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Introduction

King Jeongjo engaged in numerous debates with scholar-officials on Confucian
classics and history, one notable instance being his debate with Jeong Yakyong,
Accordingly, this article will examine King Jeongjo’s debate with Jeong Yakyong
on Mencius’s claim that humans inherently are good. This is because, until now,
previous researchers (Song 2001; Ham 2012; Baek 2012; S. Chung 2009; J.
Lee 2011) have primarily focused on Jeong Yakyong’s idea that human nature
is appetite (seong ja giho VE& )" (Y. Jeong 2002, 346¢). However, they
overlooked Jeong Yakyong had mentioned that humans inherently possess good
in his response to King Jeongjo's inquiry. Furthermore, after King Jeongjo’s
death, Jeong Yakyong revised that same response. Why did Jeong Yakyong revise
ie? This is the topic in this article. In contrast, King Jeongjo adhered to Mencius’
theory of human nature as inherently good, interpreting it through Zhu Xi’s
concept of /7 ¥ and ki 5. He gave a critique on Mencius's argument as lacking
the detailed elaboration found in Zhu Xi’s interpretation. Thus, I also briefly
address the theories of Mencius and Zhu Xi in this article.

Human Nature Inherently is Good

The debate over whether humans are inherently good or not has existed for
a long time. In Menciuss #F (BC 372-BC 289) debate with Gaozi &,
Mencius (1970, 666-67) criticized Gaozi’s argument that human nature is
neither good nor evil but merely instinct, asserting instead that human nature
is inherently good.2 Later, Xunzi &1 (BC 313-BC 238) (1984, 17) criticized
Mencius’ argument, claiming that humans are inherently evil.” On Mencius’
argument, Zhu Xi (1970, 452) respected Mencius as a great sagef' which became
the tradition of Confucian philosophy.

Regarding this theory of human nature being good, King Jeongjo and

1 Jeong Yakyong T #i#, Yeoyudang jeonseo BN 2% 1, “Jachan myojimyeong” (Self-written
Epigraph FIE3580).

2 “HTFH: SR ED. . SE: E, KA S T IR LUR B R, TRt

3 NZMEE, BB R, i H: K283, B, H: B2 AR B ARRAN LI, ARSI R
DEM”

4 “HFIEERRL W HAEITAR . AR
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Jeong Yakyong had a debate. Both agreed with Mencius’s theory of human
nature being good. However, King Jeongjo was critical of Mencius’s, saying that
he did not mention material force (ki %) when he talked about human nature
being good.” This is because he thought that human nature was formed when
humans were born, that humans were born through the movement of material
force, that the principle of the movement of material force is principle (/ %), and
that the principle is good as the original nature.” But he thought that material
force is the physical nature that is mixed with good and evil and hence human
nature being good is the original nature.” Therefore, King Jeongjo thought that
Mencius should have explained the theory of human nature being good in more
detail when refuting Gaozi’s claim that human nature is neither good nor evil
(Mencius 1970, 666). Thus, King Jeongjo praised Physical Nature, mixed / and
ki, mentioned by Cheng Yi #2#H (1033—-1107), a Neo-Confucian scholar in the
Song dynasty (960—1279) of China." Mencius, in his haste to criticize Gaozi’s
claim that enjoying food and sex is human nature, did not address the physical
nature of humans. However, according to King Jeongjo's analysis, Cheng Yi's
later mention of physical nature enabled a proper refutation of Gaozi’s claim.’

In response to this inquiry, Jeong Yakyong noted that Mencius's natural goodness
was based on the mandate of heaven, so he did not mention material force. For
this reason, Jeong Yakyong thought that Mencius did not need to explain it in
such detail.

5 KingJeongjo, Hongjae jeonseo (Ihe Complete Works of King Jeongjo 5575 %7) 65, Gyeongsa gangui
(Debate on Confucian Classics and History Books #§5#3#%3%) 17, “On Zhongyong” (Debate on
the Doctrine of Mean H1#). Available at: hteps://db.itke.or.kr. 268¢, “In this way, in addition to
discussing Confucianism with Jeong Yakyong, King Jeongjo also engaged in debates on Confucian
classics and history. Furthermore, he assigned tasks to Sungkyunkwan Confucian students and
scholar-officials whom he personally invited, requiring them to submit their responses” K. 1,
KT REZH: RUPERGHAT, (CAEEY), BT, BRER. BEH: fUUSTE, B/NRES. & R E
HHB?

6 King Jeongjo, Hongjae jeonseo 69, Gyeongsa gangui 6, “On Daxue” (Debate on Great Learning
KER): “WEEAIRZNE, SRVEENIR 2 MR UL, WORFTLAGIH BN TR, AR 2 8.

7 Ibid.: “MerR R a2, & TEEE, ERHAR.

8 King Jeongjo, Hongjae jeonseo 65, Gyeongsa gangui 2, “On Gensarok” (Debate on Reflections
on Things at Hand JT88%): “4 28—, dmEttE sk, — WS, MiAE SRR B2t
R, BILEME T2, IR FRAINBER R RE P2 ol RS A AN

9 Ibid.: “HIAETILE, MUME T2 52, Bl F oot MR, HaE, 22 EAEREZNR. 8
BREF A, 88TV BERFIAIR 2 3%, SRR e RICAE Rz 385, WRTREI 3 & ok FARIE 2 5, vIEE
KENHTL”
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King Jeongjos inquiry: Wouldn' it be problematic for Mencius to only assert
human nature as inherently good without mentioning material force (£7 %)?
Jeong Yakyong’s response: I think that Mencius™ theory of human nature
being good is based on Heavenly Mandate (cheonmyeong Kii), and since it
does not speak of physical nature, I dare not consider Mencius’s argument
problematic. (Y. Jeong 2002, 175¢—d)"

In this way, Jeong Yakyong explained that Mencius’s assertion about human
nature being inherently good refers to the Heavenly Mandate, which aligns
with the idea in The Doctrine of the Mean (Zhongyong i) that states,
“What heaven decrees is called the nature” KenZ#81: (Gardner 2007, 1373).
King Jeongjo interpreted Mencius’s claim that humans are innately good as
referring to the heavenly mandate inherent in human nature in the Doctrine
of the Mean, similar to Jeong Yakyong. However, King Jeongjo differed from
Jeong Yakyong by identifying it as Original Nature."" Jeong Yakyong avoided
using the term Original Nature because it was a Buddhist concept rather than
a Confucian one (Y. Jeong 2002, 346¢), and he considered it heresy (Y. Jeong
2002, 346¢)."” Judging from this, if Jeong Yakyong had known that King
Jeongjo regarded Menciuss concept of good nature as Original Nature (bonyeon
Jji seong IR Z 1), he might have deemed King Jeongjo's interpretation heretical.
Conversely, King Jeongjo considered Original Nature as a Neo-Confucian
concept rather than a Buddhist one."

10 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 1, Simun jip (The Works of Literature #32%) 8, “Maengja
chaek” (Debate on the Mencius #+3%): “This inquiry from King Jeongjo is also included in his
book, Hongjae jeonseo. It is a inquiry that King Jeongjo posed to the Confucian scholars of
Sungkyunkwan, as well as to other scholars he invited for debate” F£#H. . FiEMESE, 3 GHA R
fi2 e, B, SUEEEE, MR GRS, ERRS, WERERORE, MREZHR, ~E
ZEE, FRBUAR AR King Jeongjo, Hongjae jeonseo 78, Gyeongsang gangue 15, “On
Mengzi” (Debate on Mencius #¥): “E 255, A BATEAR R 2T, MFGEMES, SRR
IR

11 King Jeongjo, Hongjae jeonseo 69, Gyeongsa gangui 6, “On Daxue™ “IEHE R a2 M, da -8
&, LI HAR

12 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo Bjf% 223 1, “Jachan myojimyeong™ “HIARIRZ M, [5H! .
BIERR 2, AR, RrlsEth.”

13 King Jeongjo, Hongjae jeonseo 69, Gyeongsa gangui 6, “On Daxue”™ “tt =82 DU s 8.2 1,
M, SelRE AR R LI
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Do Humans Inherently Favor Goodness or Are They Good?
Jeong Yakyong’s Revision and King Jeongjo

In Jeong Yakyong’s response to King Jeongjo’s inquiry, he regarded human
nature as inherently good. However, after King Jeongjo’s death, he revised his
view, stating that human nature inclines toward good and feels ashamed of
evil (nakseon chiak %4E0AE), meaning the nature of appetite (gibo ji seong
&4tz k). This was a reinterpretation of Mencius's concept of the goodness
of human nature (Y. Jeong 2002, 38¢-39c)." Jeong Yakyong’s view was
interpretation of the Nature of Heavenly Mandate (cheonmyeong ji seong
Kz k) in The Doctrine of the Mean (Zhongyong HE) (1970, 769)," as well

as Mencius’s concept:

Human nature has both physical and intellectual appetites. Physical appetites
refer to the desires of the ears, eyes, mouth, and body. Intellectual appetites,
on the other hand, pertain to the Nature of the Heavenly Mandate, Original
Nature, the Heavenly Way, the inherent goodness of human nature, and the
full development of human nature. (Y. Jeong 2002, 3460)"

However, both the Nature of Heavenly Mandate in Zhongyong and Mencius's
concept differ from Jeong Yakyong’s view, which regards human nature as an
appetite for good. In contrast, King Jeongjo, like Mencius, regarded human
nature as inherently good.

Jeong Yakyong’s concept—that humans have an innate inclination toward
goodness and feel ashamed of evil—implies that they possess an inherent ability
to distinguish between good and evil, called yeongmyeong (intellect #HH):

14 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 2, Gyeong jip (On Confucian Classics #§4£), “Simgyeong
milheom” (Experience for the Classic of Mind /DFS#55R): “Z-FHM: AISSE B0, &Pk
FAh.” This sentence originally appears in Simgyeong milheom (Self-Experience for the Classic of
Mind DF$ESR), a single work written by Jeong Yakyong in Gangjin &, the southwestern tip
of the Korean peninsula, where he was exiled in the spring 1815, following King Jeongjo’s death
in 1800 (I. Lee 1977).

15 Kamz#EtE

16 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 1, “Jachan myojimyeong™ “HI¥E#& 471, BIZHE.21E; 5 %A
ZIE. . XD HHOBZIERE, PR gL, Rayz iy, hEUGE, thEfm ok, Az mEar
t.” Jeong Yakyong’s concept of human nature’s appetite for goodness (giho ji seong V&4F.2 1) is
derived from Mencius’s (1970, 672) saying that humans inherently delight in righteousness just
as they delight in eating meat#i78. 2 1 F0, M85 2 2 Tk
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“Humans are endowed with intellect (yeongmyeong ) by Heaven, which can
develop into 7en (humanity 1), yi (righteousness %), /7 (propriety ii#), and zhi
(wisdom #)” (Y. Jeong 2002, 63d)."

As humans inherently possess the ability to distinguish between good and
evil, they can favor good and feel ashamed of evil. This idea was influenced by
Matteo Ricci’s concepts of siai %, which refers to liking good and disliking
evil, and /ingcai B+ or siming TIHA, which denotes the capacity to discern right
from wrong and differentiate truth from falsehood, including the ability to
distinguish between good and evil.

“Of all things which mark off all men as being different from animals, none is
greater than the intellect. The intellect (/ingcai #+) can distinguish between
right and wrong and between that which is true and that which is false” (Ricci
1923, 2; Lancashire and Fu 1985, 69)."

“If they are good, my affections sizi 7% will delight in them; but if they are
bad, my affections will loathe and hate them, for my reason (siming i) can
thoroughly understand what is right and what is wrong, and my affections
cause me either to delight in what is good, or to hate what is evil (Ricci 1923,
122; Lancashire and Fu 1985, 365)."

This claim of Matteo Ricci, based on the concept of reason as argued by Thomas
Aquinas (2018, 1339), which in turn was influenced by Aristotle’s (2009, 40)
notion of rational choice. While Matteo Ricci (1923, 117) viewed evil as the
absence of good,” Jeong Yakyong considered it a real entity. However, Matteo
Ricci’s (1923, 14) claim—human nature is good because it is bestowed by the
Lord of Heaven* —differs from Jeong Yakyong’s. However, Jeong Yakyong
(2002a, 346¢) himself stated that his arguments were grounded in a passage
from Mencius (1970, 672). In contrast to my interpretation of Jeong Yakyong’s
claims, Kim Dong-il (2003, 48) argues that Jeong Yakyong’s claims were

17 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 2, Gyeong jip 4, “Jungyong gangui bo” (Supplement to Debate
on the Doctrine of the Mean WE#FEM), 63d: N2 K, HILE, el{-r]Frir Al 2 2.7

18 “FLNZFTLAS S &R, AP . B, neRbaEdr, alEs.”

19 “HEth, BELRIZEE 2, iz, HEth, BURIZEEY, RZ. ZrAE, 2 GEIE AIEE, Al
HEN AR

20 “BIFEY), iRE 2

21 “KZMZ A, I, BT, AR T2
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influenced by On Soul (%= #5~]), a work by Francesco Sambiasi #7775 (1582~
1649), a Catholic missionary dispatched to China. Similarly, Chung Injae
(2006, 182-98) also considered Jeong Yakyong’s arguments to be influenced
by Matteo Riccis (1923, 85) concept of human nature, Francesco Sambiasi’s
On Soul, and Description of Humans 5433t by Giulio Aleni 3Z{FHg (1582—
1649), another Catholic missionary sent to China. Kim Borum (2024, 252-56)
interpreted Jeong Yakyong’s concept of yeongmyeonyg jiche (BHA.2 #8), implying
reason, as being influenced by Emericus de Chavagnac’s 19~5¥(8 (?—1717) Zhen
dao zizheng (The Truth Will Prove Irself & HFE), a work by a missionary
dispatched to China.”> However, unquestionably, Jeong Yakyong’s concept had
already been influenced by Matteo Ricci.

Tsai Chenfeng, on the other hand, believed that Jeong Yakyong’s claim was
more aligned with the views of Dai Zhen #%E (1723-1777), a Qing i Dynasty
(1616-1912) Confucian scholar, than influenced by Catholic missionary
books. Tsai Chenfeng (2008, argued that Jeong Yakyong’s claim was grounded
in Mencian ideas (Tsai 2008, 194-211). Nevertheless, Tsai overlooked the fact
that Jeong Yakyong’s claim was not solely influenced by Dai Zhen but was also
influenced by Catholic missionary books.

In contrast, Chung So-Yi (2009, 22-24) argued that Jeong Yakyong’s
ideas represented a continuation of the intellectual traditions of scholar-officials
from the Southern faction in Gyeonggi Province, specifically Chae Jegong
g% (1720-1799) (1999, 575a) and An Jeongbok Ztig (1712-1791)
(1999, 180c—d). However, although Chae Jegong (1999, 575a) and An
Jeongbok (1999, 180d) referred to the “appetite of heaven,” this concept differs
significantly from Jeong Yakyong’s understanding of human nature as “appetite,”
because Jeong Yakyong’s notion of “appetite” was grounded in intellect
(yeongmyeong %HA). Unlike Chung So-Yi, Back Min-Jeong (2012, 230-32)
argued that Jeong Yakyong’s ideas were influenced by Matteo Ricci's 7he True

22 Unlike Kim Borum’s interpretation, Lee Hyang-man (2008) argued that Jeong Yakyong was
influenced by Matteo Ricci’s concept of yeongmyeong and thus created his own concept,
yeongmyeong jiche, by referencing Zhu Xi’s concept of heoryeong bulmae (Park 2022). Unlike
Lee, other researchers (S. Kim 2009; C. Kim 2004; Choi 2020) claimed that Jeong Yakyong’s
concept was influenced by Xingxue cushu Y543k written by Giulio Aleni 3Z{FN% (1582-1649),
Lingyan lishao % 5@~ by Francesco Sambiasi %77 1% (1582-1649), and Linghun daotishuo %
BEERSH by Nicolo Longobardo FEZER (1565-1655).

23 Chae Jegong, Beonam jip 58, 575a: “RZVE, RIEEIRE.”; An Jeongbok, Sunam jip, 180c—d:
OB AR, IMEE IR VERAEE, BHIR
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Meaning of the Lord of Heaven (Tianzhu shiyi KFHEF%), as well as by the
works of Huang Zongxi #5%# (1610-1695), Gu Yanwu #H#E K (1613-1682),
and Yi Ik Z=# (1681-1763). However, Baek did not fully consider the influence
of Mencius on Jeong Yakyong’s arguments alongside Matteo Ricci’s ideas.
In contrast, Setton (1997, 77) claimed that Jeong Yakyong’s arguments were
fundamentally rooted in Mencius. However, Setton also failed to acknowledge
the simultaneous influence of Matteo Ricci on Jeong Yakyong’s thought.

In contrast to Jeong Yakyong, King Jeongjo regarded rez (humanity =),
yi (righteousness %), /i (propriety i), and zhi (wisdom %) as innate moral
qualities within human nature. His view was influenced by the Horak i
Debate,”* which was based on Zhu Xi’s annotations of Mencius’s concept
of human nature being good and the Nature of the Heavenly Mandate in
Zhongyong.

Ren 1—: A Moral Act or Innate Human Nature? Jeong Ya-
kyong’s Revision and King Jeongjo

After King Jeongjo’s death, Jeong Yakyong revised his response to the king’s
inquiry about 7he Doctrine of the Mean (Zhongyong H1#) which became
The Supplement for Debate on the Doctrine of the Mean (Jungyong gangui bo
iR H). This book, originally written as 7he Debate on the Doctrine of the
Mean (Jungyong chaek FEH) in 1784 in response to King Jeongjo's inquiry,
was revised during Jeong Yakyong’s exile to Gangjin &, the southeastern tip
of the Korean peninsula, in 1814 (Y. Jeong 2002, 63a).” In this book, Jeong

24 Han Wonjin #7T7E (1682-1751) lived near the Hogang River, now known as the Geumgang
River, which gave rise to the term “Ho Learning,” i§1£2 while Yi Jae Z=## (1680—1746) lived near
the Rakkang River, now the Hangang River, leading to the term “Rak Learning” j%£2. Although
Yi Gan 225 (1677-1727) lived near the Hogang River, his views were similar to those of Yi Jae,
and he was therefore referred to as a “Rak scholar.” Their debates came to be known as the “Horak
i Debate,” as noted in Jeongjo sillok: “TeEEH REFRHE, \WHFEAR 28, BEE52E
FEAERCZ AR, FIDE HAHRRE. A5, W 40, BRI, TR RN (King Jeongjo, Year
23 [1799], Lunar Month 10, Day 15).

25 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 2, Gyeong jip 4, “Jungyong gangui bo™ “ZRE5IN#, RS
FTPRE, WAHERRE, RE = BB, R, B GUERRE, 280615 MR
R, RERAEAS L, F B B, IR IR ERR, TR, Helm @ iR sEadue, Hel, iz
IR RTa A B, HEiam, Hose”
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Yakyong argued that goodness—defined as ren (humanity 1=), yi (righteousness
#), li (propriety i), and zhi (wisdom %)—is not an innate aspect of human
nature but rather the outcome of moral action (Y. Jeong 2002, 81¢).” Jeong
Yakyong regarded its basis as Confucius’s (2003, 288) response”’ to Yan Yuan’s
inquiry into 7ez 1=: “Do not look unless it is in accordance with ritual; do not
listen unless it is in accordance with ritual; do not speak unless it is in accordance
with ritual; and do not move unless it is in accordance with ritual” (Y. Jeong
2002, 405a).”® This view differs from Matteo Ricci’s (1923, 117) claim that
humans inherently possess goodness A E#. Jeong Yakyong’s claim differs
from Mencius (1970, 667) assertion that human nature is inherently good due
to the Four Virtues—benevolence, righteousness, propriety, and wisdom—
being innate in the human mind.” If that is the case, did Jeong Yakyong criticize
Mencius’ view? Jeong Yakyong did not refute Mencius’ claim about the Four
Beginnings (the mind’s feeling of pity and compassion; the mind’s feeling of
shame and aversion; the mind’s feeling of modest and compliance; and the
mind’s sense of right and wrong). Instead, he interpreted them as not moral acts
but rather moral thinkings (Y. Jeong 2002, 4052).” However, the interpretation
of Mencius by Jeong Yakyong is different from Mencius’s claim because Mencius
(1970, 668) emphasizes that humans inherently possess the Four Beginnings as
well as the Four Virtues.” Jeong Yakyong’s claim that the Four Virtues are moral
actions, inherently absent in human nature, was based on the idea that humans
inherently possess reason, written in 7he Supplement to Debate on Doctrine
of the Mean (Jungyong gangui bo k) (Y. Jeong 2002, 63d).” Jeong
Yakyong (2002a, 45a) criticized Zhu Xi’s claim that benevolence, righteousness,
propriety, and wisdom were inherently part of human nature, because Jeong

26 Ibid.: “E¥H: R 28, BT, R NE, R AN

27 “¥H: JEigmis, JEia 7, e S, e 8.

28 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 1, Simun jip 18, “Sang gamwon seo” (Leter to Gamwon -5
BlE): “CREE R RMTH, CROCRBRBMAEE . MU=l e, SRR A2, KRS
ERRRIE, BRI, A OMRE, BV E B 2 AR FR

29 “CRi, JEhsh R, JEG b, BEERY

30 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 1, Simun jip 18, “Sang gamwon seo™ “ i Ffllb& 7 FE R,
SRERATMIARRIATR, AR RigE 2 mEmc.”

31 “WBE2D, NEf.Z; BE2D, NEFZ; Mitoh, NEF.Z; RIFZD, NERZ. fiiR2D,
A0, Fely; S0, B RIE D, B, (CFREE, IR T . RS2, SRR E R

32 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 2, Gyeong jip 4, “Jungyong gangui bo™ “I=3&il & .2 %, A
EENTH, BIEEL L8, K2R, RILEY], rl{Crsgrligal B iig .2 227
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Yakyong regarded them not as innate endowments but as moral actions based
on Confucius’s response to Yan Yuan’s &l inquiry into ren {=: “Restraining
yourself and returning to the rites” (kejz fuli 7 CAEH).

When ren, yi, i, zhi {=3%14% (morals) are expressed through action, they can

be called 7en, yi, li, zhi. However, ren, yi, li, zhi were known the innate nature

of humans, and conversely, the Four Beginnings (the mind’s feeling of pity

and compassion #llE&2.0y the mind’s feeling of shame and aversion ZEFE 20y

the mind’s feeling of modest and compliance ###:2/0x and the mind’s sense

of right and wrong /23F:2/0) arise from ren, yi, li, zhi. These concepts differs

from siwu (four don’ts: do not look unless it is in accordance with ritual; do

not listen unless it is in accordance with ritual; do not speak unless it is in

accordance with ritual; and do not move unless it is in accordance with ritual

a3k - e/ aE- 3 kit S - JEit/®)), which was Confucius's response

to Yan Yuan’s inquiry about ren, because the human mind and nature was

considered very important. This is why Guishan %L, the pen name of Yang

Shi #5H¥, a disciple of the Cheng brothers and the scholars who followed him

regarded experiencing a state before the arising of feelings through jeongjwa

(meditation ##4£) as the goal of Sage Learning. Consequently, it is likely that,

later on, none of the Cheng brothers™ disciples avoided the mistake of falling

into Zen i due to this.” (Y. Jeong 2002, 405a)

In this way, Jeong Yakyong’s (2002a, 405a"; 2002b, 3794%) argument that ren

is not something innate in humans but rather refers to moral action is based not

33 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 1, Simun jip 18, “Sang gamwon seo™ “I-Fig &2 RLIMTH,
ERCRENIEREE W, MM Rig s, RRRIENZME, KU EEFEREIE, Ry
B B DMK, BLT DA S BRI 2 AR, LU DU RE LA AL B R TSR,
TREEELRE, MM AR — NS Rl 2 & Siwu is an example of the practice of
“restraining yourself and returning to the rites” (keji fuli 5. C.i5ii%), which embodies the practice
of ren {=: “BARIRHM, FH: AR, —HIECEmM, K PR, BOmC, Ml ATk BikE:
AHH, FH: JEiml, JEtEE, e S, JEE)” (Confucius 1970, 287-88). In Jeong
Yakyong’s works, ren is not an innate morality in humans but rather a form of moral action: “f%
=g, A, IALMZESW Jeong 2002, 41d); F# AW, AR 250, REF A,
BB A, FLRFEELZM, P T e, IR 275 F2 Wl E ARG R, FLERE, A
B MHEL 2 1, 1 A1, JEEE T2 (Y. Jeong 2002, 347b); “FEiSABAITE LF3{=; 2002h, 107c,
BRI, FH: AR, B 2R, AT, JEIRA 29, & — 3L, T, 5id
i 2 I, SAETFZANIF (Y. Jeong 2002, 57a); “SHSR("IEREL, To@ NFE. fL1H: W=
1=, BAARREEE, 288253427 (Y. Jeong 2002, 142d).

34 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 1, Simun jip 18, “Sang gamwon seo.”

35 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 2, Gyeong jip 12, “Noneo gogeum ju” (Past and Present
Annotations of the Analects FhiE 45 aE): “FLTZ 38, ZHME, DULAREE, BiEgo.
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only on Confucius’s response to Yan Yuan's inquiry about ez in the Analects,
but also on Youzi’s ¥ statement in the Analects that filial piety and brotherly
affection form the foundation of ren (Confucius 1970, 57).% Judging from
the fact that Jeong Yakyong (2002a, 379d)” referred to the practice of filial
piety and brotherly affection mentioned by Youzi as the Way of Confucius,
it can be inferred that Jeong Yakyong’s concept of ren (moral action 1=) was
based on Confucius’s teachings, as he regarded Youzi’s ren as being derived
from Confucius. Therefore, Jeong Yakyong criticized the disciples of the Cheng
brothers 2+, particularly Yang Shi #3f (1053—1135), for falling into jeongjwa
(meditation ##4£) in a manner similar to Zen Buddhism ii#, as they regarded
ren as an inherent aspect of human nature rather than a moral action. Zhu Xi
also interpreted 7ez as innate morality, asserting that moral action is practiced
because of this innate morality, whereas Jeong Yakyong argued that ren is not
innate morality but solely a moral action.” Zhu Xi’s view influenced the Horak
scholars. Scholars of “Ho Learning” and “Rak Learning” share the belief that 7er
is innate in human nature.”

According to “Ho Learning” scholar, Han Wonjin #7t%E (1682-1751),
li 8 in keji fuli 53180 refers to the Heavenly Principle within human nature.
The concept of siwu V47— JEi7is- e 788 k67 = - JFie /1) represents

36 “GFH.. ZphE, LB 2R

37 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 1, Simun jip 17, “Wi Bansan Jeong Suchil jeungeon” (Letter
to Jeong Suchil F#LTELIES).

38 “[EREEIEECHEALL 2. RCFHEA, ZABC, RFmaEH AN, BTN BEmH
SR, BELE . Kigma o B, RiUg A\ =28, AERZANZE, R—cRiiZ 2%
R, ST A, SRMEB LR T &, NABARE, iz, B s R, ETFHE: ZHhE,
HEAZZAR, BB R AR AZTFIE, AHAZ, BRI, LFAMI S ABLCZE, B
i, Sk AU HEWR, .2 534, S5 CLURACAE. BARFLTILE, ¥rarth AL, Fas MM E v, 2%
B, JEFAFMIE T ARERN, A6 RGRIR. BT B EGREATLUAR: o B8, Bl s, N&iRIE, KT
B I8, R A RIRE L, UK T ER, AR A Z A&, F2 k2. This contrasts
Zhu Xi’s annotation of Confucius’s response, “restraining yourself and returning to the rites”
(keji fuli 58 C4808), to Yan Yuan’s inquiry about ren, as Zhu Xi interpreted ren as the complete
virtue of the original mind rather than moral action.

39 “Ho Learning” scholar Han Wonjin (1998, 339d) criticized “Rak Learning” scholar Kim
Changheup’s claim that the innate Five Virtues in human and animal nature are the same. Instead,
Han Wonjin argued that the innate Five Virtues of humans and animals are different: “5#{#.2
EH: I AWEAFER, BIREENS. XH: A M, \YEFE, ARFER, MS5EZqH B0
MBIz, LR R RS 2 &, PRI, AIHERTHE” Their debate arose from differing
interpretations of Zhu Xi’s Annotations on the Doctrine of the Mean: “RUVEIGHATL A, R
DU, TBANRS, SR an ., o2 NP2 28, DA 1S HL A2 3, DU R IE 705 2 48, i (Zhu
1970b, 769).
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the practice of /i (Han 1998, 110a—b).” Han Wonjin's interpretation was based
on Zhu Xi’s (1970, 287) Annotations on the Analects (Lunyu jizhu shantEar)
Similarly, “Rak Learning” scholar, Kim Changheup ©E%5 (1653-1722)
regarded Chengzi’s saying keji fuli % CA&i% as important, (C. Kim 1996,
126b)* and the keji fuli means that /i will naturally recover if humans let go of
selfish desires (Chengzi 2019, 18).”

Unlike Han Wonjin and Kim Cangheup, Jeong Yakyong (2002b, 41d)
argued that “returning to the rites” (fu/i 18ii%) as ren means practicing the rites
that govern relationships between ruler and subject, father and children, elder
and younger brothers, host and guest, and adults and children. Tt implies a
criticism of Zhu Xi’s view that 7ez is an innate virtue in humans and that its
practice is equivalent to the practice of 7e7, as well as Chengzi’s statement that if
selfish desires are abandoned, one will naturally “return to the rites.”

Such claims by Horak scholars, based on the influence of Chengzi and
Zhu Xi, influenced King Jeongjo. He regarded “the rites” (/7 ii#) in “restraining
yourself and returning to the rites” (keji fuli 3¢ 15i%) as the morality of innate
human nature” and—influenced by Zhu Xi and Han Wonjin—interpreted
keji fuli as the practice of ren.® King Jeongjo’s interpretation of 7e (morality), as
seen in his debate with Jeong Yakyong, aligns with the concept of 7he Doctrine
of Mean (Zhongyong H1j#)—following human nature—which he understood
to mean following Original Nature (Y. Jeong 2002, 64b) Y This interpretation,
based on Zhu Xi, suggests that morality is innate in humans. Jeong Yakyong
argued that King Jeongjo’s interpretation of innate morality, influenced by Zhu

40 Pz BN E: —H e IR, K. . FLTAramig, BRI, Arag MR B8 B i,
G, AR — B ERE M i S B, T g

41 “BREC. FH: OB, —HR R, KRS ROHC, AT CREGER)
B, AL B 5 . O, FHE RN, 18, St 16, KB Eiset. fC3F, i RE O fE .
F B1E, TIEREL, MR ARE NS AR, SR E AL RN A2, HI S KB, A D
BEERER

42 “FETET, FLERPN e SIS ER IR 2, RIRIRIS, DR

43 “FCAIRVDE, BRI

44 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 2, Gyeong jip, “Simgyeong milheom™ “Z{=# A, AFAZ
Footh, REF A, HEREZAM, RFARZM, FriTigth, AIERRC. 2T W E 1k
IR, FLECHEER, B\ BB 2 i, 1, JERRR P27

45 King Jeongjo, Hongjae jeonseo 69, Gyeongsa gangui 6, “On Daxue”™ “SefFLAGHE 2 L Fi#, &
HENE 2 28, TR, PMerhue—0E, IR 208, ATRIE e

46 Ibid.: Gz —HECEE, —HAHIIR R

47 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 2, Gyeong jip 4, “Jungyong gangui bo™ “fHIFHF: M2, %
FRILUERE . e, Baal a2/t
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Xi, differed from Confucius’s concept of keji fuli (Y. Jeong 2002, 64b) 8

Despite Jeong Yakyong’s respect for Yi IK’s theories, and while Yi Ik,
influenced by Zhu Xi, interpreted the Four Virtues (ren, yi, /i, and zhi) as innate
to human nature and asserted that f#/i (returning to the rites i) is the practice
of ren (L. Yi 1997, 396a),” his view differed from Jeong Yakyong’s. Therefore,
Jeong Yakyong’s claim is considered creative.

Jeong Yakyong’s response to King Jeongjo’s inquiry was not initially
influenced by Matteo Riccis ideas. He read 77anzhu shiyi by Matteo Ricci when
preparing his reply. In 1785 (the 9" year of King Jeongjo’s reign), Jeong Yakyong
debated Yi Byeok 258# (1754-1785) about the inquiry (Y. Jeong 2002, 340a)”
and had received a Catholic book from Yi Byeok a year earlier, in 1784 (the 8"
year of King Jeongjo's reign) (Y. Jeong 2002, 340a).”" Although Jeong Yakyong
read other Catholic works (Y. Lee 1977),” he either had not read Ricci’s writings
at the time or was not influenced by them. Thus, Ricci’s ideas did not directly
shape his initial response.

However, according to 7he Veritable Records of King Jeongjos Reign (Year
15 [1791], Lunar Month 11, Day 13),” Yi Gigyeong (1756-1819) accused
Jeong of giving him 7he True Meaning of the Lord of Heaven (Tianzhu shiyi
KEHEF) in the spring of 1791 and discussing it. This suggests that Jeong
Yakyong had read the book by then. Therefore, while Jeong Yakyong may
have read Ricci’s work before responding to King Jeongjo but it did not deeply

influence his views.

48 Ibid.: XL R IEM G2 B, METEERAS, fU22, ATl R Ea R, RS A
FCAEI 2R, A

49 IR, CRRE, AR, A, LR

50 Jeong Yakyong, Yeoyudang jeonseo 1, “Jachan myojimyeong”: “5$JI1%, S Hili %2, MEE+
JER R/ RRIG, IRPEACREBE, DURDRED,, BUGR G Pl S8

51 Ibid.: “FURE, 1EZ=BERT FoHRIR, 4aMIPE2L H—4%3.” However, Jeong Yakyong responded to
King Jeongjo’s inquiry in 1784, according to Jeong Yagyong yeonbo (Chronology of Jeong Yakyong’s
Life).

52 According to The Chronicles of Jeong Yakyong, in 1784, Jeong Yakyong followed Yi Byeok on a
boat down Dumi Gorge, where he heard stories about Catholicism and began reading related
texts. He studied works such as Qike 52 by Didace de Pantoja (1571-1618), Lingyan lishao %
S #J by Francesco Sambiaso (1582-1649), and Zhuzhi qunzheng Ll by Adam Schall
von Bell (1591-1666). These were Catholic missionaries dispatched to China.

53 “HIRTKHLZ &M, AR UK, T MR, MBERTRN, et K AR vEE, fhf R, 3K
BB, TR A 302 J0Y), Sea e DUR 1 3%, B 833, 55, EOARCH, ST RETEH.
HURIRE, B0, RE R E”
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Conclusion

In the debate between King Jeongjo and Jeong Yakyong, both initially agreed
with Menciuss claim that humans inherently possess goodness. However, after
King Jeongjo's death, Jeong Yakyong revised his stance, asserting that humans
inherently favor good and feel ashamed of evil. This implies that humans possess
the ability to distinguish between good and evil, known as yeongmyeong (intellect
#&hH), a concept influenced by Matteo Ricci’s concept of /ingeai (intellect #-¥),
In contrast, Jeong Yakyong’s claim that humans do not innately possess goodness
differs from Matteo Ricci’s assertion that they do. Jeong Yakyong’s idea that
humans inherently favor good and feel ashamed of evil was a reinterpretation of
Menciuss notion of human nature being good, yet it ultimately diverged from
Mencius’s. As a result of this perspective, Jeong Yakyong regarded goodness
not as an inherent quality of human nature but as a moral action. It represents
a critique of the abstract moral principles characteristic of Neo-Confucian
thought. Consequently, it underscores the importance of moral action rather
than moral thinking in everyday human life. His assertion that goodness is
defined by moral action was based on Confucius’s response to Yan Yuan’s
inquiry into 7en (humanity 1=). This view not only differs from Matteo Ricci,
Mencius, and Zhu Xi but also from the teachings of Yi Ik, whom Jeong Yakyong
respected. Therefore, his perspective can be considered creative.

In contrast, King Jeongjo consistently upheld the belief that humans
inherently possess goodness, aligning with Menciuss argument. However, he
criticized Menciuss claim that human nature is inherenty good, arguing that it
lacked logical rigor. He believed that Mencius’s refutation of Gaozi’s concept of
Physical Nature failed to adequately address the distinctions between Original
Nature and Physical Nature in humans—an interpretation influenced by Zhu Xi.
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Abstract

Are humans inherently good or not? Do humans inherently possess goodness,
or is goodness defined by moral action? This article examines these questions
through the debate between King Jeongjo and Jeong Yakyong. Previous
researchers did not recognize Jeong Yakyong’s philosophical shift. In their debate,
both agreed with Menciuss claim that human nature is good. However, Jeongjo
interpreted Mencius’s argument through Zhu Xiss concepts of /i # and 47 &,
and his interpretation shared a common point with the Horak i#ii% scholars.
After Jeogjo's death, Jeong revised his claim, asserting that humans are not
innately good but possess a nature inclined toward goodness, which causes them
to feel shame when they commit evil. This perspective deviated from Jeongjo and
Mencius. Jeong’s assertion incorporated Matteo Ricci’s ideas, thereby enabling
him to develop a unique standpoint. Therefore, Jeong argued that rez 1= refers to
a moral action, and not to an innate morality within humans. He drew this idea
from Confucius's concept of ren, which differed from the perspectives of Ricci,
Mencius, and Jeongjo, as well as from Yi Ik he paid respect to. Thus, Jeong’s
ideas were newly formed through Confucian moral philosophy, while Jeongjo
grounded his views within the framework of Zhu.

Keywords: Jeong Yakyong, King Jeongjo, human nature, good, Mencius, Neo-
Confucianism, Matteo Ricci
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