
Explanation of translation of terms in Boedeker’s translation of Heidegger’s Being and Time
In these notes on my translations of Heidegger’s terms in Being and Time, I’ll generally refrain from quoting passages in the text.  Instead, references to BT will be given as precisely as possible, by page and line number of the 14th German edition, which corresponds very closely to those of this English translation.  When need to specify that I’m referring to a very specific passage, I’ll follow something like the Biblical “chapter and verse” style, in one of three forms:

[page number{s}]:[line number{s}]; 

A line number followed by “f” indicates just that line number and the one immediately following it.
Explanation of my translations of Heidegger’s terms:


Here, I attempt to give reasons for my translations of Heidegger’s technical terms.  I skip over those (e.g., “understanding” [Verstehen], “interpretation” [Auslegung], “to project” [entwerfen]) where my translation accords with the other two English translations and the majority of scholarship in English.  As it turns out, however, my translations of quite a few of Heidegger’s terms of art differ from those of at least one of these translations.  In some cases, my explanation begins with my translation of the term, followed by (in parentheses) the original German term, the 1962 translation by MacQuarrie and Robinson (“M&R”), and the 1996 translation by Joan Stambaugh (“JS”), revised by in 2010 by Dennis J. Schmidt.  I adopt this convention not in order to do battle with previous translations, but primarily to aid the reader.  I trust that those already familiar with one or both of these translations should find references to them convenient, and that those who are approaching BT for the first time in English might well like to know what others have made of Heidegger’s terms.  
Given the title Being and Time, and the ubiquity of terms related to “being,” I’ll start with the whole family of “being”-words (together with a couple of terms needed to explain them), and in the order that appears to me most readily intelligible.  
entity, entities (Seiendes, das Seiende, etc.; M&R: entity, entities; JS: being, beings).  We can provisionally understand “entity” as equivalent to the English “thing” in the broadest sense.  In Heidegger’s German, the corresponding term is frequently preceded by an article (forming, e.g., das Seiende).  He often uses this formulation to refer to all ‘things;’ in such cases, I uses the plural “entities”.  More rarely, he uses the very same singular form to refer to one particular ‘thing,’ or at least to all ‘things’ with a particular ‘way of being’ (see the entry below); in these cases, I use the singular “entity”.  Although JS’s translation is perfectly linguistically justified, this can lead to occasional ambiguities in the English, such that can become unclear in a given context whether “being” is supposed to translate “Seiendes” or “Sein” (see entry below on “being”) – ambiguities that do not occur in the German.  Given the crucial importance to Heidegger’s whole project of what he calls the “ontological difference”
 between entities and their (ways of) being, any ‘slippage’ in these terms should be avoided.  It is for this reason that I have chosen to follow M&R’s Latinate “entities” and “entity.”  This also fits in smoothly with Heidegger’s references to authors writing in Latin, from whose “ens” (BT 3:10; 14:21; 24:37-39; 49:4; 92:14,16,25,32; 128:19]) “entity” is derived.
Dasein (left untranslated, as in M&R and JS).  “Dasein” is perhaps the single word for which BT is most famous.  A Dasein is, roughly, a human being as such; and Dasein is human being as such.  Whereas the standard German term for human beings, “der Mensch” (“man” in English), is masculine, the term “das Dasein” is neuter; this corresponds to Heidegger’s intention that “Dasein is neither of the two sexes” (GA 26: 172f).  Heidegger’s preliminary definitions of this term can be found at BT 11:31-12:12; this gets developed further at 41:28-43:23 and elsewhere. 
encounter (begegnen; same in M&R and JS): For a Dasein to encounter an entity is for it to be meaningfully directed toward it.  Heidegger’s concept of encountering entities is a broadening and radicalization of Husserl’s notion of intending entities as so-and-so.  Husserlian intentions of (intentional) objects are mental acts that are primarily mental, cognitive, etc.  Husserl restricts his analysis of intentionality to things encountered as just present: just there, as objects or facts in principle independent of our own being, interests, etc.  Heideggerian encounters of entities also include our dealings with equipment, coexisting with others, and living out our own lives.  It’s significant that the German verb “begegnen,” which occurs throughout BT, is intransitive; i.e., it doesn’t take a direct object.  Thus whereas the English translation renders its German equivalent as a transitive verb (“x encounters y”) using the grammatical categories of active subject (doing the encountering) and passive object (being encountered), the German does this using the dative case, equivalent to “y begegnet to x”).  This way of speaking corresponds to Heidegger’s abandonment of the traditional epistemological picture of knowledge as based in the relation between an active, knowing subject and a passive, known object (BT 59-61); in favor of the picture that entities ‘show up’, or even ‘show themselves,’ to us (cf. BT 61f, etc.).  Another way in which he puts this is that we “let [entities] be seen” (BT 32f, 154, 218f) in their emergence from having been absent (or ‘concealed’) from us into becoming present (or ‘unconcealed’) to us.
being (Sein; M&R: Being; JS: being).  This is the “being” in the title Being and Time.  From a linguistic point of view, “Sein” is the verbal noun formed from the German infinitive for “to be” (“sein”).  Strictly speaking, at least for the Heidegger of BT, there is no such ‘thing’ as being.  This is because being is always the being of entities, and is not itself an entity.  I thus concur with the general trend among commentators and translators to move away from M&R’s practice of capitalizing this word, since this can easily be misunderstood to suggest that Sein is for Heidegger some kind of super-entity (such as Plato’s Form of the Good, the Medieval Christian God, etc.).  Now Heidegger explicitly distinguishes his idiosyncratic, phenomenological use of the term “being” from three much more familiar ones, well known to students of modern logic.  The first of these familiar meanings is what Heidegger calls “that-being”, which involves the “is” of existence, as in “Dogs exist”, or “It is the case that dogs exist”.  Second, there’s what Heidegger calls “what-” or “thus-being”, which involves the “is” of predication (including relational predicates), as in “Socrates is pale” or “Socrates is the teacher of Plato”.  Third, we have being as identity, as in “1+2 is three.”  As Heidegger uses this word, however, “being” refers to the basic way, or manner, in which a given person (or perhaps non-human animal) encounters that entity at a given time: how that Dasein is meaningfully directed toward it.  Being, that is, is how Dasein encounters entities, where “how” is to be understood as belonging to a description of the encounter, not a causal explanation (involving, say, light waves, retinas, nerves, and brains).  As such, being is dependent both on such entities as us that encounter things and on the entities that we encounter.  Hence: “Being is always the being of an entity” (BT 9:7).  Entities, however, are in general independent of our ability to encounter them.  “‘There is’ being – not entities – only insofar as truth is; i.e., being – not entities – ‘is given’ only insofar as truth is.”  Much of Division I of BT is devoted to a detailed discussion of these various ways of being of entities, how they differ, and how they are related.  For now, it will probably help to note that the very same entity can have different ways of being, depending on who encounters it and the particular situation in which he or she does so.  I, for example, ordinarily encounter myself in the way of being of my own Dasein, and can be simultaneously encountered by other Daseins as in the way of being a fellow Dasein, or ‘co-Dasein.’  In addition, someone else can ‘dehumanize’ me, treating me as what we colloquially call a “tool”, i.e., encountering me in the way of being a merely ‘handy’ instrument to be used in order to accomplish some task.  Finally, when someone – say, an x-ray technician – regards me as consisting just of connections of bones, tendons, nerves, etc., that person may well encounter me in the way of being merely ‘present.’
be-ing (Seyn; JS: being): Seyn is a term that Heidegger in his later (post-1935) writings frequently uses in place of Sein.  Seyn is an archaic spelling of Sein (being), found, for example, in the writings of Friedrich Hölderlin, which played a crucial role in the development of Heidegger’s thought. 
being (seiend; M&R: being; JS): This is the meaning of the word “being” in such phrases as “Being a prude, he was offended by the movie.”  This is the participle of the German infinitive “to be” (sein).  In BT, “seiend” usually occurs as a participial adjective, which I render as “being”, to distinguish it from the noun “being”.  
beingly (seiend; M&R: being]).  On those rare occasions when “seiend” occurs as a participial adverb, I translate this as “beingly.”
comprehension of being (Seinsverständnis; JS: understanding; first appears at 1:15f; cf., e.g., 183:29-31 for an illuminating remark).  “Comprehension” (Verständnis) is almost identical in meaning and etymology to “understanding” (Verstehen).  In both cases, someone comprehends, or understands (cf. BT 143:21-28), a given way of being if and only if that person has the ability, i.e., the know-how, to encounter entities in that way of being.  Since “Verstehen” is universally translated as “understanding,” I have chosen a near-synonym to mark the lexical difference.

sense [of being] ([Seins]sinn, Sinn [des Seins]; M&R: meaning [of Being]; JS: meaning [of being]).  Rendering “Sinn” not as “meaning”, but rather as “sense,” is a significant way in which this translation differs from others.
  It reflects the generally Aristotelian conceptual structure that I take to underlie BT.  This is not the place to give anything like a full argument for “sense” over “meaning,” but let a few words suffice.  
First of all, it must be admitted that Heidegger’s use of the term “Sinn” in BT is simply inconsistent.  Especially in the Preface and Introduction, he frequently places “being” in quotation-marks (e.g., BT 1:10,14; 4:25; 5:31-34), suggesting that the overall point of the book is to define the word “being”, i.e., to specify its (linguistic) meaning.  Thus I think we must concede that Heidegger, especially in some places in the Introduction, does indeed use “Sinn” to mean “[linguistic] meaning.”  
I suspect, however, that the frequent translation of “Sinn” as “meaning” is generally not intended to suggest that “Sinn” means the linguistic meaning of words.  Instead, “meaning” is most likely usually intended to mean whatever it does in such expressions as “the meaning of life,” the German equivalent of which is indeed “der Sinn des Lebens.”  I confess never to have fully understood what’s supposed to be meant by this expression, but assume that it’s roughly equivalent to “the purpose of human life,” “the point of living a human life”, “the reason why we human beings exist” (i.e., our raison d’être).  This traditional translation and the interpretation that it embodies would thus suggest that BT is an expression of a roughly ‘existentialist’ philosophy.  Such a philosophy would take place in the wake of ‘the death of God’ and the abandonment of the idealistic philosophical rationalism of Kant and Hegel (not to mention Plato), leaving human beings on our own to work out how to remain ‘authentic’ to what or who we really are.  

Now it’s true that “existentialist” interpretations of BT were perhaps the first, and certainly the dominant, ones to follow the publication of BT; and they still linger on today.  Heidegger’s explicit appropriation of Søren Kierkegaard’s The Concept of Anxiety was surely one of the main factors here, since this appeared to place him in the company of the two most prominent streams of 20th-Century existentialism: Karl Jaspers’ Existenzphilosophie, propounded in publications from the 1930’s; and Jean-Paul Sartre’s rather different existentialisme, defended in publications from the 1940’s.  Nevertheless, Heidegger repeatedly, consistently, strenuously, and correctly insisted that BT has little, if anything, to do substantively with ‘existentialism.’  One such insistence can be found in a marginal note to BT itself (BT 12:36).  In the context of introducing his technical term for Dasein’s being, “Existenz,” he appends the following remark to this occurrence of the term: “Thus not Existenzphilosophie” (a term that could be taken to refer either to Jaspers’ or Sartre’s variety).  Similar remarks can be found throughout his later writings, beginning around 1936.
  
I render “Sinn” as “sense,” not as existentialist “meaning,” in order to suggest that by this term Heidegger at least comes to mean “the direction of a motion” – in particular, the direction of a motion that Dasein takes in encountering entities.  This is how the later Heidegger explicitly defined the term “Sinn.”  In discussing this term in a lecture delivered in August 1953 entitled “Science and Meditation [Besinnung],” he says: “In our language, to pursue a path in a direction that something has, from out of itself, already taken means sinnan, sinnen [i.e., “to sense”]” (Vorträge und Aufsätze, p. 64).  In an essay from the same year, entitled “Language in the Poem,” he writes similarly: “‘Sinnan’ originally [i.e., in Old High German] means: to travel, strive after [something], to pursue a direction; the Indo-European root sent and set mean path” (Unterwegs zur Sprache, p. 53).  Significantly, in the margins of his copy of his “Introduction to ‘What is Metaphysics?’”, published in 1949, Heidegger appended the following to the word “sense”: “sense – direction of the path.” (GA 9 [Pathmarks]: 377 note f). 
The etymologies that Heidegger gives in these passages accord entirely with contemporary ones, and apply equally to the English “sense”, which has the same origin as “Sinn.”  The O.E.D. gives the relevant definition as “a direction in which motion takes place.”  Now this meaning of “sense” in English is rare, indeed almost extinct, surviving only in dwindling pockets of mathematics to mean to the direction of a vector,
 and in mathematical logic to mean the direction of a two-place relation (transitivity, symmetry, reflexivity, etc.)
.  It is alive and well, however, in modern Romance languages.  In Italian, for example, “senso unico” (as on a street sign) means “one-way,” and does the French “sens unique” and the Spanish “sentido único.”  The Larousse Dictionnaire de français gives one definition of “sens” identical to the one mentioned just above from the O.E.D., adding (and I translate) “[a] direction taken by an activity, by a behavior, an action.”  Accordingly, the sense of someone’s words or actions is the direction in which someone is ‘heading’ in uttering or performing them (think here of the colloquial English expression “Do you catch my drift?”).

Thinking of “Sinn” as “sense” in the meaning of “the direction of a motion” makes ready sense (!) of Heidegger’s actual definitions of “sense” in BT (151:29-31; 323:35-325:3).  Although they contain terms that are defined over the course of the many pages that precede them, the crucial notion is that sense is the “out-upon-which” of the basic movement motion of Dasein with respect to its possibilities, i.e., the direction in which we must ‘move ourselves’ and our possibilities in order to be able to encounter entities at all.  Sense, that is, is the direction of Aristotelian kinesis: change directed toward a télos.  This is closely related to a concept developed in Division II: the sense of Dasein’s being as the “whereto” of its ‘movement’ in its specific temporality (BT 364:36-365:8).

At this point, I leave reader more or less on his or her own.  I will henceforth keep my explanations for my translations of Heidegger’s technical terms as brief as possible.
Introduction, Chapter One: The necessity, structure, and primacy of the question of being:

§1. The necessity of explicitly re-taking the question of being:
re-taking (Wiederholung; M&R and JS: repetition; first occurs at 3:7).  If one looks up this term in a German-English dictionary, one will find just what M&R and JS have.  Nevertheless, “repetition” fails to get at the phenomenon in question.  The German word is composed of “wieder” (again) and “Holung” (taking).  For Heidegger, to wiederholen something, including a question, is what one does when one ‘retakes’ a test or a course, or when a director orders a ‘retake’ of a scene in a film.  When one retakes something, the point is precisely not to do exactly what one did on a previous occasion (i.e., to repeat it), but rather to do it in a more successful, and hence different, way.  I include a hyphen in “re-take” to indicate that it’s one of Heidegger’s technical terms.  (Heidegger usually uses this term in a broad meaning; a narrower and more technical one is specified at BT 339:1-7.)
§3. The ontological primacy of the question of being:

originary, originarily, etc. (ursprünglich; M&R: primordial; JS: original; first occurs at 10:10f).  This is a basic concept in both Husserl’s and Heidegger’s phenomenology.  One could define this as follows: x is more originary than y if and only if there could be no y if there weren’t an x.  M&R’s “primordial” misleadingly suggests something like very far back in the past, and JS’s “original” fails to indicate that this is a technical term.  (See Heidegger’s use on a few occasions of the German term “originär” [BT 37, 62, 224].)
§4. The ontic primacy of the question of being:
[being] per se (das Sein überhaupt; M&R: being in general; JS: first occurs at 13:10).  M&R’s “being in general” is highly misleading, since Heidegger makes it clear right from the outset that he accepts Aristotle’s insight that being isn’t the most general, or universal, concept (BT 3: 13-17; cf. 9:3-6).  Instead, as Aristotle insists, being is always that of a particular entity.  The term “überhaupt” also occurs frequently throughout BT apart from its occurrence in “das Sein überhaupt”.  Depending on the context, I have rendered this as either “per se” or “at all.”
Introduction, Chapter Two: The double task in working out the question of being, and the investigation’s method and outline:

§5. The ontological analytic of Dasein as exposing the horizon for an interpretation of the sense of being per se:
by and large (zunächst und zumeist; M&R: proximally and for the most part; JS: initially and for the most part; first occurs at BT 16:40).  Others have suggested “first and foremost.”  This expression occurs numerous times throughout the text before Heidegger finally gets around to defining it at BT 370:28-34.  I find my translation less cumbersome than M&R’s or JS’s, and as colloquial as “first and foremost.”  This latter suggestion is misleading enough to be rejected, since it means something like most importantly, or more than anything else – a meaning that does not conform with Heidegger’s definition.  As I note in my bracketed insertions at BT 370:28-34, when Heidegger uses the term “zunächst” by itself, I translate this as “at first;” and when he uses the term “zumeist” by itself, I translate this as “largely.”  As he suggests at 16:40, 43:27-34, 113:32-38, and 370:9f, “Dasein as it is by and large” is essentially synonymous with “Dasein in its mode of everydayness.”
� Cf. GA 24: 23f, 102, 109, etc.; Heidegger inscribes this phrase in a marginal note to BT 94:34, but the concept is clear enough already in BT (e.g., 4:3-4,9).


� Certain commentators, including John Haugeland and William Blattner, have begun to uses “sense” in place of “meaning”.


� Probably his most famous denial that BT is an “existentialist” work occurs in his 1946 “Letter on ‘Humanism’”, in which he takes up an offer by some of his French colleagues to reply to Jean-Paul Sartre’s “Existentialism is a Humanism” (GA 9 [Pathmarks]: 159, 165, 170).  Similar explanations can be found in two posthumous works written primarily for his own use: his 1936-38 Contributions to Philosophy (GA 65: 14, 69, 87f, 118, 234f, 243, 302), and his 1938-1940 The History [better: Transmission] of Being (GA 69: 30, 149).  He also explained this in a study from 1941, also originally written for himself alone (and published in 1961), where he locates the existentialist conception of Existenz as a relatively recent development within what he calls the metaphysical history (or ‘co-mission’) of being (Nietzsche II, pp. 475-480).  This discussion is closely related to a much more extensive discussion in a lecture-course from the beginning of the same year (GA 49: 17-75).


� “‘[S]imilar directions’ mean[s] ‘parallel directions with the same sense’” (H.W.L. Hime, The Outlines Quaternions [London: Longmans, Green, 1894], p. 2).  The O.E.D. refers to a definition of the sense of a vector as recent as 1977: David Holland and Terence P. Treeby, Vectors: Pure and Applied (London: Edward Arnold), p. 10.


� The concept of sense plays a crucial role in Bertrand Russell’s famous theory of relations.  In his seminal Principles of Mathematics (London: Cambridge UP, 1903), he writes, for example: “A relational proposition may be symbolized by aRb, where R is the relation and a and b are the terms [i.e., the relata of the relation]; and aRb will then always, provided a and b are not identical, denote a different proposition from bRa. That is to say, it is characteristic of a relation of two terms that it proceeds, so to speak, from one to the other. This is what may be called the sense of the relation, and is, as we shall find, the source of order and series” (§96; cf. §94, §95).  Similar passages occur in Russell’s and Whitehead’s Principia Mathematica, Volume I (1910; 2nd edition, 1925), where they define “a couple with sense,” i.e., an “ordered couple,” as “a couple of which one comes first and the other second” (p. 359; cf. 26n, 27, 81n, 608). 


� Admittedly indirect evidence that “sense” can profitably be interpreted as “direction” can be found in writings by Heidegger’s friend and interpreter Hans-Georg Gadamer.  With explicit reference to BT, he writes in his masterwork, Truth and Method (1960): “Sense is always sense of a direction” (Wahrheit und Methode: Grundzüge einer philosophishen Hermeneutik, p. 345); and repeating in at least two subsequent writings (“Man and Language” [1966] and “Destucturing and Deconstruction” [1985]; Gesammelte Werke Volume II: Wahrheit und Methode: Ergänzungen und Register, p. 153 (in “Mensch und Sprache”) and p. 369 (in “Destruktion und Dekonstruktion”).  Gadamer also speaks of the “Sinnrichtung der Rede” [direction of the sense of discourse] (“Text und Interpretation” [1985]), ibid., p. 353.  
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