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Foreword 
Today, it is undeniable that “being for others and with others” is an important issue. However, if we fail to grasp others as themselves and, as a consequence, distort them violently, we cannot achieve “being for others and with others” in a true sense. Therefore, we must ask how we can encounter others and accept them as others.

 To answer that question, Kitarō Nishida’s “theory of others" gives us great suggestions. To deepen his theory Nishida explained in what kind of place we encounter others and who are others in the true sense. According to Nishida, we encounter “thee” as the “absolute other” in the “historical world”.

 Based on the above-mentioned awareness of this issue, this essay intends to clarify how and where we encounter others, based on Nishida’s “theory of others”. In section 1, the place where we live will be discussed. Section 2 will discuss others who encounter us. And the last section will deal with the relationship between the encounter and the place where we live.
1 Environment and the Individual

It is in the essay “I and Thou” (1932) that Nishida explained about the problem of “others”. With this essay, Nishida’s thought on the “Place”
 where we live will be examined.

 Nishida thought of us as an individual which is determined by the environment. Namely, we are affected by the environment, and through this effect we are molded into a concrete shape of us. Nishida wrote: “The individual must be completely determined by the environment” (6-347)
. However, Nishida did not take the standpoint of determinism that, every state of our being is a result from the environment. Nishida wrote:

As long as we think that a substance is determined by its environment, which is regarded as a universal for all beings, we cannot think of the individual thoroughly in a true sense. There only exists something that might be called an “example”. If we think of the so-called rational relationship between thing and environment, we cannot think of the individual. (6-344)

 If we are beings who are only determined by our environment, we are mere example (such as species or genera) of “universal beings”. As long as we think about individuality through a rational law of environment such as a physical or a biological law, individuality is no more than an example of a general law. It is only an example that applicable to anytime and anywhere, not indispensable to the self that is living “here and now”. Therefore, Nishida wrote “Individuality has meaning that (……) is not thoroughly determined by environment, instead, it determines environment” (6-344). We are determined by environment. However, at the same time we are beyond environment and even form environment.

 But how can this be possible? Here, Nishida adopted this idea which he called “absolute negative medium.” Nishida wrote:

In order for true dialectic activity, the substance must die and leave the environment. (……) Moreover we can consider true dialectic activity as a determination which does not determine (in view that death is immediately life. (……) That way, we can see a dialectic process in which the environment determines the individual, and the individual determines the environment. And we can think of the accidental, numberless individuals as being determined by place. (6-346f.)
As can be seen from the phrases “die and leave”, the individual should negate determination by environment to make himself unique and irreplaceable. An individual must deny being determined by the environment and destroy himself, as long as he is determined by that.  The negation of self who is determined by environment, or death of environmental-self, makes the individual’s life into his own unique one so that “death” immediately becomes the “life”, and “absolute negation immediately becomes absolute affirmation” (6-346).
Environment is thoroughly a universal object which denies individuality. And individuality is thoroughly an individual object which denies universality of environment. Through this mutual negation, it turns out to be possible to establish such an activity as that environment determines the individual and the individual determines environment. Environment with such an activity is neither a mere physical nor biological world, but the historical world
. “(……) we are in the historical world when we are individually determined” (6-356). In the historical world, we are beyond historical determinism and are able to make new history. In this sense, the place where the individual can truly live is the historical world. “Our individual self, which is considered the limit of social and historical determinations, conversely determines history and has a creative significance for improving society. Society changes through determination of an individual self which is regarded as a forefront of social determination” (6-356).

 About the above “absolute negation”, Nishida wrote:

That absolute death is immediately the life means neither noematic unity nor process from negation to affirmation, but the unity of self and the absolute other, finding the absolute other in self, finding self in the absolute other. (6-378)

 The word “noematic” means “objective”. “Absolute death is immediately life” means neither objective unity of death and life nor the process where negation turns into affirmation. It means just finding in ourselves the absolute other that denies us. If absolute negation took place outside of us, it would become relative to us. Therefore, we and the absolute other are inseparable; so that we are found in the absolute other and the absolute other is found in us. Then what is the absolute other? In the next section we will discuss the “absolute other” that we find in ourselves.

2 Absolute Other

 Nishida emphasized that we find the absolute other in our basis. About what kind of others we encounter at our base Nishida wrote:

One who is thought to be “thou” for me should be thought of as the absolute other. We can still think that substances exist in us, but “thou” should be independent of me, and exist outside of me. Furthermore, I become myself by recognizing “thou”, and “thou” becomes thyself by recognizing me. The one who let “thee” be “thyself” is me, and who let me be myself is “thee”. (6-415)

 We can own the “substances” in such a way as handling a tool. That means it cannot yet be called “absolute other”. However, the personal “thou” refuses to be owned by us and appears as “other” to us. Moreover, we become ourselves by recognizing “thy” personality, calling out “thee”, and responding to “thy” calling. We should live in relation to “thee”, responding to each other, to be ourselves. The absolute other makes us ourselves in the distinction between “I and thou”.

 Nishida further developed his thought on the absolute other to relate it to God’s agape. Nishida wrote:

“By finding the absolute other, namely “thee” as a basis of ourselves, the self-awareness of the absolute nothingness, which I have named, must have meaning of the love. I think that Agape, which is a part of Christian theology, has such a meaning. Agape is not a longing, but a sacrifice, not a love of humans, but a love of God, not a rise from human to God, but a descent from God to human.” (6-421)

As Megumi Sakabe pointed
 out, Nishida thought that the personal relationship between “I and thou” occurs intersecting with the relationship to God
. Absolute negation does not arise from us, because it absolutely negates us. In the same way, it does not arise from “thee”. Absolute negation is far beyond us, but at the same time it acts in us. But love, according to Nishida, does not mean that we find “thee” with love. As Nishida’s words phrase it “to descend from God to human,” Agape is to descend from the absolute to the relative. The activity of the Absolute, which is not possible for us, relative beings, is acting in us. The appearance of absolute other in the basis of determining us, and the appearance of absolute negation in relative existence that is ourselves, are expressed by the word love. Although the transcendent moment of absolute other is not a result from me or thee, it is found immanently in ourselves. This situation means Agape of God.

 As argued above, to find the absolute other means that we live in relation to other with negation of ourselves, and “find ourselves in the absolute other.” Nishida wrote:
By finding ourselves in the absolute other, we can find the absolute other as opposite to an extension of ourselves. And there, we can think truly that we are ourselves. We are neither a personal self because of reason or even desire. We are a personal self by loving our neighbors in the manner of Agape for God. (6-424)

 By living in such negation as the absolute other, we are open to others who are absolutely different from us, without controlling others when extending ourselves. In response to Agape of God, we are defining our relationship to others by negating ourselves. Moreover, the phrase “after Agape of God” shows that this personal relation assumes our obedience to what was given by God. Here, we are connected with an area concerning absolute “ought”. In the next section, the encounter with the absolute other in the historical world will be argued, focusing on the problem of “ought”
.

3 The negation and the ought

 Nishida believed that we are formed by the responding relation to others. From this responding relation, the problem of responsibility arises. Also Nishida thought responsibility for others does not come out from extension of us by Eros, but from the direction of Agape.

Eros and Agape are essentially directed oppositely. We can’t reach God along the direction of Eros, but can only find our extended ourselves. The responsibility or duty cannot come out from there. It cannot come out that ourselves exist for the absolute and have the “ought” for the absolute value. (6-425)

 According to Nishida, we are formed through negation, and the “ought” or responsibility to others becomes possible to exist when the negation is transcendent and driven by our basis. However, in the essay “I and thou” Nishida mentioned this argument only briefly, and could not develop it further
. So, concerning this issue, Nishida’s later work should be investigated.

 Nishida wrote about the relationship between God and “ought” in the essay “human beings” (1938):
Our historical life that is mediated by absolute negation always faces that. That is, we touch the Absolute which we cannot touch. Such a leading point of the historical life is called humanistic life. In the historical realistic world, we posses self-awareness through facing the Absolute which we cannot face. When we face the absolute infinite objective expression (so-called God’s word) at the limiting point of self-contradiction of the historical world, which is moving from the created being to the creating being, as the absolute contradictory self-identity, we possess the self-awareness. That is, we possess personality. Except, at this point, we do not possess any true self-awareness. (9-47)

 We become ourselves, in the true sense, by facing absolute negation. Moreover, this activity of absolute negation, which is also called “absolute infinite objective expression (regarded as God’s word)”, is considered the activity by which God expresses something to us. Nishida wrote “the objective expression is considered as infinite ought.” This objective expression is the “ought” that specifies what we must do. Our self-awareness arises from recognizing what we must do, and through accepting “ought” with relation to the Absolute. “To find ourselves in the absolute other” means that we have awareness of our true self when facing God, and the will to do what we must do.

 So how can we think about this “ought”? The “ought” means that we must negate reality and create the society anew. Nishida wrote in the essay “absolute contradictory self-identity” (1939):

In the world of absolute contradictory self-identity, whatever is given to us should be given as tasks. We are imposed upon construct something in this world. At that point, we live our life. We are born carrying our tasks. (……) What is directly given to our acting-self truly should be such that faces us objectively as a serious task. Reality should be such that envelops us and oppresses us. (……) It should be such that asks us whether we do it or die. (9-180f.)

 Reality has tasks, and these tasks impose upon us to construct something anew, that is to negate the given reality and to change the world. Furthermore, we cannot live our life without performing our tasks. To find the absolute other in our basis is to face the absolute negation, and a reality should be negated and constructed anew, reality becoming task in this way includes negating and innovating a historical society ――“historical species”
 in Nishida’s terminology――. In the essay “practice and recognition of object” Nishida wrote: “we are born in a species, but we must be beings forming the species” (8-450), and the individual “is even considered to break the species in some cases” (8-450). We are born in a historical society as historical species. But at the same time, we are beyond the specific society, and should break and reform it. Nishida wrote:

Reality is reality as long as it gets over itself, and out of itself. Life is being the life as long as it is creative, contradictory, has self-identification and has a chance to break form, even though it has the fixed form of a species. (8-451)

 Of course, Negation of a species does not make us depart from the species. It means an acting to make a rigid society alive. Breaking a species and forming a new species means that we must always be creative. In the essay “absolute contradictory self-identity”, Nishida wrote:

“Our life as belonging to a species is also the result of an infinite dialectic development. If we act conventionally as a species, it is a mechanization of self and death of the species. We must be creative from moment to moment.” (9-190)

 We are imposed to be creative. We are made to live in reality while facing the negation and forming the reality anew. And these tasks must be considered to be breaking and reforming a historical species which we belong to.

Conclusion: The place where we live for others, with others

 Based on Nishida’s “theory of others”, the encounter between us and others and the place where the encounter arises were discussed. In section 1 we inquired about the place where we live, and disclosed that it is in the historical world. In section 2, we investigated others whom we encounter, and it was concluded that in the activity of the absolute negation, we encounter the personal “thee” as the absolute other. And in section 3, it was shown that we cannot encounter others without negation of society or species to which we belong.

 As Katsumi Takizawa pointed out
, Nishida clearly distinguished “I and thou” from “I and you”. In Nishida’s terminology, “you” is grasped in homogeneity with me, and “is mere another I and only just a neighbor (not “thou” in the true sense)” (8-69). It becomes possible for us to encounter “thou” in the true sense when we break the homologous “species”, that is implied in “I and you”. We encounter “thou” not as the homologous others, but as the absolute other through finding a task in our society and breaking society of ourselves. What enables us to live with others and for others is negation of ourselves and our society, and recognition of the task through the negation. In order to encounter others in the true sense, it is important for us to be open to the activity which negates the self and society, and to find a task in the response to its activity.
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