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1

   In  Being and Time , Heidegger aims to “work out concretely the question 

concerning the sense of ‘being  ’” (1; translation modii ed). The published 

version of the book contains roughly one-third of the book Heidegger 

envisioned, and we have only rather sparse and sketchy indications of 

how the book would have looked when complete. It was to consist of 

two parts, with each part divided into three divisions. Part One was to 

offer an “explication of time   as the transcendental   horizon for the ques-

tion of being  ” (38). The published portions of  Being and Time  consist of 

the i rst two divisions of Part One – the “preparatory” sections of this 

project. Rather than offering an account of the sense of being   in general, 

these divisions focus on a “determinate entity”:  Dasein   , the kind of 

entity that in each case we human beings are.  1   

 Thus  Being and Time  as it exists provides a very rich preparatory 

analysis of human being  -in-the-world   (in Division I), and then argues 

that our way of being   has its sense in temporality   (in Division II). 

Division III, as envisaged, would have moved from the focus on Dasein   

toward an account of temporality as the horizon for understanding   

and interpreting the sense of being   in general. Part Two would have 

used the provisional account of temporality to “destroy” the history   

of ontology   – focusing on Kant   (Division I), Descartes   (Division II), 

and Aristotle   (Division III). Part Two, Heidegger claimed, would 

have shown concretely how traditional ontology was consistently 

grounded in an experience of the temporal and historical structures 

of human existence  . But the intention was to destroy or break down 

the categories of the ontological   tradition that, Heidegger claimed, 

conceal an original experience of time   (see 21–2). Neither Division III 

of Part One nor Part Two were ever completed (see §6 of  Being and 

Time  for Heidegger’s overview of what he intended to accomplish in 

Part Two).  2   

 We offer here a chapter-by-chapter overview of  Being and Time , start-

ing, of course, with Heidegger’s Introduction.  

     1     An Overview of  Being and Time    

    Mark A.   Wrathall     and     Max   Murphey    
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  Introduction 

 Inquiries into being   are often dismissed as superl uous or empty because 

being   is thought to be both so fundamental as to defy dei nition and yet 

also well understood by everybody. Heidegger agrees, in fact, that being   

cannot be dei ned in the way that concepts about entities are – that 

is, by deriving a dei nition from more basic concepts, or rei ning it by 

comparing and contrasting it to other related, well-dei ned concepts. 

And yet it is the philosopher’s task, after all, to illuminate the meaning 

of supposedly self  -evident concepts. The mere appeal to what is well 

understood, without any further illumination, often conceals a superi -

cial and mistaken grasp of the matter. 

 But if we’re not asking for a dei nition of “being  ,” what is the ques-

tion of being   after? We make progress in understanding   being  , Heidegger 

argues, by getting clearer about the “meaning” or “sense” ( Sinn   ) of 

being    .  3   The way Heidegger uses the term “sense” is akin to the way we 

say in English that something “makes sense.” Things make sense when 

they i t together, when there is an organized, stable, and coherent way 

in which they interact and bear on us and each other. We grasp the sense 

of something when we know our way around it, we can anticipate what 

kind of things can happen with respect to it, we recognize when things 

belong or are out of place, and so on. This is what Heidegger means when 

he says that “sense is that within which the intelligibility   of something 

maintains itself. . . Sense is that onto which projection   projects, in terms 

of which something becomes intelligible as something” (151, transla-

tion modii ed). Sense is the background   way of organizing and i tting 

things together, which guides and shapes all our anticipations of and 

interactions with anything we encounter. 

 We explain the sense of being   when we illuminate what we understand 

when we know our way around entities as entities, meaning that we are 

able to distinguish between what is and what is not, or between how 

something is and how it is not. The conceptual apparatus that must be 

brought to bear in explaining this sense, however, is anything but clear. 

Heidegger largely dispenses with traditional ontological   categories and 

tries to develop his own ontological   concepts by  “interrogating” enti-

ties with regard to their being  , viewing them in the context of their 

being   rather than, for instance, in the context of their causal interac-

tions with each other. Toward this end, Heidegger proposes that the 

inquiry should focus from the outset on a particular entity, one that is 

well suited for interrogation with respect to its being  . Dasein   has prior-

ity for the inquiry because we are dei ned as the kind of entity we are 

by our possession of an understanding   of being    . Moreover, we “relate 



An Overview of Being and Time 3

to being  ” (see 12), meaning that we understand that there are different 

ways to be, and that we are capable of “deciding our existence  ” (12) by 

taking over a different way to be. Thus Dasein gets its “essential char-

acter from what is inquired about – namely, being  ” (7). 

 Dasein   has priority in another way as well. It not only understands its 

own existence  , but it “also possesses . . . an understanding   of the being   

of all entities of a character other than its own” (13). If we examine 

another entity with regard to its being   – for instance, a physical object 

like a stone – we can hope only for insight into its particular mode of 

being  . But Dasein’s dealings with entities show a sensitivity to different 

ways of being  . Thus, by analyzing Dasein’s different modes of comport-

ment, we can hope to gain insight into a number of modes of being  . 

 Heidegger offers two rather concise arguments meant to motivate the 

question of being  , as well as to clarify further its function and aim. The 

question of being  , Heidegger argues, has priority over all other scien-

tii c inquiries because every science   presupposes a certain ontological   

understanding   of its subject   matter. The natural sciences, for instance, 

operate within a pre-theoretical understanding of what it is to be a natu-

ral entity (as opposed to a cultural or historical entity). Behind the basic 

concepts of any positive science, Heidegger argues, lies a tacit ontology  , 

a “productive logic  ” that “discloses” an area of being   and guides scien-

tii c inquiry within that domain (see 10). Without an explicitly and the-

matically developed ontology, Heidegger argues, there is a danger that 

the sciences will be led astray by unfounded metaphysical assumptions 

(see 11). 

 The other motivation for asking the question of being   is rooted in our 

essence   as Dasein  . The “question of existence   is one of Dasein’s ontical 

‘affairs’” (12). We care   about our being  , that is, about the ways in which 

we have decided, and will decide, our existence. We thus care about 

the question of being  , given the reasonable assumption that having a 

clear-sighted understanding   of being   gives us guidance on how we ought 

to take a stand on our being  . 

 But how is the question to be pursued? What method is to be 

employed? We already have a certain understanding   of being    . We have 

a sense for the difference between being   and nonbeing  , and we grasp 

pre-rel ectively,  4   though imperfectly, what it is to be a human being  , as 

opposed to a rock, as opposed to a number, and so on. Since these por-

tions of  Being and Time  are centered on our kind of being  , the initial 

task is to illuminate Dasein   as it shows up in our pre-rel ective under-

standing – Dasein in its everydayness. This will be done by offering a 

description in which “essential structures will be exhibited, which per-

sist as determinative of being   in every kind of being   of factical Dasein” 
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(16–17, translation modii ed). Heidegger calls this method – description 

that exhibits essential structures – “phenomenology  .” Since it involves 

interpreting or laying out what we already tacitly understand, it is a 

“hermeneutic  ” phenomenology. The task of Division I is to i nd the 

right concepts to describe the structures of  everyday    Dasein, concepts 

that will let Dasein show itself in its being  . But this will yield at best 

a provisional account of Dasein, since it won’t show why it makes 

sense that those structures are determinative of the being   of Dasein. 

Thus “this preparatory analytic of Dasein will have to be repeated on 

a higher and authentically   ontological   basis” (17) in which we uncover 

and articulate the sense of being  . This is the task of Division II. 

The answer to the question of the sense of the being   of Dasein is 

 “temporality  ”: temporality is the background   against which the essen-

tial structures of Dasein are intelligible as determining the being   

of Dasein.  5    

  Division I 

 Heidegger begins Division I by giving a brief sketch of what Dasein   is 

and how it differs from all other types of entities. The central claim, 

once again, is that Dasein is the one   kind of entity that has an  under-

standing   of being       . This does not mean that all human beings explicitly 

know the meaning of being  , for in such a case, everyone would already 

be in possession of a fundamental ontology  , and Heidegger’s project 

would be superl uous. Rather, Dasein’s understanding of being   is for 

the most part implicit and vague – “pre-ontological  ” in the sense of 

lacking an explicit ontology (5–6). The philosophical development of 

this pre-ontological understanding   will often require correcting what 

we think we understand about being  . 

 Traditional ontology  , Heidegger claims, has misconstrued our being   

as human beings by assuming that we share the same  mode of being      

as other entities we encounter within the world  , such as tables, rocks, 

dogs, atoms, or numbers. From Aristotle   to Descartes   and beyond, for 

instance, both human beings and nonhuman things were understood 

to be alike in that they were  substances : discretely individuated, 

self  -sufficient entities that possess determinate properties and stand in 

contingent, external relations to one another. Although different sub-

stances possess different determinative or essential properties, tradi-

tional ontology applies the same ontological   categories to all of them. 

Heidegger argues, however, that our pre-rel ective ways of distinguish-

ing between different types of entities are grounded in an ontological 

difference  . Much of Division I is concerned with articulating these 

ontological distinctions.  
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  Chapter 1 

 As an initial specii cation of Dasein  , Heidegger observes: “we are our-

selves the entities to be analysed. The being   of any such entity is  in 

each case mine . These entities, in their being  , comport themselves 

towards their being   . . .  Being  is that which is an issue for every such 

entity” (41–2). 

 What does it mean to say that being   is an  issue  for Dasein  ? When 

I say that something is an issue for me, I mean that it matters to me, 

that it has importance or signii cance   for me, or that I care   about it. It 

also implies that there is something I can do about it – that its condi-

tion can be altered or affected by me. Many of Heidegger’s main points 

are foreshadowed by this claim: that the world   is to be understood as a 

contingent structure of signii cance, that entities in the world and our 

activities are understood on the basis of their sense, and that the being   

of Dasein is care. 

 Because Dasein   can comport itself toward being  , it differs fun-

damentally from all other entities. Heidegger uses the term 
 “existence  ” ( Existenz   ) to refer to Dasein’s mode of being  ; he calls the 

modes of being   for entities other than Dasein “presence-at-hand” or 

 “occurrentness  ” ( Vorhandenheit ), and “readiness-to-hand” or “available-

ness  ” ( Zuhandenheit ).  6   As the name suggests, available   entities are enti-

ties that offer us ready, intelligible modes of use. Most of the things we 

encounter in everyday   life are available  . We are familiar with them, and 

they afford or solicit actions from us in response. Heidegger addresses 

availableness   in detail in chapter 3. Occurrent   entities are the enti-

ties we discover when we abstract from our practical engagement with 

the world   and take up a rel ective or theoretical or scientii c attitude 

toward it. Then we i nd entities that are dei ned not by the roles they 

play in our world but by their inherent physical properties. Heidegger 

argues that traditional ontology   has focused on occurrentness   and erro-

neously attempted to interpret all entities as occurrent  . 

 Because being   is an issue for Dasein  , it resists being   explained as just 

one type of occurrent   entity among others. In the history   of philosophy, 

a number of different accounts have been offered regarding our essence   

as human beings. According to Aristotle  , the essence of a human being     

is to be a rational animal. For Christian philosophers, the essence of a 

human being   is to be created in the image of God  . In the Cartesian para-

digm, the essence of a human being   is to be a conscious subject   with the 

capacity to rel ect on its mental representations. The implicit assump-

tion behind each of these dei nitions of the essence of humanity is that 

human beings   are ontologically homogenous with all other entities, dif-

fering only in virtue of possessing different essential properties. We are 
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different from lower animals, for instance, either because we are essen-

tially rational or because they were created by God for us or because they 

are incapable of rel ecting on their representations. On this traditional 

view, the history of different interpretations of humanity’s essence can 

be understood as an argument over which of the properties we possess 

is  really  the essential one. Heidegger, however, takes this history as a 

sign   that Dasein has an ontology   fundamentally different from other 

entities. Namely, Dasein is  an entity that interprets its own essence . 

Its essence is not found in the possession of this or that property. Its 

essence is found in its lack of an essential property in the traditional 

sense. If “existence  ” names our mode of being  , and we are entities for 

whom being   is an issue, then it follows, as Heidegger famously pro-

claims, that “the ‘essence’ of Dasein lies in its existence  ” (42). 

 Another way of putting this would be to say that Dasein  ’s essence   is 

“open.” It is never i xed once and for all, and we are capable of reinter-

preting ourselves. Because each of us can, at least in principle, interpret 

ourselves, “the being   of any such entity is  in each case mine .  ” But, 

as chapter 2 argues, we are also thoroughly shaped by the people and 

things around us, and we inherit our possibilities   from the particular 

shared social world we live in.  

  Chapter 2 

 As existing, self  -interpreting entities, we stand in an essential rela-

tionship to the world  . Heidegger calls our basic state “being  -in-

the-world  ,” and hyphenates the term to emphasize that it is a “ unitary  

 phenomenon” that can only be understood when “seen as a whole” (53). 

Dasein   and the world are fundamentally misunderstood if taken as two 

self-sufficient entities that can subsequently enter into an external rela-

tionship. Rather, we are entities that necessarily i nd ourselves in an 

embodied state, dealing with a world that, for its part, is prior to any 

particular individual. Although it is prior to any particular individual, 

however, the world is essentially a meaningful structure and thus only 

exists for entities like us who are capable of grasping meanings. 

 Despite focusing on each element of being  -in-the-world   separately – 

the “world  ” component in chapter 3, the “who” of Dasein   in chapter 4, 

and the “being  -in  ” relation in chapter 5 – Heidegger insists that we keep 

in mind that these components are abstractions from the overall uni-

tary phenomenon. 

 This chapter offers a preliminary sketch of being  -in-the-world  , one 

that aims in particular to fend off our tendency to import occurrent-

ist assumptions into ontology  . For instance, if one takes Dasein   as just 

another occurrent   entity, its being  -in tends to be understood on the 
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model of spatial containment (53–4). When we say that someone is  in  

the world  , however, we primarily mean that he or she is at home or 

familiar with a certain way of  living  or  residing  in a particular organized 

whole of entities, activities, aims, ideals, and so on (54). This relation-

ship of being   at home in a world is poorly modeled in terms of spatial 

containment. Of course, we do bear a physical relationship to the objects 

around us – we are constrained by the particular features of the environ-

ment   we i nd ourselves in as it bears on the particular features of us as 

embodied beings (our traits, dispositions, skills, and so on). Heidegger 

calls such features our “facticity  .” 

 Being factically “dispersed . . . into dei nite ways of being  -in” (56) is 

different than being   in determinate spatial   and causal relationships to 

occurrent   entities in our proximity. The entities within-the-world   that 

Dasein   encounters are, for the most part, the things it deals with in 

conducting its life: hammers, nails, pencils, paper, tables, chairs, doors, 

stairs, cars, clothes, food, air, the ground, the sky, and so on. We make 

use of these entities in various ways in our pursuit of our purposes 

and projects. They show up not as occurrent   objects with properties 

but rather as the functional roles they play in these projects (87). In 

Heidegger’s terms, the being   of these entities is to be  available   : to afford 

or solicit particular ways of engaging with them. We can encounter 

them when we have  concern    ( Besorgen ) for them – we possess embodied 

competence for handling them, and it matters to us how they interact 

with each other and with us. Concern for available   entities is one of our 

fundamental ways of being   in the world (57, 66–9). 

 We are in the world  , then, primarily by way of understanding   it, by 

knowing our way about in it. In the preliminary sketch of being  -in-

the-world  , Heidegger is also concerned to fend off the tendency to think 

of our  understanding  on the model of cognition   of the occurrent   world. 

Among the ways in which we understand entities are those specialized 

projects of the modern, developed world known as the  sciences . Science  , 

in the broadest sense, consists in the construction of theoretical rep-

resentations of nature that allow us to predict and explain empirical 

phenomena, to manipulate natural forces, and to produce technological 

artifacts. All such projects share a common feature: they are ways of 

understanding entities in the world, as well as the world itself, in purely 

 occurrent    terms. 

 Theoretical understanding   abstracts from our everyday   dealings with 

available   entities and the signii cance   things usually have for us in order 

to arrive at a representation of the universe as an occurrent   totality that 

is causally determined throughout and amenable to exhaustive mathe-

matical representation. And yet, for all the power and utility of  knowing  

the world   through these theoretical representations, it is just one form 
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of understanding among many. Moreover, it is a form of understanding 

that, from the standpoint of fundamental ontology  , is derivative from 

our everyday   concern   (59 ff.).  

  Chapter 3 

 This chapter offers an account of the world   and entities within-the-world 

as we encounter them in everyday   life. We must not think of the world 

as simply the extended, physical universe. Instead, Heidegger uses 

“world  ” to point to the whole – the unii ed totality – of entities, tied 

together as a complex network of signii cant relationships. To think of 

the world as a mere universe, a collection of all that is, is to assume an 

occurrentist ontology  .  7   

 Heidegger’s name for the available   entities that we encounter 

 “proximally and for the most part” is “equipment  ” (68).  8   The clothes 

we wear, the cars we drive, the doors we open, the ground on which we 

walk, the pens with which we write, the signs we read, understand, and 

follow – these all primarily show themselves as available  . To see this, 

imagine what it would involve to understand these entities as occur-

rent   substances with occurrent   properties. One could attempt to give an 

exhaustive description of a pen, for instance, in the language   of theoreti-

cal physics. This description would involve measurable quantities such 

as the mass and volume of the pen, an algebraic equation that describes 

the approximate shape of the pen, and dispositional properties such as 

the mechanical forces that would be exerted when the cap is removed 

or the button is pressed. 

 But in normal circumstances, when we are using the pen and it is 

functioning well, none of these properties show up in our experience. 

And we i nd ourselves  absorbed  ( aufgegangen ) in what we are  writing. 

The pen itself is for the most part “transparent” or inconspicuous. 

However, in abnormal circumstances, some of the physical properties 

(shape, size, mass, forces) of the pen become  conspicuous , or  obtrude , 

in certain ways: the mass of the pen shows up when it is too heavy or 

too light; the shape of the pen shows up when it makes holding the pen 

uncomfortable; the internal forces of the pen show up when the cap is 

difficult to remove. But even in these cases, the pen is still not a merely 

occurrent   substance; instead, it has a dei cient mode of being     that 

Heidegger calls “un-availableness  ” (73–4). The way in which one deals 

with a pen that is functioning poorly is not to take note of its occurrent   

properties but simply to toss it aside and i nd the closest replacement. 

 All the relevant parameters of the available   are purpose-relative and 

thus not reducible to occurrent   properties because they are not deter-

minable independently of the ever-shifting contexts of use. It would 
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be vain to seek general criteria, in Dasein  -independent terms, for what 

counts as too heavy, uncomfortable, or difficult. Moreover, because 

equipment   things are constituted relationally – “equipment is essen-

tially ‘something in-order-to  . . .’” – Heidegger emphasizes that, strictly 

speaking, “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” (68). Each particular item of equipment 

is dei ned  structurally  as a node in a network of relations to projects 

and activities, and thereby to other available   entities and ultimately to 

Dasein. The pen, for instance, i lls a place dei ned by its relationships 

to activities such as taking notes, drawing, or signing checks. It is thus 

brought into relationship to entities such as paper, ink, and desks, and 

to the roles and purposes of the human beings engaged in these activi-

ties, such as being   a student, being   an artist, or paying bills to support 

one’s family (84). Unlike occurrent   entities, which are essentially inde-

pendent of each other, available   entities are essentially  interdependent . 

An individual piece of equipment only shows up as such against the 

background   of its  involvements    ( Bewandtnis ). 

 A world  , then, presents us with an organized totality of activities 

on the basis of which particular entities are able to be encountered in 

their involvements   (ordinarily as equipment  ) (see 86). Dasein   inhabits a 

world by assigning itself to a way of taking a stand on its being  , in terms 

of which it makes sense of its particular projects and activities. So the 

world is that wherein Dasein can take up the tasks of interpreting and 

taking responsibility   for its existence  . 

 Heidegger calls the general structure of worlds “worldhood  .” The 

structure that allows for a particular world   to exist is the structure of 

the meaningful relationships of activities and entities, the way they 

refer to and relate to each other, thereby affording us different possibili-

ties   for being  . Heidegger calls this structure “signii cance  ” ( Bedeutung ) 

(87). The world and its worldhood form the background   against which 

we understand any particular entity with its specii c involvements  . This 

background tends to withdraw from us – as long as things are working 

together smoothly, we don’t notice it or attend to it. We typically notice 

how things are supposed to refer to  9   and relate to one another only in 

cases of breakdown, of a disruption to our ability to cope l uidly with 

our environment  . 

 It is within this framework that Heidegger presents his critique of 

Descartes  ’ conception of the physical world   and space   as  res extensa . 

Just as the available   entities of our everyday   environment   are not char-

acterized in terms of measurable physical quantities, this environment 

( Umwelt ) itself, considered as a spatial realm wherein Dasein   resides, is 

not primarily understood as a mathematical manifold or metric space  , 
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but rather as a network of meaningful spatial relationships that are 

dei ned in terms of Dasein’s activities. As we make our way around the 

world, we encounter available   entities laid out in signii cant places and 

regions to which they  belong  (102–4). When things are placed where 

they belong, they are appropriately accessible to us, and our involve-

ment   with them goes smoothly; otherwise, they just “lie around” and 

obstruct our activities (102). 

 It is in terms of the varying availability   of available   entities that the 

phenomena of  distance  and  remoteness  ( Entfernung ) i rst show up for 

Dasein   (104–6). In everyday   life, when I say that something is “close 

by” or “far away,” I primarily refer to the ease or difficulty involved in 

my accessing it (106). So, if my daily commute involves an hour-long 

l ight between cities a few hundred miles apart, there is a distinct sense 

in which these cities are closer together for me than either of them is 

to the rural countryside in between – accessing the latter might involve 

making reservations at a bed-and-breakfast, renting a car, looking up 

directions, and bringing appropriate attire. Our everyday   understanding   

of distances consists in comparisons of this sort, and it is only through 

a process of theoretical abstraction that we come to think of space   as 

dei ned in terms of geometrical relations that can be measured with any 

degree of precision (112).  10   

 The Cartesian framework, which considers these latter relations to 

constitute the essence   of the extended world  , consequently regards our 

everyday   experience of space   as insignii cant and takes an abstract, 

albeit useful, model of space   as a characterization of what space   “really” 

is. But it is only on the basis of a familiarity   with our everyday   environ-

ment   that the spaces of geometry or physics can have any signii cance   

for us.  

  Chapter 4 

 Dasein   is a being  -in-the-world  . Chapter 3 focused on the world  . In this 

chapter, Heidegger provides an account of everyday   Dasein. 

 Who is Dasein  ? As noted at the outset of Division I, “Dasein is an 

entity which is in each case I myself” (114). Heidegger initially uses 

terms like “self  ,” “I,” and “subject  ” as formal indicators – that is, as 

ways of directing our attention in an ontologically noncommittal way 

to the phenomenon in question. Such terms point to the fact that Dasein 

has  mineness   , in other words, that I have some sort of exclusive and 

unique relationship to my existence  . It is my affair, and I am respon-

sible for it. They also point to the idea that there is something essential 

about me, something that endures across changes. But we must suspend 

our tendency to think about such phenomena as the  I , the  self , and the 
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 subject  in an occurrentist way – in the way we might, for instance, 

think about the identity and constancy of an object. The “‘I’ . . . must 

be interpreted existentially” (116), without assuming that there is some 

stable and self-identical  substance  that determines who I am. 

 In fact, Heidegger argues that who I am is subject to change, and Dasein   

can exist in quite distinct modes. But the starting point for answering 

the question “who is Dasein?” is the description of our everyday   being   

in the world  . How do other Dasein show up to me, and how do I show 

up to myself, in the course of my everyday commerce   with the world? 

 The identity of the self   is, in everyday   life, constituted by those mean-

ingful activities through which the individual partakes in norm-governed 

social practices. A relationship to other human beings is built into those 

practices. These practices are, as we have seen, dei ned in terms of the 

structure of signii cance  : a network of available   entities and their pur-

posive relations to one another. But purposiveness   presupposes a use for 

an agent, a role that he or she plays. For instance, a craftsperson builds 

things for the use of other human beings. Each individual person, before 

she can take responsibility   for her own existence   in an authentic way, 

already i nds herself as having been interpreted in terms of her partic-

ipation in social practices. As an epigram, we can say that in everyday   

human existence, the public is primitive   and the private is derivative. 

 We always inhabit a shared world  , and the way we exist in this world 

is always essentially structured by others (see 123). Conversely, the 

world also “frees Dasein  ” – that is, it opens up a space where others 

can be encountered as Dasein. We automatically recognize the traces of 

other people in the things with which they dwell in the world (117 ff.). 

Indeed, it is built into our experience of things that they belong to oth-

ers, are well-suited to specii c people, and so on. When one takes it upon 

oneself to trespass on another’s property, for instance, it feels differ-

ent; one moves and carries oneself differently than when one has been 

invited in. In his or her actions, the trespasser expresses an interpreta-

tion   of him- or herself as disobedient to norms. Thus, even in our unco-

operative or criminal activities, we never cease to interpret ourselves in 

terms of the very norms we have violated. 

 Not only do we i nd ourselves in a world   that is meaningfully struc-

tured by the activities and purposes of others, it also seems to be a basic 

structure of our being   that we are constantly taking measure of how we 

compare to or differ from others. Heidegger calls this “distantiality  ” 

( Abst ä ndigkeit ). Everyday   Dasein   thus exists as “being-with  ” ( Mitsein ). 

It takes its measure from other Daseins, it has a special cognizance of 

them as other Daseins, and it has a primordial familiarity with   them: 

we understand how to engage with others  as  Daseins. They show up as 

“Dasein-with  ” ( Mitdasein ). The others are “those from whom, for the 
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most part, one does not distinguish oneself – those among whom one 

is too . . . this ‘with’ is something of the character of Dasein  ; the ‘too’ 

means a sameness of being   as circumspectively   concernful   being  -in-

the-world  ” (118). Thus, in addition to its ordinary concern   with avail-

able   entities, Dasein also exhibits  solicitude    ( F ü rsorge ): a care   for and 

about other Dasein. 

 One upshot of this is that in our ordinary everyday   activity, there can 

be no “other minds” problem. We don’t infer that others are Dasein   (in 

which case, there would always be room for skeptical doubt about the 

accuracy of our inference). On the contrary, we couldn’t even have a 

sense of ourselves as Dasein without already relating to other Dasein. 

And we immediately, unrel ectively cope with others as Daseins (125). 

 So who is the everyday   Dasein  ? It is not a subject   who could be con-

stituted as she is, independently of any relationship to other Daseins. It 

is quite the contrary, given our ordinary everyday   submission to norms. 

Insofar as one follows the norms, one is merely  one among many . Our 

distantiality   disposes us to interpret ourselves in terms of these norms. 

But beyond that, we often fall into “inauthenticity  ” – that is, into 

“standing in subjection to others.” That is, we simply accept unthink-

ingly the ways in which one does things. In doing so, we disburden our-

selves of responsibility    for our own actions  by acting as an anonymous 

follower of norms. This anonymous subject or self   is who we refer to 

when we say things like “one waits in line,” “one drives on the right 

side,” or “one just doesn’t do that here.” In doing so, the “who” that I 

am is really the others to whom I defer in deciding what to do. 

 Heidegger uses the impersonal pronoun “one  ” or “they” ( das Man   ) 

and the related expression one-self   ( Man-selbst ) to refer to the anon-

ymous, everyday   way in which Dasein   generally understands itself 

(126 ff.).  Das Man  makes possible the social  conformity  against the 

background of which the individual can understand herself, her activi-

ties, and others. However, without the possibility of authenticity  , in 

which the individual takes responsibility   for her own decisions and 

thereby attains a unique identity for herself, there would be nothing but 

social  conformism   . In purely conformist scenarios, no single individual 

is ultimately responsible for the behavior of the group. It is not hard to 

see how this could (and does) lead to various forms of immoral behav-

ior, but Heidegger does not put it in those terms. He merely says that 

“In Dasein’s everydayness the agency   through which most things come 

about is one of which we must say that ‘it was no one’” (127). 

 On the one   hand, we have seen that Dasein  , in its everyday   being  -in-

the-world  , primarily interprets itself in terms of its world  . That is, it 

understands its identity, as well as the identities of other Dasein, in 

terms of the norms that govern the use of publicly available   equipment   
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and the social interactions that are built up around cooperative projects. 

On the other hand, we must recognize that this everyday   existence   is 

for the most part inauthentic    , meaning it is “public” (it is governed 

by norms available   to everyone), “levelled down” (it only does what 

anyone could do), and “disburdened” of responsibility   for its own deci-

sions (127). Authenticity  , “discovering the world in my own way” (129), 

is a possibility that Heidegger will take up as a theme in Division II. 

Authenticity is a possibility available to every Dasein simply in vir-

tue of the basic structure of mineness  . However, the achievement of 

authentic selfhood   in any particular case only takes place against the 

background   of the everyday  , anonymous possibilities   for existence that 

we take over from  das Man    (130).  11    

  Chapter 5 

 Heidegger criticizes certain traditional approaches to ontology   for 

their “unrestrained tendency to derive everything and anything from 

some simple ‘primal ground’” (131). Heidegger’s ontology, by contrast, 

is methodologically open to the possibility   of “equiprimordiality.” 

Equiprimordial phenomena cannot be derived from something more 

basic and cannot exist without each other. As we’ve seen, Heidegger 

argues that Dasein   and world   are equiprimordial. While he devotes a 

separate chapter to focusing on each (world in chapter 3, and Dasein in 

chapter 4), Heidegger emphasizes throughout that being-in-the-world   

is a unitary phenomenon. There cannot be a world without Dasein, 

and one cannot be a Dasein without a world. In chapter 5, the task is 

to specify the “relationship” between Dasein and world. This cannot 

be thought of on the model of the way two occurrent   entities, each 

constituted independently of each other, interact on the basis of their 

own independently constituted properties. For instance, being  -in is not 

the spatial containment of one object within another, and it is not a 

representational relationship  between  a subject   (Dasein) and an object 

(world). It would be more accurate, Heidegger observes, to say that 

“Dasein is the being   of this ‘between’” (132). The “relation” between 

Dasein and world, in other words, is that a Dasein is a particular open-

ing up of world. It is one way in which the world gets laid out and taken 

up as we pursue activities, identities, aims, and roles. 

 Dasein   is  in  a world  , then, insofar as it is familiar with dei nite ways 

of existing, and is engaged in taking a stand on its being  . Heidegger’s 

account of being-in   in chapter 5 delineates three equiprimordial struc-

tures that are constitutive of familiarity   with a world. We could charac-

terize these structures in ordinary terms as follows: Dasein i nds itself 

in a situation in which certain things stand out as mattering; Dasein 
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possesses abilities for dealing with its situation and pursuing mean-

ingful projects; and Dasein articulates both its situation   and its abili-

ties in a way that makes particular entities and references stand out as 

salient. These three structures are what Heidegger calls “disposedness  ” 

( Bei ndlichkeit   ), “understanding  ” ( Verst ä ndnis ), and “discourse  ” ( Rede   ) 

respectively. Since these structures are equiprimordial constituents of 

being-in  , no one of them can be taken as more fundamental than the 

others and each one must be understood in terms of the others (133). 

 There is a signii cant  passive  aspect to being-in  . Dasein   i nds itself 

already situated in a particular world   that is arranged in a dei nite, con-

crete fashion and where particular things have already shown up as mat-

tering. Heidegger refers to this as Dasein’s “thrownness  ” ( Geworfenheit   ): 

we are “thrown  ” into the world. We also i nd ourselves with charac-

teristics that shape our engagement with the world. Unlike occurrent   

entities with their factual properties, our concrete characteristics are 

always encountered as bearing a meaning – I’m an embodied being, with 

a history  , a family, and so on. These are fact-like constraints but still 

meaningfully taken up and constituted. To distinguish it from “brute 

facts,” Heidegger calls human factuality our “facticity  ” ( Faktizit ä t   ) (see 

135, 276). Our thrownness and facticity are disclosed to us through a 

particular way of being “attuned” to the world. Heidegger calls this our 

disposedness  , and it involves the way we always i nd ourselves saddled 

with dispositions, aims, desires, skills, and particular ways of making 

sense of the world. Disposedness is to some extent always beyond our 

control, since it provides the background against which we exercise our 

abilities in order to shape our existence   actively.  12   

 One concrete phenomenon in which our disposedness   manifests 

itself is  mood    ( Stimmung ) (134). For Heidegger, a mood is not merely 

an emotional state into which one falls on certain occasions based on 

one’s reactions to events and objects, coloring them subjectively with 

a certain positive or negative valence. On the contrary, one is  always  

in a mood (134), and it is only in terms of one’s mood that events and 

objects show up to one as signii cant. Particular emotions and feelings 

and passions occur against the background   of this more basic mood. 

The fact that we can, and must, suppress our emotions, desires, and per-

sonal interests when we engage in business or scientii c research does 

not mean that moods are contingent occurrences that we must avoid. 

Rather, it indicates that occurrent   entities are best discovered and stud-

ied when we are in a tranquil, unaffected state that facilitates placid 

observation and efficient interpersonal relations (138). 

 Our disposedness   gives us a certain familiarity   with our world   – a cer-

tain sense for what’s important and trivial, relevant and irrelevant, to 

be preferred or avoided. Our  understanding    opens up the possibility   for 



An Overview of Being and Time 15

acting on the basis of our disposedness. In understanding, one   projects  

oneself onto various possibilities  . Through its disposedness, Dasein   

i nds itself in a factical situation and in a certain mood  . Through its 

understanding, Dasein can go beyond its current situation, freely inter-

pret itself, and, ultimately, take responsibility   for its own existence  . 

 One might think of possibilities   as events or states of affairs that 

could be actual but are not. We’ll call such things “possible-actuals” 

to distinguish them from what Heidegger means by “possibility  .” 

Possibilities as Heidegger understands them are orders of meaning, 

whole coherent ways of organizing what is actual and possibly-actual. 

To use a game analogy, the rules of the game are the possibilities. They 

describe the different meaningful coni gurations into which different 

moves in the game and different game pieces can enter. The rules are 

never actual in the way that a thrown   pitch in baseball is either actual 

or a possible-actual. The rules are, rather, in the mode of shaping the 

signii cance   of all the actual things that occur. 

 In  understanding   , we project   onto possibilities  , meaning we grasp 

the actual in terms of the possible – that is, in terms of a space   of sig-

nii cations that governs how the actual relates to other things, how 

it develops, what opportunities it affords, and so on. As one pursues 

those possibilities, one interprets oneself and the possibilities, develop-

ing them and working them out.  13   Heidegger calls such a commitment 

to a particular understanding “interpretation  ” ( Auslegung ). Whenever 

Dasein   deals with available   entities, it interprets them in a dei nite way. 

For example, the average individual possesses the ability to use doors. 

This is an open-ended ability that can be applied to an indei nite vari-

ety of particular doors, whether they have handles, knobs, or latches; 

whether they must be pushed or pulled; or whether they are rotating 

doors or car doors. In opening a door, I put this understanding to work, 

and rei ne my ability as I become precisely responsive to this particular 

door. Thus an interpretation need not be an explicit act of thought or 

assertion  . To be sure, such acts also count as interpretations, but they 

are derivative rather than paradigmatic instances of the basic structure 

of interpretation that Dasein exhibits in everything that it does (149, 

153 ff.). The structure of interpretation is constituted by the  affordances  

that things offer to us when we understand the world  . Heidegger calls 

the structure of affordances the “as structure  ” – for example, the desk 

shows up  as  affording writing, the knife  as  affording cutting, and so on. 

Every perception, cognition  , or action takes things as meaningful and 

responds to what they afford within the world. 

 Assertion   is a derivative form of interpretation  . The basic sort of 

interpretation, in which we take something  as  something (i.e., experi-

ence it as affording such and such) need not pick an entity out explicitly 
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and display it as having a determinate, propositionally communicable 

property. But an assertion   does just this: it picks out a particular entity 

as subject  , picks out a property of this entity as predicate, and then 

expresses the relationship of the entity and its property in the form of 

a judgment (154–5). Assertion thus involves an  abstraction  of determi-

nate features out of a prior holistic grasp of entities in their rich net-

work of interrelations. In assertion, available   entities that already make 

sense to us through our circumspective understanding   are reinterpreted 

as occurrent   entities with determinate properties (157–8). 

 Understanding and disposedness   are determined by a third equipri-

mordial structure of being-in:  discourse   . Discourse is the way in which 

Dasein    articulates  the meaningful structure of its world   (161). As we 

have already seen, the structure of signii cance   consists of relationships 

between available   entities established by the shared practices and activi-

ties in which everyday   Dasein takes part. While these entities are irreduc-

ibly interdependent with each other and dependent upon the activities 

of Dasein, they are also readily distinguishable in terms of the differ-

ent functional roles they play in the structure of signii cance. Indeed, 

we are able to speak of  individual  available   entities, such as hammers, 

pens, or doors. But if we are to understand these entities in a manner 

appropriate to their being  , we must keep in mind that their essence   con-

sists in their holding a place in a world, thus guiding and constraining 

and facilitating interactions with each other and with Dasein. Dasein 

i nds itself thrown   into a situation in which certain entities show up 

through their signii cance relations; Dasein understands these entities 

and their relations insofar as it has the ability to make use of them in its 

activities. But all of this presupposes that the world has been articulated 

into “nodes of signii cation  ,” and this is the contribution of discourse 

(161). On certain occasions, an individual Dasein might want or need to 

communicate some elements of this articulation   of its world by means 

of  language   . Heidegger captures the relationship between language and 

the world in the epigram “to signii cations, words accrue” (161). This 

is just to say that signii cance constitutes the structure of the world, 

while words and sentences are the particular linguistic entities through 

which a person communicates an aspect of his or her understanding   of 

signii cance to another person for a particular purpose.  14   

 Having laid out the structure of our being in a world   through the 

account of disposedness  , understanding  , and discourse  , the i nal sec-

tions of chapter 5 describe the everyday   forms of being-in  . As we saw 

above, everyday   Dasein   interprets itself in terms of the public world of 

shared practices. If Dasein submits itself completely to the shared and 

public forms of intelligibility  , it inauthentically   rids itself of the burden 

of taking responsibility   for its own individual existence  . But even when 
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an individual Dasein attains authenticity  , it does not thereby extricate 

itself from  das Man    and the public world: it continues to let itself be 

absorbed in the activities of everyday   life. In the way it is arranged, the 

shared public world facilitates certain kinds of activity and discourages 

others. There is thus a constant tendency, as we get in sync with the 

world around us, to become absorbed in normalized, conventional ways 

of doing things. This absorption   in the public world is what Heidegger 

calls the “falling  ” ( Verfallen ) of Dasein (175). 

 Think, for instance, of the inl uence that one public mode of discourse   

in particular – our language   – has on us. An individual Dasein   i nds itself 

in a public world   in which the articulation   of signii cance   has already 

been made concrete and stabilized in an average way that is accessible 

to anyone who speaks a given language (168). The language affords us 

certain things that we can say, and well-worn manners of speech that 

are readily intelligible given the average ways of being   in the world  . 

When we let ourselves get drawn into and absorbed in the public, shared 

forms of discourse, the result is  idle talk    ( Gerede ) (167). In idle talk, 

Dasein does not articulate the signii cance of entities directly but rather 

does so indirectly through the mediation of what others have said, or 

“what one says,” about these entities. Paradigmatic examples of idle 

talk are what we call “small talk,” “hearsay,” and “gossip” (168–9). If 

we are satisi ed with the superi cial understanding   of the world that we 

can achieve through such idle forms of discourse, then we obscure the 

possibility   of achieving a primordial relationship with the entities in 

our world and thereby relieve ourselves of the responsibility   of attain-

ing a i rst-hand articulation of them – an articulation that lends itself to 

one’s own specii c understanding and disposedness   (168–70). 

 As long as I am skillfully pursuing something for the sake of my 

own highest end or purpose, I interpret my situation for myself – I see 

what the concrete situation   requires of me given my particularities as 

an agent. But interpretation   can succumb to the falling   tendency as 

well – for instance, in  curiosity    ( Neugier ). When I am curious, I don’t 

develop what is understood and make it my own. Instead, I withhold 

myself from committing myself to a purposive engagement in activi-

ties. I   distract  myself with a passive beholding of whatever presents 

itself, satisi ed with whatever superi cial interpretation the “one  ” gives 

to events (171–3). As we all know, one distraction often leads quickly 

to another. My commitment is exhausted by the desire for amusement, 

and the insubstantiality of such activities tends not to fuli ll me, and 

thus puts me into a restless state of constantly craving novelty (172). 

The result of not interpreting the world   for myself through an authentic 

commitment, however, is that I am completely subject   to the normal, 

conventional way of making sense of things. 
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 A third manifestation of falling  , which Heidegger calls “ambiguity  ” 

( Zweideutigkeit ), is a characteristic of an understanding   that takes over 

shared, public, leveled-down ways of projecting   onto possibilities  . Insofar 

as idle talk   tends to be directed toward entities that are  “accessible to 

everyone, and about which anyone can say anything, it soon becomes 

impossible to decide what is disclosed in a genuine understanding, and 

what is not” (173). Curiosity, in its restless craving for novelty, leads 

to the phenomenon of a “fast-paced” social life in which everyone is 

trying to stay “ahead of the game” (174). In such activities, there 

is a pretense of concern   with matters of importance and a semblance of 

cooperative involvement  , but in reality people are focused on superi -

cialities (174–5). The result is that it becomes impossible to tell which 

possibilities are genuine and which are not. We think we understand the 

signii cances that structure any particular entity or event or situation, 

but without a committed, concrete engagement with them, we can’t be 

sure. The ambiguity exhibited by the publicly predominant interpreta-

tions of Dasein   and of other entities perpetually hinders the individual 

Dasein’s ability to exist authentically  . 

 At this point, it may appear that we have diverged from the proj-

ect of giving an analysis of the existential structures of Dasein   and 

have launched into a cultural critique with a moralizing subtext. But 

Heidegger insists that this is not the purpose of his account of falling   

(167). He emphasizes that falling is not a “bad and deplorable property” 

(176) from which we should strive to escape, but rather an essential ten-

dency of everyday   Dasein. It is also clear, however, that the three forms 

of falling can be seen as enabling conditions of inauthenticity   insofar as 

they lead an individual Dasein to interpret itself solely in terms of the 

anonymous self   of  das Man   , and to disburden itself of responsibility   for 

its own existence  .  

  Chapter 6 

 Division I has been concerned with a preliminary account of the being   of 

Dasein  . Dasein, Heidegger has argued, is essentially being-in  -the-world  . 

In chapters 3 through 5, the phenomenon of being-in-the-world     was ana-

lyzed into its equiprimordial moments. In chapter 6, Heidegger aims to 

bring the phenomenon into view as a unitary whole – that is, to direct 

our attention to some experience in which we can recognize the essen-

tial unity of Dasein and world, and see how their unity provides the 

foundation for the unity of disposedness  , understanding  , and discourse  . 

 To make a somewhat long story short, the “primordially unitary 

phenomenon” (181) at which Heidegger arrives is  care    ( Sorge ). There 

is both an affective and a projective dimension to “care.” The affective 


