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For all that Heidegger says concerning authentic Dasein, there remains the question of 

whether  authenticity  is  possible  while  Being-in-the-World.  While  Heidegger  implies  that 

authenticity  is  possible,  he  neglects  to  describe  how  Dasein  becomes  authentic.  As  Randall 

Havas observes, one of the shortcomings of Heidegger’s interpretation of authenticity is that “it 

treats authenticity as a matter of form, not content.”1 However, and in Heidegger’s defense, there 

are many reasons for this. The first is that Heidegger does not want to formulate a prescriptive 

analysis  of  authentic  Dasein.  That  is,  in  describing  how  Dasein  becomes  authentic,  that 

description runs the risk of slipping into prescriptive valuations;  that Dasein  ought or  should 

become  authentic.  Moreover,  for  Heidegger,  “since  there  is  no  one  thing  that  counts  as 

individuality, the distinction between authenticity and inauthenticity is not meant to supply that 

sort  of information.”2 Therefore,  Heidegger avoids commenting on specific  authentic  content 

since it could be tantamount to proposing prescriptive attributes.

 The second is that Heidegger wants to avoid any formulation constructed from a subject-

object  dichotomy.  This  formulation  would imply a categorical  understanding of  Dasein,  and 

ontology as a whole, that runs contrary to Heidegger’s existential analytic. Namely, that subject-

object  understanding  of  Dasein  as  Being-With-Others  would  imply  that  Dasein  is  “set  apart 

from,”  “outside  of,”  or  is  constitutively  distinct  from  das  Man  (also  referred  to  as  “They,” 

respectively) which, for Heidegger, is not an existential characteristic of Being-In-The-World. 

While Heidegger seems to prefer Dasein’s authenticity, this condition is not claimed outright by 

Heidegger. In this sense, authentic or inauthentic Dasein can be understood as an ‘indifferent’ 

preference for Heidegger since he wanted to approach the existential analytic uncontaminated by 

preferences.  These reasons offer an understanding to the confusion concerning the possibilities 

of authentic Dasein’s Being-in. 

While  keeping  in  mind  Heidegger’s  existential  analytic  and ontological  analysis,  this 

essay will examine the possibilities of authentic Dasein. The aim is to answer whether or not 

authenticity  is  possible  since,  along  with  Theodor  Adorno,  I  hold  the  view  that,  regarding 

Heidegger’s  understanding  of  authenticity,  “there  is  unquestioned  agreement  about  the 

1 Richard Havas. “The Significance of Authenticity” in Heidegger, Authenticity, and Modernity Jeff Malpas and 
Mark A. Wrathall eds. (Cambridge, Mass. MIT Press. 2000), 40.

2 Havas, “The Significance of Authenticity”, 41.
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undiscussed core of all this.”3 That is, there are some issues regarding authenticity – such as 

authentic content – that are not thoroughly addressed by Heidegger in Being and Time.  

In so doing, I will remain with Heidegger’s Being and Time while, at the same time, refer 

to other philosophical texts that address the authenticity problem. Therefore, I will examine some 

of the possibilities of Dasein’s authenticity and within Heidegger’s ontological framework.      

Heidegger and Authenticity

In  Being  and  Time,  Heidegger  describes  two  seemingly  contradictory  accounts  of 

Dasein’s Authentic Being-one’s-Self. In the first instance, Heidegger states, “Authentic Being-

one’s-Self does not rest upon an exceptional condition of the subject, a condition that has been 

detached from the “they”; it is rather an existentiell modification of the “they” – of the “they” 

as an essential existential.” (SZ 130)4 In other words, authentic Being-one’s-Self does not exit in 

a  oppositional  or  binary  relationship  to  das  Man as  subject-object  –  as  a  distinct  mode  of 

existence set apart the from the world. It is a personal modification of Dasein’s understanding of 

its own existence as Being-with das Man. This implies that Dasein is not authentic prior to das 

Man.  Taylor  Carmen  supports  this  implication  by stating,  “Getting  lost  in  das  Man […] is 

something  that  happens  by  itself,  involuntarily,  by  default.”5 Moreover,  Carmen  claims, 

“Heidegger  does  not  conceive  of  Dasein  as  having  freely chosen  its  inauthenticity  from the 

outset, but having fallen into it.”6 In this view, Dasein is “thrown’ into the world already “fallen” 

as unowned disclosedness.      

However, this is a contentious issue given that, in the second instance, Heidegger claims, 

“Dasein is  not itself  but  is  lost  in  the they-self,  which is  an existentiell  modification  of the 

authentic  Self.”  (SZ 318)7 In  this  case,  the  they-self  is  a  modification  of  Dasein’s  personal 

understanding of its own existence. This implies that Dasein understands authenticity prior to 

das Man since there must be an Authentic Self that exists prior to its existentielle modification. 

So, the problem of understanding the possibility of authenticity rests upon whether Dasein is 

3 Theodor Adorno. The Jargon of Authenticity (New York: Routledge Classics. 2003),  40.

4 Martin Heidegger. Being and Time John MacQuarrie and Edward Robinson eds trans. (San  Francisco: Harper 
Collins. 1962),  168.
5 Taylor Carman. “Must We Be Inauthentic?” in Heidegger, Authenticity, and Modernity Jeff Malpas and Mark A. 
Wrathall eds. (Cambridge, Mass. MIT Press. 2000), 15.

6 Taylor Carman, “Must We Be Inauthentic?”,  23.

7 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, 365.
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either:  1)  “thrown”  into  Being-in-the-World  already  inauthentic;  requiring  a  creation-by-

modification so as to become Authentically Being-one’s-Self or; 2) “thrown” into Being-in-the-

World already authentic and, thus, gets lost in das Man; requiring a retrieval, resoluteness, or re-

appropriation of Authentic Being-one’s-Self. 

This  is  problematic  since,  to  understand  “what  it  takes”  to  become  authentic,  it  is 

contingent  upon  whether  Dasein  was  once  authentic  or  not.  If  Dasein  once  understood 

authenticity prior to  das Man, then the potentiality-for-Being authentic is merely a retrieval of 

authentic selfhood. If Dasein was not authentic prior to das Man, then the dynamic of becoming 

authentically  Being-one’s-Self  requires  an  existentielle  modification  of  das  Man.  Any 

clarification  on  this  matter  would  lead  to  a  more  concrete  answer  to  the  question  of  the 

possibility of Authenticity. What is clear, however, in Heidegger’s view is Dasein is already lost  

in das Man or becomes lost in das Man. In either case, Dasein is lost or is absorbed into the 

“they” and must resolve, retrieve, or find its way from das Man in order to be authentically one’s 

Self; but, how?

Constitutive Modes of Dasein’s Authenticity and Inauthenticity

If  Dasein is  already absorbed and lost  in  das Man regardless of whether Dasein was 

thrown  into  Being-in-the-world  authentic  or  inauthentic,  then  Dasein’s  ability  to  become 

Authentic must be centered in Dasein’s potentiality-for-Being. To be clear, it must be noted that 

Heidegger’s understanding of the idea of potentiality-for-Being contains three aspects. He states, 

“potentiality-for-Being, as one which is in each case mine, is free either for authenticity or for 

inauthenticity or for a mode in which neither of these has been differentiated.” (SZ 232)8  But, to 

explore  this  potentiality-for-Being  requires  that  we  must  begin  with  the  modes  of  Dasein’s 

disclosedness. Since these modes and ways of existing are manifold – authentic, inauthentic, or 

modally  undifferentiated  –  I  will  explore  the  existential  analysis  of  the  modes  of  Dasein’s 

potentialities-for-Being  in  relation  to  authentic  and inauthentic  Being-with  and Being-in-the-

World. These modes, as explained by Professor Leon Rosenstein are: 1) Owned; 2) Unowned; 3) 

Disowned and; 4) Modally Undifferentiated.9

8 Ibid., 275.

9 With permission of Professor Leon Rosenstein Ph.D. at San Diego State University, I have used his formulation of 
the four modes of authentic and inauthentic Dasein to explicate the nature of each mode in relation to Being-in-the-
World. Moreover, John Haugeland in his work “Truth and Finitude: Heidegger’s Transcendental 
Existentialism”explains “owned” and “unowned” Dasein. However, Haugeland limits his analysis to these two 
modes. Thus, Dr. Rosenstein’s formulation extends into the “Disowned” and “MU” modes, though both Dr. 
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Owned Dasein is what John Haugeland refers to as owned disclosedness or resoluteness 

as Dasein’s distinctive possibility which is universal.10 Namely,  that  “Dasein in each case is 

(respectively) ‘mine.’”11 In this case, ownedness is Dasein’s disclosed and resolute possession of 

its Being and, hence, authentic Dasein.  

Unowned Dasein is “the default.”12 Dasein is in the first place and usually unowned.13 In 

other  words,  Unowned  Dasein  is  fallen Dasein  that  is  unaware  of  its  Being  since  its 

disclosedness is situated in publicness and has yet to take possession of it.14 Clearly, this means 

that unowned Dasein is inauthentic. 

Disowned Dasein is that which Dasein, once authentic, falls back into das Man by its 

own choosing. This means that disowned Dasein inauthentically ‘turns away’ or ‘flees’ in the 

face of itself. 15 While this implies that disowned Dasein chose for itself from its ownmost Being 

to fall back into das Man (meaning the choice was at first authentic), it nonetheless indicates 

Dasein’s choosing to relinquish its ownmost potentiality-for-Being and futurity to the average 

everyday publicness of das Man. Hence, disowned Dasein, while at one time authentic, retreats 

into inauthenticity.

Modally Undifferentiated (hereafter referred to as MU) Dasein is aware of its Being but, 

in its indifference to authenticity or inauthenticity, has yet to ‘own’ itself in its ownmost Being. 

This is distinct form unowned Dasein insofar as MU Dasein; 1) understands its ownmost Being, 

although not  owned,  but  is  ‘indifferent’  to  authentic  and inauthentic  modes  of Being-in-the-

World  and;  2)  chooses  for  itself  not  to  choose in  its  indifference  toward  the  world.  Taylor 

Carmen states,       

Rosenstein and Haugeland’s understanding of “owned” and “unowned” are not distinct.  See: Haugeland, John. 
“Truth and Finitude: Heidegger’s Transcendental Existentialism” in Heidegger, Authenticity, and Modernity. eds 
Jeff Malpas and Mark A. Wrathall. Cambridge, Mass. MIT Press. 2000.  62

10 John Haugeland. “Truth and Finitude: Heidegger’s Transcendental Existentialism” in Heidegger, Authenticity,  
and Modernity Jeff Malpas and Mark A. Wrathall eds. (Cambridge, Mass. MIT Press. 2000), 62.

11 John Haugeland, “Truth and Finitude: Heidegger’s Transcendental Existentialism”, 62.

12 Ibid., 62.

13 Ibid.

14 Ibid., 63.

15 Taylor Carman, “Must We Be Inauthentic?”, 15.
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Heidegger insists that the existential analytic in Division 1 of Being and Time is 
an interpretation of Dasein in its “average everydayness” which is as such neither 
authentic  nor  inauthentic,  but  modally  undifferentiated.  Authenticity  and 
Inauthenticity are both modifications of the ‘indifference’ of mundane life.16

In this sense, MU Dasein can be thought of as an “idle spectator of Being.” That is, one who is 

aware of Being-in-the-World but relinquishes its choice to participate in either authentic or 

inauthentic Being and merely “tarries alongside everything and nothing.”17 Thus, MU Dasein is 

neither  unowned, owned, or disowned. However, within this understanding,  MU Dasein 

“cannot be said to constitute a description with any positive characteristics, since 

undifferentiated Dasein would not possess any characteristics at all.”18 

In either case, these four modes have different potentialities-for-Authentic-Being-in-the-

World; each approaches resoluteness in a different way. Thus, to answer the question of “what it 

takes” or how to be authentic requires different interpretations according to each mode. This does 

not mean, however, that the question can not be answered. But, on the other hand, it doesn’t 

mean that authenticity is possible. Again, to restate Havas’ view, this only provides the form of 

authenticity, not its content. Thus, I will examine the constitutive elements of authenticity in 

hopes of providing a clear understanding of whether authenticity is possible.

What It Takes To Be Authentic Dasein

In general terms, authenticity means that Dasein, in all of its possibilities, can chose and 

win itself, its ownmost Being-itself as its own measure. Authenticity, then, is the grounds on 

which a particular Dasein determines for itself, as its own measure, its own possibilities. To 

further explicate authenticity, I will provide those features that Heidegger proposes as 

constitutive of authentic Dasein. They are: 1) Angst; 2) Conscience; 3) Resoluteness and; 4) 

Choice. 

First and foremost, Dasein must be aware if its ownmost Being. That is, Dasein must 

understand that it is its own, as “mineness” respectively. Dasein, then, must be individualized 

from das Man.19 However, “this does not mean that Dasein is not, in each case, already an 

16 Ibid., 24. (SZ 43,53,232)

17 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, 156.

18 Roderick Munday. Glossary of Term in “Being and Time” (http://www.visual memory.co.uk) accessed 14 Nov, 
2007. 

19 John Haugeland, “Truth and Finitude: Heidegger’s Transcendental Existentialism”, 63.
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individual, but rather that, in anxiety [hereafter called Angst]20, a person’s individuality is 

‘brought home’ to him or her in an unmistakable and undeniable way.”21 Heidegger states, “As 

one of Dasein’s possibilities of Being, anxiety [Angst] – together with Dasein itself as disclosed 

in it – provides the phenomenal basis for explicitly grasping Dasein’s primordial totality of 

Being.”(SZ 182)22 Angst, then, allows Dasein to come to grips with its ownmost Being for the 

first time through the uneasiness or malaise of Being-in-the-World, which is a “distinct way in 

which Dasein is disclosed to itself. (SZ 184)23 Angst individualizes and, thus, allows Dasein the 

possibility of Being-owned which is requisite for authenticity.  

Conscience is a disclosing and/or a calling to Dasein. Heidegger explains that, 

“Conscience is a mode of discourse. The call of conscience has the character of an appeal to 

Dasein by calling it to its ownmost potentiality-for-Being-its-Self; and this is done by 

summoning it to its ownmost Being-guilty.” (SZ 269)24 Being-guilty, in this case, is understood 

as “making oneself responsible” or “being responsible for.” (SZ 282)25 Thus, conscience, or what 

John Haugelend refers to as reticence, is a muting of the public babble in which conscience can 

be finally “listened  for” and be “heard.”26 Conscience, then, calls upon Dasein in each case to 

take over responsibility for its whole life. This kind of conscience is an existential conscience 

that gives Dasein the understanding of its own existential responsibility. Namely, that Dasein, “is 

responsible for its own self as a whole, for who it is. Thus, conscience, like anxiety [Angst], 

individualizes.”27 Conscience calls upon Dasein to take over and ‘own’, in the sense of 

ownedness, its own self-responsibility.28

20 According to the translators Macquarrie and Robinson, “Angst” is the proper term that is usually understood as 
anxiety. However, they propose that ‘uneasiness’ or ‘malaise’ are more appropriate terms. See note 1 in Being and 
Time. John MacQuarrie and Edward Robinson eds trans. (San Francisco: Harper Collins. 1962), 227.

21 John Haugeland. “Truth and Finitude: Heidegger’s Transcendental Existentialism”, 63-4.

22 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, 227.

23 Ibid., 228.

24 Ibid,. 314.

25 Ibid,. 327.

26 John Haugeland, 64.

27 Ibid., 64-5.

28 Ibid., 65.
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Heidegger explains that “our understanding of the appeal [to Dasein through calling] 

unveils itself as our wanting to have a conscience. But in this phenomenon lies that existentiell 

choosing which we seek – the choosing to choose a kind of Being-one’s-Self which, in 

accordance with its existential structure, we call ‘resoluteness.’” (SZ 270)29 Thus, resoluteness 

means letting oneself be called out of the lostness of das Man by projecting itself as self-

responsible choosing for itself. (SZ 299,305)30 However, “resoluteness is not a stable, self-

sufficient mode of existence, but a perpetual struggle against the reifying and banalizing forces 

inherent in discursive practice.”31 Dasein, to maintain authenticity, is incessantly re-resolving 

itself in the face of das Man.

Perhaps the most important facet of Heidegger’s understanding of authenticity is the role 

of choice in Dasein’s Being-in-the-world.  Heidegger states in this regard that, 

When Dasein thus brings itself back from the “they”, the they-self is modified in 
an existentiell manner so that it becomes authentic Being-one’s-Self. This must be 
accomplished by making up for not choosing. But “making up” for not choosing 
signifies choosing to make this choice – deciding for a potentiality-for-Being, and 
making this decision from one’s own Self. In choosing to make this choice, 
Dasein makes possible, first and foremost, its authentic potentiality-for Being. (SZ 
268)32    

 “Choice as such emerges only when Dasein ‘reclaims’ it by coming to interpret itself as capable 

of choosing.”33 Choosing to choose, then, is Dasein’s first step towards making possible its 

authentic potentiality-for-Being. Therefore, for Dasein to be authentically its own, it must choose 

to choose for itself. As Taylor Carman states, authentic choosing is “not to retract or reverse 

some initial involuntary act, but rather becoming responsive to one’s factical particularity as 

calling for a decision of some kind.”34

All of these constitutive elements of Dasein’s authentic potentiality-for-Being – Angst, 

Conscience, Resoluteness, and Choice – comprise the form of authentic Being-in-the-World. In 

29 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, 314.

30 Ibid., 345, 352.

31 Taylor Carman, “Must We Be Inauthentic?”, 24.

32 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, 313. 

33 Carmen, “Must We Be Inauthentic?”, 22.

34 Carman,. 23.
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this sense, it describes what it would be like or “what it would take” for Dasein to truly be 

authentically one’s Self in the average everyday Being-in-the-World. As Alistair Hannay states, 

“Presumably authenticity must be something like putting a personal stamp on Dasein’s 

exemplification of its everydayness, “owning” up to it perhaps, in the sense of accepting 

responsibility for the particular and finitely enframed mix of common practices that form one’s 

self.”35

While I agree with Heidegger’s formulation, I nonetheless have doubts to the 

applicability of this “formulation” of authentically Being-in-the-World. My doubts arise simply 

by observing the average everyday Worldhood of the World. The world, as such, appears to be 

so saturated with the inauthenticity of das Man that any mobilization on the behalf of authentic 

Dasein from the “They” would only be, by default, contingent upon das Man’s pervasiveness, 

penetration, and force within and upon Dasein – thus establishing a “closed” determination of 

formally “owned” choices from within the content provided by das Man.36 Thus, any choice or 

decision made by authentic Dasein has within it traces of das Man since the full spectrum of 

choices – and the content therein; or what is being chosen – are derived from within the average 

everydayness of Being-in-the-World and Being-with das Man. Dasein’s choices do not exist in a 

vacuum or exist “outside” of these features. Therefore, the content of said choice, then, is at the 

forefront of this issue. 

Mitsein (Being-With) and Authenticity

Before I discuss authentic choice and its content, I must make clear Heidegger’s 

understanding of Being-with (Mitsein) so to have a comprehensive understanding of what Being-

with entails and what it might mean for the possibility or impossibility of authenticity. 

In Chapter 4 of Being and Time, Heidegger provides an explanation of Dasein’s relation 

to Being-With and das Man. To Heidegger, “the world is always the one I share with Others. The 

35 Alastair Hannay. “Kierkegaard’s Present Age and Ours” in Heidegger, Authenticity, and Modernity Jeff Malpas 
and Mark A. Wrathall eds. (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. 2000), 110.

36 This is a view proposed by Adorno and Horkheimer where the space for individual responsibility and inititiative 
that, I argue, constitute the realm of authentic possibilities, though once ‘open’ for individuals, is now ‘closed’ by 
administered society. See Madan Sarup. Post-structuralism and Postmodernism. (Athens, Ga: University of Georgia 
Press. 1993), 70.
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world of Dasein is a with-world (Mitwelt). Being-in is Being-with Others.” (SZ 118)37 Hence, 

“Dasein is essentially Being-with” (SZ120)38 However, Being-with must be understood within an 

existential-ontological meaning. That is, Being-with is a formal understanding of Being in 

general as Being-in-the-world. In this sense Heidegger claims that there are two modes of Being-

With. The first is that Being-with as a Being-with Others which is the ordinary understanding of 

Being -with. The second is Being-with as factically Being-with even when Dasein is Being-

alone. Heidegger states, “Being-with is an existential characteristic of Dasein even when 

factically no Other is present-at-hand or perceived. Even Dasein’s Being-alone is a Being-with in 

the world” since “Being-alone is a deficient mode of Being-with.”(SZ 120)39 Thus, “Being-with 

is in every case a characteristic of one’s own Dasein.”(SZ 121)40

This understanding of Mitsein (Being-with) adds to the problem of authenticity. If Dasein 

is essentially Being-with Others even when alone, then how is it possible for Dasein to maintain 

or become authentic in light of the Other and das Man? This question implies that Being-with is 

synonymous with das Man and I would like to make it clear that I do not presuppose that they 

are as such. However, Being-with implies that Dasein resides alongside the “they” in its 

everydayness. Thus, what I’m concerned with is how Dasein becomes authentic in its “residing- 

alongside” since Being-with is an essential characteristic of Dasein in every instance.   

Dasein’s “Openness” and the “Closed” Determinations of das Man

Heidegger states that, “Dasein’s openness to the world is constituted existentially by the 

attunement of a state-of-mind.” (SZ137)41 In other words, Dasein’s openness to the world rests 

upon the mood in which Dasein finds itself possessing.  Thus, “Existentially, a state-of-mind 

implies a disclosive submission to the world, out of which we can encounter something that 

matters to us.”(SZ138)42  Dasein’s openness, then, discloses itself as submission to the world and 

its possibilities as a means of discovering what matters for Dasein. But, if those possibilities are 

37 Heidegger, Being and Time, 155.

38 Ibid,.156.

39 Ibid., 156-7.

40 Ibid., 157.

41 Ibid., 176.

42 Ibid., 177.
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mediated through a “closed” and pervasive system constructed by das Man, then Dasein has no 

choice but to choose that which is given to it. Moreover, what is given to Dasein is what Dasein 

has at its disposal to derive what matters for it. In this case, then, what “matters” for Dasein is 

only that which is given to it by das Man. Hence, Dasein’s openness and the content of its 

choices are contingent upon the closed determinations of Being-With das Man. Thus, the choices 

derived therein are laced through and through with das Man. Though it can be said that Dasein 

authentically chooses for itself, what it chooses (the content of choice) is not its own; it is 

provided, either in whole or in part, by an open submission to das Man.43 Thus, what can be 

called “authentic” choice is composed of inauthentic das Man and, hence, is neither authentic nor 

“pure” in its conception. 

Returning to the topic of the possibility of authenticity, my contention echoes that given 

not only from Havas, but by Theodor Adorno. In his work The Jargon of Authenticity, Adorno 

states, 

Authenticity names no authentic thing as a specific characteristic but remains 
formal, relative to a content which is by-passed in the word, if not indeed rejected 
by it – even when the word is used adjectivally. The word says nothing about 
what the thing is.44

In other words, authenticity is used as a formal concept without providing any information as to 

its content. Any question concerning its content is by-passed. Thus, if authenticity is to be 

maintained as a formal conception without alluding to any features of its content, then a second 

problematic arises. Namely, the term authenticity contains an unintentional45 opposition between 

a formal understanding of authenticity and the content and applicability of authenticity; an 

understanding that can be applied to any actual state of affairs of Being-with as Being-in. Thus, 

the formal ontology of authenticity that Heidegger provides depends solely upon “whether 

someone decides for himself or not”46 insofar as Heidegger’s conception of authentic Dasein 

43 To be clear, “submission” is not to be understood as a willingness towards oppression; to submit. It is only to be 
understood as Dasein’s “openness” to the world of das Man as a means to “owning” one’s self. 

44 Theodor Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticity, 102.

45 It is unintentional since it is clear that Heidegger did not intend to address the problem of authentic content. This 
is only a problem that I’m addressing here.

46 Adorno, The Jargon of Authenticity, 94.
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“takes a directive, beyond real states of affairs, from a highly formal sense of belonging to 

oneself.”47 

Authenticity and Potentiality

However, Heidegger makes it clear that authenticity is a potentiality of Dasein’s Being-

in-the-World. He never makes it clear, however, whether Dasein can ever be authentic while 

Being-in-the-World.  Thus, authenticity is relegated to just that, a potential, with no indication 

that it can be authentic as such. For Heidegger, however, Being is doing. As long as Dasein 

persistently resists “falling” by re-resolving itself in resoluteness then Dasein can maintain the 

potential for authenticity. Taylor Carmen illustrates this point succinctly. He explains,       

There is a kind of tension between gravity and jumping, but gravity is what makes 
jumping possible, by hindering it. The most gracious leap is at once conditioned 
and inhibited by gravity. So too, Dasein’s most authentic self-interpretations are 
at once facilitated and constrained by discursive idioms that impose a kind of 
leveled significance on its factical particularity, which always remains to some 
extent recalcitrant to such generic appropriations. Just as a good jump at once 
resists and is shaped by the force of gravity, so too authentic resoluteness consists 
in resisting the ‘movement’ or ‘agitation’ of falling from within the leveling 
process that is at work in all discursive idioms. Authentic resoluteness is no less 
compatible with the generic drift of discourse than upward jumping is with the 
downward force of gravity.48

Within this interpretation, the world, as such, appears to be so saturated with the inauthenticity of 

das Man (gravity) that any way from it (the jump) would only be, by default, contingent upon the 

brevity and force of the jump (Choice). At the same time, however, any choice or decision made 

by Dasein prior to the jump influences the jump itself since the content of those choices are given 

to Dasein by das Man. In this sense, the jump begins with the influence of das Man and is 

defined by the downward force of das Man. 

However, Dasein jumps! This cannot be denied in the metaphor nor in Heidegger’s 

understanding of authenticity, which lends to the concept of authenticity meaning and content; 

Dasein’s ownmost force. As long as Dasein has, in this sense, the potentiality-for-Being-a-

jumping force, then it can be said that authenticity is possible. What is required is a resistance 

and struggle against the downward forces of das Man. Thus, resoluteness of Dasein is important 

to Dasein’s authenticity as that of choosing. However, this choosing cannot be derived from a 

47 Ibid., 94.

48 Taylor Carman, “Must We Be Inauthentic?”, 25.
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blind resistance to das Man. Dasein, proximally and for the most part, is it since Dasein is 

essentially constituted as a Being-with while Being-in-the-world.

Heidegger explains out right that his ontological project in Being and Time is formal in 

scope.49 Thus, the inability on my part to come to a conclusion concerning authenticity is by no 

means a fault or lack in Heidegger’s ontology. However, while Heidegger gives a formal 

ontological account of authenticity, it remains to be seen if his notion of authenticity is possible 

in relation to real states of affairs of Being-in-the-World given the modes and ways of Dasein’s 

Being-in as Being-with. Therefore, it seems that the question concerning the possibility of 

authenticity remains unanswered from within Being and Time.  

My emphasis on authentic content was deliberate since Heidegger clearly offers a 

detailed description of the form of authenticity. Thus, my aim was to examine the other side of 

authenticity’s coin; namely, authentic content. Perhaps this is the reason why Heidegger 

remained within a formal ontology; that the question concerning authentic content can never be 

answered in any abstract or absolute sense since it is up to individual Daseins to understand this 

feature of Being-in-the-World on their own accord as one of the many potentialities-for-Being. 

The question of the possibility of authenticity seems to be asking for or requiring an absolute 

answer; an answer that would satisfy all conditions of what it means to be authentic. Since this is 

impossible given the manifold, albeit finite, instances of authenticity, inauthenticity and Mu 

Daseins, the answer is found only in the particular instances of each Dasein. Every Dasein has its 

ownmost world, however, it is not solipsistic, it is a ‘shared’ world. Nonetheless, it is “mine.” 

Therefore, can there ever be an answer to the question of authenticity given the manifold ways 

and modes of Dasein’s factical particularities of “mineness” which may or may not be authentic 

or have the potential to be authentic as such?  

Conclusion

Either the question of the possibility of authenticity is itself flawed, or the question can 

never be answered on the whole. It is contingent upon each instance of Dasein’s potentialities in 

its world and environment. It can only be answered in relation to each instance of Dasein’s 

factical particularity, which, in each case and in each moment as “now,” Dasein may or may not 

maintain its authenticity or inauthenticity. Thus, it can never be claimed that any particular 

Dasein is authentic or inauthentic. Moreover, the question itself is attempting to arrive at an 
49 For a clear understanding of Heidegger’s use of formal as formulation, please see Part 1 Section 2 of the 
Introduction to Being and Time (SZ 2) in Heidegger, Being and Time, 2.
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answer in an absolute sense, but this question can never be answered absolutely. Therefore, the 

question can never be answered.
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