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Notes on the Grand Council
" in Ch'ing China,
1926-1911

Hung-ting Ku*
Department of History
Tunghai University

Introduction

The Grand Council (Chun-chi-ch’u ﬁ #% & )was a unique creation of the Man-
chu rulers. The primary purpose of its establishment was to set up a small advisory
committee to deal W1th some urgent and important matters, relating to military
affairs.!

In the early Ch’'ing period, important state affairs were discussed at the meetings

of the Grand Secretaries or I-Cheéng-wang ta-ch’en i F A (princes and great mini-
sters with the authority to deliberate on governmental matters.) 2 The power struggle

between Emperor Yung-cheng and his brothers might well make these meetings im-

practical as well as improper to handle urgent and secret matters. 3 In 1726, Emperor
Yung-chenig assigned one prince, one Grand Secretary and one Vice-Minister of Re—
venue to assist him in a campaign. to suppress a Muslim revolt in Northwest China. ¢
The Emperor must have found the establishment of such a handly and small advisory
body very useful. After peace was restored, he formally set up the Grand Counc11 in
1732 and it was called Chun-chi-ch’u, literally military cabinet. 5

Although the Grand Council was literally called military cabinet, it had duties and
functions of providing general advice to the Emperor on all important state affairs.
The Grand Councillors were ready for audience with the Emperor at any time. Under
the instruction of the Emperor, they read memorials, drafted and issued edicts. They
also performed other duties, such as to submit the name lists of eligible candidates to
important central and local posts, to be acting governors-general, or to conduct in-
vestigation in important criminal cases. :

-As a common practice, the Grand Councillors were supposely to act in umson in

their recommendations to the Emperor. They might discuss matters of concern and
then reach a decision before they presented recommendations to the throne. In the
imperial audience, however, only the ieader of the Grand Council had the privileges
" to speak for the whole Council. 7 The leadership of the Council was generally based

* The author wishes to thank Dr. Chen-tung Chang of the National University of Singapore and
Professors Wen-hstung Hsu of the Northwestern University and Mark Thelin of Tunghai University
for their comments on the preliminary version of this paper. The financial support of the Harvard-

. yenching Institute and the United Board for Higher Education in Asia is here acknowledged.
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upon official rank, seniority and ethnicity. ® Whenever there was a prince assigned
to take charge of the Council, he would be the leader of the Coucil. In the absence of
the princes, the Council was usually lieadéd by a Manchu Grand Secretary. If there
were no Manchu Grand Secretary in the Council, a Han Chinese Grand Secretary
would be the leader. The Grand Secretaries, who had the highest rank of la and their
role or potential role as the leader of the Council, would usually have great influence,
if not control, over the Council. Thus, even in the early days of its existence, the
Grand ‘Council was called “Inner Crand Secretariat” by the court officials. °

The nearly all-embracing functions of the Grand Council alarmed many people. In
1805, a censor petitioned the Emperor to correct the tendency, pointing out the incon-
sistency between the duties and the name of the Grand Council. The petition was
rebutted, nevertheless. The Emperor declined to accept the rationale that the Council
should limit its activities solely to military affairs. He reinterpreted the term of chun-
chi & & (military affairs), by stating that it was an equivalent of chun-kuo ta-shin
% B &k % (important state and military affairs). 19 With its expanding functions,
the Grand Council has thus been regarded as a substitute for the Grand Secretariat by
many scholars. ' _ '

Generally speaking, two kinds of memorials were submitted by the officials to the
throne in Ch’ing China. The regular and formal memorials for routine public matters
were called t'l-pen 25 & . These memorials, passed through various Boards, via the
Transmission Office (T’ung-chengssu & B ¥ ), to the ruler. They were then
handled by the Grand Secretariat. The other kind of memorials, the personal me-
morials of semi-secret, secret, or urgent nature, were called tsou-che % 2 .!! They
went through the Chancery of Memorials (Tsou-shih-ch’'u ZZ g ) to the Emperor.
These memorials were supposed to be opened by the Emperor personally. Under the
instruction of the Emperor, the Grand Counciallors drafted the edicts in replying these
memorials. When the edicts were issued, those with secret nature, called court letters
(ting-chi & %¥ ), were sent out by the Grand Council itself, while the others, called
public edicts (ming-fa shang-yu B % [z ), by the Grand Secretariat. 2

Some features of the appointments to the Council

There was not a fixed number of Grand Councillors in the Council. When it was
fist created, it had only three members. There was once when the number reached ten.
During most of the time of its existence, the number of the Councillors ranged from
four to seven. 13 In addition to the Grand Councillors, there were thirty two junior
officials served as the secretaries of the Council to assist the Councillors. They were
called Chum-chi ching-chang Fig =z . '*

According to the statutes, the Grand Councillors should be selected from the
Grand Secretaries, Ministers of Vice-Ministers of various Boards, and other chief offi-
cials in the capital, and the assignment was a concurrent post in nature. 15 Asthe
Grand Councillors had to present themselves before the Emperor whenever they were
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required, it is understandable that the candidates for the Grand Councillors had to be
important officials in the capital. Since its creation i 1726 until the énd of the
dynasty inl911, these appointment regulations were strictly observed. The Grand
Councillorship, unlike the Grand Secretaryship or Associate Grand Secretaryship, had
never become a decorative title for the local officials. The few local officials who were
a551gned this concurrent post were all summoned to the capital to hold other central
posts. 16

Throughout the one hundred and elghty five years of its existence, there were
altogether 130 officials assigned to hold the concurrent post as the Grand Council-
lors. '7 Among them, 15 were Grand Secretaries, 37 Ministers, 49 Vice-Ministers and
7 Left Censors-general, while 16 more had been Ministers or Vice-Ministers prior to
their assignments to the Gand Council. The others were from various post holders,
- mainly from the offices in the central government.
Although the duties and functions of the Grand Council expanded ag time passed,
- financial matters seemed to have remained its most mlportant concern. Among those’
Ministers or Vice-Ministers appointed as Grand Councillors, 28 of them were from the
Board of Revenue, 16 from Punishment, 12 from War, 12 from Civil Appointments, 11

from Works and only 4 from Rites. However, it is interesting to note that if we take-

into account the presentation of officials of various Boards on a yearly basis, the
importance of the military affairs was also apparent for the Grand Coungil. There
were Ministers or vice-Ministers of Revenue in the Grand Council during 161 years of
the 185 years from 1726 to 1911, Ministers or Vice-Ministers of War for 121 years,
101 years for Civil Appointments, 97 years for Works, 95 years for Punishment and 51
years for Rites. These data seem to indicate that finance and military were most often
two  major concerns that occupied the Emperor in his consultation with the Grand

Councillors. !

The Manchu-Han Chinese Balance in the Council

Although there was no legal regulation explicitly stating that the Manchus and the .

Han Chinese should have equal shares of posts in this important agency, the total

number of Grand Councillors was nearly the same for the two eithnic groups. 19 It

is of significance to observe, however, that the number of the Manchu Grand Council-
lors was almost twice that of the Han Chinese in the first period(1726-1820). Before

1820, not only had more Manchus served on the Grand Council, but they also usualy °

maintained a majority in the Council on a yearly basis. 20 During these ninety four
years, there were only fifteen years when Han Chinese outnumbered the Manchus on
the Council, while the Manchus had a majority for forty nine years. By contrast, in
the second period between 1821 an 1911, a total of forty Han Chinese -but only
twenty three Manchus held concurrent posts as Grand Councillors. Norecover, fifty

out of the total ninety one vears in this second period, the Han Chinese had a majority
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in the Council, while the Manchus were in the majority for only eleven years. 2!

These changes seem to indicate the rise of power of the Han Chinese in the late Ch’ing

period. As time passed, the Manchu ruler seems to rely more and more on his Han

Chinese subjects to give advice on urgent and important state matters. 22 As an alien -
ruler, the heavy reliance on the loyalty and ability of the ruled was, of course, not a

safe way to mule an empire. 23 To counteract the over-dependence on the Han

Chinese, the Emperor assigned one prince after another to take charge of the Grand

Council. During the first period, only. three princes were assigned to the Council.

They stayed in the Council for a total of only six years. To assign a prince as the

leader of the Council became nearly a patiern in the second period, for more than half -
of this period, the Grand Council was-under the supervision of a certain prince. Al-
together, five princes were assigned this supervisory role in the second period. 2*

To assign princes to take charge of the Grand Council, of course, was not without
risk. As a mater of fact. Emperor Chia-ch’ing even issued a-edict in 1799 to exclude
the princes from the Grand Council to prevent their usurpation of imperial author-
ity. 25 During the reign of Chia-ching (1796-1820), the dynasty was still in its hey-
day, though the dynasty already had some problems by the Chia-ching period. Fifty
years later, the conditions deteriorated to the edge of danger. China was de-
feated by Great Britain in the Opium War (1839-41) and plagued. constantly by the
‘“‘ocean barbarians” since then, while the gigantic Taiping Rebellion broke out in 1852,
The survival of the dynasty was seriouly threatened by the threats from without and
the rebellions from within, The Manchu ruler had to rely on the Han Chinese to cope
with both internal and external problems to prevent the Empire from crumbling. #¢
The use of the Han Chinese, though indispensable, was not desirable for the dynasty
as an alien regime. The appointment of princes to the Grand Council thus seems to
have become the lesser of two evils.

Career Mobility of the Grand Councillors

The Manchu ruler was not only the source of authority in theory, he actually
ruled the Empire. The power to appoint officials was never delegated fto others.
Every official above the seventh rank was personally appointed by the Emperor, 27
The Grand Council as well as the Board of Civil Appointments could only submit the
name list of eligible candidates for various vacancies according to the preference order

"indicated in the service codes, It was the Emperor alone who decided the appoint-
ments. If he wished, and in fact he did, he could disregard the recommendations
of his advisers and appoint someone of low standing in the list to show his *‘special
favor” to certain persons. 2% Of course, the prerequisite for courting the special favor
would be to become the Emperor’s acquaintance. Although originally an informal

. ad hoc advisory body for military affairs, the Grand Council later developed into an

important link between the Emiperor and other administrative agencies. To hold a con-
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current post as a Grand Councillor meant not only enjoying the exercise of power and
influence .in the bureaucratic system, but it also meant a better chance than the other
officials to impress upon and receive special favors from the Emperor.

The Grand Secretaryship was the highest post an official in Ch’ing China could

gver dream to reach. To climb up to this towering position was understandably a
difficult journey. Between 1726 and 1911, there were altogether 1071 persons
appointedito 1the Vice-Ministership, a post ranked at 2a. Of these Vice-Ministers, 347
(32%) were later promoted to a Ministerial post, and only 84 of them even tually
‘became Grand Secretaries. ?° The chance of a Vice-Minister who was assigned to the
Grand Council was much greater than that of an ordinary Vice-Minister in his pro-
motion. Between 1726 and 1911, 49 Vice-Ministers were assigned to hold the con-
current post as Grand Councillors, and of these 49 .officials, 37 (75.5%) were later
promoted to the Ministership. This meafs that the proportion of these Vice-Ministers-

cum-Grand Councillors enjoyed more than twice as much change of promotion to -

Ministership than other oridinary Vice-Ministers. While there were only 84 Vice-
Ministers who eventually reached the Grand Secretaryship, 23 of them had been a
Vice-Ministers-cum-Grand Councillors. 3¢ Since only 62 Vice-Ministers 3! had the
opportunity to hold the Grand Councillorship for the whole period, this means that 37

“per cent (23 out of 62) of the Vice-Ministers holding the Grand Councillorship later
became the Grand Secretaries. 32 This contrast strongly with a mere 6 per cent (61 out
of 1009) of these Vice-Ministers who, having never been assinged to the Grand Council,
were eventually promoted to the Grand Secretaryship. It is thus obvious that the
career experience as a Grand Councillor was a great asset for a V1ce—M1n1ster who aimed
at climbing to the very top of the official hierarchy.

The same can be said of the Ministers. Between 1726 and 1911 -among 442
Ministers appointed, 93 of them were later promoted to the Grand Secretaryship.
This means that about every one of five became the Grand Secretaries later. Within
this category, nearly half of them were Ministers-cum-Grand Councillors, while the
other half were ordinary Ministers. It should be noted, how-ever, there were only 95

Ministers holding the concurrent post as the Grand Councillors and among these 95 .

lucky ones, 45 became the Grand Secretaries (see Table 1. } For the rest 347 ordinary

Ministers, only 48 of them were promoted to the Grand Secretaryship. 33 1t is obvious

that Ministers-cum-Grand-Councillors had a much better chance. to reach the top of

the bureaucracy than those who had never been a Grand Councillor.

Sources: Tsung-mao Fu, Ch’ing-tai chun-chi-ch'u tsu-chih chi chih-chang chi yen-chiu,
appendix of the name list of the Grand Councillors (pp. 529-683); Ch'i~yun
Chang and others, complied, Ching-shih, Vol. 4, pp. 2462-2512. : .
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Table 1
“The Upward Mobility of the Ministers-cum~Grand-Councillors, 1726-1911

Total mimber * Number promoted to
of Ministers- the Grand Secre-
Cum-Grand-Councillors taryship

1726-1820 47 25

1821-1911 48 20

* There were 37 Ministers assigned to the Council, while 58 more were promoted to
Ministerial posts after they entered into the Council. :

The assignment to the Grand Council not, only improved the chance of a Vice-
Minister’s or Minister’s promotion to the Grand Secretaryship, but it also sped up the
promotion process. During the first period (1726-1820), it took a Vice-Minister-cum-
Grand Councillor about forurteen years and ten- months on avarage to become a
Grand Secretary, while an ordinary Vice-Minister spent one and a half more years.
For the second period (1821-1911), those who had been Grand Councillor took
thirteen years and nine months to reach the top while those who had not took fifteen
years and two months. *¢

Although the Grand Councillors were indispensable for the Emperor in the process
of decision-making, they did not have any specific administrative responsibility in
their role as Grand Councillors. As individuals, their dismissals were often due to old
age, physical unfitness or punishment received in their principal posts as ministers,
Vice-Ministersor other portfolios. Since the Grand Councillors usually acted in unison,
the reward or punishment were often received by them as a group. 35 As a group,
they enjoyed much longer tenures than other officials. 3® Before 1821, the average
length of tenure for them was about six years for each appointment. The span of their
appointments became somewhat shorter after 1820. It averaged four years and three
months for each appointment. 37 A further inquiry into the causes for the dismissals
in the post 1820 period shows that there were power struggles. Besides the common
causes’ for the dismissals such as old age, illness or punishment received in their
principal posts, there were block dismissals in 1961, 1884 and 1900. 38 These were
years when China had troubles with foreign powers. The development of internal
politics and external relations were often interrelated with each other in the history
of modern China. The decline of the control and strength of the Emperor it the years
of difficulties often bred power struggles, The Empress Dowages dismissed those
Grand' Councillors who might otherwise endanger her power. By dismissing those
Grand Councillors in block, she did succeed in regaining the supreme control over her

“servants,” particularly those in the court. :
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In Ch’ing China, the local governments were created and directed by the central
government. . To make control by the throne more effective, the Emperor personally
appointed magistrates of the chou (prefecture) and hsien (district), not to mention
the governors and governorsgeneral of the provinces. Moreover, all important criminal
cases were reviewed in the capital. As the close advisers of the Emperor, the Grand
Councillors might be assigned to supervise the construction or repair of river works,
or to, conduct investigations of important criminal cases. They were also sent out
to be acting governors, military generals, governors-gencral for a short period. During
the first period (1726-1820), the Grand Councillors were sent out 13 times to act as

local officials, 28 times to supervise water works and 54 times to investigate important’

cases. Through the frequent assigments of the Grand Councillors to check the local
affairs, the Emperor seemed to have every tight control over the local government.
The involvement of Grand Councillors in local affairs seemed to be reduced greatly
during the second period (1821-1911). In the post-1820 period, there were altogether

only 6 occasions during which the Grand Councillors acted as governors or governors-

general. They were also sent out only 4 times to check the river works and 16 times to
investigate important cases. Although the internal conditions deteriorated after the
mid-19th century, the rise of many powerful governors and pgovernors-general might
have greatly “relieved” the burded as well as control of the central government over
local affairs in this period. Not only were there fewer and fewer Grand Councillors
sent out as special imperial commissioners, but the Emperor also seemed to refrain
himself from transerring central officials to local posts. Altogether there were 13

Grand Councillors transferred to local posts in the first period, while only 7 were ‘

transferred in the second period. 3°

The rise of the powerful governors and governors-general in late Ch’ing times
can also be seen in the changing fortunes of local officials. From 1722 to 1820, there
were 238 governors and governors-general appointed. Among them, 54 (23 per cent)
were later ‘either demoted or dismissed. From 1821 until the end of the dynasty in
1911, 179 persons were appointed to the governorship or governor-generalship. Only
30 of them (16.7 per cent) met the ill fate of demotion or dismissal. *® The Manchu
ruler’s control over the central officials in general, and the Grand Councillors in par-
" ticularly, nevertheless, seemed to.remain tight until the downfall of the dynasty.
The proportion of Ministers punished was practically identical between the two per-
jod. For the Grand Councillors, the imperial control actually became even more
strict in the second period. In the first period, 65 Grand Councillors were appointed,
and only 10 of them (15 per cent) were later dismissed, demoted or otherwise punish-
ed. During the second period, the same number of officials were assigned to the Grand
- Council, but 15 or them (23 per cent ) were later dismissed or demoted. The Han
Chinese Grand Councillors who were favored by the 'Emperor with a higher proportion
of promotion and smaller chances of punishment than their Manchu counterparts in
the first period, were subj’ected to severe treatment in the second period.Their chances
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of promotion were reduced by more than half, while their chances of receiving punish-
ment doubled in the second period. *! In other words, while the Manchu ruler might
have loosened his grasp over the local officials in the last years of the dynasty, he,
nevertheless, did not give up the reins of central government, The important central
officials, such as the Grand Councillors, remained under a tight imperial control until
the end of this alien dynasty. Although more and more Han Chinese were assigned to
the Council in the second period and they became indispensable for the Manchu
ruler to rulé the Empire, they were constantly under a strict discipline.

Notes

. For the details on the reasons to create the Grand Council, see Tsung-mao Fu,

Ch'ing-tai chun-chi-ch’u tsu-chih chih-chang chi yen-chiu EREBREHB RIBE

10.
11
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Ch’ing dynasty), (Taipei, Cultural Foundation of the Chia-hsin Cement Co., 1967),
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the Grand Council), (Peking, n.p., 1875, reprinted by Wen-hai Publishers in Tai-
pei, 1966), pp. i-ii.

. Even aften Yung-cheng ascended the throne, his brothers contmued to be the

potential threat t¢ the Emperor. For the details of the power struggle between
Yung-cheng and his brothers, see I-shan Hsiao, Ch'ing-tai t ung-shin BEREEA
general history of the Ch’ing dynasty), (Taipei, Commermal Press, 1967), Voli.
pp. 856-891.

- Ta-Ch'ing li-chigo shih-lu KIEBEF H &  (The veritable records of the successive

reigns of the great ch’ing dynasty),(Taipei, Hua-lich Bookstore,1964 reprint), Yung
-cheng, 82:6.

. Ci’i~yun Chang and others, compiled, Ch'ing-shihr % & (History of the Ch’ing

dynasty), (Taipei, Kuo-fang yen-chiu-yuan, 1961), Vol. 4,'p. 2846..

. Ta-Ch'ing hui-tien 4 3 & g1 (Collected statutes of the great Ch’ing dynasty),

(Taipei, n.p. 1963 reprint), 3:1-15.

. BErh-hsuan Chao, compiled, Ch'ing-shih-kao % % % (Draft history of the Ch’ing
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- Based on the chronological lists of the Grand Councillors, I find that the leadership

was decided primarily by official rank.

. Fang-mao Yeh, Nei-k'o hsiao-chi % B /N & (Short notes on the Grand Secre-

tariat), (Peking, n.p., 1765), pp. 2-9.
Chang-shu Liang, op. cit, 1:14-15; Ta-Ch’ing li-chiao shih-lu, Chia-ching, 144:4-5.

. Tsou-che is also known as “Palace Memorials,” initiated by Emperor Kang-hsi, To
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memorial system. For details, see Silas H.L. Wu, Communication and Imperial
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Control in Chma 1693 ]75’5 (Cambridge, Harvard Unlvermty Press, 1970), pp.
66-78.

Ta-Ch'ing hui-tien, 3:1-3: Chang-shu Liang, op. cit., 22:4.

The figures are derived from Ch’i-yun Chang and others, op. cit., Vol. 4, pp. 2486~
2512,

The Manchus and Han Chmese had equal shares of these thirty two posts. See
Ta-Ch'ing hui-tien. 3: 10.

Ibid., 3:1: Tsung-mao Fu, op. cit., p.166.

Throughout the whole period of 185 years, only five local officials were ever offer-
ed this concurrent post. Four of them were summoned to the capital to serve as

Grand Councillors and were appointed to the position of either Vice-Minister.
Left Censor-general or Minister soon after. The other was a millitary commander
who was assigned to the Council while he was staying in the capital for an imperial
audience. See Ch'i-yun Chang and others, op. cit., Vol. 4, 2493, 2510, 2511,
2669, 1824 and 2827. As to the changing patters of the appointments of the
Grand Secreteries and Associate Grand Secretaries, see Hung-ting Ku, compiled,
The Grand Secretariat in Ch'ing China, A Chronological List, (San Francisco,
Chinese Materials Center, 1980). : :
The total number of the Grand Councillors was 130 which excluded 9 princes
who were generally not regarded as regular officials.
The above figures are derived from Ch’i-yun Chang and others, op. cit., Vol 4.
pp. 2484-2511. Of course, a study on the daily records of the activities of the
Council will provide even better understanding on the Council.
Among the 130 Grand Councillors, 54 were Manchus, 10 Mongols, 63 Han Chinese
and. 3 Chinese Bannermen. As a practice in the appointments of the high-ranking
officials in Ch’ing China, Mongols were regarded as Manchus, while the Chinese
Bannermen were counted as Ian Chinese. For appointment requlations, see Li-pu
se-li I OE A # (The regulations of the Board of Civil Appointments),
(Peking, n.p., 1843: Taipei, Chen-wen Bookstore, 1965 reprint), “Chien-hsien
Man-chu kuan-yuan pin-chib-k’ao,” 1:1-3: “Chien-hsien Han kuan pin-chih-k’ao,”
1:1-3.
The periodization is of course for the convenience of comparison of two sub-.
periods. Novertheless, it is not totally arbitrary, for in 1726 Emperor Yung-
cheng created the Grand Council and Emperor Tao-kuang began his reign in 1821
which is generally dated as the beginning of the late Ch’ing period.
The above figures are derived from Ch’l-yun Chang and others, Op cit Vol. 4 pp.
2486-2511.
Most years after 1880, only one out of every four or five Grand Councillors was a
Manchu.
Grand Councillor Ch’l once warned Emperor Hsien-feng that the rise of a powerful
Han Chinese such as Tseng Kuo-fan was not at the advantage of the dynasty. See
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24.

235.

26.

27.

28.

I-shan Hsiao, op. ¢it.,, Vol. III, p.411.

In another case, a censor petitioned Emperor Hsien-feng not to appoint another
Manchu general to supervise a Han Chinese governor-general in the process’of the
suppression of the Taipings on the grounds that such an appointment, though
would have the function of check and balance, it might well lead {o a disaster at
this crucial time. See Tao-Hsien-T ung-Kuang sze-chiao tso-yi  HB RYCITERZEES
The memorials in the reigns of Emperors Tao-kuang, Hsien-feng, T'ung-chin and
Kuang-hsu), (Taipei, Commercial Press, 1970), p. 1024.

In the post-1820 period, 53 out of a total of 91 years were under the supervision
of princes.

In November 1799, Emperor Chia-ch’ing dismissed Prince Ch’en from the Council
by stating that the appointment of a prince to the Council contradicted tradition
and governmental principles. For the edict. see Ta-Ch'ing li-chino shih-lu, Chia-
ching, 53:22. ' '

After the Taipinig Rebellion broke out, Shu-shun, a powerful Manchu official,
strongly supported Tseng Kuo-fan, Tso Tsung-t’ang and other Han Chinese in
their efforts to put down the rebellion. . Shu argued that there was no capable
Manchus to suppress the revolt and the appointments of Tseng and Tso were a
necessity. See, Ch’i-yun Chang and others, op. cit., Vol. 6. p.4632: I-shan Hsiao,
op. cit., Vol. TIL pp. 414-415. ' :
Emperor Chia-ching stressed that the power to rule as well as the power to appoint
officials had never been delegated to others. See Ta-Ch ing li-chiao shih-lu, Chia-
ching, 94:21-25.

The civil service sodes stated that the Civil Appointments Ministers had the pre-

. ference over the other Ministers in the promotion to the Grand Secretaryship.

29.

30.

31.

32.

(ig)

But, in reality, the Civil Appointments Ministers did not always have the pre-
ference. . :

Ta-Ch’ing li-chigo shih-lu, Yung-cheng, Chia-ch’ing, Taokuang. Hsien-feng, T'ung
-chih, Kuang-hsu and Hsuan-t’ung; Ch'i-yun Chang and others, op. cit., Vol. 4,

pp. 2463-2485. 2616-2843, 2893-3002.
Four of them were not Vice-Ministers at the time when they.were assigned to

the Grand Council.

The total number of Vice-Ministers-cum-Grand Councillors was 62. Among them,
49 were Vice-Ministers when they were assigned to the Council while the others
were promoted to the Vice-Ministership after they entered into the Council.

Table 1

The Upward Mobility of the Vice-Ministers-cum-Grand-Councillors,
1726-1911



33.

34.

- 11

a.
Total No. of No. promoted .
Vice-Ministers-cum-G.C. 7 to Ministers

1726 | Manchu 21 16
Han

1820 | Chinese | - 11 10

1821 Manchu 11 _ .9
Han : .

1911 | Chinese 19 12

b. . : .
Total No. of No. promoted
Vice-Ministers- to Grand Se-
cum-G.C. cretaries

11726 | Manchu 21 7

Han : '
1820 - | Chinese 11 8
1821 Manchu 11 5
Han
1911 | Chinese 19 . 3

Note: The Vice-Ministers had to be promoted to the Ministers before they
' entered into the Grand Secretaryship.

Sources: Ch'i-yun Chang and others, op. cit., Vol. 4, pp. 2613-2843: Tsung—mao
Fu,op. cit., pp. 529-683.

This figure includes 9 Manchus and 11 Han Chinese who were not Ministers when
they were assigned to the Grand Council.

Ch’l-yun. Chang and others, op. cif., Vol. 4, pp 2463-2485: Tsung-mao Fu, op. cit.,
pp. 529-683.

35, Ibid., pp.229-241.

36.

All officials in Ch’ing .China were subjected to periodical review. In theory, the

‘officials would be promoted, demoted, dismissed or were given merits which were

duly recorded in the official records of the review. In addition to the Teview,
the Emperor rewarded or punished officials from time to time for their perfor-
mance. The average length of the tenure for both the Ministers and Vice-Minis-
ters was surprisingly short, the Ministers having an average of a little more than

two years while the Vice-Ministers had an average of less than two years. The fre--

quent transfers of Ministers and Vice-Ministers at the same ranked posts but in

(113
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different agencies might have a function of providing a better administrative ex-
perience for these high-ranking officials. More than half of Grand Councillors had
expereince with two or more Boards before they were assigned to the Council. For
the avove figures, see Ch’i-yun Chang and others, op. cit., Vol. 4, 2486-2412,

2609-2843.
37. These tigures are somewhat different from Thomas Metzger’s study. The differ-

ences are probably due to the different ways of calculation. It seems that Thomas
Metzger- averaged the length of appointments on the basis of “persons,” rather
than “appintments.” Sometimes, a person might be assigned to the Council several
times during his official career. For Metzger’s study, see Thomas Metzger, The
Internal Organization of Ch'ing Bureaucracy, (Cambridge, Harvard University
Press, 1973), pp- 242-244,

38. Ch’i-yun Chang and others, op. cit., Vol. 4,p. 2497, 2505, 2508, 2511. In the first
period, there was only block dismissals in 1799 when Emperor Chien-lung died.

39, Jbid., Vol. 4, pp. 2486-2512, 2892-3168.

4Q. Tsung-mao Fu, Ch'ing-tai tu-fu chib-tu 3% 5 {E #0 K (The institution of the
governors and governors-general in the Ch’ing dynasty), Taipei, Cheng-chi Un-
iversity Press, 1963), appendix of the name list of governors and governors-general.

41. In the first period, although the chance to be assigned to the Council was slim for
Han Chinese, once a Han Chinese was selected to serve as a Grand Councillor, his
chances of reaching the Grand Secretaryship were great. Nearly sixty per cent of
them were later promoted to the Grand Secretaryship, and only twelve per cent of
them were punished. But in the second period, only twenty three per cent were
promoted to the Grand Secretaryship, and there were twenty three per cent
punished.

(12}
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THE CONCEPT OF GOD IN CONFUCIANISM

Hu-Hsiang Fung
_ Department of Philosophy, Tunghai University

I

In The Religions of China, Prof. James Legge, the well-known translator of Chinese
classics, tried to describe Confucianism and Taoism in contrast to Christianity. It isa
very interesting work, however, there are many mistakes resulted from Legge’s forced '
interpretation from the standpoint of ego-centricity. For instance, Legge concludes
that “In every department of morality, in a word, our religion is superior to the reli-
gion of China.” (1) Unfortunately, Legge fails to prove it either by the facts or the

. theories in Chinese religion. If he could give the picture of Chinese religion from an
objective analysis, I believe he could have been more capable of making a just contrast.

One of the main reasons for Legge’s failure in understanding Chinese religion is that
he only focuses the study on the Confucian doctrine about man, and neglects the
fruitful doctrines of God (which is often used as Heaven in Confucianism). Similar
mistake was also committed by Max Weber in his book The Religion of China. Weber
was thus misled by saying that “Confucianism was only interested in affairs of this
world such as it happened to be.” (2) Actually, Confucianism does not simply look at
the world as what it happened to be; it endeavors to change it and improve it toward
the final end of perfect self-realization as what it ought to be.

From the above instances, we can see how important it is to expose the concept of
God (Heaven) in Chinese religion. It is the main purpose of this paper to explore the
Chinese concept of God in contrast to Christian doctrines and Whitehead’s philosophy
of process. Since Confucianism has been the main stream of Chinese culture, I will
confine myself to Confucian concept of God (Heaven) and expose it from the follow-

ing eight aspects.
I

First, God (Heaven) in Confucianism is regarded as the Creator of all beings. This
is very similar to Christian doctrine, except that it is a philosophical God in Confucian-
ism rather than a personal God in Christianity.

In Confucianism, there are three indispensable participants in the cosmic process,
ie., Heaven, Earth, and Man. Heaven is supposed to be the Creator of all beings, Earth
is regarded as the Pro-Creator of the Cosmos, and Man, the cocreator in matching with
the creative power and procreative power of Heaven and Earth. The significance of this
doctrine ~ rests on the affirmation of the dignity and greatness of humanity. Prof.
Thome H. Fang is perfectly right here in saying that “the universal process of change

(15)
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which is creative creativity in life is the essence of Heaven, and only the supreme kind
of exalted virtues can be equal to its pervasiveness and grandeur.” ¢3) In other words,
Confucian doctrines of God (Heaven) indicates the importance of the self-exaltation of
man and the harmonious relation and continuity between God and Man. According to
Confucianism, man is not only the essence of the attributes of Heaven and Earth, but
also the heart and mind of Heaven on Earth. We can clearly see the affirmation of
human dignity and the harmony between Heaven and Man in the following Confucian
statement:

“Heaven and Earth exert their influences and there ensue the transformation and
production of all things. The sages enter into sympathetic unity with the minds of men,
and the result is harmony and peace throughout the world. If we have an inward eye for
these sympathetic influences, the true essence of the universe and all things in it will be
perfectly intelligible.” )

Second, God (Heaven) in Confucianism is regarded as both the initial point and the
final point of the cosmic process. This is also compatible with Christian doctrines in
the ‘book of revelation. However, Confucians emphasize the innate ability of man to
achieve salvation while Christians emphasize the need for divine grace from beyond.

According to Confucianism, it is Heaven in perpetual creative advance, and Man is
regarded as the copy of Heaven. Since the nature of God (Heaven) is to initiate all
beings in its creative process, Man should also follow its example so as to fully realize
his potential creativities. It is interesting to compare this in contrast to Christian doc-
trine. For Christianity, God creates Man according to His own image, and in Con-
fucianism, God (Heaven) inspires Man according to His creative nature.

" On the other hand, God (Heaven) in Confucianism is not only the initial point to
inspire man, but also the final point for man to attain. It is clearly said in the Book of
" Change that returm to the nature of Heaven (God) is what is called restoration. (%) That
means, anyone who is alienated from the original good and initial creativity of God
(Heaven) should have the self-awarcness of his alienation and return himself to the
initial point, which is also the final point for him, I. €., God. This is indeed very close to
the Christian doctrine, affirming that God is initial point and final peint, that God is
alpha, and omega also.

However, in Confucianism, the process of salvation, or, disalienation, is automous
according to the original good of human nature, while in Christianity, it is ofien
emphasized that man needs the power from beyond since the concept of criginal sin
denies the possibility of self-salvation. - ,

Third, God in Confucianism is regarded as the goal of Change, and the nature of
God (Heaven) could be regarded as both the Primordial Nature and the Consequent
Nature in' Confucianism. This bears some resemblance to A.N. Whitedead’s process
philosophy.

(16)
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According to Confucianism, “The endowment of God is what is called Life, the
- fulfilment of Life is what is called Tao, and the cultivation of Tao is what is called
Religion.” (6) In other words, God in Confucianism is not only the primordial creator
of the cosmic life, but also the consequent judge of the cosmic cultivation, and bet-
ween the Primordial Nature and the Consequent Nature, “there is a nexus, a chain of
creations constituting the cosmic order.” (7) This is indeed a claim very suggestive to
the process philosophy of Whitehead.
According to A.N. Whitedead, the Primordial Nature of God means the unlimited
conceptional relization of the absolute wealth of potentiality, and the Consequent
Nature 6f God means the creative advance towards this goal. () Whitehead explores
this concept in his Religion in the Making (°) which is not only very suggestive in
developing a process theology, but also very useful in understanding the Confucian
concept of God. : :
In Confucian philosophy of change, the first hexagram is called *‘chien” ( £z )
which means creative creativity, and the last hexagram is called “Wei Chi” ( A7 ),
which means inexhaustibility of the process, or, incompietion in the making. Both of
them convey the idea that the Universe is saturated with an all-pervasive incessant
Flux of Life, this is really very interesting in the comparative study between Confu(nan
philosophy of change and Whitehead’s philosophy of process.
Fourth, Ged in Confucianism is regarded as the ultimate sincerity, and the Con-
. fucian doctrine of God involves a penetratmg smcenty which is also-compatible with
Whitehead’s doctrine. :

For Whitehead, religion is a force of belief cleaning the inward parts, and the
fundamental essence of religion is a penetrating sincerity. (! © This is also very import-

ant in understanding the Confucian concept of God. For Confucians, “Sincerity is the -

way of Heaven (God), and the attainment of sincerity is the way of man.” ¢! ‘_) In
other words, sincerity is the fundamental foundation connecting Heaven and Man. It is
also said in the Confucian doctrine:

“Sincerity is the end and beginning of things, without sincerity there would be nothing.
On this account, the superior man regards the attainment of sincerity as the most
excellent,” (12)

- That is to say, according to Confucianism, we can even use “God” to replace
" “‘sincerity” because God is the end and beginning of all things, and between the end
and beginning is the value creations of sincerity. For Confucians, “the penetrating
sincerity is like a God”, (13 and tlhe cosmic process can be described as following:

“It is only be who is possessed of the most penetrating sinceﬁty that can exist under
Heaven (God), who can give its full development to his nature . . . Being able to match
the creative and procreative power of Heaven and Farth, he may form a trinity with

(17)
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Heaven and Earth.” (14)

In other words, the concept of God is not only a metaphysical term in a bio-centric
cosmology, but also an axiological term in a value-centric ontology. God in Confucian-
ism means not only the Supreme Good, but also the penetrating sincerity; this is not
only an important foundation for Confucian morality, but also a keypoint for us to
grasp the essence of Confucianism.

Fifth, God in Confucianism is resulted from solitariness, this is not only compatible
with Whitt;head’s theme, but also coherent to Paul Tillich’s doctrine of courage-to-be.

For Confucians, it is Heaven’s will to suffer a hero’s bones in order to awaken him
and strengthen him. Mencius, the greatest interpreter of Confucius, once said, “When
Heaven is about to confer a great office on any man, it first exercises his mind with
suffering, and his sinews and bones with toil. It exposes his body to hunger and sub-
jects him to extreme poverty. It confounds his undertakings. By all these methods it
stimulates his mind, hardens his nature, and supplies his incompetences.” 15}

Since this paragraph emphasizes that suffering is Heaven’s trial to supply one’s
imcompetences it bears some resemblance to Whitehead’s claim: *Religion is’soli-
tariness, and if you are never solitary, you are never religious.” (6 According to Con-
fucians, the perfect self-realization cannot be attained if you are never self-aware
through solitariness. Mencius once said:

“They are the friendless minister and concubine’s son who keep their hearts under a
sense of peril, and use deep precautions against calamity. On this account, they become
distinguished for their intelligence.” an

In other words, Confucians believe that any person who are solitary could be more
sympathetic and more humane. Confucius once said his way (Tao) is that of an all-
pervading unity which consist in sympathy and empathy. (18) Here we can clearly sce
the relation between solitariness and the principle of sympathy and empathy, we can
even say that, for Confucians, solitariness is the mother of sympathy, which not only
can strengthen one’s soul, but also can stimulate one’s benevolence to others. This is
indeed a positive and constructive attitude of life for today.

Sixth, God in Confucianism is regarded as the most respected, and the Confucian
concept of God represents a transcendental power and supreme authority for Man to
respect. This may remind us of the Christian teaching that God is power.

Confucius once said there are three things of which the superior man stands in awe.
(19) e stands in awe of the ordinances of Heaven; he stands in awe of great man; he
stands in awe of the words of sages. In other words, the highest standard for Con-
fucians to follow is the ordinances of Heaven.

Besides, Confucius also emphasized that “He who offends against Heaven has none
to whom he can pray.” (29) This statement presupposed that Confucius emphasizes

(18)
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pray, and Heaven is the supreme authority to respect. Confucius also said once: (21)
“Does Heaven speak? The four seasons pursue their courses, and all- things.are continu-
ing being produced, but does Heaven say anything?” This declares the supreme power
the Confucian God has.

However, Confucian God is a philosophical God, not a personal God as in Chris-
tianity. This is the reason why Heaven does not speak but only show his creative power
in an all-pervasive Flux of Life. Thus, one difference is worthnothing here between
Confucianism and Christianity. That is, Confucian God is “transcendental” which still
affirms a continuity between God-Man through the all-pervasive Flux of Life, while in
Christianity, it is a “transcendent God” which presupposes a gap between this world
and the other Kingdom beyond. In other words, Confucianism could perhaps be re-
garded as a “God-centric humanism”, while in Western philosophy, by humanism it
often presupposes a dualistic opposition between God-Man. This is a worthnothing
difference, and -it seems to me Confucian doctrine might be very suggestive in the
humanist movement today.

Seventh, God in Confucianism is regarded as the immanent good, and the concept
of God in Confucianism means a divinity immanent in ali human beings.

‘Mencius once said, “He who knows the Nature of Man can know the nature of God

(Heaven)”. (?2) He also claimed that all things can be encompassed within my Self

so that one can identify one’s Seif with the cosmic life by comprehending the Nature

of Man.
In other words, according to Confu01an1sm since the nature of God is good, the

nature of man is also good. That man may become condemnably insignificant is just
because he falls by suppressmg his original good. That is to say, he “alienates’ himself
from the original good of Heaven. Thus, what is important is to recover the originai
good and recognize the Heavenly spirit as his own spirit. For Confucians, the process of

“disalienation™ is a process of realization and restoration of his own goodness and

greatness by way of righting his inner life. Wang Yang-ming, a famous Neo-Confucian,
has clearly expressed this point:

“Human mind is a heaven andan abyss. The substance of mindis all-comprehensive, like
heaven, but, if imbued with evil desire it will lose its substantiality. The reason of mind
is infinitely fathomless, but if filled with evil desire, it will lose its profundity. Now
let mind, in its workings, have the good conscience in grip, sloughing away all the evil
desires; then it will be able to restore substantiality and profundity to 1tself like heaven
and earth »{23)

Eighth, God in Confucianism is regarded as the supreme ideal, and the concept of
God (Heaven) in Confucianism means the supreme ideal for human being to identify
with. This is a worthnoting difference between Confucianism and Christianity.

In Christianity, there is a break between God on the one hand-and Man on the

(19)
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other; God is above, and Man is below, and there is no way for Man to become God.
Althovgh the concept of “Incarnation” could be regarded as a connectivebridge, how-
ever, it has not been accepted as the major steam in chinstianity. Nevertheless in Con-
fucianism, man is seen io be potentially as great as Heaven, it is at least theoretically
possible that man could attain the greatness of God, for God and Man are not two
distinct species of beings. Mencius once. said: '

“Wherever the excellent man passes through, he will remodel the character of his
followers, wherever he abides, he will work wonders among them. His spiritval influence

will spread out all over the world, becoming concurrent with that of Heaven and Earth.
(24) . .

In other words, as long as man can be self-aware of his own goodness and creative-
ness and actualize it, he can become the co-creator matching with Heaven and Earth.
Confucius once admired a Sage Yao: “‘Great indeed was Yao as a sovereign! How
majestic was he! It is only Heaven is grand, and only Yao corresponded to it.”” (25}
Yao is great because he can devote himself selflessly in much linking of Heaven’s spirit.
Here we can see the intimate relation between a religious belief and a moral convie-
tion in C_onfucianism. This also reminds us of a Kantian theme that the only rational
religion is that which rests on a moral ground. In my opinien, the Confucian rationality
here is also very suggestive for the development of a humanism movement today.

I

In sum, after comparing the Confucian and the Christian idea of God, we can see
that there are many worthnoting compatibilities, although there are also some diff-
erences, they can still be regarded as the constructive suggestions to the humanist
movement today. I think Confucius is right in saying that “All things are nourished
together without their injuring one another. All Taos (Ways) are proceeded parallely
without their rebelling one another.” (26} As léng as we can sincerely work out the
interfaithful dialogue, I am confident that the futual world could be more promissing
and more harmonious.

Notes:

(1) James Legge, The Religions of China, (London, 1880), p. 268.

(2) Max Weber, The Religion of China, tran. by H.H. Gerth, (Illinois, 1951), p. 155.

(3) Thome H. Fang, The Chinese View of Life, Linkin Press, 2nd ed., Taipei, 1982,
p. 98,

(4) The Book of Change, the Compendium of the Hexagram “Hsien™.

(5) The Book of Change, the Compendium of the Hexagram of “Fu’.
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(6) The Conduct of Life (The Doctrine of the Mean), tran. by Ku Hung-ming, Chap.
1. ' :

(7) Thome H. Fang, The Chinese View of Life, p. 13.

(8) A.N. Whltehead Process and Reality, N.Y., 1929, p. 522,

~ (9) A.N. Whitehead, Religion in the Making, NY 1929, pp. 68- 74,
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The Problem of Autonomy of Human Existence
in Later Heidegger’s-Philosophy

Wing-Cheuk Chan
Department of Philosophy, Tunghai University

Heidegger’s most explicit discussion (Erérterung) of the relationship between
human existence (Dasein) and Being after the “turn” (Kehre) perhaps lies in his in-
terpretation of Parmenides Fragment 5:to gar auto noein estin te kai einai in Identity
and Difference. This thesis of identity between human existence (as thinker) and Be-
ing, however, gives rise to a question: does this identity eliminate the autonomy of
human existence? Namely, does it reduce human existence to Being? It is the task of
our paper to find out an answer for this important question.

Taking into consideration Heldegger’s later'position in his other writings, the
appearance of the above question is by no means accidental. First of all, in-*On the
Essence of Truth” Heidegger explicitly declares that “ die ek-sistente Freiheit als
Wesen der Wahrheit (ist) nicht eine Eigenschaft des Menschen... sondern der Mensch
nur als Eigentum diser Freiheit ek-sistiert”. 2 Second, in “Letter on Humanism”
Heidegger writes that “das Wesen der Ek-sistenz ist existenzial-ekstatisch aus dem
Wesen der Wahrheit des Seins”. ® Similarly, in Nierzsche 11, “Das Wesen der Menschen
bestimmt sich aus dem Wesen (Verbal) der Wahrheit des Seins durch das Sein selbst™.4
Finally, in What is Calied Thinking? Heidegger characterizes the human thinking as
“Geheiss™. 5 ' '

Al these announcements force us to ask: How can human existence maintain his
. autonomy in the face of Being?

As it is pointed out by Ruprecht Pflaumer, “Die alte theologisch - metaphysische

Frage nach der moglichen Frehieir des Manschen angesichts der allmachtiger Wahrheit

des Seins (Gottes) drangt unabweislich hervor™, ©

#* * #

 In order to find out an answer for the above question, let us start with a clarifica-
- tion of the nature of the identity-relationship between human existence and Being.
From the standpoint of the history of philosophy, we can see that already in the
period of German Idealism both Schelling and Hegel have developed their respective
philosophies of identity .through their different interpretations of Parmenides’ Fra-
gment 5. But, insofar as the philosophies of identity of the German Idealists belong to
the tradition of the metaphysics of subjectivity and hence are to be overcome (iiber-
wunden), Heidegger certainly does not understand the concept of “identity” in the
direction of German Idealism. Indeed, in Identity and Difference Heidegger points
out that “identity as it is thought of in metaphysics is represented as a character-
istic of Being”. 7 Since the German Idealists are imprisoned in this meétaphysically
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represented conception of identity, they cannot apprehend the essence of identity.

But then what does the term “identity” mean for Heidegger? According to He-
idegger, “identity” means “belonging together”. It is important to note that, here
“belonging together” is not to be understood in the sense of nexus or commexio.
Rather, Heidegger points out that “the ‘together’ is now determined by the belong-
ing”. ® Clearly, “identity” in the sense of belonging together is not an exteral rela-
tionship. As a belonging together, identity is internal to human existence as well as
to Being. On the one hand, “A belonging' to Being prevails within man, a belonging
which listens to Being because it is appropriated to Being’’; on the other hand, ’Being
is present and abides only as it concerns man through the claim it makes on him”’, ?

From this clarification of the nature of identity as belonging together we can see
that the thesis of the identity between human existance and Being implies two points.
First, it shows that there is an inseparability between human existence and Being.
Second, it thematizes the response-character of human existence to Being. Namely,
human existence is visualized ‘“‘as the being who thinks, is open to Being, face to face
with Being; thus man remains referred to Being and so answers to it”. 19 However, all
these merely mean that human being as listener is essentially inseparable from Being;
they do not assert that human existence can be totally absorbed into Being and hence
loses his autonomy. Indeed, the “mutuality” of the belonging definitely prevents
human existence from being reduced to Being.

Moreover, in claiming that human existence “is essentially this relationship of
responding to Being, and he is only this”, Heidegger himself admits, “This ‘only’
does not mean a limitation, but rather an excess”. ! That is to say, in explicating
human existence as correspondence to Being. Heidegger actiially tries to reveal the
distinctive feature of human existence in the face of Being. “Clearly, understanding
such a distinctive feature can enable us to determine the autonomy of human existence
even in the fact of Being. In short, the responsive ability forms the first major charac-
teristic of the autonomy’ of human existence in the face of Being.

In fact, Heidegger has not only thematized the essential inseparability of human
existance from Being, he also emhasized the essential inseparability of Being from
human existence. He explicitly declares: “Being is present to man neither incidentally
nor only on rare occasions. Being is present and abides only as it concerns man thro-
ugh the claim it makes on him”. 2 For it is human existence, among all beings, “who
alone lets Being arrive as presence”. ! This capability of “letting Being arrive as pres-
ence” constitutes the second major characteristic of the autonomy of human exis-
tence in the face of Being. To be sure, as it is already pointed out by Heidegger, this
“does not at all mean that Being is posited first and only by man”. 14 For humar
existence lets Being'arrive as presence only when he is open to Being. Indeed, the
response-character of human existence prohibits any possibility of subjectification
of Being. Nevertheless, this prohibition does no harm to the autonomy_of human
existence in the face of Being. For the autonomy of human existence has no necessary
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connection with human existence’s being as subject {subjectum). What the announce-
ments we cited above are meant by Heidegger to deny is only the master position of
human existence over Being. But the denial of the master position of human exist-
ence and that of the autonomy of human existence are fundamentally two different
things. Certainly, these announcements also imply that the autonomy of human exis-
tence is basically granted by the Appropriation (Ereignis). ‘But this only means that
human existence cannot by himself posit his own autonomy, and that the autonomy of
human existence must be determined in cooperation 'with Being. For, according to
Heidegger, the Appropriation is nothing but the letting belong together. 'S Thus, it
is incorrect to say that Heidegger sees human existence as a kind of puppet which is
.totally controlled by Being.

~ In fact, a reflection of the semantical behaviour of the word “letting” would be
helpful, The meaningfulness of an expression like * X lets B happen’ presupposes
that X has a kind of autonomy. In other words, despite the response-character of the
word “letting”, its active character cannot be overlooked. Accordingly, in letting
Being arrive as presence, human existence cleaily shows his own autonomy.

It is true that Heidegger also tells us that this letting-be is not possessed by human
existence as a property. '® However, this merely implies the following three things.
First, the letting Being arive as presence is not an ontical property of human existence,
but rather constitutes his Being. Second, as far as the source of this capability of
human existence is concerned, human existence only receives it from the Appropria-
tion but does not posit it at his own disposal. Finally, human existence can achieve
his own autonomy only when he cooperates with Being. In other words, the letting
Being arrive as Presence is not an arbitrary activity of human existence. Clearly, ail
these say nothing more than what we have already pointed out in the above clarifica-
tion. Accordingly, they cannot be used as any evidence to refute the theS1s that human
existence has his own autonomy in the face of Being.

In face, Being itself differs from the letting Being arrive as presence. That is to say, ;

Being in itself cannot replace this letting Being arrive as presence. It is only human
existence, among other beings, that can take this role of letting Being arrive as pres-
ence. This irreplaciability of human existence’s letting Being arrive as presence not
only demonstrates human existence’s autonomy in the face of Being, but also shows
in what way Being needs human existence in the Appropriation. So, the “needed”
character of human existence once again guarantees his autonomy in the face of Being.
That is to say, since the Appropriation of Being without the Appropriation of human
existence would be impossible, the autonomy of human existence in the face of Being
is undeniable.

In “Sein und Mensch im Denken Heideggers” Pflaumer also discusses the possibility
of finding an answer for the question of the autonomy of human existence within
Heidegger’s later philosophy. However, Pflaumer seems to conclude that one cannot
find a positive answer for this question within the ontological dimension allowed by
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Heidegger. Hence, in defending the autonomy of human existence, Pflaumer appeals:
to a quasi-ontological solution. The key point of his attempt is to define the au-
tonomy of human existence in terms of “living body™. ' 7 He explicitly declares that
“auch der Leib des Menschen ist ‘Haus des Seins”. 18 For, according - to him, “Das
Sprechen der Sprache kann er nur durch seinen aus der Sprache und fiir sie gebauten
Leib vollbringen™. 1°

However, Pflaumer has to ontolog1ze” that which Heidegger originally takes to
be ontical, or if we insist that our living body is essentially ontical, the kind of au-
tonomy Pflaumer attributes to human existence is merely ontical.

Taking the first alternative, Pflarmer’s solution goes beyond Heidegger’s own
position and hence becomes problematic from a Heideggerian standpoint. However,
the second alternative is not only too weak, but also distorts Heidegger’s original
position. For, Heidegger himself clearly writes: “But we also say foo much when we '
mean Being as the all-ecompassing and thereby represent.man only as a particular
being among others (plants, animals) and put both into the relation”. 20 Tndeed,
insofar as the relationship of identity between Being and human ex1stence is concern—
ed, “What is at issue here is certainly not the relationship of Being to ‘ontical’ man”
—as it is aptly added by Werner Marx.2! So, instead of bringing in the problem whe-
ther one should broaden Heidegger’s ontological position, we can provide an purely
ontological solution by concretizing our above discussion of the identity between
human existence and Being in terms of Heidegger’s analysis of the nature of language.

It is important for us to note that when Heidegger declares that language speaks, he
does not deny that man is the speaker, but rather asks,* How does man speak?”. 22 In
answering that question, Heidegger writes that “‘speaking, as the listening to language,
lets Saying be said to it, this letting can obtain only in so far — and so near — as our
own nature has been admitted and entered into Saying”. 23 That is to say, man speaks
only insofar as he, according to his Being, belongs to language and is capable of repond-
ing to it. Although human speaking is needed by language, language “is not merely of
or at the command of our speech activity”. 24 Accordingly, uman speaking has its
own autonomy in the face of language. Moreover, since speech (Rede) is an existential
of human existence, here human speaking is something more than an ontical pheno-
menon. Indeed, speech belongs in an essential manner to man’s Appropriation. One
can also clearly see that SPeakin;g shows the ontological autonomy of human existence
in the face of Being in concrete manner. To be sure, since human speaking is essen-
tially listening, it echos again the response-character of human existence in the face of
Being. However, one should note that this role as listener merely prevents human exist-
ence from becoming a master over Being, it is not incompatible with his automomy in
the face of Being. For Heidegger, ‘the autonomy of human existence in the face of
Being lies exactly in his role as a listener to the Saying of language.

Moreover, one should note that when Heidegger says that the ability to listen to
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Saying . . . lies in Appropriation”, he does not want to deny the autonomy of human
existence either.” #5 Ratheér, he' wants to emphasize that the autonomy of human exis-
tence is only shown in Appropriation. “Appropriation grants to mortals their abode
within their nature, so that they may be capable of being those who speaks. 26 This
clearly shows that in what way human existence can gain his autonomy in the onto-
logical sense.” Accordingly, only when human existence speaks appropriately, can he
domonstrate his autonomy in a proper manner. Centainly, this also tells us that human
existence can never “produce” or “posit” his own autonomy ; rather, his autonomy is -
granted by Appropriation. However, this does not mean that the granting of au-
tonomy to human existence is accidental to Appropriation. According to Heidegger,
Appropriation means essentially that “man is delivered over to the ownership of Being
and Being is appropriate to the essence of man” 27 So, if human existence had no
autonomy in the ontological sense, Appropriation would become impossible.

From the later Heidegger’s influence on the development. of ontological her-
~ meneutics, we can discover that the relationship between the interpreter and the
text is structurally similar to that between human existence and Being. Accordingly,
the kind of autonomy human existence has in the face of Being is analogous to that
of the interpreter facing the text. Followmg Heidegger, Gadamer thematizes the
relationship between the interpreter and the text in terms of the dialogical model
rather than by appeal to Hegelian dialectics. By means of a mapping we can also
discover that such a dialogical relationship exists between human existence and Being.
- Indeed, as it is pointed out by Werner Marx, man’s“essence must be defined in terms of
the ‘dialogue’ with the nonhuman ‘claim’ and ‘appeal’ of Being, the dialogue which
man #s in his essence”, 28 Accordingly, the answering role, as well as the-necessity of
subtilitas applicandi, helps us in an analogous manner to understand the nature of the
corresponding autonomy possessed by human existence in the face of Being.

It is well-known that Heidegger, in developing his fundamental ontology, takes over
Dilthey’s view on the hermencutical cirularity between individual existence and history
(or tradition) as the model for explicating the relationship between human existence
and Being. Clearly, as history or traditon is inseparable from individual existence,
Being needs hurnan existence. Indeed, this circularity does not mean that human exist-
ence is reducible to Being. Rather since this circularity emphasizes the ¢ ‘interactive”
character of the interplay between these two partners, it demonstrates the autonomy
of human existence in the face of Being.

So, now we can conclude that- when the later Heidegger stresses the responsive
character of human existence, he is not attempting to eliminate the autonomy of
human existence, What he actually tries to do is merely to prevent us from any attempt
to reduce Being to human existence. Indeed, in characterizing human existence as a
“listener” Heldegger is appropriating rather than denying the autonomy of human
existence in the face of Being. As it is insightfully pointed out by Werner Marx, “all of
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these seemingly ‘passive’ characterizations of human existence should not blind us to
the fact that man is allotted the role of cocreating creatively in the occurrence of
Being. Man is thought by Heidegger as a necessary and creative coplayer inthe play of
the world”. 2°?

21.
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23.
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LOGICAL POSITIVISM, ANALYTIC PHILOSOPHY, AND METAPHYSICS

Chung Ming T'se
Department of Philosophy, Tunghai University

Although the heyday of logical positivism is over and anlytical philosophy is -
‘undergoing a change both in its direction and in its outlook, the after-effects of their
-criticisms of traditional metaphysics can still be felt among the “new metaphysicians”
like John Dewey, P. F. Strawson, Stephen Pepper, and others. Metaphysics as a species
is still very much alive, yet the way it is constructed, is quite different from the way it
was done previously. Metaphysicians now are more cautious about the nature of their
claims, and are more aware of the relevancy of their systems to experience. It is fair to
say that, although logical positivism and analytic philosophy could not successfully
accomplish their ambition of eliminating metaphysics, they nevertheless have effected
a change in the conception of what metaphysics is. This paper will summarise the
analytic movements vis-a-vis their antagonisms to metaphysics. _

There are numberous conceptions of metaphysics. The most orthodox one is
perhaps Aristotle’s. According to Aristotle, metaphysics is the sicence that studies
“being qua being and the properties inherent in it in virtue of its own nature.””® The
knowledge obtained through this science is said to be the knowlege of the first princi-
ples or ultimate causes of the universe. Metaphysical knowledge, being respected as the
knowledge of the highest genus, is the pinnacle of the Aristotelian hierarchy, and it
alone deserves the name of wisdom, for it is not knowledge of some things but know--
ledge of all things in the greatest generality. Developments of metaphysics after Aris-
totle, however, rendered this conception inappropriate. Insofar as Aristotelian metali—
hysics primarily concerns itself with “Being qua being,” it is now more properly regard-
e¢d as only one division of metaphysics, namely, ontology.

A fuller account of the domain and subject matter of metaphysics is propounded
by Kant. According to Kant, metaphysics is divided into two parts, viz., metaphysics of
nature and that of morals, in correspondence with the twofold employment of pure
reason, that is, the speculative and the practical employments.? Metaphysics of nature,
regarding its subject-matter, has four subdivisions: ontology, rational physiology,
rational cosmology, and rational theology.® Yet Kant’s ontology must not be confused
with Aristotle’s, for it ““treats only of the understanding and of reason, in a system of
concepts and principles which relates. to objects that may be given.”* It is properly
called, as did Kant, transcendental philosophy, and is distinguished from ontology as a
science of “Being qua being.”” The other three subdivisions deal with the problems of
the soul, the world as a whole, and God, respectively. The metaphysics of morals will
not be discussed here for the reason that it calls for special treatment concerning its

-merits and possibilities.
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1. Positivist Criticisms of Metaphysics

Some important achievements in the fields of mathematics and physics during and
before the first decades of the 20th century have been instrumental in the development
of logical positivism. Poincare’s conventionalism, Hilbert’s formalism, and Russell-
Whitehead’s logicism account for the a priori analytical nature of mathematical and
logical truth on the one hand; Mach’s physics, toegther with Einstein’s, affirms the a
posteriori synthetical nature of scientific truth on the other. The recognition of the
nature of logico-mathematical truth and of scientific truth gives rise to one of the
" basic tenets of logical positivism — the strict and conclusive distinction between
analytical and synthetical statements. It is also thought that all analytic statements are
a priori, and vice versa, while all synthetic statements are a posterior, and vice versa.
Tt follows that the analytic and the a priori are extensionally equivalent, so are the
synthetic and the a posteriori. One of the intended effects of this tenet, or “dogma™ as
Quine would say, has been what Reichenbach calls the “disintegration of the synthetic
a priori” in opposition to Kant’s doctrine. So to “the insight into the nature of logic™
is attributed “the great turing point,” as Schlick proudly declares.®

Concerning the nature of analytical statements there have been extensive discus-
sions about Kant’s notion. For Kant an analytical statement is a statement the concept
. of whose predicate-term is contained in the concept of the subject-term. Philosophers
of clarity and precision naturally do not feel comfortable with Kant’s vague and
metaphorical language. For it is not clear how a concept can be said to be “contained
in” another concept. A number of theses are proposed purporting to explicate the
nature of analytical statements. Some of the representative theses are listed as follows.
A statement is said to be analytically true if and only if it is true 1) by definition, or 2)
by convention, or 3) by virtue of explicit or implicit rules of language, or 4) in every
state description, or 5) as consequent of any sentence, or 6) as an instance of substitu-
tion of a logical formula, or 7) ex vi terminorum. Although these theses appear. diff-
erent in wording, they express roughly the same idea. There is no disagreement about
the idea that the validity of an analytical statement depends solely on some sort of
logic without reference to added empirical evidence. The truth of an analytical state-
ment can be ascertained purely on a non-empirical ground and is, therefore, a priori
The governing principle is the principle of noncontradiction. If the denial of a state-
ment leads to a logical contradiction, the statement in guestion must be analytlcal and
is logically necessary. Since an analytical statement does not depend on, or is not
related to empirical data, it is said to be empty, that is, void of cognitive content. This
being so, an analytical statement does not convey any new knowledge or information
about reality; it does not describe anything about the world. A tautology or an identity
statement is par excellence analytical. It is worthwhile to note again that, for the
logical positivists and other philosophers of the same persuasion, an analytical state-
ment alone is a priori. So all @ priori statements cannot be otherwise than being analy-
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tical and all logical and mathematical statements are of this nature.

A synthetical statement ‘is ‘one ‘which is 16t dfalytical. In Kant’s terminology, a
synthetical statement is a statement the concept of whose predicate-term is not con-
tained in the concept of its subject-term. The connection therein requires something
“outside’ the mere concepts employed in the statement. For Kant some kind of
synthetical statement can be construed on a non-empirical ground, that is a priori. Yet

this @ priori is not understood in a purely logical sense but rather in the sense of what
he calls transcendental. A system of transcendental propositions, though not derived

from experience, can yet function as a syetem of presuppositions of experience. So for
Kant there is such a thing as the synthetic ¢ priori. The logical positivists painstakingly-
oppose this Kantian doctrine, insisting that no synthetical statement can be at the same
time a priori, and that all synthetical statements are a posteriori, i.e., thoroughly:
empirical in nature. The positivists maintain that the empirical import of a synthetical
statement consists of the following two elements. First a synthetical statement carries
new knowledge or information about experiential reality; it describes or reports some-
thing about the world. Second, and more importantly, the validity’ of a synthetical
statement is ultimately based on empirical evidence alone and nothing else. Save for
the minimum formal requirement of non-contradiction empirical observations consti-
" tute the sole ground on which the truth (or falsehood) of a synthetical statement rests.
A synthetical statement is thus constantly subject to, and in principle capable of,
scientific confirmation {or disconfirmation). Testability hence becomes a sure mark of

synthetical statement.
The conceptions of the nature of synthetical statement and that of analytical

statement, together with the conclusive distinction between the two, constitute the
basis of the once famous principle of verification. The principie had enjoyed much
attention and popularity before it retired to the background. During its lifespan it
nonetheless underwent many phases of existence, or ways of being formulated, from
very rough to highly sophisticated. Unfortunately the principle even in its most articul-
ated form still involves some difficulties which its proponents failed to overcome
satis'factorily But it is interesting to see how the principle was utilized to attack
metaphysics before we consider the merit of the principle itself.

A. J. Ayer was once a spokesman of logical positivism in the Enghsh speaking
world. Oné of his earlier statements of the principle of verification reads as follows: “A
statement is held to be literally meaningful if and only if it is either analytic or empiric-
ally verifiable.”” The principle, when it is formulated as such, goes beyond the above
described conceptions of analytical statement and synthetical statement. It lays down
not only the necessary and sufficient condition of truth (or falsehood) for a statement
but also the necessary and sufficient condition of meaningfulness for a statement. That
a statement can in principle be shown to be either analytically or empirically ture or
false entails that it is meaningful, and vice versa. It follows that any statement which
can in no known way be verified as either true or false is cognitively meaningless. One
must remember that for the positivists there are only two known procedures of recog-
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nizing the truth or falsehood of a-statement, namely, the a prios and the empirical
. methods. So the principle in effect amounts to ruling that only analytical or synthetic-
al statements have literal, cognitive meaning, and are verifiable as true or false. By
virtue of the principle the notions of verifiablity and meaningfulness become interch-
angeable in certain contexts. Indeed the principle was also referred to as the empmmst
criterion of meaning, as Carnap sometimes did.

The positivists did not fail to notice the existence of other‘types of linguistic
expressions with which problems of truth or falsehood do not arise. Utterances ex-
pressing commands, exclamations, approvals (or disapprovals), moral appraisals (or
repraisals), aesthetical appreciations (or depreciations), and others do have a place in
our language. To account for these types of expression the positivists evoke what is
commonly called the emotive theory of meaning and at the same time skillfully avoid
the positions of ethical and aesthetical realisms (or objectivisms) — the thought that
moral or aesthetical statements do have truth values just as a cognitiVe statement like
“X is red” ‘does. According to the emotive theory of meaning utterances like “X is
good,” and ““X is beautiful” are just gjaculations of feelings and emotions; they are not
propositions but expressions or expressive acts. These utterances do not purport to
report or inform about anything; they are meant to perform the functions of suggest-
ing actions, commanding, and provoking responses on the part of the hearer. There is
of course no problems of truth or falsity with respect to the utterances themselves,
although there are considerations of sincerity or deceit, taste or distaste regarding the
speaker. The emotive theory does have a very important impact on contemporary
ethical and aesthetical theories.

Positivists’ attacks on metaphysics are leveled along two lines which we shall call
the logical and the psychological. The logical criticisms consist in condemning metap-
hysical claims as meaningless by putting them against the measure of the principle of
verification, while the psychological criticisms mainly -draw our attention to the
intellectual disposition of metaphysicians.

With confidence in the force of the principle of ver1f1cat1on Avyer emphatically
declares:

Our charge against the metaphysician is . . . that he produced sentences which fail to con-
form to the conditions under which alone a sentence can be litcrally significant.®

The metaphysician makes sentences which can in no known way be verified. When the
metaphysician produces a sentence such as ““The universe is spirit,” he or she will be
pressed to respond to an inferrogation like this: “How do you verify the truth of your
statement? Is vour statement analytical (tautological) or synthetical (fac.tual)?” It is
plain that the metaphysician would not say that his statement is analytical, for in this
case his statement would not describe anything about the universe; and neither would
he want to say that his statement is synthetical, for in this case it must be subject to
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scientific investigation and thus belongs to a special science. The metaphysician’s claim
must be meaningless according to the principle of verification. Al other metaphysical
claims like “The soul is simple,” “The substances of the world are mind and matter,”
“Being is nothingness,” will be subject to similar criticisms. The basic positivist idea is
that such sentences are not verifiable a priori, nor are they verifiable a posteriori. The
conclusion seems to be inevitable, that, if metaphysics is “an inquiry into the nature of
the reality underlying or transcending the phenomena which the special sciences are
intent to study,” it must be impossible.® Ayer remarks that metaphysics has a similar
effect to that of poetry. : ’

' Besides logical criticisms, psychological criticisms are also set forth ‘against metap-
hysics. Ayer thinks that philosophers tend to make metaphysical assertions partly
because “they are not content to make observations and generalizations and predic-
tions but desire also to express their feelings about the world.”*® Yet they do not
,eXpress their feeling in proper language, for instance, poetic language but rather pre-
tend to employ logical devices and construct seemingly rational theories so that they
may “extrapolate their emotions.””! ! Metaphysics arises thereby, and is really a work -
of literature. Another psychological reason for constructing metaphysical systems is
because philosophers have a desire to unify human knowledge.! ? As Kant has pointed
out, the demand for unity is a natural disposition of human intellect. A historian of
philosophy sympathetically understands the history of philosophy as mainly “the
chronicle of an unremitting struggle to bring within the same focus the good, the
beautiful, and the true, and to contemplate them all as a single, self-consistent, all-
explanatory object in which all our aspirations, including our yearning to satisfy our
curiosity, find equal and completé fulfillment.”! 3 Unfortunately the search for unity
often ends up with a *“badly speculative physics — all-encompassing generalizations
about the universe as a whole, which becomes especially preposterous when from its
generalities one attempts to derive particular facts,” as Brodbeck comments.! *

The quest for certainty is also said to contribute to the indulgence in metaphysical
speculation. Knowledge from empirical observations is always uncertain, and this
uncertainty easily gives rise to a feeling of insecurity. Some great philosophers like
Plato, Descartes, and Spinoza have taken pains to overcome this fecling of insecurity
by attempting to rest human knowledge of reality on a sure basis. With the example set
by mathematical knowledge which seems to be certain and at the same time descrip-
tive, these philosophers believe that the intellect alone can produce (or apprehend)
certain knowledge of reality. Descartes teaches that it is not our senses which perceive
a piece of wax but “the mind alone which perceives it.”'® Sense perceptions are
regarded as an inferior type of knowledge because they often trap us into error. As
Reichenbach puts it, “it is the search for certainty which makes the philosopher
disregard the contribution of observation to knowledge.”!® Indeed one may want to
add that the philosopher has also been misled by his improper understanding of the
nature of mathematical and scientific knowledge. Einstein rightly points out that “as
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far as the laws of mathematics refer to reality, they are not certain; and so far as they
are certain, they do not refer to reality.”!” The ideology that we may have certain
knowledge of reality now turns out to be a mere illusion,

I1. Difficulties of the Principle of Verification .

Indeed the principle has brought about more problems than it can solve, One of
the major difficulties consists in the very notion of verification (or verifiability) itself.
Exactly what constitutes verification is 'a crucial element in the principle, As far as
analytical statement is concemed, this does not represent a real challenge, for there are
well recognized logical rules and formulae in terms of which the notion can be defined.
But if the truth of a synthetical statement is at issue, the principle displays its inability
to operate effectively without a precise and workable definition of the notion of
verification. The difficulty of formulating a satisfactory definition by and large arises
from the requirements 1) that the definiens must be indubiously and unambiguously
accepiable as ultimate grounds for reference and 2) that the definition must precisely
exclude what is not intended and include what is intended. It is these two constraints
among others that the positivists have struggled with, and failed. We may call them the
problems of referential scheme and of precision, respectively. Take Ayer’s re-formula-
tion of the principle into consideration. In his Introduction the to second edition of
Language, Truth and Logic ten years later than the first edition, Ayver puis it in this
way:

I propose to say that a statement is directly verifiable if it is either itself an obselrva—
tion-staternent, or is such that in conjunction with one or more observation-statements
it entails at least one observation-statement which is not deducible from these other
premises alone; and 1 propose to say that a statement is indirectly verifiable if it satisfies
the following conditions: first, that in conjunction with certain other premises it entails
one or more directly verifiable statements which are not deducible from these other
premises alone; and secondly, that these other premises do not include any statement
that is not either analytic, or directly verifiable, or capable of being indepehdently

. established as indirectly verifiable. And now I reformulate the principle of verification
as requiring of a literally meaningful statement, which is not analytic, that it should be
either directly, or indirectly verifiable, in the foregoing sense.!8

In Ayeg"s formulae, observation-statements are definiens (verifiers) that would con-
stitute the terminal of the verification process. The problem of referential scheme
immediately shows itself, as to what an observation-statement is and why philosophers
must accept it as a meaning criterion in the last analysis. Several atiempts have been
made to answer the first question. Ayer suggests that an observation-statement is a
direct, incorrigible sense report, like “I see-a canoid patch of color.” But this leads to
a dead alley for the positivists. If the report is taken as a report of personal sensations
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(sense data), then solipsism must follow and communication should become unin-
telligible. For sense data are private, mental occurrences tvithout pubhc reference and
measurement. Science, the paradigmatic knowledge for the positivists, undoubtedly
cannot rest on a purely subjective ground.

Morris Schlick hopes to avoid this solipsism by resorting to a kind of coherent
theory He contends that “my color experiences correspond to his tone experiences,

. nevertheless . . . we should always understand one another perfectly . . . if the inner
order of his experience agrees with that of mine,” and that “a statement concerning
the similarity of the experiences of two persons has no other communicable meaning
than a certain agreement of their reactions.” ? Schlick has inadvertently betrayed the
Iprinciple of verification as soon as he makes the notion of systematic agreement or
disagreement the ultimate criterion of meaning — of course, communicable meaning.
For he has departed from the basic assumptions of the positivistic program, namely,
that there is an isomorphism between language and reality, and that there are incorrigi-
ble atomic facts. The coherent theory of truth does nto need these assumptions.
Indeed, the problem of referential scheme has forced many positivists to soften their
position. Otto Neurath is one good example. Attempting to construct the bedrock of
the process of verification Neurath introduces the notion of what he calls “protocol]
sentence.” A protocol sentence is basically a linguistic representation of simple facts in
terms of space-time specifications and physicalistic designations. An example of pro-
tocol sentence niight read: “Otto’s protocol at 3:17 o’clock: [At 3:16 o’clock Otto
said to himself: (at 3:15 o’clock there was a table in the room perceived by Otip)]. 20
If Ayer’s “observation statement™ is a representation of simple facts in gross language,
then Neurath’s “protocol” is a representation of the same facts in refined and articula-
ted terms. Protocols are not incorrigible, however, and the frame of positivism is bent
when Neurath turns himself in to the coherent theory of truth:

There is no way of taking conclusively established pure prorocol sentences as the start-
ing point of the sciences. No tabuly rasa exist . . . . When a new sentence is presented to
us we compare it with the system at our disposal, and determine whether or not it con-
flicts with that system. If the sentence does conflict with the system, we may discard it
as useless (or false), as, for instance, would be done with “In Africa lions sing only in
major scales.”” One may, on the other hand; accept the sentence and so change the
system that it remains consistent even after the adjunction of the new sentence. The
senten sentence would then be called “true.”?!

This amounts to a declared abandonment of the principle of verification, for it is now
nothing short of a Hegelian and/or pragmatic theory of truth.

Another well-known move was made by Carnap in tackling the problem of referen-
tial scheme. According to the once positivist Carnap; all factual languages can in
principle be reduced to what he calls physical thinglanguage, a sort of language that
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supposedly has only physically observable designata. The idea is sometimes referred to
as physicatism. The failure is however well-known. The most stubborn - resistance
derives from the fact that many mental statements and terms are not reducible to
physical language without losing their commonly understood meaning, the same fact
that defies the program of psychological behaviorism. For instance, when I say “I feel
sad,” 1 do not mean, nor in normal situations will I be taken to mean, that my heart-
- beats, blood presure, glandular secretion, et cetera have certain changes taking place.
Mental statements as such, if rendered into purely physical language, should become
unintelligible in daily discourse.

As far as the problem of precision is concerned, there are at least two difficulties
which the principle of verification fails to overcome. With Ayer’s formiulation, a state-
ment will be said to be verifiable when in conjunction with some other observation-
statements it entails an observation statement. The principle so re-stated will be unable
to exclude the unintended. To prove this let us first construct a formal argument, as

follows.

1. M>0 (True premise)

2. M=)V -8 (1, and addition of an arbitrary term)
3. —SV(M=0) (2, and communitativeity of “V’’)

4. S2(M=0) (3, anid material implication})

5. (S.M)>0 (4, and exportation)

From “M>0" it is deducible that (8.M) >0. Now let “M” stand for the general
statement “Magent atiracts iron,” and “S” for “Satan is beautiful.” it is'then agreed,
on the principle of vepification, that M, “Magnet attracts iron,” is a verifiable, and
therefore meaningful statement, since it entails the observation statement 0, “This
piece of magnet attracts this piece of iron.” Here we have a sound argument with the
conclusion (S.M)=0. The argument establishes that, if M entails 0, then (S.M) entails 0.
That (S.M) entails 0 qualifies itself as a (verifiable) meaningful statement. The outcome
is that, if “Magnet attracts iron” is meaningful, then “Satan is beautiful and magnet
attracts iron” is also meaningful, which Ayer might find it hard to accept.

Again, the principle, if carried out consistently, would lead to a consequence
unacceptable to the positivists, that most scientific laws are unverifiable, and therefore
meaningless. The fact is that most scientific laws especially the “covering laws” are
formulated in the form of a universal statement, while a universal statement, if it

" covers or purports to cover an indefinite mumber of instances, can never be conclusive-
ly verified. Take for example the statement “With certain preconditions satisfied,
magnet attracts iron.” The statement can be conclusively verified only by complete
enumeration of all instances. And this is obviously not possible. It might argue that

_ this difficulty does not arise with Ayer’s formulation, since it only requires an observa-

tion-statement to be derived from the statement in question. Yet the problem is still

(74)



75

thele For one can aiways ask how many observatlons are needed in order that the

- statement “Magnet attracts iron” ¢an be said to be verified as true. when complete
enumeration is practically not possible. It would be scientifically naive to say that one
or two instances of observation suffice. Indeed scientific explanation of the deductive
model (also called coveringlaw model) faces the same problem, and many scientists
would prefer to use the notion of conf1rmat1011 in terms of probability instead of the
notion of ““verification.”

To avoid the problem in connection with universal statement the notion of falsific- ‘
ation or falisifiability was once introduced as a replacement of the notion of verifica-
tion. Thus the principle turns into something like this: A statement is meaningful if ‘

and only if it in principle can be falsifiegi. Still it would not do; one cannot turn sour
milk fresh by merely changing the bottle. A particular negative statement, if it extends

to cover an indefinite class of objects, can -never be conclusively falsified either. Take

for example the statement “Some crows are not black.” Granted that ‘black’ is not a
definien of ‘crow,’ the statement cannot be empirically proven as false when the
species presumably continues to exist. Yet no one would want to say that the
statement “‘Some crows are nto black” is meaningless. Technically, to falsify the

statement one must show that all crows are black. This takes us back to the VEery same .

difficulty which the notion of falsification is invented to overcome.

Apart from the problems of referential scheme and of precision, the principle also
encounters many other chailen'ges. One of the admitted challenges has brought the
principle-to a near self-defeating position. Antagonists of positivism have kept ques-
tioning the logical status of the principle itself. Is the principle of verification itself
verifiable? Is it analytical or synthetical? The same question which the positivists pose
for metaphysicians puts the positivists themselves in a dilemma. The principle cannot
be analytical, for in this case it would be void of content; nor can it be synthetical, for
int this case it would be subject to ethpirical test and circularity would follow. The posi-
tivists tend to take the last effort to save the principle from a total defeat by acknow-
ledging it as a convention. But then it loses all its devastating force agalnst metaphysics
for there is no logic which compels philosophers to accept this particular convention.
The disillusioned positivist Ayer eventually admits the failure:

It seems to me fairly clear that what they were in fact doing was to adopt the verification
principle as a convention . . . But why should this convention be accepted? The most that
has been proved is that metaphysical statements do not fall into the same
*category as the laws of logic, or as scientific hypotheses, or as historical narratives, or judg-
ments of perception, or any other common sense descnptlons of the “natural” world. Surely
it does not follow that they are nonsensical.22

The history of logical positivism can be fairly characterized as the history of the
struggle for survival of the vesification principle, The movement at the outset proclaims
its ambitious task of ellmmatmg emtaphysics and in the middle development it is

reduced to a humble position of self-defense. Its conclusion can be stated in the
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words of Ayer:

The question is wheter one thinks the differencé between metiaphysical and common sense
or scientific statements to be sufficiently sharp for it to be useful to underline it in this way.
The defect of this procedure is that it tends to make one blind to the interest that metaphy-
sical questions can have.?3

The positivist attempt to eliminate metaphysics is not successful. Nevertheless the
desire to erase metaphysics does not quiet down. Another wave of criticisms follows
immediately. This time the slogan is not “the elimination of metaphysics,” but rather
“the dissolution of metaphysical problems.” The new approach is linguistic analysis,
which aims to set up some logico-linguistic devices to settle metaphysical disputes and
to process metaphysical statements. '

III. Linguistic Criticisms of Metaphysics

It may be partly true that the failure of the principle of verification and the intra-
Vienna-Circle disagreements make many positivisis turn linguistic analysts, but the
" influences of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus and Philosophical Investigations should not be
overlooked. Philosophers like Bergmann and Carnap realize that it would be futile to
continue the search for an adequate meaning criterion that could prohibit the making
of metaphysical statements. The reason is that the grammar and meaning of ordinary
language are inherently liberal and vague, so much so that no meaning criterion with
strict precison could be made out of it. Ordinary language is beyond repair, so to
speak. Hence the idea of an ideal language has its natural birth. It is suggested that
ordinary language be abandoned at least in the spheres of science and philosophy in
favor of an artificially constructed language. An attempted construction of such a
language is found in Carnap’s The Logical Syntax of Language, where he says,

In logic, there are no morals. Everyone is at liberty to build up his own logic, ie. his own
form of language, as he wishes. All that is required of him is that, if he wishes to discuss it,
he must state his method clearly, and give syntactical rules instead of philosophical argu-
ments.??

An ideal language will be a logically perfect language system with explicit syntatical
and semantical, or formation and transformation rules. )
Yet some other philosophers who are more influenced by Wittgenstein’s Philosoph-
ical Investigations and G. E. Moore’s commonsense philosophy hold that natural
language should not and could not be dispensed with as it is basically sound. Metaphy-
sical statements and problems do not come out of the inherent nature of.ordinary
language but rather they result from philosophers* misuses and abuses of the language.
So, all that is needed is a sort of therapeutic program to rehabilitate the abnormal or

(76)



77

incorrect uses of language. Normal uses consist in the way ordinary people use it.

Champions of this-Ordinary Language program have been-Gilbert Ryle and J:L. Austin -

among others. The practice of the “lingusitic corrective” method can be exemplified
with Ryle’s most celebrated works 7T he Concepr of Mind and ““Systematically Mislead-
ing Expressions.” Ryle says, :

I try to use reduction and absurdum arguments both to disallow operations implicitly recom-
mended by the Cartesian myth and to indicate to what logical types the concepts under
investigation ought to be allocated.?®

So it has been Ryle’s task first to detect the misuses and misplacements of concepts,
which include for examples what he calls category mistakes and systematically mislead-
ing expressions, and then to set them right in accordance with their ordinary employ-
ments.

" In spite of the difference in approach between the Ideal Language and the Ordinary
Language programs there is a shared belief that philosophical enigmas are dissolvable
through logical analysis of their linguistic representatrons The result of this procedure
is anticipated to be: ’

In the first place, there are a great many questions which look like questions because they
are formed according to a certain grammatical order but which nevertheless are not real
questions. In the second place, there are some “philosophical” problems which prove to be
real questions. But of these it can always be shown by proper analysis that they are capable
of being solved by the methods of science,?®

In short logical analysis will eventually show that there are no genuine philosophical
(metaphysical) questrons A few classical examples are given in what follows to illus-
trate the procedures of philosophical analysis as practiced by Carnap and Ryle, respec-

tively.
Carnap makes a distinction between the material mode of speech and the formal

mode of speech. Sentences in the material mode proper are sentences about extra-ling-

uistic entities: properties, things, persons, and states of affairs. These sentences are also
called object-sentences as they refer to realities of the world. Thus the sentence “The
cat is on the mat” is an objectsentence properly couched in the material mode of
speech. The sentence is about the cat, and/or the mat, and the fact that the cat is on
the mat. Its truth of course depends upon matters of fact. To the same class belong 5
is a prime number,” “Babylon was a big town,” “Lion are mammals,” ef cefera. In
short most of our daily utterances are typical object-sentences in the material mode of
speech. The other kind of sentences is-at the meta-language level and does not refer to
extralinguistic realities. These sentences are about words or sentences at a lower level,
an are also called syntactical sentences as they are about the syntax of the object-
language. With Carnap logical syntax is “a system of the formal (i.e. not referring to
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meaning) rules of the language, as well as of the consequences of these rules.”’? 7 These
formal rules govern the formation and transformation of sentences of a linguistic
system. The following are examples of syntactical sentences in the formal mode of
speech: “The sentence ‘Cat mat on is the the’ is not a well-formed sentenced in Eng-
lish,” and “The word ‘daystar’ is synonymous with ‘sun’.”?8 )
Another useful distinction is that between internal and external questions. If a
system of object-language is constructed for a class of entities, questions of existence

can be asked of the framework. But, as Carnap says,

We must distinguish two kinds of questions of existence: first, questions of the existence of
certain entities of the new kind within the framework; we call them internal questions; and
second, questions concerning the existence or reality of the system of entities as a whole,

called external questions.?® )

Internal questions are answerable within the framework by logical or empirical meth-
ods. For instance, “Is the cat on the mat?” and “Is 7 greater than 577 are internal
questions that can be settled through procedures provided by our language. External
questions transcend the domain of the linguistic framework and are not answerable in
the way as intemal questions are. Such questions are typical metaphysical questions,
for instance, “Is matter the only substance of the world?” and “Are numbers the
ultimate substances of the universe?” Carnap proposes a way of handling these ques-
tions. .

The two distinctions are powerful weapons to attack metaphysical problems. With
Carnap many sentences about language, ie. syntactical sentences have been mislead-
ingly formulated in the material mode of speech. Such sentences have the appearance
of an object-language while in essence they express statements about syntax. Hence
they are called “pseudo-object-sentences,” or what amounts to the same, “quasi-syn-
tactical sentences of the material mode of speech.” In other words, these sentences
about syntax are improperly couched with the material mode of speech, and so, are
misleading. In Carnap’s assessment there is a host of such pseudo-object-sentences in
philosophical discourses. Many philosophical puzzles occur just because of this mislead-
- ing and improper way of linguistic representations of facts or ideas; hence many
classical controversies can be dissolved from a logico-linguistic perspective when the
language in which they are expressed, is translated or reformulated into their proper
form.

One of the ways Carnap handles philosophical disputes is shown with the following
examples. First, the Pythagorean thesis that numbers are substances versus, for exam-
ple, the Aristotelian thesis that numbers are quantities of substances but themselves are
not substances. Carnap would see it as a syntactical dispute whether ‘5’ (or other -
numbers) is a thing-word or a number-word in our language. So the pseudo-object-
sentence “5 is not a thing” (or “5 is a thing™) is rendered into its proper mode of
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speech as 5 is not a thing-word” (or “5 is a thing-word””). And quite obviously, then,
‘5’ is not adopted as a thing-word as for example, ‘an apple’ is in oru language. Sec-
ond, the Humean thesis that a thing is a complex of sensations versis the realist thesis

that a thing is a complex of atoms. These two theses are translated into syntactical

sentences by Carnap, as follows. The Humean thesis reads “Every proposition in which
a thing-name occurs, is -of equal content with a class of propositions in which no thing-
names but sensation-names occur,” while the realist thesis reads “Every proposition in
which a thingname occurs is of equal content with a proposition in which no thing-
names but space time coordinates and physical functions occur.”?*® Third, the realist
thesis that there are universals versus the nominalist thesis that there are no universals
but particulars alone. Both are seen as pseudo-object-sentences, and they should be
rehabilitated in the formal mode of speech. The realist thesis, then, can be transiated
into the syntactical sentence ““There are in the language general names which are not
logically interchangeable with any class of singular names.” The nominalist thesis can
be reformulated as “There are in the language no undefined (primitive) general names,”
or “Every general name in the language is reducible to a class of singular names.”

The distinction between internal and external questions also help dismiss many
philosophical controversies, External questions like “Is the empirical world real?”
. cannot be solved ““because it is framed in a wrong way.”3! For to be real in the accep-
ted sense is to be an element of the linguistic system under consideration, and this at
the same time can be settled by the syntactical and the semantical rules provided by
the system. So there are established procedures to decide, for example, if unicorns are
real. But the question, for example, whether or not the whole world is real cannot be
solved because the word ‘real’ is employed in a way that transgresses ifs accepted mean-
ing domain. There are no valid rules that can decide what ‘real’ is meant-in the ques-
tion. On such rendering both sentences, ““The empirical world is real’” and “The empir-
ical world is not real,” are not capable of expressing meaningful propositions and so are
pseudo-statements. '

In Carnap’s opinion, negligence or ignorance about the logical syntax of language is
often a cause of the philosopher’s producing questions or statements which though
grammatically permissible are however syntactically inadimissible. One of the common
mistakes is confugion of syntactical categories. It consists in using words of certain
categories in the capacities of other categories. For instance, the statement “Caesaris a
prime number” is a case in point. For being a prime number is properly a predicate of
numbers, and ‘Caesar’ is not a number-word but a person-name. To predicate ‘Caesar’
of ‘being a prime number’ confuses two syntactical categories, and the statement thus
produced, has no significance on ground of syntactical consideration. This sort of
syntactical confusions is often seen in Heidegger’s writings about “nothing.” The logic
of the word ‘nothing’ does not allow sentences like “We know the nothing,” “Anxiety
reveals the nothing,” “The nothing itself nothings,” ef cetera to be constructed. For in
our common language the word ‘nothing’ is not a thing-name, any more than is it a
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verb, still yet it is not a narhe of any thing at all. To construct sentences with ‘nothing’
in the capacity of a name or a verb involves a confusion of syntactical categories.?2

Upon Carnap’s analysis traditional metaphysical problems or statements will
evaporate in one of the following ways. First, some seemingly philosophical problems
are shown to be questions concerning matters of fact, and therefore, should be referred
to appropriate sciences. For example, the ancient Greek problem about the basic
“stuff’’ of the universe should be assigned to modern physics. Philosopher gua philoso-
pher has no business with it. Second, some metaphysical problems are understood to
be problems about language, that is, about syntax or choice of alternative frameworks. -
Different philosophical positions are regarded as competing proposals or recommenda-
tions., Thus, for example, the sense-data theory will be considered as a proposal that we
adopt a language system of which thing-names are not basic units but sensation-names
are. The choice of a particular proposal or recommendation is dictated by economical
and pragmatical principles. Carnap makes it clear that “the acceptance or rejection of
abstract linguistic forms . . . will finally be decided by their efficiency as instrumenfs,
the ration of the results achieved to the amount and complexity of the efforts requ-
ired.””33 Third, some metaphysical problems upon analysis are not genuine problems at
all; they are simply “pseudo’s” resulting from the philosopher’s mistakes about the
logic of the language. Such problems or statements are constructed with a grammatical-
ly correct appearance that conceals some kind of syntactical error. Ryle has much to
say in this regard, as will be seen in the sequal.

Gilbert Ryle’s treatment of metaphysical problems or statements resembles Car-
nap’s in that metaphysical problems are seen as rooted in confusions of the proper
functions of linguistic expressions. Yet Ryle does not believe that there is a need for an
ideal language model as criterion for linguistic correctness. In his opinion the way
ordinary people use the language suffice to serve as criterion, for metaphysical prob-
lems chiefly arise from misuses and abuses of common language by philosophers.
Different genus of expressions behave differently; to lump them together without care-
ful discriminations would result in linguistic inappropriateness such as ‘‘category
mistakes” and “systematically misleading expressions.” Hence to clarify and refor-
mulate the muddle philosophical expressions is a major task of Ryle’s philosophical
‘activity. - _

An essential element of Ryle’s corrective program is stated as followed:

There are many expressions which occur in non-philosophical discourse which, though they
are perfectly clearly understood by those who use them and those who hear or read them,
are nevertheless couched in grammatical or syntactical forms which are in a demounstrable
way improper to the states of affairs which they record .. .. Such expressions . . .must be
reformulated into expressions of which the syntactical form is proper to the facts recorded.
.. . When an expression is of such a syntactical form that it is improper to the fact recorded,
it is systematically misleading in that it naturally suggests to some people . .. that the state
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of affairs recorded is quite a different sort of state of affairs from that which it in fact is.>%

A systematically misleading expression is an expression which, by virtue of its gramma-
tical or syntactical form, suggests a state of affairs that the expression properly does
not represent. It is misleading in that it directs the hearer or reader to conceive some
thing that it really does not or cannot represent. It is systematically misleading in that
its misleadingness derives from the formal structure it possesses. However, the expres-
sion needs not be false or senseless; it is just misleading, According to Ryle there are
three kinds of such expression, namely, quasizontological statements, quasi-Platonic

statements, and quasi-descriptions. Since quasi-descriptions are not so closely connect- |

ed with metaphysics as the other two kinds are, they will not be discussed here.

Some metaphyswal statements contain at least one linguistic part which seems to
signify the ontological status of the thing being talked about by the statements. But,
according to Ryle, they really do not have that signification. Typical quasi-ontological
statments are such existential statements as “Satan does not exist,” “Being is immu-
table,” and “God exists,” et cetera, With Ryle, take the statement “Satan does not
exist’! for analysis. Of the statement the grarmmatical subject is “Satan’ and the pred-
icate is ‘does not exist.” The statement bears the same grammatical form as that of the
statement, say, “Mrs. Jones does not come.” Since ‘Satan’ and ‘Mrs. Jones’ play the
same grammatical Tole, and so do ‘does not exist’ and ‘does not come,’ it naturally
suggests the thought that, there is an individual entity by the name Satan who has the
attribute of non-existence as there is a person by the name Mrs. Jones who has the
attribute per accidens of not-coming. Due to this sameness of structural appearance an
impression is created that in both cases alike an individual is predicated of something.

Upon Ryle’s analysis the two statements are not of the same logical type. The
expression. ‘Satan’ is not a proper name, viz., a denoting expression whereas the expres-
sion ‘Mrs. Jones® is. This being so, ‘Satan’ is not a primary logical subject whereas ‘Mrs.
Jones’ is. Furthermore, Ryle tacitly maintains that existence is not a predicate, and so
the grammatically predicative expression ‘does not exist’ is not a logical predicate while
‘does not come’ is.’® The statement “Satan does not exist” is then reconstructed as
“Nothing is both devilish and alone in being devilish,” or as “Nothing is both devilish
and called ‘Satan’,” or agan * ‘Satan’ is not the proper name of anything.””*® The
reformulation of the statement into its proper logical form exposes what kind of a
state of affairs it is that the statement actually represents. Other quasi-ontological
statements are treated in like manner. Generally speaking, the idea of Ryle’s analysis
consists in this: *“ X exists’ and ‘X does not exist’ do not assert or deny that a given
subject of attributes X has the attribute of existing, but assert or deny the attribute of
being X-ish or being an X of something not named in the statement.”” In short,
Ryle’s thesis is simply this: When a person says “X exists” or “X does not exist,” he
is not expressing the proposition that X exists, nor is he expressing the proposition that
X does not exist, but rather he is expressing the proposition that something is so-and-so
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‘or that nothing is so-and-so. Whether there is that something as such is not being
asserted or denied. Ryle charges that “those metaphysical philosophers are the greatest
sinners, who as if they were saying something of importance, make ‘Reality’ or ‘Being’
the subject of their propositions, or ‘real’ the predicate.”*®

Quasi-Platonic statements are also systematically misleading as quasi-ontological
statements are. Both types of statements tend to lead people to some sort of ontolog-
ical commitment for which the statements themselves are not arguments. Yet quasi-
Platonic statements do their trick in a slightly different way. They do nto straightfor-
wardly present the impression that something is or is not, but rather they induce
people to make unwarranted' inferénce from linguistic presentations to assumptions
about existence. A quasi-Platonic statement is such a statement that its subject term,
which is bogus upon analysis, is actually a predicative term yet functioning as if it were
a proper name. In a quasi-Platonic statement a general name assumes the gramimatical
subject position thereby creating an atmosphere that it is also the logical subject of
the statement which it in fact is not. Being a logical subject though bogus, it never-
theless is suggestive of a sort of entities to which. it seems {o refer. Hence a realm of
Platonic universals appears necessary as answering referents. Typical quasi-Platonic
statements are such as “Color involves extension,” “Beauty shines on earth,” “Justice
is invincible,”” and othexs. '

Ryle’s analysis is to remove these bogus subject terms from the subject position
and reduce them to predicative expressions. Take the statement “Color involves exten-
sion” for example. Ryle’s analysis of this statement is as follows. The expressmn ‘color’
in the statement means what is meant by the predicative expression °. . . is colored.’
The statement is translated as “Whatever is colored is extended.” Or we could put it in
another way as is commonly done in general logic, as this, “If X is colored, X is exten-
ded.” Other quasi-Platonic statements are analyzed in the same way. So instead of
“Beauty shines on earth” we have, for example, “Whatever is beautiful attracts our
attention” and instead of “Justice is invincible” we have, for example, ‘Whatever act is
just will prevail eventually.”

Another set of linguistic abuses and misuses is recognized by Ryle as category
mistakes. In his celebrated work The Concept of Mind Ryle aims to demolish the
Cartesian dualism and other dualisticshadowed theories of mind. His chief target has
been the dualism that we have a mental life plus a physical life, or in a more Cartesian
language, that we have a mind-substance inside our physical body. Ryle calls it the
Cartesian Myth. In his own words, “one of the central negative motives of this book is
to show that ‘mental’ does not denote a status . . .-”*? That the Cartesian dualism is a
myth, is not because it is false, but because it is “the presentation of facts belonging to
one category in-the idioms appropriate to another.”*® Thus for example, to talk about
a football game in the language appropriate to economics would be mythical. What
Ryle has in mind is a Wittgensteinian concept of language, according to which different
language games are played differently as dictated by their logic of depicting proper. To
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use one certain class of expression to represent facts to which this class of expression
Is not. appropriate would involve violations of its logic. Hence some sort of linguistic
mistakes arise and, as a result, a myth is produced. Descartes’ Myth is a case in point.
There is a series of “category mistakes™ involved in the Cartesian dualism.
To show what category mistakes are, Ryle calls forth a number of illustrations.
» One of them is as foliows. A foreigner visiting Oxford University would be said to
make a category mistake, if he, after having been shown a number of colleges, libraries,
play fields, museums, particular departments et cetera asks where the University is.
The foreigner’s error is that he makes an assumption that ‘the Oxford University’
- refers to the same sort of things as referred to by ‘the Christ Church,’ ‘the Ashmolean
Museum,” and the like. The assumption is erroneous because ‘the Oxford University’
does not refer to a thing as ‘the Christ Church’ or ‘the Ashmolean Museum’ does, but
refers to the way things are organized. Thus the foreigner has confused the category as
exemplified by ‘the Oxford University’ with the category as exemplified by ‘the
‘Ashmolean Museum’ and ‘the Christ Church.’ He has made a'category mistake. And if
the foreigner should talk about the Oxford university in the same way as he talks
about the Ashmolean Museum or the Christ Church, he will be said to be presenting a
myth.*! Ryle suggests that the Cartesian dualism has arisen from such a mistake about
the logical status of mental terms. The dualists misconceive concepts like “mind,”

“thought,” “feelings,” to be on the same footing as concepts like “body,” “heads,””

“hands.” They mistakingly consider mental terms as thingreferring terms. But, since
there is in the observable world nothing that satisfies the supposed denoting function
of the mental terms, the dualists then assume a different field of existence where those
terms could find theri referents. Hence, a ghost in a machine — a mind in a body.

That ‘mind’ is not a thing-referrring word, is a underlying theme of Ryle’s treat-
ment of Descartes’s Myth. The word ‘mind,’ like ‘British Constitution,’ does not name
an additional office or entity, any more than the word ‘government’ does. These words

stand for the ways things are organized but not for any particular things. Parallel -

example can be drawn from the fact that, although ‘a dime,” ‘a quarter,” and ‘a dollar’
denote some things, the'word ‘money’ does not. To assume or postulate an additional
entity answering the word ‘money’ is to commit the sin of reification as done by
Meinong’s theory of reference. Taking the word ‘mind’ in the same category as ‘body’
is a mistake, and consequently leads to the postulate of an additional worid.

On the basis of the distinction between the categories of mind-words and body-
words Ryle furthers his attack on the problem of mind by identifying another species
of category mistake involved in the issue. This species of category mistake results from
rconjoining or disjoining terms belonging to different categories. Ryle presents his point
with the following illustrations: * ‘She came home in a flood of tears and a sedan-
chair’,” * ‘She came home either in a flood of tears or else in a sedan-chair’.’**? The
former is a conjunction of two propositions employing terms belonging to different
categories, while the latter is a disjunctive proposition with the same character. Both
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propositions are for Ryle absurd.

But why propositions conjoining or disjoining terms of different categones are
absurd, Ryle has furnished no obvious reason. Perhaps it may be suggested, with
plausibility, that we usually do not talk in that way. For it surely sounds odd or even
ridiculous to say, for example, “Both my wife and my dog are beautiful,” or “My wife
is either beautiful or-else taking a bath.” In ordinary discourse no one would sensibly
predicate the same ‘beautiful’ of ‘my wife’ in conjunction with ‘my dog,’ for these two
words are in different categories. The ways pedple actually use a certain language do
imply some informal, implicit rules (or conventions) for appropriateness of expressions
in that language, although such rules need not be formally stated in a grammar book or
a logic text. Expressions violating these rules may not be false but are most likely to
sound or appear odd and absurd. The following examples are intended to further
illustrate this point. It is proper to say, “This handsome boy is in love with that beau-
tiful girl,” while odd to say, “This beautiful boy is in love with that handsome girl.”
These expressions are idiomatic: “a herd of sheep,” “a group of people,” *“a chrous of
singers,” and “a fleet of ships;” while these are absurd: “a chrous of sheep,” “a herd of
people,” “a group of ships,” and “a fleet of singers.”” The fact that we normally do not
use the language in such a way is the reason for their being absurd.

By the same token Ryle argues that the dualistic thesis, “There exist mind and
body,” is absurd, as much as “She came home in a flood of tears and a sedan-chair™ is
because ‘mind’ and ‘body’ belong to two different categories the conjunction of which
produces absurdity. The same line of argument holds good for repudiating the mater-
jalistic and the idealistic reductionisms. Both forms of reductionism incorrectly presup-
pose the legitimacy of the proposition, “There exists either mind or else body,” which
in Ryle’s view is absurd for the same reason as “She came home either in a flood of
tears or else in a sedan-chair™ is.

L 17

IV. Some Difficulties of Philsophical Analysis
Like logical positivism analytical attempts to eliminate metaphysics have not been
“successful although these attempts are not without fruitful results. Both forms of
philosoophical analysis have their own difficulties that have thwarted their continuous
srowth in the direction against metaphysics. One of the major blockadges the Ideal
Language program could not overcome has been its becoming irrelevant to ontology.
The problem of ontological relevancy arises once an abstract linguistic framework
is constructed. This problem however did not bother the early Russell and the early
Carnap who held an isomorphic view of language in relation to realities. But isomor-
‘phism remains an unsolved enigma for empiricism. 43 Carnap later abandoned this view
and tumed to linguistic pragmatism. His pragmatic point of view is patently expressed
in the article “Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology” where he holds that “the intro-
duction of the new ways of speaking does not need theoretical justification because it
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does not imply any assertion of reality.”* The reason (or reasons) for accepting or
*rejecting ‘a linguistic system is based on the system’s “efficiency, fruitfulness; and
simplicity.”*® There is simply no or little consideration of its ontological reference.

Linguistic pragmatism inevitably leads to alienation of language from reality. For
if the language is looked upon merely as a system of practically useful signs without
existential imports, the system will not allow metaphysical questions to be construc- -
ted, but it will not be able to dissolve existing metaphysical questions either. The
reasons are as follows. First, the rules and conventions of an artificially constructed
language cannot abrogate or prohibit metaphysical questions from being constructed at
all, for these questions need not fall within theri ruling domain — the most these rules
and conventions can do is to tell that the sentencess expressing metaphysical state-
ments are not sentences of the system. That a sentence is not a sentence of a particular
system does not entail that the sentence can be sentence of no other systems at all.
Insofar as there are alternative linguistic systems there is always room for metaphysical
questions to be constructed. Second, if a particular linguistic system does not make
any assertion about reality, it will bear no relevancy to sentences that de make asser-
tions about reality. For in this case the system and the metaphysical statements are of
different species and there is no common ground where they meet and come into con-
flict with each otehr. Although metaphysical questions may still be condemned as
pseudo or meaningless, yet they are so only from the point of view of that particular
© system; it obviously does not follow that they are pseudo or meaningless in an absolute
sense. And lastly, as far as linguistic pragmatism is concerned, there is no a priori
argument proving that a metaphysics-free linguistic system is always more efficient,
more fruitful, and more simple than a system that somehow tolerates metaphysical
statements existing in it. Besides the problem of ontological relevancy, the Ideal
Language program is also disturbed with the problem of completeness of a logical
system. Yet this latter problem is far too technical to be discussed here. '

The Ordinary Language approach to analysis also has some vital weaknesses. It is
pointed out, for instance, that the approach is inevitably parochial and limited in .
scope and generality. But one of the most disturbing weaknesses has been its lack of an
accepted criterion for linguistic propriety or a criterion for analysis. The problem is
simply a problem as to what a correct analysis is, or what the criterion for correct
expressions consists in. Let us consider Ryle’s analysis to sec how this problem works

against it.
For Ryle’s therapeutic program a criterion for analysis is desperately necessary. For

- unless there is some sort of measure there is no ground for condemning an expression
. as “misIeading,” or as involving some linguistic mistakes, nor is there any compelling
reason to accept the reformulated expression as the proper expression to the facts
recorded. Take the statement ““Color involves extension’ into consideration. In Ryle’s
view the expression is misleading in that it suggests to people that there is an added

entity by the name color when in fact there is no such entity. Then Ryle proposes
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that the statement be reformulated as “Whatever is colored is extended” which in his
opinion is proper to the facts recorded. But, unfortunately, hsi analysis rests on sand
when an acceptable criterion for analysis is still in want. It is not hard to construct an
argument that undermines his analysis. One may argue with equal ldgical status that
the statement “Color involves extension’ is not misleading because it very well reflects
the way we think and talk; and that the reformulated statement “Whatever is colored

is extended” is mot correct because common people usually do not talk in that way-t
is in fact logician’s and philosopher’s jargon. Indeed Ryle is not unaware of-the infirmi-
ty of his analysis as he admits that he does not “know any. way of proving that our
expression contains no systematic misleadingness at all.”*® If so, what logical force
de jure will his analysis have? : '
' Ryle and other Ordinary Language philosophers quite often appeal to the way
common pecple use the language as their basis of analysis. Yet the way common
people use the language is vague, fluid, and sometinies creative. There are of course
well-established mafners of linguistic expression according to which one can correct
the improper diction of, say, a schoolboy:s composition, there is nevertheless ample
flexibility in natural language for growth and creativity. New ways of talking are con-
stantly being introduced, and philosophers among others are noted creators of
unparalleled novel expressions. Philosophical expressions may look and sound queer
when first introduced, they become an inalinenable part of the language after they are
accepted by the language users. There is no categorical distinction between
philosophical and ordinary languages, although there is some difference between a
conventional and an unconventional expressions. Natural language displays a high
degree of vagueness, flexibility, and fluidity, so much so that it does not always
provide solid basis for serious philosophical criticism. . Failing to take notice of this
linguistic fact may render one’s analysis groundless inslfar as the linguistic approach to
philosophy is concerned. Thus there is at least one instance of Ryle’s inadvertantly
leaving his position with his analysis up in the air. When Ryle attacks Decartes’ Myth
_presumably on ground of common language, he fails to see that the Myth is already
part of the common language. But the above discussion by no means implies that the
Ordinary Language approach to philosophical analysis is not possible at all. There are
for sure some salient and universal features of common language, which could be
adequate criteria for philosophical analysis. Yet to identify and unravel these features
is itself a difficult task that requires meticulous and systematic investigations.

V. Conclusion

An overall criticism of analytic philosophy as an antagonism of metaphysics can be
put through Ayer’s words:

The distrust which is rightly felt for speculative metaphysics is not a sufficient ground for
limiting the seale of philosophical analysis: there is no reason to suppose that the only con-
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cepts which are worth investigating are those that have a comparatively narrow range, or that
~ we can usefully do is to-describe how concepts of this kind are actually employed.*8 -

Implied in Ayer’s criticism is a broader and more Iiberal conception of analytic philo-
sophy. Philosophers while exposing those linguistically decei\?ing aspects of metaphy-
sical speculation have come to realize that “clarity is not enough.”*® Indeed, analy-
sis as a philosophical approach has extended its reach to include aesthetics, ethics,
religion, and even science with a more positive motive: It represents an effective way of
looking at philosophical problems; its contribution to philosophy is beyond question.
As a historian of philosophy rightly remarks, “the phﬂosoinhy of the future, whatever
other qualities it may have, will reveal clearly the permanent impact of the langﬁage
theory of the past half-century.”®® This is very ture.

The mutual enlightenement of both analysis and metaphysics has brought forth

many fruitful results. A good example can be given with Strawson in whom we find an

analyst doing metaphysics. Strawson characterizes his philosophy as “descriptive

metaphysics” and declares the nature and aims of his endeavor as follows.

How -should descriptive metaphysics differ from what is called philosophical, or logical, or
conceptual analysis? It does not differ in kind of intention, but only in scope and generality.
Aiming to lay bare the most general features of our conceptual structure, it can take far less
for granted than a more limited and partial conceptual inquiry . . . when we ask how we use
this or that expression, our answers, however revealing at a certain level, are apt to assume,
and not to express, those general elements of structure which the metaphysician wants
revezled. The structure he seeks does not readily display itself on the surface of language,

but lies submerged.®*

The new conception is: Philosophical analysis is not merely to dissolve metaphysical
problems nor to describe just the surface of linguistic behavior, but to reveal the
hidden conceptual scheme of human understanding by analysing its linguistic expres-
sions. And, unlike speculative “metaphysics that is concerned “to produce a better
structure,” descriptive metaphysics is content “to describe the actual structure of our
thought about the world.”>? Here we see analysis and metaphysics walking hand in
hand, both with a different flavor from what they had before. This may be a happy

marriage with. profits to follow.
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with established usage.” See Stuart Hampshire, “Critical Review of The Concept of
Mind,” Mind LIX (1950).

A. J. Ayer, The Concept of a Person (London Macmillan, 1963) p. 33,

To borrow the title Clarity Is Not Enought, edited by H. D. Lewis.

Fuller, A History of Philosophy 31d edition, p. 617.

P. F. Strawson, Individuals (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd., Flrst published 1959;
Reprinted 1969), pp. 9-10.

ibid.; p. 9.
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KANT’S “HUMANISTIC” 'CONCEPTIOIS OF RELIGION

- Tze-wan Kwan
Department of Philosophy, Tunghai University

That religion deals in one way or another with man’s worship of supernatural
deities seems to be a common understanding. However, this over-simplified def1n1t10n
of religion leaves one fundamental question untouched namely, whether religion
should primarily be theo-centrlcally or rather anthropo-centrically understood. In-
deed, the Latin word religio can as well be predicated of gods as of human beings.
Traditional Christianity and some other religious faiths take their object of worship as
in itself existent (ens realissimum), as omnipotent, as self-caused and as-the ultimate
cause of all creation (ens originarium),or in one word,as a highest being (ens summum).
With such a conception of God as background, the God-man relationship tended to
be a theo-centric one. | o

In contrast to this predominant conception of religion, there are throughout
history traces of an opposing view concerning the essence of religion — the anthropo-
centric view. I ascribe “anthropocentric” to that point of view of religion which takes
‘religion as, or at least is conscious of religions’s being, a human intellectual activity.
Instead of uncritically admiting the object of man’s worship — God — as per se exist- .
ent, some advocates of this view conceive God as a mere product of the intellectual
activity of mankind. According to this view, religion’s genuine object is never God
himself, but rather man’s notion or idea of God. It is in this sense that we use the
word “humanistic” in the courssé of this paper. *’ _

= The Grecks are probable the first occidental people who came to the insight that
‘gods might only be human fictions. Herodotus frankly admits of his own ignorance
concerning the knowledge about the gods but.ascribes this to the composition of
theogonies by Homer and’ Hesiod. 2} The eleatic philosopher Xenophahes, although
himself a pantheisticcmonotheist, does give us a vivid description of Homer’s and
Hesiod’s conception of God. He says: “Both Homer and Hesiod have attributed to the
gods all things that are shameful and reproach among makind: theft, adultery, and
mutual deception,” 3) Indeed from this fragment alone we are not at all in a position
to draw out the conclusion that the whole genealogy of gods which Homer and Hesiod
describe were literally fictions, ie. anthropocentric projections of man. For it is not
until Kant that we are able to show that both theoretical assertations and denials of the
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existence of God are groundless. Nevertheless;, the fragment of Xenophanes evokes
some questions of great interest. John Burnet sharply points out that the gods of
Greek antiquity are not necessarily objects of worship, they are in a sense non-religious
objects. ) They signify nothing but simulated enemies of mankind, overagainst whom
man tragically acquires his meaning of existence. 5} In other words, the fragment of
Xenophanes gives us a vivid example that the meaning of the *‘gods™ lies in their
meaning' “for” man.

In the modern age, the “humanistic™ conception of God and of religion-becomes
more evident. Fichie’s involvement in the so-called A¢heismusstreit and Feuerbach’s
_thesis that God is nothing but a result of the alienation of mankind are two well-known
examples of such a tendency. However, Kant’s contribution to the “humanistic™ con-
céption of religion stands as the most important and forms the masajor topic of this
present paper. '

- Kant’s treatment of religion is by no means a self-sufficient subject-matter which
can be isolated from his comprehensive philosophical system as shown in his ““Cri-
tiques’” The theoretical limits of theology and its dogmas can never be exposed apart
from the Critigue of Pure Reason. Without reference to the Critique of Practical
Reason and other writings concerning morality, the positive role of theology and
feligion can never be adaquately justified. This philosophical background of Kant’s
docirine of religion as well as of theology purports to be our central issue that Kant
conceives religion not as an independent realm of transcendent experiences, but
. rather as a special employment ( Gebrauch) of human reason which has the tendency to
* acquire the greatest possible synthesis. Religion represents in this way nothing but one
part of the iniellectual endeavor of humanity as such. In order to  expose this
“humanistic” motive underlying Kant’s doctrine of religion, we proceed from the

following considerations.

I. The “humanistic” approach in Xants doctrine of religion
1. Summum bonum as an object of hope

Of all kinds of theology, Kant maintdins that ethico-theology or moral theology
is the only sound one. In other words, Kant does not adimit of any way of asserting
the existence of God through t_heorei;ical means. The most sophisticated arguement in
speculative theology, to be found in physico-theology, for example, gives us at the
- most the concept of a World-Designer which is far from being “God” in the fullest
. sense. And even this World-Designer, while unable to conform with the spatio-tem-
poral forms of human intuition, can never be taken as real knowledge, but just a re-
flective and regulative, ie. heuristic idea. However in our practical realm of moral
actions, God can be postulated as an object of our will, so that our desire for the
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fulfilment of goodness and happiness in this world may be safeguarded. While the
physico-theological World-Designer, though purposive, can not account for a “final

‘purpose” {Endzweck) ®) | moral theology, based upon autonomous morality, finds it

necessary to admit an all-mighty but at the same time all-good and just God, whose

- might and whose kindness “should” render the highest good (summun bonum) ie. “a
happiness of rational beings in harmony with the pursuit of moral laws” 7), to-be real-
ized. - _

Indeed, we do remember that Kant insists at the very beginning of his ethical
theory, namely in his Grundlegung zur Metaphysik der Sitten, that moral duties should
be carried out only for duty’s sake, and that the universality of the categorical impera-
tive should not be impaired by “interest”, whether this interest is “one’s own or an-
other’s 7 ®? This basic attitude of Kant is no doubt violated to a certain extent by his
later conception of God as the guardian of “happiness’, which is to be “in harmony

- with” the moral law. In order to solve this seeming difficulty or antinomy in Kant’s
ethics 27, we observe as follows. o

In Kant’s terminology, the meaning of “good” is two-fold. Kant ascribes this
duality of the meaning of Good to the ambiguous Latin term bonunz,which bears the

meaning of both “the good” (das Gure) and “well being” (das Wohi).'°?. We have on _

the one hand “‘good” in the sense of the “good will”’ which Kant determines to be the
only “gbod without qualification”!!). Good in this sense is no doubt based on the
moral autonomy of the rationally self-determined will. This conception of good we
may call the “morally good” as distinguished from good in the sense of “well being”
which we may call the “naturally good”. The “highest good” (summum bonum),
" which means the realization of happiness as well as its harmony with moral deeds,

shows itself. now as an overlapping of the naturally good with the morally good,

Morally good actions remain good solely on rational grounds regardiess of whether -

- these actions are accompaniéd by good returns (ie. happiness), even if according to
common understanding they deserve reward. Therefore, the suffering or even martyr
"domofa patriort, for éxample, or the self-sacrifice of "a man who dies trying to save
a fellow human being are good in the moral sense. But with respect to the unhappy
consequences of these moral deeds for their agents, they are not good somehow.

Here lies one of the greatest dilemmas in Kant’s attempt to finish his philosoph-
ical system. On the one hand, moral freedom has its peculiar “constitution”, It initial-
ly determines its own “casuality’” which is of a different type from natural causality.
'2) In a ““free” causal series of actions, goodness is determined solely by the formal
elements of the univérsal moral law. However, the pure practical reason, being at the
same time a good will, ie. the faculty of desire rationalized, does tend to desire the

realization of happiness as well as its harmony with moral deeds. The materialization
' (97)
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of happiness, however, lies outside practical reason’s domain of determinant constitu-
tion. It concerns rather the actual course of natural events, the constitutive determina-
tion of which lies but in the domain of theoretical reason. To put the matter in a
different way: morality is @ priori possible in virtue of moral fre-edom. Through the
exercise of this freedom, moral deeds (free casuality) can be “constituted’”. Now, the
desire for the summum bonum, though not essential to the constitution of morality,
does “accompany’ moral actions. ‘How is then this claim for the realization of hap-
piness possible? Here we may put Kant’s solution in the following way: Morality
governs what we as rational moral beings should do, but the desire for happiness which
naturally accompanies our moral deeds demands that happiness should be objectively
realized, ie. to be someﬁpw known. This is however not possible since knowledge and
moral freedom have completely different domains of application. Man’s urge for the
fulfilment of the summum bonum involves so to speak “the whole series of all future
alterations in the world” **). An urge of this kind is for Kant nothing but a *‘creation

)

of the mind (ens rationis)” **. Eventually; the desire for the harmony of happiness

with morality can only be something which we may hope for 15)

, and religion is an
outcome of such a hope which now regulatively bridges the discrepancy between the
world of nature and the world of morality. '

In this way we touch upon the most interesting line of thought showing us what
Kant thinks that the final goal of his philosophical endeavor should be. In the *me-
thodology™ «(Part II) of the Critigue of Pure Reason as well as in many other writings
we find Kant saying: '

“All the interest of my reason, speculative as well as practical, combine in the

three following questions:

1. What can I know?

2. What ought I to do?

3. What may I hope?” 16)

As.a product of hope, religion manifests itself to be a domain which is in close con-
nection with that of the theoretical and practical reason. Only from out of such a .
context can we understand the real status Kant has granted to religion. The problem
of Hope (religion) forms, together with that of Knowledge and Practice, an architec-
tonic whole which Kant occasionally formulates in the form of a fourth question —
“What is man?” '7), which by no means represents an additional fourth question,
but one “to which the first three are related” ' ®’, a thoroughly “humanistic” issue.

2. Religion as means and morality as end
Without detriment to the room made for religion as the product of hope, Kant
insists that the postulate of the existence of God and the hope for the realization of
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happiness can by no means precede morality. Kant maintains repeatedly that religion
must be based on morality but not vire versa. %) The concept of God or genuine

religion, -when- based on morality, can be called moral theology or moral religion. On -

the contrary, when morality is based on relig'ion, we have as the outcome “theological
morals” 29), or in other words, fetishism and idolatry.

Here Kant clearly shows us that ethics and religion are not of the same order, but
rather, ethics must be granted a primacy over religion This can best be illustrated
when we draw our attention to Kant’s attitude toward the question “whlch . is the

more natural in the first instuction of youth and even in discourses fro.m the pulplt '

~ to expound the_ doctrine of virtue before the doctrine of godliness, or that of godliness
before that of virtue?” 2') To this seemingly difficult question, Kan’s answer is
determined and straightforward. No doubt, virtue and godliness “stand in necessary

connection”; but Kant immediately points out that “they are not of a kind” 227, The

question raised above can only be solved when “one of them is conceived of and ex-
plained as end, the other merely as means” >*). Here it is morality which is able to
“subsist of itself ( even without the concept of God )” 24), since it “‘derives from the
soul of man”?%). The doctrine of godliness, on the contrary, is meaningful only in
relation to morality; it “cannot of itself constitute the final goal or moral endeavor but
can merely serve as a means of strengthening that which in itself goes to make a better
man.” 2%) This attitude of Kant indisputably speaks for an anthrono-centric concep-
tion of religion. Far from being a God-oriented idol-worship, religion is for Kant
primarily a'means for the self-determined moral endeavor of humanity as such.

At this point, we can further clarify the delicate relationship between theology,
mofality and religion in Kant. Kant says in his lectures on Piddagogik: “Man should
not start with theology. Religion, when only based upon theology, can never yield
anything moral. One will only get fear out of such a religion and fear can merely give
rise, to a superstitious cult. Therefore, morality must proceed in advance and should
be followed by theology. This is what we call religion.” 27) In other occasions Kant
says: “What is then religion? Religion is the law within us. . . ™ 28) e
within us our conscience”??’ ; “ . conscience might also be defined as follows: it is the
moral faculty of judgment, passing judgment upon itself,” *°? Therefore, religion has
its final ground in the conscience {moral law within 'us) which is for Kant nothing but
the highest moral tribunal. Religion so understood finds its ultimate ground no longer
in God but in the very essence of human reason itself; it is basically not theo-centric

or theo-cratic, but “humanistic”.

3. “Transcendental topic” of duties
In his late work on morality, the Metaphysik der Sitten. Kant further allows us
' o (99)
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to confirm his humanistic standpoint with regard to religion. On demonstrating what
he calls an “amphiboly of the moral concepts of reflection” Kant suggests that parellel
to the amphiboly as it occurs in the theoretical realm (above all in Leibniz), there is )
also an amphiboly (ie. an ambiguous double application) in the practical realm. This
takes place when we regard “certain duties which are directed to ourselves as duties

to _other beingS”3 ! ), no matter what these other beings may be (may they be nature,

God or animals). No doubt, Kant repeats.with emphasis that a human being must look
up to his own duties and obey them as if they were divine commands. 32) However, to
say this does not mean that duties were commandments actually imposed upon us by
a mighty deity (as in the case of the ten commandments of Moses 33)y,

The imposition of commands upon man can never give rise to genuine morality,
but only to what Kant calls “theological morals” or “fethish faith”. What prevailhere

»34)oF possible sensuous-punishment on the one

are just thread and *‘pathological fear
hand, and flattery or “cold insinuation” (kalte Einschmeichelei)®*)in face of possible
sensuous reward on the other. By virtue of the fetish faith, men are “rul¢d and robbed
of their moral freedom” 36) Man’s freedom for morality, which represents the hall-
mark of the dignity of humanity, is thus strongly violated. It is “wholly crushed under
foot and no place is even left for the good will...”3” ' '
In order to safeguard this utmost dignity of man as an honourably self-deter-
mining-moral being, Kant must combat this “amphiboly” regarding the real status of
moral duties. Here we may consistently speak of a “transcendental topic” ®®’ of these
duties. By this I mean we should “locate” the right: place (Téiros) for the application'
of duties. Kant indicates in this connection that. the acceptence of moral duties as
divine commands “is not consciousness of a duty fo God. For this idea proceeds
entirely from our own reason...” %) It indicates nothing but the moral freedom of
man. Kant explicates further that it is thoroughly possible and thinkable for a man, as
a moral person, to take his moral duties as if they were divine commands and. to

Eh

obey them “not unwillingly (nickt ungern) * and thereupon to feel himself “to a
certain extent ennobled (veredelt) . 40} With this in mind we may conclude the
question raised above concerning the “topic™ of duties. To quote Kant’s own word:
... 1o have religion is a duty of man to himself 41), ie. not to God. In qther words,
the proper rfopos for religibus duties lies not in theology but in humanity, and religion

in this sense is “humanistic” throughout. - ,

i1. Religion anda the problem of “Willkiir”
1. Theoretical relevance of the problem of Willktir”

The problem of Willklir is no doubt one of the most obscure _topics in Kants
philosophy. The manifold g¢onnotations of this term in different phases of Kant’s
(100}
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development on the one hand and the interrelation of Willklir with other terms like
Wille, guter Wille,faculty of desire (Begehrungsvermogen) and freedom etc. on the

© other reridéer the issue niore difficult.

The concept Willkiir itself is in fact not a new one. It has been used in various
ways by philosophers before Kant..*? ) Kant himself reflects upon this concept as early
as in the Critique of Pure Reason or even in his handwritten Nachlass preceeding the
first Critique. In Kant’s subsequent weitings about morality, however, the develop-
ment of the concept of Willkitr follows a very peculiar path. In Grundlegung zur
Metaphysik der Sitten (1785), the concept Willkiir is not mentioned at all. In the
Critique of Practical Reason (1787), it is mentioned, but'is given only an insignificant
account in comparison to the other concept “Wille”. It is not until Die Religion
innerhalb der Grenzen der blossen Vernunft (1793) as well as in Die Metaphysik der
Sitten (1797) that the concept of Willktr finds its new horizon of expression. This
strange development can best be accounted for if we notice that Willkiir touches upon
problems which lie on the borderline between “nature’ and “morality™, ie. between
the subject-matters of theoretical and practical reason. Separating the-earlier and later
groups of moral writings stands the Critigue of Judgmen‘t (1799),where (in the second

'Pért) the gﬁp between “physics” and “ethics” or between “nature” and “freedom”

is for the first time sufficiently bridged by means of the “reflectiveregulative judg-
ment”, Only then, upon the achievements made in the third Critigue, the problem of
Willkiir assumes the posmon it should take in a matured system of Kant’s moral
philosophy. '

In the Gurndlegung and in the second Critique, Kant refers frequently to the good
will or the pure will which in one way or another means that faculty of desire which is
under the direction of our pure practical reason. Here stress is made on the fact that
our pure pfactical reason produces a universal categorical imperative which, in its
fullest exercise, demands us to act only according to those maxims which are to have
universal application. In this way, the so called free will in the second Critique is in
fact nothing other than the pure practical reason itself. It does not directly determine
the content (maxims) of cur actions, but imposes a universal law governing the form
of our action in general. **) The universal moral law imposed by our own reason is
not empirically given, but nevertheless it caﬁ have real application to our conduct and
it has “objective reality ... at least in practical context.” 44) As a moral agént one may
in practice act according to the moral law so as to initiate a series of causal effects
independent of our natural inclinations. This possibility of self-determination through
self-legislation Kant entitles practical freedom. ' ]

Here a divided line may beé drawn between the moral theory of Kant in the period
before the publication of the second Critique and that period since the Religion. To
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say that our pure practical reason (ie. our free will or our will rationalized )through its
practical freedom can a priori render morality possible does not necessarily indicate
that our will, basically also a faculty of desire or appetite, will under any condition
obey the moral law imposed by our own reason. To put it in a somewhat logical
manner: that morality is @ priori possible through practical freedom is one thing; that
it be actually exercised is another, since the actual realization of morality may involve
other parameters than that of reason alone. In the Critique of Practical Reason, Kant
is already conscious of the subtlety of this issue. He indicates that the pracucal rule, as
a -product of reason, *‘is an imperative of a being whose reason is not the sole deter-
minant’ of the will” #5). A$ a matter of fact, Kant explicates further: the concept of
“ought” fsollen) already implies an objective necessitation of the human action which
has options other than following the imperative of the reason. The “ought” just for-
mally demands-that “‘if reason completely determined the will, the action would
without exception take place according to the rule”46).

The greatest point of interest hidden in this passage is the interweaving of un-
iversality and necessity on the one hand and particularity and contingency on the
other. While principally a sentence concerning the categorical imperative, we find it
stated in the subjunctive mood. The reason why Kant puts the above sentence in

%

subjunctive mood is clear: The “if... would...” structure in this context certainly
would not impair the necessity and universality of the'moral law and would not render
a categorical imperative a hypothetical one. Without detriment to the formal necessity
and uvniversality of the moral law, the “if... would...” structure in the above quoted
passage makes manifest the actual or material contingency of moral action as such. In
another word, the moral law is necessary for morality only in the “pure” practical
dimension, whereas in actual “applied” ( angewandt) dimension *7? it remains con-
tingent whether the moral law is obeyed (is given respect (Achtung)) or whether
it is ignored. This original contingency of action in a certain way- precedes the “‘coming
into force” (Inkrafttreten) of the moral law. This original arbitrariness 48) 10 be
called Willkdir, should represent the true starting point of all discussion on morahty,
insofar as morality is to be viewed not only formally in its a priori possibility, but also
in its actual applicability. It is exactly along this line of thought that we find the
concept of Willkilr of relevance and significance. :

2. Willkiir and its incomplete determination through reason

It is extremely difficult to give a straightforward definition of Willkiir. As a faculty
of the human mind in the widest sense, the meaning and function of the Willkdir can
never by fully determined apart from the structure of the human mind as a whole.
In the Erste Fassung der Einleitung in die Kritik der Urteilskraft as well as in the
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Metaphysik - Vorlesungen we find Kant giving us a penetrating treatment of the
“complete system of all faculties of the mind™ #%). But in order not to entangle our-

‘selves into unnecessary theoretical difficulties, we just-pinpoini on one issue: “That - -~

our faculty of desire is the source of all actions, and that it can be “affected” both by
our sensuous surroundings and by our own reason through its practiéal employment.
50) With this problem as background, we may pass over to a very important statement
made by Kant in his late work, Die Metaphysik der Sitten , where Xant indicates:
“The faculty of desiring in accordance with concepts is called the faculty of doing
or forbearing as one likes (nach Belicben zu tun oder zu lassen ) insofar as the ground
determining it to action is found in the faculty of desire itself and not in the object.
Insofar as it is combined with the consciousness of the capacity of its action to
produce its objects, it is called Willklir; if not so combined, its act is called a wish.
The faculty of desire whose .internal ground of determination and, consequently
even whose likings (das Belieben ) are found in the reason of the subject is called
Wille. Accordingly, the .Wille is the faculty of desire regarded not, as is Willkdir, in its
relation to action, but rather in its relation to the ground determining Willkiir to
action. The Wille itself has no determining ground; but, insofar as it can determine
Willkiir, it is practical reascn itselt.” 51) Here a number of important distinctions are
made. First: it is confirmed that Willkiir and- Wille are in one way or another the
faculty of desire itself. Whereas Willkiir represents the faculty of desire in the crude
sense, Wille represents the faculty of desire supposedly fully rationalized. Second:
as a faculty of desire, Willkiir (as well as wish, which is not to be treafed in this paper)
can “freely”” determine or choose its maxims for a(;tic;n. “Freedom” in this sense
- differs from practical moral freedom, it only signifies the original arbitrariness of
actions, or the so called “original contingency of action” mentioned in the previous
section: Ii represents nothing but the * as one likes”, the “‘at one’s discretion”sz),'
or in German, the ‘“nach Belieben...”. Thirdly: That the ground determining the
Willkiir lies in the faculty of desire itself and not in objects means that Willkur is
never completley conditioned and determined by sensuous inclinations, but remains
literally arbitrary. Fourth and lastly: Willkiir can under circumstances be determined
by the Wille, which is nothing but our practical reason itself. To be more precise,
becoming subject to the determination through our own practical reason remains one
of the optiohs which the Willkiir as arbitrium is in possession of. '

In another context Kant augments his differentiation between Willkiir and Wille
by saying: “Laws proceed from the Wille — maxims from the Willkilr?3®). To put the

matter in the words of LW. Beck, “...laws determine what ought to happen and max-

ims determine what does happen”“?. As we have shown in the previous section,

Wille concerns in fact the formal aspect of morality, whereas Willkur concerns the
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actual applied aspect. Only Willkiir can directly govern our action through maxims;
Wille, however, only gives the formal legislation. Kant therefore argues in the Meta-
physik der Sitten that, since.the Wille “does not look to any thing beyond its law
itself”, it can not be spoken of either as free or unfree. 557 On the contrary, a certain
kind of freedom is now ascribed to the Willkiir. Kant says further, “Thus the Wille
functions with absolute necessity and itself admits of no'necessitation. It is, therefore,
only the power of choice (Willkkiir ) that can be called free. ¢ What makes Wlllkur
free is its capacity of “‘choice”.

Willkiir is usually misunderstood in the negative sense as unrestraintedness or
recklessness. As a matter of fact, the concept of Willkiir can be traced back to the Latin
arbitrium (Wolff, Augustin, Aquinas) and the Greek -rrpoacipsrt{ (Aristotle), 577
which both bear the connotation of “choice” (Wakl). In Old High German we find the
word “kuri” with a simular connotation. %) Man as a being with Willkiir is in pos-
session of a very subtle kind of freedom, an original susceptibility to cither good or
evil. Or in Beck’s formulation: whereas the practical freedom is a freedbm' of legisla-
tion which does not directly determine maxims for action, but only i unposes a universal
law of morality, the freedom of the Willkilr is freedom of spontaneity in action, 59)
But what is “choice”™? What is arbitrium? What is fréedom of spontanelty" To
undenstand the full meaning of Willkiir, we consider as follows.

Probably no one would doubt that the human will (or here better the Willkiir),
as a faculty of desire, is susceptible to sensuous impulses. However, man’s susceptibili-
ty to sensuality does not imply that man is éxclusively or definitely bound to be only
sensuous. Kant points out a‘dready in the Critz‘que of Pure Reason that “there is in man
a power of self-determination, independently of any coercion through sensuous im-
pulses” . It is in this respect that the human Willklir basically differs from the ani-
mal Willkilr (arbitrium brutum) which is supposedly completely conditioned. ' To put
the matter in-more precise wording: The human Willkiir is though affected but not
determined by the sensuous. Kant says in his Metaphysik-Vorlesungen: “If the arbitrium
were not just affected by stimuli, but determined by them, then it would be brutum
overagainst the liberum, which is affected but not determined. > ®'? This utmost
possibility to free onself from sensuous conditioning is for Kant freedom in the nega-
tive sense. In this way we arrive at a first proposition concerning the human Willkur:

" The Willkiir of man is never completely determined in the passive sense (ie. through
sensuous impulses). It is not an arbitrium brutum but is by vutue of its spontaneous
- “freedom™ of refraining from sensuality an arbitrium liberum.

Man is not at times arbitrium brutum and at times arbitrium liberum, rather,:
“Das arbitrium humanum ist liberum” ®2), Only as an arbitrium liberwm can man
have ““choice” of action (actus arbitrii). In his posthumously published Reflexionen
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zur Metaphysik Kant indicates: ‘“‘Our arbitrium is nothing sensuous, but it is the
actus arbitrii either to be sensuous or intellectual, since arbitrium is not inclinzition,
but the choice {Wah!) between inclination and reason. > 63).-

The freedom of choice Or option which Willkllr possesses is a kind of freedom

which is even more original than the practical moral freedom of legislation. Willkiir _

itself is completely “free” in the sense that it is on the one hand not exclusively de-
termined to be an arbitrium brutum, for the Willkur can at any time spontaneously
refrain from sensuous affection and become a moral agent, ie. become subject not to
the affection of inclination but to the practical reason. On the other hand, although
Willkiir can be affected by our reason, it nevertheless can in real practice never guaran-
tee itself to be “fully” rational, or in the long run to remain free, even though it is at
the present moment seli-determined to be free and moral. Or in other words: prac-
tical freedom only gives the a priori and universal condition of the possibility of moral-
ity, but it does not and cannot guarantee man to be perpetually moral. Still in another

formulation: practlcal freedom only guarantees the @ priori possibility of morality but

not its perpez‘ual actuality. - In such a way, we arrive at the second proposition con-
cerning human Willkiir: It is never completely cletermmed in the active sense (je. to be
moral).

In the handwritten and posthumously published marginal notes on Baumgarten’s
Metaphysica, Kant makes the above proposition even more explicit by introducing the
notion of “incomplete determination of reason”. Kant remarks: “Whether a good will
in itself is determined to good actions... So would yet the blend( Vermzschung) w1th
- the sensitivo be prec1sely that much as the incomplete reason is to be determmed
. (rationes ad  determinandum incompletae)  ¢*) Here Kant indirectly hints
that the human free Willkiir is on the one hand rational but on the other hand not
completely determinable through reason. This notion of incomplete determination of

reason has in fact the most important bearing on Kant’s later treatment on ethics and -

religion. For if man were completely rational, ie. if man were positivley or “actively”
determined to be moral, then there would be no domain of the “ought” or of the
“imperative”™: Morality would immediately vanish and the morally good (das Gute)
would be exclusively substituted by natural “well-being” (das Wohl) ..
The above arguements of Kant can be concluded in one point: “Man is thus
. neither actively nor passwely determined.” ") Whereas negative determination would
render man an arbitrium brutum, positive determination (in the “complete’ sense)
would in a certain sense render morality a natural state of well being. Therefore, in
order that morality be possible, man must, while remaining to a certain extent”
rat1ona1 make allowance that he is also susceptible to the opposite option to morality.
This is to say that the determination of our Wiliktiir by reason must be an-incomplete
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one Moral deeds taken as an offzczum (duty) are no doubt “necessary’ outcomes of
the practical freedom according to the ‘‘universal” categorical imperative; but moral
deeds taken as a fectum is for Kant nothing but a “certain degree of preponderance
(Ubergewicht) of the reason over the sensibility” ¢. Kant also indicates: “All stimuli
of the sensuous Willkiir can not render the active ih man passive. Yet the obere Willkiir
decides itself, why it in one occasion decides for sensibility and in other occassion for
reason. No law is obtainable as regards such a decision, because there is no fixed law
- governing the two forces.” ¢7)

With all these nuances in mind we may arrive at the conclusion that, for Kant, the
human Willkiir is “free” in a literally “arbitrary’ sense which transcends even practical
freedom. Being “neither actively nor passively determined”, man is equally and at any
time Susceptible to sensation and reason. No matter what his choice niay be, he has to

bear responsibitity for hig'very choice.

" 3. The ambivalence of the Willkiir

-~ The “hybrid definition” of Willkiir reappraised

We have shown. in the previous sections that, for Kant, the human Wlllkur pres—
ents itself as a “blend” between reason and inclination. ¢ Human Willkiir, basically a
free Willkiir, can never by completely determined by reason alone; this state of affair
Kant calls an “incomplete determination of our Willklir by reason™. For Kant explicit-,
ly. states that the action of human Willkiir as arbitrium liberum is “‘contingent”. 69)
All these indicate in one way or another that Willkiir as arbz‘rrium and as free choice
possesses an original susceptibility to both morality and sensuahty In other words,
h1dden in every 1nd1v1dua1 is an original ambivalence or antagonism. In a marginal note
from his Reflexionen zur Metaphysik, Kant even calls the Willkiir of man, owing to its
ambivalence, a “mixed human Willkiir” (ein Vermischte Menschliche Willlkiir), or in
Latin a libertas hybrida, a further qualification of human Willkir as arbitrium liberum,
Kant says: “The animal Willkiir (arbitrium brutum) behaves according to rules which
are determinable through sensation. The mixed human WillkUhr (/ibertas hybrida) also
acts according to rules, the grounds of which, however, are not present i appearences;
therefore, under the same empirical conditions the same man can act differently.” 7¢)

This conception of human Willklir as a “hybrid”’ again confirms Kant’s view that
human Willkiir is “free™ but basically ambivalent. The “spontaneous” freedom of
Willklir never demarids that man must necessarily be moral. Willkur is by definition an
arbitrium, a free choice between options. Nevertheless, an over-emphasis of the am-
bivalence of the Willkiir very easily leads the whole doctrine of Willkiir into difficul-
ties. To say that the human Willkiir is an libertas hybrida evokes immediately the
questions: Are there any real connections between the options of the Willkiir? Are
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these options somehow related with one another or are they two indifferent possibili-
ties of action lying asunder? In What sense is the Willkiir a “hybrid”? ,

In-his Metaphysik der Sitten; Kant explicitly- remarks-that a-**hybrid- definition”
{definitio hybrida) of Willkiir presents the concept itself “in a false light™ "1 In this
same context Kant argues that “only freedom with regard to the inner legislation of
reason is really a power”, whereas “the possibility of deviating from legislative reason -
is a lack of power”. 72} Kant obviously wants to safeguard the concept of free Willkiir
against the misunderstanding which takes moral actions and i1idu1gen_ce in sensuality
to be two parallel and distinct options engendering arbitrarily and indifferently from
the Willkliir. Such an understanding of Willkiir would render the two options into two
unconnected and “indifferent” natural tendencies. Such a misunderstanding of the
- Willkur Kant entitles ‘Tibertas indifferentiae’ 73). ' '

To solve that seeming difficulty, we may put the matter in the following manner:
Since man is never an arbitrium brutum (ie. never passively determined), it is not
possible that he would indulge himself in the sensuous world totally without any after-
thoughts and without having ever considered the possibility of moral determination..
In fact, even indulgence itself is never pure indulgence; indulgence takes place in the
.opposing light of the other alternative of *‘rational duty”, which then acts as the
“limiting concept™ of indulgence. In other words, both morality and indulgence are to
be ﬁnderstood in the light of the moral duties of reason respectively as submission fo
" or as conscious deviation from them. In this context we may understand why Kant
says in his lectures on Péidégogik: “Whether man is by nature morally good or evil? .
None of the two, since man is by nature not a moral being at all; be will becomes so
only if his reason is raised to concepts of duty and law.” 7%) To put the issue in an
emphatic way: Even when a man is indulging, he indulges in a way which is worthy of
him as human being, as a being with rational choice but not as mere animal. To
quote a jargonized word of Aristotle: man is after all a 'Sﬁgw AaYov ;:I')WV , ever
though we are here dealing with a ?\.6'\’09 which has only an “incomplete power of
determination™.

4. Radical evil and “‘original sin”* (peccatum originarium)

A morally free person no doubt derives justification for his action exclusively
from the universality of the moral law within him. But as one who is conscious of the
totally “arbitrary™ gfound on which he as a moral agent is resting, and as one who
notices the fact that he is not “once and for all” moral, but that a moral person is
always “in the making”, one would very likely start to fear and tremble before such an
arbitrary libertas hybrida. At this point, the significance of religion emerges. The -
occasionall_y and positively determined moral agent might envisage, or in Kant’s lan-
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guage, might postulate a realm of religious objects and takes it as an “idea of the gQod
principle”. The religious realm thus postulated is however of no “humanistic” value
unless it is preceded by man’s determination for morality.

Now the problem may be seen from two aspects. On the one hand, religion
serves merely as a means for the moral end. But on the other-hand, the moral end
alone, though always pure-practically possible, is in need of certain means which
should be of use if it is to be actually and pefpetually fulfiled. This is exactly the line
of thought which underlies Kant’s religious treatise — Religion innerhalb der Grenzen
der blossen Vernunft. There, Kant starts the discussion with the notion of rac_lical evil
‘in man, which stands overagainst that of the rationally good principle. This juxtaposi-
tion of .the evil and the good unmistakably reflects the utmost ambivalence and antag-
onism of the human Willkur as Libertas hybrida. ,

As regards terminologies like *“good” and “evil”, a remark is necessary. Kant
repeatedly draws our attention upon the fact that the terms “good” and “‘evil” are
throughout history not-precisely enough defined. The reason for this is the ambiguities’
of the two corresponding Latin words -—- borum and malum. Both terms possess a two-
fold meaning as shown in the following table. 75)

das Gute _ (good) :das BGse (evil)\

] bonuml : . — | malum

~[das wohl]  (well being)  [das Ubel  (bad)”

Accgrding to the differentiation made here, only “good” and “evil” are moral
terms in the real sense, whereas “well being”™ and “bad’™ are just natural (istic) terms.
To say that man is radically or by nature evil is in fict quite ambiguous and in need
of clarification. It by no means indicates that the nafure of man weré s0 constituted,
that he were determined exclusively to be evil; for such a demand means nothing but
that man is completely conditioned, a thesis already refuted above. For if this were
the case, then we could not soundly speak of man as “evil”, since “evil” is already a
moral term. It represents man’s conscious choice between the two possible options of
action — indulgence in the sensuous or full exercise of the practical reason. If man
were bound to be “evil”, ie. if man were left without any opposite choice for being
good, then he could not be “evil” in the strict sense, but just “bad’ — “pad’’ just like
an egg being bad.

- Therefore Kant concludes that radical evil is not to be understood merely as non-
moral factual indulgence of the Willkiir in the sensuous (which is then just badand not
evil), but and active and conscious deviation from the moral duties. This tendency
toward evil Kant calls “propensity to, evil” (Hang zum BJse) which he further differ-
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entiates into frailty, impurity and wickedness. 76 To put the issue in more precise
wording: even propensity to evil presupposes the “freedom” of the Willkir, ie. the

" possibility of choice.”As w¢ have “poiiitéd out in the previous section, both options of

the Willkiir must be understood in the light of our capacity of morality respectively as
submission to or conscious deviation from it. For Kant there is in fact no such thing as
natural evil. Evil in the strict sense is always “morally evil,” which can be found only

in our own act. To quote Kant’s own word as conclusion: “ Hence a propensity to evil.

can inhere only in the moral capacity of the Willkiir. 277 i

As an arbitrium man is left alone to adopt his own maxim of action. Man as a
free but yet “incompletely free” Willkiir can either subject himself under the moral
law, but can as well consciously deviates from it. This tendency or propensity to adopt
evil maxims is the radical evil. This conscious but evil choice precedes any evil action.
It is itself not an empirical action and may be called the “original sin” (peccatum
originarium) in a philosophical sense in contrast to a concrete evil deed as peccatum
derivativum. Original sin in this sense is only an intelligible fact and it concerns merely
the very option of the human mind (Gemiit); it rests finally on nothing but the “in-
completeness” of our rational power as such. It has no temporal origin like the fall of
Adam and Bve but has its origin in the reason itself ( Vernunftsursprung). 78’

-Kant’s introduction of the doctrine of the radical evil as an original pr-operéity or

choice explains why one should be responsible for one’s own evil deed. All evil deeds
as derived sins owe their origin in the peccatum originarium, the radical evil, which is
rooted antagonistically together with rational goodness in our own reason. This an-
tagonism Kant characterizes as “the conflict of the good with the evil principle for
sovereignty over man” 7 ) _
As shown above, the moral law itself provides the a priori condition of possibili-
ty of morality, but from an “applied” practical point of view, the radical evil in
man steadily threatens a moral agent with the possibility of fallenness, for our_WilIkﬁr
is “by nature” evil as well as good. Here, religion sets in to furnish as a means for the

“application” of morality. What serves as a medns necessarily has its “uses”.

I The “Use” of religion .

After the publicatioh of the Religion in 1793, Kant finds himself involved in
conflict with the Prussian censoring authority. Even the Prussian monarch Frederick
William II himself showed displeasﬁre of Kant’s provocative treatment of the Chris-
tian faith. Subsequently, Kant has to write the King a letter submitting his “error”.

While remaining humble in his letter, Kant does not miss the chance of expressing the -

genuine aims of his doctrine of religion. In the letter says Kant: “They were only
written as scholarly discussions... in order to determine how religion may be inculcated
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most clearly and forcefully into the hearts of men... »80) As to the Christian faith,
Kant goes further: “For I do not regard it as a depreciation of a revealed doctrine to
say that, in relation to its practical use (which constitutes the essential part of all
religion), it must be interpreted in accordance with the principle of pure rational faith
and must be urged on openly.” 31 ‘

As stated in the first part of this paper, we are dealing in rehglon primarily with
the “idea” of God as an example of moral perfection. But before embarking upon this
idea and ifs fse to humanity, we must repeatedly stress the point that, for Kant,
theology must be preceded by morality. Kant strongly safeguards the integrity of
morality as an end in itself which is possible even “without the concept of God” 2).
This attitude of Kant immediately evokes the question: If ethics subsists of itself,
what is then the poiﬁt of having religion; Here we again embark upon the question:
what is the “use” of religion, understood as basically “humanistic”, to humanity?

The idea of God acts as a useful means to render morality, which is in the pure
practical domain a priori possible, actually realizable in its application. In face of the
hidden antagonism of evil and good in human Willkiir, an acting person who is freely
~ determined to be moral and is conscious of his possible retreat back to the evil envi-
sages the idea of God which is for Kant nothing but the “personified idea of the good
principle”®3). In his letter to Fichte, Kant says: God is useful (niitzlich) as a means
“for my inner improvement”384). God in this sense acts as nothing but an “Example”,
an “archetype” (Urbild, prototypon)®®), an “Ideal”®6) or a “moral hero”®7), in
whofn we find moral perfection in its complete manifestation (telos). As a moral
person, one is “entitled to look upon himself as an object not unworthy of divine
approval”®®). God as an' Ideal is for Kant an object of “imitation” 89). This especially
applies to the Christican faith which understands Christus as an “archetype (who) has
come down to us from heaven and has assumed our humanity”?®). As an object of
our imitation, the ideal of God or simply Christus himself enables the morally deter-
mined agent to acquire “new strength and courage”®'’. The Ideal of Christus serves
here as the “motive power” (Kraft der Triebfeder) -gz)which safeguards man against
“the obstacles in his nature”. '

In the previous sections, we have drawn our attention to the fact that, a moral
person, as a momentary free agent, can never guarantiee his state of morahty to be
perpetually actual, since the radical evil is always with him. A moral person is always
in the making, namely through his constant combat against the obstacles within his
reason. Exactly here the usefulness of the prototypon God comes to manifestation.
On this account Kant speaks not only of a “moral improvement of man ”° 3)@ but also
of a “continuous ” or “unending progress” **?. '

Christus ( )(Pto"_c,é ¢ ), which usually means the “anointed” (Messiah in Heb-
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rew), now manifests to be nothing but Chrestus, a name, which Greek ‘original,.

7“{’“,10'?09, exactly bears the meaning of “the useful’> °5) Before ending up our

~discussion of the “useful” in this sense, it seems relevant here to mention the subtle =
distinction Kant has made between taking Christus as an archetype and taking Christus .

as anthropomorphically existent. Christus as an archetype is just a product of human
reason, precisely, an- idea, or an Ideal. An anthropomorphically existent Christus,
however, is taken not merely as a rational fiction, but as a factum which should be
objectively schematizable. As an archetype, . Christus can only be of “symbolic
‘meaning”. *®? Here we conceive Christus as an archetype only “according to analogy”
{secundum analogiam) ®7), or in other words, by means of schematism of analogy.
“Schematism of analogy” is for Kant just another expression of “symbolization™? 8,
which differs totally from objective schematism. Whereas the former is ’just of re-
gulative and heuristic function, the latter supposedly purports to have real reference.
“Tg transform the schematism of analogy into a schematism of objective determina-
tion (for the extension of our knowledge ) is anthropomorphism, which has, from the
moral point of view (in religion), most injurious consequences.” °°%)

The two conceptions of Christus -— the “archetypic” and the “anthropomorphic”
— therefore have completely different ‘uses and hence different outcomes. Whereas
- Christus as archetype presupposes the integrity of morality and in this way leads to
moral theology, the anthropomorphic conception of God or Christus leads to mysti-
cism, fetishism and statutory faith and has as its outcome the dogma of “theological
morals” in which freedom and dignity of man are utterly suppressed.

To serve as the mo'rally “useful™, God or Christus (understood as Chrestus }is
just a human fiction, a projection, an idea or an Ideal. The God-man relationship
built thereupon is therefore not a theocratic, but a “humanistic” one, of which the
final end is nothing but the promotion of the moral worth of humaﬁity. Thus a true
- moral agent would not be able to stand an anthropomophic God who would impose
upon him divine commandments. As a moral agent, the idea of God which he postu-
lates is in harmony with the principle of goodnes.s in him. It is therefore thoroughly

possible thdt a moral agent looks up to his duties “not unwillingly” as if they were.

divine. commands. However, if this intellectual fiction of God should be rendered
objective and man’s morality should be preceded by an all-mighty God, divine com-
mandments would become “annoying” (listig) for those who actually want to be
moral themselves. In this way, dogmatic theology and revealed religion might become
an impairment of morality which is the end and the worth of mankind as such.

- Inthe third and the fourth parts of the Religion, Kant defines the “pure religion”
and the “true church” on the one hand but makes allowance for the different historical
and revealed faiths on the other. Here Kant touches upon the notion of “kingdom of
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God”. Just like the notion of God itself, “kingdom of God™ is also an Ideal “which is
to exert a propelling force in the understanding of those who want to be morally
good”, * 90) In the Religion, Kant makes the symbolic nature of this notion clear by
quoting a famous passage from Luke: “The kingdom of God cometh not in visible
form. Neither shall they say, Lo here; or lo there! For, behold, the kingdom of God
is within you ... ? 1) ' - ¢

Likewise and in opposition to the clericalism { Pfaffentum) of the revealed faith,
Kant characterizes the “service of God™ as a purely moral service. ““The true (moral)
service of God..., is itself, indeed, like the kingdom, invisible, ie. a service of the heart.”
102) Moral service (officium liberum) differs from the pseudo-service (officium mer-
cenarium) in that it does not worship God for God’s sake. It has no pathological fear
of God (since he is himself willingly moral), nor does he have to flatter God in face of
possible sensuous rewards (because morality is for him already an end in itself). Ser-
vice in this moral sense is ingenuously engendered from a moral agent who never fears
God but has the “sincerest reverence” ' ®*’or the “deepest veneration” (die wahrhaf-
teste Ehrfurcht) 1°%) for a divine realm which he as a moral agent readily postulates'so
that he might conceive the world in its highest synthesis — as a harmonious moral
world (regnum gratine). *°%’

As to the historical faiths, Kant’s attitude is though critical but not completely
nullifying. In a somewhat Hegeliém manner Kant attributes historical significance to
all existing faiths (with all their impurities like fetishism, idolatry and other religious

illusions) with the expectation, however, that they may step by siep strive for the goal . -

of a pure religion. To do so, the church should bgcome conscious of itself being a- '
mere “vehicle” (Leitmittel) 1°% toward the pure rational religion so that it fnight
“steadily approximate” to the pure rational faith and “in time... dispense with the
churchly faith”. 107

In the posthumously published Vorarbeiten zur Religion innerhalb der Grenzen
der blossen Vernunft, Kant remarks however with resignation: “It is remarkable; the
more annoying (ldstiger) a religion or a belief may be, the more will man stick to it,
because they are then freed from self-improvement and they then try to be more
.obedient.” 198) ' . '
| Just like a moral person being always in the making, we may consistently say
that the “kingdom of God”; which is itself an Ideal of reason, is also in the making.
How far is mankind with this process of self-fulfilment and self-ennoblement? This is
a question which human reason itself has to answer. No God \'zvill tell us if we are really
on our way toward a pure rational faith or if we are constantly indulged in the most
“artifical 'self-deception” 109 Only the human conscience, which is the highest
tribunal of morality, can judge whether we are honorably using religion, or if we are

just inauthentically misusing it.
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