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Burada ¢evirisi sunulan metin Graham Parkes’mn editorliigiinii yaptigi “Heidegger and Asian
Thought” isimli derleme ¢aligmanin Girig kismi i¢in yazdigi metindir. Spesifik olarak Heidegger
ve Asya diigiincesi arasindaki etkilesimi ve daha genel olarak da felsefede bir alt dal olarak
karsilagtirmali felsefenin yapisini inceleyip ortaya koyan bu yazi her iki alanda da arastirma yapan
kisiler igin temel bir yonerge 6zelligi tagimasi agisindan énemlidir.
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INTRODUCTION

[ON HEIDEGGER AND COMPARATIVE PHILOSOPHY]
Abstract

The text whose translation is presented here is the text Graham Parkes had written as the
Introduction for the companion titled “Heidegger and Asian Thought”. This text is important
because it shows -specifically- the interaction between Heidegger and Asian Thinking and -more
generally- the structure of comparative philosophy as a sub-branch of philosophy. With this
feature, this text works as a main directive for the researches who study within these fields.
Keywords: Heidegger, Comparative Philosophy, East Asia, Continental Philosophy.

Dilin 6zsel varligina cevap bulmak igin ¢abalayan bir diisiinmenin goriiniimi
kendisinin biitiin enginliginde hala ortiik kalir. Bunun igin dilin varligi olarak
diistinmeyi denedigim seyin, Dogu Asya dilinin dogasi i¢in de yeterli olup
olmadigini...distinme deneyimine Bat1 Avrupali ve Dogu Asyali sdylemenin tek
bir kaynaktan disar1 tasan bir seyin sakidig: bir tarzda bir diyaloga girmelerini
saglayan bir dil varlig1 ile erisilip erisilemeyecegini hala gérmiiyorum.

“Bir Sorusturmaci ile bir Japon arasinda Dil iizerine bir Diyalog”

Dil Yolunda

Platon’un ya da ondan oOncekilerin Hindistan ile temasa gectiklerine dair
spekiilasyonlar vardir. Her haliikarda karsilastirmali felsefenin genelde birbirleriyle
baglantili olmayan felsefeler arasinda daha aydinlatici oldugu diisiiniiliirse, Platon’un
varolanlar1 idealar {izerinden kavramasini erken Hint ve Budist diisiincesi ile

! Metnin asli i¢in bkz. Graham Parkes, “Introduction”, Heidegger and Asian Thought, Ed. Graham Parkes,
(Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1990), s. 1-14.
2 Dr. Ogr. Uyesi, Isparta Siileyman Demirel Universitesi, Felsefe Bolimii (enginyurt@sdu.edu.tr).
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kargilastirmak Ogreticidir. Leibniz’in Neo-Konflicyiiscii  felsefe ve Yi Cing ile
karsilasmasi biiylik bir Bat1 diisiiniiriiniin ciddi olarak Asya felsefesi ile ilgilendigi ilk
ornektir.” Dogu diisincesine duyulan ilgi giderek artt;, ta ki Hegel, kendisinden
oncekilerden ¢ok daha kapsamli bir tarih goriisiine hakim olarak kendi felsefesinin Bati
metafiziginin doruk noktasi oldugunu (gerekcesiyle birlikte) ilan edene kadar. Hegel,
Dogu diislincesinin -bu diisiincenin iiriinlerinden bazilar1 Hegel’in kendi sistemine dahil
edilecek kadar degerli olmasina ragmen- olgunlasmamis durumda oldugunu diisiindii.
Schopenhauer, daha iyi terciimeler ile Asya’ya 6zgii metinler daha c¢ok erisilebilir hale
geldikce, bu felsefelerde biiylik bir derinlik gordii ve Bati diisiincesinin Dogu’nun
bilgeliginden 6grenecek cok seyi oldugu goriisiinii benimsedi. Nietzsche “Onceki tiim
degerlerin yeniden degerlendirilmesi” diislincesiyle, Bati metafizik geleneginin en
sonunda iistesinden geldigini diisiindii. Nietzsche’nin Hint felsefesini kavrayist
Schopenhauer’in bu felsefeyi kavrayisindan daha derine wulagmis goziikiir ve
Schopenhauer’in Budizm’e dair tavri kararsiz iken, Nietzsche, Budist felsefenin bazi
yanlarlyla kendi diisiincesinin altiist edici satirlar1 arasinda paralellikler oldugunu kabul
etmigtir.

Heidegger’in Nietzsche ile iligkisinin biiylik bir boliimii, Nietzsche’nin hala Bati
metafizik gelenegi icinde kistirllmis oldugunu anlatmak ve Heidegger’in kendisinin,
Varlik sorusunu tekrar-acan ve bdylece Bati metafizigin nihai olarak {istesinden gelen ilk
kisi olarak sunulmasi ile ilgilidir. Yakinlarda, Jacques Derrida buna ragmen, Heidegger’in
diisiincesini, fonetik ve fonetik olmayan yazili metinlere sahip diller arasindaki farki
tamamen g6z oniinde bulundurarak, asir1 “logos-merkezcil” oldugu ve bu yiizden de hala
Bati metafizik gelenegi icine diistiigii yoniinde elestirmistir. Bundan dolay1r Bati
metafiziginin en son {istesinden gelinmesi i¢in daha da fazla beklememiz gerekebilir.

Bu meselenin pesinden gitmek yerine, ben, eger Heidegger’in diisiincesi, iki bin
yil Once tamamen yabanci kiiltiirel ortamlarda ortaya ¢ikmis, dyle ya da bdyle yabanci
diller ile ifade edilmis olan fikirler ile derin bir sekilde yankilanmaya getirilebilirse, agik
bir sekilde, Heidegger’in, Bat1 metafizik geleneginin iistesinden gelen ilk Bat1 diisiiniirii
oldugu iddiasinin daha ¢ok ciddiye alinmasini 6neriyorum. (Bunun aynisi dogal olarak
Nietzsche’nin Bati gelenegini altiist etmesinin radikalligi i¢in de gecerlidir.) Dogu
diisiincesinin Heidegger’in eserleri iizerindeki etkisini sorunsallagtirmak ilging olsa da, bu
sorunsal, Heidegger ve Dogu diisiincesinin genel hatlar1 arasindaki uyum goz Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda 6nemsizlesir. Bu son kanaat ve karsilastirmali felsefenin en ¢ok
birbirleriyle baglantili olmayan felsefeler arasinda verimli olduguna dair ilk bastaki
iddiam belki de konunun biraz agilmasini gerektirir.

“Dogu ve Bat1 felsefelerinin karsilastirilmasi” prensipte tek bir gelenek i¢inde
“karsilagtirmali” felsefe yapmaktan farkli degildir -ve uygun bir tarihsel duyarlilik ile
gercgeklestirilen ¢cogu felsefe, karsilastirmalar igerir. Ornegin Kant’m nedensellik teorisini
anlamak i¢in, Hume’un sebep ve sonug arasindaki iligkiye dair fikirlerini bilmek, zorunlu
degilse bile, acik bir sekilde faydalidir. Schopenhauer’in ¢ogu goriislinii tam olarak
kavramak i¢in, Kant¢1 felsefeyi anlamamiz gerekir. Ama bunlar belki de sadece tarihsel
olarak sorumlu bir tarzda felsefe yapmanin 6rnekleridir -ki biz bu felsefe yapma tarzinda,

3 Bkz. Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, Discourse on the Natural Theology of the Chinese, Cev. Henry Rosemont,
Jr. ve Daniel J. Cook (Honolulu: University Press of Hawaii, 1977); ve David E. Mungello, Leibniz and
Confucianism: The Search for Accord (Honolulu: University Press of Hawaii, 1977).

* Bu konuyu miikemmel bir ele alis bigimi Freny Mistry, Nietzsche and Buddhism (Berlin ve New York: de
Gruyter, 1981) eseridir, ki bu, aynt zamanda Heidegger’e dair (her ne kadar o burada acgik bir sekilde
tartigilmadiysa da) karsilastirmali yaklasimlar ile ilgilenen okuyucularin da ilgisini ¢ekecektir. Mistry
ozellikle erken Budizm ile ilgilenir; modern Budist diisiincesi ile bazi karsilagtirma noktalart igin, bkz.:
Graham Parkes, “Nietzsche and Nishitani on the Self through Time”, The Eastern Buddhist 17;2 (1984).
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bir diisiiniiriin gelenekten alip istlendigi sorunlarin dogasini, kendinden oncekilerin
cevaplarindan neyi muhafaza ettigini ve onun cevaplarinin kendinden 6ncekilerden nasil
farkli oldugunu anlamaya c¢aligiriz. Platon’un felsefesi 6zellikle bir tiir kalip, ya da harita
olarak Ogrencilere Bati felsefesinin kozmosu iginde temel bir oryantasyon saglama
konusunda hizmet edebilir. Eger daha sonraki felsefe Platon’un diisiincesinin yapist ile
iligki i¢inde resmedilirse, bu yaklasim, Platon’dan sonraki diisiiniirlerin fikirleri hakkinda
bilgi edinmekte de siklikla yardimei olabilir.

Belki de bir kopya kdgidina c¢izilmis bir iliskiler aginin imgesi faydali olabilir.
Plotinus’un diisiincesinin bir resmini ¢izerken, 6rnegin, taslagin baslangicini dis hatlara
dogru yonlendirmek icin Platon’un diyagraminin iistine bos bir kopya kagidi
yerlestirerek baglanabilir. Platon haritasi o zaman, Plotinus’un metinlerinin okunmasinin,
yeni kalibin detaylarinin daha kolay bir sekilde doldurulmasina izin vermesi i¢in bir
kenara koyulabilir. Resmetme zorlastiginda, Platon resmini tekrar almak ve yeni modelin
altina koymak yardimci olabilir. Ve zamanin seyri boyunca Platon’a dair anlayis daha
sofistike hale geldikge, geri doniilebilir ve ilk kopya kagidi tizerindeki bazi ¢izgiler tekrar
cizilebilir.

Kargilagtirmali yaklasim, bir bakima farkli bir sekilde olsa da, ¢ok az etkilenme
olan ya da disiiniirlerin farkl1 ama iist iiste olan disiplinlerden gelmis oldugu durumlarda
esit derecede faydalidir. Ornegin, Freud’daki libido ve erds fikirlerini Platon’daki erds
kavramu ile kargilastirmak aydinlaticidir. Freud, Platon’u ona “kutsal Platon” diye hitap
edecek kadar okumus ve ona hiirmet etmistir, ama Freud’un sorusturmasinin amaglari ve
baglami bariz bir sekilde farklidir. Bununla beraber, iki kavram arasindaki benzerlik ve
farkliliklarin titiz bir karsilagtirilmasi, Freud’un ve Platon’un ortaya koydugu iki felsefi
psikolojiye dair anlayisimizi derinlestirmekte yardimei olabilir.

O halde, ayn1 gelenekteki felsefeler icinde olan, bu yiizden de benzer etkilere
maruz kalmis olan ama iki tarafin da karsilikli olarak etkilenmeye maruz kalmadigi, iki
fikir birbirleriyle karsilastirilabilir. Kierkegaard’in ve Nietzsche’in zaman ve ebediyet
anlayislari, bu kavramlarin geleneksel ele alinig bi¢imlerinden goéz kamastirict sekilde
benzer tarzda ayrilan iki karmagik temporalite teorisidir. “An” tarafindan oynanan rolleri
(Kierkegaard’in Ojeblikket ve Nietzsche’nin Augenblick kavramlarini) kendi teorilerine
bagl kalarak karsilagtirmak, ikisi de bir digerini etkilememis olmasina ragmen -ya da
hatta belki de bu ylizden- ¢ift tarafli olarak bu iki farkli anlayisin i¢ yiiziinii kavrama
imkéni tanir. Bu, bir diisliniiriin digeri iizerindeki etkisinin izinin siiriilmesinin, fikirler
tarihi ig¢inde ilging bir aligtirma olabileceginin reddedilmesi degildir. Karsilagtirmali
felsefenin asil olarak ilgilendigi, yine de, felsefelerin kendisine -ve boylece daha biiyiik
ya da daha kii¢lik bir boyutta- diinyaya dair bir anlayisidir. Ve bu tiir bir anlayisin
derinlesmesi, etki sorunsalinin ¢aligilmasinda vuku bulabilir.

Son olarak, etkilenme olasiliginin ortadan tamamen kalkmus oldugu, farkli
kiiltiirel baglamlardan iki felsefenin s6z konusu oldugu durum vardir. Felsefeleri kendi
tarihsel baglamlarindan ¢ikararak, biz elbette bir sey kaybederiz. Ama metinleri
yorumlamamiz, uygun dilbilimsel ve tarihsel baglami goriis i¢inde tuttugu ve c¢agdisi ya
da Kkiiltiirel agidan bagdasmaz olan anlamlar1 onlara yansitmaktan geri durdugu siirece,
kazanimlar kayiplardan daha agir basabilir. Baglamlarin kendisinden daha 6nemli olan,
diisiiniirlerin  kendi arka planlariyla iliskileri i¢indeki durumlaridir. Ornegin,
Nietzsche’nin felsefesini, Cin Zhou hanedanindaki Legalistlerin diigiincesi ile
karsilagtirmak anlamsiz olurdu. Oysaki Nietzsche’'nin ve Zhuangzi’nin baglamlarinin
birbirinden tamamen farkli olmasina ve Nietzsche’nin Taoizm hakkinda pek bir sey
bilmiyor goziikkmesine ragmen, bu ikisinin kendi gelenekleriyle olan iligkileri, bu ikisinin
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felsefelerinin bir karsilagtirilmasinin yapilmasi1 faydali olacak kadar, ortak noktaya
sahiptir.

Bu tiir karsilagtirmalardan kazanilan nedir? iki felsefe arasinda oldukca genis
morfolojik uyumlar c¢izebilecegimizi varsayalim. Kopya kagitlar1 iizerine ¢izdigimiz
cizgiler mutlak bir seyi temsil etmez ama daha ¢ok, biiyiik fikirlere dair konugmalardaki
baglantilar1 belirtir. Biz 6rnegin, Zhuangzi’deki te (gii¢, virtus) kavraminin temsilinin,
onun diisiincesindeki diger temel 6geler ile iliskisi iginde, Nietzsche’de Wille zur Macht
(“gli¢ istenci”) kavraminin ¢izilmesi ile meydana gelen kaliba dikkate deger bir bicimde
benzer olan bir kalip olusturdugunu gorebiliriz. Bunlarin ikisi de zor ve genelde yetersiz
sekilde anlagilmig olan fikirlerdir ve bu yiizden de her ikisinin de bir digeri lizerine
dikkatli bir eslenmesi, her seyden 6nce onlar hakkinda temel yanilgilar1 gidermeye hizmet
edebilir. Ama bu isin ilging kismu degildir. Isin ilging kismu, iki kopya kAgidina
bakildiginda, hatirt sayilir drtiisme alanlar1 gordiiglimiiz varsayilirsa, bir kalibin digerinde
karsiliginin olmadig yerler apagik belli olacak olmasidir (6zellikle onlar farkli renklerde
cizdigimizi hayal edersek). Ya da bagka bir sekilde ifade edilecek olunursa: belirli bir
paralelligi belli bir mesafe boyunca takip ederiz, ta ki bir kaliptaki diislince cizgisinin
digerindekinden daha once bitmesiyle karsilasana kadar. Bu durum, bizi metinlere geri
gonderebilir ve diislinmemizi saglayabilir: bu fikir gercekten de diger kalipta herhangi bir
karsiliga sahip degil midir? Bazen cevap “hayir” olacaktir; ama yorumcularin siirekli
olarak gbzden kagirdigi, ikinci felsefede, ilkindekine uygun diisen bir 6zelligin ger¢ekten
de oldugunu siklikla kesfedebiliriz. Ve farklarin oldugu yerde, bunlar1 olabildigi kadar
acik sekilde ifade etme sorumlulugunu {istlenebiliriz. Bu ¢alismalarin sonuglari, s6z
konusu olan meselenin ve her iki felsefenin de daha iyi anlasgilmasina dayanir.

Yine de, tamamen birbirleriyle baglantisiz felsefeler ya da diisiince sistemleri
arasindaki uyumu gosteren bir karsilastirma oldugu varsayilsin, bundan daha fazlasi
oldugunu, belki de iki diisiiniiriin de “ayn1 sey hakkinda ayni seyi soyledigini” s6ylemek
cekici gelebilir. Diyelim ki biz, Presokratik logos kavrami ile Taoist fao anlayisi
arasindaki hakiki benzerlikleri ayirt ettik, bizim bir parcamiz, bu terimlerin Ayni’ya -
sey-olmayana - das Selbe’ye, ya da Varliga gonderme yaptigini1 sdylemek istemez miydi?
Ama Heidegger, bazen Varlik’tan das Selbe olarak bahsetmesine ragmen, Antik Yunanca
ve klasik Cince kadar birbirinden farkli olan diller arasinda bir “Ayni1”dan bahsetmeye
goniilsiiz olurdu. Ya da daha ileri gidilebilir ve konugmanin gergeklestirildigi c¢esitli
yerler disinda, herhangi bir “transandantal anlamin” varligin1 reddeden Derridacilar ve
Nietzsche ile taraf tutulabilir.

Boyle durumlarda, farkli konusmalar iginde birbiriyle uyumlu kaliplar ile
karsilasildiginda, birbirinden farkli geleneklerden olan diisiiniirlerin ayni seyi sdyledigini
sOylemeye bizi kiskirtan, bu kaliplarin uyumu igin bir femel varsayma istegidir,
konusmalara, ayni sey, ya da olay, ya da siire¢ tarafindan bir kalibin seklinin verildigini
sOylemek icin. Ama eger bir Weltgeist’a yaklasan herhangi bir seyden rahatsiz
olunuyorsa, kaliplarmm, “hayatin formlar1” i¢inde altta yatan benzerlikleri, ya da bir insan
olmanin ne demek oldugu hakkinda daha derin hakikatleri yansittigi sdylenerek daha
azinin da varlig1 kabul edilebilir.

Bir sorun, karsilastirmalar ile mesgul olan yazilarin ya da kitaplarin
basliklarindaki “ve”nin anlamu ile ilgilenebilir ve “ee, ne olmus yani?”” sorusu, son sayfa
cevrilirken siklikla hakli bir sekilde sorulabilir. Ama farkli geleneklerden iki diisiiniire
dair karsilagtirmali bir ¢alismanin basarisi igin Ol¢iit, nihai olarak tek bir filozofun bir
tartigsmastyla ilgilenenlerinkinden hi¢ de farkli degildir. Her iki durumda da soru, acikca
sOyledir: ¢aligsma, filozofun diisiincesini, bu diisiince tarafindan ele alinan problemleri -ve
kendimizi ve diinyay1 anlayisimizi gelistiriyor mu?
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II

Hans-Georg Gadamer, Heidegger’in giizide bir¢cok Ogrencisi arasinda hayatta
olanlarin en basinda gelen diisiiniir,’ Heidegger iizerine yapilan ¢alismalarin bir kisminmn,
Heidegger’in eserini Asya felsefeleri ile karsilagtirmalara yonelmesinin faydali olacagini
soylemistir.’ Ancak bu tiirden galismalar, 6zellikle Heidegger’in Asya diisiincesine hatiri
sayilir ilgisine oranla, yavas gelismektedir. Bu heves eksikliginin temelleri bazi
degerlendirmeleri hak eder.

Temel sebep, hem Heidegger’in diisiinmesinin hem de Asya felsefesinin,
Anglo-Amerikan felsefe geleneginin ana goriisii tarafindan, oldukca sira dis1 girisimler
olarak -en azindan kisa bir siire dnceye kadar bdyleydi- goriilmiis olmasidir. Onlarca yil
boyunca Heidegger, alaninda 6nde gelen bircok analitik filozof tarafindan, umutsuzca
cafcafli ve sersem bir cehalet yanlisi olarak elestirilmistir. Ama simdi, dyle goriiniiyor ki,
kismen Richard Rorty gibi analitik gelenekteki ufku daha genis olan diisiiniirlerin
caligmalart sayesinde, Heidegger’in yirminci-yiizy1l felsefesinin 6nemli isimleri
arasindaki yeri bir biitiin olarak en sonunda giivence altina alinmistir. Son birka¢ senede
ikincil literatliirde yayinlanan yetkin terciimelerin ve entelektiiel derinligin artisi, bu
giivence altina almayi saglamlagtirmaktadir.

Heidegger’i elestiren aymi tiir analitik filozoflar genellikle Asya felsefesini de,
siklikla géze batan kaba bir sovenizm ile bdyle bir seyin kendi kendisiyle celisen bir
sOylem olup olmadigini sorgulayarak, saygiya ya da dikkate deger bulmaz. Oysaki Asya
felsefesinin gergeklestigi dillerde ve Bati felsefesinde yeterli derecede egitilmis kisilerin
sayis1 arttikca, Asya felsefesinin ve karsilastirmali felsefenin alani, felsefi topluluk
tarafindan genel olarak tamamen kabul edilmesi zannedersem biraz zaman alacak olsa da,
daha saglam bir sekilde belirlenmektedir.

Hem Heidegger’e hem de Asya diisiincesine karsi gelmenin temel kaynagi su tarz
bir onyargilar kompleksinden dogar: felsefi bir yazi i¢in asil ortam herhangi bir edebi
formdan daha c¢ok bilimsel incelemedir; felsefe, siirsel imgeler ile oynamak yerine
entelektiiel kavramlar ile is gérmelidir; bu tiir bir eserde akil yiiriitme birincil ve hayal
giicli, tamamen zararl1 degilse bile ikincildir; rasyonel ve mantiksal arglimantasyon tek
uygun yontemdir. Eger bunlar felsefe icin Olgiit olarak alinirsa, o zaman Heidegger’in
¢ogu yazisi ve Asya diislincesinin temel metinlerinin ¢ogunlugu sinifi gegmekte basarisiz
olur. Heidegger’in, kendi diislinmesinin, mantiksal olarak etraflica diisiinmenin
kesinliginden daha titiz ve siddetli (strenger) oldugu iddiasina pek kulak asilmaz, tipki
Asyali uzmanlarin, Bati felsefesi tarafindan kurulan kesinligin standartlarinin
Hint-Avrupa dil ailesiyle baglantisiz olan dillerde gerceklestirilen ¢ogu diisiinme tarzi
icin tlimiiyle uygulanamaz oldugu konusundaki uyarilarima da kulak asilmadigi gibi.
Oysaki analitik felsefenin, felsefe yapmanin farkli yollarina iliskin, giderek artan
ilgisizligi ve felsefenin yaklasan ¢okiisii belirgin héle geldikce, Bati’da felsefe olarak
goriilenin ne olduguna dair bir sorgulamanin tekrar bagladigina dair igaretler vardir.

Asya diisiincesinin, yaygin olarak kabul edilmesine engel olan bir diger faktor, bu
felsefenin eserlerinin Bati1 dillerine terciime edilmesinde kullanilacak uygun bir
terminolojinin bulunmasinin zorlugudur. Bu tiir metinlerin Bati’da nasil anlasildigi,
kismen, erken donem tercimanlarin bu metinleri kendi geleneksel (Platonik/Hristiyan)
metafizik diline terciime etmeye egilimleri yiiziinden daha bastan sorunludur. Bahsi
edilen bu dil, baz1 ¢caligmalar i¢in uygun iken, diger cogu konudaki felsefi arastirma i¢in

> Bu derlemenin yayimlandig: tarihte Gadamer hala hayattayd: [Cevirmenin Notu].
% Kisisel irtibat, 1985.
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yetersiz kalmistir. Modern analitik felsefenin kelime dagarciginin kullanilmasi da bu
yetersizligin giderilmesinde pek ise yaramaz. Avrupa Kita geleneginin, varolusgulugun ve
ozellikle fenomenolojinin, Anglo-Amerikan felsefenin izleri ile oldugundan daha fazla
sekilde Asya diislincesinin ¢ogu iziyle uyum icinde olan felsefi terminolojiler
gelistirdiginin farkina varilmasi kisa siire 6nce gergeklesti.

Heidegger’in dili, ¢ogu zaman, geleneksel Bati metafiziginden oldukca farkli
olan bir diislinmeye dogru bir yolu hayata gecirdigi ve yansittigi i¢in, karsilagtirmali
ugraglar i¢in zengin kaynaklar sunar goziikiir. Heidegger tizerine karsilagtirmali
arastirmalarin gelismesinin, ¢ift tarafli olarak aydinlatici olacagini varsaymak i¢in gecerli
bir sebep vardir: Eger diizgiin yapilirsa, bu gelisme bir yandan, Heidegger ile ilgilenen
insanlart Asya diisiincesine daha agik olmaya tesvik edebilir ve bir diger yandan da,
Asyall uzmanlara (ve ozellikle felsefi metinlerin terciimanlarina), Bat1 felsefe tarihini
anlayis sekliyle rekabet edilen modern bir diisiiniire sayisiz referans noktasi ve uygun bir
kelime dagarcigi tedarik edebilir. Heidegger’in Asya diislincesine ilgisi, Dogu felsefe
diinyasinda, onun eserine hatir1 sayilir derecede ilgi yaratmis oldugundan, Batili
karsilastirmacilar bu ugraslara cesaret kazanmak icin Dogu’ya bakabilir.

Heidegger {izerine karsilagtirmali bir calisma gerceklestirmeye bir heves eksikligi
i¢cin bagka bir sebep de (onun diisiinmesine son birkag senedir artan genel ilgiye baglh
olarak) biiylik ihtimalle onun Asya felsefesine dair bilgisinin boyutlarinin heniiz tam
olarak bilinmemesidir. Heidegger’in yayimlanmig yazilarinda Asya diisiincesine dair az
sayidaki ve istiinkorii yapilmis gondermeler, onun, Asya diislincesinden, kendi
donemindeki ortalama bir Alman akademisyenin oldugundan daha fazla haberdar
oldugunu gostermez. Zen Buddhism: Selected Writings of D.T.Suzuki eserine giris
yazisinda William Barrett tarafindan anlatilan ve Heidegger’in Zen hakkinda methedici
sozleri hakkinda olan hikaye, eger uydurma degilse, siirekli alintilanmasi yiiziinden
(genellikle de tizerine daha fazla diisiiniim gerceklestirilmeden) sikici hale gelmistir.
Cogu Heidegger arastirmacisina, Profesor Poggeler’in bu derlemeye katkisi sayesinde,
Heidegger’in, genel olarak Asya kiiltiirline ilgisi ve bu kiiltiir ile tanmigikliginin boyutunu
ve Ozellikle 1930 kadar erken bir tarihte en azindan bir Taoist diisiiniirliin eserine agina
oldugunu, 6grenmek siirpriz olacaktir.

Bu bilgi ile su soru ortaya ¢ikar: eger Heidegger yarim bir yiizyil boyunca Taoist
diisiinceden ¢ok etkilenmis ve bu diisilince ile ilgili idi ise elli y1l boyunca yaymlanmis
felsefi eserlerinde bu durumdan neden sadece iki kere bahsetmistir? Bu soruyu Profesor
Gadamer’e kisa bir siire dnce sordum ve onun cevabi burada anlatilmaya degerdir (onun
cevabma eslik etmis olan zarif giiliimsemeyi nakletmek imkansiz olsa da): “Sunu
anlamaniz gerekir ki, Heidegger’in ait oldugu nesilden bir akademisyen, ilgili metinleri
orijinal dilinde kendisi okuyup anlayamiyorsa, bir felsefe hakkinda yayinlanmis olarak
herhangi bir sey sdylemeye olduk¢a goniilsiiz olurdu.”

Heidegger’i, Dogu’daki cesitli diisiiniir ve felsefe ile karsilastiran ¢ok sayida
makale olsa da, konu ile ilgili kitap-uzunlugunda bir ¢alisma heniiz ortaya c¢ikmadi.
“Heidegger ve Dogu Diisiincesi” {lizerine bir sempozyum 1969’da Heidegger’in
sekseninci dogum giinii adina Hawaii Universitesi'nde gerceklesti. Konferansin
organizatorlerine yollanan bir mektupta Heidegger soyle yazmistir: “Dogu diinyasinin
bizim i¢in ne anlama geldigini diisiinen diisiiniirler ile bir diyalogun gergeklesmesi bana
tekrar ve tekrar zorunlu ve acil goéziikmiistiir.” Son on bes yil boyunca bu tiirden bir
diyaloga cesitli forumlarda ulagilmaya calisilmistir ve bu ugrasa ait en biiyiik seslerden
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biri, Heidegger ve Taoizm iizerine bir kitabi yaymlanan’ Hawaii Universitesi’nden
emekli Profesér Chang Chung-yuan’a aittir. Hawaii Universitesi Yaymnlari’ndan ¢ikacak
olan bu derleme, bu sebepten dolayi, sonraki diistinlimlerin meyvelerini, Heidegger’in
diisiincesinin Hindistan, Cin, Japon ve Tibet felsefeleriyle iliskilendiren yedi farkl
milliyetten yazarlarin denemelerini, toplamak icin uygun bir yer olarak gozikiir.
Yazilarin ¢ogu 6zellikle bu derleme icin ya da Ingilizce olarak ilk kez yazilmistir. Ayrica,
bes Japon filozofun yaptigi katkilar ile bu derlemeye 6zel bir ilgi gostermistir, zira
modern Japon diisiincesi hakkinda ¢ok az sey su ana kadar terclime i¢in uygun olmustur.

111

Hegel, Schelling, Schopenhauer ve Nietzsche gibi filozoflarin Hint diisiincesine
gosterdigi geleneksel ilgi, Heidegger’in akranlari tarafindan (6rnegin Rudolf Otto, Max
Scheler ve Karl Jaspers) devam ettirilen merak ile birlestirilerek g6z Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, Heidegger’in Hint felsefesinden nadiren bahsetmesi dikkate
degerdir. J.L. Mehta, Heidegger ve Vedanta lizerine denemesinde, bu ilgi eksikligi igin
kismi bir aciklama olarak, Heidegger’in, kendisinin c¢ogu yasli akraninin Dogu
diisiincesine yaklagimlarinda 6n planda tuttuklar1 neo-Kantgi varsayimlara dair elestirel
tavri oldugunu ileri siirer. Ayrica, Sanskritge, bir Hint-Avrupa dili olarak, “metafiziksel”
diisiinmeye tesvik eden Ozne-yiliklem-nesne yapisina sahip olmasi acisindan Grekge’ye
yakindir (ve Dogu Asya dillerinden uzaktadir). Bununla beraber, Heidegger, felsefenin
baslarinda Antik Yunanlilar ile birlikte “diisliniilmemis olani diisiinmeyi” isterken, hala
buna bir Hint-Avrupa dili yoluyla girisir -ve bu ylizden onun “Sanskritce’nin nasil
konustuguna” dair asikar ilgi eksikligine ragmen, diinyanin felsefedeki diger biiylik
baslangi¢larindan bir digeri (Vedanta) ile karsilastirilmasi verimlidir. Heidegger’de
Varhigm anlami ile Samkara’nin Brahman anlayis1 arasinda morfolojik bir karsilastirmaya
girismek yerine, Profesér Mehta’nin denemesi, iki diisiinme patikasini da, mesajin gerekli
parcasi olarak ortama titiz bir sekilde dikkat ederek, bir sorgulama olarak kesfeder.
Advaita Vedanta’nin ikiliksizlik &gretisinin yapisina odaklanarak (ki bu, Heidegger’de
“Ara” -das Zwischen- temasina karsilik gelir, her ne kadar Profesér Mehta bu terimden bu
baglamda bahsetmese de), yazar, Vedanta’nin ve Heidegger’in diisiinmesi arasindaki
farkliliklar iginde bazi onemli benzerlikleri ortaya ¢ikarir, Kutsal boyutta, ikisinin de
“diisiiniilmiis olandaki diisliniilmemis olanin diisiiniilmesine” girismesi gibi.

Otto Poggeler, Gadamer’den sonra, Almanya’daki en onde gelen Heidegger
arastirmacisidir ve Heidegger ve Taoizm {izerine olan denemesini 6zellikle bu derleme
icin kaleme aldi. Heidegger’in yayinlanan eserlerinde su ana kadar Cin felsefesine
yapilan gondermelerin yetersizligi diisiiniiliirse, Heidegger’in Asya kiiltiiriine ilgisinin
genel olarak kariyerinin olduk¢a erken donemlerine ait oldugunu Ogrenmek c¢ogu
okuyucu i¢in yeni bir bilgi olacaktir. Profesor Poggeler, Heidegger’in, Zhuangzi ve Laozi
isimleri ile tamisikliginin, Asya’dan akademisyenlerle kurdugu temaslarm ve Dogu’ya
0zgii sanat ve kiiltlire ilgisinin boyutlar1 hakkinda gbéz kamastiric1 agiklamalar saglar.
Yazari temel tezlerinden biri -ki bu Heidegger’in ge¢ donem diisiinmesinin gelisimine
dair daha sonra gerceklestirilecek olan c¢aligmalar tarafindan g6z Oniinde
bulundurulmalidir- Heidegger’in, Cin felsefesi ve ozellikle Heidegger’in ge¢ donem
diisiinmesinin seklini ve yoniinii etkileyen Laozi’nin Tao Te Ching eseri ile iliskisidir.
Buradaki 6nemli faktor, Heidegger’in Hint-Avrupa dillerinden tamamen farkli bir yapiya
sahip olan bir dilde ifade edilen bir felsefe ile karsilasmis olmasidir.

7 Chang Chung-yuan, Tao: A New Way of Thinking, (New York: Harper and Row, 1975). ikincil literatiirde
bir kaynakea i¢in, bkz. Hans-Martin Sass, Martin Heidegger: Bibliography and Glossary, (Bowling Green,
Ohio: Philosophy Documentation Center, 1982). Bu, birka¢ kullanish indeksi, pek ¢ok dilde olan bir
Heidegger terimler sozliigiinii ve hacimli bir Japonca ikincil literatiirden genis bir segkiyi iceren en kapsaml
caligmadir.
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Paul Shih-yi Hsiao’nun katkisi, 1946 yaz donemi boyunca Tao Te Ching eserinin
kismen cevrilmesinde Heidegger ile birlikte ¢alismasina dair kisisel ifadeleridir. Deneme,
Heidegger’in itinali bir sorgulayan olarak -Cin diline dair oyle ¢aliskan bir
sorusturmacidir ki terciime haftada sadece bir ya da iki satirin terciime edildigi hizda
ilerlemistir- ve hepsinden 6te Dogu’dan gelen konuklar ile sohbetinde 6zenli ve miitevazi
bir dinleyici olarak canli bir resmini sunar. Biiyiik ihtimalle Heidegger’in yayinlanmamis
yazilar yigim arasina gdmiilmiis olan bu ortak ¢aligmanin sonuglarinin bir giin meydana
¢ikacagimi umuyorum.®

Joan Stambaugh, Heidegger’in ¢alismasini Ingilizce’ye terciime etme konusunda
basarili bir tercliman olarak, birbiriyle iliskili Weg (Yol) ve Gelassenheit
(Olmaya-birakilmiglik) temalar1 {izerine, onlarin Taoist fikirler ile tinlamasinin 6nemine
isaret eden enfes derin diisiiniimler sunar. Asil ilgi odag1 ge¢c donem metinleri ve Ereignis
(Olay olma) ve Instdndigkeit (kendi-iginde-siireklice-oturma) gibi fikirler olsa da, Weg
kavramimnin erken donemde ortaya ¢ikisina dair tartigmasi, Heidegger’in diigiinme
patikasinin 6zsel siirekliliginin 6nemine isaret etmeye hizmet eder.

Benim tartigmaya katkim, Heidegger’in diisiinmesi ve Taoizm arasinda
“dnceden-kurulmus bir harmoninin” oldugunu ortaya ¢ikaracak alani, Heidegger’in erken
donem caligsmalarinda -ve 6zellikle Varlik ve Zaman’da- bu eserin, Heidegger’in Cin
felsefesi ile temasiin daha eski bir tarihe ait oldugunu gosterdigi varsayim ile birkag
Taoist temay1 agiga ¢ikararak, gostermekle ilgilidir. “Seylere-dogru-saliverilmislik™ gibi
temalar lizerine sonraki donem siirsel derin diisiniimlerin tohumlarinin zaten orada erken
donem c¢alismalarinin i¢inde oldugunu goérmek, onun diisiincesinin gelisiminin
biitiinliigiinii daha da iyi anlamamizi saglar.

Heidegger, Japonya’da, herhangi bir iilkede oldugundan, hatta belki Almanya’da
oldugundan bile, daha ¢ok ilgi gérmiistiir. Japonya’da Heidegger arastirmalari igin verilen
bursun ulagsmay1 amacladig ilginin dikkate deger isaretlerinden biri Varlik ve Zaman’m
Japonca terclimesinin, bu eserin 1927°de ilk kez ortaya ¢ikmasindan sadece on iki sene
sonra yayinlanmig olmast ve bunu takip eden otuz sene boyunca en az bes terciimenin
daha yayinlanmis olmasidir. Buna karsilik, Ingilizce’ye ilk terciime 1962’ye kadar ortaya
cikmamustir ve bu cesur ¢aba simdi iiziicii bir sekilde yetersiz olarak goriilse de, bagka bir
Ingilizce terciime yayina ulagsmanustir.”

Japonya’nin yasayan en onde gelen filozofu, uzun yillar boyunca Kyoto felsefe
okulunun “Dekani” olan Keiji Nishitani’dir ve Kyoto Universitesi’nden emekli
oldugundan beri Kyoto’daki Otani Budist Universitesi’nde dersler vermektedir.
Heidegger’in, Nishitani iizerindeki etkisi, herhangi gbze carpan baska bir Japon filozofu
iizerinde oldugundan ¢ok daha biiyliktir ve bence, Nishitani’nin, Heidegger’in
diisiincesini 6zlimsemesi ve bu diisiinceyi anlayisi, Nishitani’den 6ncekilerin ya da onun
akranlarminkinden daha derindir. Bu en ¢ok, Nishitani’nin kisa siire once Ingilizce’ye
Religion and Nothingness olarak terciime edilen temel eseri Shiikyd fo wa nani ka? ile
apagik ortadadir."’ Ben burada, Heidegger tarafindan memleketi Messkirch’de sunulan

8 Bu baglantida, J. J. Kockelmans’m editorliigiinii yaptigi On Heidegger and Language (Evanston:
Northwestern University Press, 1972) baslikli eser iginde bulunan Johannes Lohmann’in titiz ve kavrama
giicii yliksek olan “Heidegger’s Ontological Difference and Language,” ¢alismasina bakiniz, s. 303-363.

? Heidegger’in ilk doneminin en 6nemli eseri olan Varlik ve Zaman’m, bu derlemede yazisi olan Joan
Stambaugh tarafindan 1996 senesinde ikinci gevirisi yayimlanmistir. Ayrica, Joan Stambaugh tarafindan
yapilan bu gevirinin Dennis J. Schmidt tarafindan gozden gecirilmis bir versiyonu da 2010 senesinde
yayimlanmustir [Cevirmenin Notu].

% Keiji Nishitani, Religion and Nothingness, Cev. Jan Van Bragt (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London:
University of California Press, 1982); Was Ist Religion?, Cev. Dora Fischer-Barnicol (Frankfurt: Insel Verlag,
1982). Almanca terciimesi 6zellikle onerilir zira siire¢ boyunca yazar tarafindan tamamen dogrulanmis ve
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iki anma konusmasi {izerine yorumunu (yazarin nazik izni ve terciimenin biraz
degistirilmis hali ile) tekrar yayinliyorum, zira bu yorum, Heidegger’in diislincesinin Zen
perspektifinden bir goriiniisiiniin Ingilizce’de yayinlanmis en erken 6rnegidir.

Bu baglantida, D.T. Suzuki’nin Toplu Eserleri’nin Japonca edisyonunun
ciltlerinden birine 06nsdziinde Profesér Nishitani tarafindan da anlatildigr gibi,
Heidegger’in Zen fikirleri ile tanigikliginin kaynagindan bahsetmek verimli olacaktir.
1938’de Nishitani, Heidegger’in ders verdigi Freiburg’da arastirma yapiyordu ve
Heidegger’e dogum giinii i¢in verdigi Suzuki’nin Essays in Zen Buddhism eserinin ilk
cildini ingiltere’deki Blackwells’den siparis etmistir. Kisa bir siire sonra, Heidegger,
Nishitani’yi onu evinde ziyaret etmesi igin bir kart yollamistir; sonradan ortaya ¢ikmistir
ki Heidegger coktan Suzuki’nin kitabim1 okumus ve bu kitap hakkinda tartismaya
isteklidir. Heidegger’in ilgisini, 6zellikle Rinzai Roku (Lin-chi Kayitlart) i¢indeki Rinzai
ve Obaku (Cince: Huang-po) ve Daigu hakkindaki iinlii hikdye g¢ekmistir. Rinzai,
Obaku’nun bir 8grencisi iken, baska bir Zen ustasi olan Daigu’nun manastirina gider ve
Rinzai’ye Obaku’nun ne sdyledigi iizerine soru soruldugunda Rinzai cevap verir: “Ona ii¢
kere Budizm’in 6ziiniin ne oldugunu sordum ve ii¢ kere dovdii beni.” Rinzai, Obaku’ya
geri dondiigiinde bu sefer Obaku ona Daigu’nun ne soyledigini sorar ve Rinzai ona ne
oldugunu anlatir. Obaku bunun iizerine sunu sdyler: “bekle biraz, ddvecegim seni!” -ki
Rinzai bu sozlere: “ne beklemesi? Simdi dov!” diye karsilik verir ve buna uygun olarak
ustasina hatir1 sayilir bir kuvvetle vurur. Nishitani, Heidegger’e “Rinzai’nin onayimin ve
Obaku’nun reddetmesinin birliginin...yasayan mantigini ve “Rinzai’nin Obaku’yu Daigu
ile...ve kendisini Obaku ile 6zdeslestirmesiyle isaret edilen “kendi ve digeri arasindaki
kompleks doniistimii” aciklar ve bunun iizerine Heidegger giiliimseyerek Zen’in ne ile
ilgili olduguna dair “az ¢ok bir fikir” (Japonca’da bir kelime oyunu yoktur) edindigini
soyler.!" Heidegger’in Zen’e duydugu ilgi o kadar biiyiiktii ki, Suzuki’nin kitabi,
Heidegger’i, Universite kiitiiphanesinde Zen iizerine bulunan tek kitabi (Zen: der
lebendige Buddhismus in Japan, Ohazama ve Faust tarafindan yazilmis olan) alip -ki
Heidegger “bu kitab1 da oldukgea ilging” bulmustur- okumaya itmistir.">

Yasuo Yuasa, Heidegger’in diislincesinin Japonya’da yirmilerin basinda nasil
karsilandiginin detaylarinin kapsamli bir agiklamasini yapar. Kyoto felsefe okulunun
gelisiminin hatir1 sayilir derecede Heidegger’in diisiinmesinden etkilendigi oldukca
bilinen bir seydir, ama detaylar, Japonca okumayan Batili arastirmacilar igin
erisilemezdir. Profesor Yuasa’nin denemesi, calismalar1 Bati’da neredeyse hi¢ bilinmeyen
Kyoto okulunun ii¢ géze garpan filozofu lizerine Heidegger’in etkisini elden geldigi kadar
tartistigindan ozellikle ilgi ¢ekicidir: Hajime Tanabe, Shiizo Kuki ve Kiyoshi Miki.
Deneme, Heidegger’in bir bakima daha ¢ok bilinen bir filozof olan Tetsurd Watsuji
iizerine etkisinin agiklanmasiyla ve bu filozofun Heidegger’in diisiincesini nasil anladig
ve bu diisiinceye getirdigi elestirilerinin bir degerlendirilmesi ile son bulur.

Akihiro Takeichi, Heidegger’de nihilizm sorununu, bu sorunun baslangicina dair
Nietzsche’nin diisiincesindeki bir 6n tartisma ile bizi meseleye yonelterek, gozden gegirir.

hatirt sayilir derecede genisletilmistir. Hans Waldenfels, 4bsolute Nothingness (New York: Paulist Press,
1980) eserinin ikinci kismi, felsefi bir a¢1 yerine daha ¢ok teolojik bir agidan olsa da, Nishitani’nin
caligmasinin siklikla Heidegger’e gondermeler yapilarak olusturulmus bir yorumunu sunar. Bu baglamda
ayrica Yoshinori Takeuchi, The Heart

of Buddhism (New York: Crossroad, 1983) eseri de, Heidegger’e siklikla ve aydinlatici géndermelerde
bulunan Shin Budizmi’nin “varolugsal” goriiniiglerinin derin ve kolay anlasilir izah1 olan, ilgi ¢ekicidir.

' Suzuki hikayenin sadece ilk kismini nakleder, bkz. D. T. Suzuki, Essays in Zen Buddhism, First Series,
(New York: Grove Press, 1961), s. 306-307. Tam hikdye The Zen Teaching of Rinzai, Cev. Irmgard Schloegl
(Berkeley: Shambhala Publications, 1976), s. 78-79 i¢inde bulunabilir.

12 Profesér Nishitani’nin denemesinden bu pargalari terciime ettigi icin Dr. Shigenori’ye tesekkiirlerimi
iletirim.
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Yazar, denemesinde, Bati metafiziginde Varligin unutulmasinin, modern teknolojinin
“cergevelemesi” (Ge-Stell) icinde ortaya c¢ikan yetersiz ve tahrif edilmis bir varolanlar
anlayisina nasil yonlendirdigini tartisir. Karma kavramina ve Mayahana Budizmi’nde bu
kavram ile iliskili fikirlere bagvurarak, yazar, Dogu geleneginde, Bati’dakine karsilik
gelen bir nihilizm anlayisinin dis hatlarini ¢izer ve bahsi gecen Budist gelenegin karma
kavramina dair bakis acisinin, Heidegger’in, teknoloji ¢aginda olmanin getirdigi sorunlari
tartismasini nasil aydinlatabilecegi lizerine diisiiniir.

Kohei Mizoguchi, Heidegger’in 1949°daki Bremen dersleri iizerine denemesinde,
benim bildigim kadariyla, Ingilizce ikincil literatiirde denenmemis bir seye girisir -dort
dersin igsel iligkilerine de birlikte odaklanan bir incelenmesine. Yazar, Heidegger’in
diisiincesi ile Kitardo Nishida’ninkinin bir karsilastirilmasindan bahsetse de, denemesi
biiylik oranda Heidegger’in dort metninin yakindan ve dikkatli bir okunmasindan olusur.
Bu dersler ozellikle onemlidir ¢linkii Heidegger’in “orta donemi” ve ge¢ donem
diisiincesi arasinda kritik bir gegisi olustururlar ve Profesor Mizoguchi’nin tartigmasi hos
bir hermeneutik tarzda bu dort sunumun etrafinda doner.

Katkida bulunan Japonlardan sonuncusu olan Tetsuaki Kotoh’u tarafindan
yazilmis, bir yandan Heidegger’e diger yandan da Zen’e gore kendini-aragtirma siirecinde
dil ve sessizligin rolleri iizerine olan deneme, hermeneutik bir yaklasimi igerir. Yazar,
“Varligin evi” olarak dilin Heidegger’de her zaman can alict bir 6énemi oldugunu
gosterirken, dilin kendi nihai kaynagina belli bir tiir sessizlik i¢inde sahip oldugunu -ve
bu agidan, Heidegger’in konumunun (Bat1 geleneginde az ya da ¢ok essiz olan) dikkate
deger derecede Zen felsefesine yakin oldugunu gosterir.

Beden (the body) konusu, Bat1 felsefesinde pek ilgi gérmemistir. Genel olarak, bu
konu sadece, ruh ya da zihin ile elverigsiz bir kargilastirma iginde ele alinir. Platon’un ve
Hristiyan geleneginin ¢ileci yanlarinin etkisi altinda beden, duyumsama ve algi
fenomenleri, duygular ve i¢giidiiler ve dahasi araciligiyla ruhsal ve zihinsel alana sizip
girdigi anlar harig¢ tutularak, felsefi diistinme i¢in dnemli bir 6ge olarak goriilmemistir.
Nietzsche, uzun bir zamandir, insanin sadece, bedene ve onun gizemlerine hatir1 sayilir
derecede bir diislince adayarak olas1 bir sekilde somutlastig1 izlenimini diizelten ilk Bati
disiiniiridiir. Merleau-Ponty, insanin somutlasmasinin kapsamli fenomenolojik
analizlerine giriserek bu egilimi devam ettirmigtir. Oysaki belli sayida modern
fenomenolog -sadece Merleau-Ponty {izerine arastirma yapanlar degil- bedenin
geleneksel bir sekilde felsefi olarak ihmal edilmesini devam ettirmesi konusunda
Heidegger’e sitem etmistir. Varlik ve Zaman’da Dasein’in analitigi siklikla bizim
burada-olmamizin bedensel yanlarini defetmekle ve asir1 zihinsel olmakla suglanmustir.
Bu tiir elestiriler zannedersem Leib ve Korper kelimelerinin metinde nadiren ortaya
¢ikmasina dayandirilan basiretsiz bir literalizmden dogar. Ama Heidegger’in Dasein
terimini se¢mesindeki temel amaglarindan biri Kartezyen zihin ve beden diializminin
altinm1 oymakti. Varlik ve Zaman’m dili, ¢cogu felsefi metnin sahip oldugundan daha fazla
bedene sahiptir, her zaman esnek olmasa da, -6zellikle orijinal Almanca’sinda- oldukca
giiclii olan bir bedene. Eger zihin ve beden arasinda bir ayrim yapmakta diretilecekse, o
halde Heidegger tarafindan detayli olarak aciklanan varolussal yapilar, bizim ruhsal ya da
zihinsel varligimiza oldugu kadar bedensel varolusumuza da génderme yapmaktadir."

13 Eger Heidegger’in diinya-iginde-olma’nin yapisini anlatmak icin kullandigi kelimelerin temel 6gelerine
bakacak olursak sunu buluruz: el-ile-tutma (das Zuhandene/Vorhandene), kavrama (ergreifen), tutma
(Verhalten), ayakta-durma (Verstehen; Selbst-stindigkeit; Ekstasen), gerilme (sich erstrecken), firlatma
(Geworfenheit; Entwurf), atlama (voraus-springend), kosma (vorlaufen), diisme (das Verfallen), ve dahast.

Heidegger’in Nietzsche’sinin ilk cildindenki “Intoxication as an aesthetic condition” (Der Rausch als
dsthetischer Zustand) baslikli, onun agik bir sekilde bedenden (Leib) bahsettigi nadir yerlerden biri olan,
kisim Heidegger’in merkez 6nemi insan somutlagmasmin fenomenine uyumlu kildigini gosterir. Orada
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Zihinsel olanla oldugu kadar bedensel olanla da ilgilenerek, Hwa Yol Jung,
Heidegger’in Dogu felsefesi ile karsilasmasini, Hegel’den baglayip Husserl araciligiyla
Merleau-Ponty’ye gecen Dogu diisiincesi ile daha dnceki Avrupa iliskisinin baglamina
yerlestirmeyle baslayarak, tartismayi daha kozmopolit bir arenaya acar. Bu denemenin
ana temas1 “diisinmenin dindarhiidir”, diisiinmenin bir Handwerk, bir El isi olarak
anlasildig1 ve bunun tamamlayici iirliniiniin, “insan bedeninin zarif hareketinin” bir ortaya
cikist olarak Cin sozyazisi (ideogram) oldugudur. Diisiinme, konusma ve yapma
Heidegger’de ayrilmaz bir yapidadir, tipki Cin felsefesinde ve 6zellikle Konfiigyiis igin
oldugu gibi, diislinceli bir insanin sozleri olaganiistii (“performatif”) giice sahiptir.
Profesor Jung, diisiinmenin dindarligini, gorsel olanin uzakligi yerine isitsel olanin
yakinligina vurgusuyla birlikte, “diislincelerimizi -hem Dogu’ya hem de Bati’ya 6zgii
olan- bir araya getirmenin ya da uyum i¢inde diizenlemenin” uygun tarzi ya da patikasi
olarak izah eder.

Eger beden sorunsali, Dogu geleneginde Bati’da oldugundan daha fazla ilgi
gormemisse, bu sadece, beden belli cileci filozoflar tarafindan benzer bir sekilde
sorgulanmadan dislandigi i¢in degildir (Hinduizm ve Budizm’in bazi1 formlarinda oldugu
gibi). Daha derin sebep, diger felsefelerde, cogu Cin ve Tibet diisiincesinde oldugu gibi,
insanin, ikili yapilara ayrilmis sekilde degil ama biitiin olarak goriilmesidir. David
Levin’in denemesinin, “Diigiinme olarak Mudra”, ilgilendigi seylerden biri “Heidegger’i,
onun disiinmesinde ima edilen viicut bulmay1 ortaya ¢ikaracak sekilde yorumlamak”,
bdylece onun girisiminin dogasina dair birkag yanilgiyr diizeltmektir. Yazar, aym
zamanda, Bati’da yeteri kadar bilinmeyen ya da anlasilmayan bir alan olan Tibet Budist
felsefesinden, Heidegger’in diisiincesine karsilik gelen bazi fikirleri sunar ve dikkatli bir
fenomenolojik tartigma araciligiyla Vajrayana Budist geleneginde aydinlanmanin
patikasinda bedensel farkindaligin 6nemini gosterir.

IV

Hawaii’deki Dogu-Bati Filozoflar1 Konferansinin organizatérlerine mektubunda
Heidegger soyle yazar:

[Dogu ve Bat1 diisiinmesi arasindaki bir diyaloga] girisimde en biiyiik zorluk,
benim gorebildigim kadariyla, birkag istisna ile birlikte, hicbir zaman ne
Avrupa’da ne de Birlesik Devletler’de Dogu dillerine dair bir ustalagmiglik
olmamasinda yatmaktadir...Bu vaziyete ragmen konferansinizin verimli olmasi
dilegiyle.

Konferans verimli olmustur ve istisnalarin sayist artmigtir. Yine de, zorlugun
iistesinden gelmek hala zordur, zira Asya dillerinde yetkin olan akademisyenlerin ¢ogu
felsefe disindaki alanlardadirlar. Okunmus olmasi gerekeni okumaya yetecek kadar
Sanskritce ya da Cince ya da Japonca 6grenmek uzun ve zahmetli bir gorevdir -tipki
Heidegger’in diigiincesini, Antik Yunan’da ve sonraki Bati felsefesindeki zorunlu
temellenmesiyle birlikte, iyi bir sekilde anlamanin oldugu gibi. Cok az dliimli bu ikisine
girisecek zamana ve enerjiye sahiptir. Bununla birlikte, Asya dilleri ile orta halli bir
tanigiklik bile bize yardim edebilir; dili daha ¢ok anladik¢a, felsefenin anlasilmasi da
derinlesir. Asya’da ¢ogu filozof Bat1 dillerini 6grenmistir; eger Heidegger’in “gezegensel
diisiinme” ¢agrisina cevap vereceksek, karsilikli bir ¢aba sarf etmenin zaman1 gelmistir.
Eger biz Bati’da kendi sesimizi baska dillerle diyaloga katabilir ve daha genis bir sekilde

ornegin o sOyle yazar: “Biz bir bedene ‘sahip’ degiliz ama daha ¢ok bedensel olarak [wir ‘sind’ leiblich]
oluruz” ve “biz ‘bedenli yasadigimiz’ siirece yasariz [wir leben, indem wir leiben]” (Nietzsche [Pfullingen:
Neske, 1961], s. 118-119; Ingilizce cevirisi David F. Krell tarafindan, Nietzsche: The Will to Power as Art
[New York: Harper and Row, 1979], kisim 14).
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acik olan gozler ve kulaklar ile okumay1 6grenebilirsek, “tek bir kaynaktan disar1 tagsan

~ 9

bir seyin sakidig1” bir tarzda Asya diislincesi ile kenetlenmeye yetili hale gelebiliriz.

Heidegger’in “gezegensel diislinme”yi yazmasi, nihilizmin ve metafizigin
iistesinden gelinebilecegi yerden geriye doniis yolumuzu olusturmanin zorunlulugu ile
iliski icindeydi. '* Bu, diisinmenin sdylemesinin (die Sage des Denkens) ¢ok
anlamliligin1 yetistirmeyi icerir, her ne kadar Heidegger, ellilerde, bu gorev ile boy
Olciisiip Olclisemeyecegimiz konusunda siiphelerini ifade ettiyse de. Oysaki onun
kullandig1 kelimeler bu antolojinin sunuldugu tini cesaretlendirmistir:"

[Bu siipheler] hem Avrupa hem de Dogu Asya dili ve her seyden 6te onlarin
olas1 diyalogunun gerceklesecegi yer igin esit derecede gecerlidir. iki taraf da
kendisini agip bu yeri meydana getiremez.

4" Holzwege (Frankfurt: Klostermann, 1967) igindeki; The Question of Being, Cev. William Kluback ve Jean
T. Wilde (New York: Twayne, 1958); Zur Seinsfrage (1955) metnini olusturan Ernst Jiinger’e mektup iginde.
15 Holzwege, s. 252.
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INTRODUCTION

Graham Parkes

The prospects for a thinking that strives to correspond to the essential being of
language remain veiled in their vastness. And so, I do not yet see whether what I
am try- ing to think as the being of language is also adequate to the nature of
East Asian language—whether ultimately ... the thinking experience can be
reached by a being of language that would ensure that Western European and
East Asian saying can enter into dialogue in such a way that there sings
something that wells up from a single source.

“A Dialogue on Language between a Japanese and an Inquirer”

On the Way to Language

Some speculate that Plato or his predecessors had contact with India. It is in any
case instructive to compare Plato’s understanding of things with ideas in early Hindu and
Buddhist thought, comparative philosophy being generally more enlightening between
unconnected philosophies.

Leibniz’s encounter with the philosophy of Neo-Confucianism and also the /
Ching is the first case of a major Western thinker’s seriously engaging Asian
philosophy.1 Interest in Oriental thought developed gradually, until Hegel, commanding
a more expansive view of history than any before him, declared his philosophy (not
without justification) to be the culmination of Western metaphysics. Eastern thought he
considered to have remained in a state of relative immaturity—even though some of its
products were worthy of being incorporated into his own system.

Schopenhauer, as more Asian texts began to be available in better translations,
saw greater depth in those philosophies, and maintained that Western thought had much
to learn from the wisdom of the East. Nietzsche considered his “revaluation of all
previous values” finally to have overcome the Western metaphysical tradition. His
understanding of Indian philosophy appears to have gone deeper than Schopenhauer’s,
and while his attitude toward Buddhism is ambivalent, he acknowledges parallels
between aspects of Buddhist philosophy and his own subversive lines of thought.2

Much of Heidegger’s lengthy engagement with Nietzsche is concerned with
depicting him as still trapped in the Western metaphysical tradition, and with presenting
himself as the first to re-open the question of Being and thus as the ultimate overcomer of
metaphysics in the West. Recently, however, Jacques Derrida has criticized Heidegger’s
thinking, from a perspective that takes full account of the difference between languages
with phonetic and nonphonetic scripts, for being too “logocentric” and thereby still

' See Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, Discourse on the Natural Theology of the Chinese, trans. Henry Rosemont,
Jr. and Daniel J. Cook (Honolulu: University Press of Hawaii, 1977); and David E. Mungello, Leibniz and
Confucianism: The Search for Accord (Honolulu: University Press of Hawaii, 1977).

2 An excellent treatment of this topic is Freny Mistry, Nietzsche and Bud- dhism (Berlin and New Y ork: de
Gruyter, 1981), which will be of interest to readers concerned with comparative approaches to Heidegger also
(though he is not explicitly discussed). Mistry deals exclusively with early Buddhism; for some points of
comparison with contemporary Buddhist thought, see Graham Parkes, "Nietzsche and Nishitani on the Self
through Time;' The Eastern Buddhist 17, no. 2 (1984).
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enmeshed in the Western metaphysical tradition. We may therefore have to wait even
longer for the last overcoming.

Rather than pursue this issue further, I should like simply to suggest that
Heidegger’s claim to be the West’s first thinker to have overcome the tradition should be
taken more seriously if his thought can be brought to resonate deeply with ideas that arose
in totally foreign cultural milieus, couched in more or less alien languages, over two
millennia ago. (The same applies, naturally, to the radicality of Nietzsche’s subversion of
the Western tradition.) The question of influence—of Eastern thought on Heidegger’s
work—while interesting, is of secondary significance in comparison with the independent
congruence of ideas. This last contention, and my initial claim that comparative
philosophy is most fruitful between unconnected philosophies, perhaps call for some
expansion.

“East-West” comparative philosophy is in principle no different from
“comparative” philosophizing within a single tradition—and most philosophy practiced
with an appropriately historical sensibility involves comparisons. In order to understand,
say, Kant’s theory of causality, it is clearly helpful, if not indispensable, to know Hume’s
ideas on the relations between cause and effect. In order fully to appreciate
Schopenhauer’s views on almost anything, we have to understand Kantian philosophy.
But these are perhaps simply examples of doing philosophy in a historically responsible
way—in which we try to understand the nature of the problems a thinker takes over from
the tradition, what he retains from the answers of his predecessors, and in what ways his
responses differ from theirs. The philosophy of Plato in particular can serve as a kind of
pattern, or map, to give the student a basic orientation in the cosmos of Western
philosophy. It often helps in acquainting oneself with the ideas of subsequent thinkers if
one pictures the later philosophy in relation to the structure of Plato’s thought.

Perhaps the image of a network of interconnections inscribed on some transparent
sheet can be helpful. In drawing a picture of the thought of Plotinus, for example, one can
begin by placing the blank transparency on top of the Plato diagram in order to guide the
initial sketching in of the broad outlines. The Plato map can then be put aside in order to
allow one’s readings of Plotinus’ texts to fill in the details of the new pattern more freely.
When the drawing gets difficult, it can help to pick up the Plato picture again and slip it
underneath. And as in the course of time one’s understanding of Plato becomes more
sophisticated, one can go back and redraw some of the lines on the original transparency.

The comparative approach is equally helpful, though in a somewhat different
way, in cases where there is relatively little influence, or where the thinkers are in
different but overlapping disciplines. It is illuminating, for example, to compare the ideas
of libido and erds in Freud with the notion of erds in Plato. Freud read and revered the
latter enough to refer to him as “the divine Plato,” but the context and goals of his inquiry
were obviously different. Nevertheless, a thorough comparison of the similarities and
divergences between the two conceptions can serve to hone our understanding of both
philosophical psychologies.

Then one can compare two ideas across philosophies in the same tradition (which
are thereby subject to similar influences), but between which there is no influence either
way. Kierkegaard’s and Nietzsche’s understandings of time and eternity are two complex
theories of temporality which diverge from traditional treatments in some fascinatingly
similar ways. To compare the roles played by the “moment” (Kierkegaard’s Ojeblikket
and Nietzsche’s Augenblick) in their respective theories provides bilateral insights, in
spite—or even because—of the fact that neither influenced the other. This is not to deny
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that the tracing of the influence of one thinker upon another can be an interesting exercise
in the history of ideas. The major concern of comparative philosophy, however, is an
understanding of the philosophies themselves—and thereby, to a greater or lesser extent,
of the world. And the deepening of such understanding can take place independently of a
study of influence.

Finally, there is the case of two philosophies from different cultural contexts in
which the possibility of influence can be ruled out completely. In lifting the philosophies
out of their historical context we do, of course, lose something. But as long as our
interpretations of the texts keep the appropriate linguistic and historical contexts in view,
and refrain from projecting anachronistic or culturally incongruous meanings on to them,
the losses can be outweighed by the gains. More important than the contexts themselves
are the situations of the thinkers in relation to their backgrounds. It would be perverse, for
example, to compare Nietzsche’s philosophy with the thought of the Legalists in Chou
dynasty China. However, though the contexts of Nietzsche and Chuang-tzu are totally
disparate, and Nietzsche seems to have known little or nothing about Taoism, their
relationships to their respective traditions have enough in common to make a comparison
of their philosophies worthwhile.

What are the gains from such comparisons? Let us suppose that we can sketch out
some fairly broad morphological congruences between the two philosophies. The lines
we draw on the transparencies do not represent anything absolute but rather denote
connections among the major ideas of the discourses. We might, for example, find that
the representation of the notion of te (power, virtus) in Chuang-tzu in its relationships to
other major elements of his thought constitutes a pattern that is remarkably similar to that
generated by sketching out the notion of Wille zur Macht (“will to power”) on the
Nietzsche slide. These are both difficult and generally poorly understood ideas, and so a
careful mapping of each on to the other can first of all serve to dispel major
misconceptions about them. Then comes the more interesting part. Looking through both
transparencies, given that we see considerable areas of overlap, the places in which one
pattern does not have a counterpart in the other will be conspicuous (especially if we
imagine them drawn in different colors). Or, put another way: we follow out a particular
parallel for some distance until we find that in one pattern the line of thought stops sooner
than in the other. This can send us back to the texts and set us thinking: does this idea
really have no counterpart in the other pattern? Sometimes the answer will be “no”; but
often we may find that there is a corresponding feature in the second philosophy which
commentators have persistently overlooked. And where there are differences, we can take
it upon ourselves to articulate them as clearly as possible. The fruits of these labors
consist in a better understanding of both philosophies and of the topic in question.

However, given a comparison which demonstrates congruity between totally
unrelated philosophies or systems of thought, there may be a temptation to say something
more—perhaps that both thinkers are “saying the same thing about the same thing.”
Suppose we discern substantial similarities between, say, the Presocratic notion of /ogos
and the Taoist understanding of tao, would some (part) of us not want to say that these
terms refer to the same non-Thing—das Selbe, or Being? But Heidegger, though he
sometimes speaks of Being as das Selbe, would be reluctant to speak of “the same”
between languages as different as ancient Greek and classical Chinese. Or one could go
further and side with Nietzsche and the Derrideans, who would deny the existence of any
“transcendental signified” outside the various realms of discourse.

What prompts us to want to say that in such cases thinkers from disparate
traditions are saying the same thing is the desire, when faced with congruent patterns in
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different discourses, to posit some ground for the congruences, to say that the discourses
are being patterned by the same thing, or event, or process. But if one is uncomfortable
with anything approaching a Weltgeist, one could hypostasize less by saying that the
patterns reflect underlying similarities in “forms of life;” or deeper truths about what it is
to be a human being.

There can be a genuine problem concerning the significance of the “and” in titles
of books or papers which engage in comparisons, and the question “So what?”” can often
be posed legitimately as the final page is turned. But ultimately the criteria for the success
of a comparative study of two thinkers from different traditions are no different from
those pertaining to a discussion of a single philosopher. The question in both cases is,
simply: does the study enhance our understanding of the philosopher’s thought, of the
problems engaged by it—and of ourselves and the world?

II

Hans-Georg Gadamer, the foremost living thinker among Heidegger’s many
eminent students, has said that Heidegger studies would do well to pursue seriously
comparisons of his work with Asian philosophies.3 This kind of research has, however,
been slow to be undertaken—especially in view of Heidegger’s considerable interest in
Asian thought. The grounds for this relative lack of enthusiasm deserve some
consideration.

The major reason is that both Heidegger’s thinking and Asian philosophy have
been regarded—at least until fairly recently—as quite marginal enterprises by the
mainstream of the Anglo-American philosophical tradition. For decades Heidegger was
dismissed by many eminent analytical philosophers as a hopelessly pompous and
muddle-headed obscurantist. It seems now, however, thanks in part to the work of such
broader- minded thinkers in the analytic tradition as Richard Rorty, that Heidegger’s
place in the annals of twentieth-century philosophy as a whole is finally secured. The
increasing number of competent translations and greater sophistication in the secondary
literature published in the past several years provide further confirmation.

The same kinds of analytical philosophers who dismissed Heidegger have
generally been even more dismissive of Asian philosophy, often questioning with blatant
chauvinism whether such a thing is not clearly a contradiction in terms. However, as the
number of scholars with sufficient training in the appropriate languages and in Western
philosophy increases, the field of Asian and comparative philosophy is becoming more
firmly established, though full acceptance by the philosophical community at large will
presumably take some time.

A major source of resistance to both Heidegger’s and Asian thought stems from a
complex of prejudices to the effect that: the proper medium for philosophical writing is
the treatise rather than any more literary form; philosophy must work with intellectual
concepts rather than play with poetic images; in such work reason is primary and
imagination secondary, if not downright counter-productive; and rational and logical
argumentation is the only appropriate method. If these are taken as criteria for
philosophy, then most of Heidegger’s writings and the majority of the major texts of
Asian thought fail to qualify. Heidegger’s claims that his thinking is more rigorous
(strenger) than the exactness of logical ratiocination fall on deaf ears, as do the warnings
of Asian specialists that standards of exactness set up by Western philosophy are simply

3 Personal communication, 1985.
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inapplicable to most kinds of thinking conducted in languages unrelated to the
Indo-European family. However, as the approaching bankruptcy and increasing
irrelevance of the narrowest forms of analytical philosophy become apparent, there are
signs that the Western conception of what counts as philosophy is gradually broadening
once again.

Another factor that has hindered the acceptance of Asian thought on a larger scale
is the difficulty of finding an appropriate terminology into which to translate Asian
philosophical materials. The understanding of such texts in the West was initially vitiated
by the tendency on the part of the early translators to translate them into the language of
traditional (Platonic/Christian) metaphysics. While this language was appropriate for
some works, it subjected the majority to gross distortion. The employment of the
vocabulary of contemporary analytic philosophy does not generally fare much better. The
realization has dawned recently, however, that the European Continental tradition—and
existentialism and phenomenology in particular—has developed philosophical
terminologies that are far more in harmony with many strains of Asian thought than are
those of Anglo-American philosophy.

Much of Heidegger’s language, because it reflects and embodies a way of
thinking that is quite different from traditional Western metaphysics, appears to offer a
wealth of resources for comparative endeavors. There is good reason to suppose that the
development of comparative researches on Heidegger will be bilaterally illuminating: if
done well, they should induce people interested in Heidegger to be more open to Asian
thought, and on the other hand can provide Asian specialists (and especially translators of
philosophical texts) with an appropriate vocabulary and numerous points of reference in a
contemporary thinker whose understanding of the history of Western philosophy is
rivaled by few others. Western comparativists can look to the East for encouragement in
these endeavors, since Heidegger’s interest in Asian thought has generated considerable
reciprocal interest in his work on the part of the Oriental philosophical world.

A further reason for the relative lack of enthusiasm for comparative work on
Heidegger (relative to the general resurgence of interest in his thinking over the past
several years) is probably that the extent of his knowledge of Asian philosophy is not yet
widely appreciated. The few, relatively cursory references to Asian thought in
Heidegger’s published writings do not suggest that he was any better acquainted with it
than the average German scholar of his day. The story related by William Barrett in his
introduction to Zen Buddhism: Selected Writings of D. T. Suzuki about Heidegger’s
laudatory remarks about Zen is, if not apocryphal, at least worn thin through constant
citation (usually without further reflection). It will come as a surprise to many Heidegger
scholars to learn from Professor Poggeler’s contribution to the present volume the extent
of Heidegger’s interest in and acquaintance with Asian culture in general— and
particularly that he was familiar with the work of at least one Taoist thinker as early as
1930.

Given this information, the question arises: if Heidegger was so impressed by and
enthusiastic about Taoist thought over a period of half a century, why then did he mention
it only twice during those fifty years of publishing works of philosophy? I put this
question to Professor Gadamer not long ago, and his response is well worth relating
(though it is impossible to convey a sense of the subtle smile which accompanied his
answer): “You have to understand that a scholar of the generation to which Heidegger
belongs would be very reluctant to say anything in print about a philosophy if he were
himself unable to read and understand the relevant texts in the original language.”
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While a number of articles have appeared comparing Heidegger with various
Eastern thinkers and philosophies, no book-length study has appeared on the topic. A
symposium on “Heidegger and Eastern Thought” was held at the University of Hawaii in
1969 in celebration of his eightieth birthday. In a letter sent to the organizers of the
conference Heidegger wrote: “Again and again it has seemed urgent to me that a dialogue
take place with the thinkers of what is to us the Eastern world.” During the past fifteen
years such a dialogue has been pursued in various forums, one of the major voices having
been that of Chang Chung-yuan, Professor Emeritus at the University of Hawaii, who has
published the only book devoted to a study of Heidegger and Taoism.* Hawaii therefore
seems an appropriate location for gathering the fruits of some of these subsequent
reflections—essays by authors of seven different nationalities relating Heidegger’s
thought to Indian, Chinese, Japanese and Tibetan philosophies. Most of the papers have
been written especially for this volume or are appearing in English for the first time. Of
particular interest are the contributions by the five Japanese philosophers, since so little
modern Japanese thought has so far been available in translation.

111

Given the tradition of interest in Indian thought on the part of such philosophers
as Hegel, Schelling, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche, combined with continued enthusiasm
from his contemporaries (Rudolf Otto, Max Scheler and Karl Jaspers, for example), it is
remarkable that Heidegger hardly ever mentions Indian philosophy. J. L. Mehta in his
essay on Heidegger and Vedanta suggests that a partial explanation for this lack of
interest was Heidegger’s critical attitude towards the neo-Kantian pre suppositions with
which most of his older contemporaries approached Eastern thought. Also, Sanskrit,
being an Indo-European language, is close to Greek (and far from East Asian languages)
in having a subject- verb-object structure which tends to promote “metaphysical”
thinking.

Nevertheless, while Heidegger wants to “think what remains unthought” in the
beginnings of philosophy with the ancient Greeks, he is still attempting this by way of an
Indo-European language—and so in spite of his apparent lack of interest in “how Sanskrit
speaks,” the comparison with another of the world’s great beginnings in philosophy is
fruitful. Rather than undertaking morphological comparisons between Heidegger’s sense
of Being and Samkara’s understanding of Brahman, Professor Mehta’s essay explores
both paths of thinking as questioning, paying careful attention to the medium as an
integral part of the message. By focusing on the non-dual aspect of Advaita Vedanta
(which corresponds to the theme of “the between”—das Zwischen—in Heidegger, though
Mehta does not mention the term in this context), the author uncovers some significant
similarities among the differences between Vedanta thinking and Heidegger’s, as in the
dimension of the Holy they both attempt “the thinking of the unthought in what has been
thought.”

Otto Poggeler is, next to Gadamer, the foremost Heidegger scholar in Germany,
and has written his essay on Heidegger and Taoism especially for the present anthology.
Given the paucity of references to Chinese philosophy in Heidegger’s published works so
far, it will be a revelation to most readers to learn of Heidegger’s interest in Asian culture
generally dating from quite early in his career. Professor Poggeler provides a fascinating

* Chang Chung-yuan, Tao: A New Way of Thinking (New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1975). For a bibliography
of the secondary literature, see Hans-Martin Sass, Martin Heidegger: Bibliography and Glossary (Bowling
Green, Ohio: Philosophy Docu- mentation Center, 1982). This is a most comprehensive work containing
several useful indexes, a glossary of Heideggerian terminology in numerous languages, and a broad selection
from the voluminous secondary literature in Japanese.
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account of the extent of Heidegger’s acquaintance with Chuang- tzu and Lao-tzu, of his
contacts with scholars from Asia, and of his interest in Oriental art and culture. One of the
author’s major theses, which needs to be taken into account by subsequent studies of the
development of Heidegger’s later thinking, is that his engagement with Chinese
philosophy, and with the Tao Te Ching of Lao-tzu in particular, exerted a decisive effect
on the form and direction of his later thinking. The significant factor here is Heidegger’s
encounter with a philosophy couched in a language with a structure totally different from
that of Indo-European languages.

Paul Shih-yi Hsiao’s contribution is a personal account of his collaboration with
Heidegger on a partial translation of the Tao Te Ching during the summer of 1946. The
essay presents a vivid picture of Heidegger as a painstaking questioner—such an
industrious inquirer into the Chinese language that the translation proceeded at a rate of
only a line or two per week—and above all a modest and attentive listener in his
conversations with guests from the Orient. One hopes that the fruits of these collaborative
labors, which are presumably buried amid piles of Heidegger’s unpublished materials,
will some day come to light.

Joan Stambaugh, herself an accomplished translator of Heidegger’s work into
English, offers some delightful meditations upon the related themes of Weg (way) and
Gelassenheit (releasement), which point up their resonances with Taoist ideas. While the
primary focus is upon later texts and on ideas such as Ereignis (appropriation) and
Instindigkeit (indwelling), her discussion of the early appearances of the notion of Weg
serves to point up the essential continuity of Heidegger’s path of thinking.

My own contribution to the discussion is concerned to show the extent to which
there appears to have been a “pre-established harmony” between Heidegger’s thinking
and Taoism, by uncovering a number of quasi-Taoist themes in Heidegger’s early
work—and in Sein und Zeit in particular —on the assumption that this work antedated his
contact with Chinese philosophy. To see that the germs of the later poetic meditations on
themes such as “releasement toward things” are already there in the early work again
enhances our sense of the integrity of the development of his thought.

The reception of Heidegger in Japan has been the most enthusiastic of any
country—perhaps even including Germany itself. A remarkable indication of the zeal
with which Heidegger scholarship has been pursued there is the fact that a Japanese
translation of Sein und Zeit was published only twelve years after the book’s first
appearance in 1927, and that during the following thirty years no fewer than five further
translations were published. By contrast, the first translation into English did not appear
until 1962, and though this valiant effort can now be perceived to be woefully inadequate,
no further English translation has reached print.

Japan’s foremost living philosopher is Keiji Nishitani, who for many years was
the “Dean” of the Kyoto School of philosophy, and since his retirement from Kyoto
University has been teaching at Otani Buddhist University in Kyoto. Heidegger’s
influence on Nishitani has been greater than on any other prominent Japanese
philosopher, and the latter’s understanding and assimilation of Heidegger’s thought is
deeper, in my opinion, than that of his predecessors or contemporaries. This is most
evident from his major work, Shtkyo to wa nani ka?, which was recently translated into

> In this connection see the latter half of Johannes Lohmann's insightful and thorough study, "Heidegger's
Ontological Difference and Language," in J. J. Kockelmans (ed.), On Heidegger and Language (Evanston:
Northwestern Uni- versity Press, 1972), pp. 303-363.
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English as Religion and Nothingness.6 I am reprinting here (with the author’s kind
permission, and with slight modification of the translation) his commentary on two
addresses by Heidegger delivered in his home town of Messkirch, since it is the earliest
example published in English of a view of Heidegger’s thought from the perspective of
Zen.

In this connection it is worth mentioning the source of Heidegger’s acquaintance
with Zen ideas, as related by Professor Nishitani in his foreword to one of the volumes of
the Japanese edition of the Collected Works of D. T. Suzuki. In 1938 Nishitani was doing
research in Freiburg, where Heidegger was teaching, and ordered from Blackwells in
England the first volume of Suzuki’s Essays in Zen Buddhism, which he presented to
Heidegger for his birthday. Shortly thereafter, Heidegger sent a card inviting Nishitani to
visit him at his home; it turned out that he had already read Suzuki’s book and was eager
to discuss it. He was particularly interested in the well-known story in the Rinzai Roku
(the Lin-chi Records) about Rinzai and Obaku (Chinese: Huang-po) and Daigu. Rinzai,
while a pupil of Obaku’s, went to the monastery of Daigu, another Zen master, and on
being asked what Obaku had to say, Rinzai replied: “I asked him three times what was the
essence of Buddhism, and three times he beat me.” When he went back to Obaku the
latter asked him what Daigu had to say, and Rinzai told him what had happened. Obaku
then said, “Just wait, I’ll beat you up!”—to which Rinzai replied, “What do you mean
about waiting? Get it right now!” and accordingly struck his master with considerable
force. Nishitani explained to Heidegger the “living logic ... of the oneness of Rinzai’s
affirmation and negation of Obaku” and the “complex transformation between self and
other” evidenced by “Rinzai’s identifying Obaku with Daigu ... and himself with Obaku.”
Heidegger then said with a smile that he had got “a rough idea” (no pun in the Japanese)
of what Zen was about.” Heidegger’s interest in Zen was such that Suzuki’s book
prompted him to take out and read the only book on Zen he could find in the university
library (Zen: der lebendige Buddhismus in Japan, by Ohazama and Faust), which he
found “also very interesting.”8

Yasuo Yuasa provides a comprehensive account of the salient details of the
history of the reception of Heidegger’s thought in Japan beginning from the early
twenties. It is well known that the development of the Kyoto School of philosophy was
considerably influenced by Heidegger’s thinking, but the details are inaccessible to the
Western scholar who does not read Japanese. Professor Yuasa’s essay is thus of particular
interest insofar as it discusses Heidegger’s influence on three prominent philosophers of
the Kyoto School whose work is almost unknown in the West: Hajime Tanabe, Shuizd
Kuki, and Kiyoshi Miki. The essay concludes with an account of Heidegger’s influence
on the somewhat better known philosopher Tetsurd Watsuji, and an evaluation of the
latter’s understanding and criticisms of Heidegger’s thought.

% Keiji Nishitani, Religion and Nothingness, trans. Jan Van Bragt (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London:
University of California Press, 1982); Was Ist Religion?, trans. Dora Fischer-Barnicol (Frankfurt: Insel
Verlag, 1982). The German trans- lation is particularly recommended since it was completely proofed by the
author and in the process considerably expanded. Part 2 of Hans Waldenfels, Absolute Nothingness (New Y
ork: Paulist Press, 1980) offers an exegesis of Nishitani's work with frequent reference to Heidegger, though
more from a theological than a philosophical perspective. Also of interest in this context is Y oshinori
Takeuchi, The Heart of Buddhism (New Y ork: Crossroad, 1983), a profound and lucid exposition of the
"existential" aspects of Shin Buddhism that makes frequent and illuminating reference to Heidegger.

7 Suzuki recounts only the first part of the story: see D. T. Suzuki, Essays in Zen Buddhism, First Series
(New Y ork: Grove Press, 1961), pp. 306-307. The fuller story can be found in The Zen Teaching of Rinzai,
trans. Irmgard Schloegl (Berkeley: Shambhala Publications, 1976), pp. 78-79.

8 My thanks are due to Dr. Shigenori Nagatomo for translating these excerpts from Professor Nishitani's
essay.
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Akihiro Takeichi examines the problem of nihilism in Heidegger, orienting us to
the issue by way of a preliminary discussion of its genesis in Nietzsche’s thought. He
discusses the way in which the oblivion of Being in Western metaphysics has led to a
distorted and deficient view of beings that is manifest in the “enframing” (Ge-Stell) of
modern technology. Through invoking the notion of karma and related ideas from
Mahayana Buddhism, the author outlines a corresponding understanding of nihilism in
the Eastern tradition and reflects on ways in which the Buddhist response to the issue of
karma might illuminate Heidegger’s discussion of the problems generated by the age of
technology.

Kohei Mizoguchi, in his essay on Heidegger’s Bremen lectures of 1949,
undertakes something that has not, as far as I know, been attempted in the secondary
literature in English—namely, an examination of all four lectures together that focuses on
their internal relations. While the author alludes to a comparison of Heidegger’s thought
with that of Kitard Nishida, the founder of the Kyoto School, his essay consists mainly of
a close and careful reading of Heidegger’s four texts. These lectures are particularly
important because they constitute a critical transition between Heidegger’s “middle
period” and his later thought, and Professor Mizoguchi’s discussion circles around these
four presentations in a pleasingly hermeneutical manner.

The hermeneutical approach informs the last of the Japanese contributions, an
essay by Tetsuaki Kotoh on the roles of language and silence in the process of
self-inquiry according to Heidegger on the one hand and Zen on the other. The author
shows that while language, as “the house of Being,” has always been of crucial
importance in Heidegger, it has its ultimate source in a certain kind of silence—and that
in this respect his position (which is more or less unique in the Western tradition) is
remarkably close to that of Zen philosophy.

The topic of the body has not been a prominent one in Western philosophy. In
general, it has been taken up only to be put down in unfavorable comparison with the soul
or mind. Under the influence of the ascetic aspects of Plato and the Christian tradition the
body has been largely dismissed as a proper object of philosophical reflection—except as
it encroaches upon the sphere of the psychical and mental through the phenomena of
sensation and perception, the emotions and instincts, and so on. Nietzsche was the first
Western philosopher in a long time to rectify the impression that man is only contingently
embodied by devoting a considerable amount of thought to the body and its mysteries.
Merleau- Ponty has continued the trend by undertaking comprehensive phenomenological
analyses of human embodiment. However, a number of contemporary
phenomenologists—and not just devotees of Merleau-Ponty —reproach Heidegger for
furthering the traditional philosophical neglect of the body. The analytic of Dasein in
Being and Time is often accused of being overly mentalistic and of dismissing the
somatic aspects of our being-here. Such criticisms stem from short-sighted literalism,
based presumably on the fact that the words Leib and Korper appear only rarely in the
text. But one of Heidegger’s major motives in choosing to use the term Dasein was to
undercut the Cartesian dualism of mind and body. The language of Being and Time has
more body to it than that of most philosophical texts, being—especially in the original
German—quite muscular, if not always supple, prose. If one insists on making the
distinction between mind and body, then the existential structures elaborated by
Heidegg;ger refer just as much to our somatic presence as to our psychical or mental
being.

® If we look at the basic elements of the words Heidegger uses to denote the structures of being-in-the-world
we find: hand-ling (das Zuhandene/Vorhand- ene), grasping (ergreifen), holding (Verhalten), standing
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Attending as much to the somatic as to the psychical, Hwa Yol Jung opens the
discussion out into a more cosmopolitan arena, beginning by situating Heidegger’s
encounter with Eastern philosophy in the context of the previous European engagement
with Oriental thought from Hegel through Husserl to Merleau-Ponty. The leitmotiv of this
essay is “the piety of thinking,” where thinking is understood as a Handwerk, a work of
the hand, the consummate product of which would be the Chinese ideogram as a
manifestation of “the human body in graceful motion.” Thinking and speaking and doing
are inseparable in Heidegger—just as in Chinese philosophy, and especially for
Confucius, the words of the thoughtful person have extraordinary (“performative”)
power. Professor Jung explicates the piety of thinking, with its emphasis on the closeness
of the aural rather than the distance of the visual, as the appropriate mode or pathway for
“gathering or orchestrating our thoughts—both Eastern and Western.”

If the problematic of the body appears to be no more prominent in the Eastern
tradition than in the West, this is not merely because the body has been similarly
summarily dismissed by certain ascetic philosophies (as in some forms of Hinduism and
Buddhism). The deeper reason is that in other philosophies, such as most Chinese and
Tibetan thought, the human being is regarded in foto rather than as split into dichotomies.
One of the concerns of David Levin’s essay, “Mudra as Thinking,” is “to interpret
Heidegger in a way that brings out the embodiment implicit in his thinking,” thereby
rectifying a number of misconceptions of the nature of his enterprise. At the same time
the author presents some corresponding ideas from Tibetan Buddhist philosophy—a field
not yet well known or understood in the West—and shows through a carefully
phenomenological discussion the importance of somatic awareness on the path of
enlightenment in the Vajrayana Buddhist tradition.

1A%

In his letter to the organizers of the East-West Philosophers’ Conference in
Hawaii, Heidegger wrote:

The greatest difficulty in the enterprise [of a dialogue between Eastern and
Western thinking] always lies, as far as I can see, in the fact that with few
exceptions there is no command of the Eastern languages either in Europe or the
United States.... May your conference prove fruitful in spite of this circumstance.

The conference has borne fruit, and the exceptions have become more numerous.
Still, the difficulty remains hard to overcome, since most of the scholars who are
competent in Asian languages are in fields other than philosophy. To learn sufficient
Sanskrit or Chinese or Japanese to be able to read what needs to be read is a long and
arduous task—as is the acquisition of a good understanding of Heidegger’s thought,
together with the requisite grounding in ancient Greek and subsequent Western
philosophy. Few mortals have time and energy to undertake both. Nevertheless, even a
modest acquaintance with Asian languages can help; and the more one understands the
language, the deeper one’s understanding of the philosophy. Many philosophers in Asia
have learned Western languages; if we are to respond to Heidegger’s call for “planetary

(Verstehen; Selbst-stin- digkeit;, Ekstasen), stretching (sich erstrecken), throwing (Geworfenheit; Entwurf),
jumping (voraus-springend), running (vorlaufen), falling (das Verfallen), and so on. The section entitled
"Intoxication as an aesthetic condition" (Der Rausch als dsthetischer Zustand) in the first volume of
Heidegger's Nietzsche, one of the few occasions on which he speaks explicitly of the body (Leib), shows the
central importance Heidegger accords to the phenomenon of human embodiment. There he writes, for
instance, "We do not 'have' a body but rather 'are' bodily [wir 'sind' leiblich]" and "we live in as far as we
'body' [wir leben, indem wir leiben]" (Nietzsche [Pfullingen: Neske, 1961], pp. 118-119; English translation
by David F. Krell, Nietzsche: The Will to Power as Art [New Y ork: Harper and Row, 1979], sec. 14).
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thinking” it is time to make a reciprocal effort. If we in the West can add our voices to the
dialogue in other tongues and learn to read with wider opened eyes and ears, we may then
be able to engage Asian thought in such a way that “there sings something that wells up
from a single source.”

It was in connection with the necessity of making our way back to the place from
which nihilism and metaphysics can be overcome that Heidegger wrote of “planetary
thinking.”10 It involves cultivating the polysemy of the saying of thinking (die Sage des
Denkens)—though Heidegger expressed doubts, back then in the fifties, as to whether we
were equal to the task. However, the words he used encourage the spirit in which the
present anthology is presented:11

[These doubts hold] equally for both European and East Asian language, and
above all for the realm of their possible dialogue. Neither side can of itself open
up and establish this realm.

19 In the letter to Ernst Jiinger which constitutes the text of Zur Seinsfrage (1955), in Holzwege (Frankfurt:
Klostermann, 1967); The Question of Being, trans. William Kluback and Jean T. Wilde (New York: Twayne,
1958).

""" Holzwege, p. 252.
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