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A Living Philosophy: An Analysis of Nishida and Husserl

In this presentation, | will outline Nishida’s philosophy within An Inquiry into the
Good with a focus on realism and examine how Nishida’s focus on non-dualistic
realism allowed him to overcome many of Husserl’s phenomenological obstacles
pertaining to the relationship and mediation of counteracting poles. The aspect | would
like to consider in this presentation is the character of livingness (Lebendigkeit).
Namely, although both philosophies claim to grasp the livingness by accessing reality
through direct access to things themselves, they pursue largely different
methodologies. How do these methodologies differ and how is livingness best
expressed? | will first outline the contrast that can be observed between Nishida’s
realism and Husserlian Phenomenology. The two main differences | will outline are the

concept of the phenomenon of consciousness(EiIi %), as the “in between” of the

dualistic structure, and the emphasis on sensation over thought. Then, | will compare
the livingness displayed by each philosopher and outline how and to what extent
livingness can be explored in Philosophy.

For Nishida, on the one hand, reality is the phenomenon of consciousness,
nonetheless, phenomenon of consciousness is hot something residing in individuals,
rather phenomenon of consciousness takes place “in between” individuals and can be
shared. Just like there is a continuity between my past self and my present self, the self
and Other live within a continuity, which is precisely the phenomenon of
consciousness. Reality is precisely absolute nothingness in the sense thatitis the place
which is neither being nor nothingness, but rather the “in between” or the self identity of
absolute contradiction. On the other hand, one of the most essential components of
Husserlian Phenomenology is intentionality. Intentionality is the directionality of my
consciousness. The directionality is neither the subjective consciousness nor the
objective world. In this sense, one could argue that intentionality is the “in between”.
However, this “in between” is still very much embedded within the Western tradition
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and not to be mistaken with Nishida’s “in between”, since Husserlis in complete
acceptance of the objective and subjective realms, as two distinct realms, as opposed
to Nishida, who sees them as one and the same. The characteristic of always being
correctable and striving for evidence as an infinite task provides the livingness of

Husserlian Phenomenology.

Another difference between the philosophies is that Nishida states that thought
can be false but our sensations cannot. This is contrary to what is believed about
perception and sensation in Western philosophy. Namely, in Western philosophy, when
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the straw appears bent in the water, the conclusion is that our perception is false, since
the straw is, in fact, straight but just appears to be bent through our visual sensation of
sight. Husserl also follows this claim and believes that our sensations are self-given and
evident. Therefore, relying on our sensations gives us the most direct access to things
themselves, albeit correctable through further sensations. However, Nishida believes
the falsity does not come from appearance itself but rather from the thought that the
appearance of the straw and the straw itself is one and the same. In this sense, itis not
the sensations that are false, but rather the thought is precisely what incites the falsity.
From this conclusion, it can be seen that the two philosophers reach a different
conclusion, even when both gain access to reality through the things themselves.

Nishida believes that many of the dualistic tensions that are present within
phenomenology can be reduced to realism. In reality, these dualistic tensions, such as
subject/object, time/space, mind/body, self/other, or man/nature are one and the same.
This dualistic perspective is merely a construction of manufactured theory. For Nishida
reality is in itself living and only through theory can it be stripped of life and become
lifeless. Husserl constructs a living philosophy by establishing an ego pole and an
object pole and by there being continuous movement between the two pole.
Maintaining the livingness of philosophy is essential for both thinkers, nonetheless, the
manner in which this is achieved differs greatly.

This presentation will examine the two methods to convey a living philosophy
and analyze which phenomenological realism was able to maintain the livingness, while
still reflecting and analyzing our conscious experiences of things themselves.
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