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140 Authenticity

untruths, he none the less ardently pr'oclaim.s tf’ himself anq to
others his complete honesty. In doing so it is no part of his
intention to deny or to‘ove.rlook the .facts of the case. Qp the
contrary he confesses his m'lsdeeds w1tk} an embarrassing frank.
ness. Mr. A’s intention is to explgm and to excuse these
misdeeds. He says that each of his lies has been required t,

some accidental or unusual exterpal circumstance, that his try
inner self is in no way responsible for them and in no wy

affected by them. By nature, in his essence, he claims to be
absolutely honest.

Mr. B is also a liar, repeatedly telling untruths for much the
same reasons as Mr. A. Like Mr. A he does not deny that he
tells these untruths; he, too, frankly admits the facts of the case,
And like Mr. A he has an excuse. The difference between the
two men lies in the character of the excuses they offer. Mr. B
does not contrast his true inner self with his outer self. On the
contrary, he vigorously denies that he has a true inner self. He
claims to be a product of strict causal determinism. He is a
liar and that is all there is to it. That is the way God or Nature
made him. He claims credit for honestly facing up to the
fact that he is a liar and humbly accepting his place in the
scheme of things.

In each of these cases not only a general theory of selfhood
but a total metaphysics is implicit. Mr. A appeals to the
doctrine of substantial souls, the view that man’s true nature is
concealed in an inner spirituality only imperfectly manifested
or perhaps not manifested at all in his observable behavior.
Mr. B, on the other hand, appeals to the doctrine of universal
determinism, the view that the individual human personality is a
total zero, a kind of mathematical point or infinitesimal quan-
tity at which a series of impersonal causal laws intersect.

For want of more convenient labels, Mr. A will be called 2
subjectivist; Mr. B, an objectivist. Subjectivism had its origins
in the Augustinian theory of predestination and was most
elaborately developed by Leibniz. The view was that every
mdmgiual human personality comes into the world with 2
god-given soul, a nature or essence which determines its eyery
action and from a knowledge of which its entire life history
:’lﬂ; bt; predicted, In the Romantic movement of tche
pr nth century subjectivism was considerably transformhié

¢ accent falling not so much on the determinism of psy°

;_-4
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cvents as ON the independence of the

restraints of external circt_xmstance. Iiu:?lzntvgxt:?;hfmm -
we have O.ffshoots of subjectivism in the theory of mcemury
pundle of innate drives or instincts and in the Freudia: [tlhas .
of man as largely a plaything of the unconscious. Ob'ectiv(?ory
on the other hand, consists in the view that everythijn inlstgh
universe is causally related to everything else in such a v%ay thai
nothing can be said to have independent existence, or alterna-
tively that a complete understanding ’

of any one event necessaril
involves a thorough knowledge of the whole of things. Thli

view had its origins. in Stoicism and has been developed most
consistently by. Spinoza, Hegel, and certain post-Hegelian
idealists. Its greatest popular triumph was nineteenth-century
mechanistic determinism.

Consistently with its premises, objectivism allows no place
for the human personality. There is no possibility; everything
is necessity. Freedom can consist only in a release from
finitude, either by overcoming the illusion of selfhood or by
somehow identifying the self with the totality of what is. The
highest goal of life is a mystical vision of eternal necessity and
a merging with the infinite or some other largely aesthetic
experience. Our moral responsibility, in so far as we can be
said to have one, is to understand the world, not to alter it.
The subjectivist, by contrast, immortalizes the individual human
personality. Each individual is alive center of spirituality or a
substantial, enduring soul. His world is but the face of his
soul seen as in a mirror; or, changing the metaphor, but the
hollow husk of his inner self, the inner self being the only true
reality. For the subjectivist freedom lies'in the realization or
unfolding of already existing subjective potentialities. - And as
for the objectivist, our moral responsibility, in so far as we can
be said to have one, is to understand and to accept our already
existing nature, not to change it. i

The existentialists in general have launched a crushing attack
upon these two concepts of the human self. ~ According to the
existentialists, both Mr. A, the subjectivist, and Mr. B, the
objectivist, have failed to understand the true nature of the
human personality and its real relationship to _the external
world. Mr, A has failed to realize that human beings must by
their nature live out of doors in the world, that man is wholly

what he does. Mr. B has failed to realize that human beings
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must by their nature transcend their Pging in the world, that
man exists beyond all causal de.terr.m.msm. For the existep.
tialist both objectivism and subjectivism are philosophies of
despair. The despair of the_ objec‘tmst is what Kierkegaarg
calls the “despair of necessity.” ‘_The loss of possibility,»
he writes, ““signifies . . . that everythmg_ ha§ become necessary
to man. . . . The determinist or the fatalist is in despair, and i
despair he has lost his self, because for him everything g
necessary. . . . The self of the determinist cannot breathe, for it
is impossible to breathe necessity alone, which taken pure anq
simple suffocates the human self.”3 The despair of the sup.
jectivist, however—and here Kierkegaard has especially in
mind subjectivism’ in its romanticized nineteenth-century
varsion—is the despair of possibility. When the self turns too
tar inward and chases the pale shadows of subjective poten-
tiality, “it runs away from itself, so that it has no necessity
whereto it is bound to return. . .. This is the despair of possi-
bility. Possibility then appears to the self ever greater and
greater, more and more things become possible, because
nothing becomes actual. At last it is as if everything were
possible.”* In other words, man is rooted to the brute neces-
sities of the external world and he must live in that world if he
is to attain true spirituality. This is the profound source of
Kierkegaard’s, as of all existentialists’, antipathy to romanticism
and aestheticism.

The objectivist recognizes that man lives in the external world,
but he denies that man transcends it. The subjectivist recog-
nizes that man transcends the world, but denies that he lives in
it. Curiously, it is the existentialist whose position is nearest
to common sense. It is the existentialist who refuses to deny
that there are selves, that there is a world which they inhabit,
and that there is an uneasy but inevitable commerce between
them. The existentialist will not allow either the universe of
the self to be conjured away. For him the self is present to but
not literally in the world. It is equally mistaken to isolate the
self from the world or to allow it to be absorbed in the Wpfld’
for in cither case true selfhood is lost. The subjectivist 15 no
less guilty than the objectivist. The self cannot breathe pure
necessity, but neither can it survive in pure possibility. In the
:36 case it is suﬂ‘ocatzq; in the other it is vaporized. #

erything becomes possible and nothing actual, then onceagai®
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to use the words of Kierkegaard, *the abyss has swallowed up
the self.”> The man who loses his capacity to distinguish
between image and reality soon loses his anchor in the world.
By living in a world of reverie he becomes himself as unreal as a
ream.

- It was Sartre, however, not Kierkegaard, who most brilliantly
and succinctly developed these themes, Consider again
Sartre’s definition of man as a being who is not what he is and
who is what he is not. This definition is intended to point up
the fact that in the act of existing man transcends his past self
by making it into an object of his regard. Just as by looking at
an external object I posit it as “not-me” and thus in Sartrean
language “nihilate” it, so by making my past self an object of
scrutiny I posit it as “not-me” and “nihilate” it. However,
whereas [ am usually content to say simply and without further
ado that I am not an inkwell, I am not usually content to say
simply and without further ado that I am not my past self.
There is some sense in which I still am the man I was ten years
ago even though I place myself at a distance from him in the
mere act of existing.

Sartre calls the relationship which my present self supports to
my past self an “internal relationship” and contrasts it with
purely external relationships between physical objects. Two
beings are related to one another internally when each affects
the other in its being; two things are related externally when
neither affects the other in its being.  Put somewhat differently
two things are related internally when to understand one it is
necessary to take the other into account; they are related
externally when this is not the case. Now, obviously if I want
a full and adequate understanding of either my past or my
Present self I must take the other into account, whereas to
understand the nature of two chairs standing alongside each
other I will examine each separately. In still other language,
things which are related to one another externally are “not”

one another in the full logical sense of the term. But things
Which are related to one another internally are not one another
In @ very special sense of the term “not.” It would be plainly
sclf-contradictory to say that the chair is the table. But it
Would not be self-contradictory to say either that I am my past
Self or that T g not my past self.

Abstractly considered, the relationship of past self to present
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self may be a kind of logical puzzle. The concrete aware
this relationship, however, is one source of anguish,
illustrates by citing the example of a gambler who hag « free]
and sincerely decided not to gamble any more and who When;y
approaches the gaming table, suddenly sees all his resolutiOne
melt away. . . .”> He then apprehends in anguish 8

ness of
Sartre

the total inefficacy of the past resolution. It is there doubtless
but fixed, ineffectual, surpassed by the very fact that I g,
conscious of it.  The resolution is still me to the extent that [
realize constantly my identity with myself across the tempora]
flux, but it is no longer me—due to the fact that it has become
an object for my consciousness. I am not subject to it, it fajls
in the mission which I have given it. The resolution is there
still, I am it in the mode of not-being. What the gambler
apprehends at this instant is ... the permanent rupture in
determinism; it is nothingness which separates him from
himself. . . . By the very fact of taking my position in existence
as consciousness of being, I make myself not to be the past of
good resolutions which I am.5

Sartre’s definition of man also points to the parallel fact that
man both is and is not his future, or alternatively, that man is
his future in the same peculiar way that he is his past: in the
mode of not being it. Just as my past self is powerless to
influence my present self without the consent of my present self,
so my present self is powerless to influence my future self without
the consent of my future self. The anguish which we experience
when we stand on a high cliff is taken as an illustration of this
fact. In the experience of vertigo we realize that we cannot
guarantee to our present self that our future self will not quI}P-
Between our present and our future self there is a gap or a void;
and to exist we must give ourselves a rendezvous the other side
of that gap. But we have no guarantee of what we shall find
or even that we will be there; for “nothing compels me to
save my life, nothing prevents me from precipitating myself
Into the abyss,”7?

Thus we both are and are not our past selves; we both are and
are not our future selves. Absolutely nothing stands between
Past and present or between present and future. We shouthev
however, guard against the temptation to push too far

analcggy b_etween the relationship of present to pgst ant o
relationship of present to future. Our past history is Wha .
We cannot alter it. It is there irrevocably. It constit!
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1ls our “facticity* %
what Sartre ca icity® g
,agiotfhrough, the same ontological );taztll?sd :sa S;no?ce. ithas been
1(1;; r past is a part of our facticity, our being ‘;Sel:il iobljects.
Our future, however, is absolutely open, absolutely urxll-cli?tegf.
ined either by our past self or by the €xternal world ’nns
supposedly follows from the fact that it is only mroﬁgh the
for-itself or consciousness that the future comes into being
It is from this analysis of selfhood that Sartre derives his
theory of freedom and authenticity. To be free is to be under
the necessity of transcending one’s past. On the other hand
authenticity, or, if you prefer, moral responsibility, consists in
an unwavering recognition of the necessity one is under to be
free. Only the morally responsible or authentic man recognizes
his past for what it is, recognizes that it is his past and assumes
responsibility for it, while at the same time recognizing that his
future is free and that at every moment he is called upon to trans-
cend his past and to make himself anew, for the future, too, is Ais.
One may accordingly be inauthentic in either of two ways.
One may attempt to deny one’s facticity or being as in-itself.
This was the mistake of Mr. A who claimed that he was not a
liar while admitting that he had repeatedly told lies. Or one
may attempt to deny one’s subjectivity, i.e., one’s being as for-
itself. This was the mistake of Mr. B who took comfort in
insisting that he was a liar and that was the whole of the matter.
Although Sartre sometimes uses the term “bad faith” in a
wide sense as a synenym for inauthenticity, he also uses it in a
narrow sense to indicate the specific form of inauthenticity
adopted by Mr. A. In this narrow sense of the term the oppos-
site of bad faith is what Sartre calls *the project of sincerity.”
Sartre illustrates the two forms of inauthenticity with the
examples of a homosexual and his critic. The homosexual, he
points out,

frequently has an intolerable feeling of guilt, and his whole
existence is determined in relation to this feeling. One will
readily see that he is in bad faith. In fact, it frequently
happens that this man, while recognizing his homosexual
inclination, while avowing each and every particular misdeed
Which he has committed, refuses with all his strength to con-
sider himself a “homosexual.” His case is always “different,”
Peculiar; there enters into it something of a game, of chance,
°f.bad luck. . . . The critic asks only one thing . . .: that the
guilty one recognize himself as guilty, that the homosexual
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declare frankly . . .: “Iam a homosexual.” W,
in bad faith. The homosexual or the champfoislf)pe_re
The homosexual recognizes his faults, but he str o
all his strength against the crushing view that hig W
constitutes for him a destin_y. He has an obscure bute aknegg
feeling that a homosexual is not a homosexual ag thi Strong
is a table or as this red-haired man is red-haired, . Ds table
not recognize in himself the peculiar, irreducible Cl.u.uactes he
human reality? . . . He would be right actually if he under: ir of
the phrase “I am not a homosexual” in the sense of “| a.rsnOOd
what Tam.” That is, if he declared to himself, “To the extnOt
that a pattern of conduct is defined as the conduct of a hg ent
sexual and to the extent that I have adopted this conducr? oi
am a homosexual. But to the extent that human reality canp,
be finally defined by patterns of conduct, I am not one,” B?é
instead of this he slides surreptitiously toward “not being”
in the sense of “not-being-in-itself.” He lays claim to ke
being a homosexual” in the sense in which’this table is o
an inkwell. He is in bad faith.

Who jg
Cerity 9
uggles wi{ﬁ

The champion of sincerity, however, makes the opposite
mistake.

The critic demands of the guilty one that he constitute himself
as a thing. . . . Who cannot see how offensive to the other and
how reassuring for me is a statement such as “He’s just a
homosexual,” which removes a disturbing freedom from a
trait and which aims at henceforth constituting all the acts of
the Other as consequences following strictly from his essence.
That is actually what the critic is demanding of his victim—
that he constitute himself as a thing.8
Although in this particular passage the champion of sin-
cerity is seen exercising his inauthenticity upon another person,
it is evident that the project of sincerity is also an attitude one
may and frequently does adopt toward oneself. In 1"110
Reprieve Sartre has the homosexual Daniel say: “Why can’t I
be‘what I am, be a pederast, villain, coward, a loathsome
objpct. ... If I had been an insensible stone figure, a fan{astlc
white-eyed statue, devoid of purpose, impervious to pain, I
might then have coincided with myself. . . . Just to be. Inthe
dark, at random. To be a homosexual just as the 05,1'(9 isan
oak. To extinguish myself. Extinguish the inner eye. = ¢
 Although the project of bad faith and the project of smce;lhié
differ in their structure, they do not differ in their goal. den
underlying motive is always the same: namely, to unbur ing
oneself of one’s freedom and moral responsibility by deny

———
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1stence: Objectivist and
n both is and exists. The
future; the other, that his

the essential ambiguity of human ex
subjectivist alike fail to realize that ma;
one denies that he must choose his
past is his. They are haunted by the primitive notion of
substance. They cannot bear to envision the possibility of
genuine freedom. An ens causa sui, whether it be a self suffi-
cient unto itself and isolated from the world or a world sufficient
unto itself and without persons, is for them a psychological
necessity. A past that is irremediably gone or a future which is
of their own making is as frightening to them as the infinite
spaces were to Pascal.

Moreover, the two projects do not differ as much in structure
as at first sight appears, and they tend constantly to pass into
the other. In bad faith one denies one’s facticity. But at the
same time one tends to invest one’s subjectivity with the weight
of being which belongs only to the in-itself, the soul or nature
or essence being regarded as a thing, ultimately not too much
unlike an in-itself. In the project of sincerity one denies one’s
subjectivity as such; one forgets that one exists and that in the
act of existing one necessarily transcends what one is. But in
this case there is a strong tendency to invest one’s past or being
as in-itself with properties which belong exclusively to the for-
itself. The obscure awareness of the duality of our being is too
strong to permit us wholly to forget either facticity or subjec-
tivity. The true mark of inauthenticity is less a forgetfulness of
one or the other aspect of our being than a confused attempt to
disguise the ambiguity of the human situation by positing the
existence of entities to which one illogically attributes properties
derived from two wholly distinct dimensions of being.

Inauthenticity and Philosophical Error

It is not surprising that Sartre should analyze a lar‘ge numb_er
of philosophical concepts as instances of inauthenticity. .Chlef
among the philosophical concepts so analyzed are passion or
emotion, the unconscious, the ego, and sensation. The first
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three of these Sartre declares to be impossiple attempy,

invest our subjectivity with properties of materia] Objectss to
thereby escape consciousness of f{eefiom. The fourty resaxlld
from a form of inauthenticity similar to that analyzedu bts
Heidegger and based upon a confusion of oyr being-in-thy
world with our being-in-the-midst-of-the-world, 5

It will be recalled from the previous chapter that one of
Sartre’s arguments against the theory of determinism by £
passions was that passions have no weight. Weight js strictly
a property of physical objects. Sartre maintains that Passiong
or emotions are not entities at all, much less entities inhabiting
consciousness and compelling us to act in certain ways. Pas.
sions or emotions are merely ways of apprehending the worlq
and modes of conduct in the world. Anger, for instance,is not
a psychic force which compels us to punch someone in the nose,
Anger is rather the apprehension of someone as deserving to be
punched in the nose and the act of hitting him, the cause of
this apprehension and this conduct being my own free choice
of an ultimate project of being. If human beings find it con-
genial to interpret passions as things with weights which compel
us to act, it is only because they do not want to recognize their
freedom. The concept of passion is simply a “deterministic
excuse” for freely chosen behavior we do not wish to acknow-
ledge as ours. :

Sartre uses a similar argument against the concept of the
unconscious. - He calls Freud’s division of the human person-
ality into id, ego, and superego a case of “materialistic myth-
ology.” The id, for instance, is conceived primarily as a thing,
a something to which I am related only externally, which acts
upon me in the way that bodies other than my own might act
upon my body. Iam compelled by the id and I am not respon-
sible for the behavior it determines, The id is given to me prior
to my existence as a free and conscious being.

By the distinction between the “id” and the ““ego,” Freud has

cut the psychic whole into two. I am the ego but 1 am not the

. I'hold no privileged position in relation to my uncon-
sclous psyche. 1 am my own psychic phenonema in so far as

I CSlabl}sh them in their conscious reality. For cxampleyn

am the impulse to steal this or that book from this _b°°k5t:1 4
Am an integral part of the impulse; T bring it to light an i

Bracrmine myself hand-in-hand with it to commit the theft
ut I am not these psychic facts in so far as I receive the
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ively and am obliged to resort to hypotheses a i

g?isgin and true meaning, just as the scholar makes cgg;atcttgfég
about the nature and essence of .an external phenomenon

The theft, for example, which I Interpret as an immediate
impulse determined by the rarity, the Interest, or the price of
the volume which T am going to steal—it is in truth a process
derived from self-pumshmem, which is attached more or less
directly to an Oedipus complex.10

That this concept of the id as an independent external force
which acts upon us was formed in bad faith is shown by the
fact that Freud cannot consistently hold to it. Freud is finally
compelled to recognize that the id and the ego interact not in
the way of physical objects but by an internal relationship which
affects both ego and id in their very nature. The concept of
the unconscious, like the concept of passion or emotion as
psychic objects, is a bastard concept in which properties such as
spontaneity and consciousness which belong only to human
subjectivity are surreptitiously read into an entity conceived in
the first instance as having only the properties of physical objects.

Considered more closely the psychoanalytic theory is not as
simple as it first appears. It is not accurate to hold that the
“id” is presented as a thing in relation to the hypothesis of the
psychoanalyst, for a thing is indifferent to the conjectures
we make concerning it, while the “id” on the contrary is
sensitive to them when we approach the truth. Freud in fact
reports resistance when at the end of the first period the doctor
is approaching the truth.1!
The point, of course, is that two things which are related to
one another only externally and have to be studied by the
impersonal methods of modern science could not possibly
Tesist one another. In resisting one another they affect one
another in their being and cease to be two distinct and inde-
Pendently definable entities. If the id were an entity external
to me as a conscious agent, then it would be as indifferent to my
Conjectures about it as a table or an inkwell. Upon analysis,
therefore, the theory of determinism by the unconscious breaks
OWn as completely as the theory of determinism by the passions,
and for the same reasons. ~The only question is why one should
$0 enamored of it, and the only answer to this question is
t one wishes to escape responsibility for one’s 'bemg. ’
t about the concept of the ego? As will be seen in

the following chapter, Sartre himself in one sense accepts the
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concept of the ego, i.e., of an individual essence or Nature

for Sartre the individual’s ego, in so far as he cap Pfope'rl By
said to have one, comes into existence only through the me{j_be
tion of other persons. This contention has to be ““defStOOd’?'
terms of Leibnizian theory. For Leibniz the individuall’n
essence or nature was his life history as seen by Gog. Sartrs
has secularized this theory. Since God does not exist th:
individual essence or life history can exist only as an objec,t for
other persons.

When, however, Sartre is attacking the doctrine of the €go
and declaring its nonexistence, what he usually has in mind i
the concept of the ego as conceived in the theory of determinism
by the passions or the theory of determinism by the uncon.
scious. According to Sartre, as a detotalized in-itself-for-
itself (abstraction made of his being for others) the individual
has no nature, essence, or ego. He is a pure field of conscious-
ness, a point of view upon the world, nothing more. He can
try to take a point of view upon himself as a point of view upon
the world. But he will never succeed. Just as man is the
foundation without foundation of his values, so he is a point
of view upon the world without any possible point of view upon
himself. The theories of determinism by the passions and
determinism by the unconscious are, he says, nothing but im-
possible attempts to take a view upon the individual by con-
struing him as a thing rather than a pure point of view upon
things. And what greater evidence could there be that these
theories are formed in bad faith than the fact that they cannot
be consistently developed ?

The doctrine of determinism by the passions will have it that
man is essentially a passionate being and that his apparently
free and conscious determinations of himself are wholly illusory-
Yet does not that doctrine invariably and almost impercePtxbly
Pass into another according to which a proper understanding of
ourselves as an ensemble of passions will permit us to make free
gnd conscious determinations of ourselves? = Similarly, ﬂf‘

octrine of determinism by the unconscious declares that man 1%

essentially an ensemble of unconscious drives, but the intent 0
S0 construing man is to restore to him his freedom by giving 1™
POwer over those unconscious drives. In the first instance th®
onscious are conceived as objects.

the impersonal methods of science;

They
they

passions and the unc
are to be studied by
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are assigned weights ; they are links in Some sort of deterministic
scheme. But what is left of the notions of passion and the
unconscious as psychic entities if properties drawn from the
realm of consciousness are wholly excluded from them? Sur.
reptitiously such properties are always restored to them. And
in the last analysis they turn out to be hybrid concepts whose
only practical funcflon 1s to permit us to deny man’s radical
duality as a detotalized in-itself-for-itself.

In order to understand Sartre’s position with respect to the
concept of sensation, it will be necessary to reintroduce the con-
cepts of being-in-the-world and being-in-the-midst-of-the-
world. So far, in the discussion of man’s direct presence to the
world the accent has fallen upon the fact that man has no inner
nature or hard core of selfhood into which he can retreat. It is
quite conceivable, however, that a philosopher would be willing
to accept the Heideggerian and Sartrean view that man is a pure
point of view (a substanceless transcendental field of awareness
or activity) and none the less deny that man is directly or
immediately present to the world. He might do so by taking
the position that consciousness relates to the world through the
intermediary of sensations conceived less as parts of human
subjectivity or ideas in the human mind than as objects for the
knowing consciousness. Man, the pure transcendental field
of awareness, would thus be separated from the world because
he knows it only through the veil of sensations.

According to Sartre, this position arises only through a con-
fusion between our being-in-the-world or pure presence to the
world and the inauthentic mode of existence called being-in-the-
midst-of-the-world. By definition the person who exists in
the midst of the world is also existing in the domain of das Man
and of instrumental complexes. He is an ordinary man, and he
will take as his criterion of reality or objectivity either the

emocratic criterion of how things normally appear to most
People or else the specialist’s criterion of how things appear
“‘}d{r conditions which permit a maximum number of dis-
Criminations, If he is wearing yellow glasses, objects in the
world wil] appear yellow, but he will say that they are not really
yellow because this is not the way they appear to most men or
¢ven to himself under normal conditions. Similarly, if he
St plunges his hand into a bucket of hot water and then into a
ucket of warm water, the warm water will appear cold to him;





image19.jpeg
152 Authenticity

will say that the water is really warm, becayse
tt,llgt};ethermo)rlneter reading woulf.l reve_al it to be Wan};f, knowg

Up to a point Sartre regards this as right and Proper,
discussion of sensation he is not concerned to prove the ex;
of an in-itself behind the world. ~ And he recognizes that
Jives, as all of us must during a good part of our lives,
realm of das Man, it will be necessary to communicat
others in the appropriate vocabulary. Moreover, so long a5
one attributes to expressions of the form “4 is really p» no
meaning other than that *“4 appears to be B to das Man,” no
harm is done. The ordinary man and the philosopher of the
ordinary man do not, however, interpret such statements in thjg
harmless way. From the fact that they do not always perceive
the “real” color or the *“‘real” temperature of an object, they
conclude that what they immediately and directly perceive is an
ontological entity to which they give the name “sensation,” and
that opposed to the ontological entity called sensation stands
an ontological entity to which they give the name “real object.”
According to Sartre, this inference is not only unwarranted
but patently illogical. Sartre’s reasoning is that in order to
make a meaningful distinction between a thing as it appears to
an individual and a thing as it appears to das Man, one must
already assume that individuals are immediately present to the
world without the intermediary of sensation. If, for instance,
we say that a thing is really what it appears to be to most
people, this presupposes that the thing appears in person to the
majority. It is because most people do not apprehend all
objects with a yellow tint that we say the vision of the indi-
vidual who does is distorted, but in saying this we are assuming
tha} the vision of most people is not distorted, that they are not
seeing things through a veil of sensations. If, on the other
hand, we say that a thing is really what it appears to be to the
expert, this is because we assume that the expert diIQCFIY
et el s e we cep e o
i o t’;}: the perception which shows a temperature reading
o ttWe declare the bucket of water to be really Wa"_’;i

e & 10 Sartre, all objects of perceptual experience exll
e ontological plane, and all perceptions are equally

objective i 3
isjte(frt::eoi_n dt.:° sense that there is no veil of sensation Wh‘;h
1Sguises them, M g that since
of us assume that this oreover, he say:
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petween sensation and r'eal object, we are not entitled to draw
an ontological conclusions from the fact that this distinction
is popularly made. {\11 ghat we are entitled to say is that out of
» mass of equally objective and equally real perceptual experi-
ences, certain ones may be chosen as having a greater value.
To those which we regard as having the greater value we give
the name “‘objective” or “real.” To those which we regard as
possessing lesser value we give the name “subjective” or
«illusory.” But these words in this context reveal absolutely
nothing except a value decision.

On occasion I have served as a subject for the research work
of physiologists or psychologists. If I volunteered for some
experiment of this kind I found myself suddenly in a laboratory
where I perceived a more or less illuminated screen, or else
felt tiny electric shocks, or I was brushed by an object which
I could not exactly determine. . . . Not for an instant was I
isolated from the world; all these events happened for me in a
laboratory in the middle of Paris, in the south building of the
Sorbonne. . . . Sometimes an inept experimenter asked me if
“my sensation of light was stronger or weaker, more or less
intense.” Since I was in the midst of objects and in the process
of observing these objects, his phrase would have had no
meaning for me if I had not long since learned to use the ex-
pression “sensation of light” for objective light as it appeared
to me in the world at a given instant. I replied therefore that
the sensation of light was, for example, less intense, but I
meant by this that the screen was in my opinion less 111ummated.
Since I actually apprehended the screen as less 11}ummated, the
phrase “in my opinion” corresponded to nothing real except
to an attempt not to confuse the objectivity of the world-for-
me with a stricter objectivity, which s the result of experimental
measures and of the agreement of minds with each c;ther. S
Why indeed should we use the term “subjectivity” for the
ensemble of luminous or heavy or odorous objects such as
they appeared to me in this laboratory at Paris on a day in
February, etc.? And if despite all we are to consider this
ensembie as subjective, then why should we recognize ".ble‘i‘
tivity in the system of objects which were revealed simul-
taneously to the experimenter, in this laboratory, this sarir;:

ay in February, . . . Of course these comparisons c;ntgthc
certain objective results: for example, I can °Stab]h5r.‘ t'taaﬂer
warm water appears cold to me when I put my han ;1',‘ 1 P
having first plunged my hand in hot water. But this ?t of

shment which we pompously call “the law of 1'ela,t1vl|l}'we
sensations” has nothing to do with sensations. Actual)é to
are dealing with a quality of the object which is re\'z;eg ; bls
me: the warm water is cold when I submerge my heate

.
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in it. A comparison of this objective quality of ¢,
equally objective information which the themom:t‘;’;it;irvto
me simply ... motivates on my part a free chojce iR tnfs
objectivity. I shall give the name subjectivity to the °bjece
tivity which I have not chosen.12 i

Why, indeed, should we give the name ““objectivity”
perceptual experiences of das Man and the name “subjectivity,,
to our own individual perceptual experiences? The answer jg
so obvious to Sartre that he does not even bother to state it
explicitly. Either we do this for the purpose of communicating
more easily with other human beings, which is perfectly harmless
and natural, or else we do so because we wish to reject our
individual person as having less value than the nonentity das
Man. Our being-in-the-world is an original act by an indi-
vidual human being, but we are afraid of our individuality,
We attempt to submerge it in das Man by converting our being-
in-the-world into a being-in-the-midst-of-the-world. And it is
not only our own individuality which we fear. We also fear the
individuality of the exceptional person. The great artist, for
instance, who perceives the world differently from the majority
is, we say, incapable of revealing reality. His work has no
truth in it; it is merely subjective. The logical error involved in
the doctrine of sensations thus has as its foundation a scale of
values which diminishes the worth of the individual in favor
of the public. The doctrine is therefore a manifestation of
inauthenticity.

to the

Criticism

As is often the case, the ideas of the existentialists can be
most instructively compared and contrasted with those of the
Pragmatists, There are several areas of agreement on questions

of ontology. The pragmatist accepts the view that conscious:
Sossisnot a thing. - One of William James’ most famous €ssays
“Does Consciousness Exist?” The answer {0
Was an emphatic “No” so long as by conscious”
nderstands an ontological entity possessing b

Wwas entitled
the question
Ness one y;
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pro perties of material objects. Consciousness, said James, is
not a thing; 1618 2 function. Man is not a substantial ego, and
he has nO soul. Heisanactive agentin Immediate contact with
the world. At the same time pragmatists share Sartre’s
antipathies toward a conception of man as an ensemble of
assions or a collection of unconscious drives. And Buchler
has developed views with respect to sensation which closely
parallel those of Sartre—r}ot by porrowing from Sartre, of
course, but simply by tracing the implications of basic prag-
matic beliefs.
On moral issues there are also important areas of agreement.
The pragmatists regret as much as the existentialists the mass
culture of the machine age. Dewey was at least as violent as
the existentialists in his attack upon work as mere routine and
upon the conformist, anti-individualistic bias of technological
society. He was also a severe critic of those who attempt to
escape their being-in-the-world by a flight into pure subjectivity.
Romanticism and mysticism were for him ugly words, no less
ugly than conformism.
None the less, the differences are substantial. The existen-
tialists reject the view of a bloc universe in which man is encased,
but they continue to regard the nonhuman world as a bloc. The
principal characteristic of Sartre’s in-itself is its solidity or
undifferentiatedness; and even the *“world” as opposed to the
in-itself is considered to be a fissureless unit or totality. The
pragmatists, on the other hand, are thoroughgoing pluralists.
For the pragmatists the universe is a congeries of loosely inte-
grated and relatively isolable but overlapping causal systems.
If, they say, the nonhuman or material world were a bloc, there
could be no scientific knowledge. This contention can best be
understood if it is recalled that for the objectivist or the person
Who holds to the view of a bloc universe a full understanding of
any one event in the world involves a thorough understal_ldll‘lg of
the whole of things. To understand any one event nothing may
left out of account, since we are entitled to no judgments of
televance or irrelevance. Everything is equally relevant to
everything else. But this strikes the pragmatist as ridiculous.
0 use an example from the American pragmatist Peirce,
Many events may be thoroughly understood without our ‘knof\i)v-
Ing that the mayor of Hong Kong has just had a sneezing t*-.
I to use an example which often appears in the literature 0
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the logical positivists, in determining the correct
object one need not necessarily take into account
the pans which one uses to weigh it.  Since scientifi
exists and since it depends upon our being able to
some things are irrelevant to other things, the wor]
be pluralistic.

At the same time the pragmatist differs from the existe,
in regarding the human personality pluralistically. The unit:
of the human personality is never complete. On this poin);
Sartre and many other existentialists have simply fallen back
into subjectivism. The subjectivists make a claim similar to
that of the objectivists, except that the subjectivists’ bloc is the
self-contained world of each individual human self. But if thjs
view were correct, then, say the pragmatists, there could be no
genuine knowledge of the human person. If one person says
that the significant causal factor accounting for Mr. A’s telling
lies is that he had the measles at age three, if another person says
that the significant causal factor is his having been weaned too
early, and if still a third person says that it is his having failed
early in life to establish habits of rational self-control, there is
no way that the issue could be resolved. All three persons
would be talking nonsense. The only significant factor would
be the total history of the self, and it makes no difference
whether that history be the result of a divine decision or of a
fundamental choice of oneself.

As for the relationship between man and the world, the
differences are also impressive. The pragmatists grant that
man is a conscious being, but for them consciousness is simply
a natural trait among others—infinitely more interesting aqd
important to us than the distinguishing traits of other beings in
the world, but no more miraculous. An ontological dualism
between man and the world is no more warranted than an
ontological dualism between birds and nonbirds. Man is in
the world in so far as he shares traits with inanimate objects or
the lower animals and in so far as he causally interacts with
?r‘aei,?s : h:ﬁxs not in the world only in the sense that he has nau::ll_
animarv ch do not belong to inanimate objects or the lo \
wholl Soand in the sense that he can, if he so chooses, rc;‘_‘:ce
e i:',re{a lt).artlla!ly aloof from many natural complexes. lon-
T vely independent of the external world, our comm 0

iction that some natural events are irrelevant t0
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understand_ing of human bghavior finds its justification. But
since man is only relatively md;pe.ndent of the external world,
50 does our common-sense conviction that we genuinely interact
with the world. Ry

Similarly, since the mdmdugl is relatively independent of
other human beings, l}e can exist as a true individual, and to
understand his behavior one need not take into account the
fact that his mother once painted her apartment beige or that
Adam covered himself with a fig leaf. But since the individual
is only relatively independent of others, one can also under-
stand why he must often take others into account in order
to understand his behavior and why his mother’s having
weaned him too early might have an influence upon his adult
conduct.

Differences on questions of value follow naturally from these
differences in ontology. With respect to the form of inauthen-
ticity which turns on the duality between man’s being-in-the-
world and man’s being-in-the-midst-of-the-world, the prag-
matist will readily grant that conformist, machine-age culture
is deplorable. But he will argue against the existentialists in
two ways. First, to the extent that a conformist, machine-age
culture is an indispensable condition of securing physical and
social well-being for all men, it must be tolerated. The ordinary
man’s and the scientist’s concept of reality and truth is purely
pragmatic; but in the measure that a person wishes to improve
his standard of living or to extend the benefits of science to
others it would be foolish to use another. Moreover, so lo:}g
a3 an individual takes full cognizance of what he is doing in
adopting this concept of truth and reality, he is in no way
Prejudicing the rights or the dignity of the creative artist and
the exceptional person. It is because the pragmatists want
Material and social well-being for all, not because they are afraid
of individuality, that they respect the “objectivity” of the
sCle.ntist. Second, violently to assert oneself against the his-
to’."cal conditions of the time is no more a solution to .the
o x}s of mass culture than withdrawal into an ineﬁ'aple subjec-

Vity. The only viable solution is the transformation of our
Matural and socjal environment through a more persistent and

‘;Elliaem application of technology. Through autom:liq;, tt;:
€ a sin, ; machine-man may even
Teplace dezmpriaiis o his humanity.
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Consider now the form of inauthenticity which turng o,
confusion of man’s being as in-itself and his being as for-iI: the
To be sure, the pragmatist will say, man is and s not his oo
and his future self—but not at the same time and jn the spaSt
respects. A past or future act is mine or not mine accordiname
it belongs or fails to belong to the more or less tightly knjt g g
relatively isolable series of acts of which my present Gorikeis :d
ness is focus. I am my past and future self in the sense th:;
there is a genuine causal continuity between most of my past
and future acts, on the one hand, and my present desires and
intentions, on the other. I am not my past or future self only
in the sense that the causal connections between some of my
past or future acts and my present desires and intentions are
either nonexistent or so tenuous that for all practical purposes
they may be counted as nonexistent.

A man, for instance, might be much more willing to say that
he is not the man he was during a three-year period he spent in
the Army than to say that he is not the man he was in the
period immediately following or immediately preceding his
military service. The reason would be that the activities and
projects of the period immediately before and immediately
after his military service are far more intimately related causally
to his present activities and projects than those of his wartime
experiences. In explaining his present attitudes and conduct
to himself or others he must make frequent reference to what
happened before and after military service, but he rarely needs
to make reference to the wartime experiences. It is this fact of
causal relevance or causal irrelevance, not the fact of self-
transcendence or facticity, which is implicitly recognized in
locutions such as *“I am the man I was ten years ago” or “Iam
not the man I was ten years ago.”

This is particularly obvious if you consider the conditions
under which such claims are made and the manner in which they
are falsified. 1t is usually when someone contends that we have
acted from a disreputable motive and cites earlier behavior as
ewde_nf:e, that we deny identity with our past selves. And it is
gztisil?ng up evidence fo; the causal relevance of our P::‘
is fals;fisedw OEI' present misbehavior that our denial of li_iclﬂ 103;
assertions | o1 é(act]y th; same analysis applies to denia ;out
s of identity with our future selves. The man a he

ortured for information begs those whose secrets
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may betray to realizg that if information is extracted it will not
be extracted from him b_ut rather from another man who has
been brutalized and deprived pf selfhood, meaning thereby that
the causally relevant factors in terms of which his behavior is
to be understood do not include his present choices and inten-
tions. It wogld bf: no_nsens1cal for him either to affirm or to
deny his identity with his future self on the grounds that he is by
virtue of his humanity an essentially ambiguous for-itself-in-
itself whose destiny it is to live in the world without being a part
of it. This, being true of everybody, cannot be used as an
excuse for him as an individual,

The pragmatist may accordingly accommodate Sartre’s
insights with respect to authenticity, but without accepting his
definition of man. In concrete and commonsensical terms the
requirement of authenticity is that man assume responsibility
for his past while simultaneously recognizing his responsibility
to surpass it toward a future. It forbids us to be ourselves only
in so far as being oneself means a slavish and supine acceptance
of one’s past history and the world as presently constituted. It
forbids us to refuse to be ourselves only in so far as refusing to
be one’s self means a quixotic rejection of one’s past history
and the world as one finds it. - Nothing, however, could better
preserve us against these opposite extremes of bourgeois con-
formism and romantic idealism than what Dewey calls *“natural
piety,” i.e., a view of life resting upon a *just sense of nature as
the whole of which we are parts, while it also recognizes that
Wwe are parts that are marked by intelligence and purpose,
having the capacity to strive by their aid to bring conditions
into greater consonance with what is humanly possible.”“'

It could even be argued that the pragmatic ontology provides
a safer berth for the concept of authenticity than t'he existen-
tialist ontology. From the premise that man is his past and
future self, Sartre concludes that man is totally responsible,
Wwhile from the premise that man is not his past and future self,
Sartre concludes that man is totally free. But one could with
€qual justice draw the opposite conclusions. From the prc_m;‘se
that man is his past and future self, one could legltmately infer
that he is totally determined, and from the premise that ]Tannls
not his past and future self, one could conclude thg.t h:rc :lsthe
moral responsibility whatsoever. By a turn of the s e Toutsil
intricate dialectical machine reverses gear: what started 0
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a doctrine of total responsibility and total freedom
doctrine of total irresponsibility and total slavery,

The pragmatist for his part will have nothing to do with thy
doctrines of total responsibility and total freedom. As he Seee
it, no one is totally free or totally responsible. To be free is ts
be able to do what one chooses to do, and this ability is Obviously
limited. To act morally is to do what one can to promote the
happiness or well-being of oneself and others; and since our
ability to promote human happiness is at least as limited as our
ability to do what we choose to do, our moral responsibility wil|
be at least as limited as our freedom. We cannot and ought
not to drag the dead weight of our past with us throughout al|
eternity. We cannot and ought not assume responsibility for
every cruel blow which a future we have never made may bring,
The reformed criminal, if he has truly reformed, has simply
ceased to be a criminal. And the man who reveals a secret
under the influence of a truth serum is not betraying his com-
rades; he is simply an unhappy victim of circumstances beyond
his control.

But above all, the pragmatist rejects the doctrine of freedom
as undetermined choice. Not only the possibility of making
undetermined choices but the relevance of such choices to moral
responsibility is open to doubt. Freedom as the capacity of
implementing choices, however, is an undisputed fact of human
experience whose relevance to moral responsibility may be
easily demonstrated.

Consider, for instance, Sartre’s example of the gambler.
Sartre says that a present decision not to gamble provides no
guarantee of one’s future behavior, In this, say the pragrnatist§,
he is right.  But Sartre concludes that at every moment man 1§
free of past commitments and must therefore choose himself
anew. In this he is wrong. To be sure, no one’s present
decision not to gamble commits him irrevocably and no on¢
can predict his future behavior with absolute assurance. But
:z‘l'_:la“ degrees of commitment just as there are degrees of

responsibility and degrees of accuracy in our predictions

becomes 4

of the future,

In orfh}lary life the measure of a man’s freedom and moral
responsibility is ver
relevance which his
future conduct,

Y nicely equated with the degree of c&alus‘;‘l
present decision is believed to have upon g;s
The man whose decision not to gambe®
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would have li.ttle or no effect upon his future behavior is to
that extent nelthe'r _free nor morally‘ responsible. We may pity
pim or we may ridicule him; but his capacity for rational self.
control is not sufficiently developed that we will praise or
plame him. A free and morally responsible agent is primarily
one who understands the world in which he lives and who has
sufficient mastery over it and over himself to accomplish his
chosen goals. 'What separates a man from his future is not the
nothingness of his being but rather ignorance, lack of self-
control, or the cruelty of an as yet untamed natural and social
environment.

If the existentialist objects that the pragmatic outlook fails
to do justice to the tragedy of the human condition, the prag-
matist will probably retort that the existentialist has simply not
yet learned to distinguish between tragedy and melodrama.
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V. Authenticity
Heidegger on Authenticity

The term “authenticity” was introduced by Heidegger and
was later taken over by Sartre. The term does not, however,
have precisely the same meaning for the two authors. In the
widest sense an authentic life is one based upon an accurate
appraisal of the human condition. Sartre’s and Heidegger's
concepts of authenticity therefore reflect not only the similaritieg
but also the differences in their views about the human condition,

The first and most important of the similarities is insistence
upon the radical duality between the human and the nonhuman,
which both authors express by reserving the term “existence”
for man alone. Heidegger writes: “The being that exists is
man. Man alone exists. Rocks are, but they do not exist.
Trees are, but they do not exist. Horses are, but they do not
exist. Angels are, but they do not exist. God is, but he does
not exist.”’! And, of course, for both Heidegger and Sartre it
is the fact of consciousness which radically distinguishes man
from other beings. ‘“The existential nature of man is the
reason why man can represent beings as such, and why he can
be conscious of them.”2

Aristotle had listed a set of basic categories; among them
were quantity, quality, space, and cause. Now, according to

Hgidqgger, categories of this kind are suitable enough for the

scientific study of material objects, but are totally unsuitable

for the study of man. Human beings do not exist in space
and they do not have quantities or qualities. Neither are they
to be under_stood as links in some causal chain of events.

Heidegger is right, however, traditional philosophers from

Socrates on down all made the mistake of attributing to man

properties which properly belong only to material objects. 10

correct this mistake Heidegger lists what he calls existentialia,

134




image2.jpeg
4

i categories of human exjg 135
=2 -afseleli"g oraffectivit “nderstatzgf:é There 5
Ih; ﬂ‘ pdkeiove Hel(}legger’s doctrine of :n-d Spee
9Cs course fympathetia Heidegger's reje::(t].ste" 1
lcsatig"ries in s0 far as these were beljeyeq tol(:l; )

Heldegger on duthenyicy,,
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secon: 1ty is th

gically distinct from’ physical Objezt:, lei‘;v (’;ihat man, thoy

rae world. H?ldegger‘ s tephnical eXpression f;eCtly Present to
ich means literally “being-there,* an is :h?%n-ls Dasein,

2 mediately prese‘nt. to the world ang whidmistifg eing w_ho.is

and through his inescapable relationship sk € out his life
Thirdly, both Sartre and Heidegger distin - t(‘)l‘ld.

an's being-in-the-world and his being-in-thi?;;d between
world, between .what. they also call the ontological andsttl;of-thg-
gimension of his being. The purpose of drawing this de.(:Ptlc
tion is to make clear that although man is necessarily re;:r:tn tc :
the world and cannot withdraw from it into some shgltered 0(;
self-contained region of being which is purely his, he need not
for this reason get lost in the world and sink to the level of
brute material objects.  Man is present to or next to the world,
but not in the way that two chairs may be present to or next to
one another.  Physical objects are literally in the world; they
are spatial beings. But man is not literally “in” the world;
his being-in-the-world is merely a presence to the world.

For both Sartre and Heidegger, then, an authentic man is one
who recognizes the radical duality between the human and the
nonhuman, who recognizes that man must live in the world,
and who also recognizes that being-in-the-world does not imply
being-in-the-midst-of-the-world. It is in the light of these
themes that Heidegger formulates his theory of ma_uthentxcxltY-
Tothe state of being-in-the-midst-of—the-world Heidegger @ S‘}
8ives the name of “fallenness” (Verfallenheif). The Choﬁign
tis term is a bit curious, since Heidegger regards ﬁhl;:‘:?ling of
Z(Sn:he- one in which all of us find ourselves ‘;F;Zgi:ee onvdotiginal
cOnfic'lqusness. ‘There s no_primitive fgll on: there s only 8
i ition of being from which we have el Be that as it
mfenor mode of being to which we nﬁu world, and inauthen-
4, fallenness, being-in-the-midst-of-the-WOrt

%1 are three names for the same thins-b ing-in-the-midst-of-
s inauthentic state of fallenness or bein

in
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the-world has a subjective and an objective pole, The sub
jective pole is what Heidegger calls das Man, a term which ha.
been variously translated as *“the One,” ““the Public,” anq “ths
Anonymous They.” The most literal translation is “the One E
What Heidegger had in mind in choosing this term was tl'le
German expression Man sagt, which means in English §0he
says” or “They say.” In the state of fallenness it is the public
or an anonymous and amorphous third party—a kind of de.
graded or pseudo-subjectivity—which commands the ing;.
vidual’s consciousness. If he refrains from acting, it is because
“that isn’t done.”  When he acts, it is because it is “the thing
todo.” Fallenness is a state in which the individual constantly
obeys commands and prohibitions whose source is unknown
and unidentifiable and whose justification he does not bother to
inquire into.

The objective pole of fallenness is the artificial, man-made
world, the world as transformed by human technology. It is
also, of course, the public world or world which groups of
human beings share in common. This world has its own time;
for clock time bears little or no resemblance to time as it is
subjectively experienced. It also has its own space; for sub-
jectively it is by an act of care or attention that we decide what
will be present to us and in what degree, whereas in the public
world distances between objects are precisely determinable by
mathematical measurement, and the standard of reference by
which these determinations are made is wholly impersonal.
Subjectively, the distant mountains which we look at are nearer
to us than the spectacles on our nose, but objectively the reverse
is true. Most important of all, the public world or world of
das Man is a world in which objects exist almost entirely as
instruments to be manipulated for the advantage of the public.

The artificial human milieu of the factory best illustrates this
last point, since it consists almost wholly of machines designed
to produce a product for sale to a public. The worker himself
chomes hardly more than a machine. His every act is deter-
mined by a group of managers whom he does not know and
who do not know him. His work is completely routl_nlzed»
almost anybody could replace him. And he has not the slightest
interest in the product which is ultimately turned out. He 18
simply an object serving the needs of a voracious public. HC}:S
not present to the world as a painter or poet is present to th°
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anxicties. We do not attempt to yuﬁg“y fears and neyrojc
doing; our behavior is determined by habe_fstand what we are
sense of what is required of us by dgs Mlt’ custom, or a vague
eriously about matters of any importanan'. We do not talk
giscuss religion, politics, or philosophy cIe, 15 bad taste to
or gossip about friends. Perhaps, if W h:‘sltea_ld we talk shop
tensions, we try to prove that we are ay cou,e lﬂ'tellectual pre-
read all the latest books and attended all the cuarm' g have
But we do not seriously discuss the content (:f? r:}tlart e
read, and in all likelihood when we go to the mu: e
care to bring someone along to distract our atteni;': ot
Shbi n from the
.How can we escape from this conditi ing-i
midst-of-the-world, from fallenness, fro?rlltli(::;u(:lt;e:filcr:‘i%;mi-‘:g;
das Man and the machine culture which is its correlate 7 The
obv1ou§ answer is by becoming conscious through anguish of
Ele radical duality between the human and the nonhuman and
Y Tecognizing the difference between being-in-the-world and
being-in-the-midst-of-the-world. ~This answer does not, how-
;‘e’“ , take us far enough. Like Sartre, Heidegger distinguishes
th:‘l’geﬂ the e\{eryday.wor.ld of instfumental complexes and a
i which lies behind it; and,_hke Sartre, Hgldegger gl§-
thegle“Shes between a level of consciousness which is engaseh.éﬁ
fig Veryday world and another _levgl‘ of consciousness dw i 4
Oeyond it. Despite these similarities, Sartre and Heidegge
8N to part company at this point.
Und?f; Hek_ieggel: the ultimgtely real world
Orlder;ntlated }n-itself which msplrgshnau:re‘d
World ?h Lapllipha e 1r i ;r lass W
invep an the skeletal world of steel anc & i 856
ted; a world of fleshy elements such as air, iré,

is not a massive,
a; it is rather the
more luminous
hich man has
water, an
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earth; a world which speaks to man, imperiously perhaps and
obscurely, but also inspiringly. On the other hand, the level of |
consciousness by which man has access to the real world is not
a pure nothingness which creates its own meanings out of whole
cloth. It is rather a level of consciousness which hearkens to
the voice of Being and which consents to be *“the shepherd of
Being.”
Thgis last point is one of the most puzzling and difficult in
Heidegger’s system. Heidegger has several times said that he
is not an existentialist, that he is interested in Being rather than |
man. His major work, Being and Time, was to consist of two 3
parts, the first being an analysis of human existence and the
second an analysis of Being. Only the first has appeared, and
critics almost unanimously declare that the second never will
appear. None the less, Heidegger declared already in the
preface to the published half of Being and Time that he under-
took the analysis of human existence only because it was a
necessary preliminary to the analysis of Being. And it is clear
from Being and Time no less than from Heidegger’s later writings
that he does not believe man invents meaning and truth. Man
can invent only pragmatic truths, and these do not deserve the
title. Truth itself, the real truth, man can know only to the
extent that he agrees to be illuminated by Being.

For Heidegger, Being is neither a particular being nor the
whole of all particular beings, not even a particular being or
the whole of particular beings revealed to the consciousness
which lies beyond the everyday world of instrumental complexes
and das Man. Being is rather that which makes or causes the
world to be and which at the same time illuminates or makes
appear to man the world which it also causes to be. Un-
fortunately, Heidegger has not given us a sufficiently adequate
description of Being or explained in sufficient detail how Being
accomplishes the functions attributed to it to warrant further
exposition. In fact, Heidegger’s theory up to this point re-
sembles 5o closely a theory developed by Plato in the Republic
that, given Heidegger’s insistence upon his own originality, one
cannot even be sure that the exposition so far as it has gone 15
wholly correct. The chief difference between Plato’s theory 1
the Republic and Heidegger's is that what Heidegger calls
“Being” Plato called the One. Suffice it to say that for
Heidegger the authentic man is ultimately a person Who has

—
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:;:;herd of'Bein‘g. i Who has mage himself the

The qualification ““ultimately” i the last
ortant because the Heideggerian theory of Bthess o
resente(? is drawn largely from later Writings Iennqty just
Time Heidegger tepded to define the authentjc ‘man Bemg. and
in terms of his attitude toward death, the authenﬁrcl exclusw.ely
one who escaped from the banality of everyday exrixgitm bine
recognizing his finitude and courageously facing up to etgoef b
of death. This more limited Heidegger P e fact

o ian %
ticity will be dealt with in the last chapter, o centicfei s

sentence is jm.

Sartre on Authenticity

The authentic man for Sartre is the person who undergoes a
radical conversion through anguish and who assumes his
freedom. He recognizes himself, not as a shepherd of Being,
but as the cause of there being a world and as the unique source
of the world’s values and intelligibility. In the working out of
this fundamental conception Sartre is led to distinguish between
three forms of inauthenticity. One, which will be discu§sed in
the following chapter, arises from a failure to recognize the
duality between our being-for-ourselves and our being-for-
others. Another is based upon the confUS}on between oul:
being-in-the-world and our being-in-the-midst-of-the-world;
but this form of inauthenticity is analyzed somewhat c}nffereptly
from the similar form in Heidegger and receives relatively !;ttle
attention, The third form of inauthenticity arises froma flt}lfl(l’f:
to recognize our ambiguous status as a.detotal_lze_d m;ltsed- ot
itself, or a confusion between our being as m-x_tse{)eatp e
being as for-itself, In this chapter attention will be fo

gely upon this third form of inauthenticity.

yoaeider thefolloiag ol tells untruths, sometimes

Mr. A is a liar. He repeatedly o
i, O ; ! f dramatizing
With malicious intent, sometimes for the pm;_l:°5;f° B these

self.  Although he is perfectly awa









