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How Should We Name Sung-Ming Confucianism?

There are several terms for Sung- Mmg KEA Confuc1amsm tao-hsiieh L (studles of the

llke to dlSCUSS them as follows;..

Firstly, the term tao-hsiieh had been used durmg the Sung. It is true, Sung-Ming
Confucianism has devot self to the study of the Way and this preoccupation with the Way
can be traced back to Confucius, who said, “In the morning, hear the Way; in the evening, die
content!”' Unfortunately however, Confucianism does not have a monopoly of the term tao.
In fact Taoism as a school is named after the term, even though it understands the Way rather
differently. Besides, subsequently tao-hsiieh is used in ordinary language in a derogatory
sense as in the phrase tao-hsiieh-ch’i JEE2% , meaning putting on a moralistic air. Hence
there are problems with this term.

Secondly, the term /i-hsiieh has been widely accepted by scholars for good reasons. Li
B (principle, reason) is not only a major concept in Sung-Ming Confucianism, but a new
concept as well. The term itself is old, but it receives completely new and rich connotations
after the impact of Buddhism. Especially as the term applies to the most promment Sung K
school of thought established by Chu Hsi %% (1130-1200 onoured as the
orthodoxy from the Yiian /C dynasty for more than seven , it i quite natural to
extend the name to cover the whole-of Sung—Ml s ucianism uhg -Ming li-hstieh. The
only drawback is, the term“has a broadcr and a narrower meaning. Used in the latter sense it
refers only to the so-called Ch'eng-Chu li-hsiieh F24:¥22 (school of principle) in contrast to
the so-called Lu-Wang hsin-hsiieh % F (-2 (school of mind). It seems incovenient to include
both li-hsiieh in a narrower sense and hsin-hsiieh within the scope of /i-hsiieh in a broader
sense. If it is possible, certainly it would be better for us to find another name for Sung-Ming
Confucianism as a whole.

Thirdly, the term hsin-hsiieh has never been intended to mean Sung-Ming Confucian-
ism as a whole, it has often been used to characterize Ming Confucian thought. But I would
like to argue that both /i-hsiieh and hsin-hsiieh is lacking in accuracy when used to character-
ize the positions of the Ch’eng-Chu school and the Lu-Wang school. If I can have my way, I

* This paper was presented at The Sixth International Congress of Chinese Philosophy held at The University of
Hawaii at Hilo, July 24-29, 1989. My trip to Hilo was partially sup orted by Ming imdatlon New Asia
College, CUHK.
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would like to recommend that both these terms be discarded.

After the elimination we are left with hsin-ju-hsiieh or hsin-ju-chia #1t&7 (Neo-Con-
tucian school), the most popular terms in more recent times. I have made some attempts to
trace the origin of these terms. I suspect that in the twentieth century Fung Yu-lan 5 K%
probably was the first to use this term. In the original History of Chinese Philosophy in
Chinese published in the early thirties, the term hsin-ju-chia was used only a few times and
was hardly likely to catch the eye of the reader. When Fung referred to Sung-Ming Confu-
cianism, he used the term tao-hsiieh. The interesting thing is that when Derk Bodde translated
the book into Engllsh he rendered the term tao-hsiieh into Neo Confugianism and used it in
chapter headings. *Wing-tsit Chan %5 also used the tern en Carsun Chang 5k 2% (8

: At intwo volumes. As aresult,

ly @ec term in the English-speaking world.
From these facts I the conclusion that the term Neo-Confucianism became popular
in the West before its ‘Chinese equivalent hsin-ju-chia became widely accepted in Taiwan,
Hong Kong and Mainland China. The only disadvantage with this term is that, following
Derk Bodde’s usage of the term, it has been stretched to cover even early Ch’ing # scholars
such as Yen Yiian #87C , Li Kung Z# and Tai Chen (% . But Yen, Li and Tai not only
belonged to a different dynasty, their thought also pertained to a totally different paradigm for
reasons | have specified elsewhere.” Therefore 1 would like to suggest that we should restrict
the use of the term to Sung-(Yiian)-Ming Confucianism only. The last great figure in that
line was Huang Tsung-hsi #75% . After a break of about three hundred years, the thread
was picked up again by contemporary Neo—Confucianism, represented by scholars such
as Hsiung Shih-li B2+ 77, Liang Sou-ming Z#E , Hsu Fu-kuan {#{8#l , Tang Chiin-i
FEHE% , Mou Tsung-san %°% = , and so on. e
As hsin .», hsing % and Ii are major concepts i

Neo-Confucianism h

Although the Lu-Wang school puts great emphasis on the mind, and because of the dominant
position of Wang Yang-ming’s EF5FH thought in the Ming # dynasty, Ming thought is
recognized as characterized by its emphasis on the mind, yet one must not be misled into
thinking that the problem of the mind is not important for the Ch’eng-Chu school or for Sung
thought. On the contrary, I submit that this problem is also a crucial one for the Ch’eng-Chu
school. In this connection, it would be interesting to trace the development of Chu Hsi’s

2. Fung Yu-lan, A History of Chinese Philosophy, trans. Derk Bodde (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
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thought.” Chu Hsi studied -under Li T’ung Z{F (1093-1163) who in turn studied under Lo
Ts’ung-yen F& it (1072-1135), whose teacher Yang Shih ¥ (1053-1135) was, however,
a disciple of the Ch’eng brothers. When Chu Hsi was young, he was profoundly influenced
by Li T’ung. According to his own testimony, it was Li T'ung who led him away from
Buddhism back into the fold of Confucianism. After Li died, Chu Hsi wrote a biography of
Liin which he said,

Master [Li] studied under [Master Lo]. After studying the classics, he often sat and
meditated the whole day in order to examine the state before feelings of pleasure,
anger, sorrow, and joy are aroused and try to capture what is central.. After practicing
this for a long time, he finally realized that the f uadation of the ‘world truly rested
there.... Only if one can turn inward and fi g ]
the world of the ’

realizing that through the heavenly principle, if seen, even the rousing of only an 1ota
of selfish desires would be attenuated. After devoting himself to this practice for a
long time, he would become enlightened. It is only in this way that learning could
become truly effective.’

Clearly Li’s central teaching lies in the discipline of the mind. Today we still have the letter
Li T ung wrote to Lo Ts ung-yen asking to study under him. He said,

You have been following Kuei-shan’s &1L [ Yang Shih’s] teachings for years.... Now
I am anxious to study under you, in order to learn something that is more important
than profit and position. I have heard that the rao ;& can be followed to settle the
mind, as food can be used to stop hunger or clothmg can be used to-keep off the cold.
Those who are troubled by hunger and col -anxiou work for food and
‘ ters.even in times of difficulty and
bout the settling of the mind. Is it
1r mouth and “body better than their mind? This is the result of

because they love
a lack of reﬂoot ~

Chu Hsi himself acknowledged that sitting and meditating are the most important method
handed down from one generation to another since Kuei-shan.” And Huang Tsung-hsi went
so far as to say that this is the blood path trodden from Ming-tao #1;& [Ch’eng Hao #£5] to

6. Shu-hsien Liu, “On Chu Hsi’s Search for Equilibrium and Harmony,” in Harmony and Strife: Contemporary
Perspectives East and West, edited by Shu-hsien Liu and Robert E. Allinson (Hong Kong: The Chinese
University Press, 1988), pp. 249-270.

7. Chu-tzu wen-chi 4 % #[Collection of Literary Works by Chu Hsi], 97: 27b-28a, Ssu pu per yao VI E {5
ed. Translation mine.
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Yen-ping %E7 [Li T’ung].l(J Granted that Chu Hsi in his later years drifted further and further
away from such a path, as he remarked that this approach is rather one-sided,'" there is no
denial that the starting point for Chu Hsi’s search is the problem of chung-ho ##0 based on
the text of The Doctrine of the Mean which he studied with Li T’ung. His reflection is as
follows:

Before the feelings of pleasure, anger, sorrow, and joy are aroused it is called
equilibrium (chung, centrality, mean). When these feelings are aroused and each and
all attain due measure and degree, it is called harmony [40]. Equilibrium is the great
foundation of the world, and harmony its universal path."When equilibrium and
harmony are reahzed to the highest; «degree, heav ‘earth will attain their proper
order and:

In his monumen k on Chuk Hsi Professor Mou Tsung- san shows decisively that in Chu
Hsi’s mature thought he followed the lead of Ch’ eng I 2 Huang Tsung-hsi was quite
right to point out:

“Self-cultivation requires seriousness; the pursuit of learning depends on the exten-
sion of knowledge.” This is the right target for I-ch’uan f#)Il [Ch’eng I]. K’ao-t’ing
%= [Chu Hsi] keeps straight at this target without deviating from it. Even though
his dlscussmns and theories are numerous, they are but elaboration of such princi-
ples

Self-cultivation and learning are regarded as two wings of a bird or two wheels of a cart.
They are both indispensable for the education of a person who is engaged in the so-called
great learning. Clearly self-cultivation has to do with dlsc1plm f the mind, and even though
learning and self-cultivation form a cycle going back ar rth from one to the other, it is
difficult to separate the two, yet compara ively-spe King; | the practice of self-cultivation must
be regarded as prior ) : unreasonable to say that the Ch’eng-Chu
school had also taught a brand of hsin- hsueh even though it was different in approach from
the kind of Asin-hsiieh taught by the Lu-Wang school. Of course I am not trying to blur the
distinction between the two schools. I am only saying that the emphasis on the discipline of
the mind cannot be used as the differentia for distinguishing the two schools. Surely the two
schools did have very different concepts of the mind, but these must be considered alongside
other factors. We must not follow the simplistic approach which draws a hard and fast line
between the two schools and claim that one school puts exclusive emphasis on /i, while the
other on Asin.

10. Ibid., p. 1277.

11. Ibid.

12. Chan, Source Book, p. 98.
13. Mou Tsung-san, Hsm ]
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Some Reflections on the Sung-Ming Understanding of Nature

On the surface all Sung-Ming philosophers followed the tradition of Mencius in agreeing that
human nature is good. But on closer scrutiny there were substantial differences among the
views of the various schools. In order to understand the issues involved, again we must take
Chu Hsi as the point of depanure

Chu Hsi endorsed the view of Chang Tsai 5E # who was perhaps the first to have made
a sharp distinction between the so-called physical nature and the original (moral) nature. He
also followed the lead of Ch’eng I who stated his position in the fa tatement:

It would be incomplete to talk about the nature mcludlng material force and

Chu Hsi thought hlghly of 'the contributions made by Chang and the Ch’eng brothers. In a
discussion with his disciples he commented as follows:

...I regard them as having enormously helped the School of the Sages, and as having
done great service to the scholars who have come after. A reading of them fills one
with a strong realization that, before their time, no one had touched on this point.
Han Yii [##], for example, in his On the Origin of the Nature, propounded the
theory of the three grades (of the nature). Yet though what he said is true, he failed to
state clearly that what he was speaking about is only the nature as found in the
material force. For how, in the nature (as originally constituted), could there be these
“three grades”?

When Mencius says that the nature is good, he speaks

it y with respect to
force. Thus he, too, fails

od and evilare intermingled. But if the doctrines of Chang and the
Ch’engs had red earlier, there would have been no need for all this discussion
and controversy. If, therefore, the doctrines of Chang and Ch’engs are admitted,
those of the other philosophers go into discard.

Moreover, if we are to say that humanity, righteousness, propriety, and wisdom
alone constitute nature, how is it that there are some people born unruly in the world?
It is only owing to the physical endowment that this is so. If one does not take this
physical element into account, the theory will not be well rounded, and therefore will
be incomplete. But if, on the contrary, one takes only the physical endowment into
account, some of which may be good and some bad, while disregarding the fact that
in the first place there were only these principles, then one will fall into obscurity.'7

15. Shu-hsien Liu, “On Chu Hs

i #E B New Series, )
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17. Fung, History, Vol. II, pp. §54-555.
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Thus we can see th u Hsi endorsed the views of Chang and Ch’eng brothers for good
reasons. For Chu Hsi the physical nature in itself is not evil, nevertheless the origin of evils
still lies in material force, as there is no room for evil in principles which are embodied in the
original nature. I summarized his views elsewhere as follows:

...for Chu Hsi, principle or nature is without any qualification good, but nature must
be embodied in material force to make the principles inherent in it manifest. When
material force is received in its state of clearness, there will be no obscurity or
obstruction and principle will express itself freely. But this is not always the case, if
the obstruction is great, then human selfish desire will dominate. Chu Hsi believed
that everyone has the same original nature, but_receives ifferent material force.
kkirklay shine through different
ers may be greater or smaller.
Those who ble to makesprlnmples embodied in nature eminently manifest are
sages and w es; they are the model for common people to follow. In other words,
the original nature endowed by heaven is the same in everybody, but material force
received is not the same, and the effort to recover one’s original nature is not the
same. It is here we find the difference between sages and worthies on the one hand,
and common people on the other hand, even though in principle everyone can be
sage, as each has received the same endowment of the original nature as the sages.18

Note that Chu Hsi made use of a pair of concepts: /i (principle, reason) and chi F (material
force) in analyzing human nature, and found that there are the so-called i-li chih hsing
#E 2 ¥ (moral nature) and ch’i-chih chih hsing RE 2% (physical nature), the former
being principle and the latter material force. Principle is incorporeal, eternal and unchanging.
It constitutes the essence of things and is always good, thus not admitting a dichotomy of
good and evil and it does not create thlngs Materlalk f@ ¢, on the other hand is physical,
transitory and changeabl v
and evil, and is the &;
kind of material force h comprises prmmple Chu Hsi interpreted the dlstlnctlon between
tao-hsin &L+ (the mor nd) and jen-hsin A.L> (the human mind) in his own ways: the
former is the mind which works according to principle, while the latter is the mind that is
dominated by selfish desires. Through proper discipline the latter can be transformed into the
former. The relation between the mind and principle is one of correlation, not of identity.
From the fact that for Chu Hsi the actual mind of a human being may be good or evil,
Professor Mou Tsung-san argues that it is an empirical mind, not the original mind as
understood by Mencius.’ Chu Hsi takes a gradual approach to rectify the mind. Hence it is
impossible for Chu Hsi to say that the mind is principle, the only thing he can say is that
nature is principle. Here we find that there is indeed a great discrepancy between the
Ch’eng-Chu school and the Lu-Wang school concemning the understanding of /sin (mind)

18. Liu, “On Chu Hsi’s Un
19. Mou, Mind and Natu
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and Asing (nature) and of the relation between the two. For Lu-Wang the mind was under-
stood as pen-hsin AL+ (the original mind) which is identical with pen-hsing A% (the
original nature), the two being two sides of the same coin. This view is much closer to the
view of Mencius who said that “the way of learning is none other than finding the lost
mind.”™ When the lost mind is recovered, what is endowed in one’s nature is realized. Lu
Hsiang-shan % % LI followed Mencius faithfully when he said,

My learning is different from that of others in the fact that with me every word comes
spontaneously. Although I have uttered tens of thousands of words, they all are
expressions of what is within me, and nothing more has been added. Recently
someone has commented of me th t 51de from[ aying, “First build up
the nobler part of yeur natur nothir I heard this, I said, “Very
true indeed.™”"

This nobler part of nature is exactly the original nature which distinguishes man from other
animals. It is purely good, and is manifested through man’s mind-heart. The desires for food
and sex are common among animals and man. They have nothing whatsoever to do with what
is specifically human, and hence must not be regarded as part of what Mencius identified as
human nature. Clearly Mencius was putting exclusive emphasis upon the nobler part of our
nature. If the above analysis is correct, then Ch’eng-Chu did develop a new theory of human
nature quite different from Mencius’ view of human nature. I find that,

...in later years Chu Hsi tended to put more and more emphasis on material force, as
principle and material force are inseparable, so he accepted the distinction and was
convmced the two-nature theory could help him to give answers to many puzzling
problems

neglected that aspect of m erlal force Therefore i Mencms theory is accepted as ortho-
doxy, then Chu Hsi’s view ¢annot but be regarded as a deviation from the orthodoxy It is
here we find the ground to support Professor Mou Tsung-san’s view which sees that even
though historically Chu Hsi was honoured as the orthodoxy, in fact it was an offshoot that
assumed the position of onhodoxy.24

Apart from the Ch’eng-Chu and Lu-Wang schools, Professor Mou pointed out that
there was another line of thought represented by Hu Hung #7% (Wu-feng #.%#) of the Hunan
#iF school. Hu understood Asing (nature) as wei-fa # % (not manifested) and hsin (mind-
heart) as i-fa .5 (manifested). On the surface it appears that Hu took Asin and hsing to be

20. Chan, Source Book, p. 58.
21. Ibid., p. 582.
. Liu, “On Chu Hsi’s Understanding of Hsing,’

*p. 139
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24. Mou, Mind and Nature, Vol.
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two different things. This explained why in an earlier stage Chu Hsi had subscribed to this
view which had a great appeal for him, but later on he rejected his earlier view which
erroneously took the relation between the two to be that of a temporal sequence what has not
yet been manifested is nature, and what has been manifested is mind.” It was in his mature
thought that Chu Hsi identified nature as principle and mind as material force, and rejected
Hu Hung’s view as erroneous. But Chu Hsi had never really understood Hu Hung’s teach-
ings. According to Professor Mou the Hunan school took nature to be what is not manifested,
it has to depend on the mind for manifestation, therefore the relation between the two is like
that between the inner core and the outer manifestation. Hence even for Hu Hung hsin and
hsing are the two sides of the same coin. Granted that his ich'was somewhat different
from that of Lu-Wang, in essence h1s teachings did’ not re. tradict Lu-Wang’s teachings
which simply identif d) n-hsing (the original nature),
except in the way h 2w ‘Professor Mou also pointed out that the Ming
philosopher Liu Tsung-chou’ /I\Ifl (Chi-shan’s #%lLl) thought seemed to have moved in
the same direction.Liu happened to believe that nature has to manifest itself through the
mind, even though Liu’s thought did not seem to have been influenced by the Hunan
school.” Hence Professor Mou proposed that there were three main schools of thought
among Sung-Ming philosophy instead of only two as commonly acknowledged by scholars.
Based on philosophical reasons alone I am quite willing to accept this proposal. But the
Hunan school declined after Chu Hsi’s time. From the perspective of the history of thought,
since the school had not exerted any visible influence on the subsequent development of
Neo-Confucian thought, it seems inappropriate to grant it a prominent position it does not
deserve. Furthermore, I must hasten to point out that there was an important difference
between Hu Hung’s and Liu Tsung-chou’s understanding of nature, which Professor Mou
neglected to mention. While Hu thought that nature is totall he characterization of
good and evil, Liu insisted that nature is supremely good was deadly against some
followers of Wang Yang ‘ ed.so-degenerate as to accept the Buddhist
view which blurred t s good and what is evil?

Some Reflections on the Sung-Ming Understanding of Reason

As in our discussion of nature the concepts of /i (principle, reason) and ch’i (material force)
have already entered the picture and are considered to have important bearing on our
understanding of Sung-Ming Neo-Confucian philosophies, we need to go still further in our
reflection from the perspective of reason. When we have examined Sung-Ming philosophers’
understanding of reason in some depth, we would be in a position to answer the question

25. Liu, “On Chu Hsi’s Searg
26. Mou, Mind and Nature, N
27. Liu, Huang Tsung-hsi, p-A4
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whether there was an anti ntellectuallstlc trend in Sung-Ming Neo-Confucian thought

As is well known, /i was only lightly touched upon in The Mencius and was never a
major concept in ancient Chinese philosophy. It was through the efforts of Sung philosophers
that /i acquired new meanings and became something of crucial importance, resulting in
Sung-Ming philosophy being known as Sung-Ming /i-hsiiek (study of reason, principle). Li
was a central concern for both Ch’eng-Chu and Lu-Wang schools, only it was understood by
them in different ways. We must consider it in conjunction with other important concepts
such as ch’i, hsin, and hsing, so that we can get a comprehensive picture in which things are
seen in their proper perspectives.

For Chu Hsi, there is no question that nature is principle, wh
man’s moral nature. But it is not possible for him to say-that
made up of material force albelt the sublest kind: Th only th
comprises principle. H icu
he interpreted in such

atiiré is understood as
rinciple, as the mind is
he can say is that the mind
ciated one of the sayings by Shao Yung ZB% which
as-to illustrate his own point of view. He said,

Shao Yao-fu [ # 4 1 (Shao-Yung) said that “nature is the concrete embodiment of
the Way and the mind is the enclosure of the nature.” This theory is very good. For
the Way itself has no physical form or bodys; it finds it only in man’s nature. But if
there were no mind, where could nature be? There must be mind before nature can
be gotten hold of and put forth into operation, for the principles contained in man’s
nature are humanity, righteousness, propriety, and wisdom, and these are concrete
principles. We Confucianists regard nature as real, whereas Buddhists regard it as
unreal. However, it is incorrect to equate mind with nature.”

Nature in this context is the principle of individuation. The Way of Hea I}V)a.flourlshes and
men and things receive their different natures. Prmc1ples are built into'th nature, hence it is
appropriate to say that nature is principle. But nature as principl not act, hence it must
adhere to the mind. Therefore when Chu- Hsi said that mind and prmcnple are one, he could
not have meant that they arc; dentical, since he had explicitly refused to equate the two; what
he really wanted to say is. that through proper discipline the mind can act as one with
principle. When the empirical mind of man has been transformed into the mind of tao, it
becomes one with principle in the sense that it can act in accordance with principle. For Chu
Hsi, the mind has, as it were, a structure of intentionality. It must direct itself toward
principle. He often compared the mind to a mirror. If the mirror is kept clear, then it would
give us a true reflection of things. But it would not make sense for the mirror to turn inward

28. Yu Ying-shih wrote several essays on anti-intellectualism in Chinese thought, they are now included in his
book, Li-shih vii ssu-hsiang 19 Bl B #8 [History and Thought] (Taipei: Linking B##g , 1976). He thinks in
political philosophy generally Confucianism adopts an intellectualistic attitude while Taoism and Legalism
adopt an anti-intellectualistic attitude. The article most relevant for us is the one on the. intellectualistic
tradition in Sung-Ming Neo-Confucianism, pp. 87-119. Hereafter the b réfered to as Yu, History
and Thought.

29. Chan, Source Book, pp. 615~
of the mind, cf. Shu-hsien L
Philosophy, Vol. V (1978)
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and look for a reflection self. Hence he rejected the approach for the mind to seek mind,”
for this would be like seeking a donkey while riding a donkey. He felt strongly that this was
the wrong approach taken by the Buddhists or the Zen (Ch’an) i# followers. Unfortunately
however, he went so far as to identify his rival Neo-Confucian philosopher Lu Hsiang-shan
as a Zen follower, and as Lu on the other hand also made counter-charges that many of Chu’s
ideas were taken from Taoist sources, a serious controversy between the two was practically
unavoidable. There was misunderstanding on both sides.” Since we have already given an
exposition of Chu Hsi’s ideas, now we shall turn our attention to Lu Hsiang-shan’s ideas.

In his debate with Chu Hsi, Lu stng -shan insisted that it was wrong‘_to take ym % and

without any doubt im; in yln and'yang; in other words, /i (principle) is immanent in ch’i
(material force), and it is impossible to draw a line of demarcation between the two. He
advocated a monistic view in contrast to Chu Hsi's dualistic outlook. In order to understand
this line of thought, we may employ the following example for illustration: when a man is
hungry, naturally he would want to eat, and when he eats the right amount of food, he is
acting according to principle, but when he eats too much or too little, he is acting against the
principle. Therefore it would be nonsensical to talk about a transcendent principle which has
nothing to do with material force, as /i is embodied in c/’i, and the so-called /i is nothing but
the /i of ch’i. It is in this sense that /i and ch’i are one. By the same token, although the
empirical mind may act against principle—this is simply a natural state of affairs without
needing a theodicy to justify its existence, yet the original mind is always acting according to
the prmc1ples embodied in the ornglnal nature. Hence pen- hsm (orlgma mind) and pen-hsing

: ind'is “to recover the
1S, line of thought the original mind
and the original nature gwith the prlnélp_ ‘mbodled in 1t correlate with one another
without any deviation, they are literally one. Hence not only it is true to say that the nature is
principle, but also that the mind is principle. Now we are in a position to identify the most
crucial difference between the two schools: for Ch’ eng-Chu, they can say that nature is
principle, but can only say that the mind comprises principle, while for Lu-Wang, they can
say both that nature is principle and that the mind is principle. Although they shared many
things in common, there were also important differences in their understanding of the mind,
nature, and reason. They may be regarded as two different branches of the same family. They
had similar aspirations: what they sought was the realization of the Way in one’s life, but their
approaches were quite different from each other. In sum one common feature of all Sung-

30. Chu Hsi, “Kuan-hsin shuo” .03 [An Essay on Observing the Mind], in Chu zu
31. Shu-hsien Liu, Chu-tzu che-hsiieh ssu-hsiang te fa-chan yii wan-ch’e#, '
Development and Completion of Master Chu s Phuosophlcal Thought] (

wenschii67: 18b-20a.
it ‘ngEE EE[ThC
udent Book Co., 1982), pp.

427483,
32. Chan, Source Book, p. 26€
33. Ibid., p. 58.
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Ming Neo-Confucian phllaspphers was their commitment to reason, only they understood it
in different ways.
Now we are ready to answer the intriguing question raised by Professor Yu Ying-shih
G2 HEEF © Was there an anti-intellectualistic trend in Sung-Ming Neo-Confucian thought?
Professor Yu was careful enough to draw a distinction between anti-rationalism and anti-in-
tellectualism. Obviously neither Ch’eng-Chu nor Lu-Wang can be regarded as anti-rational-
ist, but he seemed to argue that there was an anti-intellectualistic tendency among Wang
Yang-ming and his followers.™ Such an allegation deserves a closer examination.
Let us start with Chu Hsi. I think Professor Yu argued convincingly that Chu Hsi
adopted an intellectualistic approach as he put empha is ming, using it as a
ation, and they would

provide guidance for ou ; \
that he refused to accep stinction made by Chang Tsa1 between the te-hsing chih chih
{142 %0 (moral knowledge) and wen-chien chih chih T .2 % (sense knowledge). Here he
went even beyond Ch’eng I who had endorsed Chang Tsai’s distinction. But both Lu and
Wang took the distinction seriously. Lu put almost exclusive emphasis on moral knowledge,
as he accused Chu Hsi of failing to keep his eyes on the primary goal of learning. In a letter
to Hsiang P’ing-fu Y7 4, Chu Hsi said,

Generally speaking, since the time of Tzu-ssu /& “honoring the moral nature”
(tsun te-hsing & %t ) and “following the path of inquiry and study” (tao wen-hsiieh
JEFi1E2 ) have been the two basic methods of instruction according to which people
are taught to exert themselves. Now, what Tzu-ching f## [Lu Hsiang-shan] talks
about are matters pertaining exclusively to “honoring the moral nature” whereas in
my daily discussions I have placed a greater emphasis on "‘inq 'ryg~ﬁn8f,sfﬁdy”... From
now on I ought to turn my attention in . Thus by removing

34, In a conversation with me Professor Yu Ying-shih said that he had never accused Wang Yang-ming of
anti-intellectualism. But Thomas Metzger in his Escape from Predicament (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1977) did make an explicit reference to Yu concerning Wang’s anti-intellectualism. This aroused my
curiosity. I checked the sources and found that Yu did refer to Wang’s anti-intellectualism in his book History
and Thought several times. (cf. pp. 98-99, 104-105) But in a more sophisticated discussion of the problem,
Yu explicitly said that Wang’s thought was supraintellectual, not anti-intellectual, he should not be held
totally responsible for the anti-intellectualistic trend of his followers. (p. 132) Yu also pointed out that there
was not much of an anti-intellectualistic tendency in Lu Hsiang-shan’s thought because there was not yet an
opposition between intellectualism and anti-intellectualism in Sung dynasty, it was through Ch’en Pai-sha
P #1770 that anti-intellectualism became a trend in the Ming dynasty. (pp. 102-103) And it was in Yen Yiian
of the Ch’ing dynasty that we find the climax of anti-intellectualism. (p. 139) Was Professor Yu contradicting
himself? I think he shifted the meaning of the term in his discussion of the problem. When he contrasted the
trend of intellectualism of Chu Hsi in the Sung dynasty and anti-intellectualism of the Ming dynasty, he was
using the term in a loose sense, but when he discussed the individual cases of Lu and Wang, he was using the
term anti-intellectualism in a more restricted sense. There is no deni , Was' ambiguity in his
discussion of the problem. What 1 have attempted is to try, togremo : ambiguities, and I do not
think there would be any obj S

35. Yu Ying-shih, “Morality an
Neo-Confucianism, pp. 228-

osophlcal System in Chan, Chu Hsi and
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weakness on the one hand and gathering strength on the other, I probably would be
able to prevent myself from falling into one-sidedness. %

When Lu heard about this letter, his comments were as follows:

Chu Yuan-hui 7C# {Chu Hsi] wanted to get rid of the defects and combine the merits
of both sides. But I do not think this is possible. If one does not know anything about
honoring the moral nature, how can there be inquiry and study in the first place"

From the debate we can see that Chu and Lu agreed that moral knowledge takes precedence
over sense knowledge but that they differed in the relative importance they assigned to sense
knowledge. Chu adopted a gradual approach and believe d book learning and natural investi-
gation are conduci “und nding of man and his position in the
universe, while L ‘the mphasis on where man is different from
animals that he can ze the best potentlal in his life. Clearly they had given expression to
two very different oks. But Professor Yu did not detect an anti-intellectualistic tendency
in Lu’s thought.

Afterwards Chu’s thought was established as the orthodoxy during the Yiian dynasty
and Lu’s influence was practically negligible. However, during the Ming dynasty the trend
was reversed, scholars in droves turned away from Chu Hsi’s approach as a result of the
influence of Wang Yang-ming. Professor Yu seemed to have a rather ambivalent attitude
toward Wang Yang-ming. From what he wrote it is not clear whether he meant that there was
an anti-intellectualistic tendency in Wang’s thought, or whether he only meant that Wang’s
position could inadvertently lead some of his followers to favour an anti-intellectualistic
approach. I suspect that the latter is the case. And I would like to argue that there was no
anti-intellectualistic tendency in Wang’s own thought, and that it was.through a twist of his
thought that some of his followers such as those .in u 7= school pushed his
thought to one extreme resulting in an ‘anu-mtel e ‘which partially accounted
for the decline of the Wang: school in th‘e earl '

I have argued 'elsawhere that even though Wang was a great admirer of Lu he never
followed Lu’s problematlc ‘but instead took Chu Hsi as his point of departure and eventually
develo ed a philosophy of his own. Hence Chu Hsi was really an important source for
Wang. Wang also put emphasis on book learning. He rejected Chu’s rearrangement of the
text of The Great Learning and tried to revive the old text of the document. He also put a
great deal of emphasis on investigation of things, only he believed that apart from the mind
there could not be any investigation of things. Besides, he was a great military strategist and
proved so successful in the battlefield, it is impossible to make charges against him that he
neglected the practical affairs of the world. Owing to the limitation of space it is impossible
for me to cite extensively from his writings to support my case. Suffice it to quote just one
key passage from his Instructions for Practical Living as follows:

36. Quoted in ibid., p. 228.

37. Quoted in ibid.

38. Shu-hsien Liu, “On
Yang-ming,” Journa

ftant -Source" for he Development of the Philosophy of Wang
mese thlosophv Vol. XI, No. 1 (March, 1984), pp. 83-107.
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Innate knowledge- liang-chih 1401 ] does not come from hearing and seeing, and yet
all seeing and hearing are functions of innate knowledge. Therefore innate knowl-
edge is not impeded by seeing and hearing. Nor is it separated from seeing and
hearing.39

Certainly Wang like Lu accepted the distinction between moral knowledge and sense knowl-
edge and believed that moral knowledge should take precedence over sense knowledge. But
he never belittled sense knowledge. In fact there is a dialectical relationship between moral
knowledge and sense knowledge. Moral knowledge cannot be established merely through an
accumulation of sense knowledge, but once moral knowledge is established, then sense
knowledge would serve as functlon of moral knowledge n.fag ig s thought was a

eliminating human désires” with the understanding that normal desires are conforming to
heavenly principles, only excessive ones are human desires. To take desire to be something
of primary importance with a positive value of its own pertains to a paradigm quite different
from the one commonly accepted by Sung-Ming Neo-Confucian philosophies. Therefore I
maintain that Ch’ing scholars such as Ta1 Chen should by no means be included in the scope

of hsin-ju-chia or Neo-Confucianism.”

39. Wing-tsit Chan, trans., Instructions for Practical Living and Other Neo-Confucian Writings by Wang
Yang-ming (New York: Columbia University Press, 1963), p. 150. ~
40. Only recently I learned that in 1941 Professor Ho Lm %Eﬁ
hsin-kai-chan™ {3 R ARG Bl ]
hsin-ju-chia to refer to cor
used in such a way.
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