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I apologize for giving [this talk], for some reason, a title that makes it sound 
like an exam in English grammar. But rather than starting by generally stating 
what it means, I would like to proceed by gradually clarifying today’s theme, 
providing various concrete examples.

When during my student days I attended a lecture on civil law by Professor 
Suehiro (Izutarō), he explained the institution of the “statute of limitations” 
in the following manner. His talk was on the following. It seems cruel that 
a misdirected person who, taking advantage of the fact that he is not being 
pressed for payment after borrowing money and proceeding to pocket the 
money, makes a profit while a diffident good man who was the lender suffers 
loss in the end. But the basis of this stipulation contains the point that those 
who for a long time are asleep to their rights do not deserve the protection of 
civil law. While I found this explanation convincing, the phrase “those who 
are asleep to their rights” in a strange way left a strong impression on me. 
When I think about it now, the logic behind the statute of limitations seems 
to conceal something extremely important. That is, as long as the statute 
of limitations is in effect, one who rests content with merely being [de aru 
である; to be] a creditor will in the end forfeit the credit unless he/she makes 
[suru する; to do] a claim.2

Let us for example unpack Article 12 of the Japanese Constitution. It is 
written therein that “the freedom and rights guaranteed to the people by this 
Constitution shall be maintained by the constant endeavor of the people.”3 
This prescription corresponds to the declaration of Article 97 of the Constitu-
tion that fundamental human rights are “fruits of the age-old struggle of man 
to be free.” But it is neither impossible nor difficult to read therein a spirit 
conspicuously shared with what we earlier saw in regard to the “statute of 
limitations.” In other words, if we read this Constitution slightly differently, 
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it amounts to a warning that “the people are now the sovereign, but if they 
neglect to exercise their rights by being content with the fact of being [de 
aru] the sovereign, one morning they will awaken to a state in which they are 
no longer the sovereign.” This is neither an exaggerated threat nor an empty 
sermon from a textbook. It indeed is nothing other than a historical lesson 
shown by the bloody course taken by Western democracy in the last hundred 
years from the coup d’état of Napoleon III to Hitler’s seizure of power.

A certain sociologist of America states, “To celebrate freedom is easy. To 
defend freedom by comparison is difficult. But in comparison to defending 
freedom, for the people to exercise freedom every day is even more diffi-
cult.”4 But one finds fundamentally the same idea here as well. As we go on 
invoking freedom and proclaiming over and over that our society is free, the 
reality of this freedom before we know it could become empty. Freedom is 
not something that is [aru], just there like an ornament. Instead it is some-
thing protected by its actual exercise. Or, put differently, we can be free only 
by trying every day to be [suru] free. In that sense, the freedom and rights 
of modern society, I am afraid, are extremely burdensome affairs for people 
who prefer the habits of life and think that it is fine to entrust the decision 
of things to others as long as they can somehow just spend day-to-day life 
in peace, or those disposed to remain deeply seated in their armchair rather 
than getting up.

The phrase “free man” is used frequently. But it is not uncommon for 
those who believe they are [de aru] free, on the contrary, to indeed be 
not free of their own biases nesting within themselves. For they tend to 
ceaselessly neglect inspecting or investigating their own thoughts or con-
duct. Conversely those who are keenly conscious of the fact that they are 
“prejudiced,” and always observe their own “inclinations,” by endeavoring 
to cognize and judge things somehow with more freedom, are given the 
opportunity to become relatively free. We have a similar relationship to 
institutions as well.

What we call democracy can become alive only when the public by nature 
is ceaselessly vigilant against institutions becoming ends in themselves—
becoming fetishized—and constantly scrutinizes how the institutions are 
actually working. In other words, democracy, just like freedom, essentially 
possesses this sort of character as well whereby it is barely democracy by 
means of unceasing democratization. Therein lies the innermost significance 
that democratic thought is to underscore the process more than its definition 
or conclusion.

Viewed in this way, we might think of the logic that credit is [de ari] credit 
through its exercise [suru] by broadening it to the institutions and morals of 
modern society in general, or its “philosophy” that deeply defines our way of 
judging things. 
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There is a famous saying: “We will not know the taste of pudding unless 
we eat it.” But whether we think of the taste as inhering in the pudding as, so 
to speak, its “property,” or whether we think that its deliciousness or contrary 
is verified each time through the actual act of eating, are ways of thinking 
that constitute two poles when judging, roughly, the value of social systems, 
human relations, or institutions. The dynamics of the modern spirit that 
“questions” the actual function and utility of authority that had been accepted 
as “natural” in a variety of realms, such as politics, economics, culture, and so 
on, by overthrowing class society, turning conceptual realism into nominal-
ism, and sifting every possible dogma through the sieve of experiment, was 
indeed something born of the aforesaid transfer in relative emphasis from the 
logic of “being X [de aru]” and value of “being X [de aru]” to the logic of 
“doing X [suru]” and the value of “doing X [suru].” If “to be or not to be” 
was the greatest issue for man in the period of Hamlet, we might say that the 
question of “to do or not to do” is instead increasingly becoming a great mat-
ter of concern for the people of modern society.

Of course systems and methods of value judgment founded on “‘being’ 
[de aru] X” (for example, blood relations or racial groups) cannot possibly 
disappear in the future. Neither is it the case that the principle of “‘doing’ 
[suru] X” is something that ought to be eulogized indiscriminately in every 
realm. However by assuming these two schemata we can derive from them 
a criterion for measuring affairs such as the concrete degree of substantial 
progress in the “democratization” of the nation’s politics, economics, and 
other social realms, or the gap between institutions and intellectual customs. 
Not only that, it may provide us with a key for reflecting upon the issue of 
contemporary Japan that, for example, in certain aspects is extremely non-
modern while in other aspects is also forbiddingly post-modern.

In order to further clarify that kind of paradigmatic contrast, let us next 
take a society, such as of the Tokugawa period, as an example. Needless to 
say, factors such as birth, lineage, age (seniority) therein bear decisive roles in 
social relations, and in each case possess a significance that we are unable to 
change with our actual conduct. Therefore in such societies the important cri-
terion for value judgment, whether in power-relations or morals, or even on 
the basis of things in general, becomes what one is [de aru] more than what 
one does [suru]. Daimyōs [feudal lords] and warriors [bushi] in general were 
thought to have the right to govern over farmers and merchants not because 
they provide the latter with some sort of service. Instead the official position 
was that they govern naturally—inherently—due to the “attribute” of their 
class, of being daimyōs or samurais.

Here as well the modes of behavior and intercourse among people, so to 
speak, “flow” naturally from the fact that they are [de aru] X. The fundamen-
tal morality here is that a warrior must act like [rashiku らしく] a warrior, a 
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merchant must act in a way proper to [fusawashiku ふさわしく] a merchant. 
The requirement vital for maintaining the order of such a society, far from 
being a “struggle for right” [struggle for law] (Jhering),5 is for each person 
to be content with the “part” appointed to each. In such a society, fixed rela-
tions like coming from the same province or belonging to the same clan or 
class are the heart of human relationships, and in practice one was not often 
involved in a variety of relationships with strangers in work or purposive 
activities. And there is the tendency, even in a relationship founded upon 
“‘doing’ [suru] X,” to try to approach the relationship of “‘being’ [de aru] X” 
by taking it, as far as possible, as the model.

In societies such as of the Tokugawa period one’s mode of behavior is 
decided spontaneously by the fact that one is a daimyō or a village head. 
Consequently the primary requirement for the establishment of communica-
tion in such a society is the outward discernment of the other party as who 
that person is, whether as a samurai or a merchant, etc. For if one could not 
comprehend with a glance the other party’s rank or class by his/her clothes, 
appearance, diction, and so on, one would have no clue as to the etiquette for 
relating to that person. But conversely put, in such a society, if it is mutually 
clear who the other is in a gathering of people—and although we would rarely 
see there an assembly of strangers—the conversation of its own would get on 
the right track by following the morality of “[being] X-like” [rashiku], even 
without necessarily constructing a procedure or rules for debate or fostering 
a “spirit of conference.”

If we were to put this differently, morals among complete strangers here 
would rarely develop nor would there be any necessity for their development. 
So-called public morality is this morality among complete strangers. For 
example, if we look at the fundamental relationships of man in Confucianism, 
which are the well-known principles of five relationships, they involve the 
relations of lord-vassal, father-son, husband-wife, older and younger broth-
ers, and companions. The first four relations are taken to be vertical top-down 
relations and only companionship is a horizontal relationship. And horizontal 
relations between strangers, transcending even friendship relations, do not 
enter into the fundamental human relationships of Confucianism. In short, 
this is telling of the fact that Confucian morality is a paradigmatic morality of 
“being [de aru] X,” and of the fact that the society that gave birth to Confu-
cianism and societies in which Confucian morals are taken to be the pivot of 
human relationships are paradigmatic societies of “being [de aru] X.”

By contrast when the need to mediate the relationships among complete 
strangers themselves increases, the character of organizations and of institu-
tions begins to change and morals can no longer be settled merely by the 
morality of “being [de aru] X.” On the one hand at the same time that it goes 
on engendering the division of labor within society among various functions, 
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such as politics or economics or education, the interior of the organization 
or institution of each field in turn becomes specialized as the department of 
X or the division of X in response to its operations. When this happens the 
same person is at the same time within various relationships and must per-
form all kinds of distinct roles depending on the situation. That is to say that 
human relationship to that extent is no longer a relationship of wholes but 
changes into a relationship of roles. Today, even in cases when one calls on 
an acquaintance at his/her home, one first states one’s role. Unless one says, 
“let’s talk as friends” or “I came today, representing the director,” the other 
person would not know for what business and with what role or capacity one 
came. It must have been a few years ago when Mr. Nishio Suehiro was chief 
secretary of the Socialist Party that his conduct caused a problem. At that 
time Mr. Nishio responded that he “did this as an individual who is the chief 
secretary,” and this in turn became an issue again. In other words, in response 
to the question raised of whether the individual Nishio Suehiro did the act 
in the capacity of an individual, or whether he did it in the role of the chief 
secretary of the Socialist Party, representing the Socialist Party, Mr. Nishio 
made the exceedingly complex reply meaning that he did not do it purely as 
an individual and yet neither did he do it in the public capacity as chief secre-
tary. I am not talking here about what kind of affair this was or whether Mr. 
Nishio’s reply was evasive or not. The point rather is that the reason why such 
questions are raised and such exceedingly complex replies are made is related 
to our topic of discussion. To that extent the point that this can no longer be 
settled by the question of whether Nishio acted in a way becoming of Nishio 
is symbolically indicative of the issue.6

If I give a somewhat contrary symbolic example, there was Kawabata Yas-
unari’s serial novel, To Be a Woman [Onna de aru koto 『女であること』]. 
Reading it, one is conveyed a woman’s exceedingly subtle movement of 
emotions and the fine complexities of her psyche. Even apart from Mr. 
Kawabata’s novel, we can visualize various images concerning womanli-
ness or womanly modes of behavior from the attribute of “being [de aru]” a 
woman—needless to say sex is an attribute of human beings. Of course, there 
is also the phrase, manliness, with images accompanying it, but all the same 
there inevitably seems to be a difference between man and woman. In the 
least, as the title of a novel, To Be a Man [otoko de aru koto] feels unnatural 
and somewhat ridiculous. There may be various reasons for this but the set-
ting may be that, after all, while the male sex socially engages in a variety 
of activities and performs various roles, the female sex, especially females 
who remain with the family, has for the most part the role of a wife or the 
role of a mother and therefore it is comparatively often that the female mode 
of behavior comes to the fore “naturally” from the fact of “being [de aru]” 
a woman. For this reason, even if there were a society in which male and 
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female take charge of a variety of roles in an utterly equal degree, would one 
[in such a society] be able to visualize concrete images of womanly demeanor 
or womanly speech to the same extent as in our Japanese society? We can 
imagine that in such places, even with Mr. Kawabata, it would at least be 
unlikely for To Be a Woman to become the title of a novel. Apart from the 
issue of whether this is good or bad, I mentioned this as a simplified case of 
how the issue of the complexity of the circumstance in which human beings 
are placed alters human modes of behavior and how we view human beings.

The transition from the logic of “being [de aru] X” to the logic of “doing 
[suru] X” is not necessarily the result of people waking up one morning and 
suddenly changing their ways of thinking. It is nothing other than an aspect 
of the social process where with increasing complications and diversifications 
of social relationships due to increase in productivity and development of 
transportation, relationships, and institutions for the purpose of doing [suru] 
something, to the extent of that purpose, have grown in significance in place 
of human relationships founded upon one’s origins, such as lineage or clan. 
The organization of so-called functional groups—corporations, political par-
ties, labor unions, educational institutions, and so on—that characterize mod-
ern society are essentially founded upon the principle of “‘doing [suru]’ X.” 
For the raison d’être of such an organization is, in the first place, inconceiv-
able apart from the particular purposive activity and the posts and specializa-
tion within the organization are generated due to the needs of the task. The 
“distinguishing character” of a higher-up of a corporation or the leader of an 
organization, as distinct from that of the monarch of a feudal society, is not 
generated from the fact of being a higher-up. Instead the achievement of that 
person becomes the standard for judging his/her value.

A warrior [bushi] is always a warrior in every waking hour and must be so. 
But this is not the case with the manager of a corporation. His/her relation-
ship to subordinates should not be a relationship between human beings as 
wholes but only a vertical relationship in the aspect of work. We frequently 
see in American movies a sight where the moment office hours end there is a 
complete alteration from the relationship of command and obedience between 
CEO and staff or typist to an ordinary relationship between citizens. But this 
too is quite reasonable seen from a vertical relationship founded upon “‘doing 
[suru]’ X.” If we concede that such relationships do not necessarily obtain in 
Japan—that the “relations” of the office haunts even the intercourse of home 
and recreation outside of work—we can say it is because the functional rela-
tions have become based, to that degree, on “rank” or “position.”

As we can see from these examples the move to a society of “doing 
[suru]” and a logic of “doing [suru]” in the concrete processes of histori-
cal development neither advances with the same tempo in all realms nor do 
such alterations in social relations, so to speak, automatically change the 
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ways of thinking of people or their consciousness of values. Even within the 
same modern society, a variety of variations are engendered from such gaps 
between realms and the discrepancies between the logic of an organization 
and the morals of the people who actually move that organization within the 
same realm.

For instance the change from the organization of “being [de aru] X” to the 
social system of “doing [suru] X,” from the value of “attributes” to the value 
of “functions,” generally speaking, occurs very rapidly, and also permeates 
with exceeding depth, in the realm of economics. It should be unnecessary to 
point out that this is apparent in the colossal change from feudal land owner-
ship to the ownership of “capital.” Even within the same capitalism, when it 
becomes highly developed the tendency arises of the separation of function 
between ownership and management. Being [de aru] a stockholder, being the 
owner of capital, and doing [suru] management do not necessarily coincide. 
The phrase white collar executive in the case of Japan still contains a special 
connotation, but in general under advanced capitalism managers are all white 
collar workers and the top management increasingly becomes positions of 
independence. While an incapable person of wealth is not much of an issue, 
whether or not to dispose of a capable manager becomes a matter of life and 
death for the business. Of course even when speaking of the separation of 
management and ownership it is within the framework of capitalist relations 
of ownership, and we might say that the idea of socialism comes from the 
attempt to instead rend this framework and carry through the logic of “‘doing’ 
[suru] X” within the economic system. Here however there lies a troubling 
issue. It is the fact that in the realm of politics the permeation of the logic of 
“doing [suru]” and the value of “doing [suru],” in comparison to economics, 
is prone to lag behind.

In the world of politics if we were to apply the principle of “doing [suru],” 
on the side of the leader it entails a readiness to ceaselessly serve the people 
and society, and on the side of the people it entails setting in order the attitude 
of always keeping watch over the leader’s misuse of power and constantly 
testing its results. Let us gauge to what extent the politics of our nation has 
been democratized, not simply from the fact that the principle of its institu-
tions is democracy, but from the sort of standards mentioned above. Irrespec-
tive of what contributions he/she is currently making or how effectively he/
she performs his/her work, is it not the case that—from the side of the great, 
politicians of the entire nation, to the side of the small, the village boss; from 
the Liberal Democratic Party on the right to the Communist Party on the 
left—leaders are swarming with those holding their political post simply from 
the relationship of connections or funds or from holding the position of lead-
ership for a long time or for some distinguished service of the past. Even the 
thriving of cliques or nepotism, in other words, is generated from the positive 
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evaluation of particular human relationships in themselves rather than from 
tying and unraveling human relationships, when called for, in response to the 
needs of “‘doing’ [suru] X.”

But can the stubborn persistence of the value of “being [de aru] X” really 
be simply such a phenomenon clear to anyone’s eyes? Instead it digs its 
roots everywhere in ideas concerning the political and does not easily rise to 
people’s consciousness.

For instance, although I had stated this a little while ago, the mode of 
thought that passes judgment on whether the politics is democratic or not 
merely on the basis of the institution’s policy is, in the first place, nothing 
other than a variation of the principle of “being [de aru] X.” My talk will 
lack sequence here but if we look at the characters appearing in kabuki plays 
or readers of the Hakkenden7 the good person generally does good deeds  
100 percent of the time and the evil person for the most part does nothing 
but evil deeds. That is to say that good deeds flow by necessity out of the 
interior of the good person and evil deeds flow out of the evil person. This 
would be the ideology of so-called didactic moralism. Nevertheless we can-
not necessarily declare this to be a product of such a conscious “ism.” In other 
words this mode of thinking has become predominant because the society that 
engenders such works is organized, in every nook and corner, by the principle 
of “being [de aru] X.”

To the extent that social relations have become more complex and the same 
human beings have come to interrelate in various aspects and roles we can 
no longer simply say that someone is a good person or an evil person without 
looking at his/her concrete conduct in a concrete situation. Or better put, in 
place of the standard of good person or evil person, it would be better to say 
that the standard of good conduct or evil conduct is increasingly becoming 
significant. But when we make judgments concerning an institution, the way 
of thinking that decides whether it is in itself good or evil without testing its 
actual operation still largely remains. Moreover because contemporary inter-
national and domestic politics bear the character of an ideological struggle, 
the tendency to apply “a priori” the mode of partitioning, such as between 
the free world and the totalitarian world or capitalism and socialism, to judg-
ments concerning every possible political phenomenon is added to the above 
sort of thinking in terms of “being [de aru] X.”

It goes without saying that such distinctions of “isms” are not completely 
meaningless. But the fixation of the pattern of thinking that good institutions 
by necessity engender good things and evil institutions by necessity engender 
evil things is not only epistemically a misunderstanding. In practice it leads to 
extremely dangerous results. It was certainly political motivation that led the 
Communists and their companions to stubbornly deny the calamities Stalinism 
brought about until the “critique” of three years ago.8 But was it not the effect 
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of a deep permeation of the pattern of thought that claims the abuse of power 
or the violation of human rights, to the extent that it is [de aru] a socialist sys-
tem, is essentially impossible within it? But on the other hand the number of 
intellectual kin to Dr. Eells, who once served the GHQ9 and became a laugh-
ing stock for saying that in slave societies like the Soviet Union, two plus 
two can also equal five if it is convenient to those in power, is not necessarily 
small even today. In general the inconsistent method of argumentation shared 
internationally by occupational anti-Communists is in on the one hand dispos-
ing the aspects of universal value, such as humanitarianism or democracy, 
found within the ideology of Communism as nothing but an ornament of actual 
power while on the other hand explaining the negative side of the institutions 
and events that have actually occurred in the Communist camp as flowing by 
necessity from the ideology of Communism.

Be that as it may, the make-up of a human being, such as his/her rank or 
lineage, signifies a certain continuous “state.” When I say “state” here I am 
expressing what in German is “Zustand,” in other words, the static form of a 
thing standing there. Put in such terms, what verifies one’s service or utility 
in itself is a moving “process” and not a state. Therefore the contrast I have 
been speaking of above between the logic of “being [de aru] X” and the logic 
of “doing [suru] X,” and between the society of “being [de aru] X” and the 
society of “doing [suru] X,” is also the difference of whether one empha-
sizes the aspect of the states of things or accentuates movement and process. 
Behind the view that from “good” institutions flow good operations and from 
“evil” institutions flow evil functions by necessity lies the static supposition 
of an ideal society or institution in a single “exemplary” state, so to speak, 
like a blueprint. One thus tends to think that social evils or political evils are 
engendered as accidental or temporary aberrations of that paradigm or when 
a gang of “trouble making” outsiders ruins an originally beautiful garden. 
We see, more or less, an inclination toward this way of thinking when the 
policy of a certain institution, regardless of its actual functioning, becomes 
sanctified. We may surmise that here lies one intellectual source of the “non-
conflict” theory10 that dominated the literary world of the Soviet Union at one 
time, or the excessive fear and vigilance against “revisionist tendencies” that 
is a conspicuous tendency of Communists even today.

But our country is over-flooded with this sort of thinking in terms of 
“states,” not in such particular theories or camps but instead as a general mood 
without much awareness of the fact. For when the logic is directed to labor 
movements or mass movements that “because this is the world of democracy, 
therefore . . . ,” or “since Japan is [de aru] a democratic nation, the conduct 
that destroys this order . . . ,” this sort of conception is deeply at work.

Democracy here, instead of being made day after day, is an existing “state,” 
and the disturbance of this “state” is, so to speak automatically plastered with 
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the label of “anti-democracy.” In the previous disruption of the Diet surround-
ing the Police Duties Execution Law what became very nearly a unanimous 
catchphrase were the words “normalize the abnormal Diet.”11 Its extension of 
the session was, no doubt, a violation of the rules of parliamentary politics. 
So one can say that, to that extent, it is natural to intone its “normalization.” 
But if one were to pay some attention one would acknowledge that in that 
appeal to “normalization” there lurks the psychological tendency to sanctify a 
certain “state” and neurotically react to its disturbance. Editorials, brief com-
mentaries, and letters appearing in newspapers, after a few lines, all speak of 
“fearing the rise of the trend to repudiate the Diet.” But it is also an undeni-
able fact that in both the streets and in workplaces people are murmuring 
their questions or doubts that “parliamentary politics won’t really work in 
Japan”—although there are differences in the depths of their arguments—and 
indeed it is perhaps for this reason that the above cliché is repeatedly intoned.

If so how can we ever expect parliamentary politics to continue developing 
and taking root in Japan unless we allow criticism of parliamentary politics 
that are latent or manifesting in various forms, no matter how unconventional 
or absurd the argument may seem, to be widely publicized for the citizens, 
and advance on a path through open confrontation and contestation with the 
criticism, whereby citizens come to understand the rational grounding of par-
liamentary politics? What ought to be truly “feared” is not the trend to repu-
diate the Diet but instead, as in Japan’s “national polity” (kokutai) of before, 
the extortion of faith in parliamentary politics, where the sacred cannot be 
touched and there is no forging of it through arguments of denial. In general 
there is no perversion as ridiculous as the attempt to “defend” democracy by 
means of a taboo. To maintain order by means of taboos is nothing other than 
the essential characteristic of every tribal society from time immemorial—the 
prototype of the society of “being [de aru] X.”

As is well-known, Japan has been deficient in the experience of ourselves 
as citizens building institutions from out of our lives and practice. Even put-
ting this historically, modern institutions generally have been proposed as 
something completed in advance and our lives have been regulated in accor-
dance with that framework. Hence the feeling forcibly takes root that laws 
and institutional policies exist first and then descend into our lives. In turn 
the idea of demanding the establishment of certain laws or institutions, or 
amending them, through our lives and experience, does not spread so easily. 
And furthermore, the fundamentally bureaucratic mode of thinking intensifies 
this tendency. During the Work Evaluation Issue,12 the telling phrase was the 
logic that “a law that had been established must be enforced.” The way of 
thinking in this case, whether conscious or not, was that one can squeeze a 
concrete policy out of a text’s prescription in the same way toothpaste comes 
out of a tube. 
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The logic of the policy of institutions was to jump over, in one leap, through 
“consistent” reductive reasoning, the troublesome issue of the measurement 
and ceaseless inspections regarding the concrete effects of enforcing policy, 
whereby concrete policy → enforcement of law → the Diet’s majority  
vote → intent of the majority of citizens.

Now the distinction between social actions like political acts or economic 
activities, when put from the perspective of the logic of “doing [suru] X,” is 
naturally a distinction between functions and not between human beings or 
between groups. In the case of modern society, these functions are distributed 
crosswise among all kinds of human beings and groups. Of course it is no 
mistake that so-called political organizations, such as the government and 
political parties, chiefly engage in political activities and economic organiza-
tions like corporations and labor unions chiefly engage in economic activi-
ties. However in societies where the thinking of “being [de aru] X” and the 
morality of “seeming [rashiku]” is strong, it is conceivable that distinctions 
between such “operations” are liable to come principally out of distinctions 
between specific human beings or specific groups. In other words, because 
cultural activities become reduced to “cultural organizations” or “cultural 
people” and political activities become reduced to “political organizations,” 
one easily tends to think that to the extent that something is [de aru] a cultural 
organization, it ought not to engage in political activity and that an educator 
ought not to speak out in politics.

When these tendencies become excessive, political activity is made into 
a monopoly of the “political world” that is a gathering of professional 
politicians and politics becomes confined within the Diet. Political activity 
engaged beyond it in the broader field of society by people other than politi-
cians therefore becomes seen as transgressing our fundamental limitations 
or as “violence.” Needless to say, however, democracy in the first place 
developed as a movement that liberates politics from being the exclusive 
possession of a particular class and releases it to the citizens in general. And 
the greater part of the citizens who bear democracy in their everyday lives 
are pursuing occupations other than politics. If so, even if this may be a 
somewhat paradoxical expression, it would still not be an exaggeration to say 
that democracy is supported first by the political remarks and actions coming 
from the political concerns of non-political citizens and from realms outside 
of the “political world.”

I recall reading in some newspaper during the controversy over the Police 
Duties Execution Law the statement of a man of letters who had stood at the 
head of the “quiet demonstration” that “I think what I did was not a political 
act. I simply did what was natural for a man of letters.”13 Unmistakably this 
is ordinarily the natural opinion of a person with a “quiet” character such 
as of literature. But I think that even here, the traditional way of thinking is 
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strongly operative that views political activity, indeed, as an activity that spe-
cial human beings do where it is completely separated from ordinary civil life. 
Needless to say, the political activity of a man of letters—though this would 
be the same, for example, for an educator—is naturally distinct from the 
activity of a professional politician. The latter is an activity aiming to achieve 
influence, in the case of the man of letters, the goal is of course not influence 
and I am afraid that it neither issues roughly from some political motive. But 
why is only the activity that directly aims at influence political activity? Why 
cannot there be political activity engaged, so to speak, reluctantly and issuing 
from a motive that in itself is non-political like scholarship or art? The logic 
lurking here that distinguishes politics and culture in so-called spatial terms, 
that is, in terms of realms, is indeed, no doubt, the political view of “being 
[de aru] X” that asserts that politics is the domain of the politician. Unless 
we abolish this [logic], the attitude of “this or that”—that every activity and 
thought of a person who had once entered the world of politics will become 
“political,” and in reverse those who are outside of this world are the rest of 
humankind who have no relation to politics—will haunt individuals and the 
history of the people or we will be unable avoid the repetition of alternation 
where an extreme “politicism” will abruptly change to an attitude that turns 
its back on all political issues as having nothing to do with oneself and from 
there again turn back into the notion that all-is-political.

In the world those who do difficult things are called noble and those who do 
easy things are called lowly. To read books, think about things, and be of service 
to the world are difficult tasks. . . . Therefore the distinction between noble and 
lowly depends only on whether the task that person accomplishes [suru; to do] is 
difficult or easy. Even if daimyōs, lords, samurais, and so on today look splendid 
in appearance, riding horses and wearing pairs of swords, they are empty in sub-
stance like an open keg. In this world there are many who spend the day doing 
nothing. Now there should be no reason at all, seeing such a person, to think that 
the person is noble or is a person with an important position. These people look 
splendid in this way only because they have money and food from the property 
they have inherited from their ancestors, generation after generation, but in their 
net worth . . . they are lowly people.

This is one section from the “Daily Teachings” that Fukuzawa Yukichi had 
written for posterity for children during the period of the Meiji Restoration.

Here the significance of a historical revolution in the standard of values 
from the value of “being [de aru] X,” such as one’s family lineage or for-
tune, to the value of “doing [suru] X,” is skillfully carved in relief even upon 
the tip of such an unsophisticated expression. Indeed this sort of turn to the 
value of “doing [suru] X” was, no doubt, functioning in the background of 
the dynamic “progress” of modern Japan. But at the same time the fateful 
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chaos of Japan’s modernity issues from where the value of “doing [suru] 
X” on the one hand permeates with a violent force while the value of “being  
[de aru] X” on the other hand tenaciously takes root. And on top of this it 
issues from the fact that organizations taking as their policy the principle of 
“doing [suru] X” have often come to be cemented by the morals of the society 
of “being [de aru] X.”

What happens when traditional “ranks” suddenly collapse while on the 
other hand spontaneous group formations and the development of autono-
mous communications are impeded and the social foundation of conference 
and debate are prevented from maturing? Of modern organizations and insti-
tutions that appear, one after the other, each forms its own more or less closed 
“community,” and in that community the consciousness of being a member 
of “us [uchi うち; inside]” and the morality of “being like us [uchirashiku 
うちらしく]” are accepted with impunity. Furthermore once one takes one 
step “outside [soto そと],” one must make contact with perfect strangers 
whereby the warrior’s or merchant’s etiquette of a society of “being [de aru;] 
X” no longer pass. While being related to all sorts of groups of “us,” large 
and small, and while the degree of infiltration of the value of “doing [suru] 
X” with each group is various, the same human being must inevitably use his/
her mode of behavior differently in various ways in response to the “nature of 
the place.” During the closing years of the Meiji period, Sōseki had already 
acutely detected this fact that we Japanese display, more or less, the symp-
toms of neurosis in the confusion between the mode of conduct of “being  
[de aru] X” and the mode of conduct of “doing [suru] X.”

As is well-known, in prewar Japan, this paradox had barely been glossed 
over by the “return” to the mode of conduct of the “way of subjects [shin-
min no michi 臣民の道].” If so, it is no wonder that after the war, when the 
support called “national polity” [kokutai 國體] was demolished and many 
aspects of so-called “mass-society” suddenly became prevalent, that the 
problematics that Japan had been baring since the age of its enlightenment 
[i.e., modernization] had become explosively manifest everywhere. What is 
troublesome here is not simply the tenacity of “pre-modernity.” Rather even 
more troublesome, as shown in the examples of politics given above, is the 
point that an unceasing verification founded upon the value of “the fact of 
‘doing [suru] X’” is conspicuously absent where it is most needed, while on 
the other hand in aspects where there is not such an urgent need or in fields 
where an attempt is made to reflect upon the endless invasion on a world scale 
of the value of “doing [suru],” the principles of utility and efficiency are in 
turn progressing with an astonishing rate and scale.

This is especially excessive in the consumer culture of large cities: the 
change in our dwelling—with the decline of the parlor room with its own 
alcove [tokonoma 床の間: Japanese-style alcove] that symbolizes the 
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principle of “being [de aru] X,” the emergence of the kitchen and the living 
room from the angle of “utility [tsukau 使う]” and the functionalization of 
furniture—or in Japanese style inns—as you know, the right to enjoy meals 
and other sorts of services “flow out” of the fact of being [de aru] the guest of 
a certain room and this is especially the case for regular customers—though 
with the trend toward hotels, they must have their own reasons. But what hap-
pens when it becomes the issue of “holidays” or “leisure”? For office workers 
and students in cities, holidays are no longer days of repose and rest but are 
instead becoming forbiddingly busy days of “doing [suru] X,” such as do-it-
yourself home improvement or taking the night train to go ski. I also received 
a questionnaire recently about “how to use one’s leisure.” Leisure is no longer 
a release from “the fact of ‘doing [suru] X’” but has turned into the issue 
of struggling to organize time most effectively. That is not all. If we look 
at the state of the arts and sciences, mass effect and common “utility” are 
pressing forth as the standard. Recently as well, an American acquaintance 
lamented to me how the increasing trend in America is to decide the promo-
tion of researchers not on the basis of the content of their essays and writings 
but on the basis of how much work they produce within a definite term. The 
notorious “lifetime tenure system” in Japanese universities in one aspect is 
certainly the source of academic sterility and, we can say, necessitates some 
sort of practical inspection. But ironically this “status-centered” element of 
Japanese universities is also serving as a breakwater against the unlimited 
flood of the “policy of achievements [and nothing but]” of the above sort, 
and we must say that the general trend toward show business is tremendous. 
André Siegfried states the following in a work titled Aspects of the Twentieth 
Century: “What is the issue in cultivation—and here what Siegfried means 
by cultivation is not simply cultivation in the sense of so-called being well 
informed, but of internal spiritual life—is not the function that ought to oper-
ate by means of proper means and proper methods, but to know oneself, to 
be aware in regard to one’s relationship with society or with nature, that is 
the issue.”14 And he emphasizes, as if using the terms of “being [de aru] X” 
and “doing [suru] X,” that the irreplaceable peculiarity of cultivation has its 
axis at the point where one attempts to gain self-awareness that one exists, 
where one is [aru ある] rather than what one does [suru]. For that reason 
art or cultivation, according to him, is “the flower rather than the fruit,” and 
its value is in itself rather than the effect it brings about. This is why we can 
decide such standards of value in culture by appealing to the preference of the 
masses or by majority vote. The reason why the “classics” have significance 
in the world of scholarship and art is related to this issue.

In the institutions and activities of politics or economics there is nothing 
corresponding to the “classics” as the fountainhead of creative activity in 
scholarship or art. At best there are only “precedents” and “lessons from the 
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past” and this suggests an important difference between the two. In politics 
there is no such thing as something that is of value in itself. Politics must 
be judged thoroughly by its “fruits.” It cannot be helped if for politicians or 
entrepreneurs, especially politicians today, “in-action [mui 無為],” instead of 
designating something of value, is a phrase connected to “incapacity [munō 
無能].” But in cultural creations, indeed “to be idle” does not mean anything 
in particular. In regard to scholarly productivity mentioned above, this does 
not mean at all that a worthy scholar or a worthy artist is one who is unpro-
lific. Nevertheless, in this sort of cultural spiritual activity a pause is not 
necessarily indolence. Therein the “pause,” as in a rest in a music piece, often 
possesses in itself a “living” significance. Hence the fact that contemplation 
and quiet rest have been honored from ancient times in this world has its own 
reasons and is not necessarily an old-fashioned idea. For in cultural creation, 
the accumulation of value is more important than to just advance forward or 
to busily work without cessation.

In periods of “politicization,” such as that of today, is it not that statements 
and actions for politics made from the standpoint of culture (not that of per-
son of culture [intellectuals]!) truly come alive only through the support of a 
conviction in what is stored deeply within? Indeed only through such action 
can the path to overturning the perversion of the value of “being [de aru] X” 
and the value of “doing [suru] X” be opened—that is, the perversion whereby 
the former remains unchanged where it ought to be criticized by the latter and 
the latter spreads into the former’s side possessing a significance difficult to 
deny. And if there is anyone suspicious that my uttered intent, in its shift from 
a political matter to the issue of culture, had unexpectedly turned “conserva-
tive,” I have no choice without the fear of misunderstanding but to answer 
in the following manner: That what is pressingly wanting and required in 
the intellectual world of contemporary Japan is for a radical (in terms of the 
root) spiritual aristocratism to become internally tied to a radical democracy. 
There is a symbolic expression, in Thomas Mann’s postwar writings, of a 
world in which “Karl Marx Reads Friedrich Hölderlin.”15 If I render Mann’s 
demand as I understand it, the resulting meaning would be what I have stated 
above. At least that is my honest thought in diagnosing the present through 
the angles I have touched upon today. 

NOTES

1.	 Editor’s note: Translated by John W. M. Krummel from “Dearu” koto to 
“suru” koto (「「である」ことと「する」こと」), Maruyama Masao shū dai 
hachi (『丸山眞男集第八巻』; Maruyama Masao Collection, vol. 8) (Tokyo: Iwa-
nami shoten, 2003), 23–44. © 1959, 2011 by Tokyo Woman’s Christian University. 
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This English translation published with the permission of Iwanami shoten Publishers, 
Tokyo. The translator would like to thank the committee at Maruyama bunko, who 
looked over this translation to point out errors.

2.	 Translator’s note: Throughout this article, Maruyama makes use of the contrast 
in meaning between aru or de aru and suru. Depending on the context these words are 
translated differently as there is no single word to capture their distinct significances, 
especially in the case of suru. But in each instance the contrast is between a static state 
for aru and an act for suru.

3.	 Translator’s note: The translation of the articles of the Japanese Constitution was 
made while consulting http:​//www​.solo​n.org​/Cons​titut​ions/​Japan​/Engl​ish/e​nglis​h- 
Con​stitu​tion.​html.​

4.	 Translator’s note: The sociologist here is C. Wright Mills. A passage cor-
responding to this paraphrase appears in Mills, The Power Elite (London: Oxford 
University Press, 1956), ch. 14, 334: “It is much safer to celebrate civil liberties than 
to defend them; it is much safer to defend them as a formal right than to use them in 
a politically effective way.”

5.	 Translator’s note: The reference is to German jurist Rudolph Ritter von Jhering 
(1818–1892) and his book Der Kampf ums Recht (1872).

6.	 Translator’s note: Maruyama seems to be referring to Nishio’s 1948 arrest on 
corruption charges. Even after he returned to the Socialist Party in 1952, Nishio did 
not get along with the Marxist faction and went on to found the Democratic Socialist 
Party in 1959.

7.	 Translator’s note: The reference is to the 106-volume fantasy story Nansōsatomi 
hakkenden by Kyokutei Bakin from 1814–1842.

8.	 Translator’s note: The reference is to Nikita Khrushchev’s denouncing of Sta-
lin in a speech at the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in 
1956.

9.	 Translator’s note: GHQ refers to “General Headquarters” of the American 
occupation of Japan after World War II. Dr. Eells refers to Walter Crosby Eells 
(1886–1962). He served as advisor on higher education in the Civil Information and 
Education Section at General Headquarters for the Supreme Commander for the 
Allied Powers and worked in Japan through 1951 to establish the postwar Japanese 
higher education system. He was especially interested in the suppression of Com-
munist influences and sentiment in Japanese universities and was involved in the 
anti-Communist purges in the school system during that time. The translator would 
like to thank Dr. Lisa Yoshikawa of the History Department of Hobart and William 
Smith Colleges for her help in obtaining information about Eells.

10.	 Translator’s note: A term related to literary and aesthetic criticism and mostly 
applied to literature, theater, and film since the late 1940s in Soviet culture. But it 
came to have a negative connotation and was used to degrade and label “cosmopoli-
tan tendencies” in Soviet culture after World War II and in the 1950s. I would like 
to thank Prof. Nina Gourianova of Northwestern University for helping me with this 
reference.

11.	 Translator’s note: This refers to an incident when a proposed amendment of 
this law was presented to the Diet in 1958, in response to the perceived threat of 
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the repression of civil freedom that this amendment might lead to, opposition to the 
amendment arose both within and outside of the Diet. Without notice the govern-
ing Liberal Democratic Party enforced a thirty-day extension of the session, but the 
Socialist Party asserted this decision to be invalid and protested by withdrawing their 
assembly members from the Diet.

12.	 Translator’s note: This refers to a major political issue in 1957–1958 when, in 
opposition to the Board of Education’s implementation of required teaching evalua-
tions for public school teachers, a protest movement on a national level was staged 
by the Japan Teachers’ Union, the General Council of Trade Unions of Japan, and 
intellectuals. Measures for evaluating the work of public officials had already been 
devised, but in the case of teachers due to the particular nature of their work, the 
law had not yet been enforced. But during this period under the pretext of enforcing 
prescriptions of the law, work evaluations were being forcefully conducted in various 
regions. The actual intent may have included the centralization of the educational 
administration, the increased regulation of teachers, and the construction of a counter 
measure to the Japan Teachers’ Union. Consequently an intense opposition move-
ment arose among the Japan Teachers’ Union, the General Council of Trade Unions 
of Japan, and scholars and intellectuals. Their reasoning was that this destroys the sol-
idarity of the teaching staff and expresses an intent to control authority in education.

13.	 Translator’s note: The “quiet demonstration” referred to here was organized by 
the Japan Writers’ Association on the basis of an emergency proposal. And the “man 
of letters” here is the novelist Takami Jun.

14.	 Translator’s note: Maruyama is paraphrasing a Japanese translation of  
Siegfried book but provides no bibliographical information for his source.

15.	 Translator’s note: The phrase appears in several of Thomas Mann’s essays. It 
first appeared after World War I in “Goethe and Tolstoy” (1925) and again appears 
in “Culture and Socialism” (1928). Postwar here most certainly refers to post–World 
War I.


