Dwelling at Ease and Awaiting Destiny:
“Taoism’’ in the “Confucian’ Chung Yung

Frank Stevenson

ABSTRACT

The Chung Yung, though known to have “formed a bridge between
Taoism and Buddhism and the Confucian school . . . thus ushering in the Neo-
Confucian movement,” is traditionally seen, along with the Ta Hsiieh, as one
of the “Confucian” classics, This essay takes a look at the Taoist side of
this diffuse and loosely structured text, seeing it as the broader and deeper
psychological-metaphysical ground of the Confucian ethical-political focus.
But the psychological yin ( & )-intension into subtle interiority is just the
reversal of the metaphysical fei ( & )extension into cosmic exteriority,
and so is identified with it: this is the Taoist identity of self-cosmos or self-
Tao. Here the chih ch'eng, =3 , “absolute sincerity” of the Way of
Heaven and Taoist sage (as opposed to the “trying to be sincere” of the
Confucian way of man) is viewed as self-completion in the sense of full
self-expression, self-transparency that unconceals (inner/outer) truth of Tao.
The chin ( 5 ) of chin chih hsing, 2V , “self-development” is inter-
preted, following Pound’s translation, as the paradoxical filling/emptying of
self, an “aporia.”” Absolute sincerity is compared with the self-disclosure and
unconcealment of Heidegger’s eigentlich, authentic (“ownmost™) dasein in
Being and Time. It may be that in the Chung Yung as in Plato, metaphysical
understanding includes and “‘embodies’ ethical action.
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In chapter 20 of the Chung Yung, Doctrine of the Mean, we hear the
words: “Sincerity is the Way of Heaven. The attainment of sincerity is the
way of man.”! Bahm translates: “Nature’s way is to be genuine. Man’s way
is to become genuine.”? In the following passage, the very “Confucian’-
sounding effort of the way of man—“He who tries ro be sincere is one who
chooses the good and holds fast to it . . . Study (the way to be sincere) exten-
sively, inquire into it accurately, think it over carefully, sift it clearly, and
practice it earnestly. . . ”—is contrasted with the very “Taocist’-sounding
non-effort of the Way of Heaven, or of the sheng jen ( EEA , sage, holy
man). “He who is sincere is one who hits upon what is right (chung, tf , hit
or center) without effort and apprehends without thinking. He is naturally
and easily in harmony with the Way. Such a man is a sage.”

This purely metaphysical “being sincere” is the Way of Heaven; it is
the absolute truth or full expression (aletheia, unconcealment) of Nature
(cosmos) and too of human nature; it is not so much an ideal for man to aim
at (for this would suggest an ethical trying-to-be sincere) as an absolute,
actualized, completed nature (which finds its completion in nature-Nature or
self-cosmos fusion), a pure actuality as opposed to the would-be sincere man’s
(ethical man’s) potential realization of the goal Seen in this light, as purely
metaphysical (and so transcending ethics), the self-completed, spontaneous,
thoughtless and effortless act of “being sincere” looks strikingly Taoist.>

We know in any case that the Chung Yung, one of the Four Books in
the classical Confucian canon, is, as W.T. Chan points out, more “psycholo-
gical and metaphysical, religious and mystical in tone” than the (socio-politi-
cal, rational, methodological) Ta Hsiieh ( K22 , Great Learning), that it
indeed “comes very close to the more mystical aspect of the Book of
Mencius,” and that it “formed a bridge between Taoism and Buddhism
and the Confucian school . . . thus ushering in the Neo-Confucian move-
ment.” Furthermore: “What attracted the Taoists, Buddhists and the Neo-
Confucianists were the two main subjects of the book, the very subjects
on which Confucius’ pupils ‘could not hear his views,” namely, human nature
and the Way of Heaven.”*

In Chung Yung 14 we are told that the chiln tzu (great man, superior
man) “lives at eas” and waits for his destiny.” In this essay I intend to
take a close look at what I see as the Taoist side of the “Confucian” Chung
Yung, focusing on the concepts of Tao, chung yung (“the Mean™) and cheng-
“sincerity”. I will interpret this Taoist side or aspect particularly in terms of
spontaneity or non-effort {“living at ease’) and self-completion or self-actua-
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lization as a cosmic return-to-nature (“waiting for destiny’). The play, in
the Chung-Yung as in Lao-Tzu, of duality/non-duality, (self-) concealing/
(self-Junconcealing, (self-)limiting/(self-) unlimiting and expression/quiesence
(or manifestation/return) will lead into a final discussion of similar patterns—
truth as “disclosure” and “authenticity” —in Heidegger and in Anaximander
and Heraclitus via Heidegger’s interpretation in Early Greek Thinking.

Chung Yung 1 begins like this:  “What Heaven imparts to man is called
human nature (hsing). To follow our nature is called the Way (Tao). Culti-
vating the Way is called education. The Way cannot be separated from
us for a moment. What can be separated from us is not the Way.”

“What Heaven imparts . . . ” The T"ien Ming ( K#n , order or decree
of Heaven) has here, in addition to its traditional Confucian ethical/political
senses— Heaven as ideal standard for the self/state—a more metaphysical
or even mystical sense, as perhaps in Mencius. This is: Heaven destins
to us our birth, our human life and nature. Hsing, # | “nature” is a heart
on the left and life or birth on the right; Graham points out that in ancient
Chinese philosophy hsing and sheng ( 4 , life) were often used interchange-
ably.S Thus it is our fate, as decreed by T’ien or Tien Tao, to be born as
humans, with the life or nature of humans. Wieger emphasizes that ming
(4r) is ling (4 ), decree with the addition of a mouth ( O ), and thus
an order given orally: “In the philosophical language, £% means the decree
by which heaven calls men to life and determines their fate. . . (the) mouth
of heaven dictating to man his destiny between . . . heaven and earth,”®
And sheng ( BB, “wise”, ‘““sage”) has too a mouth ( 1) and ear ( H ).

Graham reminds us that in thinking of hsing as nature/life/birth we
cannot take it as a fixed point in the past, a point of origin:

. early Chinese thinkers who discuss hsing (4% ) seldom seem
to be thinking of fixed qualities going back to a thing’s origin

. rather they are concerned with developments which are
spontaneous but realize their full potentialities only if uninjured
and adequately nourished. Mencius in particular seems never to
be looking back toward birth, always forward to the maturation
of a continuing growth ... often (early Chinese concepts) tend
to be more dynamic than their nearest Western equivalents, . . 7

Thus we must keep in mind this dynamic, future-directed or teleological
sense of hsing-nature—as a potentiality to be developed, actualized—as
well as the teleological force of ming-destiny as a force of actualization,
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self-completion and perhaps (as we shall see) return. Graham quotes a pas-
sage from Chuang-Tzu 19 which wondrously distinguishes three terms,
hsing, ming and ku ( £ , the preceding, the original):

“Confucius (questioning a skilful swimmer) said: ‘What do you
mean by ““I began from what was originally in me, grew up ac-
cording to my nature, matured according to what was decreed
for me”?

He said: ‘Having been born on land I am at ease on land; that
was originally in me (ku). Having grown up in water I am at ease
in water; that is my nature (hsing). I swim like this without
knowing how I do it; that is what was decreed for me (ming).”

It's interesting to notice here not only that Asing-nature is that according
to which one grows up but also that it is associated with water, that in
which one is “at ease”; similarly, ming-destiny is that according to which
one matures, but it is also connected here with the act of swimming “without
knowing how one does it” in this “water” of one’s nature, already distin-
guished from the “land” of one’s physical/material ku-origin. In growing up
there is substantial self-transformation (fzu-hwae, E4L ); in the full maturity
of realizing on€’s destiny there is actualization.

“To follow our nature is called the Way.” We assume this means: if we
follow our nature, then we are on the right path (Tao). This is a path leading
inward, to the interior, to that nature which was sent or destined to us
by Heaven. But “following our nature’ suggests that hsing-nature is already
a path, a Tao; is there any distinction between hsing and Tao? Perhaps the
Way is to follow the way of/into our (hidden) inner nature; the Way is not
just a thing (path) but the act of following. Shuai ( 2 )-follow actually
combines the meanings of “lead” and “follow”. Thus: “to lead/follow our
nature is called Tao,” or “to act according to our nature is Tao.” Could it
also mean: “The Tao leads/follows/acts according to our nature”? To say
this sounds like Lao-Tzu in chapter 25 of the Tao Te Ching:

Man follows (fz, % ) earth,
Earth fa Heaven, Heaven f& Tao,
Tao fa spontaneity (fzu ran, BR ).

This passage, in which fo can also be translated “is in accordance with” or
“is modeled after” and fzu-ren “‘self-s0” or “natural’” is sometimes taken as
evidence of the self-generating, self-transforming (zzu-hwa), generated-from-
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within nature of Lao-Tzv’s Tao.

““Cultivating the Way is called education.” Surely this asiu (& )-cultiva-
tion and chizo ( # )-education are Confucian more than Taoist terms; hsiu
really means repairing, pruning, sharpening. One might thus think of the
archer’s “sharpening of his aim” at the end of Chung Yung 14, in a passage
Ezra Pound has called a summary of the ethics of the Chung Yung: “Confu-
cius said, ‘In archery we have something resembling the Way of the superior
man. When the archer misses the center of the target, he turns around and
seeks for the cause of failure within himself.’”® This hsiu-sharpening may
also be echoed by the “‘axe handle” passage of chapter 13, which Pound
claims summarizes the Chung Yung's politics: 1°

Confucius said, *“The Way is not far from man. When a man
pursues the Way and yet remains away from man, his course
cannot be considered the Way. The Book of Odes says, ‘In
hewing an axe handle, in hewing an axe handle, the pattern is not
far off.” If we take an axe handle to hew another axe handle and
look askance from the one to the other, we may still think the
pattern is far away. Therefore the superior man governs men as
men, in accordance with human nature, and as soon as they
change (what is wrong), he stops. Conscientiousness (chung,
%) and altruism (shu, 2 ) are not far from the Way. What you
do not wish others to do to you, do not do to them.”

But when we consider this “cultivating” at the opening of Chung Yung
1—“hsiu Tao is called chiao-education” —we seem to be in a conceptual zone
wider than the ethical-political, one that encompasses the metaphysical and
cosmic. “T’ien ming is called hsing, following hsingis called Tao, sharpening
Tao is called education: the final terms here are collapsed or telescoped
forward and inward, brought to a single focus. For clearly we sharpen/culti-
vate not just the Way but also our nature, just as we follow not just our
nature but also (the Way of) Heaven. Again we wonder: is there any
distinction, finally, between Heaven, nature and Tao? And whether or not
there is a difference, if the Tao (of Heaven) leads/follows (us into) our
hsing-nature, then what is it to “‘sharpen’ this Tao with a purely metaphysical
or Taoist chiao-learning? Perhaps it is this: to know or see the path of
Tao more clearly, more intimately, to follow it further inward. This
sharpening as clear seeing is, like aiming, a focus, a reducing of the target to
a point. As Lao-Tzu says, “The way of learning (fso hsiieh, doing study)
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accumulates each day./The way of Tao (o Tao) reduces each day.”!’

““The Way cannot be separated from us for a moment. What can be
separated from us is not the Way.” This non-separation of man and Tao
may include, I think, the ethical-political “nearness’”” of man and Way in the
above-quoted axe handle passage: “The Way is not far from man . . . There-
fore the superior man governs men as men, in accordance with human nature
.. 7 (Pound translates, closer to the tool metaphor perhaps, “uses men in
governing men.... ’'?) That is, the more purely metaphysical Tao may
include the ethical-political ““Tao of man™ which is really the objective ideal
of manhood or of human nature as a social entity, a matrix of relationships
with other men. The purely metaphysical or Taoist Way that “cannot be
separated from us even for a moment” is clearly more radically intimate, or
immanent: here it is a question of the Tao’s relation to the self rather than
the Tao-mediated relation of man to man. This metaphysical non-separation
of man-Tao is thus both more encompassing and more interior than the
ethical-political nearness of man-Tao.

How then are we to understand or even approach this Way that cannot
be separated from us? In our very attempt to understand it, have we not
already objectified it and thus separated it from ourselves? We remember
[a0-Tzu'’s opening lines:

The way that can be spoken of is not the constant Way,
The name that can be named is not the constant Name.

The standard interpretation of these lines is: the ch'ang Tao { H3E ), con-
stant/eternal/true Way lies beyond the reach of human understanding/
words/names/conceptsfobjectives/ideals. A further refinement of this inter-
pretation goes like this: in our very attempt to think/understand/say the
Way— tao ke tao, “‘the way that can be spoken of’—we objectify it and so
separate it from ourselves, creating an artificial and illusory man-Tao duality.
Thus “the way that can be spoken of”’ is not the true/constant Way (or
Name); that Way lies always already within us, hidden behind or beneath our
attempts to think/conceptualize/express.

It is in this light that I see the Way “that cannot be separated from us”
of Chung Yung 1. The Way cannot be separated from us because we are,
in our essence, already the Way. For li ( Bf , separated) here Legge has “left”
and Pound “departed from”, both of which stress the literal/visual meaning
of Way; Bahm has “‘disowned”, emphasizing self-possession and interiority,
and in his footnote suggests “abandoned”.’® But Lao-Tzu thinks it is
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possible, in some sense, to “abandon” Tao, for in chapter 23 he says:
“Therefore he who follows Tao is identified with Tao./ . . . He who abandons
(Tao) is identified with the abandonment (of Tao).” His “‘abandonment”
is reflected back at/tofinto him as by a mirror; perhaps though this is no true
abandonment of Tao but a self-created and so illusory one.

Now consider again the lines from Chung Yung 20: “Sincerity is the
Way of Heaven. The attainment of sincerity is the way of man” From a
Taoist point of view, no doubt, though possibly not from a Confucian one—
and this raises a question to which no answer will be attempted— the “trying
to be sincere” of the way of man, involving as it does study, inquiry,
thinking, sifting and practicing, is a way which sets the goal (being
sincere) as an ideal or object separated from the self that studies/practices/
pursues it. This way creates the illusory duality and thus must struggle to
overcome itself, while the Taoist sage ““who is sincere is one who hits upon
what is right without effort and apprehends (ze, 15, gets) without thinking.
He is naturally and easily in harmony with the Way (tsung jung chung tao,
733, from within himself hits the target of Tao).”

This Way of the opening lines of the Chung Yung, then, cannot be
separated from us “‘even for a moment.” This “moment” hsii yii ( 75 R ) is
striking here. It not only reinforces the intimate fusion of man-Tao or (in my
view) inner presence of Tao in man; it also subtly introduces the themes of
temporality and hidden interiority, the tiny or minute. The following lines of
Chung Yung 1 say:

Therefore the superior man is cautious (chieh shen, FIE )
over what he does not see and apprehensive over what he does
not hear. There is nothing more visible than what is hidden
(yin, B2 ) and nothing more manifest than what is subtle (wej,
#% , minute). Therefore the chiin tzu is watchful over himself
(shen, 1& ) when he is alone.

Pound takes the shen as ““The eye (at the right) looking straight into the
heart.”!* Shen-cautious is the same as shen-self-watching: it means seeing
even the darkest, most secret (yin) and minute (wei) parts of oneself, of one’s
inner nature or Tao. But is there not a duality of subject-object in this
cautious self-observation? Perhaps, but I sense again a more radical “near-
ness” here than in the case of the ethical archer who, missing the bull’s-eye,
turns around (fan &) and seeks for the cause of failure within himself;
in shen-introspection one is perhaps gazing inward with a finer focus, with a
vision so straight ( {& ) that the duality disappears.
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The piay or paradox in this passage of concealment/manifestation echoes
{or is echoed by) Lao-Tzu’s opening lines:

The way that can be spoken of is not the constant Way,
The name that can be named is not the constant Name.
The Nameless (wu ming, ##4 , Nothing names) (is)

the origin of Heaven and Earth,
The Named (yu ming, %4 , Being names) (is)

mother of all things.
Therefore let there always be Non-being

so we may see their subtlety (mizo, ¥ ),
And let there always be Being so we may see their outcome.
The two are the same, but after they are produced

they have different names.
They both may be called deep and profound (hsuan, % ).
Deeper and more profound, the door of all subtleties!

Subtlety (miao, essence, “woman” on the left and “small” on the right)
and outcome (manifestation) are “the same, but come out with different
names.” Come out of where? Their common (inner) source? We note that
“come out” (ch’u, B ) gives a certain priority to the inside as source or
origin. The inner source is associated with constant Way, nameless origin of
Heaven-Earth (Nature), and Non-being; manifestation is associated with Being,
the named mother (of all creatures, the “world’’) and the “way that can be
spoken of.” And yet these two (Being and Non-being) are “the same,”
they have 2 common root . . . in what? In Non-being? In chapter 40 Lao-
Tzu says ‘‘Being is born from Non-being,” but in chapter 2, “Being Non-being
together born (yu wu hsiang sheng, 5 f&#H4:).” From the one point of view
this sameness of Being and Nothing is indeed in the form of a common root—
in a deeper Nothing; from the other, it is the mere identity of two opposite
poles of a horizontal dialectic.

In the following lines of Chung Yung 1 this subtle interiority of Tao as
our vertical root-origin is associated with its sense as horizontal zero-point
or identity of opposites, that is, with the chung-equilibrium state of mind or
consciousness before the arousal or manifestation of thoughts/feelings:

Before the feelings are aroused (fa, # ) it is called chung ( & )-
equilibrium. When these feelings are aroused and each and all
attain due measure and degree (chie chung chie, Hrh#i ),
it is called harmony (he, f1 ). Equilibrium is the great founda-
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tion of the world, and harmony its universal path.

Here the state of chung-balance (Pound: “axis in the center”) looks
like mind as blank slate, Lao-Tzu’s p’u ( ), “uncarved block” or the “clean
mirror” of Buddhism. Yet this point of chung-balance is the “great founda-
tion of the world” (T”ien hsic chih ta pen, K 22 K& , “heaven-under’s
great root” or ‘‘great root of the universe” for Pound). The self’s deepest
interior forms the root of the entire Heaven-under, empire, world or cosmos;
when we are truly “centered” we become the world’s center and foundation.
The psychological domain stretches out (through the ethical-political) to
encompass the metaphysical and cosmic.

This “‘great root” has several echoes in Lao-Tzu—the “valley of the
world” in chapter 28, for instance, or the “valley spirit” of chapter 6, that
“subtle and profound female” (hsiian pin, %41, ) whose “gate . . . is the root
of heaven and earth.”” Indeed, Lao-Tzu seems to have a kind of “‘geocentric”
or yin-centric priority, a priority to yin-female, yin-interior, shr ( 15)-
origin, miao ( ¥ )subtlety, in spite of the fact that his Tao has the two sides,
essence/manifestation, the same in origin but “different coming out.” The
Taoist Tao has this priority to yin-essence because, as I see it, though always
manifesting itself from the origin the Tao is also ever returning-to-origin.

In the first passage of Chung Yung 1 this same kind of priority may be
felt: we have “nothing more visible than what is yin-hidden, nothing more
manifest than what is wei-subtle.” Of course, even here one might give equal
weight to either term— visible or hidden, manifest or subtle—in the paradoxi-
cal identity of opposites. But we may feel that in the second passage, quoted
above, any priority to yin is absent: fearousal and he-harmony balance
chung-equilibrium, the “universal path” balances the “great foundation.” Do
we sense, then, in Chung Yung 1, if not in the chung (not a very frequently
used term in either Lao-Tzu or Chuang-Tzu) then in the se-harmony of our
thoughts/feelings once they are manifested and “all attain due harmony and
degree” (chie chung chie, all attain chung-balance or chung-centering), a
“Confucian” firm centering of oneself, balancing, proper ordering and regula-
tion of thoughts/words/actions in society? Do we sense a Confucian way of
man in the “Tao of heaven-under,” path of empire or world, rather than a
Taoist Way of Heaven?

This is a crucial question which, though it must be faced, perhaps cannot
be answered. The notions of origin, non-being, root on the vertical model or
zero-point on the horizontal—these are all Taoist. But if we take the chie
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chung chie above as a fixed order, as system or hierarchy of fe-aroused
thoughts/feelings, then this kind of he-harmony contrasts with Lao-Tzu’s
chaos or disharmony of the p'u mind once it starts to form thoughts/objecti-
fications/distinctions, once it begins to separate itself from itself as the “way
that can be spoken of.” The following lines of Chung Yung 1 say: “When
equilibrium and harmony are realized to the highest degree, heaven and earth
will attain their proper order and all things will flourish.” Here “proper
order’” is wei (fif, position, rank, order). If wei is thought of as an order
that separates, as in rank or hierarchy, as the two terms heaven and earth
{with heaven above earth), then this duality contrasts with the non-duality of
the Way of Heaven-Earth (Way of Nature) of Chung Yung 26:

The Way of Heaven-Farth (Tien #i chih Tao, R#ZE ) may
be completely described in one sentence: {They are) without
any doubleness (bu erh, RE. ) and so produce things in an un-
fathomable way. (Bahm: “The nature of Nature may be
summed up in one word: “genuineness.” It is free from dupli-
city. How it does what it does is a mystery.)

This bu erh, non-doubleness of Heaven and Earth—which could mean
non-separation of Heaven and Earth as well as non-duality of Nature—
is a vital characteristic of the Taoist Tao, as against a Confucian tao of man
based on correlation of separate points, ordering of levels in a hierarchy
(heaven above earth, emperor above man) and mediation among men
(“nearness” of tao to man) in society. The non-duality of this purely meta-
physical or cosmic Tao might suggest a kind of fethate, “‘suchness” of
Nature, as in Lao-Tzu’s “self-so-ness”: “Earth follows Heaven,/Heaven
follows Tao,/Tao follows fzu-ran ( B4XK, self-so, spontaneity, nature).
And yet, in this unfathomable Way there is too an ever-present play of
duality within non-duality, Heaven and Earth within Nature, of duplicity
perhaps within the absolute sincerity. Heaven-Earth creates the universe
and yet is one with its creation; it is a mystery and a paradox. Although
the implicit duality (hiding or playing within the non-duality) is quite dif-
ferent from the explicit duality of a heaven-earth attaining “proper order”
when “equilibrium and harmony are realized to the highest degree” —and
we notice that the latter fails to give priority to heaven-earth as creator or
origin, as if they really represented, rather, a way of man— there is still a kind
of duality hiding within this Taoist Tao, something like Lao-Tzu’s Tao which
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has the inner/outer sides, originally the same but “coming out with different
names.”

Thus, there may be three views of the relation between chung-equilib-
rium and he-harmony in the Chung Yung. On one view they are the essence
(quiescent origin) and manifestation (dynamic tzu-ling, B4 , self-ordering)
sides of a Taoist Tao; on another, they are a Taoist state of quiescence
(already completed infidentified with its manifestation or self-ordering)
in relation to a Confucian way of harmony in manifestation, in pro-
per thought and action; on a third, they may be two sides, passive and
active, of a Confucian way of man. It is perhaps pointless to try to dis-
tinguish or analyze these senses of Tao in this book, as no doubt they are in
some way mixed, even if the Chung Yung is the work of a single author,
which is dubious.'® Nevertheless I'm going to assume, for the purposes of
this investigation, that it is at least possible to see chung/he as two sides,
interior/exterior, of a “Taoist” Tao. The association of ke with yung ( &)
in chapter 2 can be one piece of evidence in support of this interpretation,
as we shall now see.

Chung Yung 2 begins with the chung yung ( /& ): “Confucius said,
“The chiin fzu (superior man) embodies the course of the Mean; the mean
man (hsizo jen, /NA.) acts contrary to (fan, [Z ) the course of the Mean.””
The first thing that strikes one here is: where is the verb? The Chinese just
says, “Chiin tzu chung yung,” “Great man chung yung. ”” Thus Legge inserts
“embodies,” which I think is better than Chan’s (too rationalistic, too Con-
fucian) “exemplifies’; Bahm has “retains” and Pound has “finds”, also sug-
gestive.'® TLegge claims that “some verb must be understood between
£F and HfE, and I have supposed it to be £, with most of the para-
phrasts.™'7  Ti (#2)-“body” can also have the sense of “substance” or
“being” in philosophical discourse, but I like it here for the priority it gives
here to physical interiority, appropriation of one’s ownmost self.

The second problem that immediately confronts us here—indeed almost
the most subtle and mysterious of the many subtle mysteries of this book—
is this: what does yung ( & ) mean? Chan comments: “In the Analects,
chung-yung, often translated ‘the Mean, denotes ‘moderation,” but here
(in the Chung Yung) chung means what is central and yung means what is
universal and harmonious.”*® And Chu Hsi in his twelfth century Preface
to the text, which he redivided, reclarified and thus popularized, said:
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Master Ch’eng 1 said, ‘“‘By chung (central) is meant what is not
one-sided, and by yung (ordinary) is meant what is unchangeable.
Chung is the correct path of the world and yung is the definite
principle of the world.” This work represents the central way
(ksin fa, 13 ) in which the doctrines of the Confucian school
have been transmitted. ... '*

Although here Chu Hsi, by calling chung the ““correct path of the world,”
reminds us of the description of he-harmony in chapter 1 as “the world’s
universal path,” he equates, as do Legge and Chan, the yung of chapter 2 with
the ke of chapter 1.

Nearly all (the paraphrasts) seem to be agreed that B here is
the same as BIF] in the last chapter. On the change of terms,
Chu Hsi quotes from the scholar Yu ( # ), to the effect that
A is said with the nature and feelings in view, and i , with

reference to virtue and conduct.?®

But Legge also points out, in an earlier note, that the original and accepted
meaning of yung for interpreters of the text, before it started to be read as
“unchanging” (by Ch’ang I) and as “‘harmonious,” was K’ang-ch’ang’s sense
of the term: “He takes BE in the sense of A , ‘to use,” ‘to employ,” which is
the first given to it in the dictionary, and is found in the Shu-ching, 1, i, par.
9.°%"  Finally, Legge also reminds us that Chu Hsi said (though not in the
Preface quoted above) that “Yung means ordinary, constant;” “common”
and “ordinary” is the first meaning for yung in my dictionary and, [ believe,
its most common modern use.

My own feeling is that “use” and “‘common’ are the richest interpreta-
tions of yung; Hughes takes it as an active “use”, a real praxis, and translates
the title of the book “Mean-in-Action.” I we take yung as “use” in the
phrase, “chiin tzu chung yung,” it could have the nominal sense—“Chiin tzu
(embodies) the use of the Mean”—and it could also, although its position
after chung might weigh against this, have the verbal sense, “Chiin tzu uses
the Mean,” thus supplying our missing verb. We notice that if taken as
“common” the yung seems to disappear: “Chiin fzu (embodies) the
(common) Mean.” Chiin tzu “commons” the Mean makes no sense unless
we think of “commons” as “is one with”—a very interesting possibility, as
then we get a dynamic sense of use and action (verbal sense) coupled with
the sense of “common.”” In the standard translation (Legge’s and Chan’s)
of this book’s title as Doctrine of the Mean, has yung been taken as
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“doctrine” —like the tao of Tao ke tao, “Way that can be spoken of” —or
has it, as I suspect, been taken as “common’ and so gone sous rasure, been
erased, disappeared?

Pound translates the opening of chapter 2 like this: “Chung Ni said:
‘The master man finds the center and does not waver; the mean man runs
counter to the cirqulation about the invariable.’”” He apparently takes yung
in its first appearance as “‘not wavering,” similar to “unchanging,” though one
feels here that it’s less a metaphysical “unchanging” than a subjective,
psychological “unwobbling” or “firmness” of will or spirit. In the following
phrase about the Asizo jen, “small man,” however, Pound introduces a new
image: yung is the “circulation™ about the invariable (unwobbling) pivot or
axis of chung (Might one also see it the other way, with chung circling about
or surrounding ( 47) the unchanging yung? Pound would probably say it’s
pointless to try to distinguish the two in this way, as they are so intimately
bound tegether.)

At this point in his translation the poet adds a brief note: “The two
ideograms chung and yung represent most definitely a process in motion, an
axis round which something turns.”** To think of yung as a process (we
remember Pound translates Tao as “process”) of motion, of circulation
around the fixed axis of chung is one way to think of it as the use or action
of the Mean. Indeed, if we take the chung-Mean as the yin-subtle origin-
state or empty state of pre-aroused consciousness, then yung could be the
usefaction of aroused thoughts/feelings in their he-harmony, that is, the
exterior or “‘manifest” side of a Taoist Tao. On any interpretation, chung,
yung and Tao are too closely intertwined to be clearly distinguished,
but Pound may be thinking of Tao as the process of chung and yung
in their interaction (yung circling the axis of chung), which seems reasonable.
We notice that while he takes chung-Mean as axis (and root) of world/cosmos
and Tao as “outspread process” (perhaps also an in-spread process) of
cosmos, Chuang-Tzu speaks of the “axis of Tao™:

What is It is also Other, what is Other is also It. . . Are there
really It and Other? Or really no It and Other? Where neither
It nor Other finds its opposite is called the axis of the Way (Tao
shu, 3848 ). When once the axis is found at the center of the
circle there is no limit ... to what is it. . . (or) to what is not.
Therefore I say: the best means is llumination (ming, 85 ).*

However, it is Lao-Tzu's ch’ang Tao in the opening line again—“Tao
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ke tao, fei ckfang, Tao,” “The Way that can be spoken of is not a constant/
unchanging/common Way”—to which I feel most urgently drawn back
by the senses of yung as “unchanging,” “constant,” and “common (use).”
This “constancy” of Lao-Tzw’'s Tao can be the constancy of its circular
or cyclical returning motion, its continuous fzu-ling (self-ordering), fzu-hwa
(self-transformation), generation-from-within, perpetual manifestation-from-
origin and return-to-origin. This kind of motion (action, use) of Tao is hinted
at in chapter 40 of the Two te Ching—“Tao’s motion is reversal,/Its use is
weakness” —and more fully expressed in chapter 16:

All things flourish,

But each one returns to its root.

... It is called returning to its destiny (fu ming, & ).
To return to destiny is called the eternal (ch'ang, &).
To know the eternal is called enlightenment (ming, 873 ).

But, associated with its sense as ‘‘constant,” cannot ¢k ’ang also have the
sense of “‘common’ in that opening line? “The Tao we separate from our-
selves by knowing/saying/thinking it is not the ch’ang-common Tao”: it is
not the Tao already within us, sharing our essence and chung-core, not the
Tao common to us, our common Tao. Could not the yung of Chung Yung
2—in its relation to chung—have something of this sense of commonality?
“Common” and “‘ordinary” is, after all, the most common modern meaning
of both ch'ang and yung. This commonality of ch’ang Tao as the already-
within-us I would see as its first and most fundamental sense, its metaphysical
sense; there is also a social-ethical sense in which we can say that Tao {or
chung-Mean) is common to all of us, though we don’t realize it: this would be
one way to lock at the “nearness of Tao to man” (or of man to man) in the
presumably ethical axe-handle passage of chapter 13.

Heraclitus' Logos, which has been associated and compared with Tao
before, can be seen to have both of these senses of commonality/identity.
For instance, Fragment 199 says: “Listening not to me but to the Logos
it is wise (sophon) to agree (homologein, Heidegger: “within the same
meaning to say’’) that all things are one (ken panta einai).”** Here I sense
the self-Tao (self-Logos) identity. The social-ethical commonality, which
may again be encompassed by the metaphysical, is more clear in Fragment
198: “Therefore it is necessary to follow the common (zuno); but although
the Logos is common the many live as though they had a private understand-
ing (phronesin).”” Lao-Tzu says in chapter 49:
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The sage has no constant mind (ch’ang hsin, F.0L»),
But regards the people’s hsin (mind, heart) as his own.

Here the ethical-political implications of a ruler’s chung yung, ch’ang Tao or
ch’ang hsin as a motion of return to the people, a “falling” into commonality
with the people are clear enough; it is the radical praxis of the sage-ruler in
Lao-Tzu which we may, if we look closely enough, see also in the Chung
Yung.

The ch’ang-constancy of the superior man is clear in the following line of
Chung Yung 2: ““The chiir tzu (embodies) the Mean because, as chiin tzu,
he can maintain the Mean at any time (shr, B, “always”, “time”). The infe-
rior man acts contrary to (fam [X) the Mean because he has no caution.”
Pound unpacks the possible connotation of flexibility of this shr-time or shr-
constancy, apparently untroubled by the seeming contradiction with chung
yung as ‘“‘unwobbling pivot”: “The master man’s axis does not wobble.
The man of true breed finds this center in season, the small man’s center is
rigid, he pays no attention to the times and seasons, precisely because he is
a small man and lacking all reverence.” This interpretation of shr-temporality
not as a rigid constancy (‘“‘always”) or necessity but as an open and variable
“finding the chung-center in season” is highly suggestive. There is too some-
thing of a yung-commonality or yung-ordinariness, “everydayness” (Heideg-
ger's Alltaglichkeit) in it, as in Chuang-Tzw’s “knack” passages, the wheel-
wright making wheels or Cook Ting carving the ox:

Cook Ting laid down his knife and replied, “What I care about is
the Way, which goes beyond skill . . Perception and under-
standing have come to a stop and spirit moves where it wants. I
go along with the natural makeup, strike in the big hollows, guide
the knife through the big openings, and follow things as they

are. 3

The Taoist senses of commonality—the chung/Tao within man but
concealed from him by his own thinking or effort—and of natural knack—

hitting the chung-target or guiding/following the Tao-Way with no thought
and no effort—are, I think, evident in Chung Yung 3-5:

Confucius said, “Perfect is the Mean. For a long time few people
have been able to follow it.” Confucius said, “‘I know why the
Way is not pursued. The intelligent go beyond it and the stupid
do not come up to it. I know why the Way is not understood.
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The worthy go beyond it and the unworthy do not come up to
it.. . Confucius said, “Alas! How the Way is not being pursued!”
. . . Confucius said, “Men all say, ‘I am wise’; but when driven
forward or taken in a net, a trap, or a pitfall, none knows how to
escape. Men all say, ‘I am wise’; but should they choose the
course of the Mean, they are not able to keep it for 2 round
month.”

There is indeed a subtle trick and a knack to hitting chung/holding (to)
Tao; it is not just a matter of knowledge or intelligence, for the intelligent
gwo chih 3B , “go beyond ity they try too hard, perhaps, to think/know/
understand it and so, objectifying it, miss it. Pound emphasizes the openness
and commonality of the Tao which is sadly not being pursued: ““They do not
proceed according to the process. No, people do not use the main open
road.”” It is too easy, too immanent, hidden from view. The following
analogy is mysterious and beguiling, like a kind of riddle: “Men all say, ‘I
am wise’ . . . On the surface, it looks as if being driven into a trap is com-
pared/contrasted with choosing the course of the Mean, not knowing how to
escape with not being able to keep/hold (to) the way of the Mean. ‘We may
surmise that one who does not say (or think) that he is wise, that he
“knows,” wiil not be driven into traps or will be able to escape if he is. By
not trying to know or to be wise, by not setting up the Way of the Mean as
an extrinsic goal, a Tao ke tao, he just hits/keeps (to) it naturally, letting it
manifest itself (from within). Like Cook Ting he just “follows things as they
are,” going far enough but not too far; he has the knack.

This interpretation lets us see the “net, trap, pitfall” that men are driven
into as the trap of knowledge itself, or of the self. Men want to reach the
goal (Way/Mean) by grasping it with their minds, but this very grasping
(Buddhist dhuka, desiring?) defeats itself, placing the goal beyond its grasp
and ensnaring itself in itself, in the trap of self-reflection, self-grasping. The
literal sense of the Chinese here, that the “knowers” are urged or
driven forward into the nets, is puzzling. Who pushes them? They them-
selves? Is this pushing to be assimilated with the conscious choosing ( #F k1
& ) of the Way of the Mean? The Taoist interpretation seems to suggest a
contrast between the conscious willing (voluntary action) of the knowers
(those who would know the Mean) and the unconscious, effortless hitting of
chung-target/holding of Tao-course by those who don’t try to know it, who
dom’'t even “‘choose” it, as they already embody it. Pound’s translation,
although it removes the sense of an external force or even internal will



““TAOISM” IN THE “CONFUCIAN” CHUNG YUNG 281

pushing the knowers forward and making them choose, seems nonetheless
quite natural: “Kung said: All men say: ‘Yes, I know.” Andin their excite-
ment they run wildly into every net and snare. . . Everyone says: ‘Yes, we
know. But if they manage to lay hold of the unwavering axis they cannot
keep a grip on it for a month.”

Pound tends to emphasize physical grasping in the hand, a sense often
but not always present in the Chinese. Shou chung yung, SFoOEE , “guarding”
or “keeping’ the chung yung can have, I think, the same double sense of
physically holding the goal/target in one’s hand and of continuing on a path
that “hold (to) the Way” has in English. There are no doubt unresolved
ambiguities in the text in the uses of Tao and Chung. If there is a Way
(Course) of the Mean, can there also be a Mean of/in the Way? A Way can be
pursued continuously (“Kept” or “held to”) but can it be grasped in the hand
(and not just by the mind)? A Mean/target/goal can be “hit”, achieved or
realized, and also (physically) grasped, but can it be “followed” like a path?
Of course, such logical-linguistic analysis is not really in place here, for rather
than ambiguity we may be faced with paradox that points us toward the
higher sphere of pure intuition and perhaps of mystical transcendence. This
is clearly the function of the central paradox: “Iknow why the Way is not
followed. The intelligent go beyond it (Way or Mean/target?) and the stupid
do not come up to it”” Overshooting or under-shooting a target or standard
is one thing, but what is it to “‘go beyond” or “not reach” a “Way”? To go
too far on that Way, thus in some sense missing the way, or—as the Taoist
interpretation seems more likely to suggest—to try too hard to find that Way
and so miss it altogether. .. . or both?

We get the “grasping of the Mean” in chapter 6 in the story of King
Shun: “He took hold (chih, %, “hold”, “grasp”) of (people’s) two ex-
tremes, took the mean between them, and applied (yung, /i, “used”) it inhis
dealing with the people. That was how he became Shun.” Pound points out
that “‘Shun”, £% , is “the hand which grasps, the cover that shields the
discordant extremes.’?¢ Yung, /& , of course, contains a hand (=) above
a yung ( F, “‘use”), suggesting again its sense of praxis, use, radical imman-
ence and everydayness. We also get the clasping, not of chung but of “one
good thing” in the story of Hui that immediately follows the parable of the
nets and traps (chapter 8): “Hui was a man who chose the course of the
Mean, and when he got hold of one thing that was good (de yi shan, B—E),
he clasped it firmly as if wearing it firmly on his breast and never lost it.”
We notice that Hui looks like an apprentice here, like one who is learning or
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trying to be sincere in chapter 20: “He who tries to be sincere is one who
chooses the good (dze shan, 3 )and holds fast to it .. . He who is sincere
is one who hits upon the Mean without effort and apprehends (de, 15 ,
‘gets’) without thinking . . .’ Hui, in choosing and displaying his merit
outwardly, doesn’t quite reach the level of the sage, who would never push
or urge (mian, §, force, compel) himself forward. The Mean, the Way,
the “Good” (to agathon?) are natural to the sage and so concealed within
him, embodied by him in everyday life and action. Or perhaps he is not
concerned with the “Good” as such, dwelling as he does in a purely metaphy-
sical realm which surpasses or “includes” (embodies) ethics. (We think of
Plato: “To know the good is to do the good.”)

The dialectical and paradoxical play of the inner and outer faces of
Tao is clear at the beginning of Chung Jung 12: “The Way of the superior
man functions everywhere and yet is hidden.” (Legge: “... reaches far and
wide and yet is secret.””) - Chu Hsi remarks on Chapter 12: “The above
twelfth chapter contains the words of Tzu-ssu, which are meant to clarify and
elaborate on the idea of chapter 1 that the Way cannot be departed from.
In the following eight chapters, he quotes Confucius here and there to clarify
it’?7  Legge and Pound, among others, agree that chapters 12-20 form the
“ethical-political” section of the book, though the end of chapter 20—
“Sincerity is the Way of Heaven. To think how to be sincere is the way of
man.” —already makes .the transition to the ‘“‘metaphysical” section that
begins with chapter 21.?® The usefulness of making this kind of division,
however, is not at all clear to me, given the difficulty of distinguishing what I
am calling “Confucian” and ““Taoist” interpretations of the text and the
seeming inclusion of the former, the “ethical” interpretation, in the latter,
the ““metaphysical.”

This opening line of chapter 12—“The chiin fzu’s Tao reaches far and
wide and yet is secret” —highlights the ambiguity, for how are we to under-
stand this fei (&, “reaches far and wide,” “functions everywhere,” Bahm:
“is apparent everywhere,” Pound: “implies a great deal) that is contrasted
with the yin (B&, secret, hidden, essence)? This echoes the chung-equili-
brium/he-harmony duality of chapter 1, giving the same problem of inter-
pretation of the “manifestation” side of the inner-outer duality: do we
take fei-manifestation here as a Confucian-ethical or a Taoist-metaphysical
manifestation versus the Taoist (or Confucian?) yin-essence. I will again try
to show why the Taoist view is more inclusive.

Legge gives us this note on fei:
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The old view is inadmissable. K’ang Ch’ang takes & as — {T ,
“doubly involved,” “perverted.” . .. The two meanings of fei in
the dictionary are—“the free expenditure of money,” and “dissi-
pation,”” or “waste.” According to Chu, in this passage, # indi-
cates the wide range of the tao in practice. . .” (He) then defines
12 as 8278, “the minuteness of the tao in its nature or
essence.’ The former answers to the what of the tao, and the
latter to the why. *

Here, 1 feel, K’ang Ch’ang’s interpretation of fei cannot be so easily
dismissed. If “perverted” means “turned away from itself” it fits into the
larger pattern of turning inward/turning outward (introversion/extroversion);
fei as “doubly involved” is essentially the Taoist view: manifestation is a
kind of doubleness as against the oneness of yin-essence (and, ultimately,
of the yin-fei duality). “These two (essence and manifestation) are the
same,” as Lao-Tzu says, “‘but after they are produced they have different
names.”” This model of origin-unity and manifestation-doubleness within a
larger unity is a purely metaphysical one.

Legge mentions the ordinary meanings of fei: “free expenditure,”
“dissipation,” “waste.” Here we might think too of Lao-Tzu’s endlessly
overflowing well of Tao and Chuang-Tzu’s knack of “spillover saying.” Lao-
Tzu gives us the well in chapter 4: “Tao is empty (like a bowl),/It may be
used but its capacity is never exhausted./It is bottomless, perhaps the
ancestor of all things’” This image, however, needs to be tempered by his
advice in chapter 9: “To hold and fill to overflowing/Is not as good as to
stop in time”” Perhaps “‘stopping in time” is a kind of effortless “hitting the
Mean.” In any case it is a praxis, a use of Tao, which “may be used but its
capacity is never exhausted.” The pragmatic sense of this fei-manifestation is
clear: Tao’s yin-hiddenness—or yin-emptiness, nothingness—is also its action
and use, its “reaching far and wide” and “functioning everywhere,” its
“wide range in practice,” perhaps its ““why” as “function.”

In Chuang-Tzu 27 (Yii Yen, =, “language” or “Symbols”), chih yen
( BE), “spillover saying” is distinguished from yii yen ( S ), “saying
from a lodging-place” (or “language put into other people’s mouths”) and
chung yen ( EE ), “weighted saying” (or “language based upon weighty
authority”). The chapter begins: “Language which flows constantly over,
as from a full goblet, is in accord with Heaven.” Ware translates the chih yen
jin ch'u, he i tienni (B HH » FILIR{R) as “I talk imprecisely every day
to bring harmony with the horizon,” and Graham takes it as “spillover saying
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is new every day, smooth it out on the whetstone of Heaven.” A few lines
later we hear: “The Potter's Wheel of Heaven is the whetstone of Heaven”
(tien ni, RIR , heaver’s “equilibrium” for Giles, reminding us of '513, chung).
Graham supposes this “spillover saying”” to be “named after a kind of vessel
designed to tip and right itself when filled too near the brim.” 3¢

Stevenson points out that Chuang-Tzu’s “spillover saying” is the sage’s
knack of keeping his balance through changing meanings and viewpoints, that
is, keeping his relativistic perspective, accepting any argument or point of
view offered by another and “‘grounding” it in/from his deeper ground or
viewpoint of “big saying,” of fused opposites or Non-being.3' The question
is, can we see this kind of pragmatic flexibility and spontaneous self-renewal
in the superior man’s Tao of Chung Yung 12, which is simultaneously yin-
concealed and fei-expressed? We remember that Pound takes the shr ()
constancy of the chiin-tzu’s (following or embodiment of) chung yung in
chapter 2 as flexibility; his translation of the fei in chapter 12 as “implies
2 great deal” is also suggestive in connection with Chuang-Tzu’s spill-over
saying. But the yin/fei of Chung Yung 12 are explicitly associated, not with
unexpressed/expressed but with unknown/known:

The Way of the superior man functions everywhere and yet is
hidden. Men and women of simple intelligence can share its
knowledge; and yet in its utmost reaches, there is something
which even the sage does not know. Men and women of simple
intelligence can put it into practice; and yet in its utmost reaches
there is something which even the sage is not able to put into
practice. . . The Way of the superior man has its simple beginnings
in the relation between man and woman, but in its utmost
reaches, it is clearly seen in heaven and on earth.

Here we are brought back first to the question of the Confucian (ethical-
political) and Taoist (metaphysical) sides of this Tao in the Chung Yung, and
tc the containment, as it seems to me, of the former in/by the latter. We
notice the dialectical play and the paradox. We have at ‘he outset the
contrast of yin-minuteness with fei-wide-reachingness, but while we might
think the yin-hiddenness is to be correlated with the Tao’s unknown-ness tof
by the sage, this “something even he does not know” occurs precisely in
Tao’s “utmost reaches?” conversely, the “‘shared knowledge” of Tao by/
among ordinary people could correlate both with fei (use, praxis, manifesta-
tion) and with yin (minuteness, immanence, “simple beginnings”}. And so
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the inner/outer, small/large, concealed/unconcealed duality would appear to
be reversible; Tao’s (self-) hiddenness and (self-) unknowability lie in its
unlimited reach outward as well as its unlimited reach inward. Of course,
from the Taoist perspective the furthest expansion outward means return to
the inner essence and origin, for “Tac’s motion is reversal (fan, [2),” as Lao-
Tzu tells us in chapter 40, and in chapter 25:

If forced to give (Tao) a name, I shall call it great.

Now being great means functioning everywhere.
Functioning everywhere means far-reaching.

Being far-reaching means returning to the original point.
Therefore Tao is great.

Thus, even if one wants to see a Confucian sort of (sociopolitical) know-
ledge and praxis in Tao’s “simple beginnings in the relation between man and
woman,” in its “shared knowledge” and “shared practice,” this mere
“Way that can be spoken of’ (and known, expressed) is clearly contained
within the two extremes of Tao’s absolute greatness and absolute minuteness,
both of which transcend human understanding/expression. That is, the
human Tao is located between “heaven” and “‘earth”. There is a further
paradox here: “something” in Tao is beyond human understanding and use
at the metaphysical poles, yet “it is clearly seen in heaven and on earth.”
This is just, I feel, the paradox of Tao’s transcendence lying in its radical
immanence; “clearly seen” (ch’a hu, ZF , investigated, observed, surveyed)
can also mean “self-revealing’ “manifest”; the absolute Tao reveals/mani-
fests itself within man’s nature (Heaven-Earth), it is not “known by” man.
And so Lao-Tzw's words in chapter 22, “The sage doesn’t see himself/And is
thus enlightened” (A B R#kHA ) may also be translated, as by Lin, “The
sage does not reveal himself/And is therefore luminous.”*

It should by now be clear that, although there is no explicit duality of
unexpressed/expressed in the yin/fei dialectic of Chung Yung 12, such a
duality is implicit. Knowability, usability (practice) and expressibility of
Tao may be indistinguishable, as in Lao-Tzu’s opening line: “The Way that
can be spoken of is not the common/constant/absolute Way.” And this play
of silence and expression brings us back to “sincerity” (ch’eng, #%). We have
already noted the distinction, at the end of Chung Yung 20, of “being
sincere” (3% , the Way of Heaven and of the sage) and “trying to be
sincere” ( 3 , the way of man); we have also seen that the Way of
Heaven-Earth (Nature, or Sincerity) of chapter 26 is “without any doubleness
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(bu erh, RE\) and so produce(s) things in an unfathomable way.” Our
everyday understanding of the word “sincerity” is something like “honesty”,
“truth to oneself”, ‘“‘transparency” in the sense that our words accurately
express or reveal our inner thoughts/feelings/intentions so that nothing is
concealed, there is no deception, duplicity or doubleness. The Chinese
character ch’eng 3% has “words” or “speech” on the left and “completion”
on the right: assuming it’s a meaning-meaning compound, it can mean not
just adequacy of word (expression) to thought (intention) but completion
(fulfillment, perfection, exhaustion) of thought in word.

The “metaphysical” section of the Chung Yung begins, according to
the traditional and perhaps slightly dubious division, with the very brief and
very cryptic chapter 21: “It is due to our nature that enlightenment results
from sincerity. It is due to education that sincerity results from enlighten-
ment. Given sincerity, there will be enlightenment, and given enlightenment,
there will be sincerity.”” These words somehow echo the opening of chapter 1:
“What Heaven imparts to man is called human nature. To follow our nature
is called the Way. Cultivating the way is called education.” It looks like our
sincerity is innate, already in us by nature before we “understand” or
“know” or are “enlightened” (ming, 88) by it; however, there is a paradox
and a circle, for at the other and “outermost” end of the Heaven-nature-
Tao-education movement or progression of that opening line, ming-under-
standing comes first and sincerity follows. Perhaps it is indeed a circle of
inner-outer-inner or nature-learning-nature  or sincerity-understanding-
sincerity which repeats itself, or returns, with chang (' )-constancy. We
remember Lao-Tzu’s words in chapter 16: “The return to destiny is con-
stant./To know the constant is enlightenment.” Chu Hsi apparently takes the
“ming from ch’eng by nature” as the Way of Heaven and the “ch’eng from
ming by education” as the way of man in his remark on chapter 21:

“In the above twenty-first chapter, Tzu-ssu continues Confucius’
idea in the preceding chapter of the Way of Heaven and the way
of man as a basis for discussion. In the following twelve chapters,
Tzu-ssu reiterates and elaborates the idea of this chapter.”3®

The “Confucian idea” of chapter 20 was, we recall, that “Sincerity is the
Way of Heaven. The attainment of sincerity is the way of man.”” This attain-
ment of sincerity or “trying to be sincere” is the Confucian way of learning
and practice which would first “know” what its goal, sincerity, is and then
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try to reach it, thus separating object from subject or goal from process; the
Taoist Way of Heaven is to be already (by Heaven-destined nature) sincere
before “‘knowing’ what it is. In my view there is no separation, in this Taoist
Way, of subject-object, process-goal or “being sincere” and “knowing one is
sincere’’: the knowing is already manifested in/expressed by the being,
it is perhaps an enlightenment-from-within, a self-illumination by the self-
revealing, self-enlightening Way of Heaven (nature, sincerity.) If we see the
circle of nature-Tao-education-nature or sincerity-understanding-sincerity as
a pattern of duality within the encompassing (subject-object, process-end,
knowing-being) unity, then we can again see the Taoist Way of Heaven as
containing and grounding the Confucian way of man.

In chapter 22 we get “absolute sincerity” (chih ch’eng, F 3% ) as the
“full development” of one’s own nature:

Only those who are absolutely sincere can fully develop their
nature. If they can fully develop their nature, they can then fully
develop the nature of others. . . they can then fully develop the
nature of things. . . they can then fully assist in the transforming
and nourishing process of Heaven and Earth. . . they can thus
form a trinity with Heaven and Earth.

Here we see the movement from the individual outward through the
sociopolitical to the cosmological/metaphysical: the latter regions (nature
of others, of things, process of Heaven/Earth) are really expressions of the
“full development’ of of one’s own (individual) nature, in a sense “con-
tained” in it as the telos and actuality is contained in the seed and origin,
the pure potential. But the “process of Heaven and Earth” is already a
“transformation” of the self-nature (and through it of society and of the
world of things), and as transformation it is also, in my view, a return, as
in a circle, to that original self-nature. We remember that Lao-Tzu’s Tao
is directed-from-within, spontaneous (fzu ran, H#X), self-ordering (tzu
ling, B4 ) and self-transforming (tzu hwa, Bt ). If we see Heaven and
Earth here as manifest (yang [5) and hidden (yin, &) poles, or outward-
inward extremes of the metaphysical polarity, then man takes the middle
place. On one view, this is the traditional Confucian model of the I Ching;
I think it is also possible, however, to see here a more dynamic model, in
which “Earth” is the radically immanent Tao/nature which moves outward—
as “Heaven”— and then inward again, in a circular motion which, purely
metaphysical, encompasses the ethical-political way of man.
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The “self-development” (jin hsing, 2k ) of chapter 22 becomes explicit
in chapter 25 as a ““self-completion’ (zzu ch'eng, B ):

Sincerity means the completion of the self, and the Way is self-
directing. Sincerity is the beginning and end of things. Without
sincerity there would be nothing .. . Sincerity is not only the
completion of one’s own self, it is that by which all things are
completed. The completion of the self means humanity. The
completion of all things means wisdom.” These are the character
of the nature, and they are the Way in which the internal-and the
external are united.

Ch'eng (38 )-sincerity is just this zzu ch’eng ( i ), self-completion.
We remember that ch’eng-sincerity is “words” on the left and “cheng-comple-
tion” on the right; it is the full and truthful expression of oneself such that
the inside (yin f&, secret) is fully manifested outwardly (fei, 2 ). This
“sincerity is the beginning and end of things,” it is in fact “everything,” for
“without it there would be nothing”” I think it is possible, again, to see the
(ethical-physical-metaphysical) “completion of things” or “wisdom” as being
but an expression of the “completion of self’ or “humanity” in its larger
circular movement, and so as contained within it, for the “character of
nature” (hsing chih te, Y2 fE ) is the “Way in which the internal and the
external are united” (he wai nei chih tao, &2 3E). And this Tao, like
that of Lao-Tzu, is “self-directing”. Here Chan’s translation does not quite
catch the parallelism of the original: “ch’eng is self-ch’eng, Tao is self-Tao,”
(35 B, H E k), “‘sincerity (expression-completion) is self-com-
pletion, Tao is self-Tao™. “Self’ is given a pivotal position. Perhaps we
might also render it: “The expression which completes truth-fully—in full
transparency—is the self’s completion of itself; the Way (of this self-expres-
sion and self-completion) is a self-originating and self-expressing Way.” Or:
“Complete manifestation of the inner is completion of the self, it’s Way
comes from within the self.”

Chan makes this comment on chapter 25:

In no other Confucian work is the Way (Tao) given such a central
position. This self-directing Way seems to be the same as the
Tao in Taoism. But the difference is great. As Ch’ien Mu has
pointed out, when the Taoists talk about Tao as being natural,
it means that Tao is void and empty, whereas when Confucianists
talk about Tao as being natural, they describe it as sincerity.
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This, according to him, is a great contribution of the Doctrine of
the Mean. 1t should also be pointed out that with Confucianists,
“The Way is not far from man.”” Contrary to the Tao of Taoism,
the Confucian Tao is strongly humanistic.>*

However, as Chan himself has mentioned in comments on his translation
of the Tao Te Ching, the Taoist Tao is not just “void and empty” but a
“fertile void”, a dynamic void that moves in a dialectical field or pattern
between Being and Non-being.3* And I am taking the “sincerity” of Chung
Yung as Tao's circular and self-returning movement of self-expression, that is,
as its expression from out of the silence of man’s inner nature and its return
to that silent, yin-quiescent source. This is man’s self-completion—“sincerity”
is “completion of expression (% )”— through which he completes also others,
things and Nature; the ethical “Way is not far from man” is contained within
the metaphysical “Way is inseparable from man,” and embodied by it.
Although this model of a yin-fei or self-cosmos (self-returning) identity
encompassing and grounding the ethical-political sphere might = suggest
Kant’s noumenal and transcendent self as ground of ethical action, it is
perhaps closer to Plato’s picture of a pure metaphysical zone that already
embodies the ethical: the “good” (to agathon) is a metaphysical absolute for
Plato. The Chinese model, of course, has arguably no “absolute” in quite the
same sense.

In chapter 26 we get the “non-doubleness” passage (quoted above) in
the context of the ceaselessness and ever-lastingness (like Lao-Tzu’s chang
Tao, H 3 ) of absolute sincerity, chih ch’eng ( Z 3, ):

Therefore absolute sincerity is ceaseless . .. lasting . . . evident
(cheng, #) . . . infinite . . . extensive and deep . . . high and
brilliant . . . It is because it is infinite and lasting that it can com-
plete all things. .. (and) is unlimited. Such being its nature, it
becomes prominent without any display, produces changes
without motion, and accomplishes its ends without action.

The Way of Heaven and Earth may be completely described
in one sentence: They are without any doubleness and so they
produce things in an unfathomable way. (Bahm: “The nature of
Nature may be summed up in one word: ‘genuineness’ It is
free from duplicity. How it does what it does is a mystery.”)

The word here transalted by Chan as “described” and by Bahm as
“summed up”—setting aside now the problem of whether to insert, like
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Bahm, the implied ch’eng-“genuineness” as the “one word” —is jin, 7%,
“exhausted”, “completed”. Thus: “The Way of Heaven-Earth may be
exhausted in one word/sentence: it is/they are without any double-
ness. . . The word or sentence which describes or defines this Way
is also one which totally exhausts, empties or “completes” it: the
self-completion of sincerity is here being performed on another level
of reflection by the text itself: another level of “textuality” is perhaps
at play. Although the full impﬁcations—vfor the signifier-signified dyad,
for instance, and deconstruction theory—are beyond the scope of our
discussion here, this use of jin ( &) in chapter 26 calls our attention
to the relation between defining a term, as the emptying out or
taking up of that term in its definition, and expressing oneself with sincerity,
as the total manifestation outwardly of one’s inner self, the “emptying out”
of oneself.*® There is an implicit analogy between man’s yin-intericr (silent,
unexpressed) and his fei-exterior (self-expression) on the one hand and a
term and its definition on the other: yin is to fei as term is to definition;
yin-interior is exhausted, taken up into its fei-expression just as a word is
emptied out into, perhaps sublimated (Hegel's aufheben) or “‘erased” by its
definition.

According to the dictionary, jin (%) can indeed mean “exhaust”,
“use up” as well as “complete”, “finish”, “accomplish’ and “all”, “wholly”.
The radical is min (IIl), “a shallow container (dish, plate, saucer, etc.)”,
and we might think here again of Lao-Tzu’s “vessel” of Tao—‘Tao is
a hollow vessel,/And its use is inexhaustible!/Fathomless!/Like the fountain
head (ancestor, principle) of all things”—as well as Chuang-Tzu’s vessel of
“spillover saying” which is “designed to tip and right itself when filled too
near the brim”” This allows the sage to maintain his chung (1 )-balance and
equilibrium through fei-self-expression, that is, through the knack of saying
that is non-saying and action that is inaction (wu wei, #&£% ), through the use
of the “useless” (hollow yet inexhaustible) vessel, thinking of vessel here
too as “organ of expression” or “mouthpiece”. The uses of “vessel” seem
indeed inexhaustible in classical Chinese philosophy: the Confucian /i ( %),
“propriety” and “rite”, a term of central importance in the Analects, has a
&, sacred (sacrificial) vessel within it; jin ming ( éy } means “to sacrifice
one’s life.” ¥’

While Chan and others take the jin chih hsing ( =21 ) of chapter 22
as “develop one’s nature” —*“Only those who are absolutely sincere can fully
develop their nature”—the more ideogrammic Pound catches jin’s fuiler
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meaning with a paradox of filling-and-emptying:

Only the most absolute sincerity under heaven can bring the
inborn talent to the full and empty the chalice of the nature. He
who totally sweeps clean the chalice of himself can carry the
inborn nature of others to its fulfillment; getting to the bottom
of the natures of men, one can thence understand the nature of
material things, and this . . . can aid the transforming and nutri-
tive powers of earth and heaven . . .

This simultaneous “bringing hsing-talent to the full” and “emptying the
chalice of hsing-nature” hits, we feel, close to the chung ( H7)-target: self-
development as self-expression as self-emptying, that is, as a movement
outward of fei-self-expression that is simultaneously a movement inward of
yin-self-concealment. The full development of self is disappearance of self,
as in Taoism and Buddhism. We think again of the Chung Yung’s opening
line: “What heaven destins to us is our nature, following our nature is Tao,
cultivating Tao is education.”” The following inward of nature leads to the
discovery of inner (concealed) Tao that means the disappearance of a self
(separate from Tao); the following outward of (our) nature leads also to Tao
(Nature) and disappearance of self. Lao-Tzu 49: “The sage has no ch'ang
hsin (0, constant heart/mind)/ But regards the people’s Asin as his
own.” We might think here of the bodhisattva; the sacrifice or coricealment
of self reveals/manifests/allows into existence others. “He who totally sweeps
clean the chalice of himself can carry the inborn nature of others to its fulfill-
ment . ..~ This might help to explain the cryptic Chung Yung 21: “It is
due to our nature that enlightenment comes from sincerity (literally fzu
ch'eng ming, B #%8H, “self sincerity enlightenment”), and due to education
that sincerity comes from enlightenment (fzu ming ch’eng, B8 , “self
enlightenment sincerity”).

But in the Taoist model self-concealing/self-unconcealing are closely
tied to, if not identical with, self-limiting/self-unlimiting. Let us return to
our analogy of yin-fei and term-definition; “definition” means a limiting of
domain, of possible range of meanings of a term. Pound gives this ideo-
grammic definition of ch’eng-sincerity: “*Sincerity’: The precise definition
of the word, pictorially the sun’s lance coming to rest on the precise spot
verbally. The right-hand half of this compound means: to perfect, bring to
focus” And Pound consistently renders “sincerity” in the Chung Yung in
terms of “precision”: for instance, in chapter 20 “Sincerity is the Way of
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Heaven, attainment of sincerity is the way of man” is taken by him
as ““Sincerity, this precision of terms is heaven’s process. What comes from
the process is human ethics.” But Pound may be too influenced here by a
rational Confucianism, by the Confucian cheng ming ( IE4 ), “rectification
of names” which the imagist poet uses as support for his own doctrine of
tard, clean, precise image, image as thing itself.®® Thus the anti-Taoist, anti-
Buddhist Cantos prominently feature Confucianism and the cheng ming But,
in the everyday use of the term, is a “sincere” man necessarily precise, arti-
culate in speech? He may well not be, his intention being not, primarily,
to express his inner thoughts/feelings precisely but to do so completely, to
conceal nothing from the other person. Indeed, the purely “‘sincere” man
who empties himself out (or empties out his “heart”) to others in pure
transparency we more likely think of as somehow ingenuous, naive, simple in
his trust and not—unlike a logician or certain type of modern poet—overly’
precise or “‘articulate.”

The interesting thing about Pound’s understanding of ch’eng-sincerity
—and perhaps it’s generally true of his translations of Confucian classics—
is that he seems to catch the Taoist insights (unconsciously?) in spite of him-
self, that is, in spite of his ostensible Confucian bias. Thus, following Con-
fucius’ pragmatic/ethical/political argument in the Analects that *“if language
is incorrect, what is said does not concord with what was meant . . . (so) what
is to be done cannot be effected . . ”(the chih ming, rectification of names or
“stzaight names”), he renders a passage near the opening of the Great
Learning —for Chan “The ancients . . . who wished to rectify their minds
would first make their wills sincere” and for Legge “The ancients. . . wishing
to “ectify their hearts, first sought to be sincere in their thoughts”—like this:
“The men of old . . . wanting to rectify their hearts . . . sought precise verbal
definitions of their inarticulate thoughts (the tones given off by the
heart).”’®  Here “thoughts” as “tones given off by the hsin (0>, heart/
mir.d)” is very suggestive as an image of “expression”, and we note too
that this expression has two levels: (1) inarticulate thoughts are expressions/
tones of (inner) Asin-heart, and (2) precise verbal definitions are {spoken or
written, not wishing to beg the logocentric question) expressions or (rational)
articulations of those (inarticulate, pre-verbal or pre-rational or simply
unexpressed?) thoughts. But the “inarticulate” is (literally) the “unseparated
inte joints” as well as the unexpressed and the to-be-expressed, it has the
sense of a primal unity of being or of proto-expression, perhaps of a
pre-reflzxive cogito in the phenomenonlogical sense.® We may then see
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Pound’s “definition” of sincerity more broadly than he himself apparently
sees it, as a Taoist “emptying out” of term/self into definition/manifestation,
of yin-earth into fei-Heaven; this would take us back to the paradoxical self-
returning filling-and-emptying of self and of meaning.

Of course, sincerity as “perfection” or perhaps “perfectibility”, “com-
pletibility”” of man might fit into a Taoist view though it seems also too
rational/ethical for that; Pound’s “‘sincerity, this precision of terms is heaven’s
process (Tao)'! of Chung Yung 20 is similarly evocative of a Confucian
rationalism somehow mixed with something more transcendent, though what
it is that transcends depends on how we interpret “terms,” and may arguably
be a pure and simple transcendence (logocentric transcendental signified?)
rather than a Taoist transcendence-as-radical-immanence or manifestation-
as-return.  We might perhaps best see Pound as intimating a Confucian way of
man, a self-limiting “‘trying to be sincere” based on rational study and
action—the ethical-political way of getting things done in government and
society—encompassed by the Confucian Way of Heaven as man’s rational
ideal, his goal of ethical and utopian perfection which can be reached through
perfection of language, that is, this “precision of terms.”” That kind of Tien
Tao is also an ideal limit. But the Taoist Tien Tao, both wider and deeper, I
would see as encompassing and also grounding the way of man is a non-
limit at both ends of the “process”: concealed minutely within man, it simul-
taneously unconceals and “un-limits” him. The Taoist model takes the self-
limiting as contained within the self-unlimiting. ‘‘Men and women of simple
intelligence can share its (superior man’s Tao’s) knowledge; and yet in its
utmost reaches, there is something which even the sage does not know.”
This groundingfencompassing of self-limiting in/by self-unlimiting can best be
explained, I feel, by the notion of self-returning. “Being far-reaching means
returning to the original point.”

And so again Chung Yung 26: “The Way of Heaven/Earth is utterly
(sincere, which means) without doubleness and so produces things in an
unfathomable way.” The absolute sincerity/truthfulness/transparency of the
self is reflected by the absolute oneness/truthfulness/transparency of the
cosmos in its own act of self-expression. Bu erh, £&., “no doubleness”
is a kind of fathata, a “‘suchness” and fzu-ran, 54 , “self-so-ness” or spon-
taneity of Nature. (*“Tao follows tzu-ran” in Lao-Tzu 25.) In addition, we
might see it as the oneness of Nature (as Creator) with its creation, or the
oneness of fei-Heaven/yin-Earth, or the oneness of this Way, as object, with
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man as subject, with that human self in which/whom it is already concealed
and infinitely contracted and infinitely expanded (as Earth and Heaven).
Thess may of course all come to the same thing. In expressing Nature the
Way utterly empties itself {in full transparency), its inside fully unconcealed
as/on is outside; the self (nature) is part of that Nature which is expressed/
manifested; the self-expression of nature/Nature (Heaven) is simultaneously
a withdrawal and return into unfathomable (earthly) concealment; un-
conczaling {in the act of manifestation) is also an unlimiting while concealing
is a {self-) limiting, and yet in the extreme yin-minuteness there is a move
beyond limitation, as also in the humanly knowable manifestation there is
(self-) Hdmitation. Or: a humanly knowable tao ke tao, a Confucian way of
man, i3 a limited/limiting way set between the two (unlimited) poles of
"Heaven and Earth, that is, of the radically immanent/transcendent, inward/
outward ch’ang Tao. This Tao is a transparently self-manifesting and self-
returning Tao; its return-to-origin is a return-to-destiny; Tien ming chih wei
hsing, ‘Heaven destins to us (at birth) our nature” as a something-to-be-
expressed, destiny is actualization, our full self-completion; but this self-
completion is again a self-emptying, a pure self-transparency, transparency of
self to self. The progression (forward and outward) toward fulfillment of
our destiny (full self-expression or self-completion) is thus simultaneously a
movement {inward, backward) of return, that is, a “return to destiny.” But
this is just the on-going process of Nature’s ““production” of the world, or
“worlding’, that Way which is “without doubleness and so produces things
(sheng wu, &%, life, warld) in an unfathomable (bu ts'e, Afl , immea-
surable} way.”” The immeasurable way of worlding—transparent to itself—
is destiny.
As Lao-Tzu saysin chapter 16:

All things together rise,

I watch them return . . . to the root.

Return to the root is quiescence.

It is called fu ming, return to destiny.

The return to destiny is ¢h’ang (constant, common).

And so the fu ming implizit in the Tien Tao’s worlding of world (Nature,
nature) in Chung Yung 26 is “ceaseless”, “lasting”, “‘evident” and “un-
limized”; like Lao Tzu’s ch'ang Tao it also accomplishes all things through wu
wei {inaction) and all motion through motionlessness: “it becomes prominent
witkout any display, produces changes without motion, and accomplishes
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its ends without action.”

In Chung Yung 14 we are told: “The chiin tzu can find himself in no
situation in which he is not at ease with himself ... Thus it is that he lives
peacefully and at ease and waits for his destiny, while the inferior man takes
to dangerous courses and hopes for good tuck.” The chun tzu wu ru erh bu
tzu de yien (EATMAEBE), “always at ease with himself,” draws this
comment from Legge: “ B7& ,—literally = ‘self-possessing.’ The paraphrasts
make it—‘happy in conforming himself to his position.” I consider it equi-
valent to what is said in chapter 2,—chun tzu er shr chung yung (‘chun tzu
always embodies chung yung’)”* Tzu de, B2 , literally “‘self getting”
must strike us here; if it is a self-possessing then it must be also a “self-un-
possessing,” a “‘gaining of self by losing it;” Pound’s translation reminds us
of the non-doubleness of sincerity as a unified, unsplit (self-transparent)
self: “The man of breed can not be split in such a way as to be shut off and
unable to rejoin himself.”

But what of the gu chiin tzu chii yiyi ssu ming, #{ B F & Z L& 65 “chiin
zu lives . . . at ease and awaits his destiny”? According to Legge, Chu Hsi
takes the yi, 5, here as “level ground”: “This is most correct, but we cannot-
so well express it in the translation.”*? Perhaps we can see the chii yi, [E 5,
as “dwelling on level ground.” This again gives us a picture of the wise man’s
embodiment of chung yung: we might see the level ground as the medium
and balance-point of Heaven-Earth, concealment-unconcealment, limited-
unlimited, the “still point of the tuming world,” that is, of the motionless
motion, the manifestation of self-expression that simultaneously returns to
quiescence. Level ground reminds us again of Chuang-Tzu’s “disappearing
ground” and his chik yen, JEE , spillover saying which se y‘i tien ni, “brings
harmony with the horizon” or is “smoothed out on the whetstone of
Heaven”*3 “Ievel ground” may be just the right point or chung (H)-
mean in action or “‘expression”, a place where we dwell-or which we
embody— thoughtlessly and effortlessly, “at ease” (i %), by a natural
knack. To dwell on level ground suggests an awareness of self-limitation—of
human finitude— surrounded and “grounded” by the unlimited yin-abyss
of earth and the fei-expansion of heaven. To dwell here—or embody this
region—is to follow one’s nature inward to the self-concealed Tao.

We notice here too the contrast with the Asigo jen, “little man” who
“takes to dangerous courses and hopes for good luck.” This echoes the
“traps and nets’ passage of Chung Yung 7: “Men all say, ‘I am wise’; but
when driven forward and taken in a net, a trap, or a pitfall, no one knows
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how to escape. Men all say, ‘I am wise’; but should they choose the course
of the Mean, they are not able to keep it for a round month.” The syau jen
does not dweli peacefully on level ground awaiting his destiny; rather he
“takes to dangerous courses,” Asing hsien, 15 » either too high or too low,
either “going beyond the Mean,” perhaps, as in chapter 4, or “not coming up
to it.” The Asiao jen may be trying to know or reach the Mean but he misses
the Way (which requires no thought/effort) and so gets lost, caught in a maze
or trap, a self-created snare. He chico hsing, == | hopes/prays for luck
when what he had better do is ssu ming, fé%é?f , “wait for destiny.”

And so we are returned, finally, to ming, 45 , destiny. May we not see
“waiting for destiny” as a “retumning to destiny”? Here is what Mencius has
to say, at the opening of his Book VII, Part 1, on se ming and its relation to
bu erh, “no doubleness™:

>

Mencius said, “He who exerts his mind to the utmost knows his
nature. He who knows his nature knows Heaven. To preserve
one’s mind and to nourish one’s nature is the way to serve
Heaven. Not to allow any double-mindedness (bu erh, R& )
regardless of longevity or brevity of life, but to cultivate one’s
person and wait (for destiny) is the way to fulfill one’s destiny.”
(shou shen yi ssu chih, shuo yi li ming Ye BBz, B T il
Legge: “he waits in the cultivation of his character for whatever
issue;— this is the way in which he establishes his Heaven-ordained
being?)*

Legge in his comment rightly points out the similarity to the opening
line of Chung Yung—t’ien ming chih wei hsing, heaven destins our nature —
and here /i, \Z, as he says, is an active verb; in Mencius’ passage it looks like
self-cultivation with no double-mindedness is a way to nourish/know our
nature, which is in turn the way to “know Heaven?” but this “working back”
from one’s own mind/nature to (knowledge of) Heaven is also se ming,
waiting for destiny which is also a fulfilling (i, 37 , establishing, founding,
grounding) of destiny.*  And bu erh, though Legge’s interpretation as
“causes no doubts” seems too restricted, is clearly sincerity or single-minded-
ness (pure transparency) in expression, in thought, word and deed; the spon-
taneity of this sincerity is clear in another passage of Mencius, in which
the se ming is also more explicit:
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The regular practice of virtue without any deviation is not to seek
emolument. And worcs should always be sincere (ven yii bi hsin,
EFEME ) not because of any conscious desire to do what is
right. The superior man practices principle (Natural Law, Asing
fa, 7Ttk ) and waits for destiny (ssu ming, {£45 ) to take its own
course.*

Chan, distinguishing the Confucian theory of “waiting for destiny” from
four other ancient Chinese theories about destiny—fatalism, moral deter-
minism, anti-fatalism (Moism) and naturalistic fatalism—explains the ssu ming
like this:

According to this doctrine, man should exert his utmost in moral
endeavor and leave whatever is beyond our control to fate. It
frankly admits that there are things beyond our control but
that is no reason why one should relax in his moral endeavor.
The tendency was definitely one of moralism and humanism.
The Confucian theory represents the conviction of enlightened
Chinese in general. *’

But this again is Chan’s traditionally “Confucian” view of Mencius and
the Chung Yung, the “moralistic and humanistic” view. Within the context
of the Chung Yung, at least, to speak of “exerting one’s utmost in moral
endeavor” sounds like the *“trying to be sincere” of the would-be sage, not
the “being sincere” (without thought or effort, without “conscious desire to
do what is right”) of the sage. In this context of chik ch’eng, 23 , absolute
sincerity—what we have called the “Taoist” side of the Chung Yung—
“waiting for destiny” would seem to be simply relaxing into one’s own
(already ordained, already “‘possessed”) nature, just resting at ease and
dwelling on level ground, and so hitting the target (of the chung-Mean) and
following the Way of Heaven with no “ex-pression” of thought or effort.
This ‘‘relaxing into one’s already-ordained nature” means just this:
accepting it, or waiting for it as a “returning” to/with it. And by
thus completing/fulfilling our nature and destiny—which comes again
through a kind of losing or emptying of it—we also complete the
nature/destiny of others (society), of all things and of the universe (Heaven
and Earth).

Legge’s translation of Mencius' & ming, Y4y , as “establishes his Heaven-
ordained being” is also very suggestive. The pattern of trying to be sincere/
being sincere in the Chung Yung—the whole play of duality/non-duality or
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concealment/unconcealment or limit/unlimited— could also be seen as a play
of being and becoming. And this “being” might be nature or, as in Legge
above, ming-destiny itself. We remember chapter 22:

Only those who are absolutely sincere can fully develop (fin,
%, filllempty) their nature. (Then) they can fully develop (fill/
empty) the nature of others. (Then) they can fill/lempty the
nature of things . . . They can then assist in the transforming and
nourishing process of Heaven and Earth ... They can thus form a
trinity with Heaven and Earth.

Hwa (fk)transformation of the self (fzu-hwe, BAL, in Lao-Tzu and
Chuang-Tzu), of others and of all Nature is crucial here: developing (filling/
emptying) self-nature is also self-transformation {(ex-pression/non-ex-pression,
manifestation/return), completing (filling/emptying) others’ nature is also a
transformation of that (their) nature, and so with the nature of all things; this
is part (contained within it as a limit within the unlimited) of the transforming
process (Tao) of Nature. But transformation is change, becoming; what is
changed is a “‘being”’. The self-transformation (self-filling-emptying, self-ex-
pressing-returning) is a process of becoming within the wider (unlimited,
concealed from us) Being of Nature and of {our) destiny. :

Here one might think of Heidegger’s philosophy, which places human
dasein, “being-there” within the wider horizon of Sein, Being. Dasein is
that part or region of being which asks the ““question of Being”, that is, for
which/whom (its own) being becomes an issue. For human being is a
becoming and, always being outside-itself in time, a kind of not-being. Thus,
our ground and horizon in Being is separated, as by a “difference”, and
concealed from human being, both by the history of Western metaphysics
that has “forgotten” Being and “covered” it and by human being’s own desire
(which again is metaphysics) to “know” Being by objectifying it; “truth” in
the original Greek sense of alethein is the “unconcealment” of Being, of its
radical immanence within/for dasein, its presence within dasein or the
presence of dasein within it.** The rich connections, or possible connections,
with the “Taoist” interpretation of the Chung Yung—as with Taoism and
Buddhism generally—are clear enough, but their deeper development lies
beyond the scope of this investigation. Here I wish only to mention two
points, and these in a very tentative and preliminary way: Heidegger’s notion
of “authenticity” as a possible analogue for “sincerity”, and his interpreta-
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tion of Heraclitus’ Logos in relation to the Taoist Tao and the Chung Yung.

As has been already mentioned, it is hard to translate ch’eng, % ;
“sincerity”” is used by Legge and Chan but may not be the best term. Pound,
as we have seen, rather eccentrically uses “‘precision” or ““precise definition”
and Bahm uses “‘genuineness”. Chan, in an introductory note, takes it as
“sincerity, truth or reality;’ Tu Wei-Ming takes it, at least in some of its uses
in Mencius and the Chung Yung, as “ahuman reality, or a principle of
subjectivity, by which a person becomes ‘true’ and ‘sincere’ to himself . . . 49
Indeed, the passage in Mencius which Chan translates *“All things are already
complete in oneself. There is no greater joy than to examine oneself and be
sincere” is rendered in this way by Tu: ““All the ten thousand things are there
in me. There is no greater joy for me than to find, on self-examination, that

I am true to myself.”*® Finally, Libbrecht thinks ch’eng can mean “single-
minded,” “integral” (self-integrated into a whole), “‘genuine” and “authen-
tic”; he takes ch’eng chih { 34 , sincere man) in the Chung Yung to mean
“authentic, integral man.”**

All of these interpretations may be valid, but in the context of Heidegger
“truth,” ““integrity”” and ‘“authenticity’” are especially interesting. ~For
Heidegger truth, again, is aletheia, “unconcealment”; for the early Heidegger
of Being and Time we might also think of truth in terms of erschlossenheit,
“disclosure.” The schliessen of erschliessen can mean “open’ and also “close”
—schliissel, “‘key” is a related noun—and here I am remembering jin ()
developing in the Chung Yung as a jin—filling-and-emptying (opening/closing
or closing/opening?) of (one’s) nature. Following Division One of Being and
Time, which gives a “Preparatory Fundamental Analysis of Dasein”, Divi-
sion Two treats of ““Dasein and Temporality” in terms of Dasein’s authentic
possibility of being-a-whole as (its awareness of) being-towards-death and
“temporality as the ontological meaning of care.” But just at the end of
Division One Heidegger speaks of “truth’:

Beingtrue as Beinguncovering, is a way of Being for Dasein

. The most primordial phenomenon of truth is first shown by
the existential-ontological foundations of uncovering. Un-
coveredness of entities within-the-world is grounded in the
world’s disclosedness (erschlossenheit). But disclosedness is that
basic character of Dasein according to which it is its “there”.
(It) is constituted by state-of-mind, understanding, and discourse,
and pertains equiprimordially to the world, to Being-in, and to
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the Self. . . and in this structure the disclosedness of Dasein lies
hidden. . . Dasein is “in the truth’. 52

We note here a play of covering/uncovering of self/world which, in its
radical depth and scope, may remind us of the similar play in the “metaphy-
sical”” passages of the Chung Yung. In both cases the being of self and world
is closely tied to the relation between them, the “Being-in” of a self that ex-
presses itself as Nature. And at the opening of Heidegger’s Division Two, the
question of Dasein’s “authentically (eigentlich, ‘ownmost’) being-a-whole” is
posed:

We have defined the idea of existence as a potentiality-for-
Being—a potentiality which understands, and for which its own
Being is an issue. But this potentiality-for-Being, as one which is
in each case mine, is free either for authenticity (eigentlichkeir)
or for inauthenticity . .. The ‘end’ of Being-in-the-world is death.
This end, which belongs to the potentiality-for-Being—that is to
say, to existence—limits and determines in every case whatever
totality is possible for Dasein. If, however, Dasein’s Being-at-an-
end in death, and therewith its Being-a-whole, are to be included
in the discussion of its possibly Being-a-whole . . . then we must
have obtained an ontologically adequate conception of death...*?

Heidegger is always searching, like Kant, for the absolute ground, the
transcendental conditions of possibility . . . of Dasein’s being-a-whole,
Dasein’s authenticity. But this ground finally is pre-rational and pre-meta-
physical, a “level ground” rather than an “absolute ground”, just as in the
Chung Yung where, even if we see Heaven and Earth as transcendent grounds,
we are speaking of a kind of ‘“‘concrete transcendence.”” In other
words, from the Taoist perspective we are looking at an “immanent

transcendence” or ‘““transcendent immanence” which may, after all, like
the commonality and everydayness (alltdglichkeit) of being-in-the-world, be
close to Heidegger. But the key point of comparison here is Heidegger's
notion of dasein’s finitude (being-toward-death) as ground of its authentic
being-a-whole; though in the Chumg Yung and perhaps generally in classical
Chinese philosophy death is not an explicit (or at least foundational) cate-
gory, we have looked at sincerity as a pattern of self-limiting contained within
selfunlimiting. If the non-doubleness of pure self-expression (pure trans-
parency) is too a kind of awareness of self as limit, as de-finition or finitude,



“TAQISM” IN THE “CONFUCIAN” CHUNG YUNG 301

set in some sort of relation or play with an awareness of the unlimited (yin-
minute and fei-infinitely-expanded), then there may be some basis for com-
parsion with Heidegger's awareness of human finitude as ground for authentic
‘(sincere?) being-a-whole (knowing or expressing fully one’s nature as Nature,
returning to/fulfilling one’s destiny). Heidegger clearly sees (awarenesé of)
radical finitude as a ground; in the Chung Yung is not so clear whether we
are to take the (self-) limiting or (self-Junlimiting as ground, or both.

Another point of comparison here is the relation of self to others, to
society. Though in the Chung Yung, even given the most radically Taoist
emphasis, the chun fzu wants of course to “‘transform” others and
society along with all of Nature, to achieve a more complete or more
perfect social-political harmony, I have seen this as just one step on
the way to the broader and deeper goal of metaphysical self-completion and
self-return, a filling-and-emptying of self. And so in Heidegger’s analysis of
authentic self-completion, awareness of radical finitude as ground of one’s
ownmost being is just that, “one’s ownmost,” and can truly occur only in
one’s awareness of oneself as an individual, separate from the “they”; this is
part of the meaning of eigentlich, and finally means in a sense self-emptying,
“no-self”:

. an authentic potentiality-for-Being-one’s-Self is to be given
us to understand - .. Dasein’s Selfhood has been defined formally
as a way of existing, and therefore not as an entity present-at-
hand. For the most part I myself am not the “who” of Dasein;
the they-self is its “who’’. Authentic Being-one’s-Self takes the
definite form of an existentiell modification of the “they” .. .
The ““they” has always kept Dasein from taking hold of these
possibilities of Being.>*

We must also keep in mind that at least for some interpretations of
Taoism and Buddhism, the self-other distinction effectively breaks down, as
it arguably has done in the Chung Yung my interpretation sees that distinction
as subsumed in/encompassed by a’larger unit (of manifestation-and-return).

Similarly, the later Heidegger no longer makes such a clear distinction;
the self tends to disappear, to be “erased” perhaps in the (its) event of
ereignis, “‘appropriation,” in the (its) openness toward Being. The self may
be something like the ‘“‘art work” of the Origin of the Work of Art, which
“emerges as a dialectical synthesis which captures the world-opening quality
of broken equipment and the world-resisting quality of the ‘self-closure’ of
earth, The work of art ‘sets up’ a world, but it ‘sets forth’ the earth; ‘The
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work lets the earth be an earth...”%® The play here of world (opening) and
earth (closure) again recalls the play of unconcealing-concealing (of a trans-
parent or invisible self} in the Chung Yung the point is that the ‘self” has
disappeared. One critic comments that this is nonetheless a kind of (perhaps
modern-day) romanticism:

What Heidegger shares with this (romantic) tradition is . . . a
radical claim that the subject does not exist at the deeper levels

of philosophic analysis. Art confirms for him that being-in-the-
world is not personal or private being-in-the-world; that the idea
of the worldhood of the world, as the structural dimension of
Dasein which emerges in the analysis of failed equipment and

great art, is fundamentally a supra-personal structure, an ¢

‘open
relational context,’’ which discloses cultural and historical being

(not the trivialities of personal selthood) . . . >

Whether this is later or (also) early Heidegger, whether a romantic (I
for one am mildly surprised to hear the claim) or a “post-romantic” Heideg-
ger, the common ground of Heidegger and a Taoist Chung Yung (and Taoism,
Buddhism generally) is clear enough, I think. And it is from this perspective
of “‘open relational context” that Heidegger looks at early Greek philosophy,
to which we shall now, very briefly and by way of conclusion, turn our
attention.

In Anaximander—whose gpeiron, “unlimited” is thought by Cornford
and Jaeger to be a kind of hypostasis of Hesiod’s xeos—we find the essential
Green expression of cosmic manifestation-and-return.’” Heidegger says the
Anaximander fragment is ‘“‘considered the oldest fragment of Western
thinking . . . >’; we have that extant fragment in Simplicius:

. some other apeiron nature (physis apeiron), from which
come into being all the heavens (ourgnos) and the worlds (kos-
mous) in them. And the source of coming-to-be {genesis) for
existing things is that into which destruction (pafhorait), too,
happens, “according to necessity (kafa to xreon); for they pay
penalty (diken, Heidegger: “they let order belong”) and retri-
bution (#isin, Heidegger: “and thereby also reck”) to one another
(allelois) for their injustice (fes adikias, Heidegger: “in the
surmounting of disorder’) according to the assessment of Time
(kata ten to xronmou tazin),” as he describes it in these rather

poetical terms. . ... (Fragment 112)%
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For Anaximander, then, the world of beings (Nature) is manifested/
expressed out of the origin and returned to it; that originfend is the “un-
limited”, infinite andfor indefinite. For Lao-Tzu too, and for a Taoist
view of the Chung Yung, Tao-origin is also Tao-telos, and “these two (secret
and manifestation) are the same.” Within manifested Being there is an oppo-
sition of elements, but origin and end, for the Greek, are primal unity. There
are two interpretations of this: (1) existing elements pay penalty to one
another, after manifestation, for their pleonexy or “Mutual encroachment”,
and (2) existing beings pay penalty to the origin for the injustice of their very
existence, that is, of their individuation out of the primordial unity.>® This
second interpretation, followed by Nietzsche and Rohde, removes the allelois,
“to one another” from the above fragment; Heidegger, with his emphasis
on finitude and ““letting order belong” against a horizon of nothingness or
unlimited (“disorder”), is quite aware of it. Is the Being of origin/ telos—
from which emerge all beings, including human beings—grounded in the
abyss of Non-being? This would be a Heideggerian point of view, with
adequate basis in Hesiod’s chaos and Anaximander’s apeiron. But against the
horizon of primordial Being the beings (selves) also feel themselves as radical-
ly finite, immanent, lacking transcendence, permanence and Being; they feel
the cool empty winds of the ontological difference, the winds of nothingness.

The penalty—whichever way we interpret it—is paid kata fen to xronou
tazin, “‘according to the assessment of time,”
and-return happens kata to xreon, “according to necessity.” Again we may
think of Lao-Tzu's ch’ang (& )constant Tao and his fu ming, {84y , return
to destiny which is ch'ang; we may also remember that “nature” (human
individuation or finitude) decreed by Heaven of the Chung Yung. Heidegger
comments on Anaximander’s xreon-necessity:

and the cosmic manifestation-

We are accustomed to translate the word xreon by “necessity’ . .
Yet we err if we adhere to this derived meaning exclusively.
Xreon is derived from xrao, xraomai It suggests he xeir, the
hand; xrao means: I get involved with something, I reach for it
... To xreon is thus the handing over of presence which pre-
sencing delivers to what is present . . . We will dare a translation
which sounds strange . . . : to xreon, usage (der Brauch).%®

Here we are pulled away from the traditional (moralistic) sense of neces-

sity toward the common and everyday world of equipment and use; we
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are reminded of the radically “pragmatic” orientation of Lao-Tzu (“Tao’s
use is weakness”) and Chuang-Tzu (the knack passages, spillover saying)
and of the imagery of “grasping” in early chapters of the Chung Yung which
elucidate the way of grasping (by not grasping) the Mean and following (by
not trying) the Way; the grasping and holding-in-hand images are especially
emphasized (perhaps over-emphasized) in Pound’s tranmslation. But surely
the Chung Yung is not talking about a law of “necessity”? Apparently not,
but it does speak of a Chung Yung of which the (often “erased”) yung may
mean “‘use” as well as “commonality’”’; we recall that Pound sees Chung Yung
as an image of circular motion around an axis, which throws us back again
into Anaximander. Lao-Tzu’s ch’ang Tao seen as “common” Tao is also a
very use-oriented Tao; “the retum to destiny is ck’ang (F),” it is constant,
common, “useful”.

I think the % is closely tied to the sense of destiny itself, as well
as to the sense of the return. Here the idea of xronos, time . . .
seems to creep in. The % here can mean that the return is
repeated again and again in time, inexorably, perhaps eternally or
timelessly; (or) we are returning always, at each moment, and so
again timelessly, out of time. This 7 can also mean “common”
or ‘“‘ordinary”, and so perhaps the everydayness, the “usage”
of the return. Our destiny is a “common” destiny, as well as a
‘“constant” one. This destiny or root to which we, and all beings,
return might also be a timelessness, or between-ness of time, as
in Hexagram 24 of the / Ching, the seed of yang in the womb of
yin. For is not time itself concealed at the origin, “‘hidden (yin)
with no nanme,” waiting to spring into manifestation? Might this
not be the darkest and deepest face of Tao's self-hiddenness?®!

Heidegger, as we know, sees time (temporality) as the “transcendental
horizon™ for the “question of Being”, and dasein as that being-there of Being
which is conscious of its own ex-istence, standing-outside-itself, projection
in time. He also follows Nietzsche in seeing the manifestation and return as
encompassed by a larger physis or physis apeiron:

... genesis and phthora are to be thought from physis, and within
it, as ways of luminous rising and decline. Certainly we must
translate genesis as origination; but we must think this origination
as a movement which lets every emerging being abandon conceal-
ment and go forward into unconcealment. Certainly we must
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translate phthoran as passing away; but we must think this
passing away as a going which in its turn abandons unconceal-
ment, departing and withdrawing into concealment . . . The
coming forward into . . . and the departure to . . . become present
within unconcealment between what is concealed and what is
unconcealed.®

This moment of “presencing within unconcealment” is a “between-ness”
of genesis and return, origin and destiny; this presencing is not between con-
cealed (origin) and concealed (destiny) but, as the already-on-the-way-ness
of “coming forward into” and “departure to”, it is “between what is
concealed and what is unconcealed.”” It is just this sense of between-ness
which I think we can see in the circular motion of self-expression and self-
emptying (return) of the Chung Yung. The chiin tzu (“profound person”
for Tu) or sage is aware of the Tao yin-concealed within him, yet this minute
essence is also the seed of unlimiting (Earth); similarly, in the “utmost
reaches” outward (Heaven) of this Tao ‘““there is something which even the
sage does not know,” as we are again beyond the limits of the self. But this
nonlimit of yin-essence and fei-ex-pression are the same: we are looking,
then, at something like Anaximander’s apeiron as unlimited (or indefinite)
origin/destiny.

We remember also the lines of Chung Yung 1: “Before the feelings are
aroused (fz, ) it is called chung (1 )-equilibrium. After they are aroused
and attain proper order it is called ke (F1 )-harmony. Chung is the world’s
great root, ke its universal Tao.” This chung (1) as quiescent state of mind
looks more like a state of “pre-order” or “pre-ordering” than one of “dis-
order”; it is dis-order as pre-order, which may be what Heidegger (and Anaxi-
mander?) also mean(s). The concealed chung (41 )-pre-order is the quiescent
origin of man’s nature; in the self-expression (self-manifestation) of “sin-
cerity”’—the ethical sense included here within the metaphysical-—there is
presencing into he-order. But this presencing in unconcealment, in its fei-
expression or jin-filling into the unlimited, is already again concealed, already
a self-emptying and retum to the concealed yin-essence and chung-quiescence.
This is just the tzu-ling (H4)and tzu-hwa ( 1L ), self-ordering and self-
transformation of Tao in action, its “self-direction” or “‘direction-from-
within (itself).” And if chung ( 7)-balance is the “target” —the sage “hits
the chung-target”—of destiny and origin, it may also be seen as the “between-
ness’ of origin/destiny (yin/fei) in the unconcealing of the inner Tao, an
unconcealing toffor itself which simultaneously unlimits it and so conceals
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it from the (finite human) self, so that it “becomes present within unconceal-
ment between what is concealed and what is unconcealed.”

Anaximander's “beings” are “lingering in self-presence” for Heidegger,
and in this lingering, this “waiting for destiny”, are “haunted” by the origin
as an “‘essential possibility”. This Heideggerian origin looks like the abgrund,
abyss of primordial Nothing as horizon of Being. The jin-action or (self-)
actualization of “being sincere” in the Chung Yung may also be an “Open-
ness to Being” which sees its ground and horizon in the “essential possibility”
of the (retum to) origin; the sage’s awareness of his ownmost finitude set
within the infinite has however the sense not of “haunting” and “anxiety”
(being-toward-death) but of the commonality and “‘use” (yung, Zcontains
the =*, hand)} of the return, its everydayness and down-to-earth-ness. The
sage’s finitude is being-within-nothing as Asi, fE , fertile void; the necessity of
retum {xreon with its xeir, hand) is just “natural function”, and to follow
this Tao spontaneously (fzu ran, E4X ) is man’s nature () and his praxis.

Though Heidegger has carried the cosmic Anaximander over into the
zone of human existence and desiiny, the skoteinos, “obscure” Heraclitus
dwells in the region of human-cosmic relationship, and his Logos thus offers
a closer parallel to the Taoist Tao, perhaps to the Chung Yung. In Fragment
231 he says, echoing perhaps Lao-Tzu's “Tao ke tao, fei ch'ang Tao,” that
“One thing, the only truly wise, does not and does consent to be called
(legesthai) by the name of Zeus (Zenos onoma).” -And in Fragment 199:
“Listening not to me but to the Logos it is wise {sophon) to agree {(homolo-
gein) that all things are one (hen panta eingi).”® That is, Logos speaks to
man, telling him ““All is one”, and man listens and (if wise) agrees. Thisis a
classic mysticism: man is the little logos encompassed by, or containing, the
big Logos, just as in Hinduism we have the little atman (man’s soul) as part of
the great Arman, or in Lao-Tzu, the teo ke tao and the ch’ang Tao. The
similarity of Heraclitus’ viewpoint to that of Lao-Tzu and the Chung Yung as
we have seen it—man conceals the Tao/Mean from himself by trying to know
it though it is already immanent within him—is clear in Fragment 198,
with which Eliot prefaces the Four Quartets: ““Therefore it is necessary to
follow the common (zuno); but although the Logos is common the many
live as though they had a private understanding (phronesin).”*  Again,
commonality (the Chung Yung?): ‘“Those who speak with sense must rely on
what is common to all, as a city must rely on its law . . . For all the laws of
men are nourished by one law (nomos), the divine law (fou theiou); for it
has as much power as it wishes and is sufficient for all and is still left over ”
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(Fragment 253). This nomos zuno may call to mind the commonality and use
of ¢h’ang Tao and of Chung Yung. Again Lao-Tzu: “The sage has no constant
mind (ch’ang hsin),/But regards the people’s hsin as his own” (49). Here we
think of the disappearing self that simultaneously fills, or is filled by, others.

Heidegger interprets Heraclitus’ logos like this: “Legein is to lay. Laying
is the letting-lie-before— which is gathered into itself—of that which comes
together in presence.”® The concrete image of “letting lie before”, like
that of xreon as “hand” and ‘“usage’, suggests radical immanence and praxis,
perhaps a path through the woods that we already know without thinking
and so cannot lose, perhaps a chung yung, a “common mean”. This gets
beneath the traditional (but later, derived) senses of logos as “ratio” (order)
and “word”’ or “‘saying”, though Heidegger still presupposes the latter and its
correlate, “hearing”’. He translates Fragment 199:

Ouk emou alla tou logou akousantas. When you have listened,
not merely to me (the speaker), but rather when you maintain
yourself in hearkening attunement (Gehdren, belonging), then
there is proper hearing. Therefore this hearing is itself a legein.
As such, the proper hearing of mortals is in a certain way the
Same as the logos . . . homologein (“to agree,” “within the same
meaning to say’’) remains a legein which always and only lays
or lets lie whatever is already, as homon, gathered together and
lying before us; this lying never springs from the homologein
but rather rests in the Laying that gathers, ie. in the Logos. 66

Thus Logos (Tao) is listening and proper hearing but also “letting lie
before”; we have in a sense already agreed with the (voice of)Tao/Logos
concealed within us that “all is one”; our destiny is immanent; we have
already “returned”. The pure contemplation of the sage, in chung ()
quiescence and yin (f&)-receptive attunement to the Tao, is also already a
yung (& )praxis. Heidegger, taking Heraclitus' sophon, “wise” as geschick-
lich, “fateful”, goes on: “When proper hearing, as komologein, is, then the
fateful comes to pass, and mortal legein is dispatched to the Logos.”®” This
echoes not only Anaximander’s “haunting of the origin” but also Lao-Tzu:
“The retum to root/Is return to destiny./Return to destiny is constant
(common)./Knowing the constant (common, yung) is understanding (ming,
8F , enlightenment” (Chapter 16). The return of self in the returning flow
of Tao or (Chung) Yung to the destiny of the Origin is too a kind of “dis-
patching of mortal legein (logos, dasein, tao ke tao) to the Logos.
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This character 8§, ming is a sun on the left and moon on the right,
suggesting great ‘‘brightness”, perhaps “seeing”. The sage sees (%) the
return of all things to root-origin, to destiny, but in his secing he is already
returning-with and this being seen (8F , revealed) is also enlightenment.
For this returning-with is the commonality (' or &) of self and Tao. Or,
in Chung Yung 21: “By nature, enlightenment from complete expression;
by training, complete expression from enlightenment” (“By nature, rzu
ch’eng ming, self sincerity enlightenment; by training, tzu ming ch’eng, self
enlightenment sincerity.”) It is not that the sage sees him-self but he sees
Tao/Logos concealed at his chung ( o }-core. Thus Lao-Tzu 22:

The sage doesn’t see himself

(Lin: “does not reveal himself”)
Therefore ming, enlightenment
(Lin: “and is therefore luminous”)

Chang renders these lines, echoing Heidegger: “He remains in conceal-
ment and spontaneously is unconcealed.” Not seeing himself, he remains
hidden from himself, and yet this self-hiddenness is the unconcealing (ming-
seeing), within himself, of Tao . . . the lichtung, “clearing” of Tao.®® Heracli-
tus says (D.K. 16): To me dunon potepos an tis lathoi, “How can one hide
himself before that which never sets”? Heidegger comments:

Heraclitus saying is a question . . . The word into which the
question ascends is lathoi . . . lanthano, aorist elathon, means “I
am hidden” . .. Lanthanomai says: I am—with respect to my

relation to something usually unconcealed— concealed from my-
self”” The unconcealed, for its own part, is thereby concealed—
even as I am concealed from myself in relation to it.®

In chapter 41 Lao-Tzu says: “The way that is bright seems dull” (Lau)
or “Who understands Tao seems dull of comprehension” (Lin) or “bright
Tao like dark.” While 85 is a sun and moon, Bk is a sun and 2 “not yet”
and might thus mean: “sunnot yet”. Then: “Sun-and-moon Tao is like sun-
not-yet.” And so we ask, with Heraclitus: “How can one hide before that
which never sets?” Is the sun “‘not yet” because it never rises, or because it
never sets? Perhaps we do not see the sun because, like Tao or Logs, it is
too close to us. It may be like the “light of heaven” of the Secret of the
Golden Flower: “The light of heaven cannot be seen. It is contained in the

two eyes.” ™
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Heidegger comments on Heraclitus' fo dunon, “(that which) sets”:

The key (schiiissel) is to dunon. It is related to duo, which means
to envelop, to submerge. Duein says: to go into something—the
sun goes into the sea, is lost in it...Setting, as the Greeks
thought of it, takes place as a going into concealment . . . “the
never-setting’ urges us to consider how physis is experienced
as the everrising . . . The phrase fo me dunon pote, the not
setting ever, means both revealing and concealing . . . as one and
the Same . . . Self-revealing loves self-concealing . .. ™

“Self-revealing loves self-concealing”; physis, nature, Tao as “ever-rising”,
as constant manifestation is always and already a self-reversal and self-
returning into concealment, an “ever-setting”. He who sees this can “keep to
the course of the Mean” without thought or effort. He is attuned, open to
the inner presence of Tao-Logos so that it unconceals itself to him, or he to
it. Is this unconcealing of Tao-Logos to be also its “releasement”? In his
Gelassenheit essay, Heidegger bids us listen to this conversation:

Scholar: . .. If this were so, then man, as in-dwelling in release-
ment to that-which-regions, would abide in the origin of his
nature . . . man . .. is made use of for the nature of truth.

Scientist: . .. the in-dwelling of releasement has been thought of
as waiting . . . _

Scholar: . . . The self of that-which-regions is presumably its

nature and identical with itself.

Teacher: . . . . we are coming near to and so at the same time
remaining distant from that-which-regions; although such
remaining is, to be sure, a returning,

Scientist: . . . Then what is that nearness and distance within
which that-which-regions opens up and veils itself,
approaches and withdraws?

Scholar: . . . This word is Heraclitus’ word . . . which, all by
itself, constitutes Fragment 122 .. . Agxibasie . . . “going
toward” .. . “going near” . . . “moving into nearness”’

. the name for our walk today along this country path
... Then wonder can open what is locked?

Scientist: ... By way of waiting. ..
Teacher: . .. If thisis released. ..
Scholar: . .. and human nature remains appropriated to that. ..

Teacher: ... from whence we are called.”?
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Here we might hear the resoluteness (entschlossenheit) of the call to Be-
a-Self and, even more, the fatefulness (geschicklichkeit) of the call of ming-
# -destiny that calls us to be-our-nature. For this ming-£p is the “decree
by which Heaven calls men to life and determines their fate . . . (the) mouth
of Heaven dictating to man his destiny between . ... Heaven and Earth.””
But man’s place between Heaven-Earth we have also seen as the jin (&)
filling/femptying of his nature, the expression of order (he-H1 -harmony) out
of chung- i7-quiescence and simultaneous return to inexpressible origin of
nature. This chung, 1, we are told, was originally “an arrow fixed in a
target,” but Pound takes the “non-doubleness” of Chung Yung 26 to mean
“the arrow has not two points.” So “precise”, perhaps, has its focus become,
so clear and translucent. This single-pointed arrow of 7, of man’s original
nature, is a between-ness of finite self and infinite non-self, speech and
silence, being and nothingness. We reach this “level ground” of 1 -between-
ness by dwelling “at ease’ with our-selves, in-dwelling (at the origin of our
nature) in releasement to destiny.

Lao-Tzu says: “Tao that can be tao-ed is no  Tao.” Here & can
be ‘‘constant”, “unchanging”, “always returning”, perhaps ‘“‘resolute”; it
may also be “common’”, zuno, yung- &, “immanent”, “self-un-concealed”.
But perhaps it also hides within it another meaning, that of “waiting”:
“The Tao that can be tao-ed is not the waiting Tao,” ... is not the Tao for
(in) which we wait,” or ““. . . is not the Tao that waits...” For what? For
us to tao it? Or for our releasement to it, as to our destiny? Are these not
the same? Is not in-dwelling in releasement or dwelling on level ground or
“abiding in/at the origin of our nature” or “waiting for destiny” not just the
“in-gathering’ and poised tension of between-ness but also and at the same
time the act of releasement and return to Nature and destiny? Heraclitus
says (247): “The lord (ho anaz) whose oracle is in Delphi neither speaks out
{(legei) nor conceals (kryptei), but gives a sign (semainei).” The Chung Yung
says: “Heaven destins {sends, decrees) to us our nature (ex-istence);
following that nature is Tao (the Way).”

Notes

1. Wing-Tsit Chan, Chapter 5, “Spriitual Dimensions: The Doctrine of the Mean,”
A Source Book in Chinese Philosophy (Princeton: University Press, 1963), p. 107.
All following quotations from the Chung Yung, unless otherwise noted, are from
this translation.

2. Axchie J. Bahm, Translation of Chung Yung (“Genuine Living”) in Te-Hsueh



i

“TAOISM” IN THE “CONFUCIAN” CHUNG YUNG 311

Chung Yung with Chinese text (Taipei: Confucius Publishing Co., 1983), pp. 92-
93. This is my working Chinese text.

1 assume a general consensus as to what is “Confucian” and what is “Taoist.”
Though my sense of these terms should be clear enough, Tu Wei-Ming, in Chapter
1 of his Centrality and Commonality: An Essay on Chung Yung (U. Press of
Hawaii, 1976) is very helpful here:

Although vCh’ien Mu’s systematic attempt to underscore the importance
of . . . the Taoist element in Chung-yung clearly shows that there are
points of resonance between Chung-yung and the philosophy of Chuang
Tzu, his assertion that Chung-yung was, in fact, a Taoist text . . . isstill
too controversial . . . 'In Hsu Fukuan’s critique of Ch’ien’s claim,
at least seven pieces of textual evidence are identified tc show that
Chung-yung is closely linked with the Analects. In a similar critique,
Huan Chang-chien points out that an entire chapter in Chung-yung is
virtually identical to a passage in the Book of Mencius. Ch’en P’an
further advances the thesis that Chung-yung is basically a Confucian text
of the pre-Ch’in period . . . it might have been influenced by early Taoist
literature or . . . might have exerted influence upon Taoism and Budd-
hism . . . However, by assuming that Chung-yung is basically Confucian, I
do not necessarily subscribe to a given interpretation of what Confu-
cianism ought to be. (pp- 22-23)

Given a sufficiently broad definition of “Confucian” | would agree that this “Con-
fucian Book” is ‘“‘basically Confucian”; however, given any of the most common
interpretations of “Taoism” I would claim that the Taoist “side” of this book is
at least as compelling as the Confucian side, if not more compelling . . . that the
former in some sense enccmpasses and grounds the latter. Unfortunately, I did not
have access to the texts mentioned by Tu in the above passage.

Wing-Tsit Chan, Introduction to Chapter 5, ibid., p. 95.

A C. Graham, “The Background of the Mencian Theory of Human Nature” in
Studies in Chinese Philosophy and Philosophical Literature (Taipei, 1986, reprinted
from Tsing Hua Journal of Chinese Studies 6/1,2, 1967), p. 9. But Graham also
notes that the derivation of hsing () from sheng ( & ) “was always recognized,”
and further that hsing-nature tended increasingly to specify one kind of sheng-
life: “hsing in each case seems to refer, not to life in general or particular lives, but
to the course of life proper to man, in particular to health and longevity ” (p. 10),
The distinguishing radical } is of course often translated as “mind” as well as
“heart”.

L Wieger, Chinese Characters (Taipei: Lucky Book Co., 1982, reprinted from
Dover Publications N.Y., first ed. 19135), p. 47. Deconstructionists take note:
Wieger says the ling (4 »decree means ‘‘to fix A~ upon a written order the seal
p which makes it a writ of execution.” 4y , heaven’s decree or order, adds the
mouth, “thus an order given orally.” But he also seems to associate the “roof”
( ») with Heaven. Is the H-“between-ness” visible in £17 Man’s between-ness
(of Heaven-Earth, manifestation-return, Being-Nothing) is an important concept in
the last part of this paper, in connection with Heidegger's philosophy.

Graham, ibid., p. 8.

Graham, ibid., p. 8.

Fzra Pound, “Note” prefacing The Unwobbling Pivot, his translation of Chung
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10.

11.

14.
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17.
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Yung (New York: New Directions, 1968), p. 95.

Pound, ibid., p. 95. Pound (notoriously pro-Confucian, anti-Taoist and anti-
Buddhist) gets around the problem of whether Chung Yung is Taoist or Confucian
by claiming it “contains what is usually supposed not to exist, namely the
Confucian metaphysics.” He says it is ““divided into three parts: the axis (chung,
th ); the process (Tao, 38 ); and sincerity, the perfect word, or the precise word”
which he apparently connects to ethics, politics and metaphysics respectively,
though only the last connection is explicit. (p. 95)

Lao-Tzu chapter 48; unless otherwise indicated I'm using my own (very rough)
translations of Laoc-Tzu, e.g. here and in the passage from chapter 25 quoted
above; these may often be distillations or combinations of Chan’s (ibid.), Waley’s
(The Way and its Power), Chang’s (Tzo: 4 New Way of Thinking), Law’s (Lao Tzu,
Tao Te Ching) and Lin’s (The Sayings of Lao Tzu) translations, which to some
degree have been implanted in my memory and tend to get mixed there,

Pound, biid. p. 95, p. 121.

“Disowned” is nice as it anticipates Heidegger's eigentfich, “authentic” as being-a-
whole {(an analogue for “sincerity”), discussed later. Bahm’s note: “Or abandoned,
discarded. Cne cannot be separated from his own nature.” He takes Tao as nature
here— which seems reasonable in a way — though earlier Tao was “‘the way of self-
realization.”” He also takes Zsizo (% }education as “maturation”; it’s nice, but can
we then distinguish Asizo from hsing-nature or even ming-destiny? “Abandon” (lit.
“to put under ban = summons, order”: see note 6 above), though suggestive, may
be too subjective or self-consciously Western (Christian, romantic), as “discard”
also is in another sense,

Pound, “Terminology™ that prefaces translations of 7z Hsiieh, The Great Digest
and Chung Yung, The Unwobbling Pivot, ibid., p. 21.

Tu Wei-Ming (ibid. 21-22) thinks the text is

the result of a cumulative effort of many scholars over a long stretch of

time. The claim . .. can be substantiated by the fact that .. . the text
can be divided into three distinct parts: the first nineteen chapters deal
mainly with the . .. chun-rzu (. .. “profound person’); the twentieth

chapter . . . deals mainly with the idea of cheng (politics) . . ; and the last
thirteen chapters deal mainly with the metaphysical concept of ch'eng
(sincerity, reality and truth). However, aithough I am not convinced
that one of its authors was indeed the grandson of Confucius, Tzu-ssu
(X’ung Chi, 491-431 B.C.), I would assume that the work was written in
the school of Tzu-ssu and therefore is compatible in spirit with the Men-
cian tradition . . . Therefore . . . notwithstanding its composite author-
ship, Chung-yung can be analyzed as an integrated series of reflections
on personality, society, and metaphysics.

We note that Tu’s three-part division of the text is different from that of Chu Hsi,
Legge (& Pound?) into 5 parts: ch. 1 (intro.), 33 (conclusion), ch. 2-11 (psycholo-
gical, elucidating chung-balance), ch. 12- 20 (ethical-political, on Tao) and 21-33
(metaphysical, cheng); I wonder if any sort of division is necessary; see p. 12 of
my paper.

lames Legge, The Doctrine of the Mean in The Four Books (Taipei: Culture Book
Co., 1977), p. 47; Chan, ibid., p. 98.

Legge, ibid., p. 47 (note). 77 (¥, body or embody) contains a vessel, & |
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Chan, Introduction to Chapter §, ibid., p. 96

Chan, ibid., p. 97

Legge, ibid. pp. 47-48 (note).

Legge, ibid., note on Chu Hsi's introductory remark. p. 41.

Pound, The Unwobbling Pivot, ibid., p. 103

A C. Graham, Chuang-tzu: The Inner Chapters (London: George Allen and Unwin,
1981), Chapter 2, p. 53

Kirk and Raven, “Heraclitus” (Fragment 199), The Presocratic Philosophers (Cam-
bridge: University Press, 1963); Martin Heidegger, “Logos (Heraclitus, Fragment B
50)°, Early Greek Thinking (New York: Harper & Row, 1975), p. 67.

Burton Watson, Chuang Tzu: Basic Writings (New York: Columbia U. Press,
1964), pp. 46-47.

Pound, ibid., p. 107.

Chan, ibid., p. 100.

Legge follows Chu Hsi in making a 5-part division by separating chapters 1 and 33
as introduction and conclusion from 2-11, 12-20 and 21-32; Pound may just be
making a 3-part division into 1-11, 12-20 and 21-33; Chu Hsi takes chapter 1 as
text for the following sections (as in his comment on ch. 12, note 27 above); see
note 15.

Legge, ibid., p. 56 (note).

Graham, Chuang-tzu: The Inner Chapters, ibid., p. 107. Chinese text here is
Chuang-Tzu Tu-Pen (Taipei: San-min Shu-chu Press, 1983), 317

F.W. Stevenson, “Disappearing Ground: The Uses of Saying in Chuang-tzu” in
Tamkang Review, Vol. XV], No. 1, Fall 1985; see pp. 71, 98.

Lin Yu T’ang’s translation in The Sayings of Leo Tzu (Taipei: Confucius Publishing
Co.); Chan’s (ibid.) translation is similar: *‘He does not show himself, therefore he
is luminous”; the other (less orthodox?) translation here—“The sage doesn’t see
himself/ And is thus enlightened” is probably from D.C. Lau, Lgo Tzu, Tao Te
Ching (London: Penguin Books, 1963).

Chan, ibid., p. 107. The division question again: why not begin the “metaphysical”
section at the end of the over-long and somewhat incohesive chapter 20?7 (We can
also see Tu’s wisdom in making ch. 20 a division unto itself.) Or: why make any
divisions at all?

Chan, ibid., pp. 108-109.

Sce e.g. Chan’s comment on Chapter 5 in “The.Natural Way of Lao Tzu,” ibid.,
p. 142, where he distinguishes “vacuity (ksii, g ) and “non-being” (wu, M),
both “Taoist ideas”; the former, sometimes called “fertile void”, may be compara-
ble to Buddhist sunyata and Taoist/Heideggerian “between-ness’, for which see the
end of my paper.

Lor Derrida the traditional logocentric metaphysics which sees signitiers (names)
as imaging “transcendental signifieds” (concepts) breaks down or reverses itself, so
that we are left only with (transcendental) signifiers; this is also an assault on the
principle of identity, including (human) self-identity; the implications for my
discussion are no doubt rich but must be explored in another article. To say that
a term (or its meaning) “cmpties out” into its “definition” may be to commit the
logocentric fallacy, or it may be a deconstructive technic, depending on which
(term or definition) we are thinking of as signifier and which as signified . . . Surely
Pound had none of this in mind when he defined ch’eng-sincerity as “precision”
and “precise definition™? But: what did he have in mind?
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All definitions of Chinese characters/terms from 4 New Practical Chinese-English
Dictionary (Taipei: The Far East Book Co., Ltd, 1972). H Fingarette in Con-
Jucius— the Secular as Sacred (N.Y.: Harper & Row, 1972) makes much of the fact
that i (&) contains &, a “holy vessel”, and sees a strongly self-less, ritual and
sacred element in the Confucian Analects.

Rectification of names in Confucius’ Analecis: what is said must agree with what is
meant Pound expanded on his three imagist principles for aspiring poets— “direct
treatment of the ‘thing’ whether subjective or objective, to use absolutely no word
that does not contribute to the presentation, to compose in the sequence of the
musical phiase”—in ““A Few Don’ts” in “Poetry”, I, 6 (March, 1913), where he also
says that “‘an image is that which presents an intellectual and emotional complex in
an instant of time.” . .. But what does he mean by “sincerity” as “precision”?
Pound, The Great Digest, ibid., p. 31.

Pound seems more likely to be thinking of “inarticulate thoughts”™ as vague and
“twisty”” thoughts, too loose, not tightly defined enough for a good imagist poet;
but to take “inarticulate” as unexpressed or inexpressible—the Tao that “cannot be
spoken of’?—or to take that kind of “thinking” as a pre-reflexive cogito (for
which see e.g. Merleau-Ponty’s Preface to Phenomenology of Perception) would be
much closer to the sense of the Chung Yung, I feel

Legge, ibid, p. 61 (note).

Legge, ibid., p. 62 (note).

Stevenson, ibid. (See notes 30 and 31 above.) Eliot’s “still point of the turning
world” is of course in “Burnt Norton™, at the opening of the Four Quartets and
prefaced by Heraclitus' Fragment 198.

Chan, Mencius 7 A:1, ibid., p. 78.

Legge, The Works of Mencius VIi:1, ibid., p. 933 (note). Wieger says #, 37 , is
“a man A standing upon— the ground. This character is the reverse of X (ibid.,
p. 27). Here we will think of “level ground” and grounding, also “between-ness”
of Earth-Heaven. . . is17 a X, Heaven upside down? Grounded (upside down) on
Heaven’s ground?

Chan, ibid. p. 83.

Chan, ibid. pp. 78-79

Heidegger, Being and Time (Taipei: Shwang Ye, 1985, reprinted from Macquarrie
and Robinson’s translation) and later works. Ex-istence, like ec-stasy, means literal
ly “standing out {side) (oneself)”.

Tu, ibid. p. 109.

Tu, ibid., p. 110

U. Libbrecht, “The Concept of Ch’eng”, a paper presented to The International
Symposium on Confucianism and the Modern World (Taipei, Nov. 12-17, 1987).
Heidegger, Being and Time, ibid., p. 263.

Heidegger, ibid., pp. 275-277.

Heidegger, ibid. p. 312.

F. Lentricchia, “Versions of Phenomenology”, After the New Criticism (Taipei:
Crane Book Co., 1982, reprinted from The Athlone Press edition, U.K., 1980),
p. 93.

Lentricchia, ibid., p. 92.

Cornford, Principium Sepientize (N.Y.: Harper & Row, 1965). Cornford talks
about the ambiguity of Hesiod’s chaos: it can be the empty funlimited space
existing before Heaven and Earth appeared, but it can also be the gap between
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Heaven and Earth (once they do appear).

Kirk and Raven, “Anaximander of Miletus”, ibid., Fragment 112, p. 117; Hek
degger, “The Anaximander Fragment”, Early Greek Thinking, ibid., p. 44.

See Heidegger, ibid. and Kirk and Raven, ibid.

Heidegger, ibid., pp. 51-52.

Stevenson, ““Self-Concealment of the Origin: Lao-Tzu’s Tao and Heraclitus’

Logos’, (Tamkang Review Vol. XIII, No. 3, Spring 1983), p. 252;

Heidegger, ibid., p. 30.

This and . other Heraclitus Fragments from Kirk and Raven, “Heraclitus of
Ephesus”, ibid. This Fragment 199 is perhaps the one Heidegger is most interested
in; it carries a clear LogosTac parallel as well as a clear Logos-Word (of God)
parallel

Also a very nice fragment, with a clear (possibility of) Logos-Tao parallel. Eliot
in Four Quartets plays with a distinction (or play) between immanent {in time)
and transcendent (timeless) worlds, and is also very interested in their interaction or
“between-ness’.

Heidegger, ““‘Logos (Heraclitus, Fragment B 50)”, ibid., p. 63.

Ibid., p. 67. Sheng (E, wise, sage) has a mouth ([3) and ear (H), just as &
(8 . body or embody) has a vessel ().

Ibid., p. 68. Just as ““En panta is not what the Logos pronounces; rather, En Panta
suggests the way in which Logos essentially occurs,” (ibid., p. 70), so “when there
is proper hearing, as homologein (within the same meaning to say)”’ there is a
sophon, wisdom which is an “‘abiding” (waiting) that “maintains itself in the abode
of mortals” and “holds to what the Laying that gathers lets lie before us” and
“can dispatch itself toward i (get under way toward it) . .. ? (ibid., p. 68) “Fate-
ful” as geschicklich is tied to schenken, “to send”, to schickliches, “appropriate”,
geschickt, ““skillful” and geschicht, “history”. Heidegger says of the Sameness
of beings/Being that it “‘fatefully concerns the Greeks and ourselves . . . {and)
brings the dawn of thinking into the fate of things Western . .. Only asa result of
this fatefulness (Geschick) do the Greeks become Greeks in the historic (geschicht-
lich) sense.” (ibid, 25)

Chang Chung-Yuan, in his “Reflections” (Errinerungen an Martin Heidegger,
Neske) says to Heidegger: “Lichtung is the opening and clearing from which
illumination derives. This lichtung in the Taoist sense is Ming, B4 ,”* and Heidegger
answers, “That is correct.” The lichtung can be found in On Time and Being
and other later works. Heidegger in Early Greek Thinking: *‘As it reveals itself in
beings, Being withdraws. Being thereby holds to its truth and keeps to itself . . .
Its early sign is ‘4-letheia. As it provides the unconcealment of beings it founds the
concealment of Being . . . the epoche of Being. .. Man’s destiny gropes toward its
fate. Man’s inability to see himself corresponds to the self-concealing of the
lighting (lichtung) of Being,” (ibid., 26)

Heidegger, *‘Logos”, ibid. pp. 106, 108

C. F. Baynes translation of The Secret of the Golden Flower (N.Y.: Harcourt,
Brace & World, 1931) with introduction by R. Wilhelm.

Heidegger, ibid., pp. 110-114.

Heidegger, Discourse on Thinking (N.Y.: Harper and Row, 1966), pp- 84-90. Of
course we will think of *“that-which-regions” in connection with the Logos as
“Iaying that gathers” that “lets lie before us”, perhaps aiso in conection with the
classical Chinese notion (from the J Ching) of man as the “region” between Heaven
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and Earth. . . “In-dwelling in releasement . . . in the origin of his nature . . .”:

dwelling/abiding as quiescent/contemplative origin (chung- B -equilibrium) or
expressive/pragmatic manifestation (fei and he- FJ-eharmony) or as the between-ness
of the “return™?

Heidegger talks about the “call” of conscience and of care, and “resolutencss”

(notice the entschlossenheit comes again from schliessen, “‘open/close” with its

parallel to jin, ¥ ) as a “choosing” to be a (finite) Self in Being and Time, ibid.,

pp- 312 ff.  On the etymology of éﬁ, see note 6 above. Wieger’s etymology of

th isatibid, p. 31. Pound’s “arrow” at ibid., p. 183.



