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INTRODUCTION

 The Gongsuen Long tzyy is the principal surviving document of the
dialecticians, biannjee $t 3 or School of Names 4% . It consists of an-
introductory chapter on the life of the dialectician Gongsuen Long (4th c.
B.C.), and of five philosophical essays:

Chapter z. £} 55 3 Essay on the White Horse

;. #84% ® . , . Meaningsand Things

4+ AR w » s Understanding Change
S‘ g E ﬁ I Hard and White

6. ZX® . . , Namesand Actualities

I wish to show that while the first two essays are genuine writings of the
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dialecticians of the Warring Kingdoms, the last three were written much
later, probably in the time of the Six Dynasties.?

Parr I. DIFFERENCES BETWEEN CH. 2 AND 3 AND CH. 46
A. GENERaL DIFFERENCES

There is a marked difference between ch. 2 and 3 and ch. 4-6 in the
method of reasoning. Ch. 2 and 3 are among the few examples in Chinese
philosophical literature of sustained systematic reasoning of the kind which
European philosophy achieved under the discipline of Greek logic. The
writer tries to put each proposition in a chain of arguments in the same
verbal form, and 1o omit no intermediate link however obvious (as in the
sentences underlined in the examples below), so that the conclusion can be
seen to follow infallibly from the premises:

GSLA sA/24(ch )R K ART Lo BXFUR B oo &
ExkBmBhL. KB, AR*EE

“ ‘Horse', is that by which one designates the form. ‘White’, is that by
which one designates the colour. That which designates the colour is not that
which designates the form. Therefore I say, a white horse is not a horse.”
A7B/29(ch ) EXMENM A, R ER BT UAMo &5 I8 %
BERRNE, RKRREF UG L KECARRTUKE,
WMEXEGLh, KEESRER,

** ‘Horse’, does not reject or select with respect to colour; therefore one
can reply with either a yellow or a black one. ‘“White horse’, does reject and
select with respect to colour; yellow and black horses are both rejected
because of their colour; therefore one can reply only with a white horse.

What does not reject is not what does reject. Therefore I say, a white horse is
not a horse.”

B,IA/2~4.IB/2-8(ch. ) R T 454y , MW I MGy 422, ...
ARTERBET AT RIB Lo AT BB L, S o 88
B, WEE L X TRE MDA WX, EA R
Bo HKAKIME, DAKIRB. HWRKSEMISHE L,

“If in the world there were no meaning one thing rather than another,
it would be impossible to say that a thing was not one’s meaning . . ., If
meanings do not exist in the world, a thing cannot be said to be one's
meaning. That it cannot be said to be one’s meaning implies that it is not
one’s meaning. That (any) thing is not one’s meaning implies that no thing is
not one's meaning.

and F, will be indicated by A, B, and C.) JI, Gongsuen Long cayy syiice AE AT :

#MAZ edited Chern Juh ML, Press, 1937. Y], Mokying yikise B
& Wi, edited by Tarn Jiehfuu 3 # W. Commercial Press, 1933.
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*“That if meanings do not exist in the world a tl_ring_ cannot b’e said to be
one’s meaning implies that there is not anything whfch is not one’s meaning.
That there is not anything which is not one's meaning _:m?kes Hu‘zt no thfng
is not one's meaning. If no thing is not one’s meaning, it is meanings which

’ aning."! o
e n;tltc:;:il;:mthe regasoning of ch. 2 and 3 may o.ftt?n be faulty, it is pr;:—
sented in a form which enables one to see where it is at fault; tl}us int lc
first example above one can see that what h:aa been prov:,-d is merely
“Whiteness is not a horse”, not “A white horsF isnota horse’'. From ch, 4
onwards there is none of this logical precision. No commentator has

" succeeded in making any sense out of Understanding Change, and it will be

seen later that part of it has been strung together haphazardly out O:V 1:.13-
understood fragments of the Mohist canons. In thfe Hard and hi:te,
although the general drift is clearer, one is nevir syre in w}'fat sense white-
ness and hardness are supposed to be “‘separate”, afld there is no attem;;;; to
put the arguments in such a form that the con.'nclusmn ‘can be seen to follow
from them. The Names and Actualities contains nothmg‘but the common-
place that words must be used in acco'rdanc.e with the things to whl.ch they
refer, expressed in very obscure and sententious la}nguage. Further, in hthese
cssays dialectics is no longer pursued pu:"ely f_or its own sakei they s ow a
tendency to introduce ethical and politl'cai implications quite al?ser'lt in
ch. 2 and 3, and each of the three essays points a moral at the conclusion:
BsABo(ch ) REREZNEE, KBERo

“There is the relation of ruler and minister to the state in it, and
therefore strength and long life.”

B,6A/s(ch. ) RN B E FREHL,

“If they do violence to each other, ruler and minister contend and both

shine.” ) i
B, 6A/8, g (Conclusion of ch. 4) I BA M E T, R LU ERo
“Both shining, the Tao decays, and they have no means to become
correct,” . )
C, 4B/2 (Conclusionof ch. 5) M . % , K TEBME o

“Ag for separation, it is therefore by the isolation of each that the
world is correct.”

C, 6A/9 (Conclusion of ch. ) TR B, GZHE. FX A K, X
EFB.ZRA, EZW Xo

“Unsurpassable, the enlightened rulers of old! They_s'crutinized namlcs
and actualities, and were careful about what what they said. Unsurpassable,

the enlightened rulers of old!” ) .
: Thge difference in the quality of the thought is accompanied by an

lanation of the essay which :lus translsti?n
mu.t;; ?nwe def;l::efw‘:: ge”l;;l':l“ ?fzmoznd Things, Journal of Oriental Studies
{(Hongkong), vol. 2, No. 2, July 1955.



150 A. C. GRAHAM

equally marked difference in style. There is no part of the Gongsuen Long
tzyy which does not present difficulties to a modern reader. But the difficulty
of ch. z and 3 is merely that of understanding a philosophical school for
which this book is almost the only surviving source; the style is very simple
and lucid, renouncing all rhetorical effect for the single aim of expressing the
thought clearly. On the other hand, the obscurity of ch. 4-6 is inherent in
the [anguage, which is vague, grammatically loose, decorative, mannered,
often using words eccentrically. In ch. 2 and 3 parallelism is used only to
emphasize comparisons and contrasts in the argument. In ch. 4-6, although
parallelism is not used as consistently as in pyanwen B} %, it is seldom
suspended for more than a few sentences; and it is a stylistic frame into
which the thought is forced: :

C,34/7-9(ch.5) BR BB, FRA A o R W& E , 7 18 46
Ho M EL, HEELURML,

“The eye cannot perceive hardness, the hand cannot perceive whiteness;
but one cannot say there is no hardness, one cannot say there is no whiteness.
[t is because eye and hand have different functions, because one cannot take
over the task of the other,”

Ch. 2 and 3 consist largely of long, closely organized sentences, in which
clauses are knit together by such patternsas .. . % .. . M and. .. L4 .. . B
.. Ch. 4-6 consist rather of short clauses, often paired, strung together
without links, or loosely connected by iffj:

2 3 4 3
Zz. ... .48 I1 108 I 3
... 5% 9 2l S SO
i 5 7 2t 19

0o | W o

B. Lincuistic Criteria
(1) B '

In ch. 4, it is used only once, in the sense of “place”. Butin ch. § and 6
it is used twenty-one times,* nineteen of them in the four-word pattern
verb + R filt + verb, for example:

GSL, C, IA/8,9 (ch.5) BRI A, AT AE S BEF R, K
W GE AR,

“If you get its whiteness, it cannot be said that there is no whiteness; if
you get its hardness, it cannot be said that there is no hardness.”

Eighteen of the nineteen phrases fall into pairs, as in the example
quoted, in accordance with the parallelism general throughout ch. 4~6.

* GSL, B, 2A/3. Read B for 2. See J]. 9g/8.

* GSL, B, 2A/7-9. Omit JE *#ﬁ&; o W See J] 105/4, 5.

?GS1, B, 4A/s, 6 Bl ®. Read LB B, following the paraliel Mohtzyy B T
SBTK 10/19B/1.

* Including the restored text of GSL, C, 54/8.
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This pattern is complctely absent from ch. 2 and 3, which do not even
use the combination 3 Fi: :

2 3 4 5 6
IR - - 1 8 1z
Fh notpreceded by 11 3 - I -
Verb 1+ 3£ B 4 verb - - - 8 1t
B outside this pattern 11 g X 1 X

Ch. 2 and 3 use both B alone and Bt L, the former always followed by
a verb used transitively: 3R “‘seek’” & “get rid of” JX “take” £ “make
white” 4 “have” #& “not have” #k “attach to itself, annex”. A strange
feature of the style of ch. 46 is that Fff L1 is not used at zll, while B is often
forced into combination with verbs which remain intransitive and with
nouns used as verbs:

- 2 - 3 4 5 6

Ft with transitive verb 7 5 - 1 2

F% with intransitive verb or noun - - 8 10

(E H ﬂ’ %’ ﬁ, ﬁ,' ﬂi)

B 1A « - - - -

Fh “place” - - 1 - -

Several striking examples are found side by side in the Names and
Aectualities: :

GSL,C,sA 8 LI K i, A B R, R RLUKXR
HE,FRE, o HEFUHN, AHAANE, ERo
MEFRE, EXFAE RURARAEIERHE,

“A thing which is a thing where it should be 2 thing, without going
beyond it, is an actuality. An actuality which is actual (literally “fills"")
where it should be actual, without leaving a void, is in place. To leave its
place is to be out of place; to be in place in its place is correctness, By means
of what is correct correct what is not correct; do not, because of what is not
correct, doubt what is correct.” _

This passage is very characteristic of ch. 4-6. .. the parallelism, the
obscure and overblown style, the vagueness of the thought. In the opening
sentences, the use of the second ## and the second ¥ as verbs, together with
the looseness with which such words as L1 , 3 , i and J§ are employed
throughout this section of the book, make it impossible to be certain even of
the grammatical structure.

It will be noticed that the word E has been classed as transitive in
ch. 2 and 3, and as intransitive in ch. 4~6. In the White House il is the
object of the transitive 9 “make white’": :
GSL,A7A/9-7B/T1BE R EFR A, B2 SREETH,
EFRB 8.

! The bracketed words, which are demanded by the parallelism, are restored with
the aid of the paralle! passage in Mohtzyy 10/20B/1, 2. CF. J], 211212,
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" ‘White’ does not determine what it makes white; that question can be
left out of acceunt. The word ‘white’ in ‘white horse’ does determine what it
makes white.”

On the other hand, in the Hard and White fJf cannot be treated as the
objectof B
GSL,C1A/Sf R H PV A , AR HEA. BEFE, A9 H&E
B o

“If you get its (the stone’s) whiteness, it cannot be said not to have
whiteness; if you get its hardness, it cannot be said not to have hardness.”

(i) 4

4 is used in the middle of sentences in both parts of the book, although
more frequently in the latter part. A stnkmg feature of ch. ¢-6, again
illustrating its tendency to parallelism, is 2 habit of using the medial
twice in a single sentence, to mark off two generally parallel phrases:
GSL,B,3B/s5, 6 (ch. ¢) ¥ M4 ME(=) R, ¥ H M, 4 i, 0
HETHER, ZHEH, KT,

“Although sheep are different from oxen, it is inadmissible to conclude
that sheep and oxen are not sheep and are not oxen on the grounds that
sheep have incisors and oxen have not."

GSL,C,24/3,4(ch. ) KA, HR b, TERBLUMBE,

“Whether it is whiteness or hardness, the stone without fail pervades
and is pervaded by it.”

GSL,C,6A/5, 6 (ch. ) S Z H Fh, AR ZAERL, A

8 4o
“If you know that that is not that and is not there, then you will not
sayitis."’?

2 3 4 5 6
Medial 4, alone 3 - - 2 -
» . imapair - - 4 6 4

(itiy
Inch. z and 3, a word or phrase followed by 3 is always either followed
by a complement (usually ending in 48, ),
GSL,A6A/6(ch.2) A E, BRAL,
“A white horse is 2 horse and whiteness”, or is the subject or object of a
verb,
GSL, A, 7A/9(ch.2) B XA EH B,
“ ‘White' does not determine what it makes white.”
In ch. 4-6, the K phrase is much more loosely connected with what
follows in nearly half the examples: -

GSL,C,4B/2(ch.5) B X , K THEWIHE ,

! The other pairs of medial 4% are in GSL, B, 3B/10, C, 14/9, 10, 3A/2.6A/4, 5.
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*“As for separation, it is therefore by the isolation of each that the world
is correct.”
GSL, B, 4A/4, 5 (ch. ) B/ &, ¥R, £ F M 4 "o &
MEMEFHERTL

“As for there being no horse (in the combination of sheep and ox),
sheep is not two and ox is not two but sheep and ox are two, so that it is
permissible to say that sheep and ox are not horse,””t

2 3 4 5 6
& phrase and rest of sentence closely linked 18 13 2 5 3
1 » + T p’ Iﬂﬂsely linked - - s 2 -

(iv) In ch. 2, 3, the formula for rejecting a proposition is 3¢ ] at the
end of the sentence; in ch. 4-6 it is 5 T at the end of the sentence:

z 3 4 5 6
* 7 3 2 (8 - -
A7 - - 4 1 1

The two cases of & ] in ch. 4 both occur in the argument that “sheep
combined with oxen are not horses”.2 It will be seen later that this argument
has been concocted out of a passage in the Mohist Explanations which uses
both & W] and A& 7] .

(v) Ch. 4-6 use }#? and the prepomtmnal 3f indiscrimately, while
ch. 2~3 use }* alone;

z 3 - 4 5 6
# 4 2 3 4 2
F - - 1 2 7

(vi) Of 35 and #n, the former is confined to ch, 4~6, while the two cases
of the latter are both in ch. 2:

2z 3 4 5 6
fu 2 - - - -
* - - 3 4 -

With the exception of one case of 3 as “if”,® both are used only in the
sense “like”,

(vi) Apart from the copula 445, and the mterrogatwe 3¢, the following
final particles are used:

2 3 4 5 6
H 3 - - - -
E - - 3 8 5
2 I - 6 - 2 -
AR I S 3 01 2

It will be observed that ch. 2—3 are very bare of final pamcles, apart
from 4l and 3, the only one to be used more than once is B, which does

! The other examples are GSL, B, sA/5, 5B/4,6A/6,8.C, 2B/g,
1B, 3B/6, 10.
*B/4A/s.
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not occur at all in ch. 4-6. The use of ¥ illustrates the writer's concern for
logical precision; moreover in two out of three cases he finds it necessary to
reinforce it with 0 or 18 :

ATAST(Ch )BT B AR E, BUR " BRERE, k4
"TER"BHE,

“Therefore that it is considered that there is a horse (if there is a
‘white horse’) is because of the ‘horse’ alone, not because there is ‘white
horse’.”

AB/sch ) ERRBEFUB X KEARSTUER,

“Yellow and black horses are both rejected because of their colour.
Therefore it is only white horses which can answer to the description (of
‘white horse')"’,

Of the other final particles (#§ , & , #%) there are only two examples
in ch. 2-3, and no less than thirty in ch. 4-6. The most striking case is that
of J, which is used regularly in ch. 4~6 and not at all in ch, z-3. It is
employed very loosely, and it is sometimes difficult to find any relation to
the root meaning j 2 :1

C2B/s(chs) WHR, FERF B WERE, FEXFE,
“ ‘A thing is white' does not determine what is whlte, a thing is hard’
does not determine what is hard.”
CB/fchyEaE LA, IAaHmaE.
“If what is like whiteness is necessarily white, it is whiteness even
without whitening things.”
(viii) For the “if ... then..."” pattern, the Gongsuen Long tzyy uses

R, i and %5

2 3 4 5 ¢ ’
A - - 3 1 6
f 2° 2 - - -
B - - 3 - -

It is remarkable that Blj, a logical connective which one might have
supposed indispensable in a philosophical text, is confined to ch. 4—6. Of the
two words for “if””, fl£ is used only in ch. 2 and 3, % only in the “Left and
Right” section of ch. 4.

{ix) The distribution of the verb % is as follows:
z 3 4 5 6
15 8 14 2 -

B (especially in the pattern } . . . B8) is among the essential words in
ch, 23, The rarity of so common a word in ch. 46 is very remarkable.

{x) A curious linguistic feature of the Gongsuert Long tzyy is the use in

¥ George A. Kennedy, Journal of the American Oriental Socisty (1940), 60/1-22,
193-307.
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ch. 4 of & and L where one might have expected B “together with”, & is
used four times:
B3B/oAf ¥ &4 B X H W,

“Sheep combined with oxen are not horses. Oxen combined with sheep
are not chickens !

V1 in the sense of B occurs three times:

B,4B/6 B IE LABE, £ 18,

“Of horse and chicken, horse is preferable.”
B4B/of RUEBH K, SUTEH A

“Blue together with white i3 not yellow. White together with blue is
not jade-blue,”

There are also three cases in the same essay of fiij used where one
might expect 3, but these are more dubious:

GSL.B,4A/10,4B/1 BB — , BB "o “ M — K=o M4 ¥
E—, BEN, Mif—&&H.

*To say ‘chicken foot’ makes one, to count the feet makes two; they are
two and they are one, therefore three. To say ‘ox foot’ or ‘sheep foot’ makes
one, to count the feet makes four; they are four and they are one, therefore
five.”

Here the use of {fij instead of B& may be deliberate. “Chicken foot” is
one (when you are counting the parts of the body) and also two (when you
are counting the feet). — [fii — is “are one and are two"”, not “one plus two",
GSL,B,4A/s B I ¥ M4 FH K o o

“Thus it is admissible that sheep combined with oxen are not horses.”

Here the second [ffj replaces 4 in the otherwise equivalent sentence
just quoted as an example of & .

But both cases of {fij in the phrase {fij 3£ §i§ 4 are curious, and to
explain the second as “combined with™ would not account for the first.

(xi}) The distribution of I is as follows:

2 3 4 5 6
2 - 14 22 20 .

In both examples of H; in the White Horse, it is the ordinary possessive
pronoun: '
GSL,A,sB/6 W AW , HHMH*EM

*Itis plain that permissible and impermissible are mutually exclusive.”
%S%:L?A/ﬁ 7#758513755 KEBHRL, AR

o

“It is not that havmg a white horse is counted as having a horse
Therefore, if it were counted as having a horse, one could not call 2 horse a
horse.” (Here the J is equivalent to 45 3 5§ 2Z2.)

3L, like the final particles 22 , 75 and #&, is used rarely and precisely

! Also B, 4A/3, 4B/z.
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in the first two essays, abundantly and loosely in the last three, where
its function often defies analysis:
GSL,B, sA/7-9(ch. ) M~ H AT, — W AXRT, BF XA
RMo RRER AER o XABELZNBE, 4B
o

“Therefore (blue and white) cannot be united in blue or in white. How
can they have yellow! Yellow is the correct colour; this is referring correctly,
There is the relation of ruler and minister to the state in it, and therefore
strength and long life.”
GSL,B,6A/2~4(ch ) RA BEXK. KAK L, X_EF. B R
Bh, XRRF,

“Yellow is preferable to jade-blue. If you make the horse yellow, is it

not to be classed with them? If you make the chicken jade-blue, is it not in
conflict with them?”

GSL.C, sB/s, g, o X ABE R E 4, FE WAL 4. . X UE

B, ETME, Edo
“It does not fit where it should fit; not fitting, it is disordered . . . It fits
where it should fit; to fit where it should fit is correctness.”’

Part II. SOURCES OF CH. 4-6
A. THE Monrst CaNons

It is well known that a number of passages in the Gongsuen Long tzyj
have close parallels in the Mohist canons:

GSL, ch. 4

B, 3B/2-4A/6 .. Mokizyy 10/19A/6~19B/7 (Y], B, 66, 67)
4A/10-4B/3 .. .. I3A/1~3 B, 12

Ch. 5

C, 1A/2 .. o . 13A/4 B, 14
1B/4, 5 . . 1B/3,4 A, 66
2A/6-2B/3 .. . 12A/7 B, 4
34/2,3 .. . 16A/2, 3 B, 17
3B/6 .. . .. 20A/8 B, 70
4A/3, 4 .. . 12A/7-12B/1 B3
4A/5,6 ve e 17B/3 B, 46

Ch.6
sA/7,8 .. .. 20B/1,2 B, 70
sB/2-4 .. ‘e 20B/6, 7 B, 7z
6A/1-3 .. . 19B/7~20A /2 B, 68
6A/4, 5 e .. 15B/4 B, 33

This table reveals another important differeace between the two parts
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of the Gongsuen Long tzyy. There are no parallels in the first two essays;t all
are in the last three essays, throughout which they are fairly evenly dis-
tributed, except that in ch. 4, Understanding Change, they are abundant in
the “Ox and sheep" section, but absent from the “Left and right” and “Blue
and white”’ sections.

Since the Mohist school of dialectics is later than Gongsuen Long, it
has generally been taken for granted that in these parallels the Moktzyy is
dependent on the Gongsuen Long tzyy.? But Wu Yuhjiang has noticed a case
in which it is certainly the Moktzyy which is primary.? I wish to show that
the author of the last three essays not only used the Mohist canons, but in
some cases misunderstood them so completely as to invite the suspicion that
he belongs to a much later period.,

(i) The example pointed out by Wu Yuhjiang is from the Hard and
White:

GSL,C.3A/e—sELIR A — B, B A _H, HERB.KHEHE
HAAR, FRE, FARE . KARLaHRE, LR
ARAARE. HEKBZ M,

“In the stone they are one. Hardness 2nd whiteness are two but are in
the stone. Therefore there is knowledge of one but not of the other, seeing
of one but not of the other. Therefore what is known and what is not known
are separate from each other, what is seen and what is not seen are concealed
from each other. They are concealed from each other; who, therefore, can say
that they are not separate?”

L In the Sheaucheu A (Mohktzyy 11/8B/10} we read that “A white horse is 3
horse. T'o ride a white horse is to ride a horse”. (& B » B 1 « M i3 & » B 1 h). This
is given as a typical case in which “A is B” entitles us to infer that to do something to A is
also to do it to B; the author goes on to show that there are other cages where we cannot
make this inference: “A thief is 2 man. To have tnany thieves is #ot ta have many men.
Tohavenothievesisnottohavenomen”" (BRA+» A« S B R L A th - EE X
A #). It is not, therefore, a direct criticism of the thesis about the white horse, although
by using this illustration the author is no doubt taking the cpportunity to show us that
he repudiates the sophistry. The word jyy {8 is common in the Mohist canons and
Dahcheu X R, but always (so far as the obacurity of the text enables one to judge) as
either the noun “finger’ or the verb “to point”. There are no verbal parallels with the
text of the White Horse or the Meanings and Things, in connection either with horses or
with fyy. . o

1 See, for example, Fung Yu-lan, History of Chinese Philosophy, translated by
Derk Bodde, znd edition, 1952, vol. 1, p. 2649,

¥ Wu Yuhjiang Bt IE, Mohtzyy Yawjuh B F # & Dwulih chubsan sheh
WA MR b, 1944, Appendix 2/c2A.

¢ The restoration of the bracketed characters is required by the paralielism (cf.
11, 18¢/1, 2). :
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Mohtzyy 10/5B/6, 7, 16A/2-4 (Y], B, 37)t

(BIR-HAB, AXAR, REHL,
(i&:)f&ko E"‘"&s E El :'&s iﬁ&ﬁo ﬁﬁﬁlﬁa;ﬁxﬁ
E 2 EI o

Canon. “In one thing having something known and something unknown.
Explanation: ‘Being in it.’ ®

Explanation. A stone is one, hardness and whiteness are two but are in
the stone. Therefore it is possible to have knowledge of one but not of the
other.” '

‘The % at the beginning of the Explanation is the first word of the
Canon, repeated, as is usually done, to show which canon is being ex-
plained. The author of the Hard and White has overlooked this, and re-
produced 5% /i — 4k as a continuous sentence. This is decisive proof that
the original context of the common sentences is that of the Moktzyy.

(i)

CSL,CB/3s KT A, AW UM Ao KT HE, AW LR
Ao BHEXMMo B=TE,

“If there were no whiteness in the world, one could not see the stone; if
there were no hardness, one could not call it stone. Hardness, whiteness and
stone do not exclude each other. Can one say that there is concealment of
the third?"

Mohtzyy 10/1B/3, 4; 9A /1, 2 (Y], A, 66)

(B)RaXE0448,

(B)Bo RER A& A3, 2HMb,

Canon. “Hardness and whiteness do not exclude each other,

Explanation. (Things in) different places do not pervade each other,
They reject each other, that is, exclude each other.”

In the dialogue of the Hard and White, the common sentence is put in
the mouth of the objector, whose argument is immediately refuted, It is
natural that the writer should quote a Mohist canon in order to disprove it;
but it is incredible that the Mohists should have taken over word for word
part of an argument devised by Gongsuen Long as a target for his criticism,

'In the Mohtzyy the canons are grouped together in dik % 40 and 41, end the
explanations presented separately in dih 42 and 43, Most canons end with a reference to
the explanation, usually too brief to be widerstood in isolation; mast explanations begin
by repeating the first word of the canon, Owing to the extreme corrupton of the text,
restoration of an explanation to the canon to which it belongy, and the division between
one canon and the next, cannot always be made with confidence, '

The text used in all quotations is that of Mohtzyy in the Syhbuh tsomghan. But in
each case a reference has also been made to the rearranged edition of the Mohjing
yihjiee. These references may also be used for the Moktzyy jiawiuh and for the Mohjing

Fiawshyh B B, Commercial Press, 1922) of Liang Chiichau % B 4%, in which
the numbering of the canons is almost, although not quite, the same.

! Reading 4E for 77, with Liang Chiichay (op. cit., p. 127).
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iii)

Gsric,gB/z,3}c$&E%iﬁE, KTRHEER iR R,

“If it is hardness even without hardening stones and other things,
befote there is anything like hardness in the world, hardness is concealed.”
GSLC3B/syHBEAMRB A, S AFY P FaXsba,
MAAEmmAaE,

“If whiteness really cannot be whiteness by itself, how can it whiten
stones and other things? If what is like whiteness. is necessarily white, it is
whiteness even without whitening things.”

Mohtzyy 10/5A/6, 7; 20A/6~20B/3 (Y], B, 70) (5 ) B P R 400 25 Bt 4u
MEMZ RELS .
(H)Fe EAX IR, = EL"EE:EZE.‘:%EX& )
EFRAB-0EF Bt REEE &, 3 B, EHERE
ELHo 4 LBREZE AL, BB XaH, £
IE

&
B
o

BUTBEFAE, FAUFKEET o EURBH RS
o, VB, Eh, B,

Canon. “If you hear that something you do not know is like something
you know, you know both. Explanation: ‘telling’. -

Explanation. What is in the house! is unknown to you. Someone says:
‘The thing in the house is like this in colour.” Then what you do not know is
like something you do know. Which is it, white or black? (?) This thing is
like it in colour. What is like white is necessarily white, Now you know that
its colour is like white; therefore you know that it is white, A name, by
means of what you understand, corrects what you do not know; it does not,
by means of what you do not know, throw doubt on what you do under-
stand. It is like using a ruler to measure something the length of which you
do not know. What is outside the house, you know by experience; what is
inside, you know because it is explained to you.” _

The sentence “What is like white is necessarily white” is quite intel~
ligible in its Mohist context. The unknown X is like the known Y in colour;
Y is white, therefore X is also white. But in the Hard and White the sentence
means “What is like whiteness is necessarily white”. There is an abstract
whiteness independent of things; and since it is expressly said that white

- things are “whitened”” by it and that they are “necessarily white”, it is not at

all clear why they should be described as merely “like whiteness”. It seems
likely that the phrase has been taken from the Mohist Explanation without
being adapted to its new context.

v :
GSL{C).Z&/&ZBM H,BXE, BAZ, ARALARLLS,
—— AR, M, MRK, b,
B, AZH,AZR, RAXR, A=, ERETHEL,
HEREF, - '
71 Reading % for 5.
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“Whether it is the hardness or the whiteness that you perceive, what is
seen and what is not seen are separate,! one and the other do not pervade
each other; therefore they are separate. To be separate is to be concealed
from each other,

Objector. The whiteness and hardness of the stone, what is seen and
what is not seen, the two and the three, pervade each other like length and
breadth. Is this a false comparison?”

GSLC4AL4 A RBRREF &,

“That strength and knowledge are actually not alike is because of
this (2?7}

These two passages have parallels in two very corrupt Mohist Explana-
tions, the division between which cannot be made with certainty:

Mohizyy 10/3A/8, 3B/1, 2: 12A/7-12B/1 (Y], B, 4, 5)

(BRI BEM . RERRR, —R=, KRXE,

(BIXERAE. RES,

(BIEF Mo ~—RAAR KEEE, BRX T

Ta&)ﬁxﬁ g@ﬁ#wz&m BEXZIEE, BT E,

Canon. “Two, even though one cannot be removed without the other.

Explanation: ‘Seeing and being together’, ‘one and two', ‘length? and

breadth’,
Canon. Inabilities which are not harmful. Explanation; ‘harm’.
Explanation (of former canon). Seeing and being together? are separate.
One and two do not pervade each other. Length? and breadth, hardness and
whiteness, are not the same actualities under different names. 4
Explanation (of latter canon) . . . is not a matter for strength. . . . is not
a matter for knowledge. They are like ear and eye (which cannot take over
each other’s functions),’’s

L Omit B R K, (¢f. T], 179/7.8).

* Read & for i (¢/. Y], Appendix, p. 19). T

*# in the Canon becomes & . in the Explanatior. The former reading is the
more probable, since (a) “Seeing and being together" can be taken as a pair of which
one member cannot be removed without the other; “seeing and not seeing” cannot.
(#) The first word of the Canon (F) ought to be repeated at the beginning of the
Explanation. It is not, but the second word of the latter is the 78 of & K. It may be
suggested that the Explanation originally began 7 » i, {R M. The {R was corrupted
to 8., and the K later moved in front of it in order to make sense of the passage.

* & is one of the four kinds of “similariry” (F]) distinguished by the Mohists,
defined as “two names for one actuality” (=& — W » B [} 41, Mohtzyy 10/10B/3,
4 YLAB.CAFER » F(=NEEBTF AR NIRRT AREN L
1 . "1f you know this, and also know that it is another name for what I mentioned
before, then even though you know this you do not know what I mentioned before.”
{(Mohtzyy 10/16A/4, 5 YL, B, 37).

* Tarn Jiehfuu, Liang Chiichau and Wu Yuhjiang {ap. ¢iz.) all make the division
between the Explanations three characters eaclier before 4. .
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RBE A R...N&inthe Hard and White corresponds to B, A R & in
the Mohist Explanation. If it is true that the original text of the latter was
Ao R WA, the Hard and White reproduces a corruption in the text of
the Mohtzyy.

The reference to “strength and knowledge” in the Hard and White
seems to have no connection with the argument of the essay and has never
been satisfactorily explained. It is therefore interesting that in the Mohtzyy a
section on the different functions of strength and knowledge should happen
to follow one which discusses hardness and whiteness. A reader of this
obscure and corrupt text who had not connected the Explanations with the
corresponding canons might well fail to notice the change of theme, and
suppose that the senses by which we see whiteness and feel hardness are
being compared with strength and knowledge, which also cannot be inter-
changed. ' '

{v)
GSL,B,3B/4A6E S B, F ¢ XK Lo B, #{R. B, ¥
B, XM RFARFMBREBER. EFA,+FA,F2ZM
¥, W4, X0. ZEEFTMEZAR L. 4§
A, RE/B, RAER, ¥4 KR %, 244 %K b 3k
BEXBEL. BEBE, XX, £F 2, MESR, EME
MeEHRBTHLo ERMURZ B read BIFZAR, EER

B [read 2 JF ]'5
“Sheep combined with oxen are not horses. Oxen combined with:
sheep are not chickens. :
Question. Why? R
Answer. Although sheep are different from.oxen, it is inadmissible to
conclude that sheep and oxen are not sheep and are not oxen on the grounds -

- that sheep have incisors and oxen have not. Even though incisors are not

common to both, there are respects in which they are of the same class. It is
also inadmissible to conclude that sheep are oxen and oxen are sheep on the
grounds that both have horns. Even though horns are commeon to both, they
are not of the same class. -

Sheep and oxen have horns, horses do not; horses have tails, sheep and
oxen do not. Therefore I say: ‘Sheep combined with oxen are not horses'.
That they are not horses is because they do not include horses. As for not
including horses, sheep are not two kinds of thing and neither are oxen, but
sheep and oxen are two kinds of thing, so that it is admissible that sheep and
oxen are not horses. If you refer to this as evidence that they are not of the
same class, like ‘left’ and ‘right’, this is to choose criteria indiscriminately.”

1 Amending according to the Mohist parallel (B. 66 below).
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That this passage really is the nonsense it appears to be becomes
apparent when we compare it with the Mohist parallel:

Mohtzyy 10/5A/2-4, 19A/6-19B/7 (Y], B, 66, 67)

(Blo BB LR, HER,
ﬁ)o¢f€£‘]ﬁ-ﬂ§'fﬁ(=$)ﬁaﬂ4‘-’ﬁﬁ,ﬁ?ﬁﬁ:ﬁ.‘l‘-z
h, X, ﬁ:ﬁ-ﬁ:zﬁﬁﬁsﬁﬁﬁo EIZEE*%E,
ARER, RELRR 4% FREFTAA,BRER, L&
ZZ‘Iﬂ—&;%Eﬁ&,ﬁq"ﬁﬁ,E’ﬁEo

Canon. "By choosing criteria indiscriminately one cannot know whether
things are different. Explanation: ‘what they have’, :

Explanation. Although oxen are different from horses, it is inadmissible
to explain that oxen are not horses on the grounds that oxen have teeth and
horses have tails. These are common to both; they are not possessed by one
and not by the other.

If you say that oxen and horses are not of the same class, on the
grounds that oxen have horns and horses have not, even though horns are
not common to both they are still of the same class(?). If you refer to oxen
having and horses not having horns as evidence that they are not of the
same class, this is to choose criteria indiscriminately; it is no better than
referring to oxen having teeth and horses having tails.”

(Bloe R & B ZHFTRT Lo HER,

(3R) o 8 K FEA M I F BT, Rk I Aok 4 T4 b o B
BB bR, C4 B 4 15k o s MR B[ KW, il
BB 4E R IRET, BAER=, Ex =, mEs_,
RFRHEF , BRKE, Hi B4R IR,

! The T is the first word of the canon, repeated (a3 is usual) at the beginning of the
explanation, but accidentally misplaced. It should stand before “(¢f. Y], Appendix, p.32)

! This sentence is extremely corrupt. It seems to be clear that Z is a graphic
errot for & (Y], ut sup). The end of the sentence 2 W A @ 4 "In this (the possession
of hotnis) they are not of the same class”, is also open to suspicion. Tarn, Liang and Wy
(op. cit.) all accept it, and assume that *{Oxen and horses} are not of the same clasg' is
merely another way of saying that “Oxen are not horses”, But the next sentence sayy
plainly that, although oxen have horns and horses have not, they are of the same class
(A28 H Z A E AL s 3% 3 1), Further, by the Mohist definitions of the four kinds
of similarity, ox and horse are not “doubles” () but certainly are of the same clags:
“Being two narnes for one actuality, is sameness as ‘doubles’ | , | Having respects in
which they are the same, is sameness in class.”” (Z 4 — K » T R oo BL |
4. Mohtzyy 10/10B/ 3-5. YJ, A86). The argument is evidently that both the criteria
are wrongly chosen; that oxen have teeth and horses have tails does not prove that “oxen
are not horses™, that oxen have homns and horses have not does not prove they are not of
the same class. The Gongsuen Long tzyy parallel also gives two criteria and rejects both;
of the possession of incisors (replacing the horns in the Mohtzyy) it is said: “Even
though (inrisors) are not common to both there are respects in which they are of the
same class. * 1R A i B B B). The sentence must be reconstructed so that it
agrees with this parallel, and at the same time contrasts with the earlier BRARE
AEES. Isuggest 2 R{B A W) MR 4 ic may be supposed that the bracketed
words fell cut, and 7R was later moved before i@ to restore meaning to the sentence.,

THE COMPOSITION OF THE CONGSUEN LONG TZYY 163

Canon.» ““To deny that ‘Oxen and horses are not oxen’ is the same as
admitting it. Explanation: ‘combination’.

Explanation.® If it is admissible that even if some of them are not
non-oxen they are not oxen, then it is also admissible that even if some are
not and some are oxen they are oxen. Therefore it is inadmissible to say
either ‘Oxen and horses are not oxen' or ‘Oxen and horses are oxen’, so
that each proposition is admissible for some of them and not for others, and
it is aiso inadmissible to say ‘It is inadmissible to say that oxen and horses
are oxen’.

Moreover if oxen are not two kinds of thing and neither are horses, but
oxen and horses are two kinds of thing, then, the oxen not being the non-
oxen and the horses not being the non-horses, there is no objection to
‘Oxen and horses are non-oxen and non-horses’.”

(*“Oxen and horses are not oxen” is neither true nor false; the valid way
to make the point is “Oxen and horses are either not oxen or not horses™.)

It will be noticed that arguments which make no sense in the Gongsuen
Long Tzyy are intelligible in the Mohist Explanations. But in the latter text
they belong to two different sections which happen to be adjacent, one
concerned with what properties can be used as evidence that “Oxen are not
horses” and “Oxen and horses are not of the same class”, the other with
whether “Oxen and horses are not oxen” is either true or false.® The division
between these sections is still a subject of dispute among scholars; the author
of this part of the Gongsuen Long tayy apparently failed to connect them
with the canons to which they belong, and read them as a consecutive
demonstration that “Oxen and horses are not oxen'. He took this as the
model for his own demonstration that “Sheep combined with oxen are not
horses” . . . a thesis which unlike those of the Mohists has no point, and to
which the Mohist arguments are quite inappropriate. It is because he
mechanically reproduces argumeats designed for two different purposes
that he gives the impression of not knowing himself whether he is trying to
prove that “‘Sheep combi'nled with oxen are not horses’” or merely that
“Bheep are not oxen”. ' :

There are two significant details which confirm that it is the Gongsuen

! The division between the canons is that suggested by Wu Yuhjiang (op. &it.
1o0B/2:B/4); the other editors make it aftex 2 7]. )

* The division between the explanations follows the Mohjing Yihjiee ut sup. But
Wu Yuhjiang (ut sup.) and Luu Dahdong B & W (Mohbiann shinjuh 25 & &
Jonghwa shujyu th %58 B, 1936. B, 35A/12) put it later, before & Bl Liang Chiichau
(ut rup.) puts it later still, before B.

? Sophistries concerning 4 % “ox and horse” seem to have risen from such
propositions as 4 & (4 & “Oxen and horses have four feet” (Mohtzyy 10/13A/1.
Y], B, 12), from the Chinese form of which it might well be argued that what has four
feet must be a single animal called “ox-horse”. How far the argument depends on the
logical structure of the Chinese language, and defies reproduction in English, is an
interesting question which cannot be discussed here.
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Long tzyy which is dependent on the Mohtzyy, not the other way round.
‘The phrase 3R B occurs twice in the version of the former and three times
in that of the latter. This phrase is common in the Mohist canons; but we
have already seen that outside this passage ch. 4, 5 and 6 of the Gongsuen
Long tzyy use not & 1] but 78 4] .1

Again, in one sentence common to both texts, & is used in the sense of
“if"". The word is common in this sense in the Mohtzyy; but in all the other
8ix cases in the Gongsuen long tzyy #& is “like", the only word for “if” in
ch. 4-6 being 25 .2

B. THreE PARADOXES

(i) Concealing the Third
Gongsuen Long tzyy C,1B/4—2A/1 R B BEA A o =7 F s H,
T H KA, F 3R,

Objection. “Hardness, whiteness, and stone do not exclude each other.
Is it permissible to say that there is concealment of the third? :

‘Answer. There is self-concealment; it is not concealed by someone
concealing it.”

Here the argument of the essay (that one sees the whiteness and the
stone but not the hardness, feels the hardness and the stone but not the
whiteness) is described by the curious phrase “concealing the third”
(M =). Now there is a story in the Lex shyh chuenchiou to which the old
commentary calis attention,® about Gongsuen Long defending the proposi-
tion # = . This phrase is evidently corrupt, the context making it clear
that the first word should be a noun. In the following translation it will be
rendered provisionally *“X has three Y';

Leu shyh chuenchiou B 1K 3 % (SBTK), Sheen ying laan, Yntsyr pian
EER, 2 B 18/11B/8-124/6

AFABRMNABNEERN , BHilM. ERB=F, 2
BFHREARZ=ETEM LERE, VEMGH. B B

Y ARERAZH. EERA KRBT LML AL H,
B RIEFBM=T R BRA, B BRETHNE, AE
EF,LRMRFL. MBRMT, X BHTRKE2bL. FaB

MR R KR, T KR,

“Koong Chuan 2nd Gongsuen Long debated with one another in the
house of the Lord of Pyngyuan, with profundity and eloquence. When they
came to ‘X has three Y’, Gongsuen Long spoke of the three Y of X with
the greatest eloquence. Koong Chuan took his leave after 2 while without
answering. Next day, when Koeng Chuan came to court, the Lord of
Pyngyuan said to him: ‘What Gongsuen Long said yesterday was most

1 See Part [, B, iv above.
? See Part [, B, vi above.
*G8L, G, 2A/10=2R/ 1.
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eloquent’. Koong Chuan said: ‘Yes. He was almost able to make X have
three Y. However, it is difficult! I should like to ask you a question. To say
that X has three Y is extremely difficult and in fact wrong; to say that it has
two is quite easy and in fact right. Would you prefer to be right by taking the
easy way, or to be wrong by taking the difficult way? »

This paradox is also known in two other forms:

. (a) B = H. It is given in this form by the old commentator on the
Gongsuen Long tzyy (quoting the Leushyh chuenchiou passage just .
given)' and by Liou Shaw £ B, (fl. 224 4.p.),? who mentions it as a
typical sophistry without explaining it. .

(6) & = . This is found in a version of the story of Koong Chuan in
the Koong tsangtzyy,® otherwise almost identical with that in the
Leushyh chuenchiou. :

It is clear from the story that the first word in the phrase should be 2
noun, and that the paradox asserted that there are three of something of
which it appears to common sense that there are only two. These conditions
are perfectly fulfilled by the version of the Koong tsongtzyy, #h = B
“Tzang has three ears”, parallel to the well-known 8 = & “A chicken has
three legs”.* “Tzang” was used by the Mobhist dialecticians as a typical
proper name;® it is natural that after this fact had been forgotten the
character should have been corrupted by the addition of the grass radical,
making the paradox unintelligible. S ’

But if this is g0, the author of the Hard and White must have known the
paradox in a corrupt form and completely misunderstood it, This accounts
for the unnatural use of = as “third” in this essay; a phrase in which =
simply meant “three’ has been forced into a new context. Even understood
as “concealing the third", the phrase does not quite fit the argument that
hardness is concealed from sight and whiteness from touch; it is therefore
put in the mouth of the objector and immediately corrected:

“There is self-concealment; it is not concealed by someoie conceaiing
it.”

(it) The Yellow Horse and the Yade-blue Chicken

The paradoxes of the yellow horse and the jade-blue chicken are
mentioned in the Goang jyue jiau luenn B #& % % of Liou Jiunn i i
(462-g21):

Wensheuan 2C JB(SBTK) 55/8B/2,3 M RIS Z B2k, BB B2,

rGSL, C, zB/1. :

* Jaw du fuh 18 %5 W ap. Taypyng yuhlaan & Tt 0 W (SBTK) 464/7A/11, 12

* Koong tsongtsyy TL ¥ F (SBTK) 1/76A/5-76B/4.

t Juangezyy § F (SBTK) 10/404/7. GSL, B, 4A/10~4B/2.

$ Cf. Mohtzyy 10/10A/1,2 (Y], A, 78) 2 + 8" s Rt fir 2707 o 8 ... By
2 T#E » &, 41 “Names. “Thing’ is all-embracing . . . To call it *horse’ is to classify . . .
To call it "Tzang' is to particularize.” 11/gA/2 A W - F 26 » B A 4 “Trang isa
man. To love Tzang is to love a man.”
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“They revelled in smart talk about the yellow horse, and bold argument
about the jade-blue chicken.”

The commentator Lii Shann, ZF & (whose preface is dated 658)
explains the “yellow horse” by a reference to the paradox 3 G BB 4 = “A
yellow horse and a black ox are three”, ascribed to the dialecticians in the
Juangtzyy! For the “jade-blye chicken”, he quotes a letter (no longer
extant) of Ferng Yean (¥ A7, first century a.n.}: ﬁ_T_lH. BE,En g z,
MR, BT, RERE,

“In my opinion, if the spirit and idea are fully expressed, then {even
objections as subtle as) the advice ahout Liaucherng,? and the argument
about the jade-blue chicken, will present no difficulty.”

The two sophistries seem therefore to have had different origins; but to
mention them together as typical examples of dialectical subtlety became, if
it was not already, a literary cliché. The Tarng Buddhist Shyuan Nih % #,
asserting the ultimate tdentity of the three religions, says: '

HARKRZH, RTHE,

“They cannot be divided even by arguments (as subtle as those of) the
jade-blue chicken and the yellow horse.”

Now according to a very obscure section of the Understanding Change,
“Sheep" together with “ox” is not “horse” or “chicken”, “‘Blue" together
with “white” is not “yellow" or “jade-blue”, but “horse” is to be preferred
to “chicken”, “‘yeflow” is ta be preferred to “jade-blue”. At one point the
two series are combined:

GSL, B, 6A/2-4 RAK 4, KREFo BXRE, XAR T,

“If you make the horse yellow, is it not of the same class with them? If
you make the chicken jade-blue, is it not in conflict with them?”

We have already seen that in part of this section a nonsensical argument
has been put together out of misunderstood fragments of the Mohist canons.
It would seem that the author has used the “yellow horse” and the “jade-
blue chicken” in the same way, without realising that they are connected
only by a literary cliché. If we could be sure that Liou Jiunn was the
originator of the cliché, this would put his date as late as the 6th century a.D.

“Yellow” and '‘horse” (as well as “jade-blue” and “chicken’) are
elsewhere in the essay mentioned separately. If 3§ 3 B 4 is rightly
rendered “If you make the horse yellow ... ", the argument has evidently
been forced in order to introduce a reference to the “yellow horse’, and it

1 Yuangtzyy (SBTK) 10/ 42A/3, 4.

* The advice of Luu Lian & #, who persuaded the army of Yann # to withdraw
from Liauchemng in the time of King Miin I8} (313284 8.c.} of Chyi ¥ (Fenmgwotseh
B B SBTK 4/52A-54B).

* Jenjenq tuenn ¥ I % F Taishd Tripitaka, No. 21 12, vol. 52/570A/ 12, 13,
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may even be suspected that the grammatical vagueness of the phrase is
deliberate, intended to hide the violence of the transitton.!

(tii) 4 Chicken has Three Feet
GSL,B,4A/10~4B/2 B T BT — , % & —, — —t&=, B 4
¥ERI— ,BEM, Mii— &K Ho FERE,BR=, %1,
To o Hml

“To say ‘chicken foot’ makes one, to count the feet makes two; they are
two and they are one, therefore three. To say ‘ox foot’ or ‘sheep foot’ makes
one, to count the feet makes four; they are four and they are one, therefore
five. The ox and the sheep have five feet, the chicken has three. Therefore [
say: ‘Oxen together with sheep are not chickens’,”

Here again, an argument in Understanding Change has been twisted out
of shape in order to bring in 2 reference to a known paradox of the dialecti-
cians, $ = B ““A chicken has three feet”. The point could have been made
just as well by saying that oxen and sheep have four feet and chickens two.
Although the explanation of the paradox is in this case much more plausible,
it seems to be no more than a guess based on the Mohist canons and the
Chyi wuh # ¥ chapter of the Yuangtzyy:
g:;ﬁt@g 10/4A/1, 13A/1~3 (Y], B, 12) (E) Bk 8 — B8 o BEEET(R T,

&

@R R, FEEME " aT, BEE, EEEBE, A
FR_BER, MR — B8, BREMA—,

Canon. *“Things taken together are one unit. Explanation: ‘together as
one’, ‘only this’, :

Explanation. ‘Together as one— for example, ‘Ox-and-horse has four
feet’. ‘Only this’—[the name]) matching ox or horse(?). If you count ‘ox’ and
count ‘horse’, ox and horse are two; if you count ‘ox-and-horse’, ox and
horse are one. It is like counting the fingers; the fingers are five but the five
are one,”

Juangtzyy 1/34B/1-3A 3R B~ , HBEEFo % B2z
""%a .E.ﬁ'ﬂﬁ?sf‘o "‘ﬁ?ﬁ:s :ﬁ—“‘gzo

“When it is one, can there also be the word? When you call it one, can
there not be the word? One and the word make two, two and one make
three.”

That the author of ch. 4-6 did in fact use the Chyt wuh as a source is
suggested by this example: :
GSL.C.2B/8 3k i A , k R HFF R PG H o

“If it were not for that (whiteness), there would be no stone; if it were
not for the stone it could not be adduced in ‘white stone’.”

Juangizyy 1/23A/3 R, HREF W

* Scholars have hitherto assumed that the references of Ferng Yean and Liou

Jiunn are proof of the antiquity of the Understanding Change. See J), 24/ 10, 26/13.
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“If it were not for that there would be no self; if it were not for the self,
there would be nothing to adduce.”

In the Gongsuen Long tzyy it is not clear why whiteness should be
called “that”, without an immediately preceding noun to which the pronoun
can refer back. The reason is evidently that a sentence from the Juangtzyy, in
which {i “that, other” is used in opposition to % “‘self”, has been adapted
to an entirely different context. '

Part III. EXTERNAL EVIDENCE FOR DATING THE TWO

, PARTS OF THE GONGSUEN LONG TZYY

A. THE GonNgsUEN LONG TZYY IN THE Swer (589-618) aND Tarng
(618-go7) DYNASTIES AND LATER

The earliest witness to the existence of a book entitled Gongsuen Long
tzyy is the bibliography of the Hann history:
Hann shu (Baenah B ), Jyh & 10/17B/8

AREESL,THEHE,

“Gongsuen Long tzyy, fourteen pian.”

Can we take it for granted that the surviving text in six pian is a part of
the work known during the Hann dynasty? A large number of extant works
with titles recorded in the Hann catalogue have been said, on evidence of
varying weight, to have been forged, groundlessly attributed, or recon-
structed from quotations, during the Six Dynasties, or later— Yuhtzyy
B F. Guanyiintzyy ] 7 F, Yiinwentzyy F 3¢ F, Herguantzyy B8 i
F, Shenntzyy 1R F, Wutayy R F, Weyliautzyy Bt i F, Wentzyy 3 F,
Dengshitzyy B 4% -F . There was a great deal of interest in the paradoxes of
the dialecticians during the period of the Three Kingdoms and the Six
Dynasties, so that there is no difficulty in finding a motive for forging a work
in the name of Gongsuen Long.?

Yau Jihherng §k B 45 (born 1647), in his Guujin weyshu kao & & &
T &I rejected the Gongsuen Long tzyy as a forgery, for the single reason
that it is not mentioned in the bibliography of the Swei History. Wang
Goan F ¥,* and more recently Y. P. Mei,5 have shown that the book
probably does appear in the Swei bibliography under the title Shoou basr

' Cf. Guushu biannwey syhjoong % # & 8% (9 7 Basic Sinological Series B & I
A X %. Jang Shincherng 3% 20 Weyshu tongkao B W M ¥, Commercial Press,
1954. For an estimate of the value of the criteria used by the older Chinese critics to
identify forgeries, see B. Karlgren, The Authsnticity of Ancient Chinese Texts, Bulletin
of the Museum of Far Eastern Antiquities (Stockholm), vol. I {1929), 165-184.

* Cf. Heh Changchyun T 8 ¥, Wey Yinn chingtarn sysheang chuluenn RE W
BB M ¥ T Commercial Press, 1946. 7, 8.

* Guushu bianmwey syhjoong, ut susp. gb.

411, 2426,

* The Kung-sun Lung tzii, Harvard Journal of Asintic Studies, Dec. 1953. 16/ 404~

437
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luenn <F B3 3, and that the White Horse is directly quoted by several Hann
and Six Dynasty writers. If the book is a unity, as has always been assumed
hitherto, this evidence is conclusive; and modern scholars have been
unanimous in accepting the authenticity of the Gongsuen Long tzyy.t But the
hypothesis that ch. 2 and 3, and 4-6, are written by different hands, makes it
necessary to re-open the question, and to consider whether the evidence
collected by Wang Goan and Y. P. Mei applies to both parts of the book or
to one only.

The best surviving text of the Gongsuen Long tzyy is that of the Taoist
canon.? In this the six pian B are divided into three fiuann %, the com-
mentary is anonymous, and there is no preface. Another text, which was the
one known to the editors of the Syhkuh Chyuanshu catalogue,® unites the
8ix pfan in one Jiuann, and has a preface ascribed to Shieh Jianq i &
(tayh I Shishen 2 2¢, 995-1039), to whom the commentary is also
attributed. 4

Wang Goan F 35 has shown that the ascription of the commentary to
Shieh Jianq is groundless. He observes that

(@) The commentary accepts the value of Gongsuen Long’s arguments,

and is therefore not from the same hand as the preface, which
assumes a sceptical attitude towards them.

(b} The bibliography of the Sonq History does not mention a com-

mentary by Shieh Jianq. 8
{¢} The note at the end of the preface ascribing it to Shieh Jiang

1 Kou Pao-koh, Deux sophistes chinois; Houei Che ar Kon -souen Long, Paris, .
A, ?‘orke, The Chinese Sophists, Journal of the China Bra.ﬁch of ch:gRoyal A.::ist?c
Society, 34 {1001~1602), 1-100. Max Perleberg, Works of Kung-sun Lung tz, Hong-
kong, 1952. Fung Yu-lan, History of Chinese Philosaphy, vol. I (and edition, Princeton,
1952), z03-214. Hwu Dawjing %18 8, Gongsuex Long tzyy kao ZHH W Fw
Commerciaf Press, 1914, Chyan Muh §2 1, Huey Shy Gongsuen Long B BT !I:
Commercial Press, 1934. Chern Juh I¥E and others, Gongsuen Long tzyy Fyijiee
4 % N F MAZ, Commercial Press, 1937. Koyanagi Shikita A~ & # &, Kasonrysshi
DWW F, Kokuyaku Kambun Taisei W58 K E KR, Tokyo, 1924. Guushyybiann
& m:a b (1938) 267-294. Duh Gwoshvang # B B, Shian-Chyn Jutzyy de ruohgan
yanjiou J& W F i HF F K, Peking 1055, 1-63. .

* The greater part of the Dawtzang 3t M in its final form (including the Gongsuen
Long tzyy) was printed in 1445, fseh N 1058~1120 being added in 16047, The edition
used is the photographic reprint of the Peking Bairyunguan & s 4§ copy made by the
Commercial Press in 19236,

o ‘}Syh/.‘:;k chyuanshu tzoongmuh tyiyaw (4 W 2 & & B 2 B, Commercial Press
19334 23/6, 7.

* The book appears in this form in the Mokhae Jinhwu F Hf & B, edited by Jan
Haeperng 3% ¥ By (1755-1816), from which it i3 reproduced inlihe Skoousijngeg
tsongshu 5 1Y Al % @, edited by Chyan Shitzuch SX8 M (1Bor-1844): it has been
rcpn:l}c}d f;om the latter in the Syhbuh beyyaw 4 2% # 2L,

, 28, 20,

! Songshyy yihwenivh R h W% & Trongshu jyicherng 3 % MK 12. The

entry is merely: & 3R fl F » — % “Gongsuen Long ezyy, one jiuann”.’ 7/
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(R B % ¥ F¥) must have been added after the end of the Song,
since it mentions the dynasty.

It may be concluded that the preface was added to the book in the Yuan
dynasty or later, and that the anonymous commentary was henceforth
assumed to have been written by the author of the preface.

Between the Tarng and Ming dynasties, the number of Jiuann is given
by some authorities as three and by others as one. There is abundant
evidence that, as in the extant editions, in either case the number of ptan
was six:

Sonq Lian K # (1310-1381), Futzvy biann 3% F- BE?
ﬁ%ﬁﬁ:j‘,}i%o R, 8K, %, 48, 28, 2%, L
a3

“Gongsuen Long tzyy, three jiuann. Sufuu,® White Horse, Meanings and

Things, Understanding Change, Hard and White, Names and Actualities,

altogether six pian.” .
Chern Jennsuen " {iz & (8. 1233), Fyrjai shuluh jieety: € %6 B 8 R 55,
Basic Sinological Series, 284: _
RERF,ZFo - HETHZ, 4 HAE,

“Gongsuen Long tzyy, three jiuanm...In the Hann bibliography
fourteen pran, in the present book six pian."”
Jeng Chyau ff # (1104-1162), Tomgjyh liueh B & W, Basic Sinological
Series, vol. 4, 179/1, 2:

é\ﬁﬁg%s — %o ﬁﬁA;i+ﬁa4’t/\ﬁo

R) — %, ﬁﬁﬁﬂfo is”ﬁsﬂ*ﬁ&o

“Gongsuen Long tzyy, one fiuann. A man of the Warring Kingdoms
period. Originally fourteen pian, now eight are lost.

Idem, one jixann. Commentary by Chern Syhguu.

Idem, one jiuann. Commentary by Jea Dahyiin.”3 -
Jiow Tarngshu jingjvijyh & B 3 B 5 &, Tvongshu jyicherng, 67/11, 12
ERBETF=F, B R X, -8B, KLt X, %, 015
Lo .

*Gongsuen Long tzyy, three fiuann. Written by Long.

Idem, one jiuann. Commentary by Jea Dahyiin.

Idem, one jinann. Commentary by Chern Syhguu.”

The titles in the bibliography of the Old Tarng History were taken
from the Guujin shuluh ¥ 4 % %, a lost abridgement of the lost Chyunshu
syhbuh 3 B 13 ¥ compiled in 722. The New Tarng History gives the

Y Guushu bignnwey syljoong, ut sup. 17, 18,

* #K is an error for 3§, the title in the Gongruen Long tzyv being bk fF .

2 Jea Dahyiin (fl. 676) was the author of 2 memorial which is still extant (Chyuan
Tarng wen & ME 3, 188/8B—9A). I have failed to discover anything about Chern

Sybguu.
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same three titles among the books which it says were catalogued during the
Kaiyuan B 3¢ period (713-741).1

Nii Gongsuen Long tayy luemn BEAENET =, Wenyuann inghwa
3 26 3 % 758/8B-10A

BREZAE, BRER, T ZARA,RARLBERN KB,
ARAERLE, BEHEK, FRlioHEXRI LR, L
5, ﬁ e — &,

“In the second year? of the Shyanheng period, the cyclical year
Shinwey, in the twelfth month on the cyclical day Gengyn (February 1, 672),
I made an excursion from Songshan to Ruuyang. There was a kinsman of
mine, Mr. Wang Shyjenq (tzyk Yuanjyr}. . . He therefore brought out this
book to show me, altogether six pian, united in one jiuann.”

The unknown author of this essay also gives the titles of the six pian,
which are those of the book as we know it.3 The “terminus ad quem’' for the
composition of the Gongsuen Long tzyy in its present form can therefore be
fixed at 672.

Returning to the commentary, Wang Goan leaves open the question
whether it is earlier or later than its supposed date. That it is not much later
is proved by the Nanhwa jenjing jang jivk inyth T 3 M8 B ) T gk of
Chern Jiingyuan B8 B JC (preface 1084), an appendix to which reproduces
both text and commentary of the White Horse and Meanings and Things.
(The author of the commentary is not named.)* The Sonq bibliophile
Chaur Gongwuu g 2 # seems to have assumed that the anonymous
commentary known to him (which, since he wrote after Chern Jiingyuan,
was probably also the one which survives) was one of the two mentioned in
the Tarng bibliography:

Jiunjar droushu jyh ZB 7% 3 W 3 (Preface 1151) SBTK, 54/30B
ABERT, ZR . EEBXENNEBR . BB ERARE
LEEE TR LY 1

“Gongsuen Long tzyy, three jiuann.

The abovementioned is arranged by the Tarng bibliography under the
school of names. Chern Syhguu and Jea Dahyiin both wrote commentaries
on it. Now (? whose the commentary is?) can no longer be distinguished.”

I have pointed out elsewhere® that there are strong reasons for dating
the commentary as early as the Tarng dynasty. Yang Lianq &8 4%, explain-
ing the problem of hardness and whiteness in his commentary on the

* Tarngshu yilwoenjyh 06 W B 338, Teongshu jyicherng, 51.

* The cyclical year given shows that = + is an error for —.

? The title Fiffuu B §F is given by miscake as 35 & . ’

‘Nanhwa jenjing yuhshyh izariuh T3 % X % 8 M3 (Taoist canon 497} A,
1A-8B.

*Review of Kou Pao-koh, Dewx sophistes chinots, Journal of Oriental Studies
(Hongkong), vol. 2, No. 2; July 1955.

L
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Shyuntzyy £ F (preface dated 818),

text of the Hard and White:

Gongsuen Long tzyy C,1A/4-8
gEEE!ﬁI#’O E],*iro
B, Z®Fo 8,7, &5,/ %
IS G, Hwd =, &
FE, Ry,
(o B4, A 4, /&,
WERTMAREZ=%
A Blead ) /7 M f
o B BFK R
[/ 4
"
o)

Q

1!

Bmc

'_

B A R
(read ) S8 3 — 8 » T4
BEA, tah

AFHMB, Ba B
AAXA. BB FRR—
%gl BETHOZR, Xgy

HRN

o
—

No O
=)

May it be said that hardness, whiteness
and stone are three’—No.,

That they are two?—Yes,

Why?—If you get whiteness without
hardness, two of them are picked out; if
¥ou get hardness without whiteness, two
of them are picked out.

Commentary. Hardness, whiteness and
stone are three things which, joined in &
body, cannot be called three.,

When a man’s eye looks at a stone, it
only sees the stone’s whiteness, not jts
hardness; this is picking out the two things
which it sees, stone and whiteness, Thera-
fore it is said; “If you get whiteness with-
out hardness, two of them are picked out",

When a man’s hand touches a atone,
it only knows the stone's hardness, not its
whiteness; this is picking out two things,
stone and hardness. Therefore it is said:
*If you get hardness without whiteness,
two of them are picked out."

used the commentary as well ag the

Shyuntzyy (SBTK) 1/21B/4, 5
AKRZEEBE

"BEHA=, P &, KT,
=W F, B> 7

i, AMA, MAA, Ka
RE, Aimzas,

FTHE, M XK 4
Fa, mMmzen,

Gongsuen's Hard and Wkite says: "May
it be said that hardness, whiteness and
Jtone are three’>—Nao,

That they ate two)—Yes,"

It aays that when the eye looks at a stone,
it only sees the whiteness, and does not
know its hardness, so that one can call it
“white stone",

When the hand touches a storne, it knows
its hardness but not its whiteness, so that
one can call it “hard stope”,

Further, a comparison between the two versions of the story of Yiin
Wen 3% 2 and the King of Chyi in the Gongsuen Long tzyy and the
Leushyk chuenchiou! shows that in the former the'characters B and 74 have
been replaced by A and B, evidently in order to avoid the taboos of the
Tarng Emperors Taytzong 4 &= (Shyhmin i R, 627-649) and Gautzong

' GSL, A, 3A/6-48/5 Leushyh chuenchion 8 % W& % (SBTK) 16/19B/4-208/3.
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# & (Jyh 34, 650-683). The former taboo was observed throughout the
dynasty and sporadically as late as 1003, but the latter lapsed in 806.1 Now
these two characters are completely absent from the commentary as well as
the text. Of the other early Tarng taboos, the Taoist canon edition of the
commentary provides only one example of i {Taytzong) and one of Iuan
P, the personal name of Gautzuu & 7§} (618-626).2 The latter occurs in
one of the passages which were reproduced by Chern Jiingyuan in 1084; his
text reads = for Ji3.3 Since the commentator tries whenever possible to give
Gongsuen Long’s arguments a moral or political interpretation, and often
uses such characters as 3 and #L, the absence of two such common charace
ters as J& and 3§ can hardly be accidental.

It is therefore likely that the commentary is either that of Jea Dahyiin
(f1.676) or that of Chern Syhguu (date unknowny}, and therefore, since both
commentaries were catalogued in the Kaiyuan petiod, that it is earlier than

22,4
7 The Gongsuen Long tzyy is not included in the bibliography of the
Stoes shu [§ & However, a book which there is reason to identify with it% is
entered under the “Taoist school’* (daw jia 3§ 57):
(Baenah), Jvh, 20/4A/6 F O B, — 8,

“Shoou batr luenn, one jivann.”

A work with this title is ascribed to Gongsuen Long in the commentary
on the Juangtzyy by Cherng Shyuaning i % 2% {fl. 631-50) and in th.e
commentary on the Janngwo tseh by Baw Biau M f (whose preface is
dated r147).% Further, it is said at the beginning of the existing text of the
Gongsuen Long tzyy that Gongsuen Long “wrote an essay on ‘keeping the
whiteness’, and took examples from different things in order to argue about
‘’keeping the whiteness’ " (BF 5 2%, BHWNE, LIS OB

Since the people who discussed the problems of the dialecticians during the

1Chern Yuan B, Shyyhuey jeulich 4 ¥ W (Yenching Journal, vol. 4,
Dec. 1928), 590, 388,

*GSL, C, 3B/8, B, 2B/7.

Tupsup. A, 8B. ‘

! An examination of the later Tarng taboos (most of which are characters much
rarer than 1§ /& and &), in order to fix 2 “'terminus ad quem '’ for the commentary, does
not give very satisfactory results.

5 CLJJ, 24-27. ] ] )

' Nanhwa jenjing juh nh W W X #8 3 BE (Tacist canon, se7—s19), Tianshiah
RF, 35/46B/sf 2 B A o e R AT B “Gongsuen Long wrote the Shoou
bair luenn, which is in circulation.” Also 3/54/7s, 14/30B/1f, 19/44B/4f. Janngtoo tseh
juh B W K i (SBTK) Jaw i, 6/67A/7, . y

* Gongsuen Long tayy, A, 1A/, According to the old commentary, to “keep the,.-
whiteness” is to speak of "white horse”, the opposite being to “separate the colour”
(M @) which is to speak of “‘horse” alone (1t sup. A, 2A/9, 5A/6, SB’/IO). But it is
likely that & & is simply a corruption of % & “hardness and whiteness” (¢f. J], 38/6).
This is the reading of an exactly paraliel passage in the Shinfuern ¥k B of Hwan Tarn
N (15t contury an): BRE W BWIRE (ap. Taypyng yuhlaan K T8 R
SBTK, 464/54/11-13). :

Rt A
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Three Kingdoms were for the most part Taoists, the Gongsuen Long tzyy is
included in the Taoist canon, and the old commentary explains it from the
Taoist point of view, the classification of the Shoou bair luenn under the
Taoist school is not very surprising.

Was the Shoou bair luenn merely the present Gongsuen Long tzyy under
a different title? Cherng Shiuaning certainly did not know either the
account of the argument between Gongsuen Long and Koong Chuan in the
opening chapter, ot the Hard and White; for he describes Gongsuen Long as
a disciple of Koong Chuan, and explains the phrase B 1 as “firmly main-
taining the thesis about the white horse.! However, he says nothing about
the contents of the Shoou basr luenn, and we cannot be certain that he ever
read it. More solid evidence is provided by the old commentary on the
Gongsuen Long tzyy, written not later than 722. A striking feature of the
commentary is its repeated use of the phrase 5F & without justification
from the text,® which would be comprehensible if the commentator knew
the book under the title Shoou bair luenn. If 80, the Shoou bair luenn was
virtuaily identical with the extant Gongsuen Long tzyy.

We may conclude that the Gongsuen Long tzyy consisted of the extant

stx pian at least as early as 67z, and probably as early as the Swei dynasty
{580-618).

B. EXTERNAL EVIDENCE BEFORE THE SWEr DynNasTY: THE ‘“WHITE HORSE' aND
THE ‘MeaNiNes anp THiNgs'

We have seen that the Gongsuen Long tzyy in six pian probably existed
in the Swei dynasty under the title Shoou bair luenn. Can we trace it back
through the Six Dynasties and the Three Kingdoms to the Hann, when the
original Gongsuen Long tzyy in fourteen pian was still extant?

No bibliographies survive later than the Hann shu and earlier than the
Swei shu. Anthologies of philosophers made during this period have also
disappeared. We possess, however, the table of contents of the. Tzyychau
F & of Yeu Jongrong B /4 2% (476~549), preserved in the Txyyliueh®
F 8% of Gau Syhsuen # (Bl 3 (jinnshyh & -- 1184). It gives the titles of
one hundred and seven philosophical works, which do not include the
Gongsuen Long tzyy or Shoou bair Iuenn. The Gongsuen Long tzyy is also
absent from the Yiklin & #k (latest preface 787), an abridgement of the
Tzyychau made by Maa Tzoong B 48 (died 823).

Are we to conclude that the Gongsuen Long tzyy did not exist at the
beginning of the 6th century? The evidence is by no means conclusive, since
even in the 7th century the book was ignored in a number of works which

} Nanhvia jenfing juh suh, ut sup. 3/5A/5-sB/1,6/43B/5, 6, 14/30B/1, 2.
*GSL, A, 2A /g, 2B/s, 3B/3, 3A/6, 5B/ 10, 7B/6, 7.
* Tzyyliueh, Syhbuh beyyaw 04 4% M 3 Appendix, gB-124.

B i ol
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quote abundantly from the minor as well as the major philosophers—the
Chyunshu jyhyaw 3 W 35 & of Wey Jeng #i ﬁ_(presentcd in 631), the
Yihwen leyjiuh ¥ LB R of Ouyang Shyun bk B ) (557-641), the
Beettarng Shuchau 3t % #F $F of Yu Shyhnan B& # % {558-638), and Lii
Shann’s & ¥ commentary on the Wensheuan 3T iR (preface 658). It is
remarkable that as late as the 1oth century the Gongsuen Long tzyy is never
quoted in the Taypyng yuhiaan K 28 8 & of Lii Faang 3 IUJ“ (completed
in 983), and that the section on Dialectics £ in this encyclopedia reproduces
a summary of the White Horse argument by the Hann writer Hwan Tarn
2 #§. [t must be remembered that the works of Gongsuen L‘ong are almost
unique even among the heteradox philosophical writings in being very nearI.y
devoid of moral, mystical and practical observations, so that there is
scarcely anything in them which an ordinary Confucian er Taoist wc:ul.d
consider worthy of quotation. But even when all allowances are made, it is
natural to suppose that if Yeu Jongrong had known of the Gongsuen Long
tzyy he would not have overlooked it in an anthology of one hundr}ed and
seven philosophers, which included the other two extant works ascribed to
the school of names, the Dengshitzyy BL T F and the Yiinwentzyy 3¢ 3 F.
If the book itself cannot be traced back from the Swei to the Hann, can
this be done for any of its five essays? Beginning with ch. z and 3, the gap
can be bridged satisfactorily in the case of the White Horse:
(A) Hwan Tarn #8 28 (1st century A.D.), Shinluenn 37 B, ap._Taypyng
yuhlaan K 75 16 % (SBTK) 464/5A/11-13 2 B 36, NEBEE L&,
BRaZa, BURE, RAaBERIE. B X, Fafm
HAEG, BRUELT o E R, BHE,
“Gongsuen Long was a dialectician of the time of th.e Six ngldoms.
He wrote an essay on ‘Hard and White’ and used things tlo fllustrate his case,
saying that a white horse is not a horse. To show that it is not a horse, he
said that ‘white’ is that by which one names the colour, and ‘horse’ that by
which one names the form; the colour is not the form and the form is not
the colour.” )
(B) Lichtzyy B F, Jongni 4% /& (SBTK) 4/7A/8, 13, 14,7B/4 8 # 18 E
B.."AB5#%E, ’ _ _
“Gongsuen Long, deceiving the King of Wey, said *. .. A white horse is

not a horse’.

t ' aragra low. A possible explanation of the silence of the Taypyng
Yw‘dm?: t;sdtll:as the G(?uzrt:fm Long l:zyy was uﬁknown to the editors of its source, the
Shiouwendignn Yuhlaan # 3% B B W (compiled En 57?], and that Lii Faang did not
add to the pre-Tarng material in the section on Dialectics. ) _

Indexes to the Wenshenan and the Taypyng Yu}dzizm are available in the Harvard-
Yeénching Sinological Index Series. For the Yihwen le_wud! and the Beeitarng Shuchau,
I have not repeated the investipation of Hwu _DaWJ ing, who found no refgrence to the
works of Gongsuen Long in the former, and in the latter only one in which the name
proved to be a mistake for Gongsuen Ni J& (up sup. 73).
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Comment of Jang Jann 38 # (late 4th ¢ : .
Ko WZKBTLE, KMBR L, T SAMZ

114 H 1
This essay is preserved, and there are many who argue over it, bus

&-.‘?éi—l EI:'_---\.’..EI B*E, BLma
ongtzyy Mou said, *. ., That a whi i i
form g 2oy M i white horse is not a horse is because
Comment of Jang Jann: BE&A, gx b
: s L& B 4 >
MEBo heK KN E L s BAFA
€ Lssay on the White Horse says: ‘Horse’ is that b i
. the W : which
des;gnates the form, ‘white' that by which one designates the zrolou:'c Wc:lﬁ
Eigngnates the colour is not what designates the form.” e
) Shyhshuo shinyew - 3t & &5 (SBTK) k2 .
4 16B/8F
ﬁ@g’fﬁti‘ﬁ&lﬁ?ﬁo B &R B TIRMBRE SR
“Shieh An (B % ,320-385) in his v
. , youth asked Roan Yuh
tell him about the Essay on the White Horse. The latter wrote an isﬁ " t'o
and showed it to him.” entt

Comment of Liou Jiunn £} i (46
0 Mk 4SO A B FH, BALAER=
BE#Eo%ﬁﬁMﬁ%,Bﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁ;%ﬁﬁf£g
%"‘% Elsd_l':‘lﬁ“?‘lf%-ﬂ!.o
ccording to the Koong tsongtzyy Gongsuen Lon i
. . g of Jaw said; ¢

.\::rhltfe }:?rse is nota horse. “Horse” is that by which one designa{es tljzlfc;rn‘;lx
. white ;hatdby which one designates the colour. What designates the colou;-
18 not what desi . i i

is not wha esignates the form. Therefore | say: “A white horse is not a

In view of these references, it would be unre
| \ces, i asonable to doubt that th
Essay on the White Horse existed in substantially its present form at least a:
early as the_Ist century A.D. But it is to be noted that Jang Jann and the
Shy}ulfuo shinmyeu refer to it as an independent essay, without mentioning an
collection of Gongsuen Long’s writings; and that Lioy Jiunn quot .
through the Koong tsongtzyy. oot &
The Meanings and Things contains no strikin, .
. g paradox to catch th
of the reader, and attracted little attention at any period. (Since t;ere ieserf;
agreement as to t.he significance of fyy $§ which I translate “meaning”, the
Sta.temel."lt- that “jyy are not jyy” g FE 8 is not so much paradoxic;l as
unintelligible.) There is, however, a passage in the Juangrayy which, with
out mentioning Go i ; ’ .
ki ghin;:gsuen Long, links the theses of the Whize Horse and the
R BB T LR IR L S 1R, AR N AR 2 4
o B XELHRBE®R

B, Ho— 5 4, BEHR Lo xu—

! This passage is absent from the extant text of the Koong tsongezyy
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*“To show by means of meanings that meanings are not one’s meaning
is not as good as showing it by means of what is not one’s meaning. To show
by means of horses that a horse is not a horse is not as good as showing it by
means of what is not a horse. Heaven and earth are one meaning; the myriad

things are one horse.”
A paradox of the dialecticians, ‘‘Meaning does not reach” (#§ A& X) is

. mentioned in the Fuangtzyy and Liehtzyy.!

From the Three Kingdoms to the early Song, no commentator
represented in the Taoist canon referred to the Meanings and Things in
connexion with these three passages, and jyy was taken in its primary sense,
“finger’’. The first to appeal to the Meanings and Things was Chern Jiing-
yuan P & 3, whose preface to his commentary on the Fuangtzyy is dated
1084. He noted that previous commentators had overlooked the connexion,
and therefore reproduced the White Horse and the Meanings and Things in
an appendix.? Since this silence persisted for some four hundred years after
the book was seen in its present form by the author of the Nii Gongsuen
Long tzyy luenn, it has no bearing on the date of the essay. The fact that
during the Six Dynasties jyy was already understood as “finger”,3 showing
that the special significance of the word for the dialecticians had been for-
gotten, is rather in favour of the antiquity of the essay.

C. Extervar EVIDENCE BEFORE THE Swer DynasTy; ‘UNDERSTANDING
CHANGE’, ‘HaRD AND WHITE', AND ‘NAMES AND ACTUALITIES’

Hwu Dawjing's valuable collection of all early references to the
Gongsuen Long tzyy* does not include a single reference to any of the last
three essays earlier than the Tarng dynasty. This silence is not, of course,
conclusive evidence that these essays did not exist; the Gongsuen Long tzyy
was never very widely known, and we have already seen that the Meanings
and Things was long overlooked by commentators who might be expected to
‘mention it. There is, however, one point on which this silence requires
explanation. The problem of hardness and whiteness, like that of the white
horse, is often mentioned in early texts. We have seen that commentators
were aware of the White Horse; if the Hard and White had been known to
them as part of the same book, they would surely have appealed to it when

 Fuangtzyy 1o/41A/8, Lichtzyy W F (SBTK) 4/7A/9, 10; 7B/1, 2.
© 2 Nanhwa jenfing jangjiuh inyih 715 K 2 R X & (Dawrzang 405} 2/5A/6~
$B/1. The texts are reproduced in Nanktwa jenjing yushyh tzariuh %8 X 15 ik W %

(Dawtzang 497) A, 1A-8B.
* It is not quite clear whether Guo Shiang ¥ #& (died 312 A.D.), takes jyy as

“finger”, but Tsuei Juann # % of the Eastern Jinn dynasty {317—420) certainly does

s0. Juangizyy, 1/28B/7-20A/6.
*Hwu Dawjing # i 8%, Gongsuen Long tzyy kao 23 #l F ¥, Commercial

Press, 1934.
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com i
mening on references to hardness and whiteness. Instead we find them

giving two different explanati i i i
e oo e et P 1ons neither of which has any connection with

One explanation i " i
p is that the “separation of hardness and whiteness” is

merely the separation of form and i
colour in the problem of th i :
(A) Hwan Tarn, uf sup. ? e home

(B) Huwainantzyy, # % F Chyi '
B . yistou % SBTK
TrRETLRE, MR, g, b e BRTE
“Gongsuen Long discriminated b
. C etween paralle] stat isti
guished sameness and difference, separated harcllaness anfl 11?'2: - ’(ihsrm-
'(;{)mmeélt of Sheu Shenn 3§ (A. 100 a.n.) o
REMBA, FAKRRZE, 1 i
cefa ﬁit%:ﬁﬁﬁ*%éﬁ—%,ﬁ
“Gongsuen Long was a man of J [

\  was aw who enjoyed hair-splitt]
paradoxical ta‘lk. Con.51der1ng that ‘whiteness’ and ‘horse’ cannzt b:jiiizgg
tocgether as a single thing, he separated them and regarded them as two.”

(C) Luu Sheng & & (fl. 291 a.p.). Preface to his commentary on th
Mobhist Canons. ap. Yinn shu & % . T e
(Baenah [ %) Liehjuann Zjj H6 v
* 4/6A/0f 28 45 Z
ﬁ;ﬁ@aZﬁo /9% ﬁjf;: ﬁ%iﬂ/%&o
A name must have a corresponding form; there is no better investiga-

tion than to distinguish the colour (from the form). Hence there is the
argument about hardness and whiteness.”

(D) Symaa Biau B K & (died i
4 306) ap. Yang Lianq, #§ 4%
Shyuntzyy (SBTK) Shioush P AT i
g Ay enfES /uB/ TR ERERE,
*“ ‘Hardness and whiteness’ refers to
‘A white horse is not a horse’.”

b Symaa ].3iau and o?hers also suggested that the problem of hardness and
iteness might be a dispute over the tempering of swords mentioned in th
Leu shyh chuenchiou: e
(A) fu%r;ftzyy (SBTK), Chys wuh % %1 1 /32A/76 S UL & & 2 5k 3
. “Therefore they end in the obscurity of *hard : itene:
_ ness and whiteness’,”’
%}némgt of Luh E)erngr@ BB (diedby) R H L FE=, "BR
RﬁﬁgﬁfthﬁﬁﬂﬁmﬂZEﬁfﬁhlﬁﬂo
e E RFRZUBE, paRzEBE,
ardness and whiteness”: Symaa Biau says: * ofe
ys: “It refers t -
€ents ;b;ut the hard stone and the white horse.” He also sa?s: 2(‘;};‘:1;:3;
w}.;?tin ;s' ?, r%ethcfd of tempering swords, which was called ‘hardness and
+ lsuei Juann (H i®) says the same, He also says; “Some say

. .
A hard stone is not a stone’ and

1 S & :,
Yhshiunn luen, byeley pian 0 4 B4, B4 20 K (SBTK) 25/3B/4-8.
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‘Providing explanations for contradictions (?) is the ‘hardness’; distinguishing

the names *white’ and ‘horse’ is the ‘whiteness’.
(B) Shyyjih (L 32) Mengtzyy Shyun Ching lichjuann F - i W80 3 1
(Bacnsh B #) 74/6A/Sf M KRB A KM, BEARKZ R,

“There was also Gongsuen Long of Jaw, who argued about hardness

and whiteness, sameness and difference.”
Comment of Peir In 28§ (Sonq dynasty, 420-478): B K HLEL Zo K
HEAMNEREEBEK THENH TN BAEBZW
= RAFUBEH, AFUBMELERREZA, TAKA
BARZ, XKBUBERML, _

“The Topography of the Taykang Period (280-289) of the Jinn Dynasty
says: In the Shipyng district of Ruunan there are the waters of Longiuan,
which can be used to temper swords, making them unusually hard and
sharp. Hence there is the thesis about hardness and whiteness, according to
which “The yellow makes the blade hard, and the white makes it sharp’. Some
dispute it, saying: ‘The white makes it soft, and the yellow makes it blunt’.”

At the beginning of the Tarng dynasty we at last find 2 writer who
mentions the Hard and White as extant, the Buddhist Faa Lin 3 ¥k in his
Poh shye luenn BE A 3% (presented in 622):!

HARBEERASG, BEZE,£51TH, Z4RZ, ABIHA

“Formerly Gongsuen Long wrote the Hard and White, condemning the
Three Kings and denying the Five Emperors. Even now people who read it
still gnash their teeth.”

Later in the Tarng dynasty Yang Lianq, in a passage already reproduced
at length, appealed directly to the Hard and White to explain a reference to
hardness and whiteness in the Shyuntzyy.?

Since pre-Tarng commentators knew the White Horse but not the
Hard and White, we may conclude that the two cannot have been parts of
one book, and that there are grounds for suspecting that the Hard and White
did not yet exist.

D. Tue Evipence oF Luu SHENG

Lu Sheng & B (. 291 A.D.) was the author of a lost edition of the
Mohist canons, of which the preface is preserved in his biography in the
Finnshu % . This preface enables us to judge how much was still known
about the dialecticians during the period of the Three Kingdoms:

Finnshu (Baenah) Lichjuann XI) {f 64/6A/13-6B/ B B4 £ & B, 4
FEUEBEERE #B R, REXMAKY, R4EAR
B BCR. EMALTE, BEAH, LEBANER
REE, ABE. AR, SRR, EERNZI X

FEEBK, BRNA K,

1 Yﬂ.ﬂgjou t:amgjingylﬂﬂﬂ B8 Hin ﬁ, 1908. A, 6A[qg, 10.
1 SBTK, 1/21B/4, 5.
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“From Dengq Shi to the Chyn dynasty writings of the ‘school of names’
were In existence, Since they were all rather difficult to understand, none of
the later scholars studied them. By now, more than five hundred years
afterwards, they have all disappeared. Of the Mohist dialectic, there is 5
former and a latter Canmon, each with an Explanation, altogether four Ppian;
because they are attached to the other pian of the book, they alome haye
survived,

Now I have put the Explanations next to their Canons, each in its
a2ppropriate section, leaving out doubtful passages. I have also put together 5
Forms and Names in two ptan from passages taken from miscellaneous
collections.”

Luu Sheng makes it quite clear that about 300 A.D. there was no book
ascribed to Gongsuen Long in existence; the original Gongsuen Long tzyy in
fourteen pian had disappeared, together with the other writings of the
‘school of names’. However, Lun Sheng was able to find enough extracts
from the writings of the dialecticians in “miscellaneous collections®
(R %) w0 fill two pian. We have already noticed that Luu Sheng
explained the problem of hardness and whiteness as the separation of
colour from form, ignoring the Hard and White, and apparently (like
Symaa Biau and others) having in mind the separation of colour (“white")
from form (“horse”) in the White Horse. It is likely, therefore, that the
White Horse was among the pieces known to him. :

Luu Sheng's book was therefore earlier than the extant Gongsuen Long
tzyy, and it is at least possible that it was one of the latter’s sources. The
passages from the Mohist canons used in the composition of the last three
essays could have been taken from Luu Sheng’s edition; the White Horse and
Meanings and Things, as well as the historical materials in the introductory
chapter, could have come from the supplementary Forms and Names. Since
Luu Sheag’s work has long since disappeared, this suggestion cannot be
confirmed; but there is 2 detail which tells in its favour, If the author of the
last three essays knew the complete text of the Moktzyy, it is surprising that
he should use the Canons and Explanations, but not the Dakchey KB and
Sheaucheu /5~ B, which are also concerned with dialectics. But Luu
Sheng's edition did not contain the Dakchen and Sheaucheu.

ParT IV. CONCLUSION

The wotk known since the 7th century as the Gongsuen Long tzyy was
compiled at some time between the 4th and the 6th centuries, and was at
first entitled the Shoou bair luenn, “Essay on Keeping the Whiteness””. The
compiler placed first a chapter on the life of Gongsuen Long (the Fihfuu

¥ F¥, “Store-house of Traces™), made up of three extracts from no longer
extant sources;
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(1) GSL, A, 1A/1-1B/5. A sketch of Gongsuen Long’s teaf:hing, in-
cluding a summary of the White Horse. A shorter version of tl'n? passage
appears in the Taypyng yuhlaan, which gives as its source thc.e Shinluenn of
Hwarn Tarn (1st century a.n.).! The compiler took his title, Essay on
Keeping the Whiteness, from the statement in the.second sentence that
Gongsuen Long “wrote an essay on keeping the whiteness”.

(i) GSL, A, 1B/5-2B/4. An account of a controversy between Gong-
suen Long and Koong Chuan.

(iif) GSL, A, 2B/5-4B/8. A second version of the same story. The
opening sentences addressed by Koong Chuan to Gongsflcn Long are
quoted in the Wensheuan commentary, which gives as its source the
Shinshiuk FFF of Liou Shiunq £ ) (80—g 5.c.).% The ane:cdote about
Yiin Wen 5 3, which Gongsuen Long quotes in this version, is also found,
in almost the same words, in the Leushyh chuenchiou.® _

The compiler placed next the White Horse (ch. z) and the Mearfmgs and
Things (ch. 3), two essays which, probably because they had been mclu.ded
in the “misceilaneous collections” mentioned by Luu Sheng, hac_i survived
the disappearance of the original Gongsuen Long tzyy in fourtffen pufn. These
¢ssays are genuine writings of the dialecticians of the Warring I.{mgdo’ms;
whether they are actually from the hand of Gongsuen Long himself is a
question which it is hardly profitable to discuss. )

Finally, the compiler added three spurious essays, the Understamfzfsg
Change (ch. 4), the Hard and White (ch. ), and the Names and Acmalzt:jes
{ch. 6). The first two of these are cast in the dialogue form of the leute
Horse, and throughout all three the arguments are for the most part imita-
tions, sometimes very clumsy, of models in the two older essays,* the
Mohist canons and the Juamgtzyy. [t may be assumed that they were
written by the compiler; for the writer could hardly have tried to pass th'em
off a3 Gongsuen Long’s except by presenting them as part of a collection
containing Gongsuen Long’s known essays. N o

Since the compiler knew two genuine essays of the dialecﬂcm_ns, itis
possible that he knew fragments of other writings, and worked them into the
spurious essays. There are grounds for suspecting that at least one such

! Taypyng yuhlagn (SBTK) 464/354/1 —t3.

! Wensheuan 3 8 SBTK, 36/7B/4. The passage is not in the present text of the
Shinshiuh, N

i Leushyh chusnchion (SBTK) 16/ 19B/4-20B/3. The controversy between
Gongsuen Long and Koong Chuan is also described in the Koong‘ tsongtzyy (SBTK,
1/72A/7-74B/1), which conflates the two versions Placed side by side in the Gongsuen
Long

“;Iyzrdaud White, C,1B/4 .. of. Meanings and Things, B, 1A /3, 3.
: zB/s .. White Horse, A, 7A/9.
zB/6 Meanings and Things, B, zA/ 5.
3B/1 .. White Horse, A, 6A/8, 9.

1B/4.5.. Meanings and Things, B, 2B/s, 6.
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fragment may survive in Understanding Change. In the Hard and White and
Names and Actualities, the compiler, as one would naturally expect him to
do, wrote on themes which Gongsuen Long was known to have discussed,
But the Understanding Change consists of three arguments not elsewhere
ascribed to the dialecticians (Left and Right, Sheep and Ox, Blue and
White), strung together under a tile taken from the Great Appendix of the
Book of Changes.! Further, the Left and Right and Blue and White sections
are the only passages of any length in the last three essays which do not
borrow from the Mohist canons and other known sources. s is, therefore, not

Although the argument on Left and Right is not at all clear, perhaps
because of textual corraption, its exhaustive statement of every possibility in
the combination of left and right suggests the concern for logical rigour
which we have noticed in the two older essays. There is no definite mark of
the style of the [ast essays, except for the use of R W for & T . Itis the only
section which contains the key word of the title, “change"’ (38). Whereas in

dialecticians, it seems likely that here he took as his starting-point a surviv-
ing fragment on the “changes” of left and right. He expanded this into an
essay on “understanding change” by adding two nonsensical arguments of
his own, in each of which he inserted the phrase “like left and right” .2 Of his
two additions, the Sheep and Ox section is clumsily modelled on passages
from the Mohist canons and the Juangtzyy, but the Blue and White has no
known source. Although the thesis that “Blye and white are not yellow™ is
nonsense (like “Sheep and ox are not horse”), “White and blue are not
Jade-blue” might well be a genuine paradox of the dialecticians. But this
section has all the stylistic marks of the last essays ( parallelism, frequent use
of 3 and the final particles, L “and”, Ry, &, R, prepositional ),
and if any ancient fragments have been worked into it, it is unlikely that they
can be recovered,3

Although the date of the compilation cannot be fixed with any con-
fidence, what evidence there js Suggests that it is as late as the 6th century.
We have seen that the author of Understanding Change misunderstood the
cliché “yellow horse and jade-blue chicken”, which, as far as is known, was
first used by Liou Jiunn {462~521),4 and that the Gongsuen Long tzyy was

1Z.D, Sung, Text of the Yi King, Shanghai, 1935. 281 /4.

P ¥ % 4 GSL, B, 3A/6, 5A/s, 6,

1A, Forke also suggested that while the Left and Right section is genuine, the rest
of the chapter is spurigus: “The reasoning is so inept that the whole appears to me a
very clumsy forgery."” The Chinesa Sophists, Journal of the China Branch of the Royal
Asiatic Soctety, vol. 34 (1901-2), No. 1, p. 74n47.

4 Bee Part [, 8, ii above.
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not represented in the Tzyy chau -}’- > compiled by Y.eu Joan-ong (476~
549). In the 6th century there was still enough interest in the dialecticians
to make forgery worth while; for example the first Liang ‘ﬂ Emperor
Wuudih ¥ 7 (502-549) “argued about how connc:.cted f}ngs can be
separated, and was skilful in discussing hardne:sss' and whiteness™.? .

The Gongsuen Long tzyy is the main surviving document c:f the “school

of names”, and it is with regret that one is driven to the conclusion that three
of its five essays are spurious. Of course, to put their. dffte as {ate as the 6th
century does not in itself affect their value; indeed, it is a gain that some-
thing has been added to the little that we know. about the circles whu':h
discussed logical paradoxes during the Six Dyn_astles. But unfortunately, in
exploring the evidence of late date, we have incidentally shown that there is
little serious thought in the spurious essays, and that the Rroblems they
raise are generally a matter for textual criticism rather tlhan philosophy. One
is especially sorry to lose the Hard and White, of wh.lch Forkfz wrote that
“Kung-sun Lung’s wonderful critique of our perceptive faculties recalls to
us the modern Idealists Kant, Fichte and Schopen}}aue‘r”.i_ AlthOI:lgh there
is nothing in the development of the argument which Justifies thlS- eulf)gjrf,
the shift of attention back from the object to the senses by vfrhxch 113 is
perceived is one of the decisive steps in the evolution .Of a ph:losophl_cal
tradition, and if the Hard and White belonged to the p.enod of the Warr_mg
Kingdoms, the mere fact that it takes this point of view would make it a
document of revolutionary importance. But if it was written as late as the: Six
Dynasties, when the influence of Buddhism had made this change of view-
point familiar, it loses most of its significance.

: i Shiawyuan
TRNGRIK o R E 1 Finlowrzyy &M F, by the Liang Emperor
B 3G (552—4), Tayyshu basjia T W B &, 1/10A/9, 10.
* Forke, op. cit, p. 37.



