a passive conductor of forces that emanate from his desires and values; a mere instrument at the mercy of his strongest motivational states. If the essentialist is right, then the deliberator is far from being in control of the decision-making process. On the contrary, he is very much pushed around by whatever desires and values happen to enjoy strength at the time of choosing.

As a matter of fact, we can still appreciate the connection between the point that, in deliberation, our motivational states have pre-determined weights and the resulting lack of freedom in deliberation within contemporary discussions of free will. For instance, while discussing the role of consciousness in action, Neil Levy claims the following:

Each reason, in favour of or against a course of action, has a weight independent of your deliberation […]. Where does this weight come from? It seems that it is assigned unconsciously, or at least independently of consciousness. The fact that you will miss your family and friends matters more than the fact that the job will offer you exciting challenges (say). You do not decide that the first matters to you more than the second; the weight of our reasons is simply assigned to them, by sub-personal mechanisms, by culture, by our system of values. Consciousness cannot assign the weights; it receives the news from elsewhere.

This is a particularly vivid formulation of the point that the weight of one’s motivational states is fixed previous to action. Levy approvingly refers to Daniel Dennett’s views on deliberation and consciousness in Elbow Room and, interestingly, what we find in those views is the passive picture of decisions that often accompanies essentialism:   

From some fleeting vantage points they seem to be the pre-eminently voluntary moves in our lives, the instants at which we exercise our agency to the fullest. But those same decisions can also be seen to be strangely out of our control. We have to wait to see how we are going to decide something, and when we do decide, our decision bubbles up to consciousness from we know not where. We do not witness it being made; we witness its arrival.

The view that decisions (including important decisions, such as life choices in incommensurable situations) could be, in Dennett’s terms, ‘out of our control’ and that, in deliberation, we ‘wait and see’ how we are going to proceed is in tension with Sartre’s non-negotiable thesis that we are free. This is, I suggest, what explains Sartre’s opposition to the student’s point that the weights of our motivational states are fixed before we make a choice. And such opposition is, in turn, what generates the view that incommensurable choices are radical. 

To sum up, I suggest that the line of reasoning that leads Sartre to Radical Choice basically has the following structure.

(a) If there is a fact of the matter about the strength of our motivational states before we


act, then deliberating is to balance the weight of those states against each other. 

(b) If deliberating is to balance the weight of our motivational states against each other,


then making a choice is not a free action.

(c) We are free when we make choices.

Therefore, 

(d) There is no fact of the matter about the strength of our motivational states before we


act. 

To be precise, conclusion (d) has a wider scope than Radical Choice: (d) is meant to apply to all instances of deliberation whereas Radical Choice is the view that (d) is correct in the particular case of incommensurable situations. Radical Choice therefore follows from (d). We can now see the kind of considerations that led Sartre to Radical Choice. None of them is uncontroversial, but none of them seems obviously false either. So should we accept Radical Choice, or is there some pressure on us to reject one of the three considerations that motivate the view?

4. Integrity and weakness of will









The difficulty for the view that incommensurable choices are radical is that the picture of deliberation that underlies it (captured in (d) above) does not square with two observations: First of all, we place great value on integrity, that is, on the trait of character that consists in behaving according to one’s values even against one’s own self-interest. Conversely, we accept that it is possible to behave in accordance with desires that one holds against one’s own values. (Basically, we accept that weakness of will is possible.) What exactly is the tension between Radical Choice and these two observations? Let us consider them in order.

If the Existentialist is right, then it is quite puzzling that we place great value on integrity. Imagine that a few days ago I promised to help you moving houses. And I do value honouring one’s promises but, when today comes, I could not really be bothered. It is a nice day and I would rather go to the beach. If I, nonetheless, put my strong desire to go to the beach aside and I behave in accordance with my value to honour one’s promises, then it seems that I have done something laudable. Call this kind of behaviour ‘integrity.’ Integrity is impossible if the Existentialist is right. Suppose that the strength of one’s values is indeed constitutively dependent on one’s choices. Then, it is necessary that one acts according to one’s strongest values. But if the strength of one’s desires is also determined by one’s own choices, then the situation where one acts according to one’s strongest values against one’s strongest desires is not possible. Yet this is exactly what is supposed to happen when someone behaves with integrity. This means that integrity is a property that we are massively wrong in attributing to people if the Existentialist is right: Whenever we approve of someone’s behaviour because we judge that it constitutes integrity, we are confused about the relation between that person’s motivational states and her actions.  

Similarly, the Existentialist picture of deliberation makes weakness of will impossible. Suppose that, in the just-mentioned situation, I succumb to my desire to go to the beach and I break my promise to help you with your move. According to the Existentialist, my going to the beach is supposed to make it the case that my value to honour my promises is not particularly strong. But this seems to go against the intuition that the weak-willed fails to live up to his own judgement of what is worth pursuing and what is a good thing to do. Intuitively enough, if I go to the beach, then I act in a way that falls short of my own standards for the right kind of behaviour. One would naturally think that my action can be judged, by my own lights, as a failure. Yet it is hard to imagine how the Existentialist could make sense of this intuition. If it is true that, once I go to the beach, my value to honour one’s promises becomes weak, then it is hard to see why we have the intuition that I am somehow failing myself. After all, once my body started to move in the direction of the beach, the strength of my convictions about the right thing to do and the goals worth pursuing changed. So I did not fail myself in any coherent way if the Existentialist picture of deliberation is right. This would suggest that, oddly enough, weakness of will is impossible.

Let us take stock. On the one hand, we have seen that Radical Choice is aimed at capturing a sense in which we are free when we make choices in incommensurable situations. On the other hand, we have seen that Radical Choice conflicts with the observations that integrity and weakness of will are real phenomena. To understand what goes on in incommensurable choices, then, we should seek a theory that gives us a clear sense in which we are free when we make such choices while, at the same time, leaving room for the possibility of integrity and weakness of will. In the next section, I sketch a proposal aimed at meeting these constraints.  

5. Choosing oneself











I propose that incommensurable situations do not really face us with choices between two courses of action. They face us with choices between two alternative hierarchies of values and desires to follow. Thus, when we need to choose between, let us say, an attractive job offer and staying close to our friends and families, what happens is that we need to form a desire for a hierarchy of values and desires that prioritises our personal life or a hierarchy that prioritises our professional life. Deciding, in these situations, amounts to forming a higher-order desire for one of two alternative sets of values and desires. One of them is the set of desires and values that we actually have. The other one is a set of desires and values that we do not hold, but which we could allow our lives to be guided by if we so desired. The suggestion is then that an incommensurable choice forces us to evaluate our desires and values, and either endorse them or reject them. 

This means that we should drop one of the assumptions that leads Sartre to Radical Choice, namely, assumption (a): If what goes on in incommensurable situations is that we need to evaluate our actual desires and values, then those have a specific weight relative to each other (otherwise, there would be little to evaluate). But deliberating is not, on those occasions, the process of balancing their weights. Deliberating in incommensurable situations is the higher-order activity of stepping back from one’s own actual ordering of desires and values, comparing them to an alternative ordering, and trying to make one of those orderings our own. 

Now, Sartre’s account of incommensurable choice has an intuitive appeal partly because it offers us a sense in which we are not constrained by our nature, character or dispositions when we make incommensurable choices, which is an attractive idea. The way in which Sartre fleshes out this idea is by proposing that, quite simply, there is no such thing as our dispositional states previous to our actions.
 Unfortunately, when we apply this proposal to our desires and values, it turns the originally intuitive idea that we are not constrained by our nature into a highly implausible view, for the two reasons pointed out above. The view that I am offering distinguishes itself from Sartre’s in that it assumes a rejection of (a). It assumes that there is a fact of the matter as to which dispositional states, such as desires and values, we possess previous to our actions. Nonetheless, it remains within the spirit of some of Sartre’s claims, such as “Man makes himself. […] In choosing his ethics, he makes himself” or “As we have seen, for human reality, to be is to choose oneself.”
 The thought is that we may identify ourselves with our desires, beliefs and values. If we look at ourselves in this way, then deciding in incommensurable situations amounts to, in a certain sense, choosing one version of oneself over another. To that extent, the proposed view incorporates the Existentialist ideal of self-creation. Let us therefore call this view of incommensurable choices the ‘self-creation’ view.

The self-creation view seems to respect Sartre’s concern about freedom. Construing incommensurable situations as occasions for evaluation of one’s desires and values captures the intuition that we are free in those situations. Arguably, the ability to either follow our desires and values or reject them is essential to freedom. Harry Frankfurt, for instance, has famously defended that free will is basically the capacity to make a certain first-order desire the desire upon which I act. Derivatively, we can see my action as free if I have acted on the desire I wanted to be effective.
 The self-creation view of incommensurable choice fits this proposal quite naturally.
 Suppose that what we do in an incommensurable situation is to form the desire to act on certain desires and values, as the self-creation view suggests. Suppose, furthermore, that free will is the capacity to make a certain desire the desire upon which I act, as Frankfurt has proposed. Then, the self-creation view nicely captures the intuition that, when we deliberate in incommensurable situations, we are exercising our freedom (which, let us recall, is the main motivation behind Sartre’s view). 
Of course this feature of the self-creation view only counts as a virtue of it in so far as the associated notion of freedom is plausible, and Frankfurt’s proposal is by no means uncontroversial. An alternative view of freedom, for instance, is that one’s action is free to the extent that one’s desire to perform that action does not conflict with one’s values.
 It would take us beyond the scope of our discussion here to adjudicate the debate on free will. Suffice it to say that, at least on one influential view of free will, the self-creation view of incommensurable choice captures the intuition that we are free when we make decisions in incommensurable situations. But, at the same time, we should keep in mind that this only makes the self-creation view attractive to the extent that Frankfurt’s proposal is. So let us look for any other virtues of the self-creation view. How does it deal, for instance with the two difficulties that threatened Radical Choice? 

Unlike Radical Choice, the self-creation view leaves room for error, since one can form the desire to behave in accordance with a certain set of values and desires and fail to do so. To desire to be the kind of person who will honour his promises, even in those situations where he would rather go to the beach, is one thing; to actually honour one’s promise and not let one’s behaviour to be motivated by the desire to go to the beach is another. Suppose that one chooses a hierarchy of desires and values that places more importance on the value of honouring one’s promises than it places on the desire to go to the beach. In that case, one succeeds if one acts in accordance with the motivational that one wants to be strongest in oneself, namely, one’s value. But it is possible that, at the time of acting, one’s desire to go to the beach turns out to be stronger despite one’s choice, and one’s action ends up issuing from that desire rather than the value one wished one held most strongly. The self-creation view thus allows for the possibility of weakness of will: In the contemplated scenario, one has exercised one’s capacity for deliberation and made one’s choice. One has attempted to shape oneself in whatever respect the incommensurable situation demanded. In that sense, one did make a life choice, namely, the choice of being the kind of person who honours his promises. But one does not meet that aspiration at the time of action. Instead, one acts in accordance with the motivational state that happens to be strongest in oneself (as opposed to the motivational state that one wished it were strongest). This is how the self-creation view captures the intuition that if weakness of will occurs in incommensurable situations, then the subject who made the choice is, in some sense, failing himself.

Furthermore, the self-creation view makes sense of the fact that we place great value on integrity. Basically, the self-creation view construes the kind of behaviour that constitutes integrity as behaviour that issues from the desires and values that the subject wants to have, even if they are not his actual desires and values. Suppose, for instance, that Sartre’s student deliberates and forms the desire to behave in accordance with a hierarchy of desires and values that prioritises his family values. Imagine, furthermore, that he would prefer to leave and fight the German army. In fact, his desire to fight is stronger than his family values but, upon deliberation, he does not want it to be stronger. He wants to be the kind of person who stays with a sick parent despite his stronger desire to go and fight. Then, if he stays and thus behaves in accordance with the motivational state that he wishes to be strongest, we will intuitively judge that he is behaving with integrity. Adjusting one’s behaviour to the dictate of one’s own higher-order desires rather than one’s first-order desires and values is not easy. It seems natural, then, that we value the trait of character that consists in being able to make such adjustments.

6. Authenticity and self-creation










What does all this have to do with happiness? To appreciate the relevance of incommensurable choices for happiness, it is helpful to draw a distinction between happiness as a property of a person and happiness as a property of a life.
 We sometimes say that someone is happy or unhappy and, sometimes, we talk of someone’s life as being happy or unhappy. The former is a psychological property of a person. It is controversial what exactly that property is. Typically, it involves affect and, thus, some natural candidates include pleasure or some kind of positive mood. The latter property, by contrast, is a property of a person’s life (taken as a whole, as it were) and it is therefore not a psychological property. It seems to be a normative property of some sort. Intuitively enough, when we say that someone’s life is a happy one, we are making a normative judgment. We seem to be saying that that person’s life is going well for him or her, or that it benefits this person, or that it is in his or her interest. Now, the self-creation view of incommensurable choices does not tell us much about happiness in the first sense of the term, as far as I can see. But it sheds some light on why we take incommensurable choices to be important for happiness in the second sense of the term.

Let us start by emphasizing the relevance of the person’s perspective in the judgment that a certain life is going well for that person, or benefits him or her. Imagine that I am an artist who finds inspiration in unpleasant experiences. So I tend to seek harmful personal relationships in order to use my suffering in those situations as raw material for my creative endeavors. You will no doubt view my behaviour as self-destructive. It is hard to imagine that you would regard my life as going well for me, or benefiting me. However, I would make such judgments quite naturally. The point is that if happiness is a normative property of a life, the kind of normativity involved here has something to do with the norms of evaluation of the subject who leads that life. The self-creation view of incommensurable choices illuminates the importance of these choices for happiness by telling us something about the relevant norms of evaluation.

If the self-creation view is correct, what happens in incommensurable situations is that we are forced to choose between alternative versions of the person who we can be: Will I be the kind of person who puts my professional fulfilment above my personal life? Will I be the kind of person for whom it is more important to honour his promises than having a good time? Will I be the kind of person who puts the preservation of his country above his family’s well-being? As we have seen, we sometimes make these choices but we do not act accordingly. My hypothesis about why we view incommensurable choices as important for happiness is the following: When we evaluate our lives, there are different standards of evaluation that we may be applying. One of them is whether we behaved in the way the person that, on the relevant moment of our lives, we wanted to be would have behaved. If we did, we approve of our lives; we attribute to our lives the property of having been good for us. This is, I suggest, the reason why incommensurable choices are important for happiness. For if the self-creation view is correct, then those are crucial occasions where one needs to make up one’s mind as to what kind of person one wants to be. So if one will approve of one’s life partly to the extent that one behaved in the way that person would have behaved, then it makes sense that we regard incommensurable choices as important for happiness.

To be sure, this is only one sense in which one may say that one’s life went well. It is only one standard of evaluation with respect to which one may approve of one’s life. Admittedly, the outcome of a certain action may be a disaster even if it is the action that the person we wanted to be would have performed on that occasion. I may help you move houses and have a terrible accident in the process, in which case there is a natural sense in which my life did not ‘go well for me.’ If I consider the amount of pleasure in my life when I evaluate it, for instance, I surely would not approve of my life in the envisaged scenario. However, the intuition that incommensurable choices are significant for happiness tracks a different standard that we use in that kind of evaluation: We may still respect ourselves for having stuck to our ideals, we may still give ourselves credit for having done the thing that the person we aspired to be would have done. If this is right, and we indeed use this standard of evaluation when we judge our lives, then it is no wonder that we regard incommensurable situations as significant for happiness if the self-creation view is correct. For this view tells us that those situations are occasions where ‘the person one aspires to be’ comes into being. 

To conclude our discussion, notice that this is another sense in which the self-creation view fits smoothly within the Existentialist tradition. For it speaks to the classical Existentialist ideal of authenticity: What the self-creation view tells us about happiness is that one of the situations where we will judge our lives not to be happy is the situation where we judge that we are not ‘being ourselves’ or we are not being ‘true to ourselves.’ If one has this upsetting (albeit vague) sense that one is not living authentically, then one will not regard one’s life as happy. The self-creation view can tell us why this is so: What most likely happens in that scenario is that one considers a past incommensurable situation and one thinks that one did not behave in the way the kind of person one wanted to be on that occasion would have behaved. This gives us a clear sense in which, indeed, one was not true to oneself. One was not, on that occasion, the kind of person one aspired to be. The importance of meeting this constraint, I suggest, is precisely what the self-creation view teaches us about the significance of incommensurable choices for happiness.               
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� Accordingly, I will refer to those situations where we are forced to make an incommensurable choice as ‘incommensurable situations.’


� In Sartre (1975).


� See (1975, 354).


� (1975, 355).


� For the purposes of this discussion, I will construe valuing a certain state of affairs as the judgment that it is good or worthy of promotion. I will assume that values are sources of motivation for action in themselves, in addition to desires. Accordingly, I will use locutions such as ‘the goal that the subject values or desires most strongly’ and I will use the umbrella term ‘motivational state’ to refer to both values and desires. 


� (1975, 355).


� (1975, 356).


� Sartre (1981, 440).


� Sartre (1981, 450-451).


� Levy (2005, 72).


� Dennett (1984, 78).


� He claims, for instance: “There is no genius other than one which is expressed in works of art; the genius of Proust is the sum of Proust’s works; the genius of Racine is the series of his tragedies. Outside of that, there is nothing.” (1975, 359.) 


� In (1975, 364) and (1981, 440) respectively.


� In Frankfurt (2003). 


� Not completely naturally, though: Frankfurt’s view is mainly formulated in terms of desires whereas I have set up the discussion by assuming that both values and desires are sources of motivation for action. However, the idea that lacking the capacity to have the values one wants to have would not allow us to be free is congenial enough to Frankfurt’s view. So even though this is not an insignificant wrinkle, it seems that it could eventually be ironed out. 


� I take this to be Gary Watson’s proposal in his (2003).


� See Haybron (2001). 





