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      Existentialism, Authenticity, Solidarity
    


    
      What makes individuals what they are? How should they judge their social and political interaction with the
      world? What makes them authentic or inauthentic? This original and provocative study explores the concept of
      “authenticity” and its relevance for radical politics.
    


    
      Weaving together close readings of three 20th-century thinkers: Martin Heidegger, Karl Jaspers, and Jean-Paul
      Sartre with the concept of authenticity, Stephen Eric Bronner illuminates the phenomenological foundations for
      self-awareness that underpin our sense of identity and solidarity. He claims that different expressions of the
      existential tradition compete with one another in determining how authenticity might be experienced, but all of
      them ultimately rest on self-referential judgments. The author’s own new framework for a political ethic at once
      serves as a corrective and an alternative.
    


    
      Wonderfully rich, insightful, and nuanced, Stephen Eric Bronner has produced another bookshelf staple that speaks
      to crucial issues in politics, philosophy, psychology, and sociology. Existentialism,
      Authenticity, Solidarity will appeal to scholars, students, and readers from the general public alike.
    


    
      Stephen Eric Bronner is Board of Governors Distinguished Professor Emeritus of
      Political Science at Rutgers University. Co-Director of the International Council for Diplomacy and Dialogue and
      Affiliate Distinguished Scholar at the Center for the Study of Genocide and Human Rights at Rutgers, he has taken
      part in missions of civic diplomacy in Darfur, Iran, Iraq, Syria, Sudan, and elsewhere. Professor Bronner’s
      writings have been translated into more than a dozen languages, and he has been the recipient of many awards,
      including the 2011 MEPeace Prize from the Middle East Political Network based in Jerusalem.
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    Preface


    
      Existentialism is a secular phenomenon with religious roots. Straddling two worlds, the feudal and the modern, it
      speaks to those embracing the profane no less than those worshiping the sacred. That is perhaps among the reasons
      for its enduring popularity. Like any concept, however, its salience ebbs and flows. Taking modern form in the
      1920s, which is understandable given the devastation of the First World War, it exploded on the scene in the
      aftermath of the Second World War. Many historians and philosophers see these conflicts as part of a single
      process with the second resolving the unresolved contradictions unleashed by the first. About one hundred million
      people perished amid the trench warfare of the First World War with its mustard gas and machine guns, and the
      concentration camps, the Gulag, and the “bloodlands” that marked the Second World War. This was the “extreme
      situation” in which a person exhibited his metal, decisiveness, and authenticity. But it was also the context
      that seemingly turned the individual into an abstraction: responsibility was to obey orders, death might occur at
      any moment, anticipating it was a constant burden, and—worse—each feared a senseless death in which, paraphrasing
      Kafka, anyone’s fate might entail being “shot like a dog.”
    


    
      Authenticity was a real issue, and disorientation was a dominant cultural theme. Ernst Bloch put it this way: “He
      can’t go on. He doesn’t know why or how. And so, more subservient, he allows himself to be used even more than
      before-—believing himself something other than he is.” Perhaps that blend of feelings occurs every time there is
      genuine social conflict. With the Nuremburg Trials, and the beginning of the Cold War, it spoke to the
      individual’s willingness to take a stand, assume responsibility for his or her conduct, and understand precisely
      what totalitarianism denied: freedom. It was the fight for freedom, not just for the Self but for the Other,
      which defined who one was. Young people in the 1960s were still affected by the growth of fascism and its
      exercise of power; many were intoxicated by the drama of unspeakably terrible events and the rise of a “new man”
      whose license was unlimited. It’s probably fair to say that the concept of authenticity provided a bridge between
      generational conflicts. Young people in Germany were not taught about Nazism, those in France were fed the myth
      of the Resistance in which everyone participated and no one was a collaborator, and it was the same in Italy.
      Young people wanted to know what “daddy” was doing during the war and what responsibility they shouldered for
      dealing with a genocidal legacy.
    


    
      Emerging from the stifling conformism of the 1950s and early 1960s, the inherited racism, and the Manichean
      ideology of a cold war that often grew scorching hot, resistance to “the system” required an ethical foundation.
      Northern liberals in the US were appalled not merely by Southern segregation but also by the existence of 10
      million poor people living in what Michael Harrington called “the other America.” Our society was not what
      various authority figures told us it was, and a second civil war seemed in progress between the Civil Rights
      movement and a segregationist Dixie. Non-violent or violent? Racial or cosmopolitan? Reformist or revolutionary?
      Sartre told us later “it is right and rational to revolt”—but what was the basis for our resistance and how would
      we express it? For people of color, the choice seemed to pit Martin Luther King Jr. against Malcolm X. The
      colonized found their revolutionary heroes quickly enough. Old timers “over 30” had their traditional left-wing
      ideologies. But for young people, who took resistance as something more than a fad, it was another matter
      entirely. It was directed against a culture industry, which sought the lowest common denominator, and
      longstanding prejudices that led to the assassination of the Kennedys and Martin Luther King, and the genocidal
      imperialist war waged by the United States in Vietnam.
    


    
      The future was at stake even while political apathy was carried over from the decade before. In short, ethics was
      no luxury—even for those on the ultra-left who denied its importance. Some engaged in what Karl Jaspers termed in
      far more serious circumstances an “inner emigration.” Works by Carlos Castaneda and Hermann Hesse became
      bestsellers on college campuses and Timothy Leary told young people to “tune in, turn on, drop out.” New forms of
      intimate “communication” were encouraged with ethnic or gender-specific “brothers and sisters,” or
      even—presupposing their good will—those on the other side of the barricade. And, still, others sought engagement
      by making common cause with people of color, the colonized, and the working class. Whatever the impulse for
      resistance, however, it had to offer either the prospect of more “meaningful” experiences and new forms for
      justifying one’s convictions or new imperatives for engagement. All these concerns, of course, privileged the
      subject in his or her subjectivity—though it will soon become clear that the ways of dealing with them were
      distinct and, in many ways, mutually exclusive. We did not know that. What we did know was that rebels needed to
      feel that their experience of existence was authentic, that their convictions were
      their own, that they mattered, and that they were responsible for their lives and the forms of solidarity that
      they chose.
    


    
      Authenticity became a social imperative and a personal aim. What was true in philosophy was also true in the
      arts, as I later suggested in Modernism at the Barricades (Columbia University Press,
      2014). Various cultural movements with their vanguards—expressionists, futurists, Dadaists, and assorted other
      cultural movements—had responded to modernity with a new emphasis on the individual’s experience, communicative
      possibilities, and action. Skeptical of the masses and the tastes of the “cultural philistine” (Bildungsphilister), the first expressionist journal was called Odi Profanum
      Vuglas (I hate the vulgar crowd); modernists expressed an elitism similar to that of certain philosophers
      treated here. They too believed they possessed a new language with new concepts that transcended everyday life,
      and they too were concerned with the authenticity of the artist and his or her creation. Indeed, this could take
      the form of illuminating primordial experiences through non-objective representation and pre-modern use of arts
      and crafts (Wassily Kandinsky, Emil Nolde, William Morris), new communicative possibilities based on the
      underlying (national or universal) spirit of subjectivity (Paul Klee, Franz Marc, Edvard Munch), and a new
      vitalism associated with action and self-assertion (Friedrich Nietzsche, F.T. Marinetti, Andre Breton). Modernism
      appeared consonant with a new philosophy of life (Lebensphilosophie) and an existentialist tradition whose most important members had their own
      unique views of authenticity, namely, silent experience (Martin Heidegger), communication (Karl Jaspers), and
      engaged action (Jean-Paul Sartre).
    


    
      Existentialism, Authenticity, Solidarity explores their habitus (Pierre Bourdieu) even as it engages their unique philosophical and political
      perspectives. Heidegger, Jaspers, and Sartre knew each other’s work. But it is in terms of their shared
      subjectivism—so relevant for the present—and metaphysical orientation that their political importance becomes
      evident. All of them recognized that authenticity required a foundation that separated their outlooks from
      traditional idealism or materialism. The foundation of their particular philosophy of existence and the category
      of authenticity could take the ontological form of “Being,” or an “Encompassing,” or even “nothingness.” Whatever
      the choice of focus, Georg Lukács correctly identified existentialism with “religious atheism” and “romantic
      anti-capitalism.”
    


    
      Only with an immanent critique of these thinkers is it possible to incorporate elements of their tradition into
      what might prove a new political ethic. As with most of my intellectual contemporaries on the left during the
      1960s, I devoured Sartre’s novels and plays, along with some of his essays; I also believed that I had a basic
      grasp of Sartre’s philosophy, though, especially regarding his monumental Critique of
      Dialectical Reason, it was far more complex than I had originally thought. I admired his engagement with
      the exploited and disenfranchised and, if I tended then to excuse many of his political mistakes, few thinkers
      had a greater impact on me and the type of person I would become. That was less the case with Jaspers, a
      continental liberal who seemed a stodgy and conventional thinker, but who attracted my interest because he dealt
      so forcefully with Germany’s guilt and also because he was the teacher of Hannah Arendt, arguably the most
      important influence on political theory in the United States during the post-war era. While famous in Germany,
      however, Jaspers was less so in the United States. Although I had heard plenty of stories from my teachers, first
      Henry Pachter and then Ernst Bloch, I did not know the full extent of Martin Heidegger’s involvement with Nazism
      or to what extent his philosophical outlook reflected his practice. My critique suggesting that Heidegger
      contributed to the ideological preconditions in which Nazism could thrive was published well before an avalanche
      of secondary works devoted solely to that topic. An early essay of mine generated an intense debate over whether
      fascist tendencies were already visible in the language Heidegger employed before the Nazi seizure of power and
      his infamous speech on becoming Rector at the University of Freiburg.1
      Heidegger’s writing was barely comprehensible, his categories strangely esoteric, and yet his thought led a
      subterranean existence that generated a kind of cult following; that was perhaps because his understanding of
      authenticity involved anticipating death, highlighting the moment of anguish, and promising to disclose a secret
      available only to a select few.
    


    
      I was lucky. I participated in the New Left while at the City College of New York, and I was later admitted to
      the graduate program in the Department of Political Science at the University of California at Berkeley in 1971.
      But it was only after the “movement” breathed its last that I gained a sense not only of what I was doing but
      also why I was doing it; Hegel was surely right in noting that “the owl of Minerva only spreads its wings at
      dusk.” In 1973, I was awarded a Fulbright Fellowship to the University of Tübingen where I had the privilege of
      taking classes not only from Bloch, but also from the great literary critic Hans Mayer, Dieter Schmidt who was an
      expert on German modernism, and Klaus Hartmann, who so well understood the intricacies of Hegel, Heidegger, and
      Sartre. All of them were brilliant teachers and, like Pachter, possessed a trove of knowledge that was simply
      amazing. If I did not thank all of them enough then—I want to thank them now. I could not have moved forward
      without them.
    


    
      Critical theory complemented my generation’s interest in existentialism. But, for me, it was less the later
      incarnations than the earlier writings of the Frankfurt School with their reliance on Marx. It was their
      conceptual experiments with interdisciplinary research, their mastery of immanent critique, their innovative
      interpretations of connections between culture, psychology, and politics, their ability to understand theory in
      terms of the conflict-ridden character of a context, and—perhaps above all—their sheer intellectual erudition,
      that so impressed me. Critical theory had long been opposed to existentialism though, with its emphasis on the
      culture industry and the individual resisting the totality, they may have shared something more in common than
      many would like to believe. In any event, it was from the standpoint of critical theory that I launched my
      critique of existentialism. That both critical theory and existentialism also shared a belief that humanity and
      the self are historically and socially constituted led me to think that the former could appropriate the latter
      in the framework of a new political ethic.
    


    
      Heidegger, Jaspers, and Sartre all tried to supplement their views on authenticity with a more comprehensive
      ethic. None of them, however, completed the undertaking—and authenticity turned into the substitute. Heidegger
      sought its source in the experience of an inner dialogue, a self-referential, serene, and authentic “speech” of
      “silence.” This supposedly made the anguished anticipation of death possible even as it rejected the indifferent,
      mediocre, and everyday world of das Man in which existence is enmeshed. Meanwhile,
      Jaspers saw authenticity as emanating from the profound communication with someone different, yet of the same
      “niveau,” which would serve as a springboard for the affirmation of personal faith in
      an “Encompassing.” And, finally, there was Sartre: his idea of authenticity or “good faith” initially involved
      taking responsibility for oneself and one’s “situation,” while momentarily according subjectivity to the “Other.”
      This morphed into a perspective demanding solidarity with those who share the same identity. Only later would
      Sartre integrate his original existential outlook into a non-dogmatic dialectical materialism. The result was a
      kind of anarcho-Marxism or what Maurice Merleau-Ponty labeled “ultra-Bolshevism,” with which I disagreed in spite
      of my sympathy for autogestion and workers councils. What is more, Sartre’s views of
      authenticity still rested on self-referential judgments and still lacked the criteria for making them. It seemed
      that, again, critique was required.
    


    
      My idea was to identify authenticity as the existential affirmation of an ethic intent on maintaining a
      plausible connection between theory and practice. This required self-conscious
      commitment and a new category that cut across the classless understanding of identity politics. This later became
      the “class ideal” that would receive an extended discussion in the first edition of Socialism Unbound (Routledge, 1984); my first original theoretical work, I think it fair to say,
      that unintentionally anticipated the democratic socialist strategy of Senator Bernie Sanders’ campaigns in 2016
      and 2020. The class ideal projects an actual agenda that reflects the needs of the working-class constituency
      within each identity movement without privileging any. This became one of my core ideas: before writing this
      book, indeed, I began to draft the framework for a regulative ethic that was not self-referential, that did not
      rest on identity, and that would guide the political choices demanded by a unifying vision of class solidarity
      and popular resistance.
    


    
      Existentialism, Authenticity, Solidarity was conceived during the beginning of my
      career. But its ideas never congealed into a book. Perhaps it was because they did not quite fit the times.
      Interest in class, existentialism, and Marxism was losing ground to postmodernism and identity politics following
      the collapse of the anti-war movement. I also didn’t feel ready to present my views on such important thinkers
      because I thought that my own ideas required more intellectual refinement and knowledge. Friends like Douglas
      Kellner, Carl Boggs, Jr., Robert Fitch, and Patrick O’Donnell disagreed. They tried to persuade me (for practical
      academic as well as political and intellectual reasons) to pull together the themes that I so often talked to
      them about and turn them into a book. But I stubbornly surrendered to my insecurity—and waited. And then I waited
      longer and procrastinated further until—following my appointment to the Department of Political Science at
      Rutgers University in 1976—I abandoned interest in the project. As Engels said of The German
      Ideology, I left my drafts and notes to the gnawing criticism of the mice—that is until I reached the ripe
      old age of 70.
    


    
      Before I decided to retire in November of 2019, I re-read what I had written, some elements of which made it into
      my dissertation, and I liked what I read. Socialism had achieved a new currency, identity politics and
      subjectivism still required critique, and the discussion of political ethics seemed more necessary than ever. I
      thought the arguments were still salient and that, with revision, my work might make a contribution. Edwin Daniel
      Jacob felt the same way, as did a number of other friends and students, and Michael J. Thompson encouraged me to
      publish it. Of course, I no longer stand by everything in which I believed and thought more than 45 years ago.
      But the experiences of that time remain with me. Existentialism, Authenticity,
      Solidarity reflects the themes that shaped my intellectual and political development; I am proud of what
      it represents and the spirit that informs it. In fact, I think few would disagree that we could use a bit more of
      that spirit today.
    


    
      Stephen Eric Bronner
      

      Fort Lee, New Jersey
    


    
      Note


      
        1 An earlier version of the chapter on Heidegger included here appeared under the title
        “Martin Heidegger: The Consequences of Political Mystification” in Salmagundi 38–39
        (Summer–Fall 1977): 153–74. An angry defense of the philosopher, based on criticism of my translations, was
        provided by Thomas Sheehan, “Philosophy and Propaganda: Response to Professor Bronner,” which I answered in
        “The Poverty of Scholasticism/A Pedant’s Delight,” Salmagundi 43 (Winter 1979):
        173–84, 185–99. This debate anticipated an international controversy over Heidegger’s culpability during the
        Nazi era. An evaluation of the debate was offered by the editor of the journal in which it took place, Robert
        Boyers, “Remembering Henry Pachter,” Salmagundi 52–3 (Spring–Summer 1981), 15ff.
      

    

  


  
    Introduction


    
      What makes individuals what they are? How should they judge their social and political interaction with the
      world? What makes them authentic or inauthentic? These are the questions that preoccupy this work. Based on my
      unpublished dissertation, written before identity politics became as fashionable as it is today, before
      intersectionality substituted description for critical reflection, this study sought to analyze the
      phenomenological foundations for self-awareness that, ultimately, underpin any sense of identity or solidarity.
      Different variants of the same existential enterprise compete with one another even though all of them rest on
      self-referential judgments concerning their views of authenticity. Its revelatory “unveiling” is one variant,
      communication that simultaneously presupposes and generates faith is another, and actions predicated on the
      individual’s willingness to take complete responsibility for them is still another. Using these three alternative
      options for making sense of authenticity led me to engage with the writings of Martin Heidegger, Karl Jaspers,
      and Jean-Paul Sartre before making my own foray into dealing with the ethical and philosophical issues at hand.
    


    
      Authenticity retains its importance today when “fake news” and presidential lying are challenged by demands for
      what is genuine and true. Individuals think about how they should engage in a “post-truth” society or, better,
      what Sartre might have termed the fundamental choice, preceding all others, between
      the will to knowledge and the will to ignorance. Without choosing one or the other, whether consciously or
      unconsciously, the prospect of authenticity vanishes. That choice determines whether an individual actually cares
      about ethics, engagement, and individuality. In the 1960s, the quest for authenticity led many into astrology,
      mysticism, irrationalism, drugs, and what R.D. Laing called “the politics of experience.” Escaping reality
      obscured more than what it revealed and often imperiled the individuals who embraced the attempt. But such
      misguided undertakings simultaneously expressed something trenchant in distorted form,
      namely, authenticity requires awareness and decisiveness; it should translate the individual’s repressed
      potential into robust actuality. The first step in the process involves understanding how people deceive
      themselves about who they are by rationalizing their own apathy, cowardice, and naivete. These are real
      “practical” concerns, as Kant would have said, and they help explain the ongoing popularity of existentialism.
    


    
      Engagement and responsibility became crucial issues in the aftermath of the Second World War. Twenty years later,
      according to the counterculture, freedom was understood as the individual’s ability to experiment with new
      cultural possibilities and new lifestyles. Questions surrounding authenticity grew with the flourishing of
      consumer choices. But there were other reasons why it expanded when it did. The United States was reeling from
      reaction against the Vietnam War and new awareness about the impact of racism on American history. It was a time
      in which young people were inspired by figures like Martin Luther King, Jr., Malcolm X, and Bobby Kennedy. Such
      symbols of authenticity contradicted the hypocritical escapism that lacked any relation to reality and the lived
      life. There was also a cynical disgust with the popular culture of the 1950s with its saccharine television
      comedies, fashion styles, beach movies, and generally apolitical attitudes.
    


    
      In Europe, meanwhile, two world wars had produced an uncertain political culture where claims about participating
      in the resistance clashed with realities of collaboration and the insistence by concentration camp officials that
      they were “just following orders.” Imperialist battles fought by the “great powers” to retain their crumbling
      colonial empires in Southeast Asia, Algeria, and other Arab nations brought similar issues to the forefront.
      Prevailing anti-political attitudes in the United States were echoed in Europe. Especially in Germany, any call
      for political engagement was answered by “sure, but without me” (ohne mich!).
      Heidegger, Jaspers, and Sartre were crucial figures in making philosophical sense of it all. Each after his
      fashion explored a new mode of understanding subjectivity and the experience of authenticity.
    


    
      Of course, Socrates had already insisted that the unexamined life is not worth living and called upon the
      individual to “know thyself.” His message suggested that self-knowledge could be gleaned rationally, inwardly
      appreciated, and strengthened through dialectical communication with an interlocutor. Socrates’ authenticity
      became evident in his response to the outcome of the trial that condemned him to death in The Apology. He stood by what he believed in the face of public censure and became a martyr to
      the cause of speaking truth to power. But today those enamored with self-referential experience, inner
      illumination, and deconstruction of all truth, might have their problems with this view. After all, it might seem
      that Plato’s “myth of the metals” smothers subjectivity insofar as the individual (composed of passion, ego, and
      reflection) is seen as the state (composed of the masses, the military, and the philosopher-king) writ small.
      Thus, “virtue”—the equivalent of authenticity—becomes nothing more than the individual
      fulfilling his function in the community and thereby submitting to authority.
    


    
      Nietzsche identified with Socrates not Plato, just as he identified with Jesus rather than Paul. Socrates and
      Jesus plowed their own paths, they projected uniqueness and superiority through their actions whereas Plato and
      Paul were formalists who demanded an acceptance of ritual and a devaluation of subjectivity. Nietzsche saw
      precisely this as contributing to the decline of Greece. All existentialists believed that they had transcended
      metaphysics and, in fact, Heidegger chastised Nietzsche as the last metaphysician. Yet, these critics of
      metaphysics tended to view concrete events in metaphysical terms. Rationalism was not the reason for Greece’s
      decline. Internecine wars among the city states, irrational decision-making, and a rising slave population were
      surely more important factors. Socrates and Plato attacked prejudice, mysticism, religion, and even inequality.
      Acting in authentic relation to his principles, Plato’s Meno describes how Socrates
      taught geometry to a supposedly inferior slave. Both of these great philosophers subjected license and
      unjustified beliefs to withering criticism, and they attached freedom to the norm of social responsibility; the
      critique of Thrasymachus, who argued that right always resides with the stronger, is a case in point. Socrates
      and Plato helped show that authenticity called upon individuals to make difficult ethical choices in a rational
      matter. That does not express decline or decadence. Nevertheless, their rejection of mythopoetic modes of thought
      made them and their tradition suspect during the rise of Christianity.
    


    
      St. Augustine gave authenticity its modern connotation. He identified the idea with validating revelation.
      Maintaining that inner illumination transcends reason, and that the epiphany ruptures the continuum of everyday
      life, authenticity became based less on knowledge than God’s grace; or, better, the knowledge gleaned by God’s
      grace. Existential revelation expresses the unity of God and the self. With an impact on Christian doctrine more
      powerful than that of any other, Augustine privileged an incommunicable experience, and a conception of virtue
      that substitutes caring for the old notion of virtue. Authenticity does not require action, but rather
      cultivation of God’s singular “gift” to the individual, namely, the soul, whereby the subject “comes to himself.”
      Critical inquiry is of no help in determining whether a revelation is authentic or not. Only inner certainty
      counts and, precisely for this reason, grounding the experience in faith only makes sense: truth is in the experience, not outside it.
    


    
      Even when God dies at Nietzsche’s hand, the revelatory experience remains. Neither communication nor engagement
      establish its authenticity. The will to power trumps symbolism and allegory, which assumed such importance during
      the Renaissance. Giordano Bruno, Pico Della Mirandolla, and other dissidents stressed the subject’s ability to
      externalize his or her thoughts in action. The dignity of man appears when the individual shapes the world.
      Whether it is God’s plan that Michelangelo is chiseling out of stone, or that a saint like Joan of Arc is leading
      an army, or that Casanova engaging in blasphemous adventures does not really matter:
      authentic individuals are translating the potential into the actual. In a similar vein, Machiavelli treats egoism
      as the authentic impulse not only of politics, but of everyday life as well, which becomes evident in his comic
      love triangle, The Mandrake. Not just an amoral view of politics, but championing
      those who forge their destiny constituted a direct assault on church dogma. It anticipated a new world, with an
      egotistical “new man,” whose view of authenticity rests on assuming power, taking credit for himself, and
      celebrating his achievements. Yet, the Renaissance occurred only within a small geographical area, and was
      initially of relevance only to elites. Its effects took time to spread beyond Italy—or better, a few of the
      cities in Italy.
    


    
      Concern with individuality, work, and practical freedom became ideologically important for a bourgeois class on
      the rise. Abolition of birth as the criterion of status along with the social contract and private property
      relations further legitimated egoistic individualism and “self-interest rightly understood” (Tocqueville).
      Emphasis was placed on the political attempt to liberate the (authentic) subject from the shackles of
      superstition, mysticism, and blind obedience to authority. An “elective affinity” linked the “spirit of
      capitalism” to the rise of Protestantism. Eliminating the priest as mediator between God and the individual
      strengthened reliance on subjectivity while equality (or, at least, inner equality)
      was furthered by Luther’s “priesthood of all believers.” In the “real” world, of course, it would have to wait.
      But the emergence of an enlightenment ethos in the early seventeenth and eighteenth centuries took up the
      challenge. Authenticity became available to anyone as Ben Franklin, Diderot, Lichtenberg, Voltaire, and others
      identified it with the fulfillment of “personality.” The individual depicted in works like Rousseau’s
      Emile (1762), or Goethe’s Wilhelm Meister (1795), learns
      through experiences in the world as well as through science and Bildung.
    


    
      Humanity, the liberal rule of law, and the learning subject informed the greatest thinkers of the revolutionary
      bourgeoisie: the universal served as the foundation for the particular. Kant introduced the “Copernican
      revolution” of philosophy and highlighted the primacy of the transcendental subject in organizing reality.
      Imperatives derived from reason attacked the idols of times past, and iconoclasm assumed justification in its own
      right. Within the space of roughly two hundred years, indeed, yet another conception of the authentic individual
      arose. This time it was as a meaning-giving and singular subject, ethically bound to act in the spirit of
      reciprocity, capable of understanding “truth,” responsible for employing his rational faculties, and intent upon
      shaping the world through his creativity. Dogmatism and arbitrary institutional power were the Enlightenment’s
      primary enemies. From the very first, however, the political ideals of “liberté, egalité, et fraternité” were
      contradicted by the economic realities of necessity, inequality, and brutal self-interest. It was as if society
      had become schizophrenic and inauthentic hypocrisy was the hallmark of its “good citizens.”
    


    
      Marx analyzed that split in his essay “On the Jewish Question” (1844) as well as in The Holy
      Family (1845) and other of his youthful writings. It led him to demand the
      extension of democracy from the realm of the state into civil society and, whether this can occur peacefully,
      remains among the most pressing political questions of our time. Alienation derived from the division of labor as
      capitalist accumulation produced class conflict and separated the individual from his fellow workers, the
      completed product, and his own possibilities. It thus becomes debatable whether authenticity is possible in a
      capitalist society. Insofar as the existentialist tradition grounded authenticity in the individual, however, its
      major representatives could avoid answering that question concretely. What Ernst Cassirer—probably the last
      authentically Kantian philosopher—termed “mythopoetic thinking” became a tempting pre-modern response to
      capitalism and a modern world in which—as the Communist Manifesto describes it—“all
      that is solid melts into air and all that is sacred becomes profane.”
    


    
      Capitalism’s initial impact on the subject’s encounter with the world, and his existential feelings of
      subjectivity, must have been extraordinary. Its nascent accumulation process was undermining tradition, fueling
      urban life, constantly inventing new technology, and transforming modern warfare. Time and space changed with the
      railroads; imperialism expanded the world even while new modes of communications rendered it smaller.
      Concentrated misery festered in the slums and old ties were severed. Class hatred grew more intense than ever
      while, beginning with Kant, rigorous standards of moral discipline and behavior were imposed on the ethical
      individual. Romantic critics thus associated authenticity with a melancholy depth of feeling, a passionate
      intuition, experimentation, and the anguished appreciation of beauty. Nature was idealized, the masses were
      vilified, and one looked backward toward a “golden age” of harmony that countered the “whirl” of unleashed egoism
      that marked the present.
    


    
      Authenticity was identified with the “great man;” it became conflated with the “genius” and “sacrifice” made by
      figures like Goethe, Napoleon, Beethoven, and a few others. Soon enough, however, the inherent elitism of this
      view took ethno-nationalist, racist, and communitarian forms to counter a burgeoning emphasis on cosmopolitanism,
      democracy, and equality. Literacy and education started to spread amongst a European population which had more
      than tripled in little more than a century, and it became fashionable to condemn the growing “mediocrity” of
      “crowd,” the “mass man,” in favor of the elite’s inherent superiority. The bourgeoisie didn’t bother to dissent
      once it was no longer on the rise but squarely in power.
    


    
      Staid and complacent, it embraced positivism and subjectivism as alternatives to the revolutionary philosophy of
      Kant and Hegel. Insofar as positivists sought to mimic the natural sciences, and scientific rationality rejected
      any concern with metaphysical foundations, existential philosophers considered this trend irrelevant and a
      betrayal of philosophy. Meanwhile positivists thought the same thing about metaphysicians and existentialists.
      Kierkegaard became particularly important; he identified authenticity with a leap of faith in order to escape an
      “absurd” world marked by paradoxes in which the world judges an individual’s actions far differently than he does himself. Thus, Kierkegaard asks what would have happened to Abraham had
      the angel not prevented the sacrifice of Isaac, his son, to God? Society would have
      simply condemned Abraham for murder even while Kierkegaard would have admired his
      action and considered it authentic. Thus, the paradox between conflicting personal and social value-judgments
      becomes evident along with the need for a grounding to overcome it.
    


    
      Bergson and Nietzsche tried to provide this new foundation. The former argued that life—subject and object—received its impetus from an élan vital, a
      kind of creative intuition, while Nietzsche saw life’s source in the will to power and, later, the eternal
      recurrence. Whatever the difference in their talents, and arguments, Bergson and Nietzsche together paved a third
      way between idealism and materialism that was soon appropriated by “life philosophy” (Lebensphilosophie). Its intention was to illuminate the “concrete life” and dispense with
      abstract categories like humanity as well as any use of scientific rationality to understand subjectivity and
      existence. The authentic now turned into the experience that provides an insight into life at its limits: there
      were reports that during the First World War, French soldiers found copies of Bergson’s Creative Evolution (1907) in their backpacks while German infantrymen were given Nietzsche’s
      Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1885). That is not necessarily what they intended, but the
      vitalism, the embrace of danger, and the adventure of existence at its limits served the purpose. Neither Bergson
      nor Nietzsche used the term, but authenticity was decided upon in the extreme situation. Issues of that sort were
      ignored by the more traditional neo-Kantians who dominated philosophy around the turn of the century. Some
      attacked metaphysics and others rejected scientism, but none highlighted the concrete experience.
    


    
      Existentialism and its forerunners insisted that categories become translatable into the practice and thoughts of
      everyday life. That is what, they felt, made their standpoint unique. No wonder then that their works should have
      exhibited a certain interdisciplinary quality and transgressed the boundaries of academic “philosophy”: Heidegger
      combined poetry with philosophy and wrote some of his greatest essays about painting, Jaspers was a psychiatrist
      as well as a philosopher, and Sartre showed himself a master of almost every imaginable literary field. But there
      was something special about Nietzsche. His greatest works combined poetry, narrative, aphorism, autobiography,
      philosophy, and Biblical prophecy. He spoke to his readers as individuals with whom he shared a unique insight
      into the meaning of life.
    


    
      But his work also expressed contradictions: he attacked religion, yet he desired something to believe, and he had
      no use for metaphysics, yet sought a foundation for his thinking. Contemptuous of the philistine bourgeois and
      the uneducated proletarian, like Richard Wagner, he envisioned a “total work of art” (Gesamtkunstwerk) that would reflect life as it is authentically experienced. Nietzsche influenced
      a modernist revolution, but his followers were somewhat more temperate: Wilhelm Dilthey investigated artistic
      experience by highlighting the existential leap into the experience of the artist, the young Lukács reinterpreted
      the essay, Simmel examined Rembrandt’s painting and the sociology of urban life. Jaspers
      sacrificed Nietzsche’s genealogy of master/slave for the “cipher” of existence. Only Heidegger was a genuine
      philosophical revolutionary.
    


    
      All these intellectuals claimed that their thinking was “concrete” though, in fact, none dealt with historical
      reality. They saw the working class as the bourgeoisie writ small. They looked up and pushed down as they
      expressed their contempt for mass culture, technology, scientific rationality, consumerism, democratic
      mediocrity, and the expansion of the commodity form. Taken together, this was seen as decadence: Georg Heym, an
      important expressionist poet, stated baldly that he would “welcome a war, even an unjust one; anything to escape
      this boredom.”
    


    
      And so, the war came with the blessings provided in a slew of manifestos signed by so many of the era’s greatest
      academicians and intellectuals: Thomas Mann, Max Weber, Friedrich Meinecke, and a host of others. Hence the
      postwar preoccupation with the “hero,” and the “longing for the leader,” among those establishmentarian and
      right-wing intellectuals most vehement in supporting the war-effort. The “hero” was the soldier in the
      trenches—and them. Concrete actions as determinants vanished and, as a consequence, the hero lacked an objective
      referent—yet remained a hero nonetheless. Elitism of a self-designated sort thus arose precisely among those
      intellectuals who most readily misinterpreted the purposes and meanings of what became a genocidal war.
      Neo-Kantians like Heinrich Rickert, Wilhelm Windelband, and Hermann Cohen fell out of fashion. None of them were
      ready for a new philosophical encounter with “Being,” or the faith associated with communication, let alone
      nothingness. Thus, the stage was set for existentialism.
    


    
      * * *
    


    
      Each of the thinkers dealt with here exhibited his own view of authenticity and, whether consciously or
      unconsciously, reflected the social and political values of a different class. Heidegger was the most radical and
      innovative. His thinking constituted an attack upon the entire tradition of philosophy beginning with Plato: the
      ontic no longer served as an immanent extension of the ontological while the chasm between them was also of an
      ontological sort. Heidegger insisted that the ontological inquiry into Being is impossible without making
      reference to self-questioning and the search for meaning within it. An emotional reasoning far different from
      metaphysics and materialism appeared: it privileged revelatory experience, intuition, and an openness to Being.
      Heidegger introduced new categories and ideas to the philosophical canon. Some were invented, others refashioned,
      and “meaning” broke with the sentence: consider “nothing nothingizes” (das Nichts
      nichtet). Manipulation of concepts combined with language derived from the trenches and a preoccupation
      with death. The result reflected the rage of the petty bourgeois when faced with modern cultural trends even as
      it contributed to the ideological preconditions in which Nazism could thrive.
    


    
      Stripped of self-respect by war-time defeat, the abdication of Kaiser Wilhelm II, the revolutionary introduction
      of the Weimar Republic, especially pre-modern classes like the petty bourgeoisie and the peasantry sought a
      return to their pre-modern roots. They took pride in Germany’s sacrifices, respected the “stance” taken by a
      “resolute” military, and supported the Nazis and their “leader principle” (Führerprinzip). This does not contradict Heidegger’s elitism. Indeed, just this attitude informed
      his brand of authenticity and perhaps his Nazi affiliations as well.
    


    
      Karl Jaspers was representative of the academic establishment, and among the most respected and popular
      philosophers of his time. He was also quite candid in his contempt for the decay of national pride, Victorian
      morals, and the philosophical canon. He was not a revolutionary like Heidegger. Recognizing the value of
      scientific reason, he nevertheless expelled it from philosophy proper and concentrated his efforts on that
      particular communication inspiring an intense experience of faith in a god-head, or the “Encompassing.” Taking
      his cue from the great figures of the “axial age”—Moses, Jesus, Mohammed, and the Buddha—Jaspers conceived of
      reason as the guide to faith and personal authenticity. It was in “extreme situations” that he felt his
      “philosophy of existenz” was most applicable—if only because these moments are marked by the crisis of faith.
      Heidegger never had any sympathy for this position. When the two first met, indeed, he noted that the
      Encompassing was not ontologically grounded thereby invalidating Jaspers’ understanding of philosophy and its
      purpose.
    


    
      With Heidegger, silence and serenity are essential for an authentic engagement with Being. For Jaspers, however,
      authenticity is achieved through a “transcendent” communication. Both identify it with the mythopoetic character
      of language, however, and as something “beyond” the secular and the profane. That was not the case for Sartre
      who, from the first, rejected mysticism. His early philosophy reflects the values of a disaffected intellectual
      and a bohemian-anarchist. Imbued with Cartesian rationalism and deep-rooted anti-clericalism, Sartre did not
      believe that self-referential and purely intuitive judgments constituted authenticity. Insistent that
      sadomasochistic traits define the existential relation between self and “Other,” the individual is responsible
      for the consequences of the subject’s actions and how the “Other” understands them; good intentions are
      insufficient. Authenticity thus rests on individuals accepting responsibility for the “situations” in which they
      find themselves including their race, gender, and the like. This claim would lead Sartre to interpret
      identity as an existential phenomenon—an intellectual contribution for which he is
      rarely given credit. He would call upon Jews, gays, women, Blacks, workers, and the colonized to embrace their
      identities in responding to the discrimination and exploitation that they experienced. Anticipating the revolts
      of the 1960s, however, he later recognized the limits of this position and took the next step: by fusing his
      original existential perspective with a uniquely innovative understanding of Marxism. No one else would develop
      the tradition in this way and, in the process, Sartre unleashed its most radical political possibilities.
    


    
      These three perspectives on authenticity serve existentialism as its points of reference: silence, communication,
      and engagement. By working them through, its character and limits become apparent. The need then arises for a
      different interpretation of authenticity not as removed from the world and not as lodged within the subject. This
      new perspective situates authenticity within a political ethic that engages necessity but refuses to betray
      freedom. Sartre viewed the matter differently. But his transition to Marxism made sense, not because it explains
      everything but, rather, because it best frames the socio-historical context in which everything occurs. In this
      vein, the two-fold purpose of this study appears, namely, to situate philosophy in the contradictions of society,
      which alone connects it with practice, and to illuminate authenticity for a future that is yet to be achieved.
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    Authenticity and Silence


    
      Martin Heidegger
    


    
      
        Silence is the snare of the demon, and the more one keeps silent the more terrifying the demon becomes; but
        silence is also the mutual understanding between the Deity and the individual. Indent and single space epigram
      


      
        Soren Kierkegaard
      

    


    
      Books and articles about Martin Heidegger would probably fill a small library, and his influence remains
      worldwide. After the First World War, his fame began to grow as a visionary German academic, and it spread to
      France and elsewhere during the 1930s. Seeking to become Hitler’s Aristotle, while briefly Rector at the
      University of Freiburg in 1936, Heidegger wrote prolifically even as he led a conventional academic existence
      under the Nazis. In the aftermath of the Second World War, publicly disgraced and secretly celebrated, German
      students embraced his work in a kind of detour on their way to Sartre. The irony is striking, and Jürgen Habermas
      was surely right when he noted, “A Heidegger Renaissance out of the spirit of the Resistance—what a source of
      misunderstanding!”1 Authenticity had become a popular theme, however, and many
      still identify it with Heidegger’s philosophy. And that calls for interrogation of his concept. Circumstances
      tainted its meaning and connotation from the start. Not only was it reflective of the trenches, but it also
      oscillates between the “I” and the “We,” a reified self and an equally reified community that supposedly exhibits
      its own “communal (völkisch) will, ”communal mission” (guided by the Führer), and “rootedness.”2 In spite of Heidegger’s protestations
      to the contrary, there is a need to connect history with his experience of it and the philosophical with the
      sociopolitical critique.
    


    
      Immanent death and the meaninglessness of life became dominant themes during the war years as Kafka published
      Metamorphosis in 1915, Dadaism turned into a cultural
      fashion among pacifist exiles in Zurich during 1916 while, a few years later, Gertrude Stein and Hemingway began
      writing about a “lost generation.” Such preoccupations intensified the revolt of subjectivity spurred by
      Baudelaire, Nietzsche, and a modernist avant-garde; all opposed the growth of bureaucracy, mass politics, modern
      capitalism, and a culture industry that would mark modernity and the twentieth century. As for Heidegger, though
      he identified with pre-capitalist classes like the peasantry, and infamously made common cause with the Nazis,
      his aesthetic tastes ran toward modernist painters like Van Gogh and expressionist poets like Georg Trakl.
    


    
      Heidegger was not just another conservative thinker intoxicated with tradition, which was the case with his
      friend/rival Karl Jaspers, or a critical rationalist like Jean-Paul Sartre. Heidegger’s intention was clear and
      radical: “we must philosophize ourselves out of ‘philosophy.’”3 He was a
      modernist revolutionary intent on overthrowing academic philosophy, recasting “meaning,” and providing a
      “critique of previous ontology at its roots in Greek philosophy” and the legacy emanating from Plato and,
      especially, Aristotle.4 That Heidegger should have defended the autonomy of
      philosophy only makes sense. It was surely the most convenient way to insulate himself and his thinking from any
      critique lodged in real life. His sarcasm does not amount to much of a defense when he writes, “To say that a
      philosophy is ‘National Socialist,’ or is not so, means the same as to say that a triangle is courageous or is
      not so—and therefore is cowardly.”5
    


    
      Ernst Bloch liked to say that “mysticism is the ignorant caricature of depth” and a mystique still surrounds
      Heidegger’s philosophy. Even the political judgment, or the link between theory and practice, calls for something
      more immanent than yet another discussion of Heidegger’s antisemitism or the debates exhibited by the cottage
      industry that arose over it with the posthumous publication of his Black
      Notebooks.6 Some suggest that his biography simply invalidates his
      work,7 others insist that Nazism influenced his thought, while still others
      maintain that his thinking offers a kind of guerilla critique of German fascism with which he was clearly
      associated.8 Heidegger not only committed to Hitler but, like Ezra Pound and
      others, never publicly expressed remorse for that decision or the extermination of the Jews.9 Prejudices are buried within the ontological constructs, and immanent critique can illuminate
      the historical residue within the philosophical language. Rather than remain merely
      analytic, critique must confront the normative implications first articulated in Being and
      Time.10 Usually, the question is whether Heidegger was a committed Nazi
      and whether his philosophy reflected his political beliefs. But this immediately skews the argument. The real
      question concerns its proto-fascist character and how it may have contributed to the
      climate in which fascist values could thrive.
    


    
      * * *
    


    
      No doubt among the most difficult of philosophers, modern or classical, Heidegger developed an intuitive-abstract
      form of argumentation which, combined with the complexity and abstruse character of his language, allows any
      attempt at interpretation to appear as a misunderstanding.11 The writing casts a
      mystifying veil over the propositions on which his ontology rests. Verbs are turned into nouns and then, in
      conformity with this reifying procedure, the results are introduced as ontological categories. Heidegger tends to
      coin these words himself, which is not unnatural for a philosopher. Too often, however, there is nothing except
      his own assurance that a new ontological dimension has actually been revealed. To question the category, however,
      is illegitimate. Heidegger and his followers assume that the master’s phenomenology stands beyond judgment in
      traditional philosophical terms. He supposedly wished to protect his thinking from “trivialization” by insisting
      that specialists interpret it only within the narrow bounds of the text.12
      Critical analysis surrenders to a self-referential textual exegesis. And this, in turn, creates the conditions
      for more popular investigations. Lacking a critical edge, these only increase belief in the (very German) depth
      of the “secret” underlying Heidegger’s original argument, namely, feeling the full weight of “dread”
      (Angst) in the revelatory anticipation of death. If dread is not felt then,
      presumably, the individual just “doesn’t get it.” There is nothing to be done. That is that. Claims of this sort
      created the Heidegger myth. He was seen as a “deep” philosopher intent on elaborating a “higher” truth through
      words that “sound as if they said something higher than what they mean.”13
    


    
      His use of obscure philosophical terminology is purposeful. German mysticism informs his inquiry into human
      “existence,” and its inherent questioning of its “Being.” Existing beyond objectification, and fixed notions of
      time and space, meaning glimmers within its unique experience of time or “temporality.” Materialism and idealism
      fall by the wayside; both ignore the experience of life, its existential meaning, which is the proper domain of
      philosophy. According to Heidegger, indeed, neither philosophical tradition is appropriately grounded and capable
      of dealing with such issues. His challenge was thus to articulate a new form of ontology.
    


    
      Being and Time is an inquiry into the nature of “Being as such,” its modifications
      and derivations, and the form that self-questioning takes. Seeking to confront the “functionalization” of
      thought, no less than its mechanistic assumptions, Heidegger viewed “Being” as irreducible to any set of
      categories or social claims. It is not God, the creator above creation, but it remains the phenomenon that cannot
      be expressed or fully grasped. Beyond all standards, it “thinks” itself, speaks itself, decides for itself, so
      that anyone taking issue is obviously “oblivious of Being.”14 Secured from the
      need for external justification, its reality must be gleaned from the architectonic that Heidegger provides. His
      phenomenological interpretation of Being rests on the “ontological difference”—itself ontologically
      grounded—between empirical or ontic and ontological forms of inquiry; indeed, this
      provides the basis for his claim that “every positive science is not only relatively, but rather absolutely
      differentiated from Philosophy.”15
    


    
      With its increasing commitment to what Nietzsche termed the “poetic” elaboration of philosophical claims, indeed,
      Heidegger’s later work radicalized this perspective. His philosophy was always intent on overcoming the distance
      between metaphysical concepts and everyday experience. That is why he turned back to the pre-Socratics in order
      to contest the supposed degeneration of Western philosophy since Plato. Aside from St. Augustine, who provided
      him with various categories, such as “care” and “Being” as a “gift” (like the soul), Heidegger built upon a
      mystical undercurrent, whose representatives include, Jakob Boehme and Meister Eckhart in order to create a
      unique variant of Christian atheism.16
    


    
      Being is thereby radically reinterpreted. No longer will it appear as “the most general notion,” which “presents
      itself” in the generation of ever more precise metaphysical categories. It instead allows for an “overcoming of
      metaphysics,”17 a “concrete” rendering of the lived life, from the perspective of
      a new “fundamental ontology” (Fundamentalontologie) that speaks to “Being as such,”
      or the “Being of beings.” Undefinable and yet self-evident, “Being is always the Being of an
      entity.”18 Insofar as it escapes objectification in any category or thing,
      however, it also juts beyond (iibersteigt) all mere generalities and is irreducible
      to any particular entity. “Being” (Sein) is subsequently “there” (da) only in an “existence” (Dasein) whose mortality or temporality (Zeitlichkeit) elicits the
      need to ask after its own “Being.19 No existenzielle,
      ontic, or phenomenological manifestation of existence, no individual, can exist without an existenzial or ontological underpinning in “Being.”20
    


    
      Distinctions between subject and object, which informed Western philosophy from Plato to Nietzsche, collapse with
      the introduction of an “existence” that judges itself and, self-referentially, its relation to others and
      society. Since the uniqueness of this “existence” is its ability to ask after its “Being,”21 moreover, the questioning of Being becomes part of existence itself. Heidegger can thus
      boldly assert that hermeneutics is possible only on the foundation of ontology. But. this ontological category of
      “existence” (Dasein) is actually nothing more than an intuiting subjectivity with the
      inclination to decide its fate, or not. Adorno is quite right when he writes:
    


    
      The subject, the concept of which was once created in contrast to reification, thus becomes reified.… By the fact
      that it is ontological, the alternative between authenticity and inauthenticity directs itself according to
      whether one decides for oneself or not. It takes its directive. Beyond real states of affairs, from the highly
      formal sense of belonging to oneself.… (It) has no substratum but its own concept, the tautological selfness of
      the self is to provide the ground, as Heidegger calls it, which the authentics possess and the inauthentics
      lack.22
    


    
      Heidegger does not consider Dasein in terms of inwardness since it becomes manifest
      in space (im-Raum-sein). Yet, space ultimately loses its relevance to the disclosure
      of meaning. The content of this philosopher’s categories is always withdrawn after they are introduced. Speech is
      the defining characteristic of Dasein, but the questioning of “Being” can occur only
      in silence,23 an interior monologue or inner speech (Rede), since “everyday life” (das Alltägliche) with its meaningless
      chatter (Gerede) inherently threatens its “disclosure.” Without clear public
      articulation, of course, “meaning” vanishes. This led Karl Jaspers to complain that Heidegger’s privileging of
      the “unsaid” only left matters “darker” and the reader unable to understand what his friend was really
      after.24 So far as Heidegger was concerned, however, there are those who
      understand intuitively and those who do not: “A people (Volk) is the ground out of which all creativity grows, its ineradicable source, as well as what creativity
      illuminates. A people is, in short, the goal and the domain of creation.”25
    


    
      The people is thus part of an individual’s most primal experience; it flows into Dasein and provides concreteness
      for Being-in-the-world. The feelings of belonging that it offers, require no speech of argumentation. Its call is
      mystical and revelatory. Hitler’s slogan, “Ein Volk, Ein Reich, Ein Führer!” assumed
      just that. It made clear the primal and instinctual foundation for German-ness. According to Heidegger, by
      contrast, insistence on linguistic clarity is merely the superficial demand of a rootless, mediocre phenomenon
      far more indeterminate than the “people,” namely das Man.26 Indeed, if the Volk has something unique and dynamic about it, das Man has the opposite
      connotation.
    


    
      Arising within speech, a particular ontological status is simply bestowed on the term. Where in English we say
      “one does this or that,” or “they” do this or that, in German the phrase reads “Man tut dass
      oder jenes.” This “one” or “they” (das Man), is simultaneously everyone and no
      one, and so lacks any existential singularity, roots, or determination. The term has a deprecatory connotation.
      It is similar to Jose Ortega y Gasset’s “mass man,” and Heidegger would surely have agreed with his friend that:
    


    
      The multitude has suddenly become visible, installing itself in the preferential positions in society. Before, if
      it existed, it passed unnoticed, occupying the background of the social stage; now it has advanced to the
      footlights and is the principal character. There are no longer protagonists; there is only the
      chorus.27
    


    
      The mass man no longer knows his place as he insinuates himself into every aspect of public life. He approaches
      everything in terms of the lowest common denominator and seeks only neutrality without meaning. The point for
      Heidegger is that Dasein exists “alongside” das Man and that its goal is to
      de-neutralize or energize an “authentic” existence. Vitalism and life-philosophy are components of this outlook.
      Thus, the self inherently participates in human existence (menschliches Dasein).… The psychic is not something that a person “has,” consciously or unconsciously
      “has,” but rather something that he is and that he lives.28
    


    
      Western philosophy’s “subject”—rational, universal, and formally constructed—is seen as sterile and abstract.
      Stripped of empirical and existential specificity, highlighting universal norms, the modern tradition beginning
      with Descartes and Kant, Hegel and Marx, privileges critique and reflexivity rather than immediacy and
      experience. As experience and uniqueness are eliminated by the universal character of the subject, moreover, the
      insistence upon a verifiable object of thought, or intentionality, makes it impossible for philosophy to
      comprehend or imagine an object without objectivity, namely, the ontologically prior notion of “Being” in any
      meaningful way.29 Bereft of subject or object, closed to any form of inquiry
      other than the ontological,30 critical reflection cannot challenge the
      indeterminacy and self-referential character of the “concrete” inquiry. Such is the case because an ontological chasm is presupposed between the “science (Wissenschaft)
      of existences, ontic science—and a science of Being, ontological science, Philosophy.”31
    


    
      What Heidegger termed the “ontological difference” between them is “absolute” and one form of inquiry cannot
      enter the other’s domain.32 Ironically, however, it remains unclear why questions
      about the Being of existence are inherently more meaningful than those dealing with how people exist, or how they
      constitute their lives. In fact, perhaps this chasm that Heidegger constructs is simply
      prefabricated.33 With the division of the ontic and the ontological, after all,
      the primacy accorded ontology provides a “timeless” escape from reality. Nowhere does this problem loom larger
      than when Heidegger attempts to deal with a concrete issue: the nature and effects of technology. It certainly
      makes sense to argue that technological inquiry is conducted within a conceptual-experiential “frame”
      (Gestell) and that its results derive from the conceptual tools that are employed.
      Mathematical formulae, for example, provide “objective” mathematical results of phenomena, reduces them to their
      component parts, and then tests in mathematical terms. Tautology thus defines an objective or reductive view of
      nature and “nature” itself vanishes. Such is the price for a lack of ontological grounding. But, still, this
      mechanistic view is operative. Heidegger never provides a concrete reason why scientific rationality should
      require such a “ground” – other than metaphysically. It is enough for him to counsel that in keeping with the
      “ontological difference,” it is possible to use:
    


    
      technically created objects and yet, nevertheless, along with all appropriate utilization, keep ourselves free
      from them in such a way that we release them. We can make use of technically created objects in the way in which
      they must be made use of. But we can, at the same time, leave these objects as they are, as something which does
      not concern us in our innermost and authentic selves. We can say “yes” to the absolutely necessary use of
      technically created objects and we can at the same time say “no” in so far as we prevent them from laying exclusive claim to us, and thus warping, confusing and finally laying
      waste to our Being.34
    


    
      Heidegger’s approach protects the supposedly authentic individual—if only by fiat—from the experiential intrusion
      of the technology he hopes to employ. There is no discussion of transforming technology or controlling it more
      effectively for more humane purposes. Empirically comprehensible dangers like climate change and social
      priorities vanish. The concrete philosophy is content to assert “we” can have it both ways. “We” can say “yes”
      and “no” simultaneously. But the logic is clear. It makes sense insofar as Heidegger’s philosophy denies any
      mediation between the ontological and the ontic, historicity and history, time and temporality. As a consequence,
      metaphysics is not overcome; it merely assumes a different guise. The constitution of reality is rendered
      irrelevant in order to generate meaning from the ontological foundation on which it supposedly rests; that is to
      say, in the ontological categories which, existing a priori, frame the meaningless chaos of ontic reality.
      Authentic meaning exists elsewhere outside social or public life and the world of das
      Man. Thus, “concrete” existence is inverted through reliance on this unacknowledged metaphysic that
      actually veils what the inquiry originally sought to expose: the “lived life” of the individual.
    


    
      Heidegger never finished Being and Time; he apparently sensed that there was a
      problem. An extraordinary array of categories, organically and architectonically connected with one another,
      elicit a questioning that recognizes the non-objectifiable, that renders subject and object obsolete, and that
      asserts a non-communicable meaning and experience. Heidegger would later conclude that this highly complex
      philosophical construct was unnecessary for the revelatory “unveiling” of what one authentically is. Its language
      was still too Western, too academic, and (thus) too metaphysical.35 In the 1930s,
      therefore, he embarked upon a “reversal” (die Kehre), which was based on the belief
      that Being and Time retained the type of thinking that he wished to surmount. This
      “reversal” led him to purge his vocabulary of words and concepts not rooted in his native dialectic. Grounding
      language in the experience of his community, he believed, would allow the revelatory unveiling of Being to occur
      in a more authentic fashion. He never mentioned that Hitler and the Nazis were following the same linguistic
      path, roughly for the same reasons.
    


    
      The philosophical analytic of Dasein with its “fundamental ontology” was now scrapped in favor of “existential”
      ontology with an even sharper emphasis on hermeneutics and ever more “mythopoetic” descriptions (Ernst Cassirer)
      of how Being discloses itself—to those who can still “listen.” The immediacy of this experience is irreducible to
      analytic categories, logic, speculation, discourse, and philosophy in the usual sense of the term. The
      existential constituents of Dasein are now unveiled through products of mystical “illumination” or the
      “reminiscence” of Being.36 Such revelatory moments grounded in a new spirit of
      community supplant experiences of authenticity wherein Dasein senses its temporality as a mortal “Being-unto-death” (Sein-zum-Tod). Thus, in his earlier work,
      Heidegger claimed that only “being free for death gives Dasein its goal outright and pushes existence into its
      finitude.”37 In 1936, however, he could insist that
    


    
      We say; “I am!” Each man can assert the being here intended only for himself: my being. Wherein does it consist,
      and where does it reside? Seemingly this is what should be easiest for us to bring to light…. And yet the truth
      is that everyone is remotest from himself, as remote as the I from the you in “you are.” But today it is the “We”
      that counts. Now is the “time of the We,” not of the I.38
    


    
      The “reversal” caused a great deal of excitement. Scores of commentators sought to differentiate between the
      early, apolitical, “rationalist” Heidegger and the Nazi “mystic” who used the ancient “Seyn” rather than “Sein” to connote “Being.” Grounding reality in a
      racial or ethnic community was a part of counter-enlightenment thinking from its inception; Hitler not only
      sought to “purify” the language of “foreign” elements but to reintroduce the old script. Beyond those whom Pierre
      Bourdieu called “the clergy of Being,” however, this discussion is of secondary importance. Being and Time maintained that “existence,” while always “mine,” should not be understood in
      traditional philosophical terms. That is what made shifting from the “I” to the “We,” the personal to the
      communal, possible without any qualitative change in the self-referential form of argumentation. The authentic
      anticipatory encounter with mortality has the same intuitive and revelatory source. Heidegger’s insistence in his
      Letter on Humanism that no methodological discontinuity existed between the early
      work and the later appears justified.39 The primary concern remains the struggle
      for authenticity in a reified yet chaotic “world.”
    


    
      Heidegger’s interest is not in the empirical world, but in the experiential “worldliness of the world” or,
      better, the ontological constituent whereby the self knows itself to be.40 It too
      is an apodictic category that contextualizes Dasein’s decision to embrace the authentic anticipatory revelation
      of Being or surrender to das Man and ignore the authentic characteristics associated with a Being-unto-death.
      This world is not one of objective interests in conflict, but instead defined by the kind of lightning-quick
      decision-making that transformed the Weimar Republic into the Nazi State. That possibility is expressed in its
      being “present at hand” (Vorhandenheit) and “ready at hand” (Zuhandenhelt). Always “present” (Vorhanden), it only becomes “ready,”
      or actual, for me (Zuhanden) when I make it so. For example, a stone is a stone that
      exists in spite of me (vorhanden), but it is only when I encounter it—say, as an
      obstacle—that it becomes meaningful for me; that is zuhanden. Thus, reality only “becomes” such in the relation it takes to me, in the significance
      that I give to it.
    


    
      Dasein chooses itself and what it will become. Authenticity is thus the product of recognizing my “own-most
      possibility,” myself as a mortal “being unto death,” whereas inauthenticity is
      predicated on choices that impair this recognition. Heidegger’s point is simple and direct, namely, that “In the
      genuine sense, we cannot experience the dying of Others, rather we are, at best, ‘with-them’…. No one can take
      away the dying of another.”41 Crucial decisions consequently become those that
      shatter the basic “indifference” of Dasein,42 and allow for its experience as
      truly mine;43 it is also worthwhile noting that the word “authenticity”
      (Eigentlichkeit) contains the idea of “own-ness” as “my-own” (eigen). Abstracted from real-world activity, the self-referential intuition of authenticity is
      revealed (Erschlossen) through those existenzials which constitute its
      being-in-the-world, namely, “Discourse” (Rede), an attitudinal or emotive “state of
      mind” (Befindlichkeit), and “Understanding” (Verstehen).44
    


    
      The “Self” is condemned to “fall” into inauthentic circumstances where it does not properly exist as a self—as
      in, say, the “everyday” life of das Man—but, nonetheless, “mostly” exists. The Self
      thereby turns its back on what is most decisive and meaningful about existence. “Caring” then no longer
      cultivates the intuitive comprehension of Being. That is of utmost importance. Along with its derivative
      categories of “concern” (Besorgen) and “solicitude” (Fürsorge),45 indeed, “care” (Sorge)
      is seen as among the most crucial existenzial components of Dasein. Serving as the
      equivalent of work, it retains the twofold meaning of “taking care of one’s needs” and “being
      anxious.”46 But it has nothing to do with the “trifling worry of humans over
      their daily troubles but the aggrandizement of Da-sein in the fearfulness of the essence of being.”47 Caring tends to foster that recognition of mortality from which everything else gains its
      relevance. That is how Being is unearthed in Time, and how “the authentic being unto death, that is to say the
      end of temporality (Zeltlichkeit) is the hidden ground of historicity.”48 Time and history thereby become subservient to the experience of them. Such is the basis for
      what will become the difference between authentic time and historicity (Geschichtlichkeit) as against clock-time and history (Geschichte).
    


    
      Heidegger makes his priorities clear by noting that “Dasein is not ‘temporal’ because it ‘stands in history,’ but
      that, on the contrary, it exists historically and can so exist only because it is temporal in the very basis of
      its being.”49 Caring for one’s “being” occurs within Dasein’s experience of time
      rather than in clock-time and, if only for this reason, the “authentic future” confronts its “inauthentic”
      counterpart.56. Clock-time deadens the anticipatory experience of mortality. Transcendence loses its
      inner redefinition as the authentic modus of Dasein. Only with the proper “care” can the most concrete and
      personal possibility disclose itself. Care thus serves the “pro-ject” in which Dasein anticipates the “situation”
      in which it is-not-as-yet. What one actually does with one’s life is a secondary matter. The purpose (or
      purposelessness) of existence is found not in life, but only in the anticipatory experience of death—that
      contingency which the individual, alone, cannot change. Freedom thereby turns into fate. “Only the being free for
      death gives Dasein its absolute goal and pushes Existence to its state of end (Endlichkeit).”50 How the authentic person externalizes his or her
      authenticity is beside the point. The individual is authentically individuated only
      within the ontological parameters set by its self-recognition as a “Being-unto-death.”
    


    
      “Care” lays out the structure of existence in its existential concerns but, at the same time, it connotes an
      encounter with material reality. Yet, that engagement is illusory: ontic specificity undercuts ontological
      indeterminacy. Marx was surely right when he noted that “Hunger is hunger, but the hunger which is gratified by
      cooked meat with a knife and fork is a different hunger from that which bolts down raw meat with the aid of hand,
      nail, and tooth.”51 Granted, both are manifestations of hunger, but little has
      been explained if the matter is left at “hunger”—and this holds for “care” as well. The lived experience turns
      into Kant’s unknowable “thing in-itself.” Necessarily, this form of ontological analysis glides over, and
      harmonizes, the differences that the privileged would just as soon leave intact.
    


    
      Everyone dies—but all do not die in the same way. Dying is the last part of life. The poor man knows that his
      family will be punished when he dies. What comes after death, I don’t know, but what lies before it—plays out in
      capitalist class society.52
    


    
      Subsuming the particular under the general category is a classic example of reification. There is no
      individuality here, only individuation. The ways in which people “care” vanish in favor of the way that they are
      experienced and, worse, the subject no longer grows through practical education. “Meaning” is gleaned only from
      the experience of what is most unique to the existence of the particular individual. Being-in-the-world thus
      turns into its opposite or, employing the jargon, what might be termed a being-alone-with-others:53 “Proximally, it is not ‘I,’ in the sense of my own self, that I ‘am,’ but rather the Others,
      whose way is that of the ‘They,’ and as the ‘They,’ I am given proximally to myself.”54 To this extent, indeed Dasein is “thrown” into a situation in which it does not properly
      exist as a self, tumbles into “everyday life,” and confronts the prospect of losing itself in “the they”
      (das Man).
    


    
      Another category with deep Christian roots, authenticity, was important both to St. Augustine and Angelus
      Silesius in attempting to verify their revelations, while Martin Luther identified it with the genuine experience
      of faith beyond institutional dogma.55 The idea then received an existential
      twist in Soren Kierkegaard’s work before becoming a mainstay of modernism.56
      Being-in-the-world is seen as inherently generating paradoxical situations in which acts are interpreted in one
      way by society and yet in another way by the individual performing them; indeed, this would become a major theme
      in the writings of Dostoyevsky, Gide, Camus, and Sartre. Being-in-the-world subsequently has a dual importance
      for Heidegger; again, it serves not only as a pre-ontological context for the authentic choices made by Dasein
      but also as the source of das Man and the inauthentic temptations that lead the individual to ignore its own-most
      possibility as a “Being-unto-death.”
    


    
      Inauthenticity is marked by “indifference,” “averageness” (Durchschnittlichkeit),
      “lack of need” (Bedürfnislosigkeit), “nullity,” and the indecisiveness of das Man.
      The world is thereby experienced as confused, meaningless, and a “whirl.” The opposite is what Heidegger seeks
      and it reminds the reader of the simple, introspective, sensitive young provincial ensnared in the jungle of
      public life, which is a trope of old-fashioned romanticism. Heidegger condemns progress for “the splendor of the
      simple” and a “people’s community” (Volksgemeinschaft),57whose majority already intuited in the 1920s that change required an apocalypse. They were
      imperiled by a capitalist production process dominated by workers and capitalists and they responded by embracing
      premodern ideals. It was no different with Heidegger whose philosophy served as an assault against the progress,
      the “demystification of the world” (Max Weber), and the loss of “meaning.”58
    


    
      Contempt for enlightenment values and science marked the “conservative revolution” in the years following the
      First World War.59 Partisans of this revolution glorified war. The great stylist,
      Ernst Jünger, waxed poetic about the “brotherhood of the trenches” in his masterly work, Storm of Steel, and Ernst von Salamon, who participated in the assassination of Germany’s
      post-war foreign minister, Walter Rathenau, gave a positive portrayal of the proto-fascist Freikorps in his
      novel, Outlaws. In this vein, Heidegger had a penchant for Prussian military terms
      that became standardized in the aftermath of the conflict: “resolve” (Entschlossenheit) to “hold fast” (durchhalten), based on a certain
      and a certain “stance” (Haltung), which derives from a particular “training”
      (ausbilden) for the ultimate “decision” (Entscheidung).
      These terms and a host of others were taken up by the Nazis.60 Such concepts
      helped shape Heidegger’s idea of authenticity. Everyday life is the enemy. Mass culture simply reproduces its
      trivial concerns. Only the anticipatory encounter with death can provide life with its always truncated meaning
      and an incomplete completeness—or, better, a “whole unwholeness” (ganzes
      Unganzheit)—for what is an ever “fore-going,” fragmented, and individuated project.
    


    
      Death became a cultural obsession following the First World War, and it plays a dominant role in Heidegger’s
      thought. Revealed in “dread” (Angst), which certifies the experience of authenticity,
      “Being” becomes the “very issue” as death provides the distinctive possibility for asserting singularity and
      wrenching the self away from das Man. That individuality is discovered in the extreme
      situation,which became a dominant theme among right-wing intellectuals such as F.T. Marinetti, Benito
      Mussolini, Ernst Jünger, Ernst von Salamon, and Gottfried Benn. But it also proved popular among anti-fascists
      like Ernest Hemingway, Andre Malraux, and Antoine Saint-Exupery. No less than they, indeed, Heidegger judged the
      hero by his response to the extreme situation. Everyday life only prevents the individual from experiencing
      authenticity in the anticipatory confrontation with death. No one can experience “my death” for me,61 and an anonymous and vacuous das Man should not interfere with my experience of my “own-most
      possibility.” Recognizing the manifest “possibility of death” in the extreme situation solidifies one’s unique experience of “Being” as a “Being-unto-death.” “Only being free for death, gives
      Dasein its goal outright and pushes existence into its finitude.”62
    


    
      But this “freedom” is illusory. There is no need to look to Heidegger’s complicity with National Socialism in
      order to see where the fascist strain in his thought emerges.63 He condemns the
      everyday fear of death for being nothing more than a “deficient modus” (defiziente
      Modus). It marks the inauthentic coward who fears the existential sacrifice that authenticity entails. No
      less than any good Nazi, Heidegger relates to the negation of existence as if it were an affirmation. Death is
      given a dignity that it does not deserve. Indeed, when a student remarked that Heidegger’s greatness lay in
      placing man before death, Max Horkheimer sarcastically replied that General Ludendorff had done that much better;
      Adorno, who told the story, was quick to add that it is absurd to view death as anything more than “kicking the
      bucket.”64 In this vein, Heidegger hypostatizes one moment of existential
      awareness and identifies it with “authenticity.” Angst assumes primacy by fiat: there
      is no reason whatsoever to assume that the “stance” (Haltung) in the face of death,
      or the “anticipatory resolution” of it (vorlaufenden Entschlossenheit), determines
      how an individual deals with the rest of his life.
    


    
      Embracing the cultural pessimism (Kulturpessimismus) evident among his conservative
      revolutionary friends, however, Heidegger leaves the individual with the truism that everyone dies, no one can
      die for him, and the context is irrelevant. Then comes the double-talk:
    


    
      Only because the Being of the ‘there’ receives its Constitution through understanding and through the character
      of understanding as projection, only because it is what it becomes (or alternatively, does not become), can it
      say to itself ‘Become what you are!’ and say this with understanding.65
    


    
      There is a sense in which it all comes down to this—subservience turns into a substitute for autonomy, certainty
      for possibility, and necessity for freedom. Reality makes way for the particular attitude taken toward it. Actual
      threats to subjectivity, however, never receive attention. The obsession with individuality is little more than a pose; Heidegger’s philosophy is actually about individuation and a prefabricated experiential constitution of authenticity, meaning, and
      purpose.66 Reification enters by the back door. An individual can only relate to
      others in a pre-conceptual, apodictic, and self-referential manner.67
      “Being-in-the-world” (in-der-Welt-Sein) is an essential (wesenhaft) characteristic of Dasein. Neither social communication nor public activity, however,
      help the individual deal with what “concerns” him. Thus,
    


    
      in the midst of the confusion and darkening of the world and exposed to the superpower of a public opinion that
      distorts and falsifies everything… the only thing that remains possible and even adequate is to speak without
      being heard, simply to respond to the turning of Being in the moments granted.68
    


    
      There is only silence and the inner voice: “meaning” and purpose are gleaned from that. The values for which one
      lives are irrelevant. It also doesn’t matter for what one dies; duty, heroism, sacrifice are stripped of purpose,
      Ontic concerns are irrelevant for this philosophy in which life becomes the “shrine of nothingness.”
      Being-unto-death is revealed in experienced “temporality” (Zeitlichkeit) rather than
      clock-time (Zeit). This kills context and subverts “history” (Geschichte) in favor of “historicality” (Geschichtlichkeit).”69 Dasein hangs in the stratosphere, alone,
      unwanted, facing death, intertwined with das Man. The “ontological difference” manifests itself again. A chasm
      separates objective reality from its subjective perception. Creating a fissure between clock-time and
      temporality, however, only hypostatizes experience by detaching it from the actual context. Consider a boring
      movie; it seems “endless” even though, in fact, the audience knows it will end. If the inner experience is
      abstracted from context, however, it becomes open to manipulation; talented directors might actually add minutes
      of celluloid in order to “shorten” the movie. Experience is always mediated by context and reflection on that
      context. According to Heidegger, however, authentic philosophy is immune to all that; experience is supposedly
      “deaf” to it.70
    


    
      The “essence of truth” then turns into an existential or “transcendental problem.”71 Much like “thinking,” therefore, “truth” has nothing to do with objectivity or context.
      Belief is only validated by belief so that this inner, experiential truth has no actual function in the world; it
      only enables Dasein to wrench itself from the realm of the indifference of everyday life encountered in das Man.
      A constituent category of Dasein, by definition, das Man stands beyond any class or social stratum. Drained of
      concrete activity, divorced from determinate social relations, the category embodies the mass, public life,
      democracy, mediocrity, the world of work, and finally “inauthenticity.” Everyday life finds its expression in the
      “publicness” (Öffentlichkeit) of das Man. That is because
    


    
      the dominance of the public way in which things have been interpreted has already been decisive. That is the case
      even for the “mood” in which Dasein lets the world “matter” to it. The “they”
      prescribes one’s state-of-mind and determines what and how one “sees.”72
    


    
      According to Heidegger, “public-ness” draws the individual away from his or her innermost possibilities. It
      produces a “leveling down” (Einebnung) of all unique possibilities. Dasein is left
      “standing off’ (Abständigkeit) from the singular truth it should experience as a
      “Being-unto-death.” Public life sabotages authentic engagement. It produces only superficial curiosity and
      indifference to what counts. Its mediocrity stands opposed to the exceptional even as it embraces the inherently
      meaningless everyday existence of das Man.73 In this regard, Hiedegger’s concerns
      are no different than those of other less talented reactionaries during the 1920s and 1930s.74 But he frames them in stark ontological terms. The condemnation of “mass culture” and democracy lose their ad-hoc quality. “Public” life is ontologically defined
      as mediocre and superficial. Its degenerate character is confirmed by its modalities: “chatter” (Gerede), “curiosity” (Neugier), and “ambivalence” (Zweideutiigkeit). Each is respectively the “inauthentic” form of a modality conducive to the
      encounter of Dasein with its “Being-unto-death”: speech, state of mind, and the
      intuitive understanding of what it means to exist.
    


    
      Das Man allows Dasein to deal with its “Being-unto-death”
      in an inauthentic and superficial way. Individual resolve is “lost” insofar as the attitude toward death becomes
      ambivalent and ambiguous. That is because “In Dasein’s public way of interpreting, it is said that ‘one dies,’
      because everyone else and oneself can talk himself into saying that ‘in no case is it I myself,’ for this ‘one’
      is the ‘nobody.’”75 Chatter about mortality deprives death of its priority as the
      “absolute goal” of existence. The “authentic” “state of mind” is kept from surfacing by das Man while an
      inauthentic mood of superficial “curiosity” is substituted for it. In short, das Man
      “does not permit us the courage for anxiety in the face of death.”76
    


    
      Dasein is inherently “alienated” (entfremdet). But this alienation has a peculiar
      source. The problem is not the production process with its stultifying division of labor, bureaucracy,
      standardization, and commodification of reality. It is instead a hypostatized condition having “mostly the
      character of Being-lost in the publicness of the ‘they.’” Since Being is all-encompassing, of course, Heidegger
      cannot say that this “absorption” produces a form of “not Being.” It is rather “Being” of a particular type in
      which all authentic knowledge is “darkened.” That is the inescapable ontological reality. Dasein is always
      enmeshed in the “chatter” of das Man, which, in contrast to authentic “speech,” reflects a superficial
      “curiosity” that leaves the individual everywhere and nowhere, never at rest, never allowed to “let” the world’s
      objects “be,” and intent only on seeing something in order to have seen it—not in order to know it in its
      essence.
    


    
      Dasein will then pass on to something else that will be treated in exactly the same way. It is no different with
      death. Superficial public chatter proclaims “‘one dies,’ because through that everyone else and oneself included
      can talk it into himself: yes, but not me; since this ‘One’ is ‘No-one.’”77 The
      self becomes “lost” (Verlorensein) in das Man. His or her self-defining experience is
      vitiated along with its singularity. Ambivalence determines Dasein’s relationship to it. The self becomes
      paralyzed; it cannot make the “decision” whereby its most extreme possibility is grasped. The authentic “mood” is
      suppressed and an inauthentic one is substituted for it.78 Thus, the individual
      “falls” into the world.
    


    
      Guided by idle talk, superficial curiosity, and ambivalence, inauthenticity may now be defined more precisely.
      “Publicness” (Offentlichkeit) is the core of das Man. But there is no analysis of its
      roots, linguistic or otherwise, and for good reason. Though the term goes back to Roman times, the connotation
      which Heidegger wishes to stress is a singular product of modernity.79 Not only
      is an ontic category thereby smuggled into the ontology, but the ontology is tainted by contempt for the
      democratic aspects of modern life. Authoritarianism, intolerance, provincialism, and
      aimless sacrifice become elemental aspects of Heidegger’s philosophy. His existential fears are the same as those
      of the classes he represents: cosmopolitanism, democracy, and public life. The issue then is not whether
      Heidegger’s phenomenology directly expresses the assumptions of Nazism, but whether it contributed to the
      preconditions for establishing a new community, a new leader, and a “new man.”80
    


    
      * * *
    


    
      From the desk of the fascist intellectual, the attack on reason and a supposedly decadent democracy might prove a
      liberating adventure. Heidegger’s infatuation with fascism was not very different from that of Bernanos, Benn,
      Nolde, Pound, or a host of other anti-intellectual intellectuals. All of them attacked das Man and, naturally,
      considered themselves racially superior, experientially victimized, and essentially other than what they were.
      There was no need for consistency. It does not matter that Heidegger had many Jewish students and a love affair
      with Hannah Arendt; Goering also had a Jewish mistress. The Nazi shaped reality to fit his needs—and so did
      Heidegger. He too became what he was. In the comfort of the study, or the classroom, dreams of the new man
      appeared along with that of the Germanic community in which he would play his part. So, Heidegger could insist:
    


    
      We say I am!… Each can only speak of this Being as his Being: my Being… All other existants we are not.
      Everything else “is,” however, even if we are not. As close to the existant as we ourselves are, we can be to no
      other. We can be authentically close to it, because we ourselves are it. And still it is valid here: everyone is
      from himself farthest away; as far as the “I” from the “you” in the you are. But today what is valid is the “We.”
      Now is the “We-time” instead of the “I-time.”81
    


    
      According to Heidegger, we live in the world, but we are not of the world. Historical change is superfluous and
      superficial; it is a matter of interiority and of Dasein regaining its original relation to Being. “We do not aim
      at advancing further. All that we want is really to get to where we already are.”82 What we “already are” is the source of “authenticity.” But then each must also overcome,
      inwardly, what he or she is not, namely, the “you”: only in that way do we become the “We.” And the point is that
      we feel our unity. Experience creates its audience and, if the community trumps the state, the authentic German trumps the German citizen. The need for such an existential decision is always
      present and, in some permanent revolution of experience, liquidates the past. The new man starts fresh. All the
      early Nazis bandied about this sort of idealistic nihilism. They never considered themselves “conservatives” with
      fond recollections of Imperial Germany and the Kaiser. What appealed to them was the utopian fervor of their pseudo-revolutionary, quasi-populist, ideology. They envisioned the new society and the
      new man. They would conquer the past—all of it. Once the Nazis achieved power, however, such visions crumbled:
      having gotten rid of the democratic das Man, the new man soon showed himself
      something other than what these desk-bound, reactionary naïfs thought him to be. Nevertheless, Jünger could ask
      in all seriousness about his friend: “Can one reproach [Heidegger] if the political powers have disappointed his
      confidence in them? To you as a psychoanalyst, one need not indicate what is hidden behind the denigration of a
      superior mind?”83
    


    
      No issue is of greater philosophical importance today amid the resurgence of populism, talk of “alternative
      facts,” postmodern assaults on objectivity and universality, and dogmatic identity politics run amok than the
      defense of critique, reason, evidence, and universal standards of justice. Nothing is more “inauthentic” than the
      intellectual who denigrates his intellect in favor of “experience” and abandons “abstractions” and universals
      like truth, humanity, and tolerance. Heidegger embodied the intellectual who would not admit what he was. Perhaps
      he tried to “spiritualize” National Socialism, but his disappointments never led him to take responsibility for
      the genocide it initiated. Many proto-fascist and fascist intellectuals, including Heidegger, distanced
      themselves from fascism after it was securely in power. But that means very little. The issue is not where the
      person stood in 1936 or 1943, but during the waning days of the Weimar Republic. What side were you on? Or were
      you on no side—except your own?
    


    
      Three or four moments of decision marked the 1920s and early 1930s.84 Heidegger
      never mentions any of them; he is content to plead for understanding as an intellectual who was naïve when it
      came to politics. Even if that were the case, however, it would not detract from his responsibility for what
      transpired. The majority of German intellectuals had little appreciation for liberal-republican values during the
      interwar period. Communists considered Weimar a sell-out, envisioned a “dictatorship of the proletariat,” and
      sought guidance from Moscow. The “reasonable republicans” supported democracy less from conviction than on purely
      pragmatic grounds. Conservatives looked to a disgraced Kaiser who had abdicated in 1918, and felt that they had
      nowhere to turn. But they despised the republic and its social democratic base as much as the liberals, the
      communists, and their more reactionary rivals, the Nazis. As for the anti-intellectual intellectuals of the far
      right, they were attracted to the Nazis less by their practical aims than by their nihilism. Fascism appealed to
      their disgust with liberalism and socialism, mass culture and modern technology, “cultural bolshevism,” and what
      Oswald Spengler notoriously called “the decline of the West.”
    


    
      Right-wing intellectuals ashamed of what they were launched their assault on democracy, mediocrity, and public
      life in the name of a new “We,” a new “stance,” and a new “hero.” The new “We” was the German “people’s
      community,” its new “stance” occurred in anticipation of death, while the new “Führer” was the champion of what
      Heidegger termed “heroic nihilism.” None of this was unique to Heidegger; it was
      typical of other partisans of the “conservative revolution” whose strategy consisted
    


    
      in jumping into the fire to avoid being burnt. Change everything without changing anything, through one of those
      heroic extremes which, in the drive to situate oneself always beyond the beyond, unite and reconcile opposites
      verbally, in paradoxical, and magical propositions.85
    


    
      Heidegger never explicitly retracted his infamous “Rector’s Address” given at the University of Freiburg in
      1935,86 his identification with the Nazis, or his anti-intellectual
      provincialism. He stated in his address that:
    


    
      if we wish to combat intellectualism seriously, we must know our adversary, i.e. we must know that
      intellectualism is only an impoverished modern offshoot of a development long in the making, namely the position
      of priority gained by thought with the help of Western metaphysics. It is important to curtail the excrescences
      of present-day intellectualism. But this will not shake or even touch its position. The danger of a relapse into
      intellectualism persists precisely for those who wish to combat it. A campaign directed solely against present
      intellectualism lends a semblance of justification to those who advocate a proper use of the traditional
      intellect. They may not be intellectualists but they come from the same source.87
    


    
      Heidegger was erudite, a prestigious academic, and (if nothing else) an inauthentic intellectual. Seeking to
      identify himself with the “people,” he used his intellect to deny what he was. Grounded in the intuitive,
      experiential, or revelatory knowledge of the community, those who contradicted him simply did not
      “understand,”—and that wasn’t his fault. It was the same with Nietzsche who tried to protect mytho-poetic
      thinking by insisting that “truth” only furthered or hindered the will to power. Even before Mussolini and Hitler
      vulgarized that argument, however, Maurice Barrès and Charles Maurras attacked Emile Zola and Jean Jaurès as
      “intellectuals” during the Dreyfus Affair of 1894–1906 in France because they placed universal and “abstract”
      standards of truth, evidence, and a universal discourse above communal bonds, experience, intuition, and French
      identity in defending a Jewish captain against charges of treason.88
    


    
      Upon resigning from his position as Rector in 1936, because of internecine academic jealousies and political
      battles, Heidegger became increasingly “ambivalent” about the Nazis’ particular brand of anti-intellectualism.
      His ambivalence—an inauthentic modus if ever there was one—has been used by his defenders to qualify Heidegger’s
      politics. But he was not ambivalent about the reactionary revolution that Hitler’s regime represented. The
      movement appealed to his anti-Semitism as well as his fears about the decline of the West; Heidegger never
      apologized for any of this—let alone Auschwitz.
    


    
      Heidegger’s greatness as a philosopher, the architectonic sweep of his system, is infected by his complete
      indifference to politics and history. His philosophy reflects less the explicit standpoint of the Nazis than that
      of the proto-fascist neo-romantic reaction so popular in the years dividing the two world wars. And reference to
      its “depth” only confuses matters. There is too much that is arbitrary, too much that is elitist, too much that
      is absurdly mystical, too much that is dogmatic, and too much that is simply self-serving. There is no room here
      for the universal categories underpinning rule of law, but more than enough for the arbitrary exercise of power,
      self-selected elitism, and the construction of a racist Volksgemeinschaft.
    


    
      How Heidegger’s philosophy deals with questions of personal responsibility is pertinent to its contemporary
      relevance. The “stance” (Haltung) alone is significant, the “resolve,” and the
      “decision.” What is actually on the line, what is being resolved, what kind of decision is being made?—all this
      is irrelevant. An indifference to reality and openness to the secret belong together.
      In fact, the secret is all we have since “in the existential analysis we cannot, in principle, discuss what
      Dasein factually resolves in any particular case. Our investigation excludes even the existential projection of
      the factical possibilities of existence.”89
    


    
      The ontic implications of the ontological analysis are of no importance. What counts is the intensity of the
      lived moment. The statement from a Nazi lieutenant, derisively quoted by Ernst Bloch, leaps to mind: “One does
      not die for a program that one understands, but for a program that one loves.”90
      Apparently, the “call” of Being alone prepares the way for an authentic decision.91 As usual, however, this too remains intuitive and revelatory: quite along religious lines,
      the criterion for reaching a decision “holds itself aloof from any way of becoming known.” Carried on in the
      silence that marks “authentic speech,”92 rather than in the “inauthentic chatter”
      of das Man, inner dialogue affirms “the truth” necessary for taking the appropriate “stance” and “holding fast”
      to it. Dasein embraces its “destiny” and assumes its heroic posture toward death. In principle, of course, anyone
      can achieve this. There is no biological or racial basis for authenticity. But Heidegger knows well enough that
      just “anyone” will not achieve it. Indeed, “truth is not for every man, but only for the strong.”93
    


    
      Who is the “strong”? Who is the “hero”? Oedipus or Odysseus were ultimately validated by the actions they
      performed. According to Heidegger, however, the opinion of others is irrelevant as is the need for an objective
      referent. It cannot be otherwise. Stripped of content and normative value, Dasein is rendered absolute. But its
      tyrannical rule is over a nonexistent kingdom. Insofar as the ontological analysis justifies everything, it gives
      concrete meaning to nothing. Dasein insulates itself in its own resolve; it becomes stubborn and intolerant
      regarding the authenticity of the truth that it has allegedly experienced. There is no going back. The self who
      has known authentic “truth” will not fall back into “un-truth.” Just as Plato insisted that the person who knows
      the Good will not choose wickedness, Heidegger maintained that “such holding-for-true of the resolution” prevents
      Dasein from “falling back into non-resolution (because) this holding-for-true as a
      resolute holding-free for the taking-back is the authentic resolution to the taking back of itself. With this,
      however, the lostness in non-resolution is existenzielly undermined.” 94
    


    
      Recognizing the truth produces conversion, and its recapture is taken for granted. The silence of authentic
      speech allows Dasein to “hear” itself and escape the chatter of das Man. The voice of
      conscience is heard “solely and constantly in the mode of keeping silent. In this way it not only loses none of
      its perceptibility but forces the Dasein which has been appealed to and summoned up into the reticence of
      itself.”95 Silence enables Dasein to make its pact with death in the “decision”
      that illuminates the “dread” of “nothing.” None of this is reducible to facts or even concepts, which thereby
      exempts all of it from criticism. Correctly, T.W. Adorno can note that existentialism of this sort “raises the
      inevitable to the status of a mentality which the individual is to choose, without his choice being determined by
      any reason, and without there really being another choice.”96
    


    
      Authenticity is self-chosen. The individual serves as his own judge and jury. Any actual sacrifice for achieving
      authenticity exists only in the abstract. The “hero” does nothing special: he is no different from the rest,
      except that he chooses to see himself differently. The inner “resolve” of authenticity or the will “not-to-will”
      fits nicely with the “un-thought” produced by “true” thinking, and the silence of authentic speech. Under these
      circumstances, no political choice can prove anything other than ad-hoc.97 One
      decision is as good as another. But that is precisely the point: nihilism is celebrated in the name of ontology.
      Two basic alternatives follow from a “stance” predicated on an all-embracing contempt for “public life” coupled
      with a self-selected form of elitism. The first involves an apocalypse in which, upon the debris of Western
      civilization, a new possibility for experiencing “Being” as a “Being-unto-death” would present itself. The second
      involves a pose of stoic pessimism with an aristocratic tinge. Where the first alternative leads directly to the
      parlor fascism of the pseudo-revolutionary Nazi sympathizer, the second leads to the post-war hermit of Freiburg
      transcending previous choices by fiat and “heroically” concentrating on “Being” in the face of a meaningless
      public existence. Nor are these two stances mutually exclusive. The one, in fact, complements the other.
    


    
      Heidegger’s thought undoubtedly offers much to hermeneutics, linguistics, theology, and ontological inquiry. But
      there is nothing “concrete” about his philosophy or his view of authenticity. He gives no practical answers to
      the philosophical questions inherited from the past; there is merely an attempt to define them out of existence.
      Heidegger provides no epistemology, no philosophy of history, no sociology of society, no ethics, and no theory
      of praxis. His thinking cannot analyze social conflict or the preconditions for meaningful solidarity. His
      phenomenology is permeated by reactionary and anti-democratic values. It expels oppression from reality, reduces
      ethics to a confrontation with one’s “own-most possibility,” and identifies authenticity with a “stance” devoid
      of content and a “decision” devoid of purpose. There is nothing left. Where life gains its meaning from an
      experiential confrontation with its end, where a chasm divides the ontological from the ontic, the lived life
      dissolves into what the master always sought: revelatory silence.
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    Authenticity and Communication


    
      Karl Jaspers
    


    
      
        My words fly up, my thoughts remain below.
        

          Words without thoughts, do not to heaven go.
      


      
        William Shakespeare
      

    


    
      Karl Jaspers has largely been forgotten, which is remarkable given his popularity and influence while alive. With
      works like Man in the Modern Age, he appeared as a sage, firm in his faith, opposed
      to political excess, and intent upon bringing the best of tradition into the present. Jaspers’ thinking was more
      conventional than that of Heidegger and his politics were more conservative than those of Sartre. Jaspers saw
      himself as a “servant of the greats;” he was not interested in presenting his philosophy as the next in line to
      enter the canon, but instead as a guide capable of illuminating the past and its value.1 He viewed neither silence nor action as the precondition for authenticity. Instead, he
      focused on a religious-metaphysical form of communication as the foundation for a “cooperative struggle for
      fulfillment.”2 Jaspers’ philosophy had no pseudo-revolutionary impulse and,
      unlike Heidegger, he was not a Nazi. He rather appreciated the “richness of religious life,” because it conveys a
      higher truth.3 Jaspers’ thinking did not incarnate the anxiety and discontent of
      pre-modern strata, and, in spite of his intellectual respect for Heidegger, he ultimately considered him the
      proverbial child who, wishing to grasp the wheel of history, wound up being crushed by it. Being and Time left Jaspers cold. Even in 1940, however, he could note that “there was something
      special between us that bound us to one another.”4
    


    
      After meeting at a birthday party for Edmund Husserl in 1920, Heidegger and Jaspers realized that there was much
      that they shared in common. They corresponded frequently until 1936 with Jaspers fawning over his friend, until
      political differences got in the way. The roles were somewhat reversed after the Second
      World War when they resumed their tense correspondence, which continued until Heidegger’s death. Trained as a
      psychiatrist, Jaspers had no meaningful response to criticisms of his perspective on the “worldview” and his
      friend’s insistence that philosophy remain “pure” in its ontological inquiry and untainted by ontic or
      extra-philosophical approaches and concerns.5 Heidegger’s critique was
      devastating, but Jaspers recognized the philosophical greatness of his friend,6
      and he still maintained that “we are both carried by a single knowledge that has not yet become
      explicit.”7
    


    
      Both resisted academicism, and they used philosophy to illuminate the lived life; authenticity proved as
      self-referential for the one as for the other. Equally critical of the subject-object dichotomy, but in a
      radically different manner, Jaspers fused Kierkegaard’s religious-existential longing with the epistemological
      outlook of Kant and Jaspers’ hero, Max Weber,8 who also influenced his political
      outlook. No less than Weber, Jaspers embraced a continental liberalism similar to America’s conservative
      mainstream.9 His politics recalls Germany before the First World War when its
      bourgeoisie identified with the monarchy while turning “inward” in order to concentrate on profits and the
      personal sphere.
    


    
      Communication of a particular sort defined Jaspers’ understanding of authenticity. Tolerance was its ethical
      imperative given the inherently partial knowledge provided by any worldview. Yet its end result, the purely
      intuitive experience of the Godhead, led him to the same philosophical dead end as Heidegger: self-referential
      ethics lacking the criteria to judge real choices. They also shared an elitism that looked down on the supposed
      superficiality of public life,10 the leveling down of culture, the erosion of
      “decisive thinking,” and preoccupations with academic erudition and “zealous” scholasticism. Again, however
      Jaspers was enmeshed in traditional metaphysics whereas Heidegger insisted that he had ultimately broken with the
      canon and overcome metaphysics.11 Thus, establishmentarian conservatism
      confronted reactionary radicalism.
    


    
      With a style somewhat less obtuse than that of Heidegger,12 Jaspers was
      influenced by the neo-Kantianism that was popular among German academics and intellectuals prior to the First
      World War. He retained the conventional distinction between subject and object,13
      “practical” and “pure” reason, value-laden metaphysical speculation and value-free scientific objectivity.
      Religious faith, aesthetic revelation, and existential meaning are (as in Kant’s Third
      Critique) thrust into the realm of experiential judgment. With Jaspers, however, reason projects
      transcendence, faith, and a domain outside its purview. Reason inherently seeks “the Comprehensive in us; it does
      not flow from the primal source of being but is an instrument of existence. It is the existential absolute that
      serves to actualize the primal source and bring it to the widest manifestation.”14 This kind of talk has little in common with Kant. Instrumental purposes make way for
      something “higher” that serve as the unconditional basis for authenticity in a contingent existence.
    


    
      Anticipating the existential reward, indeed, the individual is driven to make his leap of faith. Self-referential
      self-realization characterizes Jaspers’ version of authenticity. He builds on Kierkegaard in distinguishing what
      is “essential,” namely, revelatory truth, from what is “inessential,” the judgment of society. Essential is the
      Encompassing while inessential is the partial knowledge provided by any particular worldview. Just as Karl
      Mannheim maintained in his classic, Ideology and Utopia (1929), that all ideologies
      can know only a self-selected slice of the totality, Jaspers claimed the same for the worldview. Where Mannheim
      saw the overview of reality as grasped by a “free-floating intelligentsia,” however, Jaspers introduced a
      knowable yet unknowable category. The Encompassing provided his thought with a foundation, philosophical
      coherence, and a way to avoid relativism. Or so Jaspers thought. Thus, he claimed that there are two forms of
      knowledge. The first is external knowledge that
    


    
      ignores the existential inner life in favor of outwardly observable events and psychological changes; such
      knowledge is empirical and constitutes a worldview. The other form of knowledge is internal or existential and
      its content derives from faith and a sense of the encompassing.15
    


    
      Worldviews offer only partial knowledge of reality and, without some overriding concept or point of reference,
      each encounters others only by bringing forth yet another overlooked “aspect” of the real. Chaos grows with the
      emergence of new worldviews and an increasing division of knowledge that results in more intense feelings of
      alienation. The temptation becomes all the greater to privilege one aspect of the real; that is why a “deeper”
      communication is of such importance. Jaspers is undoubtedly aware that “experience” is irrefutable and that
      dogmatic reliance on it is basic to fascist ideology. But that theme is never played out. Suffice it to say that
      authenticity exists beyond the empirical, the rational, and the objective. Because faith as revealed in the
      Encompassing is irreducible to any worldview, it is inspired by this deeper discourse with the “Other.” Thus,
      Jaspers can write that the
    


    
      truth by which I live stands only if I become identical with it; it is historical in form as an objective
      statement it is not universally valid, but it is absolute. A truth which I can prove, stands without me; it is
      universally valid, unhistorical, timeless, but not absolute; rather it depends on finite premises and methods
      susceptible to proof.16
    


    
      Negating history, according to Jaspers, it is “unfitting” to die for such a partial truth. The authentic act is
      judged neither consequentially nor historically. It excludes the “Other” and it is unconditional for the subject
      alone—but not entirely. Jaspers sidesteps the possibility of mutually exclusive judgments of an action by the
      individual and the Other through noting that 
    


    
      authentic truth arises only when faith meets in the presence of the Comprehensive. Hence it is true that only
      believers can realize communication. On the other hand, untruth grows out of the fixation on contents of faith
      that merely repel one another. Hence it is impossible to talk with fanatics.17
    


    
      Toleration has its limits: authentic communication requires faith—but not too much. The only way to temper
      fanatical faith is through the exercise of reason, which rests on the opposite of faith. An action can prove
      authentic, moreover, only so long as an unconditional will is at work. For all the talk of communication, indeed,
      the “Other” is irrelevant. Jaspers’ “inner emigration” enabled many to claim they were really resisting mobsters in their hearts even while they were accommodating the Nazi regime in
      practice. An important character in Sartre’s The Age of Reason could thus view
      authenticity as feeling unique while doing what everyone else does: indeed, this is the character who becomes a
      Nazi collaborator.
    


    
      History again makes way for “historicity” as events gain their meaning divorced from historical action and from
      the judgment of others. What counts is “the existential possibility of achieving and experiencing the actual
      unity of time and eternity in the moment.”18 Such intensity marks the experience
      of authenticity; it is the illuminating moment wherein the individual grasps the “primal source” from which
      meaningful existence emanates. It is the moment when old garments
    


    
      must be cast off, garments suited to the present must be found. But the primal source is not what was in the
      beginning, but what is eternally present and authentic. On the other hand, to formulate the primal truth is to
      dress it in a temporal garment. Yet, in time, this garment corresponds to the temporal form of
      faith.19
    


    
      Transformative action is closed to reason. It responds instead to what “frees us from our practical needs,”
      namely, the Godhead, or the “Encompassing” (das Umgreifende). Meaningful change then,
      for Jaspers, rests on self-transcendence that involves experiencing what is beyond subject and
      object.20 That is commonly understood as faith though, in this context, it is
      also the bulwark against chaos. Inner transcendence is verified by its basis in freedom. And this notion of
      freedom, which is constrained in both the empirical sphere and that of transcendence, finds its unlimited
      possibility (toward the Encompassing) only in its existential and experiential expression in time. Freedom
      becomes subdivided in Kantian style between “freedom as knowledge,” “freedom as willfulness,” and “transcendental
      freedom” that involves self-confident obedience to a self-prescribed law.21
      Without any prescribed limits in existential transcendence, however, freedom is derivative of faith. Where “the
      whole of my relationality rests upon the basis of non-reason,”22 faith becomes
      more than what it is, something whereby the subject perceives the call of its own
      intention and, as such, becomes an emanation of the object itself.23
    


    
      Existenz unifies the modes in which an individual exists: empirical existence,
      “being-there” (Dasein), “consciousness as such” (Bewusstsein
      überhaupt), and “Spirit” (Geist). In the first realm, the individual is an
      object of investigation and so simply a part of nature, virtually undifferentiated from it. Instinctual drives
      abound. There is not yet a view of the self and the individual is “apprehended only as one sort of being among
      others, not yet as properly human.”31 This lowest realm in which the most basic and essential needs
      are implanted becomes instantly reified and then quickly passed over to make way for the second realm. In this
      sphere, the individual partakes of “consciousness as such” wherein engagement with a non-objectifiable “Other”
      takes place. Endowed with the divine presence, the realm of the spirit holds out the prospect of authenticity,
      which rests on the supposedly “infinite” and indeterminate responsibility that the self feels that it owes to
      this “encompassing” or “thou” or “Other.”
    


    
      Once again, the ineffable and the non-objectifiable generate authenticity and, in lieu of criteria, the result is
      yet another self-referential determination. Empirical existence, “being-there,” cannot be false. That is fair
      enough. But is that also the case with the experience of it? According to Jaspers, the use of reason in empirical
      existence points to its transcendence and the need for faith in dealing with any paradox existing between
      individual and social judgments, intuition and reflection, essence and appearance, and the tensions between
      subject and object.
    


    
      Faith unites Existenz with the source of Being—and it serves as the foundation for
      authenticity. Detached from secular responsibility for his or her activity, the individual can experience himself
      or herself as unique, distinct—standing in grace—and separated from “mass” society. Transcendence alone allows
      for such self-definition. Essentially, this means little more than “that our Trust in it sets us free—free from
      identifying ourselves with our worldly projects and with the state or course of worldly events.”24 But there is little daring in Jaspers or sense of adventure either. His concern is with
      gaining stability and a sense of security from the consequences of action. Thus, he can write that:
    


    
      Man torn from the sheltering substantiality of stable conditions and cast into the apparatus of mass life,
      deprived of his faith by the loss of his religion, is devoting more decisive thought to the nature of his own
      being. Thus, it is that there have arisen the typical philosophical ideas adequate to our own epoch. No longer
      does the revealed Deity upon whom all is dependent come first, and no longer the world that exists around us;
      what comes first is man, who, however, cannot make terms with himself as being, but strives to transcend
      himself.25
    


    
      Concerned with protecting the “sheltering substantiality of stable conditions,” fearful of disruption or
      revolution, Jaspers sides with the gods against Prometheus. Quiet should rule in the
      treetops. So, it only makes sense that Jaspers should have attacked the new totalitarian parties of the Weimar
      Republic. But his critique was launched from the peculiar standpoint of the “republican without conviction”
      (Vernunftrepublikaner). It was an attitude that reflected the corrosive skepticism of
      liberal elites to democracy. According to them, the masses no longer knew their place so that the new republic
      would
    


    
      be given over to mediocrities, to persons without a destiny, without rank or talent, without genuinely human
      attributes. It is as if man, thus deracinated and reduced to the level of a thing, had lost the essence of
      humanity. Nothing appeals to him with the verity of substantial being.26
    


    
      This view was common among academics and intellectuals of the 1920s. No less than Max Weber, Jaspers sought a
      strong German state with an electoral authoritarian bent and a responsible leader who would keep the masses in
      check. He was a German nationalist, but not an anti-Semite; his wife was Jewish, and he remained devoted to her
      during the Nazi period. But he saw the masses as an inherent threat to culture. Nazism was thus not the result of
      an economic collapse, or reactionary politics, but rather “the revolt of the masses” (Ortega y Gasset) and their
      intrusion into public life. The masses had lost their habitual respect for the elite or, at least, so thought an
      intellectual aristocracy whose members celebrated the outbreak of the First World War. Of course, if it was a
      mistake at all, it was obviously a minor one. After all, this aristocracy
    


    
      has a freedom that is self-achieved and includes men of noble birth, workers, the rich and the poor. But it is
      always rare and confined to a few, a minority. Majorities have always been hostile to privileged individuals and
      minority groups. Their hatred for the rich, for the gifted and for a cultural tradition is always great. Most of
      all, however, they hate anyone basically different from themselves, anyone moved by that genuine and
      uncompromising will for knowledge which the great majority never experience, yet feel compelled to acknowledge as
      a noble challenge.27
    


    
      “Where I sit is always above,” Bismarck used to say. Jaspers had a similar outlook, only his aristocrat had no
      criteria for legitimating his exalted position other than a pedigree and an authentic experience of
      faith.28 There is admittedly no neo-romantic glorification of death, less
      language from the trenches, and more generosity of spirit, but Jaspers is no different than Heidegger in his
      elitism and his inability to deal with historical “moments of decision.” His elite is capable of experiencing
      “primal awareness” of the Encompassing: that is enough. Such is the authentic aim of philosophy anyway and,
      whatever the disparate trends and currents of that enterprise, it always has been so. Thus, Jaspers could insist
      on the existence of a philosophia perennis.
    


    
      Authentic questioning within this perennial philosophy enables a person to
    


    
      break through his mere nature, but only by virtue of his own inner being. What he thus apprehends as Being and as
      himself, that is his faith. In philosophizing, we travel the path to the primal source of the faith that is the
      prerogative of man as man.20
    


    
      With the “axial age” that lasted from 500–300 BCE, a rational illumination of faith arose along with the dominant
      religions that would shape modern history: Buddhism, Hinduism, Judaism, Christianity, and Islam.29 How the axial age was constituted, who fits into it and who does not, are secondary matters
      for Jaspers. He is more concerned with a shift from the mythic to the rational, the narrative to the reflexive,
      the organic to the fragmented character of religion. The pre-political foundations of modern life are laid bare
      and Jaspers’ idea that reason is the agent of faith becomes secured in a host of axial figures: Zoroaster,
      Buddha, Moses, Socrates, Christ, and Muhammad.30
    


    
      According to Jaspers, these thinkers provided a basic stability for conscience and conduct that extends into the
      modern era. Once “religion” is contextualized and viewed in terms of its sects and sub-faiths, however, stability
      vanishes. Intolerance aided by power (from above or below) produces violent conflicts and, with all the dominant
      religions, an anticipation of the totalitarian state.31 Faith is also not
      insulated from what Weber termed the “routinization of charisma,” and it is simply naïve to assume that religious
      codifications do not intrude into its supposedly authentic expressions. Millions have died for their
      institutionally conditioned faith and, in the face of this reality, Jaspers’ perennial philosophy (with or
      without the axial age) offers little solace. It merely provides framing devices for investigating the meaning of
      the lived life. These devices, or “ciphers,”32 are seen as spontaneously arising
      from the will to transcendence. Like Augustine’s “soul,” or Heidegger’s “Being,” the cipher is a semi-divine
      “gift”—a hermeneutic for a pre-established interpretive frame of reference. “Seek and ye shall find.” The cipher
      “appears” in the act of faith rather than as a conscious choice. In Jaspers’ view, moreover, reliance on
      conscious choice only diminishes the cipher’s value.
    


    
      Cognitive knowledge might clarify what is unique about an individual’s empirical situation, but faith alone
      offers an insight into the cipher that is “higher” and expresses the Encompassing. And, here, Heidegger was
      correct: such “knowledge” of the Encompassing and its ciphers is simply a theological-metaphysical substitute for
      the intuitive experience of Being. Imitating some of Heidegger’s categories though lacking a similarly powerful
      architectonic, Jaspers considers it impossible to derive:
    


    
      Being in itself from any being which we know. If we call it Being, it can never be derived from the multiplicity
      of beings. If it is Being itself, it can never be derived from appearance. If it is Transcendence we find we can
      never derive the absolute from the objective actual or empirically existent. There
      always arises in thinking man that which passes beyond everything of which he thinks.33
    


    
      To the extent that individuals are incapable of thinking outside their worldviews, they can existentially
      experience only relativism and despair. Left at the level of a worldview, according to Jaspers, the world is
      stripped of meaning. Value-free science cannot provide it while metaphysics can never discover its own “ground.”
      Even faith cannot fully grasp the Godhead or the Encompassing in its fullness. Entrapped within the
      “shapelessness” of the Encompassing, faith cannot experience it as it authentically is. Whether any of this actually makes sense is another matter: enough communists and fascists
      gained “meaning” and purpose from their worldviews but, of course, this is not the “meaning” or faith that meets
      Jaspers’ standards. As for the Encompassing, it provides neither an adequate philosophical grounding nor any
      necessary insight into existence; Heidegger can thus again legitimately criticize his rival for interpreting the
      lived life (Existenz) without including its ontologically conditioned quest for
      meaning.34
    


    
      More hermeneutical than philosophical, strictly speaking, the Encompassing functions as an inflated form of what
      Hans Gadamer considered the meaning-giving “horizon” of tradition.35 The best
      that Jaspers can do is to highlight gnostic principles that interpret Being as disclosing itself. Thus, he sets
      forth a “Periechontology” to illuminate how Being can be for the
      individual.36
    


    
      [O]ntology seeks to make manifest Being—and in its essentials becomes an analogy to the One, True and Good—so it
      postulates a “system of Being” through which all Existents can be derived from one principle. Periechontology, on
      the other hand, seeks to point out that in which Being occurs and in which its demands become clear. We do not
      comprehend the Comprehensive as the a priori from which a system can be derived, but rather we are satisfied to
      systematize Existenz in that we, within this occurrence, can attempt to illuminate its original relations in the
      here and now.37
    


    
      The reliance on jargon betrays the philosophical confusion. Jaspers invokes something “in which Being occurs.”
      What that is, however, remains vague. If questioning its meaning is not intrinsic to Being, moreover, that
      “something” cannot provide the source of transcendence. That is of particular importance insofar as “world” and
      “transcendence” retain their philosophical standing only through reference to the Encompassing. It is the same
      with “consciousness” and “mind” (Geist). There is also nothing insightful about
      Jaspers’ convoluted contention that insofar as
    


    
      all are rooted in one, transcendence (toward God) is the authentic modus of being, a proposition the true
      understanding of which embraces all philosophical faith and all elucidating
      philosophical thought, but the path to which leads through the modes of the (Encompassing).38
    


    
      Encompassing supposedly illuminates where the split between subject and object originates:
    


    
      the authentic being, that is neither object nor subject, but that is manifested in the whole the subject-object
      dichotomy, and that must fill the categories in order to give them purpose and meaning, we have called that the
      (Encompassing.)39
    


    
      But subject and object, like form and content, are merely categories for making sense of reality, not realities
      in their own right. There is no point of origin and, for this reason, Jaspers is left with the tautological claim
      that what refers “beyond” is beyond, namely, “the Encompassing of Being itself.” There is admittedly a shady
      distinction between the “Encompassing that we are” and the “Encompassing that is Being itself.” But what that
      means is unclear. Transcendence is endless by definition; but we are not. In a neat philosophical sleight of
      hand, therefore, Jaspers defines Existenz as always “possible” or “potential
      Existenz” (mögliches Existenz)—though one would think
      that mortality sets its limit.
    


    
      Transcendence lies at the core of Jaspers’ system. It involves three distinct moments. The first involves
      creation of a “world orientation” (Weltorientierung) based on transcending reality’s
      empirical moments and unifying them in formulae that reflect the universal values of science. Next is the
      transcendence of the empirical world by which the being of an individual is illuminated (Existenzerhellung) and, finally, there is the authentic encounter with the Encompassing. The
      individual is free to engage with these moments though their connection is completely unclear: the scientific is
      divided from personal transcendence that is again irreducible to the absolute character of the Encompassing.
      These are three distinct domains of reality with three different modes of apprehending them; the idea of
      transcending science in the name of the personal and then transcending the personal in order to engage the
      Encompassing is predicated on a connection between these domains—a grounding or foundation—that does not exist.
    


    
      Choosing transcendence over “empirical existence” results only in the freedom to transform any concrete situation
      into the experience of it. The self-referential judgment suffices regarding its legitimacy. That same assumption
      underpins Jaspers’ most popular work, The Question of German Guilt, where he drew the
      important distinction between the “guilt” of Nazis and the “shame” that every German should feel.40 The pamphlet was a source for self-reflection and “communication.” It had a bite. Yet,
      Jaspers softened the pain by noting that “morally, man can condemn only himself, not another—or, if another, then
      only in the solidarity of charitable struggle. No one can morally judge another. It is only where the other seems to me like myself that the closeness reigns which in free communication
      can make a common cause of what finally each does in solitude.”41 Still, his
      fellow Germans felt betrayed; Jaspers was seen as a turncoat, and he moved to Zurich. Only later would he go
      further and insist that not only the Nazi but also “the German who voted in March 1933 for National Socialists,
      German Nationalists, or Communists (and he) is not only politically liable but morally guilty.”42
    


    
      Guilt, suffering, and struggle shape the extreme, ultimate (or boundary) situations (Grenzsituationen) that individuals experience. Their connection with authenticity is in keeping
      with an old German tradition that ennobles them even when they lack any specificity or context. Adorno clearly
      has a point when he notes that “suffering, evil, and death are to. be accepted, not to be changed.”43 Transcending them through faith in the Encompassing supposedly rests on an authentic
      experience of anxiety and “foundering.” But the subject remains his own judge and jury. Of course, the individual
      can help make sense of the ultimate situation through the spontaneous appearance of a cipher.44 Empirical existence might condemn it as a danger or a threat. Inspired by faith, however,
      “authentic” existence stoically embraces it; a gift of the Godhead is never completely black. The similarity here
      between Heidegger and Jaspers is striking. Indeed, Jaspers can insist “suffering achieves dignity, suffering
      becomes a road to the godhead.”45
    


    
      Something authentic needs to be made out of the war. To counter the pacifism, the
      anti-militarism, and the “decadence” of the Weimar Republic, while avoiding any identification with Nazism,
      Jaspers looks back to the noble ideas of imperial times: sacrifice, rank, patriotism, and traditional morals.
      Suffering is again inflated; it becomes more than what it is. Luckily, there is such a thing as
      sacrifice.46 This is not Ernst Junger’s “brotherhood of the trenches,” but it is
      certainly not pacifism either. Thus, in 1932, Jaspers could write:
    


    
      the only option today is to make a fresh start in conjunction with the other individuals with whom he can enter
      into a loyal alliance. The stirring reports of the way in which during the last phases of the Great War when our
      western front was crumbling, here and there some of our men stood firm, and as self-sacrificing individuals,
      effected what no command could have made them do, actually and at the last moment safeguarding the soil of the
      fatherland against destruction and storing up for German memories a consciousness of invincibility—these reports
      disclose an otherwise scarcely attained reality as a symbol of contemporary possibilities. Here was the first
      human existence which, in the face of Nothingness, in the face of destruction, was able to realize, no longer its
      own world, but a world which would belong to future generations.47
    


    
      Schiller’s satirical line from Wallenstein applied to Weimar’s conservatives who
      believed that “on the battlefield, there a guy is still worth something!” (“Im Feld,
      da ist der Mensch noch etwas Wert”). The nationalism, the militarism, the
      evocation of the Germanic myth—all are embedded in Jaspers’ thought. That the Nazis radicalized such assumptions
      beyond recognition had little impact upon his judgment of them. He would admit later that prior to 1933, he knew
      little about fascism; he considered a Nazi victory impossible in Germany.48 Were
      the state to become the servant of the masses, however, he was adamant that the individual must stand in
      opposition “even against the state”49—though, when they were written, these words
      were directed against the Weimar Republic.
    


    
      This is just talk. Each ultimate situation calls for a response from the individual. That ambivalence, angst, and
      foundering should accompany it is only natural. But criteria are required to ethically justify action. It is
      simply insufficient to argue that the ethical imperative is somehow generated by its “source,” or that it strikes
    


    
      me as the command of my authentic self to my mere empirical existence. I become aware of myself as that which I
      myself am, because it is what I ought to be. The awareness is obscure at the beginning and lucid at the end of my
      unconditional action. When we become aware of the imperative our questioning ceases in the certainty of
      being—though in temporal life there is at once a new beginning of questioning, and in a changed situation must
      forever be gained anew.50
    


    
      The call of conscience is unconditional, but its authenticity cannot be taken for granted. The old problem
      associated with religious revelation resurfaces; revelation may prove delusional, and there are no criteria to
      decide one way or another. What remains is the truism that “no one can be sure whether the spirit bloweth or
      bloweth not at a given time and place; but he to whom the spirit speaks, however faintly, must say when he was
      moved by it, and when he was not.” Jaspers knows that “thinking the proposition” of the “Encompassing” does not
      guarantee contact with it and “that the word of God has an incommunicable character. He should also be able to
      describe the silence of the spirit. When the mythical contents are genuinely appropriated, “the speaker
      communicates his conviction out of the faith in whose name he speaks; he is not then troubled by the inherent
      implausibility of the myth in its literal aspect.”51
    


    
      There is also no way to evaluate the options available in any historical moment of decision, and this insulates
      the individual’s choices from external criticism; “no one who is in possession of the truth,” writes Jaspers,
      “can speak properly with someone else—he breaks off authentic communication in favor of the belief that he
      holds.”52 How people live in the world and how society influences them are
      questions whose answers shift from the empirical to the Encompassing. Insofar as the Encompassing “encompasses”
      reality, however, it is no longer clear what is empirical and what is transcendent. The metaphysical “leap,” or
      encounter with the Encompassing, supposedly has no impact on communication. Such is the case if only because
      
    


    
      we cannot have objective possession of a truth that is the eternal truth, and because being-there is possible
      only with other being-there, and existence can come into its own only with other existence, communication is the
      form in which truth is revealed in time.53
    


    
      Heidegger’s distinction between authentic speech and inauthentic chatter reasserts itself in Jaspers’ thinking.
      Authentic communication cannot take place in public; it requires a private intimacy between equals. What results
      is beyond reason and, insofar as it is object-less, transcendent by definition. Authenticity is revealed not in
      “knowledge” but in fulfilled “non-knowledge” or, to put it another way, “It is the supreme striving of knowledge
      to reach the point where cognition fails.”54 A strange methodological spectacle
      thus occurs. To guard against anti-intellectualism or mysticism, Jaspers claims that the individual can encounter
      the sacred only by journeying through the profane. In the process, however, reason is confined to being empirical
      while faith, unrelated to any orthodoxy, remains a purely individual experience. The old dualism is preserved:
    


    
      Faith is different from knowledge. Giordano Bruno believed and Galileo knew…. A truth by which I live stands only
      if I become identical with it…. A truth which I can prove stands without me…it depends on finite premises and
      methods of attaining knowledge of the finite. It would be unfitting to die for a truth that is susceptible to
      proof.55
    


    
      Galileo almost died for such a proof and, as paradigms shift, science is also (indirectly) connected to a social
      framework. Cut off from history, however, Jaspers perceives reason as value-free and beyond any historical
      purpose while faith secures the conviction that reality has been transcended. Jaspers thinking thus becomes
      tautological. He assumes what he wishes to prove and the subject-object dualism reasserts itself in a quite
      traditional manner:
    


    
      We cannot doubt the existence of mystical experience, nor can we doubt that mystics have always been unable to
      communicate what is most essential in their experience. The mystic is immersed in the Comprehensive. The
      communicable partakes of the subject-object dichotomy, and a clear consciousness seeking to penetrate the
      infinite can never attain the fullness of that source. We can speak only of that which takes object form. All
      else is incommunicable. But its presence in the background of those philosophical ideas which we call speculative
      constitutes content and meaning.53
    


    
      What is not explicable or justifiable becomes the “ground” of what needs explanation and justification. The
      revelatory experience must rest on some foundation. God can serve that purpose theologically but not
      philosophically. Jaspers senses that and privileges what Heidegger called “serenity” (Gelassenheit) and a secure “stance” (Haltung) over the skepticism and uncertainty associated with critique. The straitlaced character
      of Jaspers’ outlook becomes apparent when he notes that
    


    
      peace of mind is the aim of philosophical thought. Amid the greatest devastation we should like to be certain of
      what remains—for that is everlasting. In distress we reflect upon our primal source. Amid the threat of death, we
      seek a thought that will make us steadfast.56
    


    
      These qualities are again self-generated outside of any context. But, here, Jaspers is careful, too careful.
      Transferring experiential certainty into the world of action leads only to fanaticism and mystification of
      transcendence and the Encompassing; “no one who is in possession of the truth can speak properly with someone
      else—he breaks off authentic communication in favor of the belief that he holds.”57 Is that person in possession of the truth or not? The danger of perverting the Godhead
      through dogmatic interpretation of the cipher is real. Consequently, the individual should
    


    
      not look on the symbol of reality as a physical reality like the things which we grasp, live with and consume. To
      regard the object as being is the essence of all dogmatism and to mistake the materiality of symbols for reality
      is specifically the essence of superstition. For superstition is chained to the object, faith is rooted in the
      (Encompassing).58
    


    
      Experiential authenticity and the lived life are graced by something symbolic.59
      And this situates them within history or, better, gives historicity its unique context. Wishing to maintain the
      primacy of the spontaneous revelatory insight while preventing its radical social impulse, Heidegger can
      criticize Jaspers for assuming that existential experience is psychologically and symbolically comprehensible
      rather than illuminated from within Being alone. In the face of Heidegger’s withering critique, Jaspers’ faith
      and the Encompassing’s ungrounded transcendence don’t offer much solace. Nevertheless, he can write:
    


    
      The infinite is touched, though not apprehended, first in the idea of infinity, then in the conception of a
      divine knowledge essentially different from man’s finite knowledge, finally in thoughts of immortality. The
      infinite which, though unfathomable, does enter into man’s consciousness, and causes man to transcend his
      finiteness by becoming aware of it.60
    


    
      But there is something suspect about this kind of talk; it is pseudo-concrete. Thinking about the infinite does
      not amount to transcending the finite; and becoming aware of it in self-referential fashion does not make it so.
      Adorno is again right when he notes that “timelessness, the goal which the bourgeois mind may be pursuing in order to compensate for its own mortality, is the acme of its
      delusion.”61
    


    
      Nor does it help to insist that the Encompassing makes itself known to the individual in a “world” that renders
      the “language of God” manifest through “ciphers” (Chiffren). The mixed metaphor
      creates confusion when Jaspers speaks about the “making visible of the invisible God. The world unveils its
      Creator, so that He can be known as in a mirror, as in a riddle.”62
    


    
      Ciphers are existentially powerful in spite of their “inherent implausibility.” They solidify the material
      contact between existence and transcendence. Anything can function as a cipher and, for the most part, they are
      appropriated by the individual according to his or her existential needs. Insofar as the Encompassing encompasses
      reason and the cipher is its expression, however, the cipher retains a degree of rationality since
      “philosophically speaking, the myth is the rational a priori form in which we become aware of
      transcendence.”63 But there is no reason to believe this. To make matters worse,
      Jaspers opposed “de-mythologizing” religious myths in his notable debate with Rudolf Bultmann, the famous
      theologian. Ciphers are thus closed to critical examination as they float above reality, like angels, exhibiting
      traces of the same message. Once again, a subterranean dogmatism arises in the claim that
    


    
      myth is a carrier of meanings which can be expressed only in the language of myth. The mythical figures are
      symbols which, by their very nature, are untranslatable into other language. They are accessible only in the
      mythical element, they are irreplaceable, unique. They cannot be interpreted rationally; they are interpreted
      only by new myths, by being transformed.62
    


    
      Transformed into what? Their organic relationship with one another might well transform them into the “great
      tradition” of philosophy, religion, and art. What binds myths and ciphers together, however, is in reality only
      what Jaspers insists they disclose. The expressions of transcendence appear somehow intuitive yet strangely
      elusive. Thus, Jaspers can write that “all mythology subdues, controls and fashions the forces of nature in the
      imagination and through imagination; it disappears, therefore when real control over these forces is
      established.”63 Myth seeks realization and the end of alienation—and fails in its undertaking. That
      makes the myth susceptible to criticism. Rather than assume that the cipher is a vestiga
      dei, therefore, any critical perspective must illuminate its secular roots and potentially ideological
      purpose. A “critique of ideology” (Ideologiekritik) must engage its social functions
      and ideological potential. Validating myths depends upon the manner in which they are “de-ciphered.” Identifying
      authentic myths with personal faith and divine transcendence, while dismissing others as “pseudo-myths” when they
      do not measure up, is simply dogmatic and arbitrary.64
    


    
      What authentic myths illuminate has apparently always been true: what was expressed will be expressed again and
      again though the form of expression will differ.65 Past
      truths need reinvention, however, if they are to remain salient for ever-changing networks of significations.
      Each symbol and each cipher is thus refashioned as it enters into that “contextual integration” (Walter
      Benjamin), which structures tradition. Since the character of that integration is not known in advance, however,
      Jaspers’ emphasis on being open to communication is of importance. But he quickly qualifies what his thought
      provides. Whereas the cipher is open to all and the property of none, “if men want to hear it and not mistake it
      for something else, if they do not want to usurp it for themselves in some imagined form, they need communication
      with each other”66—and authentic communication calls for listening to the voice
      of the “Other.” Not every “Other” must be heard, however, since “authentic truth arises only where faith meets in
      the presence of the Comprehensive.”
    


    
      Hence, only believers can realize communication. And that is also the case when it comes to the appropriate
      “niveau” of both communicants. That Heidegger and Jaspers thus thought of creating an
      aristocratic university makes sense. Though they recognized their plan as utopian, it also makes sense, Jaspers
      did not want to forget about it entirely.67 There are cosmopolitan and critical
      elements in Jaspers’ thinking that only grew stronger after the Second World War and Hiroshima. Nor was he
      Eurocentric in his choice of important thinkers for his two-volume Great
      Philosophers; Jaspers always took the position that authentic communication cannot occur with the
      like-minded. Christians should not simply talk to Christians, Jews should not simply talk to Jews, and Muslims
      should not simply talk to Muslims. “Untruth grows out of fixation on the contents of faith that merely repel one
      another. Hence, it is impossible to talk with fanatics.”68
    


    
      No “worldview” can capture the Encompassing and, if all worldviews are partial in the knowledge they provide,
      tolerance is a necessary consequence. But here too there is a qualification. An acceptance of “philosophical
      faith” lies prior to communication and underlies the words of those properly attuned to one another. Authentic
      communication cannot be sought or even cultivated; even the “indirect communication” inspired by an artwork or an
      event needs a catalyst. In short, communication involves the spontaneous recognition of an Existenz by a co-Existenz.69 These
      believers share the same niveau and, tragically, realize that they cannot really
      “help” each other. Each utilizes communication to spark a personal encounter with the Godhead. Communication
      leads not to social action, according to Jaspers, but toward engagement with the Encompassing. Communication is
      thus authentic only
    


    
      when the matter under discussion becomes objectless, in the double sense that for the positivist nothing remains
      to be done, because he no longer sees an object and that for the philosopher the light is just beginning to dawn.
      The philosopher cannot to be sure apprehend authentic being in the vanishing of the object, but he can be filled
      by it.70
    


    
      As usual, however, this remains vague. If communication leads individuals back to their “source,” it is unclear
      whether something “essential” is really learned from it. Communication instead simply creates
      “present-mindedness;” it enables the timeless existential experience to enter time and the meta-historical to
      invade history. Thus, “eternal history is made wherever two people meet in this absolute spirit. In other words,
      wherever they meet in the spirit of unconditional presence for one another there is the Absolute present in their
      midst.”71
    


    
      Open communication restricts fanaticism, according to Jaspers, because it cultivates aristocratic bearing. With
      changing technology and the increasing role of the masses, the ability to communicate experiences decreases.
      Authentic communication thus turns into the “wisdom” of “counsel” concerning an object-less encounter, which
      rests on nothing more than Jaspers assertion that “God is. There is an absolute imperative. The world is an
      ephemeral stage between God and existence.”72 As if by magic, therefore,
      communication becomes at once both more and less than it is. Infused with the presence of God, the mythopoetic,
      authentic communication becomes the “gift” that can alone bring about an “inner change” and inject a “moral”
      sense into the everyday activities of the subject.74 Only through change on this level can society as
      a whole be changed. What this change constitutes, however, appears:
    


    
      only in every man’s manner of living. Every little act, every word, every attitude in millions and billions of
      people matter. What happens on a large scale is but a symptom of what is done in the privacy of many lives. The
      man who cannot live in peace with his neighbor, the mischief-maker, or secret ill-wisher or slanderer or liar,
      the adulterer or undutiful son or negligent parent or lawbreaker—by his conduct, which even behind locked doors
      is never wholly private—keeps peace from the world. He does in miniature, what on a larger scale makes mankind
      destroy itself.73
    


    
      Naïve truisms based on questionable assumptions again come into play. Jaspers views society as the sum of the
      individuals who compose it. There are no institutional mediations. Socioeconomic and political problems are
      “moral” in nature and, were an “inward” change brought about, presumably the rest would follow. Even with respect
      to Nazism, Jaspers can insist that “moral failings cause the conditions out of which both crime and political
      guilt arise.”74 As with most establishmentarian intellectuals in the Weimar
      Republic, moreover, moral failings are identified with “decadence.” This becomes a theme in Jaspers’ writings;
      indeed, he is aghast at how “people are no longer horrified at divorce, at homosexuality, and at suicide. This
      horror used to safeguard the family.”75
    


    
      “Co-responsibility” implies that the individual should not simply go his own way. Jaspers’ liberalism thus
      highlights neither individualism nor secular humanism. Instead, it insists that “we can live together without
      fellowmen only if we conform to regulations. Religion is one of the regulative forces. If we destroy it, unforeseeable evil will break through.”76 That religion has
      itself often inspired this unforeseeable evil seems irrelevant. There is a certain confluence between personal
      faith and the church; it may be that the individual relies on himself in pursuing his spiritual needs, but “he
      does not for that reason wish to do away with the church conceived as the embodiment of the universal, as
      irreplaceable crystallization of tradition and education, as a form of order.”77
      Really? Does the agnostic, atheist—or plain dissident following his own spiritual path—count in this
      crystallization? Organized religion fosters routinization, prejudice, and repression as surely as tradition,
      education, and order. For Jaspers, however, it is sufficient that “God exists for me in the degree to which I in
      freedom authentically become myself. He does not exist as a scientific content, but only as openness to
      existence.”78
    


    
      How individuals conduct themselves in everyday life has an impact on society. But that does not justify reducing
      political problems to supposed moral failings or micro-aggressions. Nor does social change occur one person at a
      time or communication on an overriding agreement in advance on religious fundamentals. As the “essential” is
      prized, indeed, the “inessential” is ignored. The collective is abstracted beyond its historical constitution as
      scarcity, legitimacy, political rule, and economic contradictions vanish from the “authentic” discourse. Were a
      situation to come about which results in a perversion of politics, most likely, Jaspers’ position would
      be—quoting Weber—that “Then I am no longer interested.” From this, it is a small step to self-serving forms of
      “inner immigration” that rationalize conformism.
    


    
      Authentic communication is left inspiring engagement with the spirit. Man may not live by bread alone, but
      neither can he subsist merely on the spirit. Material interests privilege certain forms of politics and the
      appeal of certain ideologies. Communication should illuminate such elective affinities and subject them to
      ethical and political judgment. But this requires something more than Jaspers can provide. It calls for
      “communicative action,” using the phrase of Jürgen Habermas, rather than a self-referential metaphysical
      discourse in which “faith withdraws to a minimum at the borders of unfaith, and, from this infinitesimal point,
      it reverses the process and spreads anew; thus, can I compress myself in my own shrinking self.”79
    


    
      Sartre saw the matter differently: he would write that
    


    
      to speak is to act; anything which one names is already no longer quite the same; it has lost its innocence….
      Thus, by speaking, I reveal the situation by my very intention of changing it; I reveal it to myself and to
      others in order to change it.80
    


    
      Communication thus becomes a “secondary” form of action that implies responsibility for what is being
      communicated—not just for the self, but for the “Other” who is listening. Communication is the vehicle not just
      for personal authenticity but for bringing about solidarity. Not merely the spiritual
      journey of individuals but their social actions and political choices are subjects for reflection, criticism,
      re-evaluation—and communication.
    


    
      Transcendence is less the issue regarding its lack of fulfillment than solidarity. Structures of interest and
      habit enmesh the interlocutors, values and prejudices have already been injected, and being in the appropriate
      philosophical mood is insufficient to confront them. Authentic communication which is “scarcely possible in
      public” already includes the “public”—albeit, as an unwanted witness. From Jaspers’ perspective, however, it
      inherently impairs the discourse. Meaningful discussion of social and political matters is rendered impossible.
      To put it another way: “public opinion” is a fiction. There is not even Heidegger’s struggle with das Man.
    


    
      Authentic communication insulates the person from the cultural decadence of the masses. As Jaspers states quite
      candidly, “To be able to think politically denotes the attainment of so high a level in the human scale that we
      can scarcely expect everyone to reach such a level.”81 Popular participation is
      dangerous. Such, indeed, is the stance associated with traditional conservatism and the “republican without
      conviction.” Political engagement is reserved for those with the proper niveau. As
      far as Jaspers is concerned, “the problem of human nobility today is how we are to rescue the reality of the
      best, who constitute a very small minority.”82 For all the talk, communication
      and reason, politics and nobility, morals and authenticity—Jaspers intends that all of it to consolidate the
      elite’s standing and hegemony. Whatever emancipatory possibilities remain in authentic communication are quietly
      finished off, as if its doom were already a foregone conclusion.
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    Authenticity and Engagement


    
      Jean-Paul Sartre
    


    
      
        In the beginning was the deed!
      


      
        J.W. Goethe
      

    


    
      Philosopher, novelist, playwright, essayist, biographer, and polemicist, Sartre is a “man of letters” whose
      notion of authenticity has received expression in many venues. Sensitive to history in a way that neither
      Heidegger nor Jaspers were, and, critical of interiority as the basis for judgment, he instead developed a
      “doctrine of action” for the “man who makes himself.”1 Descartes, Marx, Husserl,
      and even Heidegger would exert an influence on different phases of his life. For all that, however, his notion of
      authenticity exhibits a clarity that at once rounds out the existentialist tradition even while laying the basis
      for its overthrow. Sartre, too, is concerned with the lived experience, but his individual enters the material
      world as an active participant who must choose from among different political and social options and, ultimately,
      try to understand the constitution of society and himself. His aim was always to link liberty with
      responsibility, and this led him from a kind of Cartesian existentialism to a completely unique interpretation of
      Marxism. Sartre was entangled with the communist movement, various dictatorships, and even the Maoist
      La cause du peuple. But he was also among the leading public intellectuals of his
      time, associated with the anti-imperialist cause of Algeria and, in 1967, Chair of the Bertrand Russell
      International War Crimes Commission that condemned the United States for genocide in Vietnam. He took a position
      on virtually every important issue of his age and he had a profound influence on the self-understanding of women,
      gays, people of color—and generations of young people all over the world.
    


    
      Sartre was a “universal intellectual.”2 There was hardly a discipline in the
      social sciences and humanities to which he did not make an original contribution. Nor
      did he ever indulge in the irrationalism or mysticism, elitism or escapism of Heidegger or Jaspers. He was a
      rationalist and a consequentialist, who “distrusts the incommunicable; it is the source of all violence.” He
      always preferred critical self-reflection and, in this vein, Sartre never let either his fictional characters or
      his readers off the hook: self-deception, inauthenticity, “bad faith,” and cowardice are always temptations and
      he ruthlessly illuminated them.3 Sartre “utilizes” language:4 there is no room for the non-cognitive, faith, or the Encompassing. Communication is for him
      the bridge to action. There is no inflation of philosophy, no linguistic obfuscations, and no perspective on
      writing as anything more than a “secondary act.” Self-definition occurs (for better or worse) through individual
      choice and action. The writer too must choose, and his responsibility is “to act in such a way that nobody can be
      ignorant of the world and that nobody may say that he is innocent of what it’s all about.”5 The writer should clear away the ideological cobwebs and corrupt the individual’s innocence.
      Authentic judgment of the writer derives not from his own self-evaluation, but with reference to the “Other.”
    


    
      Maintaining the subject’s freedom while extending it to the “Other” is the purpose of Sartre’s enterprise. And,
      insofar as he engages in both, Sartre is constantly trying to affect the world. Nothing comes out more strongly
      in the scathing, bitter, and brilliant autobiography of his life until the age of nine: The
      Words. Born in 1905 in Alsace-Lorraine to an upper middle-class family without a father, neither exactly
      French nor German, Sartre could say of himself at this time:
    


    
      I keep creating myself; I am the giver and the gift. If my father were alive I would know my rights and duties.
      He is dead and I am unaware of them. I have no rights, since love heaps blessings upon me; I have no duties,
      since I give out of love. Only one mandate: to please; everything for show.6
    


    
      Critical self-appraisal in terms of what he does that is real rather than a show becomes the first step in
      authenticity. Sartre’s grandfather identified with the Enlightenment, whereas his little grandson was resentful
      of the household and the community that he sought to “please.” Even though Sartre was not particularly concerned
      with politics while a student at the Ecole Normale Superieur in the 1930s, he was vehemently anti-bourgeois and perhaps best understood as a kind of
      bohemian democrat. Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir, his life-long partner, sympathized with the working class and
      lackadaisically supported socialist causes. But they did so from an individualist stance, offered a critique of
      the bourgeoisie from a bourgeois stance, and basically retained a worldview nicely described by de Beauvoir:
    


    
      Society as it was then constituted we opposed. But there was nothing sour about this enmity: it carried an
      implication of robust optimism. Man was to. be remolded, and the process would be partly our doing. We did not
      envisage contributing to this change except by way of books: public affairs bored
      us.7
    


    
      During this time, Sartre’s friend (and future critic) Raymond Aron made him aware of Heidegger’s work, and Sartre
      became enthralled with understanding the lived life, only this time in terms of the freedom to act and the
      responsibility for the action performed. He was attracted by the thought of finding an alternative to the sterile
      idealism of Léon Brunschvicg whose thought was preeminent at the École Normale
      Supérieure and who, like most academics at the time, was a liberal supporter of the Third Republic. That
      educational experience helps explain Sartre’s life-long contempt, or better, indifference to republicanism. With
      the popularity of Alexandre Kojéve and the Hegelian revival in France during the 1930s, moreover, the way opened
      for a new anti-bourgeois form of existential rationalism, which interpreted Hegel and even Marx as forerunners of
      that tradition. Later in one of his most popular works, Sartre attempted to bind existentialism and humanism.
      Even then, however, he had his doubts. Humanism was too imprecise, too vague, too diverse, and too appealing to
      bad faith. Thus, Sartre imagined humanists in their various guises as:
    


    
      a swarm of others: the humanist philosopher who bends over his brothers like a wise elder brother who has a sense
      of his own responsibilities, the humanist who loves men as they are, the humanist who loves men as they ought to
      be, the one who wants to save them with their consent, and the one who will save them in spite of themselves, the
      one who wants to create new myths, and the one who is satisfied with the old ones, the one who loves death in
      man, the one who loves life in man, the happy humanist who always has the right word to make people laugh the
      sober humanist whom you especially at funerals or wakes. They all hate each other as individuals, naturally, not
      as men.8
    


    
      Authenticity in a very basic way meant attacking the prospect of, so to speak, living by
      proxy. Sartre never had much use for sentimentality, platitudes, or—above all—self-serving
      rationalizations and bad faith. Sartre would always remain skeptical of emotionalism and “good intentions.”
      Outline for a Theory of the Emotions (1948), inspired by Husserl, treats emotion as
      purposive action. Emotion, revelation, and spiritualism are seen as “degradations” of consciousness insofar as
      individuals magically seek an escape from the realm of necessity. Rather than engage the “Other,” or confront
      real constraints, they fall back upon themselves. They subsequently try to gain their objective—i.e., the love
      sought by frustrated jealousy—without either authentically engaging the other person or authentically taking the
      responsibility demanded by the “situation.” A difference with Heidegger and Jaspers immediately presents itself
      when a character in his play, The Devil and the Good Lord (1951) sarcastically notes
      that “When God is silent, you can make him say whatever you please.”
    


    
      Sartre’s enterprise rests on employing critical reflection to question self-serving passions, unthinking
      conformity, ungrounded assumptions, unrecognized hypocrisy, and the refusal of solidarity in fighting oppression.
      The battle with das Man and the imperative of faith lose their priority. Intention
      becomes part of the action undertaken and what Hegel termed the “cunning of reason,” or the consequence that
      turns the intention against itself, is no excuse for the choice that was made; the individual remains responsible
      in the eyes of the “Other.” Action alone is the way to evaluate the individual and determine his worth. The rest
      is metaphysics. Thus, Sartre can write that
    


    
      the root of all Reason is to be sought in the depth of the free act. It is freedom which is the foundation of the
      true, and the rigorous necessity that appears in the order of truths is itself supported by the absolute
      contingency of a creative free will.9
    


    
      Initially skeptical of materialism and idealism, Sartre followed a third path by privileging lived action in the
      face of being contingent, superfluous, unwanted, and “de trop.”10 Novalis once called philosophy a form of “transcendental homesickness,” and that describes
      the young Sartre. Engagement alone actualizes ontological freedom and confronts the contingency of life. The
      bohemian, like Roquentin in Sartre’s Nausea, thus strives to “create,”11 not in order to withdraw from real life but to actualize it. All of Sartre’s creations
      express a threefold quality in terms of authenticity: there is judging the self in terms of motives, there is the
      interaction with the “Other,” and there is the activity in which the self is “engaged.” Such are the terms in
      which the individual forms a “fundamental project” within an ongoing and mutable “situation.”
    


    
      Because authenticity requires responsibility in the face of the “Other,” the act requires objectification. It is
      open to communication and critique by the “Other.” There is no entanglement of freedom and necessity as with
      Hegel or Marx. For the young Sartre, the “situation of a man and his powers cannot increase or limit his
      freedom.”12 Qualitatively different circmstances thus disappear in favor of an
      ontological and metaphysical characterization of freedom. The problem becomes evident in the famous quip by
      Anatole France that “the bourgeois law in all its majesty prohibits both the rich man and the poor one from
      sleeping under a bridge.”
    


    
      Over the years, Sartre would render freedom ever more concrete, ever more determinate. But the first step was
      empowering the individual to objectify it in reality. This speaks to his famous claim that “existence precedes
      essence.”13 Mainstream thought beginning with the Bible highlighted a fixed
      “essence,” or human nature, as the foundation for good or evil behavior or “existence.” Sartre turned the
      argument upside down: existence is such that individuals create their “essence,” and determine what they are by
      how they act and what they make out of life. Sometimes the possibilities of practical action are stifled, and
      resistance may seem futile. While in a detention camp during the onset of the Second World War, therefore, Sartre had Zeus say in The Flies “The bane of gods and
      kings, the bitterness of knowing men are free. Yes, Aegisthus, they are free. But your subjects do not know it
      and you do.” To which Aegisthus replies, “Why yes! If they knew it they would send my palace up in flames. For
      fifteen years I’ve been playing a part to mask their power from them.”14
    


    
      Such a stance enabled him to strengthen the spirit of resistance among his camp comrades, bolster their courage,
      and show them that power stems not from the gods or destiny. This would lead Sartre to claim in The Flies: “‘If you can brag of freedom, why not praise the freedom of a prisoner languishing in
      fetters, or a slave nailed to the cross?’ Orestes replies: ‘Certainly. Why not?’”15 To be sure: Orestes dies at the end of The Flies: the revolt
      “fails.” But this failure is not just another “cipher,” using Jaspers’ formulation,16 but the product of a choice that gives freedom its realism and materiality. Freedom is not
      some supernatural dimension of being that engages death or a deity. It manifests its own immanent imperative. So,
      Sartre can insist,
    


    
      Totally committed and totally free. And yet it is the free man who must be delivered by enlarging his
      possibilities. In certain situations, there is room for only two alternatives, one of which is death. It is
      necessary to proceed in such a way that man, in every circumstance, can choose life.17
    


    
      All his early work is written in the shadow of burgeoning fascist power.18
      Nazism, indeed, made the contingent nature of existence readily apparent. Unlike Heidegger or Jaspers, Sartre was
      always suspicious of la vie intérieure and privileging intuition in the search for
      truth.19 Sartre was also an atheist: there is no flight into Being, God, or faith
      in an Encompassing. “Nothing” underpins “Being.” In this way, contingency informs the two ways in which Being
      presents itself, namely, “Being for-itself” (pour-soi) and “Being in-itself”
      (en soi). In Cartesian fashion, the two oppose one another, most simply, as
      consciousness against nature—and yet they converge in a certain way. And here is Sartre’s real point:
    


    
      Being in itself is never either possible or impossible. It is. This is what consciousness expresses in
      anthropomorphic terms by saying that being is superfluous (de trop)—that is, that
      consciousness absolutely cannot derive from anything, either from another being, or from a possibility, or from a
      necessary being, being is de trop for eternity.20
    


    
      As for the in-itself, there is no before and no after. Its inertia is what it is, having no foundation outside of itself. This is just the experience of the world
      that allows Roquentin in Nausea to draw the logical implication:
    


    
      It didn’t make sense, the world was everywhere, in front, behind. There had been nothing before it, Nothing.
      There had never been a moment in which it could not have existed. That was what worried
      me; of course, there was no reason for this flowing larva to exist. But it was impossible for it not to
      exist.21
    


    
      Nature is alienated from man. A sharp division appears between the in-itself and the
      for-itself. The former has no consciousness of its contingency; passive, inert, it is
      indifferent to the for-itself, which can recognize its superfluous character. Nothing
      is outside it, the for-itself arises spontaneously and lacks any sacred foundation; it is based on nothing, which is precisely what makes it free.
    


    
      The for-itself is necessary insofar as it provides its own foundation and if only for
      that reason. And this is why it is the object reflected by an apodictic intuition. I cannot doubt that I am. But
      insofar as this for-itself as such could also not be, it has all the contingency of fact. Just as my nihilating
      freedom is apprehended in anguish, so the for-itself is conscious of its facticity.
      It has the feeling of its complete gratuity; it apprehends itself as being there for nothing, as being
      de trop.22
    


    
      As an entity of fact, this for-itself can then only define itself (in its unique
      singularity) against all other things, beings, etc. That is to say, it defines itself against the world. It
      resists a priori; awareness of that is another matter. Sartre’s ontology creates a number of problems. The first
      is that there is no interaction between humanity and nature and thus no place for work or its transformative
      impact. Given its oppositional “presence to the world,” moreover, the conditions for solidarity remain vague and
      undefined. And, finally, semantic sleight of hand withdraws all concrete determinacy: if the for-itself exists for nothing, its foundation is a lack of anything.
      In short, “it determines its being by means of a being which it is not.”23
    


    
      What the for-itself “lacks” is, of course, the fullness and completeness of the
      in-itself. The object lacks nothing; it can be only what it is. Condemned to
      incompletion, the for-itself in its consciousness is an unfinished existence that has no choice other than to
      create its essence. In turn, this lack of choice is the subject’s freedom and that, in turn, is at the root of
      transcendence; “only a being which lacks can surpass being toward the lacked.”24
      Critics were correct in suggesting that there is a certain futility in this understanding of human becoming that
      is incapable of fulfillment. The for-itself “projects” an endeavor that it will never realize and, in this sense,
      the closing words of Being and Nothingness are fully appropriate, namely that “man is
      a useless passion.”
    


    
      Levi-Strauss was correct when he called the early Sartre a “prisoner of the cogito.” The latter is enmeshed in
      the relationship between contingency and ontological foundations; it is not too much to say that in his
      insistence upon action and self-empowerment, Sartre, so to speak, remains in his own head. Markers are necessary
      to indicate the increase or decrease of empowerment: Hegel noted, for example, that the
      expansion of a vocabulary expresses progress and freedom, if only because individuals can then understand their
      world more precisely and with greater clarity. In the same vein, while it is quite true that the great historical
      moments of decision could have happened other than they did, it is also true that there are usually very good
      reasons why things turned out as they did. Yet, Sartre is unconcerned with any of this. The individual must
      assume absolute responsibility for the contingency of existence. That is his freedom. And, in this regard, Sartre
      finds himself taking up a fundamental problem of Cartesian philosophy, namely, whether it is possible to derive
      ethics from ontology. Sartre insists that the individual’s responsibility extends beyond the particular
      psychological choices he makes or the socio-economic situation in which he finds himself or herself. Thus, his
      main character Mathieu can say in Troubled Sleep, the last volume of Sartre’s
      trilogy, The Roads to Freedom, which concludes with the Nazi invasion of France in
      1940:
    


    
      I have spent my life reading, yawning, tinkling the bell of my own little problems. I decided not to choose only
      to find that I had already chosen, that I chose this war, this defeat, that it has been waiting for me since the
      beginning of time.25
    


    
      Sartre’s laudable aim is to rescue freedom from any prime cause, system, or determinism. But the relationship
      between authenticity and action breaks down. There is no mediation between them and, consequently, the individual
      cannot know what is possible and what he might expect from himself in the given situation. The individual may owe
      his position in society to “nothing,” ontologically speaking, but there remain (often-unacknowledged) privileges
      of race, gender, etc. Sartre has no way to deal with this insofar as he shifts the argument from history to
      metaphysics. In keeping with the Cartesian tradition, therefore, he can write,
    


    
      to exist and to be conscious of existing are one and the same for consciousness. Otherwise stated, the supreme
      ontological law of consciousness is as follows: for a consciousness the only way of existing is to be conscious
      that it exists.26
    


    
      “Spontaneous,” “translucent,” and “autonomous” consciousness is not an inner knowledge or inner meaning or even
      self-knowledge, but rather intentional with respect to an object and devoid of content.27 It cannot be discovered or discussed in the same manner as one discovers or discusses
      something. Consciousness is elusive; it escapes determination or specification, and
      it is thus defined by its nothingness. Only the ability of consciousness to reflect upon itself renders it the
      source of authenticity. Left without an objective referent for reflection, however, action and engagement are
      again determined in a self-referential manner. Worse, again in Cartesian fashion, an infinite regress occurs with
      regard to the reflecting consciousness and the reflecting on reflection.28 Just
      as Descartes introduced God to escape the “great deceiver,” who might distort my belief
      that “I think therefore I am,” Sartre attempts to escape the circle of reasoning with a leap into the
      extra-logical notion of “nothingness.” The problem is solved, but only methodologically. The lived life is
      betrayed.
    


    
      Or so it seems: Husserl had insisted that all consciousness is “intentional.” There can be no “thinking” without
      an object and no discourse without a referent. The lived life is the life of reflection and its experience of the
      “body.” The subject lives it, even identifies himself with it and yet, still, the subject is continually
      reflecting upon it. He or she can step outside of themselves but never into the actually existing body of
      another. The realm of experience finds its limit. “No one can die for me,” said Heidegger and, after his fashion,
      Sartre agrees. But death is not what guarantees the authenticity associated with the subject’s experiencing of
      his or her subjectivity. It is something else. As Sartre noted in Nausea, “Existence
      is not something which lets itself be thought of from a distance: it must invade you suddenly, master you, weigh
      heavily on your heart like a great motionless breast—or else there is nothing more at all.”29 But that is not all: the subject is being continually judged by the “Other.” Ironically, it
      is precisely the subject’s body that enables him to exist for the “Other.” Nevertheless, the sense of the body
      can never produce the “truth” or the full knowledge of what the self actually is. We
      see ourselves through the eyes of the Other. Or, better, we see ourselves with the Other’s “gaze.” And a strange
      situation results: each individual is closed to the Other even as judgment is being rendered. The subject is left
      alone and yet in public.
    


    
      But then loneliness presupposes an inter-subjective relationship from which the subject feels excluded. Sartre’s
      gaze, in this respect, only confuses the issue. The subject’s alienation must have some source. Yet here the
      subject finds itself condemned a priori. By definition, the subject feels threatened by the “Other” who is
      constantly attempting to dominate him—and which, therefore, he or she seeks to dominate in turn. Such ontological
      domination can take any form and occur in any way. This is very different than with Hegel or Marx where relations
      between subject and “Other” are not determined in advance but rather take shape and assume specificity within
      historically specific structural relations. Domination in one set of circumstances can turn into equality or a
      qualitatively different form of domination: greater or less, humane or bestial, racist or aristocratic. Sartre’s
      subject-“Other” relationship, by contrast, is frozen into an ontological structure impervious to change. It is
      difficult to imagine the abolition of loneliness or alienation. Nevertheless, this cannot be proven one way or
      the other and, under the circumstances, it is perhaps best to keep the matter open rather than close the door on
      future possibilities.
    


    
      Sartre offers an idealism shorn of hope. Language becomes reified and categories start acting on their own. So,
      Sartre can write:
    


    
      Freedom is, as a rule, imperceptible: When it is inactive we cannot touch it; when it is active we lose sight of
      it, we are conscious only of the undertaking and the tasks to be performed. But, in the
      twilight moment when the image is about to dissolve, when the undertaking proposes no particular task because it
      is, by nature, impossible, then freedom, naked, inactive and yet contracted, makes contact with itself in its
      vain effort to endow nothingness with being; in its finiteness and failure, but also in its fundamental
      affirmation, in its defiance of being and God.30
    


    
      This “vain effort” is decided upon in freedom and, as the subject is responsible for all, so is he responsible
      for maintaining an “attitude” that leaves him open to the responsibility of freedom. Serving as a kind of
      substitute for Kant’s notion of “good will,” which underpins any ethic, Sartre’s authentic individual consciously
      recognizes himself in his present, a present always in process, an unadulterated present that leaves the past
      behind. To this extent, indeed, the present appears to the him or her as a freedom for the future that is
      experienced in anguish. The momentary awareness of freedom, its spontaneity and unpredictability, threatens the
      security of the subject. Thus,
    


    
      it is in anguish that man gets to the consciousness of his freedom, or if you prefer, anguish is the mode of
      being of freedom as consciousness of being; it is in anguish that freedom is, in its being, in question for
      itself.31
    


    
      Freedom brings with it the demand for responsibility that throws the security of the subject into question; he is
      in a “whirl,” he “founders,” he is in anguish. Silence evades the issue; discourse is of no avail, and the
      individual can always change his “resolution.” Never a moment of calm. There is always a choice to be made since
      “this freedom, which manifests itself through anguish is characterized by a constantly renewed obligation to
      re-make the self which designates the free being.”32 What’s more, if “nothing”
      prevents me from performing an action, then “nothing” prevents me from performing a different action. Sartre
      skirts the edge of relativism. But there is a kind of ethical corrective, namely, that the subject must take
      responsibility for the impact of his action on the “Other.” A crack opens by which it becomes possible to judge
      whether one’s freedom is being employed authentically or in “bad faith.”
    


    
      Mute, inflexible, and inaccessible, the “Other” judges the action undertaken and, to this extent, the “Other” is
      always a threat. The subject responds by seeking to turn the “Other” into a “thing” or an object. A battle
      between them ensues, which becomes the basis for Simone de Beauvoir’s famous claim in The
      Second Sex (1949) that history has treated women as an object, an Other, robbed of freedom, rendered
      subservient, and yet, through various stratagems, intent on transforming the power relationship and subordinating
      men to their will All those qualities central to being-a-subject are denied the “Other” so that, when the subject
      evades responsibility, he turns into what he is not—“bad faith” thus becomes evident. Attempting to escape from
      freedom, to by-pass being-a-subject, leads the inauthentic subject to avoid feelings of
      anguish and invent ways to overcome the ambiguity of motives that inform action. Willingness to embrace that
      ambiguity, by contrast, lies at the core of authenticity and an existentialist ethic.33 Ambiguity preserves the subjectivity of the subject in the action that has been taken.
      Whatever the deterministic impact of the context, and the alternatives that it presents, there remains what the
      elder Sartre called le veçu (the lived moment), which sets the limit to critical
      reflection. Bad faith ignores it as the subject turns itself into a thing, an object bereft of freedom and
      consciousness.
    


    
      Bad faith is not a lie. When the subject lies, indeed, there remains a difference between the deceiver and the
      deceived. The first knows the truth; his “inner disposition” is positive. The subject seeks only to hide the
      truth from the “Other,” not lose his being-as-a-subject, but simply choose to be a liar. Bad faith instead
      involves lying to oneself by disguising the truth—or the possibility of knowing the truth—about oneself or one’s
      situation.34 Inauthenticity or bad faith takes hold as the burden of
      consciousness (or le veçu) becomes ever weightier. Extenuating circumstances are
      introduced, excuses made, and rationalizations provided all in order to escape—or avoid—the responsibilities
      implied by authenticity. An inauthentic attitude develops for which the individual must take responsibility.
      There are no excuses: “bad faith must be conscious (of) its bad faith since the being of consciousness is the
      consciousness of being.”35 Authenticity holds the individual to an impossible
      standard. The exploited are responsible for their exploitation and even sickness is not an accident coming from
      without. Society thus sneaks into Sartre’s phenomenology. And so does history: it is important to remember the
      “absolute obedience” pledged by the army and the SS to Hitler and the excuses later used at Nuremburg. Sartre’s
      existentialism is ambivalent: exaggerating freedom renders the concept ideological for the disenfranchised and
      exploited even as it explodes the rationalizations of the advisor, the technician, and the administrator of
      genocidal and exploitative policies.
    


    
      Sartre’s stance attacks the self-indulgence of the frustrated who believe that the world should have been made
      for them. That is also true for those who, through drugs or mysticism or simple self-delusion, turn their backs
      on reality and the responsibilities that they bear. In opposing the existential flight from what one is, “being
      in order not to be,”36 Sartre also rejects any ethic incapable of illuminating
      self-deception. Determinism is as suspect as metaphysics. For better or worse, Sartre uses the example of a
      frigid woman to make his point. He considers her as one of those who “succeed in hiding from themselves not
      complexes deeply sunk in half-physiological darkness, but acts of conduct which are objectively discoverable,
      which they cannot fail to record at the moment when they perform them.”37 In
      Being and Nothingness, Sartre criticizes Freud’s theory for its reliance on the
      unconscious, its sexual reductionism, and its implicit attack on freedom. Determinism is smuggled into
      consciousness, which also surrenders the primacy of its reflexive capacities, its translucency, and its lack of
      foundations or nothingness. In reality, however, her choice is not simply either/or.38 Even if the woman experiencing frigidity were conscious of it, she
      might have tried to deal with her problem through therapy, and it should not matter whether she was successful or
      not. Through psychoanalytic means, she might have learned about the issue and how to deal with it—or not.
    


    
      Sartre would respond, of course, that is just the point:39 she can only become
      conscious of something of which she was already conscious. But that is tautological. Neither the motivations nor
      the consequences of an act must appear in one shot or as epiphanies or spurts of awareness. They can involve a
      process and, as Sartre himself admits, ethical judgment does not rest on its success. What matters is whether the
      act short-circuits a consciousness in the making and leaves the person’s motivations opaque to himself and the
      “Other.” Being and Nothingness makes this clear through an even more famous example
      of bad faith, namely, a woman out on a date who leaves her hand on the table separating her and her companion
      who, placing his hand over hers, finds that she has three options: squeeze his hand thereby implying mutual
      attraction, withdraw her hand and thus reject his overture, or simply leave her hand motionless on the table. The
      first two actions are authentic, since she is making her intentions clear and taking responsibility for how the
      young man might react, whereas the third option is inauthentic insofar as she is not making clear what she wants
      thereby rendering herself impenetrable to the “Other.”
    


    
      Is this woman sure of her feelings? That remains unclear. After all, were sincerity able to conquer bad faith
      once and for all, the individual would experience an inauthentic arrogance; another way of saying the same thing
      is that bad faith is possible only because the ambiguity of existence always causes sincerity to miss its
      mark.40 Authenticity can thus never exist as a condition of subjectivity: bad
      faith always exists at its core. No decision, no matter how resolute, can provide the certainty of authenticity
      that the individual seeks. Inauthenticity also speaks to “playing” a role, subscribing to pre-established
      ceremonies, or any situation structured by the “Other” and in which the subject is not himself. No action is
      authentic unless the subject can prove to himself that it is not a mere “gesture,” which can prove
      difficult.41 Nevertheless, this is just what gives the concept its radical
      character.
    


    
      In Dirty Hands, for example, it is unclear whether one of Sartre’s characters murders
      another because he was ordered to do so by the Communist Party or because he was simply jealous of his target’s
      affection for his girlfriend. This uncertainty undercuts the authenticity he originally sought in performing the
      action. It is as if the “Other” takes its revenge. Bad faith and authenticity subsequently mirror the
      subject-“Other” relationship that Sartre interprets as involving either sadism or masochism. The “gaze” of the
      “Other” always appears as the “thief” of the subject’s freedom. It freezes the individual and tries to turn him
      or her into a “thing.” Accepting that is the hallmark of masochism whereas the subject’s response involves
      attempting to abolish the gaze and subordinate the “Other” to his or her will, which marks sadism. This
      sadomasochistic relationship occurs even with “love” where, at best, both the subject
      and the other attempt to tread a fine line: each will seek to treat the other person as a subject and recognize
      the individual’s freedom while recognizing that either will often, so to speak, fall from grace.
    


    
      Sartre’s literary works translate his ontological categories into concrete experiences and situations. He depicts
      how rationalization, hypocrisy, and self-deception are actually attempts to disguise real interests and motives;
      gestures of sincerity do not help matters.42 But the subject’s interests and
      motives are not decided in a vacuum—and neither are the individual’s choices. They are decided upon in a context
      itself constituted by the interactions of multiple participants and the impact of various imbalances of power.
      These were what Sartre sought to illuminate in the next stages of his career. Such a development was immanent,
      however, insofar as his original emphasis on moral responsibility sparked a new and complex preoccupation with
      politics in the aftermath of the Second World War. With praxis coming to the forefront, indeed, the purely
      existential understanding of authenticity finds its limit. Nevertheless, this early work of Sartre was
    


    
      no revolt against reason: it does not teach abnegation or the credo quia absurdum. In the universal destruction
      and disillusion, one thing maintains itself: the relentless clarity and lucidity of the mind which refuses all
      shortcuts and escapes, the constant awareness that life has to be lived “without appeal” and without
      prediction.43
    


    
      II


      
        The Second World War transformed a generation of intellectuals. That was the case with Sartre and the thinker
        with whom he is most often compared: Albert Camus. They became friends during the occupation. Sartre was eight
        years older than Camus who was born in 1913 and grew up in a poverty-stricken neighborhood in Algiers. He took
        his degree at the University of Algiers while Sartre studied philosophy at the prestigious École Normale
        Supérieure. Sartre was short, ugly, talkative, and a man of the city. He despised religion, liberalism, and
        everything connected with the bourgeoisie. He was, physically and psychologically, almost the mirror opposite
        of Camus. Whatever the differences between them, however, their work dealt with similar themes: the individual,
        the absurd, freedom and responsibility, authenticity and inauthenticity. Much has been written about the
        relations between these two leading intellectuals of their generation. Their admirers have, in fact, virtually
        created a competition between them. And, if only for this reason, it is necessary to say a word about their
        relative standing.
      


      
        Jean-Paul Sartre and Albert Camus, the thinker with whom he is still most often compared, captured the
        intellectual limelight in the aftermath of the war. Both had already gained a measure of fame in the previous
        decade, and both depicted an alienated individual engaging the absurd, or an existence without prescribed meaning, in works like Nausea and The Stranger. But the war changed them. The defeat of France made them realize the need for a
        new form of solidarity and involved them in opposing Hitler and his collaborationist proxies in Vichy. The
        Resistance formed quickly though Sartre and Camus only joined late in 1942–1943. Where Sartre’s role was
        minimal, however, his friend became editor of the influential paper, Combat.44 Still, it was a dangerous time, and anti-fascists
        grew close in the years of defeat and resistance. They saw their friends captured by the secret police and sent
        to concentration camps, beaten and tortured, and living through this time left an indelible mark on their
        lives.
      


      
        Each after his fashion identified with the victims, but without the certainty that they would emerge on the
        other side of the war with clean hands or even a clear conscience. Camus wrote his famous “Letters to a German
        Friend” (1944) in which he wonders “if we had the right to kill men, if we were allowed to add to the frightful
        misery of this world.” And his naïve response was that it might prove necessary to kill but not to “hate;”
        Sartre’s great novel The Age of Reason (1945) meanwhile, engaged in a savage
        self-criticism by portraying a bohemian outsider who vacillates over whether to join the Loyalists during the
        Spanish Civil War, feels the guilt associated with his lassitude,45 yet
        ultimately realizes that he can remake his life. The Occupation gave him that chance, which is probably what
        Sartre meant in claiming that “never were we freer than under the German occupation.”46 In different ways, he and Camus expressed the experience, valor, and hopes of a country
        whose population lived “with humiliations and silences, with prison sentences, with executions at dawn, with
        desertions and separations, with daily pangs of hunger, with emaciated children, and, above all, with
        humiliation of our human dignity.”47
      


      
        The Second World War changed Sartre from a bohemian individualist into a self-styled political “realist,” ready
        to work with a communist movement that had only scorn for him. As a realist, however, Sartre didn’t apply his
        critical apparatus to Marxism and the labor movement; he didn’t distinguish between its revolutionary and
        reactionary, progressive and regressive, historical moments, which led him to swallow the still revolutionary
        propaganda of the Soviet Union that, in reality, had become nothing more than an authoritarian and
        establishmentarian nation-state. As for Camus, he already had his fill of the communist movement as a member
        just prior to its endorsement of the anti-fascist Popular Front, which extended from 1936 to 1938. Rarely
        mentioned, however, was his support for the “appeasement” policy advocated by Neville Chamberlain. Even
        following the German attack on Poland, Camus believed that the allies should negotiate with the
        Nazis.48 Simone de Beauvoir pointed out, however, that this stance wasn’t quite
        as strange then as it appears today:
      


      
        Today it astounds me to think how we could have stood by and watched all this so calmly. We were indignant
        enough, it is true: Nazism inspired even greater disgust among members of the French Left than did Mussolini’s
        fascist regime. But we refused to face the threat which Hitler’s behavior constituted
        to the world: To put it in a nutshell, everyone on the Left, from Radicals to Communists, were simultaneously
        shouting “Down with Fascism!” and “Disarmament!”49
      


      
        Significant factions within the socialist and communist camps embraced the slogan “Ne
        jamais la guerre!” Easy to forget that 40,000,000 people died in the First World War, barely 25 years in
        the past, and that it was workers and the poor who bore the brunt of the conflict. Letters
        to a German Friend doesn’t merely justify taking up arms against the Nazis. It also emphasizes the moral
        cost to the victim of using violence to counter violence. Traces of Camus’ former pacifism remained with him to
        the end of his life. All the more interesting that he should have written what is arguably the greatest novel
        about solidarity and the French Resistance against the Nazis.
      


      
        The Plague (1947) sold over one hundred thousand copies, and it turned Camus into
        an international celebrity. Yet, it deals neither with battles nor traditional understandings of heroism. It is
        about the everyday life of a populace under siege and crystallizes the feelings of a generation sick of war,
        guilty about its early defeat, afraid of the present, and suspicious about the future. Written in five parts,
        reminiscent of the structure used in classical tragedy, this novel exhibits a complex form of narration as well
        as a subtle mixture of direct and indirect forms of speech. Its sober prose, its careful construction, its
        deliberate understatement, but above all its evocation of solidarity, contribute to its enduring success. Camus
        saw the novel as representing his “transition from an attitude of solitary revolt to the recognition of a
        community whose struggles must be shared. If there is an evolution from The Stranger to The Plague it is in the
        direction of solidarity and participation.”50
      


      
        It also exhibits his most explicit rejection of the “absurd.” And this links him to Sartre and the
        existentialist tradition. The context for all of his work up to that point was a world bereft of God, meaning,
        and the foundation for any ethic. This was the world of Sisyphus forever pushing his rock up the hill and then
        watching it roll down—with a smile that reflects his understanding of the human condition. It was also a world
        of nihilism in which totalitarians sought to fill the void with utopian beliefs. The question was how to resist
        the absurd, and The Plague provides answers that are relevant when considering the
        first responders to the corona pandemic. Each character in the novel has his own worldview. Each makes choices
        and, with the exception of a collaborator named Cottard, assumes responsibility for them. Each has, for this
        reason, a different version of the events initiated by the plague. According to Camus, however, a “chronicle”
        is being presented, which begins with rats dying in the town of Oran that leave the plague as their legacy.
        People start becoming incurably ill and the authorities, after first attempting to downplay these developments,
        cling to habit and refuse to accept the evidence of an epidemic. Thus, ultimately,
        they find themselves without any plan for dealing with the emergency.
      


      
        Tarrou takes the initiative and organizes a motley group into a “sanitation corps” committed to fight the
        disease. Rieux is a doctor who can no longer heal; Grand is a clerk, who wishes to write a novel, but cannot
        get beyond the first sentence; Rambert is a journalist torn between love for his mistress, whom he wishes to
        join in another city, and his growing sense of solidarity with the inhabitants of Oran; Paneloux is a priest
        who, from the pulpit, calls the plague a punishment from God and then witnesses the death of an innocent child;
        and finally there is Tarrou himself, a humanist and opponent of the death penalty, who keeps a diary of the
        plague. Each character represents a different dimension of Camus’ outlook. Rieux illustrates the militant who,
        like Camus, doesn’t subscribe to any particular political creed and quietly engages in the unheralded day to
        battle with tyranny. Tarrou like Camus opposes capital punishment and seeks inner peace through his
        morale de comprehension. Joseph Grand who could never complete his perfect work of
        art, which mirrors Camus’ common experience of writer’s block, engages in the humble task of keeping careful
        statistics. Separated from his lover, just as Camus was separated from his wife by the outbreak of war, Rambert
        stays to fight the plague. Father Paneloux stands alone in his beliefs and reflects the courage of his
        convictions. Indeed, they exhibit all the solidarity that ultimately leads Camus to conclude that there are
        “more things in men to admire than to despise.”
      


      
        And yet the novel ultimately kicks the can down the road. The struggle against the epidemic, courageous though
        it was, hides a bitter truth. Resistance does not defeat the plague, but only bears witness against it—and
        delays the inevitable. The plague seems to subside on its own and Rieux, who emerges as the narrator of the
        novel, ruefully acknowledges to himself:
      


      
        what those jubilant crowds did not know but could have learned from books: that the plague bacillus never dies
        or disappears for good; … and that perhaps the day would come when, for the bane and enlightening of men, it
        would rouse up its rats again and send them forth to die in a happy city.51
      


      
        The plague produces nausea and, insofar as it speaks to the existential condition, its conclusion reflects the
        last line of Being and Nothingness, namely, “man is a useless passion.” That claim
        led Roland Bathes to call The Plague a “refusal of history.” There is no reason for
        anyone to identify with a disease and violence carried out against a human enemy is very different from the
        tactics undertaken in fighting the plague. Sartre was correct, in this regard, when he noted that conflicts of
        interest inherent within a concrete “situation” disappear. The real nature of fascism is obscured, commitment
        is oversimplified, and the argument is skewed: The Plague’s sanitation squad is
        devoid of communists in spite of their leading role in the French Resistance.
      


      
        But there is a way in which such criticism is external to the work. Sartre and the rest basically criticized
        Camus for not writing the work that they wanted to read. The Plague made no
        pretense to appear as a “historical novel.” It is far less a tale of constraints impeding action than a
        symbolic narrative about the moral conflicts experienced by everyday individuals. Barthes, Sartre, and the rest
        also ignored what was sociologically important about the work, namely, how it expressed the self-understanding
        of the Resistance. Communists aside, participants believed that they were engaged in a national battle against
        absolute evil in which members of different political creeds were united in a common project. Authenticity was
        implicit in their undertaking, and the Manichean framework of good and evil employed by Camus, reflects the
        moral simplicity of choosing between fascism and anti-fascism .Symbolically identifying totalitarianism with a
        plague, of course, sabotages the historical character of the Resistance no less than what it was fighting.
        Arguably, it even relativizes Nazism in relation to other forms of tyranny. Evil has no name, no race, no sex,
        and no nationality. But Camus’ intentions were clear: he would refuse to identify any one form of evil “in
        order better to strike at them all.… The Plague can apply to any resistance against
        tyranny.”52
      


      
        Camus’ novel condemns not only fascism, but Stalinism as well. He warns how the infectious character of the
        disease can contaminate anyone and calls upon doctors to take appropriate precautions in treating the
        victims—lest they themselves become carriers. Exiles told the rest of the world about Stalin’s murderous
        purges, the regime’s secret police and concentration camps, its censorship, lying, use of torture, and the
        rest. This explains why Camus kept his sanitation squad free of communists; solidarity was possible, according
        to him only with those who respect individual lives. Stalinism and Nazism were both willing to sacrifice anyone
        in order to create an (uncertain) utopian future. The two movements were seen by Camus as interchangeable
        following the discovery of the Gulag. This set him on a collision course with Sartre, whose novel Troubled Sleep remained unfinished precisely because he did not know how to deal with his
        communist character. With an idealized notion of anti-fascist solidarity as its theme, therefore, The Plague was an anachronism before it was even published. An iron curtain separated the
        Western democracies from the USSR and dissolution of the “Resistance” followed upon the defeat of its fascist
        enemy over three interconnected issues: the problem of the collaborators, the communist party, and the national
        liberation movement in Algeria. Each would have a profound impact on Albert Camus in his relationship with
        Sartre.
      


      
        Understanding post-war Europe calls for recognizing the prestige enjoyed by the Soviet Union even in many
        Western countries victimized by the Nazis. Its Red Army had turned the tide against Hitler in 1943 at
        Stalingrad, and the USSR suffered enormous losses during the war; played a vital role in the anti-fascist
        resistance movements, commanded loyalty from a significant minority of the working class, and identified itself
        with the anti-imperialist cause. Many like Sartre, who fully recognized its authoritarian character, were
        nevertheless willing to privilege its interests in foreign affairs. As he shifted
        left, however, other friends moved right like Raymond Aron, the brilliant political commentator, who aligned
        with De Gaulle. With Camus it was a bit different: he was never a Gaullist. But his ex-communist status,
        unyielding opposition to the death penalty, commitment to the politically persecuted, pacifist streak, and
        republican attitudes made him anathema to the Communists who were busily engaged in bloody purges throughout
        Eastern Europe as well as, once again, in Russia itself. At the same time, however, these standpoints also
        angered the political right. That was especially the case when Camus called for an international boycott of
        Spain, which was still under the fascist yoke of Generalissimo Franco, and became a co-founder in 1948 of the
        Groupe de Liason Internationale, that provided moral and financial aid to political
        refugees regardless of ideological orientation.
      


      
        Camus was caught in the middle, always an inauthentic position for Sartre, and sought to maintain his
        independence by identifying with neither side in the Cold War. He supported neither the Western imperialist
        exploitation of colonies ranging from Algeria to Vietnam nor the brutal policies in Eastern Europe practiced by
        the Soviet Union. Just after the war, in fact, Camus witnessed the bloody repression of the first Moslem
        uprising in Algeria against imperialist rule and his ensuing critical essays were so clear in their demands
        that he was offered a government position. Camus refused, of course, especially since the army and various
        conservative cliques both in France and Algeria adamantly opposed liquidating the empire. Governmental cabinet
        after cabinet in France was paralyzed by the conflict and the far right claimed its first victim as the
        socialist party ran aground in the face of the Algerian events and its inability to overcome a mounting set of
        internal political squabbles. The Resistance was fragmenting into communist and Gaullist tendencies, therefore,
        just as Camus was identifying with a liberal socialism whose mass base in the proletariat was numerically and
        institutionally disintegrating. He never had any second thoughts about condemning the Soviet Union.
      


      
        And, in truth, Camus never really articulated a political theory let alone his fundamental criticisms of the
        communist worldview. He questioned his ability to write such a treatise with the requisite philosophical,
        political, and literary depth. Perhaps he even had a presentiment of what would result from its publication.
        His new book created a windstorm of controversy, isolated him politically, and shattered close friendships.
        The Rebel became his first and last work of political theory. It fused Camus’
        preoccupation with lucidity and resistance against the absurd and the inherent meaninglessness of life, which
        he had elaborated in The Stranger (1942) and The Myth of
        Sisyphus (1942), with the notion of solidarity he had developed in The
        Plague.
      


      
        Camus never celebrated the “absurd”: he hated totalitarianism and the exercise of arbitrary power over life and
        death precisely because he saw this “pathology” associated with mass murder as surrender to the absurdity of
        existence. Camus was disgusted by it even as he sought to revolt against the nihilistic idea that “everything
        is possible and nothing has any importance.”53 The result was L’Homme revoltée, which has a double meaning in French: the rebel
        and the revolted man. The ethical point is simple: the “absurd” dare not become mirrored in the actions of
        those seeking to abolish it. The end does not justify the means especially under current circumstances.
        Formerly “a life is paid for by a life. The reasoning is false but respectable. (A life taken is not worth a
        life given). Today, murder by proxy. No one pays.”54 Millions are sacrificed in
        the name of a utopian end that has no relation to the means used to achieve it.
      


      
        Camus was thus prepared to set existential limits on action, apply them to the Soviet Union, and embrace a form
        of Scandinavian socialism. Sartre viewed this as tantamount to an “objective apology” for the West. But this
        had no impact on his friend. Camus believed the rebel must assume that life has an intrinsic worth. Otherwise,
        he or she would not be contesting injustice in the first place. Commitment to a perfect world must subsequently
        become tempered with compassion. The genuine rebel, for this reason, continually strives to remember what
        motivated his or her undertaking and reject the temptation of using unethical action against others. “Memory,”
        in this way, becomes the enemy of all totalitarians who, in seeking to break with all of history, necessarily
        destroy any coherent relation between ends and means as they elevate a future utopia beyond the needs of real
        individuals living in the present. The revolutionary desire to transform the “totality,” in short, can only
        prove disastrous. This is why Camus could write, “It’s general ideas that hurt the most.”55
      


      
        An ability to remember the real individual plus a sense of “moderation,” born of what Camus calls
        “Mediterranean thinking,” were crucial to his outlook. These qualities deny the “passion for divinity” lurking
        behind all utopian experiments. They undermine what turns revolutionaries into tyrants: the desire to transform
        human nature. But they also generate a belief in discourse, a certain open-mindedness, and a recognition of
        human frailty. Mediterranean thinking considers physical life, happiness, and creativity as the purposes of
        every progressive political action. Murder and suicide, for better or worse, now become conceptually linked.
        Denying the possibility for happiness to another through murder is legitimate only by denying them to oneself
        through suicide. A regulative idea, “a principle of reasonable culpability,” appears. The rebel now knows
        himself or herself in the existential limits he or she accepts or, better, the degree of tolerance he or she
        extends to others in pursuing his or her goals. The point is simple enough. Indeed, even as a young man, Camus
        could maintain that:
      


      
        Politics are made for men, and not men for politics. We do not want to live on fables. In the world of violence
        and death around us, there is no place for hope. But perhaps there is room for civilization, for real
        civilization, which puts truth before fables and life before dreams. And this civilization has nothing to do
        with hope. In it, man lives on his truths.56
      


      
        But what are those truths? Camus could boldly state, “Man is the only creature who refuses to be what he
        is.”57 But what does this inflated sentence really mean? And is it, either practically or philosophically, the case that because “I rebel, we exist?”
        Circular reasoning underpins this claim, which appears all the more arbitrary given his assertion that “the
        first and only evidence that is supplied to me, within the terms of the absurdist experience, is
        rebellion.”58 Camus considers rebellion inherently worthy of respect, but he
        fears that it will transgress all limits. His aim in linking murder with suicide—the willingness to exchange
        one life for another—is thus to place a limit on rebellion, differentiate it from revolution, and “humanize”
        conflict in the face of the bureaucratic genocide. But there are further problems with all of this. The entire
        discussion takes place on a metaphysical plane without serious historical or political analysis. Camus said
        nothing new about totalitarianism or, for that matter, the importance of civil liberties and republican values.
        His criticisms of French intellectuals with communist sympathies were also unoriginal. Political commentators
        like Raymond Aron had already attacked their theories with far more intellectual rigor while anti-fascist
        writers, such as Arthur Koestler or Manes Sperber in his magnificent trilogy Like a Tear
        in the Ocean (1961) depicted the reality of life under communism far more dramatically. Indeed, making
        matters worse, The Rebel lacks any practical referent for its metaphysical
        judgments. No movement willing to engage in violence, which includes the anti-fascist resistance, can begin
        with the idea of equally exchanging the lives of its partisans for those of its enemies; it must attempt to
        maximize costs for the enemy and minimize its own losses.
      


      
        By 1952, Sartre and Camus were rivals. They competed for a similar audience and each became more suspicious
        about the ambitions of the other. Camus believed his friend was creating an uncritical “mystique” of the
        working class while Sartre saw Camus’ identification with democracy and limited revolt as ultimately justifying
        Western imperialism. The burgeoning mistrust and misunderstanding broke into the open with a review of
        The Rebel in the legendary journal, Les Temps Modernes,
        which Sartre had founded and edited, by Francois Jeanson. Camus had apparently asked his colleague to arrange a
        review, without suggesting any reviewer in particular, and Jeanson volunteered. The result was not what either
        Camus or Sartre expected. Rather than treating The Rebel tactfully, as he had
        originally implied he would, Jeanson attacked Camus for his superficial philosophical interpretations of Hegel
        and Marx as well as his rejection of revolution without offering any positive or practical content for his
        vision of rebellion. Camus was furious. Suspecting that Jeanson was merely acting as the frontman for
        Sartre,59 he wrote a response to Monsieur l’editeur titled “Revolt and
        Servitude.” Camus essentially dismissed Jeanson, implying he was “unworthy” of reviewing his book, and attacked
        Sartre along with the rest of the editorial board of Les Temps Modernes as
        bourgeois intellectuals and Stalinists unwilling to condemn the concentration camp universe in the Soviet
        Union.60
      


      
        Sartre responded to Camus in a singularly biting and trenchant polemic.61 He
        charged Camus with exchanging his earlier non-conformism and commitment to revolt for a fashionable
        anti-communism. He presented the willingness of Camus to condemn the excesses of both
        sides in the Cold War as nothing more than a rejection of genuine political “engagement” and an inability to
        choose between imperialists and their victims. But there was also a personal attack. And Sartre knew which
        buttons to push. He castigated Camus for his arrogant treatment of Jeanson, his sensitivity to criticism, his
        self-professed weariness with politics, and his moral posturing. Indeed, coming from someone who presumably
        knew Camus well, all this probably carried greater weight with the public than the political arguments.
      


      
        Each exaggerated the position of the other. Sartre knew that Camus was not some reactionary anti-communist.
        And, for his part, Camus knew that Sartre had steadfastly refused to join the communist party and had just
        recently failed in organizing an alternative movement of the left called the Rassemblement
        Democratique Revolutionnaire (RDR) for which Camus himself had campaigned. A practical question divided
        them, however, which has been consistently ignored. The issue was not simply whether to support the communists
        or oppose them. It was rather how non-aligned intellectuals should act in order to foster a progressive
        politics when the communist party tended to poll about 20% of the vote, received support from much of the
        working class, and a democratic socialist alternative was lacking.
      


      
        Each answered the question differently and, herein, lay the historical source of the existential and political
        conflicts between them. Sartre embraced “realism.” Believing “engagement” always necessary, considering
        progressive politics in France impossible without the communist party, seeking to foster militancy among the
        working class, he ignored how the USSR was primarily inspired by its national interest, and was uninterested in
        destabilizing the existing balance of power with revolutionary politics. Sartre became aware of this in 1956
        when he defended the Hungarian uprising against Soviet power. He then ever more surely identified himself with
        anti-imperialist movements and so, ever more surely, found himself making one excuse after another for one
        “dictatorship of the proletariat” after another. The independence and political judgment of a great
        intellectual thus became increasingly suspect.
      


      
        Meanwhile, Camus stood on principle. He protested against the bloody suppression of the 1953 uprising by
        workers in East Berlin even as he signed petitions calling for the release of the Rosenbergs who had been
        convicted as Soviet spies and sentenced to death in the United States. Supported by English and American
        intellectuals in his debate with Sartre, however, Camus wrongly became associated with a conservative
        anticommunism whereas he actually longed for a genuinely republican front capable of opposing both Gaullism and
        communism. But no mass base for such a project existed in France. Thus, while the engaged realist ever more
        surely appeared as an ideologue, the principled moralist found himself increasingly isolated.
      


      
        Admirers of both Sartre and Camus still argue about who “won” the debate. But, in fact, there was no “winner.”
        Sartre radically underestimated the need for a democratic theory of governmental rule just as Camus lacked a
        notion of rebellion under colonial conditions in which non-violence was impractical.
        Sartre became the great representative of anti-imperialist radicalism while Camus was content to follow where
        his conscience led. Neither the revolutionary nor the rebel, however, could offer a coherent theory of
        “engagement” or adequate responses for the practical political problems of their time—perhaps because none were
        available.
      

    


    
      III


      
        From the close of the war until his death, there was hardly an issue on which Sartre did not speak his mind.
        Individual freedom remained a constant theme. In the new postwar world, however, the bohemian democrat tuned
        into a prophet of identity, then a kind of radical Jacobin and finally an anarcho-Marxist. He initially engaged
        anti-Semitism that had played such an important role in the recent conflict between some kind of humanism and
        blatant barbarism. Amid the liberation of the German concentration camps, the lingering impact of French
        anti-Semitism, and the new myth of a “national” resistance movement introduced by Charles De Gaulle, Sartre
        published one of his most famous works: Anti-Semite and Jew (1946).
      


      
        It still serves as a testament to the struggle against intolerance, for the first time interprets identity as
        an existential phenomenon, and reminds much of its audience about matters that they would rather forget.
        Anti-Semitism is neither situated historically nor differentiated from other forms of bigotry.62 But the author makes a bold argument through gripping prose that what was once an abstract
        interaction between the universal and the particular, subject and object, is now mediated by group identity, in
        this case, that of the Judaism. And it had an extraordinary impact in post-war France where one-time fascists
        and collaborators were trying to escape responsibility for supporting Vichy and its treatment of the Jews. The
        essay was thus an attack upon De Gaulle’s attempt to cover up this sordid history and provide his nation with a
        clear conscience. And Sartre’s critique was trenchant. He interprets anti-Semitism “at once and the same time a
        passion and a conception of the world”63—a passion because it is not based on
        evidence and a conception by which an inauthentic subject “denies critical reflection.” Indulging in passion
        and ignoring reason, the anti-Semite insulates himself from criticism and contradiction. His passion thus
        produces an unshakeable belief that is inauthentic because, if “the anti-Semite is impervious to reason and to
        experience, it is not because his conviction is strong. Rather his conviction is strong because he has chosen
        first of all to be impervious.”64
      


      
        Anti-Semites choose to maintain their prejudices and never take responsibility for being-a-subject. And, in
        turn, this enables them to view themselves as the unrecognized elite whose status is always assured. The Jew’s
        inferiority rests on immutable traits though, in fact, this “Other” can become authentic by assuming
        responsibility for what he or she already is. Sartre’s existential relativism, so apparent in Being and Nothingness, is mitigated because this “Other” ceases to exist as an abstraction. Enmeshed in an inauthentic psychological projection, the anti-Semite
        denies the Jew the human characteristics that he believes are his alone. Fleeing the challenges of the world
        and his own consciousness, the anti-Semite chooses
      


      
        for his personality the permanence of rock, he chooses for his morality a scale of petrified values. Whatever
        he does, he knows that he will remain at the top of the ladder; whatever the Jew does, he will never get any
        higher than the first rung… [The anti-Semite] chooses the irremediable out of fear of being free; he chooses
        mediocrity out of fear of being alone and out of pride he makes of this irremediable mediocrity a rigid
        aristocracy.65
      


      
        In his justly famous formulation, Sartre insists that the anti-Semite “chooses to reason
        falsely.”66 The same dialectic is at work in the sexist or the racist who turns
        a subject, whether woman or person of color, into an object. In the face of the bigot’s petrifying “gaze,”
        however, authenticity calls upon victims of discrimination to assert their subjectivity in terms of who they
        are. For the bigot is always judging the target of hate: the Jew, like the woman or the person of color, is
        always on trial and never able to prove his or her innocence. This judge justifies his passions through myths
        and fabrications, such as the “Protocols of the Elders of Zion,”67 which
        certify the “truth” of his judgment. Even if this infamous tract about a world conspiracy run by Jews is phony,
        indeed, the anti-Semite will claim that this is what they are planning and thus deserve condemnation anyway.
        Turning himself into stone provides the anti-Semite with an “inner certainty” and a peculiar form of
        independence, or what Sartre calls an inverted liberty; “authentic liberty assumes
        responsibilities, and the liberty of the anti-Semite comes from the fact that he escapes all of
        his.”68 The anti-Semite is free to say whatever he wants and perform any action
        that he likes—because he is what he is. Thus, the anti-Semite’s inauthenticity is the flip side of the Jew’s
        attempt “to live to the full his condition as a Jew; inauthenticity is to deny it or attempt to escape
        it.”69
      


      
        Identity now enters the self-understanding of authenticity and there is change from the way in which freedom
        and authenticity were ontologically presented in Being and Nothingness. The Jew
        must now accept what is unalterable in the eyes of the “Other.” To put it another way, he or she must embrace
        an essence that is defined by the anti-Semite he opposes. This problem also
        permeates Simone de Beauvoir’s classic, The Second Sex, and Sartre’s great
        biography of Jean Genet, entitled Saint Genet, which explores how the great
        novelist and playwright came to terms with his homosexuality and his talent. Authenticity now rests on the
        individual’s recognition of himself or herself as the member of a group that, as Beauvoir put it, enables him
        or her to say “we.” Two issues ignored by Sartre and Beauvoir, however, are the specifying
        dynamics of identity and the often mutually exclusive traditions it generates. The question is not
        simply of the Jew identifying as a Jew but of identifying as a Reform or Orthodox Jew, a Zionist or non-Zionist
        Jew, and the like.
      


      
        Identity of any sort involves a specifying dynamic that has political impact. The women’s movement was
        originally begun by White straight women before it was called out by Black gay women such as Audre Lorde and
        others. Class plus race plus ethnicity plus gender plus gender orientation have generated multiple groups and
        lobbies representing women that (except for the most basic issues like support for Planned Parenthood) leave
        them competing for the same cluster of resources. Intersectionality as a concept does not help matters. The
        category describes the multi-cultural and hybrid person but lacks criteria for
        judging what sub-identity will take precedence at any given time. Thus, for example, Albert Camus was
        caught between his identity as a French settler, or pied-nor, and his identity as
        an Algerian during the anti-imperialist uprising.70
      


      
        Sartre’s point is that the ontological subject must surrender its universal abstract quality, become grounded
        in the concrete, and choose.71 Only in this way is
        it possible to move from individuation to individuality. Treating “the Jew” as some homogenous category strips
        real Jews of their unique and singular choices from among the often mutually exclusive political and
        ideological standpoints within Judaism. Who is the “authentic” Jew? Sartre’s rejection of the universal as the
        focal point for solidarity reflects his underestimation of humanism and of the “democrat,” as well as
        republicanism and the liberal rule of law. It also helps explain his later support of communist and third-world
        dictators. Perhaps it was also the bohemian’s contempt for the Third Republic and that led him to conclude
      


      
        there may not be so much difference between the anti-Semite and the democrat. The former wishes to destroy (the
        Jew) as a man and leave nothing in him but the Jew, the pariah, the untouchable; the latter wishes to destroy
        him as a Jew, and leave nothing in him but the man, the abstract and universal subject of the rights of man and
        citizen.72
      


      
        Especially during the 1960s, neither socialist nor liberal republicanism appealed to many bohemian radicals,
        and it certainly did not appeal to Sartre.73 After an early experience with
        electoral politics, he ultimately sought a more radical position: he became a voice for autogestion, which advocated new forms of workers’ councils and decentralized authority, even as
        he supported various authoritarian anti-imperialist movements. Sartre became a leading spokesperson for
        Algerian independence and the center of what became a storm of controversy. Even as the Israeli-Palestinian
        conflict became increasingly crucial to the politics of the Middle East, however, both Sartre and Simone de
        Beauvoir showed a marked tolerance for Zionism. Perhaps they viewed it as an ideology of national
        self-determination, ignoring the expulsion of the Palestinians from their land. But perhaps it was also, as
        with many of their generation, because the trauma of Auschwitz lingered. And, in the face of that, Sartre was
        clear: Jews must deal with anti-Semitism as they see fit—so long as they do so as Jews.
      


      
        They can mitigate the impact of anti-Semitism, but what they cannot do is abolish it. That is because the bigot
        is already there, impervious to rational argument, and whether the Jew views himself as a Jew or not is
        irrelevant to him. The anti-Semite creates the Jew out of his imagination, and he must be treated as the enemy,
        which means that Jews must see one another as friends. Roughly the same is true for Genet and gays, and
        Sartre’s famous prefaces to the works of Albert Memmi, Aime Cesaire, and (especially) Frantz Fanon make similar
        arguments. The colonized must re-constitute their identities against what was forced upon them by their
        colonial masters—only this time, Sartre not only accepts violence, but advocates it as both cathartic and
        necessary.74
      


      
        This new concern for the outcast and the disenfranchised paved the way for Sartre’s transition to Marxism. The
        philosophical development occurred immanently because, in a certain sense, existentialism and Marxism shared
        the same point of departure, namely, that the world and the subject are open to rational inquiry because,
        ultimately, both are constituted by human activity. Admittedly, Sartre never relinquished his ontological view
        of subjectivity or individual freedom—thus his recognition of le veçu in his later
        biographies and in his Critique of Dialectical Reason. But these long and
        philosophically complicated works would never define his fame. Sartre’s existentialism became an intellectual
        fashion that seemed to meet popular needs in the aftermath of the Second World War. It was the age of Kafka and
        Orwell in which the individual was imperiled. There was the need to re-empower the individual in the face of
        totalitarianism and recognize the heroes of anti-fascism. A philosophical response was also necessary to those
        high-ranking Nazis at the Nuremburg Trials who claimed that they were “just following orders.” It was necessary
        to demonstrate that freedom persisted “even in chains” and that resistance was possible. Amid the alienation
        produced by war, which existentialism reflected, the subject required empowerment.
      


      
        Sartre became an international celebrity in the postwar era. But he was always an outsider: never sympathetic
        to the liberal establishment, paradoxically, the Communist Party had little use for his emphasis upon
        individual responsibility or his “philosophy of the gutter.” With Merleau-Ponty, Camus, Beauvoir, and others,
        Sartre tried to form a third party that would stand mid-way between socialists and communists. The attempt
        turned into a fiasco: the Rassemblement démocratique révolutionnaire (RDR) never overcame the diversity of
        views of its leaders and its lack of a popular base. It was after the RDR’s demise, when Sartre still did not
        consider himself a Marxist, that he wrote his worst apologias for Stalinism.75
        He was clearly both reacting to the subjectivism of his early work while seeking to deal with the demands of
        engagement. As the Cold War took shape, Sartre insisted on the need for a basic choice between opposing
        ideologies and rivals, and he made it by becoming a “fellow traveler” of the Communist Party. Interpreted from
        the standpoint of authenticity, interestingly enough, this left him neither in nor out. Still, it led to his
        break with many friends. Thus, he could write in his obituary for Merleau-Ponty:
      


      
        When, about 1950, everything exploded he saw only debris. In his eyes, my madness was to hang on to a piece of
        flotsam while waiting for the rest to reconstruct the vessel automatically. For my part, I took sides when the
        Left crumbled because I believed its reconstruction was up to us. And certainly not from the top, but from the
        bottom. To be sure, we had no contact whatever with the masses, and we were, consequently, without any power.
        But our job was no less clear. Faced with the unholy alliance of the bourgeoisie and the socialist leaders, we
        had no other alternative but to stay as closed to the Communist Party as possible, and implore others to join
        us.76
      


      
        Sartre saw his choice as exhibiting a new “realism,” yet his view was anything but realistic; it left him
        entangled in a Manichean worldview whose politics was still defined by a pseudo-revolutionary and totalitarian
        party whose “red fascism” was utterly self-serving. Though Sartre was in constant conflict with the French
        Communist Party (PCF), he believed that there was a fundamental choice between the imperialist West and the
        anti-imperialist East. Where one path involved defending capitalism, the other—whatever the bumps along the
        way—would ultimately produce socialism. To that extent, indeed, the USSR gained a “privilege” in its choice of
        policy. As he wrote in his reply to his former friend, Camus, “when a man can only see in the present struggles
        the idiotic duel of two equally abject monsters, I hold that this man has already abandoned us. He has gone
        into a corner all by himself to sulk.”77
      


      
        Sartre posed the alternatives in a skewed and unrealistic fashion. He took the USSR’s revolutionary commitment
        for granted though, by 1926 at latest, the counter-revolution had already taken hold. To put it a different
        way, Sartre naively embraced the ideology without reference to the policies and judged the system by the
        justifications for its failures. He ignored the primacy that Marx placed on practice over theory. Sartre’s
        desire for “hope” substituted itself for critical self-reflection.78 Was the
        USSR really a workers’ state or, rather, a bureaucratized and brutal dictatorship standing over the
        proletariat? That Stalin’s crimes were not fully made public was no excuse. There were already enough
        writers—and, more important, real activists—who had already described the regime for what it was: Angelica
        Balabanoff, Andre Gide, Arthur Koestler, Victor Serge, Solzhenitsyn, and even Trotsky.
      


      
        Despite his uneasy relationship with the communist movement, and his condemnation of the USSR’s invasion of
        Hungary in 1956, Sartre only made his final break with the PCF in 1968. History has rendered its judgment. But
        the Communist Party was the driving force of the international anti-fascist resistance; it had suffered the
        most from the Second World War and, at the end of the conflict, many were treating Stalin as a hero. Indeed,
        social democracy had entered into an “unholy alliance” with the West and supported its imperialist wars in
        Vietnam, Algeria, and elsewhere. It seemed to lack a new generation of leaders and they identified themselves
        almost unreservedly with NATO and the Marshall Plan.79 Whatever Sartre’s misguided views, the other choices were not exactly inspiring. The
        “a-communism” of Merleau-Ponty may have been more pragmatic, but, philosophically, it offered few criteria for
        making decisions and left intellectuals only with the individualism that Sartre had just abandoned. As for
        Camus’ liberal humanism, concretely, it led to paralysis in the face of the Algerian War. Disgust with the
        Communist Party, meanwhile, led Raymond Aron and Andre Malraux to support Charles De Gaulle—an anti-fascist
        hero but an authoritarian and a nationalist.
      


      
        If Sartre’s association with Stalinism taught him anything, however, it was the need to investigate how history
        is constituted through praxis. Even in 1956, he could note that
      


      
        true socialism is not separable from the real praxis of real men who are struggling together against the
        bosses, the cops, sometimes against the state and its soldiers. And I am still too abstract: for it isn’t even
        a movement; no, it is men on the march who group together and carry each other along, who organize themselves
        and change in organizing, who are made by history and make it; their action is based on their needs and their
        needs are as true as themselves.80
      


      
        In brief, here, Sartre gives an insight into what would become an anarcho-Marxism, critical of the vanguard
        party, and identified with “men on the march.”
      


      
        But the character of any given praxis is not self-evident, and the end-means relationship is complex. Because
        only the means justify the ends,81 if one is to take a materialistic stance,
        ends may justify certain means but not others. So far as Sartre was concerned, however, it sufficed to say that
        freedom remained the source of an individual’s choice of needs, projects, and constraints. Rather than some
        reified notion of “necessity,” or simple economic determinism, freedom inspires the creation of a movement and
        a party to represent the group. From this perspective, however, no action taken by the communist party is
        justifiable as being “unconditionally necessary.” If class-conscious action is the decisive step in
        constituting history, indeed, then there is little sense in talking about “iron laws” that guarantee the
        creation of a classless society. The dialectic must become as specific as identity dynamics and no longer
        accept an indeterminacy that “reabsorbs man into the idea”—as with Hegel—and undermines the ability to
        highlight existing possibilities to further revolutionary action.
      


      
        Authenticity now required a material and dialectical foundation. Yet, it seemed that the Marxism of Sartre’s
        time lacked “any hierarchy of mediations which would permit it to grasp the process which produces the person
        and his product within a given society at a given historical moment.”82 Aware
        now that existentialism cannot substitute for an overriding theory of society, he also recognized that Marxism
        cannot make any claims to philosophical pre-eminence unless it takes individual freedom seriously. Such was the
        philosophical impetus for what would become Sartre’s masterful Critique of Dialectical Reason whose intention was
      


      
        without being unfaithful to Marxist principles, to find mediations which allow the individual concrete—the
        particular life, the real and dated conflict, the person—to emerge from the background of the general
        contradictions of productive forces and relations of production.83
      


      
        The Critique mediates relations between the individual, the group, and the
        institutional context; it renders concrete the interactions between ontological freedom and historical
        necessity in any given instance. Marxism thereby turns into a philosophical anthropology. The limitless, free,
        and fully responsible for-itself with its insatiable “lack” turns into the “man in
        need” (l’homme de besoin) whose project arises within the historical context of
        this ceaseless production of needs. Objectification enables the internal (intériorité) to become external (extéritorité) and create changing
        conditions for new encounters with reality. The individual can change his situation and also himself. But such
        action occurs within a social complex formed inter-subjectively. Thus, Sartre introduces his idea of the
        “group,” which is simultaneously nothing more than the sum of individuals who compose it and yet gains its own
        dynamic through the defining power of the “third.”
      


      
        To put it another way, “two’s company and three is a crowd”: le veçu never
        disappears. Still, the “third” does not simply intrude on the intimacy of the two individuals but, instead,
        transforms the dynamic between them. The group is thus not really reducible to the individuals who constitute
        it. Groups in action create a context in which subjects operate and, perhaps, impact upon its recreation. The
        individual is thereby indirectly grounded in history; his consciousness can affect the world in concrete rather
        than metaphysical fashion. The issue then is to demonstrate the “intelligibility” of history and establish a
        dialectical rationality for making sense of its agents and contradictions. Method and praxis exist in tension
        with one another, however, and thought is not reducible to its operational expression. And so, Sartre can
        insist that his analysis is historical and dialectical but not a study of the movement of history and the
        evolution of labor and the class struggle. It is instead committed to the interplay between praxis and
        totalization. To this extent, indeed, it is a mistake to suggest that dialectical and analytic reason arrive at
        the same result.84
      


      
        Sartre’s Critique elaborates a dialectical ontology of praxis whose dynamic
        character questions the historical stasis associated with “Being” and the various categories and modalities
        that exist a priori. This concern lies at the heart of his “regressive-progressive” method.85 In the division between the “constitutive” and the “constituted” dialectic, the subject is
        defined through the mediated constituted totality in which he finds himself, i.e., class, status, peer group,
        family, etc.—and as a constituting agent of the dialectic itself. Sartre thereby unifies in theory what is
        split apart in practice, and his method appears at once analytic and synthetic. Analytic insofar as it wishes to define the subject as an object of knowledge, it is also
        synthetic in that the analysis comprehends the totalizing process wherein the subject is an active agent.
      


      
        Sartre’s anarchist strain underlies the theoretical construct by which the totality is revealed in its
        “synthetic unity of diversity.” His mediated understanding of the totality does not flatten out unique forms of
        individuality. Quite the contrary: what counts is the way in which the totality totalizes the subject., and how
        the individual responds to this process. In short, it is the constitutive effort rather than the constituted
        result that proves primary. Totalization involves “synthetic work” that links each inert or merely accepted
        element of society to the whole that confronts the subject in alienated fashion. Individual freedom thereby
        finds itself constrained by all objectifications, whether institutions, parties as congealed groups, or even
        unthinking learned behavior (sérialité). This constraint produces an imperative for
        the authentic subject who understands, as the title of Sartre’s last collection of interviews insists, “one is
        right (and has the right) to revolt” (on a raison de se révolter).
      


      
        With its demand to resist the party, institutions, group formations, sexual and life-style mores, freedom
        demands solidarity. Sartre’s later notion of authenticity speaks to the most radical elements of 1968, namely,
        the gauchistes with their commitment to workers councils and self-empowerment.
        Aspirations and actions provide the basis for judgment rather than the accountability of their organizational
        forms. Commitment to liberal republican principles plays no role, and, in this respect, Sartre’s Critique also anticipates the strange mix between participatory democracy and radical
        individualism with virtually uncritical support for (anti-imperialist) dictators such as Ho Chi-Minh, Castro,
        and Mao. This was one of the most striking elements of the European New Left and, in the United States, it
        spilled over from later incarnations of SDS and the Black Panthers into the popular discourse during the late
        1960s.86 In spite of warning signals (often highlighted in his own work), like
        so many others, Sartre basically assumed that mass action, authentic action, and spontaneity will have a
        left-wing thrust and attack those institutions that constrain freedom. With the rise of right-wing populist
        movements in the 2010s, however, it is clear that this is not the case.
      


      
        Taking a step back, Sartre does not begin with the actual social relations within which the individual is
        immersed, but rather from an initial totalizing process generated by the individual himself and the experiences
        he undergoes. And, in turn, this lies at the root of his great biographies of Flaubert, Idiot of the Family and Saint Genet. In the same vein, “scarcity”
        (rareté) defines the continuous exchange between the
        interiority of the individual and the exteriority of the world around him or her.87 Its interpretation informs what the individual seeks, provides “necessity” with a
        determinate content, and creates the
      


      
        apodictic structure of dialectical experience (which) resides neither in the free development of interiority
        nor in the inert dispersion of exteriority; as an inevitable and irreducible moment,
        it imposes itself in the interiorization of the exterior and the exteriorization of the interior.88
      


      
        Necessity turns into a felt need and, acting on such needs, individuals objectify themselves through labor. But
        these objectifications remain as lifeless as nature itself. They reside in the world of the practico-inert that inherently constrains freedom. The creation turns against the creator as
        the social world takes the form of “worked over matter” (la matière ouvrée) and the
        dialectic is such that, insofar as man consciously acts upon his need, he becomes a historical agent. Within
        the structure of necessity, however he asserts his freedom in the actions which he undertakes, even though
        these actions turn against him.89 Sartre’s categories of “need” and “labor”
        thus make concrete his idea that “man is not the sum of what he has, but the totality of what he does not yet
        have, of what he might have.”90 In contrast to Heidegger or Jaspers, this
        occurs not because he is temporalized, but because he is socialized through the process of labor. Existence is marked by “a conditioned battle against
        scarcity.”91 The sadomasochistic relationship between subject and the “Other”
        in Being and Nothingness thus takes a new form. It is no longer the “gaze” through
        which the “Other” denies the subject’s existence, but the need that generates a struggle for available
        resources.92 To this extent, indeed, the singularity of each is predicated on a
        practical estrangement from all—the “Other.” Unconsciously defined by the practico-inert and alienated from
        what he objectifies, the individual is consequently caught in a process that prevents him or her from acting as
        a purely free subject. Thus, authenticity requires active solidarity in contesting
        séialité and the existential threat of the practico-inert.
      


      
        In spite of its emphasis on solidarity and praxis, what results is not a theory that interprets reality or
        illuminates the prospects for transforming it, but rather a kind of dialectical anthropology that describes its
        constitution. The primacy still accorded the subject, and its call to eliminate all objective constraints on
        individual freedom, undermines the ability to distinguish crucial and secondary contradictions. Any action that
        treats subjects as objects is inauthentic by definition. That is certainly the case for a production process
        that demands passivity, inactivity, and sérialité. Because the needs of each are
        interchangeable with the “Other” from the standpoint of the current production process, the singularity of each
        is denied even as individuals become strangers to one another. Unconscious of being constrained by the
        practico-inert, alienated from what is being objectified, the subject participates in its own exploitation.
        Authenticity thus takes on a regulative character for praxis and engagement; it seeks to abolish that state of
        affairs. As with any regulative ideal, Sartre’s remains inherently incomplete and incapable of fulfillment.
        Nevertheless, its impulse is clear: extend class-conscious control over all alienated institutions and take
        responsibility for what ensues.
      


      
        Sérialité is superficially reminiscent of Heidegger’s das
        Man. But there is nothing elitist about Sartre’s category and, above all, interiority or some
        anticipatory encounter with death cannot deal with it. The individual confronts the practico-inert only as part of a group-in-process that arises through the introduction of a
        “third” into the relations between two strangers. Formed in freedom, grounded in equality, the group-in-process
        is the agent for giving the “idea” of freedom its active character so that it can challenge the inertia that is
        bound up with sérialité. Ideology becomes real to members of the group in ways that
        cannot be known by outsiders. As the group “fuses,” its members choose to become
        “de-serialized” and, in the process, they become bound by a “pledge,” which each individual is naturally free
        to withdraw from.93 This pledge forges group unity, makes its “need” manifest,
        and renders authenticity concrete.
      


      
        Sartre understood the original need of this group in terms of “all or nothing.” It is a matter of joining or
        existentially perishing and, as with those who became Communists or participated in the anti-fascist
        Resistance, identifying with the group occurs so that the individual can determine himself in an authentic
        manner. The group-in-process is inspired by contempt for compromise and an “ultra-Bolshevist”
        spirit.94 It opposes bureaucratic hierarchy, routinization, merit,
        calculability, and the division of labor. All this constitutes the sérialité whose
        interiorization produces submission to supposedly legitimate authority.95
        Sartre’s reliance on spontaneity requires some form of organization if it is to succeed over the long haul. So,
        in turn, the organization’s success points to its “decay” insofar as “command” within the group is handed over
        to leaders. To the same degree, the base and the individuals comprising it become powerless. In anarchist
        fashion, power is the enemy and those who employ it—and this renders Sartre’s position both undialectical and
        abstract. For power is not a fixed quantity, a zero-sum game, but rather the product and producer of discrete
        historical circumstances. Judging its exercise depends upon historical circumstances and the accountability of
        those making decisions.
      


      
        Even in workers’ councils, responsibility will fall in greater share upon some rather than others, though, by
        the same token, the way power is employed will obviously prove different than in a dictatorship or
        representative democracy. Effectively and efficiently dealing with concrete forms of scarcity or environmental
        problems, moreover, requires expertise and scientific rationality. The “need” for differentiating those with
        the ability to exercise power from others who do not have that ability is a recognition that necessity demands
        rather than simply another form of (illegitimate) authority.96 There is no way
        around it; unless alienation is equated with objectification, which is a claim that Marx explicitly
        rejects,97 what counts is the accountability of those setting the ends. And
        that requires institutions with the power to enforce sanctions. According to Sartre, however, this produces
        nothing but serialization.98 Thus, paradoxically, the group seeking freedom
        becomes the agent of its own subjugation.
      


      
        Existentialism is dialectically integrated into Marxism. The group is the action generated by individuals, the
        institution is generated by groups, and the groups with their conflicting needs and opposing invested interests
        (groups bénéficiares) produce material contradictions whose momentary resolution
        constitute history. The always revocable pledge helps make that possible. The
        individual can obey or withdraw. Responsibility remains the condition for authentic action.
      


      
        Sartre’s Marxism is rife with contradictions. Its theoretical complexity prevented it from “gripping the
        masses”—and, yet, it anticipated the style and character of future mass actions. Seeking an anthropological
        foundation for Marxism, indeed, Sartre rendered its historical character abstract. But his unfished vision of
        freedom, and the kind of authenticity required to further its realization, serves as a critique of
        authoritarian communism and any fixed and finished vision of a future society. Correct in stressing the pledge
        that alone assures the solidarity required by a group-in-fusion, however, he does not offer criteria to help
        decide which group to join. Capitalism and its contradictions are confronted by various groups intent upon
        representing capital or labor: ultra-left organizations compete with communists who, in turn, compete with
        social democrats and union reformists.
      


      
        How to decide between them? Each of these movements may have arisen as a group in-fusion and entered on the
        dialectic that Sartre described; each may also have sought to extend freedom for its members. But they
        understood freedom in different terms and relying on the all-or-nothing mentality does not help very much. In
        Bertolt Brecht’s poem, “To My Teacher,” which he dedicated to the well-known ultra-leftist Karl Korsch, he
        notes that his mentor confronted the world with the choice between all or nothing and that, after much
        consideration, the world replied, “Well then better nothing.” The lesson is obvious: politics requires
        compromise. As for the “pledge,” indeed, communists made the most of it though, arguably, the most famous
        example was the public oath that the Wehrmacht swore to Hitler personally following the destruction of the
        Brown Shirt SA troops during the “night of the long knives” in 1934.
      


      
        Groups-in-fusion function differently according to the ideas that inform them and the specific material
        constraints that they face. The same inability to recognize the sub-variants or sub-traditions among them or
        the needs and ideas that inspire them appears in the Critique as in Anti-Semite and Jew. The foundational straight-jacket may not be as tight in restraining Sartre
        as Heidegger or Jaspers, but it is tight enough. Sartre shifts the notion of authenticity from an insulated
        interiority first to personal responsibility, then to social identification, and then to political action. In
        spite of the increasing specification, however, criteria for rendering judgments are lacking.
      


      
        The ideological style of both the communist and socialist labor movements, their reliance on the party and
        compromise, and the soft imperialism of the one and the rank authoritarianism of the other were rejected by
        Sartre and the New Left. The outsider wished to turn from the rebel, self-conscious about his estrangement,
        into the revolutionary intent upon battling the “system.” And perhaps Sartre took the self-styled revolutionary
        ethos of organized movements on the left more seriously than was warranted, especially in the United States,
        where liberalism remained the dominant ideology. But he went the extra mile. Violence became interwoven with
        engagement. As he replied to Camus in their famous controversy: if you equally
        condemn both sides not simply in the struggle between colonizer and colonized because each employs violence,
        then “there is only one place for you: the Galapagos Islands.”99
      


      
        Action and responsibility remain the central categories, but it is in the choice between “all or nothing” that
        violence has a fundamental role to play. It is not a question of political exigency but of existential
        catharsis, the felt need transformed into revolutionary action, which is not hampered by any concern with
        institutional referents or rights. Violence is not recognized as an unfortunate necessity, but an emanation of
        freedom. Revolution becomes a gang fight that should result in mounting the barricades: if it is not that, then
        it is nothing. Attempting to make history “intelligible” through materialist analysis thus turns into a
        “counter-finality.” For history is neither a series of cataclysms punctuated by peace nor an evolutionary
        continuum. It is instead a combination of rupture and continuity. The shifts are what require analysis and such
        analysis must include judgment of the new institutions that the rupture brings into being. Sartre offers no
        criteria to judge whether freedom is expanding or contracting, and there is only one political conclusion to
        draw, namely, that Sartre is embracing a permanent revolution of subjectivity whose agent remains unclear.
        Sartre’s “third” explains either too much or too little. It can be anyone or any interest. Thus, Sartre’s
        relation to Stalinism comes full circle and his one-time allegiance to the Communist Party turns into its
        opposite: where Stalinism squashed individualism and spontaneity in the name of organizational exigences,
        existential radicalism would attack all organizational forms in the name of class power and personal liberty.
      


      
        Sartre’s multi-varied, innovative, erudite, probing, and intellectually sparkling oeuvre is irreducible to his idealistic, naïve, and inauthentic embrace of authoritarian
        regimes or the strictures of any prefabricated metaphysic. Many of his most enduring literary works were
        written before the Second World War, such as Nausea and No
        Exist, and that is also the case for Being and Nothingness. These classics
        had no connection with any political “line” and in the post-war period, other than in his explicitly polemical
        writings, he never compromised his intellectual independence or authenticity. The Roads to
        Freedom, Sartre’s striking trilogy, remained unfinished and undoubtedly expressed the tension between
        his political affiliations and his commitment to individual freedom. As for his famous play about communist
        ends and means, Dirty Hands, it stands as a testament to Simone de Beauvoir’s
        “ethics of ambiguity.” Responsibility to oneself and the Other, ongoing skepticism about self-deceiving motives
        and intentions, remained the core of authenticity and, even regarding his debate with Camus, Sartre’s
        The Condemned of Altona, can be read as a self-criticism.
      


      
        Communists attacked Sartre mercilessly, and for good reason. His innovative biography of Flaubert integrated
        existentialism and Freud into a Marxist framework, hammering perhaps the last nail into the coffin of an
        outmoded orthodoxy. In keeping with Anti-Semite and Jew, moreover, his
        extraordinary study of Jean Genet placed new concerns with prejudice and homosexuality on the Marxist agenda. Among the greatest philosophical works of the last century, moreover, his still
        underestimated Critique of Dialectical Reason reinvigorated the purpose of Marxian
        discourse. It lacked an institutional focus, uncritically privileged spontaneity, naively highlighted action
        for its own sake, and undervalued republican principles. But its emphasis on authenticity as engagement,
        individual freedom as the aim of the dialectical enterprise, and refusal to identify the interests of the
        masses with those of the party, offered a devastating immanent critique of “actually existing socialism.”
      


      
        No longer is revolution something to be directed “from the outside,” as Lenin put the matter, whether by the
        party, the armed forces, or any other clique acting in the name of the oppressed. The New Left’s future
        criticism of the Communist Party is already evident in the Critique. Communists
        liked to claim that workers could not take over state factories because they already “owned” them. But Sartre
        cared nothing about the nationalization of industry, and he had little use for this kind of sophistry. As far
        as he was concerned, so long as sérialité remains, real freedom is denied. Bad
        faith is what it has always been: the flight from freedom, from choice, from responsibility. Ontological
        sadomasochism in relations between subject and “Other” ultimately make way for a solidarity that must be
        discovered and rediscovered. Authenticity no longer battles against das Man, forges
        some inward encounter with the Encompassing, or contents itself with illuminating self-deceptions. It is now
        enmeshed with political struggle and a sense of solidarity that leaves Sartre, like any individual, “a whole
        man, composed of all men, and as good as all of them, and no better than any.”100
      

    


    
      Notes


      
        1 Jean-Paul Sartre, “Cartesian Freedom” in Literary and Philosophical
        Essays trans. Annette Michelson (New York: Fawcett, 1962), 234.
      


      
        2 “I hold Flaubert and the Goncourt brothers responsible for the repression that followed
        the Commune because they didn’t write a line to prevent it. Some will object that this wasn’t their business.
        But was the Calas trial Voltaire’s business? Was Dreyfus’ sentence Zola’s business? Was the administration of
        the Congo Gide’s business? Each of those authors, at a particular time in his life, took stock of his
        responsibility as a writer.” Jean-Paul Sartre, “Introducing Les Temps Modernes” in
        We Have Only This Life to Live: The Selected Essays of Jean-Paul Sartre 1939–1975
        eds. Ronald Aronson and Adrian Van Den Hoven (New York: NYRB Books, 2013), 132.
      


      
        3 An example is his withering criticism of Drieu la Rochelle, a prewar fascist and then a
        collaborator who is described as someone “who wished for the fascist revolution the way certain people want war
        because they don’t dare break up with their mistresses.” Sartre, “Drieu la Rochelle or Self Hatred” in ibid.,
        43.
      


      
        4 This may help explain why Sartre never tried his hand at poetry when he had mastered so
        many other literary forms. For right or wrong, he viewed “poets as men who refuse to utilize language.” Jean
        Paul Sartre, What is Literature? Trans. Bernard Frechtman (New York: Harper, 1965)
        6.
      


      
        5 Ibid., 18.
      


      
        6 Jean-Paul Sartre, The Words, trans. Bernard Frechtman (New
        York: Fawcett, 1964), 20.
      


      
        7 Simone de Beauvoir, The Prime of Life trans. Peter Green
        (New York: Lancer, 1962), 14.
      


      
        8 Jean-Paul Sartre, Nausea, trans. Lloyd Alexander (New York:
        New Directions, 1964), 117.
      


      
        9 Sartre, “Cartesian Freedom,” 195.
      


      
        10 Sartre’s main character, Roquentin, can say: “I want to leave, go to someplace where I
        will be really in my own niche, where I will fit in.…But my place is nowhere; I am unwanted de trop.”
        Nausea, 122.
      


      
        11 “A book. A novel. And there would be people who would read this book and say: ‘Antoine
        Roquentin wrote it, a red headed man who hung around cafes, and they would think about my life as I think about
        the Negress’: as something precious and almost legendary. Naturally, at first it would only be a troublesome
        tiring work, it wouldn’t stop me from existing or feeling that I exist. But a time would come when the book
        would be written, when it would be behind me, and I think that a little of its clarity might fall over my past.
        Then, perhaps because of it, I could remember my life without repugnance. Perhaps, one day, thinking precisely
        of this hour, of this gloomy hour in which I wait, stooping, for it to be time to get on the train, perhaps I
        shall feel my heart beat faster and say to myself: ’That was the day, that was the hour, when it all started.
        And I might succeed- in the past, nothing but the past—in accepting myself.’” Ibid., 178.
      


      
        12 Sartre, “Cartesian Freedom,” 184.
      


      
        13 Sartre, “Existentialism” in We Have Only One Life to Live,
        88.
      


      
        14 Jean-Paul Sartre, The Flies, trans. Stuart Gilbert in
        No Exit and Three Other Plays (New York, Viking,1955), 103.
      


      
        15 Ibid., 116.
      


      
        16 Sartre considered Jaspers as a “charlatan” whose “intolerable chatter about failure is
        an act of studied humbug.” Jean-Paul Sartre, Saint Genet trans. Bernard Frechtman
        (New York: New American Library, 1964), 114. Later, his view would become more respectful; see, Karl Jaspers
        und Jean-Paul Sartre im Dialog: Ihre Sicht auf Existenz, Freiheit und Verantwortung
        hrsg. Anton Hügli und Manuela Hackel (Frankfurt: Peter Lang, 2014).
      


      
        17 Sartre, “Introducing Les Temps Modernes” in We Have Only One Life to Live, 144.
      


      
        18 Looking back on his life, recognizing that a small event to change the socially
        conditioned situation was more important than this kind of bombast, Sartre could note that “When I read this, I
        said to myself, ‘It’s incredible! I actually believed that!’” Jean-Paul Sartre, “The Itinerary of a Thought,”
        in Between Existentialism and Marxism, trans. John Matthews (New York: Verso,
        1974), 33–64.
      


      
        19 “I’m an intellectual, period. And it annoys the hell out of me when they make that word
        an insult. People seem to think that if you keep your head empty you automatically fill your balls.” Simone de
        Beauvoir, The Mandarins trans. Leonard M. Friedman (New York: W.W. Norton, 1956),
        146.
      


      
        20 Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, trans. Hazel
        Barnes (New York: Philosophical Library, 1956), lxv.
      


      
        21 Sartre, Nausea, 134.
      


      
        22 Sartre, Being and Nothingness, 84.
      


      
        23 Ibid., 84.
      


      
        24 Ibid., 86.
      


      
        25 Jean-Paul Sartre, Troubled Sleep, trans. Gerard Hopkins
        (New York: Bantam 1968), 66.
      


      
        26 Jean-Paul Sartre, Imagination: A Psychological Critique,
        trans. Forrest Williams (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1972), 115.
      


      
        27 Sartre, Being and Nothingness, li.
      


      
        28 The individual thus “perpetually effects in itself a break in being; it is only a
        perpetual reference of the self, of the reflection to the reflecting, or the reflecting to the reflection.”
        Ibid.., 78.
      


      
        29 Sartre, Nausea, 132.
      


      
        30 Sartre, Saint Genet, 366.
      


      
        31 Sartre, Being and Nothingness, 29.
      


      
        32 Ibid., 35.
      


      
        33 “In turn an object for others, he is nothing more than an individual in the
        collectivity on which he depends. As long as there have been men and they have lived, they have all felt this
        tragic ambiguity of their condition, but as long as there have been philosophers and they have thought, most of
        them have tried to mask it.” Simone de Beauvoir, The Ethics of Ambiguity trans.
        Bernard Frechtman (New York: Philosophical Library, 1948), 8.
      


      
        34 To put it another way: “I flee in order not to know, but I cannot avoid knowing that I
        am fleeing, and the flight from anguish is only a mode of becoming conscious of anguish… [Thus,] if bad faith
        is to be possible, we should be able within the same consciousness to meet with the unity of being and
        non-being–the being-in-order-not-to-be.” Sartre, Being and Nothingness, 43.
      


      
        35 Ibid., 49
      


      
        36 Ibid., 45
      


      
        37 Ibid., 54.
      


      
        38 “Freud’s pansexualism struck us as having an element of madness about it, besides
        offending our puritanical instincts…. Freudianism as we conceived it was bound to eradicate human free will. No
        one showed us how the two might be reconciled, and we were incapable of finding out for ourselves.” Beauvoir,
        The Prime of Life, 21.
      


      
        39 Sartre would change his original view of Freud and, in 1958, he wrote a fascinating
        screenplay for a film by John Huston (that was never made) entitled The Freud
        Scenario, ed. J-B Pontalis and trans. Quintin Hoare (London: Verso, 2013).
      


      
        40 Sartre, Being and Nothingness, 66.
      


      
        41 Sartre, The Words, 43.
      


      
        42 “You see, when I think about you, I am the more convinced that one oughtn’t to be a man
        of principles. You are stiff with them, you even invent them, but you don’t stick to them. In theory, there’s
        no one more independent, it’s all quite admirable, you live above all class distinctions. Only I wonder what
        would become of you if I wasn’t there. Please realize that I am only too happy, being a man without principles
        to be able to help you from time to time. But I can’t help feeling that with your ideas I should be rather
        chary of asking favors from a damned bourgeois. For I am a damned bourgeois, (Jacques) added laughing
        heartily.” Sartre, The Age of Reason, 112.
      


      
        43 Herbert Marcuse, Studies in Critical Philosophy trans.
        Joris de Bres (Boston: Beacon, 1972, 160.
      


      
        44 Edited by Jacqueline Lévi-Valensi, Camus at Combat: Writing
        1944–1947 Translated by Arthur Goldhammer (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2006).
      


      
        45 “‘I should myself have thought,’ said Jacques (himself an embodiment of bad faith—SEB),
        “that freedom consisted in frankly confronting situations into which one has deliberately entered, and
        accepting all the responsibilities. But that, no doubt is not your view; you condemn capitalist society, and
        yet you are an official in that society; you display an abstract sympathy with the communists, but you take
        care not to commit yourself, you have never voted. You despise the bourgeois class, and yet you are a
        bourgeois, son and brother of a bourgeois, and you live like a bourgeois.’” Sartre, Age of
        Reason, 118.
      


      
        46 Jean Paul Sartre, “Paris Alive: The Republic of Silence” in The
        Atlantic (December, 1944), 43.
      


      
        47 Albert Camus, “Letters to a German Friend” in Resistance,
        Rebellion, and Death trans. Justin O’Brien (New York, 1960), 6.
      


      
        48 “Politically, Camus’ view was ridiculous. Despite his anti-fascist stand, he had not
        grasped the nature of the Hitler regime. Not until after the Fall of France did he realize that it was
        especially virulent. Moreover, he chose to ignore that France could not fight Hitler while parading her
        readiness to negotiate with him. While insisting that he was rejecting fatalism in the name of action, Camus
        was condemning himself to passivity.” Patrick McCarthy, Camus: A Critical Study of His
        Life and Works (London, 1982), 125.
      


      
        49 Beauvoir, The Prime of Life, 174, 176.
      


      
        50 Albert Camus, “Letter to Roland Barthes on The Plague” in
        Lyrical and Critical Essays 338.
      


      
        51 Camus, The Plague, 278
      


      
        52 Camus, “Letter to Roland Barthes,” 340.
      


      
        53 Albert Camus, The Rebel trans. Anthony Bower (New York,
        1954), 5.
      


      
        54 Camus, Notebooks 2:156.
      


      
        55 Ibid., I:27.
      


      
        56 Camus, “The New Mediterranean Culture” (1937) in Lyrical and
        Critical Essays, 197.
      


      
        57 Camus, The Rebel, 11.
      


      
        58 Camus, The Rebel, 10.
      


      
        59 It is indeed unfair to ignore the differences; cf. Francis Jeanson, Sartre and the Problem of Morality trans. Robert V. Stone (Bloomington, 1980).
      


      
        60 The complex story of the break between Camus and Sartre is fictionally described by
        Simone de Beauvoir, The Mandarins, 393ff. For real life, check, Simone de Beauvoir,
        The Force of Circumstance trans. Richard Howard (New York: Penguin, 1965), 115ff.
      


      
        61 Sartre, “Reply to Albert Camus” in Situations, 54ff.
      


      
        62 I later shifted my view to that of Sartre: it increasingly seemed to me that prejudice
        appears in “clusters” (no racist hates only one group) and that the psychological dynamics driving different
        forms of prejudice are actually very similar. Concrete interpretation, it seemed to me, required a
        phenomenological approach. Cf. Stephen Eric Bronner, The Bigot: Why Prejudice
        Persists (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2014).
      


      
        63 Jean-Paul Sartre, Anti-Semite and Jew trans. George J.
        Becker (New York, 1962), 17.
      


      
        64 Ibid., 20.
      


      
        65 Ibid., 27–8
      


      
        66 Ibid., 18.
      


      
        67 Cf. Stephen Eric Bronner, A Rumor about the Jews: Conspiracy,
        Antisemitism, and the Elders of Zion 2nd Edition (New York: Palgrave, 2018).
      


      
        68 Sartre, Anti-Semite and Jew, 21.
      


      
        69 Ibid., 91.
      


      
        70 Note the discussion in Stephen Eric Bronner, Camus: Portrait of a
        Moralist (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009).
      


      
        71 “Far from experience producing (the anti-Semite’s) idea of the Jew, it was the latter
        which explained his experience. If the Jew did not exist the anti-Semite would invent him…. No external factor
        can induce anti-Semitism in the anti-Semite. Anti-Semitism is a free and total choice of oneself, a
        comprehensive attitude that one adopts…” Sartre, Anti-Semite and Jew, 13, 17.
      


      
        72 Ibid., 57.
      


      
        73 Jean-Paul Sartre, “Elections: A Trap for Fools” in We Have Only
        One Life to Live, 491ff.
      


      
        74 Note Sartre’s “Black Orpheus” and his Inaugural Statement for the Russell Tribunal in
        We Have Only One Life To Live, 149ff and 403ff; also see the relevant essays
        collected in Sartre: Colonialism and Neocolonialism trans. Azzadine Haddour et al.
        (New York: Routledge, 2006).
      


      
        75 Jean-Paul Sartre, The Communists and Peace: With a Reply to Claude
        Lefort, trans. Martha H. Fletcher (New York: George Braziller, 1968).
      


      
        76 Sartre, “Merleau-Ponty,” 202.
      


      
        77 Sartre, “Reply to Albert Camus,” 68.
      


      
        78 “In order to preserve hope, (it is necessary)…to recognize through and beyond errors,
        monstrosities and crimes, the obvious privileges of the socialist camp and to condemn with all the more force
        the policy which endangers these privileges.” Jean-Paul Sartre, The Ghost of
        Stalin, trans. Martha H. Fletcher (New York: George Braziller, 1968), 121.
      


      
        79 Stephen Eric Bronner, “From Class War to Cold War” in Moments of
        Decision: Political History and the Crises of Radicalism 2nd Edition (New York: Bloomsbury Academic,
        2914), 73ff.
      


      
        80 Sartre, The Ghost of Stalin, 115.
      


      
        81 Stephen Eric Bronner, Socialism Unbound: Principles, Practices,
        and Prospects 2nd Edition (New York: Columbia University Press, 2011), 164ff, 171ff.
      


      
        82 Jean-Paul Sartre, Search for a Method, trans. Hazel Barnes
        (New York: Vintage, 1968), 56.
      


      
        83 Ibid., 57.
      


      
        84 Claude Levi Strauss, The Savage Mind (Chicago: University
        of Chicago Press, 1966), 246.
      


      
        85 “The dialectical method “refuses to reduce: it follows the reverse procedure. It
        surpasses by conserving, but the terms of the surpassed contradiction cannot account for either the
        transcending itself or the subsequent synthesis: on the contrary, it is the synthesis which clarifies them and
        which enables us to understand them. For us the basic contradiction is only one of the factors which delimit
        and structure the field of possibilities.” Sartre, Search for a Method, 151.
      


      
        86 Bronner, “Reconstructing the Experiment: Political Culture and the American New Left”
        in Moments of Decision, 95ff.
      


      
        87 Jean-Paul Sartre, Critique de la Raison Dialectique (Paris:
        Gallimard, 1960), 138.
      


      
        88 Ibid., 157.
      


      
        89 “The principal discovery of dialectical experience…is that man is ‘mediated’ by things
        exactly to the extent that things are ‘mediated’ by man.” Ibid. 165.
      


      
        90 Jean-Paul Sartre, “On the Sound and the Fury” in Literary
        Essays, trans. Annette Michelson (New York: Philosophical Library, 1957), 86.
      


      
        91 Sartre, Critique, 201.
      


      
        92 Ibid., 689.
      


      
        93 Ibid., 573.
      


      
        94 Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Adventures of the Dialectic
        (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1973).
      


      
        95 Sartre, Critique, 586.
      


      
        96 Ibid., 365.
      


      
        97 “So far therefore as labor is a creator of use-value, is useful labor, it is a
        necessary condition, independent of all forms of society for the existence of the human race; it is an eternal
        nature-imposed necessity without which there can be no material exchanges between man and Nature, and therefore
        no life.” Karl Marx, Capital 3 vols., trans. Samuel Moore and Edward Aveling (New York: International
        Publishers, 1973) 1:43.
      


      
        98 Sartre sees no escape from this dilemma. Note his discussion with the Il Manifesto
        group, which was very influential during the 1960s, in Internationale Marxistische
        Diskussion 5 trans. Heiner Stuck (Berlin: Merve Verlag, 1970).
      


      
        99 Ibid., 222.
      


      
        100 Sartre, The Words, 160.
      

    


    
      Selected Biography


      
        	Aronson, Ronald. Camus and Sartre: The Story of a Friendship and the
        Quarrel That Ended It. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 2005.


        	Bakewell, Sarah. At the Existentialist Café: Freedom, Being and Apricot
        Cocktails with Jean-Paul Sartre, Simone de Beauvoir, Albert Camus, Martin
        Heidegger, Maurice Merleau-Ponty and Others. Other Press, New York, 2016.


        	Barrett, William. Irrational Man: A Study in Existentialist
        Philosophy. Anchor, New York, 2011.


        	Beauvoir, Simone de. Adieux: A Farewell to Sartre. Pantheon, New
        York, 1985.


        	Beauvoir, Simone de. Force of Circumstance 2 Vols. 1944-62.
        DaCapo, New York, 1994.


        	Beauvoir, Simone de. Letters to Sartre. Trans. Quintin Hoare .
        Arcade, New York, 2016.


        	Birchall, Ian. Sartre Against Stalinism. Berghahn, New York,
        2004.


        	Catalano, Joseph S. A Commentary on Jean-Paul Sartre’s Critique of
        Dialectical Reason. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1986.


        	Churchill, Steven and Reynolds, Jack. Jean-Paul Sartre: Key
        Concepts. Routledge, New York, 2014.


        	Cohen-Solal, Annie. Sartre. A Life. Pantheon, New York,
        1987.


        	Cox, Gary. Existentialism and Excess: The Life and Times of Jean-Paul
        Sartre. Bloomsbury, New York, 2016.


        	Crittenden, Paul. Sartre in Search of an Ethics. Cambridge
        Scholars Publishing, Newcastle, 2009.


        	Daigle, Christine.  Jean-Paul Sartre. Routledge, New York.
        2010.


        	Decino, Jose G. Denchu. Jean-Paul Sartre: Collective Authenticity:
        Sartre’s Political Project. Independently published, 2020.


        	Flynn, Thomas R. Sartre: A Philosophical Biography. Cambridge
        University Press, New York, 2011.


        	Gerassi, John. Talking with Sartre: Conversations and Debates.
        Yale University Press, New Haven, 2009.


        	Hoeven, Adrian van den and Leak, Andrew. Eds. Sartre Today: A Centenary
        Celebration. Berghahn Books, New York, 2005.


        	Howells, Christina. Ed. The Cambridge Companion to Sartre.
        Cambridge University Press, New York, 1992.


        	Kaufmann, Walter Arnold. Existentialism from Dostoyevsky to
        Sartre. Expanded Edition. Meridian, New York, 1975.


        	Rolle, Andrea. Politische Interventionen bei Bourdieu, Sartre,
        Foucault. GRIN Verlag, Frankfurt, 2006.


        	Solomon, Robert C. Grim Thoughts: Experience and Reflection in Camus
        and Sartre. Oxford University Press, New York, 2006.


        	Wahl, Jean Andrè. Philosophies of Existence: An Introduction to
        Kierkegaard, Heidegger, Jaspers, Marcel, and Sartre. Trans. F.M. Lory . Routledge, New York, 1969.

      

    

  


  
    4
    

    Authenticity and Solidarity


    
      “Freedom is only and exclusively freedom for the one who thinks differently,” wrote Rosa Luxemburg. Her famous
      rebuke to Lenin and his Bolsheviks during the early days of the Russian Revolution also implies that freedom is
      only and exclusively freedom for an individual. Though in a distorted manner, existentialism preserves this basic
      truth. Even where its methodological apparatus is ahistorical, arbitrary, mystical, or blatantly reactionary, the
      problems it raises are real. Mass society with its bureaucratic division of labor, culture industry, and
      “ideological-state-apparatus” (Louis Althusser) is, in fact, imperiling subjectivity.
    


    
      Marxism was slow to recognize the implications of alienation and reification. The young Marx’s Paris Manuscripts of 1844 were only discovered in 1932 when, generally speaking, the theory had
      lost its revolutionary verve and its self-critical connection to praxis.1
      Something new was required so that the more complex motives of men and women, the changes they produce and their
      complimentary impact on them, become part of the dialectical analysis. Especially the justly famous “Eleven
      Theses on Feuerbach” highlighted class solidarity, empowerment, and practice. The theses also made methodological
      contributions insofar as they stressed the need for historical specificity and highlighted the secular
      “this-sidedness” (Diesseitigkeit) of critical inquiry as against metaphysical
      concerns with the “beyond” (Jenseitigkeit).2 The
      theses also present an alternative to the empiricism, naturalism, and positivism—or, better, “vulgar
      materialism”—embraced by much of the social scientific mainstream. As with Hegel, Marx too considered such
      philosophies no less “abstract” than traditional metaphysics. Both saw them as flip sides of the same coin:
      equally incapable of grasping real events or explaining how reality is historically
      constituted by real people.
    


    
      Marx’s emphasis on the existential moment of praxis was real and concrete: what Heidegger termed the “We” seemed
      to have a totally new meaning, which was also the case with Jaspers’ penetrating
      insistence on interpersonal communication and Sartre’s idea of engagement. To the “generation of
      ’68,”3 Marx’s early writings envisioned a politics very different from the
      incremental reformism provided by social democracy even as they provided a devastating critique of communist
      authoritarianism. Commitment to the ideal of workers’ councils on the part of activists inspired by “socialist
      humanism” (Erich Fromm) or a “new sensibility” (Herbert Marcuse) only made sense. It was a matter of privileging
      the exercise of subjectivity as a member of a decentralized community, an identity group, or a proponent of
      liberating everyday life. No less than the existentialists, however, the young Marx underestimated the importance
      of the universalist assumptions underpinning the liberal rule of law and republican institutions in guaranteeing
      and sanctioning their “rights.” To put it another way: the institutional freedom accorded the subject alone allows for the practical exercise of subjectivity.
    


    
      Existentialist philosophers like Heidegger and Jaspers had other concerns. These revolved around how authenticity
      is possible in a world of standardized conformity, academic philosophy, and intellectual mediocrity. They
      identified its experience either with revelatory silence or communication that sparks the experience of faith. At
      least Sartre insisted that the authentic individual take responsibility not only for the acts performed but for
      their impact on the “Other.” In spite of their desire to illuminate the lived experience, all of them employed an
      esoteric and highly technical philosophical language and built upon ontological (or quasi-ontological)
      assumptions. Intellectual sophistication is thus required to understand the immediacy of experience, which is
      somehow a contradiction in terms, thereby leaving the everyday person stuck in a labyrinth. Even Sartre often
      remains content to interpret the world—not to change it.
    


    
      Authenticity is not only discovered through such technical philosophical means or even in the “extreme situation”
      laden with experiences of the trenches, class war, concentration camps, suppression of identity, or—with a
      Marxian twist—the battle against alienation. Authenticity can have a different flavor or character. Solidarity
      linked with knowing (or learning) who one is appears also in comic situations, in Flaubert’s Bouvard and Pécuchet, Dickens’ Pickwick club, and Charlie Chaplin’s Tramp. They all identify with
      the discarded, the underestimated, and the exploited. These characters know who they are, possess a multiplicity
      of characteristics, adapt to the world, and learn from their experience. It is the elites who stand fast,
      substitute platitudes for actions, elitism for judgement, and retreat from life’s adventure: freedom. What Thomas
      Mann termed a “power-protected inwardness” is among the most striking characteristics of those who somehow
      identify authenticity with an experience of the world that is metaphysical in character. Perhaps to compensate
      for their own parochialism they ascribe that “little guy” an ontological narrowness and cow-like indifference
      that, supposedly, has always been there and will always be there. Meanwhile, “the privileges of some particular
      groups are presented teleologically as the result of some kind of objective process of
      selection, whereas in fact no one has selected these elites but themselves.”4
    


    
      That is as true for Heidegger “the Nazi,” as for Jaspers the advocate of “inner emigration,” and, in a way, even
      Sartre before his “ultra-Bolshevist” phase. This study should have made clear that attempting to derive
      consciousness from ontological deductions is an empty, academic enterprise no matter what the author’s politics;
      its preoccupation with Being, which is neither fact nor concept, insulates such investigations from criticism.
      Extracting consciousness from reality’s constitution is no different than extracting the moment of pure
      subjectivity (le vecu) from a dialectical process. The reification of categories is
      inevitable: what remains from the philosophical exercise is an “experience”—with authenticity attached.
    


    
      Existentialism never fulfills its concrete purpose and, perhaps for this reason, Marxism became tempting for
      someone like Sartre whose predilections were always on the left. And he wished to link the two in a very precise
      manner; his existentialism would intend,
    


    
      without being unfaithful to Marxist principles, to find mediations which allow the individual concrete—the
      particular life, the real and dated conflict, the person—to emerge from the background of the general
      contradictions of productive forces and relations of production.5
    


    
      Whether Sartre was completely successful or not, he raised a demand for dialectical specificity that is
      impossible to ignore. After the metaphysical contortions demanded by a pseudo-concrete philosophy, Marxism was
      surely a breath of fresh air. Its basic assumptions are uncomplicated: the working class is the agent of change,
      imperialism and capitalist exploitation are its targets, and authentic action involves strengthening class
      consciousness. Authenticity is now interwoven with personal ethics, or practical reason, in achieving solidarity
      while resisting oppression. Alienation, prejudice, existential meaninglessness, empty consumerism,6 and egoism now become phenomena that Marxism should take seriously. All are deeply felt by
      individuals whose consciousness has been distorted by capitalist ideology.
    


    
      Working people experience themselves as somehow irrelevant, just another cog in the wheel, or what Sartre called
      “superfluous” (de trop). But forging the solidarity to change such conditions
      presupposes “good will.” Without it, any concern with authenticity or ethics or class consciousness is greeted
      with indifference, and any criticism about engaging in a “performative contradiction” is meaningless. Ethical
      commitment thus first requires a “fundamental” decision to consider ethics important. That is when critical
      reflection leads the way to change. Such reflection is lacking in the works of Heidegger and Jaspers as surely as
      it is exhibited in those of Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir. It is what renders authentic their transformation from
      bohemian humanists to political activists aligned with the colonized, the
      disenfranchised, and the working class. That these changes were transparent is undeniable as was their
      willingness to assume responsibility for them. This made them authentic even if their “realism” is suspect.
    


    
      All the existentialists, including Sartre and de Beauvoir, underestimated the importance of liberal norms and
      republican institutions for the authentic exercise of subjectivity. Only to the degree that the liberal rule of
      law is operative is it possible for people to exhibit their identity or critical consciousness without fear of
      violence and imprisonment. Even today the authentic revolutionary spirit has been most striking where liberal
      republican institutions and norms are lacking. Such was the case in Tiananmen Square, the anti-communist
      revolutions in Eastern Europe, and the Arab Spring. The idea of socialism without liberal underpinnings died with
      the collapse of the Soviet Union. That does not deny the need for solidarity. Historically, indeed, the power of
      capital has always rested on the degree of ideological and organizational unity existing among workers.
    


    
      Working class unity remains the precondition for transforming the imbalance of economic power in any capitalist
      society and this calls for dealing with racism, sexism, and the like. Self-referential judgments of symbolic
      prejudice thus become subordinate to fostering the conditions of solidarity. Authentic radicals must therefore
      confront past practices and outdated assumptions. It is the same with Marxism.7
      Critical thinking and any authentic confrontation with new conditions inherently rejects biblical exegesis,
      including what derives from Das Kapital. But this does not imply what is now called
      “cancel culture,” which essentially claims that the validity of a work is determined by the roots, traits, and
      prejudices of its author. Left-wing radicals and proponents of identity politics forget that history is a
      contradictory process, progressive, and reactionary in character, in which the understanding of one requires the
      understanding of the other. positive and negative in character. And that is possible precisely because literary
      and philosophical works are “objectifications” that are bound to their creators as children are to their parents.
      Traits are inherited but independence is also forged. That is what enables artworks, as Marx put the matter, “to
      create their own world of art-lovers.”
    


    
      Authentic “Jewish” works are rarely written by Jews for Jews to (authentically) describe the world of Jews. Such
      views are parochial and limit the interpretive imagination, and all these existentialists understood that.
      Authentic works instead highlight a sub-tradition of the Jewish experience that resonates and overlaps with
      certain (sub-)traditions of those who are not Jews. Authentic works achieve independence from the prejudices and
      beliefs of their creators, call them into question, and impact upon the “Other.” They generate broad audiences
      through seemingly hidden cosmopolitan impulses that immanent critique can later illuminate. That existential
      experiences of identity escape being tainted by ideology, and somehow privilege the author’s insight into
      society, has always been a debilitating myth—and it remains so. Such an outlook results in an insular world to
      which the outsider must request entry.
    


    
      Ontological and ahistorical constructs such as “identity” turn individuals into prisoners of their existential
      experiences and traditions. They cannot get out of their own skin, and the discourse narrows: it becomes
      increasingly difficult for them to comprehend how they came to be what they are. Mystical forms of authenticating
      the self are privileged and, in the process, the incomprehensible turns into a source of uniqueness. This leaves
      individuals to rationalize their singularity even if they act in the same way as anyone else. Heidegger and
      Jaspers enable individuals to “recover” their existential innocence from public corruption even though they offer
      nothing to justify their belief that they have done so. They bestow their elitism on themselves as surely as
      Napoleon placed the crown on his head. Such arrogance derives from the method along with its insular contempt for
      the “chatter,” “mediocrity,” and “everyday life” of the mass man. He is faced with issues that neither Heidegger
      nor Jaspers appreciate: “The average guy is plagued by little irritations, the day is a series of aggravating
      concerns, and in the background misery looms.”8
    


    
      Solidarity means targeting the material needs of das Man. Talk about workers’ control
      usually ignores what counts, namely, providing individuals with (clock) time to pursue their own existentially
      inspired interests, the vocabulary for communicating more clearly with the “Other,” and incentives to act in
      solidarity with others. The existential tradition exhibits similar aims but in a distorted form. Individuals
      experience their mortality as something real. Freedom is interconnected with time, as the existentialists
      maintained, but the connection is not metaphysical or simply experienced internally. Real freedom means having
      time for leisure, learning, traveling, reflection, privacy, communication with
      friends—and also the ability to engage in political action. Heidegger’s preoccupation with silence, and authentic
      “speech,” is predicated on “depth” of experience that runs a mile wide and an inch deep. As for Jaspers, he may
      believe that authentic communication paves the way for a spiritual encounter with the Encompassing, but the
      result is a momentary epiphany or a feeling of grace. There is no “communicative action,” using Habermas’ term,
      involved here. Time is required—and good will—to render concrete the desire to learn, to grow, and to develop
      meaningful commitments. Sartre’s emphasized the “lack” for good reason; it is common to all working people and
      there is not a single labor movement, to my knowledge, that has not called for a shorter work week and longer
      vacations.
    


    
      Existentialism defends the temporal character of subjectivity and, so to speak, privileges the inner experience
      of time or what Henri Bergson termed le temps durée. This had been ignored both by
      idealists and materialists—and it became a crucial impulse in developing the “third path” for existentialists.
      Universal categories for exploring subjectivity leave time as an objective phenomenon, or clock-time, while
      materialists or those involved with the natural sciences understand it as a constant variable. Such procedures
      supposedly strip the subject of its practical agency—though, in fact, it is the other way around. Without a
      structured web of signification, privileging the experience outside clock-time produces self-delusion. Alexandre Kojève, the great Hegel scholar with whom Sartre and a generation of
      existential thinkers studied, put this very well:
    


    
      natural reality implies Time only if it implies a human reality. Now, man essentially creates and destroys in
      terms of the idea that he forms of the Future. And the idea of the Future appears in the real present in the form
      of a Desire directed toward another Desire—that is, in the form of a Desire for social recognition. Now, Action
      that arises from this Desire engenders History. Hence, there is Time only where there is History.9
    


    
      Just as the watch served as the symbol of the Enlightenment, a symbol of nature, the tree served a similar
      function for the romantic elements in the existential tradition. And that is the case not only for those thinkers
      dealt with here, but for Rousseau as well as reactionaries such as Barreś and Claudel. With its roots in the
      earth, its branches seeking the sky, the tree exhibits a growth that is organic, pure, natural, and uncorrupted.
      The main character’s encounter with a tree in Sartre’s Nausea is a particularly
      well-known example. Nevertheless, Heidegger perhaps puts the issue even more starkly when he writes,
    


    
      The Oak tree itself said, that in such growth alone what lasts and bears fruit becomes grounded. Growing means
      opening the breadth of the heavens and at the same time becoming rooted in the darkness of the earth. Everything
      pure flourishes only when man is both prepared for the demand of the highest heavens and preserved in the
      protection of the life-giving earth.10
    


    
      Between heaven and earth lies the heroism of the existential hero. There is little more to say. The authentic
      experience is non-objectifiable whether confronting the prospect of death or embracing the Encompassing. But this
      is just another way of saying that the hero’s longing for authenticity, the existential sacrifices that he makes
      in its name, are impossible for the public to understand. Though in principle the revelatory experience is
      available to everyone, Heidegger and Jaspers both knew that it is reserved for those with the appropriate
      sensibility or intellectual niveau—that is to say for people like them. The existential hero has no tasks to
      perform; it is enough that he should become what he is. Therein lies his “destiny” and, in its acceptance the
      hero gives “form” to his life.11 In a way, this tragic hero is dead even before
      he embarks on his heroic journey.
    


    
      There is nothing profound in any of this. Authenticity is not reserved for the hero nor is everyday life an
      inauthentic mode of being. Ordinary people are confronted with difficult ethical choices, and they seek
      existential assurance that their decisions were made in good faith. The mass man seeks authenticity as surely as
      the person with the appropriate intellectual “niveau.” There is a longing for freedom of a different sort, a
      material sort, and existentialism lacks the terms to understand it or its practical implications. That is because
      Heidegger and Jaspers interpret freedom without relating it to necessity or an
      objective referent. Freedom appears instead as an inexpressible experience that offers neither hope nor purpose.
      Critique calls for questioning what is taken for granted; its suspicion of intuitive experience and its contempt
      for fixed understandings of freedom follows logically. Only Sartre grasped this point, and highlighted the real
      foundation for authenticity by insisting that “Our freedom today is merely the free choice to struggle to become
      free.”
    


    
      * * *
    


    
      Authenticity and solidarity are neither incompatible nor mutually exclusive. Ethical reflection, the ability to
      communicate intentions, and assume responsibility for actions undertaken to illuminate authenticity and the
      “lived life.” Together they constitute the authentic precondition for praxis and “the comprehension of that
      praxis” (Marx). Insofar as the authentic exercise of subjectivity is the aim, indeed, the focus of such practice
      must speak to upholding civil liberties and the institutions that can sanction them. Kant was right when he
      claimed that, “the moment to rebel is the moment when freedom of opinion is abolished.”12 All other rights, and the possibility of liberating social change rest on it. prospects of
      liberating change rest on it. Freedom of opinion and speech should not be taken for granted. Authentic action by
      a subject calls for employing it while, solidarity from below can alone pressure institutions capable of
      protecting it. Suppressing speech and opinion is never a virtue and, even when introduced as a last resort,
      inimical to authenticity. It is irrelevant whether the responsible agent is “sincere”—enough communists were
      sincere—but whether his sincerity is open to interrogation.
    


    
      Authenticity calls for questioning authority not viewing it as guidance from the depths of history… the truly
      free man respects authority and one who respects true authority becomes freed. Freedom draws its content from
      authority.”13 This is a somewhat strange perspective from an intellectual who
      experienced Nazism, and Nazi doubletalk. But it begs the question: how to distinguish “true” from “false”
      authority? Jaspers provides no criteria and Luther’s split looms between internal freedom and external
      submission. And even that internal freedom is not quite so free; it easily degenerates into a stance whereby “the
      contents of philosophical faith can be stated in such propositions as the following: God is. There is an absolute
      imperative. The world is an ephemeral stage between God and existence.”14
    


    
      And, quite simply, that doesn’t help very much. History suggests that skepticism is justified when it comes to
      authority and those who wield it. Intertwined with tradition, authority can prove a dead weight on progress: its
      worst forms project subservience, conformity, absence of rights and liberties, and parochial fascist slogans like
      “nation, family, and work!” or, for women, “children, church, kitchen!” Authenticity calls for resistance against
      such unnecessary and arbitrary constraints. It becomes meaningless to speculate about
      what the future might hold and what the present takes for granted.15 The most
      striking experience is meaningless without the freedom to evaluate the net of significations in which it took
      place. Ethical norms must address the context in which the subject is situated. Without that point of reference,
      indeed, the real-world vanishes along with the ability to see constituent praxis as the source of
      norms.16
    


    
      Authentic engagement is predicated on recognizing this reality if only because “history is not only an object in
      front of us, far from us, beyond our reach; it is also our awakening as subjects.”17 Why men and women resist or revolt is explained by historicity whereas history creates the
      context in which their authentic or inauthentic decisions are made. Tradition thereby becomes a matter of
      importance if not reverence, because it always harbors crucial sub-traditions. Claims that Marxism is rigorously
      divorced from Stalinism, for example, are far too self-serving. The over-riding tradition retains an
      authoritarian streaks: it has ignored questions of political accountability, rejected meaningful ethics, and
      dismissed the peasantry as a “sack of potatoes.” But there are other equally important tendencies. Even the
      commitment to revolution is sub-divided. So, for example, Marxists influenced by the French Revolution tended
      toward communism, proved willing to employ terror, and saw themselves as “Jacobins at the head of the
      proletariat” (Lenin and Trotsky). Others influenced by the English Revolution retained their commitments to
      republican democracy (Karl Kautsky, Eduard Bernstein, Rosa Luxemburg). Meanwhile, ultra-leftists looked back to
      the first French commune of 1792, and the second of 1871, as the inspiration for workers-councils. At least three
      sub-traditions of Marxism thus become evident—and there are many more.18 The
      question is which to choose and the answer is the one that most authentically converges with other equally
      emancipatory sub-traditions. Thus, universal criteria for ethical judgment come into play.
    


    
      Not the perfection of some system, moreover, but openness to contributions by the Other is the hallmark of an
      authentic radicalism. In this vein, Henry Pachter was right in insisting that “one cannot have socialism, one is
      a socialist.”19 Any system can petrify and any transformative agent can become
      self-serving. Agency was traditionally associated with the proletariat, simultaneously the producer and the
      product of capitalism, which the more idealistic philosophers could then translate into the subject-object of
      history. It was suggested that all the proletariat needed was an injection of consciousness to fulfill its
      historical and revolutionary role. And its ethic thus became self-evident: act in such a way as to further the
      fulfillment of that goal.20 True believers assumed that such an ethic would
      supplant Kant’s universal imperatives of the categorical imperative. There were also assumptions that it would
      overcome the philosophical vitalism of Bergson and Nietzsche, which identified the subject with subjectivity,
      experience and will. But the communist ethic failed along with the material project informed by it. Individuals
      were stripped of their moral compass and ideals were condemned that championed reciprocity or treating people as
      ends unto themselves. Thus, authenticity came to have less to do with freedom than
      obedience and contradicts the obvious proviso on license, namely, “that the revolutionary future can serve to
      justify present action only if the future, in its general lines and in its style is recognizable in such
      action.”21
    


    
      Solidarity turned into a prefabricated imperative, and ethical judgment became self-referential in a new way.
      That is exemplified by Arthur Koestler’s Darkness at Noon, which is the tale of a
      committed communist awaiting his death in one of Stalin’s prisons. Without having history on his side, indeed,
      the communist prisoner condemned by Stalinism is irrevocably called upon to question his authenticity.
      Fashionable postmodern arguments feed off the failings of such “master narratives.” Universal referents such as
      the “subject” are dismissed. Subjectivity is celebrated, only this time its authentic expression rests on the
      individual’s identity as a member of a singular ethnicity, gender, race, or religion. Multiple identities that an
      individual might possess, what is now termed intersectionality, seemingly illustrates the way in which particular
      identities can be actually—or authentically—unified. What binds them, however, is necessarily an “essence,” or
      human nature, which exists within each identity and that, by illuminating it in context, provides the basis for
      new forms of authentic solidarity.
    


    
      But this leaves the (postmodern) discussion exactly where it started. Intersectional arguments project the same
      universal “essence” that postmodernists originally rejected because it supposedly stifled the subaltern’s unique
      “voice” and rendered its unique subjectivity “invisible.” Each identity is assumed to have an authentic innate
      sympathy for one another and, so the postmodern argument runs, representatives of different identity formations
      can be unified. As coalitions working on particular issues, indeed, that is also the case. But this unity has
      nothing to do with any essence or even principle; it is predicated on nothing more than instrumental interest,
      especially when the participants are also competitors for limited resources. Highlighting “difference” enables
      each identity group to claim its members are the “most” victimized and privilege its particular demands.
      Equalizing their victim status and demands, of course, would leave them interchangeable and existentially
      diminished. Intersectionality provides no criteria for judging what identity takes precedence in any particular
      situation and, from the standpoint of solidarity, reflects nothing more than the jumble of separate interests
      that can be found at any demonstration. Combining the various “desires” and claims of its members, coalitions are
      still left without an institutional focus for solidarity. Reforms are often introduced, useful reforms, but they
      are usually dressed in the style and language of radicalism or “revolution” and, in turn, that creates
      ideological confusion and inauthenticity.
    


    
      Capitalism and imperialism thereby become merely symbolic fixtures on which the word “post” becomes easy to
      attach. That “post” capitalism provides no explanation of the production process, and that “post” colonialism
      exhibits no interpretation of imperialist dynamics, is no accident. There are no categories to deal with class,
      other than empirically, and thus there is no way to deal with the contradictions and
      implications of capitalist accumulaton; thus, it simply disappears. That is the case even though class alone cuts across all the other distinguishing transclass features of “identity.” For this
      reason, it alone can serve as a criterion for solidarity that is at once critical and
      authentic. Even Sartre, not to mention Heidegger or Jaspers, is blind to the divisive characteristics and
      multiplier effect of identity whose dynamic produces every greater subjective specificity: consider women’s
      identity, which gives rise to black women’s identity, then gay women’s identity, and the like. All of them, of
      course, compete for the same (shrinking) pool of resources. Class cuts across the abstract, hypostatized, and
      ultimately reified categories of self-definition. Class exists, in short, within these social movements. It never
      was the case that workers were only white and male; workers are also gay, women, and people of color.
    


    
      In Engels’ eulogy at Marx’s funeral, he noted that the idea of class was perhaps his friend’s most fundamental
      discovery. Class seemed the category best suited to describe the gilded age of the second industrial revolution
      when a genuine proletariat was growing and titans of wealth such as Carnegie, Krupp, and others were also
      emerging. With the dramatic expansion of the proletariat, and the supposed inability of capitalists to deal with
      a “falling rate of profit,” an expansion of production and a decrease in buying power began to take place. Rapid
      technological change displacing workers produced the kind of economic despair and unrest that would “inevitably”
      lead to the conquest of political power by the working class. Such belief in inevitable proletarian victory
      rested on the supposedly organic unity existing between the empirical, the structural, and the political elements
      of the working class.
    


    
      Empirically, the proletariat was growing rapidly, its members shared abominable living conditions, and consensus
      existed for welfare programs and a republican state. Without unions or meaningful political representation,
      facing a structural imbalance of economic and political power, the proletariat (of all colors and genders) was
      forced to sell its labor power on the free market to exploitative capitalists. The structural element of class
      fit perfectly with empirical expressions of depressed working-class life. Class consciousness and solidarity
      were, meanwhile, provided by socialist, international and proletarian-based social democratic parties whose
      leaders like Viktor Adler in Austria-Hungary, August Bebel in Imperial Germany, and Jean Jaurès in the French
      Third Republic, were idolized by masses of workers. The structural and empirical elements of class were fused by
      the ideology associated with its triumph. With the onset of the First World War in 1914, however, international
      class solidarity and the idea of an inevitable proletarian revolution collapsed along with the organic unity
      underpinning the old notion of class.
    


    
      To be sure, it is possible that a new proletariat will grow in the once colonized territories, and perhaps the
      number of those who sell their labor power will increase. There has been no lack of capitalist economic crises,
      and various political parties claim to represent working-class interests. But that is precisely the point:
      there is no sense of certainty, only possibility, and
      categories are lacking to deal with new realities. Organic unity between the original constituent elements of
      class has collapsed: empirically, there are no longer the common needs, hopes, and shared lives of workers who
      once inhabited London’s Soho district, or Billancourt at the far reaches of Paris, or “Red Wedding” in Berlin.
      There is still poverty, extreme poverty, but the old feelings of widespread resignation and shared despair have
      changed: the expectation also exists that sovereigns can and should respond to class
      grievances. As regards the sale of labor power, meanwhile, its expansion is occurring in concert with greater
      stratification and qualitatively different levels of compensation; solidarity is thereby undermined. And,
      finally, the labor movement has been damaged by its own success: the welfare state is taken for granted, workers
      have been integrated into civil society, and no existing social democratic or labor party provides the kind of
      “proletarian public sphere,” or “workers’ world” of activities and education wherein class solidarity was once
      constructed.
    


    
      Consciousness has now become attached to identity rather than class, lobbies rather than parties, which
      privileges the concerns of transclass clienteles. Some attempt to put humpty dumpty back together again. But it
      is painfully obvious that gender + race + ethnicity + sexual orientation does not equal class. Nor does this
      mechanical addition produce a perspective that can call the existing capitalist production process with its
      contradictions into question To be sure, social movements based on identity have had a profound impact on society
      by providing new dignity to women, people of color, gays and trans individuals—just as rights did when extended
      to workers. But there is no inherent solidarity between these identity groups and there is always the temptation
      for one to sell out others, privilege a single identity over and against others, and engage in what I once termed
      the “moral economy of the separate deal.” Issue-based coalitions also tend to collapse when success is achieved
      (or not) and so, when new issues arise, the wheel must be invented yet again.
    


    
      Whatever the appeal of identity, and the reforms its social movements have achieved, class contradictions have
      not disappeared. In fact, they have grown more acute: some dozen families now possess more wealth than the bottom
      half of the American citizenry. Class impacts every aspect of everyday life from educational opportunities to
      garbage pick-ups to where toxic waste dumps are built to whether clear water flows from the faucet to infant
      mortality to the quality of hospitals to social capital—the list is endless. That is why Heidegger’s notion of
      das Man, and Jaspers’ perspective on the masses, not only appear to be, but are
      elitist. They have no idea what the “canaille” must endure, which makes their
      criticisms so profoundly inauthentic.
    


    
      Most partisans of identity politics do not recognize that either. But they now sense that the whole of the
      political left is less than the sum of its parts. There is no ideological, let alone organizational, focus on
      unity. Class conflicts exist in all identity-based organizations and that is the material basis for an ideal of
      unity, thus the class ideal. In practical terms, however, only activists working in identity based social movements can raise the calls for class unity. These same activists will also need to
      decide between often mutually exclusive (sub-)traditions in the broader tradition with which they identify. The
      authentic commitment to class solidarity rests on making the choice of sub-tradition on the basis of which best
      overlaps with other cosmopolitan (sub-) traditions. Only in this way is it possible to integrate the “Other” into
      an authentic self-understanding of the subject. Apathy has always suited those who sit at the golden tables.
      Choices exist between reform and revolution. Yet Sartre, the revolutionary, recognized that authentic
      confrontation with the “system” requires something more than bohemian opposition or parochial
      self-identification. Thus, he could write:
    


    
      I know that certain lofty spirits make a name for themselves by illustrious refusals. They say no. What about it?
      These refusals are appearances which hide a shameful but utter submission. I hate the pretense that trammels
      people’s minds and sells us cheap nobility. To refuse is not to say no, but to modify by work. It is a mistake to
      think that the revolutionary refuses capitalist society outright. How could he, since he is inside it? On the
      contrary, he accepts it as a fact which justifies his revolutionary action. “Change the world,” says Marx.
      “Change life,” says Rimbaud. Well and good: change them if you can. That means you will accept many things in
      order to modify a few.22
    


    
      No social or historical theory can adequately respond to the experience of anguish, the extreme situation, or the
      fear of death. Nor can an ethic. Even existentialism lacks answers. The best it can offer is a perspective on
      authenticity that lets the individual believe that the lived life is somehow worth living. Perhaps the subject
      can evaluate his life in terms of how its most dramatic moments fostered or hindered solidarity. Admittedly, that
      is not much in terms of solving questions that arise from the human condition. Even experiencing the extreme
      situation in all its difficulties will not necessarily provide the individual with meaning and purpose. None of
      this invalidates the importance of authenticity. It is merely that, if more cannot be said, then more should not
      be said. What is true is communicable, noted Jaspers, and mystical solutions are no solutions at all. Revelatory
      truth is a contradiction in terms; it is always tainted by ideology and mediated by society. Nor is the “stance”
      taken in the face of danger and death completely one’s own. Inner certitude is an illusion. Critical reflection
      alone serves as a corrective. Indeed, that is the source of authenticity.
    


    
      There never was much sense in Sartre’s claim that “nothing, absolutely nothing justifies me in adopting this or
      that particular value, or this or that particular set of values.”23 He would
      learn that too. The subject has a certain apodictic self-interest in exercising his freedom in the world. The
      degree to which this is possible, however, depends upon the degree to which institutions are capable of
      protecting that practice. What “justifies” the individual’s choice is not some reference to “nothing.” Such a stance leads nowhere and helps no one. Its inauthenticity becomes evident
      in a satirical statement made by Hegel quoted by Marx:
    


    
      In our reflecting and reasoning age, a man is not worth much who cannot give a good reason for everything, no
      matter how bad or how crazy. Everything in the world that has been done wrong has been done wrong for the very
      best of reasons.24
    


    
      ***
    


    
      Authenticity does not guarantee the correct judgment or action. But it seeks the translation of potentiality into
      actuality. In short, it enables the mistake to become manifest. In the same vein, it treats the intellectual
      inheritance from the past not as a stale set of “classics,” but to demonstrate how times have changed, conditions
      have changed and, perhaps, even the character of experience has changed. What has not changed, however, is the
      ability of the work to show what was, what could have been, and what still is not. An
      ongoing interrogation of the past and its reintegration into the present expands our knowledge of freedom.
      Without a socio-temporal context in which ideas arise, consequences follow. There are Sartre’s “spurts” of
      consciousness, but more dangerous is the irrational quality of Heidegger’s bold statement that “We never come to
      thoughts. They come to us.”
    


    
      Authenticity—or the quest for it—keeps the individual on guard against self-deception of this kind. Its
      connection with critical reflection turns it into the existential stamp on all attempts to articulate and
      actualize an ethic’s regulative ideals. Intuition and inspiration may exist, but they do not exist in and of
      themselves or in a vacuum. There is nothing authentic in remaining ignorant about their constitution. Lifting
      these experiential moments from their context privileges the heart over the mind, and Adorno’s sarcastic response
      hits the mark, namely, that “Pascal’s formula that great thoughts come from the heart has been admired by
      businessmen right from the beginning.”25 Indeed, it underlies impulsive
      consumerism and buyers’ remorse.
    


    
      The moment in which the subject is blinded by the light is the same moment in which he becomes a mark; the
      perfect target for the political con man. Reflection surrenders to revelation and, in the process, the populace
      is allowed
    


    
      to be carried away by anything at all, to have something of their own which compensates for their impoverished
      and barren existence. The gesture of adolescence, which raves for this or that on one day, with the ever-present
      possibility of damning it as idiocy on the next, is now socialized.26
    


    
      Uncritically embracing the ecstatic renders the individual more susceptible to the kind of self-absorption that
      contravenes an authentic encounter with the world. Whether in the final phase of Plato’s dialectic in which the
      ideal forms are revealed, or at the highest stage of Dante’s paradise, or even in
      Siddhartha’s last resting place at the river, communication and action become irrelevant. There is nothing for
      the individual to do other than contemplate the glow of inwardness.
    


    
      What Heidegger calls “serenity” (Geslassenheit), which requires the arrogant
      certainty of self-knowledge, translates into simple apathy. But just this indifference to the world, which is a
      hallmark of inauthenticity, conveniently allows for robust engagement when circumstances dictate. Opportunism is
      not so very far removed from inner bliss. Insofar as the subject’s inner world is the best of all possible
      worlds, of course, the “best” world is always one’s own—or the one that revelatory passion insists upon
      realizing; it is worth remembering that, in classical Greek, “apocalypse” originally referred to revelation or
      what Heidegger termed “unveiling.” Withdrawal from action is also action and, to that extent, Jaspers’ “inner
      emigration” from the Nazi regime fits into the same conceptual schema. Action and experience become
      self-referential and the insistent claims to authenticity ineluctably turn into their opposite. Self-deception
      fuels the inward turn. “Good will” turns into little more than an excuse for the inauthentic action undertaken.
      The irony, of course, is that recourse to it is made by the very person who rejects it. Again: an ethical stance
      is only possible by one who has already decided to take ethics seriously. Thus, the unavoidable tautology
      embedded in authenticity.
    


    
      Ontology attempts to overcome this problem by dismissing the person without this predisposition as inauthentic.
      But that is merely an evasion: if authenticity is an ontological category, then its meaningful character is
      grounded in the intensity of the experience in which it is grasped. The superiority of an authentic over an
      inauthentic choice would be self-evident. In real life, however, it is another matter entirely. Ethical
      indifference is never authentic. But that claim requires its complement; Marx put the matter well in The Holy Family (1845) when he noted that “the idea always came to grief insofar as it was
      distinct from interests.” Evaluating authenticity and its prospects is possible only by reflecting on how the
      singular exercise of freedom confronts the constraints upon it and the material interest it serves. Necessity and
      freedom are interwoven. The way in which they define one another makes an individual’s “potential” concrete. Such
      is the seal of freedom as Marx recognized when he noted that:
    


    
      A spider conducts operations that resemble those of a weaver, and a bee puts to shame many an architect in the
      construction of her cells. But what distinguishes the worst architect from the best of bees is this, that the
      architect raises his structure in imagination before he erects it in reality. At the end of every labor-process,
      we get a result that already existed in the imagination of the laborer at its commencement. He not only effects a
      change of form in the material on which he works, but he also realizes a purpose of his own that gives the law to
      his modus operandi, and to which he must subordinate his will.27
    


    
      Existential dynamics grind to a halt in the face of work, creation as self-directed action upon an object, which
      assumes value in some historical context. “Care” is no substitute for such work, nor is “speech,” nor is action
      in the abstract. Only through such creative action can the subject show himself to the “Other” for, as regards
      authenticity, such is the way in which self-consciousness arises: it is not the “Other” who ultimately evaluates
      the individual, nor is it the metaphysical subject self-referentially judging himself. An inter-subjectively
      formed context—history—also has its say. The “ground” of freedom then is not the
      contingent “nothingness” of consciousness, as Sartre claims, but the “situation” constituted by individuals,
      groups-in-fusion, and embattled institutions. That is where the potential for expanding or restricting freedom
      and necessity resides and for the choices that face the subject. There is no escape either from history or
      historicity. Authenticity speaks to both. As with existence and essence, in fact, there is an ongoing interplay
      between them. Engaged with Hegel’s writings at the beginning of the First World War, ironically, it was Lenin who
      noted that
    


    
      in actual fact, men’s ends are engendered by the objective world and pre-suppose it—they find it as something
      given, present. But, it seems to man as if his ends are taken from outside the world and are independent of the
      world.28
    


    
      History has been made unconsciously by conflicting economic interests and competitive institutions that, through
      imbalances of class power, exclude the mass of the citizenry from decision-making. It probably sounds naïve to
      suggest that humanity can render the unconscious conscious. No matter how purely regulative the “project,”
      however, the democratic goal draws nearer as political agents target the appropriate culprits. Identifying
      authenticity with a value-laden political enterprise, of course, calls for recognizing what the existentialists
      refuse to admit, namely, that material interests will influence the decision to accept or reject any given
      ethical stance. The class ideal plays a crucial role in creating the form of solidarity that alone can contest
      structural imbalances of power. And, in turn, this suggests that authenticity will remain abstract unless certain
      political principles are woven into it.
    


    
      Cosmopolitan solidarity informed by a class ideal is surely unfashionable in a postmodern world and a post-truth
      society where identity and the search for roots are primary. But the interests of the exploited and
      disenfranchised overlap so that, authenticity becomes a platitude without making reference to cosmopolitanism,
      liberalism, and socialism. A “decision” of this sort integrates the “Other” into the subject’s self-understanding
      even as it demands “resolution” in facing (guaranteed) criticism from the “We.” Narrow views of identity often
      coexist with xenophobia, racism, patriarchy, and ethnocentrism— and working people are not immune from such
      temptations.
    


    
      Countering such prejudices means countering inauthenticity. Existentialists committed to ontological
      investigations still harp upon the singularity and immanent transcendence of consciousness. Only the
      externalization of consciousness, however, makes possible an honest understanding of the self. That is also the
      case with regard to authenticity. It takes many forms and it speaks to many issues: existential attitudes and
      material interests, regulative ideals and constituted possibilities, experience and reflection, history and
      historicity, encounters with the past and readiness for the future. Above all, however, authenticity is entangled
      with the attempt to grasp how one has become what one is and what one wishes to be. Knowledge is necessary to
      answer such questions. But it is, knowledge of a certain sort and quality. Truth lies in the negative, Hegel once
      said, which identifies it with the struggle against injustice. That is also the case with authenticity—win or
      lose.
    


    Notes


    
      
        1 Most young people read the manuscripts through the idealist, pacifist, and communitarian
        lens of Erich Fromm’s Marx’s Concept of Man (New York: Frederick Ungar, 1961).
      


      
        2 Karl Marx, “Theses on Feuerbach,” in Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, Selected Works 3 vols. (New York: International Publishers, 1968) 1:1–3.
      


      
        3 Martin Jay, Marxism and Totality: The Adventures of a Concept from
        Lukacs to Marx (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984), 19.
      


      
        4 Theodor W. Adorno, Prisms, trans. Samuel and Shierry Weber
        (London: Continuum, 1967), 38.
      


      
        5 Jean-Paul Sartre, Search for a Method trans. Hazel Barnes
        (New York: Knopf, 1960), 57.
      


      
        6 Hypocritical condemnations of luxury, undifferentiated critique of technology, and
        romantic idealization of the poor are counterproductive insofar as they laud just what must be overcome.
        Criticism of mass culture is justified “not because it gives men too much or makes their life too secure—that
        we may leave to Lutheran theology—but rather because it contributes to a condition in which men get too little
        and what they get is bad, a condition in which whole strata inside and out live in frightful poverty, in which
        men come to terms with injustice, in which the world is kept in a condition where on the one hand one must
        expect gigantic catastrophes and on the other clever elites conspiring to bring about a dubious peace.” Theodor
        W. Adorno, Prisms, 109.
      


      
        7 Karl Korsch, Marxism and Philosophy, trans. Fred Halliday
        (London: New Left Books, 1970), 92.
      


      
        8 Horkheimer, Dämmerung, 89.
      


      
        9 Alexandre Kojeve, Introduction to the Reading of Hegel,
        trans. James H. Nichols, Jr. and ed. Allan Bloom (New York, 1969), 139.
      


      
        10 Martin Heidegger, Der Feldweg (Pfullingen: Viktor
        Klostermann, 1949), 3.
      


      
        11 Georg Lukács, “Metaphysik der Tragoedie; Paul Ernst,” in Die Seele
        und die Formen (Neuwied: Luchterhand, 1971) 237–9.
      


      
        12 Hannah Arendt, Lectures on Kant’s Political Philosophy ed.
        Ronald Beiner (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), 30.
      


      
        13 Karl Jaspers, Philosophy and the World: Selected Essays
        trans. E. B. Ashton (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1963),38.
      


      
        14 Karl Jaspers, The Perennial Scope of Philosophy, trans.
        Ralph Mannheim (New York: Philosophical Library, 1949), 30.
      


      
        15 Note the essay by Karl Jaspers, The Idea of the University
        (Boston: Beacon, 1959).
      


      
        16 “The productive forces appear as a world for themselves, quite independent of and
        divorced from the individuals alongside the individuals: the reason for this is that the individuals, whose
        forces they are, exist split up and in opposition to one another, whilst, on the other hand, these forces are
        only real forces in the intercourse and association of these individuals.” Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, “The
        German Ideology,” in Selected Works, 1: 74.
      


      
        17 Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Adventures of the Dialectic trans.
        Joseph Bien (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,1973), 30.
      


      
        18 For a further discussion, see my essay “What is Socialism?” in An
        Inheritance for Our Times: The Principles and Politics of Democratic Socialism eds. Gregory R.
        Smulewicz-Zucker and Michael J. Thompson (New York: OR Books, 2020).
      


      
        19 Henry Pachter, “Aphorisms on Socialism” in Socialism in History:
        Political Essays of Henry Pachter ed. Stephen Eric Bronner (New York: Columbia University Press, 1984),
        331.
      


      
        20 Georg Lukács’ “Tactics and Ethics,” Political Writings
        1919–29, trans. Michael McColgan and ed. Rodney Livingstone (London, 1972).
      


      
        21 Merleau-Ponty, Adventures of the Dialectic, 77.
      


      
        22 Jean-Paul Sartre, Saint Genet: Actor & Martyr (New
        York: Braziller, 1963), 344.
      


      
        23 Jean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingness, 38.
      


      
        24 Cited in Karl Marx, Capital 1: 503.
      


      
        25 Theodor W. Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticity, trans, K.
        Tarnowski et. al (Evanston: Northwestern University Press, 1973), 73.
      


      
        26 Theodor W. Adorno, Prisms, 128.
      


      
        27 Marx, Capital 1:178.
      


      
        28 V.I. Lenin, “Philosophical Notebooks,” in Collected Works
        vol. 38 (Moscow: Progress Publishers 1963), 189.
      

    

  


  
    Appendix


    
      Ernst Bloch once told the story of a blind man who kept repeating over and over again: “I can see it! The goal is
      right before my eyes—but I don’t know how to get there!” From the work of two well-known American scholars in the
      1960s–1970s, it becomes clear that they don’t know how to get there either though, unlike the blind man, even the
      goal exists in a haze. In dealing with their two important and representative books, however, it is possible to
      glean what was the state of liberal political theory in a radical time. As Hegel liked to say, “philosophy is its
      epoch comprehended in thought.”
    


    
      I knew Marshall Berman well. He was one of my teachers as an undergraduate at City College of New York at the end
      of the 1960s, still the most formative educational experience of my life, and I learned much from him. When I
      first wrote this piece, I was very critical of what I now consider a very fine book, The
      Politics of Authenticity. I showed it to him, and Berman’s response was typical of the man: “Of course,
      publish it! Better to be attacked than ignored!” On the other hand, I didn’t know Lionel Trilling, who taught
      English literature and was among the most famous of the New York intelligentsia. He was a teacher of Marshall’s,
      at Columbia University, and my view of his Sincerity and Authenticity hasn’t changed.
      Where the former work was a the philosophical-literary analysis of a bohemian leftist, which reflects what was
      best about the American counterculture, Trilling’s study was completely conventional, and still doesn’t measure
      up. Unquestionably, however, both are skillfully written and oppose the use of unnecessary academic jargon and
      that anti-intellectualism still popular on the Left. Indeed, my response to these works gives a sense of my
      thinking—and my distance from the mainstream of political theory—at the time.
    


    
      Written in the midst of the anti-war movement and a vibrant New Left, Berman was sensitive to issues that were
      then considered new and radical: alienation, conformity, sexual repression, and
      generational conflict. In this vein, he also noted that “the New Left’s lasting cultural achievement—one that may
      outline the New Left itself—has been to bring about a return of the repressed, to bring radicalism back to its
      romantic roots.”1 Whatever its intentions, however, Berman’s book neglects
      political analysis, and exalts subjectivity, which seems strange coming from someone with Marxist-humanist
      inclinations. But it was the case that the sixties’ counterculture valorized the bohemian opponent to the status
      quo. That was also true of Berman and it informed his preoccupation with Rousseau’s “amiable stranger,” Emile,
      “who could never really belong both to his society and himself.”2
    


    
      But the source of his alienation is never identified. That condition can stem from nature, a stultifying division
      of labor, an estrangement from others, or perhaps even from his unrealized potential as a person. Together these
      sources form the notion of alienation articulated by the young Marx, but not by Berman. It is enough for him that
      the authentic individual revolt against the constraints and prescriptions of society and, simultaneously exercise
      his creative powers. There is no sense of the paradox, which begins with Kierkegaard and becomes part of the
      existential tradition, as it pertains to the prospect of mutually exclusive judgments by society and the
      individual’s response to the extreme situation. The climate of the time assured Berman’s existential choice so
      that “it is with ourselves then that the politics of authenticity must begin.”3
      Nevertheless, the mistake here is twofold.
    


    
      Resistance is no more a guarantee of authenticity than conformity. An individual living in a republic threatened
      by dictatorship is perfectly correct in supporting the regime. In the face of a reactionary threat, surely,
      remaining aloof or opposing the existing regime on principle cannot be considered authentic. Critical reflection
      on authenticity calls for judging tendencies that might best protect individual rights and foster the prospects
      for extending freedom. To this extent, of course, the basic ethical perspective arises for Rousseau and Berman,
      namely, that “to be something, to be himself, a man must act as he speaks; he must always be decisive as to what
      course to take, he must take that course proudly and follow it to the end.”4 The
      nod to Sartre, whether unconsciously or consciously, marks Berman’s position even though he offers no new method
      for illuminating self-deception and the avoidance of responsibility. He never discloses what course the
      individual should take, the criteria informing the “decision,” or what the person should be doing and talking
      about. After all, the fascist is also “something”—and not all are pathological liars. He, too, can act as he
      speaks and proudly follow his course to the end. Using “love” as the corrective, moreover, doesn’t help much—even
      if it is understood in the context of “peace, love, and rock’ n’ roll.” Left in the abstract, indeed, love
      becomes mystical and a false panacea for what ails the world. Thus, Engels could criticize Feuerbach.
    


    
      But love—yes, with Feuerbach love is everywhere and at all times the wonder-working god who should help surmount
      all the difficulties of practical life—and at that in a society which is split into
      classes with diametrically opposite interest…. Love one another—fall into each other’s arms regardless of
      distinctions of sex or estate—a universal orgy of reconciliation. In short, the Feuerbachian theory of morals
      fares like all its predecessors. It is designed to suit all peoples and all conditions, and precisely for that
      reason it is never and nowhere applicable. It remains, as regards the real world, as powerless as Kant’s
      categorical imperative.5
    


    
      And then what is this reality or society? Is it individuals coming together to form a group in process and
      falling asunder? Is it an indeterminate mass? Berman’s subject is not an elitist confronting an indeterminate
      “They” (das Man). Nor is he an individual inspired by faith in the Encompassing or
      establishing his responsibility for the Other’s judgment. Berman simply assumes that “he who cares for his own
      authenticity (can) be counted to care for the authenticity of others.”6 Which
      others? Echoes of Heidegger’s notion of “care” resonate in the background. With Berman, however, there is no
      grounding—only an assertion. Influenced by the “socialist humanism” of thinkers like Erich Fromm,7 which was very popular at the time, Berman’s notion of authenticity lacks any connection with
      class conflict, identity, sacrifice, or “friend/enemy” distinctions. The best that Berman can provide is an
      innovative interpretation of Montesquieu’s Persian Letters, which results in a
      position actually very similar to that of Albert Camus, namely, that as “soon as the slaves assert themselves
      authentically, the master’s (Usbek’s) inauthentic self is doomed.”
    


    
      Why that is true remains vague. Usbek’s harem—that of the main character—and its revolt occurs within the context
      of the household. And in the 1960s, interestingly enough, alienation was often considered a purely psychological
      problem located in the family structure. Dealing with alienation, however, also requires some sense of how as
      society is historically constituted by agents with contradictory interests. In closing one’s eyes to this,
      domination reasserts itself even though the individual increasingly feels himself secure in reality as it is.
      “False life cannot be lived rightly,” noted Theodor Adorno in Prisms (1967) and
      believing oneself capable of authentic life in a repressive context forgets how elements of repression and
      inauthenticity are introjected into individuals. The division of labor, exploitative wage-capital relations, and
      commodity culture, make reification—as Georg Lukacs put it in History and Class
      Consciousness (1923)—“the necessary immediate reality of every person living in capitalist society.” The
      consequence is clear: if inauthenticity is grounded in overriding social causes, then authenticity cannot prove a
      condition but rather a process that requires constant renewal.
    


    
      Freedom is, indeed, fueled by a “lack:” there is always something missing and, if only for this reason, a
      fulfilled authenticity is impossible—arguably, in fact, it is a contradiction in terms. For even one’s image of
      oneself can prove distorted let alone the image of the Other. Existential interests are often experienced as
      material, and vice versa: the idea that premodern groups, classes such as the peasantry and the petty bourgeoisie are adjuncts of capitalism, superfluous (de
      trop) to its functioning, is an existential concern that bleeds into a material one, and produces
      reactionary resentment and sometimes violence. Rousseau might have been aware of his society’s class character,
      and the impact of private property, but he was blind to the economic-social dynamic that generated them. A critic
      of the Enlightenment from within, he too was bound by the assumptions of his age. And, Berman falls into many of
      the same traps. He continually refers to “man” where there are only men, bound and yet separated, with disparate
      and mutually conflicting interests, in which some, to use Sartre’s phrase, turn others into “convicts for their
      use” according to the lights of what they see as their own self-interest and their desire to “become” what they
      can be.
    


    
      But it is not difficult to glean that although authenticity can imply “becoming,” the opposite is not necessarily
      true: “becoming does not imply authenticity.” One can become anything, and what a person becomes may have nothing
      to do with freedom or the desire to expand it. That renders abstract the imperative “be yourself,” yet another
      ideal derived from the 1960s. Berman, the bohemian intellectual, personally understands what he means by this,
      but extrapolating it as the basis for a worldview is another matter. Romanticizing nature was a similar concern
      for the hippie movement and much of the New Left. It was among the issues that made Rousseau salient to so many.
      “How far modern men seemed to have fallen from the total satisfaction which natural men could get, from the
      ‘equilibrium between desire and power,’ which they had enjoyed.”8 Rousseau
      understood the natural and nature as correctives to the new obsession with technological progress and the
      frippery of an aristocratic culture. But the return to a “simpler,” more “natural,” and more primitive existence
      is a naïve wish, and not an emancipatory one, even without belief in a “golden age.”
    


    
      Other philosophical interpretations of nature have a far greater salience, namely, the original perception of
      what today might be called an “eco-system” coupled with the insistence that nature possesses a dynamic life of
      its own (natura naturans), hidden beneath our scientific, discrete, and objectifying
      treatment of its singular elements (natura naturata). Expressed in a tradition
      extending from Plotinus to Avicenna and Averroes to Spinoza, Schelling, and Bloch,9 this outlook exhibits an imperative for a different form of interaction with the natural
      world; it insists that no genuinely liberating change can occur without treating nature as a subject in its own
      right. The complicated metaphysical perspective offered by this tradition seems radically different than what
      Berman is talking about when he plaintively claims that “if we only remembered that nature was rational, we would
      understand man’s need for action and occupation not as a divertissement from himself, but as an authentic
      self-fulfillment.”10
    


    
      But, still, there is some overlap. Berman’s commitment to the cultural radicalism of the 1960s becomes evident in
      his wish to link authenticity with practice—or, better, a certain form of action—that renders this ethical
      concept meaningful. Spurred by a romantic spirit, like many of his contemporaries,
      Berman’s goal is a new world in which equality and democracy are not simply slogans but material realities.
      “Power to the imagination!”—a slogan of the French radicals in the 1960s—defines his outlook. Berman’s new and
      better world is not one that simply revolves around better work conditions, greater efficiency, and more articles
      of consumption. His concern is with the beauty hidden within everyday life, what Heidegger called “serenity”
      (Gelassenheit), and the prospect of an easier, more fulfilling existence marked by
      cafes, intellectual discussion, and the arts. His hope was always for a new society with more humane cultural
      values in which everyone can take responsibility for themselves and their community and where, as Baudelaire
      maintained, “all is luxurious, calm, and voluptuous.”
    


    
      Lionel Trilling offers a very different outlook. He dismisses authenticity as a “polemical
      concept.”11 But there is no immanent critique; Trilling unmasks no material or
      ideological interest in the term. Even more distressing, coming from a writer of Trilling’s reputation, is that
      his analysis—which lightly ranges from Greek tragedy to Herbert Marcuse—mostly remains at the level of
      intellectual table-talk. There is neither an investigation into the philosophical roots of authenticity nor a
      critical account of the sociopolitical role that it can play. The Other simply drops out as Trilling begins with
      Shakespeare:
    


    
      To thine own self be true—with what a promise the phrase sings in our ears! Each one of us is the subject of that
      imperative and we think of the many difficulties and doubts which would be settled if only we obeyed
      it.12
    


    
      And that is surely the case. But the real question derives from the close of Polonius’ soliloquy that Trilling
      leaves out, namely, “and it shall follow as the night the day, Thou canst not then be false to any man.” Is that
      really the case or, instead, is it possible that society can pervert consequences and thereby contradict
      individual intentions? For Trilling, that is not a problem. He is content to insist that the subject becomes
      authentic when “it is understood to exist wholly by laws of its own being.” Conversely, inauthenticity arises
      when the individual allows himself to be determined from without, by the Other.
    


    
      Trilling offers nothing new here. It is a cardinal liberal belief that autonomy marks the subject while talking
      about the “laws of being” makes little sense unless being itself is scrutinized. In this vein, the young Marx
      once shrewdly noted that “It is not enough that the idea should seek realization, reality must rise to the idea.”
      What keeps this ideal of freedom from becoming real? With Trilling, we never find out. There is no attempt to
      situate the individual within the conflicts and contradictions of society, and he is explicit in his desire to
      abandon “our commitment to the dialectical mode of apprehending reality.”13 Thus,
      Trilling turns to Hegel’s discussion of Rameau’s Nephew by Diderot in The Phenomenology of Mind. From his obvious fascination with this “base” character
      (Rameau),14 indeed, Trilling is led to the astounding conclusion that “in our
      investigation of sincerity we encounter, then, a mind of great authority which
      proposes to us the dismaying thought that sincerity is undeserving of our respect.”15
    


    
      Ethics supposedly has no role in Hegel’s dialectic. In fact, however, he draws out a crucial relationship between
      “base” and “noble” from Diderot’s work. Instead of analyzing it “dialectically,” however, Trilling imposes his
      own simplistic and mechanistic view upon Hegel and proceeds to criticize it by judging the universal through the
      eyes of the particular. Hegel’s argument is complicated but, essentially, the universal is always authentic
      though it need not be sincere; there would be no tragedy in the world if it were otherwise. His point is that
      individual consciousness lags behind that of an Absolute Idea whose goal from the very beginning of history is
      the realization of freedom. According to Hegel, however, this can only occur through conflicts between groups
      having their own dynamic that renders them irreducible to the individuals composing them. That is what makes it
      difficult for individuals to grasp the workings and purposes of group action. Yet, Hegel’s insistence that the
      subject be recognized behind the appearance of things is an expression of philosophical idealism’s wish that man
      transform the estranged world into a world of his own.16 But that is a bloody
      process. It is as if history were intent on achieving its own ends, using individuals for its purposes, and then
      tossing them into “the dustbin of history.”
    


    
      Consequences often contradict intentions: Robespierre was executed, for example, by the very guillotine that he
      believed would minimize cruelty and introduce a just world. Such is the “cunning of history,” and perhaps it’s
      true that the historical process cannot be judged.17 Herein lies one of the
      weakest points of Hegel’s philosophy but, even in this regard, he portrays history as a “slaughter-bench.” In any
      event, even if history stands beyond judgment, it is another story entirely with respect to the individual. As he
      put it in the Encyclopedia, “a person is what he does” (was der
      Mensch tut, das ist er) and he is judged by the customs and traditions of the given society.18 If anything, Hegel is open to criticism more for his conservatism than his nihilism. Even
      when it comes to the “great men” of history such as Caesar or Napoleon, their individual morality is surely
      suspect but it is another matter when their historical role is considered; two different sets of criteria are at
      work here. That results from the split between private and public spheres in capitalist society and liberal
      political theory beginning with Hobbes. It’s actually an old story. But Trilling can’t work through this
      “dialectical” position because, quite simply, he is unconcerned with politics and its relationship to history.
      These great men, as Hegel says in his Philosophy of History, “are great men, because
      they willed and accomplished something great; not a mere fancy, a mere intention, but that which met the case and
      fell in with the needs of the age.”19
    


    
      What are the “needs of the age”? That is what the individual must decipher. Some will do so more intelligently
      than others but, still,
    


    
      this is the seal of the absolute and sublime destiny of man—that he knows what is good and what is evil; that his
      destiny is his very ability to will either good or evil—in a word, that he is the
      subject of moral imputation, imputation not only of evil, but of good; and not only concerning this or that
      particular matter and all that happens ab extra, but also the good and evil attaching to his individual freedom.
      The brute alone is simply innocent.20
    


    
      The issue is not simply the “sincerity,” of the actor but the consequence his action has for a society whose aims
      and purposes he can never fully grasp.21 Precisely for this reason, it can
      manipulate unreflective passions for its own ends though, for Hegel, it is also true that “nothing great in the
      world has ever been accomplished without passion.”
    


    
      Individual actions don’t take place in a vacuum. There is nothing mystical about how a “base” action is often
      transformed into a “noble” one—and vice versa. History in its contradictory constitution at once subsumes
      particular forms of action and becomes independent of them, which is how social norms and personal ethics
      intersect. Neither is reducible to the other. Goethe knew that. His first part of Faust was published roughly at
      the same time (1807–1808) as Hegel’s Phenomenology, amid war and misery, and it’s
      little wonder why Mephistopheles could say that he was “a part of every force that always wills evil but always
      produces good.” And to complicate matters further, this minor devil recognizes the “laws” of his being when he
      also insists that “in short its destruction that defines evil and that’s my authentic element” (eigentliches Element).22 It’s doubtful that Mephisto is being
      authentic, given the irony. he employs, but in his own way he is being sincere.
    


    
      For Trilling, however, it all comes down to the position put forward by Jane Austen in Mansfield Park: “baseness only leads to baseness.”23 Really?
      Seeking a plausible connection between means and ends is surely part of any critical and emancipatory ethic. To
      think that such a connection can be absolute, however, is utopian. Trilling misses the point of “practical
      reason,” namely, that it serves individuals who need to choose between the options posed by everyday life: if it
      was so easy to distinguish between base and noble there would be no problem. His stance on “baseness” also
      basically denies the entire experience of human history. It can prove valid only if the choice is made outside
      history. Then the individual can happily live by his own law. The attraction of Trilling’s claim is obvious: so
      long as the individual is “sincere” about what he or she thinks is good, the person is saved from bad faith and
      inauthenticity. The Other’s judgment plays no role, and the result is strangely comforting since
    


    
      even the reality of the reader himself is not, as he might wish to think, what it may become but ineluctably what
      it is now. This is a dark thought, an archaic thought, one that detaches us from the predilections of our
      culture.24
    


    
      Good intentions—no less than bad ones—pave the road to hell. There are no guarantees and, precisely for this
      reason, the authenticity of an individual’s commitments and engagements must remain
      open to critical judgment not just by the self, fumbling with his or her own “laws,” but by the Other who, so
      often, must bear the brunt of the “sincere” subject’s choices. The individual’s need for some indication that
      engagements and actions are for “real” or not, authentic or inauthentic, is part of a person’s existential life.
      Understood as an absolute unity between means and ends, theory and practice, sincerity turns into little more
      than a naïve wish. How to judge Winston Churchill who let Coventry be bombed during the Second World War, at the
      cost of 30,000 lives, to preserve a secret code that would ultimately help defeat Germany? There must be room for
      debate over such ethical choices—in which the Other participates. Relevant perhaps for the private realm,
      sincerity is open to the worst perversions in public life where it oozes from the words of politicians and
      audiences are manipulated into believing them. It is all not quite so simple: projects are planned and fall
      apart, social movements change their practices, new encounters shape the future, the Other shows his face and
      demands recognition, technological opportunities harboring future dangers are decided in the present with the
      best of intentions. Critics like Walter Benjamin and Ernst Bloch understood all of that, but they also
      understood, if there is only the now, then there is no tomorrow.
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