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INTRODUCTION *

This dissertation deals with the controversy betwieo contemporary
Western philosophical interpretations of early Gmmn ethics:Confucian
virtue ethicsandConfucian role ethicsAt the centre of this dissertation are the
two different presentations of what constitutes ¢bee characteristics of early
Confucian ethics. At the same time, this dissentais a critical reconstruction
and analysis of the changing Western receptiorady €onfucian ethics.

The first interpretation -€onfucian virtue ethics- will be discussed and
analyzed, because during the last several decadsstihe most prevalent
interpretation in the English language literatupeegsented in textbooks and
encyclopediae of philosophy; see Mou 2009, Wong3204nd one that
receives the widest application. For example, Caafu virtue ethics
framework is also used in bioethical (Fan 2002)juoisprudential (Wang and
Solum 2012) discussions. The proponents of thisrgmétation propose that
ethical ideas found in the writings of early Conéus are best understood and
most adequately presented as a formvidue ethics putting the notion of
praiseworthy character traits — or virtues — aral ¢hltivation thereof at the
centre of early Confucian ethical sensibility. Ugtethics is a major approach
in normative ethics that came to prominence in tasacademic circles in the
end of the 28 century. The proponents of this approach draw ihean Plato
and, more particularly, Aristotle as the foundingthers of virtue ethics
(Hursthouse 2013). Accordingly, the Confucian \artathics interpretation
claims that the recourse to this ethical theorigioally based on the Western
philosophical assumptions and notions, helps combeary Western reader,
some cultural differences notwithstanding, to battederstand and explain the
meaning and relevance of early Confucian ethicélivgs.

The second interpretationGenfucian role ethics- will be discussed and

analyzed because it is the most recent systemierpirgtation of early

1| am indebted to Diana Fontaine for proofreadimgmanuscript. All mistakes that are left are most
assuredly mine.



Confucian ethics that directly opposes the domir@omfucian virtue ethics
interpretation. On the one hand, Confucian rolecetinterpretation does not
explicitly rely on any ready-made and already eéxgsiWestern ethical theory
as an interpretive framework to elucidate and egpdi early Confucian ethical
writings. On the other hand, proponents of Confuca@e ethics interpretation
claim that at the centre of early Confucian ethitahking there is a concern
about flourishing human relationships, which arernmettively regulated
through familial and societaloles These roles and relations are seen as
ontologically and epistemologically primary, becaukey ground a relational
notion of the human being that Confucian role ethiderpretation develops
from early Confucian texts. If the notion of a chaer trait, or the terms of
particular virtues, can be usefully applied in égion of early Confucian
ethics, they are to be thought of as merely davigadand secondary to the
concrete lived relationships.

The two interpretations are compared in this diasen in order to
critically assess the ongoing controversy betwéentivo and to evaluate the
prospects of the newly suggested alternative rgaglirearly Confucian ethics
as Confucian role ethics.

Relevance of the work

The general interest of academic philosophers in the philosoghi
relevance of early Chinese thought is evident mumber of academic journals
exclusively devoted to comparative philosophicatsts Philosophy East and
West Journal of Chinese Philosophysian Philosophy, DaoFrontiers of
Philosophy in Chinpand in a growing number of articles dealing withinese
thought published in academic philosophical jowsrtaat do not specialize in
Asian philosophies, such aBthics Philosophy History of Philosophy
Quarterly, International Philosophical Quarter/yand others. The relevance of
the present dissertation is also evident in anesming number of PhD
dissertations on Chinese thought and its receptefended throughout
European, Australian, and American universitieg, thndency that is made

possible and facilitated by inclusion of Asian thbtirelated courses into the



curricula of many leading Western universities, asll as numerous
conferences and round table discussions organizeabdly.

More specifically, the relevance of the presenseliwtion is highlighted
by the recently revitalized controversy on the ratof early Confucian ethics
found in the English language philosophical wrisn®uring the last couple of
decades, the interpretation of early Confuciancsthis a form of virtue ethics
has been solidified by inclusion of this interptetaal scheme into
philosophical encyclopediae (Mou 2009, Wong 2013]) ¢&he publication of
several recent monographs that argue for a virthieseframework in early
Confucian studies (Van Norden 2007, Yu 2007, Sin®@720 Moreover, a
special journal edition obao (vol. 9 no. 3) was dedicated to Confucianism
and virtue ethics, and many articles by the proptmef this position appear in
philosophical journals (Bretzke 1995, Yu 1998, 3601, 2010, Slingerland
2011).

However, the philosophical discussions on the matdrearly Confucian
ethics and the applicability of foreign conceptdeaimeworks in early
Confucian studies have never been completely defleubts and suggestions
were raised even from the virtue ethics camp it@difcintyre 1991, Angle
and Slote 2013). Even more fervently the controvenser the nature of early
Confucian ethics was recently re-animated by tmmdibation of an alternative
framework for translating key terminology and egpting the content of early
Confucian ethical writings — the Confucian role ieshinterpretation. This
interpretation came to prominence after the pubboaof joint translations by
Roger Ames and Henry Rosemont, Jr. of two earlyf@oan classics — the
Lunyuimag and theXiaojing 4% (Ames and Rosemont 1998, Rosemont and
Ames 2009). After several more articles (Ames 20AMes and Rosemont
2011) and a monograph (Ames 2011) Confucian rdle®tinterpretation is
receiving more attention not only among Western &#lsb among Chinese
academics (Angle 2012, Weber and Wen 2012). PhBedgtions are being
prepared on Confucian role ethics and its relationgarious other Chinese and

Western schools of thought.



In Chinese-speaking academia several events wezadgl organized in
the most prestigious philosophy departments to iBpaity discuss ideas of
role ethics approach to early Confucianism: in 2008'ien Mu (Qian Mu)
Lectures at the Chinese University of Hong Kong;2@11 an academic
workshop at the People’s University of China; and2D13 an international
conference at Shandong University. The Chineseogesyh for the term “role
ethics” —juése lunixué f e fm ¥ £ — is being introduced to Chinese readers,
as English translations of theinyuand theXiaojing by Ames and Rosemont
(1998, and Rosemont and Ames 2009) were translzell into Chinese, as
well as some articles that explicate role ethicstpm.

Yet another perspective, from which the relevandetre present
dissertation can be defended, stems from expligatine universalistic
relational concept of the human being, on whichfGaan role ethics is based.
According to this view, a person is understood rees tbtality of one’s lived
roles and relationships. In the recent philosoghigesychological, and
sociological academic literature, there is a grgmmumber of scholars who
criticize an individualistic notion of the humanihg as a free, rational, and
autonomous self, a viewpoint that has prevailetiViestern thought since the
Enlightenment (Sandel 1984, Gilligan 1993, Noddi2g§92, Midgley 2003,
Gergen 2009, Kellenberger 2013). Critical attitudesvards an atomistic
understanding of humans as expressed by thesersutbsonate with the
analysis and explication of Confucian role ethiosion of human provided in
this dissertation.

The scope of available research

English language literature that presents earlyfi@an ethics as a form
of virtue ethics, or simply tries to elucidate gaffonfucian ethical ideas
through the lens of Aristotelian philosophy, isealdy extensive. Main studies
analysed in this dissertation include Yu (2007),n\Mdorden (2007), Sim
(2007), Cua (1998), lvanhoe (1993 and 2002). Wofkihese authors are the
most representative source for Confucian virtudcstlapproach in English

language literature because the authors stand ®uhe@ most prominent



advocates that take virtue as the central parady €onfucian ethical thinking.
Publications that specifically discuss methodolabiguestions in Confucian
studies and that are important for arguments s thssertation include
Maclintyre (1991), Slingerland (2001), Shun (20@9)hough Fingarette (1972)
has preceded much of the direct controversy omé#tere of early Confucian
ethics between virtue and role interpretations,dess were, in a sense, ahead
of its time and have helped to formulate the arguméthis dissertation.

In the analysis of Confucian role ethics positionainly books and
articles by Rosemont (2004, 1991a, 1991c, 1988)erf2011), Hall and
Ames (1987), translations of early Confucian clessvith commentaries by
Ames and Rosemont (1998), and Rosemont and Am&9)Y2@ere used. The
special issue ofFrontiers of Philosophy in Chinésee Weber and Wen 2012)
was dedicated for the critical assessment of Caoafumle ethics position as
laid out by Ames (2011).

The controversy on the nature of early Confuciahnicst is still an
ongoing debate; thus, scholars involved in it aresthy dealing with the
explication of their respective interpretative flmorks and discussing the
translations of the key terminology. This disséotatfinds its unique place
among current English language scholarship ondpe,tas it is specifically
devoted to meta-analysis of the debate between uCwamf virtue and role
ethics interpretations, and provides comparison ewaluation of underlying
assumptions, methodological approaches, and the &suments of
participants of the debate.

Because the dissertation focuses on the currergptien of early
Confucian ethics in the English speaking philosoghiliterature and not
directly on the relevant early Confucian canonsntbelves, my primary
sources were works of contemporary writers. Howelvbave examined their
claims on early Confucian ethics by consulting yatlonfucian sources —
mainly theLunyuy Mengzi#:¥, andXiaojing — in original classical Chinese.
For this the Internet databaséhinese Texts Projeend Thesaurus Linguae

Sericaewere essential.
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In Lithuania early Chinese thought and its phildsoal reception in the
contemporary West did not attract much attenticeve®al dissertations have
been defended on Chinese thought: Po&k&it999), Juzefovi (2009),
Vaitkevicius (2012). Early Chinese ideas were discussed yarfas
Andrijauskas (1996, 2003, 2004). However, noneheké were dealing with
contemporary Western philosophical reception oflye&@onfucian ethics,
which makes this dissertation the first of its kindLithuania.

Objectives of the present research

The goal of this dissertation is to provide a cali analysis of the
controversy between virtue ethics and role ethitgrpretations of early
Confucian ethics. More specifically, this dissedataims at demonstrating
that Confucian role ethics interpretation has satggea credible alternative to
the presently dominating view of early Confuciantiwgs as a form of virtue
ethics. Without claiming that Confucian role ethioterpretation presents the
final and objectively correct approach to early ftoran studies, the
dissertation aims to show that this new and cormteypretation merits further
research and development in order to fully revesalmplications; that is, the
importance (and the limitations) of relationalitg aell as the familial and
communal roles not only for early Confucian ethlmst also for contemporary
philosophical discussions on the scope and natusthics and the notion of
the human being. In order to achieve this goalfétHewing tasks are being set:

1) to reconstruct the background, explicate undeghassumptions, and
evaluate the core concept cluster of Confuciameigthics interpretation;

2) to determine methodological and philosophicadifians that set the
greatest challenges to virtue ethics interpretatiosarly Confucian ethics;

3) to reconstruct the background, explicate undwsglyassumptions of
Confucian role ethics interpretation and to deteemthe focal point of
controversy between Confucian virtue and role ethit interpreting early
Confucian thought; to highlight and evaluate theraity of Confucian role

ethics approach;
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4) to assess whether Confucian role ethics intepoa is able to tackle
challenges that the proponents of Confucian vietldcs interpretation are
facing, and how so.

Thesis of the dissertation

In the current philosophical controversy, proposeat the Confucian
role ethics interpretation provide an alternatieetihe now most prevalent
virtue ethics interpretation of early Confucianiesh The Confucian role ethics
interpretation provides new translations for therecdConfucian ethical
terminology and suggests that communal roles aratiors rather than
individual character dispositions are the core elet®m of early Confucian
ethics. Confucian role ethics interpretation plaitesrelational concept of the
human as the totality of onels/ed roles and relations, at the centre of its
explication of early Confucian ethics, and thukkas both major pitfalls that
weaken Confucian virtue ethics interpretation, thas, a) the
incommensurability challenge that stems from thenapt to explicate views of
one philosophical system through the conceptuatéraork of the other; and b)
the marginalization of relational aspect in earhjir@se ethics, that stems from
rendering all the core terminology into aretaicioms.

Methods of research

This dissertation first and foremost is the hernadical project that
endeavours to critically reflect the ever-changkgropean attitudes toward
Chinese intellectual culture. In various stage&wfopean-Chinese intellectual
and cultural exchange, these different attitudege hasulted in differently
constructed interpretational schemes explainingniieire and characteristics
of Chinese thought. One of the main methodologassumptions throughout
this dissertation is that these competing Westgpha@ations, in a large degree,
mirror the developments of the philosophical temdesm among Western
cultures and thinkers. Thus, the explanation on€ée ideas necessarily is an
eisegetic activity, which tells us at least as mabbut the one who explains,
as about that which is explained. However, the inapus process of

establishing and of challenging the prevailing \Wastinterpretations in
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Chinese studies awards a careful European readlerani ever more refined
understanding of subtleties of the vast and com@leixese intellectual world.
It might not be able to provide us with the finakaer what Chinese thinking
is, but it can well give us a clearer grasp of whiain€se thinking isot

Building on these methodological assumptions, thissertation starts
with the historical reconstruction of early Westaateption of Confucian
thought. This is meant to clarify the historicadacultural context, in which
the virtue and role ethics interpretations of e&bnfucians have developed to
become the main axis of English language philos@hsontroversy on the
nature of early Confucian ethics.

Methods used in this dissertation include semaantialysis, synchronic
and diachronic comparative analysis of the key amsti as well as the
reconstruction of methodological and philosophi@asumptions of both
interpretations. Hermeneutical assumption on thpomance of cultural and
historical background in understanding cultural rgimeena is evident in my
attempt to explicate both interpretations under itheestigation by placing
them within the continuous historical process ofthb&nglish language
Chinese studies and the development of Westernl iploitasophy.

Structure of dissertation

This dissertation consists of an Introduction, tRerts and Conclusions.
The two parts critically analyse the backgroundeeunlying assumptions, and
the basic vocabularies of Confucian virtue ethiod &onfucian role ethics,
respectively.

In the first Part, the historical and intellectuladckground for the
formation of virtue ethics interpretation of ea@pnfucian ethics is explained
first. In this part, | argue that since missiongrirst attempts to present and
explain early Confucian ethics to a Western audierome widely accepted
characteristic of early Confucian writings was thundamentally practical
orientation and disinterest in universally formatethical principles, vouched

either by the idea of a transcendental God orianait mind.
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Secondly, the arguments in support of virtue etlntsrpretation of early
Confucian ethics are reconstructed and criticaliplgsed. This dissertation
argues that virtue ethics interpretation is a nieesible interpretation of early
Confucian ethics than the picture provided by roisaries and the attempts to
shoehorn early Confucian ethical sensibilities itm® modern Western debates
between utilitarians and deontologists. Nevertlglesvirtue ethics
interpretation, in fact, has continued the eartradition that takes Western
views as the reference point in intercultural s#8diThus the discussion of
virtue ethics interpretation in the second SectibRart 1 is centred on what is
presented as the two biggest challenges to Comfuciatue ethics
interpretation: a) incommensurability challenge tmmparative philosophy
attempting to explain one culture through the cpheal framework of another,
and b) the reductionist tendency in translatingye@onfucian core ethical
terminology as aretaic notions.

In the second Part, the background of alternateading of early
Confucian ethics as role ethics is explained fitst.this part, the main
argument is that Confucian role ethics alternaviermulated as an attempt to
balance the perceived asymmetry in the comparath®sophy, that is, the
situation when Chinese thinkers and thought systames explained and
evaluated solely from Western positions, but thposgie approach is rarely
used.

Secondly, arguments for Confucian role ethics pration are
reconstructed and critically analysed. This disgem argues that role ethics
interpretation attempts to incorporate relationgpexts of early Confucian
thought as the inherent feature of early Confueinics, while trying to avoid
the technical terminology of Western philosophidahdition. Thus the
discussion of role ethics interpretation in the osel Section of Part 2 is
centred on what is presented as the focal poimblef ethics interpretation of
early Confucian ethics: a unique concept of the dumms the totality of one’s

lived roles and relations found in early Confuciaxts. Understanding of
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“roles” in Confucian role ethics is also explicatednd the potentially
problematic points of Confucian role ethics aredssed.

Conclusions are made that proponents of Confuciale rethics
interpretation provide a credible alternative tce thow most prevalent
Confucian virtue ethics interpretation. Confuciasler ethics interpretation
places the relational concept of the human, aditiotaf one’s lived roles and
relations, at the centre of their explication oflg&onfucian ethics, and thus
successfully tackles both major pitfalls that weakéonfucian virtue ethics

interpretation.
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Man through man. Man in relation to man. Man
created by man. Man strengthened by man. Is it my
illusion that | see in this a secret new reality?

Witold Gombrowicz Diary

1 VIRTUE ETHICS INTERPRETATION OF EARLY
CONFUCIANISM

1.1 Early Western reception of Confucian thought

1.1.1 Reception of Chinese thought in the Enlightenment

Since Jesuit missions to China in the"igentury, academic interest in
things Chinese has grown into a separate acadewamclHp of sinology. Part of
the interest of sinologists was always Confuciaought and especially its
ethical and political ideas. However, until recgntprofessional European
philosophers have rarely taken Chinese philosoghgyatem of thought that is
relevant to their current philosophical questiornfs.Chinese intellectual
traditions were studied, it was usually done fronhistorical and cultural
perspective, and rarely from the philosophical.oimder to understand the
grounds for this lack of philosophical appreciatiare will now take a look at
how some key figures in the European Enlightenmewaluated early
Confucian thought.

In the West philosophical interest in Chinese celthad its first major
impulse from the writings of Gottfried Wilhelm Leilz (1646-1716). He is,
arguably, the most prominent Western philosophep wahalyzed Chinese

thought and compared it to Western modes of thmkathout thoroughly
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dismissing if. Leibniz’s studies of Chinese thought were notleied by an
assumption of the overall supremacy of Westernopbpphy over other modes
of thinking. In the Preface to tHeovissima Sinicd_eibniz has expressed his
belief in the superiority of the West in theorelidisciplines, in logic,
metaphysics, and “the knowledge of things incoralirdn Leibniz’'s words,
Westerners “excel by far in the understanding afcepts which are abstracted
by the mind from the material” (Leibniz 1994, 46he same could be said
about the superiority of the West in the militagyesices, although Leibniz did
not think this latter fact should be a source ad¢(ibid.).

However, there is a sphere of human knowledge thetording to

Leibniz, the Western thought falls behind Chinésé.eibniz’ own words,

But who would have believed that there is on earfieople who, though
we are in our view so very advanced in every braoichehavior, still
surpass us in comprehending the precepts of dief? IYet now we find
this to be so among the Chinese, as we learn to khem better. And so
if we are their equals in the industrial arts, amldead of them in
contemplative sciences, certainly they surpassthusugh it is almost
shameful to confess this) in practical philosopthgt is, in the precepts of
ethics and politics adapted to the present life asel of mortals (Leibniz
1994, 46-7).

In Leibniz’s account of the characteristics of gathinese thinking we
already see a theme that will be vibrantly discdsaad evaluated among
Western intellectuals up to today, and which haslifated wide-ranging
acceptance of virtue ethics interpretation of e&bnfucian ethics since the
last third of the 20 century. That is the predominant practical origataof
Chinese thought, their engagement with concretepaniicular experience and
the relative disinterest in establishing abstrastgples or employing abstract
ideas as the grounds for drawing inferences. Ibrnigis evaluation, the fact

that “Chinese are thus seen to be ignorant ofgrest light of the mind, the art

2 \oltaire probably would be the second major Wesf#ilosopher in this regard. See Rowbotham
(1932).
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of demonstration” (Leibniz 1994, 46) is not seendagjualifying them from

the rational discussion. The system of ancient €wensymbols found in the
Book of ChangeéZ 4% Yijing) and known as the trigrams and hexagratits (
gua) was perceived by Leibniz as an early model oinaty mathematics that
he himself was working on (Cook and Rosemont irbh&n 1994, 16-7; for

Leibniz’'s own account see ibid, 73). In addition,Lieibniz’s time still very

recent cruelties and destructions of the Thirty reedVar stood in stark

contrast to the perceived political harmony andligvamong the Chinese.
Thus, Leibniz exalted “how beautifully all the lawtthe Chinese, in contrast
to those of other peoples, are directed to theeaelment of public tranquility
and the establishment of social order, so that sl be disrupted in their
relations as little as possible” (Leibniz 1994,.47)

Leibniz did not think that there are no evils ioféd upon each other
among the people in China, as “our folly is indggeéat, but quite universal”
(ibid). However, he was certain that in the sedmihremedies of these evils,
the Chinese have accomplished much more than thedérs of religious
teachings in European traditions (ibid). On theeothand, as Gregory M.
Reihman points out, Leibniz was also convinced @lanese shared with him
some crucial metaphysical convictions, namely, Wewv of the world as
composed of a plurality of isolated individual stanges, interaction of which
is organized by a creator God (see Reihman 2006, 53

However appreciative is Leibniz’'s assessment oh€tw, looking from
today’s perspective, it is clear that his underditagn was limited by the poor
availability of first-hand materials on China in "L78" century Europe. A
majority of those was produced by various Europ€anistian missionaries,
whose accounts of China were influenced by theissian to evangelize
Chinese. Leibniz also relied on missionaries foforimation on Chinese
thought. Not surprisingly, Leibniz’'s understandiofj Chinese cosmological,
metaphysical, and theological views, as preseme®aihman’s quote, was

notably Christianized and it is highly improbaliatit was adequate.

18



A follower of Leibniz and an important figure in fd@an Enlightenment
Christian Wolff (1679-1754), in his generally pogit evaluation of Chinese
thinking, has also concentrated on the politicaotly and ethics of early
Confucians. In his 1721 public lectutratio dé Sinarum philosophia practica
(Discourse on the Practical Philosophy of the CémpeWolff points out
Kongzi's (KongZ fL¥-, or Confucius) ability to work out a reliable ethi

system even without the support of revealed thgotmghatural religion. Wolff
stresses that Kongeelies on the “force of nature” rather than ideaGafd in

practicing virtue:

Since the ancient Chinese ... did not know the creatdthe world, they

had no natural religion; still less did they knomyawitness of the divine
revelation. That is why they could only count oe tbrce of nature — and
indeed such as was free from all religion — in ortte practice virtue

(Wolff, in Louden 2002, 73-4).

Here we once again see the appreciation of theipahorientation of the early
Chinese, but, in addition, Wolff fully acknowledgtst it is probably related
to the absence of the idea of a transcendent Gedt@rin early Chinese
thought.

This positive evaluation of the practical oriergatiand reliance on the
concrete in the early Chinese writings comes teraoh with the establishment
of the primacy of rationality in the Enlightenmeptoject. Immanuel Kant
(1724-1804) has thoroughly rejected Daoist and Bigidhinking, as well as
much later neo-Confucian legacy, mainly on the gbaof mysticism and
nihilism. In Kant's evaluation directed mainly atafilsm, “Chinese
philosophers strive in dark rooms with eyes clogedexperience and
contemplate their nihility” (Kant in Reinhart 20063). According to Julia
Ching, Kant dismissed “the favorable reports of th&suit missionaries,
sources from which Leibniz and Wolff derived theithusiasm — as inspired
propaganda” (Ching 1978, 168).

19



As Reihman suggests in his article, Kant's positmould have been
influenced and his rejection of Chinese philosogingengthened not only by
his independent understanding of early Chinesesidetheir original form, but
also by his philosophical disagreements with Leil{see Reihman 2006, 55).
This idea, that intellectual tensions within Westephilosophy have
significantly influenced understanding and assessma& early Chinese
thinking should not be taken as a thing of the .p@ste of the arguments
throughout this dissertation is that the disagreémmeamong the Western
interpretations of Chinese thought up to today havbe seen as echoing the
philosophical developments in the West.

Despite the fact that many Confucians throughositiohy have criticized
Daoists and Buddhist on the grounds — similarlyKint — of the alleged
disregard of the sensible world, Kant did not vaenfucian thought any

better. He was convinced that

Confucius teaches in his writings nothing outsidemaral doctrine
designed for princes ... and offers examples ah&rChinese princes ...
But a concept of virtue and morality never enteted heads of the
Chinese (Kant, in Reihman 2006, 58).

If Daoist, Buddhist and neo-Confucian thinkers Kant were engaged “in
misguided philosophical flights of fancy” (Reihma2006, 55), Kant's
dissatisfaction with morality as laid out by Kongaccording to Reihman, is
largely because “it has not been raised to thel leiveonceptual reflection”
(Reihman 2006, 58; also see Ching 1978, 169). Kardeives early Confucian
morality as basednly in the common sense and discovered in historical
precedents, without formal justification of moralles by the rationally

perceived sense of duty:
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This nation is entirely incapable to rise to wisahobility and duty, and all
the morality of Confucius consists of conventiorgictums (Kant,
Physical GeographyMs. 2599, p. 305, in Glasenapp 1954, 103-4).

In other words, the particularity of Kongzi's clanand the perceived
lack of abstract conceptualization are clear signisant that early Confucians
remained unaware of genuine morality. Julia Chiagtends that with such a
position Kant “represents a kind of prototype Wesighilosopher who judges
Eastern philosophies according to his own formapst¢conceptions and
prejudices, while failing to appreciate their basitentions as well as their
own inner dynamics” (Ching 1978, 162).

Ching also suggests that, on a deeper level, wdist lsant and early
Confucians apart is their “basically different ceptof the self” (Ching 1978,
169). According to Ching, Confucians understand wamdn person as
“naturally related to others”, so morality for themthe process of disclosing
this basic “openness as a relational subject” (€Hifi78, 169). For Kant, on
the other hand, the self “affirms its own freedosd, the morality is rooted in
this “thinking subject who must exercise choice ¢oter into moral
relationships” (Ching 1978, 169). Julia Ching doesexplicate this idea about
different conceptions of the human being in Kand aarly Confucians, but
this insight anticipates some arguments of Confuaiale ethics and an
important discussion between different interpretati of Kongzi and early
Confucian ethics that will be addressed at grdategth in Part 2.

A similar position to that of Kant on Confucian tlght can be found in
Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel's (1770-183Lgctures on the History of
Philosophy

We have conversations between Confucius and hiswiets in which
there is nothing definite further than a commonelawral put in the form
of good, sound doctrine, which may be found as exgressed and better,

% This is a quotation from Kant's manuscript of reoter Physical Geographiectures. | am quoting
from (Glasenapp 1954) and according to his systemumbering the manuscripts, see Glasenapp
1954, xv-xx. Wherever there is an English translatf Kant's quotations in Reihman 2006, | follow
it.
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in every place and amongst every people. He isehenmne with whom
there is no speculative philosophy. We may conclitde his original
works that for their reputation it would have bdwmeiter had they never
been translated (Hegel 1995, 121).

Taken by themselves the evaluations of Confuciaudht as having nothing
to do with the ideas of “virtue” and “morality” doeing a “commonplace
moral” do not have to be necessarily dismissive aedative. However the
attitude behind these statements can be seen pu#stion raised by Hegel in
a rather rhetorical manner: “What is there to bentbin all this learning?”
(Hegel 1995, 125) The lack of interest not onlyGhinese but also in Asian
philosophy generally among the leading Westernogbphers in years after
Hegel shows that his question was answered negatilfeAsian, including
Confucian texts, were the source of a genuineastdo Western scholars then
it was from a historical, ethnographical, lingusir cultural, but (usually) not
from a philosophical perspective.

The perceived disinterest of early Confucians irsti@zt principles
(theological, metaphysical, ethical, or otherwiag)s appreciated by some and
depreciated by others, but the orientation of eddgnfucian towards
concreteness was unequivocally stressed. Howelerattive philosophical
engagement with the ideas of early Confucians veaselly very minimal.
Confucian ideas usually were briefly summarized pregented in lecture form
as an amusing oddity of the distarther. Relevance of early Confucian ideas
was seen — if at all — only as a source that sh#pednores of contemporary
Chinese, but were seldom employed as the concepbotd for assessing
statements or ideas of the ongoing philosophichatss in the West.

Such treatment can be explained, at least partidly the fact that
Western philosophers did not read classical Chingses their knowledge of
early Confucian ideas had come solely through s#eign sources -—
translations or the accounts produced by Christrassionaries. The main
objective in the writings of missionaries — despiteir painstaking work with

the classical Chinese canons in their original famd language — was to use
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analysis and discussion of early Chinese thouglth@sneans for facilitating
the evangelization of Chinese, rather than unrageliphilosophical
significance and contemporary relevance of earlgfGgian concepts. In 17
18" century Europe there even was heated debate anmnmentators that,
on one side, maintained that Confucianism acknogddddivine creation,
immortality of the soul, and other elements priftyaassociated with the
Judeo-Christian tradition and, on the other sideg wenied Confucian belief
in divine providence and Natural Theology (seedsg®13).

Such discussions can not be simply dismissedraswbat frivolous and
naive, because even the works of the most acad@misaphisticated
missionaries had an easily recognizable tint ofgbarch for idea of God in
early Confucian texts. To illustrate this point whall move to the next
generation of scholars after Kant and Hegel.

One of the most distinguished sinologists and missies of the 19
century, James Legge (1815-1897), clearly was grurant of or dismissive
towards Chinese intellectual tradition. He wasrat fprofessor of Chinese at
Oxford University and his translations and detaib@snmentaries of Chinese
classical canons are still required reading foromeywho does research in
Chinese culture. However, being a missionary, Legge also trying to find
the idea of a personal God in Confucian writings biggest discontent with

early Confucian moral teachings was that both Kor{§s1-479 BCE) and
Mengzi & + (372-289 BCE) turned away from a more personified

understanding of a higher power, referred t&Shangdi .77 in the Book of
History (Shangshui&) and theBook of OdegqShijing ##4%), and instead
toward a more natural and this-worldly imagetiah X, often translated as

“Heaven” or “Nature” (see Legge 2001, vol.1, 98 antl2, 72).
Legge even claimed that such usage of the term étepgvepared “the
way for the grosser conceptions of the modernditewho would often seem

to deny the divine personality altogether, and sulte for both God and

* These thinkers are known by Western readers afi€ias and Mencius respectively, after the
Latinized versions of their names.
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Heaven a mere principle of order or fithess ofdkiin which, in turn, “has left
the people in the mass to become an easy preyetaltiatrous fooleries of
Buddhism” (Legge 2001, vol.2, 73). Thus in Leggatsount early Confucians
once again stand out as practically inclined thiskbat have little to say to

Enlightenment and post-Enlightenment philosophers:

[Confucius] did not speculate on the creation afigk or the end of them.
He was not troubled to account for the origin ofnmaor did he seek to
know about his hereafter. He meddled neither withysgs nor
metaphysics. ... Confucius is not to be blamed far ¢ilence on the
subjects here indicated. His ignorance of them t@aa great extent his
misfortune. He had not learned them. No reporhefrt had come to him
by the ear; no vision of them by the eye. And te pwactical mind the
toiling of thought amid uncertainties seemed wdfsn useless (Legge
2001, vol.1, 97-8).

This last quote from Legge, largely a sympatheti@ ahoughtful
interpreter of Chinese thought, demonstrates yetha&n point that will stand at
the heart of Confucian role ethics criticism of @aman virtue ethics. Because
Christianity certainly is an ultimate referencemdor Legge, his evaluation of
the differences found in Chinese thinking resulisa rather patronizing
language of “blame”, “ignorance”, or “misfortund’ater, in Chapter 2.1.1 of
this dissertation, | will present Confucian rolehies argument that
implementation of Aristotelian or neo-Aristoteliaimtue ethics framework for
interpreting early Confucian thought often resuttsa similar “asymmetric”
assessments on the part of contemporary philossphdrere Chinese, more
often than not, appear to be underachievers.

Yet another reason for a relative absence of Wespdlosophical
engagement with Chinese thought traditions befofec2ntury can be offered.
The stress of rationality and the conviction of theversal nature of rational
thought have probably reached its peak in the pbpby of Hegel. The
premise of universality and primary importance péculative rational thought

suggests a single and simple template to evalo&#ectual traditions around
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the world. In the minds of both Christian missioearand Enlightenment
philosophers, the perceived absence of both theagbspeculation and rigid
formal argumentation in early Confucian thought {ar any other non-
European tradition) have rendered it into somethiikeg proto-philosophy or
proto-theology. Even if practical use of Confuciansdom” was recognized,
it was still seen as just an initial stage of catirational speculative mind that,
according to Hegel’s vision, is supposed to achits/enore sophisticated form
in European thought. In other words, for the m#omf Enlightenment
thinkers, Europe was the true and only home ofogbipphy. As Elmar

Holenstein has noted of Hegel:

As far as he and his period were concerned, tremead to be cultures in
which absurdity which from the outset deserves urthér examination
was the rule, and rationality which is only recaga on closer
examination was the exception (Holenstein 2003).

Thus the Leibniz-like appreciation of early Confutithought by the time
of Enlightenment was rather the exception. Earlin€e thought presented to
European thinkers a case, which (acknowledginduitslamentally practical
and this-worldly orientation, its disinterest inrfmulating and relying on
abstract and universal principles) could hardlypbsced within the rationally
constructed and conceived field of philosophy. Ustiadably, a full
philosophical engagement with Confucian traditiomswas good as non-
existing.

1.1.2 Rise of virtue ethics and its influence for Confu@n studies

In the beginning of the #0century methods of inquiry into non-Western
cultures have significantly changed. In the caseCtiinese studies, an
important impact in changing the reception of Che¢hinking in the West
was made by Chinese scholars. Many of these prarni@ainese scholars

attended American or European universities, ancewdtuenced by Western
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thinkers and ideas. During the first half of the™2@entury more direct
comparisons between Chinese and Western conceptesof thinking, or
comparisons between the particular thinkers of twe traditions were
introduced into the studies of Chinese thoughthSaholars as Mou Zongsan
(2=, 1909-1995), Tang Junyif{H %%, 1909-1978), Feng Youlan (Fung
Yu-lan #5 /B, 1895-1990), Hu Shi (Hu Shili#, 1891-1962), Wing-tsit
Chan (Chen RongjiBfiZ&4#, 1901-1994), D.C. Laud( &%, 1921-2010), and
others have to be mentioned in this regard. Thenkvinas laid the foundation
for future investigations both in China and in West.

A distinctive characteristic of this new phase e research on early
Chinese thought is the persistent use of Westeitosaiphical terminology in
the works on Chinese intellectual tradition. Instigeriod first histories of
“Chinese philosophy” are written by Chinese scholgtu 2011, first print in
1919; Feng 2009, first print in 1931) that are theer translated into Western
languages (Feng 1952). In this period attempts waade to elucidate early
Confucian ethical ideas via Kantian moral philosgpio explain the ideas of

Mozi 1 (5-4 c. BCE) by the references to utilitarian eshiand to introduce

Daoists and Zhuangzi: ¥ (4-3 c¢. BCE) as being close to the thinkers of
romanticism or scepticism. This “Westernization” Ghinese intellectual
tradition was initiated and fostered, on the onadhay the introduction of
Western type of academia into Chinese educatiorsgésn and, on the other,
by the attempt to “legitimize” Chinese thought, tths, to present it as an
equally valuable source of philosophical insight®ithe human and world
reality, not inferior to the Western philosophitadition.

With the introduction of the Western system of l@ghducation to China
at the turn of the 20century, the conviction has strengthened amonge3ei
intellectuals that the Western style philosophy atidstern style of doing
science has to be taken as the role model of styhokmuiry. The attempts
were made to “elucidate” traditional Chinese waysconceptualizing the

world of experience by accommodating them to thietsdistinctions between
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the separate fields of the modern scholarship. ThesChinese texts deemed
as “literature” had to be separated from the téxéd have been perceived as
belonging to the field of “history”. In the same mm&r, Confucian
“philosophy” had to be separated from Confuciarigren”.

This in itself is a problematic undertaking, be@ssch distinction does
not have an equivalent in the early Chinese teXts very notions of
“philosophy” and “religion” were introduced to Cleise culture in the late 19
century via Japanese as neologishéxué’i £ and zongjiao 3%, meaning,
respectively, “learning of wisdom” and “teachingd ancestry”. The
problematic nature of the departmentalization oin€be intellectual tradition
according to Western academic distinctions canees $n heated discussions
if traditional China had “science” (Feng 1998, ®@;-Hu 2013), “philosophy”
(Wu 1998, Defoort 2001, 2006; Defoort and Ge 2065Raud 2006), or if
“religion” is on the decline in China after the ruof the 28' century (Yang
1961, for opposite results see Goossaert and P&ldidr).

All these discussions point out that answers tsdlguestions depend on
which definition of “science”, “religion”, or “phdsophy” we take as an
adequate one. For example, Goossaert’'s and Palrfgkl) work on the
status of “religion” in modern China does not supple secularization thesis
advanced by Yang (1961). Different results can Xyjgatned by the different
approaches these scholars have to what countselgion”. As J. Brooks
Jessup explains, Goossaert and Palmer are abiledporate martial arts and
gigong & ) into their study of Chinese religious practicescduse they
conceive “the Chinese religion not as an autononsgatem, but rather as part
of a larger “social ecology” ... in which religiouteeents constantly interact
with each other as well as with the broader so@alitical, and economic
environment” (Brooks Jessup 2011, 433). GoossaettRalmer broaden the
scope of the concept of “religion” in its appliaati to Chinese cultural
environment and thus are able to register someuehigChinese expressions

of religiousness.
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Matters are further complicated if one takes iatcount that the term
“philosophy” is often seen as a “showpiece” in Epgan style universities
(Defoort 2001). When it comes to “philosophy”, thencept is not only a
descriptive name of a human intellectual activibyt often used as an
evaluative term, indicating a certain degree ofhssifcation and achievement.
This at least partially explains why, as Defoor0@2, 393) indicates, the
guestion of China having or not having “philosoptaf5o touches upon the
feelings of national pride, which in itself musttieave much to do with the
ideas presented in Chinese intellectual tradition.

As the result of this double-edged objective taiglate and to legitimize
traditional Chinese thought, different voices withhe tradition that came to
be called “Chinese philosophy” were portrayed dsoewy the disagreements
in the history of theVesternphilosophy such as those between idealists and
realists in the field of theory of knowledge, oo$le between deontology and
consequentialism in the field of ethics. Thesedions in Western philosophy
played a significant role in the philosophical ngten of early Chinese
thought, as the philosophical value and signifieaot early Chinese writings
were judged primarily according to the requiremethiat follow from the
particular framework inherent in a specific Westghilosophical dichotomy.

As an example, consider how Wing-tsit Chan, a legdauthority for
more than one generation of scholars in Chineslesaphy, is explaining in

the introductory passages the differences betweathdy philosophers Cheng
£ of the 11th century:

Cheng YT [#£F] is so much more rationalistic than Cheng H##]
and Cheng Hao so much more idealistic than Chgnghat it is
permissible to say that Cheng Hao inaugurateddéalistic wing of Neo-
Confucianism while his brother inaugurated the oralistic wing,
although their differences have been exaggeratecdant years (Chan
1963, 518).

® | change transcription method of Chinese charadtgrinyin whenever | am citing texts that use
other methods of transcription.
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Wing-tsit Chan in these same terms explains thagdeement between

Song& dynasty scholar Zhu Xk (1130-1200) and his rival Lu Xiangshan
BE %1l (1139-1193) or, by extension, with Zhu's opponénom Ming H
dynasty Wang YangmingtF% ] (1472-1529) over the interpretation of the

termgéwut& ¥, denoting a method of inquiry into the world:

For Zhu Xi, the investigation of thinggéwu- V.S.] means investigating
the principle in things. For Lu, investigation meaimvestigating the
mind... These philosophical differences are as shaspthey are
incompatible. ... Thus they intensified the diffar@mphasis of Cheng
yi ... and his brother Cheng Hao ... and formed the twagwiof Neo-
Confucianism, the rationalistic or the School ahBiple and the idealistic
or the School of Mind, that were to flourish forvegal centurie’(ibid,
573).

In the comparable manner, the specifically Westanmd modern
dichotomy in moral philosophy between deontologésid consequentialists —
largely associated with utilitarianism of JeremynBem (1748-1832) and
John Stewart Mill (1806-1873) — that have dominaWeéstern academic
discourse during the first part of 2@entury has been imposed on the studies
of early Confucian thought. Characterizing onehd most heated debates in
pre-imperial China among Confucians and the schbbo (mojiz 55 5%) — the
popular intellectual movement during the Warringt& Zhangud#k=, ca.
475-221 BCE) period and vocal critics of early Gandén ideas — Christian

Jochim, for example, states:

The key issue over which the two schools debatequite familiar to
students of recent Western moral philosophy: teadasof the priority of
the right over the good (Jochim 1980, 135).

® For one position that doubts the accuracy of¢het'idealism” when it comes to characterization of
Wang Yangming's thought see Lee 1987; also sed 2838.
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In this framework Mohistsniojiz %) are generally characterized as
consequentialist or utilitarian thinkers, not withhovery sound reasons (see
Fung 1952, pp. 84-7; Van Norden 2007t the same time their rivals,
classical Confucians, have often ended up on thgosife side of this
preestablished dichotomy, which, after all, was s&itout by Confucians and
Mohists themselves. While acknowledging the darfgdrerent in this task”,
Christian Jochim tries, in his own words, to “illurate” Kongzi's stance on
moral questions by stating that “Confucius was widedly one such radical,
one is even tempted to say ‘pure’ deontologist” #rat “Confucius can only
be understood as a radically deontological etHigistd, 137-8 and 139).

Because early Confucian texts explicitly reject enial gain (i ) as a
motivating factor for human undertakings, the pe@& Confucian
commitment to follow the precepts of “moral rulgs”#&) played a major role

in establishing the deontological reading of eddgnfucian thought. It is
necessary to point out that the deontological readif early Confucianism
was (and sometimes still is) endorsed without elmgling the consensus that,
for early Confucian thinkers, a context based paldrity rather than
theoretically formulated abstract principles infojudgments, evaluations, and
actions. Once again, it can be argued that the sththe English language
moral philosophy of that time, rather than deepnaiés of early Confucian
and Kantian thought have endorsed a deontologitalpretation of Kongzi
and his followers.

In the deontological interpretation of early Conéuns, the source of the
normative standard in the early Confucian thoughtjas said, was a realized
duty and obligation that allegedly dominated e&bnfucian thought. It was
important in these studies to find and to showgbssibility of autonomy and
rationality in Confucian ethical writings, becaudeontological ethics could
not function without a rational and autonomous vittiial, a source of self-
legislation (Guo 2007).

" For a recent position that raises doubts abougémeral consensus that Mohism is a kind of
utilitarianism see Goldin 2011, 71ff.
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Such reading was and still is quite popular amohgn€se scholars in
both mainland China and Taiwan. On one hand, fan€3e scholars of the
early years of 20 century, such as Mou Zongsan, Tang Junyi, FendaYiou
and others, implementation of Western philosophicalbulary was a way of
promoting dialogue between European and Chinesdlaotual cultures and
the possibility to re-introduce the legacy of anti€hinese tradition as a
viable point of philosophical interest. The infleenof these great philosophers
and teachers on their students at least partiadplaesns why the Kantian
approach to Confucianism is so much more populaClmna than in the
contemporary West.

For example, Guo Qiyong claims, “Kantian philosoplsy a vital
framework of reference in propagating Confucian ahghilosophy” (Guo
2007, 359). At the same time, according to Guo, Mougsan is justified to
use specific Kantian terminology while explainingongzi and Mengzi,

because

if we proceed from his [i.e., Kant's — V.S.] “categal imperative” and

understand Mencius from the perspective of the hedislating for itself,

we will find this kind of interpretation does norlrato Mencius’ learning.
On the contrary, it is conducive to the communaatbetween Chinese
and Western philosophies (Guo 2007, 359; 351).

Clearly, Guo’s arguments suggest that the primatiomale behind his and
Mou’s approach that grants its justification hasleowith the presentation of
Chinese philosophy to the outside world, that is, Guo’s words,
“propagation” and “communication”. When it comesMeng?’s learning, it is,
apparently, enough that the approach “does no ha@uould it be that the
understanding of Mengz‘from the perspective of the will legislating for
itself” does no harm simply because it does nothiaypon Mengzi's learning?
It must be acknowledged that in English languatgdiure suggestions
occasionally do appear, showing how some concepinalarities between

Kantian and early Confucian traditions may be fuliy employed in
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philosophical discussions (Wawrytko 1982 on “respend jing %%, Nuyen
2010 on “good will” andchéng?). However, even if we agree that there are
some similarities between ethical ideas in Kant aady Confucians, these
similarities are matched with even greater diffeemnon a much more basic
level. Thus now in the West the attempts to expdiearly Confucian ideas in
deontological terms are rather uncommon. Much ncorgemporary Western
interpreters explicitly deny the adequacy of delmgical interpretations of
early Confucian thought. And the main line of argum) once again, is the
thorough commitment of early Confucians to theipalarity of situation and
the absence of abstract universal principles inr thhnical teachings. What
happened that this feature of early Confuciandextaio appear for Western
scholars as a decisive hindrance to explain eastyfiian thought in Kantian
terms? Once again, the answer should be soughhendevelopment of
Western moral philosophy, namely, the status ofstatie’s ethical ideas
among the mainstream of Western moral philosophers.

As | have suggested earlier, the preoccupation esté/n modern moral
philosophy with deontological-utilitarian debatel diot allow for other models
to be developed in explicating Confucian ethicakid in academic philosophy,
even if such models were occasionally suggestda Qlning, for example,
mentions only in passing that “stoic philosophyhably presents the closest
parallel to that of Confucius and Mencius” (Chin§78, 167). But even
comparisons of early Confucian thought to Aristotidich would become the
most prevalent interpretation of early Confuciam&nglish language literature
after 80’s, were also very rare during the firsif lsd 20" century. One of the
very first attempts to employ Aristotle’s philosgphin an analysis of
Confucian thought comes from Max Hamburger in drclarthat appeared in
1956. One of the early reasons in favor of suchomparison, for Max
Hamburger, was his conviction that Aristotle wa#t leut in the scholarly

research on early Confucian thought. In Hamburgedsls:
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One of the main stimuli for a closer comparisorAdktotle and Kongziis
to be found in the obvious neglect of Aristotle'srkvin the most recent
publications on Chinese philosophy and Confuciahi@tamburger 1956,
340).

Hamburger noticed that although Homer Dubs, onéheffirst translators of
early Confucian thinker Xunz#j¥-, dubbed him “the Aristotle of China”,

other prominent scholars of the first half of theentieth century working on
Confucian thought did not follow the implicationcéording to Hamburger’'s
analysis, “we find but scanty references to Aristeind some of them only in
connection with Plato” in the works of Feng Youléterrlee G. Creel, and E.R.
Hughes (Hamburger 1956, 340). Despite Hamburgeqdiait defense of an
Aristotelian approach to the early Confucians, Hargbr’'s suggestion did not
gain much popularity. Arguably, this had more tovdth the general status of
Aristotle’s ethics among Western philosophers eftime. Hamburger’s paper
appeared two years before G.E.M. Anscombe publishdte same journal her
“Modern Moral Philosophy” (1958), the article thatwidely recognized as a
cornerstone for the revival of Aristotelian ideadNestern moral philosophy.

Anscombe has voiced the growing discontent amongstévie
philosophers with the direction of modern moral lpsophy. In her often
guoted article “Modern Moral Philosophy” Anscombarrhulates two main
charges against moral philosophy as it is undedstoml exercised in her times:
on the one hand, it is the lack of an “adequatéopbphy of psychology”, and
on the other, it is the reliance on the “law cormep of ethics” with the
concepts of “being bound, permitted, or excusedbeaded in our language.
These notions, though meaningful in some contedsprding to Anscombe,
“had lost their root” since the Enlightenment halled into question believing
in God as a law-giver (see Anscombe 1958, 1; 5)AAscombe claims, ,it is
as if the notion ‘criminal’ were to remain whenromal law and criminal
courts had been abolished and forgotten” (Anscoh®as, 5).

Anscombe, not being a virtue ethicist herself, haticipated the core

points in virtue ethics, namely, the attention t@rah psychology or the
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character traits of moral agents, and the impogaofccultural background,
without which the discourse of morality can harddg meaningful and
stimulating for people whose characters and actemsoral theory aims to
explain and evaluate.

The trend has further flourished after the pubiaratof Alasdair
Maclintyre'sAfter Virtue(1981), which marked the rise of contemporaryuart
ethics. Virtue ethics have successfully addressadesbasic weaknesses of
modern moral philosophy as pointed out by Ansconidest notably virtue
ethics tried to compensate the lack of attentiomtwal psychology evident in
the deontological and consequentialist ethics. ds halso lessened the
dependence of ethical thinking on the notions didund obligation, instead
pushing the concept of virtue and, by extensioa,dbncept of the person into
the centre of ethical deliberations. By the en@@* century virtue ethics has
become an established theory in the contemporaagleswic discourse on
ethics. Rosalind Hursthouse points out the chahge the status of virtue

ethics underwent in the West:

Virtue ethics was regarded not as a third appraadts own right, but as

emphasizing a few interesting points <...>. And now the latest

collections (as | write, in 1998), it has acquifall status, recognized as a
rival to deontological and utilitarian approaches, interestingly and

challengingly different from either as they are nfroeach other

(Hursthouse 1999, 2).

This change in the Western ethical discourse hdsrimresonated in a
new wave of comparative studies, where Kongzi atm@roearly Confucians
are interpreted through comparisons with Arist@ted contemporary virtue
ethics. Eventually, the deontological interpretatad early Confucians started
to receive strong criticism from Western philosapheand the Confucian
virtue ethics approach has come to the prominence.

Philip J. Ivanhoe, one of the most prominent adtexdor the virtue

ethics approach to early Confucians, rejected tbssipility to adequately
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explain Confucian ethics through either Kantian utilitarian vocabulary.

Ivanhoe gives this explanation of early Confucitnes:

[Confucianism is] the ethical view that gives pridé place to the
development and importance of various human exuegle rather than to
calculations of nonmoral good or rational rule daling (lvanhoe 2002,
167n.6).

Ivanhoe takes Heiner Roetz among contemporary ahals presenting
the idea that Kongzi “offered a generally deontata and specifically
Kantian style ethical theory” (lvanhoe 2002, 8).anhoe sees Roetz as
mistaken, because the universality that Roetz ardoein Confucian ethics
comes “out of more general beliefs about the chiarad human nature. In this
regard, Kongzi is more like Aristotle than Kantvghhoe 2002, 9).

Stephen A. Wilson is making an argument of wealemfagainst a
deontological interpretation. Wilson claims thabd®logy is not necessary to
appreciate the crucial feature of Confucian ethiebjch for him is the
perceived ability of Confucian thought to “embodydaexpress the fullest
humanity” of ethical agents without “undoing tha&idividuality” (see Wilson
1995, 263; 279).

Edward Slingerland (2001) agrees with Wilsons gaingosition, but
goes further, claiming that deontology is incomipiati with the “salient
aspects” of Confucian thought (Slingerland 200J, 88Slingerland’s opinion,
what makes Confucianism so radically different frdaontology is the latter’s
excessive reliance on rules and overlooking of “#tkical importance of
situation-specific judgment” (Slingerland 2001, L0Uhis was also noted by

Antonio Cua;:

[For Confucians] a viable ethical theory is thudbjeat to pragmatic
assessment in the light of changing circumstanCessequently, ethical
requirements cannot be stated in terms of absphineiples or rules (Cua
1998, 268).
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This is a clear rejection of the possibility thatlg Confucianism would
have “the notion of principle that possesses thtustof objective validity and
universal applicability, an appeal that is deemeshuisite by most
contemporary ethical thinkers (e.g. Kantian, w@ri@&n, and contractarian)”
(Cua 1998, 304). On the other hand, Cua acceptswthan “principles are
construed somewhat along the line of Kant's nobdbmaxims or ‘subjective
principles of volition’, i.e., as personal rules afnduct”’, these “first-person
precepts” or “preceptive principles” can be saichaging played an important
role for Confucian ethical deliberations (Cua 193@&4).

Generally speaking, Confucian virtue ethics provede a successful
framework in interpreting early Confucian ideas.nf@wences are organized
and books are published both in China and the Wt investigate more
deeply the relations between early Confucian etlticaught and virtue ethics.
Scholars who endorse interpreting early Confuctansugh the lens of virtue
ethics claim that it provides a consistent anduaiky supported view of early
Confucian ethics that both enables us to grasp riwst fundamental
characteristics of early Confucians; it also shdwsv early Confucian ideas
can be used in contemporary debates in moral mplos (Van Norden 2007,
Sim 2007, Yu 2007, Slingerland 2011). Success @f@bnfucian virtue ethics
position is also seen by scholars in that it hétpeach early Confucian ethics
at Western universities, as it “will allow a begimyp student swift access to
pull together the seemingly disparate accounts doum the Analects and
thereby grasp the overarching moral tenets of tlmnfi@ian tradition”
(Santiago 2008). On a more substantial level, tlomf@ian virtue ethics
approach can be seen as successful in that itmisesarly Confucian ethics as
a philosophically interesting and relevant positimy relying on and
explicating the feature that, since the missiosaneas deemed to be at the
core of early Confucian thought, namely, its puEiti orientation and
disinterest in universal principles. Therefore, th@ncentration on human

character and virtue has become a crucial patieWirtue ethics approach to
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early Confucians (evidence for this claim will beoyided in Chapters 1.2.2
and 1.2.3).

However, the Confucian virtue ethics approach, cai¢fh critical to
previous interpretations, in essence, continues \testern tradition of
engagement with Chinese thought in that it takéd/estern philosophical
framework as the reference point for discussiorseraluations. This attempt
to explain one intellectual tradition through thenceptual framework of the
other raises serious methodological issues, priynatine question of
commensurability between “philosophical traditiotet have developed in
relative isolation from one another and that arBndd quite broadly along
cultural and regional lines” (Wong 2011). Withouttyadoubt, our knowledge
and understanding of new things can only come via @ready existing
knowledge and understanding. Thus, our understgndindifferent ethical
system also has to be mediated by our own senséheofethical. For
comparative philosophers this problem of shiftimgvieeen different cultures is
as acute as it is complicated. Confucian virtuecethwhich claims that early
Confucian ethics is best understood via Aristoteliar neo-Aristotelian
terminology of virtue ethics, cannot ignore thesthndological problems.

Now we can proceed to an analysis and explicatioBamfucian virtue
ethics, starting from an analysis of how the probl& incommensurability on
the methodological level was addressed by Confueidne ethics, followed
by an explication and critical assessment of thenraeguments for Confucian

virtue ethics interpretation.

1.2 Confucian virtue ethics: arguments and problems

With the development of virtue ethics in the Wesipre and more
sinological and comparative studies have suggebtacearly Confucian ethics
is best understood as a form of virtue ethics. Tignework has been

employed not only in the philosophical receptioreafly Confucianism in the

37



West, but has also gained a significant populadtyong contemporary
Chinese philosophers, especially the ones workmgamparative ethics or
with academic ties to Western universities. Evemenstriking is the tendency
to study Chinese thought using Western philosopHreaneworks, including
that of virtue ethicsdéxing lunf f214E fi#E), in Chinese language publications
(Shun 2009 acknowledges this tendency). Contemperidue ethics is a very
broad term for ethical theories that put emphasisnoral virtues and moral
character instead of concentrating on particularamactions. Although virtue
ethics may have different sources of inspiratiomsimauthors take ancient
Greek philosophy and especially the philosophy p$tatle as the main source
of inspiration. The presentation of early Confucethics as a form of virtue
ethics also usually takes Aristotle as the coumterpf comparing ideas of the
two cultures and explaining the normative poweritehhe early Confucian
writings®.

In this section | will give an account of the “wig ethics” approach to
early Confucian ethics. My aim is to critically éwate the methodological
stance of the approach and to analyze the condegpparatus that allows
scholars to present early Confucian ethics as @ fofr virtue ethics. In this
section, my main attention will be to show how toge terminology of early
Confucian thinkers is translated and interpretedhim framework of aretaic
ethics. First, | will analyze the biggest methodpdal challenge to interpreting
early Confucians from Aristotelian virtue ethics sgmns, which was
articulated by Maclntyre (1991) as an incommensiitatihesis. Second, |
will turn to explication and critical analysis dfe content of Confucian virtue
ethics. | will demonstrate how early Confuciaé % is compared and
identified with Aristotelianaréte and its contemporary counterparts “virtue”
and “excellence”. As a resulté 7% is placed at the very centre of early

Confucian ethics and understood as a personal alkearaait, or a “virtue”,

8 See Yearley 1990 for a detailed argument for meiethics approach to early Confucian ethics,
where he compares Mengzi with Thomas Aquinas, ansté Aristotle. However, the neo-Aristotelian
virtue ethics is mostly employed in the “virtue iefi approach to early Confucianism (see Slingetlan
2001).

38



despite some acknowledged important differenceénmeaning oflé £ in

the early Confucian texts. Third, | will further denstrate that the virtue
ethics framework dictates the reading of other irtpa early Confucian
notions, such asén 1=, yi 55, I/ % and others, as particular instances of a
“Confucian list of virtues”. | will point out theifficulties, which spring from
translating the core terminology of early Confucethics into aretaic notions,
mainly, building on the critique articulated by garette (1972).

1.2.1 Problem of incommensurability in Confucian virtue ehics’

In a volume dedicated to comparative studies, Adasdacintyre
published an article presenting early Confucian amdtotle’s thoughts as
incommensurable thought systems, explicitly expngsgdoubt that notions and
statements of one incommensurable thought system ke adequately
expressed and addressed within the framework ofatm@her (Maclntyre
1991). The position Macintyre argued for in thisicde has been taken by
proponents of Confucian virtue ethics as a cha#lenng their approach
(Slingerland 2001; Yu 2007; Sim 2007; Van Norde®720 The challenge is
even more pressing, as it was formulated by thekén whose ideas have
largely shaped the virtue ethics approach in génera

According to Richard J. Bernstein, “incommensuli&giwas thrust into
the centre of Anglo-American philosophical debatecause of Thomas
Kuhn’s provocative bookThe Structure of Scientific Revolutiér(Bernstein
1991, 87). Maclintyre extends the use of the teromfrexact sciences and
applies it in his article to intercultural studieere Mcintyre discusses
comparative philosophy that explains, evaluatesi emmpares Aristotelian
and Confucian approaches to ethical issues by ngutihese two thought
systems into one — neo-Aristotelian — conceptuaméwork. In this article

Maclintyre treats early Confucian and Aristoteliahought systems as

® Fuller explication of ideas in this section wadlghed in form of an article, see Silius (2013).
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incommensurable. According to Macintyre, the incamsurability is “a
relationship between two or more systems of thougid practice, each
embodying its own peculiar conceptual scheme, avegrtain period of time”
(Macintyre 1991, 109). The peculiarity of any givbought system, according
to Maclintyre, is so pervasive that it manifestglit®iot only in the different
concepts used by adherents of that system of thamghpractice, but also in
rules and ways of argumentation different and dpedor that system,
different standards and measures of interpretatierplanation, and
justification, different norms of achievement, aswon. Because cultures and
systems of thought and practice are dynamic estikiat change over the time,
Maclntyre acknowledges that the systems that werennmensurable at one
point of history may become commensurable at anottewever, during the

time of incommensurability, according to Maclintyre,

It will be the case that those who inhabit eachhef two or more rival

schemes of thought and practice embody them in theiefs, actions,

judgments, and arguments in such a way that ibth the case that the
members of the two or more rival parties can ageaeh from their own

point of view, that they are referring to, charaizieg, and conducting
their inquiries about what is indeed one and thmeesaubject matter, and
yet also in their characterizations of and questiabout that subject
matter employ, to some large and significant degoemcepts whose
applicability entails the nonapplicability, the wawusness, of the
conceptual scheme or schemes employed by thels riMacintyre 1991,

109-10).

Maclntyre suggests that incommensurable systenissidre a certain
structure that will enable them to agree that thigesxct matter of their interest

is the same, but, nevertheless,

It is at a second level of characterization thadprates are applied in
accordance with standards internal to and pectdiaeach of the rival
standpoints and such that each set of standarddesithe possibility of

application for key predicates of its rivals. Aridstuse of predicates will
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give expression to distinctive modes of observatminseeing as and of

imagining, as well as of reasoning (Macintyre 19B10).

We can sum up Maclintyre’s position on incommensiitalof thought
systems into five main points relevant to compaeaphilosophers. The first
point, one of the main themes throughout, is thateg can be no neutral and at
the same time meaningful standpoint from which weld¢d compare two rival
systems of thought and practice. As Macintyre puytsve could supply an
account neutral with respect to any two rival syse but such an account
would be “at so bare a level of characterizatioat tit will be equally
compatible with far too many rival bodies of theofyacintyre 1991, 105).

The second and related point is that the lack ovamsal and neutral
standpoints for comparison makes it obvious thanethe statement of the
nature of contrast between two rival systems ofugiimd and practice is
problematic, because it is very likely to assunoeain specific view of what
counts as problematic issue. Accordingly, one hale to engage into equally
specific way of how to formulate and solve thauesg$Macintyre 1991, 107-8).

The third point deals with the relation betweenomemensurability,
translatability, and the issue that will be verypwontant for Maclntyre’s critics
— the possibility for mutual understanding betwedeim different cultures.
According to Maclntyre, when the incommensurabilitgrises from
untranslatability of the natural or technical laagas, in which the rival
systems of thought and practice are expressedpds cot follow that all
mutual understanding is precluded (Macintyre 1991). In Macintyre’s view,
understanding comes from immersion into the riyattesm and from learning
their specific ways of reasoning and expressingdselts of that reasoning. It
sounds as if for Macintyre understanding is a pgea# practical engagement
and not merely a result of theoretical elucidatidine incommensurability
thesis, as Maclntyre presents it, does not sugihestthe incommensurable
systems are impenetrable and inaccessible for etndr’'s adherents. It also
does not maintain thatothing meaningful can be argued from one system

against the other. However, it does suggest thatimhpossible to adequately
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and fully reiterate the problematique of one systenthought with the
conceptual framework of the other incommensuraistesn without losing a
significant degree of meaning and uniqueness afsygtem. A similar critique
of Confucian virtue ethics will be seen in the dission on the Confucian role
ethics position in Part 2. Both MacIntyre and Camda role ethics proponents
hold the position that we eventually may achievelanstanding of another
thought system and even present a substantiajuezitibut it will not happen if
we both startand finish our investigation of the incommensurableudht
system by applying our own standards and concefrarakeworks.

The forth point Maclntyre directs more to Aristadels, which shows that
he admits that a Confucian framework could probaklyder this aspect of
comparative philosophy differently or find it ireslant. Macintyre suggests
that the conceptual grasp of incommensurabilitypfeto advance the
conversation between two rival systems, because fidea of
incommensurability can help Aristotelians underdttrat their rejection of the
rival standpoint was “inevitable”, stemming fromethmposition of their
standards of argumentation and justification ugmn gystem that operates in
rather different and incommensurable ways. Macitgxplains the possible

reaction from Aristotelians:

They would have to conclude that no rational enteymo dialectical

appeal to mutually acknowledged principles of anpndk whether

principles embodied in shared established opin@rr@inciples necessary
for the achievements of scientific explanation amtlerstanding, had
taken place or could so far have taken place (Mgarii991, 112).

In other words, the concept of incommensurabiligkes one aware that there
are other consistent and workable ways of desgibmd explaining the world
reality. We can say that according to Macintyreg thecognition of
incommensurability of two rival theories may fosteore charitable treatment
of the rival theory, allowing it to state its pasit in its own framework, and it

prevents the temptation of a reductionist treatnoémtorld cultures.
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This point should be seen as Macintyre’s suggedtioallow the rival
system of thought and practice to be different fmm’s own; that is, allowing
it to operate in its natural modus, according onatural standards. At the
same time, because Macintyre does not see culaum@ssystems of thought
and practice inherent in these cultures as static rmonolithic, but rather as
changing through the course of their history, th@mmensurability of some
two theoretical standpoints is not taken by Madiaigs an unavoidable matter
of fact that makes the rational encounter impossibhis leads us to the last
and fifth point of Macintyre’s incommensurabilitijidsis: the suggestion that
the rational debate and encounter between Arisgoteind Confucian systems
can take place only by so enriching the linguiasia conceptual resources of
one’s own tradition that would enable the partegtovide a more adequate

representation of each other. According to Mackmtyr

That accurate representation will be of the other aa historically
developing body of theory and practice, succeedimgiling at each stage,
in the light of its own standards, in respect & thfficulties or problems
internal to it. That is, what the Aristotelian wilave had to provide for his
or her own use will be a history of Confucianismtign and understood

from a Confucian point of view... (Macintyre 1991,7)1

Maclintyre finishes his paper with suggestions #taduld facilitate such
conversation between two or more rival bodies @otly and practice that
would not, in Macintyre’s words, be “sterile”. Rirshe suggests that as
comparative philosophers we should “understandoour standpoint in a way
that renders it from our own point of view as peybhtic as possible and
therefore as maximally vulnerable as possible tdeate by that rival”
(Macintyre 1991, 121). Then, Macintyre claims, wavé to make sure that
“‘we do not allow ourselves to forget that in compgrtwo fundamental
standpoints at odds with each other ... we have ndrale independent
standpoint from which to do so” (Macintyre 1991,1)12 According to

Maclintyre this means that we can compare Confusmarand Aristotelianism
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from the Confucian point of view, or from Aristaah point of view, or from
some third, equally specific standpoint with its rownternal structure,
standards, and vocabulary, for example, Buddhigtamtian.

In Confucian studies many adherents of virtue ethinterpretation of
early Confucians have taken Maclintyre’s position aschallenge. It is
especially acute problem for virtue ethics approconfucian texts, as the
main thesis of this group of scholars — that e&onfucian thought is best
understood as a form of virtue ettfts can be seen as an attempt to express
the sensibilities of one tradition with the vocabyl of another
incommensurable tradition. Yu Jiyuan, for exampletes that Macintyre’s
version of incommensurability “threatens our projet comparing the ethics
of Aristotle and Confucius”, but Yu, nevertheledsges not find Maclintyre’s
“rejection of the possibility of the comparison ween Aristotelianism and
Confucianism to be acceptable” (Yu 2007, 6-7).

We can discern two ways — “negative” and “positive”in which
adherents of virtue ethics interpretation of e&gnfucians have tried to meet
Maclintyre’s challenge. The goal of the negativepoese (Yu 2007, Sim 2007)
is to refute Maclntyre’s critique by showing thatis contradictory, wrong,
and/or harmful. According to Yu Jiyuan, Maclintyrgssition “is not clear”
and Maclintyre “seems to be caught in confusion” @007, 7; 8). Where does
Yu see this alleged confusion in Macintyre’'s pasif Yu explains that
Maclintyre’s understanding of the incommensurabigfytwo rival systems is
leading “to the impossibility of adjudicating theival claims” (Yu 2007, 7).
However, Macintyre allows rational encounter amunsthing that Yu finds
ironic, Maclintyre draws his conclusion about theoimmensurability of
Confucianism and Aristotelianism “through compamatsstudy of these two
theories” (Yu 2007, 7). Thus Yu concludes that Niage is seemingly
confused between “the result of comparative phpbgo and its mere
possibility” (Yu 2007, 8).

10°See, for example, Ivanhoe 2002, 167 n. 6; Sliager2001, and others.
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Yu quotes Macintyre’s suggestion that mutual uridexing becomes
possible for adherents of rival systems after deayn each other’s language;

Yu gives us a hint where to look for resolving Magte’s confusion:

In saying this, however, the problem is no londsow the possibility of
comparison, but about how comparison should be dodewhat qualities
a comparativist need possess in order to get thedgme appropriately.
These are very different issues (Yu 2007, 7).

While | agree with this particular claim of Yu, k't agree with the
implications of his “no longer”, which suggests tthguestioning the very
possibility of comparison was an initial intentiof Macintyre’s article. It is
implied that only Yu’s interpretation clears up Nfagre’s position saving
Maclintyre from confusion. However, | see Yu Jiyuhare not resolving
Maclintyre’s “confusion”, but clearing up his own sreading of Maclintyre’s
position.

Yu does not cite where Macintyre claims that a cangon is not
possible or that such a possibility is at the a=oifr Macintyre’s enquiry. Yu
claims that “what is at stake is the possibilitycomparison” (Yu 2007, 7), but
the article of Maclintyre holds no such claim. Te ttontrary, as Maclintyre
says straightforwardly at the end of the articls, Wwhole undertaking was to
discuss and to “bring out ... more generally somettoh how conversation
between rival bodies of theory and practice, rootedery different cultures,
has to proceed, if its interchanges are not totédes’ (Macintyre 1991, 120-
1).

The main source of these misunderstandings, in mipian, is the
tendency to take Maclintyre’s claims as absolutesrwim reality they are not
without important qualifications. For example, whilacintyre says that he
sees nofieutral and independemiethod of characterizing those materials in a
way sufficient to provideéhe typeof adjudication between competing theories
of the virtues which | had once hoped to providdaintyre 1991, 105;

emphasis added), his critics simply see it as imcdédbout the “impossibility of
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adjudicating rival claims” (Yu 2007, 7). When Matjre stresses that the
incommensurability is a relationship “over a cartgeriod of time” and that
“two different and rival conceptual schemes mayifmmmensurable at one
stage of their development and yet become commablsurat another”

(Macintyre 1991, 109), Yu sees it as a problem,tb incommensurable
systems can reach mutual understanding, why ayestileincommensurable?”

(Yu 2007, 9)

It is important to point out that the language, wimich Macintyre
formulates his analysis of comparative philosopimgy make his position
seem ambiguous. “Incommensurability” is a strongmtethat precludes
variations in degree, thus making it difficult tonceptualize what a “lesser”
incommensurability between two systems would loide.| If there are no
intermediate states of “lesser” incommensurabtligt would eventually lead
to dissolution of incommensurable states, can vané- this is Yu's point —
make sense out of the notion of “temporarily incoensurable” systerm
This view of incommensurability is correct, as Kulas also talking about a
“transition between incommensurables” that “mustuscall at once (though
not necessarily in an instant) or not at all” (Kub®70, 150). However, the
impossibility of change in degree of some statesdoet preclude the
possibility of change of the state itself. No-ora ke “more” married today
than one was yesterday, but one can certainly beigdaor not-married at
different points of time.

However, it is important to see where Macintyret#tics do indeed
enhance Maclintyre’s position. Yu Jiyuan notes thfar Macintyre
incommensurability probably becomes such an impoitsue only because it
Is difficult to “adjudicate between rival claimsddetermine which side is the
winner for truth” (Yu 2007, 8). Maclintyre showshins paper that an adequate
rational encounter between two rival systems olgfm and practice might
result in one system coming “in the light of its rowtandards of rationality,

theoretical and practical, to be recognized byous adherents as rationally

| thank Roger Ames for drawing my attention tcsthoint.
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inferior to some other rival and incompatible ttah” (Macintyre 1991, 117).
Moreover, Maclintyre elaborates on two conditioret thave to be satisfied in
order to judge the inferiority of one system. Hsoapoints to the possibility
that the adherents of the “inferior” system may acknowledge it at the
beginning, but “those external to that standpaiufitp have incorporated within
their own structures of understanding an accurajgesentation of that
standpoint and its history, may on occasion be ableecognize such a
condition of failure” (Macintyre 1991, 117-8). Evdnit is unintentional, the
language of failure in Macintyre’s article supporis's charge that Macintyre
Is looking for the winner in the cultural exchanged comparison. The fact
that the examples of incommensurable systems tlzaiiyre chooses come
from the exact sciences, may also contribute tohbkeef that the cultural
incommensurabilities are resolved in cultural “ghgan shifts” analogical to
those in the sciences described by Thomas Kuhnkske 1970J° However,
it is highly questionable, whether it is possibte reject the entire cultural
system as a failure and it is not clear if suchhmlesale rejection could result
in a successful transition to some other systeme Tistory of China’s
wholesale rejection of Confucian heritage during éarly 28 century and the
Cultural Revolution of 60’s and 70’s may strengtilsech doubts.

The concept cluster that surrounds the “incommexislity” term in its
original context in Kuhn'’s book further fosters ahsist readings of
Maclintyre’s use of the term, and the notion of argaigm shift” plays an
important part heré. If this notion is applied in intercultural studje possible
reading of incommensurability is one that maintdhmes necessity for an adept
of one cultural tradition to convert to anotherditen (to shift between
paradigms) by totally abandoning one’s own. Butnges normally are less

clear-cut in cultural exchanges where practicalagegnent does not require a

2 Hall and Ames point out specifically that “MacInys examples of cultural incommensurability
continue to be largely drawn from scientific mod€ldall and Ames 1998, xii).

13 Bernstein points out the difficulties that Kuhné&aders had with his use of “paradigm shift”: “Such
expressions as ‘different worlds,’ ‘conversion,tdgestalt switches’ led (or rather, misled) many
sympathetic and unsympathetic readers to thinkHisatonception of a paradigm is like a total self-
enclosed windowless monad — and that a paradigftnngtiessitates an ‘irrational conversion™
(Bernstein 1991, 88).
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complete theoretical agreement. As Hall and Amesitpout, the sense of
community between Anglo-Europeans depends muchhenirtvocation of
terms such as “freedom” or “justice”, despite thetfthat there are numerous
disagreements on theoretical content of these mo{gee Hall and Ames 1998,
xv). Probably a more suitable metaphor to desanbercultural exchanges is
not a “paradigm shift”, but a “tradition graft”. V€h one plant is engrafted
onto another, the recipient plant may bear fruitthe graft, while at the same
time keep its original roots. Thus the responstbléural grafting could help to
introduce new cultures to the old habitats with@mdangering the local
cultures. But then, if one is justified in doubtitige adequacy of the notion of
“paradigm shifts” in intercultural studies, oneailso justified in doubting the
adequacy of the notion of “incommensurability”.

To sum up, Yu’'s uneasiness that Maclintyre’s ideencdmmensurability
hinders the whole project of comparative philosqplag it negates the
possibility of understanding between incommenserahlltures, most likely
overstates Maclintyre’s initial position. At the satime, Yu does not address a
valid charge by Macintyre, namely, that if an Asistian hopes to achieve an
accurate representation of the unfamiliar and pi@téyn incommensurable
Confucian system of thought, “what the Aristoteliail have had to provide
for his or her own use will be a history of Contugsm written and
understood from a Confucian point of view (Macletyr991, 117).

Not all proponents of virtue ethics interpretatitave attempted to refute
Maclintyre’s claims as “confused”. In the study aflg Confucian and Mohist
thought, Van Norden (2007) attempts to formulasotktically neutral ground
for a cross-cultural comparison by suggesting thatlistinction be made
between “thick” and “thin” accounts of theory. Atiigh Van Norden does not
mention Macintyre’s incommensurability challengehis context, because he
attempts to work out a neutral framework, the inggdamty of which was
claimed by Macintyre, | take Van Norden’s positibm be a “positive”

response to Maclintyre’s incommensurability thesis.
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Because Van Norden admits that Aristotelians andf@ans “disagree
significantly over many major issues”, he also wsaiat prevent the possible
reproach that using Aristotelian virtue ethics adrderpretational scheme for
early Confucian ethics may result in a distortidrone or even both theories
under investigation. Van Norden employs the disiomcbetween “thick” and
“thin” accounts of any given theory as a way ofdfilg common, neutral
ground for comparing two very different cultures tbeories. Van Norden
indicates that he develops this methodological @ggr from the insights of
Gilbert Ryle, Clifford Geertz, Bernard Williams amdiartha Nussbaum (Van
Norden 2007, 16-17). Van Norden describes thentistin as follows:

We can give a “thin” description, which has littleoretical content and
which can be shared by a broad range of discussdrismight disagree
significantly over many other matters. One mighinkhof the thin

description as simply “fixing” the topic of disagment between
participants in a discussion. In contrast, a “thidescription is the
detailed account given by a particular participemthe discussion and
framed in terms of the distinctive concepts and maments of that
participant (Van Norden 2007, 17).

Van Norden’s idea is that once we find the “thindsdription of the
theory, by the virtue of it having “little theoreéil content”, we have
established for ourselves a framework that can raocondate very different
positions and serve as a neutral basis for comparnaork. However, exactly
such possibility of a neutral account was challengey Maclintyre’'s
incommensurability thesis. As quoted before, Maglntclaimed that even if
we could supply a neutral account with respectniyp tavo rival systems, such
an account would be “at so bare a level of charaeigon that it will be
equally compatible with far too many rival bodidglmeory” (Macintyre 1991,
105). Is Van Norden able to suggest a frameworkwloald be “thin” enough
not to distort any of the two theories in questibnt that at the same time

would not fail to say anything substantial aboenti?
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The “thin” account of virtue ethics that Van Nordemploys in his work
includes four elements. These four elements aemd®d by Van Norden to be
“thin” enough not to impose alien ideas and coneéptthe system of thought
in question, but also to be “thick” enough not ®dmpty, that is, void of any
explanatory value. Thus, according to Van Nordehia description, virtue

ethics is

(1) an account of what a “flourishing” human life like, (2) an
account of what virtues contribute to leading suaclife, (3) an
account of how one acquires those virtues, anda(ghilosophical
anthropology that explains what humans are likehdhat they can
acquire those virtues so as to flourish in thatdkof life (Van

Norden 2007, 21).

If we consider seriously the central place thatrtbeon of “virtue” takes
in Van Norden’s description, we have to take intoaunt that even if Van
Norden succeeds in establishing “thin” account vatue ethics he still
provides a “thick” account adthics There might be a consistent ethical vision
that is concerned with a worthy — or “flourishing’human life, but that takes,
for example, a rationally grasped sense of dutiitonan relationships rather
than virtue as the primary contributor to leadingls a life. We have to
conclude that Van Norden’s “thin” account of virte¢hics is not free of
theoretical content, as Macintyre’s understandifigaoneutral ground for
comparisons would require and what Van Norden’'dsirdison between
“thick” and “thin” attempts to achieve. Van Norderithin” account of virtue
ethics, to put it once more in Macintyre’s wordsal$ with the “second level
of characterization that predicates are applieddoordance with standards
internal to and peculiar to each of the rival staidts and such that each set
of standard excludes the possibility of application key predicates of its
rivals” (Macintyre 1991, 110). These “second legblaracterizations” are

implemented in Confucian virtue ethics discourseistit requires us not to
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forget the thickness, that is, the specific thecattontent of the framework in
use.

As our knowledge of the early Confucian world irases and the need to
legitimize early Confucian thinking against Westemlosophical criteria as a
valid and philosophically relevant position decreases, incemsarability will
become even a greater challenge to anyone attegnptinexplain early
Confucian ethics through some foreign conceptuaméwork. The more
nuanced our understanding of original early Cor@mderminology, the more
immediate our awareness is of enriching potenyiait cultural differences
encoded into natural and philosophical languages e¢arly Confucians used.
To keep insisting that, at least for a Western enck, Kongzi is best
understood through Aristotelian or some other Wasterminology, would
mean either negating the abilities of Western @ojphers to learn new
terminology, or it would mean maintaining that \Weatterminology igprima
facie better suitable to express ethical sensibilitiedo Inot think any of these
alternatives would or should be taken as true istands.

To sum up, Macintyre’s article on incommensurapifiresents a valid
and important challenge for comparative philosopheno are employing the
conceptual framework of one tradition to explaia teas of the other. | have
argued that “negative” attempts to refute Maclrnig/ahallenge by maintaining
that it is supported by contradictory and confuskdins are not successful, as
they tend to misread Maclintyre’s original positiddn the other hand, the
“positive” attempt to meet Macintyre’s challenge Iproviding “thin”
description of virtue ethics as a neutral and nertils ground for comparisons
between Aristotelian and Confucian traditions i$ successful, as it falls short
in meeting the requirement of neutrality by engggimthe theoretically laden
discourse of virtue ethics. At least strictly frammethodological perspective,
it leaves virtue ethics interpretation of early Gammans vulnerable to the
incommensurability challenge. If early Confuciahie$ and virtue ethics each
is “embodying its own peculiar conceptual schemisiat is, if they are

incommensurable, it is to be expected that theuirethics conceptual
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framework eventually will impede understanding andéxpression of unique
features of early Confucian ethical sensibility.

This does not right away disqualify virtue ethicarhework from use in
the comparative philosophy, as it might not be motensurable with, for
example, early Confucian ethics. We should not doritpat looking from a
historical perspective, as it was argued in theviptes section, Confucian
virtue ethics has made a decisive contribution tesidn studies of China in
bringing the philosophical relevance of early Camdn ethics to the fore.
Confucian virtue ethics has explicated the pratticeentation and disinterest
in universal principles of early Confucians as dqsophically interesting and
coherent position that can contribute to contemporiscussions in moral
philosophy. In virtue ethics interpretation praatity and particularity of early
Confucian thought has become the cornerstone ophtksophical appeal.
Thus it seems to be conceivable that in this palgiccase the interpretation of
early Confucians via virtue ethics framework happenbe both valid and the
most adequate approath

Thus now we have to turn to the analysis and etialuaf the specific
content of virtue ethics interpretation of earlyn@iian ethics, to which the
next section is devoted. Our goal is to assessuiaue ethics interpretation of
early Confucian is supported, and what are thectdfef using an Aristotelian
or neo-Aristotelian conceptual framework onto thederstanding of early

Confucian ethics.

1.2.2 Déf& as “virtue” and the centre of early Confucian ethcs

Contemporary virtue ethics has gotten its name uscaf the emphasis
that it gives to the notion of virtue, and, by edi®n, to the human character in

ethical considerations. Eugene Garver has pointgdtlmat in this regard

1 That would make MaclIntyre wrong on presenting Qoisins and Aristotelians as working in
incommensurable conceptual schemes, but not agehisral methodological challenge to those who
would attempt to interpret one thought system tghothe conceptual schemeinfommensurable
thought system.
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contemporary virtue ethicists are quite differeotd Aristotle, sincaréte— as
important a term it is — can hardly be said to lme@tral piece of Aristotelian
ethics:

The [Aristotle’s] Ethicsis not a “virtue ethics.” Its subject &idaimonia

happiness, and it discusses virtue because happimesrtuous activity.
Contemporary virtue ethics locate ultimate valuggaod agents without
the ties to happiness, the soul ... (Garver 2006).124

The dissatisfaction with the emphasis of deontalalgi and
consequentialist moral theories on particular astigave rise to the emphasis
on moral character of a particular human beingnu® ethics. And the special
place in this scheme had to be given to the mass@worthy part of moral
character, that is, to the “good” traits of moraklracter, or the virtues. As
Richard A. H. King puts it:

Virtue ethics, to be an interesting ethical positibas to posit the primacy
of virtue — for naturally both utilitarians and gluéthicists think that

virtues are important, insofar as dispositions efspns conflict with or

contribute to fulfilling duties or maximising utiji. But they are derivative

in these systems; ... It has to be argued that viguke crucial concept.

(King 2011, 12)

The attention to the life-long personal cultivationthe early Confucian
texts that contrasts sharply with the preoccupatdndeontological and
utilitarian moral theories with the rightness oftpaular actions has suggested
to many that Confucianism is best understood apth@ed as a form of virtue
ethics. The possibility of translating the ted@é {%, one of the key terms of
early Chinese ethical-political writings, as thelgaonfucian equivalent of
the term “virtue” has been seen as strengtheniegidbea to interpret early
Confucian ethics as a form of virtue ethics.

Textual issues

The conceptual affinity of Chinese notiai® /% with the Greek notion

aréte has drawn the attention of many scholars. Justhasmeaning and
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translation ofarétestill inspires many discussions, translation @& tbrmdé £

is not an easier task for sinologists and philosophTogether with the most
common translation ofié £ into English as “virtue”, many other translations
have been suggested: power, inner power, moral pofneral) charisma,
potency, excellence, etc.

One of the most authoritative sinologists of thé" 2&ntury, David
Nivison, has clearly acknowledged the difficulty tednslating and explaining
dé & by presenting the term as the one “that most ofingasily translate
‘virtue’, or leave untranslated” (Nivison 1996, 1 Nevertheless, in order to
grasp the meaning behind the term, Nivison hasigeova deep analysis of the
term dé £ from its oldest instances of usage in the bone hrahze
inscriptions. Some examples date from about 1208,B0d Nivison supports
his reading with later texts from thd' Zentury BCE (see Nivison 1996, 19;
25). Nivison reconstructs the usage of the terrmfahort, and at first sight,
guite vague statements of religious purposes. dedati instances that Nivison
analyzes are examples of sacrifice conducted b¥itigeto heal illnesses of a
royal consort and of two other princes. The contéxhis sacrifice, according
to Nivison, is that the king has ritually offeredriself in the sick person’s
place, thus asking the offended spirits to attaok Instead of the ill person in
concerned (Nivison 1996, 21). Against this backghuthe very first
appearance oflé f# in his examples Nivison already translates asttfeir
(even though he puts it in parenthesisl inverted commas!): ,Testing: ‘The
assisting princes having been restored [to hedlltid;king’s dé (“virtue”) is
with this [event] even more approved [by the arms§t *° (Nivison 1996, 23).

Nivison explains the rationale of his reading dkfes:

In this rite in which the king as diviner-intermady assists another person
to get well, the king’'s offer of self-sacrifice,adlly, has this result: not
only does the sick person get well; further, thegkiloes not himself get

S AR LE T EMmT R4 (from Nivison 1996, 22).
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sick; and more, because of his willingness to gotsklf in danger on

behalf of another, hidé “virtue”, is magnified (Nivison 1996, 23).
Nivison sums up his findings:

“Virtue”, dé [##], is clearly some kind of inner mental entity. .1) (

“Virtue” is a property of a good king; but really any good person. (2) It
IS generated, or given in reward for, acts of gesigy, self-restraint, and
self-sacrifice, and for an attitude of humility.) (B is at the same time
constitutive of such behavior and of such an até&tu4) It is something
good to have, not just for itself but for its coggences for the
possessor. ... (5) ... it seems to be a collectionintfies (Nivison 1996,
29-30).

This list indeed looks like a valid, if not an exiséive, explication of the
English term “virtue”; however, it is not cleartifiese characteristics exhaust
the meaning ofdé f& in early Chinese writings and if they are the most
important aspects of its semantic field.

In his study of foundations of Confucian thoughtriyPines also points
out thatdé f# before Kongzi was primarily associated with théeruand
“originally referred to the ruler’s charisma arand (Pines 2002, 180) that
attracted divine support. From his analysis, it do®t seem that, before
Kongzi, the term would refer to stable charactaitsr but rather to some state
of political empowerment that is associated wiftagicular person. Yuri Pines
refers to Kominami Ichi's study, in which he asserted thdé 7% was

understood as something given from outside:

Initially Heaven conferredié [4%] on the ruler, who then conferred it on
his ministers, and they transmittet [{%] to their descendents. The
ministers, therefore, were primarily passive remipé of thedé [1%] and

not active possessors (Pines 2002, 181).

Pines agrees that closer to Kongzi's times, usdgdéof® started to

manifest more ethical aspects, but he explainsitih Whe dissemination of
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political power from a strong central political ¢tk — the king — to the

increasingly influential stratum of aristocrats.Ames’ words:

The transformation of the termdé [{£] reflects the overall pattern of
Chunqid® ethical development in which aristocrats, seagHor a new

self-image, appropriated attributes of the rulds&havior (Pines 2002,
184).

Although Yuri Pines also translates the term agtie’, from the
material that he is quoting it is clear thiE{% — when used in ethical sense —
has referred to a wider context than the charattts of a particular
individual. Commenting on the passage from 546 BoEnd inZuozhuan/c
&, where a noble from a state of Jihpraises his late state leader to the prime

minister of another state, Yuri Pines notes:

Shi Hui's dé[f#] cannot be summarized either as the ruler’s chwarisr
as ministerial reverence. It referred to his susftesmanagement of the
affairs of his lineage, and meritorious servicehis rulers, to his proper
communication with the deities, and to his moratduct, which explains
why his scribes and invocators “had nothing to bleaamed of”. In this
short passage Zhao Wenzi succeeded in combiningcpblreligious, and
moral aspects ofd& [{#], turning this term into a generic term for all

kinds of proper behavior, virtue rather thartus (Pines 2002, 183).

The strongest reservation to redé@l{f as “virtue” in the context of early
Chinese writings was recently expressed by Germaologist Robert
Gassmann who attempts to “come to terms” withd&é%. For Gassmann it
means, first of all and contrary to Nivison, thecessity to deconstruct the
rendition of it as “virtue” (see Gassmann 2011).s€&¥aann starts from a
discussion on methodological strategies in trymgnderstand the key notions

of early Chinese writings.

'8 Spring and Autumn Perio# kK¢ 48, approximately 771-476 BCE.
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He criticizes two methods widely used in Chinesligts for being “blind
alleys” of Chinese lexicography. One of these mashas “specifically
sinological (and traditionally Chinese) method n&lyzing meanings ... [that]
builds on the epigraphical analysis of archaic ab@rs, thus developing a
kind of etymology of the writing of the characténsolved” (Gassmann 2011,
97-8). The pictographic origin of many Chinese elotgrs makes this method
very appealing, as it may foster a hasty conclusi@t the meaning of the
character is somehow directly given to the readexugh visualization. On the
one hand, the point of Gassmann’s critique seerbg tilvat such visualization
Is straightforward and informative only in simplases. But on the other hand,
and more importantly, Gassmann claims that suchethad relies on a
misunderstanding of the relation between words wanting (ibid, 97). It is
true that meanings of written words change oveefibut it would be difficult
to believe that they change randomly and withowt semantic relation that
would make such historic approach absolutely futBmssmann apparently
shies away from such a categorical position andtpaiut in his footnotes that
he does not want to negate “the relevance of redameanings”, as his biggest
concern is that “the reconstruction of historicakaning should not be
principally based on later developments” (ibid, 820). In other words,
Gassmann warns us not to compust hoc ergo propter hdallacy. However,
it seems that Gassmann criticizes the misuse a@ragphical analysis rather
than the method itself; thus we can doubt, if &nsadequate assessment to call
the method a “blind alley”.

The second “blind alley”, according to Gassmans, een trod even by
some of the most acclaimed and prolific translatdraincient Chinese texts,
such as Richard Wilhelm and Victor H. Mair. Gassmaguotes from
Wilhelm’s and Mair’s own accounts, explaining thelroices of translating the
particular Chinese characters and showing thatlbesetymological studies a
fair amount of personal intuitions are involveddieciding for one or the other
equivalent for the term in question. In Wilhelm'ase it is the inspiration he

got from Goethe’'d~aust that convinces him to choose German “der Sinn”
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(mind'") for Chineseddo i& (see Gassmann 2011, 95). In Mair’s case it is the
perceived correlation between the meanings of tiénese worddé 7%
“pronounced approximatelgtugh during the early Chou [Zhou] period” and
“words deriving from Proto-Indo-Europeanlhugh (Mair, cited from
Gassmann 2011, 96) that supposedly sheds lighteo@hinese terfi

Gassmann claims that Mair “fails to explain whytagrIndo-European
etymologies are particularly predisposed to shghtlon the meaning aodé
[#], and, if this should arguably turn out to be ttase,how they do so”
(Gassmann 2011, 97; italics in original). A simifanint is made by Gassmann

in the case of Wilhelm’s translation dfo i&:

Even if Wilhelm were intuitively correct in his rdering of ... ddo [i&],

we are not one single step nearer to a scientifieajued understanding
of the meaning(s). Moreover, this “method” in nopianits or defines the
considerable range of equivalents that can be, ianthct have been,
postulated (Gassmann 2011, 95-6).

Gassmann’s point is that even if such scholarskifpased on broad
“lexicological erudition”, it lacks evidence, whicis “verifiable within the
framework of inter-subjective procedures” (Gassmafdl, 99), thus many
different equivalents can be and have been postuléty scholars with
different intuitions.

Gassmann does not address Nivison’s work at argtheim his article
and only mentions him in one of the footnotes, sgyhat Nivison’s rendition

of dé 7%, along with some other done by “outstanding sigisits”, “suffer

from one, the other, or several, of the graver tsbonings” (Gassmann 2011,
111 n.49).

" English translation here is given according tosBsnn’s paraphrase, though it is worth mentioning
that German “der Sinn” has other English meanihgs ¢an also be closely associated \dith J&:
“meaning”, “signification”, “sense (of sth.)". | #mk Geir Sigurdsson for drawing my attention ta thi
point.

18 Victor H. Mair suggests that “integrity’ is thenty word that seems plausible throughout” as a
translation fordéf# (cited from Gassmann 2011, 97).
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Most probably, Gassmann’s complaint with Nivisotranslation would
be similar as with Wilhelm’s and Mair’s. Althoughiison does not rely on
epigraphical analysis and is looking for broaddtural and linguistic context,
the whole procedure which brings about the traisladf dé % as “virtue” is
missing in Nivison’s analysi& Nivison acknowledges that the context he puts
together is “guesswork” and prompts his readerou“ymust judge for
yourselves whether it is good guesswork” (Nivis@9@, 21).

As quoted above, Nivison’'s inference is that beeakiag is willing to
put himself in danger on behalf of another, thegldrdé {# that increases, as
stated in the bone inscription, should be rendastvirtue” in English. While
it certainly seems a plausible inference, Gassnsaanticism appears to be
valid in this case as well. Paraphrasing Gassmewan if Nivison’s inference
is correct, his analysis does not limit the ranfedquivalents for translatingé

% that can and have been postulated. In other wdligsson’s analysis does
not prevent reading aféf as “moral power” or “moral charisma”, etc.

In Gassmann’s own accouté % in the text from Warring States period,
thus of early Confucian writings as well, can nettbanslated as “virtue” or
“virtuous” for number of reasons. Gassmann’s pryn@xamples are drawn
from legalist fdjia £ — writings. The analysis ddanfeizi¥#3Ef- indicates
for Gassmann that none of the contexts in whiéh# was used supports the

reading of the term as “virtuous”. In Gassmann’sdgo

The fact that in two passagedg] 1% represents a bivalent verb (i.e. with
nouns in the subject and the object position) iagis that we are not
dealing with a stative verb, but rather withinamicor relational verbs —
which again is hardly in favour of the received ersfanding in terms of

‘virtuousness’ or ‘virtue’ (Gassmann 2011, 102tigsin original).

19 Another influential analysis afé %, provided by Donald Munro, mostly relies on epjgraal
analysis. Munro is looking at early formsad f that he calls “antecedents” of the term and also a
their components and reconstructs religious antligadlcontents in the early meanings of the term.
According to Munro, one of religious aspects isrieaning “to consult” the spirits. Later the paoliti
content was added and meant, in Munro’s words, étleiting of response of loyalty or gratitude from
the people” (see Munro 1969, 185-93).
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In the Part 2 of this dissertation we will see thiats dynamic and
relational aspect of the teraé % — as well as of many other terms in early
Confucian writings — will also be pointed out byethroponents of role ethics
approach, arguing that this feature shows impoddfegrences in connotations
and implications of the terrdé f% in Confucian usage and that aféte or

“virtue” in Aristotelian and neo-Aristotelian usageRelying on his
methodology to look for syntactic constructionsgtsias the pairing of nouns,

Gassmann draws attention to the fact thatanfeizi ¥#JE 1 dé f# is often

paired with the terming |, which means “punishment”. Gassmann concludes:

[This] evidently weakens the assumption tHé{#%] denotes a universal

moral concept (‘virtue’) put to political use besauit seems difficult to
interpret ‘punishment’ as an element of a supenatéi ethical category
(Gassmann 2011, 103 n. 29).

Further, contrary to Nivison, who claims thé £ “appears to be a quality or
psychic energy in the king”, that is, “a properfyaogood king; but really, of
any good person” (Nivison 1996, 24; 29), Gassmdame that althouglué

4 is a sort of power, “such power is not inaliengtreperty of person”:

It is therefore transferable, and can ... certairdyemcroached upon or
arrogated. The commonly received understandindédf], i.e. ‘virtue’,

is hardly relatable to this process of alienatibaw would one person —
not in an instrumentalizing sense — use anothesopé&s ‘virtue’ as his

own virtue?) (Gassmann 2011, 103-4).

Finally, Gassmann suggests thlét{ in the Warring State period has denoted

several words, the root meaning of which is to fgdle” (Gassmann 2011,

106). In this regard his understanding of the texmot that different from that
of Nivison. Nivison also gives an exampled#{# used as a bivalent verb in a
form “A has dé [/#] with B”. Nivison explains that “this is an ancien

colloquial idiom with a simple meaning: A has daswnething for B, and B
consequently feels a debt of gratitude to A” (NiwisL996, 25). According to
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Nivison, in early Chinese context this feeling ebtlis so strong that “I come
to think of it not as a psychic configuration in se¥f, but as a psychic power
emanating from you” (Nivison 1996, 26).

Gassmann states a similar feature d#f {#, saying that it “is the
establishment of a dependency between two parties,obligee and the

obligor,” however he concludes the opposite fromidan:

It is important to note thadé [f£] is not born out of a moral or ethical
principle uniquely residing in the obligee (whiclowd be characteristic
of a virtue). ... The anecdotes suggest ihaf %] often results from

opportunities and constellations that present tlebres (Gassmann 2011,
107).

Both Nivison’s and Gassmann’s explanations sugtestdé & is a
result of a particular interaction between peoptanething that is co-authored,
and something that bonds people in their relatignekien stronger. However,
it seems that this interpersonal, correlative, singred meaning afé & gets
lost as soon as it is rendered into English “virtuneNivison’s translation, if
not for Nivison himself, then for a reader less ian with the old
connotations of the Chinese term.

One possible rebuke to Gassmann could be that ieraeg possible
important differences in the meaning that early fQolans and legalists have
invested into the terndé f&. Gassmann acknowledges differences between
these two schools, but he claims that in this paldr case differences are not
in the understanding of the term, but rather ingbétical goals that each of
these schools are attempting to reach. In Gassmaaopinion a major
difference in the use of the term lies in the visad government that has to be
achieved through the implementation @é % (see Gassmann 2011, 107).
Therefore, Gassmann is confident that his restilthe analysis ofié /% are

valid for most late Warring States texts, Confudexts including.
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What this comparison of Nivison’s and Gassmann'alyais of dé 7
shows is that there can be hardly one and finalitien of the terndé %, one
which would encompass all important aspects poiotddoy various scholars.
While “virtue” certainly is one of the possible dBtions it at best can be seen
as a tentative translation that should not oversWaslich crucial aspects dé
5 as its processual nature exposed in a verbal ushgkee term and its
relational and situational aspects pointed out hgsgnann.

Philosophical issues

Although many scholars writing on the philosophicahd ethical
significance ofdé £ and on Confucian ethics more generally do mention
various possible renditions of the term, in mostesaall the qualifications are
left at the introduction, and “virtue” is used & tdefault translation. | will
now present howdé £ is interpreted by some of the most vocal propaeht
virtue ethics approach to early Confucianism andav hb influences their
explication of the early Confucian ethical system.

Scholars who have proposed interpreting early Goafuethics as a form
of virtue ethics have been largely inspired bydHeged centrality of virtue —
or its equivalent in Chinese — in both Aristoteisan and early Confucianism.
An equally important argument for accepting virethics framework was the
conviction that early Confucian ethics, when sdaough the lens of virtue
ethics, would become more lucid, coherent, andvagiefor a contemporary
reader.

Without any particular reference to Aristoteliarhies, Antonio Cua
attempts to present early Confucian ethics as #mc&of virtue” on the basis
that “throughout its long history, Confucianism hasressed character
formation or personal cultivation of virtue)[dé /%]” (Cua 1998, 269). Cua
acknowledges that he works under #ssumptiorthatdé 7% can be rendered
as “virtue”, since up to this day there are numsrdifferent interpretations of
the Confucian use of the term (Cua 1998, 269).Gima, the main goal of his

“‘conceptual experiment” is an attempt to reconstrwhat he has called
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“relatively loose system of action-guides” of ea@@gnfucianism as “an ethics
of virtue with a coherent conceptual scheme” (C881 1; 271). In other
words, puttingdé £ as “virtue” at the centre of Confucian ethicalntting
helps Cua to show the unity of basic Confucianar®j their interconnection
and/or interdependence.

P.J. Ilvanhoe, one of the early proponents of vietics approach, notes
that the concept of virtue played a central roleesrly Chinese thought
(lvanhoe 1993, 1) and that the roots of the terch‘fvary strong metaphysical
overtones” (according to Wilson 1995, 276). lvanfaws the explication of
Nivison when he asserts thadé‘[f&] (‘virtue’) was a kind ofpower which
accrued to and resided within an individd&(ivanhoe 1993, 2). Furthermore,
according to lvanhoe, Kongzi developed the notibl®# as a “moral term
of art” and that it was “seen as an endowment @acbon receives at birth, an
inheritance one either cherishes and develops oorég and squanders”
(lvanhoe 1993, 6). To support this claim IvanhoteslLunyu as saying,

“Heaven created thdé [#%] within me”*!

(Lunyu 7.23, cited from Ivanhoe
1993, 6 n.14). However, it is not clear how thisgage can support the claim
that for Kongzidé f was given at birth. There is no grammatical oidax
evidence in the quoted sentence that would unarobgy support such a
reading. In addition to this, it is hard to findyastatements in early Confucian
writings suggesting that children have some sodéfi. Later Ivanhoe also

points out that

we do find Kongzi claiming that in order to livepaoper human life one
must cultivate oneself to fulfill certain role-sjfec obligations that
express a range of distinctively human excellenSash claims are part of
the evidence for understanding him as advocatif@gra of virtue ethics
(lvanhoe 2002, 9).

% Note how the relational aspectsdg#, indicated both in Nivison and Gassmann and dilis
above, are dropped here, stressing the possedsig{® by an “individual”.
2L REHA T (Chinese Text Project
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It is not entirely clear how, for lvanhoe, the eader to fulfill “role-specific”
obligations makes early Confucians into advocatesform of virtue ethics. It
seems to me that for Ivanhoe “virtue ethics” is eayvloosely describable
ethical position, the most important characterisfievhich is to be concerned
with the cultivation of a person and not being eomtwith the prescriptions for
the right conduct. In other words, any ethical sgsthat is not deontological
or utilitarian throughout isa form of virtue ethics. Such a position would
explain lvanhoe’s somewhat rushed and perfuncttirjpation of virtue ethics
framework to early Confucians.

Yu Jiyuan writes that “for both ethics of Confuciasd Aristotle, the
central question is about what good life is or wiiatl of person one should be.
More strikingly, both ethics answer this centraésfion by focusing on virtue,
that is, the quality that makes a person a goosiopér(Yu 2007, 24). May Sim
makes a similar point, but also mentions the viewsraining a good person as
granting a stable common ground for comparison ohd«i and Aristotle.
According to May Sim, “both Confucius and Aristo#enphasize the role of
virtue, and both stress the significance of exempladividuals for moral
training and the dependence of such training onsth@o-political context”
(Sim 2001, 453). Moreover, Sim argues that the esvhat kind of person
is happy for both thinkers can be answered objelstiand strikingly similarly:
“the happy life is the life of exemplary virtue” i(® 2007, 23-24). In these
accounts we notice that onck 4% is appropriated as an early Confucian
equivalent of the term “virtue” and it is drawnantirtue ethics framework, it
ceases to be a complicated term, whose semante siceludes feelings,
powers, actions, and interrelatedness between sompemnd the surroundings.
Although these properties of the term are mentidnea passing manner, the
multiplicity and complexity of the original ancie@hinese term are sacrificed
in philosophical explications for the putative Mdity, consistency, and

plainness of early Confucian ethics as a systeéf# becomes a personal

feature to be found “within an individual”, reced/at birth and cultivated by
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certain kind of persons who then eventually achidgeeultimate goal, that is,
the happy life.

A much more careful approach in translatohgf® into ,virtue“ is taken
by Bryan Van Norden (2007), who has provided adbgh explication of both
possibilities and problems of using the specificug ethics framework in
early Confucian studies. Van Norden makes it claathe beginning of his
book that when it comes to the ted# £ “we are not dealing here with a
notion that is quite the same as either the Endiigtue’ or the Classical
Greek arété. Déis a sort of “ethical force” that a person has,akhtan have
a transformative effect on others” (Van Norden 202%). Van Norden also
notes an important fact thdéf% occasionally was used in the negative sense,
“like a characteristic vice” (Van Norden 2007, Z1However, Van Norden is
confident that to interpret early Confucian ethéssa form of virtue ethics is
both a valid and useful task. Van Norden addregessible objections “that it
distorts Chinese philosophy to interpret it in light of notions for which there
are no terms in Classical Chinese” and calls sugbosition “the lexical
fallacy” (Van Norden 2007, 22). Henry Rosemont, sdnanterpretation of
early Confucians will be discussed in Part 2, istqd as an example of this,

according to Van Norden, “erroneous” position:

The only way it can be maintained that a particatarcept was held by an
author is to find a term expressing that concepiisntext. Thus we cannot
say so-and-so had a “theory of X,” or that he “es@al X principles,” if
there is no X in the lexicon of the language in eihthe author wrote
(Rosemont 1988, 41 n. 11, cited from Van Norden/2QQ).

Van Norden rejoins to this charge by suggesting th&s possible “to
have a concept” of something, even if one “lacksvard for it". Thus,

according to Van Norden:

It seems clear that Anaximander and Anaximenes deirggy philosophy,

had views about philosophy, and (in some sense)thadconcept of

# These last two points abadé % are also stressed by Yu (2007, 30).
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philosophy, even though both lived before the Greein for philosophy,
‘philosophia’, was coined by the Pythagoreans (Manden 2007, 275.

It is doubtful whether Van Norden’s rejoinder refsitRosemont’s claim.
On one hand, whereas Rosemont’s point is mainlyded at a conceptual and
theoretical level, Van Norden gives an example pfactice — a set of actions
— that can be undertaken without a conceptual la@drétical explication of it.
It is conceivable that a person could play a clwrd sequence of chords on a
piano without having the concept of a chord, buisitjuestionable if such
person could have “a chord theory”.

Van Norden’s qualification that Anaximander and Ringenes “in some
sense’had the concept of philosophy is too vague to assdwether he and
Rosemont are talking about the same thing. Knowlmggeneral positions of
these two authors, it seems that Rosemont’s clainmarrower and more
specific than Van Norden takes it. On the otherdh&osemont does indeed
use this claim as support to his objection to eally Confucian ethics a form
of virtue ethics. However, the quote that Van Noardbose from a footnote of
Rosemont’s article does not show the whole pictR@semont’s claim that he
consistently argues for in several articles thrauglyears is that a person can
not be said to have “a theory of X” when thererawdexical equivalents in his
or her language not only for X, but also for they kencepts that are closely
intertwined with X. These closely intertwined kegncepts of any theory
Henry Rosemont calls “concept clustéfs'n this sense Rosemont’s claim is

broader and more general than Van Norden wantkoit.

1.2.3 Early Confucian core concepts as Confucian list divirtues”

% A similar claim to Van Norden'’s, but even moreicadlis put forward by Sim (2007), who also
argues for virtue ethics approach to early Confukidn her recent book Sim lists ten categories of
Aristotle — such as substanari§ig), quantity posor), quality poion), and others — and claims that
“Confucius uses these categories even when heraaesention them” (Sim 2007, 51).

% Henry Rosemont’s notion of “concept clusters” wi#l discussed in Section 2.1.3. For various forms
of Rosemont’s fuller claim that was rehearsed h&ge,Rosemont 1986, 205-6; Rosemont 1991b, 81;
Rosemont 2013, 17.
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Translating dé f as “virtue” and placing it at the centre of early
Confucian ethics significantly influences how tlestrof most important early
Confucian ethical concepts are translated and preged. The following
analysis in this chapter attempts to highlight bibth tendency to render key
early Confucian concepts into aretaic notions, ek & problems with such an
approach.

In Van Norden’s words:

A large number of virtues have played an importafe in the history of
Ruism ® : rén 1=  (“humaneness” or “benevolence”)yi %
(“righteousness”),li #& (“propriety”), zhi & (“wisdom,” sometimes
written %11), zhong & (“devotion”), xin 15 (“faithfulness”), yong %
(“courage”), andxiao # (“filial piety”). Some of these translations are

fairly accurate, others are merely “tags” for wanta better translation.
(Van Norden 2007, 117)

Here Van Norden indicates some of the key concémpisd in the early
Confucian writings, and not many would challenge #dequacy of this list.
However, the translation of these key notions alydants to the interpretation
of early Confucian ethics that a scholar endorgess translation is a matter of
heated debate among contemporary scholars. VareNarahtroduction of the
list clearly shows the formed tradition in the amporary scholarship to
render the key concepts of early Confucian textwiasies” and, accordingly,
to translate them in the substantive form. In wléo¥ving analysis | intend to

highlight some of the important problems with thetpd translations.
Rénf{Z as “benevolence”
In early Chinese studies the temén 1~ is widely and unequivocally

considered to be the pivotal ethical category imlye&onfucian ethics.
Confucian virtue ethics find in this notion onether confirmation that virtue

stands at the centre of early Confucian ethicasibdity.

% Van Norden uses the more native Chinese name (fRuis a reference tdljia 1% %, the name of a
school or a tradition that is called “Confucianism’Western languages.
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Commentators usually point out th&@n 1= in early Confucian writings
can be used in both a broader and narrower sem#s.darrow sensen {~. is
said to roughly correspond to a particular virtdé'enevolence”, and in its
broad sense, to be a sum of all particular vir(ses Van Norden 2007, 117-8),
or to be a “general virtue”. According to Yu, “inost placesyén [1Z] is
described as a general quality that embraces pkntizvirtues or character
traits, and is thus virtue in its entirety or is ihclusiveness” (Yu 2007, 33-4).
There is some overlap of the meaningréf 1= in the broad sense with the
meaning ofdé f, so that Yu even asks “is the virtue ethics inAmalectsan
ethics ofdé[{%] or an ethics ofén [{=]?” (Yu 2007, 32; also see Pines 2002,
185).

The importance of the term to the early Confucidmical system is
emphasized by the fact that it was rarely mentiomedhe old canonical
writings seen as the foundation of all Chineseligaiion. For example, in the
Book of Poetry(Shijing rén 1= is mentioned twice, in thBook of History
(Shangshy only once (see Pines 2002, 184According to Yuri Pines, the
early meaning of the term was synonymous with tiéigal dimension ofdé
% and “had a downward orientation, the ruler's kiesi for his subjects”
(Pines 2002, 184). He also points out thét 1~ grew in importance even
before Kongzi's time, but “Confucius apparently enited and reinforced
existing tendencies to elevatén 1~ into the most significant of the virtues”
(Pines 2002, 184).

For Pines “virtue” here does not seem to be a teahterm and simply
denotes a praiseworthy and desirable quality of smg. For example, he
indicates that in the earBuozhuan’ % speeches from"8to 7" century BCE

rén 1~ “refers to a mild, noncoerciv@olicy that was ... the political

manifestation otlé[£]” (Pines 2002, 185, emphasis added). Howeverén t

% The digital source€hinese Texts ProjeeindThesaurus Linguae Sericgéve 5 occurrences oén
{~ in the corpus o8hangshu
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Confucian virtue ethics approacén {1~ is seen as the central virtue term that
supports and enhances the reading of early Comf@ttacs as a form of virtue
ethics.

P.J. Ivanhoe translategn /- as “complete goodness”, and in his account
Kongzi “intends the term to describe a generauous disposition to do what
is good and fine” (lvanhoe 2002, 168 n.11). Ilvanihudicates that there is
some shift in the meaning of the term from KongzMengzi, as “Mengzi uses
the term to mean the specific virtue of compasswmch he claims exists as
an innate, nascent disposition in human natureiniime 2002, 168 n.11).

Yearley translatesén 1~ in the Mengzias the virtue of “benevolence”
and describes it as “a disposition to react compasately and to act to
alleviate suffering” (Yearley 1990, 38). We can seslight difference in his

and lvanhoe’s explanations of the term, as Yegrtagts out that some sort of
“innateness”, or a quality of being Heaven’s gitcharacteristic ofi duzn [{
4, or “four potentials”, but not of an already flesh out “virtue of
compassion”. Only when actualized in everyday sibms, one of these
potentials — in Mengzi's termseyn zh xin #lIfE2 .0, or “a sensitivity to the
sufferings of others” — becomes the virtue of betawe (én 1) (see
Yearley 1990, 36).

Van Norden’s account a&n 1= in early Confucian writings is similar.
He also stresses differences in the meaning ofettme found inLunyuand in
the Mengzi According to Van Norden, in Confucius’ usage 1~ refers
mostly to the summation of all human virtue “indlhgl, but not limited to,
benevolence” (Van Norden 2007, 118). Because inMekagzithe term is
normally used to refer to benevolence specificalhge uses different
translations forén 1= in different texts. In discussions bafinyy rén 1= is
translated as “humaneness”, and in discussionBlaigzi or Mohists, it is
translated as “benevolence” (Van Norden 2007, 1X¥8h Norden claims that

for Mengzirén 1~ might have been a conceptual instrument to diftémenhis
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teachings from his biggest rival MoZt+. Mozi was teaching about universal
or “impartial” love —jian’ai 3%, whereas for early Confuciamén 1— was
grounded in one’s affections for one’s parents, #mads was graded and
differentiated (see Van Norden 2007, 247-9). Sungmip the meaning a€n

1=, Van Norden says:

Mengzian benevolence is a disposition toward ageative obligations
involving the well-being of others. ... To be beneardlis to be pained by
the suffering of others and to take joy in the hapgps of others ...
Benevolence requires differentiated love ... Fullyeleped benevolence
frequently requires action (Van Norden 2007, 249).

The understanding a#n 1~ as denoting a character trait, or an innate
disposition of a person, has produced heated delbateng Western scholars.
The strongest resistance in reading the term ibrdader sense as indicating a
general virtue once again comes from Robert Gassmarhis article devoted
to clarifying the ancient Chinese usage of terdrs A\ and min [X;, usually
translated as “human” and “people” respectively,s€t@ann also draws
important conclusions about the meaning of the t&fm{~. As Gassmann’s
conclusion goes against the vast majority of saekblp on early Chinese

thought, | will quote it in some length:

The charactef™, standing for the verb “to behave irrénlike way” or
the noun ténlike behavior”, designates, in the Easterrodlperiod, a
pattern of behavior that has its origin in kinshkipuctures, in &énrgroup
[ A\]. It denotes intra-group behavior, i.e., the cctrreehavior towards
one’s relatives. In the second place, it can, fudérs of certain offices,
denote situationally correct behavior towards peopltside theRén
group, i.e., to non kin aMin [[X]. | am afraid it wasot, at that time, a
general, abstract philosophical, or ethical concéiphad no affinity to
“humanity”, “humaneness”, or “benevolence”, and attempts to read
such meanings into the pre-Qin texts are highlystioeable and
misleading (Gassmann 2000, 359; italics in theiioaid.
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Gassmann’s interpretation of the term not onlydsan sharp contrast to
Confucian virtue ethics understandingréh 1= as, in Ivanhoe’s words, “an
innate, nascent disposition in human nature” (l\ent2002, 168 n. 11).
Gassmann also contradicts almost all scholarshipasly Confucian thought
that takesén {/~ as an ethical category. Strong formulations asgissmann’s
argument is worth attention. Firstly, he points thatt for early Chineseén 1—
shows the quality of behavior patterns among peables denoting the quality
of interaction rather than a quality of an indivadlucharacter. Secondly,
Gassmann claims that “situationally correct” bebaviin societal interactions
for early Chinese was modelled with a referencé&torect behavior towards
one’s relatives”. Both these claims we will seebelated in a more detailed
manner by the proponents of Confucian role etmd2art 2.

The most widely discussed objection to reéd 1~ as denoting some
inner quality or a character trait of an individeiperson has appeared in an
influential book by Herbert Fingarette (1972). InFingarette has issued a
warning not to psychologize Kongzi's terminologyin@arette 1972, 43). |
take it to be an important objection to the narnoveading ofrén 1~ as the
particular virtue of “benevolence”. After all, tition of virtue can hardly be
disassociated from the notion psycheas the locus point in which all the
virtues “reside”. Not surprisingly, many proponepofsvirtue ethics approach
to Confucianism at some point voice their critiqpfeFingarette’s reading of
Lunyy mainly accusing him of imposing behavioristicadeon Kongzi (see for
example Van Norden 2005, 10; Van Norden 2007, 1Thpese accusations
keep reappearing despite the fact that Fingarefiécély pointed out that he
presents in his book “a ta@bntrastbetween Confucius’ view and the thin and
sterile ‘behaviorist’ view” (Fingarette 1978, 5Xmphasis in original).

Fingarette’s main point is that althougdn 1= “seems to emphasize the
individual, the subjective, the character, feelingad attitudes; it seems, in
short, a psychological notion” (Fingarette 1972), 3t translating this term

with an equivalent such as “benevolence” does ngusdtice to the text, as it
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merely reinforces “the natural tendency to read mttext the ideas by which
one is already seized” (Fingarette 1972, viii). dslethat obscure our
understanding of Kongzi by imposing our own “Eurapebackground

assumptions”, according to Fingarette, are thoae“thvor the individualistic

and subjectivistic view of man” (Fingarette 197Ri-ix).

In Fingarette’s own view, “Confucius speaks in teraf actionxing [1T]
because for him it is action and public circumsenthat are fundamental, not
esoteric doctrine or subjective states” (Fingaré®@&2, 40). To be sure, the
majority of virtue ethics proponents along the psfogical aspects also
indicate the active aspect of the so-called Coafueirtues. For example, Van
Norden stresses that “fully developed benevolenoequently requires
action. ... [T]he completely benevolenperson will act appropriately in
response to these feelings and perceptions” (Vaé&hn2007, 249; emphasis
in original). However, by explicitly putting virtuat the centre of early
Confucian ethics, virtue ethics approach diminiskies importance of this
interactive side of early Confucian ethics by remdgit secondary, stemming
from some primary source, which is the inner qyaldf a particular
individuated person.

Fingarette’s objective here is not to argue forfthrdamental importance
of action and disregard psychological structuregaggnificant or even non-
existent. The depiction of Fingarette’'s positionbabavioristic is misleading,
because the main thrust of Fingarette’s argumeeimgits to question and go
beyond the distinction of “inner” and “outer”, p$ytogical and social, “soul”
and “social mask” that favours one or the othecamceptualizing a human
being. Fingarette argues that this distinctionaisifiar to us, but it probably
was alien for Kongzi and, presumably, other earpnfQcians. According to

Fingarette:

I must emphasize that my point here is not thatf@uas’'s words are
intended to exclude reference to the inner psyidieecould have done this
if he had such basic metaphor in mind, had seeplassibility, but on

reflection had decided to reject it. But this id mtnat | am arguing here.
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My thesis is that the entire notion never enterischead. The metaphor of
an inner psychic life, in all its ramifications &miliar to us, simply isn’t
present in theAnalects not even as rejected possibility (Fingarette 1972
45).

In order to fully appreciate this important pointkingarette’s argument,
we have to take into account thatlionyu we will not find this opposition
between the “inner” and the “outer’nei wai N4 — realms of the person. The
termwai 4 — the “outer”, or “outward” — does not appearhe text at all. The
closest use afiei [N that would hint at some kind of separate “inne&dlm of
personhood that is important to a person’s ovenaltal stature we find in the
passage 4.17: ,The Master said, ‘When you meetoperof exceptional
character think to stand shoulder to shoulder wh#gim; meeting persons of
little character, lookinward and examine yours&If’ (LY 4.17%, emphasis
added).

However, from the passage it is not clear what #we limits or
boundaries of that “self” within which one shoulhenine oneself, let alone to
suggest that Kongzi is referring to something resierg psyche It might be
helpful to look at another passage where Zerzi-, a highly regarded
student of Kongzi, explains how he examines daily ‘{person” on three

counts:

In my undertakings on behalf of other people, havailed to do my
utmost g¢hong'&)? In my interactions with colleagues and frierfusye |
failed to make good on my wordif 15)? In what has been passed on to

me, have | failed to carry it into practiGpLY 1.4)

In this passage we can clearly see that an exaomnat one’s “person”

(shen &), something that can easily be associated witiospection, with the

TrE. [RBEAE, AABmMNAAE. | (CTP

LY indicates quotes frorhlnyi ###E, or theAnalectsof Confucius, quoted according to Ames and
Rosemont 1998, if it is not indicated otherwiseniers indicate the chapter (the book) and the
passage in it.

PHTE: [BHEZAES: HARTALT? PG T? BAET? | (CTP)

73



look into the inner “depths” of one’s soul, is fdengzi essentially an
observation of his persawithin his interrelation.

Thus, when Fingarette says tha@n {1~ “is intimately linked to the
relationship between man and man” (Fingarette 1923, he stresses the
importance not to locateéén 1~ as a virtue isolated within a distinct individual,
but to see it as a term denoting the phenomenaethists and reveals itself
only in-betweertwo humans, that is, in their interaction. Fingeretlso points
out, contra the accusations of behaviorism, thatisnunderstandingén 1=
must not be identified with “the act as overt”;ist rather some directional
power that emanates from the person in the interaetith another person and
that directs our attention to the “personal perspetof the whole observable
situation (see Fingarette 1972, especially 52-5).

Fingarette is suggesting that in Kongzi's view dfitanan being, actions
of a particular person, the roles that this persadertakes in all kinds of
public ceremonies and interactions with other husmaare not seen as
derivative, i.e., supposedly emerginffom personality described in
psychological terms. Fingarette’s point is that Kongzi all this seemingly
outer activityis personality jusas much agny “inner” activity is. Fingarette
agrees thatén 1~ is meant to designate “personal perspective”, &tording
to him, “the move fronrén [{=] as referring us to a person onrtm [{_] as
‘therefore’ referring us to his inner mental or @isic condition or processes
finds no parallel in theAnalects Certainly there is no systematic or even
unsystematic elaboration of any such connectiofsigarette 1972, 43).

Thus the indirect challenge of Fingarette’s positim virtue ethics
approach is more subtle than a mere demand toatalective aspect of early
Confucian key terms into account. It raises thesjoe whether presentindg

% rén 1=, and other terms as “virtues” does not reducer teebpe of

% The question of the meaning and importanceébfvai N 4 use in early Confucian ethics becomes
much more complicated when one examiMengzi In an exchange between Henry Rosemont and
Herbert Fingarette over Fingarette’s reading ofye@onfucians, both scholars considered a possibili
that Mengzi could “differ radically” with Kongzi othe inner/outer distinction (Rosemont 1978, 518
and Fingarette 1978, 513).
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reference in such manner that additional explanatioecome necessary, in
order to account for the importance of social amitical contexts surrounding

a person, and also of the importance of her interag within this context. We

will see a similar line of thought formulated bylecethics approach in its
critique of the implementation of virtue vocabulary the interpretation of

early Confucian ethical thought.

Explications of other early Confucian key termyi-# andli & — as
“virtues” also seem to follow the chosen interptig®a “virtue ethics”
framework more than a clear association of thesmgean early Confucian
texts with the character traits of distinct persons

Yi $ as virtue of “righteousness”

Van Norden shows clearly the complexity of the tefings, which was
variously translated into English as “moral”, “mhg, “moral principles”,
“right”, “righteousness”, “duty”, “appropriatenessand so on. Van Norden

N S

tells us thatyi & “as a quality of acts” has a quite consistent rnmeam early
Confucian texts that he sums up with the quote ftbmzZhongyong j#,
chapter 20: Yi % is what isyi H ‘appropriate™ (cited from Van Norden 2007,
118). According to Van Norden, for early Confucidmaat is ‘appropriate’
will take into account one’s social role, so it‘@&gent-relative’. ... [l]t is
overall more like an agent-relativerohibition to avoid certain kinds of
conduct” (Van Norden 2007, 118; italics in original

= W]

Although Van Norden claims thgi & “can also be a term that refers to
a virtue, the stable disposition to perform actt treyi [#]” (Van Norden

2007, 118), he also presents quite a differenttiposiormulated by D.C. Lau,

one of the leading translators of early Chinesdopbphy. In the introduction

to his translation ofunyuD.C. Lau has this to say about#:

Rightnessyi ] is basically a characteristic of acts, and itpliation to

agents is derivative. ... The rightness of act depemgbn their being
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morally fitting in the circumstances and has litbedo with the disposition
or motive of the agent” (D.C. Lau, cited from YuQZQ) 143).

D.C. Lau’s reading of the term gets very solid suppfrom early
Confucian texts, whergi % is used often in rhetorical structures as a pasitiv
opposition toli |, or material gain: “Exemplary personfirnzi & 1)
understand what is appropriat@ ); petty persons understand what is of
personal advantagé (F])"** (LY 4.16). We find similar usage in thdengzi
“What is the point of mentioning the word ‘profiti F]? All that matters is
that there should be benevolence and rightméssyfi 1~ #]” ** (Mengzi1Al).
Such parallel usage of these terms suggests thatomgzi and Mengzi were
indicating two phenomena of the same kind. As Mtz¢ contemporary of
Mengzi said: “Different classes are not comparabléozi 41&43 B8, in
Johnston 2010, 475). The term “profii’ %] is not seen as exclusively or
primarily indicating an individual character traiti | can be applied to the
agent and read, like Van Norden does with othangeras “a disposition”.
However, paraphrasing D.C. Lau, such usage wouldidrerative. That the
“profit” I | along withrén 1= andyi % are applied for much broader context
than one’s individualized character traits is seeanother passage from the
Mengzi

If a subject, in serving his prince, cherished pinafit motive |i #/], and
son, in serving his father, and a younger brotherserving his elder
brother, did likewise, then it would mean thattheir mutual relations

prince and subject, father and son, elder brothdrymunger brother, all

SR [ETHMIRZE, SAWRF. | (CTP)

REFREU-HME L, f%EF? (CTP) All English translations from thillengzii: T~ are taken
from Lau 1970 and follows its passage numberinggsmstated otherwise.

SEEALL
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cherished the profit motive to the total excluswinmorality [rén yi{~

#1**. (Mengzi6B4; italics added)

Van Norden allows that if D.C. Lau is right, thging is not a virtue term
“per se”. At the same time Van Norden claims thdtile it may be true about

the use ofyi 8 in Lunyuy in the later text of Mengzi the term “becomes

primarily a virtue term”. According to Van nordefighteousnessyfi #] is a
disposition to accord with agent-relative prohitis involving the expression
and preservation of one’s own ethical charactedrn(Worden 2007, 119; 258).

The meaning ofyl ¥ is similarly presented by other virtue ethics

proponents. A virtue ethics interpretation acknalgkes thatyi % for early
Confucians is fundamentally related to the whoteagion including — but not
limited to — any dispositions that a person activith other persons might
possess. However, the relatedness to the situa@vwathent in the term is
eventually diminished by rendering % in the final analysis as an aretaic
notion.

Yu Jiyuan notes that as important the term is i@ darly Confucian
writings, yi & does not receive clear elaboration in neithanyy nor in
Mengzi(Yu 2007, 141). Nevertheless, Yu presents the tasnthe virtue of
appropriateness in choosing one’s actions. Yu gefie a passage 15.18 in
Lunyuthat associateg ¥ with the termzhi & — “essential stuff” — to explain
the term as “a quality that only an excellent pergossesses” (Yu 2007, 142).
Yu summarizes previous interpretationsyofs as referring either to an ethical
standard or to a faculty of practical reason. kdwn account, “the term can
be understood as ‘what is appropriate to do’ oftlees virtue of judging and
doing what is appropriate’. ... These two aspectkrsely related and indeed
are inseparable” (Yu 2007, 144).

SRNEFHMRIAEIE, BMATERRUERR, AABEWAUELL. —REE. T,
R, AL (CTP)
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Yu compares the Confucian tergi 3 to the Aristotelian notion of
phronesisas “their respective notions of ethical wisdom”u(®2007, 141).
According to Yu, Aristotelian virtue ethics requiteat a virtuous action would
firstly be informed by ethical knowledge, that ibwd be chosen by the agent
for its own sake, and that it would flow from adtk character. Yu calls this
knowing and choosing “the intellectual aspect ofAarstotelian virtue” (Yu
2007, 148). In Yu’'s virtue ethics interpretation Kbngzi, the knowing-
choosing structure in Aristotle finds its countetpan the “wisdom-
appropriateness’zhiyi £ #) structure in Kongzi. Here Yu compargss to
“wisdom (zhj) [%#] in practical affairs”, and sees the differencehat “to have
wisdom Ehi %] is to know the social rites and their ontologigabunds, while
appropriatenessy[ ] is more closely associated with the agent's chmps
and determining” (Yu 2007, 151). Once again, in &'interpretationyi % is
more presented as a character trait of a persomnidhing or overlooking
these aspects of the term that refer to the whialie ©f affairs, of which a
person is but one constituent.

Li #&: from “the rites” to virtue term

The rendition of otherwise interaction and situataiented key terms in
early Confucian writings into aretaic notions isailly stated by Van Norden in
his explication of yet another crucial term for thlbole Confucian tradition —

TEih

Li [#8] originally referred to “the rites” (which are atsof practices, and
not a virtue per se), and this is clearly its sethseughout theAnalects

But when used by Mengzi and School of the Way Ruasta virtue term,
li [#8] often refers to a disposition connected with daling the rites.

(When used in this sense | render it “proprietfVan Norden 2007, 117).

Li #8 is unequivocally acknowledged by both Chinese #&mkign

scholars as one of the most distinct and uniquef@an terms, that has

almost no counterpart in other systems of thougkt,bin East and West. The
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virtue ethics interpretation tries to accommodaie key concept, just like in
the case witlién 1= andyi 3%, by showing thali &, too, can be rendered into
aretaic notion. The particularity and importancehe&f term makes it necessary
to look closer to the reading of & as a virtue term in early Confucian
writings.

Li #8, just as other Chinese terms, has been variowshglated, but “the
ritual”, “the rites”, “propriety”, or some variatioof these English terms are the
most frequent translations. Early Confucians did mwent the term, but
received a long tradition of various interpretatonf it. Looking for
foundations of Confucian thought, Yuri Pines notilest the whole Chungiu
period is marked by the “statesmen’s painstakirgresf to put an end to the
disintegration, prevent anarchy, and restore hsbreal order” (Pines 2002,
89). According to Pines, these efforts have reduhe‘a major achievement”,
that is, in the formulation and explication of thencept of rituali #&, which
was evolved by Chungqiu thinkers “into the guidingnpiple of individual,
social, and political life” (Pines 2002, 89).

This term that was politically and socially verypgortant for Chungiu
period clearly has religious origins. A Chinesetiditary from the ¥ century
C.E., Shuo wen jie zZift i, explains the character as followss & is i
J&; by it spirits are served to bring good forturtecdmes from ‘to exposeshi

7~) and ‘vessel fgng #)" % (quoted from Pines 2002, 276 n. 8). Although in

the early stages meaning of thig® was largely confined to sacrificial rites,
Pines’ analysis shows that already the earliestofigbe term in its political

and social function “aimed to stabilize politicaldasocial life by emphasizing
differences in rank, regulating interlineage susmes and also, probably, by
reinforcing cultural unity among the Huéxi&:[E]% states” (Pines 2002, 92;

90). The term was one of the tools of political govand as such had to

Bpy. B, BT HMEGED . MR E(CTP). Probably there is a typo in Pines’s translatibn
this passage, because various dictionaries, inu@i P, give the pronunciation d& (“footwear”,
“walk on”, “tread”) aslii, notli.

% This is an old name for China.

79



compete with alternative suggestions from otherellettual schools
throughout history’. The long history of heavy Confucian influence on

Chinese political thought shows that attempts afous schools to challenge

the Confucian ideal df #& were, in Pines’s words, futile (see Pines 2003, 27
n. 2). Undeniably, the rich content of the termtdbuited to its success, as it
appealed not only to political and social, but d@saeligious and, especially

after Kongzi, moral sensibilities.

The meaning ofli & changed through centuries and Yuri Pines
demonstrates that from its application to inteestabd military activities, the
realm of li #8 gradually started to shift towards the domesticiaoarder,
where it had to secure the maintenance of hiereathelations and prevent
internal strife and conflicts (see Pines 2002, 94at meant less attention to
decorative ceremonies and more attention to exjoress Ii #& principles in
personal relations among the different ranks ofestaanship. According to
Pines, by mid-sixth century B.C.Hi, & “encompassed both administrative
and personnel policy and was no longer coterminauth ceremonial
decorum. ... Adherence 16[#€] became the distinctive mark of the ‘superior
men’ [jinz & ¥]" (Pines 2002, 96). However, yet further developinef the
term was to come in the writings of early Confusiathat maddi #& a
distinctively Confucian notion. According to Pindspm the Warring States
period, li & is inseparable from the idea of moral self-culiiva, although
such a meaning was irrelevant for thinkers in eatimes (see Pines 2002,
102-3). This marks a major shift in the meaninghefterm.

The ethical significance ofi #& never goes unnoticed by scholars
interpreting early Confucian thought in the timekadngzi and after him. Van
Norden explains the use &f # in Lunyu exclusively as a form of human

activity that, on one hand, may fall under the gatg of etiquette, but, on the

other hand, at times “seem to be coextensive wtilt€ (Van Norden 2007,

37 For English studies of pre-imperial and early inigleChinese political thought see, for example,
Ames 1983, Peerenboom 1993, Chang and Yu 1998, \Atath@€hang 1986.
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101). According to Van Norden, this human activity learned and it is
regarded as sacred, that is, as something “havngudhority that is not
reducible to that of human individuals” and “theoper attitude toward it is
awe or reverencgifg #%)” (Van Norden 2007, 102).

Van Norden makes an important observation thatefoty Confucians

this special human activity they cdil ¥ is much more than mere rigid

formalities and that the proper engagement Witi necessarily influences
personality: “as we participate in an external ordeaintained by human
agency yet characterized by sacrality, we intezealialues expressed by that
order” (Van Norden 2002, 111). Nevertheless, in Wamden’s account; &
does not become a virtue term until Mengzi. Vandéoris confident that for
Mengzili #& “refers to not just @ractice but also avirtue” (Van Norden 2007,
270; italics in original). Such interpretation legvroom for ambiguity, as
immediately after this statement, Van Norden quoles4A27 passage from
the Mengzj in which Ii #& together with musigue %% are portrayed as
something that helps regulate, adorn, and delighienevolenceén 1~ and

righteousnesyi #. Van Norden concludes,

The fact that Mengzi immediately brings up musiemfliscussindi [#8]

suggests that he is talking about rituals, sincayméual practices were
done with musical accompaniment. If this readingasrect, however, it
seems that Mengzi himself thought 6f[#&] primarily in the sense of

ritual practice rather than as a virtue (Van Nordef7, 271).

This and the observation thHt#&, in Van Norden’'s own words, is the
only virtue in Mengzithat is associated with different emotional reati
leads Van Norden to conclude that “there is inteewvedence in theMengzi
that our philosopher is a little uncertain abous thrtue himself” (Van Norden
2007, 270). This statement by Van Norden hintdhatgroblematic nature of
the attempt to interpret key Confucian terms asaarenotions. When faced

with difficulties of interpretation, the principlef charitable reading would
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require us to entertain doubts abauir imposed interpretational framework
upon Mengzi, that is, our reading l6ff& as an aretaic notion. Thus it is rather
surprising to see an otherwise careful interpriker Van Norden concluding
that the cause of the perceived contradictions riesivith Mengzi and his

“uncertainty about this virtue”. Despite this uneass with Mengzi's
supposedly uncertain grasp of the téff# as a virtue term, Van Norden finds
it possible and useful to reddf¥ in this way, because it “could conceivably
mean that the virtue aitual propriety ‘regulates and adorns’ the virtues of
benevolencergn 1] and righteousnesyi[#]” and such a reading is, in Van
Norden’s opinion, “both textually defensible andlpsophically interesting”
(Van Norden 2007, 272; italics in original). Van iden does not explain if
resisting the inertia to shoeholh# into the virtue term would make it less
textually defensible and philosophically interegtit seems that at the very
least it would safeguard Mengzi from portraying asibeing “little uncertain
about this virtue”.

The fundamentally social and interpersonal natdire ¢ is pointed out
even by proponents of virtue ethics interpretatitlemselves. Such
interpretations raise further doubts about thengtteo readi #& as a character
trait that leads or motivates one to action. Falr. Rianhoeli #&, which he
translates as “rites”, were a kind of social pi@etthat “included not only
grand religious ceremonies of state, but what welleveall rules of social
etiquette and standards of personal conduct” (lsanh993, 15). The most
important function of these practices, accordingyamhoe, was to sustain and
foster the process of self-cultivation; thisé “were not intended merely to
elicit particular kind of behavior, the goal wasitstill certain attitudes and
dispositions in the practitioner” (lvanhoe 1993,).18i &, according to
Ivanhoe, helped do this by restraining excessiveber and by keeping our
“virtuous tendencies” within proper measure (seanhoe 1993, 16-7). It is

important to note that, for Ivanhoe, engagememt 4 not only positioned the
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human being in the social world, but also hintedthe larger order of the
natural world. In Ivanhoe’s wordg;, #& “defined a system that was not only
the best possible shape for society but one thdéufnan beings into a larger
natural order. In this sense, they described thg tha world should be”
(lvanhoe 2002, 1).

The suggestion of Confucian virtue ethics to reagene such
interpersonally, situationally orientated notiosdia® in aretaic terms appears
to be even more problematic once we consider Vam@&os treatment of the
conceptshu . This term is used only twice in theinyy and only once both
in the Mengzi and Xunzi #j . However, the term is considered to be an
important part of early Confucian ethical concepister, as it is named by
Kongzi's student as constituting the “one threafiatt runs through all
Kongzi's teachings (LY 4.15); Kongzi himself pointait to it as the “one
expression” §i yan — ) that sums up one’s activity one should practice
throughout one’s life (LY 15.24). Kongzi explicatdse term with a formula
that in contemporary academia is often referredsdhe Confucian “Golden
Rule”: “do not impose on others what you yourseifribt want®® (ibid). Van
Norden translates the term as “reciprocity” and@xg that he does not “class
reciprocity,per se as virtue, since it seems to be more a ‘techni¢fdag 77)
for thinking about others” (Van Norden 2007, 1\ile it is easy to endorse
Van Norden’s reading of the term, it is difficutt inderstand what for Van

Norden differentiateshtu?! fromrén 1= or li #&, so that it does not require or
foster an aretaic reading shu#!. Maybe readinghu#! asvirtue rather than
a technique of reciprocity would also be, paraphrasvVan Norden, a
“textually defensible and philosophically interesfi position?

Van Norden supports his understandingsbifi ! as the techniqué&ing

77 rather than virtue with the reference to a passageeLunyu

SO, AR N. (CTP)
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Authoritative persons establish others in seekstgl#ish themselves and
promote others in seeking to get there themsel@esrelating one’s

conduct with those near at hand can be said théenethodfling /5] of

becoming an authoritative persagfi{-]*° (LY 6.30).

The termshu #! is not mentioned in this passage, thus it apptsas Van
Norden treats the described method of “establistotiiers in seeking to
establish oneself’ as analogicalsioti 1. As such an interpretation is valid and
reasonable, Van Norden’s argument could be thain$teumental function of
shu ! (or its equivalents) with the other “virtue” (ihis casaén {1~) prevents
us from interpreting the former both as “techniqaed as “virtue”. However,
the Lunyucontains passages wheié¥ (the ritual) is rendered as instrumental
in achievingrén 1= (LY 12.1) or — the other way aroundrén 1~ is seen as
instrumental in excelling ini ¥ (LY3.3). Thus the rendition of one or the
other early Confucian term as denoting a chardraédy or “virtue”, appears to
be arbitrary.

In a recent article by Antonio S. Cua (2008) wel wihd a different
tendency, that is, to reahy important ethical term in early Confucian texts as
an aretaic notion. In this article Cua elaborataestle idea that the early
Confucian texts talk about cardinal or basic ingg@ehdent virtues and

dependent virtues. Cua supports this distinctiotih ihe one he finds in the
writings of Xunzi, that is, betweermgdngmingtt44, or generic terms, and ...
biéming % or specific terms” (Cua 2008, 10). The cardinabasic virtues,
according to Cua’s reconstruction of early Confoisimn, arerén 1=, or in
Cua’s words, “andeal themeof concern for humanity”, “virtue of flexibility”
yi 5, and “ritual observancd? 1.

The notion of dependent virtues for Cua includetsomby such terms that
were often read as “virtues” by other scholarsu@tworthiness”xin 15,

“filiality” xiao 2, “courage” yong &), but also many other terms that,

ORAF, ORI, CEGEMEAN. fEniE, w2z hthi. (CTP
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according to Cua, “reflect personal merits” (Cu®010): “self-control’kej’

b ., “culture, cultural refinementivén 3, “caution in speech and conduct”
shenfH, “warm-heartednessiven i, “resoluteness in commitmengzng [,
and others (see Cua 2008). Although Cua expredsesohviction that the
Confucian notion of an ideal person,jonz # ¥, “offers a way to contribute
to the recent revival of virtue ethics” (Cua 2008, from his broad usage of
the term “virtue” we can infer that for Cua “virtuss more an open metaphor
that refers to any ethically acceptable and prais#w phenomena, rather than
a clearly defined technical term of virtue ethics.

From the above analysis of Confucian virtue ettiasslating key early
Confucian terminology into aretaic notions revehist Fingarette’s challenge
he raised in relation to psychologizationréf 1—, can be equally extended to
all other cases. As it was suggested earlier, rtiportant challenge for virtue
ethics interpretation of early Confucianism then tiee question: Does
presentingdé &, rén 1=, and other terms as “virtues” reduce their origina
scope of reference? Once early Confucian key teiogy is translated and
explicitly interpreted as “virtues”, a modern Westenderstanding of virtue as
residing in thepsycheof an individual comes to the fore, and early Caordn
notions become individualized and psychologiseditiAtes, preferences, and
action patterns are seen in this view as secondady stemming from an
ontologically and epistemically primary source eharacter disposition.

This is not to say that the core terminology oflye&onfucians had
nothing to do with whatve now would call an individual and psychic as
opposed to social and bodily. The claim in thissditation is that, following
Fingarette, psychologization and individualisatiera reductionist reading of
early Confucian terminology. In order to reveal thid meaning of early
Confucian terminology, virtue ethics interpretatiohearly Confucians needs
additional explanations that would help to revda importance of inter-
personal and cultural contexts surrounding a permothe importance of one’s

interactions within one’s context as an integratiomal part of the term. An
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aretaic reading of early Confucian terminology, ®nagain explicating
Fingarette’s point, introduces a radical distingfia split between “inner” and
“outer”, character and action, personal and intarac where the primary
importance is always given to the former membeamfalternative. While it
may help to highlight some important features oflye@€onfucian ethics, it
hides the others from the spotlight. It diminishies relational nature of early
Confucian ethics, renders relationality as secondapringing from the
primary source — the character of an individual.

However, the difficulties with incommensurabilityhallenge and
unnecessary psychologization of key early Confu¢eaaminology aside, the
virtue ethics interpretation has made importantiea@ments in explaining
early Confucian thought to a Western audience. @mah virtue ethics
interpretation has provided a framework that alldwleeming early Confucian
ethics a consistent and reasonable ethical sysw#spite the widely
acknowledged disinterest of early Confucian thisken discovering or
formulating universal principles. The primarily pteal and situational
character of early Confucian ethics, that has bEaphasized already in the
early Western reception of Chinese thought in the af Enlightenment, has
come to be seen as a central part of a “philosagizienteresting” (Van
Norden 2007, 272) position, once Western sinolegastd philosophers put
early Confucian ethics into the virtue ethics fravoek.

Another achievement of Confucian virtue ethics npitetation is that it
presents early Confucian thought as a valid soofcarguments relevant to
present day philosophical discussions over ethmuatters. Some interpreters
argue that presenting early Confucian ethics asoran fof virtue ethics
strengthens virtue ethics, as it expands the plesédt of virtues that are
important for human flourishing — for example, augihe “virtue” ofxiao 2,
or “filial piety” (lIvanhoe 2007). Some believe tha&ndering early Confucians
as virtue ethicists may help to bring Aristotle atohgzihead-to-head “where
the strengths and weaknesses of their ethics aealesl and each can suggest

remedies for the other’s deficiencies” (Sim 200)7,Qhers claim that looking
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at the cultural differences in explanation of atigatar virtue, let's say
“courage”, can result in a more coherent understgndf it (Yearley 1998).
Yet others point out to situationist critique oftue ethics (Harman 1999), as
the case where an argument from Confucian virtidc®tcould provide an
additional way to meet the challenge (Slingerla@di1d.

In a chapter on virtue ethics and discussing itsréudirection, Rosalind
Hursthouse noted that the growing interest in Gdentought among Western
philosophers has a tendency to emphasise commaondjfzetween the ancient
Greek and the early Chinese traditions (Hurstho2€43). However,
Hursthouse also points out that as such interemin$gstrength, it may well
introduce a more radical departure” (ibid). It seetimat the last quote should
be rewritten in the past tense, as a new interppoataf early Confucian ethics
becomes increasingly more visible both among thgli&mspeaking Western
and Chinese academics. This interpretation posite@arly Confucian ethics in
strong contrast to all Western ethical systemduding virtue ethics. It claims
that early Confucian ethics is centred on the umitglational concept of the
human found in early Confucian texts, one thatdak@uman to be the totality
of one’s lived roles and relationships. Therefdnes tinterpretation suggests
understanding early Confucian ethicgalg ethics

The goal of the Part 2 of this dissertation is taically analyse this
newly proposed framework for interpreting early €mman ethics — Confucian
role ethics. As the proponents of Confucian roleicst often present their
position in contrast to Confucian virtue ethicsenprretation, a question to be
asked is: can Confucian role ethics escape theuliies we have found in
Confucian virtue ethics interpretation, while pmessg those achievements

that Confucian virtue ethics has made?
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2 CONFUCIAN ROLE ETHICS AS ALTERNATIVE READING OF
EARLY CONFUCIANISM

As explained in the first part, the interpretatminearly Confucian texts
as a form of virtue ethics is by far the most comnamd widely accepted
approach in the English language academic philostgqday. It is also a very
popular interpretative framework in the contemppra&hinese language
scholarship on early Confucian thought (see Shdil2@hang 2011, Gong
2011, and others). However, many scholars haveesgpd doubts whether the
virtue ethics framework most adequately explaindye@onfucian ethical
sensibilities. In Chinese-speaking academia, a tdéagical reading of early
Confucians still has its followers, with Lee Mingdi Z=3#E as arguably the
best known proponent of this position for the Westaudience (see Lee 2013a
and 2013b; in Chinese also see Lee 1994 and 1990).

English-speaking academia, on the other hand, lzake rat least several
attempts to find a better framework to understaml explain early Confucian
ethical writings. Liu Yuli (Liu 2004), for exampleygues that Confucian ethics
does not fit the label of virtue ethics in “theigtisense”. The main complaint
of Liu with the virtue ethics approach is that ded not give due attention to
the importance of moral rules in Confucian ethics. does not argue for a
deontological or utilitarian approach, however, hattempts to present
Confucianism as a “unique kind of ethics” that camels rule-based morality
and attention to virtues (see Liu 2004, 102-39).

Andrew Zhonghu Yan, on the other hand, uses Pdlithrs existential
theology and especially his analysis of ontologsalicture of human as the
main interpretive and conceptual framework to réwvedhrough perceived
commonalities and differences — both the originaksage in theunyuand its
contemporary relevance. Yan Zhonghu's “existengading” of Kongzi also
attempts to point out the “theological implicatidms the Lunyy for example,

its soteriological dimension (see Yan 2011).
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During the last decade a new systematic approaakatly Confucian
ethics — Confucian role ethics — was developed ianginning increasingly
more attention both in the English language acadevritings and in Chirfd.
According to this position, early Confucian writeigresent a unique ethical
system, which takes particular human relations tasprimary and central
concern. At the heart of this ethics is a particianception of the human
being, which takes humans to be relational persoms, ontologically
constituted, existentially experienced, and epislegically explicated only
through their various and numerous roles and woelatiwith specific others.
According to role ethics interpretation, early Qaribns see humans as a
continuous and largely consistent, but never faeali result of an on-going
process of interactions. This makes relations bogncally and existentially
prior to persons, which eventually are shaped bthiese relations.

Role ethics interpretation claims that becausenisf inique view of the
human, early Confucian key terms tend to be siuatrather than agency-
centred. If this position is correct, it would meidwat individualized character
traits — or “virtues” — are only derivative and sedary categories in early
Confucian ethics, which would make virtue ethicadiag of early Confucians
inaccurate and misleading at times. This approacmainly endorsed in the
works of Roger T. Ames (2010; 2011) and Henry Ras#mlr. (2013; 2004;
1991a; 1991b; 1991c), as well as in their commdrlipations and translations
(Ames and Rosemont 2011; 1998; Rosemont and Ané®)28ome elements
of role ethics approach to early Confucians can ateo found in the
collaborative work of Roger Ames and David Hall ([Hand Ames 1987;
1998). A similar position on similar grounds is eakby Chan Sin yee (1993),
who calls early Confucianism a “relationship-rolties” or simply “role-

ethics”, and Nuyen (2009), who calls early Confa@en a “role-based ethics”.

“%In Chinese speaking academia several events Weeglg organized at the most prestigious
Philosophy Departments to specifically discusssdefarole ethics approach to early Confucianism:
Ch’ien Mu (Qian Mu) Lectures at the Chinese Uniitgref Hong Kong in 2008; an academic
workshop at the People’s University of China in 204n international conference at Shandong
University in 2013. The Chinese neologism for et “role ethics” juése lunixué f i FEEE: — is
gaining popularity among Chinese readers, as selveoks and articles of role ethics proponents, and
even their English translations lofinyuandXiaojing were translated back into Chinese.
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Chan argues that both duties and virtues that @aariLethics gives primacy to
all are “rooted” in the roles. Nuyen’s argumensiisilar and he also points out
to the unique concept of the human in early Comfuevritings that does not fit
the vision of the human being purported by virtueube-based ethics.

In this Part, | will, firstly, provide an explanati of the scholarly
background both in the studies of Chinese thougtt & modern moral
philosophy against which the role ethics approaas iormed, and | will
provide the exposition of basic philosophical asstioms that support role
ethics approach. Secondly, | will provide a critiaaalysis and explanation of
Confucian role ethics. My claim throughout this ptea is that labelling
Confucian role ethics as a behaviorist, pragmatist, existentialist
interpretation of Confucianism is not justified, the focal point of Confucian
role ethics is the relational concept of the huret proponents of Confucian
role ethics find in early Confucian ethical writsxgand explicate in their
interpretation of early Confucian thought as wedl m their critique of
deontological and utilitarian ethics. Such basis @onfucian role ethics
interpretation enables it to tackle the two biggpsbblems that weaken
Confucian virtue ethics, as was argued in the Pathe incommensurability
challenge on a methodological level, and a redoatiothe relational nature of

early Confucian ethics on practical level.

2.1 Background and methodology of Confucian role ethig

2.1.1 Impulses for alternative interpretation of early Confucians

There is a line of thought in role ethics approdiht is similar to
Confucian virtue ethics approach in its interpietatof early Confucian
thought. On the one hand, role ethics agrees withfui€ian virtue ethics
approach that early Confucians do not formulatetrabs principles to be

followed by people in order for their acts to baiedlly praiseworthy. There
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are passages in early Confucian texts that formulsgemingly strong
prescripts for its adepts, like the one often chltee “Golden Rule” of
Confucianism: “Zigong asked, ‘Is there one exp@sghat can be acted upon
until the end of one’s days?’ The Master replietheére isshu #1: do not
impose on others what you yourself do not wan(LY 15.25). Role ethics
proponents claim that such sayings are at besta®generalizations intended
to sum up life experience, rather theupriori formulated rule, which has to be
rationally applied and followed in choosing onedsduct.

On the other hand, role ethics agrees with virtilce approach in that
early Confucians do not concentrate their attentmn the rightness or
wrongness of specific actions, but are promotingtcal vision that seeks to
cultivate a particular type of ethically praisevinyrthuman. Early Confucians,
of course, discuss and evaluate intentions andomés of actions, but these
concerns are overshadowed by the emphasis on a geoexal ideal of the
cultivation of the human xiizshen & £r. But here the similarities between role
ethics and virtue ethics approaches to early Caafuethical thought come to
an end, as role ethics proponents do not agreethtbadiishen 15 £ ideal is
limited to the cultivation of individual characteaits and, even more so, that
specific character trait, that is “virtue”, can Iseen as the central and
organizing notion of early Confucian ethical thotigho sum up, role ethics
interpretation is in line with virtue ethics appcbato the extent that both are
critical towards a consequentialist or deontologieading of early Confucians.
At the same time role ethics proponents are positgpthemselves strongly in

opposition to virtue ethics. According to Ames d&msemont,

While the vocabulary of virtue ethics for descripithe early Confucian
vision of the moral life dio 1) is superior to those linked to Kantian or
utilitarian principle-based ethical theories, thaicabulary too, forces
Master and his followers more into the mold of Véestphilosophical
discourse than they ought to be placed, in ouriopjrand hence makes it

UFEME [H-SWA ST ZE T | FE [HAT QAR ZERA.
(CTR
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difficult to see the Confucian vision as a genuatternativeto those with
which we are most familiar (Ames and Rosemont 2017, italics in

original) .

This quote reveals a major concern of Confuciaa ethics proponents, which
is crucial in understanding their position — thgtthe discontent of Ames and
Rosemont with the state and the methodology ofezopbrary scholarship on
Chinese thinking and comparative philosophy moreegally.

As argued in the previous Part, the surge of vidigcs in the West and
application of this framework to Confucian thinking the last couple of
decades has clearly contributed to more and moitespiphy departments in
European and North American universities teachiogamly introductory but
also specialized courses on various schools améters in Chinese tradition.
However, Confucian role ethics proponents maintaa even the virtue ethics
interpretation — despite all its strengths — cams the old tendency of
comparative scholarship to approach non-Westermenma# from “a strongly
Western perspective” (Rosemont 1991b, 83). Thelenohvith this approach
Is that it forces a certain Western framework asiléimate reference point in
deciding what counts as relevant questions to kedass well as what are the
valid ways of investigating these questions, an@twiounts as well-founded
answers to the questions posed. We saw this clatihreaheart of Macintyre’s
incommensurability challenge (see Macintyre 199Hus from a Confucian
role ethics perspective, Confucian virtue ethicssimalso be seen as an
interpretation that “forces” upon Chinese thinksrgch terminology that is
alien to them and very likely does not allow thesion presented in early
Confucian texts to fully unfold (Rosemont 1991b).8Ihis position of role
ethics is stated right at the outset of their tetation as an attempt to take
Confucian ethics “on its own terms” (Ames 2011,.23)

As | am arguing in the next chapter, Ames and Rasgro not suggest
the “objective” view from neutral position. Philggacal issues will always be
argued from some particular position, be it Kanti&nstotelian, Confucian, or

any other. The biggest concern of Ames and Rosemsotitat the Western
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perspective is dominating overwhelmingly. Similarlghun Kwong-loi has
drawn attention to the fact that comparative plojs/ treats Chinese and
Western traditions exclusively from the positiom&l @assumptions of one, but
not the other. Shun maintains that there is “th@ais asymmetry in the way
in which Chinese and Western philosophical tradgi@re brought together”
(Shun 2009, 470). According to Shun, there are nstoglies that approach
Chinese thought from a Western philosophical petspge for example,
asking if Confucianism is a form of virtue ethics,if Mozi is a utilitarian, or
whether Zhuangzji: - is a relativist or a skeptic. The asymmetry thiatirs
refers to stems from the fact that there are vemy &icademic works that
attempt to approach Western philosophical thoughinlioking frameworks,
concepts, or issues from the Chinese intellecttalitton. Such a situation
could be justified only in the case if Chinese se#tat touch upon ethical
matters would not contain challenging questions iateresting insights. But
Shun Kwong-loi strongly believes that it is not tbase. In Shun’s words,
“Given that Chinese ethical traditions are no keds in insights and resources
compared to Western ethical traditions, or at lessty of us would so believe,
this asymmetry is deeply puzzling” (Shun 2009, 471B)s asymmetry is even
more “perplexing”, as Shun notes, because the tmydéo study Chinese
thought using a Western philosophical frameworlaisommon practice in
Chinese language publications as well. Shun pauatsthat “we see engaged
discussions of such questions as whether Moziuslitarian, but not whether
John Stuart Mill is a Moist or endorsiggn’ai # & (Shun 2009, 472).

This position of Shun Kwong-loi is very similar tthe one that
strengthens Ames’s and Rosemont’s commitment @ dinto formulate new
terminology for explaining early Confucian ethitbught and for showing its
relevance for the contemporary world, rather trelyimg on some ready-made
and well established terminology from the Westeadition to do the job.
Ames and Rosemont also describe contemporary cativamphilosophy as
being in the state of “unfortunate asymmetry” (Anaesl Rosemont 2011, 18).

A little bit differently from Shun, for Ames and Remont this asymmetry is
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evident not that much in the lack of studies thdenpret European ideas
against the traditional Chinese frameworks or cptsgsebut more in the
language, in which Chinese ideas or thinkers awduated in many of the
works of comparative philosophers. Ames and Roséipaint out that even in
the works of comparative philosophers that thinkryvehighly about

Confucianism, one reoccurring motive is that somel aspects, fundamental
ideas or concepts have been “missing,” “ignored,*lacking” in Confucian

thought. As Ames and Rosemont put it,

In virtually all these comparisons, something algvagems to be missing
in Confucianism. But we never seem to see conveiegements such as
“The concept of sage lackingin Aristotelian ethics,” or “the centrality of
ritual for human flourishings missingin Aristotle,” or “Kant, Mill and
others ... appeao ignorethe importance of the exemplary perspmg’
F¥),” and so on. Why not? (Ames and Rosemont 2011,itaBcs in

original)

Recently the approaches in comparative scholatsimie been changing
somewhat. We have already quoted Sim (2007, 2)allbavs that by bringing
Kongzi and Aristotle head-to-head, the weaknes$akeolatter, not only the
former, can be reveled and remedied. Stephen Aaigle points out in his
comment on Confucian role ethics that it is alrepdgsible to find in the
literature passages where, for example, Aristotlpieblems” are also noted
by comparative philosophers, but he, too, generafiyees that complaints
about asymmetry in comparative philosophy are @® Angle 2012).

When presenting the role ethics interpretation, Aged Rosemont point
out how allegiance to Christian or Western phildsoal terminology has hurt
Western understanding and appreciation of earlyn&da thinking. According
to Ames and Rosemont, translators of classical €d@ncanons “have
employed in their translations a large number of t&rms that have been
central in the history of Western philosophy, wilte result that the Chinese

texts seem to be little more than naive versionstait Western thinkers have
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been doing for the past twenty-five centuries” (Ana@d Rosemont 1998, 310-
1). Ames and Rosemont maintain that this culminatetisregard of much of
the intellectual heritage specific to early ChineBkis kind of attitude stems
from the deceptive sense of familiarity with thei@&se civilization that a
Western reader gets once Chinese classical textseadered in a well-known
technical philosophical vocabulary of Western triadi

According to Ames and Rosemont, “when an altereaphilosophical
tradition is made familiar and, at the same tirseadjudicated on the basis of
Western standards of evidence that are foreigh fban only be an inferior
variation on a Western theme” (Ames and Rosemor§813812). This
conviction can explain why Ames and Rosemont anmesistently avoiding
Western technical philosophical terminology in thdranslations and

explications of early Confucian writings. They wiite the translation odié &

as ‘“virtue”, yi ¥ as “morality”, or “righteousness”, and even presen

Kongzi as a “moral philosopher’” (Ames and Roseni#48, 53). Many early
Confucian key terms have found new and unfamibamiulations in Ames and
Rosemont’s English translations. A couple trangtatiespecially stand out, for
example, Ames’s and Rosemont’s rendition réh 1= as “authoritative
conduct” or, derivatively, “authoritative person”a® seen by many as too
novel and itself requiring clarification (Rosemoamd Ames 2009, 82-3).
Similarly, the translation ofchéng # as “creativity”, instead of more
conventional translations of the term as “sincéray “integrity” (see Ames
and Hall 2001, 30-5), was also noted as a conspguwvelty by many
reviewers and some have expressed reservations thieainanslation (Ni 2004,
196; Sivin 2004, 170). However, the main methodmialgobjective of Ames
and Rosemont is clear. It is to avoid deceptivdirigeof familiarity with
Chinese term, thus trying to attain the context emahotations of the original
Chineseterm, rather than succumbing to connotations ptesethe English

translationof it.
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A vivid illustration of this situation is the remgtence of an American
philosopher Herbert Fingarette, where he retels ihitial impression after
encountering Confucian texts. Fingarette explaissstrong initial discontent
with seemingly prosaic and parochial sayings resdroh theLunyy which
seemed irrelevant to contemporary philosopher @heie 2008, 1). Despite
this unpromising first encounter, Fingarette’'s p@ton of Kongzi eventually
changed radically, as he learned to readAhalectsin its original language
rather than secondary sources. Fingarette expllaatdhe not only came to see
the “profound insight” of Kongzi into the questioas human nature, but also
realized that certain Confucian insights “are clasesubstance and spirit to
various recent philosophical developments” (ibid3. a result, Fingarette has
provided one of the most well known and widely r&ddstern interpretations
of some key Confucian notions, such @& 1=, janz & ¥, and, most
noticeably,li &,

The commitment to take early Confucian thoughtitsnown terms”, and
the encouragement of other philosophers to do eongates the translations
and scholarly investigations of Ames and Rosemseé (Ames 2011, 32 and
throughout the text; Ames and Rosemont 1998, 3lt4is also one of the
crucial arguments for their refusal to accept thiug ethics interpretation of
early Confucians that is largely presented in Ateian or neo-Aristotelian
vocabulary, despite important points of agreememtwben the two
interpretations (see Ames and Rosemont 2011, 17).

Ames and Rosemont’s suggested framework of Coniucike ethics has
to be seen in this light as an attempt to make ewatjve philosophy more
balanced. Thus, for Ames and Rosemont, to redueepimssible minimum the
use of technical vocabulary of traditional and klthed Western
philosophical systems in translations and integii@ns of non-Western
materials is a deliberate methodological choicghtnprevious part we quoted
Maclintyre, who claimed that in order to have ad/@omparative philosophy
“what the Aristotelian will have had to provide flois or her own use will be a

history of Confucianism written and understood franConfucian point of
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view (Macintyre 1991, 117). Very much in the spoftthis claim, Ames and

Rosemont present their interpretation as the wayctmtemporary Western
readers to learn the language of early Confuciankéns to the point where

they would be able to conceptualize and analyzélpnoatic issues of their

own time and place, creatively using Chinese coiscag well as Western.
That explains why Ames’ first book-length study d&d to role ethics has a
subtitle “A Vocabulary” (see Ames 2011) and why Asrad Rosemont spend
so much time and effort to present and explicagekthy Confucian concepts in
their translations of early Confucian classics (8eees and Rosemont 1998,
20-66; Rosemont and Ames 2009, 64-92).

The attempt to introduce original early Chinesemiablogy without
rendering it in more familiar Western terminologyaiready evident in the title
of one of the earlier works of Roger Ames writtegether with David Hall —
Thinking Through Confuciuddere the authors suggest engaging “exercise in
thinking using Kongzi's philosophy as medium” (see Hall @mdes 1987, 6).
The same intent is evident in Henry Rosemont’shgits to find the language
that not only would capture concerns for human itygnhat in the West are
usually expressed in the human right discourse thattwould also originate
from Chinese intellectual tradition (see Rosem@ud.

Another reason for Ames and Rosemont’s refusagéoearly Confucians
as a form of virtue ethics — or any other Westdritogophical system — is their
strongly expressed belief that Western thought sieedunfamiliar alternative
in order to be able to cope with its internal pevbs. According to Ames and
Rosemont, staying within Western philosophical diisse in the investigations
of early Confucian thinking “makes it difficult ®ee the Confucian vision as a
genuinealternative to those with which we are most familiar” (Amesdan
Rosemont 2011, 17). However, Ames and Rosemont alopresent their
search for an alternative as an attempt to shifiredyn from one mode of
thinking to another, supposedly superior one, dimo the objectively defined
truth in one or the other system of thought. Fore&mand Rosemont the

“alternative” that early Confucian thinking has tffer to us lies in the
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possibility to reformulate questions that are tlowp our own culture (see
Rosemont 1988, 66).

According to Rosemont, comparative philosophersehasen addressing
nonwestern materials too often with a questiono-what extent do these texts
suggest answers to philosophical questions thaug@k (Rosemont 1988, 66)
Even if similar questions have been addresseduseful manner in the past,
this does not give us enough distance to questisroown most fundamental
presuppositions. Thus Rosemont suggests we takenone step back and to
focus our attention on our conceptual framewonksyhich we formulate our

concerns. In Rosemont’s own words,

[W]e must allow the other their otherness, andhaut in any way
surrendering rationality, nevertheless allow fa¥ gossibility not only that
we don’t have all the answers, but also that we n@yhave been asking
all the questions in as universal a vocabulary as hitherto been

presupposed (Rosemont 2004, 51).

As Rosemont explains his intentions, he does naoit Wa imply that the
early Confucian writings are the be-all and endfaill finding answers to the
multiplicity of questions” that we are facing (Rosent 1991b, 92). Rosemont
uses the metaphor of a mirror to highlight the itest study of other cultures
has to lead to the increased capability to undedstanes own culture: “the
more openly and deeply we look through a window iahother culture the
more it becomes a mirror of our own” (Rosemont E91). In a similar way,
Hall and Ames, for example, stress that they chomseconcentrate on
differences between Western and Chinese philossptoé only because they
believe “difference is more interesting than simiil&, but because “precisely
this recognition of significant differences thatopides an opportunity for
mutual enrichment by suggesting alternative respoig problems that resist
satisfactory resolution within a single culture”a@lHand Ames 1987, 5). Both
Ames and Rosemont are suggesting that true alteesan thinking come not

from abandoning the present views and abruptlytisbifto new ones, but
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rather that this alternative comes from within atocwous process of inquiry:
“to what extent do these [non-Western] texts sugthes we should be asking
very different philosophical questions?” (Rosemd®88, 66) Thus the job of
comparative philosophers should not be limited twndering over the
“Procrustean questions”, to borrow Goldin’s expi@sgGoldin 2005, 3), the
ones that are taken from Western perspective, flatea with Western
terminology, deemed as universal and then imposeer amon-Western
materials. The merit of comparative philosophersusth come from their
ability to widen and deepen the scope of the etmezm that we can register
and reflect over, and eventually make this undadsiey a part of our daily life.
To sum up, we have identified the prevailing asyrmya comparative
ethics as one of the major impulses for the fortmutaof role ethics approach
to early Confucianism. Yet another impulse for thigroach is Ames and
Rosemont’s expressed hope that early Confuciamgtitazould serve as one of
the main resources for “revitalizing” contemporatylosophy. However, it is
outside the scope of the present dissertation tsuguConfucian role ethics
suggestions and implications that their positions ha the field of
contemporary ethics. Now we can turn to a more il@etaanalysis of
Confucian role ethics methodology in approachindye@onfucian ethics. In
the next section we will explicate the main presagiions of role ethics in

interpreting early Confucian thought.

2.1.2 Interpretative context for understanding early Confucianism

The complex nature of understanding and interpgdtirguistic and non-
linguistic expressions, as well as many difficdtiehat interpreters of
intellectual traditions must face, are well acknedged in Western philosophy.
It is evident in the rich hermeneutic tradition, i@fhemerges as an important
part of Biblical studies during the Middle Ages amEnaissance, then

incorporates the study of ancient and classicalissy and, in the 20century,
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goes through philosophical and ontological turnghia works of Friedrich

Schleiermacher, Wilhelm Dilthey, Martin Heideggeand Hans-Georg

Gadamer to become a way of inquiry into humandifie existence in general
(see Ramberg and Gjesdal 2013).

Intercultural studies also recognize a wide vargdtpossible pitfalls that
await scholars reading and interpreting texts,ucaft, and civilizations distant
and very different from their owr©Orientalismby Edward W. Said has been a
seminal study in this regard since it was firstI@ied in 1978. In this book
Said sums up Western academic disciplines aimedexloring and
understanding Asian cultures under the name oféi@alism” and critically
remarks that “Orientalism is better grasped astaoBeonstraints upon and
limitations of thought than it is simply as a poagtdoctrine” (Said 2003, 42).
Said supports his criticism by exposing how mucé dbjects of Western
academic and cultural interest in the Middle Eastey to a large degree,
constructions of Western minds exercising “cultugtmength” of colonial and
post-colonial political and economic powers. Acéogdto Said, in the minds
of the late 18 and early 28 century European political and academic elite, the
relation between West and East was expressed iougarbut overlapping

terms, which presented the idea that:

The Oriental lived in a different but thoroughlyganized world of his

own, a world with its own national, cultural, angistemological

boundaries and principles of internal coherencet What gave the
Oriental’s world its intelligibility and identity as not the result of his own
efforts but rather the whole complex series of kieolgeable

manipulations by which the Orient was identifiedthg West (Said 2003,
40).

The situation is not different in Chinese stuffiesd, as we were arguing

in the previous section, the dominance of Westerminology not only has

2 This claim could be extended to all inter-cultuaabl comparative studies of non-Western cultures.
For example, Beinorius (2012) provides a detaikesbcanalysis of how the “epistemic violence” of
Western academic set-up in Indian studies resulisa neglect of vital parts of Indian culture, sas
practices of astrology and divination, because Hreydeemed as “pseudo-scientific” (ibid, 158).
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created asymmetry in how Chinese and Western putosal traditions are
compared and evaluated, but also was one of the meaisons behind the
formation of the role ethics interpretation of gatlonfucian thought.

However, the crucial point for understanding rothies position is to
acknowledge that Ames and Rosemont do not suggkisigt up any sort of
“neutral” or “objective” standpoint from nowhere tead, understand, and
interpret early Confucian texts. According to Rosein “no comparative
scholar can come to another culture asalula rasa One need not be
committed to relativistic theses to admit that p{ad@ture-free) objectivity is a
myth” (Rosemont 1991b, 83Ames and Rosemont argue that there is no
“neutral” position for a thinker or an interpreténus every translation is an
interpretation (see Ames and Rosemont 1998, 27%cowingly, every
interpretation rests on certain assumptions thetlaeply rooted and expressed
in our languages. As Ames and Rosemont point dlieré argoresuppositions
underlying all discourse about the world, aboutidég] and about attitudes,
which are sedimented into the specific grammarsheflanguages in which
these discourses take place” (Ames and Rosemor@, 5. On this point
Ames and Rosemont seem to be in full agreement wi#imy prominent
Western philosophers of the®6entury, such as Hans-Georg Gadamer, Hilary
Putnam, Ludwig Wittgenstein déthilosophical Investigationsand others, who
have argued that it is impossible for us to thimependently from our cultural
horizons and from our inherited or acquired langugames.

We can neither fully escape our presuppositionk which we encounter
the other culture, thinker, or text, nor are wespas hostages to our own
presuppositions. We can do something about it. Weed to identify and
elaborate some of these presuppositions” (AmesRasgmont 2011, 20). On

another occasion Ames suggests:

We must be self-conscious of what we bring to thterprise of exploring
another cultural tradition. ... This self-consciousmén interpretation is
not to distort the Chinese philosophical traditi@md its process

cosmology, but to endorse its fundamental premig&sies 2011, 22).
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The suggestion of Ames and Rosemont is not toidedfrpresuppositions, but
to be aware of them and to elaborate on the propes. Thus, the role ethics
interpretation of early Confucianism begins frone tattempt to locate, to
explicate, and to creatively engage the linguiatid intellectual environment,
in which Confucian thought and terminology are dgegmbedded.
Furthermore, role ethics proponents do not suggé&sig particular Confucian
thinkers, texts, and particular notions as selftamed entities in their own
right. It would be a mistake to assume that th@emeaning of the term, the
expression, or the text can be found within thenolsuof the entity in question.
Understanding the meaning of the term, the textherthinker would require
from the reader access to the surrounding confetkteohistorical and cultural
background, rival or supporting texts, or to thesely knit together concept
cluster of a given tradition in which a particutarm is used. According to role
ethics proponents, only against such “an internpeetontext for understanding
Confucianism” (Ames 2011, 41-85) are we able teet@onfucianism “in its
own words”. By doing so we can hope to not onlyg&t closer to the actual
significance of the text, but also to fully appedei a fresh perspective that
early Confucianism can offer for a contemporarylkler, who is a product of
the environment very different from that of Kongnd his disciples.

What, according to Confucian role ethics intergieta are these
assumptions that enable us to hear early Confugaeaking in their own
words? Here Ames and Rosemont argue their casasgthrslightly different
directions. Ames’s basic assumption is more cordertted and is formulated
as an “interpretive context” of cultural ideas,ttlsa the set of core convictions
that underlie a wide range of both comnaord differing believes, arguments,
and positions within one culture. Rosemont’s argun& more structural and
proceeds from the statement on the nature andifumot the core terminology
in any given philosophical system. Rosemont’'s basisumption is that the
core terms in any coherent philosophical systenma@todwell in isolation, but
rather function in tightly interwoven sets that Bownt calls “concept

clusters” (Rosemont 1991b, 74; and throughout Ros¢s publications).
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According to Rosemont, none of the terms in anthefconcept clusters can be
fully explained or adequately understood withouty amcourse to other
members of that particular concept cluster. | dom&an to contrast these two
directions, as they are complementary; howevelllasddress them separately.

There is a consistent line of argument in Ames’'skngince his early
collaboration with David Hall (Hall and Ames 198®Mrough his co-authored
translations with Rosemont (Ames and Rosemont 129®) to his latest
monograph (Ames 2011). Ames maintains that theye@Hinese world of
thought before Buddhist influences can be charae@ras based on the
“presumption of radical immanence” (Hall and AmeS887, 12) and on
“correlative thinking” (Ames 2011, 41ff). Both ohése characterizations are
stating the same basic idea but from differentatioas and they also result in
many related claims.

In Ames’s view, early Chinese thought rests on Spreption of radical
Immanence”, as it precludes the notion of striahscendence, which Hall and
Ames explain as follows: “a principlé, is transcendent with respect to tHat,
which it serves as principle if the meaning or imipof B cannot be fully
analyzed and explained without recours@tbut reverse is not true” (Hall and
Ames 1987, 13). To put this claim in different werdt means that for early
Chinese there can be no entity that would be inddget from all the other
entities in the world, while at the same time iefiging them. There are no
autonomous and self-sufficient entities in earlyif@ése thought to the extent
that if some entity exists at all, it exists be@ws its relation, through its
relation, and as its relation to other entitiesugla number of familiar notions
and ideas that seemed to be natural and self-dvidedifferent Western
thought systems — Platonieidos Aristotelian Unmoved Mover, Judeo-
Christian God Creator — become irrelevant or eveésieading, if one tries to
conceptualize early Chinese thought (Hall and A&7, 13-4).

As part of their argument, Hall and Ames point thét even the world

creation myth is absent from early Chinese thowgtd very likely reaches
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China very late through its intellectual ties witidian Buddhisri?. It then
means that for early Chinese there can becmeatio ex nihilo(ibid, 16) —
things don’t come from nothing and don’t vanishoinbthing. Rather they are
constantly coming to the fore and becoming pregent 5 or clin{¥) in their
interactiond®. Thus Hall and Ames are inviting the contemporsvgstern
reader to imagine a world of constant process awbiining (Ames and Hall
2001, 25), one that “eschews any notion of disaeg” (ibid). It means that in
such a worldview even seemingly stable physicakcisj are perceived as
events in their cycle of interaction with other etig-events. Such a world is
by no means chaotic, but its order is naturallsiag @iran H %) and
constantly re-creatingskengsteng 4 4) itself from interactive relatedness of
all myriad of things Wanwu & #7). It is an “autogenerative world” (Ames
2011, 157). Hall and Ames (1987, 16) call this tgp@rder that is achieved in
the creation of new patterns an “aesthetic” orded &ontrast it to the
“rational” or “logical” order that is achieved byplication of an antecedent
pattern. And thus we have roughly recounted th@réative thinking” that,
according to Ames, forms “a shared and unifying can sense” (Ames 2011,
41) of early Chinese. In the next section we wde sall this vocabulary of
constant aesthetic creativity of new patterns fremerging new situations,
process of becoming, non-separateness, and coregless conjoin in Ames’s
depiction of the early Confucian understanding whin.

Rosemont’s methodological approach to comparathilosophy is also
consistently stated throughout his writings (sesdroont 1976; 1986; 1991a;
1991b; 2004; 2013). As | have mentioned, Rosemangéghodological stance
is more linguistically oriented. Rosemont suggés#s every culture has a core
set of interrelated concepts that are used forrd@sg and evaluating humans
and their conduct. These concepts are so closedywoven together, that it

makes it impossible to fully understand one concephout taking into

3 Goldin (2008) has offered a direct critique ofthiew.
*4 Elsewhere | have argued that not only early Ckinbst also 12 century Chinese thinker Zhu %
# (1130-1200) had a similar understanding of existesf things i #) in the world (Silius 2010a).
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account all other members of the same set. Equdllys impossible to
adequately use one concept without invoking thenotations stemming from
interrelations of the concept with others withimttiparticular set. Rosemont
calls such a set of interrelated core conceptacept cluster”. Every culture
has its own unique concept cluster, but even witma culture, as times and
epochs change, one might find changing conceptterkis According to
Rosemont, traditional Indian accounts of human IWél use terms like
“dharma, “samsard, “mokshg “karmd, “Brahmari, and others; in the
Western culture, contemporary English ethical disse will use “moral”,
“freedom”, “ought”, “rights”, “obligation”, “reasof) “dilemma”, “motivation”,
and others. However, in the same Western cultuw, ib Medieval and
Renaissance English, that concept cluster woultlidec“liegeful”, “varlet”,
“sake”, “shent”, “chivalric”, “villain”, and other¢Rosemont 2013, 17-9). Thus
in Rosemont’s treatment, concepts do not float pedelently from other
concepts and a shared cultural context that unthesn, thus making them
meaningful.

This methodological stance has important implicaidor comparative
philosophy and inter-cultural studies. Rosemonticaigs that in order to
adequately understand any given culture we hatey toard to locate that core
concept cluster, to make it clear how conceptsiwithe cluster interrelate,
and learn to employ these concepts correctly nch &g its own way, but as a
concept cluster (Rosemont 2013, 18). Furthermdre/ei accept Rosemont’s
methodological stance, once we come to translatenaept or explicate its
meaning, what we have to do is to translate antlaatp it with and within its
concept cluster. Thus intercultural translation tzalse a translation of concept
clusters and not of isolated terms. To translagengle and isolated term or to
find an equivalent of such a term in another lagguar culture might also
have a significant importance and be useful for eogpecific purposes.
However, such an undertaking will not be reprederaif we attempt to

explain the inner workings of the whole culturalptilosophical system.
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Although Ames and Rosemont, according to our amglygesent their
methodological approaches somehow differently, ehiera strong unifying
theme between their accounts — it is the all-peveasorrelativeness of world
phenomena. This approach also suggests specifis waynvestigation. If
correlativeness of world objects, humans, or cotsceptaken as a constitutive
part of these phenomena, it is much likely thattlsgsis rather than analysis
will dominate the investigation. Similarly, if celativeness is understood as
constitutive rather than accidental, the explamatibthe entity in question will
tend to explicate (outward direction; from Lagrplicire “to unravel”) rather
than define (inward direction; from Latdefinire “to limit”) its meaning. Here
| do not mean to disqualify either synthetic orlgti@ approaches, and neither
am | suggesting that Ames and Rosemont are doiisg Both analysis and

synthesis are limited in their use. Kant has pairlkgs out precisely:

But since in acontinuousquantum the regress from the whole to its
possible parts, and in amfinite quantum the progress from the parts to the
given whole, find no end, in the one case the amabnd in the other case
the synthesis will be impossible of completiadhg whole cannot, in
conformity with the laws of intuition, be appreheddby an exhaustive
division of parts, nor the complex by an exhaussvmmation (Kant 1929,
36-7)

Therefore, an adequate investigation probably neeoh analysis and
synthesis used interchangeably, though it is likle&t different assumptions of
different thinkers will put more stress on one dii@n of explanation rather
than the other. It is not necessary for our purp@seyo deeper into discussion
about different directions of explanation. Howevkenvant to highlight the
point that the stress on correlativeness seen thadelogical approaches of
Ames and Rosemont will be reflected in their exgimn of early Confucian
ethics and the central theme of their interpretatiothe concept of human in
early Confucian writings.
Another common characteristic unite Ames’s and Rus#'s

methodological suggestions to investigate early f@man thought through
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“‘interpretative context” and “concept clusters”. Asnand Rosemont both
present their points by sharply contrasting eartyn€se positions with the
mainstream Western philosophical orientations. Amed Hall claim that the
dominant pattern of early Chinese thought is sigaiftly different from the
dominant pattern in the West. Thus in their analgsrly Chinese thought is
associated with “aesthetical order”, while domin@rgstern is associated with
the “logical” or “rational” order (Hall and Ames &9). In similarly contrastive
terms, Rosemont claims that, because we cannot ifingarly Chinese
terminological counterparts for most if not all cepts in the concept cluster
of contemporary English terminology of moral phdpsy, ‘it is
fundamentally misguided to see Confucius as mondbgopher” (Rosemont
1986, 205).

It is crucial to note that these claims, for bottmés and Rosemont, are
denoting the initial position from which investigat and argumentation have
to proceed, but not their final conclusion, andirdefly not the evaluation of
Chinese or Western positions. Ames is carefullyessing that the
generalizations he argues for are “always provaiorand have to be
constantly modified, as imposing onto early Chindgssught some essential
and unchanging generic assumptions would “violdte premises of the
underlying Chinese process cosmology” (Ames 20B), Bor Rosemont, on
the other hand, refusal to see Kongzi as morabpbpher is not a verdict with
intention to disqualify him from the ethical disecea, but rather an invitation
to master an early Confucian concept cluster, whislcoherent, consistent,
and capable of placing many recurrent philosophissiies in less culture-
bound perspectives than they have hitherto beevedé&(Rosemont 1976, 50).

Thus far we have discussed the background thatdsésred Confucian
role ethics formation, and we have suggested tlat@apparent asymmetry in
comparative literature, when Chinese philosophyissussed exclusively from
various Western philosophical conceptual framewakd evaluated against
Western philosophical (and religious) systems agdfierence point, has urged

the attempt to interpret early Confucianism fronthivi Chinese intellectual
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tradition. We also have indicated that in Confudiale ethics there is a strong
sense of dissatisfaction with the current statearftemporary Western moral
philosophy; therefore, early Confucian ethics takam its own terms” is seen
as a possible alternative to Western approachesetdsr, because the object
of this dissertation is the controversy over thaureof early Confucian ethics,
we will not pursue the question what is the phifdgoal position of Confucian
role ethics to the most pressing question in copteary ethics. In addition, in
this section we have also indicated some commasmlin Ames’s and
Rosemont’s methodological stances, namely the esipltd correlativeness
and contrasting rhetoric.

The methodological stance of Ames and Rosemonwsaltbem to escape
the incommensurability challenge that virtue ethieterpretation stumbles
upon by the virtue of explicitly relying on the amptual apparatus of non-
Chinese origins. Role ethics interpretation argtheg we have to start the
investigation from engaging th€hinese interpretational context — the
correlative cosmology. While this methodologicalarste has obvious
advantages, it seems it also raises at least orthodwogical difficulty.
Cultures incorporate numerous voices within itgitran and these voices very
often may differ radically. Now, if we will assune broad interpretational
context for all Chinese materiatefore we start investigate and interpret it,
will we be able to register such conflicting voiaeshin the tradition? How so?
In other words, what methodological tools shouldused in order to avoid a
forceful homogenization of the culture under inigegtion, once we assume a
single shared interpretational context for it? Bosoire, the proponents of role
ethics interpretation do not negate the diversithiw Chinese culture (see, for
example, Ames and Rosemont 1998, 20). Ames stre&ssesany occasions
that he is looking for an interpretational contdwt grounds both agreements
and disagreements within Chinese tradition. Rosemotites in his exchange
with Fingarette that Mengzi may have had not jushaor difference with

Kongzi, but a “five-star general one” (Rosemont 89318). Ames notices a
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similar line of critique in Michael Puett, but arsw only with a rhetorical

guestion:

How does the claim that people who have a shareglutge, culture, and
history are likely to have some common philosophiaasumptions
preclude not only possibility but also the probipithat they also have
important differences? (Ames 2011, 27)

However, Ames also points out an important prob@drhis critics — that the
critique of the supposed homogenization of Chirmdaire and the refusal to
account for some underlying assumptions within aften leads to the
conclusion that particular parts of Chinese traditare explicable as “proto-
Christian”, “proto-Aristotelian”, “proto-utilitarin”, and so on. Is it not a fall to
a much cruder form of homogenization? Ames’s rebuoleg not give us the
answer if a methodological safety-catch exists revent the possible pitfalls
of assuming the broad interpretational context,ibdbes explain why Ames
and Rosemont claim that the only thing more dangetban making broad
generalizations in cultural comparisons is the céidanism that results from
not doing so (Ames and Rosemont 1998, 20).

Discussion of the methodological approaches towaomparative
philosophy was important to see, if on this methogical level Confucian
role ethics do not face the incommensurability o) which is weakening
Confucian virtue ethics interpretation. Here we éaliscovered that on a
methodological level, both Ames and Rosemont, alho arguing from
slightly different directions, maintain that we wducome to see and
understand early Confucian ethics more adequateleiwould approach it
from within Chinese tradition. For Ames it meansvdstigating early
Confucians against the interpretative context ofredative thought; for
Rosemont it means translating and explicating eadgifucian concept cluster
in its entirety, rather than looking for Westernueglents for separate
concepts. Thus on a theoretical level there seeni® tho explicit reliance in

role ethics approach on any non-Chinese matenatseir explication of early
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Confucian ethical sensibilities. In this sensee rethics approach is immune to
a methodological challenge of incommensurabilitgsie. To be sure, it does
not mean that role ethics approach does not fdtieuties in understanding
the tradition that is different from and, possiblygommensurable with their
own. But if they do, then it is a matter of compea practise rather than of
theoretical assumptions.

Looking from a slightly different perspective, eveh Ames and
Rosemont do not explicitly invoke any specific West philosophical
frameworks in their methodological assumptiongomld still be the case that
in their actual explication of early Confucian tigbi they are indeed changing
Aristotelian (or rather neo-Aristotelian) virtuehats framework with some
other originally Western thought system. This quaests especially acute, as
critics of Ames and Rosemont have suggested somdasties of their
interpretation of early Confucian ethics (or pattereof) with Western
philosophers or philosophical systems. Wilson (1986bn.3) has suggested
that at least the conception of the sage as aritithinnovator in Ames’s and
Hall's interpretation of Kongzi comes from a “centaeading of Friedrich
Nietzsche together with elements of Martin Heideggéhought” (ibid)™,
while Slingerland suggested that Ames’s and Hafilterpretation resembles
Sartrean existentialism (Slingerland 2001, 97); IyBdrd (2005) associates
Ames’s position with Rorty’s neo-pragmatism. Inde€d response to

Mgllgaard’'s challenge Ames himself asks:

In our attempt to get past earlier putatively rethecreadings of the
Chinese corpus are we not in fact just substitutimg Western
philosophical reading of these texts for anotherfe Ave not
“rescuing” the Chinese tradition ... only to overwrit with our own

pragmatic, process assumptions? (Ames 2011, 36)

> Roetz (1998, 112) also charges Hall and Ames faittely making Kongzi into Nietzsche’s
forerunner.
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In order to address these questions now we tutheg@nalysis of actual
explication of early Confucian ethics through then@ician role ethics
approach. Our goal will be not only to explicateatvls new in Confucian role
ethics interpretation when compared with Confuciatue ethics approach,
but also to assess what grounds this new readirgudy Confucians and if it
does not fall to these same problems as we wemniog Confucian virtue

ethics does.

2.2 Confucian role ethics interpretation of early Confician ethics

2.2.1 Relationships as foundation of early Confucian etlais

One of the main themes in Western explications alyeConfucian
thought, besides noting its primarily practical éragis and apparent disregard
of rationally discovered and formulated universalingples, was the
importance that early Confucians (and this goe$ beslond the early stages of
Confucianism) conceded to human relations. For M&egtern thinkers, both
past and present, an outstanding characteristi€arsffucian thought is the
fundamental value that Confucians put on humanreliedness and, first of
all, on familial bonds.

This Confucian concern for familial relations seegty oversteps just
narrow daily practical concerns, and turns famihg derms denoting familial
roles into a broadly implemented cultural “root” tawghor that permeates
religion, politics, and ethics (see Giskin and WaR001). Native Chinese
religious practises from ancient times until nove amimaginable without
ancestral worship; officials in imperial China ustedbe calledfumi £}
(“father and mother”) of the people, and emperotgirzi K+, that is, “son
of tian (heaven)”. Even in the modern Chinese language,chiaacter for
“family” jia X appears as a compound in words denoting a clostdyed

group of people. For example, schools of thought called families, as in
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rdjia f# 2% for “Confucianism” (literally, “family ofrd-scholars”). The word
for “state” or “country” is expressed as “countsafily” (gudjia B X).
However, the most unusual, perhaps, for Westers earthe use of the
character “family”jia & in words denoting what we take as a singular discr
person: “a painter” ibuajia ¥ =X (literally, “painting-family”), and one of the
personal pronouns that denotes singular “she”, ,“be™I”, as well as plural
“they” is rénjia A% (literally, “human-family”y®.

The importance of familial relations in early Chseeethical thought is
well illustrated in the fact that one of the coeents in early Confucianism is
Xiao #, which is most commonly translated into EnglisHfd&l piety”, and
which is translated by Confucian role ethics asiifg reverence”. How much
attention to the term was given by early Confucignsvident from one of the
classical Confucian canonsxaojing, or “The Classic of Family Reverence” —
which is dedicated entirely to the explication bé tterm. Western translators
and interpreters have also acknowledged the impoeteof the term. For
example, in his translation dunyulLegge sums up one passage as stating that
“filial piety and fraternal submission are the folation of all virtuous
practise” (Legge 2001, vol.1, 138)he importance of the term for Confucian
and more broadly Chinese ethics is not lost urddal. Just recently a
compendium of the ongoing debate among ChinesalsodWestern scholars,
whetherxiao # has had more positive or negative impact onto €grethical
outlook, has been edited by Guo (2004). Among Wasseholarship, the
continuing attention txiao = and its place in Chinese ethics, both past and
present, can be seen in such editions as lkelglf2@han and Tan (2004).

Even if the central place of human relations andilfaseem to be well
acknowledged, in the Western philosophical explanatof early Confucian
ethics, this familial relationality usually getsdsiined after the initial

mentioning of its supposed centrality. After al, \@e have seen in Part 1, in

“ For similar explication of familial terms in Chise culture, see Ames’s introduction to Giskin and
Walsh (2001) and “Translators’ Preface” in Rosenand Ames (2009).
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the virtue ethics approach to early Confucian sthieirtue”, or its Chinese
equivalentdéf#, understood primarily as character dispositiomléEed as the
focal point of early Confucian ethics. Alan Char®12) provides a detailed
study of three early Chinese texts that disalis$s from late tenth to fourth
century BC, which he associates with early Confudkanking. In this study
Chan concentrates on the notiondéf{ with the intention to highlight socio-
political concerns that, according to him, unitesiearly interpretations afé
&%, Chan claims that “to understane, it is necessary to go beyond specific
virtues to see how they are situated in a largdrese of roles and
responsibilities” (Chan 2011, 145), because thesky éexts suggest that “the
basis of virtue lies in kinship ties, which generabnds and obligations that
shape the social and ethical landscape” (ibid, .1&2nerally, Chan endorses
reading ofdéf as “virtue”, but he also acknowledges the relatliszegard of
relational and familial aspects of early Chinedgostin contemporary studies.
Chan suggests that “the placerofes and dutiesand “Heaven” as a locus of
spirituality probably should not be dismissed attibgr in contemporary
interpretations of Confucian virtue” (Chan 20117;1lémphasis added). | take
Chan’s suggestion to be similar in spirit to Firegge’s warning not to
psychologize early Chinese terminology, as Chane hexminds of the
importance of roles and “Heaven”, that is, seenyirigixternal” factors in a
discussion of virtue.

Reasons why family relations and relationality iengral tend to slip
away from the Western philosophical treatmentsaslyeConfucian ethics can
be explained by the status of family in Westernlgguphical systems that
were employed as interpretational frameworks folygaonfucians. Obviously,
Western moral philosophers have not ignored or idsaa an empirical fact
that humans are social beings, and that humanatttens influence human
lives and their characters. Aristotle’s descriptadrhumans agoon politikonis
but one widely quoted example of how in the Wesfarihosophical tradition

human sociability is accounted for. However, scteotd early Chinese thought
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notice a substantial difference between Aristothel &ongzi regarding the
meaning and significance of relationality. Rosemantl Ames indicate that
sociability for Western thinkers usually has “n@eh seen as the essence of
our humanity, or, at the more abstract level, asgoef compelling value”
(Rosemont and Ames 2009, 36). Regarding Aristd®desemont and Ames
point out that some of tharétethat Aristotle champions most — temperance,
courage, and wisdom, for example — “may be cultigiah solitude” (ibid 42).
Rosemont and Ames claim that according to Confucrafe ethics
interpretation early Confucians are more radicathis regard, as they do not
see the possibility of flourishing in solitude. filme next section we will also
provide evidence from early Confucian texts thatnarete roles and
relationships are seen as constitutive parts ofdmity itself.

This difference in the significance of relationglitand family more
particularly, is also registered by the proponesftsConfucian virtue ethics.
Van Norden pointed out that “Aristotle regarded tlanily as merely a
necessaryneansto facilitate true human flourishing (rather thasanstituent
of flourishing)” (Van Norden 2007, 122). Similarhim shows that for
Aristotle the individual human being is much motesely interwoven into
community, as for Aristotle there is no tensiorvieen the good of community
and the good of individual “as there is for so maeptemporary ethicians”
(Sim 2007, 14). On the other hand, she notes:

It is sometimes difficult to see how Aristotle’s utodoctrine and his
metaphysics of substance can fully accommodateethisal insight. The
problem becomes even more acute when we broadessihe to include

that supramoral intellectual virtue thfeoria (ibid).

Here Sim acknowledges these same difficulties @matfucian role ethics hold
to be some of the most important reasons not &rpnet early Confucians
through an Aristotelian framework. For Aristotlelatoon is necessary, but
secondary: “that which is the thing in itself —ttl® the being — is prior by

nature to any relation it has (for this is like affishoot and accident of the

114



being)” (Aristotle 2011, 1096a21). This charactarisf Aristotelian thought is
of fundamental importance, as in early Confuciankiing, both in ontological
and in ethical domains, there are and cannot bedtim itself’ prior to any
relation. For early Chinese, the existence (ortebget, “presencejou ) of

things, following theBook of ChangegYijing 7 &), is a function of the
relation between universal cosmic modeyinffZ andyangFs. Neither one of

these modes can exist or be thought of on its @snthey denote parts of a
single cycle and not separate substances. Equallin ghe ethical realm,
according to role ethics interpretation, relatigiyalis taken by early
Confucians as the primary reality. If for early @arians ethical life is
essentially relational, Aristotelian system (andpganents of Confucian role
ethics would say all other major Western moral ggophies) allows there to
be spheres in ethical life where a human beindloamish on his or her own.
Thus both Confucian virtue ethics and Confuciare rethics seem to
agree that early Confucians stress the importahcelations, and that on this
account early Confucian vision is very differenbrfr any of its possible
Western counterparts. However, once virtue etimtspretation gets to a more
detailed explication of early Confucian ethics, ttedational character and
primacy of family roles tend to be sidelined, asirdividual virtue dé { is
presupposed to take up a central place. Considsr ctaracterization of
Kongzi's ethics by Ivanhoe, who argues that we kheae early Confucians as

advocating a “distinctive form of virtue ethics@nhoe 2008, 45):

At the heart of Kongzi's conception of the propés for human beings —
the “Way” (ddo i&) — is a model of a harmonious and happy familyg on
whose different members each contribute to theaselénd flourishing of
the whole, according to their role-specific obligas. These obligations —
serving as a mother, a father, an elder brother—eand the practices and
norms associated with them were the primary guiddgbe moral life. In

this sense, the family served as the basic paratbgrine well-lived life.
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However, the moral life did not end with the famil@ne had roles to

fulfill in society as well (lvanhoe 2002, 1).

As we can see, in these introductory remarks oftughéat the heart” of
Kongzi’'s understanding of proper life and what laie“primary guides” to the
moral life, there are no indications of the cemtyabf character dispositions.
However, Ivanhoe still argues thattue ethics is an appropriate framework to
reveal the nature of early Confucian ethics, witlqualification that it is a
“distinctive form of virtue ethics”. It could be gued that precisely the above-
mentioned centrality of role-specific obligatiomsaarly Confucian thought is
what Ivanhoe means by Confucians advocating aifdis¢e” form of virtue
ethics. However, the problem with this argumenthett if we concentrate on
the “distinctiveness” of Confucian virtue ethicdhieh we find in the centrality
of role-specific obligations and the primary im@orte of relationality and
familial bonds, then we are weakening the explayapmwer of the virtue
ethics framework. In other words, the specific natf early Confucian ethical
vision, in such case, would be explained not byigle ethics” framework,
but by additional explication of what that distineiness of Confucian virtue
ethics consist frofff. In this case virtue ethics framework would appeare a
very thin indeed, providing, as Tiwald (2010, 5a&slsuggested, a “something
of a catch-all category” that is meant as “a coisminlabel for any character-
oriented position that stands outside purer formsoasequentialism and rule-
deontology” (ibid.). However, such a strategy woulat only fail to explain
much about the content and distinctiveness of gadyfucian ethics, as there
IS no strongly expressed tendency to group it wigurer forms” of
consequentialism and rule-deontology. It would as@ngthen questions of
why early Confucians have to be drawn into thieral(to them) dichotomy

between agent-centered and act-centered ethicai¢ke

*"In Silius (2010b) | have made a similar arguméat ainother often used specification of early
Confucian thought as “Confucian humanism” is artdhstructed term, as the positive explanatory
content of the term (whatig) comes almost exclusively from the predicate, wherthe substantial
part of the term necessitates the range of negatipanations (what it isof), in order to preclude
false associations of “Confucian humanism” withtjgaitar ideas of different forms of “humanisms” in
the Western tradition.
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Here we can see the reason why proponents of Ganfuole ethics
formulate their interpretation primarily in oppasit to Confucian virtue ethics,
despite the significant amount of their shared ustdeding about early
Confucian ethics. For Ames and Rosemont it is @egic choice that helps to
bring their own interpretation into clearer foci®ogtemont and Ames 2009,
41). But at the same time it helps to bring earynfdcian ethics into clearer
focus, by placing its distinctiveness at the heait their interpretative
framework, rather than leaving it to the secondaglanations. Proponents of
Confucian role ethics believe that we can find sachexplanatory framework
for interpreting early Confucian ethics, in whiclotlh the more general
relationality of humans and, more practically, fymibonds would always
stand at the centre and be a unifying theme ofy €&wohfucian ethical vision.

Ames and Rosemont formulate their suggestion &swsl

We will claim that (1) early (pre-Buddhist) Confanism is best described
as a role ethics; (2) this role ethicssig generisin both philosophy and
religion, East and West; (3) it embodies first,p@afic vision of human
beings as relational persons constituted by ttesritiey live rather than as
individual selves; and (4) it embodies as well acsiic vision of the moral
life that takes family feeling as the entry pointr fdeveloping a
consummate moral competence and a religious sétysgyounded in this
world (Ames and Rosemont 2011, 17).

What are the main elements of this Confucian rtdce model and how
does this interpretational scheme change a contempoeader’s perspective
of early Confucian texts? Some of the elements @fif@cian role ethics we
already see in the formulation above. Ames and Ros&s claim that
Confucian role ethics is sui generisethical vision is not meant to discourage
Western readers from looking for and acknowledginglogies between early
Confucian ethics and our own. Ames and Rosemomit pait that they do not
want to portray early Chinese as exotic and raljicdifferent, as “many
different Chinese held many different beliefs attduales, and great many of

them have Western counterparts” (Ames and Rosed@®8, 20). After all,
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one reoccurring theme in Ames and Rosemont’s Caarfumle ethics is that
this ethical visions and the concept of the hunte it promotes is potentially
more appealing to a greater number of contempagpagple across various
ethnic, religious, and cultural boundaries, whicluld not be the case if early
Confucian ethics would be radically different. Tlsei generisclaim is
intended by Ames and Rosemont to point out thdy €wonfucian ethics in its
entirety has no counterparts in any other philog@tsystem taken also in its
entirety; therefore, an explanation of early Cordacethics through another
already existing philosophicalystemwill not do justice to neither of systems
involved.

In this regard, it should be noted that there ¢e@ain amount of tension
between the content of Ames and Rosemont’s clamdstlze way this content
Is laid out. A contrastive rhetoric that Ames andsmont has chosen to
present Confucian role ethics might overshadowrthmeore ecumenical
message of cross-cultural appeal of early Confuethit$®. For example, to
the question that entitles their recent article eravthe early Confucians
virtuous? — Ames and Rosemont respond negativeigirclaim is that the
ultimate goal in early Confucian ethics can notréduced to the development
of individual character traits, and that the flehwng relations from which a
unique person emerges is the central concern dff €aonfucians. The
negation that early Confucians were virtuous isialsly a rhetoric choice,
thought-out and justifiable, employed as a waydpasate two philosophical
outlooks, but it might take a patient reader to theepurpose of such rhetoric
and the intentions behind it.

Another salient characteristic of Confucian roleiet is the suggestion of
Ames and Rosemont to take treentrality of family bonds in early
Confucianism as a philosophically important powmt the explication of nature
of early Confucian ethics. As it was demonstratefbie, Confucian virtue

ethics did not neglect importance of family forlgaonfucians. However, the

8 In my estimation, the best explication by propdaari Confucian role ethics of this ecumenical
potential in early Confucian ethical vision canfbend in Rosemont (2001).
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attempts to incorporatgiao 2 as integral part of Confucian virtue ethics

interpretation have usually been limited to an arption of the term ame of

the members in a Confucian list of virtues (sealhae 2007). This approach
to xiao # raises similar problems as presented in Partel pfychologization
of the term that comes with an aretaic reading aflye Confucian core
terminology. In addition, it does not reflect inyaway the specific, let alone
the central, place ofiao 2 among other early Confucian cardinal “virtues”,
especially becausen 1=, |7 #8, yi 3§, and many other terms are mentioned
and discussed much more often in the most studielg €onfucian texts. A
telling situation is that in philosophical interpggons of early Confucian
writings as form of virtue ethics studies xifio 2 are rare, Ivanhoe’s (2007)
article being an exception in general trend.

Confucian role ethics interpretation, on the oth@&nd, by suggesting the
centrality of roles for early Confucian ethics, sgat xiao 2 (the family
reverence) as the “entry point for moral competér{fB®semont and Ames
2009, 54). Here Confucian role ethics highlightse tlituational and
particularistic nature of the term. Such explamatid xiao # maintains the
centrality of family in early Confucian ethics, aism all our possible roles,
that of a child comes first. Our whole complex wlduture ethical relations,
inclinations, dispositions, actions, and evaluatignows from our primary role
as child. Thusxiao # for early Confucians is central, because it is the
beginning, the root from which the whole tree gréwkunyu describes it in
precisely these words: “As for filial and fratermakponsibility, it is, | suspect

the root of authoritative conductéf 1-)°% (LY 1.2). The centrality and

philosophical significance ofiao = for early Confucian ethics is once more

highlighted by the proponents of Confucian roleiethin Rosemont and

“9 A similar line of argument can be found in Chan $e’s description of Confucian ethics as “role-
ethics” (Chan 1993, 27).

Vg, KA AR (CTP
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Ames’s translation and philosophical explicationtibé Xiaojing (Rosemont
and Ames 2009).

Another major implication of Confucian role ethmsggestion that is not
explicitly stated in their above quoted formulatimvolves treatment of core
terminology of early Confucian ethics. Howevereflat will argue that this
characteristic of Confucian role ethics is integdatn their claim that their
interpretation embodies “a specific vision of humbeings as relational
persons constituted by the roles they live ratimantas individual selves”
(Ames and Rosemont 2011, 17). Ames and Rosemotrdisn c¢hat early
Confucian ethics is better labeled, if some labeleeded, as “role” rather than
“virtue” ethics, also means that they treat theecterminology of early
Confucians as mainly describing and evaluating huowrelationsand not
only and merely humacharacters

In other words, in role ethics interpretation ear@onfucian key
terminology is explained as more situation- ratthemn agent-centre&hong
&, for example, is translated as “doing one’s utfhdtte conventional
translation adopted by many Confucian virtue ethipsgoponents -—
“loyalty/loyal”). Shani% is explained as relational “good to” or “good far’
“good with” or “good in”, and only derivatively anabstractly “good”, which
Is the conventional rendition of the term (see Amed Rosemont 1998, 57-8).
Yi ¥ in Confucian role ethics interpretation is rendews “appropriate”,
instead of the often seen “righteousness” or “night”;dé {, instead of being
universalized and abstract “virtue”, here is sigimf§ “what we can do and be,
if we ‘realize ghi)’ the most from our personal qualities and caremss
contextualized members of a specific community” @mand Rosemont 1998,
57). Such reading does not exclude personal gemlitom the definitions of
these terms, but rather places the person in hieiocontext and highlighting
the primacy of the person’s interactions in a coogpéd web of relationships,

from which any personal identity is formed.
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What follows from Confucian role ethics positios, that taking early
Confucian core terminology as the list of “virtuelgads to a reductionist
reading of much more multifaceted terms, as ethialle is being placed in a
discrete person’s character disposition, whichdensas antecedent to any
action. According to this view, if a person consigty feels, thinks, and acts
from and according to that personal dispositioaf fferson can be praised for
having ethical virtue and being a virtuous perdanthe most extreme cases,
even the action according to and from virtue is metessary and is treated as
accidental, because virtue in the Aristotelian fearark is possessed, not
enacted. According to Aristotle, “possession oftugar seems actually
compatible with being asleep, or with lifelong itieity” (Aristotle 2011,
1095b33). This seems to be in the sharpest contcashe use of early
Confucian core terminology.

Let's takexiao # as an example. In the famous passage franyu2.7,
Kongzi laments the panegyric use &0 % in regard to those people who
“are able to provide for their parents”. Kongzialg thinks that the bare and
empty behavior of providing material goods is nobegh, as he points out,
that “even dogs and horses are given that much areu don't respect your
parents, what is the differencé?{LY 2.7) This passage is often quoted by
Confucian virtue ethics proponents as evidencedbiate “inner” disposition is
required by Kongziergo, Kongzi advocates a form of virtue ethics. However
the important point here is that for Kongzi, noitatte, and no disposition
would be enough to call anybodiao # either. Onehas to provideor one’s
parentswith due respedn order forxiao 2 to take place. Both the action and
the attitude are empty and sterile without eaclerotim other words, there is no
abstractxiao # apart fromxiao-ing in an appropriate place, time, and
company. Thusiao #, just as most other early Confucian core termigglo
used in ethical characterisations and evaluatisnspmething to be enacted,

not possessed. And it is difficult to imagine Kongzlowing, even for
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argument’s sake, thabeing xiao = would be compatible with lifelong
inactivity.

Furthermore, according to Confucian role ethicenprtetation, the core
ethical terminology of early Confucians refer teeevmore complicated set of
correlatives. As Rosemont points out, “in ordetb®a friend, | musthavea
friend” (Rosemont 1991, 73). The importance of teéemingly simple and
obvious statement is easy to overlook. Howevefuither complicates the
attempt to understand early Confucian terminologlusively in aretaic terms.
Let us return back txiao # and Lunyu 2.7. What Rosemont draws our
attention to is that in cases likeinyu2.7, in order for there to béao =, one
needs not only to provide for one’s parents andidoit with appropriate
attitude, one needs also to hayarentsthat arein need It might be the case
that we learrxiao 2 as kids, but we truly have chance to enact andcemialo
# present only once we grow amd our parents grow old. Thus, it seems that
xiao # describes and evaluates not only an individuas@®s dispositions,
actions, but also a whole social and natural cdnt@xvhich the particular
correlation takes place.

This might look as a disturbing picture, as ondlsical qualities and
worth do not any longer rest solely in one’s ownn&r” qualities. Other
humans become not accidental, or at best, helpfiiiconstitutiveof my own
ethical cultivation. In early Confucian ethics, Bumonstitutive importance of
others, far from denying one’s personal responsgitaind active participation,
requires more of it. As Kongzi explains to his €uod

Authoritative persons rén {1~ ] establish others in seeking establish
themselves and promote others in seeking to gete thieemselves.
Correlating one’s conduct with those near at haa loe said to be the

method of becoming an authoritative pers@m[{~]°* (LY 6.30).
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In the tale of a legendary emperor Shidn who is often depicted as the
paragon ofxiao #, we find more support for the claim that early €mmn
core ethical terminology is referring to the whbleman being as the focus of a
complex correlative field, rather than to mere elaggr dispositions of a
discrete individual. Shun is praised because henm=h“as devoted son and
brother should” (Guo n.d.). But what makes the &maat ofxiao 2 in Shun’s

case exceptional is the environment, to which Sialangs:

His father, Gu Sou# ], is unreasonable, and harsh. His step-mother is
petty by nature, and constantly abuses and sca@dsdn. Shun's step-
brother, Xiang #], is arrogant and lazy. He is jealous of his olother
and wants to do him in. Living in such a family,uUBhmanages to not

resent them (ibid).

Here we can see that the description of Shuxizas= refers not only to
Shun’s character disposition and his actions; italso intensified by the
environment, part of which Shun is. Thus, accordm@onfucian role ethics

interpretation, whenxiao  is ascribed to Shun, it is far from implying that

Shun possesses Aristotelian-like “virtue” xifio 2, which can stay intact in
his sleep or lifelong inactivity. In Confucian ro&thics interpretation, what
this attributexiao # denotes is the entirety of correlation that isugtat to a
particular focus by Shun, rather than Shun’s irdiial character traits.

So far it could have appeared that Confucian rtfle posits a vision of
human that would be close to Robert Musiler Mann ohne Eigenschaften
However, the refusal to confine human qualitieshimita discrete individual
would amount to negating existence of any humaritegsg only if human is
understood as a discrete individual. Ames and Rogseif2011, 17) maintain
that Confucian role ethics embodies “specific visiof human beings as
relational persons constituted by the roles theg hather than as individual
selves”. This vision of the human being has to X@ieated in greater detail,

as | claim that precisely this is a focal point fdl disagreements between
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Confucian virtue and role interpretations. In thextnsection | will, firstly,

explicate the Confucian role ethics understanding buman as the totality of
one’s lived roles and relations. | will reconstraetd explicate the notion of
“role” in Confucian role ethics. Then | will prowdtextual analysis of some

early Confucian conceptualizations of a human.

2.2.2 Understanding of human in Confucian role ethics

The Confucian role ethics interpretation is moralical than the
Confucian virtue ethics because it not only inges the nature of early
Confucian ethics, but also raises a more basiclesigg and questions the
concept of a human in early Confucian thought. Armed Rosemont claim
that early Confucian ethics embodies a specifiomi®f human beings, which
challenges one of the most widespread ideas erdlbssenany Enlightenment
and post-Enlightenment thinkers — the notion ofitbenan being as a rational,
autonomous, free individual self. Ames and Roserfindtthe prototype of the
specific view of human being that is employed amedealoped in Confucian
role ethics interpretation in the texts of earlyn@aianism. They often sum up
this Confucian view of the human with a quote frdfmgarette: “For
Confucius, unless there are at least two humargbgthere can be no human
beings” (Fingarette, quoted from Rosemont and ARGE9, 81).

Confucian role ethics interpretation maintains jthatsharp contrast to
this vision, the concept cluster of modern morabties (mainly utilitarian and
deontological, but also, to a large degree, theAresiotelian virtue ethics)
shows a predominance of tieundational individualismAccording to this
view it is possible, at least theoretically, to gia full account of an entity
without any reference to interrelations of thisitgnin other words, it is a view
that there are self-sufficient entities. This indualism is called foundational
because these autonomous individual entities arengprimacy over any

interaction or relation that they may or may notrio
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The individualistic understanding of a human in metogical and
utilitarian ethics is obvious in their formulatiaf a human as a free, rational,
autonomous individual self. Aristotle’s vision ofluman, however, at first
seems as fairly social. Accordingly, neo-Aristaalivirtue ethics provided
strong criticism of the notion of a human as anélwcumbered self”, pointing
out to the importance of cultural and social cohtex identity formation (see,
for example, Sandel 1984). But, as Irwin (1980, @&)ms, Aristotle’s ethics
can hardly be separated from his view of humanreatine essential part of
which is the notion of soulpéychg. Thus, Ames and Rosemont stress
Aristotle’s “individuating language of potentialitfdunami$ and actuality
(energeid” (Rosemont and Ames 2009, 41) that pervades é{tess notion of
soul fpsychég. The previously quoted idea of Aristotle that sudbstance by its
nature always is prior to relationship further sg#hens the claim that the
pervasiveness of individualistic understanding ofitaman has its roots not
only in the Enlightenment, but also in the notimissubstance and soul in
Aristotle.

While Ames and Rosemont are certainly correct thatindividualistic
notion of a human dominates current philosophigallitical, economical,
educational, and social domains, it is worth mentig that there is a
noticeable trend in contemporary Western philospmisychology, and ethics
that explicitly criticizes the current understarglimnd is attempting to
formulate a more relational concept of a persores€hattempts are probably
complicated by the unfortunate distinction betwe@mdividualism” and
“collectivism” that has dominated the political mee of the 28 century
globally. Widespread understanding of this distorct as an ultimate
alternative, together with the clear hints providgdthe history of the pitfalls
of both, has prompted Western thinkers of th& aad 2% centuries to look
for alternatives. In the early 50’s of the last toey, Polish writer Witold
Gombrowicz anticipated the bankruptcy and inevéalglollapse of both
individualist and collectivist philosophies, andpexssed in literary style the

hope for an alternative: “It will be on the corps#ghese worldviews that the
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third vision of man will be born: man in relatioa another man, a concrete
man, | in relation to you and him” (Gombrowicz 1928).

A similar sentiment is felt in Gergen’s critiquetbe view of ourselves as
“bounded beings, the essential “me” dwelling behthd eyeballs” and his
attempt to characterize persons “as embedded withitiple relationships”,
so that “we all carry many different voices, eadnbof a specific history of
relationship” (Gergen 2009, xiii; xxv). A fundamaty relational nature of
“care theory” is evident in the writings of Gilligg1993) and Noddings (2002).
They both talk about their respective projects r@ational ethics” and stress
that it “transcends the age-old opposition betwssdfishness and selflessness”
(Gilligan 1993, xix), and enables one to “recognile contributions of the
cared-for as well as those of carers in maintairtimg relation” (Noddings
2002, 6). Building on his previous work, in a veecent article Kellenberger
(2013) provides a detailed argument that “humaaticaships are deeper than
moral principles or moral rules; human relationshigenerate and fashion
moral principles” (Kellenberger 2013, 1). Theseipass resonate well with
the early Confucian vision as presented by Confugiale ethics, and it
highlights the relevance of the controversy over nlature of early Confucian
ethics for contemporary discussions on the undedstg and
conceptualization of person and, through thisaftaroad range of other topics
in moral philosophy.

Let us now take a closer look at the understandinipge human in early
Confucian texts as presented by Confucian rolecgtimterpretation. Here the
primacy of relationality in early Confucian thougbktentrenched and further
developed in a notion of a human that explains msvas totality of one’s

lived roles and relations. Rosemont formulates itodlows:

For early Confucians, there can be no me in ismiatio be considered in
abstraction: | am the totality of roles | live ialation to specific others.
Moreover, these roles are interconnected in thatréfations in which |
stand to some people affect directly the relationsvhich | stand with

others, to the extent that it would be misleadingsay that | “play” or
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“perform” these roles; on the contrary, for Configcil am my roles
(Rosemont 1991a, 72).

An important moment to note in this descriptiontist there is no strict
identity of a human preceding all range of thved familial and communal
roles. Any meaningful identity is post hocabstraction from the continuous
process of negotiation and correlation. Rosemomt Ames stress that for
Kongzi and early Confucians, once all the layer®mé’s social relations are
“peeled away”, there is no individual in a form*“sbul” or “self’ that would
remain (Rosemont and Ames 2009, 11).

Two key terms have to be taken into account in filviswulation, that is,
“relations” and “roles”. The understanding of thentan that Confucian role
ethics interpretation presents as arising fromye@dnfucian writings can not
be fully grasped without noticing the importanceeatch. “Relationship” here
is seen as a dyadic correlation that is the primasfity, and it is always
concrete, lived, experienced, and intimate. In #asly Confucian role ethics
presentation of the human, there can be no “rdat tonstitutes a person
without there being a natural relation that groutids role. “Role”, on the
other hand, is important in Confucian role ethiosdel of a human as it is a
culturally specific framework, which structures ioars relations, makes them
identifiable, and provides them with normative @mtand a basis for ethical
evaluation. Both notions of “relations” and “roleas discussed above are
incorporated into a single notion widely used imie&hinese writings -+in
fr. All the various rolesl{n f@) that, according to Confucian role ethics
explication, have to be lived, not merely perform@bsemont 1991a, 72;
Ames 2011, 96), are further unified and aesthdyicalrdered into a
complicated fabric of communal co-existence thatl¢de called an ethical
ordering, and that in early Confucian terms isezilf & “ritual propriety”.

As relationship is an achievement term (relatiopsigrow, develop, and
blossom, or, on the contrary, wither and terminate}his view of a human,

onebecomedruly human by making the most from every relationthis view,
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one develops one’s personality not that much byceotmating on the
development of one’s private dispositions, but eatbhy engaging in new,
meaningful relationships. At the same time, oneasadne’s personality robust
by creatively integratingchéng #%) all one’s relations into a harmonious
whole. Ames sums up this Confucian view of a hurbgrsaying that in this
Confucian vision, the human is best understood harmanbecomingrather
than a humaibeing(Ames 2011, 87ff). As the result, in this view ohaman,
the question of “self-identity” has to be refornteld in terms of “continuity” —
not only in terms of a person’s continuity throughe, but also in terms of her
or his continuity across individual boundaries.

According to this Confucian relational concept ofiet human,
relationships are not formed by ready-given automasrindividuals, but rather
the other way around - particular people are cuanstd, shaped and
understood only in and through relationships. mltnyuwe can find support
for the idea that when Kongzi wants to understanplBdicular person, the
direction of his look is aimed at this person’satens: “The Master said:
Watch their actions, observe their motives, examiigerein they dwell
content; won't you know what kind of person theg?® (LY 2.10) Even the
process of self-understanding, according tolLilneyy requires not so much an
examination of one’s inner motives or emotional stiation, but more the

observation of how one is interacting in one’stietsships:

Master Zeng said: “Daily | examine my person ore¢ghcounts. In my
undertakings on behalf other people, have | faitedo my utmostzlvng
£)? In my interactions with colleagues and frierfusye | failed to make
good on my wordXin 15)? In what has been passed on to me, have |

failed to carry it into practic8?(LY 1.4)

As the Confucian role ethics interpretation centgrshe notion of “role”,

we have to take a closer look at the meaning sfribtion. One of the possible

SFEL THREATUL, BT, SHATe. ARE®R? | (CTP
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criticisms for Confucian role ethics interpretatioauld be making case that
there is not one single equivalent in classicah€sé of the notion of “role” as
it is used by Ames and Rosemont. After all, in eomporary Chinese language
philosophical literature the “role” of Confucianl@oethics interpretation is
translated rfot by Ames and Rosemont themselves, but by their Ghine
translators) not with some early Confucian ternt, with neologismuéséeff
& (this is the Chinese term that Wen 2012 compaittsam English “role” in
Confucian role ethics). It is unlikely that it is good choice, because it
translates “role” as a more ordinary English natithran the specific concept
used by Ames and Rosemont in Confucian role etimtespretation. Thus,
what early Confucian term does the term “role” rafe as it is understood in
Confucian role ethics interpretation? Ames suggdses termlin 1y and
provides insightful etymological and semantic asmyof the term and its
cognates (Ames 2011, 97). Let us examine how AmdsRsemont are using
the notion of “role”, and if we can find support ftheir reading in the early
Confucian texts.

There are several important characteristics ofhtten of “role” (Un fiw)
as used by Ames and Rosemont. Firstly, as it wagq@bout, in Ames’s and
Rosemont’s usage, “roles” are generalized archetypelations, social traits
that in Confucian role ethics become a source ofmativity and a basis for

ethical evaluation. Different attitude, behaviondastyle of performance are
required from that same person depending on higere lived role I(in ff)>.
As every person simultaneously lives numerous rélas f@) in relation to
different people and under the different circumeséa, it requires a developed
ethical “ear®® in order to sense a complex situation and to gn{shi i)
actualize ¢héngi) an appropriateyj ) set of the role-informed attitudes

and actionslgn ff) that enable the consummate correlaticén ({~). Thus

% Similarly, Nuyen (2009) and Chan (1993) argue thatarly Confucian thought moral obligations,
duties, and virtues come with and are derived fsogial positions or roles.

* When Kongzi describes his lifelong personal dewelent, he points out as one of the ultimate
achievements the fact that from sixty his “ear atisned” ¢~ H-JIE; LY 2.4).
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Mengzi indicates that when one sees one’s sistEwndrowning, one should
not cling to the prohibition for men and women twtouch each other if they
are not husband and wife, but to rush to help ¢élevie human in need{engzi
4A17). Mengzi also speculated approvingly that tegendary king Shun
would have had abandoned his position as a sta@der and submerged into
his role as a son to take his delinquent fatheo ¢vé shoulders and carried
him away from inevitable apprehensidvigngzi7A35).

Early Confucians do not seem to endow the notibas €onfucian virtue
ethics interpretation reads as aretaic terms witingry and absolute value so
that the feeling and actions stemming from thattt\a” could be evaluated as
“good” under any circumstances. Lunyu 8.2 we find an illustration of the
idea that even such praiseworthy qualities as ‘agell or “candour” in
actuality play out as reprehensible qualities awdiness” and “rudeness”
respectively, if a proper communal set-Upff) that gives sense to the whole
situation is not in place. Thus, if Shun’s actiansthe above mentioned
hypothetical incident with his father are praiséde same Shun would
probably be denounced for the same set of actindsa#titudes, if the person
whom he has carried away from the reach of thecpistould have been his
friend instead of father, because with one’s freende has to be “critical and
demanding®’ (see LY 13.28). Similarly, when asked why exemplpersons
(junz' 72-¥) do not take over the education of their sons, g¢ehas pointed
out that the role of an educator might require saftitudes and actions that if
these would come from the parent they could befilud son and would end
up in conflict between father and son (8&engzi4A18).

The full appreciation of the rolduf f@) as a source and criteria of
normativity changes the perspective on how persaom$ their actions are
evaluated in different circumstances. In this viggvson does not stand apart
of her natural and human environment, thereforetiject of moral evaluation

changes with the changing circumstances (notelleathange here is always a

SRR YIY). (E4E (CTP)
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continuous process, never radical or establishingrdirely new entity). This
can be illustrated with the translation and intetation of a well-known

passage frorhunyu

The Master said: “While a person’s father is slive, observe what he
intends; when his father dies, observe what he.dégserson who for

three years refrains from reforming the wagaqi#) of his late father can

be called a filial sonxfao 2)"° (LY 1.11)

As Ames and Rosemont (1998, 280) indicate, manglimga of this passage
have implied that Kongzi’'s objectives here are t@intain thestatus quepthe
old ways of the antiquity and the elders. Otherspges in_unyu contradict a
view of Kongzi as a rigid supporter of tiséatus qud’, thus a more careful
reading of the cited passage has to be soughth@néo take into account that
although Kongzi refers to numerically that samesper under different
circumstances, but nevertheless the person isuaitatively the same. While
person’s father is still alive, that person is andfeciary of the parent-child
relation (Un ff) and has to respond to the parent's — the bemefact
initiatives. Kongzi seems to assume that in thigasion father’s actions are
obvious for the son, however in order to adequataslyess how well father
lives out his role, Kongzi advises for the sonéelsout the less obvious; that
is, Kongzi suggests to fathom his father’s intemtiggzhi &). But once the
father is dead, the role of the person has to achavgst probably the son has
to take over his father’s responsibilities and dtanthe role of the father, the
benefactor engaging with one’s own beneficiarieewNKongzi seems to
assume that the “fatherly” intentions stemming frtms new position in the
father role In ff) are obvious for that person. What might be lésgaus for
someone being in a new position is how to realmseé intentions in a daily
live. Kongzi advises to see (to recall) what wéve tleedsxing 17) of one’s

father, thus learning how to live out one’s “fallgéintentions. In such reading

BFEL [RIE, BHE, QK BT, SEERNARZIE, WHEEL. | (CTP
®See LY 2.11, 9.3, 11.4, 17.21.
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Kongzi’'s suggestion to refrain from changing theysvaf one’s late father for
three years appears to be a caution not to actdromre name of a role, not to
perform it as some additional part to one’s perbgndut to first turn it into
an integral part of one’s personality. Once the rol the father becomes a
lived experience, it might turn out to be livedsomehow reformed ways.

The second important characteristic of the “roléh(ffir) in Confucian
role ethics interpretation is the radically parigzunature of thdun fi role.
Although roles are terms generalized from concredationships, the
proponents of Confucian role ethics maintain tloées are still more concrete
and meaningful and in this sense different fromversal and abstract
principles of deontologists and utilitarians, amdnii universal and abstract
aretai in virtue ethics. Strictly speaking, there is nuversal way of being a
good friend or a good student; therefore “roles'Ganfucian role ethics are
always specific — notd father”, but ‘this father”, “her father”. This explains
why Kongzi sometimes gives different answers téedént students, although
the question that students raised was the samé.{s&&.22). The generalized
notion of a role gives us a rough model, an appnaxe direction for the
course of interaction, but practical fulfilment d@fis always personal and
unique.

We have already pointed out that both notions elatron” and “role” are
united in Confucian concept d&fin ffi. The third important characteristic of
“role” (IGn ff@) in early Confucian context is that role is alwalyadic, so it is

always a function of correlatiohlin ff is both the concreteslation between
two humans and theole that structures and facilitates that relation.thrs
sense, “role” as used in Confucian role ethicsrprtgation is very different
from how this term is used in contemporary sodigoties. Chan (1993, 27)
also notes that the Confucian notion of “roles” sloeot focus on the
occupational or social roles, but it is based andbncrete and intimate human
relationships. This is an important point, becaiisence more reiterates the

early Confucian thesis of the fundamentally cotreéanature of a human
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among all other phenomena in the world. On therotfaed it makes ethical
matters truly dialogical. As Rosemont points outcading to the early
Confucian vision of a human, “lI do not achieve mynadentity, am not solely
responsible for becoming who | am” (Rosemont 19923). In a dyadic
relationship, a person can not define one’s rolesafitude, as it needs
confirmation from the other member of the dyadile neelationship. | can call
myself “teacher”, but if there is no one who follewny instructions without
coercion, | am notiving the role of a teacher, but merely playing it. Thus
implementation of one’s role and, respectively,dmeinig human in this early
Confucian vision requires a good deal of interpeasonegotiation. In
Rosemont’s words, “personhood, identity, in thiess is basically conferred
on us, just as we basically contribute to confgrrtron others” (ibid).

As we have seen from the above discussion, Ame&asdmont present
their interpretation of early Confucians as anraléve to the Confucian
virtue ethics, and in their recent article theyvegisnegatively to the question
“were early Confucian virtuous?” | was arguing lrefthat this is a rhetorical
choice of Ames and Rosemont, and | would like tpaed a little bit on this
point. So do Ames and Rosemont intend to negateahuoharacter or
character traits? | don’t think so, and | don'nthihat the notion of the human
as the totality of one’s lived roles and relatisagquires such negation. It does
not seem that in the Confucian role ethics intégti@n, the notions of a
human’s character — or virtue that we ascribe pamicular person — have to
be abandoned. If seen as always a provisional gkzegion, these notions can
be useful for some particular purposes. What Caafucrole ethics
interpretation goes against, is considering a dtarar a virtue as the most
fundamental part of ethical thinking and the sowteormativity, because in
their view virtue is only secondary. Virtue is amt@ome of flourishing
relations, and it is recognizable only in relatiohbus for early Confucians, to
cultivate oneself doesn’t mean to work exclusiveith one’s individual self

and one’s dispositions. Asunyu says, “authoritative persons establish others
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in seeking to establish themselves and promoter®iheseeking to get there
themselves® (LY 6.30).

In other words, virtue — or character more gengrallis not present
before some kind of relation takes place. If | caasonably describe another
person as lacking in wisdom, courage, or friendifeccording to role ethics
view of a person, | am at the same time bound ioitaithat I, very likely, also
lack wisdom to educate; |, too, lack strength tocemage; I, too, lack goodwill
to befriend. As Ames puts it: “The teacher and tteident become
consummate teacher and student together, or radit #&mes 2011, 180). We
find similar expression ihunyu “The exemplary personifnz’ # +) helps to
bring out the best in others, but does not helpritmg out the worst. The petty
person does just the opposfte(LY 12.16).

When we look at early Confucian texts, we see nafche content of the
notion of “role” in Confucian role ethics interpa¢ion present in the early
Confucian termlin fi. Most importantly, it seems thafin fiy for early
Confucians was a crucial notion in discussions dratwms a human. The
discussions on what makes human a human were kmowarly China as
“human-beast controversytén shou zhbian A\ Bk &¥). In these discussions
humans where characterized in opposition to beastsliin ffi appears to be
one of the main characteristic that constitutes fimedamental difference

between human and non-human. For example iMérgyziwe read:

What distinguishes people from the brutes is eweslight, and where the
common run of people are apt to lose this quakixemplary persons
dwell on it and preserve it. Shun was wise to tlag wf all things and had
real insight into human roles and relationships.ddeed upon his moral

habits to be consummatory and appropriate in hredeat rather than
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merely doing what is deemed consummatory and appte}f (Mengzi

4B19, quoted from Ames 2011, 146; also 3B8.9.

And just like in Ames’s and Rosemont’s understagdifi “role”, 1Un ff

and specific expressions of it in early Confuciattings serve as a normative
source that provides guidelines, according to wloolke can structure one’s
correlations. Thus both education and self-culibratare concurrent with
social roles. TheMengzithus explains what the legendary ruler Shun was

doing, in order not to let people become beast-like

The sage King [Shur#] ... appointed Xie [Z] as the Minister of
Education whose duty was to teach the people huelationships: love
[gin #i] between father and son, dutyl E&] between ruler and subject,
distinction pié '] between husband and wife, precedenaef¥] of the

old over the young, and faitiip {=] between friend§ (Mengzi3A4).

To sum up, we have argued that at the centre ofuC@m role ethics
interpretation there is a specific notion of themam that is fundamentally
relational. The human in this view is constitutsdaped, and recognized only
through his or her interrelations with others aes tibtality of one’s lived roles
and relations. On the one hand, this vision oftltbhean requires one to see
human identity, qualities, and actions in early fDaran ethics not as solitarily
constructed, but as shared in common participati®y. formulating this
relational notion of human, constituted by the sad@d relations, as the centre
of early Confucian ethics, proponents of Confudiale ethics interpretation
not only maintain the emphasis on the practicardation of early Confucians,
but also consistently stress the relational natdirearly Confucian ethics, and

the centrality of family relations.
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CONCLUSIONS

In the current philosophical controversy on theuraf early Confucian
ethics, proponents of Confucian role ethics inttgdion provide a credible
alternative to the now most prevalent Confuciariueirethics interpretation.
Confucian role ethics interpretation places thatiehal concept of a human as
the totality of one’s lived roles and relations tla¢ centre of their explication
of early Confucian ethics, and thus successfultkles both major pitfalls that
weaken Confucian virtue ethics interpretation. Tthissis is supported by the
following conclusions from the presented research:

1. A major factor for the formation of Confucianrtue ethics
interpretation was the establishment of Aristotelartue ethics in Western
moral philosophy. This framework has allowed sci®ta explain exclusively
the practical orientation and the apparent disasiern formulating abstract,
universal principles in early Confucian ethics aoherent and philosophically
interesting position that in specific cases is vafg to the contemporary
discussions in moral philosophy. Confucian virtukias is grounded on the
argument that the early Confucian counterpart eftdrm “virtue” @réte can
be found indé f&, and that the core ethical terminology in earlynfligian
ethical writings can be adequately rendered ingétedr notions.

2. This position raises two main problems that ificgntly weaken
Confucian virtue ethics: from methodological sithes use of an Aristotelian or
neo-Aristotelian framework makes this interpretatioulnerable to the
incommensurability challenge, to which no satigfagt response from
Confucian virtue ethics was provided. The analysfisthe content of this
interpretation has revealed a second major problkb:marginalization of
relational aspects of early Confucian ethics, whesults from the reduction of
core early Confucian ethical terminology into aieteotions.

3. On the other hand, formulation of Confucian relkics interpretation

Is triggered, in a large degree, by the asymmetrthe current comparative

136



philosophy that shows up in the prevailing tendertoy take Western

philosophical frameworks as the reference poirglutidating and evaluating
non-Western thought systems. Confucian role ethiespretation is grounded
on the relational concept of a human reconstrucded developed by
Confucian role ethics from early Confucian textsclsa concept of the human
renders the core ethical terminology of early Cor#ns in exclusively

relational terms, which has induced new Englisindiaions for most of the

core ethical concepts of early Confucians. At thene time, developing the
concept of human as constituted by her roles arnatiors has helped

Confucian role ethics interpretation to argue fa philosophical relevance of
the Xiaojing (The Chinese Classic of Family Revergnegiich was previously

largely neglected by Western philosophical inteigirens of early Confucian

ethics.

4. On the methodological level Confucian role ethioes not employ a
non-Chinese philosophical system, but argues #idhg into account early
Chinese correlative cosmology as the interpretatwatext could help to
elucidate early Confucian ethics. Thus, the incomsueability problem is
substantially softened in Confucian role ethics;dwse it is grounded in the
relational concept of the human — as the totalityone’s lived roles and
relations — that is developed from the early Coiaflu@thical writings and not
in any Western philosophical framework. The analysf the content of
Confucian role ethics has revealed that both tlaetmal orientation and the
relational aspects of early Confucian ethics ateraly integrated within the
relational concept of human and the Confucian mot role (Un ff), on
which the concept of human is based.

If the above analysis and conclusions are cortbid, new and coming
Confucian role ethics interpretation merits furthesearch and development in
order to fully reveal the importance (and the latidns) of the relationality
and the familial or communal roles for early Conduc ethics. More
importantly, the relational concept of a human ssggd by the Confucian role

ethics interpretation could also enhance the omgoicontemporary
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philosophical discussions on the scope and natusthics and the notion of

the human being.
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