Passages on the Relations between Zuhandensein and Vorhandensein

Being lies in the fact that something is, and in its Being as it is; in Reality; in presence-at-hand;
in subsistence; in validity; in Dasein; in the 'there is'. ['Sein liegt im Dass. und Sein, in Realitét,
Vorhandenheit, Bestand, Geltung, Dasein, im "es gibt"."] [§2, 7, MR26]

legein itself---or rather noein, that simple awareness of something present-at-hand in its sheer
presence-at-hand, which Parmenides had already taken to guide him in his own interpretation of
Being-has the Temporal structure of a pure 'making-present' of something. Those entities which
show themselves in this and for it, and which are understood as entities in the most authentic
sense, thus get interpreted with regard to the Present; that is, they are conceived as presence
(ousia). [§6, 26, MR48]

*In this kind of 'dwelling' as a holding-oneself-back from any manipulation or utilization, the
perception of the present-at-hand is consummated. Perception is consummated when one
addresses oneself to something as something and discusses it as such. This amounts to
interpretation in the broadest sense; and on the basis of such interpretation, perception becomes
an act of making determinate. What is thus perceived and made determinate can be
expressed in propositions, and can be retained and preserved as what has thus been
asserted. This perceptive retention of an assertion about something is itself a way of Being-in-
the-world; it is not to be Interpreted as a 'procedure' by which a subject provides itself with
representations [ Vorstellungen|] of something which remain stored up 'inside' as having been thus
appropriated, and with regard to which the question of how they 'agree' with actuality can
occasionally arise. [§13 89]

Equipment can genuinely show itself only in dealings cut to its own measure (hammering with a
hammer, for example); but in such dealings an entity of this kind is not grasped thematically as
an occurring Thing, nor is the equipment-structure known as such even in the using. The
hammering does not simply have knowledge about [um] the hammer's character as equipment,
but it has appropriated this equipment in a way which could not possibly be more suitable. In
dealings such as this, where something is put to use, our concern subordinates itself to the "in-
order-to" which is constitutive for the equipment we are employing at the time; the less we just
stare at the hammer-Thing, and the more we seize hold of it and use it, the more primordial
does our relationship to it become, and the more unveiledly is it encountered as that which
it is—as equipment. The hammering itself uncovers the specific 'manipulability’
["Handlichkeit"] of the hammer. The kind of Being which equipment possesses-in which it
manifests itself in its own right-we call "readiness-to-hand" [Zuhandenheit]. Only because
equipment has this 'Being-in-itself' and does not merely occur, is it manipulable in the broadest
sense and at our disposal. No matter how sharply we just look [Nur-noch-hinsehen] at the



'outward appearance' ["Aussehen]" of Things in whatever form this takes, we cannot discover
anything ready-to-hand.

If we look at Things just 'theoretically', we can get along without understanding readiness-
to-hand. But when we deal with them by using them and manipulating them, this activity is not
a blind one; it has its own kind of sight, by which our manipulation is guided and from which it
acquires its specific Thingly character. Dealings with equipment subordinate themselves to the
manifold assignments of the 'in-order-to'. And the sight with which they thus accommodate
themselves is circumspection [§15 98]

*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. [§15 99]

*The kind of Being which belongs to these entities is readiness-to-hand. But this characteristic is
not to be understood as merely a way of taking them, as if we were talking such 'aspects' into the
'entities' which we proximally encounter, or as if some world-stuff which is proximally present-
at-hand in itself were 'given subjective colouring' in this way. [§15 101]

*To lay bare what is just present-at-hand and no more, cognition must first penetrate beyond
what is ready-to-hand in our concern. Readiness-to-hand is the way in which 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, however, granting this thesis for the
nonce, that readiness-to-hand is ontologically founded upon presence-at-hand? [§15 101]

*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 concern, and as such it uncovers the Being-just-present-at-hand-and-no-more of
something ready-to-hand. [§16 103]

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. [§16 104]

Everyday circumspective Being-in-the-world needs the possibility of sight (and this means that it
needs brightness) if it is to deal concernfully with Wwhat is ready-to-hand within the present-at-
hand. [§80 465]

BB: These two passages, from the beginning and the end of the book, describe both
presence-at-hand within what is ready-to-hand and what is ready to hand within what is
present-at-hand.

*Similarly, when something ready-to-hand is found missing, though its everyday presence
[Zugegensein] has been so obvious that we have never taken any notice of it, this makes a break
in those referential contexts which circumspection discovers. Our circumspection comes up
against emptiness, and now sees for the first time what the missing article was ready-to-hand
with, and what it was ready-to-hand for. The environment announces itself afresh. What is thus
lit up is not itself just one thing ready-to-hand among others; still less is it something present-
at-hand upon which equipment ready-to-hand is somehow founded: it is in the 'there' before
anyone has observed or ascertained it. It is itself inaccessible to circumspection, so far as
circumspection is always directed towards entities; but in each case it has already been disclosed
for circumspection. 'Disclose’ and 'disclosedness' will be used as technical terms in the passages
that follow, and shall signify 'to lay open' and 'the character of having been laid open.' Thus 'to
disclose' [erschliessen] never means anything like 'to obtain indirectly by inference'. [§16 105]

*The presence-at-hand of entities is thrust to the fore by the possible breaks in that
referential totality in which circumspection 'operates'...[§16 107]

And here again, when the equipmental characters of the ready-to-hand are still circumspectively
undiscovered, they are not to be Interpreted as bare Thinghood presented for an apprehension of
what is just present-at-hand and no more. [§17 111]

But the 'indicating' of the sign and the '"hammering' of the hammer are not properties of
entities. Indeed, they are not properties at all, if the ontological structure designated by the
term 'property’ is that of some definite character which it is possible for Things to possess
[einer moglichen Bestimmtheit von Dingen]. Anything ready-to-hand is, at the worst,
appropriate for some purposes and inappropriate for others ; and its 'properties'
[Eigenschaften] are, as it were, still bound up in these ways in which it is appropriate
[geeignet] or inappropriate, just as presence-at-hand, as a possible kind of Being for
something ready-to-hand, is bound up in readiness-to-hand. [§18 114-15]



To the extent that any entity shows itself to concern-that is, to the extent that it is discovered in
its Being-it is already something ready-to-hand environmentally; it just is not 'proximally' a
'world-stuff' that is merely present-at-hand. [§18 118]

*the following structures and dimensions of ontological problematics, as we have repeatedly
emphasized, must be kept in principle distinct :

1 . the Being of those entities within-the-world which we proximally encounter-readiness-to-
hand;

2. the Being of those entities which we can come across and whose nature we can determine
if we discover them in their own right by going through the entities proximally
encountered-presence-at-hand; [§18 121]

Thus his ontology of the world is not primarily determined by his leaning towards mathematics,
a science which he chances to esteem very highly, but rather by his ontological orientation in
principle towards Being as constant presence-at-hand, which mathematical knowledge is
exceptionally well suited to grasp. [§21 129]

Adding on value-predicates cannot tell us anything at all new about the Being of goods, but
would merely presuppose again that goods have pure presence-at-hand as their kind of Being.
Values would then be determinate characteristics which a Thing possesses, and they would be
present-at-hand. They would have their sole ultimate ontological source in our previously laying
down the actuality of Things as the fundamental stratum. [§21 132]

*But because the phenomenon of the world itself gets passed over in this absorption in the
world, its place gets taken [tritt an seine Stelle] by what is present-at-hand within-the-
world, namely, Things. The Being of those entities which are there with us, gets conceived as
presence-at-hand. Thus by exhibiting the positive phenomenon of the closest everyday Being-in-
the-world, we have made it possible to get an insight into the reason why an ontological
Interpretation of this state of Being has been missing. This very state of Being, in its everyday
kind of Being, is what proximally misses itself and covers itself up. [§27 168]

*Yet even the purest theoria [theory] has not left all moods behind it; even when we look
theoretically at what is just present-at-hand, it does not show itself purely as it looks unless this
theoria lets it come towards us in a tranquil tarrying alongside. [§29 177]

That which is ready-to-hand is discovered as such in its serviceability, its usability, and its
detrimentality. The totality of involvements is revealed as the categorial whole of a possible
interconnection of the ready-to-hand. But even the 'unity' of the manifold present-at-hand, of
Nature, can be discovered only if a possibility of it has been disclosed. [§31 184]



To say that "circumspection discovers" means that the 'world' which has already been understood
comes to be interpreted. The ready-to-hand comes explicitly into the sight which
understands. [§32 189]

That which has been circumspectively taken apart with regard to its "in-order-to", and taken
apart as such-that which is explicitly understood-has the structure of something as something.
[§32 189]

*If we tell what it is for [des Wozu], we are not simply designating something; but that which is
designated is understood as that as which we are to take the thing in question. That which is
disclosed in understanding that which is understood--is already accessible in such a way that its
'as which' can be made to stand out explicitly. The 'as' makes up the structure of the
explicitness of something that is understood. It constitutes the interpretation. In dealing with
what is environmentally ready-to-hand by interpreting it circumspectively, we 'see' it as a table, a
door, a carriage, or a bridge; but what we have thus interpreted [ Ausgelegte] need not necessarily
be also taken apart [auseinander zu legen] by making an assertion which definitely
characterizes it. Any mere pre-predicative seeing of the ready-to-hand is, in itself, something
which already understands and interprets. [§32 189]

*But if we never perceive equipment that is ready-to-hand without already understanding and
interpreting it, and if such perception lets us circumspectively encounter something as
something, does this not mean that in the first instance we have experienced something purely
present-at-hand, and then taken it as a door, as a house? This would be a misunderstanding of the
specific way in which interpretation functions as disclosure. In interpreting, we do not, so to
speak, throw a 'signification' over some naked thing which is present-at-hand, we do not stick a
value on it; but when something within-the-world is encountered as such, the thing in question
already has an involvement which is disclosed in our understanding of the world, and this
involvement is one which gets laid out by the interpretation. [§32 190-1]

In what follows, we give three significations to the term "assertion".

1. The primary signification of"assertion" is "pointing out" [Aufzeigen]. In this we adhere to the
primordial meaning of logos as apophansis—Iletting an entity be seen from itself. In the assertion
"The hammer is too heavy', what is discovered for sight is not a 'meaning', but an entity in the
way that it is ready-to-hand. [§33 196]

2. "Assertion" means no less than "predication". [§33 196]
*Every predication is what it is, only as a pointing-out. The second signification of "assertion"

has its foundation in the first. Within this pointing-out, the elements which are Articulated in
predication—the subject and predicate—arise. It is not by giving something a definite



character that we first discover that which shows itself—the hammer—as such; but when
we give it such a character, our seeing gets restricted to it in the first instance, so that by
this explicit restriction of our view, that which is already manifest may be made explicitly
manifest in its definite character. In giving something a character, we must, in the first
instance, take a step back when confronted with that which is already manifest—the
hammer that is too heavy. In 'setting down the subject', we dim entities down to focus in
'that hammer there', so that by thus dimming them down we may let that which is manifest
be seen in its own definite character as a character that can be determined. [§33 197]

3- "Assertion" means "communication" [Mitteilung] , speaking forth [Heraussage]. As
communication, it is directly related to "assertion" in the first and second significations. It is
letting someone see with us what we have pointed out by way of giving it a definite character.
[§33 197]

The three significations of 'being valid' which we have set forth--the way of Being of the ideal,
Objectivity, and bindingness--not only are opaque in themselves but constantly get confused with
one another. [§33 198]

M&R note: Heidegger uses three words which might conveniently be translated as 'validity":
'Geltung' (our 'validity'), 'Giiltigkeit' (our 'valid character'), and 'Gelten' (our 'being valid', etc.).
Verbindlichkeit, "Allgemeingiiltigkeit".'

If we bring together the three significations of 'assertion' which we have analysed, and get a
unitary view of the full phenomenon, then we may define "assertion" as "a pointing-out which
gives something a definite character and which communicates". [§33 199]

By what existential-ontological modifications does assertion arise from circumspective
interpretation? [§33 200]

*Something ready-to-hand with which we have to do or perform something, turns into something
'about’ which the assertion that points it out is made. [§33 200]

*Within this discovering of presence-at-hand, which is at the same time a covering-up of
readiness-to-hand, something present-at hand which we encounter is given a definite character
in its Being-present-at-hand-in-such-and-such-a-manner. Only now are we given any access to
properties or the like. [§33 200]

*The as-structure of interpretation has undergone a modification. In its function of appropriating
what is understood, the 'as' no longer reaches out into a totality of involvements. As regards its
possibilities for Articulating reference-relations, it has been cut off from that significance which,
as such, constitutes environmentality. The 'as' gets pushed back into the uniform plane of that



which is merely present-at-hand. It dwindles to the structure of just letting one see what is
present-at-hand, and letting one see it in a definite way. This levelling of the primordial 'as'
of circumspective interpretation to the "as'" with which presence-at-hand is given a definite
character is the specialty of assertion. Only so does it obtain possibility of exhibiting
something in such a way that we just look at it.

Thus assertion cannot disown its ontological origin from an interpretation which
understands. The primordial 'as' of an interpretation (hermeneia) which understands
circumspectively we call the "existential-hermeneutical” in distinction from the "apophantical
'as' " of the assertion. [§33 200]

*The Greeks had no word for "language"; they understood this phenomenon 'in the first instance'
as discourse. But because the logos came into their philosophical ken primarily as assertion, this
was the kind of logos which they took as their clue for working out the basic structures of the
forms of discourse and its components. Grammar sought its foundations in the 'logic' of this
logos. But this logic was based upon the ontology of the present-at-hand. [§34 208-9]

The way in which discourse gets expressed is language. [Die Hinausgesprochenheit der Rede
ist die Sprache.'] Language is a totality of words—a totality in which discourse has a 'worldly'
Being of its own; and as an entity within-the-world, this totality thus becomes something which
we may come across as ready-to-hand. Language can be broken up into word-Things which
are present-at-hand. Discourse is existentially language, because that entity whose
disclosedness it Articulates according to significations, has, as its kind of Being, Being-in-the-
world—a Being which has been thrown and submitted to the 'world'. [§35 204]

It requires a very artificial and complicated frame of mind to 'hear' a 'pure noise'. The fact that
motor-cycles and waggons are what we proximally hear is the phenomenal evidence that in every
case Dasein, as Being-in-the-world, already dwells alongside what is ready-to-hand within-the-
world; it certainly does not dwell proximally alongside 'sensations'; [§34 207]

This means that it tends away from what is most closely ready-to-hand, and into a far and alien
world. Care becomes concern with the possibilities of seeing the 'world' merely as it looks while
one tarries and takes a rest. Dasein seeks what is far away simply in order to bring it close to
itself in the way it looks. Dasein lets itself be carried along [mitnehmen] solely by the looks of
the world. [§36 215]

These phenomena are those very ways of Being which we have been hitherto explaining:
readiness-to-hand and presence-at-hand, as attributes of entities within-the-world whose
character is not that of Dasein. Because the ontological problematic of Being has heretofore been
understood primarily in the sense of presence-at-hand ('Reality’, 'world-actuality'), while the
nature of Dasein's Being has remained ontologically undetermined, we need to discuss the



ontological interconnections of care, worldhood, readiness-to-hand, and presence-at-hand
(Reality). [§39 227-8]

our interpretation of understanding has shown that, in accordance with its falling kind of
Being,—it has, proximally and for the most part, diverted itself [sich verlegt] into an
understanding of the 'world'. Even where the issue is not only one of ontical experience but also
one of ontological understanding, the interpretation of Being takes its

orientation in the first instance from the Being of entities within-the world. Thereby the Being of
what is proximally ready-to-hand gets passed over, and entities are first conceived as a context of
Things which are (res) present-at-hand. “Being” acquires the meaning of “Reality”.
Substantiality becomes the basic characteristic of Being. Corresponding to this way in which the
understanding of Being' has been diverted, even the ontological understanding of Dasein moves
into the horizon of this conception of Being. Like any other entity, too is Dasein present-at-hand
as Real. In this way "Being in general" acquires the meaning of "Reality". Accordingly the
concept of Reality has a peculiar priority in the ontological problematic. By this priority the route
to a genuine existential analytic of Dasein gets diverted, and so too does our very view of the
Being of what is proximally ready-to-hand within-the-world. It finally forces the general
problematic of Being into a direction that lies off the course. The other modes of Being become
defined negatively and privatively with regard to Reality.

Thus not only the analytic of Dasein but the working-out of the question of the meaning
of Being in general must be turned away from a one-sided orientation with regard to Being in the
sense of Reality. We must demonstrate that Reality is not only one kind of Being among others,
but that ontologically it has a definite connection in its foundations with Dasein, the world, and
readiness-to-hand. [§43 245]

Gerede’s function:
The assertion which is expressed is about something, and in what it is about [in ihrem Woriiber]

it contains the uncoveredness of these entities. This uncoveredness is preserved in what is
expressed. What is expressed becomes, as it were, something ready-to-hand within-the-world
which can be taken up and spoken again. Because the uncoveredness has been preserved, that
which is expressed (which thus is ready-to-hand) has in itself a relation to any entities about
which it is, an assertion. Any uncoveredness is an uncoveredness of something. Even when
Dasein speaks over again what someone else has said, it comes into a Being-towards the very
entities which have been discussed. But it has been exempted from having to uncover them
again, primordially, and it holds that it has been thus exempted....In a large measure
uncoveredness gets appropriated not by one's own uncovering, but rather by hearsay of
something that has been said. [§44 266]

When the assertion has been expressed, the uncoveredness of the entity moves into the kind of
Being of that which is ready-to-hand within-the-world. But now to the extent that in this



uncoveredness, as an uncoveredness o f something, a relationship to something present-at-
hand persists, the uncoveredness (truth) becomes, for its part, a relationship between things
which are present-at-hand intellectus and res—a relationship that is present-at-hand itself. [§44
266]

In resoluteness we have now arrived at that truth of Dasein which is most primordial because it is
authentic. Whenever a "there" is disclosed, its whole Being-In-the-world—that is to say, the
world, Being-in, and the Self which, as an 'l am', this entity is—is disclosed with equal
primordiality. Whenever the world is disclosed, entities within-the-world have been discovered
already. The discoveredness of the ready-to-hand and the present-at-hand is based on the
disclosedness of the world, for if the current totality of involvements is to be freed, this requires
that significance be understood beforehand. In understanding significance, concernful Dasein
submits itself circumspectively to what it encounters as ready-to-hand. Any discovering of a
totality of involvements goes back to a "for-the-sake-of-which"; and on the understanding of
such a "for-the-sake-of-which" is based in turn the understanding of significance as the
disclosedness of the current world. [§60 343-4]

Dasein understands itself as Being-in-the-world, even if it does so without adequate ontological
definiteness. Being thus, it encounters entities which have the kind of Being of what is ready-to-
hand and present-at-hand. No matter how far removed from an ontological concept the
distinction between existence and Reality may be, no matter even if Dasein proximally
understands existence as Reality, Dasein is not just present-at-hand but has already understood
itself, however mythical or magical the interpretation which it gives may be. For otherwise,
Dasein would never 'live' in a myth and would not be concerned with magic in ritual and cult.
[§63 361]

Taken strictly, "meaning" signifies the "upon-which" [ Woraufhin] of the primary projection of
the understanding of Being. When Being-in-the-world has been disclosed to itself and
understands the Being of that entity which it itself is, it understands equiprimordially the Being
of entities discovered within-the-world, even if such Being has not been made a theme, and has
not yet even been differentiated into its primary modes of existence and Reality. All ontical
experience of entities—both circumspective calculation of the ready-to-hand, and positive
scientific cognition of the present-at-hand—is based upon projections of the Being of the
corresponding entities—projections which in every case are more or less transparent. But in
these projections there lies hidden the "upon-which" of the projection; and on this, as it were, the
understanding of Being nourishes itself.

If we say that entities 'have meaning', this signifies that they have become accessible in their
Being; and this Being, as projected upon its "upon-which", is what 'really' 'has meaning' first of
all. Entities 'have' meaning only because, as Being which has been disclosed beforehand, they
become intelligible in the projection of that Being—that is to say, in terms of the "upon-which"



of that projection. The primary projection of the understanding of Being 'gives' the meaning. The
question about the meaning of the Being of an entity takes as its theme the "upon-which" of that
understanding of Being which underlies all Being of entities. [§65 371-72]

Important passage on the emergence of the present-at-hand from the ready-to-hand:

In characterizing the change-over from the manipulating and using and so forth which are
circumspective in a "practical' way, to 'theoretical' exploration, it would be easy to suggest that
merely looking at entities is something which emerges when concern holds back from any kind
of manipulation. What is decisive in the 'emergence' of the theoretical attitude would then lie in
the disappearance of praxis. So if one posits 'practical' concern as the primary and predominant
kind of Being which factical Dasein possesses, the ontological possibility of 'theory' will be due
to the absence of praxis—that is, to a privation. But the discontinuance of a specific
manipulation in our concernful dealings does not simply leave the guiding circumspection
behind as a remainder. Rather, our concern then diverts itself specifically into a just-looking-
around [ein Nur-sich-umsehen]. But this is by no means the way in which the 'theoretical’
attitude of science is reached. On the contrary, the tarrying which is discontinued when one
manipulates, can take on the character of a more precise kind of circumspection, such as
'inspecting', checking up on what has been attained, or looking over the 'operations' ["Betrieb"]
which are now 'at a standstill'".

Holding back from the use of equipment is so far from sheer 'theory' that the kind of
circumspection which tarries and 'considers', remains wholly in the grip of the ready-to-hand
equipment with which one is concerned. 'Practical' dealings have their own ways of tarrying.
And just as praxis has its own specific kind of sight (‘theory"), theoretical research is not without
a praxis of its own. Reading off the measurements which result from an experiment often
requires a complicated 'technical' set-up for the experimental design. Observation with a
microscope is dependent upon the production of "preparations'. Archaeological excavation, which
precedes any Interpretation of the 'findings', demands manipulations of the grossest kind. But
even in the 'most abstract' way of working out problems and establishing what has been obtained,
one manipulates equipment for writing, for example. However 'uninteresting' and 'obvious' such
components of scientific research may be, they are by no means a matter of indifference
ontologically. The explicit suggestion that scientific behaviour as a way of Being-in-the-world, is
not just a 'purely intellectual activity', may seem petty and superfluous. If only it were not plain
from this triviality that it is by no means patent where the ontological boundary between
'theoretical' and 'atheoretical' behaviour really runs! [§69 409]

Circumspection operates in the involvement-relationships of the context of equipment which is
ready-to-hand. Moreover, it is subordinate to the guidance of a more or less explicit survey of the
equipmental totality of the current equipment-world and of the public environment which
belongs to it. This survey is not just one in which things that are present-at-hand are
subsequently scraped together. What is essential to it is that one should have a primary



understanding of the totality of involvements within which factical concern always takes its start.
Such a survey illumines one's concern, and receives its 'light' from that potentiality-for-Being on
the part of Dasein for the sake of which concern exists as care. In one's current using and
manipulating, the concernful circumspection which does this 'surveying', brings the ready-to-
hand closer to Dasein, and does so by interpreting what has been sighted. This specific way of
bringing the object of concern close by interpreting it circumspectively, we call "deliberating"
[Uberlegung]. The scheme peculiar to this is the 'if-then'; if this or that, for instance, is to be

produced, put to use, or averted, then some ways and means, circumstances, or opportunities will
be needed. [§69 410]

*But if deliberation is to be able to operate in the scheme of the 'if-then', concern must already
have 'surveyed' a context of involvements and have an understanding of it. That which is
considered with an 'if must already be understood as something or other. This does not require
that the understanding of equipment be expressed in a predication. The schema 'something as
something' has already been sketched out beforehand in the structure of one's pre-predicative
understanding. [§69 411]

The ready-to-hand can become the 'Object' of a science without having to lose its character
as equipment. A modification of our understanding of Being does not seem to be necessarily
constitutive for the genesis of the theoretical attitude 'towards Things'. Certainly not, if this
"modification" is to imply a change in the kind of Being which, in understanding the entity
before us, we understand it to possess. In our first description of the genesis of the theoretical
attitude out of circumspection, we have made basic a way of theoretically grasping entities
within-the-world—physical Nature—in which the modification of our understanding of Being is
tantamount to a change-over. In the 'physical' assertion that 'the hammer is heavy' we overlook
not only the tool-character of the entity we encounter, but also something that belongs to any
ready-to-hand equipment: its place. Its place becomes a matter of indifference. This does not
mean that what is present-at-hand loses its 'location’ altogether. But its place becomes a spatia-
temporal position, a 'world-point', which is in no way distinguished from any other. [§69 413]

*The classical example for the historical development of a science and even for its ontological
genesis, is the rise of mathematical physics. What is decisive for its development does not lie in
its rather high esteem for the observation of 'facts', nor in its 'application' of mathematics in
determining the character of natural processes; it lies rather in the way in which Nature herself is
mathematically projected. In this projection something constantly present-at-hand (matter) is
uncovered beforehand, and the horizon is opened so that one may be guided by looking at those
constitutive items in it which are quantitatively determinable (motion, force, location, and time).
Only 'in the light' of a Nature which has been projected in this fashion can anything like a 'fact’
be found and set up for an experiment regulated and delimited in terms of this projection.

[§69 414]



Thus the paradigmatic character of mathematical science does not lie in its exactitude or in the
fact that it is binding for 'Every man'; it consists rather in the fact that the entities which it takes
as its theme are discovered in it in the only way in which entities can be discovered—by the prior
projection of their state of Being. [§69 414]

*The scientific projection of any entities which we have somehow encountered already lets their
kind of Being be understood explicitly and in such a manner that it thus becomes manifest what
ways are possible for the pure discovery of entities within-the-world. The Articulation of the
understanding of Being, the delimitation of an area of subject-matter (a delimitation guided by
this understanding), and the sketching-out of the way of conceiving which is appropriate to such
entities—all these belong to the totality of this projecting; and this totality is what we call
"thematizing". Its aim is free the entities we encounter within-the-world, and to free them in such
a way that they can 'throw themselves against' a pure discovering—that is, that they can become
"Objects". Thematizing Objectifies. It does not first 'posit' the entities, but frees them so that one
can interrogate them and determine their character 'Objectively'. Being which Objectifies and
which is alongside the present-at-hand within-the world, is characterized by a distinctive kind of
making-present. This making-present is distinguished from the Present of circumspection in
that—above all—the kind of discovering which belongs to the science in question awaits solely
the discoveredness of the present-at-hand. This awaiting of discoveredness has its existentiell
basis in a resoluteness by which Dasein projects itself towards its potentiality-for-Being in the
'truth'. This projection is possible because Being-in-the-truth makes up a definite way in which
Dasein may exist. [§69 414-15]

If, moreover, thematizing modifies and Articulates the understanding of Being, then, in so far as
Dasein, the entity which thematizes, exists, it must already understand something like Being.
Such understanding of Being can remain neutral. In that case readiness-to-hand and presence-at-
hand have not yet been distinguished; still less have they been conceived ontologically. But if
Dasein is to be able to have any dealings with a context of equipment, it must understand
something like an involvement, even if it does not do so thematically: a world must have been
disclosed to it. With Dasein's factical existence, this world has been disclosed, if Dasein indeed
exists essentially as Being-in-the-world. [§69 415]

Why is it that when Dasein addresses itself to the objects of its concern, it also expresses a now
that . ..", a'then, when .. . ', or an 'on that former occasion, when . . .", even though it does so
mostly without uttering it? First, because in addressing itself to something interpretatively, it
expresses itself too; that is to say, it expresses its Being alongside the ready-to-hand—a Being
which understands circumspectively and which uncovers the ready-to-hand and lets it be
encountered. And secondly, because this very addressing and discussing which interprets itself
also-is based upon a making-present and is possible only as such. [§79 460]



The Being of Dasein is care. This entity exists fallingly as something that has been thrown.
Abandoned to the 'world' which is discovered with its factical "there", and concernfully
submitted to it, Dasein awaits its potentiality-for-Being-in-the-world; it awaits it in such a
manner that it 'reckons' on and 'reckons' with whatever has an involvement for the sake

of this potentiality-for-Being-an involvement which, in the end, is a distinctive one. Everyday
circumspective Being-in-the-world needs the possibility of sight (and this means that it needs
brightness) if it is to deal concernfully with what is ready-to-hand within the present-at-hand.
With the factical disclosedness of Dasein's world, Nature has been uncovered for Dasein. In its
thrownness Dasein has been surrendered to the changes of day and night. Day with its brightness
gives it the possibility of sight; night takes this away. [§80 465]



