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special position is respect. Thus in Mencius’ example, though one’s
act is still determined by external circumstances, it nevertheless evinces
respect. This Mencius explains by the distinction between normal and
temporary respect. That the act of treating the man from my village as
elder is determined by external circumstances, instead of showing that
it does not evince respect, shows only that it evinces temporary respect.
Meng Chi Tzu seems willing to accept this distinction between normal
and temporary respect but argues that, in that case, acts which are yi
are external in spite of the fact that they evince respect because they
depend on external circumstances. Mencius’ reply is that even of

(5) the act of drinking
it is true that it is conditioned by external circumstances:
(5.3) In winter one drinks hot water, in summer cold.

Of (1) which is also conditioned by external circumstances we can
equally say:

(1.3) Normally I respect my eldest brother, but in offering wine I
give precedence to the man from my village.

Again, by showing that (5.3) can be said of (5) which is indubitably
internal, Mencius argues that the fact that (1.3) can be said of (1) does
not show that yi is external. Furthermore, by drawing an analogy be-
tween (1) and (5), Mencius is returning to Kung-tu Tzu’s opening
remark: I put into practice my respect.” As in an act which is yi one
puts into practice one’s respect, so in an act of drinking one is moti-
vated by one’s thirst.

The arguments are obviously not conclusive, but this is in part due
to Mencius’ limited purpose. All he set out to do, in both cases, was to
show that his opponents failed to establish the externality of yi. He did
not attempt to go beyond this and to establish positively that yi was
internal. The main reason for the inconclusiveness is, however, one
we have already touched upon. The dichotomy between internal and
external was too simple for the facts of the situation. Such a dichotomy
could only work if there was only one characteristic or one set of char-
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acteristics which is to be found in one kind of act but not in another. In
the present case, there are a number of characteristics, some of which
are sometimes present and sometimes absent in acts of the same kind.
In the course of the arguments, three such characteristics are mentioned.
(1) There is the motive. In the case of benevolent acts, it is assumed
that this is love. In the case of eating and drinking it is assumed to be
appetite. According to Mencius, the motive is respect in the case of all
acts which are yi, and this his opponents either deny or deny to be
significant. (2) There are the external circumstances. These are irrel-
evant to benevolent acts. But in the case of acts which are yi these
determine the matter of precedence in particular situations. In the case
of drink, these determine what we want in different seasons. (3) There is
the relation the object of respect has to the agent. In the case of
benevolence, the patient is a relative of the agent. In the case of yi,
there need be no special relationship at all. In the case of food, there is
no special relationship either. As acts which stem indubitably from
what is internal show no uniformity in the possession or otherwise of
these characteristics, so acts which are yi display an ambivalence in
the similarity and dissimilarity they show to these acts. The result is
that no conclusion can be drawn from the success or failure of these
analogies.

The problem whether yi is external in contrast to benevolence which
is internal must have been an issue of some importance, as we find that
the later Mohists were also interested in it. In the logical chapters of
Mo tzu, viz., chapters 40 to 45, there are three places where this prob-
lem is discussed. I shall quote only the longer passage from the Ching
shuo hsia chapter, because this is comparatively free from textual dif-
ficulties and is a lucid statement of the Mohist position:

Benevolence is loving; yi is benefiting. He who loves and he who benefits
are here; he who is loved and he who is benefited are there. Of the one
who loves and the one who benefits we cannot say that one is internal and
the other external. Neither can we say this of the one who is loved and the
one who is benefited. To say'' that benevolence is internal and yi is external

' Read % as 78 .
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is to select the one who loves and the one who is benefited. This is selection
with no consistent basis. It is like saying that the left eye goes out and the
right eye comes in. (Ssu pu ts‘ung k‘an V4l il ed., 10.21a-b)

At first sight the Mohists seem to have brought order to an otherwise
untidy problem, but on closer examination one sees that this is achieved
only by ignoring certain factors that Kao Tzu and Mencius took into
account. In defining yi in the way they do, the Mohists are looking
upon it as exactly parallel to benevolence. As benevolence is a dispo-
sition to love, so is yi a disposition to benefit, others. Both are rela-
tions obtaining between an agent and a patient. In respect of the agent
both benevolence and yi are internal; in respect of the patient both are
external. In the view of the Mohists, whoever says that yi is external
though admitting that benevolence is internal must be guilty of incon-
sistent selection. He must be taking the patient in the case of yi and the
agent in the case of benevolence. Though the Mohists were defending
the same position as Mencius, the basis for their defence is certainly
unacceptable to Mencius. Mencius was quite clear that yi was an at-
tribute of the agent and could not possibly be applied to the patient. “Is
it the one who is old that is yi or is it the one who treats him as elder
that is yi?” Mencius knew full well that when both benevolence and yi
were applied to the agent there was no problem. But he was also aware
of the fact ignored by the Mobhists that yi applied equally to actions,
and it was here that a case could be made out for challenging its
internality. Part of the conditions for an action being yi is that it should
be “fitting”, and this means that whether an action is yi depends, to no
small measure, on external circumstances. It is from this that Kao Tzu
and others argued that yi was external, and it is also with this that
Mencius grappled when he defended the internality of yi. For the
Mohists to say that the problem rested on the failure to distinguish
between agent and patient is both to misrepresent Mencius and his
opponents and to distort the usage of the word yi. This misrepresenta-
tion is due to the refusal on the part of the Mohists to take into account
certain factors involved in the problem of yi and this refusal is, in turn,
due to two features of the Mohist position. Firstly, they define yi as
benefiting, and by so doing render it independent of the ethical code.
A “fitting” action depends on external circumstances in a way a “ben-
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efiting” action does not. This definition of yi is certain to be unaccept-
able to either Mencius or Kao Tzu. Secondly, by treating yi as similar
to benevolence, the Mohists were ignoring its applicability to actions
and looked upon it solely as an attribute of agents. This emphasis on
the agent to the exclusion of actions is a marked feature of Mohist
moral thinking. Here are some passages from the logical chapters in
which this feature can be clearly seen:

Canon: i is benefiting. (10. la. 6)

Explanation: The will takes the Empire as its responsibility'? and the ability
is capable of benefiting it. There is no need to be in office.'*(10. 6b. 6)

Some live long, some die young, but they benefit the Empire to the same
extent." (11. 7a. 2)

Even when a man is in as exalted a position as that of an emperor, he does
not benefit the Empire to a greater extent than a common man." If two
sons serve their parents and one meets with a good year while the other
meets with a bad, then the one benefits'® his parents to no greater extent
than the other. As it is not through his action that more has resulted, this
does not add to his merit.'” External circumstances'® are powerless to add
to the benefit for which I am responsible. (11. 6a. 2-5)

All these passages show that in the view of the later Mohists external
circumstances are irrelevant to the moral assessment of the character
of the agent. So long as a man has both the will and the capacity to
benefit the world or his parents, whether in fact he succeeds or not is
immaterial, because success—and even opportunity—depends on
favourable conditions over which he has no control and for which he

'2Emend 4 to 4 .

1* Cf. Canon: To be filial is to benefit one’s parents (10. lb. 1). Explanation: One takes
one’s parents as one’s responsibility (see previous note), and one’s ability is capable of
benefiting them. There is no need to succeed (10. 7a. 2-3).

"* Emend & to tH 7.

' Emend il & to IL K,

' Emend H# B to HFIMEAL.

"7 This sentence is obscure, as the text is almost certainly corrupt.

" Emend # to #.
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can take no credit." Thus yi is removed from the contaminating influ-
ence of external circumstances only through denying it application to
action. In this way the problem with which Mencius and his oppo-
nents were concerned was bypassed by the Mobhists. This hardly justi-
fies their claim that the problem itself rested on confusion and

inconsistency.

Not only is one of the problems discussed between Mencius and
Kao Tzu also discussed by the later Mohists but the method of argu-
ment as well. In the Hsiao ch ‘ii chapter®® we find logicians of the Mohist
school writing on the different methods of argument amongst which is
to be found the method of analogy:

Analogy is to put forth another?' thing in order to illuminate this thing.
Parallel is to set [two] propositions side by side and show that they will
both do. (11. 8a. 3-5)

Here an analogy drawn between two things is distinguished from one
drawn between two statements. We have seen that both methods were
used by Mencius. The analogy between “That which is inborn is meant
by ‘nature’” and “White is what is meant by ‘white’” 1S an analogy
between two statements and would come under “parallel” in the Mohist

classification.
The Mohist chapter goes on to discuss the method:

Things may have similarities, but it does not follow that therefore t.he.y
are completely similar. When propositions are parallel, there is a limit
beyond which this cannot be pushed.”* (11. 8a. 7-8)

1The Mohist position that in moral assessment it is the agent and not the actions that
should be emphasized seems to have some relevance to a problem concerning moral goodness
in Western philosophy. If we define moral goodness as goodness which is realized only
when an agent chooses to do his duty from the motive of dutifulness the question arises
whether a man who acts dutifully more often than another necessarily realizes more moral
goodness. Those who feel uncasy about returning an affirmative answer may find a certain
appeal in the Mohist position. .

20 For a more detailed discussion of the Hsiao ch'ii see my “Some logical problems in
ancient China” (Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Vol. LIIIL, 1952-3, pp. 189-204).

' Read 1 as 1.

2 Emend 1F to Jt.
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This is a very good description of the method as it was used by Mencius.
In his hands the method of analogy was used to throw light on things
which were otherwise obscure. It is by proposing analogies and show-
ing in what way they broke down that this was achieved. That the aim
was to arrive at the truth can be seen from the fact that it was not
always analogies proposed by his opponents that were shown to be
inadequate in this way. We have seen a case of Mencius suggesting an
analogy to illustrate his opponent’s thesis, and this was criticized after
his opponent accepted it.

It is perhaps worth pointing out that the use of analogy is often the
only helpful method in elucidating something which is, in its nature,
obscure. Two examples come readily to mind. Theories about the mind
are often presented through the medium of models, and so are physi-
cal theories of the atom. In either case the models are not only helpful
in enabling us to see something of the “structure” of the mind or the
atom which is not open to inspection by the senses, but also instructive
in the way they break down.

I hope enough has been said to show that in the fourth and third
centuries B.C. in China the method of analogy, indispensable for cer-
tain types of philosophical problems, was in wide use,?* so much so

** There is a story about the famous sophist Hui Shih in the Shuo yiian which illustrates
this point:

Someone said to the King of Liang, “Hui Tzu is very good at using analogies when
putting forth his views. If your Majesty could stop him from using analogies he will be
at a loss what to say.”

The King said, “Very well. I will do that.”

The following day when he received Hui Tzu the King said to him, “If you have
anything to say, I wish you would say it plainly and not resort to analogies.”

Hui Tzu said, “Suppose there is a man here who does not know what a ran is, and
you say to him, ‘A fan is like a tan,” would he understand?”

The King said, “No.”

“Then were you to say to him, ‘A tan is like a bow, but has a strip of bamboo in
place of the string,” would he understand?”

The King said, “Yes. He would.”

Hui Tzu said, “A man who explains necessarily makes intelligible that which is
not known by comparing it with what is known. Now Your Majesty says, ‘Do not use
analogies.’ This would make the task impossible.”

The King said, “Well said.” (Ssu pu ts‘ung k‘an ed., 11. 6b—7a)

Hui Shih’s explanation of the function of analogy can be seen to be similar to that
given in the Hsiao ch'ii.
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that the only surviving treatise on the methods of argument deals with
it in some detail. Seen in the light of the Mohist treatise, Mencius was,
indeed, a very skilful user of this method, who never failed to throw
light on philosophical issues that were discussed. This is an'impres—
sion somewhat different from the ineffective debater that he is some-

times made out to be.
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() LA 3R PEURER L HHETUERR - b ERKBRA
Since Mencius has just said that “those who are fifty can wear silk”
and “those who are seventy can eat meat , it is odd for him to go on to
say “those who are seventy wear silk and eat meat™ as the wearing of
silk applies as much to those who are fifty as to those who are seventy.
In the parallel passage in I. A. 7 the text, instead of L 14, reads &4
which seems preferable.
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) LA SHEAMZ  WHIEETNL -

Chao Ch'i #1% offers no gloss for the word tt. Chu Hsi %, however,
says “ 41" (Chu, p. 6) In the passage H Pl ¥ fe gl 1 BLAE > 7 A0
4tz 7 2 (11 B. 7), it is not clear at all how Chao understands the text
(MTCS, 4B. 1b), but Chu repeats the earlier gloss (Chu, p. 57). Profes-
sor W. Simon has argued very persuasively that It here should be
taken in the sense of “by the time of”. This is, of course, one of the
most important uses of the word. Nevertheless, as far as the pre.se.nt
passage is concerned, there seems to be room for dissent, and it is,
perhaps, worth reviewing the merits of one of the alternatives.

The Pseudo Sun Shih ## commentary gives a paraphrase of the
present passage: & BULFLA i H - UERRZ (MTCS, 1A. 12b). Sun’s
meaning is not very clear, but at least one thing is certain. He is offer-
ing 7 as a gloss of tL. Yii Yiieh @it has also independently—because,
as has been noticed by Simon (p. 802, n. 3), he seemed to have had a
version of the Sun commentary which read % in place of #1 — ar/rived
at the same conclusion that It ought to be taken in the sense of ir. He
quotes, in support, a passage from the Ch'i yii gl RERTHEAT
4 » BLUERIE and Wei Chao’s %# commentary: =H & = » T
(Kuo yii, 6.1b). Yii then goes on to add that It and 7% are interchange-
able because they share the same initial (I -#2# ) (Yu (1),1393.3a).

Now the glosses of both Sun and Yii give the sense of the expres-
sion HL4E# as “one verging on death”. In connexion with Sun’s gloss,
Simon makes the following objection:

We shall see that this commentary got very near to what I consider the
correct interpretation of the passage. It operates with a well-known mean-
ing of bih, viz., bih jinn yee HITH (“close to, near”), which is in fact the
primary meaning of bih. However, this meaning “close to” refers usually
to space. When referring to time, bih has acquired, as we shall see, a very
special meaning which is quite different from the meaning of “on the
point of, on the verge of” suggested by the Pseudo Suen Shyh’s paraphrase.
As is well known, the meaning “on the point of”” is expressed in Chinese
by jiang #% or chiee H.(p. 792)

The main point of the argument seems to be this. When tt means i,
this refers usually to space. When it refers to time, it has a special
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meaning, viz., “by the time”. Now there does not seem to be any
evidence that tt, when it means “close to, near”, refers to space. In
fact, the gloss L4t il as given in the Kuang ya (KYSC, p. 331) is much
more likely to have been intended to be taken in the sense of #l4i, just
as the Shuo wen gloss 4t (SWKL, pp. 3651-52) is to be taken in the
sense of # . In both cases, tt does not, in the first instance, refer
either to space or to time, but to close relationship between persons, as,
for example, in the expression ]tt. If we prefer to take tL#ith as
referring to space, the meaning would be “close together” rather than
“close to”. But the meaning of “close to” is, as a matter of fact, not
relevant to the example under discussion. As Simon points out, there is
an idiomatic use of It which means “side by side”. One can go further
and say that in the construction “tt x”, if x is the object and Lt 1s taken
in a spatial sense, it is natural for the meaning to be taken as “placing
the x’s side by side”, as, for instance, ttJ§ means “a line of shoulders”
and It/2 “a line of roofs”. Thus by paraphrasing tt4t as #i4t, the
Pseudo Sun Shih commentary could not have meant this to be taken
spatially, but could only have meant this to be taken in the sense of
“verging on”. The question, then, would simply be this. Does 't have
such a meaning or not? The mere fact that t has the special meaning
of “by the time” does not rule out the possibility of its possessing, side
by side with this meaning, another of “verging on”. Again, though it is
true that the meaning “on the point of ” is expressed in Chinese by %
or H, it does not follow that either tt cannot also mean “on the point
of” or that there cannot be any difference between the meaning of 1t
and that of i or H, even though they all generally mean “on the point
of”’. As a matter of fact, a case can be made for differentiating them. %
means “going to” with no reference to “imminence”. The action thus
indicated can take place any time in the future. H, perhaps, indicates
the near future. But Lt, in the sense of ¥, would indicate imminence.
Now the gloss of # for It is worth examining. There is a possibil-
ity of a phonetic connexion. t is the phonetic in 3t which is a variant
form of #% which, in turn, is a homophone of # . There is a passage in
the Shih chi 15 © X ILA =## £ where Ssu-ma Chen 7]f§ 5 glosses It
as # (“in rapid succession”) (p. 407). As #f is the same as ¥, it would
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seem that H has two meanings which are similar to two meanings of
$.

Now if we follow Simon in taking tt as “by the time”, then HAL#
means “by the time of death”. But if we take Lt as “verging on”, then
the expression will mean “one who is verging on death”. Now one of
the important features of the construction where tt is used to mean “by
the time”, as pointed out by Simon, is that “the end of the time clause
is sometimes marked by jee # or yee t1” (p. 795). This being the case,
there is a clear point of difference between the two interpretations and
this may prove to be useful in deciding, in a specific case, which is
more likely to be right. On Simon’s interpretation # marks the end of
the time clause and cannot, therefore, be at the same time, the indicator
of the agent, while on the second interpretation # has, precisely, to be
taken as an indicator of the agent.

As far as the Mencius text is concerned, it is possible to interpret tt
in either way, because the agent of the main verb J is still Z A. Thus,
it can either mean “I am ashamed of this and wish, by the time of death,
to wash it all away”, or “I am ashamed of this and wish [myself as] one
verging on death to wash it all away”.

There is, however, another text where the expression H.5E# is to be
found which seems to have been overlooked by commentators of the
Mencius but may turn out to be helpful towards the solution of our
problem. In the Yen tzu ch‘un ch‘iu % &% (1/8) we find H.5E# fih 14
F- (11a). This example is different from that of the Mencius in that [t3t
% is the agent of the verb and can only mean “Should those verging on
death not try their best to enjoy themselves?””? This being so, the # in
[£3E# is an indicator of the agent and this rules out its being, at the
same time, the marker of the end of the time clause. To put it in another
way, if we insist that [t4£# be taken as a time clause, we are forced to
leave the main verb without an agent. Thus whereas the Mencius ex-
ample admits of both interpretations, the Yen tzu ch ‘un ch‘iu admits of

?We can leave open the question whether H4E%# refers to the speakers or to others, as
this does not affect the point at issue, viz., that [LJE# is the agent of the main verb.
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only the interpretation “one who is verging on death”.

Both Yii Yiieh and Simon (pp. 801-2) have pointed out that King
Hui of Liang was an old man at the time of his interview with Mencius.
If we remember that he, in fact, died not long after the interview,
though the interpretation “before I die” is appropriate, “one verging on
death” would add a poignant note to the remark.

There remains the interpretation of the passage in II. B. 7. On our
interpretation, it can be translated rather literally as: “Moreover, one
verging on decomposition, not to let the earth come in contact with the
skin, does this not afford some satisfaction to the heart of man?” H4t
# is here a nominal unit in the absolute position serving as a point of
reference for the word J§.

3) L. A. 6 [T#aEH 2]
[BE  [RTEAREY - EERRTTF > EAHZHE > MERR o Kl
fEE - ATH > MEERARZR « HaE > U8z ? S KK TZA
B> RAARERAED - WHRERAE - IR TFZREFIHMEZLR -
AR R K Z T o ihREEREEL 2 )]
It is odd that when the question is $\fE#.2, in the answer the point to
be repeated is FAEE Y - HEEE ~ . It seems likely that 5 is a mistake
and that the question should also be #aE#2 . Thus in the answer
Mencius throws back the original question in a rhetorical form at the
questioner. But if we emend the question, we have to emend the imme-
diate answer as well. Instead of X F 5 4B, the text should read X+
s fEEh 3 357 BE# is a cliché to be found more than once in the
Mencius. In the next section we find fREfi T » EZ &M (1. A. 7), and
inII. A. 1 there is 7r{_HM £ - %2 A%, The example from L. A. 7 is
of particular interest, as the same wording is often to be found in
sections that form a group dealing with the same topic. Here both I. A. 6
and I. A. 7 deal with, amongst other things, the inevitability of the
benevolent ruler becoming a true king. Furthermore, there are parallels
to the present section. In VII. A. 16 we find # JTi - ik =2 fE8LHY

PR RSz ReEA (Hsin tzu, 13.7a) is a sentence of similar construction.
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which parallels closely the final sentence of the present section. Again,
in the Shuo yiian #%i 6/5 we find 4 KA E > A T R0
fu > #.2 ## (6.5a). Thus we can see that both #1fiE%t.2 and #aESRtc
have parallels which read %12 #£#. Can it be that in some versions of
the Mencius the text reads #ifiE# 2 and ¥ echoing the question,

while in other versions the text reads 2 it echoing the opening
words of Mencius’answer?

Is there any good reason why # should have been corrupted to EL?
Could this have come about through some phonetic connexion? Ac-
cording to Karlgren’s reconstruction, # was zio in Archaic and iwo in
Ancient (GS 89b), while & was ngio in Archaic and ngiwo in Ancient
(GS 60p). fit is nang in both Archaic and Ancient (GS 885a). Now it is
quite easy to see how nang ngiwo could easily be corrupted to nang
iwo, but this could only have happened after the transition from Ar-
chaic to Ancient, and however early we place this, it is too late for our
purposes, as the text was most probably corrupt by Chao Chi’s time.
But the zio of Karlgren’s reconstruction is not beyond question. It is
well known that £ is often used in ancient texts for #. Wang Yin-chih
cites Yii Fan’s & # gloss it th, and Cheng Hsiian’s ¥'X commen-
tary to the Chou li Ji}% : #5581 (14.5b), and Wang Yi's £ com-
ment on the Ch‘i chien L# - W8 (Ch'u 1z‘u, 13.3a). He then goes
on to show other cases where 5 is used for % : (1) Li yiin 3%, B2 5l
& (Li chi chu shu, 21.3a); (2) Chiu chang JLE, St RS (Ch'u
tz‘u, 4.12b) and (3) T ien chih chung X, X F 2 THHEZAH (Mo
tzu, 7.10a).* Wang Nien-sun also gives an example from the Wang
chih T« fil87E 1 F A(Hsiin tzu, 5.18a).° There is also an instance
of % used for # , again given by Wang Yin-chih: SMEFEH R REZH
i (Tso chuan, Chao 3).° The array of evidence is impressive, and there
is, in fact an example of &2 being used for 4 in the Mencius itself.” Now
Karlgren gives kio for & in Archaic, and it seems possible that i also

“CYSW, p. 568.
STSTC, 11.11.

*CYSW, p. 732.
7 See (15) below.
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had a guttural initial of some sort. Now if ¥t had a guttural initial or at
least an initial cluster including a guttural element® in Archaic, then we
can see how the corruption could have come about.

To return to the text of the Mencius, we can see that there is much
to be gained in the unity of the argument by adopting such an
emendation. Having been told that the Empire would be united by one
who was not fond of killing, King Hsiang went on to ask, “Who can
stop him?” and Mencius’ answer was “No one in the Empire can stop
him.” What follows will then be just an elaboration on this answer.

@) L A7 3B HM M 5 Z LI o B A2 RELD -

According to the traditional interpretation, the major pause is taken
after the first i, and the meaning, then, is “It was not the case that I
substituted the lamb for it through grudging the expense.” But the
remark “It is only natural that the people should have thought me
miserly” does not, then, follow, for if it is not through grudging the
expense that the King substituted the lamb for the ox, why is it natural
for the people to have thought him miserly? The first major pause
should be taken after 84, so that the negative force of 3F does not extend
to the part of the sentence beginning with i which serves the same
purpose as #ili. This would give the sense, “It was not true that I
grudged the expense, but I did use a lamb instead of the ox.” Thus, it is,
indeed, natural for the people to have thought the King miserly.

(5) L. B. 16 f78ffiz » ksife2 o 71k 9 AFTREW o Fr 2 AR -

It is easy to get the impression that Mencius was quite oblivious to all
the philosophical activities around him. It is interesting, therefore, to
find a case where a seemingly ordinary remark turns out to contain a
reference to philosophical problems that very much interested his
contemporaries. In chapter 25 of the Chuang tzu #t§ we find Shao
Chih asking, FE 251k » 8 F2 il » K2k - PUERHNE > A H
¥ ? (CTCS, p. 916). (“Of the two theories—the ‘nothing does it’ of

® For a discussion of the possibility of an initial cluster in such cases, see Bodman,
pp- 61-62.
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Chi Chen and the ‘something causes it’ of Chieh Tzu—which has got
it right and which is one-sided?”) This concerns the problem of the
universe. The question is: behind the universe is there a controlling
power, a lord, or not? = ft represents the view that returns an affirma-
tive answer to this question, while %% answers it in the negative.
Furthermore, for Chuang Tzu, the problem whether there is a sover-
eign lord (chen chiin $1#) over the multifarious phenomena in a man’s
mind is parallel to that about the lord of the universe.

In chapter 38 of the Kuan tzu there is a passage dealing with the
same question: Ku{HEZ - His#Z o K& ZHENRIER » Mot Z JHh
PAyis o KEAEE > HARI o REGEMRZ KK o LPAN[F] - NAiRZ >
Bz 2= Kigs 2 @ o KAREAE# - KEHE [emend to ] 2 » KB - {4
SR 2 RN BERLRR 5 T K N > A HE 5 B [emend to AL
8] LG [emend to BAE) 3 B AR > SURUECRY 5 WP H O > BT ILE
- #7205 H . (13.8b) (“There is something that suspends Heaven;
there is something that supports Earth. If there is nothing to suspend it,
Heaven would have fallen; if there is nothing to support it, Earth would
have sunk. Now if even Heaven and Earth would probably have fallen
or sunk unless there is something which suspends and supports them,
how much more so with man! There is something which manages a
man, just as is the case with the movement of thunder-drums.That which
cannot shake itself must have something to shake it. But what is this
‘something’ like? It cannot either be seen or heard; it fills the world
without blocking it up; it permeates the flesh and skin and manifests
itself in the complexion of the face. You may demand to know when it
comes and goes, but no one knows the time. It is square and it is round,
and being round,’ no one can find the way in.”) It is here concluded
from the fact that Heaven does not fall and Earth does not sink that
there must be “something” which keeps the one from falling and the
other from sinking. So we can see that @4 and =(# are just instances
of Bffi.

The parallel with the Chuang tzu does not end here. It is further
argued that if this is the case with Heaven and Earth it must be even

9 Perhaps the text is corrupt and should read “being square as well as round”.
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more so with man. There must be “something” which manages man.
This presumably refers to the heart (hsin -»), as the description “you
may demand to know when it comes and goes, but no one knows the
time” is the kind of language that is used of the heart. For instance, in
chapter 49 of the Kuan tzu it is said of the heart that “no one can
fathom its going and coming (—f % - &2 #EE)” (16.2b).

Enough has been said to show that the term =% is used in the
writings of the Warring States period to refer specifically to the “some-
thing” which is behind the universe and responsible for its workings.
Mencius’ use of this term is no exception. Having said that “when a
man goes forward, there is something which urges him on; when he
halts there is something which holds him back”, Mencius goes on to
say: “Itis not in a man’s power either to go forward or to halt. It is due
to Heaven that I failed to meet the Marquis of Lu.” This mention of the
agency of Heaven as opposed to human agency shows that the “some-
thing” of #f# refers, indeed, to Heaven.

It is interesting that Mencius, too, describes the heart in terms simi-
lar to those used in the Kuan tzu. In V1. A. 8, we find Confucius quoted
as saying, “Hold on to it and it will remain, let go of it and it will
disappear. One never knows the time it comes or goes, neither does
one know the direction”, on which Mencius comments, “It is perhaps
to the heart this refers.” Not only does Mencius share with the Kuan
tzu the view that the heart is elusive but also that it informs the body
with its own quality: “That which a gentleman follows as his nature,
that is to say, benevolence, rightness, the rites and wisdom, is rooted
in his heart, and manifests itself in his face, giving it a sleek appearance.
It also shows in his back and extends to his limbs, rendering their
message intelligible without words” (VIIL. A. 21). Although as a
Confucian, Mencius differs from the Kuan tzu in attributing moral
qualities to a man’s nature, nevertheless there is a great deal of com-
mon ground between the two. According to the Kuan tzu, the heart is
the seat of the ching chi ¥§% which is part of the tao i, whereas,
according to Mencius, man’s endowment of incipient moral tenden-
cies is that which links him to Heaven.

We can see, then, that Mencius takes for granted a great deal of the
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prevalent theories concerning man and his relationship to the universe.
The only thing is that he puts a moral complexion on the current theory
and harnesses it in support of Confucius’ teaching.

(6) 11 A, 1 fl 2 3fAT - By & i {4 i o

The traditional interpretation takes both # and # as nouns—either
taking both as meaning relay horses (Chu, p. 35) or taking % to refer
to post by relay horses and % to refer to post by messengers on foot
(Chiao, 6.8a). Construed in this way, E# i 4 would be a nominal
unit in which ifi intervenes between the exposed element and the
nucleus, and the whole unit would be object to j*.'° But there is an
alternative way of construing the sentence. ifi can be taken to be
linking two verbal units, in which case # has to be taken as a verb
and % would mean “setting up relay stations”. The Lii shih ch'un
ch'iu = ICEK (ch. 19, part 3) quotes this saying as: #.2 % - &KFLLE
¢ (19.7b), where LI is parallel to . As the word Ll here is a
verb it gives some support for taking & in the Mencius text as a verb
as well.

(7) IL A. 2 ARIMAHE - MEBTE > BANS -

“If, on looking within, one finds oneself to be in the wrong, then even
though one’s adversary be only a common fellow coarsely clad...” As
% means “to be afraid”, it is very difficult to make sense of the final
clause with its negative. The traditional interpretation “... I must not
make him afraid”, taking 1 as a causative, is forced. There are two
objections. First, as 1fi, not being an action verb, normally takes no
object, it is difficult to see how it can be used as a causative verb.
Second, the negative would normally demand an inversion of the object.
It may be argued that this does not happen in this case because % is
used as object, but the use of 5 as object is in itself odd. Yen Jo-ch‘ii
4% 5%, though he does not follow this interpretation, nevertheless finds
it necessary to explain away the negative. He suggests that 4 should
be taken as equivalent to % 4 (Yen, 23.18b), a usage unsupported else-

"See Graham (1), pp. 213-14.
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where in the Mencius.

The only reasonable way of getting out of the difficulty is to take 4~
as a mistake for %, as a confusion between the two characters is not
unknown in ancient texts. In the passage in chapter 16 of the Kuan tzu:
WOH E A > T AR s AT - RO s Bl (6.2a),Wang Yin-
chih says that % is a mistake for &~ (TSTC, 7.78) while in the passage
in the Yen tzu ch'un ch'iu (3/18): Wik Fr# > AT L A TRE
At1 T 5 (3.18b), he says that 4% should be ##5 (ibid., 8.122). In a
passage in chapter 37 of the Mo tzu: FLIHE SRR A I AS S ST B 5
(9. 10b), Yii Yiieh says that 44 should be 4 (Yii (2), p. 195).

Neither Wang nor Yii suggests that the confusion is due to pho-
netic resemblance, though this cannot be entirely ruled out. It is true,
the only evidence we have of the archaic pronunciation of 4~ points to
its being a homophone of 7 *piug and therefore quite different from
that of & *piét. But Karlgren remarks, “All the modern dialect read-
ings reveal an Anc. puot, which points to an Arch, *pwat, cognate to 7
*piwat” (GS, 999). If this is the case, then the confusion with #» may
well be due to phonetic resemblance.

(8) IL A 2 EFRIER - WG EEW - SRBE EFERE > MRBHELDS -
The words ¥ and # are usually taken to mean “to stumble” and “to
hurry” respectively. This gives the sense, “Now stumbling and hurry-
ing are the ch ‘i yet in fact palpitations of the heart are produced.” Now
“stumbling” and “hurrying” may bring on a shortness of breath, but it
is odd to say that they are the ch‘i.

In his comments on apassage from chapter 105 of the Shih chi, 7
RErh &1 > B LU > ikl 2z (p. 2799), Wang Nien-sun says
that A should be emended to A,' citing as his evidence the definition
in the Shih ming ¥45: B - W 50¢ NG E17 ACHite. "> The opening part
% - Wi is also found in the Shuo wen," except that jif is there written

""TSTC, 3.25.
' Wang Hsien-ch‘ien, p. 396.
" SWKL, p. 3325.



