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The concept ofnarebitd is arguably the most striking contribution madethg late
kokugakuethnologist and theorist of literature Origuchiir@@bu (1872-1953) to the
history of Japanese philosophy. Notwithstanding, tontribution has been largely
ignored up to the present by historians, and thg @onceivable explanation is that the
term marebitoitself is not a proper concept in the strict phalplical sense, but a kind
of pseudo-concept, halfway between the abstraateqion of a certain reality and the
imaginary projection of a literary archetype. Ac@sequence, the concept has been
appreciated by students of classical Japanesearitehistory, but ignored by
philosophers in general, due on the one hand,g@bilove mentioned dependency on a
certain imagery of Japanese antiquity and folklared on the other, to the perceived
difficulty of applying it in a general sense to lidas beyond the narrow confines of
Japanese ethnicity.

| develop my argument in three phases. First, tudis the notion ofnarebito
according to original sources in the collected vgook Origuchi. His work omarebito
extends from its original inception in 1923 to fimeshing touches he made in 1952 and
covers the whole of his academic career. The diestade isrucial in the formation of
his conception. The first essays especially retealprimary insights Origuchi draws
from his own sources. His analysis traces the dgweént of the belief irmarebito
through Japanese history, but there is an origimatotype in association with this
belief. |1 focus my attention on the early constizttof his analysis, as the setting in
which themarebitomay be seen as the “other,” as presented in Weptelosophy. So

| propose the interpretive notion ofarebitcas-other. In the second phase, | analyze
philosophies of the “other” synchronically on a luhd scale. When we focus on the
moment themarebitoron was first conceived, we find that 1923 was a uerid
transition, a time when the need to renew culterargies was equally felt in Europe as
in Japan, and philosophies of the “other"were beingped. This permits me to attempt
a comparative analysis of these philosophies fitoerperspective of Origuchi’s analysis.
The sources examined lead to a transcultural arbdisciplinary discussion. In the
third phase, | set aside the history of the ciititarature on the subject, to concentrate

1t is usual to transliterate the name as Orikubluinetheless, in this essay | follow the spellisgdi by
the author’s disciple, the theologian Ueda Ken§iZ2-2003). The author wishes to express his goatitu
to Albert Craig and wife, who suggested many cdioes in grammar and style to this essay.

2 Japanese names are given in the usual Japanesefanily name first.

® Literally “rare person.” A term found in ancieraphnese literary records for a spirit or god thaym
bisit a village during a festival, the building afhouse, or other special occasions. Since Origtlah
term and the idea it represents has been appraaiateonly by scholars of Japanese classical tileza
and Japanese antiquity and folklore, but also byrilsts of Japanese culture and ethnicity at labgethe
other hand, it has been largely ignored by intéonat philosophers as too limited in conception sl
thightly entangled in Japanese ethnicity. OriguShinobu is an ethnologist and scholar of National
Studies okkokugaky who has written of its place in Japanese litegargt cultural history. In this paper |
discuss Origuchi’'s analysis and also attempt tateethe concept aharebitoto comparable notions in
20th. Century European history of philosophy.



on three recent contributions. Discussing theseksverom a present-day perspective, |
would suggest that not only can tmarebitobe seen as the “othernh@rebitcas-other)
but that the “other” of European philosophy canfipably be interpreted as the
marebito(other-asmarebitq.

The termmarebitofirst appears in Origuchi’s scholarly writings i 2 of his 1923
“Kokubungaku no hassei” (‘'The origin of nationdkhature’). It is a pivotal addition by
Origuchi to his own personal appreciation of theesjion of the origin of Japanese
literature, his “theory on ancient Japankodairon. This gives us a clue to
understanding the concept, which has been discusgedcholars since the early
argument by Yanagita Kunio. Though Origuchi origimaonceived themarebitoin
terms of his research on ancient Japan, his certradern was the application of his
notion to the historical present. He wrote:

The wordmarebitohas in fact a deep meaning attached to it. Thg Visitor who
comes to the celebration of the building of the temwse was seen as an avatar of
a kamiwho came only rarely. Perhaps this visitor, aftderong an incantation
[mantrg, was entertained at a banquet. Even today, itdo@tryside of Okinawa,
there is the belief that a house is built in thegtidee by human labour, but
continued bykami during the night. On the day the ridge-poles of ithef are
raised,kamidescend into the house and ring bells and beatillaes. The sound

is said to be heard by the inhabitants who lie fpates on the roof. Of course, it is
produced by theniko. (Vol. 1, 79)

Two sources provide this interpretation of tharebita On the one hand, Origuchi cites
a few examples of “rare visitors” from thdan’yoshi and theNihongi The reference in
the text to the celebration of the building of thew houserfiurohog) appears in vol.
11 of theMan’yashi, in what is probably a folk ballad in the styleadedka, in which
describes the visit of a holy stranger to the neludylt sacred hall. The stranger is
referred to a&imi, indicating his higher rank. In a secoselbka, the visitor is offered
the body of a sacred dancer, a custom originaligrred to in theNihongi (reign of
emperor Ingy).* On the other hand, though Origuchi submits th@nein pre-Meiji
Japan the presence wifarebiteassociatedocal festivities was drastically reduced, in
peripheral areas like Okinawa (Ryukyu), or inlarapah, festivals were still being
carried out in a recognizable manner. Among theéetsaof marebitofigures found in
Japanese folklore, those in coastal areas are gibpbklieved to come from beyond the
sea, from the Pure Land of Amida. In many casesdleof marebitois performed at
festivals by men who wear masks and clothes tleattifiy them askami The main role
of themarebito(literary or performative) is to recite magical werof blessing for the
inhabitants of a dwelling, or the protection of newps, usually at theetsubun
festivity. The nature of thenarebitodiffers; he may be &amivisiting from faraway,
the spirit of an ancestor coming from the nethetjaor a shaman-type performer who
incarnates anarebitoat a festival. In this way Origuchi positkamkprototype stating
that the references found in classical literatunel @ahe festivals actually held in

4 See W. G. AstonNihongi Tuttle 1972, I, 318: “At that time it was the tws at a banquet for the
dancer, when the dance was ended, to turn to tis®mpevho occupied the highest place, and sayfélr of
thee a woman'.” Origuchi does not quote it, butheNihongithere is another very explicit reference to a
“dedication celebration for a new housefifhurohog) in the second year of the reign of Emperor Seinei
which included a “house-blessing formulaiyrohog). See PHILIPPI 1990, 13-14, 80.



peripheral areas of Japan are connected: the la¢ieg remnants of the former, the
former being earlier archetypes of the latter.

In connection with théVlan'yoshi quotations referred to above and the “Hitachi no
kuni fidoki,” Origuchi finds a secondary source fmarebitoin the “Otono hokai”
festival Engishiki“Kunaishp”). Here the priests Imbe and Nakatomi “visit” tign and
Yang Gates of the Palace and enact a “marebitadalriivhich originates in the folk
customs represented in th&an’yoshz andFizdoki. To quote:

The original meaning of the marebito refers tkami It is akamiwho comes at
appointed times. It is kamibelieved by villagers to come from the sky and from
beyond the seas to certain villages, where it Isradgput bounteous things, wealth,
and good fortune. Thikamiwas not the product of a religious imagination. The
villagers of antiquity had actually heard the “ngdisisit of the marebitopushing
against the doors of houses.

For Origuchi thenmarebitois a primitive notion about &amitype spirit, but of a
peculiar character that belongs neither toahmatsukamnor to thekunitsukamigroups
found in the old texts. According to Origuchi’s éxpations, the original or early
marebitowas neither &ami(god) of the sky (the Takamagahara) nor one oflahd,
but was, instead, a being from an “outer worldplace beyond the sea call&tkoyono
kuni. This kind of religious belief predated the appeae of the centralised Shinto
system of the Takamagahara pantheon, and situlg¢emdrebitetype kami in the
position of ancestors of the grdamiof the Yamato court pantheon. Here Origuchi is
clearly looking for nothing less than tlaekhé the religious foundation of Japanese
culture. The popular association of timarebitowith the ancestor spirits of families is
also derivative and not original. Finally, a stnigipoint in the text analyzed here is that,
as spiritual entities marebito are heard and ner.se

In “Jokeishi no hassei” (‘The origin of narratiymems’, 1925), Origuchi cites a
narrative poem from th&lihongi reign of emperor Kengz that includes a “blessing
formula for a (new) building” rhuroyogot).® Commenting a second similar instance,
Origuchi explains as follows:

The way of attending the new building by the oneplrforms agami holds the
rank ofkami and so believes himself to be one, was graddaityotten, and in
the Yamato area during the Asuka period, a persba was regarded as of a
higher rank than the household in question waseldogs anarebitq and as such
watched the dance of theaibitg naturally listened to the chant recitation, and
was expected to take the maiden dancer as a wifen® night stay at the house.
This is seen in thBlihongi reign of emperor Ingy. (OSz, Vol. 1, 431)

The formulas in “praise of themarebitd that are found in among other sources the
Manyoshi quotations, also seemed to be a part of the ottitima, which later became
obsolete and developed into the comnughiageor naorai. The point here, according
to Origuchi, is that the inhabitants of old Japagrevmentally open to the “exterior”
(gaikai), the “non-human” j(nji igai), and werenot prone to the deviations of
subjectivity {un-kyakkan taidph These people of the ancient agedaijin) are not the
Japanese of the classical era however, and thoogh share the psychological

® 0Sz, vol. 2, 35. Translation from HAROOTUNIAN 19889, modified to better fit the original.
® SeeNihongi (1), 380-381. The corresponding passage inkbpki includes a different poem, with no
character ofnuro-yogotaseeKojiki, 370-371).



characteristics of people of the Nara period, saslthemasuraotype represented by
Kamo no Mabuchi, they are even older and are intfer predecessors. And the only
access we have to their actual appearance is thrthay oldest extant fragmentary
pieces of classical literature of the type foundha previously mentioneManyoshi
(vol. 11) and the narrative poems in tiidhongi

Origuchi develops extensively for the first tifmis marebitoronin part 3 of the series
of essays under the collective title “Kokubungalw massei” (Part 3, 1926, 3-62).
Under the heading ofMarebito no igi” (‘The meaning oimarebitd), he explains the
meaning of the term in relation to other words otions like “kyaku” (visitor) or
“tokoyo,” and generally situates the figure wfarebito in the context of Japanese
religious festivalsratsur) in which it shows its potential for significance.

Interpretingkyakuasmarebitois something which dates from the beginning of our
country’s literature. In the etymological inter@gon, up to the present day,
marebitowas used to mean “someone who comes rarely,” ingjuthe sense of a
welcome guest chinkyak); marahitdmarsdo are thought to be phonetical
variations. From the formal point of view, thisdsrtainly correct. However, the
content — its lexical use by the ancients, cannot be diszkranless the
implication of its etymology is expanded. (OSz,.\nl 3)

Certainly, from the viewpoint of the shintoist peption of the material manifestation of
an invisible spiritual powerr¢ii), the wordmare designates one of the unequivocal
signs of the numinous-the “rare.” From the many examples found in Shiiteyature
and shrine worship, we may conclude that any natbpect, human or non-human,
which shows a trace of distinction possesses thibwes of thekaminature. Origuchi
finds in the marebito or “rare visitor,” the unmistakable manifestatioh @ kami
presence. This is why the “rare visitor’ becomésraque” presence and is received as
a welcome guest by the household and the commuDitguchi finds evidence for this
use ofmarebitoin the Kokinshi expression “toshi ni mare naru hitbyvhich compares
the visit of a lover to the cherry tree, which Hoss only once a year. Here the
presence of the visitor is not just rare but “ueiguand hence highly “esteemed,”
according to Origuchi’s reading of the poem. In $hene sense, other examples of using
the variants “maro” or “mari” are found in theihongi® In all, the keywords for
marebitoare “honor,” “rare,” and “novel.” Origuchi moreovargues that “hito” in old
times referred not only to humans but also to “karm conclusion, he states that
according to its archaic occurrence, “marebito’erefto akami who comes from the
tokoya®

In this way thenarebitois received as an “honored” guest and occupiegeaamplace
at ancient banquet ceremonies held at shrinesoiel, as the archaic meaning of the
term *“aruji” (shujin) indicates, the term originally referred to the ouost of
“entertaining someone as one’s guest” and waspectsil expression for the guest and
not the host. He was treated in special ways tlesie iaboo to other people. According
to Origuchi, the people incarnating thrarebitobelonged to three classes: people with
the appearance ddami (shinjin), performers, and beggars. They might perform, for
instance, like Heian practitioners of yin-yang.euttg powerful words of blessing for

" Kokinshi nr. 62:adanarito na ni koso tatere, sakurabana, toshi ni marerfsita mo machikeri“these
cherry blossoms, whom men call evanescent, fliglatyently (sic), they've awaited one who comes, but
rarely in each year” (trans. L. R. Rodd/M. C. Hemilis 1996).

8 As quoted in OSz vol. 1, 4.

®See OSzvol. 1, 5.



the household and stamping the ground to counwstamce to their magical word-
binding on the part of the spirits of the soil. Thpecial appointed time for their
appearance was the New Year’s prelude to sprirogigtin during the Nara period, they
were expected to return in the autumn to takeipdte new harvest offeringninams,
on which occasion themarebito were required to bless the new buildings
(niimurohoka); this served as the original model for the auspie purification ritual
(kichijibarae) performed for the coming year. They also actetheralds of the new
season. In Okinawa the belief in the visit of maimtpirits during the rites of spring is
of the marebitotype. As interpreted by Origuchi, this also serasdthe basis for the
bon festival, when the ancestor spirits came from sohege beyond the sea, namely
thetokoyq a sacred place where all types of visitors passpsitual powerrgiryoku).
The belief that thenarebitocame from the mountains or the heavens is devivdiut
the belief in themarebitoas a spiritual forcetdmag belongs to the domain of the sacred
source of energy, whose power may be beneficidlyhose maliciousnesgaki) must
be averted in connection with the practicehafrae in the liminal time of seasonal
change'® For the “visitor” ptozurebitd could turn into a “blessing spirittkotohogu
kami, or just as well into a “cursing spirits@shiru kami In all cases thenarebito
belief was associated with the pre-modern custohospitality*

In the sequel to “Kokubungaku no hassei,” thatfodelivery of the series, written in
the same year (1926), the notiomwmdirebitois again linked to that of thekoyoand the
magic of words. Origuchi states:

The incantatory formulas performed by thearebito coming from thetokoyo
evolved gradually, and an incantation from heawehich is a celestial norito,
came to be performed. (OSz vol. 1, 135).

The point in this brief passage is in the comtletween the “incantatory formulas”
and the “norito,” and between tliekoyoand heaven. As is known, orthodox Shinto
theology discards the old magic formulas in favbthe kind of ritual prayers called
norito. From the thirties on, the governmental Shint@l@ghment started restricting
the magical practices performed at mountain vikagenorthern Japan. Several years
earlier Origuchi had already shown a lucid undediteg of the coming conflict, and
proposed the preeminence, from the point of vievarofarcheology of knowledge, of
the magical power of the world of thmarebitq over the diluted, and in any case,
derivative nature of the politically sanctionedial practices of thaorito. This caused
an inversion in the understanding of bottrito and the Takamagahara, and placed the
numinous strength derived from ttekoyoin a deeper and more fundamental position.

The year 1927 shows a change of tone in Origsdiéories ormarebita In two
related essays, his sources for evidence are notush literature as folklore, with a
notable reference to his master Yanagita Kuniothin first essay, “Okina no hassei”
(The Origin of theDkina, 1927), Origuchi traces the rootsddngakuto the primordial
presence of thenarebitoin the specific ritual context of the festivals thie change of
season. Thenarebitotakes the shape of an old man or woman, an#ah&, who visit
the community only on these festivals, are seenObbiguchi as representations of
marebito

The marebitogamiwho visit rarely or frequently, originally appedrenly at the
point of seasonal transitions during the year. (Q%t. 2, 374)

9 For the notion of “liminality” and its role in tHermation of the community, see DAVIS 1975.
" The above paragraph is based on 0Sz vol. 1, 7-62.



In Origuchi’'s understanding, thmarebitois not defined so much as a prototype or
character with recognisable features, as from f{hecial place it occupies in the
symbolic topology from where it originates, whick o say, the special place of
intersection between two worlds, and the speaiaé tiwhen this intersection is possible.
The one aspect that is clear about the figurertheebitoreveals is its heteromorphism,
its “difference”, which is concomitant with a spaiciype of spiritual powemgonqg. For
this reason, themarebito cannot be ascribed to any particular religious hatlys
external to any organised religious system, baint®ist, Buddhist, or Shinto-Buddhist
syncretism, and precedes all of thEm.

In the same vein, in “Muramura no matsuri: Maitsar hassei” (‘Village festivals: The
origin of festivals’, Part I, 1927), Origuchi nate

The marebitowho come to the spring festival can be understaddmi but they
can also be understood as invisible spiritual iesstitei). (OSz, Vol. 2, 458)

Later they are seen as ancestor spirits, demormapantain creatures, which appear in
diverse guises, but their original shape is thathef numinousmarebita In this way
Origuchi finds evidence for hisiarebitoronnot only in the classics of literature, but
also in religious folklore, as befits his appreeship with Yanagita.

An occasional reference toarebitoin “Uta no hanashi” (Talking about poetry, 1929)
brings to a close the first seven years in Origschiritings on the subject. Here he
refers to the nativists Kamo no Mabuchi and Uedaadk to argue an important point
concerning the perception ofarebitoas it appears in poetry.

Marebito refers to a guest of ours, but in the older sessmther an unusual
person who visits rarely. The wild goose is seea bsd of passage, a rare visitor.
But this is not in an allegorical sense, since ¢juwse directly incarnates a
marebitq thus eliminating any impression of vaguenessz(@$8l. 11, 112)

This quote shows again the heteromorphic natutkeohotion ofmarebitq which is not
prone to any sort of anthropomorphic interpretatit® numinous essence can also be
manifested in a proto-human or a zoomorphic forthenathan centrakamiin the
imperial (Takamagahara) pantheon or a BuddhaHitekeor demon. This is because
of the main topological reference for therebita the goose comes from thekoyq
which makes it anarebito Thekamiabiding in the Takamagahara region or the kami of
the land (Japan) cannot bearebitq nor can the boddhisatvas arriving from Buddhist
paradises, the demons or ghosts emanating fronmtlmal regions, or the souls of
ancestors visiting from the land of the dead. Trasdaken to bmarebitoby villagers,
but this is in a derivative sense, and does notigeous with arunderstanding of the
original archetype.

In sum, from the point of view of our interesttire notion ofmarebitoas the ground
for a possible philosophical conception of certaiiginality, the description offered so
far provides us with several clues. First, morenttamything elsemarebitois a
“meaningful word”, that is, an ancient word, theysis of which enables us to enter a
hidden region of meaning not present in ordinanglege. Second, the meaningful
reality to which it points is transcendental; iirte to a separate realm not accessible in
ordinary daily living. But the connection of thisalm to our present world is essential

2 For the allusion to thenarebitoas the “original buddha”, under the historical figsi of Buddhist
masters of esoteric arts, see OSz vol.2, 403.



to the very survival of this world. Essence is sep from being. Third, our
knowledge of this reality is a legacy from the pakhis implies a second-degree,
historical separation from the source, that isg@asation of place and time. Fourth, as a
consequence, the utopian character of the noticgingorced. This is shown by popular
imagery associated with utopian lands, like theePuasind of Amida or the Tokoyo.
Fifth, in a symbolic topology of inversion, periplieis meaningful here, and not
centrality. Or to put it in another way, meaningnas from the exterior, not the interior.
In this sense, we have the complementary oppodit@giween the domestic realm and
its externality. The main feature of this exterisr its non-domestic wildness, its
heteromorphism. Liminality plays an important ratethis topology. Sixth, the oldest
marebito appears as a performer, who chants and danceswaiieto meaning is
mediated through social interplay, social exchabg®eveen the human and the non-
human, within a dramatic space. Seventh,niagebitospirit is primordial. Eighth, it is
invisible, yet perceptible. It is a distinct presenNinth, the ritual originally associated
with the marebitois related to architecture, the blessing of adwg serving as a
metonymy for the protection of their inhabitant$isl placesmarebitoin the group of
“guardian spirits” of the family and the communifyenth, subjectivity in a sense that
identifies the modern is excluded. Instead, we finkind of objectivity understood as
absolute transparency, exteriority, rituality, raumlity between the individual and the
community (the household), and conceived as a wagviercome the modern but
beyond any sort of historicism, since the modalrehetypal, almost pre-historical, or in
any case, non-historic. Eleventh, the context fur apparition of thenarebito is
celebratory.

2

The year of Origuchi’s first attempt to formulatenarebitoron(1923), was also the
year when notions regarding the essence of Jap@eeste, or Japanese culture were
published. Yanagita Kunio (1875-1962), Origuchigni®r in folklore studies, offered
an early version of his notion ¢émin as an alternative to the former, through the
publication of hisKyodoshiron(‘Theory on the ethnography of tieseuntryside,” 1923).
The term presents a striking contrastrtarebitq in that Yanagita'$o- (“usual’) is the
exact opposite tanare- (“unusual”). Quest for nativism may be explaineg His
personal failure as a member of the Mandate Adrnatien Committee of the League
of Nations whichmet at Geneva between 1921 and 1923. By the timethened to
Japan, the seed for Yanagita’s ideas on nativistnafr@ady been plantédThe result
was the gradual formation of a new image of theadape through the notion jgimin.
In this Yanagita fled from his former attachmenthe fantastic, or the preternatural, in
folk tales, an approach perhaps more akin to Ohggiovork. The Great Kanto
Earthquake that same year no doubt added a senggeaicy and realism. However,
Yanagita’'s aspiration to a conception of Japan aatenal community would not be
self-evident at a time when social disrupture betweompany entrepreneurs and urban
labourers lingered from the Taisho ét&@roof of this was the mass killing of Koreans
and leftist activists in the aftermath of the equéke'® In all, 1923 displayed a marked

'3 See INOUE 2007, 72.

4 See A. Gordon’s reference to the diary of onéndaborer in relation to the “communal feeling” in
VLASTOS 1998.

51t is not irrelevant that the same year saw thblipation of Kita Ikki's An Outline Plan for the
Reorganization of JapafiNihon kaiz hoan taikg, which was soon banned). The publication in th&of
Lukacs’ History and Class Consciousnegk923) would also be noted in Japan. See chrogoing
FUJITA 1997.



contrast between the new urban living as the mémteh modern Japan, centering on
cosmopolitan Tokyo, and the nostalgic reaction dopremodern sense of a kind of
identity that was already lo&t.

In 1926we find an unexpected turn in Origuchi’s ideas loe étymology ofmarebita
the opposition between “tsune” and “mara”, which draws from an old sond,in
which “tsune” is interpreted as “permanent resi@érar “continuity” (“Kokugaku no
hassei”). If we look at his comments from the pamhtview of Yanagita's theory of
jomin, the contrast between the two notions is strikidgrtainly the “ordinary folk”
represent that part of Japanese society which dtashanged, and for which change is a
threat; it has been the permanent element throudhistorical change. The continuity
of tradition is the safeguard of a national esseaaod it is this and nothing else that
jomin means in the last analysis. Against tingre/marais merely the occasional and
discontinuous. In the text here referred, Origubtes not draw from Yanagita’'s work,
but if he did, the result would not be a mutual tcadiction but the revelation of
complementary opposites.

For Yanagita, the search for a prototype in Japarculture of a similar foundational
nature as Origuchi’'s “Japanese of antiquitgddaijin), leads him to turn his original
interest in the remote dwellers of the mountaitagiéss yamabitg to the “ordinary
people.™® Moreover, during the thirties, Yanagita defines jimin as “rice farmers*®
In fact, we can easily discern the symbolic com@etarity between the figures of the
marebitoand thejomin in that, in a ritual context, the former typicaihsits the latter
from the outside boundary of the space occupiedheyfarming village, the latter
playing on these occasions the role of host, aac#iiablished time for these periodical
visits being related to the vital moments in thengihg and cropping of rice. Yanagita’'s
jomin, however, is not what is represented by preseptldpanese farmers. Modernity
has affected even rural areas, and as a consequemgdéten traditions have been
forgotten. For this model Yanagita turned to Edoiquerice-farming villages, where
about seventy percent of the population belongeHisocategory’ We should note that
by the time Yanagita developed his theory, Origuthd spent more than a decade
developing his owmarebitoron this notwithstanding, Yanagita ignored the pdssib
relation between his ideas gamin and Origuchi’'s marebito Yanagita himself
eventually dismissed Origuchi’'s notion as too cqteal, without a clear historical
reference, and too artificial. Just as Yanaégited to show any interest for the other
categories of the Japanese not included in the naegory ofomin, such as the nen
jomin, the hi-nin, the eta or the socially discriminated dealers in the bess of blood
and death, aas well as upper class families withdiry name$! we must also count
the marebitoasi-jin (‘rare people’), even though Origuchi explains tias is not a
human but &ami The relevant issue here is that from Origuchi’shsgeneous logic,
the very possibility of formulating a theory j@imin calls for the complementary role of
the marebita Yanagita, in his turn, is centered on the quesiafhomogeneous notion
of Japanesene$sand the role played in relation to this by the cfilancestors does not
provide at all a scheme with the tension we fin@Dmguchi’s argument. Moreover, if

6 A detailed description of this new modern lifestythriving in the Tokyo of 1923 is found in
HAROOTUNIAN 2000.

" See 0Sz Vol. 1, 4.

% See FIGAL 1999, 140.

Y OHNUKI-TIERNEY 1999.

29 See MIYATA 1996.

%L See the criticism on this point from Japaneseddtiyyy, as summed up by MIYATA 1996, 64-71.
“2For a criticism of the homogeneous charactejsafin from the point of view of gender studies in
sociology, see HAROOTUNIAN 2000.



marebito is indeed a contrived intellectual artifact, aadethe word belongs to the
Japanese lexicon, whereas Yanagijarain is simply aword he madeup. In his ideas
on jomin, we can perceive Yanagita's excessive “normalisidgVe, which results in
another no less archetypical notion than Origucharebito For the latter Yanagita
could not identify the term clearly with any giveacial class in his own day, that being
because he was perhaps looking for a “normativggadese rather than a common
peasant, that is, Japaneseness itself as a norm.

Yanagita did not perceive the lexical oppositbmiween “ordinary people” and “rare
visitor” as mutually reinforcing but rather as maity exclusive. And in this perception
the difference in eackokugakuscholar’s project reveals its main contrast. Foilev
Origuchi was trying to ground national existencethie exchange with the “other”,
Yanagita was trying to exclude otherness, and tsecaftithis he postulated the souls of
ancestors, which were conceived by jidrain askami as the religious foundation of the
nation, which means a legitimation of tf@nin proposition from the point of view of
ethnic self-identity?

Thus far, from the point of view of a semiotidscaltural meaning, we have identified
Origuchi’s marebitoron as other-centred, in opposition to “sameness” Odf- se
centredness in Yanagitg'/dmin. By coincidence, the year that Origuchigrebitoron
was conceived, was itself crucial in the field bé thew hermeneutics of culture, or
theories of otherness in Europe. These theoridgeinted disciplines as varied as the
philosophy of values or the philosophy of dialogpleilosophy of religion and theology,
philosophy of culture, philosophy of science andgtgmology, history of philosophy,
the sociology of knowledge, philosophical and awatwanthropology, psychoanalysis
and psychological phenomenology, existential phesrmiogy and hermeneutics itself.
Among the works now considered classics in the mplbveaking philosophy of the
“other”, M. Buber’sich und Du(1923) occupies a special place.

But before analyzing Buber’'s work, we shouldtfestablish the contextual limits of
our discussion: 1923 was a moment in Europe whemtlestion of identity, personal,
national or transnational, was perceived very dhagspecially in the aftermath of the
political, cultural and intellectual turmoil thatlfowed World War I. The twenties were
a period for reconstruction in every sense of tleedwand in all arenas; the need for a
new start was direly felt. And the great dangee gneat threat was none other than
exclusionism and solipsism in the guise of varioafionalistic agendas. At the same
time Europeans were questioning what it meant tedrepean. In Japan, Origuchi was
asking the question of what does it mean to benkgea For the former, it was the
problem of citizenship, for the latter, the problemethnicity?* Europe is posed as a
problem directly, or is always felt in the backgnduin Buber and the other authors
whom we propose to analyse here. For Origuchi Jap#me problem, thetimulusin
this case being the disillusion with modernizatithat was acutely felt by many
intellectuals of the epoch, and the deep sensailtiral crisis, the threat of a loss of
identity. The context is perceived in both casea assis of the model of modernization,
and new prospects are expected. Hospitality widlinewally be discovered in the roots
of the formation of Europe as a cultural projecthva given identity, in much the way

23 A possible way of looking at both concepts withisingle framework would have been to applykée
= “common”hare = reinvigoration theory, in whicfpmin would function aske and marebitoas hare
The framework has been posited by YanagitaTHhe Monkey as MirrgrOhnuki-Tierney discusses the
opposition “profane”Ke) vs. “sacred” flare) as basic in the formation of Japanese identitgesthe Edo
period, through the formation of “self’ kevs. “other” =hare, being themarebitoa representative of the
latter. See OHNUKI-TIERNEY, 129.

4 See with respect to the relevance of the probletRuropean citizenship” a recent updatingAliegos
de Yusteno. 9-10, 2009. Digital edition in Englishwaivw.pliegosdeyuste.eu
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hospitality becomes the basic semiotics of exchdregeveen the community and the
marebita There is finally the problem of the dichotomy ioaal-immigrant. Just as
nations are formed by national members who aspiretlinical purity, Europe as a
transnational entity is formed to an extent by imwants, people who have been
displaced geographically, ethnically, and intellatly. What would be the role of the
marebitowas it to beseen as an immigrant from thekoy® Of course, thenarebitois

a visitor, and in this sense it does not becomegnatted with the community. But if we
consider the periodicity of his visits, his relatship with the community acquires a
permanence and the right to be considered a “fotggrt of the community itself, like
an extension of itself to its own exterior. We pree to analyse the dichotomy of
national-immigrant in its proper context as a tensinside the community which
belongs to its own identity as community, in thdtwally different conditions of
Europe and Japan during this historically critigatiod.

Buber's| and Thod® (Ich und Dy 1923), is generally considered the foundational
grammar for the so-called “philosophy of dialoguérom the point of view of the
context we have just outlined, the character oftéx as an answer to the danger of
stagnating solipsism in the European intellectuatldvbecomes apparent. If Origuchi
resorts to the language of Yamato as restated ghraolie tool of hermeneutics and
etymology, Buber resorts to language in its primataracter as the linguistic
foundation of existence. The crisis of materialtund as the consequence of a
problematic process in modernity leads both autiordanguage as the basis of
consciousness and identity. Buber finds that thefeom solipsism is already given in
the dialogic structure of our linguistic conscioess, since the notion of the “I” never
stands on its own but is always found and givennimggin its relational interplay with
the “you” and the “it” (transformed into a “he” tshe”). Solipsism can never be a point
of departure, as in the rational edifice inheriten Descartes; it can be nothing but a
disrupture from its original place, the perversairdisplacement. The discovery of the
“I” through its interplay with the “you” is not aitpary. The identity of the “you” is
always veiled. The “you” becomes completely differom the “I”, that is, the nature
of the “you” is to be an “other”. In “you”, the “Imakes the discovery of “the other,”
absolute otherness. This implies that the “you”eilsvitself as transcendence, for the
“you” can never be produced or controlled by thk tihless it is first changed into an
“it”. In the dialogic relationship between the ‘dhd “you” some other traits come to the
surface, like ammanticipation or surprise. For the “you” is autonomous from tHgand
the “I” cannot anticipate or submit the “you’s” ap&on to any scheme of its own. The
only way open for development in the dialogicalateinship is the “acceptance of
otherness.®® The “I's” (subject) existential structure is rodtén its “openness to
otherness.” This otherness reveals itself as noogrmEsable in the previous I-
experience; it is a “strange otherness” on which tkcognition of otherness as
“different-ness” is based. The “you” as other isrtla non-I, the negation of the “I”. But
in its negation, it becomes to be essentially baienithe most primary act of cognition.
From this existential acknowledgement springs aeerf “respect for othernes%.t is

%> One may object to the English translation of “és™you” rather than “Thou” (as we find in CI. Miaxt
in Dreyfus, H. L./Wrathall, M. A., eds. 2008,Companion to Phenomenology and Existential\fitey-
Blackwell, p.200). From the author’s point of viethie problem is that the English title anticipatdsat
we will find after an analysis of the work. But thrarchical relation between the “I” and “Thowglps
us to connect it with the “culture of hospitalityd which it properly belongs.

%6 An expression incorporated later by Buber, in 19& CISSNA/ANDERSON 2002.

%" For this expression see W. B. Pearce “Achievirgi@jue with ‘the Other’ in the Postmodern World”,
in Gaunt, P. (ed. 1998eyond Agendas: New Directions in Communicatiore®e$, Greenwood, 59-
74. Also for the expressions “openness to othefnéstsange otherness”, and “differentness” €&esna,
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here that the “you” is revealed as a “Thou”, and thutual relation acquires a new
meaning, as it is expressed from the beginningha dsual English translation of
Buber’s classic. For the “Thou” becomes a metaestibje space pointing to the
transcendent ground of the world to which the “€ldngs. In every “you”, there is a
“Thou”. This discovery leads us to “celebrate ottess.*®

In Buber’'s dialogical view, “I” does not only emanter other “I's”, but “I” also
encounters the world as “otheth this way, the world that sustains the intersctye
realm is itself constructed through otherness. Woeld is then the place where “I”
recognize myself, but it is also a world of stramggs, for it is not a construction of my
fancy. In recognizing the world this way, “I” opéaa process which may be called
“making the other strangé*The “other”, including other “I's” and the wholeond
that sustains them, is itself grounded on the “©tA%This explains how we have
recognized every other “you” as “Thou”, which takege relational haphazardness of
our present to the dimension where we meet therf@tdhou”. This line of reflection
in Buber’s more theological vein was later devetbpg G. Marcel, who contributed the
notion of “receptivity’ to the “Other”, in the see that one might actively receive a
guest.®! This notion of “receptivity” in the sense of “régeg” the other as “guest”
will certainly strike the reader for its similarityith the basic relational attitude we find
in the context of “receiving” thenarebitoas “guest”. We are exploring whether we can
understand thenarebitofigure through the notion of otherness; that isethier we can
appropriate the presence of timarebitothrough its difference from us, as an “other”.
Origuchi senses the character of that presendeeimay the “I” = “community” relates
with themarebita Proper relational context, that of the ritualde®f relation, gives us
a definite pattern, whereby the “I” = communitypresented in the person of the head
of the household, the head of the village, or thadApriest at the sanctuary, “receives”
the marebitoas a stranger, honors it as a “guest”, and traaighbr as “Thou”. From
this basic relational pattern, Origuchi concludeat tthemarebitocan be none other
than akami just as Buber finds the sacred dimension supppttie relational bond.

In the field of psychoanalysis, the relationahtavith “the other” is internalised, and
as a result it is melded in the “I's” inner menpabcesses; the reference to the objective
world is subsumed into the subjective space. ludPeeThe Ego and the I@Das Ich
und das Es 1923) the “I” changes into an “ego”, a subjectivenstruct of
consciousnedéwhich finds its opposite in the unconscious fiefctheid. In this way
the full circle stands within the walls of the “I'sind. Certainly theego experiences
“strangeness” towards the, which springs from a source which is not undectntrol,
as well as towards the external world, which becoareouter source of demands. This
feeling of strangeness is not resolved in the emewwvith the “you”. The only “you” is
perceived rather as a “he/she” that is incorporattxthe conscious structure of tbgq
through internalization and objectification of thgures of “father” and “mother” in the

K. N./Anderson, R. (2002Vioments of Meeting: Buber, Rogers, and the PotefdraPublic Dialogue
SUNY Press.

%8 Sampson 1993, quoted in CISSNA/ANDERSON 2002, 93.

? Following Gurevitch, Z. D. (1988) “The Other SideDialogue: On Making the Other Strange and the
Experience of Otherness” American Journal of Sociologyw. 93, 1179-1199.

%0 Buber states that “Every real relation in the wasl exclusive, the Other breaks in on it and aesrits
exclusion” (BUBER 1923/2004, 76).

31 Quoted in Cooper, Mick (2008xistential Therapies: Using Evidence for Policyddractice SAGE,

28.

%2 |n this sense Freud preferred the term “Ich” tgd®e since the former is connected to consciousness
and self-reflection. “Ego” can be translated in @an asgler Einzige(the single one), as in Max Stirner’s
The Ego and his Owfi844).
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super-ego Although theegostrives to keep the mind connected to the extesmoald,
and has no support in the relational field withyau”, it easily lapses into failure and
the field of psychopathology opens HipThe real problem with thisgois that, having
no relational connection with “others”, it cannoteocome by itself the condition of
solipsism, which reflects a general mentality itellectual circles in 1923 and opposes
the more hopeful view that we find in phenomenatagior hermeneutical thought
patterns. Certainly thego connects the “I” to its exterior, but finds no ceenpart in
that exterior, and there is no communicative patterassist i* monologue substitutes
for dialogue. In the field of contemporary psychibygdogy, it is generally
acknowledged that Freud’s notion of thgois subjected to a drive/structure model that
is in opposition to an alternative relational/strere modef® In the last analysis, the
external world is not even an open structure fromctv hope is instilled in the “I's”
mind, but another source of threat to &g@>® In Origuchi’s view, the bipolarity of the
external world as a source of blessings for the¢immunity, as well as a possible
source for adversity is acknowledged in the duakatter of thenarebitq a figure that
will later be developed according to tkekugakutheory of the spiritual entity called
tama®’ This explains, according to Origuchi, the emergent many local traditions
where ritual behaviour is required to guaranteeféiver of thetama/marebito In the
original view, however, thenarebito plays an outstanding role as a guardian spirit
which comes from beyond the community’s perimetend in this way local
communities, although isolated geographically, &k to connect to a hopeful source
of meaning. The threat would rather be in losingtaot with this external source of
vital energy and therefore falling into stagnatidis a conclusion, we can make a
distinct contrast between Freud’'s approach to tten of the “other” as a threat to the
egq and Origuchi’s approach to a possible notionhaf tother” as protector of the
“I”=community.

In the same year, Max Scheler claimedive Nature of SympatifWesen und Formen
der Sympathie1923) that he had found the solution to the probtdnthe ego and
solipsism. For Scheler, sympathy and love are feesuln the human experience which
serve as bridges between the self and others. &yrity the radical polarization of self
vs. other, or inner self vs. external world, Schaleows the artificial and derivative
character in the rise of the self as opposed textsrior. The enclosure of tlegoin
itself is a basic error of self-perception and afratity. Both self and other emerge from
a common stream of vital experience, indistinguidaand primary. Inner self and
exterior world are identified in the original, pramdial experience. It is here that the
possibility of raising the perception of the exigte of the “other” as a value to the self
is grounded. And through this realization all forofsego-centeredness and solipsism

¥ As acknowledged by Freud, tegois the only window of the “I” to the external worltWhereas the
ego is essentially the representative of the eatexmorld, of reality, the super-ego stands in casttto it
as the representative of the internal world, ofitheConflicts between the ego and the ideal vaid,we
are now prepared to find, ultimately reflect thenttast between what is real and what is psychical,
between the external world and the internal wo(id’ FREUD 1986, 459).

% To Freud theegois that part of the id “modified by the direct iméince of the external world” (in Ford,
D. H./Urban, H. B., 1998 ontemporary Models of Psychotherapy: A Comparatinalysis John Wiley

& Sons, 199-200).

% Notions presented by Greenberg, J. R./Mitchell, AS.(1983) Object Relations in Psychoanalytic
Theory Harvard Usniversity Pre

% Freud depicts thegoas “a poor creature owing service to three mastedsconsequently menaced by
three dangers: from the external world, from théalb of the id, and from the severity of the suger&

37 For the notion oiramitamain Origuchi, see OSz vol. 2, 359-362.

% This connects our argument to Origuchi’s viewhafke/haretheoretical construction. For the notion of
ke= “common” see OSz vol. 6, 137; for the notiorhafe OSz vol. 17, 459.
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are overcome. Scheler’s analysis will lead us letghe phenomenological approach of
the Freiburg school of thought, in Husserl and ldgger. But we must not falil first to
notice that in Origuchi’'s analysis of the dualishcommunity-as-self antharebiteas-
other, precisely what the latter contributes todbleeme is the permanent possibility of
overcoming any form of self-centeredness, isolatordrive, or solipsistic self
deterioration as fancies of an immature and modfjcient social self.

Contrary to Buber's stance towards a philosophyhe “absolute other,” with an
emphasis on its radical difference to the e8cheler propounded a “relative other,” in
the sense that the difference is not radical bigt subsumed under the common ground
of a primary identification. What then, of tmearebiteas-otherAVe would dare to
ascribemarebitds difference to radicality rather than to proxiwitor according to the
original shape of Origuchi’snarebitoron there is no common ground to be shared
between the community-as-self and tharebita Hel/it is a total stranger, in appearance
(ikeijin) as well as in substanckafmi. Moreover, the marebito’s place of origin, the
tokoyq remarks radical exteriority in threarebitoa We have argued that originally, the
marebito was exclusively associated with thekoyq not to the heavens or the
mountains, which later led to the image of tharebitoas an ancestor spirit, kamiin
the Shinto pantheon’s stylén contrast, theokoyorepresents a place of “absolute”
alterity. We are talking then about the meetingvad different planes at one point in
space and time, and not of a common sphere whididas two poles that revolve
around eaclother. This is why we find the “absolute” othernes8uber more akin to
Origuchi’s position than the “relative” view propas by Scheler. This difference will
also reflect itself in the ethical problem. For @wbng to Scheler, it is the primary
identity of the opposites of self and other whichkes possible an ethics of otherness
and sees the other as value. But from the poinieat of Buber and Origuchi, what
precisely makes valuable the contact with the o¢tberit dialogical or ritual, is its
radical irreducibility to the sphere of the selthi§ we may call the transcendent
moment in the relational bound self-other. In abes, however, an ethics of the other is
necessarily raised.

The ethical moment is also present in E. Hussegl,most representative philosopher
of the Freiburg school. Here, too, we discover th823 turns out to be a very
significant year. The need to return to the fouindati moment of Europe as an
intellectual cultur is urgently felt in the first volume of hiSirst Philosophy(Erste
Philosophie 1923). The book was written as a response taléep sense of crisis of
values in World War | in German intellectual cifé Just as Origuchi went back to
archaic Japan, Husserl went back to ancient Eum@pewrite the history of ideas, and
by relying on linguistic or conceptual analysisugbt to discover the clue for a fresh
new start. Origuchi, an anti-modernist, believed thue was hidden in the creases of
time, and was only fragmentarily revealed in ancigxts, while the enlightened

39 We are conscious that the full develpment of sutiheoretical position is not found in Buber'sssia,
but for that we have to wait until the emergenc8uwalber’s disciple, E. Lévinas, who porposed a thexdbr
the “absolute Other” ifime and the OthgiLe Temps et I'Autrel948), which falls beyond the scope of
this essay.

“9 philosophischerKultur. Today we have an increasing literature aboutntiyeh of the foundation of
European philosophy by ancient Greece, a romantiention, but to bring this issue to our discussion
would be completely anachronistic. See the authm&tion in www.pensamientoglobal.com.

“! Perhaps the epitome to this had been the reldzBpemgler'sThe Decline of the Wegtst completed

in 1922. On the other hankrisis will constitute a keyword in the philosophy of Hadssince this period
until his last writings, as is evidenced in théetivf his famous work of 193@,he Crisis of European
Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenol@jg Krisis der Europdischen Wissenschaften und die
Transzendentale Phanomenolggie
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Husserl aspired to take a new, further step in ititellectual history of mankind.
Moreover, Husserl relies entirely on consciousiéaithough not on the naturalistic
conscious perception of the “psychological ego.” ailwgt a closed, solipsistic
understanding of the ego, Husserl propounds a stemdental ego,” wherein a basis
exists which will take us to the genesis meaning, and in this way he negated the
identification of “transcendental” with “transcemd& the new science of consciousness
being called “transcendental phenomenology.” Indkarch for a pure ego, the process
towards the constitution of universal meaning stémm “methodological solipsism”
through self-analysis, in the Cartesian traditiBot the self immediately reveals its
complete immersion and dependence on its envirohmggrsonal, cultural, and
historical. The structure of the self is open, #md is called intentionality. As a result
the self is only constituted in the realm of intdjectivity.*® This is the space where the
self encounters others, and through this encouhéeethical autonomy of man is itself
constituted, in that the universal community ofellgcts gives itself its own destiny.
The constitution of the community of men includeglarality of worlds, among them
the worlds of strangerd;remdwelten But universal communication is guaranteed,
thanks to the human capacity for intersubjectivgatimy. In this manner, a “common
factual world” Erfahrungswelt reveals itself as the unified place of intersabyaty.

At the same time that Husserl undertook the refwation of the edifice of European
philosophy, he had the chance to appeal to a wabatership, when he was invited to
contributeFive Essays on Renewdl922-23) to the Japanese jourKaizo. The term
“renewal” becomes a transcultural term, comprehm@diecause of a common crisis of
values in Japan as much as in Europe. The desirerfewal was universally felt, but in
different ways. Husserl has the chance to addresis dudiences (that is, Europe and
Japan). Husserl sincerely believes that mankiralakole can and must aspire to create
a universal moral order that goes beyond cultufédrénces. Renewal means above all
to situate mankind in ethical life, through ratibmderaction. The universal community
is possible thanks to the dialogic, communicativaure of individuals, who are
sensitive to their intersubjective context. Butfact, Husserl's project is Eurocentric.
Universal reason is at the opposite pole of Origadiermeneutic endeavour in that the
Japanese language, the language of Yamato, igextudible source of meaning and
cannot be translated into the language of univeessdon. It is only through linguistic
analysis that Origuchi made the discovery of tharebiteas-other. Therefore, the
encounter with thenarebiteas-other is not the result of transcendental amglput of a
context of transcendence. Thearebiteas-strangedoes not belong to the universal
community of intellects; its otherness is radid¢a.character falls beyond the reach of
phenomenological analysis.

In this sense, Heidegger’s stance as thinkeosf-metaphysics is closer to our point.
Compared to Husserl’s rationalism, Heidegger'snnht® overcome Husserl through
ontological analysis is detectable since the saen®q, a period in which he separated
himself from Husserl, his mentor, and which markkd beginning of the so-called
Marburg phase. Curiously enough the lecture counsgen by Heidegger that year
bears the name @ntology(Ontologie 1923), as a challenge to phenomenology. There
are two points in which the intellectual world oéidegger approaches that of Origuchi.
First, Heidegger operates fully the linguistic tumthe field of phenomenology by
introducing the hermeneutical method. In this, lgger goes beyond Husserl's

“21n First Philosophy Husserl propound$ philosophy of beginnings that institutes itsielfthe most
radical philosophical self-consciousness”. Quotedi Moran, in Crowell, St./Malpas, J., eds. 2007,
Transcendental Heideggestanford University Press, 135.

43 Defined inFirst Philosophyas “subjectivity in community with others.”
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rationalism, in that linguistic hermeneutics aspite understanding the irrational as
well as the rational through textual analysis. Algo textual analysis, the notion of
progress wanes. Origuchi similarly chooses hermt@seun the nativist tradition, and
relies almost entirely otextual linguistic analysis. Second, contrary toguessiveness
in Husserl, who tried to move forward, both Heideg@nd Origuchi turned their
intellectual gaze backwards and believed that nmgaoould not be construed but was
already given. Moreover, Heidegger thought thatmmea(or truth) was veiled, hidden,
and remained in its purity only in the origin. Basa of this, Heidegger wrote about the
“forgiveness of Being” (= meaning, truth), ontolobging the discipline about Being.
Methodologically he returned to the origin of Eueap philosophy and negated history.
For him the presocratics, especially Parmenidgsesented the pristine moment of the
revelation of meaning. We have seen that Origudd tto establish a similar agenda.
As anti-modern as Heidegger was postmodern, hendidely on history either: for
Origuchi meaning was to be recovered from the frawgis pointing to the origin, just as
ParmenidePoemwas fragmentary. For both Origuchi and Heideggeganing was
preserved in words, in ancient words, and the task to extract meaning from
etymology, the etymology that revealed the origim&laning of otherness in the word
marebitqg the etymology that revealed the original meanofgboth identity and
difference in the Greek worth on Meaning was in both cases a foundational semiotic
act.

The 1923 text ofOntology consists of a basic outline of the topics that idgger
developed more systematically®eing and TimeHere, too, we find the early shape of
the basic tenets of several decisive problems ldtat raised Heidegger to critical
acclaim. In relation to our query, we find a dagnphilosophy of others already present.
The first point we will underline (Heidegger's ss2 is that meaning is mediated by
others* Quoting Aristotle, he writes that meaning is dtt to “authentic being” in
the world® In hermeneutics the linguistic turn is fully optwaal. Meaning has to do
with language in a communicative setting. In thantext “the other” makes full
appearance. In an early analysisdsein “the other” shows the aspect of “other
beings-which-are-there with him in the mode of.fif€In this way the analytics of
Dasein from the beginning, accounts for it in the neaegscommunal context of
“being-with-each-other*” The Daseinencounters others in the everyday experience of
encountering the worl® TheDaseinis never isolated. But, needless tos saythsein
does not always easily identify any experience witter Daseinin a common world.
There is room for the strange. However, here Hgdegoes not develop an argument
concerning the other as a “stranger”. He limits amalysis to a phenomenological
account of the experience of the “strange” itsedhf the point of view of the nature of
the encounter oDasein with his world. The characteristics of the “strahgare
unpredictability and incalculability. They unvefli$ world as contingerif.In sum, in

“ Heidegger reviews the history of hermeneutichinfirst chapter, in which he quotes the use dhef
word in the Sophist “Apherméneue, ‘shall report about’: making knownawthe others mean.” (6).
Heidegger takes a further step in emphasizingrtiggtning is given in a linguistic community.

> The quote goes: “Addressing and discussing somgthith others (conversation about something)
exists in order to safeguard the authentic beinliyofg beings (as they live in their world and means

of it).” (7).

*Ibid., 23.

“"Ibid., 24. This shows, on the other hand, how unfathéscriticism of individualism in the notion of
Daseinin Heidegger, as interpreted by Heidegger's Jamaoetcs since T. Watsuji.

“8«the others one has something to do with are thisee in the everyday things being encounteredy. (75
“9“The strange is only (...) inexplicit familiarity sofar as it has been shaken up and awakened and is
now being encountered in the character of unfaniyia(...) Through the disturbability of inexplicit
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an ontology of encounter, the selffaaseinfinds itself already in an intersubjective
space of other selves. In this sense, Heideggevshts lineage, that is, resulting from
the phenomenological analysis we have found, Hi tdethe notion of intersubjectivity
in Husserl. The difference is procedural. If Huksakes the individual self as the unit
of analysis, and from there tries to incorporate teality of other selves, Heidegger
starts from the community of selves from where trevess to arrrive at “authentic”
individual self. In both cases, the analysis ofividhal being is mediated by the
intersubjective field. With Husserl, this field imiversal and not limited by cultural
differences, since it is sustained by communicateason. With Heidegger, this field is
eminently cultural, defined by language, and couosatly, sustained by linguistic
national identity. InOntology as is the case with Husserl, there is no referdnc
alterity beyond the problem of being-with-other. Wreuld also call this analysis of the
other “relative otherness,” in the sense that altecdlterity is excluded by principle,
and that the focus of interest is centered on atkbkres, whichs to say the element of
otherness within the self in the domain of intejsativity. This leads to a field of
analysis of the self-as-other, and conversely other-as-self. The mediation of self and
other is the key point here, and the encompassisgfument of analysis, that is,
intersubjectivity, is what makes the ontologicadjpct possible.

Heidegger later confirmed his ideasBeing and TimgSein und Zejt1927). Here
again, he solved the problem already posed by Huabeut understanding others
through the notion of “being-with” Mitsein).*® But there the seed for a different
approach to the topic of otherness is also preskatdirect encounter with Being. If
Being has no content and cannot be translatedamygoarticular mode of being-in-the-
world, then it must be represented as empty. Hergtoblem of the negation of being
leads us to “absolute otherness” as non-being. idgmg then becomes “the nothing,”
or “nihilation”. Still, in Being and TimegHeidegger does not develop his positive
philosophy of nihilism, for which wevill haveto wait until his intellectual turn known
asKehre By 1923, Heidegger is still trying to cross timaits of the phenomenological
approach to the topic of the “others”, and doesatuiress as yet fully the problem of
Being-as-Other”

In Origuchi, we have seen that the source ofgh&inn otherness, a statement that can
be traced back to himarebitoronof 1923. So far, in our comparative analysis weeha
been able to discern two types of discourse reggraliterity. On the one hand, we have
a kind of theoretical elaboration regarding thatieh between the self atide “others”,
who are recognised as other selves, in the uniéabin called intersubjectvity, which is
the material from which the community is made. Véwéhcalled this type of approach
“relative otherness,” but we might also call it filanent otherness,” in the sense that

familiarity, what is being encountered is thereii® unpredictability its incalculability. The there
encountered has the peculiar rigidity of somethipgressive, contingent” (77). Needless to says it i
precisely this contingent character that makesvihidd an open structure wheégénementan take place,
as Heidegger’s French disciples have explained.

0 Husserl had acknowledged that the phenomenolodizgl from experiencing one’s own self to
experiencing the other’s self was a difficult prrl for phenomenology. Heidegger starts his ontoligi
analysis by negating the radicality of the distabheeveen my experience and the other's experidfee.
states: “...because Dasein's Being is Being-withdein|, its understanding of Being already implies the
understanding of Others” (HEIDEGGER 1927/1962, 161)

L |n parallel with Heidegger's turn to “facticity’. Jaspers published both the 3rd. Edition of his
Allgemeine Psychopathologi#913/1923), andie Idee der Universitaf1923), in which he tried to take
a step away from the threat of both rationalism seidntifism. He would later reinstate the enligiete
project of universal wisdom, but as of 1923, hespréed no particular reflection on otherness, éirth
than taking the patient as a singular individualégd building an academic comnunity based on rhutua
respect.
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the whole display of self and other is confinedh® sphere of the community-as-world.
But there is another type of discourse on altewtyich we have called “absolute
otherness,” or “transcendent otherness.” Here thbl@m is not about the “others” but
about the “Other”. And the place of exchange iswithin the community, but in the
liminal space where this world gets connected witter worlds. The first type leads to
social discourse, the second is clearly religiodse first type emphasizes interiority,
the second exteriority. The first, subjectivity amde-perception, the second objectivity
and the importance of place. In the Judeo-Chridfiadition about otherness we can
discern a mixed type. For the “absolute Other” Ipee® a conversational partner, a
“Thou”. In this sense it retains the dialogicalusture of the first type, which is
projected into the transcendent field of exterjoriVe might say that exteriority and
immanence coalesce into one single vision. In dwsd type, the perception of place
and time, in any case, creates sacredness. Weskavethat the visit of th@arebitq
which is occasional and unexpected in the beginremngs to accommodate to festival
time. The context of the religious festival movesr drame of mind beyond the
requirements of dialogue and rationality. The exgeawith otherness is then meta-
linguistic, in the sense that ritual poetry, in ahithemarebitois directly addressed, is
not of the dialogical type, and the ritual formulasered by thenarebiteperformer in
festivals are magical and not communicatieNow, magical language involves
irrationality.

This is precisely what is remarked in anotherocem work published in 1923. R.
Otto’s Das Heilige (1923). Here we enter common ground. There are raumse
references to characteristics of religious disoadingt correspond to our analysis of the
marebitoron We must mention the notion of the “numinous” (dsminosg or the
mysterious, already borrowed in our previous angjyd its several moments, starting
from “Power” Ubermachtig, “Energy” (Energisch, and above all “the moment of
mysterium (the “absolute Otheras “Ganz Andere). “Absolute otherness” awakens
in us the primordial religious experience of emtgra different dimension, the feeling of
the “strange”, the “unusual’, the unfamilidtin a word, “emotion” §tupod. The
feeling of “absolute otherness” is attached to mspive objects that pertain to the
natural, animal, or human order, objects “unfathbleiaand “beyond conception,”
which stand in opposition to our common sense dudaeir dissimilarity dissimilitag
and accessibility only through mystic experiences kvight then add the “fascinating”
moment, and so we arrive at the full list of chégdzations of the numinous which are
equivalent with Origuchi’s description of the figuof themarebita®* All the elements
listed above are applicable to timearebita Certainly, in marebito we discern the
features of “uncommon power” reji), “vital primary energy’, “otherness”,

“strangeness”, “religious emotion”, “dissimilarityikei) and “fascination”, and just as

2\We might express this in John L. Austin’s termoml, saying that language in therebitoexchange
with the community is of the “performative utteraidype, while its meaning in its use as a common
“locutionary act”is subordinated to its charactsfillocutionary act”. See Austin (196Z)jow to Do
Things with WordsThe Clarendon Press.

%3 See the following sentence: “Diese selber abemlink dasreligits Mysteridse, das echte Mirum, ist,

um es vielleicht am treffensten auszudricken, Gasz andere das ttateron, das anyad, das alienum,
das aliud valde, das Fremde und Befremdende, dadeam Bereiche des Gewohnten Verstandenen un
Vertrauten und darum ‘Heimlichen” Gberhaupt Hefallsnde und zu ihm in Gegensatz sich Setzende
unddarumdas Gemut mit starrem Staunen Erfullende” (OTTQ318963, 31).

** Of course, there are other moments in Otto’s detien of the numinous which are bracketed her¢, no
just to evade the problem of dissonance betweem tistourses, but because methodologically we are
focusing on defining a possible theoretical grogndhmon to both authors regarding the perception of
otherness.
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in Otto’s analysis, the comprehensive word thatoemgasses all these features is
“divine” (das Heilige= kamj.>®

In the section dedicated to the analysis of ftbketerogeneity”, Otto displays his
appreciation of the concepts of emptiness andisihiln the Indian Hindu and Buddhist
traditions. This places his analysis in a spectaifpon, a step further than the authors
we have prevously reviewed. Already in 1923, Ottmrects the problem of the
perception of heterogeneity with the inapprehefgitof the object, leading him to the
consideration of emptiness and nihilism in Easteaditions. This connection clearly
precedes the argument displayed later by Heidegger more conspicuously noted by
interested critics than the precursory task peréatioy Otto.

The notion of heterogeneity applied to Origuchmigrebitoronpresents two poles:
heteromorphy and heterotopy. Heteromorphy refershéo way the presence of the
marebitois acknowledged by the community, that is, as ange visitor ikeijin), and
heterotopy refers to the way the community imagthesplace of origin of thenarebitq
the tokoyoas exteriority.Thus far, in our comparative analysis we have ka#a to
trace possible transcultural points of referencerdlation to the otherness of the
marebitq but the only reference to the contextual topol@gtached to this figure
appears as transcendence, and depends on Judsta@hitieology, or secondarily as
the nothing, no-place attached to Buddhist philbgophetokoyocan be analyzed both
as a place of transcendence, comparablakamagaharaand as a no-place, inasmuch
as there is no imagery about its shape or topologyeven about its cosmological
coordinates, that is, an u-topia. It is just anofilace. But in 1923 there already exists
the possibility of looking at it from another thetical framework, that is perhaps more
adequate. In this year, following a visit by Eingte® Japan, the journ#laizo edited an
article covering the theory of relativity. The aki had a strong influence on intellectual
circles and provoked a broad spreading of the natioa multi-dimensional world and
the relativity of time-space. Poets and artiststestiacontributing their private imagery
to the topic of other worlds and their connectiorotirs, among them, the utopist poet
and writer Miyazawa Kenji. Miyazawa’s world viewcadls some features we have
discerned so far in our analysis of thearebiteas-other. Already, in his most
expressive pieces of free verse, which appearespaag and AsurgHaru to Shura
vol. 1, 1923), Miyazawa gives way to his bizarré-perception and world-perception.
Looking for a full integration of all dimensions existence, he calls into a single line of
thought a wide variety of heterogeneous elementshndssemble themselves following
his unique principle of arrangement. By so doirgpbsitions himself at a liminal point
where different lines of space and time cross yreeld intermingle. This he calls the
“fourth-dimensional extensior?®

%5 We cannot overlookk the fact that there is a Btglcoincidence between many features characteristi
of Kokugaku's traditional emphasis on a theologlatmeneutics of the irrational kamidiscourse and
Otto’s phenomenology of the divine. Comparativedigs in Kokugaku circles of the 20th century have
been discouraged nonetheless. An exception is ittee df research followed by Nakanouz6’s
comparative perspective in his study of Motoori INaga and the 19th century nativist Tachibana
Moribe’s notions okami See [#&~FEEOMELR ] [HER%] 5 184+ 18575, 2002.

*% He writes in the “Preface” t8pring and Asura‘All of these propositions/Are asserted withifioarth-
dimensional extension/As mental images and ther@attitime iself”. (1923, English translation folls
Kaneko in S. Glick, ed. 198The Comparative Reception of RelatiyBpringer, 365-367). He also uses
the expression “four dimensional structure” in treginal manuscript, which he later discarded. tar
discussion on whether Miyazawa is following an Emgan scheme or a Bergsonian appreciation of time
asdurée see the argument which follows the quotationreffeabove inbid.
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The introduction of a fourth extension has the egngnce of opening up the world of
common experience to the experience of alterityjcwtwill be the base whereon
Miyazawa will build up his richly imaginary cosmaip. Fantasy and imagination are
not opposed to reality and objectivity, but all grart of a multi-dimensional and
integrated perception. Then life becomes®ath The Spring and AsuraMiyazawa
places heterogeneity right in the centre. He ptss@imself as other than human,
identifying with an Asura, a demonic entity in Binlst cosmology who defends
Buddhist law®® In sum, Miyazawa’'s poetic world also presents lfitserough the
features of heterogeinity. The poet-as-Asura besomdeterogeneous being from a
heterogeneous place. The effect is transience,eticgghamanic experience, through
which the unconscious mind operates in our wotld. Miyazawa’s poetry, landscape
is presented as a place of transformation, thrabhgheye of heterogeneity. Doubtless,
Miyazawa’s world and Origuchi’s intersect at oneinpo but they should not be
confused. For one thing, whereas Origuchi rejectsdemity and his linguistic
commitment is very selective and reductive, Miyaaawcorporates the lexicon of
modern science together with local expressionsradition in a non-discriminative
outlook, and by doing so situates himself beyoral dichotomy of ancient-modern,
national-foreign. However, from the point of vieWwabphilosophy of heterogeneity, in
Miyazawa we find the most conspicuous example ofirdallectual coetaneous to
Origuchi, in which we also find the features of tdrT®@morphy” and “heterotopy”,
although in a unique sense of these wdfdm relation to the “other”, the main
difference is perhaps that while in Origuchi theh&r” appears as a foreign presence
towards the I-community, i8pring and Asurahe “other” is “I”.

Finally, we must mention the publication in 19#3two classic works in the field of
cultural anthropology, namely, the English transtabof L. Lévy-Bruhl'sLa Mentalité
primitive (Primitive Mentality, 1922),and J. G. Frazer’s abridged one-volume edition of
The Golden Bougli1890/1923). For the purposes of our discussionmillefocus on
three ideas which L. Lévy-Bruhl presents in tharfer work. First, the importance the
author gives to the unconscious way the primitivadvstructures its world. Secondly,
the belief in unseen powers found among primitieegde. Third, the notion that the
primitive worldview is not inferior to the civilisemind, but rather a totally different
mode of thought. In Frazer’s reedition (1923), whimecame very popular, we find
several references to Japan in connection withrthim topics treated in the essay, but
nothing which connects his pioneering research Wiehquestion of otherness. He will

> Consider Miyazawa’s sentence: “Should we not nakef our fields and all of our life into one huge
four-dimensional art?” (1926, in KAJ 1979, 252)For comparative purposes, see K. Nishida’s notfon o
“absolute free will” Art and Morality, Geijutsu to dtoky, 1923), in relation to Miyazawa’'s notion of
freedom in artistic expression.
%8 The following poem is wellknown in this respect:

The bitterness and the lividness of rage

Spits to the depths of April's atmospheric strata

Goes to and back, teeth gnashing

I ...am ... an ... Asura.
(KATO 1979, 252).
¥ This is what the poet G. Snyder calls the “savagistom, which he saw in MiyazawdHe Back
Country, 1967).
% It might be pointed out that there is a greated#hce between Miyazawa’'s Buddhist monistic outlook
and Origuchi’s traditionalistic Shinto outlook, bag a poet, Miyazawa’s Buddhism does not function i
opposition to thekamiworld, for it is comprehensive. Miyazawa expres@&saotion” in front of “The
Dancers of Haratai Village”, “strangely dressed dmth a crescent moon” (KAY1979, 252). At the
same time, irSpring and Asuraheterotopy points to the liminal space where thet @ituates himself
between worlds, and not to a utopic distant waKe thetokoya
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nonetheless mention a few examples of possiblegsttérom a comparative viewpoint:
the author’'s treatment of the subject of the exesoul, in relation to the proto-
shamanic belief in the absence and return of thé saght offer us a modified version
of diverse techniques for propitiation of the soahd shows a certain structural
parallelism to the topic of the visit by the strangnd the invigorating result. Another
aspect of interest lies in his argument that mageredes religion. In this context, it
would not be amiss to recall the confrontation et Origuchi’s stance in favor of
shamanic practices in the Tohoku region, and theiafreligious-minded opposition to
magic in powerful academic and political circles tble Shinto establishment. Of
secondary interest imhe Golden Bougls the treatment of the human incarnation of
gods, and the fear of the stranger, which contragts the “fascination” towards the
other we have found in Otto's wofk In sum, in the early twenties, cultural
anthropology was inclined to study the problem loé fprimitive mind, “primitive
culture”, “primitive language”, or even primitivespchology®® and held a privileged
position, eminently suited to the study of ancibaliefs of themarebitotype. But in
fact, the problem of the other would not be posetil much later, and we only find a
precursory statement of the primitive mind as tgtather in Lévy-Bruhl, who on the
other hand does not touch upon the figure of o#ewithin ancient culture, but only
raises the methodological problem of how to coutgitn discipline which can integrate
heterogeneous cultures.

3

In the field of critical literature ommarebitq E. Ohnuki-Tierney stands out for
proposing a model for understandinrebitoin the guise of a stranger as well as a
foreigner, a viewpoint derived from the semiotics tbe other, the other being a
projection of the self to the outside, thus genegata given dynamics of re-
appropriation®® In this sense, rather than seeing it as a feaifirancient Japanese
beliefs, Ohnuki-Tierney seasarebitoas an expression of a primordial psychological
trait that underlies Japanese cultural history. iHerpretation opens up the possibility
of understandingnarebitoas the other, and creates a space for discussangbitoin
the context of the dialectic self-other. It is @fripcular interest in that it permits us to
take a step further from Origuchimarebitoron By bringing forth the symbolic
potentials contained in the figure of therebiteas-other, Ohnuki-Tierney rescues its
powerful appeal from the arcana of classical lite@and remote mountain rituals, and
uses it as an instrument to reassess the capadapanese culture to relate as an island
civilization to its exterior, which is to say theovid. In an updated context of mutual
exchange, that is, the necessity to appreciateexbernal power of reinvigorating the
self, Ohnuki-Tierney has recently turned Origuchisarebitoron into a major
contribution to the semiotics of culture that isfpetly in line with Western reflective
traditions of the type of philosophies of the othralyzed in this essay.

®1 See on this respect chs. LXVI and LXVII Bfie Golden Bough

%21n the field of cultural psychology see examplasd. Bartlett,Psychology and Primitive Culture
(1923); J. PiagetLe Langage et la pensée chez I'enf§h®23); from the ethnographic fieldr
Malinowski's “The Problem of Meaning in Primitive abhguages” (1923); from the field of
phenomenology, see vol. 1 of E. Cassikhilosophy of Symbolic Forn$923).

% Ohnuki-Tierney states: “I propose that from thespective of reflexivity, the marebito, or stranger
outsider deities who come from outside a settlememiutside of Japan, constitute the semiotfeerfor
the Japanese, which is symbolically equivalenttrttranscendental self, that is, gelf perceived at a
higher level of abstraction than a reflective sSé€@HNUKI-TIERNEY 1993/1994, 54).
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Another modern scholar, Richard B. Pilgfifthas pointed out the importance of the
spatial reference of theekkaj or place where thenarebitois received at New Year in
the shrine or the home. Thearebitois understood as “vague, formless energies or
spirits tama@” whose presence is somehow perceivkeh@) as visiting the human
realm from “the other world”"tokoyono kuni) or the mountains. As we have seen, in
clear contrast to the shrine system of the posiiN&into establishment, in Origuchi’'s
symbolic topology théhomehas a privileged position. The polarity of the hehusld
receives its tension from the farthest possiblegla it, thetokoya At the same time,
themarebitobelongs to a different nature from the Takamagapargheonmarking its
peripheral position, but at the same time its \filalction for the social fabric to be able
to survive, which reveals a conspicuously-gteicturalist outlook. Its numinous nature
detachs it from the anthropomorphic or zoomorplyjetof thekamiin the Shinto
pantheon. For thearebitocan take a number of different guises, and itsgoes is felt
even in some festivals, but remains unseen, comigrwhat we have already seen in
Origuchi. This puts conceptual limits to an indisgnate expansion of the theoretical
potentials inmarebitoas a symbolic notion. In the context of the excleangtween the
self and the other, not any kind of exchange vedlult in a spiritual benefit for the self.
The importance of place should be kept in mindwadl as the proper rhetoric of
exchange. Ritual place and rhetoric can be reirgggd to apply to the present. The
home will always have a “sacred” meaning as theete and living spatial reference
of the self. This topology generates a rhetoric n@hg the self must act as “host” and
the visitor coming from the exterior, defined byethmits of the home, must act as
“guest”. The guest brings vital new energy to tbhenk, so that the living space does not
deteriorate into a closed shell. The home as am gpeicture requires this kind of
exchange. The stronger the tension between hostgaedt, that is the farther the
distance from where the guest originates, the higie spiritual capacity for renewal.
In this way, the threshold, or the hearth, playmlsolically important role as liminal
places for the encounter with “an other” who corinesh another dimension.

The postmodern philosopher Nakazawa Shin’ichi 5Qtp has published a
monographic essay on the intellectual personafityriguchi, (Kodai kara kita miraijin
Orikuchi Shinobu‘O. Sh.: A Man of the Future Coming from the P2€08). In an
interview published earlier in France (2006), h&naevledged Origuchi to be an
inspirational figure for his own philosophical easteurs. He also declared that
although Origuchi has remained marginal becausdhiking does not fit into any
great system of thought, his way of thinking présdna unique and irreducible
character. As a “philosopher difference,” Origuchi is nothing less than vindeatby
Nakazawd?

In his book Nakazawa offers an original insighbat the persistence of the symbolic
role of the notion ofmarebito in the present, and stresses the mediation that the
marebito performs between the other world and our world. Rakazawamarebito
incarnates the exterior in our world, and bringthvinim spiritual heterogeneity. His
idea of themarebitorepresents a formal and conceptual way of exprgdbie need to
host the incursion of the infinitely distant. It mot just a literary metaphor, but a
primary source for the possibility of “opening aspage to a heterogeneous world”.
Concerning theéokoyq Nakazawa points to Origuchi’s expression, “thenboof the
soul” (tamashii no furusafp as a nostalgia for a paradise lost and the @lésiregain it.

In this sense, the notion eharebitoin Origuchi goes beyond academic query to

% In “Intervals (Ma) in Space and Time: Foundations for a Religio-Aetit Paradigm in Japan”, in FU
1995, 55-80.
% See “Dialogue 3" in KASSILE 2006, 41.
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become a vital matter. In a second sensetak@yopoints to “the other world”gno ya9,
whose passage to “this world” is made by tharebita In this sense, thmarebitoare
identified with the “spirits of the deads¢irel), who appear in festivals held in many
small islands of southern Japan, and who by weariagks and covering themselves
with vegetation, open a passage to the other wiarldeople’s minds. The belief in
marebito sustained in many different forms throughout tlapahese archipelago is
evidence in favour of a kind of realism in Origushihinking that went beyond his
poetical intuition. In sum, the notion ofarebitois proof of Origuchi’s originality®

We have seen that the notionmoérebitocan be taken in a variety of meanings, and
that several interpretations are possible. Fronctmeeptual viewpoint this might lead
some critics to discard the term as not apt foeauge philosophical discussion, but
from the semiotic point of view, its partial ambityuhas the advantage of a symbolic
richness that is absent in more abstract philosapkbcabulary. What | propose in this
essay is to consider whether it is possible tosteda this symbolic notion into a
coherent philosophical discourse. Of course, teiguires interpretation, that is, an
application of the symbolic richness of the condep definite setting of argumentation.
I have explored the possibility of interpretingarebitoas a notion about “the other”,
and | have checked all possible elements that canfdund there regarding
heterogeneity, like heteromorphy and heterotopyd a&nis in a global context.
Discourses about the other are varied, and belomifferent fields of knowledge. Our
interpretation ofmarebiteas-other proves to be original within the contextthe
general conceptions of otherness. It is not possibl subsume it into any of the
discourses on the other analyzed in this essampyiopinion themarebitoremains an
outstanding contribution by Origuchi to a key perhlin today’s philosophical debates.
It cannot be reduced to a simple mechanism of gtioje of the self into its exterior: it
is exteriority itself. It cannot be reduced to theerplay between self and other within
the context of intersubjectivity. Nor is it redulglio the limits of theological discourse,
for the marebiteaskami does not fit well into any given pantheon. It had been
proved, | believe, that it can simply be identifiwdh the cult of ancestors. It is a much
more radical concept. Its utopian component, itliced heterogeneity, impels us to treat
this notion in its own proper context, that is @y ghe liminality of space and the
suggestion of a multidimensional conception ofitgaDriguchi was not a philosopher:
rather he passed on to posterity a half-poetid-ihtlitive notion associated with a
suggestive word from antiquity. It is our task t@w out the potentiality of this notion
and to transform it into a valid concept for todayhilosophical discourse. If my
interpretation of thenarebiteas-other is correct, then we may take a furthep sind
with a simple grammar of transitivity, postulate thotion of the other-asrarebitoand
explore the consequences. For instance, might weéramspose “total otherness” into
the realm of intersubjectivity? This is what Oripuseems to sugged¥larebito seems
to have such a potencial. It requires an expectaigrotocol, a treatment, a celebration,
all driven by the nostalgic desire for the “otheit. also involves an “ethics of
hospitality” in a general framework of a theoryesichangé’

% See the chapter entitled £ TNE | DF A in NAKAZAWA 2008a, 30-52. NAKAZAWA
2008b, 166, situates thmarebitotype of kami within the broader framework of a theory of images,
stressing the interface functionality of thésami connecting the world of things seen with the meaf
things unseen.

%7t calls for consideration in the line of recergrimeneutical theories of “hospitality”, inspired by
Augustine, and following, s defined by Heideggeéyinas, Sartre, Ricoeur, and Derrida. See a general
presentation in W. Ogletree (198Hpspitality to the Stranger: Dimensions of Moral démstanding
Fortress Press.
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