THE CONCEPTS OF NECESSITY AND THE “A
PRIORI” IN LATER MOHIST DISPUTATION

by A. C. GRAHAM

1 Introduction.
11 Pi % “necessity”.
111 Hsien 55, “a priori”.
Appendix: The corruption of two technical terms, fan “eonverse”’ and
# i “complement”.
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I. Introduction
Although there is much subtle and coherent reasoning in early Chinese
philoggphy, only one of the philosophical schools of 500-200 B.C. shared the
total commitment to rationality of their contemporaries in Greece, This was
the school founded about 450 B.c. by Mo-tz £ TF, the teacher of chien-at
% ¥ “universal love”, which during the 4th century B.c. borrowed the
Jebating methods of the sophists {pien che J¥ %) in order to defend itself
against rival schools. The later Mohists are remarkable for their respect for
the togically demonstrable, their elaboration of Mo-tzli's moral teachings
into a rationalized ethical system, and their interest in sciences in which
conclusions are strictly testable, optics and mechanics; they even share the
Greek fascination with the precision of geometrical definition. For anyone
concerned with the question whether the Greek discovery of the possibilities
of reason is a unique event in history, the later Mohists are of especial inter-
est. The purpose of this paper is to show that they have concepts both of
logical necessity and of the “a prieri”,
“Their writings are preserved in the six dialectical chapters of Mo-tzi:
(1) The Ching #& “Canons” (ch. 40, 41), definitions and propositions
in logic, ethics, geometry and physics. The Canons fall into definite
sequences, and all require to be studied in context and not piecemeal {ex-
cept in B 32-82,2 miscellancous collection of problems in disputation which
only sporadically fall into pairs or series).
(2) The Ching shuo $& g “Explanations of the Canons” (ch. 42, 43)-
The Canons would have needed explanations from the beginning, although
these may have been oral and fluid at first and only later written down in
their present form. The principal evidence for dividing and apportioning the
Explanations is that the first character (occasionally the first two characters)
of a Canon is quoted at the head of its Explanation. The head character often
stands one place too late, suggesting that it was originally written at the side
of the first character of the Explanation, and so sometimes entered the text
after instead of before it. The assumption of most editors that head characters
were often lost or misplaced, leaving us at liberty to make the divisions where
we please, seems to be quite baseless. In the present quotations the divisions
are established so that a head character is invariably located at first or second
place. Many Explanations contain parenthetic illustrations beginning with
jo 3% “Like ...", probably originally written in the margin like the head
characters, since they are occasionally misplaced.l

1 Cf, B 10, where T¢an notes that 3575 # “Like stones znd feathers' stands six
places too late, and the parenthetic “For example, to a circle being nowhere straight'’
in A 96 quoted below, which does not beleng to the sentence. 1 was formerly convinced
that the illustration at the end of A 1 belongs to A 6 (G(z)24, n.1) and inferred that the
illustrations were written in from another docurnent, often in the wrong contexts {cf.
G{6) 164). But since appreciating that the flustration in A 1 is after all intelligible in its
present position {cf. p. 171 below) [ have lost confidence in this hypothesis,
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. Th: l}?gic of the Canons and Explanations is conceived
rms of the fitting (tang ¥ *'be pi ith"
; : plumb with”') of name ;
Z;efe and pflrtlcular objects (shih B, literaily “soIids”E; .(’:;”3 %) 0 con.
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nal'l'leAS b;-lt O?Ifz o B ‘sentences, Proposition:‘” * newlogie based noton
s for the dating of the four writin ‘

- : gs, we can only say that nop,
051'1;;5 e:rrher or later Fhan 300 B.C. Expounding the canons and ;:‘ﬁ e
b ¢ translated in Later Mokist treatises on ethics and logz’cm[:“ ﬂ:d
» DUt the

others are unavailable ;
€ i any Western lan i
German translation of Forke, SRS Seeptin the eboolete

exclusively in

om a document m,_'

s was the earliegt of the

Among the central th e of o iy
ing and oot Ch:ngte e;:lei o;‘ t;w:t E;arlz\j}mhi‘s t}zie relation between knowe
: o ' . In A g~ ohist i
;f;:al I{ﬁ]ﬁgft;llxgent:e, conscicusness’’, i J& “think?jgf? :22}:1;;1 (t::i erlJ 1‘[‘:3
wisdmgn” I-eIe coy the graph ﬁ:'!.z “knowing”, and chih R “knowgllec;11 1:)r
by WhiCh. o Seem}:;.rez‘the mtell:gfence by which we know to the eyesi ght'
A p} 1nking to peering, knowing to seeing, and wisdomgto
ey of visi ﬁt. the c?nmders however that knowing is unlike seeing in that it
enowing is ths o : actd(tan.g.-) after Perception ceases; what characterises
(e B can esc1:1be a thing after it has already been “passed”
) is no longer in front of our eyes: pee
A3 (ro/OB/s) "0 40 s LUK S B 9y i A 2
nowing': 151 1 ¥
bl describegit.’l‘:uy means of his intelligence, having passed the thing he is

B46(10/3B/2,3)§nﬁﬁ;ﬁg£gﬁ. ix
(17B/3, ) (B), LI E & w5 B 1L » Eﬂf’ - .
AR L AR R IEAKREAT . A H W,

Py although eliminated from the Canon {B 14, 40

» Comsisting of thirteen
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(. When one knows, it is not by means of the five senses. Explained
by: duration.

“E. One sees by means of the eye and the eye sees by means of fire but
the fire does not see. If the only means were the five senses, knowing as it
endures would not fit the fact. Seeing by means of the eye is like seeing by
means of fire.”

Whatever is not *‘just now so” (fang jan J§ #R) is either “ended {vi B))
or “about to be” {ch'ieh ), three terms distinguished in A 33. That some-
thing has ended does not discredit our knowledge of it, since we can still say
chat it “has been so” (ch‘ang jan ‘B $R):

B 61 (10/4B/5) W] %& M, =2 @@ A 7 &K, HAE ® 2R

(IstB, 9) (i]‘)o (————8 Y d L, B #, A& (:§)2 ki, A

o L. AH 8B, BB
(Notes: 1. The organization of the Explanation suggests the loss of a clause
at this point, due to the scribe’s eye jumping from one ko to the next.
2. This graphic interchange is common in Mo-tz (Sun 65/5, 1462,

155/~1, and B 38 quoted below).)

““C. Something may not be, but once it is, it cannot be dismissed. Ex-
plained by: having been so.

“E. That . . . may not be. That if it was provided it has been provided
cannot not be. The duration is both limited and limitless.”

But when we have passed 2 thing we are not aiways sure whether or not
it has ended. The Mohist distinguishes four kinds of doubt (yi %), the
fourth of which is doubt caused by kuo, “‘having passed™:

B 10(10/r2B/8-13B/1) % &, A B & R 4 &, (R)" @

(Note: 1. Emended from the list of four in the Canon. Cf. also B 33
i 1 B B # “Having passed, we suppose the already ended to be s0.”)

“'Ts it knowing? or is it supposing the already ended to be so ?" is [the
doubt of] *having passed’.”

An awareness of changing times, of past knowledge becoming obsolete,
of the example of the sages losing its relevance, pervades all the philosophi-

" cal schools of the third century B.c. Taoists welcome it, Confucians dread it,
the Mohists (who alone among the schools have committed themselves
wholely to logic) respond to the challenge by seeking a kind of knowledge
invulnerable to time. In both the definitions of A 1-87 and the theses of A
88-B 82 we find crucial sequences which begin by examining space, time
and change, and conclude with judgments on the permanence or imperma-
nence of kinds of knowledge.? The second of these sequences (B 13-15)
discusses the relation between space (yé F) and duration {(chiu A). and
explains that the whale of space is present at each moment, moves forward,

3 For the organisation of the Canons, ¢f. G(6) 151.
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(B ‘gf“’g‘;‘f;;;)ﬁl HIPR K KR, RERas

3A146) (FE), TEE R W, B A B 2 Eo

ERRE G TEARL BEEz e
Notes: 1. In the same se i

otes: 1. In quence we find in B 13 % 4k Z£ *H

ﬁﬁ( "E) E«’.Orth and South are present at dawn and again:t’ ﬁ (=x
;‘ ;:.a: be in” is here causative before ¢y #H(=2Z ), “locat n_lg.htfall’ :
2. it] i o )
emendl:t'transposmon {Liang, Kao, Wy, Liu) appears preferablili 1“S”. .
emend: 102 to.ﬁi‘* R, 3. Judging by the Explanation, both so 2 9 Sun’s
l?c a; sim.': the one in question” refer to tirnes. ) "
. % Locating it in the time when it i i
plained by: at the time in question, 3 o during the not yet so -
“E. In 'Yao is good at ruling’

. In g, we are locating him i
st_am?lpomt in the present. If from a standpoint in tghelm o
him %Lhc Present, it would be ‘Yao is unable to rule’.”
wB e;l:e_r Y.ao can serve as an example for the present is discussed agaj
ol 3. Itis 51gr.uﬂcanF that in both cases the sage whose contem -
MOhfance ;:s quest:on.ed s Yao, revered by the Confucians rather thgomry
- ists. Elsewhere in the dialectical chapter the only sages menti s

it gi" ](Jpatgon sage of the Mohists) and Mo-tzi1 himgelf.5 onedae
begins I:y s;:lf;l:‘nce ;n cl(}ange found among the definitions (A 39-51)
ing chiu “duration” and yi *'s ” .
. pace” but concludes by yg;
“esrtx;l;gra words t; d?ﬁ‘ne two of the basic terms in the Mohist logl'sc Zk.zi“jljf
st Ob_ez:)aar:l i M ‘fecessary™ (A s1). Chik is used of a namej stayin
iz &J-ﬂ: F:ﬁrema;m‘r‘lg c.onﬁned to it throughout its duration {A g
peut ;1 ﬁi vH._f,, ‘This name stays in this object’’. B 68 T4k 4 ik
t;é s that as ‘that’ and stay in that”, a usage also found in Chuang-
e | c;usa’t- ; 47;‘18,(3_9 4 1k 7 W “Names stayed in objects™). It is alfo
e tively ofiﬁxmg 4 name on an object (A 95 IET BB A, “f
C r W] L1 '
phmsesﬂ';asﬂ“ﬁ (JE‘) 1k F& )),\J fix as ‘love of man’”), as well as in 3’:1::
X the criterion” (A 95 ik &) and “fix the kind” (B 1 I £§)

The Caﬂﬂﬂ y i
an sta lng 13 1o be = d i i )
‘ . t read in the Ilght Gf an ealher deﬁnltl'clll l'l'l

A43(10/2B/5) %5 % 8% 41,
(8A75) By (%) B%, 2% B A, = BN, 7 W N

“C.To* 'i i
commence’ 1s to be plumb with the time.

where

past from 5
past someone located

2 The ze ; .
SEC, s o rransleted in G(3) 363,
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“E. Of times of a movement, there is one which has duration, and one
without duration. The commencement is plumb with the one without
duration.”

The definition is ambiguous, since the movement “being plumb with
the time”’ could refer either to the initial moment or to the period of motion;

the Explanation clears up this ambiguity.
Aso(10f14]3) AR,
(8A/8-9A/1) (k) SEA Z AR ik, & "4 THE L, (FF)K
B ﬁ)o 7ﬁ‘9\2 S i, ¥ i"‘%_!l_étg R o (2‘*:- A i&%)o

(Note: 1. These graphs are regularly confused in Mo-tzi. Cf. Sun

321/~3, 369/13, 380/12).
“C. To ‘stay’ is to endure as such.
“E. When the one without duration [the commencement of fitting]

does not stay, it is plumb with ‘ox’ and ‘non-horse’. (Like an arrow passing a
pillar). When the one which has duration [the period of fitting] does not
stay, it is plurnb with ‘horse’ and ‘non-horse’. (Like a man passing a bridge}.”

From its commencement onwards the object is X and non-Y; at the
mument of its end (as presumably at its commencement) it is bota non-Y
and Y. (Since “‘ox” and “‘horse’ are pure logical counters, we need not ask
how an ox comes to be transformed into a horse). The sophist Hui Shih
¥ # made the same point, that opposites are both true at a moment of
transformation, in his paradox *'The sun is simultaneously at noon and
declining, a thing is simultaneously alive and dead.” (Chuang-t24 ch. 33,
HY 93/33/71 B 2 o 2 W, 8y 5 & F 3E,)

The next and concluding section of the series, on pi “necessity”’, is un~
fortunately cocrupt. But for reasons which will be explained in the appendix
1 believe that the word disguised by the puzzling graph & can be identified
as tf @ “complement”, a technical term variously corrupted in the dialect:-

cal chapters.

A 51(10/1A/3, 4) 86, A B Mo

(8B/1-3) (&5}, TR *H B' & 4o (B B W) — RK, —F KA,

(a06) *1E2 R % 42, 2 3E % 4B,

(Notes: 1. Pi Yiian’s emendation of shou “‘ripe’ to chik #L “hold” has
been accepted so universally that most editors forget to mention that it is an
emendation at all (Liang, T'an, Kao, Liu). 2. Chth is throughout Mo-tzd
frequently corrupted to Asén i (Sun 221/5 bis, 361/g, 370(2); here we may
suspect the same corruption with an added stroke).)

“C. The ‘necessary’ is the unending.
“E. It is said of cases where complements are ‘ripe’. (For example,

elder brother and younger brother.) Of a thing so in one case, a thing not so
in one case, that it stays as this is unnecessary, that it is this or is not is

necessary.”’
Are we taking a questionable liberty in translating the common Chinese
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word.p: “sure, certain” by the logical term “necessary”? The Moh:
occasionally use pf of being sure to do something {as in B 18 g‘;hm
Bt 8 “Be sure to point only at what [ mentioned”}, and in 3A 1h 5?
that“all knowledge is pi “certain”, presumably not oaly knowled e
## “explanation” but also by ebservation and report (the three o Y thua
knowledge distinguished in A 80). But he is concerned prim So';lrcg‘ of
know:]cdgc by explanation; what kind of reasoning does he reafl ity
certain? We find in fact that whenever he uses pror pu pi of an icofgmze *
Westernf:r would agree that it iy logically necessary or urmet:essarn i
one qualification that like Western philosophers until the eighteen}t(i-lwlth the
he confuses logical and causal necessity (Cf. B =25 BEHi _fentury
£ (=2E) “If you lay 2 weight on one side of it, it will necessar\ily d » u
There are some fifty examples, and since ¢ when used adverbially do
attract attention we shall make a point of italicizing it in all quotatie ” o
to be re_membered that the authors of the Canons and Explanations ;‘3- s
conception: of the proposition as anything but 2 complex name Fo::E .
any .example of the pattern “p pi q"” (if p, neccessarily qQ) wili ex o
re!atlt?n b.etween tWo names, with q as the complement of p; when 1:113-:\‘35'3 :
plication js two-way (as in “If X is the elder brother Y is the ),rounger i? i[m-
the younger X is the elder”) they see only two names both of wh; h .
compiements, “elder brother’” and “vounger brother", e
) ABg(rof11Al2) B 38, 1B F £,
In t‘l"le case of elder brother and younger brother, both are complements,
Casels where complements are ripe’’ may therefore be understood :;s
way gf saying “cases where implication is binding” (we shall consider lat, .
Fhe sTgnllﬁcance of shou ‘“‘ripe”).6 It would cover cne-way as well as two- o
implication, since the phrase “botk are complements” in A 89 suggests :lay
there are also pairs in which only one member is complement (for e;am le .
daughter must have a father but 2 father does not necessari hz::'v.reI .
daughter}. Of all the objects of knowledge, only such relations ben};een twa
terms are “unending", eternal, invulnerabie to the vicissitudes of tirpe °
g T‘wo terms are,said to “follow from each other” (#4 %£ EC 4, A-gz} or
on;S‘Til:;:j:I:h{:};:; ’ {:FE i,,&- A 92), or to allow the possibility of “dismissing
g et diﬁerenirter(ﬁ-i\‘-‘- B 4, 7). But even when mutually dependeat

B 4 (x0/3A/8) 3R W] 4 % ff =, § WL — -
B otsan R, BERLRR) R, — Rk
(124/7) B CF) R %, — = 7 4n &, I I & &9,

(Notes: 1. This graph is attested only |
‘ y in EC 2 quoted below, where it
Zeems;o Pe hsein B, (G (6) 155). If so, the peculiar radical has elsewhere
eén eliminated by graphic standardization, as in the present Explanation.

ecline,”

8 CE. p. 177 below,

doey
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2. For other examples in Mo-tz1 of this common error, ¢f, Sun 243, 189/4,
206/7. 3. Clien-pai, a technical term for properties such as hardness and
whiteness which are different but mutually pervasive, defined among the
geometrical terms (A 66 A, A48 A #, “Chien-pai is not excluding
each other’). Faith in the authenticity of the Essay on hard and white in
Kung-sun Lung txii 2% T fill - (one of the three essays forged between
4.0, 300 and 600) has made it impossible for previous editors to deal suc-
cessfully with this passage. Cf. G (1) 160, (3) 362, 367-8).

“C. Even when one cannot be dismissed without the other, they are
two. Explained by: seeing and appearing, one and two, length and breadth.”

“E. Seeing and appearing are apart, one and two do not fill each other,
length and breadth are ‘as-hard-to-white’.”

The two kinds of necessary relations, one-way and two-way, are used to
distinguish two kinds of ku # “reason” (used throughout the dialectical
chapters both of logical condition and of cause): as in B 4, one of the
examples is “‘seeing and appearing™:

A (roftAf3) B, B #% 10 & s &,

(6A/7,8) (8O, AL, A Z AR £ 85, 8 Z & R REE 21

E'E‘ ’H—I&o (%’; ﬁ gﬂ“ﬁ)o l_i &.J; ;ﬁ‘ Z i <#LE\)29 #(:‘ (Z iZ‘ 2:)3%0 (%

Rz R,

(Notes: 1. Conjecturally restored from the definition of twan “starting-
point’: A 61 i, 88 = 4 *JE W B BT X L, “The ‘starting-point’ is
the dimensionless unit which precedes all others”. 2, 3. Restored following
Sun (Sun 209/3). 4. Probably originally distinguished as ksien “appear” by
the “man’ radical, as we inferred in B 4).)

“C. A ku (reasonfconditionfcause) is what something must get before it
will be brought about.

“E. ‘Minor condition’: having this, it will not recessarily be so; lacking
this, necessartly it will not be so. It is the unit (which precedes ali
others(?)>. fLike having a starting-point.)

“‘Major condition’: having this, it will necesserily be so: lacking
this, necessarily it will not be so, (Like the seeing bringing about the
appearing.}”’

Thé minor condition is what for Western logic is a necessary condition
(for example, the starting-point without which I cannot measure), the major
condition is a necessary and sufficient condition {for example, ot only must
someone see X for X to appear, no one can see X without X appearing}. In
the series of Canons analysing ambiguous words (A 76-87) the necessity of
the refation is used to distinguish two senses of shih fili, “to commission”

and *“‘to cause’;
A 77 (10/2A03, 4) B, 8, B
(9B/8-10A/1) (f), A (B, TiH o, A B Ko
HeEPTEOE, 2Bz R A,
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{Note: 1. Delete following Liang, Kao, Liu. 2. Dampness is frequeny
mentioned in pre-Han texts as a causc of illness: cf. Chuang-tzi ch.z (Hy
6/2/67).): 1. 18 58, 5 /B 5 4R % , “Whea people sleep in the damp the;.
waists hurt and they are numbed.” Iliness is the stock example of an event
with more than one possible cause, for example 2 wound (B g} or drinking ta
excess or the heat of the sun (B 10); the first of the three Universg) love
chapters {Mo-2zi ch. 14) begins by comparing the sage seeking the Causey
of disorder to the physician seeking the causes of sickness.)

“C. Shih. Totell. The cause.

“E. To give orders is ‘to tell’. The thing does not necessarily come
about. Dampness is ‘the cause’. It is necessarily required that what it doey
comes about,”

Although the Mohist often uses pi “necessarily”’ of causal relations, it
would appear that what is pf is the inference from event A to event B oy the
plane of names, not the relation on the plane of objects. (For a necessity in-
herent in the object he uses another word, 2z E: B 38 B R gb mis,
“inherently unable to point at it alone” B 39 B A B #§ 4., “inherently
impossible for it to be pointed out™.) Obviously a man is not bound to fall ill
if he sleeps in the damp; the point is that we cannot describe the damp ag
shikh “‘causing” unless he does fall ill, but can describe an official as shih
“commissioning” even if he disobeyed. That the Mohist uses i strictly of

the inference is plain from a Canon refuting = fatalist argument :

Bst(rosB8-4A/) ARANE MAERIL. HETR,

(18A/,2) (H)o B 2R, AEXE, AR T M %k,

# M I(mP % E,

(Notes: 1, 2. Restored on grounds of parallelism.)

“C. What is about 10 be so incorrigible, but this is no objection to
exerting effort. Explained by: the appropriate thing to do.

“E. If it is about to be so it is necessery that it be so. If it is about to end
it is mecessary that it end. That which cannot end unless you are about to
exert effort necessarily does not end unless you do exert effort.”

The fatalist who said that “If it is about to be so it is necessary that it
be s0” was no doubt using g7 in its vulgar ordinary sense of “sure, certain”,
and supposing himself to be demonstrating that it is inherent in the present
situation that all future events will be so. But the Mohist (who would
presumably phrase the fatalistic conclusion as kx jan & #R “It is inherent
in the situation that it be s0”’, not p1 fan) sees clearly that what is necessary is
simply the deduction from “It is about to be so”, and ingeniously uses it to
deduce the opposite of the fatalist’s claim. )

Necessity, as we have noticed, implies a conjunction of two terms. This
conjunction is called Ao 4, and a Canon on the meaning of e distinguishes

necessary conjunction from the tallying of similar things which is either
exact (cheng IE) or in the appropriate respects (f B):

I
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A 83 (10/10A/8-10B/2) FF B 6 A AT, " W0 B K, P T D oo
ri K, G D EE, DO K W AR
(Notes: 1. Restored on grounds of paralielism. Tht‘: Mohist’s strict ul?e
of 1ou before objectless active verbs (G (5) 7?) m.akes k({ wi 2 syﬁtactlcin)_r
gnacceptable combination. 2. This emendation is explained in the app
dlx‘)"If without the other necessarily there is not, the conjunction is ‘neces-
sary’. The judgments of sages, employ but do not treat as necessaryt._ Th;:
‘necessary’, accept and do not doubt. Those which are 1,:%1& converse of eac
or;her, apply on both sides, not on one with_out the other. X
The remarkable statement that the Judgments’ of sages are not tbo ble
treated as necessary (which Sun and most other tad;tm.'s _ﬁnd sollmp;;o aw:
that they arbitrarily emend the text) becomes intelligible tm;{ wberl e
appreciate that for the Mobhist the exarpple ‘c:f Yaf.: no longer applies, um-il
logically necessary is invulnerable to time. “If without the f)the-r necess way
there is not” would cover one-way as well as two-way relauonf., mhtwo- };
celations the terms are the converse of each other { fan)., as in the l:as.e 0f
younger and elder brother. The concept of converse relations is the basis 0
the Mobhist theory of disputation (pien 5¥):
A7 (102800 M, R A WA &0
(gAfé')(*ﬁ)o ﬂa‘f‘;ﬁliﬁ*,fﬁ&o RPN $§F‘mao o cars
(Notes: 1. Ch'ii [& “'divide off from otherls, group separately a?pﬁt)
in the dialectical chapters disguised by a variety of radicals (*E‘, 1;&, W‘.‘
Cf. B 12 Bk # — #¥ A5 “Things marked off 25 a group are one unit. '2'(-1 ‘
i is a technical term, which I take to be “lacking that by which (Onib]:i g
something to be X)". CE B 34 C. am/mzEZ ,};E )] - ow;
i 15 4€ L 45 “Itis a fallacy that the knowl?dge of whet‘ er ;ne hn :
something or not is sufficient to act on.”” Explained b‘y: lack(x‘:{% l;: ec a:?::-t
teristics (of knowledge).” E (B, Mz, /MU B, hen we
out one from the other, the non-knowledge lacfks. the cl;xafactcrlsncs. )b .
“C. Being the ‘converse’ of each other is if inadmissibie then on bot
ides i issible. ‘
Sldes‘%&r(i]llllsosxen, and non-oxen marked off as a group, are the two sides.
‘What lacks the characteristics is not.”
A IQZAI)Z)E9$*'&EO¥§%S'E&Q .
(911%-3)! (;#)a BEZ AL, BWETHE T_FJ’ 2GR o
AFRREFRELRAE (RERR)
“C. ‘Disputation’ is debate over converse terms. Winning in disputa-
ion is fitting the fact.
e l‘igftgget calling something ‘ox’ and the other ‘non-ox’ is ‘debat? o}\lrer
converse terms’. Such being the case they do not both fit t}}e fact} anfl. if t, ey
do not both fit, necessarily one of them does not fit. (Not like fitting dog’).

B 35 (1o/3B/4) T8 F¢ 4 Jif 4 7 B, 3L £ Ao
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(15B/6-16A12) (§8), P 38, 9k Rl ) & ! '
Wz K, R 2 o ) X o
s 1R ) r B .
{Eﬁ-ﬁﬁ,&o *H‘lﬁm ﬁJﬂ%ﬂEﬁiﬁZ%sﬁﬁEZ#'
(Note: 1. Corrected on grounds of parallelism.)
“C. To say that there is no winner in dis
fit the fact. Explained by: disputation.
“E. The things that something is called are either the same or diff,
Ina ?ase w.here they are the same, one man calling it ‘whelp’ and the o
‘man dog’, in a case where they are different one calling it ‘ox” and the e
t!'::Jbrs;a.:,’, and neither winning, is fajlure to engage in disputation, In, ‘d?:;zr
ation’, on is thi it i )
fation’ o ;::{Y::_E’ls this and the other that it is not, and the one who fitg the
It is the essence of disputation that there must be onl i
so that one must be right and the other wrong, A Weste{r::o“?lf[r; 1‘51\'?3 ?
clined to think of it as debate over contradictories, “It is an ox" and “eIm'h
not an ox"”; but the Mohist thinks of ‘‘oxen’ and “non-oxen" as conwv i
terms n?ming the two classes into which all things are divided, the oi etl‘se
1ssue being which is which. In all true disputation, “necessarilyl one Ef :ri: .
does not fit”, and of equal necessity the other does; it follows that “(g o
that there is no winner in disputation necessarily does not fit the fact” S;}’
't‘he ’Mohi.st has already observed in his Explanation on P “necessa- "
| being this or n.()t is necessary” (A 51 5 FF 44 ). But is he saying me?;l :
th_at X Pece.ssarlly is either an ox or not an ox? Or does he mean that thy
winner in disputation establishes that X necessarily is an ox, or necessaril .
not? ‘ T
. To answer this question we must consider the Mohist’s strictly nomin-
allsF theqry of naming. He certainly does not think that there is a necessa
conjunction of name and object; indeed this point is made explicitly in ti?c'
first sentence of the later treatise Names and objects:
NO 1 (11/4B/6) &% B R & () *&,
- (Note: Emended following Chang Ch'i-huang 5B/s. Cf. A 8o 2 K 18
&4, “The mating of name and object is ‘conjunction’.”’) ’
“Name and object are not necessarily conjoined.,”
o He does however believe that if we name the object X “horse”, and Y
18 similar to X, the conclusion that Y is a horse will necessarily follow,from X

bemg'a horlse. Ther!e is also one name, “thing”, which necessarily applies to
all objects, irrespective of similarity:

?7‘2{(10)!)2-?2))550 ﬁsﬁ!?io
10Af1~3 o r%_lsﬁ‘&o Pﬁ‘ﬁ,ﬁﬁ(ii x4t o
‘ﬁrzr%_hﬁ‘&o r%rJ &ﬁii’ ﬂ‘gﬁa‘éozﬁgr%-”
%‘%o EAMILERER L, RUHO.BH K, (&G

putation recessarily doeg not
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(Notes: 1. For the near demonstrative adjunct the Mohist always uses
chih (Frequently corrupted to wen 3}, never tz'# b (G(5) 74). 2. Emended
to agree with the two parallel sentences which follow. 3. Yeh che is a quota-
tion device, in all other cases following a word directly quoted from the
Canon {G (5) 101~103). 4. These two characters are also confused in B 43).

“C., Ming (name). Unrestricted. Classifying. Private.

“L. 'Thing’ is unrestricted; whenever there is an object, it necessarily
requires this name. Naming something ‘horse’ is classifying: for ‘like the
opbject’ one necessarily uses this name. Naming someone ‘Jack’ is private;
this name stays confined to this object. Whenever the sound issues from the
mouth the name is present. (Like surname and style-name. }."

To decide whether some object is or is not an ox we therefore have only
to show that it is like (jo 35) something that we take as its standard (fa $&).
The problems of fitting an object to its standard are discussed in A 94, 955 in
the case of “black man”, for example, some of the man may be black and

some not.,
A 70 (1of1Bf7) ¥, B 35 fin AR o
(9A/s) (). B A (=[H) =4, A7 L& &,

“C. The ‘standard’ is that in being like which semething is so.

*“E. The idea, the compasses, a circle, all three may serve as standard.”

An idea (yi) is conceived by the Mohist as a mental picture conveyed by
words from speaker to hearer.? Although a circle can be recognized by one's
mental picture of it, the idea could serve as a standard in debate only as em-
bodied in a definition (A 58 [B,— & [l & 4, “‘Circular’ is having the
same lengths from one centre”), so it may be assumed that the definitions of
A 1-75 are one kind of standard. However, it is a matter of indifference
whether one compares the circular object with the definition, with the
compasses or with an actual circle. The important point is not what one
chooses as standard but that one has a definite standard. At first sight it may
seem that the Mohist has delivered himself to the relativism of Chuang-
tzi’s Essay on making things equal; whether something is or is not an ox.
depends entirely on the original arbitrary choice of a name. But on closer
inspection one sees that by the Mohist account disputants who start from
different standards will not be disagreeing; there is no contradiction in
saying that what by my standard necessarily is an ox by your standard
necessarily is not. It will no doubt be desirable that disputants agree as much
as possible over standards, but only as a matter of practical convenience.

A possible objection to the Mohist’s nominatism would be that by his
account the name “horse’” does not tell us what the object is, merely that it
is like some other object. There is one Canon which seems to be an answer
to this objection. If an object is like a white object in colour it necessarily 45

7 For yi “idea”, cf, A 14, 70. B 38, 41, 57, 58. NO 3, 9, 10,
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white; the proof is that in disputation over th i
ts,ufﬁcient to show that in colourpit is like some wEitioiFl?r:gc}(fwi?cgbjeCt s
its standard in the same way that another circle can be standard fo Wﬂl_lld be
B 70 (10/5A/6, 7) B B 7 40 38 B 1 0 T 4 2o B 25
(20/6-26B13) (B)o 2 2% B 4o 6, B 5 % )" o5 o g
gﬁaﬁ,gng@z ERLILEL, EFREEHE Y, 5
AL AR E A EOK L, 4 g
i%%%;ﬁ%;ﬁ%iﬁ o #Etglaﬂfﬂﬂﬂiﬁh’xﬁ',g
A58 o EAREFFAER, ARGy, 5
(Notes: 1. This restoration (Liang, Chang Ch'iin-vi o
necessary because the unknown object 1gs later sgaid to be Sgiisifi{: ‘1;1&1-111) N
The sS:r'lbe’s_eye has slipped from one so to the next. 2. Jo “or”. For ;Oom.
as a disjunctive particle, cf. G (5) rog). 3- Sheng “win” (in disputatio: I
in A 74, B 35, quoted above. 4. There is the same contrast of chin };)"' o
the present case” and yu “Itis as with” in B 27,78.) 7t n
*“C. If you hear that something you do no know is like so
do kr‘l(ow, you ].mow them both, Explained by: informing.

E. A thing outside you do know, the thing in the room you do p
know. Somf:‘one says: “The colour of the thing in the room is like t}?t
colour of ‘thlS.’ so that the thing you do not know is like the thing you de
know.. It.lS as with “White or black, who wins? This is like its coiogr ;
what is IlkF a white thing is necessarily white.’ In the present case too, vo
know that its colour is like the white, and therefore know that it is whitg 0:
name by means of something you understand determines somethin ,
do not. know, it does not utilize the thing you do not know to cast dougbtyou
the thing you understand. (Like measuring an unknown length by means(::;'

a footrule.) What is outside, you know by experience; what is in the room
you know by explanation.” "

mething you

. It sv.?erfxs then’ that “Y is an ox” will be necessary as the implication, in
tfe Mtah{i,t s t;rmmology the complement (#), of the “X is an ox™ afﬁm’ued
of a similar object chosen zs standard. This thr li
fragment preserved at A z2: e Tght on an obscuce

A 22 (10/xBf7) &, W (=) | 40 5% 4.
(7A/8) (&) o 8 2 4 W & 7T it 4o o
“‘(E',‘. Llfe( :;,Ehe body sharing the location of the intelligence.

. Since most of the succeeding Explanations are missing, mutilated or
mlsplaceFl as far as A 38, it is likely that the fragment was placed here only
!Jecauste glhappens to contain the word sheng defined in the Canon. There
1s a suitable place for it in the section following A 18 {arbitrari '

t
by T‘an and numbered A 88): % 38 (arbitrucly transposed

A88(ro/2Bl2) Fl, R B (P — !
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(8Af2,3) (M), = A {1 & 4% GHEEEH,)

(B2 & A 24

(Notes: 1. This is the last of a series on ruler and subject (A 34-38), and
the t'ung (which judging by the Explanation was distinguished from ‘ung
#game”’ by the “man” radical) is probably that of shang f'ung 4 8 “con-
forming to those above”, the doctrine expounded in Mo-tzid ch. r1-13.
There the usual formula is f (/_k) @ #* (/5F) KK F /B F “conform
10 Heaven/the Emperorjthe ruler of the state who is above’’. We should
probably restore 'ung “be the same” after ehii “‘all, both’ in the Canon,
since chii is never found elsewhere in the dialectical chapters without a suc-
ceeding verb. 2. Embedded “X Y yeh” after chien “‘see” (‘“see that this is 2
pillar’). For the syntax, cf. G (5) 131-3, (6) 148, 149. 3. Yulgar graph for
ti B4 (see the Appendix).)

“C.'Agreeing’ is being different but both thinking the same with regard
to this one thing.

“E. They are two men but both see that this is a pillar. {Like serving a
ruler.) The pillar’s engendering of the complement is not to be treated as
necessary.”’

This remains obscure; but the skeng “‘engender/raw” seems to be the
counterpart of the shou “ripenfripe” of A 51, also obscure GR*"EREL
“It is said of cases where complements are ripe””). We may risk a guess as to
their significance. According to the account of naming in A 78, the name
“pillar” given to X necessarily applies to everything similar to X. Then
calling Y a pillar is necessary as the complement of calling X a pillar, Ocdi-
narily we would not hesitate to call Y a pillar on sight, without bothering to
appeal to a standard; but the complement as “engendered "'by the object
itself is unnecessary, and becomes necessary only after being “‘ripened” by
comparison with the standard. Since the two men may have different
standards their agreement implies something more than that both have seen
the same object; they could both see it without agreeing on what it is.

We have noticed that in Mohist writings earlier than Names and objects
there is no conception of the proposition, only of the name. I[n the sections on
disputation quoted above (A 74, B 335) to say “It is an ox” is conceived as
“calling” (wei #8) the object an ox, not as affirming a proposition about the
object. What for us is a proposition entailed by another proposition is for
the Mohist 2 name which is the complement of another name. Necessity is
conceived as belonging to logical relations between names, but not to the
relation of name to object; 2nd it is to be noticed throughout the solutions of
specific logical problems (B 32-82) that different terminologies are used for
the deductions of name from name, which are “‘admissible” (&0 [}, or
“inadmissible” (pu k'o & BJ), and the descriptions, applications of name to
object, which “fit the fact” (tang E) or “etr” (kuo i&). The Mohist is fully
aware of the distinction between the realrs of logic and of fact, and also of a
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relation between them, that what is logicaily inadmissible cannot fit the .
act,

exhibited in the last sentence of the following passage:
(Il?gfro{)s?ﬁ))l‘sl ERER.R, HEXL S,
208/3-5) U)o SR8, (B A)*Z*Alz 5w
RO A T 2 A E A e T
(A otes: 1. Emended on grounds of parallelism with the next c;.e
2. T%‘us parenthetic phrase looks like a gloss, probably on the next e,
3. Yifor yiwer LI B “consider as” (G (5) 122).) * Phrase.

“C. To claim that all saving refutes itself is self-refuting. Explaineq by: -

what he says himself,

E. To be self-refuting is to be inadmissible. If what this man saysis

admiss: o . )
dmissible, there is saying which he recognizes as admissible, (Gloss: so poy

self-refuting). If what this man says is i 1$S
. ¥s 1s inadmissible, to i
fact is necessarily ili-considered,” FUpPoRE that fts the

1. Hsien 4 “a priori”

There ire si.x passages in the dialectical chapters which relate to the
question _of a priori .’ knowledge. Most of them are very difficult, and hav
been variously explzined by commentators, who have not noticed cert in
recurrent phrases which connect themn ' o
s 38()1)“5’:;.9:1 ckz: 5ft—, ﬁ;}] (A 92, B 57), “know beforehand”: hsten chi % B

, - reter to beforehand” : hsien vi “desi i
like beforehand”’. i 38 5 (EC 2), desive o o

{2) Chik shih &5 B (A 92, B 18), it is” i

' ) . B 38), “know what it is”, t i
chih chik 81 77 “know about it” (B 38). Sonsting with
bl :g3) Wei k'o chih z% F] 41 (A 75, B 58. CL. also B 73), “not yet know-
able (rfot kno:.vablfs without further information), which is not to be con-

fused with {bu ko chih A A] 43 (cf. B 10) “unknowahle”.

(4) Ch eng B .(A 92), “city-wall”: ch'iang B , i (A 73, EC 2), “wall”
) ’;l"he v:rall is evidently one of the stock examples which recur throughout
:1 e dlalectlcaF chapters, each of which has a constant significance (ox, horse

Fg, crane, pillar, stone). The significance of a wall in pre-Han literature i;
glgfngthat one cannot see what is on the other side of it (Hsiin-txsf HF
4 ,:',1 2{o4 il :Z 4 B R R A “What is outside the wall the eye does
notsee”. Cf. dnalects 19/23, Lao-1zi 47).
. Now outside the Mohist dialectical writings Asien chth is used merely
3 fzrekiowlledge of events. When Wang Ch'ung F F (ap. 27-c.100)
erides t i i , .
porices. ¢claim that the sage has foreknowledge independent of experience,
ggmg%ﬁ(SPTK) 26, 5B/3-5 8 — A ST P il 3R, A 2> %,
b ABZBE BAXBREGRBEHTHAE S,
. uppose a man stands east of a wall, and we tell him to give a shout,
and suppose the sage listens to it from west of the wall; 1s he able to
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know whether the man is black or white, short or tall, his district, village,
surname, style-name and who his ancestors were?”'

The Mohist uses the example of the wall in this way in the most easily
intelligible of the six passages:

A 75 (10/9B/4, 5) B b Z K £ K W 40 44, Y =z i A% (Oh) 0L

BY BB A8 b, A LLPT ER A% BK b

(Nofes: 1. Emended to 1ao “coin', a word found in B 30, following Sun
(Sun 217/5). 2. For the causative ¢hih “causc to stay, fix", cf. p. 168 above.)

“If whether there is benefit or harm outside the wall is not yet know-
able, but should you hurry for it you will get the money, then to refuse to
hurry for it is to fix which you prefer on the grounds of what you doubt.”

Here, if we consider the passage in isclation, nothing forbids us to take
wei B0 chik in its ordinary sense, ‘‘not knowable without further informa-
tion”. But from the next example it seems clear that hsien chih “‘foreknow”
has assurned a technical sense. The logician i3 1magining a circle on the
other side of a wall, and asking himself how much he knows about it without
going over the wall to look at it:

Age(rofriAln B W B kB, MAEME. L E T,

“When we go over the city-wall the circle ‘stays’ [that is, as we saw on
pp. 168-9, the name ‘circle’ fits concrete objects throughout their duration].
From the things that follow from each other or exclude each other, it is ad-
missible that we know ‘a priori” what it is.”

We know “a priori” whether something is or is not circular, by whether
it agrees or disagrees with the idea (y7 &) which serves as standard, em-
bedied in the definition of the circle in A §8. It is circular if it exactly
“matches” a circle (wu Fr.=={f ,% a word which reappears in B 58, 76 written
with the graph 44):

Ag6{10/34/ 1, 1) IE! 48 3k,

(11Bf2,3) (i) T3 B (= (N A4k, FHEBEH,

EREE), MBEMELE, HFEHHRR,

(Notes: 1. Cheng “‘exact”, one of the three kinds of ko & “‘conjunction”
distinguished in A 83. Cf. A 56 IE F§ “due South”. 2. Chiek ‘all’ is not
used pre-verbally in the dialectical chapters, which regularly employ chii {&
(G (5) 84, 85). Cf. Kuo yii B §& (Chin 2) SPTK 8/5B/3 {& i {& A “goout
together and go in together”. 3. Graphs regulatly confused in Mo-t2 (Sun
87/14, 331/7, 367/14 and passim); the syntax requires a verb at this position.
4. The perfective final particle shows that jo tzif fan yi is not another of the

8 The radicat of eu “match” is often omitted in the phrase where it is most familiar,/the
Legalist formula ts'ar wu 2 8/F “align and match’ {Chu 1799}, Wu Yii-chiang's
collation shows that there are always variants without the radical for the graph ffi in
Mo-tzi, whether representing a surname or tou “platoon™ (Wu 51048, Wu Appen-
dix 1, 1B{4-6}. For the interchange of the phonetics Fi 4 cf. M.409, def. 3, 2703,
def. 2, 4.
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Mohist’s parenthetic illustrations, but as in Kuan-25 ch. 2 Sp
. : % # B #R “Affairs will be as though running themselves.")
C. The exact nowhere is not. .

TK 1/6By,

“E. Matching and assent enter the consci
explanation is offered and you assent to rr?(?:;otulf:: S:h::g:;:er;nwhen o
exarnple, to a circle being nowhere straight), or when no cpf l atcb (f(?r
f)ﬁ'erecl but you assent on the basis of the matching, it has beconf s
it were so of itself.” ’ ® % though
In addition to the idea of the circle, t i t i
the pillar and of the hammer, in the pairedhz‘jrf;nl:th Z‘l: C;lgseBsott:e rocas of
are obs‘cure, and have been variously interpreted by pr;violus eclit:EM?agﬂs
we be.gm to find our bearings in them when we perceive that the id ot
pli!ar is described as hsien chik “known ‘a priori’”, the idea of the h e
wei k'o chih “‘not knowable ‘a priori’ . ' Heras
B 57 (10/4A/8-4B/1) L -4 2 =ZFP L
iy éﬁ-‘f"&j YRR BB A5, (=8 L B (4 v
(18B/2~4) (). BZ 1, A= XN EHLEK B 45w
(;E)_{’Qo HERERK(=B, LR E LR, "
e 1\5{ otIe(x'. 1. Emende.d‘ from the Explanation. 2. Foilowing the reading of
a0 K'un 2 M edition (a.p. 158 1); in the Taoist Patrology edition th,
ph::;netlc g 1s recurrently corrupted to B. 3. Wu “in what?"’ (G ¢ Y
written W.lth the graph %2 as noticed by T“an in B 42- 4. Emt;nded fri) 10‘;),
Expt‘ars_atmn. The graphs % (originally written 3E?), 4k, are similarl n::t :
fused in B ?.3 (Sun 242/1). 5. Cf. Chuang-tzmi ch. 33. (HY 94{§ fon-
Eﬁk Z‘E (The sophists) changed men’s ideas” Hsiin-tzif ch. 21 (I_:’:i:ng )
z}?aim) _::l_,\ T ﬂ;i‘,’b iii] ’%E & B “The mind cannot be made by force tg
ch b%(c)l s:éeésﬁﬁ.z@z i (ﬁk., #*, 5%, M.31333 def /2, 3), “catalpa”,
tak. 3R b hav‘mg thn? idea of the wood of this pillar”, 7,
i :t ykcj:fq.an as li;he yang-yang-jan which is also written with the graph *
win i i ’
44144.{167}.)g where go to, having nothing to depend on” (M.17363/143/7,
“C. When we deem a pi i i
a priort. Explsined b thzil(lia;;round, the place at which we deem is known
' “E. In‘the case of the pillar’s roundness, when we see it, the place for it
u;llthe idea 115. uhnchanged, for we know ‘a priori’ the idea an’d image, If the
}:de :; ::11: b::gu :;re ctf:;z:i tfs catalpa-wood, the place [for lightness) in the
B 58 (ro/4B/2) #E (=HE)' 22 M R o] dm, 8% £ OO S, TR 452
(x8B/45) Bt (HE) Sk (=3 HEF (R 38 335 IR, T 9. 4. 1% 460 1R
B, R R, () S,
(Notes: 1. Although most editors follow Sun in starting this Canon two
pl?Ct?(S‘ later, Wu Yii-chiang is certainly right in making the division before
ch'ui “hammer” (#=#E : examples in Chu 0083 bis, 0251, 0072); otherwise

NECESSITY AND “‘a PRIORI” IN LATER MOHIST DISPUTATION 181

the Explanation would have no head character. 2. Kuo wu “exceeding the
matching’’, the phrase written 38 . in A 98 quoted above. 3. Tuan chiui
(=% #), as in Han Fei tzi ch. 35 (Ch'en 783/-4) HEEBRUELS
# A, “Hammer and block are the means of levelling the uneven”.

" Shik vii “employ on”. Cf. Han Fei tzii ch. 20 (Ch'en 359/~2) £ A & §
#: %% B & AL "The ruler does not employ his horses on fighting battles and
hunting down the fleeing.” 5. Emended from the Canon.)

“C., The idea of a hammer is not knowable ‘a priori’. Explained by:
usability: exceeding what matches.

“E_ Hammer and block both being employed on the shoes is their
tysability’. That to complete [the idea of] decorating shoes you exceed the
[idea of] the hammer, just as to complete [the idez of] the hammer you
exceed [the idea of Jdecorating shoes, is ‘exceeding what matches”.”

What is the significance of the pillar, a stock example we have already
noticed in A 882% It is again connected with yi “idea” in NO 3 (11/44/5)
ERHFE A &, B 8 2 K “To have the idea of a pillar is not to
have the idea of wood; it is to have the idea of the wood of this pillar™. In
A 88 too the t'ung of shang t'ung “conforming to those above” was presum-
ably conceived as agreement over ideas (cf. Sun-tzd B ¥ ch. 1, SPTK
1/3B/6. ¥ & A B Bk R B “The Way causes the people to conform to
the ideas of those above them.”); it would be because they share the idea of
a pillar that “‘both see that this is a pillar.” It would seem then that a pillar is
the stock example of something recognized at sight from an idea or mental
picture shared by everyone who knows the name. A hammer on the other
hand is something defined not by its visual appearance but by its function,
its ““usability”’, and we may fail to recognize a hammer of unfamiliar shape.
T'o form 2 mental picture of a hammer in use we have to visualize the block
and the shoes as well; unlike the idea of a circle, which exactly matches
actual circles, this “‘exceeds what matches’’,

But even in the case of a pillar there is a problem, How have I suc-
ceeded in visualizing a pitlar without committing myself as to whether it is
round or square, wood or stone? If the material which composes it is left out
of the idea, the pillar I imagine must be lighter than the thing of catalpa-
wood I recognize by it. The Mohist's answer is apparently that what we
visualize is 2 scheme with vacant places filled, for example, by the roundness
of an actual pillar. This scheme would be what the Interpretation of Lao-tzit
in Han Fei tzi calls the & I8 “arrangement, structure” (Ch'en 365/1

8, & My 2 3 M, “The & is the pattern of a completed thing” 369/1
REX FEARBERMRZ A4, “Al ks an apportioning

of squareness or roundness, shortness or length, coarseness or fineness,

9 Cf. p.177 above. There are other references to pillars in disputation in Chuang-tzi
ch. z (HY4/z/35), Hsiin-tzii ch. 2z {HY84/22/32).
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hardness or softness™, that is of figure, dimension, texture and pliabilirey
Wa? may .now examine a pair of Canens on the mutually pe lht-y)'
propertics tYPlﬁ.ed by hardness and whitcness, which commentafo o e
tm:.d .to explain in the deceptive light of the spurious essayv o Hrs have
white in Kung-sun Lung tzd, 7 On Hard and
?gi}lofsfzf;;;)ﬂ—’ﬁiﬁﬁ,’ﬁ7F§H:L'¥;o RES '
164/2-4) (R)e B—H, B A = 4 7 & :
FEE, W, B BHEE A
“C. In one thing there is both a know d i
being constituents, " ondan unkaown. Explained by:
“E. A stone is one, hardness and whiteness 1
St one, are two butarein t '
Therefore it is admissible that in it there is both a known and an unkijlijtonf;
The next Canon is worded in direct relation to B 37! -

B (ofsB) HIB R_MAT &, RELUZ($) s
(Note: 1. Emended from the Explanation.) ’
“C. Pointing out one of them is inesca i i
. b} t i
by: using the two of them to align.” Peviy o tro things. Explained
: Before ‘ex'ammi.ng this Canon we must turn to the Explanation, which
3 : ozs t‘hat it 1s designed to answer an objection to B 37. The Expianatim,
divi esl.]mto two parts, objection and answer (an arrangement of which there
1s another example in B.73: I failed to appreciate this point when transtatin
itin G (3) 359). We begin with the cbjection: ¢

(16A/4-6) (H #8)s FH A, B (=) BLE K 2
?%‘ﬁﬁﬁ-’l‘%Eﬁﬁbﬁ&,%—ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁ,ﬁﬁigﬁg

(Notes: 1. Yu “again” is always written with this graph in the dialect]
I:al' chapfers. 2. Cf‘ung “identical”, one of four kinds of sameness disti:::
gu:she&li m.A 36 4 — %K, "HSF 1, “There being two names and
one c:l‘:gect is the sameness of ‘identity’. .*) )
" bEI'l. If you kn‘ow “'rh:.nt t.his [‘.a white thing’] is, and know in addition that
‘ e object .whxch is this is identical with that which T referred to ‘a prior)’
[‘a hard.thmg’], then the fact that you do not by knowing what this ispkn(::v

thzft wfnch I referred to ‘a priori’ implies that even in one of the things th
object is called there is both a known and an unknown.” =
. “Here one ot: the't\\io properties of the stone is distinguished as Asien

chii referred to ‘a priori’.” The objector dees not tell us which this is, but
it is surely. tfle hardness; if we know that an unseen object is a ston:e we
!:now that it .13 hard, but we do not know whether it is white until we look at
it. The Mohist has explained that we can know of the hardness without the
thteness because they are two distinct properties in the one stone (the
“ihlteness ?re.sumably as a substitutable property like the roundness of the
pillar). This is not obvious to the objector, who is perhaps misled by the
strong tendency in Chinese 1o think of nominalized pat or pai che [ Y# as
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referring to the thing which is white rather than to the colour itself, {For
example, the “White horse™ essay of Kung-sun Lung 2 3% fill uses pai and
pai che throughout as bath “‘whiteness” and “‘what is white”). He replies
that even in a white thing there can be both a known and an unknown; we
can know that it is white without knowing whether it is hard. The Nohist
responds by asking him to peint out white things:

(16A/6-16B/) B 2, Bl & (=8)' #HZ, FER WRELZ,
REZ,TH b, B(=WEZ, TR EZL, BHH,
reBMBEFREBRERAL A AETRAR,
Fr (=10 M, EEERK,

ARFEEL FABEDL NEFREZAE &
ERB-EWABRE.ALER.

(Notes: 1. As in B 61 quoted above p. 167. Pre-verbal tang “ought™ is
not used in the dialectical chapters. 2, Cf. the definition of chih “‘straight”
in A 57: T 1 2 41 “*Straight’ is in alignment.” 3. Restored following
Sun (Sun 233/6). 4. As in B 57 quoted above p. 180.)

“If you know of them, try to point them out; if you know aad inform
me, I shall know of them. You will point at them in combinations [things
both hard and white], which is ‘using the two of them'. You will point at
them in crossing directions [at things hard but not white, white but not
hard], which is straightening the pointing by ‘aligning’. If one says ‘Be sure
to point only at that to which I referred, and do not refer to anything to
which I did not refer’ [that is, do not say that you are pointing at a colour},
then the man who points is inherently unable to point at it alone. What he
wishes one to imagine is not conveyed, it is as though the ideas were not yet
co-ordinated,

“Moreover, if what one knows and what one does not know are both
this, then this is knowing the very thing cne does not know. In what, con-
stituting one of the things an object is cailed, can there be both a known and
an unknown?"’

“White” is unlike “stone" in that it is useless to point out a single white
thing to someone ignorant of the word (unless one is ailowed to use the word
“colour’” as in B 70 quoted above, 0 which the Mohist here forbids). One
has to point out whiteness in more than one thing, an operation which the
Mohist, who is as interested in geometry and physics as in logic, conceives
after the analogy of the astronomer aligning (ts‘an 2&) two gnomons with the
rising and sesting sun to determine East and West.l1 One must point at
combinations,

— XY

o 176 above,
1 Cf. T*an,on A 57.
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and point in crossing directions,

\ /xz
/XY\
YZ
so that it is plain that white things are simply stone h i ;
ness in them, o 7 O OIS vt white.
Thc Mohists were not interested in constructing an ‘a priori’ mey
physic. Th}ey did l.mwever develop an ethical system (discussed in detail o
J.Larer Jl_i'oh;st treatises on ethics and logic), in which all key words are defin "
in relaf:on to the undefined words ‘“desire’’ and “dislike”, uses of which aed
lnsteci_ in the sequence on ambiguous words (A 76-87). We possess all o
c!eﬁmtlons except those of words in the ten theses of Mo-tzii (the chapte
t:tle.s of Mo-2zti ch. 8-37). The loss of the latter, which must have been in g i
carlier document now missing, has deprived us of the definition of ai £
love ;Abut the system is so coherent that we can supply a definition of oy
own which both fills the gap and fits the Mohist use of the word.
1}84(10,"22\}"7) Mo IE, E*“’ .E.o gn IE, ﬁ %“O
Dfure. Directly. Weighing the benefit. Be about te.
“Duslike. Directly, Weighing the harm.” :
A 26, 27 (10/2A/2, 3) ¥, Fi 48 ifi B 4o %, 7 48 T & 4o
Benefit’ is ‘what one is pleased to get”. (Since desire precedes the
event, the word /s ‘be pleased’ has to be substituted.)
*““Harm’ is what one dislikes getting.”

A7s(r02A2-) B, B o M M (=) R % 4,

their

o o D L
To be ‘for’ something is to give it the most weight in relation to the .

desires, in the light of all that one knows.”

' (Love: ;0 d;ire benefit for 2 man and dislike harm to him, not for
one's own sake (& 2, EC 10) but for the sake of th i :
) _ eman heis (55 3 A 4,

A7.8(1o/tA0) £, M S 1, %, 4,
Benevolence’ is loving individually.
““'Righteousness’ is being beneficial.”

(EC é;\ ezrl_yhevery word in these definitions is itself defined: ch'ian “weigh"
» ch'teh "be about to” (A 33), ch'iung “limit"’ (A T3 "
a3 ) 74 1t (A 41), chilt “know” (A 35),

.Ir} Ex,t‘:oum:’:'rzg the canons there is a reference to what the sage “desires
or d‘lshkes 2 priort’ for the sake of men" (& B A 4K &), associated with
the.nmagt‘z of a wall we have noticed in A 75, g2. If someone is out of sight on
the fz%r side of’ the wall, what does the sage desire on his behalf without
knowing anything about him except that he is 2 man? The answer presumably
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s everything which the Mohist has defined in terms of desire ~ benefit, love,
benevolence, righteousness. But the “a priori” system does not show us how
to benefit the man; we can know what te do for him only when we go over
the wall and observe what wiil actually benefit him:

EC2(11/4B/6) #& B A B4 B8 A 8K (11/5B/3-6A)2) & %, A (&)
*YLURFCEREE, FMEAIMAKRELEX, NS 2
LABEBE, ZEAZHR(EEH . COEFNE, 7
HERE EEcRBRLESAZEL, FEEZEAL
HAZEANL, BEIFANLENBEREZH, FEK
ZHE, MERZEANLEEZEADL, ZXFEW
XTF, e, ExaM(=@*4azaib,
(ctf34/83B/) ZW L R, RE LS E (1/3B/6-8) KT Z
ﬂE‘Eo E—}Uﬁﬁﬂﬁé"%?ﬂlﬁ(=ﬁ) 525&9,}5%2?&0
ETHEANFEFZELHIE,

(For the annotation, see G (6), 154~5.)

“Anything that the sage desires or dislikes ‘a priori’ on behalf of men,
men necessarily learn from him by means of its ch'ing [what it is in itself,
what is conveyed by its definition];!2 but in the case of the desires and dis-
iikes born from the conditions they encounter, they do not necessarily learn
from him by means of the ch'ing. The sage’s fostering care is benevolent but
without the loving that benefits. The loving that benefits is born of thinking.
Yesterday's thinking is not today’s thinking, yesterday’s love of man is not
today’s love of man. The love of man involved in loving Jill is born from
thinking about Jill’s benefit, not from thinking about Jack’s benefit; but the
love of man involved in loving Jack is the love of man involved in loving Fill.
Even if to get rid of the love of them would benefit the whole world one
cannot get rid of it. Yesterday’s wall to the intelligence is not today’s wall to
the intelligence. Only when the three things [love, thought, benefit] are
present together are they sufficient to generate the enjoyments of benefit in
the world. The sage has love but does not have pronouncements which
benefit current situations, that is, pronouncements about the transient. If
there were no men at all in the world, what our master Mo-tzi said would
still be present.”

This passage knits together all the themes we have touched on in this
paper — the questioned authority of the sages in changing times, the logical
necessity which is eternal, the “a priori”* and the wall. There was one of the
sages whose principles were demonstrable, necessary, applicable to all
situations (although empty without factual knowledge of the conditions),
our master Mo-tzii himself. They would be valid even if there were no men

12 For ch'ing in pre-Han philosophical terminology, cf. G{4) 25965
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to gp‘ply them to. Only once again in the emotionless writings of the Mo
I(.}g:cmns do we catch this tane of exaltation, in a Passsge on the same 1;1-?[:13t
{(in which I shall have to allow myseif one purely conjectural emendatio e
Bar(10/t6B/8—17A/) HJE, 2 FEB 2 Be 2 [ . B ﬁﬁn):
KW, R R AR, %
“When about to answer, ensure that the time to answer the question ;
as long as the answer. There are profound answers and shallow anslon N
Among Heaven’s constants its presence is prolonged with man.” e
The truth established by logic is invulnerable to time, *
E’ncn. at all in the world, what our master Mo-tzli said would stil] be present
tsar)”’; “amon ’ i ) i
man?" g Heaven’s constants its presence (tsaf) is prolonged with
Now we have noticed that the Mohist’s basic example of somethj
‘I\:nou.rn “a pri?ri" is the circle. If the moral concepts are established 1;3
desired ‘a priovi’” by a chain of definitions deriving from the undefined
term “'desire”, should there not be a similar series leading up to the circle?
Let us consider the twe words jo & “like” and jan R “s0”", which seem to
cor}-espond to “desire” in ethics as the basic undefined terms in the Mobhist
logic. Throughout Chinese lexicography jan has been defined as ju 1205
fm B or ju shik fy B “like this”; the Mohist himself does not define it
very probably because it was still understood as ju or jo with a final -N “[iké
it”, as yen §% is yid A with a final -N, “in it". According to two of the
.C'a{zom we have quoted (A 78, B 70) a common name conveys that an object
is fke the initially named object, and to know an object by explanation is tg
know that it is like something known by experience. Jo and jan are the terms
used in the first two of the logical definitions of A F0-5!
Ago(xof1B7) ¥, i 2 i 4R 4,
“The ‘standard’ is that in being like which something is so.”
AT = s B ﬁ ‘&o
“The *(?} is where it is s0."”
The quantifiers are defined by putting negatives before jan:
Ag2(rof2Bfs) |, KRR &,
“‘Exhausting’ (adverbially, ‘all’} is of none not so.”
NO 5 (r/SA/x) 3 48 K, F 5 4.
“‘Sorme’ is not ail."”
When applied to measurements to be like X or to be so is to be equal to
X, and the ordinary term for “equal” (of measurements, weights or love of
men) is hsiang jo # F “like each other” (EC Appendix 3, 5, 6, 7, 13. A 54,
B 235, 26). Let us now proceed to the geometrical definitions: ’
A57(1o/1A6) B, £ 4,
***Straight’ is in alignment.”
As3(o/IAl) M B, U EA &% 4,

“‘Same in length' is exhausting each other when laid straight.”

“If there were no
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(Since chih “straight” is fimited to paths of lines, it has to be replaced by
the more general cheng when referring to a straight edge.)

A s4(rof1Afs) &, (Fk B) Fl & 4,

“The centre 1s {the place from which) lengths are the same.”

This Canon has an Explanation which seems at first sight merely to re-

eat it in other words;

(10/8B/3) (#), B & A 4,

*Distances cutward from this are alike/equal.”

What is new in the Explanation is its last word; the Mohist is reminding
us that the definition derives through “same in length” and “exhaust” from
the starting-point “‘like”. We now arrive at the definition of the circle:

A s8(xof1Af7) B, — o Fl B 40,

*‘Circular’ is having the same lengths from a single centre.”

We can now appreciate why the Mohist says of the circle in A 9z that
“from the things that follow from each other or exclude each other, it is
admissible that we know ‘a priori’ what it is”. By the system of definitions
with only one untidy item (“‘Straight”, defined by the visual alignment of,
for example, one post behind another) the circle is derived from the concept
of likeness which is implicit in all knowledge by explanation.

Appendix: The corruption of two technical terms, FAN { “converse”
and T1 & “complement’.

One of the main obstacles to progress in the understanding of the
Mohist dialectical chapters has been the proneness of editors to play the
insipid game of conjuring problems out of existence by arbitrarily emending
the text (to be seen at its worst in the Mo-ching chiao-ch'iian of Kao Heng,
who devotes all his ingenuity and erudition to rewriting the text as he
pleases). It is therefore necessary to justify in detail the emendations by
which we have restored two unnoticed technical terms.

In any language the development of logic requires the refinement of a
special style, syntactically consistent, purged of idiomatic irregularities, un-
coloured by rhetoric, compensating for the difficulty of its technical
terminology by the simplicity of all other vocabulary, This style is repre-
sented in pre-Han Chinese only by the Mohist dialectical chapters and to a
lesser extent by the two authentic essays in the Kung-sun Lung tzi (the
White Horse and the Meanings and things). Its strangeness constantly
tempts us to interpret or emend according to accepted Chinese idiom.
But when the language is studied in detail (in G (5) Grammar of the
Mohist dialectical chapters) it becomes clear that idiomatic smoothness
is regularly sacrificed in the Canons, Explanations and Names and objects for
the sake of a syntactic system of extraordinary consistency, in which each
function is performed by a single particle or grammatical pattern, It is the



138 A. €. GRAHAM

precision of the syntax, together with the simplicity of the basic vacaby]
which justifies the hope that the establishment of a firm text will pm‘,eu '
a practical task. The variety of graphic forms, some of them uni uetlbe
disguised the nature of the lexicon, which consists of the simplest aid " a8
famniliar words in Classical Chinese intermixed with terms peculiar t;mm
craft of disputation. Fortunately most of the graphic problems were sol e
by Sun Yi-jang and his successors (2 great and unquestionable snccesved
Chinese scholarship in this field). It is by now evident that the [azer Mohs' of
had graphic conventions distinguishing, for example, chih 40 “the ine llsi:s
gence”, chth B “know” and chih 28 “knowledge” 13 Pl “put sideeb-
side” (A 68) and pi Bt “compare” (B 6), chien H ‘“‘see” and Asien ﬂl‘r
“appear”,14 and that the graphic confusion of the present text resulted
from later scribes omitting or replacing radicals in an alttempt to standard;

a text which they could not understand. e

Most readers of the present study will no doubt be suspicious when
they notice me treating ¢sai ZF “be in” as causative (B 15) or as nominalized
£B 41), or offering an apparently tortuous interpretation of #4 (= B -

%t 4 (B 57) as “wherein one deems is known a priori”, or translating fer gk
?.vithout 2 complement not as “‘wrong” but as “is not” (A 73, 96). Such
Interpretations may of course be disputable, but not for the obvious reason
that they seem un-Chinese. Unlike almost all other Chinese writers thé
later Mobhists are logicians who are interested in the concepts of “decming"
(¥i wer), “presence” (tsai) and copulative “not being” (fer) for their own
sakes, need to manipulate such terms with an unprecedented freedom, and
dc{ so frequently. They are able to do so precisely because they have com-
mitted themselves to a consistent syntax at the expense of idiom. In other
texts wu #% is so common in rhetorical questions that we hardly notice that
1t 1s basically a directive pronoun {“infto/from what?””); but in the Canons
and Explanations this s its only function, and ne other interrogative pronoun
performs it.15 The phrase 3& L) 2 4& 4D, as we understand it, uses famitiar
words in a familiar pattern (cf. the immediately intelligible B 41 2R 451 3% 3%
78 4 “not know which he means”) to say something that no one but a
logician ever needs to say.

Granted that most of the vocabulary is simple, thére remains of course
the formidable difficuity of identifying the technical terms, and the related
problem of explaining the significance of the recurring references to stock
examples such as “horse” (the typical common name), “ox" and “non-ox’*
(the “X” and “non-X” of disputation), “whelp” and “dog"” (the stock
example of two names applicable to one object). In the present essay we
have had occasion to explore three of these (pilar, wall, illness), ignoring the

13 A 3, 5,6.CF. p. 166 above.,
M Cf. pp. 170-1, 185 above,
L5 Cf, G(3) 100,
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tendency of previous editors to emend them out of existence. Technical
terms, being unintelligible to later readers, were especially liable to cor-
ruption. Well known examples are the chik 8 “‘knowledge™ of A 6, cor-
rupted to shu B twice in the Taaist Pacrology (A 6, 8g) and nearly every-
where in later editions {as can be seen from Wu Yii-chiang’s collation in his
Mo-tzi chiao~chu); and ch'ii B, BK, {B, #§ “divide off from the rest,
group separately” (A 48, 63, 73, B 12, 21, 63), further corrupted to {& (from
{Bi?) as the head character of B 12. This consideration offers one prospect
of escape from the arbitrariness of piecemeal emendation. Whenever we
identify a technical term, we should scan the text systematically for similar
graphs which appear on other grounds to be corrupt,

The graph {R, identified by Sun!® as fan ] “turn round” with an
added radical, appears twice in the summings-up of Canons: B 30 3% I 1K
H B “Explained by: turning the price the other way round”: B 72
#it #£ R “Explained by: turning round”. Comparison with the Explanations
shows that the former refers to an argument that if the money is the price
of the grain the grain is also the price of the money (J] 38 48 & H “Money
and grain are each the price of the other), the latter to a similar argument
that to call a dog{?) “Crane” is admissible (3§ £ "B (=%#8) 7 “To call
this ‘Crane’ is admissible’”) but does not make it a crane, since we cannot
proceed to call cranes “dogs” (§8 % B TR 4L /R § “To call that and
this ‘this’ is inadmissible.”). In both cases then fan refers to one claim being
the converse of another. The single word fan in a summing-up would have
been unintelligible unless it was recognized as the name of this logical opera-
tion, the radical presumably serving to distinguish the logical usage. If so,
the possibility arises that the Mohist will have defined the term at some
previously unintelligible place among the logical definitions (A 1-6, 70-5).

In A 73 a word is defined which both in A 73 and A 74 appears as yu 4§
in the Canon and pi % in the Explanation. Most editors have been content to
follow Sunl? in accepting the latter reading. But the definition is certainly
not of pr “that”, It is however precisely the sort of definition we should
expect for fan:

A 73 (rof2A/r) M, R B R 4,

“Being the ‘converse’ of each other is if inadmissible then in both cases
inadmissible.”

It can now be seen that the single example of the graph {f in the
dialectical chapters (which Sun emended to #13) is to be treated in the same
way

A 83 (1of10B/1, 2) T4 %, F M 40 Ko

18 Sun 207%/4.
1? Sun 198/-z.
18 Sun 219/2.
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“Those which are the converse of each other, accept on both sides, nog
on one without the other,”

A word which invites similar treatment is tf &¥ “mate, match”, most
familiar in the sense of “the opposite side in war, the enemy”, In the
military chapters of Mo-tz1 {ch. 52-71) it is generally written with the graph
3 as far as ch. 62 but with the standard graph from ch. 63. Originally it
may have lacked any radical, as in the bronze inscriptions.!® In the dialecti-
cal chapters it may be recognized in three graphs which appear in puzzling
but closely related contexts:

(1) (B).

(2) 38 (A 89), the form common in the military chapters.

(3) B, (A 22) vulgarly written for No. 1, and often graphically jn-
distinguishable from it in bronze forms (Tuan 32, 668).

(4) % (A 51), which three times in one entry in Fang yen % & SPTK
2{3B appears to be a corruption of No. 1 (Chu 2642). The confusion would
have been with a graphic variant of No. 4, # (M.5339).

We quote the three passages without emendations and leave the
restored /2 untransiated:

A8g(xofrrAf2) B 55, 1A i 4

“In the case of elder brother and younger brother, both are #.”

As51(10/8B/2) (#). MIZ B K #. (B H R,

“(Necessary). It refers to cases where the # are ripened. (Like younger
brother and elder brother.)” .

A 22(x0f7A/8) B 2 & 1§ R T a5 41

“The pillar's engendering of the # is not to be treated as necessary.”’

The one straightforward passage is A 89, where Sun already recog-
nized that the word is to be understood as ou # #5 &{ “complement”.20 We
have cousidered its significance in the body of the paper; here we shail
merely call attention to the common or related words which bind together
the three contexts and confirm that we are dealing with a single technical
term:

(1) Elder and younger brother (A 51, 8g).

(2) Necessity (A 39, 51).

(3) Sheng “engender/raw” (A 39) pairing with shou ““ripenfripe”
(A 51). However we decide to interpret these words, it is unlikely that their
relation is accidental; Nasmes and objects uses similar metaphors when it
describes the proposition as “‘engendered according to a reason and growing
up according to a pattern” NO (10 A ZE, U B B . NOS Rl 42 2

[ *“Sameness with the same root”).21

19 T'yan 328.
0 Bun 220/-s.
21 For the significance of these expressions in Names and obfects, cf. G(6) 181, 182,



