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pter 11: Existentialism and De onstruction1 c
ed Foucault’s On the Order of Things in a review for the journal 

o we find in The Order of Things? Certainly not an archaeology of human sciences. 
Archaeol
could thereafter present itself as a natural state, taking the allure of something given. It is 

etheless the result of a practice, the development of which the archaeologist traces. 
What Foucault offers is . . . a geology: . . . Each layer defines the conditions of possibility 
certain type of thought that triumphs for a certain period. But Foucault does not tell us 
t is most interesting: how every thought is built from these conditions, nor how people 

s f m one thought to another. This would require the intervention of praxis, thus history, 
this is precisely what he refuses. Certainly its perspective remains historical. It 
inguishes the epochs that precede from those that come after. But he replaces the cinema 
 the magic lantern, the movement with a succession of static states. 
w in the last chapter, historicists such as Kuhn and Foucault rightly pointed out the role 

we called an “historical a priori,” a set of structures or paradigms that shape the way 
eings think about and act within the world. Sartre, in one sense, agrees wholeheartedly 
 historicist turn. Like Foucault (and Kuhn), Sartre insists that humans see the world in

text of styles of thinking that structure possible ways of thinking and acting. Like historicists, 
tre sees these a priori structures of cognition as historically contingent rather than universal 
oss all times and peoples.3 But for Sartre, Foucault4 and other historicists still focus too much 
ooking at human beings from-without and thereby fail to recognize the role of human 
jectivity for effecting shifts in the paradigms that structure humans’ experience of our world 
 even the ways in which historicists themselves see the (historical) world. Similarly, Sartre 
ues that natural scientists who see human beings in terms of various natural forces (of biology 
psychology) fail to recognize the role of subjectivity in defining the meaning and significance 
our natural condition. Whereas historicists and naturalists see human beings primarily as the 
ducts of historical or natural forces, Sartre insists that instead that history and even biology 

                                                      
omewhere include Dostoyevski, if god is dead we can do anything  Foucault problematizing all values 
r modern thought, no morality is possible” (Order of Things 328), also stuff about creativity, etc xxx.  
’Arc 30(1966) 87-96, reprinted in Barry Smart, ed., Michel Foucault, Critical Assessments (Routledge: 
4). At the time of the review, Foucault had not yet articulated his “genealogical” method, which 
uably comes closer to what Sartre sought in that it offers at least some outlines of explanations of the 
elopment of different modes of thought. Precisely because these explanations are offered “from-
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rt of Sartre’s existentialism, Sartre would still see Foucault’s account as replacing the cinema (within 
ich subjectivity takes center stage) with the magic lantern (where all changes happen externally). 
ough cf. Sartre’s xxx, where he comes closer to Foucault, and Foucault’s Care of the Self and xxx, where 
moves closer to Sartre.) 
hus Sartre, like Kuhn and Foucault, rejects any naïve naturalism that would seek to find an answer to the 
stion “What is the Human Being?” in the natural sciences of any particular era. 
uhn may actually be less vulnerable to this attack than Foucault. Kuhn, like Anglo-American historians 
cience preceding him, tends to write the history of science as a history of episodes within which 
ividuals loom large. Thus whereas Foucault sees shifting paradigms primarily as the effects of social 
es, Kuhn provides a lot more room for individual human choices of one paradigm over another, choices 
 are undetermined not only by the “evidence” but even by the social interests and power relations at 

y at the time. 
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ns the way for thinking of paradigms as expressions of human freedom rather than mere 
ces that constrain us. 

 
Alongside the rise of nat

tu een the birth and development of “existentialist” approaches to being human that 
phasize what we have called the transcendental perspective, from which one sees oneself as a 
e albeit finite being confronting a world of possibilities. The material expansion of choices for 
ny people (especially in the developed world) has only heightened the sense that who we are is 
gely up to us. Existentialism rejects naturalist and historicist approaches as the last word on 
at it means to be human, prioritizes our sense of ourselves from-within, and emphasizes the 
portance of freedom for human life. Existentialism has its origins in the 19th century (especially 
he work of Kierkegaard1 and Nietzsche5) but came to its own during the 20th century, as the 
ead of science and technology both radically increased the range of options for human beings 
 radically narrowed our self-conceptions. The “existential phenomenology” developed in 

ferent ways by Heidegger, Sartre, Merleau-Ponty, and others has exerted an important 
uence not only on contemporary philosophy but on our culture and popular conceptions of 
at it means to be human.  

At the same time, the past twenty or thirty years have seen a turn away from the 
rceived egocentrism of traditional (especially Sartrean) existentialism. The rise of 
econstructive” approaches to the self, especially in the work of Derrida and Levinas, has 
mbined existentialist resistance to f

rimordial heteronomy required by one’s interactions with “alterity” (the 
omprehensible otherness of another).  This has brought a shift away from the “ontological” 

d first personal perspective of existentialism and towards ethical and radically second-personal 
proaches.  

In many respects, existentialism is the most Kantian of the contemporary approaches to 
 human being that we have discussed so far. Like Kant, existentialists emphasize the 
portance of freedom and finitude for making sense of being human. And like Kant, 
istentialists focus on what being human means from-within, rather than analyzing human 
ngs as objects in

 as they are at the core of Kant. But existentialists radicalize and modify these 
ntian themes. Where Kant defends the importance of freedom-as-autonomy that is subject to a 
ral law with a determinate form, Sartre insists upon an “absolute freedom” that can appeal to 
“book of ethics” to help it choose (Exist, 25) and Kierkegaard describes an “absolute duty” 
t suspends the ethical and the universal and thereby cannot even be expressed in language.6 
d where Kant emphasizes finitude primarily in the contexts of sensibility and inclination, 
stentialists attend in great detail to what it means for human beings to have a past, a body, and 
e located in a particular situation. Finally, while Kant offers accounts of cognition, feeling, 
 volition “from-within,” these are always accounts of cognitive, affective, and volitional 
texts that are, at least broadly speaking, self-consciously reflective and highly structured. By 
trast, existentialists aim to analyze “from-within” what they take to be an even more 
damental, primordial “from-within” perspective, that of our everyday lived experience of a 
aningful world. 

                                                      
ne might also include Dostoyevsky here, and both Kierkegaard and Nietzsche are complicated 
ecedents of existentialism, for different reasons. More generally, with the exception of Sartre, ther eis no 
ure who can unambiguously be counted an existentialist, and many who might qualify under one or 
ther description. For some general discussions of existentialism, see the works at the end of this chapter. 
e Fear and Trembling, especially Problema II and III 
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 To get a better sense for the significance of these existentialist developments of Kantian 
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chapter focuses on five key aspects of existentialist thought.7 
 
(1) Human “existence.” Existentialists use the notion of “existence” (or “Da-sein” 

g “for-itself”) to distinguish the way humans exist from the being of things in the world. 
Freedom. As in the case of Kant, a focus on the distinctive “from-within” perspective of 
an being leads to an emphasis on human freedom.  

“Being-in-the-world.” The from-within perspective of human being is not abstract, not 
inct from our practical engagement with concrete situations in the
Angst, Bad faith, and Authenticity. Unlike Kantian freedom, which is paradigmatically 
eedom to obey the moral law, existentialist freedom is groundless. Angst is the 
erience of this groundless freedom; bad faith and inauthenticity are ways of pretending 
we are not really free. 

Others. Human being-in-the-world is always also being with- or for-others (other human 
gs). Existentialists differ on the significance of others, but others always represent a 
at to authenticity.  

s discussion of existentialist approaches to others (or “the Other”), I turn to the late 
r, Derrida, and especially Levinas, all of whom extend some existentialist insights but 
 rethink the issue of the Oth

ted with  “postmodernism” or “deconstructionism,” but which we might also see as a sort 
radically “heteronomous” existentialism. Finally, I conclude with a discussion of some ways in 
ich Kant might appropriate and respond to existentialism. 

  
1. Existence 

The name “existentialism” was first used by Gabriel Marcel to describe the circle that 
w up around Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir in Paris in the 1940s.8 The most classic 
mulation of existentialism is Sartre’s claim that “existence preced
id ut it, “The “essence”

at we exist in the
d trast with anything like a human nature (E 30) or essence that defines the human 
ng. A human being “exists before he can be defined by any concept” (E 15). What we do with 
 lives – our “existence” – defines who, and what, we are. Like cultural or historical relativists, 
stentialists deny that there is any universal answer to the question, “What is the human being?”  
 unlike these relativists, existentialists do not contrast this universal human nature with 
ally-defined traits but rather with “subjectivity,” the idea that “Man is nothing else but what he 
kes of himself” (E 13, 15). Thus the answer to Kant’s question is a matter of how we decide to 
wer it in our lives. If a human being is anything at all, it is “the being whose being is a 
stion for us” (Heidegger) or the being that is always “for-itself” (Sartre). 

Although Sartre’s formulaic claim that existence precedes essence has become 
stentialism’s most famous articulation, the first to put the term “existence” to use in the way 
tral to existence-ialism was Soren Kierkegaard: “That the knowing spirit is an existing spirit, 
 that every human being is such a spirit existing for himself, I cannot repeat often enough” 

                                                      
hroughout this chapter, I will primarily emphasize broadly shared emphases of existentialist thinkers 
ecially the early Heidegger and Sartre). 
 Simone 
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e de Beauvoir, Force of Circumstance, xxx, 1987; pp. 45-6; and Cooper 1990:1. 
xiste sm is a Humanism,” in Existentialism and Human Emotions, p. 13, hereafter abbreviated as 

ll references to Heidegger’s Being and Time are from the translation by Joan Stambaugh. Xxx full 
tion info. Xxx I use marginal pagination xxx. See too BT H 117: “The ‘substance’ of human being is 
 the spirit as the synthesis of body and soul, but existence.” 
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se; to exist is to be always in the “process of becoming” (CUP 190). An existing knower, in 
ing about any truth, always asks “what meaning it has for him” (CUP 189, emphasis added). 
cause human beings “exist,” truths can be truths for us only insofar as they are, in some sense, 
evant or meaningful for our lives. In this way, “existence” takes on an important 
istemological dimension: “truth is subjectivity” (CUP xxx) in that “only the truth that edifies 
at contributes to our project of existing in the world] is the truth for you” (EO xxx).12 

In the 20th century, Kierkegaard’s concept of “existence” was appropriated as the basis 
an “existential analysis” (BT 13) by Martin Heidegger, and it is Heidegger’s conception of 

istenc t set the stage for modern existentialism.13 The notion of “existence” is used to 
cidate the Being of what Heidegger calls “Da-sein.”14 The German word Dasein is one of 
ny possible words in German for the concept of existence, and German speakers will often 
er, for instance, to the Dasein (existence) of a table or a chair. For Heidegger, however, Da-
n refers to its root meaning of being (Sein) here or there (Da), and Heidegger specifically 
trasts this sort of Being with the “Being of beings” like tables and chairs. One important 

plication of Heidegger’s reinterpretation of this term is that Da-sein ceases to be a noun 
istence) or even an adjective (existent), and becomes, first and foremost, a verb (as in to-be-
re, or being-there).15 Like Kierkegaard, Heidegger aims to shift away from thinking of human 
ngs as static objects of study and towards human being, as a sort of activity. The result is that 
 question “What is the human being?” shifts from being a question about an object – the 
man being – to one about an adverb: that is, what is a “human” way of being? What is the sort 
“be-ing” that is human be-ing? Heidegger shifts from what a human being is to how we “are” 
mans, or, more generally, how does a human be?16  

In order to think about the human be-ing without slipping into forms of thought that have 
en centered on the analysis of beings (as objects), Heidegger develops a whole new vocabulary 
philosophical analysis. His use of Da-sein rather than human being is part of this shift; as 
idegger notes, “xxxxwhy not human being xxx”. But Heidegger’s new terminology does not 
d with Da-sein. Analysis of the “nature” of particular “beings  he”  calls “ontical” (xxx), while 
 sort alysis that Heidegger proposes for Da-sein is “ontological,” an analysis of the be-ing 
Da-sein rather than an analysis of human beings as objects. And in the context of 
inguishing between these sorts of analysis, Heidegger reintroduces the notion of “existence”: 

The “essence” of Da-sein lies in its existence. The characteristics to be found in this being 
are thus not objectively present “attributes” of an objectively present being which has such 
and such an “outward appearance,” but rather possible ways for it to be, and only this . . . 
We shall call the characteristics of being of Da-sein existentials. They are to be sharply 
delimited from the determinations of the being of those beings unlike Da-sein which we call 
categories. (SUZ 42, 44) 

                                            
es Climacus (aka Soren Kierkegaard), Concluding Unscientific Postscript (trans and ed xxx), xxx; 
CUP.  
good would it do me if truth stood before me, cold and naked, not caring whether I recognized her 
d producing in me a shudder of fear rather than a shudder of devotion.” Or, on the same page, he 
he thing is to find a truth which is true for me.” References xxx. 
ger also refers to his project as “e

11 Johann
hereafter 
12 “What 
or not, an
writes, “T
13 Heideg xistential phenomenology” xxx. emerges from a tradition of 
“phenomenology” that we will briefly discuss in the next chapter (on Normativity). Xxx. xxx 
14 H degger’s most important contribution to existentialist philosophy came in his magnum opus, Being 
and
thi
15 T
sig
16 A
“su

ei
 Time (Sein und Zeit). Throughout this chapter (with the exception of section six), I refer primarily to 

s work in discussing Heidegger’s existentialism. 
his implication does not exhaust the importance of the term Da-sein, for Heidegger. For more on the 

nificance of the “Da-” of “Da-sein,” see section three, below.  
s in Kierkegaard, the goal is not to discover some eternal essence of humanity but to provide the 

bjective truth” of our existence. 
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s various ways of be-ing as different modes of its own “activity” of be-ing. For example, 
idegger contrasts the sort of spatiality that one ascribes to objects, where one might be 
luded in another or beside another, with Da-sein’s existential “being-in-space,” which is a way 

hich humans “be” in the world. Similarly, for Heidegger, a mood like fear is not merely a 
ate” of a human being, but a way of be-ing (human).17 More famously, Heidegger famously 
cusses death not as a state that brings a particular human being’s life to an end, but as an 
stential “being-toward-death:” “Death is a way to be that Da-sein takes over as soon as it is.”18  

Heidegger’s “existential” analyses of Da-sein end up driving him towards complicated 
rman neologisms that require even more complicated English translations, such as his 

erization of Da-sein as “being-ahead-of-oneself-already-in (the world) as being-together-
h (innerworldly beings encountered)” (SuZ 192). But for our purposes here, the main point of 
of these neologisms is that they reflect Heidegger’s efforts to rethink human be-ing using 
egories of “existence,” that is, categories that refer to a way of being rather than a type of 
ng. 

What Sartre takes from Heidegger and Kierkegaard, first and foremost, is this emphasis 
human being as a way of being rather than a type of being. Sartre cashes this out in different 
minology than Heidegger, but the fundamental point is the same. Sartre distinguishes between 

in-itself “ ” and the “for-itself.” Tables and chairs and waterfalls and stars are “in-themselves” 
he sense that their essence is not an issue for them. But human being is “for-itself” in the sense 
t “one must be what one is” (BN 101, and passim), which is to say that what one “is” is a task 
for the human being. A table simply is what it is, but a human must be what it is.19 20 

This emphasis on human being as a way of being has roots in Kierkegaard’s conception 
xistence, but it also draws importantly from an early 20th century philosophical movement 

led “phenomenology.” In chapter 12, I will discuss phenomenology in more detail as a 
mative approach to human being, but for the purposes of this chapter, it is important at least 
fly to dise cuss the phenomenological method of the German philosopher Edmund Husserl, 

as Heidegger’s mentor and under whom Sartre studied brieflyxxxcheckxxx. Husserl’s 
roach involved a sort of intuitionism that focuses on the phenomena of consciousness as a 

y of gaining insight into the essence of conscious experience. Husserl insists, however, on 
cketing scientific claims about the world in order to focus on what he calls the “life-world 
benswelt]” and to isolate what he calls the “transcendental ego.”21 The point, in Kantian terms, 
o gain insight into most basic structures of our naïve (pre-scientific) engagement with the 
rld in which we live “from-within” the standpoint of that engagement. While criticizing central 
ails of Husserl’s account,22 existentialists in the 20th century maintain a focus on offering 
m-within accounts of our engagement with our “life-world.” 

For existentialists, moreover, this from-within perspective is privileged in that only for 
isting human being – Da-sein or the for-itself – does a world come to “be” at all: “Sartre quote 
x”  Fundamentally, existential analysis makes any empirical-descriptive account of human 
ings secondary. The world is, as a world, only for a human who is in-the-world. Thus empirical 
man sciences are deprivileged; rather than being “views from nowhere”23 on human beings as 
jects, the sciences are among the ways that humans can “be” in the world. As Heidegger puts it, 
s ways in which human beings behave, sciences have this being’s (th
                                        
ee SUZ 140ff. 
UZ, 245. For “being-toward-death,” see SUZ II.i.passim. 
t times, the “in-itself” seems to be used to refer to “beingxxx,” a usage that is akin to Kant’s conception 

hings-in-themselves. Generally, however, 
Add footnote re: criticisms of this as being too dualist.) xxx 
ee Paris Lectures, p. 10; cited in Cooper 1990: 42. 
or a clear and concise summary of these criticisms, see Cooper 1990: 39-78. 
eference Nagel, Williams xxx. 
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ng that is possible” (SuZ 11). Science becomes a human practice, a way of existing in the 
rld, and thus the existential analysis of Being-in-the-world as such explains the possibility of 
pirical science, rather than vice versa. 

All of this should sound familiar, and existentialists’ emphasis on existence can be put in 
er Kantiah n terms: Kierkegaard, Heidegger, and Sartre all use notion of “existence” as a way 

attention on the from-within perspective of being human. Rather than treating humans 
e objects in the world, Kierkegaard, Heidegger, and Sartre all focus attention on what it is 
ually like to be human, what living a human life is like from within.24 

But existentialists modify this Kantian transcendental perspective in several respects.  For 
 thing, the method of analysis of existentialists (at least in their 20th century variety) is 

omenolon gical. We will discuss phenomenology in more detail in the next chapter, but for our 
poses here, the key contrast is the following: Rather than arguing for conditions of possibility 

various essential ways of human being (i.e., as scientific knowers, morally responsible agents, 
njoyers of beauty), existentialists focus on describing, in detail, what appears or is “disclosed” 
Z xxx) in the lived experience of being human. For example, Heidegger directs our attention 

he lived experience of using a hammer, and Sartre offers detailed existential descriptions of 
nomena as diverse as sexual attraction, shame, smoking a cigarette, and giving in to fatigue 
ing a mountain-climb. The contrast here should not be overdone, of course. Kant was also 

erested in this sort of “phenomenological” analysis – that is, describing and attending closely 
hat one finds from-within – and existentialists often lay out “conditions of possibility” of the 
ctures of human being that are disclosed phenomenologically. Generally speaking, though, 

nt is more interested in arguing for certain a priori principles as necessary conditions of 
sibility of what he takes to be fairly obvious aspects of our “from-within” perspective, while 
stentialists are more interested in carefully describing that perspective. 

This difference in method is tied to a difference in what we might call naïveté. Kant takes 
 basic from-within structures of thought, volition, and even feeling to be transparent to 
lection. Proper thought involves justified ascriptions of objective properties and relations 
ongst objects situated in (Euclidian) space and (objective) time. Volition involves the pursuit 
particular ends by means of particular actions, and human beings recognize that such pu

) justified only insofar as they conform to a standard that is categorical. And so on. 
 for the existentialists, the basic structures of being human are not at all transparent. The 

m-within perspectives that become evident upon reflection are not the primary perspectives 
m within which human beings think, choose, and live our lives. And our naïve conceptions of 
at it means to think and choose from-within are pervaded by objectivizing and scientific 
spectives of which we are often not even aware. (The discussion of introspection in chapter 
e – see pp. xxx-xxx – helps confirm this existentialist insight. Even when one seeks to describe 
’s perspective from-within, one often imports categories appropriate for scientifically 
laining the behavior of others.) As a result, it requires great care and attention to bracket 

entific and commonsense prejudices about what it means to “understand” something or to 
sire” or “choose” something and instead to genuinely let the structure of human being 
nifest itself to oneself. 

2. Freedom 

                                                      
xx Strikingly, all three figures reject Kant’s transcendental philosophy as a suitable way of making 

se of this perspective. Part of the reason for this, we will see in section four, has to do with Kant’s 
phasis on the universality and necessity of moral and epistemic norms. But part of the reason has to do 

 Kant’s appeal to a noumenal self

24 X
sen
em
wit . Xxxx bring in critique of Kant’s subject as too much like an object. 
Xx   

h
x.
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ic nds and acts within the world leads to an existentialist emphasis on freedom. Sartre 
s the point most dramatically, insisting that “existence” is nothing other than “the sudden 
ust of the freedom which is mine,” so that “Freedom is identical with my existence” (BN 572). 
us the fundamental statement of existentialism could well read, “Human freedom precedes 
ence in man and makes it possible” (BN 60). Similarly, Heidegger defines existence as 
sein’s “possibility to be itself or not to be itself” (SUZ 12).25 Human being – Da-sein – is thus 
ays “being-possible” or “potentiality-for-being” (e.g. SuZ 193): “Da-sein is always what it can 

and how it is its possibility” (SuZ, 143). More paradoxically, one might say, “human reality . . 
what it is not and which is not what it is” (BN, 100 and passim). That is, one is defined not by 
at one “is” at any given time, but by the possibilities that one, at present, “is” not but that are 
netheless possibilities of being for one.26 

The emphasis on freedom is cashed out, in both Heidegger and Sartre, in terms of 
porality.27 Human being is always “being-ahead-of-oneself” (SuZ H 192-3) and thus Da-sein’s 

ing-in-the-world is always incomplete, or better, to-b
st t one is” (101, emphasis added) that “I am not what I am” (108). That is, freedom is 
nd in the fact that human being is defined in terms of its future. Because Da-sein is always a 

tentiality for being, there is an essential “not-yet” associated with Da-sein. Sartre gives the 
ample of writing a book: “xxx.” This future-orientation brings with it an essential “being-
ad-of-itself” (BT H 236, cf BN xxx). One’s present (and even one’s past) is always defined in 

ms of one’s future, such that it is in terms of projecting oneself into one’s future that one 
kes sense of one’s past28 and defines the meaning of the present. But this also means that one’s 
sent and even one’s past are always, in some sense, defined by one’s freedom. It is only what 
 will do that can define the meaning of what one is doing and has done. As Heidegger puts it, 
iberately emphasizing the existentialist inversion of typical conceptions of time, “having-been 
ses from the future” (SuZ H 326).  

Importantly, existentialist freedom is not limited to freedom of action. Kierkegaard 
plains that  

because the . . . existing knowing spirit is itself in the process of becoming, . . . truth is an 
approximating whose beginning cannot be established absolutely, because there is no 
conclusion that has retroactive power, [and

y virtue of a resolution, essentially by virtue of faith” (kierk, CUP 189, emphasis 
mine).  

                                            
 is the being that “in its being . . . is concerned about its very being” (SuZ 12), which means that 
a-sein is to take one’s own being as a task to be carried out rather than a fixed nature.  
 “essence” of Da-sein lies in its existence. The characteristics to be found in this being are thus 
objectively

25 Da-sein
to “be” D

The
not  present “attributes” of an objectively present being which has such and such an 
“outward appearance,” but rather possible ways for it to be, and only this. (SuZ, 42). 

26 “As soon as we posit ourselves as a certain being, by a legitimate judgment, based on inner experience of 
correctly deduced from a priori or empirical premises, then by that very posting we surpass this being—and 
tha
27 A
sho
eternal, ti
discussio
Schopenh
28 S
the
est
wo

t not toward another being but toward emptiness, toward nothing.” (BN 106) 
rguably, this is also true for Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. For Kierkegaard, the importance of temporality 
ws up in his insistence on the distinction between existence as an ongoing process of becoming and the 

meless conceptions of human being that he rejects. (Temporality also shows up in Kierkegaard’s 
n of the “moment,” especially in Philosophical Fragments.) In Nietzsche, xxxNietzsche’s claim in 
auer as Educator that “xxx immeasurably higher xxx” 

artre puts this point in an even stronger way. It is by virtue of projecting oneself into one’s future that 
re is a past at all: “For human reality alone the existence of a past is manifest because it has been 
ablished that human reality has to be what it is.  It is through the for-itself that the past arrives in the 
rld because its “I am” is in the form of an I am me.” (BN 168, cf. Nausea) 
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Sartre puts the point even more radically (and in a quite Kantian spirit): “the world is human” 
(BN

 articulation refers to us exactly the image of what we are . . . 

our
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 297). More precisely,  
The world by means of its very
the world necessarily appears to us as we are. In fact it is by surpassing the world toward 

selves that we make it appear such as it is. We choose the world, not in its contexture as 
tself but in its meaning, by choosing ourselves. (BN 596) 
ng is what it is; it can not possess in itself the determination “this one” . . . it is the 
ence of the for-itself which causes the existence of a “this” rather than a
ativity as original transcendence is not determined in terms of a this; it causes a this to 
t.  (BN 249, see too 264) 
basic point here is that the brute world as it might be considered in itself is wholly 
ntiated, but the world that we actually know and experience is always already structured 

erms of our own projects and priorities. Thus our knowledge, and even the world itself that we 
w, follow from our free orientation towards that world.29 As Heidegger puts it, 
“There is” truth only insofar as Da-sein and as long as it is . . . Newton’s laws, the law of 
contradiction, and any truth whatever, are true only as long as Da-sein is . . . If no Da-sein 
exists, no world is “there” either.  (BT H 226, 365)30 

 another way, “It is freedom which is the foundation of all essences since man reveals intra-
 essences by surpassing the world towards its own possibilities” (bn 567). 

This emphasis on freedom sets the existentialists with Kant and against both naturalists 
ricists. For existentialists, human freedom is not merely someth histo ing that emerges from a 

turalistically or historically determined world, but that by virtue of which there is history or a 
rld at all. In terms of the conceptions of freedom laid out in chapter nine, existentialists share 

commitment to freedom-first perspectivism, according to which the from-within 
rspective of freedom is what makes possible any other perspectives on the world. But 
istentialists modify this Kantian emphasis on freedom in two respects that mark significant 

                                                      
artre spells out this argument in more detail in terms of the notions of Being and Nothingness (hence the 

e of his work). Pure undifferentiated Being does not divide itself into the coherent sets of objects that we 
erience in our lives; it is only by virtue of thinking of the world in terms of what it is not that we come 

give it the sort of meaningful coherence that can be a basis for “knowledge” of the world. For example, 

29 S
titl
exp
to 
“in perception there is always the construction of a figure on a ground. No one object, no group of objects 
is especially designed to be organizes as specifically either ground or figure” (BN 41). Thus it is by virtue 
of o
wo

Th
expe
From the
for huma

Bein
for-
tran

Sartre the
wo
“I 
30 H
pri

ur activity of organizing the world in terms of our purposes that we are able to know anything about the 
rld at all.  

In order for the totality of being to order itself around us as instruments, in order for it to parcel itself 
into differentiated complexes which refer to one another and which can be used, it is necessary that 
negation rise up not as a thing . . . but as the rubric of a category which presides over the arrangement 
and the redistribution of great masses of being in things, thus the rise of man in the midst of the being 
which “invests” him causes a world to be discovered. . . . Man is the being through whom nothingness 
comes to the world. (BN 59) 

is emphasis on nothingness is further enriched through Sartre’s account of the “negetiesxxx” that one 
riences in one’s world, the experience of the absence of a friend or of the “destruction” of a rainforest. 

 standpoint of Being, there can be no absence and no destruction; there simply is what there is. But 
n beings, the world shows up as a world of distinctions, presences and absences, etc.  
g is what it is; it can not possess in itself the determination “this one” . . . it is the presence of the 

itself which caseuse the existence of a”this” rather than a “that.” . . .  Negativity as original 
scendence is not determined in terms of a this; it causes a this to exist.  (BN 249, see too 264) 
n considers what it necessary for this sort of “nothingness” to come into (and thereby form) the 

rld, and finds the source of this nothingness in the nothingness that human beings always are insofar as 
am not what I am.” 

eidegger rightly notes that in this sense, “as opposed to realism, idealism . . . has a fundamental 
ority” (BT H 207). 
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id he “being which we ourselves in each case are” is not merely “Sein,” or “Being,” but 
-sein, or Being-there. To be there means that human being is always situated in a particular 

ntext. Whereas Kant generally treats the from-within perspective as a sort of “view from 
where” (albeit a distinctively human one),
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edom is always freedom in-the-world. As Sartre puts it, “we reject Kant’s ‘choice of 
elligible character.’ The structure of choice necessarily implies that it be a choice in the world” 

, 617). Similarly Heidegger emphasizes that human possibility is always “thrown possibility” 
4): 

As an existential, possibility does not refer to a free-floating potentiality of being in the 
sense of the “liberty of indifference” (libertas indifferentiae). As essentially attuned, Da-sein 

always already got itself into definite possibilities. (144). 
entialists, Being-in-the-world is inseparable from freedom and at least as central as 
 to understanding that “existence” that precedes essence. Second, existen

nt’s conception of freedom as autonomy, that is, Kant’s notion that to choose freely is to 
ordinate one’s will to a universally applicable categorical imperative, or that to think 
ntaneously is to think in accordance with universally valid a priori categories. Instead, 

istentialists insist upon what Sartre calls “absolute freedom,”’ a freedom that claims no 
tification; and existentialists emphasize, against the Kantian ideal of autonomy, an ideal of 
thenticity according to which one pursues one’s “ownmost” possibilities.  

3. Being-in-the-world 
The existentialist emphasis on Being-in-the-world is one of the most important 

tentialist challenges to Kant’s transcendental anthropology, and it is tied to the rejection is
nt to the existentialist

scientific world of direct, liv

31 existentialists emphasize that human existence is 
ays existence somewhere and, equally importantly, is always existence somewhere with 
tain concrete projects and possibilities. Take the examples Kant uses to establish the a priori 
nciple of causation: the house and the boat (see chapter 2, pp. xxx-xxx). Kant imagines how 
interested and only barely embodied observer would collect a set of subjective perceptions of 
t-states or house-states into coherent objective states of co-existence or succession. But he 

es not think about where in this situation the knower finds herself, nor why she is looking at the 
use (or boat), nor how she came to find herself seeking to construe these objects as objects. 
nt’s knower could be anyone anywhere and has no particular stakes in the situations she 
veys. Existentialists, by contrast, emphasize that, even from-within, human being is not a 
embodied contemplation of the world, but a sort of being that always finds itself already 
ere,” or, as Heidegger puts it more precisely, always “in-the-world.” The person surveying the 
use is not only located some distance from it, but the survey of this house is conducted for 

e reason – the onlooker may be a prospective buyer, or may be returning back to his own 
use, or approaching a strange house to ask directions – and everything about the house 
cluding, for instance, its perceived “distance” from one and even the detail with which one 
rceives it) is affected by one’s purposes in surveying it.  

Heidegger reflects this difference between Kantian “experience” and existentialist Being-
the-world in his account of the paradigmatically human interaction with the world we 
perience. Heidegger criticizes Kant (and the whole Western metaphysical tradition) for 

                                                      
ee Nagel. Contrast Hanna (especially chapters 1-2), who has argued that Kant’s conception of the from-
hin is also highly situated, including in particular a sense of the spatiality of the world that is always 
tered on oneself. For an alternative view, see Friedman. The issue of whether katn priveleges 
monsense perspective (Hanna) or scientific one (Friedman) is a vibrant issue amongst Kant scholars 

ay.  xxx.  

31 S
wit
cen
com
tod
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objects that are the direct focus of reflective understanding. But Heidegger points out that the 
ngs we encounter in the world are initially and for the most part “handy” objects, that is, 
ngs that we put to use:  

The closest kind of association [with things in the world] is not mere perceptual cognition, 
but, rather, a handling, using, and taking care of things which has its own kind of knowledge 

To expose what is merely objectively present, cognition must first penetrate beyond 
gs at hand being taken care of. Handiness is the ontological categorial definition of 
gs as they are “in themselves.” (SuZ 67, 71) 

ouse and boat are not first objects to be surveyed, but places to live or vehicles to travel 
ver. The sort of objectivizing reflection that Kant takes as the most fundamental 

ndpoint of human cognition is actually a highly derivative form of knowing, one that abstracts 
m the lived knowledge of the world as a world of handy objects that always already have a 
aning in the context of Da-sein’s own being-in-the-world. 

Because human being is this sort of “Being-in-the-world” rather than being-from-
here, human thought and action is always situated in a particular context and cannot be 

arated from that context. Sartre describes this as our “facticity,” and Heide
“thrownness” or our “thrown possibility” into “definite possibilities” (144). 

e point is that human possibilities are always understood33 in terms of the situation in which 
 always already find ourselves. There is no transcendental “knower” or “agent” that exists in 
e noumenal realm free from the constraints of temporality: “The structure of choice 

essarily implies that it be a choice in the world” (BN, 617). Thus Sartre suggests that asking, 
hat would Descartes have been if he had known of contemporary physics?” is “absurd” 
cisely by failing to recognize that Descartes is always Being-in-the-world. As Sartre puts it, 

This [question] . . . suppose[s] that Descartes possesses an a priori nature more or less 
limited and altered by the state of science in his time . . . [But in fact] Descartes is an 
absolute upsurge at an absolute date and is perfectly unthinkable at another date, for he has 
made his date by making himself.” (BN 669) 

It should already be clear that Being-in-the-world has radical implications for 
alists’ conceptions of human freedom. Unlike naturalists, existentialists do not take 
to be a mere epiphenomenon of what is a fundamental causal determination. 

ialist freedom – like Kant’s – determines rather than being determined by the world, but 
om finds itself always already thrown into its situation. Sartre describes this as “the 

of frado eedom: there is freedom only in a situation, and there is a situation only through 
” (BN 629, see BN 653, E 23).34 Or, as he puts it elsewhere, “Human reality is indeed the 

ng which is always beyond its being-there. And the situation is the organized totality of the 
ng-there, interpreted and lived in and through being-beyond” (BN 702). What is, is-there (for 
) only by being interpreted as meaningful in terms of projects and possibilities towards which I 
ely orient myself. But I can interpret as meaningful only a world that I find, at least in some 
se, always already there as that beyond which I find my possibilities. Material wealth, for 
mple, only becomes what it is – a means for luxurious living, a source of power over others, a 
ptation to impious self-reliance, a burden of responsibility – in terms of projects freely 
jected.35 Even whether or not one is materially wealthy depends upon one’s projects and 

                                                      
present-at-hand,” 
Understanding” is a technical term for Heidegger, referring to the “xxx”. “Here, I’m using the term in a 
s technical sense. 
I am absolutely free and absolutely responsible for my situation. But I am never free except in 
ation.” (653) 
ikewise the “situation” of physical illness is defined in different and incommencan be a means for 
oic overcoming (xxx) or a part of a life of intensified attunement (Kierkegaard, Nietzsche), or a 

32 “
33 “
les
34 “
situ
35 L
her
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porate executive (who sees his six-figure income only in terms of the seven-figure income that 
s not) sees their situation as one of wealth. Yet neither of these figures is capable of defining 
ir situation in terms of the struggle for the means for physical survival. The freedom of each is 

nstrained by their situation, but the meaning of this situation is itself defined by them. 
  
In addition to refining the existentialist conception of freedom, understanding human 

ing as “Being-in-the-world” al
nt sophy. The dualism on which existentialists themselves typically focus is that 
tween subject and object. The language here gets quite feisty. Sartre refers to “the hypothesis of 
ranscendental subject” as both “useless and disastrous” (BN 318), and Heidegger xxx.36 In fact, 
wever, the existentialist rejection of this dualism is more subtle than existentialists themselves 
en admit. Both Heidegger and Sartre have distinctions, if not dualisms, that closely resemble 
nt’s own distinction between the transcendental subject/agent and objects in the world. For all 
ir insistence that “subject and object are not the same as Da-sein and world” (SuZ H 60) or 

xx sartre” (BNxxx), Heidegger’s distinction between Da-sein and mere beings and Sartre’s 
tween the “in-itself” and the “for-itself” are attempts to lay out the difference between a free, 
m-within, human being and the being of the objects of human thought and action.  

The vitriol against Kant’s way of making sense of this distinction is really directed 
ards two problems with the way in which existentialists see Kant as making sense of the 
inction between transcendental and empirical perspectives. One problem is simply that Kant 

ls to sufficiently recognize that human being is always being-in-the-world. By positing a 
t dichotomy, or a distinction between the self-in-itself and the realm of appearance, 

nt fails to recognize that “it belongs to the nature of Da-sein to exist in such a way that it is 
ays already with other beings.”37 As a criticism of Kant’s subject-object dichotomy, this 
ection falls short. Kant certainly rejects some aspects of existentialist’s emphasis on being-in-
-world, but the basic notion that human cognition, feeling, and volition all take place in the 
text of situation in which one always already finds oneself is intrinsic to the balance between 

edom and finitude that lies at the core of Kant’s transcendental anthropology. 
A second problem with the subject-object dichotomy is that laying out the dichotomy in 

se terms makes free human being too much like the being of objects. The danger here is that 
s distinction ends up construing subject and object as, in essence, two different sorts of objects 
t relate to one another. “xxx.”38 And here, existentialists are certainly highlighting an 
portant difference from – and potential problem with – Kant’s account. Strictly speaking, of 
urse, Kant claims that “objects” are always empirical objects, subject to the transcendental 

f experience (space, time, and categories like causation), and thus the human being as 
ject of transcendental anthropology cannot be an “object” in this strict sense. Nonetheless, for 
nt it makes sense to talk about the human being (as a sort of thing), rather that human being (as 
ay of being). And Kant’s accounts of “intelligible character” and the homo noumenon suggest 
at has been called a “two-world” account in which human beings exist as free things-in-

                                                      

ing-in is quite different from a confrontation which merely observes and acts, that is, the concurrent 
ective presence of a subject and an object” (BT, H176), 
eidegger, Basic problems of phenomenology 1982: 157, quoted in Cooper 81. 
xxx lay out, note that overplayed, note accusations against Sartre and even early Heidegger show how 

se they really are to Kant (Kant also rejected substance of subject, e.g.) .  But the existentialists are 

36  
“Be
obj
37 H
38 X
clo
certainly correct that on the most natural readings of Kant, he is committed to something like a noumenal 
self-in-itself, and xxx note recent attempts to move away from this, real issue how much his philosophy 
dep  on it, but if it does, it’s not clear that the existentialists have any real objections…they just don’t 
like

ends
he dua t lism (though cf. Sartre BN 570). 
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ngs in the empirical world, exist in a “phenomenal” world.  
In the context of this interpretation of Kant’s transcendental idealism,

ue of Kiq ant reconnects with the earliest criticisms raised against Kant in the 18th and early 
 century.39 Echoing Jacobi’s “Affection Problem,” Sartre points out that “xxx” (BN 570). 
re generally, insofar as the notion of “the” human being as a “thing-in-itself” that grounds the 
rld involves the attribution of merely empirical categories to a non-empirical thing, then 
stentialists are certainly correct that this is a notion that Kant cannot afford to keep. But within 
nt’s transcendental anthropology of cognition, the categories of the understanding provide for 
 possibility of “thinking” of things that cannot be objects of any possible experience, and his 
ctical philosophy provides reason to believe in the existence of at least one such thing – the 
e human being. In the context of the existentialist critique, Kant needs at least to show how 
nking of human beings as things-in-themselves is consistent with the non-objective nature of 

an be-ing. He further needs to alleviate concerns that this sort of dualism precludes the 
egration of freedom and world necessary to capture the most important existentialist insights 
ut being-in-the-world. And he would need to provide strong reasons to think that the 
inction between transcendental and empirical perspectives, so important for both Kant and 
stentialism, actually depends upon metaphysical commitments to separate realms within which 

an beings exist. Some contemporary Kantians have sought to meet these existentialist 
llenges. Others – we will discuss one prominent example in the next chapter – have articulated 
ounts of Kant’s philosophy that construe Kant’s transcendental idealism in a broadly 
stentialist way (and thus as not involving any commitment to the metaphysical reality of 
ings-in-themselves”).  

One further aspect of the rejection of Kant’s distinction between phenomenal and 
menal human beings involves existentialist rethinking of the traditional mind-body 

hotomy. In Sartre, de Beauvoir, and especially in Merleau-Ponty, human embodiment is a 
tral aspect of being-in-the-world. Xxx  

le the rejection of a strongly metaphysical subject—object distinction is the most 
licitly articulated difference between existentialists and Kant, an equally important critique is 
 existentialist rejection of Kant’s distinction between cognition, volition, and feeling. The 
ction of this distinction is already evident in Kierk
ectivity” and that “only the truth that edifies is thej

a xistentialists, only knowledge that is relevant or practical is truly knowledge. So-
d “objective” knowing, which was paradigmatic of knowledge for Kant, is derived and 

ondary and even this knowledge serves specific practical purposes. Nietzsche’s insistence on 
ilosophy as tool of drives” and Heidegger’s emphasis on handiness as the initial and 
dominate way in which objects present themselves to human being collapses the distinction 
ween volition/use and knowledge. Moreover, beginning with Kierkegaard’s emphasis on 
ssion” and continuing through the Heideggerian and Sartrean emphasis on emotions or 

                                                      
n their emphasis on breaking down (or at least showing the non-fundamental status of) Kant’s tripartite 
ount of human mental life, existentialists share the commitment of Kant’s earliest critics and followers, 
m Pistorius to Reinhold and Hegel, to get to what Reinhold called the “xxx”. Heidegger in particular xxx 
to Heidegger in Essence of fReedom and Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics to get to the unified root. 
 
ow/where should I include this (if at all…it seems pretty important, though)? 39The 

39 I
acc
fro
tie 
xxx
[[H
existentialist attention to Being-in-the-world, with its breakdown of distinctions between subject and 
object and especially its emphasis on the from-within perspective of the life-world, is part of a 
bro
Xxx

ader movement within recent philosophical accounts of human beings.   
 Discuss Wittgenstein, Thompson, McDowell. Xxx]] 
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nd it in after having 
nged my hand in hot water. But this establishment which we pompously call “the 

law of relativity of sensations” has nothing to do with sensations. Actually we are dealing 
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des of orienting oneself in-the-world:  
Xxx Kierkegaard re: passion xxx 
“M -seood [is] a primordial kind of being of Da

nition and willing and beyond their scope of disclosure” (BT H136) 
ood has always already disclosed being-in-the-world as a whole and first makes possible 
cting oneself toward something” (BT H 137).  
 Sartre quote xxx. 
 down Kant’s tripartite conception of human being is in many respec
e from and challenge to Ka

nscendental dualism.  
With respect to practical philosophy, the breakdown of a distinction between cognition, 

ition, and knowing means that one can be held responsible for one’s feelings and 
erstandings of the world, just as for the “deliberate” choices of one’s “will.” Given that the 

rl ordially understood in terms of its “handiness,” in choosing who we are through 
jecting ourselves towards our possibility, we not only choose particular actions and ends, but 
 also “choose the world” (BN 596). 

With respect to knowledge, breaking down this distinction implies that Kant’s whole 
mpt to derive a priori conditions of the possibility of an abstract human knowledge in general 
ound to fail because it misses the whole basis of human knowing. Worse, by emphasizing the 
st abstract and “objective” scientific knowing, Kant privileges natural-scientific knowing and 
re orces the worse tendencies of the so-called “Enlightenment.” Not only does this 
nd Kant to the important role of “mood” or “emotion” as truth-disclosing, but it also leads him 
rivilege scientific knowing over everyday “knowledge” in our lived world.  

 better transition…should I have a separate (sub)section on science? Here? 
 

Being-in-the-world and the status of science. 
One might think that understanding human being as “being-in-the-world” would imply 

t na
stentialist understanding of this being implies precisely the opposite. Remember that for the 

he sense of being spatially located in a greater context. F
ing-in-the-world” is a way that we are from-within. Moreover, being-in-the-world, precisely 
ause it collapses the Kantian (and modern scientific) distinctions between knowing, feeling, 
 acting, undermines the supposed “objectivity” of sciences. Heidegger and Sartre both discuss 
uralism in detail, and both seek to show how a purportedly “objective” perspective can arrive , 
a “way in which human beings behave” (SuZ H 11), from our more basic engagement with the 
rld. Citing Heidegger, Sartre explains that “Even the disinterested attitude of a scientist, as 
idegger has shown, is the assumption of a disinterested position with regard to the object and 
ce one conduct among others” (BN, 613, emphasis added). 

The result is that existentialists end up being much more anti-naturalist than Kant and 
reby pose a significant challenge to Kant’s own limited scientific realism. Recall that for Kant, 
hough the natural sciences do not reveal everything about everything, they do provide our best 
ount of the world we experience. By collapsing the distinction between practical projects and 
pirical cognition of the world, existentialists undermine Kant’s attempt to carve out a 
vileged space for the natural sciences. Sartre puts the point particularly dramatically with an 
ample: 

I can establish that the warm water appears cold to me when I put my ha
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heated hand in it. A comparison of this objective quality of the water to equally objective 
rmation which the thermometer gives me simply reveals to me a contradiction. This 
tradiction motivates on my part a free choice of true objectivity. I shall give the name 
jectivity to the objectivity which I have not chosen. (BN 412) 
ant privileges the scientific standpoint as the correct and normatively required standpoint 

rstanding the world (even if not the exhaustive standpoint on human action), Sunde artre sees 
rely various sets of incompatible objectivity-claims, the priority of which is wholly a matter of 
ee choice.” Moreover, existentialists’ emphasis on the “life-world” suggests that the immediate 
areness of the water as cold is the more objective understanding, while science is merely 
ondary, derived, and, in its theory-ladenness, subjective. As Heidegger puts it with respect to 
ce and time,  

An ‘objectively’ long path can be shorter than an ‘objectively’ much shorter path which is perhaps 
and ‘onerous one’ . . . When there is a prior orientation towards [scientific] ‘nature’ and the 
‘objectively’ measur
‘subjective.’ However, that is a ‘subjectivity’ which perhaps discovers what is most real about the 

lity’ of the world. (BT H 106).  
One might, of course, see the emphasis on the life-world as precisely what Kant needs to 
his transcendental anthropology of cognition in the light of scientific historicism 
d in the last chapter (Kuhn). As I suggested there, one might read Kant’s transcendental 
logy of cognition as an account of ordih nary human experience and thus insulate it from 

icisms based on the development of the sciences. Unfortunately, existentialists show that, once 
 distinction between thought and action is rejected, once human “understanding” is disclosed 
a way that “Da-sein projects its being upon possibilities” (SuZ H 148), Kant’s most basic 
alyses of human experience fail to reflect what ordinary life is really like “from-within.” Just as 
hn seems to undermine Kant’s account of the conditions of possibility of scientific knowing, 
idegger and Sartre aim to undermine Kant’s account of the conditions of possibility of 
inary, lived, human experience.  

At a very basic level, this is accomplished through drawing attention to the priority of an 
gagement with things as handy rather than as “objects” of theoretical knowing. But the 
istentialist critique cuts even deeper as it gets more specific. One of the most important 
amples of this undermining of Kant’s transcendental philosophy is the existentialist re-
erpretation of the nature of time. (Heidegger’s magnum opus is not called Being and Time by 
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i idegger points out that, from-within the perspective of lived experience, time does 
t appear as what Kant called an “objective succession” (xxx), or what Heidegger calls a “vulgar 
derstanding of time” (SuZ H326). Within Kant’s conception of “time” as objective succession, 
en the most basic temporal categories of past, present, and future are merely derived relations 
tween the time in which events take place and the temporal location of oneself. First, then, 
idegger restores a focus on lived time. But for Heidegger, the categories of “past, present, and 
ure” are all-too-commonly used in a sense derived from the broadly Kantian, “vulgar . . . 
ivative . . . [and] inauthentic” conception of objective time, where past, present, and future are 
rely objectively-locatable time-slices that include different moments. Instead, Heidegger 
elops a notion of “temporality” as “the unified phenomenon of the future that makes present 

the process of having-been” (SuZ H326).  
Despite the complex terminology, Heidegger is drawing attention to an important point 

ut our lived experience of temporality. From-within, the “present” does not appear as a 
ticular moment between other moments, some past and some future. Instead, human existence 
 projecting towards possibilities, but a projecting that is always in the process of having-been 
the-world that one always-already is. The future is not first and foremost a quasi-objective time 
t will come to be present later, but a set of possibilities towards which one aims. The past is 
first and foremost a set of events that occurred in previous moments, but rather that in one’s 
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es--that is, leaving his mother behind or remaining with his mother and helping her to 
y on. He was fully aware that the woman lived only for him and that his going off--and 
aps his death--would plunge her into despair. He was also aware that every act that he 

for his mother's sake was a sure thing, in the sense that it was helping her to carry on, 
reas every effort he made toward going off and fighting was an uncertain move which 
ht run aground and prove completely useless; for example, on his way to England he 

 while passing through Spain, be detained indefinitely in a Spanish camp; he might 
h England or Algiers and be stuck in an office at a desk job. As a result, he was faced 
 two very different kinds of action: one, concrete, immediate, but concerning only one 
vidual; the other concerned an incomparably vaster group, a national collectivity, but for 
 very reason was dubious, and might be interrupted en route. And, at the same time, he 
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situation that is given, that one can interpret but not “change.” And the present is not a moment 
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t happens to occur between past and future but rather it is one’s existence itself, that way of 
ng from the past into the future. Within our ordinary lived experience of the world, the heat-
th of the universe is not an event in the future and the Big Bang is not an event in our past; 
se moments does not show up in “our” time at all. And the derision that “will” be directed 
ards me as a result of the email I have just sent is just as much a part of my “past” as the event 

clicking the send button. (I act towards my future possibilities in the light of an embarrassment 
defensiveness that reflects the fact that this derision has occurred, even though, in terms of 
bjective” time, the recipient of my email “will” not open it until tomorrow morning.) 

What Kant isolates as “time” is thus not the lived temporality of human being but a 
hly derived sense of “objective” time, a sort of “time” ” that is important for objective, 
ntific knoe wledge, but not the primordial temporality of Da-sein. And while Heidegger focuses 

 human temporality, he offers a similar existential reinterpretation of space (as “the whereto of 
 possible belonging somewhere of useful things at hand in the surrounding world” (SuZ 
68). Euclidian space, rather than being primitive to our experience, is a sort of abstraction from 
s lived spatiality. Similar existential reinterpretations could be offered for basic Kantian 
egories like empirical causality or substantiality. The upshot of these existential critiques is to 
hlight the distance of Kant’s transcendental anthropology of cognition from the ordinary ways 
cognizing objects in which humans initially and for the most part engage. The “experience” of 
 first critique already involves a very scientific objectivizing of the empirical world. 

4. Absolute Freedom: Angst, Bad Faith, and Authenticity  
The consideration with which we ended the last section draws attention to an important 

y in which the very limitation on freedom implied by Being-in-the-world also supports a 

ctica ntific perspective cannot be privileged, and thus it is always, in some 
us whether we employ, say, Kant’s a priori categories of the understanding or not. 

ilarly, because human choices are always choice in particular contexts, existentialists argue, 
 abstract moral formulae can dictate how one must choose. The result is that even while human 
edom is always situated by virtue of Being-in-the-world, this freedom also finds itself much 
re radically free than Kant envisioned because it is bound by no a priori laws of understanding 
volition.  

Sartre describes what has become the most famous illustration of this radical freedom, the 
e of one of his students: 

his father was on bad terms with his mother, and, moreover, was inclined to be a 
collaborationist [with the Nazis]; his older brother had been killed in the German offensive 
of 1940, and the young man, with somewhat immature but generous feelings, wanted to 
avenge him. H

d and the death of her older son; the boy was her only consolation. 
 The boy was faced with the choice of leaving for England and joining the Free French 
Forc
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istential psychoanalysis” that would ascribe all of one’s thoughts, feelings, and 
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was wavering between two kinds of ethics. On the one hand, an ethics of sympathy, of 
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onal devotion; on the other, a broader ethics, but one whose efficacy was more dubious. 
had to choose between the two. 
Who could help him choose? Christian doctrine? No. Christian doctrine says, "Be 
ritable, love your neighbor, take the more rugged path, etc., etc." But which is the more 
ged path? Whom should he love as a brother? The fighting man or his mother? Which 
s the greater good, the vague act of fighting in a group, or the concrete one of helping a 
icular human being to go on living? Who can decide a priori? Nobody. No book of ethics 
 tell him. The Kantian ethics says, "Never treat any person as a means, but as an end." 
y well, if I stay with my mother, I'll treat her as an end and not as a means; but by virtue 
his very fact, I'm running the risk of treating the people around me who are fighting, as 
ns; and, conversely, if I go to join those who are fighting, I'll be treating them as an end, 
 by doing that, I run the risk of treating my mother as a means. If values are vague, and 
ey are always too broad for the concrete and specific case that we are considering, the 
 thing left for us is to trust our instincts. That's what this young man tried to do; and 
n I saw him, he said, "In the end, feeling is what counts. I ought to choose whichever 

hes me in one direction. If I feel that I love my mother enough to sacrifice everything 
 for her--my desire for vengeance, for action, for adventure--then I'll stay with her. If, on 
contrary, I feel that my love for my mother isn't enough, I'll leave." (Existentialism, pp. 
26) 
t here is not merely that in some cases, we must make choices without sufficient reason. 
es this as an illustration of a much more general phenomenon of human life. No 
r ethical system can ever determine what I ought to do: “we apprehend our choice—i.e., 
s—as unj

or reality” (BN 598).  
Similarly, Heidegger discusses Kant’s “fact of reason” as a “fact . . . always and only 

en by us to ourselves,” but Heidegger argues against any attempt to understand this fact in 
ms of “any formula or . . . value held up before us” (Heid, Essence, p. 201). Instead, Heidegger 
sts that the fact of pure reason is given only in our “resolve to pure willing of against this,” 
ere pure willing is “to be in the
’ ibid.). Unsurprisingly, “conscience” for Heidegger is not a vague understanding of a 
sibly articulable moral law (as in Kant), but rather an invitation to a “resolution” that has no 
-articulable form: “to what does Da-sein resolve itself in resoluteness? On what is it to 
olve? Only the resolution itself can answer this . . . The indefiniteness that characterizes every 
tically projected potentiality-of-being of Da-sein belongs necessarily to resoluteness” (BT H 
). Kierkegaard and Nietzsche arguably put the radicality of freedom in its most radical forms, 
h Kiergaard defending a “teleological suspension of the ethical” in the name of an 
rticulable and unjustifiable “absolute duty,”40 while Nietzsche proposes moving “beyond good 
 evil” towards “your true nature [that] lies . . . immeasurably high above you.”41  

Given their rejection of Kant’s distinctions between cognition, feeling, and volition, 
stentialists also radicalize Kant’s conception of freedom in another way. Although Kant 
phasizes the spontaneity of the understanding and the freedom of aesthetic pleasure, volitional 
edom is both distinguished from and prioritized over these other sorts of freedom. For 
stentialists, however, the freedoms of thought, feeling, and choice all run together into a 
gle, free, projection towards one’s own possibilities. While Kant insists that we cannot be held 
ectly responsible for emotions because they are not under our direct control (see 5:83), Sartre 

n “ex

 
ee Fear and Trembling, Problemata II and III. 
chopenhauer as Educator, in Untimely Meditations, ed. Daniel Brazeale (Cambridge, CUP: 1997), p. 
. 

40 S
41 S
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deliberate choices to an “original choice” or “fundamental project” (BN 728, 729), “the free 
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 this or that particular value, this or that scale of values. (BN 76)  
      

ject of the unique person” (782).42 Sartre takes this point as far as it can possibly go: 
psychoanalysis must . . . understand someday why Pierre likes oranges and has a horror of 
water, why he gladly eats tomatoes and has a horror of beans. (770) 

stes do not remain irreducible givens; if one knows how to question them, they reveal to 
he fundamental projects of the person. Down to even our alimentary preferences they all 
e a meaning.’ (783) 
en in his emphasis on freedom, always preserved a sharp distinction between what is 
iven to one’s choice and how

ut a person is ascribable to freedom, including not merely choices for or against the moral 
, but even one’s basic and apparently instinctual desires, immediate sensory attention to one’s 
rld, and apparently uncontrolled “passions” or “moods.”43 

The rejection of Kant’s distinction between cognition, feeling, and volition also led, as 
 saw in the previous section, to an attentiveness to the disclosive function of moods and 
otions. And for existentialists, one mood above all is preeminently disclosive 

solute f dom44: anxiety, or Angst. (The word Angst is from Heidegger’s German, and can be 
nslated into English as anxiety or anguish or xxx. Since Angst has come to be an accepted 
glish word associated specifically with existentialism, I will continue to use the term 
oughout this section.) Angst has as its object “being-in-the-world as such,” and in particular 
 realization that “the world has the character of complete insignificance” (BT H 186). “What 
resses,” in angst, “is not this or that, nor is it everything objectively present together as a sum, 
 the possibility of things at hand in general, that is, the world itself” (BT H 187). But the world 
erienced in angst is not merely a world set apart from oneself, but rather the world in relation 
the ownmost individualized being of Da-sein” (BT H 265).45 That is, in the recognition of the 

t that the world is meaningless, or better, meaningful but only through one’s own unjustified 
 unjustifiable being-in-the-world, one experienced the disorientation of freedom. As Sartre 
s it,46  

in Angst, . . . we apprehend our choice—i.e., ourselves—as unjustifiable. This means that we 
apprehend our choice as not deriving from any prior reality. (BN 598).  
There is ethical Angst when I consider myself in my original relation to values . . . my 
freedom is the unique foundation of values and . . . nothing, absolutely nothing, justifies me 
in adopting 47

                                                     
phasis on choice can easily be misread (as, for example, Merleau-Ponty does in The 

nology of Perception, xxx, p. xxx) if one forgets that Sartre (like Kierkegaard, Niezsche, 
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r, and others) fundamentally rejects Kant’s distinctions between cognition, feeling, and volition. 
ree “choice” to which Sartre refers her is elsewhere called a person’s “passion” (BN 797), and 

ists that “the will, far from being the unique or at least the privileged manifestation of freedom, 
 . . must presuppose the foundation of an original freedom” (BN 571). 

oral law that sets us apart from all of our natural inclinations, existentialists radicalize this capacity so 
 nothing – not even the moral law – can provide a reason to act except in the context of our free choice 

it as a reason. Moreover, this free choice is ultimately unjustifiable and without foundation.  
s Heidegger puts it, there is one “understanding attunement in Da-sein in which it is disclosed to itself 

a distinctive way” (BT H 182).  
ee too BT H 188: “Angst discloses Da-sein as being-possible, and indeed as what can be individualized 

individuation of its own accord.” 
hroughout, I modify the Barnes translation to translate Sartre’s xxx by the German Angst rather than the 

glish “anguish.” 
It is in anguish that man gets the consciousness of his freedom, or if you prefer, anguish is the mode of 
ng of freedom as consciousness of being” (BN 65) 
nguish has not appeared to us as the proof of human freedom; the latter was given to us as the necessary 

ition for the question” (BN 70) 
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This Angst is importantly contrasted with mere “fear.” Fear has as its object some threat to one’s 
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ng, while Angst has as its object one’s being itself, and in particular focuses on one’s freedom 
a sort of threat. Sartre explains this point with the example of walking along a narrow 
cipice. One can be afraid of the precipice: it “presents itself to me as to be avoided; it 
resents a danger of death” (BN 66). But one experiences Angst in relation to oneself and the 

er present “possibility . . . to throw myself over the precipice” (BN 67). The recognition that 
h a course of action is wholly up to me, that there is nothing – no prior commitments, no 
ral codes, no inclinations or desires – that can absolutely prevent me from making the fatal 
ice—this recognition prompts an existential Angst in the face of one’s freedom, one’s 
nmost possibilities. More substantively, the mid-career professional may suddenly have her 
idlife crisis” where she recognizes that xxx. 

Importantly, Angst does not reveal simply that one is radically free. It also highlights that 
’s choices are always one’s own choices. It is precisely as one’s ownmost individualized 
sibilities that possibilities are revealed in Angst. Insofar as one sees the possibility of falling 
 a  something that can happen to one, it causes merely fear. But when one feels anxiety 

about it as something one can do oneself, it is a source of Angst. For Heidegger, the revelation of 
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sibilities as one’s ownmost possibilities is preeminently accessible through what he calls 
ing-toward-death,” and thus “Being-toward-death,” for Heidegger “is essentially Angst.”48 
idegger’s point here is that death, properly understood, “is always just one’s own” (BT H265). 
ile people can, to be sure, think of death merely “objectively,” as an event that will occur in 
’s life, just as it occurs in the lives of others, such an account of death always fails to really 
erstand death. When “one” finishes a project, or insults a person, or even has a child, these 
nts are events that could occur in the life of another as much as in one’s own life. In principle, 
ther can even undergo these activities for me: another can finish my project, or insult my 
my, or even have a child on my behalf (either giving birth to one for me or taking 
ponsibility for the one I’ve begotten). But, Heidegger explains, 

No one can take the other’s dying away from him. Someone can go “to his death for 
another.” However, that always means to sacrifice oneself for another “in a definite 
manner.” Such dying for . . . can never, however, mean that the other has thus had his death 
in the least taken away. Every Da-sein must itself actually take dying upon itself. Insofar as 
it “is,” death is always essentially my own . . . Death does not just “belong” in 

fferentiated way to one’s own Da-sein, but it lays claim on it as something individual” 
 H 240, 263).  
t here is that to me, my death cannot be something that another can undertake for me. If a 

n which I am interested gets finished, or if an insult is delivered, or even if a child is 
ully raised, I can, at least in principle, take the same stance towards those events whether 
ave performed them. But if “a person” dies, it makes all the difference in the world 
or not that “person” is me. For me, in fact, it makes the difference between there being a 
tween my being-in-the

t sense, being-toward-death is being-in-the-world with the recognition that one’s own being-in-
-world is one’s own, that one “is” in the world as one’s ownmost possibility towards the world. 
gst as the revelation of being-toward-death is the revelation of this ownmost possibility. 

Famously, Sartre rejects Heidegger’s emphasis on death, arguing, for example, that in 
ctly the same sense that no one can die for me, no one can love for me, or xxx for me, or xxx 
 me. And, equally importantly, my death, for Sartre, is precisely something that cannot be my 

“ownmost,” in the sense that death is always something that “overtakes me” (683). Xxx man on 
gal
exi
poi
     

lows e.g., xxx. Importantly, though, despite an apparently vehement disagreement about the 
stential importance of death, Sartre and Heidegger fundamentally agree about the underlying 
nt. Heidegger (like Sartre) does not see the state of having-died as something towards which is 
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makes sense to aim, in the way that one might make having-married an aim. Death is existentially 
significant as a “possibility” that “gives Da-sein nothing . . . which it itself could be as something 
real” (BT H 262). (Because Heidegger agrees with Sartre that death is not something towards 
wh
exi
“br
bei
can
bei

ich one can aim as a concrete project, he also rejects suicide as an appropriate (general) 
stential response to absolute human freedom.)49 Moreover, like Sartre, Heidegger sees 
ooding over death” and even “expecting it” as inauthentic ways to avoid coming to terms with 
ng-toward-death. Moreover, Heidegger agrees with Sartre that being-in-love, or xxx, or xxx 
 be just as authentic as being-toward-death, but only insofar as one takes up these sorts of 
ng in just the way that Sartre recommends, as one’s ownmost possibilities, as possibilities that 

are just as non-substitutable as (Heidegger sees) one’s being-toward-death. 
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Of course, existential Angst does not seem to be the prevailing mood governing most of 
lives: “‘real’ Angst is rare.” 

rk
50 The professional with a mid-life crisis throws herself into 

ly and/or buys herself a zippy sports car and has a fling with a young co-
rk acting herself from existential angst with business and empty pleasures. The hiker 
ng the precipice may briefly entertain the possibility of throwing himself from it, but then 
ickly recalls his obligations to his family or his expectations of pleasures with his friends, and 
n focuses on the task at hand. Most of us, most of the time, evade our angst by focusing on 

ncrete tasks that we assume as given, by doing “what must be done” or “what is expected of 
eone in my position” or “what I feel like doing,” without accepting that all of these supposed 

ndards are standards that we are free to accept, reject, or modify in accordance with out 
edom. Faced with absolute freedom, the typical response, one that for Sartre is all-too-common 
d for Heidegger is inevitable, is to flee from one’s freedom, one’s “ownmost possibilities,” into 

ething more comfortable. Heidegger describes this flight as “inauthenticity” (Xxx). Sartre 
ts it in terms of bad faith: “most of the time, we flee Angst in bad faith” (BN 711). 

The essence of bad faith, for Sartre, is the denial of the fundamental existential insight 
t ““I am not what I am” (108). Here the “I am” refers to our facticity, our being-in-the-world. 
edom always starts in some situation, a situation defined by the choices we have made, the 

st we have lived, the roles in which we find ourselves. But the “I am not” refers to the absolute 
edom that is always present for an existing human being. Whatever “I” am in my facticity – a 
he ter, a lover of chocolate, a philosopher – I am not that facticity. I can choose to accept 
reject any particular role, any particular desire, any particular past. Or better, by taking up my 
uation, my past, my roles in terms of different future possibilities, I define the very facticity 
t “I” am, and thus I am not reducible to that facticity. The essence of bad faith, for Sartre, is to 

ny one or another of the aspects of this “I am not what I am.” We might take, as an example, 
eone who avoids and does not particularly enjoy socializing and is frequently shy or awkward 

social situations.51 Such a person might say of herself, perhaps in response to criticism, “I’m 
shy.” Sartre explains,  
She would actually be right if she understood the phrase, ‘I am not shy’ in the sense of ‘I am 
not what I am.’ That is, if she declared to herself, “to the extent that a pattern of conduct is 
defined as the conduct of someone who is shy, and to the extent that I have adopted this 
conduct, I am shy. But to the extent that human reality can not be finally defined by patterns 
of conduct, I am not shy.” [But insofar as] . . . she lays claim to “not being shy” in the sense 
in which this table is not an inkwell, she is in bad faith. (BN 108)52 

                                            
 H 261, BN xxx.  
90. 
ives, as an example, a “homosexual” (who he also refers to as a “paederast”, BN 107-8) but we 
ision any character who ashamed of past behavior or of his or her desires, preferences, etc. 
dified the gender of the character and the relevant characteristic (from pederasty to shyness). 
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When the girl says “I am not shy” in order to deny her factiticy, she thus speaks in bad faith; but 
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re she to say “I am not shy” in order to deny that she is her facticity, she would speak truly. 
ernatively, of course, our shy character might affirm, “I am shy.” But here, too, this is true 
y in the sense that “I am not what I am.” That is, this is an authentic self-understanding only 
ofar as she understands her shyness as something for which she is responsible, something that 
p to her. But insofar as she claims to “be shy” in the sense that the table “is a table,” she is, 
in, in bad faith. In each case, she ignores either her facticity, supposing that freedom takes 
ce without situation, or her freedom from her facticity, supposing that her previous patterns of 
avior wholly determine who she is. Both poles are forms of denying one’s absolute and 
ical freedom, a freedom that is the source of one’s very situation even as it transcends that 
ation. 

Rather than living in bad faith, one can and should live in good faith, “authentically” or 
ncerely.” Authentic living is living with the full recognition that one’s choices are one’s own. 

’s facticity in the light of the free projection of possibilities. Asdf Insert 
ion of authenticity, include examples from Sartre E to show how radically adverbial 

s. Sartre E pp. 47-48: “One may choose anything if it is on the grounds of free involvement.” 
e Kant, the normativity here is adverbial rather than verbal or object-focused, but it is a 
ically adverbial normativity, unlike Kant.  xxxx 

In a sense, there is nothing “wrong” with bad faith or inauthenticity.53 Sartre criticizes 
idegger for using the term authenticity, claiming that this expression is “dubious and insincere 
ause of [its] implicit moral content” (BN 680). But Heidegge
uth
a- nitially and for the most part” (BT H 175); his “interpretation has a purely 
ological intention and is far removed from any moralizing critique of everyday Da-sein” (BT 
67). If no standard can constrain one’s freedom, then existentialism cannot propose a standard 
uthenticity that one “must” or even “ought to” live up to. In that sense, Sartre and Heidegger 
h face the problem that Nietzsche dealt with in his works, the problem of how to develop a 
mative standard “beyond good and evil.” For all three, their works do not moralistically 
uire us to live up to certain standards, but rather invite us to live in a certain way. Bad faith 
s not involve moral corruption or failure to meet some absolute standard for living a good 
an life.  

Still, there seems to be some admonition to authenticity in Heidegger, some reproach of 
 faith in Sartre. Heidegger claims that “Da-sein bears witness to a possible authenticity of its 
stence . . . [and] demands it of itself” and that “conscience . . . summons Da-sein to existence, 
ts ownmost [and thus authentic] potentiality-of-being-a-self” (BT H 266-7, H294). And Sartre 

en claims to “bring moral judgment to bear” on one’s existential situation: 
[T]here is . . .

e says to me, “What if I want to be dishonest?” I’ll answer, “There’s no reason for 
you not to be, but I’m saying that that’s what you are, and that the strictly coherent attitude is 
that of honesty.” (Existentialism is a Humanism, p. 45) 

ose in bad faith deceive themselves about their freedom to define their own values, and even 
ile recognizing that, by virtue of this freedom, bad faith is a possibility for them, Sartre (and 

                                            
henticity] would be badly misunderstood if we wanted to attribute to it the meaning of a bad and 
e ontic quality which could perhaps be removed in the advanced stages o

53 “[Inaut
deplorabl f human culture” (SuZ 
H1
54 S
ma

76) 
trictly speaking, he is in this passage talking about the term “entanglement,” but the same point can be 

de of “inauthenticity.” 
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Heidegger) insist upon calling their readers to something more, to authenticity, to honesty.55 But 
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 reference to “coherence” here actually gets at something deeper about the strategies of Sartre 
 Heidegger (and Nietzsche and Kierkegaard). By drawing attention to freedom, to the 
sibility of authenticity, Sartre and Heidegger both show that “the attitude of refusal and flight 
ich remains possible is despite itself the free assumption of what it is fleeing” (BN 680). After 
ding Sartre and Heidegger,56 it becomes impossible to continue to live in bad faith in quite the 
e way that one did before. In Sickness unto Death, Kierkegaard takes his readers from the sort 

unreflective inauthenticity57 that characterizes everyday life through a process of becoming 
f-aware of one’s potential for authenticity, one that ends with either a “demonic” sort of 
uthenticity that “rebel[s] against all existence” (SUD 104-5) or a breakthrough into 

thenticity (or “faith”). Similarly, Sartre and Heidegger push their readers towards the 
ognition of their own freedom, in the context of which even bad faith takes on a more 
thentic” character, since it is deliberately chosen in defiance of freedom. In that sense, at least, 

tnessing the possibility of authenticity is a sort of call to authenticity. Existentialism, by 
eatedly bearing this witness, also continually issues this call. 

 
5. Being-with/for-Others. 

Given the discussion of existentialism thus far, it might seem to be a virtually solipsistic 
ilosophy. The emphasis on human freedom from-within m ght seem to underi

ns a space for others in structurin
parently – in the same way as mene’s possibilities, but only – ap re objects. But, as 

nt in his moral philosophy and as is evident in our ordinary lives, other human beings 
 not mere objects, and others structure our existential situation in particularly profound ways. 
fact, though I have sidelined it until now, the theme of others (or “the Other”) plays an 
tremely important role within both existentialist philosophy and within recent movements away 
m the existentialisms of Heidegger and (especially) Sartre. 

That said, Heidegger and Sartre see our primary orientation towards others in radically 
ferent ways. For Heidegger, the primary existential orientation towards others is “Mit-sein” or 
ing-with. Heidegger’s discussion of Being-with begins with questioning “what we might call 
 ‘subject’ of everdayness” (BT H 114), that is, who it is that typically is in-the-world in one’s 
inary, everyday, being-in-the-world. The answer to this might seem obvio
id rgues that, paradoxically, “the who of everyday Da-sein is precisely not I myself” 
T H 115). “[A]n isolated I without the others in in the end . . . far from being given initially . . . 
]he ‘others’ are always already there with us in Being-in-the-world” (BT H 116). In a sense, 
idegger’s point here is merely an extension of his principle that Da-sein is Being-in-the-world. 
t as Heidegger insists instead that who one is is a matter of how one exists in and towards the 

ncrete situation in which one finds oneself, so he adds that one always also finds one’s situation 
be a situation of being “with” others. But unlike the world of handy objects in which we find 
rselves, others do not appear to us as handy tools for our use, but as those with whom we make 
                                                      
xx self-contradiction and willful self-blindness. Xxx kierkegaard SUD, Sartre has good quotes re: bad 

th and also in existnetialism essay re honesty…see too Heid. Xxx One who chooses inauthentically xxx. 
t there is no absolute standard saying that one “ought not” be self-deceived, dishonest, and willfully 
nd. Nonetheless, by drawing attention to the way in which bad faith and inauthenticity are themselves 
ices – choices to deceive oneself about oneself, to ignore one’s ownmost possibility in order to xxx – 
stentialists make these unreflectively self-negating choices more difficult. SUD is a great model 
e…driving from unreflective despair to more and more deliberate despair (eventually suicide as a bad 

55 x
fai
Bu
bli
cho
exi
her
option but one always on the mind of existnetialists xxx) 
56 O
Hei
wit
57 (

r, better, this is impossible while reading (and reflecting on) Sartre and Heidegger. As Sartre, 
degger, and especially Kierkegaard point out, it is remarkably easy, even immediately after being struck 
h the angst of one’s freedom, to throw oneself back into the distractions of everyday life. 
which he calls, there, despair) 
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use of objects. To work with a hammer involves putting the hammer to use for one’s purposes; to 
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rk with another person involves working alongside that other, sharing purposes with that 
er, seeing the world through common eyes. “‘The others’ does not mean everybody else but 
—those from whom the I distinguishes itself. They are, rather, those from whom one mostly 
s not distinguish oneself” (119). Thus insofar as our Being-in-the-world is always and for the 
st part a Being-with-(others), the “subject” of that Being-in-the-world is not the “I,” not my 
que, ownmost possibility but rather “the they,” or, perhaps even better, “the we,” the 
sibilities that I share in common with those with whom I always already exist. 

Heidegger’s understanding of our primary orientation with respect to others under the 
stential structure of Being-with has two important implications for the role of others in his 

hy. First, being-with is precisely “the kind of being in which Da-sein, initially and for the 
st part, lives” (117). This is so true that “Being-with existentially determines Da-sein even 
en an other is not [actually]58 present and perceived” (120). Human being is oriented by the 
ectations and perspectives of others to such an extent that even when no others are present, 
 carries on one’s life as though along-side of the others with whom, in principle, one can be-
h. Second, however, and importantly for Heidegger’s existentialism, 

[In] being-with . . ., as everyday being-with-one-another, Da-sein stands in subservience to 
the others. It itself is not; the others have taken its being away from it. The everyday 
possibilities of being of Da-sein are at the disposal of the whims of the others. These others 
are not definite others. On the contrary, any other can represent them. What is decisive is 

 the inconspicuous domination by others that Da-sein as being-with has already taken 
r unawares . . . [B]eing-with-one-another as such creates averageness. It is an existential 
racter of the they. (BT H 126-7) 
y,” for Heidegger,59 is the “subject” that takes the place of the “I” in Da-sein’s everyday 
. (In its capacity as a sort of group-subject, it might be better to translate Heidegger’s 

e as “the we.”) Heidegger’s point here is that insofar as human being is being-with-
e are always open to losing our own unique being-towards-possibilities and instead 

hinking and doing what “everyone” thinks and ly t does. We might engage in various 
ivities because these are the sorts of activities that “one in my position” should be doing, in a 
se letting “them” – that is, the diffuse, widespread, and internalized expectation of those with 
om one exists – make my existential choices for me. 60 

This “averageness” and “subservience” should sound at least somewhat familiar; it is 
portantly similar to Sartre’s conception of “bad faith,” and it involves a failure to exist towards 
e’s ownmost possibilities as those are revealed in being-toward-death. In fact, this “being-with-
e-another,” which is “an essential tendency of Da-sein” that “level[s] down all possibilities of 
ing” into those possibilities available to “the they” and thereby “takes the responsibility of Da-

                                                      
eidegger uses his technical term “factically” here. 
he German here is “das man,” which indicat xxx 
or Heidegger, by contrast, inauthenticity arises out of a particular existential structure that is 
uiprimordial with being-in-the-world: being-with and Mitda-sein” of our being-in-the-world xxx. In 
ticular, Heidegger argues that Da-sein is always already situated not only in a world, but in a world 
h-others. As Mitsein, or “Being-with,” “others are always already there with us in being-in-the-world” 

58 H
59 T
60 F
“eq
par
wit
(H 116). “Initially and for the most part” (H 117 and passim) Da-sein finds itself not only in a world, but in 
a wo nd perceived” (H 120) one is “with” 
othe d by the norms and expectations of 
oth sposal of the whims of the others” (H 
126
“on
dow
cho
sub

rld with-others. “[E]ven when an other is not factically present a
s in the sense that one is-in-the-world in a way that is structurer

ers: “the everyday possibilities of being of Da-sein are at the di
) in the sense that one sees one’s possibilities in terms of what “they” expect, what “one” ought to do in 
e’s” situation. For Heidegger, this sort of “subservience” to “the they” (H 126) involves a “levelling 
n of possibilities,” an “averageness” within which there is nothing special about what I think and 

ose. My possibilities are simply the possibilities of someone like me. Xxx. For Heidegger, this 
servience to the they is the way in which Da-sein flees its ownmost possibility into inauthentic being. 
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sein away from it” (127) is precisely what Heidegger identifies as “inauthenticity.” Angst, in 
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nging Da-sein face-to-face with its being-toward-death and thereby its own, unique 
sibilities, “takes away from Da-sein the possibility of understanding itself, falling prey, in 

ms of . . . the public way of being interpreted.  It throws Da-sein back . . . upon its authentic 
entiality-for-being-in-the-world” (BT H 187). The initial and dominant mode of being is an 
uthentic being-with others that loses its ownmost possibilities through interpreting itself in the 
ht of public norms. Authenticity, then, is a sort of achievement of independence from a 
dition in which one initially and for the most part finds oneself subservient to the expectations 

others in the form of “the they.”61  
For Sartre,62 as we have seen, “bad faith” does not depend upon others, though Sartre 

tainly accepts Heideggerian inauthenticity as one form of bad faith. Nonetheless, Sartre does 
ognize that “others,” or, better, the Other, has a special place within ontology. Like Heidegger, 
rtre recognizes that one does not see others simply as things-in-the-world, there for one’s use, 
fined in their significance by one’s own projects. But Sartre rejects Heidegger’s claim that our 
mary relationship with others is a form of “being-with.”63 Instead, Sartre argues that our 
mary orientation towards others takes the form of “being-for-others,” and he elucidates this 
ing-for with the example of what he calls “the Look.” Sartre explains with an example: 

Let us imagine that moved by jealousy, curiosity, or vice I have just glued my ear to the door 
and looked through a keyhole . . . The door and the keyhole are at once both instruments and 
obstacles; they are presented as ‘to be handled with care’; the keyhole is given as ‘to be 
looked through close by and a little to one side,’ etc. . . . Moreover, this ensemble exists only 

elation to a free project of my possibilities. Jealousy, as the possibility which I am, 
nizes this instrumental complex by transcending it . . . But I am this jealousy; I do not 

w it . . . This ensemble . . . we shall call situation. This situation reflects to me at once 
 my facticity and my freedom; on the occasion of  certain objective structure of the 
ld which surrounds me, it refers my freedom to me in the form of tasks to be freely done 
I cannot even define myself as truly being in the process of listening at doors. I escape 

                                            
ger does propose a more positive way in which one can authentically be-with others. Xxx See 
cally, the idea here is a being-with others in which one does not subsume others’ possibilities into 
’s own, and one does not merely share with particular others a subservience to the general 
ns of “the they,” but one provokes others towards the angst within which they can assume their 
possibilities. Arguably, the writing (and reading) of Being and Time is supposed to be just such an 

61 Heideg
xxx. Basi
or as one
expectatio
ownmost 
exercise in authentic being-with. 
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ote that Beauvoir (and Merleau Ponty) insists upon Being-with as more fundamental. 

am my acts” (BN 347) 
us not only am I unable to know myself, but my very being escapes—although I am that very 
ape from my being—and I am absolutely nothing….But all of a sudden I hear footsteps…I now 
st as myself…I see myself because somebody sees me” (BN 349). 
 Heidegger: “Being-for-others is not an
is by means of the other’s concepts that I know my body” (465) 

e shall never place ourselves co
er’s freedom is an empty word” (531) 

he experience of a we-subject cannot be primary; it cannot constitute an original attitude” (551, 
 too 550, vs. Heidegger) 
e must eithe transcend the Other or allow oneself to be transcended by him. The essence of the relations 
ween consciousnesses is not the Mitsein; it is conflict.” (555) 

he details of Sartre’s objections to heidegger here are not necessary. See BN xxx. Instead, I focus on 
tre’s alternative positive view. 
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this . . . by means of my transcendence [i.e., my freedom, my “I-am-not-what-I-am”]. (BN 
347

So far, n this situation involves the recognition of another as an other. No doubt, I am 
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ing on some other person through the keyhole, but this person is merely an object of my 
ivity; the meaning of this other is given by my jealousy. In my being-in-the-world, of course, 
 free possibilities are possibilities in the context of a concrete situation, but this situation, too, 
 its meaning only by virtue of my freedom (manifested here as jealousy).  

But all of a sudden I hear footsteps in the hall. Someone is looking at me! What does this 
mean? It means that I am suddenly affected in my being and that essential modifications 

ear in my structure . . . I now exist as myself . . . I see myself because somebody sees me . 
y freedom escapes me in order to become a given object . . . The Other has to make my 
g-for-him be insofar as he has to be his being. Thus each of my free conducts engages 

in a new environment where the very stuff of my being is the unpredictable freedom of 
ther. Yet by my shame I claim as mine that freedom of another. (BN 349-51) 
g ashamed at the look of another – or, as Sartre usually puts it, “the Other” – I “am” for 
. And for Sartre, this is not merely a matter of being seen as an object, since it is 
 my freedom (or “transcendence”) that, in my shame, I feel as being objectified by the 

er: “my transcendence becomes for whoever makes himself a witness of it . . . a purely 
ablished transcendence, a given-transcendence” (BN 352). Here “the Other [is] given to me 
ectly as a subject although in connection with me” (BN 341).64 Moreover, as in the case of 
ideggerian being-with, being-for-others need not even depend upon the presence of actual 
ers. Even if I recognize that the “footsteps” were a “false alarm,” I can continue to feel 
amed and may even “give up the enterprise” in the light of my new awareness of myself as 
ng-for-the-Other, not the “concrete historical event” of a particular other person appearing but 
 always present possibility of being-seen, the constant “relation to every living person” (370, 
3). 

For Sartre, this objectivity-before-an-Other can be a source of bad faith, much as being-
th can be for Heidegger. Insofar as I merely accept the Other’s judgment of me, relinquishing 
 being-for-itself into a being-for-another, I fail to acknowledge that “I am [in my freedom] not 
at I am [for-others].” But for Sartre, being-for-others is a “fact” (377), a “contingent necessity” 
7), som

istenc hus, for Sartre, there is a sort of ongoing struggle with others in which one seeks to 
oid being objectified by them through objectifying them in turn.65 66  The one looking through 
 keyhole can turn back on the one coming up the stairs, looking at the Other and thereby 
king the Other into an object. Instead of losing one’s objectivity to the look, one can overcome 
e’s shame towards a pride that says, in effect, “What are you looking at?” The contingent 
cessity of being-for-the-Other puts each person in a constant tension between “being-looked-
 and “being-looking-at” (373). In fact, Sartre points out, “I am responsible for the very 
                                                      
nstead, Sartre suggests, others appear as such through what Sartre calls “being-for-others,” a mode of 
ng that, Sartre argues, cannot be a mode of being of the for-itself (BN 376). Recall that one can think of 
ody, even one’s own, as merely an object in the world, describing its height, weight, position in space, 
 so on; but this conception of one’s body cannot be a mode of being of oneself as free being. Only when 
 takes up one’s “situation” as a situation from which one projects oneself into one’s possibilities does 

s situation become part of being-for-itself, but then it loses its objective qualities as a merely “in-itself.” 
ilarly, Sartre argues, one’s being-for-others cannot be a mode of being of one free self. 
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65 From the play, No Exit. 
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hroughthe look I experience ithe Pther concrely as a free, conscious subject who causes there to be a 
rld y temporalizing himself toward his own possibilites. That subjects’s presence without intermediary is 
 necessary condition of all thought which I would attempt to form concerning myself,. The other is that 
yuself” from which notinog separates me, absolutely nothing except his pure and total freedom” (BN 
) 
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stence” (383), in the sense that it is only by virtue of my freely taken up projects that I can feel 
amed at the look and thereby give the look meaning as a look, but in giving the look meaning 
a look, I relegate its meaning – and thus, its existence – to the Other. As Sartre explains, “one 
st either transcend the Other or allow oneself to be transcended by him. The essence of the 
tions between consciousnesses is not being-with; it is conflict” (555). Or, more concisely, 
ll is other people.” 

For both Heidegger and 
istenc
rtr asizes being-for-others as something distinctive from and in conflict with being-in-
-world as such. More importantly, we might say that while Heidegger’s conception of being-
th involves “a we-subject” (BN 551), Sartre’s involves an awareness of oneself as a “you,” an 
ject of another’s attention.67  Xxx finish conclusion. xxx  

6. Heteronomous Existentialism 
Existentialism continues to play an important role in contemporar

an being, but in recent years, a different approach has emerged that shifts away from Sartrem
r Sartre published his “Existentialism is a

h became the classic statement of modern existentialism, Heidegger rejects the label 
ntialist” and distances himself from Sartre in his own “Letter on Humanism” (1947). In 

t work, Heidegger reminds his readers of his initial emphasis in Being and Time on “the 
plicit and lucid formulation of the question of the meaning of being” (BT 7). For most of Being 
d Time, Heidegger’s focus is on Da-sein,68 or distinctively human being; and Heidegger’s 
ount of human being proves conducive for the sort of existential philosophy in which Sartre is 

rticularly interested. But in this later letter, Heidegger recalls his interest in the question of 
ing itself, reformulates his conception of Da-sein in terms of “Being,” and clarifies that his 
nception of “possibility” (and even “freedom”) has a different, less self-oriented, tone than 
rtre’s. 

In his “Letter on Humanism” and other late writings, Heidegger emphasizes the 
portance of “thinking” as a form of “letting” oneself “be claimed by Being” (BW 218).69 
idegger rejects the Sartrean view that “the essential worth of man . . . consists in his being the 

                                                      
e might think, in fact, of both Heidegger and Sartre as drawing on the experience of others in order to 

ve beyond the straightforward dichotomy between transcendental and empirical perspectives on human 
67 W
mo
being. The transcendental perspective, in Kant, is a sort of first-person perspective, the from-within 
perspective of an “I” on the world, while the empirical is a sort of third-person perspective from-without on 
things in the world (even on oneself as a mere object in the world). Heidegger, in his conception of being-
with, broadens the notion of subjectivity to include a first person plural perspective on the world, the 
perspective that “we” take on the world, a perspective in which my own, unique, from-within perspective 
can
not-m
“tra
68 H
reg
69 R
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ess

 get lost. Sartre, instead, emphasizes what we might think of a second-person perspective, a perspective 
y-own from which I am addressed, a perspective on me that sees me, not strictly as an object, but as a 

nscended transcendence,” as something free that is made into an object through being addressed. xxx 
e justifies this focus on the grounds that “a prior suitable explication of a being (Da-sein) with 
ard to its being” is required for formulating the question of Being (BT 7). 
eferences to the “Letter on Humanism” will be taken from Martin Heidegger, Basic Writings, ed. David 

ell, xxx; hereafter BW. “Man must let himself be claimed by Being” (BW 223). Recalling his earlier 
cussion of “care,” Heidegger insists that “care . . . tend[s] in the direction of bringing man back to his 
ence” (BW 223). 
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tre, that “by the assessment of something as a value what is valued is admitted only as an 
ject for man’s estimation,” Heidegger takes this to be a reason to reject values, or at least to 
ink against values.”  

Every valuing, even where it values positively, is a subjectivizing. It does not let beings: be. 
Rather, valuing lets beings: be valid—solely as the objects of its doing. (BW 251) 

er shifts from human freedom as the “foundation of all essences” (BN 567) to freedom 
serves its essence” in “the realm of the truth of Being” (BW 247), from “man [as] lord of 

ings” to “Man [as] the shepherd of Being” (BW 245).71 While Sartre emphasizes the 
portance of situation but fundamentally locates even the meaning of situation in humans’ free 
ponses, the late Heidegger insists, 

Man is . . . “thrown” from Being itself into the truth of Being . . . in order that beings might 
appear in the light of Being as the beings they are. Man does not decide whether and how 
beings appear, whether and how God and the gods or history and nature come forward into 

clearing of Being . . . The advent of beings lies in the destiny of Being. But for man it is 
r a question of finding what is fitting in his essence that corresponds to such destiny; for 
ccord with this destiny man as ek-sisting72 has to guard the truth of Being. Man is the 
pherd of Being. (BW 234) 
ial upshot of this re-emphasis on Being over human freedom is that human being is 

ved as something that responds to Being, that “lets” Being claim it, that exists “into the 
s of Being” (BW 252). 
At the end of his “Letter on Humanis

o, engaged in the “everyday and unexciting occurrence” of “warming himself at a stove,” 
etheless presents a model of thinking that lets itself be claimed by Being. When Heraclitus 
s to his visitors, “Here too the gods co
k, to let tn hemselves be claimed, to abide in the place where Being – the god(s) – presences 
lf. Like more traditional, Sartrean (and, arguably, early Heideggerian) existentialism, the 
ion of “thinking” emphasized by the late Heidegger is deeply adverbial; it is a way of being 
an. Moreover, just as Sartrean freedom is unconstrained by particular rules of forms of 

ught, Heideggerian thinking does not involve following rules of logic (it is “against logic” 
9)) nor thinking about particularly profound things (a stove will do). In that sense, “thinking,” 

e existential authenticity, is fundamentally adverbial, a matter of thinkingly engaging one’s 
rld. But unlike the Sartrean and early Heideggerian emphasis on authenticity as a recognition 
one’s freedom and ownmost possibilities, thinking involves being human as being receptive, 
n passive, before Being. Here “be-ing” is a way of “be-ing claimed” rather than an active “be-
” as projecting. Although Heidegger seeks to move beyond (or prior to) categories like 
jectivity and objectivity and also beyond distinctions between autonomy and heteronomy, we 
 think of this effort to de-center human being as a sort of existential heteronomy.73 Where 
tre sought an absolute freedom of activity that takes responsibility for itself and thereby 
ates a world, Heidegger seeks a thinking that is fundamentally receptive to the call of Being. 
                                                      
or just one example of this theme in Sartre, see Existentialism is Humanism, p. 50: “There is no 
verse other than a human universe, the universe of human subjectivity.”  See too passages above re: 
dom.  
hile Sartre emphasizes the importance of situation but fundamentally locates even the 

aning of situation in humans’ free responses, the late Heidegger insists, 
Man is . . . “thrown” from Being itself into the truth of Being . . . in order that beings might appear in 
the light of Being as the beings they are. (BW 234) 

70 F
uni
free
71 W
me

72 Heidegger’s neologism, drawing attention to the root meaning of “exsistence” as “xxx.” 
73 N
Kie
dut

ote that in some sense, this turn to heteronomy is a return to Kierkegaardian existentialism. For 
rkegaard, like the late Heidegger and unlike Sartre, humans truly exist only in relation to an “absolute 
y” to a God that transcends xxx.  
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id nd his ontological formulation of it has not turned out to be the most important 
temporary response to subject-centered, Sartrean existentialism. For that more radical 

ponse, one that not only rejects the emphasis on subjectivity but rejects the “ontological” 
dition of which both Heidegger and Sartre are a part, we must turn to the work of Emmanuel 
vinas.74 75 

Levinas’s work can be seen as a continuation of Heidegger’s interest in moving beyond 
crete, determin
e  us” (442). For Levinas, however, this attempt at “letting” is bound to fail as long as 

e remains focused on Being: 
In subordinating every relation with existents to the relation with Being the Heideggerian 
ontology affirms the primacy of freedom over ethics. To be sure, the freedom involved in the 
essence of truth is not for Heidegger a principle of free will. Freedom comes from an 

dience to Being; it is not man who possesses freedom; it is freedom that possesses man. 
 the dialectic which thus reconciles freedom and obedience in the concept of truth 
upposes the primacy of the Same, which marks the direction of and defines the whole of 

stern philosophy. (TI 45) 
s basic critique here is that even as Heidegger moves beyond many traditional categories 
rn metaphysics, he remains committed to a project of overcoming any irreducible 
s (or “alterity”) in the world. The “primacy of the Same” here refers to the general 
 in Western metaphysics – includindency g Heidegger – to xxx: “xxx” (BPW xxx). Levinas 

s Heidegger as part of a continuous tradition in philosophy that seeks to “apprehend the 
ividual not in its individuality but in its generality” (TI 44), since Heidegger, too, 
bordinates the relationship to someone, who is an existent . . . to a relation with the Being of 
stents, which, impersonal, permits the apprehension, the domination of existents” (TI 45). Put 
other way, Heidegger’s remains a philosophy of “knowing” rather than an “ethics.”76  

Levinas turns, then, from “ontology” – the problem of Being – to “ethics.” But 
vinasian ethics is not ethics in the Kantian vein, not an effort to discern the universal principle 
morality in accordance with which all rational agents ought to conduct themselves. Instead, 
vinasian ethics is the  

calling into question of my spontaneity in the presence of the Other . . . The strangeness of 
er, his irreducibility to the I, to my thoughts and my possessions, is precisely 

accomplished as a calling into question of my spontaneity. (TI 43) 
 in the later Heidegger, Levinas de-emphasizes subjectivity and spontaneity in favor of a 
vileged heteronomy (TI 88) and “total passivity” (BPW 87, OB 110). But for Levinas, this 
teronomy makes sense only in

sive . . . than any passivity” is the “passivity of the ‘for-another,’” a passivity “in which 
nce, positive or negative, to a prior will enters” (OB 50-1). The “Other” here is not 

“Being,” thics” thus  but rather the “face” of the “neighbor” (BPW 92, TI 194f.) And Levinasian “e
can
pro
“ca
 
     

not be a matter of laying out fundamental moral principles, but can only be a recurring 
vocation to truly see the infinite Otherness of this face, a clearing away of the distracting 
tegories” that prevent us from this seeing.  

                                                      
urely I should make some joke here about the fact that Levinas has the same first name as Kant.  Ah, I 
h I could think of one. 
lso Derrida… 

n this section, I will not pursue the question of how fair this interpretation is to Heidegger. Arguably, 
ideggerian ontology is also “ethical” in Levinas’s sense; Heidegger does not see the Being of beings as a 
versal under which individual beings can be subsumed, nor is Heideggerian “thinking” equivalent to 

wing” in the way that Levinas suggests. For helpful discuss

74 S
wis
75 A
76 I
He
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“kn ions of the relationship between Heidegger 
and Levinas, see xxx and xxx.   
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 c  other. His general strategy can be understood as a revaluation of Sartre’s account of 
 Look, such that Levinas prioritizes being-for-another over being-for-itself. As in the case of 
tre, being-for-another is provoked through the encounter with a concrete other. Something 
nsible” and “still graspable, turns into total resistance to the grasp” (TI xxx). Just as, for Sartre, 
tsteps heard in the hall become an Other and thereby transforms one’s being into being-for-
ther; the Levinasian encounter with the Other begins with something sensible and graspable, 
quickly transforms “by the opening of a new dimension. For the resistance to grasp is not 
duced as an insurmountable resistance, like the hardness of a rock against which the effort of 
 hand comes to naught, like the remoteness of a star in the immensity of space. The expression 
 introduced into the world does not defy the feebleness of my powers, but my power of 
er77” (TI xxx), that is, this sensible expression defies the very power by which I am able to 

sp anything at all, to make the world “my own.”  
For Levinas, the sensible expression that opens this new dimension is “the face”:  

he unicity and alterity of the unique is concretely the face of the other human, of which the 
ginal epiphany lies not in the visibility of the plastic form, but 
vi ows the concept of “appresentation” here from Husserl, who used the term to 
cribe the way in which objects are presented to human consciousness. For Husserl, when one 
ceives an object, a single facet of that object is directly presented – one sees it only from one 
le – but the whole object is perceived; its not-directly-seen aspects are appresented. Levinas 
ropriates this notion here, but modifies it in some important respects. First, what is 
resented by the face of the other is not something, but “unicity and alterity,” the wholly-
que and wholly-other.  

The face resists possession, resists my powers . . . The face, still a thing among things, 
breaks through the form that nevertheless delimits it. This means concretely, the face speaks 
to me and thereby invites me to a relation incommensurate with a power exercised, be it 
enjoyment or knowledge. And yet this new dimension opens in the sensible appearance of 
the face . . . The face at the limit of holiness . . . is thus still in a sense exposed to powers. (TI 

-8) 
s point is that when another speaks to me, the other ceases to be merely an object in the 
at I must categorize and understand in terms of my own projects and possibilities. 
 am addressed by the other and thereby made responsible for the other. Neither I nor the 
 “objects” in the traditional sense. The other is a subject by and for whom I can be held 
nt, and “I” am really a “me” (and hence not primordially an “I”), one to whom speech is 
d. The emesse phasis on language in opening this new dimension is not directed towards the 

ticular words spoken (what Levinas elsewhere calls “the Said”), but simply in the fact that by 
eaking to me” (“the Saying”) the face reveals itself as something that is not always-already 
ined by my knowledge of or desire for it; by speaking, the face shows itself to be a Other 
able of addressing me.78  

While both the distinctive vulnerability characteristic of the human face and the role of 
guage play important roles in Levinas’s account of the Other (and the primacy of the Other), 
ther “speaking” nor the “face” need be understood strictly literally. Levinas recounts how “the 
ks of others” waiting in line for news of imprisoned relatives can be “the face” insofar as these 
eal “the extreme precariousness” of the other and thereby “speak” to us (BPW 167). Levinas’s 

                                                      
’ve modified Lingis’s translation o  “m77 I

78 L vinas ma
dis
com
des
wh

f on pouvoir de pouvior” here. 
e kes much of the importance of language in this respect, and develops an account of the 

tinction between the Saying, the irreducible address of the Face, and the Said, the particular and 
prehensible contents of any particular Saying. Metaphysics (and Western philosophy) are then 

cribed (and criticized) as attempts to reduce the Saying to the Said, the Face to the categories in terms of 
ich that face can be something “for us.” 



29 

Chapter Eleven: Existentialism 

 

basic point here is similar to that of Sartre’s account of the Look; in the face of the Other, one is 
add
Ka
per
for
 
det
oth  that on
any
“un
one
 
ord
the
to be at all: “
(BP
res
bot

he Other, a privileged heteronomy, does not 
clas
othe
reas
que

It is only
of one’s
Xxx note
after ethi
               

ressed: “It is no longer a question of the Ego [the I] but of me” (BPW 120). In contrast to 
nt’s dichotomy between the first-personal “I” of transcendental anthropology and the third-
sonal “that” of empirical science, Levinas privileges the second-person perspective of another 
 whom one is a “me.”79 

Importantly, for Levinas, the Other who addresses me is not merely a concrete other with 
erminate qualities that one can recognize and accommodate, nor a universal “humanity” in the 
er e can respect. Levinas emphasizes that the Other is wholly Other and thus outstrips 
 attempts to conceptualize it or reduce it to preset categories. The very attempt to 
derstand” the other is a way of trying to reduce the Other to the Same, and thereby to make 
self, one’s own subjectivity, the center of the universe. “xxx” “xxx” “xxx”. 

For Levinas, moreover, the encounter with the Other is not merely irreducible to the 
er of the Same, to some expression of human subjectivity or spontaneity. The encounter with 
 Other is originary; it is only by virtue of responsibility to the absolutely Other that one comes 

[T]he identity of the subject comes from the impossibility of escaping responsibility” 
W 120).80 There is, for Levinas, a “responsibility preceding freedom” (BPW 9481), and thus a 

ponsibility that “cannot have begun in my commitment, in my decision” (BPW 117). Against 
h Sartre and Kant, Levinas argues, 

Existence is not in reality condemned to freedom, but it is invested as freedom . . . To 
philosophize is to trace freedom back to what lies before it . . . Knowledge as a critique, as a 
tracing back to what precedes freedom, can arise only in a being that has an origin prior to its 
origin—that is created . . . The presence of t

h with freedom but invests it. The shame for oneself, the presence of and desire for the 
r are not the negation of knowing: knowing is their very articulation. The essence of 
on consists not in securing for man a foundation and powers, but in calling him into 
stion and in inviting him to justice.  (TI 84-5, 88) 
 in response to the responsibility felt in the presence of another that one can make sense 

 own freedom.  
 epistemic version as well…representation only possible as a response to other, ontology 
cs. Xxx.82 
                                            

79 L
tho
min

 toward the neighbor. The positivity of this departure, that which makes this 
departure . . . be more than a term of negative theology, is my responsibility for the others.79 Or, one 
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evinas actually resists second-personal language here, specifically contrasting his account with any I-
u relationship and coining the neologism “Illeity” (from the French “Il” (he)) to describe what he has in 
d. But when explaining what he means by illeity, he says,  

The illeity in the beyond-being is the fact that its coming toward me is a departure which lets me 
accomplish a movement

may say, it is the fact that the others show themselves in their face. There is a paradox in 
responsibility, in that I am obliged without obligation having begun in me.  (BPW 119). 

e point of illeity is that there is an il, a he, that addresses me and thereby imposes responsibility upon me. 
e shift away from I-thou is really towards a him-me language, where the “m
 the perspective of “me” as the object of address of another is really the perspective of seeing myself as 

hat is addressed by another, a “you” that is responsible to the other. In that sense, Levinas’s illeity 
dingly, an allusion to a second-personal standpoint. 
nsibility for the Other, in its antecedence to my freedom . . . is a passivity more passive than all 
” but thereby “Subjectivity [itself] . . . takes place as a passivity more passive than all passivity” 
1). 

ee too “antecedence of responsibility” (BPW 119). 
The responsibility for the other cannot have begun in my commitment, in my decision” (BPW 117). 

eity” from the French “Il” (he), Levinas contrasts this with “the ‘thou’”, but then explains,  
 illeity in the beyond-being is the fact that its coming toward me is a departure which lets me 
omplish a movement toward the neighbor. The positivity of this departure, that which makes this 
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n seeking the otherwise than being from the beginning, and as soon as it is conveyed before us 
s betrayed in the said that dominates the saying which states it. A methodological problem 
ses here, namely whether the preoriginal element of Saying . . . can be led to betray itself by 
wing itself in a theme” (BPW 113). xxx.  

Even while infinitely exceeding my powers, however, the face is also “in a sense exposed 
my powers” (TI 198) precisely because its appresentation is occassioned by sensible 

hus just as, for Sartre, one can overcome one’s being-for-another through 
jugating (though always in bad faith) the other to one’s own freedom, so here one can “kill” 
 Other. Levinas rightly points out that to truly kill the Other “is not to dominate but to 

nihilate” (TI 198). Every other that is not wholly Other can be dominated, and even cutting off 
 physical life of an organism is really a way of dominating, rather than annihilating, that 
anism. By putting it to my purposes – as food, as a vanquished threat, or even just as sport – I 
 dominate an organism by “killing” it in the literal sense. But to kill the Other, in the 

vinasian sense, is to “totally negate” the Other, to reject its hold over me, its infinite 
omprehensibility. For Levinas, “The Other is the sole being I can wish to kill” (TI 198), 
cisely because every other being can, in some sense or another, be made to serve my purposes. 
t by calling me into question, by imposing an infinite responsibility on me through its address, 
 Other challenges me to (re)assert myself against it, to (re)impose the order of the Same. In 
t sense, one “kills” the Other whenever one interprets the Other in terms of the familiar 
egories, as just an object of one’s own projects. “Killing” is a sort of Levinasian equivalent of 
ad faith,” where one pretends that the infinite otherness of the Other can be subsumed into 

iliar categories. To take an extreme but salient example, when one sees another merely as an 
ance of a “humanity” that universal morality requires one to respect, one thereby “kills” the 
er, even if, out of “respect,” one promotes the happiness and well-being of what has become 

 object of one’s attention.83  
With Sartre, Levinas would maintain – against Heidegger84 – that in the face (or look) of 

 Other, “one must either transcend the Other or allow oneself to be transcended by him” (BN 
). But whereas Sartre takes this to imply that “The essence of the relations between 
sciousnesses is . . . conflict.” (BN 555), Levinas sees the essence of consciousness itself in the 
ponsibility for the Other that tempts to

                                                                                                                                                                        
arture . . . be more than a term of negative theology, is my responsibility for the others.82 Or, one may 
, it is the fact that the others show themselves in their face. There is a paradox in responsibility, in that I 
 obliged without obligation having begun in me.  (BPW 119). 

e ego is an irritability, a susceptibility . . . delineating a passivity more passive than any passivity relating 
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Th
to an effect. The hither side of identity is not reducible to the for itself, where a being recognizes itself in its 
difference beyond its immediate identity. Xxxx” (BPW 86, OB xxx.) 
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 order to say what is human nature, it is not so much a matter of opposing one essence to another. It is 
ve all a matter of finding a place where the human no longer concerns us from the perspective of the 

on of being, that is to say, no longer offers itself to our powers. A being as siz
arnation of a universal being) can only in a relation where we speak to this being. A being is a human 
ng and it is as a neighbor that a human being is accessible – as a face.” (BPW 8) 

an is conceived of as an I or as a citizen – but never in the irreducible originality o
 c
ere there is a close parallel with the bad faith involved in obeying the moral law as a “categorical” 
erative. 
he following quote continues “The essence of the relations between consciousnesses is not 

tsein.” 
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tent, is always also “the primordial expression, the first word: ‘you shall not commit murder’” 
199). The face imposes an “ethical resistance,” sense of responsibility:    
The thought that is awake to the face of the other human is not a thought of . . . 85, a 
representation, but straightaway a thought for . . . , a nonindifference for the other, upsetting 

equilibrium of the steady and impassive soul of pure knowledge. (BPW 166) 
resented Other is not an other of whom we are aware, but the Other for whom we are 
ble, precisely insofar as the Other is both “absolutely other” (TI 199) and “vulnerable”86 

x). By imposing an absolute responsibility on one, “The ethical relationship . . . puts the I in 
estion” (TI 195).87 The I becomes a “me,” passive before the Other who addresses me. In this 
tion, “the Same welcome[s] the Other, not by giving the Other to itself as a theme (that is to 
, as a being) but by putting itself in question,” which occurs “precisely when the Other has 

thing in common with me, when the Other is wholly other, that is to say, a human Other . . .[, 
hen, through the nakedness and destitution of his defenseless eyes, he forbids murder and 
ralyzes my impetuous freedom” (BPW 16). In this way, the primordial “letting” that Heidegger 
ght in Being is found, for Levinas, in the overcoming of the Same, of the I, of spontaneity, 

ough one’s responsibility for another. 
Precisely because the Other is infinitely Other, no set codes or principles can be sufficient 

guiding one’s response to an Other. For Levinas, the absolutely free Sartrean subjectivity that 
es above given codes or laws proceeds from a heteronomy that is responsible to the absolutely 
her. Absolute freedom is necessary because no fixed laws can guarantee that one will avoid 

is, that one will fulfill one’s responsibilities to the Other:  
There are cruelties which are terrible because they proceed from the necessity of the 
reasonable Order . . . [I]t is absolutely necessary to affirm the infinite responsibility of each, 
for each, before each. In such a situation, individual consciences are necessary for they alone 
are capable of seeing the violence that proceeds from the proper functioning of Reason itself. 
To remedy a certain disorder which proceeds from the Order of universal Reason, it is 

essary to defend subjectivity. (BPW 23). 
hasis on the impossibility of subsuming responsibility under fixed categories of reason 

sharp contrast from the Kantian attempt to derive a “formula” of morality from the 
ns of possibility of moral responsibility as such. Levinas’s rejection of such formula 
rom his thinking about the radical Otherness of the Other, and as in the case of Sartre 

and Heidegger’s rejection of similar formula, it results in a radically adverbial conception of 
ethics; responding to the Other is not a matter of doing any particular thing, but of having a 
cer

     

tain attitude, of doing whatever one does in a certain way, with a sense of responsibility before 

                                                      
llipses original. 
The epiphany of the Absolutely Other is a face by which the Other challenges and commands me 
ough his nakedness, through his destitution.” (BPW 17) 

an the Same welcome the Other, not by giving the Other to itself as a theme (that is to say, as a being) 
 by putting itself in question? Does not this putting in question occur precisely when the Other has 
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e relation to the Other does not immediately have the structure of inte
 not reflected in a consciousness; it resists the indiscretion of inteer is

ere its very resistance does not become converted into a content of consciousness. The relation with the 
er . . . is not a thought that directs itself to an object that is too obscure and too great . . . The resistance 

the Other . . . consists in overturning the very egoism of the Same; that which is aimed at unseats the 
entionality which aims at it.” (BPW 16) 

Comment [
But this doesn’t d
appro
approac
“radical
with Kant, tha
your action
that you 
out of re
(Also-
feeling you or I s
out there-- when

6]:  
istinguish their 

ach from Kant. Formulaic 
hes to morality can be just as 
ly adverbial” so long as you say, 

t what matters is not that 
s conform to the formula, but 

do those actions “from duty” or 
spect for the “formula.” 

- and I don’t know if this is a 
hould trust, but I’ll put it 
 I read this, I had the 

feeling that you’ve milked the 
“adverbial” cow one too many times in 
this chapter.) 



32 

Chapter Ten: Historicism to Existentialism 

 

something infinitely other to and for whom one is infinitely responsible. Xxx give a Levinasian 
e.g
 rness has been particularly important in two 
(so
Le
“de
 
Giv ithin which one has infinite 
responsibilit
fac
infi
res
an
 
 
a s ate to authenticity. Where for Sartre and the early Heidegger, 
au ity was primarily a matter of embracing and fully recognizing one’s absolute freedom, 
HL  propos
Ot
wh
“R
all
au
wi
ow
act
lin
het
 

 
Fir
of 
con o challenges Kant’s sharp distinctions between cognition, feeling, and 
vol ion. Second, with its emphasis on absolute entialism 
challenges the ways in which Kant seeks to c our relations with 

     

. of one-on-one ethical encounter xxx.  
In recent years, this Levinasian ethics of Othe

ewhat sm urprising) contexts: literary theory and legal-political theory. Within literary theory, 
vinas’s ethical theory has been used to make sense of the ethical importance of 
constructive” readings of texts. xxx88 89 

Politics pose a particularly important problem for Levinas, one that he well recognizes. 
en Levinas’s privileging of the face-to-face encounter w

y to the other, it can be hard to make sense of the situation in which one is suddenly 
ed with the appearance of “the third” (TI xxx, OB xxx, BPW xxx). If an Other imposes an 
nite responsibility upon me, and then another Other appears and imposes infinite 
ponsibility, the possibility of conflicting responsibilities permeates this encounter. Xxx Peace 
d Proximity xxxx.  

Xxx revise into concluding ¶ xxx There is, in the late Heidegger, Levinas, and Derrida,90 
ort of heteronomous correl
thentic
D e a sort of authenticity that consists in a genuine openness to the ways in which the 

her outstrips one’s attempts to categorize it. Derrida’s deconstructive approach to texts, in 
ich one reads a text in ways that reveal xxx, Levinas’s “individual conscience” that transcends 
eason,” and the emphasis, in both Derrida and Levinas, on the Other that is wholly Other, are 
 ways of reinforcing the fact that no set of categories can ever fully capture the xxx. Living 
thentically in terms of the Other requires recognizing and remaining open to an Otherness that 
ll always call one’s own determinate consciousness into question, that not only limits one’s 
n freedom but that, in limiting it, refuses to allow it to “settle” into patterns of thought or 
ion. In its resistance to living life in the light of pre-given categories, this philosophy fits in 
e with traditional Sartrean existentialism, but in its emphasis on passivity and radical 
eronomy, xxx. 

7. Kantian Existentialism. 
Existentialism raises three central challenges to Kant’s conception of the human being. 

st, in its emphasis on Being-in-the-world, existentialism calls into question Kant’s privileging 
“objective” experience and his related endorsement of a limited scientific realism. In this 

ext, existentialism alst
it freedom (or absolute Otherness), exist

onstrain individual freedom and 

                                                      
ow transition to Derrida and D’s emphasis on this radical Otherness. Note that Derrida makes 

 inscrutability of infinite Otherness so important that he dissolves the boundaries between 
vinas, Sartre, and Heidegger. Levinas privileges the concrete and infinite human Other, Sartre 
vileges one’s own infinite freedom, and Heidegger privileges the Being of each being. Derrida 
uses on alterity (Otherness) as such, finding such alterity in xxx, cats, and self xxx (draw from 

 Death here). 
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constructing” texts, wherein xxx. Xxx tie to finding traces of radical Otherness, exposing the 
nness and inscrutability of texts, shattering the stability of our categories xxx.   

errida actually has a view that combines, or transcends, Sartrean and Levinasian existentialism. Xxx 
cuss the two moves in Gift of Death, parts III and IV.  
ee too Lacan, Kristeva, late Heidegger, and very recently and from a quite different philosophical 
kground, Steven Darwall.  
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t nto a single cognition.  One might make a similar move in relating the “experience” 
t Kant analyzes in the Critique of Pure Reason to the everyday experience existentialists 
phasize. Kant need not claim that most or even any of our lived experience is reducible to 
rely objective knowledge disconnected from feelings and purposes. And Kant can certainly 
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edom and a structure of respect for others, existentialists insist that freedom (and the Other) 
essarily outstrip any law. Moreover, given the collapse of the dichotomy between cognition 
 volition, this freedom has implications for our knowledge of the world as well. These 

plications are particularly pointed in the case of heteronomous existentialists, who emphasize 
t the Other (or, for Heidegger, the Being of beings) always outstrips any determinate 
egories with which one tries to make sense of it. While Kant seeks to subsume all knowledge 
o a coherent set of a priori categories, (heteronomous) existentialists see this as an ultimately 
sguided privileging of “reason” or “the Same” over the infinite “Other.” Finally, the emphasis 
absolute freedom (or infinite Otherness) brings with it an ideal of authenticity. Where Kant 
 the good will as the only thing good without qualification, existentialists pose the possibility 
 way of being – and thereby “call” us to that way of being – within which the submission of 
’s freedom to universalizable laws appears to be an inauthentic enslavement to “the they,” a 

m of “bad faith” in which one pretends that some law arises “necessarily” for the will, or a 
y of trying to ignore the infinity of the Other through xxx.2 In this section I argue that, in each 
these cases, existentialist challenges to Kant can be answered xxxx.  

Kantian Being-in-the-world. 
With respect to Being-in-the-world, existentialists show that the account of empirical 

ledge offered in Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason is an account of only a very specow
ge that, among other things, lies at
ime, in their “average everydayness

he world as merely a succession of alterations amongst objects in Euclidean space. 
jects are understood in terms of practical purposes and projects, and even their basic spatial 

d temporal attributes are defined in terms of the goals we are pursuing and the tools at our 
posal.3 Kant should not, and does not have to, deny any of these existentialist claims. To take 
e mundane example, Kant himself points out in his Anthropology that “German miles (which are 
 . . . indicated with milestones . . .) always become shorter the nearer we are to a capital (e. g., Berlin), 
 longer the farther we are from one (in Pomerania)” (7:234).4 Kant’s epistemological focus on objective 
tial and temporal relations does not preclude his awareness of and attention to the non-“objective,” 
inary, lived experiences of human beings.5 

Where Kant and existentialists differ is with respect to how one should deal with this 
ryday world, and here there are deep differences between Kant and existentialists relating to 
 relative priority of the “life-world” and the objective, scientific world.6 Heidegger emphasizes 
t any object of our experience “is always already a thing at hand in the surrounding world and 
cisely not ‘initially’ merely objectively present ‘world-stuff’” (BT H 85, see too BT H 106), 
ile Kant insists that, at least in some sense, an obje

 is important to recognize, however, that this “initially” is neither temporal nor 
nomenological. Kant does not claim – at least not in his transcendental anthropology7 – that 

 first have cognitions and then practical purposes.  
Even in the first Critique, where he has already isolated an artificially abstract form of 

perience” – objective, empirical knowledge – Kant recognizes that such experience always 
eady involves both concepts and intuitions. One can abstract concepts away from the 
periences within which they are typically situated, but, from-within, one does first find oneself 
th concepts or intuitions and then put them together to get a coherent experience.8 What Kant 
ues, however, is that we can make sense of the nature of these always-already-integrated 

jective experiences only by seeing that they involve two separate components that are 
hesized i 9
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“too heavy” or “fearsome”). Rather, what Kant claims is that in any cognition, whether or not 
t cognition is related to feelings and volitions, there is an element that is directed towards 
ects as such (independent of their role as tools for my purposes or sources of pleasure):  

there is always a great difference between representations belonging to cognition, insofar as they are 
related merely to the object and the unity of the consciousness of it and their objective relation where, 

sidered as at the same time the cause of the reality of this object, they are assigned to the faculty of 
re, and, finally, their relation merely to the subject, where they are . . . [related] to the feeling of 
ure. (20:206) 
ost of our relations with objects include all three components – mere cognition, desire, 

sure or pain – there is still, for Kant, a distinction between these components of lived 
perience. 

As a first step towards defending this claim, we might note that modern science, and even 
inary “objective” judging, at least seems to fit Kant’s description of “cognition” as such. Even 
ome aspects of science (especially engineering and technological applications) are directed 
c owards practical purposes, and even if a great deal of scientific research has practical 
bitions in view, at least some areas of science are particularly praised as “pure science” for 
king merely to adequately describe and explain our world.10 Superstring theory and accounts 
the origin of the universe may (come to) have some practical applications, but they are 
marily ways simply of conforming our ways of thinking to a world that exists independent of 
r purposes. Even such things as evolutionary biology and modern chemistry are defended first 
d foremost as accurate representations of the world, not practical tools for medicine or industry. 
ny important debates within science (such as Galileo’s insistence that Copernican astronomy 
ot merely a good model, but true) and even the ambition for scientific progress itself seem 

st explained in terms of scientists’ striving to accurately map their beliefs onto the world. 
latedly, scientific knowledge – and “objective” knowledge more generally – at least seems less 
jective, less tied to the particular situations or tendencies of individual knowers, than the 

erage, everyday experience on which Heidegger and Sartre focus. In that sense, objectivity 
ms to get at something important about the world, something about how the world is 
ependent of our particular relations to it. Finally, some sort of objective awareness of objects 
ms to be implicated even in our ordinary lived experience. It seems right to say that it is only 

cause hammers are solid, etc. – and because, in some sense, I cognize them this way – that they 
 be handy for me when I want to pound a nail.  

We can put these points in terms of Sartre’s example of immersing one’s hand in water. It 
rue that in some sense I can “give the name subjectivity to the objectivity which I have not 
osen” (BN 412). And it is even true that, within our lived experience, the felt temperature of the 
ter, rather than the temperature on a thermometer, is more often than not our primary 
gagement with water. (I don’t typically need a thermometer to tell me that the water with which 
m washing my hands is too hot.) But for all that, it is hardly 

 the scribe relatively high temperature on the submerged thermometer as “objective” and the 
rception of the water as cold by my hot hand as “subjective.” The former, but not the latter, 

ains constant as long as the condition of the water remains constant, while the latter is subject 
wild fluctuations based on my present condition. Partly for this reason, the former, but not the 
ter, is something that I can share with others. And an explanation of why water that is “really” 
rm “seems” cold to my hand can be much more straightforward than an attempt to explain why 

water that is “really” cold “seems” warm to the thermometer.11 12  
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This defense is not yet insufficient,13 but it puts us on the right track towards a sufficient 
ponse. We can get a sense both for what this defense is missing, and what is right about it, by 
mparing the optimistic account of science here with Heidegger’s own account of how 
mething at hand with which we have to do . . . turns into something ‘about which’ the 
tement that points it out is made” (BT H 147). Heidegger rejects the picture of science as 

Comment [7]
In answer to you
have a problem 
solves the probl
rationalist e
extreme by positin
that between idea
themselve
you need to b
distinct both fr
in t
they are distin
“even if not fr
humanity” does
distinguishing the
themselves. I part
that there seems to
saying that the
me” and s
“from my
particu
the other hand, t
a contradiction i
distinct
object ap
moment” 
“fro
“me”).  This i
this point, I w
this part of the
because otherwis
is a rationalist. T
point here is goo

:  
r footnote: One thing I 

with: You say taht Kant 
em of avoiding the 

xtreme and the Berkleyan 
g a new distinction: 

s, objects, and things in 
s. But then when you elaborate, 

ring out how objects are 
om ideas and from things 

hemselves. You mostly show how 
ct from objects, and then 
om my particular 

 all the work of 
m from things in 
ly have a problem in 
 be a contradiction in 

 object is “distinct from 
aying that it is not distinct 
 particular humanity.” Does my 

lar humanity not belong to me? On 
here does not seem to be 
n saying that the object is 

 from “the particular way that 
pears to me in this particular 
and yet the object is not distinct 

m my particular humanity,” (or from 
s all to say that if you make 
ould recommend making 
 distinction clearer, 

e it just sounds like Kant 
hat said, I think your 
d. At first I thought that 
make the point that 

n why the thermometer 
tersubjecively valid, 

 can by positing objects that 
he particular way they 
particular moment. This 

isfying response for many people, 
ready sympathetic to the 
f the existetentialists, 

ounds like a reversion to “naive” 
ectually arrogant”) 
. I like this because it thwarts 

on. Hm. So now I think you 
eep it (which I know is 
re asking)… but hm. I 
ongly about whether it 

e text, but I’m leaning 
 it as a footnote. 

you should only 
Sartre can’t explai
would be more in
while Kant
are distinct from t
appear to me at a 
is a sat
but for anyone al
extreme claims o
this s
(and “intell
rationalism
this reacti
should at least k
not what you we
don’t feel too str
should be in th
toward keeping



35 

Chapter Eleven: Existentialism 

 

merely “keeping our distance from handling” or “merely looking at beings . . . [by] abstain[ing] 
fro
a ‘n
two
bec
“to
ch
som
pre
pro
wh
un

terpretation to the as of the determination of 
obje
pos

The refe
inauthen
they,” w
the re
 
sci
pri
“un rm of human 
en
pri
pra
giv
uni
sea
ma
wa
im
tha
wo
atte
ter
jud
can
uni
 
hig
 
dif
po
rel
Ka
Ka
account of D

m any kind of use,” arguing instead that one must come to “look… at the thing encountered in 
ew’ way, as something objectively present” (BT H 357, 361). This process involves at least 
 important components. First, an object that initially is handy and thus inconspicuous14 
omes “unusable” and thus “conspicuous” (BT H 73). When the hammer that we are using is 
o heavy” or when a leg on the table on which we are working breaks, we come to see “the 

aracter of objective presence in what is at hand,” that is, we come to see the hammer or table as 
ething that “just lies there,” something that, even when it is handy, “is always also objectively 

sent with this or that appearance” (BT H 73). Second, the sort of conspicuous attention 
voked by the unusability of things at hand can itself become a privileged activity; this happens 
en we begin to make “statements” about such things, and especially when we seek a sort of 
iformity of judging about the thing.  

[B]y and for this way of looking what is at hand is veiled as something at hand . . . [and] 
forced back to the uniform level of what is merely objectively present . . . This leveling 
down of the primordial ‘as’ of circumspect in

ctive presence is the specialty of the statement. Only in this way does it gain the 
sibility of a pointing something out in a way that we can sheerly look at it. (BT H 158) 
rence here to a “leveling down” is a deliberate reference to Heidegger’s view of 
ticity, “being-with-one-another as . . . averageness,” the “existential character of the 
hich Heidegger identifies with “the leveling down of all possibilities of being” that “takes 
nsibility of Da-sein away from it” (BT H 127).15  spo

For Kant, this analysis of the origin of science captures an important distinction between 
entific objectivity and ordinary engagement with handy objects, one that gives good reasons to 
vilege scientific knowing. In particular, the “leveling down” of possibilities towards 
iformity” is another way of saying that the scientific project is that fo
gement ga with the world in which we seek to develop an understanding of the world that can in 

nciple be the same for all others, regardless of their contingent circumstances or particular 
ctical goals. This striving for uniformity explains why it seems as though the thermometer 
es a more accurate measure of temperature than the hand; it gives a measure that is more 
form. By analogy with Kant’s practical philosophy, we might see science itself as a sort of 
rch for “categorical imperatives” within the realm of cognition.16 Rather than seeking to act on 
xims that could be universal for all rational agents, we seek, in science, to cognize the world in 
ys that can be universal for all human knowers. But as in the case of the categorical 
perative, we thereby “veil” our particular projects and situation in order to construct judgments 
t could be “uniform.” In so doing, we “level down” the world, but we also thereby create a 
rld that we can universally, and categorically, share. Moreover, Heidegger rightly draws 
ntion to the close connection between this sort of knowing and “statements,” or, in Kantian 

minology, judgments. Kant’s account of cognition is based on the model of cognition as 
gment, and both Kant and Heidegger rightly see that an emphasis on the sorts of cognitions we 
 say brings with it an emphasis on the sorts of cognitions we can share and thereby a sort of 
formity that is particularly conducive to some sort of emphasis on “objectivity.”  

Kant takes this point about the origin of science further than Heidegger, however, by 
hlighting what he takes to be a distinctive “interest” of “reason.” Xxxasdf flesh out ¶. xxx 

One might, at this point, simply ascribe the difference between Kant and Heidegger to a 
ference in emphasis. Kant is interested in offering transcendental analyses of the conditions of 
ssibility of “knowledge” of (in Heideggerian terms) conspicuous objects and their qualities and 
ations; Heidegger is interested in existential analyses that privilege the lived experience of (in 
ntian terms) objects already taken up into practical activity. If this were the only difference, 
ntians might appropriately supplement their account of “knowledge” with a Heideggerian 

a-sein, perhaps emphasizing the importance of “knowledge” and pointing out the 
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something like “What should I believe (or feel, or do)?” And thus for Kant, but not 
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portant for modern science.  
But there are two deeper differen

mmodate. First, Heidegger links scientific objectivity with the inauthenticity that keeps us 
m taking responsibility and projecting ourselves towards our ownmost possibilities in part as a 
y of calling objectivity into question, or, better, bearing witness to alternative possible ways of 
wing and thereby “demanding” or “summoning” his readers to these (see BT H 266-7, H294). 

vileging scientific knowing is a threat to authentic Being-towards-death, to embracing one’s 
nmost possibilities of engagement with the world. Thus for Heidegger, Kant’s emphasis is not 
y not to be preferred; it is positively dangerous in its potential to further entrench the growing 
erence to scientific objectivity over authentic understanding. Because of the connection of this 
ference with “authenticity” more generally, I will reserve discussion of this point until the end 
this section. 

The second fundamental difference between Kant and Heidegger relates to which sort of 
lysis – or better, which way of knowing – is more fundamental: objective cognition or the 
istic being-in-the-w
fi  of looking at what is first and foremost “at hand.” By looking in this way, “the 
mordial ‘as’ of circumspect interpretation” is “leveled down . . . to the as of the determination 
objective presence” (BT H 158). Heidegger even finds oblique confessions in Kant’s own 
tique of the priority of this primordial and holistic “as.” In his commentary on Kant’s Critique, 
idegger makes much of Kant’s allusion to the imagination as a “common root” of concepts and 
uitions and of the fact that “thinking and intuiting . . . are not separated from one another like 
 completely dissimilar things. Rather, as species of representing, both belong to the same 
us of pre-presenting in general. Both are modes of the representing of . . .”.17 Heidegger 
hlights a supposed common genus of concepts and intuitions, while Kant emphasizes – against 
lff and in contrast to Heidegger – the irreducibility of concepts and intuitions to any 
vocally understood general category of representation.18  

Here it might help to recall that, even for Heidegger, there is a sense in which the 
ective world is constructed precisely as a privileged world, that is, as the world that was 
ady there before our projects. For Heidegger, it is constructed in this way by us, for particular 

sons, and subsequent to the breakdown of our handy world, so in those senses it is secondary. 
d it can be constructed only on the basis of veiling aspects the handines
i  that senn se its priority is illusory. But even Heidegger recognizes that what one does when 
 seeks objective knowledge is to seeking to “sheerly look” at the world, that is, seeking 
wledge of what the world is like in itself. In that sense, Kant and Heidegger agree that at least 

en we think of the world in terms of objectivity, we explicitly think of it as having a sort of 
ority. (By contrast, when we engage with the handy world, we do not take up the issue of 
ority at all; we are engaged in a different task than sheerly looking.)  What Kant does is to 
w how it is possible to access a world that exists independent of our practical engagement 
h it, that exists “objectively.” The result is to show that at least in our engagement with the 
rld as a world for us to “know,” we employ a priori concepts that justify our everyday 
ective judgments as well as those of math and science, but that are limited in their extent. xxx 

To some extent, this difference can be resolved by noting that although Kant and 
idegger both emphasis a from-within perspective on human beings, they have different objects 
iew. As a phenomenologist, Heidegger emphasizes close and careful description of 
mediate) consciousness of the world. In that sense, Heidegger’s approach is almost a complex 
m of introspection. But Kant emphasizes transcendental analysis of the conditions of 
sibility of justifying our cognition of the (objective) world. While Heidegger’s anthropological 
stion is directed towards the from-within perspective, something like “What does human 
ng-in-the-world look or feel like?”, Kant’s question is directed from the from-within 
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pi nditions (i.e. conditions belonging to the sensible world)” (KpV 5:29). His account of 
e choice seems to reduce human freedom choice to whether one subordinates morality to 
ppiness or vice versa (see especially 6:36). And he does repeatedly use language of an 
telligible character, . . . which does not stand under any conditions of sensibility” (A539/B567) 
xplain the sense in which human beings can be free.  

In fact, however, as should be clear from chapter two, the existentialist emphasis on 
edom-in-situation is actually remarkably close to Kant. Within his epistemology, Kant shares 
h the existentialists an insistence that human cognition involves the application of concepts to 
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m-within perspective that is normative, the perspective from which one is trying to decide 
at to believe about the world, one’s world is already conspicuous and thus invites the effort to 
d “objective” measures for belief. In that sense, Heidegger shows that the from-within 
spective does not always have the conspicuous character that it does for Kant. But for the 
m-within perspective from within which one can actually employ philosophy for deliberation 
ut what to think (or do), Kant’s philosophy offers the better account (so far).  

One final point may be worth noting here. Kant’s overall approach to anthropology 
olves making distinctions (between cognition, feeling, and volition; between transcendental 

l anthropology; etc), analyzing different aspects of human beings separately, and 
n recombining the insights gained through these analyses into a overarching pragmatic 
hropology. Already in Kant’s own anthropology, the fruitfulness of this approach is evident; 
its fruitfulness is even more evident today, as insights from contemporary psychology and 
logy are being put to use for the improvement of human lives. By contrast, Heidegger’s holism 
ut human being, in which xxxx.   

In the end, even if lived human experience does not conform to the sort of “objective” 
nition on which Kant focuses, Kant’s account does a very good job of providing the 

nscendental conditions of possibility for at least one important sphere of humans’ being-in-the-
d, one corl nnected in particularly important ways with both our efforts to find consensus 

ongst human beings and our need to provide justifications for beliefs about “conspicuous” 
ngs in our world. Moreover, there is at least some reason to think that this sort of objective 
nition is a fundamental constitutive element even of the lived experience on which Heidegger 
uses (especially insofar as there is a normative dimension to that lived experience). And 
vileging scientific objectivity has, at the very least, provided human beings with a self-
derstanding that, as indicated in chapter nine, is already being put to substantially improve 
man lives.  

Freedom and Infinity 
With respect to Kant’s conception of freedom, there are four central existentialist 

iques of Kant. First, following from the existentialist account of Being-in-the-world, there is 
 emphasis on freed

nt rsal laws for human though
nomous existentialism in particular calls into question Kant’s emphasis on 

y” and his privileging of a “from-within” standpoint that focuses on the “I” of thought 
d action rather than the “me” of responsibility (to another).19 

The first existentialist objection to Kant’s account of freedom is tied to the existentialist 
istence that we are thrown into “definite possibilities” (BT H 144), that our choice is always 
oice in the world” (BN 617).20 Existentialists often explicitly juxtapose this emphasis on 

uated freedom with Kant’s own account of freedom, as when Sartre vehemently “reject[s] 
nt’s ‘choice of intelligible character’” (BN, 617) as a way of making sense of existential 
oice. And there are certainly passages in Kant that lend themselves to this conception of 
eless, situation-less freedom in Kant. Kant defines the free will “as indepen
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nt deciding whether or not to join the resistance, that the moral law is singularly 
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intuitions of given objects; human finitude implies that the “freedom”21 of human cognition is 
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ays a matter of how we respond to a given world. And with respect to human choice, Kantian 
edom comes in our ability to subject our maxims to the moral law. This ability is independent 
sensible conditions because (for Kant) the moral law is independent of those conditions. But 
 maxims that are subjected to that law are defined in terms of interests and situations in which 
 initially and for the most part simply find ourselves. To take Kant’s preeminent example, one 
y has the freedom to refrain from a false promise when one finds oneself in a situation in 
ich one is inclined to tell such a promise, a situation such as one involving the need for money 
t one will be unable to repay. The life of freedom is a life of constraining the maxims that 
erge from one’s situation in-the-world in terms of a moral law. What distinguishes free human 
ice from unfree animal choice is not the maxims, of course, but the moral law in terms of 
ich we limit our maxims. And in that sense, there is something timeless about human freedom. 
 the application of this moral law is always an application to particular contexts, and in that 
se Kantian freedom is just as situated as Sartrean. Now the moral dimension of this account is 
ething with which existentialists will take issue, but here it is important to note that Kant, like 

stentialists, takes freedom to be freedom in the world. 
The second existentialist challenge to Kant’s conception of freedom is the converse of the 

t. Where existentialists’ emphasis on being-in-the-world leads them to reject what they take to 
an overly unconstrained sense of “intelligible” freedom, their emphasis on the absoluteness of 
dom leade s them to reject the constraints that Kant identifies as intrinsic to freedom. Within 

 epistemic realm, this means that existentialists tend to reject the absoluteness with which Kant 
scribes the categories and forms of intuition to the “spontaneous” human understanding. In 
tre and Heidegger, this takes the form of a deprivileging of scientific cognition relative to 
erstandings of our lived world. The most extreme form of this rejection of Kantian constraints 

 cognition comes in earlier, proto-existentialist thinkers. Kierkegaard, in particular, argues that 
ecause the . . . existing knowing spirit is itself in the process of becoming, . . . truth . . . cannot 
 established absolutely . . . [so] . . . every beginning, when it is made . . . is made by virtue of a 
olution, essentially by virtue of faith” (CUP 189). For Kierkegaard, this has profound 
plications since “faith,” for Kierkegaard, is a sort of “passion,” and the more “paradoxical” 
e’s beliefs, the more passionate one can hold them. Thus Kierkegaard defends a sort of 
ationalism, within which the highest knowledge is precisely the faith that breaks through 
posed constraints, faith, for instance, in “xxx godman eternal in time etc xxx.”22 Even if they 

 not go so far as Kierkegaard’s valorization of paradox, however, existentialists might point 
t, especially in the light of the sorts of historicist critiques (especially Kuhn’s) raised in the last 
apter, that human beings seem precisely not to be dependent upon fixed and a priori structures 
cognition. Rather, we cognize the world in terms that suit our particular projects. Our knowing-
-world is part of a being-in-the-world for which we are responsible, and while this being-in-
-world is always situated, it is never forced – neither by the world itself nor by any “nature” or 
anscendental structures” of its own – to interpret that world in any given way. All cognition is 
erpretation, and interpretation is absolutely free.23 In this context, Kant’s epistemology looks 
e veiled essentialism: human knowers “essentially” have spatial and temporal sensibilities of 
rticular kinds, cognitive constraints of various kinds, and so on. 

This connection between cognition and projects takes us to the more important 
stentialist critique of Kant: their rejection of Kant’s limitation of the freedom of choice by the 
ral law.24 25 Sartre puts the point particularly clearly: “Freedom has no essence” (566).26 To a 
siderable extent, this claim is connected with the existentialist ideal of authenticity, and I 

erve a detailed discussion of the relationship between autonomy and authenticity for the end of 
s section. But there is also a broader, “metaphysical” point: that Kant is simply wrong to see 
 moral law as providing any sort of constraint on human freedom. In their most modest form, 
se objections merely take the form of Sartre’s observation, noted above with re
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i y for the Other, for Kant as for Levinas, requires respecting 
ers ir uniqueness. Moreover, for Kant, this obligation to particular others depends upon 
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 the point in terms of Kant’s own distinction between the freedom that he identifies with 
tonomy” and the freedom to which he refers in the Religion when he ascribes to human beings 

free choice” of “radical evil.” Just as Kant claims that “an incentive [can] have influence on 
 power of choice of the human being . . . only because this human being incorporates the 
entive . . . into his maxim” (6: 24), Sartre insists that “causes and motives have meaning only 
de a projected ensemble which . . . is ultimately myself as transcendence” (BN 564). For 

nt, however, the moral law has an authority over the will regardless of any choice to 
orporate this law into a maxim. But, Sartre can ask, why privilege the moral law in this way? 

A complete Kantian response to these objections would require (at least) rehearsing the 
uments in chapter two for the necessity of the transcendental structures of cognition and 
tion. Putli  briefly, though, Kant’s point in response to both would be to emphasize that freedom 

hether in cognition or volition) has a negative dimension (in that one is free from complete 
termination from sensible influences) but it has this dimension only by virtue of being a 
sitive capacity, a capacity to order one’s experience, or one’s life, into a coherent whole. In the 
ral case in particular, it may be helpful to recall that Kant does not think that the incorporation 
sis alone is sufficient to ensure that human beings really have freedom.27 Kant rules out the 
im that our freedom is illusory not because we seem to free when we make choices from-
thin, but because our practice of holding ourselves morally responsible depends upon having a 
edom that is genuinely undetermined by sensuous incentives. Kant’s general point here is compatible 
h the broadly existentialist point that even if freedom lacks an “essence,” one can use choose in ways 
t fail to properly recognize or live out one’s freedom. In that sense, Kant is not far from Sartre’s 
igration of bad faith, Heidegger’s account of inauthenticity, or Kierkegaard’s analyses of despair. 

cause the differences in this area relate closely to the different ideals of autonomy and authenticity, I 
erve discussion of these points until the end of this section. 

A third challenge to Kant’s account of freedom comes specifically from heteronomous 
stentialism. Kant fundamentally divides his anthropology into what we might call a first 
son perspective from which one justifies one’s thoughts and actions and a third person 
spective that one can take on human beings as objects in an empirical world. But when dealing 

th others, they are conceived either as empirical objects or as practic
 for the radical Levinasian heteronomy that sees the self as fundamentally constituted 

a response to an inscrutable but vulnerable other. Moreover, Kant has no room for practical (or 
n epistemic) norms or responsibilities that do not in some sense derive from my own 
onomy. Autonomy is central to every aspect of Kant’s transcendental anthropology. For Kant, 
for Levinas, is it only through the recognition of one’s ethical/moral responsibility that one is 
ified in seeing oneself as a free subject.28 But this responsibility is both autonomous and 
versal. Kant’s insistence that “the human being . . . is subject only to laws given by himself but 
l universal and . . . he is bound only to act in conformity with his own will” (4: 432) could not 
further from Levinas’s equally vehement insistence that in the experience of responsibility, 
 form, no capacity preexisted in me to espouse the imperative and make it my own. Not being 
e to treat the law as a law I myself have given myself is just in what the sense of alterity 
sists” (OB xvii).29 30 

For Kant, “respect” is the paradigm “feeling” of responsibility for others, and this respect 
ys itself out negatively by not undermining the independence of others’ wills from one’s own 
 not decieving or enslaving or “killing” them) and positively by promoting the “happiness” of 
ers, where happiness is both “indeterminate” (4:418) and highly individual. In these senses, 
nt is entirely in agreement with Levinas about the dangers of reducing the “Other” to the 
me.” Humans have a tendency, manifested in our self-conceit, to enforce our own identities 
imposing them on others, thereby denying that others are unique individuals with their own 
ls and projects. Responsib lit
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onducting one’s behavior within 
s. The latter, as “wide” duties, “leave room for free choice in . . . complying with” 

e’s duties (6:390). Kant’s general point, against both Sartre and Levinas, is that one is not 
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ereby they “need love and sympathy” (4:423). But for Kant this respect is due not to anything 
t is vulnerable, but only to the sorts of entities – other people – that are capable of governing 
mselves. It is by virtue of others’ free capacity for choice that they – rather than, say, their 
incts – are able to impose obligations. An adorable baby seal shares with “the neighbor” a 
ce” and even “the nakedness and destitution of his defenseless eyes” (BPW 18), but the sense 
responsibility that one feels for that seal is, for Kant as for Levinas31, illusory. An immediate 
ling of responsibility is not, even for Levinas, sufficient to establish one’s real responsibility. 
r Levinas (as for Descartes before him), speech provides a locus to distinguish the Other 
rson) from simply another (thing). But Levinas recognizes that literal speech is not necessary 
the language of the “face” emphasizes) and mere speech (say, in a parrot) is not even 
ficient. What is both necessary and sufficient is that one recognize the other as an Other who 

dresses one, who calls one to responsibility. But – and here we might see Kant as providing the 
nscendental conditions of possibility of the “face” – this has two important implications. First, 
recognizing the other, one asserts one’s autonomy. It is by virtue taking the other to be an 
her than the other can be a face for one. And second, the basis on which one takes the other to 
 an Other requires that one see the Other as sharing in common with oneself at least the ability 
choose freely, to be an I that can impose responsibilities on a you. And in that sense, the 
ther” is, as Levinas fears but Kant does not, reduced to the order of the Same. It is by virtue of 
ognizing another as being the Same (sharing one’s free rational agency) that others can be 
thers” (now in a Kantian rather than strictly Levinasian sense) to whom one can be 
ponsible.  

Moreover, by this Kantian standard, universal rules of justice need not be totalizing and 
reby violent forms of interaction. When one seeks to enter into a community with multiple 
ers governed by mutual respect, this does require subjecting individuality – one’s own and 
se of others – to universal norms, but it does not require the elimination of individuality (and 

 an irreden ucible individuality) in the face of those norms. In a self-centered context, Kant 
 “pure practical reasons merely infringes upon self-love [a promotion of one’s own 

rticular ends] . . . [b]ut it strikes down self-conceit [an unconditional presumption in favor of 
e’s own particular ends]” (5:73). In a Levinasian context, we might make use of a similar 
tinction with respect to others. Practical reason merely infringes upon our responsibilities to an 
ticular Other, in that it requires that we respect every other Other, but it strikes down the sort 
bsolute responsibility implied by Levinasian and Derridian heteronomous existentialism. Put 

s way, of course, it becomes clear that Levinas’s philosophy is valuable in that it helpfully 
ws attention to a dangerous risk of Kant’s (and many other) ethics. In the recognition of our 
mon humanity and even in the endorsement of specific features of one another as valuable, 
e can be a risk of reducing personhood to this shared humanity. Kant, of course, insists that 

pect for others involves respecting and even promoting their individual projects and ends, but 
phasizing general principles for dealing with all others can have the effect, as Levinas rightly 
lizes, of helping one complacency accept injustices against particular others, even against the 
mediate neighbor, that one ought to remedy.32  

At the same time, though, this Kantian response to Levinas can serve as a valuable 
rective to the enthusiastic excesses of heteronomous existentialism. For Kant, the Other – 
ry Other – does have an infinite worth one’s responsibility to the Other is infinite in that one 
st, if necessary, sacrifice every finite interest for the sake of one’s unconditional obligations. 
t, for Kant, one’s obligations to any particular Other are not actually infinite, in the sense that, 
 Kant, one has both very specific, mostly negative responsibilities (not to deceive or torture) 
d very general but “wide” positive responsibilities (to meet the needs of others). The former are 
ficiently specific that one can usually meet them merely by c
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aced.33 One might think, of course, that Levinas is surely correct, that one should never 
cumb to the moral complacency of thinking that one has done “what one can” or “what one 
st” for another in need. And Kant, of course, agrees that moral complacency is a real danger, 
especially important danger given the self-deception implicit in humans’ radical evil. But Kant 
s an equal danger in a “moral enthusiasm” or “moral fanaticism” that extols extraordinary 
ral demands but ignores the importance of ordinary duties. After offering an interpretation of 
 commandment “Love God above all, and your neighbor as yourself” (5:83)34, Kant adds: 

This consideration is intended not so much to bring clear concepts to the evangelical 
commandment just cited in order to reduce religious enthusiasm [or superstition, 
Schwärmerei]. . . but to determine accurately the moral disposition directly, in regard to our 

es toward human beings . . . and to check, or where possible prevent, a merely moral 
usiasm which infects many people. The moral level on which a human being . . . stands 
spect for the moral law . . . By exhortation to actions as noble, sublime, and 
nanimous, minds are attuned to nothing but moral enthusiasm and exaggerated self-

ceit . . . they produce in this way a frivolous, high-flown, fantastic cast of mind, flattering 
selves with a spontaneous goodness of heart . . . and thereby forgetting their obligation . 

f enthusiasm in the most general sense is an overstepping of the bounds of human reason 
 then moral enthusiasm is such an overstepping of the bounds that practical pure reason 
 to humanity . . . If this is so, then not only novelists and sentimental educators . . . but 
etimes even philosophers . . . have ushered in moral enthusiasm instead of a sober but 

e moral discipline. (5: 84-6) 
assion here has a practical purpose. There is a real danger that when Levinas, Derrida, 
rs emphasize “infinite” ethical demands to the absolutely Other in such a way that one 
ver, even in principle, fulfill them (or even articulate what they are!), they actually 
s an even greater moral complacency than Kant’s “sober but wise moral discipline” does. 

at seems to be the most intense ethical admonitions actually turn out to be frivolous and 
tastic justifications for self-conceit.35 36 

This final Kantian critique of Levinas can also be put in terms of a more general problem 
h existentialist conceptions of freedom, or the absolute, or the infinite. Once freedom or the 
er is distinguished from any conception that allows for discerning determinate paths of action, 

erminate obligations towards others, it becomes unclear just what kind of normative guidance 
 of the these views provide. The diversity of practical prescriptions for action amongst 
tentialists s – from Sartre’s Marxism to the Nazism of Heidegger and de Man to Levinas’s 

phasis on brute human suffering – only reinforces the sense that existentialism, for whatever 
th of insight it might provide about the human condition, ultimately fails to answer the urgent 
stions that one asks from-within, questions about how to live and what to think. In one sense, 
ourse, this is precisely the point. Sartre sees any attempt to “find answers” to these questions a 

m of bad faith, and Levinas sees the attempt to discern determinate ways of interacting with 
hers” a sort of violence against the Infinite Other with who faces one. Rather than an ideal of 
onomy, helping one properly govern oneself by norms, existentialists advance an ideal of 
henticity, accepting the normlessness of the from-within and refusing to subject oneself or 
ers to the violence of being forced into determinate categories of thought and action.37 So it is, 
ast, to a Kantian account of authenticity that we must now turn.  

Kantian Authenticity 
Both Kant’s privileging of objective knowledge and his emphasis on the moral law as the 

 of freedom can seem, from an existentialist standpoint, to be forms of inauthenticity. 
tzsche puts the point with suitable vitriol, criticizing the “herd mentality” involved in 
fering “truths” xxx and submitting to “xxx. But Heidegger’s analysis of “the they,” Sartre’s 
ount of bad faith, and the Derridean-Levinasian critique of “Reason” all point to the same 
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suggest that this moral law is somehow distinct from and supreme over one’s own freedom. But 
 Kant, as we saw in chapter two, subjection to the moral law is precisely the condition of 
ssibility of having any freedom at all, and thus a condition of possibility of any sort of authentic 
gagement with the world. Even so, the fact that this law is the same for everyone seems to make 
ntian morality a paradigmatic “herd morality,” a morality of “the they” rather than a truly 
hentic expression of one’s ownmost possibilities. Here again, though, it is important to recall the 
ically adverbial nature of existentialist authenticity. For Kant, as for existentialists, one ought not 
ey the moral law simply because others are doing so, nor simply because Kant says one should, not 
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nscendental conditions of the possibility of thinking-just-like-everyone-else and acting-just-
e-everyone-else. In a move that, from an existentialist standpoint, would be comic were it not 
tragic, Kant even seeks to find the transcendental conditions of the possibility of making 
versal judgments about beautiful objects, to find universality even in “xxx most free xxx.” 
ainst Kant’s attempts to justify necessary and universal standards of thought, feeling, and 
ice, we can see the existentialist ideal as a call to authentically think, feel, choose, and be for 
self. 

To some extent, Kant would vehemently endorse the (early Heideggerian-Sartrean) 
stentialist i

“Enlightenment is the human being’s emergence from his self-incurred . . . inability to 
ke use of his own understanding without direction from another” and Kant there mocks those 
o “have a book that understands for me, a spiritual advisor who has a conscience for me . . . 
 so forth” (8:35). In his account of character, so fundamental to both his moral and empirical 
hropology, Kant insists that “the imitator . . . is without character; for character consists precisely in 
inality in the way of thinking.  He who has character derives his conduct from a source that he has 
ned by himself” (7:293). And the conceptions of autonomy that play such a central role in Kant’s 
scendental anthropology are based on the fundamental principle that “the human being . . . is subject 
y to laws given by himself and . . . is bound only to act in conformity with his own will” (4: 
). In these contexts, Kant accepts and even emphasizes the fundamental existential 
mitment to one’s ownmost possibility, to an authenticity that refuses to see its own choices as 

 choices of simply a generic “human being.” Kant’s conception of “autonomy” is precisely 
signed to capture this important commitment to what existentialists call authenticity.  

But this emphasis on autonomy is combined, for Kant, with a fundamental commitment 
universality. Hence in “What is Enlightenment?”, even in the midst of defending the importance of using 
e’s own understanding” (8:35), Kant insists that only a “public use of one’s reason . . . as a scholar before the 
ire public of the world of readers” can bring about enlightenment (8:35, 37, emphasis original). In discussing 
racter, Kant not only contrasts true character with “the imitator” but also adds, “However, the rational 
a must not be an eccentric; indeed, he never will be, since he relies on principles that are valid 

 everyone” (7:293). And his insistence in the Groundwork that one is bound only to laws given to 
self adds that these laws must be “still universal” (4: 432). Kant’s emphasis on autonomy and 

nking for oneself is not an emphasis on uniqueness. One’s ownmost possibility, for Kant, does 
 mean a possibility that sets one apart from others, but is rather a possibility that one shares 
h others.38 And Kant vehemently protests against “egoisms” of various kinds, wherein one 
es one’s own beliefs, feelings, or desires to be sufficient without testing them against “other 
n’s insights,” which Kant calls the “touchstone of the understanding” (Bloomberg Logic, 24:178).39 40 xxx 
 too 5:294xxx 

Moreover, Kant argues that human autonomy is not a merely negative capacity, not 
ething that arises from Nothing or from an encounter with an inscrutable Other, but rather 

n autonomy has a positive structure. When one considers what is necessary in order to truly 
rsue one’s ownmost possibilities, one finds that certain determinate and universal laws must 
vern one’s thoughts and volitions.41 Against existentialisms of all sorts, for example, Kant argues 
t there can be and in fact is a single categorical imperative by which all authentic agents govern 
mselves. The fact th
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He 
not join the Nazis and fight against the Resistance. But within the limits of the norms that he 
ht to impose on himself, there is still room for him to decide on his own destiny. 
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l. Thus even if the moral law is identical to the law of “the they,” the Kantian moral agent will 
y it as a law of her own will. She will obey this law authentically. Moreover, Kant is well aware 
t the particular judgments of particular societies – of “the they” – can often be at odds with the 
ral law.42 The fact that Kant’s ideal moral (and even epistemic) standards are normatively 

iversal (in that they ought to hold for all people) does not mean that they are universal “norms” (in 
 sense of actually being embraced by “the they”). Kantian universalist authenticity, by providing 
iversal) conditions of justification from-within for individual agents can even provide such agents 
emboldening resources to stand up authentically against the “norms” of their societies.   

In their appeal to authenticity and warnings about succumbing to “bad faith” or “herd 
ntality,” existentialists rightly highlight concerns that can be missed by a Kantian focus on 

omy. Don espite Kant’s insistence on autonomy being a form of self-governance, it can often 
ome merely a stale formula in the context of which one lives one’s life. One can treat the 
ral law as a constraint given from on high, or as a social norm to which one must conform 
’s life. Instead, Kantian existentialists should emphasize the importance of always obeying the 
ral law as one’s own law, a law that, although necessary, is nonetheless imposed upon oneself 
ely. But Kant, in return, can enrich existentialism by highlighting that taking seriously the 
istential imperative to authenticity cannot be merely a matter of asserting one’s uniqueness or 
nstantly reinventing oneself.43 To say, as Sartre’s student said about joining the Resistance, “In 
 end, feeling is what counts. I ought to choose whichever pushes me in one direction” (E 25), 
 far cry from authenticity. True authenticity comes, as Kant insists, from autonomy, from 

verning oneself in accordance with laws that one can see as truly coming from one’s self, laws 
t will, by virtue of being laws and thereby susceptible to justification, be universal. 

Even within the broad universal laws by which we govern ourselves, however, Kant 
its the importance of individuality and respecting the individuality of others as well as of 

self. The moral law is not as radically adverbial as the existentialist ideal of authenticity; it 
s imply some content, such as that we must avoid false promises and promote the perfection 

f which there is a considerable range of possibilities; there are lots of (incompatible) 
ys of being moral, and thus lots of room for more particular, expressions of one’s “ownmost” 
sibilities. There is room, even within Kant’s own system, for authentic actions that are 
versalizable in principle (and hence moral) but still expressions of one’s unique individuality. 
tre’s own example illustrates this point particularly well. Sartre rightly notes, in the case of the 
dent deciding whether or not to join the French Resistance, that Kant’s ethics does not help 
 decide whether to join or to stay with his mother. But Sartre is wrong about the reason why 

nt’s ethics fails. As Sartre sees it,  
if I stay with my mother, I'll treat her as an end and not as a means; but by virtue of this very 
fact, I'm running the risk of treating the people around me who are fighting, as means; and, 
conversely, if I go to join those who are fighting, I'll be treating them as an end, and, by 
doing that, I run the risk of treating my mother as a means. (E 25-6) 

tre suggests that one violates one’s moral responsibilities whatever one does, but in fact, the 
blem is quite the opposite. In the present case, the relevant duties (to his mother, to the 
sistance) are imperfect ones. One must be respons

to fulfill any particular ones. Thus the student can be autonomous whichever of these 
e chooses. This does not, however, mean that “authenticity” is all that matters. The 

w restricts the range of choices. He cannot deceive his mother for the sake of her 
 telling her that he is going to a desk job when he will really be going to the front. He 
gn a pledge to join the Resistance and then back out when the going gets tough. 
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 Here, again, Kant has something important to learn from existentialism. For Kant,  
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(3) stentialism: (4) particulars don’t matter as much as morality.  
 
 
 One of the great insights of both existentialism and deconstruction is that much of what 
ma h living cannot be reduced to any tidy formulae, that one must make 
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conflict between Kant and existentialism here is really only apparent, and we can use the 
existentialists’ critiques of Kant to clarify and improve Kant’s own conception of autonomy, rather 
than as a replacement or even supplement to it.44 
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kes human life wort
t what to think, feel, and do that cannot be dictated by rules xxx. Or, rather, that 

ofar as one does choose what to think, feel, and do in accordance with rules, one is necessarily 
nd to something – whether, as for Sartre, something in oneself; or, as for Levinas, something in 
ers – that transcends those rules. This attention to what cannot be reduced to rules, categories 
the understanding, or publically-accessible language and concepts reflects a genuine 
tribution of broadly existentialist approaches to the self. But for all that, one must still think 
 act in the world. And knowing merely that one’s rules and concepts underdetermine one’s 
ughts and choices does not actually help xxx.  normativity issue. xxx 

But once we understand what it really means to be authentic, we can see that the appare

xxxxxxxx But xxx]]] 
And here the existentialist emphasis on authenticity has something important to add to 

nt’s philosophy. When it comes to choosing amongst mo

 about
ficiently recognize the impo

oractly-m l choices. And existentialists rightly show that these sorts of choices can be 
remely important for one’s sense of oneself. Xxx come back to Sartre’s classic e.g. xxx45

A very real problem for Kant: For Kant, moral responsibility requires freedom, and Kant’s 
gion appeals to a fundamental choice of either a good or an evil will. Existentialists rightly point 
, however, that we take ourselves to be “responsible” for much more than simply our moral 
tus. Even if I recognize that marrying X or Y or choosing as career A or career B would be equally 
rally permissible, I am still held responsible (by myself and others) for my choice, and my choice, 
ome important sense, defines who I am without wholly eliminating the possibility of my “not 
ng who I am.” The challenge to Kant is how to make sense of this sort of non-moral 

y, non-moral freedom. Kant’s argument for practical freedom is based, quite specifically, 
the conditions of possibility of moral responsibility (recall chapter 2, pp. xxx), so the mere sense 
t one is responsible is insufficient. One obvious move would be simply say that once we know we 
 morally free, we can extend this beyond the moral realmxxx. 
o a practical problem: how do we decide what to do when, as is always the case, the categorical 
erative underdetermines our choice? 

That said, Kant has something important to add to this existentialist emphasis. Xxx. 
First, although this is a real problem for Kant, I think it important to point out that Kant’s 

ral philosophy provides much better help, much better orientation, than the problem suggests. In 
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alth has brought a vast array of choices to those in the developed (rich) world, which 
 only heightened the dizzying angst in the face of our freedom. Our culture is largely defined 
such existentialist emphases as the relevance of knowledge, creativity as the main form of 
edom, authenticity as our highest ideal, and the indefinability of “human beings” as such.  

The emergence of existentialism represents a profound challenge to, but also an 
portant opportunity for, Kant’s anthropology. The challenge comes in the existentialist 
ction of autonomy as the paradigm sense of freedom. For Kant, “xxx all freedom follows a 
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particular, Kant’s transcendental analysis of volition shows that there is a fundamental difference in 
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ency between two sorts of choices. His intuitive example of the gallows (kpv, difference between 
sense of choice in sex vs death and in perjury vs death) is helpful here. As important as it might 

m – and really be – to choose the right partner(s) in love; the right career(s); the right balance of 
rk, deep relationships, and raw pleasures; these choices are not as important as choices in which 
 must decide whether to do what is right or to forego moral requirements for the sake of other 
s. Xxx tie to Williams vs. Herman xxx. Moreover, Kant rightly points out that even within the 
cture of morality, there is important room for choice. One has a imperfect duties to perfect one’s 
nts and promote the welfare of others, but this general structure of duty does not tell a person 
ether to become a concert pianist, a subsistence farmer, a work-a-day paralegal with a vibrant 
ial life, or a professional philosopher. Which of these careers one chooses will have immense 
act on one’s sense of oneself and the quality of one’s life. But Kant insisted that all of these lives, 

onstructed in the context of an overall commitment to one’s duties, would be good without 
itation; any such life constitutes the supreme good for human being, irrespective of its specific 
m. Xxx note too here that it’s not just the conformity to morality that has worth, but the whole life 
ctured in conformity with duty…even our particular choices become autonomous because they 

 chosen as part of an overall moral plan xxx.  
But what of authenticity, the existentialist “ideal” (if there is such a thing)? Here, I think, 

nt’s overall account offers a valuable antidote to the cult of authenticity that is so prevalent today. 
 Kant, something like authenticity is extremely important. Autonomy, like authenticity, involves 
erning oneself, refusing to let one’s decisions be dictated by the “they,” xxx. And for all of the 
ten t formal) that Kant gives his conception of autonomy, Kant – like existentialists – 

ists that merely following the categorical imperative is insufficient to be autonomous; one must do 
at is right autonomously, that is, one must will universally and respect the humanity of others 
use one legislates this law to oneself. For Kant, one who does what is morally required because it 
uired by God, or one’s society, or one’s ultimate happiness, or, frankly, for any reason other than 
n form of self-command, does not act autonomously and thus does not even really do what is 
rally required. In that sense, Kant’s ethics of autonomy is an ethics of authenticity. But for Kant, 
s authenticity is limited in two important respects. First, one can only be authentic insofar as one 
s morally. In that sense, a Kantian ethics of authenticity is action-guiding. Secondly, and relatedly, 
nt’s emphasis on autonomy rather than “authenticity” per se helps clarify precisely what about an 
hentic life is so important. Xxx helps avoid overemphasizing the crises of choices xxx also help[s 
vent the striving for authenticity in being counter-cultural or in constantly seeking to exert one’s 
edom against society or one’s own previous choices. Xxx. 46 

8. Conclusion 

So far, this chapter has described existentialism in terms of its most influential 
ponents, but existentialism is not merely an isolated philosophical theory espoused in mid-20th 
tury Germany and France. Alongside the rise of naturalist approaches to understa

ings, there has been an increased interest in the ways that existing huma
ll tions. Alongside th

rms, there has bee
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law xxx” and, importantly, in both thought and action, the laws that one freely follows are a 
pri
Th especially acute attention, for 
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 :44… his 
inc nations are not enough, since he knows he can rise above them, but he finds a way to situate 
them into lif
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“if thentic” (Sartre, Notebook 
Ethics, p. 4) 
 
“G
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W ks. 
Sa
 
de uvoir, The Ethics of Authenticity 
Co tentialism 
He
 e especially “Letter on Humanism”) 
Ka man, Walter. xxx 
Me
Sa
Sa
 
 
So
 
 
 
 
 
 
       

ori, universal, discoverable, and articulable. xxx 
e opportunity comes with the felt need, to which Sartre draws 
ms guiding our thoughts and actions. Xxx Kant’s unique blend of universal norms and 
itrary choice allows him to make sense of the xxx while still xxx.  

Kant’s own life as a model of moral, epistemically honest, existentialism. (20
li

e as a moral whole. Even here, though, because his contribution involves “research,” 
reasoning, he is bound by epistemic standards, hence B-preface…choosing the dignity of 

anity does not absolve him of the need to discern whether such a choice is allowed by 
iversal epistemic norms…)  Kant takes where he is, his particular situation, inclination, talents, 
., and transforms it xxx. Also mention marriage xxx. 

 you seek authenticity for authenticity’s sake, you are no longer au

ood habits: They are never good, because they are habits” ((Sartre, Notebook Ethics, p. 4, cf. 
nt MM) 

or
rtre secondary source? 

Bea
oper, Exis
idegger, Being and Time 

Basic Works (ed. Krell, se
uf
rleau-Ponty, Phenomenology of Perception 

franski, Heidegger 
rtre, Existentialism is a humanism 

Being and Nothingness 
s Notebook for an Ethic

lomon, Robert. Xxx. 
 

                                                    
1 O rd’s pseudonyms. Xxx add obligatory footnote here, note that I’ll use 
“ki is pseudonyms throughout this chapter.  
2 T e are not mutually exclusive. Xxx.  
3 In ude in text?: My son’s school is “15 minutes away,” because that is how long it takes me to 
drive there under normal conditions, etc. 
4 K xplanation is that “the abundance of objects seen (villages and farmhouses) produces in our 
memory the deceptive conclusion that a vast amount of space has been covered and, consequently, that a 
longer period of time necessary for this purpose has also passed.” 

r at least, of Kierkegaa
gaard” to refer to herke

hes
cl

ant’s e
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5 Kant uses this spatial example as an analogy for an even more interesting temporal one, “the phenomenon 
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t a human being who has tortured himself with boredom for the greatest part of his life, so that every day 
med long to him, nevertheless complains at the end of his life about the brevity of life” (7: 234). 
clude?: as well as to how one should properly analyze phenomena that appear from-within as 

dy integrata ed into practical-sensory-rational wholes. 
ithin his empirical psychology, Kant does claim that cognitions precede feelings and volitions, 
these cognitions need not be “objective” in the sense relevant here. 

 Kant, some cognitions that are not conjoined with feelings or desires, many (perhaps most) 
nitions are part of a causal series that culminates in a volition, and in these cases, one’s lived experience 
y well be primarily of the cognition-feeling-volition complex; only for experimental psychologists 
secting human mental states will the separation and causal relations emerge clearly.  
hat one finds, “initially and for the most part” (to use Heidegger’s terminology), are coherent, 

egrated experiences that are both conceptual and sensible, that already include what Kant will 
inguish as concepts and intuitions. 

he details of Kant’s account here are scrutinized by Heidegger in his Kant and the Problem of 
taphysics, where Heidegger argues that xxx. While a full response to this Heideggerian reading of Kant 
uld be worthwhile, it is beyond the scope of this chapter. (For some first attempts, see xxx and xxx.) 

e might even put this in terms of a sort of experiment: Granted that Kant can allow that cognition, volition, 
eeling are often and perhaps usually connected, how can we decide whether they are in fact distinguishable, as 

t claims, or whether they are indistinguishable, as the existentialists claim? If Kant is correct, but not if the 
tentialists are correct, then we would expect to find cases in which we find cognition without relation to our desires 
ractical purposes. And it looks like we do find this in many theoretical sciences. 
rian: Include some form of this in text? xxxx Sartre’s warm water example and note how Kant 
ctually more insightful here…there is something non-arbitrary about preferring the 
rmometer…but what?  Intersubjectivity? (Yes, partly.) More importantly, though, Kant is 
erested in developing a response to both rationalists who thought we could understand things-
themselves and Berkeleyan idealists who thought that all that we have access to are mere 
sions, mere ideas. And while post-Kantian – including Hegelian as well as existentialist – 
ys of avoiding these extremes involve eliminating distinctions (between ideas and objects, for 
tance, via the notion of intentionality), Kant’s approach is to introduce a new distinction, 
tween mere ideas, objects, and things-in-themselves. And this actually seems to get the 
rmometer case just right. The point here is that the apparent coldness of the water is something 
t merely appears to me. It is not a property of the object distinct from the particular way that 
t object appears to me in this particular moment. The temperature, as measured by the 
mometer, is a property – or at least, is measuring a property – of the object distinct from me, 
n if not from my particular humanity. This is why measured temperature is more 

ersubjectively valid than felt temperature. And it is only this sense of “objective” that can make 
se of why one would posit an objective-subjective distinction. Xxx also how/why science 
gresses (or chagnes) the way it does…aiming for, even if not achieving, this sort of particular-
ject-independent knowledge. xxx 

he insufficiency can be expla  
 can we really have any cognition at all without any interest? E.g. would we be able to pick out 
ferent objects if we didn’t do so with purposes in mind?  Link back to science as just as 
tingent on free projects as anything else xxx  Kant agrees that we cannot, but he sharply 
inguishes between the pure interests of theoretical reason as such (for systematic 
pleteness of judgmetns) and other practical interests, whether moral or hedonic.  
ussion of difference in emphasis. c

The previous two paragraphs both point out that the difference between Kant and 
stentialism is largely a difference of emphasis: existentialists focus on the from-within 
spective of everyday, lived experience of the world; Kant focuses – at least in his Critique of 
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Pure Reason – on a sort of “experience” of the world that emphasizes its objective character, the 
sor
Ka
cha
wr
wr
int
act
wil
con
(2)
 
 
(No
pur
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act  intuitions. He is a transcendental philosopher. Thus looking at  
fro -within perspective is not so much a matter of trying to look really hard at what it “feels” like 
fro -within, but taking our ordinary judgment and thinking of them as claims that we believe and 
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to i
(4) 
Xx
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13 F
sci
cas
asd alysis really apply to the sort of knowledge that one has of a hammer 
wh  one is using it? It might. Arguably, the objective knowledge that one comes to have of the 
hammer 
ham
obj
ham ’s lived use of that hammer can be made sense of only by 
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t of experience that is central to science. One way of putting the existentialist challenge to 
nt, then, is in terms of whether or not it is appropriate to privilege the sort of knowing 
racteristic of science. Xxx defend Kant here in terms of (1) ways that people can get things 

ong…there does seem to be a difference between getting something wrong by having the 
ong volitions and getting something wrong by having the wrong cognitions. What Kant is 
erested in doing is isolating the cognitive dimension of everyday life and thinking about an 
ivity of knowing that is governed wholly by these epistemic norms. Importantly, for Kant, this 
l involve two important components: first, freeing our thinking from merely practical 
cerns, since these are, relative to knowing  

 why did/does science arise? Why do we ever move beyond table and chairs to electrons? 
 

te even true for sciences: BN 275: “the scientist is concerned [my emphasis] only with establishing 
e external relations”) 

note too a more fundametnal difference in method…Kant is not a phenomenologist, and he 
ally distrusts purportedly pureu

m
m
ing why, that is, how do our justificatory practices work and what underlies them (as opposed 
ntrospection or empirical psychology). xxx 
note emphasis on universality, “understanding of all men” (24:187), cf. Mental illness paper. 
x  note that in this sense, Kant’s project is deliberately anti-authentic…not trying to get to 
’s ownmostxxx. 

or one thing, it is not clear that the provisional objectivity that seems to underlie both 
entific explanation and ordinary being-in-the-world really applies to Heidegger’s paradigm 
e of using a hammer.  
 (1) does this sort of anf

en
when it breaks is knowledge that was implicit but not fully conscious in one’s use of the 

mer.  Just as one is not always conscious of the principle of causation when one experiences 
ective succession, one might not be conscious of the objective spatial properties of the 
mer when one uses it. But one

ing it xxx. This approach could potentially bear fruit, but even if it does not, one might still see 
nt’s approach as providing an adequate account of a certain kind of knowing, the one most 
ditionally considered “knowledge” and identified, for instance, with something like 
istotelian episteme. Heidegger might then be seen as exposing a different sort of relationship 
h the world, one more or less implicated in Kantian “cognition” but not Kantian “knowledge,” 
 there would then be need for thinking about the conditions of possibility of the sort of 
owledge” involved in xxx techne xxx. Such an account might not be reducible to Kant’s, but 
eed not contradict Kant’s account of more self-conscious “knowledge” of objects.  
ference in emphasis. xx 
in that it is not an “object” for looking at but something for working with) 
imilarly, for Sartre, xxx science as bad faith. xxx 
True,” here, in a familiar but deeply anti-existentialist sense. Recall Kierkegaard’s claim that 
bjectivity is truth.” (See his great story in CUP of the one who went around town saying “The world is 
 flat” to prove that he was sane.) xxx 
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17 KAnt and the problem of metaphysics. For the quotation, see english p. 103, german 148. 
18 S
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Fin  different ways, the Infinity or inscrutability of 
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20 A  way. Xxx quotes re: ethical choices are not made 
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23 I
by 
 
24 He
in w
25 T ions on freedom. As we 
saw hapter four, Kant’s account of radical evil posits that our evil choices xxx. In contrast, Sartre insists 
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27 I nificantly from that of Christine Korsgaard (and other 
rec in detail in the following chapter.  

ee chapters two and three for details on Kant’s insistence upon irreducible pluralism of understanding 
 sensibility. 
nclude? (See later footnote below): 
ally, all forms of existentialism emphasis, in
t is most originary (either one’s freedom or the Other), and thus call into question the order 
 rationalism of Kant’s anthropology. 

lso calls into question Kant’s ethics in a very similar
stract (cf. Notebook and BN quotes) xxx b

pontaneity 
For Kierkegaard, of course, “faith” is tied to religion, and to Christianity in particular. 

e ncomprehensible infinite is “the god” (PF) or ev i
kegaard’s Godr  is not the medieval God xxx. Closer to the awesome infinity of Nietzsche’s 

is left over once we kill off everything comprehensible and stable about God. In that 

t is freedom which is the foundation of all essences since man reveals intra-mundane essences 
suprassing the world towards its own possibilities” (567) 

re again, Kierkegaard paves the way by proposing a “teleological suspension of the ethical” 
hich one “xxx puts individual ahead of universal xxx.” But Sartre’s approach is more typical. 

here is another important but secondary existentialist critique of Kant’s limitat
 in c

t “There is no inertia in consciousness” (BN 104) and that “This implies for consciousness the 
manent possibility of effecting a rupture with its own past.” (BN 563). That is, for Kant our 
ical evil implies that, regardless of the particular decisions that we might make now, there is a 
t of inertia that prevents us from being wholly good (in the sense of morally faultless), not only 
our life as a whole but even in our particular actions in the future. For Sartre, by contrast, there 
o such limitation of present freedom. In this case, Kant not only has two possible responses to 

rtre but even seems to explicitly employ both at various times in his account of radical evil. On 
 one hand, Kant rejects Sartre’s account, for two reasons. First, he takes one’s past misdeeds to 
lect one’s character, a character ascribable to one’s choice but a character that persists 
oughout one’s life. Thus past misdeeds indicate, for Kant, an underlying structure of one’s 
ulty of choice, an one will choose in accordance with that structure. Second, Kant notes – and 

 is clearly right about this – that our choices often effect changes in our condition that prevent 
from even properly reflecting on future choices, such that the free capacities that might have 
en able to effect a rupture are bypassed are subdued by prior exercises of those capacities. On 
 other hand, however, Kant – with Sartre – insists that human beings are always capable of 
elling against their own radical evil. xxx 

am condemned to be free” (568) 
 limits to freedom can be found except freedom itself” (568, but note radically different meaning from 
nt!) 

e indispensable and fundamental condition of all action is the freedom of the acting being” 
N 563, cf. next few pages re: Sartrean version of incorporation thesis.) 

n this respect, Kant’s response to Sartre differs sig
ent kantians.) we will discuss Korsgaard’s view 
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28 Unconditional (Kant’s term) or infinite (Levinas’s term) obligation is the ratio cogniscendi of 
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edom, what makes our freedom known to us (see 5: 5n). (For Levinas, of course, it is also the 
o essendi.) 
xxInclude? To some extent, Kant and Levinas can actually accommodate one another. Kant 
sts that his analysis of obligation in terms of autonomous and universal obligation is the 
osition of a philosophical “formula” on a “common moral cognition” that is more often felt 

n described in rational terms. And Levinas admits that once “the third” becomes a factor, 
ason is required in order to do justice to the Other(s) with whom one is faced. Thus one might 
 Kant as providing the best rational reconstruction of how do deal with the world in which one 
es, not merely an Other, but others, while Levinas might be seen as offering the best account 
the originary moral experience. Such a rapprochement would, however, please neither side. 
vinas’s insistence upon the importance of the third is a call to constantly revisit every possible 
mula of morality, every attempt at justice; while Kant is precisely trying to give a 
losophical analysis of our originary moral experience, one that he takes to be – against Levinas 
undamentally universal and autonomous. 
evinas’s critique here has two main aspects that should, I think, be dealt with separately.  

ere, first, Levinas’s insistence that the Other rather than the Self is originary, that responsibility 
cedes freedom, that ethics precedes metaphysics. 

 ut not for Derrida. See Gift of Death, where literally every other is every bit other. Derrida explicitly 
udes “my cat” as an incomprehensible other, but presumably must include even a river, a star, a crystal, 
arthworm, a old abandoned tractor, a new nanoparticle, etc. xxx 
hile disagreeing in important ways with Levinas, however, K

pect to others, what seems to be a very compelling alternative to the dynamic at play between 
idegger, Sartre, and Levinas. 

like Heidegger, being-with-others is not an inevitable but problematically inauthentic form of 
g, but a moral ambition. Kant certainly fails, vis a vis Heidegger, in insufficiently attending 

the role of “the they” in heteronomous motivation (though cf. religion book III 6: xxx, re: 
munity and the need for moral comm

uld be like. In the realm of ends, one’s identity is always and for the most part defined in terms 
the expectations of others, but one takes into account only the legitimate expectations of 
ers, and the legitimacy of these expectations is established autonomously by oneself but always 
he same time in community with others. For Heidegger’s standpoint, the emphasis on 
versality and interchangeability undermines the authenticity of this standpoint, but (as we saw 
he last section), there is no reason to think xxx.  
ainst Sartre, Kant does not see being-for-another as, in itself, an objectivizing loss of freedom. 
e look of another can be an objectivizing look, but it can also be a look that treats one as an 
-in-itself (even if also treating one as a means, but not a mere means). The “look” is not a 

egorization of another, but an invitation to xxx. 
ompare this great passage from Derrida: xxx Should I put this in text somewhere? xxx 

s soon as I enter into a relation with the other, with the gaze, look, request, love, command, or call 
the other, I know that I can respond only by sacrificing ethics, t
ges me to also respond, in the same way, in the same instant, to all the others . . . By preferring 

 work, simply by giving it my time and attention, by preferring my activity as a citizen or as a 
fessorial and professional philosopher, writing and speaking here in a public language, French in 
 case, I am perhaps fulfilling my duty. But I am sacrificing and betraying at every moment all my 
er obligations: my obligations to other others whom I know or don’t know, the billions of my 
ows (without mentioning the animals…), my fellows who are dying of starvation or sickness. I 
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betray my fidelity or my obligations to other citizens, to whose who don’t speak my language and to 
hw
 
 
34 T is commandment is taken from Luke xxx; the initial sources are xxx and Deuteronomy xxx 
35 As in the case of Kant, Levinas and Derrida need not slip into merely fantastic ethical 
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 Finally, one last existentialist critique is shared in common between Sartrean and heteronomous 
exi owable “infinity” that structures 
our  an infinite transcendence of the 
for-itself ove
infi
 
 
 
 , inscrutability, etc.  
 
   
“T  boy was faced with the choice of leaving for England and joining the Free French Forces – that 
is, g his  on . . . . 
Who could h  can tell him. 
Th n ethics says, “Never treat any person as a means, but as an end.” Very well, if I stay with 
my as an end and not as a means; but by virtue of this very fact, I’m running the 
risk
tho
mo
 
 
 
 
fun
the h that any formula – such as Kant’s 
cat ll always fall short of xxx. Third, 
the  is the claim that this root is in articulable in the stronger sense that any articulation of it is 
not ited but in some way untrue to it (or unfaithful to it, or violent, or xxx). It is 
important to see that this claim does not follow from the previous sense of inarticulability. It is 
ent ely poss
wit
the
arg
act
the
eve

hom I neither speak nor respond . . .” (Derrida, Gift of Death, 68-9) 

h

riptions. But at least in the case of those two thinkers, xxxx.  (When Levinas actually turns 
oncrete examples of ethical engagement, Kant’s suspicion of this sort of danger seems, in fact, 
e justified. Xxx flesh out. Xxx put in text—separate ¶ -- or in footnote?) 

e situation is even worse when one includes committed Nazis like Heidegger and Paul de Man 
o the ranks of the heteronomous existentialists. xxx 

sdfxx Include as a final part of this subsection? 

stentialists, and that is an embracing of the inscrutable, unkn
ost fundamental experiences. In the context of Sartre, this in m

r its situation; for Levinas, it is the infinite otherness of the other and thereby our 
nite responsibility to that other. 

A last point: infinity, irreducibility

he
leavin  mother behind – or remaining with his mother and helping her to carry

elp him choose? . . . Who can decide a priori? Nobody. No book of ethics
e Kantia
 mother, I’ll treat her 
 of treating the people around me who are fighting, as a means; and, conversely, if I go to join 
se who are fighting, I’ll be treating them as an end, and by doing that, I run the risk of treating my 
ther as a means.” (Sartre, Existentialism, 24-26). 

Three claims must be distinguished here. First, there is the claim that the root of our most 
damental moral (and epistemic) convictions is pre-linguistic or not itself articulated. Second, 
re is the claim that this root is in principle inarticulable, suc
gorical imperative – that aims to articulate the principle wie

re
only lim

ir ible that any articulation of xxx could fall short of describing the fullness of xxx 
hout thereby being false of it. When someone says of me that I am a philosophy professor, 
y say something true of me, but do not exhaust everything that I am. Similarly, one might 
ue that Kant’s articulation of the moral law is true in that in order to be morally good, an 
ion must proceed from a maxim that conforms to that moral law. But one might insist that 
re are further requirements for good action that are not reflected in Kant’s formula, and might 
n argue that no formula could ever fully describe what is necessary. Thus no articulation of 
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the moral law would be sufficient to xxx, but some might still be necessary and, in that sense, 
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pletely true of xxx even if not true of xxx in its completeness.  
The first of these claims – that there is an inarticulate root of the moral law – is one with 

h Kant eic ntirely agrees, and it poses no significant threat to his transcendental anthropology. 
V footnote, tie to Kant’s early Inquiry point. Xxx The second, stronger point – that the root is 
rticulable – is more complicated to assess. Kant was initially drawn to a position much like 
s, xxx inquiry xxx. But he later rejected it, in part because he desperately wanted to find “xxx 

e fixed bank xxx,” but primarily because he believed himself to have actually found a formula 
t was true to the fundamental feeling of moral obligation while still having determinate (but 
de) content. xxx  But even in Kant’s mature moral philosophy, the notion of respect for the 
ral law opens up room for an aspect of moral action that is, strictly speaking, inarticulable. 
nt does not think that action contrary to the moral law can be motivated by respect (see 4:xxx), 
t even if one acts in accordance with the moral law, one’s action might not have moral worth, if 
s not properly motivated. Xxx footnote re: kpv on respect. Xxx also discuss how this approach 
 help solve the motivational overdetermination problem. The right response here might well 

 for Kantians to acknowledge something like a sartrean/derridian point. In cases of 
erdetermination, there are just two different ways of being, and precisely because of the 
erdetermination problem, there is no clear way of articulating which is “really” the motive . . . 
t it still matters. 

The third point is the one that is most serious for Kant, since it would imply that the 
ral law is not merely limited but false/unjust/violent. (1) re: false…a Sartrean argument: once 
 recognize that there must be a freie Willkuhr to make us responsible for evil, then it seems up 
us whether or not to be 
tebooks; b) Kant’s reponse: moral responsibility always shows up as privileged, a quasi-
inasian point; (c) korsgaard’s argument – also Kant’s – that there is a necessary connection 

tween freedom and morality, see problema in kpv) (2) why should we think this? Counter-
amples (Nazi at the door case,. . . it just seems wrong sometimes). (3) Levinas’s totalizing 
jection: subsuming another under a category or categorical principle is violent to them (one 
ught too many). All of these objections have some weight, but both also fall into precisely the 
t of abstract reasoning that deconstructive approaches to ethics/the self are trying to get rid of. 
ally, these arguments are just ways of highlighting what shows up in concrete face-to-face 
eractions with others, where the abstract formalism of the moral law seems not only limited, 
t wrong, or even wrong because it is limited.  

Kant’s response: similar to re: Kuhn . . . (1) bite the bullet  essay on “right to lie” and 
thro lecture re: wives . . . it might seem like CI is wrong here, but it’s really our feelings here 
t are wrong. 

(2) make it fit – e.g. showing that people need to be valued for who they are, not reduced 
categories, and thus making such attentive respect an imperfect (or perhaps even a perfect) 
ty, a way of respecting them. Given Levinas’s own abstract formulations of this, it seems 

st unavoo idable that one will totalize even when arguing against totalizing, but one can be 
ware of that, and be self-aware for ethical reasons, and xxx. 

(3) retreat into more basic categories. 
re is an increasing (

of the formulations of the moral law in favor of more general ideals of respect for the 
manity of others, freedom and autonomy, etc. One could then move Kant in a more Derridian 
ection while still taking CI to be a good approximation that requires continual refinement and 
ile taking Kant’s moral philosophy to be drawing attention to features of human life that are 
portant for action.   
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(4) give up the ghost . . . embrace a more historical and deconstructive approach . . . take Kant’s 
tra
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End with issue of normativity again…Sartre really realizes Korsgaard’s point re: naturalism, that 
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 (7:128-9) and lectures on logic:  
[Logical] egoism is . . . when one holds that he alone judges rationally, that no one else is in a position to judge 
something or b
righ
und nition is not correct when it agrees with my private understanding but when 
it agre
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the traints of the moral law. Unfortunately, Kant often does 
spea
par
cer

nscendental anthropology of desire as an articulation of a particular stance, one still largely 
inant today . . . and then . . . what? 

an’t
rrida, too, fails to deliver here. 
idegger barely tries. 

p being pretty lame, a sort of utilitarianism with a vinas does the most, but his ethics ends u
ferent tone 
d note that we can get much 
t this is also true re: Sartrean epistemology (make parallel to sartre’s point about dishonesty re: 
edom . . . if there 
se while still being honest about the fact that they are true only because we make them true, 
h that their “necessity” is an anthropological one, it is something that we need to do . . . and 

s is just what Kant’s Copernican turn is!) 

note how this is left open in Heidegger, and explicit in Sartre, cf. especially humanism and 
r ethics notebooks) 

39 Kant discusses egoism in detail in his anthropology

etter to be able to have insight into it. . . .  [But] one cannot be certain whether one has judged 
tly or not if one has not compared his judgments with the judgments of others and tested them on the 
erstanding of others.  For a cog

es with the universal laws of the understanding of all men.  (Bloomberg Logic 24:187) 
xx Include? The “experience” for which Kant’s first Critique provides the conditions of possibility is not 
experience of isolated individuals.  Kant consistently uses the first person plural in the first Critique: “objects 
st conform to our cognition” (B xvi) or “objects conform to our way of representing” (Bxx) or “all our 
nition begins with experience” (B1).  These are not, it turns out, mere stylistic features of his work.  Nor 
s Kant intend the work to apply only to a small “club” of philosophers covered by his magisterial “we.”  
her, the point of the use of the first person plural in the first Critique is tied to Kant’s long-standing concern 
h egoism.  The only sort of Critique that can truly ground objective knowledge of the world must be a social 
tique, one that can itself be criticized and refined by others.   

esthetic feelings are a special case, governed by universal but indeterminate “laws,” xxx. 
ee for instance, “What is Enlightenment?” and Perpetual Peace. 
ee the great dialogue between Matthieu and his brother re: marriage in Age of Reason . xxx insert 
ewhere? xxx 
ontrast Hanna NDPR review. xxx 
ant does provide some important resources for thinking about how to make choices amongst 

rally permissible alternatives. Most basically, Kant argues that the “highest good” for human 
ngs is not merely a life of virtue, but a life of virtue plus happiness. When one seeks to choose 

 of volition seems, ongst xxx.   In this respect, of course, Kant’s overall transcendental account
n if more helpful for making actual choices, much lamer than the existentialists. Surely the choice 
ne’s life is not a mere matter of trying to tally up the life that will have the greatest probability of 

 most pleasures over time, within the cons
k this way. Xxx note how pragmatic anthropology enriches this, but still within the same basic 

adigm. Xxx Fortunately, however, Kant’s claims about the impossibility of ever knowing with 
tainty what will make a person happy can be extended in a more fruitful direction. For Kant xxx 
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Chapter Ten: Historicism to Existentialism 

 

                                                                                                                                                                             
judgment  aesthetic approach to life, note that aesthetic freedom is more like existentialist freedom 
(no
 
46 T nt’s moral philosophy here. On the one hand, 
Ka
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t rule governed, constantly revisable, xxx). 

ere is, alas, a difficult tension between two strands of Kah
nt rightly insists on autonomy at the center of moral agency. It is by virtue of laws that we give ourselves 
 we can be morally good. And this brings Kant close to an emphasis on authenticity. On the other hand, 
ugh, Kant insists that moral responsibility nothing particularly fancy, not a privilege of a few, xxx. This 
gests that common folk simply incorporating and acting on the proper moral norms of their society – of 
 “they” – can have good wills. This might fit with claims, like Heidegger’s that we are “always and for 
 most part” inauthentic, but it also seems to drive a particularly sharp wedge between authenticity and 
onomy. In fact, the conflict with existentialism need not be as acute as this dilemma makes it seem. 
istentialist authenticity (even Kierkegaard’s) need not require acting against the dictates of the “they.” 
thenticity is adverbial, a matter of how to choose, not what to choose. The ideal model, for Kant, might 
ll incorporate this; even the most simply peasant can choose to do the right thing because it is the right 
ng, and in choosing it in this light, rather than merely because it is what is expected by the public, or 
at one’s neighbor would do, xxx. 


