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Abstract

Critique and Morality: Claude Lévi-Strauss and Katsumi Umemoto
Takahiro Nakajima (Univ. of Tokyo)

Umemoto Katsumi (1912-74) was a Japanese Marxist who was famous for his involvement in
the postwar Marxist debate on “Subjectivity.” In his debut of academism, Umemoto wrote a
paper on Buddhism in which he stressed “an ideal of Morality.” He continued to accelerate this
ideal in the debate on “Subjectivity” from his unique Marxist perspective. He was regarded to
claim the “ethical subjectivity.” We have to ask a question here: how is Umemoto’s position
different from Watsuji Tetsuro’s Ethics? We can say two things. One is that Umemoto’s ethical
subjectivity has a criticism against State, whereas Watsuji’s Ethics does not have it. Another is
that Umemoto tried to find a fundamental “relationship” with Nature that is much deeper than
the “relationship” with human beings. In this respect, Umemoto can be overlapped with young

Claude Lévi-Strauss who also tried to find a deeper “relationship” with Nature.
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Writing on Commercial Society: The Rhetorical Philosophy of Kaiho Seiryo
Makoto Tokumori (University of Tokyo)

I would like to consider philosophy in the late 18th century Japan through a close analysis of the
writings of Confucian scholar Kaiho Seiryo (1755-1817). His texts not only reflect the social
and cultural changes of that time produced mainly by the prevailing commercial relationships,
but also show his intellectual challenge to understand and manage such social conditions
because he thought moral principles were no longer effective to do so. I would like to explore

his attempt with attention to his enthusiasm for writing and rhetoric as the key.

Educating Rita --- the case of Japanese Philosophy
Cheung Ching-yuen (The Chinese University of Hong-Kong)

Last year I delivered a course on “Japanese philosophy,” which is believed to be the first
university course on Japanese philosophy offered in Hong Kong. The content of this course

covers from traditional Japanese thoughts (Buddhism, Confucianism, Shinto/Native studies) to



modern academic philosophy (Nishida, Watsuji, Kuki, etc.). In this paper, I shall discuss the
difficulties in teaching Japanese philosophy as a discipline, and share the experience of learning

the meaning of Japanese philosophy from one of my students.

The making of “Japanese philosophy”: Nakae Chomin, Nishi Amane and Nishida Kitaro
LAM Wing-keung (The Hong Kong Institute of Education)

This paper attempts to examine how “philosophy” is being philosophized in Japan, with a focus
on three Japanese thinkers, namely, Nishi Amane (1829-1897), Nakae Chomin (1847-1901), and
Nishida Kitard (1870-1945). By translating the Greek origin term, “philosophy”, with two
ideographs, ¥ tetsugaku, it indeed does not confine to an “assimilation” of “Western”

philosophy, but also entails a “dissimilation” in line with the other intellectual traditions,
Confucianism for instance. In 1901, however, regardless of Nishi’s innovating terminology,
tetsuagku, Nakae Chomin claimed that there is no “philosophy” in Japan, arguing that the
scholarships of Confucianism and Buddhism in Edo period, and Western philosophy in early
Meiji were merely repetitions of the ancient traditions and Western learning respectively, in
which they did not entail a kind of “uniqueness”. Not until Nishida Kitard, whose idea of basho
P publicized in 1926 was recognized by Sayiida Kiichird as “Nishida Philosophy”, claiming
that it embraced an “unique system”, Nakae’s criticism seemed to be valid. Our concerns are:
why and how Nishida would come up his own “unique” philosophy fifty years after Nishi’s
introduction of philosophy to Japan? Should the logic of basho be considered as the birth of
“Japanese philosophy”? What does it exactly mean for the term “Japanese philosophy”, how
“Japanese philosophy” is established and what potentialities does it carry, especially in line with

the above three thinkers?
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