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[TThe hermeneutic method as the method of ethics. consists in
grasping the dynamic structure of ningen sonzai through its most
basic everyday expressions. Ningen sonzai in its everydayness,
constantly manifests itself in the practical connections of life,
expression, and understanding; and yet it does not become aware
~of this as expression. Hence, the effort to realize it as expression
is a philosophical activity that assumes the form of a hermeneutlc
method.!

The man who is isolated — who is unable to share in the benefits
of political association, or has no need to share because he is
already self-sufficient — is no part of the polis, and must therefore
be either a beast or a god. Man is thus intended by nature to be
a part of a political whole, and there is therefore an immanent
‘impulse in all men towards an association of this order

 The authority of totality operates here in the guise of the state,
and social ethics is protected from destruction by this authority.
But the real state includes communities of sonzai and societies of
mutual interest (Gesellschaft) as its substance. There is no
state that is nothing more than a mere legal construction. The
'solidarity expressed legally falls short of expressmg the way of
ningen, if it is not backed by the commumty of sonzai®

| Introductmn

Rinrigaku (the Science of Ethics) is indisputably WatSIIJl Tetsuro’s
magnum opus, and the work is said to have signified the apex of his academic
and philosophical achievement which began with the publication of its first
volume in 1934 and was completed with imblication of the third tfolume in
1949.* It was, to VSay the leeSt a major critique of and challenge to modern
| (Western) philosophical anthropology then in vogue, and. still continues to
generate considerable interest and even controversy. The recent publication
’of the English translation (1996)’, though not the entire work, is indicative of -
| this trend. | | : ,

'As will be discussed below his original contr1but1on to the smence of
‘ethics is based on the Japanese concept of ningen (A, human being), thus
his dictum that the study of ethics is the study of mngen

Watsuji's Rinrigaku is more than a treatise on ethics; rather it can be



read as a work of political philosophy, if political philosophy is defined as a
reflection on the nature and essence of the political community (the nation).
Watsuji, turns out to be more of an Aristotelian and for all intents and purposes
this can be shown through parallels between their structure of discourse.
Watsuji saw in Aristotle the prototypical science of ethics as the study of
ningen as well as the role of the polis (the nation) in the moral development of
people in everyday life.

At} the same time, there are some differences between them as well.
Watsuji’s unique conceptualization of ningen as “the betweenness,” and as “the
dialectical unity of opposites” can be seen as going beyond Aristotle’s Politics.
In his conceptualization the ethical drama of ningen unfolds in the p.rocess of
“double negation,” where the self-reflexivity of ningen is discernible for the
development of national morality. For Watsuji, thestructure of ningen sonzai |
as the basis of social ethics is primarily determined by its climatic-historical
“betweenness,"’ or “burden,” though reflexively turning toward a possible
universality or “one world”. Watsuji’s nation turns out to be of a particular |
type whose position and implication in world history is both problematic and

suggestive.

' Watsujl as Anstotehan
In the first volume of Rmrzgaku (1934) Watsujl examines the practlcal

‘philosophy of Aristotle, Kant, Cohen, Hegel, Feuerbach, and Marx and
assesses the extent to which their ideas can be identified with the science of
~ethics as the }‘study of ningen. In trying to identify the relevance of his
Rinrfgéku to the history of Western thought, it is no accident that Watsuji goes
back to ancient Greece when the word ethics ﬁrst appeared. WatSuji finds
Aristotle’s concept of ethics very congenial, though not identical, to h1s concept
of ethics as the study of ningen.

 Aristotle was recognized as the first philosopher who wrote a

systematic treatise on ethics.® Nonetheless, as pointed out by some (Watsuji



refers to J. Barnett The E’t]zics of Arjstot]e) the title of the Mcomaé]zean
'E't]zzcs did not derive from Ar1stotle h1mself but from a later generatlon

Ar1stotle intended nelther to estabhsh Ethlcs as an 1ndependent study (he

never used the word ethics as an noun), nor to separate the study of ethics from
that of poht1cs The point is that Aristotle ensured that both Tbe Politics
(Po]ztz]fe) as well as the Mcbomac]zean E'thics dealt with poht1cal matters

Separating the two is not without some relevance, because they were written
in diﬁ'erent‘ times, and have been compared superficially. Ethics does not
Seem to be a part of Politics, as Watsuji himself .de-murs Nonetheless judging
from the contents Ethics in all respect antlclpates Pohtlcs, and Pohtlcs too is
premised on Ethics. -
| In other words, Ethics questlons how man can attam the Good and the
answer is that Politics as governance forms mens character (personahty),
| which in turn facilitates man’s good behavior. Politics in ant1c1pat1ng such
questions, thus seeks to provide and elucidate types of governance, political
institutions, and systems. Thus for Aristotle, Ethics and Politics constitute
one method which concerns the life of polltlcal man (men in the polis), and part |
of pohtlcal institutions in a more encompassmg ‘Politics (politike).®
Understood thus, Watsuji contmues, nowhere did Aristotle contemplate the
relationship between Ethics and .Politics in opposition to each other, as in the
case of modern interpretations. | | ‘

However it does appear that Aristotle is contemplatmg the “Good”v

from an individual standpomt in parts of the Nzcomac]zean Etbzcs which in
kfact later became the model for later study On a closer look it must be
concluded that only when these parts of the Nicomachean Ethics are treated
from the standpomt of the polis, is Ethlcs constituted as one single science as’
Hsuch As 1s spelt out at the end of the Mcomacbean Ethics, what ethics begms :
to study is bound to be completed as phllosophlcal anthropology (be perz ta
’antbropeJa pbz]osop]ua) through an 1nvest1gat10n of the subJect from the

standpomt of both the 1nd1v1dual and socml organizations. Watsu]1 further



contends that this philosophical anthropology truly corresponds to his ethics as
the study' of ningen.! Aristotle called the philosophy of man, the Politics
(Politike), which was meant to be the science of man in the polis (polites). It
should be noted too that Aristotle showed us clearly that man should be
grasped not merely as an isolated individual, but as social being. It can be
eaid, ‘thus, thaﬁ Aristotle’s science of man (ént]zropos) is at the same time the
‘science of society so that its contents reveal the dual characteristic of human
existence. ' | |

Aristotle called such politike the master science (arkhitektonike), and
treated it in a teleological manner in recognition of the highest telos which is
préxi.é; the other sciences are to be subordinated to it. This is the science of
ningen which accordingly purports to grasp the highest telos, the Good of
ningen (ant,‘bropjnon agatbon), but to repeat, not from the standpoint of the
}individual'alone.’ Watsuji stresses that, when the two are compared the telos

of the polis is greater than that of the individual's and he quotes Aristotle®
thus:

True, the end of the individual is the same [in kind] as that of
the political community, [and from that point of view we might
also say that the end of the individual is the Good of man]; but,
even so, the end of the political community is [in degree] a
greater thing to attain and maintain, and a thing more ultimate,
than the end of the individual®

As mentioned above "accordking to Watsuji Aristotle’s Ethics were
concerned with the “Good” of man, meanmg not of the individual, but of ningen.
| Thus when h1s Ethics dealt w1th the “Good” as a problem of individual

consc1eusness, Aristotle dzd start his 1nvest1gat1on by abstractmg from
| individlial ekistence, as a matter of methodclogical co‘nF\’zeni}e‘nce It is true
that each telos even if subordmated to the hlgher telos (the Poht1cs) must be
self-sufficient. For Arlstotle, self-sufﬁc1ency (autarkeza) does not mean that

man should lead an 1solated 11fe but should be a member of the po]z.s' because



heisbornas a 50cia1 being (politikos). I
Watsujl asserts that the highest telos is not merely for men as
1nd1v1duals but for mngen Methodolog1cal abstractlon was for convenience,
and not to be taken as admitting that the individual existence was the entire
reality. ‘According to Watsuji, this “methodological individualism® did
subsequently generate the image of the Universal State in Hellenism, and gave
fis.e to individualistic ideas in modern bourgeois society as if that abstraction
We‘si taken for the real. Politics was supposed to bring the abstract individual
existence back to the dual characteristic of ningen, but Ethics was treate_d: as
independent of Politics and was thus subsequently misunderstood as private;
As discussed above, Watsuji contends that Aristotle did recognize the
dual characteristic of man (thus ningen) as both 1nd1v1dual and social so that
Arlstotle s 1dea of a human being is not one that is 1solated from the polis.
| Therefore, WatSIIJl argues, Aristotle’s contradlctory 1ns1stence on the self-
| sufﬁc1ency of individuals, and on the Polis existing “prior to individuals”*’ must
be seen in the context of the unity of the two. Watsuji’s interpretation here is
that:

we have to see Aristotle s study of nmgen in terms of the unity of
contradictions. It is certainly contradictory to admit the
-individual as the basic reality, and to insist that the polis existed
prior to individuals. It points to the problem of the dialectical
' relatlonshlp between the 1nd1v1dua11ty and the totahty of
ningen." »

Thus it can be said that Arlstotle did not insist on 1nd1v1duahsm over
agamst holism of his predecessors. When he abstracted the 1nd1v1;iual
existence first in his study of man, it was for the purpose of claucifyinf,’g,r the
| prectice of logos or reasoning thereby distinguishing man from animals and
plants as a methodological convenience. Even though he perceptively grasped
the dual characteristic inherent in man’s social existence, he did not emphasize

at the outset the essence of ningen as the dual characteristic of individual and



_society. Even the practice of logos (man as rational animal) is not merely
individual. | |
| Aristotle did deﬁne man as a social being. Man and woman cannot
exist alone, thus by nature they come to unite as a family.y But, in this case, as
was pbinted out earlier, the totality (wholeness) of a family comes prior to the
“husband of wife or child as an individual. The demand of everybody’s life is
satisfied in the totahty When a telos higher than the satisfaction of everyday
| demands is contemplated families together form a village; the most natural
v1llage is one that is derived from the same famﬂy Furthermore, when many
v1llages come to a union with an almost self-sufficient society, we see the Polis
emerge. The Polis as based on the necessity of life continues to exist for the
g()od‘ 'lrife;' Ina three-stage development, the Polis is the telos of families and:
villages. Thus, according to Aristotle, each is by nature an expression\ of the
telos so that if the families and villages are based ‘on the essence of man, the
Polis isi.based on an even deeper essence. Thus, man is by nature a political
animal (man in the Po]i's) se man is by nature ningen. So here too, one can
see a parallel between Aristotle’s pohtlcal animal and Watsu31 s ningen. |
Although Aristotle did grasp perceptively the dual charactenstlc
inherent in man’s social existence, [the individual and society], Watsuji
demonetrated' that he did not fully realize the two aspects of ningen coming
into unity. Even the practice of Jogos, by which Aristotle distinguished man
from animals or plantS, is not devoid of its sociality. Watsuji contends that
Aristotle Should have begun his ethical inquiry from the dual characteristic,
and not from an abstraction of individual existence. For Watsuji, the
J apaneSe concept of ningen prpyides the basis for the renewal of the
| k“conc‘retene'ss”(Egﬁ’fi) of ethical'pi'oblems precisely beceuse the problems of
ethics as the study of ningen are these involve’d “as a result of this dual

structure of human bemg »12



Ethics as the Study of Ningen ,
~ The most distinguishing feature of Rinrigaku arises from the J apanese
eoncept of ningen as a relationship between individuals and society This dual
_characteristic, Watsujl claims, is inherent in the essence. of nmgen If we
separate the two aspects of ningen as the study of man and the study of somety
respectwel_y, we end up taking the abstract for the real, concrete being. This
has happened in modern anthropology, Watsuji argues, which removed the
‘human being from social groups, and dealt with him as if he was “a self-
;sustammg bemg Thus the study of the problem of man in anthropology is
preoccupied with that of spirit, body, or the self.!® Watsuji claims that the
study of ethics must be based on the Japanese concept of ningen. In the ﬁrst

line of Rinrigaku, Watsuji states that:

The essent1a1 31gn1ﬁcance of the attempt to descrlbe ethics as

“the study of ningen consists in getting away from the
misconception, prevalent in the modern world, that ethics is a
problem of individual consciousness only. This misconception
is based on the individualistic conceptmn of a human being
inherent in the modern world.™

, | In order to understand the s1gn1ﬁcance of Rmrzgaku before 1dent1fy1ng
its contrlbutlons to pohtlcal philosophy, an overview of WatSU.JIS concept. of
ethics as the study of ningen is required. In his hermeneutic, etymolog1ca1
analy51s of the four concepts, Wthh all express the essence of ningen, he
deﬁnes more clearly that ethlcs is the study of nmgen sonzai (human
existence). “The four basic concepts as Watsuji calls them are rinri (ethics),
ningen (human being), yononaka, or seken (soc1ety) and sonzai (existence).

The concept of ethics is expressed in Japanese by the word, rinri (ethic),
which is composed of the two Chinese characters, rin ({f) and 7 (). Rinin
Chinese mea'ns nakama ({8, fellowship) which signifies a system of human
relations of the kind that “a definite group of persons have With respect to each

other,” and at the same time, embraces individual persons as determined by



this system.'® The Confucian tradition of “the grand rin’(Kff) of human
beings (the most 1mp0rtant kinds of human relationships) conprises each
nakama (fellowship) of parent and child, lord and vassal, husband and w1fe
young and old, friend and friend. And “each‘nakama is nothing but a manner
of in‘teractioh‘ through which people have definite connections with each
other.”® Rin (fellowships) conceived of as “ways of ningen’ does not exist in
general. It is found in a specific form of practical relationship among human
beings. | v | | j

| It is impertent to note that the basis of each relationship is a moral
rule Wthh ex1sts prior to the individuals entermg into the relationship. Thus,

as Watsu]1 explams

[nJow it is not the case that father and son first of all exist
separately, and then come to relate to each other in this way later
on. But rather, only through this relationship does the father
obtain his qualification as father, and the son his qualification as
son...only by virtue of the fact that they constitute °‘one
fellowship,” do they become respectively father and son."

The actors, however, cannot exist apart from these relationships, i.e.,
the actors exist only together with the practical relationships. “But when
dynam1c human emstence 1s actuahzed repeatedly, in a definite manner,”

Watsu]1 explams

we can graspy this pattern that cbnstantly makes its appearance
in separation from the basis of this dynamic sort of existence.
-~ This pattern is rin of gorin gojo (Rf&FL%) — the moral rules that

govern the ﬁve human relatlons — as transformed into noematic
meaning.’®

. The rinthusis a moral relational pattern repeatedly actualized, to which r7 38,

reasen,,law)ein Chinese is added to express that pattern, which is taken to

~ mean that “ethics consists of the laws of social existence.”*®



Watsuji’s example above does not necessarily imply that ethics as such
are therefore established once and for all. There is always the ‘possibility of
deviation from the established patterns, or even of extinction. In this Sense,

he argues:

we can say that communal existence contains the danger of
extinction on each and every occasion...human existence as such
infinitely aims at the realization of communal existence by
virtue of the fact that human beings are ningen. Because of
this, the pattern of practical connections already realized serves,
at the same time, as a pattern yet to be achieved. Therefore,
although ethics is already what is without being merely what
should be, it is also regarded as what should be achieved
infinitely, without thereby being a mere law of being.”®

Thus his illustration of the grand rin, or"gorin~r~g0jo is not meant to
“reVitaliie' the ideology of social ethics of ancient:China,” but to “restore the
“significance of ethics as the way inherent in human beings,” the point being
‘thatk “through ‘and through, ethics is concerned with those problérns that
prevail between persons.”” This illustration clarifies the original meaninyg of
“the concept of ethics as the relationship between person and person the
communal nature of human existence, the resulting patterns of fellowshlp (e.,
‘nakama, practmal connectlons) which is the formal definition of ethics. Thus
he develops the argument that the nature of ethics has to be exammed by
asking what each person is in his/her “concreteness,” and for Watsujl it is
ningen. | o | | | | :

The herméneutic, etymological analysis of the Japanesé concept :of
" ningen reveals that this concept includes the dual ch‘aracter:istid of an
”indi\}idual and society i.e., ningen defined as fhé betweénneSS (aidagai‘a, ki)
of individual and society. According to Watsuji, the literal meaning of the
Chmese character of mngen (A)) indicates the betweenness of human being
G.e., the pubhc) The Japanese historically 1nterpreted the meaning of ningen

to signify hito (A, an individual) just as the German word Zwischen den

10



Menschen (or das Zwischenmenschliche) was abstracted to denote Mensch— an
individual human being?. The fact that this historical misunderstanding of
m’ngenbas hito (an individual) albeit unconsciously did occur socially proves to
him something importarlt in that ningen means hito (an individual) as Well.
In the historical evolution of the Japanese word, Aito comes to mean the “other”
as opposed to oneself, as in term “one speaks”; it (Aito) further denotes the

public (t#A). In other words, the Japanese word, hito retains the original

meaning of the betweenness (the public). Mngen therefore is not only the
betweenness of Aito, but also the betweenness of the self with the other and the
public. Considered thus, what enables Aito to be the self and the other is the
fact that the concept is already based on the betweenness of Aito (AT AEANE
SR, hito wa hito to hito to no aidagara). Therefore ningen is defined as
both oneself and the other, or individual and society (the public).
What do words like homo or anthropos mean in this connection?
Watsuji clarifies that homo or anthropos do not contain in themselves the
 meaning of the other (i.e., the public) even when they are used in the plural or
:used to mean “him” to emphasiie someone being rramed. In French, hAomo irl
its usage comes td separate homme and on, just as in German, (even though
| deriving from the same adjective Mann), the word, Mensch (individual) is an
~entirely different word from man (the public). In English the word man
means hito (individual) excluding all the connotation of the self, the other and
 the public® .
The Japanese concept of ningen as clarified above is therefore that a
“human being is “capable of beihg an individual and at the same time also a
member of a sbciety.’_’ Ningen gives most adequate expressiorr to this double
~or dual characterietic, “a distinctive eonception of hunian being.” Watsuji

asserts furthermore that:

if we want to conceive of a human being in its concreteness, then
the two must be one single ‘study of the human,’ of ningen... For

11



the attempt to comprehend the individual and society as the
double or dual characteristic of ningen and thereby to uncover
there humankind’s most authentic essence, can by no means be
implemented from a standpoint that presupposes a primary
distinction between individual and society.*

The concept of ningen expressed by the Japanese word, seken (1) or
yononaka (1M ™) and sonzai (f£1E) also reveals ningen as subjective existence,
spatio-temporal (also climatic-historical in Watsuji’'s sense), as briefly
discxissed below. The Japanese word, yononaka or seken (the public, society)
is composed of the Chinese characters of yo and naka. Yo (i) of yononaka (1
D) denotes the meaning of society as used in everyday life in the phrases
such as “yo-no-naka-ni-deru” (entering into society), “yo-wo-suteru” (abandon
the society), or “yo-watari” (living in the society), thus a word yo by itself
undoubtedly carries the meaning of the human commumty (soc1ety) As
Watsuji explains, yo initially meant a generation (4£) or time (B¥), on the one
hand, and naka () or aida, the spatial betweenness, on the.other hand. As
the everyday use of yo (i) came to denote the meaning of the community and
time (temporality), and, likewise, aida () or naka () came to mean the
spatiality associated with the human relations. For example, the everyday
‘usage of “danjo no naka” (between man and woman), or “fufu no naka”
(between husband and wife) illustrates the relationship as the practical
relationship between person and person.  That is why aidagara (the
betweenness) and practical interconnections (.kbuitékj renkan — ﬁf—’.’:ﬂ‘]ﬁﬂﬁ)
came to mean the same.

It should be noted here, however, that the‘bétweenness or relationship

“is not a static space as expressed in the phrase such as “between the desks,” or
“ in the water,” but is a living, dynamic betweenness, as ningen sonzai is “an
incessant movement.””® What is more, yononaka (society) as practical
interconnection necessarily included the meaning of “subjective extension,”

which is betweenness (aida, naka) as much as the transitory practical

12



interconnection of acts is the dynamic movement of ningen. Therefore, it
must be pointed out that when people grasped the meaning of seken or
Yyononaka as community or society, they at the same time grasped its spatio-
temporal character, the climatic-histofical character of society.

The meaning of the J apanese word, sonzai (existence) is also
undefstood as the “practical interconnection of acts” of ningen, or strictly
speaking, ningen sonzai (human existence). Again, back to the original
meaning of the word, son (#F) of sonzai (f£7€) does not simply mean something
is there, but “the self-sustenance of the self’ as it denotes the temporal',
subjective, practical action of ningen (as in the case of Confucius). Zai (¥E)
means “being in a certain place,” not only in a spatial sense, but also in a social
sense as in the phrases zai-shuku (#£78, being in an inn), zai-taku (JEE, being
at home), and zai-kyo (ZE#B, being in a hometown) exemplify. Zai thus
clarified is suggestive of the fact that there exists a being as a subjective action
in some human relationéhip. That men come and vgo freely in the human
relationship indicates a subjective, practical communication taking place
within a betweenness of persons.

It is equally true to say that no one can be in a society without such
practical action. Thus son and zai taken together means the subject’s self
possession in the betweenness, thus ningen possesses its own being. Sonzaj,
therefore, is strictly speaking the practical in the connection of acts, ningen

sonzai®® As Watsuji elsewhere elucidates the meaning of sonzai, “[i}f it is

- tenable to hold that son () is the self-sustenance of the self and za7 (¥£) means

to remain within human relations, then son-zai is precisely the sustenance of
the self as betweenness.” That is, it means that ningen possesses itself. We
could also simply say that sonzai is “the interconnection of acts of ningen.”

Hence, in the strict sense of the word, “son-zai is only applied to ningen* -

13



Implicatidns | |
- In the preceding discussion, Watsuji hermeneutically revealed‘ the four
basic attributes (ethics, thé received meaning of ningen, society, existence)
which Watsuji used to be conéeptualize concept of ningen. As Watsuji
" contends, on the basis of the evolved meanings of the word the Japanese have
produced “a distinctive conception of human being” according to which ningen
possesses “the dual character of being subjective communal existence as the
interconnection of acté, at the same time, it connotes an individual that acts
through these connections.”® According to this idea, ningen is the public
while at the same time the individual human being living within it. In the
same way, we recall (i.e., yo-no-naka) how the betweenness (aidagara) came to
mean the same as practical relationships so that ningen refers not merely to an
individual human being nor merely to society. The 'diff;érence between ningen
and anthropos lies precisely in the fact that the nature of ningen is disclosed in
the dual characteristic of being both “public” and “individual” human beings.
Thus, ningen cannot be conceived of as an isolated individual, which is abstract

and 'illuso‘ry; Understood thus, Watsuji makes an important point that:

What is recognizable here is a dialectical unity of those double
_characteristics that are inherent in a human being...in so far as
ningen also refers to the public, it is also refers to that
community which exists between person and person, thus
signifying society as well, and not just isplated human beings.
Precisely because of this meaning, it is ningen. Hence, oneself
and the other are absolutely separated from each other but,
- nevertheless, . both become one in communal existence. -
Individuals are basically different from society and yet dissolve
into society. NVingen denotes the unity of these contradictions.
- Unless we keep this dialectical structure in mind, we cannot -
 understand the essence of ningen.”

~ So it is here that Watsuji’'s point of departure from Aristotle is
' recognizable; for human existence (ningen sonzai) is disclosed in the dialectical

unity of the opposites of individual and the phBlic., Also Watsuji’s description

14



of ningen as a dynamic being is recognizable here in the fact that human
existence is “an incessant movement’ towards the reunification of the
| ’inydividual ahd the public. Tt is thus in the structure of ningen sonzai that a
‘movement of negation _is recognized. Furthermore, the reunification of the
individual and thé public manifests itself in the double negation cohstituting

“a single movement.”’:;

The negation of negation is the self-returning and self-realizing
movement of the absolute totality that is precisely social ethics.
Therefore, the basic principle of social ethics is the realization of -
totality (as the negation of negation) through the individual.”

Thus, a possible solution to Aristotle’s “reunification” problem of ethics
and the polis (the nation) can be seen in the dialectical unity of the opposites at
the level of the structure of solidarity, which inheres in these system of social
ethics. As Watsuji suggests, “[w]e shall try to grasp solidarity from the
viewpoint of the commﬁnity of sonzai” which can be followed “pyramidically,
from the simple sonzai community relating two persons up to the complicated
one of the national connection.” It can however be shown schematically
here.

There are two moments involved in the double negation for the
reunification of the above concepts. One moment of negation is seen when the
acting subjéct or gtoup' comes to establish the individual as against totality
(the negation of totality). In the second moment the negation of the
individual oécﬁi‘é when the individual self-reflexively “surrenders to the
totality.” As Watsuji states, “[a]part from the self-awareness of an individual,
there are no social ethics.” If the situation can be related to social groups, the_
second moment is disclosed when the 'slolidarityy with its own law of social
ethics is recognized as a “defective form of SOIidarity.” This dialectical process
of unity/disruption/ reunjﬁcation‘ seems endless, for the movement of negation
is incessant, and “in any totality whatsoever, _thé individuality is not

extinguished without a residue.”®
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It is also important to observe that, since many forms of solidarity

» &«

“overlap pyramidically,” “each sonzar-community always has both a private
and public character; the closer the community of sonzai, the more privacy is
intensified.” Whenever “privacy” mediates the unity of social ethics; 1t will
not thereby cease to be private, though it prevents the emergence of truth
inherent in ningen. Larger organizations such as societies of mutual interest
(Gesellschaft), or what Watsuji calls “egoistically connected societies” may
draw lessons conéerning communal structure from the community of sonzai,
without making sonzai communal. They may formally make use of “trust,
~ sincerity, service, responsibility, obligation,” etc., without much substance,
revealing “déprived forms of social ethics.”® Watsuji points out, “these
deprived forms make us conscious of solidarity all the more strongly.”

On the other hand, the communal character of the state with its legal
system of social ethics becomes a “uniformly tightened system” with little
ﬂexiBility where each structure of solidarity is given expression in legal
fashion so that “responsibility and obligation are imposed compulsorily.” The
state with a legalist bent, while protecting social ethics from destruction,
assumes the _alithority of totality. Because of the fact that the solidarity
expressed legally falls short of expressing the way of ningen, if it is not backed
up by the community of sonzai, Watsuji spéaks of the real [concrete] state
which includes “communities of sonzai and societies of mutual interest

(Gesellschaf?) as its substance.”®

Tn the last section of the third volume of Rinrigaku published in 1949,
Watsuji explores the ways in which Japan kparticipated in the formation of
what he cailed “one world,” when the emergence of the Cold War was
discernible. One point looms large and consistent with his perspective is that
each nation is shaped by its own historical-climatic conditions and that none of
us should expect the advent of the “universal state” as such. Instead, he

advocates the idea of the unity in diversity, which shuns the idea of the

cultural assimilation of one nation by another. The realization of the idea of
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the unity in diversity is quite compatible with participation in the formation of
the “one World,” by not wiping out one’s own particularity, but rather
promoting it as the 'tahsk for‘ the future. We need more than ever before to
acquaint _ourSelves with the historical-climatic perspective, so he suggestsk.
The necessary first step is to “know yourself,” or your own cultural traditions,
to cultivate the Vsense of what constrains our perspective. The policy of
“national seclusion” (85E) weighs heavily on ‘Japan even today he claimed.
kParticularly lamentable for him was the loelief that Japan created itself in
isolation. Even’ after the “sudden” repeal of that policy, Japan hardly
reﬂected on the significance of this experience; ’his particular apprehension
was J apan’s inability to transcend this myopic view of the world. Adopting
foreign cultnres by way of accepting their cultural activities becomes in turn a
means of Ashaping Japan’s own national character. This perhaps is the most
important “ought” (sollen) or requirement for Japan to participate in the
formation of the “one world.” This point echoes his voice that was inscribed in

the first volume of Rinrigaku thus:

The significance of world history lies in this; that the way of
ningen is realized in a variety of climatic and historical
types. Just as the universal is capable of being universal
only through its particular materialization. In this way,
only where each historical nation aims at the formation of
- totality in its particularity, do international relations
become possible, in the true sense of the word. An
approach that attempts to be international by ignoring
nationality is nothing more than an abstract illusion.*
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