PART TWO

The Fundamental Ontological Question of
the Meaning of Being in General

The Basic Structures and
Basic Ways of Being

The discussion of the four theses in Part One was intended in each case to
make an ontological problem accessible to us. This was to be done in such a
way that the four groups of problems thus arising would show themselves to
be intrinsically a unit, the problems constituting the whole of the basic
problems of ontology. The following emerged as the four basic ontological
problems: . first, the problem of the ontological difference, the distinction
be}ween being and beings; secondly, the problem of the basic articulation of
being, the essential content of a being and its mode of being; thirdly, the
Plpblgm of the possible modifications of being and of the unity of the concept of
being in its ambiguity: fourthly, the problem of the truth-character of being.

6 We shall assign the four chapters of this second part each to one of these
our basic problems.






Chapter One

The Problem of the
Ontological Difference

Itis not without reason that the problem of the distinction between being in
general and beings occurs here in first place. For the purpose of the
discussion of this difference is to make it possible first of all to get to see
thematically and put into investigation, in a clear and methodically secure
way, the like of being in distinction from beings. The possibility of ontol-
ogy. of philosophy as a science, stands and falls with the possibility of a
sufficiently clear accomplishment of this differentiation between being and
beings and accordingly with the possibility of negotiating the passage from
the ontical consideration of beings to the ontological thematization of being.
1he discussions in this chapter will therefore claim our preponderant
interest. Being and its distinction from beings can be fixed only if we get a
Proper hold on the understanding of being as such. But to comprehend the
understanding of being means first and foremost to understand that being
to W'f-ose ontological constitution the understanding of being belongs, the
in. Exposition of the basic constitution of the Dasein, its existential
°°“5l.lttlxtion. is the task of the preparatory ontological analytic of the
In's existential constitution. We call it the existential analytic of the

in. It must aim at bringing to light the ground of the basic structures of
‘asein in their unity and wholeness. To be sure, in the first part we
ocm")'_’ff"y gave individual portions of such an existential analytic, so far as
therpm““/ely critical discussions provisionally required. But we have nei-
expo run through them in their systematic order nor given an express
°htolsm~on of the Dasein's basic constitution. Before we discuss the basic
ogical problem, the existential analytic of the Dasein needs to be
€loped. This, however, is impossible within the present course, if we
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228 Problem of Ontological Difference [323-324)

wish to pose the basic ontological problem at all. Therefore, we have
choose an alternative and presuppose the essential result of the ey; t°
analytic of the Dasein as a result already established. In my treatise o, B::‘I
and Time, | set forth what the existential analytic encompasses iy,
essential results. The outcome of the existential analytic, the expositionm
the ontological constitution of the Dasein in its ground, is this: the ;
tion of the Dasein’s being is grounded in temporality [Zeitlichkeit). I we
presuppose this result, it does not mean that we may permit ourselves tobe
satisfied just to hear the word “temporality.” Without explicitly adducing
here the proof that the Dasein’s basic constitution is grounded in ten,.
porality, we must nevertheless attempt in some way to gain an
ing of what temporality means. To this end we choose the following path,
We shall take as our starting point the common concept of time and learn to see
how what is commonly known as time and was for a long time the only
concept of time made into a problem in philosophy, itself presupposes
temporality. The point is to see that and how time in its common sense
belongs to and springs from temporality. By means of this reflection we
shall work our way toward the phenomenon of temporality itself and its
basic structure. What shall we gain by doing this? Nothing less than insight
into the original constitution of the Dasein’s being. But then, if indeed the
understanding of being belongs to the Dasein’s existence, this understanding too
must be based in temporality. The ontological condition of the possibility of the
understanding of being is temporality itself. Therefore we must be able to cull
from it that by way of which we understand the like of being. Temporality takes
over the enabling of the understanding of being and thus the enabling of the
thematic interpretation of being and of its articulation and manifold ways; it
thus makes ontology possible. From this arises a whole set of specific
problems related to temporality. We call this entire problematic that
Temporality {Temporalitit]. The term "Temporality” [Temporalitit] does
not wholly coincide with the term “temporality” [Zeitlichkeit], despite the
fact that, in German, Temporalitit is merely the translation of Zei
It means temporality insofar as temporality itself is made into a them‘:'f
the condition of the possibility of the understanding of being
ontology as such. The term “Temporality” is intended to indicat.e e
temporality, in existential analytic, represents the horizon from Wl.'l 3
understand being. What we are inquiring into in existential analytfc- e
tence, proves to be temporality, which on its part constitutes the horizon
the understanding of being that belongs essentially to the Dasein. w0
The main point is to see being in its Temporal determination_a.n‘lj n
unveil its problematics. But if being becomes phenomenologically visible
its Temporal determination, we thereby put ourselves in a position to he
the distinction between being and beings more clearly as well, and to
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und of the ontological difference. This gives us the design for the first
chapter of Part Two, which is to deal with the problem of the ontological

d-lﬂ'eren(‘e:

§19. Time and temporality

§20. temporality [Zeitlichkeit] and Temporality [Temporalitit]
§21. Temporality [Temporalitit] and being

§22. Being and beings

§19. Time and temporality

The aim now is to press forward through the common understanding of
time toward temporality, in which the Dasein’s ontological constitution is
rooted and to which time as commonly understood belongs. The first step is
to make certain of the common understanding of time. What do we mean
by time in natural experience and understanding? Although we constantly
reckon with time or take account of it without explicitly measuring it by the
clock and are abandoned to it as to the most commonplace thing, whether
we are lost in it or pressed by it—although time is as familiar to us as only
something in our Dasein can be, nevertheless, it becomes strange and
puzzling when we try to make it clear to ourselves even if only within the
limits of everyday intelligibility. Augustine’s remark about this fact is well
known. Quid est enim “tempus'? Quis hoc facile breviterque explicaverit?
Quis hoc ad verbum de illo proferendum vel cogitatione conprehenderit?
Quid autem familiarius et notius in loquendo conmemoramus quam “tem-
Pus”? Et intellegimus utique, cum id loquimur, intellegimus etiam, cum alio
quente id audimus.—Quid est ergo “tempus”? Si nemo ex me quaerat,
%0; si quaerenti explicare velim, nescio; fidenter tamen dico scire me,
Quod. si nihil praeteriret, non esset praeteritum tempus, et si nihil adveniret,
won esset futurum tempus, et si nihil esset, non esset praesens tempus.!
o hat then is' time; who can explain it easily and briefly? Who has
mprehe?nded it in thought so as to speak of it? But what is there that we
vo a;‘:: l.n our discouTse more familiar and be_tter known than time?..'\nd
when o z; understand it whenever we speak of it, anc! we understand it too
Me aboyy .ﬁ‘alr someone else speak of |t.—Wh?( ?hen is time? If no one asks
Koy, - l;. know: if [ am supposed to ?xplam. it to one who asks, I do not
“"°ulci hc nosay copﬁdemly Fhat 1 k‘now: if nOthIFlg were to pass away tiluere
come an(g)ai?t tlm}:. and if nothnng were coming there would be no time
implic... nothing were to exist there wogld be no present time.

s the Neoplatonist says: ti de depote estin ho chronos, erotetheis

1
Augustine, Confessiones, 11.14.
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mogis an ho sophotatos apokrinaito;? “as to what time may be, then 10 the
question hardly the wisest would be able to find an answer” thiy
evidence for the difficulty of apprehending and interpreting time jg Urther
fluous. Every attempt we ourselves make to elucidate what we mean, Super.
in our natural understanding of it, every attempt to lay out unveileq and ;
its purity what is to be understood by time, convinces us of this. At firg >
are without any orientation at all. We do not know where to look, When::
seek and find the like of time. But there is a way that begins to help us oy of
this perplexity. The common understanding of time very early reacheq
conceptual expression in philosophy. Accordingly, in the explicit

of time, we have at our disposal a portrayal of the time phenomenon. Ths
phenomenon need no longer give us the slip completely if we hold on to 4
conceptual characterization of it. However, even if time becomes more
manageable when we comprehend these time concepts, we should not be
led by this gain to surrender all methodical foresight and criticism, For,
precisely if the time phenomenon is so hard to grasp, it remains doubtful
whether the interpretation of time that was laid down in the traditional time
concept is thoroughly in keeping with the phenomenon of time. And even if
it were, still requiring discussion would be the question whether this
interpretation of time, although suitable, reaches the phenomenon in its
original constitution or whether the common and genuine time concept
only expresses a configuring of time that is indeed peculiar to it but does not
lay hold of it in its originality.

Only if we impose these reservations on ourselves is there any surety that
we can draw something of use for the understanding of the time phenome-
non from a critical discussion of the traditional time concept. Now t0
understand the fundamental-ontological considerations it is mdupenﬂbk
that the time phenomenon should be brought to view in its
structure. Hence it would be altogether pointless if we simply took note o
one or more definitions of time in order simply to take the opportunity 1o
offer our own definition. What we need first of all is a many-sided 0'*'.‘“'
tion toward the time phenomenon, following the clue of the traditional time
concepts. After that it becomes pertinent to inquire in what way
interpretations of time from which these concepts have sprung tM
took sight of the time phenomenon. how far they took into view the Oﬂg‘n'l
time phenomenon, and how we can achieve the return passage from

time phenomenon first given to the original time. o orical
For the sake of a synoptic view we shall divide §19 into (a) histo
— — — - —/
2. Simplicius, In Aristotelis physicorum libros quattuor priores commentaria, ed. He

Diels (Berlin: [G. Reimer], 1882), p. 695, line 17 f
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entation regarding the traditional concept of time and a delineation of
o common understanding of time that lies at the basis of this concept, and
(b the common understanding of time and the return to original time.

a) Historical orientation regarding the traditional concept
of time and a delineation of the common understanding of
time that lies at the basis of this concept

If we look back historically and survey the various attempts to master
time conceptually. it tuns out that the ancients had already set forth the
essentials that constitute the content of the traditional concept of time. The
two ancient interpretations of time which thereafter became standard—
Augustine’s, which has already been mentioned, and the first great treatise
on time by Aristotle—are also by far the most extensive and truly thematic
investigations of the time phenomenon itself. Augustine agrees with Aris-
totle also on a series of essential determinations.

Aristotle’s treatise on time is to be found in his Physics, 4.10.217°29-
4.14.224*17. He gives essential supplementary material for his view of time
in the early chapters of the Physics, book 8. There are also some important
passages in De Anima, book 3. Among ancient conceptions of time, that of
Plotinus also has a certain significance, peri atonos kai chronou (Enneads 3.7),
"On the Aeon and on Time." Aeon is a peculiar form intermediate between
eternity and time. The discussion of the aeon played a great role in the
Middle Ages. Plotinus, however, gives us more of a theosophical specula-
tion about time than an interpretation adhering strictly to the phenomenon
fself and forcing the phenomenon into conceptual form. A summary
Particularly useful for orientation regarding the ancient concept of time is to
be found in the appendix that Simplicius provides in his great commentary
0 Aristotelian physics. At the conclusion of the interpretation of book 4

‘ommentary provides an independent appendix in which Simplicius

s with time. Among the Scholastics, Thomas Aquinas and Suarez dealt
fost specifically with the time concept, in close connection with the
) totelian conception. In modem philosophy the most important inves-
Sations of time occur in Leibniz, Kant. and Hegel. and here, too, at
°m. the Aristotelian interpretation of time breaks through everywhere.
'om the most recent period we may cite Bergson’s investigations of the
¢ P'h@nomcnon. They are by far the most independent. He presented the
"tal results of his inquiries in his Essai sur les données immédiates de la
nce (1888). These investigations were extended and set in a wider

tim,

3
Toud . 773-800.
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context in his major work, L'évolution créatrice (1907). As early ag ;,
treatise, Bergson makes the attempt to overcome the Aristotelian ¢q firy
time and to show its one-sidedness. He tries to get beyond the ~CePtof
concept of time by distinguishing durée, duration, in contrast Witm
commonly understood, which he calls temps. In a more recent work, Dlu:
et simultaneité (2nd edition, 1923), Bergson provides a critical P
of Einstein’s theory of relativity. Bergson'’s theory of duration itself grew o
of a direct critique of the Aristotelian concept of time. The interpretation he
gives of time in the common sense rests on a misunderstanding of A,
totle’s way of understanding time. Accordingly, his counte to
common time, namely duration, is also in this sense untenable. He does e
succeed by means of this concept in working his way through to the try,
phenomenon of time. Nevertheless, Bergson's investigations are vahubje
because they manifest a philosophical effort to surpass the traditional
concept of time.

We have already stressed that the essentials of what can first of all be said
about time within the common understanding of it were said in the two
ancient interpretations of time by Aristotle and Augustine. Of the two,
Aristotle’s investigations are conceptually more rigorous and stronger while
Augustine sees some dimensions of the time phenomenon more originally.
No attempt to get behind the riddle of time can permit itself to dispense
with coming to grips with Aristotle. For he expressed in clear conceptusl
form, for the first time and for a long time after, the common
ing of time, so that his view of time corresponds to the natural concept of
time. Aristotle was the last of the great philosophers who had eyes to see
and, what is still more decisive, the energy and tenacity to continue to force
inquiry back to the phenomena and to the seen and to mistrust from the
ground up all wild and windy speculations, no matter how close to the heart
of common sense. ,

We must here deny ourselves a detailed interpretation of Avristotles
treatise as well as Augustine’s. We shall select a few characteristic propos*
tions in order to illustrate by them the traditional time concept. In
mentation we shall draw several important thoughts from Leibniz, whose
discussions of time, like all of his essential ideas, are scattered about I
occasional writings, treatises, and letters. .

To the clarification of the Aristotelian time concept we shall preface
short account of the structure of the Aristotelian treatise on time.

a) Qutline of Aristotle’s treatise on time

The treatise contains five chapters (Physics, 4.10—14). The fmt C"‘.‘PM
(chap. 10), being first, defines the inquiry, which moves in two di



§19. Time and Temporality [330-331) 233

first question is: poteron ton onton estin e ton me onton;* does time
The 12 i “beings? Is i hing that exists of itself
belong among be}ngs or non bemgs‘. Is it something that exists of itself or
it exist only in such a way that it is co-present in something that exists
ndependently? How and where is time? The second question runs: tis he
v husis autou;® what is tl_|e nature, the essence, of time? These two questions
about time’s mode of being and its es'senh'al nature receive proportionately
unequal treatment. The first question is discussed in lesser detail: the
tive answer is given only in the last chapter (14.223°16-224417). The
remaining portions of the treatise are devoted to the investigation and
discussion of the second question, What is time? Chapter 10 not only
defines both these problems but also discusses provisionally the difficulties
implicit in them, and in connection with this it makes reference to previous
attempts at a solution. Aristotle’s custom is almost without exception to
introduce his investigations in this form: historical orientation and discus-
sion of the difficulties, the aporiai. Aporia means: not getting through,
being without passage. The problems are at first set in such a way that it
appears as though no further passage can be made in these inquiries. The
essential content of the problem is provisionally brought closer by this
historical orientation and discussion of aporiai.

With reference to the first question, whether time is something extant or
is not rather a me on, the latter determination seems to suggest itself as the
answer. How should time exist as a whole, an ousia, if the parts that go to
make it up are non-existent and are so in different ways? Things past and
things future belong to time. The former are no longer, the latter are not yet.
Past and future have the character of a nullity. It is as though time, as Lotze
once put it, has two arms which it stretches out in different directions of
non-being. Past and future, by their very concepts, are exactly non-existent;
atbottom it is only the present, the now, that is. But on the other hand, time
also is not composed of a manifold of existent nows. For in every now there
N °"!Y this now, and the others are now either not yet or no longer. The now

1s never the same and never a single one, but another, a not-the-same
Not-one, a manifold. But selfsameness and unity are determinations
:c:ssfzrily belonging to something that exists in itself. If these determina-
emselves are lacking to perhaps the only moment of time of which it

A:“(;}]r:.\‘mtlc. Physica (Ross), book 4. 10217031 [W D). Ross's edition, or editions, of
" Odu:1 Physics can be traced back. at the earliest, w0 1936: Aristotle’s Physics, with
i g o and commentary (Oxford: Clarendon, 1936). Heidegger could not have used
N and the data provided in the Grundprobleme text (note 4. page 330} are insufficient
fmine which edition is intended. Heidegger could have used the editions by Imma-

i ckker (Berlin, 1843) or Charles Prantl (Leipzig: Teubner, 1879). See note 34 below.]
nd |, 21732 N
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can be said that it is, the now, then time seems to belong wholly
completely to not-being and the non-existent (me on). Aristotle proyiy:
ally lets the question of the mode of being of time rest with this aporia whil,
he goes on to discuss several traditional views relating to the mode °fbeing
as well as the essential nature of time.

One view identifies time with the motion of the universe. He toy holow,

A/
3 { kinesis,® the whole of all beings, which moves, is time itself. In a Certain,

3

sense this is still conceived mythically. But all mythology has its bagjy in
specific experiences and is anything but pure fiction or invention. It cannot
be accidental and arbitrary that in this mythical view time is idenﬁﬁedwhh
the motion of the universe. A second view tends in the same direction bu i

{ more definite. It says that time is he sphaira aute.” Time here is equated

with the heavenly sphere which, rotating in a circle, embraces

and contains everything within itself. To understand this we must bring to
mind the ancient picture of the world, according to which the earth is a disk
floating in the ocean with the whole of the heavenly sphere surrounding i
In this sphere other spheres are layered one above the other in which the
stars are fastened. The outermost heavenly sphere embraces everything that
really exists. It and its rotation are identified with time. According to
Aristotle the basis for this interpretation is as follows: en te to chrono panta
estin kai en te tou holou sphaira;® everything that is, is in time; but
everything that exists is also inside the revolving vault of heaven, which is
the outermost limit of all beings. Time and the outermost heavenly sphere
are identical. There is something of experience implicit in this interpreta-
tion too: time in connection with the rotation of the sky and time also as that
in which all beings exist. We say indeed that what is, is in time. Even if, says
Aristotle, we have to disregard these simple-minded analyses, n

there is a legitimate appearance supporting the view that time is

like motion, kinesis tis. We speak of the flux of time and say that time
elapses. For kinesis Aristotle also says metabole. This is the most
concept of motion; literally it means the same as the German Umachlag, 8
change or turn [sometimes sudden, into its opposite]. But by its natur®
motion is en auto to kinoumeno, in the moving thing itself or always £1€
exactly where the thing in motion, the kinoumenon or metaballon. itaelf is-
Motion is always in the moving thing; it is not something that floats 32
were above the thing in motion; rather, the moving thing itself move

Motion therefore is always where the moving thing is. But time, say®
/

6. Ibid., 218+33.

7. bid., 218°1. ["The sphere itself.” Trans. R. P Hardie and R K. Gaye, in The W‘;-“di
Aristotle (Ross), vol. 2. All further references to the Hardie and Gaye translation
Physica are to this volume in the Ross edition. |

8. Ibad., 218%6f
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aristotle. ho de chronos homoios kai pantachou kai para pasin,? is, on the || €~
atrary. in a like manner both everywhere and also beside everything and
:;:Io ose to everything. In this way a distinction is fixed that contrasts time with
motion- While motion is always only in the moving thing and is only where
the moving thing is, time is everywhere (pantachpu), not in one definite
lace. and it is not in the moving thing itself but(p-i?'@ beside it, in some way
close by it. Motion and time differ in how they belong to the moving thing !
and to that which is in time and which we call the intratemporal [das
Innerzeitige]. Thus the first provisional determination that had suggested
iself, that time itself might be a motion, collapses. Time itself is not
motion, hoti men toinun ouk estin kinesis.'” On the other hand, however,
time also does not exist without motion. Thus the result can now be
formulated: time is oute kinesis out’ aneu kineseos;!! it is not itself indeed
the motion of the moving thing but still it is not without motion. From this it
follows that time is connected in some sense with motion; it is not kinesis
but kineseos ti, something at, close to, motion, something in connection with
the motion of the moving thing. The problem of the question about the
essential nature of time concentrates on the question: ti tes kineseos estin, 2
what connected with motion is time?

In this way the course of the investigation is outlined beforehand. In
chapter 11, the second chapter of the treatise on time, which is the central
chapter of the whole treatise, Aristotle reaches the result, the answer to the
question what time is. We shall merely record the result here because later
we shall want to pursue in more detail the interpretation of the nature of
time. He says: touto gar estin ho chronos; arithmos kineseos kata to
Proteron kai husteron;!? time is this, namely, something counted which
shows itself in and for regard to the before and after in motion or, in short,
something counted in connection with motion as encountered in the hori-
2on of earlier and later. Aristotle then shows more precisely what is already
Present in the experience of a motion and how time is encountered there
d?“g with it. He makes clear to what extent and in what sense time is
nithmos, a number, and how the basic phenomenon of time, to nun, the
oW, results.

This leads him, in the third chapter (chap. 12), to define in greater detail

connection between motion and time and to show that not only is

N
)
A

9 Iud | 21813,
10 Td 21018

1 “Nei i ) -
(;:};_:li' 11.21941. ["Neither movement nor independent of movement.” Trans. Hardie
12 ! me
! d 21403 [“What exactly it has to do with movement.” Trans. Hardie and Gaye ]
“ T;d 219"1f. ["For time is just this—number of motion in respect of before and
rans. Hardie and Gaye. |
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motion in time and measured by time but conversely, too, time js

by motion. Thus there emerges the fundamental question Wh:tw::‘fi
mean to say that something is “in time”? We normally express ot
being in time by the (German adjective “zeitlich,” English ,,mn";’o‘;th;mg'
for terminological purposes we use the expression “zeitlich” or “tep, B‘f
in a different sense and take as the specific designation for the "being'
time"” of a being the expression “Innerzeitigkeit,” “intratemporality ” Som:
thing is in time, it is intratemporal. Elucidation of the concept of intrater,
porality clarifies the characterization of time as number. Since rest is iteelfy
limiting case of motion, the relationship between time and rest aly, be.
comes clear with the determination of the relationship of time and mog
Likewise, the relation of time to the extratemporal [Ausserzeitigen], usually
called the timeless, is cleared up by reference to the concept of intratem.
porality.

The fourth chapter (chap. 13) inquires into the unity of time in the
manifoldness of the sequence of the nows. Aristotle tries to show here how the
now, to nun, constitutes time's real holding-itself-together, its coherence,
sunecheia, in Latin continuum, German Stetigkeit, English continuity. The
question is how the now holds time together within itself as a whole. All the
time-determinations are related to the now. In connection with the explans-
tion of sunecheia Aristotle gives an interpretation of several time deter-
minations: ede, forthwith, arti, just now. and also palai, before this time or
once, and exaiphnes, all of a sudden. Forthwith, just, once, suddenly, later
on, formerly are determinations, all of which go back to the nun. Just is seen
looking backward from a now; immediately is seen forward, as it were, from
a now. Aristotle does not grasp these determinations in their inner connec-
tions but merely gives examples of time-determinations without recogniz”
ing their systematic order.

The fifth chapter (chap. 14) goes back to the determination thﬂ‘ was
drawn into the definition of time, the proteron and husteron, the eartier and
later. It discusses the relation of the earlier and later to the before and “f:;
Following these discussions the first problem is taken up again: che
how is time? Aristotle defines this question more closely in book 8 of
Physics, in which he brings time into connection with the rotation nds
heavens and with the nous. Time is not bound up with a single motion & "t
definite place. In a certain way it is everywhere. And yet, since by d But
it is something counted, it can exist only where a counting exists- od
counting is an activity of the soul. Time is in a certain way everyWh‘:‘;in“
yet it is in each instance only in the soul. Here we once again run up % ThS
a difficult problem. What does it mean to say that time is in the M
corresponds to the question discussed in connection with the fourth ot
what it means to say that truth is in the understanding. As long as e
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an adequate concept of the soul or the understanding—of the
vein_,_ix remains difficult to say what “time is in the soul” means.
Nothing is gained by saying that time is subjective; at most, it would give
. » to problems put precisely the wrong way.
nseThe question now arises, How can different entities and different moving
< which are in time be in or at the same time if they are different? How
s the simultaneity of different things possible? We know that the question
sbout simultaneity or, more precisely, the question of the possibility of an
intersubjective establishment of simultaneous events constitutes one of the
pasic problems of relativity theory. The philosophical treatment of the
lem of simultaneity depends on two factors: (1) determination of the
concept of intratemporality, the question how something is in time at all, and
(2) clarification of the question in what way and where time is or, more
precisely. whether time in general is and can be said to be.

Since time for Aristotle is something connected with motion and is
measured by means of motion, the problem is to find the purest motion,
which is the original measure of time. The first and pre-eminent measure of
all motion is the rotation (kuklophoria) of the outermost heaven. This
motion is a circular motion. Time is thus in a certain sense a circle.

From this brief survey it already appears that Aristotle broached a series
of central problems relating to time, and in fact not indiscriminately but in
their essential concatenation. Nevertheless, it should be noted that many
problems are just touched on by him and also that those with which he deals
more circumstantially are by no means without need of further inquiry and
new radical formulation as problems. Seen in their entirety. however, all the
central problems of time which were thereafter discussed in the course of
‘h_! further development of philosophy are already marked out. It can be
%id that subsequent times did not get essentially beyond the stage of

otle’s treatment of the problem—apart from a few exceptions in

Ugustine and Kant, who nevertheless retain in principle the Aristotelian
concept of time.

B) Interpretative exposition of Aristotle’s concept of time

FOlIowing this survey of Aristotle’s essay on time we shall try to gain a
ot:?t;’rough underst.andin.g of it. In doipg so, we shall not keep strictly to
ion som, ut, by a free discussion and occasionally by carrying the interpreta-
i }\e\}thax funhcr. we shall try to focus more clea‘rl‘y on thg phenome-
ute(‘i"‘-‘lotle sees it. We start here'from thg definition of time alread)"
h“ster()n.. ::’“‘0 gar estin _ho chr(_)nos. arithmos kineseas kata to proteron kai
- for time is just this, something counted in connection with

m
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motion that is encountered in the horizon of the earlier and later (my:
encountered with regard to the before and after). At first it mighe Z:)%
that this definition of time makes the phenomenon inquired ing, sid
opaque than accessible. The first point in the definition implies thyt mm:‘
something we find before us in connection with motion, as s 8
something that moves as a moving thing, oute kinesis out’ aneu kw::
Let us take a simple example. A vertical rod moves on the blackbogrg £,
left to right. We can also let it move in the manner of a rotation With the
lower end as pivot. Time is something about the motion, Showing itself 1o
us in connection with a moving thing. If we imagine this rod to move or ©
rotate then we can ask, Where is time here, if it is supposed to Pertain to the
motion? It is certainly not a property of this rod, not anything corporeal, nt
heavy, not colored, not hard, not anything that belongs to its extension and
continuity (suneches) as such; it is not something. not a piece of the rod’s
manifold of points, if we think of the rod as a line. Also, however, Aristotle
does not in fact say that time is something connected with the moving thi
as such but rather with its motion. But what is the motion of the rod? We say
“its change of place, the transition from one place to another—whether in
the sense of simple forward motion or continued motion from one point to
the other.” Time is supposed to be something relating to the motion and
not to the moving thing. If we follow the continued movement of the rod,
whether in the sense of rotation or the other motion, will we then find time
belonging to this continued movement itself? Does it adhere to the motion
as such? If we stop the motion, we say that time continues. Time goes on
while the motion ceases. Thus time is not motion, and the rod’s motion 8
not itself time. Aristotle also does not say that time is kinesis, but kineseos
ti, something close to, connected with motion. But how? The motion here 8
the transition of the rod from one place to the other. The moving thing, 3
moving, is always present at some one place. Is time at these places or *
even these places themselves? Obviously not, for if the moving thl!‘!:;
run through the places in its movement, these places are, as such.
existent as definite locations. But the time at which the rod was at this
that place has passed. The place remains, time goes by. Where and how:
then, is time at, with, the motion? We say that during its motion the L s
thing is always at a place at a time. The motion is in time, intmlth‘.'t', me
time then something like a container, into which motion is put? Md !
is always to be met with in connection with motion. is this (:ontml'“?l‘i7 Bt
something that carries motion as such along with it like a snail its shell:
when the rod is resting we again ask where time is. Do we find nothmgrd
time in the thing qua resting? Or something? We say “The rod was a
_—*—"’/

15. Ibid., 219+1. |"Neither movement nor independent * Trans. Hardie and Gl)"]
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certain length of time or temporarily.” Nevertheless, although we may
fora Il around the moving thing and the motion itself as change of place,
Jook :al  never find time if we hold to what Aristotle says.
\;;e must ourselves retort, naturally we shall not find it. Aristotle does
pot just remark indefinitely that time is something connected with motion;
nstead, he says more precisely: arithmos kineseos—a number connected
with motion or, as he formulates it in one place, ouk ara kinesis ho chronos
all' he arithmon echei he kinesis;'® time is not itself motion but exists so far
a5 motion has a number. Time is a number. This again is astonishing, for
pumbers are just exactly that of which we say that they are timeless,
extratemporal. How then is time supposed to be a number? Buat here, as™
Agistotle expressly stresses, the expression “number” (arithmos) must be
understood in the sense of arithmoumenon. Time is number not in the
gense of the number that numbers as such but of the number that is
numbered, counted. Time as.number of motion is what is counted in connec-
tion with motion. Let us try an experiment. What can | count about the
motion of the rod? Obviously, since the motion is a change of place, I can
count the individual locations occupied by the rod in transition from one to
the other. But, if I add up these locations, the sum of them to all eternity will
never give me time but only the whole stretch run through, a piece of space
but not time. Now we are able to count and to determine by counting the
speed of the rod in its transition from one place to the other. What is speed?
If we take the physical concept of speed, s = d/t, then speed is the path
traversed divided by the elapsed time. From this formula it can be seen
externally that time is involved in speed, because motion requires time. But
does not yet explain what time itself is. We have not come a single step
closer to time. What does it mean, then, to say that the rod has a certain
speed? Patently, among other things, it means that the rod is moving in
time. Its motion runs its course in time. How puzzling it is that all motions
——use up—time and yet time doesn’t diminish at all. Let us think of
Particular motions in the time between ten and eleven o'clock. Think
*0.3s a second instance, of 100,000 motions in the same time. All of them
€ this same time. In the second instance. when many more of them are
ﬁta)t?f Ithis time, does the time itself diminish or does it remain quan-
€ly equal to itself? Is the time that is taken by the motions thereby all
Nwe:}',)f : l.f. not, then it manifestly does. not depen_d on the motions.
Motion (I’[e?:s. it is supposed to bc what is cou.med in connection wnth
c"unteci 't seems to be pure assertion on r’.\nstotle s part that time is what is
In connection with motion. Even if we go so far as to mark the rod's
8¢ of place by numbers, so that we provide each place with a number

l6. Ibid | 214934
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and thus find something counted or enumerated directly at each place ;

" . . . . in
transition of the moving thing, we do not uncover time with thj device the
do we? I take my watch out of my pocket and follow the change of Plaéor
the second hand, and I read off one, two, three, four seconds of of
This little rod, hurrying on, shows me time, points to time for me, fo, whig,
reason we call it a pointer, a hand. I read off time from the motion of
Where then is this time? Somewhere inside the works, perhaps, so thg; if]
put the watch into my pocket again I have time in my vest pocket? Nﬁtllnl]y
not, the answer will be. Yet we ask in return, Where then is time, since it js
certainly undeniable that we read it from the watch? The watch, the
tells me what time it is, so that | find time in some way present there,

We see that in the end Aristotle is not so wrong when he says that time ;5
what is counted in connection with motion. As evidence we do not need for
it something as refined as a modern pocket watch. When a human being in
natural, everyday existence follows the course of the sun and says “It is
noon,” “It is evening,” he is telling the time. Time now, suddenly, is in the
sun or in the sky and no longer in my vest pocket. But really, then, where is
this prodigy at home? How does it happen that we should find time
wherever we follow a motion, that we find time somehow attached to the
motion and yet do not find it present right at the place where the moving
object is? What are we attending to, toward which horizon are we looking,
when—to keep to a simple example—we say at sunset that evening is
coming on and thus determine a time of day? Are we looking only toward
the particular local horizon, toward the west, or does our encounter with the
moving object, the sun here in its apparent motion, look toward a different
horizon?

The definition of time given by Aristotle is so ingenious that it also ﬁlﬂ
this horizon, within which we are supposed to find, along with what is
counted in connection with the motion. none other than time. "
says: arithmos kineseos kata to proteron kai husteron. We translate th" a:
time is something counted in connection with encountered motion Wid‘"
view to the before and after, in the horizon of the earlier and later. Time
not only what is counted about the motion, but it is counted there s0 far &4
that motion stands in the prospect of the before and after when we
as motion. The horizon sought for is that of the earlier and later. Protero®
and husteron are translated as earlier and later, but also as before an'd and
The first determination, the proteron and husteron taken as earher.
later, seems to be impossible. “Earlier” and “later” are time-determina'“o”'
Aristotle says, time is what is counted about the motion we encounter I i
horizon of time (of earlier and later). But this simply means that time
something met within the horizon of time. Time is counted time. If 1‘53;
that time is that pertaining to motion which shows itself when 1 follow it
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stion in the horizon of its e‘arlier and 'Iater. the definition of time seems to

a trivial tautology: time is the earlier and later, thus time is time. Is it

thwhile to busy ourselves with a definition that bears on its brow. as it
wo the crudest sort of logical error? Nevertheless, we should not cling to
w':;o,ds, Certainly earlier and later are time phenomena. But the question
rmains whether what they mean coincides with what is meant in the

ect of the definitory statement “time is time.” Perhaps the second term
wime” means something different and more original than what Aristotle
in the definition itself. Perhaps Aristotle’s definition of time is not a
wutology but merely betrays the inner coherence of the Aristotelian time
phenomenon. that is, of time as commonly understood, with the original
time which we are calling temporality. As Aristotle says in his interpreta-
tion, time can be interpreted only if it is itself understood again by way of
time, that is. by way of original time. Therefore, it is not necessary to
translate the proteron and husteron in Aristotle’s definition of time by the
indifferent before and after—even though that has its own specific and
proper validity—so that their time character comes out less obviously, in
order to avoid the appearance that Aristotle is defining time by going back
to time. If the nature of time is in some measure understood, then Aris-
totle’s interpretation and definition of time must be so interpreted, in
conformity with its initial approach, that in it what he takes to be time must
be construed by way of time.

Anyone who has once seen these interconnections must plainly demand
that in the definition of time the origin of time in the common sense, of time as we
encounter it immediately, should come to light from temporality. For its origin
belongs to its essential nature and thus demands expression in the definition 7
of this nature.

If we permit the earlier and later to remain in the definition of time, this

not yet show how accurate the Aristotelian definition of time is, how
a what is counted in connection with motion is time. What is the meaning
of .lhal which is counted in connection with motion encountered in the
te‘::;c;: of the earlier and later"? Time is supposed to be what is encoun-
visio ma;)p:s:ﬁcal!y Filr?cted countmg. of motion. The spgcnﬁc direction of

: ing is indicated by the kata to proteron kai husteron. What

'S Means will be unveiled for us if we first of all take proteron and husteron
mean:”}'l‘ anc-i after and show by means of our interpretation what Aristo'tle

Ii;tc:-)';\:";:,s't?g czihat the translation of proteron and husteron by earlier

ST .
mm:‘?:' 1s supposed to be son?cthing coun.tcd about motion, and in fact
\memlng counted that shows‘ltself to us with respect to the proteron and
experien.. We must now glanfy' what this means and in what way we
nce something like time with respect to the before and after. Time is
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kineseos ti, something we encounter in connection with motion. To gy
in general, kinesis or metabole, there belongs kinoumenon kineitaj: :\%
ing thing is moving, is in motion. The most general character of mqg;
metabole, a turn or change or better a transition from

something.!? The simplest form of motion, and the one most fmq,m:
used by Aristotle in his analysis of motion, of transition, is pho, transitioy,
from one place (topos) to another, shift, change of place. This is the Motion
we are familiar with also as physical motion. In such motion the ki

non is the pheromenon, being carried forward from one place to the othey
Another form of motion is, for example.iﬂg\k@. becoming different in the
sense that one quality changes to another, one particular color to another,
and he're too there is an advance ek tinos eis ti, away from something towan]
something. But this “away from something toward something” does not have
the sense of transition from one place to another. Change of color can occur
at the same place. It already becomes clear from this that this remarkable
structure of the ek tinos eis ti, “away from something toward io&—@j
belongs to motion. The comparison with alloiosis shows that “away
from something toward something” need not necessarily be taken spatially.
We shall call this structure of motion its dimension, taking the concept of
dimension in a completely formal sense, in which spatial character is not
essential. Dimension expresses a general notion of stretch; extension in the
sense of spatial dimension then represents a particular modification of
stretch. In the case of the determination of ek tinos eis ti we should rid
ourselves completely of the spatial idea, something that Aristotle did, too. A
completely formal sense of stretching out is intended in “from something to
something.” It is important to see this, because it was with reference to thl’
determination that the Aristotelian concept of time was misunderstood in
the modern period, especially by Bergson; from the outset he took d‘”
dimensional character of time in the sense of spatial extension in i
reference to motion.

The determination of the suneches, being-held-together-within-itw“;.°°“'
tinuum, continuity, also belongs to stretch. Aristotle calls the dimensiona
character megethos. This determination megethos, extension or magh©
tude, also does not have a primarily spatial character, but that of st
There is no break implied in the concept and essential nature of f'om
something to something;” it is, instead, a stretching out that is closed with!
itself. When we experience motion in a moving thing, we n

o _

17. Cf. Physica, 3.1-3 and 5. [In book 5, see particularly 22421-224M9 and 224"35«':’}
latter begins: "And since every change is from something to something—as the wo oy
(metabole) indicates, implying something “after’ (meta) something else, that 18 ww

something carlier and something later—that which changes must change in oné
ways.” Trans. Hardie and Gaye |
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rience along with it suneches, continuity, and in this continuity itself ek

"V eis ti, dimension in the original sense, stretching out (extension). In
case of change of place the extension is locally-spatial. Aristotle ex-
the < this set of circumstances in reverse order when he says that akolou-
. 1o megethei he kinesis,'"® motion follows (comes in the wake of)
thel ension (extension). This proposition should be understood not ontically
ontologically. It does not mean that a motion proceeds ontically from
::tch or continuity, that dimension has motion consequent to it. To say
that motion follows continuity or follows dimension means that by the very
pature of motion as such dimensionality, and thus continuity, precedes it.
Extension and continuity are already implicit in motion. They are earlier
than motion in the sense of being a priori conditions of motion itself. Where
there is motion, there megethos and suneches (sunecheia) are already
thought along with it a priori. But this does not signify that motion is
identical with extension (space) and continuity, which is clear already from
the fact that not every motion is a change of place, a spatial motion, but
nevertheless is determined by the ek tinos eis ti. Extension here has a
broader sense than specifically spatial dimension. Motion follows con-
tinuity, and continuity follows extendedness. Akolouthei expresses the
Joundational a priori connection of motion with continuity and extendedness.
Aristotle employs akolouthein in other investigations, too, in this ontologi-
cal signification. So far as time is kineseos ti, something connected with
motion, this means that in thinking time, motion or rest is always thought
tlong with it. In Aristotelian language, time follows, is in succession to,
motion. Aristotle says directlyi ho chronos akolouthei te kinesei.!? |For
change of place the sequence is as follows: place-manifold—(space) exten-
$Ion—continuity—motion—time. Viewed backward from time this

—~—

18.vlb|d,.. 219°11. ["But what is moved is moved from something to samething. and all
fude 1s continuous. Therefore the movement goes with the magnitude. Because the
;:%"h:‘e""}ﬁ CO:ﬁhuous. dh\: n';’ovemcm too m;lm be oo':-uim':om. ag:l if the movement, theh:
- for the time that has passed is always thought to in proportion to t
molvgml‘;'“» Trans. Hardie and Gaye. )
notin id.. 21923, [A sense of the difficulty of reading this passage may be derived from
"me?c'l i two translations deal with it. “But the ‘now’ corresponds to the body that is
Carrieq ‘I Ong. as time corresponds to the motion. For it is by means of the body that is
these 1: ong that we become aware of the "before and after’ in the motion, and if we regard
* Countable we get the now.” Trans. Hardie and Gaye. “And as time follows the
iy g?“:’; movement, so does the ‘now’ of time follow the analogy of the moving bodg since
Virte of 10 INg body that we come to know the before-and-after in movement, and it is in
e the countableness of its before-and-afters that the now’ exists.” A note gives an
Dungp) ¢, translation of the last two words: “the ‘now’ is the before and after. rgm
Voly ll.:ed In Aristatle. The Physics, trans. Philip H. Wicksteed and Francis M. Comford. 2
3;)‘: "\"xf]u o0 Wilham Heinemann; New York: G. P Putnam's Sons, 1929), vol. 1, pp. 389-
! !

lllonnhc{ ref]crenccs to the Wicksteed and Comford translation of the Physica are 1o
<vol. ]

Ty
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means: if time is something connected with motion, then

connection is thought along with time. And this plainly does nq, ?‘"&
time is identical with any of the phenomena thus thought in y d'ﬁt
with it. Sonnection

Unless the ontological sense of akolouthein has been comprehendeq
Aristotelian definition of time remains unintelligible. Or else g f th.
interpretations occur, for example that of Bergson, who said thay time
Aristotle understands it is space. He was misled into adopting thjs il'ld:
quate interpretation because he took continuity in the narrower sense ofthe
extensional magnitude of space. Aristotle does not reduce time to 5pace nor
does he define it merely with the aid of space, as though some spatial
determination entered into the definition of time. He only wants to show
that and how time is something connected with motion. To this end,
however, it becomes necessary to recognize what is already experienced in
and with the experience of motion and how time becomes visible in what is
thus experienced.

To see more precisely the sense in which time follows upon motion or
motion’s stretching out, we have to clarify even further for ourselves the
experience of motion. The thoughts of motion, continuity, extension—and
in the case of change of place, place—are interwoven with the experience of
time. When we follow a motion, we encounter time in the process without
expressly apprehending it or explicitly intending it. In the concrete experi-
ence of motions we keep primarily to the moving thing, the pheromenon;
ho ten kinesin gnorizomen:® we see the motion in connection with the
moving thing. To see motion purely as such is not easy: tode gar ti to
pheromenon, he de kinesis ou;2! the moving thing is always a this-here. 3
definite entity, while the motion itself does not have a specifically individ
alized character that would give it its own special stamp. The moving thing
is given for us in its individuation and thisness, but motion as such is ot
given in that way. In experiencing motion we keep to the moving thing,
we thus see the motion with the moving thing but do not see it as

Corresponding to the way we bring motion closer to ourselves by foc¥"
ing on the moving thing is the way we experience continuity in the W"
constituting something continuous, a continuum, points in the point man-
ifold of a line. When we experience motion we focus on the moving
and the particular place from which it makes its transition to anotherAP.l":yf
In following a motion we experience it in the horizon of a conjof e
encountered series of locations on a continuous path. We experience
motion when we see the particular moving thing in its transition from

/

2. Ibid.. 21917
21 Ibid., 21930
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o another We see how it goes from there to here, from a from-there
P"‘:et re. This calls for more precise determination.
to ;t tcould be said that change of place is a traversing of a continuous series
o places: 50 that | can obtain the motion by taking together all the places
P _one there and another there, and so on. But if we merely re-count
individual places, reckoning up together all the individual theres and
we do not experience any motion. Only when we see the moving
:hing'm its changing over from there to here do we experience motion,
gansition. We must not take the places as a pure juxtaposition of there and
Instead we must take this there as “away from there” and this here as
“oward here.” hence not simply a there and then again another there, but
=away from there” and “toward here.” We must see the presented con-
texture of places, the point manifold, in the horizon of an “away from
there—toward here.” This is primarily what Aristotle’s condition kata to
eron kai husteron means. The there is not arbitrary; the from-there is
prior, antecedent. And the to-here or hither is likewise not an arbitrary here,
but for the present, as hither, it is posterior, subsequent. If we thus see the
place manifold in the horizon of the “away from there—toward here” and
traverse the individual places in this horizon in seeing the motion, the
transition, then we retain the first traversed place as the away-from-there and
aepect the next place as the toward-here. Retaining the prior and expecting
the posterior, we see the transition as such. If, thus retentive of the prior and
expectant of the posterior, we follow the transition as such, the individual
places within the whole transition, which can stretch arbitrarily far, we no
bonger fix the individual places as individual points or as individual theres
and heres arbitrarily paired. In order to grasp and formulate the peculiar
fetention of the prior and expectation of the posterior to come, we say: now
. formerly there, afterward there. Each there in the nexus of “away from
re—toward here” is now-there, now-there, now-there. So far as we see the
Point manifold in the horizon of the proteron and husteron, when following
taci :“‘“’in?, quect we say at each time now-here, now-there. Only if we
"ly add this can we read off the time when we look at a watch or clock.
til:e say "n()\.\,"' quite naturally and spontaneously when we look at the
we hi:::?cel Itis not just a matter of course that.we say “now, but‘ in saying.it
Siying‘i a Ni'ili.dy assngne@ time to the clock. It is not m.the clock itself, but in
Of the m’)\""&'uwcrassngln it to the clock and the clock gives us the ho“‘/-.marliy
the horiz(M A What is coun_tec% when we count as we folloyv a transition in
Nt a s-em of the ek tinos eis ti. whether aloud or silently, is the nows. We
Sequence of nows or of thens and at-the-times. The then is the not-

tra
the

2, .
anm:l‘."'ﬂn.mcm [Vorgabe 1s at bottom the threefold ecstatically horizonal structure of
1y Temporality [Zeithchkeit] assigns the now to wself.



246 Problem of Ontological Difference [348-349]

yet-now or the now-not-yet; the at-the-time is the now-no-longer or the

longer-now. The then and the at-the-time both have a now. Ro-

now-reference. In one place Aristotle says quite concisely, without

out the analysis in this detailed way—but without which his whole intey

pretation of time is unintelligible—to pheromeno akolouthei to nun 23 )

now follows the moving thing, the object making the transition from One

place to another; that is to say, the now is seen concomitantly in i

ing the motion. And to say that it is concomitantly seen means for Ari

in the broader sense, that it is concomitantly counted. What is thus

tantly counted in following a motion, what is thus said, the nows—this ;s

time. He d’ arithmeton to proteron kai husteron, to nun estin.2¢ Ag
_the nows themselves count—they count the places, so far as these are
* traversed as places of the motion. Time as arithmos phoras is the counted
that counts. Aristotle’s interpretation of time matches the phenomenon
extremely well when he says that time is something counted connected with
motion so far as | see this motion in the horizon ek tinos eis ti, “from
something to something.”

In one place Aristotle says about proteron and husteron: to de proteron
kai husteron en topo proton estin;? it is first of all in place, in the change
and sequence of places. He is thinking of before and after here as still wholly
without any time-determinateness. The Aristotelian definition of time can
also be formulated at first in this way: time is what is counted in connection
with motion which is experienced with respect to before and after. But what
is thus counted is unveiled as the nows. The nows themselves, however, can
be expressed and understood only in the horizon of earlier and later. The
“with respect to the before and after” and the “in the horizon of the eartier
and later” do not coincide; the second is the interpretation of the first.? 1
we take the proteron and husteron provisionally as before and after, pre-
vious and subsequent, the genesis of Aristotle’s definition of time becomes
clearer. If we take it straight away as earlier and later, then the definitiod
seems absurd at first, but this only indicates that a central problem is still
present in it: the question about the origin of the now itself. The
translation gives the literal conception, but the second already includes 8
large element of interpretation.

We intentionally translated the Aristotelian definition of time as SO“*
thing counted in connection with motion so far as this motion is seen in &
horizon of earlier and later. We have already taken the proteron-husteron n

_.—-—’/

23, [bid., 219022; sce also 22076
24. [bad. 219°25.

25. Ibnd., 219* 14f.

26. Cf. Scin und Zeit, pp. 420 ff.
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parrower Sense, which comes out clearly only when the before and after
ive further interpretation. Primarily, proteron-husteron means for Aris-
cotle before and after in the sequence of places. It has a non-temporal sense.
But the experience of before and after intrinsically presupposes, in a certain
way, the experience of time, the earlier and later. Aristotle dealt with the
reron and husteron in detail in book Delta of the Metaphysics
(11.1018"9(0. In the treatise on time he wavers in his conception of the
roteron-husteron. Most often he takes it directly as earlier and later and not
l:o much in the sense of before and after. He says of them that they have an
tasis pros to nun,?’ a distance from the now; in the then a now is
concomitantly thought each time as not-yet-now, and similarly in the at-the-
time the now concomitantly thought appears as the no-longer-now. The
now is the limit for what has gone by and what comes after.

The nows which we count are themselves in time: they constitute time.
The now has a peculiar double visage, which Aristotle expresses in this way:
kai suneches te de ho chronos to nun, kai dieretai kata to nun.?® Time is held
together within itself by the now; time's specific continuity is rooted in the
now. But conjointly, with respect to the now, time is divided, articulated
into the no-longer-now, the earlier, and the not-yet-now, the later. It is only
with respect to the now that we can conceive of the then and at-the-time,
the later and the earlier. The now that we count in following a motion is in
each instance a different now. To de nun dia to kineisthai to pheromenon aiei

n.? on account of the transition of the moving thing the now is

\
|

)

always another, an advance from one place to the other. In each now the %

now is a different one, but still each different now is, as now, always now.
The ever different nows are, as different, nevertheless always exactly the
same, namely, now. Aristotle summarizes the peculiar nature of the now
and thus of time—when he interprets time purely by way of the now—in a
Manner so pregnant that it is possible only in Greek but hardly in German
or English: to gar nun to auto ho pot’ en, to d’ einai auto heteron;* the now
18 the same with respect to what it always already was—that is, in each now

—

4. P h}"}fa. book 4, 14.223+51. [Proteron gar kai husteron legomen kata ten pros to nun
rany iN: “for we say ‘before’ and “after’ with reference to the distance from the 'now.™
-PHardu- and Gaye.)
dividgdhysqu,' .book 4, 11.220#5. ["Time, then, also is both made continuous by the ‘now’ and
atit.” Trans. Hardie and Gaye. |

B %_'d 220014
Ban, id 219101 ["But every simultaneous time is self-identical: for the ‘now’ as a subject
w tity. but it accepts different attributes.” The translators note: “E.g., if you come in

be the ‘Ru out, the time of your coming in is 1n fact the time of my going out, though for it to

chkn:; and to be the other are different things.” Trans. Hardie and Gaye. Compare the

te. f, ‘"‘d_ Cornford translation: “But at any given moment time is the same every-

diffe, - " the ‘now’ itself is identical in its essence, but the relations into which it enters
n different connexions.”)
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it is now; its essentia, its what, is always the same (tauto)—and nev
every now is, by its nature. different in each now. to d' einai autq
nowness, being-now, is always otherness, being-other (being-how of how:
ness—existentia— heteron). To de nun esti men hos to auto, estj ¢ hos
to auto;! the now is in a certain way always the same and in a certajy, ey
never the same. The now articulates and bounds time with t:.ay
earlier and later. On the one hand it is indeed always the same, but they, itl!.
never the same. So far as it is always at an other and is other (we may thi::
of the sequence of places), it is always something else. This i its
always being-now, its otherhood. But what it always already was a3 that
which it is, namely, now—that is the same.

We shall not next enter any further into the problem of the structure of
time itself starting from the now-manifold. Instead we ask: What is i
by Aristotle’s interpreting time as something counted or as number? What
in particular is he trying to make visible in stressing the numerical character
of time? What does the characterization of time as number entail for the
determination of the essential nature of what we call intratemporality?
What does “in time” mean? How can the being of time be determined by way

" of the characterization of time as number?

What is implied by Aristotle’s assigning a numerical character to time?
What does he see in time? Time is number as that which is counted in
following the places traversed by the moving thing, that is, so far as we
follow in the motion the transition as such and in doing so say “now.”

But also it is not enough that we correlate the nows in juxtaposition toa
point-manifold, so as to think of them as being at a standstill in a line. This
talk of time as a sequence of nows should not be misunderstood “‘d
transferred to the spatial, thus leading us to speak of time as a line, a sene
of points. The now is something counted. but not in the counting of one and
the same point. Time is not a manifold of nows thrust together, because o
each now every other now already no longer is and because, as we 8%
earlier, a curious stretching out on both sides into non-being belongs t
time. The now is not correlated as a point to a fixed point and it C‘""“x
belong to it in that way, because by its essential nature it is both
and end. In the now as such there is already present a reference to the »*
longer and the not-yet. It has dimension within itself; it stretches out ¢ w
a not-yet and a no-longer. The not-yet and no-longer are not patched 0B
the now as foreign but belong to its very content. Because of this di
content the now has within itself the character of a transition. The “WM

such is already in transit. It is not one point alongside another point $0
/

31. Ibid.. 219"12f.
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ediation would be needed for the two. It is intrinsically transition.
use it has this peculiar stretching out within itself, we can conceive of
retch as being greater or less. The scope of the dimension of a now
the s now in this hour, now in this second. This diversity of scope of
: r;sion is possible only because the now is intrinsically dimensional.
Time is not thrust together and summed up out of nows, but the reverse:
with reference 1o the now we can articulate the stretching out of time always
oaly in specific ways. Correlation of the manifold of the nows—where the
pow is taken as transition—with a point-manifold (line) has only a certain
walidity. if we take the points of the line themselves as forming beginning
and end, as constituting the transition of the continuum, and not as pieces
nt alongside one another each for itself. A consequence of the impos-
sibility of correlating the nows with isolated point-pieces is that the now, on
its part, is a continuum of the flux of time—not a piece. That is why the nows
in the following of motion cannot ever fragment the motion into a collection
of immobile parts; instead, what becomes accessible and the object of
thought in the now is the transitional in its transition and the resting in its
rest. And, conversely, this entails that the now is itself neither in motion nor
at rest: it is not “in time.”

The now—and that means time—is, says Aristotle, by its essential nature
not a limit, because as transition and dimension it is open on the sides of the
not-yet and the no-longer. The now is alimit, in the sense of a closing, of
the finished, of the no-further, only incidentally with reference to something
that ceases in a now and at a definite point of time. It is not the now tha
ceases as now; rather, the now as now is, by its essential nature, already the
not-yet, already related as dimension to what is to come, whereas it can well

lh‘at a motion determined by the said now can cease in this now. With

aid of the now I can mark a limit, but the now as such does not have the
acter of a limit so far as it is taken within the continuum of time itself.

€ now is not limit, but number, not peras but arithmos. Aristotle explicitly N
SOntrasts time as arithmos with peras. The limits of something, he says, are  /

t they are only in one with the being they limit. The limit of something/
numl;,g;s to the mode of being of the limited. This does not hold true for
r. Number is not bound to what it numbers. Number can determine
‘en}:’:gdwithout itse!f being de;?endent. for its part, on the in:rinsic
ten in: l('t;Ode of l?elng of what is counted. I can say “ten horses.” Here
ries andei, ‘.detcrmmes the horses.’but ten has nothing of the character t_)f
tin 1 hur modg of being. Ten is nota hrrnt of horses as horses; for in
is charaft“ ithit [ can just as well‘ det.ermme ships, triangles, or trees. What
Gr eristic about number lies in the fact that it determines—in the
S¢nse also de-limits— something in such a way that it itself remains

some ™
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A independent of what it delimits. Time as number, as that which,
portrayed by us as the counted-counting, does not itself belong to the Vag
that it counts. When Aristotle says that time is what is counted in .
with motion, what he wishes to stress is that, to be sure, wem%
determine motion as transition in terms of the now, but that for this ind
this counting counted, time, is bound neither to the intrinsic contens ,::::
mode of being of the moving thing nor to the motion as such. N o
our counting as we follow a motion we encounter time as mhlng
counted. With this a peculiar character of time is revealed, a character the
was interpreted later by Kant in a special sense as form of intuition,

Time is number and not limit, but as number it is at the same time able o
measure that with reference to which it is number. Not only is timew
but as counted it can itself be something that counts in the sense of 5
measure. Only because time is number in the sense of the counted now can
it become a mensural number, so that it itself can count in the sense of
measuring. This distinction between the now as number in general or what
is counted and as the counting counted, along with the delimitation of time
as number in contrast with limit, is the essential content of the difficuk
place in Aristotle’s essay on time, into which we shall enter only beiefly.
Aristotle says: to de nun dia to kineisthai to pheromenon aiei heteron;%
because the now is what is counted in a transition, it always differs with that
which is undergoing the transition. Hosth’ ho chronos arithmos ouch bos
tes autes stigmes;3® therefore, time is not number with reference to the
same point as a point, that is, the now is not a point-element of continuous
time, but as a transition, insofar as it is correlated with a point, with a place
in the movement, it is already always beyond the point. As transition &
looks backward and forward. It cannot be correlated with an isolated poiot
as selfsame because it is beginning and end: hoti arche kai teleute, all' !‘“n
eschata tes grammes mallon. Time is number in a manner of speaking—

—_—/

32, Toid. 220°14. [The single passage. 220°14—20, to which notes 32-35 refef, 8
produced here as a whole. See also the remark and translation added to note 34, below-
“The 'now’ on the other hand, since the body carried is moving, is always different oot
“Hence time is not number in the sense in which there is ‘number’ of the iﬂ“:nd p
because it is beginning and end, but rather as the extremities of a line form a number. ot
as the parts of the line do so, both for the reason given (for we can use the mi e
two, so that on that analogy time might stand still). and further because obviously ':' e P
]

no part of time nor the section any part of the movement, any more than the poin
of the line—for it is two lines that are parts of one line.” Trans. Hardie and Gaye-

33. Ibid., 220714, Physick

34. Tbid. 220°15f. [The Grundprobleme's reference to the Ross edition of ﬂ*mwd
which was published 1n 1936, runs into a specific problem here. The Ross text has Thus ¥*
“grammes” in this place, whereas other texts. such as that by Bekker, read “autes. )
Ross edition’s translation (Hardie and Gaye) refers to the extremities of a line (g®
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- Jetermines s transifipn the point’s extremes outward on both sides of the
it ching. This transition belongs to the point and is itself, as now, not a
stf: of time. in the sense that this time would be composed of now-parts;
cad, cach part has transitional character, that is, it is not strictly speaking
1. Therefore Aristotle says directly: ouden morion to nun tou chronou,
oud he diairesis tes kineseos;* the now is consequently not a part of time
but is always time itself, and, because it is not a part, motion itself—since
motion is measured by means of time—also is not cut into parts. Because
the now is transition, it is capable of making motion accessible as motion, in
its unbroken character of transition. That time is a limit in the sense that |
say that motion ceases, stands still, in a now—this is a sumbebekos: it is
only an attribute of the now, but it does not reach its essential nature.
The now is what it is, he d' arithmei, so far as it counts, hence number.
Time as now is not limit but transition, and as transition it is possible
pumber, possible mensural number of motion. It measures a motion or a
rest in such a way that a specific motion, a specific change and advance is
fixed, for example, the advance from one stroke of a second to the next, with
which mensural number then the entire movement is measured. Because
the now is transition it always measures a from-to, it measures a how-long, a
duration. Time as number fixes the limits of a specific movement. This
delimited movement is intended for measuring the whole of the movement
to be measured: metrei d’ houtos ten kinesin to horisai tina kinesin he
katametresei ten holen.36
Because time is arithmos, it is metron. The being measured of a moving
thing with respect to its motion, this metreisthai, is nothing but to en
ono einai,*” the motion'’s “being in time.” According to Aristotle, “things
are in time” means nothing but that they are measured by time on the basis
of their transitional character. The intratemporality of things and events
Must be distinguished from the way the nows, the earlier and later, are in

°0mra3| Heidegger speaks of the point’s extremes—i.c.. the translation Heidegger offers is
of "o the text quoted from Aristotle. But the question arises, further, as to the meaning
i ('.&ndm ta eschata tes autes.” Wicksteed Cornford (Comford consulted Bekker,
not 3 -a U.l’hcr sources and commentaries; see vol. 1. pp. x—xi) read it as referring to a line,
hote rF’f’m!: but rather as the two extremities of the same line.” See also their explanatory
xpre, J27ding the meaning of the entire passage, p. 392, note a. Perhaps Heidegger's

35 l'"'"- on hoth sides of the stretching, * captures this linear implication. ]

' [b!d. ZZU'I()

ﬁ,(,:i(i' 12221411 ["Time is a measure of motion and of being moved, and it measures
i gan by determining a motion which will measure exactly the whole mation, as the

L
}h'd::[::dt}(“: |t’n?th by determining an amount which will measure out the whole.” Trans.
*d Ciaye

37 ")]d . 221‘4.
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time. Epei d' arithmos ho chronos, to men nun kai to proteron ka
toiauta houtos en chrono hos en arithmo monas kai to peritton kaj ammh“‘
men gar tou arithmou ti, ta de tou chronou ti estin) - ta de pragmag, (a
arithmo to chrono estin. Ei de touto, periechetai hupo chronou ( e“
ta en arithmo hup' arithmou ) kai ta en topo hupo topou.38 The nows kaj
indeed in a certain sense themselves in time, so far as they constitute ¢ ire
But motion and the moving thing are in time. not in the sense that
belong to time itself, but in the way in which what is counted is in p,
The even and odd are in the numbers themselves, but what is w“
also, in a certain way, in the numbers that do the counting. As the counted j;
in number, so motion is in time. That which is in time, the movi
periechetai hup’ arithmou,? is embraced by the counting number. Time
does not itself belong to motion but embraces it. The intratemporality of 3
being means its being embraced by time (now) as number (counted). The
factor of the periechesthai, being embraced, stresses that time does not itself
belong among the beings which are in time. So far as we measure a bei
either in motion or at rest, by time, we come back from the time that
embraces and measures the moving thing to that which is to be measured. If
we remain with the image of embrace, time is that which is further outside, as
compared with movements and with all beings that move or are at rest. It
embraces or holds around the moving and resting things. We may designate
it by an expression whose beauty may be contested: time has the character
of a holdaround, since it holds beings—moving and resting—around. Ina
suitable sense we can call time, as this holder-around, a “container,” pro-
vided we do not take “container” in the literal sense of a receptacle like a
glass or a box but retain simply the formal element of holding-around.

Given that time embraces beings, it is required that it should somehow
be before beings, before things moving and at rest, encompassing them. l.(‘f“
calls time the “wherein of an order.” It is an embracing horizon within
which things given can be ordered with respect to their succession.

Due to its transitionary character, says Aristotle, time always measures
only the moving thing or else the moving thing in its limiting case, the
at rest. Metresei d' ho chronos to kinoumenon kai to eremoun, he to me?

-

38. Ibid.. 221°13-18. [Cf.: "Now taking time as a number scale (a) the ‘now’ ‘“d(?;

‘before’ and suchlike exist in time as the monad and the odd and even exist in nun )bt
these latter pertain to number just in the same way in which the former pertain to time);
(b) events have their places in time in a sense analogous to that in which any numbe! thest
of things exist in number (i.e.. in such and such a definite number), and such things 8% theif
are embraced in number (i.e.. in time) as things that have locality are embraced in
places.” Wicksteed and Comford, pp. 401-403 ]

39. Ibid.
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enon to de eremoun.*® Time measures the moving and the resting.
kino'“:'s the one is in motion and the other at rest. Time measures motion at
”fatrhing moving: pose tis.*! how great the transition is, that is, how many
the there are ina particular transition from something to something. Time
mous res the moving thing ouch haplos estai metreton hupo chronou, he
1i estin. all” he he kinesis autou pose;*Z it measures it not simply as the
roving being that it is; if a stone is in motion, time does not measure the
as such with respect to its specific extension, but the stone insofar as it
s moving. Motion is measured. and only motion is measurable, by time,
pecause time. in virtue of its transitionary character, always already means
something in transition, changing or resting. So far as motion or rest can be
measured by time, and to be measured by time means “to be in time,” the
moving or resting thing, and only it, is in time. For this reason we say that
etrical relationships and their contents are extratemporal, because
they are not in motion and consequently also are not at rest. A triangle is not
at rest because it does not move. It is beyond rest and motion, and therefore,
in Aristotle’s view, it is neither embraced nor embraceable by time.

The interpretation of intratemporality also tells us what can be intratem-
poral as well as, on the other hand, what is extratemporal. Thus it becomes
ever more clear how time is something counted in connection with motion.
Hama gar kineseos aisthanometha kai chronou;*? in respect of the moving
thing we perceive time together with movement. Where motion is experi-
enced time is unveiled. Kai gar ean e skotos kai meden dia tou somatos
paschomen, kinesis de tis en te psuche ene, euthus hama dokei tis gegonenai
kai chronos. *4 It is not necessary that we should experience motion in things
Presently at hand. Even when it is dark, when what is at hand is concealed

M us but when we are experiencing our own self, our own mental
tvities, time is also always already given directly together with the
ﬂl_pen.ence' euthus hama. For mental actions also come under the deter-
Mination of motion—motion taken broadly in the Aristotelian sense and

—

‘Omﬂxd 221"16-18. ["But time will measure what is moved and what is at rest, the one
“a "‘:““'i ‘2‘;‘] .?:‘ijr qua at rest.” Trans. Hardie and Gaye.)
4, :
i Il‘b’ :a ' ZZI"I‘_)(, ["Hence what is moved will not be measurable by the time simply in so
43 py ™ quantity, but in so far as its motion has quantity.” Trans. Hardie and Gaye.]
‘dlow,n J'f"\f’» book 4, 11.219+3f [The entire passage to which notes 43-44 refer is the
e o, hge'. OW we perceive movement and time together. for even when it is dark and we
RDDose (h'fﬂ atfected through the body. if any movement takes place in the mind we at once
thoughy o, ‘;: some time also has clapsed; and not only that but also. when some time is
lime ", "h‘:“'“ passed, some movement also along with it scems to have taken place. Hence
'mcnlt ‘T Movement or something that belongs to movement. Since then it is not
44 |0 "t Mustbe the other ” Trans. Hardie and Gaye ]

id . 21944
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not necessarily as local motion. The actions are not intrinsically Spatia)
they pass over into one another, one changes into the other. [y, by
mental action we can stop and dwell on something. We may Such
passage in De interpretatione: histesi he dianoia,** thinking stands still ﬂ"'
something. The mind, too, has the character of a moving thing. Eyey, :}:
we are not experiencing something moving in the sense of 3
presently at hand, nevertheless motion taken in the broadest senge, m
time, is unveiled for us in experiencing our own self.

However, this gives rise to a difficult problem. Poteron de me ousey
psuches eie an ho chronos e ou,** whether, if there is no soul, time doey o
does not exist. Aristotle gives a more specific interpretation to this: Aduny.
tou gar ontos einai tou arithmesontos adunaton kai arithmeton tj einai,
hoste delon hoti oud’ arithmos. Arithmos gar e to erithmemenon ¢ 4,
arithmeton. Ei de meden allo pephuken arithmein e psuche kai psuches
nous, adunaton einai chronon psuches me ouses, all’ e touto ho pote on estin
ho chronos, hoion ei endechetai kinesin einai aneu psuches. To de proteron
kai husteron en kinesei estin chronos de taut’ estin he arithmeta estin 7
Time is what is counted. If there is no soul then there is no counting,
nothing that counts, and if there is nothing that counts then there is nothing
countable and nothing counted. If there is no soul then there is no time.
Aristotle poses this as a question and at the same time stresses the other
possibility, whether time perhaps is in itself in what it is, just as a motion
can also exist without a soul. But likewise he emphasizes that the before and
after, which is a constitutive determination of time, is in motion, and time
itself is tauta, the before and after as counted. To be counted obviously
belongs to the nature of time, so that if there is no counting there is no time.
or the converse. Aristotle doesn't pursue this question any further; he
merely touches on it, which leads to the question how time itself exists-

We see by the interpretation of ‘being in time” that time, a8
embracing, as that in which natural events occur, is, as it were, more
objective than all objects. On the other hand, we see also that it exists 0‘"7 1
the soul exists, It is more objective than all objects and simultan “:
subjective, existing only if subjects exist. What then is time and how does

/

45. Aristotle, De interpretatione, 1620, o the

46. Physica, book 4, 14.223°21f. [The entire passage to which notes 46-47 refes ?ﬁf"
following: "Whether if soul did not exist time would exist or not. is a question that may
be asked: for if there cannot be some one to count there cannot be anything Mbeﬂ'-"
counted, so that evidently there cannot be number; for number is either what has thert
what can be, counted. But if nothing but soul, or 1n soul reason, is qualified to ¢ 'L¢—~ i
would not be time unless there were soul, but only that of which time is an attribute. Py
movement can exist without soul, and the before and after are autributes of mo *
time is these qua numerable ™ Trans. Hardic and Giaye |

47 Ibid., 223+22-29.
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-2 Is it only subjective, or is it only objective, or is it neither the one nor
ISLthef? From our earlier discussions we already know that the concepts
. M ¢ and “object” as they are nowadays employed are ontologically
] ite and hence are inadequate, especially for defining the being that
ourselves are. the being that is meant by soul or subject. We point the
e ion about the being of time in the wrong direction from the beginning
if we base it on the alternative as to whether time belongs to the subject or
.+ An unending dialectic can be developed here without saying the
Jeast thing about the matter, just as long as it is not settled how the Dasein’s
being itself is. whether perhaps it is such that the Dasein, inasmuch as it
exists. is further outside than any object and at the same time further inside,
more inward (more subjective), than any subject or soul (because tem-
ity as transcendence is openness). We indicated earlier that the phe-
nomenon of the world manifests something of the sort. Given that the
Dasein exists, is in a world, everything extant that the Dasein encounters is
necessarily intraworldly, held-around [con-tained] by the world. We shall
see that in fact the phenomenon of time, taken in a more original sense, is
interconnected with the concept of the world and thus with the structure of the
Dasein itself. But for the while we must leave untouched the difficulty as
Aristotle records it. Time is the before and after insofar as they are counted.
As counted it is not antecedently extant in itself. Time does not exist
without soul. If time thus becomes dependent on the counting of numbers,
it does not follow that it is something mental in the soul. Simultaneously it
i8 en panti, everywhere, en ge, on the earth, en thalatte, in the ocean, en
::lﬂno. 1}!: the heaven.*s Time is everywhere and yet nowhere and, still, it is
y in the soul.
what is essential for understanding the foregoing interpretation of
otle’s concept of time lies in correctly understanding the concept of
al“J-louthein. to follow. It means an ontological connection of founding
h subsists among time. motion. continuity, and dimension. From this
concept of founding, of following in the sense of akolouthein, it cannot be
erred that Aristotle identifies time with space. But it surely does become
that, in bringing time into immediate connection with motion in the
vay ita'f local mot iox.1. he approaches the mode of measuring tifne in just the
experi: Prescrnbeq in the natu'ral u'nders(apding of time and. in t'he natural
tion Frncc of time itself. ( X this Anst.otle gives only one explicit interpreta-
- "TT\ the modg of interconnection of the now-sequence with motion
; Wtnat the now itself has transitionary character: as now it is always the
S)’tet;now aﬁd'the no-longer-now. Due to this transitionary character, it
Peculiarity of measuring motion as such, as metabole. Since each

Sense

8 Iy 223171,
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now is not a pure point but is intrinsically transition, the
essential nature, is not a limit but a number. The numerical
now and of time in general is essential for the fundamental unde Of the
of time because only from this does what we call intratemponﬁtym‘”
intelligible. This means that every being is in time. Aristotle j

“being in time” as being measured by time. Time itself can be m
only because on its part it is something counted and, as this counted thing ;
can itself count again, count in the sense of measuring, of the Slthu-i;;
together of a specific so-many.

At the same time the numerical character of time entails the Peculiarity
that it embraces or contains the beings that are in it, that with reference 1,
objects it is in a certain way more objective than they are themselves, Frog,
this there arose the question about the being of time and its connection wit,
the soul. The assignment of time to the soul, which occurs in Aristotle and
then in a much more emphatic sense in Augustine, so as always thereafter to
make itself conspicuous over and over again in the discussion of the
traditional concept of time, led to the problem how far time is objective and
how far subjective. We have seen that the question not only cannot be
decided but cannot even be put in that way, since both these
“object” and “subject” are questionable. We shall see why it can be said
neither that time is something objective in the sense that it belongs among
objects nor that it is something subjective, existent in the subject. It will tum
out that this manner of putting the question is impossible but that both
answers—time is objective and time is subjective—get their own rightina
certain way from the original concept of temporality. We shall try now to
determine this original concept of temporality more particularly by going
back to it from time as understood in the common way.

nO\v,byh

b) The common understanding of time and the return to

original time

Our interpretation of Aristotle’s concept of time showed that Aristotle
characterizes time primarily as a sequence of nows, where it should be noted
that the nows are not parts from which time is pieced together into a Who™
The very way in which we translated Aristotle’s definition of time— 4
the way we interpreted it—was intended to indicate that, when he aef -
with reference to the earlier and later, he is defining it in terms of imé the
that which is counted in connection with motion. We also stressed dﬂtb“
Atristotelian definition of time does not contain a tautology within itse’ el
instead Aristotle speaks from the very constraint of the matter !
Aristotle's definition of time is not in any respect a definition 1f
academic sense. It characterizes time by defining how what we
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es accessible. It is an access definition or access characterization. The
of definiendum is determined by the manner of the sole possible access
the counting perception of motion as motion is at the same time the

tion of what is counted as time.

¢ Aristotle presents as time corresponds to the common prescientific
standing of time. By its own phenomenological content common time

ints back to an original time, tempom-li.ty. This implies, however, that
Aristotle’s definition of time is only the initial approach to the interpretation
of time. The characteristic traits of time as commonly understood must
themselves become intelligible by way of original time. If we set this task for
ourselves it means that we have to make clear how the now qua now has
gransitionary character; how time as now, then, and at-the-time embraces
beings and as such an embrace of extant things is still more objective and
more extant than everything else (intratemporality); how time is essentially
counted and how it is pertinent to time that it is always unveiled.

The common understanding of time manifests itself explicitly and pri-
marily in the use of the clock, it being a matter of indifference here what
perfection the clock has. We saw how we had to convince ourselves in
looking at the employment of clocks that we encounter time as we count in
following a movement. What this means more specifically, how it is
possible, and what it implies for the concept of time—we did not ask about
all this. Also, neither Aristotle nor subsequent interpreters of time posed
this question. What does it mean to speak of using a clock? We have made
clear the Aristotelian interpretation of time in regard to the employment of
docks but without ourselves offering a yet more exact interpretation of that
employment. For his part Aristotle does not interpret the use of clocks,

teven mention it, but presupposes this natural mode of access to time

Wway of the clock. The common understanding of time comprehends only

time that reveals itself in counting as a succession of nows. From this

““dﬂStanding of time there arises the concept of time as a sequence of

20w, which has been more particularly defined as a unidirectional irrevers-

%quence of nows one after the other. We shall retain this initial

PProach to time in terms of clock usage and, by a more precise interpreta-

va:: this comportment toward time and of the time thus experienced,
¢ toward what makes this time itself possible.

typPé

o it:

@ The mode of being of clock usage. Now, then, and at-the-
Ume as self-expositions of the comportments of enpresenting,
w expecting, and retaining
in hat dow it mean to read time from a clock? To “look at the clock”? In
g a clock, in reading time from it, we do indeed look at the clock but the
tself is not the object of our regard. We do not occupy ourselves, for
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example, with our watch as such, as this particular instrumen, %0
distinguish it, say. from a coin. But also a clock is not our object as j¢ j, fn t
maker. He doesn’t use it specifically as the equipment that it is. [, xin
clock we do of course perceive the clock, but only and solely in ordey a
allow ourselves to be brought by it to something that the clock itgelf i to
but that it shows as a clock—time. But here too caution is ady;j .ﬁ:
point is to grasp the use of the clock in its original mode of being. When | ne
clock to read the time, I am also not directed toward time as the Proper Obm:
of my vision. I make neither clock nor time the theme of my regard, When|
look at my watch I ask, for instance. how much time still remains for e
until the scheduled end of the lecture. I am not searching for time as such i,
order to occupy myself with it; on the contrary, I am occupied in giving 3
phenomenological exposition. I am concerned to bring it to a close, I
noting the time, I am trying to determine what time it is, how much time
there is till nine o'clock, so as to finish this or that subject. In ascertaining the
time, [ am trying to find out how much time there is till this or that point so
that I may see that I have enough time, so much time, in order to finish the
subject. I make inquiry of the clock with the aim of determining how much
time | still have to do this or that. The time I am trying to determine is
always “time to,” time in order to do this or that, time that I need for, time
that I can permit myself in order to accomplish this or that, time that [ must
take for carrying through this or that. Looking at the clock roots in and
springs out of a "taking time.” If I am to take time then I must have
somewhere or other. In a certain sense we always have time. If often or for
the most part we have no time, that is merely a privative mode of owr
oniginal having of time. Time reading in clock usage is founded in a tah:&g-
time-for-oneself or, as we also say, taking time into account. The “count” 8
the accounting here must be understood not in the sense of mere counting
but as “reckoning with time,” “taking our reckoning in accordance with 1,
“making allowance for it.” Reckoning with time in the form of l'l'\t!“““""g
time arises as a modification from the primary comportment toward time 8
guiding oneself according to it. It is on the basis of this original col

toward time that we arrive at the measuring of time, that we invent

order to shape our reckoning with time more economically with reference®
time. We are always already reckoning with time, taking it into

before we lock at a clock to measure the time. If we observe that e?Ch :In‘;
we use a clock, in looking at it, there is present already a reckoning he
time, then this means that time is already given to us before we us€
clock. Somehow it has already been unveiled for us; and it is for this * o
alone that we can return to time explicitly with the clock. The positio? e
the clock’s hand only determines the how much. But the how much and

so much of time understands time originally as that with which 1 reckof
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i order to The time that is always already given to us so far as we
¢ .me and take account of time has the character of “time inorder to. . . "
“h\“;;‘en without reflecting we look at a clock in everyday behavior, we
<ay “now.” explicitly or not. But this now is not a naked, pure now
;IWABV:S the character of the “now it is time to. .,” “now there is still time
b " “now I still have enough time until. " When we look at the
:ln ock and say “now" we are not directed toward the now as such but toward
that wherefore and whereto there is still time now; we are directed toward
what oCCUPIES US. what presses hard upon us, what it is time for, what we
want to have time for. When we say “now"” we are never directed toward the
now as toward a merely extant thing. The Dasein says “now” also when it is
not expressly measuring time by the clock. When we simply feel that it is
cold here it implies “now it is cold.” It should be stressed once again that
when we mean and express “now” we are not talking about some extant
thing or other. Saying “now” has a different character from saying “this
window.” In the latter expression I intend thematically that window over
there, the object itself. If in saying “now” we are not addressing ourselves to
anything extant, then are we addressing ourselves to the being that we
ourselves are? But surely I am not the now? Perhaps I am, though, in a
certain way. Saying “now” is not a speaking about something as an object,
but it is surely a declaration about something. The Dasein, which always
exists 5o that it takes time for itself, expresses itself. Taking time for itself, it
utters itself in such a way that it is always saying time. When I say “now” 1 do
not mean the now as such, but in my now-saying I am transient. | am in
motion in the understanding of now and, in a strict sense, | am really with
that whereto the time is and wherefore I determine the time. However, we say
not only “now" but also “then” and “before.” Time is constantly there in such
4 way that in all our planning and precaution, in all our comportments and
;ﬂthe Measures we take, we move in a silent discourse: now, not until, in
Ormer times, finally, at the time, before that, and so forth.
€ now have to determine more precisely whence we actually take what
¢ mean by the now without our making it into an object. When I say
inn .lljis means that in this form of discourse I am expecting a particular
mp§|?~h'Ch will come or happen on its own or I am expecting something |
only solt:“cnd to do. I can only say “then” when I am expecting something,
Otar as the Dasein as existent is expectant. Such a being-expectant, an
N2, expresses itself by means of the then. It utters itself in such a way
“1tdoes not expressly mean itself but nevertheless displays its own self in
€XPression of the then. When | say “at the time” I am able to say it with
she.. tanding only if | retain something bygone. It is not necessary that I
ot explicitly recollect it but only that I should somehow retain it as
Ing bygone. The at-the-time is the self-expression of the retention of

thay j
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something former, something erstwhile. A specific mode of .
Jorgetting. This is not nothing: a very definite type of comportmery of s
self toward the bygone is exhibited in it—a mode in which I close mmﬂ*
from the bygone, in which it is veiled over for me. And finally, w of
say “now” 1 am comporting myself toward something extant ¢ I

isely, toward something present which is in my present. This coc e
precisely gp Y presen Compoyy,
ment toward something present, this having-there of somethi Present,
having which expresses itself in the now, we call the enprésenting lGezaw:
tigen] of something.

These three determinations, already familiar to Aristotle, the now and the
modifications of the at-the-time as no-longer-now and the then as DOt-pet.
now, are the self-expasition of comportments which we characterize as expert.
ing, retaining, and enpresenting. Inasmuch as each then is a not-yet-now
and each at-the-time a no-longer-now, there is an enpresenting implicit in
every expecting and retaining. If I am expecting something, I always see i
into a present. Similarly, if [ am retaining something, I retain it for a
present, so that all expecting and retaining are enpresenting. This shows the
inner coherence not only of time as expressed but also of these
in which time expresses itself. If time utters itself with these determina-
tions—now, at-the-time, then—and if further these determinations them-
selves express an expecting, retaining, and enpresenting, then cbviously
what is brought out here is time in a more original sense. We shall have to ask
how what confronts us in the unity of expecting, retaining, and enpresent-
ing can be validly asserted to be original time. This will be the case aboveall
if all the essential moments belonging to the now—its embracing character,
its making possible of intratemporality, its transitionary character and that
of time's being counted or unveiled—can be made intelligible in their
possibility and necessity by way of more original phenomena whose unity
we shall come to know as temporality. And temporality in its tum p
the horizon for the understanding of being in general. )

Time as Aristotle expounds it and as it is familiar to ordinary consciou®
ness is a sequence of nows from the not-yet-now to the no-longef'_m”" :
sequence of nows which is not arbitrary but whose intrinsic direction 1S
the future to the past. We also say that time passes, elapses. The
of nows is directed uniformly in accordance with this succession from %
to past and is not reversible. This sequence of nows is designated as
It is taken to be a universal law that time is infinite. e

The common understanding of time first manifests itself explicitly
use of the clock, in the measurement of time. However, we measure oo
because we need and use time, because we take time or let it pass e
explicitly regulate and make secure the way we use time by speci
measurement. When we look at a clock, since time itself does not

lie in th



§19. Time and Temporality [368-369] 261

we assign time t0 the clock. In looking at the clock we say “now.” We
c 'thus given explicit expressior.n to tifne,:whicb we determine in a merely
rical way from the clock. This saying “now” and the uttering of a then
at-the-time must have a specific origin. Where do we get the now
o mwhen we say “now’? Plainly we do not intend an object, an extant
o instead, what we call the enpresenting of something, the present,
" es itself in the now. In the at-the-time a retaining pronounces itself,
in the then an expecting. Since each at-the-time is a “no-longer-now”
and each then a “not-yet-now, there is a.lways already. an enpresenting, a
concomitant understanding of the now, incorporated in the uttering of a
then that arises from an expecting. Each one of these time-determina-
gons—now, then, at-the-time—is spoken from out of the unity of an
mpmeming-expecting-retaining (or forgetting). What I expect to come
pext is spoken of in the “at once, forthwith.” What I still retain or even have
already forgotten is spok:g lgf as the mc:;t recent in the “just nm‘o " The l'_iuzst
now stands with its modification in the horizon of the “earlier,” which
belongs to retaining and forgetting. The forthwith and the then stand in the
horizon of the “later-on,” which belongs to expecting. All nows stand in the
horizon of the “today,” the “present,” that is the horizon of enpresenting. The
time intended by means of the now, then, and at-the-time is the time with
which the Dasein that takes time reckons. But where does it get the time it
reckons with and which it expresses in the now, then, and at-the-time? We
shall still defer answering this question. But it is already clear that this
answer is nothing but the elucidation by way of original time of the origin of
the now, then (not-yet-now), and at-the-time (no-longer-now), of time as
sequence of nows (succession).

B) The structural moments of expressed time: significance,
datability, spannedness, publicness

The' question is, How must we define more precisely this enpresenting,
xpecting, and retaining which express themselves in the now, then, and at-
time? We can do this only if we are certain that we already see in its full
ure what the Aristotelian interpretation of time knows as the now-

nce. However, this is not the case in the way Aristotle and the whole of
Subsequent tradition characterize time. It is first of all necessary, then, to

del; :
n.u?:ate more precisely the structure of expressed time, the now, then, and
~time.

the clf,:rve illreadx touched on one essent ial moment of the time read from
Ourse|ye agd th‘fs n genel:al f)f tl'fe time that we generally take or leave for
S, but without assigning it to the now as a structure. All time we

ing . 0 the clock is time to “time to do this or that,” appropriate or
PPopriate time. The time we read from the clock is always the time
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which has as its opposite the wrong time, as when we say that

comes at the wrong time or is on time. We have already had thi:o%
character of time in view in another context when we ¢ PeCuliy
concept of the world and saw that in it there is intended a whole of g the
having the character of the in-order-to. We designated by the term “;
cance” this totality of relations of the in-order-to, for-the-sa.ke.of' for-ﬂm
purpose, to-that-end. Time as right and wrong time has the charactey o
significance, the character that characterizes the world as world in Mz
is for this reason that we call the time with which we reckon, which we leave
for ourselves, world-time. This does not mean that the time we read from the
clock is something extant like intraworldly things. We know, of course, thy
the world is not an extant entity. not nature, but that which first make,
possible the uncoveredness of nature. It is therefore also inappropriate, a
frequently happens, to call this time nature-time or natural time. There is
no nature-time, since all time belongs essentially to the Dasein. But there js
indeed a world-time. We give time the name of world-time because it has
the character of significance, which is overlooked in the Aristotelian defini.
tion of time and everywhere in the traditional determination of time.

A second factor along with the significance of time is its datability. Each
now is expressed in an enpresenting of something in unity with an expect-
ing and retaining. When I say “now” I am always tacitly adding “now, when
such and such.” When I say “then” I always mean “then, when.” When I say
“at the time" I mean “at the time when.” To every now there belongs a
“when”— now, when such and such. By the term “datability” we denote
this relational structure of the now as now-when, of the at-the-time as at-
the-time-when, and of the then as then-when. Every now dates itself 23
“now, when such and such is occurring, happening, or in existence.” Evenif
I can no longer determine exactly and unequivocally the when of an at-the-
time-when, the at-the-time has this relation. Only because the relation
dating belongs essentially to the at-the-time, now, and then, can the date be
indefinite, hazy, and uncertain. The date itself does not need to be @h‘d';.
cal in the narrower sense. The calendar date is only one particular
everyday dating. The indefiniteness of the date does not imply a shortco™
ing in datability as essential structure of the now, at-the-time, and
These must belong to it in order for it to be able to be indefinite as 3":"::;
We say, for example, “at the time when the French were in Germany. ™.
we speak of the “French time.” The dating can be calendrically mdeteﬂ':;
nate but it is nevertheless determined by a particular historical hapPe““‘gtbe
some other event. No matter how broad, certain, and unequiv -
dating may be of a “now when,” an “at-the-time when,” and a “then W!
the structural moment of datability belongs to the essential constitutio®
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. at-the-time, and then. The "now when,” “at-the-time when, and
the “o‘\:,i,en" are related essentially to an entity that gives a date to the
. “ble. The time that is commonly conceived as a sequence of nows must
dmake n as this dating relation. This relation should not be overlooked and
be ressed. Nevertheless, the common conception of time as a sequence of
is just as little aware of the moment of pre-calendrical datability as of
chat of significance. The common conception thinks of the nows as free-
foating. relationless. intrinsically patched on to one another and intrin-
sically successive. In contrast to this we have to see that every now, every at-
the-time, and every then is datable by its very structure, always already
related to something, and in its expression is more or less definitely dated
from something. The fact that the essential dating relation of the now, the
no-longer-now, and the not-yet-now was overlooked in the traditional
theories of time is further evidence of how far precisely what is taken for

ted as self-evident lies from the concept. For what is more a matter of
course than that by the now we mean “now, when this or that exists or is
happening”? Why could time-structures as elemental as those of signifi-
cance and datability remain hidden from the traditional time concept? Why
did it overlook them and why did it have to overlook them? We shall learn
bow to understand this from the structure of temporality itself.

In expecting, the Dasein says “then,” in enpresenting “now,” in retaining
“at-the-time.” Each then is uttered as a not-yet in the understanding of a
now, in an enpresenting. In the expectant expression of the then a “till then”
is always understood from the standpoint of a now. In each then the
understanding of a now-till-then is tacitly but conjointly involved. The
stretch from now till then is articulated by means of the then itself. The
relation “from now till then” is not first established as supplementary
: anow and a then but is already present in the expectant enpresent-
"8 expressed in the then. It lies just as much in the now as in the not-yet
and “}_ﬂ\. which is related to a now. When I say “then” as starting from a
“"W.. | always already mean a definite meanwhile until then. What we call

ation, the during, the enduring of time, lies in this meanwhile. Once again

Structure of datability that has just been exhibited belongs to this
., SfMination as to a time character: meanwhile, that is, “while this or that
divs PP‘-‘ning." This meanwhile can itself be more exactly determined and
'"?anw},'agam b\ particular “from then to thens” which articulate the
meanwhf:tﬂ Lastnpg or enduring is especially accessible in the articulated
“from tle or dunn%. What becomes accessible is that what is meant by the
these ";:-’W till then,” time, stretches out. We call what is thus articulated in

"e: aracters of the meanwhile, the during, and the till-then, the span-

s of time. By the meanwhile and the during we mean a span of time.
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This is the feature that Aristotle rightly assigns to the now whep he
that it has a certain transitionary character. Time is intrinsically Ry
and stretched. Every now, then, and at-the-time not only has, eac}, a
but is spanned and stretched within itself: “now, during the 8 date
during the recess.” No now and no time-moment can be P\mﬂ
Every time-moment is spanned intrinsically, the span’s breadth bem!
variable. It varies, among other things, with what in each case date,
now. the

But significance, datability, and spannedness (stretchedness) do net com.
prise the full structure of the now, at-the-time, and then. The final charactes
of time in the sense of calculated and expressed time we call the publicness of
time. Whether publicly announced or not, the now is expressed. When we
say “now” we mean “now, when this thing or event is happening.*
dated now has a certain stretchedness. As we express the dated and spenned
now in our being with one another each one of us understands the other.
When any one of us says “now.” we all understand this now, even though
each of us perhaps dates this now by starting from a different thing or event:
“now, when the professor is speaking,” “now, when the students are writ-
ing,” or “now, in the moming,” “now, toward the end of the semester.” To
understand the expressed now as a now we do not at all have to agree in our
dating of it. The expressed now is intelligible to everyone in our being with
one another. Although each one of us utters his own now, it is nevertheless
the now for everyone. The accessibility of the now for everyone, withowt
prejudice to the diverse datings, characterizes time as public. The now is
accessible to everyone and thus belongs to no one. On account of this
character of time a peculiar objectivity is assigned to it. The now belongs
neither to me nor to anyone else, but it is somehow there. There is time:
time is given, it is extant, without our being able to say how and where it 8-

We also lose time, just as immediately as we constantly take time
ourselves. We leave time for ourselves with something, and in fact in ﬂ”h'
way that while we do so the time is not there. As we lose time, we gV '
away. But losing time is a particularly carefree leaving time for oneself, o
way in which we have time in the oblivious passing of our lives. \

We have pointed to a series of characters of the time that Aristotle h‘;;
view when he defines it as counted. The time that we take for ourselves
that we express in the now, then, and at-the-time has the st mo
ments of significance, datability, stretchedness, and publicness. The e
with which we reckon, in the broader sense of reckoning, is '
spanned, public, and has the character of significance, belonging * m
world itself. But how do these structural moments belong essentially
time? How are these structures themselves possible?
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) Expressed time and its origination in existential
remporality. The ecstatic and horizonal character of temporality

ftis only if we keep in view the full structure of the now-sequence in these

s that we can inquire concretely: Where does that time originate
's&?ht we know first of all and which we know solely? Can these structural
;omems of time. and thus time itself just as it expresses itself, be under-
«ood by means of what is expressed in the now, then, and at-the-time, by
means of enpresenting, expecting, and retaining? When we are expecting
any particular happening, we comport ourselves in our Dasein always in
some particular way toward our own most peculiar ability to be. Even if
what we are expecting may be some event, some occurrence, still our own
Dasein is always conjointly expected in the expecting of the occurrence
iself. The Dasein understands itself by way of its own most peculiar
capacity to be, of which it is expectant. In thus comporting toward its own
most peculiar capacity to be, it is ahead of itself. Expecting a possibility, 1
come from this possibility toward that which I myself am. The Dasein,
expecting its ability to be, comes toward itself. In this coming-toward-itself,
expectant of a possibility, the Dasein is futural in an original sense. This
coming-toward-oneself from one's most peculiar possibility, a coming-
toward which is implicit in the Dasein's existence and of which all expecting
i8 a specific mode, is the primary concept of the future. This existential
concept of the future is the presupposition for the common concept of the

in the sense of the not-yet-now.

Retaining or forgetting something, the Dasein always comports itself
somehow toward what it itself already has been. It is only—as it always
f“fm_fl"y is—in such a way that it has in each instance already been the being

titis. In comporting ourselves toward an entity as bygone, we retain it in
3certain way or we forget it. In retaining and forgetting, the Dasein is itself
:r‘comnamly retained. It concomitantly retains its own self in what it
m"‘d)’ has been. That which the Dasein has already been in each instance,

[past as having-been-ness [Gewesenheit] belongs concomitantly to its
me :- I;I’his having-been-ness, understood primarily, precisely does not
Precis tl at the Dasein no longer in fact is; just the contrary, the Dasein is

€ly in fact what it was. That which we are as having been has not gone
Pa;tpﬁ.wd away, in the sense in which we say that we could shuffle off our
ngonle "“,.3 garment. 'The Dasein can as little get rid of its [past as]

av “:;S as escape its death. In every sense and in every case everything

y '~‘ PCen is an essential determination of our existence. Even if in some
"’Ys.elf> S0me manipulations, I may be able to keep my bygoneness far from

* Nevertheless, forgetting, repressing, suppressing are modes in
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which | myself am my own having-been-ness. The Dasein, i
necessanly always has been. It can be as having been only as long a4 it exigye be"‘l
And it is precisely when the Dasein no longer is, that it also no |°nga
been. It has been only so long as it is. This entails that [pastness in the ha
of] having-been-ness belongs to the Dasein'’s existence. From the VM‘?
of the moment of the future, as previously characterized, thig

since the Dasein always comports itself more or less explicitly Y toward 5
specific capacity-to-be of its own self, since the Dasein alwgy‘
toward-itself from out of a possibility of itself, it therewith a,lgo ﬂ“’
comes-back-to what it has been. Having-been-ness, the past in the existergiy)

sense, belongs with equal originality to the future in the original (

sense. In one with the future and the present, [the past as] havmg-begn.m
first makes existence possible.

The present in the existential sense is not the same as presence or 3
extantness. The Dasein, in existing, is always dwelling with extant beings,
beings that are at hand. It has such beings in its present. Only as enpresent-
ing is the Dasein futural and past [as having-been] in the particular sense.
As expecting a possibility the Dasein is always in such a way that it
comports itself enpresentingly toward something at hand and keeps this
extant entity as something present in its, the Dasein’s, own present. Atten-
dant upon this is the fact that we are most frequently lost in this present and
it appears as though future and past as bygoneness or, more precisely, the
past as having-been-ness, were blacked out, as though the Dasein were at
every moment always leaping into the present. This is an illusion that in its
turn has its own causes and requires an explanation which, however, we
shall forgo in this context. What alone is important here is to see more o
less that we are talking about future, past [having-been-ness] and present in
a more original (existential) sense and are employing these three determin-
tions in a signification that lies in advance of common time. The original unity
of the future, past. and present which we have portrayed is the phenomeno®
of original time, which we call temporality. Temporality temporalizes itself i0
the ever current unity of future, past [having-been-ness/, and present. W
we denominate in this way must be distinguished from then, at-the-t
and now. The latter time-determinations are what they are only by ori
ing in temporality, as temporality expresses itself. Expecting, the
retaining, the past, and enpresenting, the present—all of these ?"Pg

o

themselves by means of the now, then, and at-the-time. In expressing !
temporality temporalizes the only time that the common unders
time is aware of.

The essence of the future lies in coming-toward-oneself; that of th

he p*
¢ [having-been-ness] lies in going-back-to; and that of the present in rz“’by:;

with, dwelling-with, that is, being-with. Thesc characters of the towa
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wi[h reveal the basic constituti
t
. back-to. and with, temp(:;?-Of-temporalitY- As determi
' itself as future, past, and ity is outside itself. Time _m'nefl by this
1o its past [ has-been] capacit present. As future, the Dns c.arr.led away
1o its having-been-ness; and y-to-be; as past [having.be:se".' is carried
other being or beings. TemPOralitas enpresenting, it is carri n], it is carried
ot carry the Dasein away just y as unity of future, pas" ' and'ed“way to some
Jlity, it is itself the origi at times and occasionally presentd
ty’, the mgxnal Outside_itsel mslona"y; inst d 0€s
of carrying-away we employ the Lthe ekstatikon. F ead, as tem-
Time is not carried away me lexpressxon the mtic. hor this character
sccidental way; rather, f erely on occasion i character of time.
ecstatic. T . future is carried on in a suppleme
tic. The same holds away intrinsi ntary and
d for past and |Ca"y as tOWard L.
past, an present the three ecstases present. We therefo —it is
mtnl‘isl'cally with co-equal originali of temporality; the bell-e call future,
Thlitsls' important to see this ecstati o y belong together
s interconnection can b ic character of time in mo .
realization of all rought to view i re precise detail
availabl sorts of pheno w in the concret '
and thee"The term “ecstatic” ha mena, but only if the ete conscious
outside- like. The common Greil?ouung to do with ecstaﬁgwdmg clue is
| ide-self. It is affiliated with th expre‘ssior\ ekstatikon n:e:tates of mind
origina lu.:bat we interpret existe:;rm existence.” It is withntshismpping°
self and ity of being-outside-self , which, viewed ontologi ecstatic
' enpresents. . ) that comes- Oglcally, is the
the constituti . In its ecstatic charact toward-self, comes-ba
wlthl .tlon Of the Dasein’ bei er, tempora-ll(y is lhe - A ck-to-
temPOraF 'ltself. original times beng. condition of
thing tha1zmig. It is this outsid is outside itself; that is th
a2 might first be e-itself itself. That i e nature of its
t it w extant . at is to say, it i
that it would be leaving i as a thing and y. it is not som
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temporalizing of the only time of which the common unde“tandmg
time is aware and which we designate generally as the irreversibje of
of nows. euence
We shall not now enter into further detail regarding the
between the phenomenon of intentionality and that of ecstatic-
temporality. Intentionality—Dbeing directed toward something and the ingi.
mate connection of intentio and intentum present in it—which js com.
monly spoken of in phenomenology as the ultimate primal pl
has the condition of its possibility in temporality and temporality's ecatat,
horizonal character. The Dasein is intentional only because it is ;
essentially by temporality. The Dasein’s essential determination by which i
intrinsically transcends is likewise connected with the ecstati
character. How these two characters, intentionality and transcendence, ae
interconnected with temporality will become apparent to us. At the same
time we shall understand how ontology, by making being its theme, is a
transcendental science. But first, since we did not expressly interpret tem-
porality by way of the Dasein, we must make the phenomenon more
familiar to ourselves.

.

) The derivation of the structural moments of now-time
from ecstatic-horizonal temporality. The mode of being of
falling as the reason for the covering up of original time

The conception of time as a now-sequence is not aware of the derivation
of this time from original time and overlooks all the essential features
belonging to the now-sequence as such. As commonly understood, time is
intrinsically a free-floating sequence of nows. It is simply there; its giver-
ness must be acknowledged. Now that we have characterized tempoﬂlit!"ln
a rough way, the question arises whether we can let the now-sequence ans¢
out of original temporality, with explicit reference to the essential stro™
tures—significance, datability, spannedness, and publicness. If time te™
poralizes itself as a now-sequence from out of the original temporality. then
these structures must become ontologically intelligible by way of the ecsta®
horizonal constitution of temporality. What is more, if the temporlh‘)'_':
which time temporalizes itself as now-sequence constitutes the Dasés®
ontological constitution, and if the factical Dasein experiences and know
time first and primarily only as it is commonly understood. then we shou |
also be able to explain by recourse to the Dasein's temporality why the
Dasein knows time primarily only as now-sequence and, further, why
common understanding of time either overlooks or does not suitably unde®”
stand time’s essential structural moments of significance, datability.
nedness, and publicness. If it is possible—if indeed it is even necessary— "
show that what is commonly known as time springs from what wewhh:cb
characterized as temporality, then this justifies calling that from
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mon time derives by the name of original time. For the question could
m pe asked why we still designate the unity of future, past, and present in
his original sense as time. Is it not s.omethmg different? This question is
ored in the negative as soon as it is seen that the now, the then, and the
the-time are nothing but temporality expressing itself. It is only for this
> that the now is a time character and that the then and the at-the-time
ral.
m;:: *c);estion now is, How does time in the common sense root in
temporality itself—how does time in the common sense derive from
rality or, more precisely, how does temporality itself temporalize the
only time that the common understanding knows? Every now is by its
nature a now-when. Because of this relation of datability, it is related to
some being by reference to which it has its date. This character of being a
now-when-this-or-that, the relation of datability, is possible only because
the now is ecstatically open as a time-determination, having its source in
temporality. The now belongs to a particular ecstasis, the present in the
sense of the enpresenting of something. In the enpresenting of a being the
enpresenting, intrinsically, is related ecstatically to something. In express-
ing itself as ecstatically related, saying “now” in this self-expression and
meaning by the now the present, this ecstatic-horizonal—and thus intrin-
sically ecstatic—now is related to . . .; each now, qua now, is “now, when
this or that.” The enpresenting of a being lets that being be encountered in
such a way that when, expressing itself, the enpresenting says “now,” this
now, because of the ecstatic character of enpresenting, must have the
Present-character “now, when this or that.” Correspondingly, every at-the-
ume is an at-the-time-when and every then is a then-when. If [ say “now”
and express it in an enpresenting and as this enpresenting, then, because of
enpresenting of something, I encounter some being as that by reference
o which the expressed now dates itself. Because we enunciate the now in
?‘_’h Case in and from an enpresenting of some being, the now that is thus
oiced is itself structurally enpresenting. It has the relation of datability, the
3tual dating always differing in point of content. The now and every other
e‘detfnnination has its dating relation from the ecstatic character of
porality itself. The fact that the now is always a “now when this or that,”
rneg] at-the-time an “at-the-time when,” and every then a “then when"
Pecty' shows that time as temporality—as enpresenting, retaining, and
Words ‘:'_g“already lets beings be encountered as uncovered. In other
only tk.ae"‘ne in the common sense, the now as seen via this dating relation, is
ve .lndex of original temporality.
ce :;; now §nd every time-determination is spanned within itself, has a
indiviq 4t varies and does not first grow by means of a summation of
Ual nows as dimensionless points. The now does not acquire a

€adth and range by my collecting together a number of nows, but just the
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reverse: each now already has this spannedness within itself in a om
way. Even if [ were to reduce the now to a millionth of a second it w&":a.ry
have a breadth, because it already has it by its very nature and nej iy
it by a summation nor loses it by a diminution. The now and every Saing
determination has a spannedness intrinsically. And this, too, has mb:::"
the fact that the now is nothing but the “expression,” the “speaking out” n
original temporality itself in its ecstatic character. Spannedness js of
concomitantly in every spoken now, because by means of the now and the
other time-determinations an enpresenting expresses itself which tempory).
izes itself in ecstatic unity with expecting and retaining. A

which enters into expressed time is already originally present in the ecstasi
character of temporality. Since every expecting has the character of Coming.
toward-self and every retaining the character of back-to, even if in the mode
of forgetting, and every coming-toward-self is intrinsically a back-to, tem.
porality qua ecstatic is stretched out within its own self. As the primary
outside-itself, temporality is stretch itself. Stretch does not first result from
the fact that I shove the moments of time together but just the reverse: the
character of the continuity and spannedness of time in the common sense
has its origin in the original stretch of temporality itself as ecstatic.

The now and every other expressed time-determination is publicly acces-
sible to the understanding of each Dasein in the Daseins’ being-with-one-
another. This factor of the publicness of time is also rooted in the ecstatic-
horizonal character of temporality. Because temporality is intrinsically the
outside-itself, it is as such already intrinsically disclosed and open for itself
along the directions of its three ecstases. Therefore each uttered, each
expressed, now is immediately known as such to everyone. The now is not
the sort of thing that only one or another of us could somehow find out; it
not something about which one of us might perhaps know but a.nothﬂ
might not; rather, in the Daseins’ being-with-one-another itself, in theif
communal being-in-the-world, there is already present the unity of tes®
porality itself as open for itself.

Because of its character of significance, we called the time of everydsy
time-understanding world-time. We had already indicated earlier that 'h'
Dasein's basic constitution is being-in-the-world and in fact being the" 0
such a way that the existent Dasein is occupied in its existence Wlth this
being, which means at the same time that it is occupied with its abﬂ"l’,",o'
be-in-the-world. The Dasein is occupied with its own most peculiar 2 for
to be or, as we also say. the Dasein in each instance uses itself primﬂn.ly
its own self. If it expresses itself as enpresenting in the now, expecting I? i
then, and retaining in the at-the-time—if temporality expresses et
these time-determinations, then expressed time here is simultaneously
for which the Dasein uses itself, for the sake of which the Dasein itself i5-
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rality’s self-expression the expressed time is to be understood in the
1empO er of the for-the-sake-of and the in-order-to. Expressed time has in
M:;e character of world—which can also be confirmed by means of still
wself [, more difficult connections into which we shall not at present enter. If
O'hep'asem uses itself for itself, and the Dasein’s temporality expresses itself
.the'he now, then expressed time is always something with which the Dasein
fn-mu’ occupied. Time is always time as the right time or the wrong time.
l”we can see from the elucidation of the structural moments of signifi-
cnce, datability. spannedness, and publicness that and how the basic
determinations of time in the common sense arise from the ecstatic-
horizonal unity of expecting, retaining, and enpresenting. What we are
commeonly familiar with as time originates with respect to its time character
from ecstatic-horizonal temporality; therefore, that from which the deriva-
tive time stems must be called time in a primary sense: the time that
temporalizes itself and. as such, temporalizes world-time. If original time
qua temporality makes possible the Dasein’s ontological constitution, and
this being, the Dasein, is in such a way that it temporalizes itself, then this
being with the mode of being of existent Dasein must be called originally
and fitly the temporal entity simply as such. It now becomes clear why we do
not call a being like a stone temporal, even though it moves or is at rest in
time. Its being is not determined by temporality. The Dasein, however, is
not merely and not primarily intratemporal, occurring and extant in a
world, but is intrinsically temporal in an original, fundamental way. Nev-
ertheless, the Dasein is also in a certain way in time, for we can view it in a
certain respect as an extant entity.

Now that we have derived the characters of common time from original
temporality and have thus demonstrated why we designate the origin as
time with a greater legitimacy than that which originates from it, we must
ask the following questions. How does it happen that the common under-
Standing of time knows time only as an irreversible sequence of nows; that
l.emef:»sentiagl characters of that sequence—significance and datability—
and ambCanealed from it; and that the structural moments of spannedness
limePu llcnessf remain ultimately unintelligible to it; so that it conceives of

wa asa manifold of naked nows which have no further structure but are

- 2YS merely nows, one following the other from future into past in an
or ": succession? The covering up of the specific structural moments of
COVen‘nlme' the covering up of their origination in temporality, and the
ing 0-:} ‘;P of temporality itself—all have their ground in that mode of
ai'dint e Dasein which we call falling. Without going into further detail
readly lg this phcnomenon._ we may portray it in terms of w}?at_we have
Fimay| ?UC_hed on several times. We have seen that the. Dasein is al“_lays
¥ oriented toward beings as extant things. so that it also determines
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its own being by means of the mode of being of the extant. It alsg

ego, the subject, a res, a substantia, a subjectum. What appeary here the
theoretical field of developed ontology is a general determinatioq d‘:;
Dasein itself. namely. that it has the tendency to understand itself pripy,.«
by way of things and to derive the concept of being from the extan; P
common experience what happens is that beings are encountered ip hn:
Aristotle says that time is kineseos ti, something connected with motioq, Bu
this means that time is in a certain way. If the common u ing of
time is aware of being only in the sense of extant being, being at hand, then
time, being publicly accessible along with motion, must necessarily be
something extant. As the Dasein encounters time, time gets interpreted aly,
as something somehow extant, particularly if it reveals itself as being in o
certain connection precisely with extant nature. In some way or other time
is concomitantly extant, whether in the objects or in the subject or every-
where. The time that is known as the now and as a manifold and succession
of nows is an extant sequence. The nows appear to be intratemporal. They
come and go like beings; like extant entities they perish, becoming no longer
extant. The common experience of beings has at its disposal no other
horizon for understanding being than that of extantness, being at hand.
Matters like significance and datability remain a closed book for this way of
understanding being. Time becomes the intrinsically free-floating runoff of
a sequence of nows. For the common conception of time this process i
extant, just as space is. Starting from this view, it arrives at the opinion that
time is infinite, endless, whereas by its very nature temporality is finite.
Since the common vision of time is directed solely toward the extant and the
non-extant in the sense of the not-yet-extant and the no-longer-extant, d"
nows in their succession remain the sole thing that is relevant for it. Implicit
in the Dasein's own mode of being is that it knows the sequence of nows
only in this naked form of the nows of sequential juxtaposition. Only on this
presupposition, too, is Aristotle’s manner of inquiry possible when he asks
whether time is something that is or whether it is a nonexistent
discusses this question with reference to past and future in the commeo®
sense of being-no-longer and being-not-yet. In this question about the being
of time, Aristotle understands being in the sense of extantness. If you
being in this sense, then you have to say that the now which is no longer
extant in the sense of the bygone now and the now which is not yet exw"t;
the sense of the now yet to come, are not—that is, are not extant. Seen
this way, what is in time is only the now that is extant in each_ no‘;
Aristotle’s aporia with reference to the being of time—which is still
principal difficulty today—derives from the concept of being as

being extant.
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.. (rom the same direction of thought in the common understanding of

Iristr . 1 . ) . . L.

o that the universally familiar thesis that time is infinite originates. Each
urm hasa transitionary character; each now is by its essential nature not-yet
no-longer. In whatever now I may wish to stop, I stand in a not-yet ora

Jonger. Each now at which I wished to posit an end, purely in thought,
ol d be misunderstood as now if I wished to cut it off either on the side of
the past or on that of the future, because it points beyond itself. If the nature
of time is understood in this way, it follows that time must then be
conceived as an endless sequence of nows. This endlessness is inferred

ly deductively from the isolated concept of the now. And also, the
inference to the endlessness of time, which has a legitimate sense within
certain limits, is possible only if the now is taken in the sense of the clipped
sequence of nows. It can be made clear—as was shown in Being and Time—
that the endlessness of common time can enter the Dasein’s mind only
because temporality itself, intrinsically, forgets its own essential finitude.
Only because temporality in the authentic sense is finite is inauthentic time
in the sense of common time infinite. The infinity of time is not a positive
feature of time but a privation which characterizes a negative character of
temporality. It is not possible to go into further detail here on the finitude of
time, because it is connected with the difficult problem of death, and this is
not the place to analyze death in that connection.

We have stressed that the common understanding of time is not express-
ly aware of the characters of the now, significance, datability, spannedness,
and publicness. We must however qualify this statement at least to some

» since the Aristotelian interpretation of time already shows that,
even if time is taken merely as the time we reckon with, certain characters of
time come to view. But they cannot be made an explicit problem as long as

¢ common conception of time represents the sole guide to the interpreta-
tion f)f time. Aristotle assigns transitionary character to the now; he defines
time in which we encounter beings as a number that embraces (holds-
."ound).bemgs; time as counted is referred to a reckoning with it, in which it
s unveiled. The determinations of transition, holding-around, and un-

ess are the nearest characters in which time manifests itself as a
:fuhehce of nows. Looked at more closely, they point back to the moments

ave come to know in a different connection.
etstmiilran_sitio.rmry character belongs to each now because temporality. as
comin unity. is stretched out within itself. The ecstatic connection of
00mesgl;;oward.-ltself (expec?ing). in which the Dasein at the same time
or fk to itself (retains itself), for the first time provides, in unity with
Presenting, the condition of the possibility that expressed time, the

18 dimensionally future and past, that each now stretches itself out as
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such, within itself, with respect to the not-yet and the no-longer
transitionary character of each now is nothing but what we describeq asm
spannedness of time. the

That time should hold-around beings. con-tain them, in such a g,
we recognize what it holds as intratemporal, is possible and Y thy
because of the character of time as world-time. Due to its emtaticnm'y
temporality is, as it were, further outside than any possible object which
Dasein can encounter as temporal. Because of this, any being they the
Dasein encounters is already embraced by time from the very outset.

Similarly. the essential countedness of time is rooted in the ecstas.
horizonal constitution of temporality. Time's character as container and g
world-time, as well as its essential unveiledness, will emerge still more
clearly in what follows.

It should suffice that we now have an approximate view of time as
sequence of nows with respect to its derivation from temporality; we can
thus recognize that the essential structure of temporality is the self-enclosed
ecstatic-horizonal unity of future, past, and present in the sense explained
Temporality [ Zeitlichkeit] is the condition of the possibility of the constitution of
the Dasein’s being. However, to this constitution there belongs understanding of
being, for the Dasein, as existent, comports itself toward beings which are
not Daseins and beings which are. Accordingly, temporality must also be the
condition of possibility of the understanding of being that belongs to the Dasein.
How does temporality make such understanding of being possible? How is
time as temporality the horizon for the explicit understanding of being as
such, if being is supposed to be the theme of the science of ontology, of
scientific philosophy? In its role as condition of possibility of the under-
standing of being, both pre-ontological and ontological, we shall call tem
porality Temporality [ Temporalitdt).

§20. temporality [Zeitlichkeit] and Temporality [Temporalitat]

What has to be shown is this: temporality is the condition of the possibility
of all understanding of being; being is understood and conceptually W
hended by means of time. When temporality functions as such a condition we
call it Temporality. The understanding of being, the development Of n
understanding in ontology. and scientific philosophy are to be exhibited '
their Temporal possibility. What exactly is the meaning of this “u the
ing of being” into whose Temporal possibility we are inquiring? By
discussion of the four theses we have shown in different ways that .
something like an understanding of being belongs to the existent Da-"ew
We now stand before or. better, in the fact that we understand being
nevertheless do not conceptually comprehend it.
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a) Understanding as a basic determination of
being-in-the-world

What is the difference between understanding and conceptual com-
hension? What do "to understand” and “understanding” mean at all [as
and as achievement]? It might be said that understanding [as achieve-
ot, Verstindnis] is a type of cognition and, correspondingly, understand-
fas act. Verstehen] is a specific type of cognitive comportment. Follow-
.~ Dilthey's precedent, the tendency today is to contrast understanding as
a speaﬁc kind of knowing with a different kind of knowing, namely,
explaining. We shall not enter into this discussion of the relationship
petween explanation and understanding, avoiding it above all because these
discussions suffer from a fundamental defect that makes them unfruitful.
The defect is that there is lacking an adequate interpretation of what we
understand in general by cognition, of which explanation and understand-
ing are supposed to be “kinds.” A whole typology of kinds of cognition can
be enumerated and ordinary common sense can be impressed by this, but
philosophically it is meaningless as long as it remains unclear what sort of
knowing this understanding is supposed to be in distinction from the type
of cognition represented by explanation. In whatever way we conceive of
knowing, it is, qua that which embraces knowing and understanding in the
ordinary conception of it, a comportment toward beings—if for the while we
can disregard philosophical cognition as a relationship to being. But all
practical-technical commerce with beings is also a comportment toward
beings. And an understanding of being is also present in practical-technical
comportment toward beings so far as we have at all to do with beings as
b_""gs- In all comportment toward beings—whether it is specifically cogni-
tive, which is most frequently called theoretical, or whether it is practical-
technical —an understanding of being is already involved. For a being can
_Encountered by us as a being only in the light of the understanding of
ofaug' If, however, an understanding of being always already lies at the basis
whm;:mportment of the Dasein toward beings, whether nature or history,
come r theoretical, or practical, then plainly I cannot adequately define the
bt of understanding if, in trying to make the definition, I look solely to
! types of cognitive comportment toward beings. Thus what is
:q_""‘f(? 1 1o find a sufficiently original concept of understanding from
A rei‘a:"‘l_t‘ not only all modcs of cognition but every type of comportment
a €5 to beings by inspection and circumspection can be conceived in
undamgn(a] way.
li:"’ iy present an [act of ] understanding in the [achieved] understanding
it € and this understanding of being is constitutive for the ontological
Ution of the Dasein, it follows that the [act of] understanding is an

pl€
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Cong
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original determination of the Dasein’s existence, regardless of whet}
Dasein pursues science in the manner of explanation or of the
And what is more, in the end understanding is not at M
cognition but—since existence is indeed more than mere ition .. 7, 3
usual spectator sense of knowledge and such knowledge prc:sugr;p:.;m d"
tence—a basic determination of existence itself. This, in fact, is how
have to take the concept of understanding. ve
Let us try to delineate this concept without as yet making explici
reference to the understanding involved in the understanding Ofl!ing_
How does understanding belong to the Dasein's existence as such, apart
from whether the Dasein does or does not practise psychology or history g
understanding? To exist is essentially, even if not only, to understand, We
made some remarks earlier about the essential structure of existence. To the
Dasein’s existence there belongs being-in-the-world, and in fact in such 5
way that this being-in-the-world is occupied with this being itself. It is
occupied with this being; this entity, the Dasein, has its own being in a
certain way under control, as it comports itself in this or that way toward its
capacity to be, as it has already decided in this or that way for or against it.
“The Dasein is occupied with its own being” means more precisely: it is
occupied with its own ability to be. As existent, the Dasein is free for specific
possibilities of its own self. It is its own most peculiar able-to-be. These
possibilities of itself are not empty logical possibilities lying outside itself, in
which it can engage or from which it could keep aloof; instead they are, &
such, determinations of existence. If the Dasein is free for definite poaaihll'
ties of itself, for its ability to be, then the Dasein is in this being-free-for; it 8
these possibilities themselves. They are only as possibilities of the existent
Dasein in whatever way the Dasein may comport toward them. The
possibility is in every instance that of one’s own most peculiar being. Itis the
possibility it is only if the Dasein becomes existent in it. To be one’s owD
most peculiar ability to be, to take it over and keep oneself in the possibility:
to understand oneself in one’s own factual freedom, that is, to undersi
oneself in the being of one’s own most peculiar ability-to-be, is the original
existential concept of understanding. In German we say that someon¢ o
vorstehen something—literally, stand in front of or ahead of it. that
stand at its head, administer, manage, preside over it. This is equi\'al"_‘t 10
saying that he versteht sich darauf, understands in the sense of being S
or expert at it [has the know-how of it]. The meaning of the term
standing” [Verstehen] as defined above is intended to go back to thl_s
in ordinary language. If understanding is a basic determination of exist!
it is as such the condition of possibility for all of the Dasein’s ol
possible manners of comportment. It is the condition of possibility for
kinds of comportment, not only practical but also cognitive. The exp*
tory and understanding sciences—if this classification is admitted as bein8
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stimate—are possible only beca .
0 ‘ ly understanding entiyty. use the Dasein, as existent, is itself
We shall now attempt to clari
e tive of existence. To ux:getr}: a-*::‘riut:ture of the understanding that is
upon a possibility, in this projects means, more precisely, to project
ibility. A can-be, a mibilit)r;?;::?bitﬁ l‘e?P oneself at all ;img ?n a
el ~ 1y, : .
projecting qngs?clf upon that can-be. If in oon)t’r::,;" e only in projection, in
P oty possibility into which I could e I merely reflect on some
then this possibility is not there, p mi:I;’ and, as l;t were, just gab about it
. ' as N 'l- .l L ’
B e
nifest only in projection. so long as the possibili mes manifest and is
ion. The pheno possibility is held f;
which the Dasei enon (?f projection contains two thi ast in the
P e orimarily ein al5:;)1ehvit::ultself is a can-be of its own :‘“If'gfrg irst, that
possibility upon which tht g!' the projection, but in such. can-be s
cbjectively. Secondly, thi e Dasein projects itself is not itself appr that the
i . Secondly. this projection upon somethi not itself apprehended
e sense that it s u projects itself upon a possibili ng is always a projecting
Dosein :0 t it is unveiling itself as this can-be li::)t,i'l:t is projecting itself in
ects i =DC, i s
possibility o “Zi'f upon a possibility and ander specific being. If the
self-contemn last-un _rstanding, this becoming manifer?a?ds itself in that
lomecognitli)on lg:‘ oltr}l\ the stehnse that the ego would ls)e;r:\hetshﬂf;)[i,s' not 2
possibility; it i er; rather, the projection i me the odject of
mmydi: is the way in which 1 exist fr;fhe%"ﬁz in which | am the
init.® Since g as projection is the Dasein's unde y- The essential core of
an obj projection unveils with . rstanding itself existentiell
ject of ¢ ) thout making what i . telly
of the Dagei ontemplation, there is present in al at is unveiled as such into
Gdge o lf\ into itself. However, this insi n é 1 Undel’standing an insigh
ut itself. Th r. this insight is not a free-floati gt
‘€|y unw I N knOWIedge Of Insight has H Oatlng knO\Vl-
unveiled by ; el mg.the existence of the Dasei genuine truth-character,
Understan()ii:g' onlyh lf[i)t has the primary <:hara':teW hl;h llsfsupposed to be
as the Dasein’ - r of self-unde i
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basic determination of existing. We also call it existentiell unde )
because in it existence, as the Dasein’s happening in its history, m
izes itself. The Dasein becomes what it is in and through this understyng
ing; and it is always only that which it has chosen itself to be, that Which ;
understands itself to be in the projection of its own most peculiar ‘bﬂity.(:
be.
This must suffice as a sketch of the concept of understanding i, ;
- SR in
constitutive character for the Dasein's existence. The following task noy,
arises: (1) by starting from temporality, to elucidate this understandin‘ inity
possibility, so far as it constitutes existence, and at the same time (2) t0 set it
off from the understanding which we describe in the narrower sense as the
understanding-of-being in general. The Dasein projects upon its possibik.
ties the understanding belonging to existence. Because the Dasein is essen.
tially being-in-the-world, projection unveils in every instance a possibility of
being-in-the-world. In its function of unveiling, understanding is not related
to an isolated punctual ego but to factically existent being-able-to-be-in-the-
world. This entails that along with understanding there is always already
projected a particular possible being with the others and a particular possible
being toward intraworldly beings. Because being-in-the-world belongs to the
basic constitution of the Dasein, the existent Dasein is essentially being-with
others as being-among intraworldly beings. As being-in-the-world it is never
first merely being among things extant within the world, then subsequently
to uncover other human beings as also being among them. Instead, 88
being-in-the-world it is being-with others, apart from whether and how
others are factically there with it themselves. On the other hand, however.
the Dasein is also not first merely being-with others, only then later to
up against intraworldly things in its being-with others; instead, being-with
others means being-with other being-in-the-world—being-with-iwd*’
world. It is wrong to oppose to objects an isolated ego-subject, Wldw
seeing in the Dasein the basic constitution of being-in-the-world; but it
equally wrong to suppose that the problem is seen in principle and progres
made toward answering it if the solipsism of the isolated ego is rep bys
solipsism en deux in the I-thou relationship. As a relationship be
Dasein and Dasein this has its possibility only on the basis of being'“"d*
world. Put otherwise. being-in-the-world is with equal originality o
being-with and being-among. Quite different from this is the problem 3 o
how at each time the correlative Dasein of the thou is relevant for eﬂd‘ ‘ol
the individual, factically ontical-existentiell possibilities of the indiv
Dasein. But these are questions of concrete anthropology.*

4
1. As to what the a priori of this presupposition is, cf. Sein und Zeit, div. 1. chap-
("Being-in-the-world as being-with and being-one's-self. The “They."”|
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se](.undcrstanding there is understood the being-in-the-world with
[_"h opecific possibilities of being-with others and of dealing with intra-
whi .I;ejngs are traced out. In self-understanding as being-able-to-be-in-
wo world. world is understood with equal originality. Because by its concept
rstanding is free self-understanding by way of an apprehended pos-
gbility of one's own factical being-in-the-world, it has the intrinsic pos-
gbility of shifting in various directions. This means that the factical Dasein
an understand itself primarily via intraworldly beings which it encounters.
Jt can let its existence be determined primarily not by itself but by things
and circumstances and by the others. It is the understanding that we call
inguthentic understanding, which we described earlier and which now be-
comes clarified by the fundamental concept of understanding. “Inauthentic”
does not mean here that it is not an actual understanding; it denotes an
understanding in which the existent Dasein does not understand itself
primarily by that apprehended possibility of itself which is most peculiarly
its own. Or again, projection can be accomplished primarily from the
freedom of our own most peculiar Dasein and back into it, as authentic
understanding. These free possibilities involved in understanding itself are
oot to be pursued here any further.

b) Existentiell understanding, understanding of being,
projection of being

We may keep in mind, then, that understanding, as the projection which
has been portrayed, is a basic determination of the Dasein's existence. It
relates to the Dasein itself. hence to a being, and is therefore an ontical
understanding. Because it is related to existence, we call it existentiell

derstanding. But since in this existentiell understanding the Dasein, as a

8. Is projected upon its ability-to-be, being in the sense of existence is
tood in it. An understanding of the being of existence in general is
enclosed in every existentiell understanding. Now the Dasein is being-in-

world and, in equal originality with its facticity. a world is disclosed and

o Daseins are disclosed with it and intraworldly beings are encountered;
\ "se‘lutr_ntly, the Dasein understands, in equal originality with its understand-
being C:Btence, the existence of other Daseins and the being of intraworldly
th.""‘ .‘ first, hpwever. the understanding of the being of the Dasein and

" ig\ ¢xtant is not divided and articulated into specific modes of being

S not comprehended as such. Existence, being extant or at hand, being

hen, Y, being ¢ fle fellow-Dasein of others—these are not conceptually compre-
indiffer. eacl} In its own sense of being, but instead they are understood
ex '"'f.\' In an understanding of being that makes possible and guides both
Perience of nature and the self-apprehension of the history of being-



280 Problem of Ontological Difference [396-397)

with-one-another. In existentiell understanding, in which factica] belng )
the-world becomes visible and transparent, there is always already b
an understanding of being which relates not only to the Dasein nr:;'“‘
also to all beings which are unveiled fundamentally with bejng.: bu
world. In it there is present an understanding which, as projecti notw
understands beings by way of being but, since being itself is ““dﬂttoodz:z
also in some way projected being as such.

In our analysis of the structure of ontical understanding we came
stratification of projections present in it itself and making it possible,
projections are, as it were, inserted in front of one another. “Stmﬁﬁﬂﬁon"h
admittedly a tricky image. We shall see that there can be no talk of uniline,,
interlacing stratification of projections in which one determines the othery,
In existentiell understanding one’s own Dasein is first experienced as some.
thing that is, a being, and in that process being is understood. If we say that
being is understood in the existentiell understanding of the Dasein and if we
note that understanding is a projecting, then in the understanding of being
there is present a further projection: being is understood only as, on its own
part, it is projected upon something. What it is projected upon remains at first
obscure. It can then be said that this projection, the understanding of being
in experiencing beings, is on its own part, as understanding, projected upon
something which at first is still in question. We understand a being only as
we project it upon being. In the process, being itself must be understoodina
certain way; being must in its turn be projected upon something. We shal
not now touch on the question that arises here, whether this recursion from
one projection to the next does not open up a progressus in infinitum. At
present we are in search only of the connection between the experiencing of @
being, the understanding of being, and the projection upon . . . which in its turm
is present in the understanding of being. It is enough that we see the distinctio®
between the existentiell understanding of Dasein as a being and the under-
standing of being, which qua understanding of being must itself, in confor-
mity with its character as projection, project being upon something. Athr
we can understand only indirectly that upon which being, if and when # »
understood, must be disclosed. But we may not flinch from it, so long 25 we
take seriously the facticity of our own existence and our being-with
Dasein and see that and how we understand world, the intra
existence, and co-existent Dasein in its being. If Dasein harbors the ur
standing of being within itself, and if temporality makes possible the L% d
in its ontological constitution, then temporality must also be the wnd't::“
the possibility of the understanding of being and hence of the projection of s
upon time. The question is whether time is indeed that upon which be'“gd‘
itself projected—whether time is that by way of which we underst
like of being.

a
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rder toward off a fatal misunderstanding, we need a brief digression.
Ino! m is to give a fundamental clarification of the possibility of the
:sltanding of being in general. With regard to the Dasein’s comport-
toward beings. our interpretation of the understanding of being in
ment | has presented only a necessary but not a sufficient condition. For |
S‘"‘c:mpon toward beings only if those beings can themselves be encoun-
an in the brightness of the understanding of being. This is the necessary
ition. In terms of fundamental ontology it can also be expressed by

ing that all understanding is essentially related to an affective self-
f:ydjng which belongs to understanding itself.2 To be affectively self-
finding is the formal structure of what we call mood, passion, affect, and the
ke, which are constitutive for all comportment toward beings, although
they do not by themselves alone make such comportment possible but
always only in one with understanding, which gives its light to each mood,
each passion, each affect. Being itself, if indeed we understand it, must
somehow or other be projected upon something. This does not mean that in
this projection being must be objectively apprehended or interpreted and
defined, conceptually comprehended, as something objectively ap-
prehended. Being is projected upon something from which it becomes
understandable, but in an unobjective way. It is understood as yet pre-
conceptually, without a logos; we therefore call it the pre-ontological under-
standing of being. Pre-ontological understanding of being is a kind of under-
standing of being. It coincides so little with the ontical experience of beings
that ontical experience necessarily presupposes a pre-ontological under-
standing of being as an essential condition. The experience of beings does
not have any explicit ontology as a constituent, but, on the other hand, the
understanding of being in general in the pre-conceptual sense is certainly
the condition of possibility that being should be objectified, thematized at
Itis in the objectification of being as such that the basic act constitutive
Ontology as a science is performed. The essential feature in every science,
phy included, is that it constitutes itself in the objectification of
*omething a| ready in some way unveiled, antecedently given. What is given
brew 'a beil_lg that lies present before us, but it can also be being itself in the
n‘ological understanding of being. The way in which being is given is
"‘d"in'llfntally diffe'rent from the way beings are given, but both can
UMY:"-‘CQme objects. They can become objects, however, only if they
,fe‘ ed in some way before the objectification and for it. On the other
;c'lfSOHjethnpg becomes an object, and in fact just as it offers itself in its
inter. th:s'objcctiﬁcation does not signify a subjective apprehension and
TPretation of what is laid hold of as object. The basic act of objec-

2.
Cf Sein ung Zett, §29 ff.
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tification, whether of being or of beings—and regardless of the ﬁmd%
tal diversity in the two cases—has the function of explicitly Projecting
is antecedently given upon that on which it has already been Pfojec:dl"
pre-scientific experience or understanding. If being is to become Obp:
tified—if the understanding of being is to be possible as a scienge in
sense of ontology—if there is to be philosophy at all, then that “Mw&
the understanding of being. qua understanding, has already Pre-concep,
tually projected being must become unveiled in an explicit projection,

We confront the task not only of going forth and back from a being to iny
being but, if we are inquiring into the condition of possibility of the
understanding of being as such, of inquiring even beyond being as to that “pon
which being itself, as being, is projected. This seems to be a curious enterprige
to inquire beyond being; perhaps it has arisen from the fatal embarrassmen
that the problems have emanated from philosophy; it is apparently merely
the despairing attempt of philosophy to assert itself as over against the so-
called facts.

At the beginning of this course we stressed that the more
the simplest problems of philosophy are posed, without any of the vanities
of the allegedly more advanced moderns and without the host of secondary
questions arbitrarily snatched up by the mania for criticism, the more
immediately will we stand by ourselves in direct communication with actual
philosophizing. We have seen from various angles that the question about
being in general is indeed no longer explicitly raised but that it everywhere
demands to be raised. If we pose the question again, then we understand at
the same time that philosophy has not made any further progress with "
cardinal question than it had already in Plato and that in the end its
innermost longing is not so much to get on further with it, which would be
to move further away from itself, as rather to come to itself. In
philosophy—that is, ancient philosophy—is in a certain sense tX
through to its end. He was completely in the right when he h“'“J
expressed this consciousness. But there exists just as much the legitimat®
demand to start anew, to understand the finiteness of the Hegelian syste?®
and to see that Hegel himself has come to an end with philosophy be::;
he moves in the circle of philosophical problems. This circling in the
forbids him to move back to the center of the circle and to revise it fm;“w
ground up. It is not necessary to seek another circle beyond the cirClC:
saw everything that is possible. But the question is whether he saw it o
the radical center of philosophy, whether he exhausted all the possibll'm;w
the beginning so as to say that he is at the end. No extensive demonstr? J
is needed to make clear how immediately. in our attempt to get e
being to the light from which and in which it itself comes into the brigh o
of an understanding, we are moving within one of Plato’s fun
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5. There is no occasion here to delineate the Platonic order of
F'ob- in further detail. But a rough reference to it is necessary so that the
N may be progressively dispelled that our fundamental-ontological prob-
the question about the possibility of the understanding of being in
le ], is simply an accidental, eccentric, and trivial rumination.
ga::ad:.e end of the sixth book of the Republic, in a context that cannot
us in further detail here, Plato gives a division of the different realms
of beings. with particular regard to the possible modes of access to them. He
... ishes the two realms of the horaton and the noeton, things visible to
and things thinkable. The visible is that which is unveiled by sense,
dw:l’::kable that which understanding or reason perceives. For seeing with
the
the eyes there is required not only eyes and not only the being that is seen
put a third, phos, light, or, more precisely, the sun, helios. The eye can
veil only in the light. All unveiling requires an antecedent illumining.
‘Iqll\e eye m)ust be helioeides. Goethe translates this by “sonnenhaft” [like, of
the type of. the sun]. The eye sees only in the light of something. Corre-
spondingly. all non-sensible cognition—all the sciences and in particular all
philosophical knowledge—can unveil being only if it has being's specific
ilumination—if the noeisthai also gains its own specific phos, its light.
What sunlight is for sensuous vision the idea tou agathou, the idea of the
good, is for scientific thinking, and in particular for philosophical knowl-
edge. At first this sounds obscure and unintelligible; how should the idea of
the good have a function for knowledge corresponding to that which the
light of the sun has for sense perception? As sensible cognition is helioeides,
‘°°°m_?spondingly all gignoskein, all cognition, is agathoeides, determined
by ﬂ'f idea of the agathon. We have no expression for “determined by the
good” which would correspond to the expression “sunlike.” But the corre-
*pondence goes even further: Ton helion tois horomenois ou monon oimai
tn tou horasthai dunamin parechein pheseis, alla kai ten genesin kai auxen
t_rophen_ ou genesin auton onta.? “You will, [ believe, also say, the sun
!eenSheS to the seen not only the possibility of being seen, but gives to the
beip,. asbeings, also becoming, growth, and nurture, without itself [the sun]
_ng'a becoming,” This extended determination is correspondingly ap-
'Ogig;o kl:\owlefige. Pl{no says: Kai tois gignoskomenois toinun me monon
o ’;S e.Sthal' phanai hppo tou agathou pareinai, alla kai to einai te kai ten
eira“P Ekelqou autois proseinai, ouk ousias ontos tou agathou, all’ eti
'4 tes ousias presbeia kai dunamei huperechontos.* “So then you

Must alg, ¢
also say that the known not only receives its being known from a good,

3 py,
Ot (Burnet;, Republic, 6.509°2:4. [Politeia, in Platonts opera, ed. John Burnet, vol. 4

:larcnd e
4 by on Press, 1899).
. 5“(,'()'“]()4 ) l
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but also it has from thence that it is and what it is, in such a Way indeeq
the good is not itself the being-how and being-what, but ey d“‘
being in dignity and power.” That which illuminates the knw(:;:h
beings (positive science) and the knowledge of being (philosophicg] hlo::
edge) as unveiling lies even beyond being. Only if we stand in this light g
we cognize beings and understand being. The understanding of bein, -
rooted in the projection of an epekeina tes ousias. Plato thus come, lpo:
something that he describes as “outstripping being.” This has the

of light. of illumination, for all unveiling of beings or, in this case, illuming,.
tion for the understanding of being itself.

The basic condition for the knowledge of beings as well as for the
understanding of being is: standing in an illuminating light. Or, to express
without an image: something upon which, in understanding, we have
projected that which is to be understood. Understanding must itself some.
how see, as unveiled, that upon which it projects. The basic facts of the
antecedent illumination for all unveiling are so fundamental that it is always
only with the possibility of being able to see into the light, to see in the light,
that the corresponding possibility of knowing something as actual is as-
sured. We must not only understand actuality in order to be able to
experience something actual, but the understanding of actuality must on its
side already have its illuminating beforehand. The understanding of being
already moves in a horizon that is everywhere illuminated, giving huminous
brightness. It is not an accident that Plato, or Socrates in the dialogue,
explains the context to Glaucon by a simile. The fact that Plato reaches fora
simile when he comes to the extreme boundary of philosophical inquiry, the
beginning and end of philosophy, is no accident. And the content of the
simile especially, is not accidental. It is the simile of the cave, which P"‘,"
interprets at the beginning of the seventh book of the Republic. Man$
existence, living on the disk of earth arched over by the sky, is like a life in
the cave. All vision needs light, although the light is not itself seen- Tl;,
Dasein's coming into the light means its attainment of the understanding
truth in general. The understanding of truth is the condition of pos o
for scope and access to the actual. We must here relinquish the idea
interpreting in all its dimensions this inexhaustible simile. heads

Plato describes a cave in which humans have their hands, feet, and .
fettered, with their eyes tumned to the cave's wall. Behind them thmo?iu
small exit from the cave, through which light falls into the cave in .
inhabitants, so that their own shadows necessarily fall on the wall ﬂ
opposite them. Fettered and bound firmly so that they can only loo
of them, they see only their own shadows on the wall. Behind' d":;
between them and the light, there is a path with a partition, like ©
partitions puppeteers have. On this path other humans, behind the
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good signifies in Plato and in what way the idea of the good is thay ..
supposed to render knowledge and truth possible—all this g inh‘d‘"
respects obscure. We shall not enter here into the difficulties of plm"’_y
interpretation nor into the demonstration of the connection of the ideg
the good with what we discussed earlier regarding the ancient '-“\denu:
ing of being, its derivation from production. It appears as though oyg ¢«
that ancient philosophy interprets being in the horizon of productign nthe
broadest sense would have no connection at all with what Platg Notey
condition of possibility of the understanding of being. Our in i ;
ancient ontology and its guiding clue seems to be arbitrary. What could 4,
idea of the good have to do with production? Without entering further iny,
this matter, we offer only the hint that the idea agathou is nothing but th
demiourgos, the producer pure and simple. This lets us see already how the
idea agathou is connected with poiein, praxis, techne in the broadest sense

c) The temporal interpretation of existentiell
understanding, both authentic and inauthentic

The question about the possibility of the understanding of being runs
into something that transcends being, a “beyond.” As to what makes under-
standing of being possible, we shall find it without an image only if we first
ask: What makes understanding possible as such? One essential moment of
understanding is projection: understanding itself belongs to the basic con-
stitution of the Dasein. We shall inquire further into this phenomenon and
its possibility, and to this end we may also recall something noted earlier.
Understanding belongs to the basic constitution of the Dasein; but the
Dasein is rooted in temporality. How is temporality the condition o
possibility for understanding in general? How is projection grounded
temporality? In what way is temporality the condition of possibility for the
understanding of being? Do we in fact understand the being of bems!‘z
means of time? We shall attempt, first of all, a temporal interpretatio?
understanding, taking understanding as ontical, existentiell un:
and not yet as understanding of being. We shall then inquire further w':;
our existent comportment toward beings, toward the extant in the back
sense, is grounded as understanding in temporality, and how, further ent
beyond that, the understanding of being that belongs to this €X® e

o " . o 1Is
comportment toward beings is conditioned on its part by time. =
possibility and structure of the distinction between being and rpl"’d
grounded in temporality? Must the ontological difference be inte
Temporally? w"

How is existentiell understanding determined by temporality? We! o
earlier that temporality is the equally original ecstatic-horizo unity
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ast. and present. Understanding is a basic determination of exis-

.An d resoluteness is our name for authentic existence, the existence of
\sein in which the Dasein is itself in and from its own most peculiar
ibility. a possibility that has been seized on and chosen by the Dasein
Poﬁ Re;oluteness has its own peculiar temporality. Let us try to demon-
i “; it briefly now, though only in a specific respect, which however is
certainly very essential. If authentic existence, resoluteness, is grounded ina
+fic mode of tempt.)ralltyl, then a specific present pelongs to resolute-
ness. Present, as ecstatic-horizonal phenomenon, implies enpresenting of.
In resoluteness the Dasein understands itself from its own most peculiar
an—be Understanding is primarily futural, for it comes toward itself from
its chosen possibility of itself. In coming-toward-itself the Dasein has also
already taken itself over as the being that it in each case already has been. In
resoluteness, that is, in self-understanding via its own most peculiar can-
be—in this coming-toward-itself from its own most peculiar possibility, the
Dasein comes back to that which it is and takes itself over as the being that it
i. In coming back to itself, it brings itself with everything that it is back
again into its own most peculiar chosen can-be. The temporal mode in
which it is as and what it was we call [bringing-back-again, that is,] repeti-
tion. Repetition is a peculiar mode in which the Dasein was, has been.
Resoluteness temporalizes itself as repetitive coming-back-toward-itself
from a chosen possibility to which the Dasein, coming-toward-itself, has run
ot in front of itself [preceded itself]. In the ecstatic unity of repetitive self-
Precedence, in this past and future, there lies a specific present. Whereas the
enpresenting of something for the most part and chiefly dwells with things,
8ets entangled in its own self, lets itself be drawn along by things so as to be
merged with what it is enpresenting—whereas enpresenting for the most
Part runs away from itself, loses itself within itself, so that the past becomes
a forgetting and the future an expecting of what is just coming on—the
Present that belongs to resoluteness is held in the specific future (self-
Pl::ledencel and past (repetition) of resoluteness. The present that is held in
Uteness and springs from it we call the instant. Since we intend by this
rizeoa "I\Ode of the present—the phenomenon indicated by it has ecstatic-
Somer l:a Character—Fhis means that the instant is an enpresenting of
Upon W:i}?rt‘sf:nl which, as belonging to resolye, discloses the situation
o D I Iy e e = i e
. ) S . resolved, into e current lactically
aq::“[{}ed possibilities, circumstances, contingencies of the situation of its
iing fhc instant [the Augenblick, the twinkling of an eye] is that which,
‘tutegg "om resoluteness, has an eye first of all and solely for what con-
' ‘}"t’ situation of action. It is the mode of resolute existence in which
asein, as being-in-the-world, holds and keeps its world in view. But
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because the Dasein, as being-in-the-world, is at the same time h:

other Daseins, authentically existent being-with-one-another myg;

termine itself primarily by way of the individual's resoluteness. Onl de.
and in its resolute individuation is the Dasein authentically free anz from,
for the thou. Being-with-one-another is not a tenacious intrusign of::.
upon the thou, derived from their common concealed helplessness; ; I
existence as together and with one another is founded on the W
individuation of' the individual, determined by enpresenting in the sense of
the instant. Individuation does not mean clinging obstinately to one's own

i ishes but being free for the factical possibilities of X
ar:;:te wis g po: current expp.

From what has been said one thing should become clear, that the instany
belongs to the Dasein’s original and authentic temporality and
the primary and authentic mode of the present as enpresenting. We heard
earlier that enpresenting expresses itself in the now, that the now as time in
which beings are encountered arises from original temporality. Since the
now always arises from the present, this means that the now origi
from, comes from, the instant. It is for this reason that the phenomenon of
the instant cannot be understood from the now, as Kierkegaard tries to do.
To be sure, he understands the instant quite well in its real contents, but he
does not succeed in expounding the specific temporality of the instant.
Instead, he identifies the instant with the now of time in the common sense.
Starting from here he constructs the paradoxical relationships of the now t
eternity. But the phenomenon of the instant cannot be understood from the
now even if we take the now in its full structure. The only thing that canbe
shown is that the now most expeditiously manifests its full structure
precisely where the Dasein as resolute enpresenting expresses itself by
means of the now. The instant is a primal phenomenon of original tem-
porality, whereas the now is merely a phenomenon of derivative timé
Aristotle already saw the phenomenon of the instant, the kairos, and be
defined it in the sixth book of his Nichomachean Ethics; but, again, hedn.dl‘
in such a way that he failed to bring the specific time character of the kairo
into connection with what he otherwise knows as time (nun).

The present pertinent to the Dasein’s temporality does not 00‘“‘1‘"‘2
have the character of the instant. The Dasein does not constantly exst
resolute but is usually irresolute, closed off to itself in its own most Pec"‘l':
ability to be, and not determined primarily from its most peculiar ability
be in the way it projects its possibilities. The Dasein’s temporality doﬁw
constantly temporalize itself from that temporality’s authentic future:
ertheless, this inconstancy of existence, its being generally irresoluteés
not mean that in its existence the irresolute Dasein at times lacks a fu
only means that temporality itself, with respect to its different €
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jally the future, is changeable. Irresolute existence is so little a non-

P~ e that it is precisely this irresoluteness which characterizes the
aﬁ‘e‘d':\. actuality of the Dasein.
c\eB'ZCa use we are trying to expound existent comportment in the everyday

roward the beings most proximately given, we must tum our view

o evervday. inauthentic, irresolute existence and ask what the character
szf the temporality of inauthentic self-understanding, of the Dasein’s irre-
:olute projection of itself upon possibilities. We know that the Dasein is

- o.in-the-world: factically existing as such, it is being-among intra-
worldly beings and being-with-other Daseins. The Dasein understands
eself at first and usually from things. The others, the fellow humans, are
olso there with the Dasein even when they are not to be found there in
immediately tangible proximity. In the way they are there with the Dasein
they are also jointly understood with it via things. Let us recall Rilke's
description in which he shows how the inhabitants of the demolished house,
those fellow humans, are encountered with its wall. The fellow humans
with whom we have to do daily are also there, even without any explicit
existentiell relation of one Dasein to others. Keeping all of this in mind, we
::Zrd nm;: m";. ou; exs‘lior:tory regard solely to understanding comportment

things handy and things extant.

We understand ourselves by way of things, in the sense of the self-
understanding of everyday Dasein. To understand ourselves from the
things with which we are occupied means to project our own ability to be
ypon such features of the business of our everyday occupation as the
feasible, urgent, indispensable, expedient. The Dasein understands itself
fm@ the ability to be that is determined by the success and failure, the
feasibility and unfeasibility, of its commerce with things. The Dasein thus
omes toward itself from out of the things. It expects its own can-be as the
of a being which relies on what things give or what they refuse. It is
& though the Dasein's can-be were projected by the things, by the Dasein’s

erce with them, and not primarily by the Dasein itself from its own
::‘:}s: :—’@Culiar’self . which nevertheless exists, just as it is, always as dealing
. ings. This inauthentic self-understanding by way of things has,
inauth, the character of coming-toward-itself. of the future, but this is
entic future; we characterize it as expecting [Gewdrtigen]. Only because
the thisem 15 expectant of its can-be in the sense described, as coming from

ic N8s it attends to and cares for—only because of this expecting can it
'Pate, quait
Xpec

thin
licgi 4N be awaited. Expecting is thus not a subspecies of waiting for or
"‘Pecza“ng but just the reverse: waiting for, anticipating, is grounded in an
8. a looking-forward-to. When in our commerce with things we

9, omething from the things or wait for the way they run off.
Mg must already beforehand have unveiled a sphere from which some-
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lose ourselves in and with them, we are expectant of our can-be in the
is determined via the feasibility and unfeasibility of the things wyjy, Wy
we are concerned. We do not expressly come back to Ourselves Which
authentic projection upon our own most peculiar can-be. This impliey N a
, :  the
same time that we do not repeat the being we have been, we d, not
ourselves over in our facticity. What we are—and what we haye be:h
always contained in this—Ilies in some way behind us, forgotten, Expect; "
our own can-be to come from things, we have forgotten the factica| Daseip
in its having-been. This forgetting is not the absence and failure to appear of
a recollection, so that in the place of a recollection there would be nothing Jy
is, rather, a peculiar positively ecstatic mode of temporality. The ecstasis of
forgetting something has the character of disengagement from one's most
peculiar having-been-ness, and indeed in such a way that the di :
from closes off that from which it disengages. Forgetting, in closing off the
past—and this is the peculiar feature of that ecstasis—closes itself off for
itself. The characteristic of forgetting is that it forgets itself. It is implicit in
the ecstatic nature of forgetting that it not only forgets the forgotten but
forgets the forgetting itself. This is why to the common pre-pl
ical understanding it appears as though forgetting is nothing at all. Forgot-
tenness is an elementary mode of temporality in which we are primarily and
for the most part our own having-been. But this shows that the past, in the
sense of having-been-ness, must not be defined in terms of the common
concept of the bygone. The bygone is that of which we say that it no longer
is. Having-been-ness, however, is a mode of being, the determination of the
way in which the Dasein is as existent. A thing that is not temporal, wa
being is not determined by means of temporality, but merely occurs Wl'h"‘
time, can never have-been, because it does not exist. Only what is intr
sically futural can have-been; things. at best, are over and done W‘d"
Understanding oneself by way of feasible and directly enoountemd_ things
involves a self-forgetting. The possibility of retaining something which on¢
was just now expecting rests only on the basis of the original forgottenness
that belongs to the factical Dasein. To this retaining related to things thﬂ;
corresponds again a non-retaining, a forgetting in the derivative w;nd
becomes clear from this that recollection is possible only on the basis of ook
because of the original forgottenness that belongs to the Dasein 3::&
conversely. Because the Dasein is expectant of itself by way of the f
that with which it is dealing at the moment is in its present. Sel e
standing, in equal originality with future and past, is an enpresenting &
enpresenting of the inauthentic understanding that predominates m
Dasein will occupy us more particularly in the sequel. Negatively. it ™ e
said that the present of inauthentic understanding does not have
said tha p g . of
character of the instant, because the temporalizing of this mode



§20. Temporality [412-413] 291

nt is determined by way of the inauthentic future. Accordingly. inaut-
Pk;:c understanding has the character of forgetful-enpresenting-expectance.
d) The temporality of the understanding of functionality
and its totality (world)

This temporal characterization of inauthentic understanding has clarified
anly one possibility of the Dasein'’s existentiell (ontical) understanding as
the existent being. We require, however, a clarification of the understand-
ing of being which is always already implicit in the existentiell understand-
ing of beings. But we do not wish to explain the understanding of being in

to existentiell understanding, whether authentic or inauthentic, but
rather with a view to the Dasein’s existent comportment toward the things it
encounters in its immediate neighborhood. We shall try to clarify the
understanding of being which relates to beings which are not of the nature of
Dasein. It is the understanding of the being of those beings we encounter
pearest to us with which we deal irresolutely, beings which are also there
when we are not occupied with them. We are taking this direction of
interpretation not because it is easier but because we shall thus gain an
original understanding of the problems we discussed earlier, all of which are
ontologically oriented toward beings as extant.

Let us once more take note of the whole context of the problem and the
direction of our inquiry. What we are seeking is the condition of the possibility
of that understanding-of-being which understands beings of the type of the handy
and the at-hand. Beings of these kinds are encountered as we deal with them
0 our everyday concerns. This commerce with the beings we most imme-

tely encounter is, as existent comportment of the Dasein toward beings,
f°‘_mded in the basic constitution of existence, in being-in-the-world. The

s with which we are occupied are therefore encountered as intra-
:'°fldly beings. Since the Dasein is being-in-the-world and the basic consti-
fon of the Dasein lies in temporality, commerce with intraworldly beings is
m"d_"d in a SPec:;ﬁc temporality of being-in-the-world. The structure of
tf“'h-tho-world is unitary but it is also organized. Our object here must

" understand via temporality the organized totality of this structure,
" suc':\'lt.’ans. however, that we must interpret the phenomenon of being-in
Thiy WI”aTd the phenomenon of the world in their temporal constitution.

- ! 'ead us to the connection between temporality and transcendence,
; "INg-in-the-world is the phenomenon in which it becomes originally

i "e“AhOW the Dasein by its very nature is “beyond itself.” Starting from
o rcendence, we comprehend the possibility of the understanding of
being .tha} Is implicit in and illuminates our commerce with intraworldly

8. This then leads to the question of the interrelations of the under-
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standing of being, transcendence, and temporality. And from that n;
Poin We

shall attempt to portray temporality as horizon of the unde .
being. That is, we shall attempt the definition of the concmd
porality. e

In returning now to inquire about the condition of the Possibilipy
understanding being—an understanding that belongs to our of
with the beings we encounter—we shall ask first about the condition
possibility of being-in-the-world in general, which is based on temporality, hﬁq
only from the temporality of being-in-the-world that we shall "
how being-in-the-world is already, as such. understanding of being, The
being most nearly encountered, that with which we have to do, hay the
ontological constitution of equipment. This entity is not merely extant by,
in conformity with its equipmental character, belongs to an equipment]
contexture within which it has its specific equipmental function, which
primarily constitutes its being. Equipment, taken in this ontological senge,
is not only equipment for writing or sewing; it includes everything we make
use of domestically or in public life. In this broad ontological sense bridges,
streets, street lamps are also items of equipment. We call the whole of all
these beings the handy [das Zuhandene]. What is essential in this connection
is not whether or not the handy is in nearest proximity, whether it is closer
by than purely extant, at-hand things, but only that it is handy in and for
daily use or that, looked at conversely, in its factical being-in-the-world the
Dasein is well practiced in a specific way in handling this being, in sucha
way that it understands this being as something of its own making. In the
use of equipment the Dasein is also always already well practiced in being-
with others, and here it is completely indifferent whether another Dasein 8
or is not factually present.

Equipment is encountered always within an equipmental contexture.
Each single piece of equipment carries this contexture along withiit, andi®
this equipment only with regard to that contexture. The specific thisness s
piece of equipment, its individuation, if we take the word in a co
formal sense, is not determined primarily by space and time in the senté
that it appears in a determinate space- and time-position. Inst -
determines a piece of equipment as an individual is in each mstmadﬂ‘
equipmental character and equipmental contexture. What then is it B
constitutes the specific equipmental character of a piece of equip
Equipmental character is constituted by what we call Bewandtnis, fum:
tionality. The being of something we use, for instance, a hammer ora C_.
is characterized by a specific way of being put to use, of functioning- o0
entity is “in order to hammer,” “in order to make leaving, entering °
closing possible.” Equipment is “in order to.” This proposition has ho
ontological and not merely an ontical meaning: a being is not what and

.
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s, for example, a hammer, and then in addition something “with which
hammer. Rather, what and how it is as this entity, its whatness and
w0 ness, 15 constituted by this in-order-to as such, by its functionality. A
being of the nature of equipment is thus encountered as the being that it is in
f and when we understand beforehand the following: functionality.
ionality relations, functionality totality. In dealing with equipment we

an use it 3 equipment only if we have already beforehand projected this
entity upon functionality relation. This antecedent understanding of func-
gonality. this projecting of equipment onto its functionality character, we
all letting-function. This expression, too, has its ontological sense suited to
the present context of discourse. In hammering we let the hammer function
with something. The wherein of our letting-function is that for which the
equipment is destined as such; the for-which characterizes this specific
equipment as what and how it is. We are expectant of the for-which in using
the equipment. “To let function in something” means expectance of a for-
which. Letting-function, as letting-function-in, is always at the same time a
"letting-function with something.” That with which there is functionality is
in each case determined via the for-which. Expecting the for-which, we
retain the with-which in our view; keeping it in view, we first understand the
equipment as equipment in its specific functionality relation. Letting-
function, that is, the understanding of the functionality which makes possi-
ble an equipmental use at all, is a retentive expectance, in which the
equipment is enpresented as this specific equipment. In expectant-retentive
enpresenting, the equipment comes into play, becomes present, enters into
apresent [Gegen-wart). The expecting of the for-which is not a contempla-
tion of an end and much less the awaiting of a result. Expectance does not at
Al have the character of an ontical apprehension; nor is retention of the
rewith a contemplative dwelling with something. This becomes clear if

e bring to conscious realization unconstructively an immediate employ-
ment of equipment. When 1 am completely engrossed in dealing with
*omething and make use of some equipment in this activity, | am just not
" linrd toward the equipment as such, say, toward the tool. And I am just
€ directed toward the work itself. Instead. in my occupation I move in
equ“;':;‘ctlon:aIity relations as such. In understanding them I dwell with the
ot :"l;a| contexture that is handy. | stand neither with the one nor with

order i :i ,Ut' move in the in-order-to. It is for this reason that we proceed in
ore .":’hng with things—we do not merely approach them as they lie
eq“ipmcb ut have commerce with them as they exhibit themselves as
ing of fum 'n an equipmental contexture. Letting-function, as understand-
light ‘i“‘llunahty. |s'that projection which first of all gives to the Dasein
tereq. n whose luminosity things of the nature of equipment are encoun-
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Letting-function, as understanding of functionality, has a temporqj . ..
tio. But it itslf points back to a sill more original temporality. Only e 2%
have apprehended the more original temporalizing are we able o Ve
what way the understanding of the being of beings—here either 0;’ n
equipmental character and handiness of handy equipment or of the the
hood of extant things and the at-handness of the at-hand—is mqade ;blng.n'“
by time and thus becomes transparent.

We shall not yet presently pursue this temporality but instead as) more
precisely what the basic condition is for our apprehending an equ;
contexture as equipmental contexture. First of all, we have seen only iy
general what the presupposition is for an instrumental usage: understang.
ing of functionality. But all equipment is as equipment within an equ
tal contexture. This contexture is not a supplementary product of some
extant equipment; rather, an individual piece of equipment, as individual, i
handy and extant only within an equipmental contexture. The understand-
ing of equipmental contexture as contexture precedes every individual use
of equipment. With the analysis of the understanding of an equipmental
contexture in the totality of its functionality, we come across the analysis of
the phenomenon that we pointed to earlier, the concept and phenomenon
of the world. Since the world is a structural moment of being-in-the-wodd
and being-in-the-world is the ontological constitution of the Dasein, the
analysis of the world brings us at the same time to an understanding of
being-in-the-world itself and of its possibility by way of time. Interpretation
of the possibility of being-in-the-world on the basis of temporality is already
intrinsically interpretation of the possibility of an understanding of being in
which, with equal originality, we understand the being of the Dasein, the
being of fellow-Daseins or of the others, and the being of the extant and
handy entities always encountered in a disclosed world. This kind of
understanding of being is, nevertheless, indifferent, unarticulated at ﬁm-
is for the most part—for reasons lying in the Dasein itself
toward those beings in which the Dasein has first and for the most part k:,
itself, extant beings, for which reason also the ontological interpretatiot
being at the beginning of philosophy, in antiquity, develops in orientati®
toward the extant. This interpretation of being becomes philosop
inadequate as soon as it widens out universally and attempts to un
existence also along the lines of this concept of being, whereas the P
cedure should be exactly the reverse.

¢) Being-in-the-world, transcendence, and temporality. The
horizonal schemata of ecstatic temporality

We must now formulate in a more fundamental way what we
in reference to existentiell understanding, authentic as well as inau
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must focus more closely on the concept of the Dasein's transcendence in

we 10 sce the connection of the Dasein’s transcendence with the under-
ding of being. from which alone we can then carry our inquiry back to
remporality of the understanding of being as such.

Functionality is understood in commerce with the beings we encounter
in closest proximity—equipment. Everything for which and in which there
2 Jetting-function with something, is what it is within an in-order-to. The
:lations of the in-order-to, but also those of the purpose-free and purpose-
jess, root either ultimately or initially in the for-the-sake-of-which. They are
understood only if the Dasein understands something of the nature of the
for-the-sake-of-itself. As existent, the Dasein understands something of the
pature of a “for-the-sake-of-itself,” because its own being is determined by
this: that, as existent, the Dasein is occupied in its own being with its ability
to be. Only so far as the for-the-sake-of a can-be is understood can some-
thing like an in-order-to (a relation of functionality) be unveiled. That all
functional relations are grounded ontologically in a for-the-sake-of in no
way decides whether, ontically, all beings are as beings for the sake of the
human Dasein. The ontological rooting of the ontological structures of
beings and of their possible intelligibility in the for-the-sake-of-which is still
extraneous to the ontical assertion that nature was created or exists for the
purpose of the human Dasein. The ontical assertion about the purposive-
ness of the actual world is not posited in the ontological rooting just
mentioned. In fact, the latter is presented primarily precisely in order to
make evident how the understanding of the being of an entity which is and
Qn.be in itself, even without the Dasein existing, is possible only on the

of the ontological rooting of functionality relations in the for-the-sake-
of-which, Only on the basis of the clarified ontological interconnections of
Possible ways of understanding being, and thus also of functionality
;huons,‘ with the for-the-sake-of is it at all decidable whether the question
an ontical teleology of the universe of beings has a legitimate philosophi-

Sense or whether it doesn't rather represent an invasion by common
¥€nse into the problems of philosophy. That the ontological structure of in-

"0 relations is grounded in a for-the-sake-of-which implies nothing
! hether the ontical relations between beings, between nature and the

*In, exhibit a purposive contexture.
Qn-l;:e- the Dasein exists as a being which is occupied in its being with its
on of 1t has already understood the like of the “for the sake of itself.” Only
ive ;s asis of this understanding is existence possible. The Dasein must
Signify: OWn can-be to itself to be understood. It gives itself the task of
ever. 218 how things stand with its can-be. The whole of these relations,
Dase; :'ng that belongs to the structure of the totality with which the
€an in any way give itself something to be understood, to signify to
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itself its ability to be, we call significance [Bedeutsamkeit]. This
structure of what we call world in the strictly ontological sense. the

We saw carlier that the Dasein understands itself first and for the
part via things; in unity with that, the co-existence of other D,m::‘
understood. Understanding of the can-be of the Dasein as being-with, °ﬂ'lt:
is already implicit in functionality relations. The Dasein is, as such, etnen.
tially open for the co-existence of other Daseins. Factical Daseip i8, ex.
plicitly or not, for-the-sake-of being-able-to-be-with-one-another, This
possible, however, only because the Dasein is determined as such from the
very outset by being-with others. When we say that the Dasein exists for the
sake of itself, this is an ontological determination of existence. This
tial proposition doesn't as yet prejudge anything about existentiell possibil;.
ties. The proposition “The Dasein exists essentially for the sake of ityelf"
does not assert ontically that the factual purpose of the factical Dasein is 1o
care exclusively and primarily for itself and to use others as instrument
toward this end. Such a factual-ontical interpretation is possible only on the
basis of the ontological constitution of the Dasein, that it is in general for-
the-sake-of its own self. Only because it is this can it be with other Daseins
and only on the same condition can another Dasein, which in tumn is
occupied with its own being, enter into an essential existentiell relation to
one that is other than itself.

The basic constitution of the Dasein is being-in-the-world. This now
means more precisely that in its existence the Dasein is occupied with,
about, being-able-to-be-in-the-world. It has in every instance already pro-
jected itself upon that. Thus in the Dasein's existence there is implicit
something like an antecedent understanding of world, significance. Earlier we
gave a provisional definition of the concept of world and showed there that
the world is not the sum of all extant beings. not the universe of
things—that the world is not at all anything extant or handy. The M
of world is not a determination of the intraworldly being as a being Wh":hf’
extant in itself. World is a determination of the Dasein's being. W"
expressed from the outset when we say that Dasein exists as bemg:'ld
the-world. The world belongs to the Dasein'’s existential constitution.
is not extant but world exists. Only so long as Dasein is, is existent, 15 o
given. Since in understanding world the relations of the in-order-t0:
functionality and being-for-the-sake-of are understood, it is esﬂ?ﬂc‘”r
self-understanding, and self-understanding is Dasein-understanding. he
tained in this, again, there is the understanding of being-with-others
understanding of being able to be-among and dwell-among extant en o
The Dasein is not at first merely a being-with others so as thereUP"o:“‘
emerge from this being-with-one-another into an objective world, to €%
out to things. This approach would be just as unsuccessful as sub;

ti
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sm. which starts first with a subject, which then in some manner
an object for itself. To start with an I-thou relationship as a
JationshiP of two subjects would entail that at first there are two subjects,
e simply as two, which then provide a relation to others. Rather, just as
e;)ase'm is originally being with others, so it is originally being with the
and the extant. Similarly, the Dasein is just as little at first merely a
dwelling among things so as then occasionally to discover among these
things beings with its own kind of being; instead, as the being which is
occupied with itself, the Dasein is with equal originality being-with others
and being-among intraworldly beings. The world, within which these latter
beings are encountered, is—because every Dasein is of its own self existent
being-with others—always already world which the one shares with the
others. Only because the Dasein is antecedently constituted as being-in-the-
world can one Dasein existentielly communicate something factically to
another; but this factical existentiell communication does not first constitute
the possibility that one Dasein has a single world with another Dasein. The
different modes of factical being-with-one-another constitute in each case
only the factical possibilities of the range and genuineness of disclosure of
the world and the different factical possibilities of intersubjective confirma-
tion of what is uncovered and of intersubjective foundation of the unanimity
of world-understanding and the factical possibilities of the provision and
guidance of existentiell possibilities of the individual. But it is again not an
accident that we elucidate for ourselves what world means in an ontological
sense chiefly in terms of intraworldly beings, to which there belong not only
the handy and the extant but also, for a naive understanding, the Dasein of
others. Fellow humans are certainly also extant; they join in constituting the
world. For this common concept of the world it is sufficient to point to the
“oncept of the cosmos, for instance, in Paul. Cosmos here means not only
the whole of plants, animals, and earth, but primarily the Dasein of the
an being in the sense of God-forsaken man in his association with
@arth, stars, animals, and plants.
orld exists—that is, it is—only if Dasein exists. only if there is Dasein.
- :» if world is there, if Dasein exists as being-in-the-world. is there
wor) d’;‘ta"d_mg of being, and only if this understanding exists are intra-
¥ beings unveiled as extant and handy. World-understanding as
in ¢ 'e"’f‘nderxtan‘ding is self-understanding. Self and world belong together
.ec‘“'"glt‘ entity, the Dasein. Self and world are not two beings, like
crm'and object. or like I and thou, but self and world are the basic
‘he-w():;:jauon of the Dasein itself in.the unity of the structure of being-in-
S Only bet;ausc the “subject” is determined by being-in-the-world
telf 3y l"mﬁ‘. as this self, a thou for another. Only because [ am an existent
a possible thou for another as self. The basic condition for the

ideali
lies
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possibility of the self's being a possible thou in being-with othery is
on the circumstance that the Dasein as the self that it is, is such thay tew:
as being-in-the-world. For “thou" means "you who are with me in 5
If the I-thou relationship represents a distinctive existence relat; °’°"|d.
- cannot be recognized gxistentially. hence philosgphj.cally. as long ag j¢ i;nm
asked what existence in general means. But being-in-the-world
existence. That the being which exists in this way is occupied in jty b
with its ability to be—this selfhood is the ontological presupposition for the
selflessness in which every Dasein comports itself toward the other i, the
existent I-thou relationship. Self and world belong together in the unity of
the basic constitution of the Dasein, the unity of being-in-the-world, This
the condition of possibility for understanding the other Dasein and ingr,.
worldly beings in particular. The possibility of understanding the being of
intraworldly beings, as well as the possibility of understanding the Dasein
itself, is possible only on the basis of being-in-the-world.

We now ask, How is the whole of this structure, of being-in-the-world,
Jounded in temporality? Being-in-the-world belongs to the basic constitution
of the being that is in each case mine, that at each time I myself am. Self and
world belong together; they belong to the unity of the constitution of the
Dasein and, with equal originality, they determine the “subject.” In other
words, the being that we ourselves in each case are, the Dasein, is the
transcendent.

What has so far been said will become clearer by means of the exposition
of the concept of transcendence. Transcendere signifies literally to step over,
pass over, go through, and occasionally also to surpass. We define the
philosophical concept of transcendence following the pattern of the ongmll
meaning of the word and not so much with regard to traditional philosophi-
cal usage, which besides is quite ambiguous and indefinite. It is from the
ontological concept of transcendence properly understood that an
standing can first of all be gained of what Kant was seeking, at botto™
when transcendence moved for him into the center of philosophical inquiry:
so much so that he called his philosophy transcendental philosophy. ln
delineating the transcendence concept, we have to keep in view the b‘ﬁ
structures already exhibited of the constitution of the Dasein's be"‘g'w
order to avoid making the first fundamental considerations too heavy: of
have purposely disregarded the full development of the basic structur
care. Consequently, the following exposition of the transcendence O
is not adequate, but it suffices for what we chiefly need here. - ohe

In the popular philosophical sense of the word, the transcendent 15 el
being that lies beyond, the otherworldly being. Frequently the term 15 -
to designate God. In theory of knowledge the transcendent is understmdth,’
what lies beyond the subject’s sphere, things in themselves, objects. In
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(he transcendent is that which lies outside the subject. It is, then, that

bich steps beyond or has already stepped beyond the boundaries of the
W ect—as if it had ever been inside them—as if the Dasein steps beyond
% Jf only when it comports itself toward a thing. The thing doesn't at all
itse d and is not at all the transcendent in the sense of that which has
u‘n’cenb.:yond. Even less is it the transcendent in the genuine sense of the
The overstepping as such, or that whose mode of being must be
Wd precisely by this overstepping, pl"operly u‘nderstood. is the Dasein.
\We have more than once seen that in its experience of beings and par-
icularly in dealing with handy equipment the Dasein always already under-
stands functionality—that the Dasein retums to beings of that sort only
from its antecedent understanding of functionality contexture, significance,
world. Beings must stand in the light of understood functionality if we are
1o encounter handy equipment. Equipment and the handy confront us in
the horizon of an understood world; they are encountered always as intra-
worldly beings. World is understood beforehand when objects encounter
. It was for this reason we said that the world is in a certain sense further
outside than all objects, that it is more objective than all objects but,
nevertheless, does not have the mode of being of objects. The mode of
being of the world is not the extantness of objects; instead, the world exists.
The world—still in the orientation of the common transcendence con-
cept—is the truly transcendent, that which is still further beyond than
objects, and at the same time this beyond is, as an existent, a basic
determination of being-in-the-world, of the Dasein. If the world is the
transcendent, then what is truly transcendent is the Dasein. With this we first
amve at the genuine ontological sense of transcendence, which also ties in with
the basic sense of the term from the common standpoint. Transcendere
Means to step over; the transcendens, the transcendent, is that which
%ersteps as such and not that toward which I step over. The world is
"‘“&_’endcnt because, belonging to the structure of being-in-the-world, it
Wltutes stepping-over-to as such. The Dasein itself oversteps in its
8 and thus is exactly not the immanent. The transcending beings are not

n 3 JeCts—things can never transcend or be transcendent; rather, it is the
’Cenjdec-m —in the proper ontological sense of the Dasein—which tran-
Ofbei:tee (hrough‘and step over themselves. Only a being with the mode
P"Riselg ot the Dasein transcends, in such a way in fact that transcendence is
'y what essentially characterizes its being. Exactly that which is
phenor'nmmanencc in theory of knowledge in a complete inversion of the
and alo:.nal facts, the sphere of the subject, is intrinsically and primarily
worl é (hc transcendent. Because the Dasein is constituted by being-in-
ong. 1t is a being which in its being is out beyond itself. The epekeina
8510 the Dasein’s own most peculiar structure of being. This transcen-

v
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ding does not only and not primarily mean a self-relating of a gub;

object; rather, transcendence means to understand oneself from q w“’m
Dasein is as such out beyond itself. Only a being to whose ontol, “’k
constitution transcendence belongs has the possibility of being anything

a self. Transcendence is even the presupposition for the Dasein’s ha"ing
character of a self. The selfhood of the Dasein is founded on its t"aﬂ-'vmdg,t,:
and the Dasein is not first an ego-self which then oversteps someth;
other. The “toward-itself” and the “out-from-itself” are implicit i ;
concept of selfhood. What exists as a self can do so only as a

being. This selfhood, founded on transcendence, the possible toward-itself
and out-from-itself, is the presupposition for the way the Dasein fact;
has various possibilities of being its own and of losing itself. But it is also the
presupposition for the Dasein’s being-with others in the sense of the L-yelf
with the thou-self. The Dasein does not exist at first in some mysterious
way so as then to accomplish the step beyond itself to others or to extane
things. Existence, instead, always already means to step beyond ar, better,
having stepped beyond.

The Dasein is the transcendent being. Objects and things are never
transcendent. The original nature of transcendence makes itself manifest in the
basic constitution of being-in-the-world. The transcendence, the over-and-out-
beyond of the Dasein makes it possible for the Dasein to comport itself to
beings. whether to extant things, to others, or to itself, as beings. Transcen-
dence is unveiled to the Dasein itself. even if not qua transcendence. It
makes possible coming back to beings, so that the antecedent understand-
ing of being is founded on transcendence. The being we call the Dasein isas
such open for.  Openness belongs to its being. The Dasein is its Du, its
here-there, in which it is here for itself and in which others are there with it
and it is at this Da that the handy and the extant are met with. )

Leibniz called mental-psychical substances monads, or, more precisely.
he interpreted all substances in general as monads (unities). With reference
to the monads he pronounced the well-known proposition that the
have no windows, do not look outside themselves, do not look out f:s
inside their own capsules. The monads have no windows because they the
none. They need none, have no need to look outside the interiorf of :
capsule, because that which they have within themselves as their i
suffices for them. Each monad is representational. as such. in d'vrn;‘
degrees of wakefulness. In each monad. in conformity with its poS il
there is represented the universe of ail the other monads, the totality ¢ e
beings. Each monad already represents in its interior the whole o
world. The individual monads differ according to the level of their ¥ o
ness in regard to the clarity in which the whole of the world, the umvef::u»
the remaining monads, is accessible to it as purely drawn from its ow?
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h monad. each substance, is intrinsically representation: it represents to

—Jf the universe of all beings.
What the Leibnizian proposition about the monads being without win-
basically means can truly be made clear only by way of the basic
ritution of the Dasein which we have developed—being-in-the-world,
of yranscendence. Asa monad, the Dasein needs no window in order first of
ol o look out toward something outside itself, not because, as Leibniz
hinks. all beings are already accessible within its capsule, so that the monad
can quite well be closed off and encapsulated within itself, but because the

d. the Dasein, in its own being (transcendence) is already outside,

among other beings. and this implies always with its own self. The Dasein is
pot at all in a capsule. Due to the original transcendence, a window would be

wous for the Dasein. In his monadological interpretation of sub-
stance, Leibniz doubtless had a genuine phenomenon in view in the win-
dowlessness of the monads. It was only his orientation to the traditional
concept of substance that prevented him from conceiving of the original
ground of the windowlessness and thus from truly interpreting the phe-
nomenon he saw. He was not able to see that the monad, because it is
essentially representational, mirroring a world, is transcendence and not a
substantival extant entity, a windowless capsule. Transcendence is not
instituted by an object coming together with a subject, or a thou withan I,
but the Dasein itself, as “being-a-subject,” transcends. The Dasein as such is
being-toward-itself, being-with others, and being-among entities handy and
extant. In the structural moments of toward-itself, with-others, and among-
the-extant there is implicit throughout the character of overstepping, of
transcendence. We call the unity of these relations the Dasein's being-in,
with the sense that the Dasein possesses an original familiarity with itself,
"“h others, and with entities handy and extant. This familiarity is as such
Jamiliarity in o world.

Ing-in is essentially being-in-the-world. This becomes clear from what
alr eady been said. As selfhood, the Dasein is for the sake of itself. This is
onginal mode in which it is toward-itself. However, it is itself, the

In. only as being among handy entities, entities which it understands

t Wy of an in-order-to contexture. The in-order-to relations are rooted in
or-the-sake-of. The unity of this whole of relations belonging to the

In's being-in is the world. Being-in is being-in-the-world.

Vhy 0(‘;‘ l]s this being-in-the-world itself possible as a whole? More precisely,
World "“‘ transcendence ground the primary structure of being-in-the-

45 such? In what is the Dasein's transcendence itself grounded? We
heep 151 V¢ the answer with regard to the two structural moments which have
ang N considered separately but intrinsically belong together. “being-in"

World.  Being-in as toward-itself, as for-the-sake-of itself, is possible
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only on the basis of the future, because this structural moment of
intrinsically ecstatic. The ecstatic character of time makes possible the tl.me i
specific overstepping character, transcendence, and thus also the 3
Then—and with this we come to the most central dctemﬁmﬁm:fmn
world and of temporality—the ecstases of temporality (future, past, the
present) are not simply removals to ., not removals as it were to::
nothing. Rather, as removals to  and thus because of the ecstatic

ter of each of them, they each have a horizon which is prescribed by the
mode of the removal, the carrying-away, the mode of the future, Pest, and

—present, and which belongs to the ecstasis itself. Each ecstasis, as

(

l

to has at the same time within itself and belonging to it o
delineation of the formal structure of the whereto of the removal. We call thi
whither of the ecstasis the horizon or, more precisely, the horizonal of
the ecstasis. Each ecstasis has within itself a completely determinate

which modifies itself in coordination with the manner in whichtempomh’
temporalizes itself, the manner in which the ecstases modify themselves,
just as the ecstases intrinsically constitute the unity of temporality, so in
each case there corresponds to the ecstatic unity of temporality such a unity
of its horizonal schemata. The transcendence of being-in-the-world is founded
in its specific wholeness on the original ecstatic-horizonal unity of temporality.
If transcendence makes possible the understanding of being and if transcen-
dence is founded on the ecstatic-horizonal constitution of temporality, then

temporality is the condition of the possibility of the understanding of being.

§21. Temporality [Temporalitit ] and being

The task now is to comprehend how, on the basis of the temporality M
grounds the Dasein’s transcendence, the Dasein’s Temporality makes M
the understanding of being. The most original temporalizing of t

as such is Temporality. In connection with it we have always alresdy
oriented our considerations toward the question of the possib?li‘)""“
specific understanding of being. namely, the understanding of being i
sense of extantness in its broadest signification. We have shown further
commerce with beings is grounded, as commerce, in temporality- But Ir¢
this we have only partly inferred that this commerce is also undersi&nd‘"l-,;
of being and is possible, precisely as such, on the basis of tempOf_al"y’ o
must now be shown explicitly how the understanding of the hanf""::'u_
handy equipment is as such a world-understanding, and how dus A
understanding, as the Dasein's transcendence, is rooted in the ecstauc-h"'. 130¢ of
constitution of the Dasein’s temporality. Understanding of the han
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he handy has alrfady projected such. being upon timg. Roughly spgaking. use
{ time is made in the understanding of being, without pre-philosophical
® | non-philosophical Dasein knowing about it explicitly. Nevertheless,
this interconnection between being and time is not totally hidden from the
Dasein but is familiar to it in an interpretation which, to be sure, is very
much misunderstood and very misleading. In a certain way, the Dasein
understands that the interpretation of being is connected in some form or
other with time. Pre-philosophical as well as philosophical knowledge
customarily distinguishes beings in respect of their mode of being with
regard to time. Ancient philosophy defines as the being that is in the most
imary and truest sense, the aei on, the ever-being, and distinguishes it
from the changeable, which only sometimes is, someties is not. In ordi-
nary discourse, a being of this latter kind is called a temporal being.
“Temporal” means here “running its course in time.” From this delineation
of everlasting and temporal beings, the characterization then goes on to
define the timeless and the supratemporal. “Timeless” refers to the mode of
being of numbers, of pure space determinations, whereas the supratemporal
is the eternal in the sense of aeternitas as distinguished from sempiternitas.
In these distinctions of the various types of being with regard to time, time
is taken in the common sense as intratemporality. It cannot be an accident
that, when they characterize being, both pre-philosophical and philesophi-
cal understanding are already oriented toward time. On the other hand, we
saw that when Kant tries to conceive being as such and defines it as position,
he manifestly makes no use of time in the common sense. But it does not
follow from this that he made no use of temporality in the original sense of
Temporality, without an understanding of being, without himself being in
the clear about the condition of possibility of his ontological propositions.
we shall attempt a Temporal interpretation of the being of those extant
enlities in our nearest neighborhood, handiness; and we shall show in an
gemp_hry way with regard to transcendence how the understanding of
o 'ng 1s passible Temporally. By this means it is proved that the function of
Me is to make possible the understanding of being. In connection with this
we §hall return to the first thesis, that of Kant, and will try to establish on the
an Is of our results so far the degree to which our critique of Kant was valid
'n what way it must be fundamentally supplemented in its positive part.

2) The Temporal interpretation of being as being handy.
facsens as horizonal schema of the ecstasis of enpresenting

Le . . . . ‘
descft us recall the temporality of our dealings with equipment which was
bed earlier. This commerce as such makes an equipmental contexture
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primarily and suitably accessible. A trivial example. If we observe 5 thoe,
maker’s shop, we can indeed identify all sorts of extant things on hand,
which entities are there and how these entities are handy, in line wigy, ﬁt:
inherent character, is unveiled for us only in dealing appropri Y wi
equipment such as tools, leather, and shoes. Only one who unde, %
able to uncover by himself this environing world of the shoemaker'y W
can of course receive instruction about the use of the equipment ang
procedures involved; and on the basis of the understanding thus gained we
are put in a position, as we say, to reproduce in thought the facticy)
commerce with these things. But it is only in the tiniest spheres of the
beings with which we are acquainted that we are so well versed as to have 4
our command the specific way of dealing with equipment which

this equipment as such. The entire range of intraworldly beings accessible
to us at any time is not suitably accessible to us in an equally original way.
There are many things we merely know something about but do not know
how to manage with them. They confront us as beings, to be sure, but a3
unfamiliar beings. Many beings, including even those already uncovered,
have the character of unfamiliarity. This character is positively distinctive of
beings as they first confront us. We cannot go into this in more detail,
especially since this privative mode of uncoveredness of the extant can be
comprehended ontologically only from the structure of primary familiarity.
Basically, therefore, we must keep in mind the point that the usual approach
in theory of knowledge, according to which a manifold of arbitrarily occur-
ring things or objects is supposed to be homogeneously given to us, does not
do justice to the primary facts and consequently makes the investigative
approach of theory of knowledge artificial from the very start. Origi
familiarity with beings lies in dealing with them appropriately. This com-
merce constitutes itself with respect to its temporality in a retentive-expec-
tant enpresenting of the equipmental contexture as such. It is first of all letting"
function, as the antecedent understanding of functionality, which lets 8
being be understood as the being that it is. so that it is understood by
looking to its being. To the being of this being there belong its inherent
content, the specific whatness, and a way of being. The whatness of
beings confronting us every day is defined by their equipmental character:
The way a being with this essential character, equipment, is, we call b“'}‘;
handy or handiness, which we distinguish from being extant, at hantl ]
particular piece of equipment is not handy in the immediately env
world, not near enough to be handled, then this “not-handy” is in no way
equivalent to mere non-being. Perhaps the equipment in question has bet:
carried off or mislaid; we say that we cannot lay our hands on it. it
unavailable. The unavailable is only a mode of the handy. When we say
something has become unavailable, we do not normally mean that it
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.y been annihilated. Of course, something can be unavailable in such a
slde-‘at it no longer is at all, that it has been annihilated. But the question
n arises as to what this annihilation means, whether it can be equated
h not-being and nothing. In any event, we see again that even in a rough
Jysis @ multiplicity of intrinsically founded levels of being are manifested
within the being of things and of equipment alone. How the understanding
of equipment traces back to the understanding of functionality, significance,
and world. and hence to the ecstatic-horizonal constitution of the Dasein,
has already been roughly shown. We are now interested solely in the mode
of being of equipment, its handiness, with regard to its Temporal possibility,
that is, with regard to how we understand handiness as such in temporal

wit

me"l:':'som the reference to the possible modification of the being of the handy
in becoming unavailable, we can infer that handiness and unavailability are
specific variations of a single basic phenomenon, which we may characterize
formally as presence and absence and in general as praesens. If handiness or
the being of this being has a praesensial meaning, then this would signify that
this mode of being is understood Temporally, that is to say, understood
from the temporalizing of temporality in the sense of the ecstatic-horizonal
unity described earlier. Here, in the dimension of the interpretation of being
via time, we are purposely making use of Latinate expressions for all the
determinations of time, in order to keep them distinct in the terminology
itself from the time-determinations of temporality in the previously de-
scribed sense. What does praesens mean with regard to time and temporality in
general? If we were to answer that it is the moment of the present, that
would be saying very little. The question remains why we do not say “the
Present” instead of “praesens.” If nevertheless we employ this term, this
Dew usage must correspond to a new meaning. If the difference in names is
10 be justified the two phenomena, the present and praesens, should not
Mean the same thing. But is praesens perhaps identical with the phenome-
n°'? of the present which we came to know as the now, the nun, toward
?"h'ch'the common interpretation of time is oriented when it says that time
s an irreversible sequence of nows? But praesens and now, too, are not
tical. For the now is a character of intratemporality, of the handy and
po;;tam' whereas praesens is supposed to constitute the condition of
\ rel"'hty of lll.r-nderstanding handiness as such. Everything handy is, to be
ad N lime. " intratemporal; we can say of it that the handy "“is now.” “was
in( tme, or "will then be” available. When we describe the handy as
han g'lntralemporal. we are already presupposing that we understand the
hes, }Tas' handy. understanding this being in the mode of being of handi-
becy, his antecedent understanding of the handiness of the handy should
Me possible precisely through praesens. The now as a determination of

AN
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time qua intratemporality cannot therefore take over the Tempory| ;
pretation of the being of beings, here of handiness. In all "W'daemmh:
tion, in all common time-determination of the handy, if indeed the handy ;
already understood, time is employed in a more original sense. Thig ya
that the common characterization of the being of beings in regard to time_
temporal, timeless, supratemporal—is untenable for us. It is not an o
tological but an ontical interpretation, in which time itself is taken g4 .
being.

Praesens is a more original phenomenon than the now. The instant j
more original than the now for the reason that the instant is a mode of the
pre-sent, of the enpresenting of something, which can express itself with the
saying of “now.” We thus come back again to the present and the question

/ arises anew, Is praesens after all identical with present? In no way. We
distinguished the present, the enpresenting of . ., as one of the ecstases of
temporality. The name “praesens” itself already indicates that we do mot
mean by it an ecstatic phenomenon as we do with present and future, at any
rate not the ecstatic phenomenon of temporality with regard to its ecstatic
structure. Nevertheless, there exists a connection between present and praesens
which is not accidental. We have pointed to the fact that the ecstases of
temporality are not simply removals to.  in which the direction of the
removal goes as it were to the nothing or is as yet indeterminate. Instesd,
each ecstasis as such has a horizon that is determined by it and that first of
all completes that ecstasis’ own structure. Enpresenting, whether authentic
in the sense of the instant or inauthentic, projects that which it enpresents,
that which can possibly confront us in and for a present, upon something
like praesens. The ecstasis of the present is as such the condition of pos-
sibility of a specific “beyond itself.” of transcendence, the wag’m
pragsens. As the condition of possibility of the “beyond itself,” the ecstasis

“of the present has within itself a schematic pre-designation of the where out
there this “beyond itself” is. That which lies beyond the ecstasis as such, due
to the character of removal and as determined by that character, or, mor
precisely. that which determines the whither of the “beyond itself” as such 1
general, is praesens as horizon. The present projects itself within itself
ecstatically upon praesens. Praesens is not identical with present, but. 'f
basic determination of the horizonal schema of this ecstasis, it joins in constitut
ing the complete time-structure of the present. Corresponding rem?
apply to the other two ecstases, future and past (repetition. fo
retaining). .

In order not to confuse unduly our vision of the phenomena of tem™
porality, which moreover are themselves so hard to grasp. we shall
ourselves to the explication of the present and its ecstatic horizon, pfaﬁ
Enpresenting is the eccstasis in the temporalizing of temporality W&

]
understands itself as such upon praesens. As removal to . . ., the present »
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eing-oPen for entities .oonﬁonti.ng us, which are thus understood antecedently
on praesens. Evefythmg-that is gmountered in the enpresenting is under-
qood as a presencing gntlwxlénwewndes]—that is, it is understood upon
resence—on the basis of the horizon, praesens, already removed in the
¢Pc5135i5~ If handiness and_ unavailability signify something like presence and
absence._-praese:lesd mosiﬁed a}:id mocliéﬁable thus and so—the being of the
ings encountered within the world is projected praesensially, which
be gs' fundan?entally. Temporally. Accordingly, we uF:xderstand bzing from
the original horizonal schema of the ecstases of temporality. The schemata of
the ecstases cannot be structurally detached from them, but the orientation
of understanding can certainly be turned primarily toward the schema as
such. The temporality which is thus primarily carried away to the horizonal
achemata of temporality as conditions of the possibility of the understand-
ing of being, constitutes the content of the general concept of Temporality.
[TJemporality is temporality with regard to the unity of the horizonal schemata
belonging to it, in our case the present with regard to praesens. In each /
instance the inner Temporal interconnections of the horizonal schemata of
time vary also according to the mode of temporalizing of temporality,
which always temporalizes itself in the unity of its ecstases in such a way
that the precedence of one ecstasis always modifies the others along with it.
In its ecstatic-horizonal unity temporality is the basic condition of the
m;bil'li‘ty of thle epekeina, the transcendence constitutive of the Dasein
. Temporality is itself the basic condition of the possibility of all
Wlder'star.}ding that is founded on transcendence and whoszo essentgl struc-
ture lu-.:s in projection. Looking backward, we can say that temporality is,
:l;t:nn:::c:r“ﬂ;\ Zriginald?elf-prf)jection simply as sm.sch. so that wherever and
ments of 1 I;:t:n ng exists—we are hgre dngregardxng the other mo-
el e m—thfs understanding is possible only in temporality’s
P"OJECtlo‘n. Temporality exists—ist da—as unveiled, because it makes
mr}lble the “Da” and its unveiledness in general.
Possiglr::por?mly is s'elf-Projection si.mply as such, as the condition of the
alrga é)y :ol n‘c):::::f::ﬁy Ll:\en 'tlhés'lm‘l)[h:s thalt terpporality i.; in some
veiled in all factual projection—that some-
::tt:\(ji i!:jomehoy time break's thrm.:gh. even if only in the common
e s of . Wherser s D  eher &
Poralis.. , manifests itself. However hidden tem-
i lllgeml;;- be and ."ab.ove all with regar@ to its Temporality, and however
i from, a"s::n ex;?lncntly know§ abt?ut it, howeygr distant it has hitherto
Ut the Do ematic apprehension. its temporalizing holds sway through-
bagic cond, °In in a way even more elemental than the light of day as the
Whigh, it :;lon of everyday mrcumspgctive seeing with our eyes, toward
use theo not turn when engaged in everyday commerce with things.
ecstatic-horizonal unity of temporality is intrinsically self-
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projection pure and simple, because as ecstatic it makes possible a|] pen
ing upon . and represents, together with the horizon belonging 1 4
ecstasis, the condition of possibility of an upon-which, an out-toward.y, the
in general, it can no longer be asked upon what the schemata can oq theiy
part be projected, and so on in infinitum. The series, mentioned earfje,
projections as it were inserted one before the other—understgndim':
beings, projection upon being, understanding of being, projection
“time—has its end at the horizon of the ecstatic unity of temporality,
cannot establish this here in a more primordial way: to do that we would
have to go into the problem of the finiteness of time. At this horizon ea},
ecstasis of time, hence temporality itself, has its end. But this end is noth;
but the beginning and starting point for the possibility of all projecting, If
anyone wished to protest that the description of that to which the ecstasiy g3
such is carried away. the description of this as horizon, is after all only an
interpretation once more of the whither in general to which an ecstasis
points, then the answer would be as follows. The concept “horizon” in the
common sense presupposes exactly what we are calling the ecstatic horizon.
There would be nothing like a horizon for us if there were not ecstatic
openness for  and a schematic determination of that openness, say, in
the sense of praesens. The same holds for the concept of the schema.
Fundamentally it must be noted that if we define temporality as the
original constitution of the Dasein and thus as the origin of the possibility of

-~ the understanding of being, then Temporality as origin is necessarily richer

and more pregnant than anything that may arise from it. This makes
manifest a peculiar circumstance, which is relevant throughout the whole
dimension of philosophy, namely, that within the ontological sphere ﬂ‘
possible is higher than everything actual. All origination and all genesis @
the field of the ontological is not growth and unfolding but degeneration.
since everything arising arises, that is, in a certain way runs away, removes
itself from the superior force of the source. A being can be unooveﬂ?d asd
being of the ontological type of the handy. it can be encountered in &%
commerce with it as the being which it is and how it is in itself, only if and
when this uncovering and commerce with it are illuminated by a praesen®
somehow understood. This praesens is the horizonal schema of the ecsﬂ'j
which determines primarily the temporalizing of the temporality _°f
dealings with the handy. We did indeed show that the temporality
dealing with equipment is a retentive-expectant enpresenting. The
of the present is the controlling ecstasis in the temporality of oommeﬂ;
with the handy. It is for this reason that the being of the hzan(:l)r—-l\""nel '
handiness—is understood primarily by way of praesens. o
The result of our considerations thus far, which were intended to ser¥¢
exhibit the Temporality of being, can be summarized in a single sent
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The handiness of the han.dy, the being of this kind of beings, is und.erstood as

Pt £ Sk il i
iled in the sel- 0 » Oy means of whose temporaiizin

: thl:ng like existent commerce with entities handy and extant [at hand]

s SS!blt'

w;l':nd’i’:css formally implies praesens, presence [Anwesenheit), but a

esens of a peculiar sort. The primarily praesensial schema belonging to

handiness as to a specific mode of being requires a more particular deter-

mination with regard to its praesensial content. Since, without complete

mastery of the phenomenological method and above all without security of

ure in this problem area, the understanding of the Temporal inter-

tion continually runs into difficulties, let us try to procure indirectly at

jeast an idea of how a wealth of complex structures is implicit in the content

of the praesens belonging to handiness.

Everything positive becomes particularly clear when seen from the side
of the privative. We cannot now pursue the reasons why that is so.
Incidentally speaking, they lie equally in the nature of temporality and in
that of the negation rooted in it. If the positive becomes particularly clarified
by way of the privative, then for our problem this means that the Temporal
interpretation of handiness in its sense of being must be more clearly
attainable in orientation toward non-handiness. To understand this charac-
terization of handiness from the direction of non-handiness, we must take
note that the beings we encounter in everyday commerce have in a preemi-
nent way the character of unobtrusiveness. We do not always and continually
have explicit perception of the things surrounding us in a familiar environ-
ment, certainly not in such a way that we would be aware of them expressly
& .handy‘ Itis precisely because an explicit awareness and assurance of their
.be“‘g at hand does not occur that we have them around us in a peculiar way,
Just a5 they are in themselves. In the indifferent imperturbability of our
Ustomary commerce with them, they become accessible precisely with
7*82rd to their unobtrusive presence. The presupposition for the possible
eq“?_"'m{ly of our dealing with things is. among others, the uninterrupted
:‘;‘:h'?)’ of that commerce. It must not be held up in its progress. At the basis

15 ‘.-lndlslurhcd imperturbability of our commerce with things, there lies
CO‘:;‘,'(I 'ar temporality which makes it possible to take a handy equipmental

N ture in such a way that we lose ourselves in it. The temporality of
What “%a“"‘h equipment is primarily an enpresenting. But, according to
tion of tl: p}:‘"","“‘SIY said. there belongs to ita speciﬁc praescnsial constitu-
of the hf‘ orizon of lhe present, on the basis of which the specific presence
becomc andy, in distinction, say, from what is merely at hand, extant,
ble ¢, * antecedently intelligible. The undisturbed character of imperturb-

Mmerce with the handy becomes visible as such if we contrast it with
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the disturbed quality of the commerce, and indeed a di
proceeds from the being itself with which we are dealing. thy
Equipmental contexture has the characteristic that the individya]
of equipment are correlated among themselves with each other, ngt only;
general with reference to the inherent character of each but also jn Yin
way that each piece of equipment has the place belonging to it. The place of.
piece of equipment within an equipmental contexture is always dgte,.mh;;
with regard to the handy quality of the handy thing prescribed and requireq
by the functionality totality. If a habitual procedure gets im"'“P'Jedbythn
with which it is occupied, then the activity halts, and in fact in such o way
that the procedure does not simply break off but, as held up, merely dwell,
explicitly upon that with which it has to do. The most severe case in which
habitual occupation of any sort can be interrupted and brought to a hak
occurs when some equipment pertinent to the equipmental contexture is
missing. Being missing means the unavailability of something otherwise
handy, its un-handiness. The question is, How can something missing fall
upon our attention? How can we become aware of something unavailable?
How is the uncovering of a missing thing possible? Is there any sort of
access to the unavailable and non-handy? Is there a mode of exhibition of
what is not handy? Obviously, for we also say "I see some that are not here.”
What is the mode of access to the unavailable? The peculiar way in which
the unavailable is uncovered in a specific mode is missing it. How is this kind
of comportment ontologically possible? What is the temporality of missing
something? Taken formally, missing is the counter-comportment to finding.
The finding of something, however, is a species of enpresenting something,
and consequently not-finding is a not-enpresenting. Is missing then a not*
enpresenting, a not-letting something be encountered, an absence
omission of an enpresenting? Is that how the matter really stands? Can
missing be a not-letting-encounter, although we have already said that # ¥
the access to the unavailable as such? Missing is so little a not-er\preSCf‘"“_g
that its nature lies precisely in a specific mode of enpresenting. Misfmg'
not a not-finding of something. If we do not meet with something, this not*
meeting doesn’t always have to be a missing it. This is expressed by the
circumstance that in such cases we can subsequently say “The thing not met
with—1I can also miss it.” Missing is the not-finding of something we 7%
been expecting as needed. In reference to our dealing with equipment this .
the same as saying: what we need in use of the equipment itself. O“l);::d
circumspective letting-function, in which we understand the encoun e
entity by way of its functionality. its in-order-to relations—in W g
expect a for-what and enpresent what is useful in bringing it about—Y
there can we find that something is missing. Missing is a not-enprese“nﬁ
not in the sense of a remaining away of the present, but rather a® !
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ting as a specific mode of the present in unity with an expecting and
ning of something available. Consequently, to missing, as a specific
resenting. there corresponds not no horizon at all, but a specially modified
on of the present, of praesens. To the ecstasis of the unenpresenting that
s missing possible there belongs the horizonal schema of absens. This
iGcation of praesens to absens, in which praesens preserves itself as
ified. cannot be interpreted more precisely without entering upon a
dnmc:erization of this modification in general, that is, upon modification
of praesens as not. as negative, and clarifying it in its interconnectedness
with time. If circumspective letting-function were not from the very outset
an expectance, and if this expectance did not temporalize itself, as an
ecstasis, in ecstatic unity with an enpresenting, hence if a pertinent hori-
sonal schema were not antecedently unveiled in this ecstatic unity, if the
Dasein were not a temporal Dasein in the original sense of time, then the
Dasein could never find that something is missing. In other words, there
would be lacking the possibility of an essential factor of commerce with and
orientation within the intraworldly.

Conversely, the possibility of being surprised by a newly emerging thing
which does not appear beforehand in the customary context is grounded in
this, that the expectant enpresenting of the handy is unexpectant of some-
thing else which stands in a possible functionality connection with what is at
first handy. Missing, however, is also not just the uncovering of the non-
handy but an explicit enpresenting of what is precisely already and at least
still handy. The absensial modification, precisely, of the praesens belonging
w.the enpresenting of commerce [with the handy), the praesens being given
with the missing, is what makes the handy become conspicuous. With this a

ental but difficult problem lays claim to our attention. When we
formally call the ab-sensial a negation of the praesensial, may it not be,
Sactly, that a negative moment is constituting itself in the structure of the
of the handy, that is, primarily in handiness? In fundamental terms, to

o it xtent is a negative, a not, involved in Temporality in general and,
fointly, in temporality? We may even inquire to what extent time itself is
c°“dit'i0n of possibility of nullity in general. Because the modification of

te’ NS Into absens, of presence into absence—a modification belonging
t&f"POTallty (to the ecstasis of the present as well as to the other
"’e‘ }—has the character of negativity, of the not, of not-presencing, the
k‘;’n anses as to where in general the root of this not lies. Closer
nulliy c’l‘_‘l:'On' shows that the not and also the essential nature of the not,
lity‘i "kewise can be interpreted only by way of the nature of time and
S, l" only by starting from this that the possibility of modification—for
the e: €. the modification of presence into absence—can be explained. In
+ Hegel is on the track of a fundamental truth when he says that
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being and nothing are identical, that is. belong together. Of
more radical question is, What makes such a most original be " the
together at all possible? ONging.

We are not well enough prepared to penetrate into this obscure region
will suffice if it becomes clear how only by going back to temporal; -k
Temporality, to the horizon of the ecstases, can light be shed O:Yd:
interpretation of being—and in the first place the specific mode Ofbeir,&
handiness and extantness.

We may summarize by unfolding backward the foregoing exposition of
Temporality. The handiness of the handy is determined by way of 5
praesens. Praesens belongs as horizonal schema to a present, which ten,
poralizes itself as an ecstasis in the unity of a temporality which, in the cage
before us, makes possible commerce with the handy. To this
to beings there belongs an understanding of being, because the temporaliz.
ing of the ecstases—here that of the present—has intrinsically projected
itself upon their [the ecstases’] horizon (praesens). The possibility of the
understanding of being lies in the circumstance that in making commerce
with beings possible as the present, as ecstasis, the present has the horizon
of praesens. Temporality in general is ecstatic-horizonal self-projection
simply as such, on the basis of which the Dasein's transcendence is possible.
Rooted in this transcendence is the Dasein's basic constitution, being-in-
the-world, or care, which in turn makes intentionality possible.

The Dasein, however—as we have said over and over—is the being to
whose existence the understanding of being belongs. A sufficiently original
interpretation of the Dasein's basic constitution in general, the exposition of
temporality as such, must furnish the basis for clearing up by means o
temporality—or more precisely by means of the horizonal schema o
temporality, Temporality—the possibility of understanding being. If, then.
philosophical investigation from the beginning of antiquity—we m3y
think, for example, of Parmenides: to gar auto noein estin te kai einai.'m
and thinking are the same; or of Heraclitus: being is the logos—-‘lﬂ'l“‘“d
itself toward reason, soul, mind, spirit, consciousness, self-consciousn®
subjectivity, this is not an accident and has so little to do with Wﬂd‘"‘:‘
that, instead, the admittedly still hidden basic content of the probk:;;d
ontology as such pressed and directed scientific inquiry. The trend t o
the “subject”—not always uniformly unequivocal and clear—is basé for
the fact that philosophical inquiry somehow understood that the basts
every substantial philosophical problem could and had to be pm‘C‘-“'e‘:l g0l
an adequate elucidation of the “subject.” For our part we have ¥
positively that an adequate elucidation of the Dasein, achieved by ganﬂ
back to temporality, can alone prepare the ground for meaningfully P“mJﬂ
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sestion about the possible understanding of being in general. Conse-
d.‘eqtlv. in the first part of our critical discussion of the basic ontological
::;I ems we pointed posi?ively to the way the trend of inquiry aims at the
P apject. how it unconsciously demands a preparatory ontological inter-
pretation of the Dasein.

b) The Kantian interpretation of being and the problematic
of Temporality [Temporalitiit]

Following this exposition of the being of the extant in general in the
broadest sense with regard to praesens, we may now return briefly to the
Kantian thesis and our critique of it, so as to give this critique a more original
foundation by the results achieved in the meantime. There will thus emerge
an explicit confrontation between the Kantian interpretation of being and the
Temporal problematic which has been developed. Kant's thesis asserts some-
thing negative and something positive. Negatively, being is not a real
predicate; positively, being equals position, existence (extantness) equals
absolute position. Qur criticism had to do with the positive content of the
thesis. We did not criticize it by opposing to it a so-called different
standpoint from which then to play off objections to it. Our aim in reverse
was to go along with his thesis and his attempt at the interpretation of being
and to inquire, in this attendant examination, what further clarification the
thesis, its content. in itself requires if it is to remain tenable as substantiated
by the phenomenon itself. Being is position; extantness or, as Kant says,
existence [Dasein) is absolute position or perception. We first ran into a
¢ eristic ambiguity in the expression “perception,” according to which
% means perceiving, perceived, and perceivedness. This ambiguity is not
cidental but gives expression to a phenomenal fact. What we call percep-
Bon has an intrinsic structure that is so multiform-uniform that it makes
:’::iblg ‘this amb?guit.y of designation in different respects. What is desig-
intens: Y perception isa phenomenon whose structure is determined by

- h'“lonahty. Intentionality, self-relation to something. seemed at first
:\%zzt o be something trivial. However, the phenomenon proved to be
N as soon as we recognized clearly that a correct understanding of
Structure has to be on its guard against two common errors which are

Yet overcome even in phenomenology (erroneous objectivizing, er-
tany tf'}\lbjectivizing). Intentionfility is not an extant relation betwegn an
ract-U)Jcct and an extant object but is constitutive for the relational
¢f of the subject’s comportment as such. As the structure of subject-
np':’:g\fnt. it is not _something immanent to the subject which would
supplementation by a transcendence; instead. transcendence, and
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hence intentionality, belongs to the nature of the entity that co
intentionally. Intentionality is neither something objective nor M
subjective in the traditional sense. SOtned,,n!

In addition, we gained further essential insight regarding a factor be}
ing essentially to intentionality. Not only do intentio and intentum, b!hng
to it but also each intentio has a directional sense, which must be ip
with reference to perception as follows. Extantness must be antecedengy,
understood if an extant entity is to be uncoverable as such; in the Perceiveq,
ness of the perceived there is already present an understanding of the
extantness of the extant.

And with regard to perceivedness, too. there was the puzzle whyy,
recurred in the fourth thesis: perceivedness is a mode of uncoveredness and
unveiledness, hence of truth. The perceivedness of the perceived i o
determination of the perceived extant entity and yet it has the mode of
being not of that entity but rather of the percipient Dasein. Perceivedness is
in a certain way objective, in a certain way subjective, and yet neither of the
two. In our first consideration of intentionality we stressed that the question
how directive sense, the understanding of being, belongs to intentio, and
how intentio itself is possible as this necessary reference, is not only
unanswered in phenomenology but not even asked. This question wil
occupy us later.

We have thus found the answers for the positive completion of our
earlier critique. When Kant says that being equals perception, then in view
of the ambiguity of perception this cannot mean that being equals perceiv-
ing; nor can it mean that being equals the perceived, the entity itself. But
also it cannot mean that being equals perceivedness, equals positedness. For
perceivedness already presupposes an understanding of the being of the
perceived entities. .

We can now say that the unveiledness of an entity presupposes an illumin®”
tion, an understanding of the being of the entity. The unveiledness of some
thing is intrinsically related to what is unveiled; in the perceivedness °f d;
perceived entity its being is already concomitantly understood. The b‘“‘%k
a being cannot be identified with the perceivedness of the perceived.
saw with reference to the perceivedness of the perceived that on
hand it is a determination of the perceived entity but on the other .
belongs to the perceiving— it is in a certain way objective and in a C°T "
way subjective. But the separation of subject and object is inadequate:
does not make possible any access to the unity of the phenomenon.

We know, however, that this self-direction toward something, i1
ality, is possible only if the Dasein as such is intrinsically transcendent- :‘t
be transcendent only if the Dasein’s basic constitution is groumiled 00""
inally in ecstatic-horizonal temporality. The whole of perception’s inten
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gre of perceiving, perceived, and perceivedness—and that of every
mode of intentionality—is grounded in the ecstatic-horizonal consti-
of temporality. In perceiving, the Dasein, in accordance with its own
pmental sense, lets that toward which it is directed, the [intended]
entity. De encountered in such a way that it understands this entity in its
. mate character as an in-itself. This understanding is also present when
rion takes the form of illusion. In hallucination, too, the hallucinated
[object] is understood in conformity with the directional sense of the
hallucination as an illusory perception, as something incarnately present.
Perception. as intentional comportment having the directional sense men-
toned, is a distinctive mode of the enpresenting of something. The ecstasis
of the present is the foundation for the specifically intentional transcendence of
the perception of extant entities. To an ecstasis as such, to the carrying away,
there belongs a horizonal schema—as, for instance, praesens is the hori-
zonal schema for the present. An understanding of being can already be
present in intentional perception because the temporalizing of the ecstasis
as such, enpresenting as such, understands in its own horizon, thus by way
of praesens, that which it enpresents, understanding it as something present
[Anwesendes]. Put otherwise, a directional sense can be present in the
intentionality of perception only if perception’s direction understands itself
by way of the horizon of the temporal mode that makes possible perceiving
8 such: the horizon of praesens. When Kant says, therefore, that exis-
tence—that is, for us, extantness, being on or at hand—is perception, this
thesis is extremely rough and misleading; all the same it points to the
correct direction of the problem. On our interpretation, ‘being is percep-
tion” now means: being is an intentional comportment of a peculiar sort,
Ramely, enpresenting; it is an ecstasis in the unity of temporality with a
fema of its own, praesens. “Being equals perception,” when interpreted in
onginal phenomenological terms, means: being equals presence, praesens.
A" the same time, it thus turns out that Kant interprets being and being-
FXistent exactly as ancient philosophy does, for which that which is is the
ity keimenon, which has the character of ousia. In Aristotle's time ousia in
veryday, pre-philosophical sense is still equivalent to property, estate,

' 35 a philosophical term it signifies presence. Of course, like Kant, the
!h:e::.(s hﬂd hardly the least knowledge that they were interpreting being in
time nse of the extant in its extantness, its mere being at hand, by way of
y 0; from what original context they had drawn this interpretation of
sfi‘ “hlf‘ad.' they followed the immediate propensity of the existent
in lhen<' which, in its everyday mode of being. understands beings first of all
Tem “"f‘-‘*c of the extant and understands the being of beings in an inchoate
by Wp(”’dl manner. Reference to the fact that the Greeks understood being
Y of the present. by means of praesens. is a confirmation not to be

struct

tion
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overestimated for our interpretation of the possibility of u.m]m%x
being by time: but it nevertheless does not establish it basically. gy it
et

testimony that in our own interpretation of being we are
nothing other than the repetition of the problems of ancient phi]m
order to radicalize them in this repetition by their own selves. In
We can continue to clarify the Temporal content of Kant's thesis they benu
equals perception by a brief explication of its negative content, according ¢,
which being is not a real predicate, does not belong to the res or rea| thing.
content of the being. Being, existence, is for Kant, rather, a logical predicy,
He says once in a posthumously published manuscript on m )
“Accordingly, all concepts are predicates; however, they signify m
things or their position: the former is a real predicate, the latter merely 3
logical predicate.”! In Temporal language. this means that a being can no
doubt be found as extant in an enpresenting, but this enpresenting itself
does not let the being of the extant entity be encountered as such. And yet,
what is meant by “the being of that which an enpresenting lets be encoun-
tered” becomes intelligible, precisely, only in one with the enpresenting of
something extant and is already antecedently intelligible in that enpresent-
ing. What Kant calls a “logical predicate” can only be understood in an
enpresenting if praesens belongs to the enpresenting’s ecstatic projection;
and only from this as its source can that predicate be drawn for a predics-
tion. Kant says: "Anyone who denies existence [the extantness of a being]
removes the thing with all its predicates. Existence [extantness] can indeed
be a logical predicate but never a real predicate of a thing.”? To deny the
existence, extantness, of a being, to assert non-existence, means tosay "A is
not extant.” Kant calls this denial of extantness removing the being withall
its predicates. Conversely then—it could be said in supplemntation—’tb‘
assertion “A exists” is not a removing, not a removere but an admovere-
Admovere, however, means “to draw near.” “to bring or place near,” “t0 l‘f
encounter,” an enpresenting of a being as such. The addition “as
means: the entity taken in its own self. not with regard to any l’\’-lat""‘_m
another and not with regard to relations subsisting within its e"":&'
content, but the entity in itself, not relatively but absolutely in its own =
Kant therefore defines existence as absolute position. Position is ©
interpreted here again as we interpreted perception: not the positing ™
not the posited and also not positedness; instead. being is that W
already understood in positing as the letting-stand of something on IS’
self; it is what is already understood in positing as a specific inten

—/

1. Academy edition, vol 17 (vol. 4 of div 3), No 4017, p. 387 [lmmin“'l Kot
Gesammelte Schriften (Berlin and New York: W de Gruyter. 1902 |
2. Ihid.
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ament according to its directional sense: the thing's being-stood-
mmﬁts-own-self with all its predicates, the self-determined presence of a
:‘:;g. Only through Temporal interpretation does Kant's assertion that
being equals position, so striking at first, acquire a realizable sense, which
Neo-Kantians have fundamentally misunderstood. Kant obviously did
qot intend his proposition th.at being e‘qua.ls‘ position to mean that the
aubject would first create the thing and'brmg it into being out of its own self;
instead, he surely understgod the equivalence of being and position in the
way we have interpreted.h}m. without having the possibility of bringing this
understanding into explicit conceptual form, because he lacked the means
for an original interpretation. Being as a so-called logical predicate already
lies latently at the basis of everything real. It is precisely because Kant bases
the problem of being on the propasition, in a genuinely Greek way (logos),
that he must of necessity fail to recognize the essential differences and
therefore [the essential] interrelations. Real and logical predication differ
not only by the content of the predicates but primarily by the understanding
that receives expression through the corresponding assertion as the inter-
pretation of what is understood. In Kant the phenomenologically decisive
thing remains obscure, namely, that in asserting existence, extantness, some
being is indeed always intended, but the understanding does not look to that
entity as such in order to derive being from it as an existent predicate. The
glance of understanding in the assertion of being looks toward something
else, which, however, is already understood precisely in commerce with
beings and in access to them. Expressed in Temporal language, the enpre-
senting of something has, as such, a reference to beings; but this means that
s ecstasis it lets that for which it is open be encountered in the light of its
on—the enpresenting’s—horizon, which thus is itself assertible in the
enpresenting of something. If we stay within the assertion of the being of an
€istent entity, “A is,” but existence {in the sense of extantness] is not a real
Mmination of the existent, there remains to us the possibility of turning

k from the real reference to the subject. However, this is not the case,
s duse h_eing means praesens and praesens constitutes precisely the ec-
lic horizon which the Dasein, as temporal already understands, and in
act Ur}dcrstands in the ecstasis, in the removal, and therefore not at all in
2| tion on the subject. In reference to the Kantian interpretation of being
gical predicate, it therefore becomes doubtful whether the term "logi-

'S valid here. But the reason why Kant calls being a logical predicate is
it e:;‘:tt‘f* with his ontological, that is, transcendental, mode of inquiry, and
we sh:"US.lo a fundamental confrontation with this type of inquiry. which
s discuss in the context of the interpretation of the Critique of Pure
bein " Next semester. With reference to the Temporal interpretation of the
8 of the extant by means of praesens, in comparison with the Kantian

Con
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interpretation of being as position, it should have become clear hoy,
phenomenological interpretation affords the possibility of o nlya
positive understanding of the Kantian problems and his solutions ofﬂu.:;
which means putting the Kantian problem on a phenomenal basis, W, ha
not yet discussed the question of how far the manner of cor ino ¢
investigations hitherto has been phenomenological and what “Phenom::
logical” means here. This will be dealt with in connection with the xXpos;.
tions of the following paragraph.

§22. Being and beings.
™ The ontological difference

a) temporality [Zeitlichkeit], Temporality
[Temporalitit], and ontological difference

As ecstatic-horizonal unity of temporalizing, temporality is the condition of
possibility of transcendence and thus also the condition of possibility of the
intentionality that is founded in transcendence. Because of its ecstatic
character, temporality makes possible the being of a being which as a self
deals existently with others and, as thus existent, deals with beings as handy
or as extant. Temporality makes possible the Dasein’s comportment as a
comportment toward beings, whether toward itself, toward others, or
toward the handy or the extant. Because of the unity of the horizonal
schemata that belongs to its ecstatic unity, temporality makes possible the
understanding of being, so that it is only in the light of this understanding of
being that the Dasein can comport itself toward its own self, toward others
as beings, and toward the extant as beings. Because temporality constitutes
the basic constitution of the being we call the Dasein, to which entity
understanding of being belongs as determination of its existence, ‘“d
because time constitutes the original self-projection pure and simple. being
is already always unveiled—hence beings are either disclosed or uncove®
ed—in every factical Dasein, since it exists. The pertinent hori c
mata are projected with and in the temporalizing of the ecstases—this
intrinsically involved in the nature of removalto  .—and in such a way: "
fact, that the ecstatically, hence intentionally, structured compo
toward something always understand this something as a being, hence
being. But it is not necessary that comportment toward a being. €
though it understands the being of that being, must explicitly dist

this understood being of the being from the being toward which it co! .
itself, and it is still less necessary that this distinction between being beinh
being should be comprehended conceptually at all. On the contrary.

inits
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_f is even treated at first like a being and explained by means of
'tseerminations of beings, as at the beginning of ancient philosophy. When
\ jes answers the question What is that which is? by saying “Water,” he is
explaining beings by means of a being, something that is, although at
rtom he is seeking to determine what that which is, is as a being. In the
estion he therefore understands something like being, but in the answer
he interprets being as a b’emg. Thls type of interpretation of being then
remains customary in ancient philosophy for a long time afterward, even
after the essential advances made by Plato and Aristotle in formulating the
lems, and at bottom this interpretation has remained the usual one in
philosophy right down to the present day.

In the question as to what that which is, is as something that is—what a
being is as a being—being is treated like a being. Nevertheless, although
unsuitably interpreted, it is still made a problem. Somehow the Dasein
knows about something like being. Since it exists, the Dasein understands
being and comports itself toward beings. The distinction between being and
beings is there [ist da), latent in the Dasein and its existence, even if not in
explicit awareness. The distinction is there, ist da [i.e. exists]; that is to say, it
has the mode of being of the Dasein: it belongs to existence. Existence
means, as it were, “to be in the performance of this distinction.” Only a soul
that can make this distinction has the aptitude, going beyond the animal’s
soul, to become the soul of a human being. The distinction between being and
beings is temporalized in the temporalizing of temporality. Only because this
distinction is always already temporalizing itself on the basis of temporality
and conjointly with temporality and is thus somehow projected, and thus
unveiled, can it be known expressly and explicitly and, as known, be
interrogated and, as interrogated, investigated and., as investigated, concep-
Wally comprehended. The distinction between being and beings is pre-
ontologically there, without an explicit concept of being, latent in the Dasein’s
stence. As such it can become an explicitly understood difference. On the
b"jls of temporality there belongs to the Dasein’s existence the immediate
1Mty of the understanding of being and comportment toward beings. Only

'“-?e'this distinction belongs to existence can the distinction become
&plicit in different ways. Because when this distinction between being and
ngs becomes explicit the terms distinguished contrast with each other,
uolg"(g' tht:rcby becomes a possible theme for conceptual comprehension
Whe:]. For this reason we call the distinction between being and beings,

. 't 1s carried out explicitly, the ontological difference [die ontologische
tol "_"""-'5[- l' his explicit accomplishment and the development of the on-

i‘:ﬁ;ﬂdl difference is therefore also, since it is founded on the Dasein's

_°N€e. not arbitrary and incidental but a basic comportment of the

5N in which ontology. that is, philosophy. constitutes itself as a science.

bo
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To comprehend the possibility and character of this constituting of phjj
phy as science in the Dasein’s existence, a few prefatory remark,
necessary about the concept of science in general. In connection with e
we shall try to show that philosophy as a science is no arbitrary whipm, oft;"'
Dasein'’s but that its free possibility, its existentiell necessity, is foundeq
the Dasein’s essential nature. on

b) temporality [Zeitlichkeit] and the objectification of bej
(positive science) and of being (philosophy)

The concept of philosophy, as well as that of the ron-philosophical sciences,
can be expounded only by way of a properly understood concept of the
Dasein. It is only by this exposition that a clear foundation can be given for
what we asserted dogmatically at the beginning of these lectures when we
differentiated philosophy as a science from the formation of a worldwiew
on the one hand and from the positive sciences on the other. Science is
kind of cognition. Cognition has the basic character of unveiling, We
characterized the unveiledness of something as truth. Science is a kind of
cognizing for the sake of unveiledness as such. Truth is a determination (a
warranty or responsibility) of the Dasein, that is, a free and freely seized
possibility of its existence. Science, as a specific type of cognition for the
sake of unveiledness, is a possibility of existing in the sense of a task that can
be freely taken up and freely worked out. Science is cognizing for the sake of
unveiledness as such. What is to be unveiled should become manifest,
solely in view of its own self, in whatever its pure essential character and
specific mode of being may be. What is to be unveiled is the sole court of
appeal of its determinability, of the concepts that are suitable for interpret-
ing it. As a specific type of cognition thus described, science constitutes
itself essentially on the basis of what is in each instance already in wmf‘“y
given. What is already unveiled pre-scientifically can become an object of
scientific investigation. A scientific investigation constitutes itself in the obje*
tification of what has somehow already been unveiled beforehand.

What does this mean? The objectification will differ depending on what
and how something is given. Now we see that with the factical existenc®
the Dasein beings are always already unveiled or given; and in the t
standing of being that goes with them, being is also already unveti€®
given. Beings and being are unveiled, though still without differentlam:".
nevertheless with equal originality. Moreover, with the factical existenc®
the Dasein two essential fundamental possibilities of objectif:l(li\"":n«l s
posited, both of which—since being is always the being of a being
being as a being always is—are intrinsically related to each other regar"
of their fundamental diversity. Because the carrying out of the distinct®®
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n being and beings is always already proceeding in the Dasein’s
rality. temporality is the root and the ground for both the possibility and,
t'mp(:-l\,- understood, the factical necessity of the objectification of the given
E‘m s and the given being. The given beings are to be met with directly in the
p ctical Dasein in the direction in which its existentiell comportment tends.
Beings are given in the distinctive sense that it is exactly they which lie in
view in @ primary way for the Dasein and its existence. Beings are just
simply present there: that which is is the positum [what is laid down there],
indeed it is present not only as nature in the broadest sense but also as
Dasein itself. The positive sciences constitute themselves in the objectifica-
ton of beings where the objectification holds itself in the direction of the
tendency of everyday direct apprehension.

Being is indeed also already unveiled in the understanding of being;
nevertheless, the Dasein as existent does not comport itself toward being as
such directly, not even to its own being as such in the sense that it might
perhaps understand its being ontologically; but since the Dasein is occupied
with its own ability-to-be, this can-be is understood primarily as the can-be
of the being that in each case I myself am. Being is, to be sure, also familiar
and consequently in some manner given, but it is not to be met with in the
direction of tendency of everyday-factical existence as comportment toward
beings. The objectification of that which is, in which the positive sciences
variously constitute themselves in conformity with the intrinsic content and
mode of being of the specific region of being, has its center in the projection,
in each case, of the ontological constitution of the beings which are to
become objects. This projection of the ontological constitution of a region
of beings, which is the essential nature of the objectification that is founda-
tonal for the positive sciences, is nevertheless not an ontological investiga-
ton of the being of the beings in question, but still has the character of pre-
ontological awareness, into which, to be sure, an already available knowl-

of ontological determinations of the relevant beings can enter and
n?“a")'.always does enter. It was thus that modern natural science con-

“.“@ itself in the objectification of nature by way of a mathematical
memon of nature. In this projection the basic determinations were ex-

ted which belong to nature in general, although their ontological charac-
Was not realized. Galileo, who accomplished this primary step, devel-

this projection from and in a knowledge about basic ontological
mep“ of nature like motion, space, time, matter, which he took over
or i:"(;:f;'“l Ph?losophy or from Scholasticism, without merely taking them
the g, this Spe_cnﬁc form. We cannot here enter further into the problems of
J‘?C‘lf_lcatlon that is constitutive for the positive sciences in the sense of

the ptol_c_c"on of the constitution of being. We need only keep in mind that
tive sciences of beings, 100, precisely in what first of all gives them

T
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their validity, relate necessarily if only pre-ontologically to the bein, ,
This, however, d citly encro), e
is, however, does not mean that they already explicitly encroach,
the domain of ontology. Ypon

Our question aims at the objectification of being as such, at the
essential possibility of objectification, in which philosophy is mpp:::nd
constitute itself as science. to

Being is familiar in the Dasein’s factical existence—whether sclentif.
pre-scientific—but the factical Dasein is disoriented with reference toi.:
Beings are not only familiar but present, right on hand. The .
comports itself directly only to beings. for which the understanding of be;
is controlling. Fundamentally the objectification of being is always POstible,
since being is in some way unveiled. But the direction of the possibj,
projection of being as such is too doubtful, indefinite, and insecure to gather
it as an object expressly from this projection. After our earlier discuss;
no further allusions are needed to make clear that at first and for a long time
original temporality, not to say Temporality. and hence that upon which we
have projected being in order to make being the object of Temponl
interpretation, remains hidden. But it is not only temporality that is con-
cealed although something like time always announces itself; even more
well-known phenomena, like that of transcendence, the phenomena of
world and being-in-the-world, are covered over. Nevertheless, they are not
completely hidden, for the Dasein knows about something like ego and
other. The concealment of transcendence is not a total unawareness b,
what is much more fateful, a misunderstanding, a faulty interpretation.
Faulty interpretations, misunderstandings, put much more stubbom obsts-
cles in the way of authentic cognition than a total ignorance. However, these
faulty interpretations of transcendence, of the basic relationship of the
Dasein to beings and to itself, are no mere defects of thought or acumen
They have their reason and their necessity in the Dasein’s own hi
existence. In the end, these faulty interpretations must be made, so that the
Dasein may reach the path to the true phenomena by correcting them-
Without our knowing where the faulty interpretation lies, we can beﬂ
persuaded that there is also a faulty interpretation concealed within i
Temporal interpretation of being as such, and again no arbitrary °“i‘f' e
would run counter to the sense of philosophizing and of every scielfoe whst
were not willing to understand that a fundamental untruth dwells Wﬂhb“'s
is actually seen and genuinely interpreted. The history of philosophy ond
witness how, with regard to the horizon essentially necessary for them like
to the assurance of that horizon., all ontological interpretations are mof:f e
a groping about than an inquiry clear in its method. Even the basic act o~
constitution of ontology. of philosophy, the objectification of bemgy b

projection of being upon the horizon of its understandability, and preci
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ic act. is delivered up to uncertainty and stands continually in danger of

n reversed, because this objectification of being must necessarily move
-y projective direction that runs counter to everyday comportment toward
i _For this reason the projection of being itself necessarily becomes an
satical projection. or else it takes the direction toward thought, comprehen-
on. soul. mind, spirit, subject, without understanding the necessity of an
origina"." preparatory ontological disposition of precisely these areas. in
other words. the necessity of being serious about its work. For it is said that
aubject and consciousness must not be reified, must not be treated as a

ly extant thing; this has been heard for a long time at every philosophi-
al street-corner; but now even this is no longer heard.

Our account of the ontological interpretation of the handy in its handi-
ness showed that we project being upon praesens, hence upon Temporality.
Because Temporal projection makes possible an objectification of being and
assures conceptualizability, and thereby constitutes ontology in general as a
science, we call this science in distinction from the positive sciences the
Temporal science. All of its interpretations are developed by following the
guidance of an adequately presented temporality in the sense of Tem-
porality. All the propositions of ontology are Temporal propositions. Their
truths unveil structures and possibilities of being in the light of Tem-
porality. All ontological propositions have the character of Temporal truth,
veritas temporalis.

By our analysis of being-in-the-world, we showed that transcendence
belongs to the Dasein’s ontological constitution. The Dasein is itself the
transcendent. It oversteps itself—it surpasses itself in transcendence. Tran-
scendence first of all makes possible existence in the sense of comporting
G\e§elf to oneself as a being, to others as beings, and to beings in the sense
W either the handy or the extant. Thus transcendence as such, in the sense
of our interpretation, is the first condition of possibility of the understand-
"8 of being, the first and nearest upon which an ontology has to project

& The objectification of being can first be accomplished in regard to
.tmns_c?ndenCe. The science of being thus constituted we call the science that
o uires and interprets in the light of transcendence properly understood:
d:;‘“"dental science. To be sure, this concept of transcendental science
Mi“"‘)l coincide directly with the Kantian; but we are certainly in a

N 1o explicate by means of the more original concept of transcendence
phil Antian idea of the transcendental and of philosophy as transcendental

SOpny in their basic tendencies.

m ¢ showed. however, that transcendence, on its part, is rooted in

a nf;m]il}' zmd‘thus in Temporality. Hence time is the primary horizon of
Itis ¢ ndental science, of ontology, or. in short. it is the transcendental horizon.
OT this reason that the title of the first part of the investigation of Being
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and Time reads “The interpretation of Dasein in terms of temporaliyy
the explication of time as the transcendental horizon for the question 4 ™
being.” Ontology is at bottom Temporal science: therefore ph;| by
understood in the proper sense and not taken straightway in a 1?::!"'
sense, is transcendental philosophy—but not conversely. an

¢) Temporality [ Temporalitit] and a priori of being.
The phenomenological method of ontology

Because they are assertions about being in the light of time
understood. all ontological propositions are Temporal propositions, }; i
only because ontological propositions are Temporal propositions that
can and must be a priori propositions. It is only because ontology i 3
Temporal science that something like the a priori appears in it. A priori
means “from the earlier” or “the earlier.” “Earlier” is patently a time.
determination. If we have been observant, it must have occurred to us thatin
our explications we employed no word more frequently than the expression
“already.” It “already antecedently” lies at the ground; “it must alwap
already be understood beforehand”; where beings are encountered, being
has “already beforehand” been projected. In using all of these temporal,
really Temporal, terms we have in mind something that the tradition since
Plato calls the a priori, even if it may not use the very term itself. In the
preface to his Metaphysische Anfangsgriinde der Naturwissenschaft [Mets-
physical principles of natural science], Kant says: “Now to cognize some-
thing a priori means to cognize it from its mere possibility.”! Consequently,
a priori means that which makes beings as beings possible in what and how
they are. But why is this possibility or, more precisely, this determinant of
possibility labeled by the term “earlier”? Obviously not because we recog"
nize it earlier than beings. For what we experience first and foremost ¥
beings, that which is; we recognize being only later or maybe even not at all-
This time-determination “earlier” cannot refer to the temporal order giver
by the common concept of time in the sense of intratemporality. On
other hand, it cannot be denied that a time-determination is present in
concept of the a priori, the earlier. But, because it is not seen how
interpretation of being necessarily occurs in the horizon of time, the .
has to be made to explain away the time-determination by means © the

~ priori. Some go so far as to say that the a priori—the essentiahtle;-onl'
determination of beings in their being—is extratemporal, supratemp®
timeless. That which does the enabling, the possibilities are characté

_—

1. Kant, Werke (Cassirer), vol. 4, p. 372.
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2 rime-determination, the earlier, because in this a priori nothing of time
',J u sed to be present, hence lucus a non lucendo? Believe it if you wish.
‘sson the other hand., it is also characteristic of the state of philosophical
- uiry today and has been for a long time that, while there has been
extensive controversy about whether or not the a priori can be known, it has

or occurred to the protagonists to ask first what could really have been
meant by the fact that a time-determination turns up here and why it must
qumn up at all. Tobe sure, as long as we orient ourselves toward the common
concept of time we are at an impasse, and negatively it is no less than
consistent to deny dogmatically that the a priori has anything to do with
time. However, time in the sense commonly understood, which is our topic
here, is indeed only one derivative, even if legitimate, of the original time,
on which the Dasein’s ontological constitution is based. It is only by means of
the Temporality of the understanding of being that it can be explained why the
ontological determinations of being have the character of apriority. We shall
atempt to sketch this briefly, so far as it permits of being done along
general lines.

We have seen that all comportment toward beings already understands
being, and not just incidentally: being must necessarily be understood
precursorily (pre-cedently). The possibility of comportment toward beings
demands a precursory understanding of being, and the possibility of the
understanding of being demands in its turn a precursory projection upon
time. But where is the final stage of this demand for ever further precursory
conditions? It is temporality itself as the basic constitution of the Dasein.
Temporality, due to its horizonal-ecstatic nature, makes possible at once the
ijlerstanding of being and comportment toward beings; therefore, that
which does the enabling as well as the enablings themselves, that is, the
Possibilities in the Kantian sense, are “temporal,” that is to say, Temporal,
In their specific interconnection. Because the original determinant of pos-

ty. the origin of possibility itself, is time, time temporalizes itself as the
lutely earliest. Time is earlier than any possible earlier of whatever sort,
use it is the basic condition for an earlier as such. And because time as
source of all enablings (possibilities) is the earliest, all possibilities as

In their possibility-making function have the character of the earlier.

'. 'S 10 say, they are a priori. But, from the fact that time is the earliest in
wn’::ﬁe of being the possibility of every earlier and of every a priori

i, tional ordering, it does not follow that time is ontically the first

i%r‘\ for dpes it follow that time is forever and eternal, quite apart from

Propriety of calling time a being at all.
€ have heard that the Dasein dwells daily and first and for the most
in ¢ :]ely with beings, even though it must already have understood being
very process and in order to accomplish it. However, because the
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Dasein spends itself on and loses itself in that which is, in beings, both ;
itself, the Dasein, and in the sort of beings that it itself is not, the Dlag':
knows nothing about its_having already understood being. Factical}
existent Dasein has forgotten this prius. Accordinglﬁ[)ge'ing, Whid?. bﬂ:.
already always been understood “earlier,” is to become an expresg o
then the objectification of this prius, which was forgotten, must have the
character of a coming back to what was already once and already earier
understood. Plato, the discoverer of the a priori. also saw this characte; of
the objectification of being when he characterized it as anamnesis, recollec.
tion. We shall furnish only some brief evidence for this from one of the
main dialogues for these contexts, the Phaedrus.

Ou gar he ge mepote idousa ten aletheian eis tode hexei to schema. Dej
gar anthropon sunienai kat” eidos legomenon, ek pollon ion aistheseon eis
hen logismo sunairoumenon - touto d'estin anamnesis ekeinon ha pot’ eiden
hemon he psuche sumporeutheisa theo kai huperidousa ha nun einai pha-
men, kai anakupsasa eis to on ontos. Dio de dikaios mone pteroutai he tou
philosophou dianoia - pros gar ekeinois aei estin mneme kata dunamin, pros
hoisper theos on theios estin.2

For a soul which has never seen the truth, which does not understand the
truth in general as such, can never take on the human form; for man, in
conformity with his mode of being, must understand by addressing that
which is in regard to its essence, its being, in such a way that starting from
the multiplicity of perceived [beings)] he draws it back to a single concept.
This conceptual cognition of beings in their being is a recollection of what
our soul saw previously, that is, precursorily—what it saw when following
God and thus taking no notice of what we now, in everyday existence, all
that which is, and in this disregard raising up its head above beings toward
the true being, toward being itself. Therefore, it is just that the thinking o
the philosopher alone is truly fitted with wings, for this thinking, as far 88
possible, always stays with the things in which God, abiding, is for that very
reason divine. Plato points above all to the Phaedo for the correspo o
interpretation of leaming and knowing in general and the foundation ¢
learning in recollection: hoti hemin he mathesis ouk allo ti e a
tugchanei ousa;? learning itself is nothing but recollection. The ascent d:
being from the depths of beings. by means of conceptual thought of
essence, has the character of the recollection of something already P
viously seen. Expressed without the myth of the soul. this means that
has the character of the prius which the human being, who is familiaf e
and foremost merely with beings, has forgotten. The liberation ©

/

2. Plato (Burnet), Phaedrus, 24956, [In Platonis opera, d. John Burnet. vol. 21
3. Plato (Burnet), Phaedo, 725 {. [In Platonis opera, ed John Burnet, vol. 1.]
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ered cave dwellers from the cave and their turning around to the light is
aothing but a drawing oneself back from this oblivion to the recollection of
the P"i;’s' in which there lies enclosed the enabling of understanding being
:t.«;;(' means of this reference we have made known the connection of
ap"i‘;'i‘)’ with Temporality merely in its basic features. All a priori Tem-

|—all philosophical—concept formation is fundamentally opposed to
that of the positive sciences. To recognize this adequately. further penetra-
gon is required into the mystery of apriority and the method of cognition of
the a priori. The center of development of ontological inquiry in general lies
in the exposition of the Dasein’s temporality, specifically in regard to its _
Temporal function. Here we must in all sobriety understand clearly thﬁt/}
temporality is in no way something that is to be beheld in some superabun- '
dant and enigmatic intuition; it discloses itself only in conceptual labor of a
specific sort. But also it is not merely hypothetically supposed at thg_i
beginning without our having some vision of it itself. We can follow it quite
well in the basic features of its constitution, unveil the possibilities of its
temporalization and its modifications, but only in going back from the
factually concrete nature of the Dasein’s existence, and this means in and
from orientation to that being [Seienden] which is unveiled along with the
Dasein itself and is encountered for the Dasein.

Surveying the whole we note that in the Dasein's existence there is an
essentially twofold possibility of objectification of the given. Factually, the
possibility of two basic types of science is initially established with the
Jasein's existence: objectification of beings as positive science; objectifica-
tion of being as Temporal or transcendental science, ontology. philosophy.

€ exists no comportment to beings that would not understand being.

No understanding of being is possible that would not root in a comport-
Ment toward beings. Understanding of being and comportment to beings
0Ot come together only afterward and by chance; always already latently
P’?Sﬂ}t in the Dasein's existence, they unfold as summoned from the
:Ee‘i"‘uc-horizonal constitution of temporality and as made possible by it in
mml' belonging together. As long as this original belonging together of
by Portment toward beings and understanding of being is not conceived

Means of temporality, philosophical inquiry remains exposed to a double

"8er, to which it has succumbed over and over again in its history until
Wit OE"ht‘f 0v§rything ontical is dissolved into the ontological (Hegel).
o) ut msn_ght into the ground of possibility of ontology itself; or else the

©gical is denied altogether and explained away ontically, without an
i::"‘*tanding of the ontological presuppositions which every ontical expla-
0 already harbors as such within itself. This double uncertainty per-
‘"8 the whole of the philosophical tradition until the present time, on
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the side of the ontological as well as that of the ontical, this lack

radically founded understanding of the problem, also has over of 3
again either impeded the assurance and development of the method%
ontology. of scientific philosophy, or prematurely distorted any of
approaches that were actually achieved. BeMiine

As a method however, the method of ontology is nothing but the
of the steps involved in the approach to being as such and the elaboration of
its structures. We call this method of ontology p. More
precise language, phenomenological investigation is explicit effore applied
to the method of ontology. However. such endeavors, their succesy o
failure, depend primarily, in accordance with our discussion, on how fy
phenomenology has assured for itself the object of philosophy—how far, in
correspondence with its own principle, it is unbiased enough in the face of
what the things themselves demand. We cannot now enter any further into
the essential and fundamental constituent parts of this method. In fact, we
have applied it constantly. What we would have to do would be merely to
go over the course already pursued, but now with explicit reflection on it.
But what is most essential is first of all to have traversed the whole path
once, so as, for one thing, to learn to wonder scientifically about the mystery
of things and, for another, to banish all illusions, which settle down and nest
with particular stubbornness precisely in philosophy.

There is no such thing as the one phenomenology, and if there could be
such a thing it would never become anything like a philosophical technique.
For implicit in the essential nature of all genuine method as a path toward
the disclosure of objects is the tendency to order itself always toward that
which it itself discloses. When a method is genuine and provides access t©0
the objects, it is precisely then that the progress made by following it and
the growing originality of the disclosure will cause the very method that was
used to become necessarily obsolete. The only thing that is truly new I
science and in philosophy is the genuine questioning and st
things which is at the service of this questioning. .

In this struggle, however, and even without useless polemics, the conflict
is carried on with what today more than ever before threatens phll c
from all the precincts of intellectual life: the formation of wofl_d'f"‘“'
magic, and the positive sciences that have forgotten their own limit-
Kant's time the forces mentioned first—the formation of wofld‘w'
magic, myth—were called philosophy of feeling, GefiihlsphilosoP
What Kant. the first and last scientific philosopher in the grand style vl
Plato and Aristotle. had to say against the philosophy of feeling may
close these lectures. If our course itself never attained it, Kant's €xa® th'l
may nevertheless summon us to sobriety and real work. We quote from
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ort €553 ‘Von einem neuerdings erhobenen vormehmen Ton in der
Philosophie" [On a genteel tone recently sounded in philosophy] (1796).
: here comes to speak of Plato and distinguishes between Plato the
_demic and Plato—as he says—the "letter-writer." “Plato the academic,
therefore. though not of his own fault (for he employed his intellectual
witions only backward for the purpose of elucidating the possibility of a
thetic cognition a priori, not forward in order to expand it by those Ideas
which were legible in the divine understanding), became the father of all
enthusiasm in philosophy. But 1 would not wish to confuse Plato the
Jetterwriter (recently translated into German) with the academic."* Kant
es one passage from Plato’s seventh epistle, which he adduces as
evidence for Plato himself as an enthusiast.

in

Who does not see here the mystagoge, who gushes not merely for himself
but is at the same time a clubbist and in speaking to his adepts in contrast
with the people (meaning all the uninitiated) really puts on airs with his
alleged philosophy! May 1 be permitted to cite a few modern examples of this
elegance. In modern mystical-Platonic language we read. “All human philos-
ophy can only depict the dawn; of the sun we can only have a presentiment.”
But really. no one can have a presentiment of a sun if he hasn't already seen
one; for it could very well be that on our globe day regularly followed night
(as in the Mosaic story of creation) without anyone ever being able to see a
sun, because of the constantly overcast sky, and all our usual business could
still follow its proper course according to this alternation (of days and
seasons). Nevertheless, in such circumstances a true philosopher would
indeed not surmise a sun (for that's not his thing), but perhaps he could still
deliberate about whether this phenomenon might not be explained by
assuming an hypothesis of such a celestial body, and he might thus by good
luck hit on the right answer. To gaze into the sun (the suprasensible) without
becoming blind may not be passible, but to see it adequately in reflection (in
the reason that illuminates the soul morally) and even in a practical respect,
2 the older Plato did, is quite feasible: in contrast with which the Neoplato-
Pists “certainly give us merely a stage sun,” because they wish to deceive us

y feeling (presentiments, surmises). that is, merely by the subjective, which
f“"e"- no concept at all of the object, so as to put us off with the illusion of a
i:"WIt‘dgc of the objective, which borders on rapturous gush. The platoniz-
WE_ r;\hllusopher of feeling is inexhaustible in such figurative expressions,
» ic - are supposed to make this surmising intelligible: for example. “to

e:’:(‘;fc }}\ so closely to the goddess Wisdom that the rustle of her robe can be
@ but also. in commending the art of this sham-Plato, “although he
Mot lift the veil of Isis, nevertheless to make it so thin that one can surmise

4K,
Kant, Academy edition |Gesammelte Schriften], vol. 8. p. 398.
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the Goddess behind it.” How thin we are not told: presumably, howevey,
s0 thick that you can make anything you like out of the apparit; 'E
otherwise it would be a seeing which indeed should be avoideds

Kant concludes the essay: “For the rest, ‘if,” without taking this p "
comparison, as Fontenelle said on another occasion, ‘Mr. N. stil] insisty :
believing in the oracle, no one can prevent him.'"®

5. Ibid., pp. 398~399.
6. Ihid., p. 406.



EDITOR’S EPILOGUE

This book reproduces the text of the course of lectures given under the
qame title during the summer semester of 1927 at the University of Mar-
ahn.

wﬁ/} Fritz Heidegger provided the handwritten prototype. The typewrit-
ten copy and the manuscript were collated by the editor. The passages not
yet deciphered by Mr. Fritz Heidegger—above all, the insertions and mar-
ginal notes on the right side of the manuscript pages—had to be carried
over so as to fill out the text. The completed copy was then additionally
compared with a transcription of the lectures by Simon Moser (Karlsruhe),
astudent of Heidegger's at that time. In doing so it became evident that we
were dealing here with a set of shorthand notes whose accuracy was very
good, which the notetaker had transcribed by typewriter. After its comple-
tion Heidegger read over this transcription several times and furnished it
here and there with marginalia.

The text printed here was composed under Heidegger's direction by
putting together the manuscript and the transcript following the guidelines
given by him. The handwritten manuscript contains the text of the lectures,
worked out, occasionally also consisting of captionlike references, and di-
vided into parts, chapters, and paragraphs. Nevertheless, during the actual
lecturing Heidegger departed from the manuscript to the extent of often
giving to the thought a revised formulation or expounding more broadly
and with greater differentiation a thought that had been recorded in an
abbreviated form. Similarly, while and after making the written copy, he
inscribed on the pages of the manuscript insertions specified on the right
tide and marginalia that had been formulated more fully in the oral lecture.

nsformations, deviations, and expansions that arose in the course of the
co}:;’;{)y of t:e,;:mre:, were recorde? in d;; stenographic transcript and

¢ worked into the manuscript for publication.
. A"f‘ong the materials taken over from the transcript there are also the
:::‘Pltulations at the beginning of each two-hour lecture. Where they were
or concerned with mere repetitions but with summaries in a modified
ect'::lllauon and \;'n}l: su;;plementary observations, they were fitted into the
“$ course of thought.

) Il items taken over tg)rom the transcript were investigated for authenticity
gn:;j;"ﬂ lhcirhstz;le. Occasional errors of hearing could be corrected by

Parisan with the handwritten copy.
till, the relationship of the transcript to the manuscript would be in-
“Quately characterized if it were not mentioned that numerous remarks

33
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contained in the manuscript were omitted during the oral deli
in this regard the transcript must yield to the manuscript.

In preparing the manuscript for publication, the editor endeavoreq
. . . . . to
intertwine transcript and manuscript so that no thought either set down ;
writing or conceived during the lectures has been lost. n

The text of the lectures was reviewed for publication. Expletivey and
repetitions peculiar to oral style were removed. Nevertheless, the gin, re.
mained to retain the lecture style. An ampler division of the often Quite
lengthy paragraphs seemed useful, so as to make possible a differentipgeq
survey of the contents.

Explanations by Heidegger inside quotations and their translationy are
set in square brackets.

The course of lectures puts into practice the central theme of the thind
division of part 1 of Being and Time: the answer to the fundamentsl.
ontological question governing the analytic of Dasein, namely, the question
of the meaning of being in general, by reference to “time” as the horizon of
all understanding of being. As the structure of the course shows, the “Tem-
porality of being” is laid bare not by resuming immediately where the second
division of Being and Time concluded, but by a new, historically oriented
approach (Part One of the lectures). This lets us see that and how the
treatment of the question of being and of the analytic of Dasein pertaining
to it arises from a more original appropriation of the Western tradition, of
the orientation of its metaphysical-ontological inquiry, and not actually from
motives germane to existential philosophy or the phenomenology of con-
sciousness. Although of the three parts originally conceived in the “Outline
of the Course™ the limited number of lecture hours permitted only a devel
opment of Part One and the first chapter of Part Two, the many anticipations
of the later chapters provide an insight into those parts that were not d’_’
veloped. Anyhow, for the discussion of the theme of “Time and Being,
chapter 1 of Part Two is decisive. The text here published also does ot
facilitate in its unfinished form an understanding of the systematic
plan of the question of being as it showed itself for Heidegger from the
standpoint of his path of thought at that time. At the same time, the °?‘m
contains the first public communication of the “ontological difference- his

I owe cordial thanks to Mr. Wilhelm von Herrmann, Lic. theol., fof he
aid in the laborious task of collation as well as for his helpful dictation of
manuscript for publication and his aid in reading the proofs. My Cl::
further to Mr. Murray Miles, Cand. Phil., and Mr. Hartmut Thetjen,
Phil., for their careful and conscientious help with the proofs.

Very, so thy

Friedrich-Wilhelm von Herrms®®



Translator’s Appendix
A Note on the Da and the Dasein

The three most common German words for existence are: das Dasein, das
Vorhandensein (die Vorhandenheit), and die Existenz. Most writers use
them more or less interchangeably although there are semantic differences
among them. As Heidegger explains in §7, Kant uses either Dasein or
Existenz whether he is talking about the existence of God, of human beings,
or of non-human things of nature. The Scholastics used existentia for similar

. Heidegger believes that there is a difference of fundamental sig-
nificance between the mode of being of human beings and that of natural
things qua natural—leaving aside questions of theology. He therefore co-
opts both Dasein and Existenz for human beings and leaves Vorhandensein
(and Vorhandenbheit, its equivalent) for non-human beings.

In §7 it is too early to explain the difference between human and non-
buman being: the course itself has to make clear the distinction and the
reasons for it. The thinking behind the distinction had already been set
forth in Being and Time. Two paragraphs from that work are presented in
this Appendix.

As indicated in §7, Dasein is to be the name for the being, das Seiende,
which each human being is. It falls on the "beings” side of the ontological
difference. Existenz (existence, in translation) is then to designate the mode
or way of being, the Seinsart or Seinsweise, of this entity; hence this term
_fa.lls on the “being” side, the Sein-side, of the ontological difference. Existenz
15 the way or mode of being of the Dasein; the Dasein is by existing. For

€ most part Heidegger uses the entire form “das Dasein” rather than the

Ortened quasi-generalized (and at the same time namelike) form “Dasein,”
d in the translation this usage is followed, so that we speak for the most
pa:.‘[;\Ot.- asin t.he original translation of Being and Time, of Dasein, but of
not asein. This usage helps to keep in mind the point that the Dasein is
Lova $eln but a Seiendes, not a sort of being but a being, though of course

N i::el:v_ own specific mode or way of being, its own Sein, which is named

Viv[;:;] the same time, the German word “Dasein” connotes, sometimes more
is ¥ and explicitly than at other times, the being, Sein, which belongs to
Ing, Seienden. Its being—that is, its Existenz—is, among other

ings, Precisely Da-sein, literally, to-be-da. And this “da” of the Dasein is
333
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extremely important for Heidegger's thinking. For it registers a ﬁmd""\tnm
ontological role of the human being as the Dasein.

The human being is, as it were, the mediator between being and bﬂng.
the one who holds open the difference between them. Of all the be; '
know, Heidegger believed, the human being alone has the required s“-‘"e
verstdndnis, understanding-of-being. The understanding-of-being is 5 p::-
condition for any human comportment toward beings, and our
comportment toward beings is carried out in the light of (in the clegs:
opened up by) our understanding of their being. Because we have undey.
standing-of-being prior to the encountering of beings (not to say prior to a
conceptualized science of being, or ontology), we are able to project being
as horizon upon which beings are understood as the beings they are. (Whay
this being-horizon is itself projected upon becomes a further question in fup.
damental ontology.) We are therefore able to project world; for world is the
context of significance that belongs to the special mode of being labeled fune-
tionality. And within the world there can be not only functional entitieg—
entities that are handy, having the mode of being called handiness, Zuhand-
enheit—but also beings that are released from all functionality-connections
and are understood as merely there as such, extant, at-hand entities, whose
mode of being is Vorhandenheit, Vorhandensein: extantness, at-handness,
presence-at-hand.

Now the essential precondition for being able to project world at all, and
therefore to let beings of the ontological character of the handy and the
extant be and be encountered as such, is the capacity to open-up, let-be-
uncovered, -disclosed, -unveiled. This is the obverse side of what, in tradi-
tional phenomenology, has gone under the name of consciousness. Unless
there is an openness, a clearing in which the distinction between being and
beings can appear, so that beings can come forth and be encountered in their
being and their being can function as horizon for them as these beings, tb‘“
can be no such phenomena at all as beings, being, and their mutual belongiog

together.

Heidegger does not deny the “independent being” of nature and of m‘“‘d
things. He is speaking about world and our being-in-the-world and what 1
and can be unveiled in the context of being-in-the-world. He is
phenomenology. . the

The ability to open-up, let-be-unveiled as uncovered or disclosed is ol
ability to exist as the Da. In German, the adverb “da” can mean s€V€&
things—here, there, where, when, then, at the time—in addition to 5P
functions it has a participial form, component of compounds, and con
tion. In the constitution of the verb “dasein” and the correlative
“Dasein” the da suggests, first of all, the here or the there, the some¥
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2 definite location; dasein is to be here or to be there; Dasein is being-here
‘ibeing.r.here. There are also overtones of being at some more or less
ggfmite time: being-then, being-when, being-at-the-time. These temporal
connotations fitinto Heidegger's usage, but the aspect first stressed in Being
gnd Time is the spatial one. Later, when the role of time and temporality.

ially Temporality, is comprehended as constitutive for the Dasein's
peing. the notion of the Da takes on a temporal sense which does not appear
o clearly at the beginning. (See, for instance, the connection between ec-
stasis and openness, p. 267.)

In this Appendix we are concentrating solely on the beginning. When
time and temporality become thematic—as in the latter part of Being and
Time and of Basic Problems—the temporal overtones sound more distinctly
and vividly for the reader.

As Heidegger explains in the passages to be cited from Being and Time,
here and there are possible only in an essential disclosedness which lets
spatiality be. Spatiality is itself disclosed as the being of the Da. Only given
such disclosed spatiality can a world and its contents be “there” for the
human being (though the world is not there in the same way as any entity
within the world), and only so can the human being be “here” as this “I-
here” in its being-toward the beings that are “there.” And the decisive point
is that this Da or essential disclosedness—by which spatiality, a spatial
world, and spatial interrelationships of entities within the world and of
being-in-the-world (Dasein) toward such entities are all possible—is an
essential aspect of the ontological constitution of the being which each
human being is, and which is therefore called the Dasein.

The ontological role of the human being qua Dasein, then, is just that:
to be the Da, to be its Da, namely, to be the essential disclosedness by
Which the here and the there first become possible, or by which the spatiality
of the world becomes possible within which beings can be distinguished
from their being and understood by way of their being and so encountered
as the beings they are, so that human comportment toward them as beings

omes possible.
tolo e German for to be the Da is Da-sein. The entity, the being whose
“ eitis to be the (its) Da can therefore be called the Dasein. Here Heidegger

%sa Sein-word, a being-word, to denominate a Seienden, to name certain
roll:gs' those whose role it is to sustain this mode of being. The Dasein's
nam: to sustain Da-sein, and that is why it has this special ontological
?0 EﬂgliSh equivalent is quite possible, not being-here, nor being-there,

eing-here-there. The reason is that the Da is not just a here or a there
3 here-there, but rather is the essential disclosure by which here, there,

ho,
or
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and here-there become possible. It is their source. In the translation 1
occasionally used “here-there,” but it could obviously be misleading Nh"‘
reading should be corrected by this note. the

Because of the uniqueness of the signification to be attached to the
“Dasein,” I have followed the precedent of the original translators ofat::
and Time and retained it in German. It has, anyway, already become
technical term in the philosophical language that now belongs to the
American community.

Here are the passages from Being and Time. They are from chapter 5
which is devoted to a thematic analysis of being-in as such. (See "‘-‘"Lﬂﬂcon..
being, -in.) A large part of the exposition treats of the existential constitutiog
of the Da.

(1) The being which is essentially constituted by being-in-the-world is itself
in every case its “Da.” In its familiar meaning the “Da” points to “here” and
“there.” The “here” of an "I-here” is always understood via a handy "there” in
the sense of a being-toward this “there”"—a being-toward which is deseverant-
directional-concernful. The Dasein’s existential spatiality, which determines
for it its “location” in such a form, is itself grounded on being-in-the-world.
The there is a determination of something encountered within the world.
“Here" and “there” are possible only in a “Da,” that is to say, only if there is
a being which has disclosed spatiality as the being of the "Da.” This entity
bears in its own most peculiar being the character of not being closed-up
{Unverschlossenheit/. The expression “Da" means this essential disclosedness
[Erschlossenheit). By this disclosedness this entity (the Dasein) is "da” for
itself in one with the being-da of world.

When we talk in an ontically figurative way of the lumen naturale in man,
we mean nothing but the existential-ontological structure of this entity, that
it is in such a way as to be its Da. To say that it is “illuminated” means that
it is cleared in and of its own self as being-in-the-world, not by any other
entity but instead in such a way that it itself is the clearing. It is only to an
entity which is existentially cleared in this way that the extant becomes &
cessible in the light, hidden in the dark. The Dasein brings its Da with it from
the very beginning; lacking the Da it is not only factually not the entity "'d':
this essential nature but is not this entity at all. The Dasein is its disclosedness-
(2) The leading question of this chapter has been about the being of the D'
Its theme was the ontological constitution of the disclosedness belongin8
essentially to the Dasein. The being of this disclosedness is const.itu'wd n
affective self-finding /Befindlichkeit, “state-of-mind” in the Macquarne i
Robinson translation; see our Lexicon: affective self-finding/, unders

-

1. Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, Bth ed. (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer, 1957 P
132—133; trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson. Being and Time (New York:
and Row, 1962), p. 171.
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and discourse. The everyday mode of being of disclosedness is characterized
by chatter, curiosity, and ambiguity. These in turn exhibit the movement of
falling. whose essential characteristics are temptation, tranquilizing, estrange-
ment, and entanglement.

But with this analysis the whole of the existential constitution of the Dasein
has been laid bare in its chief features and the phenomenal basis has been
gained for a “comprehensive” interpretation of the Dasein's being as care.?






Lexicon

.bilil)'-lo‘b" (Seinkonnen; see alternative translations: capacity-to-be; can-be), 270, 276, 278,
279, 289, 295

sbsence {Abwesenheit), 305, 307, 310, 311

sbsens: modification of praesens, in missing something, 311. See Latinate

absolute, 103

absolutism, 222

sbstractum. 187

aocess, 49, 109-110, 317; a. to the unavailable, 310

accidens. 91

sccident, 85, 130, 143, 149

action, 101, 127, 141-142; a. and feeling of respect, 137-138; understanding as “the
authentic meaning of action,” 277; the instant and the situation of a., 287

actual, actuality, actualization (wirklich, Wirklichkeit, Verwirklichung), actualitas, 28, 29, 34,
37. 38, 40. 43, 45ff.. 50, 55, 67-68, 71ff., 78, 79, 82, 84, 85, 87-88, 88-89. 91ff., N4,
95, 97f. 101ff., 107-108, 110, 111, 112, 117f.. 120, 122, 123, 125. 128, 152, 179,
189, 277, 284—285; being-actual, 109; actuality as ontological constitution of the actual,
compared with humanity and the human, equity and the equitable, 138—139; actuality
of the actual, 108, 123; actualization, 97—98, 104 — 105, 107; actuality understood with
reference to actualization and being enacted (ancient, medieval), 102f.; understood as
action inward upon subject and action of forces (modern), 104 ~ 105; traditional concept,
108

Atus, actum, agere, agens, 102103

additio existentiae, 90; a. entis, 91

addition, 3361, 39, 40-41, 45, 46—47, 97. See theses: st thesis, Kantian

admovere, 316

Aegidius Romanus (Giles of Rome, Egidio Colonna), 93, 103

dean. in Plotinus and medieval thought, 231

desthetsc beholding, 110

ctermtas, 303
®tion, 144, 149

&Ctive self. -finding, as formal structure of mood, passion, affect: its relation to understand-
g a5 necessary condition for the Dasein’s comportments, 281. See in Being and Time:
*ate of mind, Befindlichkeit, sich befinden
:a'l-‘t‘mcm. between ideas and things, 206207
Outhein. 10 follow, 243; its ontological meaning and Aristotle’s use of it, 243—-244;
“sential for understanding Anstotle’s concept of time, its meaning, 255
1. aletheuein: aletheuein as function of logos according to Aristotle (to make manifest
Of reveal), 215, See truth
Nexander of Aphrodisias, 181

339
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already, always already, antecedent, before. beforehand, earlier, in advance, Precedes,
prior—expressions used with great frequency: “If we have been observant, it Ly
occurred to us that in our explications we have employed no word more M thag
the expression ‘already,’ " 324; some characteristic instances: 11, 13, 20, 70-71, 815
162, 164, 165, 171, 208, 211, 216, 265, 287, 293, 296-297, 300, 301. 304, 305‘3%:
309, 311, 314, 316, 319, 321, 325, 326—327; reckoning with time, "time is Siven
to us before we use the clock,” 258 —259; encountered beings already embraced by time
from the outset, 274; antecedent givenness of something already unveiled, 281; anteceder,
illumination for understanding of being, 284; See beforehand; a priori

analysis: phenomenological a., 114, 115; phenomenological a. of Kant's interpretation o
being, existence, 43ff.; Kant’s phenomenological a. of respect, 133f.

analytic judgment, 203

analytic of the Dasein, 16

animal. animals, 165, 297, 319: animals and the given, 190, 191; animals and language, 191
animality, animalness, 129, 131, 143—144; rational animal, 96 “world” of the animals,
191

annihilation, 305

Anselm of Canterbury, 30-31, 37

antecedent. See already

anthropocentrism, 224

anthropology, 51~52, 5455, 130, 278

antiquity, 22, 100ff., 106, 117, 122. See philosophy, ancient; ontology. ancient; thought,
ancient; thought, traditional; tradition

Anwesen, as meaning property, 109

Anzeichen (mark or symptom, Husserl), 185

apophansis, apophantic, 209; a. as primary character of assertion, 209: “All the moments
of assertion are determined by its apophantic structure,” 209; its meaning, 209; a. structure
of understanding, as unveiling exhibiting of something. 216

aporia, 233; aporiai regarding time, 2336, 272

appearance, 151, 207 —~208

apperception, 127, 129; original synthetic unity of a., 127, 128; its meaning in Kant, 127;
transcendental a., 129, 131, 145

apprehension, 21, 49, 112=113, 118, 127, 129, 142, 165, 244; order of a.. 106; theoretics
a., 133; ontical a., 293; thematic a., 307; See perception

sppropriate, appropriately (adj., adv.), a. or inappropriate time (significance), 261-26%
“Original familiarity with beings lies in dealing with them appropriately.” 304

appropriate (v.), appropriation, 219; exhibitive appropriation of a being. 219 .

a priori, 20, 24, 52ff., 70, 74, 128129, 195; a priori comportmental character of canPO“‘"-"‘
61; a priori conditions of motion, 243; a priori of being, 324; its meaning as relating to
time, 324ff.; a priori and already. 324; Kant on its meaning. 324; a priori as cont
problem, 325 2

apriority, 20, 24; a. of ontological determinations of being: explicable only Temporally. 2
32441.; its connection with Temporality. 327

Arabic philosophy, 81 )

Aristotle, 14~15, 2627, 24, 29, 52, 73, 771, 85, 86, 88, 96-97, 101, 102, 105, 108, 10%:
118, 179, 180, 183, 194, 200, 204, 205206, 209, 213, 217-218, 2316.. 260
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201-262. 263-264, 272, 273, 288, 315, 319, 328; his view of the being of the copula,
180ff on the meaning of “is,” 182; ambiguity of his truth thesis, 2141; critique of his
wuth thesis. 216—-217; proper understanding of his truth thesis, 217; on time, 328 ;
\nterpretation of his concept of time, 237ff.; the primary meaning of his kata to proteron
kai husteron, 245; his interpretation of time matches the phenomenon, 246; genesis of
has definition of time, 246; implication of his numerical interpretation of time, 248ff.
summary interpretation of his theory of time, 256 —257; evaluation of his implicit concept
of ume, as presentation of common understanding of time, 257; his interpretation of time
overlooked significance and daubility, 261fF.; his interpretation of time, as under the
influence of falling, 271=272. See time, Aristotle’s definition discussed

arithmetic, 54

arculation, 208, 210; spoken a. and the logos, 207

articulation of being, 18, 78, 119; general problem, connected with thesis 2, of the articulation
of each being into a being that it is and the how of its being, 120; connection between
basic a. and ontological difference, 120; a. into essentia and existentia, 120; “The artic-
ulation of being varies each time with the way of being of a being,” 120

aseity, 82

assensus, assent, 195

assertion (Aussage; see proposition), 3334, 126, 177, 180, 183ff., 187ff., 200, 202ff., 2054 ..
20741, 21041., 213fF., 217f1.; a. as sequence of words (Hobbes), 185; truth of a., 189, 2134;
scardental, real a., 193, 202; verbal a., 195, 202fF; incorrectly taken first as verbal sequence,
206, 212; its foundation in being-in-the-world, 208; its structure, 209.; taken as predi-
cation, 209; its cognitive function as secondary, 210, 211; a. and copula, 210f.; a. as
communicatively determinant exhibition, 210ff., 219; a. signifies a being in its unveiled-
ness and presupposes that unveiledness, 213; a. as dispartively determinant display, 209f1.;
its being-true as unveiling, 2156, 217, 218; its truth as related to predicative exhibition
of a being: unveiling letting-be-encountered, 215; appropriation of a being in true a. about
it. 219; its apophantic, exhibitive nature: “Assertion is exhibitive letting-be-seen of beings,”
219; a. of being, 317

asertonc, 37

assigning time to the clock, 245, 261

at-hand, at-handness (vorhanden, Vorhandenheit, Vorhandensein: also being-at-hand; see
alternative translations: extant, extantness; present-at-hand), 101, 104, 108~109, 111,
114, 1194, 123, 203, 253254, 266, 279, 292, 294, 304 (distinguished from being-handy,
Zuhandensein, handiness; see handy)

3t once, 261

it-the-ime, 246-247, 269-270; why the a. is temporal, 269; derived from the ecstatic
character of temporality, 269

‘:“gumne_ 82, 237: his well-known remark about time, 229. on time, 231-232

‘Wgustinian Order, 93

‘\“"ﬂge, l80

3uthenyc lexgentlich), 170f., 175, 286ff. 306. a. and inauthentic self-understanding,
10-161, 279; a. temporality as finite versus inauthentic time as infinite, 273; a. and
‘Rauthentic understanding, 279, 286 a. existence, defined, 287; “Authenticity is only

4 modification but not a total obliteration of inauthenticity,” 171
totelic, 147
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Avicenna, 81
awgiting, 293
away from something toward something (also: from something to something): ek tingg

ti (away from there, toward here). 242, 2435: called the dimension of motion, 242 &

Baumgarten, Alexander Gottlieb, 34, 36. 126

bedeuten, Bedeutung {to signify or mean, signification, meaning, Husserl), 185

Bedeutsamkeit (This term is used in two different senses, with regard to world ang with
regard to time.). See significance; time, expressed and expression

before and after, 236, 238, 241-242, 246-247, 254

beforehand, 71, 107, 109, 113, 129, 164, 165, 171, 209, 217; “Beforehand: that which
unveiled and understood already in advance in every existent Dasein before any appre-
hending of this or that being.” 165. Ser already

Begriff (concept), 83

behavior {Verhaltung; see alternative transiation: comportment): productive b., 110; everydey
b.. 259

beholding. 110, 118

being (Sein. to be, as contrasted with das Seiende, beings, that which is). The ontological
difference, g.v., asserts that “being is not itself a being.” das Sein is not das Seiende, 11,
1861, 1961, 2324, 431, 5261, 55— 56, 671, 77, 81, 8341, 86, 87, 92, 97, 102, 109, 112F,
1194, 125, 128, 147, 149— 150, 154, 201; b.-AMONG intraworldly beings, 278; APRIORITY
of b., 20, 24; as we "always already understand” it, 179; ARTICULATION of b., 18, 24; b-
AT-HAND (see alternative translations: b.-extant [this entry]: extant, extantness); BEINGS: b.
and beings, 318f.; b. of beings: “being is always being of beings,” 21, 123, 128, 201, 304,
307; "the true and proper being of beings.” 150; the b. of beings which are not Dasein,
175; understanding of the b. of beings, 175; unity of the original concept of the b. of
beings. 176; the question of the b. of beings, 224; the common characterization of the b.
of beings via time is untenable, 306; CONCEPT of b., 83ff.; average concept of b. (as being:
produced), 154; see this entry, multiplicity; b. as CONSCIOUSNESS (Husserl), 124-12%
CONSTITUTION of b., 15, 78: b. as COPULA, the “is.” 24, 39, 40, 177, 179180, 182-183,
202, 204205, b. as combining concept in a judgment, positedness of the S-P relation.
180, 181; b. of the copula in horizon of whatness, essentia (Hobbes), 183f.; b. in sens®
of copula as essentia, existentia, truth, and function of combination (index of preds »
202, 204 ~203; b. in sense of copula as being-something (accidental), being-what (“'f'
essary), being-how, and being-true, 204 —205; being together, as prior to and detetm*
native of the combinatory function of the copula, 212; being DA, 166; b. and the D:\s_m‘"
all elucidation of b. is oriented to the Dascin, 223; b. "is, as it were, based in 8 being-
namely, in the Dasein.” 19; b. of the Dasein, 166ff.; DIVERSITY AND UNITY of b. 125:”‘.
theses, 3rd thesis, modern; b. of the EGO, 125, 131; b. of EQUIPMENT. 292-293. 30
characterized by a specific functionality, 292—293; b. as ESSENTIA-EXISTENTIA verss
whoness-existence. 120; b, as EXISTENCE, 39—40; b. in the sense of existence, underst b
in existentiell understanding, 279; see existence; b. of an EXISTENT BEING, 318-31% :
EXTANT (same as being-on-hand, being-at-hand. being-present-at-hand, extantness:
handness: Vorhandensein, Vorhandenheit), 119, 147 — 148 (traditional view of being). &
205, 212, 218; b. of FINITE ENTITIES (things or persons) as producedness, 150: b.--
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165. b. 1 GENERAL, 222f1.; b. as GIVEN: “Being is given only if truth, hence if the Dasein,
easts.” 18-19% how b. is given for the Dasein, 321; b. and GoOD, 29.; b.-HANDY. b. of
the handy. handiness (Zuhandensein, Zuhandenheit): the way a being with the essential
charactet of equipment is, 304, 309; see equipment (this entry); equipment; functionality:
pandy. b. of the I, 142; (original) IDEA of b., 154; IDEAL b., 81; b.-IN, defined as unity of
the structural relational moments of being-toward-itself, being-with-others, and being-
among-the-extant, 301; “Being-in is essentially being-in-the-world,” 301: b. as the INDE-
TERMINATE IMMEDIATE (Hegel), 84; b.-IN-ITSELF, 110, 112ff.; INTERPRETATION of b., 44;
sec interpretation; b.-IN-THE-WORLD: see being-in-the-world; b. IN TIME (in der Zeit Sein),
256: means, for Aristotle, being measured by time, 256; see intratemporality (Innerzei-
ugkeit): b. in sense of the “Is” of assertion in Aristotle, 180f.; b. as the “is”: see copula;
b-JLDGED, 201, b. judged in a true judgment, i.e., identified with objectivity and meaning
(Sinn), 202-203; KANTIAN VIEW of b.: b. equals perceivedness, positedness, 189; see
Kant; theses, 1st thesis, Kantian; b.-.KNOWN, 128; founded LEVELS of b., 305; b. as the
LOGOS, 312; MEANING of b., 16, 23, 223—224; b. of MIND (res cogitans), 122; b.-MISSING
(see missing): how its uncovering is possible, 310; how the comportment of missing
something is possible, 310—311; MODE of b. (Seinsart), see mode of being; and ¢f. way
of being (Seinsweise); MODIFICATION of b., 18— 19, 24: (possible) MULTIPLICITY of b. and
unity of the concept of b., 120, 174; b. of NATURE (res extensa), 122, 168ff.; b. as identical
with NOTHING, 312; OBJECTIFICATION of b., constitutive for philosophy (ontology) as a
science, 322; b. as OBJECTIVENESS (Rickert), 156~ 157; as OBJECTIVITY, 201, see b.-judged
{this entry); b.-ON-HAND (same as being-extant, etc.), 212; why b. is not identifiable with
PERCEIVEDNESS, 314; meaning of “being is perception,” 315; b. of PERSON versus thing,
139-140; b. understood in POSITING, as the letting-stand of something on its own self,
316-317: b. as PoSITION (Kant), 32-33, 39T, 42f.. 4849, 313, see posit; interpreted
Temporally, 317 -318; b. as PRAESENS, 317; b. as PREDICATE: not a real predicate, 313,
316: as so-called logical predicate, 316—317; PROBLEMS of b., see problem; b. as PRO-
DUCEDNESS, being-produced, 147ff. 150, 152; PROJECTION of b.: b. is projected as such
by an understanding-of-being involved in all existentiell understanding, 279-280; b. is
Projected upon time, 280; inquiry beyond b.. to that on which it is projected. the beyond,
the epekeina, 282, 285; SCIENCE of b., 11f., 17. (§3. Philosophy as science of being), see
ontology: philosophy; SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS as b. of the Kantian person or subject, 152;
b. of the SUBJECT, being-a-subject, 65, 174, 301; b. as identical with THINKING, 312: b.
ind TIME, in pre-philosophical and philosophical knowledge, 302—303: b. is to be seen
1 its Temporal determination, 228; Temporal interpretation of b. as being-handy, 303§.
defect (untruth) in Temporal interpretation of b., 322: question about the b. of time, 255:
b of time 1 interpreted by the falling Dasein as extantness, 272; b.-TOWARD intraworldly
‘Z’*l";gx 278; b.toward itself, 300; b.-TRUE (Wahrsein) o false, 180, 183, 188~ 189, 213
218, 218T., its relation to the extant, 218; being-true, unveiledness, as fundamental
€ondition for the Dasein’s existence, 221; “Being-true means unveiling. We include in this
the mode of uncovering as well as that of disclosure, the unveiling of the being whose
. !N 15 not that of the Dasein and the unveiling of the being that we ourselves are." 216;
('; disclose; exhibition; trueness; truth; uncover: unveil: b. of TRUTH, 222ff.- TRUTH-
."\k’“fl ER of b., 18f., 24; UNDERSTANDING-OF-BEING (Seinsverstindnis), 16, see under-
Htanding of being; b. understood in an uncbjective. pre-ontological way, 281; “we under-
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slandbcingﬁmthewigindhmiznmlmﬁmofthcmofumpwaﬁty,'307;“"
being (Seinsweisel, 15. 18. 23. 24, 12281, see way of being; mode of being: b.-wiry, m“'
168: b.-with the handy and the extant (the at-hand), 297; b.-with 1,
279-280, 288, 296; b.-with-others, 278, 292. 301; b.-WITHIN-THE-WORLD n,
lichkeit), 1656, see intraworldly; b-WITHIN-TIME (Innerzeitigkeit), see inmwb
as WHONESS-EXISTENCE versus essentia-existentia, 120 ;

being-in-the-world (In-der- Welt-sein), 161, 162, 164, 166, 168f.. 170f., 174, 175, 2, 20
216, 217, 270, 276, 278-279, 279-280, 288, 289, 292, 2944, 312, 322, 323 =d
DaAsEIN: b. belongs to the Dasein’s existence, 166, 298; it is the basic deurmim o
existence, 174; a basic structure of the Dasein, 175; a determination of the Daseln, 175,
the basic constitution of the Dasein, 208, 296; belongs to the basic comtinnig.d'&;
Dasein, 278; how the Dasein is as b., 278; interrelations of self, world, and undm
in unity of structure of the Dasein as b., 297 -298; b. as FOUNDATION OF INTENTIONAUSTY,
161ff.; presupposition for apprehension of anything at all, 164; its MEANING, 296 is
OCCUPIED WITH ITS OWN BEING, 276; b. and TEMPORALITY: ground of temporality of
commerce with intraworldly beings, 291: "It is only from the temporality of being-in-the-
world that we shall understand how being-in-the-world is already, as such,
of being,” 292; how it is founded on temporality. 298; b. and TRUTH, 216; b, and
UNDERSTANDING OF BEING, 292 condition of possibility for all UNDERSTAMDING OF
BEINGS, 298

beings, a being, that which is, what is, entities, an entity (Seiendes, das Seiende, as contrased
with das Sein, being, q.v.: see ontological difference), 10— 11, 13, 16, 21-22, 24, 33, 47,
50, 52, 53, 66, 70, 72, 74, 776.. 8161., 84f1., 87, 88, 91-92, 98-99, 100, 105, 106&, 1126,
118-119, 119, 128, 139, 141, 1486, 154, 166, 168€., 177, 182183, 197, 202, 2071,
210, 216, 217, 2186, 227, 265H., 272, 2914, 294€F., 300, 304305, 318, 320K the
b. that is pure ACTUALITY versus affected with possibility, 82; ADDITION to a b., 91; BEING
of beings, handiness of the handy, at-handness of the at-hand, thingness of things, beiog
of the Dasein, of fellow- Daseins, 204; COMPORTMENT TOWARD beings, 274, 275; objective
concept of beings, 83—8+; beings as CREATED, uncreated, 82, 8889, 911, 93-94, e,
98-99, 100, 104; the DASEIN: see Dasein (the), as the being that we ourselves are; belogs
as DISPLAYED in assertion, 209ff.; the b. that exists by reason of its ESSENCE versus by
participation in a b. that exists on its own, 82; the properly ESSENTIAL b., 90 the FALSE
and apparent as beings, 207 —208; FINITE beings, 79, 81f1., 93, 148; FREE beings. “&"'_
b. that is FROM ITSELF, from another, B2; how beings are GIVEN for the Dasein, 320"_311'
HANDY beings, 308 ~309; beings dealt with as handy or as extant, 318; HISTORICAL being*
169—170; INFINITE beings. 79, 81; how a b. is encountered “IN ITSELF” via antec®
understanding of functionality, etc.. 293; every b. is IN TIME, 256; INTRAWORLDLY being?-
280, see intraworldly; LIVING beings, 10: beings as thought in the LOGOS, 206; the b. tb#*
is in each case MINE, that in each case | myself am, 298; see Dasein (the), as the being | e
we ourselves are; NON-beings, 95; OBJECTIFICATION of beings, constitutive for the gl
sciences, 320f.; ONTOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION of beings, 78; PROJECTION of ontol
constitution of a region of beings, 321; RATIONAL beings, 138; “SELF and world 87¢
two beings,” 297; the b, that is meant by SOUL or SUBJECT, 255; to be as it is,ab o
not need TRUTH, unveiledness, 220—221; UNDERSTANDING of the being of bdn_s! .
possible by time, 204; UNIVERSE of beings, 82; UNVEILEDNESS of beings in theif
210
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el ongmg-gogelher. 83, 209, 312 b. of scllf and world, 297 .

Bergson- Henni, 231-232, criticism of his view of the dimensional character of time, 244
ween: truth lies in the middle, “between” things and the Dasein, 214. See middle; truth

Bewandtnis (functionality, g.v.), 164; "Equipmental character is constituted by what we call
Wndmis,ﬁmctiouﬁty.' 292

beyond icf. Gireek expressions, epekeina), 284, 285; beyond., that transcends being, 286; the
Dasein, as transcendent, is beyond itself, 291, 299-300; “beyond itself,” 306

ichnung (designation, Husserl), 185

peology and philosophy, 191

birth certificate, 100, 116

pismarck. Otto von, 5

body. 143. 146, 203

Boethius, 30

Bonaventura, 30

Brentano, Franz, 58

bygooe (vergangen, Vergangenheit), expression for the past, distinguished from the past as
having-been-ness, 290. See has been; past

alendar date, 262

anbe (Seinkonnen; see alternate translations: ability-to-be; capacity-to-be), 277, 289-
290, 295

apacity-to-be (can-be, ability-to-be), 170, 267, 276

Capreolus, Joannes, 93, 103--104

are, 312; purposely disregarded, 298

arry away (entriicken; alternative translations, carry off, remove [q.u.]; ecstasis), 267, 287,
307: a carrying-away belongs to each of the ecstases of time, 267

Cassirer, Ernst, 27

Gtegorical: c. assertion, proposition, judgment, 200; ¢. imperative, ontological significance
of Kant's formulation, 139

Gtegory, 36— 37, 45, 75, 89, 124, 129, 143, 146; Kant's table of categories, 36—37; formal-
pophantic categories. 126— 127; Kant's categories as basic ontological concepts, 143; as
fundamental concepts of nature, 145

Catholic, 80, . phenomenology, 20; theology, 118

Cause. causation, causality, 87, 92, 148~ 149, 187; causa prima, 119; causality of nature and
"‘f‘dOm (Kant), 148; copula as index of ¢. of assignment of different names to the same
thing (Hobbes), 186~ 187. 188, 192

ve: Plato’s cave simile interpreted, 284ff.

“&ating.10-be, 93
Centaur, 24

Cerutuds,, gg,
?»f_~ 197; ¢. of place (phora), 238ff. 243 (and sequence of the a priori connections);
Qlitative ¢ (alloiosis), 242
able, 33
lelf’ 138, Purposeful c. of self, 170; the Dasein's self-choice through understanding, 278;
; choice 1n resoluteness, authentic existence, 287

%:““n- 103: C. theology. 118; C. world-view, 118
Mology, 80
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circle, 224, 237

circumspection, circum-sight (Umsicht, Um-sicht, um-sichtig). 109, 163, 311

clock, 229, 240, 245, 2576 ; reading time from a clock, 258: clock-usage: its mode Ofb%
258; source of invention of clocks: economical reckoning with time, 258; time
ment, as explicit manifestation of common understanding of time, 260—-261 ety

co-Dasein, fellow-Dasein, 279

cogito, cogitatio, 126

cognition, cognitive faculty, 46—47, 50, 99, 101, 104, 149~ 150, 283—284; essence of the
cognitive faculty, 66; "Only the creator is capable of a true and proper cognition of| .
(paraphrase of Kant), 150; our inadequate interpretation of c., 275; philosophica] ¢. ",
relationship to being, distinguished from other cognitive comportments toward beings,
275; ¢. and understanding, 276, 277 - 278; c. and science, 320. See unveil; uncover; disclose

combination, 36, 127, 129, 144, 195, 199, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206; c. of S and Ping
proposition, expressed by “is,” 182; c. as present in idea of being, 212

coming-back-to, 300. See past

coming-to-be, 107

coming-toward: coming-toward-itself, 265, 287; coming-toward-itself from things, 289,
coming-toward-oneself, 265. See future, existential concept

commerce (Umgang, umgehen): c. with BEINGS, 118, 169, 317; c. with immediately en-
countered beings. as founded in existence, 291 =292, and grounded on a specific tem-
porality, 292, 302; its specific temporality as retentive-expectant enpresenting of
equipmental contexture, 304; c. with EQUIPMENT, 295, 303—304; c. with HANDY AND
EXTANT ENTITIES, as dependent on temporality, praesens, 309; c. with the INTRAWORLDLY,
311; its uninterrupted quality, 309; c. with THINGS, 168, 289—-290, 293

commercium: c. of free beings, 148—149 (Kant)

common sense: sound common sense, the so-called healthy human understanding
(Hegel), 14

communication, 211-212; meaning of c., 210; its relationship to being-in-the-world and
world as shared by Daseins, 297ff.

complementun possibilitatis, 32

comportment (Verhalten, Verhaltung: see alternative translation: behavior), 16, 47, 50, s6dl.
60, 61, 64, 65, 71, 75, 108, 109, 110~ 111, 122, 265; c. toward BEINGS, 16; not limited 0
cognitive, theoretical c., 275; grounded as understanding in temporality, 286;
entry into same ¢. in COMMUNICATION, 210; the DASEIN'S ¢. toward beings:
other Daseins, the handy, the extant, 318; the Dasen’s c. toward its own most pec™
ability to be, 265; c. and EGO OR SUBJECT, 61 ego as ground of its unity in the mukipliaty
of its comportments (Kant), 127; ENPRESENTING c¢. to the at-hand, extant entity,
comporting EXISTINGLY toward the extant, 65; EVERYDAY ¢., 289; c. toward the .
312 INTENTIONAL CHARACTER of comportments, 58ff., 61, 155; intentional c.. 6'" d’
158ff. intentional c. to beings, including the self. and the indifferent understanding o
their being, 175—176; intentional c. of assertion, 208; ¢. and INTENTIONALITY, 61, 7
intentionality "belongs to the essential nature of comportments, so that to
intentional comportment is already a pleonasm. 61: a basic c. by which the -
develops ONTOLOGY as a science, 319~320; PERCEPTUAL ¢., 71; PRODUCTIVE, P“’d'ﬂm
intuitive c.. 105, 1066 109—110, 112ff. 115 118; that to which each c. RELATES:
natural comportmental REIATIONSHIP to things, 162, 173, TEMPOKAL c.. 26541.;
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senting. expecting, retaining as comportments in which TIME expresses itself, 257ff., 260:
onginal. primary ¢. toward time: guiding oneself according to time, 258; UNDERSTANDING
c. in communication, 210; and toward things handy and things extant, described, 289 -
¢. toward beings belongs together with UNDERSTANDING OF BEING, 327; UNVEILING as c.
of the g0, 216

compositio. 78, 8889, 91, 92: c. realis, 92

comprehension, conceptual (Begreifen, begreifen; ¢f. concept = Begriff), 14, 279, 319, 323
¢. versus understanding, 274275

conceal. concealment, concealedness (verbergen, Verbergung, Verborgenheit, Verborgen-
sein). 215: ¢. of temporality, Temporality, transcendence, world, being-in-the-world, but
not oomp]ett. 322

concept (Begriff), 30fF., 38(F., 41, 8384, 94, 100, 129, 153, 317; . of BEING as emptiest and
simplest, 16, 84; Kant's c. of being or existence, 42, 43ff.. (see being: existence; perception;
position); ¢. of being as positedness of combination in judgment, 179 180; CONCEPTUS,
83 ; COPULA as combinatory c., 199; c. of the COSMOS as in Paul, 297; c. of DIMENSION,
242; ¢. of EIDOS, 106, 151; c. of LIFE: its philosophical content, formulated with the aid
of the c. of existence, is being-in-the-world, 173; metabole, Umschlag, as the most general
¢. of MOTION, 234; basic ontological concepts of NATURE (Galileo), 321; c. of OBJECTIVITY
OF OBJECTS in Neo-Kantianism, 202; ORIGIN of ¢. of: existence, 100, 102ff.; essence, 100;
c. of OUSIA in Greek ontology, 151; concepts and PHENOMENA, 159—160; c. of PHILOSOPHY
and the non-philosophical sciences, depends on c. of the Dasein, 320; c. of REALITY, 34f].,
37, 43; c. of SUBJECT, 167~ 168; Kant's c. of SUBJECT-OBJECT, 155; c. of TEMPORALITY, to
be defined, 292; common c. of TIME, 228, 324 —325; concepts of time: traditional, 230,
231; natural, 232; ¢, of TRANSCENDENCE, philosophical, explained, 298ff.; “more original
concept of transcendence,” 323; ¢. of TRUTH, 214; UNANALYZABLE c., 44; ¢. of UNDER.
STANDING: how it must be taken, 276; delineation of it, 276ff.; c. of WORLD, 164 - 165,
165 (phenomenological versus pre-philosophical), 174, 294, 296ff.; common c. of the
world, 297

oncept formation, in philosophy: why opposed to that of the positive sciences, 327

conceptualizability, 323. See comprehension, conceptual

Concreation, 104

Concretum, 187

“onscioushood (Bewusstheit, technical term introduced by Natorp), 156

Cnsciousness, 21, 73, 156, 158—159, 223, 323; being as ¢. (Husserl), 124—125; c. of pro-
ductive project, 151; c. and truth, 214

“onsignification, 181

€ONsPicuous- what makes the handy become c.. 311

%tamy. 11

co?:;‘“““m. 56. 59, 64, 65 (This term appears in many contexts; see, for instance, Dasein

%tel. constirution, or intentionality, constitution.)

cmu'uclmn. phenomenological. 22. See phenomenclogical

cont 'Ner ume as ¢., 252, 255. See embrace; hold-around

®mplation, 293

ntent, g3, 92, 102, 215; c. of judgment, 202; possible eternal subsistence of c. of true

K:meuan. independently of the latter's truth, 221. phenomenological c. of common
€. 257; real {sachliche) content, 304, 316 {see Sache: thing; essence. The Lexicon does
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not attempt to list the occurrences of the adjectve “sachlich,” which appears m’
most often translated by inherent, intnnsic, more rarely by thing as in t.hmg% .

contexture, 163ff., 208 —209: c. of things, 175; c. of phenomena belonging to the logos 21))7
See equipmental, contexture: function: significance; world L

continuity (Stetigkeit: sunecheia), 236, 238, 242ff.; experience of . in elements of 4 conty,
uum, 244

continuum, 236, 242; the now as c. of flux of time, 249

contradiction, 39, 54, 74

copula, 15, 24, 39, 40, 75, 177, 179 AMBIGUITY in c. (Mill). 194ff.; BEING of the ¢ In the
horizon of whatness {essentia) (Hobbes), 183ff.. according to Aristotle, 180€; in the
horizon of essence and existence (Mill), 192ff., summary account, 201.; function of c
as COMBINING AND SEPARATING: sunthesis and diairesis, 199; EXAMPLES for interpretatiog
by the different theories of the being of the c., 203—204; its INDIFFERENCE, 210f;
of the c. and theory of double JUDGMENT (Lotze), 198ff.; NEGATIVE c., denied by Lotze,
199; c. as sign of PREDICATION (Mill}, 193—194; PROBLEM of the c., 179 180; functiona]
SENSE assigned to the c. by Hobbes, 186: characteristic TREATMENTS of the ¢, 179; ¢.
defined as TRUTH by Hobbes, 188. See “is”

cosmology. 80; cosmologia rationalis, 80

cosmos, 115, 165

count, counting, counted, 237, 239ff., 254, 255; the nows as counted, 245~ 246; countedness
of time, rooted in ecstatic-horizonal constitution of temporality, 274. See time, Aristote’s
definition discussed

Counter-Reformation, 79

cover up, covering up (verdecken, Verdeckung: cf. conceal = verbergen): covering-up of
original time, due to falling, 2718.; cavering-up of structural moments of world-time,
grounded in falling, 271

creation, 93, 98-99, 101, 104, 118

creator, 104, 150, 151

creatura, creatures, 81, 82, 91

critical: philosophy as the critical science, 17

culture, 169~170

Da (here, there, here-there). See Translator's Appendix, “A Note on the Da and the Dasein
3336 the Da, the here-there, as the Dasein’s openness, 300; the Da as where the
and the extant are encountered, 300; the Da, toward-itself as for-the-sake-of, 301: “Ter
porality exists—ist da—as unveiled, because it makes possible the ‘Da’ and its un
ness in general,” 307 @

Dasein (the), 68, 9ff., 18f., 22, 24, 28, 43, 55, 56, 58, 59. 6+f., 694., 73ff., 87, 101'1‘519‘
105, 108, 110~ 111, 113ff, 118, 1191, 122-123, 141, 144, 147, 154-155, 157, -
161-162, 16461, 170~171, 1746, 183, 207f., 211, 214f., 217-218, 219€., N
227-228, 237, 255, 259, 2654, 268, 270ff., 275fF., 279ff., 284, 2864., 291, 29357
295f1., 302—303, 307308, 311, 313, 317, 3186, 320ff., 325; the D. is o,
with its ABILITY-TO-BE, 295; ontological ANALYTIC of the D., 16, 19; the D. 33 & ¥
condition for ascertaining the structure of ASSERTION, 209; the D.s undenllﬂd'"{m
modes of being is presupposed in assertion, 211 —212: the BEING of the D., 153,169~
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the . as the being to whose being (existence) an understanding of being belongs, 312,
snd to the interpretation of which all the problems of ontology return, 154: the D. and
the question of the being of being, 222—223; how the D. is in its being-free-for its own
ilities, 276, 277. the D. latently or pre-ontologically distinguishes being and beings,
319. the D.’s relation to beings and to being, 3204f., 325 - 326; COMMON CONCEPTION of
the D.. 110; the D.’s COMPORTMENTS, 57ff., 110-111, 122, 158, as intentional, 161;
roward beings, 318, the necessary conditions: understanding and affective self-finding,
281, a basic CONSTITUTION of the D., 64: existential constitution of the D.s being,
ontological constitution of the D., 7475, 117, 119, 122, 154f1., 162, 171, 174, 268, 274,
294, 312 CONTRAST between the D. and extant beings, 64, 164; existential DETERMI-
NATION of the D., 214; the D. as the being to whose mode of being DISCLOSURE belongs
essentially, 18 (see Da); disclosure of the D. for itself, 111, 158ff.; the D.'s ECSTATIC-
HORIZONAL constitution, 302, 305; the D.'s EXISTENCE as being-in-the-world, 164; FAC-
1icAL D. as for-the-sake-of-being-able-to-be-with-one-another, 296; the D.'s FORGETTING
of its prior understanding of being. 326: the D.'s distinctive FUNCTION for making possible
an adequately founded ontological inquiry in general, 16— 17, 22, 56, 122; the D. as theme
of FUNDAMENTAL ONTOLOGY, 223—224; the D. as FUTURAL, 265; the D.'s relation to the
HANDY. 292; MEANING of the term “Dasein” for us and in Kant and Scholasticism, 28;
MODE OF BEING of the D., 64, 161, 174; ONTOLOGICAL PRIORITY of the D., 223-224;
ONTOLOGY of the D., 55, 56, 75 ("the ontology of the Dasein represents the latent goal
and constant and more or less evident demand of the whole development of Western
philosophy”), 117, 167; the D.’s primary ORIENTATION toward beings as extant things,
which influences the D.'s understanding of being and of itself, 271—-272; the D. as PAST
in the existential sense of having-been-ness: “The Dasein can as little get rid of its [past
a3/ bygoneness as escape its death. In every sense and in every case everything we have
been is an essential determination of our existence.  The Dasein, in being, necessarily
adlways hasbeen.  This entails that /pastness in the sense of/ having-been-ness belongs
to the Dasein's existence,” 265—266; need for PREPARATORY ONTOLOGICAL INVESTIGA.
TION of the D., 224; exposition of the D.'s basic constitution as preparatory, presupposed
from Being and Time, 228; preparatory ontological interpretation of the D., 313; the D.’s
enpresenting and its PRESENT, 266; the D. as "free and open for the thou” only in RESOLUTE
INDIVIDUATION, 288; “SELF and world belong together in the single entity, the Dasein,”
297: the D.s SELF-GIVENNESS, its (pre-reflexive) givenness to itself (but see reflection):
“The self 15 there for the Dasein itself without reflection and without inner perception,
before all reflection, 159; SELF-PURPOSIVENESS and the ontological constitution of the D..
W1, 295- 296, meaning of “The Dasein exists for-the-sake-of-itself” as ontological. not
o‘“f'c‘l- 296. the D.’s ontological constitution as for-the-sake-of-itself, 296; the D.’s SELF-
u‘Dl'll'ci'l”.‘\xl)lN(‘.. 110: via its capacity-to-be, 265; existential, ontological STRUCTURE of
the :; 64, 166, 170: the D.’s ontological constitution as rooting in TEMPORALITY, 228;
com * temporal comportment and self-expression, 259; the D.’s three basic temporal
m Portments, as expressible by the then, at-the-time, and now, 259—260; why the D.
Ust be called the temporal entity as such, contrasted with other entities, 271; how the
po s led to cover up original temporality and interpret time as extant, 271-272; tem-
"ality a5 condition of possibility of the D.'s being. 274; temporality and the D.’s un-
™anding of being, 280; the D.'s basic constitution lies in temporality, 291, the D). as



350 Lexicon

temporal, in the original sense of time, 311: the D. and temporality:

general is ecstatic-horizonal self-projection simply as such, on the basis of which
Dasein’s transcendence is possible. Rooted in this transcendence is the Dasein;
constitution. being-in-the-worid, or care, which in turn makes intentio

312: the D., temporality, and the understanding of being, 312-313; the D.’s ﬁnan“
in THINGS. 17161; the D. as understanding itself and other D.'s via things,‘zgs; the
motion and being-with, in its understanding of TIME, 259: the D.’s ontological constie
as constituted by time-sequence temporality, 268; the D.’s TRANSCENDENCE, 295; 4,
as the transcendent, as what is truly transcendent, 299. 323: "Only a being with the
of being of the Dasein transcends. [T]ranscendence is precisely what essen
characterizes its being. . . The Dasein is the transcendent being. Objects and thing,
never transcendent,” 299—300; the D.s TRUTH and its existing in truth, defininj
described, 216: the D. as determined by being-true, 217: the D. as basis of possibily
truth, 219f.; the D.’s existentiell (ontical) UNDERSTANDING, 291; the D.'s
derstanding of beings and being, 315; by its own constitution the D. UNVEILS
appropriates them to itself as unveiled, 221; the D. and WORLD, 255, 2964.

Dasein (the), as the being that we ourselves are, 16, 28, 56, 64, 75, 119, 120-121, 140,
155, 166, 169. 170, 215-216, 223, 224, 255 (“the being that is meant by soul or subje
298, 321: “the being that is in each case mine, that at each time I myself am®

datability: d. as structural moment of expressed time, 262ff.; defined as the relational #t
ture determined by a “when” belonging to each now, then, and at-the-time, 262
possible indefiniteness, 262~263; d. belongs to the essential constitution of the t
determinations, 262-263; its derivation from the ecstatic character of temporality, .
d. overlooked by Aristotle, 261€.

death, 273

definition, definitio. 84, 86, 102, 105, 106, 108; Mill's theory of d. as nominal anv
real, 196f%.

degeneration: why all genesis is degeneration. 308

deitas, 90

Descartes, René, 11, 35, 37-38, 61, 66, 73. 74, 80, 82. 124-125, 125(., 147, 148,
154-153, 174, 195

destruction, phenomenological, 22-23, 24. See phenomenological, method

determination (Bestimmung), 34, 35, 43, 70, 76, 90-91. 159, 166, 168, 169, 203,
300fT., 214, 215, 217-218. 218~219, 242, 297; as determinatio or realitas in m'
ontological d.s of the moral person (Kant), 140ff.; the most central d. of temporality
world. 302; d. of time, 305; now-d.. 306

deus. 81. 90

diairesis: S = P as separation, 182. See Greek expressions, diairesis

dialectic, 53, 152~ 153, 155, 253; transcendental d., 80; idealism's d. of consciousness:

difference: real d. between essence and existence, 91ff. See distinction

difference. ontological. See ontological difference

dignity. 137

Dilthey, Wilhelm, 51—-52. 173, 178. his contrast between understanding and expl
tion, 275



Lexicon 351

Amension. dimensionality, 242, 248—248: d. of motion, defined in completely formal sense
a stretch. qu, 242

ping. 147 DJing and Sache, 139. See thing

Dronysius the Areopagite, 30, 81

direction. direction-toward, directedness, etc., 21, 57-58, 60, 62ff. 67, 68. 71. 217, 258,
268, 293, 314, 322; d. toward the “wherefore and whereto there is still time now,” 259
self-chrection toward, intentionality, 314; directional sense, 68, 113, 118 (of perception.
intuttion). 315, 317

discharge. 114, 151. See release; set free

disclose, disclosing, disclosedness, disclosure (erschliessen, Erschliessen, Erschlossenheit),
18. 50. 71ff., 215—-216, 219, 270, 280, 318; disclosure of BEING, 67, 72; disclosure defined
as the “unveiling of the being that we ourselves are, the Dasein, and that has existence
as its mode of being.” 215; but ¢f.: “Not only does its uncoveredness—that it is uncov-
ered—belong to the entity which is perceived in perception, but also the being-under-
stood, that is, the disclosedness of that uncovered entity’s mode of being. We therefore
distinguish not only terminologically but also for reasons of intrinsic content between the
uncoveredness of a being and the disclosedness of its being,” 72; disclosure of EXTANTNESS,
71; disclosedness of OTHER DASEINS, 279; disclosure of SELF in intentional comportment,
158-159; disclosedness and UNCOVEREDNESS, 71-72; disclosing as one way of UNVEIL.
ING, 215-216; disclosure of WORLD for the Dasein, 219, 279, 294. See truth; uncover;
unveil

discourse, 210:; exhibitive d., 180

disparting, 209, 211-212; exibitive d., 209

display (aufweisen, Aufweisung), 209f.; primary character of assertion, 209; presupposes
unveiledness of beings and differentiation of understanding of being, 212. See exhibition

disposable, 108109

dispositio entis, 104

distinctio: (1) distinctio modalis ex natura rei; d. formalis, 90, 93-94, 96; (2) distinctio
nationis, 90, 94ff.; d. rationis pura vel ratiocinantis et d. rationis ratiocinata vel cum
fundamento in re, 96; (3) distinctio realis, 89— 90, 91f.. 95

distinction, distinctio, 7767.. 8., 92; CONSTRUCTIVE d., 64; D. BETWEEN: BEING AND BEINGS,
225, 226f1.. 318f1.; see ontological difference; the temporalizing of this distinction is the
condition of possibility for its being explicitly know, 319, 321; BEING-HANDY AND BEING-
EXTANT (Zuhandensein, Vorhandensein), 304; BEING-IN-THE-WORLI) AND BEING-WITHIN-
THE-WORLD (intraworldliness), 168ff., 174 EGO AND NATURE (subject and object), 125ff.;
ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE (essentia and existentia), 77fl.; EXISTENTIELL UNDERSTANDING
OF THE DASEIN AS A BEING AND THE UNDERSTANDING OF BEING, 280; HORIZONS of the
before and after and the earlier and later, 246; INNER AND OUTER, see inner-outer distinc-
Yun. INTRATEMPORALITY of things and events and intratemporality of the nows, earlier
0ol laver, 251-252; Laxios in general and logos apophantikos, 180; MAKING OF A JUDG-
MEAT AND THE JUDGED CONTENT, 201; NOW as number in general and as the counting
ounted, 250; ONTOLOGICAL FUNCTIONALITY AND ONTICAL TELEOLOGY, 295; two senses
% the pas bygoneness (Vergangenheit) and having-been-ness (Gewesenheit), 265—266;
FERMON AND THING {person and Sache, ego and non-ego. subject and object, res cogitans



3s2 Lexicon

and res extensa), 137ff., 168~169, 175~176: PHILOSOPHY AND POSITIVE SCIENCRS, ax,
323; PHILOSOPHY AND WORLD-VIEW (Weltanschauung), 4., 11f., 320; pgs COGTTAY
AND RES EXTENSA, 123ff.; SUBJECT AND OBJECT. 125f. 140: TEMPORALITY ANp
DETERMINATIONS, 266; UNCOVEREDNESS OF A BEING AND DISCLOSEDNESS OF [Ts
72; UNCOVERING AND DISCLOSURE as the two ways of unveiling (of being-true), 28,
UNDERSTANDING AND CONCEPTUAL COMPREHENSION, 275; UNDERSTANDING OF BN
GENERAL (NARROW SENSE) AND UNDERSTANDING AS CONSTITUTIVE DETERMINATION or
THE DASEIN'S EXISTENCE, 278

Dominican Order, 79 (Preachers)

dogmatic metaphysics, 143

dogmatism, 124, 222

dream, 52f,

Duns Scotus, 20, 30, 80, 88f., 93-94, %4ff., 124

during, duration, 74, 232, 251, 263

dwell, dwelling, 64, 66, 171, 208, 216, 293, 325

earlier, 20, 107; e. as a time-determination, present in concept of the a priori, 324—328

earlier and later, 236, 240—-241, 2464.

earth, 255, 297

Ebbinghaus, Hermann, 52

Eckhart, Meister, 90-91

ecstasis, ecstases, ecstatic, 267, 269~270, 306(T., 311, 315, 317, 318; e. of future, 267; ¢. of
past, 267; e. of present, 267; unity of the three ecstases of temporality, 267; each ¢. has
its own horizonal schema, 302; e. of the present, and perception, 315; ecstatic unity, 311

ecstatic-horizonal, 287, 302, 305, 314-315; e. character, constitution of temporalicy,
267 ~268, 274, 302; e. unity of temporality, 307, 318

effect, 74

ego. 50, 56, 61, 64, 73— 74, 75, 123, 1256, 12961, 1316, 1376, 141-142, 1446, 147-148,
155-156. 174, 216, 219, 223, 272, 277, 278; original synthetic unity of APPERCEFTION
{Kant), 127, 144; condition of possibility of CATEGORIES, fundamental ontological cos-
dition of all being (Kant), 128 - 129; DETERMINANT and determinable {Kant, Fichte), 136
e. and EGOHOOD, 125f1.; EMPIRICAL e., 129, 146; sensibly empirical thinking (extant) ¢
versus pure e. of apperception, 145; ontologica! ground of possibility of all EXPERIENCING,
129, 144; "1-AM-ACTING,” 145; character of e. due to INTENTIONALITY of all comportment.
158ff.- “L-THINK,” 144; gound of possibility of the *I think” and of the categories, 144; I8
each case MINE, 130, 137; ONTOLOGY of the e., 147; flaw in e.-PROBLEM in Kant, 146:
SPONTANEITY and intelligence (Kant), 147: SUBJECT AND OBJECT (Kant), 130-131, 1548
e. defined by Kant as SUBJECTUM (hupokeimenon), 148; THEORETICAL AND PRA
e.: discordance in Kant's theory, 146; TRANSCENDENTAL e., 1256, 142

egohood, 127, 129, 130, 132; as ontological concept, 129; as self-consciousness, 132

ego-pole and ego-acts, 158 ned

¢idos: and anticipated look. 106 — 107; €. and morphe, 106— 107, e. as prototypical imag!
pattern, 151

Einstein, Albert, 232

ekstatikon, 267
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brace (umgreifen), 252, 254, 274; “Time does not itself belong to motion but embraces
" 252; time as embracing beings. 252, 274; "Due to its ecstatic character temporality is,
s it were, further outside than any possible object which the Dasein can encounter as
remporal. Because of this, any being that the Dasein encounters is already embraced by
.me from the very outset,” 274

empiricism. British, 195

encounter (begegnen, Begegnung), 70, 118, 169, 171, 219, 273-274, 290, 294 —-295, 297,
307, 310, 317; A BEING “can be encountered by us as a being only in the light of the
understanding of being,” 275; e. with HANDY AND AT-HAND BEINGS, 291; MOTION en-
countered with regard to the before and after, 238; how TIME is encountered, 235; in
connection with encountered motion, 237 ~238; immediately, 241; in connection with
motion, 244; as something counted, 250

end. ends, 138, 141142, 147, 148; man, and every rational being, as an end in himself
{Kant). 138: realm of ends: its ontical sense as the commercium or being-with-one-another
of persons as such, the realm of freedom (Kant), 139, 141; end-in-itself, 147

endure, enduring, 263

enpresent, enpresenting (gegenwirtigen, Gegenwirtigen), 257, 260261, 261f1., 265,
260, 287—288, 290-291, 310-311, 315, 316; enpresenting of A BEING, 269; enpre-
senting DEFINED, 260, 306-307; e. of EQUIPMENT: “In expectant-retentive enpresenting,
the equipment comes into play, becomes present, enters into a present {Gegen-wart/,”
293; e. in dealing with equipment, 309; e. implicit in EXPECTING AND RETAINING, 260,
how incorporated in each expecting and retaining, 260; e. of the INAUTHENTIC UNDER-
STANDING, 291; e. in MISSING AND FINDING SOMETHING, 310=311; e. and "NOW",
260-261; e. of something, the PRESENT, expresses itself in the now, 261 e. “for the most
part” contrasted with e. in RESOLUTENESS, 287; e. of something, expressed TEMPORALLY,
317. See temporal, comportments

ens, 35, 81-82, 83, 90-91, 92, 99, 183, 194; ens a se, ab alio, 82, 88—89; actus purus,
ns potentiale, 82, 88; conceptus formalis entis, conceptus objectivus entis, 83—84; ens
Creatum, increatum, 82, 89, 91, 92, 98, 118119, 152; “ens” as participle, as noun, 84 —85;
esse, ens, beingness as producedness, 152; ens finitum, infinitum, 79, 81-82, 89, 148,
151 ens necessarium, contingens, 82; ens per essentiam, per participationem, 82; ens
Perfecussimum, 79; ens rationis, 81, 183; ens reale, 183; ens realissimum (allerrealstes
Wesen, the most real of all beings), 37, 148. See esse

entitas, 89, 194

entity, entities (Seiendes, das Seiende; see altevnative translation: beings), 165, 168, 169,
212-213, 218-219; historical e., 169~ 170; how the extant e. can be true, 218-219;
Presencing e., 307

Vironing world (Umwelt), 171

Wironment (Umgebung}, 168

Pistemolagical, epistemology, 59, 128; epistemological realism, 62

"Ripmen; (Zeug), 16261, 171, 258, 292f., 295, 299, 303f1.. 308f.. DESIGNATION: "The
Reayest things that surround us we call equipment,” 163; EMPLOYMENT of e., described,
. : ENPRESENTING of e., 293; relation of e. to its EQUIPMENTAL CONTEXTURE, 292, 294,
PO, 163 164; conditions for encountering HANDY e.. 299; ¢, is IN-ORDER-TO in an
ONtological sense: its whatness and howness are constituted by functionality, 292-293;
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exampl.es of e.. waken in broaq ONTOLOGICAL SENSE, 292; hou._r e is ux\'m_m g
483. e. is USABLE as such only if already projected upon a functional relation, 293

equipmental (adjective translating the noun-form Zeug when it functions as initia]
nent of a compound word such as Zeugcharakrer, Zeugzusammenhang): e. m“m
292, 304; constituted by functionality (Bewandtnis, q.v.), 292; e. CONTEXTURE, 1628
171, 292ff., 303304, 309-310: condition for its apprehension as contexture, 24 “:
derstanding of it precedes use of equipment, 294; e. FUNCTION, 292; primarily COntirure,
the being of equipment, 292; e. USE, made possible by letting-function ‘“"dﬂlund“ o
functionality), 292~-293; e. WHOLE, 163

error, 37; its possibility, 216

esse, 83fF.,, 87, 88, 92, 109, 112, 152, 203—204; the est for Hobbes, 198. See ens

essence, 15, 30f., 77ff., 79, 82-83, 85f., 881, 91ff., 93, 944, 99, 100, l”-m'm
essential proposition (Mill). 195ff., 203; superessential e., 90: interpretation of e. in ancien
and in modern ontology. 106ff; e. of time, 2336

essentia, 13, 18, 24, 31, 77ff., 83f1., 88fF., 91fF., 93-94, 94ff., 99f1.. 1061., 112, 119F., 138,
187, 194, 198, 202, 203204, 218; ¢. DEI, 79; DISTINCTION between e. and existentie,
88f.; e. of MAN and of things, 141; e. as translation of OUSIA, 108—109; PROBLEMATIC
as universally valid concept, 119, 120; e. REALIS, 85, 86

eternity, 115, 303

everlasting, 303

evil, 37-38

exemplary entity, 123; nature as e., 123

exhibition (Aufzeigung), 209-210, 210ff., 215, 218; e. as basic structure of ASSERTION, 209:
“The primary moment of the structure of assertion is fixed by exhibition,” 210; exhibltive
DISCOURSE. 180; e. as intentionally UNVEILING COMPORTMENT, 218; “Exhibition has the
character of unveiling, and it can be determination and communication only because it
unveils. This unveiling, which is the basic function of assertion, constitutes the character
traditionally designated as being-true,” 215. See apophansis; display

exist, existence, existentiality (This entry covers occurrences in the sense of Existenz, but
also includes some in the sense of Dasein, Vorhandenheit, Vorhandensein. For certain
special occurrences. see Existenz.) 9fF., 15, 18—19, 20, 24, 2767., 30f., 368., 39€., 3.
476.,49-50. 54, 648, 7161.. 74— 75, 7761., 83F., 868 88T, 9167, 93— 94, 94ff., 99-100:
1001, 108, 109, 111, 112, 117, 120-121, 1376, 141, 145, 147, 153, 154, 157, 1584,
161, 1644, 168ff., 1706, 174, 175, 176, 187188, 191, 1941, 201, 208-209, 211,
216-217, 217218, 21941, 222~ 223, 227f., 233—234, 259, 270, 274, 275€F., 219-280.
2958, 297298, 309, 317, 3186, 322, 328; ASSERTING existence, 317; AUTHENTICAND
INAUTHENTIC existence, 170-171, 175; everyday. inauthentic irresolute existence: 2%
authentic existence, defined, 170, as resolute, 287 —288; AUTOTELIC existence, 141, 17
“The Dasein exists; that is to say, it is for the sake of its own capacity-to-be-in-th
170; existence of BEING AND TRUTH, 223; constitution of the Dasein’s existence as B!
IN'-THE-WORLD, 174; basic CONSTITUTION of existence, 291; existence, imerprﬂedby
ECSTATIC CHARACTER OF TIME it is “the original unity of being-outside-self that W
toward-self, comes-back-to-self, and enpresents. In its cestatic character, tel'!'tP‘""my
the condition of the constitution of the Dasein’s being,” 267, EVERYDAY existence: 1
171; natural everyday existence, 240; question of MEANING AND MOVEMENTS of exis
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154, existence MEANS: to be in the carrying through of the distinction between being and
peings. 319: “To exist means, among other things, to be as comporting with beings.
[t belongs to the nature of the Dasein to exist in such a way that it is always already with
other beings,” 157; “To exist means to be in a world. Being-in-the-world is an essential
structure of the Dasein’s being. The structure of being-in-the-world makes manifest
the essential peculiarity of the Dasein, that it projects a world for itself, and it does this
not subsequently and occasionally but, rather, the projecting of the world belongs to the
Dasein’s being. In this projection the Dasein has always already stepped out beyond itself,
ex-sistere; it is in a world. The reason why we reserve the concept ‘existence’ for the
Dasein's being lies in the fact that being-in-the-world belongs to this its being,” 169—-170;
NATURAL CONCEPTION of existence, 102; existence as absolute POSITION, 32, 39ff., 42—-43,
43, 48—49; as absolute position, interpreted Temporally, 316ff.; POSSIBLE existence, 78;
existence always already means to STEP BEYOND or, better, having stepped beyond. 300,
see transcendence; existence of TIME, 233-234, 236—237; existential concept of time:
future, past, present, 265f.; existence is made possible by TRANSCENDENCE, 323; “
TRUTH belongs to the Dasein; truth exists,” 219; existence and UNDERSTANDING,
2717-278: "An understanding of the being of existence in general is enclosed in every
existentiell understanding,” 279; existence as the Dasein’s WAY OF BEING, 28, mode of
being, 64; existence WORDS, for us and in the tradition, 28; . the WORLD is not extant
but rather it exists, it has the Dasein’s mode of being,” 166

existent (n.), 95

existentia, 15, 24, 28, 77ff., 831, 86ff., 91ff, 93—94, 94ff. 99-100, 100ff. 106fF, 112ff.,
1176, 120, 202, 218

existential analytic, 227; its outcome from Being and Time: the constitution of the being of
the Dasein is grounded in temporality, 228

eistentiell, 277278, 291, 294, 296, 297; “related to existence,” 279; e. understanding,
2776, 286f.; in e. understanding the Dasein is projected upon its ability to be, 279—-280

Existenz, 28, 43, 120, 141, 154

existere, 92, 109, 112, 115, 119. See esse

©xpect, expecting, expectance (gewirtig sein, Gewirtigen), 259260, 261, 265, 266, 270,
271. 289, 310-311; expecting a FOR-WHAT, 310; expecting the FOR-WHICH in using
equipment, 293; the Dasein always expects ITSELF in expecting any particular happening,
265; expecting as a LOOKING-FORWARD-TO, 289; expecting the POSTERIOR, 245; the
FROJECTIVE, active character of expectance in production, 293; RETENTIVE expectance,
293; expecting and “THEN,” 259; an expecting expresses itself in the then, 261; expecting
3 ground of WAITING-FOR, 289. See temporal, comportments; transition, experience of;
Motion. experience of

Petience, 22, 37, 41, 48, 56, 6162, 129, 229, 234; e. of BEFORE AND AFTER, 247; ontical
€ of BEINGS presupposes pre-ontological understanding of being. 281; e. of EARLIER AND
LATEK (ume), 247; . of MOTION, 242— 243, 244f1.; NATURAL ¢.. 229; time as given with
:I of the SELF, of mental actions qua motions (Aristotle), 253 —254; common e. of THINGS,

5. of TIME, 244, 268

:::Ir::‘“m v and understanding sciences, 276277

. ‘."m. 259, 270; how assertion expresses ANTECEDENTLY UNDERSTOOD BEING, 211; e.
TEMPORAL COMPORTMENTS: now, then, at-the-time as self-expressions of the temporal
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comportments of enpresenting, expecting, retaining, 2594.; e. of tempornal cgmm
in the time-determinations, 261; e. of TEMPORALITY: origin of the three % :
nations in temparality’s self-expression, 261: e. of TIME: now as expression given ¢ tmg
determined from the clock, 261

extant, extantness (vorhanden, Vorhandenheit, being-extant, Vorhandensein; alterngsyy,
translations: at-hand, on-hand, present-at-hand; all as distinguished from \ 2ubag,
den, handiness, Zuhandenheit, being-handy, Zuhandensein), 14. 24, 28, 321, 43, oL,
50, 55, 56, S9F., 61, 64, 65, 66, 67ff., 78, 84, 87, 101, 104, 108—109 (as presers
property), 109, 110, 111, 115, 116, 118, 1194, 123, 125, 129-130, 132, 139, 141, 143
143, 147, 148, 150, 153, 164, 166, 174, 175-176, 182, 194, 203, 203, 208, 212,214
217-218, 218-219, 222, 258, 266, 289, 291, 292, 296-297, 300-301, 304, m-m:
313-314, 315ff, 323; extantness, the Kantian Dasein, as ABSOLUTE POSITION OR prp,
CEPTION, 313, 315fF.; BEING-e. (being at-hand), 123; relation of BEING-TRUE to the extane,
217-218: extantness distinguished from HANDINESS, 304; why a stone fas example of an
extant entity/ is NOT CALLED TEMPORAL, 271; TIME interpreted by the falling Dasein &
“concomitantly extant,” 272 (see Aristotle); orientation of TRADITIONAL ONTOLOGY to the
extant, to nature

extension, 203; modification of stretch, 242; spatial e., 243 -244

extratemporal, the extratemporal (ausserzeitig, das Ausserzeitige), 236, 253; ¢f. extratem-
poral (translating das Ausserzeitliche, in apposition with the supratemporal, the timeless),
539 and supratemporal

factical, factual (both as translations of faktisch, as distinguished from tatsiichlich) (In Being
and Time, 82, H 55-56, faktisch is defined as follows. "Dasein understands its own most
peculiar being in the sense of a certain ‘factual extantness’. And yet the Yactuality’ of the
fact of our own Dasein is fundamentally different from the factual occurrence of some
sort of mineral. The factuality of the Faktum Dasein, as which at each time each Dasein
is, we call its facticity. The complicated structure of this determination of being can itself
be grasped as a problem only in the light of the basic existential constitutions of the Dasein
which have already been elaborated. The concept of facticity contains within itself: the
being-in-the-world of an ‘intraworldly’ being in such a way that this being can u
itself as closely bound up in its ‘destiny’ with the being of the beings which it encounters
within its own world,” somewhat varied from the Macquarrie-Robinson rendering). 5.
22, 159, 160, 168, 171, 211, 278fF., 289, 292, 296, 297, 318, 321-322, 326; why the f
Dasein knows time primarily as now-sequence, 268, 271f.

falling (verfallen, das Verfallen): as reason for covering-up of original time: being is incer”
preted as being-extant, 271-272; a mode of being of the Dasein, portrayed, 271

false, falsitas, 180, 188, 190 d

familiarity: the Dasein’s f. with itself, others, and handy and extant entities as f.ina world.
301; primary, original f., 304. See appropriate, appropriately

fantasy, 107

fear, 136

feeling, 132ff; as revelation of the EGO, 133; f. of my EXISTENCE (Kant), 133; Twomf
STRUCTURE of f., 132—133: “fecling is not a simple reflection upon oneself but rather
feeling of self in having a feeling for something” 132
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Fichte, Johann Gottlieb, 75, 125, 130, 142, 12, 153, 162
re, 1

finding: the Dasein as finding itself in things, 171

finding (versus missing), 310

inding-present (vorfinden, Vorfinden), 109-110

finished. finishedness (of a thing; teleion), 108, 113, 114, 249

finite, finitude, 147fF.; finitude of person, of substance, 148f.; meaning of f.. 150; temporality
in the authentic sense is finite, 273

Fonseca, Petrus, 113

Fontenelle, Bernard le Bovier de, 330

fore-sight (vor-sichtig, Vorsicht), 109

forgetting, 260, 261, 265, 290, 306; f. as specific mode of retention, 260; temporality forgets
its own finitude, 273; f. as peculiar positively ecstatic mode of temporality, involved
in inauthentic understanding, 290; “The characteristic of forgetting is that it forgets
itself,” 290

form, forming, formed, 87, 106£.

forma, 83, 86, 102, 105, 106

for-the-sake-of, 295; for-the-sake-of-which, 170, 295; for-the-sake-of-itself, 295; being-in as
toward-itself, as for-the-sake-of-itself, based on the future, 302

forthwith, 261

for-what, 310

for-which, 163, 293, 295

founding, foundation: AKOLOUTHEIN, to follow, as ontological connection of founding in
Anstotle (between time, motion, continuity, dimension), 255; founding ARGUMENT, 116;
foundation of ASSERTION in being-in-the-world, 208; founding of BEING-IN-THE-WORLD
on temporality, 298ff.; CLOCK-USAGE as founded in taking time, 258; COMMERCE WITH
EXTANT THINGS as founded in being-in-the-world, 168; founding connection between
EIDOS (LOOK) AND MORPHE (FORM): in ancient ontology, 106, in the order of perception,
106; ontological foundation for concepts of ESSENTIA AND EXISTENTIA (production), 112;
founded LEVELS OF BEING, 305; OBJECTIFICATION that is foundational for the natural
Kiences (positive sciences) and for philosophical science, 321—-322; founding of ONTOL-
OGY on the Dasein’s essential nature, 320; founding of SELFHOOD on transcendence, 300;
inadequate founding of THESIS 2, 120; founding of TRANSCENDENCE on ecstatic-horizonal
unity of temporality, 302; foundation for possible UNCOVEREDNESS OF A BEING through
disclosedness of its being, 72

France. 192, 262 (French)

Franciscans, 80 (Friars Minor), 183 (English)

f":edom, 133, 135-136, 138—139, 141, 148, 277, 279; the Dasein as free for its ability to

. 276

function, functional, functionality (Bewandtnis), 144, 149, 151, 164, 165, 171, 174: func-
Uonaly, 68, 164, 165, 171, 174, 292fl., 295, 304 —305: constitutes equipmental character,
164, 292, connection, 311; contexture, 299; relation(s), 293, 295; totality or whole, 171,
174, 310. See let-function

Nindamental ontology, 16— 17, 1920, 56, 122~ 123, 230, 281; fundamental-ontological
function of the Dasein, 19, 172. 223-224; fundamental ontology identified with the
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preparatory ontological analytic of the Dasewn, 19—-20, 24, 224; the need to repeat i
a higher level, 224; fundamental-ontological problem of the possibility of the &
ing of being in general. 281-282. Note that the title given to Part Two, p. 32, refeny
the “fundamental-ontological” question as that of the meaning of being in genera} ©
further outside, further inside, 299. See inside: outside
futural, 265; the Dasein as f.: coming toward itself from its most peculiar possibility, 265
fucure, 233, 265, 266—267, 272-273, 306: the f. as basis of possibility of
COMMON CONCEPT of the f., the not-yet-now, 233—-234, 260-261, 265; the f, in
COMMON SENSE by way of things. inauthentic, 289ff,; the f. as ECSTATIC, 266-26).
ESSENCE of the f.. 266 original EXISTENTIAL CONCEPT of the f., as presupposition for
common concept. 265. and defined as the “coming-toward-oneself from one’s most pe
culiar possibility,” 265

Galileo Galilei, 321

Gartung {genus), 107

Gefiihisphilosophie (philosophy of feeling = philosophizing by feeling), 328

Gegenstand (object), 54, 200

Genesis, 118

genesis, 308. See degeneration

genuine and ungenuine: not synonymous with authentic and inauthentic, 160161

genus, 107

geometry, 53—-54, 53, 70

Germany, 192, 262

Gestalt, 106

given (from: es gibt, it gives, i.e., there is), 10, 190—-191; the givenness of beings and of
being, 10-11, 281

Glaucon, 284

God, 276, 29f., (see ontological argument), 384., 43, 796, 88, 9091, 97—98, 100, 103,
124, 138, 146, 151, 176, 297, 298; G. as ENS INCREATUM and causa prima of beings.
118~ 119; ONTOLOGY of G., 81-82; G. as PRODJUCER of things, 105; G. as PROTOTYFE
of all being, 148

Godhead, 90

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, 4, 283

good: IDEA of the good in Plato, with hint that “the idea agathou is nothing but the
demiourgos pure and simple,” 285—286; Plato on the good as QUTSTRIPPING BEING, 24

grammar, 126

Greek, Greeks, 73, 85ff., 1064., 115-116, 117, 183, 207, 215-216, 315, 317

Greek expressions: aei on, 115, 303; agathon, 283, 285; aisthesis, 110; akolouthein, 243'2‘.4'
255; aletheuein, 73, 188, 215, 217; alloiosis, 242; anamnesis, 326; apophansis, 209; apons.
162. 233; arithmos, 235, 239, 249, 251; bios, 121; deloun, 215, 217; diairesis, 182, 199:
209, 212; dianoia: en dianoia, on en dianoia, 182~ 183, 188, 214, 216; dioxis, 136; du"‘_ma
on. 88; eidolon, 189; cidos, 86, 106ff., 109, 151; einai, 109, 115; ekstatikon, 267; ek tin%
eis ti, 242, 245; energeia, 87, 104; entelecheia, 87; epekeina, 284, 285, 299, 307; gen¢ ';"
onton, 107; genos, 106, 107; gignoskein, 283; helios, 283; horaton, 283; horismos,
106, 108; horos, 106; hule, 107, 116; hupokeimenon (¢f. subjectum), 38, 108, 127, 1
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148, 153, 187, 315 idea, 53. 106, 109; idein, 74; kairos, 288; kat' exochen, 126; kineseos
n. 238, 242, 272; kinesis, 234—235, 238, 242; kinoumenon, 234, 242; kuklophonia, 237:
jogos. 22. 73, 110, 121, 130, 177, 180, 183~ 184, 205-206, 209, 212, 215, 223, 312. 317;
Josgos apophantikas, 180; logos ousias, 84; logos psuches. 73; megethos, 242. metaballon,
234, metabole, 234, 242, 256: methexis, 82; metron, 251; morphe, 83, 86, 106ff., 108,
116; noein, noeton, 109, 117-118, 283; nous, 73, 110, 121, 223, 236; nun, 236, 288, 305:
omma tes psuches, 109; on: me on, 208, 233, ouk on, 208, to on, 53, 194; orexis. 136;
ousta, 86, 106, 108—109, 110, 115, 119, 148, 194, 233, 315; peras, 249; periechesthai,
252. phainesthai, 209; phantasia, 107; pheromenon, 242, 244; phora. 242; phos, 283:
phuge, 136; phusis, 86, 106, 107, 138; poiein, 286; pragma: en pragmasin, 182~ 183, 188,
214; praxis, 286; prossemainei, 181; prote philosophia, 79; proteron kai husteron, 236,
24111.. 24561.; psuche, 73, 110, 121, 223; semantikos, 180; sumbebekos, 251; sumbolon,
185; sunecheia, suneches, 236, 238, 242-243; sunthesis, 181, 199, 209, 212; techne, 53,
286, teleion, 108; theorein, 110, 117; ti esti, ti estin, 34, 85; topos, 242; to ti en einai, 85,
106, 107; zoe, 121

ground. 72, 92, 271; EGO as g. of its determinations, 127; ego as g. of possibility of all being
{Kant), 128; ontological grounding of all FUNCTIONALITY RELATIONS in the for-the-sake-
of-which, 295; all INTENTIONAL COMPORTMENT is grounded on the basic constitution of
being-in-the-world, 175; g. of the ONTOLOGICAL DIFFERENCE, 228; g. of coupling of
names in the PROPOSITION (Hobbes), 186—187; grounding of RESOLUTENESS in its own
more original and authentic temporality, 287 —288; TEMPORALITY as g. of the Dasein's
ontological constitution, 227228

growth, 308

hallucination, 60, 315

hammering, 293

hand (as in vorhanden, at hand, present at hand = extant), 101, 104, 114

handy, being-handy, handiness (zuhanden, Zuhandensein, Zuhandenheit). 279, 289,
292-293, 296, 299, 303f1., 307, 3096, 323; negative moment in structure of handiness:
ABSENS, 311; the handy, DEFINED as the whole of all beings having the ontological con-
stitution of equipment, 292; being-handy DISTINGUISHED FROM EXTANTNESS, 304; handi-
fess and PRAESENS: why h. is understood primarily via praesens, 308; how h. is understood
s pracsens, 309; h. implies a peculiar sense of praesens, 309, a specific praesensial
constitution of the horizon of the present, 309; h. determined by praesens, 312

happen, happening (geschehen, Geschehen, ¢f. history): “Understanding as the Dasein’s self-
Projection is the Dasein’s fundamental mode of happening,” 277278
fmonia praestabilita, 148

Hartmann, Nicolai, 62

has been, having-been-ness {gewesen, Gewesenheit), 265~ 266, 287, 290; what we have been
" always contained in what we are, 200; a non-temporal (merely intratemporal) entity

b annot have-been, 290. See past

H"V"m- 236, outermost heavenly sphere, 234, 237
“gel. Georg Wilhelm Friedrich, 3, 5, 11, 13, 14, 22, 29, 74, 80, 81, 83, 91, 112, 118, 125
Isubject-object distinction), 127, 148, 152— 153, 159, 177, 178, 199, 231. 327: revival of
H.ow- 101; on overcoming and appropriating H., 178; H. on identity of being and
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nothing, 311; H. dissolves the ontical into the ontological, without insight into the
of possibility of ontology itself. 327

Heidegger, Fritz, 331

Heidegger, Martin, 331, 332

Heraclitus, 312

here, 245

here-there (Da): "The Dasein is its Da, its here-there, in which it is here for itself ang n
which others are there with it; and it is at this Da that the handyandummmm
with,” 300

Herrmann, Friedrich- Wilhelm von, 332

Herrmann, Wilhelm von, 332

herstellen, 108. See produce

history, historical, historicality, 22; historical entities, 169—170; the Dasein’s historicality
(Geschichtlichkeit; see happen) due to its understanding, as self-projection, 277278

Hobbes, Thomas, 179, 183ff, 192-193, 198, 200, 201fI., 205, 206, 208; his concept of
COPULA AND ASSERTION, 183ff; his elucidation of the function of the copula, 1868;
according to H., the “IS° EXPRESSES ESSENCE, not existence, 187 —188; his conception of
TRUTH AND FALSITY, 188fF.; his attempt to demonstrate that truth lies in the proposition,
1881, 190fF.

hold-around (Um-halt, from umbhalten, literally, to hold around), 252, 255; time's holding-
around of beings, due to the ecstatic character of temporality, 273=274; Ses container;
embrace

homo, 96, 97

Hénigswald, Richard, 201

horizon (Horizont. Various phrases are used throughout in regard to horizon, e.g., looking
toward, with a view to, in the praspect of, direction of vision, as it shows itself to us with
respect 1o, etc. See horizonal: horizonal schema.), 16, 49, 55, 73, 74, 83, 100, 101302,
105, 106. 109, 115, 116, 147, 238, 240241, 244fF., 299, 302, 306-307, 312, 315
*ancient interpretative horizon for BEINGS—reference to production,” 148; COMMON CON-
CEPT of h. presupposes the ecstatic h., 308; h. of the EARLIER, 261; h. of earlier and lates,
238; h. of ECSTATIC UNITY OF TEMPORALITY as the final h.: At this horizon each ecstasis
of time, hence temporality itself, has its end,” 308; EXTANTNESS as common experience’s
h. for understanding being, 272; h. of ONTOLOGY, 224; h. of the PRESENT: in regard to
the handy, 309, praesens, 311; h. of PRODUCTION, 119, 151; h. of the PROTERON a0
HUSTERON in the experience of motion, 246—247; h. of the TEMPORAL ECSTAS!S, Geiid
267; TEMPORALITY as h. for the understanding of being in general, 260; h. for findiog.
telling, determining the TIME (earlier and later; before and after; proteron and husteron)
240-241; time as embracing h., 252

horizonal: its meaning, 267

horizonal schema, schemata, 303, 308, 311, 315, 318; defined: “Each ecstasis, as remov
to..., has at the same time within itself and belonging to it a pre-delineation of the forms!
structure of the whereto of the removal. We call this whither of the ecstasis the horizo? o
more precisely, the horizonal schema of the ecstasis,” 302; the unity of the horizonal
mata, 318

how, howness, 43, 49, 50, 88, 100, 123, 166, 205; howness of equipment, 293

Bround
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pow much: how much time, 258

puman. 165, h. BEING, 96, 132, 169; FELLOW humans, 297; HUMANITY, 131, 141; concept
of humanity, 138—139; h. SOUL distinguishes being from beings, 319

Humboldt, Alexander von, 4

Hume. David, 192

Husserl, Edmund, 21, 28, 58, 124~125, 178, 201

1, 120, 126, 127; l-act, 127, 141, 145, 147; l-combine, 33, 129, 130, 131, 144; l-experience,
129; l-think, 50, 126, 127€., 129f., 132, 133, 142, 144- 145, 146

{amblichus, 81

idea, 108, 203, 206, 209

idea (Greek; see Greek expressions): i. and anticipated look, 106

idealism, 167; subjective i., 167, 224, 206—297; German i., 152—153, 174

identity, 74; i. as belonging-together, 83, 312; i. of being and nothing, 312; i. of being and
thinking, 312. See self, -identity

illusion, 63, 315

image, 62, 63, 106— 107, 189f.; prototypical i. as model in production, 107, 151

imagination, imaginary, 60, 107, 151

immanent: why the Dasein is not the immanent, 299

immateriality, 143

immediate, 84

immortality, 144, 146

imperturbable, 309-310

implernent, 108

inauthentic, 170—171, 289; i. ENPRESENTING, 306; FUTURE, 289, 291; i. SELP-UNDER-
STANDING, 289; i. TIME (time in the common sense), 271ff.; i. UNDERSTANDING: the
meaning of inauthentic here, 279, and the character of such understanding, 290-291

inclination, 136

u\eorrupublhty 143-144

independence, 114

indifference, of being, 175—176

individual, 297

individuation, 288; i. of moving thing, 244; meaning of i., as referring to the Dasein, 288

- thisness, of a piece of equipment, how determined, 292—293
in-each-case-mine, 170. See Dasein (the), as the being that we ourselves are
infiruty: i of time as derivative from the common interpretation of time by way of extantness:
“the endlessness of common time can enter the Dasein’s mind only because temporality

itself, intrinsically, forgets its own essential finitude,” 273, i. of time, a privation, not a
Positive character, 273. See beings, infinite

influence, 104

Inentself, 315, 316

' 1ts own self (an sich selbst), 113

‘Anate ideas (ideae innatae), 74

inner-outer distinction. 6111, 64, 66, 168

Iner sense, 129—130, 143
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in-order-to (um-zu, Um-zu). 164, 165. 292-293. 295: time, always already given ¢o
we take time, take account of time, is “time in order to...,” 259

inside, 66, 149, 214; the Dasein as further outside than any object and further inside than
any subject, 255

insight: the Dasein's insight into itself, present in all understanding, 277

instant (Augenblick = “moment of vision™ in Being and Time, Macquarrie and Robingoy
translation): defined as “The present that is held in resoluteness and springs from i
287, its characteristics described, 287—-288: it belongs to the Dasein’s original
288; primary, authentic mode of the present, 288, 306: it is more original than the now,
306. See Kierkegaard

instrument, instrumental, instrumentality, 68

intellect (same term as understanding, but in different context), 96, 214, 216; in the i, (en
dianoia), 182183

intellectual, 141

intellectus archetypus, 118

intelligence, 141, 143, 148f.; “the being that exists as an end,” 147

intentio, 58, 59, 62, 64, 67, 69, 71-72, 8+, 158, 217, 268, 314; its directional sense, 38, 62,
314

intentionality, 55, 58-59, 59ff., 61fF., 65ff.. 67, 67f., 112ff., 155, 157, 1584, 161ff., 3134;
ANALYSIS of i., 58ff.; intentional COMPORTMENT, 113, 157, 158, 208; unveiling as inten-
tional comportment, 217-218; i. and comportment, 61; i. is “the a priori comportmental
character of what we call comporting,” 61; intentional CONSTITUTION, 68; i. and the
DASEIN: “Intentionality belongs to the existence of the Dasein. . . . It belongs to the nature
of the Dasein to exist in such a way that it is always already with other beings,” 157;
INADEQUACY of customary phenomenological view of i., 161; “more radical” INTERFRE
TATION of i., 162 (see transcend, intentionality); MISINTERPRETATIONS of i., 59, 68—06.
313—-314: erroneous objectivizing, 59, 65, 313, and erroneous subjectivizing, 61, 65,
313; i. of PERCEPTION, 70f.; i. as PROBLEM, 65; i. of PRODUCTION, 112f., productive
intention, 114; intentional RELATION, 208; intentional relation to the object, S9.; i. a8
SELF-RELATION to something, 313; intentional SENSE, 68; intentional STRUCTURE: of the
Dasein’s comportments, 65=66, 122, of production, 114, of respect, 136, of unveiling.
217 i. applied to Kant's SUBJECT-OBJECT concept, 155; i. and TEMPORALITY, 268; its
condition of possibility is temporality, 268, 312; i. and TRANSCENDENCE, 61f., 65, 173,
268, 314; WHAT i. is and is not, 313€.

intentum, 58, 6364, 67-68, 71, 72, 84, 158, 217, 268, 314

interconnection: of perception and production, 122

interpretation, 34, 64, 243, 262, 264, 294, 404, 478 (This word recurs constantly in the
course of the lectures. A representative listing—fairly but not completely full—follows-)
i. of ABEING in the horizon of an understanding of being involved in production, 115~ 116
Kant's i. of ACTUALITY as absolute position, 117; Kant's i. of BEING, existence, 4. 55.
112, i. of BEING-IN-THE-WORLD as temporal, 291292, i. of the BEING OF A BEING, 115+
121; Greek i. of being by reference to noein and theorein, 117; inadequacy of ancient
philosophical i. of being, 294; i. of being, looking toward the extant, 154; i. of being 8
connected with time, 303, i. of being via temporality, time, 20, 305 i. of being, necessary
occurs in horizon of time, 324; . of being as extantness. via time, 315; i. of being:

LE™Y
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especially of handiness and extantness, 312, i. of “being equals perception,” 315; Temporal
of Kant's “being equals position,” 315; i. of being as a being, 319; "In our own inter-

pretation of being we are attempting nothing other than the repetition of the problems
of ancient philosophy in order to radicalize them in this repetition by their own selves,”
316 1. of BEINGS, 148; i. of beings with regard to their essentia and existentia, 117; i. of
beings by ancient ontology, 110: Leibniz’s monadological i. of beings, 174: i. of the being
which we ourselves are, 153; i. of basic ontological CONCEPTS, 110; the different inter-
pretations of the being of the COPULA: as essence, existence, truth, and combination,
201 .; i. of Kant's CRITIQUE OF PURE REASON, 128: the DASEINS ontological self-inter-
pretation, 121; fundamental ontological i. of the Dasein, 224; Kants i. of the EGO. 127;
Kant's i. of the ego as moral person, 142; Kants ontological i. of the ego as end, intelli-
gence, 146; Kant's i. of EGOITY as spontaneous intelligence, 147; i. of ESSENTIA, 110, 112;
radical i. of ESSENTIA AND EXISTENTIA, 119: i. of EXISTENCE, 171; i. of existence by the
ecstatic character of time, 267; i. of EXISTENTIA, 109, 112; FAULTY i.. 322; Kant's i. of the
FINITUDE of mental substances, 149; Kant’s i. of finite substances, 150; FUNDAMENTAL
ONTOLOGICAL i. of the beings we ourselves are, 153; i. of GREEK EXISTENCE, 110; Tem-
poral i, of HANDINESS, 303; ontological i. of the HANDY, 323; interpretative HORIZON, 148;
i. of INTENTIONAL STRUCTURE, 114; of the “IS" as “it means,” (Mill), 197; Kant's
demonstration of the impossibility of an ontological i. of the I-THINK, 142ff., and evalu-
ation of this proof, 145f1’; i. of NEGATION via the nature of time, 311; ONTOLOGICAL i.,
105, 110, 119; i. of OUSIA, 110; i. of PERSON, as finite mental substance, 148; Kant's i. of
PERSONALITY, 140, of the personalitas moralis, 140; Kant's i. of the moral person, founded
in ancient-medieval ontology, 150; Kant’s i. of the personalitas transcendentalis. 140,
202f.; PHENOMENOLOGICAL i., 117; phenomenological i., in reference to Kant's problems
and solutions, 318; i. of PLATO'S SIMILE OF THE CAVE, 284 i. by resort to PRODUCTIVE
OOMPORTMENT, 110-111; Hobbes' i. of the forms of speech, specifically of the PROPO-
SITION, 1844.. i. of RELEASE of the product, 114; Kant's i. of the distinction between RES
COGITANS AND RES EXTENSA, 147; possibility of an i. of the SUBJECT, free from the phil-
osophical tradition, 146; radical i. of the subject, 175; ontalogical i. of SUBJECTIVITY, 126;
1. of subjectivity by way of self-consciousness, 152; i. of TEMPORALITY by way of the
Dasein, 268. i. of THINGNESS in Greek ontology, 106ff.; empiricistic i. of THINKING, 195;
1. of TIME, 241; traditional interpretations of time, 230; ancient interpretations of time
(Aristotle, Augustine, Plotinus, Simplicius), 231 i. of Aristotle’s concept of time, 2371
Anstotle’s i. of the problem of time and the soul, 254; Aristotle’s i. of time, 231, 246, 255,
1 of time by way of being-extant, 272; the Greeks' i. of TRUTH as aletheia, deconcealment,
Uncovering, unveiling, 215; temporal i. of ontical, existentiell UNDERSTANDING (not yet
2+ understanding of heing), 286; Christian i. of the WORLD, of that which is as ens

_. Creatum, 118; i. of words for “to be.” 109

0 the mind,” 206

'h bme (in der Zeit: ¢f. intratemporal = innerzeitig), 234, 238, 247, 249, 253; “The nows
which we count are themselves in time; they constitute time.” 247, “the now is itselfl
Peither 1n motion nor at rest: it is not ‘in time, ” 249

'Mratemporal, intratemporality (innerzeitig. Innerzeitigkeit: of. in time), 236, 237, 238,
251~ 252, 256, 305, meaning of intratemporality of a being: its being embraced by time
'how) as number {counted) (Aristotle), 252; interpretation of intratemporality, 253; nu-
Merical character of time as basis for understanding intratemporality (Aristotle), 256
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intraworldly, the intraworldly, intraworldliness (innerweltlich, das Innerweltliche
weldichkeit), 1626, 1656, 168, 170f.. 174, 208, 255, 280, 296, 298; intraworldline,
and the being of things extant, 276f,; intraworldly beings, 304

intuition, 110, 112, 117, 118, 131, 145

inverted world (die verkehrte Welt, Hegel), 14, 20, 54, 285

in... with... 293

irresolute: the Dasein is usually irresolute, 288

“is,” 15,24, 39, 40, 75, 177., 179, 180F., 1836, 193€., 19841, 20161, 2107, 218, 2204
ambiguity of “is™: as copula and as predicate (Mill), 194; as combination and ag bdn..”
true, 200; reason for its ambiguity or significative indifference, 211fF.; "is™ as pression
of BEING, 211; summary of the meaning of the BEING OF BEINGS as implied in the %"
whatness, howness, truth. 205; index of the CAUSE or ground of combination, 186; whay
its signification CONTAINS, 212-213; sign of propositional COUPLING, 185~ 186, 192,
index of ESSENCE of the thing asserted about, 186187, 192; HOBBES' view of the %",
198: INDIFFERENT SENSE of the "is,” 175—176; indifferent "is” of assertion, 210; survey
of INTERPRETATIONS of the “is,” 202; interpretation of the “is” in the sense of “it means”
(Mill), 196—197; the being signified by it as IN THE INTELLECT (Aristotle), 182; taken a3
copula by LOTZE, 199: its possible MEANINGS in the proposition: existentia, essentia, both
together, and being-true, 218; question of the meaning of the "is” in assertions about
being, ONTOLOGICAL PROPOSITIONS, e.g. “being is not a being,” 222; PROBLEM of the ls,”
179; summary review of discussion of the problem of the “is,” 202-203; the “s" as
SIGNUM, SIGN (Hobbes), 185; as written, spoken, and thought in the proposition or
assertion: its interpretation as sign or symbol, Aristotle, Hobbes, Husserl, 185-186; as
SUNTHESIS NOEMATON, the being-combined of what is thought in thinking (Aristotle),
182; as synthesis in the logos (Aristotle), 183; stressed “is” expresses the utterance's being-
true, 213; how it signifies being-true—as co-intended in the uttering of assertion, 218.
See copula

is-da, ist da, 166, 319

is-not, 199

l-thou, 288; I-thou relationship, 278 (a “solipsism en deux”), 297 -298

Jaspers, Karl, 6

Jesuit Order, 79

joy. 132

judging, judgment, 36=37, 39-40, 57, 65, 126, 144, 179— 180, 187, 198f., 204; Mill's view
of j.. 195f.; Lotze's theory of the doubling of j.. 199—200; second j. within assertion (s0e
Lotze), 218, judgmental truth, 189

just now, 261

Kant, Immanuel, 4, 7. 12, 18, 17— 18, 27fl,, 7778, 8081, 876, 91F., 94, 95, 97. 986~
100, 104, 107, 110, 112, 117-118, 123, 125, 125, 1376, 1401 ., 1421, 147, 1341
1556., 170, 177, 179, 181, 189, 195, 199, 201, 204, 222, 231, 237, 250, 303, 3.135"
324-325, 328fF.; K.'s acquaintance with a general concept of BEING, 179; K. on being 8
a combining-concept, 181; K.'s interpretation of being and existence, 326, 39, 4368~
45ff., 47f.; K.'s interpretation of being, and the problems of Temporality. 3136 K-
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(reatment of LOGIC, 177; K. “does not get beyond the ONTOLOGY OF THE EXTANT.” 148;
he follows ancient and medieval ontology in his basic ontological orientation, 152; he did
ot advance to the specific ontological constitution of the Dasein, 153; his PHILOSOPHY
25 “transcendental philosophy,” 298; his PROOF of the impossibility of ontology of the
subject: insufficiency of the argument, 145ff.; REVIVAL of K., 100—101; K.'s THESIS: being
is not a real predicate, being is position, existence is absolute position or perception: 15,
2761, 396, 43ff,, 556., 67f., 72ff., 77— 78; see theses, 1st thesis, Kantian; review of the
Kantian thesis and author’s criticism of it, and answers which complete the criticism,
313f.; K. on TIME, 252; K.'s idea of the TRANSCENDENTAL and of philosophy, 323. See
the numevous references to Kant under interpretation

Kierkegaard, Sgren: criticism of his doctrine of the instant fcalled either the Instant or the
Moment in Kierkegaard translations/, 288

knowledge, 200—201, 208, 220, 283ff.; APRIORITY of k., 20, 24; pre-philosophical and
philosophical k. regarding BEING AND TIME, 303; k. of PACT, 202; k. as JUDGMENT (Neo-
Kantianism), 202; k. of a PRODUCT, 149f.; SUBJECT’S k. of its predicates, as self-conscious-
ness, 152; THEORY of k., 298ff., 304

language, 190—191, 208; linguistic usage, 195, as historical, 208—209. See speech

Lask, Emil, 178

lasting, 263

Latinate: author's use of Latinate expressions in his German text, for all time-determinations;
the reason why, 305

laying-asunder (diairesis), 212

leaping into the present, 266

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm, 11, 34-35, 74, 88, 92, 119, 127, 174, 231, 300-301; his
proposition about monads clarified and criticized via the Dasein’s transcendence, 301

let, letting: let something stand of its own self, 117; let something be encountered, 118; let
be 1n and with, 293

let-function, letting-function (bewendenlassen, Bewendenlassen), 293—-294, 304, 310; de-
fined: “This antecedent understanding of functionality, this projecting of equipment onto
its functionality character, we call letting-function [Bewendenlassen/,” in an ontological
sense, 293; meaning of “to let function in something,” 293; “Letting-function, as under-
standing of functionality, is that projection which first of all gives to the Dasein the light
in whose luminosity things of the nature of equipment are encountered,” 293; letting-
function points back to a more original temporality, 294

be-before, he present there (vorliegen), 108, 148, 152, 281, 293

he-between, 218. See middle

bfe. living being, 9. 10, 51— 52, 54, 121, 129, 131, 173 (see concept. life), 190~-191

bght, sliumination, 28367

:'"’“- 249, the now is not a |., 249ff., 256

Netature, creative (Dichtung), 17111

Locke, John, 192
¥, 15, 24, 33—34, 40, 55, 74, 126, 183, 187, 194, 198fF., 207, 317; sense in which ancient
Ontology is a logic of BEING, 73; HISTORY of |., 179f.; |. became separate (philosophical)
dicipline, 177; treatment of |. by Kant, 177, Hegel, 177, nineteenth century (Mill, Lotze,
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Sigwart, Schuppe, et al.), 177178, 192, Husser], 178; contemporary 1., 190 *Togic
the INDLAN contemplating his navel.'” 114: |. of KNOWLEDGE (H. Cohen), 201; x.oqc::
AND REAL PREDICATES, 316—317; 1. as SQJENCE OF THE LOGOS, 177; TRANSCENDENTy,
l.80

logical ego (ego of apperception): its meaning in Kant. 130

logos: “ancient philosophy orients its ontology to the logos,” 73; word, meaning, thin;
205€.; what is thought, what is, as relational whole pertaining to the logos, 2058 ; |, 'lhn
as assertion, 207; as logos tinos: about something, 208

logos apophantikos: Aristotle’s first definition of it, 180; logos as assertion, 180, 207-208

look, 106f.. 109; anticipated l.. 106=107, 15: I. and measure for product of productin,
107

loss: I. of self in things, 160, 289-290; the Dasein’s I. of self in regard to extant entities,
294; 1. of self in handy equipmental contexture, 309; being |. in the present, 266

Lotze, Hermann, 177, 179, 198ff.. 202, 204, 213, 233; L.s theory of negative judgment,
199; his theory of double judgment, 19911.; eriticism of his theory of judgment, 218~219

love, 57

Luther, Martin, 93, 183

making plain {(deloun), 215

man, 97, 138-139, 141, 176; his unity of dignity and service (Kant), 137~138; his onto-
logical constitution (Kant), 138-139; his categorical obligation as human (Kam), 139
language and the essential definition of man, 208. See Menschheit

Marburg School, 73, 100, 201

material, matter, 115-116, 118, 143; matter as basic ontological concept, 116

mean, meaning (bedeuten, Bedeutung, Sinn), 196— 197, 203—204, 206; meaning of being
in general, 16, 18; meaning of the Dasein, of the Dasein's being, 16; praesensial meaning,
305

means, 138

meanwhile, 263

measure, 107, 252~253; measurement of time, its basis, 260-261

mechanism, 148

Melanchthon, Philip, 80

memory, 62

Menschheit, 138. See man

metaphysics, metaphysical, 30, 59, 81, 88, 90, 93, 128. 130, 137, 155, 194, 316, 32
“Metaphysics means ontology. Metaphysics of morals signifies the ontology of human
existence,” 137; HISTORY of m.: ancient m. 148; medieval m., 148; traditional m-, 30:
metaphysical psychology, traditional m. of the soul, 142—143; metaphysica generalis and
metaphysica specialis, 80; KANTIAN m., 148; correlation of KINDS of m. with ki
beings (Kant), 139; older and newer PROBLEMS of m., 124 ]

method, 44, 324; m. of ontology. called phenomenology. 20, 328; phenomenological por
ciples of ontological method, 1911, 44

middle, 214; "being-true is something that ‘lies between' the subject and the object, if'h‘::'
two terms are taken in their ordinary external signification. The phenomenon of trv
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;s interconnected with the basic structure of the Dasein, its transcendence,” 218. See
\ntentionality, 65

atiddle Ages. 79, 100—101, 118, 122-123, 183. See ontology. medieval; philosophy, me-
dieval; Scholastics

Miles. Murray, 332

\ill, James, 192

Mill. John Stuart, 177, 179, 192, 199, 202ff., 206; his view of the “is” compared with that
of Hobbes, 198

mind, 15. 24, 73, 206, 216, 223, 253—254, 323; ontology of m., 80; Kant's concept of m.,
143; truth and m., 214

mine. mineness, 130, 170f. See Dasein (the), as the being that we ourselves are

misinterpretation, 322; misinterpretations of intentionality, 59ff.; misinterpretations of the
mode of being of truth, 219

missing: missing something, its nature as an un-enpresenting, with a specific modification
of praesens, namely, absens, 310—-311; condition of possibility for m., 310-311; what it
is, 310, 311. See being, being-missing; finding

modality, 36, 89, 143; categories of m. (possibility, actuality, necessity), 45-46

mode, 93, 315

model, 106, 151

mode of being (Seinsart, which could also at times be read as sort, type, kind of being.
Heidegger often uses this expression as synonymous, or virtually synonymous, with
Seinsweise, way, manner of being.), 18, 22, 28, 64, 66, 71, 89, 113, 117, 121, 141, 142,
147 ("ontological mode”), 152—-153, 154, 161, 204, 212, 215-216, 217, 225, 249, 309,
314, 315, 319, 320; some characteristic uses of “mode of being of ": CLOCK USAGE, 257;
the DASEIN, 121, 174-17S, 271-272 (as falling); EQUIPMENT, its handiness, 305; the
PERSON, 153; the moral person, 140, 146—147; TIME, 233; the TRANSCENDENT, 299;
TRUTH, 217; the UNDERSTANDING, intellectual comportment, 214; the WHOLE HUMAN
BEING, 153; the WORLD, 166, 299

monad, 300-301; Leibniz's monadology, evaluation of its achievement, 174175

mood, 281

moral: m. FEELING, 133f1. (respect, Achtung), 137; m. feeling as ego’s way of understanding
itself as ego, 136; m. LAW as motive of moral action (Kant), 134, and as determining
ground of will, 134; m. PERSONALITY, 132; m. SELF-CONSCIOUSNESS, self-knowledge. 133

morality, 133; Kant's categorical imperative as basic principle, 139

morphe and eidos, 1064,

Moser, Simon, 331

Motion, 73, 234, 237ff., 2401, 242fF., 249, 252ff., 272, moving thing, 234—235, 238-239,
244; moving rod, 238—239; “Where motion is experienced time is unveiled,” 253; ex-
perience of m., 244, 253; “motion follows  dimension™—its ontological meaning (see
2koliuthein), 243; m. is seen with the moving thing, not as such, 244; how m. and the
'zhm'mg thing are in time, 252; local m., 255; m. as such, metabole, measured by time,

56
Mysticssm, 114, 194; medieval m. (Eckhart), 90-91
m)“holog)v' 234
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name, names, 184ff.; names divided into concrete and abstract, 187 significative chare,
of names, 192

narwhal (sea-unicomn), 41

Natorp, Paul. 156. 201

natura (nature, phusis, essentia). 31, 86. 93-94, 102, 105, 106ff., 120, 138

natural: n. experience and understanding, 66, 230; n. understanding of time, 230

naturalism, 70-71

nature, 15, 21, 24, 27, 68, 90, 115, 124, 141, 142, 144, 147, 165, 168€., 175, 219, 272, 2n
295, 321; the BEING of nature, 169; “that and whether it is,” is independent of ity trush
219: "World is only, if, and as long as a Dasein exists. Nature can also be when no Dagei,
exists,” 170; n. as EXEMPLARY ENTITY in ancient philosophy. 123; n. as an INTRAWORLDLy
ENTITY, 168; n. OBJECTIFIED by mathematical projection, 321; ONTOLOGY of n., 80

necessity, 46

negation, negativity, the not. nullity, 35, 199, 311: interpretable only via the nature of time,
n-312

Neo-Hegelianism, 112

Neo-Kantianism, 100, 112, 124, 128, 130, 178, 201, 202, 317; its principal criterion is the
orientation of truth and being toward the logic of the proposition. 201; “The view that
knowledge equals judgment, truth equals judgedness . . ., became so dominant that even
phenomenology was infected by this untenable conception of knowledge,” 201

Neoplatonism, 31, 81, 329

Newton's laws: why they are not timelessly true, 220

noetic-noematic, 21

no longer, 233

no longer now, 246, 247, 261

nominalism, 183ff., 186—187, 188, 192-193, 194, 196, 202, 205f.; n. defined, 183; critique
of n., 192, 202f1.

non-being, not-being, 233—-234, 304, 310ff. See Greek expressions—on: me on, ouk on

non-ego, 138

non-handy, not handy. unhandy (unzuhanden, nicht zuhanden), 304, 310ff.; orientation
toward non-handiness, 309. See unavailable

nothing, the nothing. 10, 87, 91. 97, 305

not-presencing, 311

not-yet, 233, 249

not-yet-now, 246, 261

now, nows (nun), 233, 236, 245, 255, 260, 268ff.; n. in unrefiective everyday BEHAVIOR.
as “'now it is time to...."” 259; how the COMMON CONCEPTION OF TIME thinks of e
nows in contrast with their datability, 262—263; peculiar double visage of then.,
to Aristotle: CONTINUITY AND DIVISION, always the same and always other, 247-248:
ESSENTIAL MOMENTS of the n.: its embracing character, its making intratemporality PO
sible, its transitionary character, and that of time's being counted or unveiled, 260: the &
and EXPRESSION OF TIME: the n. and its modifications (at-the-time as no-longer-now:
as not-yet-now) as self-exposition (self-interpretation) of the three temporal comport
ments, 260-261; expressed now, 270; the n. not a merely EXTANT thing. 259, 261
n. as LIMIT and as not limit, 249f7.; the n. and MOTION: the n. as it functions in expers
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of motion and telling time, 245; the n. follows the moving thing, 246; the n. as counted
concomitantly in following a motion, 246; ORIGIN of the n., 261: the n. originates from
the instant, it is derivative, 288; the n. distinguished from PRAESENS, 305; n.-REFERENCE
of the then and at-the-time, 247: n.-SEQUENCE, 268: common time as infinite irreversible
nce of nows, 260; now-sequence, in common conception of time, 263; nows, under-

stood by the falling Dasein as infinite succession, 272; “clipped sequence of nows,” 273;
n. as SPANNED, 269-270; n. and TEMPORALITY: n. as derived from ecstatic character of
temporality, 269; now-time, its structural moments derived from ecstatic-horizonal tem-
porality, 268.; “the now is nothing but the ‘expression,’ the ‘speaking out,” of original
temporality itself in its ecstatic character,” 270; derivation of time, as now-sequence, from
temporality, 274; n. and TIME: nows as in time, constitutive of time, 247; n. as not in
time, 249; n. as time itself, not a part of time, 251; why the n. is a time-character, 269;
n., then, at-the-time ftime determinations/, 246; now-determination, 306; n. and TRAN-
SITION: the nows as counted in following a transition, 245—246; n. as having dimension
within itself, stretching out toward a not-yet and a no-longer: intrinsically transition, 248,
250-251; "Because the now is transition, it is capable of making motion accessible as
motion, in its unbroken character of transition,” 251; n. as transitionary, always the not-
yet-now and no-longer-now, 255, 273

now-here, 245

now-there, 245

now-till-then, 263. See span

number, 249ff.; the now as n., not limit, 256

numerical character of the now and time: basis for understanding intratemporality, 256;
entails that time embraces the beings in it (Aristotle), 256

object, objective (Gegenstand, Objekt), 37, 38, 41, 45fT., 54, 59ff.. 63, 64, 651, 6869, 123,
125, 126, 128, 130-131, 138, 140, 166, 200-201, 202, 204, 215, 255, 256, 274, 297,
299~ 300, 313— 314, 320.; beings and being as objects, 281~ 282; time "is more cbjective
than all objects and simultaneously it is subjective,” 254

object-ego, 130, 131, 142; empirical object-ego, 132

objectification (Vergegenstindlichung): the TWO ESSENTIAL POSSIBILITIES: o. of being (phi-
losophy) and o. of beings (positive sciences), 320f7., 322ff., 327; o. of BEING: 281: “It is
in the objectification of being as such that the basic act constitutive of ontology as a
science is performed,” 281; projection of being upon the horizon of its understandability,
322. begins with projection of being upon transcendence, 323; as a coming back to what
has been forgotten, 326

d’m“'mng (Objektivierung): erroneous o. of intentionality, 59., 65, 313

Ocasionalism, 148

O%upy. be occupied with (The idiom is “es geht um.” In Being and Time this was rendered
f')' the phrase “is an issue for,” in order to avoid the ambiguous conflict with the term

concern,” which was used with reference to extant things. The translations “occupy,”
© occupied with,” give a closer rendering and still avoid the conflict with concern of
"g and Time, although if we were starting fresh the term “concern” would surely be
(kt::m. the Dasein’s occupation with its own being, its own ability-to-be, 276, 295
m. William of, 183
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ontical, 11, 1920, 54, 100, 121. 137, 145, 155, 219, 227, 279, 281, 291, 295, 296, 327
o. foundation of ontology. 20 (see fundamental ontology; Translator’s Introduction, xxif,
xxviff.); o. propositions, knowledge, 144; 0. understanding, 279-280; ification .-
projections in 0. understanding, 280; o. versus ontological interpretation, 306; ¢, o
tion, 323 Projec-
ontological, ontology, 11£. 15f.. 196 23-24, 27, 298, 54, 5., 74., T76., 88, 90, 109
113, 1176, 1196, 128, 145, 195. 198, 199, 220221, 2221 225, 2278 271, 281 - 28,
295-296, 308, 313, 3221, 328; ANGENT o. (Greek), 29, 66, 73 ("a logic of
86-87, 90, 101-102, 105, 106€., 11061, 1158., 117, 121, 147-148, 150-181, 177,
origin of ancient o. from the productive and intuitive comportments toward beings, 11&‘_:
118; why the A PRIORI appears in o.. 324: o. analytic, 16 preparatory o. analytic of the
Dasein’s existential constitution, 227; 0. CATEGORIES, 117; basic 0. CONCEFTS, 100, 116,
ancient basic concepts of 0., 118—119; CONDITIONS of coming-to-be and
169~ 170; o. CONSTITUTION, 52, 54, 55, 65, 78; of being, 15, 52, 77, 78; of the being thet
we ourselves are, 140, 298; of the Dasein, 74 =75, 119, 122, 154, 171, 174, 294; of man,
138; of the person, 137.; of producing. 109: CORRELATION of ontologies with kinds of
beings (Kant), 139; 0. and the DASEIN, 110—111; “all ontology, even the most primitive,
necessarily looks back to the Dasein,” 122: it depends on laying open the ontological
constitution of the Dasein, 154; it constitutes itself a science in the Dasein's explick
carrying out of the ontological difference, 319—320; see fundamental ontology; Teansh-
tor’s Introduction, xxiff., xxviff.; 0. DESCRIBED as “determination of the meaning of being
by way of time.” 17; basic 0. DETERMINATIONS of a being, 105; o. DIFFERENCE, s
ontological difference; o. of the EXTANT, 148; traditional o. of extantness, 147; FUNDA-
MENTAL 0., see fundamental ontology: FUNDAMENTAL QUESTION of 0., 223; FUNDAMEN-
TAL SUBJECT OF RESEARCH in o., Temporality, 17; GENERAL o. and o. of nature, mind,
God, 80; o. of HISTORY. 170; 0. of HUMAN EXISTENCE. 137; 0. concept of HUMANITY, 138;
0. INQUIRY, 111, 200; relation of an o. theory to thearies of the “iS,” 198 —222ff.; continuity
of KANTIAN o. with ancient and medieval, 117f.; MEDIEVAL o., 24, 29, 73, 74, T78., 101,
102, 105, 117, 147, 152; METHOD of 0., 19.; four tasks of inquiry into o. method (catical
foundation and fundamental analytic of the Dasein; the a priori; the three components
of method; phenomenology as procedure}, 19, 24; the three basic components of 00
tological method: reduction, construction, destruction, 21ff.; MODERN o., 15, 24, lOf.
105, 122ff.; NAIVE AND REFLECTIVE o., 110-111; OBJECTIFICATION OF BEING 23 besic
constitutive ontological act, 281; ONTICAL FOUNDATION of o., 19 (see fundamental oo
tology): o. of PERSON, 137ff.; 0. meaning of person, most manifest in respect, 138
PHENOMENOLOGICAL METHOD of o., 20, 324ff.; phenomenological o., 24; o. and PHILOS
OPHY, 116, 24; 0. PROBLEMS, see ontological problems. o. in its first naive odenﬂ”‘*.
PRODUCTIVE OR PERCEPTUAL-INTUITIVE, 117; 0. PROPOSITIONS are all Temporal, 2k
why they are Temporal and a priori, 324; 0. PROTOTYPE: God as 0. prototype throv
the history of philosophy. 148; RADICAL o., 224; o. constitutes itselfl a SCIENCE I the
Dasein’s explicit carrying out of the ontological difference, 319-320; o. as .
SCIENCE, 324; “Because Temporal projection makes possible an objectification of bdl‘
and assures conceptualizability, and thereby constitutes ontology in general as 3 scienc.
we call this science in distinction from the positive sciences the TEMPORAL 50
. - - All the propositions of ontology are Temporal propositions,” 323; 0. THEMA
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of being, 227; TRADITIONAL o., 37, 102, 124, 147, 165; how o. is a TRANSCENDENTAL
SCIENCE, 268, 323; basis for UNIVERSAL SIGNIFICANCE assignable to the fundamental
concepts of ancient 0., 116. See phenomenology; philosophy

ontological argument, 30ff., 42, 43; Thomas Aquinas’ criticism, 31-32; Kant’s criticism,
326

ontological difference, 17, 52, 72, 75, 78, 120, 225, 318ff., 332; the o0.d. defined as the
difference between a being (or beings) and being, 120; it becomes “more complicated,”
120; it is “the distinction between being and beings, when it is carried out explicitly,” 319;
must it be interpreted Temporally? 286; it is “temporalized in the temporalizing of tempor-
ality,” 319 (¢f. temporalize). Among the four basic problems of ontology-philosophy-
phenomenology, that of the o.d. is the first and is the only one given detailed discussion
in the present lecture course. See ontological problems

ontological problems, 176., 77—78. "If philosophy is the science of being, then the FIRST
ANDLAST AND BASIC PROBLEM OF PHILOSOPHY must be, What does being signify? Whence
can something like being in general be understood? How is understanding of being at all
possible?” 15, 16, 23; POUR BASIC PROBLEMS of the science of being, 17f.: (1) ontological
difference, 1718, 24, 72, 120, 225, 227M., 318f.; (2) articulation of being, 18, 24, 78,
120; {3) modifications of being and unity of concept of being, 18, 24, 121, 1546, 173f;
(4) truth~character of being, 18— 19, 24, 179, 183, 201, 205, 214, 2186, 222ff , 225

open, 270, 306; openness belonging to ecstasis, 267; “Openness belongs to fthe Dasein’s/
being. The Dasein is its Da, its here-there, in which it is here for itself and in which others
are there with it,” 300. See Da

orientation, 163, 230231, 307; o. regarding the BASIC PROBLEM OF ONTOLOGY, 224, all
elucidation of being is oriented to the DASEIN, 223; o. toward EXTANT BEINGS, 294; o.
within the INTRAWORLDLY, 311; o. toward NON-HANDINESS, 309; o. of PHILOSOPHICAL
PROBLEMS in the tradition, Descartes, and Kant, 122-123, 312: o. toward the TIME-
PHENOMENON, 230

origin, 86, o. of concepts of ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE, 100ff.; (common) o. of concepts of
ESSENTIA AND EXISTENTIA, 105, 110, 119; o. of concept of ESSENTIA in reference to
production, 105, 106ff.; o. of concept of EXISTENTIA or existence as actualization and
actuality, 101ff., 104—105; o. of concepts of MATTER AND MATERIAL, 115-116; tempor-
ality as 0. of TIME (in the common sense), 241; 0. of common time in original temporality,
2681,

onginal, 162, 265f., 279, 304, 306; 0. mode of being of CLOCK USAGE, 258; o. constitution
of the DASEIN'S BEING, 228; 0. EXISTENTIAL SENSE of: the future (Zukunft), 265, past
{Gewesenheit, having-been-ness), 265—266, and present (Gegenwart), 266; TEMPORAL-
M 45 0. time, 241; TIME in its originality, 230; return to o. time, 230; 0. comportment
toward ime, 258; o. having of time, 258; unity of future, past, and present—original
lime—temporality, 266

Other, athers, 322-323

Sthernes, 73

st ity various senses, 151, See Greek expressions

ter sense, 143

“tside, 66, 149; the DASEIN as further o than any object and further inside than any
‘ubject, 255; o.-ITSELF and time as ecstatic, 267; temporality as the primary outside-itself,
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270; o. the MIND, 206; TIME as further outside beings in motion or at rest, 252; the wongp
as further outside than all objects, 299

overstepping, 298—299, 301, 323. See transcendence

“own most peculiar” {eigenst-, superlative of eigen, own. and related to eigentlich, authentie.
a recurrent phrase referring to the Dasein’s potentialities for being: some characterisge
examples are given), 265, 270, 276. 279, 287, 289

paralogisms of pure reason, 1421

Parmenides, 110, 224, 312

passing-away, 107

passion, 281

past (two senses: (1) vergangen, Vergangenheit, bygone, bygoneness, (2) gewesen, Gewes.
enheit, having been, having-been-ness), 100, 233, 260, 265-266, 273, 306; the p. in
ORIGINAL EXISTENTIAL SENSE: the Dasein’s coming-back-to what it has-been (gewesen),
as it comes-toward-itself from a possibility of its own self, 265—266: essence of the p.,
266; the p. as ecstatic, 267; the p., in the common sense, as being-no-longer, 272

perception, 43, 478, 4950, 55€., S9ff., 671., 701, 93, 106, 109110, 112-113, 117, 118,
127, 129, 309. 316; p. as a distinctive ENPRESENTING, 315; INTENTIONAL CHARACTER of
p-. S78.. S9f., 70ff., 112: ORDER of p., 106; PERCEIVABILITY, 49; PERCEIVEDNESS, 8 puzzle,
314; PERCEIVING, PERCEIVED, PERCEIVEDNESS, 47ff,, 55-56, 67ff. 71, 112, 122, 128,
313-315; perceivedness as grounded in understanding of extantness, 71; PERCEPTUAL,
122; perceptual uncovering, 70—-71; p. as grounded in ecstatic-horizonal TEMPORALITY,
314-315

perfectio, 86, 108

permanence, 11

person, personality, 1258., 129, 131f., 135, 137, 13761, 140f., 142ff., 147.; personality
as EGOHOOD, 129; KANT'S ANALYSIS of personality, 155; ontological constitution of the
person in Kant, 153; ontological structure of personality in Kant, 153; Kant's ontological
definition of the person as end, 170; personality as constitution of man's being a parson,
131; ONTOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION of the person, 174, as end in itself, 1378.; ONTOLOG-
ICAL DISJUNCTION of person and thing, 137f.; metaphysics of morals as ONTOLOGY o
the person, 139—140; PERSONALITAS: transcendentalis, 125f., 129, 131~132, 140, 1428,
144, 146 (the I-think); psychologica, 129fF., 131, 140, 142, 147; moralis, 131, 138, 140,
146—-147; moralis as specific madification of self-conscicusness, 132, and as const
by self-consciousness in the sense of respect, 136; personality PROPER, 132; person &
finite mental SUBSTANCE, 147ff.

phantasia, 107 .

phenomenological: p. INTERPRETATION of “being equals perception,” 315; p. interprecatio?
of the being of the extant, 317 -318; p. INVESTIGATION, 111, 328; what “phenomenolog”
ical” means here, 318, 328; p. METHOD, 198, 309; its three components: reduction. 2.
24, construction, 21 -22, 24, destruction, 22—23, 24; p. exposition of TIME, 258

phenomenology, 1ff.. 198, 23ff., 62, 65, 114, 115, 156, 201, 268, 313, 314; CATHOLIC P~
20. CONCEPT of p., 2; p. and LOGIC, 178; methodological MAXIMS of p., 69; p. is (he
METHOD OF ONTOLOGY (scientific philosophy), 3, 328; p. and PHILOSOPHY, 3—4; bas®
PROBLEMS of p., 1ff., 15f1. see problem; SUBJECT MATTER of p.. 1. See ontology: philosoPhy
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henomenon, phenomena, 113, 161, 165, 305, 306, 322: p. of BEING-IN AND WORLD, 291;
the INSTANT AND THE NOW compared as p., 287 - 288; p. of INTENTIONALITY, 268; p. of
PERCEPTION, 313; p. of the PRESENT AND PRAESENS, 305, 306; p. of TEMPORALITY,
268-306; p. of TIME, 230, 237 p. of the WORLD, 165, 167~ 168, 294

philosophy. 1. 3-4, 4, 116, 176, 196, 23-24, 29, SIff.. 56, 57=58, 736., 77, 82,
111-112, 121, 1656, 177, 191, 194, 227, 281fF., 294, 295, 298, 322-323; ACADEMIC
AND OOSMIC conceptions of p. (Kant), 7ff.; ANCIENT p., 73, 776, 83fF., 96, 98, 116, 117f.,
123-124, 155, 165, 207, 209, 286, 315-316, 319, 321; its orientation toward reason,
mind, the subject, 312; BEING AS BASIC PROBLEM: 11ff,, esp. 16; "the question about the
meaning and ground of being,” 223; BEING, IN EARLY p.: early p. interprets being in
arientation toward the extant, 294; CONTEMPORARY “anxiety in the face of philosophy”,
167. contemporary p., 90, 167, 325; philosophical CONVERSATION, 210; CURRENT PRE-
DICAMENT of p., 281f; p. and the DASEIN: throughout its history, p. is oriented to the
Dasein, 367(.; as a science, it is founded on the Dasein’s existence, 319~320; HISTORY of
p.. 22,29, 124, 224; MEDIEVAL p., 77, 79, 83f., 102, see Middle Ages; Scholastics; MODERN
p-. 61, 73, 80, 90, 119, 148; modern p.’s primary orientation toward the subject, 123f,
142; POST-KANTIAN p., 29; PRE-KANTIAN p., 29, 98; PRE-PHILOSOPHICAL, 114, 165-166;
pre-philosophical knowledge, 111, 121; PROBLEMATIC of p., 152; PROBLEMS of p., 155,
295; allegedly central philosophical problem, 62; see problem, problems; PROTE PHILO-
SOPHIA, 79; p. as SCIENCE OF BEING, 11ff., 52f., 320ff.; SCIENTIFIC p., 3-4, 7, 23, 322;
“All philosophy . returns to the SOUL, mind, consciousness, subject, ego in clarifying
the basic ontological phenomena,” 73; “Philosophy must perhaps start from the 'SUBJECT’
and return to the ‘subject” in its ultimate questions, and yet for all that it may not pose
its questions in a one-sidedly subjectivistic manner,” 155; a philosophical TASK: p. must
comprehend conceptually the belonging-together of comportment to beings and under-
standing of being, 327; THEME of p.: “what is taken for granted as being self-evident is
the true and sole theme of philosophy,” 58; p. as TRANSCENDENTAL, 128, 324 (“in the
proper sense”); WESTERN p., 3, 75, 112; p. and WORLD: p. has not yet recognized the
concept or phenomenon of world, 165; p. and WORLD-VIEW, 4ff.

phone, 206

Place: relation of time to place, 238; p. of equipment within an equipmental contexture, 310

Plants, 165, 297

Mato, 22, 52ff, 73, 82, 107, 109, 112, 124, 183, 194, 199, 208, 209, 282ff., 319, 328-329;
P on truth-function of logos, 354: P.'s doctrine of knowledge & simile of the cave, 283ff.;
szas discoverer of the a priori: anamnesis, recollection, in the Phaedrus and Phaedo,

6-327

Pleasure faculty of p- and unpleasure, 132—133

IOllnus. 81

Poetry (Dichtung), 171; “Poetry, creative literature, is nothing but the elementary emergence
‘Mo words, the becoming-uncovered, of existence as being-in-the-world. For the others
Who before it were blind, the world first becomes visible by what is thus spoken,” 171-172.
See Rilke

Pount the now and the p.. 248249

Pope, 8181

Porphyry, 181
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posit, positing, position (sewzen. Latin ponere}, 9-10, 13,3637, 394., 43, 48~49, 49
55-56. 67. 75. 79. 93. 316— 317, ABSOLUTE POSITION , 32, 401, 436, 456, 49~ 50, 55‘
75. B7-88, 117, 179-180. 316-317; MERE POSITION, 39—40; RELATIVE )
39-40; POSITING. POSITED, POSITEDNESS, 48—49, 50, 316: positing as intentiona] m
portment, 316317

positive sciences. See science

positum, 321

possible, possibility, possibilitas, potency, potentiality: “e.p.” = abbreviation for condition
of possibility: 34, 37, 396F., 46, 76, 79, 82, 88, 89, 93, 95, 97, 9798 (potentia obj
98-99, 120, 128, 168-169. 170~171, 174, 265266, 267, 269, 273, 278~279, 287,
288-289, 293, 294, 296, 297-298, 325. 327 c.p. of BEING-IN-THE-WORLD, based oq
temporality, 292; interpretation of possibility of being-in-the-world, 294, the BEING-THERy
of a possibility, 277; ego as c.p. of CATEGORIES, 129; temporality as c.p. of the Daseny
ontological constitution, 274; the Dasein and its existential possibilities, 276: EXPECTING
a possibility, 265; Temporal possibility of HANDINESS, 305; praesens as c.p. of understand-
ing handiness, 305; temporality as c.p. of INTENTIONALITY, 268; c.p. of the i
of perception, 314—315; c.p. of MISSING OR FINDING SOMETHING, 310~311; a peculisr
circumstance in all PHILOSOPHY: “the possible is higher than everything actual,” 308;
possibility as manifest only in understanding’s PROJECTION, 277; TEMPORALITY as c.p. of
(1) the Dasein in its ontological constitution, (2) understanding of being, (3) projection
of being upon time, 280; possibility of TIME as commonly understood, 257; time s
ground of possibility of TRANSCENDENCE AND WORLD, 302; ecstasis of the present ascp.
of transcendence, 306; understanding of TRUTH as c.p. for access to the actual, 184ff;
c.p. of UNDERSTANDING INTRAWORLDLY BEINGS, 291; cp. of UNDERSTANDING OF BEING,
286, temporality as ontological c.p. of the understanding of being, 228, 302; c.p. of
UNDERSTANDING OF HANDINESS AND BEING-AT-HAND /[ extantness/, 291; c.p. of an UPON-
WHICH, OUT-TOWARD-WHICH, 308

posterior, 245

practical (mode of activity), 109

praesens, 312, 315; p. as horizonal schema of ENPRESENTING, 3036, 311; illumination by
a p. as condition of possibility for encountering a HANDY ENTITY AS HANDY, 308; handiness
and unavailability as specific variations of p., 305; p. as condition of possibility of \lﬂd"’
standing handiness, 305; p. as HORIZON. 306; question of the MEANING of p., 306: it
MODIFICATION AS KEGATIVE: ahsens, 311; p. and the NOw: more original than the now
306; p. and the PRESENT, 306-307; p. as basic determination of horizontal schema of
ecstasis of the present, 306, 312; p. as ecstatic horizon of the present, explicated. 306307,
312

pre-conceptual, pre-ontological understanding of being, 281282

precursory, 325. See already: beforehand

predicate, praedicatum, predication, 31fT., 36., 43ff., 4647, 55. 69, 75, 77, 91, 95. 102,
126, 149, 152, 155, 177, 180, 184185, 193— 194, 202, 203, 209, 218; copula as i
of predication, 202; determinative predication and truth, 215; logical and real pﬂdlﬂ""
316-317

pre-established harmony. 148

pre-ontological awareness, of the being of beings, 321
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present (adj.}, be present, something present, presence (These terms translate two German
words: (1) the adjective “vorhanden™ and its modifications, otherwise rendered in the
present volume as extant, at-hand, present-at-hand; (2) the verb “anwesen,” its participial
adjective "anwesend,” and corresponding noun forms. In some passages Heidegger brings
the two together and thus establishes an important link between extantness and presence
as we have these terms in English. In addition, he explicitly associates a noun form,
“Anwesen,” in one of its normal German senses—as meaning real property in the form
of present premises—with the Greek ousia, which has a similar sense; and this adds a
new dimension to the linkage between being in the sense of Vorhandensein—extantness,
at-handness—and being in the sense of Anwesenheit—presentness, presence.) 94,
108-109, 260, 305, 309, 311, 315; presence and absence as “praesens modified and
modifiable thus and s0,” 307. See absence; absens; Anwesen

present (noun: Gegenwart; corresponding adjective = gegenwirtig), 101, 233, 260, 266,
269, 287, 305, 311, 312; the p. as ECSTATIC, 26661.; ESSENCE of the p., 266; the p.
EXPLICATED, 3064.; the p. as related to the EXTANT, 315; what the p. is, 306; the p. as
relating to the HANDY, 312; ecstasis of the p. as primary in commerce with the handy,
308; the p. as temporalized in resoluteness is the INSTANT, contrasted with the present of
ordinary comportment, the now, 287ff. {see instant); the p. not constantly the instant, 288;
why the inauthentic p. is not an instant, 290~291; the p. expresses itself in the NOW,
261; the p. in the ORIGINAL, EXISTENTIAL SENSE of the Dasein's enpresenting, dwelling
with, 266; the p. as having the horizon of PRAESENS, 312

present-at-hand (vorhanden; see alternative translations: at-hand, extant), 109

presuppose, presupposition, 12, 52ff,, 71, 294, EXISTENTIAL CONCEPTS OF FUTURE, PAST.
PRESENT as presuppositions of common concepts of future, past, present, 265f.; PHILOS-
OPHY “deals with what every positing of beings  must already presuppose essentially,”
12; ontological presuppositions of POSITIVE SCIENCES, 52ff.; presupposing TRUTH: must
timeless truth be presupposed?, 220; “Truth is the presupposition for our being able to
presuppose anything at all.  Presupposition everywhere presupposes truth,” 221

pretense, 216

Primus: p. et principium ens, p. significatum, p. analogatum, p. divisio entis, 81

prior, 245; how being and existence are understood prior to beings, 74

Privative, 304; p. and positive. 309

problem, problems, 11, 15f., 24, 29, 140, 167, 223224, 309, 312-313. (A) THE BASIC
PROBLEM OF PHILOSOPHY OR ONTOLOGY: THE MEANING OF BEING IN GENERAL, 16, 222,
225fF, 313. (B) THE FOUR BASIC PROBLEMS OF PHENOMENOLOGY (ontology. philosophy),
each of which underlies one of the four theses; LISTED, 19, 24, 225; THEIR SYSTEMATIC
UNITY, 19, 76. (B1) THE FIRST PROBLEM, THE PROBLEM OF THE ONTOLOGICAL DIFFER-
ENCE, the distinction (made explicit) between being and beings, 17-18, 19, 55, 72, 78,
120, 225, 2276. (B2) THE SECOND PROBLEM, THE BASIC ARTICULATION OF BEING, the
“ssential content of a being and its mode of being, 18, 19, 121ff.; how the Scholastics
handled the problem, 79T, 88ff.; history of the problem, 81; three interpretative views
regarding the problem in Scholasticism: Thomas, Scotus, Suarez, 89—90; its treatment
'n medieval mysticism (Eckhart), 90-91; its treatment by Thomas Aquinas and his
followers, Aegidius Romanus and Joannes Capreolus, 91f.. by Scotus, 93-94, and by
Suarez, 94—-95, 96fT.; access to the problem, 95—96; orientation of the question toward
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production. 98—99, 101—102, 105, 106d.: in Greek ontology, 110f., 118~119; Phenom,.
enological clarification of the problem, 99£.; treatmnent of the distinction betwmm
and existentia. 99— 100. 101, 102ff.; inadequate foundation of traditional treatment of the
problem, 112€., 119; inner connection between traditional and Kantian treatmens of the
problem, 117, (B3) THE THIRD PROBLEM, THE POSSIBLE MODIFICATIONS OF BEING
THE UNTTY OF THE CONCEPT OF BEING. 18, 19, 121, 123, 124-125, 154, 1736, 228,
diversities of being versus unity of concept of being, 125; ontological distinction of "‘bh:
object, 122, 124, 125; Kant on the distinction, 125: Descartes’ distinction between re;
cogitans and res extensa, 125ff.; detailed discussion of Kant on personality and its three
senses—transcendental, psychological, moral, 1256f.; person versus thing, 137f.; Critique
of Kantian solution of the problem of “the being of the being which we humans each
ourselves are,” 140ff.; summary view of Kant's interpretation of subjectivity, 146~147;
the horizon of production, 147ff., 150f.; fundamental problem of the multiplicity of ways
of being and unity of the concept of being in general, 154f1.; problem of the distinction
of the being of the Dasein from other being, 154, 1388, 161, 168fl. (the being of nature,
of historical, cultural entities, the world, the Dasein); the fundamental problem sum.-
marized, 173ff. (B4) THE FOURTH PROBLEM, THE TRUTH-CHARACTER OF BEING, 18~19,
1776, 1794, 180ff., 183-184, 192, 200201, 201-202, 204 —205, 2054., 222f., 225;
the central problem here, discussed in the limited horizon of the “is,” the being of the
copula, 177; *forced aside into logic,” 177; connection of copula with basic ontological
problems, 179; characteristic treatments of the problem of the copula: Aristotle, Hobbes,
Mill, Lotze, 201.; being in the sense of the copula is, for Aristotle, synthesis in the logos,
183; Hobbes' nominalistic formulation of the problem, 183; copula as index of cause on
which coupling of names is grounded, 186: connection with truth, 188ff.; critique of
Hobbes' nominalism, 191-192; Mill's change from nominalism to dominantly noo-
nominalist view, 192193, copula as sign of predication, 193 —194: and of existence, 194
Mill's distinctions regarding propositions and functions of copula, 195; the “is” as "It
means,” 197; critique of Mill's distinctions. 197—198: ambiguity of copula, 197~198;
Mill's emphasis on “is” in sense of “exists,” 198; Lotze’s view, 198; impossibility of negative
copula, 199; doctrine of principal and subordinate thoughts. 199—200; the “is” as signi
fying combination and truth, 200; consequences of Lotze's approach for nineteenth- and
twentieth-century thought, 200—201; survey of interpretations of the “is” and character
istic determinations for the copula, 201§ summary review of characteristic treatments
of the problem of the copula, 202; examples of propositions to test understanding of this
contexture, 203 —204; brief outline of all the different interpretations of the copula,
what the being of the copula signifies, 204; implied senses of being, 204-205; query
regarding validity of this approach to the question of the meaning of being, 205: ““d"
quacy of dealing with assertion in terms of the being of the copula, 205 ; the decisivé
question: what belongs to assertion beyond the verbal sequence, 206, how grasp 'h‘
relational whole here? 205f7.; detailed discussion of assertion from phenomenol 4
viewpoint: structutes, 207, apophantic character, 209—210, assertion as communicd”
tively determinant exhibition, and its relation to the “is” of the copula. 2108.; prob"‘”
of relation of assertional truth to being of the entity asserted about, 213f., asserts
truth: uncovering and disclosing as ways of unveiling, 215f1.. existential mode of b"”“
of truth, and how it “lies between™ subject and object, connected with the Dasein®
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transcendence, 217 ~218; how truth exists, and its relationship to the existence of the
Dasein, 219ff.; existential mode of being of truth and the basic ontological question of
the meaning of being in general, 222ff.; special question of the meaning of the "is” in
ontological propositions, e.g.. “being is this or that,” “being is,” 222; the basic question of
ontalogy, ontological priority of the Dasein, and the need for a preparatory ontological
analytic of the Dasein as fundamental ontology (q.v.), 223 ~224

problems, specific (In the course of the lectures the author formulated many specific prob-
lems which were dealt with as the discussion proceeded. Among them, in addition to the
particular problems raised within the framework of the four basic problems above, are
questions relating particularly to the Dasein and to time. The question regarding the
Dasein has to do with the nature of the being (Sein) of the being (Seiendes) which each
human being itself is; the human being is a certain entity which has a certain mode of
being, and the question has to do with this mode of being. See Dasein (the), as the being
that we ourselves are, and 140. The Dasein, as ontical (a being), has an ontological priority
{a priority with respect to being and the understanding of being), which leads to the
problems of a fundamental ontology, 223 =224, see fundamental ontology. Pursuit of the
question of the condition of possibility of the understanding of being in the Dasein leads
to the entire problematic of time and temporality, through which time can be seen as the
horizon of all understanding of being. The problems here fall into THREE MAIN DIVISIONS.
(A) What is the nature of time as commonly understood and as specifically articulated
in Aristotle’s treatise on time (which gives explicit formulation to the common view of
time)? (B) How is time as commonly understood derivative from original time, the original
temporality of expecting, retaining, and enpresenting? (C) How can time, and especially
original time, original temporality, be conceptually comprehended as the condition of
possibility of all understanding of being and hence of ontalogy as the science of being?
The following is a representative listing of appearance of these three parts of the overall
problematic.) (A) TIME AS COMMONLY UNDERSTOOD AND AS ARTICULATED BY ARISTOTLE:
Aristotle’s two chief problems concerning time, 232ff.; problem of the origin of the now,
246; if there is no soul does time exist? Aristotle’s specific interpretation of this problem,
254; "What then is time and how does it exist? Is it only subjective, or is it only objective,
o1 is it neither the one nor the other?” 255, and forecast of the answer, 256. (B) How is
TIME AS COMMONLY UNDERSTOOD DERIVATIVE FROM ORIGINAL TIME? 256; problem of
clock-usage, 257; to what do we address ourselves in saying "now,” “then,” “before {at-
the-time/"? 259; whence do we take the now without making it an object? 259; “We shall
have to ask how what confronts us in the unity of expecting, retaining, and enpresenting
can be validly asserted to be original time,” 260; where do we get the now from? from
cnpresenting, 261; whence does the Dasein get the time it reckons with and expresses in
the now, then, and at-the-time? 261; answer to be given by showing its origin in original
time, temporality. 261, 265: what makes common time possible? 257, 259, and how does
# denve from original time? 269; why did the traditional time concept have to overlook
~igmficance and datability? answer will derive from the structure of temporality, 263; why
does the common understanding of time ignore the structural moments and conceive of
time merely as a manifold of unstructured nows? 27161 (C) TIME, AND ESPECIALLY ORIG-
INAL TIME, ORIGINAL TEMPORALITY, AS CONDITION OF POSSIBILITY OF ALL UNDERSTAND-
ING OF BEING AND HENCE OF THAT PARTICULAR UNDERSTANDING OF BEING WHICH
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CONSTITUTES ONTOLOGY AS SCIENCE OF BEING, 274, 286, 302; what is “M of
being? 2748 ; to find original concept of understanding, 275; how does
belong to the Dasein’s existence? 276: to clarify and distinguish understanding as congs;,
tutive for the Dasein’s existence, 277-278; upon what must being be projected in Order
for being itself to be understood? 280; how are the experiencing of a being, the under.
standing of being, and projection-upon in the understanding of being connected? 289, 3,
time that upon which being is projected, by way of which we can understand being? 280,
problem of the epekeina tes ousias, 284—285; what makes the understanding of being
possible? 286; what makes understanding possible as such? 286; how is temporality the
condition of possibility for understanding in general? 286; must the ontological difference
be interpreted Temporally? 286; what is the character of the temporality of insuthentic
self-understanding? 289; problems oriented toward beings as extant, 291; what is the
condition of possibility of the understanding of handiness and being-at-hand {extantness)?
291; to understand via temporality the structure of being-in-the-world, 292;
as horizon of the understanding of being, 292 problem of philosophical legitimacy of sn
ontical teleology of the universe of beings, 295; problems of philosophy, 295; how is the
whole of being-in-the-world founded on temporality? 298; how is being-in-the-world
possible as a whole? in what is the Dasein’s transcendence grounded? answered with
regard to two structural moments: being-in and world, 301-302; to comprehend con-
ceptually how Temporality makes possible the understanding of being, 302; how is world-
understanding, in specific reference to handiness, grounded on temporality? 302;
provide a Temporal interpretation of handiness, and to show with regard to transcendence
how the understanding of being is possible Temporally, 303; problem of finiteness of
time, 308; how does negation root in time, temporality, Temporality? 311; how is inten-
tionality possible? 314; radicalizing the problems of ancient philosophy, 316; problems of
objectification of beings. constitutive for positive sciences, and of being, constitutive for
philosophy as a science, 321—322

Proclus, 81

produce, production, etc. (herstellen, Herstellung, etc.), 98, 101-102, 105, 106£f., 1144,
1176, 150, 286; PRODUCEDNESS, 109, 112, 114, 150 (“being of a being means nothing but
producedness” for Kant), 152; PRODUCER, 115, 151; PRODUCIBLE, 112, 116; PRODUCING.
109, 116, 118, 151; ontological constitution of producing, 109; PRODUCT, 113, 116, 122,
“product (producible) in its producedness,” 151=152; PRODUCTION: its sense and
essential nature, 115=116; its understanding of beings which do not need to be
116; intentional structure of p., 113- 114, 118; its understanding of being. 114; p. and
the produced, 104, 106ff., 112, 113; PRODUCTIVE COMPORTMENT (behavior), 102, 103,
106f,, 108€., 113—114, 115—116; p. and its understanding of being, 116, 117; p- 8
horizon for ancient ontology’s interpretation of beings and for its understanding of the
being of beings, 116

projection, project (the verbs used are entwerfen and projizieren; Entwurf is the usual nouti:
other related expressions are vorwerfen, vorherwerfen), 168, 279, 289, 293, 3074., 3_16'
318; p. of BEING, 280, 322; the two CONSTITUENTS of p.: (1) a can-be of itself, upon whi
the Dasein projects itself and (2) the Dasein’s projection of itself upon this can-be. 277
p. of beings as EQUIPMENT is their p. upon functionality relation, 293; p. of the being
the HANDY upon praesens (hence upon Temporality), 323; p. and PHENOMENOLOGICAL
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METHOD, 22; p. upon PRAESENS, 306; praesensial p., Temporal p., 307; series of projec-
tions: understanding of beings, projection upon being, understanding of being, projection
upon time; the end of the series (horizon of ecstatic unity of temporality), 308; TIME is
“the original self-projection pure and simple,” 308; the p. upon something involved in the
UNDERSTANDING OF BEING, 280; “We understand a being only as we project it upon being.
In the process, being itself must be understood in a certain way; being must in its turn
be projected upon something,” 280; “Understanding must itzself somehow ser, as unveiled,
that upon which it projects,” 284; p. as an essential moment of understanding, 286; p. of
WORLD, 168, 170

property (ousia), 108

proposition, propositio, 75, 180, 182, 18367, 188, 1931 200, 201, 20211., 206, 218; Hobbes'
definition of the p., 184-185; Mill's account of the p., 193; Mill's classification of
propositions as essential-verbal-analytic versus accidental-real-synthetic, 195, 204; criti-
cized, 197-198; structure of the p., 312ff; defect in starting from the uttered p., 212;
Temporal propositions (see ontology; philosophy), 324. See assertion; logos

proteron and husteron: question whether to be translated as earlier and later or before and
after, 240—-241, 245f1., 247; non-temporal sense in Aristotle, before and after in sequence
of places, 246; temporal sense in Aristotle, earlier and later, 246-247

psychical, 58, 206

psychology. 49, 54, 58, 65, 80, 130, 131: psychologia rationalis, 80; psychology as ontical
science versus philosophy as entological, 52, 142; psychological ego, 130

publicness: p. as a structural element of expressed time, 261, 264; p. of time, derived from
ecstatic character of temporality, 270

purpose: purposiveness, its structure and ontological possibility, 170; purpose-free, purpose-
less, 295

quality, 36, 89, 143

quantity, 143

question: q. of what, who, 120; quid est res, what is the thing? 120. See problem

quidditas, 31, 38, 85, 86, 88, 89, 94, 102, 119, 186 187; man's quidditas, 138; quod quid
erat esse, 85, 105. See what; essence

fatio, 31, 95-96; r. abstractissima et simplicissima, 84; r. entis, 84; ratio, intentio intellecta,
84

fational, rationality, 131-132; r. beings, 138

feach, of perception, 67

real, realis, reality, realness, Realitat, 2829, 31, 331, 3738, 42, 43, 45-46, 68, 75-76,
77-78, 851, 88, 89, 916f. 954. 9899, 101-102. 107108, 119, 125, 148, 149, 187,
1%9, 195, 197, 198, 203 - 204; real predicate, 334, 43, 316—317; real propositions, 195f.-
three categories or fields of the real as recognized by J. S. Mill, 198; objective reality,
37-38; realitas objectiva, 38; realitas actualis, 38. See res, Sache, thing

Tealinm, 167, 175

Teavin, 92, 941, 121, 141. 223; law of sufficient r., 92

Tecepuivity, 144, 149, 151

"®iprocity, 148— 149
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recollection. 290. 326

reduction, phenomenological: defined as the leading back of investigadve vision from ,
naively apprehended being to its being, 21. See ontological, method

reference, 185, 197; transcendent ., 214-215

reflection, 74, 158ff.. 161. 171: proper application of the term to the Dasein's primary gy,
disclosure. 159; r. of the self from things. 159f.; r. as self-understanding by way of the
things themselves, 160

reification, 323

telation, 113, 143, 236, 296: . to the cognitive faculty, 93; relations of functionality, m,
295; relations of in-order-to, functionality, for-the-sake-of, 296

relativism, 222

relativity theory, 237

release {entlassen, Entlassung), 179f., 188, 243; r. of product from relation to the produces,
113-114; r. by productive comportment, 115. Cf. set free

remove, removal-to (entriicken, same as carry away; ecstasis), 302, 306, 317, 318

removere, 316

repetition, 290, 306; r. defined as the temporal mode in which the Dasein comes back to
that which it is, in which it is as and what it was, 287. See past, original existential sense

represent, representation, repraesentatio, 57, 62, 63, 65, 126-127, 128, 155, 195; ¢ in
Leibniz's monads, 300-301

res (see real; Sache; thing). 33M., 36, 37, 43, 84M., 89, 91, 93~94, 94ff., 99, 101, 104, 1226,
126, 139, 140, 192, 203, 272, 316; r. COGITANS, 15, 24, 122, 124128, 126, 138, 139140,
147, 154, 155—156, 223; r. cogitans as self-consciousness, 158 —159; r. EXTENSA, 15, 24,
122, 124-125, 138, 139-140, 147, 154, 155

resoluteness (Entschlossenheit): r. is “our name for authentic existence,” 287; its own peculiar
temporality, 2871,; “In resoluteness the Dasein understands itself from its own most
peculiar can-be,” 287; how r. temporalizes itself, 287

respect (Achtung), 1331, 141, 147; “Respect is the ontical access to itself of the factically
existent ego proper,” 137; structure of r., 133; r. as a moral feeling, a priori, non-empirical,
non-pathological, 134; as respect for the law, 135; as respect for self, 135; as self-subjecting
self-elevation, 136; as analogous to inclination and fear, 136; as “the true mode in which
man'’s existence becomes manifest,” 137

respectus logicus, 39, 75, 179, 183

responsibility, 131-132, 135, 137, 141

rest, 73, 236, 238239, 252-253

retain, retention (behalten, Behalten), 259f., 265; retention of the prior, 245; retaining
expresses itself in the at-the-time, 259, 262ff.; retaining, non-retaining, forgetting. 290:
retaining equipment in view, 293; retentive expectance: expectant-retentive enpresenting:
293. See comportment, temporal; motion, experience of m.; transition, experience

revelation: r. of personality, 133; r. of self, 137; self-r of the ego, 137; personality as rev
in respect, 137

revivals, 100-101, 112

Rickert, Heinrich, 130, 156

Rilke, Rainer Maria, 172-173, 289
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sache. Sachheit (very general term for thing, case. matter. fact. etc. See thing: essence), 38,
43, 68, 78, 84, 87-88, 105, 107, 112, 119, 131, 148

sameness, 73

Ratz. 180. See proposition; assertion

saying time, 259f.

scheler. Max, 136

schelling. Friedrich Wilhelm Joseph von, 5, 125, 152, 153

schema, schemata, 306ff.; schematic pre-designation, 306; schema of ecstases of time, 307;
relation of schema to ecstatic openness for...and horizon, 308; praesensial schema of
handiness, 309. See horizonal schema

Schleiermacher, Friedrich Ernst Daniel, 5

Scholastics, Scholasticism, 11, 15, 28, 29, 30, 35, 38, 58, 79-80, 82, 83ff., 864, 88f., 93,
95-96, 98, 102, 104, 119, 120, 183, 190, 214, 231, 321. See Middle Ages; ontology.
medieval; philosophy, medieval; Aegidius Romanus; Capreolus, Joannes; Duns Scotus;
Suarez, Francisco; Thomas Aquinas

Schuppe. Wilhelm (nineteenth-century anti-metaphysical thinker), 177—-178

science, 3-4, 7, 11ff., 17, 19-20, 23, 51, 227, 268, 276, 281282, 283, 312, 320, 321,
322, 323-324, 328; s. as COGNIZING for the sake of unveiledness as such, 320; s. as
CONSTITUTED in objectification of what has already been revealed, 320; FIRST science
{prote philosophia), 79; MODERN NATURAL s., 321; PHILOSOPHICAL s., constituted in the
objectification of being, 322; POSITIVE s., sciences, 19, 51ff.,, 65, 68, 320; constituted in
objectification of beings, 321—322; they relate also to the being of beings, 322. See
objectification; ontology: phenomenology: philosophy

scnpt, 185

sea-unicorn (Seeeinhorn = narwhal), 41

seeing, sight, sighted, 107, 109. See circumspection; fore-sight

Seinsverstindnis 83; (understanding of being, q.v.)

self, 41, 13561., 259~ 260, 270, 323; self-APPREHENSION of history of being-with-one-another,
279-280; 5.-CONSCIOUSNESS, 1266f. 129, 152ff., 158159, 174, 175; empirical s.-con-
sciousness, 142; pure and empirical s.-consciousness, 129; empirical and transcendental
s.~consciousness, 132; s.-DIRECTION toward something (intentionality), 313; s.-FINDING
by the Dasein in things, 159; the Dasein “finds itself primarily and constantly in things
because, tending them, distressed by them, it always in some way or other rests in things.

[ A]s the Dasein gives itself over immediately and passionately to the world, its own

self is reflected to it from things,” 159; example from Rilke, 171~ 173, s.-FORGETTING,
290; how the self is GIVEN, 159.; 5.-IDENTITY: authenticity (and inauthenticity) versus
merely formal-ontological identity, 170; s.-INTUITION of the s., 145; 5.-KNOWLEDGE, 126,
152 L.0SS of the s. in inauthentic understanding, 160, 289—290; s.-PROJECTION, 277;
“time constitutes the original self-projection,” 318; s.-PURPOSEIVENESS, 141, 170; REFLEC.
TION of the s. from things. 174; s.-UNDERSTANDING, 171, 175, 277, 279, 289, authentic
versus inauthentic s.-understanding, 160-161, 170, 175; everyday s.-understanding,
I58€f. 161ff., 171 role of world and being-in-the-world in s.-understanding, 279; the
Dasein understands itself and its fellows at first and usually from things, 289 the self

UNVEILED in s.-direction toward beings. 158; s. and WORLD in structure of the Dasein,
297
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selfhood, 170, 301: s. and seiflessness, 298; s. as founded on transcendence, 300; -
presupposition for the Dasein’s possibilities of being its own, losing itself, being-wig,.
others, being I-self with thou-self, 300

sempiternitas, 303

sensation, 62—63

sense, sensible, sensibility, 132, 144—145; inner sense, 129, 130; external senses, 130; feeling
and sensibility, 133

sense (Sinn = meaning), 201

serviceability (Dienlichkeit), 68

set free (freigeben, Freigeben), 117—118: also translated as discharge, 114, and as relegse,
See release

shape, shaping, 106ff.

shoe. shoemaker, 171

sign, 185, 193€., 206

significance (Bedeutsamkeit. This term receives two usages in the text. One is the designation
of a structural moment of expressed time. See time, expressed and expression. The other
is given in the present entry. The same term, “significance,” is used as homoaym in
English, correlative to the German.), 165, 296, 299, 305; s. DEFINED: “The whole of these
relations, everything . . . with which the Dasein can give itself something to be understood,
to signify to itself its ability to be, we call significance. This is the structure of what we eall
world in the strictly ontological sense,” 295—296; the relations referred to are relations of
functionality: in-order-to, for-the-sake-of, for-that-purpose, to-that-end; ¢f. 165, 262 s.
CHARACTERIZES WORLD AND TIME as world in general and world-time, 262, s.-CONTEX-
TURE (See world), 171, 208-209

signification (Bedeutung), 197, 206. See mean. meaning

Sigwart, Christoph (dominant figure in logic in the nineteenth century), 177—-178

Simplicius, 229-230

simultaneity, 237

skepticism, 222

Socrates, 284

solipsism, 278

something, 37, 39, 78, 83

Sophists, 183

soul, 22, 73, 109, 121, 124, 129, 143- 144, 146, 223, 256, 319, 323; s. according to the
paralogisms, 142ff; time as “in the soul,” 236—237, 256

space, 22, 53, 145, 242f., 248, 255, 272, 292

span, spannedness (spannen, Spanne, gespannt, Gespanntheit), 263; spannedness of time,
as structural moment of expressed time, articulated in meanwhile, during, till then,
263-264; spannedness derived from ecstatic character of temporality, 269—270. See
stretch

speculation, mystical, 90

speech, 184, 190-191, 208, 270; possible forms of s. {Hobbes), 184; “In speaking about
something, the Dasein speaks itself out, expresses itsel, as existent being-in-the-world, duwelling
with and occupying itself with beings,” 208

speed, 239
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Spinoza, Baruch (Benedictus), 134

spirit, spirituality, 143 — 144, 223, 323

spontaneity, 149, 151

standard, 107

stars, 297

statement, 180; linguistic s., 210

step beyond, 299

Stetigkeit (continuity, g.v.), 236

stratification: s. of projections in the structure of ontical understanding, 280

stretch, stretch out (dehnen, Dehnung; compares with Ausdehnung, extension; for stretching
out the terms “erstrecken,” “Erstreckung,” are employed), 242ff., 248-249, 264; how s.
can be greater or less, 249. See dimension

structure (Struktur), 65—66, 67, 69, 71, 72, 127, 151, 153, 166, 168, 170, 174, 175, 307; 5.
and APOPHANTIC CATEGORIES, 126; apophantic s., 209; s. of ASSERTION, 208ff.; s. of
BEING, 78, 123, 168f.; basic structures of being, 225; s. of BEING-IN-THE-WORLD, 297,
301-302, to be understood via temporality, 291; intrinsically manifold s. of the BEING OF
A BEING, 205; ontological s. of BEINGS, 295; basic 5. of CARE, 298; intentional s. of the
DASEIN'S COMPORTMENTS, 122; existential s. of the Dasein, 170; the basic structures of
the constitution of the Dasein’s being, 227, 298, 299; structural moments of the Dasein,
301; 5. of EXPRESSED TIME: the four structural moments—significance, datability, spanned-
ness, and publicness, 261 .; these four structural moments as (1) arising from ecstatic-
horizonal unity of expecting, retaining, enpresenting, 271, and (2) concealed in the com-
mon understanding of time, 271—272; time-s. of present, as completed, 306; 5. of primary
FAMILIARITY, 304; s. of FEELING, 132, 137; ontological s. of FUNCTIONALITY RELATIONS,
295; structures in the praesens of HANDINESS, 309; INTENTIONAL s., 38, 67, 75; s. of the
LOGOS, 207; s. of NOW-SEQUENCE, 265; structural moments of NOW-TIME (expressed
time) derived from original temporality, 268ff.; intentional s. of PERCEPTION, 57f., 676 .,
70-71, 112, 313f; ontological s. of the whole PERSON, 146; s. proper to the PERSONALITAS
MORALIS (autotelic), 132, 147; formal s. of PERSONALITY, 132, PREDICATIVE s., 209; in-
tentional s. of PRODUCTION, 109, 112ff, 114ff.. s. of PROPOSITION, 182, 187, 202; inten-
tional s. of RESPECT. 136; original s. of the TIME-PHENOMENON, 230 s. of the
UNDERSTANDING constitutive of existence, 277: intentional 5. of UNVEILING, 217: WORLD
as structural moment of being-in-the-world, 294; structural moments of WORLD-TIME as
covered up by the falling Dasein, 271

Suarez, Francisco, 58, 7911., 84, 88f1.. 94ff., 119, 124, 148, 231

subject (The author employs this term in two general senses: (1) formal-apophantic or
grammatical-logical, i.e.. the subject of predicates; and (2) ontological-personal, “in the
sense of subjectivity or egohood.” The distinction and interconnection of these two senses
is given on pp. 126—127. However there is also (3) the generic ontological sense, associated
with the Greek hupokeimenon and in some degree with the Latin subjectum, of which
sense (2) tends to become a specification and sense (1) an abstractly formal expression.
For this third sense, see Greek expressions, hupokeimenon. (1) SUBJECT. FORMAL-
APOPHANTIC, 36, 40, 126-127, 180, 185, 193, 200, 204, 209; s. as formal-apophantic
category, 126— 127 (2) SUBJECT, ONTOLOGICAL-PERSONAL, 37, 38, 47, 58, 59ff., 62ff.. 69.
73 (all philosophy returns to the subject), 101, 104, 113, 114, 117, 123, 1256, 129f.
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1316, 138, 141-142, 1526, 154, 162, 1668, 174, 214, 219, 255, 256, 278, 297-2“'
313, 314, 317, 323; the ACTING ., 139; 5.-EGO, 207, 210; why modern philosophy doey
not take the s. as EXEMPLARY ENTITY, 123f.; 5. as INTELLIGENCE, 147 5. as a being thy
relates-itself-to, or INTENTIONALITY, 59, 65, 1555.. 313314, MODE OF BEING of the s,
135, 157: ONTOLOGICAL CONSTITUTION of the 3. as problematic, 152ff., 154; modem
ORIENTATION to the s., 73 {also ancients), 123f.; stress on the s. in modern philosophy,
155; “Philosophy must perhaps start from the ‘subject’ and return to the ‘subject’ in ey
ultimate questions, and yet for all that it may not pose its questions in a on
subjectivistic manner,” 155; s. as SUBJECTUM (hupokeimenon), 127, 148, 152, 155; Tiz.
ORETICAL VERSUS PRACTICAL 5., 142: TREND toward the s. in philosophy, 312. See Dasein;
ego; person: self

subjective, 167, 174ff., 216, 237; time as s., 237, 255

subjectivism, subjectivizing, 175, 218f.- “the unveiling appropriation of the extant in ity
being-such is precisely not a subjectivizing but just the reverse, an appropriating of the
uncovered determinations to the extant entity as it is in itself.” 219; erroneous subjectiv-
izing of intentionality, 63, 90, 313

subjectivity, 124, 125ff., 126, 127, 129, 131, 152. 167; problem of the s. of the subject, 167
See Dasein; ego; person: self

subject-object relation, 1556.. 159

subjectum, 126127, 148, 152, 155, 186, 187, 272

subreptio apperceptionis substantiae, 145

subsequent, 245

subsist, subsistence, 28, 53, 221

substance, 74, 130, 143, 147ff., 153, 300-301

substantia, 272

sun, 240, 285

supratemporal, 303, 306, 324

surpass, 323. See transcend

surprise: condition of possibility of s., 311

symbol, sumbolon, 185~186

synthesis, 41, 45, 127, 182-183, 209; existential s., 41; 5. as meaning of the “is,” 183;
predicative s., 41. See Greek expressions, sunthesis

synthetic, 195

taciturn reserve (Verschlossenheit), 216

taking-together (= sunthesis), 212

tasks of scientific ontology. 19

teleology: ontical t. of the universe of beings, 295

Temporal, Temporality (German temporal, Temporalitit) (The author’s explanation of the
meaning assigned to the German words “temporal” and “Temporalitit”, 228, makes clear
that they were chosen as the Latinate equivalents of the usual German words for temporal
and temporality, namely. zeitlich and Zeitlichkeit. Since, according to his doctrine, tem-
porality is the horizon for the understanding of being and the condition of possibility for
all understanding of being and hence for solution of the basic problem of philosophy. the
problem of the meaning of being in general, a special term is necded to refer to temporality
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in this role as such a condition of possibility. For this purpose the Latinate equivalent of
the German was used. But in English we already employ the Latinate expression for
normal reference to the temporal. What then can we do? We might try an equivalent
from the other classical language. Greek. as for instance, chronal and chronality. This
was experimented with and found not completely satisfactory. The sense of identity with
the concept of the temporal is not strong enough, the idiom is a little too strange, and
unwanted associations enter, like that of the chronometer, which measures clock-time
rather than Temporalitit, and that of the chronic, as in chronic diseases and chronic
habits. Another possibility is to find an English equivalent, like timelike, timely, timeish.
However, beside being awkward, none of these gives the true intended meaning. It was
decided, therefore, to employ a special device, capitalization, for the purpose. This gives
us Temporal to correlate with German temporal and Temporality with Temporalitit.
Capitalization introduces typographical difficulties with the beginnings of printed sen-
tences and in speaking one has to add the expression “capital-t” to refer to the terms.
Another experiment was earlier made with the forms c-temporal and c-temporality, where
the letter ¢ stands for “condition of possibility,” to remind us that here we are speaking
of the temporal and temporality understood as condition of possibility. But this mode of
expression is unnatural and awkward and experiments with readers were sufficdent to
establish their dislike for it. Consequently it was decided to accept the relatively minor
infelicity of capitalization, where the capital letter functions as a recollective index, inform-
ing the reader about the transcendental role of temporality when that is under consid-
eration. Indeed. the capital t could be taken as representative of the notion of the
transcendental and the term Temporality may then be read as meaning temporality
understood as transcendental horizon for the understanding of being and condition of
possibility for all understanding of being and hence for the solution of the basic problem
of ontology, namely, the problem of the meaning of being in general.), 17, 228, 274, 302,
305, 312, 313, 318, 322ff., 324f1.; T. DEFINED by the ontological protlematic related to
temporality: “It means temporality insofar as temporality itself is made into a theme as
the condition of the possibility of the understanding of being and of ontology as such.
The term Temporality' is intended to indicate that temporality, in existential analytic,
represents the horizon from which we understand being,” 228; T. defined as temporality
in its role as condition of possibility of the understanding of being, both pre-ontological
and ontological, 274; concept of T. to be defined, 292; Temporal interpretation of the
BEING OF BEINGS, 306; T. interpretation of the BEING OF THE EXTANT by means of praesens,
317-318: CENTRAL ROLE of T. in ontological inquiry, 327; "The fundamental subject of
research in ontology is Temporality,” 17; content of its general CONCEPT , “{T Jem-
porality 15 temporality with regard to the unity of the horizonal schemata belonging to it,”
307 T. interpretation of HANDINESS, 305, 309; T. content of KANT'S THEsIS, 316; T.
PROJECTION, 323: T. PROPOSITIONS, 323; T. SCIENCE (ontology), 323; T. TRUTH (veritas
temporalis). 323, backward SUMMARY of exposition of T, 312

temporal, temporality (zeitlich, Zeitlichkeit; ¢f. the previous entry for the (German temporal,
‘Temporalitat, translated as Temporal. Temporality), 16, 20, 228-229, 229ff. 236,
273-274, 278, 286ff., 2941, 298, 302- 303, 3036, 306f1., J09AT., 3181, J20ff.. AUTHEN.
TIC ., 273; how BEING-IN-THE-WORLD 1s founded on t., 29811, temporal COMPORTMENTS:
expecting and “then.” retaining and “at the time,” enpresenting and “now,” 259fF.; their
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intrinsic interconnection. 260; the three comportments express themselves in three time.
determinations, 259f1.; as the what of expressed time. they make it and its structura]
moments understandable, 2658.; t. as long CONCEALED, 322; t.’s basic CONSTITUTION
revealed by coming-toward, coming-back-to, dwelling-with, 266—267; t. as condition of
possibility of the CONSTITUTION OF THE DASEIN'S BEING, 274; t. as COVERED UP by the
falling Dasein, 271; ECSTATIC CHARACTER of t., 267 —268, 274; . as ecstatic, outside itself,
carried away {in three ways) to: the original outside-itself, the ekstatikon, 267; ¢, o5
intrinsically ECSTATIC-HORIZONAL, makes possible the Dasein’s constitution and the tem.
poralizing of common time, 268; ecstatic-horizonal t. as condition of possibility of tran.
scendence, 314 —315; t. is the equally original ECSTATIC-HORIZONAL UNTTY of future, past,
and present, 267, 274, 287; t.'s essential structure is “the self-enclosed ecstatic-horizonal
unity of future, past, and present in the sense explained,” 274; t.'s most central deter
mination: its ecstatic-horizonal unity, ecstatic-horizonal constitution, 302; correspondence
between ecstatic unity of t. and unity of the horizonal schemata of the three ecstases,
302; what t., as ecstatic-horizonal unity of temporalizing, makes possible: transcendence,
intentionality, the being of the existential Dasein, the Dasein’s comportment toward....,
the understanding of being. the unveiling of being, and the disclosing or uncovering of
beings, 318; t. as condition of possibility of the EPEKEINA (the Dasein's constitutive
transcendence) and of all understanding founded on it, 307; t. of dealings with EQUIPMENT,
303, as primarily enpresenting, 309; how the EXISTENTIELL UNDERSTANDING is deter-
mined by t., 286fF.; t. of the understanding of FUNCTIONALITY and functional totality,
291f; ¢., as Temporality, the HORIZON of the ecstases. 312; HORIZONAL CHARACTER of
t.. 267; HORIZONAL SCHEMATA of ecstatic t., 294, 302; t. as condition of possibility of
INTENTIONALITY. 268: how t. is to be KNOWN, 327; t. as MANIFESTING ITSELF in the
Dasein in a pervasively basic way, 307 -308; t. as the MEANING OF THE DASEIN'S BEING,
16: t. of MISSING OR FINDING something, 310—311; t. as root and ground for the OBJEC
TIFICATION of beings and of being. 321; is t. the ground of the ONTOLOGICAL DIFFERENCE?
286; how t. makes ONTOLOGY possible, 228; ORIGINAL t., 294; original concept of t.,
256-257; t. as SELF-PROJECTION as such: condition of possibility of all projecting,
307-308: how t. qua ecstatic is intrinsically SPANNED, STRETCHED, 269—270; STRUCTURE
of v, 263; original t. as origin of TIME as now-sequence, 268f.; t. as original time, 241:
“what confronts us in the unity of expecting, retaining, and enpresenting,” 260, the unity
of original, existential future, past, and present, 266; t. distinguished from the three TIME-
DETERMINATIONS which originate in t.s self-expression, 266 t. and TRANSCENDENCE,
291 t. as transcendence is openness, 255; interrelations of t., transcendence, and the
understanding of being, 291—292; t. as condition of possibility for UNDERSTANDING, 286:
why t. must be the condition of the possibility of the Dasein's UNDERSTANDING OF BEING,
274; why t. must be the condition of possibility of the understanding of being and hence
of the projection of being upon time, 280; t. as horizon for the understanding of being.
228, 260, 292; t. as comcomitantly UNVEILED in all factual projection, 307

temporalize {zeitigen), 270, 302, 305, 307, 309, 315; how temporality temporalizes COMMON
TIME, 269, the DISTINCTION BETWEEN BEING AND BEINGS (ontological difference, q.v:) i
temporalized in the temporalizing of temporality,” 319; EXISTENCE temporalizes itself in
understanding, 278; temporalizing of EXPECTANCE, 311; role of praesens in temporalizing
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dealings with the HANDY, 308; temporalizing in commerce with the handy, 312; effect of
PRECEDENCE OF ONE ECSTASIS OVER ANOTHER in temporalizing, 307, TEMPORALITY TEM-
PORALIZES ITSELF in the ever current unity of future, past, and present, 266

thalers, hundred, 38, 43

Thales: interprets being as a being, 319

that, 123; that it is, 130

thematizing of being, 21, 281

then, 247, 2576, 261f1., 268f1.; why the t. is temporal, 269; the t. derived from the ecstatic
character of temporality, 269

theology. theological, 19, 29, 79, 82, 183, 231; theologia rationalis. 80; medieval t., 128, 118;
medieval mystical t., 90; Protestant t., 90; traditional theological founding of ontology.
118

theory, 59, 63, 69; theoretical knowledge, 133

there, 245

there-being, 92

theses, 15, 24, 76, 225. 1ST THESIS, KANTIAN: ITS NBGATIVE CONTENT: being is not a real
predicate, 15, 24, 276, 32, 72, 91, 92, 97, 101, 102, 313, 316; ITS POSITIVE CONTENT:
being equals position, existence (extantness) equals absolute position equals perception,
and criticism of it, 390, 43ff., 476, 49ff., 676., 7778, 87, 112, 117, 179, 303, 313,
316f; see Kant. 2ND THESIS, ARISTOTELIAN-MEDIEVAL: to the constitution of a being
there belong essence and existence, 15, 24, 74 (“to each being there belong a what and
a way-of-being”), 7741, 87, 88, 9911, 111, 117, 119ff. 3RD THESIS, MODERN: the basic ways
of being are the being of nature (res extensa) and the being of mind (res cogitans): 15, 24,
75. 121, 122ff., 123, 140. 4TH THESIS, LOGICAL: every being, regardless of its particular
way of being, can be addressed and talked about by means of the “is,” the copula, 15, 24,
67, 75, 176, 1774, 223, 314

thing, thingness, thinghood (The author employs two German words for thing: Ding and
Sache. Throughout, Sache is connected more frequently than Ding with the realitas of
the res by the use of the abstract noun “Sachheit,” which means something like essence
or essential content in the sense of the thingness of the thing and is frequently translated
as inherent or intrinsic content when it takes the form of the term “Sachgehalt.” However,
the author also makes analogous use of such a form as Dingheit, thinghood, though not
with the same idea in mind. While Ding and Sache have more or less subtle differences
of application, tone, and figurative employment, the author often tends to use them
interchangeably, sometimes even within the scope of a brief sentence. For example: “the
actual thing {Ding/ arises out of phusis, the nature of the thing /Sache/,” 107. Because
of the close connection of the terms, their occurrences have not been separated out in
this Lexicon. The presence of the German pagination in the heads will facilitate a quick
check with the original.) 34—35, 37ff,, 43, 46—47, 68, 75-76, 85., 91f. 95, 97f.
103-104, 105, 106ff. 119—120, 122, 138, 141142, 145, 147, 151, 159. 161-162,
1626, 168, 1716, 174, 175, 1961., 214, 219, 233, 289, 293294, 300, 316—317, 323;
a thing's BEING as its self-determined presence, 317; thing-CONTENT, 94, 96 (usually
occurs as inherent content, intrinsic content); thing-CONTEXTURE (Dingzusammenhang).
163; CORPOREAL AND MENTAL things, 148; thing-IN-ITSELF. 149; NATURAL COMPORTMENT
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toward things, 173. see orientation; ONTOLOGICAL CHARACTER of thurgs, 174; things gre
not genuinely TRANSCENDENT. 299: things as TRUE, 189: thing of USE. 108. See Ding; res;
Sache

thinking. thought. 50, 57, 62. 65, 83. 97. 126f.. 130-131, 144-145, 163, 183, 185,
206-207. 216, 323; ANCIENT thought. 101. 106. 115 see: ontoiogy. ancient: philosophy,
ancient: ARTICULATED thinking, the proposition, 188: COMBINATORY thinking, 180; think.
ing as FREE COMPORTMENT of the Dasein, 216—217; HISTORY of thought, 124; MODERN
thought, problems of, 127; MYTHICAL, MAGICAL thinking, 121: PRINCIPAL AND SUBSIDIARY
thought in judgment (Lotze), 199, 202, 204, 218; TRADITIONAL thought, 112, 183, 189,
see ontology. traditional

Thomas Aquinas, 12, 20, 30ff.. 42, 58, 79-80. 83fF., 87, 88ff.. 916 124, 181. 189, 231
T. A. on the ontological proof. 30ff.

Thomistic doctrine and disciples, 79, 89f., 91ff., 93. See Aegidius Romanus; Capreolus,
Joannes

thou, 278; the t., its meaning and condition of possibility, 297 —298. See I-thou

time, 20, 69, 71, 145, 181, 229, 231232, 232, 237fF., 2564, 274€., 3021, 305, 318€.;
t. as origin of possibility. is absolutely earliest and ultimate ground of the A PRIORI, 32%
t. as A PRIORI OF THE EGO, 145; is ARISTOTLE'S DEFINITION of time a tautology? 240—-241;
for Aristotle and ordinary consciousness, t. is an infinite irreversible sequence of nows,
256, 260, 268, 271ff; t. is not A BEING, 325; reading t. from the CLOCK, 245, 257f;
assigning t. to the clock, 245; t. as shown by a clock, 258; determination of time to (In
order to, for) as purpose of clock usage, 258~ 259; COMMON CONCEPT of t., 228; common
concept of t. (intratemporality), 324 ~325; t. in its common sense springs from tempor-
ality, 228; COMMON UNDERSTANDING of t., 229, 257ff., 260, 268ff.; how t. is constantly
present in all COMPORTMENTS, 260; t. as CONTAINER, 273 (see embrace; hold-around); t.
as what is COUNTED IN CONNECTION WITH MOTION, 237, 240; t. as the counted that
counts, 246; “Time itself can be measured only because . . . it is something counted and,
as this counted thing. it can itself count again,” (interpretation of Aristotle), 256 why
original t. is COVERED UP: the mode of being of falling, 271€.; expressed t. as DATABLE,
262:; DETERMINATIONS of t.: forthwith, just now, once, all of a sudden, 236, earlier and
later, 240; the three time-determinations as determinations of expressed t—now, then,
at-the-time—are spoken from out of the unity of an enpresenting-expecting-retaining (o
forgetting), 261, 263— 264, 269ff., 306; DIRECTION of t., 260; ECSTATIC CHARACTER of t.
defined in terms of carrying away, ecstasis, 267: ecstatic character of original t. described.
267; why ECSTATIC-HORIZONAL TEMPORALITY must be called time in a primary sense:
the t. that temporalizes itself and. as such, temporalizes world-time, 271; t. as EMBRACING
motion, 252, and beings, 252 (see container; embrace; hold-around); ESSENTIAL NATURE
of t., 233, 235, 255-256, 273fF. t. EXISTS only if the soul exists, 254; EXPRESSED t. AND
EXPRESSION of t.: t. utters itself with the determinations of now, at-the-time, then, 261;
the structural moments of expressed time are significance, datability, spannedness, and
publicness, 2616 and 261, 262, 263, 264 (order of their definition); t. as intrinsically
spanned and stretched, 264; expressed t., the now, at-the-time, and then, 265; publicness
of expressed t., 264; expressed t. derived from existential temporality, 265, 271; ex-
pressed t. as that for which the Dasein uses itself, for the sake of which the Dasein is,
270; t. as right or wrong t., 261—262, 271 (see significance); t. is not an EXTANT THING,
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262; but cf. “There is time, time is given, it is extant fvorhanden/. without our being able
1o say how and where it is.” 264; how the common understanding of t. is led, through the
Dasein’s FALLING, to cover up original t. and intepret t. in terms of being-at-hand.
extantness, 271-272; “"time FOLLOWS  motion,” 243; GUIDING ONESELF according to
t.. as original, primary comportment toward t. 258; HAVING t., 258; having no t. as
privative mode of original having of t., 258; t. as HOLDAROUND, 252; t. as the transcen-
dental HORIZON, the primary horizon of transcendental science (ontology), 323—324; «.
as ontological horizon, 324; INAUTHENTIC t., 279; t. IN ORDER TO, 259; MEASURING of t.,
based on original comportment toward t., 258; “we measure time because we need and
use time.” 260; we regulate our use of it by time measurement, 260—261; MODE OF BEING
of t., 233ff.; t. as something like MOTION, 234 —235; as something connected with motion,
235, 237, 237fF.. how t. is something connected with motion, 253; t. as MOTION OF THE
UNIVERSE, 234; NATURAL UNDERSTANDING of t., 230, 255; t. as sequence of NOWS, 256,
268, 27161.; how the various features of t. as now-sequence point back to features of
original t., 273—274; t. is not a manifold of thrust-together nows, 248; t. as NUMBER,
235; as number connected with motion, 239.; implications of Aristotle’s interpretation
of t. as number, 248 t. a3 number in contrast with limit, 249—-250; t. as mensural
(counting) and counted number, 250; ORIGINAL t. called temporality, 241; phenomenon
of t. in more original sense, interconnected with concept of world and structure of the
Dasein, 255; t. in a more original sense, as “what confronts us in the unity of expecting,
retaining, and enpresenting,” called temporality, 260; return to original t., 256ff.; common
t. points to original t. (temporality), 257; the phenomenon of original t., called temporality,
as original unity of future, past. and present, 266; why call the original unity of future,
past, and present by the name “time”? because the now, then, and at-the-time are nothing
but temporality expressing itself, 268 —269; the expression “original time" justified, 268,
271; relation between t. in the common sense and original temporality: the former is the
“index” of the latter. 269; t. as ORIGINAL SELP-PROJECTION, 318; t. as OUTERMOST HEAV-
ENLY SPHERE, 234; t. as origin of POSSIBILITY, 325; t. as PUBLIC, publicness of expressed
t.. 264; t. is not PUNCTUAL, 264: RECKONING with t., 258; t. as RIGHT OR WRONG t.,
261-262, 271 (significance); SIGNIFICANCE of expressed t.: t. as appropriate or inappro-
priate, right or wrong, 261-262; t. and the SOUL, 256; SPANNEDNESS of expressed t.,
263-264; STRUCTURAL MOMENTS of expressed time, see expressed and expression (this
entry); TAKING t., 258; TELLING the t., 240; t. and TEMPORALITY. 229ff. TRADITIONAL
concept of t., 231f.; "The ecstatic character of time makes possible the Dasein’s . . . TRAN-
SCENDENCE, and thus also the world,” 302; how t., as TRANSITIONARY, measures motion
and rest, 252-253, 255-256, 263—264, 273; t. and UNDERSTANDANG of the being of
beings, 286, as making that understanding possible, 294; t. is used inexplicitly in the
understanding of being, 303; “the function of time is to make possible the understanding
of being,” 303; UNITY of t., 236; t. is already UNVEILED for us before using the clock, 258:
time's essential unverledness, 274; WHERE 1s 1.7 240; t. as WORLD-t., 262, 270, 274; natural
time, nature-time, are inappropriate names for world-time, 262

time, Aristotle’s definition discussed: as CONNECTED WITH MOTION, 237f.. and as a NUMBER
THUS QONNECTED, 239ff. CHARACTERISTIC DEFINITIONS: “something counted which
shows itself in and for regard to the before and after in motion something counted
in connection with motion as encountered in the horizon of earlier and later.” 235;
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“something counted in connection with motion that is encountered in the horizon of the
eaclier and later (motion encountered with regard to the before and after), 237-238,
“What is thus concomitantly counted in following a motion, . . . the nows—this is time "
246, “time is what is counted in connection with motion which is experienced with respect
to before and after,” 246; “something counted in connection with motion so far as this
motion is seen in the horizon of earlier and later,” 246-247; “number as that which is
counted in following the places traversed by the moving thing, that is, so far as we follow
in the motion the transition as such and in doing so say ‘now,” " 248; “the before and after
insofar as they are counted,” 255; Aristotle “defines the time in which we encounter
beings as a number that embraces (holds-around) beings,” 237. EVALUATION OF ARis.
TOTLE'S DEFINITION, 240ff., and extended analytical discussion of the question of the
origin of time. in the common sense, from temporality: the proteron and husteron, 240
{see 247); dimension of motion, 242; continuity and akolouthein, 242ff.; experience of
motion, 244; away-from-there and toward-here, 245; now, then, and at-the-time,
245—246; the now and the nature of time, 246ff.; time's numerical character, 248; the
now as continuum, not a piece, 249; the now as number counted and counting, 249~250;
the now as time itself, as mensural number, 250—-251; time as embracing beings and the
meaning of intratemporality, 251—252; the relation of time to the soul and the question
of time's objectivity, 253 —254; interconnection of the original phenomenon of time with
the concept of the world and the structure of the Dasein, 254 —255; strategic character
of the concepe of akolouthein, to follow, in regard to the connection of time with motion,
255—256; transition to the concept of temporality, 256

timeless, 236, 303, 306, 324. See supratemporal

tool, 169, 293

totality, 291, 295; t. of structure of being-in-the-world, 291; t. of functionality, and world,
294

tradition, traditional thought, 22, 23, 77, 78, 83, 112, 117, 118, 124, 205, 213, 298, 327:
destruction and appropriation of traditional philosophical concepts, 22—23; t. of concept
of actuality, 104; t. time—concept, 230; t. views of time, 231, 234; t. on time, overlooked
its structural moments of significance and datability, 2611

transcend, transcendence, transcendent (transzendieren, Transzendenz, transzendent), 55,
61-62, 64, 65, 70, 162, 218, 219, 255, 294ff., 298fF., 306—307, 312, 313ff., 323-324;
BEING, as first projected upon t., 323; t. and BEING-IN, 301-302; *The transcendence of
BEING-IN-THE-WORLD is founded in its specific wholeness on the original ecstatic-horizonal
unity of temporality,” 302; the CONCEALMENT of t. as a faulty interpretation, and why
necessary, 322; exposition of the CONCEPT of t., 298ff., acknowledged to be inadequate,
298; the more original concept of t., 323; t. as CONDITION OF POSSIBILITY of comportment
toward beings, 300; the DASEIN as the transcendent, 114, 162, 299, 301: t. makes EXIST-
ENCE possible, 323; t. and INTENTIONALITY, 6364, 65. 175; it is precisely intentionality
and nothing else in which transcendence consists.” 63; “Intentionality presupposes the
Dasein's specific transcendence, but this transcendence cannot be explicated by means of
the concept of intentionality as it has hitherto been usually conceived.” 175: intentionality
as condition of possibility of t.. 65; t. as condition of possibility of intentionality, 314; more
radical INTEKPRETATION of t., 162; MEANING of t. as existential ontological concept, 162:
“transcendence means to understand oneself from a world,” 300; t. and the MONADS, 301
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“the genuine ONTOLOGK AL SENSE of transcendence,” 299; t. as ORIGINAL. J00; interconnec-
tion of t. and intentionality with TEMPORALITY, 268, 291fT.; t. as rooted in temporality. in
Temporality, 323; the TRANSCENDENT: in the popular sense, 298, in theory of knowledge.
298-299; in the genuine sense, “the transcendent is that which oversteps as such and not
that toward which [ step over,” 299: t. as peculiar TRANSICRITION of the subject, 174 t.
and possibility of UNDERSTANDING intraworldly being, 291-292; interrelations of t. with
temporality and understanding of being. 291-292. See intentionality: transcendere

transcendental. 27, 30, 317; t. EGo, 129; t. I-THINK, 132; MEANING OF THE TERM IN KANT,
127-128, see apperception; t. SCIENCE: the science of being as constituted by objectifi-
cation of being in regard to transcendence, 323, philosophy as t. science, 17

transcendentals (ens, unum, verum), 189—190

transcendere: its meaning, to step over, pass over, go through, surpass, 298.

transition, 245, 247; EXPERIENCE of t., 244f.; PHORA as t. from one place (topos) to another,
change of place, 242; "Retaining the prior and expecting the posterior, we SEE THE
TRANSITION AS SUCH,” 245

transposition, 161—-162

trueness, being-true (Wahrsein), 180, 188, 202, 204, 205, 217; t. as a specific being (Sein),
180

truth (Wahrheit), 1819, 24, 167, 183, 188ff., 195, 199, 202, 205, 209, 2134., 217~ 218,
218, 219-220, 277, 284, 285, 314, 320, 323; t. as ACTUALITY, 189; ARISTOTLE on
t., 180, 200, 204, 213ff.; ASSERTIONAL t., 188ff., 213ff; t. of BEHOLDING, intuitive appre-
hension, 118; t. and BEING, 213ff., 217218, 218ff., 222ff.; question of the relation of t.
to being, 223; t. and BEINGS, 214 —215; connection of t. with the copula, 180; t. and the
DASEIN, 320; t. as unveiling that belongs to the Dasein’s existence, 219.; DEFENSE OF
AUTHOR'S THEORY of t., 220ff.; “So far as there is a truth about fa being/, this truth
understands precisely that nothing in what it means depends on it for being what it is,”
221; why there cannot be ETERNAL truths, 220ff.; EXISTENCE of t.: “there is unveiledness
only so far as there is an unveiling, so far as the Dasein exists. Truth and being-true as
unveiledness and unveiling have the Dasein’s mode of being,” 217; “There is truth—un-
veiling and unveiledness—only when and as long as the Dasein exists,” 219; EXISTENTIAL
MODE OF BEING of t., 217-218, 2181, 2221 ; relation of t. to the EXTANT, 218; its relation
to the being of the extant, 222—223; why t. can also be a determination of INTRAWORLDLY
THINGS, 219; JUDGMENTAL t., 189, 200~ 201; cognitive t., t. of judgment, 201; "truth is
neither present among things nor does it occur in a subject but lies—taken almost
literally—in the MIDDLE between’ things and the Dasein,” 214; the true as constituted
by OBJECTIVITY, 201; PLATO on t., 215; t. PRESUPPOSES US, we do not need to presuppose
1, 221; Hobbes' definition of t. as t. of the PROPOSITION, 188; t. of THINGS, 189ff.; “For
the Greeks truth means: to take out of concealment, UNCOVERING, UNVEILING,” 215: t.
and the UNDERSTANDING (intellect), 213—214; WHERE t. is and where it is not, 217-218
(it lies in the middle, 214). See disclose; uncover: unveil

Umschlag, 234

Umwelt, 164

unavailable, unavailability (abhanden. Abhandenheit), 304 =305, 310; unavailability as a
mode of the handy, 304. See non-handy; un-handy
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uncover, uncovering, uncoveredness (entdecken, Entdeckung, Entdecktheit), 48~49, 50,
69f., 73, 133, 163, 168-169, 171-173 (an unusual use), 174, 208, 213ff,, 216, 219,
220-221, 297, 304, 314, 318: uncoveredness of BEINGS, 67ff., 72; uncovering DEFINED,
“We shall call the unveiling of an extant being—for example, nature in the broadest
sense—uncovering,” 215; uncoveredness and DISCLOSEDNESS, 72, 215; uncovering as ONg
WAY OF UNVEILING, 215ff. See disclose; truth; unveil; and ¢f. p. 318

understand, understanding (verstehen, Verstand = faculty of understanding, Verstehen =
act of understanding), 33, 46, 57, 70ff., 72, 94, 105, 111, 114, 147, 163, 165166, 17,
208, 214, 216, 218, 229ff., 236-237, 260261, 270, 284ff., 293-294, 302-303, 309,
315; u. as ACHIEVEMENT, Verstindnis, and as ACT, Verstehen, 275; u. the ACTUAL a5
actual, 285; BEING of the u., 214; u. of BEING-IN-THE-WORLD, 294; u. as a basic deter-
mination of being-in-the-world, 275ff.; how u. unveils possibilities of being-in-the-world;
being-with, being-toward, being-among, 278; u. as possible only on the basis of being-in-
the-world, 298; u. the BEING OF BEINGS, 116; only a BEING THAT EXISTS, that is in the
manner of being-in-the-world, understands that which is, beings, 208; u. of a being as
present, 306—307; u. of beings extant before and for production, 116; u. of BEING-WITH-
OTHERS, implicit in functionality relations, 296; u. of being-with-others, etc., contained
in self- and world-understanding, 296—297; COMMON meaning and u., 197; common u.
of ancient basic concepts, 119; ordinary, common u., 166— 167, common, philistine u.,
220, common u. of time, 231, 266, not entirely unaware of the various characters of
expressed time, as in Aristotle’s view, 273; u. as condition of possibility for both cognitive
and practical COMPORTMENT. 276; u. comportment toward things, 289; CONCEPT of u.
cannot be defined adequately in terms of cognitive comportment toward beings, neglect-
ing practical-technical comportment, 275; the original existential concept of u., “to un-
derstand oneself in the being of one's own most peculiar ability-to-be,” 276, and contrast, “The
Dasein understands itself first by way of [intraworldly/ beings: it is at first unveiled to
itself in its inauthentic selfhood,” 171; u. and basic CONSTITUTION OF THE DASEIN, 286;
u. fas act, verstehen/ an original determination of the DASEIN'S EXISTENCE, 275; u. as &
basic determination of existence, 276, 278, 279, 286; how u. belongs to the Dasein's
existence: sketch of concept of u. as constitutive of the Dasein’s existence, 276ff.; DIFFER-
ENCE between pre-conceptual u. and conceptual comprehension (Begreifen), 281-282;
u. of EQUIPMENT as equipment, 292ff., 305; EVERYDAY u. of beings, 176; u. as EXISTEN-
TIELL, 279; temporal interpretation of u. as existentiell, 286f.; existentiell u., authentic
or inauthentic, 294; “Understanding is not 2 mode of cognition but the basic determination
of EXISTING,” 278; u. of EXTANTNESS, 70—71, 119; u. of FUNCTIONALITY, 293294, 305;
u. via functionality, 310; u. as primarily FUTURAL, 287; the GLANCE of understanding in
the assertion of being, 317; u. of HANDINESS in temporal terms, 305; u. the handy as
handy, 305; INAUTHENTIC u., an u. in which the Dasein understands itself primarily via
encountered intraworldly beings rather than via its own most peculiar possibility, 279,
290~291; NON-CONCEPTUAL u., 309; u. «s ONTICAL, 280; u. ORIENTED TO PRODUCTION.
116; PRE-PHENOMENOLOGICAL u. 290, u. of PRESENT, PAST. AND FUTURE in originll.
existential sense, 266fT.; u. peculiar to PRODUCTIVE INTENTIONALITY. 114; to understand
means to PROJECT oneself upon a possibility, 277; essential core of u. as PROJECTION.
existentiell self-understanding, 277; u. as projection, 279; u. and SELF-understanding.
279 u. of TRUTH, 2168, 284; u. as UNVEILING EXHIBITION OF SOMETHING {cf. apophansis),
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determined by truth, 216; u. WORLD, THE INTRAWORLDLY, EXISTENCE, AND CO-EXISTENT
DASEIN IN ITS BEING, 280; antecedent u. of world (significance) implicit in the Dasein’s
existence, 296; u. of world is essentially self-understanding, understanding of the Dasein,
296; u. of world, 297 -298

understanding of being (Seinsverstindnis; although this verbal form suggests achieved un-
derstanding, both faculty and act of understanding being are co-intended and each comes
out with its own accent in different places), 10-11, 66, 67, 70€., 74ff., 83, 105, 11261,
113, 115, 179, 205, 208, 210, 227ff., 294, 302, 318; ANCIENT u., via production, 286;
u. moves in an ANTECEDENTLY ILLUMINATED HORIZON, 284; u. as expressed in ASSERTION,
211, and as antecedent to assertion, 211-212; u. as present in COMMERCE WITH THE
HANDY, 312; u. as immanent in each COMPORTMENT, 122, 158; “to every intentional
comportment belongs an understanding of the being of the being to which this com-
portment relates,” 158: ¢f. 71, 175, 208; u. involved in both cognitive-theoretical and
practical-technical comportment toward beings, 275; u. in ontical (existentiell) comport-
ment, conditioned by time, 286; u. in productive comportment, 116-117; u. lies at the
ground of, belongs together with, comportment toward beings, 16, 75, 327; understanding
of the DASEIN AS A BEING versus u., 280; discussion of u. relating to non-Daseinlike beings,
291ff; u. belongs to the Dasein's existence and gives the Dasein ontological priority, 223;
DIFFERENTIATION of u. as ontological presupposition for the indifferent ®is” of assertion,
211ff; u. always present in EXISTENTIELL UNDERSTANDING, 279; u. in the horizon of
EXTANTNESS, 272; u. in the sense of extantness, 302; understanding of FUNCTIONALITY,
294; u. as INDIFFERENT (embracing both the being of the Dasein and that of things which
are not of the nature of the Dasein), yet differentiable, 175~ 176; the indifference, at first,
of u., 279; u. as at first indifferent, unarticulated, 294; u. belonging to INTUITION, 118;
u. has the MODE OF BEING of the human Dasein, 16; understanding of the being of OTHER
DASEINS and that of things handy and extant, 279; how u. can be present in PERCEPTION,
315; author’s aim is to give a fundamental clarification of the POSSIBILITY of the u. in
general, 281; u. must PRECEDE the uncovering of the correlative beings, 314; PRE-ON-.
TOLOGICAL u., defined and elucidated, 281; the understanding which, as u., PROJECTS
being as such, 280; u. rooted in projection of an epekeina tes ousias, 284; intrinsically
manifold STRUCTURE of u., 205; u. as based in TEMPORALITY, 228; temporality as condition
of possibility of u., 16, 274, 302; the condition of possibility of u. to be clarified via
Temporality, 312; the temporality of u., 295; connection of u. with TRANSCENDENCE, 295;
it is founded in transcendence, 300; problem of WHAT u. is, 274ff., and of what makes it
possible, 16

un-enpresenting: unity of u., expecting, and retaining. in missing something, 310-311

unexpectant, 311

unfamiliarity, 304. See familiarity

un-handy, 310. See non-handy

unity, 127, 129

universal, 84

universe, 5, 119, 148, 165, 296; time as motion of the u., 234; u. of Leibnizian monads,
300-301

unobtrusive, 309

untruth: u. within genuine philosophy, 322-323
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unveil, unveiling, unveiledness (enthillen, Enthillen, Erthiilltheit), 67, 72, 165, 168, 171,
174, 176, 190, 205, 208, 210, 2118, 2136, 217-218. 218, 230, 241, 253, 277, 278,
280, 300, 304, 307, 309. 311. 314, 322; ASSERTIONAL EXHIBITION as unveiling, 215, and
its variations correlative with the entity asserted about, 215; unveiledness as determination
of the BEING OF A BEING, 217~-218; unveiledness of BEINGS in their being, as ontological
presupposition for the “is” of assertion, 212; unveiledness of beings and of being, 281;
definition of unveiling as BEING-TRUE defended, 216; unveiling, COGNTTION, and science,
319-320; unveiling and unveiledness, grounded in the DASEIN'S TRANSCENDENCE: “they
exist only 5o far as the Dasein itself exists,” 222; the Dasein’s self-unveiling in understand-
ing, 277; relation of unveiledness to the EXTANT, 218; INTENTIONAL STRUCTURE of un-
veiling, 217-218; unveiledness of an entity PRESUPPOSES understanding of the being of
the entity, 314; unveiledness of that upon which understanding projects, 284; unveiledness
of the SELF to itself, 159f.; TIME as already unveiled, 258; unveiledness of time, 274;
unveiledness of WHATNESS in assertion, 218ff. See disclose; uncover; truth

Ursache (cause), 87-88

Urteil (judgment), 180

use, 68, 114, 116, 117, 304, 310

utility, utilitarian, 68

utterance, 210, 218; u. of ASSERTIONS, 211.; “in every uttered assertion the being-true of
the assertion is itself co-intended,” 213; u. which expresses EXHIBITION, 218

validity, 119, 201, 202

veiled over, 260

verb (Zeitwort, time-word), 181

verbal (phone, word), 184, 192, 206; v. ARTICULATION, 208; v. PROPOSITIONS, 195f., 202f.;
v. SEQUENCE, 192, 205f.; v. SOUND, 206-207

veritas, 188
verkehrte Welt, die (Hegel's expression for the world of philosophical thinking; ¢f. his
Phenomenology of Spirit, “Force and the Understanding: Appearance and the Su ible

World"; the author cites this expression from a still earlier work). See inverted world

visual awareness, 122

vitality, 10

voluntas, 58

vorfinden, 109

vothanden, Vorhandenes, Vorhandenheit, Vorhandensein (extant, at hand, present at hand,
that which is extant, etc., extantness, etc., being-extant, etc.}, 39, 43, 101, 104, 108109,
139

vorliegen (lie-before there), 108

vorstehen: v. and the meaning of Verstehen, understanding, 276

waiting-for: grounded in expecting, 289

was, 287

watch. See clock

way of being (Seinsweise, Weise-zu-sein; ¢f. mode of being), 18, 23, 24, 28, 70, 74, 78, 85,
154, 216; w. of ACTION, 142; BASIC ways of being, 225; the DASEIN'S w., 28, 167; w. of the
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EGO, 142; w. of an END, intelligence, 146; way of EXISTING, 142; way of being EXTANT,
142; HANDINESS as w., 304. See theses: 2nd thesis, 3rd thesis, 4th thesis

we, 120

Weltanschauung. See world-view

Wesen, 37, 85, 86. Wesenheit, 88; Wesensschau, 114

what, whatness, what-content, what-character (Was-sein; ¢f. essence, essentia, quidditas,
Sachheit), 15, 18, 24, 31, 38, 43, 53, 68, 74, 75, 78—79, 85-86, 88, 91-92, 97, 100,
1064, 109, 119120, 147, 186ff., 192, 198, 202ff,, 212, 218, 265; whatness of equipment,
293

what-for, 164

“What is man?” 8, 137 (as metaphysical question)

wherein: w. of letting-function, 293

whereto, 113; w. of the removal; whither of the ecstasis; horizon, horizonal schema, of the
ecstasis, 302

whether, 88

whither, 306, 308. See whereto

who, whoness, 120, 135

whole, wholeness, 165; w. of body, soul, and mind, 146; w. of the three person-determina-
tions, 147

will, 58, 65, 126, 133, 134, 138, 140

windowlessness: of the monads, 300~301

wirklich, Wirklichkeit (actual, actuality), 87, 102

within-the-world, being-within-the-world (innerweltlich, Innerweltlichkeit; see alternative
translation, intrawordly), 165, 168~ 169, 171, 307

with-which, 293

Wolff. Christian, Freiherr von, 32, 34, 119

word, words, 183, 190ff., 192ff., 204, 205fT., 208f[.; assertion as uttered sequence of words,
2054.

work, 293; w. of culture, 169-170

world (Welt), 6ff., 58, 61, 115, 159, 162ff., 164ff., 167ff., 170, 171, 173, 174, 175, 219, 29641
299, 300-301, 305, 322; w. as a determination of BEING-IN-THE-w., 166; relation of w. to
being-in-the-world and understanding of its possibility, 294; CHILD'S w., 171; CONCEPT
of w., 165, 167, 294; ordinary pre-philosophical concept of the w., 165-166; common
concept of the w., 297. Greek concept of the w., 110, 115; "Elucidation of the world-
concept is one of the most central tasks of philosophy,” 164 - 165; concept of w. as whole
of functional relations, 262, and as whole of significance, 295~ 296; provisional definition
of concept of w., 296 (cf. 165ff., 261-262, 295~296); “The concept of world is not a
determination of the intraworldly being as a being which is extant in itself. World is a
determination of the Dasein'’s being. This is expressed from the outset when we say that
the Dasein exists as being-in-the-world. The world belongs to the Dasein’s existential
constitution. World is not extant but world exists. Only so long as the Dasein is, is
existent, is world given," 296; the w.s most central determination is the ECSTATIC-
HORIZONAL UNITY OF TEMPORALITY, 302; ENVIRONING or surrounding w. (Umwelt), 165,
171, 304; EXISTENCE of w.: "World exists  only if Dasein exists,” 297; “The MODE OF
BEING of the world is not the extantness of objects; instead, the world exists,” 299
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PHENOMENON of the w., 165, 167, 175, 255, 294; w. as SHARED, 297; "The world . . . is
. always already world which the one shares with the others,” 297; w.-TIME, 274: defined

as the time with which we reckon: it has the character of significance, 262 as w.-time,
expressed time has the character of w. intrinsic to itself, 270—271; the structural moments
of w.-time are covered up. 271; w. as TRANSCENDENT, 299; WHAT the w. is: “"the world is
POt an extant entity, not nature, but that which first makes possible the uncoveredness
of nature,” 262. See significance: functionality

world-view {Weltanschauung), 4ff., 8ff., 1112, 51, 312, 320

writing and speech, 185

you, 120
Zeichen (sign, Husser]), 185

zeitlich (temporal, as differentiated from German temporal = Temporal, q.1.), 236
zuhanden. See handy
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