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Abstract

Inarecant paper on Heildegger, Frederick Olafson attadks Hubert Dreyfus for prioritizing our
“socid” existence (under the notion of das Man) over the individud. Inareply, Taylor
Carman, defending Dreyfus, criticizes Olafson for his “subjedivist” notion of Dasein. This
paper pursues the implication of this disagreement in the mntext of Heidegger’ s theory of
space Dreyfus discusson of Heideggerian spatidlity nicdy displays the tensgon between the
“public” vs. “individual” domains of being, and consstent with hs overall approad, Dreyfus
clamsthat public spaceshould be prioritized. Dreyfus concludes, however, that Heldegger is
confused and prioritizesindividual space This paper arguesthat the cadegories of “public” and
“individual” are inappropriate for andyzing Heidegger’s ®ense of the shared and persona
charaders of space Heidegger’'s“indexicd” theory of spacein fad saves both of these
domains without raisng the question of priority and without presupposing a“subjedivist”
Dasain. Onthisreading, Olafson’s*individualized” acoount of presence does not commit him
to subjedivism. The mnfuson Dreyfus attributes to Heidegger is cleaed upby anindexicd
acount of spatidity in Heildegger’ stext.



On Heidegger’s Theory of Space A Critique of Dreyfus

1. Introduction

In arecant exchange Frederick Olafson and Taylor Carman have presented two distinct
interpretations of ealy Heidegger." As amember of the “Dreyfus School” of
Heideggerian scholarship, Carman casts the disagreement in terms of whether Heidegger
prioritizes the “public” mode of social existence--explained under the notion of das Man--
or the “individual” mode of existence As Carman putsit,

Whereas, acording to Dreyfus, das Man s ‘the source of significance and

intelli gibility’, so that Dasein’s everyday understanding is in effed defined by its

participation in shared social pradices, Olafson denies that social norms figure in

Heidegger’s acount of pradicd competence d all and insists instead that, far

from amounting to a onstitutive dement in our understanding of being, ‘das Man

is at bottom a deformation of Mitsein’. (Carman 204)

Olafson is criticized for his “over-individualized, indeed subjedivist conception of Dasein”
(Carman 205).

The dleged tension between the “public” and “individual” domains of existenceis
nicey displayed in Dreyfus discusson of Heidegger’s theory of spacein Chapter 7 of
Being-in-the-World. Consistent with the overall approacd of the book, Dreyfus wants to
prioritize “public space”over “individual space” although, he daims, Heidegger does the
opposite.

By analyzing Dreyfus discusson of Heidegger’ s theory of space | hope to show
that the cdegories of “public” and “individual” are inappropriate for capturing
Heidegger's sense of what belongsto the shared and personal domains of existence. It is
possble to save both of these domains without raising the question of priority and without
presupposing an “over-individualized” or “subjedivist” Dasein. | will argue that the way
Dasein isin the world maintains “equiprimordially” the spaceshared with others andthe
personal sense of spatiality. On thisrealing, Olafson’s “individualist” account need not
commit him to a“subjedive” conception of Dasein.

2. Heidegger’s Theory of Space

Heidegger’ s theory of spacehas recaved little atention, even though it is one of
the cantral components of Being-in-the-world. Thisislargely due to ealy Heidegger’s
own perception of the secondary status of spacein comparison to time. Following
Heidegger, commentators have generally accepted the lesser significance of space and as
aresult, there is a shortage of discusgon on thisrich topic. Dreyfus acount is awelcome
exception to the scarcity of the literature. He agues however that Heidegger’ s discusson
of spatiality is“fundamentally confused,” and he proposes an alternative which would
make Heidegger’ s theory more consistent. What in fad does Heidegger have to say about
space?

Heidegger’ s theory of spaceoffers an aternative to the threetraditional theories--
the asolute theory, the relational theory, and the Kantian theory. Heidegger rgjedsthe

1 SeeFrederick Olafson, “Heidegger ala Wittgenstein or * Coping’ with Professor Dreyfus,” Inquiry 37
(1999 pp. 45-64, and Taylor Carman, “On Being Social: A Reply to Olafson,” Inquiry 37 (1994 pp. 203
223.



absolute theory outright, but his position hes affinities to both the other theories. 1t may
be useful therefore to begin by briefly situating Heideggerian spatiality with resped to
these traditional views.

The “Leibniz-Clarke Correspondence” (17151716 captures sme of the debates
concerning whether spaceis absolute (Newton/Clarke) or relational (Leibniz).”> The
absolute theory holds that spacehas a homogeneous gructure of its own and exists
independently of things. Absolute spaceserves as the ultimate framework for the
positions and motions of objeds and the relative spacewithin it. A metaphor commonly
used to describe this view of spaceis a“container” or “arena”; objeds and events occur
“in” gpace but spaceitsalf isindependent of them.

In contrast, arelationist would deny that space &ists independently of objeds.
Spaceis no more than relations between objeds or a property of objeds.® Thereisno
need to posit an absolute antity (space above and beyond the various configurations of
the bits of matter. In other words, there is no spaceif there ae no objeds. Despite their
differences, however, both the @solute and relational theories assume that spacehas sosme
kind of objedive, physicd redity.

In contrast to both these theories, Kant claims that spaceis “subjedive”; it isana
priori feaure of our intuition and not afeaure of physicd redity independent of the
mind.* Spaceis the way in which we represent the things given to usin outer sense, i.e., it
is the condti on under which we can have mherent experiences of things outside us.”

Kant aserts that it is “solely from the human standpoint that we can speek of space of
extended things, etc...If we depart from the subjedive mndition under which alone we can
have outer intuition,...the representation of spacestands for nothing whatsoever” (Kant,
CPR A26, B42).

Heidegger thinks that al of these theories are grounded in the metaphysicd
dichotomy of subjed and objed. The traditiona debates focus on whether the
fundamental nature of spaceis objedive or subjedive, but both positions nevertheless
share this dichotomy. Heidegger rejeds this underlying assumption and seeks the
condition for the dichotomy itself, a condition under which we can have conceptions of
bath objedive and subjedive space That condition then constitutes a fourth position in
the debate.

Following Kant, Heidegger reamgnizes the human charader of space ad itsrole &
a oondition of experiences. But unlike Kant, who defines pace & an a priori feaure of
our mind, Heidegger attributesit to our adive being and our pradica involvementsin the
world. Heidegger goes on to investigate our ordinary spatial adivities withou imposing

2 SeeH.G. Alexander, ed. The Leibniz-Clarke Corresponcdence (New York: Manchester University Press
and Barnes and Noble, 1984).

% In Lebniz’'swords, spaceis “something merely relative’ and it is an “order of coexistences’
(Alexander 25).

4 Kant tries to establi sh that spaceis a form of intuition and not a feature of things asthey arein
themselves, through his“incongruent counterparts’ arguments. For these arguments, seelmmanuel Kant,
Phil osophy of Material Nature (J. Elli ngton, ed., Indianapolis. Hackett, 1985.

® Inthe Transcendental Aesthetic, Kant states, “ Spaceis nothing but the form of all appearances of outer
sense. It isthe subjedive @ndition of sensibility, under which alone outer intuition is posshle for us’
(A26, B42). Immanud Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (N. Kemp Smith, trans. New York: St. Martin’s
Press 1965.



the subjed-objed framework and the asciated language on the analysis. He analyzes the
spatial aspeds of our prerefledive activiti es such as walking and reading for things.®

The sort of spacethat we ae familiar with in this way, Heidegger argues, is what must
ultimately be presupposed in our grasp of space both subjedive and objedive. These
latter conceptions of space ae astradions from the more primordial spatiality of adion.

Heidegger distinguishes threedifferent types of space 1) world-space 2) regions
(Gegend), and 3) Dasein’s atidity which are divided into de-severance (Ent-fernung
and dredionality (Ausrichtung).”

1) What Heidegger cdls “world-space”is our common sense mnception of space
generally understood as a “container” for objeds. For instance, Heidegger states. “the
bench isin the ledure-room, the ledure-room is in the university, the university isin the
city, and so on, until we can say the bench is‘in world space” (BT 79, 54). Thisidea
refleds the assumptions of the ésolute theory. The entities “in” world-space ae thought
to be independent of the spacewhich contains them. However, Heidegger clams that this
objedified space-world-space-is not what spacefundamentally is, world-spaceis, in
Heidegger’ s terminology, space onceved as vorhancden (present-at-hand). As such, it is
founded on a more basic spaceof-adion.

2) The sort of spacewe ded with in our daily adivity is “functional” or zuhanden
(ready-to-hand), and Heidegger’sterm for it is “region.” The places where we work and
live--the office, the park, the kitchen, etc.--all have different regions which organize our
adivities and determine the locations of available “equipment.” Regions differ from space
viewed as a“container” in that regions are the “referential” system of our context of
adivities. Thisisto say that regions are esentialy indexicd. Theindexica “here” does
not identify apoint A inaneutral, container-like space but rather, our spatial adivities
determine a“here” with resped to the things we ded with and the way we move. Regions
are inherently organized by adivities which emanate from a center of adion. Said another
way, the perspedive presupposed in world-spaceis a standpoint of an infinite observer,
whereas the perspedive in aregion is afinite perspedive of an ading agent. Heidegger
wants to claim that referential functionality is an inherent feaure of spaceitself, and not
just a“human” charaderistic added to a mntainer-like space

3) Inour adivity, how do we spedficdly stand with resped to functional space?
We aenot “in” space athings are, but we do exist in some spatially salient manner.

What Heidegger istrying to capture is the diff erence between the nominal expresson “we
exist in space” and the adverbial expresson, “we eist spatialy.” He wantsto describe
gpatiality as amode of our exstence, rather than conceving space & an independent
entity.

Heidegger identifies two fedures of Dasein’s gatiality--de-severance and
diredionality.? De-severance describes the way we determine ourselves by making things

® Heidegger’stheory of spaceis atheory of “lived” spaceor “phenomenological” space The example of
“lived” spacewould be the sort of spatiality involved in on€' s use of the bady. For a detail ed analysis of
phenomenological space, seeElisabeth Stroeker’s Investigations in Phil osophy of Space (A. Mickunas,
trans. Athens: Ohio University Press 1987, pp. 13-170

" A brief discusson of world-spaceocaursin BT 79, 54. The discusson of spatiality isin Division One,
I, sedions 22-24 (BT 134148 101-113). The page numbersin Being andTime (Robinson and
Macquarrie, trans. New Y ork: Harper, 1962 will appear in itali cs, and the German pagination foll ows
unitali cized.



available to ourselves. In Heidegger’s language, in making things avail able we “take in
gpace” by “making the farnessvanish” and by “bringing things close” (BT 139, 105). Asl
read for the phone, it appeas “available” and “close” in my readiing it. This processis
also inherently “dirediona.” The phoneis always located in a cetain diredion from ne,
and its location dictates the diredion toward which | should be fadng, etc. Every de-
severing isin this way aimed toward something or in a cetain diredion which is
determined by our concern and by spedfic regions.

The point should be stressed, however, that Heidegger is not talking about a
psychologicd feding or “subjedive” atitude in which we “take” something to be “close,”
even though it islocated at an “objedively” measurable distance Such a subjedivistic
acount presupposes objedive space It presupposes that two things, the thing and the
sdf, arefirst given “in” some space and the self judges the thing to be “nea” from its
subjedive standpoint. Heidegger’s point rather isthat the entities reveded through de-
severancejust have the being of availablenessand closeness They do not exist first at an
intersedion of coordinates in the infinite cmntinuum and then encounter us acddentally.
Rather, from the beginning “Dasein is esentialy de-severance--that is, it is spatia” (BT
143 108).

De-severance diredionality, and regionality are threeways of describing the
gpatiality of a unified Being-in-the-world. These spatial modes of being are
equiprimordial, that is, they are equally fundamental feaures of our existence a Being-in-
the-world.” Regions “refer” to our adivities sncethey are established by our ways of
being and our adivities. Our adivities, in turn, are defined in terms of regions. Only
throughthe region can our de-severance and dredionality be established, since our
objeds of concern always appea in a cetain context and place in a cetain diredion. We
always orient ourselves and organize our adivities within regions which therefore must
already be given to us.*

World-space on the other hand, is founded on the spatiality of Being-in-the-world.
It isthrough the nearnessor farnessof things as reveded in spedfic regions that we first
become familiar with that which we (later) represent to ourselves as “space” It isbecaise
we ad, going to places and reading for things to use, that we can understand farnessand

8 In Heidegger’s earlier work History of the Concept of Time (T. Kisigl, trans. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press 1985, de-severance (trandated as “remotion”) and dredionality (“orientation”) are
discussd also as features of the “aroundnessof theworld” (HCT 225227). Two yearslater in Being and
Time, they belong to Dasein. But since Being-in-the-world is a unity, this shift should be mnsidered a
shift in emphasis.

° Thisequiprimordial unity ismore explicitly stated in HCT; remotion (de-severance), region, and
orientation (diredionality) are the “threeinterconneded phenomena” which define the structure of the
aroundnessof the world as well asthe spatiality of Dasein (HCT sedion 25). For more discusson on the
equiprimordiality of regions and de-severanceand also on the equiprimordiality of spatiality and
temporality, seeArisaka, “ Spatiality, Temporality, and the Problem of Foundation in Being andTime” (J.
Caputo and L. Langsdorf, eds. Seleded Sudiesin Phenomenadogy and Existential Phil osophy, volume 21,
New York: State University of New Y ork Press forthcoming).

10" Heidegger expresses thisinterdependencein several ways. “If Dasein is, it already has, as direding
and de-severing, its own discovered region” (BT 143 108 or “every bringing-close has already taken in
advancea diredion towards a region out of which what is de-severed brings itself close” (BT 143 108).



neaness and on that basis develop a representation of world-space & al.'* Note that the
gpaceof-adion describes the spatiality of the representer/acor withou presupposing
objedive space Heidegger must so describe it because he intends to show that regions
and Dasein’s gatidlity are the mndition for objedive space

Infad, it is becaise Heidegger must describe the spaceof-adion withou
presupposing objedive space ad the derived concept of a system of spatial coordinates
that his discusson of spaceis  difficult and awkward. He must invent his own
terminology for describing spatial relations, since he caanot use our usual linguistic
expressons which presuppose objedive space For example, how can one talk about the
“distance between you and me” without presupposing some sort of metric, i.e., without
presupposing an objedive accssto the relation? Heidegger must redescribe our spatial
notions such as “distance” “location,” etc., from a standpoint within the spatial relation of
self (Dasein) to the things dedt with.

In sum, Heidegger’ stheory rejeds the asolute theory’s claim that spaceis an
independent entity. Histheory, however, retains sme dements from the relational theory.
Though Heidegger would not reduce spaceto physicd entities and their relations, there is
asensein which hetredas gace a coextensive with our daily adions, or what Heidegger
cdlsthe “care structure.” De-severance, diredionality and regionality just are the various
ways in which Dasein exists as care, together with temporality. Spatiality describes
Dasein’ s relationa dedings with entities within the world, and there is no space”beyond”
this gatiality of Being-in-the-world. Neither Dasein nor entities exist independently of
ead other “in” some empty space but rather, Dasein and entities are esentiall y spatial.

The Kantian influenceis aso evident in Heidegger’s claim that spaceis not
objedive but essentially contains references to the self. Kant had argued that the notions
of “left” and “right” cannot be discerned unlesswe presuppose aself who is oriented with
resped to the feding of the body. Orientation is aso an esential feaure of the spatiality
of Being-in-the-world; however, for Heidegger, orientation is not a matter of “feding” but
depends on pradicd adions.** Thus, Heidegger’ s theory adds a genuinely new dimension
to the traditional theories, sinceit does not charaderize space a either subjedive or
objedive, and it includes our actions as its esential element.

One might objed that the Heideggerian theory seemsto be no more than a
complicated way of talking about the subjedive or inner experience of space In other
words, why isn't Heidegger’ s theory smply disguised psychology? It isimpossble to
respond fully to this objedion here, for it implicitly challenges the framework of his whole
theory. Rather than offering a general defense of Heidegger, let me indicate briefly the
style of response dharaderistic of his thought.

™ Theoretical space, or “physical space’ of the absol ute theory, is also founded on the spatiality of
Being-in-the-world. Physical spacewhich consists of the “pure multi pli city of threedimensions’ beames
the focus of our attention when our daily activities are “disturbed” for somereason. Asaresult, we notice
the spaceas smply there, abstracted from contextuali zation, and thisis how physical spaceis revealed to
us. In Heidegger’s words, “The homogeneous gace of Nature shows itself only when the entities we
encounter are discovered in such away that the worldly character of the ready-to-hand gets edfically
deprived of itsworldhood (BT 147, 112). Seealso Dreyfus discusson in Being-in-the-world, pp. 137
140

2 For Heidegger’ simplicit criti que of Kant’s “incongruent counterparts’ argument, seeBT 143144,
109



First, he would argue that his analysis of spaceis not psychologicd, sinceit does
not presuppose “inner states’ of a“mind” that would exist independently of and prior to
adion and space Insteal, he begins from a very different position acording to which
caegorieslike “mind” are derivative of a prior framework based on atheory of adion.
His acount is not behaviorist, but has in common with behaviorism the rejedion of the
“ghost in the machine.”

Seoond, a psychologicd acount may addressvarious inner experiences of space
but cannot explain the nature of spaceitself, its “ontologicd” constitution. Heidegger
believes that that ambitious goal can be adieved only by explaining the condition for our
gpatial experience. This cannot be the inner experienceitself, but must rather be
something grounding it. Action, for Heidegger, playsthat role. Thisiswhy Heidegger
beli eves himself to be offering a new theory of space and not merely a psychology of
gpatial experience. Only oncethe spaceof adion has been explained on its own terms can
the asumptions be introduced that would support a psychologicd acmunt of spatial
experience
3. A Critique of Dreyfus Interpretation

At the outset of the discusson of spatiality in his book Being-in-the-world,
Dreyfus dates that Heidegger’ s discusson of spatiality is “fundamentally confused”
(Dreyfus 129)."* Heidegger, he daims, “has not clealy distinguished pubic spacein
which entities gow up for human beings, from the centered spatiality of ead individud
human being” (Dreyfus 129). Inthis sdion | raise questions about three apeds of
Dreyfus acount: 1) Dreyfusinterprets“regions’ and “de-severance” to correspond
roughly with “public” and “individual” respedively, but this does not cgpture Heidegger’'s
region/de-severancedigtinction. 2) Dreyfus attributes a transcendental role to de-
severancethat is absent in Heidegger. 3) Dreyfus clams that public spaceshould have
priority over individual spacerather than the other way around, but for Heidegger neither
has priority over the other.

Dreyfus term for “region” is“public space” For aparticular “equipment” to have
its place it must be placed within a context which determine that place Theregionis
such a “whole which determines what counts as the parts’ (Dreyfus 129). For instance,
“the workshop as a region makes possble places for the saw, the lathe, the work bench,
etc.” (Dreyfus 129. These places are “public and thus independent of the locaion of
particular people,” although they are dso “laid out in terms of Dasein’s concerns’
(Dreyfus 130).

Dreyfus interprets de-severance--which he trandates as “dis-stance™-as a
“function of existential concern” (Dreyfus 130). He aguesthat Heidegger failsto
distinguish such dis-stance from ordinary distance. Ontological dis-stance, as existential
concern, is “the general opening upof space athe field of presence (dis-stance) that isthe
condition for things being nea and far” (Dreyfus 132). Therole of dis-stanceisto open
up ashared, “public” world. Thisis quite different from the ontic distance between a
particular Dasein and a particular objed, understood in terms of “Dasein’s pragmatic
bringing things nea by taking them up and using them” (Dreyfus 132). According to
Dreyfus this “pragmatic bringing nea” is not an asped of public space sinceit can only be

13" For Dreyfus discusson seeHubert Dreyfus, Being-in-the-World: A Commentary on Heidegger’s
Being andTime, Division| (Cambridge: The MIT Press 1991 Chapter 7.



“nea to me” (Dreyfus 132). Heidegger has failed to noticethat “distance” is an asped of
an individud Dasein, whereas “dis-stance” is a general condition for things being nea or
far.

Heidegger is further confused, acarding to Dreyfus, becaise in Being andTime
he gives priority to the spatiality of the individual Dasein, whereas, to be onsistent, he
should have stuck to the “priority of the presence of equipment in public, workshop
gpace” (Dreyfus 132). Arguing against Heidegger, Dreyfus states that “if ead Dasein had
its own dis-stance and this dis-stance were both the ontologicd opening upof presence
andthe dhanging accesshility of things from a center, there wuld be no public space” in
that case, “we would have anumber of monads ead with its own centered experience of
presence, and public spacewould be aconstruct” (Dreyfus 135. To avoid this subjed-
centered acount of spatiality, Dreyfus clams that

Heidegger should have stressed that my centered spacedepends on and is locaed

inapublic field of presence that my here does not mean a private, subjedive

perspedive but islocaed vis-a-vis public equipment in a public world. Thus, my

pragmatic perspedive is not private. (Dreyfus 135-6)

Dreyfus acount is guided by his overall approach which prioritizes public existence over
the individual. On those termsit would seam that the spatiality of das Manisthe
condition for the individual Dasein’s Patidity.

As| noted above, | have three citicisms of Dreyfus reading. 1) Dreyfus
public/individual distinction hes little to do with Heidegger’ s region/de-severance
distinction. What Dreyfus cdls our “shared, public space” more agotly describes world-
gpacethan regions. World-spacetoois“public” in the sensethat it is $ared by everyone.
And to some extent it toois“laid out in terms of Dasein’s concerns’ becaiuse it depicts a
gpacewhich contains entities we ded with in everyday life. What is lading in world-
gpace ad therefore in Dreyfus acount as well isthe radicdly perspedival or “indexicd”
feaure of regions, which constantly refersto Dasein’s orientation. Note that such
orientation is not private or subjedive. Regions are public becaise they are based on
“one's’ oriented adivity, as a particular orientation, that can be taken up by any Dasein.
Regions offer a frame of possble perspedives which give presence aparticular
orientation; given aregion of an L-shaped halway leading to aliving room, anyone would
follow a cetain diredion of movement dictated by the orientation of that region. The
region determines the way in which presenceis disclosed to usin an oriented way--the
walls to the left and right, and the living room opening upahead as one walks through the
hallway. So regions are “public” in this limited sense of referring to the adions of anyone
“plugged into” that region. Dreyfus claim that regions are “independent of the locaions
of people” or that they are “shared” does not capture this gedficdly indexicd sense of
publicness™

Moreover, from what perspedive can one “see” the independence of the “public”
domain from the “location of particular people”? We ae implicitly referred to an infinite
observer which has world-spaceor absolute space & its objed, but this objedivistic
perspedive is not available in Heidegger’' s framework and thus it is not applicable to the

1 For adiscusgon of the different senses of “publicness” seeFrederick Olafson, Heidegger andthe
Phil osophy of Mind (New Haven: Yae University Press 1987, pp. 44-45. For hisdiscusgon of the
indexicality of the world, seepp. 36-42.



discusgon of regions. Dreyfus' s acount of regions ladks the inherent perspedivalnessof
zuhancden spacewhich results from Dasein’ s finitude & Heidegger understandsiit.

This objedivist presupposition implicit in Dreyfus' interpretation of regions also
caries over to his discusson of de-severance (dis-stance). In contrast to “shared, public
gpace” (regions), Dasein as dis-stance has its own “individual” space radiating from it asiit
brings things “close.” In this discusson he treas the spatiality of individual Dasein as
“private” or “subjedive” space Dreyfus clamsthat Heidegger’sideaof Dasein’s
gpatiality implies the “ Cartesian/Hus<erlian traditional move of giving priority to my world
of closenessand farnessover the world with its public regions and places’ (Dreyfus 132).
However, the individuality of de-severance does not imply “private space” 4 al; that
individuality is rather derived from the structure of the perspedival givennessof regions.
In an office, workers orient themselves and move acording to the locaions of desks,
computers, pathway, copier, etc. Each worker has her own sphere of de-severance, but
thisis not becaise she has her own self-centered, private space rather, the region dictates
personal de-severance through the perspedival givennessof equipment and presence™
De-severanceis a particular, acdual perspedive derived from the region (the frame of
possble perspedives). Thusthereisno worry that we would be like “monads,” eac with
its own centered space since any region would reved different perspedivesto peoplein
different locations.™

In sum, for Heidegger bath “publicness’ and “individualness’ (“mineness’) can be
feaures of either regions or de-severance, so the public/individual distinction does not
correspond to the region/de-severance distinction. Regions can be “individual”: |
organizemy desk areain a left-handed way, sincel am left-handed. When | work at my
computer, this particular region refersto my individual, left-handed adions. De-severance
can be“public” inthat it refersto the referentiality of “one’s’ personal spaceof-adion.
Given the region of my left-handed work areg anyone would have to read for the mouse,
the pen, the dictionary, etc., on the left-hand side of the computer (then move them to the
right side if oneisright-handed). True, neanessand farnessdescribe atities' relationsto
a Dasein, but this need not imply that these notions are subjedive or private. Anticipating
the sort of objedion Dreyfus raises, Heidegger writes:

When one is oriented beforehand towards ‘Nature' and ‘ Objedively’ measured

distances of Things, oneisinclined to passoff such estimates and interpretations of

de-severance & ‘subjedive’. Yet this‘subjedivity’...has nothing to do with

5 In hisdiscusgon of the “here,” Dreyfus does note that since ‘the euipment ‘yonder’ is public, the
‘here’ ispublic, too,” and that in this resped “Heidegger can do justiceto the fact that each Dasein hasits
own here without his acocount falli ng prey to the Cartesian/Husserlian claim that each Dasein hasor isa
private perspedive on the world” (Dreyfus 134). Dreyfus might have applied thisinsight to his own
analysis of de-severanceas well .
16 AsHeidegger comments on the idea of windowlessmonads in The Basic Problems of Phenomenology
(A. Hofgtadter, trans. Bloomington: Indiana University Press 1988:
Asamonad, the Dasein needs no window in order first of all tolook out toward something
outsideitself, not because, as Leibniz thinks, all beings are already accessble within its
capsule...but because the monad, the Dasein, in its own being (transcendence) is already outside,
among other beings, and this implies always with its own self. TheDaseinisnotatalina
capsule. Dueto the original transcendence, a window would be superfluous for the Dasein. (BPP
301
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‘subjedive’ arbitrarinessor subjedivistic ‘ways of taking’ an entity which ‘in

itself’ is otherwise. (BT 141, 106).

Dreyfus says Heidegger “should have stressed” that “my pragmatic perspedive is not
private” but that it depends on being located in a public world. But in fad, Heidegger had
anon-private or non-subjedivistic conception from the beginning and was never
committed to a“private space”view.

2) Dreyfus discusson of dis-stance does not clarify the different ways in which
gpaceis adimension of Dasein’s exstence In hisacount of dis-stance a the “opening up
of a spacein which things can be nea or far,” what Dreyfus explainsis ome sort of a
transcendental condtion (ala Kant) which is not itself spatial. The only justification for
cdling this condition “spatial” seansto be that it gives rise to the notions of “neaness
and “farness” but it says nothing about the nature of spatial existenceitself. 1 would
argue that Heidegger’ s analysis of de-severanceis not transcendental since de-severanceis
merely one of several spatial modes of Being-in-the-world. What de-severance describes
rather isthe indexicdity of spatial existence which determines Dasein’s existential “here”
in terms of the “there” of the world (derived from the region/de-severance @rrelation).
The textual evidencethat it describes a andition for the posshili ty of us having a shared,
public world is rather weak."” Dreyfus thinks Heidegger fails to distinguish “ontologicd
dis-stance” from “ontic distance” but in fad neither of these cdegories properly address
Heideggerian de-severance

3) Dreyfus interpretation of dis-stance & having a transcendental, founding role
leads him to afurther problem. Heldegger's “confusion” supposedly results from
prioritizing the spatiality of individual Dasein, whereas Dreyfus thinks Heidegger should
have prioritized pwlic space Occasiona remarksin Being andTime sean to suggest that
de-severanceis the condition for regions, but it is more mnsistent with the tenor of the
general theory of Being-in-the-world to trea de-severance and region as correlates (much
in the way Dasein and the world are rrelates). On thisrealing, they are equiprimordial
and neither can be mnsidered the foundation for the other.™® The question of priority is
only applicable if we grant Dreyfus' interpretation of “individual/public” spaces. But as
we have see, in this formulation one cannot explain the equiprimordiality of regions and
de-severance
4. Summary

" The foll owing remarks by Heidegger may suggest a founding relation: “To encounter the ready-to-
hand in its environmental spaceremains ontically posshble only because Dasein itsdlf is‘spatial’ with
regard to its Being-in-the-world” (BT 138 104), and “only because Dasein is gatial in the way of de-
severanceand diredionality can what is ready-to-hand within-the-world be encountered in its gatiality”
(BT 145, 110. Dreyfusinterpretsthis passge as evidencefor afounding relation. He assrtsthat “the
spatiality of Dasein’s encountering the avail able depends on Dasein’s concernful being-in-the-world”
(Dreyfus 130). But comparethe passagein note 10. Heidegger’s remarks need not suggest a founding
relation but can be viewed as expressng a necessary interdependence between Dasein’s Patiality and
regions.

18| wish to thank Steven Crowell for raising a question regarding a possble priority of de-severance over
regions, given Heidegger’'s methoddogical aim of “fundamental ontology” which prioritizes Dasein. This
aim may explain the shift in emphasis from de-severanceand dredionality belonging to the “aroundness
of theworld” in HCT to Dasein in BT. But as| argue dsewhere, it is predsdy this priority of Dasein
which beginsto break down as we examine more dosely bath the region/de-severance and
spatiality/temporality relations. Heidegger himself later abandons the projed of fundamental ontology.
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The key to understanding Heidegger’ s theory of spaceis his attempt to redescribe
gpatial experiencewithout presupposing objedive space or in his own terms, world-space
Thisisto describe lived spacegrasped within the finite perspedive or an adive being.
Thereisno ontologicdly significant “space”outside of the wnfiguration of Dasein’s
movements in oriented regions.

Dreyfus interpretation of regions and de-severance misses the inherently
referential orientation of the spatiality of Being-in-the-world. Instead, he presupposes an
essentially non-oriented world-spacein which individual Dasein have ceantered personal
gpaces. This presupposition generates the mnfusions he dtributes to Heidegger, such as
the goparent inability to derive “public space”from “individual spaces.” For Heidegger,
the individuality of a perspedive within aregion gives particularity to ead Dasein’s de-
severance, but this haslittle to do with Dasein having “private” spaces. The particular
configuration of one's personally oriented spaceis for that individual in that particular
place done, but thisis dictated by a given region and cannot be in the mind.

This realing shows that Olafson’s notion of presence (Anwesen) is neither
traditionalist nor subjedivist as Carman suggests. By presence Olafson means the fad
that things we ded with are there for usin some salient manner in away they cannot be
for anon-Dasein such as a dhair. Put another way, presence anountsto the fad that an
entity, for instance my kitchen table, is there for me in a cetain perspedival givennessand
is available to me in a unique cnfiguration of the region of the kitchen as | encounter it.
This mode of disclosure requires both the region and my particular spatia participation;
thisiswhy the table cannot be “present” to a sink acossfrom it. But certainly this
presence of the table to me is not subjedive, for anyone in my position would encounter it
in the same perspedival givenness Different people in the kitchen would have different
disclosures of the table from different angles, and perhaps ead in their own way, but that
is not to say that ead of us has a subjedive experience of the presence of the table. The
uniquely perspedival givennesswhich makes up the personal charader of experience has
to do with regional configuration and Dasein’s particular spatial participation, not some
“inner perspedive” on the matter. Olafsonisright to point out that this ort of
fundamental disclosure of entities, aways reveded as correlates of our adionsand in a
particular perspedive, isladking in Dreyfus common-sense expresson “coping.” The
position outlined here, by contrast, allows for aradicdly personal perspedive of the world
without presupposing a “subjedive” domain of experience.™

19| wish to thank Steven Crowell, Andrew Feenberg, Piet Hut, Pierre Keller, Frederick Olafson, and
Mariana Ortega for their comments.



