On a Judgment of One’s Own: Heideggerian Authenticity, Standpoints, and All Things Considered

This paper explores two models using which we might understand Heidegger’s notion of ‘Eigentlichkeit’. Although I follow here the familiar translation of this term as ‘authenticity’, a more literal construal of this term would be ‘ownness’ or ‘ownedness’;
 and the discussion that follows, beyond its exegetical value, also develops two interestingly different understandings of what it is to have a judgment of one’s own.

Section 1 identifies some features of authenticity of which the models to be considered must make sense. Section 2 explains the first model, which understands authenticity as the owning of what I call a ‘standpoint’. This model invites an objection—‘the closure objection’—which Section 3 explains; and although Section 4 argues that, as it has been presented in the literature, this objection can be met, the response for which it calls reveals that the feat of authenticity as understood through the standpoint model rests upon a further feat, and one which may itself have a stronger claim to be identified with Heideggerian authenticity, as Section 5 explains. Section 6-7 develop this thought, introducing what I call the ‘All-things-considered judgment model’ of authenticity, the basis of which lies— Section 8 argues—in Heidegger’s appropriation of themes from Aristotle’s discussion of phronesis. Section 9 begins the work of explaining how this model understands the features Section 1 identifies and Section 10 reveals other interpretive benefits that this model brings. Section 11 considers some objections that the model invites, before the final section returns to the concerns of Section 1 and to the notion of ‘a judgment of one’s own’.
1.
Five features of the authentic

A paper of this length cannot hope to provide a full account of Heidegger’s discussion of authenticity, and I will discuss some of its key concepts (such as das Man and temporality) briefly and others (such as anxiety, conscience and death) not at all. I will focus instead on five central and philosophically-intriguing features which Heidegger says the authentic possess and the inauthentic lack. (1) The authentic are ‘answerable [verantwortlich]’,
 (2) ‘accomplish selfhood’,
 and (3) are—in some sense—whole.
 So, for example, Heidegger describes inauthentic life as, in contrast, one of ‘dispersal’ and ‘disconnectedness’ (SZ 390, 371): ‘the inauthentic Being of Dasein’ is ‘als unganzes’—as ‘less than a whole’, or as Stambaugh puts it, ‘fragmentary’ (SZ 233). (4) The authentic manifest Entschlossenheit,
 which is naturally translated as ‘resolution’. But Heidegger also seems to draw on a more literal construal of this notion as a form of un-closedness—Ent-schlossenheit
—which points us to (5): the authentic person is open to the ‘“concrete Situation” [konkreten Situation] of action’, while the inauthentic ‘know[s] only the “general situation” [“allgemeine Lage”]’ (SZ 302, 300).

2.
The standpoint model


The first model we will consider understands authenticity as the owning of a standpoint. This model comes in a variety of forms, distinguished by different understandings of what it is to own a standpoint and what such a ‘standpoint’ is. The views I have in mind envisage authenticity as, for example, our appropriating a particular vocation or life-project,
 or a weddedness to particular roles, commitments or norms;
 it also finds expression in understandings of authenticity as the owning of a narrative or life-story. Gathering these views together under a single umbrella obscures differences between them. But I believe these are unimportant given our purposes here.

Consider, as a first example, a view expressed in John Haugeland’s early work, identifying the authentic person as someone who recognizes ‘tensions among [her] roles’ and ‘does something about them’ (Haugeland 2013: 14):
I find and root out an inconsistency in my overall self-understanding; instead of vacillating unwittingly between one ‘me’ and another, I become one of them (or perhaps a third) constantly and explicitly and thereby achieve a ‘truer’ self-understanding. ... The result is a critically realized, maximally self-constant ability to lead an individual cohesive, limited life: mine! (Haugeland 2013: 14–5).

Somogy Varga’s work expresses a comparable thought, in depicting ‘authenticity’ as our ‘integrating our lives by projects that we wholeheartedly endorse’ (Varga 2013: 7); and a similar story could be told in the idiom of norms: while the actions of the inauthentic are ruled by different norms as they move from one context to the next, the actions of the authentic are governed by a particular set of norms to which they are wedded, which they ‘own’. A narrative-based reading of authenticity could also be seen as at least overlapping with the standpoint model. According to the best known advocate of such a reading, Charles Guignon, while the inauthentic are ‘tumbling into the frenzy and preoccupations of day-to-day existence’, the authentic individual ‘lives each moment as part of the totality of life’, a ‘life-course’ characterised by ‘continuity and constancy’ (Guignon 2000: 89, 1992: 135). Such a reading instantiates the standpoint model to the extent to which—to extend the reading’s defining metaphor—we can follow in such a narrative an identifiable ‘character’: we see the authentic person’s life-story as a unified expression of ‘some set of personality traits, life-styles, roles, or attitudes’ that are ‘definitive of [her] identity’ (Guignon 1993: 225).

The standpoint model provides an understanding of what it is to have a judgment of one’s own: one does so by virtue of possessing a standpoint of one’s own which informs how one lives. It also provides natural prima facie readings of the features of the authentic that Section 1 identifies. The authentic person can be seen as whole in that her life is unified by being governed by the same norms, commitments, etc. These can be identified as her norms, commitments, etc. and hence she can be seen as resolute in acting on norms, commitments, etc. of her own. She can be held answerable for her actions in that she sees the same normative considerations as having force across contexts, whereas the inauthentic don’t and, hence, cannot be expected to regard an action performed in one context as having normative implications for—say, requiring consistency with—actions performed in others. The authentic can be seen as ‘accomplishing selfhood’ in that the norms, commitments, etc. to which she adheres embody a unified take on life; we see no such thing in the inauthentic whose actions consequently cannot be seen as emanating from some common ‘self’. She can also be seen as open to the ‘“concrete Situation” [konkreten Situation] of action’—and to exhibit Entschlossenheit in the more literal sense of un-closedness—in that she doesn’t simply endorse this standpoint in the abstract but instead actually brings it to bear in the many particular situations in which she finds herself, and perhaps in the face of socially-accepted, generally-endorsed norms that might press against that. Succumbing to the influence of the latter and thereby losing the wholeness described is, the standpoint model can propose, the inauthentic person’s being ‘dispersed’ into das Man—‘the They’ (SZ 390).

3.
The closure objection

But it has been argued that there is a further sense in which the standpoint model precisely deprives the authentic of ‘openness to the concrete’. Critics of narrativist versions of this model have argued that resolute adherence to a standpoint actually requires not Ent-schlossenheit but Geschlossenheit—closing oneself off from the situations in which one finds oneself.
For example, Tony Fisher sketches two figures. The first ‘makes sense of his situation by resolving upon a determinate self-conception in which that situation becomes narrativised’; such a person ‘appropriate[s] the situation to his life by projecting a life-gestalt in order to make sense of it’ (2010: 262-63). The second figure ‘allows his life to be appropriated for the sake of the situation’ (p. 263):

[He] interpret[s] the current situation in a non-identitarian and non-subsumptive way. Specifically, he is not driven to act according to the dictates of his narrative self-conception; rather, he exists for the sake of the situation itself. (p. 263)

It is the latter, Fisher claims, and ‘not the narrativist’, ‘whose stance is best described as resolute openness to what matters in the present moment’ (p. 263).

Steven Galt Crowell has offered similar thoughts, arguing that it would simply be ‘bad faith to imagine that … the rightness of my choice’ in a situation ‘could be grounded in some historically established, continuing selfhood’; I may choose to make ‘consistency [with] my old self … authoritative’; but to think that my life considered as a narrative whole ‘dictate[s] the “right” choice’ would be ‘to mask the autonomy of my choice with a fiction’ (Crowell 2004: 69, 68). Indeed since ‘my attunement to the world as I find it now’ can always bring demands that I can only meet ‘at the expense of my life’s narrative “integrity”’ (p. 69), we must sacrifice either that attunement or commitment to that integrity. Crowell concludes that the ‘unity the narrativist identifies with the ontological condition of selfhood captures only Dasein’s inauthentic understanding’ of its condition (p. 60).


Versions of this objection can be envisaged for other versions of the standpoint model. It seems easy to imagine situations where a norm, commitment, role, or life-project to which one is wedded seems out of kilter with what a situation one encounters strikes one as compellingly demanding. That very weddedness would then seem to obstruct one’s engagement with one’s situation; so we must sacrifice either that engagement or that weddedness. Nevertheless, I believe that this objection can be met, though the response I offer points to another problem that standpoint models face and—beyond that—to a second model of authenticity.
4.
A response


The closure objection is unsuccessful because it presupposes a dissociation between the individual and her standpoint that the model criticised could—and could be precisely intending to—question: to use Fisher’s terms, one isn’t ‘driven to act according to the dictates of [one’s] narrative self-conception’ (italics added) if—one might naturally suggest—the latter really is one’s own. If it is, ‘exist[ing] for the sake of the situation itself’ will simultaneously be acting in accord with that narrative’s ‘dictates’.

‘My attunement to the world as I find it now’ may indeed bring demands that I can only meet ‘at the expense of my life’s narrative “integrity”’; but that will mean that that integrity is an illusion, in which case—according to this understanding of the model—I will be inauthentic: there will be no such owned narrative. But if, on the other hand, the narrative in question is my narrative, then its ‘dictates’ will not be dictates in that they will capture my own experience of the situations I encounter: what it ‘dictates’ should be done is indeed what—when I scrutinize these situations—I see them as demanding to be done. Its being my story is its expressing how I experience each of my life’s episodes: it and my experience are attuned.

Other versions of the standpoint model could adopt a similar response: for example, norms that I own capture what does indeed seem most important to me about the situations I encounter. If I am open to my ‘concrete situation’, I run the risk that the demands of such a norm will not strike me as what that situation calls for, and my norm would then be ‘disconfirmed’, as I will put it below. The closure objection is that, according to the standpoint model, I would here be compelled to stick with my norm in order to remain authentic but at the expense of that openness. The response I have offered says instead: ‘Yes, the demands of one’s situation might clash with what one takes to be one’s norm, but it doesn’t happen where norms are actually owned.’ That is what it is—according to this construal of the model—for these norms to be my norms.

Accepting this response to the closure objection requires that one be happy to accept certain other requirements on the standpoint model. For example, according to this response, one’s standpoint is not something over which one has unfettered choice or that somehow resolves for one how one should act; nor is one’s experience of one’s situation mediated by reflective awareness of this standpoint. But it is not obvious that those are the only or best ways to understand the standpoint model,
 or that the interpretive benefits ascribed to it above require such an understanding: for example, the ‘answerability’ described above requires a life of continuity and constancy rather than that the agent already be reflectively aware of such continuity and constancy.
5.
Mismatched scenarios and intimations of a second model


This construal of the standpoint model certainly invites other objections but in what follows I will concentrate on one in particular, because it points, I think, in the direction of an interesting alternative model of authenticity.
The objection is that the above construal seems to reveal three possible scenarios and it is unclear how we are to align these with the two conditions that are authenticity and inauthenticity. The three scenarios are:

1. I do not pay attention to my concrete situation and do not run the risk of my supposed standpoint being disconfirmed.

2. I pay attention to the concrete and my standpoint is confirmed.

3. I pay attention to the concrete and my standpoint is disconfirmed.

How then should we describe these cases? The standpoint model as I have reconstructed it declares me authentic in (2): there I ‘own a standpoint’. But it seems to declare me inauthentic in both (1) and (3). (3) is the kind of case it most obviously classifies as one of inauthenticity: there I do not own a standpoint. But only if it classifies (1) as another case of inauthenticity will it escape the closure objection. This, however, is an odd outcome: there seems to be a profound divide between two ways of being inauthentic—(1) and (3)—a divide that doesn’t seem to find an echo in Heidegger’s discussion. My supposed ‘inauthenticity’ in (1) and that in (3) seem very different forms of failure indeed.


So how might we respond to this problem?
 I propose that we see here intimations of a second model of authenticity, the all-things-considered judgment model (hereafter, ATCJM). According to it, I am inauthentic only in (1) and authentic in both (2) and (3), being so by virtue of being open to my concrete situation. The intuition that drove the closure objection is that we are inauthentic if we are closed off from situations of action in all their concretion, in the many diverse ways they may call for us to act. If standpoint-ownership entails such closure then what those models depict as authenticity is, in fact, inauthenticity; in being open to the concrete, one must precisely risk the possibility that it may ‘shatter[] all one’s clinging to [Versteifung auf] whatever existence one has in each case attained’ (SZ 264): it may ‘scatter[] all homeliness’ (CT 12) and ‘the comfortableness of the accustomed’ (SZ 370-71)—our weddedness perhaps to particular norms, projects, or narratives. Section 4’s response to the closure objection is that such openness could be seen as a condition of true standpoint-ownership, with such ‘shattering’ failing to transpire being another such condition. But having two such conditions on authenticity generates the mismatched scenarios described here. The ATCJM proposes instead that we drop the second condition, move on from the standpoint model, and see the first alone—and ‘openness to the concrete’ as it envisages it—as what Heidegger calls ‘Eigentlichkeit’.
6.
On the multi-dimensionality of practical worthwhileness


A way of introducing this model is to address an apparent unfairness in my argument so far. I have implied that accounts such as Haugeland’s and Varga’s face the closure objection. Yet they are very much open to the possibility that one’s standpoint may be challenged by life events. Such events may expose ‘inconsistenc[ies] in my overall self-understanding’ (Haugeland, quoted above); and while Varga depicts authenticity as ‘about the integration of one’s life over time through projects one wholeheartedly endorses’ (2013: 83), he maintains that it ‘also entails the ability of being open to eventual changes’ (2011: 72); what he calls ‘existential choices’ (2011: 67) are precisely life episodes that issue in our committing to new ‘projects’.
But an intuition, upon which—I believe—the plausibility of the closure objection and the ATCJM rests, questions the assumption here that what such episodes call for—and if successfully negotiated should reveal—are new ‘projects one wholeheartedly endorses’. The intuition is—in the words of another important neo-Aristotelian—that ‘practical worthwhileness is multi-dimensional’ (McDowell 1998: 41): real human lives are subject to multiple norms interacting in complex ways, with some trumping others in some situations and being trumped in others by others. Such multi-dimensionality makes it ‘hardly plausible that a conception of how a human being should live could be fully captured in terms of … universal prohibitions’ (1998: 27 n. 9), or indeed prescriptions, or indeed wholeheartedly endorsed projects, norms or vocations. Instead it seems that we are subject to multiple, competing normative demands which we must weigh in each situation in which we find ourselves to establish which matters most here and now.
From this point of view, Varga is alive to something crucial when he insists on the need for ‘openness to change’ but wrong in thinking that what we should be open to is the replacement of one set of wholeheartedly endorsed ‘projects’ with another—a ‘reemplotment’ of one’s ‘life as a whole’, the ‘essential modification of … basic commitments’ (2013: 118). The lingering ‘closure’ in that requirement is its insistence on a neatness or simplicity out of kilter with the normative multi-dimensionality of actual human lives. In light of that, Haugeland’s proposal that ‘tensions among [one’s] roles’ indicates ‘inconsistency in [one’s] overall self-understanding’, and that ‘a “truer” self-understanding’ would ‘root out’ such tensions and ‘inconsistencies’, also seems an odd reaction—a philosopher’s reaction, it’s tempting to say—to the fact that our lives are always subject to a multiplicity of conflicting demands. According to the ATCJM, the difficulty—and the challenge of Eigentlichkeit—is not deciding which of these demands one should make one’s own and henceforth pursue—which of, say, one’s job, one’s family, one’s friends or one’s politics one ‘wholeheartedly care[s] about’ (Varga 2013: 116), such that the rejected objects of commitment should be expected never to outweigh that which is embraced (and, if they do, will call for ‘reemplotment’). Rather we face the ongoing and unending work of adjudicating between such demands in each situation in which we find ourselves, deciding which of these demands matters most here. If so, the ‘“truer” self-understanding’ one would reach by somehow cutting adrift all but one or two ‘basic commitments’ would be untrue to the character of real human lives.

7.
Eigentlichkeit as all-things-considered judgment
My argument in what follows is not that the ‘integration of one’s life over time’ upon which standpoint models focus play no part in our understanding of notions such as ‘answerability for one’s actions’ and indeed perhaps, on some construals, ‘authenticity’. But I do wish to explore the possibility that such a condition is not that upon which Heidegger is focused, and that instead the ‘openness to the concrete’ to which the closure objection and the normative multi-dimensionality intuition has led us might instead be what he calls ‘Eigentlichkeit’.

I propose that we can identify this latter ‘openness’ with subjecting one’s situation to an all-things-considered judgment. It may seem odd turning to such an expression here, as it is not one Heidegger himself uses. But neither does he talk of narratives, projects, vocations or commitments, and his few mentions of norms certainly don’t tie them to Eigentlichkeit.
 Commentators have turned to such notions, of course, because they feel that simply reusing Heidegger’s terms has not yielded for us a clear understanding of what is at stake in the discussions of his in question; and I share that view. I adopt my proposal for the sake of clarity—as it gives us a clear sense of what this otherwise rather esoteric ‘openness’ might be—and because it helps us see how such ‘openness’ connects to other features of Eigentlichkeit, as I will explain below.

The ATCJM understands Heidegger’s ‘openness to the concrete situation’ as a responsiveness not just to the particular aspect of my situation that would strike a holder of office a, the pursuer of goal b, the adherent of norm c or project d, but instead a responsiveness to all of those aspects at once and to the need to adjudicate between them. I am capable of such responsiveness—and indeed it is demanded of me if am not to be ‘closed’ to the normative multi-dimensionality of my life—precisely because I may be not only the holder of office a, but also the pursuer of b, as well as the adherent of c and of d. Through all-things-considered judgment, I make of my situation a whole and I act as a whole.
But where can we see a concern with the notion of—if not the very expression—‘all-things-considered judgment’ in Heidegger’s work? I argue below that such a concern provides an understanding of the key features of the authentic that Section 1 identified. But we see such a concern closest to the surface, I think, in two contexts: one is his discussion of ‘guilt’, which Section 10 examines, and the other is his reading of perhaps the most important discussion of all-things-considered judgment in the history of philosophy, Aristotle’s discussion of phronesis, the setting in which—significantly—Heidegger’s notion of the ‘concrete situation’ first emerges.

8.
All-things-considered judgment and phronesis
Heidegger discusses phronesis at length at crucial junctures in the development of his concept of Eigentlichkeit. I have argued elsewhere that central themes in his discussion of that concept emerge in his lectures of 1920-21 on St Paul and St Augustine.
 But the first point at which many of those themes are spelt out in an explicitly non-theological manner is 1922’s ‘Phenomenological Interpretations in Connection with Aristotle’. There we find reflections on death, falling, das Man, publicness, averageness, absorption, curiosity, etc., but also an extended discussion of phronesis (see PICA 129-30 and 134-36). Other key documents in the development of Heidegger’s account of Eigentlichkeit are CT and CTR, and the writing of those coincides with further extended discussions of phronesis in BCAP (see pp. 111-15, 123-30, 169) and, at greatest length, in PS (see pp. 33-41, 93-120).

Phronesis guides action in the light of an understanding not of particular goals—of ‘what sorts of things promote health or strength, for instance’—but of ‘the good life in general’ (Aristotle 1984: 6.2 1139 b1-4, 6.5 1140a 25-31). In Heidegger’s words, the phronimos acts not ‘in relation to particular advantages … which promote Dasein in a particular regard’ but with regard to how Dasein should act ‘as such and as a whole’ (PS 34). In the terms I have offered, such action is performed not merely to meet the requirements associated with occupying particular roles or to achieve particular purposes, but instead because it is judged best all things considered. ‘[T]he task’ of phronesis is to ‘uncover … the concrete situation’ (PS 102), one’s situation in all its many aspects—its relevance to the many offices, goals, and other ‘advantages’ that make up our multi-dimensional lives. Thereby phronesis ‘disclos[es] the concrete individual possibilities of the Being of Dasein’—the many courses of action that its situation makes available—with a view to uncovering ‘what is best among th[ose] possible actions’ (PS 96, 95).

The phronimos ‘act[s] in the full situation within which [she] act[s]’, in light of ‘the situation in the largest sense’ (PS 101). This requires attention to that situation as the particular situation that it is—the ‘beholding of a this-here-now [das Erblicken des Diesmaligen]’—as each such ‘situation is in every case different’ (PS 112, 101). Rather than assimilate that situation to some ‘general situation’—an ‘allgemeine Lage’—the phronimos must consider the distinctive combination of demands that each situation raises, as a demand that was most important in one may not be in the next: in each concrete situation, ‘[t]he circumstances, the givens, the times, and the people vary’ (PS 101). For the same reason, ‘action, in its very sense, is in each case different … according to circumstances, time, people’; it ‘require[s] a decision at every new moment’ (PS 120)—Entschluss in each Augenblick, as key terms set to work in Heidegger’s discussion of authenticity emerge. Acting thus ‘cannot at all be taken for granted’ because it requires ‘constant struggle against a tendency to concealment residing at the heart of Dasein’, a ‘tendency to be concerned’—not with the best possible action available but—‘with things of minor importance [nebensächliche Dinge]’, to be ‘a slave of circumstances and of everyday importunities’ (PS 36-37, 89). Similarly, Being and Time will characterise the inauthentic person as ‘understand[ing] himself in terms of those very closest events and be-fallings which he encounters … and which thrust themselves upon him’, ‘abandoning [him]self to whatever the day may bring’ (SZ 410, 345).

But what of ‘answerability’, ‘selfhood’, and so forth? Only through phronesis, Heidegger insists, does a person truly 'act from out of himself’ (BCAP 123)—become ‘an origin of action’ (Aristotle 1984: 6.2 1139b5): only in phronesis do we see ‘the bursting forth of the acting person as such’ (PS 103). So, for example, Heidegger asks what it takes for ‘[us] as hearers [to] take [a] speaker to be himself bearing witness to the matter that he represents’—to judge ‘that the speaker speaks for the matter with his person [mit seiner Person]’; Heidegger answers by noting that ‘the speaker who does not seriously present himself in what he says’ may ‘recommend something as profitable’—as what is called for if we are to pursue some ‘particular advantage’—but he ‘does not bring himself to say what is best’ (BCAP 112). That is what it takes to bear witness oneself, to express oneself.
Or so Heidegger says. But why think that? To clarify why, the next section will identify senses in which the Eigentlich—understood through the ATCJM—are indeed whole, answerable for their actions, and ‘accomplish selfhood’.
9.
Answerability, selfhood and wholeness
It will help to introduce some terms. When we act in light of our ‘situation in the largest sense’—with a view not merely to a ‘particular advantage’ but to simply ‘what is best’—we act, as Aristotle puts it, for the sake of an ‘unqualified end’ (Aristotle 1984: 6.2 1139 b1-4). Following his lead, I will call judgments of the following form ‘qualified’—and for short, ‘Q’—‘judgments’,
(Q) From the point of view of someone pursuing goal w or an occupant of role x, what ought to be done here is y.

whereas judgments of the following form I will call ‘ATC judgments’,
(ATC) All things considered, what ought to be done here is y.
 


To return to Heidegger’s questions above, when do I myself bear witness? When do I speak for a matter with my person? More idiomatically perhaps, when do I speak for myself? In response to my expressing a Q judgment, I can be asked ‘Yes, but what do you think ought to be done?’ The same question does not seem to make sense, however, when made in response to my expression of an ATC judgment. Rather, there would seem to be something akin to Moore’s paradox in my following up the expression of an ATC judgment with ‘… though I think that what ought to be done is z.’ A judgment falling short of being ATC is one that does not take into account—is not true to, one might say—some of what I think or value; hence, room remains for an additional clause endorsing z in light of some such further thought or valuation of mine. There is no such room with an ATC judgment, in which, hence, I express myself in a way that I do not in judgments short of ATC.
We see this in the role that the notion of ATC judgment plays in, for example, the philosophical literature on self-control and what it is to lack it. The lack given ‘pride of place in th[at] literature’ is ‘uncompelled intentional action that, as the agent recognizes, is contrary to a decisive better judgment that he consciously holds’ (Mele 1995: 16), with such a judgment understood as one ‘based on … a consideration of the totality of the agent’s pertinent beliefs and values’, an ‘all things considered’ judgment (Mele 1998: 6, 5). There is no puzzle in uncompelled intentional action that the agent recognizes is contrary to a judgment that he makes only on the basis of some of his pertinent beliefs and values, as such a judgment may obviously be trumped by others that the agent makes that take in those beliefs and values and more. We only see the puzzle that inspires this literature—that of a lack of self-control—when the agent acts contrary to a judgment of his based on consideration of ‘the totality of [his] pertinent beliefs and values’. Without that, he has yet to arrive at—to have accomplished—what one might call ‘his own judgment’.
Making ATC judgments is also plausibly seen as a condition of answerability. If I make Q judgments, I do not yet take a stand on what I think ought to be done but only on what one ought to do if one pursues goal w or occupies role x. But if I make an ATC judgment, then there is no such qualification: instead this expresses what I think should be done. (As indicated above, when I have brought myself to say what is best, I cannot now be asked ‘Yes, but what do you think?’) It might be objected that one makes oneself ‘answerable’ also when one makes a Q judgment: even if I am only ‘recommend[ing] something as profitable’—and even only to myself—I may do so culpably by doing so inaccurately, carelessly, imprudently, etc.
 But one way in which the making of ATC judgments is distinctive is that it has immediate consequences for how others can expect me to act. Having made an ATC judgment, there will be a manifest incongruity for which I can reasonably be held accountable if I fail to perform the act for which that judgment calls; whereas the call on me to perform the act for which a Q judgment of mine calls is mediated precisely in that all things considered I may not believe that act best. What sets in place determinate implications for how I can be expected to act is the latter ATC judgment.

The ATCJM also clearly offers a reading of the proposal that the authentic person is distinctively whole: she pulls together in an overall judgment of her situation all the demands that it makes upon her. Rather than act merely as a lecturer, a wife, a socialist, etc., she condenses herself, one might say, into a unified overall outlook on her situation, which can be identified not with the view of a lecturer, a wife, a socialist, etc., but with her outlook. The person is these many different things—like the situations in which we find ourselves, we too are concrete, multi-dimensional particulars—and each brings its own obligations: hence, as we read in BCAP, ‘[f]or our being, characterised by particularity, no unique and absolute norm can be given’ (BCAP 126). Instead—this being an equally fundamental fact about our concrete particularity, our finite individuality— when we act we must take a position on these many obligations, collapsing this multiplicity in a unified judgment of what matters most. Failing to do so would leave me, in a recognizable sense, ‘fragmented’: I fail to—so to speak—pull myself together.
10.
Guilt and das Man
As I have indicated, providing a full account of Heidegger’s discussion of authenticity on the basis of the ATCJM’s reading is something I cannot hope to do here. But I will attempt to demonstrate briefly this reading’s potential fruitfulness by extending it to two further key notions in that discussion.

Heidegger explains his notion of ‘absolute guilt’ by reference to what he calls two ‘nullities’, though I will only concern myself here with one,
 according to which, Dasein, which ‘always stands in one possibility or another’, ‘constantly is not’—and has ‘waived’—‘other possibilities’: ‘[f]reedom’, Heidegger states, ‘is only in the choice of one possibility—that is, in tolerating one’s not having chosen the others and one’s not being able to choose them’ (SZ 285).
 But to tolerate something is not to ignore it or to allow oneself not to recognize its existence. In WDR, we read:

Every action is at the same time something marked by guilt. For the possibilities of action are limited in comparison with the demands of conscience, so that every action that is successfully carried out produces conflicts. To choose self-responsibility, then, is to become guilty in an absolute sense. Insofar as I am at all, I become guilty whenever I act in any sense. (WDR 169)

This passage picks up two central notions of the ATCJM: the pluralist intuition that our lives are normatively multi-dimensional and the need, nonetheless, to resolve that plurality into a unity in the moment of action. ‘Every action is … marked by guilt’—‘not in the sense that [the agent] commits this or that blunder’ (HCT 319)—but because, for us as finite creatures, the ‘demands of conscience’ outstrip ‘the possibilities of action’: in any action, we leave some of the demands that our situation places upon us unmet.
 A similar selection is also ‘made’, of course, when we choose not to act—so ‘[i]nsofar as I am at all’. But when authentic, Dasein answers a ‘summons’ ‘to its ownmost Being-guilty’ (SZ 269): it responds to the need for such an assessment of what overall is most important in each situation it encounters, for Entschluss in every Augenblick—the need, I am suggesting, for ATC judgment.

Heidegger identifies the answering of this summons not only with answerability—Verantwortlichkeit—but also with ‘choos[ing] self-responsibility’—Selbstverantwortung (WDR 169); and the ATCJM suggests a not-implausible account of what shirking such responsibility might look like, an unwillingness to decide in which das Man plays a key role—though one I can here only sketch—in the form of a background sense of what one generally does, wants and values.
So, for example, rather than listen to my wife’s worries or help my son resolve an argument with his friend, I sit down to mark essays and on the grounds—when challenged—that ‘I’ve got to do my job!’ But I do not see or present myself as a locus of decision here: ‘I’ve got to do my job!’ and, of course, I do have to do my job. On a superficial level, I am beyond reproach: I am acting in line with a norm that is generally accepted in my society, by my family and by myself. But in fact I am seeking here to be ‘relieve[d]’—‘disburdened’—‘of [my] choice, [my] formation of judgments, and [my] estimation of values’ (HCT 247) by—so to speak—dispersing the decision that my action expresses across my mere Q judgment—‘In order to do my job, I need to do my marking.’—and the background general acceptance that one indeed ought to do one’s job.
But my society, of course, generally accepts many norms, including that one ought to take care of one’s family. Das Man is not a unified agent that might decide which of these many norms matters most here: instead ‘das Man … is the nobody [das Niemand]’ (SZ 128) and its ‘voice’ is ‘Lärm’—hubbub—a clamour ‘of manifold ambiguity’ (SZ 271). So in my inattention to my situation’s multi-dimensional demands, and my attention to only one of the multitude of obligations that we all generally agree we should meet, I resist the need to resolve those many demands/obligations into an ATC judgment. I resist that judgment’s attendant forms of ‘guilt’, and instead embrace the role of ‘a slave of circumstances and of everyday importunities’, of the ‘closest events and be-fallings which … thrust themselves upon’ me. As Heidegger observes in other early lectures on Aristotle, in such a case, rather than ‘gaze directly and concernfully at life’, I ‘take easy refuge in some pressing mundane task or other’, in ‘the supposedly indispensable resolution of that task’: thereby, I strive to ‘miss … life in an “authentic” way’ (PIA 92).
11.
Some objections 
Clearly much more remains to be said interpretively and philosophically—both about topics I have addressed here and topics I have not—and in other work I have attempted to do so, addressing, for example, how the ATCJM fits with Heidegger’s accounts of anxiety, conscience and death, and with the broader project of Being and Time.
 But I will comment here—though only very briefly—on a couple of worries that the ATCJM invites.

First, isn’t the standpoint model clearly better equipped to explain why authenticity and inauthenticity embody distinct forms of temporality and, in particular, authenticity’s being a form of ‘constancy [Ständigkeit]’?
 To sound no more than a cautionary note about this supposed superiority, I would direct the reader back to the discussion of phronesis in BCAP, where we find a reflection on the sense in which ‘human life’ can ‘be constant’ (BCAP 128). What Heidegger stresses there is that ‘Dasein requires ever new and constantly repeated appropriation’, ‘being-resolved at every moment, and … the appropriating of every moment’; he identifies this with ‘repetition [Wiederholung]’, but insists that this is ‘holding-oneself-open [Sichfreihalten]’, ‘acting anew in every moment on the basis of the corresponding decision [entsprechenden Entschluss]’, a feat requiring our repeatedly ‘seiz[ing] the moment as a whole’ (BCAP 128, 129). A closer consideration of the corresponding passages in Being and Time also fails, I believe, to point to the kind of ‘constancy’ that the standpoint model highlights and instead points us to further aspects of what judgment ATC is. But demonstrating that must wait for another day.
Another worry is: doesn’t talk of ‘judgment’ and ‘consideration’ inevitably over-intellectualise authenticity? Key to a response here, I think, is our not over-intellectualising the feat of ATC judgment either, a topic I discuss elsewhere.
 But this may prompt the thought that the ATCJM’s explanation of authenticity is a case of obscurum per obscurius. For example, what, in Ruth Chang’s terms, ‘sustain[s]’ such judgments (2004a: 2)? An all-encompassing background of some sort that allows ‘all things’ to be ‘put on the same normative page’ (Chang 2004b: 119)? Isn’t that ‘the Good’, and a fundamentally anti-pluralist postulate? Though in as much as ‘the Good’ is not simply a mystery or a myth, wasn’t ‘[t]he point of the metaphor’ of that Form ‘the colossal difficulty’ (McDowell 1998: 72-3) of thinking not merely of ‘particular advantages’ but of ‘the good life in general’? Is there, for example, a decision procedure here? And if not, must we—in David McNaughton’s words—‘blankly “intuit” what to do … or else make an arbitrary judgment’ (1996: 446)? Or might that inference not instead presuppose too crude a conception of rationality? The absence of a decision procedure is surely part of what makes the evasion of responsibility described at the end of Section 10 viable as an evasion: it exploits the fact that such decisions are not in that way straightforward. But it is plausibly still a failure to think properly about—to be genuinely ‘open to’—one’s situation, a failure to exercise—in McNaughton’s words—‘discernment, sensitivity and judgment’ (ibid.).

One fact of which we certainly must not lose sight here is that the intelligibility of ATC judgment is very widely taken for granted. We do feel that we can intelligibly say to someone ‘Yes, I know that you think that as a holder of office x you should do y, but what do you yourself think ought to be done ATC?’ We have seen how ATC judgment is presupposed in, for example, discussions of self-control, and there would seem to be a broader consensus, as Chang puts it, that ATC judgments are ‘[o]ne of the most common judgments of normative life’ (2004a: 1). (Even if Heidegger would have us believe that they may not be quite as common as we may think!) It has also been a concern of this paper to argue that advocates of the standpoint model must embrace this notion too if they hope to escape the closure objection. So if Heidegger’s outlook does presuppose happy resolutions to worries over the intelligibility of ATC judgment, he is in good—or at least a large—company.

12.
On resolution as openness to the concrete, and a judgment of one’s own


But I wish to end by returning to the notion of ‘resolution’ and the distinctive understanding of what it is to have a judgment of one’s own that the ATCJM offers. One might think of such a judgment as—so to speak—on the same level as, and as a rival to, considerations that Q judgments express: there is what ought to be done to achieve goal w, what ought to be done to be a good occupant of role x, and then there is what I think ought to be done—and I listen inwardly to hear my own contribution to this clamour. Such a picture leads, of course, to familiar problems: on what basis do I make this judgment if not considerations of the sort that these other Q judgments express? If not those, what can my judgment be other than some remarkable, eccentric care or, to echo Iris Murdoch’s critique of existentialism, the ‘wild leap[ing]’ of a ‘substanceless will’—a ‘giddy empty will’? (1970: 27, 16, 36).

Standpoint models address this problem by identifying one’s own judgment with one’s commitment to some goal or role, to one or other voice within that clamour. But that seems to presuppose a normative simplicity that is simply untrue to human life. According to the ATCJM, my voice is not one more in the clamour. Instead my judgment is of the clamour as a whole, taking in the many considerations that these many Q judgments express and assessing what overall should be done. Such self-expression is not then listening to some personal inner voice but looking at one’s situation as a whole.

Here lies the ATCJM’s understanding of why—in exhibiting ‘resolution’—the authentic exhibit it in the two senses that Heidegger seems to wish to evoke in using the term, ‘Entschlossenheit’: the authentic person is resolute in being true to her own judgment—she deploys her capacity to judge for herself—but her doing so is her being open to her concrete situation, judging her situation ATC. We might hear echoes here of Gareth Evans’ notion of ‘transparency’.
 Just as ‘I get myself in a position to answer the question whether I believe that p by putting into operation whatever procedure I have for answering the question whether p’ (Evans 1982: 225), I determine my judgment of how to act not by hearkening to some further, inner voice but by considering what overall my situation calls for.
 One might also be reminded of Wittgenstein’s identification of ‘the metaphysical subject’—which he distinguishes from ‘the human soul of which psychology treats’—with ‘the limit—not a part of the world’ (1922: 5.641). I arrive at a judgment of my own not, say, by looking within to find my strongest desire, but instead accomplish it by making a whole of the multiple demands of my ‘situation in the largest sense’ in bringing myself to say what is best.
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� Cf. PICA 122 and SZ 42-43. References to works by Heidegger use acronyms given in the bibliography, followed by page numbers. References to Being and Time use the pagination of the German original (SZ), given in both available English translations.


� McManus 2015b argues that this notion is key to understanding Heidegger’s discussion of authentic Being-towards-death. But I set that theme aside here.


� See, e.g. SZ 127 and 288.


� See, e.g. SZ 268 and 294.


� See, e.g. SZ 233 and 235.


� See, e.g. SZ 297 and 299.


� OWA 192 makes this etymological play explicit: ‘The resoluteness intended in Being and Time is … the opening up of human being, … to the openness of Being.’ These two construals of Entschlossenheit are often felt to be in tension: see, e.g., Davis 2007 and the closure objection below.


� See, e.g., Crowe 2006 (pp. 10 and 188) and Flynn 2006 (pp. 122-23) respectively.


� The ‘owning of norms’ is an important theme in the work of Steven Galt Crowell (see, e.g., his 2013) and in Kukla 2002.


� I have myself defended versions of the standpoint model in McManus 2015a and forthcoming-a.


� Indeed this reconstrual of the standpoint model not only eschews an implausible decisionism or voluntarism about one’s fundamental norms, commitments, etc., it also avoids perhaps the best known criticism of Guignon’s view, Taylor Carman’s insistence that ‘the kind of interpretive or biographical distance necessary for comprehending an adequate global narrative of a life is structurally unavailable to me as the one whose being is at issue in the interpretation’ (2003: 272-73).


� One response I won’t explore turns to Heidegger’s very few though infamous allusions to an ‘undifferentiated mode’ seemingly alongside authenticity and inauthenticity. (See, e.g., SZ 43 and 232.) I know of no positive reason in support of identifying this with (1) or (3), the root problem being that Heidegger says so very little about this third ‘mode’.


� See SZ 248 and 288.


� See PICA 134. PICA is also the first context in which Heidegger experiments with a contrast of ‘Lage’ with ‘Situation’, the latter revealed only ‘in concrete concern at a particular time’ (PICA 118).


� See McManus 2015b.


� My claim is not that Heidegger carries over into his thought all that Aristotle thought. As befits my present purposes, I also focus here principally on Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle rather than the latter’s own thought. There is, of course, a significant literature on Heidegger’s debts to Aristotle and to the notion of phronesis in particular. (For references, see n. 47 of McManus forthcoming-a.) But I confine my attention here to developing my own reading of the latter debts.


� A possible objection to the ATCJM is: Heidegger claims that the inauthentic ‘know only a “general situation”’, but isn’t it precisely those who judge ATC who take a ‘general’ view, rather than adopting the particular perspective of office a or pursuit of goal b? The above discussion’s response lies in its reading this concrete/general distinction as marking the difference between considering how my situation calls for action from me here and now in its multi-dimensional particularity, and considering it merely as instantiating, and subsumable under, some general requirement—how it calls for action from anyone who happens to be an occupant of a (or a pursuer of b, etc.).


� I diverge here from Donald Davidson’s view that even ATC judgments are ‘qualified’ or, in his terms, ‘prima facie’ or ‘relational’ (1970: 39): not to goal w or role x but still to all things considered. There are complex issues here, the complexity of which stem from the complex relation between my concerns and Davidson’s: for example, my principal concern is what it takes for a judgment of what should be done to be my judgment and much more would need to be said to explain how that concern maps on to Davidson’s (in his 1970, principally with weakness of the will). Davidson is, of course, right to distinguish ATC judgments from what he calls ‘unconditional judgments’; and that is why I talk below of ‘something akin to Moore’s paradox’: only with a Davidsonian ‘unconditional judgment’ would one get that paradox full-blown. Nonetheless, it is interesting from my point of view that Davidson too sees a form of alienation or self-estrangement in the failure to move on from an ATC judgment to a corresponding unconditional judgment and the action corresponding to that: such an ‘actor cannot understand himself’, ‘recogniz[ing], in his own intentional behaviour, something essentially surd’ (Davidson 1970: 42).


� For pertinent reflections, see Smith 2015.


� The other is important because it suggests a response to the worry that the very notion of ATC judgment faces a version of the so-called ‘frame problem’. But I set that concern aside here.


� The roots of this notion too lie in Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle. Cf., e.g., BCAP 185.


� In light of Heidegger’s understanding of emotion, this also entails that, in acting authentically, one may do so with distinctly mixed feelings. This strikes me as a further respect in which the ATCJM is truer to our normatively multi-dimensional lives than the SM is, with its restriction of authentic action to that based on ‘wholehearted cares’ (see Varga 2013: 116, quoted above); it also offers a perspective on the objection, that the following section mentions, that the ATCJM over-intellectualises authenticity. Heidegger sees emotion as indicative of, and as normally tracking, our recognition of ‘demands of conscience’: it represents ‘a primordial kind of Being for Dasein’, which ‘outline[s]’ how it, as Being-in-the-world, has ‘already submitted itself to having entities within-the-world “matter” to it’ (SZ 137). (For similar thoughts, see Rorty 1980 and de Sousa 1987.) The moral of Heidegger’s discussion of ‘guilt’ would seem to be that such entities matter in multi-dimensional ways; and the challenge of authenticity, which the ATCJM understands as requiring openness to this multiplicity, is then to be open to the full range of emotions that my situation elicits from me: it is to acknowledge the complex ways in which my situation matters to me, and that is to be open to the multiple and often conflicting ways it touches me and moves me, whether I wish to acknowledge that or not. I discuss this further in McManus forthcoming-b.





� See, e.g., McManus 2015b and 2015c.


� See SZ 308, 321-22, 328, 332, 336, 337, and 410.


� See n. 22. This issue also has a bearing on the role of deliberation and perception in phronesis, and Blattner’s argument against its identification with authenticity in Blattner 2013. (Cf. Finnigan 2015.)


� Heidegger may also be better placed than others to access such resolutions: see n. 20.


� Interestingly, talk of ‘transparency’ suffuses Heidegger’s discussions of phronesis. Cf. PS 35, 37, 39, 93, 98, 104 and PICA 118.


� Quite what the relationship is here is a complicated matter, as if—for example—the ATCJM’s topic is a case of the phenomenon that Evans’ proposal seeks to capture, it is very much a special case. Some might see it as a more plausible case than others to which that proposal has been taken to apply: I have in mind the objection that Evans’ proposal gives a good account of our making our minds up about a matter but not of our knowledge of a belief that we already hold about it (see, e.g., Shah and Velleman 2005). But doubts have been raised about this objection (see, e.g., Martin 1998: 114); and I won’t attempt to address these broader questions here.
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