





it, existence — are irrelevant. We can focus on the names of the elements involved in the

disclosing — understanding, state-of-mind [Befindlichkeit], and falling (SZ: 334/5).

§2. The Care Structure

Heidegger characterizes the disclosive elements of the care structure in Division I
of Being and Time during an analysis of Dasein’s primary state of being, being-in-the-
world. The care structure, although it is the formal existential totality of Dasein’s way of
being, does not, for Heidegger, constitute, in itself, the proper unity that is necessary for a
complete analysis of Dasein. This unity comes with temporality: “The primordial unity of
the structure of care lies in temporality” (SZ: 327). Temporality is the meaning of care,
or, temporality is the structure that makes care, which in its formulation supposes a unity,
intelligible. In order to show how this unity exposes itself, we will briefly analyze each
structural element of care, and then, as they correspond to the three temporal ecstases, we
will expose temporality. From temporality, the primordial time, we may move on to
discuss ‘world-time’, which we found both in our interpretations of Aristotle and
McTaggart, as well as ‘now-time’, or the ordinary conception of time, which is the
structure that both Aristotle and McTaggart began their theories supposing.

The first structural element of care, being-ahead-of-itself, is disclosed in
understanding. In Heidegger’s exposition of understanding, two different, though

interrelated, significations arise. Although Heidegger does not always differentiate

** Heidegger also mentions “discourse’ as a structure that constitutes disclosedness.
However, as discourse, is not relegated to any particular ecstasis of temporality, it will
not be discussed here.
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between the two when generally discussing understanding, he does; at certain points, use
the terms ‘primary’, or what we will call basic understanding for the first, and
‘primordial’ understanding for the second. The basic way of understanding particularly
relates to the ontological term concern, which is Dasein’s way of being towards the
world. Heidegger writes, “Because Being-in-the-world belongs essentially to Dasein, its
Being towards the world is essentially concern” (SZ: 57). Concern, or Dasein’s way of
being-in-the-world, is grounded in care. As such, the disclosive elements of care —
understanding, state-of-mind, and falling — are also the constitutive elements of concern.
Care, as the fundamental structure of Dasein, is more primordial than concern, as it is
only on the basis of Dasein existing in such a way (care) that it can exist as being-in-the-
world. Furthermore, while the elements of care correspond to the unity of temporality,
these same elements, characterized in a different way (concern), correspond to world-
time. With respect to understanding, the basic understanding relates to concern, or
Dasein’s being-in-the-world, while primordial understanding relates to care, or Dasein’s
structural way of being as that entity for which its being 1S an issue.

Now, with our basis in Heidegger’s ontology, which we examined above, we can
analyze Dasein’s understanding (in both senses) along the lines of projection: “the
understanding projects Dasein’s Being both upon the “for-the-sake-of-which” and upon
significance, as the worldhood of its current world” (SZ: 185). The basic understanding
involves Dasein’s projection upon significance, which is equipmental totality of

involvement that is made up of the ready-to-hand entities.> As we saw above, there can

» “Dasein, in its Jamiliarity with significance, is the ontical condition for the possibility
of discovering entities which are encountered in a world of involvement (readiness-to-
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be no such thing as a single piece of equipment, and basic understanding is the way in
which Dasein non-thematically grasps this whole and is able to use equipment.
Understanding is projection onto significance, which means the way that Dasein, in its
familiarity with the totality of equipment (which must be given before any particular one
piece can be encountered) can respond to the equipment, use it in its transparent dealings
with the world. Heidegger writes: “In terms of the significance which is disclosed in
understanding the world, concernful Being-alongside the ready-to-hand gives itself to
understand whatever involvement that which is encountered can have” (SZ: 148). For
example, in order to use the hammer, as it is known in itself, which is to say, known in its
being a hammer, requires that we know the totality of involvements that the hammer
references — nails, houses, ect. — and it is only on the basis of basic undérstanding that
this totality can be given. As we recall from above, the totality of involvements
essentially leads back to a final ‘for-the-sake-of-which’ that belongs to the being of
Dasein. This ‘for-the-sake-of-which’ designates Heidegger’s other way of discussing
understanding, primordial understanding. The ‘for-the-sake-of-which’ is that upon which
Dasein projects, in understanding, towards some ‘potentiality-for-being’ (SZ 143/4). In
other words, potentiality-for-being is that being which Dasein understands itself as. For
example, were my ‘for-the-sake-of-which’ to be a carpenter, I would be projecting onto a
potentiality-for-being such that I understood myself as a carpenter. Thus, we can see how
intimately related these two understandings (basic and primordial) are: in understanding
myself as a carpenter, I structure my involvements such that I use equipment that is for

carpentry, which is based upon my understanding of the equipmental whole. Conversely,

hand) as their kind of Being, and which can thus make themselves known as they are in
themselves” (SZ: 87).
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and simultaneously, I use the equipment appropriate for carpentry such that I understand
myself as a carpenter. As above, we must stress that these projections upon a ‘for-the-
sake-of-which’ are not cognitive, but are instead a way of being. For it is not that [ decide
to understand myself as a carpenter and then set about using the appropriate tools, but
instead, I can only understand myself as a carpenter while being a carpenter, which
involves using the tools that belong to the equipmental whole.

The second element of the care structure, and consequently, of the structure of
concern, is state-of-mind. As with understanding, state-of-mind also contains two related
conceptions. The first, thrownness belongs to the existential constitution of care, while
the second, what we will simply call state-of-mind, belongs to being-in-the-world of
equipments. As to the existential constitution, thrownness designates Dasein’s ‘that it is
and has to be.” In other words, the fact of Dasein’s being delivered over into Being, or its
existence, 1s something that Dasein has found itself as, something essential to be as it is,
namely being. Thrownness signifies the fact that Dasein must always already exist as
found in order to find itself; it is always on the basis of its thrownness that it can be.
Heidegger writes, “As an entity which has been delivered over to its Being, it remains so
delivered over to the fact that it must always have found itself — but found itself in a way
of finding which arises not so much form a direct seeking...” (SZ: 135). This element of
concern designates the fact that, Dasein, as existence, cannot get behind its own fact of
existence. Dasein’s thrownness is also present in Dasein’s being-in-the-world. It shows
itself ih dealing with ready-to-hand equipment insofar as state-of-mind is the basis for
any piece of equipment to show up as mattering. It is only on the basis of entities within

the world mattering to Dasein that it can take them up and use, and as such, because
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Dasein is defined in its being by what it does, Dasein, as such, can only be by things
mattering to it. In his essay “Temporality”, William Blattner writes of this mattering:

This determinateness [of facticity, or thrownness into existence] discloses

itself to Dasein through affectivity [Blattner’s translation of Befindlichkeit,

or state-of-mind], which is the way things matter to Dasein. Everything

Dasein encounters, from the most significant and oppressive events of

one’s life, to the most trivial and irrelevant, matter to it...That I am

someone determinate or concrete, that I am situated in an ongoing life, in a

time and place, rather that just being an abstraction, manifest itself to me

in the way in which things matter to me. (7p: 313)*

Thrownness, therefore, is a structural element necessary for Dasein’s being, or in other
words, it is an element of care. Mattering, an element of concern, Dasein’s being towards
the world, is a manifestation grounded on this element. Similarly basic understanding is a
manifestation grounded on primordial understanding.

As for falling, however, the being-alongside of entities within the world, the
difference between the existential level and the level of concernful being-in-the-world is
one that shows itself in the differing connections with the other elements in each
respective structure. Therefore, we will arrive at this difference in discussing Heidegger’s
differing levels of time. For now, we can characterize falling as the absorption in the
world of equipment, or in other words, the using of particular equipment. We have seen
that state-of-mind is that on the basis of which these are encountered as mattering, and we
have seen that basic understanding is that non-cognitive grasping of the equipmental

whole necessary for encountering any particular equipment. Falling, then, is the

encounter, or the use of that particular equipment.”’ Heidegger does use the term falling

%6 William Blattner, “Temporality” in A Companion to Heidegger, ed. Hubert L. Dreyfus
and Mark A. Wrathall (Blackwell Publishing, 2005)

?7 William Blattner writes, “[Falling] names Dasein’s essential encounter with and
absorption in non-human things in the course of pursuing possibilities. Equipment,
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to designate another, un-related, phenomenon — that tendency to fall from authentic being
into the world of das Man — so we must be careful to distinguish falling as the structural

element of being-in-the-world and falling as being inauthentic.

§ 3. Temporality

On the basis of the previous explanation of the three elements of care (and, by
proxy, of concern), we can encounter the meaning of care — temporality. Heidegger
defines temporality as such:

Understanding is grounded primarily in the future (whether in anticipation
or in awaiting). States-of-mind temporalize themselves primarily in having
been (whether in repetition or in having forgotten). Falling has its
temporal roots primarily in the Present (whether in making-present or the
moment of vision). All the same, understanding is in every case a Present
which ‘is in the process of having been’. All the same, one’s state-of-mind
temporalized itself as a future which is ‘making present’. All the same, the
Present ‘leaps away’ from a future that is in the process of having been, or
else it is held on to by such a future. Thus we can see that in every
ecstasis, temporality temporalizes itself as a whole, and this means that in
the ecstatical unity with which temporality has fully temporalized itself
currently, is grounded the totality of the structural whole of existence,
facticity, and falling — that is, the unity of the care-structure. (SZ: 350).

Although extraordinarily complicated, this quotation shows that temporality is the unity
of the care structure that we have examined. The primordial future is united with the
primordial past and primordial present. Likewise, the other two ecstases are united with
their temporal counterparts. In what way are we to interpret this? First, we must make

note of the fact that as temporality is the meaning of the care structure, it involves the

paraphernalia, gear (das Zeug) are available (zuhanden) to Dasein as it goes about its
daily business” (7p: 313).
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three structural elements that we have designated as constituting that structure: primordial
understanding (grounded in the future), thrownness (grounded in the having been), and
falling (grounded in the making-present). This means, ‘then, that the ahead-of-itself
focuses on the primordial understanding of projection upon Dasein’s ‘for-the-sake-of-
which’ and the already-in-the-world signifies the thrownness in its ‘that it is and has to
be’.

While being-ahead-of-itself certainly suggest a futural component, Heidegger
warns us not to take this as something in the future such that, as a possibility, it may, at
some ‘now’, become actual. Likewise, the primordial past does not suggest something
that once actualizes and is not running off into the non-existent past. He writes, “With
this ‘before’ [in primordial temporality] we do not have in mind ‘in advance of
something’ [das “Vorher”] in the sense of ‘not yet now—but later’; the ‘already’ is just as
far from signifying ‘no longer now-but earlier’” (SZ: 327). In fact, by the primordial
future, Heidegger is not speaking of events at all, but Dasein’s potentialities-for-Being,
which can only remain possible insofar as they ‘are; at all. “By the term ‘futural’, we do
not here have in view a “now” which has not yet become ‘actual’ and which sometime
will be for the first time. We have in view the coming [Kunff] in which Dasein, in its
ownmost potentiality-for-Being, comes towards itself” (SZ: 325). In other words, the
potentialities that are futural are not something to be actualized in the present. These
potentialities are not some future goal that relates to what I am doing now in the sense
that I try and achieve it. Instead, as we have seen in Dasein’s ‘for-the-sake-of-which’,
they are always some self-understanding that constantly structures my involvements and

understanding, by which I can only understand myself as that potentiality through the
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involvements with-in which I am currently operating. Blattner writes, “An existential
possibility [potentiality-for-being] is a manner of self-understanding with which one is
indentified in virtue of pressing ahead into it” (7p: 314). Blattner then goes on to expose
the distinction between a possibility becoming actualized and a potentiality-for-being
though the example of social status. 1 believe that we can see the distinction in the
difference between the social status of becoming a teacher and the potentiality-for-being
an instructor. A teacher is some event in the future that can be actualized with the proper
education, job, ect. However, an instructor is not something that can ever be
accomplished. Instead, it is a way of being that, although always looming ahead, is never
something that can be over and done. Even if one were to accomplish the status of being
a teacher, understanding yourself as an instructor is a potentiality that constantly
structures your involvements and understandings of the world, and is always something
that one can press ahead into, but never wholly fulfill.

Another example of this phenomenon is Dasein’s being-towards-death, which for
Heidegger is the Dasein’s ownmost potentiality: that is, the possibility of no further
possibilities. Now in one sense, insofar as Dasein is, its death is not present. For, when
that present-at-hand event takes place, Dasein will not be to experience it. The event is
not something that can ever come for Dasein. But, for Heidegger, being-towards-death is
not something such that Dasein recognizes the not-yet-now nature of death, but instead it
exemplifies the paradigm of authentic existence. In this way, death is not some thing in
the non-existent future, but is instead a potentiality that structures Dasein’s life. As such,
in embracing a possibility as a possibility, Dasein structures authentic life as self-

choosing (away from das Man). Heidegger writes in History of the Concept of Time:
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Rather, if death is indeed a character of the being of Dasein, it cannot be

conceived in its sense of being primarily in terms of the being-on-hand or

not-being-on-hand of world-things. As care, Dasein is rather being toward
something. Death is not something which is still outstanding in Dasein.

Death does not stand out in Dasein, but stands before Dasein in its being,

and constantly at that, as long as it is Dasein. In other words, death is

always already impending. As such, death belongs to Dasein itself even

when it is not yet whole and not yet finished, even when it is not dying.

(History of the Concept of Time: 312/313)

Being-towards-death is a particular sort of living, one in which Dasein structures its
present involvements within the world in light of, yet death, as an event, is never
something that can occur. The primordial future as a potentiality-for-being, then, is a
unity, along with the primordial present and the primordial past: on the basis of
thrownness, or state-of-mind, entities within the world matter to Dasein such that it acts,
and in acting, which, for Heidegger, is equivalent to being, Dasein necessarily takes a
stand on it being, or has a self-understanding. Were there no primordial past, nothing
would matter on which to act. In addition, if there were not primordial future, there would
be no involvement through which to act. Thus, there is the ecstactical unity of
temporality.

Likewise, as the ahead-of-itself designates a future that is not an event not-yet-
now, so does the already-in-the-world, the primordial past, designate something that
never was in the present in the no-longer-now. The primordial past, Dasein’s thrownness,
is not some event that has taken place in Dasein’s sequential past. Instead, it is a way of
being such that one cannot be the basis for one’s own being. Dasein can never be the
basis of its own being, or of its own state-of-mind. Yet, it is always in as state-of-mind,

and as such, it is a particular being that is not the basis of that particularity. In other

words, it 1s not as if thrownness is some event, for example being born, upon which one
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then becomes the basis of its own being. Instead, thrownness is the continual null basis
upon which one’s existence is founded. Blattner writes,

[A]ttunements [states-of-mind], however, are not past events. They do not

belong to the sequential past, as the various episodes of my life-history do.

In Heidegger’s language, they are not “bygone” (vergangen). They

belong, rather, to the existential, or originary [primordial] past, to my

“beenness” (Gewesenheit). My attunements were not at some time present,

after which they slipped into the past. Rather, at every moment that an

attunement characterized me, even at the first moment, I am already

thrown into it; it is already past. (7p: 315)

In viewing primordial past, we can again see the ecstatical unity of temporality.
Heidegger writes, “only as long as Dasein is, can it be as having been” (SZ: 328). Only
because Dasein is primordially present can it understand itself as having a primordial
past. On the basis of encountering entities in the future, Dasein has a self-understanding,
and as such, and it is only on the basis of a primordial past (thrownness) that it can
encounter entities within the primordial present. Heidegger writes, “In existing, it has
been thrown; and as something thrown, it has been delivered over to entities which it
needs in order to be able to be as it is — namely, for the sake of itself” (SZ: 364).

The primordial present, or encountering entities, has the character of letting
entities be involved. By this, we mean that Dasein, as the being upon which all being is
founded, is the basis for which entities have the mode of being of ready-to-hand. This
involvement in the totality of equipment, as we mention, is for Dasein, the making-
present. Yet, entities can only be involved insofar as there is a totality of equipment, and
this is founded on there being equipment at all. The primordial present, therefore, is the
existential element of care in which Dasein allows entities to belong to a totality of

equipment. And, again, it is only on the basis of the primordial past, thrownness, and the

primordial future, primordial understanding, or potentiality-for-being, that Dasein takes
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up entities as ready-to-hand. Thus, there is, once more, a unity of the ecstates in

Heidegger’s characterization of temporality.

§ 4. World-Time (and Now-Time)

Now, it is certainly the case that the temporality examined above is not the sort of
thing that we generally associate with time. Yet, Heidegger calls temporality the
primordial time (SZ: 329). In his essay on Heideggerian temporality, William Blattner
goes so far as to question (only for pedagogical reasons, it seems) why Heidegger calls
the unity as the meaning of the care structure time at all. The answer to this, for
Heidegger, lies in the notion of intelligibility. Time, as is ordinarily conceived, contains
many features —continuity, directedness (or successiveness), publicness — which, as we
have seen in the course of this essay, are complicated issues to interpret with regard to the
nature of time. For Heidegger, however, the intelligibility of these features, which are
difficult to grasp on the ordinary concept of time, comes about in time’s groundedness
and association with temporality. He writes:

If, therefore, we demonstrate that the ‘time’ which is accessible to

Dasein’s common sense is not primordial, but arises rather from authentic

temporality, then, in accordance with the principle, “a potiori fit

denominatio”, we are justified in designating as “primordial time” the

temporality which we have now laid bare. (SZ: 329)

Heidegger designates two ways in which we encounter time in our everyday lives: world-
time and now-time (or time as it is ordinarily conceived). Including temporality, these

three different levels of time correspond, I take it, to the three modes of being that

constitute Heidegger’s ontology: temporality to Dasein’s way of being, care (as we have
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shown), world-time to readiness-to-hand, and now-time as presence-at-hand. World-time
is the time structure in which entities within the world are encountered, and as such, it is
the series of significant events that center around Dasein’s being-in-the-world. Now-time,
or time as it is normally conceived, is a pure “sequence of ‘nows’ which are constantly
‘present-at-hand’, simultaneously passing away and coming along. [Now-]Time is
understood as a succession, as a ‘flowing steam’ of “nows”, as the ‘course of time’” (SZ:
422). Now-time, as we have seen in our exegesis of both Aristotle and McTaggart, is the
conception of time normally theorized upon in both everyday and philosophical
discourses. However, through our interpretation of both Aristotle and McTaggart, we
have also shown their dependence on a conception of world-time. For Aristotle, this
appeared in reference to the earlier and later (not before and after) of motion, as well as
the stretching of the ‘now’. For McTaggart, this appeared in both the necessity of token-
reflexive statements, which in turn necessitates Dasein, and the idea of events changing
while not being present-at-hand. Therefore, we shall focus the rest of this essay on world-
time, as this seems to be the force involved in our overall analysis, and leave now-time,
for the most part, as something unexplored.

The relationship that the different time series have with each other is one founded
on meaning and intelligibility. This corresponds to the way in which we have previously
discussed the present-at-hand being founded upon the ready-to-hand. In that case, it is
only through Dasein’s involvement with the totality of ready-to-hand equipment that it
can abstract to the present-at-hand being of substance with context-independent qualities.
The ready-to-hand is not something that is added onto the present-at-hand entities as a

further quality, but is the only way in which they become encounterable by Dasein; that is
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to say, it is only on the basis of their being ready-to-hand that they are encounterable as
such. Likewise, I believe there is a similar relationship between the three time structures:
the now-time is only intelligible, or meaningful, on the basis of the world-time, and
world-time is only intelligible on the basis of temporality, or primordial time. At each
different structure, there is a leveling (or degeneration) of complexity that takes place.
Heidegger writes:

We have accordingly called the time with which we concern ourselves

“world-time”. In the ordinary interpretations of time as a sequence of

“nows”, both datability and significance are missing. These two structures

are not permitted to ‘come to the fore’ when time is characterized as pure

succession. The ordinary interpretation of time covers them up. When

these are covered up, the ecstatico-horizonal constitution of temporality, in

which the datability and the significance of the “nows” are grounded, get

levelled off. (SZ: 422).
As mentioned in the above passage, the relationship of intelligibility carries with it, for
Heidegger, the relationship for foundation. Thus, both world-time and now-time are
founded upon temporality and now-time is founded upon world-time.*®

World-time, as “that time ‘wherein’ entities within-the-world are encountered”, is
that time based upon involvements that Dasein has with the world. It has the
characteristics of being measured and ordered, along with significance, a span (or
stretch), datability, and publicness. As we saw in Aristotle, world-time places a particular

importance on the ‘now’: “The ‘then’ and the ‘on that former occasion’ are understood

with regard to a ‘now’; that is to say, making present as a peculiar importance” (SZ:

% Heidegger points out this foundational relationship when he writes, “The kind of ‘time’
which is first found ontically in within-time-ness [world-time], becomes the basis on
which the ordinary traditional conception of time takes form. But time, as within-time-
ness, arises from an essential kind of temporalizing of primordial temporality” (SZ: 333).
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406/7). World-time also has the characteristic of datability, which we saw in Heidegger’s
interpretation of Aristotle’s conception of time. Heidegger writes:

The datability of the ‘now’, the ‘then’, and the ‘on that former occasion’,

reflects the ecstatical constitution of temporality, and is therefore essential

for the time itself that has been expressed. The structure of the datability

of the ‘now’, the ‘then’, and the ‘on that former occasion’, is evidence that

these, stemming from temporality, are themselves time. The interpretive

expressing of the ‘now’, the ‘then’ and the ‘on that former occasion’, is

the most primordial way of assigning a time. (SZ: 408).

With Aristotle, this datability amounted to assigning the ‘now’ to the movement or
motion of an object in time. Similarly, within Heidegger’s conception of world-time,
structure of datability placing of time determinations upon events and objects within the
world of involvements. Any ‘now’ corresponds, as world-time is such that it is tied up in
the totality of equipment and its ‘in-order-to’s’, to events or objects that are significant
for Dasein. World-time is the time in which Dasein encounters entities within the world.
This time, therefore, also has the characteristic of significance, in accord with the fact
that the totality of equipmental involvements constitutes significance; world-time matters
to Dasein.

As we have seen, the primordial present is that in which entities are encountered,
or in other words, it is that ecstasis in which Dasein lets entities be involved. As
Heidegger writes, “The horizonal schema for the Present is defined by the “in-order-to”
(8Z: 365). The difference in the primordial present and that present which belongs to
concernful being-in-the-world lies in a different connectedness between their respecitve
ecstases. In the primordial present, there was a unity of ecstases in which Dasein’s

primordial future, potentiality-for-being and Dasein’s primordial past, thrownness were

involved. In world-time, the present is constituted solely by Dasein’s involvement with
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the world, and as such, the present is cut off, or leveled off, from any connection with the
existential elements of the care structure. As world-time is the time of circumspective
concern, however, the world-time present is not cut off from the world-time future or the
world-time past. This connection — that between the world-time present and the world-
time past and future — involves continuity, which according to Heidegger, is a leveling of
unity. This means, I believe, that although the world-time ecstases are not united into one
structural whole, they do hold significant influence over each other. That they influence
each other shows itself in the characteristic of spanning, which we will discuss below. In
spanning, the true continuity of world-time is revealed. The world-time, or concernful
being in the world future, we recall, is the basic understanding of the totality of
equipment, while the concernful past is the mattering upon which entities are encountered
within the world. Thus, in world-time, there exists a past in which something is
encountered as mattering, and a future which is involved in the totality of equipment,
namely, the ‘in-order-to’. As we encountered in Heidegger’s interpretation of Aristotle,
what shows itself in this analysis of world-time is the “retaining” and “awaiting” (or
“expecting”). In Aristotle, this involved the motion of an object along dimensional
trajectory of places. With regards to the being-in-the-world, this means the awaiting of
the “in-order-to” or the “towards which” and the retaining of the mattering for which
some particular equipment is involved in Dasein’s absorbed dealing in the world (the
world-time making-present). Heidegger writes:

Letting something be involved is implied in the simplest handling of an

item of equipment. That which we let it be involved in has the character of

a “towards-which”; with regards to this, the equipment is either usable or

in use. The understanding of the “towards-which” — that is, the

understanding of what the equipment is involved in — has the temporal
structure of awaiting. In awaiting the “towards-which”, concern can at the
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same time come back by itself to the sort of thing in which it is involved.

The awaiting of what it is involved in, and — together with this awaiting —

the retaining of that which is thus involved, make possible in the ecstatical

unity the specifically manipulative way in which equipment is made

present. (SZ: 353).

This means, for Heidegger, that although the making-present of world-time is cut off
from the primordial future and primordial past, there is still a deep relationship between
the world-time future and the world-time past. In making-present, or letting some entity
be involved, Dasein awaits the future (as the “in-order-to” of the equipment) and retains
the past (as the mattering of the equipment for which we used it). Together, the particular
equipment that we are using (the past mattering), along with the totality of equipment and
their interrelation with one another (the future ‘in-order-to’), constitutes the making-
present in a way that “makes possible the characteristic of absorption of concern in its
equipmental whole” (SZ: 354).

This makes possible our last comparison with Heidegger’s interpretation of
Aristotle — the spanning, or stretching and contintuity of the ‘now’. First, we can take
notice of the fact that Heidegger too, after discussing the awaiting and retaining of
circumspective concern, follows in Aristotle’s footsteps by particularly defining the
‘earlier’ and ‘later’ as that specifically temporal determination of motion, or as we can
formulate it in the equipmental whole, a particular line of involvements, that leads back
to Dasein’s ‘for-the-sake-of-which’, and depends on the ‘now’ with great emphasis: “The
horizon of the retaining which expresses itself in the ‘on-that-former-occasion’ is the
‘earlier’; the horizon for the ‘then’ is the ‘later on’ (‘that which is to come’); the horizon

for the ‘now’ is the ‘today’” (SZ: 407). Already in this last passage, we can see Heidegger

hinting at the spanning or stretching of the now. In awaiting, Dasein assigns a ‘then’, or
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as we saw it formulated in Aristotle, an ‘after’. The awaiting that takes place is
understood as an ‘until-then’, or as it is interpreted by Dasein, as an ‘in-between’.
Heidegger writes:

‘Enduring’ gets Articulated in the understanding one has of the ‘during’

when one awaits and makes present. This lasting [Dauern] in turn, is the

time which is manifest in temporality’s interpretation of itself, in our

concern this time thus gets currently, but unthematically, understood as a

‘span’ [“Spanne”]. The making-present with awaits and retains, lays ‘out’

a ‘during’ with a span...Not only does the ‘during’ have a span; but every

‘now’, ‘then’ and ‘on that former occasion’ has, with its datability-

structure, its own spanned character, with the width of the span varying:

‘now’-in the intermission...[ect.] (SZ: 409).
Because Dasein in not simply making-present at two fixed points which correspond to the
use of an equipment and its ‘in-order-to’, there is an awaiting and retaining. This awaiting
signifies a pointed directionality fowards the ‘in-order-to’. Furthermore, Dasein is
continually making-present, and as the equipment is directional, it is always pointing
towards the world-time future. This continuous pointing towards, this notion of becoming
in the direction of the ‘in-order-to’ constitutes, for Heidegger, the spanning of time. The
making-present, as that pointing between the retaining (temporally earlier) and the
awaiting (temporally future), spans or stretches the ‘now’. In other words, the use of any
singular piece of equipment does not constitute an instantaneous ‘now’ in world-time.
Instead, it is only on the basis of the mattering and the ‘in-order-to’ that the making use,
or making-present, of equipment is possible. Therefore, the making-present involves, and
is intimately connected with, the world-time future of the ‘in-order-to’ and the world-
time past of the mattering. Furthermore, this connection is not any relation, but spanning

constitutes continuity between the past and the future. Again, the spanned ‘now’ of

world-time is not disconnected from world-time past and future, but contains the from
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there-to here relationship that we saw in Aristotle. The continuity of the ‘now’ involves
the continuity of Dasein’s being-in-the-world — the equipmental whole is given, out of
which a singular piece draw Dasein to act in its mattering, and through which we make
use of that equipment. None of these world-time ecstases are disconnected, just as none
of the constituting parts of being-in-the-world are. Further, this spanning of the ‘now’ is
that which gets leveled off, along with the significance of world-time (for that arises out
of the involvement with equipment), in the now-time, which is conceived as a pure

succession of present-at-hand ‘nows’ existing next to one another.

§5. Coda

The final topic to cover in our analysis is Heidegger’s relationship to J.M.E.
McTaggart’s philosophy of time. First, we have seen that McTaggart’s conception
requires Dasein to exist within the time-series (as one giving the token-reflexive
statement ‘now’), which is, in this case, world-time on Heidegger’s conception. With
regard to Heidegger, we have also seen this necessity: world-time is that time in which
entities are encountered, which is to say, that in which the totality of significant
equipment lies. Dasein is required to be in world-time — being alongside entities ready-to-
hand and using them — in order for world-time to be constituted through the spanning and
continuous relationship between the world-time past and future. Furthermore, world-time
past and future are only possible with regard to Dasein’s being. This totality is structured
upon the entities being ready-to-hand and mattering for Dasein. The mattering is

grounded upon Dasein’s thrownness and the understanding is grounded upon Dasein’s
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primordial understanding. And ultimately, as we saw above, even the mode of being of
readiness-to-hand is dependent on Dasein. This involvement with the totality of
equipment is also grounded in the assigning of the ‘now’ as Dasein awaits the ‘in-order-
to’ of the ready-to-hand equipment and retains its particular mattering. This awaiting and
retaining, as we have shown, requires an implicit reference to the making-present. We
must note that for Heidegger, the making-present does not necessarily involve a verbal
utterance, but only an encountering of entities for employment. Thus, both Heidegger and
McTaggart require Dasein’s existence within world-time.

Secondly, we can formulate the way in which events, which are not present-at-
hand existing in the particular ‘now’, can have some semblance of existence. This, in
Heideggerian terms, seems easy to discuss: although these future events, which belong to
the future as world-time, do not exist as presence-at-hand, they certainly exist within the
equipmental totality in relation to the using of equipment in the world-time present. In
other words, as Dasein ‘now’ employs a hammer, the relation to the world-time futural
event of ‘a fully-built house’ belongs to the “towards-which” of the current employment.
The ‘towards-which’ that structures Dasein’s involvement in equipment is constitutive of
the world-time future, and is involved in that totality of equipment insofar as it is
continuously linked to the making-present of encountering of entities. It is on the basis of
this (basic) understanding and mattering that Dasein employs the hammer. Blattner writes
of the making;present use of equipment, “Simply insofar as we enpresent [make-present]
the world-time now, we also expect [await] a world-time future, in which the task in
which the equipment is involved will be completed...” (Tp: 320). This completion of the

tasks constitutes an event, which, although it is not present-at-hand in the ‘now’, ‘exists’
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to a certain degree insofar as it can be expected or awaited at all. This ‘existence’ is
something that belongs to the relational totality of equipment, as it is along the line of the
‘in-order-to’ of employing the equipment.

Finally, I do not believe Heidegger’s conception of these time structures falls to
the critique given by McTaggart regarding the unreality of the time-series itself. If we
recall McTaggart’s argument, he states that one cannot grant the existence of the A-series
without presupposing another time series in which the A-series exists. This was
formulated in the following way: the A-series determinations are all given to an event.
Thus, every event is past, present, and future, which is incompatible with the definitions
of the determinations. The only way out of this is to say that the past exists before, the
present, now, and the future in the future. In this way, one has presupposed a time series
in order to make the first one intelligible. McTaggart writes:

It is never true, the answer will run, that [some event] M is present, past,

and future. It is present, will be past, and has been future...These

characteristics are only incompatible when they are simultaneous, and

there is no contradiction to this in the fact that each terms has all of them

successively. But this explanation involves a vicious circle. For it assumes

the existence of time in order to account for the way in which moments are

past, present and future. (UR: 468).

This critique of a vicious circle rests upon one of two notions: either that time only makes
sense in a successive manner, or that the structure upon which the first series is based
must be successive in order to make the first intelligible. As we have seen in Heidegger’s
temporality, neither of these are the case. Heidegger’s temporality is formulated as such:

Temporalizing does not signify that ecstases come in a ‘succession’. The

future is not later having been, and having been is not earlier than the

Present. Temporality temporalized itself in a future which makes present
in the process of having been. (SZ: 350).
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Temporality 1s a non-successive unity: it grounds the intelligibility world-time in such a
way that does not require succession. Temporality, as the meaning of being of Dasein (or
care) is bound into a whole. In other words, the primordial future is in the primordial past
and present: it is only because Dasein is thrown into encountering entities that it takes a
stand on its being through its ‘for-the-sake-of-which’. Similarly, the primordial past is in
the primordial future and present: only insofar as Dasein must take a stand on its being
through it ‘for-the-sake-of-which’ in encountering entities can anything be factically
given. Primordial time, or temporality, as we have seen, is a united whole. The
succession, for Heidegger, enters only into the world-time, as it is a leveling of the
primordial unity of temporality. The single unity of temporality is leveled once the
present is no longer connected with the primordial past (facticity) and primordial future
(primordial understanding), or in other words, when only the dealing with entities
remains. In dealing with entities, however, the connection with the world-time past and
future is not disconnected with the world-time present, as it is only insofar as the ‘now’ is
spanned, or in other words, it is only insofar as entities matter and are understood that the
world-time ‘now’ is possible. We see, therefore, that the continuity and successiveness of
world-time, which is equivalent to McTaggart’s A-series, is grounded upon temporality,
which contains the structure of a non-successive unity. As such, we can conclude that
temporality is that upon which we can base time in order to avoid McTaggart’s charge of

circularity.
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