P&F; Spring 2003; Prof. Boedeker; Running commentary to Being and Time section 65; and “From the being of the ground” (in course packet)
Section 65
Here Heidegger explicates his view of Dasein’s temporality: the sense (Sinn) of Dasein’s being.  It is extremely unfortunate that the translator renders “Sinn” not as “sense”, but “meaning”.  This is because “Sinn” does not mean meaning, but rather direction.  In certain Romance languages, cognates of the English “sense” (such as the French “sens”) still have the meaning of “direction”.  The same is true of the German “Sinn”.  The sense of Dasein’s being is the circular movement of its encountering beings in terms of the possibilities it projects from out of those into which it finds itself thrown.  

Although Heidegger calls this movement “temporality”, it is entirely different from the clock-time that we are familiar with.  Whereas clock-time has just one dimension, Dasein’s temporality has three dimensions.  Furthermore, the past, present, and future of clock-time are all essentially related to the now.  After all, the future is not-yet-now, the past is no-longer-now, and the present is simply now.  This means that every instant of clock-time is in principle capable of being experienced in some now.  The dimensions of Dasein’s temporality, on the other hand, are in principle incapable of being experienced in any now.  This is ultimately because they are ways in which the existential horizons are disclosed.  Recall from Section 27 that these horizons contain sets of possibilities that are in principle incapable of being experienced as actualized simultaneously, i.e., in any single now.

Although Dasein’s temporality is very different from what we normally call “time”, Heidegger justifies using the term “time” with the phrase “A poteriori fit denominatio” (= “naming proceeds from what makes possible”; p. 302), by which Heidegger seems to mean that if phenomenon y makes phenomenon x possible, then we can use the name “x” to designate y.  Thus because Dasein’s temporality makes it possible for it to experience ordinary clock-time, we can designate Dasein’s temporality as originary time (p. 302; translated as “primordial time”).

In Division I, Heidegger argued that Dasein’s being has three existential moments: thrownness, projection, and its ability to encounter entities.  Each such moment has its unique temporal sense, or direction.  Heidegger calls each of these temporal senses an ecstasy.  This does not imply that they are ways in which Dasein is in some crazy frenzy.  Rather, he uses “ecstasy” in the literal Greek meaning of “standing outside”.  The ecstasies are ways in which Dasein exists outside itself (p. 302).  (Note the similarity between “ecstasy” and Heidegger’s term for Dasein’s being, “existence” – derived from the Latin word literally meaning “standing outside”.)  Dasein, in other words, is not a self-contained substance (as Descartes thinks, for example).  Rather it is essentially related to things not present to itself: the possibilities into which it finds itself thrown, and upon which it projects the beings it encounters.  Each ecstasy, in other words, is a specific way in which Dasein is related to possibilities.  Dasein’s three temporal ecstasies (or “senses”), together with their horizons, constitute Dasein’s ecstatic temporality, which is the sense of Dasein’s being.

Here’s how Heidegger sees things: 

moment of Dasein’s being:
thrownness/facticity

projection


being-at-beings

existential feature:
         
always-already-in-a-world
ahead-of-oneself

being-at-beings

temporal ecstasy (=sense):   
coming-back-to-oneself;
coming-toward(-oneself)
presenting





beenness (Gewesenheit)
(Zu-kunft; auf sich zukommen)(Gegenwart)




tr. as “having been” (p. 299)
transl. as “future” (p. 299)
tr. as “present”(p.300)

From the being of the ground
This essay was written in celebration of Husserl’s 70th birthday party – and thus his compulsory retirement from his chair at the University of Freiburg, to which Heidegger was his hand-picked successor.  The most important thing to get out of it is the distinction between 2 kinds of freedom: 

(1) negative freedom (= spontaneity = freedom from external causes), i.e., the capacity to choose to do one thing rather than another, without any external causation; and 

(2) positive freedom (= freedom for possibilities), i.e., the capacity to do a number of things.

Question: Philosophers from St. Augustine to Ayn Rand and Jean-Paul Sartre have argued that human beings are always negatively free, and thus that their wills are able to make spontaneous choices without any outside causes.  Heidegger denies this.  How does he see the relation between negative and positive freedom?
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