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Preface

Tosaka Jun (1900-1945) was one of the boldest, most creative theoreti-
cians to come out of modern Japan. His critique of Japanism, The Japa-
nese Ideology (Nippon ideorogiron, 1935), remains one of the most origi-
nal theorizations of fascism ever written, certainly in the case of modern
Japan. Yet despite this significant work, Tosaka has been almost com-
pletely ignored in Japanese studies and philosophy in the West. To date,
the few pieces that have appeared in translation pigeonhole Tosaka as a
minor materialist corrective to some of the more religious and idealist
aspects of the Kyoto School of Japanese philosophy.' In direct contrast to
this approach, the essays and translations here demonstrate that Tosaka’s
critique of Japan and Japanism in the 1930s was not the work of a mere
materialist tarrying around the edges of Japanese thought and society: It
was total. His project—at once a philosophy of science, a philosophy of
history, and a cultural critique—not only explodes the traditional view of
prewar Japanese thought, but also continues to shed light on the most ur-
gent and persistent problems in philosophy and politics, especially the
deep relationships between capitalism, nationalism, liberalism, fascism,
and everyday life.

Like the groundbreaking debate on Japanese capitalism in the 1920s—
1930s, this volume reveals Japanese criticism of the 1930s, of which To-
saka was at the lead, as a discourse that can stand beside classic Marxist
social and cultural critics such as Antonio Gramsci, Siegfried Kracauer,

1. This is the approach used in Sourcebook for Modern Japanese Philosophy: Selected
Documents, where in their introduction the editors quote favorably Tanabe Hajime’s dis-
missal of Tosaka as a mere theorist of science, a thinker who “as a philosopher . . . leaves
much to be desired”; see David A. Dilworth and Valdo H. Vigliemo, eds., Sourcebook for
Modern Japanese Philosophy: Selected Documents (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1998),
323.

vii



viii | PREFACE

Walter Benjamin, Herbert Marcuse, and Ernst Bloch. Beyond this reso-
nance with contemporaries, Tosaka’s focus on the global nature of the
capitalist system further reveals his work as a powerful corrective to the
Eurocentrism of what is commonly called “Western Marxism.” Tosaka’s
writings on the deep connections between capitalism, liberalism, and fas-
cism also stand in direct contrast to, and deserve to be debated against, the
overly narrow theories of fascism such as Hannah Arendt’s Origins of
Totalitarianism or the pessimistic turn of the later Frankfurt School sig-
naled by Dialectic of Enlightenment. Like Tosaka’s own desire to investi-
gate the specific cultural effects operating in everyday life that make up
fascist ideology, the translations and essays in this volume, too, are held
together by his contagious and persistent hope that a rethinking of materi-
alism in its everydayness can produce sharper revolutionary critiques of
capitalism.

The revival of Tosaka’s project represented by this book shows that
despite the extreme physical and intellectual isolation he endured in his
own time, today his work resonates with many contemporary anticapital-
ist thinkers. Prefiguring Henri Lefebvre’s critiques of everyday life, To-
saka in the 1930s articulated the importance of thinking about revolution-
ary politics in Japan in relation to a critical analysis of the space of
everyday life, showing with great rigor how, within those diffused spaces,
the (liberal) ideology of the nation disavowed the social and class antago-
nisms effected by Japan’s capitalist development, especially after its inva-
sion of Manchuria in 1931. Originally a philosopher of science, Tosaka’s
melding of neo-Kantianism and Marxism led him to analyze the political
and philosophical meanings of technology that went beyond mechanistic
interpretations of the “mode of production,” thereby anticipating con-
temporary theorizations of technology by Negri, Virno, and others on
“general intellect.” And with Tosaka’s theorization of concepts such as
“technical standards,” he also prefigures many contemporary theorists in
science and technology studies working on techno-politics. Most endur-
ingly, however, Tosaka’s understanding of what he called “cultural liber-
alism” and its relation to fascist ideology places him in the company of a
line of anticapitalist thinkers from the past and the present—from Walter
Benjamin to Gramsci to more contemporary thinkers such as Slavoj
Zizek—who have tried to supplement Marxism’s original critiques of
classical political economy with a methodical critique of cultural produc-
tion in the present.



PREFACE | ix

Despite this interesting conjunction, the value of Tosaka’s thought is
hardly found merely in its resonances with radical thinkers in the Euro-
pean world. Rather, it is found in Tosaka’s clear vision of how capitalist
development in a time of imperialist war and chronic recession placed
Japan as an important “link” in the world system of capitalist domination
with specific effects on the level of cultural production. Thus, rather than
treat Tosaka as a particular example from Japan who addressed similar
questions related to culture, ideology, and fascism in Europe, it is best to
read Tosaka as someone who understood how many of the capitalist
world’s contradictions condensed and were fused in the nation-state called
Japan and in Japan’s expanding empire of the 1930s.

As H. D. Harootunian’s introduction to this volume shows, Tosaka’s
status as one of the few prewar Marxists who did not recant his leftist al-
legiances and convert to right wing or Japanist views (the fenko phenom-
enon) meant that he possessed potentially tremendous moral authority in
the chaos and possibilities of the immediate postwar moment. And so his
absence from the postwar moment needs explanation. In fact, Tosaka’s
position as a thinker of the global nature of the crisis of the 1930s, the
very thing that makes his resurrection so valuable to us today, is also
likely the very thing that condemned him and his thought to isolation and
neglect both in his own time and in the postwar era. In the case of the im-
mediate postwar world Tosaka’s critique was marginalized, indeed com-
pletely ignored, by the nation-bound thinking on both left and right.

On the left, Tosaka’s critique ran afoul of the Japanese Communist
Party’s (JCP) allegiance to a Moscow-inspired Japan policy of two-stage
revolution—one that must start with a bourgeois, national revolution.
Partly a continuation of the legendary and epic debate on Japanese capi-
talism of the 1920s—1930s (Nihon shihonshugi ronsd), the JCP held that
the Meiji Restoration of 1868 had retained too many feudal elements and
thus failed to establish a properly bourgeois state. Moscow and the JCP
could thus explain away Japanese fascism as a consequence of lingering
Japanese feudalism. It followed from this thesis that the immediate post-
war political task of the JCP had to be the completion of a Japanese bour-
geois revolution.

Outside Marxist circles during the occupation (1945-1952), U.S. of-
ficials at the head of the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers
(SCAP), too, sought to eliminate fascist elements of Japanese society in
the name of liberal democracy—a political system, they argued, that had
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been doing just fine until it was hijacked by ultranationalist militarism and
emperor fanaticism. SCAP’s position contributed to the widespread belief
in postwar Japanese society that fascism in Japan represented a mere de-
viation from the liberal democracy and free market capitalism that flour-
ished in 1920s Japan. SCAP moved to connect with 1920s capitalists to
restart the process of Japanese capitalist development before the perceived
false turn of fascism—a turn they located very late in the process: some-
time in the late 1930s or even the early 1940s.

But the barriers to Tosaka’s resurrection continued. His central the-
sis—an insistence on the immanent nature of fascism within capitalism
and liberalism—was not only taboo for the SCAP fascist hunters, it was
also more than a little inconvenient for postwar liberals such as Maruyama
Masao, who, like SCAP officials, sought to ignore completely the critical
period of the 1930s—1940s. However, instead of embracing SCAP’s desire
to return to the 1920s, Japanese liberals looked to return to the birth of
liberalism in the Popular Rights and Liberty Movement (Jiyli minken
undo) of the 1870s—1880s. Here, too, Tosaka was already ahead of them,
having demonstrated how the very liberalism these thinkers sought to re-
cover was actually the source of the fascism they thought they were es-
caping.

Unlike the newly ascendant JCP, SCAP, or postwar liberals like Maru-
yama, Tosaka refused to accept the nation-state as the essential, a priori
ground of analysis. Here Tosaka’s criticism of capitalism and culture must
once again come to the fore because for him the feudal Japanist culture
that suffused and supported the Japanese war machine of the 1930s—1940s
merely expressed the deeper cultural logic inherent in capitalism itself,
including the liberal variety. His masterpiece, The Japanese Ideology, is
in fact split into two sections: Japanism and liberalism. The point is to
show the inherent family resemblances between the two. Further, Tosaka
saw ways in which the feudal past, far from being a barrier to a fully real-
ized, modern capitalism, could in fact support, and even augment, capital-
ist development. In this theory, the imagined ethnic community of the
Japanese past was detached from its socioeconomic base, becoming a
free-floating cultural form grafted onto class antagonisms in the present
and veiling these antagonisms behind a harmonious folkic capitalism. In
his thinking on the positive and proactive uses of culture for politics
within capitalism in The Japanese Ideology, Tosaka preceded Herbert
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Marcuse’s contemporary thinking on the same subject, especially his
“The Affirmative Nature of Culture” (1937).

The key to Tosaka’s disappearance then—and his reappearance now—
is his insistence on locating both liberalism and fascism within and con-
stituted by what he called cultural liberalism: a realm of idealism and re-
ligious consciousness originally established as a private space of freedom
of conscience necessary for the production of the liberal subject. But in an
inherently contradictory and unstable capitalist society increasingly rent
by class struggle, this space of cultural liberalism cannot remain a safe,
idealist harbor for apolitical individuals; in a crisis like the 1930s, it must
eventually become the space not of individual freedom but of (Japanist)
cultural freedom. In the essay “Just What Is a Crisis of Culture?” from his
Japan as a Link in the World (Sekai no ikkan toshite no Nihon, 1937),
Tosaka demonstrated succinctly and chillingly how individual freedom
becomes freedom of the (national) culture and all progress becomes cul-
tural (nationalist) progress.> Contrary to SCAP and all liberal opponents
of fascism, the genius of Tosaka’s analysis of his own present was to show
how fascism is anything but a deviation from liberal democracy; rather, it
is born in the crucible of liberalism and capitalism’s endemic cyclical cri-
ses and wars.

Reading Tosaka today it is clear that the problems he so boldly took
on in 1930s Japan still resonate with our present crisis, which is often re-
ferred to as the greatest since (Tosaka’s own) Great Depression. From the
financial crisis to new calls for a return to hard money, popular protest
against austerity measures and the state violence that seeks to implement
them, and renewed calls for “American exceptionalism” to the growing
unrest and fragmentations on the left and right across the globe, it is ap-
parent that our relevant historical conjuncture is not, as the neoliberals
would have it, the heyday but more likely the collapse of the 1920s liberal
figurations of nation, state, and capital. In Tosaka’s time, this collapse led
globally to the rise of a new, fascist figuration. At the same time, Tosaka’s
critique of fascism—as an everyday phenomenon linked inextricably to
cultural liberalism—is more relevant than ever for an understanding not
simply of past fascisms, but for a contemporary critique of the fascisms

2. Tosaka Jun, “Bunka no kiki to wa nani ka?” in Tosaka Jun zenshii (Tokyo,
Keiso shobd: 1966), 5:62. See also Robert Stolz’s chapter in this volume.
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today around the world. In our own present, with its endless repetition of
transhistorical mythologies, archaisms, and idealist notions of communal
belonging, when multiculturalism is compulsively repeated in ways that
would seem to make a farce out of how past forms of fascism succeeded
in erasing world capitalism’s class antagonisms, Tosaka’s critique of cul-
tural liberalism is more useful than ever for a contemporary critique of
capitalism and fascism. Indeed, we have likely entered a new period that
shares more than just a few ominous family resemblances with the 1930s.
Of course, this repetition would not have shocked Tosaka—that it shocks
so many contemporary observers left and right shows just how much we
have lost and forgotten of the disaster of the 1930s. In our own still capi-
talist and crisis-ridden present, we can and should read Tosaka as a warn-
ing of the ever-present possibility of fascism, the ghost in the machine
suffusing capitalist thought, ideology, and everyday life.

The translations and essays in this volume come from the critical period
in Japanese history from the Manchurian Incident in 1931 to the outbreak
of total war in 1937. This period matches roughly the years Tosaka was
active as the editor of, and frequent contributor to, the influential material-
ism journal Yuibutsuron kenkyii (Studies in Materialism), which was pub-
lished from 1932 to 1938, when it disbanded due to increasing police ha-
rassment. That same year Tosaka was arrested and imprisoned, largely
ending his publishing career. In and out of prison between 1938 and 1944,
Tosaka died in his cell in Nagano on August 9, 1945, the day the Japanese
high command met to discuss surrender.

By bringing together both previously untranslated texts and original
essays, this book reveals Tosaka as a major materialist philosopher and
critic. The translations in Part I not only fill a great gap in available pri-
mary sources of Tosaka’s writings, but also reveal the depth and breadth
of this extremely important and original thinker to English audiences.
Here we find some of Tosaka’s most important essays and excerpts from
his masterpiece, The Japanese Ideology, as well as Thought and Custom
(Shiso to fiizoku, 1936) and Japan as a Link in the World. In these texts we
can see how Tosaka strove to extend Marxist critiques of capitalism to the
realm of culture and expand the possible points of radical critique to sci-
ence, space, everydayness, the police, journalism, film, and the critique of
liberalism. The first translations, “The Principle of Everydayness and His-
torical Time” and “On Space,” immediately immerse the reader in Tosa-
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ka’s fundamental philosophical materialism, the basis from which he de-
veloped his later critiques. The focus on the everyday is furthered and
deepened in “The Academy and Journalism” and two important texts on
film, “Film as a Reproduction of the Present” and “Film Art and Film.”
“Laughter, Comedy, and Humor” contains Tosaka’s thoughts on the po-
liticality and the possibility of humor as a critical tool, especially when
written, as many of these texts were, under the constant threat of censor-
ship. Three essays from The Japanese Ideology (“Liberalist Philosophy
and Materialism,” “Theory of the Intelligentsia and Theory of Technol-
ogy,” “The Fate of Japanism”) develop the connection between cultural
liberalism and its fate in an increasingly technocratic and fascistic organi-
zation of capital accumulation. And from Japan as a Link in the World
comes “The Police Function,” which examines the role of police repres-
sion in terms of a blurring of the concepts of public and private.

The seven critical essays in Part II demonstrate the robustness of To-
saka’s critique not only by deepening Tosaka’s analysis, but also because
they expand its application into new issues. The point is not merely to
introduce Tosaka’s thought, as important as that may be, but to use Tosaka
as a critical resource for our own time. The essays here do this by fruit-
fully reviving Tosaka’s categories and logic with issues Tosaka himself
did not address, such as the intractable problems of immigrant day labor-
ers and the environmental crisis. Robert Stolz’s “Here, Now: Everyday
Space as Cultural Critique” demonstrates how Tosaka’s basic philosophi-
cal materialism and its intense focus on “everydayness” not only was the
basis for his more famous cultural criticism, but also remains a useful way
for thinking through our present problems of capitalist society, including
the environmental crisis. Through a comparison with similar work from
Frankfurt School writers, Fabian Schéfer’s essay illuminates Tosaka’s
prescient insight into journalism’s key ideological functions and how
these can be emancipatory or reactionary. Katsuya Hirano, writing on the
“dialectic of laughter,” explores Tosaka’s thoughts in relation to Henri
Bergson and Louis Althusser in an important discussion of customs
(fiizoku). This leads to a critique of the bourgeois ideology of individual-
ism that hides the workings of popular custom and morality as a primary
regulatory and normalizing force enabling the reproduction and perpetua-
tion of social order. Takeshi Kimoto examines Tosaka’s engagement with
the prewar debate on technology, analyzing his critiques of a “mechanis-
tic” approach to technology within Marxism. Demonstrating how Tosa-
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ka’s notion of the “technical standard” anticipates many contemporary
theories of “general intellect,” Kimoto argues that Tosaka’s reflections on
technology help contemporary critical thought move beyond simple bina-
ries of idealism and materialism.

Using a wide array of contemporary and current thinkers, Gavin
Walker shows how Tosaka’s project centered on the epistemology of the
everyday—and especially the social position of film. Tosaka developed an
original notion of matter irreducible to physical materiality but linked in-
stead to a concept of matter as “custom” or everyday social practice.
Walker argues that this crucial innovation, extending and deepening the
concept of matter at the core of Marxist philosophy, points the way to a
desperately needed rethinking and rehabilitation of historical materialism
and the possibility of revolutionary critiques and practices in the present.
Ken C. Kawashima’s essay on the “police function” traces a shift in the
sociopolitical role of the police—from protector of the regime of private
property to, following the Russian Revolution in 1917 and the rice riots in
Japan in 1918, a new form of cultural police that mobilized the whole
population to become a police of the public and even private good. Ka-
washima contends this cultural policing to be an essential element of
capital-state relations with deep consequences for understanding every-
day life in capitalist society. Katsuhiko Endo’s essay, which closes the
section, goes the furthest of all in showing the truly catastrophic result of
the intimate relations between capitalism, liberalism, and fascism. With
help from Uno Ko6z06’s similar thoughts on political economy, Endo pushes
the analysis to its end point in the new Japanist figuration of nation, state,
and capital, all the way to the horror and atrocities that mark Japan’s
Fifteen-Year War in Asia.

In conclusion, the editors wish to dedicate this volume to Harry Ha-
rootunian, who introduced and taught so many of us about both Tosaka
and the possibility, indeed the necessity, of constant, vigilant criticism.



Introduction

“The Darkness of the Lived Moment”

H. D. Harootunian

Not long after the formal surrender papers were signed in September
1945, ending Japan’s war in the Pacific and Asia, the philosopher Kake-
hashi Akihide recalled how he had learned of the death of two prominent
thinkers who had been imprisoned earlier: Miki Kiyoshi (1897-1945),
who died in prison six weeks after the war ended, and Tosaka Jun (1900—
1945), who died a month before, on August 9. Shocked by how slowly the
news of these two deaths had become public, Kakehashi was even more
shaken by the thought that Japan was now deprived of two of its leading
thinkers, whom many believed would have played dominant roles in
shaping forthcoming discussions on the crucial question of how to envi-
sion a new political, social, and cultural endowment for the defeated na-
tion.! Both had been modernists. Miki, one of the most powerful philoso-
phers out of Kyoto and surely the most ambitious, had traveled a dizzying
intellectual trajectory in which he tried to master all of the principal philo-
sophic perspectives of the twentieth century. His purpose was to bring
together the vast diversity of ideas into concourse with each other in a

1. Kakehashi Akihide, “Rogoku to guntai,” in Kaiso no Tosaka Jun (Tokyo: Keisd shobd,
1976), 35-72.

XV
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theory called conceptual power, almost as if this immense staging would
possess the magical power of an amulet. For Miki, the logic of conceptual
power and its promise to pull together diverse intellectual strands like the
dialectic—but claiming also to include it—was, as he put it, a “philosophy
of action.” By the same measure, Tosaka, who shared Miki’s intellectual
ambition but in a Marxian register, had already distinguished himself as
the leading philosopher of materialism before the war and as one of the
few who consistently rejected the state’s efforts to elicit from him a renun-
ciation of progressive thinking (tenko). Kakehashi was particularly dis-
mayed by the personal loss of his friend (and comrade) Tosaka and won-
dered why there seemed to be so little information concerning his fateful
incarceration and the last days of the most original and brilliant Marxist
thinker of the prewar years, one whose accomplishments remained unpar-
alleled in the postwar period. Tosaka’s death and the way news of it trick-
led out raised the question: Why was the most determinant philosopher of
materialism of his day forgotten so rapidly while Miki was immediately
restored to a privileged place in public memory in 1945, effectively over-
shadowing his activities in Konoe Fumimaro’s policy-oriented research
apparatus (Showa kenkytikai) and his wartime service to the fascist state?
Miki’s last days won widespread sympathy from a war-weary population:
In his prison death it undoubtedly saw its own tragic sacrifice. Unlike
Tosaka, Miki composed what came to be regarded as his last philosophic
testament, Philosophic Notes (Testugaku noto, 1941-1942), published in
1946. A permanent reminder of the war, brutality, and senseless destruc-
tion, like the “autobiography” (Jijoden, 1946) of the older Marxist Kawa-
kami Hajime, Miki’s “Philosophic Notes” became an instant bestseller.

It may be that these texts, and others, enabled postwar survivors to
turn away from a prewar moment that had deposited the residues of its
reckless course on the present and look to the possibilities offered by an
as yet unenvisioned future. But such an act would have required mobiliz-
ing a national amnesia on an immense scale to imagine a better future-
present than the past-present that had shaped their immediate moment.
The success of these two works—by a pioneer of Marxism in Japan and
by one who had a brief but influential encounter that produced a number
of remarkable readings in which Marx’s humanism and conception of his-
tory were rethought—attests to how sacrifice, suffering, and survivorship,
in one form or another, were able to capture the popular imagination in a
time of despair and hopelessness surrounded by signs of ruin and destruc-
tion. These particular examples represented by Miki and Kawakami may
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have been also enhanced by expressions of religiosity, which both think-
ers embraced.

In subsequent narratives of the postwar period and its preoccupations
with the prewar past produced in Japan and elsewhere, no mention has
been made of the solitary figure of Tosaka, whose conditions of imprison-
ment led directly to his death at the age of forty-five and constituted noth-
ing less than an act of state execution and premeditated murder. Unfortu-
nately, Tosaka left no last testament of imprisonment, only his prewar
writings; there were no final, enduring meditations on religious solace or
even the consolations of philosophic reflection given that incarceration
had been meant to silence him by preventing him from writing. The pro-
scription against reading and writing had started earlier, before his final
imprisonment, when in 1937 he was forced to stop writing and then a year
later, when he and the group at the Society for the Study of Materialism
(Yuibutsuron kenkyukai) were arrested and found guilty of violating the
Peace Preservation Laws. Tosaka’s prison history recalls the example of
Antonio Gramsci rotting in an Italian fascist jail. But Gramsci was permit-
ted to read and write, which he did prodigiously and for which the posthu-
mously published Prison Notebooks remains a monument to his spirit and
intelligence.? Still, perhaps owing to the late development in politics and
economy experienced by Japan and Italy, Tosaka and Gramsci shared a
kinship in two respects: Both were unable to escape the preoccupation
with culture that had further narrowed Marxism in the 1930s to its West-
ern horizon, prompting both to search for a broader, global perspective;
and both privileged what Gramsci named praxis and Tosaka called actual-
ization—immediacy, immanence of the moment, and the necessity for ac-
tion. Since it was already evident he would not recant like so many of his
contemporaries, Tosaka was put in an airless cell not much larger than a
cigar box, his inhuman internment designed to silence him completely.
The state’s aim was to obliterate his memory altogether from the past he
had lived as present—and which his work constitutes a painful but indel-
ible record of struggle. In the end, Tosaka saw his fate resembling Rosa
Luxemburg’s, as indicated by his decision to name his place of final de-
tention after her.?

2. In English, see, for example, Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks
(New York: International Publishers, 1971).

3. Rosa Luxemburg (1871-1919) was murdered by the right-wing paramilitary group
Freikorps while in the custody of Social Democrats after the failed German Revolution in
1919.
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What appears so astonishing in the prewar fascist state’s effort to si-
lence Tosaka is that it succeeded beyond all expectations, exceeding its
own moment and extending well into the postwar period. This alone
forces us to note the interesting symmetry between the prewar state’s de-
sire to silence Tosaka and the erasure of his memory and powerful critique
from postwar historiography and discourse. The act of official silencing
worked to actually eliminate his powerful and original presence in the
1930s—his brilliant rethinking of Marxism as a philosophy of the every-
day, his scorching critique of the collusion of liberalism and fascism, and
his fearless assessments of the “current situation,” comprising the crisis of
capitalism and contemporaneity and his tireless leadership of the Yuibu-
tsuron kenkytikai. The irony of his presence after death was the continuity
of the prewar state’s determination to still his critical dissembling of “Ja-
panism” and “archaism” as the twin forms bolstering fascist ideology that
prevailed in Japan with the postwar order’s success in repressing his ac-
count of how liberalism had been implicated in producing fascism before
the war. It is apparent now that the postwar state’s valorization of Nihon-
jinron and its variants was nothing more than a transformation and thus a
repetition of the Japanism and archaism Tosaka struggled to disclose as
expressions of fascist ideology in his time.* If the prewar state managed to
finally silence his voice, its postwar successor destroyed so thoroughly the
memory of his critique in the interest of a “second start” for liberalism and
a “second enlightenment” that it is as if it had never existed. This was as
true of the left as it was of those liberals associated with modernism (kin-
daishugi). In the several postwar discussions seeking to lay the founda-
tions for a new liberal democratic order, Tosaka’s name or critique never
surfaced. Not even a renewed Japan Communist Party (JCP), which came
out of the war with its status momentarily authoritative, was prepared to
resuscitate the critique of its most original thinker and committed martyr.
The reason for this derived from Tosaka’s long-standing critique of the
nation-form and nationalism, which many contemporaries had simply
taken for granted as an unproblematic category. In postwar Japan, the JCP
would enthusiastically embrace the nation in its campaign to win popular
support, especially after the Hungarian Uprising of 1956, abandoning

4. Nihonjinron, literally “A Discourse on the Japanese,” is often translated as “A Theory
of Japanese Uniqueness,” referring to a long tradition of cultural chauvinism in the postwar
period. The Bubble Economy in the 1980s led to another boom in such thinking.
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both the international division of labor and the idea of internationalism
itself.

What I am proposing is a direct relationship in the immediate postwar
years between a determined desire to resuscitate the figure of prewar so-
ciety by distancing it from explicit military and imperial association and
the removal of Tosaka as a principal casualty of this drive to reconfigure
the past for an “enlightened,” “rational,” and liberal past in the present.
Yet this coupling entailed diminishing the memory of what Ernst Bloch
once described as the “darkness of the lived moment,” superscripting the
very conditions of the world Tosaka and others had inhabited and had
sacrificed their own lives trying to prevent the fascism that finally plunged
the country into a ruinous war.’ Hence, the darkness that veiled the “un-
mastered Now and its unopened future,” which the postwar sought to de-
fine as futural expectancy, appeared closer to a repetition of the past.® The
much-heralded “second start” of modernists like Maruyama Masao was in
reality an attempted rescue of a prewar liberalism that had been aborted—
repetition with a difference pledged to improving upon the past or sub-
tracting from it its regressive and “irrational” elements. Instead, postwar
society ignored the warnings of Tosaka’s critique: It was liberalism itself
that had made prewar society what it had become. With American help,
Japan retained the emperor and the imperial house to maintain a fictional
“historical community” between the national present and its past.

What the repetition and its reliance on the analogy signified by the call
for a “second start” managed to conceal was the vast difference between
the conjunctures of the 1930s that “interpellated” Japan into global events
from its postwar successor that was in the process of making the country
into a faithful client of an emerging American imperium. We know from
Tosaka’s diverse accounts of newspapers, radio, and film’—the favored
optic through which to gain access to the current situation for analysis—
that he and his generation faced a complex context that combined world
depression, militarism, and fascism at home and imperialism and colo-
nialism abroad. Throughout the ill-fated decade of the 1930s there ap-
peared widespread agreement persuading people they were living in a
time of historical crisis set into motion by accelerated capitalist accumula-

5. Emst Bloch, The Principle of Hope, trans. Neville Plaice, Stephen Plaice, and Paul
Knight (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press, 1996), 1:295.

6. Ibid.

7. See also Fabian Schiéfer’s and Gavin Walker’s chapters in this volume.
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tion. World depression supplied the momentary occasion to combine the
diverse political, social, and economic forces that would constitute a new
conjuncture and its identification of the contradictions unleashed by capi-
talist accumulation. That is to say, conjuncture was the lens through which
to think about the historical reality of those moments when a diversity of
circumstances from different sectors confront each other to “present a
world, torn between powers in collusion and the ‘crises’ which unites
them in a circle.”® Tosaka’s last major work, Japan as a Link in the World
(Sekai no ikkan toshite no Nihon) expressed precisely the role played by
the conjuncture’s structuring force in combining different elements into a
momentary configural unity and Japan’s relationship to it in the historical
reality of the 1930s.

As early as 1927, Tosaka, responding to an economic recession in
Japan that prefigured the final collapse into a world depression, was al-
ready turning away from the attractions of Miki Kiyoshi’s humanistic
Marxism and its Hegelian dimension mediated by Georg Lukacs’ History
and Class Consciousness (which informed Miki’s Marxian forays). In a
later essay on Miki, who was his senior (senpai) and remained his friend
and mentor, Tosaka proposed that Miki’s Marxism never aspired to mate-
rialist philosophy but rather to a “materialist view of history,” driven by a
concern for meaning and hermeneutics. At this time Tosaka began to
move toward the materiality that clearly was driving modern life into the
depths of financial failure. Shortly after, this perception was reinforced by
his reaction to Japan’s decision to send a military force to Shandong.

We know that the high watermark of the contemporary crisis was the
proliferation of discourse on culture (art) that sought constantly to reshape
its relationship to politics in such a way as to displace the figure of the
masses altogether for the folk. It was also at this juncture that Tosaka
turned to ideological critique and the promise of practice. These cultural
discourses sought to white-out the complex differentiations that were al-
ready showing signs of social conflict for the implantation of an image of
a more culturally unified and integrated social order no longer divided by
class, gender, sexual differences, and such. They aimed at those temporal
and spatial zones where the lived contradictions seemed to be more
sharply etched into the fabric of Japanese life. So much of Tosaka’s criti-

8. Louis Althusser, Philosophy of the Encounter, ed. Francois Matheron and Olivier Cor-
pet, trans. G. M. Goshagrian (London: Verso, 2006), 188.
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cal practice showed awareness of this heightened turn toward cultural dis-
course and how it had failed to conceal its grounding in an ontological
view of the world. In this conceptualization of culture, existence was re-
placed by its derivatives and ontology stood in for philosophy.’ By the
early 1930s, Tosaka had already designated a new vocation for philo-
sophic reflection as the recovery of the everyday as it was being lived in
capitalist Japan rather than transcendental preoccupations that bracketed
social reality. The critical program he envisaged concentrated on explain-
ing the forms of ideological mediation inscribed in the evidence and ex-
perience of everyday life. Ideological critique corresponded only to Marx-
ism, he insisted, which was dedicated to grasping ideology as idealist
forms, not to the application of social scientific formulae that was impli-
cated in producing ideology. This meant that critique elucidated the ideo-
logical character of thought and logic at its deepest internal and abstract
level. This explanation was concerned with showing how “historical and
social existence determined logic,” constituting its reality, the “process of
extracting historical and social existence” that would ultimately disclose
the social form of class consciousness. What Tosaka recognized was the
way ideological “truth character” appeared as a “fictional character.”!® It
first grasped “truth” in relationship to “form and content” and subordi-
nated content as raw material to its shaping, which made it—the con-
tent—a “formalized fiction.” Tosaka considered “form” to be that which
“grasped and unified the content as content.” The reason for this is that a
form/shape (keitai) filled with content differs from form as such (keishiki)
that excludes content because it (keitai) is weighted by a “realistic, sub-
stantive principle,” which is the character of content." Accordingly, this
standpoint determines the adequacy of logic by placing the motivation for
it in “sentiment or faith,” in what is its “characteristic logic.” Hence, the
reality of logic in this way mediates the idea of practice down to the “po-
litical” character as a “realization of historical movement.” Thus Tosaka
argued, a logic based on a historical and social ground is situated as a true
logic from one separated from this basis, which makes it a “fictional form”
by way of a “a stagnant logic.” Eventually, a logic not grounded in history,

9. See “Rekishi to benshoho,” in Tosaka Jun zenshii (Tokyo: Keiso shobo, 1966), 3:51-77
(hereafter cited as 7Jz).

10. Yoshida Masatoshi, ed., Tosaka Jun no tetsugaku (Tokyo: Kobushi bunko, 2001), 302.

11. Ibid.
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indifferent to “historical necessity,” is one that possesses, in principle, a
“fixed fictional form.”

Here, Tosaka unfolded his critique of a conception of the world
founded on the search for fixed meaning, which always comes last
(saigo), and consciousness that sought to identify life with a sense of
interiority (seimer), with “a conscience that must not be doubted, indeed
a freedom from all other things.”> Why this sense of interiority comes
last and itself constitutes the character of existence stems from the human
capacity to “symbolize the autonomy of such things as self (ego), specu-
lation, conceptions of consciousness according to an interior life. Hu-
mans become aware of a truly lived interior life within the autonomous,
free, and absolute activity of consciousness. These are unavoidably the
last reality.”"? In other words, “existence is consciousness.” This life phi-
losophy (vitalism), whereby existence—Being—is produced by con-
sciousness, pursues the last guarantee of existence, which is found in
feeling (kanjo) or clear reason. For Tosaka, this privileging of emotion
and universal reason was nothing more than the substance of phenome-
nology, Bergson’s intuitionism, the “universal pertinence of Kant.” But
reality cannot be explained without proof and surely not by positing it
within the clarity of an interiorized life or “consciousness.” Here, Tosa-
ka’s distrust of interiority and consciousness resembled the Soviet think-
ers Bakhtin’s and Volosinov’s dismissal of the autonomy of conscious-
ness for a conception of interior speech and conduct rooted in external
social relations.'*

The reality that produces the character of Being shows itself within
the material substance, the matter of existence itself, which is its historical
character. In this regard, Tosaka proposed that for history’s character, his-
torical time is the last principle beyond which there are no other principles
to rely on. Time can only rely on history itself and not on any other prin-
ciple of temporality such as the eternal, which comes from nowhere. His-
tory is its own time and cannot employ the time of phenomenology, meta-
physics, or even science. In another text, later on, Tosaka named this

12. Tlz, 3:71.

13. Ibid.

14. See, for example, M. M. Bakhtin, The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 1982); and V. N. Volosinov, Marxism and the Philosophy of Lan-
guage (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1986).
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principle of historical time the everyday.!* Hence, the principle of history
itself is the character of the real. Reality is not the expression of the law
of identity (if a, not b) but rather the way the ultimate totality of the con-
crete is connected. But the material substance forms the ultimate principle
and history must avoid any dependence on principles outside of it. The
historical principle imparts history itself. The representative work of
actual ideological criticism, where Tosaka appealed to the materiality of
historical and social grounding, is the The Japanese Ideology (Nihon
ideorogiron), which disclosed the substance of “Japanism” and “liberal-
ism” tout court—the central ideology of the “golden age of fascism before
the war.”'® In actuality, bourgeois liberalism formed the “foundation of
society’s common sense” in Japan, whereby the philosophy of liberalism
produced the ideology of Japanism as a “Japan-style fascism” through the
instrumentality of a hermeneutic method that identified fixed meaning.
We often forget that when Tosaka wrote the preface to his book, he
confessed that it was modeled after Marx’s The German Ideology, even
though he recognized it was composed a hundred years later and in a dif-
ferent political location and historical circumstances. What Tosaka per-
ceived in Marx’s presentation of historical materialism was a critique of
the several philosophies in Germany that had delegated to themselves the
task of solving society’s troubles, comparable to the problems he was rec-
ognizing for his critique against an idealism that already was holding cer-
tain elements of Japanese society in its thrall. But it would be wrong to
conclude that Tosaka’s The Japanese ldeology was simply a superscript-
ing of Marx’s critique rather than a crucial rethinking and reworking of its
principal logic in order for it to speak to a different place and historical
moment. What Tosaka managed to take from the The German Ideology
was the operation of the inversion and the identification of philosophy’s
complicity in installing the misrecognized order of hierarchy whereby
spirit (culture) occupied the place of material life, as the heavenly reigned
over the earthly. He could agree with Marx that Kant was the bourgeoi-
sie’s “whitewashing spokesman” because both he and the class had failed
to notice that the theoretical ideas attributed to the class had as their basis

15. TJz, 3:72. The text is “Nichijosei no genri to rekishiteki jikan,” in 7z, 3:95-104; it is
translated as “The Principle of Everydayness and Historical Time” in this volume.
16. Yoshida, Tosaka Jun no tetsugaku, 304.
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“material interests” and “will” conditioned and determined by material
relations of production. Kant thus succeeded in separating these theoreti-
cal expressions from the very interests informing the making of “materi-
ally motivated determinations of the will of the French bourgeoisie into
pure self-determinations of ‘free will,” of the will in and for itself, of the
human will” and thus managed to convert it into ideology and moral pos-
tulates.'” Tosaka perceived that Japanese liberalism, in this respect, suf-
fered from the same defect of illusion dogging the German version, inas-
much as both refused to recognize the “correlation” of liberalism with the
“real” interests from which it derived and thus disavowed its reason for
existing by fixing its attention on “ideological reflections about real
liberalism.”'® In Marx’s criticism of Max Stirner, the transformation of the
final separation of the bourgeois liberal from the empirical figure is com-
pleted and the “middle class” (as the dominant class) is converted into a
“thought, nothing but a thought,” and the state comes forward as the “true
man.” In this way, an understanding of liberalism reverts back to its “sub-
limated” Hegelian forms, which means belonging to the sphere of the sa-
cred and the relation of the bourgeois to the modern state is transformed
into a holy relationship, a “cult.”!’ It was this particular itinerary that ex-
plains how liberalism became identified with the sacred, spiritual, cul-
tural, and transcendent—and provided Tosaka with the principal point of
his critique.

Tosaka saw in Japan’s incipient liberalism the same flight from eco-
nomic considerations, indeed from liberalism (jiyishugi) itself and the
interests informing such theoretical expression, which explained its easy
embrace of both cultural freedom and the religious. Although the origins
of liberalism derived from a recognition of the centrality of the eco-
nomic—capitalism—and its thinking reflected a reliance on political lib-
eralism, Tosaka argued that “liberal philosophy was not limited to having
a system faithful to liberal thought in general. Why this has been the case
is because the content of idealism has crawled into it entirely,” and there
is no guarantee that it any longer values the name of liberalism. “To this
extent, the ideal of liberalistic thinking has become a miscellany of

17. Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, Collected Works, 1845—47 (New York, International
Publishers: 1976), 5:195.

18. Ibid., 196.

19. Ibid., 196, 197-198.
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freedoms.”?® Elsewhere, Tosaka proposed that liberalism had become like
a large furoshiki, wrapping up a diversity of ideas in one bundle.? Liberal-
ism’s declaration of freedom from politics has become solely a problem
for cultural freedom. “This,” he charged, “is manifest in the liberalist ide-
als of contemporary liberals. One of the positions associated with this
ideal of liberal freedom has been to elevate it to the level of religious
consciousness.” Its presence is visible in a number of religions while both
Buddhism and Catholicism, he observed, were beginning to show signs of
cooperation with the state. Buddhism and especially its philosophy were
already identified with the “Japanese spirit.” “Today,” Tosaka continued,
“the way of the cultivated intelligentsia that has reached the (register) of
religious ideals is a special product of one kind of liberalist
consciousness.”” But what it showed above all else was the extent to
which liberalism had departed from its original vocation, no longer deter-
mined by political and economic interests and the social reality of contra-
dictions it has been forced to live and negotiate. Its identity with the reli-
gious meant that it had now become a form of absolutism at the conceptual
level of aligning with contemporary emperor-centered absolutism, even
though Tosaka never went so far as to make this connection explicit. In
exchange for an understanding of contemporary reality and its structure
of contradictions, liberalism turned to the promise of idealist philosophy
and its offer to grasp the contradictions either as an interior aporia and
disregard the force of the social or simply dismiss them altogether. For
Tosaka, a religious consciousness that moves toward exceeding the
bounds of liberalism constituted an accommodation with Japanism. Pure
religion or “only” religion did not exist, apart from residing in some re-
cessive Jamesian precinct of “private affairs.”?

The purpose of this account of how liberalism had shed its political
and economic vocation to become aligned with cultural freedom and of
how the religious itself had been enlisted to provide it with a transhistori-
cal authority was to show the extent to which the “basic component of its
system [liberalism] was refined” (seiren) into a “philosophy of hermeneu-
tics” that easily diverted explanation from the order of things to an unseen

20. Tosaka Jun, Nihon ideorogiron (Tokyo: Iwanami shoten, 1977), 19.

21. A furoshiki is a large Japanese handkerchief often used to wrap and carry items.

22. Tosaka, Nihon ideorogiron, 19—20.

23. Ibid., 21. Philosopher of pragmatism William James (1842—1910) is most famously
the author of The Varieties of Religious Experience (1902).
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order that produced fixed and unchanging meaning. In Tosaka’s reckon-
ing, hermeneutics, in its search for the source of ultimate meaning,
avoided the encounter with the earthly order and its materiality for an il-
lusory reunion with a transtemporal realm. Its most prominent result was
to accord privilege to what he called “literary liberalism” or a form of
“literary-ism” in its apprehension of social reality. In this regard, Tosaka
linked the formation of hermeneutics with the cultural freedom liberalism
had embraced after its abandonment of political economy. The most no-
table methodological production of hermeneutic philosophy was found in
its disciplinizing of philology as the principal instrument for the extrac-
tion of meaning and the interpretative enterprise it was made to serve.
This servitude of philology to hermeneutics constituted a form of coloni-
zation. “If the principle of the literary [bunkashugi] is the hermeneutic
method, which adopts literary categories based on the real, philology is
based only on literary-like interpretations and the study of the origins of
languages, derived from old texts and documents.” Tailoring the ideal of
method to explicating words and their etymologies, Tosaka reasoned that
its explanatory results were invariably constrained by a reliance on old
textual materials, namely the classics.

This procedure inevitably resulted in reworking the content of na-
tional history (and indeed became indistinguishable from it) according to
the classical templates since its aim was to replace the way contemporary
problems were understood and resolved under the authoritative impera-
tive of philological interpretations derived from explicating the textual
traces of antiquity.® In this way, a philologically based philosophic her-
meneutics was reduced to a preoccupation with securing access to, and
scouring the recesses of, a hidden order of meaning rather than engaging
the immediate requirements of contemporary material reality. With this
shifting of domains of discourse, the interpretative impulse meant moving
away from the temporal demands of the present to an atemporal and inde-
terminate zone of archaism—Tosaka’s analogue to Marx’s “ghostly” non-
place or “spiritual history” rooted in heaven rather than earth.2® “That phi-
losophy,” Tosaka stated, referring to hermeneutics, “became the perfect
instrument of Japanism the moment it was applied to national history.”?’

24. Ibid., 24-25.

25. Ibid., 25.

26. Marx and Engels, 5:160ff.

27. Tosaka, Nihon ideorogiron, 26.
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For rescuing the order of meaning and exchanging it for immediate real-
ity, philosophy was guilty of committing a “trick,” a conjuration. For lib-
eral thinkers philological interpretation of classic texts imparted a knowl-
edge of national history that observed no real division of time to supply
the occasion for ignoring the actual problems of contemporary society. It
is interesting to observe, in this connection, that the historian Hani Goro
had already shown how bourgeois historians had assiduously avoided
confronting a history of the present for a fixation with a static past, signi-
fying their fidelity to the bourgeois idea of studying history for its own
sake.”® Elsewhere, Tosaka, in a text specifically concerned with herme-
neutics, referred to its operation as a “camouflage” (giso) because he was
convinced that philology was not necessarily fated to exclusively provide
only the grounding of a timeless order of meaning to reinforce some form
of fascist cultural ideology (like Japanism) since examples were plentiful
to testify to its broader explanatory use.?” But the decision to utilize clas-
sical studies to understand the problems of the present constituted a sleight
of hand and exemplified how philology had become “philologism” (bun-
kengakushugi).*

For Tosaka, this ideological use of philology recalls for us, again, the
critique of Volosinov and Bakhtin produced a few years earlier, which
puts into question philology’s obsession with dead languages and their
claims to authority over living speech in a way that resembled the domi-
nation of dead labor over living labor. Where philology foundered, despite
its putative explanatory neutrality, was in providing the ground to support
“various forms of reaction on an international scale necessarily derived
from the content of capitalism itself.”! Philology’s defects were multiple:
The effort to explain words for things eliminated the necessary space be-
tween them, making the referent and the referred one and the same thing.
This identification was made possible by removing philology from the
historico-linguistic substance of language, whereby etymology becomes a
poor and inadequate example of historical investigation. Tosaka insisted
that the classics could not perform as a substitute for history and offered
no basis for determining the problems of the present-day. The disjuncture

28. Hani Gord, Hani Goré rekishiron chosakushii (Tokyo: Aoki shoten, 1967), 2:150-160.

29. See “Gisoshita kindaiteki kannen ron,” 211-233, and “Fukkd gensho no bunseki,” in
Tosaka, Nihon ideorogiron, 172—185.

30. Tosaka, Nihon ideorogiron, 26.
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between classical categories and current logic has meant only that the eth-
ics of an earlier time cannot be resituated in the present. Here, he was
clearly targeting Watsuji Tetsurd and indeed the whole structure of moral-
ity in contemporary Japan, which had been invested in installing the con-
tradictory claims of a timeless ethics exempted from history to curb the
social excesses of capitalist modernization. Finally, Tosaka was convinced
that while the translation of classical categories is a necessity for the mod-
ern present, it must always be informed by the full recognition that neither
the original form nor the content will ever be exactly reproduced. And nor
should it because history is never completed.

What caught Tosaka’s attention was the logic that drove the philo-
logical ideology into the domains of an ahistorical archaism. Because “the
history of the present developed from what would come before,” the fig-
ure of the archaic was positioned in such a way as to supply the means
with which to interpret and account for the (distorted) forms of contempo-
rary reality.*> A necessary presumption accompanying the imperative to-
ward archaism was the belief that the present represented a degraded de-
parture or lowering of standards achieved in an earlier time. At this point,
archaism joined Japanism and its project to expropriate national history
and colonize its terrain into the domain of an eternal spiritual history,
which Tosaka aligned with comparable developments in Mussolini’s Italy
and Nazi Germany because Japanism “shares (with them) a certain com-
mon interest.”* Moreover, archaism embodied the principle of “primitiv-
ism” (genshika), which resided at the heart of the modern state and guar-
anteed its claim to irreducible and exceptional uniqueness. This principle
of primitivism ultimately authorized the appeal to restore older social
forms like the family system and “feudal” social relationships that pre-
sumably had managed to surmount history to become the unwavering
model for both the family and the state in Japan’s modern society. But the
plea to primitivism was an escape hatch, a philosophic trompe-I’oeil
promising an illusory way out of history that opened the way to elevating
family and nation to the level of a politically absolute and transhistorical
existence. The importance of archaism lay in its reliance on mysticism
and apparition, whose effects all of its current and contemporary forms

32. Ibid.
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inadvertently conspired to display, time and again, how the timeless reli-
gious presence constituted both the mark of the modern and its thorough-
going political nature. In Tosaka’s understanding, archaism, spiritualism,
mysticism have all been colored by the tint of Japanism, just as contem-
porary forms of Asianism, Orientalism, and Imperial Wayism (odéoron)
reflected the imperative of spirit. Its absolutism is nothing more than the
application of a hermeneutic method employing the instrumentality of
philology to establish the dominion of a spiritual national history that ob-
serves no real temporal break between past and present. Even though Ja-
panism and its authorizing archaism revealed nuanced differences from
European versions of fascism, qualifying it as the cultural expression of a
“Japanese type,” it still constituted an inflection of the form of fascism
itself. If, as Tosaka suggested, its content actually emerged from the
humus of an archaic native history and the philological ideology serving
it, its archaic form and its rejection of time for duration shared a family
resemblance with cultural fascism and the “logic of a holistic society” in
Italy, Germany, Romania, and elsewhere in the world of the 1930s. But by
the same token, Tosaka recognized how hermeneutics had opened the way
to securing a broader-based kinship between diverse national fascisms to
constitute a representative philosophy of the times, as affirmed by the
“undisguised philologism of Martin Heidegger.””**

Hence, archaism, driven by the principle of primitivism, emerged
from the social contradictions of capitalism. For Tosaka its appearance
signified a moment of crisis when capitalism sought to think itself explic-
itly as transhistorical to overcome the contradictions it had produced in
the crucial interwar period. The way out it offered was to eternalize the
past into an eternal duration that no longer observed the markers of his-
torical division—the “mincing of time” Tosaka elsewhere described as the
condition of history. By superimposing a timeless archaic presence on the
present, capital and its state sponsor had found a way to regulate contem-
porary society. However, there was nothing uniquely Japanese about this
“solution,” according to Tosaka, which in the interwar conjuncture was
clearly visible throughout the industrial and industrializing world in the
conduct of many other nation-states. Even though there was a sharing of
this kind of nation-state form on an international scale, Tosaka warned of

34. Ibid., 27.
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its “chauvinistic” and exceptionalist excesses: “A number of people have
seen that the archaic phenomenon in contemporary Japan is connected to
various chauvinistic attitudes.” But, he continued, it was impossible to
separate the requirements of contemporary imperialism from those ani-
mating the “primitivistic ideal” fueling this “archaic phenomenon.” It
was this fearful imagery of the worst impulses of nationalistic exception-
alism and its imperial aspirations in the world of the 1930s that prompted
him elsewhere to call for a true “universalism,” by which he meant a form
of thinking and culture that “cannot do without translating on a worldly
scale in the broadest sense of meaning. Similar to that true literature that
has to be a ‘world literature,” a philosophy or theory that merely is under-
stood only by a certain nation or people is without exception a fraud.”¢
Here, it seems, is a glimpse of that world history Marx once claimed that
had yet to be written.

In The German Ideology, we know that the target of Marx’s withering
assault was philosophy, especially its idealistic avatar in Germany in the
1830s and 1840s. Prevented from living a modern history in reality, Ger-
many had to live it in thought. Hegel’s modern state applied only to Eng-
land and France. Germany’s backwardness substituted philosophy for an
engagement with lived social reality and a romanticized feudal past for
the present. With Tosaka, writing a century later, the perceived circum-
stances of Japan’s development as a late-developing nation permitted a
continuation of the parallelism but in a different historical register. The
need for philosophy derived from the exigencies of contemporary bour-
geois society as much as from any characteristic of bourgeois history.
What he meant by making this distinction is that while bourgeois history
already embodied a necessary relationship between the middle class and
the act of representation—as Marx had affirmed and dramatized in his
critique of philosophy accompanying the inauguration of capitalism in
Germany—Tosaka’s immediate present and the conjunctural circum-
stances challenging it necessitated the urgency of articulating a distinc-
tively bourgeois philosophy positioned to address and account for the cur-
rent situation. The problem he faced was trying to discern in the formation
of a decidedly modern philosophy the silhouette of fascism that relied on
neither appeals to the fantasy of feudal pasts nor the exotic lure of an
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imagined Oriental world. Targeting philosophy meant dissembling the
hermeneutic ambition to find and fix meaning and its desire to instantiate
the archaic as the means to collapse the temporal divide between past and
present. While the Japanese bourgeosie was probably more evolved than
its German counterpart in the mid-nineteenth century, it had never really
been given the opportunity to carry out its supposed historical task and
achieve its own political revolution. Its historical task was easily trans-
ferred to the world of philosophic idealism, which, for Tosaka, embodied
the ideology of contemporary bourgeois society represented best by think-
ers like Watsuji Tetsurd and his teachers, Tanabe Hajime and especially
Nishida Kitard.*’

Even though Nishida’s philosophy gestured toward mysticism and re-
ligiosity, it was less the sign of a feudal mentality or an atavistic Oriental-
ism since his philosophy was modern.*® While Tosaka acknowledged that
mysticism belongs to German romantic thought and reflects the historical
circumstances of backwardness, it is, nevertheless, still linked to “what
today must be called the ‘religious situation,”” which is possible to detect
in the content of Nishida’s philosophy.* Tosaka agreed that Nishida’s phi-
losophy was not cloaked in religion and mysticism in the usual sense, but
rather its traces were manifestly inscribed in his method—especially in
the way he justified even those who opposed it. “The method rested on the
standpoint of nothingness” as against a philosophy of being, even though
Tosaka rejected this claim. Despite attempts to associate Nishida’s phi-
losophy with the “new theology” that had contributed to uniting fascist
ideology in Germany and elsewhere, Tosaka was persuaded that no evi-
dence demonstrated a direct relationship. Nishida’s philosophy was noth-
ing more than a proper academic philosophy of a bourgeois society with
an explicit method arising from a concentration on the determination of
particular epistemological goals it seeks to employ.* The connection he
wanted to make was between class and politics (i.e., fascism) and this
explains why he argued so strenuously to show how Nishida’s philosophy
(and Kyoto by propinquity) represented a proper academic bourgeois phi-
losophy. In this regard, there is more than an echo of Marx’s attack on
Stirner and Bauer as spokesmen for the German petit bourgeoisie. Yet

37. Ibid., 235—239.
38. Ibid., 248.
39. Ibid., 237.
40. Ibid., 239.
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inscribed in the methodological rigor of Nishida’s philosophy lurked a
nagging romantic impulse, consciously directed to resolving the problem
of how to know, order, and systematize in thought the diverse categories
and the fundamental ideas related to existence.

According to Tosaka, there was a genealogy for this effort to interpret
the world as a categorical system, beginning with Fichte and threading its
way through Schelling to Hegel: It was a genealogy that represented noth-
ing more than the life and death process of German romantic philosophy.
In Tosaka’s judgment, Nishida completed this philosophic trajectory
(whose lesser acolytes Marx had already demolished), taking it as far as it
could go, “down to its purest and most self-conscious form.”*! This “com-
pleting” was the characteristic standpoint of Nishida’s philosophy, inas-
much as it, like one of the earlier stages in the itinerary completed by
Hegel, was “a natural phenomenon issuing from the self-conscious goal
of the romantic categorical systematization of the world.” As a result of
the “completion” of the philosophical genealogical tableau, Tosaka con-
ceded that Nishida’s philosophy must become the problem and advised
turning attention, once again, to explaining its construction of a methodol-
ogy committed to grasping existence. The resolution of the problem at
hand, he warned, was not easily captured by simply determining whether
existence is substantial (material) or spiritual. Rather the resolution must
distinguish between the category of existence and existence itself and un-
derstand how the idea is completed.

Tosaka wondered how a philosophical method, founded on the logic
of nothingness and that therefore presumed the operation of a dialectical
law, resulted only in “clarifying meaning of that which had become
dialectical.”*? In spite of operating under the sign of the dialectic, he was
convinced that the method never really employed it. Instead, the method
was driven by a logic concerned only with “interpreting how to consider
the meaning of dialectics (itself).” Even though it appeared to be con-
cerned with apprehending the meaning of what calls itself dialectics, it
has never managed to rise above the act of fixing meaning to actually
consider it dialectically. Whether it was addressing the dilemma of “con-
tinuity of discontinuity” or the “rationality of unrationality,” the method

41. Ibid., 240.
42. Ibid., 245.
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has never passed beyond revealing its reliance on “one kind of transdia-
lectical mysticism.” Apart from employing the “logic of nothingness,”
Tosaka charged, “it was nothing but a denial of the dialectic of existence”
that resulted in a “dialectics of nothing” for its failure to “treat existence.”
“The logic of nothingness was nothing more than a deformation [wai-
kyoku], which exchanged the management of things [jibutsu] for the
meaning elicited by the facts.”* Tosaka reasoned that Nishida’s logic,
with its momentous exchanging of things for interpretation, was actually
undermined by virtue of the impossibility involved in “sufficiently man-
aging the meaning brought to facts, because it is not possible to manage
things themselves.” But the real question relates only to how meaning is
made independently from these facts and things. Specifically, the predica-
ment he discerned was deciding not what things are in actuality but rather
determining how what conveys meaning is “valued in the name of these
things.”* It is important to recognize in this move the inversion demanded
by commodity exchange of an exchange of the concrete—the thing for an
abstraction, undoubtedly calling attention to the operation of commodity
exchange. Yet it revealed in condensed form the whole inversion from
material life to spiritual existence, which, according to Tosaka, was initi-
ated the moment liberalism abandoned politics and economics for religion
and culture. The most important consequence of this inversion was to re-
place a history of the present—a history responsive to the immediacies of
contemporary social reality—with the history of an indeterminate past, a
bad history for a good one. Moreover, he continued, it is not what society,
history, and nature are but what meaning the idea of society, history, and
nature possess, what position they occupy in the categorical system of
meaning. As an example, Tosaka offered the following: “Society doesn’t
only possess meaning for the I-and-thou relationship.” When you begin to
pick out and choose words and phrases from within the capacious “self-
conscious determination of nothingness,” it is no different for countless
readers who will invest diverse meanings with their own usage. The point
he wished to emphasize is that the presumed authority claimed for the
archaic precedent could offer no ground for fixing a singular meaning for
all times. Hence, the “logic of nothingness” has made only the “‘logical

43. Ibid., 246.
44. Ibid.
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significance’ of things and facts the problem.”* With its method, steeped
in a hermeneutic philosophy dedicated to illuminating meaning, it is im-
possible to escape the approach to being and existence as if it were simply
an idea.

Tosaka reported that Nishida’s great colleague at Kyoto, Tanabe Ha-
jime, resembled Hegel insofar as both were idealists who shared a rigor-
ous antimaterialism, a description Tanabe might have welcomed. But
Nishida, he continued, inverted this position and made it into a negative
logic. Why the theory of nothingness fails as a logic is because it has no
capacity to think through existence, which, for Tosaka and materialism,
started with the production of material life and the satisfaction of needs. It
was always stopping short of taking this step to remain captive to the end-
less search for “logical meaning.” Owing to this pursuit, Tanabe was em-
boldened to portray Nishida’s philosophy as a “gothic temple” and with-
held “prais(ing) this attitude because it had failed to consider that late
romanticism had retreated to the darkness of the middle ages.”* Yet, To-
saka concluded, Nishida had no taste for the feudal, it was not his style.
His thinking rather produced a modern philosophy that supplied a “thank-
ful spiritual offering to the bourgeoisie.”” As for the cultivated contempo-
raries (gendaijin) of modern capitalism in Japan, it was now possible to
discover in the precincts of Nishida’s philosophy a habitat for the home-
less, culturally free consciousness of the bourgeois self. But we must re-
member that the cost for this cultural freedom was enabled by the flight of
political liberalism, which had opened its doors to welcome a diversity of
ideas, often clashing with each other. Such a veritable witches’ brew of
ideologies made possible its fateful encounter with the religious and
hermeneutics that prepared the way for fascism in the form of an archaism
empowered to replace the exemplars of national history with a new spiri-
tual history called Japanism. “It was for this reason that (Nishida’s phi-
losophy) became the representative of cultural liberalism (as opposed to
economic, political liberalism)” and explains its “popularity” with a
class—the bourgeoisie—that fought for self-definition through cultural
authority and won.*

45. Ibid.
46. Ibid., 248.
47. Ibid.
48. Ibid., 249.
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The question still remains: What did the postwar era forfeit by con-
signing Tosaka and his critique to forgetfulness and silence? The answer
is probably far more important than any of us can imagine. Yet the transla-
tions and essays collected in this volume, the first of its kind in English,
will provide both the necessary dimension of diversity denoting the re-
markable range of interests and engagement exemplified in Tosaka’s writ-
ings and a beginning to grasping the power of their potential for envision-
ing the new in a present already committed to the regime of repeating its
failed past.
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The Principle of Everydayness
and Historical Time

Translated by Robert Stolz

“The Principle of Everydayness and Historical Time” (Nichijosei no genri
to rekishiteki jikan) first appeared in 1930 in the journal Riso, no. 21. It
was reprinted in Tosaka’s edited collection Gendai tetsugaku kowa (Lec-
tures on Contemporary Philosophy) in 1934. In this essay Tosaka takes
great care to establish historical time as a philosophical, and ultimately
political, category itself—one not dependent on or reducible to other theo-
ries, neither idealist versions of phenomenological, intuitive, or psycho-
logical time, nor the empty homogeneous time of the natural sciences.
Tosaka’s displacement of the site of praxis from consciousness and cul-
ture to historical time crystallized in the present as a fundamental
“everyday-ness” has many implications for criticism and politics and, to-
gether with his theory of space in “On Space” (Kukanron), formed the
basis from which Tosaka launched his cultural critiques of the 1930s.

“The Principle of Everydayness and Historical Time” is translated from the
1934 text in Tosaka Jun zenshii (Tokyo: Keisd shobd, 1966), 3:95-104.

I think it is necessary to draw the reader’s attention to the principle that
may be fairly called everydayness. It is a principle that governs an ex-
tremely wide field, but my use of everydayness is different from the one
heard in everyday speech. In this essay I want to problematize this prin-
ciple.

The problem of everydayness is connected to the general, which is to

3
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say abstract, structure of history. The problem concerns the principle of
history. Now, if we say things like the principle of history, or the general
structure of history, we find that our problem returns to a theory of time—
historical time. So what is the nature of historical time? In answering this
question the existence and character of the principle of everydayness will
come into relief.

If we do not confine ourselves to history we find that any attempt to
represent time clearly (evident) results in merely a more conscientious
re-presentation of a representation of time.! This means that time can only
be represented temporally. Because of this, the representation of time be-
comes a question of the temporal representation of things. But this makes
time first and foremost a problem of consciousness. We are then faced
with the situation that time seems to belong to consciousness, and that it
is first uncovered in consciousness.

But if we continue in this line of thinking, things like historical time
become mere appendages of the time of consciousness; let’s tentatively
call this phenomenological time. If this is true, history, its own principle
and the general structure of that principle—that is historical time—must
be borrowed from the phenomenon of consciousness. Which is to say the
principle of history must be borrowed from a phenomenon outside of his-
tory. Thus the principle of history becomes something not of history itself;
historical principle becomes nothing more than the application of some
ahistorical something or other—and the specificity of historical time dis-
appears. It becomes nothing other than ahistorical time, and our prob-
lem—historical time—is conveniently erased.

Already it is clear that for our problem to become a problem at all, and
for it to have a resolution, time cannot be thought of as first and foremost
belonging to consciousness. This means that the problem of historical
time can in no way be a subject of phenomenology.

It is usually said that the natural sciences have made time quantifiable.
Putting aside whether or not this is true, we must be wary of this explana-
tion. If making something measurable means merely making it quantifi-
able or spatializing it, there is no problem. But while natural science may
make time divisible within a generic representation of time, are not people
in the habit of thinking about this uncritically? Parsing time, that is, mak-

1. “Evident,” written in Roman characters, is Tosaka’s own gloss of meihakuteki (clearly).
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ing it measurable, seems to mean quantification and spatialization. But it
is the parsing itself that makes time possible. This is exactly the opposite
of what most people think.

Now, if we imagine a “pure” (?)> time that does not have, that cannot
have, any parsing, this is a pure duration.* (Why? Because if the continu-
ity were to slacken even a little bit it would become impure; it is then that
a gap may be made in it and it may be thought that this is where a rupture
may occur.) Such a pure (?) time, a ceaseless flow, is probably the flow of
consciousness. But first we must ask: Does consciousness, in the general
meaning of the word, in fact flow? I do not want to say that consciousness
stops. Clearly it is fine to say that consciousness progresses—but is that a
flow? 1f the continuum of consciousness—and this means the flow—were
like a continuum [renzoku] of real numbers in mathematics, we could
never problematize the qualitative difference between two points of this
flow. There is no space between the numbers. It can never become an
object of inquiry. So, in order to problematize this issue, consciousness
does not flow continuously but, as it were, moves only in quantum leaps—
which is to say, it does not flow. So I declare: Time in the consciousness,
phenomenological time, and what is thought of as pure duration, even
these, if undivided, are not really time.

If there are people who cannot accept that time must be parsed, most
likely those people are thinking of temporality [toki] rather than time
[jikan]. Actually, the phenomenological time of the consciousness and the
relation between the conscious and the unconscious is always dealt with
by the category of temporality. But if treated in this way, time—meaning
parsed temporality—has already become not time and, importantly, tem-
porality maintains a solid relationship with the representation of eternity.
Eternal things are the exact opposite of temporal things. At the same time

2. Tosaka often includes a parenthetical question mark, and occasionally exclamation
marks, when he is using language that his own philosophy does not allow—or he thinks is
absurd in the given context. Here he is rejecting the language of purity that will be shown to
be a mere idealist pretension (see below).

3. The main interlocutor here is Henri Bergson (1859—1941) and his theory of durée. See,
for example, Henri Bergson, Matter and Memory, trans. N. M. Paul and W. S. Palmer (New
York: Zone Books, 1991). Beyond this immediate context, this concept of pure time, or
durée, is central to the phenomenological concept of the “eternal now,” a kind of temporality
that brackets the past and is characteristic of many Kyoto School philosophers such as
Nishida Kitard and Tanabe Hajime.
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temporality is the shadow of eternity (Plato, Plotinus, St. Augustine). The
way of thinking that treats time as temporality by ignoring its divisions
originates in thinking that historical time is firstly an example of phenom-
enological time. This is none other than the device we called the purifica-
tion of time. But time, in order to be time, absolutely must be parsed. In
Aristotle, for example, it is parsed by means of the breaths in physical
exertion (in broken movements and at different junctures; i.e., it is neces-
sary to rest at each breath). In other words, by means of the pauses in
motion, because divisions enter into the temporality of the whole activity,
time becomes defined by the number of separate motions. In this limited
sense, by inserting divisions, we may talk of making time measurable and
quantifiable.

Yet in the natural sciences the method of inserting divisions itself is so
completely accomplished that people have made the divisions indepen-
dent; the division replaces time itself. Time is defined by its divisions
(hours and time frames). But exaggerating the division in this way (in the
method of division) means the natural sciences have made time com-
pletely homogenous.* That is to say, though it is true the natural phenom-
enon of the earth’s rotation is taken as a standard of measurement, once
established, that unit breaks free and may be placed anywhere in time.
Oddly, the notion that it is acceptable to insert any division in any place—
this is what is meant by homogeneity—also means that, regarding tempo-
ral units, it is equally fine to insert or not to insert a division. If this is
done, this time, this division, is an empty placeholder. Thus the result of
exaggerating the division is that divisions of time in the natural sciences
transform into the opposite of divisions of time. In other words, divisions
become superficial and arbitrary; they have no relationship to the content
of time. This is part and parcel of the measurement and spatialization of
time.*

*In the natural sciences the concept of non-spatializable—irrevers-
ible—which is to say pure time, is entropy. Yet even an increase in en-
tropy is divided into packets of energy quanta.

So if we exaggerate the removal of the principle of divisibility from
the concept of time, time becomes temporality and temporality is made

4. Here Tosaka’s use of “exaggerating” with respect to the independence of the time
frames in the natural sciences comes close to the Marxist term “reifying” or even “fetishiz-
ing,” but these are not terms Tosaka will use in this essay.
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eternal, as with the phenomenological concept of time suggested in ex-
pressions like “time stops” or “the eternal now.” On the other hand, if we
isolate and exaggerate the principle of divisibility, time is spatialized and
is no longer time (as in the natural sciences). In the end, these two con-
cepts of time are nothing more than caricatures of two kinds of time that
come from totalizing partial aspects.

Both of these concepts mean the complete denial of historical time.
Such is the result of two lines of thought united in their consideration of
time as something that cannot be first and foremost historical time. In re-
ality making time into temporality is the same as making history eternal;
it is making history circular. And here history becomes eternal recurrence
(see Nietzsche). Thus history is already something other than history; it
becomes some sort of a cosmology. Indeed, it is said that Dante’s cosmog-
raphy is an expression of the Christian philosophy of history. Viewed in
this light, natural-scientific time parallels those eternal cycles that use
heavenly bodies as a standard. Just like the return of the spring equinox,
Christ, too, must surely have a second coming. Something people must
recognize is that both thinking of time as temporality and spatializing time
are part of the same tendency. Both the mythologizing of time and its
vulgarization have the same result. And just what is that identical result?
It is the neglect of historical time, the forgetting of the proper parsing of
time—though just what that means we have yet to see.

Historical time is the fundamental concept of temporal things. And
within that—without overemphasizing or understating it—is the division.
But what is a division of historical time?

It is period (Zeif). A time frame with its divisions and endpoints estab-
lished according to historical compartmentalizations (époche) means a
period. But this period is not the period of the natural sciences. (In fact, it
is closer to the grammatical meaning.) If we ask why, it is because this
parsed time—historical time—comes from the contents of that time itself.
This is already different from the arbitrary and external way of the natural
sciences (see above).

5. This refers in general to the phenomenological reification of the “now” at the cost of all
other termporal senses and actualities. It also specifically targets much of the Kyoto School
philosophy of Nishida and Tanabe that often referred to this sense of temporality. Below
Tosaka will argue that the now is a specific moment within historical time, and the implica-
tions of this inclusion in historical time have fatal consequences for the phenomenological
theory of temporality as applied to history, politics, and practice.
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Historical time is divided into periods according to its own contents.
Contents are probably endlessly diverse due to the simple fact that they
culminate not in form but in content. At the same time, when these con-
tents are viewed as belonging to some kind of modality, what is important
is the concept of character. After all, this is because character is the cat-
egory that grasps content with respect to content and not form. In his-
torical time, the unity of various characteristics made into a modality is
differentiated and parsed into periods possessing various characters.
Character differs from individuality or individual (in-dividuum, a-tom):
something that cannot be further divided because it is already an indivis-
ible thing. In fact, quite the contrary, character is itself the standard by
which one establishes the division. (A principle that divides without this
kind of determinate standard based in content—meaning one that divides
formally—is the principle of individuation.) Periods have various charac-
ters. Furthermore various characters give us periods. So the duration
(quantity) of a period changes depending on the nature (quality) of the
character, not the reverse. For this reason, it is the opposite of periodiza-
tion in the natural sciences. This difference originates solely in the fact
that historical periods come from their own historical contents—and the
means to grasp those contents is the category of character.®

Character can also be seen as the extremely elastic, robust atom of
history. An even better example might be a monad which, with its win-
dows open and freely breathing in the air, expands and contracts.” It may
be thought that in this way history is heterogeneous and in this limited
sense history is continuous. This is most likely what it means to say his-
tory is particular. History is that which is drawn out by the shape of his-
torical time and by the existence of these characters in history. This means
it belongs to exactly one kind of quantity—the division. This division is
both a qualitative thing and a measurable quantity. It is not the period of
the natural sciences.

We said character is the concept and means to grasp the content of
history. But this means is not something anyone can just think up or cre-

6. For a discussion of the implications for history and criticism of this relation of quantity
and quality of historical periods, see the essay “Here, Now: Everyday Space as Cultural
Critique” in this volume.

7. This is likely a reference to Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz’s Monadology (1714), but con-
trary to Leibniz’s theory where the monad had no window by which to take in influence from
the outside, the fundamental condition of Tosaka’s monads (modalities) of historical time, or
periods, is that they necessarily receive their own status from such interactions.
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ate; it is produced by history itself. Character is like the fruit that when
ripe, on its own, drops from the tree of history. When it does fall, people
must catch it without fail. It is best to say that people merely discover
certain characters within history. But it must also be said that in what
manner people faithfully receive this fruit depends on the character of the
people themselves. The question of how their character is connected to
history’s—the period’s—character is also determined by this character
that has ripened. The problem thus returns to the question of people’s
historical sense.

People’s characters are not the character of their isolated selves alone;
they are determined by and implicated in the general character of their
contemporaries. The general character of their contemporaries, by the
way, is merely one part of a pair of things, which also includes the char-
acter of the period itself. This pairing is the relation between the charac-
ter of the period and the character of the people who discover that char-
acter.

But this alone is not yet a true explanation of character. Just what
causes character to fall from the tree? (Note: In historical time the word
“cause” is entirely adequate.)

In reality, what is it that attaches a character to a period? It is politics.
(A thing like cultural history [bunkashi], which does not periodize by
means of politics, cannot even be considered one piece of a total history.)
But in the last instance (to enable a total recognition of existence itself),
where does the modality of politics originate? It is in the material rela-
tions and forces of production. Because of this “in the last instance,” the
various characters in history begin with and originate in the material rela-
tions and forces of production resulting in a determinate modality. This is
the genealogy of character in history. It is by means of these sorts of char-
acteristics that a character is attached to a period.

So if we return to the correlation between the character of a historical
period and the character of the people who receive it, we must incorporate
the very powerful concept of class as a mediation between contempo-
raries—that is, society—and the individual. This is because taking the
material relations and forces of production as the origin inevitably results
in questions of class and results in questions of class in a specific way—
oppositionally. In collecting the fruit, the basket of class is essential.

In this sense history is about character. Historical time (historical prin-
ciple made manifest by becoming a period) and character are of equal
value. Historical time, period, and character all interrelate in this way.
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Historical time comes from the series of individual kinds of various
periods. The various periods all have their own unities, unitary measures,
and fotalities; we may say each period is, as it were, organic (this is not to
say that society is organic but that the period and character of society are
organic).® The single, organic quality of the period—it occupies a certain,
particular position—corresponds to the origin of the series of periods that
is historical time itself. Through the process of constructing its own mo-
dality (Formbildung), the period itself alters that modality (Formwesche).
This means that even as a certain form of life exists, it is approaching
death, and that in death the seed of a new form of life is created. Because
of this, the series of periods in historical time can be considered especially
dialectical. A period then is none other than the dialectical development
of various stages of historical time.

This does not mean that the period is the foundation from which the
historical series is constructed. Quite the contrary, the period is first de-
fined by means of the totality of the periodizations of historical time.
Stages are attached to particular periods by means of their relationship to
the totality of historical time. Because a period depends on just what kind
of totality that period is placed into, even though the method of attaching
stages may differ, this relationship is not so strange. Against the whole of
historical time the period is given a configured orientation.” This is be-
cause in a certain sense, the period freely expands and contracts. It goes
without saying that this gestalt quality expresses the equal value of both
historical time and character. Fundamentally, the character itself is the
principle of configuring [Konfigurieren] the dominant and subsidiary
characters in relation to each other.

Again, an example from the natural sciences: The phenomenon of the
earth’s rotation is a taken as a standard period. But because the standard is

8. Tosaka is making sure that his use of the word “organic” cannot be confused with the
rightist theory of “organic society,” a key aspect of the fascist ideology of the state based on
the natural, harmonious, “organic community” of the folk.

9. Tosaka uses the German words Konfigural, Konfiguralitdt, and Konfigurieren, written
in the Latin alphabet throughout this paragraph and the next. He takes these terms from
discrete mathematics which is the study of objects that have distinct values—such as inte-
gers and logical statements—that do not flow into one another forming a smooth continuity
but maintain their distinctness. These terms are also used in Gestalt psychology to say not
merely that the whole is greater than the sum of its parts, but that a historical period’s very
status as a part is dependent on the whole and vice verse. This use comes close to Tosaka’s
rejection of cultural history as even a part of a total history (see above).
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given as fixed by the totality of the earth’s rotation, in determining the
particular period [shuki] there is, as it were, no gap between the totality
and the particular. This use of the word “period”” means both the piece cut
out from the whole and, at the same time, it also means the totality. Be-
cause of this, there is absolutely no room for our gestalt quality to operate.
Both of these “periods” fall on the same plane. In this sense a natural-
scientific period is two-dimensional [ heimenteki). Historical period, how-
ever—that is, one where there is a configured quality—in a different
meaning of the term, may be said to be three-dimensional. Crucially, it is
the concept of character that prevents the three-dimensional contents of
historical time from being flattened into a two-dimensional plane.

The equal value of historical time and character is again made clear.
Yet, despite all that has been said to this point, the most important feature
of historical time remains to be expressed.

Indeed, the motivation for making historical time a human problem is
clearly justified: There is no escaping the fact that people live [seikatsu
suru] within historical time. It is the time of our lives; we must now re-
mind ourselves of this fact.

Obviously we all live in the present; so where in historical time do we
place our present?

Certain people expand the present all the way to eternity in phrases
like “the present in the past” or “the present in the future” or “the present
in the present.” In other words, the present equals a generalized past, pres-
ent, and future, which in turn equals a generalized time, which equals
temporality, and from there we’re off to eternity—behold “the eternal
now.” Then there are others who think of the present as a point in geom-
etry, as something with no length. The instant that the present is thought,
it is already the past, and so on. But both of these extremes are merely the
flipside of the same mistaken conception of the present. Pushing the issue
we find it is because neither conceive of the present as a period into which
a division has infiltrated. Eclectic explanations perhaps consider the pres-
ent as not having a point but a “fringe” or perhaps in terms of differential
calculus.'” But it goes without saying that all eclectic explanations are in
the same situation as the previous two extremes. In both differential cal-
culus and the “fringe” view, it seems that there is temporal parsing when
really there is none. This kind of present is not a historical period.

10. “Fringe” is written here in Roman characters.
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I want to caution that all these conceptions of the present come from
the phenomenological concept of time. Our consciousness may indeed
live in the phenomenological concept of time—but it is equally obvious
that our bodies cannot.

The place where we actually go about our lives is a present [genzai]
that exists in historical time, a present that is part of a certain period, in-
deed, the present period [gendai]. To say that we live in the present period
of course does not teach us anything especially new. What I wish to say is
merely this: This present period is a particular period brought into relief
through the parsing of historical time. That is to say, the present period has
a limited duration (neither infinitely short nor long), but this duration is
not like that of ordinary numbers; it is a unique, particular period influ-
enced by the character of historical time that acts like a dependent vari-
able.

Why is the present a unique, particular period? It is because here in the
present is the accent of the totality of historical time. It is because here is
the core, the focal point of the character of historical time. It is because
the three-dimensional nature of historical time is concentrated here.

Now the reader will surely notice that with all of the various regulari-
ties of historical time, here, for the first time, emerges the crystallized
core. Historical actions, and narratives even, must take the present period
as the point of origin; it seems necessary to state this anew.

The important thing is that this present period is freely expandable and
contractable within the bounds of necessity. Depending on the situation,
the present period may be reduced to “today” or to “now.” Nevertheless,
this “now” has the same quality—the same presentness [genzaisei], the
same reality [genjitsusei] of the present historical period. At the level of
principle this means the principle of the present period is the principle of
today. This is the principle of today—the principle of the quotidian.

In this way, historical time comes to be governed by the “principle of
everydayness.” In the principle of the day-to-day—the principle of the
quotidian—in the constant repetition of the same act though it is a differ-
ent day, in the common activity of drinking tea, in the absolute inevitabil-
ity of the principle of everyday life—in these things dwells the crystal-
lized core of historical time; here lies the secret of history. The concept of
character that we said has equal value with historical time in reality now
appears as the principle of everydayness.

We said the present is governed by necessity and reducible to “today”;
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but what sort of necessity governs it? It is governed by the necessity of the
life of practice. Most likely for postulated individuals, people impossibly
rich in leisure time [seikatsusha], for them, there are probably many pres-
ents and present periods as well. This is because, for them, the present,
one in which the concept of today is necessary, really never impinges on
their lives. If today is bad, tomorrow or the day after will be better. Op-
posed to this, in a broad and practical sense, for the “worker” [rodosha],
the work absolutely must be done today. And so, for them, the present is
brooded over and becomes the concept of today—with history thus con-
fined to the level of practice, the present draws ever nearer until it is
“today.” And thus the principle of today, the principle of everydayness,
uniformly governs historical time. Precisely this is the spirit of history.

The principle of everydayness is the principle of presentness. It is the
principle of reality, the principle of factuality [jijitsusei]. Accordingly, it
is the principle of practice [jissensei]. To sum up, the principle of every-
dayness is the principle of reality and factual truth. In other words, it is not
the principle of possibility; this we must not forget.*

*It is usually thought that talk of principles comes under the aegis of
possibility. It is therefore imagined that the principle of possibility is all
there is. But if done in this way, history becomes something without any
principle at all. Is it not true that there are many occasions when people
think of history irrationally?

I will explain the contents of this principle a bit more. The reader will
no doubt permit me to relate a story about myself. If I have no work to do,
I cannot find any legitimate, ethical justifications to worry over my lim-
ited lifetime confined by this famous idea of death." This is truly a luxuri-
ous privilege. But if I do have work to do, because my time is limited, I
can no longer waste even a single day. The reason is if my life is without
end, I can always safely put off my work from one day to the next. I will
always have a chance to recover lost time. Without the risk of wasting
time, I may calmly spend my days sleeping and relaxing. But because
someday death will indeed come, my work must be completed within a
definite time period. This final death is even the ultimate reason for the
existence of a deadline for this manuscript. Perhaps even more than writ-

11. Translator’s note: This is a reference to Heidegger’s “being toward death” (Sein zum
Tode), a way of being that through the realization of one’s own mortality is supposed to bring
a human being’s existence (Dasein) into authentic perspective.
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ing this manuscript, under the same circumstances, my reading some book
has value for me. But if I were to put off reading the book until tomorrow,
it seems likely that the contents of the book will not have changed much
in that time. Opposed to this, there is danger in putting off to tomorrow the
writing of this manuscript because tomorrow a friend may call on me. So,
no matter what I write, I must finish this manuscript today. Under the
aegis of today’s circumstances, the previous valuation of the two jobs col-
lapses. The sense of vision that comes from the presentness of today, from
the character of the now, constructs an independent priority of values.
Because of this, I cannot be allowed to measure the value system embed-
ded in the reality of today with the categories of tomorrow. In accord with
my limited lifetime, it is absolutely unavoidable that today’s work be
tended to today, and tomorrow’s tomorrow. Speaking from the standpoint
of planning a work, the present of today imparts this kind of law of per-
spective to the construction and organization of what to do before and
what to do after. Thus this principle of the quotidian is the principle of
everydayness. (Of course, if left uncorrected this is an insufficient model
of the relationship between my individual self and society—or as a mem-
ber of a class, or again, a single day of today and a single day in world
history.)!2

Historical time is governed by the principle of everydayness. Further-
more, the exchanging of today for tomorrow or yesterday for today cannot
be allowed. This is because doing so confuses the actual with the possible
and this ignores the principle of factual reality.

In the end I will show the real world applications of this principle. But
here I will confine myself to problems of logic.

A characteristic of what is called formal logic is that it mediates things
that fall on two identical planes. Things that move and act within these
planes are fundamentally contradictory. For example, on one plane, “A” is
o and, at the same time, is not something else like B. However, on the
other plane, “A” could very well be B. (But if so, it is already not a..) And

12. Though only hinted at here, Tosaka has a complex theory of a given historical period’s
reception by that period’s people who have their own historical sense—a relationship that is
neither a simple determination from base to superstructure nor one determined by objective
or subjective class position. For an example of the complex relations between history and the
present, see the example in Chapter 10 of The Japanese Ideology, “The Fate of Japanism:
From Fascism to Emperorism,” translated by John Person in this volume. A more formal
examination of the topic appears in “An Outline of Ideology” (Ideorogii gairon, 1932).
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so in the vertical relationship between these two planes, the law of contra-
diction is not played out. On the first plane, the object “A” is a, but if “A”
has a concrete mutability, on the second plane it is of course not a. (It is
B or something else, for example.) Rather than displaying “A’s” contradic-
tory nature, this situation demonstrates “A’s” materiality. Thus, this so-
called formal logic is merely a kind of three-dimensional logic of different
planes. It goes without saying that this just-illustrated three-dimensional
logic is none other than dialectical logic, but what does this three-
dimensionality mean?

If we deal with objects practically, the development of successive
regularities is, one after the other, revealed to us." This seems to be a suc-
cession for our own convenience but in reality it is a matter of principle.
It is part of the peculiar character of objects themselves. Accordingly, it
corresponds to the successive development of the various regularities seen
when matter is in motion—meaning, historically. Because of this, the gap
between the previous first and second planes—its three-dimensionality—
must be said to correspond to an object’s historical changes. Logic is
three-dimensional because it corresponds to Aistorical time.

Now, for things that are especially historical—in other words, for his-
torical, social things—in order to deal with these things practically, logic
must be completely unified with this just-illustrated historical time (not
simply correspond to it). In other words, logic must be governed by the
principle of everdayness. And so, temporal perspective—the distinction
between earlier and later, foreground and background—this kind of law of
perspective means the difference between the values stemming from logic.
In the end, aligning the reality given by the present with the possibility of
the future (ideality, imagination, anticipation, fear, anxiety, and so on)—in
a non-everyday, formalistic manner—is necessarily a fiction that renders
any of our practical actions impossible. This fiction is called a ufopia. For
this utopia to be exposed as such, the principle of everydayness that gov-
erns logic should be made clear. But in fact, today this utopia almost com-
pletely dominates the philosophies of idealism.

The real world applications of the principle of everydayness are not
exhausted by the above example. Indeed, it is a fundamental principle of
every historical and social object. This is because it goes without saying

13. “Regularities” here mean the fundamental things that act upon an object and help de-
termine it. Space and time are the most basic of these; see, for example, Plato’s Timaeus.
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that historical time and the equally important “character” make the prin-
ciple of everydayness.

If I may be permitted a rather bold comparison, does not the principle
of everydayness occupy a place in the historical imagination just as Ein-
stein’s Theory of Relativity and Heisenberg’s Uncertainty Principle do in
physics? People could very well discover a number of similarities be-
tween the nature of these principles. If, in the end, this principle proves
the validity of the doctrine of historical materialism and the equally im-
portant dictates of logic, the comparison may no longer seem so unjust.



On Space (Introduction
and Conclusion)

Translated by Robert Stolz

“On Space” (Kitkanron) first appeared in Iwanami koza: Tetsugaku (Iwa-
nami Lectures: Philosophy) in 1931 and was later reprinted in Tosaka’s
own 1936 edited collection Gendai yuibutsuron kowa (Lectures on Con-
temporary Materialism). “On Space” is a continuation of Tosaka’s earlier
university study in the history and philosophy of science, particularly con-
cepts of space, in the late 1920s. But this text is also a confrontation with
the question of Being (Seinfrage) of German philosophy, especially the
Heideggerian philosophy of Being popular in Japanese philosophical cir-
cles, which included Miki Kiyoshi, Watsuji Tetsurd, Kuki Shiizd, and
many others. The main word for Being in this text is sonzai, which may
just as easily be translated as “existence.” To maintain a sense of debate
with Heidegger—begun in “‘Busshitsu’ no testugaku gainen” (The Philo-
sophical Concept of Matter), the essay immediately prior to “On Space”
in the 1936 volume—this translation uses Being or being(s) to translate
sonzai, aru, yii, and others. It maintains this translation even for passages
clearly influenced by Lenin’s Materialism and Empirio-criticism (1909)
when the word “existence” might be more appropriate, as in Lenin’s fa-
mous phrasing: “Nature may be infinite, but it infinitely exists.” Section T,
“The Problem of Space (Introduction),” and Section 4, “Everyday Space
(Conclusion)” are translated here. Sections 2, “Intuitive Space,” and 3,
“Geometrical Space and the Space of Physics,” are not translated. For

17
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summaries of these two sections, see the essay “Here, Now: Everyday
Space as Cultural Critique” in this volume.

“On Space” is translated from the 1936 text in Tosaka Jun zenshii (Tokyo:
Keisd shobd, 1966), 3:239—266.

1. The Problem of Space (Introduction)

Space, or the concept of space, has emerged as a specific problem in prac-
tically every philosophy and every field of thought. Space has become an
issue even in theories of painting and sculpture and in theories of the
theater and cinema. Indeed, our sight, touch, and hearing, this world—the
actually existing world [ jitsuzaikai]—cannot be separated from some
spatial determination. For us, every day of our lives is spent under the
governance of this space. Given this, it is really not so strange that space
has been taken up as an object of inquiry by nearly all theories and sci-
ences or that the problem of space has permeated every field. Yet despite
all this interest in space, every approach to the problem is undertaken in-
dependently with no relation to others and so a piecemeal approach to the
problem of space has won out. No matter from what direction theory or
science may approach it, with respect to space, instead of approaching the
problem head on, it is treated as a merely partial, particular problem. An
illustration: We simply have no knowledge of some actual thing called
“spatial theory” [kitkanron] as a discipline of science or philosophy passed
down to us through history; we hear no talk about the existence of an ob-
ject of a spatiology [kitkangaku] as we do in the study of consciousness by
contemporary psychology.

From this particularistic vantage point—a particularization not seen
as a problem by many people—everywhere one looks, space is seen as
merely a single, particular problem. Insofar as theory and science are spe-
cialized, as far as they are textbook-like, space as an object of philosophy
is no more than one issue out there on the margins. Even on those occa-
sions when space is taken up as an issue, the presentation of the problem
nearly invariably is from some dilettante curiosity or is thought of epi-
sodically.

In contrast to mere science, theory and philosophy do not stop at a
particular perspective. Theoretical or philosophical approaches must
come from a unified perspective. In a manner of speaking, they must first
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three-dimensionally dismember the various problems of the sciences and,
having done so, reorganize them. In place of a textbook approach, what is
required is an encyclopedic eye. In the case of the problem of space—
since the specialized approach of space was more dispersed than any-
where else—if a single, unified perspective were used, all the more, an
exceedingly striking issue will rise to the surface. The problem of space is
not an issue that comes from the partial musings of the hordes of casual
philosophers: Our saying this here is based in history.

Ancient Greek philosophy, especially pre-Socratic philosophy—peo-
ple usually call this natural philosophy but we must not forget that at the
time it was considered philosophy itself—the entirety of it can be seen as
revolving around the issue of space. On this point we offer here three
historical moments. The first is Parmenides (fifth century Bc) who, we can
say, was essentially the first person to theorize the category of Being [son-
zai]. According to Parmenides, Being meant “to be” [aru]: “Only being is,
nothing is not.” This is not a simple tautology. For Parmenides, to be
meant to be spatially. In this case Being was considered as one with
space; it was spatial Being. Parmenides was by no means the only one
who anticipated a spatialist theory of Being [kitkanrontekina sonzairon).
Indeed, his view was merely the most characteristic example; it expressed
nothing more than the contemporary Greek worldview, one that was to
remain in place for a bit longer. As for the second moment—if looked at
from the perspective of the main current of so-called Greek natural phi-
losophy, with Parmenides being the most brilliant transmitter of this tradi-
tion—if viewed this way, more or less the next in line in this tradition is
Pythagoras (ca. sixth century Bc), or the Pythagorean School. That said, if
viewed from a slightly different way of thinking, the Pythagorean School
is not at all a branch of the tradition, but rather a reconstruction of Greek
philosophy’s religious origins. For Pythagoras the fundamental principle
of Being [sonzai] was number. But this number itself—including its mys-
tical characteristics and associations—was absolutely understood as a
spatial determination. For example, the number one defined a point, two a
line, three a plane, and so on. Contrary to expectations that would divorce
Pythagoras from so-called natural philosophy, even here, Pythagoras
maintained the fundamental system of ancient Greek philosophy’s asso-
ciation of space and Being. But when we come to the third historical mo-
ment, we should look closely at this view of Being as space or as spatial
existence; we must acknowledge that a difficulty has sneaked up on us.
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Literally, space means emptiness [munashii], and in this sense, it is not
Being [sonzai] or being [aru]. It is far from it; it is the void [mu]. Being
may be spatial, but it is not space itself. Thus, between space and Being
there is separation, opposition, and antagonism. So to be a unity—mean-
ing for Being to become spatial Being—we must make this relationship
concrete. And this is Democritus’s atomic theory (fourth century BC). But
we must not forget this point: In this theory as well, just as before, to the
end Being is spatial.

In ancient Greek philosophy the concept of Being revolved around the
concept of space. And as everyone knows well, this ancient Greek phi-
losophy is the origin of all of our later philosophy. If we do not forget this
point, surely we can all agree that our problem—space—had been in no
way treated as a particular or piecemeal problem by philosophy.

But alas, all this is merely limited to the early historical period of phi-
losophy. Already, from Socrates on, existence cast off its spatial deter-
mination; indeed existence became formless [mukeitekina] or spiritual
[seishintekina] existence. In modern and contemporary philosophy space
is only a single and particularistic attribute of Being. And so it is likely that
today people would say that it is simply no longer possible to make space
a straight up central issue for philosophy as it had been for the ancient
Greek natural philosophers. In one sense, this is correct. Having developed
from post-Socratic philosophy, which itself had passed through numerous
extremely complicated twists and turns, in early modern and contempo-
rary philosophy space does not constitute a line of descent in this tradi-
tion—far from it. In most cases it is time [foki] that is problematized. Time
is the beginning and end of philosophical inquiry, and space is at times
never even discussed. Even if we look deeper into those cases where space
seems to be taken up as a real problem, the majority of those philosophers
have considered space something of a chore [gimuteki] or as some un-
avoidable consequence of their organizational structure. It cannot be de-
nied that the number of philosophers who genuinely problematize the
problem of space, who genuinely work out a resolution, and who promote
and advance a philosophical consideration of the problem, are so few that
they can be quickly enumerated. In a word, when compared with other
various important problems—such as consciousness, value, spirit, or cul-
ture, and even further back God or angels—consideration of the problem
of space has been surprisingly rare in the later philosophical world.

However, the problem lies precisely here. Why is it that when we look
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at the main line of philosophical inquiry through history our problem of
space is so slighted—indeed, must be so slighted? If this trend all started
with Socrates, then what sort of philosophy did it start together with?
While we are on the subject, casting off the determination of Being, natu-
ral Being [shizenteki sonzai] (and in a suggestive and significant sense
material Being [busshitsuteki sonzai]—more on this later) leads directly
to immaterial and therefore, to that extent, spiritual, nonsensuous, deter-
minations. It may fairly be said that the kind of philosophy that slighted
space began together with this sort of philosophical system. Instead of
thinking about Being as material—and it is necessary that people under-
stand the productive ways that this category is used in contemporary phi-
losophy—Being becomes determined by some sort of idealist thing. This
is the theory of Being we today generally call idealism. It was together
with this idealist theory of existence that the problem of space began to be
treated so coldly. Socrates (399 BC) was the greatest pioneer of that sys-
tem. It was Socrates who, true to his name as a Sophist, slandered the
fundamental problem of natural philosophy, the problem of spatial Be-
ing.! This mistrust was finally removed only in Plato’s later, mature work
Timaeus, in which again, space—Aristotle (322 Bc) later changed this
word to “Platonic matter”— ascended to the womb of Ideas. The denigra-
tion of space began with the adoption of idealism. On the other hand, we
can also understand how respect for the problem of space, from the very
beginning, began with materialism [yuibutsuron]. So really, for ancient
Greek philosophy—speaking of its fundamental system—in a signifi-
cantly meaningful way, space as a problem goes hand in hand with mate-
rialism. Those who do not accept this historical truth likely are misled by
limited or partial connotations of words like materialism or idealism and
in the process lose those words’ essences. To people who use such super-
ficial or even arbitrary terminology, Democritus himself (because he was
a forerunner of Plato’s idealism)—he, too, can be seen as an idealist,
thereby rendering him no obstacle whatsoever to us today. (See, for ex-
ample, Hermann Cohen.)?

1. This is not the generally or historically accepted usage of Socrates in his debate with
the Sophists, but it is nonetheless what Tosaka states here. It is likely an attempted play on
Socrates’s position by suggesting it was Socrates himself who, in regard to space, was be-
having as a Sophist.

2. Hermann Cohen (1842-1918) was a philosopher of religion and member of the Mar-
burg School of Neo-Kantianism.
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The problem of space ebbs and flows together with materialism.
Space can be made a problem and be viewed from the proper angle with
the establishment of a materialistic worldview or from within a materialist
philosophical system. From the truth that there is a thing called space
(though if this means things, a thing, or a relation, we do not yet know)—
from this basic point that space exists, no matter what position people
may take, at least provisionally, either from obligation or from choice—
this thing called space must be problematized. But merely being able to
problematize something and being able to problematize from the proper
perspective are not the same thing. Indeed, to approach any problem
squarely and head on—to merely flank it can be said to be a cheap expedi-
ence—in order to resolve a problem, that problem must be taken up by
virtue of its own necessity [ jihatsuteki ni toriageta]. And if it is a question
of philosophy, the philosophical system must already traverse [yokota-
waru] the entire issue. In this, the problem of space is no exception. For
space to be made into a proper problem, which is to say for the problem
of space to have a meaningful resolution, only a materialist standpoint
will do. This is the lesson of our look at the problem to this point. At the
same time this will be the policy that will guide our analysis and judgment
going forward.

From our adopted standpoint in materialism, should we wish to quickly
investigate the special characteristics of various other philosophies—Ilim-
iting ourselves to those that are sufficiently theoretical—we would do
well to look at what attitude they display toward the problem of space, and
further, what sort of resolution to the problem they offer. For what is
called idealism, though we may include numerous decidedly incompatible
examples beneath this word, we must note that for all the nearly unlimited
diversity, difference, and separation among the various philosophies, they
all, really without exception, stumble over the problem of space. In this
way, when one adopts a materialist vantage point, the problem of space
becomes a useful touchstone for philosophical criticism. This possibility
for criticism is one of the added benefits of this approach.

Obviously, the problem of space is a particular problem; it is not
every problem. But precisely because this is the case, it is a problem that
for the first time can have significance for every case [zenpan]. All prob-
lems are particular. A general problem [ippanteki mondai] is one in which
a problem’s own particularity itself may become the fulcrum to move the
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totality [zentai]. From theory to science, there is no other sort of general
problem. Problems are always particular, and they are always concrete.

Since the early modern period, the problem of space has been aligned
with the problem of time. Because of this people have accepted the thesis
that, in a sense, holds time and space to be parallel. And this thesis makes
it seem as if space cannot become an independent problem on its own or,
further, that the problem of space may be displaced into the problem of
time. And sure enough, in one meaning of the parallelism of time and
space [heikoron], there is a good reason for seeing the two problems this
way. Space belongs to the treatment (or mode) of things, time to the treat-
ment of mind (kokoro)—spirit or consciousness would do just as well.
And so just as the issues of mind and matter are seen as parallel, space
and time, too, are thought to have a corresponding parallelism. In terms
of their unknown essences there is only a singular space and a singular
time. Therefore, the space and time that we are able to present when we
consider any problem directly will only be various phenomenal forms of
an essential space or time. And so in these cases we will only be able to
conclude that some single phenomenal form of space and some single
phenomenal form of time have a parallel relationship. Without examin-
ing all other instances on a case-by-case basis we cannot say anything at
all about whether all or any other phenomenal forms of time and space
have a parallel relationship or not. Nature has a spatial expansion, and
together with this, in parallel to this, it is said it has a temporal expansion.
But because the space and the time of nature are merely various single
phenomenal forms, from just this case we are not justified in extrapolat-
ing out to say that this parallelism is true for all phenomenal forms. In
our consciousness inner and outer senses parallel each other, and so time
and space, respectively, too, seem as though they may be treated as paral-
lel. But it is not necessary to consider the issue to the extent that Kant did
to see that these two things are put in a relation that is difficult to even
make some comparison, let alone declare they have a parallel relation-
ship.

Space and time are of different dimensions. They develop and orga-
nize the various phenomenal forms. So even if they are made to be two
things in parallel one could not paint them with the same brush. If one
were to do so, it would be the same as rendering the problems of time and
space as no longer parallel, and even if space is provisionally dealt with as
parallel to time, the problem of space cannot have any real resolution. If
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space and time are seen as parallel, is it not necessary to show just where
the problem of space and the problem of time are made parallel? For our
purposes the problem of space must be made provisionally independent of
the problem of time. We will neither unify it nor lump it together with the
problem of time. Doing so would result only in an extremely superficial
version of the problem of space.

But, of course, space itself [kitkan sonomono] is obviously not inde-
pendent of time itself. Indeed, it is a long way from being independent of
time, for space especially is part of a strong, intimate union with time. It
is no longer a question of parallel problems, but a problem of the fraenum
of the union between two things.’ To say two things are parallel is never
anything more than a convenient and lazy concept for talking about their
relationship. So how are space and time associated?

In the world of physics, matter is determined by time and space: Mat-
ter moves. Here space’s association with time is mediated by matter and
motion. Of course, it goes without saying that this is one example show-
ing the associations of time and space. But for what we want to say about
the relations of time and space is in no way yet made clear by this exam-
ple. Indeed, the synthetic association just mentioned is only a single in-
stance of a unified relation between the phenomenal forms of the space of
physics [butsuriteki kitkan] and the time of physics [butsuriteki jikan]. And
so, too, the work of mediation by matter and movement, that is to say both
matter as seen by the phenomenal form of physics—the matter of physics
[butsurigakuteki busshitsu]—and motion in the phenomenal form physics
(we could call this spatial motion), this matter and motion are still only
single phenomenal forms. But the matter dealt with in physics can be
distinguished from the wider category of philosophical matter. (See Len-
in’s Materialism and Empirio-criticism, 1909.) And spatial motion can be
distinguished from the wider category of motion = change. (See Aristot-
le’s Metaphysics and others.) Beyond the time of physics there are other
phenomenal forms such as the time of consciousness (psychological time)
or historical time. In the same way, space has various other phenomenal
forms beyond the space of physics. In the conclusion we shall see that it is
likely that running behind all these various phenomenal forms there is
space, the essence of space, space itself [kitkan jitai], and further that this

3. Fraenum is a biological term for the thin membrane linking two elements, such as that
connecting the bottom of the tongue to the lower jaw.
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space and time (time itself) can be associated through the mediation of
motion and matter (the categories of philosophical motion and philosoph-
ical matter). We shall see that when talking of this essential space, to say
that it is parallel to time does not say too much but too little.

But we cannot think about space itself. Ultimately, does not space it-
self determine the form of appearance for the essence—the thing in itself?
Is not space something without essence? Is it not a phenomenal form? A
form of intuition? Or so would many readers object here. But why is it
that so many so quickly come to stand with Kant’s thesis? Moreover, why
is it that they must do so? In fact, later we will have to make Kant’s spatial
theory itself an object of criticism.

In our analysis of the various phenomenal forms we will need to rec-
ognize this space itself—the space that unifies the various phenomenal
forms. To do otherwise, that is, in an immediate and unmediated manner,
would never allow us to sufficiently grasp space. Of course this means it
goes without saying that space possesses a side that may be grasped within
its immediate form [chokusettai]. (We will deal with this presently.) But
that immediate form is, in a word, just one side of the thing; it is not con-
crete. And again, what does it mean to talk about the various phenomenal
forms of space? Or an immediate form of essential space?

All contemporary theorists of space would likely agree on one point:
that space is broken down into various examples. Many divide space into
three kinds. The first is intuitive space (the space of psychology or spatial
representation); the second would be geometric space (mathematical
space); and the third would be the space of physics (from the space of
physics to physical, actual space [jijitsuteki kitkan)]). These three areas are
the phenomenal forms of space. Incidentally, the concepts of space for
these three disciplines must be produced through the work of specialized
sciences: psychology, geometry, physics, and so on. Yet each of these ef-
forts is linked to something that is not a specialized science at all but to
our common sense [joshikiteki] in our everyday lives: an everyday, com-
monsensical concept of space. The space that accords with this everyday
and commonsensical concept—everyday space—is an abstraction of
space itself in its immediate form. In contrast, the concepts of space in the
three areas above are abstractions of the mediated forms of space—they
are mediated by the construction of concepts within the specialized sci-
ences. The truth of space, the true determination of space, is found only in
the general synthesis of the mediated and immediate.
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The problem of space permeates the various sciences of psychology,
geometry, physics, philosophy, and so on. Using the particular viewpoint
of a particular science prevents us from seeing it clearly. Therefore, only
a unified vantage point can result in a resolution of the problem. Material-
ism generally takes up problems of such (synthetic) nature.

Intuitive space, geometric space, the space of physics, everyday space.
We will now take up these different forms of space to try to synthesize, as
much as possible, the results.

2. Intuitive Space
3. Geometric Space and the Space of Physics
4. Everyday Space (Conclusion)

And so, finally, we come to the problem of the essence of space. But be-
fore we take this on, we must first explore the ways in which space has
been explicated as a philosophical category. We do so because we are in
search of a particular and independent single phenomenal form of the es-
sence of space—and this space is something people have not paid atten-
tion to.

So far we have looked at intuitive space, geometry, and the space of
physics—all of them merely single phenomenal forms of the unified es-
sence of space. If we are to truly take on our problem of space, if we are
to truly grasp space as a concept, we know that we must overcome the
perspectives of the particular sciences of psychology, geometry, and phys-
ics, and insist on a general theoretical—philosophical—perspective. We
would not be able to notice this if we did not have beforehand a singular
and independent concept of space that would be common to, and probably
underlie, these three phenomenal forms of spaces. Before people con-
struct the concepts of space in psychology, geometry, or physics they must
first have a single, general concept of space. Because this concept of space
is not one built from the knowledge possessed by the specialized sciences,
it is a nonspecialized, everyday concept of space. And so we call it every-
day space.

If the previous three spaces are partial phenomenal forms of space
itself, this everyday space is the general [zenpanteki] phenomenal form. If
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the former spaces are indirect abstractions of space itself, everyday space
can be said to be its direct abstraction. The concept of everyday space (we
will look at just what this is below) is the space used by people in their
everyday lives—and this in one sense is not specialized knowledge, but
commonsensical. As such it is a decidedly direct conception of space. All
of the other conceptions of space are born of some disciplinary interest
and developed in a partial manner centered on the particular focus of a
particular specialized sphere of inquiry. In contrast to this method—
adopting from the very start a focus on universal theory, a philosophy
departing from a unified interest—we may say that many of these theories
of space are circling around this central everyday space. And so for this
reason we call this space philosophical space.

As for this concept of space (Raum; this is the original, everyday con-
cept of space), philosophers have replaced it with various concepts that
resemble it. For example, in place of space there are theories of spaces
(Rdume; though Kant got it right when he used this concept of space for
the space of physics), theories of “the spatial” (das Rdumliche) [kitkanteki
naru mono] (F[ranz] Brentano, Psychologie vom empirischen Standpunkt,
1917), and theories of spatiality (Rdumlichkeit; M[artin] Heidegger, Sein
und Zeit, 1927). The first of these confuses the concept of matter with that
of space; the second confuses the concept of spatially represented objects
with the concept of space itself; and the third confuses space and spatial
analogies, such as, for example, the geometry of color (Farbengeometrie)
or the geometry of sound (Tongeometrie). Errors follow from all of these
substitutions. But why even risk it? Why is it that people feel they must
substitute another concept for the concept of space? It is because they are
attempting to explain the concept of space in terms of some nearby, simi-
lar concept. As this desire to explain grows worse space comes to be ex-
plained in terms of God (Henry More, 1687, or Newton, 1727) or in terms
of light (for example, the thirteenth-century natural philosopher Vitello*).
Throughout history these kinds of explanations are not rare. But before
the concept of space (everyday space) can be explained from without, it
must first be analyzed from within.

What is discovered through and by analysis of the concept of every-
day space is a singular Being-ness [sonzaisei]—a spatial being.’ Beings or

4. Polish philosopher Erasmus Ciolek Witelo (Vitello), born ca. 1230.
5. Translator’s note: existentiality.
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entities in space [sonzai suru mono] are not directly space. At the very
least, that beings are [exist] in space is space [sonzai suru mono ga sonzai
suru koto ga kitkan na no de aru). An everyday conception of space is not
a concept of (spatial) beings [sonzaisha], but a concept of (spatial) Being-
ness [sonzaisei]. And so, throughout history the concept of Being-ness or
existentiality in everyday space has been expressed by various terms. The
first way to express this is where (ubi); second, place (locus); and third
location (situs). But whichever of these we choose to look at, we see they
mean where in space, a place within space, and located in space. As such
are all merely terms that only partially express space. The term that can
express the totality of space is none other than a fourth term, “spatium”
[kitkan].® But this fourth term, which comes from scholasticism’s theory
of space—much of it from Aristotle—is confined to scholasticism, which
is to say it is merely a term. As such, from the outset what this term should
express, namely the actual structure of space—Being-ness, existential-
ity—is absolutely unclear. We will now drop the historical debate over the
structure of space (according to the everyday concept) in favor of a simple
analysis.

The existentiality of space is first established in extension (extensio).
Descartes (1650) and Spinoza (1677) thought of extension as an attribute
of bodily [buttaiteki] or material [busshitsuteki] objects. Extension is built
up from the three parts: dimension (Dimension), continuity, and length.”
The first, dimension, generally means in the process of uniting diversities
these diversities continue to possess an independence both in relation to
the whole and to each other. Dimension is a unification of diversities. For
example, the diversities of the deployment of length, weight, and time are
unified as given by physics’ definitions (the CGS system?®); in the deploy-
ment of all three—length, weight, time—each has an irreducible indepen-
dence, and in this sense they make up a single dimension. Now we are
dealing with the problem of space: extension. A particular characteristic
of space according to the everyday conception, in other words, space as
the dimension of extension, is its three-dimensionality. These three di-
mensions must include commutability (vertauschbar)—isotropy (Isotro-

6. Here Tosaka himself glosses the Latin spatium, written in Roman characters, with
kitkan.

7. Jigen is glossed as “Dimension,” written in Roman characters in the original.

8. The Centimeter-Gram-Second system of physical units was an earlier version of the
modern International System of Units (IS).
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pie)’—as well as homogeneity (homogen) and linearity or planarity
(eben). These are characteristics of dimension in extension.

Second is continuum [renzoku]. Continuum, like dimension, is not
limited to being a discovery of extension. Continuums are also established
in numbers, time, and movement. But a continuum in extension possesses
certain characteristics. Which is to say that while originally continuum is
tied to the concepts of the infinite or the indefinite, a continuum in exten-
sion is not simply infinite or eternal—it is especially something not closed
(geschlossen); a continuity in extension means that it is open (offen).'
Here we can discover the particularity of a continuum in extension.

The third determination of extension is length (separation or interval).
Normally, when speaking of length, what we mean is: What is the length
of something as measured by some fixed unit of measure? But prior to this
sort of measurement, and with no relation to some unit of measure, first
surely there is the general determination of length in the sense of: Does
something have or not have length at all? And from here, if it does indeed
have length, then the problem of determining just how long it is can pro-
ceed. If we were to express this in terms borrowed from mathematics,
length in this case is not a length founded in measurement (Messung), but
as it were, we can say it is a length founded in order (Ordnung): If A is to
the left of B, and B is to the left of C, the length AB is included within the
length AC. In this case, left and right as a locational relationship is what
we call order.

And so, in proceeding in this way, we see that space as understood by
the conception of the everyday—or that which can signal all of the funda-
mental determinations—all traces back to extension. Extension is the ac-
tual structure of everyday space. The reader may notice that this analysis
of everyday space is very close to Kant’s analysis of intuitive space. Is, in
fact, our everyday space the same as Kant’s intuitive space? But notice,
too, Kant analyzed intuitive space without problematizing the everyday. If
it is not derived from a concept of the everyday, it cannot be called every-
day space. It is thus wholly accidental that Kant’s result resembles ours.
The spirit of the analysis—that is, its site and goal—are totally different.
Kant’s method never escapes psychological and phenomenological cate-

9. Uniformity in all orientations. Wood grain is an example of a non-isotropic object.
10. For more on the application and implications of this claim, see the essay “Here, Now:
Everyday Space as Cultural Critique” in this volume.
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gories. Instead of analyzing space from and according to the concept of
the everyday (this means the concept of everyday space), Kant merely
analyzed space as intuition. We have analyzed space as a concept of the
everyday, within the concept of the everyday, according to the concept of
the everyday—we could call it a conceptual analysis. It has not been our
course to analyze space as intuition or within intuition or according to
intuition (which would be analyzing intuition—the essence of intuition,
Wesensschau). As for space understood according to the concept of the
everyday (this is everyday space), the phenomenological method (taking
Husserl as representative)—and in search of what is characteristic of
Kant’s theory above—offers us no guidance. For only with a categorical
analysis and a philosophical method can an object of study be made
clear.

It is only because we have taken up this method of analysis that the
character [seikaku] of Being-ness [sonzaisei] according to the concept of
the everyday may be correctly grasped. On the subject of everyday space
we have already seen its ferms and its actual structure, but, really, these
two determinations only come to have meaning when oriented toward the
third determination, that of the character [seikaku], the specificity [toku-
sei], of space. And so, the character of space—existentiality—according
to the concept of the everyday means Da''—a certain objectivity. We re-
ally cannot explain the specificity of objectivity meant by this Da-Charak-
ter [Da-seikaku] in terms of any other concepts. That is, there are no other
ways of explaining it other than explaining it in terms of itself; this fact
makes it a fundamental determination. This Da = “there” [soko]'? is pre-
cisely the character of the concept of everyday space. Space is none other
than the Da-Charakter of things."

While we are on the subject, as a result of being split into specializa-
tions and to the extent that space no longer possessed the concept of the
everyday—to the extent that the existence of this concept of the everyday
was lost—philosophy of the non-everyday was already specialized and

11. Da, the German word for “there,” is written in Roman characters here and throughout
the rest of the essay.

12. Soko, meaning “there,” is Tosaka’s own gloss of Da.

13. In this case the whole of Da-Charakter is in the Roman alphabet, using the German
spelling. I will use this German spelling from here on to highlight the specificity of the con-
cept and to preserve the typographical shock of the original, where Da is invariably written
in Roman characters—even when charakter itself appears as seikaku in kanji.
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non-commonsensical. And so philosophers of this specialized, non-every-
day sort graft some kind of /ogical character onto space. (In Hermann
Cohen, 1918, space is only a “category.”) For others it is a character de-
rived from some sort of theory of intended objects that is grafted onto
space. (For Alexius Meinong, 1921, space is subsumed within the cate-
gory of being-such, or So-Sein.) We have already seen the case of space
having the character of some sort of phenomenological thing (Kant and
Husserl). But logical things have the character of judgment and validity
(see E. Lask, 1915). And in contrast, the being-such in the theory of in-
tended objects has the character of presupposition (Annahme)—that is, it
occupies the space between affirmative and negative judgment; in other
words, it is a preliminary stage that does not reach validity. Phenomeno-
logical things, then, have the character of consciousness.'* Judgment, va-
lidity, presupposition, consciousness, (and likely countless others): That
none of these truly possesses a Da-Charakter is characteristic of them.
And so space does not belong to these other things, and the character of
space is replaced by some other character. Space, therefore, disappears.
These philosophers thereby clean up space with decidedly erroneous
methods. The cause of their offense is, without question, that across the
board they fail to consider space from the concept of the everyday. To the
extent that they do not recognize the concept of everyday space, they will
never consistently or correctly grasp the concept of space. And so space is
the leftover bit that is explained according to the dictates of their philo-
sophical systems, and in the end it is only some expedient construction.
Herbart’s intelligible space (intelligibler Raum) is an extreme example of
such a philosophical construction. "

So finally, this concept of everyday space is that which people make
direct use of in their daily lives, a space of the Da-Charakter; it is that
shared foundation underpinning the concepts of intuitive space, geometri-
cal space, and the space of physics. But, of course, the space that appears
by means of this concept is not the whole of space. This is so because it

14. As opposed to everyday space’s Da-Charakter. Tosaka further problematizes the ide-
alism that results from a reliance on consciousness as a fundamental concept in “The Prin-
ciple of Everydayness and Historical Time”; see the translation in this volume.

15. The post-Kantian philosopher Johann Friedrich Herbart’s (1776—1841) intelligibler
Raum is a complicated concept, but it boils down to a conception of space that is objective
but nonetheless dependent on a thinking subject to establish that objectivity. Tosaka will
criticize this use of the term “objectivity” as mere pretense below.
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cannot substitute for or do all of the work of these other three examples.
Everyday space, too, is merely another phenomenal form of space itself.

So, we come now to the thing called space itself. But just what is it? With
this problem we are entering into the conclusion of our theory.

The Da-Charakter of space is revealed in the most direct phenomenon
of everyday space. It is thanks to this Da-Charakter that one is able to
think about the other various phenomenal forms and, accordingly, it is this
Da-Charakter that unites the various phenomenal forms under the same
concept of space. Space itself, from the beginning must be the unifier of
the various phenomenal forms.'® Therefore, the Da-Charakter of every-
day space must relatively, but still faithfully, convey the character of space
itself.

The Da-Charakter of everyday space has a certain objectivity. Here,
we are not thinking of, say, an anthropological (ningentekina) Being (Da-
sein)y—Heidegger.!” If we were to do so, in one meaning, this would likely
give it some sense of being subjective. No, we are saying that it indicates
an objectivity—that is, space cannot be explained other than in terms of
itself. This points toward a way of being outside of subjects and indepen-
dent of subjects. In its most significant meaning, we call this objectivity
matter [busshitsul—philosophical matter [busshitsu, shitsuryo]. Philo-
sophical matter is not some sort of special name for Being; it expresses
the being [sonzai suru koto], the Being-ness itself [sonzaisei sono mono],
of all beings that are. In actuality it is this matter that each of us relies on
in our everyday lives. Obviously, people are able to go about their daily
lives relying on this matter without having first to past through the struc-
ture of the atom as described by physics’ theory of physical matter. This
means everyday space is none other than the field of practice. In this

16. For Tosaka, this unification of the various forms is also a requirement for space to be
considered philosophically; see the introduction of this essay on “the problem of space” and
the discussion immediately following.

17. “Anthropological” here is ningentekina, or “humanistic.” It likely refers to the belief
that the world is dependent on humans and human consciousness criticized by Lenin in his
discussion of the findings of sciences such as astronomy, geology, and others that showed the
world older than human beings themselves. It is less likely an anticipation of Heidegger’s
own self-critique in 1946 of the “humanism” in his earlier work Being and Time (1927); see
Martin Heidegger, “Letter on Humanism,” in Basic Writings, ed. David Farrell Krell, trans.
Frank A. Capuzzi and J. Glenn Gray (London: Harperperennial: Modern Thought, 1993),
213—265.
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sense, then, the concept of everyday space lies within one conception of
matter—that is, philosophical matter, not necessarily that of physics. It is
from this matter that the Da-Charakter comes.

It is from everyday space’s Da-Charakter—materiality [busshitsu-
sei]—that finally, we can retrace back to that which lies behind it all,
space itself. The specificity of space itself must be precisely, from the very
start, this Da-Charakter, this materiality. And it was only by passing
through this concept of the everyday that everyday space’s Da-Charakter
appeared. Still, this Da-Charakter—that is, the materiality that comes
from matter—no matter what we say here, when compared with space it-
self, is a fuzzy shadow. Actually, in people’s everyday lives, philosophical
matter (though it has the Da-Charakter at its root) is only vaguely concep-
tualized in a commonsensical way. A commonsensical concept of matter,
though it is matter, cannot be thought of as one that clearly and con-
sciously belongs to the philosophical and universal category. Thus, though
the materiality of everyday space is the foundation of the other various
phenomenal forms, this relationship is eventually lost, and everyday space
is confused with the concept of matter in physics. Contrarily, the material-
ity (Da-Charakter) of space itself must be clearly and completely, to the
very last, made explicit. The character of space itself is this primal, ulti-
mate materiality—matter understood as a philosophical category; it is a
materiality that comes from matter itself [busshitsu jishin].

When thought about this way, we can understand how the sort of
thought that would place the character of space within ideality is done so
from some desire to put the cart before the horse. First, and most impor-
tantly, space must be objective. But in the idealist telling, it is an objectiv-
ity that is grounded in a pretense. In this telling, space’s objectivity re-
treats to the objectivity of a subject, and the presentation of the problem is
a tale told in precisely the reverse order. In this case the problem is neither
the problem of space itself nor is space chosen as a way to problematize
space itself, but rather it is chosen to fulfill some aim of idealism. From
the start it is a problem of idealism. The entire system of idealism was said
to have been motivated by means of the discovery of the ideality of space;
Kant himself said as much in reflecting on the problem. But in reality is
not the opposite the truth?

So, if we are to properly confront the problem of space head on, only
a resolution on the basis of materialism [yuibutsuron] will do. At the start
of this investigation we indicated the actual history of philosophy on this
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subject. The essence of space originates in (philosophical) matter. (Kant
unfortunately understood this in terms of the concept of the unknowable
thing-in-itself and necessarily evaded the problem.) The problem of space
is traced to the problem of matter. A theory of space [kitkanron] returns to
a theory of matter [busshitsuron]. And is it not obvious that a theory of
matter can only be resolved by materialism [yuibutsuron]?

Matter in physics, it goes without saying, occupies a spatial exten-
sion, and in accordance with time, it moves; these are its fundamental de-
terminations. (As for movement, it can be thought that the concept of
force is also necessary, but force, too, can be counted among the funda-
mental determinations of matter.) Matter in physics has physical space,
physical time, and physical motion for its moments [kikai].'* These mo-
ments, because they are moments, are separated from and opposed to both
other moments and the whole (matter). But at the same time, and because
they are all triggered by this initial moment of matter, they each enter into
an unbreakable relationship between the other moments and the whole.
Therefore, physical space enters into an inseparable mutual relation with
the other moments of physical time and physical motion as well as matter.
Physical space is a dialectical moment of physical matter. We touched on
this earlier. And so, physical matter is one phenomenon—for materialism
[yuibutsuron] it is the first phenomenon—of philosophical matter; again,
what for Kant was unfortunately the unknowable thing-in-itself. There-
fore, in the same way we provisionally moved from everyday space to
space itself, it is not difficult to imagine that these relations of physical
matter may, more or less just as they are, be traced back to philosophical
matter.

Actually, the particular characteristics of the content of the concept of
philosophical matter are imparted by objectivity and mobility. The latter,
philosophical motion—change [henka]—is necessarily one of a pair of
moments together with time (philosophical time). The former is without
question none other than the Da-Charakter moment of space itself. Space
itself is the moment [momento]" ruled by the Da-Charakter of philosoph-
ical matter. Actually, the character of space is originally a single character

18. Literally, this means “moment” but can also mean “aspect”; see Frederic Jameson on
this point: “The German word ‘Moment’ is ambiguous: when masculine, it has the temporal
sense of the English ‘moment’; but when neuter, it simply means ‘aspect’ (Jameson, Va-
lences of the Dialectic [London: Verso, 2009], 76).

19. “Moment” is written as “momento” in katakana in the original.
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of matter itself, and space is nothing more than an instance of abstraction
of this single character. So we may safely say that philosophical matter is
the dialectical moment of space itself, philosophical time, and philosoph-
ical motion. And, therefore, space itself enters into a dialectical relation
and unity with time, movement, and philosophical matter; that is, it is
definitely analogous to the case of physical matter and physical space.

And so, at last, by following the dialectical thread running through
space, we can for the first time establish space’s relationship to time—two
things the majority of people have assumed to be parallel. Had we not
proceeded in this way, the problem of space could only have been aligned
in some vague relation to the problem of time.

Running through—or behind, so to speak—the various phenomenal forms
of space that we know, there is space itself, or the essence of space. Space
itself is what appears in the phenomenal forms. It is none other than the
good graces of this essential space that enables the mutual relations and
unification—and this includes both distinctions and restrictions—of the
various phenomenal forms of space. This ultimate space is a single dialec-
tical moment of matter (and this must be understood in the philosophical
sense, not the physical). It is this space that is an expression of matter’s
sheer, objective Being-ness. Space traces back to matter. And the theory
of space—kitkanron—traces back to the problem of matter. That is to say,
it traces back to the problem of materialism [yuibutsuron).



The Academy and Journalism

Translated by Chris Kai-Jones

“The Academy and Journalism” first appeared in 1931 in the academic
journal Shiso, no. 111, and was reprinted in the edited volume Gendai
tetsugaku kowa (Discussions on Contemporary Philosophy) in 1934. Its
publication has to be seen within two contexts. The first of these is Tosa-
ka’s appointment as professor of philosophy at Hosei University, where
he succeeded his friend Miki Kiyoshi. Miki had been fired for his alleged
support of the Japanese Communist Party in the same year and this, along
with other attacks on leftist scholars and radical students in the 1920s,
served to highlight the vulnerability of academic freedom and the role of
the academy as an “organ of the state,” as Tosaka puts it in the essay trans-
lated here. The second important context is that of the 1920s debates be-
tween Japanese Marxists of the Rono-ha and the Koza-ha over the role of
the press and the way to achieve a politically transformative class con-
sciousness. Tosaka’s analysis of—and indeed his hopes for—the ideolog-
ical activities of modern journalism may be considered highly original
against the background of the rather dogmatic approaches of the two
aforementioned Marxist intellectual factions.

“The Academy and Journalism” is translated from Tosaka Jun zenshii (Tokyo:
Keiso shobd, 1966), 3:145-153.

Recently, journalism has often taken itself as a topic for consideration and
so it may look as though there’s no great reason to take up this matter yet

36
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again. Yet in fact journalism itself is a problematic issue, and one that’s a
long way from being resolved. To the extent that journalism remains only
the inevitable expression of print capital, it will continue to carry the con-
suming forces of capital first into one domain and then another; conse-
quently, journalism is not only a problem internal to itself but the most
outstanding problem for the rest of us as well. And while its examination
of itself may perhaps already be over and done with, the investigation of
journalism from an external vantage point is by no means at an end. In
undertaking this task here we should note at the outset that originally jour-
nalism was in conflict with the “academy” and yet journalism itself ap-
pears not to have thematized this conflict with sufficient perspicuity.! We,
however, view this as the urgent matter at hand.

It is not only from the side of journalism that there has been an inad-
equate examination of this conflict; also, in a different sense, there has
been inadequate attention paid to the problem by the academy. In Japan,
journalism was most conspicuous and influential outside the university in
the arena of the “literary arts” [bungei]. In the past, while “literary groups”
[bundan] formed in this milieu, there also appeared superior individual
authors who were both outside these circles and in conflict with them.
And these few, it should be noted, were most certainly not members of the
literary academy.

In contrast to journalism, we can certainly say that from the outset the
academy has been dominant in the fields of “science” and “philosophy.”
The imperial “universities” had already been established by the time jour-
nalism and the like came along and so the latter could not compete with
former in terms of their work on various scientific and philosophical theo-
ries. As a result, the imperial universities and literary groups came to mu-
tually determine the respective identities of the academy and journalism.
And as long as the empty independence of each is maintained, the real
relationship between the academy and journalism will inevitably remain

1. Tosaka sometimes adds acute diacritical marks to his key terms. I have translated these
diacritics using either quotation marks—in those instances when Tosaka is suggesting cau-
tion with an as-yet ill-defined term—or into italics, when he is emphasizing an alternative
but already somewhat prefigured reading of a particular word. Occasionally I have left the
diacritical marks unreferenced because the foregoing context has already made Tosaka’s
semantic intention clear enough and to italicize again might cause unnecessary confusion in
the translation. Please note that in this translation any English terms that have been italicized
or placed in quotation marks were originally written with acute diacritical marks in the
Japanese.
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invisible. The fact is that we can still clearly see traces of the cool indif-
ference that the academy and journalism exhibited toward one another at
their point of origin. And this is evident regardless of the fundamental
transformation of the universities and the changes in the structure of the
literary circles—in other words, the promotion of former specialist schools
to private university status; the growing conservatism of the universities
themselves; and the formation of left-wing literary groups—and is clearly
visible irrespective of either the tremendous developments in scientific
and philosophical theories or the critical advances made in the literature
of the public domain.> Observing these traces of original indifference
today, it’s hardly surprising that neither journalism nor the academy has
become an issue for the other.

It has become a matter of urgency to begin to break down the self-
sufficient identity of these two spheres and dismantle their heretofore pre-
sumed independence. For the first time the necessary conditions have
arisen upon and through which this must take place; it’s as if today these
conditions are being realized.

Let us limit the current problem to the domain that ranges from sci-
ence to philosophy. Given the various theoretical positions evident within
this delimitation, the question becomes the following: Which objective
conditions can help us in our consideration of the problem and can dem-
onstrate the relationship between the academy and journalism? The an-
swer is none other than the societal phenomenon of the so-called “fall of
the university” [daigaku no tenraku], or rather this as a symptom of a
more fundamental occurrence.® Various universities, by throwing certain
kinds of professors and associate professors out onto the street, have con-
sciously or unconsciously produced a certain kind of theoretical force that
is in conflict with the academy: theoretical journalism. The latter is not
just another form of academic theorizing but rather by deploying theory in
a journalistic manner, it stands in opposition to academia in a qualitative

2. The University Ordinance of 1918 upgraded a number of state technical colleges to the
rank of university while also recognizing the private universities as having an equivalent
status to that of the imperial universities.

3. In referring to the “fall of the university,” Tosaka is drawing attention here to the purg-
ing of leftist professors and radical students from Japanese universities in the late 1920s. For
a contemporary analysis, see Morito Tatsuo’s seminal article “Daigaku no tenraku” in the
September 1929 issue of Kaizd. For a broader discussion of the events and issues involved,
see Byron K. Marshall, Academic Freedom and the Japanese Imperial University, 1868—
1939 (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1992), especially pp. 137-144.
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sense. In other words, the academy’s established authority and prestige
are being ignored, and we have even reached the moment where its pro-
ductions are being appraised and critiqued from all directions by jour-
nalism.

We might say that through the press publications of these talented in-
dividuals working inside print capital itself, theoretical journalism has
taken on an intercollegiate [inta—karejji] dimension. Such individuals
were the only driving force in journalism, and steadily theoretical journal-
ism’s quantitative output has been increased. Nowadays, the academy has
been forced to recognize itself as challenged by theoretical journalism in
both a quantitative and qualitative sense. And to the extent that academia
has lost its particular theoretical power, journalism has come to possess a
heretofore absent theoretical significance. In short, both have had their
established particularities challenged, and both have lost their putative
independence from each other. Precisely now, both for the academy and
for journalism, the problem of their conflictual relationship can no longer
be avoided. And it is this problem that we will examine in this paper.

The key to understanding this issue is not to be found in the standpoint
of the so-called academy itself or indeed of journalism itself. But this is
not to say that the key here is some just and judicious halfway house that
combines academy and journalism. What kind of standpoint, then, is re-
quired? This is what we will begin to see revealed in the analysis below.

It goes without saying that the real nature of the academy and of journal-
ism that are being pursued in this essay are not identical to the respective
forms in which they are manifest today; neither of them in their present
form represent the only possible manner in which journalism and the acad-
emy may be actualized. That said, we must take our lead from the current
state of academia and journalism and give an account of their respective
histories or there will be no way to determine our practical stance toward
them. In other words, if we move away from the current situation then we
will surely be unable to grasp their essence; thus it is from the academy
and journalism that we see today that we must begin our analysis.

From their inception journalism and the academy have been no more
than ideological existences arising from society’s material foundations.
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Because of this we will be unable to determine the essential relation be-
tween the two unless we dig down as far as the material base that con-
strains and delineates them. Conversely, if we relate them immediately we
will mistake a very superficial relationship between the two phenomena
for the real one. At the same time we must remember that this determina-
tion by the material base doesn’t prevent two separate ideological exis-
tences from entering into a specifically ideological relationship that is it-
self not wholly reducible to their material bases. As is always the case
with the question of ideology, our current challenge is precisely to pass
from this specific ideological relationship that is separated from the mate-
rial, down to the material base and formulate what is, in fact, the essential
relationship. Given the current state of journalism and the academy, what
will give us the most proximal, most judicious but also the most certain
understanding of their connection, is to grasp the fact that their respective
ideological operations are distinct. This distinction, while it is not yet the
whole of their relationship, is an essential key to comprehending it. Let us
say that the distinction we are talking about here is conceptual and that it’s
certainly not merely linguistic; in other words, the academy and journal-
ism are to be analyzed (or distinguished) conceptually. We must make the
latter the heuristic regulative principle of the fundamental analysis of the
academy and journalism. How, then, can such an analysis be carried out?

Journalism, as the word itself suggests, belongs to the day-to-day
(jour) and this has become its fundamental principle. Connectedly, the
word “journal™ can subjectively indicate a daily record [nikki]—as in
Amiel’s Journal Intime—or objectively as in the pages of a newspaper. In
short, journalism is related to the everyday of this day’s and that day’s
lived life; it is rooted in people’s everyday life. This everyday life, how-
ever, is already some kind of social life. In this sense the light of the sun
is not just something that strikes the top of one’s head, flickers, and fades;
on the contrary, it is something that marks the opening and closing of one
day in the social negotiation of people’s lives. It is through entering into
communal societal life that the day begins; through departing from it, the
day ends. For simply individual and separate internal lives, day and night
are perhaps not so very different; after all, people can work during the
daytime or at night. But because journalism has this connection with com-

4. Here Tosaka writes the word “journal” in English instead of using an equivalent Japa-
nese term.
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munal societal life, it already has some kind of sociality at its root. There-
fore, and to that extent, journalism must be thought of as a sort of “exter-
nal” [gaibuteki] phenomena, and indeed our private internal lives are of
no great importance for it. Conversely, if it is supposed that there is value
and meaning to be found in people’s internal lives and that the external
life that opposes this is assumed to be little more than a fiction, then jour-
nalism, in this religious [shitkyoteki] sense as well, is again a mere every-
dayness. In such cases journalism must be thought of as something related
to kinds of “familiar” and “trivial” everyday occurrences.

The world that journalism lives in is everyday, social, external, and
sometimes vulgar. Accordingly, matters that are extraordinary, personal,
interior, and the high and lofty, are leveled out. Because of this, the driv-
ing force that carries journalism is thought to be leveled-out knowledge,
an everyday knowledge or common sense. Sometimes this means superfi-
cial or immature knowledge, sometimes it means people’s healthy good
sense. Either way, according to this way of thinking specialist knowledge
is unnecessary or at times even positively harmful. Common sense can be
“popular” even in the senses of “common” or “the well-known.” In this
way journalism is maintained by the public.’

The general public is always interested in those things that qualify as
the current topics of the day. Only these issues are thought of as being
common problems to be judged through common sense. In this way cur-
rent topics are generally, as the words suggest, not eternal problems; the
public always forgets. Journalism, in the main, deals not with the eternal
but with just such current matters. Yet the affairs of the day always have a
political character. In the end political concepts are above all practical
concepts, perhaps because, generally speaking, everyday life possesses a
practical character. In this way journalism is concerned with political is-
sues in the widest possible sense.

However, these political problems are always tied to what is called
“thought” [shiso]. On the assumption that people’s social practices are
most conspicuous when they are political, we can say that so-called thought
is that consciousness that conspicuously reflects on practice. Now, thought
always has a philosophical character. Which is to say, thought is none
other than the content of a relatively unified worldview. (Politics as well
possesses a philosophical character—the theory of politics was an im-

5. Tosaka adds the word “public” in English after the Japanese term koshii.
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portant component of philosophy in ancient times.) The contents of jour-
nalism must be one kind of direct expression of this view as held by the
members of society. In this way, the current condition of society [sesd]
is vividly portrayed. In practice, even when journalism takes up scien-
tific theories that happen to concern only the most non-everyday, non-
commonsensical, non-common, non-current, non-political divisions of
science (e.g., mathematics and physics), there is also at the same time
a giving of some kind of intellectual [shisoteki], philosophical, and
worldview-like meaning. If that were not the case then there would be no
reason for these perhaps difficult scientific theories to appear on journal-
ism’s daily agenda. Because of this, journalism—in a surely journalistic
and not completely academic sense—has almost reached the necessity of
grasping the relational unity of the various scientific worldviews. Of
course we are not talking here of only the various sciences, but also of the
various cultural fields; in other words the entirety of people’s cultural re-
lational unity. In this way journalism comes to have the character of an
“encyclopedia.”

So, how then can we distinguish between journalism and the acad-
emy? The word “academy” derives from Plato’s Academy, which, in turn,
was built upon the Greek academia. In the same way, the modern acad-
emy presupposes and is founded upon the “teachings” [kyodan] of par-
ticular socially existing conditions. And this, it must be understood, has
been from the very beginning a deviation from people’s everyday life; it
is un-everyday. Because of this, its teachings limit, in a particular way, the
sociality and externality that the academy possesses. These teachings are
sometimes even thought of as having a certain kind of nobility wherein
common sense as doxa is distinguished from “true” knowledge. However,
this true knowledge is only a limited form of knowledge arising from the
training of certain schools of thought related to certain matters. As a re-
sult, this knowledge can surely be neither common nor well known and so
the academic sometimes comes to mean the obscure and the pedantic. The
academy has no connection with the everyday current problems of general
society and deals with matters more fundamental and eternal. Through
inheriting these problems one after another it ploddingly demands resolu-

6. Here Tosaka plays on both the pedagogical and also more material meanings of kyodan
as podium, platform, or teaching.
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tions to them; for the academy, problems are not current matters but tra-
ditional problems. It does not support research on a certain kind of sci-
ence for its accepted political, sociohistorical, or practical importance but
because of a consciousness that the sciences have a value in themselves;
the academy’s perception of the sciences in terms of research methodol-
ogy is one of pure science.

As a consequence of this, irrespective of how political and intellec-
tual [shisoteki] the science it utilizes may be, the academy pulls it away
from an immediate relationship with thought itself. The sciences are not
treated intellectually but rather in fechnical terms. This is why the acad-
emy divides into its respective technical specializations and so comes to
be comprised of many different academic podiums [kyddan]. Moreover,
such podium scholars barricade themselves into their particular fields
and so are able to forget their mutual theoretical ties, though not their
administrative or social ones. They no longer feel the need to link their
technical specializations with a wider world view; even academic phi-
losophy has come to give up the latter along with its own philosophical
pretensions.

In summary then, the above argument outlines the distinction between
journalism and the academy on the basis of concepts.

Journalism and the academy are two completely contrary attitudes; they
each represent a different position with respect to people’s conscious, ide-
ational [kannenteki], and ideological activities concerning things. More-
over, since each is an ideological, ideational, and conscious existence
grounded in material existence, it is now possible to explain the necessity
of their conflictual opposition.

Journalism is a phenomenon that has a necessary role to play in the
essence and movement of historical society. As such, it mustn’t be forgot-
ten that it follows the course of development pertaining to sociohistorical
existence. Thus with the fast flowing of time journalism doesn’t have the
luxury of sending out ideas and waiting around for their return. In fact, in
trying to be too loyal to the fundamental movements of sociohistorical
existence, journalism thereby becomes an external thing and so in princi-
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ple it loses its independent power to act as a guide. Because of this, jour-
nalism comes to be seen as opportunistic and inconsistent. Conversely, it’s
the academy that undertakes to independently guide sociohistorical move-
ments and in reality, were it not to do so, the movement of these forces
would be blind. Yet in excessively protecting the principle and integrity of
the academy, the academy itself, instead of propelling these sociohistori-
cal forces, becomes an obstacle; the motion stalls and it falls into a state
of inertia. The result of this is that the academy comes to be viewed as a
conservative, self-satisfied institution. We can see, then, that both journal-
ism and the academy are two kinds of necessary dynamic forces and are
also two kinds of braking machinery [seidoki]; and both arise from the
developing forms of sociohistorical existence. In the end, through its self-
development, being produces not only the agents propelling the develop-
ment of this sociohistorical existence, but conversely also gives birth to
agents that act as an obstacle to its progress. Both journalism and the
academy are at one and the same time the agents of change as well as its
enemies.

The deficiencies of either journalism or the academy correspond to the
strengths of the other and vice versa. The academy will happily check the
easily superficial world of journalism and direct it to quite fundamental
painstaking work; journalism, for its part, will cordially stimulate the eas-
ily stagnating realm of the academy and pull its attention toward the con-
cerns of the day. The academy provides foundations and principles while
journalism gives the actual of the present. Our conclusion here seems ob-
vious: We should take the good points of each and throw away the bad.
However, things are not that simple. We must now apply actual conditions
and look again at the conceptual and essential regulative forces determin-
ing journalism and the academy. If we fail to do this, we will not be doing
justice to their reality.

The real academy is directly implicated in the political system, that is,
the university system. In Japan this means that all the different types of
universities—whether they be imperial, national, public, or private and
whether they be directly or indirectly, in name or in practice—are organs
of the state. The nature of what we call the academy is regulated by this
fact on a fundamental level. Those who haven’t forgotten what the es-
sence of the state means today will perhaps understand why it is that in the
end the various private universities, now managed by the zaibatsu, func-



THE ACADEMY AND JOURNALISM | 45

tion as state instruments.” And this despite the fact that they were once all
too aware of how their roles conflicted with those of the imperial universi-
ties. Since the founding of the Meiji system, those universities that were
originally state institutions were, at the same time, established for the pur-
pose of training bureaucrats. They were also research centers—operating
without restriction—for the philosophical, historical, and social sciences,
as well as for other fields. At that time, research in these areas was ex-
tremely unsophisticated. However, through the theoretical advances made
by the universities themselves, and particularly in the results obtained in
these philosophical, historical, and social sciences, the universities reached
the point of no longer being in accord with the exigencies of state. Look-
ing at the universities as part of the political system, one could no longer
see any simple correspondence between their material economic founda-
tion and the academy as ideological activity. In other words, a distortion
appeared in the link between the university’s material base and its concep-
tual activities. As a result the academy’s operations and its function as a
state institution came to be at odds with one another. How, then, was this
divergence dealt with? In addressing this particular question, it is impor-
tant to remember that it is not the academy’s place to determine the func-
tion of the university-as-state-organ, but rather it is the university’s func-
tion as a state organ to determine the role of the academy. Because of this
distinction, it is not surprising that the university academy (as ideological
activity) has skewed away from its own conceptually regulated and es-
sential character. So, what have been the consequences of this?

The first thing that happened was that the ever-present possibility of
academic stagnation and inertia was increasingly realized. And whenever
this occurred it didn’t take very long before the university’s essence as an
organ of the state quietly began to exert its influence. Of course, for the
academy that had sunk into such inertia this political intervention was a
real boon; more than it could have wished for in fact. In other words, it is
because of this political intervention that the academy has gradually taken
on a “reactionary” character and through this it flaunts its so-called “aca-

7. Tosaka is suggesting here that since the essence of the capitalist state lies in domination
by the bourgeoisie, the fact that the private universities are now run by the zaibatsu—Japan’s
immense financial and industrial business conglomerates—means that they no longer offer
an alternative to the state, i.e., imperial, Japanese universities.
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demic values.” (Look, for example, at the recent antics of the University
Association or the University Teacher’s Association.) As it stands this
means the loss of even the most fundamental and principled possibilities
of the academy. And this, in turn, implies the total loss of the academy’s
ability to positively exercise the aforementioned influence on journalism.
In fact, this loss has come to be an inevitable subject of appraisal and
criticism for journalism, although of course even this is probably no more
than a fleeting fashion and before long journalism will lose interest in its
unworthy opponent. Such things are the essence of the academy today, at
least in Japan.

Just as the academy is built directly upon the political system of the
university, so today’s journalism is directly constrained by the economic
leviathan that is print capital. Now, it is often said that capital exists only
to pursue profit. Consequently, journalism—an activity with a certain kind
of conscious, ideational, and ideological attitude toward things—finds it-
self constrained by print capital, and in this sense we can say that from the
very outset divergent forces have always and already been operative
within it. To put it another way: The purpose of capital is the accumulation
of material capital that can be converted into money, whereas the purpose
of journalism is a certain kind of production, distribution, and consump-
tion of ideological activity. They are directed toward different goals.

In contrast to journalism’s inherent tensions, the state itself with its
ideological character and particular purpose was, for a while at least, able
to harmonize with the academy’s goals of ideological research and output;
in other words, the possibility of a state of culture [bunka kokka] was
there. But with journalism and print capital, however, from the very be-
ginning no such accord was possible. Yet in saying that, we should re-
member that without the print industry’s capital it’s certain that journalism
would not have become the success that it is today. In fact modern jour-
nalism is absolutely the offspring of the publishing industry. So although
it is in conflict with capital, journalism must go hand in hand with it,
which makes it ill-fated from the outset and for most of the course of its
development. In this way the distortions and falsifications that arise from
the capital dependency of today’s journalism are inherent. This is journal-

8. The word “reactionary” (handoteki) expresses here both the conservative and respon-
sive dimensions of the term.
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ism’s lot, and to a great extent this probably explains the lack of trust in
journalism that is evident the whole world over.

Very soon people will confuse contemporary journalism for journal-
ism itself. This is an easier mistake to make than, say, confusing the cur-
rent academy for the academy itself because, in reality, the history of jour-
nalism is too short in comparison with that of the academy. But we must
remember that the current form of journalism is most certainly not the
only form that journalism may take. (And it must not be forgotten that
present-day journalism is no more than a simple corruption produced by
the effects of capital.) In fact, certain critics see journalism’s essence in a
critical, revolutionary “conflictual social consciousness.” According to
that thesis, the current bourgeois journalism is something of a reversal of
journalism itself. Needless to say, such assertions don’t mask the fact that
current journalism has taken on the warped form we see today.

Journalism has been distorted through the force of capital. So, what
have been the effects of this? On the one hand, the potential inconsistency
journalism harbors in its essence is sometimes driven by capital so that it
takes things in an extremely superficial way. Through its being at the fore-
front of things, its commodity value is thereby created. At the same time,
in the other direction, the immediacy and practicality at the heart of com-
modity journalism has in certain senses been limited, and to a significant
degree journalism has already lost its ability to fulfill its immediate and
practical social function. That is to say, in journalism’s innate particular
immediacy and practicality, a non-immediacy and non-practicality arises.
In this way journalism, irrespective of the rapid coming and going of
events, falls into a kind of self-satisfied stagnation just like the academy.
At times such as these the social function of journalism, in a very real
sense, can become even more reactionary than that of the academy.'® Such
is the essence of today’s journalism.

9. Tosaka puts the expression “conflictual social consciousness” (fairitsuteki shakai ishiki)
in Japanese quotation marks.

10. Tosaka’s Note: The newspaper is the most representative medium of journalism and
after that come magazines and the book form. The process of stagnation and increasing re-
action in what was formerly a progressive journalism are ably demonstrated by statistics
published by the Home Affairs Ministry. The difference in the publication-to-censorship ra-
tios between newspapers—the representative organ of journalism—and other forms of
published material shows this all too clearly. Comparing 1921 and 1930 we see the follow-
ing approximate figures:
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4

We have seen in the above how today’s academy and journalism have
deviated from their essential nature. That said, the latter still appears to
have some merit when compared to the current state of the academy. Until
now we have simply set them out next to each other but truth be told they
are not to be placed on the same level. The academy of today is already
approaching the end of its role, whereas today’s journalism is still right in
the middle of playing its part. In fact, it is undeniable that the academy is
being slowly displaced by journalism, both quantitatively and qualita-
tively, and this is a matter of the difference in their historical stages. Now,
this difference is not really a matter of the long history of the academy
compared to the newer history of journalism; in reality, the difference
arises out of the foundational Aistorical structure of their respective social
bases. In other words, as long as Japan’s universities remain as organs of
the state they will probably contain feudal moments, whereas the publish-
ing industry is perhaps purely and representatively capitalist. Conse-
quently we can say that the relationship between journalism and the acad-
emy corresponds to one example of the complicated relationship between
feudal and capitalist moments that we find in contemporary capitalist so-
ciety. And it is already well known which of these two moments are active
and which are passive.

As today’s academy approaches its final destination, almost every-
thing has revealed itself, including that which has determined its various
historical moments. That said, the journalism that is now attempting to
follow on from this has still not objectively arrived at the point where its
historical moments have been sufficiently disentangled and exposed.

Number of publications in book form: approximately a two-fold increase
Number of banned/suppressed books: approximately a ten-fold increase
Suppression to publication ratio: approximately a five-fold increase

Number of publications in magazine form: approximately a two-fold increase
Number of censored/suppressed magazines: approximately a five-fold increase
Suppression to publication ratio: approximately a two-and-a-half-fold increase

Number of publications in newspaper form: approximately a two-and-a-half-fold increase

Number of censored/suppressed publications: no increase

Suppression to publication ratio: a decrease to approximately two-fifths of the previous
ratio
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Even though the general essence of journalism has been determined, in
reality there are many possible directions it could go in. Until just re-
cently, in one area of bourgeois journalism at least, it looked as though
there might have been the possibility of producing a proletarian journal-
ism; and today we might even go as far as to say that it has become the
provisional common battlefront for the vanguards of ideological activity.
So how is this front to be organized from now on? Or rather, how must it
be organized from now on? To ask this is to ask for no less than the re-
building of the currently corrupted spheres of academia and journalism
and a restoration of their essential natures. This means asking ourselves
how we may call forth the latter without retarding their original social
function. This is the most pressing problem. It is also the final problem,
and I would like to return to this matter again on another occasion.



Laughter, Comedy, and Humor

Translated by Christopher Ahn

These three brief essays, written in the early 1930s, were included in
Shiso toshite no bungaku (Literature as Thought), published in 1936 dur-
ing a period when censorship laws made direct criticism of the govern-
ment difficult, if not impossible. In his preface to the volume, Tosaka
wrote that literature (bungaku) differs from philology (bunkengaku) and
belles-lettres (bungei) because it is a form of “living, beating truth that not
only permeates belles-lettres and is realized in a wide variety of styles of
artistic expression, but also must be linked to philosophy and science.” In
other words, literature embodies the “true meaning” of thought. Thus, al-
though posed in largely theoretical terms, the sly purpose of the essays
may well have been to show why and how humor can serve as a form of
political critique. In the third essay, which itself bears the mark of censor-
ship, Tosaka states that humor has an intrusive, essential aspect, and he
concludes by noting the existence of an active type of humor that takes on
the form of “critical discourse.”

“Laughter, Comedy, and Humor” is translated from Tosaka Jun zenshii
(Tokyo: Keisd shobd, 1966), 4:74-79.

1. The Theoretical Significance of “Laughter”

Laughter is one of the expressions of primitive emotion; but even as a
primitive emotion, it is the most highly developed, complex, and refined
among them. That is to say, relatively, intellectual primitive emotion be-

50
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comes visible as laughter. One hears that most animals can show anger
but only primates can laugh.

Just as the source of laughter is said to depend upon an inappropriate
incongruity between cause and effect, laughter is the source of a kind of
computational—intellectual—rationality. This brings the expression of
primitive emotion into view as something refined. [ would like to note that
the phenomenon of laughter is none other than evidence that primitive
emotion also possesses a logic. For example, a famous French literature
scholar attempted to explain this in terms of “the logic of absurdity.””!

When the backside of a thing is pulled in toward the frontside of a
thing, and this frontside and backside are forced to confront one another,
we are compelled to laugh. People laugh when unnoticed weaknesses or
restraints belonging to the backside of life are retrieved and then observed,
juxtaposed in perfect conjunction with or in clear opposition to what is
presently being recognized on the frontside. In this sense, just as things
outside of one’s expectations are funny, so, too, are things that realize
one’s expectations.

The frontside and the backside are thus forced into confrontation as
affirmation and negation. If a judgment is made that one of these is the
true nature [of the thing], then it is no longer funny. What is funny is the
indeterminacy of the gap between affirmation and negation; moreover,
this must be an indeterminacy that has already been resolved. This is be-
cause unresolved indeterminacy is nothing more than skepticism or anxi-
ety (and it is, of course, natural that skepticism and anxiety, in order to
achieve mock resolutions, lead to sarcasm and scorn). People, being who
they are, tend to laugh in answer when they do not understand something.
It is also natural to laugh in shame. Shame is a mock resolution to the
problem of fear.

Thus, to begin with, two definitions arise from this logical structure of
laughter. One is humor, one is irony. Although humor is situated in the
contemplation of the synchronous, interim indeterminacy of the affirma-

1. Tosaka may be referring to Theophile Gauthier, mentioned at the beginning of Chapter
11, Section 1V, in Henri Bergson’s essay Laughter: An Essay on the Meaning of the Comic.
Tosaka may also be referring to Bergson himself, who proceeds in that section of Laughter
to qualify the kind of absurdity that is entailed in such a logic. Bergson’s essay is in the
public domain and appears in many versions. References here are to the authorized English-
language edition: Henri Bergson, Laughter: An Essay on the Meaning of the Comic, trans.
Cloudesley Brereton and Fred Rothwell (New York: Macmillan, 1911).
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tive and the negative—a thing’s frontside and backside—it takes the af-
firmative side in attempting to regulate its relationship with the negative.
Irony, in contrast, takes the negative side in attempting to regulate its re-
lationship with the affirmative. Thus, a person who engages in the former
is thought of as good-natured and a person who engages in the latter is
thought of as ill-natured. But whether they take the side of the affirmative
or the negative, neither one ever forgets the original attitude of interim
indeterminacy. If not, humor ends up becoming nothing more than a de-
fense; and irony becomes nothing more than an attack. Therefore, humor
must, on the contrary, pretend to take the side of the negative; irony, on
the contrary as well, must appear on its face as if it favors the affirmative.
Disparagement is thus for the sake of praise, and praise for the sake of
disparagement.

However, a third definition is derived from the logical structure of
laughter. When negative and affirmative become identical and people can
arbitrarily put forward either one, a paradox occurs. In this case, the front-
side is expressed by the backside, the backside is expressed by the front-
side. The flying arrow does not fly;? the white horse is not a horse.> In
these instances as well, if the affirmative and the negative become truly
identical, then because the two are indistinguishable, either the affirma-
tive or the negative alone should be sufficient; but then the paradox would
disappear. It remains necessary for both things to be in existence at the
same time.

In the so-called logical structures of laughter and humor, the pressure
of the backside of something—negativity * wickedness—against the sur-
face of the thing is completely passive. The betrayer is enveloped in a
peaceful ambiance. The betrayer plays the role of nothing more than the
fool. But even so, in irony, paradox, and so forth, the perspective associ-
ated with the backside of a thing cannot easily be deceived. The negative
is tinged with an aggressive quality. The logic of laughter gradually makes
plain the viciousness, negativity, and criticalness that is inherent in its
logicality. Thus, ultimately as a consequence, from within the affirmative,
a thing must come to contain the negative. This is what constitutes criti-
cality.

2. One of Zeno’s paradoxes.

3. A famous paradox of Chinese philosophy; see Kung-sun Lung’s “Discourse on the
White Horse,” in Fung Yu-lan, 4 History of Chinese Philosophy, trans. Derk Bodde (Prince-
ton: Princeton University Press, 1952), 203—205.
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Having come this far, people recognize that the true essence of think-
ing about the logical structure of laughter is, in fact, dialectical. In actual-
ity, superb dialecticians such as Hegel, Marx, and Lenin were invariably
superb critics. These superb critics were the virtuoso discoverers of para-
dox and masters of irony and humor; and it is also probably true that they
were superb theoretical writers of comedy. It is a characteristic of estab-
lished theoreticians that, along with a skill for metaphor—which is one
level of dialectical talent—they excel at banter.

We have discussed the logic of laughter. But as Bergson said, we must
not forget that laughter has a social meaning.* Comedy (Komddie) is the
anthem of the village. It is a logic that cannot be grasped solely in terms
of the interior of the individual consciousness. We must speak of it, in-
stead, as a social logic. In fact, the living—dialectical—logic is none
other than a social logic.

This logic carries a clear meaning in literature. Comedy = humor =
irony = paradox = critique, and dialectic as well. Thus, is there anyone
who thinks that there is no relation between logic and literature?

(September 1932)

2. The Logical Connection between Comedy and Tragedy

I’ve identified the logical significance of “laughter.” In laughter, a fixed
prior idea and expectation are presupposed, and this idea and expectation
are fairly precisely regulated within the unconscious. On one hand, the
laughter is elicited when consciousness is surprised by the successful be-
trayal of this expectation; at the same time, conversely, consciousness is
spurred to laugh when this expectation is completely satisfied. However,
if the expectations presumed in this case are not precisely regulated but
are merely aimless, then the result is probably mere dissatisfaction or sat-
isfaction. Expectations that are regulated in a suitably precise way are a
necessary condition for laughter. This occurs not only in the case when
laughter arises because expectations have been overturned, but even more
so when expectations are fulfilled. We all know that when we begin to

4. “Laughter must answer to certain requirements of life in common. It must have a SO-
CIAL signification” (Chapter I, Section I, Laughter: An Essay on the Meaning of the Comic).
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laugh—spontaneously, freely—everything becomes funny; and this is
evidence that laughter anticipates the seed of laughter. In contrast, with
just a little analysis, we understand that this is never the case with sadness.
Laughter thus arises through scientific foresight as a kind of calculation
[keikaku], so to speak. We generally think of absurdity and nonsense as
bound up with laughter, but considered from the present perspective, it
follows that all that is needed for laughter is that something meets a pre-
cise expectation.

But this alone is not yet a sufficient condition for laughter. Another
necessary condition, it is often said, is that within the consciousness
something large immediately becomes something small. For example,
the detonation of dynamite is spectacular, but the pop of a balloon is
comical (in this lies the absurdity or nonsense). What makes children’s
imitations of adults funny is that the adult becomes infantilized in them.
The comicality of cats and dogs comes from their unexpected resem-
blance to grand-as-can-be humanity and so on. One can say that a condi-
tion in these cases is a consciousness in which something that seems
large is in essence small (the reverse of this is only admiration and
wonder). However, we must be aware that this (uni-directional) size
comparison does not signify merely a substantively inert, proportional
relation, but that it signifies an action that, in terms of its qualitative sig-
nificance, reveals the simple essence that is distilled from an enormously
complicated outward appearance. This mechanism of revelation and,
equally, the mechanism of criticism are the most important conditions for
laughter. Humor, and irony as well, all invite laughter because of these—
as the locations in which the contrast is tested by means of calculation
[keikaku]—characteristics of revelation and criticism. The function of
theory is to summarize a phenomenon that has been considered histori-
cally and then to abstract its essence; if this is so, then from what has now
been said we ought to be able to infer the extent to which laughter is
logical. In fact, many people have already identified the “logical charac-
ter” of laughter.

Because comedy is the existential form that laughter objectively takes,
comedy has its own idiosyncratic logic. We can grasp this from the fact
that much of comedy is intellectual or serves as social critique. But what
about tragedy?

If comedy is bound to logic, in contrast to this, hisfory is that which is
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bound to tragedy. First, in tragedy, history is taken up in terms of destiny
(classical tragedies of fate). The word “history” (Geschichte), as well as
the word “destiny” (Schicksal), are related to things sent (Schicken)—
things conferred—by the gods. Second, history is taken up in modernity
in terms of character (tragedies of character). Of course, in this case,
character is taken up only in terms of biographical development. In any
event, the framework that structures tragedy must be history, historical
necessity. This might appear as fatalism or libertarianism, or again as the
natural law of cause and effect. Within tragedy, what could be referred to
as a sense of reality, earnestness, or perhaps gravity lies inside this his-
torical necessity. If tragedy is separated from this historicality, then it has
already lost the pressure that makes it tragedy. If this historical necessity
is completely replaced by theoretical necessity, then in the domain of lit-
erature, it becomes the world of comedy. In escaping the constraints gen-
erated by the historical necessity of tragedy, and attempting to place des-
tiny and character on a more unrestricted chopping block, it seems that
tragedy becomes comedy. In Hamlet, the comedy, Hamlet’s character
must be freely critiqued. Just as history generally is transformed into the-
ory, tragedy is transformed into comedy.

For example, various everyday concepts have historical origins, and
because these form the nuances of the various concepts, it is meaningless
to define such concepts. And it is these nuances that allow for the distin-
guishing marks of irony, paradox, perception, and so on. These various
concepts can also signify various critical, dialectical positions. The his-
torical (dialectical) process of these various concepts transforms in this
way into (dialectical) logical structure; this is nothing more than the pro-
cess by which tragedy can transform into comedy. Thus, if comedy is
critical and judgmental, the meaning of tragedy, in contrast, has a positive
character. That is to say (according to one of my formulas), in contrast to
comedy as an essentially journalistic literary production, tragedy becomes
an essentially academic literary production. Ultimately, can we not take
up the opposition between tragedy and comedy as an example of the op-
position between academism and journalism in literature? By doing so, I
believe we can for the first time retrieve the ideological and logical es-
sence of tragedy and comedy.

(March 1933)
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3. Humorist Literature and Humor

These days, in our country’s literary scene, humorist literature seems to
have become a central preoccupation. Especially in recent times, tradi-
tional proletarian literature with its frank, straightforward maniére has
been buried under particularly abysmal conventions such as <censored
words>, <deleted words>, and so on. In order to reduce the chain of sacri-
fices that this kind of suffering alludes to, humor is being encouraged. But
it is not only that humor has to be chosen as an expedient for the mere self-
defense of left-wing literature. In fact, insofar as left-wing literature repre-
sents the consciousness of the critical class, we should expect that [humor]
becomes the essential content of this literature. Humor has an intrusive,
essential aspect that currently cannot be fully expressed in the so-called
humorist literature of our country: bourgeois salaryman literature (Sasaki
Kuni and others), highbrow sentimental literature (Ibuse Masuji and oth-
ers), modern life literature (Nakamura Masatsune and others), and so on.

Of course, it goes without saying that this problem of humor is never
simply a problem for literature only. In general terms, it must be a prob-
lem for all discursive activity. Along with deeply investigating the essence
of humor today, the scope of its significance must be comprehensively
and uniformly taken up.

What is humor, really? I want to sketch out, in a very simple way, the
outline of some of its aspects.

The word “humor” has its origins in the human (anthropological) sci-
ences. It referred to a number of types of body fluids intrinsic to human
beings, which were thought to determine human character. From there,
this word came to signify moods, the ambiance of ideas. Ultimately, it was
an easy next step for humor to come to express a type of infinitude in an
idea.

However, if an idea is simply infinite, then, in fact, it cannot possible
constitute an idea. Thus, the general character of humor is that, even while
it is infinite, it contains the core of something. And when this center is not
simply the center in its outward appearance but moves itself freely of its
own accord and eventually suspends itself centrifugally, it constitutes the
first type of humor—namely, the volatility of ideas (Ideenfliichtigkeit) and
the extravagance of ideas (Ideenextravaganz). The former includes, for
example, such things as puns and rapid-fire-style nonsense; the latter in-
cludes such things as clowning around and hyperbolic-style nonsense. In
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this first type of humor, the consciousness is satisfied by an escape from
general reality, and this feeling of escapist satisfaction ranges from the
intoxicating to the awakening. The feeling of awakening also has a “self-
satisfied,” “feel-good,” or sweetly optimistic tinge. People can laugh and
forget.

However, we now turn to a second type [of humor] in which the center
of the idea of infinitude is not suspended but is already in repose, and a
fixed stability can be observed. In this case, people do not intentionally
escape from reality; in other words, they are not creating a special world
of optimistic escapism. Instead, they have the courage to examine the
world as it actually is. But reality is not being analyzed in the least; rather,
it is being swallowed in its actual condition. The idea center does not, as
in the first type, move itself freely in order to escape from a collision with
reality but, on the contrary, while resting quietly, the idea center scoops up
reality by means of the idea’s peripheral fringe. Reality, as the center of an
idea, expands and contracts like a yo-yo, causing the liquid-film inside the
fringe of the idea to float. This second type might be called jesting, and
this is, in fact, a representative form of humor.

However, there is a third type [of humor]. The center of the idea is
neither centrifugally suspended nor fixed in calm repose, but instead it has
begun a positive movement. Instead of moving itself, the center faces the
periphery and begins to utilize centripetal force. The idea does not simply
swell up wildly but takes on its own functional elasticity. This third type
of humor is generally (in contrast to the escapist kind) critical and (in
contrast to optimistic sweetness) contains both pungency and bitterness.
But in spite of this, because pungency and bitterness generally can also be
the subject of intoxication (look at sentimental confession, religious and
moral banter, etc.), in this case as well, humor ranges from the intoxicat-
ing to the awakening. One can say that the former is irony or sarcasm, and
the latter is critique.

Thus, in this manner, the purview of humor stretches between two
sides—in the direction of a mindset for the most vulgar jokes and in the
direction of the most refined critical mindset. (We must try to think from
a different perspective about why these become laughter and funniness.)
If humor is used to escape, then literary works written at such a moment
take the form of humorous writing; if humor is used actively, then it takes
on the form of critical discourse. The question of what kinds of purposes
humor can be used for depends, in each epoch, upon the fluctuation of
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class influence. We may be able to trace this point using as material the
history of journalistic phenomena that are representative expressions of
the social consciousness in various epochs. In recent times, we can recall
the doodlings and comic tanka from the end of the Tokugawa period, the
nonsense vaudeville and music halls from the middle of the Meiji period,
and many others.> We must similarly use the humorist literature of today
as this kind of material.

Finally, at some point I would like to consider the necessary connec-
tion between humor and dialectical consciousness. At least it is a fact that
the majority of the great dialecticians were serious humorists and bitter
satirists.

(May 1933)

5. The late Tokugawa was also a time of growing government repression and censorship.
Comic writers were one of the principle targets of the department of censorship that was
established in 1843; see Katsuya Hirano, The Politics of Dialogic Imagination: Power and
Popular Culture in Early Modern Japan (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, forthcom-
ing).



The Fate of Japanism

From Fascism to Emperorism

Translated by John Person

Originally published in the May issue of Keizai Orai in 1935 under the
title “Nihonshugi no saikentd” (A Reexamination of Japanism), this piece
can certainly be read as a standalone essay. It would have been read with
great interest in the context of the opinion journal Keizai Orai; the issue
of Japanism was garnering considerable attention with many so-called
Japanist organizations jointly mobilizing their members in the Movement
to Clarify the Kokutai (Kokutai meicho undd) and calling for the govern-
ment to publicly denounce the constitutional theories of influential jurist
Minobe Tatsukichi. Still, “The Fate of Japanism” ought to be also read in
the context of The Japanese Ideology, where it appears as Chapter 10, and
the final essay in the first of two parts in the book entitled The Critique of
Japanism and the Principles of Its Execution (Nihonshugi no to sono gen-
soku). In preceding chapters, Tosaka offers his criticism of Japanism as an
idea and a methodological principle as it appeared in the works of a vari-
ety of contemporary scholars and theorists. His criticism of Japanism cul-
minates it the present chapter, which traces the doctrine of emperorism as
a civic consciousness to the restorationist nationalism present in the con-
sciousness of middle-class soldiers and farmers. What results is a synthe-
sis of his historical analysis and a theoretical examination of fascism that
links the military consciousness to the farming villages, the source of both
soldiers and their nourishment, and maintains a critical eye toward the
class divisions that the restorationist nationalism effaces.

59
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Several notes on the format are in order. Tosaka, and the publishing
world in general, was under heavy censorship at the time. All words that
appear in braces {} were blocked by censors in the original. Everything in
parentheses was present in the original.

“The Fate of Japanism” is translated from Tosaka Jun zenshii (Tokyo: Keiso
shobo, 1966), 2:322—327.

Japanism refers to a form of idea that broke out under the particular and
unique set of circumstances of fascism. At the same time, strictly speak-
ing, the application of this doctrine has not been limited to ideas. In so far
as the effects of ideas infiltrate the material foundations of economic
structures and society, Japanism also forces its characteristics on to mate-
rial social structures. Primarily speaking, however, Japanism is first and
foremost an idea, and despite the fact that it obviously broke out under
particular, material conditions of society, it does not objectively reflect
these material foundations. Thus, both as a form of idea and as an unfor-
tunate idea, it carries quite a remarkable ideological disposition from the
beginning. In other words, it is a “Japanese ideology.” In what follows, I
would like to briefly analyze the various conditions of Japanism and the
outcome to which it leads.

When monopoly capitalism becomes imperialistic it attempts to hide
the contradictions of imperialism domestically through state power and
internationally by building up the perception that it can solve these prob-
lems by force. Fascism is precisely the political mechanism that, in order
to accomplish these measures, takes advantage of the petit bourgeois, or
the middle class in the broad sense, which experiences turmoil in their
social consciousness through some particular domestic and international
political circumstances. It is the relatively advantageous method that ap-
pears to be succeeding in realizing its ultimate goal of extending finance
capitalism, all the while taking advantage of the middle class, who have
emotionally lost all of their faith in both the dictatorship of the proletariat
and the explicit domination of the bourgeoisie, and just as emotionally
carry the fantasy that they share the interests of fascism.

Now, laying aside this general political, social, and economic objec-
tive of fascism for the moment, in the case of Japanist fascism, we must
now pay special attention to a particular characteristic that can arise out of
the imperialistic essence of fascism. It can ambiguously be called {milita-
rism} or {militaristic} consciousness, and it is a type of social conscious-
ness that arises almost necessarily when imperialism is faced with the
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need to conduct an imperialistic war. Of course, viewed as a general social
consciousness, {militarist} consciousness need not always be imperialis-
tic. Yet, on the other hand, when there is imperialism—that is, when the
possibility of imperialistic war has an actuality (this is what we call neces-
sity)—an imperialist consciousness always appears with a high degree of
necessity. Our problem here is when this takes on a fascistic characteristic
as well.

Of course today the fascist militarist consciousness is a global phe-
nomenon that is not particularly rare. In the case of Japanism, it appears
as what we may call an {aggressive militarist} consciousness determined
by the existence of the {military authorities}, a {privileged} occupational
organization unique to Japan, and its consciousness. This particular {mil-
itarist} consciousness, a parameter unique to Japanism, is an imperialist,
fascist, and {militaristic xenophobia}. This constitutes the definitive fea-
ture of Japanism, which is the summation of Japanese fascism.

We must not forget that, as it is known to the general public, the {mili-
tary} clique, or the {military authorities}, are not simply a social strata,
social group, or occupational organization, but a large force that in reality
possesses all of the political privileges derived from the {authority of the
commander-in-chief}. Of course what is referred to as the {military} au-
thorities here obviously means the professional {soldiers} whose eco-
nomic freedom as social status is guaranteed, or all so-called “{soldiers}”
not including those who are nonprofessional {soldiers} in terms of their
economic life in society (not their place in the chain of command), as well
as the lower-ranking cadre of the {officers} themselves. If we look at the
{military} as simply a social strata of citizens, keeping aside the afore-
mentioned privileges derived from the relations to the {commander-in-
chief} for the moment, both formally and to a large extent practically, they
are a group of {military} bureaucrats given various forms of status guar-
antees, and the majority of them are no higher than upper-middle class in
terms of their economic conditions. If bureaucrats are a type of middle
class, then we must say the same about those in the military. If fascism as
a rule is supported by the consciousness of the middle class, then the fact
that Japanism has been supported by the almost uniformly nurtured con-
sciousness of the military carries some essential meaning.

Needless to say, it is certainly no coincidence that the {military}, the
subject that sustains the Japanist {militarist} consciousness, exists in Japan
today. The emergence of the {military}, or rather the founding of the
{military}, was a necessary and unavoidable consequence of the Meiji
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Restoration designed to combat the pressures of foreign capitalism. The
necessarily {militarist} essence of Japanism must be understood with this
in mind. Further, even from the perspective of the history of the Japanese
military system, we must say that the establishment of the {military} car-
ries a high degree of necessity, since the grounds for universal conscrip-
tion is believed to be a kingly restoration of the ancient military system of
Japan.! Here, too, lies the necessity of the {military}-led {militarist} con-
sciousness serving as an essence of Japanism.

By looking at the so-called {military} as a group of {military} bureau-
crats, I have already provided a basis for distinguishing it from “{sol-
diers}” in general. Thus, it goes without saying that the idea of “all the
nation as soldiers” of the actual soldier system does not necessarily mean
the same thing as “all the nation as the military.” From the perspective of
the soldier system all citizens are soldiers, yet in terms of their profes-
sional social status, of course not all citizens are “soldiers.” It is simply
conflated by the ideal of all the nation as soldiers.

Historically speaking, this gap between these organizational ideals
and the realities of civil society gives birth to a situation in which a special
connection between the {military} and the samurai class of the medieval
and early modern eras is too easily imagined. In other words, it is often
easily thought that the {military} is a modern (nonhereditary) group of
neo-samurais. That is likely why it is perceived that ancient bushido,’
which experienced its zenith in the Tokugawa Era,’ is inherited by the
flesh and blood of the distinguished warriors of today.

That a distinct {force} or group of {soldiers} called the {military}
exists despite the policy of universal conscription, and the fact that it

1. Although kyokoku kaihei has been translated here as “universal conscription,” it must
be kept in mind that the term also refers to the idea that the defense of the nation is the duty
of the entire nation, which serves as the ideological basis of the more concrete policy of
universal conscription. A literal translation of the term would be something like “all the na-
tion as soldiers,” which I have used to translate kyokoku kaihei when Tosaka seems to be
stressing the ideological aspects of the term more so than the concrete policy.

2. The “way of the samurai” is a warrior code of ethics incorporating Buddhist and Confu-
cian ideas. For a classic example, see Yamamoto Tsunetomo, Hagakure: The Book of the
Samurai, tr. W. S. Wilson (Tokyo: Kodansha, 2000). For its modern discussion, see Nitobe
Inazd, Bushido, the Soul of Japan: An Exposition of Japanese Thought (New York, London:
G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1905).

3. The period of Japanese history ruled by the Tokugawa Shogunate spanning between
Tokugawa leyasu’s victory at Sekigahara in 1600 and Tokugawa Yoshinobu’s “return” of
state power to the emperor in 1867. It is also known as the Edo Period.
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evokes some kind of direct relation to the samurai class or bushido, al-
ready carries a reason why the aforementioned militarist consciousness,
sustained by the {military} as the subject, must be some form of feudal
consciousness in terms of an idea. This so-called bushido, which has al-
ways been praised by foreigners (because of its unusually Japanese char-
acteristic, thus belonging to Japanism in the broad sense) and is recently
being strongly emphasized by the Japanese themselves, is no doubt an
ideal of the whole of the Japanese folk (or Japanese nation?). Yet this only
follows from the ideals of the soldier system of all the nation as soldiers.
If any social reality other than this ideal of the soldier system is mixed in
it, bushido turns into a feudal ideology of a particular social stratum.

Farmers no doubt make up the majority of the nation under the ideal
of all the nation as soldiers that the {military} is to command. Thus for
this {militarist} consciousness to be endowed with an actuality and for it
to be most effectively carried out, it must seek its most trusted foundation
in the farming strata. As long as all the nation are soldiers, this would
necessarily be the case. At the same time, because all the nation as sol-
diers is an ideal of the soldier system and not the same as the relations of
economic distribution, farmers here are farmers in general who live under
the social order called the farming villages, since the economic classifica-
tion and differentiation within the farming society (what we call the farm-
ing villages) is not the issue here. Now the backbone and model for up-
holding the social order of these farming villages (as well as the mountain
and fishing villages), and thus the people who most appropriately repre-
sent the farming villages, is none other than the various medium-scale
farmers, or the rural middle class. This would mean that medium-scale
farmers, or the rural middle class, are the most representative of the ideal
of all the nation as soldiers. Here we find the true social base on which the
{military}, the subject of the Japanist {militarist} consciousness, places
the highest expectation.

The fact that the rural middle class, or medium-scale farmers, is the
social foundation on which the Japanist military consciousness places the
highest expectation is precisely a case of a particular determination of the
idea that fascism in general is the consciousness of the middle class, cor-
responding to the fact that the military itself is the subject of the militarist
consciousness. Now, since the rural middle class, or medium-scale farm-
ers, is in general a reliable element of the contemporary system of agricul-
tural production, and since we call such elements the backbone element of
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the farming villages, it goes without saying that their consciousness of life
can for the moment be described as agriculturalism. If this consciousness
is put in conflict with other types of consciousness or their rights are
claimed based upon national history, it produces so-called agrarianism
[nohonshugi].* Since the problem is especially linked to the history of the
Japanese folk, or the Japanese nation, this agrarianism inevitably aspires
toward a feudalism that has, as its principle, agricultural production, the
basis of the feudalist mode of production.

In this way, in conformity to the realities of civil society, the problem
boils down to that of feudalism. We first saw that the Japanist {militarist}
consciousness conceptually settled on a feudalist consciousness by way of
the consciousness of the samurai class held by the {military}. Here we see
that it again arrives at a feudalist consciousness by actual way of the foun-
dation known as the farming villages. However, the important parameter
of the feudalist consciousness here is in fact the idea of the “oneness of
soldiers and farmers.”

In the case of Japan, however, even if one only begins with the era in
which the feudal system is assumed to have taken clear shape, one would
find that the history of feudalism is extremely old and long with signifi-
cant political variations. And so we must pay attention to the fact that

4. A political movement and philosophy advocating the autonomy of farming villages. Its
most famous proponents include Gondd Seikyd, Tachibana Kozaburd, and Katd Kanji; see
Thomas R. H. Havens, Farm and Nation in Modern Japan: Agrarian Nationalism, 1870—
1940 (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1974). For Tosaka’s own commentary on
Gondd and Tachibana, see Chapter 6 of The Japanese Ideology, entitled the “Nippon Ideol-
ogy,” which is included in translation in David A. Dilworth and Valdo H. Viglielmo, eds.,
Sourcebook for Modern Japanese Philosophy: Selected Documents (Westport, CT: Green-
wood Press, 1998) under the title “Japanese Spirituality, Japanese Physiocracy, and Japanese
Asianism.”

5. The distinction and non-distinction between soldiers and farmers has a long history in
Japan. It is said that Oda Nobunaga, the first of the samurai daimyo to conquer Japan during
the Warring States period (1467-1573), had a comparative advantage over other daimyos
because of his success in creating a professional army. Prior to this development, daimyos
going to war would gather their forces from the farmers under their dominion, meaning that
there was in fact a unity between soldiers and farmers since they were not yet differentiated.
The separation was pursued to a greater degree through the disarmament policies aimed at
the non-samurai, which were introduced under Toyotomi and Tokugawa rule. With this in
mind, in the context of this essay it is important to note that the imperial proclamation on
conscription (1872) after the Meiji Restoration, which became the basis of the Conscription
Act (1873), rebukes the “feudal” separation of soldiers and farmers and calls for their unifi-
cation based upon “egalitarian” ideals.
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what is normally considered a feudalist consciousness in Japan is in fact a
quite ambiguous restorationism. Restorationism carries somewhat differ-
ent parameters and extremely different meanings depending on the era.
However, laying aside for a moment what kind of determinations are in
fact given to restorationism by restorationists today, as well as what kind
of meaning we may find there, our problem is first and foremost this am-
biguous restorationist consciousness. The argument here is that this resto-
rationism is an extension of the consciousness toward feudalism as well as
its rather unclear synonym.

Of all the varieties of contemporary restorationism, the one that is
most fundamental and peculiar from our perspective (though it may not be
so from the restorationists’ own perspective) is the emphasis on familial-
ism. The family system in fact had developed into the keystone of social
order during the Tokugawa period, when the feudal system is thought to
have been the most refined. Thus this argument of familialism must first
and foremost correspond to this family system that reached its height
under the Tokugawa feudal system. It is doubtful that anyone would look
to the family system of the Heian period to find the historical basis of fa-
milialism. From this point, too, we can see that restorationism is a syn-
onym for the ambiguous extension of feudal consciousness.

Since this ambiguous restorationism is precisely the direction that
moves from the present rule of highly developed monopoly capitalism,
which gave birth to the Japanist ideology in the first place, to the feudal
system in the past that is strikingly different from capitalism in general,
restorationism is none other than the move toward the direction of the
primitivization of society. Of course it is completely impossible to actu-
ally primitivize a society that has developed into advanced capitalism out
of material necessity. Yet, at least in the idealist ideological realm, a per-
son can be a primitivist as much as they like, and, directly related to this,
even in the realm of the actual material world one can also subjectively
and idealistically wish for this as much as they like. The word “primitiv-
ization” is allowed by this understanding and by this understanding alone.
(Restorationism and feudalism make sense only as such idealist move-
ments.) For example, while it is impossible to primitivize—or, in other
words, un-technologize—material productive technology, it is possible, at
least idealistically, to hold a doctrine that wishes such a development if
one wishes to do so. In addition to, and directly related to, the so-called
antitechnologist perspective on civilization that is growing internation-
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ally, it is always possible to have an idealistic doctrine advocating antima-
terialism or the defeat of materialism.

While this concerns the consciousness toward feudalism in general,
and ambiguous restorationism and primitivism in general, as mentioned
earlier the main point of feudalism at which the militaristic moment of
Japanism arrives was the idea of the “oneness of soldiers and farmers (all
the nation as soldiers and agrarianism).” Yet, we must keep in mind that
the lack of a soldier system featuring professional warriors and the domi-
nance of agriculture as the core of life are, generally speaking, common
characteristics of primitive societies. Even from the perspective of this
kind of feudalism with only its main points abstracted out, one can see
that a direct link can be made to primitivization in the most general sense
in one leap without having to pass through restorationism. In this way, in
the end feudalism boils down to primitivizationism [genshikashugi]. Al-
though I stated at the outset that monopoly capitalism, imperialism, {mil-
itarism}, and the {military} cliques ultimately boil down to feudalism,
now we may say that they also come back to primitivizationism.

There is yet another important point that has been neglected. The phe-
nomenon of restoration had hitherto only been an ambiguous restora-
tionism. This is not enough to serve as a pivot point for the developed (?)
Japanism of today. We must take on primitivization with a more nuanced
understanding.

That is to say, it is important to point out once again that this thing we
call the primitivization of society was only a movement or doctrine for a
particular idea, which promoted and desired the primitivization of society.
Since this is a movement for the primitivization in one’s idea, it is inevi-
table that it actually results in the primitivization of ideas themselves as an
obvious accompanying phenomenon. It goes without saying that this
domination of the primitivization of ideas, or primitive ideas, is a charac-
teristic of social groups that are strikingly behind in their logical and so-
cial consciousness, either naturally or by design. Members of farming vil-
lages and the {military} represent these social groups today. It is probably
an undeniable fact that this is a result of inadequate communication for
the former and deliberate, goal-oriented education for the latter. What is
important here is the fact that this primitivization of consciousness must
also capture the middle class in general, or the petit bourgeois, which is
experiencing extreme turmoil in its social consciousness.

Primitivization of consciousness among the petit bourgeois middle
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class appears as spiritualism under the name of antitechnology, antimech-
anization, antimaterialist thought (?), and antirationalism, among others.
Religious deception of consciousness, mysticism, beliefs connected to
healing and fortune-telling, and modern forms of such primitive cognitive
effects capture the turmoil of the petit bourgeois middle-class conscious-
ness. Mysticism has been the social consciousness of the middle class and
the mostly middle-class pacifist intelligentsia under Japanist fascism.

Though one may usually associate spiritualism with the ideology of
the military (it seems that in the farming villages they do not consider the
revitalization of the spirit of farming villages to be very promising), there
is good reason why the military cannot become a pure spiritualism. This
is because there cannot be a combat spirit that does not take mechanized
infantry units seriously. Spiritualism is the primitive natural common
sense of contemporary middle-class citizens. For this to be trained to fit
the qualifications of Japanism, it must rely on the other powerful “com-
mon sense” of the military. Here spiritualism can no longer remain as
voluntary spiritualism (like, for example, European spiritualisms or Bud-
dhist or Confucian spiritualisms) but must become restorationist. This
means that restorationism develops into a civic common sense as a politi-
cal concept of a clearly defined spiritualism, or Japanese Spiritualism, by
passing through the universal, global norm of spiritualism as civic com-
mon sense and shedding itself of the ambiguous restorationism that we
have discussed thus far. This is what the Spirit of Emperorism [kodo
seishin] is.°

Political concepts cannot be established without being based upon
civic common sense. Thus the advocacy of the restoration of the “oneness
of soldiers and farmers” unique to the military lacks the qualifications as
a political idea on its own. On the other hand, the spiritualism unique to

6. Literally, the Spirit of the Imperial Way. In the broad sense of the term, this should be
understood as a form of spiritualism based upon the belief that the emperor serves as the
essence of the Japanese nation, though there was probably never a consensus as to what this
spiritualism entailed. Although it was not until 1937, or two years after the publication of
Tosaka’s The Japanese Ideology, that the Japanese government provided an orthodox ac-
count of what constituted the Kokutai (national essence or polity) through the publication of
Kokutai no hongi, by 1932 the Ministry of Education had already founded the Research In-
stitute for the National Cultural Spirit (Kokumin bunka seishin kenkytijo), which played a
central role in providing such publications. On the challenges and debates that arose in these
tasks, see Nobuyuki Konno, Kindai Nihon no kokutai-ron (Tokyo: Perikansha, 2007), and
Ryoichi Hasegawa, “Kokokushikan” to iu mondai (Tokyo: Hakutakusha, 2008).
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the petit bourgeois middle class does not lead to the power of material
domination on its own either. Through what we may call a joining of
military and civilians, Japanism as restorationism can become the expres-
sion of the will of fascist political power. Precisely because it is the doc-
trine of emperorism, it can serve as the ultimate point of departure and
arrival of Japanism. This is my final, all-encompassing conclusion that
unifies all of the parameters I have touched upon in my analysis thus far.

The task remains of taking the reverse course that we have traversed
thus far to examine how this essence of Japanist ideology called the doc-
trine of emperorism (pay special attention to the fact that this does not
refer to emperorism itself but to its doctrine!) is utilized by the ideals of
contemporary fascist politics and its political system, as well as how it is
utilized by the contemporary capitalist system to which fascism corre-
sponds. I will omit this discussion here.



Theory of the Intelligentsia
and Theory of Technology

Proposing to Reexamine the
Theory of Technology

Translated by Takeshi Kimoto

“Theory of the Intelligentsia and Theory of Technology” was first pub-
lished in The Japanese Ideology in 1935. In this essay, Tosaka takes issue
with leftist scholar Aikawa Haruki’s criticism of Tosaka’s Philosophy of
Technology (Gijutsu no tetsugaku, 1933). Aikawa claims that gijutsu
(technology) needs to be defined strictly as the “organization of means of
labor.” He criticizes as idealistic deviation Tosaka’s conception of gijutsu,
which includes subjective skills and techniques. Although the means of
labor do constitute an essential aspect of technology, Tosaka responds that
gijutsu cannot be reduced to this dimension in an objectivistic manner.
Instead, he proposes a gijutsu suijun (technological standard) that medi-
ates both subjective and objective aspects of technology. In this context,
he points out that the vernacular term gijutsu means both techniques and
technology. Here Tosaka addresses a semantic and ontological question of
the language rather than force a seemingly materialistic point of view on
this phenomenon. More significantly, he mentions the notion of “immate-
rial technique” in this context, which allows us to reread his discussion
from today’s theoretical perspective.

Tosaka Jun’s theory of technology represents a culmination of his en-
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tire philosophizing, which started in his Kagaku hohoron (Methodology of
Science) in 1928. It forms a basis for his materialist philosophy and pro-
vides a principle for his ideological critique of idealisms, including the
Kyoto School of philosophy. In fact, his final published essays in 1941
deal with the question of technology (see Tosaka Jun, “Kagaku to gijutsu
no kannen” (The Notions of Science and Technology) and “Gijutsu e iku
mondai” (The Problem Leading to Technology) in Tosaka Jun zenshii,
1:355 and 1:360, respectively.

“Theory of the Intelligentsia and Theory of Technology” is translated from
Tosaka Jun zenshii (Tokyo: Keisd shobd, 1966), 2:38—92 (hereafter cited
as TJz).

The question of technique [gijutsu, technology], according to the way of
thinking in bourgeois society, is always presented, first and foremost, as a
form of “technology and economy.” What is meant here is industrial tech-
nology as in industry, agriculture, and other areas. Therefore, the contents
of the question, for the most part, are industrial and agricultural econo-
mies, wherein even commercial and management sorts of techniques are
sometimes connected to these technologies. If one extends the concept of
technique in this way further, it comes to include law-making and admin-
istrative techniques and others, and then one might even bring up some-
thing like a technique in creative writing. Needless to say, however, in
such a naive conception, there is almost no definite systematic relation
amongst various kinds of “techniques.” Possible questions and doubts
about this conception are narrowly evaded only because the term “tech-
nique” here is being used in extremely mundane and vulgar ways.

This is caused by the fact that the social category called technique is
not clarified philosophically in its full qualification as a social category.
Technique itself is basically one of the major philosophical categories.
The world understands this point tacitly and thus assumes as if the cate-
gory of technique were ultimately somewhat already commonplace to ev-
eryone. This is why the economic institutions of a society are discussed in
such an extremely loose way.

Thus, secondly, technique is so often taken up as not only something
regarding the economic institution or social domains directly related to it
alone, but also it itself can be regarded as an independent topic, as one of
the fundamental problems of bourgeois philosophy or worldview. Espe-
cially in the face of economic, political, and cultural crises such as those
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of the recent world situation, constant attention is paid to the fundamental
significance of this problem. Today, philosophy of technique [technology]
and the discussion of technology as a type of theory of civilization [bun-
meiron] in relation to the former naturally play a special role. But the
concept of technique itself yet remains scientifically quite obscure. It is
perhaps here that the category of technique should be grasped most
broadly and most fundamentally. Instead, the so-called philosophical con-
cept of technology is ultimately nothing more than a scholarly sophistica-
tion of a mere commonsensical notion of technique.

Now, then, technology [technique] is one of the basic problems con-
cerning the decisive point for materialism in general. Materialist theory of
technology [technique], which has recently shown some development in
Japan, succeeded in clarifying at least two essential points. First, although
this philosophical concept of technology has broad and comprehensive
meanings, the theory has analyzed and synthesized this general concept as
a systematic totality layered with primary and secondary elements. Tech-
nology in general must be concretized as an organization derived from the
basic line of material technology of production. To have clarified this rela-
tion, which is apparently quite self-evident but whose meaning is none-
theless overlooked in the received bourgeois commonplace, is the first
achievement.

The second achievement lies in pointing out the distinction between
such technology [gijutsu, technique] on the one hand and skills, technique
[giho], and methods on the other. In other words, technology in its proper
sense, that is, material technology of production, means the objective and
material base of a society and must thus be distinguished, at least once
beforehand and strictly, from skills that are among the characteristics of a
laboring subject who deals with this technology and techniques and meth-
ods that are regarded as extensions of these skills.

However, it does not necessarily seem that a materialistically suffi-
cient clarification of what this primary technology is in the proper and
strict sense—or technology itself—has been provided yet.

A memorable essay regarding this second point is Mr. Aikawa Haru-
ki’s “Essentials of Recent Debates on Technology” (Sociological Review,
Issue 1).' Here, he summarizes his own viewpoint regarding the theories

1. “Saikin ni okeru gijutsu ronsd no yoten,” in Shakaigaku hyoron (July 1934): 105-136.
Aikawa Haruki, born Yanami Hisao (1909—1955), joined the Institute for Proletarian Science
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of technology proposed and discussed by materialists thus far. It also
seems that his fundamental critique of an opinion I once presented (see
my Philosophy of Technology) runs through it.> As for its inadequate ide-
alism and mistakes concerning my theory, I have to agree with his com-
ments. [ myself can evaluate his current essay quite highly in this regard.
Nevertheless, regarding his positive views, [ still cannot clear away some
quite fundamental doubts.

According to Mr. Aikawa, technology cannot be anything but the sys-
tem of material means of social labor [shakai teki rodo shudan no taikei)
in a certain stage of development of material forces of production of a
human society. That is, technology is primarily the organization of means
of labor [rodo shudan no taisei]. The only materialist approach, he insists,
is to determine the idea of technology as such. In fact, all of the determi-
nations of his conception begin with this definition and concentrate on it.
Perhaps, what is usually called technique [gijutsu] vaguely includes skills
and methods for one thing and techniques [technology] of immaterial
techniques [technology] of production for another. It is usually not con-
sidered that the organization of means of labor (machines, instruments,
factory, transportation facilities, and so forth) alone comprises technique.
Probably, common sense refers to the idea of technique—not the organiza-
tion of means of labor itself but something based on it. (Here what I mean
by an “idea” is a notion in which the resulting analysis is anticipated in a
certain way.) Therefore, in order to mean the so-called organization of
means of labor by using the everyday word “technique” instead of some
other words, Mr. Aikawa has to take responsibility for explaining why the
commonsensical signification of the term would be nothing but unscien-
tific, on the one hand, and must also be able to provide the reasons for this
scientific term to convince common sense and force it into self-reflection,
on the other. If he neglects this procedure, his determination of technique
[technology] would end up with a “definition” greatly cherished by bour-
geois sciences, which merely amounts to defining the “organization of

and the Materialism Study Group in 1932. He was also a member of the Koza faction, writ-
ing an essay entitled “Agricultural Economy and Agricultural Crisis” for Volume 6 of Nihon
shihonshugi hattatsushi koza. He was one of the main figures in the “Debate on Technol-
ogy,” advocating an objectivist standpoint. After making a political conversion in 1935, he
published Gendai gijutsuron (Modern Theory of Technology), in which he discussed various
technologies, including film, as a means of mass mobilization.

2. Tosaka Jun, Gijutsu no tetsugaku, in TJz, 1:229—298.
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means of labor” in an artificial way with a scholarly term (?) called “tech-
nique.” As is always the case with this sort of procedure, the terminology,
in this case “technique,” is taken up only arbitrarily and mechanically.
Here, any truthful development cannot be expected.

It appears that Mr. Aikawa picked up the above definition of technol-
ogy from Marx’s writings. But this remains a matter of mere speculation;
in fact, I have not yet discovered the passage and do not remember any
other people’s texts quoting it. In any event, as far as Mr. Aikawa cites it,
he does not document directly Marx’s text corresponding to the definition.

However, the major literature he cites for his argument is the passage
in which Marx explained “technology” [Technologie]. “Those who doubt
whether or not technology is the organization of means of labor,” Mr.
Aikawa says, “should begin with reexamining Marx’s thesis (which Lenin
put forward when he explained the materialist view of history in his Kar/
Marx.)”* He puts the following two quotations of Marx before and after
this passage. The first one (before): “Technology reveals the active rela-
tion of man to nature, the direct process of the production of his life, and
thereby it also lays bare the process of the production of the social rela-
tions of his life, and of the mental conceptions that flow from those
relations.” The second one (after): “a critical history of technology”—the
formations of “the productive organs of man in society, of organs that are
the material basis of every