| mE (S0h - BENEPCERN) HEEX

&< SEhVEIEEH QD XIS R
RXAX" &1 ERVQKINE

NPT

ISEVENN



Trhy BEYT A

(B FE]
£ i 295K
BT EEEETHTEE (T4 U Ey)
& B 20074F3H T T RA T - v =T REKRFBREASCEIER
TFHL ET
20074F10H  EBEAR AR EEEE v ¥ —
e - RFPEAE B ARGEIHE (8 » AVET
20085:6 H T T A T+ =T RPN R
HATRERD RSB B ARRFZER AT
20114F 4 A AR FFHERTFSUCR AR [EIRE B AR IE 5

[IEEHER SO A Y ]

SERR2BEDLE, T4V ENCH LT TRA - T - =T KET TRYE &
] OFREAPY LTz, (7o — U LTV AHRICIWN T, WL E 72 6
D EWHEMEEICL CEELER LT, TOEMNDOHEHWZFRE L HA
O TEUN T AR & 70 il -0k Bk 73 B2 DS W T Z O SCA BE LT, RLOMFZE & #L
EHLOHFROBEBEABD T RS o2 L& L THHRITE N, BESEE OBEGRE
DRI O BIEHZ B L BT 720,



23

9

x

KEL <% HEESXICH S WEER VP S/ ooW
S EBRKVE S WOERNRERV L VvRWR (L8 &% 1)1
P K<REWERCUIOQERN O LR 2480407 LHESX
SIWEEPONEHE KESHIUMER NI Vo 108
QLM VEEN ROV I MR H 5007

Hh' P X e RXAXK S R QmMIRwH —Eh VXI5
Bl (11001]) &07 e {E S HXI R0 SHOREKHNEF 01
ANH O FEQSHIWHE DU eEN O S iRfe R v M
MRS L VBN RXAXE REHWEEZROXIV T Eigd
KL OE<LE Q KEFRKH R O m iR W E e X2 127
o D W E<E Q NEREIHWEHB VR I 500° BT 181
RTOVENHINLGIICHEHVICERREN NS 0 LRIV AOe QM
QS IED 500
KN EHER QXIGEF MR & S 807 X2 E iy
BN Q0 XINKE SORREF 0L R QHEE ME WK O L 2°
HR THEIEREE) (| RN YR LaEeERH VEREZE
SEREN QL \viED” &% [EFIN] S/ VY ExRE (mmdd) v
H (RBEH) VOrkiDy [ EKIRE) Ko 0 W EK O a0
HURSELSVERHEEZL S0 VEN®

IR HHRmEQ [E@RVHE—oKBBEVIoER] (1 KRKP)
CERENMEON RXEXKAUZHSNN O —h NEHEEHWER
DL XIWEHE S0 URQERQT NEW0RE0 ] p T T<K
DR <]V LSORE IS EEHNRE IV 00° BNV EH R
HEEREV VOHFVELSHRS HERSEHH MK D0 U e R
EQEEHME e’

1) O < QEIKIRV R THEWIE D WRVEEEL SR OLERL
FHEIEEE O O O KHEL ML 0 W YO ) ) [R5 00V S a
BRI QM I IE DY L ) VR ENIEERAG Q & AVE
D Le

H—D—%  HERHEH MEERHE oK B i

i -5
F<L—1 QKT FQ o< ¥ Rm# MU NS 0
LU B&ELT 0o < A DI —{ IO EFR

RE D HIQEL N QTOEECRES | Q0% B NN
AXTENTYAUANL (R—QmK<" mKQEM<L RO L
18 X< BEQCHE ¢ BIENKO W Ze°

e ¥ a0 88" FE< M50 1) U KRS 1 5810° R 2+ —
NTAXNQHVAHVESHNDOR0R DRORIOV FHEQ NI
QHWL AN T AXNHSPIEIU R ORI BEN L Wi Q-
AR KERIEK O L )00 m&N 4 O ek H<L 3’
O OB m K CRAOENIO NS 00R BEWROVELEQ
X% DR BERMNBIOSUSHKRR O S NERNIKC Qi mKE
Lo GEBmiRe BH] REXLSLL L0 ED
O PR NEHOSXKEND U ({NKAR—RZREOY)
2NN HES $850° TUnheimlichkeit)” o EA=e-0” [HIZRE (home) Q4
SEHE) Oms” TROBOKER] e’ ML) &7 1 gwEvine
B O TREORKREYIY @UBMURKRGE0C R 1) QB VK
Q01T RQANON K DRI V00" 1R K0 | HE= 0
A DO B HA Y S VR A QD0 K | AU EE A0e°



VOHRABSEK IWERT Kb .00 IL<5h) SEESmSE

A0 QP e° HIBERLE T OB O - VN EEECIK S
&0 fribint)” XN RQESHESQ & SILHE RREE
WE MRS EE L e VIO EHE S H a1 v O BITE R
QA 0 A~ Q407 EIER RV BT < & R & S O
o EEVOUHEESQH WKV DD’
[F<] MU L& 1)QxY K-La—Wiis Ry
BRE QOO RSTK S W O a’

MRS F W EE N0 O SHeimibin- vl S K< HKI s
SEESEMMNME SPGB0 L° mKEN el uRE”
N IR QEIFHIVIER Y T QmE<LTBRY | Uit NYy=u N
<QEEAVHIE W L v VUBHVESC 5] Vo ek
AHN WO RIS H T HMWY L QLD L0 L S Qe BERQ
FURoIMRU<EMNRRVED L WOHS <K v QB WEE O
o IRELEBERNRCERYWE O L VHE B U EHO @RS
FoRWPDE LK RV O<HUUT QO O W S v e L°

We b KE<QE VRV L VA L0 )L Q00 @
QI SERLE < |VLRVUINKEIORSEDI VA0 )
a0 @R EHNEFEN N O L IAD U L ES X OHION
v Q0 RQERRSN Hi | 0m mENEE 00k QEE
000 ML) JLEUELS OV AI0Q R R R
Hom(vEE DT mRWKEDEIHP0HVRPICL KT D& 1R
BESXINR OvaVEE OV IVvEY v OLQERNKEWE
L4427 WA O mRMKERS UL QU1 VG audd®
DR o o mix QEEFH MR L0 1) QHEWLKNERCH)
AVARYHRQ KRTETB MHQHIWE SOOI A UL Y E&H LS RK°
AR E RN Y R IKE 400 ) U BEDH L QA% BEEQ Y ¢

CERV HEME—IQI QRERLRE VL0 0L LHX
SHEMRNOSLAUOSTE 1) QEREVEXKVICRANL NS
2 O 507 e O WY ORI HNVEENHT O QY S X £
AXT MBEIGE S O QEEHNIEIN 1) 20 QEEWE TN
LT OEFESNKEMNAED I — R QR A B KR M RO XY
R AG°

1) 20 QEE I M MO R M < QEIRRAVRNE D VL 5 ° 4"
R @ MR B SHEN KvIKE QWA KR £ X - RX
AXMQOLSIEO XY RYDmK QHgSERMe EH5ER O
SV RN N KR Q Fribie” IR O 2 Oe°
HNRQ<USKRMEL Im&<SK Vi O LEES) ) UNEDQ
HDSTHL° 0N XIQEMNEEE D B WRNRES
AP AV ER N0 Q R WEM S W W ERE O LS

RXDOXKV REFHIVE XD UMMEOHIEE XD

LY X e RXKaKE | RLIL2EN [BEQILHEVEQS<E] Wi
K EHEN QIO R ERCIKEEN RS B 0TuRY
SIKFLFQE Y LIN—D U OLWEDWY L0 HQ [REHLmMIIER
EHL—FHVXIEME] (11001 ) Wi @Bk M HE D °
N BuED A LHEL 00 VB K EE DT @
KNEE D007 2ng 0 L OomE A0 2100 8 RAVIBRKAC
ENIE S i FSOENCIANE - TR

RXAXE DR NEHIN KR <A D W B X280 F ) 2 il =
A QHE & L FIN KO D0VELQ 200 | O QX M Hmm D 42°
BHE WO XIVEHBWCHEN QEREHANVEHE VP WOHES



<Y ORHKORR (REHI MEE & BHKVSERLsZVSHN
HOWREOSY LV R (R EENY XEih) wRm oL Sl
QEIRKRH0N RKEKE XOW LR ECRERREH Y
EHREACR FEVIHESEEHVERE LY REH (intimacy)
EEXIVmIREOH (integrity) EEXINRDY T KjpQEE
HAMAQ N KR VER VLS FEi m4 B 030 2°

H QIR YK Q D = A A -0 I 8 NV I E LI R
LOMNNGT B W BE Q&L RXaXDE mi N BRESER
RORQL LN S0 QB85 00N BRI E
ERQEEK G IHAQAUICK W £130° D07 EET n0s0.0 Q EREKHH
REEN QIR R WY L0020 S0 A T 480° XA Q K 46 S HEHT 47
U400 RIERIRU TN R A O W A0He° D& DT X BEQ»Q
REMOEPQPR OV | RIWS B0 Q i 4R Q) I
0 NN F VY RBESKIE PN RIS —QFUHELVOY
O VRe” KRESEMAERIWE O W EEN 0 U048 om0’
WeHON RXAXKZ EDNLLMNEMSQ LIV L Q480K
240 | XIRE VR S IKE M EE 000 J U E D Y £0°

BT NN B — R B A ER Y VENS® [<] SR D4 3¥E
SO REENRCHAULRTHICROEe” | RY AxaR<um
K< Qld s S5 NARLOPHE D QORMME O e VR P
ANQAINON AN KR < 0500 U B REIIHAWIHIR D7 A4 m
#K=<L2QUE  Bm MRMH W RO M g0 T<EONDL ] VL
AU BEIEMEIHT S L DR WO | R RXK QX
SRR e L 0 UESFHN LR Q0F SRRV EXHE<LE K
I KRR S 7 I © 48] S s A C € R AU S0 JU-DTE D Wy 900°
NARARPITE 8 E ) 5 o R A = DRI SR Ao

L7 HOINRBRKAR<I Y O VEHES L0022 ORLELR" X
T D PRER Q80P Q P TLL QROIRHL WOV [ <] B
o0 [BEQ U D 0Q 410 L BEEUQ a9 | $o%5

Q%

MoV REEH

RSN QHi " BBy BRRQOEEH VIELEFQR |
HENRT 0P EeNDoREHITE XDV m I rstiE XN E
NV L0 TmmiEdos (integrity) | A 4 o #HIQ 5 Tinteger
T R0 AR A0 S HEAVIDOBEER P 0° D% O W7 Tmmlig
OHNMEF0LQ T E0 VR P BEOVROR B8R
Q% & mUECHITE QIR SfgvQEEN QL m
My BEOVW LS LUZRBHYE QPR 0OV REpERQH -
MOTER SRR N 0] A0 mMEHBEEQKIE v
Ve © KIS M 3N EK O\ L 00 SO TR M fE Ao Bl °

R X=X Bimo o ) JHE D mmEEiER O XIS LR & 187
MR RMEVAUN YU N V@ QN W ¢ 80 O DWEI S HR°
L OPERNODKRVIeN mMRUD CRENEKLOHO NS 2 WV
M JBE KV EWBRRRCWRBRUEV ) VELL 0L K]
L9 ) VDK O ° R QI BE M R S I 1 8 Ik i 2
QIR BULNRY WOV EEEROIENELLL 0L DL
SO EREVSNE VRN BONVOPKRSOE @RE0Q
Mo AP &8y mRAMNG AN a0 AU O W &0 S
o°

WOVPHERBELZHARFCLR mKES TmRE) A S0l 00°
BOoDURITH T o Bams | BEVBLL Hage® RX



K0 S0 IR Q A0 4 X N REIILE KU Uend0° &8 v
QXTI B |3E Q K ESHEHNVEHB VI &1 R
00 QIRE T [OQ&EE N80 UNER O LKL RO
S RO B 5000 1) QNN B B S o O B
REBIWLS <QHe” HHE TR Sa i~ O W ERER M M0 00
A0 S0° BIOVT EOERVOEREN QLW mRkOX<: Y
S0 AIOAOe R B R REHE VAN SHmE<LL IO L VE
D SHE O L A0 VGG EENALI POV CEEG R
OR20Q APV RUEEREG OV m&<" Nyau \<&IDoAr )
Q" Tpakikisama (iQldl 2 Mg & O W ioa/ 1)) | R ERIRLS 160 M

o

AN

£04 1 Q EEQRERERN 20U KOQ K & SELLVR L
S0 EHHUSI0T BT RXAKE MUEHHEE Q XS 1
EBAD IR QER T QEBU VIEE L 1100 D&

REHEEXIVE EFVE KECERVIDa~sT (R
PLVERVOERKOETCERE T iR KENQ L\ m]
BoHEFOKIYE EomEwil O JE<E N QS Q mE il
B L NEV VNIRRT REHEFXIV T Mgk
HE ELQHEFNAINNN QoMb D" G Q quim’a Xy 2
il 0.500°

B oD ORMWOXK AT R NI QRE DS O W AUsE
SHART BT WSS O LIRS BAR H L #K 0 ahOeR
WO Xy NI 2 42° sU) P b R E 21 OB KoL
Qe L QMm M MR D7 IXFEO W S 49° APRIQ LR M50 T
P SR 0% D" ) mK BT 0 0 VBT K
S0 0T S ORISR Aad O W KO 4 M AR
X{E 0 QIO BN R 4810° 050N 27 i Fa Y M H I & IR0 250

SANEHEN M IINLOWeLaKIg S B8R ENQHE S BROL
s’ RXAX QIO mIiRdHiEE Q MU VREHEEXIQRE
B #2500

RXKaXKD SN0 <u< <IN RURGVOERKLETE AT
EREH O VRIPCUEDO Y L0 HECRR RECIHR” #I-viE
PBUOREN | HERHEKEOH N CLWRIW IR 1Y
MR AVE AL LR BEROORBERQHIEWIR Y L i

\J - ©

<>

KIF@K ( KR

RXAXT O HKRRNVIETRKAINRKARYE I B a4
QLEPELSLT ORI it VXIE | IKHNYES U
(B i S EN LDV P ER0R) 2400 Q BEKHWER 0
SWKE LD RBLOLL° RXEXKD WDl & £4XSI (v
LEFEXILN) FENRINY— (N Ao 1K G 80) Mamiv
PHOAUNDOT NY=2U N PRKEXKY QL WHEOE O W 428 iX-08%
KX LREED mKRMAOEHNMN QLR 0L NYauNE HSND
NOH Y Qo NHER NREHIEEXIL QUL WRUPLRR
SR QERH S o MmmiBoHEE XIS Q00 &° iR E SHEFE
HBHOLE ONER NYyauNBERS MEEKEE] VEOWV L
O EQ SN REN ER P EREFREY FHCVN DL EESS
o BmmROHVEBACEERE L UL HSEVXISEK YT
ME) D S0 QP a8e°

Wae TX<) M0 VIR-OEECCERS DO 20° Oy
JREKOWEN VRSB L R S0 ER YA HvE L0
MR RBEBEHE OO0 VRS RXaX D LE<AT



KX IWEEFORD LRV Q1 UNE Y W 4r0° MK Qi
BL04" RXaXKEQ | HECHRVE FRmROME HNIMHREH
Y QBEWHIERF R N&L O v R °

WO LESHIWEE D000 S EERRHDC
P4 MRS H R UINEVEHEFQ e MR XIGRMHEE
3830 VIR WEE O U EL Y MKRCREO KIEHE
£ mmROHITE 0 1) AN E B A0°

D&AD" @R mROINRYEEN DU I 04008
EELRHLL WL’ Tx<] MIWE o dE#H O Sy Tok
<HSQ) (B0 R WU IR Ho THHRE) &
HENELR PO B QNIRRT RXAXE 2500 QLT M O I
TR0V 5007 ENT REHEENIV T QEHNRIL0)
VREERLLORLL | £HENIHON B HEE O HICKIR Q B
LOHOCEEERNE U L O R° (RIOV Tx<L] B mES o
LRGHQEMER SN I BN | KIPOQREE LV N0T) 647
BRI OCEERIIE L © WENERE LSRE L0 o0 @
DRECFEETXIN AEFEG O L O00RHHR EMSE<LH
B OUREQOQER HEREREXPNHY’
ERCEAMNNVIVSBIELRRLS” RXaXMAUO P 200% 4
X5 R EHN BN L°

V0O R | RWHEFPCUOHEER DL B K 0Rm 4
HApa ) BEGWENT WO HIESO IQROMCHIKEE N RO
MR RKIRNA O WVER IfE] VRSSO NEL
BREIA P A 1A S0 N0

D07 REFHAVmMMIRMH Q0040 Hom 2 AU S Q4407

RRIRF—=DNT AR | BELEKHSRVEEQ DL 08 LHe°
Ry TmREL 00U Q/OmEQ NI @RI 403° ) AiLQ
A% QIR BB N GG 0 i L0RT RAAHIIENEE O
S EEEH S UAE N Qi £ Q) 2 W EERAONE R 40 S W0 &°
P4 1 DO <LD500° MR HMI L 57 mEE<13" S0 W Q6
(SR A0 1 AU B RS0 S0 ) DR DT 1 e m O
WELENR NG HUIRMVYELELEDED Y o8 NR LV
FBRACA L MR HITE W ER D | 2040 NELQ 20°
VOEHNEFOR KK QKINT” @30 BIERWIZE 0N G
ROV S0 Q 1aR0° ) SIESEEHET (k&M O 2 DR RS
FNETROT RN O L W DI m R o3t W B R @ AU Do e
M) ENEKENSOPA00E | REOO0 | REURSEING S0
AP BLL° e REHVMIEREOHNYEDUR VDL L R
KX ) QEKTRIAIeNY 0% BOELRR-CES AR’

REHAVITHECHD BESFEZOR PN VEE D" 0.0
2 QIEER KIS RIKARNI AV 20U SO HEEN D8 L ot D
020000 ST B0V BRKT S BEFHB S8V u0H
KBNS O SIRMUEDCH VR e Q10 JEE A 187
BRVEDH L P ELEV <& (XY A NRIKNY—) S
BRGH L NENE EFE CHENRESDoORE &0 O
LR O XIREEDR ELRBRKLIWER2S B8V RN
BV <Ly R QHONXIR NERE IO W08 are”

:@%%umﬁﬁfkéowaxﬁ‘%%%ﬁﬁﬁé_%ﬁkbf
MY M AVIER O 250° 1) oM B 2 mERIAGIH LY 50°
Ot MROBRKOBRULRZE | QBRRYVBLL SiERSERKS



ERTBL L VL0 UM I RNYs” <P BEEH vmmigdoH
N MIIEE ) S MR VRN O FER 00 QD48 K1Y
P LD PRORT NRNIFERHS M S A S0 J AT S0 ) Ve
MR R0° W <BREHVmIEMHEHN RS
ENW QP By RN R OEREEZHV O W EHE N
S0 8 U aee©

SHR O RXAXBEE<NKRS” SiovEE Y SoEKE
WEE D mUQHKE QI WRE D ERY mANE VR
A0 ESHOIEH AV OV HRKRE N ERI ORGS0V E OV
S0 M ELQ 20°

RH—HKESERHRVIIEEER S

KUEHTEN QL VEO VI L EERY QK SEE S |
<V eHrt EH] (1 RIKF)” T<ESHV VW SER] (1 R
NE” T (1 21197 1 REITNEK | RER) 7 | o<«
MANVROS 50°

RXAXME QL QIR REY REE K EE X
b0 QHE & SEIIFRER LG TO N IR L QEREN O L VEDO NS
Do | BOLY NV KARL N L QREEN N QITHeNY
B QEBVEL L QVEN” KERS<y N0 oI
By LEQEMMRMEG WOLPQ ORGP QH Y REELCR
BEHE OS5 QO vE 0 <40 B HECQ MR O v 234000
AVRZNT D" BRIV BEEMNSQ QR XINH O WELEE
AU W R THIDEE ER IR A0 WOV mEE BRI
e=gudNEGhed Chal: SRV PRVEERNE WIS =S \ VAN Sk PRV SR

NEUAVRSWLWY S0 BEREALLE Tmk<L] Paos <]
a0 R MERQ O SIERSKE N A O VROV 0G| K|
HHIR - 4810°

S W EMWNEHGROUERLR O L XQTEH]WiR Y’
R HREE O NUNIEERE Qff MBEK N EV IWE NN W
HFHEEDTVRSBY | MBSV IRXUETNR—K DL ULH
SMINRNIO U405 O % Wald &HRIFFE YALRO
m—a AL {ESUE REREVREOSRIE) HA O WK 4
DM XNVBEE AN RR HIWIKE N A O N X — NE
RIKE RINFHNRE VY EERXAXKAVED N miE O
ST S WEIE Do O Q i’

D&Y R EEMRVENE LRI O B IR R0 R
LPQ UL O BEERIND BHRE XIECmBELVINDS S H
QEH LA TP XHR - RNLENTMN « KA N—~ - /2 QE
BT N A<LE N X< <UD YRE VUL T
L5 R <EANREL OLLQ TR0 (RN L QWL <EX
X QP CMNTLI W QEFRGRHL L0 REQEMNK m&<1
EE Rk N E e vl EEIN O LV Q1) 80 QHIHI L DE 00

£

M0 WO HEHE<LN S0 VHIG Q20 VR mE<LD
TE LIRS0 VELL Q4" M RREHN DNV EW P L [EER]
SImE S EAL WS RIS 50°

EEHPNI<E] SV WRE D H OIS QIR | S
EEWE NE<EECER VP ORESHR I OBR VS
0% S HERNBRECELSHIRELET S v 5e°

RXAXK QIR RO ZHT REHALEQXISH I U L



MMIREHEE QEHRHOHCEE L LV SIER I Y AV HEAC
E Qe FEH RS Vi E O L Q e ZHT 1 O KK RS (T
HI PEO0LHal) XIS KL DERHBVE e b RL
v OEEEER D S0E L NN P EHe°

EE™EE (| K1) SF P &HE mkifie S RiECIEEN
TmiE EHVOVEFT oM B | Ry | CQHSERY
| HELCEH BV HKCER WIIER NI QH G L ERHCEE
WRF D 20 | R EFW BEN) HSELZHNERSLQUIANDC
BEYREFOVI TQRHERQ L KOCTELWE O WK VIR 27 |
Y T<EQH) V&Y P TmR<LO30M) VO WmES
ER UL HERIA VRS 1) QfEN SIEEE»Q
NHEHEE2 QA FHTL 0 Q WHIEE 440 Q VE S OO FL S WERF O
2RIV AR OB MBS IR ERER
HEVERER N X SERS8L2Q VEEZP8UREe | 0Q
BREHAVIKE O 5150°

FE B REEE EL EH#HSULH0 USVL QEE
TR ] Q L0 VBRI SEK 10RO & VST
WS Q FIE R My S K H R 0 V7 M8 O\ QEIEGY
BOERHLBHL° EEVOVOE | HKERLHHSHHE
S EIRIEE U O 1 K ER B0 200U £ a0 1 a@iin®

FHE EUS0 VERQEED & | QBT mRIKE NI
Qs BIUMERKE HRESTDEYED VKA N2000 L0
Ve 2000 T QTR D S S D I TR 1 0

DR EEN FEMNEQImET sV OEEE NS O By HilE
BIEZE R D000 U A 0 7 TER #RGENG VR A
\0°

SR OV ZHT THEME] VIDofEy” B0\ ErSmE
A SOERE QB BT HEEEKA O QIEEREISNK KT
SnEEImE ) L oEER PV EEE OV 200 W0V ERHIBEY
HIFERHVRE LR O WRWMVERELPOUNER ULV
4810 A0 BE K (S HIEHHRE ( VIREE 1 5000

HIINE) & < B e

M OENR XX QEFENM E0" SOV REHIETQE
HESES (Do xRN XK S80) mIECHETZQREES (=
CINAK L) B RN ARV EN O UERER CER QKRN
R0 50 S0 A0 DG 0" BREHmIERH M HE
FIOERNE O 00 VR KM FTRL QIO L WV QS HIE R IKR 13
ELQUN0n’

D ROXKEBERN RRT [<EQHV VW SEEN]) &
KMEEM]$0V 5o KO WIERERIMIY ) SERAVEE O 50°
BUVOW R VCERCERRKRECHKIY OHERERT <ES
LLE S KIRE 1 [T 4810° 1) QAR D Do QMK D 15307

FEEr) & | v EHE <EQLHBERFHVHEHC || HiE
I O S0V 20 O’ <EQIbEE ERFRM (H
KT ER QEHSOHM L 10 V0) " MR (ERTHEQHE I
FERLL0OUE0) Q00S | OMBEEIFO VTG LV
MA A0 R X=X QIIEKEI o 437 -mE4osi VR iz
DR T2030040) <EEIEE Q RKEK M G 4048 5 A0 200 ) W M 58Q°



DA ZHBIERMEEY M) 28420 v 200 P
.45 70

A~

|7

AN SRV EERD L SOKINERER R 047 B
SEHHBUHK e ITv U NN RS HERSHEHBELCH
SR KIEA0U NET EOVE<L VS dHEREREsH 0N
£ 10 Q ERR WK 050 ¢ 400 Q 1 185 {805 v 187
E<LGRoH 0420 M) O3 IHe ¢ uE 2 Y e°

VU0V ERHE EHy a0 U0l EQES R N —
AESS O Y 200 S0 EER M A O P IREEQ° De RN R
EL YL PHEwEs” E<XNROWVE | HNEEAON L MLV
2R 44N | #E8 M EREA QBN ARG ) AU M 6 Ol Q b AR
Mo NS ERFHUHEHBRE L MK e ERE NN
BOERDRE L NESRLLAQ LA DR HOERMH VR
S MER) & <ERH IVEEFICHLL N NER D V1005
Q7 ERY TEERE] HEDEDHCHARE Y £0°

AN <EHEREES YR SEE VS0V Lo v <E
LEHOBMERZKIEWA PR Q0 R eI v B
RADOL L BELSHHEOVQIEN QI VS TR s b
OV QRHREREWKEHL QA0 HNOEEKLGOIVY &80
SORHE R0 RN KiiE Q Ei@ - O W <ELEHREER e K
KON TEEEWHEH QumMINER SHKRER VLS ooy
WL RN <EHLQ LR <ECEKKEHT H< ({2040
HEHOKIW) WED WO MY QUEHIKER O (=
£Q40KIIY O KI) M RL085° WRRBHRLEKE S REH

KAQmMUIKBEOHE RO VE0° JvVERE<LEQKKIKEHSR! |
O SREBWEACH  VEROZ N0 | BHEN R eSay
O QELQEHPTEC I NMEOR | H%480° BE<QmE
RUDRB<LERLL ITHECE ( CE<XSHR VL WE
<FHBH480 S BRI Q HE - VE T QUL QOB SR O
2 QBRI AN NN S<LERLZLS

N0 migHC BRI OKE S REHQRE | +0K
B (<] ] [<E] Yo QN8 Qi S e KIS
+810°

FHUO QIR RE <EREQIK-SZHESHRIVAN |
HIOUKHLPORT 1) Qe RN A O v mRSmMRmHIT
EQIrRAEREL POV &V HNEL YD WmIIREENEH 0
[ O XINANLEARLL QL VEERCH VRO » 07 @&
WREEHUE ORI WU <Ly v QmUREVE | W
AR AU L4007 D07 1) 20 Q EREREH Q B W IR IR KWk A0 D
WECR 0 Uh ( L L4807 Eo@SERHTEMEKIELO N
0% ONE OV DREECREHLECRHK D e miN
HAFA 0P Q NOEEL BQ0R VSGHWUERKEQH WV LERSE
BRIV RPN REK O v 0e°

D& BHQHKEI AR IR M E T 0 S L I EER L0
QPR WOECHEEN I KMIERESE v O L0V &
T BRI VUEEIHQ M€l | VKOV 2R N QERN-Q
FERWER MO0 ERHVERHQKRKES FEVS LR L
I RVERR  QEVas

FEET) SEENL TN L W& E<QHHELLO0R
RENREACUIENOL | R E<LQIEE M SREFELS



g 0" WEHRIEERQUI WY 410° D& DT E<ERNR 4 00:-
MOLVOENBEOSSL OUUIRQN R HVBE<LBLHoRG S
S MEIAO0° BN IS NS WONELQRYBR E
<PRESVEHECERE - FERKESIUEIERIS S 507 #i”
ERFAVKRF LD QI Qi QWK QR &4v" E<L ik
REEN O LW LEONY LT DR HENIWS LT L
RO ARV A YRS RIEWE D28 VDY 6
HWEHN QO SEOY I DG 0V ZHmiy” REHEE ) QE
B2 O W B e m R A DO H0 R R W E LR E A0
BERRS” R [KEKKELF CRIORTITRC VIt N G ESE&
S LS °

We NN ERFHVHEHS [Eods ) wieador) v giR
MEHSN I MXPEL L VEIQ SR 24007 L0 <ESKR
N ERFVHEHQREVERNEE A QIIEE R TEVRE
BHIRNR LU QRUKEHRE L ZE0R7 HHQRFERGTH
Q% 1) B HAR KR A0 O QIR 4800 DR O W
<EQEEMNAVOVY NKvOL QERIFVUHZEESR MNE] £Q1UN0
DRSOV ELTE HENRPOE SN DIRS B — L
AUDWVEED WRPAIS<LEL L O QNG E<LBEE
RN S DL BLOL L QR EHESHmHNE Y ZQfE
MO0 VR AL S - LSRS08 L QK% HaT WS
T IR RERUHZEWERQ R W RAULESOEER#ARE N 50
LLeR°

VOEBNRF KNG BMEENHEEIRPLs” <EEKHE
I EEHD ) LB KR H0 X M T A0 2 A0 2 MR Q0% §EGh K
DR WM EHE <] BN o HLyfexs
EPHLQNWEIR O S10° R NHK M IO FEIHIRE HEGE L M i

[=EEREE uS S Nl nEVERE S = e bl G PRGBS Sl MEVEAN
00 e (KEIEY) DX CHIEK LRFeE#ET REHE
SHNRRR Ve UER” WM& HEHVERM QM R
AOQRAY BHEE NREWQURMIVEEUD PV 008 480 &
D" (ROVERTEN) ZX 0 XIEEKEWED T RINVEK
)P R Z R R A S R Y B T 010 R AR 0 Y
WK L0 LT KE<NAV0WY SVOKHS XIWHE D'
P IEHE M BFEACE RN v SO0 0 DR 0" ZEHOR
KON HEENMLRELS” RN mIOKKEER
FROLVE THEE) RECEIHNRE Y SHoVEBINILL®

EIHR—HEVERERT:

EHOEREEHILRQTORE LV RXAXOXIQHKIRE N
SVPYORAELD KE<LNVOV <] SRRL{OSEEIT LG FEI
R &I DT mREHEEE QF oD ROV QAR
SALNVERDVY I VELEN—RPWEHK OV DR KHEVE
FOLHUIKE D0V MO 0EEH R R0 ERNVER ¥
SHORHL oW AN S W Q FH I QIR EIEE”
P47 2B QO W ERHBEmIR MY 4 O v mRQ KK & O 0 E
7 0T < QIRKHUAVRKE 0 ( © FIWES O HRE
BHee° 1 <Qmied” WLV SEHmORM ) QOSERNMRIGN
AU DR D XIEQ BT I TR EH VR H N ER D’
HHEVEEAVONBRY OV S0 miVHM QT mHEN
KR AR EHimIE v ee° 8O TERVHE—mKEIE
VLoEHE] (| RRDY) B I SEBNEFCOKFTKORENGIR Y 510°



RUOREOV SIS

RREA NERQEEHT £URXAX S MR mmRwiE <]
SRfe LV O P RERESZP QIO RXNAXKE MIWHEKERI

S

FROBENROVIKERD XIDBLEURELLPQ VLS GROBR
TEEO0 | IV RS BQEER Q! HEXFULPECRESEEHR
SAVEIHT O S00° DR 10 QFIHI M OFR.Q 0% iRde T O
BOBODLKQHERNPLR Eif MERKKENEOUIDOLSIED O
LKW" VoI ( QELDKESHoNE0VSaHNEQ
D pan®

DR NHILE<LD TmR <801 ) S H A0 QU0 S m
K<L i N—ilIQ48 S Q0 mR<AVIN— 40
LEOLN0NT ) VDO EENES X O K EH RS | e
07 TR SmMEEHQ o SR ViR 0V LHE < BEKY”
FIOEIOIIONT TR PRE O 27U & 0mEE<LBRL1 UM R
R7) L EIVARAT TR HNE I SH R A e RO EH X
SIdr O WRFEEH LSO REFALEQIONRE MMBE] Nk
MO NIXERFe QT THIMT) H81° ) Aieanhe®

MOKED RENEHRIDS IR—RKICHK] S | E+&e°
MOKKAUE WK 0V @0 %8 Ovi VR A EREL
AYIRNAIR TR TOEDOU LN HFIQK VW& OV [0
Meapt oL T8O KOS ORESBVRIKE e UL &0° H
HL S T A= T NS Hm O 20° B 118 <
B OE<YSOmEHIERQ R0 1) Q <#MBEH#H <K OHEIERR
£00° ] VLI D& IR B TRERE BLEy
N 08— 8007 <4 iQM L NAHER NERKD DX IR K&V

AR 0T TR ¢ MEHARN EHEREL QE P& 0&0” @04 =
KA ] ROBR VY @U0RE O | 0 QXIWHIE 0
<AULH L L ER <L VET WIS RELXFVERV O LKER
Q¢

VORI MR LY EIEHE TITEIIREE SEA A ( Qi L Q#EN )
VEREBEZRL ROVIBIEDE RHYJIMI QL <KL &MUH
AN OV AULOVSREDOQUR | PR NEHOS
A S0 AR O 400 ) VRSN HE N QSR B
M40 |V S0 ZEREGEQ 07 TRALON YU N LB W Q0
HAZEROLLT ) T2 @ m<E1)0ll&0° | VORKELR
QRY Y RINTUNLKRED SN FED mE < &m0
BNV L0840l <O <LWKEI S0 Wt
B RPRXIL T T QO QIIFE] (WENIFE)” | 082" FHoLLQ |
O QMO KBL L0 B BRE BRS | 08 K
& R WOHRE NFEE&0 L EXIRHET WKy mi
FY BOQUKBRWSEE | £0° o vVERNES k™ YW
DEOL <L N ODREHRLP Vo SBRL IV L LWRN VR
QT Hv IO QK<L QIR | ¥OEVINKENE
=S laliaYWIRVASR e

DR EEG T U T QEERA A AU Ae°
R0 TX<) BTogQUERENENORLS L] VDot s
OHEHENELS L TR<] B Q0 mRM QWS Y-
BENENO RS L DR <LBn{H0 Q00 REIORE D 1R
QQEDUUHEQHFMNEH G o<y WE DRV OHOBER L0 D
LB 0 (KL LB OE<LVO V) REVSOKVEH0<LE" 1] 0
CHEICE S WM< (MK e O W <§" XL ELE N
HIUIPE Lo NS O v mENIK O Wavd mE<mEREY” [{—N)7



WEE! QOO XIS H I O U<) B 1) QYR OHVEL WL [T
K<LV WP UCEO R ] RSO QURERELOELE" 1))
KA 1 EHI0 QLA N E S MR LWL RACER VKR IU Se R
HURE0S Y S0VELQ 0 AN Q Q) A M LHe°

D& HEVIMOERSIEN o0 | O 110 QEER &= dma
FERWEKIUS0V S OBRRIEHFET EXRE RveNTaL AL
P ERERKNIE O W HERGIC O LT mREREI LR H RO °
OBV LR Mok Neovd EER) YOS 0L
L' WREEOMELS OWHEOSH L L2010 80° @17 #KIFEE
PUDY mRYVAFEH L <LENKR I VE A m KL KIHNE O W
0% D" TEMLOEH<] Vi IRymE<L] VI oHKPT 1)
L O UES B <OEKESR IHRoNERL2Q I R L
LS00 P L L HEOERE N LS O b D pha”

[ 0mmREHER Q MK RS S L REBEEHBROEE | Vin
HEMES QR QuUx<NR OV mENXN S OEHOWIINE” &5
ME{IIFEE SEAH ( QIS RL QN VEK®PQ P &e° BlinfEs
LEAN ( OFES RDOHEXRT TR0 TR S LD L Figy
SEREK L Wi EOXINVHIEE <Ly QF 9" YEXIQ
R HDREXIVSEHWMIREG LY K B0 ) UNRE
R O Ve B Y EXIO < ¥ QE NS NES S 1
MRER] PESV Sk TRER] VIO EV aldg
OB QMo UNEIEE DV S0 UaC ) UNRTE OV il
{ W D E Y ENTE OV OER Y &0°

| OO XIE/E C BRI WIBFE S L HE VS QP LT
30407 S 000 TERQHE aee°

BEREDCEENRR MG BEADHL KEO LK

ST PLPL ERED IReEWROHE] Voo R
SHEHWVEEA VR VAL L B aee® Wl ERdes
ERVDoONQENKEFRECIRKY TE<L] PELaNRLSL ROV
B HURHKDAMER L QTCENE L REHEHNVES T D0
A S R () RO O W BRI B
EENSDOREESCHEHE NG L WEEHIL S ARKEIKS
Efg 285 201 4850°

B RB <] SHEMEOVENELOSOMN O L VERRE
RELHRSHSCENVEN LH<BEHEOXIVEE Y I oUR’
V0O KIPF RV LV ERUARNODR fHdadmO L
R AILEHWEE O° WOV FEH<LT N QIREEVE AN
AN H O VIENRNEROHDR/BLOLLQY L0 KHEONE
HYRLUOLZLLLTLOLL Qe <8 Iy B@dy @13
NYaw N<LY BOoBog < @EZ 00T | VL oRES
2 O VGRS B0V RXaXQ L0 [XIRH<LESS
SO U QT EHQ L0 FEER HE WA IREVHB A0
LN T@] VIoKEROE<LE FU0RED SRKSF V@
RKOTHWRNWORY REORQIBLOREILI OV LLELT #47
HINELRQ O WP QA URQL L oM HE 8 rx0n°

') & 3210l © B 6

lsubjectivity | ~MDOFEE N O 2\ QHB{EN & O W A0dR” subjectivity
A T VBEMERKPCRWEE REVEECR S RbRESY
S0° M OFIRmKFEV VRO NERVSIORBEEK L HH N
SOV SE THE) v THE) VAol | 0 QEOCHENERWS R’



B RHEVBHEOBRHURHCHENERQUER D TMHE) 7 &
B BEVQSERENHWOKEE 800 WER 1S BREKOH S
0% ERQHEVLEHS lsubject] VL 0BHEQOHMILLQ
WERT WK NVEH QI NER Sl Q BaENE O L°

[HEE) v THE) SEREKHE F0 (e T£<] RimEfR o
A X2 L miE W M) MR AVERE HOQ QumIENE
UK v 0 EERQIIHKWIIS QT KRR U MIRH L S E
VR E MK ie® R IVHIKER N EIN U ZE RN E KRV EID
@8 T STEXIEH L m<EH-REKQIIERE L QU° )
ADEQE e S Eipos ) ( QRISWEION THE] v
W HOSEEVREONSEE U OUEHNRQY THE VY
SYREENERSELQL VRO VHEDE [m&<T Y- RKiE
BE0R N ASRLEWO P BL L N Y20 N <LERRNVQFEEY° |
VETEIPO VR AN DR HEESHEVOWIEUINW S THE
) & REEEHELOORECENNSVOLENPQI0N0L’
B K N RS REFE N KNG A0 mE< QR4 miE o
M KON NYUNL ML L QLT e | QRN QT
KBS < & | MR OREV B4V ENBEELIENIQH 0
S 1 R A QT Q B IRIGHYT BB 0 U0 S &°
VSRR R EE Q@& Y O 2 (v Eindn O 00° @440
T YIRS N 0 S R NS EHEI USSP N BN I
KR SR E S0 | /B S 10 208 aR0° ERMHIEELIIS
B (O <BREHICE © RS <HmmEoHEE 8 08) §-nlE
o sR (REHmMEEH Q0001 EKI v L EES | &
M LS L) Q00 P EEI 0 NER D @0 T 1 R
MUEEHS V00 K00 TEXE] NIV 11 EKY] SEHEVEQY

QN ELQ 20°

DRSO BRI IREKREFHLS TR L0 VRE
LR BN RS &HE [EH] STV HEVHE
NV QKK QR ORSE D IO 1 AU a8 £ AU HI D S%%.007 &
SREFGDEFHOXIL QO 2 VDo QUL PBmMIRQ I N K — N
HOXIR WROQIKEYN O LW OmMENMEIWL NN LSS 28H
O ABVRIREZWERT O Z0° 1) QREN [EF ] KM Bl
R e” ZHE ERCEKECHEHVHEHENMSER L0
SeHONHY I IR Kumiy I KEEKEVLORYSO W]
HELS Mol ] WRIWPOREERIOL &% [EH] &V
[V QbmiE| VEDSUERENMIERS-20 VO VEE O 20
HRER O OP MO $0°

R0 N RO XI R HEHR QOB S0 VR VAR B
BUHBILEH N O 2 W HIOO U0 WOKEQEENH OV
TR0 ) VR P AeR Q 0@ Q 3 O L MmULVIHE O I D360 Q 1 4810°
B QWY O SV HSERNEF OV 0 —R v RHEV L omR
MR OO N HEQBERMIRURIEHM QB8 L RV &B—
REIOHK S HHOWRIE [ | HUER" 2 mEiE BERWY
HZE0T MIWERE V0 UACHBOER L0 WOV W
T HEQHMEV L NERE P ORIV L S HEWY | £EReER
AV QMM A&OEZR D0 A4 1 AU 4R°

DR 0 G TR MR AN =N mRIK-Am T FE5E
WA S0P QI AVELQ 07 L)) Q B S F Wl 0 A AU A0 1 07
W O KRUEIED TR<jvm<LV L O LEKLEREY QR
ALY KOO 2 QEEUImE D E0HE Y QmR S Hig
R RO U R QIRIF VIR I <) e FA< 148584 v
5 25500 QKB | £KEHSQINO0® ) A% @i i0R%" @R



QIEEIHNWEHOIEH VM VA PACR 7 1) QIRIK VMR
MO &ee®

£ 8

EHE QHIENIR OV RXAX G ZEHC EENRLSC QR EE L O°
REHmIRCHEE” FUEDEICHKVELC HE] SRE
ML S QMN0ag” &HE [EH] SEZHRERRN [EFI]
SHEHMEWER N R CORRY THE] VI oRKAFEIEC
MLV IEML ORT IREN HIH QHEWEEH N0 | R X2
XAWRHWIBE <] VIDOH IR0 1) 20 QRN # VR L 27

LR 2 1 E O IR A E A X D B B0 1) AR TR
re° HIVEHE QPO REBUPFORULOL PSPV IER0R" I
KPfr O U< 1<) R O W 2 L2l O W igs” W NIFT
VAR QT (MK LA TRNWIREHLBRE OV LR QPO
& KERSXHLY=BHE OV 2 0id0a’) BEH vmmiEaH v
Ieiead R FQ <0 RZURHOZPIRVHMS MRIOZVEH
OHRERVHM SN C INEEROHRL LG D& mIHERUY
QR EVEREVCRE N T L5807 mRMNINEHER LR
SOQHmE SHQICANRYH SV ER D e 0 vl
MO AN HSHVEDRHONENLQ KOV O WiEwdpHs
ey ERL O WVHNYEBEL° 1) 0Q AR TV S K
NS0T WO 0Q0RES BEIb s S BROREVLE
AQIRIK R O 1) 0% XE 1 4850°

Y00 X S M mliE O W SiwEE WU DUYRERESIC
MMNHPP P EFRPESL T 27 B 0088000

A mEN LY DK QEENHIEO Y L0 0T mK R FHERIY
LA ¢ SLEFNEIE S NS HERFVEXK OIS RERSEH Y
BoeERRHO N oWl 1<) NE 1) QEMUP KL HKR
LRUFRE0° ZHRE L0 SB35 1) QRXYILKER
I BB S U T AV B A {50787 W R M O V<L BXIRE
M NIRQ O HUESEL N O DR OO 1 VR 4000& 0 48
07 DR <ERENHHNOXIFEHEKENQQUEeLE0" HI
E3H QMW DL R RS0 LT THE v THE ) WERRES
407 HER RN EE N O WD 08 Q00 R°

RO HIEEER VS REKYLESy @l - KO QERHENE
FOHo U EEFHLY S HES N ZHO b B & EF ey
BB QEREKNENT QO EE N R A ORIKE 4L 18 B B o<
O RN LR R QR HmER S frib R .S EEE
D Q{4 QN HFEEITENVTER U0 OR0PLQREV L0 L BE
MR M B R D OGRS STV e THE ] Mo 0 vE
0 VBB NS D& ) UNIESQ B mdRK K
HEENVESENHOU0H 07 BN @RI 0% K
50130 1) VR E RO Q QKT UEEAC VB A8 L7 D507
SEHVIDOREEICRRE S O W KO <HRAUQ 008 810
27 RANKBWSCHE P HKHRV QO LHI O I QWEK D KH
HEREONQHO ML 01 VR 0.0 VEE Do U0 RR
R0 WIS KHOEEK NIINOLQ VBRI {2 IOR& LR W
SMES O VLG o) N ROEEE N ONEVH VR A V3
P O B 200 {E0 Qa8 [ 47 88U B vl S 4" O
S BB IR HBEWEYN LU R QLG UINEE Y A A7
RGN ZEIVINORRHON LGS L QAR | W 127 HnlE
BL EEHEEmOHE Y B8V B8 S BB EE NS00

B E



EEHUORNEEOLREV IR LAY X<V EIbR e
%?é%%ﬂ@\iﬁ:hﬂg%ﬁﬁ%ﬁm RS 40 O U580 4N
DR FORV T KHE<LV VR Wb Lo N BT BENEN
H<EQH L VI oRKMEOVIONEL W XIRHE L VEES S
NERSINEENZ ORI RRPUNQ N EROXIREKER
BRI 00 L ERL0 1 AR TE L L RO 1) 8D
o K S QN M oA R PAane—m K<L VOV T
<] AW T 00 DNV T<EE] Vo°

(40 XE]

[mKEHE
EHERWR] &Ko 27 =

[#KE

Bellah, Robert. “Japan’s Cultural Identity: Some Reflections on the Work of
Watsuji Tetsur—6.” The Journal of Asian Studies 24.4 (1965): 573-594.

Jones, Christopher. “Interman and the ‘Inter’ in International Relations: Watsuji
Tetsurd and the Ethics of the Inbetween.” Global Society 17.2 (2003):
135-150.

23
%

HNIR  (JUERHIED)

Kalmanson, Leah. “Levinas in Japan: the Ethics of Alterity and the Philosophy of
No-self.” Continental Philosophy Review 43 (2010): 193-206.

Kasulis, Thomas. Intimacy or Integrity: Philosophy and Cultural Difference.
Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2002.

LaFleur, William. “An Ethics of As-Is: State and Society in the Rinrigaku of
Watsuji Tetsurd.” In L. Vandermeersch (ed.), La société civile face a I'Etat
dans les traditions chinoise, japonaise, coréenne et viethamienne. Paris:
Etudes thématiques 3, Ecole francaise d'Extréme-Orient, 1994. 464-543,

Sakai Naoki. Translation and Subjectivity: On “Japan” and Cultural Nationalism.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

Sevilla, Anton Luis. “The Communality of Creativity and the Creativity of
Community: A Comparison of the Ethics of Nikolai Berdyaev and Watsuji
Tetsurd.” Kritika Kultura 15 (2010): 226-253.

Sevilla, Anton Luis. “Watsuji’s Balancing Act: Making Sense of the Changes in
‘Individuality’ and ‘Totality’.” Unpublished article, presented at Nishida
tetsugakkai 11" Annual Conference, 2013.

Shields, James. “The Art of Aidagara: Ethics, Aesthetics, and the Quest for an
Ontology of Social Existence in Watsuji Tetsur6’s Rinrigaku.” Asian
Philosophy, 19.3 (2009): 265-283.

Tani Toru. (2002). “Watsuji Tetsurd: Beyond Individuality, this Side of Totality.” In
J. Dummond & L. Embree (Eds.), Phenomenological Approaches to Moral
Philosophy. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic, 2002. 497-515.

Watsuji Tetsurd. Climate and Culture: A Philosophical Study. Translated by
Geoffrey Bownas. Tokyo: Hokuseido Press, 1971.

Watsuji Tetsurd. Watsuji Tetsur6’s Rinrigaku: Ethics in Japan. Translated by Robert
Carter and Yamamoto Seisaku. Albany: State University of New York Press,
1996.

Watsuji Tetsur6. Purifying Zen: Watsuji Tetsurd’s Shamon Dégen. Translated by
Steve Bein. Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2011.

Wong, David B. Natural Moralities: A Defense of Pluralistic Relativism. New
York: Oxford University Press, 2006.



Gaijin Philosophy and the Problems of Universality and Culture
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This essay examines how the standpoint of the gaijin (foreigner) shapes and challenges the act of philosophizing,
through the experience of overwhelming cultural difference. | examine three challenges the foreigner faces—the
need to understand a foreign culture, the need to contribute to a foreign culture, and the need for caution and self-
awareness Vvis-a-vis the excesses and dangers of this attempt.

First, through a reading of Thomas Kasulis” Intimacy or Integrity: Philosophy and Cultural Difference (2002), |
take the reader through the experience of trying to understand a foreign culture by examining the kind of relation-
ships that are prioritized in a particular culture. Kasulis discusses intimacy-oriented cultures as those that stress
internal relationships between interdependent individuals, and integrity-oriented cultures as those that stress ex-
ternal relationships between autonomous individuals. He then shows how this affects the way this influences the
worldview and norms of a particular culture.

Next, through a reading of various writings of Watsuji Tetsurd on culture and ethics, | explore the attempt to go
beyond cultural difference—seeking a universal standpoint from which one can contribute to or criticize another
culture despite cultural difference. | discuss the relationship Watsuji presents between universal ethics and na-
tional morality in his “Theory of National Morals” (1932), and connect it with his project in Ethics (1937, 1942/46,
1949) that tries to resolve the contradiction between individuality (integrity) and totality (intimacy) through a
“dual-negative structure.”

Finally, through an examination of Sakai Naoki’s Translation and Subjectivity: On *“Japan’ and Cultural Nation-
alism (1997), | explore the dangers latent in Kasulis’ and Watsuji’s approach. | delve into the danger of schema-
tizing “us vs. them” or “gaijin vs. nihonjin,” which can be present in the attempt to understand cultures. Then |
examine Sakai’s warning as to the danger of trying to have a universal standpoint and its tendency to deny the
embeddedness of one’s position.

Through a dialogue with these three thinkers, | thus attempt to explore in a relatable but nuanced way, what it
might mean for the foreigner to confront cultural difference in a manner that both respects cultural difference but

transcends it.

Keywords: moral universalism, moral relativism, Japanese philosophy, foreignness, ethics



Introduction

Gaijin (4 A\, foreigner, outsider)—this is not just an appellation people like me acquire when they live
here in Japan. Rather, the foreigner is one of the key phenomena of this globalized age of diaspora, immigration,
displacement, and change. The Filipinos in San Francisco, the Japanese in Peru, the Koreans in Japan—they all
manifest different facets of this gaijin phenomenon.

Needless to say, being an outsider is a difficult experience. People often talk about culture shock, but per-
haps more disconcerting than the shock of encountering a foreign culture is the gradual disappearance of a sense
of home. Often, a foreigner who moves to Japan eventually despairs of the possibility of ever feeling at home in
Japan, and starts to long for home. But when this nostalgic foreigner finally returns to his/her home country,
he/she may realize that the adaptations to Japan have made one’s “home” country feel strange. There is a German
word (that Heidegger uses) that suits this phenomenon well: Unheimlichkeit, translated as “uncanniness,” literally
means “not-at-home-ness.” The gaijin experiences this Unheimlichkeit most radically, asking, “Where is home?
Do I still have a home? Can | ever be at home in this foreign land? If not, how can I live out my life in a state of
being perpetually not-at-home?”

It is precisely this loss of a sense of home that provides an important standpoint for philosophy—a “gaijin
philosophy” so to speak. Universal philosophy is often portrayed as the search for all-encompassing truth, a stand-
point of certitude that will allow the philosopher a sense of understanding in the various ontological, epistemo-
logical, moral, and socio-historical spaces of a culturally diverse world. In other words, universal philosophy is a
quest for home amidst the confusions of a world where people live remarkably different lives. But the experience
of the gaijin frays this tapestry and often leaves universal philosophy in tatters and shreds.

Unlike a philosopher comfortable in his hometown, the foreigner is forced to confront a foreign order that
he cannot dismiss. Being in Japan is very different from reading on Japanese philosophy while back in Manila and
thinking, “These Japanese people are strange,” and going on living my life with my fellow Filipinos. Rather, as a
gaijin, | have to constantly live with these people and this culture. And like an anthropologist who is thrown into a
foreign land, I can no longer ignore the differences | have with them, nor merely assert my way of doing this or
seeing this as the “right way,” nor insulate myself from them with a group that accepts my way of life.

What then does it mean to do philosophy amidst foreignness? My study of philosophy has been insepara-
ble from this situation of being a gaijin, and | have found that there are several challenges that seem to recur as |
study philosophy, particularly ethics. First is the problem of trying to understand Japan. What makes Japan so dif-
ferent? How can | understand it better, integrate myself to it better? However, as | slowly come to understand this
foreign culture, I may also begin to see its problems. This gives me a chance to try to make a contribution to Japan.
But how can | participate in this society despite my foreignness? Am | not just imposing my own culture on them?
Is there nothing I can contribute that transcends or perhaps transgresses the borders of cultural difference? Adapta-
tion to the foreign order and creative participation in it—these are two difficult challenges. But beyond these two
challenges, a change is at stake in the very subjectivity of the foreigner. The constant stress of trying to be at home
in a homeless situation can lead to dangers of objectification and imposition; and avoiding these dangers will re-
quire a fundamental shift in the way one approaches this perplexing state of affairs.

In order to respond to these questions, | will be dialoguing with three thinkers. First, | will discuss Thomas
Kasulis, an American who has contributed much to Japanese philosophy in the English speaking world. Next, |
will proceed to a discussion of Watsuji Tetsurd, a famous ethicist of modernizing Japan. And finally, I will exam-
ine Sakai Naoki, a philosopher of the margins himself living in the United States. In dialoguing with these think-



ers, | do not intend to explain “the essence of Japanese-ness” or anything of the sort. Rather, | want to examine
methodologically what trying to understand cultural difference entails, trying to respect it, and trying to overcome
it.

Kasulis and Intimacy-Oriented vs Integrity-Oriented Cultures

Thomas Kasulis has been at the forefront of the study of Japanese philosophy in the western world since
his book Zen Action/Zen Person back in 1989, writing about various themes from Zen to Shinto to modern Japa-
nese philosophy. Reading one of his books, Intimacy or Integrity: Philosophy and Cultural Difference (2002), |
was struck with a sense of resonance. Here is a philosopher who, like me, has lived through this uncanniness of
being a foreigner, trying to understand Japan and how to live in it.

In facing the complex cultural differences particularly as an American in Japan, Kasulis zoomed in on a
particular element that seems to greatly determine the various forms of culture. By understanding the particular
kind of relationship stressed in a culture, he found a way to better understand the way people see reality (meta-
physics and epistemology) and how they define how they ought to relate with it (aesthetics, ethics, and politics).
As the title of his book indicates, Kasulis divides cultures into those that are intimacy-oriented and those that are
integrity-oriented, based on their prioritization of internal, interdependent relationships or external ones that pro-
mote autonomy in relation. The latter orientation, he sees as predominant in his home culture, the United States of
America, and the former, predominant in Japan.

Isn’t this flirting dangerously with the rhetoric of cultural essentialism? I do not think this is the case. Ka-
sulis does not think that only intimacy relationships exist in Japan. Rather, he thinks that all cultures have both
kinds of relationships. The question however is which kind of relationship tends to be stressed or given priority.
And depending on that priority, larger cultural structures take shape. But because culture is heterogenous and not
monolithic, the “recessive” orientation still remains, especially in the non-dominant cultures/sub-cultures of a so-
ciety, and can become dominant through large historical changes. As such, Kasulis is able to avoid saying nothing,
but at the same time avoid reducing any culture to a one-dimensional, static archetype.

I think this is a very useful approach because it allows us to see two sides of a gaijin’s paradoxical experi-
ence: On one hand, it shows why despite their difference, an American and a Japanese person can still find a way
to understand each other. Every American values intimacy in some way, and every Japanese values integrity in
some way. These are human things, and there is no radical alienness here. But on the other hand, Kasulis’ phi-
losophy of culture shows why despite this similarity, there are real differences that many foreigners experience in
distinct and often determinate ways. Because American culture arguably prioritizes integrity over intimacy, then
the reverse perspective might be intelligible to an American but not necessarily persuasive.! And the gaijin can be
left thinking to himself, “in theory | can see how people could behave that way, but goodness, why?”

Integrity vs Intimacy

Kasulis’ book is best read through and through, not summarized. But let me briefly sketch his view of in-
tegrity-oriented cultures and intimacy-oriented ones. The word integrity or “integer” means an indivisible whole.

! Thomas Kasulis, Intimacy or Integrity: Philosophy and Cultural Difference (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2002), 6-7.
For a similar idea that includes factors other than intimacy or integrity, see David B. Wong, Natural Moralities: A Defense of Plu-
ralistic Relativism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006.)



Thus, “that which has integrity is untouched, uncorrupted, pure.”So in an integrity-oriented perspective, the self
is seen as uncorrupted and whole as it enters into relationships with others. Thus things are seen as externally re-
lated with each other. An integrity culture then is one that stresses these external relationships where the relata
maintain autonomy in their relationships.

No culture is a perfect integrity culture, as Kasulis says, but this reminds me a lot of my upbringing in the
Philippines. | was always encouraged by my parents to think for myself and make decisions by myself. | never
asked my parents what | should study in college. | refused to take on my father’s business. And | disagreed with
them on almost everything—including religion, which is a big deal where |1 come from—nbut they let me disagree.
For them, what was important was that | abide by what | believe in, regardless of what others say.

The phrase that comes up in Japanese is jibun katte (self-centered). It seems my upbringing is not very
common in Japan, which Kasulis sees as an intimacy-oriented culture. He argues that such a culture focuses on the
internal relationship between two things. Kasulis interprets the word “intimacy” to mean, “making known to a
close friend what is innermost.”® Kasulis explains that in a culture like this, tighter, overlapping relationships are
stressed, such that one’s thinking, feeling, and acting are seen as positively shaped by other people. This probably
explains why my friends here find my relationship with my parents surprisingly “distant.” It also points out why
there seems to be less arguing and asserting one’s differences and more adjusting to one’s peers. As the Filipinos
put it, the Japanese seem good at pakikisama (getting along with each other well).

If a particular kind of relationship is stressed, the larger cultural structures follow. For instance, Kasulis
points out how in integrity cultures, ethics is a matter of responsibility vis-a-vis the rights and autonomy of the
other. But in intimacy cultures, it is not so much a matter of responsibility but of responsiveness to and preserving
the relationship with the other. Similarly, in politics, he sees integrity cultures as stressing individuals unified by
shared goals and discursively working to attain these, while intimacy cultures stress the whole being holographi-
cally present in each individual, where consensus is built and preserved.

This reminds me of my difficult adjustment to the Japanese classroom setting. | am used to the classroom
being an equal-opportunity joint-learning venue for autonomous thinkers, with students and teachers often dis-
agreeing loudly with each other and challenging each other’s opinions. Anything that furthers learning is good.
But here in Japan, | needed to think about being more considerate, having kizukai, knowing when to talk, how to
carefully disagree without offending anyone, and how to act smoothly in a sempai-kéhai hierarchy. Of course
there was an element of this back in Manila, just as there was some self-assertion in Kyoto as well, but the differ-
ences were palpable, resonating much with Kasulis’ descriptions of integrity and intimacy cultures.

Kasulis discusses other things that change when we see relationships between people and people, people
and things, things and things, and so on, as internal or external. He talks of how our view of art changes, our view
of knowledge, how we make sense of categories like good and evil, and how we make sense of the world in gen-
eral. | cannot discuss these all, but I do hope the interested reader could have a look at his book instead.

Dealing with Cultural Conflict

Kasulis did not intend for this model to be used exclusively for Japan and America. Arguably every culture
has to make a decision (albeit unconsciously and over a period of time) as to which kind of relationship to priori-
tize in order to create order and cultural cohesion. As such, Kasulis sees it being applied to different cultures (like
German culture or Chinese culture) or sub-cultures (like feminism). When we discussed Kasulis back in the Phil-
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ippines, one of the most interesting discussions had to do with our own country: Is the Philippines predominantly
an intimacy-oriented culture like its Asian neighbors? Or an integrity-oriented culture like its American coloniz-
ers? While we did not come to any final conclusions, it seemed like the Philippines has to wrestle with the
“schizophrenia” of both—having a strong sentiment of intimacy especially among the working class and a strong
drive to integrity particularly among the educated and wealthy, resulting in a clash of cultures within one state.

Which brings us to the most important question for a gaijin: What do we do when cultures collide? The
first step, as | mentioned, is trying to understand. And Kasulis provides a lot in order to help the foreigner under-
stand Japanese culture. Despite Japan’s diversity, a lot of Kasulis’ generalizations (and he sees them as precisely
that, generalizations) helped me make sense of what | was going through, especially in school and at work.

Furthermore, trying to understand a foreign culture has a very important by-product: One starts to under-
stand where one was coming from in the first place. Only in understanding what it means for Japanese culture to
be so intimacy-driven did | realize how my own background was so integrity-driven.

However, as | tried to clarify my own perspective, | began to wonder: Which orientation is the right orien-
tation? Are bearers of gaijin culture wrong, should they “become Japanese?” Or should the Japanese adjust to a
more “western” culture? Kasulis does admit that each orientation has its weaknesses. For instance, intimacy-
oriented cultures may have a hard time tolerating diversity because the sense of togetherness requires the solidar-
ity that arises from similarities in worldview and upbringing. (Perhaps integration is particularly tough for gaijin
in an intimacy-dominant culture like Japan’s.) Also, social change is very difficult because innovators risk being
ostracized. But integrity-oriented cultures have their own problems—a sense of alienation from others resulting
from excessive individualism, a sense of disconnection from tradition, and overall anomie.*

Both orientations have their own weaknesses, and for Kasulis, there is simply no way of saying which ori-
entation is “better.”

There is no rational basis for choosing one answer over another. In fact the choice will, as we have seen,
strongly influence what will count as “rational” for any answer to any other question from that point on.
People cannot answer a question rationally until they have agreed on what rationality itself means.’

If neither intimacy nor integrity is better, then a lot of the standard answers to culture shock become prob-
lematic. Often, | am told, “since you are in Japan, you should adjust to Japanese culture.” This makes sense, but
doesn’t it privilege an intimacy orientation, where we need to give up our differences in order to create solidarity?
Others say, “Just be yourself, the Japanese must learn to respect that you are the way you are.” But this seems to
privilege the integrity orientation, where autonomous individuals or groups merely cooperate on endeavors that
externally relate them.

Kasulis” answer to this is that we need to be bi-orientational. Bi-orientationality is not the same as merely
switching over from one mode to another depending on the situation (intimacy when we talk about family, but
integrity when we talk about rights). Nor is it melding intimacy and integrity modes—Kasulis does not think this
can be done.® Rather:

What if we understand intimacy and integrity as a way of working with concepts and values but make no
claim that either orientation tells us what reality actually is? Perhaps reality, values, and relationships can
be discussed in at least two radically different ways. The orientations describe not reality but rather the

% Ibid., 140-148.
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way groups of people (cultures or subcultures) interact with each other conceptually, axiologically, and
relationally. Then the cultural orientation tells not what reality is, but how people function culturally in
terms of reality.’

This suggestion is radical: Kasulis puts forward that we should see relations as merely orientations. This
involves a profound self-relativization: That my way of looking at reality is not the only way of looking at real-
ity—that no way of looking at reality is universal. This allows one to *“speak™ intimacy and integrity like *“lan-
guages,” some spoken more fluently than others, but always aware that no language is better than another. That
way one is not merely switching between intimacy and integrity, but one is using both simultaneously, as relative
orientations to reality.

Thus Kasulis seems to suggest to the foreigner a need to understand the other and be able to imagine the
other’s worldview, and thus to become aware of the specificity of one’s own worldview as well, and to radically
relativize both such that they are merely orientations that one can use with a sense of freedom.

Watsuji: National Moralities and the Quest for Universal Ethics

The next thinker | wish to discuss is Watsuji Tetsurd. He was one of the greatest ethicists of the modern
era, and his books Climate and Culture (Fido, 1935), Ethics as the Study of Ningen (Ningen no gaku toshite no
rinrigaku, 1934) and Ethics (Rinrigaku, 1937, 1942/46, 1949) are very well-known even amongst laymen.

The discussion of Kasulis talked about the problem of cultural difference in various fields of philosophy—
metaphysics, epistemology, aesthetics, ethics, and political philosophy. But I think that for the average layman, it
is the problems of cultural difference in ethics that are most difficult to deal with. For the most part, it is easy to
understand that other cultures have different ways of running a country or seeing beauty or eating food. Maybe
other people even look at the world differently. But the idea that what is good, what ought to be depends on cul-
ture—that’s moral relativism! And moral relativism is considered to be a bad word in everyday life, and even for
most philosophers. The common sentiment is that what is right depends on universal principles, regardless of
whether you are nihonjin or gaijin.

This was precisely the problem that Watsuji had to deal with. When | read Watsuji’s Climate and Culture,
I was struck by the sense of cultural perplexity that Watsuji was facing. Travelling around the world was not com-
mon in those days, and you couldn’t see videos of a foreign land on television or on the internet. So when Watsuji
travelled to Europe through China and India, you can see the kind of shock that he faced seeing these strange cus-
toms for the first time. Perhaps in trying to classify cultures into climatic types—monsoon, desert, and meadow
cultures—he was, like Kasulis, trying to make sense of the cultural differences he was faced with.?

But the problem reached its apex when he started to deal with systematic ethics. Systematic ethics is a the-
ory of the good that is not historically or culturally particular. The ethical ideas of Immanuel Kant and John Stuart
Mill were not meant to be only for the Germans or the British or for westerners—they were meant for all human
beings (and in Kant’s case, all rational beings including non-human ones). And after the opening of Japan in the
Meiji period, as Japanese people became exposed to western philosophy, they became exposed to these works on
ethics—texts that, while written by westerners, supposedly applied to the Japanese too. This seemed to bother
Watsuji greatly. We see this in the start of Ethics where he writes:
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The essential significance of the attempt to describe ethics as the study of ningen consists in getting away
from the misconception, prevalent in the modern world, that conceives of ethics as a problem of individual
consciousness only. This misconception is based on the individualistic conception of a human being inher-
ent in the modern world.?

Seen from Kasulis® point of view, Watsuji was a man from an intimacy-oriented culture faced with an im-
perialist west claiming that its integrity-oriented ethics was not merely an orientation but universal truth. And he
responded to this discomfort not by arguing for cultural particularity (like he does in FOdo) or moral relativism but
by taking up the challenge on the battlefield of universal ethics itself.

In “Theory of National Morals,” (1932) Watsuji criticizes the preexisting theories of morality as specific to
Japan, theories of the “Japanese Way.” On one hand, he criticizes the tendency to see a particular morality—say
the morality of one nation or the morality of one period—to universally apply to other nations or periods. On the
other hand, he criticizes the tendency to see morality as something merely particular. He argues, “One cannot find
a period wherein people argued not for a general ‘way of ethics’ (jinrin no michi) but merely morality as ‘the way
exclusive to Japanese people’.”’® One can see this as criticizing the errors of mistaking the universal for the par-
ticular and the particular for the universal. In contrast to naive moral objectivism and sheer moral relativism,
Watsuji suggests a particular relationship between the universal and the particular:

It is a clear fact that particular moral characteristics exist due to geography, history, family organization,
national polity (kokutai), national character, and other [factors]. But this is the particularity of the national
existence of each [nation], not the particularity of national morals as an ought. Perhaps one can say that an
identical national morality (kokumin détoku) as a principle is realized through historico-climatically par-
ticular national morals (kokumin détoku).™

Watsuji sees particular moralities as pointing beyond to a single universal moral principle, and conversely,
sees the universal principle as expressed via diverse moralities. Without particular moralities, the universal princi-
ple cannot be expressed. But at the same time, particular moralities get their moral authority not from their par-
ticularity but from their attempt to realize the universal principle.

Thus Watsuji cleverly appropriates the term “national morality” (kokumin détoku) from its ordinary use as
a morality particular to a nation to a universal morality that dictates the ought as a nation and its constituent citi-
zens. He thus steers the particularist discourse to a fundamentally universal one that acknowledges cultural par-
ticularity but sees it as rooted in the absolute.

The Universal Principle of Ethics

Transposing this to Kasulis’ theory, perhaps we can say that intimacy-oriented ethical frameworks (like
communitarian ones) and integrity-oriented frameworks (like liberal ones) are merely particular expressions of a
deeper underlying universal ethics. But is it really possible to find a common ground to intimacy and integrity?
What might this universal principle be?

® Watsuji Tetsurd, Watsuji Tetsur6’s Rinrigaku: Ethics in Japan, trans. Yamamoto Seisaku and Robert E. Carter (Albany: State Uni-
versity of New York Press, 1996), 9. The original Japanese is in Watsuji Tetsurd Zenshi (heretofore WTZ) vol. 10.
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Watsuji wrestles with this question in his systematic ethics, first in Ethics as the Study of Ningen and then
in the three volumes of Ethics. For Watsuji, the universal principle behind all particular expressions of ethics is
the negative dual-structure of human existence (ningen sonzai no nija k6zd). Let us examine this idea part by part.

In the first volume of Ethics, Watsuji argues that human existence has a dual-structure of individuality and
totality. That means that human existence cannot be reduced to either individuality (such that totality is merely a
collection of individuals) or to totality (such that individuals are merely functionaries of the whole). Phrased in
Kasulis’ terms, neither integrity nor intimacy alone, are able to arrive at the truth of human existence.

However, Watsuji is not suggesting that the two can be “united” in a simple way:

The relationship with the other that is now under consideration is a negative relationship in both cases. The
essential feature characteristic of the independence of an individual lies in rebelling against the whole, and
the essential feature characteristic of the wholeness of the whole lies in its negating the independence of an
individual. Hence, an individual is one whose individuality should be negated for the sake of the whole
that is to be established, and the whole is that ground against which an individual rebels to establish it-
self.'?

For Watsuji, individuality exists only by the act of individuat-ing, by awakening the sense of difference
one has from other members of the group. But conversely, totality only exists by gathering individuals into the
whole and calling them to suspend their difference in order to return to unity. In other words, individuality and
totality negate (hitei) each other. Logically, they are mutually exclusive. But if both individuality and totality are
essential to the human being existing as what it properly is, then it is necessary to unify these two dialectically.

Now, that ningen's sonzai is, fundamentally speaking, a movement of negation makes it clear that the basis
of ningen's sonzai is negation as such, that is, absolute negation. The true reality of an individual, as well
as of totality, is 'emptiness’, and this emptiness is the absolute totality. Out of this ground, from the fact
that this emptiness is emptied, emerges ningen's sonzai as a movement of negation. The negation of nega-
tion is the self-returning and self-realizing movement of the absolute totality that is precisely social ethics.
Therefore, the basic principle of social ethics is the realization of totality (as the negation of negation)
through the individual, (that is, the negation of totality). This is, after all, the movement of the realization
of absolute totality. When seen in this way, it is clear that the basic principle of social ethics involves two
moments. One of these is the establishment of the individual as the other, over against totality. What is at
stake here is the taking of a first step toward self-awareness. Apart from the self-awareness of an individ-
ual, there is no social ethics. The other moment is the individual's surrender to the totality. This is what has
been called the demand of the superindividual will, or of total will. Without this surrender, there is also no
social ethics.”®

For Watsuji, both the individualizing moment of integrity and the unifying moment of intimacy need to
constantly negate each other, in order to allow ningen to be ningen.

This is, for me, a beautiful understanding of human existence. As a westernized foreigner, it also allowed
me to see that my integrity-oriented upbringing was not absolute, but merely a step in attaining self-awareness as
an individual. If I end with that and do not integrate this self-awareness with the rest of society, if | do not learn to
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build relationships of trust and act with fidelity in these relationships, then my creative individuality becomes
meaningless. As such, the intimacy-oriented demands of Japanese society, while difficult for an autonomy-fixated
person like me, could be an opportunity for making individuality effective in a social context.

But while | think that Watsuji’s fundamental idea is a philosophically erudite and practical one, I think that
there are considerable problems in Watsuji’s development of it. While Watsuji proposes a “balance” of individual-
ity and totality, if we examine the specifics of the three volumes of ethics, we find that the very definitions and
functions of individuality and totality tend to vary.

In the pre-war volume of Ethics, the totality is seen as shaping every aspect of the individual life, while the
individual’s existence, participation, and commitment allow the totality to exist. But since Watsuji did not develop
the idea of the individual forming society, the first volume gave a very weak idea of the individual. The wartime
volume of Ethics had an even weaker idea of the individual, focusing merely on the “individuality” or private
moment of groups rather than individual persons. It also tended to focus merely on values of negating the individ-
ual, with no real sense of negating the collective to realize individuality. But in the post-war volume of Ethics,
Watsuji reinstates the individual as guiding social change by intuiting how society ought to be. So it seems like
Watsuji himself had a tendency to universalize and privilege an “intimacy-oriented” view of ethics, and had a ten-
dency to marginalize the point of view of integrity, and this teeter-tottered throughout the changing political cli-
mate of World War I1.*

As such, we see that “balancing” individuality and totality is not a politically neutral endeavor. Of course any
human situation will have a sense of individuality and collectivity and a value for both. Even a liberal, utilitarian
model does have a vision of collectivity albeit in a largely contractarian way—a fact that Watsuji could not seem
to tolerate. So the question is, just how much of individuality and totality is “essential” to human existence? Can
the individual exist merely as a passive support of the whole and still be authentic? Does it have to have a critical
role? Does it have to have a sense of radical uniqueness and irreplaceability? Also, does the totality have to be an
emotional-corporeal whole, or can it just be a rational collective?

The answers to these questions are fundamentally political and subject to disagreement—whether or not one
agrees with the basic idea of a negative dual-structure of human existence. As such, Watsuji offers a mixed bag to
the gaijin reader. As a Japanese philosopher faced with an imperial world order that was making him less and less
at home, Watsuji is an eloquent spokesperson who is easy to sympathize with. His (inadvertent) defense of the
Japanese way of life can help one understand, in a theoretically sophisticated way, how an intimacy-oriented per-
spective views ethics, authenticity, and the structure of totality and individuality. He also shows the importance of
finding a way to unify (perhaps dialectically) competing foundations of cultures and seeing to what extent moral
relativism can be resolved—a task that allows the foreigner a ground from which to understand but also to critique
the foreign culture he/she is in. But Watsuji’s task is politically loaded, and Watsuji is not necessarily self-aware
of the politicality of his “objective” assessments of systematic ethics.

Sakai: Subjectivity and Ethical Translation

Watsuji’s attempt at systematic ethics and Kasulis’ sketch of a philosophy of culture provide the foreigner

with a relatable image of philosophy from the standpoint of a gaijin and tools to allow a foreigner to navigate and
perhaps even negotiate with the Japanese way of life. But there are dangers that arise as one tries to understand

141 develop this more fully in a yet unpublished article entitled “Watsuji’s Balancing Act: Making Sense of the Changes in *Indi-
viduality” and “Totality’.”



and contribute to a foreign land—the tendency to do violence to a people by reinforcing prejudices and undermin-
ing deep trans-cultural connections, and the tendency to escape from one’s anxiety through a purportedly univer-
sal, objective standpoint—subjective attitudes that undermine one’s openness and response to the concrete other.
Both authors try, in their own way, to deal with these problems. But it is Sakai Naoki, a philosopher born and
raised in Japan but now working in the United States, who is able to cast a direct and unflinching gaze at the poli-
ticality and violence in the play between cultures. Translation and Subjectivity: On “Japan’ and Cultural Nation-
alism (1997) presents an indispensable analysis of that.

Schematizing Us versus Them

The first danger | mentioned can be particularly tempting for the reader of Kasulis’ Intimacy or Integrity.
Kasulis works hard to guard against the tendency to reduce a culture to stereotypes, warning that cultures are in-
ternally diverse, that his descriptions are no more than generalizations, and that there are other facets and orienta-
tions that are beyond the two he points out. But despite these warnings, the reader, often carrying a mix of both
fascination and frustration with Japan, can tend to fall into the trap of using it like a travel guide to Japan.

It is common amongst foreigners in Japan to get into a phase where, to the eternal vexation of his or her
friends (both Japanese and foreigners alike), he/she keeps asking questions like “What would a Japanese do in this
situation? Why do the Japanese people never say no outright? What is it like dating a Japanese person?” And a
book like Intimacy or Integrity can leave the foreigner smiling to him/herself, thinking, “Oh now | get it, so that’s
why the Japanese do that...” Or worse, “Well, I’m a critical westerner, with an integrity culture that encourages
discourse and autonomy. 1’m justified in responding this way to the weaknesses of an intimacy perspective.”

This situation is a perfect example of what Sakai terms as the “schema of cofiguration.”*® This schema is
that by which in order to have a clear sense of identity that we can cling to, we project a clear definition of the
“them” who are not part of “us,” effectively co-figuring the in-group and the out-group. Sakai particularly focuses
on the notion of communication and language, for instance when we say “These people are Japanese so they un-
derstand the Japanese language, and these people are westerners so they understand English.” But language can
refer to any cultural medium that allows people to relate inter-subjectively, including religion, norms of action,
political ideologies, etc. “We liberals, they the enemies of the global order, we Christians...” In all these, we can
mistakenly presuppose a clean demarcation between those who share in a culture and those who do not, those who
belong, and those who are excluded.

In this particular schema, the tendency is for what Sakai calls the “homolingual address.”® Perhaps the
reader has experienced how, when in a multi-cultural situation, a person can tend to talk about cultures as if they
were closed wholes. Particularly telling is the use of the pronoun “we.” “We Filipinos don’t stress about things
like that.” “Demo, ware ware Nipponjin wa k0 dakara. (But we Japanese are like this.)” The lines are clear, de-
marcating the gaijin from the local, as if all Filipinos responded in the same manner mutually exclusive from the
Japanese who all act otherwise. It is as if culture had but “one tongue,” (literally, homolingual), one mind and one
mouth to speak it. And here, translation is a particular “representation” of translation, wherein linguistic or cul-
tural groups are imagined as homogenous, autonomous, clearly demarcated totalities. And the job of the translator
is purportedly that of translating between these two totalities, like the over-quoted proverbial Japanese friend, who
instructs the gaijin as to how not to make a fool of himself in Japanese society.

15 See Sakai Naoki, Translation and Subjectivity: On “Japan” and Cultural Nationalism (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota
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However, it is very important to note that there is a double-violence that occurs here. When one says, “we
gaijin can’t stand the hierarchical structure of Japan,” what about the gaijin who do not share this sentiment?
What about the Japanese who can’t stand the hierarchical structure themselves? The schema of cofiguration tends
to force-fit people into these closed totalities. And so the people who are different from what they are expected to
be (as gaijin or as nihonjin) and the people who are hybrid, in-between two groups (like gaijin born and raised in
Japan, Japanese kikokusha or returning Japanese, who lived abroad long enough to become gaijin-like, half-
Japanese, and other bi-culturals) are simply excluded in the discourse. An unconventional Japanese person asked,
“As a Japanese, what do you think about . . . ?” stands in this awkward, excluded position, forced to either deny
his or her ability to represent the Japanese, or to say something that seems to fulfill merely what he or she is ex-
pected to say.

But added to the violence of exclusion is the refusal to acknowledge overlaps between these two groups.
For instance, a lot of my Filipino students resonated deeply with Japanese philosophy when I lectured about it
back in my alma mater. They did not like it because it was “Japanese” or “exotic.” Rather, they simply thought it
spoke to them. | know a Japanese woman who is able to tap into a part of her personality she is very comfortable
with only by speaking in English. But in the world of “we westernized people” and “ware ware Nipponjin,” these
connections become out of place—peculiarities at best, rather than showing some deep fundamental connection
between people.

Sakai’s suggestion, particularly helpful to the gaijin who has become too enamored with “we integrity-
based people vs. you intimacy-based people,” is what he calls the “heterolingual address.” A heterolingual address
is a way of relating with other people that does not take “we” for granted. It recognizes that even amongst people
of the same culture, there are profound differences in the way members take up and re-negotiate that culture. And
it recognizes that even amongst people with different cultures, it is not so much a “dichotomous translation” that
is necessary, but translation as a reaching out toward the other and trying to be understood, hoping that the other,
in his/her own act of “counter-translation” will try to understand your communication in some way. *’

The subject that is aware of the plurality of a cultural space becomes a particular kind of subject—a “trans-
lational subject” so to speak:

The translator must be internally split and multiple, and devoid of a stable positionality. At best, she can be
a subject in transit, first because the translator cannot be an “individual” in the sense of individuum in or-
der to perform translation, and second because she is a singular that marks an elusive point of discontinu-
ity in the social, whereas translation is the practice of creating continuity at that singular point of disconti-
nuity.*®

I think this is an insightful description of the subjective demand on the gaijin: Because the foreigner is
dealing with multiple cultures, neither of them absolute, both of them porous, overlapping, finite orientations, and
because the foreigner must constantly try to translate between these two by transgressing their boundaries, then
the gaijin must give up any sense of stable individuality. He/she cannot have a clear demarcation of, “This is me, I
am Filipino. They are Japanese. | am not like them.” Perhaps going further than Kasulis’ bicultural person is Sa-
kai’s translational subject, who gives up the “I,” the indivisible individuality, and its home in the “us vs. them” in
order to ply the in-betweens, the contact points, and the margins, divided but not fragmented, dislocated but not
lost.

7 bid., 4, 8.
18 bid., 13.



On the Problem of the Universal Position

We have begun to talk about the problem of subjectivity. Subjectivity is a difficult and disputed philoso-
phical concept that indicates what it means to be an “l.” It is interesting to see how this word was translated into
Japanese. According to Sakai, it was translated into two different words, shukan and shutai, both meaning subject,
but in slightly different senses. Shukan refers to the epistemological subject, the | that observes the object and
knows reality. Shutai on the other hand is the practical subject that is embodied and lives out its connections with
reality. Here’s a nice example of hybridity—two words that come from the western idea of “subject” but are not
translatable back to western languages without loss.™

The relationship between shukan and shutai tells us a lot about what goes on in the | that is faced with cul-
tural difference, just as all gaijin are. For Sakai, it is shutai that first experiences cultural difference. When | first
learned the complexities of using keigo in an actual workplace setting, I did not think about it, “this is cultural dif-
ference, the Japanese have a strong sense of hierarchy,” rather | felt it—confusion, bewilderment, a fear of making
mistakes. It was only after feeling it and being in that situation as shutai that | began examining it objectively as
shukan.?® And only from there could | theorize: “Japanese are hierarchical, Americans are not, Filipinos, maybe
we are somewhat in between.” But how much of that feeling that is lived by the practical subject remains after the
analysis by the epistemological subject? Am | really just a Filipino, raised in an Americanized educational system,
confronted by my Japanese teachers? Isn’t this theorizing, if misused, merely a shortcut for responding to actual
people, and rather, merely responding to representatives of some stereotypical Japanese culture?

This is where Sakai warns us about the dangers of universalism. Every time we articulate on or theorize
about cultural difference, we are already taking a step back from an embodied and emotional experience. Whether
we theorize it in particularistic terms (i.e. the Japanese are intimacy oriented, and westerners are integrity ori-
ented) or in universalist terms (i.e. both intimacy and integrity must be part of a movement of double-negation),
we are already presuming to take a stance that is outside—neither intimacy nor integrity, observing the movement
of “double-negation.”

However, can we ever really be outside our contextual position? For instance, Sakai criticizes Watsuji’s
Climate and Culture, pointing out the contradiction that while Watsuji constantly asserts the inseparability of the
subject from its climate, he talks about meadow and desert cultures as if his own monsoon culture did not shape
his view of their climate.? Pushing this analysis to Ethics, we see that Watsuji asserted the universality of the
principle of ethics as something outside of the vicissitudes of history, but he himself tended to change his “balanc-
ing” of the dual-structure according to the tides of World War 11, and often privileged as universal the very modes
of ethics that he called “particularly Japanese” in Climate and Culture.?

We are always stuck in our particular cultural-historical position, and to attempt to talk about culture or
history objectively always includes a pretense, a false confidence, that one can stand outside this context. Sakai
puts a more incisive critique into this—is there not a disavowal, a repression of the anxiety of shutai everytime we
escape to the standpoint of shukan?? The double-violence of the schema of cofiguration is the violence of self-

9 bid., 119-120.

% 1bid., 121.

*! 1bid., 145.

22 For instance, compare his discussion of family and the state in Climate and Culture with the discussion of the same in Ethics vol. 2
(WTZ vol. 10).

% See Sakai, 126.



absolutizing shukan that clings to identity and excludes difference, excess, and hybridity. And it prevents the fluid,
un-rationalizable world of shutai’s experience from being part of our togetherness.

Thus Sakai’s message to the gaijin seems to be one of courage and self-awareness: Have the courage to
face your anxiety, to face the complexities of cultural difference without reducing people to cold categories like
gaijin and Japanese, to constantly be aware of one’s position in the world of experience, even as one tries to navi-
gate this foreign land. “What am | going through that makes me want to say that the Japanese are like this, and
foreigners are like that?” It is only through this courage and self-awareness that we can see our orientations as
merely orientations.

Conclusion

Reading Sakai makes it hard to see the value of Kasulis and Watsuji. Aren’t intimacy and integrity just
categories of shukan that allow a reinforcing of the schema of cofiguration? Doesn’t Watsuji fall into the escapism
of shukan in both his particularist descriptions in Climate and Culture and his attempt at universal morality in Eth-
ics? Let me end with a re-reading of Kasulis and Watsuji post-Sakai, as we try to pull together the strands of phi-
losophy from the standpoint of the gaijin.

When faced with cultural difference, it is important to first understand the culture one is faced with. While
cultures may be heterogenous and porous, people who grow up in Japan have a background that the gaijin often
lacks, and there is much catching up to do. (The Japanese may not understand Japan perfectly, but they do under-
stand it better than most foreigners.) The ideas of intimacy and integrity are tools that help us understand where
others are coming from and where we ourselves are coming from. But there is a difference between the knowledge
that makes us complacent, and the knowledge that disturbs. These guides to Japanese culture should be used as
gateways, not dead ends, questions, not answers, in order to allow us to imagine the other more and thus listen to
the other better. And when these guides become walls and closed answers, it is necessary to go leave them behind
and have the courage to face things in their unconceptualizable complexity.

Furthermore, in the face of cultural difference, it is not enough to understand the other and leave him to his
fate. A gaijin is in Japan, and outsider or not, the fate of Japan is shared by the gaijin. As Japan faces various
problems with internationalization, conflict with its neighbors, issues with its difficult history, gaijin have an im-
portant role to play in this society. Universal philosophy, like Watsuji’s attempt at it, plays a key role in this multi-
cultural context because it allows people to negotiate the life they live together, regardless of cultural boundaries.
But if human beings are always located within a cultural-historical context, then we must re-think the meaning of
universality. What does it mean to do universal philosophy as both shukan and shutai, disavowing neither?

Perhaps universal ethics is not a reality, but a directionality—a movement of the self-transcendence of the
particular. Following Watsuji’s idea of the relationship of universal ethics and particular moralities, perhaps all
concrete real or ideal forms of ethics are particular—even Kant’s, even Watsuji’s. Even the attempt to objectively
and systematically describe what makes particular moralities moral necessarily becomes particular as it is enunci-
ated by the shutai that is the philosopher. But perhaps what is necessary here is the drive to go beyond one’s own
situation. For instance, | am a man. | will never really understand what it means to be a woman. But in the dy-
namic spirit of universality, | can try—to imagine what life is like for a woman, what women might suffer in a
world dominated by men, and to know how | might be called to respond to women. This never substitutes for the
actual demands made by women, but this actively opens me to what the other has to say. It is like saying, “Yes,
you are different from me, but I want to get beyond my own world so that | can respond to you, although I may



never fully understand you.” Here, universalism is a generosity, a selflessness, rather than an imperialist self-
assertion.

I’ve only been here in Japan for a few years, and surely the task of philosophizing as a gaijin will lead me
to things that I cannot yet foresee. But at this point, | think that it is key to philosophy from the standpoint of the
foreigner that one learn to understand cultural difference in a way that opens one up to the reality of human differ-
ence that is beyond understanding, and that one strive to go beyond one’s particular cultural-historical context in
order to respond to the other in a purely contextual way. Only in this way can we truly respond to the call of the
face of the other—perhaps Japanese, or gaijin, or not quite either, but always thoroughly human.
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