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We shall not cease from exploration / And the end of all our exploring / Will be to arrive where we started / And know the place for the first time.

—T. S. Eliot, Four Quartets (“Little Gidding”)
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Introduction: The Thinking of Place

	
Accordingly, we may suggest that the day will come when we will not shun the question whether the opening, the free open, may not be that within which alone pure space and ecstatic time and everything present and absent in them have the place which gathers and protects everything.

	
—Martin Heidegger, “The End of Philosophy and the Task of Thinking,” in On Time and Being

	
The idea of place—of topos—runs through the thinking of Martin Heidegger almost from the very start. Although not always directly thematized—sometimes apparently obscured, displaced even, by other concepts—and expressed through many different terms (Ort, Ortschaft, Stätte, Gegend, Dasein, Lichtung, Ereignis),1 it is impossible to think with Heidegger unless one attunes oneself to Heidegger’s own attunement to place. This is something not only to be observed in Heidegger’s attachment to the famous hut at Todtnauberg;2 it is also found, more significantly, in his constant deployment of topological terms and images, and in the situated, “placed,” character of his thought, and of its key themes and motifs.3

	
Heidegger’s work exemplifies the practice of what might be thought of as “philosophical topology,” yet Heidegger must also be counted as one of the principal founders of such a mode of place-oriented thinking.4 The aim of this volume is to contribute to both the topological understanding of Heidegger and the continuing articulation and elaboration of topology as philosophically conceived. In this respect, the essays aim to supplement and expand the analysis of Heideggerian topology already begun in my Heidegger’s Topology,5 but they can equally be seen as contributing to my own project of philosophical topography as first set out in my earlier volume Place and Experience.6 The essays collected here (essays that span a decade or more of writing) thus focus on the idea of place, first, as it appears in Heidegger’s thinking as it arises in a number of ways and in relation to a range of issues, and, second, as it can be seen to provide the focus for a distinctive mode of philosophical thinking that encompasses, but is not restricted to, the Heideggerian.

	
In this respect, the focus on place that appears here, while certainly finding a fruitful setting in Heidegger’s work, does not derive from a Heideggerian perspective alone. It is not that, taking Heidegger as a starting point, the idea of place as philosophically significant comes into view, but rather, beginning with the idea of place as philosophically significant, one comes to a different reading, and perhaps a different appreciation, of the thinker from Messkirch, as well as of a number of other key figures—most notably perhaps, Kant, Aristotle, Gadamer, and Davidson, but also Benjamin, for instance, and, although they make but the briefest of appearances here, Arendt and Camus. The idea that place should be philosophically so significant in this way—that it might actually be central to philosophy as such (and that it is so is the underlying claim throughout much of my work as well, I would argue, of Heidegger’s)—is to some extent a claim defended and elaborated upon, in various ways, throughout the essays contained here, but it is perhaps worth saying a little more by way of such a defense or elaboration from the very start. What underpins my conviction concerning the philosophical centrality of place, not only in  Heidegger, but also more generally, is something that involves both a philosophical idea as well as a matter of personal experience or personal “phenomenology.” I will say a little about the personal element that is at issue here, but first let me address the philosophical.

	
One of the features of place is the way in which it establishes relations of inside and outside—relations that are directly tied to the essential  connection between place and boundary or limit.7 To be located is to be within, to be somehow enclosed, but in a way that at the same time opens up, that makes possible. Already this indicates some of the directions in which any thinking of place must move—toward ideas of opening and closing, of concealing and revealing, of focus and horizon, of finitude and “transcendence,” of limit and possibility, of mutual relationality and coconstitution. It is not surprising, therefore, to find such an important focus on “being-in,” essentially a focus on place and placedness, within Heidegger’s analysis in Being and Time (notably in §12)—although it is also a problematic focus within the structure of the early work in that Heidegger struggles to find a way of understanding the topological structure that is at issue here.8 If we are to take the primary datum for philosophy to be our own being-in-the-world (a datum that is not first given in terms of an encounter with consciousness, with sense data, or with any other such “derivative” notion, but rather first presents itself precisely as an encounter in which self, other, and world are given together as a single unitary phenomenon), then where philosophical inquiry must begin is indeed with place or placedness, since this is fundamentally what is already at issue in the phenomenon of being-in-the-world. Although Aristotle’s mode of thinking operates within a very different vocabulary and frame, his own emphasis on the importance of topos in the Physics captures something of this priority of place, particularly given his analysis of topos as precisely a mode of “being-in.” Unfortunately, but perhaps not surprisingly, the primacy of place that appears here has been too often overlooked in philosophy—partly because it is so ubiquitous as to seem “commonplace” or even trivial, and partly because place remains so resistant to the forms of more “technical” analysis to which philosophers so often tend. Heidegger is perhaps unusual in this respect, in that his own thought seems already to begin with a recognition, even if not well worked out or articulated, of the primacy that must be accorded to place. The development of his thinking is a gradual working out of what this involves and of how it must be understood, and so also a gradual making explicit of the fundamental role of topology. Not only the analysis of being-in-the-world as worked out in Being and Time (and with it the understanding of originary temporality), but also the idea of the clearing (Lichtung) that is the happening of truth, the Ereignis, and the happening of the Fourfold all turn out to represent successively developed attempts at the articulation of the topos that itself lies at the very heart of the  question of being.

	
The personal experience or phenomenology that is also at work in my thinking on this matter may be said to derive from a childhood lived between Australia, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom (at a time when travel between these places was still by sea, and so necessarily involved encounters with many other places besides just these), from a traveling lifestyle that was operative even when my family was in a more settled location (a result of the fairground work in which we were often involved), and also from the strong sense of place that is such an important element in the New Zealand culture (both Pakeha and Maori) in which I mostly grew up, and that is equally powerful, if not even more so, in Tasmania, where I now live. The experience of place, and the significance of a sense of place, has never seemed to me simply a matter of sentiment or feeling, but to be something much deeper and more profound—so that it should be unsurprising to find it clearly and powerfully evident in so many different forms of human expression and experience—and to be indicative of exactly the sort of philosophical or ontological primacy of place that emerges from philosophical reflection.

	
The understanding of place that is evident here is thus one that implies a changed conception of both our usual ways of thinking about philosophy, about ourselves, and about our own experience of involvement in the world. The ubiquity of topological or topographical ideas and images, the sense of place that is such a common feature of human experience, can now be seen to be not mere psychological or social artifacts (or just as products of an evolutionary history), but rather to arise from a more fundamental ontological structure (albeit one that is not to be found beneath the surfaces of things so much as in the very iridescence of surface itself—surface, like boundary, and also, I would argue, like the concepts of unity and ground, being itself an essentially topological concept). The structure at issue here is the structure of place, of topos, a structure that encompasses the being of individual places, of individual human lives, and of much more besides (the being of all that Heidegger includes in the term Seiendes). It is also a structure that resists any reductive analysis, being constituted through an essential mutuality of relation at every level, and that is unitary even while it also contains an essential multiplicity. The aim of this volume, as with much of my work elsewhere, is the exploration of this topos. It is an exploration that can never be complete, but always and only proceeds through the following of particular pathways that follow particular directions and move through particular landscapes. Recognizing the topological character of such thinking gives an added significance to Heidegger’s insistence on his own thinking (and genuine thinking as such) as always “on the way.” Moreover, because the project undertaken here is indeed a form of topological exploration, a series of philosophical peregrinations, it assumes a willingness on the part of the reader to participate in that exploration, and in the peregrinations that make it up. This is not to say that it requires an uncritical acceptance of the particular paths that are taken—far from it—but it does require some degree of willingness to walk along those paths, and to participate in the conversation that ensues. For this reason, too, one might say that the approach adopted in these essays tends not to be a polemical one. Although some disagreements are noted here (perhaps most often with certain pragmatic readings of Heidegger), the aim is more to work from within a certain place, rather than give too much attention to taking issue with other places, or other paths.9

	
The volume presented here is divided into three main sections, together with this introduction and also an epilogue. Part I deals with the ideas of topos and topology as they figure in Heidegger’s thinking in general (although these chapters also address particular issues that arise out of  responses to my topological reading as developed elsewhere); Part II concerns particular concepts and problems in Heidegger’s work as these arise within a topological frame; in the case of Part III, the focus broadens out to consider the way Heideggerian topology plays out in relation to a more diverse set of topics, and in ways that go beyond a specifically Heideggerian frame. Although almost all of these essays have been published previously, they have appeared in quite diverse places, and in ways that have not always drawn attention to the underlying themes that connect them. The aim in bringing them together in here is not only to integrate them more directly with the work undertaken in Heidegger’s Topology, but also to enable them to be more closely integrated with one another. To this end also, almost all of the essays have been revised, sometimes quite significantly, and where necessary, updated. Nevertheless, given the different directions in which each of these essays move, they do not constitute, and are not intended to constitute, a single seamlessly woven narrative. Instead, they take up different aspects of what may well be seen as a single story, but as with all such perspectival accounts, the story is presented in different as well as sometimes overlapping ways. The aim in revising the essays has been to ensure a greater degree of integration than was true of the works in their original publication (although all are underpinned, even in their original form, by much the same key ideas), but there are undoubtedly some points throughout the volume in which the varying provenance of these essays is evident—I can only hope that where such particular ambiguities or inconsistencies do remain, they are not so serious as to constitute a significant barrier to genuine engagement.

	
The essay that makes up the first chapter, “The Topos of Thinking,” takes up the question as to what topology means in Heidegger’s work, the way in which such topology brings a particular mode of philosophizing with it, and how this relates to the way in philosophy must itself be understood. The essay originally arose out of an invitation to speak at the Bariloche Colloquium in Argentina. The focus of the essay is perhaps the broadest of any of the essays contained here, aiming to give consideration to the idea of thinking as it stands in relation to place and the implications of such a relation. Chapter 2, “The Turning to/of Place,” examines Heidegger’s later thinking in relation to the earlier, arguing that a topological reading of Heidegger inevitably leads us, against a widespread countertendency, to a greater estimation of and focus on the later works. The essay provides something of an overview of (and so also an introduction to) my reading of Heidegger, and of the role of place in his thinking. Chapter 3, “The Place of Topology,” addresses specific responses to Heidegger’s Topology from Steven Crowell, Julian Young, Miguel de Beistegui, and Edward Relph. Those responses raise questions about the understanding of place, both in relation to Heidegger’s thinking, and to philosophy and our contemporary situation. Although the discussion engages with various objections and criticisms, the aim is less to give voice to disagreement, than to find constructive ways of advancing the conversation of which the discussion presented here is only a partial reflection.

	
The concept of place stands in an essential relation to a number of other concepts that also play important roles in Heidegger’s work and in Western philosophical thinking more generally—concepts of ground, limit, unity, position, organism, space, time, and world. The four chapters that make up Part II of this volume explore these concepts along with a range of connected issues, particularly those of nihilism, subjectivism, and the transcendental. Compared to the broad perspective adopted in Part I, Part II is thus much more closely focused. Chapter 4, “Ground, Unity, and Limit,” examines the relations between the three concepts named in its title, together with Heidegger’s rethinking of the transcendental in light of the topological. All three of these concepts are central to the thinking of place, each of them appearing throughout the discussions in other chapters. It is only fitting, therefore, that they should be given more concentrated attention here. Chapter 5, “Nihilism, Place, and ‘Position,’” not only looks at the way in which the thinking of place is connected with Heidegger’s thinking of nihilism, but also with the central role of the concept of “position” (the Greek thesis) in that thinking, and its connection with “subjectivism.” In chapter 6, “Place, Space, and World,” I return to some of the issues already sketched in chapter 2, but with an eye to the way in which the development of a topological orientation in Heidegger’s work is connected with his rethinking of concepts of space (and time) and world. The discussion focuses particularly on Heidegger’s 1929 lectures published as The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics, but it also deals with aspects of Kant’s treatment of space and time, as well as with Jakob von Uexküll’s concept of Umwelt. Of all the essays contained here, this has perhaps a slightly more polemical air to it than any of the others, in that it is partly directed against the pragmatist reading of Heidegger associated with the work of Hubert Dreyfus—although even here any polemic is very much in the background (and mostly confined to the notes). Von Uexküll appears again in the final essay of Part II, chapter 7, “Geography, Biology, and Politics.” Here the issue of subjectivism (a theme that arises, if slightly differently, in each of the chapters that make up Part II) comes more directly to the fore, but in a way that is connected to what Julian Young calls “the problem of place”—the supposedly regressive and conservative character of place-oriented thinking.

	
Part III brings together essays across a much broader range of themes than in either Parts I or II, while the focus is also less directly on Heidegger. The essay that begins Part II, chapter 8, “Philosophy’s Nostalgia,” examines a mood or disposition, the nostalgic, that has often been taken to be characteristic of Heidegger’s thinking in general, and to be indicative of the problematic character of that thinking. Here, however, the nostalgic is understood in a more positive light, and as directly tied to the topological. The essay thus attempts to address an issue once put to me by Karsten Harries: if one is to make topos central to the reading of Heidegger, then one must also be prepared to offer a defense, or perhaps a reappropriation, of the idea of nostalgia. Chapter 9, “Death and the End of Life,” sets out an argument for what might be thought of as a topological approach to the understanding of human life, emphasizing the placed character of such a life, as well as its necessary delimitation by death. As originally developed, the essay took two forms: one was explicit in presenting an account of death in relation to life from within a broadly Heideggerian framework; the other developed the same argument, but held back from any explicit reference to Heidegger until the very end (the latter version being that which appeared in print). The version of the essay that appears here is to some extent a revised amalgamation of the two earlier forms of the essay. In chapter 10, “Topology, Triangulation, and Truth,” Heideggerian topology is juxtaposed in relation to Davidsonian triangulation, focusing particularly on their respective treatments of truth, with the aim of showing the convergence of both Heidegger and Davidson (as well as Gadamer) in the direction of a similarly topological or topographical orientation. If Heidegger’s thought is often taken to be nostalgic, then it is often also seen as essentially provincial in character—a provincialism often contrasted with the cosmopolitanism of a thinker such as Walter Benjamin. Chapter 11, “Heidegger in Benjamin’s City,” contests this opposition through  an examination of the way each thinker takes up ideas of place and image. In chapter 12, “The Working of Art,” the reader is returned to a specific Heideggerian text, but the treatment of that text aims at placing  Heidegger’s account within a much broader context, emphasizing the way in which it enables a view of the artwork as itself placed in its very materiality.

	
“Beginning in Wonder” is the final essay in the volume, functioning as an epilogue to the collection as a whole. Inasmuch as it is the final essay, “Beginning in Wonder” attempts to delineate a certain end that is also an origin. Exploring the ancient tradition that places the beginning of philosophy in wonder, the essay explores the character of wonder in a way that leads, inevitably perhaps, back to topos. In beginning in wonder, philosophy is also seen to have its beginning in place and in the experience of place. Since philosophy is determined by its beginning, so this essay also sets out a conception of the philosophical that can be read back into all of the essays that come before it. Not only does this involve a conception of philosophy as topological, but also of topology, and philosophy, as consisting essentially in the attempt to respond thoughtfully to the wondrous as well as to retain a sense of such wonder—and in so doing to retain a genuine sense of the ever-present questionability of being. The place that appears in this final essay—the place of philosophy, of wonder, of questionability—is also, of course, the same place with which the volume begins: it is the very topos of thinking. It is also the topos from within which the explorations in the topology of being that are attempted here find their direction and their ground.

	
Finally, one might well ask to what extent this volume, and the essays it contains, are to be viewed as contributions to contemporary Heidegger scholarship—and if not, then how are the essays themselves to be placed within contemporary philosophy? I have to admit, as I have said elsewhere, that there is a deep ambivalence in my own attitude on this matter. Although I would argue that my approach to Heidegger’s thought is well grounded in both the letter and spirit of his thinking, I am more interested in the questions that are addressed through the encounter with his thought than with mere scholarly exegesis, and the same applies to my engagement with other thinkers such as Davidson, Kant, or Gadamer—in this respect, the essays should perhaps be seen as first and foremost contributions to the project of philosophical topology (or topography), and secondarily as contributions to the study of Heidegger—or the other thinkers on whose work these essays touch. Yet I also find it difficult to separate off my own approach from that of Heidegger, or of other thinkers with whom I am closely engaged. Thus, although I am sometimes critical of aspects of Heidegger’s thought, there is also a sense in which it seems to me that the points of convergence outweigh any divergence, and it is the points of convergence that are my main interest.

	
Like Gadamer, in particular, I take the task of thinking to be a dialogic one—it lives only in the medium of conversation as that is granted through the engagement with text or speech. When one is genuinely involved in conversation—in a conversation in which one is, as Gadamer says, genuinely caught up—one cannot readily separate out one’s own contribution from that of one’s conversational partners. Should one expect, in a genuinely philosophical dialogue, to be able any more readily to separate off one’s own contribution, one’s own reading, one’s own position, from the thinkers in relation to whom that dialogue is sustained? That one may find it difficult to do so should be taken not as a failure of self-discipline or self-critique, but rather as an indication of the genuine attempt at thinking that is undertaken. This is not to say, of course, that the thinking that is attempted may not fail in some other way, and it will certainly not be immune to criticism, but it should be deserving of some respect. I hope that the essays contained here, no matter their other shortcomings, will be viewed in such a light. These essays are indeed “explorations,” and although they aim to be explorations that are successful in illuminating a certain place, no exploration can hope to be definitive, nor can it ever bring such exploring to an end—or, at least, the end to which it may bring us can only ever be the start of another beginning.

	



I

	
Topological Thinking

	



1

	 The Topos of Thinking

	
We may venture the step back out of philosophy into the thinking of Being as soon as we have grown familiar with the provenance of thinking.

	
—Martin Heidegger, “The Thinker as Poet,” in Poetry, Language, Thought

	
If Heidegger’s thinking is, as he himself says, a “topology of being” (Topologie des Seyns)1—a saying of the place of being—then what is  the place that appears here? What is the place of being, and in what place does this thinking take place? These questions direct our attention not only to the role of topos or place as that which is the object of  Heidegger’s thinking, and so as that toward which it is directed, but  to the very topos or place within which Heidegger’s thinking emerges, and the character of that thinking as itself determined by topos, as emerging out of it, and as returning to it.2 As such, these questions move us within the domain of a form of “metaphilosophy” that looks to uncover the essential framework within which Heidegger’s thinking takes place.

	
Understood as topological, Heidegger’s thinking can be said to be concerned with place in at least three ways: (i) with place as the proper focus of thinking, and so as that which it is concerned to think and to speak, to address and to articulate; (ii) as that which is the proper horizon of thinking, that holds thinking within it, that bounds it, and that thereby allows thinking to appear as thinking; and (iii) as that which is the proper origin of thinking, out of which thinking emerges, and from which it gains its direction as well as its sustenance.3 In exploring these three ways in which topos appears in Heidegger’s thinking, it is important to note that they are not sharply distinct from one another, but instead reflect different aspects of what is a single, unitary topos—a place that encompasses focus, horizon, and origin, and that always appears as containing within it an essential indeterminacy and multiplicity.

	
It is only appropriate that the exploration of the place of thinking should begin where thinking itself begins, and so take as its starting point the placed origin of thinking. Here origin is itself to be understood not as some temporal starting point, but rather as that out of which something comes to appearance. Origin is thus already topological—to begin is to begin in and from out of place. In Heidegger, this focus on the placed origin of thinking appears very early. It is present in Heidegger’s emphasis on the need to turn back to “life” as the proper context for philosophy, in the emphasis on the idea of hermeneutical situatedness, and in the focus on Dasein—that mode of being that is constituted in terms of the “there/here”—as the proper site for the opening up of the question of being as such. No matter the changes in Heidegger’s philosophical vocabulary, a key point around which his thinking constantly turns is the idea that thinking arises, and can only arise, out of our original encounter with the world—an encounter that is always singular and situated, in which we encounter ourselves as well the world, and in which what first appears is not something abstract or fragmented, but rather the things themselves, as things, in their concrete unity. Philosophy begins, then, in that same place that is the place for the emergence of world—and so for the appearance of things, the engagement with others, and the recognition of self. This place is one that is constantly before us, in which we are always situated, and yet from which we often seem estranged.

	
Although there are occasions when Heidegger appears to present this original and originary place of encounter in terms that are suggestive of the unique and the epochal (for instance, in “The Origin of the Work of Art”4), for the most part, it is the place of the ordinary and the everyday in and through which what is extraordinary shines forth. In Heidegger’s early writing this appears in terms of the continual use of everyday examples for phenomenological interrogation—it is in the engagement with such ordinary things that the world itself comes into view. In his later essays, the happening of the Fourfold—the unitary gathering of earth, sky, mortals, and gods—is presented as occurring not through the work of any individual, not even the poet or artist, and certainly not the statesman or leader, but rather through those ordinary things around which human life and activity is configured and given shape, and in the light of which human existence itself takes on its character as human. What is extraordinary about these ordinary things is the manner in which they provide the focus for the opening of world, which includes, of course, their own opening as things, their own appearing and coming to presence. It is in the encounter with such presencing that we are given over to wonder—a wonder that is not provoked by anything other than the simple happening of being, a happening in which we are ourselves always implicated.5 Philosophy thus begins in no special place, but rather has its origin in any and every place, and yet also in a place that is everywhere the “same”— the place or happening of place that is the happening of being, that is the opening of world, that is the original and originary presencing of things.

	
The inquiry into the place of thinking that Heidegger undertakes in Being and Time, in particular, and that is couched in terms of the question of the meaning of being, takes the being of Dasein as its essential starting-point.6 Being and Time thus makes quite explicit that the place of thinking is itself identical with the place of Dasein’s own being—with the place of existence. The fact of such an identification, and thus the fact that Being and Time should find its own orientation to the question of the meaning of being in and through the being of Dasein, is not a result of any merely “epistemic” consideration—it is not that Dasein simply happens to be the only entry point to the question of being that is available to us. Instead, the focus on Dasein arises because of the particular way in which the very question of being already invokes the being of questionability as such, and the being of Dasein is that very mode of being whose being is always already given as questionable.7 Only in the being of the “there” can the possibility of any form of question or of questioning emerge, and so the being of the question is itself essentially grounded in the being of Dasein, while the mode of being of Dasein is the mode of being of questionability. That the place in which Being and Time opens up its own inquiry is the place of Dasein’s own being is thus a necessary consequence of the way in which the question of being can only be taken up in and through the being that belongs to questionability as such—a being that remains always obscure, always itself questionable.8 The turn toward place, and so toward questionability, is not a turn back into what is comfortable and secure, but quite the opposite. It is a turn into both the questionability of place and the place of questionability—even in its very placedness, thinking is characterized by its being always “on the way” (unterwegs).9

	
Our being in the world is the same as our “being there/here.” To find ourselves always already in the world is to find our existence always already given before us in the very encounter with ourselves, with others, and with things, as that occurs in the place in which we are. This “being placed” is identical with our existence; it is also that which provokes the most fundamental mode of questioning—the mode of questioning that is the very opening up of possibility that is the opening of world. The belonging together of questionability with placedness is clearly evident in the way Heidegger deploys the notion, developed further by Gadamer, of  hermeneutic situatedness (a key theme in much of his early thinking), and in the related idea of truth as disclosedness or unconcealment—as aletheia.10

	
The happening of understanding that is the happening of truth is itself the happening of questionability—it is the opening up of that expansive but bounded locale in which our speaking and our acting is revealed as not only true or false, but as capable of being true or false, and so of being addressed as to the grounds of its truth. Moreover, the way in which place and questionability appear together here is indicative of the way in which the emergence of truth itself occurs only in the opening of a dimension that both allows certain elements to emerge as salient while at the same time others are withdrawn—“truth” names, in one sense, just this event of emergence and withdrawal. As an event, this happening of truth takes place as the opening of place into world as an opening-up, a clearing, that allows for the appearance of both truth and error as these attach to specific claims, statements, and beliefs. It is thus an opening that allows for the very possibility of philosophy even as a body of things said.11

	
Heidegger was himself critical of Being and Time for its failure  adequately to address the problem of subjectivism.12 This may already be thought to be a problem in the way in which the work begins with a focus on Dasein understood as the essence of human being, and although  this starting point should not be seen to entail any necessary subjectivism, the manner in which the being of Dasein is subsequently explicated—particularly the prioritization of existentiality and “projection” over  other elements with the structure of Dasein, as well as the associated  prioritization of originary temporality13—suggests that there may indeed be a problem in the way in which Dasein is originally understood.  In Heidegger’s later thinking, Dasein comes to be understood rather differently from the manner in which it is analyzed in the earlier thinking.  The priority given to existentiality and temporality is largely abandoned as Heidegger’s thinking develops further, and although the focus on  Dasein remains, as does the intimacy of the connection between Dasein and questionability, it is the topological character of Dasein that comes increasingly to the fore—its connecting of Sein with Da, of being with place. Dasein still encompasses the essence of the human, but it does so precisely because of the way in which the being of the human finds its essence in the being of place—in the belonging together of being and topos.

	
On this reconfigured understanding, questionability can be seen to reside not merely in the asking of questions, but in the essential iridescence—the indeterminacy and multiplicity—that attaches to place and to being as such (which is why it is also tied to listening). Moreover, both questionability and iridescence are bound to finitude. The happening of place is the happening of finitude—which is not merely the happening  of that which is opposed to the infinite, but rather the very opening up of that bounded which is the domain of the presencing of things. Place is Dasein, the belonging together of the there/here with being, and as such it is essentially singular and bounded even though its boundedness can never be given any absolute determination. Questionability is tied to such finitude, since it is only in finitude that a domain of possibility can be opened up that reaches out to the world, and is itself open to it, and yet does not already determine the world. What happens over the course of Heidegger’s own thinking is thus also an increasing recognition of the way in which the finitude that is the focus for so much of his thinking is indeed a finitude that belongs to place as such (to Dasein as that in which human being is founded), rather than as belonging, in the first instance, to the human (as that whose essence Dasein is).14

	
The most serious problem presented by Heidegger’s thinking in Being and Time is arguably its ambiguous, sometimes inconsistent, treatment of place or topos. Not only does Being and Time lack any adequate thematization of place, but it also interprets the “there” in explicitly temporal terms. As a result, place as it appears in Being and Time is on the one hand downgraded, inasmuch as it is associated with spatiality and so with “falling,” and on the other hand, inasmuch as originary temporality itself appears as implicitly topological, so also is place given a certain centrality, but only as removed from the spatial.15 The attempted resolution of the ambiguity that is apparent here leads Heidegger toward a more direct concentration on place in his later thinking, and, simultaneously with this, a reconfiguration of the thinking of time and space as “timespace”—Zeitraum16 (whether the latter is a wholly satisfactory reconfiguration is another question17). This attempted resolution also results in a change in the way in which Heidegger’s thinking of being and of place proceeds: there is a shift not only toward a more explicit understanding of place as the proper focus and origin of thinking, but also toward a mode of thinking that itself reflects the character of place as such.

	
The main line of thinking that is developed in Heidegger’s early  thinking, and that culminates in his 1927 magnum opus, moves in one direction: toward exhibiting time as the horizon of being. Put in terms of the Heideggerian focus on Dasein, this means showing that the “there,” for all that it may carry spatial connotations, is fundamentally temporal (in fact, spatiality is itself founded in temporality).18 Although it is quite clear that this is not intended to imply any reduction of the spatiality or the topological to the temporal—of a multiplicity of elements to a single principle—the way in which Heidegger develops the priority of temporality, and of originary temporality, in Being and Time makes it difficult to avoid the conclusion that a form of reduction nevertheless results.19 Heidegger’s employment of a notion of what I have elsewhere referred to as “hierarchical dependence”20 involves him in what is essentially an attempt to found the unity of Dasein in temporality above all else, and so also to “derive” the structure of Dasein’s existential spatiality from originary temporality. The latter attempt is one that Heidegger later rejects as untenable,21 and his later thinking is also characterized by the abandonment of the sort of hierarchical analysis that appears in Being and Time. Instead, the approach that predominates in the later work is one directed at the elucidation of a form of unity that retains its irreducible complexity, but whose elements exhibit a reciprocal interdependence.22 This is perhaps best illustrated by the structure of the Fourfold in late essays such as “The Thing” and “Building Dwelling Thinking.”23 Only within the unity of the Fourfold do earth and sky, mortals and gods come to appearance, and yet only through the gathering together of those elements is the Fourfold itself constituted.

	
The nature of the unity that appears here, and its importance as constituting a very different mode of philosophical analysis than that found in Being and Time, is something that I have discussed in detail elsewhere,24 but some brief characterization is needed here. The multiple unity that the Fourfold exhibits is an exact mirror of the similarly multiple unity that can be seen in the unity of topos, of place, and that is evident as soon as one looks to understand the constitution even of those ordinary locales in which we find ourselves—a town, a stretch of landscape, a countryside. Places find their unity not in any single preexisting element in that place from which the unity of the whole derives, but rather in the way in which the multiple elements of the place are gathered together in their mutual relatedness to one another. Even those salient features within a landscape that may be seen to give focus to it are themselves given their own character through the elements of the landscape that come into focus around it. Thus, in Heidegger’s example in “Building Dwelling Thinking,” the bridge appears as a bridge not through the exercise of its own qualities in determining an otherwise featureless terrain, but through a coming to appearance in which bridge, river, and the entirety of the countryside around it are gathered together as one and as many, and are thereby determined, in their being, as bridge, as river, as countryside. It is this essential gathering of elements in a mutual belonging together in which they come to presence that Heidegger also describes as the Ereignis—an event that is to be understood not as purely temporal, but as the temporalizing of space and the spatializing of time in the single gatheredness of place.25

	
The place that is evident here is the very same place in which not only Being and Time but all of Heidegger’s philosophy finds its origin and its ground. It is the very same place as that in which thinking itself arises, from which it is often estranged, and to which it must always return. Heidegger is himself quite explicit in his own understanding of thinking as always involved in such a “return” to place—as a homecoming.26 The return at issue here is not, however, a return that is predicated on a genuine moving away from—if that were the case there could be no possibility of return at all. Instead, the return is a “turning back” to that in which we already find ourselves (a turning back, in one sense, to our very placedness). In this respect one might say that it is a turning back to that which is always presupposed by our more specific modes of being. It is like the movement in which, having been engrossed in some activity, we look up to see the place that has been around us all the time, and that has also enabled and supported the activity in which we have been engrossed, or like the analogous movement in which, engaged in conversation, we suddenly realize the way in which our speaking has been sustained and guided by what has remained always unspoken. What occurs in such instances is indeed a turning or a coming back to place, or to a place, in a way that also brings that place itself into view. It is an occurrence that is mirrored in Heidegger’s own image of the “clearing” (Lichtung) that allows the emergence of things into presence. Such a “clearing” is a place, a topos, but as a place, it withdraws at the same time as it allows appearance within it—a place is precisely that which opens up to allow room for what belongs within it. The return to place is thus the turning toward that which allows for, that which gives room, but also that which withdraws.

	
The movement back to place—back to that which otherwise remains unnoticed and unremarked (as place itself often remains in the background of our activities)—can also be understood as a movement of recollection, of remembering again, and Heidegger draws directly on this idea alongside that of return or homecoming. The conjunction of ideas of remembrance with that of the return home leads to the common charge that Heidegger’s thinking contains an essential nostalgia within it—a charge that is correct in its attribution of the nostalgic, but too often mistaken in its construal of what this means.27 It is the character of thinking as a remembering that is itself invoked in Heidegger’s characterization of philosophy as marked by forgetting, and especially by the forgetting of being (Seinsvergessenheit)—a forgetting that must now be understood as also a forgetting, not only of finitude and questionability, but of place. Such forgetting is most evident in the denial of limit, in the claim to certainty, and in the assertion of the universal and the timeless—in the loss of any proper sense of the place in which thinking itself belongs.28

	
As a constant turning back to the place in which it already is, a constant remembering of what is being forgotten, a constant bringing forward of what always withdraws, the thinking of place, and so also thinking as such, exhibits an essential circularity that is identical to that which appears elsewhere in both the hermeneutic circle and the circularity of the transcendental. The way in which circularity comes to the fore in these latter two cases—that of the hermeneutic and the transcendental—is indicative of the way in which each is implicated with the question of ground.29 The hermeneutic circle exhibits the way in which understanding always finds its ground within a domain that it has already constituted for itself (hence the interdependence between parts, and between parts and whole, that is characteristic of the hermeneutical). Transcendental circularity, which often appears in critiques of the transcendental project as verificationist, ad hominem, or as implicitly presupposing what it aims to demonstrate (but is also present in Kant’s characterization of the transcendental as essentially tied to a form of self-constitution30), takes on the project of a philosophical grounding of the possibility of understanding or experience as such.31 In both cases, the hermeneutical and the transcendental, the preoccupation with the question of ground, as well as the movement of circularity, are indicative of the topological character of the projects that are at issue. As such, the hermeneutical and the transcendental move within the same domain that also is the focus in the inquiry into the place of thinking, and the topos that they invoke is the same topos within which Heidegger’s thought also moves. The circularity at issue here is thus, in each case, the same as that which appears in the thinking of place, and so in the thinking of the very place of thinking.

	
The idea that the topological encompasses the hermeneutic and the transcendental, and that the latter might themselves be understood as forms of the topological, is not itself clear in Heidegger’s own thinking on the matter. Indeed, while the hermeneutic and the transcendental are key terms in his early thinking (they play important roles in Being and Time), they largely disappear from the later writings.32 Yet although we can understand the reason for this within the framework in which Heidegger’s thinking develops, there is good reason to suppose that Heidegger’s abandonment of the hermeneutic and the transcendental itself obscures the essentially topological character of both these modes of thinking, and that the topos that emerges so clearly in later Heidegger is actually the same topos that was always, even if only implicitly, at stake in the thinking of the hermeneutic and the transcendental.33

	
Circularity, mutuality and multiplicity of elements, rejection of any form of reductionism—these are all key features in any thinking, any form of questioning, that addresses and is attentive to its own placedness. The development in Heidegger’s thinking is one in which these elements become clearer as the focus on topos also becomes more explicit. The entanglement of place with questionability brings to the fore the finitude of thinking as this arises alongside an essential relatedness to world. Such finitude is not a temporal finitude alone (pace some readings of Heidegger’s early thought), but is essentially the finitude of placedness—a placedness that encompasses both the temporal and the spatial. The “being-placed” that is at issue here is the very origin, horizon, and focus of thinking, but it also marks its limit. Here, in the sheer givenness of being—which is the givenness of place as well as of world34—our thinking finds its proper “end” in that which is also its origin. Here thinking does not come to a stop, but in finding its proper limit or boundary, it thereby grasps its own character as thinking—thinking thus comes into its own, that is, it finds its place.35 Retaining the focus on thinking as questioning, what becomes apparent here is the radical difference in the kind of questioning that belongs to that essential thinking that is philosophy: it is not a thinking that refers us from the questionability of one phenomenon to its answer in another, but instead directs our attention to that which supports and sustains all such questioning, to the very place of questionability as such—its horizon and ground, its origin and its end—a place that is also the place of our own being.

	



2

	 The Turning to/of Place

	
Thinking itself is a way. We respond to the way only by remaining underway.

	
—Heidegger, What Is Called Thinking?

	
In T. H. White’s magnificent retelling of Malory, The Once and Future King, the character of Merlin has one especially peculiar characteristic: he lives his life backward, from future to past.1 It has always seemed to me that a similarly backward trajectory is particularly suited to the reading of philosophers—at least those whose work is sustained by a significant unity of vision—and especially to the reading of a philosopher such as Heidegger (who himself tells us that in essential history the beginning comes last2). Much of my own reading of Heidegger (and not only Heidegger, but Davidson too) has thus taken the later works as the key to understanding the earlier, and as the basis on which a broader sense of his thinking as a whole should be developed.

	
The point at issue here may also be put topologically: if the work of a thinker is construed as the exploration of a certain region of thought—a region that is itself opened up by some sustaining insight—then the more that exploration proceeds, the more will the region itself come into view, and the more will the landscape that belongs to it be made evident. Indeed, the initial survey of a territory is likely to tell more about the character of the explorer than about the territory itself (and perhaps  not so much even about the explorer), and this seems to be true of  philosophical exploration no less than of the exploration of a physical terrain. It is only as the explorer’s own engagement with the territory proceeds that the territory itself comes to light; and so if it is the territory that interests us—in philosophical terms, if it is the problems themselves that are our focus—then we would perhaps do well to look to the explorer’s engagement as it is more fully developed, rather than in its early stages.

	
On these grounds (although they are not the only grounds), it seems sensible to be cautious in our reading of Heidegger’s early work as against his later. If what concerns us is indeed the broader direction and domain in which his thinking moves, then the later thinking may prove no less valuable than the earlier. Yet, in fact, the bulk of attention given to Heidegger’s writings has tended to focus on the early work rather than the later. Moreover, in comparison with the earlier, the later writings are often viewed as not only lacking the analytical insight of the earlier work, but as increasingly given over to a dubiously founded “history of being” and a mystical obscurantism. In this respect, the opinion voiced by Emmanuel Levinas in a late interview undoubtedly captures a widely shared view: “Being and Time is much more significant and profound than any of Heidegger’s later works.”3 This is not to say that the later thinking has been simply neglected or that it has been without influence. Some of the most important engagements with Heidegger’s thinking begin with the later thinking—certainly this is true of Gadamer, and arguably of Derrida (as well as for those whose engagement with Heidegger takes its point of departure from the work of these thinkers). Yet it remains the case that for many readers of Heidegger’s work, not only is Being and Time the place where one first enters into his thinking, but it is also a place that many never really leave.

	
There are obvious reasons for the concentration of so much attention onto the earlier work, not the least of which is the idiosyncratic voice, style, and mode of approach, to say nothing of the density of ideas, which characterizes the later thinking—Gadamer points to the increasing difficulties of language that the later thinking embodies and presents.4 Yet not only is it the case that the bulk of Heidegger’s writing, including some of his most important works—most notably, perhaps, those on Nietzsche and on Hölderlin—comes from the later period, but what is often forgotten, or at least overlooked, is that the later thinking arises out of what Heidegger viewed as a failure of the earlier thinking. This failure is most clearly evident in the fact that Being and Time remains, as we all know, an incomplete work, a work that Heidegger rushed into publication and then abandoned. That abandonment did not, as Heidegger reminds us at various places, constitute a disowning or disavowing—the path taken by Being and Time is still “a necessary one”5—but it was nevertheless grounded in problems intrinsic to the work, and was not the result merely of some arbitrary change of mind.

	
Although Being and Time remains an enormously important and  philosophically rich work, we cannot come to any real understanding of the Heideggerian project, or of what Heidegger came to view as lying  at the heart of that project, if we remain with the early thinking alone,  or if we fail to attend to the path that moves from the earlier thinking  to the later—a path to which Heidegger himself directs our attention  on more than one occasion. To engage with Heidegger philosophically  is thus to engage with the path of his thinking as it moves not only through Being and Time, but also beyond it—and that means coming  to a clearer recognition of how the later thinking is indeed required by  the path that Being and Time already opens up, and also of the nature  and significance of the later thought. Attending to that path means  attending to the shift in Heidegger’s thinking that occurs as he attempts to rethink Being and Time during the later 1920s and into the 1930s  (a rethinking that is also, it should be noted, bound up with his political entanglement with Nazism, and his attempt to come to terms with  that entanglement).6 In attending to the path at issue here, one is also forced to attend to the character of the so-called Turning (die Kehre)  in Heidegger’s thought. The Turning is essentially a turning to place, as well as a Turning of (and in) place.7 In the Turning, and so in the shift  from Heidegger’s early to his later thinking, the question of place comes clearly into view, not only as a question in its own right, but also as  that around which the other elements in Heidegger’s thinking are brought together.

	
The Failure of Being and Time

	
In his 1962 letter to William Richardson, Heidegger emphasizes that although Being and Time is a problematic work, it is a work that nevertheless has to be worked through.8 The working through of Being and Time is necessary for Heidegger’s own path of thinking, but one might also argue that it represents, at least as Heidegger sees it, a necessary stage on the path of thought as such. One of the reasons for this is that Being and Time is a central element in the engagement with Kant, and so also with certain elements that are foundational to the German idealist tradition, that characterized much of Heidegger’s work in the ten years from the mid-1920s to the mid-1930s—more or less coming to a conclusion with the publication of What Is a Thing? in 1935. It also represents an attempt to engage in a certain sort of systematic thinking (itself exemplified in Kant’s own work) directed at the analysis of that structure that underpins, and is constitutive of, human engagement in the world, and that also may be said to underpin the structure of world as such.9

	
One of the central difficulties in Being and Time, however, is the lack of the conceptual resources in the work needed to enable it adequately to take up that task. Most importantly, Being and Time lacks an adequate grasp of the distinction between space as it appears in Cartesian thought and place. Directly connected with this is the fact that Being and Time nevertheless implicitly construes temporality in topological terms at the same time as it also claims to eschew the spatial and the topological in favor of the temporal. The problem can be summarized, in condensed form, as follows: on the one hand, Being and Time aims to provide an account of the proper unity of Dasein, and so also of world, that reflects the unity of the “Da,” the “there/here” as founded in the unity of temporality; on the other hand, Being and Time also demonstrates that the unity of temporality, which is not itself temporal, can only be topological in character, and so cannot found the unity of the “there/here,” but is already given in it (although this latter conclusion is not one that appears in the pages of Being and Time itself).

	
The problems that surround the topological character of Being and Time come to a particular focus, as I read matters, around Heidegger’s attempts to derive the structure of existential spatiality from originary temporality—an attempt that Heidegger soon came to recognize was “untenable” (as he put it in 1962).10 The difficulty here is connected to a general problem concerning the argumentative methodology of Being and Time. Heidegger’s analysis begins with Dasein—understood in Being and Time as identical with the essence of human being (although the nature of this identity is somewhat equivocal). The taking of such a starting point is already questionable, since it suggests that the inquiry Heidegger undertakes is one already disposed toward a certain privileging of what might otherwise be understood as subjectivity.11 The key focus for Heidegger, however, is not on Dasein understood in some general way, or even on Dasein as subject, but rather on Dasein in its unity. The unity at issue here cannot be external to Dasein, but must belong essentially to it,12 and yet at the same time, that unity is not simply given in the everyday structure of Dasein—it is instead a unity that must be uncovered. Heidegger thus attempts to peel back the structures of Dasein, through successive layers, as it were, to reveal the core of Dasein’s unity as given in the unitary structure of originary temporality. What this means, however, is that the layers that are successively peeled back are taken to be, in some sense, derivative of, or secondary to, the layers that are thereby revealed. Yet in that case, the unity of each of the derivative layers belongs not to that layer as such, but rather to the layer that underlies it—in the case of existential spatiality, for instance, one might say that what this means is that the unity that belongs to it is not a unity that belongs to existential spatiality as such, but is rather the unity imparted to it by temporality. This is why, as I say, the aim of Being and Time is to show that the unity of the “there/here” is to be found in the unity of originary temporality.

	
Even if we leave aside the question concerning the nature of the unity that belongs to temporality itself, a significant problem nevertheless emerges here. By attempting to derive the unity of the entire structure of Dasein from the unity of temporality alone a tension arises that threatens the irreducible plurality of that structure—everything threatens to collapse into temporality alone. Moreover, because the unity of temporality is a unity from which the unity of other structures is supposed to be derived, so it becomes questionable as to whether the unity that allegedly belongs to those other structures can properly be said to belong to them, and in that case, their unity turns out to be itself a secondary form of unity—a unity “imposed upon” rather than “belonging to.”13 Indeed, one might argue that the unity of Dasein, and perhaps also the unity of world, is itself a secondary, derivative unity of this sort.

	
When we move from the position that is set out in Being and Time to that which is apparent in Heidegger’s later thinking, a very different picture emerges. In the later thought there remains a preoccupation with the problem of unity—a problem that gradually comes to be more clearly focused on the unity of topos—but this is no longer articulated in terms of the successive uncovering of more originary layers or structures. Instead it is worked out though the identification of a set of elements whose differentiated unity encompasses the entirety of the structure of world, and whose overall unity is articulated through the essential belonging together of the elements themselves. There is then no underlying structure or principle that alone unifies, but only a single structure that is unified in and through the mutual belonging together of its components.

	
Place and the Problem of World

	
The appearing of topos as a more explicit theme in Heidegger’s work is directly connected to Heidegger’s rethinking of the concept of world and the problem that it presents. The problem of world is already present in Being and Time—a large part of the work is devoted to an elucidation of the worldhood of the world—but in the years immediately after Being and Time the problem of world is also the focus for Heidegger’s rethinking of the framework developed in his earlier work. This is particularly evident in the lecture course from 1929 to 1930 that has been published in English as The Fundamental Concepts of Metaphysics.14 In these lectures, “world,” understood as the “manifestness of beings as such as a whole,”15 is the main focus of Heidegger’s discussion, but Heidegger is also at pains to emphasize the limitations of his characterization of world in Being and Time. The focus of the analysis of world in the earlier work was on the structure of equipmentality (Zeug). World thus appears as given in the teleological structure of the useful, the instrumental, the ready-to-hand. Yet, according to Heidegger, this cannot constitute the final word on the matter—such analyses can only be preliminary, and must be moved beyond.16 As a result, much later, he will say that although the analysis of the worldhood of the world (and so the analysis of equipmentality) in Being and Time is “an essential step,” still it remains “of subordinate significance.”17 Heidegger understands “world” to refer to no mere assemblage of things, nor even to their instrumental ordering, but to the unity of their belonging together in which any and everything is encompassed—a meaning that elsewhere he claims to be present in the original Greek sense of kosmos.18 This means that the problem of world is also the problem of the unity of the world. The question is: what is the nature of that unity? The question of unity is also at issue in the question of being—as Heidegger tells us: “The impetus for my whole way of thinking goes back to an Aristotelian proposition which states that being is said in many ways. This proposition was originally the lightning bolt that triggered the question, What then is the unity of these various meanings of being?”19 Consequently, the question of unity that emerges with respect to world and the question of unity with respect to being may well turn out to be the same.

	
Heidegger’s focus on world as a problem is clearest in the period immediately after Being and Time. This is for at least two reasons (aside from the independent centrality of the issue): first, because the treatment of the problem of world in the earlier work is indeed so preliminary (and yet was, and still is, often read in ways that ignore this fact); and, second, because the problem of world is connected, in the early work, to the problem of Dasein’s own capacity for “transcendence” (the “passing over” of thought toward its object,20 and in the direction of world), understood as essentially determined by its existentiality—its projecting of its own possibilities (Dasein, as understood in the framework of Being and Time, is essentially constituted by its capacity for transcendence). Part of what occurs in the years following Being and Time is a gradual rethinking of world that is also accompanied by a rethinking, and finally abandonment, of the idea of transcendence (as such, it leads away from the focus on world as constituted within an essentially “projected” structure—even if one determined by modes of practical comportment).21

	
The problem of transcendence can itself be seen to arise out of the attempt to address the unity of world, or of Dasein as being-in-the-world (transcendence describes a relation that brings together Dasein and world by grounding the latter in what is essentially a capacity of the former). Heidegger’s later thinking undertakes a rethinking of world that can also be understood as directed toward a rethinking of the problem of unity that itself lies at the heart of Being and Time. Yet whereas Being and Time largely overstepped that problem as it relates to world as such, moving instead to the unity of being as given in and through temporality (so that, as I noted earlier, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that, in Being and Time, the unity of world is actually a secondary unity), the later thinking takes up the problem of world in a way that is not only more direct but also retains the focus on world as such.

	
The problem of world, which is the problem of the unity of world, is thus central to understanding the shift in Heidegger’s thinking from early to late. Indeed, in what is perhaps the key essay from the transitional period of Heidegger’s thinking during the 1930s—“The Origin of the Work of Art”—the problem of world, together with that of truth, lies at the very center of Heidegger’s inquiry. In that essay, originally delivered as a lecture three times over the period from 1935 to 1936, Heidegger provides an account of the “worlding of world” as it occurs through the strife between world and earth. In this strife, world and earth can be understood as two aspects of the one structure that is the concealing–revealing of truth. Within this structure, not only are individual entities able to appear as the entities they are through appearing in a certain way (entities thus appear under a certain aspect or “look”), but earth and world are themselves brought to appearance so that earth comes to be as earth and world comes to be as world (although, once again, this appearance always takes on a particular form). The happening that is at issue here, the “worlding of world” that is also the “setting to work of truth,” is what Heidegger refers to in the Contributions, which he begins writing in 1936, as the Ereignis, the “Event.”

	
The Event plays a similar role, in Heidegger’s later thinking, to that played by originary temporality in Being and Time. But whereas the structure of originary temporality was that which underlay the other structures of Dasein, including the structure of spatiality and perhaps also of world, and from which those structures were somehow “derived,” the Event does not underlie nor is it that from which any sort of “derivation” is possible. Instead, the Event encompasses earth and world, as well as mortals and gods, even as they come to appearance in the Event. At the same time, the dynamic interrelatedness of earth and world (what Heidegger refers to in “The Origin of the Work of Art” in terms of strife) is itself constitutive of the Event as such.

	
The structure that appears in “The Origin of the Work of Art” and that also seems present in the Contributions might be thought to be an early version of what appears later, in essays such as “Building Dwelling Thinking,” as the Fourfold (Das Geviert). There is undoubtedly a lineage here, but the former structure is built around what is properly a “Twofold” rather than a Fourfold, since it is constituted around one key axis, that between earth and world. There can be no doubt, however, that the structure at issue is very different from that which is set out in Being and Time. Whereas the earlier structure is indeed one that moves through a succession of ever more fundamental layers, the later structure is one of mutually related elements that are together constitutive of the overall structure at issue—that being the “there/here” that is surely best understood as topos—in which no one element takes absolute precedence over any other.

	
Nevertheless, the way in which Heidegger presents this structure in “The Origin of the Work of Art” (which was given in its final version in the same year, 1936, as Contributions was begun) still seems to suffer from a shortcoming similar to that which Heidegger also saw as a problem in Being and Time: it fails adequately to think the relation between the happening of world, the “setting to work” of truth, and human being. Thus, in “The Origin of the Work of Art,” Heidegger gives a founding role to the poet and even to the statesman in a way that has led some, most notably Jacques Taminieux, to argue that the essay is “decisionistic” in its fundamental orientation.22 In his 1956 “Appendix” to the essay, however, Heidegger puts the problem in terms of an ambiguity in the talk of truth being “set to work” since it remains unclear “who or what” does this setting and in what manner.23 The possibility is that the setting of truth to work is somehow an achievement of human being.24 The problem with Being and Time is not merely that it seeks to derive the structure of Dasein from the structure of originary temporality, or to do so in a way that neglects the topology that is at issue there, but that it attempts to do this in a way that threatens to found the structure of Dasein as a whole in Dasein’s own capacity for transcendence, which is to say, in Dasein’s own projecting of possibilities.

	
This projection of possibilities, in the language of Being and Time, lies at the heart of the notions of existence and existentiality, and appears within the structure of temporality in terms of the prioritization given to futurity (Zukommen—“coming toward”). Such projection seems to be a possibility within the structure set out in “The Origin of the Work of Art.” One might argue that the difficulty of language of the Contributions arises, in part, from Heidegger’s concentrated attempt to overcome the tendency to give priority to such projection, and so to articulate a mode of thinking that is more adequate in its thinking of being, and does not, even if inadvertently, attempt to found being in the human or in some capacity of the human. It is thus notable that, in the Contributions, we find Heidegger using the term Dasein in a way that is no longer focused on the essence of human being as given in projection. Instead it designates what might be understood simply as the “there/here of being”—a “there/here” that can still be said to be the essence of the human, but only inasmuch as the being of the human is itself to be found in the place of being that is also the being of place.

	
The rethinking of world that Heidegger undertakes in the period following Being and Time is thus directly connected with his attempt to clarify the problem of world in a way that does not take world as somehow a projection of human activity, and yet nevertheless also recognizes the essential entanglement of the world with the human—the essential entanglement of being with human being. By the late 1940s, the twofold structure that appears in “The Origin of the Work of Art” and in Contributions has given way to the fully developed notion of the Fourfold that is familiar from a number of Heidegger’s postwar essays, including “The Thing” and “Building Dwelling Thinking.” The structure of the Fourfold is analogous to that found in Contributions and in “The Origin of the Work of Art,” but whereas the earlier structure had a central earth–world axis, the later structure is built around two axes, earth–sky and gods–mortals, while “world” now designates not one element within the structure, but rather the dynamic unity of the structure as a whole—a unity that is also designated in terms of the Event, and that is, as I read it, essentially topological in character.

	
Here we have a level of analysis that looks to understand both world and place (for in his late work it is quite clear that Heidegger understands the two as standing in an essential relation to one another) through a set of encompassing and schematic terms—earth, sky, gods, mortals—that themselves stand in a relation of reciprocal dependence to one another, and together form two equal axes of a single unitary world. The four terms that make up these axes do not designate some set of principles that lie “behind” the things of the world or that are more originary in the sense of being that from which all else is derived. The language of “derivation” has entirely disappeared from the later thinking—it had already disappeared by 1936—and although the notions of “origin” and the “originary” remain, they do not designate something that comes before or lies beneath. The elements of the Fourfold are “originary” in the sense that they are the fundamental and essential elements of world—that out of which world comes—even while they themselves only come to be inasmuch as they are gathered into the happening of world as such (the happening that is also the happening of the Event).

	
The Fourfold and the concept of the Event, as well as the notions of topos and world, lie at the very heart of Heidegger’s later thinking. Yet these ideas, especially the idea of the Fourfold, seem often to have been misunderstood, and their nature and significance have not been fully appreciated in much of the Heideggerian literature to date. The Fourfold represents a radically different mode of analysis from that which is evident in Being and Time. In spite of the attempt of Being and Time to maintain a focus on the unity of Dasein and to refrain from any dissolution of that unity into some simple underlying ground or principle (the later commitment expressed in the idea of Gleichursprünglichkeit—“equiprimordiality”), the way in which Heidegger gives priority to temporality inevitably leads to a situation in which the unity of Dasein, and so also the unity of being, is understood as a unity given in and through temporality alone—which is why one might say of Being and Time that it leads us to a position that understands being as time. Such an idea appears completely out of place in the later thinking not only because there time is conjoined with space as timespace (Zeitraum), but also because that thinking is so clearly focused on a unity that is irreducibly plural, and in which each of the key elements that articulate that unity stand in necessary and reciprocal relations to one another.

	
This is not to say, however, that there is no difference in the way in which the individual elements of the Fourfold are related or that those relations are so simple and schematic that they require no comment—that there is no possibility of finding an analytical structure in the later thinking. Since part of the problem with Being and Time is the very mode of analysis that it attempts—a mode of analysis that looks to uncover a systematic structure through the uncovering of levels of ontological dependency and that is evident in the style of Heidegger’s thinking and writing in the earlier work—so the later thinking is characterized by an abandonment of that mode of analysis and a very different manner of approach. It is an approach in which one can find Heidegger exploring, across many essays and lectures, a single complex structure of relations that nevertheless bears comparison with the structure evident in Being and Time25—in the case of the Fourfold, for instance, the relation between earth and sky draws upon a set of primarily spatial elements that also sets up an important connection to language, while the relation between gods and mortals is fundamentally temporal in its orientation in a way that invokes notions of fatefulness and history—notions that, it should be emphasized, do not fall outside of or stand in opposition to the project of Heideggerian topology.

	
Place and the History of Being

	
The history of being in Heidegger is not so much a descriptive account of the stages in the development of philosophical thought, but is rather closely tied to Heidegger’s attempt to think the character of the happening of world, as well as of philosophy’s own relation to that happening. Heidegger’s thinking on the history of being revolves around two “events,” or perhaps better, two topoi. The first is the beginning of philosophy among the Greeks and the thinking of being that is evident in the pre-Socratic philosophers. It is often assumed that Heidegger has a conception of pre-Socratic thinking as standing in some privileged relation to the question of being such that, for the pre-Socratics, being was somehow directly evident to them in a way that is now lost. It seems to me, in fact, that what Heidegger finds among the pre-Socratics, or at least among certain of them, is a sense of the unity and complexity of being that has not yet succumbed to the tendency to explain that unitary complexity through the posting of some ground or principle that stands apart from it.

	
That there is a question about the unity of being is evident to the pre-Socratics; that it is a question to be answered by looking to a unity that underlies or is apart from beings is not a possibility to which they succumb. Here, then, is the beginning of philosophy: in the recognition of the fundamental questionability of things. This recognition of questionability can itself be understood as given in the recognition of the ontological difference, since the recognition of that difference is just the recognition of the possibility of a question about beings that is not addressed by looking to beings alone. Yet the recognition of the ontological difference also opens up the possibility of an answer that will look to being as something other than and apart from beings as their underlying ground and principle,  and that will, in treating being in this way, inevitably reduce being to something other than it is, and, in so doing, will also lose sight of the questionability that is essential to being and to thought as such.26 In the beginning of philosophy we thus see that which impels us to philosophize and is the proper ground of philosophy, and that nevertheless also moves philosophy on a path that will bring the second of the two topoi at issue here into view—that which is the end of philosophy.

	
Neither philosophy’s beginning nor its end are properly to be understood merely as temporal “stages” in some intellectual chronology of being—they are instead topoi for the happening of being. Heidegger’s own comments on the “end” of philosophy make this quite clear: “The old meaning of the word ‘end’ means the same as place: ‘from one end to the other’ means: from one place to the other. The end of philosophy is the place, that place in which the whole of philosophy’s history is gathered in its most extreme possibility. End as completion means this gathering.”27 The place that is the end of philosophy is not in sight because philosophy appears now to be coming to a stop, but because the possibilities that were already evident in its beginning have now drawn together in their most extreme realization—one consequence is that philosophy has exhausted a proper sense of the questionability of things that has sustained it, and, in losing that sense of questionability, has also lost a sense of its own historicity. In this respect, Francis Fukuyama’s famous claim about the “end of history” may have proved to be premature so far as world history is concerned (especially in the light of the contemporary rise of new forms of competing fundamentalist and nationalist ideologies, to say nothing of the possibility of the sort of economic collapse that we have witnessed more recently). However, that prediction was, in a sense, correct, if belated, with regard to philosophy, and so also with regard to the understanding of the world that philosophy sustains and expresses. As used here, not only does “end” carry a particular meaning, but so too does “philosophy.” The latter term (which, like many other key words, operates equivocally in Heidegger’s thinking28) here names something that is inextricable from the particular form of technological modernity that is dominant across the earth—and remains dominant in spite of those movements that claim to be opposed to it. The end of philosophy is thus to be seen in that mode of ordering of the world as well as the mode of thinking that accompanies it, that understands itself no longer as a stage in human history, but as instead a transformation in the historical (the modern thus understands itself as radically disjoint from its own past), that sees the only questions as essentially technical or “rational” in character. This is why Heidegger claims that the present age is the age of nihilism—it is the nihilism that comes from the collapse of questionability, the end of history, and the closing off of the openness of the future.

	
One might suppose that Heidegger’s concern with the history of being—which is clearest, it should be noted, in the writings from the later 1930s and early 1940s—represents a continuation of the concern with temporality that characterized Being and Time. Yet the understanding of the history of being, though historical, is not thereby exclusively temporal. The happening of place and of world is, in every instance, a happening that both allows things to come to presence as the very things they are and yet does so in a way that also allows them to come to presence in a distinctive fashion. Indeed, things never come to presence in their generality, but always in a way that is singular and distinctive—and that happening of presence is not random or ad hoc, but is rather determined by the particular historical determination of the place as such. The historical is thus not opposed to the topological, but encompassed by it. The history of being is itself a history of place, both in the sense that the philosophical history of place correlates with key movements in the history of philosophical thought as such,29 and in the sense that the history of being is a history of the successive formations of place—a history of successive topoi (of which its beginning and its end are only the most salient)—in which the ending of history is to be found in the nihilism of the almost complete forgetting of being that is also a forgetting of place.

	
Heidegger’s critique of technology, which is strongest in his postwar writings (although already adumbrated even in Being and Time), represents a drawing together of the history of being into the explicitly topological frame of the later thinking. Technological modernity is thus understood not only as the culmination of the metaphysical tendency toward nihilism, but also in terms of a specific modification of time and space that reduces the thing to mere resource and place to simple location. Yet in its essence—which Heidegger calls Gestell, the “Enframing” or “Framework”—technological modernity remains a mode of the happening of place, albeit one that refuses to recognize its own character in this regard. This means that technological modernity, while it gives to things the look of mere resource, nevertheless continues to allow things to appear, and so also allows (if “inadvertently”) for the possibility that they might appear in ways that disrupt their character as resource.30 It is the tension between the appearing of things as things, even in their appearing as resource, the appearing of place as place, even in its apparent reduction to simple location or “site,” that constitutes both the “saving power” of technology as well as its danger.

	
Place and the Turning

	
The character of Heidegger’s later thinking as attending to things in their multiple unity—and so also, I would say, in their essential and abiding questionability—can be seen as the articulation of a mode of thinking that stands in sharp contrast to the character of the thinking that is associated with technological modernity. Technological modernity understands things as unified through their reducibility to a single ordering from which nothing is excluded. Although Being and Time was intended to overcome the forgetting of being that is instantiated in technological modernity, one of the lessons of Heidegger’s own path of thinking is that the tendency that drives us toward such forgetting, of which technological modernity represents the most extreme form, is one that is evident even in Being and Time’s own desire to understand the happening of world in terms of the pure unity of temporality. Being and Time (like philosophy and metaphysics more generally) thus points in two directions: on to the later thinking as well as back to the thinking that it aims, unsuccessfully, to overcome.31

	
The transition from Heidegger’s early to his later thinking turns on Heidegger’s thinking and rethinking of place and its relation to being. That Turning is already underway in the early thinking, and in Being and Time. The turn to place is thus not something that occurs only following the failure of the early work, but is instead a turning within the turning that was already underway. A large part of the radicality of Heidegger’s philosophy, right from the start, lay in his attempt to engage with the fundamentally situated, placed, character of being and existence. But place, as Aristotle famously observed in a passage Heidegger repeats, is “something overwhelming and hard to grasp.”32 It is perhaps not surprising, therefore, that Heidegger’s own turning to place remains often unstable and uncertain. Although one might say that this is especially true of his early thinking, the inevitability of such instability and uncertainty to any thoughtful engagement is surely itself part of what is at issue in Heidegger’s thematization of the turning that belongs to thinking as such, as well as to  Heidegger’s own thinking, and together with this, his emphasis on the centrality of questioning to thinking.

	
Although the Turning is a turning back to place, it is also more immediately understood in the Heideggerian context as a turning back (in the sense of a returning or reorienting) to being. Being is presence (on this point Heidegger remains insistent33), and so the turning back to being is also a turning back to presence. Yet the presence at issue here is merely not the determinate appearing of things in the present, though this is one aspect of presence. More properly, it is the appearing of things in a sameness and multiplicity that always goes beyond any single determination—a constant unfolding of things as things. This is why being and questionability belong together, and why the question of being is one with the being of the question, since for something to be present is for it to appear as questionable, as standing within a free play (Spielraum) of possibility that can never be exhausted. Yet this inexhaustibility of appearance, this dynamic indeterminacy of presence, though it always remains, is nevertheless also constantly solidifying into the simple unity of a determinate aspect. For this reason, thinking, as a turning back to presence, is also an overcoming of the forgetfulness that takes presence to be nothing other than that simple determinate unity as it already stands before. It is thus that we return once again to Heidegger’s characterization of thinking as a remembering or recollection, and also, since he takes remembrance to be a form of thanking (as it is an attending to and recognition of what is already given), as a form of giving thanks.34

	
The turning back to being, to presence, to the thing, that is at issue in the Turning is also, of course, a turning in relation to place. The very understanding of being as presence already indicates the topological orientation that is at issue here and that underpins all of Heidegger’s thinking whether explicitly or implicitly. Certainly the understanding of being as presence carries with it a specifically temporal connotation, and it is this connotation that comes to the fore in Heidegger’s early thinking, but presence is better understood as encompassing both a sense of the temporal and the spatial that is only properly expressed in terms of the notion of place or topos (and place can never be simply identified with the spatial alone). Presence always calls upon place—presence is a being-here/ being-there—just as place also calls upon presence. Thinking is then a turning back into the place in which we already find ourselves and to which we are given over; thinking is a putting in question of our own place as we turn back to it. The turn to place in Heidegger’s thought, which is itself a turning in and of place, is also indicative of the way in which all of Heidegger’s thinking itself turns around the single question of place, and in which, in this place, all of the other elements in his thinking are brought together. The question of place may thus be said to be all that Heidegger’s thought addresses—not in the sense that this is only what is at issue, but in the sense that this question encompasses every other question, and is that to which every other question must be brought back. In this respect, it is especially significant that the foundational role given to the work of art in “The Origin of the Work of Art” has disappeared from his later writings—the thing gathers the elements of world in a single place, but no one thing does this in an epochal or unique fashion. The gathering of place that is the happening of presence and of world is a constant and multiple occurrence rather than a single founding or positing, whether by any human act or in any single preeminent element or thing.35

	
Topos as Surface and Structure

	
The style and approach of Heidegger’s later thinking, especially the language it employs, presents itself as much less analytical, perhaps less rigorous than that of the earlier, and is often more declamatory in its presentation. It is thus that his later thinking is frequently characterized as “poetic” (or even “mystical”—the latter characterization being one of which Heidegger seems to have been particularly dismissive). It may be, however, that the stylistic and methodological shift that occurs between his early and later thinking (and properly there is not one shift, but a number) is best understood as Heidegger’s response to the need to find a way of thinking, and especially of writing, that is attentive to the complex unity of the presencing of things—the worlding of world, the happening of truth—and that does not dissolve that complexity into something that is other than it. One might say that in this regard, the “poetic” character of Heidegger’s later thinking—if we are to use this characterization at all—refers us to the way in which Heidegger aims at a certain attentiveness to “surface,” and so to just appearing or presencing as such. It is worth noting that this focus on “surface” allows us to glimpse another way in which Heidegger’s approach is properly characterized as topological, since “surface” is one sense that might be attached to the notion of topos (a sense evident in Aristotle’s use of the term,36 as well as its use within the early history of geography and in modern mathematical topology).

	
What may also be indicated here is an important difference between the sense in which Heidegger’s early thinking was “phenomenological” and the sense in which this term might be used in relation to his later thinking. In Being and Time, phenomenology is directed toward uncovering those structures or conditions, obscured by everydayness, that make  possible the appearing of things.37 The aim is, in one sense, to “see into” things, to the true “phenomena” that are obscured or disguised by our usual modes of engagement. But in his later thinking, it is not so much a matter of seeing into things in this way—a mode of seeing that, against Heidegger’s own admonitions, can easily be read as a seeing through or beyond—but rather a seeing that remains with, allowing things to shine in their very presencing, and in that shining to light up the structure of the world that shelters and sustains them. Rather than “seeing through” a disguise, it is a matter of the proper placing of things. If this is phenomenology, it is a different sort of phenomenology than is evident in the early work, so much so that, like Heidegger, we may chose not to call it  “phenomenology” at all—alternatively, we may well be led to rethink what phenomenology itself might be.38

	
Not only does Heidegger abandon talk of his later thinking as “phenomenology,” but the notion of the transcendental disappears from his later thinking as well, both terms having a close connection to one another. The abandonment of the language of the transcendental is a direct consequence of the problems that he takes to surround the notion of transcendence (the transcendental being viewed by Heidegger as that which enables transcendence).39 What we can see here, however, is the way in which the focus on the transcendental in terms of a focus on “conditions of possibility” can be construed as also potentially problematic precisely through the way in which it separates the conditions from what is conditioned, through the way in which it requires a form of “looking through” rather than “remaining with.”40

	
The fact that there is no single work that stands as the counterpart in Heidegger’s later thinking to Being and Time in the earlier is itself an indication of the shift that has occurred. Yet across the many essays and lectures in which the later thinking is set out and developed we can see a philosophical vision and an analytical structure that is no less complex nor less differentiated than that in Being and Time—and it is, of course, a vision and structure that is continuous with that of Being and Time even while diverging from it. It seems to me that the key to understanding the structure that stands at the heart of Heidegger’s later thinking is to understand that Heidegger is indeed attempting a “topology of being,” and that means that we have to understand structures like the structure of the Fourfold or of the Event as themselves essentially topological in character—the Fourfold is the structure of topos and the Event is the happening of place.

	
I have talked frequently of “structure” in the account offered here, and topology itself might be thought to appear as a sort of “structural” analysis. In discussing one of my earlier works, Ed Casey takes issue with such talk in relation to the later Heidegger (as does Ingrid Stefanovic elsewhere).41 Yet when Heidegger sets out the interplay of earth, sky, gods and mortals as constitutive of the Fourfold, what else is he doing but setting out and elaborating a structure? It is certainly a different structure from that to be found in Being and Time, but it is a structure nonetheless. The question is not whether there is a structure, but what kind of structure it is. If what Heidegger does in his later thinking is to think being through place, and if the structure that is set out in essays like “Building Dwelling Thinking” is the structure of place, then this seems to me to force us to recognize the way in which what is given here is indeed a structure that is constituted through the mutual interplay of multiple elements, a structure that encompasses the entities and elements that appear within it rather than underlying them, a structure to which belongs a unity that is given only in and through the mutual relatedness of the elements that make it up. This place is not one that is to be grounded in the human alone, since only in such a place can the human even appear, and yet it is a place that cannot appear apart from the human—just as it cannot appear apart from the divine, apart from that which is of the earth and of the sky.42

	
In understanding the structure at issue here as topological, we must understand that the structure of place, and the unity that belongs to that structure, is not something apart from the place itself. If we were to use the language of the ontological difference, this means that the unity of the place, although different from it, is not something apart from the place. This is where the notion of the ontological difference can itself mislead—it may be taken to suggest that being is something apart and aside from beings. But being and beings belong together, and it is the increasing recognition of this that leads Heidegger not only to rethink the issue of unity as such, but also to regard the ontological difference itself as suspect. Thus in a later comment on his earlier writings he notes that “Da-sein belongs to beyng itself as the simple onefold of beings and being,” and this emphasis appears in a number of places in the later writings.43 It is this “onefold” that is also articulated through the unity of topos—a unity that encompasses the unity of time and space, as well as of existentiality and facticity, of thing and world, of concealing and revealing.

	
Conclusion: The Significance of Heidegger’s Later Thinking

	
There can be no doubt that there is a way of approaching Heidegger’s thinking that focuses on Being and Time as the central work in that thinking. Yet if Heidegger’s own dissatisfaction with Being and Time was well founded, then there will always be certain insuperable difficulties in the attempt to fully articulate what is at issue in that work. That is not to say that the task of such articulation and exploration should not continue to be attempted, but that we need to keep in mind the fact that such an attempt, if it is concerned with the philosophical problems themselves rather than with issues of historical scholarship alone, must inevitably lead us beyond Being and Time, and on to Heidegger’s later thinking. Unfortunately, the power of the earlier work, both the intrinsic power of its concepts and of its philosophical influence, as well as the fact that it remains within a much more traditional philosophical framework, has meant that the earlier work rather than the later has dominated philosophical discussion of Heidegger’s philosophy. Yet the later Heidegger does not fade away into mysticism or poetry—indeed, in one important sense, a move away from mysticism is achieved precisely through the more explicit thematization of topos.44 The development of the later thinking is directly tied to the problems evident in the earlier, and so an adequate engagement with the earlier thinking must require an engagement with the later thinking also—and such an engagement demands a respect for the later thinking as well as an appreciation of the way in which it both breaks with and nevertheless also continues the project of which Being and Time is merely a part.
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	 The Place of Topology

	
The idea of philosophical topology, or “topography” as I call it outside of the Heideggerian context, takes the idea of place or topos as the focus for the understanding of the human, the understanding of world, and the understanding of the philosophical. Although the idea is not indebted solely to Heidegger’s thinking (it also draws, most notably, on the work of Donald Davidson and Hans-Georg Gadamer), it is probably to Heidegger that it owes the most. Moreover, one of my claims (a claim that underpins many of the essays here) is that Heidegger’s own work cannot adequately be understood except as topological in character, and so as centrally concerned with place—topos, Ort, Ortschaft (which, I should emphasize again, is not the same as a concern with space nor with time taken separately from one another). I do not regard myself as the only person to make this claim, or something like it. In the 1980s, both Joseph Fell and Reiner Schürmann, from very different perspectives, advanced topological readings of Heidegger (or elements of such readings) that contain important points of convergence with my own.1 More recently, Edward Casey has also discussed Heidegger from the perspective of place,2 while a number of writers, including Theodore Schatzki and Stuart Elden, have provided important investigations of Heidegger’s treatment of place and space.3 If my work represents, in any way, an advance on the work of other writers such as these, it is primarily in that I have attempted to set out a definitive case for the topological reading of Heidegger’s thinking in its entirety, as well as to articulate an account of topology or topography as itself central to philosophical inquiry. On my account, the attempt to think place, and to think in accord with place, is at the heart of philosophy as such.

	
Yet the taking of place as a central concept here is not without its  difficulties, and the most immediate and obvious of these concerns the very understanding of place that is at issue. Place is an opaque and evanescent concept, resistant to standard forms of philosophical analysis, often seeming to dissipate like smoke at the first breath of inquiry, leaving us to turn to what may appear to be the more substantial and substantive notions of space and time. It is the Heideggerian concept of place, with its difficulties and obscurities, that lies at the center of a set of critical responses to my development of Heideggerian topology that have been offered by Steven Crowell, Miguel de Beistegui, Julian Young, and Edward Relph. For each of these responses, a different aspect of place is the focus: for Crowell, it is the relation between place and subjectivity, and together with this, between topology and phenomenology; for Beistegui, it is the relation to temporality and also historicity; for Young, it is its relation to the notion of Heimat, as well as to the experience of wonder; and for Relph it is the way place is taken up in the concept of dwelling (a notion of which Relph is critical) and the significance of place for the understanding of technological modernity.

	
Phenomenology and Subjectivity

	
One of the key philosophical questions, the very first question, in fact, concerns the origin of our thinking—where does thinking begin? This is already a question raised in the discussions above, and to which I shall return below.4 It is, however, a question that also seems to arise within the more explicitly phenomenological frame that Crowell invokes when he asks: “is transcendental topology phenomenological?”5

	
To ask after the origin of thinking is already to place oneself within the ambit of the topological. The reason for this is simple: to ask after the origin of thinking—to ask after the “where” out of which thinking comes—is already to ask after the “place” of thinking. Here the connection of “origin” with “ground,” and of both these with place, also becomes apparent. The question of origin is thus not a question about the temporal or historical starting point for thinking, nor is it a question about the cause of thinking (at least, not in the modern sense in which this term is usually employed, and not in terms of such a cause either psychologically or physically construed). To ask after origin in a genuinely philosophical sense, in the sense, for instance, in which it is surely at issue in phenomenology, is to ask after that on and in which thinking finds its footing and support, from which it takes its orientation and direction.6

	
The topological character of the question at issue here may not always be explicit, but the question is nevertheless one that certainly appears within phenomenology. In fact, one might well argue that the question of the origin of thinking lies at the very heart of phenomenology (something indicated by phenomenological concern with phenomena—with what appears), as well as at the heart of Heidegger’s thinking (whether or not that thinking remains itself phenomenological). So far as Crowell’s overarching question is concerned, “is transcendental topology phenomenological?,” my immediate answer is thus in the affirmative, but my reason is that phenomenology is itself essentially topological. In saying this, however, I mean also to suggest that what Crowell takes to be characteristic of phenomenology, namely the concern with subjectivity, and especially first-person subjectivity, does not take us in the direction of the atopic, as Crowell argues, but itself returns us back to topos. My answer thus depends on a somewhat opposed concept of the phenomenological to that which appears to be operative in Crowell’s work.

	
The question about the place in which thinking has its origin is the central question of philosophical topology or topography—topology is, as we already saw in chapter 1, an attempt to think the place of thinking. But it attempts to think that place in its original and originary character—that is to say, it does not begin with a philosophical interpretation of the place in which we first find ourselves, but rather looks to that place as it is given in and of itself. That means that the appearing of place, and what appears with it, cannot be treated as the appearing of an already recognized subject that stands against some object (nor in terms of the appearing of some array of impressions, sense data, or whatever else we may come up with after the fact). What first appears is just the appearing of a place that is a certain definite region, bounded and yet also thereby gathered, in which we and the things around us are given together (it is this that I take to be at the heart of Heidegger’s notion of the Ereignis7).

	
The concern with the thinking of place as the place of thinking immediately brings topology and phenomenology close together. That this is so seems to me evident from Heidegger’s own entry into phenomenology as itself a way of reengaging with life, with our immediate immersed experience—something also evident in the emphasis on hermeneutic situatedness in his early work. But it is also apparent in the very nature of phenomenological analysis as developed by both Heidegger and Husserl. There are two points that I would make here.

	
First, although the phenomenological epoché is often taken to be a bracketing-off of the world, and so as a move that gives priority to pure consciousness (whatever that may be), it can also be read as a bracketing-off of those attitudes and presuppositions that remove us from our primary experience of being already in the world. In fact, this reading of the epoché returns to something of the original meaning of the idea as it appears among the early skeptics, for whom the epoché was essentially a putting into abeyance of the philosophical desire to judge the natures of things—rather than first engaging with things through an attempt to determine what they are (in the sense of their “real” natures), we engage with things on the basis of the fact that they are (on the basis of their immediate “appearances”). In Heidegger, this way of understanding the epoché (although not made explicit, and certainly without any reference to its skeptical deployment) seems to me to underlie those early expositions in which he emphasizes that our very first encounter with things is indeed with the things as they appear. It can surely also be seen to underlie the phenomenological exhortation to return to the things themselves—to what is given, rather than to what, after the fact, we think is given.

	
Second, the way in which Husserl understands the structure of meaningful experience is in terms of a set of notions that are themselves essentially topological in character, so that the structure of phenomenological presentation is identical with the structure of place. This should be no surprise. To be is to be in place, and to be a phenomenon, an appearing, is similarly to be placed, or, one might say, to take place. This is not merely to say that appearing must be somewhere, but that the form of the appearing will be such as to occur within a certain domain that is open so as to allow for that appearing, and yet also bounded so that the appearing is indeed an appearing of some thing.8 Here is the basic structure of horizon and intention that we find in Husserl—a structure that is both fundamental and also topological (and that remains so no matter what might be claimed regarding the extent to which this structure is a structure of consciousness). It is significant that for all that Heidegger distances himself from phenomenology in his later work, the topological elements that are present at the core of phenomenology remain—so in the Country Path Conversations (Feldweg-Gespräche), from 1944 to 1945, in which topological themes predominate, so too does the idea of horizon play a central role (horizon is itself directly connected with the notion of region, and so also to “gathering”).9

	
The concern with the place of thinking also determines the “transcendental” character of topological inquiry, since understood in this manner, such inquiry is always an attempt to think the ground of thinking (the resonance of ground with place is not to be overlooked here), which is just to say that it is the attempt to think that out of which the possibility of thinking emerges. Inevitably, to take topology as transcendental in this way is also to commit to a particular understanding of the transcendental—transcendental thinking itself has to be understood topologically, and  this involves some significant shifts in how the transcendental is to be understood.10

	
Heidegger’s own critique of transcendental approaches is tied to the increasingly topological character of his thinking. The transcendental is an idea he comes to see, by the 1930s at least, as entailing two problematic elements. First, because he takes the transcendental to be concerned with the conditions that underlie the possibility of transcendence, and transcendence as a structure of subjectivity, he views the transcendental as already given over to a form of subjectivist thinking. Second, because the transcendental sets up a contrast between that which conditions and that which is conditioned, so he also sees it as inadequate to address the proper unity of that which is the coming to presence of what presences—since the contrast at issue here is itself related to the ontological difference, Heidegger comes eventually to regard that difference as also problematic.

	
Can one understand the idea of phenomenology without recourse to the notion of the transcendental? My own view (and I realize that this is not a view universally shared) is that one cannot—that part of what is distinctive about phenomenology is its properly transcendental orientation—and so one cannot inquire into the nature of phenomenology without also inquiring into the nature of the transcendental (although, having said this, I should emphasize, in a way that preempts some of the following discussion, that what I mean by the “transcendental” here is not a project directed at the erection of some philosophical susperstructure of categorial machinery, but rather an inquiry that looks to uncover the proper “place” of appearance).11 The transcendental is itself often understood in terms of a concern with subjectivity, and with the self-constituting power of subjectivity—the latter being something explicitly thematized by Kant.12 I do not disagree with this characterization, so long as we acknowledge that part of what is at issue in such transcendental inquiry is the nature of subjectivity as such. What, we may ask, is subjectivity if it is self-constituting in the required way? This is not a question whose answer I think we can simply assume, and subjectivity is thus a concept as much in need of interrogation as is the transcendental.

	
Since the transcendental and the phenomenological are so closely entangled, Heidegger’s shift away from the transcendental can be seen, as he himself saw it, as entailing a shift away from phenomenology. In Heidegger, of course, this also coincides with a shift away from the approach set out in Being and Time, a work that explicitly set itself within a transcendental and phenomenological frame. The shift at issue here is one that can be seen to be driven by Heidegger’s increasingly explicit thematization of topological elements in his thinking, and, as a result, the movement away from the transcendental and phenomenological appears as a shift toward topology, thereby setting the transcendental and the phenomenological in apparent opposition to the topological (with the complication that later Heidegger seems to view all his thinking as a mode of topology—as a Topologie des Seyns).13

	
Although at times I have found myself tending to favor the contrast that appears in late Heidegger between the topological and the transcendental and phenomenological, and so to argue for the former as replacing the latter, my more considered view is that once one arrives at a topological perspective what is required is not an abandonment, but a rethinking of the transcendental and the phenomenological in topological terms—and I tend to think that Heidegger would not have been averse to such a view himself. What this means is that one also has to rethink the way in which those two elements that Heidegger identifies as problematic—the tendency toward subjectivism and the inadequate thinking of unity—can themselves be thought.

	
In fact, this was already a key aspect of my work on the transcendental even before I began to think of it in more developed topological terms.14 Thus, I have always argued that it is a mistake to think of the transcendental as primarily an argumentative structure in which there is a clear separation of conditioning from conditioned elements, and a movement from one to the other. Instead, the “circularity” of the transcendental is a reflection of the essential unity that the transcendental itself sets forth and aims to make explicit. The unity at issue is, however, not a simple, but rather a complex unity—a differentiated unity.15 Moreover, although the transcendental is often interpreted as attempting, in Kantian terms, to ground the unity of experience in the unity of the self-constituting subjective (in the Heideggerian terms of Being and Time, to ground the unity of world-projection in the unity of Dasein’s own temporalizing), it is better understood as attempting to exhibit the already prior unity of experience and subjectivity, or better, of world and self. Moreover, the unity at issue here is nothing other than a unity given in the differentiated interplay of the elements—and this is the very same form of unity that is exhibited in later Heidegger in terms of the gathering of the Fourfold. It is a form of unity that I argue belongs essentially to place.

	
Crowell’s approach to the question of the relation between topology and phenomenology focuses specifically on the phenomenological concern with experience, and especially its first-personal character, as well as with the character of subjectivity. Already some of what I have said should indicate that I do not see topology as ignoring such concerns. One way of thinking about topological analysis, in fact, is precisely in terms of a rethinking of subjectivity in terms of topos (I would argue that this is just what is presaged in Husserl’s own analysis, and in its reliance on notions like that of horizon, as well as in the critical philosophy of Kant—although the latter claim is perhaps harder to explicate and defend16). Place or topos is certainly not a univocal concept on my account, but like most significant concepts in philosophy, and especially in Heidegger, it carries with it an essential multivocity—what I referred to in Heidegger’s Topology as iridescence (since the multivocity here is one of overlapping and shifting aspects rather than a set of distinct and easily denumerable senses).17

	
In Place and Experience, I explicitly draw attention to what I refer to as the complexity of place. This complexity is evident in the “folded” character of place (which, it should be clear, is not intended to refer in any way to the “fold” that appears in Deleuze)—the way any place encompasses other places within it while also being encompassed by other places in its turn. It is also evident in the way in which place names both that which supports and grounds the appearing of any and every place as well as the various appearances of place as such—it refers to both this place and to the very place or placedness of which this place is an instance. The distinction at issue here is, not surprisingly, an analogue of the ontological difference. However, whereas the ontological difference can give rise to the mistaken apprehension that what is at issue is indeed a twofold structure that relates two different and distinct elements—being and beings—it is harder to think this way in relation to the difference at issue in regard to place. Place cannot be other than what is given in the multiplicity of places—to suppose otherwise would be to envisage the possibility of place, topos, as itself atopic, and although there may be circumstances in which this is a form of words to which we are drawn, the immediate oddity of such a mode of speech and thought ought also to indicate its problematic character (and indicate it in a more direct way than is evident in talk of ontological difference). One might say that the difference at issue in these two senses of place (which represent only one aspect of the differentiating unity of place) is like that between a surface and the plane to which that surface belongs—a difference that itself insists on the sameness of that which differs.

	
I will come back to this difference below, since it is also relevant to certain issues raised by Julian Young. For the moment, the difference is significant because of the way it stands opposed to what seems to me to be a tendency in Crowell’s discussion not only to read place in a more univocal fashion than I indicate here (and I say this is a tendency, because I do not think that this is a straightforward element in Crowell’s discussion), but also to treat place in a way that overlooks its role as ground for the appearing of place, at the same time as place is positioned apart from subjectivity, and in a way that seems to take it as identical with world or something given within the world. 

	
Consider Crowell’s claim that “within the topos of what is disclosed—the world wherein is found the claim-responsive human being together with all the other things that are—the being who is ‘claimed by being’ is not dependent on the world in the same way that the world is dependent on it.”18 What this passage seems to suppose is that topos names “the world wherein is found the claim-responsive human being together with all the things that are.” But topos cannot be unambiguously identified with the world or with what the world contains. Certainly, specific topoi are within the world, but topos as such names the very happening of world as that occurs in and through the happening of place. Moreover, the topos that is invoked here, in its multiplicity, is constituted in many different modes, including that mode that we encounter in our own selves—in the “within-ness” of experience that itself occurs within and in relation to the topos (and topoi) of worldly locatedness.

	
At this point, it should be evident that part of the complexity that surrounds topology is a complexity that reflects the dual operation of topology as a mode of philosophical thinking—a mode of analysis—that employs topological structures, figures, and distinctions (and which I would argue is implicated in all thinking), and as a substantive focus for such thinking. Place is thus that which thinking essentially addresses and also that which determines the mode of that address. The thinking of place is always a thinking in and through place, and this itself makes for a complexity in the thinking of place over and above even the complexity that attaches to place as such. Moreover, the complexity that appears here is a complexity that runs throughout Heidegger’s own thinking, and is one of the reasons for its often dense and opaque character—all the more so since Heidegger never directly thematizes nor attempts explicitly to articulate the implications of the topology in which he is engaged.

	
Crowell’s attempt to set subjectivity off from topos, as in some sense prior to it, is surely inconsistent with topos understood in the multiple and complex fashion set out here, and which I would argue also underpins my work elsewhere. It may be that Crowell would want to contest this way  of understanding topos, or contest its adequacy for addressing the philosophical issues that concern us, and this would be quite reasonable, but it would raise an additional set of issues, and move us into a further conversation that cannot properly be embarked upon here. There are, however, two related issues that are already present in Crowell’s original discussion that deserve some further comment: one concerns the notion of priority, and the other normativity.

	
Let us take normativity first, since this is a topic that is increasingly at the center of much contemporary philosophical thinking. Advancing what may be viewed as a defense of certain aspects of Heidegger’s approach in Being and Time (of which my account in Heidegger’s Topology is highly critical), Crowell argues that the dependence of practices of normativity on human subjects, coupled with the centrality of such normativity to the very possibility of the disclosedness of things, implies that, within the structure of disclosedness, priority has to be given to human subjectivity. Leaving the issue of how priority itself is to be understood here (an issue to which I shall return below), the difficulty that I have with this argument is that it seems to presuppose the idea of normativity at the same time as it also seeks to elucidate the grounds of normativity.

	
One reason for saying this is that it is not at all clear that Crowell’s conception of subjectivity can itself be elucidated without reference to notions of normative practice. For instance, if one adopts the sort of externalist conception of human subjectivity that I set out in Place and Experience (and that is to some extent presupposed, if not much thematized, in Heidegger’s Topology), then the subject cannot be understood independently of the world in which the subject is located (or independently of the places in which the subject acts), but normative content and normative practice cannot be understood independently of the world either. Normative content and normative practice are dependent on subjects and on the objective world in which those subjects are embedded.19 Against such a background, the idea that normativity, as operating through the structure of existential responsibility, might provide the basis for a notion of the atopic makes little sense. Indeed, it seems that this can only be meaningful if we already presuppose much of what is supposed to be elucidated.

	
To some extent my concern here could be expressed by saying that subjectivity and normativity are not sufficiently distinct concepts such that one can provide an elucidation of the other, and inasmuch as both are externalistically determined and constrained, so neither can be elucidated without reference to the subject’s prior embeddedness in a world, and in an already given structure of normative practice. To use the ideas of Donald Davidson as an example here, the structure of Davidsonian triangulation depends on the capacity of the triangulating speaker to engage in normative acts. In a certain sense, triangulation depends on the possibility of subjectivity and normativity. However, the structure of triangulation provides the frame within which normativity and subjectivity are both constituted: to be a subject and to be subject to norms is to be enmeshed within a certain triangulative structure. Without expanding on the point here, this triangulative structure is also, I would say, topological.20

	
Crowell’s argument for the priority of subjectivity obviously raises a question as to the notion of priority that is in play here. Priority is itself an important topic in Heidegger’s Topology as well as in Place and Experience (although it is perhaps less to the fore in the latter work). Priority has also been a key element in my discussions elsewhere, especially in my treatments of the transcendental. One of the recurrent themes in my thinking has been the idea that traditional philosophy has been preoccupied not only with understanding certain key concepts univocally, but also with establishing relations of reduction or derivation between those concepts (or between the entities, elements, or principles to which those concepts refer). In contrast, the idea of philosophical topology or topography is intended as a way of doing philosophy that, although it does not eschew analytic concerns, looks to understand the structures that are the focus of its inquiries in ways, first, that deploy concepts in their multivocity, and so in their complexity and multiplicity, and second, that look to uncover relations of what I term mutual rather than hierarchical dependence. This is in keeping with the idea of topos as itself a surface, and so as constituted in terms of the relatedness of the elements that make up that surface (much as elements in a landscape are determined through their relative location21), rather than by anything that lies beneath or above that surface. Yet as Crowell correctly notes, and as I have myself acknowledged,22 some notion of priority may still be operative even where reductive or derivative approaches are not (one may thus distinguish between strong and weak senses of priority). It is thus that Crowell finds a space still to argue for the priority of the subject, who stands at the center of practices of normativity, over the topos in which those practices, as well as the subject herself, are located.

	
In Being and Time, Heidegger holds to the presence of certain relations of priority exist even within structures whose elements stand in relations of mutual dependence. Thus, within the structure of originary temporality, the future has a priority with respect to the other temporal modalities.23 The priority at work here is a weak sense, just inasmuch as it implies a primacy to the future, but does not allow of any derivation from it or reduction to it. In Heidegger’s Topology, I take the presence of such weak priority to be an inevitable part of what is involved in the very idea of any form of structural analysis that would lay bare the ordering of a domain—weak priority is thus a matter of the order that obtains within that domain. One has to be extremely careful, however, about just how even this notion of priority is understood, and in some ways, considering Crowell’s comments, and looking back at my own account in Heidegger’s Topology, I am tempted to say that priority, even weakly construed, may be the wrong concept to employ here—that it may simply mislead in ways that are too difficult to avoid.

	
This seems especially so in the case of Crowell’s discussion. Although priority, as Crowell deploys it, is explicitly shorn of any connection with derivative or reductive modes of analysis, it is hard to see how it can be anything other than the priority associated with hierarchical dependence. The way in which Crowell formulates the notion of priority is fairly general—it requires simply the notion of one-way or asymmetrical dependence. Thus subjectivity is said to be prior to our worldly placedness on the grounds that although we cannot speak of our place in the world without reference to subjectivity, we can speak of subjectivity without reference to our place in the world. It is, of course, partly because of my externalist conception of the self that I am led immediately to deny that there is any asymmetrical dependence here, but the more pertinent observation is that priority understood in terms of such asymmetrical dependence almost exactly accords with the definition of hierarchical dependence I advance in Heidegger’s Topology.24 The latter definition does not itself call upon the notion of derivation or reduction, although it does argue that relations of hierarchical dependence are typically associated with derivative or reductive approaches. In fact, in very many cases of asymmetrical dependence, some relation of derivation, even if not of reduction, does seem to apply. In the asymmetrical dependence exemplified in generation, for instance, the generated entity or element derives from that which generates, as the child derives from the parent, or the statue is derived from the sculptor.25 In the relation between universal and particular, also a case of asymmetrical dependence, a relation of derivation can be understood to obtain at least in regard to the formal or intelligible character of the particular (the idea of participation can be seen as one attempt to articulate the particular sort of derivation at issue here). In the case of the asymmetrical dependence between subjectivity and placedness in the world advanced by Crowell, it remains unclear whether the dependence at issue may indeed entail some form of derivation—Crowell asserts that it is nonderivative, but given that Crowell’s account does continue to draw on elements from Being and Time, one might be forgiven for harboring the suspicion that some form of derivation may still be in play.26

	
Significantly, asymmetrical dependence does not seem to be a good way to describe the ordering of elements within a “transcendental” structure, since, within any such structure, all of the elements are given together—one cannot have any one element without having all (and this is true, I would argue, of the “transcendental” structure that is set out in Being and Time and in Kant’s first Critique, as well as of the Fourfold in late Heidegger and triangulation in Davidson27). Moreover, asymmetrical dependence as deployed by Crowell, cannot even be said to apply, within a “transcendental” frame, to the relation between condition and conditioned—that which conditions is not something other and apart from than that which is conditioned, but is intimately bound up with it. Although one might argue that the conditions obtain irrespective of any particular formation of what is conditioned (so the conditions that make possible experience obtain irrespective of any particular experience), it is nevertheless also the case that those conditions do not obtain irrespective of the obtaining of any experience. If asymmetrical dependence holds here, then it does not hold in a way that establishes any absolute priority, nor that establishes asymmetrical dependence as the primary sense of priority.

	
To understand the nature of the ordering that obtains within a structure of mutual dependence, consider the relation between intention and horizon in the structure of meaning-constitution. To suppose that intention comes prior to the horizon is to suppose that intentionality somehow generates the horizontal structure, but it does so only in the sense that intentionality itself always brings horizontality with it, and vice versa. Both are elements within the same structure. Similarly, I would argue that within the structure of temporality, it is mistaken to view the future as prior to the other temporal modes—the idea that it is prior arises only because of the topologically orientational character of temporality. The different orientations that belong to each temporal mode are themselves associated with different orientational priorities in much the same way as we prioritize different orientations in relation to our own bodily orientation. Thus we tend to give priority to that which we face over that which is behind over the very spot in which we stand (and here we can see the same structure of temporal priority as set out by Heidegger). The priority of the future is thus no more “absolute” than is the priority of the forward projection of the body—that forward projection is part of the structure of attention, movement, and action, but since such forward projection itself depends on and is always accompanied by a larger set of bodily capacities and orientations (by, among other things, an overall body-schema, and a larger environmental sensibility), it cannot be said to be “prior to,” in an unqualified sense, the other elements of the structure in which it is embedded. Here one can also see how there can be an ordering that belongs to the structure at issue without any need to specify an absolute priority within that order, and so without any real need to resort to the notion of priority at all.

	
The fact that it is an explicitly topological structure (which does not mean merely spatial structure) that emerges as a way of explicating the structure of mutually dependent ordering at issue here is not, of course, accidental. It reflects a key aspect of topology as including, in addition to the thematization of place as a philosophically central concept, the adoption of a conception of philosophical inquiry as itself structured by and in relation to the structure of place. Place thus appears both as determining the “methodological” structure of inquiry and its “substantive” focus.

	
To return to Crowell’s discussion, the prioritization of subjectivity over topos is not only inconsistent with the character of place itself, but actually depends on a problematic notion of priority. Indeed, it is hard to avoid the conclusion that, contrary to what I take to be Crowell’s intention, the priority of subjectivity that he asserts will be hard to distinguish from more traditional forms of metaphysical subjectivism. This seems almost straightforwardly so, in Heideggerian terms, since Heidegger takes subjectivism to consist in just the assertion of some single entity, structure, or principle as underlying the presencing of things—as a subjectum or, in the Greek, hypokeimenon.28 In Crowell’s account, subjectivity is such a subjectum, and it is so in virtue of the insistence on its ontological priority. In contrast, topos does not underlie in the same way, but is instead deployed so as to undermine the very idea of anything that might lie “beneath.” Topos refers us not to a subjectum, but rather to that domain of interrelatedness in which the very things themselves come to appearance, and which does not itself appear other than in and through such appearing. There is a sense in which topos is prior to certain other concepts, not as underlying them, but rather through being that in and to which each and every other concept is related, and in and through which each and every concept finds its relatedness to others. Place thus encompasses, even though it is not fully encompassed by, the bodily and the environmental, the spatial and the temporal, the objective and the subjective. It does so, moreover, not only through the way in which all of these may be said to stand in a relation to place, but also inasmuch as all of these share a similar “topological” structure.

	
Temporality and Historicity

	
Miguel de Beistegui describes Heidegger’s Topology as concerned to explore the “place of place” in Heidegger’s thinking, as well as in philosophical thinking more generally.29 It is a description that nicely captures some of the ideas at issue in the discussion of Crowell above. In particular, the phrase “the place of place” indicates something of the multivocity that is at work in talk of place (since the first sense of place—“the place of place” is not straightforwardly identical to the second—“the place of place”), and so gestures toward the complexity and multiplicity of the structures at issue here. Beistegui’s account of the argument of Heidegger’s Topology provides a neat synopsis of many of the work’s key ideas, but his discussion also provides, at least to me, something of a reminder and a corrective. I have to admit to having very mixed responses to Heidegger’s massive work from 1936 to 1938, the Beiträge zur Philosophie (Vom Ereignis)—Contributions to Philosophy (of the Event). The work seems to me to present too many difficulties, obscurities, and inconsistencies to warrant the adulatory attention that has often been given to it by contemporary readers. As a result, however, in Heidegger’s Topology, I almost certainly give the Contributions less attention than it deserves from a strictly topological perspective. Beistegui’s brief discussion indicates how rich a text the Contributions can be for explorations of the concepts of space and time in Heidegger’s thinking—concepts that are, of course, closely bound up with place. Yet it is also significant that the Contributions does not yet take up the notion of topos in the explicit fashion of the later work (a clear indication of its transitional character), even though it is quite clear, in hindsight, that the work is a crucial step on Heidegger’s way toward a closer engagement with the topological.

	
Beistegui uses the Contributions account to demonstrate the close and intimate belonging together of time and space as developed through the idea of Zeitraum—timespace—a concept to which the Contributions gives considerable attention. The idea of timespace has its first real appearance in the lectures from 1935 that appeared under the title What Is a Thing?, although the notion is one that seems to be adumbrated by Heidegger’s use elsewhere of the terms Spielraum, literally “play-space” (usually translated as “leeway”), and Zeit-Spiel-Raum—time-play-space.30 The way Heidegger treats the notion of timespace in the Contributions, and to which Beistegui draws attention, has close affinities with aspects of Heidegger’s account of the happening of truth in the 1935–1936 essay “The Origin of the Work of Art”—as one might expect, given that the works were both written in the mid-1930s. Indeed, the Contributions seems to be a development of the ideas already set out in somewhat less enigmatic form in “The Origin.”31

	
Within the structure set out in the Contributions, as Beistegui points out, time is associated with rapture, with world, with clearing (and also a danger of dispersal), and space with earth, captivation, and self-concealing (and the danger of self-enclosure or alienation). It might be thought that this structure is further developed in Heidegger’s late work, in the Fourfold, in which there also seem to be temporal and spatial axes within the structure of the Fourfold. In the later thinking, however, the axis of earth and sky appears to be more closely associated with space (and also language), while that of gods and mortals suggests an association with time. Yet the structure set out in “The Origin of the Work of Art,” and in the Contributions, is significantly different from that which appears in, for example, “Building Dwelling Thinking.” In the later work, the Fourfold is itself both an opening and a concealing; it is properly a worlding of world; moreover, in the later work, world is no longer associated with opening alone, nor with time, and is not set in opposition to a concealing found only in earth or connected solely to space.

	
In Heidegger’s later thinking, the happening of world is properly topological—the concealing and opening of world corresponds, in fact, to the bounding and opening up that is characteristic of place. Moreover, the way in which the earlier work, particularly the Contributions, takes temporality to be at work in opening and so also in the worlding of world, suggests a continuation of a similar understanding of temporality as was evident in Being and Time. Although the Contributions abandons the language of projection and transcendence, it retains a conception of the happening of world, and so of the opening up in which things come to presence, as essentially temporal in character. To some extent, one might argue that this is a tendency that Heidegger never entirely overcomes. The late essay “On Time and Being” retains an emphasis on the priority of temporality over spatiality that is expressed in the fact that time comes before space in the very term timespace. In this respect, the idea of timespace, though it does indeed express the belonging together of time with space, also continues to assert the priority of the temporal.32

	
One might argue that the priority of temporality that is at issue here is not itself problematic: the temporality at issue is no longer explicated in terms of any attempt to “derive” spatiality from temporality (an attempt that Heidegger refers to as “mistaken”), and so it is indeed a “weak” sense of priority; it also enables us to understand how time and space may indeed be ordered in relation to one another even when the two are conjoined in the structure of timespace, and even when timespace is itself understood as part of the very structure of topos. It should already be obvious, however, that such a conclusion is unlikely to be one to which I am drawn, and it should also be obvious, at least to some extent, why I might think such a conclusion mistaken. Some of the reasons are similar to those I set out in the discussion of priority above—reasons that concern the understanding of the notion of priority that might be at issue here—but there are also reasons that connect with ideas of time and space, the relation between them, and with the idea of place.

	
If we look to the account of time and space that Heidegger gives in the Contributions, and to which Beistegui draws our attention, then one of the odd things about that account is the way in which it systematically overlooks the possibility of a reversal of the analysis it sets out. Time, for instance, is associated with rapture, world, clearing, and the possibility of dispersal. But in fact, this surely applies to time only insofar as priority is given to that modality of time that is the future. As it is given in the modality of the past, time carries those very tendencies and associations that are supposed to belong to space, namely, earth, captivation, self-concealing, and self-enclosure (this is clearly evident as soon as one reflects on the way, for instance, that the past relates to notions of identity and belonging—to time appearing as itself a form of ground). The analysis of space too can be similarly reversed. Understood not in its character as ground (the perspective that seems to dominate in the Contributions), but rather as openness (a connotation or modality perhaps more strongly indicated by the German Raum—“room”—than the English “space”), space is aligned with those same elements that the Contributions connects solely to time (one of the oddities of the analysis in the Contributions is the association of dispersal [Zerstreuung] and dissemination with time rather than space, given that, in Being and Time, one of the crucial underlying claims is that space disperses, which is why the unity of Dasein cannot be spatial, whereas time unifies and gathers). What becomes evident, in fact, once one escapes from the sometimes intoxicating atmosphere of the Contributions, is that time and space, earth and world, clearing and self-concealment, do not constitute distinct strands, but rather twine in and through one another, each rupturing the purity of the other, their entanglement such as to destroy the possibility of any simple alignment between them.

	
It is not clear to me that Heidegger ever arrives at a fully satisfactory account of the relation between time and space, and is constantly seduced by the idea that it is time that plays the crucial role in the happening of world, and in the opening up of space that allows for presence (it is time, in other words, that Heidegger seems always tempted to understand as belonging most properly to topos). Part of the problem, of course, is that the very ideas of time and space that are at work here seem not only to be inextricably entangled with one another, but also remain irreducibly obscure. We still await an adequate way of conceiving of time and space (whether or not such a conception can be achieved), being always pulled in the direction of privileging one over the other, of forgetting the way in which each always implies the other, even when we try to disentangle them. This is especially so in the context of contemporary thinking. The movement of modernity has thus been one that seeks to pull time and space apart, and to do so as it also tries to collapse both into a single homogeneous measurability—a collapse that often appears as a collapse of time into space. As a result, the relation of time to space, and the relation of both to place, is made even more obscure; and yet the clarification of this relation becomes even more urgent.

	
The urgency that appears here is an urgency that undoubtedly belongs to our time, yet if what I have said about the obscurity of time and space is correct, then what it means even to speak of a time that is ours must be similarly obscure. Thus, while Beistegui argues that the question of place is itself determined by time in its historical dimension—by the danger of the time in which we now find ourselves—I would contend that this is itself to overlook the way in which the historical is itself configured topologically rather than temporally. History works itself out only in and through the concrete formations of place in which it also becomes evident—and this means that the places of which I speak in Heidegger’s Topology are to be understood in terms of the histories they themselves invoke, and by which they are also constituted, and not merely their geographies. The topological character of the historical—or the historicality of the topological—is itself obscured, we might be tempted to say, by the character of “the time” in which we seem to find ourselves. But this way of putting things itself obscures, since it both reifies and abstracts the “time” that is at issue here. “Our time” is thus all too readily understood as something that stands somehow over and above the concrete sites and situations in which that “time” is itself made evident.

	
Heidegger’s “history of being” should be understood as essentially a history of place. This is not, however, to be understood as solely to do with a history marked out by a set of shifts in the philosophical appropriation of place (an appropriation that is explored, not only in the work of such as Ed Casey,33 but also in Heidegger’s own thinking). More than this, the history of being is a history of place that is contained within, and unfolds from, the places in which we find ourselves. In this respect, the dominance of the technological—which consists not in the prevalence of technological devices, but rather in the holding sway of the system of ordering with which they are associated (more specifically, the globalized system of technological-bureaucratic, corporatized “economism”)—occurs through certain specific transformations of place. Technological modernity gives priority to certain modes of place as it also covers over both the topological character of its own functioning, as well as the topological character of being as such. The tensions and obscurities that characterize modernity’s appropriation of the concepts of time and space can thus be viewed as themselves reflections of the topological working out of modernity’s own tensions and contradictions—tensions and contradictions that modernity cannot itself recognize or admit. Thus in the globalized world in which we live—a globalization that is itself invoked problematically invoked by talk of “our time” as a time that encompasses the entirety of the world— globalization appears only in and through the countless places by which the world is constituted, and yet it is those same places that it also seeks to efface.

	
Heimat and the Experience of Wonder

	
It is probably almost twenty years now since Julian Young and I first began talking with one another about issues of place in relation to Heidegger and beyond. For the most part, we share a great deal of common ground, but as is so often the case in such conversations, the commonality that exists sometimes serves to make the points of difference that much sharper. One of those points undoubtedly concerns the way we each understand the notion of Heimat—a term that has no exact English equivalent, but that  is loosely translatable as “home” or “homeland.” A large part of Julian Young’s discussion of my work focuses on how Heimat is to be understood, and connected to that is the relation between place and the experience of wonder. In addition, Young raises questions concerning the way in which we should view death and the gods in light of the later Heidegger. So far as the last of these is concerned, death and the gods, I am not so sure that Young’s position is as far away from my own as it might first appear. Let me take the question of death first, and then go on to consider the issue concerning the gods.

	
Young presents an account of my position that takes death to be a “dark limit” (the phrase is from Joseph Fell) that is also an annihilation. This is the view that Young takes to characterize Heidegger’s position in Being and Time, but not in his later thinking. There, according to Young, one finds a conception of death, not as annihilation, but as “a moment of passage: a bridge.”34 Young is certainly correct that I view death as a limit, but this reading derives from Heidegger’s own particular understanding of the notion of limit, taken, as one might say, in the Greek sense, and so as productive rather than merely restrictive.35 In a number of places Heidegger emphasizes the positive rather than purely negative character of limit—as that which enables something to come to presence.36 This is how I have always understood the limit-character of death. Death is not a restrictive limit, and so cannot be understood as the signifier of a simple negation or nullity, but is rather constitutive of the life that it also marks off.37 This way of thinking of death does not seem to me incompatible with the idea of death as also what I would think of as a “threshold”—which I take to be another way of capturing Young’s talk of death as a “gate” or “bridge.” The threshold is a threshold through the way in which it brings to presence both that from which it allows passage and that to which it gives entrance. Similarly, as Heidegger says of the bridge that serves as his example in “Building Dwelling Thinking,” “The bridge . . . does not connect banks that are already there. The banks emerge as banks only as the bridge crosses the stream.”38 In the terms Heidegger employs, to speak of death is not to rule out the character of death as indeed constituting the sort of limit—limit as positive and constituting—that is also found in the idea of the threshold. Perhaps Young would not be averse to this way of putting matters, but I also want to retain the possibility of adopting a more critical attitude to some ways of understanding death—including some traditional religious conceptions—than Young seems to allow. For instance, the religious fanatic, whether Christian, Muslim, or of any other creed, who understands death as the gateway to another life, a life against which this life pales into insignificance and relative worthlessness, seems to hold to a position that does indeed treat death merely as a restrictive limit, rather than a constitutive one, and as a restrictive limit that is best overcome sooner rather than later. Young himself refers to “Orthodox Christians (and Muslims)” and so I take him to exclude the fanatic. But the fanatic nevertheless provides us with an exemplification of a problematic mode of relating to death that is also to be found, in less extreme forms, among at least some of the “Orthodox.” The contrast here is not, I would argue, between those who treat death as a “dark limit” and those who view it as a “gate” or “bridge,” but between those who view death as that which establishes the possibility of a genuine life on earth, and those who view it as a means of escape to something that is valued over and above any such earthly life.

	
Again, when it comes to the gods, much of what Young says can be read in a way that is quite compatible with my own position. His insistence on the gods as “personalities” is certainly not in opposition to my own account, nor indeed to the account found in Walter Otto’s work on which I draw—for Otto the gods are worlds (I would prefer to talk of aspects or forms of world), but they are also the personalization of worlds. Here it is perhaps worth noting that Otto’s approach is itself indebted to that of Schleiermacher, a thinker with whom Heidegger was also familiar, and Otto’s view of the Greek gods can be seen as echoing Schleiermacher’s understanding of the divine as “a particular intuition of the universe.”39 Where I think Young and I do differ is on the question of the relation of the gods who figure in the Fourfold to the “heroes” of Being and Time. Young claims that the latter, thought of “in modern jargon,” as “role-models,” are the precursors to the gods of the Fourfold. Yet although the figure of a god may well provide a model for an individual life, the idea that Heidegger’s late understanding of the gods is primarily as role models seems to me to be mistaken. The gods encompass much more than this, and any exemplary role they play is very much secondary to the way the give shape and form to certain modes of the world. Heidegger’s comments in the Parmenides lectures—that the Greek gods “are not ‘personalities’ or ‘persons’ that dominate being; they are Being itself as looking into beings”40—would seem to give support to this reading. Young argues that we must rule out those comments as coming too soon before the working out of the Fourfold in the later essays (can it be too soon—when some of the elements of the Fourfold seem already to be present in the twofold structure evident in Contributions?41) Yet if that were so, the same argument could surely be applied, a fortiori, to Heidegger’s comments on heroes in Being and Time—all the more so when one reflects on the way the idea of the hero seems itself to be evocative of many of the elements of Being and Time (the emphasis on projection, transcendence, and also resoluteness) that are most problematic.

	
The real focus for Young’s discussion is not, however, death or the gods, but rather the concept of Heimat, and the question concerning the very nature of place as it relates to human dwelling. Perhaps the very first point that I should make here is that although I have talked, in my response to Crowell, of one sense of topos as associated with subjectivity—so that one way to understand subjectivity is as itself a form of topos—place certainly does not consist in “a state of mind.” Indeed, given the extensive attention I give, not only in Heidegger’s Topology, but also in Place and Experience and elsewhere,42 to arguing against construals of place in purely “subjective” terms (as “constructed,” as a form of “emotional reminiscence,” as a human “projection”), I am perplexed as to how Young could arrive at such a view. Place, and our relatedness to place, can, of course, figure in “states of mind,” which is to say that we can encounter particular places as we can also have a sense of our own placedness. The encounter with such placedness, and so one might say with place, is what I argue underpins the experience of wonder. Here, however, I do not treat wonder as any experience so called, but rather take wonder to be that particular mode of encounter with the world in which our own placedness in the world, and the strangeness of that placedness, becomes the focus for attention.43

	
We are not “in place” only when in the throes of wonder. Just as, to use Heidegger’s terminology, dwelling is the mode of human being, so human being is essentially a being in place, just as it is also a being in the world. If the relation to place is an essential one, then it is not a relation that we can ever leave without also leaving our very humanity. Indeed, it makes very little sense even to speak of such a departure. We may become estranged from place, we may forget or cover over our essential placedness, but these are all forms of concealing, disguising, or denying a relatedness to place that nevertheless perdures. Even under the reign of technological modernity, our relatedness to place is not obliterated, but is rather covered over, ignored, made invisible. If this were not so, then there would be no basis on which to mount any critique of the placelessness of modernity—such a critique depends on the contradiction, within modernity itself, between its refusal of place (a refusal that refuses to recognize itself as a refusal) and its own inescapable placedness.

	
Place is a complex and multiple concept. When we talk of our own relatedness to place, our own placedness, as well as our encounter with such placedness, then place appears in at least a twofold way—and this twofold character corresponds to a twofold character that belongs to the idea of Heimat.

	
Place refers us, first, to that underlying structure of placedness that is essential to our being as human. This underlying, one might say, ontological, structure, although properly topological, is everywhere instantiated differently, and yet everywhere it is the same. This is why it is indeed correct to say that place “consists neither in Wordsworth’s Lake district, nor in John Clare’s native Northamptonshire, nor in the Aborigines’ central Australian desert, nor in Heidegger’s Black Forest. Rather, it is to ‘be found in all or any one of them.’”44

	
Place refers us, in a second sense, not merely to placedness as such, but to the placed character of our own being as that is worked out in and through the specific places in which we live and move—as our lives are shaped and formed in relation to this place and these places. Although there is no privileged place in which placedness—or being—is made preeminently apparent (even if some places are perhaps better attuned to enabling such appearing than others), there is nevertheless a privileging of places in relation to the singularity of ourselves as persons. Here is the second, and almost certainly more familiar, sense of Heimat—a sense that refers to just this idea of the place-bound identity and determination of human being. If the concluding emphasis on Heidegger’s Topology is on the appearance of place in and through place (in and through any such place), then the emphasis of Place and Experience is on the dependence of human life on the singular places in which it is lived. It is this idea that I referred to, in the earlier book, as “Proust’s Principle”45—the idea of persons “being who and what they are through their inhabiting of particular places.” The two senses of place, and of Heimat, that appear here are in no way incompatible with one another—if anything, each can be said to imply the other.

	
Young suggests that it is my concern with the “problem of place”—the tendency to treat place-oriented thinking as inevitably given over to reactionary and exclusionary forms of politics—that leads me to refuse any privileging of places in relation to the experience of placedness that I discuss at the conclusion of Heidegger’s Topology.46 In fact, my refusal of any generalized privileging of particular places is, as I see it, a direct consequence of my attempt to explore and to articulate Heidegger’s own topological mode of thinking. Such thinking is not exclusively reserved for those who live in certain special places—although, for each one of us, since we are ourselves formed by specific places rather than others, the possibilities of our own thinking will be similarly and specifically place-dependent. As in Heidegger’s own case, each of us may well find that certain places provide the preeminent sites for thinking, and for the encounter with the “nearness of being.” “The problem of place” does not motivate the concluding comments in Heidegger’s Topology, yet that problem can adequately be addressed only on the basis of a recognition of the complex and multiple character of place. It is precisely the way in which place encompasses both the singular and the multiple that it can indeed allow both the foreign as well as the familiar to appear within it; that it can allow a genuine encounter, both with oneself and with others. It is this placed encounter that is surely the proper source of wonder, and that is also named, in all the equivocity of that naming, by Heidegger’s use of the word Heimat.

	
Dwelling and Technology

	
There can be no doubt, as Edward Relph acknowledges, of the crucial role that Heidegger’s thought has played in the contemporary turn to place within the humanities and social sciences, as well as in the philosophical inquiry into place as such.47 Moreover, Relph provides a strikingly apt and vivid image of the way the concept of “place” has, in recent years, “exploded” across many different areas and disciplines, in a proliferation of different forms and uses. Undertaking a review of recent work on place is, says Relph, “like walking into the aftermath of an academic explosion. What had once been a reasonably coherent body of thought, grounded in phenomenology and mostly the concern of humanistic geographers and environmental psychologists, seems to have flown off in all directions.”48 The “exploded” and expanded character of the current discussion of place is particularly problematic for any attempt to think place theoretically. Not only is there a proliferation of topological ideas and tropes whose relationship to one another remains often obscure and uncertain, but, in the midst of this explosion, place sometimes seems itself to have been rendered almost invisible.

	
Although there are many works that deploy various senses of place and also delineate the detailed textures and forms of particular places, when it comes to the theoretical inquiry into place, the focus, for the most part, is not on place as such, but either on the effects of place or else on place as itself an effect of other processes. Thus David Harvey, as Relph notes, treats place as a social construction, claiming that the only interesting question then concerns the social processes that give rise to place49—here place is itself nothing more than an effect; Doreen Massey, on the other hand, treats place, which she refuses to distinguish from space, as significant largely in terms of the consequences of our imagination of place50—here it is the effects of place that are given priority. Even the work of a theorist such as Henri Lefebvre,51 so often cited as a key figure in the literature on place, turns out to be important less for his elucidation of the concept, than for the prioritization of space and place as acceptable terms within critical discourse (moreover, in Lefebvre, of course, one also finds much the same treatment of space and place as effects of social and economic factors as is evident in Harvey’s own Lefebvrian-inflected writing); and much the same is true of other prominent theorists such as Foucault, and even Deleuze and Guattari.

	
Part of Heidegger’s importance is thus not only the way in which his work has played an important role in enabling the appearance of place, as well as space, as a key theoretical concept in writers such as Lefebvre, as well as Foucault (a point that Stuart Elden’s work has done much to establish52), but that Heidegger is also one of the few philosophers, and the only major twentieth-century thinker, to thematize place as such, and to provide an analysis of its structure and significance—so much so that the later Heidegger referred to his own work as a “topology of being.” For anyone interested in the attempt to say more about place than is available in the work of Harvey and Massey, or, indeed, in Lefebvre and Foucault, Heidegger must be considered essential reading.

	
Yet although Relph and I seem to be in agreement on the importance of Heidegger as a central figure in the thinking of place, we disagree in our assessments of just what is most significant in Heidegger’s treatment of place. Focusing on the concept of dwelling that looms so large in Heidegger’s later thinking, Relph observes that while he finds this aspect of Heidegger’s philosophy “appealing because it reinforces my own doubts about modern placelessness,” he nevertheless also views it as “the most superficial” aspect of Heidegger’s thought. Relph takes the turn toward the concept of dwelling in later Heidegger as indicative of a shift from “rigorous phenomenological description to a selective historical judgment.”53 There is no doubt that there is a move away from a certain conception  of phenomenology in Heidegger, although as I have already noted in  the discussion above, reiterating a point from Heidegger’s Topology, there is an important sense in which a form of “phenomenological seeing” remains central to all Heidegger’s thinking,54 but I would certainly dispute Relph’s claim that what characterizes the later Heidegger is a shift to a “selective historical judgment,” just as I would also take issue with Relph’s own judgment as to the superficiality of the Heideggerian account of dwelling.

	
It is important to note, as Young acknowledges (though with reference to a different context),55 that the concept of dwelling is already present in Being and Time. In a brief and highly condensed passage in §12 (some of the main elements of which reappear in “Building Dwelling Thinking”), Heidegger distinguishes the way in which Dasein is “in” its world from the way in which a physical entity is “in” space (a sense of spatial-physical “containment” that allows one thing to be said to be “in” another as the water is “in” the glass or the glass is “in” the room). Heidegger refers to this first sense of “in” in terms of dwelling.56 As deployed in Being and Time, the concept of dwelling remains obscure and problematic,57 but in the later thinking it becomes one of the central ideas in Heidegger’s articulation of the enriched conception of place, one that actually includes within it both spatial and temporal elements, to which human being is tied. In this respect, it is a mistake to see the notion of dwelling as tied to some premodern mode of life—not only does it render the concept itself superficial, but it also constitutes a highly superficial reading of what Heidegger has to say about it.

	
What is at issue in Heidegger’s talk of dwelling is not a comparison in the “quality of life” between different historical periods, but rather the nature of human being as intimately tied to place. Dwelling is thus Heidegger’s name for the topological mode of being that belongs to human being—and not merely the human in some selected historical period, but to the human “as such.” It is precisely because humans dwell that the technological transformation of the world that occurs in modernity is such a challenge, an affront even, to what it is to be human—the essential character of human life as dwelling is contradicted and obscured by the representation of the human in terms of consumption, productivity, preference, and utility. Moreover, just as Heidegger’s critique of technology is directed at a pervasive tendency that underlies technology rather than being necessarily instantiated in any particular technological device, so too is Heidegger’s account of dwelling intended as a description of a fundamental mode of being, rather than something to be instantiated only in certain lives rather than others.

	
Although Relph rejects the Heideggerian concept of dwelling as “superficial,” he is rather more sympathetic toward Heidegger’s critique of technology—a critique that Relph reinterprets as a critique of “rationalism.” I think that the use of the latter term here is ill advised—although there is a certain calculative rationality that Heidegger views as problematic, it is a serious mistake, even if a widespread one, to treat Heidegger as an “antirationalist” in any more general sense. However, there are undoubtedly important points of convergence between Heidegger’s account of modern technology and its essence (which Heidegger refers to as “das Gestell”—“the Framework”), and the accounts to be found in the work of a number of other twentieth-century thinkers including Foucault’s analysis of the rise of governmentality58 and of the biopolitical, Weber’s description of the processes of rationalization and bureaucratization, and Adorno’s account of instrumental rationality. Such convergence is perhaps unsurprising given the prevalence of ideas concerning the problems and limits of technology in prewar European thinking. What marks Heidegger’s account as distinctive, however, is the way in which the critique of technology is tied to a topological analysis of which Heidegger’s account of dwelling is an integral part. Nowhere is this more evident than in the essay “The Thing”—itself part of the original lecture sequence from which “The Question Concerning Technology” also came—which begins with Heidegger’s announcement of the phenomenon that has come to be known as “time-space compression.”59 Relph himself assumes a connection between “rationalism” and the loss of place—not only does he see such “rationalism” to be associated with placelessness, but he also sees evidence of the decline of “rationalism” in the resurgence of interest in place—but it remains unclear how or why such a connection should obtain.

	
If my account is correct, then Heidegger provides an answer here—one that works through the elucidation of place in relation to being, and, in terms of dwelling, to human being, and through his analysis of the way in which technology itself operates in relation to place. The fact that Relph seems not to have appreciated this aspect of Heidegger’s topological thinking may indicate a deficiency in my own presentation of these ideas in Heidegger’s Topology—it may well be that much more needs to be said in order to bring out the complexity and detail of Heidegger’s later thought—although I suspect that part of the difficulty here is that any writing on the later Heidegger still stands under the shadow of the often partial and superficial readings that have dominated much of the literature to date, and that pervade the broader appropriation of Heideggerian thinking (especially in fields outside of philosophy).

	
Relph finds the Heideggerian response to the danger of technological modernity, at least as I articulate that response in Heidegger’s Topology in terms of the importance of ideas of openness, indeterminacy, wonder, and also, though not mentioned by Relph, of questionability,60 to be “insubstantial,” and Heidegger’s own comment in the Der Spiegel interview that “only a god can save us”61 to be disingenuous and evasive. I can sympathize with Relph’s dissatisfaction here, but I think it also misses the point concerning what is at issue. Once we analyze the operation of technological modernity topologically, then we can see how it actually transforms our experience of place in ways that are at odds with the underlying character of place, and the underlying character even of that mode of being that belongs to technological modernity itself, but which it also conceals. My emphasis on the importance of concepts such as openness, indeterminacy, wonder, and questionability, and the modes of comportment associated with them, is intended to direct attention toward key elements in an experience of place that obscures neither its own embeddedness in place, and the nature of that embeddedness, nor the character of place as such. Moreover, that we should look for a more concrete solution to the problems of technological modernity, while unsurprising, is also mistaken. Our contemporary situation is not the result of a process over which we, either collectively or individually, have mastery. Indeed, the desire for mastery, and the appearance of the entire world as potentially subject to control, is itself an integral element in the particular formation of the world that is technological modernity. The relinquishing of the desire for control, and the recognition of the extent to which all-encompassing solutions are beyond us, will themselves be key elements in that “other beginning” that might presage the shift to a truly “postmodern,” “post-technological” world.

	
The later Heidegger’s apparently weary insistence on the limits in our ability to change the course of the world should not be construed as indicating a failure of vision or some lapse into quietistic resignation. It follows directly from a recognition of the essentially placed character of human being, and the limitation and fragility that follows inevitably from it. If it were possible to reconfigure our current forms of social and political organization around a recognition of such placedness, then we would have a solution to many of our contemporary ills. Yet there is no concrete way in which such a wholesale reconfiguration can be brought away in a directed and purposive manner. What we can do is work, as Heidegger suggests, in the many small ways that are available to us, to reorient ourselves to our actual situation, to reorient ourselves to the proper place in which find ourselves—beyond this, however, there is no “saving power” that we ourselves can exercise.

	
Heidegger’s Topology attempts to provide an account of the way in which place provides a starting point for Heidegger’s thinking as well as an idea toward which it develops. Indeed, it is only in the very late thinking, from perhaps 1947 onward, that Heidegger’s topology emerges in a fully developed form (though a form that can only be appreciated when viewed in terms of the problems in the earlier thinking to which it is also a response). If we are to take Heidegger as making a significant and positive contribution to the philosophical analysis of place in the twentieth century, then it must be primarily on the basis of the later thinking rather than the earlier. But the later thinking also makes demands on the reader that are much greater than those of the earlier work—demands that follow, in part, from Heidegger’s own attempts to think topologically—and as a result the later thinking is more prone to being misread and misconstrued.

	
I had hoped that Heidegger’s Topology would go some way toward correcting this latter tendency, but if Relph’s comments are taken as an indication then the work would seem to have fallen short of at least one of its objectives. On the other hand, if the sort of topology or topography in which I take Heidegger to have been engaged, and to which I take my own work to be a contribution, does indeed constitute a different, if not entirely unprecedented, mode of thinking, then perhaps one simply has to accept certain inevitable difficulties in the communication and elucidation of that thinking. Heidegger’s Topology does not, however, stand alone. Not only does it seem to me to be supported by the work of others in the same field, including some of the writers already referred to at the beginning of this chapter, but it should also be read against the background of my work elsewhere. In this respect, Heidegger’s Topology should be read as one part of a much larger topological project that does not include Heidegger alone, but other thinkers such as Kant, as well as Gadamer and Davidson, and that also attempts to rethink the character of philosophy as itself essentially topological in character. It is toward this larger project, which is not restricted merely to some form of Heideggerian exegesis, that the essays that make up this volume should also be seen as contributing.
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