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- . A—* ! 9 1. The Necessity for Explicitly Restating the Question of Being

i Ta1s question has today been forgotten. Even though in our time we °
& z ; deem it progressive to give our approval to ‘metaphysics’ again, it is held
/j “k-_ ' :

A e A : that we have been exempted from the exertions of a newly rekindled
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j N o i ywyavropayia wepi Ts ofoiuss Yetthequestion wearetouchinguponisnotjust

- (‘\\k ™ - ok . any question. It is one which provided a stimulus for the researches of

/?r; 3 t/l\ - X <y ‘ * Platé and Aristotle, only to subside from then on as & theme for actual
) (.__.:i o | investigation. What these two men achieved was to persist through many

A 6 £ o5 2l '33 . alterations and ‘retouchings’ down to the ‘logic’ of Hegel. And what

. ' . . L they wrested with the utmost intellectual effort from the phenomena,

fragmentary and incipient though it was, has long since become
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) v PR Yoo trivialized.
“g ) /ﬁ\\ \1\5 oY E \ 1 , \L ;% AN 40 Q‘Q\(\(, ?aﬁf J b? Not only that. On the basis of the Greeks® initial contributions towards
‘ C( an Interpretation of Being, 2 dogma has been developed which not only
: declares the question about the meaning of Being to be superfluous, but
C sanctions its complete neglect. It is said that ‘Being’ is the most universal -
- S and the emptiest of concepts. As such it resists every attempt at definition. .
(E S 6 e ‘ ﬁ Nor does this most universal and hence indefinable concept require any

N S o e e iy definition, for everyone uses it constantly and already understands what

\ ' : he means by it. In this way, that which the ancient philosophers found
N ; (:5 continually disturbing as something obscure and hidden has taken on a
_ 1 - L clarity and self-evidence such that if anyone continues to ask about it he |
\& ;o : is charged with a1 error of method. :
At the beginning of our investigation it is not possible to give a detailed
als thematische Frage wirklicher Untersuchung’. When Heidegger speaks of a question
‘thema.txsch ke thinks of it as one which is taken sefiously and studied in a systema.ttc
manner. While we shall often translate this adjective by its cognate, ‘thematic’, we may

sometimes find it convenient to choose more flexible expressions involving the word
“theme’. (Heidegger gives a fuller discussion: on H. 363.)
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account of the presuppositions and’ prejudices which are _cqgstantly
reimplanting and fostering the belief thatan inquiry i_nto .chg is unmeces-
sary. They are rooted in ancient qritology-itsclf,. and 1t will not be possible
to interpret that ontology adequately until the question of Being has been
dlarified and answered and taken as 2 clue—at least, if we are to have
regard for the soil from which the basic ontological concepts dcvelol?ed,
and if we are to see whether the categories have been demonstrated in a
way that is appropriate and complete. We shall therefore carry thc d.15--
cussion of these presuppositions only to the point at which ';thp necessity
for restating the question about the meaning of Being becomes plain.
There are three such presuppositions. = ] X
1. First, it has been maintained-that {Being’ is the ‘mo‘st umearsal
concept:: 76 v éor xafddov péhora mdvravt Illud quod primo cadit .mf’;
apprehensione est ens, cutis intellectus includitur in omnibus, quaecumque i
apprehendit. “An understanding of Being is already included in conceiving

-anything which one apprehends in entities.” At Bul the ‘universality’ of

‘Being’ is not that of a class or genus. The terza “Being” does not define that
realm of entities which is uppermost when these are Articulated con-
iceptually according to genus and species: odre -ré'é'v 'ye'vos‘."u. The “univer-
sality’ of Being ‘transcends’ any universality of genus. In medieval ontc.)iogy
‘Being’ is designated as 2 ‘franscendens’. Aristotle himself knew the unity of
this transcendental ‘universal’ as a.umity of analogy in contrast o t.hc
multiplicity of the highest generic concepts applicable to_thingf. With
this discovery, in spite of his dependence on the way in which the
ontological question bad been ‘forroulated by Plato, he put the prc?‘blcm
of Being on what was, in principle, a new basis. Fo be sure, even }.mstotle
failed to clear away the darkness of these categorial interconnections. In
medieval ontology this problem was widely discussed, especially in the
Thomist and Scotist schools, without reaching clarity as to principles.
And when Hegel at last defines ‘Being’ as the “indeterminate immediate’
and makes this definition basic for all the further categorial explications
of his ‘logic’, he keeps looking in the same direction as ancient ontology,

1¢%_ __ was einer am Secienden erfasst™ . The word ‘Sciendes’, which Heidegger uses
in his paraphrase, is one of the most important words in the book. The substantive “das
Seiende’ is derived from the participle iseiend” (see note 1, P. 19), and means literally
‘that which is'; ‘ein Seiendes” means ‘something which is’. There is much to be said for
translating “Seiendes’ by the noun “being’ or ‘beings’ (for it is often ugcd‘m a c:)llec‘twc
sense). We feel, however; that it is smoother and less confusing to write ‘entity’ or en-
tities’, We are well aware that in recent British and American philosophy the term

‘entity” has been used more genexally to apply to zlmost anything whatsoever, Do matter -

what its ontological status. In this translation, however, it will mean simply ‘something
which i5’. An alternative translation of the Latin quotation is given by the English

Dominican Fathers, Summa Theologica, Thomas Baker, London, 1g15: ‘For that which, -

before aught else, falls under apprehension, is being, the potion of which is included in all
things whatsoever a man apprehends.”
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except that he no longer pays heed to Aristotle’s problem of the unity of
Being as over against the multiplicity of ‘categories’ applicable to
things. . So if it is said that ‘Being’ is the most universal concept, this
cannot mean that it is the one which is clearest or that it needs no further
discussion. It is rather the darkest of all. '
2. It has been maintained secondly that the concept of ‘Being’ is
indefinable. This is deduced from its supreme universality,!v and rightly
so, if definitio fit per genus proximum et differentiam specificam. ‘Being’ cannot
indeed be conceived as an entity; enti non additur aligua natura: nor can it
acquire such a character as to have the term “entity” applied to it.
“Being’} ¢annot be derived from higher concepts by definition, nor can

it be presented through lower ones. But does this imply that ‘Being® no .- .
longer 6ffers a problem? Not at all. We can infer only that ‘Being” cannot .

have the character of an entity. Thus we cannot apply to Being the concept
of ‘definition’ as presented in traditional logic, which itsclf has its founda-
tions in ancient ontology and which, within. certain liits, provides a
justifiable way of characterizing “entities”*The indefinability of Being
does not eliminate the question of its meaning; it demands that we look
that guestion in the face. '

3. Thirdly, it is held that ‘Being’ is of all concepts'the one that is self-
evident. Whenever one cognizes anything or makes an assertion, whenever
.one cornports oneself towards entities, even towards oneself, some use
is made of ‘Being’; and this expression is held to be intelligible ‘without

. further 2do’, just as everyone understands “The sky s blue’, ‘I am merry’,

and the like. But here we have an average kind of intelligibility, which

-merely demonstrates that this is unintelligible. It makes manifest that in
_any way of comporting oneself towards entities as entities—even in any
. Being towards entities as entities—there lies a priori an enigma.? The very ..
fact that we already live in an understanding of Being and that the meaf- |;

Within therangeof basic philosophical concepts—especiallywhenwecome
to the concept of ‘Being’—it is a dubious procedure to invoke self-evidence, if
indeed the ‘self-evident” (Kant’s ‘covert judgments of the common reason’)®

1< ., in jedem Verhalten zu Seiendem, in jedem Sich-zu-sich-selbst-verhalten . . .
Fhe verb ‘verhalten’ can refer to any kind of behaviour or way of conducting onesel,
even to the way in which one relates oneself to something else, or to the way one refrains
or holds oneself back. We shall translate it in various ways.

2 <Sie macht offenbar, dass in jedem Verhalten und Sein zu Seiendem als Seiendem a
priori ein Ritsel liegt.’ The phrase ‘Sein zu Seiendem’ is typical of many similar expressions
in which the substantive ‘Sein’ is followed by the preposition ‘zu’. In such expressions
we shall usually translate 'z’ as ‘towards’: for example, ‘Being-towards-death’, “Being
towards Others’, ‘Being towards entities within-the-world’. :

3¢ “Jie geheimen Urteile der gemeinen Vernunft” ’.

l‘

' ing of Being is still veiled in darkness proves that it is necessary in principle L
. to raise this question again. - ' o
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is to become the sole explicit and abiding theme for one’s analytic—
‘the business of philosophers’. :

By considering these prejudices, however, we have made plain not 'onl-y
that the question of Being lacks an answer, but that the question itself is
obscure and without direction. So if it is to be revived, this means that
we must first work out an adequate way of formulating it.

€1 2. The Formal Structure of the Question of Being

Ufundamental question, or indeed #e¢ fundamental question, it must be .

Inade transparent, and in an appropriate way.* We must thcrcfor_e
explain briefly what belongs to any question whatsoever, so that ‘fro‘m this
standpoint the question of Being can be made visible as a very special one
with its own distinctive character.

Every inquiry is a seeking [Suchen]. Every sceking gets g‘tﬁded. before-
hand by what is sought. Inquiry is a cognizant sétking for an cnuty.b?ﬂ:
with regard to the fact that it is and with regard to its Being as 1t 1’?."
This cognizantseeking can take theform of “investigating® [ ‘Untersuch.en .] )
in which one lays bare that which the question is about and ascertains its
character. Any inguiry, 2s an inquiry about something, has that which is
asked about [sein Gefragtes]. But all inquiry about something is somehow a
questioning of something [Anfragen bei . . .J- So in addition to what is
asked about, an inquiry has that whick is interrogated [ein Befragtes]. In

‘L:‘he question of the meaning of Being must be formulated. If it-is a

investigative questions—that is, in questions which are specifically theo-

retical—~what is asked about is determined and cSnceptualized. Further-
more, in what is asked about there lies also that which is to be_found out by
the asking [das Erfragte]; this is what is really intended:? with this the
~ inquiry reaches its goal. Inquiry itselfis the behaviour of a questioner, and
therefore of an entity, and as such has its own character of Being. When one
makes an inquiry one may do so ‘just casually’ or ore may formulate the
14, , . dann bedarf solches Fragen der angemessenen Duichsichtig_kciti. T&‘m adjccti;e
saurchsichtie’ is one of Heidegger's favourite expressions, and means suoply “transparent’,
‘p‘;rrspicluoug; something tha%gone can ‘see through’. We shall ordinarily translate it by
“fransparent’. See FL 146 for further discussion.

2¢,,  in seinem Dass- und Sosein’. o
3¢, . . das eigentlich Intendierte . . .” The adverl ‘eigentlich” oceurs very often in this

work. It may be used informally where one might writd ‘really’ or ‘on its part’, orim 2

much stronger sense, where something like ‘genuinely” or ‘authentically’ would be more
appropriateg. Tt is not always possible to tell which meaning Hexd;:ggcr kas in mind. In 'thacl
contexts which seexn relatively informal we shall write really 3 o the oore tec}:mc
passages we shall write ‘authentically’, reserving ‘genuinely’ for ‘genuin’ or echt’. The
reader roust not confuse this kind of ‘authenticity’ with the kind, which belongs to an
‘zuthentic text’ or an ‘authentic account’. See H. 42 for further discussion. }_n the present
passage, the verb ‘intendicren’ is presumably used in the medieval sense of ‘intending’, as
zdapted and modified by Brentano and Husserl.
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question explicitly. The latter case is peculiar in that the inquiry does not
become. transparent to itself until all these constitutive factors of the
question have themselves become transparent.

The question about the meaning of Being is to be_formulated. We must
therefore discuss it with an eye to these structural items.

il

Inquiry, as a kind of seeking, must be guided beforehand by what is’

sought. So the meaning of Being wmust already be available to us in some
way.;As we have intimated, we always conduct our activities in an under-
standing of Being. Qut of this understanding arise both the explicit ques-
‘tion of the meaning of Being and the tendency that leads us towards its
conception. Ve do not knuow -what “Being’ means. But even,'if we ask,

“What is °’;§:':i§1g” ?’, we keep within an understanding of the ‘s, though
we are unable to fix conceptually what that ‘s’ signifies. We do not
even know the horizon in terms of which that meaning is to be grasped
and fixed. But this vague average understanding of Being is still a Fact.:
However much this understanding of Being (an understanding which is
already available to us) may fluctuate and grow dim, and border on mere
acquaintance with a word, its very indefiniteress is itself a positive pheno-
menomwhich needs to be clarified. An investigation of the meaning 6f
Being cannot be expected to give this clarification at the outset. If we are
to obtain the clue we need for Interpreting this average understanding of

Being, we must first develop the concept of Being. In the light of this

concept and the ways in which it may be explicitly understood, we can

make out what this ohscured or still unilluminred understanding of Being

means, and what kinds of obscuration—or hindrance to an explicit -

illumination—of the meaning of Being are possible and even inevitable.

Further, this vague average understanding of Being may be so infil-~

trated with traditional theories and opinions about Being that these

- - - - 3 - - ! ‘/
- remain hidden as sources of the way in which it is prevalently understood..
-What we seek when we inquire into Being is not something entirely

unfamiliar, even if at first’ we cannot grasp it at all. -
In the question which we are to work out, what is_asked about is Being~
- - - = a . ~_—,—.—-‘.—"'_""‘ - -
that which determines entities as entities, that on the basis of which

1 ‘zundchst’. This word is of very frequent occurrence in Heidegger, and he will
discuss His use of it on. H. 370 below, In ordinary usage the wozd may mean ‘at
first’, “to begin with’, or ‘in the first instance’, and we shall often teanslate it in such ways.
The word is, however, cognate with the adjective ‘nab’ and its superlative ‘nichst’,
which we shall usually translate as “close’ and ‘closest” respectively; and Heidegger often
uses ‘zunfichst’ in the sense of ‘most closely’, when he is describing the most ‘natural’ and
‘obvious’ experiences which we have at an uncritical and pre-philosophical level, We
have ventured to translate this Heideggerian sense of ‘zunichst” as ‘proximally’, but there
are many border-line cases where it is not clear whether Heidegger has in :nind this
special sense or one of the more general usages, and in such cases we have chosen whatever
expression seems stylistically preferable,
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[woraufhin] entities are already understood, however we may discuss

them in detail. The Being of entities ‘is’_not itse}fj_ar_l_qrititir.ﬂ][f we are :co
Tmderstand the problem of Being, our first philosophical step consists 1n

. . , . .
not!pdfdy rwe Supyeiofar¥ in not ‘telling a story —that is to say, in not

"defining entities as entities by tracing them back in their origi:n to some
‘ other entities, as if Being had the character of some possible entity. Hence

Being, as that which is asked about, must be exhibited in a way of its own,
essentially different from the way in which entities are discovered. Accord-

ingly, what is to be found out by the asking—the meaning of Being—also')

. demands that it be conceived in a way of its own, essentially contra.sﬁngj

with the concepts in which entities acquire their determinate si_gni\ﬁcatipn.

Tn so far as Being constitutes what is asked about, and “Being” means
the Being of entities, then entities themgelves turn out to pe ,wl.zaz is inter-
rogated. These are, so t0 speak, quesﬁoned,%a,shx;eg?.nds*thcm:ﬁg;l:g: But if
the characteristics of their Being can be yielded Wéthout falsification, the.n
these entities must, on their part, have become accessible as they are in
themselves. When we come to what is to be interrogated, the question of
Being requires that the right way of access to entities sh_all.han‘: been
obtained and secured in advance. But there are many things which we
designate as ‘being’ [“seiend”], and we dosoin vari?us semnses. Ever?rf}ung
we talk about, everything we have in view, everything .towa-rds which we
cbmport ourselves in any way, is being; what we are is ‘x.)emg3 and 50 is
how we are. Being lies in the fact that something is, and in its Being as it1s;

. in Reality; in presence-at-hand; in subsistence; in validity; in Dasein;

.in the ‘there is".2 In which entities is the meaning of Being to be discerned?
From which entities is the disclosure of Being to take i_ts departurf:?_Is
the starting-point optional, or does some particular entity ha_,ve priority
when we come to work out the question of Being? Which entity shall we
take for our example, and in what sense does it have priority?t , .

If the question about Being is to be explicitly formulated a:fnd carried
through in such a manner as to be completely transparent to itself, tl_len
any treatment of it in line with the elucidat_iosils we ha:ve given requires
us to explain how Being is to be looked at, how its meaning is to be under-
stood and conceptually grasped; it requires us to prepare the.way _for
choosing the right tity for our e_xample, and to V\-TOI’I{ out the genuine
way of access 1o iﬁ@loking at something, under.sta.ndmg and conceiving it,
choosing, access 10 if).—%ll these ways of l?chavmg are consu-tutwe for our
inquiry, and therefore are modes of Being for those particular entities

1Sein liegt im Dass- und Sosein, in Realitit, Vorhandenheit, Bestand, Geltung,
Dasc?n 1:11111 “es lgi:iat”.?sgn “Vorhandenheit’ (‘preser’lc&a.t-ha.nd’) see note 1, p. 43, . 25.
4 .
QOn ‘Dascin’, see note 1, p. 27- ‘
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which we, the inquirers, are ourselves. Thus to work out the question of
Being adequately, we must make an eritity—the Inquirer—iransparent in
his own Being. The very asking of this question is an entity’s mode of
Being; and as such it gets its essential chavacter from what is inquired
about—namely, Being. This entity which each of us is himself and which
abour— : ¢ L

- includes Inquiring a5 one of the possibilities of its Being, we shall denote

1by the term “Dasein”.t If we are to formulate our question explicitly and

‘transparently, we must first give a proper cxpﬁcaﬁo_moﬁment,im A

with regard to its Being. ¥

Is there not, AOWeVEr, a manifest circularity in such an undertaking?
If we must first define an entity én its Being, and if we want to formulate
the question of Being only on this basis, what is this but going in a circle?
In working out our question, have we not ‘presupposed’ something which
only the answer can bring? Formal objections such as the argument
about ‘circular reasoning’, which can easily be cited at any time in the
study of first principles, are always sterile when one is considering
concrete ways of investigating., When it comes to understanding the matter

at hand, they carry no weight and keep us from penetrating into the field
of study. .

But factically® there is.no circle at all in formulating our question as)
we have described, One can determine the nature of entities in their Being |

without necessarily having the explicit concept of the meaning of Being |
at one’s disposal. Otherwise there could have been no ontological know- |
ledge heretofore. One would hardly deny that factically there has been |
such knowledge.? Of course “Being’ has been presupposed in all ontology
up till now, but not as a concept at one’s disposal—not as the sort of thing
we are seeking. This ‘presupposing’ of Being has rather the character of
taking a look at it beforchand, so that in the light of it the entities pre-
sented 10 us get provisionally Articulated in their Being. This guidifg

1 The word ‘Dasein’ plays so important a role in this work and is already so familiar
to the English-speaking reader who has read about Heidegger, that it seems simpler to
leave it untransiated except in the relatively rare passages i which Heidegger himself
breaks it up with o hypthen (‘Da-sein’) to show its etymological construction: literally-
‘Being-there’, Though in traditional German philosophy it may be used quite generally to
stand for almost any kind of Being or ‘existence’ which we can say that something Aas
(the ‘existence’ of God, for example}, in everyday usage it tends to be used more narrowly
to stand for the kind of Being that belongs to gersons. Heidegger follows the everyday usage
in this respect, but goes somewhat further in that he often uses it to stand for any person
who has such Being, and who is thus an ‘entity’ himself. See H. 11 below.

2 “faktisch’. While this word can: often be translated simply as ‘in fact’ or “as 2 matter of
fact’, it is used both as an adjective and as an adverb and is so characteristic of Heideg-
ger’s style that we shall as a rule translate it either as “factical’ or as “factically’, thus
presexving its connection with the imoportant noun ‘Faktizitit’ (facticity”), and keeping it
distinet from ‘tatsfchliich’ (‘factual’) and ‘wirldich’ (‘actual’). See the discussion of
‘Tatsichlichkeit’ and ‘Faktizitit’ in Sections 12 and 29 below (H. 56, 135).

3¢, . deren faktischen Bestand man wohkl nicht leugnen wird’,

Being and Time 27 .
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activity of taking a look at Being arises from the average understanding
of Being in which we always operate and whkich in the end belongs to the
essential constitution® of Dasein itself. Such ‘presupposing’ bas nothing to do
with laying down an axiom from which a sequence of propositions is
eductively derived. It is quite impossible for there to be any ‘circular
Eargument’ in formulating the question about the meaning of Being; for
lin answering this question,/the issue is ot one of grounding something
ﬁby such a derivation; it is rather one of laying bare the grounds for it
iand exhibiting them.?- : - -
~In the question of the meaning of Being there is no “circular reasoning’
but rather a remarkable ‘relatedness backward or forward’ which what
we are asking about (Being) bears to the inquiry itself as 2 mode of Being -
of an entity. Here what is asked about has an essential pertinence to the
inquiry itself, and this belongs to the ownmost meaning [cigensten Sinn]
of the question of Being. This only means, however, that there is a way—
perhaps even a very special one—in which entities tith the character of
Dasein are related to the question of Being. But have we not thus demon-
“strated that a certain kind of entity has a priority with regard to its Being?
And bave we not thus presented that entity which shall serve as the
_ primary example 1o be inferrogated in the question of Being? So far our
discussion has not demonstrated Dasein’s priority, nor has it shown.
decisively whether Dasein may possibly or even necessarily serve as'the
primary entity to be interrogated. But indeed something like a priority of
“Dasein has announced itself. .
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cleax: that _this question is a peculiar one, in that a series of fundamental
f:ons1de?at10_ris is required for working it out, not to mention for solving
it. But its distinctive features will come fully to light only when we have
delimited it adequately with regard to its function, its aim, and its
motives. . :
Hitherto our arguments for showing that the question must be restated
have been motivated in part by its venerable origin but chiefly by the lack

. of a definite answer and even by the absence of any satisfactory formula-

tion of the question itself. One may, however, ask what purpose this ques-

 tion is supposed to serve. Does it simply remain—or is it at all—a mere

maitter for soaring speculation about the most general of generalities, or
s it vather, of all questions, both the most basic and the most congrete 4
Being is always the Being of an entity. The totality of entities can, in
accordance with its various domains, Become a field for laying bare
and delimiting certain definite areas of subject-matter. These areas, on
their part (for instance, history, Nature, space, life, Dasein, language,
and the like), can serve as objects which corresponding scientific

_ V'i.lnycsﬁga.ﬁons may take as thejr respective themes. Scientific research
L accomphsjnes, roughly and naively, the demarcation’and initial fixing of
- “the. areas of subject-matter;

; “The basic structures of any such area bave
.already been worked outlafter a fashionmiin our pre-scientific ways -of

;_ﬁ-éxp_cﬁencing and interpreting! that domain of Being in which the area of
. :subject-matter is itself confined. The ‘basic concepts’ which thus arise

remain our proximal clues for disclosing this area concretely for the first

- _ i, time. And although research may always lean towards this positive - 5

: approach, its real progress comes not so much from collecting results and
storing them away in ‘manuals’ as from inquiring into the ways in which -

each particular area is basically constituted [Grundverfassungen]—an 2

- inquiry to which we have been driven mostly by reacting against just /% N

£ such an increase in information.’ 7

» The real ‘movement’ of the séiences takes place when their basic con- . S /

oy

93 The Ontological Priovity of the Question of Being | ‘ :
‘When we pointed out the characteristics of the question of Being, .
taking as our clue the formal structure of the question as such, we made it

-

1 “Wesensverfassung’. “Verfassung® is the standard word for the ‘constitution’ of a
nation or any political organization, but it is also used for the. ‘condition’ or ‘state’ in
which a person may find himself. Heidegger seldom uses the word in either of these senses;
but he does use it in ways which are somewhat analogous. In one sense Dasein’s “Ver-
fassung® is its ‘constitution’, the way it is constituted, ‘sa condition humaing’. In another
sense Dasein may have several ‘“Verfassungen' as constitutive ‘states’ or factors which
enter into its ‘constitution’. We shall, in general, translate “Verfassung” as ‘constitution’ or
‘constitutive state’ according to the context; but in passages where ‘constitutive state’
would be cumbersome and there is little danger of ambiguity, we shall simoply write
‘state’. These states, however, must always be thought of as constitutive and essential,
not as temporary or transitory stages like the ‘state’ of one’s health or the ‘state of the
nation’. When Heidegger uses the word “Konstitution’, we shall usually indicate this by
cag’italizing ‘Constitution’.

‘.. . weil es in der Beantwortung der Frage nicht um cine ableitende Begrimdung,
sondern. um aufweisende Grund-Freilegung geht.” Expressions of the form ‘es geht . . .
um . . ." appear very often in this work. We shall usually translate them by variants on
‘...isanissuefor...’. - ’

cepts undergo a more or less radical revision which is transparent to itself,/
he level which a science has reached is determined by how.far it is

wwapable of a crisis in its basic concepts. In such imfanent crises the very
relationship between positively investigative inquiry and those things
theroselves that are under interrogation comes to a point where it begins
to totter. Among the various disciplines everywhere today there are

Areshly awakened tendencies to put research on new foundations.

- Mathematics, which is seemingly the most rigorous and most firmly

- constructed of the sciences, has reached a crisis in its foundations’. In

- the controversy between the formalists and the intuitionists, the issue is

T
_,
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one of obtaining and securing the primary way of access to what are
supposedly the objects of this science. The relativity theory of physiss
‘arises from. the tendency to exhibit the interconnectedness of Nature as
it is “in itself®. As a theory of the conditions under which we have access
to Nature itself, it secks to preserve the changelessness of the laws of
motion by ascertaining all relativities, and thus comes up against the
question of the structure of its own given area of study—the problem of
matter. In biclogy there is an awakening tendency to inquire beyond the
definitions which mechanism and vitalism bave given for “life” and
“organism”, and to define anew the kind of Being which belongs to the
living as such. In those humane sciences whisk are kistoriological in,character,
the urge towards historical actuality itself has been strengthened in the
course of time by tradition and by the way tradition has been presented
and banded down:the history of literature is to become the history of
problems. - Theology is secking a more primordial interpretation of man’s
Being towards God, prescribed by the meaning offaith itselfand remaining
within it. Tt is slowly beginning to understand once more Luther’s insight
that the ‘foundation’ on which its system of dogma rests has not arisen.
from an inquiry in which faith is primary, and that conceptually this
“foundation’ not only is inadequate for the problematic of theology, but
conceals and distorts it. '

ﬁi/ Basic concepts determine the way in which we get an understanding
heforehand 'of the area of subject-matter underlying 2il the objects a
science takes as its theme, and all positive investigation is guided by this
lunderstanding. Only after the area itself has been explored beforehand
in a corresponding manner do these concepts become geruinely demon-
strated and ‘grounded’. But since every such area is itself obtained from

the domain of entities themselves, this preliminary research, from which
the basic concepts are drawn, signifies nothing else than an interpretation
of those entities with regard to their basic state of Being. Such research

Being and Time

" . .must run ahead of the positive sciences, and it can. Here the work of Plato

and Aristotle is evidence enough. Laying the forndations for the sciences
in this way is different in principle from the kind of ‘logi¢® which limps
along after, investigating the status of some science as it chances to find
it, in order to discover its ‘method’. flaying the foundations, as we have
described it, is rather a productive logic—in the serse that it leaps ahead,

1 “In den Bistorischen Geisteswissenschafien . - . Heidegger makes much of the distinction
between ‘Historie’ and ‘Geschichte’ and the corresponding adjectives *historisch’ and
;:glcsd:ichtlich’. “Historie’ stands for what Heidegger calls a ‘science of history’. (See

. 375, 378.) “Geschichte’ usually stands for the kind of “history’ that actually happens. We
shall as 2 rule translate these respectively as “historiology’ and ‘history’, following similar
conventions in handling the two adjectives. See especially Sections 6 and 76 below.
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as it were, into some area of Being, discloses it for the ime i »
f:ogsutution of its Being, and, after thus arriving at the sigtj:::tlt;rn;: itht?z

it, 'makes these available to the positive sciences as transparent‘ assign-
ments fo? their inquiry.2/To give an example, what is philosophically
primary is neither a théory of the concept-formation of historiclogy Jao§1t ’
the thcf)ry of h:istoriological knowledge, nor yet the theory of history as
the Obj?ct of historiology; what is primary is rather the Interpretation of j/
authentically historical entities as regards_their ltlnls?t;ucahty?g;mmﬂr?ﬂ
the poive Gultcomé of Kant's Critigue of Puré Reason lics in what it ok
contributed towards the working out of what belongs to any Nature 11
wha_ts?evef', not in 2 ‘theory” of knowledge. His transcendental logic is an

a priori logic fqr the subject-matter of that area of Being called “Nature”

But _such an inquiry itselff—ontology taken in the widest sense withou‘;
favouring any particular ontological directions or tendencies—requires a
further_clue..OntoIogical inqury is indeed more primordial, as over against
theontuzal.3 inquiry of the positive sctences. But it remaim,itselfnaive ancﬂ
opaque if in its researches into the Being of entities it fails to discuss the
meaning of Bf-:ing in general. And the ontological task of 2 genealogy of the'!
fhﬂ'crq_pt possible ways of Being (which is not to be constructed dedzctivel )j
is precisely of such a sort as to require that we first come to an understandiz}:
of ‘what we really mean by this expression “Being” °. . X

._._The question of Being aims therefore at ascertaining the a priori condi; 7”': &
tions not ‘only for the possibility of the-sciences which examine entities! ¢ &

as entities of such and such 2 type, and, in so doing, already operate | 4, %

™
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mthl an understanding ?f Being, but also for the possibility of those | %,
ontologies themselves which are prior to the ontical sciences and which | S

=

az

provide their foundations, Basically, all ontology, no maiter how rick and,) o B
Jirmly comp acted a system of categories it has at ils disposal, remains blind and per—-/ f;.g-’{/l; :
verted from its cwnmost aim, if it has not first adequately clarified the meaning 7%,
of Being, and conceived this clarification as its fundamental task. o \’“"n i
) W

On.tological_ research itse%f‘, when properly understood, gives to the kA
question of Being an qntologmal priority which goes beyond mere resump- 3
tion of a venerable tradition and advancement with a problem that has

hitherto been o : 3 et _— L.
only one. paque. But this objectively scientific priority is not the

15 .. als durchsicktige Anweisungen des Fi PR

2% .. sondern dic Intepretation gfs cies lich geschic

25 . 1d gentlich geschichtlich Sei i
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a.n;i s w;lﬁ = translatcdc:sy gecas :(r:l o ,yus&s the tiu'm Historizitiit’, as on . 20 below,
While the terras ‘ontisch’ (‘ontical’) and ‘ontologisch’ (‘ontological’) are fci

defined, their meanings will emerge rather clearly. Orftc:lc;gi(‘.c:;.lgl i.nq)?‘mr? ?:tcg}:i?;rcﬁgg

Cprimaxily with Being; teal inaisey 3 h " 2
. gbout th}::m.l g ’_°n“¢al inquiry is concerned primarily with entitics and the facts




32 Being and Time InT. I

/

9 2. The Ontical Priority of the Question of Being

Science in general may be defined as the totality established through an
interconmection of true propositions.This definition is not complete, nor
does it reach the meaning of science. As ways in which man behaves,
sciences have the manner of Being which’this entitp—man himself— pos-
sesses. This entity we denote by the term “Dasein”, Seientific resedrch is
not the only manmer of Being which this entity can have, nor is it the
one which lies closest. Moreover, Dasein itself has a special distinctiveness
as compared with other entities, and it is worth our while to bring this to
view in a provisional way. Hére our discussion must anticipate later
analyses inwhich curresults will be authenucally exhibited forthe first time.

Dasein is an entity which does not just occur among other entities.
| Rather it is ontically distinguished -by the fact that, iz its very ch
= ‘ | that Being is an #ssue for it. But in that case, this is a constitutivestate of

asein’s Being, and this implies that Dasein, in its Being, has a-relation-

ship towards that Being—a relationship wlncﬁ itself is one of Being.2 And
this means further that there is some way in which Dasein understands
titself in its Being, and that to some degree it does so explicitly. It is pecu-
‘liar to this entity that with and through its Being, this Being is disclosed
i:]to it. Understanding of Being is itself a deﬁnzte characteristic of Dasein’s Being.
{Dasein is ontically distinctive in that it 45 ontological.? -
Here “Being-ontological” is not yet tantamount to “developing an
. ontology™. So if we should reserve the term “‘ontology” for that theoreti-
«, cal inquiry which is explicitly devoted to the meaning of entities, then what
we have had in mind in spea.kincr of Dasein’s “Being-ontological® is to be
Hesignated as something ° ‘pre-ontological”. It does pot signify simply
5 ‘\‘bemg—ontlca.l” however, but rather “being in such a way that one has
an understanding of Being™.

That kind of Being towards which Dasein can comport itself in one
way or another, and always does comport itself somehow, we call “exis-
tence” [Existenz]. And becase we cannot define Dasein’s essence by citing
(a “hat” of the kind that pertains to a subject-matter [eines sachhaltigen

uWa.s], and because its essence lies rather in the fact that in each case it

. das Ganze eines Begrindungszusammenhanges wahrer Sitze . . .- See H. 357

below.
% ‘Zu dieser Seinsverfassung des Daseins gehért aber danr, dass es in seinem Sein zu
dJesm Sein ein Seinsverhiltnas hat.” This passage is amb:guous and might also be read
. and this implies that Dasem, in its Being towards thas Being, has a relationship of
Bc:ng

. dass_es ontologisch m:’ As ‘ontologisch’ may be either an adjective or an
a.dvcrb we night also write: ‘. . . that it s ontologically’. A similar ambiguity oceurs in
the two following sentences, "where we read ¢ ntologisch-sein® and ‘ontisch-seiend’

respectively.

Iner. I Being and Time : 22
has its Being to be, and has it as its own,* we have chosen to designate
this entity as “Dasein”, & term which is purely an expression of its chgi

[als reiner Semsausdruck]-m #
+"Dasein always understands itself in terms of its existence—in terms of a

Only the particular Dasein decides 1ts existence, whether it does se by
taking hold or by neglecting. The question of existence never gets straight-
ened.out except through existing itself. The understanding of oneself whichy
leads along this way we call “existentiell’”.* The question of existence is OOI;IJ
of Dasein’s ontical ‘affairs”. This does not require that the ontologi

structure of existence should be theoretically transparent. The question

"posmbﬂlty of itselfs to be itself or not itself. Dasein has ¢ither chosen thesc’? _
- possibilities itself, or got itself into them, or grown up in them already.

&
s

~

.

7o
5,

about that structure aims at the analysis [Auseinanderlegung] of what % .

constitutes existence. The context [Zusammenhang] of such structures we ‘
call “existentiality”. Its analytic has the character of an understanding

which is not existentiell, but rather extstential> The task of an existential -

analytic of Daseinhas been dilineated in advance as rcgards both its

‘ Egossﬂolhty and its necessity, in Dasein’s ontical constitution. .’

*“So, far as existence i the determining character of Dasein, the onto-
logical analytic of this entity always requires that existentiality be con-
s1dered beforehand. By “existentiality” we understand the state of Being:
that is comumuveTor those entities that exist. But in the idea of such a
constitutive state of Being, the ided of Being is already included. And thus~

even the possibility of carrying through the analytic of Dasein depcrids on |

working out beforehand the questton aboutthemeaning of Being in general. /
Sciences are. ways of Being in which Dasein comports itself towards
entities which it need not be itself. But to Dasein, Being in -a world is
something that belongs essentially. Thus Dasein’s undcrstandmc of Being
pertains with equal primordiality. both to an understanding of somethmg
like a ‘world’, and to the urderstanding of the Being of those entities

\ {ywhich become accessible within the world.® So whenever an ontology .
" takes for its themé entities whose character of chg is other than that of

=Dasem, it has its own foundation and motivation in Dasein’s own ontical
 structure, in which a pre-ontological understanding of Being is comprised

uas a definite charactensuc

2 ‘.. dass es jesein Semalssemlgeszusemhat

2 We shall translate ‘existenziell by tnc:stennell’ a.nd ‘existepwial ™ BF Nexistential’
There seems to be little reason for resorting to the more elaboratgaeologisms-proposed by
other writers. Nz

. . . innerhalb der Welt . . . Heidegger uses at least three expressions which

might be translated as ‘in the world’: ‘innerhaib der Welt’, ‘in der Welt’, and the adjective
(or adverb) ‘ianerweltlich’. We shall transiate these rcspectwcly by “within the world’,
‘in the world’, and ‘within-the-world®.
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herefore fundamental ontology, from which alone all other ontologies
dan take their rise, must be sought in the existential analytic of Dasein, ~
“Dasein accordingly takes priority over all other entities in several ways.
The fixst priority is an ontical one: Dasein is an entity whose Being bas the
determinate character of existence. The second_priority is an ontological
one: Dasein is in itself ‘ontological’, because existence is thus determinative
for it. But with equal primofd.iality Dasein also possesses—as constitutive
for jts understanding of existence—an understanding of the Being of all
entities of a character other than its own. Dasein has therefore a third
priority as providing the ontico-ontological condition for the possibility

of any ontologies. Thus Dasein has turned out to be, more than any other .

entity, the one which rmust first be interrogated ontologically..
# But the roots of the existential analytic, on its part, are ultimately

/_,i/existentiell, that s, ontical. Ouly if the inquiry of philosophical research is

itself seized upon in an existentiell manner as a possibility of the Being
of each existing Dasein, does it become at all possible to disclose the
existentiality of existence and to undertake an adequately founded onto-
logical problematic. But with this, the ontical priority of the question of
being has also become plain. :

‘Dasein’s ontico-ontological priority was seen quite early, though
Dasein itself was not grasped in its genuine ontological structure, and did
not even become a problem in which this structure: was sought. Aristotle
says: 4 g T4 dvra mdbs Zorw.¥ “Man’s- soul is, in a certain way,
entities.” The ‘soul’ which makes up the Being of man has alofyas and
vénois among its ways of Being, and in these it di Sovers all entities, both
in the fact that they are, and in their Being as they are—that is, always
in their Being. Aristotle’s principle, which points back to the ontological
thesis of Parmenides, is one which Thomas Aquinas has taken up-in a

characteristic discussion.-Thomas is engaged in the task of deriving the .

“transcendentia’—those characters of Being which lie beyond every possible
way in which an entity may be classified as coming under some generic
kind of subject-matter (every modus specialis entis), and which belong

necessarily to anything, whatever it may be. Thomas has to demonstrate:

that the verum is such a franscendens. He does this by invoking an entity
which, in accordance with its very manner of Being, is properly suited
to ‘come together with’ entities of any sort whatgver. This distinctive
entity, the ens quod natum est convenire cum omni ende, is the soul (anima). "
Here the priority of ‘Dasein’ over all other entities emerges, although it
has not been ontologically clarified. This priority has obviously nothing

 in_commen.with a vicious subjéotivizing of the totality of entities,

R e ——

By indicating Dasein’s ontico-ontological priority in this provisional
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manner, we have grounded our demonstration that the question of Being
is _onﬁco-czntologig:ally distinctive. But when we analysed the structure o?'
T:hls question as such (Section 2, we came up against a distinctive way
in Wl.uch this entity functiens in the very formulation of that question.
Pasem then revealed itself as that entity which must first be worked out
in an ontologically adequate manner, if the nquiry is to become a trans-
parent fine.kBut now it has been shown that the ontological analytic of
Dasein in general is what makes up fundarhental ontology, so that Dasein
functions as that entity which in principle 13, to be intferyogated beforehand

. as to its Being.

If to Interpret the meaning of Being becomes cur task, Dasein is ndi

only the primary fantity to be imterrogated; it is also that entity which |
- already comports itself, in its Being, towards what we are asking about |

when we ask this question. But in that case the question of Being is nothing |

other than the radicalization of an essential tendency-of-Being which |

belongs to Dasein itselfi—the pre-ontological upderstanding of Being.

#

¢
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alongside the entities-outside in the world ‘E_han"{;rhen I originally grasp

2 Even the forgetting”of something, 4 which every relationship of

ing towards"what one formerly kncw has seemingly been obliterated,

" must be conceived as ¢ madzﬁcﬁﬁm of the primordial Being-in; and this holds
for every delusion and for evéry error. -

We have now pointéd ofit how those modes of Being-in-the-world

which are constitutive for knowing the world are interconnected in their"

foundations; this meakes it plain thatin knowing, Dascin achieves-d new
status of JB&'ﬁdg [Seinsstand] towards a world which has a.l,fgad*,‘f been dis-
covc};ed’ in Dasein itself. This new possibility of Being-cin develop itself
autonomously; it canbecome a task to be accomplished, and as scientific
/’Rnowledge it can take over the guidance for"Being-in-the-world. But a
7 Scommercium’ 6% the subject with a world-does not get created for the first
time by knowing, nor does it arise from some way in which the world acts
tupon a subject. Knowing is a mote of Dasein founded upon Being-in-the-
world. Thus Béﬁig—hz—thc—vfgrld, as a basic state, mdust be Interpreted
sheforehand. e

14 . . bel cinem origingren Erfassen.’

et
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THE WORLDHOOD OF THE WORLD

T rs. The Idea of the Worldhood of the Worldt in. General

 BEING-IN-THE-WORLD shall first be made visible with Tegard to that

itern of its structure which is the “world’ itself. To accomplish this task
seems easy and so trivial as to make one keep taking for granted that it
may be dispensed with. What can be meant by describing “the world’ as
a phenomenon? It means to let us see what shows itself in ‘entities’ within
the world. Hele the first step is to enumerate the things that are “in’ the
world: houses, trees, people, mountains, stars. We can depict the way such .
entities look’, and we can give an account of occurrences in them and with
them. This, however, is obviously a pre-phenomenological ‘business’
which cannot be at all relevant phenomenologically. Such a description is
always confined to entities. It is ontical, But what we are seeking is Being.’
And we have formally defined ‘phenomenon’ in the phenomenoclogical |
sense as that which shows itself as Being and as a structure of Being.’
Thus, ‘to give a phenomenological description of the “world’ will mean
to exhibit the Being of those entities-which are present-at-hand within
the world, and to fix it in concepts which are categorial. Now the entities .
within the world are Things—Things of Nature, and Things ‘invested”
with value’ [“wertbehaftete” Dinge]. Their Thinghood becomes a
problem; and to the extent that the Thinghood of Things “invested with
value’ is based upon the Thinghood of Nature, our primary theme is
the Being of Things of Nature—Nature as such. That characteristic of
Being which belongs to Things of Nature (substances), and upon which
1 Welt’, “weltlich’, ‘Weltlichkeit’, “Weltmissigkeit’. We shall usuzlly translate “Welt?
as ‘the world” or “a world”, following English idiom, though Heidegger frequently omizs
the article when he wishes to refer to “Welt’ 2s a “characteristic’ of Dasein. In ordinary
German the adjective ‘weltlich’ and the derivative nour “Weltlichkeit’ have much the
sarae connotations as the English ‘worldly’ and ‘worldliness’; but the meanings which

Heidegger assigns to them {H. 85) are quite different from those of their English cognates.
At the risk of obscuzing the etymological connection znd. oceasionally misleading the

" reader, we shall trapslate “weltlich’ as ‘worldly’, “Weltlickkeit’ as ‘worldhood®, znd

‘Weltmiissigheit® as ‘worldly character’. The reader must bear in mind, however, that

* there is no suggestion here of the “worldliness’ of the “maxn. of the world’.
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everything is founded, is substantiality. What is its ontological meaning?
By a5k1ng this, we have given an unequivocal direction to our inquiry.

But is this a way of asking ontologically about the ‘world’? The
problematic which we have thus marked out is one which is undoubtedly
ontological. But even if this ontology should itself succeed in explicating
the Being of Nature in the very purest manner, in conformity with the
basic assertions about this entity, which the mathematical natural
sciences provide it will never reach the phenomenon that is the ‘world’.
Naturc is itself an entity which is encountered within the world and
w]:uch can be discovered in various ways and at various stages.

“7Should we then first attach ourselves to those entities with which
Dasein proximally and for the most part dwells—Things ‘invested with
value’? Do not these ‘really’ show us the world in which we live? Perhaps,
in fact, they show us something like the *world’ more penetratingly. But
these Things too are entities ‘within’ the world.

© 7 Neither the ontical depiction of entities within-the-wobld nor the ontological
Interpretation of their Being is suck as to reach the phenomenon of the ‘world. In
both of these ways of access to “Objectivg Being’, the ‘world’ has already
been ‘presupposed’, and indeed in various ways. -

- Is it possible that ultimately we cannot address ourselves to ‘the world’
as determining the nature of the entity we E{g,vc mentioned ? Yet we call
this entity one which is ““within-the-world”? EIs ‘world’ perhaps a charac-
teristic of Dasein’s Being ? And in that case, does.every Dascin® prox:ma]ly
have its world? Does not “world’ thus become something ‘subjective’?
How, then, can there be a ‘common’ world ‘in’ which, nevertheless, we
are? And if we raise the question of the “world’, wkef world do we have in

. view? Neither the common world nor the subjective world, but e world- .
" “hood of the world as suck. By what avenue do we meet this phcnomenon'»’
" “Worldhood’ is an ontological concept, and stands for the structure i

9_1_1_3__0_f_thc constitutive items of Being-in-the-world. But #e know Being-
rm—the-woat‘ld as a way in which Dasein’s character 15 defined existentially.
Thus worldhood itself is an exz.rtentmle./If we inquire ontologically about
the “world’, we by no means abandor the analytic of Dasein as a field for

'v‘ thematic study. Ontologically, ‘world’ is not a way of characterizing those
entities which Dasein essentially is mot; it is rather a characteristic of .

1 ﬁ)asem itself, This does not rule out the possibility that when we investi-
Uga.tt: the phenomenon of the “world’ we must do so by the avenue of
“entities within-the-world and the Being ‘which they possess. The task of

‘describing’ the world phenomenologically is so far from obvious that even
if we do no more than determine adequately what form it shall take,
essential ontological clarifications will be needed.

e ok o PN
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This discussion of the word ‘world’, and our frequent use of it have made
it apparent that it is used in several ways. By unravelling these we can get
an indication of the différent kinds of phenomena that are signified, and
of the way in which they are interconnected.
. ““World”-is used as an ontical concept, and SIgnJ.ﬁes the tota.hty of
those entities which can be present-at-hand within the world.
2. “World” functions as an ontological term, and signifies the Being
of those entities which we have just mentioned. And indeed ‘world® can

“become a term for any realm which encompasses a multiplicity of entities :

for instance, when one talks of the “world’ of a mathematician, “world’
signifies the realm of possible objects of mathematics.

3. “World” can be understood in another ontical sense—not, however, }

as those entities which Dasein essentially is not and which can be en-
countered within-the-world, but rather as that ‘wherein’ a factical Dasein!
as such can be said to ‘live’. “World” has herea pre-ontological cmstenhe]lL'
s1gmﬁcat10n Here again there are different possibilities : ““worl ”maysta.nd

for the ‘public’ we-world, or one’s ‘own’ closest (domestic) environment.*}
4. Finally, “world” designates the ontologico-existential concept of

worldhoed. Worldhood itself may have as its modes whatever structural
wholes any special ‘worlds’ may have at the time; but it embraces i 1 itself rself
the a pnoqz_ _cI_laracter of worldhood i general ‘We shall reserve the
expressmn “world” as a term for our third s ~s1gn1ﬁcat10n If we should
sometimes use it in the first of these senses, we shall mark this with
single quotation marks.

The derivative form ‘worldly’ will then apply terminologically to a
kind of Being which belongs to Dasein, never to 2 kind which belongs to
entities present-at-hand ‘in’ the world. We shall designate these latter
entities as “belonging to the world” or “within-the-world” [weltzuge—
hérig oder mnerwelthch]

j"A glance at previous ontology shows that if one fails to see Being-in-
the-world as a state of Dasein, the phenomenon of worldhood likewise
gets passed over. One tries instead to Interpret the world in terms of the
Being of those entities which are present-at-hand within-the-world but
which are by no means proximally discovered—mnamely, in terms of
Nature./If one understands Nature ontologico-categorially, one finds that

dxe ‘eigene” und nichste (hiusliche) Umwelt, The word ‘Umwelt’, which is
customa.nly translated as ‘environment’, means literally the “world around’ or the ‘world
about’. The prefix ‘um-’, however, not only ay mean ‘around’ ,or ‘about’, but, as we
shall see, can also be used in an expression such as ‘um zu . .., which is most easily
translated as ‘in order to’. Section 15 will be largely devoted to a study of several words in

which this same prefix occurs, though this is by no means apparent in the words we have -

chosen to represent them: ‘Umgang’ (‘dealings’); ‘das Um-zu’ (‘the “in-order-to™ *);
Unasicht” (‘eircumspection’). - -
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Nature is limiting case of the Being of possible entities within-the-world.
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nly in some definite mode of its own Being-in-the-world can Dasein

.ﬁdiscover entities as Nature.® This manner of knowing them has the
“eharacter of depriving the world of its worldhood in a2 definite way.,

,,

‘Nature’, as the categorial aggregate of those structures of Being which a
definite entity encountered within-the-world may possess, can never make
worldhood. intelligible. But even the phenomenon of ‘Nature’, as it is
conceived, for instance, in romanticism, can be grasped ontologically only
in terms of the concept of the world—that is to say, in terms of the
analytic of Dasein. '
* When it comes to the problem of analysing the world’s worldhood onto-
logically, traditional ontology operates in a blind alley, if, indeed, it sees
‘this problem at all. On the other hand, if we are to Interpret the world-
hood of Dasein and the possible ways in which Dasein is made worldly
[Verweltlichung], we must show why the kind of Being with which Dasein’
knows the world is such that it passes over the phen@menon of worldhood
both ontically and ontologically. But at the same time the Very Fact of
this passing-over suggests that we must take special precautions to get the
right phenomenal point of departure [Ausgang] for access [Zugang] to
the phenomenon of worldhood, so that it will not get passed over. .
*-:;\Cm:- method has already been assigned [Anweisung]. The theme of

.our analytic is to be Being-in-the-world, and accordingly the very world

5,

litself; and these are to be considered within the horizon of average every-
‘dayness—the kind of Being which is closest to Dasein. We must make a

study of everyday Being-in-the-world; with the phehomenal support

- which this gives us, something like the world must come into view.

h That world of everyday Dasein which is closest to it, is the environmens.
From this existential character of average Being-in-the-world, our

‘investigation will take its cqurse [Gang] towards the idez of worldhood

“in general [We shall seek the worldhood of the environment (environ-
mentality) by going through an ontological Interpretation of those entities
{ within-the-environment which we encounter as closest to us. The expression
““environment” [Umwelt] contains in the ‘environ’ [*“um’] a suggestion

of spatiality. Yet the ‘around’ [“Umbherum’”] which i$ constitutive for the
environment does not have a primarily ‘spatial’ meaning. Instead,‘;f{he
spatial character which incontestably belongs to any environment, can be
clarified only in terms of the structure of worldhood. /From this point of
view, Dasein’s spatiality, of which we have given an {ndication in Section
12, becomes pheénomenally visible. In ontology, however, an attempt has

1 Das Selende als Natur kann das Dasein nur in einem bestimmten Modus seines In-
der-Welt-seins entdecken.’

S S S
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been made to start with spatiality and then to Interpret the Being of the
‘world’ as res extensa. In Descartes we find the most extreme tendency
towards such an ontology of the ‘world’, with, indeed, a counter-orienta~
tion towards the res cogitans—which does not coincide with Dasein either
ontically or ontologically. The analysis of worldhood which we are here
attempting can be made clearer if we show how it differs from such an
ontological tendency. Qur analysis will be completed in three stages:
(4) the analysis of environrmentality and worldhood in general; (B) an

lustrative contrast between our analysis of worldhood and Descartes’

ontology of the *‘world’; (C). the aroundness [das Umbhafte] of the environ-
ment, and the ‘spatiality’ of Dasein.?

A. Analysis of Environmentality and Worldhood in General

1 15. The Being of the Entities Encountered in the Environment

. The Being of those entities which we encounter as closest to us ean be
exhibited phe‘.nomcnologica]ly if we take as our clue our everyday Being-
in-the-world, which we also call our “dealings’ "2 in the world and_wwith
entities within-the-world. Such dealings have already dispersed themselves
into manifold ways of concern.® The kind of dealing which is closest to us

is_as we have shown, not.a bare perceptual cognition, but rather that = -

kind of concern which manipulates things and puts them to use ;and this |

has its own kind of ‘knowledge?. The phenomenological question applies
in the first instance to the Being of those entities which we encounter in

such concern. To assure the kind of seeing which is here required, we must
first make a remark about method. -

In the disclosure and explication of Being, entities are in every case our
preliminary and our accompanying theme [das Vor-und Mitthematische];

. but our real theme is Being. In the domain of the present analysis, the™

entities we shall take as our preliminary theme are those which show them-
selves in our concern with the environment. Such entities are not thereby

objects for knowing the ‘world’ theoretically; they are simply what gets

used, what gets produced, and so forth. As entities so encountered, they
become the preliminary theme for the purview of a ‘knowing’ which, as
phenomernological, looks primarily towards Being, and which, in thus

/;c?d_.ng Being as its theme, takes these entities as its accompanying theme.
#This phenomenological interpretation is accordingly not a way of knowing

},A is considered in Sections 15-18; B in Sections 1g-21; € In Sections 22-24.

? ‘Umgang’. This word means literzlly a ‘going around’ or ‘going about’, in a sense not
too far removed from what we have in mind when we say that someone is ‘going about his
business’. “Dealings’ is by no means an accurate translation, but is perhaps as convenient

as any. ‘Intercourse’ and ‘trafficking’ are alse possible translations.

3 See above, H. 57, 2. 1, p. 83.
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those characteristics of entities which themselves are [seiender Beschafi-
enheiten des Seienden]; it is rather a determination of the structure of
the Being which entities possess. But as an investigation of Being, it brings
to completion, autonomously and explicitly, that understanding of Being

- ~which belongs alreadyy to Dasein and which ‘comes alive’ in any of its
_ dealings with entit%s;g%’rhose entities which serve phenomenologically as

our preliminary théme—in this case, those which are used or which are
to be found in the course of production—become accessible when we put
ourselves into the position of concerning ourselves with them in some
such way. Taken strictly, this talk about ““putting ourselves into such a
position” [Sichversetzen] is misleading; for the kind of Being which
belongs to such concernful dealings is not one into which we need.to put
ourselves first. This is the way in which everyday Jasein always 4s: when
I open the door, for instance, I use the latch. f{’hé achieving of pheno-
menological access to the entities which we encounter, consists rather in
thrusting aside our Interpretative_tendencies, whish keep thrusting them-

selves upon us and running along with us, and which conceal not only the -

phenomenon of such ‘concern’, but éven more those entities therselves as
encountered of their own accord in our concern with them’, These entang-
ling errors becore plain if in the course of our investigdtion we now ask
which entities shall be taken l"af;-our preliminary theme and established as
the pre-phenomenal basis for our study. .-,

One may answer: “Things.” But ith this obvious answer we have
perhaps already missed the pre-phencmenal basis we are seeking. For in
addressing these entities as “Things’ (res), we hdve tacitly anticipated

* their ontological character. When analysis starts with such entities and
goes on to inquire about Being, what it meets is Thinghood and Reality. .-

Ontological explication discovers, as it proceeds, such characteristics 6f
Being as substantiality, materizality, extendedness, side-by-side-ness, and
so forth. But even pre-ontologically, in such Being as this, the entities
which we encounter in concern are proximally hidden. When cne desig-
nates Things as the entities that are ‘proximally given’, one goes onto-
logically astray, even though ontically one has something else in mind.
What one really has in mind remains undetermined. But suppose one
characterizes these “Things’ as Things ‘invested with value’? What does
“value” mean ontologically? How are we tb categorize this ‘investing’
and Being-invested? Disregarding the obscurity of this structure of
investiture with value, have we thus met that phenomenal characteristic
of Being which belongs to what we encounter in cur concernful dealings?

The Greeks had an appropriate term for “Things’ : mpdypara—that is
to say, that which one has to do with in one’s concernful dealings

P
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(mpatus). But ontologically; the specifically ‘pragmatic’ character of -
the mpdypara is just what the Greeks left in obscurity; they thought of .
these ‘proximally’ as ‘mere Things’. We shall call those entities which we . :

encounter in concern “equipmens”.t In our dealings we come across i/
equipment for writing, sewing, working, transportation, measurement.

" The kind of Being which equipment possesses must be exhibited. The

clue for doing this lies in our first defining what makes an item of equip-
ment—namely, its equipmentality. X - =
Taken strictly, there ‘is” no such thing as an'equipment. To the Being-

5f any equipment there always belongs a totality of equipment, in wh.?ch y
it can be this equipreent that it is. Equipment is essentially ‘something ) /n‘zy
in-order-to . . .’ [“‘etwas um-zu . . .”]. A totality of equipment is constituted " “/ 4

by various ways of the “in-order-to’, such as serviceability, conduciveness, 4

«usability, manipulability. R . : ‘ S
In the “in-order-to’ as a structure there lies an assignment or reference of

" something to sométhing.? Only in the analyses which are to follow can
" ‘the phenomenog which this term ‘assignment’, indicates be made visible .

in its ontological geuesis. Provisionally, it is enough to take a Jook
phenomcn%]ly at 2 manifold of such assignments. Equipment—in ac_:cord- "‘ *f-::%"-"ﬁiﬁ
ance with 1ts equipmentality—always is in terms of [aus] its belonging tof =%,
other equipment: ink-stand, pen, ink, paper, blotting pad, table, lamp, Rl
fiirniture, windows, doors, room. These “Things’ never show themselvés

?’
1 ‘das Zeug’. The word “Zeug’ has no precise English equivalent. ‘While it may mean any -~

. implement, instrument, or tool, Heidegger uses it for the most part as a collective noun
which it analogous to our relatively specific ‘gear’ (as in ‘gca.r’for fishing’) or the more
elaborate “paraphernalia’, or the still more general ‘equipment’, which we shall exploy
throughout this translation. Ta this collective sense “Zeug’ can sometimes be used. in a way
whick is comparable to the use of ‘stuf’ in such sentences as ‘there Is plenty of stuff lying
azound’. (See H. 74.) In general, however, this pejorative connotation 13 lacking. For the
most part Heidegger uses the term as a collective noun, so that he can say that there is no
such thing as ‘an equipment’; but he still uses it occasionally with an indefinite article to

refer to some spedific tool or instrument—some itett or bit of equipment, . -
"2 ¢In der Struktur “Ume-zu” liegt eine Verwetsung von etwas auf etwas.” There is no close
English equivalent for the word *Verweisung’, which otcurs many times 1 this chapter.
The basic metapher scems to be that'of furning something away t’owafds .som’cthmg clse,
or fointing it awzy, s when one ‘refers’ or ‘coromits’ or ‘relegates’ or assigas fomethmg
. to something else, whether one ‘refers’ a symbol to what it symbolizes, ’refers a beggar
to a welfare agency, ‘commits’ a person for trial, ‘relegates’ or ‘banishes’ him to Siberia,

* or even ‘assigns’ equipment to a purpose for which it is to be used. ‘Verwelsung® thus does

some of the work of ‘reference’, ‘commitment’, ‘assignment’, ‘relegation’, ‘ba.ms‘hmcr’lt’;
but it does not do all the work of any of these expressions. For a busu_l‘cssman. to ‘refer’ to
a letter, for a symbol to ‘refer’ to what it symbolizes, for a man to “commit laxceny or
murder’ or merely to ‘commit kimself” to certain partisan views, for 2 t?acher to give a
pupil a long ‘zssignment’, or even for 2 journalist to receive an ‘assignment’ to the Vatican,
we would have to find some other verb than ‘verweisen’. We shall, however, use the
verbs “awign’ and ‘refer’ and their derivatives as pcrhifs the least mlglcadmg sualjalsum'gcsg,
emploving whichever seems the more appropriate in the.context, and occasionally usin
2 hl;ngl};c%ys as in the present passage. See Section 17 for further discussion. (When other
words such as ‘anweisen’ or ‘Zuweisen’ are translated as ‘assign’, we shall usually subjoin
the German in brackets.)
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proximally as they are;for themselves, so as to add up to a sum of realia
and fill up a room. What-we-encounter as closest to us (though not as
something taken as a theme) is the room; and we encounter it not
as something ‘between four walls’ in a geometrical spatial sense, but as
equipment for residing. Out of this the ‘arrangement’ emerges, and it is
69 in this that any ‘individual’ item of equipment shows itself. Before it does
* -s0, a totality of equipment has already been discovered.

‘Equipment can genuinely show itself only in dea]mgs cut to its own
measure (harnomering with a hammer, for example); but in such dca].mgs
an entity of this kind is not grasped thematically as an occurring Thing,

nor is the equipment-structure known as such even in the using.; “The -

hammering does not siraply have knowledge about [um] the hammer’s

«f .

which could not possibly be more smtable‘? n dealings such as this, where

to?” which is constitutive for the equipment we are en_gploymg at the tr.me
the less we just stare at the hammer-Thmg, and the more we seize hold
: of it and use it, the more primordial does our relationship to it become,
L and the more unveiledly is it encountered as that which it is—as equip-
‘ment.{. The hammering itse}f uncovers the specific ‘manipulability’
| {“ dlichkeit”] of the hammer. The kind of Being which equipment
¥ ;jiposscsses——m which it manifests itself in its own right—we call ““readiness-

o itself” and does not mereLy accur, is it manipulable in the broadest sense
R and at our disposal. No matter how sharply we just look [Nur-noch-
hinselen] at the ‘outward appearance’ [“Aussehen]® of Things in whatever
form this takes, we cannot discover anything ready-to-hand. If we leok

at Things just ‘theoretically’, we can get along without understanding’

readiness-to-hand. But fvhen we deal with them by using them and mani-
pulating them, this activity-is not a blind one; it has its own kind of sight,

-by which our. manipulation is<guided and from. wh:.ch it acquires its

#Ispecific Thingly character. Dea]mgs with eqmpment suberdinate them-
= selves to the manifold assignments of the “in-order-to’. And the sight with
e which they thus accommodate themselves is cmumspectz_o_ﬁiﬁ

. ot

1 Italics only in earlier editions.

2 The word ‘Unmsicht’, which we translate by ‘circumspection’, is here presented as
standing for a special kind of ‘Sicht’ (‘s1ght’) Here, as elsewhcre, Heidegger is taldn,
advantage of the fact that the prefix “um’ may mean either ‘around’ or ‘in order to'
*Umsicht’ may. accordingly be thou ght of as meaning ‘looking around’ or ‘looking around
for somethmg or ‘looking around for a way to get something done’. In ‘ordinary German
usage, “Umsicht’ seems to have much the same connotation as our ‘circumspection’'—a
kind of awareness in which one looks around before one decides just what one ought to
do next. But Heidegger seems to be generalizing this notion as well as calling attention to

-

%" character as equipment, but it has appropriated this equipment in a way -

something is put to use, our concern subordinates itself to the “n~order- -

§ ﬂ' \\ ~ito-hand” [Zuhandenheit]. Only because equipmént has this ‘Bemg—m—-"

Ig Being and Time 99
‘Practical’ behaviour i is not ‘atheoretical*in the sense of “sightlessness”. /
The way it differs from theoretical bebaviour does not lie simply in the !
fact that \in, theoretical behaviour one observes, while in practical be-
haviour one acts { gefandeit wird], and that action must employ theoretical
cognition if it is not to remain blind; for the fact that observation is a kind
of concern is just as primordial as_the fact that action has_ifs own kind of
sight. Theoretical behaviour is just looking, without circumspection. ‘But’
" the fact that this looking is non-circumspective does not mean that it
* follows no rules: it constructs a canon for itself in the form of method,
The ready-to—ha.nd is not grasped theoretically at all, nor is it itself
the sort of thing that cn-cumspecuon takes proximally as a mrcumspectwc
- theme. The peculiarity of what is proximally ready-to-hand is that, in -
© its readiness-to-hand, it must, as it were, withdraw [zuriickzuziehen] in
~order to be ready-to-hand quite authentically.fThat with which our every-
- day dealings proximally dwell is not the tools themselves [die Werkzeuge
. selbst]. On the contrary, that with which we concern ourselves primarily

'_~' is the work—that which is to be produced at the time; and this is accord-

ingly ready-to-hand too. The work bears w1th it that referenual totahty © 70
within which the equipment is encountered.? e "
“The work to be produced, a5 the “zowafﬁr-w}zzs 7 of such things as the wo e

hammer, the plane, and the needle; likewise has the kind of Being that
belongs to equipment. The shoe which is to be produced is for wearing
(footgear) [Schuhzeug] the clock is manufactured for telling the time.
The work which we chiefly encounter in our concernful dealings—the
work that is to_be found when one is “at work™ on something [das in
Arbeit befindliche]-—has 2 usability “which belongs to it essentially; in
this usability-it lets us encounter already the “towards-which® for which
it is usable. A work that someone has ordered [das bestellte Werk] is only _
. by reason of its use and the assignment-context of entities which is dis-~
covered in using it._

“But the work to be produced is not merely usable for something. The

the extent to which arcumspcctzon in the DAITOWEr SEOSE OCCUrs in our every-day Iiv
(The distinction between ‘sight’ (Sicht’) and ‘seeing’ (‘Sehen’) will be df:vecrl}cipecfr ﬁzvrltﬁgr
in Secnons 31 and 36 below.)
. im Sinne der Sichtlosigkeit . . .* The point of this sentence will be clear to the

reader who recalls that the Greek verb Bcw,ucw, from which the words ‘theoretical’ and
‘atheoretical” are derived, originally meant “to see’. Heidegger is pointing out that this is
not whcaai we have in mind in the traditional contrast between the ‘theoretical’ and the
“practi

2 ‘Das Werk trigt die Vm'wasungsgmzhelt, innerhalb derer das Zeug begegnet.’ In
this chapter the word ‘Werk® (‘work’) usuvally refers to the product ach;e;gredcig)yg:;orkmg
rather than to the process of working as such. We shall-as a rule translate ‘Verweisungs-
ganzheit’ a3 ‘referential totality’, though sometimes the clumsier ‘totality of assignments’
%a.’}’ exgo)nvey the idea more eﬁ‘ecuvely. (The older editions read ‘deren’ rather than

er
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production. itself is a using ¢f something for something. In the work there
is also a reference or assignment to ‘materials’
[angewiesen auf] leather, thread, needles, and the like. Leather, more-
over is produced from hides. These are taken from animals, which someone
else has raised. Animals also occur within the world without having been
raised at all; and, in a way, these entities still produce themselves even
when they have been raised. So in the environment certain entities become
accessible which are always ready-to-hand, but which, in themselves, do
not need to be produced. Hammer, tongs, and needte, refer in themselves
to steel, iron, metal, mineral, wood, in that they consist of these. Jn equip-
rment that is used, ‘Nature’ is discovered along with it by that use— c—the
“Nature’ we find in natural pﬁd_ucts

Here, however, “Nature” is not to be understood as that which is Just
present-at-hand, nor as the power of Nature. The wood is a forest of timber,
the mountain aguarry of rock; the river is water-power, the wind is wind
in the sails’. fAs the ‘environment’ is discovered,the WNature’ .thus dis-
covered is encountered too. If its kind of Being as ready-to-hand is dis-
regarded, this ‘Nature’ itself can | be discovered and defined simply in 1ts
pure presence-at-hand. But when this happens, the Nature which “stirs
and str1ves which assails us and enthralls us as landscape, remains
hidden. he botanist’s plants are not the flowers of the hedgerow; the
sourcgzvhmh the geographer establiskes for a river is not the “springhead
in the dale’.

7The work produced refers not only to the “towards-which” of its
usability and the “‘whereof” of which it consists™ under simple craft
conditions it also has an assignment to the person who is to use it or wear
it. The work is cut to his figure; he “is” there along with it as the work
emerges. Even when goods are produced by the dozen, this constitutive
assignment is by no means lacking: it is merely indefinite, and points to

\
.~ ., the random, the average.. Thus along with the work, we encounter not

w’ AR only entities ready-to-hand but also entities with Dasein’s Lmd of Being—

entities for which, in their concern, the product becomes rea.dy-to—hand

and Together with these we encounter the world in which wearers and users
live, which i3 at the same time ours. Any work with which one concerns
oneself is ready-to-hand not only in the domestic world of the workshop
but also in the public world. Along with the public world, the environing
Nature [die Umweltnatur] is discovered and is accessible to everyone. In
toads, streets, bridges, buildings, our concern discovers Nature as having
some definite direction. A covered railway platform takes account of bad
weather; an ifistallation for public lighting takes account of the darkness,
or rather of specific changes in the presence or absence of daylight—the

i-the work is dependent on

L3 I0I

‘position of the sun’. In a clock, account is taken of some definite con-
stellation in the world~system When we look at the clock, (we tacitly make
uselof the ‘sun’s position’, in accordance with which the measurement of
time gets regulated in the official astronomical manner. When we make
use of the clock-equipment, which is proximally and’ mcon.spmuously
ready-to-hand, the.environing Nature is ready-to-hand along with 1t.{f)ur
concernful E@g_mt1onm_wha§exqrwwomwor1d lies closest to us, has a
function of discovering; and it is essential to this function that, dependmcr
upon thé way i which we are absorbed, those entities within-the-world
which are brought along [beigebrachte] in the work and with it (that is

to say, in the assignments or references which are constitutive for it)

remain discoverable in varymg degrees of explicitness and with a varying

Being and Time

- mrcumspcctlvc penetration. ;
The kind of Being whicH belongs to these entities is readiness-to-hand. =

But-tHis charactéristic is not to be understood as merely a way of taking

* them, as if we were talking such ‘aspects’ into the ‘entities’ which we

proximally encounter, or as if some world-stuff which is proximally
present-at-hand in itself* were ‘given subjective colouring’ in this way.
Such ap Interpretation would overlook the fact that in this case these
entities would have to be understood and discovered beforchand as
something purely present-at-hand, and must have priority and take the
-lead in the sequence of those dealings with the ‘world’ in which something
is discovered and made one’s own. But this already runs counter to the

ontological meaning of cognition, Which we have exhibited as a _founded *

mode of Being-in-the-world.* To lay bare what is just present-at-hand -
and no more, cognition, must first penetrate beyond what is readynto-hand

.in our .concern. Readiness-to-Fend is the way in which entities as they are “in Ff

themselves’ are defined ontologico-categorially. fth only bz reason of s something 4
present-at-hand, ‘is there’ a,nyth:ncr ready-to-hand. Does it follow, how- 4
ever, granting this thesis for the-fionce, that readmess»to-hand is onto-
loglcally founded upon presencc—?ﬁh"’d?’ e

But even if, as our ontological Interpretauon proceeds further, readi-
ness-to-hand should prove itself to be the kind of Being characteristic of
those entities which are proximally discovered within-the-world, and
even if its primordiality as compared with pure presence-at-hand can be
demonstrated, have 2ll these explications been of the slightest help to-
wards understanding the phenomenon of the world ontologically?|In
Interpreting these entities within-the-world, however, we have alwé.ys

1% .. ein zlinichst an sich vorhandener Weltstoff .
zunichst ein an sick vorhandener Weltstoff . . ..

2 See H, 61 above. . oz

.. The carlier editions have *, . ..
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‘presupposed’ the world. Even if we Jjoin them together; we still do not get -

anything like the ‘world’ as their sum. If, then, we start with the Beng of
these entities, is there any avenue that will lead us to exhibiting' the
phenomenon of the world?!

G 16. How the Worldly Charaster of the Environment: Announces itself in Entities
P!’zthmdke—z;ﬂorldi
The world itself is not an .entity within-the-world; and yet it is so
‘ dcterminative for such entities that only in so far as ‘there is” 2 world can
! 'they be encountered and show themselves, in their Being, as entities
i which have -been discovered. But in what way ‘s there’ a world? If
Dascin is ontically- constituted by Being-in-the-World, and if an under-
standing of the Being of its Self belongs just-as essentially to its Being, no
matter how indefinite that understanding may be, then does not Dasein
have an understanding of the world—a pre-ontological understanding,
which indeed can and does getalong without explicit ontological insights?
With those entities which are encountered within-the-world——that is to
say, with their character as within-the-world—does not something like
the world show itself for concernful Being-in-the<world? Do we not have
a pre-phenomenological glimpse of this phenomenon? Do we not always
have such a glimpse of it, without having to take it as a theme for onto-
logical Interpretation? Has Dasein itself, in the range of its concernful
absorption in equipment ready-to-hand, a possibility of Being in which
the worldhood- of thoie entities within-the-world with. which it is con-
gerned is, in a certain way, lit up for it, elong witk those entitics themselves?.
If such possibilities of Being for Dasein can be exhibited within its
concernful dealings, then the way lies open for.studying the phenomenon
which is thus lit up, and for attempting to ‘hold it at bay’, as it were, and
to interrogate it as to those structures which show themselves therein.
79 To the everydayness of chg—m—the-world there . belong certain modes
of concern, These permit the entities with Which We coricern ourselves to .
“be encountered in such a way that the Tflﬂly character-of what'is S Within=
thesworld comes to the fore. WHen We concern ourselves with h something,

the entities which are most osely ready-to-hand may be met ag something -
unusable, not properly adapted for the use we have decided upon. The -

& tool turns out to be dainaged, or the material unsuitable. In each of these
S cases egmpment is here, rea.dy—to—hand We We discover 1ts unusability, how-

T mscovcred equlpment becomes conspmuous. Th:s conspzcuowness

1 “Die am innerweltlich Seienden sich meldende Weltmasszgkezt der Umuwelt.?

" one concerns oncself—that s to say, of the sort of thing we find when - we | G
put it back into rcpa:u' Thxs presence-at-hand of something that cannot | fre.
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presents the ready-to-hand equipment s in a certain: 1m-rcad1ness-to~
hand. But this mlphes that what cannot be used just lies there; it shows

itself as'an equipmental Thmg/whlch looks so and.so, and Whlch JAneits,

readiness-to-hand as looking that t way, has constantly been present-at- - h;f
Rand too. Pure presencc-at—hand announces itself in such equipment; e
but only to mthdraw to-the readiness-to-hand of something with which } ',

be used is still ot devoid of all readiness-to-hand whatsoever; cqmpment
which is present-at-hand 7 jn this way is still not just 2 Thing which occurs -
somewhere. The damage to the equipraent js still not a mere alteration of
a Thing~not. 2 change of properties which just occurs in something
present-at-hand. |

In our concernful dealings, however; we not only come up against
‘unusable things withiz what is ready-to-hand already: we also find things
which are missing—which not only are not ‘handy’ [“bandlich®] but -
are not ‘to hand’ [“zur Hand”] at all. Again, to_miss something in 74
this way amounts to coming across something un-rcady—to-hand ‘When we v,
notice ‘what is un-ready-to-hand, that which is ready-to-hand enters
‘the mode of obtrusisensss The more urgently [ Je dringlicher] we need what
i missing, and the more authentically it is encountered in its un-readiness—
to-hand, all the more obtrusive [um so aufdringlicher] does that which
is ready-to-hand become—so much so, indeed, that it seems to lose-its
character of readiness-to-hand. It reveals itself as something just present-
at-hand and no more, which cannot be budged without the thing that is
missing. The helpless way in which we stand before it is a deficient mode™}
of concern, and as such it uncovers the Being-just-present-at-hand-and-/
no-more of. somethmg ready-to-hand, - - A

In our dealings with the world? of our conccm,;the un-ready-to-hand*
can-be encountered not only in the sense of that which is unusable or
stmply roissing, but as something un-ready-to-hand which is not Inissing
at all and not unusable, but which ‘stands in the way’ of our concern,.

" That to which our concern refisses to turn, that for which it has ‘no t].me \ R

is something un-ready-to-hand in the manner of whatidoes not belong -
here, of what.has not as yet been attended: to: Anything which is un- 74
ready-to-hand in this- way is disturbing to ‘us, and enables us to see
the obstinay of that with,which we must concérn oursethhc
first instance before we do anythmg else. With this bstmacy, the
presence-at-hand of the ready-to-hand makes itself known in a new

1 In the earlier edmons “Welt® appears with quotation marks. These are o:m:ted inthe
later edmons : ,

L
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way as the Being of that which still lies before us and calls for our
attending to it.2 '
The modes of conspicuousness, obtrusiveness, and obstiracy all have
4the function of bringing to the fore the characteristic of presence-at-hand
iin what is ready-to-hand. But the ready-to-hand is not thereby just
{observed and stared at as something present-at-hand; the presence-at-hand
iwhich™makes itself known. 4s still bound up in the readiness-to-hand of
iequipment. Such equipment still does not veil itself in the guise of mere
{Things. It becomes ‘cquipment’ in the sense of something which one
{would like to shove out of the way.? But in such a Tendency to shove
{things aside, the ready-to-hand shows itself as still ready-to-hand in its
\Y{nswerving presence-at-hand.

Now that we have suggested, however, that the ready-to-hand is thus
encountered under modifications in which its presence-at-hand is revealed,
how far does this clarify the phenomenon of the world? Even in analysing
these modifications we have not gone beyond the Being of what is within-
the-world, and we have come no closer to the world-phenomenon than
before. But though we have not as yet grasped it, we have brought our-
selves to a point where we can bring it into view.

. " In conspicuousness, obtrusiveness, and obstinacy, that which is ready-

- lto-hand loses its readiness-to-hand in a certain way. But in our dealings
. iwith what is ready-to-hand, this readiness-to-hand is itself understood,
= Ethough not thematically. It does not vanish simply, but takes its farewell,
o %as it were, in the comspicuousness of the unusable. Readiness-to-hand
w7 still shows itself, and it is precisely here that the worddly character of the
S ;‘f\;{\\eady-to-hand shows itself too.

. 2 Heidegger's distinedon between ‘conspicuousness’ (Auffilligkeit’) ‘obtrusiveness’

(*Aufdringlichkeit’), and ‘obstinacy’ (‘Aufsdssigheit’) is hard to present unambiguously in
translation. He seems to have in mind three rather sinilar situations. In each of these we
are confronted by a number of arficles which are ready-to-hand. In the first situation we
wish to use one of these articles for some purpose, but we find that it cannot be used for
that purpose. It then becomes “conspicuous’ or ‘striking’, and iz & way “un-ready-to-hand’
—~in that we are not able to use it. In the second situation we may have precisely the same

articles béfore us, but we want one which is not there. In this case the missing article too’

is ‘unsready-to-hand’, but in another way—in that it is not there to be used. This is
annoying, and the articles which are still ready-to-hand before us, thrust themselves upon
us in such a way that they become “obtrusive’” or even ‘obnoxious’. In the third situation,
some of the articles which are ready-to-hand before us are experienced as ebsiacles to the

achievement of some purpose; as obstacles they are “obstinate’, ‘recalcitrant’, ‘refractoxy’, -

and we have to attend to them or dispose of them in some way before we can finish what
we want to do. Here again the obstinate objects are un-ready-to-hand, but siraply in the
way of being obstinate.

In all three situations the articles which are ready-to-hand for us tend to lose their
readiness-to-hand in one way or another and reveal their presence-at-hand; only in the
second situation, however, do we encounter them as “just present-at-hand and no more’
(*mur noch Vorhandenes’).

2 Here ‘Zeug’ is used in the pejorative sense of ‘stuff’. See our note 1, p. g7 on H. 68.

I. 3 L. Being and Time- 10§

.\'e structure of the Being of what is ready-to-hand as equipment is 7~
detérmined by references or assignments. In a peculiar and obvious %
manner, the-"Things” which are closest to us are ‘in themselves’ [“An- - ™=
sich™]; and they are encountered as ‘in themselves’ in the concern which "¢
makes use of them without roticing them explicitly—the concern which
can come up against something unusable./ When equipment cannot be st
used, this implies that the constitutive 4Ssignment of the “in-order-to”
toa “towards-this” has been disturbed,,’The assignments themselves are .,
not observed; they are rather ‘there’ when we concernfully submit our- /%
selves to them [Sichstellen unter sie]. But when an assignment has been i,
disturbed—when something is unusable for some purpose—then the - :
assignment becomes explicit. Even now, of course, it has not become
explicit as' an ontological structure; but it has become explicit
ontically for the circumspection which comes up against the damagiiig of
the tool. When an assignment to some particular “towards-this” has been
thus circumspectively aroused, we catch sight of the “towa,rds~this"’i'i—t—s_elf, g
and along with it everything connected with the work—the whole ‘work-

_shop’—as that wherein concern always dwells, The context of equipment™,
is lit up,.not as something never seen before, but as a totality constantly { ks
sighted beforehand in circumspection. With this totality, however, the, .. .
world announces itself. VA

" Similarly, when something ready-to-hand is found missing, though its
everyday presence: [Zugegensein] has been so obvious. that we have never o
taken any notice of it, this makes a break in those referential contexts 77,

which circumspection discovers. Our circumspection comes up against v,

emptiness,-and now: sees for the first time what the missing article was .,

ready-to-hand witk, and what it was ready-to-hand for. The environment Y

announces itself afresh-TWhat is thus lit up is not itself just one thing ready-

- to-hand among others; still less is it something present-at-hand upon ™ .

which equipment ready-to-hand is somehow founded: it is in the

‘there’ before anyone has observed or ascertained it. It is itself

inaccessible to circumspection, so far as ¢ircumspection is always directed

towards entities; but in each case it has already been disclosed for cire

_cumspection./‘Disclose’ and ‘disclosedness” will be used as technical terms

in the passages that follow, and shall Signify 1o [ay open’ and ‘the Charac-

ter of having been laid open.’ Thus ‘to disclose’ 1éVer means anything =/ . °

like ‘to obtain indirectly by inference’.? - ¢
11In ordinary German usage, the verb ‘erschliessen’ may mear not only to ‘disclose’ ‘

but also—_m certain constructions—to ‘infer’ or ‘conclude’ in the sense in whick one “infers’

a conclusion from premisses. Heidegger is deliberately ruling out this Iatter interpretation,

though on a very few occasions he may use the word in this sense. He explains his own

meaning by the cognate verb ‘aufschliessen’, to Tlay open’. To say that something has

been *‘disclosed’ or ‘laid cpen’ in Heidegger’s sense, does not mean that one has any




\"f\ the fact (among others) that whenever the world is lit up in the modes of

~106

"things ‘thematically’ but non-circumspectively#
‘the ready-to-hand not to emerge from its inconspicuousness, the Wt.:n:ld
¢+ must not announse itself. And it is in this that the Being-in-itself of entities
' - whigh are ready-to-hand has its phenomenal structure constitutcd."-,i?
sive-

Being and Time I g
~ That the world does not ‘consist® of the ready-to-hand shows. itself in

concern which we have been Interpreting, the ready-to-hand becomes
deprived: of its worldhdod so that Being-just-present=at-hand comes toTth_e
fore. I, in our everyday concern with the ‘environment’, it is to be po-sssfblc
for equipment ready-to-hand to be encountered in its ‘Being-inqtse_]f’
[in seinem ‘“‘An-sich-sein]," then those assignments and referential
totalities in -which our circumspection ‘is absorbed’ canmot becom; a
theme for that circumspection any more thap shey can for grasping

/ﬁé‘ it is to be possible for

[

jlﬂ_g _such privative expressions as “Inconspicuousness”, “1.11-10b
fess”, and “‘non-obstinacy”, what we have in viesv 1s a positive pheno--
menal character of the Being of that which is proximally ready-to-hand.
With these negative prefixes we have in view the character of the ready-.
to-hand as “holding itself in™; this is what-we have our eye upon in the
“Being-in-itself”” of something,® though ‘proximally’ we ascribe it to the
present-at-hand—to the present-at-hand as- that which can b_e themati-
cally ascertained.}As long as we take our orientation primerily and ex-
clusively from the present-at-hand, the ‘in-itself> can by no means be
pntologically clarified. If, however, this talk about the ‘in-itself” has any

i 76 tontological importance, some interpretation must be called for. This

“in-itself” of Being is something which gets invoked with considerable
emphasis, mostly in an ontical way, and zightly so from a pl%enomcnal
standpoint. But if some ontological assertion is supposed to ‘be givern when
this is ontically invoked, its claims are not.fulfilled by such a proceflure. As
the foregoing analysis has-already made dlear, ‘only on the ba..815-0f the
phenomenon of the world can the Being-in-itself of entities. within-the-

- world be grasped ontologically. -

+“But if the world can, in a way, be lit up, it must assuredly be disclosed.
And it has already been disclosed beforehand whenever what is ready-to-

hand within-the-world is accessible for circumspective concern. The world

is therefore something ‘wherein’ Dasein as an entity already was, and ifin

detailed awareness of the contents which are thus ‘disclosed’, but rather that they have
been “l2id open’ to us as implicit in what is given, so that th;:y: may be made explicit to
our awareness by further analysis or discrimination of the given, rather than by any
infi e from it. .
ggige #Un” meinen den Charakter des Ansickhaltens des Zubandenen, das, was wix
mit dem An-sich-sein im Auge baben . . . The point seems to be that when we speal of

" something ‘as it is “in itself” or “in its own right™ ’, we think of it as ‘holding itself in’ or

- ‘holding itself back’—not ‘stepping forth’ or doing something ‘out of character’.
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any manner itexplicitly comes.away from anything, it can never do more”

than comé hack to the world.

Being-in-the-world, according to our Interpretation hitherto, amounts
to a non-thematic circumspective absorption in.references or assignroents
constitutive for the readiness-to-hand_of a totality y .of equipment. Any

concern_is already as. it is,-because-of-some-familiarity_with the world,

In this familiarity Dasein can lose itself in what it encounters within-the-
world and be fascinated with it. What is it that Dasein is familiar with?
‘Why can the worldly. character of what is within-the-world be lit up:?

The presetce-at-hand® of entities is thrust to the fore by ‘the possible]
- breaks i that referential totality in which circumspection ‘operates’;;’

how are we to get a closer understanding ‘of this totality ?
These questions are aimed at working out both the phenomenon and
the problems of worldhood, and they call for an inquiry into the inter-

connections with which certain structures are built up. To answer them °

we must analyse-these structures more concretely.

A 17. Reference and b/

In eur provisional Interpretation of that struct_ure"o/f” Being which
belongs t,

¢ ready-to-hand (to ‘equipment’),.+h€ phendmenon of refer-
nerely gave an indication of
at once stressed the necessity of

ontological origin.? It became plain

and in so sketchy a form that
uncovering it with regard to i

_moreover, that assigp;gcnt?xﬂ referential totalities—could.in some sense

lit up only in and for g¢rtain definite ways in which we concern ourselves’
environmentally with the ready-to-hand, and indeed it has¥8en lit up
-only with the readiness-to-hand of that concern."So.the er we proceed,
in understapding the Being of entities within-the-wprTd, the broader and
frmer b‘_, comes the phenomenal basis on whick”the world-phenomenon
may he'laid bare.

/ We shall again take as our point oﬁ,d’éf:arture the Being of the ready-

become constitutive f;r}m dhood.itself. Hitherto we have seen the world :
L

{6-hand, but this time with the pwrpose of grasping the phenomendn of -
reference or assignment itself :;;ore/pf%cisely. We shall accordingly attemptan .
‘ontological analysis of a k‘l;y.d'%f equipment in which one may come across »

such ‘references’ in mor€ senses than one. We.come across ‘equipment”

_in signs. The word “s#&n” designates many kinds of things: not oplf'may it
stand for differesit Zinds of signs, but Being-a-sign-for .£4n itself be

1 Here the
denheit’,
2.Cf

er editions have ‘“Zuhandenheir® whérc the ngwer ones have “Vorhan-

768 above.
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understsod only in the sense of a non m:cmttal Jormal indicator, indicating
sompething whick may perhaps rewéal itself as its ‘opposite” in some parti-
ar phenomenal context of Béing. In that case, the ‘not-I” is by no means
tantamount to an ent hich essentially lacks ‘I-hood’ [“Ichheit”],
but is rather a definite&ind of Being which the ‘I’ itself possesscs such as

d so in the end an Isolatcd “1 'thout Others is just as far fro;_n bcmg
sfroximally given.! If, howevepy “the Others’ already are there with us [mit
/\dasind] in Being-in-the-world; and if this is ascertained phenprfienally, even
this should not mislead 4 into supposing that the ontglegical structure of
fwhat is thus ‘given’ isObvious, requiring no inveStigdtion. Our task is to
imake visible phengthienally the species to whic%s Dasein-with in closest
cverydaynessygzgs, and to Interpret it in v which is ontologically
appropriate.

e ontical obviousness of th
misleads us into the com
is obylous ontologically, and o4 us overlook the pheromenon of the
world, the ontical obviousness gf the fact that Dasein 1s in each case mine,
e #lso hldes the possibility that"the ontological problematic which belongs
/k\to it has been led astzi?/ﬁroxzmal@ the “who” of Dascin is not only 2
iiproblem entologically; ontically it remains concealed.
11y * But does this me

question of-the

eln0'~1n-1tse]f of entities within-

Just as
the-woz

o by way of existential analysis? Certainly not. Of

the ways in which we formgally indicated the constitution of Dasein’s Being.
~ i3i1'1 Sections g 4nd 12 2bove, the one we have been discussing does noty of
g 5gcourse fupction so well as such a clue as does the one accordmg to-which

2N 1 Dasein’s“Essence’ is grounded in its existence. If the ‘I’ is o Essential
= \ - Eckm’ eristic of Daseir, then it is one which must be Inlgrpreled mﬁfmtzal@y In

v WAt case the “Who?” is to be answered only by exhibitiz§ phenomenally
= a definite kind of Being which Dasein possesses. If ch case Dasein is

% ‘a5 such a clue’: here we read ‘als solcher’, followixg the later editions. The earliest
i 1 ip'the list of errata.
‘essential’ to translate “Wesen® and

“Essence”: while we ordinarily use ‘essence’
‘wesenhaft’, we shall use ‘Essencc and “Essenty (w1th initial cap1tals) to translate the
presumably synonymous, but far less frequent Fssenz’ and ‘essenticll’.

The two ‘formal indications’ to which Hejdegger refers are to be found on H. 42 above.

ion that the meaning of this Being

that there are no clues whatever for answering the
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poss1b1hty of it§ ‘fallure to stand by itself’* requu:cs that we formula.tc the

C pCI"VCI'Se assumpu

of Being whlch be]

G:26. The Dasein-with of Others and Everyday Being-with
The answer to-the question of the “who” of everyday Dasein is to be
obtained by analysing that kind of Being in which Dasein maiptains
tself proxirally and for the most part. Our investigation takes its orienta-
tion from Being-in-the-world—that basic state of Dasein by which every
mode of its Being gets co-determined. If we are correct in saying that by
¢ foregoing mphcauon of the world, the remaining structural items of
Being-in-the-world have become visible, then this must also have prepared
15, in a way, for answering the question of the “who™.

In our ‘description’ of that environment which is closest to us—the
work-world of the craftsman, for example,—the outcome was that along
th the equipment to be found when one is at work [in Arbeit], those
Othcrs for whom the ‘work’ [“Werk”] is destined are ‘encountered too’.
If ‘this is ready-to-hand, then there lies in the kind of Being which
belongstoit (thatis, in its involvement) an essential assignment or reference.
5 possible wearers, for instance, for whom it should ‘be ‘cut to the figure’.
Similarly, when material is put to use, we encounter its producer or’
supplier’ as one who ‘Serves’ well or badly. When, for example, we walk
“‘along the edge of a field but ‘outside it’, the field shows itself as belonging
to such-and-such a person, and decently kept up by him; the book we.

. die Stanchgkmt des Selbst chensosehr wie seine mogl:che “Unselbstindigkeit” . ..
: Thc a.dJccuv\. stand1g’ which ‘we have usually translated as -‘constant’ in the sense of

adjectives ‘selbstindig’ (‘mdependcnt ) and ‘unselbstindig’ (‘dependent’). These com-
“icépts will be discussed more fully in Section 64 below, especially H. 322, wherc “Un-
.- selbstindigkeit’ will be rewritten not.as ‘Un-selbstandkeit’ (‘“failure to stand by one’s Self”}
“but as ‘Unselbst-stindighkels’ (‘constaney to the Unself’}. See also . 128. {The connection
with the concept of existence will perhaps be clearer if one recalls that the Latin verb
existere’ )ma.y also be derived from a verb of standing, as Heidegger points out in his later
writings.

.2 Cf, Section 15 above, especially H. 7of,

“ have used was bought at So-and-so’s shop and given by such-and-such -

‘permanent’ or ‘continuing’, goes back to the root meaning of ‘standing’, as do the ~

4‘?
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2 person, and so forth. The boat anchored at the shore is assigned in its
Being-in-itself to an acquaintance who undertakes voyages with it; but
even if it is a ‘boat which is strange to ug’, it still is indicative of Others.

~The. Others who are thus ‘encountered’ in a ready-to-hand, environ-

mental context of equipment, are not somehow added on in thought to
some Thing which is proximally just present-at-hand; such “Things’ are
encountered from out of the world in which they are ready-to-hand for
Others—a world which is always mine too in advance. In our previous
analysis, the range of what is encountered within-the-world was, in the

- first instance, narrowed down to equipment ready-to-hand or Nature

present-at-hand, and thus to entities with a character other than that of
Dasein. This restriction was necessary not ogly for the purpose of simpli-
fying our explication but above all becausejthe kind of Beingwhichbelongs
to the Dasein of Others, as we encounter 1t within-the-world, differs from
" readiness-to-hand and presence-at-hand. - rThus Dasein’s world frees
entities which not orly are quite distinct from equipment and Thlngs,_b_ut
which also—in accordance with their kind of Being es Dasein themselves—
are ‘in’ the world in which they are at the same time encountered within-

. the-world, and are ‘in’ it by way of Being-in-the-world.? These entities

are neither present-at;hand ror ready-to-hand; on the contrary, they are
like the very Dasein which frees them, in that they are there foo, and there
with zt./So if one should want to 1dent1fy the world in general with~
entities ?mt]run-the-world one would have to say that Dasein too is
“world”.? )

‘e~ Thus?in characterizing the encountering of Otkers, one is again still

.+ oriented by that Dasein which is in each case one’s on. But even in this

t characterization does one not start by marking out and isolating the ‘T’
so that one must then seek some way of getting over to the Others from
this isclated subject? To avoid this misunderstanding we must notice in
what sense we are talking"about “the Others’. By ‘Others’ we do not mean
everyone else but me—those over against whom the “I” stands out. They

{ﬁare rather those from whom, for the most part, one does not distinouish'
§

g_ese]f—wthose among whom one is too. This Bemq~there~too [Auch—da-
%;sem] with them does not have the ontolocrmai charactér of a Being-present-
at-hand-along-‘with’ them within a world. This ‘with’ is something of the
character of Dagein: the ‘too’ means 2 _sameness of Being as circum-
spectively concernful Being-in-the-world. “With’ and ‘too’ arc to be

1¢ ., . sondern gemass seiner Seinsart als Daszin selbst in der Weise des In-der-Welt-
seins “in”” der Welt ist, in der es zugleich innerweltlich begegnet.’
® ‘Dicses Seiende ist weder vorhanden noch zuhanden, sondern ist so, wie-das freige-

" bende Dasein selbst—es ist auch und mit da. Wollte man denn schon 'Welt iberhaupt mit

: %em mnerwelthch Seienden identifizieren, dann miisste man sagen, “Welt”? ist auch
asein,’

'gmg-m-the-world, the world is always the :me that I share with Ot]icrs., -

“world is. Dam'n—wz'tfz (M

axem] .

- When Others are encountered, it is not the case that one’s own sub‘;ect“} 119
is proximally present-at-band and that the. rest of the subjects, which are l
likewise oceurrents, get discriminated beforehand and then apprehended; |
or are they encountered by a primary act of looking at oneself in such [
2 way that the opposite pole of a distinction first gets ascertained., They (
-are encountered from out of the world, in which concernfully circumspec- | k
‘tive Dasein essentially dwells.. Theoretically concocted ‘explanations’ of |
‘the Being-present-at-hand of Cthers urge themselves upon us all toox
easily; but over against such explanations we must hold fast to the pheno-
menal facts of the case which we have pointed out, namely, that Others
re encountered ensironmentally. This elemental worldly kind of encounter-
‘ing, which belongs to Dasein and is closest to it, goes so far that even one’s
Yiown Dasel becomes ymething that it can itself proximally ‘come across
Me% t looks away from ‘Experiences’ and the ‘centre of its actio
Jor-does not as yet ‘se¢’ them at all. Dasein finds ‘itself’ promma.lly in
what it does, uses, expects, avoids—in those things environmentally ready-
o-hand _with which it is proximally concerned.

. And even when Dasein explicitly addresses itself as “I here”, this
ocative personal designation must be understood in terms of Dasein’s
xistential spatiality: In Interpreting this (See Section 23) we have
already intimated that this “I-here” does not mean a certain privileged
point—that of an I-Thing—but is to be understood as Being-in in terms
£the “yonder” of the world that is ready-to-hand—the “yonder” which
s the dwelling-place of Dasein as concern.? -
W. von Humboldt has alluded to certain languages which express the
I’ by ‘here’, the ‘thou’ by ‘there’, the *he’ by ‘yonder’, thus rendering the
personal pronouns by locative adverbs, to put it grammatically. It is con-
“troversial whether indeed the primordial signification of locative expres-
sions is adverbial or pronominal. But this dispute loses its basis if' one
notes that locative adverbs have a relationship to the “I”’ gug Dasein. The
here’ and the ‘there’ and the ‘yonder’ are primarily not mere ways of
designating the location of entities present-at-hand within-the-world at
'_ositions in space; they are rather characteristics of Dasein’s primordial

: . dass dieses Ich-hier nicht einen ausgezeichmeten Punkt des Tchdinges meint,
dern sich versteht als In-sein aus demn Dort der zuhandenen Welt, bei dem Dasein
als. Be.forgm sick aufhilt.’ The older editions have ‘In-Sein’ for ‘In-scm and ‘dabei’ for

"4,, . Being ond Time - 155 -7

<The world of Dasein is..a witﬁ-warla’ I'Mz'z,‘welr]. Being-in_is Being-with, £
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spatiality. These supposedly locative adverbs are Dasein-designations;
they have 2 signification which is primarily existential, not categorial.

But they are not pronouns either; their signification is prior to the differ-

entiation of locative adverbs and personal pronouns: these expressions
have a Dasein-signification - which is authentically spatial, and which
serves as evidence that when we interpret Dasein without any theoretical
distortions we can see it immediately as ‘Being-alongside’ the world with

_which. it concerns itself, and as Being-alongside it spatially—that is to say,

as desevering* and giving directionality. In the ‘here’, the Dasein which is
absorbed in its world speaks not towards itself ‘but away from itself towards

‘the ‘yonder’ of something m:cumspe;chely ready—-to-ha.nd yet it still has

dtself in view in its existential spatiality.

Dasein understands itself proximally and for the most part in terms of
its world; and the Dasein-with of Gthers is often encountered in terms of
Jwhat is ready-to-hand within-the-world. But even if Others become

3 thcmes for study, asit were, in their own Dajein, tlsey are not encountered

“as person-Things present-at-hand: we meet them ‘at work’, that is, pri-
marﬂy in their Beinghin-the-world. Even if we see the Other just standing
~around’, he is never apprehended as a.human-Thing. prcscnt-at—hand but
ihis ‘standing-around’ is an existential' mode of Being—an unconcerned,
Juncircumspective tarrying alongside everything and nothing [Vérweilen:
‘bEl Allemn und Kemem] The Other is encountesed in his Da.sem-mth
in the world. . g

The expression ‘Dasein’, however, shows plainly that ‘n the first .

instance’ this entity is unrelated to Others, and that of course it can still

be ‘with’ Others afterwards. Yet one must not fail to notiec that we = -

use the term ““Dasein-with” to designate that Being for which the
Others who are [die seienden Anderen] are freed within-the-world. This
Dasein~with of the Others is disclosed within-the-world for a Dasein, and
50 too for those who are Daseins with us [die Mitdaseienden], onlybecause -

‘ Dasein in_itself is essentially Being-with. The phenomenological assertion

that “Dasein is essentially Being-with™ has an existential-ontological
meaning. ng. 1t does’ not seek to establish ontically that factically I am not
present-at-hand alone, and that Others of my kind occur. If this were
what is meant by the proposition.that Dasein’s Being-in-the-world is
essentially coustituted by Being-with, then Being-with would not be an
existential attribute which Dasein, of its own accord, has coming to it
from its own kind of Being. It would rather be somethmg,wh;ch turns up
in every case by reason of the occurrence of Others. Being-with-is a.n;
existential characteristic of Dasein even when factically no Other is',

present-at-hand or perceived, Even Dasein’s Being-alone Wt@ ;

L4 Being and Time 157
in_the world. The Other can be missing only in! and forl 3 chg—-thh P
oy R
emgmalomgs&deﬁcggmode.ofﬁcm&mtm its very possibili e P

_proof of this;"On the other hdnd, factical Being-alone is ngt"gwatca:by"
the occurrerice of a second exa.mple of a human being ‘beside’ me; or by ten
such examples. Even if these and more are present-at-hand, Dasem can
still be alone. So Bemg~w1th and the facticity of Being with ong other’({
are not based on the cccurrence together of several ‘subjects”./Yet Being-} 121
alone ‘among’ many does not mean that with regard to their Being they
are merely present-at-hand. there alongside us. Even in our Being ‘among
‘them’ they are there with us; their Dasein-with is encountered in a mode
- in which they are md;ﬁ'erent and alien. Being missing and ‘Being away’
* [Das Feblen und “Fortsein™] are modes of Dascin-with, and are possible %o
* only because.Dasein 25. Being-with lets the Dasein of Others be. en- "
countered in its world. Bemg—mth is in every case a characteristic of one’s
‘own Dasein; Daseiri-with characterizes the Dasein of Others to the extent 4 O,
that it is freea by its world for a Being-with. Only so far as one’s own e,
Dasein "has the essential structure of Being-with, is it Dasein-with as
encounterable for Others.?
Dasein-with remams cmstentla.lly -constitutive for Being-in-the-
woﬂd theg, like our circumspective dealings ‘with the ready—to—hand
m_thm -the-world {which, by way of anticipation, we have called ‘con- /f’
ern ) it muist, be Interpreted in terms of the phenomenon of care; for as .
‘care’ * the Being of Dasein in general isto be defined.® (Compare Chapter
“of this Division.}- Concern is a character-of- “Being which - Bemg—mth
‘canftot have as its own, even though Being-with, like concern, is a Being -
. towards entities encountered within-the-world. But those entities towards 4
which Dasein as Being-with comports itself do not kave the kind of Being : |,
" which belongs to equipment ready-to-hand; they are themselv
‘These entities are not objects of concern, but rather of solicitude. /-

'\}.;;sl- i

.1 Ttalics supplied in the later editions. -

2< ., Mitdasein charakterisiert das Dasein andcrer,, sofern es fiir ein Mirséin durch S
dessen Welt freigegeben ist. Das cigene Dasein ist, sofern es die Wesensstrulltur des
Mltsem.s hat, al; fir Andere begegnend Mitdasein.’

. als welche das Sein des Daseins tiberhaupt bestimmt wird,” The older editions

om1t wu'd’

4 “Dieses Seiende wird nicht besorgt, sondern steht in der Fursorge There is no good™,
:English equivalent for ‘Firsorge’, which we shall usually translate by solicitude’. Themore 4
_htera.l carmg-for has the connotation of ‘bemg fond of?, whlch we do not want here; & &,
: pc:rsonal care’ suggcsts personal kygiene; ‘personal conccrn suggests one’s pcrsona.l o, F
“business or-affairs. "Firsorge’ is rather the kind of care which we find In ‘prenatal care’ or ’f'/ s
taking care of the children’, or éven the kind -of care which is administered by welfare .2 7T
agencies. Indeed the word ‘Fursorge is regularly used in contexts where we would speak

‘welfare work’ or ‘soctal wclfare this is the usage which Heidegger has in mind in his ¥
cussion of ‘Firsorge’ as ‘a factical social arrangement’. (The etymological connection
ctween “Sorge (‘care’), Fumoxge (‘solicitude’), and ‘Besorgen {‘concern’), is entirely =
st in our translation.)

[
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_Even ‘concern’ with food and clothing, and the nursing of the sick body,
are forms of solicitude. But we understand the expression “‘solicitude” in
a way which corresponds to our use of “concern” as 2 term for an exist-
entiale. For example, ‘welfare work’ [“Fiirsorge”], as a factical social

, arrangcmenf,i is grounded in Dasein’s state of Being as Being-with. Its
factical urgency gets its motivation in that Dasein maintains itsgit proxi-
‘mally and for the most part in the deficient modes of solicitude. jBeing for,

_ against, or without one another, passing one another by, not “mattering”
to one another—these are possible ways of solicitude. And it is precisely

 thesé last-named deficient and Indifferent modes that characterize
everyday, average Being-with-one-another, iThese modes of Being show
again the characteristics of inconspicuotisness and obviousness which
belong just as much to the everyday Dasein-with of Others within-the-
world as to the readiness-to-hand of the equipment with which one is
daily concerned. These Indifferent modes of Being-with-one-another may
casily mislead ontological Interpretation intowinterpreting this kind of
Being, in the first instance, as the mere Being-present-at-hand of several
subjects. It seems as if only negligible variations of the same kind of Being
lie before us; yet.ontologically there is an essential distinction between
the ‘indifferent’ way in which Things at random occur together and the
.way in which entities who are with one another do not “matter” to one
another. . ‘ o -

With regard to its_positive modes, solicitude has two extreme pos-
sibilities. It can, as it were, take away ‘care’ from the Other and put itself
in his position in concern: it cax.legp #n for hime? This kind of sclicitude
takes over for the Other that with which he is to concern himself. The

. Other is thus thrown out of his own position; he steps back so that after-
wards, when the matter has been attended to, he can either take it over as

. something finished and at his disposal,® or disburden himself of it coro-

: plctely{}n such solicitude the Other can become one who is dominated

and dependent, even if this domination is a tacit one and remains hidden
from him Y This kind of solicitude, which leaps in and takes away ‘care’, is

for the most part to our concern with the ready-to-hand.
227 - In contrast to"this, there is also the possibility of a kind of solicitude
. which. does not so much leap in for the Other as leap ahead of him [ihm

L4, .. sich an seine Stelle setzen, fiir ihn einspringen.” Here, ds on ¥. 100 (See our note 2,
p. 133), it would be more idiomatic to translate ‘fiir ihn einspringen’ as ‘intervene
for him’, ‘stand in for him’ or ‘sexrve as deputy for him’; but since ‘einspringen’ is to be
contrastedl with ‘vorspringen’, ‘vorausspringen’ and perhaps even ‘entspringen’ in the
following paragraphs, we have chosen a translation whick suggests the ctymological
' connection.
2¢ _um nachtriglich das Besorgte als fertig Verfiighares zu iibernehmen . . *

" accordance with its different possibilities, is bound up with its Beiug

to a large extent determinative for Being with one another, and pertains .

| - . Being and Time | hz5g

. " vorausspringt] in his existentiell potentia]ity-for—Bcing, not in order to take
-~ away his ‘care” but rather to give it back to him authentically as such for

the first ime. This kind of solicitude pertains essentially to authentic care

—that is, to the existence of the Other, not to a “wkat”™ with which he is
+ i concerned; it helps the Other to become transparent to himself én his care
", and to become free for it.

~ Solicitude, proves to be a state of Dascin’s Being—one which, i
— J
towards the world of its concern, and Iikewise with its authentic Bei .4)

. towards itself. Being with ong another is based proximally and often|
- exclusively upon what is a matter of common coneern in such Being. !

A Béing:with'onc-another which arises [entspringt] from one’s doing thé/
same thing as someone else, not only keeps for the most part within the”
outer limits, but enters the mode of distance and reserve. The Being-

 with-one-another of those who are hired for the same affair often thrives

ooly on mistrust. On the other hand, when they devote themselves to the

- ¢ same affair in common, their doing so is determined by the manner in

which their Dasein, each in its own way, has been taken hold of. They
thus become authentically bound together, and this makes possible the right
kind ®f objectivity [die rechte Sachlichkeit], which frees the Other in his
freedom™or himself. :

" Everyday Beine-with-one-another maintains itself_between_the two

:_ E_:\ﬁremc_s of positive solicitude—that which leaps in and dominates, and
 that whlch_lg__g‘pjgi,gom_,ggdmgh_ggjgg [vorspringend-befreienden]. It brings

numerous mixed forms to maturity;® to describe these and classify them
- would take us beyond the limits of this investigation.

. 7 Just.as circumspection belongs to concerrd as a way of discovering what is
-.ready-to-hand, solicitude is guided by considerateness and forbearance.® .
. Like solicitude, these can range through their respective deficient apd

- Indifferent modes up to the point of inconsiderateness or the perfunctoriness K

for which indifference leads the way.* , _ =

L “Umgekehrt ist das gemeinsame Sicheinsetzen fiir dieselbe Sache aus dem je eigens ™
crgriffenen Dasein bestimmt.’ . .

.+ 2 Reading ‘. . . und zeitigt mannigfache Mischformen . . .* with the older editions. The
~later editions have ‘zeigt’ ("shows’} instead of ‘zeitigt’ (‘brings to maturity’). On ‘zeitigen® .
o see JE-I 304 and our note ad loc. - ‘
- 2 ‘Wie dem Besorgen als Weise des Entdeckens des Zuhandenen die Umsisht zugehdrt,
;50 ist die Fizsorg: geleitet durch die Risksicht und Nacksicht.” Heidegger is here calling

attention to the etymological kinship of the three words which he italiciz i

Stands for a special kind of sight or .sfez’ng (‘Bicht’). < eaCh. of vbieh

- 'The italicization of “Umsicht’ (‘tircumspection’) is introduced in the newer cditions. ‘

CAE sy bis zur Risksichitslosigheil und dem Nachseben, das dic Glaichgiiltigheit

leitet.” This passage is ambiguous both syntactically and semantically. It is not clear, for

fostance, whether the subject of the relative clause 15 “die Gleichgtiltigkeit® or the pronoun
dzs’, though we prefer the former interpretation. “Nachsehen’, which is etymologically
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l ithin-the-world; it also frees Dascin—the Others in their Dasein-
lwith. But Dasein’s ownmost meaning of Being is such that this entiFy
(which has been freed environmentally) is Being-in 131 the same, world in
which, as encounterable for Others, it is there with them e .ha.ve
interpreted worldhood .as, -that referential totality. _ wl}zch constitutes
significance. {Section 18) 1‘73"135.‘ Being-familiar with this significance and .
previously understanding it, Dasein lets what is ready-to-hand be en-
countered as discovered in its invelvement. In Daseir’s Being, the context of
references or assignments which significance implies is tied upwith Dasein’s
ownmost Being—a Being which essentially can have no involven}'ent,
but which is rather that Being for the sake of whick Dasein itself is as
s . . ‘
1 According to the analysis which we have now completed, Bei:r.lg w1th
N[Others belongs to the Being of Dasein, which is an issue for Dasein in its
-‘very Being. Thus as Being-with, Dasein ‘is% essentially for the sake of
" Others. This must be understood as an’existential statement 2s to its
essence. Even if the particular factical Dasein does nof turn. to O_ther?, and
supposes that it has no need of them:or manages 1o get ailong 'W1t‘1‘10ut‘
them, it is in the way of Being-with. In Being-with, as the ex;s;gnnal,i?“r:
the-sake-of” of Others, these have already been disclosed in their Dasein.
AVith their Being-with, their disclosedness has been constituted before-
‘hand; accordingly, this disclosedness also 7 -
ithat is to say, worldhood. And, signifi ~as worldhood, is tied up with
“he existential “for-the-sake-of-whicE”.2 Since the worldhood of that world
in which every Dasein essentially is already, is thus constituted, it accord-
§ing1y lets us encounter what is environmentally ra.aady-to,-ha.nd as some-
\thing with which we are circumspectively concerned, and.xt does so in
isuch a way that together with it we encounter the Dasein-with of Others.

..;"?;Thc structure of the world’s worldhood is such that Others are not

\;proximally present-at-hand as-free-floating subjects "along ‘Wlth other
"I Things, but show themselves in the world in their special environmental
[Being, and do 50 in terms of what is ready-to-hand in that world:

Being-with-is such that the. disclosedness of the Dascin-withi:of Others

or ‘check’ something; but it often means to do this

al:i: [5 x 2 EE]GSt €. ct’ c s A
s o, an latter sense mizy well be the one which Heidegger

in a very perfunctory manner, and this
has in rmind. ) ] . o

1%, . . zum Sein des Daseins, wm das es ihm in seinem Sein sclbst geht . .
The older editions have ‘darum’ instead of ‘um das’. lossenheit der And e

2 ‘Di i Mitsein vorgingig konstitujerte Erschlossenhert der eren Tac)
dcmggc a?c;dgi? Bcdcutsamig;igxcig.h. .die Weltlichkeit mit aus, als welche sie im
existenzialen Worum-willen festgemacht ist.! The word ‘sie” appears only in the later
editions. .

he world not only frees the ready-to-hand as entities ‘encountered -

goes.to make up significance— .
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belongs to jt; this means that because Dasein’s Being is Being-with, its

- - _understanding of Beine already implies the understanding of Others.
~ This. understanding, like any understanding, is not an acquaintance
derived from knowledge about them, but a primoerdially existential kind |

of Being, which, more anything else, makes such ]mowlc,ldgc and}}l

t
.acquaintance possible.l’g::)wing oneself [Sichkennen] is grounded in ',':

Being and Time

-accordance with the kind of Being which is closest to us—Being-in-the-
world as Being-with; and it does so by an acquaintance with that which
Dasein, along with the Others, comes across in its environmental circun-
spection. and concerns itself with—an acquaintance in which Dasein
understands.’}Sclicitous concern is understood in terms of what we are
concerned with, and along with our understanding of it. Thus-in con-

" cernful solicitude the Other is proximally disclosed. :

But because solicitude dwells proximally and for the most part in the
deficient or at legst.-the- Indifferent modes (in the indifference of passing
one another hby), the-kind of knowing-oneself which is essential an
closest, demands that one become acquainted with oneself.? And when,
~ i indeed, one’s knowing-oneself gets lost in such ways as aloofuess, hiding
:oneself away, or putting on a disguise, Being-with-one-another must
follow special routes of its own in order to come close to Othexs, or ev
- to ‘see through them’ [*“hinter sie” zu komren].

But just as opening oneself up [Sichoffenbaren] or closing oneself off is

- grounded in one’s having Being-with-one-another as one’s kind of Being

- at the time, and indeed i mothing else but this, even the explicit dis-

' closure of the Other in solicitude grows only out of one’s primarily Being

with him in each case: Such a disclosure of the Other (which is indeed’
thematic, but rot in the manner of theoretical psychology) easily becomes
the phenomenon which proximally comes to view when one considers the

. theoretical problematic of triderstanding the ‘psychical life of Others’

[“fremden Seelenlebens”]. In this phenox}renallj? ‘proximal’ manner i

_ thus presents a way of Being with one another understandingly; but at

the same-time it ges taken as that which, primordially and ‘in the

beginning’, constitutes Being towards Others and makes it possible at all.

L ‘Dieses Verstehen ist, wie Verstehen tiberhaupt, nicht eine aus Erkennen erwachstne
Kenntols, sondern eine ursprimglich existenziale Seinsart die Erkennen und Kenntris
allererst méglich macht’. While we have here translated ‘Kenntnis® as ‘acquaintance’ and
‘Erkennen’ as ‘knowledge about’, these terms. must not be understood in the special
senses exploited by Lord Russell and Q. L Lewis, The ‘acquaintance’ here involved is of
the kind which may be acquired whenever one is well informed about something, whether
- one has any direct contact with it or not. )

%< . . bedarf das nichste und wesenhafte Sichkennen eines Sichkcnnenlernens.%??

‘Bichkennen’ (‘knowing oneself?) is to .be distinguished sharply from “Selbsterkenntais 5
(‘knowledge of the Self”), which will be discussed on H. 146. See our note 1, p. 186. .

13
i

i
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Being-with, which understands primordially. It operates proximally in .

TN
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This phenomenon, which is none 100 happily designated as ‘empathy’
[“Einfihlung™], is then supposed, as it were, to provide the first onto-
logical bridge from one’s own subject, which is given proximally as alone,
1o the other subject, which is proximally quite closed off.

Of course Being towards Others is ontologically different from Being
towards Things which are present-at-hand. The entity which is ‘other’
has itself the same kind of Being as Dasein. In Being with and towards,
Qthers, there Is thus a relationship of Being [Seinsverhaltnis] from Dasein
to Dasein. But it might be said that this relationship is already constitutive
for one’s own Dasein, which, in.its own right, has an understanding of
. Being, and which thus relates itself! towards Dasein. The relationship-of-

Being which one has towards 0]
of one’s own Being-towards-oneself ‘into something els¢’. The Other
would be a duplicate of the Self.

=
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But while these deliberations seem obvious enough, it is easy to see that

they have little ground to stand on. The presugposition which this argu- S

ment demands—that Dasein’s Being towards itself is Being towards an
: =C\)ther:—fails to hold. Aslong as the legitimacy of this presupposition has not :
tumed out to be evident, one may-still be puzzled as to how Dasein’s
NG ationship to itself is thus to be disclosed to the Other as Other. e
! Not only is Being towards Others an autonomous, irreducible relation-
, .:E].’\kip of Being: this relationship, as Being-with, is one which, with Dasein’s
NBeing, already is:® Of course it is indisputable that 2. lively mutual

.akc\quajntanccship on the basis of Being-with, often depends upon how far
otie’s own Dasein has understood itself at the tizde; but this means that it
idepends only upon how far one’s essential Being with Others has made
5 S’elf transparent and has not disguised itself.® And that is possible only if -

1t
%asein, as Being-in-the-world, already is

125

x

from the unsociability of

\i‘%ﬂ constitute Being-with; only on the basis of Being-with does ‘crnpathy’ \ :
the "~

Thecome possible: it gets its motivation
‘ orinant modes of Being-with.®

sich .. 7 We have often translated this expression as ‘comports’
itself’, compromising between two other possible meanings: ‘relates itself* and ‘behaves
or ‘conducts itself’. In this passage, however, and in many others where this expression is
tied up with ‘Verhilmis’ {‘relationship”) rather than with “Verhalten® (‘behaviour or
‘conduet’), only ‘relates itself’ seems appropriate. -

2 “Projektion’. Here we are dealing with ‘projection’ in the famniliar psychological sense,
ot in the sense which would be expressed by “Entwurf’. See H. 145 . -

2 “Das Sein zu Anderen ist nicht nur e eigenstindiger, irreduktibler Seinsbezug, er
ist als Mitsein mit dem Sein des Daseins schon seiend.’

4% . . wie weit es das wesechafte Mitsein mit anderen sich durchsichtig gemacht
und micht verstellt hat ... {The older editions have ‘. . . sich nicht undurchsichtig

gemacht und verstelit hat . . 7.}
5 ¢ “Rinfihlung” konstitujert micht erst das Mitsein,
erst moglich und durch die vorherrschenden defizienten

Unumganglichkeit motiviert.’

I3

sondern ist auf dessen, Grunde
Modi des Mitseins in ikrer

Others would then become 2 Projection® . .

with Others. ‘Empathy’ doesmot .

i
Cow
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- But the fact t%mt ‘empathy’ is not a primoerdial existential phenomenon,
‘any more than is krowing'in general, does not mean that there is nothin :
problematical about it./The special hermeneutic of empathy will ho 5
* show how Being-with-ore-another and Dasein’s knowing ofs'f itself aaveltg
astray and obstructed by the various possibilities of Beino'\:hich Daseiil;?t elf
. possesses, 50 ‘_chat 2 genuine ‘understanding’ gets suppi"essed and DJL on
- takes reﬁge iIn substitutes; the possibility of understandincr’the s1:1*&133:13@%l
s corref:1fly presupposes such. a hermeneutic as its positls:re exist gz
-_cqndluon11} ur analysis has shown that Being-with is-an existentialen =1
stituent of’Being-in-the-world. Dasein-with has préved.-to be a king:)xol:f‘H

‘Being which entities encountered within-the-world have as ‘their |

-of §em%._flfhis cannot be conceived as a summative result of the occur
rence of several ‘subjects’. Even to com .
e “subjects’. e across a number of ‘subjects’
B ¢ i g s
[feiner Anzahl von ‘$ubjckten”] becomes possible only if the Othcrsjwho
_f:‘;f:rnac;:fzf:% proxm}?jlljé lfh their Dasein-with are treated merely as
. P Nummer”]. Such a numiber of ‘subjects’ i
- | : _ gets discovered onl
gz ,;; iveﬁtﬁltf _P;Iilng-’mt‘l:kand-towards—onc—another. This ‘inconsideratg: I
._.‘Coug £ 1 On{'t‘i; ons ‘;f r_ec.h.ne‘?:”] with the Others without seriouslyé
niing em’ [“auf sie zaklt”], or without even wanting to ‘have II

j

:=anything to do’ with them. ' ;

0116 5 O ; = F ’
WIL Daseln, llk C Daseln lth 0. tIleI S, 1S encounter Cd

“proximally and for the most part in terms of thewith-world with which we

of }ts‘concenfn‘——that is, at the same time, in its Beig-with towards Others |
it Is not itself. . Who isjt,-then,who_has taken over Being as cveryday -
Being-with-one-another? -;WMWMM SRR

i e s ETE VR N

ﬁ( 2. Everyday Being-one’s-Self and the “ They” - g
~ . -
s The ora_tologchl@-) relevant result of our analysis of Being-with is the
..mszgigt tl;l,atﬁ;h::i ‘subjéct character’ of one’s owz Dasein and that of Others
ds to be defined existentially—that is, in tern{ i i

nt \ s of certain ways in which
.:.tQ;e CI;I;IY be. In that with which we concern ourselves envirbnmentally

the Others are encountered as what they are; they are what they do [s
d das, was sic betreiben]. £ bie

, .

“In one’s concern with what one has taken hold of, whether with, for
T a.ga;—mt, the ‘Others, there is constant care as to the way one d,{ﬁ'er;
r;m ﬂz em, m’rhether that {iﬁ’erence is merely one that is to be evened out
ether one’s own Dasein has lagged behind the QOthers and wants to’

14 ‘. . welche PO ) existenziale Bcdulgung rechtes Fr IIldVCIStGh S1ne O }.'I.Ch—

¢ . . .
s1ave [~ €I ﬁD’.‘ 5 M 2

eit voraussetzt.” We haVe construed WelChC as Icimg back to I{ermcneuuk » though

‘own. So far as Dasein s at 2ll, it has Being-with-one-another as its kind'i

— o R LTS P LS WIS WOTIG WL waaen, :
vironmentally concerned. When Dasein is absorbed in the world © -

126



- contrary, any Other can

= completely into the

o \1\'« though this disturbance is one
: }‘}\\_\ \
ceo N
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catch up in relationship to them, or whether one’s Dasein already has
some priority over them and sets out to keep-them suppressed. Fhe care
about this distance between them is disturbing to Being-with-one-another,
that is hidden from it. If we may express
this existentially, such Bging—m&th—dne—another has the character of
distantiality [Abstindigkeit): The more inconspicuous this kind "of Being is
10 everyday Dasein itself; all the more stubbornly and primordially does
it work itself out.” - .

But this distantiality which belongs to Being-with, is such that Basein,
as everyday Being-with-one-another,
Others. It itself i not;® its Being has been taken away by the Others.
Dasein’s everyday possibilities of Being are for the Others to dispose of
as they please. These Others, morcover, are not definite Othefs. On the
represent thern. What is. decigive is just that
inconspicuous domination by Others which has already been taken over
unawares from Dasein as Being-with. One belongs to the QOthers oneselfand
enhances their power. ‘The Others’ whom cne thus designates in order to
cover up the fact of one’s belonging to them essentially oneself, are those
who proximally and for the most part ‘are thers in everyday Being-with-
one-another. The “who” is not this one, not that one, not oneself [man

selbst], not some people [einige], and not the sum of them all. The ‘who’

is the neuter, the “they”’ [das Man]. ,
We have shown earlier how in the environment which lies closest to us,
the public ‘environment’ already is ready-to-hand and is also a matter
of concern [mitbesorgt]. In utilizing public“means of transport and
in making use of information services such as the newspaper, every Other
is like the next. This Being-with-one-another dissolves one’s own Dasein
kind of Being of ‘the Others’, in such 2 way, indeed,

~:. | thattheOthers, as distinguishableand explicit, vanish moreand more. Inthis
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127 / /pleasure; we read, see,

/ judge; likewise we
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Lhoan existential characteristic of the

~

inconspicuousness and unascertainability, the real digtatorship of the“they”’
/i unfolded. We take pleasure and edfjoy ourselves. as they [man] take
f and judge about literature and art as they see and
hrink back from the ‘great mass’ as they shrink back;
we find ‘shocking’ what they find shocking. The “they”, which is nothing
definite, and which all are, though not as the sum, prescribes the kind of
" Being of everydayness. “

The “they” has its own ways in which to be. That tendency of Being-
with which we have called “distantiality” is grounded in the fact that
Being-with-one-another concerns itself as such with averageness, which.is
“they”. The “they”, in its Being,
1 “Wicht es selbst ist3 . .

stands in subjection [Botmdssigheit]} to-
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_.-.esse;TUale makes an issue of this, j;fif'hus the “they” maintains itself factic-
]lym the averageness of that which belongs to it, of that which it regards

. svahd and that which it does not, and of that to which it grants st?cce
~and that‘to which it denies it."In this averageness with which it prescrib .
/ what can a.nd may be ventured, it keeps watch over everything e;g.:eption:i
 that thrusts.itself to the fore. Every kind of priority gets noiselessly sup-
: presseq_. i 'vermght, everything that is primordial gets glossed over z
omething that has long been well known. Everything gained by a sn'ucrcrlz
E=a=) By

Thls care of averageness reveals in turn an cssential tendency of Daseity
Wl}l)(fh We‘_ca.!.l the “levelling down” [Einebnung] of all possibilities of Being S
g _41321111:19.111:?7, averageness, and levelling down, as ways of Being for § 7
thej'[ , constitute what we know as ‘publicness’ [“die Offentli;hkeit”]
Pub.hcness proximally controls every way in which the world and Das m
get interpreted, and it is always right—not because there is some disti:zc- -

d;}llaecause_it.' avails itselfPf some transparency on the part of Dasein which '
thas explicitly app;opna.ted, but, because it is insensitive to every differ-
nce o{; le‘\:cl and of genuineness and thus never gets to the ‘heart of the |
g;}?;ic;a K tr;nluf ixe Sachen’’]. By publicness everything gets obseured, and
W, s thus been covered up gets passed off as ing famili ’ »
aceessible to everyone. ' ’ sometting rend
$6a T op?? 3 : , g

.hhe they’! is thefe alongside everywhere [ist iiberall dabei], but in
| _fup a manner that it has always stolen away whenever Dasein presses
fora dE.C}.SIOIl. Y_et because the “theyy presents every judgment and deci- i

:f}:i ai '1ts own, it deprives the particular Dasein of its answerability. The ;f
they’” can, as It were, manage to have ‘them’ consmﬁtly Invoking it L
hcan be answerabie for everything most easily,/because it is not someone
wi ;_ nee.ds to.vouch. for anything. It ‘was’ always the “they” who did it
:hn yet it Calﬁr be said that it has been “no one’. In Dasein’s everydaynes;
ithe agency through which most things come ab i i
must say that ““it was no one”. - out s one of which Wé
._‘ h’I‘h1=1’s the particular Daséin in its everydayness is dishurdened by the
‘they”: Not only that; by thus disburdening it of its Being, the “they”
2 gommodates Dasein [kommt . . . dem-Dasein entgegen] if Dasein
hais any tinden’c:y to take things easily and make them easy. And be- -
qz}gfsde the- 1_:?&3; _co;stantly accommodates the particular Dasein by dis-

ening it of its Being = ’ retains i

dom_on% i en}?, the “they” re and enhances its stubborn
Ev;-rvone is the other, and no'one is himself. The “they”, which supplies /
4 *Das Man kann es sich gleichsam leisten, dass “man’ sich stindig auf es beruft.’

g ) . . :
“becomes just something to be manipulated. (Every secret loses'its force! i

tive and primary relationship-of-Being in which it is related to “Things’, |
?
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66 - Being and Time T4
x\the answer to the question of the “who” of everyday Dasein, is the
1*nobody™ to whom every Dasein has already. surrendered itself in Being-
among-one-other [Untereinandersein]. ;

.i

P

Tn these characters of Being which we have exhibited—everyday Being-
among-one-ancther, distantiality, averageness, levelling down, public-
ness, the disburdening of one’s Being, and accommodation—lies that
‘constancy’ of Dasein which is.closest to us. This “constancy” per‘!:’a.his;;o!;'

'3
ﬁ

to the enduring Being-present-at-hand of something; but rather to Dasein’s -
kind of Being as Being-with. Neither the Self of one’s own Dasein nor the. -

Y, Self of the-Cther has as yet found itself or lost itself as long as it is [seiend]
) ~. ™0 in the modes we have mentioned. In these modes one’s way of Beingis -

that of inauthenticityand failure to stand by one’s Self.? To be in. this
way signifies no lessening of Dasein’s facticity, just as the “‘they”, as the
“nobody”, is by no means nothing at all. On the contrary, in’ this kind
of Being, Dasein is an ens' realissimum, if by ‘Reality’ we understand
a Being that has the character of Dasein. - ¥ -

Of course, the “they” is as little present-at-hand as Dasein itself. The -

more openly the “they” behaves, the harder it is to grasp, and the-sker it
is, but the less is it nothing at all. . If we ‘see’ it ontico-ontologically with
an unprejudiced eye, it reveals-ifself as the ‘Realest subject’ of everyday-
ness. And even if it is not accessible like a stone thatis ‘present-at-hand,
this is not in_the least decisive as to its kind of Being. One may neither
decree prematurely that this “they” is ‘really’ nothing, nor profess the
opinion that one can Interpret, this phenomenon ‘ontologically by some-
how ‘explaining’ it as what results from taking thé Being-present-at-hand-
together of several subjects and then fitting them together. On the contrary,
in working out concepts of Being one mist direct one’s course by these
phenomena, which cannot be pushed aside.” : e
Furthermore, the “they” is not something like 2 ‘universal subject’which
a plurality of subjects have hovering ‘above them. One can come to take
it this way only if the Being of such ‘subjects’ is understood as having 2
“haracter other than that of Dasein, and if these are regarded as cases of
a genus of occurrents—cases which are factually present-at-hand. With
this approach, the only possibility ontologically is that everything which is
not a case of this sort is to be understood in the sense of genus and species.
‘The “they” is not the genus to which the individual Dasein belongs, nor
can we come across it in such entities as an abiding characteristic. That
even the traditional logic fails us when confronted with these phenomena,

is not.surprising if we bear in mind that it has its foundation in an

- 1 \fan-ist in der Weise der Unselbstindigkeit und Uneigentlichkeit.’ On “‘Standigkeit’
-and “Unselbstindigkeit® see our note 1, p. 153, H. 117 above, :

selbst’ {‘the “they™ itself"),

Iy : Being and Time .' x67
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E_L.'}.n{*.o}og:_y of the present-at-hand—an ontology which, moreover, is still a
rough one. So no matter in how many ways this logic may be improved .
and expanded, it cannot in principle be made any more flexible. Such

- reforms of logic, orien ¢ i i
of logic, oz ted towards the ‘humane sciences’, only increase the
. -ontological confusion. i

.be?o%ning concrete as something characteristic of Dasein [séiner daseins-
missigen Konkretion]. The extent to which its dominion becorﬁ’es com-

;.pellmg and explicit may change in the gourse of historv. 7
. The Self of everyday Dasein is the they-self;? which we distinguish from -

1ts._9_m wggv[c?igens ergriffenen]. As they-self, the particular Dasein has
‘been: dzsp?rsed into. the “they”, and must first find itself. “This dispersal
- characterizes the ‘subject’ of that kind of Being which we know as

is familiar with itself as they-self, this means at the same time that thé.

the-wogld which lies closest. Dasein is for the sake of the “they” in
4g_=.vc.ryd.ay_§nanilcr, and the ““they” itself Articulates the réferential contextgiﬁ"“
ofsignificance.* When entities are encountered, Dasein’s world frees them fo i V
2 totality of involvements with which the “they” is familiar, and within thg_
limits which have been established with the “they’s" avc’ragcncss Pro -|7
mally, factical Dasein isin the Mth—wmld,'Which is.discovered in an a:vera
way. Proximally, it is not ‘I’, in the sense of my own Self, thaf ‘am’ bg 17
rather the Others, whoseway is that of the “they”.% In tern;s of thc_‘it]:’xe i
and as the ‘thfwyit I am ‘given’ proximally to ‘myself® [mir' “sélb'ét-%,
T5-ﬁro:';1.m?—.{I.I}'r"”Dalsein is ““they”, and for thé_most part it remains_so. If\
Dasein diacovers the world in s own way [cigens] and brings it close, If €],
disclosesto itself its own authentic Being, then this discovery of the ‘wz)rld’f

away of' concealments and obscurities, as a breaking up of the djsguises|;
“with which Dasein bars its own way. . /
© With this Interpretation of Being-with and Being-one’s-Self in the
o1, das Man-selbst . . ;llfhhls expresii[on—i}sl 2lso to be distinguished from. ‘das Man
(‘the . w. appears elsewhere in thi
ecgl;%smns selbst’ appears as a substantve, in the sccondlsag Zr;ggféj i};ttlaﬁsgg: fst of these
2 m;mehaann ;d&:;:,g:%%;wnﬁe% das Dasein alltiglich is, artkulier: den Verweisungs-
: nhar cr Bedeuwd cit.” It is also possible to "construe ‘alltiglich’
cate adjective after ‘ist’; i - ¢ in i by for the sake
f.;:hc a ttlz(e:; ”\::e ter ‘ist’; m that case we-should re%d: ‘Dasein is everyday for the sake
“ Zundichst “bin” nicht “ich’” im, Sinne des cigenen Selb i 1
- 3 - ) t k i
eise des Man.’ In the earlier editions there a.%c commassa’.ff:c?zl'1 El?aréhq-’l? inng ?ﬁdm de,r
hich would suggest 2 somewhat different interpretation. Feres

7] 5 2 - Ly . N
) ?ﬁ_e: they. s an exz.st_entzafe; and as @ pmmpfdzal Dhenomenon, it belongs to if’
Dasein’s positive constitution. It itself has, in turn, various. possibilities of ”
i

the authentic Self—that is, from the Self which has been. taken hold of in. L' % :

““they™ itself prescribes that way of interpreting the world and Being-in- Ji*”;

i
A

e
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_ e st COn-
cernful absorption in the world we encounter as closest to us. If Dasi%

A\

hY .

and this disclosure of Dasein are always accomplished as a clearing-; ! \
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“they”, the question of the “who” of the everydayness of Being-with-one-
another is answered. These considerations have at the same time brought
us a concrete understanding of the basic constitution of Dasein: Being-in-
the-world, in its everydayness and its averageness, has become visible.

From the kind of Being which belongs to the “they”’—the

" is Closest—everyday Dasein draws its pre-ontological way of interpreting

B ; ontologicdl War SR

"“its Being, In the first instance ontological Interpretation follows the

e - - . . - ! . -
tendency to interpret it this way: itunderstands Dasein-in terms of the
" world and comes across it as an entity within-the-world. But that is not all:

168 Being and Tims
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to s lets itself present in terms of the ‘world”.

(8

absorption in the world, its place gets taken [tritt an seine Stelle] by what.
is present-at-hand within-the-world, namely, Things. The Being of those
entities which are there witk us, gets conceived %s presence-at-hand. Thus
by exhibiting the positive phenomenon. of the closest everyday Being-in-
"'_'*;he-world, we have made it possible to get an insight into the reason why

- “an ontological Interpretation of this state of Being has been missing. Tis

i M wery state of Being,* in its everyday kind of Being, is what proximally misses itself”

" and covers ttself up.
If the Being of everyday Being-with-one-another is already different
_in principle from pure presence-at-hand—in. spite of the fact that it is.
. " seemingly close to it ontologically-—still less can the Being of the authentic
Self be conceived as presence-at-hand.} uthentis Bs;ing—one’s—Séh" does not
rest upon an exceptional condition of ‘the subject, a condition that bas
been detached from the “they”; it is rather an existentiell modification of the

sninm “they”— of the “they” ggv‘gﬁwe,ygmtzﬂahemamﬂtjﬂa_l\e.j

But in that case there is ontologically a gap”’/éeparating the selfsameness
of the authentically existing. Self from the identity of that “I” which
maintains itself throughout its manifold Experiences. - '

1 We interpret Heidegger’s pronoun ‘Sie¢’ as referring to ‘Seinsverfassung’ (‘state of

Being’); but there are other words in the previous seatence to which it might refer with

Just as much grammatical plausibility, particutarly ‘Interpretation’. °

kind which. -

even that meaning of Being on the basis of which these ‘subject’ entities,_
[diese seienden “Subjekte”] get understood, is one which that ontology
. ~3,5%f Dasein.which-is ‘closest’ i
> Birt'because the phenomenon of the world itself gets passed over in this -

the preparatory stage of the existerthial analyti e
: _ ] ; ytic of Dasein, we have for -
‘our leading theme this entity’stasic state, Being-in~the-World. Our ﬁrsi
is ng ir omenally the unitary primordial struetiire of
asein’s Be}gg, in tegad§ of which its possibilities and the waysTor it ‘to bZ’
are Ofltolfagmall gtermined. Up till now, our phmtzéénf(i;aétemaﬁon
f Being-in-té-world has been directed towards. ¢ '

;g _ e world, as a structural
m of Béing-in-the-world, and hag attem to provide an answer to the
on-gbout the “who™ of thif enti

in its everydayness. But even in
ratory fundamental analysisof Dasein, -

I31

€ concrete mode\of};n__qvang the world. X
esaw this structural item which carries so much

o

et Mﬂ;fy rame of a steady preliminary view of the structural, ole

U fding against. any disruption or fragmentation of .tﬁéfuniw;
:p_heno_ enon. Now, keeping ir mind what has been achieved’n the concrete
2 sis of the world and the “who”, we must tu.mféyur “Interpretatiod’

ack to the phenpmenon of Being-in. By comi@m’gg-this more penetrat-

gly, however, we shall not only get a new.ahd surer phenomenoloﬁcal
view of the structural-totality of Being-in‘the-world, but shall also ;ave
the way to grasping the prjmorﬁzkl}i‘é; of Dasein itself —namely, care

: But. what more is there to pojrf out in Being-in-the~world beyo;ld tht;
fssefufml relations of Being alongside the world (concem}’ Being-with .
SOI;“C}Q;(%C? ,.anci Being-ope’s-Self (““who™) ? If need be, there ’still remains” -
; .e_p.osm"blhty of broadening out the analysis by characterizing” Som-
-P?.ratzvely the varidtions of concern and its circumspection f solicitude

nd the _consi ateness which goes with it; there is alsothe possibility of
ontrastin, - asein with entities whose character is'ﬂn’at that of Dasein by
::_n_loypfemse explication of the Being of all,pﬁs/sible entities within-the-




