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Both postmodern philosophy and contemporary Japanese philosophy pose a
challenge to ethics in their critique of the Western philosophical tradition. This challenge
is to resist the oppression that results from ignoring the differences between individuals
and social groups. A response to this challenge involves articulating an ethics based on
the concepts of otherness and difference and the contingent nature of concrete
interpersonal relationships. Through creative dialogue with three philosophers, Watsuji
Tetsurd (1889-1960), Kuki Shizd (1888-1941) and Martin Heidegger (1889-1976), |
articulate the meaning of ethics in this context of difference. Ethics is the practical
process of negotiating the difference between people. It engages the dialectical
relationship between ethical ideals and the concrete, lived experience of individuals by

means of a constant process of critique.

In addition to articulating the meaning of ethics, I also explain the relationship
between Heideggerian phenomenology and the thought of Kuki and Watsuji. Both
studied Heidegger's philosophy intently during the 1920s, and their work develops out of

the creative tension between acceptance and rej ection of Heideggerian phenomenology.
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Through the negotiation of phenomenology on the part of both Japanese philosophers, we
can see the difficulties that are encountered when Japanese philosophical ideas are
articulated in a European philosophical vocabulary. The relationship between acceptance
aﬁd critique in each philosopher's interpretation of Being and Time can be seen as an

illustration of the ethical negotiations involved when different cultural paradigms meet.

In addition to illustrating the tension present in an articulation of East Asian
philosophy by means of a Western philosophical paradigm, we also see in the works of
Watsuji and Kuki the development of various ethical possibilities within Heideggerian
thought. Watsuji draws on the Heideggerian concept of existential spatiality as the basis
of his ethics (albeit by means of a critique of Heidegger's apparent neglect of spatiality),
while Kuki draws on different resources. For Kuki, ethics is not a question of articulating
the social nature of human existence, as Watsuji will suggest. Rather, ethics must be
based on the problem of negotiating difference—difference between self and other—and
the responsibilities that this difference entails. Thus while Watsuji develops the ethical
possibilities within Heideggerian philosophy by means of a more traditional
phenomenological approach, Kuki develops the ethical possibilities in phenomenology

that were later identified by Emmanuel Levinas and Jacques Derrida.
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Introduction

Purpose

This thesis performs three tasks. It is primarily intended to be an articulation of
the ethical thought of two Japanese philosophers—Watsuji Tetsurd (1889-1960) and
Kuki Shiizd (1888-1941). While Watsuji's ethical views are quite clearly detailed in one
of his most famous works, Ethics (Rinrigaku),' the ethical implications of Kuki's thought
is comparatively unknown. Generally, he is cast as an interpreter of Japanese culture.
However, | maintain that many of his works, including those on Japanese aesthetics (e.g.,
The Structure of Iki [Iki no k6z6])* and on the problem of contingency (The Problem of
Contingency, |Giizensei no mondai])’ can be interpreted as having an ethical dimension.
Since little has been written on this aspect of Kuki's thought, an ethical interpretation

would seem to be timely.

The second task is to elucidate the relationship between Heideggerian
phenomenology and the thought of Kuki and Watsuji. Both studied Heidegger's
philosophy intently during the nineteen-twenties, and their work develops out of the
creative tension between acceptance and rej ection of Heideggerian phenomenology.
Through the negotiation of phenomenology on the part of both Japanese philosophers we
can see the difficulties that must be negotiated when Japanese philosophical ideas are
articulated in a European philosophical vocabulary. The relationship between acceptance
and critique ih each philosopher's interpretation of Being and Time can be seen as an

illustration of the ethical negotiations involved when different cultural paradigms meet.



In addition to illustrating the tension present in an articulation of East Asian
philosophy by means of a Western philosophical paradigm, we also see in the works of
Watsuji and Kuki the development of various ethical possibilities within Heideggerian
thought. Watsuji draws on the Heideggerian concept of existential spatiality as the basis
of his ethics (albeit by means of a critique of Heidegger's apparent neglect of spatiality),
while Kuki draws on different resources. For Kuki, ethics is not a question of articulating
the social nature of human existence, as Watsuji will suggest. Rather, ethics must be
based on the problem of negotiating difference—difference between self and other—and
the responsibilities that this difference entails. Thus while Watsuji develops the ethical
possibilities within Heideggerian philosophy by means of a more traditional
phenomenological approach, Kuki develops the ethical possibilities in phenomenology

that were later identified by Emmanuel Levinas and Jacques Derrida.

There exist many homologies between the philosophies of Kuki and Levinas. By
making the distinctive natures of Watsuji and Kuki's work more clear, we see that a
Buddhist ethics of compassion and its ideal of denying the self shares many similarities
with Levinas' view that ethics is the overcoming of egology. For Levinas, we must
overcome our tendency to consider the other from the perspective of the self (i.e., the
ego) through a proper characterisation of the relationship between self and other. The
other constantly puts into question the freedom of the self, and challenges any attempts
on the part of the ego to provide a totalising interpretation of the other which would
reduce all otherness to the same, and hence deny otherness. Because for Levinas ethics is
precisely the ethical moment in which the self encounters the other, this ethical view is

based on the pragmatics of the encounter, be it the face-to-face, or, as Jacques Derrida



emphasises, the pragmatics of linguistic expression. In the face-to-face, I am unable to
avoid the gaze of the other who demands that I respond and justify myself. The
relationship with the other thus points to an excess or an exteriority that limits the self. It
is this concept of transcendence (exteriority) as limit that forms the basis of ethics for
Levinas, and which also exists in Kuki's articulation of ethics. The similarities that
emerge between Kuki and Levinas can be used to help tease out the ethical content of
Kuki's thought. But the thesis remains focused on Japanese ethics, rather than on

Levinas, because of the independent development of Levinas' and Kuki's thought.

In contrasting the philosophies of Watsuji and Kuki, the third task of this book
arises. This task is one of raising the question: What is ethics? Is it the articulation of an
ethos, i.e., an ethical form of human existence? Is it the development of the ethical
implications of the universal structures of human existence, for instance, of rational
thought? Is it the expression of a universal good and a means of attaining this good? Or
is it a practical process of negotiating the difference between people, which involves
negotiating the dialectical relationship between ethical ideals and the concrete, lived
experience of individuals through a constant process of critique? By adding this
dimension to the text, the investigation of the thought of Watsuji, Kuki and Heidegger
becomes much more than simply the exegesis of three different ethical positions. Rather,
it is the delimitation of the meaning of ethics through a creative dialoguer with these

philosophers.



The evolution of Heidegger's philosophy

People often think of Heidegger's philosophy as being divided roughly into two
sections with Being and Time belonging to the earlier period. While Heidegger's later
writings develop some of the ideas that are only present in embryonic form in Being and
Time, there is nonetheless a continuity within Heidegger's corpus that must be respected
in order to do it justice. Nevertheless, this thesis focuses primarily on Being and Time,
and does not give full consideration to Heidegger's later works. This focus is justified
because both Watsuji and Kuki's periods of study in Europe were during the 1920s, and
so Being and Time is the work with which they would have been most familiar.
However, the later works are not completely ignored. My interpretation of Watsuji and
Kuki's readings of Heidegger try to show how Watsuji's understanding of Being and Time
is not born out by Heidegger's later thought, while Kuki's interpretation gives a much
more nuanced view of Heidegger, and one which, in its similarities to the works of
Emmanuel Levinas and Jacques Derrida, develops the concepts of difference,

contingency and language in ways that were not fully articulated in Being and Time.

In particular, Watsuji gives a very transcendental reading of Being and Time that
emphasises Heidegger's prioritisation of the ontological (the structures that make our way
of being in the world possible) over the ontic (the structures of the everyday
understanding of the world). This interpretation does not capture the concept of
difference to which the relationship between the ontic and the ontological points. Kuki,
however, does pick up on this point, as does Derrida. By addressing the importance of

difference in his ethical thought, Kuki thus develops the very ideas which Heidegger



himself found most productive in Being and Time. In many ways the similarities
between Heidegger's later writings and Kuki's thought is remarkable. For instance,
Heidegger turns in his later works to aesthetic questions (poetry, art, architecture, etc.)
and to language, and these questions are precisely those that are dear to Kuki, for instance
in his most famous work, The Structure of Iki (Iki no k6z6). The focus on the ontic in art
and aesthetics acts as a counterweight to the transcendental interpretation of Being and
Time, which sees an overall devaluation of the ontic. For reasons of space, a survey of
the development of Heidegger's work was not possible. But where appropriate, [ have
drawn on some of Heidegger's later works such as Identity and Difference and his essay
entitled "Language" from Unterwegs zur Sprache in order to articulate the concept of

difference in Heidegger's thought which resonates with Kuki's views.

Ethics and Politics

The question of the relationship between philosophy and politics is an important
one, particularly in the context of ethics. Those who study the philosophy of Martin
Heidegger and the philosophy of Watsuji Tetsur and Kuki Sh{izd have a dual task—on
the one hand, to think critically about the works of these philosophers, and on the other,
to constantly remember the wilful murder and oppression of millions of Jews, gays and
lesbians, political enemies of the state, Chinese, Koreans, and other East and Southeast
Asians under both the Nazi regime and under the Japanese Imperialist government
leading up to and during the Second World War. The act of remembering these crimes is
a responsibility for all those who think seriously about ethics, and this responsibility

extends to the constant questioning of oppression within our own political forum. Just as



these crimes represent the context in which the ethical thought of Heidegger, Watsuji and
Kuki must be placed, there likewise exists a context in which our ethical thinking today
must be located. This context is that of the social injustices that continue to occur both in
North America and abroad. Oppression based on race, religion, socio-economic class,
nationality, gender and sexual orientation constitute this context. The voices of the
oppressed, whether past or present, must constantly be brought forward into fhe realm of

public discourse on ethics.

In terms of thinking through the philosophy of Heidegger, Watsuji and Kuki,
definitively settling the degree of each philosopher's commitment to nationalistic
ideologies is impossible. Yet the discussion is important and informative, as long as it is
not carried out univocally and ideologically. As Graham Parkes concludes at the end of
his essay "The Putative Fascism of the Kyoto School and the Political Correctness of the
Modern Academy," studying the philosophers of the Kyoto School such as Watsuji and
Kuki allows us to examine ". . . some genuinely interesting issues that have significant
bearing on contemporary questions concerning nationalism, neofascism, racism, and
cross-cultural understanding."* The work of Watsuji and Kuki should thus be examined
within the tension between their resistance to Western imperialism in East Asia during
the nineteenth- and twentieth-centuries and their reactions to Japanese imperialism and

nationalism during this same period.

This tension manifests itself within the very persons of Watsuji and Kuki, as it did
in the thought of many other Meiji (1868-1912) and Taish6 (1912-1926) intellectuals

such as Natsume Soseki. All were cosmopolitan thinker who travelled abroad, but in



travelling abroad, they experienced the loneliness and isolation of being different.
Through the negotiation and expression of the particularity of their existence and the
relationship of this particularity to their social and national identity we see a
problematisation of the relationship between the universal aspects of national identity and

the particularity of each individual's feeling of isolation and alienation.

This problematic is pointed to in the articles that address the question of the
relationship between the politics of Watsuji and Kuki and their philosophical beliefs.
With regards to Watsuji, for instance, Robert Bellah demonstrates the tension that exists
within Watsuji's views. On the one hand, there is the expression of Japanese
particularism,5 and on the other, the condemnation of Japanese cultural isolation (sakoku
Fi=(E3)) aﬁd the call for a new openness (kaikoku B [).5 Overall, however, Watsuji is

characterised as having provided:

... no effective resistance to the tendencies leading Japan
to disaster. Indeed, the position which he had worked out
did not give any basis for individual or social resistance. [.
..] The new gemeinschaft community which he held up as
an ideal was no effective answer to any contemporary
Japanese problem and in fact blended easily into the rightist
rhetoric which was coming to dominate the country.
Similarly, the absolute negativity which Watsuji found at
the basis of human existence gave no effective foundation
for individual nonconformism. When, as in Watsuji's
theory, the absolute is always actualised in groups, and
most completely in the state, there is little basis for
effective individual protest.7

In contrast, William LaFleur casts Watsuji as a cosmopolitan idealist who
characterises Japanese culture as one based on "inclusivity rather than exclusivity."® Ina

somewhat paradoxical formulation, the uniqueness of Japanese culture is not the result of



isolation, but of the fusion of influences from various cultures such as India, China, and,
through the Silk Road, the Western world. This is articulated, according to LaFleur, in

Watsuji's Zoku Nihon seishishi kenkyii, published in 1926,

. . . wherein he coined the term jiisdsei (the quality of being
stratified or laminated) to depict the layers of culture, much
of it from abroad, that shaped Japan. Crucial to this theory
is the assumption that, over the centuries, influences were
accepted and made part of the multistrata structure of
Japanese culture.’

LaFleur's analysis is, interesting, in that it highlights the tension within Watsuji's thought‘
between cosmopolitanism and particularism. For instance, Watsuji's fenké (a turn in
thinking that Watsuji claims occurred in 1918) is characterised as ". . . an act whose
contents, while amenable to later employment for political or ideological purposes, were
when it occurred quite free of such. In fact, . . . this was a change of mind that ran
counter to the ethos of nationalism rather than in lock-step with it."'’ We thus see the
complexity of negotiating Watsuji's allegiance to Japanese nationalism, and his rejection

of it.

My own way of negotiating the problematic tension between politics and
philosophy is to read philosophers of the Kyoto School as Habermas suggests we read
Heidegger. In his review "Martin Heidegger: On the Publication of the Lectures of
1935," Habermas says that "[i]t appears to be time to think with Heidegger against
Heidegger."11 In this essay, Habermas questions Heidegger's text in the context in which
they were written. He places the works against a background which Heidegger seeks to
erase—the Christian context which he resists, and the concrete, factual history of

Germany, with its long tradition of scholars who insist on German cultural superiority.



Through this process of contextualisation, he uses the erased contexts to challenge
Heidegger. For instance, the positive aspect of Christian discourse—its emphasis on the
equality of all in the eyes of God, a positive aspect which Heidegger seeks to erase—is
brought up as a challenge to Heidegger. Likewise, the uniqueness of Heidegger's view
that German philosophy alone recovers the Greek origin of philosophy is challenged by
showing how Heidegger belongs to a long line of German thinkers who characterise
Germans as the chosen people. By challenging Heidegger, and likewise by challenging
Watsuji and Kuki with the political views they held and the political context in which

they wrote, we can be sure that the voices they oppress or repress are given their due.

By reading each philosopher against himself, we can be assured that what we take
from their texts is used in a context that not only does not repeat their mistakes, but opens
access to the experience of those who suffered during the period in which each
philosopher wrote. In this way, we can be certain that what we take is in the service of
ethics. Robert Gibbs describes his task in a chapter entitled "Why Remember?" as an

exploration of,

social remembrance and the responsibility to interpret
ourselves as survivors responsible for the past—not as the
victims to whom the past happened, nor necessarily as
blameworthy, the ones who perpetrated violence and
horror. Rather, [. . .] we are the ones who have an ethical
need to respond for the past, interpreting our present as
implicated in the suffering of others."

It is with a similar task in mind—that of responding for the concrete historical
circumstances of the past in order to understand how our present philosophising is

implicated in the context of today—that Heidegger, Watsuji and Kuki must be read.
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Chapter 1

What is ethics?
Perspectives from East and West

What is ethics?

The primary question in ethics is that of responsibility. Why do we have a
responsibility to act ethically towards others? To whom are we responsible? In what
does this responsibility consist? On the utilitarian view, we are responsible for
considering the interests of all affected parties when making a moral decision. For
deontologists, we are responsible for fulfilling our duties towards others. And in many
East Asian traditions such as Confucianism and Buddhism, we are likewise responsible
for and to others. Fdr instance, in the Analects, we read that a person of humanity
practices five things: "Earnestness, liberality, truthfulness, diligence, and generosity. If
one is earnest, one will not be treated with disrespect. If one is liberal, one will win the
hearts of all. If one is truthful, one will be trusted. If one is diligent, one will be
successful. And if one is generous, one will be able to enjoy the service of others."'
Each virtue is identified in the context of a specific concrete relationship between oneself

and others.

Likewise, the principle of reciprocal identification and the Bodhisattva ideal in
Buddhism demonstrate the importance of our responsibility to others on the path to
enlightenment. The former principle states that self-denial and identification with the
position of the other is the key to ethical life. "Reciprocal identification" is essentially

"mutually viewing from each other's point" of view.” Similarly, the Bodhisattva ideal in

11
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Mahayana Buddhism advocates refusing entry into nirvana (i.e., refusing to abandon this

world of suffering) in order to fulfil our obligation to help others achieve enlightenment.

While in all cases the importance of the other to whom we have a moral duty is
recognised, each ethical standpcint has its own view on who the other is to whom we
have an obligation. These differences in viewpoints can be expressed in terms of the
relationship between the other and me. In other words, ethics is in each case informed by
a metaphysical view about the relationship between the moral agent and patient. For
instance, this relationship can be constituted individualistically as the relationship
between two autonomous individuals, holistically as the identification of the two
individuals, or dialectically as a dynamic relationship that resists the identification of self
and other. Implicit in each of these metaphysical positions is an epistemological position.
In the first case, I must first know myself in order to know the other. In the second case,
I must first know the whole in order to know the parts. And in the third case, I deny the
possibility of complete knowledge of the other in order to preserve the difference
between self and other, since this difference is the source of the dynamism that

constitutes relationality.

In this introduction, as in the rest of the book, we will look at the relationship
between metaphysics and ethics and trace the development from an individualistic ethics
to an holistic ethics, and finally to an ethics of difference. In so doing, we will be moving
in the parallel worlds of Western and East Asian philosophy. We will begin with
traditional Western ethical theories, then move to the Nietzschean and Heideggerian

reactions to these theories. We will then see how twentieth-century Japanese thinkers
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pick up on the critiques of traditional ethics and, in developing these critiques further,
express traditional East Asian ethics as an ethics of difference. In this way, we see that

the Japanese both accept and resist Western philosophy.

The traditional Western approach to ethics

In what way are traditional Western ethical views derived from their metaphysical
presuppositions? The individualistic and rationalistic approach of traditional Western
metaphysics determines the ethical views that are derived from them. Itis important to
note that while I characterise the relationship between metaphysics and ethics as a
transcendental relationship, this does not mean that the metaphysical view is first in the
order of prioﬁty. Indeed, in most cases, the metaphysical views of each thinker are
developed in the service of ethics. The metaphysics of the passions in Descartes'
Passions of the Soul is in the service of morality. For in enumerating the passions and
their function, we come to see how they can be controlled through knowledge, and thus
serve to ensure a virtuous life. As Descartes says, ". . . the chief use of wisdom lies in its
teaching us to be masters of our passions and to control them with such skill that the evils
which they cause are quite bearable, and even become a source of joy."* In a similar
way, Kant explains in the preface to the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason
that the positive contribution of the Crifigue is to take away the barrier to the employment
of pure practical reason. Moral reasoning is thus freed from adherence to natural laws,

and morality can be based on the laws of reason.*

While it is clear that developing a moral philosophy is often the goal of clarifying

metaphysical positions, it is also evident that there is a close connection between
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metaphysics and morality. Aristotle's metaphysics is based on his concept of science as
biological science. His metaphysics is teleological—in order to understand an object, we
must understand its causes, one of which is fhe final cause—the goal, purpose or natural
function of the object. Aristotle's ethics mirrors his tel.eological metaphysics. The good
is that which promotes the natural function of a particular thing, and the bad is what
hinders the attainment of the end or goal of that object. In order to lead an ethically good

life, we simply have to discover what the felos for humans is and fulfil this end.

Similarly, for Descartes, we see that his dualistic metaphysics informs his ethical
views. Humans are composed of a mind and a body. The body is what we share with
animals, and hence with the natural world, while our mind—our capacity for reason, is
what makes us distinctly human. Our bodies are simple mechanisms which obey the
laws of nature, while our minds allow us to overcome and direct the passions and
emotions which result from the mechanism of the body. We have all had the experience
of our emotions inclining us to one particular action although we know that the moral
action is entirely different. For instance, fear of drowning might incline us to abandon a
friend who has fallen out of his canoe. Yet our reason tells us that we ought to try to help
our friend in distress. Our capacity for reason is able to ensure moral action by inclining
our thoughts towards good reasons for action and in so doing, it overcomes our passions
and allows us to act morally. Interestingly, Descartes claims that control of our passions
is effected through generosity, itself a passion. Thus, while rationality dictates the nature

of moral action, actual moral activity depends on a non-rational capacity.
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In similar ways, utilitarianism and Kantian deontology can be seen as
presupposing a metaphysical view. In the case of utilitarianism, this individualism is
characterised by the fact that each human can be seen as a bundle of interests. And while
utilitarianism is an aggregative theory—it considers the interests of all who will be
affected by a particular action—it nonetheless presupposes individualism, since interests
exist only as the interests for someone, i.e., for the individual. For Kant, too, the
autonomous individual, separated from her social context, is the unit of moral
considerability. Morality is not a question of observing human actions in a social
context. Rather, it is a question of abstracting from this context and reducing the scope of

the inquiry to humans insofar as they are free (autonomous) and rational individuals:

[The teachings of morality] command for everyone without
taking account of his inclinations, merely because and
insofar as he is free and has practical reason. He does not
derive instruction in its laws from observing himself and
his animal nature or from perceiving the ways of the world,
what happens and how men behave (although the German
word Sitten, like the Latin mores, means only manners and
customs). Instead, reason commands how men are to act
even though no example of this could be found, and it takes
no account of the advantages we can thereby gain, which
only experience could teach us.’

Challenging the tradition: Nietzsche's revaluation of morality

In Nietzsche we see an overturning of the traditional metaphysical systems, and
since ethics is based on metaphysics, this also becomes an overturning of traditional
ethical views. For Nietzsche, traditional metaphysics uses the model of stasis rather than
dynamism. This stasis model is the result of the rationalistic and individualistic
metaphysics of traditional philosophy. According to these views, reflection comes before

action. The ethical agent can divorce herself from the system of action in order to reflect,
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and then return to the world of action. For Aristotle, we must first know what the good of
an individual is before we can act for the good. In the case of Descartes, we must use our
rationality to delay our immediate inclinations to act. In so doing, we allow our emotions
to come under the contrc;l of reason, and so prevent ourselves from reacting purely
mechanistically—i.e., in accordance with the laws of nature, rather than the laws of
reason. In the case of utilitarians, we must perform a calculation that takes into account
the interests of all those concerned before we act (though admittedly, many of these
calculations need not be performed because traditional morality is a storehouse of the
utility calculations performed by past generations). And though for Kant the imperative
nature of morality is such that we are urged to act and not merely reflect (this is the
imperative aspect of the categorical imperative), at some point, we must have rationally

justified the maxims on which we base our moral actions.

For Nietzsche, morality always occurs within a dynamic context of differentiation
and conflict. There is not one morality, but rather a morality for the master and one for
the slave. What we perceive to be a universal morality is, for Nietzsche, merely the

assertion of a dominant morality:

There are master morality and slave morality—I add
immediately that in all higher and more mixed cultures
there also appear attempts at mediation between these two
moralities, and yet more often the interpenetration and
mutual misunderstanding of both, and at times they occur
directly alongside each other—even in the same human
being, within a single soul.®

The individualistic approach of traditional ethics denies the conflict between oneself and

others in the formulation of moral rules. But not only does it deny a metaphysics of
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intersubjectivity, it even denies the conflict that exists within the soul of the individual, a
conflict which represents the creation of value. Descartes admittedly recognised the
conflict involved in moral action—it is a conflict between our passions and our
rationality, our body and our soul. But he failed to see that our reason is the source of
morality, not because it recognises the moral, but because it creates morality.
Nietzsche's preference for an active, creative ethics rather than an ethics that simply
recognises and reflects a universal truth, is mirrored by a metaphysics based on

dynamism and relationality.

We can find much support for this understanding of the metaphysical views of
Nietzsche when we look at Nietzsche's appeal to Freudians. Gilles Deleuze sees in
Nietzsche the Freudian tension between the internal world and the external, a tension

which generates the dynamism of our consciousness:

Like Freud, Nietzsche thinks that consciousness is the
region of the ego affected by the external world.
Nevertheless, consciousness is defined less in relation to
exteriority, in terms of the real, than in relation to
superiority, in terms of values. [...] In Nietzsche,
consciousness is always the consciousness of an inferior in
relation to the superior to which it is subordinated or
'incorporated.’ Consciousness is never self-consciousness,
but the consciousness of an ego in relation to the self that is
‘not conscious. It is not consciousness of an ego in relation
to the self that is not conscious. It is not the master's
consciousness, but the slave's consciousness in relation to a
master who does not have to be conscious himself.’

The Freudian economy of the libido, an economy based on the dynamism generated by
the interplay of two opposing forces, is parallel to the economy of the will to power in

Nietzsche. This will to power, characterised as it is by the conflict of values, overturns
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the traditional metaphysical view according to which rationality uncovers the necessary
and inevitable moral law, instead replacing it with the contingent equilibrium of a

continuous interplay of opposed forces.

The limitations of Nietzschean ethics and the need for a new direction

For Heidegger, Nietzsche's radicalism is limited. For while Nietzsche maintains
that he overturns traditional metaphysics and ethics, in actual fact he merely adopts its
antithesis. For rather than seeing being as what is, i.e., as presence, he sees being as what
becomes. He thus replaces a static model of being with a dynamic model. But in so
doing, he ignores the nature of the relationship between being as what is and being as
becoming, and by ignoring this essential dynamism, he is drawn back into the very
metaphysical tradition which he rejects. Thus for Heidegger, Nietzsche does not
overcome the metaphysical tradition, but merely marks its end. His revaluation of

values:

.. . is purely a matter of the re-emergence of the essential
fundamental positions of the commencement in a
transformed configuration, in such a way that these
positions interlock. [...] Nietzsche argues that being is as
fixated, as permanent; and that it is in perpetual creation
and destruction. Yet being is both of these, not in an
extrinsic way, as one beside another; rather being is in its
very ground perpetual creation (Becoming), while as
creation it needs what is fixed. Creation needs what is
fixed, first, in order to overcome it, and second, in order to
have something that has yet to be fixated, something that
enables the creative to advance beyond itself and be
transfigured. The essence of being is Becoming, but what
becomes is and has Being only in creative transfiguration.®
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For Heidegger, ontology is thus the complete overcoming of metaphysics that
Nietzsche envisioned but did not realise. It is not merely the adoption of its antithesis.
His ontology recognises that we need to probe more deeply than Nietzsche in order to
uncover the conditions for the possibility of both traditional metaphysics and its
Nietzschean antithesis. Heidegger points out that dynamism is not the transcendental
foundation of stasis—i.e., what generates stasis. Rather the relationship between being
and becoming, between being and creativity, is itself a dynamic process. The flow of this
process of becoming is temporality—the topic of Heidegger's Being and Time. For
Heidegger, being is neither simply static nor dynamic. Rather, it is the very process of
transforming that at once allows for static fixation and the dissolution of stasis. To use an
example of Heidegger's, being as temporality is what allows us in the everyday world to
see time as a static, linear progression of instants, yet at the same time to understand the
process by which everyday time itself is generated. Heidegger thus challenges us, not to
come up with a new metaphysics, but to examine the ontological structures that make the
formation of the metaphysical world-view possible. The task of phenomenology, then, is
to uncover the structures that make world-formation possible. We now turn to the
question of how these structures, and the phenomenological method itself, relate to the

question of ethics.

The phenomenological approach to ethics

The most recent attempts to develop the ethical impulses in Heidegger's thought
are based primarily on the Aristotelian model. Ethics, as Heidegger explains in "Letter
on Humanism," is about ethos, i.e., the way in which humans live in the world.” Because

of this characterisation of ethics, Heidegger sees fundamental ontology as ethics, since
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fundamental ontology deals with the question at the heart of ethics as way of life—what
does it mean to be? Because of the close linkage between ethics and the human mode of
existence, contempofary writers have developed a "Heideggerian ethic" by selecting and
developing what they perceive to be the rﬂost fundamental structures of the Heideggerian
interpretation of human existence. Thus Werner Marx, in Towards a Phenomenological
Ethics: Ethics and the Lifeworld, begins from Dasein's finitude." Frederick Olafson
begins his investigation of ethics in Heidegger and the Ground of Ethics from the point
of view of Mitsein—i.e., the social nature of human existence." Lawrence Hatab
characterises the central questions of ethics as questions about an ideal way of life. He
claims that ethics ". . . should be understood as the contingent, heuristic, interactive
engagement of basic practical questions: How should human beings live? How should
we treat each other? What do we owe each other? What are better and worse ways of
conducting our lives?""? Even Joanna Hodge, who sees ethics partly as the critique of
traditional metaphysical thinking, considers ethics to be the retrieval of an originary way
of thinking that can resist the encroachment of technological, reductionist thinking on the
creative, critical aspect of human thought. Thus for Hodge, Heidegger presents a model
of what it means to be human, in opposition to the de-humanising trend of modern
technological thinking: "While Heidegger claims that the analysis of Dasein is neutral, it
is all the same a description of what it is to be human for which there are three central
ethical concerns: taking responsibility for oneself, refusing the temptation to take
responsibility for others, with the structure of Dasein, and recognising differences

between self and others. The analysis of concern and care makes Heidegger's
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fundamental ontology, as a description of what it is to be human, an ethics in the wider . .

.sense....""

The Aristotelian approach to ethics is motivated by a description of the unique
mode of human existence. This impulse is also present in the Confucian approach to
ethics, which sees ethics as the fulfilment of the moral impulses that distinguish human
beings from other life-forms. We can thlis understand the appeal of Heideggerian
phenomenology for the articulation of traditional Japanese ethics. Watsuji, for instance,
recognises that there exists within Heideggerian ontology a way of describing the
characteristics of human existence that allow for the formation of an ethos—a temporally
and spatially unique form of human existence along Confucian lines. It is for this reason
that ethics for Watsuji is the study of the human way of being in the world (ningen

sonzai, \FS777F), a spatialised mode of existence that he calls climatic.

The downfall of the Aristotelian approach is that, while it accurately describes a
unique mode of human existence and sees this mode of existence as essentially value-
laden, it is not able to describe the motivation for ethical action or the binding nature of
ethical obligation. This is because Aristotelianism commits the naturalistic fallacy—its
description of what is the case is simultaneously seen as having normative content, ie.,
describing what ought to be the case, without being able to account for how injustice
comes to be, and why it must be rectified. Injustice is inhuman on the Aristotelian
account. But it is inhuman in a purely trivial sense, since injustice is a tragic possibility

within human existence.
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The further problem with Aristotelianism is one that is shared with utilitarianism,
and recognised by Kant—a failure to recognise the importance of autonomy to any
ethical system. Aristotle's teleological model pre-determines the ends that we ought
pursue, and so morality is bound by the law of nature. If we look at the differing views
of Kant and utilitarians on the purpose of punishing criminals, we can understand the
downfall of any system that does not respect the individual's autonomy. Utilitarians
believe that the goal of punishment is to reduce the rate of recidivism. Thus criminals
ought to be reformed rather than punished until they are no longer the same person
capable of the same crime.” Kant, however, claims that the purpose of punishing
criminals is not to reform them, but to seek retribution for the wrong done to others.

Thus, as Kant states in The Metaphysics of Morals:

Punishment by a court (poena forensis) . . . can never be
inflicted merely as a means to promote some other good for
the criminal himself or for civil society. It must always be
inflicted upon him only because he has committed a crime.
For a human being can never be treated merely as a means
to the purposes of another or be put among the objects of
rights to things: his innate personality protects him from
this, even though he can be condemned to lose his civil
personality."

The Kantian demand that we never treat others as means to an end captures the
idea that in an ethical context, the autonomy of the other is sacrosanct. It is up to the
individual to repent for her wrongdoing. Yet despite recognising the imﬁortance of
autonomy, Kant goes wrong because he does not ask the question of responsibility.
Treating others universally as autonomous, rational individuals overlooks the
particularity of each individual and of each relationship. Every ethical relationship places

us within a different context of responsibility. Kant's presumption of the symmetrical



23

nature of ethical relationships overlooks the asymmetry brought about by sociological

and historical causes.

A new concept of ethics and the ethical views of Watsuji and Kuki

What, then, are we looking for in ethics? If it is not a description of a way of life,
or an account of the universal structures of human reason and the ethical imperatives that
arise from this account, then what is the purpose of ethics? As we have seen, the
metaphysical tradition has proven inadequate as a resource. Likewise, the extension of
cthics along traditional phenomenological lines adopts a communitarian approach which
cannot justify the adoption of a particular way of life, and in so doing, it neglects the
question of autonomy.'® To correct for these deficiencies, the first task of ethics must be
to challenge the imposition of universal and univocal conceptions of the good life, while
simultaneously respecting the differences between individual people. Thus the first
characteristic of ethics must be that it is based on an undermining of the logic of identity,
which is the basis of universal reason, and a respect for the insuperable nature of

difference.

If there can be no appeal to a universal metaphysical structure, then there must be
another means of justifying ethics. Phenomenology does not provide this justification,
but the phenomenological method does uncover the structures that make everyday
existence possible, including the structures of everyday, practical existence—an existence
which, in its relational orientation, is fundamentally ethical. Thus the second task of
ethics must be to justify the emphasis on difference, not through a universal metaphysical

structure, but through an account of the lived experience of human relations. This
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account must not itself be based on assigning transcendental status to relationality.
Rather, it must be based on an identification of the transcendent and the immanent. This
is one way of understanding what Buddhists mean when they say that all things have

Buddha-nature, or that all things are fundamentally one.

Third, ethics must be based on responsibility, and answer the questions of "Who?"
and "What?" To whom am I responsible, and for what am I responsible? Last, there
must be a link between the structures of relationality and ethical responsibility—there
must be a common ground for both relationality and responsibility. This ground is the
practice of everyday life. For in practice, as opposed to in theory, the slippages which
indicate the insuperable difference between myself and the other are encountered
concretely, and so too is the responsibility that this slippage puts on me. This ground is
not metaphysical. Rather, it points to the location of ethics in the practical process of
negotiating human relationships. Ethics thus becomes, in some sense, the practice of

ethical discourse.
To summarise, then, ethics has a fourfold task:

1. To correct the deficiencies of traditional ethical approaches by being based on
a concept of difference that recognises the relational nature of human

existence.

2. To justify this emphasis on difference through a phenomenological study of
the structures of relationality, structures that are not simply given ethical

meaning, but that are in fact the practice of ethics.
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3. To give an account of what responsibility means based on the uncovering of
these structures, both in terms of those for whom and to whom I am

responsible, as well as in terms of the nature of my responsibility to them.

4. To develop the meaning of ethics as the practical negotiation of difference,

and the responsibility that this difference entails.

Though one of the purposes of this thesis is to show how each of these four
aspects is an essential part of ethics, the text is not structured in such a way that these
aspects will be addressed in a linear fashion, nor will each aspect be given equal weight.
Thus, though I will provide an overall map of the text later in this introduction, I first

wish to point out how the text addresses each of these four aspects.

I will begin by discussing the first two points (an overcoming of the logic of
identity and the justification for this overcoming). The authors addressed in this text—
Martin Heidegger, Watsuji Tetsurd and Kuki Shiiz6—each challenge the Western
metaphysical tradition and its logic of identity. They do so by exposing the relational
structures that underlie our everyday, lived experience. In the case of the early
Heidegger, the relationality of everyday experience is understood through an exposition
of the interpretative structures involved in mediating between the givenness of the world
and the imposition of meaning on the given world. The world is a context of relations,
and these relations reveal the underlying structures of existence—of being—as a
temporal process. The process of meaning creation which is human existence has two
fundamental aspects: the social and the individual. These two aspects are not separate

personae adopted by the individual. They are not fagades that we switch between.
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Rather, meaning and context are created through the negotiation of the difference
between these two, since the historical situatedness that informs the context that is my
world is both socially constituted, and yet also individually determined by my own
futural projection, i.e., my individual projects, and the story I tell about who I am as an

individual.

Watsuji points out the traditional East Asian emphasis on relationality. He adopts
a phenomenological methodology because he sees in it a way of illustrating the East
Asian emphasis on the importance of everyday life. Confucianism, Taoism and
Buddhism all have aspects that emphasise the importance of the immanent, or the
complex interrelationship between the transcendent and the immanent.” Where he seems
to err is in assigning transcendental status to relationality, and in rejecting what he sees to
be the Heideggerian bias tdwards individuality." Though not explicitly a Confucian, like
many Confucians, Watsuji wishes to see relationality as the foundation of ethics. For
Confucians, this is achieved through the prioritisation of the virtue of humanity (jen, {2),
which is the motivating force behind all ethical obligation and ritual. But by prioritising
relationality and spatiality over temporality, Watsuji misses out on the importance of
difference in Heideggerian philosophy. It is the difference between the everyday,
socially received world (relational and spatial) and the individual's experience of the
finitude of her existence (individual and temporal) that causes the anxiety that brings
about our realisation of the nature of existence. This tension between the public and the
private is missing in Watsuji's account of ethics. Nevertheless, in his prioritisation of the
spatial and relational, we find in Watsuji a good corrective for Heidegger's over-emphasis

on the impersonal nature of his investigation of being—i.e., his emphasis on fundamental
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ontology as the uncovering of the meaning of being.” Watsuji's emphasis on social life

provides the human and social aspect missing in this fundamental ontology.

With Kuki, we see both the adoption of the phenomenological method and its
understanding of the interrelationship between the transcendent and the immanent, as
well as a recognition of the tension present between relationality and individuality. What
is unique about Kuki is that he is able to incorporate the third and fourth aspects of ethics
in a way that Heidegger does not. He tells us both to whom we are responsible
(everyone), and what we owe them (ensuring that their existence not have been in vain).
Furthermore, he also develops a practical interpretation of human encounters. Thus,
though he draws heavily on possibilities within Heideggerian philosophy, he shifts the
focus towards ethics in a way that Heidegger never did. In so doing, he preéages the

work of Jacques Derrida and Emmanuel Levinas.”

Kuki provides both an ethics and an analysis of the practical nature of everyday
relationships. His ethics is derived from three aspects of the Buddhistic understanding of
time—our ethical responsibility derives from the Buddhist understanding of the
homogeneity of time, the imperative nature of ethics derives from the Buddhist ideal of
overcoming time through enlightenment, and the nature of our obligation is determined
by the realisation of the limited nature of the everyday, samsaric world. The mystical
dimension of time is one in which each new life time has its roots in a past life time, in
such a way that we are essentially reliving the same life over and over again.
Understanding our ethical responsibility thus means understanding the past—an

irretrievable past—and through this understanding, realising the interconnection of our
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fate with that of all living things past, present and future. Through this concept of
temporality, we recognise that our responsibility extends to all sentient beings past,
present and future, and that this responsibility, insofar as it is a responsibility for another
temporal dimension that is irretrievable, is an infinite and unending responsibility. The
Buddhist ideal of ethics is the transcendence of time—the pursuit of emancipation from
the eternal wheel of time. This emancipation is based on a realisation that the everyday
world throws barriers in our way—we can never achieve universality and transcend the
particular except by understanding the tension between the universal and the particular,
and the dialectical relationship in which these two exist. The obligation that this entails is
an obligation of responsibility towards all things, such that their existence not be in vain.
We must speak for those who cannot represent themselves, remember those who risk
slipping into forgetfulness, and let all speak who can. The demand put on us is thus an
obligation to constantly negotiate the barrier of time: it is an obligation to critique the

logic of identity and the imposition of universal categories.

Kuki analyses various aspects of the everyday world, in particular, our modes of
expression through language, art and bodily existence, in order to pinpoint the location of
the slippage between the universal and the particular. Thus, rather than simply reversing
Heidegger's supposed prioritisation of the temporal over the spatial, he clearly articulates
the interrelationship between space and time. He does so by showing that it is through
our relationships to others that the transcendent ideal of ethics—the overcoming of
temporality—finds its concrete expression in the spatial, social dimension. The tension
between the ideal of overcoming time and the impossibility of escaping the samsaric

world is reproduced in the ideal of complete identification of self and other, and the
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impossibility of this identification. Relationships as a process of constant negotiation of
difference are thus seen as practical representations of the tension between the unity and
homogeneity of the mystical dimension of time and the particularity and heterogeneity of

our everyday experience of time.

The value of phenomenology to Kuki is that it articulates the slippage between
two dimensions—between the existentiell (everyday) understanding of time and the
existential (ontological) understanding of time. It illustrates this slippage through the
phenomenological methodology, since a similar slippage is present in phenomenology
between the two temporal dimensions (ontological and everyday) and in the spatial
dimension (the individual and the social). The phenomenological method will thus
provide Kuki with a tool for articulating, in Western philosophical language, the ethical
insights of Buddhist philosophy, and of the philosophy of Bushid6 ("The Way of the

Warrior").

As we will see, Watsuji never adequately problematises this slippage. He thus
reverses what he sees to be the flaw in Heideggerian philosophy—its overemphasis on
time—without realising the tension that motivates Heideggerian philosophy. This
tension, represented by the ontic-ontological difference, is made clear in Being and Time
through the experience of Angst. Existential anxiety leads us to question received social
values, and motivates us to seek an explanation of the nature of human existence. With
Watsuji, the experience of anxiety is missing. Thus we are left to wonder whether he is
simply re-affirming the importance of the everyday, social (existentiell) world, and

rejecting the ontological analysis that Heidegger carries out. In rejecting individuality,
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does Watsuji also reject the ontological analysis? Or put another way, is Watsuji's
description of climatic existence restricted to what Heidegger calls the existentiell
dimension—i.e., the dimension of the everyday? Does he overlook the radicality that is

achieved through the experience of anxiety?

In contrast, in the work of Kuki, we see a correlate to existential anxiety. In his
analysis of the nature of contingency in The Problem of Contingency, we see not only a
complex analysis of temporality and its bearing on relationality, but also the
identification of a similar existential trigger—surprise. It is the involuntary experience of
surprise that leads us to question the everyday assumptions we make about the world,
including the logic of identity on which much of Western reasoning is based. The
surprise that arises out of our experience of the contingent is an experience pointed to by
authors such as Marcel Proust, and by philosophers such as Walter Benjamin. In In
Search of Lost Time, we see a transcendence of everyday temporality, and through this
transcendence, the ethical questioning of one man's existence. This questioning is
triggered by an involuntqry memory (un mémoire involontaire).”' The contingency of
eating a cake that the author had eaten in childhood points to the contingency of existence
itself—to the contingency of our origin and the need for redemption that this contingent
origin initiates. This contingency is maintained throughout the life of the author of the
text in the tension between acceptance of the conventions of the life of the French
aristocracy and the desire to overcome the restrictions of this conventionality.” The
contingent act of remembrance thus results in a memorialising of the past experience of
the author and at the same time, through remembrance, a critique of this very way of life.

In Search of Lost Time thus represents the type of ethical responsibility to which Kuki
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points in his works. The surprise of the contingent brings about both an intense alertness
to the call of destiny—to the call of the ethical—and a renewal of the resolve that first set
us on the path of our life. As Benjamin explains, involuntary memory (mémoire

involontaire) is,

. . . the rejuvenating force which is a match for the
inexorable process of ageing. When the past is reflected in
the dewy fresh 'instant,’ a painful shock of rejuvenation
pulls it together once more . . . . Proust has brought off the
tremendous feat of letting the whole world age by a lifetime
in an instant. But this very concentration in which things
that normally just fade and slumber consume themselves in
a flash is called rejuvenation. A la recherche du temps
perdu is the constant attempt to charge an entire lifetime
with the utmost awareness. Proust's method is
actualisation, not reflection. He is filled with the insight
that none of us has time to live the true dramas of the life
that we are destined for. This is what ages us—this and
nothing else. The wrinkles and creases on our faces are the
registration of the great passions, vices, insights that called
on us; but we, the masters, were not home.”

Chapters Two and Three: Watsuji Tetsurd, spatiality and ethics

Before turning to the body of this text, it will be useful to provide a more concrete
outline of the line of thought presented in it. To this end, I would like to present a short
outline of each of the chapters. These outlines are intended both to highlight some of the
important ideas in the text, but also to provide some background information not included

in the chapters themselves.

Chapters Two and Three deal with the philosophy of Watsuji Tetsurd and his
critique of Martin Heidegger. Watsuji's reading of Heidegger is a transcendental one. In

this regard, his interpretation parallels that of many Japanese thinkers who studied in
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Germany during the 1920's and the 1930's. There are three reasons for the popularity of
the transcendental reading: One, the influence of Neo-Kantianism and the transcendental
idealism of the Marburg and Baden schools that was prevalent in Germany at the time;
two, the structure of Being and Time itself, with its two divisions—the "preparatory
fundamental analysis of Dasein" (Division One) and the analysis of Dasein and
temporality (Division Two); three, the transcendentalism of many East Asian
philosophies.* The transcendental reading is ultimately rooted in the distinction between
the ontic and the ontological. This reading sees the ontological interpretation of being as
a process of becoming to be the condition for the possibility of the ontic understanding of
being as static presence. Through an understanding of the ontological structures of being,
we relate to our own existence authentically. Human existence is finite, and to accept
this means to realise how the resolute anticipation of my death shapes my conscious life.
In contrast, acceptance of the ontic description of being as static presence is to accept the
traditional metaphysical views, and by extension, traditional ethical views, without
questioning the condition of their possibility. This is inauthentic existence—the flight
into the they, in which we passively accept received views. In this state, we accept the
commonly held view that we make our world what we wish it to be. We see our past,
not as providing the conditions for our present being, but rather as something to be
mastered or overcome. Inauthentic existence is thus a state in which we ignore our
rootedness in a past which we have not chosen and the inevitability of our death. We run

away from ourselves and escape to the public world.

The transcendental reading of Heidégger sees Heidegger as prioritising the

ontological over the ontic, authentic existence over inauthentic existence. Admittedly,
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Heidegger asserts at the beginning of Being and Time that the distinction between the
authentic and inauthentic modes of existence do not distinguish two different degrees of

being:

.. . the inauthenticity of Dasein does not signify a 'lesser'
being or a 'lower' degree of being. Rather, inauthenticity
can determine Dasein even in its fullest concretion, when it
is busy, excited, interested, and capable of pleasure.”

But on the transcendental reading, such a claim does not preclude a value distinction.
True, inauthentic existence is a positive phenomenon that describes my mode of
existence in the everyday world. But insofar as an authentic understanding of temporality
necessitates the very personal realisation of one's own finitude, Heidegger can be seen as
tapping into the rhetoric of self-understanding and ignorance. In the authentic mode of
existence I am frue to myself, | am operating within an understanding of the temporal,
finite understanding of my being. This emphasis on the level of understanding involved
in authentic acceptance of one's finitude becomes even more clear when we read
Heidegger's comments on ethics. Ethics, for Heidegger, is an ontic science which has
never adequately questioned its existential foundations. New ethical theories can make
claim to existentiell, i.e., ontic, originality, but they do not necessarily have the right to

claim ontologically clarity:

Not only does an understanding of being belong to Dasein,
but this understanding also develops or decays according to
the actual manner of being of Dasein at any given time; for
this reason it has a wealth of interpretations at its disposal.
Philosophical psychology, anthropology, ethics, 'politics,’
poetry, biography, and historiography pursue in different
ways and to varying extents the behaviour, faculties,
powers, possibilities, and destinies of Dasein. But the
question remains whether these interpretations were carried
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out in as original an existential manner as their existentiell
originality perhaps merited.”

We can only be sure of the existential grounding of these interpretations bf being if we
first inquire into the fundamental structures of Dasein. Thus while the ontic is not to be
understood as the absence of ontological understanding, an ontic interpretation of being
can never be sure of its accuracy until its ontological foundation has been clarified. In
this way, we see how a transcendéntal reading of Being and Time is justified by the
rhetoric of the text itself, a rhetoric which undermines the apparent claim to the equality

of the ontic and the ontological.”

For Watsuji, Heidégger's prioritisation of the ontological results in a valuation of
the self over the other. While otherness is addressed in Being and Time as an existential
characteristic of Dasein's being-in-the-world, this conception of otherness ultimately
leads back to the self. The concept of Mitsein points to the other Dasein that I encounter
in the world. There is thus a positive gesture towards the other. But this encounter is
made possible because of the character of Dasein as being with (Mitsein). Thus the
encounter with the other is premised on my ability to be open to the encounter with
others. Though I encounter the other in a context whose full meaning is not disclosed to
me, since my Dasein is not its source, insofar as the foreign and different is conceived as
a lack of context, it is still conceived in terms of that which can be understood once the
context is explained to me, and so becomes a shared context. Thus while both
temporality and spatiality are given their existential interpretations in Being and T ime, the
spatial contextualisation is made possible by the temporalising, context creation of my

existence.
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The transcendental interpretation of Heidegger's Being and Time is Watsuji's
target. By subordinating otherness to the self, Heidegger is guilty of subordinating ethics
to ontology. In order to correct for this overshadowing of spatiality, Watsuji, in both his
works Fiido (Climate, J& 1) and Rinrigaku (Ethics, f@¥2%), seeks to develop a spatial
understanding of human existence. In so doing, we see that relationality is given priority
over the isolating individualism of Heidegger's concept of authentic existence. Watsuji
thus develops a phenomenological ethic based on the existential spatiality of human
existence. In the process, he both critiques Heidegger, and yet remains true to
Heidegger's phenomenological insights. Though the rhetoric of authenticity undermines
Heidegger's claim that the ontological has no priority over the ontic, and hence over
ethics, it is clear from the fact that spatiality is given an existential interpretation in Being
and Time that Heidegger wishes to recognise the equal importance of spatiality and
temporality. Thus, in some sense, despite his criticism of Heidegger, which is a result of
a transcendental interpretation of Being and Time, Watsuji in fact develops a model for a
"Heideggerian" ethic, an ethic that Heidegger not only did not develop, but subverted in

the hermeneutic approach of Being and Time.

For Watsuji, the appeal of Heideggerian phenomenology is that the transcendental
interpretation of Heideggerian ecstasis mirrors the transcendental status given to
relationality in East Asian philosophies. In explaining the temporal nature of human
existence, Heidegger shows that human nature is ecstatic—that it is constantly projecting
itself outside of itself. Similarly, for Confucians, human being is ecstatic in the spatial
dimension. Jen (human-heartedness, humanity, {), as the root of Confucian ethics,

characterises human nature as a constant projection into the spatial dimension of
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intersubjectivity. The formal obligations (vi, 3) and rules of conduct (/i, i) are derived
from the ecstatic, spatial nature of human existence. Though the derivation of yi and /i
from jen is ultimately a transcendental derivation, it is not a conventional derivation. It is
not simply the case that jen is the condition for the possibility of yi and /i. For just as the
inauthentic everyday threatens to constantly cover over its ontological foundations, so too
does blind adherence to obligation and ritual obscure the dynamic force that gives life to

our ethical practice.”®

Chapters Four and Five: Kuki's criticism of Heideggerian ethics and a new alternative

The difficulty with Watsuji's transcendental reading of Heidegger, a reading
motivated by the parallel between the transcendental relationship between the ontological
and ontic and the relationship between humanity and ethics, is that it assimilates
Heidegger to Nietzsche's reaction to the metaphysical tradition. For Heidegger,
Nietzsche does not overcome the tradition, nbut simply marks its end by valuing the
opposite of what the tradition values. Similarly, a transcendental reading of Being and
Time sees Heidegger as replacing a metaphysics of presence with a dynamic metaphyéics
of being as temporal becoming, and so ignores the dynamism of the relationship between
being and becoming. In Heideggerian terms, Watsuji ignores the concept of difference
that drives Heideggerian philosophy. In Being and Time, this difference is the ontic-
ontological difference, or the difference between opening and closure. Our birth (our
being, our being born, opening) sets out a series of possibilities, but a series of

possibilities limited by the ultimate possibility of the impossible—i.e., our death
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(closure). The difference between possibility and impossibility is what creates the
dynamism that drives temporality itself. Since this difference can never be resolved, the
relationship between the ontological and the ontic, or between my being and my death, is
in a constant process of becoming, yet a process of becoming that derives its motivation
from the opposing terms themselves, a process which we can never get behind. The logic
of difference thus allows the thinking of opening and closure, being and nothingness,

possibility and impossibility simultaneously, rather than as a contradiction.

This recognition of difference is at the heart of the Buddhist critique of
Confucianism. For Confucians, the opposition between good and evil in everyday life is
resolved by the realisation of the transcendental goodness of humans, i.e., the potential
for goodness inherent in human nature as intersubjective. But for Buddhists, the
difference between nirvana and samsara, between the Buddha and the unenlightened
being, cannot be resolved at a higher level in this way. We must not simply see the other
as an other Jike me in order to ensure ethical behaviour, as the Confucian golden rule
suggests. There is no transcendental truth to be grasped and used as a measure of
behaviour. Rather, nirvana, the extinguishing of delusion, is to be found in samsara—the
cycle of birth and death. In other words, ignorance can be swept away, not through the
intellect that appropriates, not through the substitution of a transcendental for mundane

truth, but through an intuition of the emptiness of all dharmas.

We can see here a similarity between Heideggerian difference and the Buddhist
concept of nothingness. For Heidegger, being as difference generates the delusions of the

traditional metaphysical approach which sees Being and beings, first as separate, and then
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related through difference. Insofar as difference makes possible delusion and deception,
it is thus a creativity that withdraws—it is a creativity that never itself becomes present.
This is similar to the idea of nothingness in Buddhism.” Let us take, for example, the

theory of causation by "thusness" (Tathatd). As Takakusu explains:

.. . Thusness or the Matrix of Thus-come or Thus-gone
means the true state of all things in the universe, the source
of an Enlightened One, the basis of enlightenment. When
static, it is Enlightenment itself (with no relation to time or
space); but when dynamic, it is in human form assuming an
ordinary way and feature of life. Thusness and the Matrix
of Thus-come are practically one and the same—the
ultimate truth.*

When we attain the ultimate truth, we have not thereby grasped something intellectually,
since in grasping it, we see through the phenomenal world, and the ego-perspective of our
everyday way of being is dissolved. What manifests itself, on the one hand statically as
nirvana, and on the other hand dynamically as the phenomenal world, is not some thing,
but much rather, nothing—emptiness. Thus just as Buddhism allows for the thinking of
opposites as coming from one ungraspable source (nothingness), so too can the
Heideggerian concept of difference allow us to articulate the relationship between

presence and absence without itself being either of these two.

While taking up the more nuanced view of Heidegger—i.e., his metaphysics of
difference that allows for the simultaneous thinking of opposites, Kuki also criticises him.
In Kuki's view, Heidegger fails to recognise the ethical significance of temporality
because of his totalising conception of time. For Heidegger, the directionality of time is
created by the unifying role of the future. Faced with a future as a realm of concrete

possibilities that emerge out of my past, I must choose to realise certain possibilities, thus
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creating a context in the light of which my past choices take on new meaning. The
creation of meaning is thus a constant process of creating a totalising story that will give
sense to past, present and future. Because this meaning creation is futurally oriented, the
future pulls along the past and present in a constant process of interpretation and re-

interpretation.

This totalising metaphysics undermines the metaphysics of difference. For
Heidegger, the process of the unfolding of time is circular, since the choice of any
particular future possibility necessarily influences my understanding of my present and
my past. This circularity is hermeneutic—it is the circularity of the understanding or
interpretation of my being. This circularity is thus generated by the nature of my
understanding. Since the very nature of understanding is temporal, all understanding of
the other or otherness must thus also be temporal in this way. As such, the other is not
the one who stands opposite me and questions me, but rather, the other is the one who is

alongside me and shapes my understanding of myself and my world.

Not only is the autonomy of the ‘other denied by this hermeneutic approach, but
contingency is seen as the opposite of necessity in Heideggerian philosophy.
Contingency is openness—the openness of a vast array of possibilities ahead of me in my
future. But with choice—or better, with self-understanding—contingent possibilities are
concretised into a determinate interpretation. If this self-understanding is authentic, i.e.,
if it takes into account the possibility of the impossible (my death), then it gives a

necessary and unavoidable meaning to my life.
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Kuki both recognises the correctness of Heidegger's characterisation of the
temporality of understanding, but acknowledges its ethical limitations. The limitations of
Heideggerian phenomenology arise because it mistakenly locates transcendence within
temporality itself—i.e., transcendence is Dasein's always being ahead of itself—its
ecstatic nature. Kuki recognises that transcendence cannot simply be understood as the
futural nature of human self-interpretation. Nothingness is not simply the indeterminate
future—the realm of possibilities—into which I project my own self-interpretation.
Rather, transcendence is a completely different dimension—a dimension that Heidegger
does not address. For Kuki, transcendence is the mystical or imaginary dimension.
Nothingness is thus the transcendence of the dimension of reality that Heidegger

describes.

In the Heideggerian framework, contingency is a lack of knowledge: we do not
know whether something will happen. Either we take up our authentic possibilities or we
deny them. But once we decide to heed the call of conscience and take up our ownmost
possibilities as our destiny (Geschick), then necessity is introduced—we know that we
must act in full understanding of the fact that our possibilities are ultimately characterised
by the impossible—the necessity of our death that was determined at the moment of our
coming into being. Difference and contingency are maintained only insofar as
temporality itself is generated out of the constant opening and closure of our

understanding.

" In Kuki's scheme, nothingness is not the dimension of possibility—the dimension

of the future—but rather the "deep" past of the original contingency. This original
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contingency, along with the ethical significance of the beginning, is re-produced in the
cohtingency of the present moment in the encounter with the other. Contingency is thus
not future-oriented, it is not whether something will happen that is contingent, but that we
have met. And in this meeting, the surprise of the encounter reminds us of the
importance of transcendence as the overcoming of time. To put this in Buddhist terms,
we are reminded that all sentient beings are always already enlightened—they are already
Buddhas. This kind of contingency can never be dissolved by the self, since, unlike the
taking up of authentic being-towards-death in Heidegger, one cannot know with certainty
whether one will encounter the other. And in the encounter, being face-to-face with the
other, I discover with uneasiness the transcendence that characterises every being, and the
ethical obligation that accompanies this transcendence. In this way, contingency
preserves the duality of the same and the other, and resists the logic of identity. The
ethical necessity of responsibility for the other arises out of the contingent, not through
my appropriative understanding of my destiny, but as the obligation to ensure that the

encounter with the other not be in vain.

What ethical necessity is born out of such contingency? It is the necessity

expressed in the Doctrine of the Pure Land, as quoted and elaborated by Kuki:

"If we are able to discover the desire and the possibility of
salvation of the Buddha, then nothing happens in vain . . . .
"The encounter' is the contingency of the you which
encounters the I in the present. The phrase 'nothing
happens in vain' signifies my future possibility of
interiorising the very you which limits me. The
infinitesimal possibility approaching the impossible
becomes reality in the contingent, and this contingency
again produces a new contingency, which develops towards
necessity: in this consists the salvation of humanity,
through the desire of the salvation of Buddha as destiny.

n3i
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It is important to note that when Kuki says "The phrase ‘nothing happens in vain'

signifies my future possibility of interiorising the very you which limits me," it seems
that he is in fact claiming that ethics involves the interiorisation of the other. However,
what he means is explained by the last line—I have the future possibility of making the

Buddha's struggle for emancipation and his desire to save all beings my own struggle. It

is, therefore, a call to action.
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Moore (New Delhi: Oriental Books Reprint Corporation, 1975), 39. Originally given as a series of lectures
at the University of Hawaii, summer 1939. The principle of reciprocal identification eventually develops
into the idea of avoiding all one-sided or relative ways and following.the middle path.

3 René Descartes, The Passions of the Soul (Oeuvres de Descartes, ed. Adam and Tannery, vol. 11 [rev.
ed.; Paris, 1964-76]; hereafter cited as A7), §212, AT 488; all references from The Philosophical Writings
of Descartes, trans. John Cottingham, Robert Stoothoff, Dugald Murdoch, 3 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1985).

4 Immanuel Kant, Kritik der reinen Vernunft, ed. Raymund Schmidt, with a bibliography compiled by
Heiner Klemme, 3" ed., vol. 37a of the Philosophische Bibliothek series, (Hamburg: Felix Meiner Verlag,
1990), Bxxv.

5 Immanve! Kant, The Metaphysics of Morals, ed. Mary Gregory (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1996), 10 [6:216]. Originally published in 1797.

¢ Friedrich Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, in Basic Writings of Nietzsche, trans. Walter Kaufmann (New
York: Modern Library, 1992), §260, 394. Originally published in 1886 by C.G. Naumann.

"Gilles Deleuze, "Active and Reactive," trans. Richard Cohen, in The NewNietzsche: Contemporary Styles
of Interpretation (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1990), 80. Reprinted from Nietzsche et la Philosophie,
(Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1962).

$ Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche, vol. 2 (The Eternal Recurrence of the Same), trans. David Farrell Krell
(SanFrancisco: Harper & Row, 1984), 200. Originally published in Vortrage und Aufsdtze (Pfullingen:
Giinther Neske: 1954) and as Nietzsche, Erster Band (Pfullingen: Giinther Neske: 1961).

? Martin Heidegger, "Letter on Humanism," in Basic Writings, revised and expanded edition, ed. David
Farrell Krell (San Francisco: Harper Collins, 1993), 258.

19 Werner Marx, Towards A Phenomenological Ethics: Ethos and the Life-World (Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press, 1992).

' Frederick A. Olafson, Heidegger and the Ground of Ethics: A Study of Mitsein, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1998).

12 | awrence J. Hatab, Ethics and Finitude: Heideggerian Contributions to Moral Philosophy (Lanham,
Maryland: Rowman and Litttefield Publishers, 2000), 56.

' Joanna Hodge, Heidegger and Ethics (London: Routledge, 1995), 202.

4 Jeremy Bentham, for instance, claims that . . . all punishment is mischief: all punishment in itself is evil.
Upon the principle of utility, if it ought at all to be admitted, it ought only to be admitted in as far as it
promises to exclude some greater evil" (The Principles of Morals and Legislation (New York: Hafner,
1948), 170). In other words, we should only punish others if the good to come of punishing them
outweighs the harm. This is not necessarily the case with retributive punishment. The type of punishment
most compatible with the utilitarian view is one in which punishment is considered to be rehabilitation or
treatment.

1> Kant, The Metaphysics of Morals, 105 [6:331].



43

16 Will Kymlicka explains that "[i]n a communitarian society, . . . the common good is conceived of as a
substantive conception of the good life which defines the community's 'way of life'. This common good,
rather than adjusting itself to the pattern of people's preferences, provides a standard by which those
prefrences are evaluated” (Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Introduction (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1990), 206). As we have seen, the interpretations of Heidegger which considers ethics to
be an ethos see the task of ethics as the articulation of the way in which humans ought to live. This
amounts to the articulation of a substantive good, since according to this ethos, we should all strive to live
in such a way that our values reflect what it means to exist authentically as human beings.

"7 Julia Ching, for instance, in her book Chinese Religions (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1993), explains
the importance in Chinese philosophy and religion of thinking of the relationship between transcendence
and immanence as "transcendence in immanence." She points this out in the introduction, when outlining a
theme that threads its way through almost all Chinese religions: "Going back now to the Latin term religio
as the bond between the human and the divine, we intend to propose that the Chinese maxim, T"ien-jen ho-
yi/Tianren heyi [ X\ 5 —] or 'Heaven and the human are One' (in Chinese the word jer (human) stands for
both men and women), arose out of a primeval experience: that of the human being possessed by the spirit
or spirits, in a moment of trance. We could call this a kind of shamanic experience . . .. This maxim was
to become better known in the later traditions, such as in Confucian and Taoist philosophies, to represent
less a union between the divine and the human, and more a continuum or a communication between the two
orders . .." (pg. 5). This continuum between the immanent and the transcendent is also shared by other
traditions: "To use the maxim of T"ien-jen ho-yi, we may speak of moments when religion teaches or
promotes a greater union between God and man, such as in antiquity, in the teachings of the fifth-century
Mo-tzu, in religious Taoism and in Pure Land Buddhism, not to mention also missionary Christianity,
Chinese Islam and popular religion. There are other moments when religion teaches or promotes a greater
harmony between the divine and the human orders, such as in Taoist philosophy, in the humanism of
Mencius, of Neo-Confucian philosophy, as well as Chinese Mahayana Buddhist philosophy, especially of
Ch'an (or Zen)" (pg. 6).

'® The danger I am pointing to is highlighted by many scholars of Japanese philosophy, who warn that
Watsuji's emphasis on relationality eventually results in the subordination of the individual to society and to
the state. Steve Odin, for instance, points out that ". . . the form of communitarianism set forth by Watsuji
and his followers, despite its profound moral and religioaesthetic dimensions, nonetheless has the tendency
to slide into an impossible totalitarianism that ultimately fails to preserve the integrity of the individual in
relation to the state" ("The Social Self in Japanese Philosophy and American Pragmatism: A Comparative
Study of Watsuji Tetsurd and George Herbert Mead," in Philosophy East and West, Volume XLII, No.3
(July 1992), 484).

" Levinas critiques the traditional theoretical approach of philosophy, including Heidegger's philosophy in
Being and Time, for its employment of a "third term," be it the concept, sensation, or Being. He is critical
of this because of the theoretical distance that this third term places between the self and the other, a
distance that diminishes the immediacy and urgency of the face-to-face meeting. By mediating the
relationship between self and other through a third term, the self and the other can be seen as beings of the
same kind (Dasein, for Heidegger), hence erasing the difference inherent in the appeal of the face-to-face
meeting. Levinas explains this as follows: "This mode of depriving the known being of its alterity can be
accomplished only if it is aimed at through a third term, a neutral term, which itself is not a being; in it the
shock of the encounter of the same with the other is deadened. This third term may appear as a concept
thought. Then the individual that exists abdicates into the general that is thought. The third term may be
called sensation, in which objective quality and subjective affection are merged. It may appear as Being
distinguished from the existent: Being, which at the same time is not (that is, is not posited as an existent)
and yet corresponds to the work plied by the existent, which is not a nothing" (Totality and Infinity
(Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1969), 42. Translation of Totalité et Infini (The Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, 1961).)

%% Levinas, for instance, sees ethics as the "calling into question of my spontaneity by the presence of the
Other ... " (Levinas, Totality and Infinity, 43). In other words, it is a questioning of the self and any
univocal discourse by ensuring that, through a process of critique, the self is put into question through an
encounter with the other. Likewise, in his essay "Violence and Metaphysics: An Essay on the Thought of
Emmanuel Levinas," Derrida explains that the only question that should confront philosophers is the
question of the relationship between philosophy and its other, i.e., non-philosophy. By this he means that
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philosophy constitutes an ethical task, which is not to simply assume the correctness of philosophical
discourse, but rather, through a dialogue with its other, to ensure that we constantly return to the question of
the possibility of philosophy—i.e., to constantly ask the question of how philosophy justifies itself when it
meets its other. As Derrida explains, philosophy must always confront the authority it claims as a result of
its distinction (and prioritisation) over non-philosophy. This confrontation, and the questions it raises, are
"problems put to philosophy as problems philosophy cannot resolve. It may even be that these questions
are not philosophical, are not philosophy's questions. Nevertheless, these should be the only questions
today capable of founding the community, within the world, of those who are still called philosophers; and
called such in remembrance, at very least, of the fact that these questions must be examined unrelentingly,
despite the diaspora of institutes and languages, despite the publications and techniques that follow on each
other, procreating and accumulating by themselves, like capital or poverty" (In Writing and Difference, ed.
Alan Bass (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1978), 79-80).

2! The importance of the involuntary nature of memory and the role of surprise in /n Search of Lost Time is
articulated in Walter Benjamin's essay "The Image of Proust." In addition to his comments on involuntary
memory, a memory triggered by a contingent event, Benjamin says this about the role of surprise: "Proust's
most accurate, most convincing insights fasten on their objects as insects fasten on leaves, blossoms,
branches, betraying nothing of their existence until a leap, a beating of wings, a vault, show the startled
observer that some incalculable individual life has impercebptibly crept into an alien world. The true
reader of Proust is constantly jarred by small shocks" (my italics) ("The Image of Proust," in lluminations,
ed. Hannah Arendt, trans. Harry Zohn, (New York: Schocken Books, 1968), 208. Originally published in
Literarische Welt, 1929).

*2 Some consider /n Search of Lost Time to be the shallow recounting of the life of a playboy. And yet, as
Benjamin recognises, there is buried within the tedium of endless detail a profound social critique,
expressed through satire: "[Proust's] style is comedy, not humour; his laughter does not toss the world up
but flings it down—at the risk that it will be smashed to pieces, which will then make him burst into tears.
And unity of family and personality, of sexual morality and professional honor, are indeed smashed to bits.
The pretensions of the bourgeoisie are shattered by laughter" (Ibid., 207).

2 Ibid,, 211-212.

** The transcendental role of the Tao in Taoist philosophy, or of humanity (jen) in Confucianism, are
examples of this. | have already pointed out that it is important to see the transcendentalism of East Asian
?hliOSOphleS within the context of the relationship between the transcendent and the immanent.

* Martin Heidegger, Being and Time, trans. Joan Stambaugh (Albany, NY: State University of New York
Press, 1996), 43. Translation of Sein und Zeit. First appeared in Jakrbuch fiir Phdnomenologie und
phdnomenologische Forschung, Vol. VIII, 1927. Page references are to the standard German edition
published by Max Niemeyer Verlag.

* Ibid., 16.

%’ It is important to note that this transcendental reading of Heidegger misses out on the complex
relationship between the ontic and the ontological. For while the existential analysis is a sort of unveiling
of the structures of Being, every existential unveiling is accompanied by a dissimulation which results from
the historical nature of Being as forgetting. Thus Being is not to be understood as a being par-exceilence
as the transcendental reading would have it.

** As Confucius says in the Analects, "If a man is not humane (jen), what has he to do with ceremonies (/i)?

If he is not humane, what has he to do with music?" (The Analects, in Chan, 4 Source Book, 24 [3:3])
[N, 208l 2 AT, g 2 ).

? Heidegger, too, speaks about nothingness in many of his writmgs In "What is Metaphysics?" he
describes nothingness as the transcendence of Dasein, i.e., its "being held out in the nothing" ("What is
Metaphysics?" in Basic Writings, revised and expanded edition, ed. David Farrell Krell (San Francisco:

* Harper, 1993), 106. Given as his inaugural lecture at Freiburg University on July 24", 1929.). What he
means by this is that the being of Dasein is the withdrawing of being (and the source of our anxiety) which
characterises human existence and that is constantly covered over by the appearance of the phenomenal
world. Nothingness is not the same as difference, since difference is the gap between beings (the ontic) and
being (the ontological) that makes us aware of the creative relationship between the two. Instead,
nothingness for Heidegger points to the fact that human being is always more than the being of objectively
present things. This being is nothingness precisely because it can never be made present. Its source is
continually covered over. Thus while there is a positive aspect to difference in Heidegger, since difference
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points to the source of the revelation and dissimulation that is our world, nothingness in Heidegger fails to
capture the positivity of the Buddhist conception of nothingness, which is our true self. As Joan
Stambaugh explains: "[Heidegger] knew that being can never be a being (ontological difference), he also
brought being very close to nothingness (the veil of being) on various occasions, but he was never able to
follow the radicality of the Buddhist approach—to present a 'positive' dimension of nothingness, admittedly
a very difficuit thing to do" (The Formless Self (Albany, NY: State University of New York Press, 1999),
20.). ‘

3% Takakusu, The Essentials of Buddhist Philosophy, 34.

3! Kuki Sh(zd, Le probléme de la contingence, trans. Omodaka Hisayuki (Tokyo: University of Tokyo
Press, 1966), 194. Translation of Gazensei no mondai, volume 2 of The Complete Works of Kuki Shiizé,
(Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten, 1981), 259-260. Originally published as Giizensei no mondai (Tokyo: Iwanami
Shoten, 1935). This text will be cited as Le probléme de la contingence, and references will be to pages in
KSZ, Kuki Shiizé Zenshii (Complete Works of Kuki Shiizd). It is important to note that when Kuki says
"The phrase 'nothing happens in vain' signifies my future possibility of interiorising the very you which
limits me,' it seems that he is in fact claiming that ethics involves the interiorisation of the other. However,
what he means is explained by the last line—I have the future possibility of making the Buddha's struggle
for emancipation and his desire to save all beings my own struggle. It is, therefore, a call to action.



Chapter 2

Space and Climate: Watsuji's Fiido

and Heideggerian Existential Spatiality

A common reproach of Being and Time is Heidegger's failure to develop the
theme of existential spatiality as a counterpoint to existential temporality. In his work
Fido,' first published in 1935, Watsuji claims that he was partly inspired by a need to
respond to this lacuna in Being and Time. Watsuji expresses his dissatisfaction with the
prioritisation of the temporal in his account of reading Being and Time while abroad in
1927-28:

It was in the early summer of 1927 when [ was reading

Heidegger's Sein und Zeit in Berlin that I first came to

reflect on the problem of climate. I found myself intrigued

by the attempt to treat the structure of man's existence in

terms of time but I found it hard to see why, when time had

thus been made to play a part in the structure of subjective

existence, at the same juncture space also was not

postulated as part of the basic structure of existence.?
Watsuji goes on to admit that it would be unfair to say that the concept of existential
spatiality is not developed at all in Being and Time. However, it is not developed to the
full extent that it will be in F#ido. Other philosophers, too, have pointed to the relative
neglect of spatiality and otherness in Being and Time. Emmanuel Levinas, for instance,
points to the absence of an adequate conception of alterity in Heideggerian philosophy.’
Hubert Dreyfus points to the confused nature of the discourse on space in Being and

Time*

But while denying that Heidegger develops an adequate understanding of
existential spatiality in Being and Time, Watsuji's investigation of the concept of climate
and its historical nature in Fiido clearly draws on Heidegger's understanding of both

46
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space and the historical. From this starting point, Watsuji then develops more clearly the
link between space and history pointed out in a provisional way by Heidegger. As we
will see, in developing this link between space and history, Watsuji is able to flesh out the
meaning of intersubjectivity as the foundation of a shared world, a concept which will be
further developed in some later works on ethics. In so doing, he helps us to understand
one of the possible ways in which Heideggerian phenomenology can be developed into a
phenomenological ethics. It is for this reason that the work of Watsuji, while the
development of his own ideas about Japanese culture, is at the same time of great
importance to our understanding of the relationship between Heideggerian thought‘and
ethics. The purpose of this chapter is to tease out of Being and Time Heidegger's
thoughts on spatiality and to show how these insights are applied in a phenomenological

interpreiation of spatiality as climate in Fiido.

The spatial nature of everyday life

Located in a culture and time whose worldview is a legacy of the traditional
dualism of subject and object, a dualism passed on to us by the metaphysical heritage
beginning with Plato, we tend to view spatiality as the domain of res extensa, of objects
extended in a geometrically ordered space. But Heidegger wants to lead us to an
understanding of space as existential spatiality. The way to achieve this is through an
uncovering of pre-ontological understanding of space—that is, the undersfanding of
space which, while not always explicit, is nonetheless the understanding that makes our
existence in the world possible. The uncovering of this pre-ontological understanding

will, however, only be provisional. It will be lead us to an ontological understanding of
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spatiality as the grasping of the meaning of this mode of existence, i.¢., a grasping of the
conditions for the possibility of our everyday understanding of space.

If the usual understanding of space is extension, then what is the conception of
space necessary for our everyday negotiation of the world of spatial objects? Heidegger
answers this question by examining the meaning of the world in which we live, but more
specifically, the meaning of the word 'in, which characterises our relationship with this
world. Human beings are not in their world as water is in a glass, i.e., as one objectively
present object is in another. Rather, we inhabit our world. Heidegger explains this by
pointing to the meaning of the word 'in,' which, he says, is derived from the prefix innan,
which in turn is made of two words: in and an. In means "to dwell." 4n means "to be
used to" or "to be familiar with." The idea of being in the world for Heidegger thus has
the sense of "dwelling in familiarity."> From the very beginning we see that two
important ideas are associated with being fof Heidegger: the idea of a special attachment
to one's home, and the rootedness of this special attachment in cultural and historical
tradition. As we will see, both the home and tradition will be understood in their
existential sense. Thus, rather than being generalised institutions, they will be shown to
be essential determinants of the way that we experience and understand our world.
Indeed, in his book Interpretations on Behalf of Place, Robert Mugerauer distinguishes
between the idea of nostalgia, which involves making the past and tradition present again
in the future, and the Heideggerian conception of the past, which involves the uncovering
of the influence that the past continues to have on the present. He says of Heidegger that:

His approach is not at all nostalgic, for Heidegger explicitly
and repeatedly refuses any interest in the past which aims

to escape from today's situation and any wish to go back to
live in what is past. [...] Thatis, Heidegger wants to look
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at the past and present nature of things in their historically
existential and concrete aspects precisely because this is an
aspect of recollecting their ontological dimensions. Only
such a retrieval, he contends, is adequate to avoid nostalgic
or historicist preoccupation with the past because the
retrieval allows us to see how historically given things
actually are aspects of the still-occurring, epochal unfolding
of what once was called Being but [in the later works] is
thought of as the event of the fourfold world.®

While this assessment is undoubtedly true, we will have cause to reflect on whether the
past might not make a greater claim on us than merely as a determinant of our present

understanding of our world.

We will return later to the relationship between spatiality and history. For now,
let us return to Heidegger's exposition of the spatiality of the everyday world. Spatiality
implies being-in in the sense of "dwelling in familiarity." It is because of this familiarity
which characterises the spatiality of the everyday that we do not have a theoretical
attitude towards our environment and our living space. We are not opposed to our
environment as the observer is opposed to the observed. Rather, we are "together with it"
in the sense of "being absorbed in the world." This "being absorbed in the world" is one
of the many ways of "being in" the world.

"Being-in" as the spatiality of the everyday means being open for possible
encounters with innerworldly beings. The new perspective on encountering things in the
world will require us to re-interpret concepts such as "touching." Usually, we say that
one objcct touches another when there is no physical space between one and the other.
However, Heidegger wants us to think more closely about the meaning of "touching" in
light of the uncovering of the meaning of being-in. In this light, "touching" does not say

something about the physical properties of geometric space, but rather is about the way in
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which we are familiar with our surroundings, i.e., the way in which, through the very
nature of our existence, we naturally create a space in which other things can be
encountered. Heidegger uses the example of a table and wall touching:

... "The table stands 'next to' the door," "The chair

'touches' the wall." Strictly speaking, we can never talk

about "touching," not because in the last analysis we can

always find a space between the chair and the wall by

examining it more closely, but because in principle the

chair can never touch the wall, even if the space between

them amounted to nothing. The presupposition for this

would be that the wall could be encountered "by" the chair.

A being can only touch an objectively present being within

the world if it fundamentally has the kind of being of

being-in—only if with its Da-sein something like world is

already discovered in terms of which beings can reveal

themselves through touch and thus become accessible in
their objective presence.’

Dasein is in its world in the sense of "dwelling in familiarity" with its environs.
But the condition for the possibility of this "dwelling in familiarity" is the worldliness of
Dasein in general. Dasein has its world in the sense of being-in as an openness for the
possibility of encounter. Through this concept of existential spatiality it becomes
possible to understand the existential meaning of being-in-the-world, which is care.
Oddly enough, the insights we gain into the nature of existential spatiality ultimately aim
at the uncovering of the temporal structures of being which make being-in-the-world as
care possible. This fact will give us cause to reflect on whether this is a methodological
prioritisation of temporality over spatiality, i.e., whether the everyday, itself founded on
the existential structures of human existence, is simply the "way in" to the more obscure
world of existential temporality, or whether there is in fact an ontological prioritisation of

temporality. Regardless, even in the opening chapters, one thing is made clear about the
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relationship between temporality and spatiality: space existentially conceived is the locus
for the manifestation of the historical as facticity.

For Heidegger, the concept of being-together-with is based on the possible being-
in of Dasein. If the things that we encounter in the world are not merely to be regarded
from the theoretical standpoint as objectively present, then there must be something about
the nature of spatiality which allows itself to be "imbued" with time. This is evident in
the concept of facticity. The fact of two stones meeting (the very absurdity is evident in
the use of the word "meeting") is entirely different from the fact of my meeting another
person. This is precisely because the nature of the spatiality of objects that have no world
and those that do have a world is entirely different. Or put another way, the way in which
the stone or tree is in the world is different from the way in which humans are in the
world. This is because humans can be understood as "having a past" which condition the
nature of the encounter we have with them. Heidegger explains this in the following
way:

Da-sein understands its ownmost being in the sense of a
certain "factual objective presence." And yet the
"factuality" of the fact of one's own Da-sein is
ontologically totally different from the factual occurrence
of akind of stone. The factuality of the fact Da-sein, as the
way in which every Da-sein actually is, we call its facticity.
The complicated structure of this determination of being is
itself comprehensible as a problem only in the light of the
existential fundamental constitutions of Da-sein which we
have already worked out. The concept of facticity implies
that an "innerworldly" being has being-in-the-world in such
a way that it can understand itself as bound up in its

"destiny” with the being of those beings which it
encounters within its own world.®?

Our facticity, then, is the manifestation of a shared destiny that arises out of the past. This

facticity becomes evident because of a unique characteristic of sentient beings that gives
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them the possibility of encountering things in the world. - In other words, spatiality as
being-in is a condition for the possibility of the manifestation of tradition and a "shared
past." I am linked to others because I share a world with them—a common historico-

spatial world.

Space and things in the world

The idea of things in the world being "shared" or "in common" points us in the
direction of contextuality, which is the key feature of the spatiality of the everyday.
Heidegger's discussion of the difference between what is handy (zuhanden) and what is
merely objectively present (vorhanden) is well known. What is handy is so because it is
encountered within a context of use rather than observed in a theoretical attitude. The
contextualising of the handy gives what is handy the sense of nearness (in der Ndhe), a
nearness unrelated to any objective measurement in geometric space. Objects in the
context of use seem to almost disappear—they become an extension of the way a person
experiences the world. When encountered in this way, they are characterised by
belongingness (das Hingehdren). The word place (Platz) thus gets re-interpreted in this
context, not in terms of the identical nature of every point in abstract space, but in terms
of appropriateness. An object in a context of use is "in its place" when it is located in that
space which it alone can occupy. This gives a sense of uniqueness to space as conceived
by Heidegger in contrast to the abstract concept of mathematical space.

The condition for the possibility of encountering an object "in its appropriate
place" is the context of use which Heidegger calls a region (die Gegend). The next step
is to understand how this region gets its contextualising power—i.e., how it gives

meaning to objects encountered in the world. Heidegger claims that this process of
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meaning giving involves associations. Abstract directions get meaning through their
association with objects that are familiar to us from everyday life. Things in the world are
not first encountered as abstract objects which are only later given meaning. Rather,
directions first have meaning in a context of associations, which we only observe

_abstractly and theoretically after the fact. In other words, we use the long-inherited,
tradition-bound ways of responding to our natural environment in order to refer to
directions. For instance, in the following example, "above," "below" and "behind" are
understood in the context of parts of a house, whose form is determined by the need to
adequately keep out the elements. The region of the house is thus given meaning through
its response to our natural environment:

Something akin to a region must already be discovered if
there is to be any possibility of referring and finding the
places of a totality of useful things available to
circumspection. This regional orientation of the
multiplicity of places of what is at hand constitutes the
aroundness, the being around us of beings encountered
initially in the surrounding world. There is never a three-
dimensional multiplicity of possible positions initially
given which is then filled out with objectively present
things. This dimensionality of space is still veiled in the
spatiality of what is at hand. The 'above' is what is 'on the
ceiling,' the 'below' is what is 'on the floor,’ the 'behind' is
what is 'at the door.' All these wheres are discovered and
circumspectly interpreted on the paths and ways of
everyday associations, they are not ascertained and

catalogued by the observational measurement of space.9

The associational context which is an essential characteristic of spatiality is
characterised by a sense of familiarity (Vertrautheit). That with which we are familiar is
that which is close to us or near to us, in the sense that we are close to our families, or
that everything in our neighbourhood is described as being nearby. Likewise, what is far

away is unfamiliar, and the further we stray from home, the more unfamiliar things
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become. Things in the world are encountered spatially because they are in a context of
familiarity. But this context of familiarity is made possible by the fact that the being of
Dasein is essentially de-distancing (entfernend). While a familiar context of use is our
everyday way of encountering innerworldly-objects as spatial, de-distancing, as an
existential attribute of Dasein, is a mode of Dasein's being-in-the-world which makes
familiarity and nearness possible: "De-distancing means making distance disappear,
making the being at a distance of a something disappear, bringing it near. Da-sein is
essentially de-distancing. As the being that it is, it lets beings be encountered in
nearness."'?

The fact that Dasein as being-in-the-world is characterised by the dynamic
process of de-distancing means that distances, rather than being understood in terms of
the static quantification of mathematicised space, are understood in terms of the time it
takes to perform the simple, everyday activities of our daily lives. And distance, like
time, is determined by moods, attitudes and emotions. For instance, Heidegger points out
that "[a]n 'objectively’ long path can be shorter than an 'objectively’ much shorter path
which is perhaps an 'onerous one' and strikes one as infinitely long.""" The world
discovered in this way is, according to Heidegger, the "true" world. He uses the
paradigm of discovery to explain the spatiality of the world: in the mode of de-distancing,
the world is discovered, not for the first time, but rather in its state of always already
being together with other innerworldly things. In Heidegger's words, "The circumspect
de-distancing of éveryday Da-sein discovers the being-in-itself of the 'true’ world, of

beings with which Da-sein as existing is always already t‘ogez‘her."12 What Heidegger
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identifies as existential spatiality is thus the uncovering of the contextualising tendency of
Dasein, which operates to make the world a familiar context or environment.
It is important to note that while Heidegger talks about what is near as what is

familiar, he does not speak of what is far as what is unfamiliar, different or "other." 1
" point this out because it is important to realise that our usual assumptions about distance
and otherness are not maintained in existential spatiality. In our usual parlance, what is
far away is unfamiliar, unknown and uncontrollable. This is why many high school
students, in choosing a university, choose a school far from home. They wish to prevent
their parents from knowing what they are up to, and to assert their independence and
difference from their parents. However, existential spatiality determines nearness and
distance based on what aspect of Dasein's environment is in focus at the moment. What
is near is the matter of concern. What is distant is what recedes into the background, but
which at any moment could become the matter of concern. Heidegger uses the example
of eyeglasses. When looking at a picture on the wall, the object of focus—the picture—is
what is nearest, while the glasses, part of the necessary but essentially unnoticed
background—are described as far away. However, were the glasses to be scratched, and
hence become the focus point of awareness, then they become what is closest. Here is
another example mentioned by Heidegger:

[The] useful thing has so little nearness that it is often not

even to be found at all initially. Useful things for seeing,

and those for hearing, for example, the telephone receiver,

have the inconspicuousness of what is initially at hand

which we characterised. That is also true, for example, of

the street, the useful thing for walking. When we walk, we

feel it with every step and it seems to be what is nearest and

most real about what is generally at hand, it slides itself, so

to speak, along certain parts of our body—the soles of one's
feet. And yet it is further remote than the acquaintance one
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meets while walking at the "remoteness" twenty steps away
"on the street."'?

This elimination of the foreign and different from the dialectic of nearness and
distance seems innocuoﬁs at first. But when one reflects on it, one begins to question
whether Heideggerian spatiality allows for the type of distance mentioned above—the
distance which cannot be overcome through knowledge, or by the perspective of the
individual. In our everyday language, we often say that someone seems 'distant' when
their thoughts and emotions are inaccessible to us. This seems to be a kind of distance
which cannot be overcome by re-focusing our attention on this person's thoughts and
feelings. Even if this person is close to us emotionally, such as a partner or familiar
friend, there are parts of people which remain inaccessible, and so wholly different than
things such as tools, which can recede into the context of use, of emerge from it based on
the will of the user or observer. We will have cause later on of reflecting on this
question, both in the context of Watsuji's concept of climate, which also involves a study
of the climates of "foreign" and "distant" lands, and in the context of the distance
essential to the ethical.

The second aspect of existential spatiality, in addition to de-distancing, is
directionality (Ausrichtung). Because distance and nearness is dependent on what Dasein
is focusing on within its environment, Dasein's involvement in its world is directional,
i.e., directed towards particular objects which are of interest to it. The relationship of
existential spatiality to Dasein's ability to focus (de-distance) explains why Heidegger
says that Dasein cannot move around in its space, but rather can only change (its focus
within) its space: "Dasein cannot wander around in the current range of its de-

distancings, it can only change them.""* This becomes more clear if we look at the
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example of signs that Heidegger presents. Signs can give us directions only because
Dasein is able to change its focus within its environment, and so direct itself towards
particular objects within its world.

Again, this concept of the directionality of Dasein re-inforces the "subjective"
nature of Dasein's spatiality. This subjectivity does not imply that directions are
determined purely in relation to the individual. The type of subjectivity that Heidegger
means here is that Dasein is always already in a world which, in order to be discoverable,
in order to be somewhere in which Dasein can dwell, must always already by conditioned
by the possibility of having direction. The worldliness of Dasein is thus in some sense an
a priori, an a priori ". . . grounded in the 'subjective' a priori of being-in-the-world,
which has nothing to do with a determinate character restricted beforehand to a worldless
subject."’” But what constitutes this "subjectivity" which is not the subjectivity of a
"worldless subject"? As we have seen, it is related to the fact that directionality and de-
distancing are dependent on Dasein's ability to focus on different aspects of its
environment.

The subjective nature of this spatiality makes one wonder how what is foreign and
unknown can be said to be truly different. As we have seen, it seems that true
separateness only belongs to those type of objects that do not have the character of
Dasein. Those beings characterised by being-in-the-world, it seems, cannot keep their
distance from others, since distance and nearness are determined by the property of
innerworldly things to be focused on or to become out of focus, i.e., recede into the
background environment. Generally speaking, we point to the ontic-ontological

difference as the locus of difference and otherness in Heideggerian philosophy. We say
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that the structures of the everyday point to an underlying ontological structure which
cannot be completely revealed, and which we can only access through the everyday
world in which we are always already absorbed. And yet, if we use the paradigm of
existential spatiality to understand the ontic-ontological difference, we can come to see
this difference as merely a change of focus. It is like the emergence of previously hidden
forms and colours which emerge from a painting when, set in a different location with
new lighting, we suddenly focus on new aspects which bring into question the old
assumptions we held about the work, and shake our previous certainty that we knew
everything there was to know about it.

Certainly it would be doing no justice to Heidegger to say that he simply uncovers
something more fundamental than the ontic—the ontological—and proceeds, in Being
and Time, to uncover this forgotten realm. Rather, Heidegger points to the irreducible
difference between the two—the ontic cannot be reduced or explained away by an
ontological analysis. ‘And yet there is still a prioritisation in the following sense: the
ontological structure of Being (the worldliness of Dasein) is what makes the encountering
of a world and things in the world possible. And so no matter how much the difference
between the ontic and the ontological itself is effaced, since difference cannot be captured
as a positive prbperty of Being, but only as the movement of its revelation and
dissimulation, Dasein is given a privileged access to difference, since, in its openness, it
can focus on and recognise the originary nature of the ontological. In other words,
Dasein has the type of being that gives it insight into the ontic, the ontological, and the
difference between them. Insofar as the ontological difference is accessed through a

hermeneutic process of interpretation, difference is still not conceived by Heidegger as
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something which places a limit on Dasein. The appropriative nature of the ontological is
visible if we focus on the phenomenon of historicity. Through the historicity of Dasein in
its dual aspects of the uncovering and dissimulating of the origin, we can appropriatively
focus in on the ontological structures of Dasein's temporal nature.

The rhetoric of revelation and discovery pays tribute to the prioritisation of the
subjectivity of Dasein over the unknown other. For instance, Heidegger points out that
"[a]s being-in-the-world, Da-sein has always already discovered a 'world." ' In addition
to the language of discovery, Heidegger uses the language of giving and freeing. For
instance, the spatiality of Dasein is characterised as the giving of space for the
encountering of innerworldly objects: "Letting innerworldly beings be encountered,
which is constitutive for being-in-the-world, is 'giving space.' This 'giving space, which
we call making room, frees things at hand for their spatiality.” 17" Again, I will re-inforce
the fact that in saying that Da-sein gives the world its spatiality and so drawing attention
to the world-constituting nature of Dasein, I am not claiming that Dasein is to be
understood as a being standing outside of space which then creates spatiality. Rather,
what I am pointing to is the seeming impossibility of understanding disorientation and
difference in the context of existential spatiality as anything other than that which, in the
world of disclosed objects, is not presently nearby and familiar, i.e., the object of focus.
Difference and the foreign are thus understood as that which is negotiated as Dasein
changes the focus of its attention.

Regardless of the challenge of difference within the framework of existential
spatiality, it is clear that, unlike Kant, who claims that space, as a form of pure intuition,

is the condition for the possibility of having a world, Heidegger claims that the world is a
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condition for the possibility of space. This is what Heidegger means when he says that
"Space is neither in the subject nor is the world in space. Rather, space is 'in' the world
since the being-in-the-world constitutive for Da-sein has disclosed space.” '8 The world is
a totality of relevance, and the place in which innerworldly things are located is defined
by the meaning which is given in this referential context. Heidegger, in seeing spatiality
in this way, is leading us towards the question of how this referential context he calls
world can be given meaning. The problem of meaning creation to which we are led is
essentially the problem of the meaning of Being in general:

What is decisive for the understanding of the ontological

problem of space lies in freeing the question of the being of

space from the narrowness of the accidentally available

and, moreover, undifferentiated concepts of being, and,

with respect to the phenomenon itself, in moving the

problematic of the being of space and the various

phenomenal spatialities in the direction of clarifying the
possibilities of being in general.]9

And since Dasein as being-in-the-world is characterised by care, whose structure
is fundamentally a temporal structure, our investigation of existential spatiality inevitably

leads us to an investigation of temporality as it relates to spatiality, i.e., historicity.

The temporality of spatiality

As we have seen, Dasein is spatial in the sense of being-in. As being-in-the-
world, Dasein is the openness which enables the context in which innerworldly objects
can appear as meaningful. In addition to objects that have a character other than Dasein,
other Dasein, too, can be encountered. And these others are encountered within a
context—i.e., at work, in their homes, and so on. This encounter is made possible
because of the character of Dasein as being with (Mitsein). Being-with is what allows us

to encounter others in their own being-in—the-world.20 What distinguishes me from others
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is the fact that others can recede into the background as tools can. As Heidegger points
out, "Being for-, against-, and without-one-another, passing-one-another-by, not-
mattering-to-one-another, are possible ways of concern. And precisely the last named
modes of deficiency and indifference characterise the everyday and average being-with-
one-another. These modes of being show the characteristics of inconspicuousness and
obviousness which belong to everyday innerworldly Mitdasein of others, as well as to the
handiness of useful things taken care of daily."*' The otherness of the other is the result
of not being able to access the contextualising interpretative structures of another Dasein.
Others can become objects in my contextualising interpretation. The source of
otherness—what distinguishes the other from me—is in this case the fact that, in
encountering the other, T encounter her in a context whose full meaning is not disclosed
to me, since my Dasein is not its source.

We see in the encounter with others two aspects of the spatiality of Dasein: the
possibility of shared meaning, and difference as lack of context. It might seem that we
have discovered here the possibility of difference and distance that we had felt was
Jacking in Heidegger's description of the spatiality of the everyday. And yet, insofar as
the foreign and different is conceived as a lack of context, it is still conceived in terms of
that which can be understood once the context is explained to me, and so becomes a
shared context.

It is clear that such shared contexts extend to the historical and cultural traditions
to which each of us is tied. Thus with the question of historicity, we come to the question
of the link between space and time, i.e., the link between the contextuality of the world

(i.e., the openness of Dasein in which beings are disclosed) and the origin or opening of



62

this contextuality. The spatiality of Dasein bears witness to the fact of its existing
together with other things in the world, but the opening of the world in which this being-
together first becomes possible is a result of the temporality of Dasein, i.e., its concern
for its being that makes it care about its world and causes it to constantly give it meaning.
While the everyday understanding of the world as a context of use led us to an
understanding of the nature of existential spatiality as the contextualising activity of
Dasein as de-distancing and directionality, in the later part of Being and Time, Heidegger
turns to a temporal interpretation of spatiality, which, with the aid of insights into the
temporalizing of temporality (the futural orientation of Dasein), is based on the new-
found understanding of time as the historicity of Dasein.
In the second part of Being and Time, then, space will be re-interpreted in terms

of authentic temporality:

The temporality of being-in-the-world that . . . emerges

[from the possibility, rooted in authentic care, of

theoretically perceiving things] at the same time turns out

to be the foundation of the specific spatiality of Da-sein.

The temporal constitution of de-distancing and

directionality must be shown. The whole of these analyses

reveals a possibility of temporalizing of temporality in

which the inauthenticity of Da-sein is ontologically

grounded, and leads to the question of how the temporal

nature of everydayness—the temporal meaning of the

"initially and for the most part," which we have continually
been using—is to be understood.”

The link made here between spatiality and the everyday will be important when we
eventually turn to Watsuji's work on climate. For one, it will be important because the
manifestations of climatic effects as spatial will have repercussions for our everyday
relationship to the world and the things in it. On the other hand, it will also be important

for understanding Watsuji's motivation in writing Fiido, namely, to reverse Heidegger's
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apparent explanation of spatiality from the perspective of temporality through an
explanation of temporality from the point of view of spatiality. For now, though, I want
to draw attention to the fact that for Heidegger, spatiality is intimately related to facticity
and the world of the everyday. Thus it is understandable why Heidegger relegates ethics,
the study of the relationship between innerworldly beings and their encounters, to the
domain of the ontic. And since we have shown that the problem of difference is not
rooted in spatiality for Heidegger, but in the difference between the ontic and the
ontological, we can understand how philosophers who wish to understand ethics as the
respect for difference, and yet at the same time as a spatial concept (involving relations
between people), must necessarily resist Heidegger's distinction between the problems of
space and difference, and either re-locate spatiality within the problem of difference, or
find within the domain of spatiality a problematisation of difference which Heidegger
overlooks. Jacques Derrida and Emmanuel Levinas take the former root, while Watsuji,

among others, takes the latter path.

In section 70 of Being and Time, Heidegger struggles with the relationship
between space and time. In one sense, Heidegger acknowledges, temporality "reaches a
limit" at spatiality. It is for this reason that we can say that Dasein is both temporal and
spatial:

Although the expression 'temporality’ does not mean what
the talk about 'space and time' understands by time,
spatiality seems to constitute another basic attribute of Da-
sein corresponding to temporality. The existential and
temporal analysis thus appears to reach a limit with the
spatiality of Da-sein, so that this being that we call Da-sein
must be addressed co-ordinately as 'temporal' 'and also' as
spatial. 23
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And yet, as we have seen, Heidegger explains the ontological structures of Dasein,
including existential spatiality, in terms of authentic temporality. In what does this
reduction of space to time consist? At once a limit to the temporal and yet explained in
terms of the temporality of Dasein, a clear articulation of the relationship between space

and time is a challenge for Heidegger.

Heidegger is quick to point out that the explanation of existential spatiality in
terms of temporality is not a prioritisation of time over space in the Kantian sense. We
remember that for Kant, time is given priority since it is the fom of intuition of the inner
sense, and all outer sense (the domain of space) must be known by humans through their
inner sense. Heidegger rejects this proposition because for him, the priority of
temporality results from the fact that the temporal nature of Dasein is the condition for
the possibility of space. What does Heidegger mean by this? The spatiality of Dasein
consists in its contextualising worldlihess, and as Heidegger explains in §70, this
contextualising is based on care: "Da-sein can be spatial only as care, in the sense of
factically entangled existing."** The very existence of Dasein makes room for a world,
and in returning to itself, can subsequently see itself as a spatial being: "Existing,
[Dasein] has always already made room for a leeway. It determines its own location in
such a way that it comes back from the space made room for to a 'place' that it has taken
over."” The initial spatialising activity of Dasein—i.e., its existence—is the formation of
a region (Gegend), which is a context of use. Because the being of Dasein is conceived
as care, the region has meaning and direction. And this meaning and relevance, this
direction, is given to the world by the horizonal nature of Dasein's temporality. When

Dasein is involved in a context of use, the appropriate placement of innerworldly objects
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is also dependent on waiting for the right time to use them. In a context of use, for
instance that involving the famous Heideggerian hammer, there is not only a right place
for the hammer to be of use, but also the right time. This right time, according to
Heidegger, is essentially what determines the appropriate placement of objects such that
they fall to hand at the right moment. Thus because Heidegger conceives of space as
appropriate space, this spatiality must necessarily be based on the horizonal, meaning
giving temporal nature of Dasein. The way in which Heidegger leads spatiality as region
back to the temporality of Dasein becomes clear in the following passage:

The self-directive discovering of a region is grounded in an

ecstatically retentive awaiting of the possible hither and

whither. As a directed awaiting of region, making room is

equiprimordially a bringing-near (or de-distancing) of

things at hand and objectively present. De-distancing,

taking care comes back out of the previously discovered

region to what is nearest. Bringing-near and the estimating

and measurement of distances within what is objectively

present with the de-distanced world are grounded in a

making-present that belongs to the unity of temporality in
which directionality is possible, t00.%6

It is thus the "making room" which Dasein does, i.e., the contextualising and world-
creating, which is temporal, and hence the condition for the possibility of existential

spatiality as de-distancing and directionality.

Before we turn to the relationship between spatiality and historicity, it might be
useful to summarise what we have discovered up until this point. First, the temporality of
the everyday, in which things are discovered in a context of use, is made poséible by
existential spatiality as the "letting encounter" of being-in-the-world. Nearness, distance
and direction are dependent on the contextualising nature of existential spatiality.

Second, the opening up of the world which lets us encounter innerworldly things as
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spatial is a function of the horizonal nature of existential temporality.2 7 Thus, while
space remains independent of time, meaning that the world is discoverable by all and is a
shared world, the condition for the possibility of existential spatiality is temporality: "The
temporality of factical being-in-the-world is what primordially makes the disclosure of
space possible. . . "2 Third, despite the fact that the world is discoverable by all—a
shared world—nearness and distance, rather than being based, as one would expect, on
the relationship between self and other (what is near the self being 'here,' while what is
near the 'other' is 'there"), are both determined on the basis of that on which an individual
Dasein is focused. Thus the problematic of difference is excluded from the spatial realm,
and instead is located, as I have pointed out briefly, in the betweenness that characterises

Dasein—that is the difference that gives rise to the ontic-ontological distinction.

Spatiality and historicity

In this next section, we look at the way in which spatiality and historicity are
related. For Heidegger, because existential spatiality depends on temporality for its
world-opening context-creation, there is a very strong link between temporality and
spatiality. The questions we have not yet answered are how does the context which is the
world arise? How are innerworldly objects given meaning? The answer to these
questions is that it is through the historical nature of Dasein that Dasein is able to choose
to authentically take up its thrownness into a tradition or heritage by responding to the
possibilities that this history opens up, and so find meaning for itself within this tradition.

Historicity itself is based upon a very spatial metaphor—that of stretching.
Dasein is not just futurally-oriented, but rather its existence stretches along between its

beginning and its end, its birth and its death: "The movement of existence is not the



67

motion of something objectively present. It is determined from the stretching along of
Da-sein. The specific movement of the strefched out stretching itself along, we call the
occurrence of Da-sein."” The stretching along of Dasein's existence is essentially the
formation of its history. But this history is never accessible as a fait accompli, i.e., it is
not a series of objective facts that are left behind once Dasein performs certain acts.
Rather, the past is dynamic, since it is in a constant process of being interpreted and re-
interpreted as Dasein lives its life towards its end. Thus it is not correct to call this
stretching along of Dasein history. Rather, we must say that the dynamic process of this
stretching along is itself anchored in the ontological structure of Dasein as what
Heidegger calls historicity: "The question of the 'connectedness’ of Da-sein is the
ontological problem of its occurrence. To expose the structure of occurrence and the
existential and temporal conditions of its possibility means to gain an ontological
understanding of historicity."3 0
But what does it mean for Dasein itself to be historical? What are the elements
involved in the historical nature of Dasein? If we consider history from the point of view
of what Heidegger calls the vulgar understanding of history, then history has four
meanings:
1. History is what is past, in the sense of "no longer objectively present."
However, its effects can still be felt in the present. What is past has an
effect on the present, for instance as a legacy.
2. History is something which develops—history unfolds in time.
3. History involves all of the beings that are transformed by an event, be
it humankind, institutions, or cultures.
4. History is what is "handed down" to us as tradition.

These four meanings of history are derivative from that which is primarily historical—the

contextualising world-opening occurrence which is Dasein. Culture, tradition, historical
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development and so on are dependent for their meaning on the historical nature of

Dasein, i.e., its meaning-giving, contextualising nature.

But how, then, is historicity any different from the contextualisation of being-in-
the-world? Historicity is needed in order to explain the origin of possible meanings given
to the world. It is different from the process of contextualisation because historicity is
rooted in Dasein's facticity. The future possibilities which Dasein takes up as its own in
anticipatory resoluteness emerge from the factical situation into which it is thrown. The
possibilities which Dasein can choose emerge from the facticity of Dasein's there, as
explained in the following passage:

... [W]hence in general can the possibilities be drawn
upon which Da-sein factically projects itself? Anticipatory
self-projection upon the possibility of existence not to-be-
bypassed—on death—guarantees only the totality and
authenticity of resoluteness. But the factically disclosed
possibilities of existence are not to be taken from death.

All the less so since anticipation of that possibility is not a
speculation about it, but rather precisely signifies coming
back to the factical There. Is taking over the thrownness of

the self into its world supposed to disclose a horizon from
which existence seizes its factical possibilitie:s‘.731

There is also another way of considering the historical—from the point of view of
"historical" objects which we discover in the world. How can these objects, which are
present, also be "historical"? Heidegger concludes that the objects aré historical because
the world, i.e., the context of use, to which they belong is past. We thus see that the
"historical" nature of innerworldly objects is entirely different than the historical nature
of Dasein. Objects are historical because they belong to a past world, i.e., they derive
their meaning from a context of use that was but no longer is. Presently existing Dasein

is historical in the sense of being the kind of being that can give meaning to a world—to a
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historical epoch. And Dasein that exists no longer is "having-been-there," not as "no
longer objectively present at hand," but rather as something that no longer plans and is no
longer free. It is "has-been . . . as something making present and futural, that is, in the
temporalizing of its temporality."3 2 The other who is past is thus a past meaning-maker
and interpreter, rather than the limit of my present possibility of meaning creation. We
will return later to the role of the other Dasein who are no longer present. For now, we
want to use Heidegger's characterisation of past objects in order to understand what this
tell us about things in the world in a way that can be useful to our later discussion of
climate. The things encountered in the world are encountered, not merely as objectively
present things at hand, but rather as historical obj ects—objects that fit into a present or
past context, and whose present existence and meaning is determined by the past world,
i.e., the world which was given meaning by historical Dasein which is no longer.
Because objects in the world are imbued with historical meaning, we can read off

of objects the history of Dasein. But not just the history of an individual Dasein—the one
whose knife we have found, or whose books we have come across in the attic. We are
able, through historical objects, to understand the source of historical meaning for a
generation as its heritage and historical destiny. This is because Dasein, as anticipatory
resoluteness, appropriates its history as a heritage which provides the source of meaning,
a source which can be re-interpreted and given new meaning in the light of present and
future necessity:

The resoluteness in which Da-sein comes back to itself

discloses the actual factical possibilities of authentic

existing in terms of the heritage which that resoluteness

takes over as thrown. Resolute coming back to thrownness

involves handing oneself over to traditional })ossibilities,
although not necessarily as traditional ones. 3
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Dasein is thus fateful or characterised by fate because it is torn from a seemingly
overwhelming multiplicity of possible choices that are offered to it by inauthentic
immersion in the world and hands itself over in authentic existence to the limited series

of possibilities presented to it as the heritage handed down to it:

Only being free for death gives Da-sein its absolute goal
and knocks existence into its finitude. The finitude of
existence thus seized upon tears one back out of endless
multiplicity of possibilities offering themselves nearest
by—those of comfort, shirking and taking things easy—and
brings Da-sein to the simplicity of its fate. This is how we
designate the primordial occurrence of Da-sein that lies in
authentic resoluteness in which it hands itself down to
itself, free for death, in a possibility that it inherited and yet
has chosen.*

The contextualisation which is the characteristic of existential spatiality is made
possible by the appropriation of meaning from the factical circumstances into which
Dasein is thrown. This facticity, interpreted in terms of a heritage, is a limited set of
possibilities which Dasein can either choose or reject (while still being determined by
them). The possibility of retrieving contexts of meaning handed down to us by the past is
rooted in the Aistorical nature of Dasein. This, then, is the link between historicity and
spatiality—historicity enables the appropriation of a meaning context, avcontext in which
Dasein can find itself spatially.

We have also seen that the historicity of Dasein can be revealed by innerworldly
objects. It is this characteristic of objects whose nature is other than Dasein that Watsuji
will pick up on in Fido. History for Watsuji is not simply an occurrence independent of
human existence. Rather, the very nature of everyday existence is reflected in the
historical. In other words, history is seen as the fate of a people, rather than as the

unfolding of a chronology of events. Everything that is discovered in the context of
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everyday life is thus also historical—the human world, as well as the natural world,
reflect the historical nature of human existence. Watsuji's approach to climate is thus a
reflection, I think, of the following view of the relationship between objects and the
historical as expressed in Being and Time:

With the existence of historical being-in-the-world, things
at hand and objectively present have always already been
included in the history of the world. Tools and works, for
example books, have their "fates"; buildings and
institutions have their history. And even nature is
historical. It is not historical when we speak about "natural
history," but nature is historical as a countryside, as areas
that have been inhabited or exploited, as battlefields and
cultic sites. These innerworldly beings as such are
historical, and their history does not signify something
"external” that simply accompanies the "inner" history of
the "soul."*

From Being and Time to Watsuji's Fiido

We have already mentioned the impetus for Watsuji to pursue his investigation of
climate—a dissatisfaction with Heidegger's overemphasis on the temporal nature of
human existence. But, as we have shown, Heidegger does in fact deal with existential
spatiality in Being and Time. In reading Fiido, it becomes clear that Watsuji recognises
this. Thus Watsuji is not claiming that Heidegger has entirely neglected the question of
existential spatiality. But even in our foregoing investigation of Heidegger's concept of
spatiality, it has become apparent that for Heidegger, the relationship between spatiality
and temporality is not always clear, and that on some level, existential spatiality is shown
to be premised on the temporality of Dasein. Even Heidegger's discussion of the
historical nature of physical objects and natural phenomena is focused on showing that,
insofar as these objects and phenomena have meaning, they point to the contextualising

nature of Dasein as being-in-the-world. Ultimately, we will see that Watsuji's



72

dissatisfaction with the Heideggerian conception of spatiality emerges because
Heidegger's philosophy places the problem of difference and otherness, conceived as the
problem of the ontic-ontological difference, outside of the domain of the spatial. In
contrast, Watsuji wishes to see the question of space as intimately tied to the question of
alterity and difference. We see Watsuji developing this idea in Fzdo by locating cultural
and historical difference within the context of climate, a spatial context. This theme will
be more systematically developed in Watsuji's later work, Rinrigaku (Ethics).
Ultimately, though, we will see that Wafsuji's phenomenological approach will not be
able to sustain différence in a robust way adequate for ethics.

In putting into question the Héideggerian concept of existential spatiality, Watsuji
is pointing to the fact that while both temporality and spatiality are given their existential
interpretations in Being and Time, the spatial contextualisation is made possible by the
temporalising of Dasein. This is what Watsuji means, I think, when he says that he
cannot understand why ". . . space is not postulated as part of the basic structure of
[subjective] existence."® By calling the existential structures of Dasein "subjective" and
the phenomenon of climate "objective," what Watsuji is pointing to is that the factical
and historical, though providing a series of meanings into which Dasein is thrown, is used
by Heidegger in Being and Time to point us back to the subject—Dasein—and its
temporal structure. The dimension of objectivity—the social nature of the historical as a
shared destiny or heritage and the possibility of different cultural destinies—is not

‘adequately developed by Heidegger. This problem becomes more acute when we try to
understand why different cultures have a different understanding of interhuman relations,

as manifest in their philosophies and value systems. If we look at things from this
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perspective, it becomes clear that there is an objective aspect which is not fully developed
in the early Heideggerian interpretation of spatiality. For Heidegger, those belonging to a
particular culture share a particular fate which gives meaning to the surrounding world in
which they exist. For Watsuji, this points to a social capacity of humans that is not
simply subjective, but also social and hence objective. We have an objective (social)
dimension to our existence because others share our cultural understanding, and so are in
some sense fundamentally part of us. If we are to acknowledge this fact as Watsuji
wishes us to, then we are also led to the realisation that there is something which shapes
this shared world and shared understanding which is the means by which each of us
discovers himself or herself. It is in this way that Watsuji points to the importance of the

spatial ecstasis in Fiido.

The phenomenon of climate

Watsuji consciously rejects using the term "nature" (shizen H #R) because of the
tendency to consider the natural world as a world of natural "objects" separate from
humans whose relationship to human existence is established as the relationship between
two independently existing entities—human subjects and natural phenomena. Instead,
Watsuji chooses to explore the spatial nature of human existence through the
pheﬁomenon of climate. The Japanese term for climate, fiido (J 1), literally means
"wind and earth.” It is a more recent replacement for the ancient term for climate, suido
(/K f-—"water and earth"). Because these terms refer to the elements—ecarth, water, fire,
and wind—the concept of climate reminds us that the natural world is intimately linked to
a way of living within a climate, since the term 'element' indicates the adoption of a

human perspective on nature—a way of understanding the mechanisms of nature and our
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relation to it. We first live in a climate, and only after the fact can we use a process of
abstraction in order to investigate climate scientifically as a natural phenomenon.

To understand the fundamental relationship that exists between climate and
humans before the separation between the two is made, Watsuji points to the
phenomenon of cold. He firsts gives a traditional phenomenological account of the cold,
pointing to the fact that when we feel something as cold, we do not mean that we
encounter air of a certain temperature. We do not first come to know the independent

“existence of the cold, and then feel cold. Rather, feeling cold and discovering the cold
are one and the same thing. We discover the cold within the intentional relationship that
already exists in feeling cold. This intentional structure is contained within our
consciousness as the reaching out of consciousness towards the cold. As Watsuji says,
the "[t]he intentionality of such a relational structures is thus a structure of the subject in
relation with the cold."’

Watsuji is not satisfied with this description of things, since it seems to put too
much emphasis on the subjective nature of the experience of the cold. However, he
points out that we can only see the phenomenological interpretation as subjective if we
consider the intentional object to be a mental entity. In fact, this is not what the cold is.
Rather, it is an objective cold—the cold of the air. As Watsuji points out, it is not simply
the "cold" in an abstract sense that we feel. Rather, it is the "coldness of the air" which is
felt. In this way, we understand what Heidegger means when he claims that Dasein is
characterised by its existence, conceived of as "being outside of itself." In feeling

coldness, we are already outside ourselves in a relationship to coldness of the air.
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But now, in departing from conventional phenomenology, Watsuji strengthens the
sense of the objective to which he is pointing. He first points to something present in
Heidegger's conception of spatiality. For Heidegger, Dasein is characterised by being
outside of itself insofar as it is its da, its "there." Dasein thus discovers itself in its world.
But this worldliness is then brought back to Dasein as disclosedness. As Heidegger
states: "'Here' and 'over there' are possible dnly in a 'there,' that is, when there is a being
which has disclosed spatiality as the being of the there. This being bears in its ownmost
being the character of not being closed. The expression 'there' means this essential
disclosedness. Through disclosedness this being (Da-sein) is 'there' for itself together
with the Da-sein of the world."*® But we still see in this concept of "thereness" an
orientation towards the subjectivity of Dasein. Things in the world are not closed
(unverschlossen) because it is in the nature of Dasein to be disclosive. The encountering
of objects in the world leads us back to an understanding of human existence as
disclosive. Watsuji's conception of spatiality is much more dependent, not on the
availability of the world for Dasein, but on the encounter insofar as it reveals something
~ about the other-oriented, social nature of our existence to us. We do not just realise the
disclosive nature of Dasein, but rather the essential aspect of human existence which is
constituted, not by spatiality and otherness as a structure of my own Dasein, but rather in
a spatiality that lies outside of Dasein and yet which cannot be objectified as geometric
space. The "there" (da) of Dasein’s existence is thus disclosed for Watsuji in and through
our experiences of others. Our "there" is not an individuating experience, as it is in Being
and Time, nor an impersonal experience, as it becomes in Heidegger's later works, in

which, face to face with nothingness, we are thrown back on existence.
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The social dimension of human existence to which Watsuji is pointing is not
primarily a mode of self-revelation.® He is not pointing to the way in which Dasein is its
world, i.e., as disclosing a world. Though Watsuji uses the term ex-sistere, picking up on
the Heideggerian use of existence to point out Dasein's ecstatic nature, he wants to
change the nuance of this term. For Heidegger, the "there," as we have pointed out, is not
anything, but rather a result of Dasein's nature as disclosive. But Watsuji puts more
emphasis on the presence of something else outside of Dasein which "reflects" Dasein
‘back to itself, such that it can see itself in a new way through its world. This process of
"reflection," which Watsuji differentiates from self-reflection (the process of burrowing
into ourselves as Descartes did), involves an exterior that "reflects” us back to ourselves,
and in so doing, helps us to realise that part of ourselves which is socially and spatially
formed. This becomes clear in the following passage:

... [W]e ourselves face ourselves in the state of 'ex-
sistere". Even in cases where we do not face ourselves by
means of reflection or looking into ourselves, our selves are
exposed to ourselves. Reflection is merely a form of
grasping ourselves. Furthermore, it is not a primary mode
of self-revelation. (But if the word "reflect” is taken in its
visual sense, i.e., if it is understood as to dash against
something and rebound from it and to reveal oneself in this
rebound or reflection, it can be argued that the word may
well indicate the way in which our selves are exposed to
ourselves.) We feel the cold, or we are out in the cold.

Therefore, in feeling the cold, we discover ourselves in the
cold itself.*

That Watsuji wishes to give a greater role to spatiality and exteriority than does
Heidegger becomes clear in the following paragraphs, in which Watsuji points to the fact
that the "I" also has a dimension of otherness in terms of the "we." In climatic
phenomena, a person discovers herself as more than just an individual; the coldness she

shares is the coldness others, too, share. It is for this reason that we can talk about the
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weather when we meet others, or that we can have different experiences of the cold
which we experience in common. "Thus, it is not 'I' alone but 'we', or more strictly, 'T' as
'we' and 'we' as 'T' that are outside in the cold."! T am not out in the cold alone, but rather
I discover others who have similar or different experiences of this same cold. The
structure of the ecstatic nature of existence for Watsuji comprises an element of
otherness, its structure being that of the 'we' rather than of the 'I." In the words o.f
Watsuji: "When we enter a warm room after walking in the cold wind, when we stroll in
the mild spring breeze after a cold winter is over, or when we are caught in a torrential
shower on a boiling hot summer day, we first of all apprehend ourselves within such
meteorological phenomena, which are other than ourselves."*

For Watsuji, the way that we apprehend ourselves in climate, while involving
exteriority that does not collapse back into the interiority of the subject, does not bring
about the subject-object duality of the metaphysical tradition of Western European
philosophy. Climate, as we have already pointed out, is not an objective phenomenon set
over and against the subject which perceives it. Rather, climate is a "mutual relationship”
in which we find ourselves always already involved. For instance, we apprehend the cold
through ensuring that the young and the old have enough room by the brazier to warm
themselves. Thus we do not apprehend anything about ourselves as subjects in climate.
Rather, we realisevin climate the web of relationships through which we respond to the
hardships or joys brought on by our subjugation to nature. As Watsuji points out, "[i]t is
in our relationship with the tyranny of nature that we first come to engage ourselves in

joint measures to secure early protection from such tyranny. The apprehension of the self
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in climate is revealed as the discovery of such measures; it is not the recognition of the
subject."43
Watsuji, unlike Heidegger, seems interested in answering the question of why

cultures and cultural traditions differ. The answer for Watsuji is that through our
apprehension in climate, which is unique to each region of the world, we are called upon
to respond creatively. For parts of the world that have long been inhabited, this creativity
is embodied in the traditions handed down through the generations for dealing with our
natural environment. For instance, architectural style, clothing style, eating habits, and so
on, are all results of the way that humans have seen themselves and their needs for
shelter, food and security reflected in their environment. Here Watsuji uses the example
of diet:

. .. [C]limatic conditioning is even more obvious in the

case of food, for it is with climate that the production of

food is most intimately connected. It is not that man made

the choice between stock-raising and fishing according to

his preference for meat or fish. On the contrary, he came to

prefer either meat or fish because climate determined

whether he should engage in stock-raising or in fishing. In

the same way, the predominant factor governing the choice

between a vegetable or a meat diet is climate, rather than

the vegetarian's ideology. So our appetite is not for food in

general but for food prepared in a certain way which has

long been established. [. . .] The way that food is prepared

is an expression of a people's climatic self-apprehension

and is something which has taken shape over many
generations.44

Watsuji's analysis at times seems to be premised on a separation between climate
and the humans living in that climate. But as the example above shows, humans and their
customs emerge because of the fact of their living in a particular climate. A group of
people, dropped into a new environmental setting, cannot simply choose any lifestyle it

wishes. The necessities of human existence—food, clothing, shelter, etc.—are not
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abstract qualities of human life. Instead, they take on concrete form as reflections of the
specific environment in which a people lives, shaping the habits and customs of that
people. It becomes clear that this is not simply a question of the mutual influence of
human on environment and vice versa. We realise this when we note that people can take
their culture with them and re-create it in a different environmental setting. This is the
case with European settlers in North America, for instance. Climatic phenomena find
their expression in many areas of culture—literature, art, religion, and so on, and this
shows the intimate link between climate and history. If it were a simple case of human
activity perfectly reflecting its environment, artistic and religious traditions would not be
transportable from the locale in which they arose to a new natural environment. The
climate is a way for humans to define themselves and their culture, and so the whole of
cultural history, according to Watsuji, can be read as a climatic, spatial phenomenon. As
Watsuji points out, ". . . it is often said that not only is man conditioned by climate, but
that he, in his turn, works on and transforms climate. But this is to ignore the true nature
of climate. We, on the other hand, have seen that it is in climate that man apprehends
himself. The activity of man's self-apprehension, man, that is, in his dual character of
individual and social being, is at the same time of a historical nature. Therefore, climate

does not exist apart form history, nor history apart from climate."*

Exteriority as the limit of human existence

In the phenomenon of climate we discover the limitations of human existence.
Climate, like history, is the sphere of the objectification of human existence, and imposes
a specific but infinite set of possibilities on us. This idea is very similar to the

Heideggerian conception of facticity, which is characterised by Heidegger as the
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"already-being-in-a-world" of Dasein. The world into which Dasein is thrown offers up
certain concrete possibilities which Dasein can either take up authentically, or refuse,
falling into the world of the They.

For Watsuji, as for Heidegger, facticity reveals to us the social nature of human
existence. Heidegger claims of Dasein's facticity that it ". . . implies that an
'innerworldly' being has being-in-the-world in such a way that it can understand itself as
bound up in its 'destiny' with the being of those beings which it encounters within its own
world."*® Likewise, Watsuji begins the section on the climatic limitation of human
existence by discussing the dual nature of human existence—its social and individual
aspects. Heidegger characterises others as Mitdasein, i.e., as others discovered alongside
myself in a world which is "always already from the outset my own.""” The important
aspect of these others is that they are ". . . neither objectively present nor at hand, but they
are like the very Da-sein which frees them—they are there, too, and there with it."*®

In contrast, Watsuji does not prioritise the integrity of the self in his description of
the dual nature of human existence. The others are not others like me, i.e., they are not
seen from the point of view of the self which is world-creating. Rather, the social aspect
of human existence for Watsuji involves the dissolution of this self. This is evident in his
characterisation of human existence as "negative activity." Through this characterisation,
Watsuji points to the social, spatial aspect of human existence as distinct yet related to the
individual, temporal aspect. In forming associations with others in various groupings, a
"fragmentary self" joins each of these groups. And yet these fragmentary selves are
unified in the individual:

Human existence, through fragmentation into countless
individual entities, is the activity which brings into being
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all forms of combination and community. Such
fragmentation and union are essentially of a self-active and
practical nature and cannot come about in the absence of
self-active entities.*

What I think Watsuji means by this "fragmentation” is that each person only comes to
know one aspect of another. We never interact with one friend in the same way that we
do with another. And yet this does not mean that we have multiple, unrelated selves.
Each interaction with a different group or with a different individual reflects back to us a
new aspect of our self. In this way, we find ourselves through reflection in others just as
we find ourselves through reflection in climate. The model is reminiscent of Husserl's
notion of eidetic reduction as "free variation." The purpose of this method is to allow us
to see something factical in its "as-if" nature, i.e., as pure possibility. Here is Husserl's

description of eidetic reduction (reduction to possibilities) in the Cartesian Meditations:

Starting from this table-perception as an example, we vary
the perceptual object, table, with a completely free
optionalness, yet in such a manner that we keep perception
fixed as perception of something, no matter what. Perhaps
we begin by fictively changing the shape or the colour of
the object quite arbitrarily, keeping identical only its
perceptual appearing. In other words: Abstaining from
acceptance of its being, we change the fact of this
perception into a pure possibility, one among other quite
'optional' pure possibilities—but possibilities that are
possible perceptions. We, so to speak, shift the actual
perception into the realm of non-actualities, the realm of
the as-if, which supplies us with "pure' possibilities, pure of
everything that restricts to this fact or to any fact
whatever."*’

I bring up the idea of eidetic reduction in relation to Watsuji's conception of the
fragmentation of the individual in social existence because it illustrates the notion of the
self as a realm of possibilities, while also pointing to the egological perspective inherent

in the Husserlian position which, I feel, Watsuji still sees in the Heideggerian conception
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of the other as Mitdasein, and to which he objects. Husserl goes on to explain that the
experience of an object as pure possibility leads us back to a "pure possibility-variant of
my de facto ego," which means that phenomenology becomes "uncoverings of the all-
embracing eidos, transcendental ego as such.™! In a similar fashion, we see in Being
and Time that the discovery of others in the world leads us back to the fundamental
constitution of Dasein as being-in: being with others is understood as a possibility which
characterises one's own being.

Watsuji wishes to maintain the notion that we find ourselves in our world, a
notion which is the key feature of human existence pointed out by Heidegger. At the
same time, he seeks to undermine the phenomenological concept of Dasein as world-
creating and world-revealing. He does so by showing that facticity is the limitation of
human existence, and does not simply lead us back to a world of pure possibilities to be
accepted or rejected by authentic or inauthentic Dasein. In other words, facticity as
climatic spatiality does not necessarily lead us back to the self-understanding of Dasein,
i.e., Dasein as temporal. In explaining spatiality as the limit of human existence and
pointing to the fundamental relationship between time and space, Watsuji does not accord
primacy to the temporal as does Heidegger. As a process of the fragmentation and union
of the self, the negative activity which characterises human existence is both spatial and
temporal:

. .. [S]pace and time in [the] self-active sense, form the
fundamental structure of [the activities by means of which
human existence brings into being various communities].
It is at this point that space and time are grasped in their
essential form and their inseparability becomes distinct.
An attempt to treat the structure of human existence as one

of time only would fall into the error of trying to discover
human existence on the level only of individual
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consciousness. But if the dual character of human
existence is taken as the essential nature of man, then it is
immediatel;/ clear that space must be regarded as linked
with time.’

As we had seen with Heidegger, Watsuji connects the historical with the spatial by
emphasising the link between history and climate. The difference is that in Being and
Time, Heidegger prioritises the temporal, while Watsuji is more definite about the
fundamental nature of both temporal and spatial aspects. For Watsuji, time does not
become history unless the temporal structure of human existence manifests itself in the
social sphere. History, then, is "the structure of existence in society." 3 What this means
is that time is arrived at by removing the concrete social relations in which the nature of
human existence as ecstatic (transcendent) manifests itself. Thus when Watsuji says that
we discover ourselves in climate, this discovery has two distinct aspects: the individual's
experience of climate (mood changes as a result of a change in weather, the rain falling
on our face) and the social experience of climate (in art, architecture, clothing, and
philosophy).54 These two aspects, the individual and the social, demonstraté the dual
nature of human existence as finite and yet infinite: "Men die; their world changes; but
through this unending death and change, man lives and his world continues. It continues
incessantly through ending incessantly. In the individual's eyes, it is a case of an
rexistence for death', but from the standpoint of society it is an 'existence for life'.">> The
influence here of both Buddhist and Confucian views seems clear, a point to which we
will return in the next chapter.

The development of history, then, is not simply the development of the spirit.

156

Rather, it is the development of the "self-active physical principle"™” which Watsuji

identifies with climate. It is through this self-active physical principle that the general
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temporal structure of human existence can manifest itself as the specific history of a
people. In this way, Watsuji prevents the reification of the spatial into the objectively
present material body by insisting on its self-active dynamism as social existence. But
why is climate the fundamental context which gives meaning to human existence? Itis
because climate, as exteriority, is the limit which human existence meets, prompting us to
understand ourselves as living in a world which is more than the life of a conscious
individual:

The essential character of the tool lies in its being 'for a

purpose', lies, that is, in this purpose-relation. Now this

purpose-relation derives from human life and at its basis we

find the climatic limitation of human life. Shoes may be

tools for walking, but the great majority of mankind could

walk without them; it is rather cold and heat that makes

shoes necessary. Clothes are to be worn, yet they are worn

above all as a protection against cold. Thus this purpose-

relation finds its final origin in climatic self-
comprehension. n37

The contextualisation which is the characteristic of existential spatiality for Heidegger is
thus not the locus of the spatial for Watsuji. Rather, the spatial is the limitation of human
existence which makes us break out of our solipsistic understanding of human existence
as human consciousness and allows us to discover ourselves as contextualised (i.e., in a

world) through the necessity of responding to our environment.

The climate imposes certain states of awareness on us. It is in these imposed
states that we are able to discover ourselves as refreshed by a cool morning breeze or
depressed by continued grey weather. In climate we discover the limitations on human
existence. But in climate we also discover the freedom of our existence as the creative
response to these restrictions. As Watsuji points out, the essential limitations of climate

on human existence force us to express ourselves in distinctive ways as a response to this
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climate. As this climate varies from location to location, so too must these modes of
expression, and as a result, our cultural self-understanding, change.

Thus, in climate, we come to understand two things: the climatic nature of human
existence and the way in which this distinctive climatic existence is the condition for the
possibility of human self-comprehension. As a result, as we turn to Watsuji's exposition
of specific climatic zones, we will see these zones interpreted in two ways: first, ontically
as the study of the distinctiveness of a way of being, and ontologically, as the condition
of our self-awareness which this distinctive way of life represents. And though Watsuji
does not specifically point to the ethical implications of his investigation of climate, it is
important to note how exteriority as the limit of human existence necessitates a response,

expressed here in terms of the values embodied in a culture.

A typology of climates

As we have seen, climate for Watsuji is the locus of community creation, and it is
experienced spatially through the body of the individual. The study of climate is thus the
study of the way in which the experience of the individual is shaped by encounters with
others. Understanding another is always a process of encountering that which is different,
and which can never be fully appropriated and understood. This is not to deny the
possibility of cross-cultural understanding. Instead, it is a denial of the possibility of
modelling cross-cultural understanding on the idea of fusing cultural horizons. Our
experiences of other culturés is always differ.ent or foreign precisely because of the
communal aspects which are an essential part of us. For Watsuji, these communal

aspects are embodied in the concrete relationship between the individual and her physical
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and natural environment—i.e.; in climate. The cultural and communal is the creative
human response to the spatial limitations of human existence. The feeling of foreignness
and difference when we encounter other cultures comes about because of the different
spatial limitations that we encounter when we travel to different places, or that we
observe when meeting others who have been raised in a different cultural context. In
meeting those from another culture, we come to see the limits embodied in our own
culture through the experience of the different limits of the cultural experience of the
other.

Before providing examples of how climate is the limit of the individual with
respect to the group, it is important to point out the difference between Watsuji's
approach to climate and the idea of geographical determinism. To see Watsuji as a
geographical determinist would be to assume that he believes culture to be determined
solely by the physical geography of the landscape that surrounds us. But this is not
Watsuji's goal. Instead, Watsuji wants us to see that human existence is characterised by
a dialectical relationship between two aspects of human existence which can be expressed
in many ways, for instance as the spatial and the temporal, the subjective and the
objective, and the individual and the social. Each of these aspects is the limit of the
other. Each individual responds to the limit represented by the spatiality of human
existence by devising unique ways of dealing with these limitations. These ways can be
tools, architecture, or philosophy and religion. What Watsuji dbes in Fiido is to see how
the different artefacts of each culture reflect the specific limitations imposed on .the
creativity of the 'individual by their climatic surroundings. He also looks at the way in

which these creative responses transferred from one context to another when a belief
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system or philosophical system are transposed to a different spatial location (for instance,
the migration of Christianity to Western Europe).

Though at times Watsuji seems to make generalisations about particular cultures,
at no time is it implied that these generalisations are universalisations. For, insofar as
each particular person has a unique temporal and spatial location, the creation of their
own lives will be a unique response to the limits imposed by the socio-historical world
into which they are born. We may struggle against our culture, or take it up
wholeheartedly, but in either case, the recognition of the cultural and communal aspects
of human existence is essential for a genuinely critical perspective on culture. From
Watsuji, we learn about how the distinctiveness of cultures emerges. But as we will see
later on, what he lacks is an appreciation for the fact that culture, as the creative response
to the mutual limitations of time and space, is not an unassailable entity that transcends
these limitations, but rather is a contingent entity whose inner contradictions point to the
necessity of constant critique.

In turning back to the text, we see that Watsuji has identified three unique
climatic types: the monsoon climate, the desert climate, and the meadow climate. In
identifying such a limited number of climatic types, we can see that he is not interested in
geographical determinism, since many other climatic types exist. Rathér, Watsuji is
interested in a very specific encounter—the encounter between East Asian culture and
thought and Western European culture and thought. Furthermore, his conclusions are not
backed by scientific detail or anthropological and sociological data. Rather, they are
based on his personal observations as he travels from Japan to Europe by ship, stopping

at various ports along the way. As such, the observations represent the unique experience
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of a lone Japanese scholar reacting to the profound differences he encounters on his
journey. In essence, then, we see in Frido Watsujli's attempt to identify a unique
contribution that Japan could make to a world increasingly dominated by Western
philosophy and culture. But it is also clear what Watsuji means when he says that
climate is "a means for man to discover himself": In Fiido, we see a Japanese man
discovering himself as Japanese in his encounter with otherness. Watsuji's failing is that
he does not make clear enough the importance of encountering difference in order to
understand ourselves. Fiido is thus marred by a subtext about Japanese climatic
uniqueness that does not clearly acknowledge the fact that the climatic and cultural
limitations of our existence are not recognised solely through an investigation of our
unique cultural milieu, but rather that going out into the world to experience cultural
difference is the key to self-discovery. The importance of the experience of otherness in
an understanding of culture is clear from this description of "a man," likely Watsuji,
stepping out into the desert after arriving from East Asia:

Let us imagine [. . .] a 'brave man' crossing the Indian

Ocean and reaching the town of Aden at the southernmost

tip of Arabia. Above him towers a barren, dull-brown and

tapering cliff. Here, there is none of the vitality or

gentility, the nobility or freshness, the grandeur or intimacy

that the 'brave man' is entitled to expect from his 'soil’;

there is only an eerie, dismal and gloomy atmosphere. No

soil in any climate, no cliff or hill crag will prompt a

feeling quite so forbidding and gloomy. Here, the 'brave

man' is given a vivid insight into 'otherness'—the otherness

not merely of a physical rock but that of another man and
the link between the latter and his world.>®

In each of the three climatic types, we see how the climatic serves to prescribe the
possibilities of subjective human existence. Each climatic zone shapes and moulds the

intellectual and emotional life of the people living under its influence. Those who live in
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the monsoon zone—South and Southeast Asia—are constantly faced with the
unpredictability of the monsoon and its irresistible mixture of heat and humidity. With
this heat and humidity comes an abundance of vegetable and animal life. Thus nature is
the life-giver, while death is associated with humans.”® As a result, the people who live
under the influence of the monsoon climate are characterised by a mood of resignation
(ninjiisei, ZRHEVE) and submissiveness (jiydsei, % 751%). But in addition to these two
characteristics, those living in the monsoon zone are also characterised by burning,
violent passions which are a response to the monotony of a climate which is like an
eternal summer:

[...] The monotony of the South Seas does not stem from

insubstantiality. It is rather a monotony full of content, of

power. The monotony, again, is not that of insubstantial

feelings on the part of men who take interest in nothing; it

is rather that of people who are ever agitated and burning
with violent passions.60

Expressed in terms of spatiality and temporality, Watsuji sees in the monsoon
zone, especially as expressed in India, a lack of temporal variation, but a wealth of spatial
variation. What he means by this is that the changes of season in the monsoon zone are
not as distinct as those in the temperate zone. And yet, a variety of different trees and
undergrowth corresponding to the vegetation of various climatic zones can be seen co-
existing in India. For instance, at the top of hills and mountains, the trees familiar to the
Japanese which thrive during the spring and autumn are visible, while at the bottom of
the hill, the trees of the Japanese mid-summer thrive. As a result of the co-existence of
vegetation from the various seasons in Japan, India can be characterised as having great

spatial variation.
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To summarise, the inhabitants of the monsoon zone are characterised by
resignation and submissiveness that translate into a lack of will power. This lack of will
power is balanced by a fullness of feeling and passion. The lack of temporal variation in
the climate is mirrored in the lack of historical awareness in Indian mythology and
philosophy, but this is balanced with spatial variation, which lends Indian thought great
insight into the varied and often contradictory aspects that co-exist in human nature. Two
examples might be useful to illustrate what Watsuji means here. In terms of resignation
and lack of will power, Watsuji points to the fact that in the Vedas, humans do not submit
to the will of a personal deity, but rather ask that spirits, as the personifications of nature,
grant them life and the benefits that come to all living things. Watsuji explains this as
follows:

[...] The spirits of the Rig Veda are not the product of the
straining of the will towards an escape from the distresses
of life; they take on a mythical aspect moulded by the
forces of benevolent nature. The majority of the hymns of
praise are offered not to a 'spirit' but to nature itself, or at
least, to one aspect of nature; not to the spirit of the sun, for
example, but to the sun itself; not to the spirit of water, but
to the flowing stream, to the rain falling from the cloud.
The Rig Veda itself is evidence of the development of this
mythical essence from the personification of the forces of
nature. Hence man's relationship with the spirits is one in

which he asks for nature's benefits; it is very different from
the relation of absolute submission in the desert.®’

With regards to the prioritisation of the spatial over the temporal, Watsuji points to the
theory of transmigration. Because we may have been an insect in a previous life, and
may become a fish in another, the theory of transmigration sees an essential similarity
between all >sentient beings. And insofar as each of these phenomenal manifestations of

our self (atman) is conditioned by the past and determines the future, the past, present



91

and future can be said to co-exist as a transcendent order of mystical time. As Watsuji

states:

[. ..] The theory of transmigration has succeeded in doing
way [sic] completely with the temporal vicissitudes of
human history--of 'being' as restricted to man, that is--and,
at the same time, has really grasped the essence of the
problem of the spatial vicissitudes of being. The snake
crawling here was once man, or cow, or bird; it has
experienced all manner of loves and hatreds. Such past
experiences have determined its present manifestation as
snake. In the same way, the present form of every living
creature is conditioned by its past being. If this is the case,
then the whole of 'being' that made up the past at any given
time forms the present also. The only difference is that the
individual constituents have changed in form, for the
present aspect of all living creatures comprises the entirety
of 'being' in the past. Rather than trace historical
development, then, all one need do is to distinguish the
various formal transformations of the present. Thus,
according to this conjecture, in the bearing of the snake as
it glides across a path, in the expression in the cow's eyes,
one can read also its past being as man.®

Interestingly, we see here, in the theory of transmigration, the ethical importance of the
transcendence of real, linear time. The mystical understanding of time that folds all
dimensions, past and future, into the present, is what constitutes the ethical force of the
gaze of the other. This insight will not be maintained in the case of Watsuji's conception
of ethics because Watsuji characterises the Japanese climate differently than the monsoon
climate. This will result in the role of alterity in Japanese ethics being different from the
one present in Hinduism and Buddhism. However, the Buddhist conception of alterity

will be picked up by Kuki Shiizd in works that we will turn to later.

The thought and culture of the desert dweller is characterised by two things,
according to Watsuji: submission and aggression. Here submission means submission to

the group to which the individual belongs, while aggression is directed towards those



92

outside of the group. Each of these facets of the desert dweller is a response to the
overwhelming dryness of the desert. One becomes dependent on others, because one
cannot survive alone in the desert. Yet at the same time, the co-operative group must live
in opposition to other groups that compete for scarce desert resources. These dual
characteristics result in the importance of the will in desert culture, and the feeling of
opposition that exists between humans and nature, which is in contrast to the unity
between humans and nature present in the monsoon zone. This opposition leads to the
wilful imposition of human form on the natural environment, as demonstrated by the
building of the pyramids:

[. ..] As their very siting indicates, the Pyramids were
created in close relationship with the desert. The desert,
seeming always about to encroach into and over-run the
Nile valley, is an endless series of undulating sand-waves.
These are unordered and unplanned. Within the Nile
valley, too, the Nile itself, dominating the whole plain, is a
similar huge and lax undulation. The outlines of both water
and fields are everywhere unordered and haphazard.
Within this natural scene, totally undisciplined and
unregulated, tower high and solid the Pyramids, only they
regular and finished. Thus their pattern, not a part of the
natural surroundings, gives a very forceful reminder of the
power of man, power used by the ancient Egyptians to
oppose the desert. Hence, the simplicity and the
abstraction of the design of the Pyramids worked as a
symbol of the power of man precisely in virtue of such
simplicity and abstraction. From the very first, it was
essential that the design be of a specific size to enable the
Pyramids to stand in opposition to the desert. For the size
as well as the shape made possible the exhibition of man ]
authority in oppesition to the vague and vast sand- -sea.®

The third climatic zone, that of the meadow, characterises most of Europe.
Watsuji identifies two zones—the South (Greece and Italy) and the West (in particular,
Germany). The basis of the meadow climate is a contrast between light and dark, dryness

and wetness. Interestingly, Watsuji makes a similar move to Emmanuel Levinas by
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rooting the Western subject-object dualism in the dualism of darkness and light. Greek,
and to some degree, Roman philosophy, is characterised by its emphasis on the
observation of nature and the rational order which nature portrays in this part of the
world. Whereas in the monsoon zone and in the desert only humans create order, the
mild climate of Greece and Italy and the predominance of sunny days leads the Greeks
and Romans to see the order and regularity of nature in a way that those living in other
climates do not. Watsuji explains the relationship between Greek climate and Greek
philosophy in the following way:

In Greece, nature reveals everything and hides nothing, and

such a relationship—where not a thing is veiled—is the

most intimate of all. Man sees eye to eye with and thus

becomes one with nature. Thus was the Greek made

capable of finding the logical order within nature and of

becoming one with her. When Greece's climate became

manifest in the distinctive essence of the Greek spirit, then
did Greek culture also put forth its first buds.**

In contrast to the brightness of Greece and Rome and their emphasis on
understanding the order of nature, Western Europe is characterised by darkness and
gloom. In contrast to the unpredictability of storms in the monsoon zone, the climate of
Western Europe is temperate, and so relatively docile and consistent. The regular
gloominess of Western Europe effaces individual differences which would otherwise be
brought out in the light of the southern sun. As a result, in Western Europe there is a
tendency to turn inwards into the subjective world of the soul:

Under the brilliance of Greece's bright sun, everything
stands out in the most bold relief, the individual quite
distinct and clear. From this phenomenal world it would
not be simple to postulate uniform and infinite space which
did not take due account of every particular. But on a dull
cloudy day in west Europe, with everything indistinct or

only dimly outlined, there is a strong sense of an infinity of
space which absorbs all such ill-distinguished entities. This
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simultaneously acts as a pointer to infinite depth. There is
a strong undertow here dragging inwards, and from this
comes an emphasis on subjectivity and on soul. So while
the spirit of ancient Greece was that of the static, of
Euclidean geometry, of the sculptured and of ceremony,
modern Europe could be described as active, with the spirit
of di6fsferential and integral calculus, of music and of the
will.

Having made these sweeping.characterisations of how difference in climate is
concretised in various cultures, Watsuji now turns to the section which presages his work
on ethics in Rinrigaku. Throughout this section, two aspects are highlighted—the
dualism of the real and the ideal, and the importance of the social to human existence.
Curiously, Watsuji points to these elements within the context of the uniqueness of
J apahese climatic existence. Oﬁ the one hand, one can interpret this as an instance of the
nationalism that was prevalent in Japan leading up to the Second World War. Yet, this
nationalism is always tinged with the Japanese recognition of their otherness. In
discussing the Japanese sprit in Nikon Seishin ("The Japanese Spirit"), for instance,
Watsuji points out that the idea of the uniqueness of Japanese culture develops in the
context of a response to the influx of foreign cultures into Japan, be it from East Asia
(China, Korea, etc., as in the case of Confucianism and Buddhism) or from Europe. This
response is not a reactionary one, in Watsuji's eyes. Rather, the response involves the co-
existence within Japanese culture of tradition and innovation, and the difficult process of
dealing with the critique of traditional culture which accompanies the adoption of any
innovation. This can be seen in the following passage:

[The] multi-layered character of the styles of Japanese
clothing, food, and dwellings is something that every
Japanese can attest to as a phenomenon of his or her daily
life. Not only do we preserve in great part the styles of

clothing of three hundred years ago, we also unify within a
single life the styles that have been developed along
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* separate lines in the samurai and commoner classes,
respectively. The range of Western clothing has then been
added as another layer of style on top of these. Each of
these styles expresses differing existential modes of bodily
apparel; and yet, neither abandoning either the pre-modern
or the Western styles nor attempting any compromise
between them, we unify them in the whole of daily
Japanese life that we live as a kind of double life—
Japanese and Western.®

Thus when Watsuji discusses the uniqueness of Japanese culture in terms of a dynamic
dualism between the ideal and the real, in many ways, I feel that he is on the one hand
articulating the necessity of critiquing traditional Japanese culture which arises whenever
the foreign and new encounters the tradition, while on the other hand, recognising that
this critique must always be an internal critique, because of the impossibility of stepping

outside the culture concretised in our everyday lives.

The Japanese climate, according to Watsuji, is characterised by a dualism: that of
heat and cold. This dualism is a result of the fact that Japan spans the tropical and
temperate zones, and so shares characteristics of both the tropical and the temperate zone.
Already within this characterisation of Japanese climate, the tension between East (the
monsoon zone) and West (the temperate zone), between the traditional and the modern, is
recognised as existing within Japanese culture. The Japanese are resigned in the face of
nature, as is characteristic of a monsoon climate, yet this resignation is never doggedly
adhered to. Thus the Japanese do not have the tenacity which characterises the Western
European, who wilfully keeps her inner, emotional life separate as a refuge in the face of
the gloominess of the European climate. Instead, Japanese resignation is broken by
sudden, unexpected displays of emotion and activity. Thusit". .. is of deep significance

and highly appropriate that this mood of the Japanese should be symbolised by the cherry






