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THINKING, WILLING AND JUDGING _
‘To dismantle metaphysics requires me to take ftand. Inevitably some sticks to my fingers.’

BEING MINDFUL OF THE MIND

In this paper we shall enter into conversation Withix Deutscher’s most recent bodkidgment After Arendt
Deutscher’s book is an extended engagement witm&tarendt's trilogy,The Life of the Mindand its books
on thinking, willing and judging.While Deutscher’s book is based around a close aintimes, page by page
reading of Arendt’s book, his book is not, in theual sense, a piece of Arendt scholarship. Deutsuiig very
occasionally engages, in any depth, with Arendtiseo texts or with the extensive secondary litaxaton
Arendt!" This approach allows Deutscher to avoid gettingethiin what have become the clichés of that
literature, such as the alleged contradiction betw&rendt’s two accounts of judgméhtecastThe Life of the
Mind as a work primarily in phenomenology rather thapaolitical theory (as it is often read), and breadhe
scope of his own project by extending the rangetfrlocutors who are brought into dialogue witheAdt’s
work.’

While Deutscher’s ‘ec-centric’ style of writing ({he hyphen disturbs the slur and reminds us of the
inflexion’)" is very different to Arendt's, he nonetheless shawith her a similar method, a ‘historically
informed’ ‘post-metaphysics’ ‘influenced by phenaméogy,™ a method that is at once ‘historical, fictional,
poetic and analytical™ This method, which is at home in our postmodernladtfoand which draws freely and
expertly upon both analytic and continental phifgsoal traditions, employs phenomenology to deaost
metaphysics. Deutscher employs this methatlilgment After Arendo investigate the life of the mind.

In so doing Deutscher, following Arendt, examinbe hatural impulse we have to think about the nind
dualistic and metaphysical terms. This impulse i® mejected as a sloppy inferedcdnstead, the
phenomenology of thinking that underwrites our ifspuoward dualism is vindicated. When we thinkelly

is as if we are no-where and no-when, as if we akitoa world of thought, a world bound by lawsrefson
rather than laws of causality. This is no mereafgll or simple illusion, a ‘mirage that vanishes vees
approachX Someone who is thinking really is ‘somewhere els& talk to them, but they are utterly oblivious
to what we say. They are lost in thought. ‘Hella® cry, to call them back from wherever they haveef"

But while Deutscher accepts that tleeperienceor phenomenology of thinking, willing, and judging
underwrites ‘impulses toward dualism,” he rejetis dntological conclusions that the dualist dra¥/sTalk of
being no-where and no-when when we think, or ofnamaterial world of thought objects, isetaphoricakalk.

It is metaphorical talk because we cross directlgrdrom one category to another by using termiscahe in
sensation and observation, and apply these directiyother category, that of the mind. We speatkioking,
nous as the mind’'s eye. But we do regethings (invisible thought-things) with the mindkei we seethings
with the eye. Rather it is theelation between theeyeand theobject we se¢hat can resemble thelation
betweennous and theobject we think The brain is like the eye, but the mind, as piosver of thinking,
willing and judging that our brains make us capatilés like thepowerof seeing that our eyes make us capable
of ¥ The mistake of dualism is to take our experierfcé® life of the mind, and the metaphorical langmiave
use to describe it, and reify those metaphorshatd ontological fact.

In this way Deutscher reads Arendt, along with &iltRyle (who was one of Deutscher’s Oxford teas}itr

as engaged in the project of understanding the nin@ way that avoids both dualism and reductive
materialism. This approach rejects the dualistsnclthat there are two worlds or two types of sabhse¢, one
material and one immaterial. There is not a mindstance and a body substance, a Cartesian ghdseé in
machine to employ Ryle’s evocative phrdSebut rather a body that can think, will and judgethinking,
willing and judging body*" But this approach does not fall into reductive eniatism. While, of course, the
‘mind is the brain’ and ‘thinkings a brain process,” only the dualist denies thiss thentification doesn't end
the story™ This is because poking around in grey matter t@illus very little, by itself, about the life dfié
mind, about thinking, willing and judging. As such,remains a conceptual and phenomenologicalrass to
describe what brain processes make us capabfé of.’

We are now in a position, having very briefly expld Deutscher’s general approach to the life ofntinad, to
critically differ with the details of his Arendtiaaccounts of thinking, willing and judging. SucHfeliing is
essential to thinking. Indeed, plurality, differifgm one another, is defining of the human cooditas Arendt
understands it. But we can differ without partirgnpany or, rather, we only keep each other (andebugs)
company by being different, by differing. In hisngeous reading of Arendt Deutscher writes: ‘A ‘flat
contradiction is stationary, the stultification tiought. In contrast, to beontradicted within thinking’s

54



conversation is a critically friendly re-animatiaf the conversation® It is in this spirit of keeping the
conversation of thought running that we engagéimdritique.

THINKING

Arendt’s investigation into thinking emerged, tsignificant degree, out of her coverage of AdokHnann’s
trial in Jerusalent" After covering his trial Arendt came to the judgm¢hat Eichmann was no monster. He
was not driven by deep ideological hatred of Jdmdeed the ‘only notable characteristic’ about himat she
could detect was something ‘entirely negative:aswot stupidity buhoughtlessnes$™ Arendt explains:

Clichés, stock phrases, adherence to conventistadardized codes of expression and conduct have
the socially recognized function of protecting gsiast reality, that is, against the claim on dunking
attention that all events and facts make by vidfigheir existence. If we were responsive to théne

all the time, we would soon be exhausteadthmann differed from the rest of us only in thatclearly
knew no such claim at all. It was this absencehifking — which is so ordinary an experience in our
everyday life ... - that awakened my inter&t.

Such an ‘absence of thougfit'is common enough. We are often too busgttp and think, and sometimes
thinking about what we are doing only gets in theyvef doing it. But if the absence of thinking isch an
ordinary experience in our everyday lives, so t®dhie presence of thinking — or at least for mast hut
seemingly not for Eichmann (‘he clearly knew notsutaim at all’) on Arendt's account. As such, Arendt
moves straight from the claim that Eichmann is @éocbaracterised as thoughtless to the claim thaliche@ot
know the experience of thinking. But this moveds guick since thoughtfulness and thinking are thifferent
things. In contrast to Arendt, Deutscher is attentio this distinction. But while he is attentive this
distinction, he ends up endorsing Arendt’s viewt timathe case of Eichmann we witness ‘@ifesenceof a
common and ordinary thing [thinkingf™ On this view thinking is a common and ordinaryivitt, something
that weall engage in all the time, that is, all oferceptEichmann (and perhaps some others).

Deutscher adopts this solution since he arguesthivaking presupposes thoughtfulness. Deutschémsléhat:
‘Thoughtfulnessnust frame any inner life that amountsctmversingwith oneself**" Thinking is the activity
of conversing with oneself that occurs within aottightful frame of mind’, where such a frame of misd
understood as aréadinessto think.”" This view, however, retains the problematic temsioherent in
Arendt’'s account as it forces us, since thinkingsppposes thoughtfulness, to move from the claiat th
Eichmann wasthoughtless(a plausible claim) to the claim thae did not think(an implausible claim).
However, the claim that a normal, sane (but thdegh} adult human, as Eichmann was taken to bdf(dda
dozen psychiatrists had certified him as ‘normgd™) might never engage in the activity of thinkipgr se(in
any sense of the term) will be shown to be implalasi

What is the difference between thoughtfulness aimking? Thoughtfulness refers to a way of beinglaing;
being thoughtful or doing something thoughtfullyo Be thoughtful is to be mindful of who you are amldat
you are doing. It is to be aware of the signifiemand meaning of what you are doing while you anieglit.
Thoughtfulness can refer tocharacter trait that of being a thoughtfyderson or more generally to a way,
manner, orstyle of undertaking some activitr project, namely to undertake it thoughtfully. ¢ontrast,
thinking refers to a specific type of activity, arpicular sort of doing - that of thinking. Thinkjris a first order
activity, something we do, just like running, swiimgn and reading are things that we do. Thought&sgris a
second order activity, a particular way of underigka first order activity. But we cannot undertglst any
activity thoughtfully. Consider the case of a perfiorowing paper balls into a bucket to relievedatmm. Such
a person might be very focused on what he is dddog.we would not say that he is undertaking ttwivay
thoughtfully, since it is an utterly mindless aitv(as we say), not something that ooan undertake
thoughtfully. This is because there needs to beessignificance or meaning to an activity in ordebe able to
undertake it thoughtfully.

We can be thoughtful (and also thoughtless, thatas thoughtful) abouboth what we arehinking and what
we aredoing To think thoughtfullyis not merely to think but to think about what yare thinking; to be
mindful of the meaning and significance of yourupbts. Tothink thoughtlesslyis not to be mindful of your
thoughts in this way. It is tjust think as when just hitthe ball. It is tgust think about, for example, how to
get from here to there, what a great holiday yod laat year, which building is now the world’s &dt, and so
on. To think thoughtfully is to have a thoughtfdnwersation with yourself by questioning and irdgating
your own thoughts; it is to ask yourself why youniveo go where you are going, why you thought iswach a
great holiday, what a holiday even is and howfiteds from a journey, from travel, from work, and en. To
actthoughtlesslys to just do what you are doing without reflegtion the significance or meaning of what you
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are doing, without in some cases even being péatiguaware that you are doing it. For example, yoe
running through the forest and, after a while, yorget that you are even running. You aren’t anafréfting
your feet, dodging the rocks, sucking in air, aas. You might even begin to think about what yall have
for dinner while you are running, or start to thithloughtfully about a deep philosophical problerhud while
you are undertaking one activity thoughtlesslythis case running, you might be undertaking anoaogity,
in this case thinking, thoughtfully. But it is haimldo more than one thing at a time thoughtfully.

To see why, consider the example of a person wiedséo walk through a crowd. He can walk through th
crowd thoughtlessly, bumping into others as he wétkward without really caring or even noticindplivious

to where he is in relation to others, his mind geaielsewhere. Or he can walk through the crowdgtidully,
trying to avoid bumping into others, aware of whaeeis and where others are and the way his baggswi
behind him, ready to offer an apology (which is gjee, not words uttered as a sort of reflex) whenée
inadvertently bumps into anyone. Being acutely aafrhis surroundings, he stops spontaneously o the
woman who drops her bag in front of him in the nfedof the crowd (the thoughtless person barely exaites
this). ‘How thoughtful,” she exclaims as he handskher bag. But it is very hard to think thoughyfuvhile
also walking through a crowd thoughtfully. If yoweabusy thinking deeply and thoughtfully about some
difficult metaphysical problem, then your mind Iseavhere. You are absentminded. Your mind is tloeeefoo
preoccupied with its own thoughts to notice thosmuad you. In this case to undertake one activhgt of
thinking, thoughtfully, is to thereby undertake #rey activity, that of walking through the crowtptightlessly,
and vice versa.

A thoughtful person is someone who judges well wiegds to be thought about and when it needs to be
thought about, as well as what needs to be undartghoughtfully, and what does not, and when itsdaed
does not. This illustrates the double-edged natfiteinking. Both too much and too little thinking, thinking
undertaken without judgment (at the wrong time,égample), has its dangef5.Too much thinking can make

us withdrawn and distant from the world so thatlese touch with it and become likely to bump irtongs and
people, whereas too little thinking can fail torales to the moral significance of our actions. fEhes also
tension between thinking and thoughtfulness sireiagbthoughtful about what we are doing, such aking
through a crowd, can get in the way of thinkingd @hinking can in turn get in the way of being tgbtful
about other things. A thoughtful person judges wdtat to be thoughtful about and when to undertake
particular activity, be it thinking or acting, thglotfully.

But while a thoughtful person (among other thingsgessarily thinks, a person who thinks is not seadly a
thoughtful person. A thoughtless person, someone faits to think about what she is doing and tHea$ this

will have on others, may still engage in the atyiaf thinking. Thus one can think without beingtightful,

that is, one can think in a way that is not thofighSuch thinking skims along the surface. Itdai unearth the
significance of what one is thinking. But it islisthinking, even if it is not thoughtful thinking. In this rsee

thinking is an everyday activity, something weddl all the time, even though few of us are idetilyughtful

people.

We can (and do) think about all sorts of things @edple, real and unreal, possible and impossiileut
events from the past or events that might happesaomever happen, about theories, concepts, wsialdes,
films, desires, dreams, and so on. This often takesform of what we shall call ‘everyday thinkiRg
Everyday thinking is a near relative of remembeingd imagining. Indeed, as Deutscher notes, ‘teereber is

to begin to think™" To think in this sense is to withdraw from the idofor a time todwell upon
something®™" To dwell upon something is to concentrate anddamuit, to explicitly direct attention toward it,
and not merely to daydream about it in an unfocusediner. In this sense we can think about something
especially when we stick to the surface of thingsen if our frame of mind is not characterised by
thoughtfulness. We can think without accompanyiagosd order thoughtfulness about what we are thgnki
and why we are thinking it.

In this sense it is undeniable that Eichmann somedj perhaps often, engaged in the activity oflgast
‘everyday’) thinking. Eichmann sometimes, surghoughtabout what he would do on the weekend, what he
would have for dinner, the day he was married orejd the S.S., his favourite book, how he couldcifhtly
transport Jews to death camps, and so on. Sometimedoubt, he dwelt in thought upon such issued, ke
may have even done so thoughtfully. What distubsswnot that Eichmann did not think, but that reeswot
thoughtful about something of such immense morglartance as genocide. His thoughts about what e wa
doing stayed on the surface of things; how to asgathis, who to contact to get that done, whossign this
piece of work to, who to impress in order to gaiarpotion, and so on. He failed to be thoughtfulwghehat he
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was doing in thinking such thoughts, about the rirgaand significance of such actions for others &rd
himself. This is immensely disturbing.

How could he be like thi$¥®" A thoughtless person simply doesn’t give othetlsaaight. Imagine the case of a
schoolboy who sits on a seat at the front of tloevded bus while a frail elderly lady struggles taysstanding
next to him in the aisle. Such a schoolboy is befrmughtless, utterly oblivious to the impact hehaviour is
having on others and the meaning and significaficehat he is doing in occupying the seat while éhderly
lady struggles to stand. (She could easily falealsr a hip, and never properly recover). In contris
schoolboy who is thinking with pleasure of the elgldady struggling next to him is not thoughtlelsst
malicious. (Hitler, unlike Eichmann, was thus nbbughtless). But it is one thing to sit on a crodidris
thoughtlessly, oblivious to others, and quite aaptio organise genocide while remaining largelyvatls to
the moral significance of one’s actions. That Eielmm could do so illustrates the shocking degrewhizh
thoughtlessness, as Arendt puts it, can shieldams &ll claims of reality.

The case of Eichmann shows us that one can thiakone can (say) dwell upon how best to tranggeople to
death camps, without thinking thoughtfully aboutavlone is doing in (and the significance and megioif)
thinking such thoughts. Thus, in an everyday serighinking, thinking does not presuppose thoughtas.
However, there is another sense of thinking whichsdpresuppose thoughtfulness. This is a philosapléas
opposed to everyday) sense of thinking, whereishisyderstood as a thoughtful conversation betvietimate
friends. One problem that emerges with both Arendihd Deutscher's approach is that they try toeforc
everyday thinking into a broader account of (phofasical) thinking, as conversation between frieridsyhich

it does not belong.

Arendt, more so than Deutscher, comes to see tigdeér seas a conversation whereby we actualise our inner
plurality and split into a two-in-one, where we &m@th the one who asks questions and the one @rwkio
answers them. To think in this sense is to havenaersation with ourselves, a sort of internal &ticrdialogue
about the meaning of something. This second ordecern with the significance and meaning of whatane
thinking is a clear sign of thoughtfulness. Thirkinn this sense, ‘unfreezes’ concepts by desthgitheir
meaning, as when Socrates unfreezes justice, jpietyourage, or when Arendt (drawing on Heidegger)
unfreezes the concept of a hotfS&€.But just as not every flow of words counts as @sation, not every
jumble of words counts as thinking on this accotrat. inner dialogue to be thinking it must be aesation,
and a conversation is not mere ‘empty-headed ch&ft& Thinking is the activity of conversing with onefset
engaging in internal dialogue conducted ‘withinhaughtful frame of mind’, that is, within a framé mind
marked by areadinesgo think.”"" Otherwise, on this account, it is meglly thinking.

Deutscher adds further nuance to this account dirg at the example of a painter ‘wttanksof which paint
to put next, where, in what style’ and so on. Altgb the painter is not ‘making [internal] utterasicabout

which paint to put where, Deutscher stretches die@ iof a conversation without words to deal witis tase.
This is plausible since in this example the paiigeronsidering the ‘pros and cons’ of ‘differingcjapositions
of colour,” even though there is no explicit ‘priggverbal] muttering’ of those pros and cons ie tay that a
writer might ‘internally voice trial sentence®*" Thus thinking is conversing with oneself withitth@ughtful

frame of mind, where conversation is not ‘tied tightly to the production of inner verbiag&

But this concession isn't enough since not all khig can be construed as thoughtful conversatiotih wi
ourselves even when conversation is broadly unoleistTo illustrate this point we can reuse the iearl
example of someone thinking about the last holgtas went on. She is not debating with herself, evigémout
words, the pros and cons of her holiday, or madigatipon its meaning or significance. Rather sheaiguring
it, recalling it, dwelling upon it. Shihinksabout how pleasant it was to sit on the beach tfieesand under her
feet, smell the ocean and hear the waves crashimgn.dHere ‘thinking’ is closer to remembering than
conversing; it is not thoughtful thinking, but & thinking nonetheless. Thinking as the two-in-oha pair of
internal debating partners makes little sense e$dhsorts of cases. Of course, she might alsotet#ntnk in
this way. She begins to think about what a holidawhat counts as leisure, work and labour, hdwl&day
differs from a trip, a journey, travel, and so 8he starts to unfreeze concepts. But not all thimis thoughtful
in this way.

Further, even in this sense of thinking as the itwvone of internal thoughtful conversation, it seenmdeniable
that Eichmann sometimes undertook this activitye§uhe had internal conversations with himself ghihe
pros and cons of certain proposed actions, notgbsut which tie to wear, but about weighty issigegh as
whether or not to sabotage Himmler's orders whey thecome more ‘moderate’ by the fall of 1%4djven
that such orders seemed to Eichmann to be oppostw twill of theFuhrer, and the ‘Fuhrer's words had the
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xli

force of law.™ Surely Eichmanrihoughtabout this, talked with himself about the pros ands, and did so
without flippancy but in a thoughtful manner, awarethe gravity of the situation. He even had totlya
unfreeze the concept of legality to determine thrarinality’ of Himmler’s illicit ‘moderation’ of he Fihrer's
will,

It is too broad, then, to simply say that Eichméauked a ‘thoughtful frame of mind’ or a readin&sshink. He
was ready to think about many things, the sorthiofgs that we all think about (what we will hawar tlinner,
our first love, what counts as ‘legality’, and sm),0but his thinking remained trapped in unquegibulichés,
language rules, and conventionality (obey the wfilthe Fuhrer!). Further, Eichmann was not readyhiok
about the victims of his actions; that just mad®a ki. Eichmann speaks of feeling ‘physically weailid being
‘upset’ by what he personally saw of the actudlrgl of Jews in Chelmno. ‘I hardly looked. | coutdt; | had
had enough. The shrieking, and ... | was much toetiff$ Eichmannthinkshere only of hiwn suffering (1
had had enough’) in having to witness such scepesr (Eichmann!), and not of the suffering and pithose
being murdered before his eyes, partly as a re$uiis own actions. About athat he is utterly thoughtless.
Clearly, then, Eichmann was notteoughtful personBut he didthink about some things, although usually not
in a thoughtful manner, even though he did sometithimk in a (partly) thoughtful manner, as when(jpertly)
freed up the meaning of legality. But we need, haveto loosen up Arendt and Deutscher’s overlyselo
conceptual connection between thinking and thoudeks and reject the equation between thinkergseand
the two-in-one of internal dialogue to take accaafrthis complexity.

WILLING

Arendt’s account of willing traverses broad terrdnom Paul of Tarsus’ impotent will to Heideggevidll-not-
to-will. But Arendt gives no clear resolution ofethiensions that emerge in this investigation. WHhitendt
rejects Ryle’s claim that willing is a mere illusif’ she enddWilling in a mysterious ‘impasse’ which she
promises to overcome by an appeal to natality amother faculty ‘no less mysterious’, the faculty of
judgment® Perhaps this unresolved tension, given that terisithe dominant mood of willing, is simply how
willing necessarily appears to thinking?

Given these problems, Deutscher makes significatiimportant progress in making sense of Arenditant
of willing. Deutscher argues that:

Willing is elusive. It is neither an action nortelling of myself what | am to do ... Considered as an
activity, willing is a superstition. (‘From the taac, | was willing the plane to land safely.’) térpret it,
rather, as anode— that ofbeing willing™!

Unlike thinking, willing is not an activity, an imm action that precedes and causes an outer abtiba, mode
of being, that of being willing to do what you ageing to do, a state of willingly going-to-do sotmedq.
Natality, the birth of a new person, becomes a pieiafor willing, for those actions whereby we satselves
free from conformist behaviour by beginning somethimrgvrandwillingly setting about achieving our projects.
Willing, then, is understood not as a noumenalfatence ‘from above’ in the causal order of theld,cbut as

a mode of being within that causal order.

Willing is thus very different to thinking. | cahitk and think about doing something, but this mearaounts to
actually going to do it. Nor is willing simply desig, wanting or wishing to do something. | miglatvie always
desired, wanted or wished to learn Russian, buémastually got around to doing it. | was neverding to do
it Further, | can be willing to do something even whéave no desire to do it. Deutscher gives thample
of a man who is forced (someone he loves will btuted if he doesn’'t agree) by a criminal gang ib&ing
willing to drive a getaway vehicle for a bank robpeHe, knowing how much is at stake, becomes mglfio
co-operate. He drives the getaway car willinglydoesn’t lag in his driving since a ‘failure of Wwihight have
been fatal,” even though he has no desire to drigetaway car in a bank robbél. Or we can switch the
example around, and imagine a timid man who haayswdesired to drive a getaway car in a bank rgbgier
has seen too many movies), but has never actuediy lilling to do so, never set about fulfillingatrdesire.
These sorts of examples show us that willing is @denof ‘being willing,” a ‘directedness, going-to-do
something"hIX In this sense the will is not some mysterious égtivut something we ‘recognise ... as a day-to-
day reality.

Deutscher uses this account to attack the ideailliigvas a commander and slave relation, whereaveeboth

the one who commands and the one who obeys, sute & divided will is marked by reluctance and
antagonism, by a lack of being willing. If | obeglp because | am commanded then | don'tveitlingly. But
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this example also reveals a tension within Deutssh&ccount. It is a tension that is present in db@ve
example of the getaway driver who is both willimpdareluctant (unwilling?). Such a person seemstdrbone
sense, commanding himself to act in a certain \®ay, in another sense, to be a slave who reluctaatiyes
out the commands he is given. Is this a cadeedfg willingto act in a certain way? Does being willing amount
to going-to-do-something (as when we havera will to do what is right, even if we have to force elrss to

do this somewhat reluctantly) or going-to-do-sorimgtwillingly (so that we also want or desire to act as we
have set ourselves to act and thus undertake tiveilaogly, freely, without having to force ourseds)?

Precisely these sorts of examples are central tot'«account of willing. Although Kant looms large
Arendt’'s accounts of thinking and judging, she dyrignores, or rather does not even seem to beewhr
Kant's account of willind. As such she misses Kant's distinction between Millle) and power of choice
(Willkuir).™ While Wille is a matter of reasolyillkiir is a matter of choicawillkiir is always free as it is never
simply determinedby inclinations or reason but rather adopts int&st or maxims (what it is going-to-do)
through the incorporation of either sensible oioral grounds. Willing is going-to-do something foreason,
and that reason can either be conditional on tlkesgmce of some contingent desire or interest, carntbe
categorical and therefore based on the ends-ingblyes status of persons.

In order to prove that pure reason can be practi€aht considers examples where we set ourselveioto
something unwillingly"' He gives the example of a man who is ordered tyyamt to commit perjury, thereby
condemning another innocent man to death, but mgifinancial reward in the proce¥sif he refuses, he will
be badly tortured and executed. We can read Kamet &= arguing that the consequences of refusipgriore
ourselves are so horrible that no one wowillingly undergo them. But even so, we can choose to do iwha
right by refusing to perjure ourselves. We edh to do so, to be in a state of going-to-do whatghtr even if
this must be donenwillingly.

If this example carries any weight then it showsthsat being in a state of going-to-do somethingj haing
willing to do it (in the sense of willingness, thbsence of reluctance or division), can come afdrtourse,
Kant does not think that it is a good thing wheeytldo come apart. But, given that our world is arteere
happiness is not distributed according to virttigyill sometimes happen that what is right is sdrirej we are
unwilling to do, as when morality (as in the casethe tyrant) requires a very great sacrifice dkeiast or
opposes what we are very strongly inclined to de.d¥ not sacrifice these thingdlingly, but even so, we can
will to do so.

However, Deutscher also writes that ‘the ‘commaguinill as bringing order to quarrelling selvesrie model
for being willing Rather, successful concurrence presupposes padplearewilling to command and to
obey." Drawing on this latter point he differentiatesvbeen ‘being repressed into obedience’ and ‘willing
be lawful’ (a very Kantian sounding phra&)f willing to be lawful, even when done unwilling(in the sense
of reluctantly), counts as an act of willing (asase of being willing), then our discussion hemrve to refine
rather than contradict Deutscher’s account. Bugiresg this rapprochement, Deutscher writes elsesvhér
‘commanding’ will as the mind of one who is not yetling is a faulty will — a function of a self or society
divided into antagonism against itséff.' The point of Kant's example, however, is that @me tough moral
situations internal antagonism is not something tlzen be avoided. Such internal division is a sigt, of a
faulty will, but of a morally tough situation thegquires a firm will.

In such cases it is not owill that is conflicted or divided against itself, sirma will is firm enough. Indeed, in
Kant's theory there is no such thing as a divideldl imstead there are different reasons and différsorts of
reasons (hypothetical and categorical reasonsgviginour attention. Reluctant willing can ariseemever all
our reasons don't point in the same direction. &ample, if we had chosen to perjure ourselvesthece of
our reluctance to do so would have been countémgaihoral reasons, and if we had chosen not touper]
ourselves then the source of our reluctance woale lbeen countervailing hypothetical reasons. k& case
will (Willkdr) is at odds with our inclinations and in the othase it is at odds with our reas®ille). In either
case we are somehow at odds with ourselves, evamglthwe have a firm will and are in a state of gein
willing.

JUDGING
Thinking is no great mystery, at least when comghaoewilling and judgment, which are more elusiWe say
that we are ‘lost in thought’ but never that we %wst in willing or judgment’. This is because itking is an

activity. We can point to specific times when wevdndeen thinking. Indeed, as philosophers we somesti
spend whole days doing nothing but thinking. Butaae’t point to specific moments when we are uradéng
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some mysterious activity of willing or judgment. Wen't devote whole days to willing or judgment.gfvso,
these are capacities of our minds and it is theeediamistake to think them away.

What then is judgment? Imagine that | have beewiaggd the judge of a competition. One afternosit tiown

to make a judgment. You ask me what | am doing,lasay, ‘Making a judgment’. But to say this is rottell
you what ‘I am doing but what | at® do — what I shall have donevhen the work judgment requires is
complete ™" After having been willing to think long and hardaait the various entries to the competition, their
relative strengths and weaknesses and so on, lth@kplunge, make a judgment, and declare thatobriee
entries is the winner. Thinking takes time, butlw§ and judgment occur in a fla8hEven so, we must be
willing to judge thoughtfully.

To say that judgment (unlike thinking) is not ativdty and that it occurs (again, unlike thinkinig)a flash, can
be misleading if we do not differentiate judgingrfr judgment. Judging is a state of coming to a foelgt,
whereas to have judged is to have made a judgmedding is often accompanied or preceded by theitgobf
thinking, in particular by representative or enkddghinking. This explains why, in her discussidjualgment,
Arendt talks about an enlarged waytiihkingwhich is ‘active in judging™ To think in an enlarged way, or to
think representatively, is to think about the natte are trying to reach judgment on from the pectipe of a
community of fellow judgers. Having undertaken submking we are often better placed to make a good
judgment, the sort of judgment that we expect atheragree with. Judgment is thus a way of ‘shatieg
world-with-others,’ of seeing the world from therggective of common sense (a sensing of the wbdd is
common to all, a shared world) that transcendsfiver private senses, and is thus one of our ‘funeiatai
abilities’ as political being¥ But thinking, even representative thinking, cantadte the place of judgment,
since even after | have thought long and hard abanétter, | still have the work of judgment aheade.

However, we don't always have the time to stop #ick before we judge; sometimes we must, whilethan
run, make a judgment straight away. But even ise¢hgases judgment is never a matter of sirfgapingto a
conclusion. As Deutscher notes, the judge who deslais judgment as a result of sheer prejudidberdhan
as a result of weighing the evidence (however gdohlas not made a bad judgment but has faileddgg at
all.™ Such a judg@rejudges the case; Heapsstraight to a conclusion rather than makes a ji@gnilo see
why, consider another case. Deutscher gives thengleaof a runner who, ‘[h]aving no time to pausel an
consider,” mustjudge (‘on the run’) whether she can ‘clear an obstamla leap.*" While there is no time for
the runner to thoughtfully consider the matter, shest still judge. ‘To just leap would be to abdé&drom
judgment.*¥ The person oprejudice justleapsstraight to a conclusion, and just leaping isexa@n judging on
the run. To judge is not to guess or blindly Ielayt, to bring our thought, knowledge, skills and exence to
bear upon the matt&t.

Drawing on this account Deutscher attempts to wéthl the much discussed problem of the actor-spectplit

in Arendt’s account (or accounts) of judgm&AtThis problem seems to arise since Arendt devetos
accounts of judgment, one from the perspectivehefdngaged actor who wants to work out what toadd,
another from the perspective of the disengagediatmeavho plays no part in the action at hand ahd wants

to weave facts into a meaningful story. But it && olear that these two accounts sit comfortabdyetber. There
thus seems to be a schism between actor and speftdgment which threatens to undermine the oleral
coherency of Arendt’s account.

We can see how Deutscher deals with this problendraying on the examples of judging on the run and
judging a competition. In the first case the runigein the thick of things and has no time to thuifiglly
consider her options before she jumps. This loikes dctor-judging. In the second case the competiidge
has plenty of time to thoughtfully consider theigas entries (none of which belong to her) befére comes to

a judgment. This looks like spectator-judging. @is point Deutscher writes:

Arendt maintains, nevertheless, that we take ugngpobrary role as spectator when we gavith and
judge Her idea is that judging requires a use of thectgor’s point of view, not that judging is locked
into it. Critics fail to recognise that her ‘specta is only partially and temporarily separatedrfr the
[actor's] playing field

There is thus no rupture between the actor andpleetator. The runner is a partial and involvedraatho,
while on the run, taps into the spectator’s perspedn order to judge whether or not she can clearobstacle

in a single bound. Although some spectators mayenrakre permanent and long-term departures from the
actor’s playing field, they need not do so in orderbe spectators. The same person might be judging
competitions one moment, like a spectator, andingligaps the next, like an actor. Further, specsadre often

not disinterested as they battle with others olremheaning of past events. But to the extent et spectators
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are interested parties engaged in history wars #neyalso actors trying tmakepast events meaningful in a
particular way. Just as we can be spectators while playingheractor’s field, we can also be actors while
sitting on the spectator’s bench.

However, while Deutscher is right to reject anyaipt to overplay the actor-spectator distinctioms equally
important not to, as Deutscher risks doing, undgrpt. Arendt highlights different features of actand
spectator judgments (these different features shbal read as common, but hardly necessary or eéxelus
characteristics}"" For Arendt, the actor (and here Arendt means fipally the political actor, a person
working out how to share the world with others)iloiefates about what they will do and this makestpartial,
interested, involved, concerned with gainihoxa or fame, and subject to the standards set by afoest™ In
contrast to the actor, the spectator (and here dinereans specifically the historian, storytellesyelist, poet,
playwright, philosopher and so on) deliberates, atmiut what they are to do, but about the meanfrgast
actions, and this makes them impartial, disintetstninvolved, concerned with conferring and naining
fame, and the setters of the standards by whiairsate to be judgéd.

Further, actor and spectator judgments differ mby o1 the ways that Arendt highlights above, bigsban terms

of the different roles that Arendt sees them agipta Actor-judgment has the role of doing the pcédil heavy-
lifting of justifying political values, principlesind decisions. Spectator-judgment has the roleogigdthe
existential heavy-lifting of making our being iretvorld a meaningful and worthwhile activity. Ittise actor
who, under the guidance of forward-looking judgmerforms meaningful actions and makes decisibosita
what to do. It is the spectator who, under the goég of backward—looking judgment, makes thosemgti
meaningful by making judgments about them, reveatireir purpose and meaning, and thereby recogcilin
both actors and spectators alike to the way thédwsf™ These two accounts are not in tension since they a
not even in competition. Each account simply revealdifferent role for, or type of, judgment. Onpd of
judgment is more forward-looking and the other mbaekward-looking. One type is more political, ahé
other is more existential, and so on. However, evBieutscher helps us to understand the similafitid®een
these two types of judgments, we should not ovértbe differences either.

AFTER-THOUGHTS

The problem with a thoughtful book, such Aglgment After Arengdis that it tends to raises more questions
than it definitively answers. We have investigatmme of these questions here. In particular, wee hav
challenged the claim that Eichmann did not thilkgrethough he was a thoughtless person. With reggard
willing, we examined the tension inherent in theddf ‘being willing’, a tension that arises beceatlss state
can be understood as going-to-do-something andygohndo-it-willingly. We saw that in difficult motacases
these can come apart. In such cases we need wilifraven if this is accompanied by some reluctarf€inally,

in regard to judgment, while following Deutschet&ad in bringing actor and spectator judgment close
together, we also cautioned against ignoring tfiferginces between these two different types of juelgts. No
doubt there will be some problems with the argumetgfended here. Further, there are also many tengor
issues that Deutscher examines in his rich bookwkeahave not been able to think about here afalil so the
conversation, and the thinking, must go on and on.
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