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position of research scholar at the University of Chicago. As his areas of special philo-
sophical interest he lists philosophical anthropology and personalism. He has published
anumber of books in Polish as well as articles in such journals as Angelicum, Kwartalnik
Filozoficny, Edukacja Filozoficzna, and Studia Philosophiae Christianae.

Human Person and Freedom
according to Karol Wojtyta

Rafal K. Wilk

ABSTRACT: Karol Wojtyta—the future pope John Paul II—chose the human being,
especially in its personalistic dimension, as the main point of his philosophical research, In
accordance with the metaphysical rule agere sequitur esse, he investigated the dynamisms
proper to a human being: the reactive dynamism of the human body, the emotive dynamism
of the human psyche, and the personalistic dynamism associated with free choice of the
will. These allowed him to experience and understand the human being as a complex yel
integrated entity. The personal structure of the human being is manifest in terms of scl(-
possession, self-determination, and self-governance. Thanks to self-possession, human beings
experience freedom of the will, which expresses itself in each free act. Being endowed with a
free will, the human being is able to grow in freedom but can also lose his freedom. Wojtyta’s
philosophical investigations are innovative by way of the use that he made of the philosophy
of being according to Thomas Aquinas and the philosophy of consciousness articulated by
Husserl. He not only pointed out man’s structure but also presented man as an objective
entity in an objective world. Each human being is constituted by his or her inner self, which
is absolutely exceptional because it is completely irreducible to anything else in the world.

LL COMMENTATORS ON the writings of Karol Wojtyta have emphasized
that the central point of his philosophy is the notion of “man,” especially in his
personal dimension.’ It is not surprising that this topic occupies such a prominent
place in his investigations. It is, after all, the basic dilemma of all human searching,
and it is manifest in many fields, including philosophy and especially philosophical
anthropology and ethics.
Why does this problem arouse so much interest today? It is so, answers Wojtyla,
hecause we are now able to overcome the notion of an irresolvable antinomy between

'Karol Jozef Wojtyta was born in Wadowice, Poland on May 18, 1920. Having completed his elementary and
weondary education, he enrolled at the Department of Polish Literature at the historic Jagiellonian University
of Krakow in the fall of 1938. He joined an experimental theater group known as “Studio 38" and continued
studying until the German Nazi government closed the university (fall of 1939). In October 1942 he began the
sty of theology with the intention of becoming a priest. He completed these studies in 1946, and as a young
imest he left for Rome, where under the tutelage of Reginald Garrigou-Lagrange, O.P., he began his doctoral
“luilics, He wrote a dissertation on The Problem of Faith in the Works of St. John of the Cross in June 1948,
I 1954 he accepted a professorship at the Catholic University of Lublin. In 1956 he was appointed (0 a chair
i:hethics there. While serving in this capacity he continued to teach and to provide pastoral care for university

shidlents, These latter contacts lead him to write his first book Love and Responsibility, the resull of his reflec-
uonn on the pastoral experience of often being asked his advice on how to handle, morally and practically,
wltionships between the opposite sexes. The same year his dissertation on the ethics of the phenomenologist
Miss Scheler was published by the Catholic University of Lublin. Tn 1969 he completed and published his
wnvipal academic work The Acting Person. In this book he explains the philosophical approach to under-

sinshing the person and ethics that he had developed, using the phenomenological method of contemporary
wisomalism. On October 16 in 1978 he was elected Pope and assumed the name John Paul 11,
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the subjectivity and the objectivity of human being, and the correlative division
between idealism and realism: “Today more than ever before we feel the need and
see a greater possibility of objectifying the problem of subjectivity of the human
being.”* Wojtyta hopes to find a solution to the problem by resolving the epistemo-
logical objections that postulated an uncrossable demarcation line between certain
fundamental tendencies in philosophy. The antinomy between subjectivism and
objectivism—and the antinomy of idealism and realism that may be discovered within
it—created an unpropitious climate for the study of the subjectivity of man.? The
tendencies on each side of this demarcation inclined those thinkers who cultivated
realist philosophy to fear that the study of the subjectivity would inevitably lead to
subjectivism. Their fears, of course, were not totally unjustified. While remaining
onrealistic ground, these philosophers were anxious about the results being claimed
by the subjectivistic or idealistic philosophers whose analyses were based on “pure
consciousness.” This historical situation fixed a demarcation line that separated two
ways of understanding man: an objectivistic (ontological) conception that treats man
as a being, and a subjectivistic (phenomenological) conception in which man seems
to be entirely cut off from that reality.

Wojtyta asserts that we are seeing a breakdown of this division. Phenomenological
analyses conducted on the ground of “pure consciousness” have contributed to this
progress by using Husserl’s epoché, which consists in bracketing the question of the
existence or reality of the conscious subject. He writes:

I am convinced that the line of demarcation between the subjectivistic (idealistic) and
objectivistic (realistic) views in anthropology and ethics must break down and is in fact
breaking down on the basis of the experience of the human being. This experience auto-
matically frees us from pure consciousness as the subject conceived and assumed a priori,
and leads us to full concrete existence of the human being, to the reality of the conscious
subject. With all phenomenological analyses in the realm of that assumed subject (pure
consciousness) now at our disposal, we can no longer go on treating the human being
exclusively as an objective being, but we must also somehow treat the human being as a
subject in the dimension in which the specifically human subjectivity of the human being

is determined by consciousness. And that dimension would seem to be none other than
personal subjectivity.”

In the past, philosophical anthropology was often based on the Aristotelian defini-
tion of the human being as a rational animal. Wojtyla notices that this definition, at

“Karol Wojtyta, “Subjectivily and the Trreducible In the Human Being.™ in his Person and Communiry:

Selected Essays, trans. Th. Sandok, O.S,M. (New York NY: Peter Lang. 1993). p. 209, Hereafter, Person
plus the page number.

‘Ibid.. p. 209.

*Tbid.. p. 210. Wojtyla refers here to the phenomenological method of Edmund Husserl in its objectivistic
stage. In this manner phenomenology was cultivated by e.g., Edith Stein, Dietrich von Hildebrand, and Ro-
man Ingarden. See Roman Ingarden, Witep do fenomenologii Husserla, especially First Lecture, trans. A.
Poltawski (Warsaw. Poland. 1974): J. M. Bochenski. Die zeitgendssichen Denkenmethoden (Bern, 1954),
English edition: The Methods of Contemporary Thought. trans. P. Caws (Dordrecht. Holland: D. Reidel, 1965);
Robert Sokolowski, Mmtroduction o Phenomenology (Cambridge UK: Cambridge Univ, Press. 2000)
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suppositum “man’ by exploring the experience of the various dynamisms proper to
th‘e human being. By tracing these realities carefully, he presents two different types
of human dynamism that both belong to human nature even though their dimension;
are 1'adi§ally different. On the one hand, a human being is able to perform somekthint
thaF springs from his or her will. On the other hand, man can experience himself a%
akind of “territory” where something is “going on.” The first activity is som;:thiné
that we experience during each and every one of our choices (every instance of “I
Wffmt”). In this case the activity springs from a human ego. The second sort of dyna-
mism lzlicks the willful activity of a human self. In this case we can rightly sayythat
@met@ng is “happening-in-me” as opposed to saying that “something-is-happen-
mg-Wlth—me” or “something-is-happening-to-me.” This group of things embraces
ev?ry kind o.f dynamism that is not rooted in my free will and that is not begotten
as “my” choice, and yet belongs to me because it occurs within the entity that I am

Under both categories of dynamisms there lies “man.” Wojtyta writes: .

Within the integral experience of man, especially with the reference to its inner aspect

- 3 - 3 N M - ) ¢
V\;%can trace a differentiation and even something like a contrast of subjectiveness and
efficacy. Man has an experience of himself as the subject when something is happen-

Hlb ‘m hun,gwhen, on the other hand, he is acting he has the experience of himself as
he “actor.”

Thus, to each of these experiences corresponds a fully experiential reality:

Subjectivity is seen as structurally related to what happens in man, and efficacy as structur-
all?/ related to his acting. When I act, the ego is the cause that dynamizes the subjeétL Itis the
am‘tude of th; egothatis then dominant, whereas subjectivity seems to be indicziting so%nefhin g
quite Qpposﬁe—it shows the ego as if it was subjacent in the fact of its own dy;aillization
Such is the case when something happens within the ego. Efficacy and subjectivity %eems.
to split th.e field of human experiences into two mutually irreducible factors. Experihences
are associated with structures. The structure of man acts and the structure of something-
happens-in-man seem to divide the human being as if they were two separate leve]s.'UL

Between existence and acting there is a strict connection that constitutes a subject
fo'r one of the most basic insights about human being. Philosophy has expressed
this insight in the sentence operari sequitur esse (action follows being). One nﬁéht
also express the point here by saying: “something has to exist to be able to act” and
“something acts according to its being.”"!

. Even in describing man as a suppositum, Wojtyta insists that man is an unusual
kind o‘f suppositum. In the visible world we encounter many supposita. All of them
we refer to “something” but only for man do we reserve the term “someone.”'?

“Thid.. p. 71.
"lbid.

"'Ibid., pp. 83-84. For more information, see Karol Wojtyta, “The Person: Subject
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The ontological structure of man is composite. We can understand this better in the
light of the dynamisms that are distinctly human. The first element is the human body.
Woijtyta notes that the classical definition of man stresses his corporal dimension when
he observes that the relation of the body “to the human person is absolutely necessary,
so much so that it is contained even in that often used definition which sees man as
a rational animal; in this definition ‘animal’ denotes the body as well as corporality.
It is the body that gives man his concreteness (this fact is in a way reflected in the
classic metaphysical doctrine of man’s individualization by matter).” "

The human body possesses its proper dynamism, which we can call a “reactive
dynamism,” and a certain potentiality, that is, a “reactive potentiality.” Therefore,
the potentiality of the human body, like that of other bodies in nature, includes
the possibility of generating physical reactions. Physics or chemistry deal with
reactivity at the level of inanimate beings, and at the level of living creatures these
reactions belong to biology. The reactivity of the human body includes its powers of
existing, shaping itself, maintaining itself, and developing. This field characterizes
the human entity in the range of the corporal vitality, beginning at conception and
ending at death. The corporal activities make up a sequence of purely instinctive
reactions. that is, reactions whose source is entirely in nature. These reactions “take
place” or “happen” within a human being without any act of his or her will; they are
outside the scope of free-will choices. Consequently, although they happen within
an individual, they are not in any way that individual’s free actions, for they lack
the engagement of the free will."

Another constitutive element of human nature is spirituality. To reveal man’s
structure in its totality Wojtyta analyzes the non-somatic structure of man in its
two-folded dimensions, including the human spiritual soul and the “psyche.” What
is the psyche? The psyche cannot simply be identified as the spiritual soul. The
notion “psyche” is comprised of those elements of human nature within a specific
individual that are integrated with the body, but yet not the body. Even though the
psyche creates a unity in man with his body, it is nevertheless a different reality. We
can experience the psyche thanks to its “emotive dynamisms.”

An “emotional experience” can initially be recognized as some kind of “affective”
experience. Yet, confining ourselves only to such an understanding surely would
produce an impoverished and overly simplified description that would not reveal
the full range of the necessary content of this term. The realm of emotivity needs
to indicate not only feelings but more broadly the whole range of human emotions,
feelings, and sensations. We may talk about “moral feelings,” “artistic emotions,”
and so on, as when we say that someone has “a sense of art” or “a moral sense.”
This range of meaning includes the wide realm of human “emotions.”

Emotivity (like the body’s reactivity) is strictly connected with our impulses. In
the case of emotivity, however, the result is not just somatic but also psychic. Despite

“The Acting Person, p. 203.
“Ibid.. pp. 206-10.
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this di.stinction, a psychic result can find its expression in the somatic layer, in a
somatic expression, even though what is psychic cannot simply be identified with
corporality." In explaining this, Wojtyta writes:

Feeling or sensation stimuli differ essentially from the motor stimuli, though they very
often come together (e.g., the hand is instinctively jerked away from a hot objgct). Feeling
or sensation itself is not a somatic motion or impulse; its relation to the body is similar
to that of the subject to an object and though in a feeling as such there is no awareness of
this relation, the body—even one’s own body—becomes in it an objective sense element
that also penetrates into the field of consciousness. Thus feeling and sensations allow
man to emerge from and above . . . the “subjectivity of the body.”'¢

The .difference between somatic subjectiveness and psychical subjectiveness
consgts in this, that the first of them in a considerable measure is not necessarily
conscious, while the second one is fully contained in consciousness. If we talk
about‘the human body (especially about its internality), we have to admit that the
consclous grasping of one’s inner dynamism is “the field of feelings.” Basically
something is outside the realm of consciousness until it penetrates the field of
feelings (e.g., by pain). Usually man possesses only some general feeling of his
own body and its internal dynamism.'”

The question of feeling our own body allows us to make a very important point
abouti the integral subjectivity of a human being, for in our consciousness we can
exercises the unity of our body and our psyche:

Our above differentiation indicates the experimentally intuitive basis of our conception
of the “psyche” and the adjective “psychical” Tt draws upon intuitive insights close to
a phenomenological approach in which we may distinguish clearly, on one hand, their
separateness from is usually called “somatic” and, on the other, their specific unity with
}t. The d.isclosure of what is distinctively psychical but simultaneously related to what
1s somatic in man provides the groundwork for conclusions to be drawn first, about the

relation between soul and body and second, on a still more distant plane between spirit
and matter.'®

Yet, in taking into account the presence of dynamisms both on the somatic and the
ps.ychic levels, there is still no adequate way to account for human freedomn. For
thI.S reason, when discussing the matter of the ontological structure of a human
being, we cannot pass in silence over the question of the immaterial, spiritual
soull. How do we know about its existence? Wojtyta says that we can recognize a
“spirit” in man when he exercises his personal free acts in truth and goodness.!*
Hence, human spirituality reveals itself in human rational and free actions (actions

"Ibid., pp. 220-28.
'SIbid,, p. 228.
VIbid., pp. 228-29.
"Ibid., pp. 221-22.
- ""Ibid., p. 181. “Good and frue and being are one and the same thing in reality, but in the mind they are
distinguished from each other.” See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae 111, q. 29, a, 5.
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conformed to truth and goodness). In this way the truly personalistic structure of
man reveals itself to us.

To be a person one does not have to manifest or consciously experience the personal
structure that is present in every human being. A human being is a personal entity.
This means that it is someone as opposed to something, from the very beginning
moment of conception, precisely because he or she possesses his or her personal
structure and has the potential for its further manifestation and development over
the course of time.*® We will discuss this structure below.

11

Man is a person precisely because he reveals himself to be a structure of self-
possession, self-governance, and self-determination.”' This is a distinctive structure
that constitutes man in his essence and that has a proper dynamism, a personal
dynamism. Its source is the personal structure of man mentioned above.
Self-possession means that a human being possesses himself or herself in a single,
exceptional, unique, and unrepeatable way. We encounter this reality in the experience
of “Twant.” This act springs from my “I.” I (and only I) am able to “produce” an act
of “I want.” Nobody can take it from me. Nothing else about me belongs to me in
quite the same way. At least in principle, everything else could be taken away from
me, everything except the act of my will—"I want.” It expresses my act of personal
choice. In fact, sometimes my choice (I want”) could be made under a request or
under the pressure of someone or something, but even in such a case it is my personal
choice. T can want to choose what someone else chooses, but nobody and nothing
can force me to want what I do not want or to not want what I do want. Obviously,
as we pointed out above, someone or something can induce me, condition me, try
to force me to change an act of my free will, yet no circumstance has the power to
execute such a radical determination so to be able, without my agreement, to change
the act of my wanting, an act of my free will, 1.e., “I want.” This act belongs to my
“I” and reveals my self-governance, which is a result of my self-possession. Medieval
philosophers discussed this self-governance by describing the person as incommit-
nicabilis. Hence, the consequence of self-possession is self-governance. Wojtyta
writes: “Self-possession has as its consequence still another relation that occurs in
the very structure of man as a person and is most strictly connected with the will. It
is the relation of self-governance, which is indispensable for the understanding and
the interpretation of self- determination. Self-governance may also be expressed
in terms of a specific complex whole: the person is, on the one hand, the one who

¥In virtue of his self-governance and self-possession man deserves the designation of ‘somebody’
regardless whether he has this distinctive structure actually or only virtually. Thus man is scmebody from
the very moment of his coming into existence as also when and if something intervenes and prevents his
fulfillment of himself in actions, that is to say, if his mature actualization of self-governance and self-
possession was to be prevented. That the designation *somebody’ is appropriate to man can be deduced
also in an analysis of man’s being and not only from the experience of the person’s transcendence.” The
Acting Person, p. 180.

NThe Acting Person, p. 151, For more information, see “Subjectivity and the Iireducible in the Human
Being” in Person, pp. 21415, and “"The Person: Subject and Community,” pp. 228-32.
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governs himself and, on the other, the one who is governed.”? Self-possession is the
fundamental structure. Self-governance is realized only there where we encounter
self-possession; after all, governing is conditioned by possessing. Self-determination,
however, requires both self-possession and self-governance.

In the structure of the person, especially in its fundamental layer, i.e., in self-
possession, we can experience our free will. Each act of “I want” is experienced
in a lived experience (to use the German term, Erlebnis), and is placed between
“I can” and “I do not have to.” Thus the whole arrangement of lived experiences
could be described according to the pattern: “I can” although “I do not have to,”
but “T want.” In such an experience free will expresses itself. Each choice is my
sovereign decision and springs out of a personal human L* In The Acting Person
we read: “Indeed, it is impossible to understand or interpret the will except within
the personal structure. It is only in this structure that it operates and can manifest
its true nature. In non-personal beings, whose dynamism is achieved solely at the
level of nature, there are no reasons for the existence of the wil] *?4

Therefore, in a human being only the personal dynamism reveals freedom.
“Reactivity”—a dynamism proper to the human body—and “emotivity”—a dyna-
mism proper to the human psyche—are not subject to human free will. By no act of
free will can one, for instance, change his or her high blood pressure or stop some
longing for something. One can say: these are my acts, but they are not generated
by my human 1, although they belong to a concrete human I. A human entity is a
“territory” in which they can occur, but they do not spring from that person. It is
very difficult to translate this thought into English because of the different structure
of sentences. In the original language Wojtyla uses the first person pronoun (“me™).
In order to explain this specific human experience, it may be necessary to bend the
rules of grammar. To illustrate this point, let us use the image of someone who tries
to give up smoking. After a certain amount of time he could have such an experi-
ence: there is a strong desire to smoke within me, and yetI do not want to do it and
decide not to do it. The first experience we can name by using the term “an actual
inclination” but the second one we will describe as an “actual human act.” Acts are
identified with my free decisions “I want” and “I choose,” whereas various actual
inclinations occur within “me” without engaging my free will. In actual inclinations
(of body and psyche) the personal dynamism is absent, but in an actual human action
(“I'want” and “I choose”) the personal dynamism reveals itself. Hence, the dynamisms
of “reactivity” and “emotivity” we can describe as actual inclinations, but personal
dynamisms we should describe as “actual human acts.”"?

*The Acting Person, p. 106. ““Self-governance’ is here used in a different sense than the *self-control’ of
colloquial speech; self-control is the power to control oneself and applies only to one of the functions of the
dynamism appropriate to man, to one of his powers or virtues, or to a set of these. Self-governance, on the other
hand, is something far more fundamental and far more strict] y related to the inner personal structure of man
who differs from all other structures and all other existents in that he is capable of governing himself. Thus

self-governance is man’s power to govern himself and not only to control himself.” Ibid., pp. 106-07.
“Ibid., pp. 105-07.
“Tbid., p. 107.

PIbid., esp. chap. 5: “Integration and the Soma,” and chap. 6: “Integration and the Psyche.”
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What we here call a “human free act” and the action of deciding (“I want,” “I
will,” “I choose™) is the same act; it is a consciously made choice. Not every act,
however, can be observed from outside. Thus, we have to distinguish two types
of human acts: an inner (internal) act (actus internus), and an outer (external) act
(actus externus).*® S

Another important aspect that characterizes a human act is its sgnultan;qus
transitiveness and intransitiveness. On the one hand, a human act'ls transitive
because it takes place in time; e.g., an act of theft may take ten mmutes., or an
act of rescuing a child from a fire may take up twenty rr}inutf:.s; .the act is then
over and gone. On the other hand, each of these acts remains within the one VYhO
does them. Through the first deed one constitutes himself or herself as a .thlef,
and through the second as a hero. A human being, in an ethical sense, constitutes
himself or herself by his or her acts (“1 want”). .

Self-fulfillment of a human person is achieved with each of his or her acts. It is so
in the field of ontology. However, when we enter into the domain of axiology, that
fulfillment would come about only by the realization of a positive value; by contrast,
the realization of an evil (i.e., a negative value) would lead to non-fulfillment of the
self. To be fulfilled, after all, is possible only in a positive way; the negative way, on
the contrary, brings contradiction to self-fulfillment and is self—non—fulﬁllmegt. Mar.l,
when acting in a good manner “constitutes” himself as a good man; b)./ do.mg 7e7v11
deeds he becomes wicked. This is achieved on the basis of self—determmaﬁop.-

What is a true good to man is revealed to him by conscience. Conscience,
however, is no lawmaker; it does not create the moral norms, as Kant grgued. The
duty of conscience is to discover genuine moral values in the objective order of
morality or law.?®

v

Now we may ask: What does freedom mean for a personal being? Taking into
account what was said previously we must state that we cannot talk about freedom
on the level of the corporal or the psychical, that is, within the .realm of sorr.lat.lc
and psychic dynamisms. Man is free as a person and he reveals h1‘s freedom within
the domain of the personal dynamism of “I want.” Where there is freedom, there
is also responsibility; these two realities are strictly connected. Hence, we speak

*Ibid., pp. 114-15. N )

2bid., pp. 150-55. “This is a very real problem. In some sense, it is even.the.n.lost profound and bfislc
of all the problems that must be addressed in an analysis of the personal subjectivity of the human being.
In the dynamic structure of this subjectivity the tendency toward the fulfillment of onese?f, a tendency that
lies at the root of all human operari, particularly actions, testifies silnultaneou§ly to contmgency and auto-
teleology. The tendency toward the fulfillment of oneself shows that this self is somehow incomplete, an?l
although the incompleteness and contingency of this being are not synonymous, the.form.er may be redgce
to the latter. This same tendency also points to auto-teleology, because the aim of this being—a Sl(p].JOSltllﬂl
that experiences itself as incomplete—is the fulfillment of itself; self fulfillment.” “The Person: Subject and
Community” in Person, pp. 232-33. . L .

BThe Acting Person, p. 165. For more information see “The Person: Subject and Community” in Person,
pp. 232-36.
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about responsibility for the acts that are our choices (“I'want”). Nobody, however, is
thoughtresponsible for having a particular longing for something or for having high
blood pressure (unless he or she made it high on purpose, for instance, by making
a certain free decision). We are responsible for the choices that result from what “I
want,” and these choices are the fruits of human personal dynamism.

In the personal structure of man we recognize self-possession, which is experi-
enced in the lived experience (Erlebnis) of “I want.” At the same time, the act that
flows from “T want” reveals to us a free will that is proper to the human being. We
face, then, the problem that is essentially connected with the question of whether
possessing a free will is equal to being free? The answer to this question that is given
by Wojtyta seems to be negative. This solution appears very sensible. Otherwise
neither freedom nor constraint could be explained. Asserting that freedom consists
solely in possessing a free will does not allow for the possibility of showing the
difference between freedom and constraint, because accordin g to this understanding,
when one chooses “A,” he is free because in this choice free will manifests itself,
and when one chooses “B” he is also free. Choosing goodness is free, and choosing
evil is free as well. Thus, there arises the question: When is man not free, and when
does man lose his freedom? According to this way of thinking, man is compulsorily
free, and such a statement is a contradiction in itself.

Wojtyta’s doctrine says that man is endowed with a free will, which is a means
through which man can achieve cither a state of freedom or of constraint. Thus,
freedom is not something that one can obtain once and for all. It is rather something
that an individual has to struggle for constantly. What we possess is a free will;
freedom is a state that we can achieve by constant striving for what is genuinely
good, since freedom is strictly connected with the truth. Man’s duty is to find the
truth about the good and to follow it, while rejecting any and all falsehood. Choosing
the truth, man is actually choosing goodness, and by choosing goodness he becomes
good. In this way man confirms himself in his humanity—he becomes more tully
himself. By taking care of her child, for instance, a mother confirms herself as a
mother and becomes “more” of a mother; on the contrary, a woman who would
neglect her child would, in effect, deny her motherhood and would become “less”
of a mother. Thanks to free will one has the opportunity to confirm oneself and
thereby attain to one’s fullest humanity, one’s true essence. Wojtyta writes:

For human freedom is not accomplished nor exercised in bypassing truth but, on the
contrary, by the person’s realization and surrender to truth. The dependence upon truth
marks out the borderlines of the autonomy appropriate to the human person. But, in
addition, the human person has the “right” to freedom, not in the sense of unconditioned
existential independence, but insofar as freedom is the core of person’s self-reliance
that essentially relates to the surrender to truth. It is the moral freedom that more than
anything else constitutes the spiritual dynamism of the person. Simultaneously it also
shows us the fulfilling as well as the non-fulfilling dynamism of the person. The criterion
of division and contraposition is simply the truth that the person, as somebody equipped
with spiritual dynamism, fulfills himself through reference to, and by concretization
within himself of, a real good a not otherwise. The dividing line, the line of separation
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and contraposition between good as a positive moral value end evil as a negative moral
“countervalue™ is marked out by “truth,” the unique type of truthfulness of the vood of
which man has the experience in his conscience. It is this truth that constitutes the person
in his transcendence with respect to the reality of his own existential conditions: thus
the transcendence of freedom with respect to the various existential conditions passes
into such a transcendence of morality itself.>

Human freedom is not simply freedom “from” but freedom “towards” because in
this understanding freedom is not mere independence; it is rather dependent on truth,
and one finds knowledge of this truth in one’s conscience. The dynamic structure of
self-determination discloses the fact that man is given as a task (o himself.

The fact that man is subordinate to truth testifies that man is not only a physical
entity but also a spiritual being.** The connection and subordination of man to truth,
to responsibility, to goodness Wojtyta calls the transcendence of man. It is by the
discovery of this transcendence that we discover the spiritual element constituting
a human being. In The Acting Person we read:

Thus we come to the conclusion that the evidence of the spiritual nature of man stems
in the first place from the experience of the person’s transcendence in the action. . . . By
“spiritual” we mean indeed an immaterial factor which is inherently irreducible to matter,
The interpretation of spirituality through the negation of materiality presupposes, however,
also a positive view of spirituality itself, to be found in the idea of the transcendence of
the person. In point of fact, we may easily observe that everything of which the person’s
transcendence in the action consists, and which constitutes this transcendence, is in this
sense spiritual. Since this, as we saw, is within the reach of the phenomenological insight,
the acceptance of the spiritual nature of man in its authentic manifestations is not a result
of some abstraction but, if one may say so, has its intuitional shape; spirituality is open to
intuition as well as to an unfolding analysis. This shape, the shape of transcendence, is in
concrete that of human existence: it is of human life itself. Man as the person both lives
and fulfills himself within the perspective of transcendence. Is it not freedom, obligation,
and responsibility which allows us to see that not only truthfulness but also the person’s
swrrender to truth in judging as well as in acting constitute the real and concrete fabric
of the personal life of man? Indeed, it is on them that . . . the entire phenomenological
structure of self-governance and self-possession is based. In tracing that expressive
whole of the experience of man we cannot limit our quest to an acknowledgment of the
manitestations of spirituality without seeking to reach its roots. In point of fact, it appears
that all manifestations of the spiritual nature of man lead by the thread of their genesis
to show the real immanence of spirit and of the spiritual element in man. Man could not
exhibit the spiritual element of his nature had he not in some way been a spirit himself.
This viewpoint refers to the fundamental principles of understanding the whole of reality:
the principle of non-contradiction and the principle of sufficient reason.

*#The Acting Person, pp. 154-55.
"E. Stein wrote: “And when we called the person a carricr of a rafional nature. we evidently also claimed
for it a spiritual natare, for spirir and reason seem (o be inseparably linked.” Edith Stein, Finite and Eternal
Being: an Attempr ar an Ascent to the Meaning of Being, trans. K. F. Reinhardt (Washington. D.C.: ICS
Publications, 2002), p. 360,
AThe Acting Person, pp. 181-82.




276 RAFAL K. WILK

Agere sequitur esse proclaims classical metaphysics and anthropology. By explor-
ing the experience of the free human act Wojtyta defends the spiritual element of
a human being.*?

\Y%

Although man regularly experiences his ontological complexity, he can simultane-
ously experience his unity. Man manifests himself as a unity and at the same time
as a complexity in his dynamisms. The data coming from the experience of his
dynamisms tell him of both: that under his personal dynamism, which reveals itself
in each act of “I want” and in each inclination of his nature (“*something-happens-
in-me”) lies one and the same suppositun, a human being. The two-fold dynamism
does not testify against man’s unity; rather, it proves his complexity. Complexity
does not necessarily mean disintegrated plurality; on the contrary, in the experi-
ence of a human being we can recognize an integrated unity. Although only acts of
“I want” (springing from a human I) come from the personal source and all other
inclinations (“‘something-happens-in-me”) do not spring from this I, nevertheless the
latter group also belongs to a certain individual human being and not to any other
concrete human I. These are my longings for something, my process of digestion,
the activity of my lungs, and so on. Wojtyla writes:

Man experiences himself as the agent of his action and is thus its subject. He also has the
experience of himself as the subject, but the experience of subjectiveness differs from
that efficacy. Moreover, the human being also experiences all that only happens in him.
While in the experience of subjectiveness there is certain passivity, the experience of
efficacy—being intrinsically active—determines the human action. Nevertheless, every
action contains a synthesis of efficacy and the subjectiveness of human ego. Insofar as
efficacy may be viewed as the domain where transcendence manifests itself, integration
is manifested in subjectiveness.™

The dynamism “of the element of spirit” (the dynamism of the personal “I” compared
with the somatic dynamism and the psychical dynamism) appears to be transcendent as
well as integrating. Thanks to this both the somatic and psychic dynamisms, although
in different ways, belong to one and the same individual human person. Therefore,
although the results of psychical dynamism and somatic dynamism are not identified
with a specially human act, they are in a certain way contained in a human person
and can be integrated into the specifically human acts of that person. They testify to
an individual’s unity as a single human being. On this theme Wojtyta writes:

The crucial fact in the total experience of man is that it is in action that the whole psychosomatic
complexity develops into the specific person-action unity. This unity has precedence relatively
to both that complexity and the psycho-physical unity, if the somatic unity is understood as

“For more information, see Thomas Aquinas, S. Th., L. 75-89; Edith Stein, especially chap. 4 and chap.
7: M. A. Krapiec, I-Man: An Outline of Philosophical Anthropology, especially chap. 4, trans. M. Lescoe,
A Woznicki, Th. Sandok et al. (New Britain CT: Mariel, 1983).

“The Acting Person, p. 191,
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a kind of sum total of the somatic and the psychical as well as of their appropriate natural
dynamisms. Action comprises the multiplicity and diversity of the dynamisms that belong
to the soma and to the psyche. In relation to them action constitutes that superior dynamic
unity. This is, in fact, what the integration of the person in the action—as the complementary
aspect of transcendence—consists in; for the human action is more than a sium of those other
dynamisms; it is a new and superior type of dynamism, from which the others receive a new
meaning and a new quality that is properly personal. They do not possess this meaning and
this quality on their own account and, insofar as they are but the natural dynamisms of the
psyche and the soma, they attain these only in the action of the person.™

In this description, it could seem that the dynamisms belonging to man’s psyche
and soma disappear. But such an opinion would be a misunderstanding, because
it is simply that these dynamisms are truly together in one and the same person. Tt
does not mean that either of them ceases to be distinct. On the contrary, each exists
in its own right and together they contribute to the reality of the human person’s
action. The dynamisms of psyche and soma participate in a different way in each
specific human action. To explain this problem Wojtyta writes:

For instance, when an action involves a definite movement of the body as the visible element
of its individual character, then the somatic dynamisims, without which the movement would
be impossible, collaborate to produce the action. On the other hand, we know from experience
that when the action 1s wholly internal and consists, let us say, in making the final decision
on some important issue, then the different psychical dynamisms of an emotional nature
play their role in the individual character of the action and determine its concrete form.™

To conclude, we may add that the psyche and soma dynamisms being integrated
with the personal dynamism receive a new person dignity. Belonging, although in
different ways, to a particular human I, they constitute, in this sense, a three-folded
human dynamism; they establish the dynamic make-up of a human entity.

VI

Andrzej Poltawski., a great Polish philosopher, a student and colleague of Roman
Ingarden, and a friend of Karol Wojtyta, writes that fundamental to Wojtyta’s phi-
losophy there are two realities: “I am acting” and “something-is-happening-in-me.”
These realities are, more or less, present in the philosophy of Aristotle as agere and
pati, but his philosophy does not fully take into account the lived experience of these
phenomena.* The “I am acting” experience is something that Karol Wojtyta calls,
in accordance with the Thomistic tradition, a specifically human act, and thus he
differentiates it from the experience of “something-is-happening-in-me.”

Another important aspect of Wojtyta’s philosophy lies in pointing out that human
acts spring from a human I, while other actual inclinations occurs within a man, so

*Ibid., p. 197.

“Ibid., p. 198.

A, Poltawski, Realizm fenomenologiczny. Husserl-Ingarden-Stein-Wojrvla, Odezyny i rozprawy (Torun,
Poland: Rolewski), pp, 295-98.
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they belong to him but are not produced by the human L. This distinction is crucial.
Woijtyta discerns a difference between two things: one is “I want” (in Polish: “ja-
chee”) and the other “a-wanting-that-occurs-in-me” (in Polish: “chce mi sig”), e.g.,
“a desire to smoke occurs in me” but it is not my personal choice; I do not want
this, but it does occur in me. We can easily see that in one sentence the term “I” is
present, but in the other the personal pronoun “me” is the object and not the subject
of the sentence.?” Admittedly, in this short article I do not try to take into account
the role of conscience, although that is a related topic in the thought of Wojtyta.

Often we philosophers try to make careful distinctions, but we are invariably
under the influence of language. We may not discern certain realities because of
the structure of our own language. This seems to have happened to Husserl, whose
intention was to “put into brackets” all extraneous influences, including cultural
factors. Yet he said that in every lived experience the “pure ego” (reine Ich) is
present.*® His assistant, Edith Stein, wrote:

Husserl says of the pure ego that it has no content and cannot be described as it is in itself.
... This means, then, that the pure ego is alive in every such statement as ““I perceive,” “/
think,” “7 draw conclusions,” “I am experiencing joy,” ““I desire,” etc. and, furthermore,
that the pure ego in one way or another tends toward what is perceived, thought, desired,
etc. . . . Right now the important thing is to make it clear that the pure ego is alive in
every experience and cannot be eliminated from it. . . . Every experience is part of the
pure ego; the pure ego is alive in every experience.”

Hence, I cannot agree with Husserl. Karol Wojtyta has disclosed some experiences
in which the pure ego is absent, even though these inclinations do belong to the
same ego. Let us take a final example. I might be sitting and thinking about a plan
for a family vacation. I might describe this action thus: “T am thinking.” Yet, after a
few moments, unknowingly I become immersed in thoughts about my childhood,
my school vacations, my parents, my friends. After a certain time, as if woken up,
I ask myself: what am I doing? Different thoughts occurred in me, different from
what I intended to have. During this specific time I was seized by thoughts. They
were not the result of my personal acts, for they did not come from my free choice
but simply occurred in me; nevertheless they belong in a certain way to me.

In conclusion, we can state that Wojtyta’s keen mind allowed him to discern
something that is very difficult to describe but extremely important for appreciating
the structure of personal freedom.

¥In the English edition of The Acting Person the chapter entitled “Roznorodnosc przezyc ‘ja chee’ i “chee
mi sie’” was translated as “Self-Determination and the Distinction between the Experience of ‘I will” and
‘I am willing.”” In the English text “I” is present in both parts of the sentence: “I will” and “T am willing,”
whereas in the original text “T” is present in only the first part (“ja chee” = English: “I will” [in my transla-
tion instead of “I will” is used “I want”’}). In the second part of the sentence in Polish, instead of *ja” = “I”
the phrase “mi” = “me” is used. In the English translation, however, in both parts *I” is used. (The Polish
phrase “chce mi sie” is translated as “I am willing”). See The Acting Person, p. 110.

®Edmund Husserl, Ideen zur einer Reiner Phiinomenolgie und phiinomenolgischen Philosophie (Halle,
1913), p. 160.

PEdith Stein, p. 48.




