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tf�n�b�6ͼ˵�N̆(67ŽɽůʥΛ2003Μ/�+(� 
� ĦŇĪȎ37�H3�̡Iß¾3â͍"J×ħ3
͔*N̟CJ¥NöǬ0

 .2�KJ�̏�̕/72��ȺƠƵ6�ƞ3ņ-��̏�ë�0��ë

ȝ̈̌N͚ɼ �Λ̡I&6D6/72�Μ��.ċƋ6Š˻̩ǻNëȝŲ̱3

ěI���&�/�ƞ�KJɁ̓˽ͨȮƳNǏðʎ3ȫ̐ (ʫɽď�Λ2003Μ
6̩˜E�˹Ęʆ6ɋʉȯ͎&6D63
Ñƍ˝�Ư�˚�N̆J̄ɽɑɇ

Λ2003Μ6̩˜21��O)� 
� �KH6̩ɧ�á˾�KJ0�̡Iǌ6ċƋ(*7͗ĭǁNʠ (�0IM
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˝ 83��(ğˣƵD�J�0 .�JΛp.132, Óˑ7ʴ˝3GJΜ� 
  
n�jQ�3̡H$J�0��˾ɷ7��Rxal���ʜʮEPYjQ
y�R�fv��ɏNǤɼ"Jˡ�ǌ�Ύɼ"J̏�Ĺ /�J�̡HK(̏

˳7�͍ƍ�ˡ�ǌ3G+.·̜¾6@@Ȏ�̷��K�̍ͥ�ȁ�Këȝ�

KJ�G�̏MKJ67��6�͐6ǌˍ�6͔ʪ/
n�jQ�&K˩¾�

̡J�0��ǌƲ��̷�J�0���0/�J 9� 
� �6G�3�˿̧Ȣ˝/�JċƋ6ęʋNŕȵ3˺MK(ʢ·Š˝˩̿6ę

ʔ7�
Ñƍ˝�Ư�˚�216̣ȅľƛ3̡INƠ.7C.ëȝN˺+(�0�

ė:Λ˸6Ü6̑͊NĖɫ"K8Μ˟�ěI˩¾�ʢ·ʎ3ɕƊ .�Jľƛ

Nɩǀ̬3äĈ .˺MK. @+(�021��Jʫ6ʢ·Šʎ̧Ȣŧ̻6

ŧǂ3Ų .2�K.�J��KH6ċƋ3Ų"J̧Ȣ0&6ęʔʎȫ̐0�

�z�ca7�
n�jQy&K˩¾�3̡H CJ0���GIȘțʎ2ʢ·

Šʎ̵ʎ̧Ȣʜʮ6ɸƳΛ�J=�ŜΜN˩Hĳ�ʒ"ˈȞ02+(�&K7�

Ų̜3ņ-�R�fv��Nǌ��I0 .̡IN˂�ʢ·ȯǆ�˚ʎǌɏN

0I,,D�k�f&6D6N .̡H CJ0��ŜćNĿǛ"J�0/�

ŧ̘ʦŠ0 .6ʢ·Š6öǬNˎǛ (F�3ɺ!(0D̏�G�� 
� ��@/�˶ŪURb¥´6˟�ěI̧ȢNC�+.ȅH�32+(ʢ·Š

ʎ̧Ȣʜʮ6ȟˆAN̑͊ (�Ǉ�7��66*�
k�f&6D6N .̡

H CJ�0��ŧ̘ʎ2Pz��h07ñ6ğˣƵNǥ+.���Ǉ�6³

̣7²�/�J� 
 
� n�jQ�7Ćǌ3̷���+.7ț2��n�jQ�3̡H$J67&K

NʗƇ"ŐȰ2̤Aǌ/�J�& .�&6̤A�ǻŠʎ/2�ͶIΛɢʦŠ

ʎ/�L�0"JͶIΜ�ʠ�KJˈȞ7¿H�6ľƛĉE�ˬĉNÝK#�̡

IǌEˡ�ǌ3Ɍ�D6372H2�� 
  



� � � ˨ƓİŠ 19Ģ 
 

34 

10 — /  
 
2-1. ǿ(2ĳ�6̓˗ 
 

̡Iǌ — ˡ�ǌ�6ʓ§Àɼ6�3�
ɓƵĉ (̤Aǌ�N°˗"J�

0/�̡Iǌ�̡H�J�0�ˡ�ǌ�͏Ƅ"J�067�@Nʰ*��J¥

�êțJ6/72���& .̤Aǌ3̎ʋ�K(ˡ�ǌ0̡IǌD@(�ǿ

(2̤Aǌ0 .̡Iŷ� ƪ2�ˇΔN̤Aʒ"�0�/�J�Șʱ/7�

̡I6ͽǆ0 .6jXalN�
ɢʦŠʎ�ʢ·Šʎ2k�f�0 .7ǎM

#�ˡ�ǌ0̡Iǌ�âĦ"JǻŠʎ
ÀĮ�0̆2"ǬȧN˺��ǻŠÀĮ

0 .̆2 (ňĥ3�&�̡I6ͽǆ7
̡Iǌ�̡I(�G�3̡Jêț

¥&6D6�"2M*z�il0 .ɸ̍�KG���H3&�3�ʭȭʎ3

˩H6̈ɧE̤AN̤A͆D�0"J̤˝N°˗"J�0/�
n�jQ�&

6D63̡H$J�0��ʢ·ŠʎPz��h��ŐȰ2̍ͥ6�R��0 

.ʰ*��J6/72�)L��� 
 

2-2. ̤A̍�ǌ��I0 .6ǻŠ 
 
 2-2-1. ʢ·ʦŠΛʢ·Š�ǻĉ«ΒŠΌńΜ3��J̡I6ȯǆΤ̡Iǌ0
ˡ�ǌ�âĦɺǆ"J
D��,6ɯ̡�0��º˗-��  
�  
Ûț�ʢ·ȯǆ�˚ʎ2̈ɧ7�Jʫ6ɯ̡̩0ʓƵ�˭�� � �ʢ·

ʦŠ6ʰ*º˗�H̡HK(̏˳6ͽŒǆN̤A̍�ňĥ�Λ&KNn�jQ

�0Ĭ?��/al���0Ĭ?��Μ&�/7
̤Aǌ�6şŁ�>0O1
˜Ǆ�K.�2��̯ͭȺ«Λ1991Μ7��0 .ūȂʉɏ21�ɼ�Jɯ
̡̩Nǯɼ ,,�ʢ·ĳΐEʢ·ȯ͎N
˺ɨ6ǀľ$�JˈȞ�0 .̆

͍&�0"J� � �̯ͭ�̩ǘ0"Jʢ·ȯǆ�˚ʎŧ̻6ɸ̩EȀɏ�

ʠ"67�E7I
̡Iǌ – ˡ�ǌ�6¦˝ͱ�˂�V�fnjQ��al
����,@Iʢ·ĳΐ0 .ľƛĉ�K(m�n�l�al���3ǔǒ"

J
D��,6ɷŧ6Ǭʠ�/�J��K�̤Aǌ�Ł6��M8
Ơ¥˝ͱ
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6t��6Ŗ�ĥ��/�J�07��(Jŧ̻Όń/�JūȂʉɏ�ʠ"͍

I/�J 10� 

� ˷¨ˠHΛ2011Μ 7�ƅŠΌń/ĦȰ6̩NźͰ"J�"2M*ɯ̡7�

«ͱ6˺ăE&6ʢ·ʎăǂNɸ̍"J63ͦ̄2ƣûNȞ("0��̟̬/

�J�() ˷¨H7�ɯ̡NʒǦǎ�«ǻŠ3Ų ʢ·Š7ɯ̡Nɓɼŧ̻

"J�0&6ƇʄNʠ"���/Dʢ·ΛʦΜŠ7�&6ǎ�̣̏N���@

/Dʢ·ăǂNɸ̍ �ȇ3G+.Þ"J(C6̺��I0"J�0��̟

̬/�L�� 

� �̑6¦̩NͬAJ0�&�37öʱ/̞̍ (
ʢ·Š�ǎ�̡I�<6

ʗƇ 0ĦȰ6̈ɧ�şŁ"J�@#�̡Iǌ0ˡ�ǌ6¦˝�ʓ§ÀɼN 

2�HgRn�iY3�P�jQN˂��03ͲƯ�Ǜ(K.�I�&�37

̤Aǌ��Ł/�J�0��H3�̡I7¿H�6ʢ·ʎÞ6(C6̺�� 

I3"�2��0���0/�J� 

� ċʉŧ̻3��Jǹ�6ɯ̡̩DĦȰ/�J�Kleinman, ANĸʙ0"J

«ΒŠʎ2Pz��h�ɱƜ .�(
ƹ˝�ɯ̡J�06ÅÏ0&6ʩǭ�

7�˨ƓċŠ�Äǘ"J¥Â0̗Ǿ6ɯ̡N̹�(V�fnjQy2ğˣƵ

N�ųͮū/�JċƋ�̆�)"¥NƟ̧"J�,@I��/D�E7I̡I

ǌ0ˡ�ǌ7¦˝ͲÇ/ͯ!.�J6)� 

 

� 2-2-2. ʢ·ʦŠʎPz��h�HǻŠ<6̹ŉ�  

 

� 
̡Iǌ0ˡ�ǌ6¦˝ͱ/âĦɺǆ"J̡I�0��¦˝/ͯ!(ͲÇN

Ǎ*ʝJ67�Montgomery, H.K.Λ1991=2016Μ6ŧ̻/�J�Ƥŗ7�ċ

Š0ǻŠNĦî3̩!�ǻŠǏ̙6@2� Nċʉŧ̻3ͦ5G�0"J� 

� MontgomeryΛöǩȎΜ7�ċƋ�&6˺ɨ6ǀī0ÅÏ3,�.˜�Jͺ

3�ǻŠ�&�3gRn�iY2ɸ̍NǬÃ"J0��ʰňNěJ�
ǻŠʎ

ɯ̡6G�3�ċŠʎ2¥Â6ʆȽ7�ɰŦ6ȇͱ0ɳɍ6()�,6ˆAĥ

M$3,�.6D6/ ��I�2�Λp.273Μ��0̈ɧŃĹ�$�ċʉŧ

̻6�ʁN&6G�2ǻŠʎΛɯ̡ʎΜǁĜƵ 113G+.Ĝ�ȹCJ�0

/�ʆȽE¥Â0��@2� /7̆ěJ¥�êț2�z�il0�ΐ�ɘ�



� � � ˨ƓİŠ 19Ģ 
 

36 

��J0"J��6ʰňN0J2H�̡Iǌ3ŲƁ"JųͮʚNǛ,ˡ�ǌ

Λ�6ňĥ7�ƹ˝6̡INˡ�ċʉ˝ΜD90I6̤Aǌ02I�&6̍ͥ

7¯6̤Aǌ6̍ͥ3Ų .ɰȲƵNǛ,D6/72�2J 12�ΛǻŠʎ̤A

07&���D6/�L��Μ 

� ˍ�.Montgomery7�ǻŠʎ2ʗƇ Nɶƪ (ċʉ˝6̈ͧ6ƒ�I

3̏ė"J�ǻŠʎ2ʗƇ Nǯɼ"J�07�˩H6ˇΔ6ųͮʎ�ɂȂ

ʎ�Ǝ±ʎΛȇͱʎ�ʯͱʎΜͶʁN̸�.�ÅÏNěIǎ�(C6ʚ̬6ɡ

ɎN˩ɾ3Ėɫ"J�032J�H/�J�&K7ƭEÐɸNǀ̬ 2�Hƹ

˝06ͲÇƵN̆ʒ"�03D,2�J�0"J� 

� �H3Montgomery7�ċʉŧ̻̑ͫ6ǻŠʎ̤A6ğˣƵ3@/&6ƴ

˜Nƒ�J�Ȍ��ǻŠǏ̙6ʚ̬0ǐɏN̿3,�(̤Aǌ0 .jXal

3ħ�ĥ�2H�̡Iǌ6˩ƈǬʠ�2�Ũ̋ʎΛ0�KJΜʆȽ̑ͫ/��

D�
ċŠ6ɯ̡�0 .ǁĜ/�J)L��0 13� 

 

� 2-2-3. ɯ̡�Ǜ,ʝŊƵ� � �  

 

Charon, R.7²�6G�3̏�Υ 

 

ɯ̡ (narrative) 7&6Ƶ̵�ʝŊʎ/�J��̊˾Eáƛ07ʄ2I�

ǃɪ0 .�H#Ν£ɠ�,�#�ƩΊ/72��ɯ̡7˩̿6͕NÀI

ê �˩ ̿6óˀNʝI�˩ ̿6tf��3ìI͆ANÞKJ�ő6�E

{[il Bekett 6�Țɸý6�/̷�JG�3�ɯ̡7�ʝŊëŞ6

G�3�ɩͲÇ3ƴ�Jɯ6��Hȥƕ3�Jǿ �ͲÇƵN�HM3

 �ˑ ơ�HWVaNüIê �1�3��./DĞ�ɯ�Hǿ �ɯN

üIê"�ɯ̡7�ʨƔʰ.J˼ă)�/72��ʨƔNʝŊ"J˼ăN

͍!.�Ȑï7ͼ�K.�JD6�̅ MK.�JD6�ȊĢ6�3ŃC͆

@K.�JD6N�«�ǿ �ɸ̍"J�0NĀ�JΛ2006 = 2011: 317Μ� 

 

� ˍ�. Charon, R.7��6ɸƳ3ņ-�(ċʉ3��Jɯ̡ŧ̻6Â0 .

n�jQ��V�\�`�NǞ�J��K7ȇͱNɈC.Λ¥Â/7Π�ȑ3
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2Ĺ�Ȇ¶ANòɼ .Μ�ċʉafix�ƹ˝3,�.6Λz�Rs_�37

ͣǄ (Μ̛E˩ɾǸǻNǛ*ŭI�΅̤"J0��D6H �� 

 

ʕ̮Ƌ�d�_����W��˥ ʈųͮċ��`k�l�ċŠɺ21��

ˮ�2ëͧ�HΠƖ3 4�20«ͽ@+(�Λ�ʃΜĖÿ˝7Ȏ�.ț(ǻ

ʱN΅̤ (�ʤ(*7�&K'K6ǻʱ6`���ɯ̡ʎɳɍ�̏ ˳͙

�Eĝ͊6äŬN̜ ĥ��&K�H̩̐6äŬNǁƽʎ�ċʉʎ�& 

.ųͮˢʎǀīĥ�3@/ƒ�.˺+((2006 = 2011: 320)� 

 

� & .«�6΅̤EŲ̜�͑B3,K�Ȱ�2ͼĶΝ˖I͈�KJ/͝�HK

J̏˳�͜8K(ȇó�ͦ2Iĥ��ǻŠʜʮ/��0�L6P~�P
� � � �

ΨƟ̧

ɧ7ƜɼÛ˴˝3GJΩ14�M32J��6ÀȬ7�ˢį6ɸ̍Eˈ:,�

NÈ"0��G�2ŧò�ĂɼNʑʎ07 .�H#Λúȷʎ37�KH�ɺ

!J0 .DΜ�GIƒʸĽ6\��ofa6ơǆΛȄƍƵ6ę́ΜN̆Ǣ�.

�J��6ňĥ3ɺ!J/�L�\��ofa07��&H��Ȅƍ6ċʉɷ

ň/7ư̄0�K2��©˃2ƽː6ǁĜ6G�2D6/72�)L��� 

� (0�8ʕ̮Ƌ��ʅʇN̖�Jƹ˝3˶ùNǑ� ,,·̜"J0�3�

Ư6ƕ/7ǁ!ě+.�J
ƹ˝�ǁ!J̏�G�62�ŭJͅ2��N
Œ

�œ/"��6�̏/EI͔�"Ȅƍ��J0"J��KNǸǻ0 .Ȏ�ʒ

"�0/ę́�$�
ʅʇ�Ĭ:̷�"�ţEƯ˃��N90I6«0 .âǁ

ʎ3ǁ!J�0�/�J�0��G�2�0/72�)L��� 

� & .�6G�2ơ/ğ̈ĉ�KJ
«0 .6âǁ�7�ˈȞ0 .�Ȅ

Έ6ċʉɷň6Ȳŝȯ͎EƣûëǕN̹��}�e�f�2ˈ:,�NüIƪ

JğˣƵ��J� 

� Charon, R.7¥Â0 .��JċƋ�ǫ�(ˁ+Ƀ2�>16ʦŠʎ2ʆɳ

̑͊�H�̏˳32H2�ǁƽN̤AěJÀȬ͔ʪN˄ ,,�Ǹǻ6Ņʴ

0&K3ˍ�ǻŠǏ̙ʎŲ̜6ͦ2I�ŐȰ2̍ͥ6�R��1502I�ˈȞ

0 .ǸǻNŅʴ (ċƋ˩̿�ǁƽ6̉ʚEʄ2+(ʰň<6ƿÙ6źͰN

ɺ!(6A2H#�&6Ų̜6ň3�(«�3Dɛ�ŎŬ�ɺ!Jň΄Nǫ�

.�J�ʞ�3&K7�ȄƍȬą/7ō3D2H2�¥�03,�.ǻŠʎ2
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ǫè0Ǐ̙N˺+(�0/�\��ojQ�\��ofa<0ŎŬ (6)0

ƴ�J� 
 

/

 /

 
3-1. ŐȰ2̡I6ͦ2IN1�Ǡ�J�Τ
̦ΐ̍Ɉ<0ħ��ëȝ���
G
�M�H2�@@6ƪƯ�� 
 
  öʱ/Ȯ̋ (G�3�
̡I��ǻŠʎ3̤@K�&�3æƌʎ�Őōʎ2
Ǐ̙0̍ͥ6ōNͦ5.˺��0/��@�@2˺ɨEƴ�7
G�M�H2

��@@�ľƛĉ�K2�@@�̡Iǌ�ˡ�ǌ�̤AǌN�˝�Ȱ3ƪƯ<

0̠�G�/�J� 
� ʢ·Šʎ3̡IN̤Bňĥ71�26��Șʬç/Ọ̇ (G�3�˶Ū

URbΛ¥´ΜNC�+.7��af��n�jQ�Λm�n�l�al��

�/D¿/D˭��Μ7
ɻ�ť�ċ6ʊʘ�0��x��b/�+(�,@

I̜ ǌ6ċƋ(*30+.7
�2(3D̲µ6�ʲ7�J�0ěKJD6

/�J)�/2��ŽɽΛöǩȎΜ�ʠ"G�3�̜  ǌ˩̿Dɛ��af��

n�jQ�6�3ˉC0HK.�J�&K3Ų .ʢ·Š˝�˺��0 (R

�fv��̧Ȣ7�
�2(7Λ& .̥DΜƻ�72��D K2����6

G�2¥ǂ�ɺ!(�03,�.7�ʢ·ȯ͎Ėʸ61��3ĳΐ7�J�

0��öǬ/ŧȁ�K.�(� 
� ̥�3/1��3ĳΐ6̲µǋŁNɅCJŜć7�(0�&K�Î«N͋Ʌ$
#ʢ·ȯ͎Eǵɋ¾ó3Äǘ�$G�0"JD6/�+.D�n�jQy6Ő

ōƵN˭ 0"JǂƖ/�+.D�ʢ·Š�˺�ʢ·ĳΐʜʮ/�J��I�

&6@@͘�H#
ɸ̩ĉ�
ľƛĉ��˺MKJ�032J�ŽɽΛöǩȎΜ

�̜ ǌ6ċƋ(*06̧Ȣ͔ʪNǟI͈+(ˈ̩�H7��6�M�Nã¾

ʎ3̤AěJ¥�êțJΥ 
 

� Ñƍ˝�Ư�˚0��ȮƳNǴȩ (0� 16�ʤ3̆�.�J67�
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\�jYal6ʄ2J̡I1� �;,�Iĥ+(I�ç̌ ĥ�2�

H�̞ I2 .˺�̡I6Ɗ˗ɳɍ/�J�D*LO�6n�jQ�6Ɗ

˗ɳɍDȽġʎ31O1OŎĉ .��D6/�J �ƹ˝EċƋ6ä

͡3��.D�Ď�6ō3ĚǺ"J�02���@�@3ʄ2+(ǀī-

��2�K.�(�07Ơɪ6�0/�J� 

� ��/ċƋ6ˇΔ3ʘʑ"J2H�� à	Ǝï3��.
URb�

0��Ȗʚ6ʆ6ˤŝ�¸˟Eǧɠ6�{�/ �M�H2�+(0�

3�ċƋ(*716G�2ƴ�NǓ��16G�2ˇΔN (6��&K

7Ȅƍʎ2̗ʉ˺ɨ316G�3ƢΆN��(6��&K�ʤ(*6ȅ

H�3"=�̦ΐ/�J(2010:150 - 151)ΨÓˑ7Ș̩˴˝3GJΩ � 

 

� ��/æ:öʱȐƧ3ěI��( Charon, R.6ɯ̡ŧ̻Nƴ�̷� .·

�(��&KNͦ5.̆J0�ǇƤ6ʄĦ�ͺʰ,�ǻŠʎ2ŧ̻/7�ŐȰ

2ō7&6@@()ͦ5HK�jXalNÛ3 (ǻŠǏ̙0 .6Ų̜�ª

M�KJ�0/�ɯ̡6Ȏ�ǌ0̤Aǌ(*�ʏ�&K'K6ʰň/ŎŬ"J�

 � ʢ·Šʎʜʮ6ňĥ7�ŐȰ2ō6ĜŬ7ɩȚ´6ĜŬ/72��ͽC

HK(̡I7k�f0 .ëȝ�K�̦ΐ̍Ɉ3ˈ:,�HKJ�̜ ǌ7ë

ȝŲ̱0 .6ʰň�H͵IHK#�ˡ�ǌΛ�6Ɯɼ/��
ʤ(*�Μ7ë

ȝ˝0 .6ʰň�H͵IHK2��̤Aǌ�Ł6@@�ëȝ˝3G+.̦ΐ

̍Ɉ6(C6ǿ(2ľƛ�͘�H#Ǭʠ�KJ�032J� 

 

3-2. Ǭȧ0źȓΤˈ̩NɅC2��0�ŵ�ŎŬ<6*�HNɅC. 

�  

3-2-1. ǻŠʎ2̤Aǌ6şŁ�ìIͰ�ğˣƵ� � �  

 

Șʬ7��@/�ʢ·Šʎ2R�fv��̧Ȣ��1) ̡Iǌ0ˡ�ǌ6¦˝

ͲÇ/ͯ!�̤Aǌ��Ł/�J�0��H3�2) �6¦˝ͲÇ7�̜ ǌ6

ʢ·ʎłºEȲŝ�ˡ�ǌGI�º6ňĥ�
Ų̜�3ņ-�ʓ§ͲÇNͤǆ 

3���0�3) ʢ·Šʎ2ʗƇ 7Ν˩ ɾ2̡INȔƥ ,,DŐ�6ňĥ7

ˈȞ6ľƛĉNÝK��0�4) Λ1Μ0DͲ͐"J�Μ
̡IN .̡H C
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Formation of Sensibility in Mother 

- Child Relation: Temporal Dephasing and Traumatic Displacement. 
 

Irina Poleshchuk 

 

Maternity and temporality 

 

Being well known as a philosopher of radical responsibility for the 

other Levinas develops a model of intersubjective relation and its ethical 

temporality on the example of maternity. The mother-child relation is 

described as a prototype of intersubjective relation, it is one-for-the-other 

and other-in-the-same, i.e., being already affected by the other.  Maternal 

subjectivity is unconditionally responsibility for the other, it is disclosed not 

only as a metaphor to portray radicality of responsibility for the other but 

also as a modality of ethical becoming.  This ethical becoming has a 

particular structure of temporality: subjectivity is the one-for-the-other at 

the very moment of the present but also is already for the other in the future, 

i.e., the futurity of responsibility is penetrating the present.  

The ethical becoming is rooted first of all in sensibility, which has, 

according Levinas’s interpretation, intriguing features: taking various 

interchangeable shapes it involves exposure, vulnerability, trauma but also 

welcome and care. The maternal sensible embodiment shows that sensibility 

has a double structure based on auto-affectivity and hetero-affectivity. The 

hetero-affective sensibility is initiated by the other penetrating subjectivity 

at the level senses: mother reacts on child’s needs, illness, pain or death. The 

address of the other expels subjectivity depriving it from its locus thought as 

enjoyment and ‘furnishment of needs’, it is “no longer dwelling, not stomping 

any ground” (Levinas, 2006, 49).  This is a displacement of the embodied 

self, of the self as auto-affectivity and as affectivity of life itself might also 

question the validity of intersubjective temporality of mother-child relation. 
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I believe that maternity is not only a form and a manifestation of radical 
responsibility, but also traumatic bias and temporal dephazing which 
describe a transformation of sensibility.   
 

Let me start with developing Levinas’s original view on formation of 
ethical temporality. The main focus of Levinas’s work Time and the Other is 
how to preserve subjectivity in transcendence and, at the same time, not to 
reduce the alterity of the other: “How can the ego that I am remain myself 
in a you, without being nonetheless the ego that I am in my present – that 
is to say, an ego that inevitably returns to itself? How can the ego become 
other to itself?” (Levinas, 1985, 91). This question has a very explicit 
temporal dimension. I reformulate it as the following: how to keep the ethical 
meaning of the presence of the future in the present and not reduce it to the 
solitary life of subjectivity?  The answer is that subjectivity finds this 
particular modality in maternal relation.  

The birth of a child breaks the time of subjectivity as continuity. 
Levinas argues that the future of the child is “my own and non-mine, a 
possibility of myself but also a possibility of the other” (Levinas, 2004, 267). 
In fecundity, given as a relation to the future, subjectivity can be saved from 
the endless repetition of oneself and from being attached to oneself. (Levinas, 
1985, 92) But also in fecundity I find a birth of the other who is not mine and 
who avoids any possession because in a child I go beyond the fulfillment of 
all the possibilities of my own ego. The child as a result of the erotic situation 
appears to be a specific locus of transcendence, where subjectivity while 
preserving itself is given the possibility of not inevitably returning to itself.  

The relationship with a child establishes an “absolute future”: a child 
is not a replication of the identical, because in the case of repetition the 
alterity of the other is totally neutralized. In fecundity it is preserved. 
Because of infinite time, the subject transcends death through the 
discontinuity of its transcendence to others. This peculiar modification of 
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temporality is not, however, an attempt to reclaim lost opportunities, it is 
not to be in “search of lost time”.  It is rather the only possible actualization 
of responsibility. The identical in this case is opposed to the true future — 
the future that is beyond the limits of its own predetermination.  

We do not really encounter the term of the maternal subjectivity 
Levinas’s texts, however, in Otherwise than Being of Beyond the Essence he 
speaks about maternity as sensibility found inside subjectivity. There is 
complicated logic of alteration between immanence and transcendence 
manifested as the other within subjectivity revealed as maternity: “it is being 
torn up from oneself, being less than nothing, a rejection into negative, 
behind nothingness; it is maternity, gestation of the other in the same” 
(Levinas, 2006, 75). In other words, starting from discussion of the erotic 
relation (where auto-affective sensibility can still hold its strong locus) in 
Totality and Infinity Levinas moves to ethical modality of maternal 
subjectivity. He writes, “sensibility is being affected by a non-phenomenon, 
a being put in question by the alterity of the other, before the intervention of 
a cause, before the appearing of the other” (Levinas, 2006, 75). Here the 
accent is put on the immediacy of body sensation which exposes one to the 
signifying of the other as the-other-in-the-same. The-other-in-the-same 
means that “the subject is affected without the source of the affection 
becoming a theme of representation” (Levinas, 2006, 75). Maternity, as 
passing between being and transcendence, expresses a being affected by the 
other without having a source, and it is also structured as the-other-in-the-
same. (Levinas, 2006, 78) Let me elaborate this argument.  

In maternity female subjectivity acquires its interpretation as a 
temporalizing body and discovers a pre-ontological past: because the birth of 
a child and an appeal of a child break temporal continuity of subjectivity and 
affect subjectivity before it is aware of being responsible.  

“The subjectivity of flesh and blood in matter – the 
signifyingness of the sensible, the-one-for-the-other itself – is 
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the preoriginal signifyingness that gives sense, because it gives. 

Not because, as preoriginal, it would be more original than the 

origin, but because the diachrony of sensibility, which cannot be 

assembled in a representational present, refers to an 

irrecuperable pre-ontological past, that is of maternity” 

(Levinas, 2006, 78)  

Subjectivity as one-for-the-other is born only in maternity, meaning 

deposing itself, a deposing which, according to Levinas, is the very possibility 

of giving. This giving could be described as a gift of my body, my food and 

clothes to the other before I have been born as a sensible subject, even before 

my free will and without the possibility of being together since the other has 

already marked me inside.   

Thus, maternity means also welcome. I claim that in maternity 

subjectivity already anticipates the appeal of the other which has not yet 

come. My argument differs form Levinas’s which claims, as in the quotation 

above, that maternity bears a sense of a pre-ontological past.  Maternity 

gives also a new look on the future. I am welcoming the other by giving food, 

clothes and my body: “sensible experience as an obsession by the other, or a 

maternity, is already corporeality. …The corporeality of one’s own body 

signifies, as sensibility itself, a knot or a denouement of being. … one-for-

the-other, which signifies in giving, when giving offers not the superfluxion 

of the superfluous, but the bread taken from one’s mouth. Signification 

signifies, consequently, in nourishing, clothing, lodging, in maternal relation, 

in which matter shows itself for the first time in its materiality” (Levinas, 

2006, 77). The gesture of giving signifies here a move towards the future but 

the act itself of giving is formed as the present. I am giving my food to the 

other at the moment of now, but still, the origin of present and future is in 

the other.  

The mother-child relation is based on the sensible expressed in 

sensibility, but it also goes beyond the sensible. In Levinas’s reading of 
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sensibility in intersubjective relation the sense bestowal is coming from 

outside. The transcendental character of sensibility is structurally 

determined by the moment of contact with alterity of the child. The profound 

nuance that Levinas is at pains to point out is that the contact itself should 

not be read as the consciousness of contact, but rather subjectivity is 

subordinated to that with which it is in contact. Thus, Levinas’s innovative 

reading of sensibility tends to see sensibility as alterity, which facilitates our 

openness to exteriority. The innovation of Levinas’s analysis of sensibility is 

rooted in its openness to alterity happening in maternal relation. His goal is 

to maintain otherness within the structure of sensibility. However, this 

openness involves being vulnerable: sensible being is also simply dependent 

being, being vulnerable in its sensibility, because in openness to the world 

and together with enjoyment, subjectivity also experiences pain and 

suffering, and hence it cares for its own protection in the world. This analysis 

of sensibility fundamentally problematizes subjectivity. Incarnated sensible 

subjectivity also has the possibility of signification in the sense of donation. 

However, this ethical gesture takes a radical form of irreversibility of 

responsibility. Levinas argues that “the ego in itself like one is in one’s skin, 

that is to say, cramped, ill at ease in one’s skin, as though the identity of 

matter weighing on itself concealed a dimension allowing a withdrawal this 

side of immediate coincidence” (Levinas, 1996, 86). To escape this coincidence 

with its ipseity, the subjectivity has to move from the modality of “being-in-

one’s-skin” to “having-the-other-under-one’s-skin.”1 “Having-the-other-

under-one’s-skin” conditions the constitution of ethical sensibility, which 

leads directly to the non-coincidence with oneself.  Here, the initial 

displacement of the intentional consciousness is rooted in the embodied 

sensibility: “in the form of corporeality, whose movements are fatigue and 

whose duration is ageing, the passivity of signification, of the one-for-another 

is not an act, but patience, that is, of itself sensibility or imminence of pain” 

(Levinas, 2006, 55).  
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The category of maternity got a different interpretation than the 
temporal one. Furthermore, maternity is described as the archetype of 
nourishment, i.e. a synthesis of the mother and the earth as providers of 
feeding.2 There is also another crucial question which I would like just to 
mention. The metaphor of maternity reveals also the mother-child relation 
which is different from the father-child relation. In the father-child relation 
subjectivity both remains itself and becomes other than itself: “Paternity is 
the relationship with a stranger who, entirely while being Other, is myself, 
the relationship of the ego with a myself who is nonetheless a stranger to me” 
(Levinas, 2004, 91). The male creates something outside of himself, 
something “other” that will outline his own mortal body without making an 
immediate claim on his autonomy. Yet, in the mother-child relation the child 
belongs to the substance of the mother and it is of the mother. There is a 
sharing of substance that finally leads to total substitution: in feeding the 
mother gives herself to the child; it is one-for-the-other without keeping the 
same but also torn inside out and displaced in the radicality of substitution. 
Here the traumatic modality is more visible than in paternity since the very 
core of sensibility as auto-affectivity is involved. 

The general structure of the experience of maternity is built up upon 
a tension arising between auto-affectivity, self-awareness and disrupted 
temporal continuity grasped in memories and projections. This tension can 
be expressed in language emphasizing eventually a meaning of ethical 
becoming of subjectivity. Maternity thus seems to bring subjectivity to the 
very limits of rationality, language and self-consciousness. In Otherwise 
than Being Levinas makes an interesting turn to the theme of the feminine, 
maternity and language. Maternity becomes appropriate for the signifying 
of the sense - “bearing par excellence” (Levinas, 2006, 75). Here I find a 
remarkable change in the reading of the feminine – it is revealed as the 
signifying par excellence of alterity, of subjectivity and of the saying.  
Describing the feminine as the-other-in-the-same Levinas discovers the 
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ethical saying in the core of the said: “But the saying extended toward the 

said received this tension from the other, who forces me to speak before 

appearing to me. The saying extended towards the said is a being obsessed 

by the other, a sensibility which the other by vocation calls upon and where 

no escaping is possible” (Levinas, 2006, 77). Before the other appeals to me I 

am already forced to answer, because in maternity subjectivity is disclosed 

as being obsessed by the other and being a hostage of the other.  

Giving, welcoming and deposing oneself are linked to the saying 

within the said. Let me also add that maternity as subjectivity in absolute 

exposedness to the other (to the child) is described by Levinas as speaking 

to/for (Levinas, 2006, 92). It is a form of an ethical language the essence of 

which consists in being silent and offering that silence as a gift for the other 

and as being-for-the-other. This silent speaking is a fundamental passivity 

that again indicates a non-intentional state of consciousness: “this passivity 

is the way opposed to the imperialism of consciousness open to the world” 

(Levinas, 2006, 92). 

 

Maternity, sensibility and dephasing 

 

What we don’t see behind Levinas’s exposition of temporal structure 

of paternal relation as a radical form of responsibility is phenomenology of 

pregnancy and gestation, which reveal the intensity of vulnerability in 

maternal embodiment.  

What is ‘how’ of subjectivity before it enters into mother-child 

relation? Following Levinas’s description subjectivity is perceived as the one 

who dwells, enjoys, and builds its life on eating and furnishing, who is ‘living 

from the world’. In forms of dwelling and in “living from”, but also in such 

existential modalities as at enjoying and bathing in the world, self-affected 

subjectivity is already determined as being here and as an embodiment, 

which unfolds itself exactly in the present and it is possessing the very 
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continuity of the present. In this phenomenological description of 

subjectivity proposed by Levinas I find a particular temporality deploying as 

the being here of the body, and sketching its static character: subjectivity 

constantly tends to localize itself as a center and as a privileged locus, which 

is the way of how the body experiences to be at home (chez soi) and in the 

world. Therefore, the self-affecting subject is a pure present, a temporal 

punctum and a center in terms of space and time. In holding its locus, the 

self-affecting subjectivity is heading towards a temporal synchronization 

that soothe its interiorized habitation. The emphasis here is on auto-

affection as the continuity of the self ’s inner-time and as a projective-

retentive temporalization of its being-in-the-world. The self-affected 

subjectivity naturally wants to return to the self, to be able to hold the core 

of the self and to preserve it as an identity.  To leave its ecstatic and 

sometimes disturbing existence self-affecting subjectivity needs a refuge, a 

possibility of withdrawal, or a retreat into the locus. However, this auto-

affective sensibility and this comforted embodied dwelling are displaced in 

gestation, pregnancy and maternity. Maternal subjectivity is foremost 

dephasing: neither in phase with its own affectivity, nor for the self and by 

the self. Dephasing, brought by gestation and pregnancy, can contribute to a 

description of a specific form of ethical intersubjective temporality, which has 

complex framework of intertwined “slices” of time invading subjectivity. Let 

me examine this thesis in a more detailed way. 

The very general structure of women’s experience of pregnancy and 

maternity might be described as a transitional process towards the unknown. 

The continuity of temporal move is constantly disturbed: the awareness of 

the past and the moment of the present are not necessarily connected and 

projected, in an expected way, on the future which is still to come.  This 

includes travelling from the past through the present toward the unknown 

future. In the modi of gestation, pregnancy and maternity hetero affection is 

shaped by the alterity of the child, which becomes a primary clue for the 
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constitution of time. Subjectivity is affected not only by representations and 
immanent affection (‘affection de soi par soi’) but also by the other 
inseparable from maternal subjectivity, i.e. by “the-other-in-the-same”. Thus, 
the dialectic relation between continuity and discontinuity, between 
synchronized present and diachrony comes into play.  

In the context of phenomenology the fascinating side of pregnancy and 
maternity shows that subjectivity does not possess the intentioned object 
and is not able to manipulate it. In process of gestation the child is not mine 
in a complete comprehensive way and is not available for consciousness. 
Being a kind of ‘in-between” phenomenon pregnancy is inwrought between 
physical manifestation, cognitive and existential experiences. Here, 
sensibility of maternal subjectivity takes a different shape. In paternity - 
father-child relation - the future of the child is the future of a stranger or of 
the radical other. The danger is that the child still might be conceived as an 
object of representation. In father-child relation the singularity of paternal 
subjectivity is preserved while inside maternal subjectivity this singularity 
is disturbed and shifted. But for maternal subjectivity the condition is rather 
different: the child, whom she is expecting, will never be an object for 
consciousness but only as the other (because it is also of-the-mother), whose 
possibilities exceed what can be grasped in terms of her own.  

Following Levinas’s description “the sensible-maternity, vulnerability, 
apprehension – binds the mode of incarnation into a plot larger than the 
apperception of the self”. He argues that in the mode of maternity “I am 
bound to Others before being tied to my body” (Levinas, 2006, 76). In 
pregnancy mother-child relation has a peculiar structure: the child is felt as 
a stranger, however, for the expecting mother the child is a ‘’familiar 
stranger”, who is both of the mother and in oneself. In Totality and Infinity 
Levinas develops the metaphor of maternity as an example of radical 
responsibility for the other to reformulate a meaning of transcendence. 
(Levinas, 2004, 267-269) Being a constant “growing up” maternity is felt as 
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a genesis of “experience” and is determined as a phenomenon that befalls 

subjectivity before it is fully aware of it. Sensibility enters into 

intersubjective field thanks to the ethical draw of the child. However, this 

appeal of the child might also dissociate the sense of self-conformity and 

challenges the assumption that subjectivity is always singular. The unique 

experience of maternity, its vulnerability, is marked by the anarchic, pre-

original touch of the other, which would be otherwise lost in other types of 

intersubjective relations. Thus, the relation between sensible subjectivity 

and the child arrive at the high level of vitality because in different senses 

and in different expressions the structure of embodiment consists at once of 

the mother’s and of the child’s and therefore singularity of subjectivity is 

tuned into intersubjective sensibility.  

This brings up the further consideration that maternal relation with 

the child is going beyond any relation between two equal concepts of two 

subjects, rather this relation is rooted inside subjectivity and it aims at the 

constitution of ethical becoming of subjectivity. Subjectivity is extending 

itself into temporality other than its own continuity. To have a child does not 

literally mean to reproduce but to give birth to diachronical temporality, to 

the future which is not fully mine but which invades my present. Subjectivity 

is in a way split by the future that the child will open and develop. Many 

feminists continue to see the pregnancy not only as a “split subjectivity” but 

a certain mode of sensibility in-between. This split is a diachronical rupture; 

it is the future, which is not yet there, however, it establishes a link to ethical 

temporality. 

In “Gender and Anonymous Temporality” Silvia Stiller writes, “it is 

due to a woman’s awareness of pregnancy that they hold another gender-

specific time experience. The pregnant woman experiences carrying 

somebody in her body for nine months, waiting for the birth of her child, 

being patient, continually recognizing the changes in and of her body, the 

growth of her child, living an intense double life for a certain time period. 
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(….) Women do indeed have a specific sense of temporality due to their 

female bodies” (Stiller, 2011, 80). The auto-affective subjectivity is no longer 

in continuity of the present, it is no longer dwelling at its locus but it is a 

hetero-affectivity in a mere transit phase of waiting for. This split of 

temporality implies a common ontological ambiguity that is inherent to all 

human conditions – alienation and freedom, immanence and transcendence, 

singularity and intersubjectivity, the one and the other.  

In a more dynamic approach to the problem of maternal subjectivity 

Iris Marion Young notes: “The pregnant subject, I suggest, is decentered, 

split, or doubled, in several ways. She experiences her body as herself and 

not herself. Its inner movements belong to another being, yet they are not 

other, because her bodily boundaries shift and because her bodily self-

location is focused on her trunk in addition to her head. (….) Pregnancy, I 

argue, reveals a paradigm of bodily experience in which the transparent 

unity of self dissolves” (Young, 2005, 46f).  

Young offers the vision of pregnancy as transitional modality of “in-

between”. It is also a new mode of sensible embodiment of “in-between”. The 

subject is not just split but rather diachronical and is in the mode of 

intersubjective “in-between” happening inside constantly transforming 

sensibility.  Julia Kristeva reinforces an image of pregnant subjectivity:  

“Cells fuse, split, and proliferate; volumes, grow, tissues stretch, an body 

fluids change rhythm speeding up or slowing down. Within the body, growing 

as a graft, indomitable, there is an other. And no one is present within that 

simultaneously dual and alien space, to signify what is going on. “It happens, 

but I’m not there.” “I cannot realize it but it goes on. Motherhood’s impossible 

syllogism” (Kristeva, 1982, 237).3 For Kristeva pregnancy is a continuous 

duality where the awareness of being oneself and of being the other 

constantly changes.  

As it was described above in giving birth the horizon of perspective of 

embodied subjectivity and its constitution of temporality are bound to the 
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modes that are not for subjectivity alone to make a choice. In this context 
Beauvoir’s argument comes into play asserting that the birth involves an 
irreducible element of passivity from female subjectivity: “(She is) a 
storehouse of colloids, an incubator, an egg; she scares children who are 
proud of their young, straight bodies and make young people titter 
contemptuously because she is a human being, a conscious and free 
individual who has become life’s passive instrument” (Beauvoir, 1956, 477). 
This passivity meant that pregnancy and maternity are bound to immanence 
of material presence because their biological bodies are becoming confined 
boxes where possibility to escape and to free oneself is very little. However, 
I believe that there is a kind of dynamism present in unfolding maternal 
body. The formation of gestation refers to such structure of temporality that 
precedes an origin of time rooted in existence of maternal subjectivity. The 
growth of the child’s gestation in the body of a woman comes before an 
awareness of one’s maternal existence as belonging to oneself. In The Gift of 
the Other: Levinas and the Politics of Reproduction Lisa Guenther fuses an 
concept of pregnancy as extreme vulnerability with modality of ethical 
welcoming: “the expectant mother… bears this other who remains a stranger 
despite he bearing, unseen and perhaps even violent: kicking at her ribs, 
altering the shape of her body, shifting her bones from within. She bears this 
weight of the Other for the sake of the Other in this bearing, she becomes 
responsible for the child, for the child’s responsibility, and even for the pain 
that the child inflicts” (Guenther, 2006, 211).  

I still want to articulate a complexity of vulnerability of maternal 
embodiment. Before the child exists as the temporal continuum, i.e. as the 
present grasped in the world she or he already addresses maternal 
subjectivity with demands. Lisa Guenther describes it in a very physiological 
way – child is kicking, squeezing and pressing against ribs of its mother. The 
child is not only depending on maternal subjectivity but it also conquers her 
body by creating space for its own existence within her body. By consuming 
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and destroying mother’s body the child grows and gradually gains its 

independency. Before the child starts to build it existence as a being-in-the-

world it affirms itself through dependency, separation, address, response and 

command. One could already see that these types of relations create anarchic 

conditions for the child’s future existence and establish a radical form of 

responsibility as the one-for-the-other projected into the future.  

There is an important point to stress.  For maternal subjectivity the 

process of gestation marks the immemorial irrecuperable lapse of time that 

prevents subjectivity from prioritizing or imposing one’s own existence. 

Levinas describes it as “a pre-original, not resting on oneself” (Levinas, 2006, 

75). Obviously, gestation disrupts in advance the representation of birth as 

imagined, fixed, chosen or produced, but also gestation crashes the residue 

of the self of subjectivity. Being pregnant the woman is exposed to the other 

whom she has never seen or met in the immediacy of modality of the face-to-

face situation but with whom she finds herself in the ultimate proximity. And 

this is one of the most fascinating move in this anarchic form of 

intersubjective mother-child relation: the face-to-face embodied encounter of 

two, the gestating child and the pregnant woman happens only at the very 

moment of birth, even if they have already been in the closest proximity to 

one another.  

Similar to the function of gestation, in its structure pregnancy refers 

to an anarchic time that cannot be made entirely one’s own; it refers to 

specific form of temporality as being for the other who is not yet-there but 

who is still to come. Temporality of the child precedes temporal continuity of 

the mother, tearing it and creating temporal lapse. Thus, pregnancy is 

experienced as already diachronical because subjectivity exceeds and breaks 

up any continuity with the present grasped as its own. In other words, the 

non-projected future of the child, the future that does not belong to me, but 

for which I am nevertheless responsible brings forth the anarchy of ethical 

life. This anarchy of responsibility initiates a form of dephasing where 
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maternal subjectivity is not coinciding with herself and is shifted from its 

habitual locus. I want to stress here that these disruptions and shifting are 

not the same as alientation, because the body that bears the child is still 

itself but it does not belong to maternal subjectivity as well as it is not 

becoming fully the property of the other. For Levinas being the-one-for-the-

other in proximity is “pure passivity or susceptibility, passive to the point of 

becoming an inspiration, that is, alterity in the same” (Levinas, 2006, 67). 

My argument is that brought by gestation and pregnancy the temporal 

dephasing happening within female embodiment opens up sensibility, which 

is not entirely mine but shared.  

To conclude I would like to advance an idea that in formation of 

maternal sensibility, ethical becoming is not an innate process of the self, nor 

is it a conscious decision to take responsibility for its own actions according 

to ethical norms of behavior. The-other-in-the-same is always more than 

subjectivity can endure. Responsibility befalls the subject with the demand 

“bear me”.  When Levinas says that maternity as a metaphor of ethical 

responsibility is the figure of “bearing par excellence”, he articulates the 

complex meaning of receiving, carrying, sharing, donating, and welcoming 

which are in the anarchy of gestation and birth. Ethical bearing does not 

refer to the present as re-presented but rather to the gift of time. To 

paraphrase Derrida to be responsible is to think time of responsibility as 

donation of my present and of my future, which are not at my possession.  

Even though the donation of time does not belong to the subjectivity in full 

sense, this gift of time happens in intersubjective and shared sensibility of 

the mother-child relation.  The advantage of Levinas’s description of 

maternity is that he attempts to get closer to what takes place in the 

experience of ethical becoming of subjectivity. He widens conceptual 

meaning of temporal structures of sensibility by bringing it from auto-

affective state to hetero-affection and to vulnerability of gestation and 

maternity, and finally, as I believe, to a shared intersubjective sensibility.  
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Notes 
1. Levinas does not explicitly use the phrase “having-the-other-under-one’s-skin”; however, in Otherwise 

than being or beyond the Essence, he describes a traumatic experience of embodied subjectivity being 
marked by and exposed to the other as being turned inside out and as having the other on the other side 
of one’s skin (Levinas, 2006, 48-51). I introduce a modality of “having-the-other-under-one’s-skin” to 
conceptualize the work of affection, which is close to what Levinas uses as the other-in-the-same. 

2. I should also mention a biblical reference in the story of Ruth, which links maternity with 
nourishment and hospitability. This aspect was discussed by Claire Elize Katz in the essay 
“Reinhabiting the House of Ruth” in Feminist interpretations of Emmanuel Levinas. The author 
makes an interesting point in interpreting the feminine: she discloses the woman as formation of 
the ethical I, and as the condition of the ethical. 

3. Kristeva reveals pregnancy as a mean to question social structures and institutions, opening 
horizons to conceptualize varieties of woman’s practices in intersubjective relations. 
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On Dis/Ability in Husserl’s Phenomenology 
 

HAMAUZU, Shinji 
 

Introduction  

 

     Since publishing my dissertation entitled Husserl’s Phenomenology of 
Intersubjectivity in 1995 (Sobunsha, Tokyo), I have been engaged in dealing 
with the issues regarding “Caring” as a concrete field of intersubjectivity, 
especially after I began to teach the “Clinical Philosophy” seminar at Osaka 
University, Japan. From such a background I shall re-read Husserl’s 
phenomenology and suggest how we can develop a phenomenology of 
Dis/Ability and Ab/Normality based on it. I intend to neither stay rigidly 
within the framework of Husserl’s phenomenology, nor go far beyond it. I’ll 
examine carefully the possibility of Husserl’s phenomenology on these 
problems1. 
 
1. “I live” 

 
In his “Fundamental Phenomenological Outlook” of Ideas Vol.1(1912) 
Husserl described his idea of “natural attitude” by using the Cartesian word 
“cogito”, but immediately re-defined it as “the fundamental form of all 
‘wakeful (actual)’ living”(III, 59) and, instead of “ego sum, ego cogito” he 
wrote “I am, this life is, I live: cogito”(III, 97) and called it “the flowing 
life”(ibid.). However, what does “living” and “life” mean in this context? What 
did he mean with these words? Usually we would answer, living means 
breathing, eating, drinking, discharging, sitting, walking, etc. These actions 
are related to physical sides of living and can’t happen without my body. 
Living means further feeling, willing, thinking, remembering, expecting, etc. 
These actions are related to mental sides of living. We might also say that 
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living means talking to others, listening to others, discussing with others, 

playing something with others, etc. These actions have a physical and 

mental relationship to others. 

     Whereas bodily actions are performed in space and time, mental 

actions are performed mainly only in time. Life has not only spatial aspects 

in the expanse, but also temporal aspects in the flawing. Husserl understood 

the term “cogito” in a wider sense than Descartes did, and Husserl did not 

develop a body-mind dualism from the “cogito” by seeing the “cogito” only as 

a mental aspect in “cogito”. Rather, Husserl saw the “cogito” as offering a 

notion of “life”. When he talked about “intentionality” as the fundamental 

idea of phenomenology, he used often the word “consciousness”, as follows: 

“We understand under intentionality the peculiarity of lived experience 

(Erlebnis) to be ‘consciousness of something’”(III, 188). However later, e.g. in 

his manuscript for To The Phenomenology of Intersubjectivity(1920, XIII, 71 

et passim) or in his lecture The First Philosophy (1923, VIII, 120 et passim), 

he paraphrased it with the coinage “consciousness-life”(Bewußtseinsleben). 

Thus he had a tendency to use the word “life” or “living” instead of “thinking” 

for “cogito”. 

 

2. “Actuality and potentiality” 

 

What does Husserl’s usage of phrases like “all ‘wakeful (actual)’ living” 

instead of “cogito” mean? Husserl thought that “cogito” in a narrow sense is 

performed in “actuality”, but “cogito” in a wider sense includes “inactuality 

(potentiality)” as well. He wrote: “Cogito means ‘I perform an act of 

consciousness.’ In order to keep this fixed concept we reserve the Cartesian 

expression of cogito.”(III, 73) Cogito in a narrow sense means for him, only 

such a performative act in actuality, but doesn’t cover all lived experience or 

consciousness-life in actuality as well as potentiality. So, he wrote: “The 

actual lived experiences are surrounded by a ‘garden(Hof)’ of inactual lived 
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experiences. The stream of lived experiences can’t composed only of 
actuality.”(ibid.) In this context he introduced the important words such as 
“garden”, “background” and “horizon”.  
     Husserl wrote: “The actually perceived, the more or less clear present 
together, is partly accepted and partly surrounded by a darkly being 
conscious horizon of undefined reality. … The undefined surroundings are 
infinite. There is necessarily a hazy and never fully defined horizon.”(III, 57) 
Or, in other words including an example: “The grasping is a grasping out, 
each perceived thing has a background of experience. Around the paper there 
are books, pencils, inkpot, etc. in a certain sense of ‘perceived’ there in the 
field of intuitions.”(III, 71) The fundamental concept of intentionality is now 
understood in a wider sense, and such understanding includes the concepts 
of actuality and potentiality as well. Therefore Husserl wrote: “Even if the 
intentionality is not ‘performed’ in the special modality of actuality, it can be 
already ‘stirred’ in the ‘background’ without being performed.”(III, 189) Later 
he called it “horizon-intentionality”(XVII, 207). 
     From his lecture Thing and Space (1905), seven years earlier than 
Ideas Vol.1 (1912), I would like add some passages regarding the theme of 
“horizon”: “The thing has more than the perceived or appearing front side in 
the sense of perception. … Original appearance and unoriginal appearance 
are not separated, but united in the appearance in the wider sense.” (XVI, 
50) “To the appearance it belongs that the visible refers to the invisible.”(XVI, 
245) However, how is the perception of the “horizon” in potentiality possible? 
Take this example: there is a house in front of me. I am looking at the front 
of the house and from here I can see neither the side nor the back of it. But 
if I can go around, I can see both. This example brings us to the problem of 
“I as lived body (Ichleib)”(XVI, 10, et passim). There are two relevant and 
important points which he developed in this lecture: On the one hand: 
“Perception of things is perception of what is grasped out from the 
background.” This is the point I have just mentioned in Ideas Vol.1. On the 
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other hand: “Perception has a relationship to my lived body (Ichleib).” (“Ego-
Body” in translation by Rojcewicz; but in original German word 
“Ichleib”)(XVI, 10). Now I would like to go onto the second point: my lived 
body. 
 
3. “My lived body (Ichleib)” 

 
In the lecture Thing and Space, Husserl developed the idea of “my lived body” 
as follows: “A perceived thing is not alone for itself, but stands before eyes 
midst a certain intuitive circumstance of things. For instance the lamp 
stands on the table midst books, papers and other things. The physical 
circumstances are similarly perceived. … My lived body (Ichleib) belongs to 
these things which are perceived together.” (XVI, 80) Everything around me 
is relate to my body. “It [The lived body] stands there as the always staying 
point of relationship. … It defines right and left, front and back, above and 
below. It takes a special position in the perceived world of things.”(ibid.) 
     Husserl emphasized the peculiarity of my lived body among other 
things around me. “On the one hand the lived body is a thing as well, a 
physical thing as other things. … It is a thing midst other things. On the 
other hand this thing is just lived body, bearer of I. … The constitution of 
physical things is intertwined with the constitution of my lived body (Ichleib) 
in a strange correlation.”(XVI, 162) Because my lived body takes a special 
position and is located in a special place (here), a thing lying far away can be 
seen only as a small thing in a distance and only in one side. If I can approach 
to it and go around it, I am able to see it in details and with multiple sides, 
and in some case look into it, touch it and analyze it, and then I see what the 
thing originally is. (cf. XVI, 115f.)  
     In order to see a thing in details, “the thing must be turned or pushed, 
or I must move me, my eyes, my lived body, go around it, approach it and go 
off.”(XVI, 155) My lived body is not a simple thing among other things, but 
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is an “organ” with which I can see, hear, feel, smell, go and move. It is an 

organ of my perception. “The eyes can move, the head, the upper body, etc, 

as well. … Important is the ‘moving itself ’, which is expressed in the 

kinesthetical senses.”(XVI, 158) The term “kinesthese” was also an 

important coinage composed of “kinesis(movement)” and “aesthesis (sense)” 

which Husserl borrowed from the contemporary psychology and changed it 

into a phenomenological concept. That is, so to speak, no senses I feel at 

things, but senses I feel with my moving my own lived body. 

     He wrote: “The touching hand ‘seems’ as having sense of touch. 

Directed to the touched object smoothness or roughness seems as belonging 

to it. I look after the touching hand, it has the sense of smoothness of 

roughness, and it has them at the appearing fingertips. … If I touch the right 

hand with the left hand, the appearance of the left and right hand constitutes 

itself alternately with senses of touch and kinesthese, the one moving on 

another.”(XVI, 162) He continued: “Here is important that the constitution 

of physical things is intertwined with the constitution of my lived body 

(Ichleib) in the strange way.”(XVI, ibid.)  

     Husserl developed the idea of “lived body” further about ten years later 

in the manuscript of Ideas Vol.2. “The lived body (Leib) is the medium of all 

perceptions and the organ of perception. It is necessarily present in all 

perceptions.”(IV, 56) The lived body is no dead body or thing, but the living 

body which is functioning in the center of my perception. “The lived body 

becomes the bearer of the point of orientation, the zero point, and of here and 

now, from which the pure I gets intuitions of the space and the whole world 

of sense. Therefore each appearing thing has in itself a relation of orientation 

to the lived body, and not only the really appearing thing but also each thing 

which can appear.”(ibid.) “I have all things oppositely, they are ‘there’ - with 

a sole exception of the lived body which is always ‘here’.”(IV, 159)  

     My lived body stays in the center of my perception, even if I move with 

it. Husserl wrote: “Whereas I have against all other things the freedom to 
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change my stand point to them voluntarily, I have no possibility to remove 

me from my lived body. Therefore, the variety of possibilities as to how the 

lived body may appear is limited. I can see only the certain parts of the body 

in a special shortening of perspective and the other parts (e.g. the head) are 

unseen at all for me. The same body which serves me as medium of all 

perceptions stands me on my way of perception and is a strangely 

imperfectly constituted thing.”(IV, 159)  

     Merleau-Ponty, who read Husserl’s manuscript of Ideas Vol.2 at the 

Husserl Archive in Leuven, quoted in his Phenomenology of Perception as 

follows: “I have appearance of touch by touching the left hand. Namely I don’t 

only feel, but perceive and have appearance of a soft and such and such 

formed smooth hand. … But by touching the left hand, I find there a series 

of senses of touch which are localized there. … If I speak of physical thing 

‘left hand‘, I ignore these senses. … If I add them to it, the physical thing 

doesn’t get rich, but it becomes a lived body, it senses.”(IV, 145) A lived body 

is not only an object as a thing similar to other things in surroundings, but 

also a medium with which I can sense and move, further a living body, i.e. a 

subject which senses and moves.  

 

4. “I can” 

 

In connection with the idea of “lived body (Leib)”, Husserl often used also the 

expression “I can (Ich kann)”. E.g. in Ideas Vol.2: “The subject has 

‘ability(Vermögen)’(I can) to move the lived body freely and to perceive the 

outer world through it.”(IV, 152) In the paragraph 59 titled with “The I as 

subject of ability(Vermögen)”, Husserl wrote: “The I as unity is a system of ‘I 

can’. There it is to distinguish between the physical and the physical 

mediated ‘I can’ and the mental ‘I can’. I have an ability on my body, am the 

one who moves and can move this hand. I can play piano.”(IV, 253f.) 

Nevertheless, it doesn’t mean that I can always do so, but sometimes I can’t 
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do it. He continued: “But it doesn’t work always. I forgot playing it again and 

am out of practice. I learn my body. … But if I am ill for long time, I must 

learn going and come into it soon. But if I am mentally ill (nervenkrank), I 

lost control of parts of my body. ‘I can’t’. In this sense I became an 

other.”(ibid.)  

     In this context Husserl discussed many issues regarding “ability” also 

in relationship to actuality and potentiality, as follows: “The mental I can be 

grasped as an organism of ability (Vermögen) with its development in a 

normal typical style, namely with steps of children, youth, ripeness and 

elderly. The subject ‘can’ be various and is defined according to its ability 

through stimulus and actual motive to do. It is always active according to its 

ability and changes, gets rich, strong or weak always through its activity. 

The ability is no empty ‘can’, but a positive potentiality which comes into 

actuality and is always ready to go to activity.” (IV, 254f.) I am not always 

able to do something and I change from potentiality to actuality and vice 

versa, and change from inability to ability vice versa.  

     Husserl continued: “At last everything is sent back to primary ability 

(Urvermögen) of subject and then to acquired ability, sprung from the earlier 

actuality of life. The I as a person constitutes itself in the original genesis 

not only as impulsively defined personality, from the beginning and always 

impulsed by original ‘instincts’ and following them, but also as higher, 

autonomous, free active, especially lead by motive of reason.”(IV, 255) 

Husserl initiated here the idea of a genetic phenomenology which he 

developed later.  

     Husserl characterized “able / capable” as a practical possibility and 

said: “What I can, am able to, am capable for, what stands for me consciously, 

is a practical possibility.”(IV, 258) Then he continued: “In the experience the 

‘I can” and “I can’t” are distinguished according to it’s phenomenological 

character. There is an action without opposition or a consciousness of ability 

without opposition, and an action with overcoming of opposition. … There is 
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a degree of opposition and power of overcoming. The opposition can be 

irresistible. Then we are pushed to ‘it doesn’t work’, ‘I can’t’, ‘I don’t have the 

power’”.(IV, 258f.) Husserl mentioned here my today’s theme of “ability and 

inability or disability” which I have according to the situation.  

 

5. “Capability” (Vermöglichkeit)  

 

In this context Husserl discussed “can” and “ability” in various passages, e.g.: 

“All my ‘can’(Können) in the physical sphere is mediated by my ‘bodily 

activity (Leibesbetätigung)’ and by my physical ‘can’(leibliches Können) and 

ability(Vermögen).” (IV, 259) However, I’m not always able to do something, 

or sometimes am unable or disable to do a certain thing, e.g. as follows: “My 

hand falls asleep. — now I can’t move it, it is benumbed temporarily. …The 

hand puts aside something that stands on the way, ‘it works’. Sometimes it 

works ‘with difficulty’, ‘with less difficulty’, ‘without resistance” and it 

doesn’t work sometimes. The opposition is unovercoming in spite of all 

endeavours.”(ibid.) Then he concluded as follows: “It is of importance to bring 

out the contrast between the possibility in the sense of mere ‘logical’ 

possibility and the practical possibility of ‘can’ (Können) with examples.” (IV, 

261) 

     Husserl mentioned later, e.g. in The Crisis of European Sciences (1938) 

(VI, 164 et passim), this practical possibility of the “can” or possibility based 

on ability with his coinage “Vermöglichkeit”. This is a compound word 

composed of “be able to (Vermögen) and possibility (Möglichkeit) and I would 

like to translate it with the English word “capability”. If I can make a bridge 

between the idea of the “lived body”, “horizon”, “potentiality” and “capability”, 

I would say, inactuality of horizon means potentiality and possibility, e.g. “I 

can go further”. It is no empty logical possibility, but the “capability” 

(Vermöglichkeit) motivated by “I can go” with my kinesthetic lived body. The 

horizon is thus a “playing space” (Spielraum) of the possible and physical 
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experience. It has a relationship to “my lived body (Ichleib)” as the “zero 

point” of orientation and perspective.  

     It means, however, that the horizon is not only opened by capability, 

but also is limited by or depends on my capability of e.g. “I can go”. If I could 

add the above mentioned genetic phenomenology to this point, I would say 

that this horizon has diversity according to the steps of my development from 

childhood, youth to elderly and my conditions as healthy, sick, fatigue, awake 

or asleep. And each of us human beings has a different ability or disability, 

a different way of going, seeing, hearing and smelling. We all have different 

horizons, and how they differ depends on our own dis/ability.  

 

6. “Normality and abnormality” 

 

     In this context, Husserl sometimes mentioned the dichotomy of the 

“normal / abnormal”, and “normality and abnormality” which he used often 

in his posthumous manuscripts To Phenomenology of Intersubjectivity (XIII-

XV). We should examine this dichotomy carefully, because he introduced it 

in order not to discriminate, but to develop his genetic phenomenology. He 

wrote: “Abnormality is a modification of normality, stands out from it, and 

comes to it. … Each subject has his normality within which abnormality 

emerges as a certain style of disturbing”(XV, 154) He continued: “Normality 

has various forms and steps which belong to the constitution of human 

beings where he or she ‘becomes” him- or herself and from child to normal 

ripe man or woman.”(ibid.) “Child” could be characterized as abnormal only 

in contrast to ripe normal adult. Abnormality is a relative concept which can 

be defined in contrast to normality. 

     Abnormality as well as normality has various steps. Husserl wrote: 

“The steps of normality and abnormality correspond to the steps of 

constitution of beings. The world constituted in the normality is constituted 

as world including the abnormality. … Each normal subject has occasionally 
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abnormal deviations from his normal experience.”(XV, 155) As examples of 

abnormality Husserl sometimes uses the terms “children”, “crazy”, “disease”, 

“sleep”, “loss of consciousness” and “animals”. He introduced these examples 

not in the sense of discrimination, as something apart from normality, but as 

various “modifications”, “steps”, “changes” of normality. We ourselves could 

be developed from such abnormality and could fall into such abnormality. 

     Therefore, Husserl introduced the genetic method which he called 

“Abbau”(XV, 133) and could be translated with the English word 

“deconstruction”. According to this method, by imagining a step where some 

dimension of the normal constitution which the world lacks, we can imagine 

the world of above mentioned abnormality such as “crazy”, “disease”, “sleep”, 

“loss of consciousness”, etc. This is so to speak, a method to understand 

abnormality as a modification of normality. Husserl understood the 

dichotomy of normality and abnormality rather in relativity. He wrote: 

“Abnormal people are only abnormal regarding to a definite layer of 

characteristics of normal common world, whereas they have experience 

otherwise in total harmony with normal people and are normal in other 

points.”(XV, 158)  

     We could understand this relativity of normality and abnormality from 

the point of view of ability and disability. Normality is characterized by 

ability by which someone is able to do something as normal people, whereas 

abnormality is characterized by disability by which someone is disabled, and 

that disability prevents them from doing something as normal people. If I 

fall in the situation of abnormality, I’m not able to do what I was able to do 

in my normality. Husserl wrote in a text: “I become somehow sick. From the 

inner side I have a lived experience as abnormal. Because of continuing of 

bad feelings I get consciousness of weakness such as disability for moving in 

a normal way, performing my familiar ability and gathering my thoughts. I 

feel the disappearance of my consciousness.”(XLII, 2) In my abnormal 

situation of sickness I lost my ability I have in normal situation.  
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     My ability could open my horizon and “life-world” as “a horizon of 

horizons”, whereas my lost of ability namely my disability could limit my 

“life-world”. The extent of my “life-world” depends on my ability and 

disability. Husserl mentioned “adult” and “children”, as another example for 

normality and abnormality. This should be understood in terms of 

development and the genetic phenomenology. Genetic phenomenology 

should cover not only issues of development and genesis, i.e. how we get 

ability and normality, but also issues of ageing and losing them, i.e. how we 

lose ability and normality and fall into disability and abnormality, what we 

could call a de-genetic phenomenology or a phenomenology of decline2. And 

what is interesting for me is that Husserl introduced the issues of “birth and 

death”(XV, 138 et passim) in this context, namely as an extreme pole of 

abnormality. He characterized both extreme cases as “problems of border”(cf. 

XLII) with which the phenomenological method can’t cope well. 

     Husserl asked himself: “Now it is important to set world, birth and 

death seriously in the essential relationship and to show how far they are 

not only a fact and how far a world and humans without death is 

unthinkable.”(XV, 172) I myself am also interested in the issues of “ageing 

and death” because Husserl wrote: “Also  I  myself  will  die -- like  I  

was  once  born, developed into adulthood and got old. But the question is, 

what this means.”(XXIX, 332) I myself have been interested in the issues of 

“birth, ageing, disease and death” in Buddhist ideas. In his late 

manuscript(1930/31), Husserl himself used terms “birth, ageing, disease, 

death”(XV, 168). However, these themes would go beyond today’s theme and 

should be discussed in another chance.  

 

Closing words: Intersubjectivity of dis/ability 

 

In ending this talk I would like to mention the theme of intersubjectivity of 

dis/ability in Husserl’s phenomenology. As said previously, he discussed 
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normality and abnormality in relativity, namely we can talk about normal 

and abnormal only in relationship to each other. Then we should discuss the 

contrast between ability and disability in relationship to each other as well. 

Dis/ability is not a characteristic which individuals possess by him- or herself 

without any relationship to each other. I’ve tried to translate Husserl’s 

coinage “Vermöglichkeit”, i.e. possibilities based on ability with “capability”. 

Also this concept should be understood not as something belonging to 

individuals, but something characteristic of relationships or circumstances 

where individuals are living. Although we can’t find in my opinion so much 

passages leading to this thought in Husserl’s text, it is important and 

remarkable that he discussed issues of dis/ablity in the context of 

phenomenology of intersubjectivity.  

 

Discussion 

 

Q1: You say that each individual develops his own horizon and on some 

occasions you also say that each individual develops his own life world. This 

sounds strange to me since the life world is precisely the intersubjective, 

horizontal meaning structure that serves as background for the lived bodily 

focus of my experiences. The life world does not admit of any plural as 

Husserl writes in the Krisis. Maybe we can talk about a homeworld of a 

people in contrast to a world of foreigners as Husserl did sometimes, or 

pluralize the life world as “working world”, “family world” ect. as in Schutz, 

but surely we cannot talk about one life world for each individual. As I 

understand it, what is individual in the experienced ability case is the way 

each person makes himself at home in a world that also belong to others, not 

the life world itself. What do you intend here? 

 

A1: Thank you so much for your helpful comment to develop my idea! You 

are right, that I used the term “lifeworld” in a little deviated way from 



	 19  
 

91 

Husserl in the Krisis, and that it would be better to use e.g. the term 
“homeworld”. But, about 40 years ago Ulrich Claesges pointed out the 
ambiguity or double meaning of the term “lifeworld”. However against his 
critique I was of the opinion, that almost every phenomenological term could 
be ambiguous with double meaning according to natural attitude or 
transcendental attitude. Especially if we contrast the lifeworld with natural 
scientific world in the transcendental attitude, as in the Krisis, we should 
talk one single and intersubjective lifeworld. On the contrary, when Husserl 
talks in the natural or personalistic attitude in the Ideas II, he could say 
different “lifeworlds” in plural. Moreover about 20 years ago I was engaged 
in the relationship between Husserl and Schutz, I got my opinion that the 
natural attitude and the transcendental attitude can be interpreted in an 
reciprocal relationship, and that Husserl’s interpretation of lifeworld in the 
transcendental attitude and Schutz’s interpretation of lifeworld in the 
natural attitude could be complemented each other. In addition, in last 6 
years I was engaged in collaboration with researchers from various empirical 
fields such as medicine, sociology, caring science, antholopology and so on. 
From this collaboration I am tended to emphasize the term lifeworld in the 
natural attitude. Today’s talk had also such tendency. 
 
Q2: Your presentation of normality and abnormality in the talk seems to be 
about health and illness issues rather than about social and cultural norms. 
What do you think about the possibilities of upholding distinctions between 
health norms that mainly concerns lived, bodily capabilities and social-
cultural-moral norms that are found in the shared life world? From a 
Foucauldian point of view all normality claims could be viewed as repressive 
structures that have a cultural rather than biological origin. Could the 
Husserlian take on normality preserve some kind of difference between 
being unhealthy and being politically repressed when experiencing inability? 
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A2: Yes, in my talk today I focused on the personal side of normality and 

abnormality including health and illness following Husserl’s discussion, and 

not on the social and cultural side of them, because Husserl himself in my 

opinion didn’t develop the social and cultural aspects of the problem deeply, 

as I touched the lack of intersubjective dimension of normality and 

abnormality in Husserl’s texts at the closing words of my talk. And as said 

there, I think that this idea of normality and abnormality should go beyond 

the limitation of Husserl’s ideas, what I could not develop further in today’s 

talk. 

 

Q3: Another issue that bothers me is if the individualized capabilities of a 

person do not presuppose some kind of limits that are provided by the body 

itself on the one hand and our shared ways of making ourselves at home in 

the life world on the other. In other words, if health from the 

phenomenological perspective is an individualized norm and not a biological 

norm does it not nevertheless presuppose certain limits of each individual 

normality provided by the body itself (whatever that means)?  

 

A3: Yes, I did mention some of such limitation, but didn’t mention the limits 

of capability or individual normality so much. However, I do think that we 

can imagine such limits easily. E.g. I can walk, run and swim, but I cannot 

fly without any artificial equipments, neither run in 100 m per one second, 

nor dive without breathing 1 hour, because of our lack of capability based on 

our biological body. According to Husserl’s idea in my today’s talk the norms 

of normality and abnormality are understood as an individualized norm, but 

not as an social or cultural, therefore intersubjective norm. Limits of 

normality and abnormality could be understood based on individual and 

biological dimension on the one hand, based on social and cultural 

dimensions on the other. 
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Q4: Finally, I think your interest in the role of birth and death from the 
perspective of health and normality are interesting, but I wonder if it is 
correct to call these issues “extreme poles of abnormality”, are they not 
rather liminal experiences, fundamental border experiences that lend 
significance to the streaming life of consciousness as a whole? Birth and 
death are indeed not abnormal, but very normal for us, at least if we have 
not become transhumanists and believe in a future life as cyborgs or 
computers who do not have parents and will never die. 
 
A4: Yes, birth and death can be called “extreme poles of abnormality” only if 
we talk from my first person perspective and start with normality with which 
I am accustomed to live in everyday life. However, if we talk from the third 
person perspective about human beings, birth and death are totally normal 
just “for us”, but not abnormal, neither liminal. We can observe birth and 
death of second and third person, but never birth and death of myself from 
my first person perspective. In this sense phenomenological research on 
birth and death is limited, they are talked only as liminal experiences. 
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Notes 
 
1. This paper was originally read at first at the PEACE VII Conference “Phenomenology of Dis/Ability” 

on 16. December at Tokyo University, then in a minor revised version at the Annual Conference of 
Nordic Society for Phenomenology, “Phenomenology and the Body – Contemporary Perspectives” on 
17. June 2017 at NTNU, Trondheim, Norway. I would like to thank all participants who discussed at 
the both conferences. Especially I appreciate Prof. Fredrik Svenaeus who raised some questions as 
commentator in the discussion represented at the end of this paper. 

2. We can find examples of such a de-genetic phenomenology in the following works: 
Beauvoir (1970) and Käll (2015). 
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̪?JM2�2L0Ĕȉ�Ø2�2+.�L�"L0�Ĕȉ3ÈO+(þ6�

Pʗȟ3Ȃ�Ȅ"ʗȅ¸Ȱ�µ� �þʒÔ��ȣ ȼ��:K,�(K .

Ƿǘ . A��0�ķ��&MP̌�(D3Eþʒ`S70.E˿ʰ/�

L�&�/�Ǩ3“̪?L�0”0þʒ`S6˿ʰƄ3,�.ʇ�.B(�� 
 

1̽3̾“̪?L�0”0þʒ`S6˿ʰƄ 
ȹǝɈ˒ť0 .6¶̲PƣK˫+.BL0�ɖ7“̪?L�0”)�/72
��&M3,2�Lþʒ`SE˿ʲ .�(�03ǳ-�(�0��6E�ɖ

�îD.�(ɕɳÔɘȹǝ/7�ɕɳ̗ȹPƛ�ʗÙ/ǬPɐ�(K̪¢P"

L�0�/�2�Ɔʈ�Q�ķ��ˈěƄʌȜ6�f^�̴�(D�ȹǝÑ¶

/þʒ`SP˿ʲ .üKɲQ/�(�J/�L�ũƽ7Ǳƽ�ƽîŦɈ˒ť

ĄĲ/Ɔʈ�Q6`S3,�.Z�{R��fP .�(�ʮȽ�$QĽ�ˡ

Ã�ˮ̎ƲƮ3å�.�þʒ`SZ�{R��f��+(� 
(0�8�þ6�7�ȣ .�2��͂� ̪ȦǮȐ̻̪?Ȧ6ǮK̼72�

�͂� ʘʞ̻ʘ6ǷM̼72��͂� Øʥ72��͂� þʒ`SȦđ7˹Ú2

E6P¹Ȱ .�L�͂� 0�+(�03,�.kWl^�foP¹Ȱ (Ź

3�Ŋ̒6þʒ`SP16I�3ŠĻ"L�3,�.Ɉ˒ťĄĲ/˄ .�

(�žʰ2ǁ7�ðťP˱ .ǬɘýˀPǟʺ .EJ��0E .�(�&

6���/�ɖ7“̪?L�0”3,2�Lþʒ`S3Ŕ .6Ɗˑ�̴�2+
.�(� 
Ŋ̒3þʒ`S7�A#¶´6ˋƶ�JĿAL�Ɔʈ�Q30+. Q1�

2��C$L�0�2�ŀí3ƶ�L�ʗÙ//�L¨7Ǟł3ŭ+.ʦ+.

EJ���ʗÙ//�2�¨37�~lp�/�¶P˛� (ŀí3ƶ�L�

�M7�“̪?L�0”P�Ɣ³�"Lǁ3EĄǤ/�L���/7�ʗÙ//
�2�¨3,�.ʸú"L�ʯË�ȚM2�I�3jY�P���f��e|

�d/o�o�0ēPʷ+.���þ6�P�M�3 A"5��0ĳP��

.�©�JǬɐ�P"L0���0P�ǒ¨3Ɗˑ .EJ��&M�J��
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þP̈�.�)��5��0˄ ���þP̈�.EJ���60�3�þ�

̈�2��0E�L�&���ĬĂ7�̢3Ɣ69JÑ¶PŴ.ˢ��lc�

eP ��ǒ¨3þP̈�.EJ�LI�3ŠĻ"L�& .þ6�PʵŒ 

2�J�f��e|�dG[�i/Ơ�.Ʀ̏P"L�A(�ȣ�ų�ĬĂ3

7þʒȰ6eW�PĮL�0E�L�þʒ`S�ɱO+(Ź3Ɔʈ�Q�"+

�K0 (ʩƈ3B�L�0�ķ��ĎĉȨƌPɒ"˾ɯ̮ĐŬ6ƵÄ�ƳĖ

 (�0E�K�ɖ7þʒ`S6èǖPƋ!.�(� �E�þʒ`SP .

þ6���M�2ȨƌPɹơ 2�M8�þ�J“̪?L�0”ʗ¶�/�2�
2L��6I�3“̪?L�0”30+.�þʒ`S7̛Ũ3˿ʰ/�K�Ú+
.EÚM2�̊½/�L� 
 

. 2

 
� 1ɨ/7�ɖ�“̪?L�0”3�)OLȬȲPƾJ�3 (�ǒɨ/7�Ŋ̒
3ʽĕɈ˒ť0 .90K6¨0̊OL�/�&6¨�)Q)Q“̪?JM2�
2+.��”�03Ŕ .ɖ�16I�3̊O+.�+(6�PƣK˫K(�� 
ɖ7�&6¨0ȹǝɈ˒ť6ǁ3E̊O+.�(�&6ǁ6&6¨7�ʑǴ

6Ǽȿ/Ð̎ .�K�ʗJ˄"�0�/�#�Ũ3~lp6�/˵� .�

(�ˈěƄʌȜ¡̌6(D3þʒ`SP �ě�̪6̪¢ªæP .�(��

2�2�̪¢�˴A#��,E 1̓2 âɚŬ �̪?JM#�&6¨�ɝǡɂ
3̪?(�0ǍQ/�2�6/72��0Ƃ+(�0Pʳ�.�L�̪¢ªæ

3Ì.Lǁ̉� 30 Ùɚ0̍JM.�L�/�16ɚŬA/&6¨3̪?.E
J�LI�3�Ɣ³�P"M8���Pʇ�.�(�2%�0��0�ðť6

Ǽȿƺ̃0 .�ɳ̸k��|3ILɳɧǙ̯/žʰ2Z���PƱü .E

J��0Pǟʺ .�(�J/�L�&6(D�Ɉ˒ť0 .þ�J̪?L�

0Pɝǡɂ3Ʈæ"L�07̗ �0��ø˔�Ǯ+.�(�ɳ̸k��|P

ÐML0�̸�Jė3��.6˷ĐƋ��K�þ�J̬B˧B3��̪?-J

�0���0E̊½ .�L�& .�&6¨7ɳ̸k��|/6ɳɧǙ̯/

Ǚ̯ƱüP .¶ˋ�ƶ+((D�ʗņ>ˮ̎ .�+(� 
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2-1̾ʗņ/7þ�J +�K0̪?.�L 
� ʗņ>ˮ̎Ź�&6¨7̸�Jk��|PÐM.6Ǚ̯Ʊü/žʰ2Z��

�PƱü .�(�&M07Û3�ě�̪G̴Z���6}��Gi��Pō

Ƽ6Ʈæ6E0/�H+�K0/7�L�þP�_�_0ê� .̪?.�(�

ȹǝ/̊O+.�(ǁ6&6¨6̪¢ǁ6Ǥł0ǲ?L0�ʗņ/6&6¨7�

“̪?(�”0Ƃ+.̪?.�LI�3Ƌ!JM(��&J��ȹǝ/7Ë�6
&6¨6ȯȃ3��L̪¢P"Lȭį0�lk .�2�+(6E�L)N��

º�8�ȹǝ/7ǎ 8ǁ̟3ĸîŦ6Ɉ˒ť�ǎ̪6̪¢ªæP .�(�ɖ
EªæP (�0��K�&6¨�ɉ(&�2̧,�/ɅP,<+(AA/7

�+(��·0�̪?.�M.�(6Pʳ�.�L� 
E0E0�&6¨7ǎ˛�L6�H+�K/�+(�0E�K�10ǁ̟3ɖ
�ʗņ3ʽĕ .Eɉ(&�3 .�L�0�ķ�+(� � �ĳP��(

K�`SP .�LÔ3&6¨7ɅPʳA"�ȧ3�̧PƠ�.�ïɫǴ0�

ȉPĮ+(Ź37�ɉ(&�3 .�(ʩƈ�Jwkl0ɅP̈�.d�\l

0 (ʩƈ32+.�(�&��+(ȨǾPɏˆ (Ź3�̪¢6ªæP"L

0�ě�̪Pf��f3C$L�02�̪?.�(�ȹ̎0ʗņ/6̪¢6ǁ

̉6˷��,/E�&6¨30+.6ȭį�ŗ ĴOL)�/�Q23E̪¢

P"L�03Ŷ̞��L6�0ŊƋ (�ʗņ/ǆJ"�/7�&6¨7þ�

J +�K0̪?.�L̺ɖ�ȹǝ/̊O+.�Lǁ7�ŗ )�/Eþ�J

̪?.EJ��0�/�M8��0ʇ�.�(���ʗņ/7ˎD#3&6¨

6̬B˧CäG̪¢3Ŕ"LƊǩPű�Ø$LI�3̊OM8�þ�JE�L

ɚŬ6Z���PƱü/�LI�32LI�32L6/72��0ʇ�.�(�

ɖ7��AK6̳�0Ę:3�&6¨�̸�J6k��|Pƚ�.þ�J̪?

JMLI�32M8��630�+(ȬƉPƛ�.�(�&6I�2ɖ6ëƔ

2ǏŸGȬƉ07ʬʔ3�&6¨7ǁ�C$L�0��+(K�żȢ�ɸ�(

K .�(�&6ǁ7�ǎ�ǀ�ǂ6 3Ĝ�̴Z���6}��Gi��P9
0,̪?L�0PɅǥ3 .�(��&M�Ŋȫ"L�072��&6¨7 2
�ǋ@1ʗņ/˵� (Ź3Ð̎ . A+(�& .�&6¨�̪?JM2

�ȨǾ� 2�ǋ̉ɸ�(�&6̉3�ʓP¹O#3�Ž̚ʐ̻ˠ¶6�6ĺ�
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ʥɧ̼3ȝȗP .žʰ2Z���Ʊü�/�LI�3���o0��ðȿǧ

ǓPɃʕ6�3ĥD˧CƔʧP .�(�&6��o3 24ǁ̉��. 1000ml
@16̴Z���ˤȉ�ŗ #,˯K˧AML�&M)�/Ǚ̯ƱüP"Lŵ

/ʗņ>ˮ̎ .�(�&6Ź 2˳̉Eɳ(2��*3�&6¨7̴ȢPØ 
.ɻƃÐ̎ . A+(� 
 
2-2̾�Ǣ BɚŬ/čO+.EJ� 
� &6¨�Ð̎ .�J 1˳̉Ź3̜²3ʦ�0�&6¨7���o˽6Ƌǘ
�ȷOM((D�&MPüK̏�.�(�&6(DǙ̯PɏŊ3üL(D6ɳ

˝Pʱ,�L�0�̗ ��&6¨7ǴÙG̙ʶ˚Pˠ¶6�3H+�K0Ð

M.�� 250ml@16ȝȗP�2��JƘ��M.�K�ŘPØ"(D6ɧ�
ÐMJM.�(�ȝȗPÝ ɧ�Ð+(ȨǾ/Ȼ$(Ǥł6&6¨7�E�þ

�J̪?L�07/�2�6/72��0Ƃ+. A�@1/�+(� 
&M�J 3˳̉ɚɳ*� 8J�<K3ɖ7ȹ̎3̜²3ʦ+(�"L0&
6¨7Õ:̸�Jk��|PÐM.Ǚ̯PƱ+.�(�2 �ǋ¯�Eþ�J̪
?L�0�/�#�ʍʓPê�"�062�ȨǾ32+.�(3E̊OJ#�

A)ʓ6ê���+(I�)�&6ê���+(���/�Õ:ʍʓP¹+(

Ǚ̯ɳ˝/žʰ2Z���PƱML�0�O�K�Ŋ̒3&MP .�(��

ǁ7Ǚ̯ɳ˝�2�0�+(ɶǍɂ2Ȩƌ/�+(��&��JĜŻ (&6

¨7ŗ ;+�J0 .�(�&6ǤłPB.�ɖ7&6¨6ȯďäPų�Ƌ

!(� 
ʍʓP¹O2�Ǐ̉��+((D�ʍʓPŗ #,ê� .���0�žʰ

2Ȩƌ/�K�ȹ̎6�ǼðGɈ˒ť��Ǚ̯ÔŎG�ƱüƺȀ�Ʊüǁ̉P

ćč ɳ˵PB.�(�& .&6¨7 2�ǋ@16Ð̎Ǐ̉Pɳ.�Õ:ʗ
ņ3ŧ+.�(� 
&6I�2ɳ˵P˟A�.�ɖ7�&6¨�ʗņ/ňŽ .˵�$LI�3

"L�0Pɥ�3ʇ�.̊O+.�(�¯Þ6I�3̴Z���i��G}�

�Pþ�J̪?L�07̗ ���čG̪ƋPǢ Q/EJ�ɚŬ/�M8ÿ

ʏ�E M2��O( (*7�MP��Ǣ BɚŬ�0ĎQ/�(��ǒ¨

�ŤǍ"LC$3��E6̻º�8�}��G̷ʤ�Vq]6ʢȠ�6j��
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a�x�i��Gčęǵ30NBP,�(E6�ǜ�̭21̼Pŗ́)�þ

6�3ÐML�Z���372J2���ǒ¨GōƼ30+.ž#Ɗč��L

0Ƌ!.�(� 
ɖ7�1˳̉6�*6ǋǇƽ�ǴǇƽ�̂ Ǉƽ6óÞ� 10ǁ̟0óŹ 4ǁ̟
3 2Ĝʽĕ .�(�Ĺ¶ 1ǁ̉PɅň3ʽĕɈ˒c�yfP .�(�óÞ
��óŹ0E3�ž#þʒ`SP .�(�óÞ�7ɳ̸k��|�JǙ̯P

üLÞ6ȕÈ0 .�þʒ`SPʦ+(�¬37��r�_`S0 .��̧

PƠ�.�ïɫǴG�ȉPĮ+.�̸6k��|Pġŉ .�Ln�}P˙K

ǉ�L0�+(�0P .�(���j|�oU�/6ƨǿªæE .�(�

óŹ7Ǟł3əL�Ɣ³�P �þʒ`SP (Ź3�Ŋ̒3þ�J“̪?L�
0”P�Ɣ³� .�(�A#7��ōƼ0&6¨3·P̪?L�Pɇˌ"L�
ɪˋƄ6�L̷ʤGǜ�̭�i��6��J˻Q/EJ+(�&6¨3��

M3 A"�͂�0ĳP��.�&6¨�̰Pɿ3ƣ+.̤�(E6P̪?.

EJ�I�3 .�(�_��}č6ǜ�̭PļQ/�(�ǁ��̷ʤP̪

?L�0E�+(�̭Pʫ�JüKØ"0�_��}6Ȯ�̱K�Ìȓ"L�

ɖ�þË3̭Pơ+.��0�&6¨7þPŗ ̈��&6̑̉3̭PÐML�

&�"L0�þṖ!.ʘ6�3�+(̭PčO+.�L�!O!O0Ø.�

(Ĕȉ0Ȗ�(̭�ȋ�+(E6Pb^l0̬B˧Q/�L�&6jU��_

/ɖ7̭Pþ�JüKØ"�&��+(�0P 2�3ĜʂK˫ (�&6ǤłP
B.��ōƼE��8�*FQ�"��5��̺�0ĘQ/�(�¯Þ6I�

3�ɝǡɂ3�LɚŬ6Z���PƱü"LƊč/þ�J̪?L�07/�2

�2+(���Ǣ BɚŬ/þ�J̪?.čO��07/�L0ɖ7ɏ¿ .

�(� 
 
2-3̾ǒŴ3&6¨30+.ǍA ��026�͂ 
� ĵƺ6ʽĕǁ3�þ�J�Ǣ BɚŬ/̪?.čO+.EJ��0Pɸ�.

�(���� 1�ǋɚ/&6¨�þP̈�.�M2�2+.�(�jU��_
�ĂO2��ōƼ7&6¨3̪?.ǩ �0Ƃ+.�LI�)� � �&6

¨�ǍQ/�2�63�ȞȬɌȬ�Ɣ³�P"L�07̗ �� 
&���8�&6¨7ʗņ/6�uy�)�/2��ª˒j^d�3�+.
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Ķ>�uy�3ʦ�ǁ̉PİG (K�d��ofnUc�yfPÜȰ"L2

1 .ȃế�İ�.�.�L�ŗ ȸM��L6�E M2��ɳ̸k��

|�J6Ǚ̯/·0�ȃê3Ŕ"LXs�]�7ƱM.�L �þ�J̪?.

čO��0PO�O��Ɣ³� ɸ�2�.E��6/72�����Q�Ƈ

A ��Ǳ˳�țǇƽ37Ǭɘðť0ǬɘʨȯĲ6ʽĕ��L�t�o3ǈ�

.�L&6ǁ6ǤłPɏˆ"L0�ě�ʻɾIKEþʒ`S3˿ȝPʃ�.�

LI�)�G7K�E��Ǣ BɚŬ/Eþ�J̪?.čO��07�&6¨

30+.ǍA ��0/72�6/72�)N���¯Þ7ōƼEĵƺ6ʽĕ

ǁ3�©ƽ7�M3 .BI�0Ƃ�A"��0&6¨�̪?LE6PȰƊ .

�M.�(��˪̟7�Ȱ¢6(D3�ĵƺ6ʽĕ�\��h�32L�0�

ķ��Ǳ˳țǇƽ6Ǭɘ6ʽĕ0�ɖ�˳ 3ĜóÞ�3 +�K0þʒ`SP
ʦ��þ6�P�M�3 .�_�_0þPê� .�Ø.�(ĔȉP̬B˧

DL�1��Pɏˆ"L�0Pɸ�.�L)�/EñÙ/72���ƣK˫+

.BL0�&6¨�þ�J̪?LǤł3Ŕ .�ɖ�ĘQ/ȓ˜ .�L)�

)+(6�E M2��&6I�2ɖ6Xb3Ŕ .�&6¨�̠Ų+.ſ�

I�0 .�M.�(6���G�A(jU��_�Ă�8&6¨�̪?(�

0Ƃ��0�Ø.�L�E M2��&6ǁA/�þ6�P�M�3 .��

.�&6¨�þPê� .ĔȉP̬B˧C�0�/�.�M8�Õ:�Ǣ B

ɚŬ/E̪?.EJ��0�/�L� � �&6¨6 1˳̉6f`e���
7�+ K0˃A+.�L �ŗ ±Cǁ̉Ežʰ)��Ŭĵƺ6ʽĕ7�6

AA2 3 .E��6/72��……� 
�6I�3 .ɖ790K6¨�)Q)Q“̪?JM2�2+.���0”P
16I�3ý�ǪD�Ɉ˒ť0 .̊OM8��6�3,�.ƇQ/�(�A

(Ąǁ3��ɼ3̊OL¬6ŕ̆ʊ0ɖ6̉3�Lg�̻ ˷� E̼Ƌ!.�(�

&�/�ʖūĒŅɎɞ²6Á¨ɁʩÔ/�ɼ3̊OL¬6ŕ̆ʊ 3ą0ŭˌP
�$.EJ+(�Ǩɨ/7&6ǁ3źJM(Ņ:PA0DL� 
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7!D3�ʖūĒŅɎɞ²/6ŭˌ3öä .�)�+( 3ą6ɰªP"L� 
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�Ƶ�ÚM2��J�6¼Äʵ��KA"�/�&6�,6¼Äʵ3ɶŔ 8

JM.7��2�0Ƃ+.�L6/�Ũ3ʗÙ�{�lo/�L¢PƁ̣3«

¢P .�A"�̻ ǬɘðťM�Q̼ 
 
�ōƼ0��ɲʁ6�3Ð+.�A"6/��M7ǒŴ3ǐɍƵ 
� ȹ̎/7dfn��¸+.�K�ƆʈEōƼE&6dfn�3üK˧AM.

�K�˰ J�2�˽Ù��L�ðȿʈ0 .E�ed���ǹA+.�L(D�

&MP�*Q0G+.�M8����ƺ/�Ģņ6ĬĂ7�ōƼ0��ɲʁ6

�3Ð+.L(D�ǒŴ3ǐɍƵ/�L�/�&�6ǐɍƵ6ɲʁ3¿̥P 

.EJ+.�ɖ˶6«¢�ňŉ (E6P I�0Ƃ+(J�q�nT|E&

�/" �ȭį0�E��NQ2�0PʎǄ3ʇ�0�2�0¿̥ .�()

�2��&6�3ƔƗ�BJML�Ɔʈ�Q6̈�2�þP̈�.�()�.�

/�&���ǳơ*I�`S�$.�()��0P��6ōƼ�Q3Eǒ¨�

Q3E¶Ƌ .�()�2�0��2�� � �6�07��AK˂¼�M

2�Q/"5��̻ ǬɘʨȯĲ K�Q̼ 
 
�&6¨�ȯ�.ǆJ"�0PĹÚ3 (�/�Ɔʈ�Q0ōƼ�Q�ǍQ/

�L�0PƜØ .�&M3ǽ+.�� 
&6¨�ȯ�.ǆJ"�0PĹÚ3 (�/�Ɔʈ�Q0ōƼ�Q�ǍQ/

�L�0PƜØ .�&M3ǽ+.���,6ðȿƬ»0 .þ�J̪?L�

0PƲƮ .�A"�̻ ǬɘðťM�Q̼ 
 
�(Ɔʈ�)̪?L�00ōƼ6˕Ɲ06ƙKĂ�P,�.�ōƼ6r�g31
�ſ�L� 
() ��ʅɂ3(Ɔʈ�)̪?L�0�ɯǅJ �0��O�/72��ō
Ƽ�̪¢P¸+.̪?�$L�06ª˒˕ƝGɳȎɂ2̜6ĕ̦EØ.�A"�

&MJ6ƙKĂ�P,�L�0�"��Ĺ¢/�L(D�ðťGɈ˒ťGǬɘ

ðť�ǬɘʨȯĲ216&M'M6ŕ̆ʊ��ōƼ6r�g31�ſ�L�0

���0PŨ3Ʃ+.�A"�̻ ǬɘðťM�Q̼ 
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�&���Î��M8�&�Pɬþ3 .ɖ˶7ɶŔˎD2��  
& .�(0�Ɔʈ�Q�ʸʡPɁ$2�.E�̊O+.���*32Q0

2�&6Ƃ�7O�L�(0�8��ǒ¨6ªæʈ��ȯƏď/�L�03Ŕ

 .6�K�0�̺0��I�2̘ğǳ/�+(K0��̈́�ǰ�Q�þ̈�.

I�ͅ0��ĳ��3Ŕ .þP̈�L0�+(�0/�L�&M7ƊƂ6ȶ

˱�/�.�LO�/�&���Î��M8�&�Pɬþ3 .ɖ˶7ɶŔˎ

D2�0��ȬƁ��L�̻ ǬɘðťM�Q̼ 
 
�ɡ,´ʃ7�*Q0 2�Jňŉ (E6P»ɵ (�0Ƃ+.GLŀí�

Ĺ¢ 
©�Ȅʦʸʡ0 .Ĥ.Qï��L� � �Ĥ.Qï (ƗʧPƬ» .
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“Intersubjectivity of Ageing - Reading Beauvoir's The 
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Finnish-Japanese Research Collaboration: International Symposium 
“Phenomenology of Vulnerability and Limits”  
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The Seminar in Feminist Continental 

Philosophy in Stockholm “Feminist Phenomenology: Perspectives from 
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“Body schema and theory of feminist phenomenology”
“Some glimpses at Japanese feminist philosophy: In terms of reproduction 
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Nordic Society for Phenomenology Annual Conference “Phenomenology and 
the Body – Contemporary Perspectives” (NTNU, Trondheim, 15-17 June 
2017) 7 Ė ÿ % � Nordic-Japanese Panel: “The Phenomenology of 
Vulnerability – Birth and Ageing”S�gZ�ɋέiYZ�t��iuqa��
�Śūή�X��w���g�p�qaɋέ�W���v���g�`Śūή4�

ȉȟ�M9ƀǓƋɂ«ʹɋέňŬΈŚŬή4ʶē˧̄ɋέʭǏŚūή4��ŀ

¯3̏/,�*9êΡ3]�_wXf4%2ɜɤ�ˊč7Ⱦ9L�6X�u�

oag��S̏6/,� 
     Eight years have passed since the first exchange between Japanese and 
Nordic phenomenologists. It has brought us Japanese phenomenologists a 
new exchange, one that is different from the one which we had with 
researchers from Germany, France and English speaking countries in 
preceding years. One of the difference seems to be due to the fact that Nordic 
countries are advanced countries with regards to welfare and caring, and 
that for this reason there are many researchers and lecturers who are women. 
We understand this difference as a phenomenological tendency which 
focuses on issues of vulnerability and the limitation of human beings. To 
research phenomenologically the wide-ranging problems such as birth, aging, 
disease, death, disabilities, pains, sex and gender, is an important task for 
us phenomenologists. By starting from the point of view of the person 
concerned (subjectivity), such a research will be expected to contribute to the 
clarification of issues in modern society and further issues such as the aging 
society and gender equality. 
     With this interest, in April 2016, we began a collaboration titled 
“Phenomenological Research on Vulnerability and the Limitation of Human 
Beings: A Collaborative project with Nordic Phenomenologists” with the 
financial support from the JSPS (The Japanese Society for Promoting 
Sciences). In connection with this project we would like to propose to open a 
“Nordic/Japanese Scholars Session" at the NOSP conference in 2017. Our 
project will focus on the theme of birth in last year and on the theme of aging 
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in this year.  
     For the session at the conference we would like to make a bridge 
between both themes with the following members: 

Minae Inahara (Kobe University, Japan): “Philosophy Café Dialogues as 
the Phenomenological Foundation for a Feminist Exploration of the Lived 
World of Mothers Who Have Raised 
Children with Disabilities” 
Irina Poleschchuk (Helsinki University, Finland): “Formation of 
Sensibility in Mother-Child Relation: Temporal Dephazing and Traumatic 
Displacement” 
Shojiro Kotegawa (Kokugakuin University, Japan): “To Have a Child and 
to become a Parent” 
Lisa Folkmarson Käll (Stockholm University, Sweden): “Intercorporeal 
Expression and Subjectivity of Dementia” 

Nordic-Japanese 
plenary session  “On Dis/Ability in Husserl’s 
Phenomenology” 5
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