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Heidegger on Care 
Peter N. Miller 
 
I. 
Conservation as work directed toward “care and repair” is a noncontroversial claim. It 
helps to link conservation to other human activities such as medicine on the one hand, and 
mending on the other. Right now we are living through the expansion of an “ethics of care” 
and a “politics of care.”1 A leading critic has just linked care to nothing less than freedom.2 
Conservators should be pleased about this newfound prominence of care, as it gives 
central importance to something they have been doing for a long time, work that has been 
described recently in terms of “Ecologies of Care.”3 But the centrality of care means more 
than just valuing the work conservators are doing, as important as that is. It also opens up 
the possibility of seeing both their work and their wider sphere of activity in a different 
light.  
 
Martin Heidegger (1889–1976) gave care its most comprehensive philosophical treatment. 
In the works leading up to Being and Time (1927) and then most fully in that work, he roots 
care in the very identity of the human being and traces it through the range of human 
activity. So far as I know, this account has not received the attention it deserves from those 
who care about care. In what follows, I hope to offer a reading of Heidegger’s work on care 
to conservators and those who train conservators in the hope that it will contribute to the 
shaping of the conservator of the future. For those who are not conservators, it should read 
as an argument for the significance of what conservators do. 
 
For those who do not want to work through Heidegger’s thinking, let me begin at the end, 
with the conclusions. 
 

Taking care of the world discovers to us a world in its connectedness. 
If, in other contexts, we talk of “craft knowledge,” with Heidegger we could talk 
about “care knowledge.” 
What we can’t take care of makes us aware of something missing in the world. 
The human is the kind of being that cares about human beings. 
Heidegger calls this: “Care as the Being of Dasein.”  
If, he writes, that being-in-the-world “is essentially care (Sorge),” then “being-
together-with-things” means that as we live we are “taking care (Besorgen) of 
them.”  
While all of us may do this, the conservator is someone who is specially trained to 
take care of things as part of being a human living in the world with things—in the 
same way that all of us live under the impress of the past but historians are the 
humans who are specially trained to work with that past.4  
That we care is part of our orientation toward the future. 
The future that our being leads toward is our death; this, however, also leads us 
back to rethink the course of our lives. Heidegger calls this merging of past, 
present, and future “temporality.”  
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This Janus-like conclusion—we die, and because we die, we care—hits us with the 
force of Renaissance paintings of ruins, which both contemplate decay and 
document the human effort to forestall or remedy that decay.  
If the Being of Dasein is care, then being with others means caring about them.  
Insofar as the conservator is attentive to objects, she is in the position of taking 
care of them; insofar as the conservator is a human being, that same orientation 
produces a concern for others.  
Care discovers a world for us, and “from this world it takes its possibilities.”5 It is 
because we are care at our core that the world can teach us what we need to know.  
Does this mean that the training of conservators can be structured as a training in 
taking care of human beings? 

 
II.  
Heidegger begins to think about “care” (Sorge) as he begins to develop the argument that 
he comes to in Being and Time. His 1924 lecture and essay “The Concept of Time,” his April 
1925 lecture series at Kassel devoted to Wilhelm Dilthey, and his summer 1925 lecture 
course at Marburg, “A Prolegomenon to a History of the Concept of Time,” show us 
Heidegger assembling the building blocks that get deployed together to make the 
argument of Being and Time. We will proceed chronologically through these works in this 
section and the next, at the risk of some repetition, because it enables us to see how 
Heidegger works through his ideas. Sometimes the earlier formulations are more succinct 
and thus simplify our task of understanding; sometimes the later formulations are richer 
and thus, while more challenging, take us to wider horizons.  
 
In his July 1924 lecture “The Concept of Time,” Heidegger explained that an awareness of 
the depth of time (“to ask after the ‘how much’ of time”) means caring or being concerned 
with something that is present in the now. He then explains that this “concern (Besorgen),” 
understood “as absorption in the present is, as care (Sorge),” implying something that is 
not yet present but needs care in order to become present. In other words, in the 
substructure of care, he writes, lies an orientation toward the future.6  
 
In the long review essay of the same name from later that year, Heidegger asserts that 
“concerned” (besorgende) being with the world represents our close familiarity with what 
is around us. Its synonyms, he writes, include “working on or with something, arranging 
something, producing something, taking something into use, keeping something safe, 
allowing something to become obsolete, scouting out, looking at, initiating, undertaking, 
finishing, and giving up.”7 This wide engagement puts care at the heart of human activity. 
 
Heidegger goes on to note that care “implies that these things are understood by us as 
“‘useful for,’ ‘of importance to’ and ‘favourable to’” some thing or goal. Applied to a 
discrete thing, care opens into a whole context that could be “co-given” in the shape of 
something. Concerned attention to an ax, for example, would then open it up to all the 
things related to the ax, including the “house, yard, forest, trees to be felled, wood to be 
chopped, storage room, firewood, preparation of meals, kitchen, and household.”8 
“Concern” connects with space and space with what André Leroi-Gourhan called the 
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“chaîne operatoire” (since taken up by Bruno Latour)—the causally connected nexus. This 
isn’t a Cartesian space where all points are abstractly the same, but rather one mapped in 
terms of need and use as measured by care. “The ‘where’ tells us ‘right next to the 
staircase,’ ‘at the edge of the forest,’ ‘alongside the stream,’ ‘across the clearing.’” Thus, 
our space is encountered “in the ‘places’ of worldly things and along the paths” where 
need leads us.9 One implication of this way of looking at space through care is something 
like what Richard Neer and Leslie Kurke call “lyric archaeology” in their study of Pindar’s 
poetry.10 
 
But concern, or care, connects in a deeper way. Heidegger goes so far as to say that “In 
terms of its basic structure, we can identify being as care (Sorge). Taking care (Besorgen) 
of or being concerned about something emerges as the most usual and common mode of 
this being.” This is no less than identifying “care” as the most fundamental constituent of 
being a human being. “Concerned ‘being-in (besorgende “Insein”),’” Heidegger writes, 
implies a connectedness with the world and with each other. Aristotle addressed this by 
calling us “social animals.” Heidegger talks about “Dasein’s being-dependent-upon the 
world.” This connectedness, additionally, includes within itself an implied “in order to” do 
something. Without this sense of purpose, we are left with “curiosity” alone—an 
immersion in the world, yes, but “unencumbered by urgency or want” and thus in a “risk-
free, noncommittal care of excitement.”11 In the grip of curiosity we are “carried along by 
the world, being-in is everywhere and nowhere.”12 Care keeps us from the dazzling, and 
dazzled, reign of curiosity. It can be a brake on getting “entangled” in the deceptions of 
“everydayness.” 
 
There is also a bridge thrown across to heritage. Heidegger explains that “what has been 
lost, i.e., what has disappeared from what is currently available” cannot, therefore, be part 
of our present “as a finished product.” Instead, the ruined past-in-the-present is a “loss” 
that we cannot “get over.” To be “‘unable to get over’ ‘a loss’ means to wish for a thing’s 
ongoing availability in the present.” We could read this as specifying the very conditions of 
heritage conservation. We wish for a thing’s continued presence in our present and that 
wish is care. In terms of conservation as a field, it specifies the reason why we care and the 
conditions of care. In Heidegger’s words of 1924: “All ontological features of concern 
(Besorgen) display the same mode of temporalness: the object of concern is pulled into the 
present time of the act of concern.” The conservator caring for an object is also acting as 
an agent of the present in so doing. “The world is opened up to Dasein, which at the same 
time opens Dasein up to itself.” Concerned engagement with the world is “circumspect” 
and reciprocal.13  
 
In April 1925, in Kassel, Heidegger delivered ten lectures on the work of Wilhelm Dilthey. At 
the end of lecture six he described care as “the proper character of the being of Dasein.” 
The seventh lecture begins with Heidegger redescribing Dasein’s circumspection as 
“concerned coping.” The phenomenon was old and familiar, “yet,” he writes, “it has never 
been taken up and approached in an original way.” In our discomfort with death, curiosity 
and inauthenticity flourish. Facing death resolutely, however, creates the possibility of real 
concern. “In concern, Dasein cares for itself” (Im Besorgen sorgt das Dasein für sich selbst) 
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and in this care lies the possibility of a “concern-with” (Mitbesorgen) that can connect us 
with others of our species. If evading death through distraction leads to the isolation of 
individuals, resoluteness leading to care can ground a new solidarity.14 
 
Care, in short, gives Dasein “the possibility of recovering itself from its having become lost 
in the world.” Because this recovery is Dasein’s choice, care becomes the basis for the 
resolving “not to die, but to live.” Facing the future resolutely also activates Heidegger’s 
logic of temporality: thinking about our death sends us recoiling (i.e., reflecting) upon our 
pasts, which in turn puts us in a position to act rightly in the present. With this—and in a 
way this is as close as Heidegger comes to ethics in its familiar sense—“Human Dasein 
thus comes properly into the present, into action.” Humans live not just in the moment but 
also in our pasts and futures. As Heidegger puts it: “Dasein is in each instance not only in 
the moment, but rather is itself in the entire stretch of its possibilities and its past.” This 
means that rather than saying that we exist in either the past or the present or the future, 
it is more true to say that “[t]ime is not something that occurs out there in the world, it is 
rather what I myself am.” A few lines later, Heidegger repeats himself, as if to make sure 
we have grasped the significance of the point: “Human life does not happen in time, but 
rather is time itself (Menschliches Leben passiert nicht in der Zeit, sondern ist die Zeit 
selbst).”15 (Heidegger could not have known it, but we do know that cellular activity turns 
on and off on a diurnal cycle—at our most fundamental level it is factually true that we are 
made of time.) 
 
But Dasein as time is itself, Heidegger explains, driven by “concern.” In the ninth of those 
Kassel lectures, Heidegger proceeded to link Dasein’s essential orientation to the future 
(“futurality”) to care.  
 

Thus, concern (Besorgen) means to bring that which has been placed under one’s 
care (Sorge) into the present. There is in care (Im Sorgen) an expectation or waiting 
that is a certain relation to the future. I expect something from the future that 
affects me; it is not something that I am, but rather something I have to deal with 
and take care of.16 

 
If care pulls us into the future, it also pulls us away from something; namely, the past. 
Things we care about exist outside time, neither time past nor time present. Everyday life, 
by contrast, with its distractedness—it “always lives in the present, which provides the 
measure for calculating the future and forgetting the past”—seems to have as its aim a life 
without care (or “without a care in the world,” as some gleefully describe a state of bliss).17 
 
Heidegger continued working through the impact of care on the world in his summer 
lecture course The History of the Concept of Time (1925). “Care as the constitution of the 
being of Dasein,” Heidegger writes, “uncovers the world.”18 From care Heidegger comes to 
the world and the array of objects in it that we use, and which also are bound up with our 
own sense of the world. This is territory that Graham Harman has written about 
extensively.19 Heidegger invites us to begin with “an environing world and occupation of the 
simplest sort, a handicraft and craftsman.” In this context, “concern” refers to the way a 
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tool is fit to its task. “The genuine relation to it is to be occupied with it in using it,” 
Heidegger says. The tool as a thing merges with what the tool is used to do. “The attention 
of concern, that is, its attending to the references as its specific type of performance, has 
placed in its care (Sorge) the work to be produced, that to which the tool in its specific 
usability refers.” Care, in the end, provides for the definition of craft: “the work is what 
concerns (Besorgte) us” and is “to be taken care of (zu besorgende).”20 
 
The work that is the goal of the tool, that is to be taken care of in the using of the tool, 
Heidegger calls the “work-world.” In the craft context, every work refers to a whole world 
of use, from how it is made to who is wearing it to what it is worn for. “The shoe is for 
wearing, the table for use, the clock for telling time.” In defining the “work-world” this way, 
as if from the inside, Heidegger is providing a blueprint for doing object biographies. He is 
also tracing the route for conservators to be historians.21  
 
We can follow Heidegger further down this path. The “work-world,” he writes, “essentially 
shows still other relations which belong to its worldhood.” He gives the example of the 
shoe, and this long before his famous dilation on Van Gogh’s painting of peasant shoes in 
the “Origin of a Work of Art.” The craftsman’s “concerned preoccupation” with the shoe 
that he makes means that “not only is the work as finished itself ‘usable for’” but even in 
producing it there is a care for the materials it is dependent upon, “on leather, thread, 
nails, leather from hides taken from animals which are raised by others and so become 
available.” And not only the materials that go into the shoe, but those that go into the tools 
that make it, “in tools like hammers, tongs, nails: steel, iron, ore, minerals, wood.” Care, in 
short, opens our eyes to a submerged history.22 
 
Brought into view, this “being-with” allows for the possibility of Dasein’s 
“discoveredness.” Heidegger identifies this moment as “understanding.” Discoveredness 
is also a “primary” element in care, so much so that he proclaims that “Care (Sorge) is 
characterized by discoveredness.”23 But if discoveredness is central to care, and 
discoveredness is also connected to understanding, then it follows that understanding, 
which as Verstehen is central to the German philosophical tradition since 1800, is now 
being redefined by Heidegger as coordinate with, synonymous with—and perhaps also 
identical to?—care.  
 
III. 
“Concern” and “care” find their place at the heart of human experience in Being and Time.  
 
“Care” appears in the chapter of the first division in which Heidegger discusses human-
thing entanglement in terms of things being “to hand” (Zuhandenheit) and “at hand” 
(Vorhandenheit). This picks up where the eighth of the Kassel lectures leaves off. Objects 
to hand are objects that come alive through our use of them, and we humans are 
transformed while using them. Objects at hand are things around us which we might or 
might not use but which do not merge their identities with ours. This encounter with the 
things around us is part of everyday “being-in-the-world.” And those dealings reflect our 
“taking care.” But Heidegger was very clear that these dealings were not a thing that 
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happened in our head “but, rather, a handling, using, and taking care (gebrauchende 
Besorgen) which has its own kind of ‘knowledge.’”24 What is, in other contexts, often now 
described as “craft knowledge,” Heidegger was thinking about as “care knowledge.” 
 
For our purposes, what’s important here is the validation of knowledge in the hand and the 
assertion that this kind of knowledge was the “being” that “shows itself in taking care in 
the surrounding world.” Right from the start, Heidegger presents care as a type of 
knowledge. We could call this the conservator’s knowledge. Even the way he describes the 
psychological byproducts of care could also work to present the scope of the conservator’s 
knowledge in a broader way. “Our absorption in taking care of things in the work-world 
nearest to us,” he writes a few paragraphs later, “has the function of discovering” to us a 
world in its connectedness. By the same token, what we cannot take care of, either 
because it is not present to be taken care of or because it is in itself a thing that is difficult 
to take care of, makes us aware of something missing in the world.25  
 
The everyday world of things is, however, one in which we can get lost. Heidegger singles 
out idle talk, curiosity, and ambiguity as activities or states to which we can fall prey. It is 
as superficial engagement that the taking care of “Zuhandenheit” could be experienced. 
But this does prompt Heidegger to an elaborate statement of how “taking care” works in 
the world. It is worth quoting in full. 
 

Being-in-the-world is initially absorbed in the world taken care of (besorgten). 
Taking care (Das Besorgen) is guided by circumspection which discovers things at 
hand and preserves them in their discoveredness. Circumspection gives to all our 
teaching and performing the route for moving forward, the means of doing 
something, the right opportunity, the proper moment. Taking care (Das Besorgen) 
can come to rest in the sense of one’s interrupting the performance and taking a 
rest or by finishing something.26  

 
The taking care that ranges in this way could be just curiosity, a kind of circumspection 
that, Heidegger writes, “takes care to see not in order to understand what it sees, that is, 
to come to a being toward it, but only in order to see.” In this Heidegger sees the point of 
contact between care and curiosity, and then pits curiosity, the model of knowledge-
seeking so characteristic of the late Renaissance, against understanding, the model of 
knowledge-seeking so characteristic of the German nineteenth century (say, from 
Schleiermacher to Dilthey, and thus part of Heidegger’s own intellectual formation). Caring 
enough to see without caring enough to see truth, to seek “restlessness and excitement 
from continual novelty” and not to stay with what is nearest—all this defines an 
intellectual practice that could only lead to inauthenticity and everydayness.27 
 
This comes together in the very next chapter, titled “Care as the Being of Dasein.” At the 
very end of the first division of Being and Time this chapter mediates between the account 
of “everyday” care we have already encountered—care with and because of things in the 
world—and the ontological discussion to come in division 2, chapter 3. Heidegger says that 
its purpose is, in effect, to summarize the state of the discussion; that is, to provide “a pre-
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ontological confirmation of the existential interpretation of Dasein as care (Dasein als 
Sorge).”28 To say that Dasein is care is to say that “Dasein is a being which is concerned in 
its being about that being.” “Is concerned about” (es geht um) means “cares for.” The 
human, we might say, is a kind of being that cares about human beings.29 
 
Thus, if being-in-the-world “is essentially care (Sorge), being-together-with-things at hand 
could be taken in our previous analyses as taking care (Besorgen) of them.” The 
conservator, then, takes care of things as part of being a human living in the world with 
things. But here is also the hint of another side of this picture. For, Heidegger continues, 
“being with the Dasein-with of others encountered with the world could be taken as a 
caring about (Fürsorge).”30 Insofar as the conservator is attentive to objects, she is in the 
position of taking care of them; insofar as the conservator is a human being, that same 
orientation produces a concern for others. Perhaps this opens a way for the training of 
conservators to be framed in terms of taking care of human beings because taking care of 
the things most cherished by human beings? 
 Heidegger’s pushing of the ontological implications of care for understanding the 
human may seem beyond the need of the practicing conservator, but it could have a 
bearing on the status of the field of conservation as a whole. To claim, for instance, that 
“as a primordial structural totality” care “is already in them as an existential a priori” could 
be interpreted to mean that that the need to preserve is so deep in the human as to shape 
our dealings with the world. Care discovers a world for us and “from this world it takes its 
possibilities.”31 It is because we are care at our core that the world can teach us what we 
need to know.  
 
Heidegger derives the humanness of care from a fable retold by Goethe in Faust.32 The 
conclusion of the tale is that care “rules its [the human being’s] temporal sojourn in the 
world.” Care faces toward both aspects of our “thrownness” into the world: it drives our 
self-perfection, our “becoming what one can be in being free for one’s ownmost 
possibilities,” and it determines how we deal with “the world taken care of (besorgte).”33 
Heidegger ends the first division of Being and Time by recapitulating his conclusion that 
the meaning of being is to be identified with care, but then wonders if the understanding of 
care given up to that point was adequate for the complete understanding of Dasein.34 What 
was missing, we find out in division 2, is something fundamental to the conservator’s 
practice of care, and thus central to our inquiry here: time.  
 
In the first chapter of the second division, Heidegger starts from “the primary factor of 
care” as its “‘being ahead of itself’” and then moves to redefine this focus on the future as 
“being-towards-death,” which is described as “grounded in care.”35 He will later redefine 
this as the inherent future-oriented posture of the human way of being (what he had 
already termed “futurality”). This, in turn, unlocks the broader mechanism of temporality 
and takes us to chapter 3, “The Authentic Potentiality-for-Being-a-Whole of Dasein, and 
Temporality as the Ontological Meaning of Care.”  
 
Up to this point, Heidegger writes, “the preparatory analysis of the everydayness nearest 
to us has been carried out as far as a first conceptual definition of care. This phenomenon 
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(care) enabled us to get a more precise grasp of existence and of the relations to facticity 
and falling prey belonging to it.”36 “Facticity” or the “ontic” or “everydayness” are 
Heidegger’s ways of talking about the unreformed and uncomfortable way we live in the 
world. Hence his description of it as a kind of “falling prey.” It is only with the addition of 
temporality that we can get to a deeper understanding of existence. The path is through 
care. It is because Dasein is “primordially constituted by care” that it is always “ahead of 
itself.” Care leads it forward, into the future, yes, but therefore also back into our pasts. 
(Heidegger uses the verb “project” to describe the way we live on specific axes that stretch 
forward and take us with them). Heidegger uses the term “research” to describe our care-
driven effort to understand being. Research is a very important term for Heidegger—he 
long spoke about his “phenomenological researches”—and Heidegger is very important for 
the study of research, but in this context, what is important is the alignment of research 
with Dasein’s fundamental activity and that activity with the discovery of the world.37  
 
Until now, Heidegger has been giving us pre-ontological care, care as it functions in the 
everyday world of today. But he concludes this transitional section (§ 63) by stating that 
“[t]he most primordial and basic existential truth . . . is the disclosure of the meaning of 
being of care.” It is only by grasping the fullness of care that we will get to the fullness of 
the meaning of being, he continues. This is attributing huge importance to care. The 
immediately following section is titled “Care and Selfhood.” Heidegger explains that the 
challenge of grasping the whole of Dasein was contingent upon grasping the whole of care. 
Not only does care have in itself the whole onward-thrusting dynamic of Dasein 
(“anticipatory resoluteness”), but care “summons” Dasein to its “ownmost potentiality of 
Being.” Basic features of existence including death, conscience, and guilt “are anchored in 
the phenomenon of care.”38 
 
As the vision of our end leads us to reconsider the meaning of our lives thus far—the recoil 
from rushing headlong into the future sending us sprawling into the past—we can face the 
present with a clarified sense of our identity and purpose. “This unified phenomenon of the 
future that makes present in the process of having-been, is what we call temporality.” This 
depth experience of a tensed time—past, present, future all merged—has the effect of 
transforming anticipatory resoluteness into care: “Temporality reveals itself as the 
meaning of authentic care.” This makes clear that the full extent of care is only available to 
those with the fullest grasp of temporality. Heidegger notes that earlier he had explained 
that any ontological discussion had to be postponed until he had exposed “the unity of the 
wholeness of the structural manifold.” He was now in a position to address care 
ontologically. His conclusion? “The primordial unity of the structure of care lies in 
temporality.” Because of the relationship of temporality to the future—the future of 
mortals is death—and of temporality to care, care can be defined in terms of “being-
toward-death.”39 This, succinctly, is both the fate of Dasein and its program. This Janus-
like conclusion—we die, and because we die, we care—hits us with the force of 
Renaissance paintings of ruins, none more so than Hermanus Posthumus’s 1536 
Landscape with Ruins, which is both a contemplation of decay and, in the persons of the 
small humans drawing, collecting, and exploring amid the large fragments, a call to action 
and a program for living. 
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Herman Posthumus, Landscape with Roman Ruins, 1536. Oil on canvas, 37 3/4 × 55 1/2 in. (96 × 141 cm).  
© Liechtenstein, the Princely Collections, Vaduz-Vienna/Scala, Florence/Art Resource, NY 2022, GE 740. 
 
At this point in Heidegger’s argument (§ 66), he pauses to elaborate on the implications of 
temporality for the individual before elaborating on its general implications for care. 
Temporality, he writes, “reveals itself as the Geschichtlichkeit of Dasein,” which means 
much more than saying “that Dasein occurs in a ‘world history,’” or, still more baldly, that 
everything has a context. In fact, far from defining temporality using the shopworn 
categories of professional academic history, Heidegger suggests that we need to redefine 
the latter by the former: “The Geschichtlichkeit of Dasein however, is the ground of a 
possible historical (historischen) understanding that in its turn harbors the possibility of 
getting a special grasp of the development of Historie as a science.”40 We may not here be 
interested in Heidegger and history, but we can begin to daydream about what this new 
understanding of temporality might mean for the science of pastness that is the 
professionalized practice of conservation. 
 
Heidegger turns back to objects and to care in “The Temporality of Circumspect Care” 
(§ 69). Much of this section sounds as if Heidegger could have been addressing objects 
conservators. He makes clear, for instance, that a heightened sensitivity to cultural 
heritage is not where care comes from: “Things at hand taken care of are not the cause of 
taking care.” Nor is it simply that “[t]aking care, as a kind of being of Dasein,” is coincident 
with “things taken care of, as innerworldly things at hand.” Nor is care only for a particular, 
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single thing but, rather, it “must be given an orientation toward the totality of useful 
things, not toward an isolated useful thing at hand.”41 This sort of connectedness is very 
different from a more familiar academic sense of “ideas in context.” 
 
IV. 
It should by now be clear that only part of the conservator’s work has to do with 
objects; the other part has to do with the conservator’s own immersion in the ecstasies 
of time (past-present-future all together). To paraphrase Schelling, “Not only 
philosophers, but also conservators, have their ecstasies.” That is, when sitting with an 
object, the conservator thinks about the time of the object, what we might call t1, while 
understanding that the ascertaining of t1 is always done in the time of the conservator 
(t2) and in light of the knowledge and conditions then regnant, but always with an eye 
to an ever-distant future time (t3).42  
 
Just as Heidegger is at pains to move from the individual, whether person or thing, to 
the collective, whether of Dasein or relevance, he also provides material to move from 
the individual conservator to conservation as a field. This emerges in the very next 
subsection of § 69, “The Temporal Meaning of the Way in Which Circumspect Taking 
Care Becomes Modified into the Theoretical Discovery of That Which Is Present Within 
the World.” The inquiry here is “into the way in which circumspect taking care of things 
at hand changes over into the investigation of things objectively present found in the 
world.” The move—Heidegger speaks of “Umschlag,” or transfer—from “‘practically’ 
circumspect handling” to “‘theoretical’ investigation” might be described in terms of 
the difference between practice without theory and theory without practice. Heidegger 
proposes that there is a “lingering” kind of knowledge (circumspection) that persists 
even after the practice stops. And if a kind of theory is attached to practice so that it 
lingers on even when the practice ceases, there is also, Heidegger insists, a practical 
side to theory; or, as he writes, “theoretical research is not without its own praxis.” 
Laboratory experiment requires a careful understanding of how an apparatus works; 
microscopic observation requires the preparation of slides; and archaeology requires 
“massive manual labor.” Heidegger concludes that “it is by no means obvious where 
the ontological boundary between ‘theoretical’ and ‘atheoretical’ behavior really 
lies!”43 The study of objects, perhaps paradigmatically in the field of conservation, 
denies any sharp division between “hand skills” and the head. If any thinker has 
articulated a strong theory of the blending of these two kinds of knowledge, it is 
Heidegger.  
 
What does this mean for the conservator? If the historian of the future, suggests Heidegger 
in 1927, needs to come at his or her work from the historicity of Dasein, will this not also be 
true for the conservator? In other words, if we transpose Heidegger’s critique of history to a 
critique of conservation, then the same argument Heidegger makes about the shaping of a 
future historian would be true for the conservator. Filling in the blanks, we can conclude 
that care is at the heart of conservation. What and how this should be made part of the 
formation of the conservator of the future is something that ought to be left those bearing 
this responsibility.  
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