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Existentialism is a broad philosophical current that may be viewed as setting itself in opposition to traditional metaphysics. But in so doing, it takes a stance on certain traditional metaphysical topics and defines new ones. In this paper, I shall illustrate these two aspects of the metaphysics of existentialism. In so doing, I shall deal with the breadth of existentialist philosophy in two ways. First, examining how 19th century existentialist thought emerged in reaction to dominant metaphysical doctrines of the day, I shall identify key topics which characterise the existentialist stance against these doctrines. This will take the paper into an examination of how 20th century philosophers dealt with these key topics.

Subjectivity and truth
Schelling, in his late works, attacks Hegel for his claim that he can account for the whole of reality in the concept (Schelling, 1995; Frank, 1975). The concept cannot, however, account for being. It is not satisfactory to account for being merely in terms of a potentiality which is actualised (Hegel, 2002). This attack on Hegel makes a strong impression on the young Kierkegaard who puts his hopes in Schelling’s approach to philosophy. By placing being beyond the reach of the concept, Schelling is establishing a bridge between being as the ground of the subject-object relation according to the earlier Romantics (Hölderlin, Novalis, Schleirmacher…), and the specific form of transcendence which the later Existentialists view as characterising existence.
What it takes to makes the move to the existentialist conception of transcendence, is a focus upon a particular way of being which distinguishes itself from others. The grounds for this move are both methodological and axiological. The perceived failure of Hegel’s optimistic metaphysics which secured a place for human flourishing within the coming to self-consciousness of the absolute had two related consequences. First, philosophy cannot account for the particularity of human existence from the standpoint of the absolute. Second, the value of such existence can no longer be guaranteed by grounding it in an absolute.

When Kierkegaard enthuses in1842 about Schelling’s stance on being, his focus is human existence. That is, his focus is on that particular form of being which is the most mysterious although, or perhaps because, it is that which seeks to make sense of being in general. For Kierkegaard, to exist is to commit oneself with passion, and thereby rise above any determination of oneself in universal terms. Kierkegaard understands this as resulting from a three stage process. In the first, aesthetic stage, the individual primarily seeks to alleviate boredom by imaginative devices (Kierkegaard, 1992). In the ethical stage, the individual views this way of life as escapist and meaningless. Instead, she chooses to act upon universal moral principles. In this way, however, the individual has not yet come into his own. This happens only through understanding that ‘the single individual as the single individual stands in an absolute relation to the absolute’ (Kierkegaard,1983:56). The individuality of the existing human being thus rises above any particular universal determination through this relation to the absolute. This amounts to a notion of transcendence, but one which for Kierkegaard, is fundamentally defined in relation to an absolute being, God. 
This transcendence has the key features that characterise later existential transcendence. That is, it defines the being which transcends any determination, and is thereby nothing. For Kierkegaard, this nothingness is the individual’s annihilation in the face of the highest form of existence. However, Kierkegaard is not doing ontology here, but his evaluation of the limitations of other ways of being human amounts to identifying that way of being which is adequate to the nature of what it is to be a human individual. The claim is that this way of being is a transcendence of any essentialist universal determination of one’s being towards annihilation in relation to God. This claim is normative therefore, and the normativity can be described as that of subjective truth. The way of subjective truth is, for Kierkegaard, the way of inwardness, that of the search for the kind of truth that is adequate to that type of being which is existence (Kierkegaard,1968:23ff). 
In a sense, Kierkegaard proposes a notion of truth that takes Kant’s programme of circumscribing the realm of knowledge to make room for faith, one step further. For Kant, understanding one’s duty as a rational being will lead one to postulate certain metaphysical truths such as the existence of God, the immortality of the soul, etc… Although these lie beyond the bounds of theoretical reason, we have to believe these claims on practical grounds. We thus get a practical expansion of the realm of metaphysical truths. For Kierkegaard, there are two important differences. First, the practically normative dimension is changed, and not itself grounded in reason: it is rather the normativity of inwardness as an attitude through which the encounter with God is made possible. Second, the claims made in inwardness are not merely beliefs that one ought to hold. They are true in the sense of subjective truth, i.e. a notion of truth appropriate for states of affairs that have no place in an objective description of the world. This is not to be understood as a move to endorse relativism: rather, subjective truth has to be experienced in existence. For Kierkegaard, through an understanding of the normativity of the subjective attitude of inwardness (as opposed to the objective attitude) the truth of the existence of God and the absolute bindingness of his command can be understood. 
Nietzsche also introduces a notion of subjective truth. This is however clearly intended as a relativisation: ‘The criterion of truth lies in the enhancement of the feeling of power’ (Nietzsche,1968:284). If Nietzsche does not examine its relation to any notion of objectivity, this is because he can be interpreted as going a step further than Kierkegaard: he wants to do away with the traditional notion of truth altogether. If truth understood subjectively is connected with usefulness (e.g. in relation to the feeling of power), then one may substitute usefulness for a criterion of truth. And Nietzsche finds in the ‘Twilight of the Idols’ that the ‘”true” world [is] (…) an idea which has become useless and superfluous’, and so Nietzsche concludes, ‘consequently a refuted idea’ (Nietzsche,1998:20). Together with this notion of subjective truth, Nietzsche introduces a notion of transcendence, namely of transcendence of the limiting moral values that are passed on by the tradition. Ultimately, this defines the possibility of overcoming man as he is, towards a higher form of humanity, the Übermensch. As with Kierkegaard, therefore, this transcendence is no ontological feature of existence, but rather a task (although it is perhaps only reserved for a small elite): ‘Overcome, you higher men, the petty virtues, the petty prudences (…), the “happiness of the greatest number”’ (Nietzsche,1978:298). More broadly than at the individual level, transcendence is also the constant creation that animates the kind of world Nietzsche outlines as antidote to Schopenhauer’s pessimistic picture of a world animated by a will that is never satisfied. Nietzsche’s world is, on the contrary, that of ‘the eternally self-creating, the eternally self-destroying’ (Nietzsche,1968:544).
These 19th Century thinkers define a core tenet of existentialism: the individual subject transcends objective reality, and thereby has her own subjective truth. This subjectivity may lie in its only being attainable through lived experience (Kierkegaard), or in its being a mere reflection of the agent’s interests (Nietzsche). In all cases, this subjective truth is essentially connected with the agent’s practice. This notion of truth connected with practice is meant as a reaction to the dominant metaphysics of the earlier part of the century. As such, it constitutes no alternative metaphysical doctrine. Below, we shall examine how the 20th century provided new directions of thought which enabled an existentialist metaphysics and ontology to integrate these concepts of transcendence and subjective truth.
Freedom
Before that, it is important to take note of the key direction defined by these 19th century thinkers in their understanding of subjectivity. If individuality identifies a notion of truth that is closely bound up with the individual as agent who transcends what can be circumscribed in objective terms, the nature of this agency must be of central importance. Aside from truth and transcendence, we thus find a third key feature of 19th century existentialist thought, namely the central role it assigns to freedom as characteristic of human existence. The existentialist notion of freedom distinguishes itself from earlier understandings of this concept in that it is no longer a mere property of human beings characterising their practical dimension. It is rather a defining characteristic of human existence and one which has to be nurtured. This feature is probably the most fundamental notion of the existentialist tradition. 

The importance of freedom for humanity can be gauged by how humans value their freedom. Dostoevsky’s protagonist in ‘Notes from the Underground’ aims above all to be free from any constraint, be it natural, rational, selfish or self-interested. As he puts it ‘The fact is, gentlemen, it seems there must really exist something that is dearer to almost every man than his greatest advantages (…) for the sake of which a man, if necessary is ready to act in opposition to all laws’ (Dostoevsky,1992:15). For what purpose? For what Dostoevsky describes as ‘that fundamental, most advantageous advantage which we have overlooked’ (ibid.), namely ‘one’s own free unfettered choice (…) through which all systems and theories are continually being shattered to atoms’ (Dostoevsky,1992:17). 
Aside from the fact that freedom is placed here as highest value, the fact that it appears to be what is most important, points to its being a defining characteristic of human existence. Thus, Dostoevsky identifies it as a necessary condition of humanity, in a passage which is remarkably relevant in view of current discussion about alleged empirical evidence against free will (Libet, 1985; Crane, 2005): ‘if there really is some day discovered a formula for all our desires and caprices’ (Dostoevsky,1992:18), i.e. ‘the laws of our so-called free will’ (op.cit.:19) ‘man (…) will at once be transformed from a human being into an organ stop or something of the sort’ (op.cit.:18).
But freedom is a characteristic of humanity which is simultaneously axiological, so that to be human is to be free, but also to preserve and nurture this freedom.
Because of this normative dimension, this freedom cannot simply be identified with the traditional concept of free will. One ought to nurture and pursue freedom because that is what makes one what one is, i.e. a human being. But this is an unusual form of normativity as any norm external to freedom would threaten it, and is therefore rejected. Whether this normativity without any constraint is practically sufficient is questionable, hence Dostoevsky’s comment that ‘If God is dead, everything is permitted’ spoken by Ivan Karamazov (Dostoevsky, 2004), Raskolnikov’s freedom that is contained by no values (Dostoevsky, 2000), echoed in the 20th century by Camus’s outsider who kills an Arab (Camus, 2000), suggest so much.
Even though an anchoring of the normativity of free action in rationality, as in Kant, is not possible for an existentialist view of humans as transcending all objective determinations, this does not mean that freedom must ignore rationality. Raskolnikov claims to have a grasp of the requirements of universalist ethics (rationalism, utilitarianism), but to be required to contravene their dictates for a higher purpose. To discard ethical claims on the grounds of an over-inflated perception of the importance of one’s task and purpose would be, for Kierkegaard, not to understand where one’s true freedom lies. For Kierkegaard, the religious stage in which the freedom of the individual can be truly expressed is only to be reached after graduating to the ethical stage from the merely aesthetic stage of the pursuit pleasures. That is, the individual who can live the inward way is an individual who has paid the universality of rational ethical norms their due, but understood that his individuality must take him beyond that. This is not Raskolnikov’s claim to be above certain universal norms, because of some greater purpose he might be pursuing, or indeed Nietzsche’s Superman who has overcome such norms. On the contrary, Kierkegaard’s agent in the religious stage views himself as a nothingness that is only defined through its subservience to God and his command. Nevertheless, Kierkegaard’s Knight of Faith may have to act against the commands of universalist ethics, as in the case of Abraham.
Such considerations illustrate the problems existentialist thought encountered in trying to define normative constraints governing free action which do not threaten the integrity of this freedom. 
The Twentieth Century
Kierkegaard and Nietzsche’s philosophical contributions set out the essential themes of existentialism, but these themes were not woven into a complete body of work that addresses the traditional metaphysical concerns of philosophy. To a large extent, this is not fortuitous, but follows from the very nature of their enterprise that can be seen as reacting against metaphysical systems, in particular Hegel’s absolute idealism in Kierkegaard’s case, and the Judeo-Christian tradition in Nietzsche’s. But a philosophy which champions subjective truth, without properly addressing its relation to objectivity, calls for further  developments. And such developments might seem particularly urgent in a climate characterised by the growing status of science. But how could such a development take place? After all, objectivity and subjectivity appeared to be two incompatible perspectives, mutually exclusive domains that could not be integrated into a whole without doing violence to the one or the other.
This is where the key philosophical development of the early 20th Century, i.e. the emergence of phenomenology, provided a clue. The slogan of the phenomenological movement which enjoins a return to ‘the things themselves’ (Husserl, 1970), invites us to consider our conscious experience as the primary data for philosophical reflection. For Husserl, this means that phenomenology brackets out the issue of the existence of things independently of consciousness. Rather, the object is understood as belonging to a world defined by the intentional reach of consciousness. This object is not a representation or image of some outer reality, since it lies properly beyond the subject which reaches out to it. But it is also not outside the subject independently of its perspective since it is determined in terms of the subject’s intentional stance. So, without falling prey of the subjectivism of an empiricist picture that views private sensations as the raw material from which representations of the world are formed, Husserlian phenomenology would appear to give both the objective and the subjective their due by focussing upon “lived experience” (‘Erlebnis’, Husserl, 1982).
This phenomenological programme does not obviously define a metaphysics of what it is to be human in the world, i.e. an ontology of human existence.
 In fact, Husserl (1982) is committed to a notion of transcendental ego. That is, he understands phenomenological investigation as involving a bracketing of the world and the existence of objects, which leaves him with a transcendental ego as the source of all meaning and as constituting the world (Husserl, 1967). This essentially Cartesian bracketing defines a metaphysics that is broadly in line with Kantian transcendental idealism. Husserl’s phenomenological investigation But this commitment to a transcendental ego, and the concurrent cognitive orientation of his philosophy, seemed to many of his followers to be a poorly grounded attachment to a residue of traditional metaphysics
 in an otherwise revolutionary step towards a new philosophical orientation.
It is a dissatisfaction with Husserl’s transcendental metaphysics that lies among the motivations for Heidegger’s re-defining of phenomenology in Being and Time (hereafter BT). Returning to the Greek roots of the word “phenomenology”, Heidegger understands it as a way of uncovering that from which what shows itself can show itself (BT:34). Although entities show themselves, their showing themselves is only possible on the basis of something which does not show itself. In this way, beings are distinguished from Being which is the light that lets things show themselves. This understanding of phenomenology therefore defines it as dealing with the question of Being, i.e. of its meaning, and thus as being ontology. And since that which is to be revealed is hidden, the Heideggerian method is essentially one of interpretation, i.e. hermeneutic.
But Heidegger’s way of doing phenomenology is not the only option for a philosophy which seeks to understand existence phenomenologically, without endorsing Husserlian transcendentalism. That is, this identification of phenomenology with ontology is not uncontroversial. Other ways of developing an ontology of what it is to be human might consist in:
(a) formulating a basic ontological framework, and letting the phenomenological analysis of human existence confirm its appropriateness, and inform its further development;

(b) carrying out a phenomenological investigation of how a human being relates to other beings, with a view to letting ontological truths emerge from this analysis.

The first of these options was adopted by Sartre. He sets up a basic ontological framework, with the reality of the being of non-human entities as its cornerstone. From what we said above, this might seem to preclude the possibility of accounting for subjectivity. But Sartre’s onto-phenomenology interprets the fact that there is no place for subjectivity within an objective world by viewing consciousness as a “nothing” that is added to a world of things. And he takes it that a proper ontology must account for this nothingness and reveal its nature. 
The second of these options might, arguably, be viewed as that pursued by Merleau-Ponty (1968), although he never completed it. Although The Phenomenology of Perception (1962) is a complete phenomenological analysis, it leaves ontological issues open. I shall therefore not discuss Merleau-Ponty in the remainder of this paper, other than to note his original contribution to an understanding of subjectivity in terms of embodiment with the notion of the lived body (Merleau-Ponty, 1962:206).
We are therefore left with the Heideggerian path of phenomenology as ontology, and the Sartrean understanding of phenomenology as supporting an ontology. How does ontology thus informed by phenomenology, tackle the issues which 19th century thinkers brought to the fore as characteristic of human existence? That is, such an ontology would have to address the following questions. What is subjectivity and its truth? what is the place and meaning of transcendence in human existence? what is the nature of human freedom? Finally, much as the metaphysics of existentialism ought to give subjective truth its due without ignoring objective truth, the issue of whether reality is ultimately to be understood in subjective or objective terms cannot be avoided: is this an idealist or a realist ontology, or neither? In examining how Heidegger and Sartre tackle these questions, I shall also refer to two other key 20th century existentialist philosophers whose views cannot, in the context of this paper, be examined in any detail: Karl Jaspers and Gabriel Marcel.
Heidegger’s being-in-the-world
1. Truth and Dasein
Insofar as Heidegger views phenomenology as defining the only way in which to do ontology (BT:35), his understanding of what it is to exist is entirely defined by his understanding of phenomenology. Heidegger rejects traditional notions of subjectivity, such as that of consciousness as characterising human existence. Heidegger views the phenomenological enterprise as bound up with the fore-structure of hermeneutic investigation. That is ‘Inquiry, as a kind of seeking, must be guided beforehand by what is sought’ (BT:5). But rather than see this as a limitation of the scope of the interpretative strategy of hermeneutics, Heidegger views the hermeneutic circle which arises as non-vicious, because ‘our questioning really is a kind of light which casts a certain pattern on the phenomenon, while filling in our expectation in a way which allows us to formulate further questions’ (Moran, 2000:237). The disclosing of truth can therefore no longer be detached from the enquirer who seeks the truth. This is how Heidegger ushers in a notion of truth that replaces the conceptions of subjective truth put forward by Kierkegaard and Nietzsche.

But this disclosure of truth also has implications for the enquirer. Just as it is not incidental truth that truth is revealed by a particular interpretation carried out by a questioning being, it is not incidental to this being that it asks the question about the meaning of Being. If ontology is to be properly phenomenological, it must let the phenomenon reveal its truth. The questioning stance is what is first encountered as characteristic of that being which is ours, and which Heidegger calls ‘Dasein’. And to be a questioning being is to be a being which has a world that defines a context within which an answer to the question can be meaningful. That is how Heidegger understands intentionality, and this means that Dasein is primarily characterised as Being-in-the-world. Thus, Heidegger finds his way out of the problems encountered by the 19th century thinkers who sought to find a place for subjective truth while assuming the notion of subjectivity was clearly understood. Heidegger starts with a notion of truth that arises from his understanding of phenomenology, and lets this be the basis from which the notion of Dasein emerges.
Insofar as Heidegger rejects Husserl’s assumption that intentionality is to be understood as a feature of consciousness, it also follows that he rejects a tradition that privileges a cognitive relation to the world over other forms of involvement. A proper hermeneutic method must, on the contrary, aim to provide fundamental interpretations to get at the Being of things. What the phenomenon of intentionality reveals, is a way of being that is characterised by its worldliness. This worldliness is primarily practical for Heidegger, as entities first of all appear meaningful insofar as Dasein understands how they feature with respect to its pursuits. In this way, Heidegger’s ontology encompasses the practical at a very fundamental level. We will see the consequences of this point when we examine freedom.
For the moment, let us just note how Heidegger’s enterprise relies crucially upon the understanding of the hermeneutic circle as non-vicious. Unlike the romantic roots of Schleiermacher’s original work in hermeneutics (Schleiermacher, 1988), the truth of the hermeneutic circle is no longer anchored in an intuition of an ultimate unity, that which underpins both the interpreting subject and the object of his interpretation, and situates the first in the greater scheme of things. As Kierkegaard had done before him, Heidegger cuts loose from such any grounding in something like Hölderlin’s primordial unity of being. This does leave it unclear, however, whether, and why, the methodology of the hermeneutic circle, in its Heideggerian form, can attain to the truth.
An answer to the first question lies simply in our finding that Heidegger’s methodology in BT yields interpretations of Dasein’s being which echo one’s experience of what it is to be human. To address the second point, an account is required of why the hermeneutic method is fruitful. And arguably, such an account is to be found in Heidegger’s later views about Being. Dasein’s destiny is to say the truth of Being: Being reveals itself to Dasein in different ways, and it is up to Dasein to be open to the truth of Being. One might want to follow Heidegger along this path which leads to poetry as the locus of the revealing of the meaning of Being. But one might also see it as merely replacing the Romantics’ notion of an original all-encompassing unity by a mysticism of Being.
Another concern which Heidegger’s notion of truth raises is that it apparently has no place for the kind of objective truth informing the traditional epistemological outlook. What does Heidegger tell us about the “world” of entities considered independently of Dasein? that it comes to the fore through an impoverished type of interpretation (BT:157), and that ‘with the disclosedness of the world, the “world” has in each case been discovered too’ (BT:247/203). Whether or not the latter claim assuages epistemological worries about whether we know that there is indeed an objective ‘world’,
 the first claim does not do justice to the truth revealed by science in the form of the complexity of the structure of the objective ‘world’. At the core of this issue lies the problem flagged by Tugendhat (1970:333-7) who argues that Heidegger’s conception of truth is not satisfactory in that it defines no notion of falsehood.
 
Certainly, Heidegger is right to claim that the bare world of entities sheds little light on what he has singled out as characteristic of Dasein.
 But Heidegger’s interpretative stance can be questioned for its sidelining the role of rationality and the rich causal structure governed by universal laws that it identifies (see Cassirer’s questions in Heidegger, 1998:277-8). This interpretative stance has strong roots in the basic struggle against alienation in the universal which characterises the impetus behind existentialism (see above). But is it possible to provide a satisfactory ontology without paying due attention to the light reason sheds on reality?

2. Dasein as transcendence
Insofar as Dasein is Being-in-the-World, Dasein’s being is always such that it has its being to be. Dasein’s worldliness consists in its understanding that it has possibilities which it chooses, and that the range of its possibilities is related to the situation it has been thrown into. In this grasp of its possibilities, Dasein always shows some understanding of Being, i.e. of that which makes it possible that beings show up (make sense) for Dasein. This is Dasein’s transcendence: in this understanding of Being, Dasein goes beyond merely being one among beings in the world. But, unlike traditional notions of transcendence, Dasein’s transcendence is essentially beyond any being, i.e. towards no-thing.
However Dasein always tends to interpret itself in terms of the beings of the world in which it dwells. That is what Heidegger calls Dasein’s ‘falling’. Since Heidegger’s investigation in BT is essentially transcendental, once Being-in-the-World is in place, the question arises as to how it is possible. That is, what kind of being is it that is thrown into a world, projects onto its possibilities and interprets itself in terms of the entities of this world? This introduces a characterisation of Dasein as ‘care’ (‘Sorge’), which in effect encapsulates these three dimensions together (BT:192). But Heidegger points out that this still yields no understanding of the primordial unity of Dasein (BT:232). A further transcendental investigation leads to the essential connection of Dasein’s being with time, which was already announced at the start of BT, insofar as this was part of the pre-conception of the whole hermeneutic investigation. Dasein is essentially a temporal being: it is ecstatic (BT377/329). The structure of care can now be interpreted more fundamentally in terms of future, past and present. Dasein is always pressing into the future, while carrying a past, and dwelling among entities in the present. Temporality in effect is what opens up a world for Dasein. 

And this reveals Heidegger’s radically novel understanding of time. It is no longer viewed as a sequence of equidistant instants, but the very condition of an opening: the opening up which is the gap created between moments of time (Beaufret, p.28) is that which enables Dasein to be open to Being, and is thus the condition of its transcendence.
This shows how radically different Heidegger’s understanding of transcendence is from traditional metaphysical notions (BT:49). These provide our frail human condition with the solidity of a timeless transcendent being (e.g. a soul in the image of God). Dasein’s transcendence, on the contrary, is essentially temporal. And it is therefore fully in tune with Dasein’s finitude (BT:329-330).
But Heidegger’s later thought suggests that this distinctive notion of transcendence has many parallels with that of human existence in God and that it does not preclude a relationship of faith (Capelle, 1998). It remains an open question to what extent Heidegger’s reflections, e.g. on the role of poetry (Hölderlin book) are compatible with an existentially oriented theology (Pattison, 2000:196-200).

Finally, note that the existentialist philosophies of Jaspers and Marcel provide notions of transcendence which amount to existentialist versions of something like the traditional transcendence towards God. Similarly to Heidegger, Jaspers’s notion of transcendence is towards being, but unlike Heidegger’s, this involves different types of experience of being as an unconditioned beyond the world (Jaspers, 1956). The philosophical faith Jaspers proposes transcends any particular religion. Marcel’s notion of transcendence, on the other hand, is more explicitly directed to a notion of the holy, of God as being (Marcel, 1951:187)
3. Dasein’s freedom
As we saw in the previous section, Dasein tends to interpret itself in terms of the entities it is closest to. This takes on the form of the adoption of ways of being from the ways that ‘They’ behave (BT126). But there are existential experiences which can show that such interpretations of oneself involve a levelling of anything that is existentially important. As Kierkegaard had already noted, anxiety is such an experience. For Heidegger, anxiety is a state of mind characterising the encounter of Dasein with the world as background of all the involvements that constitute what is meaningful for us (BT:186-7): in anxiety, Dasein finds that ‘the world has the character of completely lacking significance’ (BT:186). Insofar as Dasein can, in anxiety, no longer interpret itself in terms of the world, anxiety reveals Dasein’s freedom ‘of choosing itself’ (BT:188).
We are therefore free to interpret our situation in different ways. Heidegger distinguishes between two ontologically relevant ways of being we can choose. Dasein can be in a way which displays an understanding of what it is to be Dasein, or, on the contrary, let its way of being follow the dictates of the ‘They’. In both cases, Dasein is free, but in the first, authenticity, it chooses to choose (BT268; BT270; Polt:91). The resoluteness to be authentic (BT293) arises as a result of understanding what anxiety reveals, namely our lack of ground (which Heidegger connects with a notion of ‘guilt’, BT277). Much of what Heidegger has to say about authenticity has strong echoes of Kierkegaard, including the notion of ‘Situation’ as the authentic way of being in the present. A key difference is the absence of a deity upon which the authentic attitude would be focussed: authenticity involves rather a recognition of our finitude in being-towards-death (BT263). Another difference is that Heidegger is merely describing ways of being and strives to steer clear of any injunction to be authentic.
The first difference amounts to their being no guide as to how to live one’s life authentically. There are, of course, conditions for authentic life, for instance that one live with the certainty of death as that possibility which is one’s own and cannot be taken away from one (BT240; BT250), but the notion of Being-towards-death hardly provides specific content to authenticity.
 
The second difference is connected with the first: Heidegger is doing ontology, not ethics, and he resists the very possibility of giving ethical rules (which would also determine a specific content for the notion of authenticity): such rules ‘would deny to existence nothing less than the very possibility of taking action’ (BT294).
The question of whether this leaves any room for a Heideggerian ethics is a controversial one (Hodge, 1995). However one comes down on this issue, it is clear that what interests Heidegger primarily is the (‘existential’) difference between authenticity and inauthenticity, insofar as the first reveals an understanding of Dasein’s being: this difference is ontologically relevant. “Ontic” issues relating to the different specific ways (‘existentiell’) of being under one of these categories must take second place.

4. The problem of reality
Finally, one may ask how Heidegger’s take on reality is to be understood. On the one hand, a number of statements make Being dependent upon Dasein (BT:183; 212; 365). On the other hand, Heidegger clearly claims that that there are entities without Dasein (BT:207). As a result, it appears difficult to classify Heidegger in either the idealist or realist camp. 
Heidegger does, however, state that idealism is always a more promising route (BT:207). The main problem with idealism for Heidegger is that, traditionally, it has not explained its understanding of Being. It therefore remains open, in principle, to view the light Heidegger sheds upon the understanding of Being as compatible with an idealist position. Thus, insofar as Dasein’s Being has been interpreted as care in Division I of BT (BT:196), and that ‘the ontological meaning of “care” is temporality’ (BT:365), there is room for an interpretation of Heidegger’s position in BT as a temporal idealism (Blattner, 1999). The fact that, in more than one other publication, Heidegger appears to identify Dasein itself with time lends additional support to this view (Blattner, 1999:230, 231). 
The alternative is to understand Heidegger’s position as a realist one, whereby the realism has to be defined carefully, so as to allow for the dependence of Being upon Dasein. This avenue has been pursued by a number of recent commentators (e.g. Dreyfus & Spinosa, 1999; Hoffman, 2000). It finds support in Heidegger’s wanting to distance himself from the idealism of the neo-Kantian tradition which he took to lead to an unbridgeable gap between questions of validity and questions of being (BT218; Friedman, 2000:54). 
Carman (2003) views Heidegger’s investigation as a form of transcendental enquiry into conditions of intelligibility. This does not mean Heidegger is a transcendental idealist (op. cit.:182), but it does go some way to enabling a realistic interpretation of BT to accommodate its claim of a dependence of Being upon Dasein.
 As there is no space to discuss this further, let us just observe that, since a reasonable case can be made for both realism and idealism, these traditional categories are arguably not adequate to capture the essence of Heidegger’s position.
This brief survey of his ontology has shown how Heidegger takes it in an entirely new direction by returning to the original question of the meaning of Being. In so doing, he gives the first systematic interpretation of what it is to be human as that kind of being which has its being to be. One may question his exclusive focus upon this question of Being, as this arguably led to the neglect of other important issues (e.g. ethics). But his rich interpretation of the nature of Dasein is definitive of 20th century existentialist philosophy, and influenced both Sartre and Merleau-Ponty.
Sartre’s for-itself
Sartre did not follow Heidegger in identifying ontology with phenomenology: being, ‘as phenomenon, requires a foundation which is transphenomenal’ (BN:xxvi). First, although critical of Husserl’s transcendentalisation of phenomenology, Sartre did not adopt Heidegger’s understanding of phenomenology. That is, on the one hand, Sartre does not adopt Husserl’s Cartesian method of bracketing the world or endorse the notion of a transcendental ego constituting its world; and like Heidegger, he sought to move away from transcendental idealism. But, on the other hand, as Sartre’s philosophical interests, unlike Heidegger’s, were closely connected with psychology, he expands the field of Husserlian phenomenology (Moran, 2000:363) by taking seriously what traditional philosophical systems had ignored as irrelevant, such as whole range of emotions, anguish, ….. to shed light on what it is to be a conscious being.
Second, Sartre does not adopt Heidegger’s understanding of ontology, but opted for a speculative metaphysics that is, arguably, ‘of a very traditional kind’ (Moran, 2000, p.385). He belongs to the broadly Cartesian tradition which views the cogito as revealing a basic evidence, that I, as consciousness, exist. He explicitly criticises Heidegger for his abandonment of the concept of consciousness: ‘Understanding has meaning only if it is consciousness of understanding’ (BN, 85). That is, self-consciousness is required for understanding. 
1. Truth and the for-itself
Heidegger had it that outside the world, there is nothing. But in effect, nothing for Heidegger is of interest as it is the locus of the encountering of Being, which lies beyond things, as a no-thing. Sartre adapts Heidegger’s take on nothingness, in a highly original way which provides a cornerstone of his ontology. Nothingness is that which is brought into the world by the human subject.
 Nothingness will in effect provide a way of introducing a place for subjectivity in the objective world, thereby enabling the traditional understanding of truth as objective, to be extended so as to take “subjective truth” into account. 
Sartre takes it that there are two forms of being. There is being in-itself, which characterises all entities whose being is unproblematic: they are just what they are. On the contrary, human beings are characterised by the fact that they are a lack of being. Indeed, consciousness is an intentional relation to an object in which the subject is merely characterised as that which is not the object. And the imagination expresses this ability to negate by applying it to what is real.
The for-itself is thus characterised primarily through its power of negation, as that being which has Nothingness at its core. This power is manifested through the “negative realities” (‘négatités’) which it is creates (BN:9-11). These are, for instance, the absence of Pierre, or the gap between two portions of a straight line. In this way, Sartre shows a way of overcoming the subjective/objective divide by giving the for-itself a key role in defining what is real.
Although Sartre himself criticises Heidegger for not providing an account of how nothingness comes about (BN:18-19), one might find Sartre’s lack of explanation of why the negating and incomplete for-itself arises out of the inert and complete in-itself unsatisfactory.
 
2. The for-itself and transcendence
In the same way as Heidegger views Dasein as having its being to be, Sartre’s for-itself always transcends its own actuality. If Heidegger’s transcendence is manifested in an understanding of Being, and therefore ultimately located in Being, Sartre remains faithful to the realist tradition in identifying the object as transcendent: consciousness is a relation to a transcendent object. This transcendence of the object parallels Heidegger’s transcendence of the world. Sartre however differs from Heidegger in rejecting the notion of an understanding of Being which does not involve consciousness. For Sartre, consciousness, in its pre-reflective form, involves an immediate presence to oneself. 
This has an important consequence: for reasons we shall examine below, reflective consciousness then constitutes an object, the ego (or the “Psyche” in BN)
, as the for-itself’s transcendence. The ego, however, is not the for-itself, since it is constituted in reflection: such reflective self-consciousness has an opacity which contrasts with the transparency of the pre-reflective self-consciousness of the for-itself. In thus presenting his theory of the transcendence of the ego, Sartre at first places himself in the Kantian transcendental tradition,
 and responds to Husserl’s appropriation of it in his transcendental phenomenology. Sartre accepts the Kantian requirement that it be possible for the ‘I think’ to accompany all my representations (Sartre, 2004:3-4). But this transcendental condition does not require that a psychological entity, the ego, feature in an empirical consciousness, because it addresses Kant’s Quid juris? rather than any Quid facti? question. That is, it is has a justificatory function in accounting for the possibility of knowledge, but does not represent an actual cognitive process. Sartre understands Husserl as introducing a substantial notion of ego that is both at the core of consciousness (immanent), and defines a point of reference for the grasp of an objective reality (transcendent) (Sartre, 2004:9-11). Sartre wants to purify consciousness of any such notion of ego that would introduce opacity, and thus Sartre’s ego transcends consciousness.
The difference between Heidegger and Sartre’s understandings of transcendence, is thus that between, on the one hand, an openness that is a transcendence in Being, i.e. in no-thing, and on the other hand the source of nothingness which transcends itself, and constitutes an object, the ego to hypostatise this transcendence.  Both forms of transcendence are essentially temporal, and both view time as ecstatic. For Heidegger, time is primarily a condition for the very openness to Being of that way of being which is care. Sartre takes over the concept of ‘projection’ that forms one of the dimensions of care, and puts it at the heart of his account of the temporality of the for-itself. But for Sartre, ‘this nothingness which separates human reality from itself is at the origin of time’ (BN102). The more primordial role that Sartre gives to nothingness leads to an understanding of the for-itself as a project when this nothingness is viewed in its temporal form.
Sartre can identify the nature of this project (projet fundamental) insofar as he has characterised the for-itself as nothingness. As we saw above, this nothingness is experienced as a lack of being. Such a lack is manifested in the duality of facticity and transcendence which characterises the for-itself (BN482). The for-itself is always already situated in a world in a way which is out of its control, so that it is not identical with this facticity (BN79): it is not in the mode of being what it is (i.e. the mode of being of the in-itself). The for-itself is also always ahead of itself insofar as it is transcendence (BN486): it is in the mode of not being what it is (i.e. in the mode of being a lack of in-itself). What the for-itself seeks is an identity with itself, i.e. to be in the mode of being what it is. So the project characterising the for-itself, and of which the reflective constitution of the ego is a manifestation (BN:153), aims at the for-itself becoming an impossible for-itself-in-itself, i.e. of taking on characteristics which, in traditional metaphysics, accrue to God: a self-grounded existing entity. This impossible identification of the for-itself with an object-ego would provide a substitute for God in traditional metaphysics (BN90).
Marcel (1951:183) criticises this notion of transcendence as, in fact, merely “horizontal”. For him, Sartrean transcendence is an impoverished form of transcendence, because it is directed to an object, i.e. an (impossible) in-itself. As such, Marcel views Sartre’s notion of transcendence as characteristic of contemporary thought, namely its inability to go beyond the divide between a subject of knowledge and an object as studied by science.
 This may not be a fair criticism of Sartre,
 but we shall see in the next section that there may be grounds for viewing the Sartrean notion of transcendence as insufficient even for his own purposes.
3. The freedom of the for-itself
More than any other twentieth-century philosopher, Sartre does justice to the emphasis of nineteenth-century thought on freedom, by having it as key characteristic of what it is to be a for-itself. For Sartre, the negating spontaneity of consciousness requires that the for-itself not be ‘subject to the causal order of the world’ (BN:23). This means that the for-itself is free, and it is the awareness of this freedom that constitutes the experience of anguish for Sartre. 

The freedom in question is absolute. The ethical consequence is that there are no ‘excuses’ for choosing any particular way of living one’s life, as there are no limits to the individual’s freedom. The problem with this notion of freedom, is that it is not clear how a free act is to be distinguished from a random choice. Indeed, Sartre does not subscribe to any kind of belief-desire account of action. If we consider an act as motivated by an incentive, as such, it is only relatively free. The focus then shifts to the motivation for the act. For Sartre, such motivation is itself chosen by the agent, and it cannot itself be further motivated without entering a motivational regress. This choice is Sartre’s absolute freedom (BN:450). Sartre exemplifies it by considering an individual’s choice between fighting for the Free French and looking after his ailing mother (EH:40). These options are very distinct: one the one hand, enrolment in the French armed forces which were loyal to the anti-Nazi French government seated in London during the World War II occupation of France; on the other, assistance to a close relative in need. There are, for Sartre, no a priori rules which can guide the individual in her choice: this is ultimately a choice of the values this individual wants to espouse.
There are, at least, negative guidelines for action. These lie in the avoidance of what Sartre singles out as the archetypal form of inauthenticity, bad faith (BN70; Sartre, 1964). Unlike Heidegger’s notion of inauthencity, the free choice of bad faith is morally condemnable (1970:84-5):
 The moral dimension of freedom means that it goes hand in hand with responsibility. Since Sartrean freedom is absolute, this responsibility is complete: there are no excuses for being who I am. And insofar my choice is a commitment, I am responsible to the whole of humanity (Sartre,1970:74).
Sartre’s notion of freedom may, at first brush, be viewed in analogy to Kant’s notion of transcendental freedom, but Kant’s freedom finds its place within the duality of the empirical and intelligible perspectives upon action. That is, transcendental freedom accounts for action viewed independently of the temporal conditions of the empirical world. From this intelligible perspective, something like a first beginning can be understood (CPR:A544/B572). Sartre does not have access to such a duality of points of view on human agency, and it is therefore difficult to reconcile his notion of freedom with our understanding of the psychology of decision-making.
Sartre would reply that this conception of freedom is ontological, and distinct from the usual empirical notion (BN483). Rather, freedom is ultimately identified with the being of the for-itself: ‘To exist as the fact of freedom or to have to be a being in the midst of the world are on and the same thing’ (BN486). This follows from the intimate connection between freedom and nothingness: nothing is the ground of freedom, a nothing which is ‘made-to-be by the human being in his relation to himself’ (BN34). It is the contingent necessity of having to be free. If we accept this understanding of freedom, one might still ask how it is possible for the for-itself to be, through its freedom, the ground of value. This is unclear, and this issue prompts another facet of Marcel’s criticism of Sartre’s notion of transcendence. The question here is that, if the for-itself is nothingness, how can it ground value? (Marcel, 1960:39). For Marcel, Sartre’s notion of freedom is rather like a commodity for which supply exceeds demand: it thus has no value. This problem, connected with Sartre’s merely “horizontal” understanding of transcendence, may account for Sartre’s inability to finalise his reflections upon an existentialist ethics (Sartre, 1992).

One might also observe that this problem is not unrelated to the issue flagged above of the absence of a satisfactory account of how the for-itself emerges from the in-itself. Would such an account of the origin of the for-itself be compatible with conceiving it merely as a nothingness? And if not, this might provide a way grounding for the value of freedom which Sartre places at the centre of his ethical reflection (ibid.).

4. The problem of reality

As we have seen above, Sartre’s ontology presents characteristics typical of realism, e.g. its account of being in-itself. But the Sartrean world also has idealist features in that the subject’s spontaneity is constitutive of its negative features. Unlike Heidegger’s case however, the argument for taking Sartre as an idealist is much weaker, and Sartre explicitly claims that ‘the for-itself adds nothing to being’ (BN:209). The primacy of being in-itself which is identical to itself and self-sufficient in its being, suggests a form of realism. But Sartre is also dismissive of standard forms of realism (BN:151). If one can talk of realism at all here, it must be of an extended realism which accommodates the subjective dimension of reality that existentialism is keen to put to the fore.
To make sense of how such an extension is possible, we must note that the constitutive role of the for-itself can be understood as Sartre’s version of Husserl’s constitution of reality by the transcendental Ego. Much as Sartre does away with Husserl’s transcendental Ego, the spontaneity of the for-itself is constitutive of reality. This constitution happens at different levels. Unlike the static constitution of the given in Husserl’s phenomenology, Sartre’s constitution is pre-objective, and thus does not define parts of the object (Besnier, 2000). Rather, it defines hierarchically ordered conditions of objectivity. Among them, pre-reflective self-consciousness is most fundamental, and different degrees of its nihilation constitute possibility, value, …. Finally, nihilation takes on a temporal form (BN:104). In this way Sartre’s realism can, to a certain extent, be understood in the tradition of transcendental philosophy (Gardner, 2009:80),
 but with an important difference from Heidegger: the primordial role of time in Heidegger’s analysis is here replaced by that of nothingness at the heart of the for-itself. For Heidegger, the ultimate horizon for Dasein is time. For Sartre, it is his version of the cogito, i.e. the nihilating for-itself, that is the basis of the constitution of its world. 
Also, unlike Heidegger whose whole investigation in BT can more straightforwardly be viewed as a transcendental enquiry (see above), Sartre looks beyond the phenomenon to identify Being in-itself as that which underpins his whole ontology, i.e. as that which is nihilated in the for-itself. Rather than transcendental questioning, it is psychological states such as nausea and boredom that reveal this being to us (Cabestan, 2004:327).

Ultimately it should come as no surprise that existentialism, as exemplified in Heidegger and Sartre’s writings, should not fit easily under either the idealist or the realist headings. This can be seen from the following brief considerations. Existentialism primarily aims to create a space for subjective truth. This would, prima facie, suggest an affinity with idealism.
 But idealism involves privileging the subjective viewpoint understood in a narrow sense in terms of the thinking subject. This understanding springs from the epistemological distinction between knowing subject and known object. And as a result, idealism has to deal with the question of how the subject knows there is a world of objects.
Existentialism rebels against this consequence of the epistemological bias of this view of the subject. The existentialist subject is, on the contrary, rooted in a world. For Heidegger, worldliness defines our way of existing, while Sartre starts his existential investigation with the being of things in the world. It is in the tears of the fabric of this being in-itself that consciousness is found. The indisputability of the existence of the world may draw an interpreter to a realist understanding of existentialist metaphysics, as we saw above. But the realist’s reality is traditionally defined by fencing off anything subjective. Why? Again, it is the epistemological subject/object framework which is at work here. The object, as that which knowledge is about, is that whereby the subject reaches beyond the confines of his individual perspective. But in so doing, this understanding of reality leaves no room for the individuality of the subjective point of view. 
So the epistemological subject/object divide underpinning the traditional dichotomy of realism and idealism is not suited to making sense of the declared ambitions of existentialism. Only a redefinition of these terms can accommodate existentialist metaphysics.

Conclusion
The brief investigation of this paper has shown how twentieth century existentialism inherited themes from 19th century existentialist authors, and drew on phenomenology to re-define ontology and metaphysics around these themes. Existentialism wrestled with issues which first arose in post-Kantian philosophy, although without the Romantics’ assumption of a notion of being providing a unified ground for both subject and object. The existentialist subject is typically cut loose from any ground, and the truth of its situation is the starting point for existentialist metaphysics.

While this subjective “bias” can be questioned for its neglect of the role of rationality in shaping the world, existentialism provides important insights into how to construct an ontology that accommodates our subjectivity. Existentialism’s main contribution to metaphysics is the light it has shed on what is characteristic of human existence, as contrasted with a general notion of being (Schrader, 1967): to be an individual is not to be an instantiation of a type. It is a freedom with its own possibility of transcendence and its subjective truth. How these notions are defined and inter-related varies.

With Being defined as that which makes it possible for beings to appear in the world, Heidegger understands Dasein as a temporal openness to Being. For Jaspers, being also lies beyond the world while simultaneously encompassing it: it is graspable through a special form of the subject-object relation, namely that of Transcendence as object to Existenz as subject. Emphasising being as that which always encompasses the situation we are in, and is therefore prior to the division between subject an object, Marcel understands human existence as originally marked by a thirst for being, one which can only be dulled by diverse forms of abstraction. On the contrary, with the being of self-sufficient material substance taken as primary, Sartre understands the for-itself as the source of nothingness, a disturbance in the plenitude of being in-itself that is a freedom seeking to ground itself in such being.
In these relations to being, a notion of truth emerges that lies beyond the traditional notion of objective truth in that human existence has a role in it. The metaphysics of these relations to being define new forms of transcendence that are distinct from the traditional relation to the divine. While freedom becomes a defining characteristic of human existence, it remains an open question to what extent the normative dimension that is minimally found in the requirement to nurture freedom, and maximally represented by ethical commands, can find an anchoring in existentialist ontology.
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� Insightful comments from Felicity Joseph, Jack Reynolds and Christian Skirke are gratefully acknowledged.


� As we shall see below, it is with Sartre that the project of understanding what it is to be human in terms of freedom is most clearly formulated (Gardner, 2009:22).


� Husserl arguably makes an important contribution to the understanding of what it is to be an ego, in his critique of Descartes’s cogito. He shows how Descartes’s cogito fails to distinguish between a psychological and transcendental ego. That is, Descartes’s ‘epokhe’ does not go far enough to reveal the transcendental ego. Although this step is not properly acknowledged by Sartre (see next footnote). Levinas (1995), on the other hand, fully appreciates this important Husserlian innovation.


� Thus Sartre draws attention to the fact that the Ego cannot be viewed as a subject endowed with predicates since, ‘every new state produced by the Ego colours and nuances the Ego in the moment the Ego produces it’ (Sartre, 2004:35-6). Sartre will thus propose the view that the Ego is a product of conscious reflection, rather than where it originates.


� As Friedman (2000:53-57) shows, this notion of truth provides a solution to the problem which the neo-Kantianism of the South-West (Baden) school had become entangled in (see Rickert, Lask). This is the problem of how to relate the realm of logic (validity) and that of sense (being).


� We may want to take a sympathetic stance to Heidegger’s claim that skepticism about the external world does not arise as a problem, but nevertheless wonder about how something like the permanence of the ‘world’ can be accounted for merely through an impoverishment of the interpretative stance in Dasein’s world. More needs to be said here (see Onof, 2005:226-7).


� Dahlstrom (2001:394-6) presents an insightful discussion of this issue.


� Heidegger’s claim that time is found to be the horizon within which Being is disclosed could also be discussed here. For Heidegger, all truth is historical, so that science itself is viewed as ‘in the grip of (…) historizing’ (BT:392), which would appear to clash with its claim to objectivity. But this understanding of the historical dimension of Dasein and truth cannot be reduced to the relativistic position of historicism (Polt, 1999:104; Dreyfus, 1991:265).


� Without concluding on this issue, one might think that Heidegger can consistently afford to attach any positive hermeneutic significance to the rational dimension of the human endeavour and the correlative notion of objective truth, as exemplified in the progress of the scientific description of the objective world.  And indeed, the later Heidegger went out of his way to draw our attention to the negative role of the technological understanding (science included) of things as bringing about a further estrangement from Being (Heidegger, 1996:311-341).


� Here, there is a question over where the certainty of one’s mortality (BT256-8) originates, if not in an objective attitude (which Heidegger would consider inauthentic).


� Famously, of course, it is this order of priority which Levinas disputes, and completely reverses (Levinas, 1979).


� In Onof (2004:17-18), I briefly question one aspect of this realist interpretation 


� In so doing, Sartre rejects Heidegger’s claim that there is some Being which grounds the fact that entities are (in themselves). Although Sartre recognises that the being of phenomena is indeed an issue, this being is given with the phenomena, and is not to be considered as defining an ontological domain separate from the ontic. That is, ‘the being of the phenomenon cannot be reduced to the phenomenon of being’ (BN:xxv).


� Once again, the connection to post-Kantian romantic philosophy is striking: as Gardner (2006) argues, Schelling addresses this very issue in his criticism of Fichte’s attempt to derive his whole system from self-consciousness.


� In BN, Sartre refines his theory of the transcendent psychological object (now called “Psyche”, BN:162). This is the result of impure reflection (BN:155). Reflection itself is the attempt by the self to grasp itself as a unity (BN:153-4): this defines the project, as we shall see below. This attempt follows upon the instability of pre-reflective consciousness in which self-hood is, contradictorily, both a primordial unity, and a synthetic unity (BN:77).


� His understanding of the ‘I’ of apperception is however distinct from Kant’s, and it has to be insofar as he does not endorse transcendental idealism (Sartre, 2004:5-7). That is, Sartre takes the ‘I’ to be an infinite contraction of the ego (Sartre, 2004:8). The ‘I think’ should, for Sartre, now be viewed as impersonal (Sartre, 2004:5). In Being and Nothingness, Sartre abandons his references to transcendental philosophy, but the general thesis about the ego remains.


� This, for Marcel, is characteristic of what he calls ‘primary knowledge’ (Marcel, 1940:34).


� This criticism overlooks the important Sartrean contribution to the understanding of consciousness, namely the notion of the transparency of consciousness in its pre-reflective mode; it also amounts to a crude interpretation of the in-itself.


� Moreover, Sartre accommodates practical rationality, but in such a way that reasons are not prior to, but emerge together with free choice (BN445f). Reason provides no independent guide to action.


� Gardner (2009:195-7) proposes the outline of a proof by elimination that freedom must be the value pursued by beings whose existence is understood as nihilating freedom. Although this broadly Kantian approach is convincing as it stands, it is not clear that it can provide a ground for an ethics without equivocating over the notion of freedom. The argument appears valid if ontological freedom is what is at stake. But for an action guiding value, it seems that a practical notion of freedom, i.e. empirical freedom is required.


� Again, Schelling’s thought presents us with an example of such a grounding of the value of freedom (Schelling, 1936:40,78-80).


� Gardner (2009:80-3) presents a careful assessment of the merits of such an interpretation and the possible alternatives.


� Heidegger indicates that idealism seems more promising than realism (BT207).


� And such reinterpretations are indeed what is at stake in the different interpretations discussed above. As a matter of historical interest, one might describe the discussion around Kant’s transcendental idealism and whether it is primarily idealism or realism, as analogous. But here, Kant himself clarifies in what sense his doctrine is both a transcendental idealism and an empirical realism (CPR, A28/B44).


� From within the existentialist movement itself however, Gabriel Marcel stressed the need to separate the primary reflection characteristic of a scientific approach to a de-subjectivised world, from a secondary reflection in which subject and object are no longer torn apart (Gabriel, 1960:93). In this way, Gabriel echoes a century and a half later the insights which originally emerged from Hölderlin and Novalis’s speculation. Gabriel emphasises the central role of a notion of being, a notion which he similarly characterises in a pre-objective fashion. He refers to the mystery of being (Marcel, 1960): being is something we cannot grasp insofar as we participate in it.


� Sartre, at least, tackles the problem head on. The responsibility for one’s being is part of ontology (BN118). As Gardner (2009:154) points out, this harks back to Fichte’s understanding of the practical dimension of the self-positing of the ‘I’. 





PAGE  
1

