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Running commentary to Being and Time sections 22-27

Section 22

Here Heidegger discusses the kind of spatiality that belongs to “handy” equipment, and the practical environing world (such as a workshop) within which we encounter the handy.  In reading this Section, it is important to keep in mind that by spatiality Heidegger does not mean the objectively present space that can be mapped out on a Cartesian coordinate system, and that is talked about in geometry and physics.  Instead, this is the spatiality of practical activity, in which we negotiate with the handy.  

It turns out that all features of Heidegger’s analysis of handiness have a kind of (practical) spatiality.  A handy item of equipment with a practical signification, or relevance (discussed in Sections 15 and 18) has its place, say, in the carpenter’s workshop.  And the whole surrounding world (such as the workshop) forms a spatial region.

Section 23

Just as Section 22 describes the spatiality of handy equipment and the practical surrounding world (as described in Section 15), Section 23 describes the spatiality of being-in-the-world (as described in Section 18).  

The first basic feature of the spatiality of being-in-the-world that Heidegger discusses is de-distancing (Ent-fernung; better rendered “closing in on”), i.e., nearness (or “nearing”).  Imagine a practical task, such as building a house, as discussed in Section 18.  As one sets to work, the goal starts off as far-off, or distant.  As one step becomes completed, the goal becomes less distant, or nearer.  Heidegger takes this spatial way of talking about tasks quite literally: practical tasks literally set up a practical spatiality, in which some things and tasks are nearer (“here”), and others farther away from us (“over there”) (p. 100).  Realizing a practical goal involves the actualization of what were previously merely potential possibilities.  As we actualize a possibility, we remove the distance separating us from it when it was merely potential.  (Note that this way of seeing things borrows heavily from Aristotle’s view of change as “motion” toward the actualization of a final cause, or telos.)

The second basic feature of the spatiality of being-in-the-world is directionality (Ausrichtung), which would be much better translated as orientation.  The idea seems to be that practical spatiality isn’t just ordered along the continuum from the distant “over there” to the near “here”, but also with various other directions.  Heidegger notes that these directions are related to the human body, as an organism with a particular practical orientation.  Note also that he writes that our embodiment, or “corporeality”, “contains a problematic of its own not to be discussed here” (p. 101).  Merleau-Ponty will expand a great deal on Heidegger’s view of the role of the practical body in perception.  Heidegger does discuss the directions of right and left.  He criticizes Immanuel Kant’s view that the difference between right and left is just some subjective, or psychological, “feeling” attached to objective space (pp. 101f).  Instead, for Heidegger, our understanding of the difference between right and left is rooted in our bodies, and is what allows us to orient ourselves practically in our environment.

Exercise: Describe the practical spatiality of a carpenter’s workshop or a chef’s kitchen, and show how this differs from the Cartesian-coordinate space of geometry or physics.  He gives several helpful examples of his own on pp. 98f.  (Note that he places quotation-marks around “near” and “nearest” on p. 99 to indicate that he is talking about proximity in physical space, not nearness in practical spatiality.)

Section 24

Here, Heidegger discusses the relation between practical spatiality (discussed in Sections 22 and 23) and the objectively present space of geometry or physics.  He is particularly concerned to avoid Kant’s view that space is literally produced by the subjective mind.  His own view is that Dasein does not create objective space, but rather that it only has access to it – that it can only “discover” it – in the course of its practical dealings with the handy within practical spatiality.

Sections 25-26

Let’s define an existential perspective as a way in which Dasein can encounter beings in terms of possibilities that stand in a particular relation to Dasein.  (Recall from Section 15 that possibilities are what Dasein employs in its interpretations of beings.  Dasein encounters beings as “referring” to their possibilities.)  Chapter II of Being and Time, entitled “The Worldliness of the World” (pp. 59-105), examined one of Dasein’s existential perspectives: Dasein’s being-at-intraworldly beings.  From this perspective, Dasein encounters “handy” intraworldly beings as relevant (i.e., useful or useless) to its practical projects.  It encounters such beings as something it can do something with.

Each existential perspective corresponds to a particular existential horizon, which is a particular set of possibilities.  A set of possibilities is the horizon of a given existential perspective if and only if 

(1) these possibilities are capable of being taken as a “reference” of the beings that Dasein can encounter from that perspective; 

(2) each of these possibilities stands in the same ontological relation to Dasein; 

(3) none of these possibilities stands in a referential relation to any further possibility, not included in the set of possibilities in question, standing in this ontological relation to Dasein;

and 

(4) it is not the case that any Dasein can experience the simultaneous actualization of all of these possibilities.  

Exercise: Using the above definition of “existential horizon”, show that the world is the existential horizon of the existential perspective of Dasein’s being-at-intraworldly-beings.

Chapter III of Being and Time (pp. 107-122) investigates a second existential perspective of Dasein: being-with-others (or sometimes simply “being-with”).  The beings that Dasein encounters from this perspective are other Daseins, or co-Dasein (Mitdasein).  The existential horizon of this perspective is what Heidegger calls “the they”.  This is a translation of “das Man”, which is a neologism (i.e., an invented word) formed by turning “man” – the German third-person pronoun equivalent to the formal English “one” and to informal English uses of “they”, or even “you” – into a neuter noun.  In German, “man” is used to express such normative statements as “One ought not behave that way in public”, or such reports of common beliefs as “They say he’s a great singer”.  The translation “the they” leaves open the false impression that das Man does not imply oneself, but only others (i.e., “them”).  
The they (das Man) is the totality of interrelated meanings in terms of which co-Daseins are encountered.  It is the overarching network of interdependent possibilities for others to be: the totality of “for-the-sakes-of-whom” that can guide their practical projects.  These possibilities are, roughly, social roles that people play.  Heidegger gives the following examples: Heidegger gives a few examples in a lecture-course from 1925: “a cobbler, a tailor, a teacher, a banker”.  Note that virtually any social role gets its meaning in part from the relations in which it stands to other such roles.  Being the owner of a factory, for example, is possible only because of the relations that the owner stands to suppliers of raw materials, workers, distributors, consumers, etc.  Or being a parent is possible only because of the relations in which one stands to one’s children.

Any Dasein, including oneself, can “represent”, or “stand in for”, these possible ways to be (p. 118).  The they is neither any particular person occupying such social roles, nor is it “the sum of all of them” (p. 119).  This impersonality is one reason why Heidegger’s term “das Man” is neither masculine nor feminine, but rather neuter (p. 119).  Like worldliness (p. 60, p. 82), it is an existential (pp. 121f), i.e., an essential feature of Dasein’s being.  

Exercise: Using the above definition of “existential horizon”, and specific examples of encountering other people, show that the they is the existential horizon of the existential perspective of Dasein’s being-with-others.

Exercise: What does Heidegger mean when he says “The phenomenological statement that Dasein is essentially being-with has an existential-ontological meaning…  Being-with existentially determines Dasein even when an other is not factically present and perceived.  Dasein’s being-alone, too, is being-with...  The other can be lacking only in and for a being-with.  Being-alone is a deficient mode of being-with; its possibility is a proof for the latter” (p. 113)?  In particular, how does Heidegger’s view differ from Husserl’s view that “The other is a double of the self” (p. 117), which we can reach only through “projecting” ourselves into the other: the process known as “empathy” (p. 117)?  (Note that the discussion on p. 117 is Heidegger’s criticism of views like Husserl’s.)

At any one time, Dasein can exist in (or, better, from out of) its perspectives in either of two basic existentiell modes, or ways of enactment.  (See Section 4 for the distinction between “existential” and “existentiell”.)  All that is existentially necessary is that Dasein at any given time must exist from out of each perspective in exactly one of these two ways.  What differentiates these two existentiell modes of enactment of each perspective is whether or not the respective beings are encountered by Dasein explicitly grasping some set of possibilities that belong to the corresponding horizon.  For someone to grasp a possibility explicitly is for her to interpret an being as “referring to” that possibility (see Section 15), i.e., for her to encounter that being in terms of that possibility as to be actualized in the future.  When this occurs, Dasein thereby allows the being in question to be “illuminated” by that possibility.  These existentiell modes can be summarized in the following table:

existential perspective: 
      existentiell modes of enacting the existential perspective:




      with horizon explicitly grasped
with horizon occluded



Being-at-intraworldy-beings
      dealing with the handy
       
observing the objectively present

Being-with(-others)

      “leaping ahead” of the other
“leaping in” for the other

Heidegger discusses the two existentiell modes of being-at-intraworldy-beings in Sections 13, 16, 33, and 69b.  He discusses the two existentiell modes of being-with-others on pp. 114f.  

Section 27:
Here, Heidegger introduces a new existential perspective of Dasein’s being: being-oneself.  This is the perspective from which you encounter the being that you are: yourself.  The self, for Heidegger, exists in the projection of for-the-sakes-of-whom.  It is crucial to note that the beings that Dasein encounters from the perspective of Being-itself are themselves primarily possibilities.  Thus he writes in Section 9: "Dasein always is its possibility" (p. 40), and that Dasein "is primarily Being-possible.  Dasein is always what it can be and how it is its possibility" (p. 134).  The self at a given time consists just of Dasein’s current explicit seizure of particular possibilities of itself: for-the-sakes-of-whom.  For this reason, Heidegger characterizes the self as a “potentiality of being” (Seinkönnen, p. 134), or, better an “ability-to-be”.  This truly radical view allows Heidegger to reject traditional views (such as Descartes’ or Husserl’s) of the self as a substance.  For Heidegger, the self is rather the dynamic movement from potentiality to actuality of the specific possible for-the-sakes-of-whom that one is currently projecting as a possibility of oneself.

As we will see in much detail in Division II, the horizon of being-oneself is death.  Like being-at-intraworldly beings and being-with-others, being-oneself also has two existentiell modes: 

existential perspective: 
existentiell modes of enacting the existential perspective:




with horizon explicitly grasped
with horizon occluded



Being-oneself
      

authenticity / resoluteness

the they-self/fallenness/everydayness

Dasein’s three basic existential perspectives – being-at-intraworldly-beings, being-with-others, and being-oneself – are closely interconnected.  First, an individual Dasein does not spontaneously generate the for-the-sakes-of-whom that it encounters from the perspective of Being-itself.  Instead, Dasein appropriates these possibilities of its everyday Being-itself from the they, the horizon in terms of which Dasein encounters others.  The possibilities that you pursue are thus essentially related to possible social roles that other people can occupy.

Second, there is a direct connection between the perspective of Dasein’s being-at-beings and that of being-oneself.  Recall that Dasein encounters intraworldly “handy” beings in terms of the world: the complex network of practical referential relations that allow a tool to be used with another tool, at an activity, and in order to accomplish some practical goal.  Such dealings are always guided by a final reference with a qualitatively different character: a “for-the-sake-of-whom”.  This final possibility, which gives meaning and direction to Dasein’s dealings with intraworldly beings, is a possibility of Dasein’s self (p. 78).  In this way, the beings that Dasein encounters from the perspective of Being-itself determine the ultimate purpose of its encounters with ready-to-hand beings from the perspective of being-at-beings. 

Third, since the they provides Dasein with its everyday possibilities of itself, and since these possibilities guide its interpretations of the significance of the handy: “The they itself, for the sake of which Dasein is everyday, articulates the referential context of significance” (p. 121).

Existential modes of care: Because Heidegger most concretely characterizes Dasein’s being as care (Sorge), he adopts a distinct term for the mode of Dasein’s caring about, or meaningfully encountering, beings in terms of each of the three existential horizons.  Taking care of beings (Besorgen) is the way in which Dasein deals with the “handy” in terms of their practical usefulness (p. 63).  Concern for others (Fürsorge) is Heidegger’s neutral ontological term for the way in which Dasein encounters other people (p. 114).  And he suggests “care for oneself” (Selbstsorge) as a possible term for the way in which one deals with oneself (p. 180).  

Existential modes of “sight”: Third, because he uses the metaphors of “lighting” (p. 125) and “sight” (Sicht) for the disclosure of the possibilities in terms of which we encounter such beings, he explicitly appropriates terms for exactly three kinds of “sight”, each one of which illuminates the kinds of possibilities that constitute a particular horizon (p. 137).  Circumspection (Umsicht), or, alternately, fore-sight (Vor-sicht), illuminates the possibilities that constitute each of the regions of the world that Heidegger calls an “environment”.  “Considerateness” (Rücksicht), or, alternately, “looking-after” (Nachsicht; strangely translated as “tolerance”), illuminates the possibilities of das Man in terms of which one encounters other Daseins (p. 115).  Finally, transparency (Durchsichtigkeit), illuminates one’s own death, thus allowing Dasein to take “ownership” of itself in authenticity.

Exercise: In Section 27, Heidegger discusses being-oneself only in the existentiell mode of inauthenticity, everydayness, or fallenness.  Try to define each of the following six characteristics of this mode: distantiality, averageness, leveling down, publicness, disburdening, and accomodation. 
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