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Abstract In this paper I set out a phenomenology of social transformation, based on an analysis of the distinctively religious form of communication which underlies the trans-generational and trans-cultural transmission of world traditions, taking Confucianism and Christianity as their representatives. A phenomenological analysis of their communicative structure allows the possibility of a better understanding of what can be learnt from them in the context of contemporary debates in both China and the West on the relation between religion, ethics and politics. This analysis suggests that the ethical consistency of belief and act, which is the necessary condition for the engendering of long-term solidarity in religious community, has significant implications for ethics in politics, and especially for the legitimacy of representational leadership as a focal point for change in society. The paper concludes that the historical experience of world religions can offer new insights into the nature of political leadership and representation in today’s globalised world and that the appropriate locus for this inquiry is the present negotiation and re-negotiation of relations between China and the West. 
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1 Introduction

It is possible to discern in both China and the West a continuing re-alignment of the historical relations between religion, politics and ethics. In China this frequently takes the form of debates about legitimacy in government, and questions more broadly about the nature of political representation, in the light of an inheritance which includes both Marxist and Confucian political structures and ideas, and the ethical principles which are bound up with these. In the West, it more often takes the form of questions around the appropriate level of influence, if at all, of explicitly religious values in our secular political life. We can see it in the British context also in the continuing existence of the House of Lords, with its—unelected—representatives of religious and other communities who can at times, nevertheless, bring into public debate the interests and concerns of those whose lives are unnoticed within the perspectives of the elected members of the House of Commons, or lie beyond them. The American system of religious lobbying can also function in a parallel way.

Within this re-alignment there is also an undeniable sense that world religions and politics are in some way in competition with each other, laying claim to the same ground (Turner 1983; Chen 2009; Eagleton 2010). After all, both seek to be forms of social transformation, in which an identifiable community is maintained through consensus within change. But the nature of the social transformation seems to be quite different. Politics is concerned with solving the social and economic problems of the day. It tends to the short-term and pragmatic, while looking to shared values which will inform change. World religions on the other hand are concerned with long-term identities based upon shared ancient practices and beliefs as well as values, with a principal orientation to cultural and ethical rather than political and pragmatic forms of identity. If politics is about solving the problems of the present day which confront an identifiable community, and might threaten to undermine its viability, then religions are concerned with communicating and sustaining a way of life. But both have this in common: the need to persuade people and to persuade them in a way that shapes what they do. Politicians cannot govern long unless their policies are, or come to be, supported by a substantial proportion of the population they govern, and a religion cannot be a world religion, which shapes an identity as a way of life, without those who represent and communicate it being able to persuade millions of others that this too is what they want to be. 

A theory of social transformation then is one which sets out the processes of persuasion. Deep forms of social transformation, such as those represented by world religions with their quite unparalleled extension in space and time, cannot be the result of communicative flair and expertise alone (these are not “brands” to be sold in that sense). Rather they must be communicated through deep structural transactions between human beings which engender forms of solidarity which, in the case of world religions as we know, can be so powerful that they shape the landscape of international politics. What is most striking about religious community is that its bonding extends far beyond the solidarity of a known community and becomes itself a public—even in some instances a universalist—solidarity. In world religions, what is called the “public” domain in politics can itself become culture, and so a religious identity can itself be a cultural identity which might be superimposed upon our political community, which might combine with it, or which might under circumstances be at odds with it. 

A properly global theory of social transformation needs to be based upon what we can best call religious communication, which is to say the processes whereby world religions extend themselves through space and time. This is in effect more than “persuasion”: it is the communication of a way of life. Even though any world religion, by definition, can cross many of the social and historical boundaries which conventionally divide us, it seems right to base the analysis on two representative world religions, Confucianism and Christianity, since these have had less immediate contact with each other than the “abrahamic” religions, for instance, with their interweaving of narratives of the other “abrahamic” religions already within their own identity and their long-term co-existence under both Islamic and Christian polities. But also Confucianism and Christianity are the religions which are most deeply embedded in Chinese and Western culture. They are also the religions which have perhaps had the closest contact with the ideas and structures of Marxian social analysis, as a purely political form of trans-cultural social transformation. An analysis of social transformation which can hold of these two religions will have the strongest ground politically for the claim that it is truly a model for today’s world which has potentially global resonance. 

2 Confucianism and Christianity

Understanding world religions however is not a straightforward task. As Gavin Flood has argued, the Study of Religions is currently dominated by structural and cultural paradigms which do not always find a place for the existential and historical motivations of religions (Flood 2012, 2–28). If world religions have shaped our societies over centuries, and if they continue to do so in a globalised age, then they must be accessing the organic, formational processes of our cultural and personal identities in powerful ways. Even religion’s modern detractors have to acknowledge the tenacity and robustness of religious solidarity, operating across national and socio-economic boundaries, which can be a significant factor even in the development of international foreign policy. We have to ask, with Flood, therefore: Where does this capacity for social transformation lie in religions? The answer, we will find, lies in the fundamental structure of our own human self, as this is shaped over time. We are ourselves historical beings. As “intelligent embodiment,” we are creatures whose understanding of the world can substantially affect the way that we are ourselves in the world, since our own selfhood is a unity of both subjectivity and matter, mind and body. The way that we understand matter is therefore a condition of our own nature which, since this understanding can fluctuate and change, is itself historical to the extent that it can change over time (not least through the effects of scientific discovery). It is this transition that we can see in Charles Taylor’s distinction between the “porous” self of pre-modernity (to be associated with religion) and the “buffered” self of modernity (to be associated with secularity) (Taylor 2007). 

There is, of course, scope here only for the briefest outline of some of the distinguishing features which Confucianism and Christianity have in common. It has to be recognized also that the whole question of Confucian-Christian dialogue has long been bound up with broader questions concerning the Westernisation (or otherwise) of China, as well as a modernization agenda within Confucianism itself.
 But, as we argue here, real points of existential affinity and convergence in the fundamental structures of the Confucian and Christian self can be identified. Both were originally shaped by pre-modern cosmologies, for instance, and their ancient practices still embody and communicate forms of pre-modern human self-awareness. 

It is principally in the combination of cosmology and ethics that Christianity and Confucianism converge as systems of life and thought. Paul Ricoeur points to the identification of ethos (ethics) and cosmos (world) as one of the chief characteristics of Judaeo-Christian tradition (Ricoeur 1977, 11–13). This is visible in the “wisdom” traditions of the Hebrew Bible as it is in the “natural law” traditions of later Catholic Christianity. This identification is grounded in a strong account of the creation, and it finds its fullest expression in the ancient belief in heaven as a place in which spiritual exaltation and physical height combine. The traditional heaven of both Synagogue and Church was located at the very highest point of the known universe, as the dwelling place of God (Wright 2000, 52–97; Grant 1996; Davies 2004, 15–28). 

The Christian scriptures narrated how Christ descended from heaven and ascended to heaven again at his exaltation, while on earth he prayed that God’s will might “be done on earth as it is in heaven.” Literal belief in heaven allowed the Church to make a concrete affirmation about the present whereabouts of the risen Christ. Understandably, the idea of heaven played a powerful role in the formation of Christian liturgy and the language of Christian piety and belief. Inevitably therefore, the dislodging of heaven from the known universe, through a series of scientific discoveries from the mid-sixteenth century, caused deep trauma in Christian life and belief (Davies, Janz and Sedmak 2007, 11–36). On the surface it seems that this “loss of heaven” in the early modern period led not only to a crisis in biblical authority but also to a thorough-going de-cosmologization of the Christian religion (Scholder 1990). Prior to Copernicus, the Church could affirm that Christ still lives in embodied form in heaven above, while after Copernicus, this was no longer possible. This did not lead to the renunciation of resurrection belief in Christianity however, but rather changed its format, moving this central affirmation of Christian faith away from its more directly cosmological expressions in tradition. 

It is more appropriate to say however that cosmology remains implicitly integral to Christianity in the modern period for it is presupposed in the Christian claim of the Lordship of Christ, which is central to the faith of Catholic and Protestant alike. In its original scriptural setting this implied the recognition that Christ was identical with the Creator God Yahweh and so Lord of all Creation. Stripped of its explicitly cosmological implications, the affirmation of the Lordship of Christ still presupposes his cosmic authority as “first fruits” and as the advent of the New Creation (1 Cor 15.20). The Christian proclamation remains one fundamentally of a different world order, centred in the person of Christ. The Lordship of Christ is in effect always eschatological.

The modern intellectual inheritance of Confucianism is of course very different from that of Christianity, and heaven remains more overtly present as a cosmological idea. But at the same time, the Confucian concept of heaven (tian 天) is more profoundly a religious rather than a scientific (or proto-scientific) one. China has not experienced the debates as to whether heaven exists, and what the consequences of its loss might be, which so troubled early modern Christianity, with its more positivistic forms of biblical revelation. The issue rather has been whether it is to be seen as a transcendental or metaphysical idea, or as one which is ultimately grounded in the ordinary and practical dimensions of human life (Needham 1969, 63). At its heart, the Confucian belief in heaven is one which needs to be judged in terms of the heavenly imperative or “mandate of heaven” (tianming 天命) and the principle of harmony (he 和) which it supports. Harmony is the right ordering of things according to originary principles of relation, and it extends across the whole range of human life and experience, from architecture, literature and music, to traditional rites, the social order and our own moral nature. If heaven and earth are in harmony, then all is in its rightful place in the world. Confucianism is a religion which is focused upon the maintaining of harmony as the guiding principle of individual, social and indeed cosmic life. 

Although the social histories of heaven have been very different in Confucianism and Christianity, we find in both the same conviction of the interrelation of the world in its transformability and the domain of personal ethics. In Christianity this is mediated through the restorative disclosure of a new world order focused in the person of Christ, and expressed in his Lordship. In Confucianism, on the other hand, “heaven” is known in the principle of harmonization or harmony whereby human beings recognize a primal harmonious order of things, on a cosmic scale, to which they can conform and by which they can learn to live. But the convergence of “ethos” and “cosmos” will inevitably have powerful and identifiable effects on the human self which are of an existential kind. The lived acceptance of law and ethics (ethos) supports the principle of personal change, for instance, while the cosmological or world-centred nature of that change (cosmos) makes it in principle social change or changing together. This means that the personal, existential structure of the self which comes into view in Confucianism and Christianity will inevitably be one also of social transformation (Yao 1996b).

3 Religious Communication and Phenomenology
One of the chief effects of the cosmic dimension of these religions is their tendency to integrate communication within the material order. We see this in a repeated emphasis on the material nature of the sign. In a visual medium, this takes place through the use of calligraphy, art or the illumination of texts. In an oral medium, it takes place through chant, recitation, hymnody or musical accompaniment in liturgy or rite. Learning to speak in a characteristically or traditionally Confucian or Christian way typically involves the transposition of the written text into an oral medium. This further allows the internalization of the sacred texts which we see also in devotional forms of reading. If liturgy and rite allow the integration of the sacred text into our own embodied life and imagination, then the texts are also received as forming our way of life through the adherence of Confucian or Christian to the divine commands of which they are the bearer. Confucian and Christian are called upon to live by the sacred texts of their tradition, which are, for them, uniquely and authoritatively disclosive of the nature of the world (cosmos) where such a responsible life can be lived out (ethos). It is through these dynamic communicative structures that the language of the community becomes all- encompassing, and becomes itself the communication of a world.  

The centrality and distinctiveness of religious communication from the perspective of an analysis of religions as forms of social transformation, raises the critical question of where a theory of social transformation should be grounded? Is this hermeneutics and interpretation or phenomenology and the mind-body relation? The answer must be that it is both, since otherwise we will fail to grasp the extent to which religious communication is different from other forms of communication on the one hand, or will fail to grasp the extent to which is nevertheless remains within a theory of communication on the other. Here the sociological analysis of Niklas Luhmann is helpful. For Luhmann, “meaning” and “communication” need to be contrasted. He argues that the former, which he associates with “psychic systems” (or “persons”), always remains subjective and inaccessible. “Communication,” on the other hand, is always practiced and so is visibly embodied. Luhmann wants to found his scientific sociological understanding of the human on the basis of observable social systems of communication therefore, and has rightly identified the embodied practices of communication, which are fundamental to social life and so also to our human condition, as offering the appropriate point of departure (Luhmann 1995, 1–102).  

Luhmann has a second key insight for this present study. He argues, quite rightly, in his “systems theory” that human beings construct meaning in such a way as to reduce the overwhelming complexity of life. In a process which he calls self-producing autopoiesis, we select out from our ambient reality in the construction of specific systems of meaning, which are related to the personal, social, professional and other dimensions of our lives (Luhmann 1995, 34–36). Luhmann’s tracing of meaning as autopoiesis, presumes meaning as systemic structure and so also as escape from complexity, through selection. Luhmann sees religious language in a parallel way as just such an escape from the complexity of the real. 

But here we can begin to see the deficit in his social philosophy. Luhmann argues for instance that love and marriage represent a decisive way in which a linguistic “system” can be created by two people, sharing a perspective, which allows also just such a reduction in the complexity of life (Luhmann 2010). He fails to take account therefore of how the greater proximity of the other within marriage is also inevitably the source of much greater complexity and, indeed, of the inescapable confrontation with complexity, since now the complex other with all their needs and contingencies is made integral to our own sense of identity. In the same way, Luhmann fails to grasp the extent to which the divine command of world religions such as Confucianism and Christianity obliges engagement with the world precisely in its situational particularity and moral complexity. Of course, the communitarian language of religion can set up sectarian boundaries and become expressive of a reductive hermeneutic (of unassailable doctrinal or interpretative assuredness). This is collectivism. But it can also, through a divine command of engagement precisely in the complexity of life, lead to a community of openness and the positive embrace of complexity. This challenges the hegemony of the cultural-linguistic approach of late modernity, which we can characterise as functioning along a “horizontal” axis of communication, laying bare the systemic and subjective meaning in our shared communicative acts (Flood 2012, 55–58). The embrace of complexity demands another, complementary analytic: one which emphasizes what can be at stake in communication, namely the integrity of our own embodied life as precisely a unity of believing and acting. 

This is perhaps an axis of the “perpendicular,” which allows the recognition of how we actually find ourselves situated in terms both of depth and height. An analysis of “depth” is one in which we recognize that the situations in which we find ourselves as communicators and meaning-makers are already conditioned by historical and political processes of cause and effect, both visible and hidden. These leave an imprint not only in terms of our own personal identity but also our social history. While allowing for a difference in the role specifically of “production,” we can parallel this nevertheless, for instance, with the “historical materialism” of Marxian tradition. But the political is present also in the dimension of “height.” This too is historical but allows for an imaginative envisioning beyond the constraints of the causally given, in terms of possible futures. If its analysis of “depth” would align the development of “a phenomenology of social transformation” with critical theory, with its laying bare of the relation between thinking and the historical mechanisms of cause and effect, then its analysis of “height” points it more to a belief in our capacity to transform our present and so to humanize our own social future. In this it is akin to those Marxian theorists who read Marx (particularly the Economic and Philosophic Manuscripts of 1844) as grounding his understandings of liberation and the overcoming of alienation in a moral sense that is intrinsic to or embedded within his historical materialism (Qu 2011). 

But if every act of communication is embodied, and so potentially a place in which something of the life of those who communicate can be existentially at stake in each and every communicative act, then it must be the case also that there are potentially dimensions of particularity in every communicative act which require a different kind of analysis. In communication which effects or expresses social transformation, there will always be something at stake. This analysis therefore will have to take the form of a phenomenology, if it is to be adequate to the place of the human body in communication and so to what can be personally and existentially at stake in communication. Only phenomenology can allow what is concealed—perhaps deeply—within the communicative act to come into view. Indeed, as Thomas Csordas has argued, semiotics cannot serve as a point of departure for fundamental reflection on human embodiment since it inevitably perpetuates a form of dualism, constantly privileging “mind/subject/culture” over “body/object/biology” (Csordas 1994, 9). Csordas points out that the human body produces and shapes culture as much as it is shaped by it and argues that a fundamental anthropology can only begin in phenomenology since this deals with the body as our “being in the world” (Csordas 1994, 10).

4 A Theory of Social Transformation
Our point of departure for a new comparative analysis of Confucianism and Christianity leads to a form of phenomenological analysis which itself refuses the rationalist rejection of complexity and instead concerns itself specifically with our human capacity to manage and be reconciled with complexity, as we must do when we enter more deeply into communicative exchange with others in the interests of facilitating consensual change. At the centre of this inquiry then is the further question: what happens to us when we embrace complexity? What kinds of reasoning for instance can be associated with whether we embrace complexity, or rather seek to reduce and to resist it? 

4.1
The Range of “Phenomenology of Social Transformation” 
This leads to our second critical question therefore which is the following: where do we most encounter complexity? That the world is a complex place is a truism, and with our complex brain which is “the most complex system so far encountered anywhere in the universe” (Zeman 2008, 1), we are better positioned than other creatures to recognize it. But in effect, it would seem that we human beings have survived in evolutionary terms both by developing such powerful brains which can grasp complexity but also by becoming ever more skilled at reducing our perception of complexity, through Luhmann’s “selection” or autopoiesis (a term which originally occurs in neuro-psychology), and so making our lives more manageable. The question of where we most encounter complexity is a real one therefore, since too many choices and too many connections will make coming to judgment and decision-making much more difficult. There is a case for the view that in evolutionary terms we human beings have learned to shun complexity, in the interests of being able to act swiftly and resolutely when we need to.

The answer must be that it is in our proximate or close relationships of family, neighbors and friends, that we most encounter complexity in its most irreducible forms. The reason simply is that other human beings are the most complex entities cognitively and behaviorly in our environment, with whom we must deal in all kinds of ways. Social transformation is a necessary skill in managing proximate or close relationships. Accordingly, a phenomenology of social transformation through communication has to reflect the human learning and education, personal growth, adaptation and cultivation of virtues over time that we associate with kinship and patterns of close community in which we first encounter inescapable complexity. 

But “social transformation” is a concept that must apply equally in public spaces as in private ones. Though we may not wish to describe the public relationships we have with others as equally constitutive of our identity, we nevertheless encounter the other both as potential ally and as potential competitor for resources and power. Society is the domain in which our shared human futures are shaped and generated, and a phenomenology of social transformation will need to be able to describe both the bringing about of social cohesion and its breakdown. 

Religion marks the third and final stage of this expansion. Social transformation in religious terms is embedded within communities who discern themselves to be potentially universalist communities, extending through all societies. Intrinsic to this universalism is the notion of world, since the divine mandates or imperatives which ground religious identity are themselves the communication of the meaning of the world (cosmos), as religiously disclosed, in terms of a lived ethics (ethos).  

4.2
The Focus of “Phenomenology of Social Transformation” 
But if a “phenomenology of social transformation” appears universalist in its range, potentially progressing in its development from family, to community and to world, it will need nevertheless to be highly focused and specific in its structure. This follows from its overwhelming concern with the human being from the perspective of our capacity to come to judgment. These are the moments when, through a process of discernment and decision, we consciously take responsibility for what we do or believe. Judgment is the point at which we self-position in the world, realising ourselves as this person at this point in space and time. It is implicitly a moment of self-reflexion at which we make our lives our own. From the perspective of the generation and communication of meaning, in which something of ourselves is at stake, judgment plays a crucial role therefore. Of course, in the ordinariness of life, we do not have to come to judgment all the time. Much of our behavior relies on habituated movements and repeated patterns of response. It is only when habituated forms of life no longer seem suitable to occasions as they arise that we find a degree of dissonance and recognize that we need to come to judgment about what to believe or do. 

And here we encounter something fundamental about judgment. The fact is that we always come to judgment as embodied subject, as someone who is both mind and body: as pure subjectivity and complex materiality at the same time. But it does not follow at all that in our coming to judgment, we actually give expression to ourselves in our unity as both body and mind. Indeed, in most cases it will not be that. It will be rather the expression of who we are as subject, in a complex material world which we need to bring under our own control. We will come to judgment then at a controlling distance from the actual situational reality of the world in which we must act, but where great complexity lies, in its incalculable laws of cause and effect and in what can at times be our own discomforting human responsibility for what we believe and do. A phenomenology which is concerned with how human beings can function with integrity, as “intelligent embodiment,” in the complex particularity of material reality, will need to focus specifically on the question of what kind of mind-body relation is enacted at the point of judgment: when we define ourselves in responsibility as being this person at this point in space and time.  

5 The Life of Judgment
This emphasis upon judgment as a constant of human life (indeed as the way in which “take possession” of our own life and so humanize it by making it our own), leads also to the necessity of developing a typology of the different contexts of judgment. The structure of judgment may always be the same, but it is certainly not the case that the contexts of judgment are always the same: the judgments we make as observer (as in science), or agent (as in business), in ethics (as family member or caring member of society) or in religion (situational application of divine imperative), are clearly identifiable but also very different. This has the further implication that the ways in which we reason are very different in these contexts. We can also say that the kind of identity that emerges from our judgment is different, and that it supports a different sense of freedom. We must point finally to the different forms of communication which arise as the expression of these different contexts of judgment. Communication too is integral to the way that we take possession of our own lives, and so is integral to who we most essentially are. 

5.1
Judgment and Embodiment 
The principle that the self who comes to expression at the point of judgment will be in varying degrees “embodied” begins with the observation that in certain kinds of detached judgments about how the world is, our judgment will scarcely be “embodied” at all. Embodiment does not belong to those kinds of “scientific” judgments we make as observer except as the passive perception of data through the senses. But secondly, where judgment is in the calculation about how to act in our own self-interest as agent, we can speak of a “conditional embodiment.” It is conditional because it is predicated only on our own perspective or point of view. Thirdly, we can note the character of ethical judgments, where we recognise and come to judgment about what to do for the sake of the other. In this case we can say that we approach a more unconditional level of embodiment, which reflects the breakdown of the perspectivalism of our own self-interest. Fourthly, we can identify a religious kind of embodied judgment, which is strongly communitarian and can even follow an axis of universal hospitality to the other. 

In these different contexts of judgment, a different type of mind-body relation is enacted. This is not insignificant; it has consequences. A narrow perspectivalism of the self fosters individualism and isolation, for instance. Where this is a shared or social perspective, we can speak of collectivism based on a perceived common self-interest (e.g. nationalist or socio-economic). In contrast, in the case of an integrated, ethical and “unconditionally embodied” self, when what we have most in common with other human beings comes to expression in judgment, we can speak of a communitarian sociality, with implications for social and human solidarity. Thus it is not the conceptual content of our communication that holds a universalist potential but communication as embodied process: and so as irreducibly particular, though in a way that actualizes our human embodiment as that which we have most in common with each other.

5.2
Judgment and Reason 
There are implications also for the way we reason in different contexts of judgment with different forms of the mind-body relation. Where this is least integrated, we may expect to find what is traditionally known as “theoretical” or “speculative” reasoning, governing the determination of our beliefs about the world. In the case of “conditional embodiment,” our reasoning will be “practical” and orientated towards our acts. In the case of our ethical reasoning, there will be a further distinction, since now our own perspective of personal interest can no longer be determinative. Our concern with the other will necessarily locate us beyond the perspective of our own self-interest, and so will bring us to a confrontation with the irreducible complexity of life. We have to speak of “open” reasoning therefore at this point. The ethical does mean a cessation of reasoning but rather an intensification of reasoning, though without the consolation of secure outcomes. 

5.3
Judgment and Communication
Finally, there are implications also in these different types of mind-body relation for how we communicate with others. We do not use language in the same way when we lecture on scientific topics, for instance, as when we struggle to make our voice heard in the hurly-burly of life. Our use of language in ethical contexts is again different and can be characterized also as listening and as speaking for the other. 

But there is a further essential point about the relation between judgment and communication which concerns our self-reflexivity. Communication is also intrinsic to the way we come to judgment at all: it is through our communication, or the way that other people see and receive us, that judgment is heightened and extended. It is through language and what we ourselves say and do that we are placed before ourselves in such a way that we now have to come to judgment about who it is we become when we believe, say and do these things? 

6 The Four “Selves”

The four different kinds of mind-body relation which are resolved at the point of judgment (when we self-position and self-determine through a process of discernment and decision), can also be described as four different ways in which we are in the world. They constitute our four different “selves.” It is of course the case that we can be all four of these “selves,” though not at the same time. In this section we will analyze the first three (the observer self, the agent self, and the ethical self) before passing on in the following section to the fourth (the religious self). In each case, we will focus upon the typical features of the communication we can associate with them, the kind of reasoning, the kind of identity they support and the kind of freedom. We will also consider the different ways in which these selves can be said to have meaning. 

In short, what we are seeking to identify here are the different degrees of internal harmony which are possible when we, as human beings, position ourselves in the world through judgment, combining our powers of reasoning and willing in the determination of what we shall—as this person—believe or do. If we are always pure subjectivity (mind) and complex materiality (body) at the same time, then to what extent do we integrate this truth, and so realize a proper harmony between self as body and self as mind, when we self-position through judgment in our communicative acts? The answer to this question, we propose, will determine the extent to which our communications are truly socially transformative. The further implication, of course, is that it is the extent to which we are integrated into our own embodiment, or “earthliness,” at the point of judgment in our ethical acts (ethos), which determines also the extent to which we can be said to be truly at home and at one with the world (cosmos), and so also—as a creature possessed of judgment—truly at home in the real. 

6.1 Observer Self
We need then to begin with the “observer self” who is concerned to understand the world in itself. Here the orientation of reasoning is towards beliefs and not acts. We can describe the observer’s typical forms of communication as emphasizing the propositional and the discursive, in the service of a communicative clarity. Such clarity of expression of the “observer self,” with which we begin, is in fact scarcely natural but needs to be acquired through education and training. The propositional-discursive is characteristic of any communication of transferable and so disembodied meaning (i.e. from one context to another), and is commonplace in a complex society such as ours where the demands of technology and organisation are so extensive and diverse. We find the chief forms of this communication not only education and instruction but also in the propositions of law. The preferred languages will be international.

  We can take our own role as academics as an example of this first context for self-positioning and judgment. As scholars, we are accustomed to coming to judgment not about acts but about the conceptual relations between things. We access the world as subjects who observe it analytically. We are also accustomed to the way that the “observer self” typically reasons. We strive for irrefutability as far as possible in what we finally come to believe to be the case through our reflection. We like to refine the questions we pose therefore and to extend our deadlines in order to acquire maximally reliable knowledge. This is a disembodied kind of reasoning to the extent that the “observer self” typically seeks to withdraw from the social world in order to escape its daily pressures. This kind of reasoning is not orientated towards acts, but to universalist principles of understanding within a common human discourse of understanding. The knowledge of an observer gives us a sense of identity which is authoritative, based upon the empowering and potentially liberating meaning of increasing knowledge about the world. This fosters in us, in turn, a sense of freedom which can be defined as a freedom from the world in so far as our deeper understanding of the connections between things allows us increasingly to escape their causal effects or to engineer them to our own ends. Although disembodied, scientific reasoning has its own integrity and can be guided by a moral sense which arises from the fact that we know that the knowledge we have gained can have social applications that are either positive or negative. 

6.2
Agent Self  

In contrast with the observer self, the agent self is typically concerned with achieving specific goals of a practical nature, which generally lead to a state of personal well-being, or satisfaction. The agent reasons towards acts in the midst of life. The communication of the agent is often “thickly” persuasive, and belongs to a specific here and now. We use rhetoric, emphasis and gestures to sway others to our own point of view, and to act in accordance with our wishes. Here communication has to be specific to our audience. We do not operate with agreed codes as does the “observer self” but calculate what is most likely to work. Communication of the agent is shaped by our individual or collective intentionality, or perspectival interest, and it places a premium not on clarity but on persuasiveness. A key social form of this communication is political rhetoric, while another is advertising. 

  The business man (or busy mother with children) typically reasons towards acts and practical outcomes rather than the acquisition of knowledge for itself. This is not “disembodied” reasoning therefore but it is nevertheless reasoning which seeks to control the openness and vulnerability of the self in the complex particularity of our situational reality. It does this through viewing that reality consistently from the perspective of our own calculated self-interest. We can call this “conditionally” embodied reasoning therefore, and we can speak of Luhmann’s “selection” more thickly, in terms of a “perspectival reduction.” But the nature of our reasoning towards acts is that it inevitably involves a degree of risk. When we come to judgment in the urgency of life, with practical ends in view, there is no time generally to refine the questions and we will find that our information is always more limited than we would like. Here we cannot hope for the certainty of “irrefutability” therefore but must resign ourselves to the certain “irreversibility” of what we do. 

  Our identity as agent self is based on the meaning of our acts and our own sense of responsibility as agent. The freedom which is at the centre of the human act is not a freedom “from” but a freedom “to.” Integral to this freedom “to” is the process of self-reflection which comes about when we experience ourselves as the person we become when we act in such and such a way. Our acts may always have unpredictable consequences, and we are confronted by our own truth when we come to deliberate judgment about what we shall do. This is a moment of learning about ourselves and of who we can potentially be. As such it points forward to our ethical self, in which I am determined in my responsibility for who I am, or for who I choose to be, through the encounter with the other. Paul Janz is right to say that “practical reasoning” is also “motivational reasoning” (Janz 2009, 78–98) in that decisions about what to do are inevitably also bound up with questions of intention as well as practice. 

6.3
“Open” Reasoning and the Ethical Standpoint 
In the “observer self” and the “agent self” we can identify two different forms of reasoning (speculative and practical), both of which nevertheless exhibit the same kind of closure. “Closed” reasoning is reasoning that presupposes a perspective on the world in which we have, implicitly or explicitly, already selected out in such as way as to ensure the reduction of the complexity that confronts us. In the case of scientific reasoning, such a selection is necessary simply for the production of useful knowledge. In the case of the “agent self,” it is what we have termed a “perspectival reduction” as we seek to manage the complexity of the real by seeking to secure our own calculated and habituated self-interest, even of an enlightened kind. This “perspectival reduction” ensures that we will arrive at a judgment which will bring not only “finality” but also “resolution.” All judgment brings finality, but judgment also brings resolution when it is performed with such a reduction which allows us to find “the right answer,” in the face of inescapable complexity. 

It is this reduction which we find it is no longer possible to make when we come to judgment about questions that arise in proximate relationships. Here our presuppositions are different. Other human beings demand recognition as having a perspective or point of view that is of equal value to our own. If we wish to maintain such relationships, then we will have to affirm in some degree what is already a given: the proximity of the other to us, as differently situated. We will have to affirm in fact that we already live in a world that is irreducibly complex and so never to be taken only on our own terms. Thus this renunciation of our own perspectival reduction will begin to expose us, through uncertainty, to our own vulnerability and contingency. But at the same time it will begin to liberate us from the restrictions of an encroaching internal limit, setting us free to live with a human authenticity in the midst of the complex reality of life. 

We can apply Janz’s phrase a “finality of non-resolution” to this “open” form of reasoning, which is typically both ethical and religious reasoning, where the religious is an extension of the ethical (Davies, Janz, and Sedmak 2007, 77–79).
 In its rejection of perspectival reduction, it is based not on Luhmann’s autopoiesis or principle of selection, but rather upon the principle of inclusion. This has implications for the shape of our human freedom in the world, and implications also for the kind of sociality, and solidarity, which can spontaneously arise between people through the renunciation of the perspectival reduction, and the introduction of what we can call the “alongside.” 

6.4
Ethical Self  

Typically the “ethical self” manifests in a dialogical form of communication, entailing openness and attentiveness to the views of the other, as well as encouragement and support. It can be a communication of listening inquiry, or of personal encouragement; it can perhaps even take the form of pedagogy. In more social terms, we can associate this with a “compassionate politics,” in which the interests of the disadvantaged are represented in the public domain. The renunciation of a perspectival reduction means that communication now becomes a form of presence for and with the other, in which we move towards the other in the posture of the “alongside” without however renouncing our own situatedness in the here and now.
  

The ethical self begins therefore where I effectively acknowledge the claim of the other to be included in the processes of my own self-positioning and self-determination through judgment. But what prompts my acknowledgment of this claim? Here we have to look to the influence of a fundamental orientation to the other which manifests in us as compassion. From a neurological point of view, this response is grounded in the empathy which arises from the activation of “mirror neurons” in the brain (Stamenov and Gallese 2002). These are associated with our innate capacity to imitate and learn the gestures of others (it is “mirror neurons” that cause the normal human reflex of drawing our own leg back if we see someone else being struck on the leg). The transmission of human culture functions through this imitative capacity, and it grounds our innate empathetic orientation to the point of view of the other, even though this is not yet to be identified with compassion as such (which always has a cognitive, affective and also volitional element).
 

But what actually happens when we allow our compassionate concern for someone else to begin to shape our judgment? We can best describe this in phenomenological terms as being “alongside” another. This implies a significant movement of perspective whereby we see the world not only from our own point of view but also from the other’s point of view. It is this convergence of perspectives which breaks the perspectival reduction. But that it is a convergence of perspectives and not their unification is also clear, for the “alongside” presupposes both “proximity” and “distance in proximity.” If this is not  Nagel’s “view from nowhere,” then neither is it standing in the same place as someone else.

What we are calling “open” reasoning therefore occurs where judgment takes place as a “finality of non-resolution” in the context of what is effectively a convergence of perspectives. It is this “convergence” which has deep implications for the emergence of solidarity and sociality between people and yet cannot be characterized as being fundamentally socially transformative in itself. This is the case since the “ethical self” has no evident identity (in contrast to the “observer” and “agent self”). Rather, it is characterized in the collapse or loss of the identities which we associate with our functioning as a self who is merely an “observer” or “onlooker” or who acts in his or her own interests. We can also see this loss of identity reflected in the meaning of our ethical acts. Whereas the observer and agent can straightforwardly point to the broader contexts within which their judgments have meaning, the “ethical self” cannot do so. Since ethical judgments precisely presuppose the renunciation of the perspectival reduction, which is the process by which we make meaning, we are no longer able to say straightforwardly in what way our ethical judgments are meaningful. We can no longer point to the logic of our own self-interest. That they are meaningful is self-evident (otherwise we would not come to judgment ethically and follow these judgments through), but their meaning seems to be intrinsic to the performance of the ethical act and is not added to it or inferred. We “feel” the meaning of our ethical acts, in doing them. This is not meaning-making but rather the discovery of meaning in the act itself. Meaning that is only intrinsic cannot be communicated, except very indirectly, through testimony or witness, or organically through direct imitation, and so there is a further obstacle to the development of an ethical identity with cultural value in that while we can recognize it in others, we cannot see how it “transmits” to others in an identifiable process of social formation or transformation.

And this has a further corollary for, if we cannot do that, then how can we ourselves properly choose our own ethical identity, through self-reflexion, when we perform our ethical acts? That kind of more radical freedom requires a better knowledge of what it is we are choosing. Who do I really become in being ethical, if this is largely a disruptive “identity” to be defined against other identities, based on my meaning-making, of which it is the renunciation? 

7 The Religious Self and Social Transformation
These questions show the limit of human ethical behavior in the formation and transformation of social identity. If our capacity for meaning-making is closely allied with our perspective on things (our “point of view”), and so also with the principle of “selection,” then the renunciation of the perspectival reduction through an inclusive “alongside,” calls the nature of the meaning of our ethical acts into question. We can say in fact that if the meaning resides in the act itself, then we cannot apply here straightforwardly any kind of teleology. The meaning of the ethical act, in which we responsibly intend the good of the other, does not reside primarily in its good outcomes. We have to think rather of its own intrinsic meaningfulness, as we step out of our perspectival reduction into a locatedness in the world which is being “alongside” another. Put simply, in what Paul Ricoeur calls “the paradox of the exchange at the very place of the irreplaceable”, which is compassion, the fundamental sociality of the “alongside” begins to shape our world (Ricoeur 1992, 193). This means that when we are concerned with one another (or when one subject is openly and hospitably concerned with another), we are not just two separate subjects in the world who are now proximate to one another situationally or through intentionality. Rather, since we are ourselves continuous with the material world around us through being complex materiality, we can say that we experience or “receive” the world itself in and through the other. The other “becomes” our world in the sense that the world is disclosed to us in them. We are “at home” in the world through them and in the recognition of them, which breaks down our own perspectival reduction and opens us into the world around us, in all its incalculable complexity and depth. 

We can see this “worldliness” of the “alongside” in another way too. The movement towards the other, motivated by compassion, is not unreasoned. We will be aware of the risks concerned. But since these are always finally incalculable, the moment of “coming alongside” must always be attended by a level of trust. This is not trust in the other person to whom we come alongside, however, and whom we may not know. It is trust rather in the situation itself: one which includes the elements of human need and human concern. It is a trusting to the rightness of the compassionate impulse which is a natural impulse within me (sustained by my mirror neurons). It is in other words primarily to be understood as a self-trusting to the world, as the totality of all these elements, in which I find myself to be motivated as a living part. This is not trust without judgment; rather it is precisely the trust which enables the particular kind of “open” reasoning in our judgments, within our ethical acts.

If the kind of meaning that we find in our ethical acts is not our own meaning-making but rather the discovery of meaning, then it is not a meaning which is under our own control. Here again we are helped by a further insight in the present work of Paul Janz. The principledness of the reasoning that is at the heart of the compassionate act is, for Janz, not that of rational calculation but rather of an aesthetic reasoning which bases judgment on a sense of rightness rather than certainty. It is knowledge of a reality of which we ourselves are part. In our “open” reasoning then, we do not discern something to be controlled but something to be received. It is finally a logic of beauty: the beauty of an ordered and harmonious world. 

This also gives us a further key to understanding the kind of freedom we have in the ethical act, where we are set free from the isolation and encroaching internal limits of the perspectival reduction. This cannot be a freedom “from” or “to,” but rather a freedom “in.” In the “alongside” of the ethical act, we are simply in the world differently, as a self-aware, feeling, discerning and judging embodied human being. By acting in this way, we effectively acknowledge and accept our own condition of being in the world, in all its unpredictability and contingency, and yet also responsibility, as embodied creature. And by accepting this indirectly, in trust, through the positive judgment of the ethical act as a coming alongside another, we are also set free in relation to our own embodied life, with its vulnerability and fragility, and so are at home in this material world as contingent, mortal and material form.

7.1
Religious Self and Communication 
Ways of being in the world can be infectious (we can be drawn to laugh when others laugh, and to cry when others cry, and soldiers become heartened in battle when their commander leads from the front). Ways of being free in the world are even more infectious: we envy the scientist her knowledge and want to have the CEO’s power. In the same way, I recognize that the radical human freedom I see in the ethical acts of others, which is always the freedom to be this person in this time and place, can also be my freedom.

Those global forms of community which we call “religions” in the contemporary world are shaped by all kinds of social, economic and other forces, but they are also fundamentally sustained as living communities by the infectiousness of the ethical act and the freedom that is discovered with it. Here however ethics becomes identity; and so is also a sustained form of social transformation. We need to consider how this is done. 


Let us turn then to the “religious self” and to the distinctively religious forms of communication. We have already defined the forms of communication of the observer and agent self in the previous sections in terms of the mind-body relation: we have seen how the observer needs “bloodless” description: detailed, accurate and transparent. This communicates a withdrawn embodiment, controlled in its perceptions (or data). Here mind controls body, which is reduced to its sentient perceptions. The agent on the other hand uses the body in his or her communications. The agent communicates persuasively, using the emotive and rhetorical power of language, perhaps with gestures, in order to move others to his or her own perspective. Here the force of our own personality comes to expression, together with the immediacy of our embodied life as the centre of our own self-interest (“I see it this way, why don’t you?”). The whole of our bodily life and its “perspective” can appear to be present in the communication where someone strives “body and soul” to persuade others to their point of view. These both contrast however with the other-centred character of ethical communication. Here the body comes to expression as attentiveness and listening. In the ethical communications of the “alongside,” language can be integrated into our embodiment as holding or supporting, as defending or caring for, even as constructively reprimanding. Critically in our ethical communications, what is communicated beyond the content is our own bodily life (our own time and energy) as offered in some degree, for the sake of the other. The shift in our perspectivalism (or what we have called the renunciation of the “perspectival reduction,” by which we allow ourselves to be exposed to complexity) manifests also in our capacity to allow the other to speak through us, as happens when we speak for the needs of the other in public contexts, for instance. Our ethical communication takes public form in a politics of advocacy therefore and indeed of representation. The legitimacy of political representation lies in this, the capacity to develop the ethical forms of human communication. Ethical communication based upon our renunciation of the perspectival reduction must at its core be in this sense representational. 

7.2 
Religious Self and Identity

And so the question arises: how can this renunciation become something that is more than “in the moment”? How can it be embedded as identity, as we find in world religions? We can pose this question in a slightly different way, using terms developed by Paul Ricoeur. As noted above, when we act, we inevitably bring to bear an identity which has been formed by our habituated responses over time and which are the result of our previous experience and judgments. Paul Ricoeur calls this our idem identity (where idem is the Latin term for “the same” and denotes our identity as this is built up through memory and over time: Ricoeur 1992, 2–3). This is the self as a constant. Our idem needs to be contrasted with our ipse identity however (from the Latin word for “he” or “he himself”: Ricoeur 1992, 118–9). This is the self as agent, in the instantaneity of the moment. In Ricoeur’s terms therefore in the moment of judgment about what to do, our idem identity, which is one of stable “being,” generally predominates over our ipse identity, which is one of a dynamic “becoming.” In this way, the self is able to maintain control over the complexity of the world by seeing the world through a systemic perspectival reduction which is grounded in our own past identity of calculated and habituated self-interest. In effect, we bring our “pastness,” or who we already are, into the moment of the act, which is the place, potentially, of our “becoming.”
The terms of our being (idem) and becoming (ipse) are useful because they point to what takes place in religious acts as these are grounded in the structure of our ethical acting. Here what we observe is an inversion of the natural order of the idem and ipse, or our “being” and “becoming.” With the renunciation of the perspectival reduction, and the advent of Janz’s reasoning of non-resolution, we find conversely that the ipse identity or our “becoming” begins to take priority in the shaping of the idem identity of our “being”. When we come to judgment through a finality, or reasoning, of non-resolution (which is to say when we allow ourselves to enter the full complexity of our situational reality), then we accept our becoming as the condition of our acting. We know that we will be changed by what we do, and in ways that we cannot predict in advance. We know that we shall become in some way in our acting in our ipse identity outside the safe pre-conditions and parameters of our idem identity. It is this knowledge and the structure of self-reflexion that it supports which is the very ground of a religious identity. In religions we entrust ourselves to the causal flow, which is to say to the world, and we accept that we shall have to come to judgment not just about what to do in the particularity of our situational living, where we are confronted by challenging ethical choice through divine imperative or command, but we shall also have to come to judgment about ourselves—or who we become—when we become ourselves human material cause for the sake of the other in the free, material, embodied act. 

It is this second or higher level of reflexivity which is critical to the religious identity as one which in which the idem identity (or our “being”) is fundamentally determined by our ipse identity (or our “becoming”), in what is an inversion of the common condition. Indeed, it is the very point at which the two converge, not just in the immediacy that follows the act, but also long afterwards, as we may want to consider extensively and in depth the rightness or otherwise of what we do. And what governs our judgment at that point is essential. If all judgment is a process of discernment and decision which is always personal (and something for which we take responsibility), then the principles of that judgment, in its religious context, are always shared and communal. More specifically, they are the shared precepts and mandates of action which the religion communicates, while also supporting and upholding these same authoritative precepts of action through their narration and re-narration in exemplary form in the culture of the “saint” or “junzi,” in the Christian and Confucian context. For Confucians, for instance, heaven (tian) is a ubiquitous possibility of a harmonious universe, which is represented time and again in its order (li) through culture and architecture as well as in traditional rites. It is represented also in the life of the Confucian sage who lives by its principles, or the “mandate of heaven.” But in their proclamation of a risen and glorified Christ, Christians are in effect also witnessing to heaven as a transformational reality within the world. As wounded and glorified, Christ is with the Father in heaven but also shares our own human history. For the Christian, Christ is heaven made present in personal form on earth, and the forms of the Church, with its liturgy, architecture and art, are the mediations of that heavenly presence. The life of the saint is a human life which is established in the Kingdom of God on earth. 

What we see here then is that the divine imperatives impose an obligation on Confucian and Christian alike to engage with life from the perspective of a universal ethical concern, but to do so in the light of divine commands which remain fundamentally vague or generalised. These are summarized for the Christian as “doing the will of God” or “loving your neighbor,” or for the Confucian in the principle of “doing to others what we would wish them to do to us.” But what do these mean in concrete actuality? The criticism that religious mandate removes complexity from human ethical decision-making through its deontological structure, has to be countered by the evident need to come to judgment about what the mandate means in its application in this particular situation. Does my need to love the drug addict before me, whom I know, mean that I should or should not inform the authorities of their habit? Should I give this down and out on the street the money they ask me for, despite the fact that they may have a drink problem? Do I comfort and protect my growing child who wants to cling to me, or do I steer them firmly towards the outside world?

The effect of divine mandate in these religions is to impel religious followers to engage with the complexity of life (where moral challenges arise) as a matter of their religious identity, but do so in a way which places personal judgment at the centre of our religiously motivated ethical acts. Thus, religious ethical acts combine both our own personal self-defining and self-positioning through individual judgment, with the principles of such judgment which, in the religious case, are always shared principles of action. Therefore our own “becoming” in religious ethical acts is always deeply in solidarity with those others who share these same values and precepts of action and who, like us, struggle to learn and to discern the rightness of living in and through these as responsible agents. This is a solidarity based in a common experience of the radical and “infectious” freedom which circulates among those in whom the perspectival reduction is overcome or “given up.”   

8 Conclusion

We began this paper with the question of whether contemporary politics has anything to learn from the historical experience of world religions, with their unprecedented extension of community through space and time, and specifically across many of the ethnic, historical, geographical, social and cultural boundaries which divide our world. The capacity of world religions to self-communicate and regenerate as highly identifiable forms of social transformation lies in the particular character of their communication. This is a “thick” form of communitarian communication which is nevertheless strongly grounded in the unity of belief and act which constitutes the religious life, and in which the religious self is constantly subject to judgment as to whether he or she is being a good Confucian or Christian or not. In authentically religious communication, a self is therefore at stake who is fully and reflexively committed to a particular way of life. Does this yield any principles that have anything to offer the world of contemporary politics?

It would seem that it does, although in a particular way. Perhaps the nature and quality of leadership is not so important in the case of world-religions: the business of self-communication (or mission) seems to continue regardless. But the same cannot be said of leadership in a political sense since, in most societies, much hangs on the nature of the leader (even in the case of democracies where the leader will play a key role during the election). Also, in our complex modern, interconnected world, much hangs on the exercise and quality of leadership at many different levels of society, from the corporate and economic to the educational and cultural. How might we summarize the principles we may be able to learn from world religions in terms of our capacity to build solidarity together in sustained and effective ways? It goes without saying that we are seeking to identify primary structures of the self here which are also operative in contexts where an ethic of divine command is not operative. 

There is in the first place a power of communication which is the capacity to convey a community of solidarity around shared values. But at the same time, this needs to be enhanced or “thick” communication in the sense that it needs to be the communication of someone who lives such a life themselves. This implies a sustained unity of belief and act in the individual politician. Along with this unity, which must be based on principles of action, there comes the implication of a repeated process of judgment and self-judgment which represents a high degree of personal openness within the real. This contributes to the quality of persuasiveness.

Secondly, this capacity to persuade is predicated upon the capacity to inhabit the “alongside” and so to renounce the perspectival reduction. In order for a leader to genuinely communicate a community of solidarity, he or she must be genuinely part of a community of solidarity and so be capable of moving into the “alongside.” This grounds the properly representational character of the politician: their persuasiveness as someone who can listen to others and speak for them. 

Thirdly, this capacity to reason with integrity outside the controlling mechanisms of an easy resolution through pre-conceived interests or conclusions, presents an ascetical challenge. It implies the ability to inhabit the complex real, in the full personal integrity of discernment and decision. Persuasive forms of political communication will need to convey the capacity to think and to come to judgment with integrity within the real, with all its finally irresolvable problematics. This points to a certain strength of character which we might identify also with traditional virtues of self-discipline and self-denial. 


Fourthly, there has to be a sense in which the individual concerned has become at home in the complexity of the real, and so is able to withstand its personal pressures. This further implies that he or she will be part of a community who can help to turn the ethical vision of the “alongside” into a sustained movement of social transformation. The leader needs repeated opportunities to “choose” themselves as a leader committed to processes of becoming, which implies the possibility of the objectification of this identity through culture. This is an argument for political movements, based upon common values and principles of action, which acknowledge and thematise the element of self-denial and self-sacrifice in the building up of solidarity. This points to a politics of inclusive community rather than collectivism.

And fifthly, we come to a final consideration of the leader’s capacity to inspire others in society with a positive and persuasive vision. In its most elemental form, this concerns the kind of freedom which comes with the renunciation of the perspectival reduction, or the giving up of our own self-interest. This is a very fundamental form of freedom which, like all forms of freedom, is infectious. It falls to the political or professional leader to live and to communicate in such a way that this very radical freedom is itself communicated, despite all the shortcomings of life and the world. Only in this way can the leader themselves be someone who not only imagines that the world can be different on behalf of their community, but in whose own person a new social order becomes visible as both imagined and begun. 
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� See Yao (2000) for a survey of these questions (especially pp. 237–86). Paul Rule’s edited volume also offers interesting overviews of Christian-Confucian encounter (Rule 2008). Jacques Gernet’s study of the deep-seated differences in mentality between Matteo Ricci, with the Christian missionaries of his day, and their Chinese interlocutors remains an important point of orientation (Gernet 1985), but as Yao Xinzhong (1996a) has shown, there are significant continuities in the place of love or ren in these two religions. 


� Nor do we need to follow Husserl in terms of his “bracketing” of the world. Already some of his students, including Merleau-Ponty, in his late work through an emphasis upon the “chiasm” (Merleau-Ponty 1968, 130–55), and Edith Stein in her doctoral thesis through an emphasis on empathy (Stein 1989, 10 and 17) refused the bracketing of the world as fundamental to the phenomenological method. Emmanuel Levinas is perhaps better understood not as resisting the Husserlian bracketing but as deconstructing it from within (Janz 2009, 61–73).  


� For the priority of practical reasoning in human life as a reasoning of non-resolution, see also Kellner (1986) and Batnitzky (2006).


� Here we can see a contrast with Nagel’s “view from nowhere,” which is more strongly cognitive. The “alongside” places ethical reasoning more squarely within the context of our embodied life and so also presupposes the analytic of the mind-body relation as this is performed at the point of reasoned ethical judgment. The “alongside” offers a “thicker” account of the ethical therefore than the “view from nowhere.” 


� Empathy can equally well be the precondition for cruelty, of course, but since human relationships are generally broken by cruelty, and built up by compassionate concern, and since human societies generally maintain some degree of cohesion and continuity, we may conclude that Martha Nussbaum is right to call compassion “the basic social emotion” which is the glue that holds society together (Nussbaum 1996; see also Davies 2001). 
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