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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
worldhivod 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 seck 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 Sciende als Natur kann das Dasein nur in einem bestimmten Modus seines In-
der-Welt-scins entdecken.’

Lg Being and Time 95

E)ecnl :;’lade to start with spatiality and then to Interpret the Being of the
t::;-d as r}el: extensa. In Descartes we find the most extreme tendency
o s such an ontology of the ‘world’, with, indeed, a counter-orienta-

on towards the res cogitans—which does not coincide with Dasein either
ont.lcall).r or ontologically. The analysis of worldhood which we are here
attempting can be made clearer if we show how it differs from such an
o;tolﬁgxca.l terfdcncy. 9ur analysis will be completed in three stages:
i(ll )t e.analysxs of envu‘or‘xmentality and worldhood in general; (B) a.n

ustrative contrast between our analysis of worldhood and Descartes’

ontology of the ‘world’; (C) the aroundne
> ss [das Umbhaft :
mcnt’ and the ‘spatialityy Of Dascin.l [ c] Of the €Nnvirone

" A. Analysis of Environmentality and Worldhood in General

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

The Being of those entities which we encounter as closest to
?xhxblted phenomenologically if we take as our clue our cvcryd:; (l:;:inbf
m-t.h.e-wo.rld., which we also call our “dealings’? in the world and wgll
entities w.lthm-the-world. Such dealings have already dispersed themselv
into manifold ways of concern.? The kind of dealing which is closest to :::
;; :s we have sho“'m, not a bare perceptual cognition, but rather that
h: . of concern whx‘ch manipulates things and puts them to use; and this
has l11ts own 'kmd 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
first make a remark about method. ! et

In the disclosure and explication of Being, entities are in every case our

- preliminary and our accompanying theme [das Vor-und Mitthematische] ;
?

butti tci)ur real theme is Being. In the domain of the present analysis, the
::11 u scsinwe shall take as our prclimi.nary theme are those which show them-
\ our concern with the environment. Such entities are not thereb
objects for knowing the ‘world’ theoretically; they are simply what .
used, what gets produced, and so forth. As entities so cncoﬂrrtcred ticu
become the preliminary theme for the purview of a ‘knowing’ whi::h -
phc.jnomcx.mlogical, looks primarily towards Being, and which, in tinaxss
takfng Being as its theme, takes these entities as its accompanyin’g theme
T:uAs Phcnomenological interpretation is accordingly not a way of knowing.
4 is considered in Sections 15-18; B in Secti ;Ci i
to: fglrchzgged’lf"rh;n w;ﬂ tm;::?x’a ?vi:e_r’ally: ac“go?:t:;?f;m" ’o(r: ‘l;oisnc: talg:xf’,gzxt sense not
business’. ‘Dealings’ is by no means :lnn:cx::m“:ltlce‘tlr::s::t):(;l:,a L;(;T:;l:hl:;sgo:go‘n?e:tlchx:

as any. ‘Intercourse’ and ‘trafficking’ are also possible translati
3 See above, H. 57, n. 1, p. 83. ne ble tHons.
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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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(wpaéis). But ontologically, the specifically ‘pragmatic’ character of
the npdypara 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, measurcment,
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
f’f 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
?hc 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

! ‘das Jrug’. The word ‘Zeug’ has no precise English equivalent. While it may mean an
implement, instrument, or tool, Heidegger uses it for the most part as a collthive nou!yl
which is a‘mlogous to our relatively specific ‘gear’ Su 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 Heul:leggcr 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 in ite article to
rei;ex" to some specific tool or instrument—some item or bit of equipment.

In der Struktur “Um-zu” liegt cine Vawu'.nmg’von ctwas 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 ‘relcgates’ or ‘assigns’ something
to something else, wltct.her one ‘refers’ a symbol to what it symbolizes, ‘refers’ a beggar
toa wel‘ﬁu'e agency, ‘commits’ a person for trial, ‘relegates’ or ‘banishes’ him to Siberia,
or cven ‘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 2 man to ‘commit larceny or
murder aWyw‘oom:mthimelf’towuinwﬁ:mvim,foratucbutogiven
pupil a I assignment’, or even for a journalist to receive an ‘assi * to the Vatican,
wew?ulq 'vetoﬁndwmeotpcrverb.thm‘verweim’.We , however, use the
verbs ‘assign §nd ‘refer’ and their derivatives as perhaps the least misleading substitutes,
emploxn:lg whu;hevcr seems phe more appropriate in the context, and occasionally using
a hendlmd? as in the t passage. Set:tioutLZi for further discussion. (When other
words as ‘anweisen’ or ‘zuweisen’ arc translated as ‘assign’ joi
o in ) assign’, we shall usually subjoin
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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 t.not as
something taken as a theme) is the room; al'.ld we encounter it not
as something ‘between four walls’ in a geometrical s;,)anal sense, bu.t as
equipment for residing. Out of this the ‘arrangcmcnt. emerges, ax.ld cnlt is
in this that any ‘individual’ item of cquipmen't shows itself. Before it does
50, a totality of equipment has already been dmoovered '
Equipment can genuinely show itself only in dcalmgs. cut to its own
measure (hammering with a hammer, for example); but in suc_h deah'ngs
an entity of this kind is not grasped thematically as an occurring Th;g,
nor is the equipment-structure known as such even in the using. 'e
hammering does not simply have knowledge abou.t [um'] the h.ammcr ]
character as equipment, but it has appropriated thxs equipment in a way
which could not possibly be more suitable. In dealu.lgs such as t?s, where
something is put to use, our concern subordinates itself to the m-ox:der-.
to” which is constitutive for the equipment we are employing at tl}c txmefi
the less we just stare at the hammer-Thing, and thf: more we seize hol
of it and use it, the more primordial does our rel,ahox}xhx[.) to it beoon.lc,
and the more unveiledly is it encountered as that \n(hxch‘xt is—as equxp:
ment. The hammering itself uncovers the spc‘.nﬁc n.lampul.abnhty
[“Handlichkeit”] of the hammer. The kind of Being which e‘c‘lmpx.nent
s—in which it manifests itself in its own right—we ca.ll reWs—
to-hand” [uhandenheit].! Only because cquipmcnt. 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 ws just fook ‘[Nur-noch-
hinsehen) at the ‘outward appearance’ [*‘Aussehen]” of Things in whateve;
form this takes, we cannot discover anything read):-to-hand. If we lc?o
at Things just ‘theoretically’, we can get along mt%xout undcrstandmg
readiness-to-hand. But when we deal with them by using thm} and mani-
pulating them, this activity is not a blind one; it has lts. own kind ctf ugl.lt,
by which our manipulation is guided and fr_om which it acquires its
specific Thingly character. Dealings with cqmpmcn,t subordma.te tthn-
sclves to the manifold assignments of the ‘in-orf:lcr-to . And’ the sight with
which they thus accommodate themselves is circumspection.
1 Italics only in earlier editions. . .

c icht’ i by ‘circumspection’, is here presented as
sundmg. ding v;‘:n: mchm‘:fcys::l:t’ug‘.:‘;h:?) ere, u':her ‘here, H'ca:'cgg:: 0:1 :ktx:’g
admuge of the fact that the prefix ‘um’ may mean eit around“wnd'or‘lookingmund
‘Umsicht’ may accordingly be thought of as meaning oodklmg o v
for something’ or ‘looking around for a way to get something n German pan
mt, ‘Umsicht’ seems to have much the same connotation as our

ol

circumspection
wareness i i looks around before one decides just what one ought to
do ncxi ‘But H;elgng;h ::n?t: 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] i s 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.

1f mm Sinne der Sichtlosigkeit . . .” The point of this sentence will be clear to the
reader who recalls that the Greek verb Pewpetv, 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’.

% ‘Das Werk trigt dic 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 clumsiet ‘totality of assignments’
may convey the idea more effectively. (The older editions read ‘deren’ rather than

‘derer’.)
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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.

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
tume gets regulated in the official astronomical manner. When we make
use of the clock-equipment, which is proximally and inconspicuously
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 discc?vcrablc 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
thcnf, 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.
Suf.:h 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
!ead 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 Rare what is just present-at-hand
‘and no more, cognition must first penetiate beyond what is ready-to-hand
In our concern. Readiness-to-kand 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 js 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
thosc.cntities 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

16 L .
» -+ ein ziindchst an sich vorhandener Weltstoff . . .’ The earlier editi ¢
zunichst ein an sich vorhandener Weltstoff . . .". ftions have " . .

2 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 ?t

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 entitics
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 Sclf 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 ‘Dis am innerweltlich Seienden sich meldende Weltmdssigksit der Umuwelt.
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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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104 Being and Time I3
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-band 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&rdoestlﬁsclarifythcphmomoantlnworld?Eveninanalysing
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 Hei ’s distinction between ‘conspicuousness’ (Auffilligkeit’) ‘obtrusiveness’
(‘Aufdringlichkeit’), and ‘obstinacy’ ‘Aufsiissigkeit’) is hard to present unambi ously in
translation. He scems to have in mind three rather similar situations. In each o 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 g wqy ‘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
m and the articles which are still ready-to-hand before us, thrust themselves upon

a way that they become ‘obtrusive’ or even ‘obnoxiows’. In the third situation,
some of the articles which are ready-to-hand before us are ex ienced as obstacles to the
achievement of W ; as obstacles they are ‘obstinate’, ‘recalcitrant’, ‘refractory’,
and we have to to them or di 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.

Inallthreedtuaﬁmuthtuﬁdaﬂﬂchmmdy-to—hmdfotmw\dtolosetheir
readiness-to-hand in one way or another and reveal their ce-at-hand; only in the
second situation, however, do we encounter them as ‘just present-at-hand and no more’
(‘nur noch Vorhandenes’).

'qu‘ng’ismedinthepqmtivemeof‘maﬂ".Secourm 1, p- 97 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 encountered as ‘in themselves’ in the concern which
makes use of them without noticing them explicitly—the concern which
can come up against something unusable. 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-
u':lvcs to them [Sichstellen unter sic]. But when an assignment has been
ch—-whm 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-
'sho.p’—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 bresk in those referential contexts
whu:l} 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-band among others; still less is it something present-at-hand upon
which equipment ready-to-hand is somehow founded: it is in the
fthcre' 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-
f:umspection. ‘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’.!

1In . . . N €33 »
e e pr, LR e G T T
though on a very few occasions he may'ule the wordnx::h?ﬁuo‘:m H: ﬂl;lllm his m

muni'n;bytheoogna.tevub‘mﬁchlm',to‘hy ’. To say that something has
been M’w‘Mm’thmmmmMmhm
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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’
[in seinem ‘“An-sich-sein’], then those 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 beforchand 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

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

1 ‘Diese *“Un” meinen den Charakter des Ansichhaltens des Zuhandenen, das, was wir
mit dem An-sich-sein im Auge haben . . .’ The point seems to be that when we speak of
:omcshmg ‘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.

9§ 17. Reference and Signs

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 ‘Vorbhan
denheit’.

8 Cf. H. 68 above.
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