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alongside the entities outside in the world than when I originally grasp
them.! Even the forgetting of something, in which every relationship of
Being towards what one formerly knew has seemingly been obliterated,
must be conceived as a modification of the primordial Being-in; and this holds
for every delusion and for every error.

We have now pointed out how those modes of Being-in-the-world
which are constitutive for knowing the world are interconnected in their
foundations; this makes it plain that in knowing, Dasein achieves a new
status of Being [Seinsstand] towards a world which has already been dis-
covered in Dasein itself. This new possibility of Being can develop itself
autonomously; it can become a task to be accomplished, and as scientific
knowledge it can take over the guidance for Being-in-the-world. But a
‘commercium’ of 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
upon a subject. Knowing is a mode of Dasein founded upon Being-in-the-
world. Thus Being-in-the-world, as a basic state, must be Interpreted
beforehand.

1¢ .. bei einem originiren Erfassen.’

III
THE WORLDHOOD OF THE WORLD

9§ 14. The Idea of the Worldhood of the World! in General

BEING-IN-THE-WORLD shall first be made visible with regard to that
item of its structure which is the ‘world’ itself. To accomplish this task
scems 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. Here 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 phenomenological
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 usually translate ‘Welt’
as ‘the world’ or ‘a world’, following English idiom, though Heidegger frequently omits
the article when he wishes to refer to “Welt’ as a “‘characteristic’ of Dasein. In ordinary

the adjective ‘weltlich’ and the derivative noun ‘Weltlichkeit’ have much the
same connotations as the English ‘worldly’ and ‘worldliness’; but the meanings which
Heidegger assigns to them (H. 65) are quite different from those of their English cognates,
At the risk of obscuring the etymological connection and occasionally misleading the
reader, we shall translate ‘weltlich’ as ‘worldly’, ‘Weltlichkeit’ as ‘worldhood’, and
‘Weltmiissigkeit’ as ‘worldly character’. The reader must bear in mind, however, that
there is no suggestion here of the ‘worldliness’ of the ‘man of the world’,

63



64

92 Being and Time I g

everything is founded, is substantiality. What is its ontological meaning?
By asking 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’.
Nature is itself an entity which is encountered within the world and
which can be discovered in various ways and at various stages.

Should 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.

Neither the ontical depiction of entities within-the-world 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 ‘Objective Being’, the ‘world’ has alread
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 have mentioned? Yet we call
this entity one which is “within-the-world”. Is ‘world’ perhaps a charac-
teristic of Dasein’s Being ? And in that case, does every Dasein ‘proximally’
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’, what world do we have in
view ? Neither the common world nor the subjective world, but the world-
hood of the world as such. By what avenue do we meet this phenomenon?

‘Worldhood’ is an ontological concept, and stands for the structure of
one of the constitutive items of Being-in-the-world. But we know Being-
in-the-world as a way in which Dasein’s character is defined existentially.
Thus worldhood itself is an existentiale. If we inquire ontologically about
the ‘world’, we by no means abandon the analytic of Dasein as a field for
thematic study. Ontologically, ‘world’ is not a way of characterizing those
entities which Dasein essentially is not; it is rather a characteristic of
Dasein itself. This does not rule out the possibility that when we investi-
gate 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,
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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 different kinds of phenomena that are signified, and
of the way in which they are interconnected.

1. “World” is used as an ontical concept, and signifies the totality 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 existentiell
signification. Here again there are different possibilities: ““world” may stand
for the ‘public’ we-world, or one’s ‘own’ closest (domestic) environment.!

4. Finally, “world” designates the ontologico-existential concept of
worldhood. Worldhood itself may have as its modes whatever structural
wholes any special ‘worlds’ may have at the time; but it embraces in itself
the a priori character of worldhood in géneral. We shall reserve the
expression “‘world” as a term for our third signification. 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 a 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-
horig oder innerweltlich].

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—namely, in terms of
Nature. If one understands Nature ontologico-categorially, one finds that

1¢ .. die “eigene” und nichste (hiusliche) Umwelt.” The word ‘Umwelt’, which is
customarily translated as ‘environment’, means literally the ‘world around’ or the ‘world
about’. The prefix ‘um-’, however, not only may 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”*);
‘Umsicht’ (‘circumspection’).
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Nature is a limiting case of the Being of possible entities within-the-world.
Only in some definite mode of its own Being-in-the-world can Dasein
discover entities as Nature.! This manner of knowing them has the
character of depriving the world of its worldhood in a 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 phenomenon 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.

Our method has already been assigned [Anweisung]. The theme of
our analytic is to be Being-in-the-world, and accordingly the very world
itself; 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 phenomenal support
which this gives us, something like the world must come into view.

That world of everyday Dasein which is closest to it, is the environment.
From this existential character of average Being-in-the-world, our
investigation will take its course [Gang] towards the idea 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’ [“Umherum”] which is constitutive for the
environment does not have a primarily ‘spatial’ meaning. Instead, the
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 indication in Section
12, becomes phenomenally visible. In ontology, however, an attempt has

1 ‘Das Seiende als Natur kann das Dasein nur in einem bestimmten Modus seines In-
der-Welt-seins entdecken.’
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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. Our analysis will be completed in three stages:
(4) the analysis of environmentality and worldhood in general; (B) an
illustrative 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

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

The Being of those entities which we encounter as closest to us can be
exhibited phenomenologically if we take as our clue our everyday Being-
in-the-world, which we also call our ““dealings’? in the world and with
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
phenomenological, looks primarily towards Being, and which, in thus
taking Being as its theme, takes these entities as its accompanying theme.
This phenomenological interpretation is accordingly not a way of knowing

1 4 is considered in Sections 15-18; B in Sections 19-21; C in Sections 22-24.

2 ‘Umgang’. This word means literally 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

€ 3 € M ] 3 -
as any. ‘Intercourse’ and ‘trafficking’ are also possible translations.
3 See above, H. 57, n. 1, p. 83.
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those characteristics of entities which themselves are [seiender Beschaff-
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 already to Dasein and which ‘comes alive’ in any of its
dealings with entities. Those entities which serve phenomenologically as
our preliminary theme—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 Dasein always is: when
I open the door, for instance, I use the latch. The achieving of pheno-
menological access to the entities which we encounter, consists rather in
thrusting aside our interpretative tendencies, which keep thrusting them-
selves upon us and running along with us, and which conceal not only the
phenomenon of such ‘concern’, but even more those entities themselves as
encountered of their own accord in our concern with them. These entang-
ling errors become plain if in the course of our investigation we now ask
which entities shall be taken as our preliminary theme and established as
the pre-phenomenal basis for our study.

One may answer: “Things.” But with this obvious answer we have
perhaps already missed the pre-phenomenal basis we are seeking. For in
addressing these entities as ‘Things’ (res), we have 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 of
Being as substantiality, materiality, 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 one 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 to 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 our 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
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(mpéafes). 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 ‘‘equipment”.! In our dealings we come across
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.

Taken strictly, there ‘is’ no such thing as an equipment. To the Being
of any equipment there always belongs a totality of equipment, in which
it can be this equipment that it is. Equipment is essentially ‘something
in-order-to . ..’ [“‘etwas um-zu . ..”]. A totality of equipment is constituted
by various ways of the ‘in-order-to’, such as serviceability, conduciveness,
usability, manipulability.

In the ‘in-order-to’ as a structure there lies an assignment or reference of
something to something.? Only in the analyses which are to follow can
the phenomenon which this term ‘assignment’ indicates be made visible
in its ontological genesis. Provisionally, it is enough to take a look
phenomenally at a manifold of such assignments. Equipment—in accord-
ance with its equipmentality—always is in terms of [aus] its belonging to
other equipment: ink-stand, pen, ink, paper, blotting pad, table, lamp,
furniture, windows, doors, room. These ‘Things’ never show themselves

1 ‘das Qeug’. 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 is analogous to our relatively specific ‘gear’ (as in ‘gear for fishing’) or the more
elaborate ‘paraphernalia’, or the still more general ‘equipment’, which we shall employ
throughout this translation. In this collective sense ‘Zeug’ can sometimes be used in a way
which is comparable to the use of ‘stuff” in such sentences as ‘there is plenty of stuff lying
around’. (See H. 74.) In general, however, this pejorative connotation is 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 specific tool or instrument—some item or bit of equipment. .

2 ‘In der Struktur “Um-zu” liegt eine Verweisung von etwas auf etwas.” There is no close
English equivalent for the word ‘Verweisung’, which occurs many times in this chapter.
The basic metaphor seems to be that of turning something away towards something else,
or pointing it away, as when one ‘refers’ or ‘commits’ or ‘relegates’ or ‘assigns’ something
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. ‘Verweisung’ thus does
some of the work of ‘reference’, ‘commitment’, ‘assignment’, ‘relegation’, ‘banishment’;
but it does not do all the work of any of these expressions. For a businessman to ‘refer’ to
a letter, for a symbol to ‘refer’ to what it symbolizes, for a man to ‘commit larceny or
murder’ or merely to ‘commit himself’ to certain partisan views, for a teacher to give a
pupil a long ‘assignment’, or even for a journalist to receive an ‘assignment’ to the Vatican,
we would have to find some other verb than ‘verweisen’. We shall, however, use the
verbs ‘assign’ and ‘refer’ and their derivatives as perhaps the least misleading substitutes,
employing whichever seems the more appropriate in the context, and occasionally using
a hendiadys 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
in this that any ‘individual’ item of equipment shows itself. Before it does
so, a totality of equipment has already been discovered.

Equipment can genuinely show itself only in dealings cut to its own
measure (hammering with a hammer, for example); but in such dealings
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 simply have knowledge about [um] the hammer’s
character as equipment, but it has appropriated this equipment in a way
which could not possibly be more suitable. In dealings such as this, where
something is put to use, our concern subordinates itself to the ‘“‘in-order-
to”” which is constitutive for the equipment we are employing at the time;
the less we just stare at the hammer-Thing, and the more we seize hold
of it and use it, the more primordial does our relationship to it become,
and the more unveiledly is it encountered as that which it is—as equip=
ment. The hammering itself uncovers the specific ‘manipulability’
[“Handlichkeit”] of the hammer. The kind of Being which equipment
possesses—in which it manifests itself in its own right—we call “readiness-
to-hand” [Quhandenheit].! Only because equipment has this ‘Being-in-
itself” and does not merely occur, is it manipulable in the broadest sense
and at our disposal. No matter how sharply we just look [Nur-noch-
hinsehen] at the ‘outward appearance’ [*“Aussehen]” of Things in whatever
form this takes, we cannot discover anything ready-to-hand. If we look
at Things just ‘theoretically’, we can get along without understanding
readiness-to-hand. But when 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 which it acquires its
specific Thingly character. Dealings with equipment subordinate them-
selves to the manifold assignments of the ‘in-order-to’. And the sight with
which they thus accommodate themselves is circumspection.?

1 Jtalics only in earlier editions.

2 The word ‘Umsicht’, which we translate by ‘circumspection’, is here presented as
standing for a special kind of ‘Sicht’ (‘sight’). Here, as elsewhere, Heidegger is taking
advantage of the fact that the prefix ‘um’ may mean either ‘around’ or ‘in order to'.
‘Umsicht’ may accordingly be thought of as meaning ‘looking around’ or ‘looking around
for something’ 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
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‘Practical’ behaviour is not ‘atheoretical’ in the sense of “‘sightlessness.1
The way it differs from theoretical behaviour does not lie simply in the
fact that in theoretical behaviour one observes, while in practical be-
haviour one acts [ gehandelt 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 its 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-hand is not grasped theoretically at all, nor is it itself
the sort of thing that circumspection takes proximally as a circumspective
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. That 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 with it that referential totality
within which the equipment is encountered.?

The work to be produced, as the “‘towards-which” of such things as the
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 a 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 circumspection in the narrower sense occurs in our every-day living.
(The distinction between ‘sight’ (Sicht’) and ‘seeing’ (‘Sehen’) will be developed further
in Sections 31 and 36 below.)

1¢ .. im Sinne der Sichtlosigkeit . . .” The point of this sentence will be clear to the
reader who recalls that the Greek verb fewpeiv, from which the words ‘theoretical’ and
‘atheoretical’ are derived, originally meant ‘to see’. Heidegger is pointing out that this is
not what we have in mind in the traditional contrast between the ‘theoretical’ and the
‘practical’.

2 ‘Das Werk trigt die Verweisungsganzheit, innerhalb derer das Zeug begegnet.’ In
this chapter the word ‘Werk’ (‘work’) usually refers to the product achieved by working
rather than to the process of working as such. We shall as a rule translate ‘Verweisungs-
ganzheit’ as ‘referential totality’, though sometimes the clumsier ‘totality of assignments’
fgay convey the idea more effectively. (The older editions read ‘deren’ rather than

erer’.)
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production itself is a using of something for something. In the work there
is also a reference or assignment to ‘materials’: the work is dependent on
[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 needle, refer in themselves
to steel, iron, metal, mineral, wood, in that they consist of these. In equip-
ment that is used, ‘Nature’ is discovered along with it by that use—the
‘Nature’ we find in natural products. A

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 a quarry of rock; the river is water-power, the wind is wind
‘in the sails’. As the ‘environment’ is discovered, the ‘Nature’ 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 its
pure presence-at-hand. But when this happens, the Nature which ‘stirs
and strives’, which assails us and enthralls us as landscape, remains
hidden. The botanist’s plants are not the flowers of the hedgerow; the
‘source’ which the geographer establishes for a river is not the ‘springhead
in the dale’.

The 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
only entities ready-to-hand but also entities with Dasein’s kind of Being—
entities for which, in their concern, the product becomes ready-to-hand;
and together with these we encounter the world in which wearers and users
live, which is 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
roads, streets, bridges, buildings, our concern discovers Nature as having

some definite direction. A covered railway platform takes account of bad

weather; an installation for public lighting takes account of the darkness,
or rather of specific changes in the presence or absence of daylight—the
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‘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
use of 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 inconspicuousty
ready-to-hand, the environing Nature is ready-to-hand along with it. Our
concernful absorption in whatever work-world lies closest to us, has a
function of discovering; and it is essential to this function that, depending
upon the way in 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 varying degrees of explicitness and with a varying
circumspective penetration. )

The kind of Being which belongs to these entities is readiness-to-hand.
But this characteristic 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 an Interpretation would overlook the fact that in this case these
entities would have to be understood and discovered beforehand 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 ready-to-hand
in our concern. Readiness-to-hand is the way in whick entities as they are ‘in
themselves’ are defined ontologico-categorially. Yet only by reason of something
present-at-hand, ‘is there’ anything ready-to-hand. Does it follow, how-
ever, granting this thesis for the nonce, that readiness-to-hand is onto-
logically founded upon presence-at-hand ?

But even if, as our ontological Interpretation 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 all 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 always

1¢ .. ein ziinichst an sich vorhandener Weltstoff . . .> The earlier editions have *. . .
zunichst ein an sich vorhandener Weltstoff . . .%.

% See H. 61 above.
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‘presupposed’ the world. Even if we join them together, we still do not get
anything like the ‘world’ as their sum. If, then, we start with the Being of
these entities, is there any avenue that will lead us to exhibiting the
phenomenon of the world ?!

9 16. How the Worldly Character of the Environment Announces itself in Entities
Within-the-world?

The world itself is not an entity within-the-world; and yet it is so
determinative for such entities that only in so far as ‘there is’ a world can
they be encountered and show themselves, in their Being, as entities
which have been discovered. But in what way ‘is there’ a world? If
Dasein 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 get along 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 those entities within-the-world with which it is con-
cerned is, in a certain way, lit up for it, along with those entities 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.

To the everydayness of Being-in-the-world there belong certain modes
of concern. These permit the entities with which we concern ourselves to
be encountered in such a way that the worldly character of what is within-
the-world comes to the fore. When we concern ourselves with something,
the entities which are most closely ready-to-hand may be met as something
unusable, not properly adapted for the use we have decided upon. The
tool turns out to be damaged, or the material unsuitable. In each of these
cases equipment is here, ready-to-hand. We discover its unusability, how-
ever, not by looking at it and establishing its properties, but rather by the
circumspection of the dealings in which we use it. When its unusability is
thus discovered, equipment becomes conspicuous. This conspicuousness

1 ‘Die am innerweltlich Seienden sich meldende Weltmdssigkeit der Umuwelt.?

I.g Being and Time 103

presents the ready-to-hand equipment as in a certain un-readiness-to-
hand. But this implies that what cannot be used just lies there; it shows
itself as an equipmental Thing which looks so and so, and which, in its
readiness-to-hand as looking that way, has constantly been present-at-
hand too. Pure presence-at-hand announces itself in such equipment,
but only to withdraw to the readiness-to-hand of something with which
one concerns oneself—that is to say, of the sort of thing we find when we
put it back into repair. This presence-at-hand of something that cannot
be used is still not devoid of all readiness-to-hand whatsoever; equipment
which is present-at-hand in this way is still not just a Thing which occurs
somewhere. The damage to the equipment is still not a mere alteration of
a Thing—not a change of properties which just occurs in something
present-at-hand.

In our concernful dealings, however, we not only come up against
unusable things within what is ready-to-hand already: we also find things
which are missing—which not only are not ‘handy’ [“handlich’] but
are not ‘to hand’ [*“zur Hand”] at all. Again, to miss something in
this way amounts to coming across something un-ready-to-hand. When we
notice what is un-ready-to-hand, that which is ready-to-hand enters
the mode of obtrusiveness The more urgently [ Je dringlicher] we need what
is 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 cencern, and as such it uncovers the Being-just-present-at-hand-and-
no-more of something ready-to-hand.

In our dealings with the world! of our concern, the un-ready-to-hand
can be encountered not only in the sense of that which is unusable or
simply missing, but as something un-ready-to-hand which is not missing
at all and not unusable, but which ‘stands in the way’ of our concern.
That to which our concern refuses to turn, that for which it has ‘no time’,
is something un-ready-to-hand in the manner of what does not belong
here, of what has not as yet been attended to. Anything which is un-
ready-to-hand in this way is disturbing to us, and enables us to see
the obstinacy of that with which we must concern ourselves in the
first instance before we do anything else. With this obstinacy, the
presence-at-hand of the ready-to-hand makes itself known in a new

1 In the earlier editions ‘Welt’ appears with quotation marks. These are omitted in the
later editions.
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way as the Being of that which still lies before us and calls for our
attending to it.!

The modes of conspicuousness, obtrusiveness, and obstinacy all have
the function of bringing to the fore the characteristic of presence-at-hand
in 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
which makes itself known is still bound up in the readiness-to-hand of
equipment. Such equipment still does not veil itself in the guise of mere
Things. It becomes ‘equipment’ 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
unswerving 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-
to-hand loses its readiness-to-hand in a certain way. But in our dealings
with what is ready-to-hand, this readiness-to-hand is itself understood,
though not thematically. It does not vanish simply, but takes its farewell,
as it were, in the conspicuousness of the unusable. Readiness-to-hand
still shows itself, and it is precisely here that the worldly character of the
ready-to-hand shows itself too.

1 Heidegger’s distinction between ‘conspicuousness’ (Auffalligkeit’) ‘obtrusiveness’
(‘Aufdringlichkeit’), and ‘obstinacy’ (‘Aufsissigkeit’) is hard to present unambiguously in
translation. He seems to have in mind three rather similar situations. In each of these we
are confronted by a number of articles 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 in a 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 before us, but we want one which is not there. In this case the missing article too
is ‘un-ready-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 obstacles to the
achievement of some purpose; as obstacles they are ‘obstinate’, ‘recalcitrant’, ‘refractory’,
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 simply 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’
(‘nur noch Vorhandenes’).

2 Here ‘Zeug’ is used in the pejorative sense of ‘stuff’. See our note 1, p. g7 on H. 68.
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The structure of the Being of what is ready-to-hand as equipment is
determined 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 encountereu as ‘in themselves’ in the concern which
makes use of them without noticing them explicitly—the concern which
can come up against something urusable. When equipment cannot be
used, this implies that the constitutive assignment of the “in-order-to”
to a “‘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
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 damaging of
the tool. When an assignment to some particular “towards-this’ has been
thus circumspectively aroused, we catch sight of the ““towards-this” itself,
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
sighted beforehand in circumspection. With this totality, however, the
world announces itself.

Similarly, when something ready-to-hand is found missing, though its
everyday presence [Zugegensein] has been so obvious that we have never
taken any notice of it, this makes a break in those referential contexts
which circumspection discovers. Our circumspection comes up against
emptiness, and now sees for the first time what the missing article was
ready-to-hand with, and what it was ready-to-hand for. The environment
announces itself afresh. What 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 circumspection is always directed
towards entities; but in each case it has already been disclosed for cir-
cumspection. ‘Disclose’ and ‘disclosedness’ will be used as technical terms
in the passages that follow, and shall signify ‘to lay open’ and ‘the charac-
ter of having been laid open.” Thus ‘to disclose’ never means anything
like “to obtain indirectly by inference’.! :

1 In ordinary German usage, the verb ‘erschliessen’ may mean not only to ‘dl‘sfclose:
but also—in certain constructions—to ‘infer’ or ‘conclude’ in the sense in which one ‘infers
a conclusion from premisses. Heidegger is deliberately ruling out this latter 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 ‘lay open’. To say that something has
been ‘disclosed’ or ‘laid open’ in Heidegger’s sense, does not mean that one has any
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That the world does not ‘consist’ of the ready-to-hand shows itself in
the fact (among others) that whenever the world is lit up in the modes of
concern which we have been Interpreting, the ready-to-hand becomes
deprived of its worldhood so that Being-just-present-at-hand comes to the
fore. If, in our everyday concern with the ‘environment’, it is to be possible
for equipment ready-to-hand to be encountered in its ‘Being-in-itself’
fin seinem “An-sich-sein], thenthose assignments and referential
totalities in which our circumspection ‘is absorbed’ cannot become a
theme for that circumspection any more than they can for grasping
things ‘thematically’ but non-circumspectively. If it is to be possible for
the ready-to-hand not to emerge from its inconspicuousness, the world
must not announce itself. And it is-in this that the Being-in-itself of entities
which are ready-to-hand has its phenomenal structure constituted.

In such privative expressions as “‘inconspicuousness”, “unobtrusive-
ness”, and “non-obstinacy”, what we have in view is 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 be themati-
cally ascertained. As long as we take our orientation primarily and ex-
clusively from the present-at-hand, the ‘in-itself’ can by no means be
ontologically clarified. If, however, this talk about the ‘in-itself” has any
ontological 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 rightly so from a phenomenal
standpoint. But if some ontological assertion is supposed to be given when
this is ontically invoked, its claims are not fulfilled by such a procedure. As
the foregoing analysis has already made clear, only on the basis of 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 if in

dcta.ll‘ed_awarcrgess of the contents which are thus ‘disclosed’, but rather that they have
been ‘laid open’ to us as implicit in what is given, so that they may be made explicit to
our awareness by further analysis or discrimination of the given, rather than by any
inference from it.

_1 ‘Diese “U.n" m«;ing:n den Charakter des Ansichhaltens des Zuhandenen, das, was wir
mit dem Afl-SI.Ch.-S?‘l{l im Auge haben . . .’ The point seems to be that when we speak of
‘somet.:hm'g 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 it explicitly comes away from anything, it can never do more
than come back to the world.

Being-in-the-world, according to our Interpretation hitherto, amounts
to a non-thematic circumspective absorption in references or assignments
constitutive for the readiness-to-hand of a totality 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 presence-at-hand! of entities is thrust to the fore by the possible
breaks in 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.

% 17. Reference ogd Signs Stop here

In our provisional Interpretation of that structure of Being which
belongs to the ready-to-hand (to ‘equipment’), the phenomenon of refer-
ence or assignment became visible; but we merely gave an indication of
it, and in so sketchy a form that we at once stressed the necessity of
uncovering it with regard to its ontological origin.? It became plain,
moreover, that assignments and referential totalities could in some sense
become constitutive for worldhood itself. Hitherto we have seen the world
lit up only in and for certain definite ways in which we concern ourselves
environmentally with the ready-to-hand, and indeed it has been lit up
only with the readiness-to-hand of that concern. So the further we proceed
in understanding the Being of entities within-the-world, the broader and
firmer becomes the phenomenal basis on which the world-phenomenon
may be laid bare.

We shall again take as our point of departure the Being of the ready-
to-hand, but this time with the purpose of grasping the phenomenon of
reference or assignment itself more precisely. We shall accordingly attempt an
ontological analysis of a kind of equipment in which one may come across
such ‘references’ in more senses than one. We come across ‘equipment’
in signs. The word “‘sign” designates many kinds of things: not only may it
stand for different kinds of signs, but Being-a-sign-for can itself be

1 Here the older editions have ‘Zuhandenheit’ where the newer ones have ‘Vorhan-
denheit’.
2 Cf. H. 68 above.
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something. The ‘generalization’ is rather one that is ontological and a
priori. What it has in view is not a set of ontical properties which con-
stantly keep emerging, but a state of Being which is already underlying
in every case, and which first makes it ontologically possible for this
entity to be addressed ontically as ““cura”. The existential condition for the
possibility of ‘the cares of life’ and ‘devotedness’, must be conceived as
care, in a sense which is primordial—that is ontological.

The transcendental ‘generality’ of the phenomenon of care and of
all fundamental existentialia is, on the other hand, broad enough to
present a basis on which every interpretation of Dasein which is
ontical and belongs to a world-view must move, whether Dasein is
understood as affliction [Not] and the ‘cares of life’ or in an opposite
manner.

The very ‘emptiness’ and ‘generality’ which obtrude themselves
ontically in existential structures, have an ontological definiteness and
fulness of their own. Thus Dasein’s whole constitution itselfi$ not simple in
its unity, but shows a structural articulation; in the existential conception
of care, this articulation becomes expressed.

Thus, by our ontological Interpretation of Dasein, we have been
brought to the existential conception of care from Dasein’s pre-ontological
interpretation of itself as ‘care’. Yet the analytic of Dasein is not aimed at
laying an ontological basis for anthropology; its purpose is one of funda-
mental ontology. This is the purpose that has tacitly determined the
course of our considerations hitherto, our selection of phenomena, and
the limits to which our analysis may proceed. Now, however, with regard
to our leading question of the meaning of Being and our way of working
this out, our investigation must give us explicit assurance as to what we
have so far achieved. But this sort of thing is not to be reached by super-
ficially taking together what we have discussed. Rather, with the help of
what we have achieved, that which could be indicated only crudely at
the beginning of the existential analytic, must now be concentrated into
a more penetrating understanding of the problem.

St?rtHe.re

43. Dasein, Worldhood, and Reality

The question of the meaning of Being becomes possible at all only if
there is something like an understanding of Being. Understanding of
Being belongs to the kind of Being which the entity called “Dasein”
possesses. The more appropriately and primordially we have succeeded
in explicating this entity, the surer we are to attain our goal in the further
course of working out the problem of fundamental ontology.

In our pursuit of the tasks of a preparatory existential analytic of Dasein,
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there emerged an Interpretation of understanding, meaning, and inter-

retation. Our analysis of Dasein’s disclosedness showed further that, with
this disclosedness, Dasein, in its basic state of Being-in-the-world, has been
revealed equiprimordially with regard to the world, Being-in, and the
Self. Furthermore, in the factical disclosedness of the world, entities
within-the-world are discovered too. This implies that the Being of these
entities is always understood in a certain manner, even if it is not conceived
in a way which is appropriately ontological. To be sure, the pre-onto-
logical understanding of Being embraces all entities which are essentially
disclosed in Dasein; but the understanding of Being has not yet Arti-
culated itself in a way which corresponds to the various modes of Being.

At the same time our interpretation of understanding has shown that,
in accordance with its falling kind of Being, it has, proximally and for the
most part, diverted itself [sich . . . verlegt] into an understanding of the
‘world’. Even where the issue is not only one of ontical experience but
also one of ontological understanding, the interpretation of Being takes its
orientation in the first instance from the Being of entities within-the-
world. Thereby the Being of what is proximally ready-to-hand gets passed
over, and entities are first conceived as a context of Things (res) which are
present-at-hand. ““Being” acquires the meaning of ‘“Reality”.viil Sub-
stantiality becomes the basic characteristic of Being. Corresponding to this
way in which the understanding of Being has been diverted, even the
ontological understanding of Dasein moves into the horizon of this con-
ception of Being. Like any other entity, Dasein too is present-at-hand as Real.
In this way ‘“‘Being in general” acquires the meaning of “Reality”. Accord-
ingly the concept of Reality has a peculiar priority in the ontological
problematic. By this priority the route to a genuine existential analytic
of Dasein gets diverted, and so too does our very view of the Being of what
is proximally ready-to-hand within-the-world. It finally forces the general
problematic of Being into a direction that lies off the course. The other
modes of Being become defined negatively and privatively with regard to
Reality.

Thus not only the analytic of Dasein but the working-out of the question
of the meaning of Being in general must be turned away from a one-sided
orientation with regard to Being in the sense of Reality. We must demon-
strate that Realityis not only one kind of Being among others, but that onto-
logically it has a definite connection in its foundations with Dasein, the
world, and readiness-to-hand. To demonstrate this we must discuss in
principle the problem of Reality, its conditions and its limits.

Under the heading ‘problem of Reality’ various questions are clustered:
(1) whether any entities which supposedly ‘transcend our consciousness’
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are at all; (2) whether this Reality of the ‘external world’ can be adequately
proved; (3) how-far this entity, if it is Real, is to be known in its Being-in-
itself; (4) what the meaning of this entity, Reality, signifies in general.
The following discussion of the problem of Reality will treat three topics
with regard to the question of fundamental ontology: (a) Reality as a
problem of Being, and whether the ‘external world’ can be proved; (b)
Reality as an ontological problem; (¢) Reality and care.

(a) Reality as a problem of Being, and whether the ‘External World’ can be
Proved

Of these questions about Reality, the one which comes first in order is
the ontological question of what ‘“Reality” signifies in gener;;\ But as
long as a pure ontological problematic and methodology was lacking,
this question (if it was explicitly formulated at all) was necessarily con-
founded with a discussion of the ‘problem of the external world’; for the
analysis of Reality is possible only on the basis of our having appropriate
access to the Real. But it has long been held that the way to grasp the Real
is by that kind of knowing which is characterized by beholding [das
anschauende Erkennen]. Such knowing ‘is’ as a way in which the soul—
or consciousness—behaves. In so far as Reality has the character of
something independent and “in itself”’, the question of the meaning of
“Reality” becomes linked with that of whether the Real can be inde-
pendent ‘of consciousness’ or whether there can be a transcendence of
consciousness into the ‘sphere’ of the Real. The possibility of an adequate
ontological analysis of Reality depends upon how far that of whick the Real
is to be thus independent—how far that which is to be transcended!—has
itself been clarified with regard to its Being. Only thus can even the kind
of Being which belongs to transcendence be ontologically grasped. And
finally we must make sure what kind of primary access we have to the
Real, by deciding the question of whether knowing can take over this
function at all.

These investigations, which take precedence over any possible ontological
question about Reality, have been carried out in the foregoing existential
analytic. According to this analytic, knowing is a_founded mode of access
to the Real. The Real is essentially accessible only as entities within-the-
world. All access to such entities is founded ontologically upon the basic
state of Dasein, Being-in-the-world; and this in turn has care as its even
more primordial state of Being (ahead of itself—Being already in a world
—as Being alongside entities within-the-world).

The question of whether there is a world at all and whether its Being

1%, .. das, wovon Unabhingigkeit bestehen soll, was transzendiert werden soll . . .’
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can be proved, makes no sense if it is raised by Dasein as Being-in-the-
world; and who else would raise it? Furthermore, it is encumbered with
a double signification. The world as the “wherein” [das Worin] of Being-
in, and the ‘world’ as entities within-the-world (that in which [das
Wobei] one is concernfully absorbed) either have been confused or are
not distinguished at all. But the world is disclosed essentially along with the
Being of Dasein; with the disclosedness of the world, the ‘world’ has in
each case been discovered too. Of course entitics within-the-world in the
sense of the Real as merely present-at-hand, are the very things that can
remain concealed. But even the Real can be discovered only on the basis
of a world which has already been disclosed. And only on this basis can
anything Real still remain kidden. The question of the ‘Reality’ of the
‘external world’ gets raised without any previous clarification of the
phenomenon of the world as such. Factically, the ‘problem of the external
world’ is constantly oriented with regard to entities within-the-world
(Things and Objects). So these discussions drift along into a problematic
which it is almost impossible to disentangle ontologically.

Kant’s ‘Refutation of Idealism’i* shows how intricate these questions
are and how what one wants to prove gets muddled with what one does
prove and with the means whereby the proof is carried out. Kant calls
it ‘a scandal of philosophy and of human reason in general’* that there is
still no cogent proof for the ‘Dasein of Things outside of us’ which will do
away with any scepticism. He proposes such a proof himself, and indeed
he does so to provide grounds for his ‘theorem’ that ‘The mere conscious-
ness of my own Dasein—a consciousness which, however, is empirical in
character—proves the Dasein of objects in the space outside of me.’x!

We must in the first instance note explicitly that Kant uses the term
‘Dasein’ to designate that kind of Being which in the present investigation
we have called ‘presence-at-hand’. ‘Consciousness of my Dasein’ means
for Kant a consciousness of my Being-present-at-hand in the sense of
Descartes. When Kant uses the term ‘Dasein’ he has in mind the Being-
present-at-hand of consciousness just as much as the Being-present-at-
hand of Things.

The proof for the ‘Dasein of Things outside of me’ is supported by the
fact that both change and performance belong, with equal primordia ity,
to the essence of time. My own Being-present-at-hand—that is, the
Being-present-at-hand of a multiplicity of representations, which has been
given in the inner sense—is a process of change which is present-at-hand.
To have a determinate temporal character [Zeitbestimmtheit], however,
presupposes something present-at-hand which is permanent. But this
cannot be ‘in us’, ‘for only through what is thus permanent can my
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Dasein in time be determined’.x!! Thus if changes which are present-at-
hand have been posited empirically ‘in me’, it is necessary that along with
these something permanent which is present-at-hand should be posited
empirically ‘outside of me’. What is thus permanent is the condition which
makes it possible for the changes ‘in me’ to be present-at-hand. The
experience of the Being-in-time of representations posits something
changing ‘in me’ and something permanent ‘outside of me’, and it posits
both with equal primordiality.

Of course this proof is not a causal inference and is therefore not
encumbered with the disadvantages which that would imply. Kant gives,
as it were, an ‘ontological proof’ in terms of the idea of a temporal entity.
It seems at first as if Kant has given up the Cartesian approach of positing
a subject one can come across in isolation. But only in semblance. That
Kant demands any proof at all for the ‘Dasein of Things outside of me’
shows already that he takes the subject—the ‘in me’—as the starting-
point for this problematic. Moreover, his proof itself is then carried
through by starting with the empirically given changes ‘in me’. For only
‘in me’ is ‘time’ experienced, and time carries the burden of the proof.
Time provides the basis for leaping off into what is ‘outside of me’ in the
course of the proof. Furthermore, Kant emphasizes that “The problem-
atical kind [of idealism], which merely alleges our inability to prove by
immediate experience that there is a Dasein outside of our own, is reason-
able and accords with a sound kind of philosophical thinking: namely, to
permit no decisive judgment until an adequate proof has been found.”xil

But even if the ontical priority of the isolated subject and inner exper-
ience should be given up, Descartes’ position would still be retained
ontologically. What Kant proves—if we may suppose that his proof is
correct and correctly based—is that entities which are changing and
entities which are permanent are necessarily present-at-hand together.
But when two things which are present-at-hand are thus put on the same
level, this does not as yet mean that subject and Object are present-at-
hand together. And even if this were proved, what is ontologically decisive
would still be covered up—namely, the basic state of the ‘subject’, Dasein,
as Being-in-the-world. The Being-present-at-hand-together of the physical and
the psyckical is completely different ontically and ontologically from the phenomenon
of Being-in-the-world.

Kant presupposes both the distinction between the ‘in me’ and the
‘outside of me’, and also the connection between these; factically he is correct
in doing so, but he is incorrect from the standpoint of the tendency of his
proof. It has not been demonstrated that the sort of thing which gets
established about the Being-present-at-hand-together of the changing and
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the permanent when one takes time as one’s clue, will also apply to the
connection between the ‘in me’ and the ‘outside of me’. But if one were
to see the whole distinction between the ‘inside’ and the ‘outside’ and the
whole connection between them which Kant’s proof presupposes, and if
one were to have an ontological conception of what has been presupposed
in this presupposition, then the possibility of holding that a proof of the
*Dasein of Things outside of me’ is a necessary one which has yet to be
given [noch ausstehend], would collapse.

The ‘scandal of philosophy’ is not that this proof has yet to be given, but
that such proofs are expected and attempted again and again. Such expectations,
aims, and demands arise from an ontologically inadequate way of starting
with something of such a character that independently of it and ‘outside’
of it a “world’ is to be proved as present-at-hand. It is not that the proofs
are inadequate, but that the kind of Being of the entity which does the
proving and makes requests for proofs has not been made definite enough. This
is why a demonstration that two things which are present-at-hand are
necessarily present-at-hand together, can give rise to the illusion that
something has been proved, or even can be proved, about Dasein as
Being-in-the-world. If Dasein is understood correctly, it defies such
proofs, because, in its Being, it already is what subsequent proofs deem
necessary to demonstrate for it.

If one were to conclude that since the Being-present-at-hand of Things
outside of us is impossible to prove, it must therefore ‘be taken merely on
Jaith’ Xiv one would still fail to surmount this perversion of the problem.
The assumption would remain that at bottom and ideally it must still be
possible to carry out such a proof. This inappropriate way of approaching
the problem is still endorsed when one restricts oneself to a ‘faith in the
Reality of the external world’, even if such a faith is explicitly ‘acknow-
ledged’ as such. Although one is not offering a stringent proof, one is
still in principle demanding a proof and trying to satisfy that demand.

Even if one should invoke the doctrine that the subject must presuppose
and indeed always does unconsciously presuppose the presence-at-hand
of the ‘external world’, one would still be starting with the construct of
an isolated subject. The phenomenon of Being-in-the-world is something
that one would no more meet in this way than one would by demon-
strating that the physical and the psychical are present-at-hand together.
With such presuppositions, Dasein always comes ‘too late’; for in so far
as it does this presupposing as an entity (and otherwise this would be
impossible), it is, as an entity, already in a world. ‘Earlier’ than any pre-
supposition which Dasein makes, or any of its ways of behaving, is the
‘a priori’ character of its state of Being as one whose kind of Being is care.
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To have faith in the Reality of the ‘external world’, whether rightly or
wrongly; to “prove” this Reality for it, whether adequately or inade-
quately; to presuppose it, whether explicitly or not—attempts such as these
which have not mastered their own basiswith full transparency, presuppose
a subject which is proximally worldless or unsure of its world, and which
must, at bottom, first assure itself of a world. Thus from the very beginning,
Being-in-a-world is disposed to ‘“‘take things” in some way [Auffassen], to
suppose, to be certain, to have faith—a way of behaving which itself is
always a founded mode of Being-in-the-world.

The ‘problem of Reality’ in the sense of the question whether an external
world is present-at-hand and whether such a world can be proved, turns
out to be an impossible one, not because its consequences lead to inextric-
able impasses, but because the very entity which serves as its theme, is
one which, as it were, repudiates any such formulation of the question.
Our task is not to prove that an ‘external world’ is present-at-hand or to
show how it is present-at-hand, but to point out why Dasein, as Being-in-
the-world, has the tendency to bury the ‘external world’ in nullity
‘epistemologically’ before going on to prove it.! The reason for this lies
in Dasein’s falling and in the way in which the primary understanding of
Being has been diverted to Being as presence-at-hand—a diversion which
is motivated by that falling itself. If one formulates the question ‘critically’
with such an ontological orientation, then what one finds present-at-
hand as proximally and solely certain, is something merely ‘inner’. After
the primordial phenomenon of Being-in-the-world has been shattered,
the isolated subject is all that remains, and this becomes the basis on which
it gets joined together with a ‘world’.

In this investigation we cannot discuss at length the many attempts to
solve the ‘problem of Reality’ which have been developed in various
kinds of realism and idealism and in positions which mediate between
them. Certainly a grain of genuine inquiry is to be found in each of these;
but certain as this is, it would be just as perverse if one should want to
achieve a tenable solution of the problem by reckoning up how much
has been correct in each case. What is needed rather is the basic insight
that while the different epistemological directions which have been pur-
sued have not gone so very far off epistemologically, their neglect of any
existential analytic of Dasein has kept them from obtaining any basis for
a well secured phenomenal problematic. Nor is such a basis to be obtained
by subsequently making phenomenological corrections on the concepts of
subject and consciousness. Such a procedure would give no guarantee

1¢, .. warum das Dasein als In-der-Welt-sein die Tendenz hat, die “Aussenwelt”’
zunichst “‘erkenntnistheoretisch” in Nichtigkeit zu begraben um sie dann erst zu be-
weisen.’
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that the inappropriate formulation of the question would not continue
to stand.

Along with Dasein as Being-in-the-world, entities within-the-world
have in each case already been disclosed. This existential-ontological
assertion seems to accord with the thesis of realism that the external world
is Really present-at-hand. In so far as this existential assertion does not
deny that entities within-the-world are present-at-hand, it agrees—
doxographically, as it were—with the thesis of realism in its results. But
it differs in principle from every kind of realism; for realism holds that
the Reality of the ‘world’ not only needs to be proved but also is capable
of proof. In the existential assertion both of these positions are directly
negated. But what distinguishes this assertion from realism altogether, is
the fact that in realism there is a lack of ontological understanding.
Indeed realism tries to explain Reality ontically by Real connections of
interaction between things that are Real.

As compared with realism, idealism, no matter how contrary and unten-
able it may be in its results, has an advantage in principle, provided that
it does not misunderstand itself as ‘psychological’ idealism. If idealism
emphasizes that Being and Reality are only ‘in the consciousness’, this
expresses an understanding of the fact that Being cannot be explained
through entities, But as long as idealism fails to clarify what this very
understanding of Being means ontologically, or how this understanding
is possible, or that it belongs to Dasein’s state of Being, the Interpretation
of Reality which idealism constructs is an empty one. Yet the fact that
Being cannot be explained through entities and that Reality is possible
only in the understanding of Being, does not absolve us from inquiring
into the Being of consciousness, of the res cogitans itself. If the idealist
thesis is to be followed consistently, the ontological analysis of conscious-
ness itself is prescribed as an inevitable prior task. Only because Being is
‘in the consciousness’—that is to say, only because it is understandable
in Dasein—can Dasein also understand and conceptualize such character-
istics of Being as independence, the ‘in-itself’, and Reality in general.
Only because of this are ‘independent’ entities, as encountered within-the-
world, accessible to circumspection.

If what the term ‘“idealism” says, amounts to the understanding that
Being can never be explained by entities but is already that which is
‘transcendental’ for every entity, then idealism affords the only correct
possibility for a philosophical problematic. If so, Aristotle was no less an
idealist than Kant. But if “idealism’ signifies tracing back every entity
to a subject or consciousness whose sole distinguishing features are that
it remains indefinite in its Being and is best characterized negatively as
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‘un-Thing-like’, then this idealism is no less naive in its method than the
most grossly militant realism.

It is still possible that one may give the problematic of Reality priority
over any orientation in terms of ‘standpoints’ by maintaining the thesis
that every subject is what it is only for an Object, and vice versa. But in
this formal approach the terms thus correlated—like the correlation itself
—remain ontologically indefinite. At the bottom, however, the whole
correlation necessarily gets thought of as ‘somehow’ being, and must
therefore be thought of with regard to some definite idea of Being. Of
course, if the existential-ontological basis has been made secure beforehand
by exhibiting Being-in-the-world, then this correlation is one that we can
know later as a formalized relation, ontologically undifferentiated.

Our discussion of the unexpressed presuppositions of attempts to solve
the problem of Reality in ways which are just ‘epistemological’, shows
that this problem must be taken back, as an ontological one, into the

existential analytic of Dasein.xv1 Sto p Here

(b) Reality as an Ontological Problem

If the term “Reality” is meant to stand for the Being of entities present-
at-hand within-the-world (res) (and nothing else is understood thereby),
then when it comes to analysing this mode of Being, this signifies that
entities within-the-world are ontologically conceivable only if the pheno-
menon of within-the-world-ness has been clarified. But within-the-world-
ness is based upon the phenomenon of the world, which, for its part, as an
essential item in the structure of Being-in-the-world, belongs to the basic
constitution of Dasein. Being-in-the-world, in turn, is bound up onto-
logically in the structural totality of Dasein’s Being, and we have charac-
terized care as such a totality. But in this way we have marked out the
foundations and the horizons which must be clarified if an analysis of
Reality is to be possible. Only in this connection, moreover, does the
character of the “in-itself”” become ontologically intelligible. By taking
our orientation from this context of problems, we have in our earlier
analyses Interpreted the Being of entities within-the-world.xvil

To be sure, the Reality of the Real can be characterized phenomen-
ologically within certain limits without any explicit existential-ontological
basis. This is what Dilthey has attempted in the article mentioned above.
He holds that the Real gets experienced in impulse and will, and that
Reality is resistance, or, more exactly, the character of resisting.! He then
works out the phenomenon of resistance analytically. This is the positive
contribution of his article, and provides the best concrete substantiation

1 ‘Realitit ist Widerstand, genauer Widerstindigkeit.’
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for his idea of a ‘psychology which both describes and dissects’. But he is
kept from working out the analysis of this phenomenon correctly by the
epistemological problematic of Reality. The ‘principle of phenomenality’
does not enable him to come to an ontological Interpretation of the Being
of consciousness. ‘Within the same consciousness,’ he writes, ‘the will and
its inhibition emerge.’xvill What kind of Being belongs to this ‘emerging’ ?
What is the meaning of the Being of the ‘within’? What relationship-of-
Being does consciousness bear to the Real itself? All this must be deter-
mined ontologically. That this has not been done, depends ultimately on
the fact that Dilthey has left ‘life’ standing in such a manner that it is
ontologically undifferentiated ; and of course ‘life’ is something which one
cannot go back ‘behind’. But to Interpret Dasein ontologically does not
signify that we must go back ontically to some other entity. The fact that
Dilthey has been refuted epistemologically cannot prevent us from making
fruitful use of what is positive in his analyses—the very thing that has not
been understood in such refutations.

Thus Scheler has recently taken up Dilthey’s Interpretation of Re-
ality.xix He stands for a ‘voluntative theory of Dasein’. Here “Dasein”
is understood in the Kantian sense as Being-present-at-hand. The ‘Being
of objects is given immediately only in the way it is related to drive and
will’. Scheler not only emphasizes, as does Dilthey, that Reality is never
primarily given in thinking and apprehending; he also points out parti-
cularly that cognition [Erkennen] itselfis not judgment, and that knowing
[Wissen] is a ‘relationship of Being’.

What we have already said about the ontological indefiniteness of
Dilthey’s foundations holds in principle for this theory too. Nor can the
fundamental ontological analysis of ‘life’ be slipped in afterwards as a
substructure. Such a fundamental analysis provides the supporting condi-
tions for the analysis of Reality—for the entire explication of the character
of resisting and its phenomenal presuppositions. Resistance is encoun-
tered in a not-coming-through, and it is encountered as a hindrance to
willing to come through. With such willing, however, something must
already have been disclosed which one’s drive and one’s will are out for.
But what they are out for is ontically indefinite, and this indefiniteness
must not be overlooked ontologically or taken as if it were nothing. When
Being-out-for-something comes up against resistance, and can do nothing
but ‘come up against it’, it is itself already alongside a totality of involve-
ments. But the fact that this totality has been discovered is grounded in
the disclosedness of the referential totality of significance. The experiencing
of resistance—that is, the discovery of what is resistant to one’s endeavours—is pos-
sible ontologically only by reason of the disclosedness of the world. 'The character
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primitive peoples, and their ways of comporting themselves towards it in
magic and cult, illuminate primarily the understanding of Dasein; but
the Interpretation of this understanding already requires an existential
analytic and a corresponding conception of death.

On the other hand, in the ontological analysis of Being-towards-the-
end there is no anticipation of our taking any existential stand towards
death. If “death” is defined as the ‘end’ of Dasein—that is to say, of Being-
in-the-world—this does not imply any ontical decision whether ‘after
death’ still another Being is possible, either higher or lower, or whether
Dasein ‘lives on’ or even ‘outlasts’ itself and is ‘immortal’. Nor is anything
decided ontically about the ‘other-worldly’ and its possibility, any more
than about the ‘this-worldly’;! it is not as if norms and rules for comporting
oneself towards death were to be proposed for ‘edification’. But our
analysis of death remains purely ‘this-worldly’ in so far as it Interprets
that phenomenon merely in the way in which it enters into any particular
Dasein as a possibility of its Being. Only when death is conceived in its full
ontological essence can we have any methodological assuranceineven asking
what may be after deatk; only then can we do so with meaning and justifica-
tion. Whether such a question is a possible theoretical question at all will
not be decided here. The this-worldly ontological Interpretation of death
takes precedence over any ontical other-worldly speculation.

Finally, what might be discussed under the topic of a ‘metaphysic of
death’ lies outside the domain of an existential analysis of death. Questions
of how and when death ‘came into the world’, what ‘meaning’ it can
have and is to have as an evil and affliction in the aggregate of entities—
theése are questions which necessarily presuppose an understanding not
only of the character of Being which belongs to death, but of the ontology
of the aggregate of entities as a whole, and especially of the ontological
clarification of evil and negativity in general.

Methodologically, the existential analysis is superordinate to the ques-
tions of a biology, psychology, theodicy, or theology of death. Taken
ontically, the results of the analysis show the peculiar formality and empti-
ness of any ontological characterization. However, that must not blind us
to the rich and complicated structure of the phenomenon. If Dasein in
general never becomes accessible as something present-at-hand, because
Being-possible belongs in its own way to Dasein’s kind of Being, even less
may we expect that we can simply read off the ontological structure of
death, if death is indeed a distinctive possibility of Dasein.

On the other hand, the analysis cannot keep clinging to an idea of death

14Uber das “Jenseits” und seine Moglichkeit wird ebensowenig ontisch entschieden
wie iiber das “Diesseits” . . .’ The quotation marks around ‘““Diesseits” appear only in the
later editions.
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which has been devised accidentally and at random. We can restrain this
arbitrariness only by giving beforehand an ontological characterization of
the kind of Being in which the ‘end’ enters into Dasein’s average every-
dayness. To do so, we must fully envisage those structures of everydayness
which we have earlier set forth. The fact that in an existential analysis of
death, existentiell possibilities of Being-towards-death are consonant with
it, is implied by the essence of all ontological investigation. All the more
explicitly must the existential definition of concepts be unaccompanied by
any existentiell commitments,? especially with relation to death, in which
Dasein’s character as possibility lets itself be revealed most precisely. The
existential problematic aims only at setting forth the ontological structure

of Dasein’s Being-towards-the-end.v1
Starthere

4 50. Preliminary Sketck of the Existential-ontological Structure of Death

From our considerations of totality, end, and that which is still out-
standing, there has emerged the necessity of Interpreting the phenomenon
of death as Being-towards-the-end, and of doing so in terms of Dasein’s
basic state. Only so can it be made plain to what extent Being-a-whole,
as constituted by Being towards-the-end, is possible in Dasein itself in
conformity with the structure of its Being. We have seen that care is the
basic state of Dasein. The ontological signification of the expression
“care” has been expressed in the ‘definition’: ‘“‘ahead-of-itself-Being-
already-in (the world) as Being-alongside entities which we encounter
(within-the-world)™.vil In this are expressed the fundamental character-
istics of Dasein’s Being: existence, in the “ahead-of-itself”’; facticity, in the
“Being-already-in’; falling, in the ‘“Being-alongside”. If indeed death
belongs in a distinctive sense to the Being of Dasein, then death (or Being-
towards-the-end) must be defined in terms of these characteristics.

We must, in the first instance, make plain in a preliminary sketch how
Dasein’s existence, facticity, and falling reveal themselves in the pheno-
menon of death.

The Interpretation in which the “‘not-yet—and with it even the utter-
most ‘“‘not-yet”, the end of Dasein—was taken in the sense of something
still outstanding, has been rejected as inappropriate in that it included the
ontological perversion of making Dasein something present-at-hand.
Being-at-an-end implies existentially Being-towards-the-end. The utter-
most “not-yet” has the character of something fowards whick Dasein
comports itself. The end is impending [steht . . . bevor] for Dasein. Death is
not something not yet present-at-hand, nor is it that which is ultimately

.1 ‘Um so ausdriicklicher muss mit der existenzialen Begriffsbestimmung die existen-
zielle Unverbindlichkeit zusammengehen . . .
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still outstanding but which has been reduced to a minimum. Death is
something that stands before us—something impending.t

However, there is much that can impend for Dasein as Being-in-the-
world. The character of impendence is not distinctive of death. On the
contrary, this Interpretation could even lead us to suppose that death
must be understood in the sense of some impending event encountered
environmentally. For instance, a storm, the remodelling of the house, or
the arrival of a friend, may be impending; and these are entities which are
respectively present-at-hand, ready-to-hand, and there-with-us. The
death which impends does not have this kind of Being.

But there may also be impending for Dasein a journey, for instance, or
a disputation with Others, or the forgoing of something of a kind which
Dasein itself can be—its own possibilities of Being, which are based on its
Being with Others.

Death is a possibility-of-Being which Dasein itself has to take over in
every case. With death, Dasein stands before itself in its ownmost poten-
tiality-for-Being. This is a possibility in which the issue is nothing less
than Dasein’s Being-in-the-world. Its death is the possibility of no-longer
being-able-to-be-there.? If Dasein stands before itself as this possibility,
it has been fully assigned to its ownmost potentiality-for-Being. When it
stands before itself in this way, all its relations to any other Dasein have
been undone.? This ownmost non-relational® possibility is at the same
time the uttermost one.

As potentiality-for-Being, Dasein cannot outstrip the possibility of
death. Death is the possibility of the absolute impossibility of Dasein.
Thus death reveals itself as that possibility whick is one’s ownmost, wkick is
non-relational, and which is not to be outstripped [uniiberholbare]. As such, death
is something distinctivelyimpending. Its existential possibilityis based on the
fact that Dasein is essentially disclosed to itself, and disclosed, indeed, as
ahead-of-itself. This itemin thestructure of care hasits most primordial con-
cretion in Being-towards-death. As a phenomonon, Being-towards-the-end

1¢, ., sondern eher ein Bevorstand.’ While we shall ordinarily use various forms of
‘impend’ to translate ‘Bevorstand’, ‘bevorstehen’, etc., one must bear in mind that the
literal meaning of these expressions is one of ‘standing before’, so that they may be quite
plausibly contrasted with ‘Ausstehen’, etc. (‘standing out’). Thus we shall occasionally
use forms of ‘stand before’ when this connotation seems to be dominant.

2 ‘Nicht-mehr-dasein-kénnens.” Notice that the expressions ‘Seinkénnen’ (our ‘poten-
tiality-for-Being’) and ‘Nichtmehrdasein’ (our ‘no-longer-Dasein’) are here fused. Cf.
H. 237-242.

8 ‘So sich bevorstehend sind in ihm alle Beziige zu anderem Dasein gelést.”

4 ‘unbeziigliche’. This term appears frequently throughout the chapter, and, as the
present passage makes clear, indicates that in death Dasein is cut off from relations with
others. The term has accordingly been translated as ‘non-relational’, in the sense of
‘devoid of relationships’.
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becomes plainer as Being towards that distinctive possibility of Dasein
which we have characterized.

This ownmost possibility, however, non-relational and not to be out-
stripped, is not one which Dasein procures for itself subsequently and
occasionally in the course of its Being. On the contrary, if Dasein exists,
it has already been thrown into this possibility. Dasein does not, proximally
and for the most part, have any explicit or even any theoretical knowledge
of the fact that it has been delivered over to its death, and that death thus
belongs to Being-in-the-world. Thrownness into death reveals itself to
Dasein in a more primordial and impressive manner in that state-of-mind
which we have called “anxiety”.viif Anxiety in the face of death is anxiety
‘in the face of’ that potentiality-for-Being which is one’s ownmost, non-
relational, and not to be outstripped. That in the face of which one has
anxiety is Being-in-the-world itself. That about which one has this anxiety
is simply Dasein’s potentiality-for-Being. Anxiety in the face of death
must not be confused with fear in the face of one’s demise. This anxiety
is not an accidental or random mood of ‘weakness’ in some individual;
but, as a basic state-of-mind of Dasein, it amounts to the disclosedness of
the fact that Dasein exists as thrown Being fowards its end. Thus the
existential conception of “dying” is made clear as thrown Being towards
its ownmost potentiality-for-Being, which is non-relational and not to be
outstripped. Precision is gained by distinguishing this from pure dis-
appearance, and also from merely perishing, and finally from the ‘Experi-
encing’ of a demise.?

Being-towards-the-end does not first arise through some attitude which
occasionally emerges, nor does it arise as such an attitude; it belongs
essentially to Dasein’s thrownness, which reveals itself in a state-of-mind
(mood) in one way or another. The factical ‘*knowledge’ or ‘ignorance’
which prevails in any Dasein as to its ownmost Being-towards-the-end, is
only the expression of the existentiell possibility that there are different
ways of maintaining oneself in this Being. Factically, there are many who,
proximally and for the most part, do not know about death; but this must
notbe passed off asa ground for proving that Being-towards-death does not
belong to Dasein ‘universally’. It only proves that proximally and for the
most part Dasein covers up its ownmost Being-towards-death, fleeing in
the face of it. Factically, Dasein is dying as long as it exists, but proximally
and for the most part, it does so by way of falling. For factical existing is
not only generally and without further differentiation a thrown poten-
tiality-for-Being-in-the-world, but it has always likewise been absorbed in
the ‘world’ of its concern. In this falling Being-alongside, fleeing from

1¢, .. gegen ein “Erleben” des Ablebens.” (Cf. Section 49 above.)
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uncanniness announces itself; and this means now, a fleeing in the face
of one’s ownmost Being-towards-death. Existence, facticity, and falling
characterize Being-towards-the-end, and are therefore constitutive for the
existential conception of death. As regards its ontological possibility, dying is
grounded in care.

But if Being-towards-death belongs primordially and essentially to
Dasein’s Being, then it must also be exhibitable in everydayness, even if
proximally in a way which is inauthentic.! And if Being-towards-the-end
should afford the existential possibility of an existentiell Being-a-whole for
Dasein, then this would give phenomenal confirmation for the thesis that
“care” is the ontological term for the totality of Dasein’s structural whole.
If, however, we are to provide a full phenomenal justification for this
principle, a preliminary sketch of the connection between Being-towards-
death and care is not sufficient. We must be able to see this connection
above all in that concretion which lies closest to Dasein—its everydayness.

9 51. Being-towards-death and the Everydayness of Dasein

In setting forth average everyday Being-towards-death, we must take
our orientation from those structures of everydayness at which we have
earlier arrived. In Being-towards-death, Dasein comports itself towards
itself as a distinctive potentiality-for-Being. But the Self of everydayness is
the “they”.ix The “they” is constituted by the way things have been
publicly interpreted, which expresses itself in idle talk.? Idle talk must
accordingly make manifest the way in which everyday Dasein interprets
for itself its Being-towards-death. The foundation of any interpretation
is an act of understanding, which is always accompanied by a state-of-
mind, or, in other words, which has a mood. So we must ask how Being-
towards-death is disclosed by the kind of understanding which, with its
state-of-mind, lurks in the idle talk of the “they”. How does the “they”
comport itself understandingly towards that ownmost possibility of Dasein,
which is non-relational and is not to be outstripped ? What state-of-mind
discloses to the “they” that it has been delivered over to death, and in
what way?

In the publicness with which we are with one another in our everyday
manner, death is ‘known’ as a mishap which is constantly occurring—as
a ‘case of death’.? Someone or other ‘dies’, be he neighbour or stranger

1¢ ., . dann muss es auch—wenngleich zunichst uneigentlich—in der Alltiglichkeit
aufweisbar sein.’ The earlier editions have another ‘auch’ just before ‘in der Alltiglichkeit’.

2¢, ., das sich in der 6ffentlichen Ausgelegtheit konstituiert, die sich im Gerede auss-
pricht.’ The earlier editions have ‘. . . konstituiert. Sie spricht sich aus im Gerede.’

3 ‘Die Offentlichkeit des alltiglichen Miteinander “‘kennt” den Tod als stindig vor-
kommendes Begegnis, als “Todesfall”.’
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[Nachste oder Fernerstehende]. People who are no acquaintances of ours
are ‘dying’ daily and hourly. ‘Death’ is encountered as a well-known event
occurring within-the-world. As such it remains in the inconspicuousness*
characteristic of what is encountered in an everyday fashion. The “they”
has already stowed away [gesichert] an interpretation for this event. It
talks of it in a ‘fugitive’ manner, either expressly or else in a way which is
mostly inhibited, as if to say, “One of these days one will die too, in the
end; but right now it has nothing to do with us.”’?

The analysis of the phrase ‘one dies’ reveals unambiguously the kind
of Being which belongs to everyday Being-towards-death. In such a way
of talking, death is understood as an indefinite something which, above all,
must duly arrive from somewhere or other, but which is proximally not
yet present-at-hand for oneself, and is therefore no threat. The expression
‘one dies’ spreads abroad the opinion that what gets reached, as it were,
by death, is the “they”. In Dasein’s public way of interpreting, it is said
that ‘one dies’, because everyone else and oneself can talk himself into
saying that “in no case is it I myself”, for this “one” is the “nobody”.®
‘Dying’ is levelled off to an occurrence which reaches Dasein, to be sure,
but belongs to nobody in particular. If idle talk is always ambiguous, so
is this manner of talking about death. Dying, which is essentially mine
in such a way that no one can be my representative, is perverted into an
event of public occurrence which the “they” encounters. In the way of
talking which we have characterized, death is spoken of as a ‘case’ which
is constantly occurring. Death gets passed off as always something ‘actual’;
its character as a possibility gets concealed, and so are the other two
items that belong to it—the fact that it is non-relational and that it is not
to be outstripped. By such ambiguity, Dasein puts itself in the position
of losing itself in the ““they” as regards a distinctive potentiality-for-Being
which belongs to Dasein’s ownmost Self. The “they” gives its approval,
and aggravates the temptation to cover up from oneself one’s ownmost
Being-towards-death.xi This evasive concealment in the face of death
dominates everydayness so stubbornly that, in Being with one another, the
‘neighbours’ often still keep talking the ‘dying person’ into the belief that
he will escape death and soon return to the tranquillized everydayness of
the world of his concern. Such ‘solicitude’ is meant to ‘console’ him. It
insists upon bringing him back into Dasein, while in addition it helps him

1¢, .. man stirbt am Ende auch einmal, aber zunichst bleibt man selbst unbetroffen.’

2 ‘Die 6ffentliche Daseinsauslegung sagt: “man stirbt”, weil damit jeder andere und,
man selbst sich einreden kann: je nicht gerade ich; denn dieses Man ist das Niemand.
While we have usually followed the convention of translating the indefinite pronoun
‘man’ as ‘one’ and the expression ‘das Man’ as ‘the “they” ’, to do so here would obscure
the point.
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to keep his ownmost non-relational possibility-of-Being completely con-
cealed. In this manner the “they”’ provides [besorgt] a constant tranquilliza-
tion about death. At bottom, however, this is a tranquillization not only for
him who is ‘dying’ but just as much for those who ‘console’ him. And even
in the case of a demise, the public is still not to have its own tranquillity
upset by such an event, or be disturbed in the carefreeness with which it
concerns itself.! Indeed the dying of Others is seen often enough as a
social inconvenience, if not even a downright tactlessness, against which
the public is to be guarded.*il

But along with this tranquillization, which forces Dasein away from its
death, the “they” at the same time puts itself in the right and makes
itself respectable by tacitly regulating the way inwhich one has to comport
oneself towards death. It is already a matter of public acceptance that
‘thinking about death’ is a cowardly fear, a sign of insecurity on the part
of Dasein, and a sombre way of fieeing from the world. The “‘they” does
not permit us the courage for anxiety in the face of death. The dominance of the
manner in which things have been publicly interpreted by the “they”,
has already decided what state-of-mind is to determine our attitude
towards death. In anxiety in the face of death, Dasein is brought face to
face with itself as delivered over to that possibility which is not to be
outstripped. The “they” concerns itself with transforming this anxiety into
fear in the face of an oncoming event. In addition, the anxiety which has
been made ambiguous as fear, is passed off as a weakness with which no
self-assured Dasein may have any acquaintance. What is ‘fitting’ [Was
sich . . . “gehért”] according to the unuttered decree of the “they”, is
indifferent tranquillity as to the ‘fact’ that one dies. The cultivation of
such a ‘superior’ indifference alienates Dasein from its ownmost non-
relational potentiality-for-Being.

But temptation, tranquillization, and alienation are distinguishing
marks of the kind of Being called “‘falling”. As falling, everyday Being-
towards-death is a constant fleeing in the face of death. Being-towards-the-end
has the mode of evasion in the face of it—giving new explanations for it,
understanding it inauthentically, and concealing it. Factically one’s own
Dasein is always dying already; that is to say, it is in a Being-towards-
its-end. And it hides this Fact from itself by recoining “death” as just a
“case of death” in Others—an everyday occurrence which, if need be,
gives us the assurance still more plainly that ‘oneself’ is still ‘living’. But
in thus falling and fleeing in the face of death, Dasein’s everydayness
attests that the very “they” itself already has the definite character of

1Und selbst im Falle des Ablebens noch soll die Offentlichkeit durch das Ereignis
nicht in ihrer besorgten Sorglosigkeit gestért und beunruhigt werden,’
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Being-towards-death, even when it is not explicitly engaged in ‘thinking about
death’. Even in average everydayness, this ownmost potentiality-for-Being, whick is
non-relational and not to be outstripped, is constantly an issue for Dasein. This is
the case when its concern is merely in the mode of an untroubled indifference towards
the uttermost possibility of existence.

In setting forth everyday Being-towards-death, however, we are at the
same time enjoined to try to secure a full existential conception of Being-
towards-the-end, by a more penetrating Interpretation in which falling
Being-towards-death is taken as an evasion in the face of death. That in the
face of which one flees has been made visible in a way which is phenomenally
adequate. Against this it must be possible to project phenomenologically
the way in which evasive Dasein itself understands its death.xiil

9 52. Everyday Being-towards-the-end, and the Full Existential Conception of
Death

In our preliminary existential sketch, Being-towards-the-end has been
defined as Being towards one’s ownmost potentiality-for-Being, which is
non-relational and is not to be outstripped. Being towards this possibility,
as a Being which exists, is brought face to face with the absolute impos-
sibility of existence. Beyond this seemingly empty characterization of
Being-towards-death, there has been revealed the concretion of this Being
in the mode of everydayness. In accordance with the tendency to falling,
which is essential to everydayness, Being-towards-death has turned out to
be an evasion in the face of death—an evasion which conceals. While our
investigation has hitherto passed from a formal sketch of the ontological
structure of death to the concrete analysis of everyday Being-towards-the-
end, the direction is now to be reversed, and we shall arrive at the full
existential conception of death by rounding out our Interpretation of
everyday Being-towards-the-end.

In explicating everyday Being-towards-death we have clung to the idle
talk of the “they” to the effect that ‘“‘one dies too, sometime, but not right
away.”? All that we have Interpreted thus far is the ‘one dies’ as such. In
the ‘sometime, but not right away’, everydayness concedes something like
a certainty of death. Nobody doubts that one dies. On the other hand, this
‘not doubting’ need not imply that kind of Being-certain which corre-
sponds to the way death—in the sense of the distinctive possibility char-
acterized above—enters into Dasein. Everydayness confines itself to

1¢ . . wenn auch nur im Modus des Besorgens einer unbehelligten Gleichgilltigkeit gegen d‘f
dusserste Moglichkeit seiner Existenz.’ Ordinarily the expression ‘Gleichgiltigkeit gegen
means simply ‘indifference towards’. But Heidegger’s use of boldface type suggests that
here he also has in mind that ‘gegen’ may mean ‘against’ or ‘in opposition to’.

2. man stirbt auch einmal, aber vorliufig noch nicht.’
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conceding the ‘certainty’ of death in this ambiguous manner just in order
to weaken that certainty by covering up dying still more and to alleviate
its own thrownness into death.

By its very meaning, this evasive concealment in the face of death can
not be authentically ‘certain’ of death, and yet it is certain of it. What are
we to say about the ‘certainty of death’?

To be certain of an entity means to kold it for true as something true.!
But “truth” signifies the uncoveredness of some entity, and all uncovered-
ness is grounded ontologically in the most primordial truth, the disclosed-
ness of Dasein.*!v As an entity which is both disclosed and disclosing, and
one which uncovers, Dasein is essentially ‘in the truth’. But certainty is
grounded in the truth, or belongs to it equiprimordially. The expression ‘certainty’,
like the term ‘truth’, has a double signification. Primordially ““truth”
means the same as “Being-disclosive”, as a way in which Dasein behaves.
From this comes the derivative signification: ‘“‘the uncoveredness of
entities”. Correspondingly, “certainty”, in its primordial signification, is
tantamount to ‘“‘Being-certain”, as a kind of Being which belongs to
Dasein. However, in a derivative signification, any entity of which
Dasein can be certain will also get called something ‘certain’.

One mode of certainty is conviction. In conviction, Dasein lets the testi-
mony of the thing itself which has been uncovered (the true thing itself)
be the sole determinant for its Being towards that thing understandingly.?
Holding something for true is adequate as a way of maintaining oneself
in the truth, if it is grounded in the uncovered entity itself, and if, as
Being towards the entity so uncovered, it has become transparent to itself
as regards its appropriateness to that entity. In any arbitrary fiction or in
merely having some ‘view’ [“Ansicht”] about an entity, this sort of thing
is lacking.

The adequacy of holding-for-true is measured according to the truth-
claim to which it belongs. Such a claim gets its justification from the kind
of Being of the entity to be disclosed, and from the direction of the dis-
closure. The kind of truth, and along with it, the certainty, varies with
the way entities differ, and accords with the guiding tendency and extent
of the disclosure. Our present considerations will be restricted to an

1 ‘Eines Seienden gewiss-sein besagt: es als wahres fiir wahr halten.’ The earlier editions
have ‘Gewisssein’ instead of ‘gewiss-sein’. Our literal but rather unidiomatic translation
of the phrase ‘fiir wahr halten’ seems desirable in view of Heidegger’s extensive use of the
verb ‘halten’ (‘hold’) in subsequent passages where this phrase occurs, though this is
obscured by our translating ‘halten sich in . . .’ as “maintain itself in . . .” and ‘halten
sichan...”as‘clingto...” or ‘stickto ...’

2 ‘In ihr Jdsst sich das Dasein einzig durch das Zeugnis der entdeckten (wahre) Sache
selbst sein verstehendes Sein zu dieser bestimmen.” The connection between ‘Uberzeu-
gung’ (‘conviction’) and ‘Zeugnis’ (testimony) is obscured in our translation.
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analysis of Being-certain with regard to death; and this Being-certain
will in the end present us with a distinctive certainty of Dasein.

For the most part, everyday Dasein covers up the ownmost possibility
of its Being—that possibility which is non-relational and not to be out-
stripped. This factical tendency to cover up confirms our thesis that Dasein,
as factical, is in the ‘untruth’.xv Therefore the certainty which belongs to
such a covering-up of Being-towards-death must be an inappropriate way
of holding-for-true, and not, for instance, an uncertainty in the sense of
a doubting. In inappropriate certainty, that of which one is certain is
held covered up. If ‘one’ understands death as an event which one
encounters in one’s environment, then the certainty which is related to
such events does not pertain to Being-towards-the-end.

They say, “It is certain that ‘Death’ is coming.’? They say it, and the
“they” overlooks the fact that in order to be able to be certain of
death, Dasein itself must in every case be certain of its ownmost non-
relational potentiality-for-Being. They say, “Death is certain”; and
in saying so, they implant in Dasein the illusion that it is itself certain
of its death. And what is the ground of everyday Being-certain?
Manifestly, it is not just mutual persuasion. Yet the ‘dying’ of Others
is something that one experiences daily. Death is an undeniable ‘fact of
experience’.

The way in which everyday Being-towards-death understands the
certainty which is thus grounded, betrays itself when it tries to ‘think’
about death, even when it does so with critical foresight—that is to say,
in an appropriate manner. So far as one knows, all men ‘die’. Death is
probable in the highest degree for every man, yet it isnot ‘unconditionally’
certain. Taken strictly, a certainty which is ‘only’ empirical may be attri-
buted to death. Such certainty necessarily falls short of the highest
certainty, the apodictic, which we reach in certain domains of theoretical
knowledge.

In this ‘critical’ determination of the certainty of death, and of its
impendence, what is manifested in the first instance is, once again, a
failure to recognize Dasein’s kind of Being and the Being-towards-death
which belongs to Dasein—a failure that is characteristic of everydayness.
The fact that demise, as an event which occurs, is ‘only’ empirically certain, is in no
way decisive as to the certainty of death. Cases of death may be the factical

“occasion for Dasein’s first paying attention to deathatall. Solong, however,

as Dasein remains in the empirical certainty which we have mentioned,
death, in the way that it ‘is’, is something of which Dasein can by no means
become certain. Even though, in the publicness of the “they”, Dasein

1 ‘Man sagt: es ist gewiss, dass “der” Tod kommt.’
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seems to ‘talk’ only of this ‘empirical’ certainty of death, nevertheiess at
bottom Dasein does not exclusively or primarily stick to those cases of
death which merely occur. In evading its death, even everyday Being-
towards-the-end is indeed certain of its death in another way than it
might itself like to have true on purely theoretical considerations. This
‘other way’ is what everydayness for the most part veils from itself. Every-
dayness does not dare to let itself become transparent in such a manner.
We have already characterized the every-day state-of-mind which consists
in an air of superiority with regard to the certain ‘fact’ of death—a super-
iority which is ‘anxiously’ concerned while seemingly free from anxiety.
In this state-of-mind, everydayness acknowledges a ‘higher’ certainty than
one which is only empirical. One knows about the certainty of death, and
yet ‘is’ not authentically certain of one’s own. The falling everydayness of
Dasein is acquainted with death’s certainty, and yet evades Being-certain.
But in the light of what it evades, this very evasion attests phenomenally
that death must be conceived as one’s ownmost possibility, non-relational,
not to be outstripped, and—above all—certain.

One says, “Death certainly comes, but not right away”. With this
‘but . . ., the “they” denies that death is certain. ‘Not right away’ is not
a purely negative assertion, but a way in which the “they” interprets
itself. With this interpretation, the “they” refers itself to that which is
proximally accessible to Dasein and amenable to its concern. Everyday-
ness forces its way into the urgency of concern, and divests itself of the
fetters of a weary ‘inactive thinking about death’. Death is deferred to
‘sometime later’, and this is done by invoking the so-called ‘general
opinion’ [“allgemeine Ermessen’]. Thus the “they” covers up what is
peculiar in death’s certainty—that it is possible at any moment. Along with
the certainty of death goes the indefiniteness of its “‘when”. Everyday Being-
towards-death evades this indefiniteness by conferring definiteness upon it.
But such a procedure cannot signify calculating when the demise is due
to arrive. In the face of definiteness such as this, Dasein would sooner
flee. Everyday concern makes definite for itself the indefiniteness of certain
death by interposing before it those urgencies and possibilities which can
be taken in at a glance, and which belong to the everyday matters that
are closest to us.

But when this indefiniteness has been covered up, the certainty has been
covered up too. Thus death’s ownmost character as a possibility gets
veiled—a possibility which is certain and at the same time indefinite—
that is to say, possible at any moment.

Now that we have completed our Interpretation of the everyday
manner in which the “they” talks about death and the way death enters
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into Dasein, we have been led to the characters of certainty and indefinite-
ness. The full existential-ontological conception of death may now be
defined as follows: death, as the end of Dasein, is Dasein’s ownmost possibility—
non-relational, certain and as such indefinite, not to be outstripped. Death is, as
Dasein’s end, in the Being of this entity fowards its end.

Defining the existential structure of Being-towards-the-end helps us to
work out a kind of Being of Dasein in which Dasein, as Dasein, can be a
whole. The fact that even everyday Dasein already is towards its end—that
is to say, is constantly coming to grips with its death, though in a ‘fugitive’
manner—shows that this end, conclusive [abschliessende] and determina-
tive for Being-a-whole, is not something to which Dasein ultimately comes
only in its demise. In Dasein, as being towards its death, its own utter-
most “not-yet” has already been included—that ‘“not-yet” which all
others lie ahead of.! So if one has given an ontologically inappropriate
Interpretation of Dasein’s “not-yet” as something still outstanding, any
formal inference from this to Dasein’s lack of totality will not be correct.
The phenomenon of the “not-yet” has been taken over from the *‘ahead-of-itself” ;
no more than the care-structure in general, can it serve as a higher court which would
rule against the possibility of an existent Being-a-whole; indeed this *‘ahead-of-
itself” is what first of all makes suck a Being-towards-the-end possible. The
problem of the possible Being-a-whole of that entity which each of us is,
is a correct one if care, as Dasein’s basic state, is ‘connected’ with death
—the uttermost possibility for that entity.

Meanwhile, it remains questionable whether this problem has been as
yet adequately worked out. Being-towards-death is grounded in care.
Dasein, as thrown Being-in-the-world, has in every case already been
delivered over to its death. In being towards its death, Dasein is dying
factically and indeed constantly, as long as it has not yet come to its demise.
When we say that Dasein is factically dying, we are saying at the same time
that in its Being-towards-death Dasein has always decided itself in one
way or another. Our everyday falling evasion in the face of death is an
inauthentic Being-fowards-death. But inauthenticity is based on the pos-
sibility of authenticity.*¥! Inauthenticity characterizes a kind of Being
into which Dasein can divert itself and has for the most part always
diverted itself; but Dasein does not necessarily and constantly have to
divert itself into this kind of Being. Because Dasein exists, it determines its

1¢ .. dem alle anderen vorgelagert sind . . .’ This clause is ambiguous, both in the
German and in our translation, though the point is fairly clear. The ultimate ‘not-yet’ is
not one which all others ‘lie ahead of” in the sense that they lie beyond it or come after
it; for nothing can ‘lie ahead of it’ in this sense. But they can ‘lie ahead of it’ in the sense
that they might be actualized before the ultimate ‘not-yet’ has been actualized. (Contrast
this passage with H. 302, where the same participle ‘vorgelagert’ is apparently applied
in the former sense to death itself.)
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own character as the kind of entity it is, and it does so in every case in
terms of a possibility which it itself &s and which it understands.!

Can Dasein also understand authentically its ownmost possibility, which is
non-relational and not to be outstripped, which is certain and, as such,
indefinite? That is, can Dasein maintain itself in an authentic Being-
towards-its-end ? As long as this authentic Being-towards-death has not
been set forth and ontologically defined, there is something essentially
lacking in our existential Interpretation of Being-towards-the-end.

Authentic Being-towards-death signifies an existentiell possibility of
Dasein. This ontical potentiality-for-Being must, in turn, be ontologically
possible. What are the existential conditions of this possibility ? How are
they themselves to become accessible ?

1 53. Existential Projection of an Authentic Being-towards-death

Factically, Dasein maintains itself proximally and for the most part in
an inauthentic Being-towards-death. How is the ontological possibility of
an quthentic Being-towards-death to be characterized ‘Objectively’, if, in
the end, Dasein never comports itself authentically towards its end, or if,
in accordance with its very meaning, this authentic Being must remain
hidden from the Others? Is it not a fanciful undertaking, to project the
existential possibility of so questionable an existentiell potentiality-for-
Being? What is needed, if such a projection is to go beyond a merely
fictitious arbitrary construction? Does Dasein itself give us any instruc-
tions for carrying it out? And can any grounds for its phenomenal
legitimacy be taken from Dasein itself? Can our analysis of Dasein up to
this point give us any prescriptions for the ontological task we have now
set ourselves, so that what we have before us may be kept on a road of
which we can be sure?

The existential conception of death has been established; and therewith
we have also established what it is that an authentic Being-towards-the-
end should be able to comport itself towards. We have also characterized
inauthentic Being-towards-death, and thus we have prescribed in a
negative way [prohibitiv] how it is possible for authentic Being-towards-
death not to be. It is with these positive and prohibitive instructions that
the existential edifice of an authentic Being-towards-death must let itself
be projected.

Dasein is constituted by disclosedness—that is, by an understanding
with a state-of-mind. Authentic Being-towards-death can not evade its own-
most non-relational possibility, or cover up this possibility by thus fleeing

1 ‘Weil das Dasein _existiert, bestimmt es sich als Sciendes, wie es ist, je aus einer
Moglichkeit, die es selbst ist und versteht.’
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from it, or give a new explanation for it to accord with the common sense of
the *““they”. In our existential projection of an authentic Being-towards-
death, therefore, we must set forth those items in such a Being which are
constitutive for it as an understanding of death—and as such an under-
standing in the sense of Being towards this possibility without either
fleeing it or covering it up.

In the first instance, we must characterize Being-towards-death as a
Being towards a possibility—indeed, towards a distinctive possibility of
Dasein itself. “Being towards” a possibility—that is to say, towards some-
thing possible—may signify “Being out for” something possible, as in
concerning ourselves with its actualization, Such possibilities are con-
stantly encountered in the field of what is rcady-to-hand and present-at-
hand—what is attainable, controllable, practicable, and the like. In
concernfully Being out for something possible, there is a tendency to
annihilate the possibility of the possible by making it available to us. But the
concernful actualization of equipment which is ready-to-hand (as in
producing it, getting it ready, readjusting it, and so on) is always merely
relative, since even that which has been actualized is still characterized
in terms of some involvements—indeed this is precisely what characterizes
its Being. Even though actualized, it remains, as actual, something pos-
sible for doing something; it is characterized by an “in-order-to”. What
our analysis is to make plain is simply how Being out for something con-
cernfully, comports itself towards the possible: it does so not by the
theoretico-thematical consideration of the possible as possible, and by
having regard for its possibility as such, but rather by looking circum-
spectively away from the possible and looking at that for which it is possible
[das Wofiir-méglich].

Manifestly Being-towards-death, which is now in question, cannot have
the character of concernfully Being out to get itself actualized. For one
thing, death as possible is not something possible which is ready-to-hand
or present-at-hand, but a possibility of Dasein’s Being. So to concern
oneself with actualizing what is thus possible would have to signify,
“bringing about one’s demise”. But if this were done, Dasein would
deprive itself of the very ground for an existing Being-towards-death.

Thus, if by ‘“‘Being towards death” we do not have in view an ‘actuali-
zing’ of death, neither can we mean “dwelling upon the end in its pos-
sibility”. This is the way one comports oneself when one ‘thinks about
death’, pondering over when and how this possibility may perhaps be
actualized. Of course such brooding over death does not fully take away
from it its character as a possibility. Indeed, it always gets brooded over as
something that is coming; but in such brooding we weaken it by calculating
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how we are to have it at our disposal. As something possible, it is to
show as little as possible of its possibility. On the other hand, if Being-
towards-death has to disclose understandingly the possibility which we
have characterized, and if it is to disclose it as a possibility, then in such
Being-towards-death this possibility must not be weakened: it must be
understood as a possibility, it must be cultivated as a possibility, and we must
put up with it as a possibility, in the way we comport ourselves towards it.

However, Dasein comports itself towards something possible in its
possibility by expecting it [im Erwarten]. Anyone who is intent on something
possible, may encounter it unimpeded and undiminished in its ‘whether
it comes or does not, or whether it comes after all’.? But with this pheno-
menon of expecting, has not our analysis reached the same kind of‘ Being
towards the possible to which we have already called attention in our
description of “Being out for something” concernfully? To f:xpect some-
thing possible is always to understand it and to ‘have’ it with regard' to
whether and when and how it will be actually present-at-hand. Expecting
is not just an occasional looking-away from the possible to its possible
actualization, but is essentially a waiting for that actualization [ein Warten
auf diese]. Even in expecting, one leaps away from the possible and gets a
foothold in the actual. It is for its actuality that what is expected is
expected. By the very nature of expecting, the possible is drawn into the
actual, arising out of the actual and returning to it.2

But Being towards this possibility, as Being-towards-death, is so to
comport ourselves towards death that in this Being, and for it, death
reveals itself as a possibility. Our terminology for such Being towards this
possibility is “anticipation” of this possibility.® But in this way of behaving
does there not lurk a coming-close to the possible, and when one is close
to the possible, does not its actualization emerge? In this kind of coming
close, however, one does not tend towards concernfully making available
something actual; but as one comes closer understandingly, the pos-
sibility of the possible just becomes ‘greater’. The closest closeness which one
may have in Being towards death as a possibility, is as far as possible from anything

1 ‘Fir ein Gespanntsein auf es vermag ein Mogliches in seinem “ob’ oder nicht oder
schliesslich doch’ ungehindert und ungeschmilert zu begegnen.’ ) )

2 ‘Auch im Erwarten liegt ein Abspringen vom Moglichen und Fussfassen im Wirk-
lichen, dafiir das Erwartete erwartet ist. Vom Wi'rklichen aus und auf es zu wird das
Maogliche in das Wirkliche erwartungsmissig hereingezogen.’

8¢, .. Vorlaufen in die Maglichkeit” While we have used ‘anticipate’ to translate ‘vor-
greifen’, which occurs rather seldom, we shall also use it—less literally—to translate
‘vorlaufen’, which appears very often in the following pages, and which has the special
connotation of ‘running ahead’. But as Heidegger’s remarks have 1nd1patgd,‘ the kind of
‘anticipation’ which is involved in Being-towards-death, does not consist in "waiting for
death or ‘dwelling upon it' or factualizing’ it before it norr_nall)f comes; nor does
‘running ahead into it’ in this sense mean that we ‘rush headlong into it’.
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actual. 'The more unveiledly this possibility gets understood, the more
purely does the understanding penetrate into it as the possibility of the
impossbility of any existence at all. Death, as possibility, gives Dasein nothing
to be ‘actualized’, nothing which Dasein, as actual, could itself be. It is
the possibility of the impossibility of every way of comporting oneself
towards anything, of every way of existing. In the anticipation of this
possibility it becomes ‘greater and greater’; that is to say, the possibility
reveals itself to be such that it knows no measure at all, no more or less,
but signifies the possibility of the measureless impossibility of existence.
In accordance with its essence, this possibility offers no support for
becoming intent on something, ‘picturing’ to oneself the actuality which
is possible, and so forgetting its possibility. Being-towards-death, as anti-
cipation of possibility, is what first makes this possibility possible, and sets
it free as possibility.

Being-towards-death is the anticipation of a potentiality-for-Being of
that entity whose kind of Being is anticipation itself.! In the anticipatory
revealing of this potentiality-for-Being, Dasein discloses itself to itself as
regards its uttermost possibility. But to project itself on its ownmost
potentiality-for-Being means to be able to understand itself in the Being
of the entity so revealed—namely, to exist. Anticipation turns out to be
the possibility of understanding one’s ownmost and uttermost potentiality-
for-Being—that is to say, the possibility of authentic existence. The ontological
constitution of such existence must be made visible by setting forth the
concrete structure of anticipation of death, How are we to delimit this
structure phenomenally ? Manifestly, we must do so by determining those
characteristics which must belong to an anticipatory disclosure so that it
can become the pure understanding of that ownmost possibility which is
non-relational and not to be outstripped—which is certain and, as such,
indefinite. It must be noted that understanding does not primarily mean
just gazing at a meaning, but rather understanding oneself in that poten-
tiality-for-Being which reveals itself in projection.xvil

Death is Dasein’s ownmost possibility. Being towards this possibility dis-
closes to Dasein its ownmost potentiality-for-Being, in which its very Being is
the issue. Here it can become manifest to Dasein that in this distinctive
possibility of its own self, it has been wrenched away from the “they”.
This means that in anticipation any Dasein can have wrenched itself away
from the “they” already. But when one understands that this is something
which Dasein ‘can’ have done, this only reveals its factical lostness in the
everydayness of the they-self.

1¢ .. dessen Seinsart das Vorlaufen selbst ist.” The earlier editions have ‘hat’ instead
of “ist’.
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The ownmost possibility is non-relational. Anticipation allows Dasein to
understand that that potentiality-for-being in which its ownmost Being is
an issue, must be taken over by Dasein alone. Death does not just ‘belong’
to one’s own Dasein in an undifferentiated way; death lays claim to it as
an individual Dasein. The non-relational character of death, as understood
in anticipation, individualizes Dasein down to itself. This individualizing
is a way in which the ‘there’ is disclosed for existence. It makes manifest
that all Being-alongside the things with which we concern ourselves, and
all Being-with Others, will fail us when our ownmost potentiality-for-
Being is the issue. Dasein can be authentically itself only if it makes this
possible for itself of its own accord. But if concern and solicitude fail us,
this does not signify at all that these ways of Dasein have been cut off
from its authentically Being-its-Self. As structures essential to Dasein’s
constitution, these have a share in conditioning the possibility of any
existence whatsoever. Dasein is authentically itself only to the extent that,
as concernful Being-alongside and solicitous Being-with, it projects itself
upon its ownmost potentiality-for-Being rather than upon the possibility
of the they-self. The entity which anticipates its non-relational possibility,
is thus forced by that very anticipation into the possibility of taking over
from itself its ownmost Being, and doing so of its own accord.

The ownmost, non-relational possibility is not to be outstripped. Being
towards this possibility enables Dasein to understand that giving itself up
impends for it as the uttermost possibility of its existence. Anticipation,
however, unlike inauthentic Being-towards-death, does not evade the
fact that death is not to be outstripped; instead, anticipation frees itself
Jor accepting this. When, by anticipation, one becomes free for one’s own
death, one is liberated from one’s lostness in those possibilities which may
accidentally thrust themselves upon one; and one is liberated in such a
way that for the first time one can authentically understand and choose
among the factical possibilities lying ahead of that possibility which is
not to be outstripped.! Anticipation discloses to existence that its utter-
most possibility lies in giving itself up, and thus it shatters all one’s tena-
ciousness to whatever existence one has reached. In anticipation, Dasein
guards itself against falling back behind itself, or behind the potentiality-
for-Being which it has understood. It guards itself against ‘becoming too
old for its victories’ (Nietzsche). Free for its ownmost possibilities, which
are determined by the end and so are understood as finite [endliche], Dasein
dispels the danger that it may, by its own finite understanding of existence,
fail to recognize that it is getting outstripped by the existence-possibilities
of Others, or rather that it may explain these possibilities wrongly and

1¢, .. die der uniiberholbaren vorgelagert sind.’ See note 1, p. 303, H. 259 above.
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force them back upon its own, so that it may divest itself of its ownmost
factical existence. As the non-relational possibility, death individualizes
—but only in such a manner that,as the possibility which is not tobe out-
stripped, it makes Dasein, as Being-with, have some undcrstax{ding of the
potentiality-for-Being of Others. Since anticipation of the possibility which
is not to be outstripped discloses also all the possibilities which lie ahead
of that possibility, this anticipation includes the possibility of taking the
whole of Dasein in advance [Vorwegnehmens] in an existentiell manner;
that is to say, it includes the possibility of existing as a whole potentiality-
Jfor-Being.

The ownmost, non-relational possibility, which is not to be outstripped,
is certain. The way o be certain of it is determined by the kind of truth
which corresponds to it (disclosedness). The certain possibility of death,
however, discloses Dasein as a possibility, but does so only in such a way
that, in anticipating this possibility, Dasein makes this possibility possible for
itself as its ownmost potentiality-for-Being.? The possibility is disclosed
because it is made possible in anticipation. To maintain oneself in this
truth—that is, to be certain of what has been disclosed—demands all
the more that one should anticipate. We cannot compute the certainty of
death by ascertaining how many cases of death we encounter. This
certainty is by no means of the kind which maintains itself in the truth of
the present-at-hand. When something present-at-hand has been un-
covered, it is encountered most purely if we just look at the entity and let
it be encountered in itself. Dasein must first have lost itself in the factual
circumstances [Sachverhalte] (this can be one of care’s own tasks and
possibilities) if it is to obtain the pure objectivity—that is to say, the
indifference—of apodictic evidence. If Being-certain in relation to death
does not have this character, this does not mean that it is of a lower grade,
but that it does not belong at all to the graded order of the kinds of evidence we can
have about the present-at-hand.

Holding death for true (death is just one’s own) shows another kind of
certainty, and is more primordial than any certainty which relates to
entities encountered within-the-world, or to formal objects; for it is
certain of Being-in-the-world. As such, holding death for true does not
demand just ene definite kind of behaviour in Dasein, but demands Dasein

1 ‘Die gewisse Moglichkeit des Todes erschliesst das Dasein aber als Moglichkeit nur
30, dass es vorlaufend zu ihr diese Méglichkeit als eigenstes Seinkénnen fiir sich ermog-
licht.” While we have taken ‘Die gewisse Méglichkeit des Todes’ as the subject of this
puzzling sentence, ‘das Dasein’ may be the subject instead. The use of the preposition ‘zu’
instead of the usual ‘in’ after ‘vorlaufend’ suggests that in ‘anticipating’ the possibility of
death, Dasein is here thought of as ‘running ahead’ towards it or up to it rather than into it,

When this construction occurs in later passages, we shall indicate it by subjoining ‘zu’
in brackets.
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itself in the full authenticity of its existence.xvi!t In anticipation Dasein
can first make certain of its ownmost Being in its totality—a totality
which is not to be outstripped. Therefore the evidential character which
belongs to the immediate givenness of Experiences, of the “I”, or of
consciousness, must necessarily lag behind the certainty which anticipa-
tion includes. Yet this is not because the way in which these are grasped
would not be a rigorous one, but because in principle such a way of
grasping them cannot hold for true (disclosed) something which at bottom
it insists upon ‘having there’ as true: namely, Dasein itself, which I
myself am, and which, as a potentiality-for-Being, I can be authentically
only by anticipation.

The ownmost possibility, which is-non-relational, not to be outstripped,
and certain, is indefinite as regards its certainty. How does anticipation
disclose this characteristic of Dasein’s distinctive possibility ? How does the
anticipatory understanding project itself upon a potentiality-for-Being
which is certain and which is constantly possible in such a way that the
“when” in which the utter impossibility of existence becomes possible
remains constantly indefinite? In anticipating [zum] the indefinite
certainty of death, Dasein opens itself to a constant threat arising out of its
own “there”. In this very threat Being-towards-the-end must maintain
itself. So little can it tone this down that it must rather cultivate the
indefiniteness of the certainty. How is it existentially possible for this
constant threat to be genuinely disclosed? All understanding is accom-
panied by a state-of-mind. Dasein’s mood brings it face to face with the
thrownness of its ‘that it is there’.XIx But the state-of-mind which can hold
open the utter and.constant threat to itself arising from Dasein’s ownmost individual-
ized Being, is anxiety.x* 1 In this state-of-mind, Dasein finds itself face to face
with the “nothing” of the possible impossibility of its existence. Anxiety
is anxious about the potentiality-for-Being of the entity so destined [des so
bestimmten Seienden], and in this way it discloses the uttermost pos-
sibility. Anticipation utterly individualizes Dasein, and allows it, in this
individualization of itself, to become certain of the totality of its potenti-
ality-for-Being. For this reason, anxiety as a basic state-of-mind belongs
to such a self-understanding of Dasein on the basis of Dasein itself.?
Being-towards-death is essentially anxiety. This is attested unmistakably,
though ‘only’ indirectly, by Being-towards-death as we have described it,

1 *Di¢ Befindlickkeit aber, welche di¢ stindige und schlechthinnige, aus dem eigensten vereinzelten
Sein des Dasiens aufsteigende Bedrohung seiner selbst offen zu halten vermag, ist die Angst.” Notice
that ‘welche’ may be construed either as the subject or as the direct object of the relative
clause. ) )

2+, , gehort zu diesem Sichverstehen des Daseins aus seinem Grunde die Gl“lﬂld-.
befindlichkeit der Angst.’ It is not grammatically clear whether ‘seinem’ refers to ‘Sych-
verstehen’ or to ‘Daseins’,
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when it perverts anxiety into cowardly fear and, in surmounting this fear,
only makes known its own cowardliness in the face of anxiety.

We may now summarize our characterization of authentic Being-
towards-death as we have projected it existentially: anticipation reveals to
Dasein its lostness in the they-self, and brings it face to face with the possibility of
being itself, primarily unsupported by concernful solicitude, but of being itself, rather,
in an impassioned freedom towards death-—a freedom which has been released
Jrom the Illusions of the ““they”, and which is factical, certain of itself, and anxious.

All the relationships which belong to Being-towards-death, up to the
full content of Dasein’s uttermost possibility, as we have characterized it,
constitute an anticipation which they combine in revealing, unfolding,
and holding fast, as that which makes this possibility possible. The existen-
tial projection in which anticipation has been delimited, has made visible
the ontological possibility of an existentiell Being-towards-death which is
authentic. Therewith, however, the possibility of Dasein’s having an
authentic potentiality-for-Being-a-whole emerges, but only as an ontological
possibility. In our existential projection of anticipation, we have of course
clung to those structures of Dasein which we have arrived at earlier, and
we have, as it were, let Dasein itself project itself upon this possibility,
without holding up to Dasein an ideal of existence with any special ‘con-
tent’, or forcing any such ideal upon it ‘from outside’. Nevertheless, this
existentially ‘possible’ Being-towards-death remains, from the existentiell
point of view, a fantastical exaction. The fact that an authentic potentiality-
for-Being-a-whole is ontologically possible for Dasein, signifies nothing, so
long as a corresponding ontical potentiality-for-Being has not been demon-
strated in Dasein itself. Does Dasein ever factically throw itself into such
a Being-towards-death ? Does Dasein demand, even by reason of its own-
mostBeing, an authentic potentiality-for-Being determined by anticipation?

Before answering these questions, we must investigate whether to any
extent and in any way Dasein gives testimony, from its ownmost potentiality-
for-Being, as to a possible authenticity of its existence, so that it not only
makes known that in an existentiell manner such authenticity is possible,
but demands this of itself.

The question of Dasein’s authentic Being-a-whole and of its existential
constitution still hangs in mid-air. It can be put on a phenomenal basis
which will stand the test only if it can cling to a possible authenticity of
its Being which is attested by Dasein itself. If we succeed in uncovering
that attestation phenomenologically, together with what it attests, then
the problem will arise anew as to whether the anticipation of [zum] death,
which we have hitherto projected only in its ontological possibility, has an essential
connection with that authentic potentiality-for-Being which has been attested.
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