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Introduction
MICHIKO YUSA

The year 2011 marked a watershed for the field of Japanese philosophy, when the wealth 
of writings of Japanese thinkers became accessible in English, thanks to the publication 
of the monumental work Japanese Philosophy: A Sourcebook (hereafter abbreviated 
as JPS) under the able editorship of James W. Heisig, Thomas P. Kasulis, and John C. 
Maraldo. Its publication irrevocably altered the academic perception of Japanese phil-
osophy. Its Spanish translation, titled La filosofía Japonesa. En sus textos, was published 
in September 2016, which will no doubt disseminate the interest in Japanese philosophy 
even further among the Spanish reading public. At present (February 2017), two other 
anthologies are in the making: The Oxford Handbook of Japanese Philosophy (edited by 
B. W. Davis), and The Dao Companion to Japanese Buddhist Philosophy (edited by G. 
Kopf), each of which contains over thirty original essays that further explore in depth 
the thinkers introduced in the JPS. Another anthology of essays addressing Japanese 
philosophy as an academic discipline is published: Ching-​yuen Cheung and Wing-​keung 
Lam’s Globalizing Japanese Philosophy as an Academic Discipline (Goettingen: V & R 
unipress; Taipei: National Taiwan University Press, 2017), which contains sixteen new 
essays. Adding to this dynamic scene, two new philosophical associations have been 
launched and have begun holding their annual meetings—​the International Association 
of Japanese Philosophy (IAJP) and the European Network of Japanese Philosophy 
(ENOJP)—​each with its own journal to publish current works in Japanese philosophy 
and related fields.

The present Bloomsbury Research Handbook on Contemporary Japanese 
Philosophy showcases philosophical discourses currently taking place in and outside 
Japan, with the hope of building a bridge from “both sides”—​ from the Western 
side and the Japanese side. Fourteen essays (with the exception of one which was 
reprinted with the permission of the publisher), written for this volume by special-
ists of their respective fields in Japanese philosophy, extend from the reception and 
the robust flowering of phenomenology in Japan to the philosophy of science, aes-
thetics, political thought, social philosophy, gender studies, and Zen-​inspired phil-
osophy. The time period covered by these essays is primarily from the late Edo 
period (ca. 1790) onward up to the present, although the texts these essays cite 
are by no means confined to it, as the contributors freely go back in time to tap 
philosophical thinking and cultural perceptions crystalized in the past. This kind of 
diachronic hermeneutic approach is adopted to reevaluate modern theories, as well 
as what traditional ideas and concepts originally meant. Also to be mentioned here 
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is a feature of diatopical hermeneutics (or intercultural hermeneutics), as Japanese 
philosophy, by nature, cannot be discussed in isolation from the larger intellectual 
and aesthetic traditions of the world.

The guiding principles of this volume have been several: (1) to introduce philo-
sophical writings by the contemporary Japanese thinkers who are actively engaged 
in their philosophical thinking; (2) to include philosophical works conducted 
outside Japan on Japanese philosophy, in close tandem with what is taking place 
in Japan; (3) to present a wide range of subjects that constitute the present-​day 
Japanese philosophical discourse; (4) to face the critical issues of the day, such as the 
use of nuclear energy, and how philosophy remains relevant to the realities of post-​
Fukushima Japan (i.e. after March 11, 2011), in the face of catastrophic disasters—​a 
self-​critical reflection on the place and the role of philosophy and the act of philoso-
phizing; and (5) to think about what contributions Japanese can make to promote 
mutually enriching global and intercultural philosophical engagements.

1.  AN ORIENTATION CONCERNING “JAPANESE” 
PHILOSOPHY” (TETSUGAKU)

As is well known, the Japanese word “tetsugaku” 哲学 was coined by Nishi Amane 
(1829–​97), who, even before the end of the Tokugawa Shogunate rule (1603–​1867), 
was dispatched to the University of Leyden in 1863, where he studied philosophy. 
Upon his return to Japan, he introduced new ideas from his study in Europe. Inoue 
Enryō (1858–​1919), the founding figure of the Philosophy Society (“Tetsugakukai”) 
and its monthly publication, The Journal of Philosophy (Tetsugaku zasshi), at the 
Imperial University of Tokyo, obtained Nishi’s support to galvanize this new profes-
sional society. In 1912 Enryō, recalling how he came to meet Nishi Amane, gave the 
following oral recollection:

The late Professor Nishi Amane was the person who introduced philosophy to 
Japan for the first time and explained the outline of logic, psychology, and ethics. 
He not only coined the term “tetsugaku” for philosophy but also came up with 
technical terms, such as “shukan” 主観 for subject, “kyakkan” 客観 for object, 
“en’eki” 演繹 for deduction, and “kinō” 帰納 for induction . . . I first saw Professor 
Nishi around 1879 or 1880, at a public lecture held at Asakusa Ibumurarō, where 
he presented the theory of evolution . . . But the first time I actually came to meet 
him in person was in early 1884, when I wished to consult him about establishing 
the Philosophy Society. With his calling card in my hand, without following the 
usual protocol of having someone else introduce me to him, I visited him at his 
house in Kyōbashi Sanjukkenbori [present-​day Ginza area]. He warmly received 
this unannounced caller, and we became befriended ever since.1

In the early days of the academic studies of philosophy in Japan, what constituted 
philosophy was broadly and generously defined, overarching a wide range of aca-
demic disciplines from natural sciences and social sciences to humanities. This 
opened the door of the Philosophy Society to practically every professor and student 
on the university campus. Then students at the Imperial University, such names as 
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Kiyozawa Manshi, Natsume Sōseki (known then as Natsume Kin’nosuke), Fujioka 
Sakutarō, and Matsumoto Bunzaburō, were all among its active members. The first 
meeting of the Philosophy Society took place on January 26, 1884, with twenty-​nine 
members in attendance.2 Incidentally, Nishida Kitarō, being enrolled at the univer-
sity as a student in the “limited track” (senka), had to have his friend, who was in 
the “regular track,” sponsor his application to join the society; his application was 
approved at the monthly meeting of November 5, 1891.3

That these accounts sound so antiquated today comes as a proof that the aca-
demic discipline of philosophy has taken root quite rapidly and firmly during 
the second half of the Meiji period onward, thanks to the energetic entrepre-
neurial activities of the first generation of Japanese philosophy students, such 
as Inoue Enryō. The publication in 1911 of Nishida Kitarō’s Zen no kenkyū (An 
Inquiry into the Good) was generally considered by his peers as the real beginning 
of the robust burgeoning of Japanese philosophical endeavor, predating exactly 
100  years of the publication of the JPS, in which some may find a symbolic 
significance.4

In view of the diverse topics younger scholars and students of Japanese philoso-
phy and intercultural philosophies are working on today and which are presented at 
international conferences, it may be irrelevant or redundant to discuss what distin-
guishes Japanese philosophy as such. Nevertheless, some discussion is not out of the 
place. The JPS editors offer a cautionary remark in the JPS concerning the variety 
of texts compiled therein: “a catalogue of criteria for what is to count as philoso-
phy cannot be drawn up in advance of an examination of the texts themselves,”5 
before they proceed to sketch out four “Japanese senses” of the word “tetsugaku” 
(i.e. philosophy). Namely, (1) the first sense of “tetsugaku” refers to Anglo-​American 
European philosophical approach, with the view that Japan never had a philoso-
phy of its own (this notion is espoused by the “professional philosophers in aca-
demic positions who work on the texts of Plato, Kant, Heidegger, James, Bergson, 
Rorty, Derrida,” and so on); (2) the second sense is that one can find a philosophical 
tradition in classical Japanese philosophy (such as Inoue Tetsujirō finding Japanese 
Confucianism to have a comparable philosophical concern and fundamental ques-
tions as addressed in Western philosophy); (3) the third sense is that philosophical 
methods and themes are principally Western in origin but that they can be applied to 
premodern, pre-​Westernized Japanese thinking (to uncover themes such as “Dōgen’s 
philosophy of being and time, or Kūkai’s philosophy of language”); and (4) the 
fourth sense is to assert that there is a “markedly Eastern or Japanese character 
in Japanese philosophy that explicitly sets it off from non-​Japanese philosophy” 
(most prominently exemplified by Nishida’s thought). The JPS editors comment 
as follows on these four senses: (1) the first view places too severe a limit on “tet-
sugaku”; (2) the second approach tends to drift away from critical awareness of 
the very constructive nature of “tetsugaku” itself; (3) the third approach they find 
favorable, as this view recognizes not only “the historical fact of the Greek origins 
of Western philosophy” but also it enriches the field of philosophy “by the incorp-
oration of non-​philosophical sources and resources; it also understands philosophy 
as an unfinished work of deconstruction and reconstruction”; (4) the fourth view 
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can generalize certain fundamentally “Japanese” orientations, but this definition of 
“tetsugaku” “easily slides into neglect of the conditions for innovation and distinct-
ive differentiation.”6

Instead of producing a list of “characteristics of Japanese philosophy,” the JPS 
editors outline a possible method of intercultural inquiry with these words: “if we 
are to sustain the defining bond between philosophy and thinking that reflects on its 
own assumptions and limitations, then the burden of studying other traditions is to 
uncover their own modes of critical thinking and self-​understanding.”7

One cannot help but notice that the JPS editors’ observations, as nuanced and 
sensitive to interculturality as they are, are made from the vantage point of “out-
side Japan” in their effort to recognize the “modes of critical thinking and self-​
understanding” that may be found in Japanese thinking. To balance out the flow 
of the methodological movement, the present Bloomsbury volume contains works 
that suggest an approach “from within Japan.” In this connection, what I find most 
helpful in bringing to the foreground the effort that formed the backbone of a sub-
sequent robust modern Japanese philosophical tradition is Nishida Kitarō’s plodding 
of what philosophy is, and what may be “uniquely Eastern or Japanese,” in con-
trast to the Western philosophical enterprise, to which I shall return shortly. In this 
effort Nishida adopted the Western philosophical method of reasoning, analysis, and 
explanation, which he brought to Eastern experience—​personal and collective—​
developed over time.

1.1  Proximity and distance in hermeneutics

One distinct advantage that non-​native Japanese thinkers bring to the field of 
Japanese philosophy is precisely the perspective afforded by the distance, which 
allows for creative objectivity. T. Kasulis, for instance, maintains in a conversation 
with me that he, precisely as an outsider, can see more clearly the distinctiveness 
of modern Japanese philosophy, in contrast with, say, Indian or Chinese philoso-
phy. The latter are primarily based on their set of classical texts, and the philoso-
phy arises out of exegetical analyses. Kasulis finds in modern Japanese philosophy 
something familiar and yet different from Western philosophy (for after all, mod-
ern Japanese philosophers apprenticed themselves in Western philosophy in varying 
degrees to master it), which makes Japanese philosophy unique, fascinating, and 
challenging. The vibrancy of Japanese philosophy may indeed be attributable to this 
very interculturality.8

From the vantage point of “distance,” Kasulis pays attention to the somewhat 
excessive Japanese focus on their “cultural or social character of personal identity” 
as a marked characteristic of Japanese philosophical discourse. Concerning the ques-
tion of what is “lacking in the typical Western philosophical anthropologies,” he 
points out three typical responses by the Japanese thinkers, which nicely capture the 
main point of these prominent thinkers’ ideas:

Some, like Tanabe Hajime, saw a flow in logic: standard western logic allowed 
only universals and particulars, but left out the mediate dimension—​the 
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specific. Nishida Kitarō, by contrast, thought it a side effect of the western 
tendency to see self-​consciousness as the agent of an ego, instead of seeing the 
ego as a product of self-​consciousness. Still others, such as Watsuji Tetsurō, 
focused more on the flawed philosophical anthropology that ignored the 
ethical “betweeness of person and person” as essential to personal identity. 
Although the differences among the Japanese philosophers are not trivial they 
share the goal of developing a corrective on the western understanding of cul-
tural identity.9

This stress on one’s own cultural context may be “frustratingly ethnocentric” to 
a Western reader, and yet Kasulis points out, from the Japanese point of view, it 
may be that “the western tradition is ethnocentric.”10 In this way, intercultural 
philosophical engagement opens up more inclusive and comprehensive new hori-
zons of awareness, which allow us to listen and think more open-​heartedly and less 
close-​mindedly.

2.  TWO WAYS OF “DEFINING” JAPANESE  
PHILOSOPHY

With a bold stroke, the diverse views concerning Japanese philosophy presented 
above can be grouped into two. The first is what may be called an “import” theory, 
which upholds that philosophy is a Western discipline (or Greek origin) and that it 
did not exist in Japan prior to its introduction in the 1860s by Nishi Amane et al. 
The second is a non-​Eurocentric view that considers a philosophical tradition to 
exist in all cultures of the world, based on the assumption that there is philoso-
phy where a people have nurtured their own worldviews and grappled with the 
meaning of life. According to this latter position, which may be called an “indigen-
ous” view of philosophy, diverse philosophical traditions have been in existence 
everywhere, and in Japan at least since the seventh century, philosophical ideas 
have been formed under the nurturing influences of Buddhism, Confucianism, 
philosophical Daoism, Legalism, and a native Japanese sensitivity to natural, cul-
tural, aesthetic, and ethical elements (a sensitivity that may be called the tradition 
of “proto-​Shinto” or “ko-​shintō”). According to this view, the introduction of the 
Western philosophical discipline in the nineteenth century shed new light on the 
wealth of existent indigenous philosophical thoughts, and critically brought out 
their relevance—​and sometimes even formed a deeper backdrop for a new philo-
sophical approach.

Both views (“import or indigenous”) recognize that the intercultural philosoph-
ical encounter that has been taking place since the nineteenth century in Japan has 
certainly enriched modern Japanese philosophical tradition. Most importantly, this 
encounter of East and West gave rise to a new style of philosophical inquiry and 
discourse, under the influence of Western philosophical vocabulary and analytical 
method, which were applied to the explication of traditional Eastern worldviews. 
Let me comment here that this kind of creative intercultural philosophical exchanges 
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have been taking place on a global scale, and the pace appears to be accelerating. 
Thinkers interested in Japanese philosophy outside Japan are finding new ways of 
bringing their own traditional views beyond the pale of “theo-​logical” assumptions. 
In fact, intercultural or cross-​cultural enrichment has been taking place in diverse 
philosophical circles for several decades now.

2.1  Revisiting Nakae Chōmin’s statement

Before we move on to the discussion of Japanese philosophy as understood by 
Nishida, let me first make a comment on the statement that has perhaps uncritic-
ally dominated the definition of Japanese philosophy. I  refer to Nakae Chōmin’s 
(1847–​1901) statement “Since ancient times, there was no philosophy in Japan,”11 
for it is possible to read these words as a rhetorical and political statement rather 
than a statement of fact based on a careful scholarly study. Nakae, one of the first 
generation of Japanese thinkers who were trained abroad, studied law, history, and 
philosophy in Lyons and Paris, during which time he translated the works of Jean-​
Jacques Rousseau into Japanese, including Of the Social Contract. After his return to 
Japan, he had an active career as a member of the lower house of the National Diet, 
but he grew increasingly dissatisfied with the policy of nation building implemented 
by the Meiji government; he was also critical of factionalism within the govern-
ment and especially of those intellectuals who rendered their service by drafting and 
disseminating a state-​building ideology. Questioning the presence (or lack thereof) 
of the “philosophical spirit” among his contemporary opinion leaders who fash-
ioned themselves as “philosophers,” Nakae lamented that he did not see “the needed 
qualification of a philosopher who rationally exercises the power of reason to observe 
things as they are,” which for him constituted the “solemn reality of philosophy.”12 
He thus made the famous remark:

Since ancient times, there was no philosophy in Japan . . . Recently a certain Katō 
and an Inoue fashion themselves as the model of philosophers, and although 
society at large allows them to pass as such, the truth is that they merely import 
Western ideas and theories that they have studied . . . and thereby claim them-
selves to be philosophers.13

By the time he was composing the above passage, Nakae knew that his health was 
failing fast, leaving him only a little more than a year to live. His feisty tone and the 
mention of Inoue Tetsujirō (1855–​1944) and Katō Hiroyuki (1836–​1916)14 by name 
are telling. As a thoroughgoing supporter of Rousseau’s egalitarian and republican 
ideals and as the outsider of the ivory tower, Nakae engaged the social issues out-
right. He wanted to see Japan seize the opportunity and develop into a fair and just 
modern society, which would abolish old discriminations and superstitions, includ-
ing the discrimination practiced against the “buraku” people.15 In the last years of 
his life, Nakae had to admit the failure of the experiment of the Meiji government, 
which, in his view, had lacked critical (i.e. philosophical) spirit and squandered the 
opportunity to create a considerably different social system. Taking all these rea-
sons into account, it is possible to read Nakae’s words, “There was no philosophy 
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in Japan,” as a rhetorical and political statement, and not intended as the whole-
sale denial of the existence of philosophical traditions in Japan, voicing his cynical 
appraisal of the philosophy professors in academia. I offer this nuanced reading of 
Nakae’s passage because often the art of interpretation rides much on the context 
of the statement.

2.2  A view of “philosophy” as a Western import

Among those who adhere to the view of philosophy as a Western import, a small 
group of Japanese intellectuals claims that philosophical discipline is a Western enter-
prise, and therefore there is no “philosophy” as such in Japan. The majority of those 
who endorse this view maintain, however, that the Western philosophical approaches 
and methods, once introduced to Japan, were internalized by the Japanese. This latter 
observation tallies nicely with how Husserl’s phenomenology, introduced to Japan by 
Takahashi Satomi and Miyake Gōichi, gradually got assimilated and transformed by 
the Japanese scholar-​thinkers to the robust state it is in today.16 Also, those who claim 
that “philosophy did not exist in Japan prior to X” (X being often replaced with the 
name Nishida Kitarō, 1870–​1945) adhere to the view of philosophy as a Western 
import but also believe that it eventually took root in Japan.

3.  NISHIDA KITARŌ’S VIEW OF PHILOSOPHY AS  
AN INDIGENOUS CULTURAL ACTIVITY

Among those who upheld the second view, namely, that philosophy is indigenous to 
each culture, Nishida Kitarō stands out as the first articulate proponent of this view. 
His writings are the testimony of philosophizing that was taking place in Japan, and 
give us the view of Japanese philosophy “from within.” For this reason, I shall dwell 
on his thought fully.

Nishida believed that each culture was unique and had its place in the world; he 
thus maintained that the cultures of the world can take different courses of devel-
opment from those in Europe, and therefore to apply the way European cultures 
developed as the sole standard to measure the “maturity” of other non-​European 
cultures and assign their place in the scale of “evolutionary development” was to 
miss the point. Accordingly, Nishida’s understanding of philosophy departed from 
considering the European model as the only one. His stance was fundamentally 
pluralistic.17 He understood philosophy to begin “with the historical life coming to 
its own self-​awareness, which co-​arises with one’s existential endeavor to live one’s 
life truly authentically.”18 As for the philosophical method, Nishida defined it simply 
as “jikakuteki bunseki,”19 which is ambiguous enough to be read to mean both (1) 
the “analysis accompanied by critical self-​awareness,” and (2) the “analysis of self-​
consciousness.” In the former sense, it is to grapple with a philosophical problem 
on one’s own, and think it through, until the problem becomes clear. In the latter 
sense, it summarized Nishida’s entire philosophical enterprise—​to start out with the 
investigation of the phenomena of consciousness.
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3.1  Japanese philosophy, French philosophy, German philosophy . . .

Is it meaningful to speak about philosophy in terms of such adjectives as Greek, 
French, German, British, Italian, Chinese, Indian, Persian, Japanese, and so forth? 
Nishida’s essay “On French Philosophy”20 answers this question with an unequivocal 
“yes.” Therein he muses that the artistically minded French people philosophize by 
being incited by the intuition of things that appeal to their senses, and that the French 
thinkers find profound philosophical significance in things sensuous. Thus, Nishida 
writes: “the French word ‘sens’ has a connotation that cannot be easily translated 
into English sense or German Sinn.”21 He concludes this essay somewhat poetically 
with this reflection: “Greek philosophy had a deeply contemplative and conceptual 
aspect, as well as the artistic intuitive aspect that responded to beauty. Could one say 
that the former found its way into the Germans, while the latter into the French?”22

How did Nishida characterize Japanese philosophy then? He saw that both the 
French and the Japanese people possess a keen sense of intuition (chokkan 直観), but 
the French intuition is related to “concrete things” (mono 物), while the Japanese 
intuition to “things as happening” (ji 事), that is, things come into being in one 
moment and disappear in the next. Nishida gives haiku poetry as a good example 
that illustrates this Japanese penchant, in which the poet grasps the ever-​fleeting 
world from the vantage point of a split second (setsuna 刹那).23

3.2  Cultural experience and philosophical formulation, or logic

Initially, Nishida did not set out consciously to establish a “Japanese philosophy” 
that is distinct and different from Western philosophy, but along the way he realized 
that the Western philosophical paradigm did not fully explain the “Eastern” experi-
ence. He famously wrote:

There is no denying that we have much to admire and learn from the brilliant 
developments of western cultures, which took form as the actual reality and 
becoming as good. At the same time, I think that at the depths of eastern cultures, 
which have nurtured our ancestors for thousands of years, there is the kind of 
awareness that “sees the form of the formless and hears the voice of the voice-
less.” Our hearts do not cease to yearn for this kind of reality. I want to attempt 
to give a philosophical foundation to such demand (kakaru yōkyū).24

What Nishida had in mind when he poetically described the quality “to see the 
form of the formless and hear the voice of the voiceless” may be illustrated by Matsuo 
Bashō’s advice to his students as to how to write a good verse: “Learn about a pine 
tree from a pine tree, and about a bamboo from a bamboo,” meaning that a poet must 
let go of his willfulness and follow the “inner light” of the “object” of his versification. 
Nishida himself referred to the art of wabi-​cha (commonly known as the tea cere-
mony), for instance, and noted that the quality of “sabi” (subdued refinement) “can-
not be placed under Kant’s categories of beauty.”25 Again, the feeling of oneness of a 
black “raku” tea bowl held in one’s palm, or the feeling of unity of oneself and a rustic 
tearoom are examples that appeal to the cultural sensitivity developed in Japan.26 
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Classical works of Japanese cinemas are permeated with the “voice of the voiceless,” 
as actors portray deep emotions through their subtle gestures without many words.

3.3  Eastern and Western “accents” in logic

Nishida grappled with developing a logical formulation that does justice to the kind 
of experience of the world mentioned above. To get a general orientation of what he 
considered “logic,” it is helpful to turn to The Problem of Japanese Culture (Nihon 
bunka no mondai, 1940). He starts out by saying that the Eastern worldview has its 
own “logic,” just as the Western worldview does. What Nishida means by “logic” 
(ronri 論理) is the “ontological structure” of the actual everyday world.27 Lest it be 
misunderstood that he is advocating two “kinds” of logic, he explains that “logic,” 
although one, retains “different accents.” He elaborates on this point as follows:

I do not mean to say that there are two kinds of logic, eastern and western. Logic 
must abide by one and the same rule (ronri wa hitotsu 論理は一). But it devel-
oped into different directions in accordance with the respective [cultural] envir-
onment. Roughly speaking, the western logic is a logic that takes the material 
thing as its object (mono o taishō to shita ronri 物を対象とした論理), while the 
eastern logic is a logic that takes the workings of the mind (or consciousness) as 
its object (kokoro o taishō to shita ronri 心を対象とした論理).28

To distill the Eastern mode of experience into a “logical form” preoccupied Nishida for 
some time, since he saw that by putting through the filter of “logos,” the Eastern experi-
ence gets crystalized in a logical form, and as such it becomes universally accessible.

It is fascinating that in this endeavor, it was Aristotle’s definition of substance 
that gave Nishida a hint. Aristotle defined the substance as “that which becomes the 
subject but never the predicate.” Gaining a clue from this formulation, Nishida took 
a step further in his reflection as follows:

By transcending [the logical formula] in the direction of the subject-​term [of judg-
ment], Aristotle tried to arrive at the substance. All judgment is made up of the 
subject-​term and the predicate-​term, and takes the form of “A is B.” If this is the 
case, unlike Aristotle who focused on the subject-​term, i.e., the side of the indi-
vidual, it is also possible to focus on the predicate-​term, i.e., the side of the uni-
versal. By following Aristotle’s definition of the substance, it is possible to think 
of that which becomes the predicate-​term and not the subject-​term. As such, the 
predicate-​term cannot be predicated any further by another predicate—​that is, it 
would be absolutely nothing. By turning the Aristotelian definition upside down 
and by transcending [the logical formula] on the side of the predicate-​term, we 
can at the same time transcend [the logical formula] on the side of the subject-​
term and reach the true reality.29

In another place, moreover, Nishida mentioned that “the true reality (jitsuzai) 
resides neither in the direction of the subject term nor that of the predicate term, 
but in the direction of copula (keiji 繫辞).”30 That is to say, the real existence is 
ontological. This kind of intuition led him to formulate his “logic of topos” (basho 
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no ronri), with which he tried to explain how various modes of operation of con-
sciousness give rise to, and construct, the multilayered and multifaceted actual real-
ity. In the direction of the “subject-​term oriented logic” (or, intellectual judgment, S 
is P) the mind bridges subject and object, and as such it is an essential component of 
practical daily life. This orientation of “S is P” stands on the dichotomy of subject 
and object, and forms the intellectual discrimination and makes calculation possible. 
The “predicate-​term oriented logic” (S is in P), on the other hand, reveals the radical 
embeddedness of intellectual discrimination within the field of consciousness, and 
how the self in “positioned” or “situated” in the world, and how the self engages in 
expressive creative activities.” In the field of consciousness, the individual reflects 
the environment (world of things, society, history, and spirituality), as one assumes 
various positions in such a world—​in such manners as intellectually, politically, 
aesthetically, productively, and spiritually. Nishida’s “logic of topos” explains the 
workings of the interpenetration of self-​consciousness and the shape of the world. 
Reflexive consciousness emerges out of a horizon and submerges into it, as the indi-
vidual self-​awareness assumes various vantage points and standpoints within it. The 
logic of topos is therefore the outcome of Nishida’s attempt at uncovering the intrin-
sic connection between philosophy and experience, or logic and life.

3.4  Theism, non-​theism, worldview, and philosophy

Nishida attributed the basic difference of Eastern and Western worldviews to the 
differing relationships between the individual and the absolute (or “God”), and 
observed that the perception of how one is related to the absolute not only shapes 
one’s worldview (sekaikan) but also determines the mode of one’s self-​aware-
ness (jikaku). Nishida describes Western philosophy, which tended to be tied with 
Christianity and monotheistic traditions, considers the relationship between individ-
ual and absolute in terms of the opposition of the transcendent and the relative, and 
views the absolute to be “on the other side.” So does the Western view of morality—​
the absolute moral ideal is set on the “other side,” after which the individual strives 
but never reaches it. Nishida contends, moreover, that the absolute understood to 
stand against the relative is but a “relative absolute” and not real absolute.31

In contrast, in the Eastern worldview—​shaped under the influence of Mahayana 
Buddhism, for instance—​this reality is perceived to be absolute—​Buddhists would 
speak of “shohō jissō” (諸法実相, all things are real as they are). This perception cre-
ates a worldview in which

the real absolute is not something that just negates the individual but it is that 
which affirms the individual. The absolute transcends the opposition of relative 
and absolute and establishes this very opposition within it. We individuals exist 
in the absolute. We stand in a “contiguous way” with this absolute, which, how-
ever, we can never “touch” [as an object]. Eternity embraces time, and we touch 
eternity in the present moment—​it is this type of awareness.32

To reiterate, the worldview is intrinsically related to the individual’s perception of 
its relationship to the transcendent. In the West, Nishida noted that the individual 
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stands “facing” the absolute; in the East the individual “returns” to the bosom of 
the absolute.33 This is why for Nishida religion and philosophy originate from the 
same source, and the task of a philosopher is to reflect critically on this fact and 
examine it, while in religion one thoroughly embraces this fact.34 This may also 
explain why Christian mystical tradition that embraces the experience of union 
with the divine, as well as the robust “trinitarian” understanding of unhindered 
interpenetration of the material, the divine, and the human dimensions finds the 
philosophical approach, especially carried out by some members of the Kyoto 
School thinkers, to be congenial.35

In reference to the connection between philosophy and Christian elements, 
K. Noe, a contributor to this volume, has the following observation concerning why 
phenomenology was favorably accepted by the Japanese thinkers. Noe writes:

Takahashi Satomi, the first Japanese philosopher who studied under Edmund Husserl, 
was deeply impressed by the phenomenological maxim, “zu den Sachen selbst” [To 
the things themselves]! One can directly confront the “Sache selbst” [thing itself] and 
grasp the essence of the object without having a knowledge of Christianity. In terms 
of practice, to the Japanese philosophers the method of “phenomenological reduc-
tion” was understood synonymous with eliminating prejudices and making oneself 
empty (onore o munashiku suru), which attitude resonates with Zen practice. After 
WWII, phenomenology was eagerly embraced as the new methodology of humanis-
tic science by the younger generations of the Japanese intellectuals including myself. 
We were fascinated by academic radicalism of phenomenology that boldly based all 
the sciences on the ultimate ground, i.e., that of the “life-​world.”36

3.5  Cultural boundaries can be transcended

Over against the model of classification based on the generic entity called phil-
osophy and specific philosophies, such as French, Italian, Japanese, and so forth, 
Nishida’s paradigm is one of interpenetration of the universal and the particular. 
According to this way of conceptualization, just as one can be “a human being” and 
“a Japanese” at the same time without a conflict, so are philosophy and Japanese 
philosophy not mutually exclusive. On the relationship between an individual and 
a people, Nishida upheld that “one does not exist as a species of a genus, or as a 
particular case of the universal, but each individual exists as a unique individual in 
this unique historical world.”37 That is, each individual is first and foremost a self-​
determining, self-​forming independent being and creates one’s own personality or 
individuality (“kosei” 個性). The implication here is that one is not fixed by such 
factors as race, culture, and nationality. An individual, understood thus, is a self-​
determining unique being (or “agent,” in the sense of “agere”—​that which acts), 
and each transcends one’s own cultural environment and boundaries to the extent 
that one can actually choose and create the kind(s) of cultural environment one 
feels most congenial and comfortable; one can embrace multiple cultures as one’s 
own, or even transcend any particular culture. In this day and age, many individuals 
freely create a unique cultural environment of their own, regardless of where they 
reside, or transcend their native cultural heritage.
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3.6  Cultural and intercultural sensitivity

In reality, however, not everyone responds the same way to one’s cultural envir-
onment, let  alone to a cultural environment different from one’s own. Nishida 
addressed it as follows:

Different from the discipline of objective studies (taishōteki gakumon), phil-
osophy takes as its foundation the actual experience of a people (minzoku) or 
an individual (kojin). This explains why to a certain individual, or to a certain 
people, only a certain kind of philosophy may make sense.38

The other side of this “coin” is the very possibility that one can actually under-
stand and appreciate the other. In other words, Japanese cultural sensitivity can 
be learned, acquired, and lived by a non-​Japanese person. For instance, out of 
his penetrating study of Western philosophical traditions, Nishida developed such 
appreciation of things Western that for him both the Eastern and Western cultural 
expressions complemented each other, and at the same time the distinct precious-
ness of each tradition could not be flattened out.39 He repeated this sentiment 
often, as we read:

While I  appreciate eastern culture as profound and precious, I  cannot deny 
my longing for western culture, which is a great development of rich and free 
humanity. Just as I derive pleasure from Sesshū’s paintings or poetry in Chinese, 
so I cannot help but be moved by the paintings of Rembrandt or the poetry of 
Goethe.40

How does “Japanese” sensitivity coexist with the appreciation of other cultures? 
This question is related at once to how Nishida understood the self to be formed by 
experience. Over against the ego-​centered view that it is the self that has the experi-
ence, he saw “without experience, there is no individual,” or “experience makes an 
individual” (kojin atte keiken aru no de wa naku, keiken atte kojin aru).41 He also 
noted that “[the experience of] emotions actually makes up the individual; for emo-
tions are the naked facts (jijitsu) belonging to direct experience.”42

Experiences are not uniform in kind but multifaceted, corresponding to the bio-
logical, cultural, intellectual, and spiritual aspects of human existence. The experi-
ence of hunger, thirst, fatigue, hotness or coldness, for instance, pertaining to the 
biological level, is transcultural at large. The emotions of sadness, joy, loneliness, 
and so forth pertain to the cultural environment, as these emotions are, to an extent, 
learned from the behavior of those around one, and in that sense it is conditioned 
by one’s environment. When it comes to the aesthetic-​spiritual experience, it is 
much more subtle and complex—​the uplifting emotion the “Pastoral Symphony” 
arouses in one is quite different from the titillating emotion aroused by nagauta 
chanting accompanied by shamisen on a kabuki stage. These aesthetic experiences 
are closely tied with respective cultural and art forms. If experiences make up the 
individuals, then it follows that the cultural environments also make up the individ-
uals. Indeed, to paraphrase Nishida, “life is inextricably bound with cultural aware-
ness (Kulturbewusstsein).”43 It follows then, direct experience and its interpretations 
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can be culturally colored. In this historical world, individuals are culture-​making 
(and also culture-​destroying) first and foremost. Moreover, one is born in a certain 
culture, but in the activity of “from the created to the creating,” one learns to cre-
ate one’s own cultural environment over and beyond what one is born into or has 
inherited.

3.7  Cultural “terroir”

In terms of the close connection between cultural environment and experience, 
the French word “terroir” strikes me as extremely suggestive. This word is used 
to describe the natural makeup of the soil (including its mineral contents), top-
ography, and climate that produces a particular wine. Mutatis mutandis this term 
can be adopted to signify the conditions and components of a cultural envir-
onment that gives rise to certain specific and unique types of experience. The 
word “terroir,” obviously related to the Latin word for earth, “terra,” resonates 
with Watsuji’s “fūdo,” which positively acknowledges the climatic environment 
as constitutive of the ontological category, and as a defining cultural factor. We 
can talk about a “cultural terroir” to understand and appreciate unique worlds 
and environments that encompass complex realities of cultural, geographical, 
environmental, material, linguistic, and spiritual conditions; it also explains how 
one experiences a particular “world” and how one is a “product” of a particular 
world; but Nishida would add to this the other side of the cultural terroir—that 
is, how one creates a particular world, a particular cultural terroir. The most 
peculiar component of the cultural terroir is probably the specific languages 
spoken at specific places.

To digress slightly, the relationship between philosophy and a specific language 
was something Nishida did not touch on. Moreover, to speak about “Japanese 
philosophical expression” there is no denying that it is closely tied with the lin-
guistic features (e.g. syntactical) and vocabulary (i.e. crystallization of experience 
in words) of the Japanese language. This feature of the connection between lan-
guage and thought was taken up, among others, by Mori Arimasa (1911–​76), who 
lived in France for almost two decades and taught in Paris, before he returned to 
Japan.44

3.8  A “semiotics” of “semi” (cicadas)

Let me digress further and dwell on the connection between direct experience and 
culture. If experience always takes place in some given environment and not in a 
vacuum, then it is open to the cultural environment. A good example that comes to 
my mind is the sound of cicadas. Cicadas (“semi” in Japanese) are insects that spend 
long years (as long as seventeen years!) underground as larvae, and when they finally 
emerge aboveground they live only for a single week. The loud noises the males 
make signal to the Japanese children the joy of the arrival of summer holidays and 
their temporary reprieve from schoolwork—​or so it used to be. Hearing the cicadas 
make the sound of “mii-​n, mi-​n, mi-​n” (or “gii gii gii” or “si si si” among many other 
songs—​different kinds of cicadas make different sounds) comes to the Japanese with 
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the association of hot and humid summer days, ripe and fresh vegetables that are in 
abundance, and pleasures of outdoor activities, and so on and so forth. The songs of 
cicadas may even conjure up a famous haiku or two by Bashō:

Yagate shinu	 頓て死ぬ

keshiki mo miezu	 けしきも見えず

semi no koe	 蝉の声

            Soon you shall die
            and yet without showing a hint of life’s brevity,
            you cicadas sing your loud songs.45

Or, the famous verse:

Shizukasa ya	 閑かさや

iwa ni shimiiru	 岩にしみ入る

semi no koe	 蝉の声

            Ah! Utter silence,
            seeping into the rocks
            are the loud songs of cicadas.46

Curiously, these noisy insects altogether escape the notice of my non-​Japanese 
acquaintances and friends who may have lived in Japan for decades and yet do not 
know what cicadas are, or their iconic symbolism. The scope of one’s experience is 
indeed determined by one’s cultural awareness. This fact implies that by becoming 
familiar with the web of symbolic associations—by being introduced to these haiku 
poems by Bashō, for instance—the gate opens up to one who is interested in pene-
trating into the dimensions of Japanese culture that may have been closed hitherto. 
One can always learn a new “language.”

3.9  Universality of a culture as the “public” property

As for the “contradictory self-​identity” of the particular and the universal in Japanese 
culture, Nishida spoke about it in his essay “What it means ‘to be Japanese’ ” 
(Nihonteki to iu koto, 1917). The gist of his argument is that for the Japanese culture 
to develop truly authentically so as to become a significant player and contributor 
in the global world, it has to develop its uniqueness, without compromise, to the 
point of it becoming universally viable. To achieve this end, not only self-​confidence 
in the value of Japanese culture but also the generosity of open spirit is required. 
If the Japanese culture were to shut its door and remain self-​conceitedly isolated, 
it would but be an “idiosyncratic” culture and not a genuinely universal one. The 
more the Japanese deepen and nurture their culture, the more universal and open 
it will become. 

So is Japanese philosophy.47 The dimension of particularity (or singularity) and 
universality belong together. Nishida maintained that if the uniqueness of Japanese 
culture is recognized and savored by every people in the world, it is proof that it 
has achieved its universal height (and depth). Anything universally valid, moreover, 
belongs to the world as its “public property” (ōyake no mono), and ceases to be a 
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private possession. Nishida was expressing his caution over against the then rising 
trend of cultural (and national) exclusivism and chauvinism in Japan.48 In short, 
according to Nishida, a genuinely unique culture is by definition a universal culture. 
He saw that different cultures, if allowed to develop authentically, would contribute 
to the making of a greater global culture, which will augment and enrich human 
spirit on a global scale as well. Nishida himself never travelled abroad and yet he 
developed his cultural sensitivity that enabled him to appreciate western philosophy 
and art (as we already saw above). He was also keenly aware of the contemporary 
political affairs of the world. He lived to prove that one could truly be a Japanese, 
truly be a global citizen, and truly be a unique individual all at once.

3.10  Philosophy as authentic praxis

To the “four Japanese senses of the word tetsugaku,” as touched on in the beginning 
of this introduction, the fifth, sixth, and seventh sense of the word may be added. 
The fifth sense of the word “tetsugaku” is the perception that philosophizing is 
inseparable from how a thinker lives his or her own private life. The organic unity of 
being and action, words and action, thought and life is something deeply ingrained 
in the Japanese mind. One needs not quote Fichte’s stance that “a philosophical 
system is not some sort of dead piece of furniture but is animated with the spirit of 
the person.”49 The vestiges of Wang Yangming’s Confucian teaching of the unity of 
knowledge and action (chigyō icchi) and the Buddhist notion of authentic action, 
livelihood, and meditation (as in the eightfold path) inform the sense of integrity of 
personal action, thought, and the self. What you think, what you say (and write), 
and what you do are not separate.50 Accordingly, the authenticity of one’s philo-
sophical activity is judged by the integrity of the philosopher as a person even by 
popular perception. This is a distinct sense of the word “tetsugaku.”

The sixth sense is that “tetsugaku” implies the dialogical nature of Japanese 
philosophy, and especially of modern Japanese philosophy. For concrete evidence, 
the reader is referred to the Timeline in the end of this book, which demonstrates 
how modern Japanese thinkers have philosophized in dialogue with non-​Japanese 
thinkers. The Japanese tradition has always remained open to other cultures. John 
Maraldo has the following to say about Nishida’s philosophy: “it enriched the cre-
ative discipline of philosophy by infusing Anglo-​European philosophy with Asian 
sources of thought,” and “it produced novel theories of self and world with rich 
implications for contemporary philosophizing.”51

In this connection, Nishida wrote in 1940 concerning the highly “porous” nature 
of the Japanese culture as follows:

Japanese culture has no fixed “shape” of its own; if one is to compare it to a genre 
of art, it is similar to music [which moves on in time]. This is why the Japanese 
culture has taken in various foreign cultures. If it had a fixed content of its own, 
the choice would have been either to appropriate other cultures as its own or to 
be wiped out by the others. As I see it, the Japanese culture constantly takes in 
other cultures and in this process it undergoes change. This is the characteristic of 
the Japanese culture, which excels in synthetizing different cultures and creating 
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a culture of its own. But it is also the vulnerable side of the Japanese culture that 
it does not have its own property . . . Because its unique feature is to have no fixed 
shape, the danger is that the Japanese culture, if it errs, could become vacuous. 
To avert this pitfall and for the Japanese culture to become a real player in global 
history, it has to create a new expansive assimilative culture. This is where the 
Japanese culture may exercise its great flexibility.52

The seventh sense of “tetsugaku” is the unity of knowledge and being. Nishida 
wrote a short essay entitled “Knowledge and Love” (“Chi to ai,” 1907),53 which he 
appended to his Inquiry into the Good as its concluding chapter. He characterized 
intellectual knowledge (chi) as an impersonal way of knowing things, even if dealing 
with things alive, while love (ai) is a personalized way of knowing things, even if 
dealing with inanimate things, and accordingly he maintained that love is a deeper 
form of knowledge, because “love has the power to grasp the actual reality itself; 
it constitutes the deepest knowledge of things. Love is a supreme form of know-
ledge.”54 Taking from the title of this essay, I would like to suggest another softer 
word for philosophy, “chi’ai” 知愛 (“knowledge of love” and “love of knowledge”) 
as an equivalent to the “love of wisdom” (philo-​sofia). This, perhaps, is the seventh 
sense of the word “tetsugaku.”

4.  CONCLUDING REMARKS

4.1  Language, philosophy, and translation

What is most helpful in carrying out an intercultural philosophical work is to be able 
to read the texts in the target language. I say this without making light of the inev-
itable fact that we are all indebted to translations. Even for a polyglot, it would be 
close to impossible to master all the major languages and classical languages of East 
and West, spanning from Sino-​Japanese ideograph-​based writings to Arabic script, 
to Cyrillic alphabet—​just to list a few orthographic practices. Thus, the art of trans-
lation will always remain a necessary feature of intercultural philosophical studies. 
Moreover, translation is a funny animal. One day the translator reads what he or 
she has just translated and it makes sense; the next day, not quite so—​and vice versa. 
Also, there is no one “correct” translation. At best, all translations are tentative “fin-
gers” pointing to the moon, and some fingers point more beautifully and elegantly to 
the moon than some others, while a few other fingers might inadvertently miss the 
moon altogether.

This leads to the question of the necessity of learning the language in which 
the text is written (and in our case, it is the Japanese language). No doubt, there 
is a great advantage in being able to read the original text and translate it into 
another language. In this regard, one can set three different levels of “proficiency” 
in Japanese to be attained as one’s goal. The first is to have the passive knowledge 
of the target language, so that one can compare the translation with the original. 
This is greatly helpful. The second level of proficiency is to be able to read the text 
accurately, even if one is not able to converse in the target language, let alone com-
prehend the spoken form. The third level of proficiency is to become fluent enough 
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in the target language so that one can read, speak, listen, think, and write in it, and 
translate it into another language. This last stage is an endless road, the adventure of 
which many are finding personally satisfying.

4.2  Notes on the original textual sources

Writings by the Japanese philosophers are typically compiled into collected volumes—​
be it “Zenshū” (“collected works,” typically compiled posthumously), “Chosakushū” 
(“collected writings,” typically compiled while the author is still alive), or simply 
“shū” (“collection”) and sometimes “sen” (“selection”) or “senshū” (“selected collec-
tion”), attached to the name of the author. In order to streamline the bibliography 
and the notes, abbreviations have been adopted throughout this volume.

The Collected Works of Nishida Kitarō (NKZ) requires a special explanation, as it 
has two distinct editions. The original collection (19 volumes, the last edition, and 
supplements were published 1987–​90) was practically overhauled when the new 
edition of NKZ in 24 volumes was published by the same publisher, 2002–​2009. In 
this handbook, the original edition is simply referred to as NKZ. The new edition is 
specified as NKZ-​N, “N” standing for “new edition.”

In the case of the Collected Works of Suzuki Daisetz (SDZ), the new edition (40 
volumes, published 1999–​2003) diverges from the original edition (32 volumes, 
published 1968–​71), starting with volume 26 and thereafter. Thus, only volumes 
26–​40 are designated as SDZ-​N.

The index of original texts cited is added at the end of this volume, which should 
help those who are interested in locating the original texts in Japanese. Also the 
Timeline contains not only the dates but also the kanji for the names of the Japanese 
and Chinese thinkers and authors mentioned in this volume.

NOTES
	 1.	 Inoue Enryō’s communication to Itō Kichinosuke, then editor of the Tetsugaku 

Zasshi [The Journal of Philosophy] (hereafter abbreviated as JP) 27.301 (1912), 
121. The occasion was the celebration of the publication of the 300th issue. For an 
English translation of Enryō’s statement on the Philosophical Society, see M. Yusa, 
“Inoue Enryō’s 1887 Position Statement on Philosophical Studies in Japan,” in the 
online Kokusai Inoue Enryō kenkyū [International Inoue Enryo Research] 2 (2014), 
167–​180.

	 2.	 Itō Kichinosuke, “Tetsugakukai shiryō” [Records of the Society of Philosophy], 
Part 1, JP 27.300 (1912), 196. See also Tōkyō Daigaku hyakunenshi [A history of 
the centennial of the University of Tokyo], Bukyoku-​shi [History of colleges and 
departments], vol. 1 (Tokyo: Tokyo Daigaku, 1986), 500.

	 3.	 “Kiji” [Editors’ notes], JP 6.57 (1891), 1300.

	 4.	 For a detailed and thorough exposition of the reception of academic philosophy 
in Japan, the “Overview to Modern Academic Philosophy” by John Maraldo and 
Nakajima Takahiro in the JPS is highly recommended. See JPS 553–​582.

	 5.	 “Defining Philosophy” under “Framework,” JPS 21.
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	 6.	 Ibid., 19–​21.

	 7.	 Ibid., 18–​19.

	 8.	 This is the point strongly emphasized in B. W. Davis, B. Schroeder, and J. A. Wirth, 
ed., Japanese and Continental Philosophy: Conversations with the Kyoto School 
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2011).

	 9.	 JPS 1007–​1008.

	10.	 Ibid., 1009.

	11.	 For instance, Abe Masao quoted this passage as accurately portraying the state of 
Japanese philosophy, in his “Introduction” to the English translation of Nishida 
Kitarō’s An Inquiry into the Good (New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 
1990), vii–​viii.

	12.	 Nakae Chōmin, Ichinen yūhan [A year and a half; a sequel to a year and a half] 
(Tokyo: Iwanami Shoten, 1995), 114–​115; emphasis added. See Chapter 2 for fuller 
references and further discussion.

	13.	 Ibid., 155; emphasis added.

	14.	 They were influential professors at the Imperial University, commanded the respect of 
the public, and defined the field of philosophical study as an academic discipline.

	15.	 The specific group of Japanese people who used to be also called “eta” (defiled folks, 
or “untouchables”) on account of their occupation of disposing dead horses and other 
large animals and engaging in the production of tanned leather and so forth. They 
were segregated from the rest of the society as quasi-outcasts.

	16.	 See Chapter 1 in this volume.

	17.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Nihon bunka no mondai” [The problem of Japanese culture] (1940), 
NKZ 12.287.

	18.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Chishiki no kyakkansei ni tsuite” [On the objectivity of knowledge] 
(1943), NKZ 10.472.

	19.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Jikaku ni tsuite” [On self-​awareness] (1943), NKZ 10.564.

	20.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Furansu tetsugaku ni tsuite no kansō” [On French philosophy] 
(1936), NKZ 12.126–​130.

	21.	 Ibid., NKZ 12.126–​127.

	22.	 Ibid., NKZ 12.130.

	23.	 Nishida Kitarō, Nihon bunka no mondai, NKZ 12.372.

	24.	 Nishida Kitarō, Preface to Hataraku mono kara miru mono e [From that which works 
to that which sees] (1927), NKZ 4.6.

	25.	 Nishida Kitarō, Nihon bunka no mondai (1938), NKZ 14.403.

	26.	 See, for instance, “Rekishiteki keiseisayō to shite no geijutsuteki sōsaku” [Artistic 
creation as an activity of history formation] (1941), NKZ 10.262–​263; 10.241. Also 
see Chapter 7 in this volume.

	27.	 The aspect of “ri” (理, also pronounced as “kotowari,” meaning “the universal way, 
the principle”) is stressed in this compound word; “ri” refers to the ultimate mode or 
the way of reality.
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	28.	 Nishida Kitarō, Nihon bunka no mondai (1940), NKZ 12.289.

	29.	 Nishida Kitarō, Tetsugaku gairon [The outline of philosophy, university lecture notes] 
(ca. 1926), NKZ 15.171; emphasis added.

	30.	 Ibid. (1924), NKZ 15.219.

	31.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Jissen to taishō ninshiki” [Praxis and the recognition of the object] 
(1937), NKZ 8.423.

	32.	 Ibid., NKZ 8.423–​424.

	33.	 Nishida Kitarō, Chishiki no kyakkansei ni tsuite, NKZ 10.473. As a parenthetical 
remark, it is not hard to see how the individual’s worldview is formed in varying 
relationship to the “absolute” or the transcendent. Some embrace the absolute being 
positively (as affirming the presence of the divine), some negatively (as in atheism), 
skeptically (as in agnosticism), neutrally, or indifferently. And these convictions shape 
one’s lifestyle as informing one’s thinking, values, and conducts.

	34.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Jissen tetsugaku joron” [Prolegomena to the philosophy of praxis] 
(1940), NKZ 10.121.

	35.	 See, for instance, Raimon Panikkar, The Rhythm of Being (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis 
Books, 2010), who refers to Nishitani Keiji’s thought on 314, 360–​361. Also see 
Chapter 8 in this volume.

	36.	 Email communication, from Keiichi Noe to Michiko Yusa, March 29, 2016.

	37.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Dekaruto no tetsugaku, furoku” [On Descartes’ philosophy, 
Appendix] (1944), NKZ 11.187.

	38.	 Nishida Kitarō, Chishiki no kyakkansei ni tsuite, NKZ 10.472.

	39.	 See, for instance, Nishida Kitarō, “Tanka ni tsuite” [On Japanese short poetry, 
“tanka”] (1933), NKZ 13.130–​132; for an English translation, see appended, below.

	40.	 Nishida Kitarō, Letter # 595, January 4, 1930, to Watsuji Tetsurō and his wife, 
NKZ 18.398. Translated in M. Yusa, Zen and Philosophy: An Intellectual Biography 
of Nishida Kitarō (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2002) (hereafter, Zen and 
Philosophy), 246. Also see Chapter 14 in this volume.

	41.	 Nishida Kitarō, Zen no kenkyū [An inquiry into the good] (1911), NKZ 1.28; also see 
his preface (1911), ibid., NKZ 1.4.

	42.	 Ibid., NKZ 1.62 (Book 2, chapter 3): “Jōi ga kojin o tsukuru no de aru. Jōi wa 
chokusetsu-​keiken no jijitsu de aru.”

	43.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Batsu” [postscript] to Jikaku ni okeru chokkan to hansei (1917), 
NKZ 2.349.

	44.	 See JPS 1047–​1052; he was the grandson of Mori Arinori, the first minister of 
education in the Meiji government and one of the Meirokusha thinkers.

	45.	 Matsuo Bashō, “Genjū’an no ki” [A record of the hermitage, “Unrealistic Dwelling”], 
in N. Imoto et al., ed., Matsuo Bashō-​shū [Collected works of Matsuo Bashō], vol. 2 
(Tokyo: Shōgakukan, 1997), 295. The meaning of this verse is the brevity of life of 
cicadas, which, without knowing their imminent death, vigorously make loud sound, 
and this fact heightens the poet’s sympathy for the little insects. The backdrop is the 
“brevity of human life.”
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	46.	 Matsuo Bashō, “Oku no hosomichi” [A narrow road to the north], ibid., 103. The 
editors interpret this verse to mean that in the evening, the entire mountain temple 
complex is wrapped in deep silence, and only the songs of cicadas are audible—as 
noisy as they are, they only seep into the mountain rocks.

	47.	 This would be Nishida’s response to B. W. Davis, “‘Nihon tetsugaku’ no teigi ni 
tsuite” [On how to define “Japanese philosophy”], Nishida Tetsugakukai kaihō  
13 (2015), 5–​7.

	48.	 Nishida Kitarō, “Nihonteki to iu koto ni tsuite” [On what is considered “Japanese”] 
(1917), NKZ 13.116–​120.

	49.	 Quoted in Yusa, Zen and Philosophy, xxi.
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