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EDITORIAL INTRODUCTION

It was the painter James Wood who was responsible for introducing Confucian thought into the article, ‘The Sense of Beauty’,1which he was writing in 1920 with C. K. Ogden and I. A. Richards, and who also, as Richards later remembered, ‘first awakened my interest in the multiple potentialities of Chinese phrases’: ‘We compared different translations of them in a kind of rapture.’2The Chinese characters for Chung Yung appear, very badly drawn, at the head of the article, and also in The Foundations of Aesthetics (1922), where they are given in the calligraphy of the scholar and poet Hsu Tze-mou, then visiting Cambridge.3There follows a short quotation from The Chung Yung which explains that ‘By Chung is denoted equilibrium’, and that ‘Yung is the fixed principle regulating everything under heaven’:

1 C. K. Ogden, I. A. Richards, James Wood, ‘The Sense of Beauty’, Cambridge Magazine, 10/2 (Jan.-Mar. 1921), 73–93. Reprinted as Foundations of Aesthetics (1922), and used in Chapter 7 ‘The Meaning of Beauty’, of The Meaning of Meaning.
1 ‘Beginnings and Transitions: I. A. Richards Interviewed by Reuben Brower’, in Reuben Brower, et al., eds, I. A. Richards: Essays in his Honor (Oxford University Press: New York, 1973), [17–41], 31.
1 For further remarks on his acquaintance with Hsu, both in Cambridge and later in China, see Richards’ brief account in ‘The Chinese Renaissance’, Scrutiny, 1/2 (Sep. 1932), [102–13] 110.

When anger, sorrow, joy, pleasure are in being but are not manifested, the mind may be said to be in a state of Equilibrium; when the feelings are stirred and co-operate in due degree the mind may be said to be in a state of Harmony. Equilibrium is the great principle.

If both Equilibrium and Harmony exist everything will occupy its proper place and all things will be nourished and flourish.4


1  Foundations of Aesthetics, 14.
The core of the argument in both article and book suggests that Chung be made a model of the authors’ preferred aesthetic theory, that of the equilibrium of impulses. Yung on the other hand is to be taken as representing the harmony of impulses characteristic of resolute action, and the authors suggest that art which produces such harmonies is only of a lower order of value. In Richards’ Cambridge lectures of January 1921 this position was to become a major division, though in the interests of simplification it was not carried over into the book derived from these lectures, Principles of Literary Criticism (1924). We may note it here as evidence of an early and very significant importation from Chinese thought, but also as a revealing anticipation of Richards’ later interest in Mencius. Whereas his earlier writings, Principles, for example, and Science and Poetry (1926), had concentrated exclusively on equilibria, after Practical Criticism (1929) he began to take more interest in the suasive manipulation of impulses into harmonies conducive to action. Mencius on the Mind was motivated in some degree by a renewed concern with the relationship between aesthetic equilibrium and the harmonies of impulses, and the connections of both with social order.

Richards does not appear to have taken any disciplined interest in Chinese thought after ‘The Sense of Beauty’, though in February 1923 he was very seriously considering travel to China to make a film, with a possible post in a university in Peking as an added attraction, and even attempted to persuade Dorothy Pilley to accompany him.1 They did not in fact visit Peking until the first months of 1927, shortly after their marriage in Honolulu on the 31st of December 1926. Though the visit was for only a few weeks, a mixture of honeymoon tourism and lectures, it was sufficient to attract the Richardses to the country, and they let it be known that an opportunity to return would not be unwelcome. Tentative negotiations began behind the scenes, and they had not been back in Cambridge much over a year when one of the English scholars resident in Peking, A. Pollard-Urquhart, wrote to Richards suggesting that he might like to come back to Tsing Hua University as a visiting professor. The letter arrived on the 16th of February 1929. Dorothy Richards recorded their feelings in her diary:

1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 29 Feb. 1923, Richards Collection, Magdalene College, Cambridge (hereafter RCM).

Ivor wild with excitement. I rather bubbling too at the thought of travel and adventure and escape from the Cambridge routine […].


The routine at Cambridge had recently become more formally bureaucratic with the institution in October 1926 of a Faculty of English, a faculty in which students could spend their entire degree course, and it is not merely an academic pleasantry to suggest that there is a causal connection between this event and Richards’ weakening of committment to the University. Richards had doubts as to the value of teaching English literature as a single degree subject, and very deep reservations about research degrees. However, a post in China, though attractive as a means of escaping these anxieties, required careful consideration. Pollard-Urquhart explained that not all universities were financially stable, but that his own, Tsing Hua, had recently become a state institution, and by virtue of its intellectual pre-eminence was now the ‘apple of the Nanking Government’s eye’. Consequently it was the only non-missionary university able to guarantee regular payment of salaries. The Richardses hesitated only briefly, and as soon as matters could be cleared in Cambridge they were preparing for departure so as to arrive in Peking for the academic year 1929–30. Their journey to China was unhurried, and began with some weeks climbing in the Alps, followed by a visit to Moscow. After only a brief stay of a few days, during which they met Eisenstein,1 the Richardses took the Siberian Express to Vladivostok, arriving on the 29th of August, and then journeyed on by boat to Japan where they stayed briefly in Kyoto before taking ship for Korea. The overland journey to China via Manchuria was rapid, and on the 16th of September they were present at the opening convocation of Tsing Hua University, which Dorothy Richards described in a letter to her mother and father:

1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 15 Aug. 1929, RCM.

Started our first day at Tsing Hua on my birthday. Got up 7 am, for we are twenty minutes from Tsing Hua which lies in a walled park of 100 acres, and we had to be by 9 o’clock at Convocation. […] The way from our gate, which is a large and handsome red building with a tiled roof full of dragons, leads out along a winding lane with a stream flowing beside it, and lovely willow trees like those on the Cambridge backs make a shade. The sun is still very hot though nights are distinctly chilly. […] Our meeting place was in a vast Hall holding 2000 but with bad acoustic properties. There we met the President, who is a politician (already we have a lot of cross-purpose stories about him and the place). He is put in by the Kuomintang and is already replacing a lot of old teachers by his own nominees. All the teachers had to sit up on the platform while the President made an emphatic and interminable speech. But first we faced the portrait of Sun Yat Sen, while an officer shouted out his will and gave the word of command, at which we all bowed solemnly three times. Then there was another order for silent prayer for three minutes. The hall was decorated with slogans and nationalist flags.1


1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 16 Sep. 1929, RCM.
Richards made a speech on understanding between scholars, and the day was brought to a close with a banquet, at which they were served ‘black eggs from the year before’, shark’s fin, chicken, fresh walnuts, freshwater shrimps, ‘stuffed crabs the size of pennies’, and, to Dorothy’s horror, black seaslugs.2

1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 16 Sep. 1929, RCM.
Teaching began three days later, Richards trying out Ogden’s newly invented Basic English on some of his language classes, though he was at this time ‘undecided about practicability for University as opposed to commercial English.’3 With other classes he lectured on ‘Aristotle, Longinus, Dante, Milton, Boileau, Dryden, Coleridge, and Arnold’, ‘finding unexpectedly much to say that seemed to have a direct bearing on Chinese current problems’.1

1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 15 Oct. 1929, RCM.
1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 20 Sep. 1929, RCM.
Their house was beautiful and they were immediately at ease:


Here we are at the moment in Paradise. We live in a Llama Temple – ‘The temple of True Consciousness’ – turned by an ex-prime minister of China into a Palace of his own. All flowers and cassia bushes and marble terraces and altars and huge bronze incense burners and hills with aged pines and birds of paradise flashing from bough to bough. Here and there stand red lacquer pavilions, and we live in one of them with grinning retainers with whom at present we converse by gesture. The fairy tale feeling is so strong that we might at any moment wake up to find ourselves in Cambridge. All the West and North horizon is hills. Ranges behind ranges going up to 8000ft and easily reached. At night interminable frantic music is beaten out in the neighbouring village, and 8000 troops in some barracks a mile away blow reveilles from 2am onwards.2


1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 29 Sep. 1929, RCM.
They began language lessons immediately and in March. Dorothy was able to write with some satisfaction that ‘my Chinese is now up to domestic needs’.3 The military presence nearby continued to be unsettling and a reminder of the troubled state of the country. Dorothy noted that the troops ‘look about 15 years old dressed in grey cotton with cloth slippers on their feet so that when they march past you only hear their heavy breathing along the dusty road’. Richards, however, was so contented that he was, after only two months, contemplating a permanent residence in China.4 He felt isolated both from the European world and his new colleagues and students, but he had already found compensating fascinations, as he explained in November to his friend Raffaello Piccoli, Professor of Italian in Cambridge, and Fellow of Magdalene:

1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 3 Mar. 1930, RCM.
1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 26 Oct. 1929, RCM.

Writing letters here feels like bombarding the moon for all the response one gets… Here life suffers from being rather too interesting. It’s rather paralysing. Students very able and incredibly charming but moving so much in another medium of thought and language from ours that they feel nearly as far off as fishes in a tank. I’m trying to get up courage enough to tackle a little Chinese. Though some of them talk and write remarkably good English, their mental habit is not ours. They think in what look like traditional figures of speech, to which context alone gives specific meaning. Their logic seems more like our poetry (without the poetry) than logic… I don’t suppose I shall be able to find out anything in this short stay.1


1 Transcribed in D. E. Richards’ diary, 30 Nov. 1929, RCM.
Nevertheless he wanted to try, and in an effort to learn something of the character and causes of this mental habit, Richards instigated a series of seminar discussions with colleagues at Yenching University. Judging from the earliest surviving trace of these meetings, a typed document headed ‘Notes Towards a Technique of Linguistic Analysis, For the Use of my Chinese Collaborators, Yenching 1929’,2 their first meetings addressed general topics. This enthusiastic start was restrained by a severe infection of the cavity of the lower jaw requiring several operations,3 but work was restarted in mid-May on a project to read Mencius.4 He asked three colleagues, A. C. Li (Li An-Che), H. T. Hwang (or Huang), and Lucius Porter, all of Yenching University, to meet for a series of more or less regular consultations. D. E. Richards’ diary records meetings on the 22nd of May, the 4th of June, and a ‘final session’ on the 8th of July,5 and the Richards Collection contains several documents bearing on these sessions. Notebook 3 records notes on extensive conversations with Lucius Porter and L. T. Huang, and numerous and detailed philological notes on some of the major terms discussed in Mencius on the Mind. Three separate documents record papers read by Richards to sessions IV, VII, and the ‘Final Occasion’ of what Richards refers to as the Yenching seminars.1 These are concerned with material relevant to Mencius, but appear to have been addressed to a group larger than his three close collaborators, and their relationship to the conversations with Li, Porter, and Hwang is unclean They must, however, have been closely associated; Richards used the papers in the writing of Mencius.2

1 Richards Collection, Box 11/Prose A, RCM.
1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 15 Mar. 1930, RCM.
1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 15 and 16 May 1930, RCM.
1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 8 July 1930, RCM.
1 Box 11/Prose A, RCM. A note on the document relating to session IV remarks that the notes for sessions I and II are in the ‘Middle Red backed notebook’, a notebook now lost.
1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 15 Apr. 1931, RCM: ‘what I’ve been doing lately has been the Yenching later lectures over again’.
Something of the character of the discussions can be inferred from remarks made late in life by Richards (the reference here to a team of four appears to be a slip):


Here was I doing my best to take part in academic activities which illustrated incomprehension – unknown, unrecognized failure of understanding and on such a scale, always hitting you. I felt I must do something. So I got together a very able team of four and I sat in more or less as secretary. I didn’t pretend to any Chinese. I could just distinguish one character from another, but I didn’t know anything. I couldn’t be sensitive to the terrific, universe-wide, reverberations. And these four people were so sensitive in their various ways, and they did their best to explain to me some of the key things. […] My informants (and I had to rely on them), although they were devout Mengtzists, or whatever you call it, were very diverse in their understanding of the Master. I came to feel that this diversity was what mattered.3


1 ‘Beginnings and Transitions’, 32.
The effect of these meetings was in fact galvanizing. When first planning his stay in Peking there is no evidence that Richards was intending any book on Chinese philosophy. The ‘Programme for after return from China’, dated 14 June 1929,4 lists four books: ‘Problems of Practical Criticism’, ‘General Linguistic Methodology’, ‘Belief, and ‘Philosophy of Rhetoric’. The first stirrings of interest appeared on the 12 March 1930 when he added another, under the heading ‘Book of summary provisional notes outlining problems. Items for a Program of Literary Studies’. There then follow four subheadings, ‘Subjectivity’, ‘Belief’, ‘Prolegomena to Comparative Studies’, and ‘Metaphor’. By the nth of July, after the seminars with Li, Hwang and Porter, this project had become, as he wrote to E. M. W. Tillyard in Cambridge, a ‘big inquiry into Chinese mentality, by means of a blend of literary criticism and psychology’.1 After a summer break Richards returned to work in October 1930, writing to T. S. Eliot on the 19th of that month:

1 Notebook 3, RCM. The plan appears to have been based on an earlier oudine dated 14 May 1928.
1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 11 July 1930, RCM.

I’m now trying hard to practise being on both sides of the mirror with Mencius. How successful it will be I don’t yet know. But certainly there are degrees in it, there are better and worse versions of Mencius to be given in English. At the least it gives me the best exercise I have ever had in multiple definition and imagining possible meanings. There is something almost like a qualitative mathematics to be worked out for these things and your suggestion that I should be ready after Harvard to apply such analytic machinery to Humanism, Romantic-Classical etc. ‘affairs’ fits in exactly with part of my program. Alas that programs so much exceed performance.

I’m realising every week that your ‘understanding = familiarity’ equation (suggested in your last letter) is not very far wrong. Mere getting used to Mencius, without knowingly developing thoughts or feelings further with regard to him, does seem to change one’s sense of the situation. On the other hand it’s not necessary to be cynical about it, since doubtless a good deal goes on unknowingly which ought to be counted in as genuine understanding. With poetry etc. I’m fairly sure that there is a spurious ‘feeling of understanding’ which is simply ‘feeling of familiarity’. But that there is also genuine understanding (i.e. response which corresponds to what it ought to correspond to, whatever that may be) I don’t doubt. So far as assent, conviction, belief-feelings, etc., come in (which, I agree with your Dante note, they needn’t), these I should say were enormously influenced by familiarity (in some contexts) and by unfamiliarity (in others), e.g. the extra violent feeling in ‘conversion’ when the sense (or a sense) of a doctrine has just struck the convertee for the first time: and contrariwise the reassuring belief-feeling reinforcement of familiar ritual.

Clearly these are topics which would bear some fruit if properly treated. I don’t know why one does other things.1


1 John Constable, ed., Selected Letters of I. A. Richards (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 58.
A few days later, on the 29th of October, Richards began work on the first chapter of the book,2 and on the 30th of November he wrote again to Eliot:

1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 29 Oct. 1930, RCM.

Mencius has gone fairly well, and though perhaps we can’t quite understand what he said, the reasons for our failure keep on bringing up interesting considerations bearing on all acts of interpretation.3


1 3 Selected Letters of I. A. Richards, 60.
Richards was now on the brink of leaving China to teach for several months in Harvard, but just before his departure in mid-January 1931 he managed to sketch the basic frame of the book, and dated the preface ‘Peking, New Year’s Eve 1930’. However, the work was far from over, indeed it was hardly begun. Once arrived in Harvard in early February Richards was kept extremely busy teaching criticism and practical criticism classes both at Radcliffe and Harvard. Recalling the occasion in 1953 he wrote that


The book was written hurriedly, in a whirl of lecturing on Ulysses and on The Possessed […] with much of the feeling one has in trying to scribble down a dream before it fades away. The intellectual currencies of the Harvard scene, not to mention Leopold Bloom and Stavrogin, were driving out those Chinese aperçus all the while.4


1 ‘Toward a Theory of Comprehending’, Speculative Instruments (University of Chicago Press: Illinois, 1955), [17–38], 17. Originally published as Toward a Theory of Translating’, in Arthur F. Wright, ed, Studies in Chinese Thought (University of Chicago Press: Chicago, 1953).
However, the book was a third done by the end of February, ‘beginning to take a form’,1 and on the 10th of April he wrote to Dorothy to say that it was all but complete, adding on the 15th that although not quite finished, ‘I’ve got most of it done and the trimmings will merely be mechanical matters of detail’.2 Negotiations had begun with Kegan Paul in London, and a contract for the book was made on the 4th of May.3

1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 21 Feb. 1931, RCM.
1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 15 Apr. 1931, RCM.
Richards had intended to spend a lengthy period in Harvard, certainly into the summer, but his stay was cut short by an accident. On the 15th of May he visited Sterling Leonard of the University of Wisconsin in Madison, and together they went sail- canoeing on Lake Mendota. The boat was overturned by a freak wave, and Richards and Leonard were left clinging to the upturned canoe in the chill water. They were unnoticed for an hour and a half and suddenly Leonard’s heart gave out. Despite Richards’ efforts to support him he sank. Still later, as the sun was setting and Richards’ own chances of survival were slipping away, a passing motor-launch spotted him. He was suffering from hypothermia and shock, and only his unusually high level of physical fitness, resulting from his mountain climbing, had saved him.4 After a week in hospital, during which he was unable to write more than a single-word telegram to his wife, ‘Undamaged’, and a month of convalescence, he returned to Asia in early July, joining Dorothy in Kyoto, where they stayed with an American friend, Miss Denton, who was teaching at Doshisha University.

1 Contract in RCM.
1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 27 May 1931, RCM. Other information in a short biography of Leonard attached to W. E. Leonard to IAR, 18 Sep. 1931, RCM.
He was not yet strong enough to work, but Mencius on the Mind was already substantially complete. However, Richards decided to send his manuscript to his colleagues in Yenching for final comments and revision before forwarding it to London. It immediately went missing. Meanwhile, in early August Richards and his wife made their way back to England via Canada, returning to Cambridge in October to discover that his book was still lost and its whereabouts unknown. Writing to Theodore Spencer in Harvard he remarked that


Mencius on the Mind I keep thinking better and better, more revolutionary, epoch making, fundamental etc., every time I think of it. I can’t check up these impressions as it seems fairly certain that it went astray between Japan and China early in July! What I have to reconstruct it from is pretty rudimentary I’m afraid.1


1 Recorded in D. E. Richards’ diary, 25 Oct. 1931, RCM.
Fortunately, the disappearance was not much longer a mystery, and Richards was able to report the ‘astonishing history’ in a letter to Miss Denton:


It seems that it did arrive at Yenching and then one of my collaborators put it in a bag to take round to the other. Then his cook, seeing the bag, tried its weight in his hand and decided that it must contain silver (alas, nothing so useful, only my heavy prose style.) So the cook decided to steal it, upped with the bag and ran off there and then. At the end of the street he stopped to force open the bag and found nothing but my papers inside. A horrible disappointment for him. But in China as you know all written paper is respected; so he simply threw the MSS up onto the top of the nearest house. There it stayed I don’t know how long until word came that some foreigner’s writing was on the roof. When he heard this my friend went and got them. And so, after a long while in which I tried to write it all again – my MSS came back home to me. […] the Cook went to prison for this and other things!2


1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 1 July 1932, RCM.
After this, matters seemed to have proceeded smoothly. In early December he told Dorothy that he had ‘gone through and passed about 1/3 of the final Mencius copy’, adding that he was pleased with the argument which he considered a ‘really solid piece of scholarly work’. Interestingly he reports that his Yenching team had failed to offer any substantial comments on this final draft, and that they had ‘passed apparently without noticing’ ‘all the daring guesses I put in’.1 Two days later the book was complete,2 and in January 1932 part of the text was published in Ogden’s journal Psyche under the title ‘Human Nature: An Early Chinese Argument’.3 Sections of the final pages of the book, the Chinese appendix, were in proof on the 29th of February 1932,4 and on the 3rd of May Richards was telling T. S. Eliot that the book would soon be issued.5

1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 11 Dec. 1931, RCM.
1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 13 Dec. 1931, RCM.
1  Psyche, 12/3 (Jan. 1932), 62–77.
1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 29 Feb. 1932, RCM.
1 5 Selected Letters of I. A. Richards, 64.
Writing in D. E. Richards’ diary for the 1st of July 1932 Richards noted that ‘So far Mencius has slipt out with distinguished inconspicuousness.’ But it was, as he went on to admit, a difficult book to place, and he was receiving ‘anguished enquiries from Editors as to who could review it’. The single review it had received by this date, that of Lowes Dickinson in the New Statesman, Richards thought ‘backhanded’.6 The anonymous review in the Times Literary Supplement in September was contemptuous, and provoked a letter in response from Richards.7 A few days later, on the 31st of October, he met Soames Jennings at dinner in Magdalene and was told that the reviewer was none other than Arthur Waley. Jennings had just been to visit the great Cambridge sinologist H. A. Giles, who had been ‘raving about Waley as an “impostor”’.8 Richards was ‘amazed’, and described the matter in a letter to a Peking friend, E. S. Bennett:

1 D. E. Richards’ diary, 1 July 1932, RCM.
1 Arthur  Waley, ‘Mencius on the Mind’, The Times Literary Supplement, 31/1598 (15 Sep. 1932), 634. Richards replied in ‘Mencius’, The Times Literary Supplement 31/1601 (6 October 1932), 711. Both are reprinted in Volume 10.
1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 31 Oct. 1932, RCM.

Waley strangely committed himself in the Times Literary Supplement to a series of corrections of the translation – without looking up the commentators or even the other translators, e.g. Lyall, Legge, Courreur. So it was easy for me to reply with a couple of dilemmas to which he hasn’t yet contrived an answer. I gather he has lost credit over it.1


1 Transcribed in D. E. Richards’ diary, 16 Nov. 1932, RCM.
While this affair might have some use as advertisement it could hardly lead to a more acute reading of what was proving to be a very puzzling book. Part of the problem was that while Mencius appeared to be about the interpretation of Chinese language and thought, Richards only employed these aspects of the study as a means of refocusing on other interests of longer standing. ‘The Sinologues here have shown marked signs of resenting trespassers’, he wrote to Lucius Porter, but then pertinently added ‘Though why they should think it their province it is hard to imagine.’2 Of the other reviews listed below only that of Jameson seems to have caught Richards’ notice,3 and it is still the only lengthy and informed commentary on the book. However, Mencius on the Mind has a confirmed reputation in comparative studies, and Edward Said has singled Richards’ discussion out as a ‘heartening’ example of a ‘genuine type of pluralism, with the combativeness of systems of definition eliminated’.4 Of its relationship to Richards’ own thought there is hardly any scholarly discussion, beyond brief general accounts such as those in Russo and W. H. N. Hotopf. The Chinese subject has warded off even capable readers, and the argument does not offer itself for easy inspection. Richards himself remarks in a later essay that the book ‘stammered away persistently’ but never made its point, and admits that he ‘doubts whether any whole was in any steady way in the mind of the sayer’. Of these remarks Hotopf writes that ‘It is a relief to be told this and hence to be absolved from one’s difficulties in making much of it.’5 This is needlessly timid. Mencius on the Mind is tentative, and difficult, but its relation to Richards’ earlier work is not beyond discernment, and when this relationship is established its views become, though still subtle, intelligible.

1 Transcribed in D. E. Richards’ diary, 26 Nov. 1932, RCM.
1 See Coleridge on Imagination, 157.
1 Edward Said, Orientalism (Penguin Books: Harmondsworth, 1991 [1978]), 254.
1 W. H. N. Hotopf, Language, Thought and Comprehension: A Case Study of the Writings of I. A. Richards (Indiana University Press: Bloomington, 1965), 64–5. Richards’ remarks are quoted from ‘Toward a Theory of Comprehending’ (see above).
In his own foreword Richards outlines four aims for his book:


	‘to call the attention of those with a taste for analysis to a fascinating field for exploration – Chinese modes of meaning’

	‘to discuss, more explicitly than is usual, the difficulties that beset every translator and every student of literature that is far removed in character from his own’

	‘to apply the considerations which this discussion [i.e. that in item 2. above] brings out towards a clarification of our contemporary methods for controlling our meanings.’

	‘to present a Chinese view of psychology which seems relevant to the vexed question of science and value’1


1  Mencius on the Mind, xii.
Of these the first two are evident in the book, and sufficiently clear in this elliptical outline description; but the third and fourth aims are hard to conceptualize as stated here, and the fourth is not even easy to recognize in the course of reading. Progress towards understanding this pair of aims depends on grasping the connections between Mencius and Richards’ earlier work. The central theme establishing this continuity is the dual language hypothesis outlined at length in The Meaning of Meaning, popularized in Principles of Literary Criticism and Science and Poetry, and touched on again in a more sophisticated way in Practical Criticism2 As it appears in the second and third of these books it may be neglected here, but the presentation in the first of them must be grasped before proceeding further through Practical Criticism to Mencius.

1 See my introduction to The Meaning of Meaning, Volume 2, for a more detailed discussion of the relation between the various versions of the emotive meaning theory in those books.
As discussed in The Meaning of Meaning the symbolic use of language is concerned with the direction, the organization, the recording, and the communication of reference, by which Ogden and Richards meant nothing less than thought. This latter point is set out in a memorable passage:


It is Thought (or, as we shall usually say, reference) which is directed and organized, and it is also Thought which is recorded and communicated. But just as we say that the gardener mows the lawn when we know that it is the lawn-mower which actually does the cutting, so, though we know that the direct relation of symbols is with thought, we also say that symbols record events and communicate facts.1


1  Meaning of Meaning, 9.
The relationships between thought and referent can be very direct, ‘as when we think about or attend to a coloured surface we see’, or they may consist of a ‘very long chain of sign-situations intervening between the act and its referent’, for example the chain when we are thinking of Napoleon would consist of ‘word – historian – contemporary record – eye-witness – referent (Napoleon)’.2 By contrast emotive utterances are intended to express an attitude, and perhaps to evoke similar attitudes in others.3 It becomes evident therefore that the distinction between emotive and symbolic is in its deepest sense a psychological distinction between thoughts and attitudes, and language is classified as either emotive or symbolic depending on whether its primary use (Ogden and Richards expect nearly all real instances to be mixed cases) is the recording, support, organization, and communication of reference (thought) or the expression or evocation of attitudes:

1  Meaning of Meaning, 11
1  Meaning of Meaning, 125.

If we say ‘The height of the Eiffel Tower is 900 feet’ we are making a statement, we are using symbols in order to record or communicate a reference, and our symbol is true or false in a strict sense and is theoretically verifiable, but if we say ‘Hurrah!’, or ‘Poetry is a spirit’, or ‘Man is a worm’, we may not be making statements, not even false statements; we are most probably using words merely to evoke certain attitudes.1


1  Meaning of Meaning, 149.
That is to say that emotive language is concerned with the ‘expression of emotions, attitudes, moods, intentions, etc’ and ‘their communication, i.e., their evocation in the listener’.2

1  Meaning of Meaning, 149.
This account is further developed as a five part analysis of the functions of language, of which I shall here list only four, the last being vaguely defined and abandoned by Richards in later treatments:


	Symbolization of reference

	The expression of attitude to listener

	The expression of attitude to referent

	The promotion of effects intended.3


1  Meaning of Meaning, 226–7.
This leads Ogden and Richards into what I have elsewhere called a combinatorial theory of language function,4 where an utterance can make use of any combination of the above functions. Pure symbolization of reference, without any interference from the other functions is a theoretical possibility, aimed at by the sciences and sometimes, perhaps, actually achieved. In most cases of normal science, we may infer, interference is likely though irrelevant. In some utterance, greetings and valedictions for example, this referential function may lapse completely. Orders and commands exhibit yet another constellation, since they must satisfy reference and purpose conditions, but can be quite void of attitude. Of the many other combinations few are distinct from one another, but some are highly salient. For example, the purely referential or would-be purely referential language of science, on the one hand, and on the other that of utterance only designed to manipulate the attitudinal state of the listener. Such poetic utterance may employ reference as a means, but as reference it is merely ancillary:

1 See Introduction to Volume 2.

In strict symbolic language the emotional effects of the words whether direct or indirect are irrelevant to their employment. In evocative language on the other hand all the means by which attitudes, moods, desires, feelings, emotions can be verbally incited in an audience are concerned.1


1  Meaning of Meaning, 235.
In Practical Criticism this view appears again under a slightly different guise, the four terms above being replaced by Sense, Tone, Feeling, and Intention. An internal rearrangment of priorities also takes place. Since ‘Tone’ in Practical Criticism is a feature which cannot lapse, and ‘Intention’ underlies all utterance and ‘operates through and satisfies itself in a combination of the other functions’,2 the reader is left with the conclusion that the concept of pure referential utterance has been banished even as a theoretical possibility. However, the most important deviation from the views of The Meaning of Meaning occurs in an appendix, and is only touched on in the course of an attempt to recast his views on the status of reference in poetry. Richards begins by noting that ‘sense’

1  Practical Criticism, 182.

as we know it in its developed form in strict prose discussion, frequently appears to lapse in poetry. Or it returns there to that vaguer kind of reference by which we speak of This or That, not as objects having the properties by which, if challenged, we might in some science define them, but as objects of a kind towards which we have certain attitudes and feelings, or objects that have this or that effect upon us. This vagueness is very frequently misunderstood in poetry. It is due to a replacement of scientific classifications by emotive classifications. We make use of external properties in place of internal properties – the effects produced by objects on us, instead of qualities inherent in the objects. But these emotive classifications are in their own way very strict and definite. Thus incoherence in the thought of poetry, though it cannot be demonstrated by the same means as incoherence in a logical exposition, can be inquired into once we have grasped the principle at work.1


1  Practical Criticism, 354.
By a quite unexpected route Richards is reintroducing reference into evocative utterance, and his conclusion to this movement is a crucial transition in his own development:


But thought governed by emotive classifications is still thought, and with words so used Function 1 (sense), though not in the most obvious way, may still be dominant.2


1  Practical Criticism, 354.
Richards was very well aware of the importance of this, and remarked on it in a letter to his wife at the time he was writing this section and that on ‘Sense and Feeling’ in the main body of Practical Criticism:


I’m on a very interesting line about feeling and sense and if I could get it worked out (and I’m fairly sure another spell will do it) I’d be very much advanced in all kinds of ways – it’s something new and an extension in a rather unexpected degree of some Meaning of Meaning work. But very much to the point for poetry.3


1 IAR to D. E. Richards, Undated (begins ‘Good news from Ward’), datable from internal evidence to after 5 July 1928, RCM.
But he makes no further attempt beyond the appendix in Practical Criticism to expand this point, and we are left uncertain as to how much of the argument of The Meaning of Meaning has been abandoned. Instead he returns to his main subject, namely the cases, normal in poetry, where the statement is merely a means to attitudinal adjustment and is discarded when certain feelings have been successfully evoked. However, the concept of a reference employing evocation as its medium was clearly too interesting to neglect for long, and it is this which Richards takes up in Mencius on the Mind. Initially, in the opening sections of Mencius, which discuss the choice of equivalents in translation of major terms in his Chinese sources, Richards remarks that we must choose between alternatives because of their varying emotive effects, and he suggests that this is probably the way Mencius himself worked:


In the case of Mencius the emotive components of the meaning probably take precedence of the sense components in ways which we would not consciously allow in our modern choices of words.1


1  Mencius on the Mind, 17.
The emotive theory being invoked here is the simplified two- term version familiar from the earlier phase of The Meaning of Meaning and from Principles, and the reader may be forgiven for seeing little more in it. We are closer to the combinatorial theory in such remarks as this, anticipated in the letter to Piccoli quoted above, when Richards observes that Mencius’ ‘method – even when his aim is severely prosaic – is frequently the method of condensed poetry’:


If we wished for a short description of the difference between Confucian philosophic method and, shall we say, Kantian, we could hardly do better than to say that the latter endeavours to use an explicit logic and the former an indicated guess.2


1  Mencius on the Mind, 7.
This is to all appearances derogatory, as if Mencius and the other Confucians were being vague and somewhat lazy, but the view Richards in fact adopts in the core passages of his book, those on pages 55–64, take up the remark that thought governed by emotive classifications is still thought. In these pages Richards notes that Mencius’ writings are ‘dominated by suasive purpose’, and are untroubled with the usual goals of logically minded dispute. There is, for example, little concern to explicate points of difference between two positions, and the opponent’s argument is not scrutinized for flaws. Generally, Richards notes, ‘the theoretic or general interest of securing intellectual adequacy is absent’.3 Such tolerance is possible because the conversants all share basic principles, the respect for age for example, and are concerned only ‘with how this respect is determined’, and ‘not at all with justifying the respect, or inquiring into the reasons for giving it.’1 This leads Richards to observe that their psychology is serving different purposes than it would in the idealized scientific form of western thought:

1  Mencius on the Mind, 55.
1  Mencius on the Mind, 55

What they are doing is not so much enquiring into the nature of man as giving an account of it which will conduce to the maintenance of these fixed, unquestionable observances.2


1  Mencius on the Mind, 56.
This leads him to a conclusion, ameliorated by a concession that the same may apply to Western psychology in some part, that Mencius’ work is devoted to the maintenance of a preexisting social and political order.


We have become accustomed to regarding myth as deriving from ritual, as an explanatory imaginative construction arising from rituals that are prior to it. Probably the psychology of Mencius should be regarded in the same way – as an explanatory apology for a system of social practices of a ritual nature whose sanction, in the sense of compulsive authority, is elsewhere than in the doctrines of the sages. These doctrines would thus be constructions – historico-sociological in the case of Confucius, psychological in the case of Mencius – designed to give intellectual support to a system whose basis is social.


Thus far we might feel that Richards has done little more than any late-nineteenth century rationalist, or any late twentieth- century theorist of ideology, would have managed when scrutinizing the religion and philosophy of a people. Mencius brings the powers of poetry to bear on the minds of his listeners through the evocative use of a whole range of terms, ‘respect, revere, obey, defer to, honour’, to generate a sanction which the principle of respect for age could not achieve in any explicit or logical way.3 At this point Richards surprises us. Admitting that such an account would seem to reduce the interest of Mencius’ work to almost nothing, viewed from a scientific psychological viewpoint, he remarks that:

1  Mencius on the Mind, 58.

But this would be taking too short a view of the matter. Even allowing great influence to the dominating social purpose, there is still room for plenty of variety in the conceptions developed in its service. […] And it is arguable that the very fixity and stability of the purpose might in time allow the conceptions which best served it to take note of facts in a manner less confused by shifting intentions and metaphysical revolutions. Also that, if we can allow for the purpose, we can read the conceptions, as representations of facts, more clearly than we could otherwise.1


1  Mencius on the Mind, 59.
This is not a pellucid view of the doctrine, but reference to Practical Criticism will assist us. Thought governed by emotive classifications is still thought, and may even have practical advantages in terms of its referential capacities, provided we know how to read it. Further, Richards notes that Mencius’ example with its openly suasive psychology reminds us that many of the conceptions of modern psychological research are ‘equally influenced by extraneous purposes of a different and an opposed nature’.2 The consequences of this are, frustratingly, never made explicit in Richards’ remarks, but it seems reasonable to conclude that the covert nature of contemporary suasion is being presented as a threat to its referentiality.

1  Mencius on the Mind, 59.
The most striking, and in some senses terrifying, conclusion which Richards reaches is the suggestion that the employment of psychology in the service of social suasion, the ideological manipulation of a people, is justifiable if the consequences are themselves desirable, as his experiences in China had led him to believe they could be. It should be remembered that he was thinking of the long-term formative influence of the Confucian tradition, not more recent developments under the Kuo Min Tang. Richards’ respect for China’s social order was profound and long lasting, but tended to transcend local historical realities. As late as 1968 he was prepared to affirm the statement, put to him in an interview, that ‘China is closer to achieving “the good life”’ than the West, citing the Chinese people’s ‘deep ingrained horror of violence’.1

1 ‘An Interview Conducted by B. A. Boucher and J. P. Russo’, in J. P. Russo, ed., I. A. Richards, Complementarities: Uncollected Essays (Harvard University Press: Cambridge, 1976), [254–69], 267.
Having reminded us once more that Mencius was unconcerned with ‘systematic observation and prediction’, but only with the ‘enforcement of a schema of conduct’ he goes on to recommend that we contemplate the possibility of such a method ourselves:


It may well be that a purely scientific psychology could give us no self-control or power of influencing others except in such indirect ways as are exemplified by the administration of drugs or the use of exercises. If so, we should be forced probably to supplement scientific psychology with a fictional account of human nature in the interests of a finely ordered society and of reasonably unwasteful living. There may thus be another advantage in studying, if only as a set of fictions, the scheme of conceptions which has given both a fine and a very widely diffused civilization to the Chinese people.2


1  Mencius, 64.
This is of course straightforwardly recognizable as related to parts of the argument of Principles of Literary Criticism, and of Science and Poetry. Namely, that scientific knowledge may at present be too much for the mind to bear, and that science’s emotional deficiencies must be supplied by poetry. However, the variations from this earlier view are very significant. While Science and Poetry had seemed to hold out the possibility that some future science might be so complete and developed that emotional satisfaction could be derived from it, Richards here, more pessimistically and conventionally, sees it as being inherently limited to mechanistic manipulation. (It should be noted as a possible source of influence at this point that whilst in Harvard, writing up Mencius, Richards visited the psychological laboratories there, becoming acquainted with the great theorist of learning B. F. Skinner, whose views on the power of psychological science for social control were strong and likely to alarm a liberal of Richards’ generation.1 Richards also met Gordon Allport,2 and others with whom he discussed Mencius3) In addition we may detect a shift of attention away from the psychological benefit for the individual to that of the whole population, an emphasis which was in fact already becoming apparent in Practical Criticism4 Moreover, the ‘poetic’ use of language that is being commended – the fictional account of human nature – is not simply the type in which reference is employed only as a means to attitudinal adjustment which produces equilibria of impulses with no consequent action, that is poetry, but a suasive type, one in which reference may actually be handled via evocative categories. Put still more simply and in terms of a Confucian doctrine we know Richards had already invoked in relation to his aesthetic views, the calm of the aesthetic state must be supplemented by judicious use of harmonies of impulses to bring about concerted action towards desirable ends, ends which, as in the case of Chinese civilization, are self-evidently valuable. This is the obscure fourth aim of the book, in which Richards proves to be making a fundamentally political recommendation. In his earlier writings he had suggested that science was insufficient to support personal emotional life, and must be supplemented by poetic manipulation of our impulses to form equilibria. He now suggests that science is insufficient as a basis for politics and morals, a point he illustrates by suggesting that the exercise of private and public virtue did not depend on and might be impaired by self-awareness. Suasive techniques were to be recognized as beneficial in maintaining a social consensus. Worries as to where this consensus would originate and how a bad consensus might be criticized are to some extent deflected by raising the possibility that a discussion governed by evocative categories might have its own referential value. Richards then immediately follows his plea for moral government through a ‘fictional account of human nature’ with a chapter discussing Mencius’ view of the mind, so that the reader may decide for himself whether reference has here survived.

1 Skinner sent Richards a copy of his early paper, ‘The Concept of the Reflex in the Description of Behavior’, The Journal of General Psychology 5/4 (Oct. 1931), 427–58, but there is nothing in this which explicitly describes social control, and the impact on Richards, if any, would be conversational and of a general kind.
1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 21 Feb. 1931, RCM.
1 IAR to D. E. Richards, 28 Feb. 1931, RCM.
1 The terms used in Mencius on the Mind, ‘fine and a very widely diffused’, echo those in Practical Criticism, 314: ‘high and diffused civilization’.
Overall this was an extraordinary position, and one which may be regarded as much more dramatic a departure from earlier views than the relegation of science in Coleridge on Imagination.1 As a program, and in the further reduced form outlined above, it might seem strikingly irresponsible. After all it is one thing to call for a supplementation of science by a judicious fiction, but it is quite another to deliver the means of evaluating such fictions, and of integrating them with scientific thought. But Richards does attempt, both in Mencius and in his later writings such as Interpretation in Teaching, to provide the means for such a discriminative use of language. In Mencius the attempt will be found in the final chapter, ‘A Technique for Comparative Studies’. The presentation is complex, but the salient features are simple enough for summary without gross distortion. Richards returns to the multiple functions of language first outlined in The Meaning of Meaning and further worked over in Practical Criticism. As in this latter work he reduces the functions to four, but he finds a new set of names, and he re-orders them in accordance with the position outlined in the earlier parts of his study of Mencius. Literary meanings are said to be comprised of:

1 See Introduction to Volume 6.

	Intention or purpose

	Feeling, or attitude towards what is being spoken about

	Tone, or attitude to those spoken to

	Sense, or reference to what is being spoken about.1


1  Mencius on the Mind, 88.
Intention here comes first since he now regards all thought as purposive,2 a position he had first indicated in Practical Criticism. Reference is reduced in importance, as an antidote to our prevalent belief that it is the main and most important language function. Indeed, it is this growth in our respect which most threatens us. Suasive and fictionally oriented text requires careful reading, but the growth of science has made us careless in this regard, and while we may sometimes fail to recognize good suasion for what it is, rejecting it as bad reasoning,3 we are as likely to make the parallel mistake of thinking that good suasion is good reasoning. To guard against these errors, and to improve our ability to distinguish between better and worse suasive uses, Richards proposes that readers be trained in ‘Multiple Definition’, which he describes as ‘accompanying any definition or distinction we make use of with a set of rival definitions in the background of our mind’:

1  Mencius on the Mind, 91.
1  Mencius on the Mind, 89.

Only so can we protect ourselves from the coercive suggestion of any one interpretation which seems for the moment to fit.4


1  Mencius on the Mind, 90.
The procedure is made explicit in the multiple definitions that Richards gives of what he terms the ‘senses’ (referential uses) and the ‘gestures’ (the emotive meanings, 1–3 listed above)5 of the four terms, ‘beautiful’, ‘knowledge’, ‘truth’, and ‘order’.6 As he notes, the seeming complication promises a great reduction in eventual labour, since the ‘“indefinable” peculiarities of a sense can be resolved into features of its range of gestures’.1 This final chapter constitutes the most detailed re-articulation of the dual language hypothesis in Richards’ work after The Meaning of Meaning, and though it surrenders some of the clarity of the earlier presentation, and may be thought to abandon science when it is most needed, it has merits, particularly the understanding that the recognition of intention may be primary in communication. As a chapter in the history of Richards’ thought it is crucial, being the first occasion in his writings subsequent to The Foundations of Aesthetics on which he attempts to deal with the distinction between harmonies and equilibria of impulses, and it is complementary to Coleridge on Imagination, which takes up the distinction again in a purely literary context, with the focus on equilibria. Mencius on the Mind is an attempt to discuss harmonies in a socio-political connection, and the result is a programme which recommends an enlightened ideological manipulation, a self-manipulation in the public interest, with the entire system being regulated by the private discrimination of every individual as a reader. This is a very striking, indeed a bizarre suggestion, but one which will be found repeatedly, though in progressively less and less clearly articulated forms, in Richards’ later writings.

1  Mencius on the Mind, 99.
1  Mencius on the Mind, 100ff.
1  Mencius on the Mind, 99.
Two objections immediately suggest themselves. Firstly, that such a politics is unlikely to be stable, and that the history of the decade following the publication of Mencius shows that the consensa which suasion were to support might so easily be wrong (Richards himself acknowledges this in Coleridge on Imagination2). Secondly, and more trenchantly, it might be said that Richards’ recommendation is redundant, since this mixture of science and suasive morals is in fact the normal state of our politics.

1 2 Coleridge on Imagination,170.
In neither case does mere literary education seem likely to be a sufficient remedy or guide, and just as one possible conclusion to a reading of Richards’ various apologies for poetry is that after all such a defense is impossible and unjustifiable, so after Mencius on the Mind we might feel that what is required is not less but more science.


Note on the Text

Mencius on the Mind was published in June 1932 by Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co. in London, and an American edition, composed of imported sheets, was issued by Harcourt, Brace and Co. of New York.

The text reprinted here is that of the First Edition of 1932. No subsequent reprint was revised.

To facilitate the tracing of references the page numbers of the First Edition have been supplied in the margin. All internal cross-references, including those of the index but excluding those in the contents chapter listings, are to these original page numbers.

Some errors in the transliteration and the printing of the Chinese have been corrected from information supplied to me by Ming Xie, Assistant Professor in the Department of English, University of Toronto. These changes are as follows:

On page 96 of the main text (original pagination) cheng has been corrected to ch‘eng.

In the Appendix numerous errors have been corrected, as listed in the following table, where ‘page’ refers to the pagination of the Appendix, ‘line’ refers to the three-tiered line (each consisting of a Chinese-character line, a Wade-Giles transliteration line, and a line of English equivalents), and ‘character’ to the Chinese character, counted from the left.
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MENCIUS ON THE MIND


To my Collaborators 

L. T. Hwang

Lucius Porter

A. C. Li


‘This were a wonder thing’, quod Troilus, 

‘Thou coudest never in love thy-selven wisse;

How devel maystow bringen me to blisse?’


‘Ye, Troilus, now herke’, quod Pandare,

‘Though I be nyce; it happe ofte so,

That oon that exces doth fill yvele fare

By good counseyl can kepe his freend ther-fro.

I have my-self eek seyn a blind man go

Ther-as he fel that coude loke wide

A fool may eek a wys man ofte gyde.


A whetston is no kerving instrument,

And yet it maketh sharpe kerving-tolis.

And ther thow woost that I have ought miswent

Eschewe thou that, for swiche thing to thee scole is;

Thus ofte wyse men ben war by folis.

If thou do so, thy wit is wel biwared;

By his contrarie is every thing declared.’

Troilus and Criseyde, Book 1


[image: ]
Mencius, 372–289 BC, a descendant of one of the noble families of Lu, is second only to Confucius in reputation and authority as a moralist and philosopher. The record of his teachings and his conversations with princes who sought his counsel, or disciples who gathered around him for instruction, forms the fourth of the Four Books; and upon the principles they inculcate, a great portion of the orthodoxy of China in matters relating to ethics and social order is directly founded. Few details of his personal history have been preserved, but a tradition records that having been left an orphan in childhood by the death of his father, he was educated with tender but wise solicitude by his mother. In later years he studied, it is said, under disciples of the renowned Tzu Ssu (K‘ung chi), the grandson of Confucius, becoming thus a direct inheritor of the Confucian doctrines. The record of his teachings was first made the subject of profound study and elaborate commentary in the second century ad by the scholar Chao Ch‘i, who gave him the honorific epithet Sage Second, and this has since remained as the philosopher’s distinctive title. In ad 1083 the Emperor Sung Chen Tsung conferred upon him the retrospective honour of elevation to the rank of Duke of Cheng (鄭國公)’, and he was classed among the most honoured of the disciples of Confucius. His reputation gained fresh lustre from the disquisitions of the schoolmen of this period, and in ad 1330 an imperial decree invested him with the additional title of 亞聖公 (Ya Sheng Kung). The Sage’s tomb is still reverently guarded near the city of Tsou Hsien in Shantung. 




FOREWORD 

The pages which follow are the outcome of a three months’ discussion with a group of friends at Peking. To Professor L. T. Hwang, Dr Lucius Porter, and Mr Li An-Che of Yenching University I owe the literal translation in the Appendix and any understanding of it at which I have arrived. It is, however, only fair to insist in as prominent a place as possible that my friends and teachers in Peking are in no way responsible for any absurdities which appear in my commentary. I have allowed myself to be tempted by many conjectures arising since I left their company and control, and when these conjectures are foolish and such as an elementary scholarship in Chinese would prevent, the explanation is in my ignorance. I have taken the risk of writing in spite of this, chiefly to call attention to the need for another work on the same subject by some competent person; and partly too because some of the problems I raise are not so likely to occur with the same sharpness to a trained and hardened scholar in Chinese. If these problems are, as I believe, important, the detail of my commentary may be a tissue of misconceptions and yet the trouble I share with my readers will be justified. For my aim is less to elucidate Mencius — which would be a task for another lifetime — than to bring into greater prominence an extremely puzzling set of linguistic situations. As I hope to show, these linguistic situations have an interest that spreads beyond the field of English-Chinese translations. A theory which could handle them would have direct bearing upon the whole range of our language purposes, from the practice of the most elementary education up to the most abstruse enterprises of comparative criticism and philosophy. But before that theory can come the problems must be teased out and stated. And for this attempt a text as remote in method and content as possible from our own contemporary modes seemed the most hopeful as a subject for experiment. 

My aim has been, first, to call the attention of those with a taste for analysis to a fascinating field for exploration – Chinese modes of meaning – perhaps, for the future of humanity as a whole, the field which most needs, at this juncture, a concentration of enlightened talent upon it. Secondly, to discuss more explicitly than is usual, the difficulties that beset every translator and every student of any literature that is far removed in character from his own. Thirdly, to apply the considerations which this discussion brings out towards a clarification of our contemporary methods of controlling our meanings. And, fourthly, to present a Chinese view of psychology which seems relevant to the vexed question of science and value.

There are, those both in China and in the West, who ask ‘What, after all, is there in these old Chinese thinkers that has any relevance to the modern world?’ Even Dr Hu Shih, who first, I think, pointed out the interest of this psychological material in Mencius, has been reported as saying that Chinese Philosophy has nothing to contribute to modern thought, and that it has merely a historical interest. Probably he meant that the results of ancient Chinese thinking, considered apart from its conditions, cannot be integrated into modern thinking. It would be absurd to suppose him to mean that study of ancient ways of thinking could in no way benefit modern thought. Such an opinion would, it seems to me, imply a complete misconception of the main use of philosophy, which is, I suggest, in giving us the opportunity of considering modes of meaning carried to their revealing limits. In much academic study we fall easily into too simple an attitude to philosophers. We tend to look to them for positively useful conclusions or positively useful methods. We forget that there are philosophers who are great and permanent objects of regard because of the mistakes they made. So the value of comparative studies does not lie necessarily in the views we may obtain as to what Mencius, for example, taught, so much as in the information about thinking which we may extract by comparison between him and others. 

With regard to the contemporary Chinese intellectual situation, it is permissible, I believe, to be more specific. Chinese thought is now taking over and absorbing the whole developed Western logical technique; and it will do so more perfectly and in a more balanced way, and make fewer avoidable mistakes, if it does not turn its back upon ancient Chinese thinking relegating it to a position of historical interest. It will do better, I believe, to make as conscious and deliberate a comparison as possible between the purposes (and resultant limitations) of ancient thinking and the purposes (and resultant limitations) of Western logic.

The following pages are merely an aperçu of some of the possibilities of such comparisons. And I have not tried too conscientiously to reconcile and systematize different movements of these speculations. It would only have been worth the trouble if I had been fanciful enough to suppose that my remarks had more than a temporary and provisional significance. 

As to the effects of an increased knowledge of Chinese thought on the West, it is interesting to notice that a writer so unlikely to be thought either ignorant or careless as M. Etienne Gilson can yet, in the English preface of his The Philosophy of St Thomas Aquinas, speak of Thomistic Philosophy as ‘accepting and gathering up the whole of human tradition’. This is how we all think, to us the Western world is still the World; but an impartial observer would perhaps say that such provincialism is dangerous. And we are not yet so happy in the West that we can be sure that we are not suffering from its effects.

Some remarks upon the general plan of the book may be helpful to the reader. Chapter One is a commentary upon what have seemed to me the major difficulties in arriving at a provisional English text for the passages of psychology to be found in the Appendix. There will be occasion to insist upon the necessity of taking the whole tenor of the work as a guide in interpreting each portion, however small; and upon the folly of fixing meanings for scraps in isolation from the rest. But before we can conjecture as to the tenor of the whole we must provisionally survey the possibilities of meaning of the parts. Thus interpretation, in such a case as this, must be cyclical.

Chapter One then will be a preliminary analysis of the worst separable difficulties, taking them of necessity in partial isolation and seriatim – the paragraphs of exposition being numbered in accordance with the pages of the text in the Appendix. We shall thus have before us some of the materials at least from which to proceed to a general imaginative reconstruction of the whole discourse.

This in turn will compel us to examine more general questions as to the type of literature to which these pages of Mencius belong and the purposes animating them. These questions occupy Chapter Two. 

In Chapter Three I shall sketch and discuss the view of the mind which thus conjecturally emerges. This view will pretend to be Mencius’ view; but cannot from the conditions of its development be really very like his. If, like a cartographer’s projection, it makes to some degree imaginable what is invisible and indelineable, it will be justified, pending the advent of better psycho-geometrical methods. For Mencius’ view, historically and in its influence upon humanity, ranks with the most important constructions of ‘the shaping spirit of imagination’.

In Chapter Four I shall attempt – with the evident defects of the earlier chapters before us – a discussion of some general problems of the technique of comparative studies and of the desiderata (in addition to that obvious one, adequate scholarship) for a scientific examination of Chinese and other very alien cultures in the light of modern theories of meaning. The equally important converse problem – How may Western thought, feeling, and endeavour be made more accessible to Chinese students? – must be borne in mind also. With their still-living background, of myth, custom, cult, and ritual to draw upon they can help us in comparative studies even more than we can help them. I recall with deep appreciation the tender care and critical solicitude with which my own three collaborators guided my first steps into their subject.

I.A. R.

Peking, New Year’s Eve, 1930.


‘In all Discourse and Intercourse of Mankind’, says Jeremy Taylor, ‘by Words we must agree concerning each others Meaning’: and how is this possible unless we first determine, each of us, what he himself means by them? And how, again, is this to be expected where the Individual has never been taught or accustomed to put the question at all? Or, worse still, (tho’ one of the most common and approved Recipes for self-delusion in modern times!) to find out the explanation in an English Dictionary, i.e. one or more other words – a scheme of conveying the meaning of each term, that might perhaps have answered at the Tower of Babel during the interval between the confusion of Tongues and the Dispersion of the Speakers; but which in any cultivated Language can answer no other end but that of passing off dim, vague or confused [Here the MS breaks off.] 

Coleridge, ‘Outline of a History of the Art of Reasoning’






Chapter One SOME PROBLEMS OF TRANSLATION 
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This is not strange, Ulysses!

The beauty that is borne here in the face

The bearer knows not, but commends itself

To other’s eyes: nor doth the eye itself

That most pure spirit of sense – behold itself,

Not going from itself: but eye to eye oppos’d Salutes each other with each other’s form;

For speculation turns not to itself

Till it hath travell’d and is mirror’d there

Where it may see itself This is not strange at all!

Troilus and Cressida


 1. To a mind formed by modern Western training the interpretation of the Chinese Classics seems often an adventure among possibilities of thought and feeling rather than an encounter with facts. Perhaps this should be so at present with all ancient or foreign utterances. Perhaps we are only forced here to recognize an unescapable situation more frankly. However this may be, our first passage1 plunges us abruptly into the wild abyss of conjecture through which we have, in this undertaking, to make our way.

1 The numbering of the sections in this chapter corresponds to that of the pages in the Appendix; and the reader will be well advised to glance through the Appendix as a whole and then consider each page in turn before taking up the parallel section of this introductory commentary.
The following scheme of possibilities for our first two lines one of the few methodological observations to be found in Mencius – indicates some of the readings which can, without undue straining, be given to them. 

[image: ]
(If we only knew why we did treat it thus conventionally we should derive profit – understand the universe.)

Doubtless a more developed scholarship would be able to strike out some of these readings as inadmissible. But there is little doubt that it would be able to add others in their places. Even should the reading ‘cause’ – which stands in the text of the Appendix as perhaps the most plausible among them, being Moh Tih’s use1 of the, term Ku – alone remain, we ought not to think that we have really made the passage unambiguous. 

1 Moh Tih (c. 500–20 bc), one of the greatest of the early opponents of Confucianism, in addition to teaching pacifism and universal love, founded ‘the only school of Chinese thought which has developed a scientific logic’. See Hu Shih, The Development of the Logical Method in Ancient China, Part III, Book II.
Apart from sophisticated philosophical uncertainty as to the meaning of ‘cause’, the word suffers from plenty of simpler sources of confusion. As Piaget well remarks, ‘There are as many types of causality as there are types or degrees of becoming aware of it. When the child first becomes conscious of the relation, this realization, just because it depends upon the needs and interests of the moment, is capable of assuming a number of different types, animistic causality, artificialistic, finalistic, mechanistic (by contact), or dynamic (force), etc. The list of types can never be considered complete.’1

1  The Language and Thought of the Child, p. 230.
In attempting to choose one reading rather than another a very important consideration is soon forced upon us. As we shall see, Chinese thinking often gives no attention to distinctions which for Western minds are so traditional and so firmly established in thought and language, that we neither question them nor even become aware of them as distinctions. We receive and use them as though they belonged unconditionally to the constitution of things (or of thought). We forget that these distinctions have been made and maintained as part of one tradition of thinking; and that another tradition of thinking might neither find use for them nor (being committed to other courses) be able to admit them. And an analysis into separate alternative readings, such as the above, is likely (in a measure which we have no means at present of estimating) to misrepresent the original meaning, which may not correspond to any one of them but be nearer to a blend of several. But this blending metaphor will mislead, if we are dealing here with a meaning which includes, or treats as one, ingredients which for us may be distinct and separate, but were never analysed and then put together by the Chinese. And we should be rash to suppose that any blend we can achieve by abstraction and synthesis will really reproduce a thought which was not arrived at by these processes. We can come nearer to it perhaps by reversing our mental activity and going back from our defined and articulate abstractions to concrete imagining. This may, perhaps, be the very advice that Mencius is giving here to the wise ones. Not to work away arbitrarily at the problem of Nature (human and general), but to submit the mind to the fact so that the knowledge which it is in the mind’s nature to have of itself (and the rest of Nature) may develop without interference. But the instance he gives of the success which the almanackmakers can attain tells against such an interpretation. 

This ore-like character of Chinese thought including, together without distinction, elements we only have a use for when we have separated them – elements we can take together only as a result of high abstraction and with conscious philosophic daring –is illustrated in this passage both by Hsing (Nature) and Ku (Cause), and also in the structure of the sentences. Hsing stands both for Human Nature – the subject enquired about in most of these passages from Mencius – and for Nature in general. It is useful to have here at the beginning such a striking instance of the identification (or, better, non-separation) of the two. The point will need further discussion, but we must from the outset realize that psychology and physics are not two separated studies for early Chinese thought (or for later); and that, however metaphysically abhorrent it may be to us, the mind and its objects are not set over against one another for Mencius, or (I understand) for any of his fellows. 

This non-separation of human and external Nature – elaborated in Sung times, by Chucius (Chu Hsi), with Buddhistic speculations that seem to verge towards an idealism – may be connected with the fact that (except for Moh Tih and his followers) there seems to have been no problem of knowledge for Chinese thought. This absence of one of our prime Western problems may be an effect or a cause of the Hsing situation, or both may depend upon a deeper difference. The problems which for any one tradition are obtrusive – especially the more insoluble of them, and thus, it may seem, the more ‘important’ – may often have arisen as a result of accident, grammatical or social. It is not certain, in spite of our historic preoccupation with the theory of knowledge, that the philosophical treatment of it has really, as yet, much advanced the development of science, for example; or that it is really as inevitable a problem as to us it seems. Its absence in what follows makes Mencius’ views on the mind the more interesting as a subject for comparative study.

Ku – with its senses of cause, reason, hold to, conviction, accepted of old, established, fact, datum, phenomenon – seems to stand for an idea which is none of these but out of which they may be developed through elaborated distinctions. Such a word as ‘because’ in ordinary unreflective English has a somewhat similar width and vagueness of reference. Or ‘grounds’, if we let its metaphor come to life, may give us something like its undifferentiated seeming-simplicity. 

But these two uncertain words by no means account for all the ambiguity of the passage. In the West we are so accustomed to explicit sentence forms that we expect this kind of vagueness only at certain specific points in discourse – at words which are recognized to be indefinite in meaning. We are ready for a good deal of vagueness there. But a sentence shocks us whose whole structure has the same kind of indefiniteness. It appears to be a mystification on a much grander scale. Here, over and above all uncertainty as to the meaning of the terms, a major uncertainty as to the form and intention of the sentence has to be reckoned with. Is Mencius enunciating his own view of Hsing? Commenting upon the popular view? Correcting it, accepting it under qualification, or contrasting it with that of the gentleman? (Cf. p. 40.)1 Is he perhaps remarking that the common view over-simplifies the cause of conduct fatalistically; or that it takes what we should call a hypothesis for a fact, or the other way about; or that it does not go behind Hsing to look for reasons; or that it is merely conventional; or that it does not recognize that it is merely a useful convention? These and other similar questions are not to be settled by inspection of the syntax of the passage. They are to be settled, if at all, only by the influence on our interpretation of other passages – many of them almost equally indefinite by themselves. The symbol situation thus presented has a special interest. It is the extreme case which shows us – better than the average case – how interpretation of all language which is not strictly governed by an explicit logic proceeds. And more of our language than we suppose is of this kind. Perhaps apart from the language of mathematics we have none that is not. Certainly poetry uses this method – the indirectly controlled guess – for most of its purposes; and when poetry is highly condensed as, for example, it often is in Shakespeare and in much modern writing, the degree of implicitness may be as high as in any passage of Mencius. Compare Macbeth (I, vii): 

1 All such references are to the pages of the Chinese text in the Appendix.

But here, upon this bank or shoal of time,

We’d jump the life to come.…


Vaulting ambition which o’er leaps itself

And falls on the other.


The parallel with such poetry is, I think, illuminating here, and we must often be doubtful whether Mencius (still more Confucius at times, and Tzu Ssu, the author of the Chung Yung) should not primarily be regarded as a poet. His aims seem often to be those of poetry rather than of prose philosophy. Be this as it may, his method – even when his aim is severely prosaic – is frequently the method of condensed poetry. If we wished for a short description of the difference between Confucian philosophic method and, shall we say, Kantian, we could hardly do better than to say that the latter endeavours to use an explicit logic and the former an indicated guess.

It may be relevant also to note that in the traditional reading of the text, even for the purposes of exposition, scholars of the old school give it a very pronounced roll amounting almost to a chant. This, and the fact that from early times until yesterday it has been learnt by heart before any attempt to understand is made, should be borne in mind. Psychologically the consequences of this last may go to the roots. 

For this learning-by-heart gave the text a general meaning and sanction based on the duration of its familiarity. Moreover, the text became for all scholars a common schema with reference to which the gestures of mutual understanding could be performed.

Another comparison may help to make this indefinite use of language seem less wanton or jejune, and more interesting. Such a list of alternative readings as the above bears at points a resemblance to the successive attempts that a speaker will sometimes make to convey a thought which does not fit any ready formulation. He may intimate as he switches (with an ‘or rather’ or a ‘perhaps I ought to say’) over from one statement to another, that he is ‘developing his thought. Those with a taste for clear, precise views (itself a result of special training) will accuse him of not knowing what he wants to say, or of having really no thought yet to utter. But there is another possibility – that a thought is present whose structure and content are not suited to available formulations, that these successive, perhaps incompatible, statements partly represent, partly misrepresent, an idea independent of them which none the less has its own order and coherent reference.

This is not a possibility to be conceded too freely since mere muddle-mindedness is probably much commoner than genuine inexpressible thought. But often with Mencius the successive translations that come up – some not ‘making sense’, some irreconcilable, none seeming adequate – do seem to indicate that his terse utterances shroud and figure forth such ideas. Though they have passed in one interpretation or another into the fabric of Chinese mentality to a degree which has perhaps no parallel in the West, they remain, some of them, highly mysterious, even to the best equipped Chinese scholars. So our problem is not merely one of translation, but of interpretation and understanding. It is well to remember this fact, that we often are not dealing with expressions whose meaning, to good Chinese scholars, can be said to be either settled or clear. It adds a spice of the excitement of discovery to what might seem to be a mere struggle with a linguistic disaccord. 

The attempt to express ancient Chinese thinking with English as an instrument would be worth making if it did no more than demonstrate the disaccord between the two methods of thought and language. It has, however, a practical urgency as well as a theoretic interest. The number of persons equipped today with a purely Chinese scholarship is rapidly diminishing. Before long there will be nobody studying Mencius into whose mind philosophical and other ideas and methods of modern Western origin have not made their way. Western notions are penetrating steadily into Chinese, and the Chinese scholar of the near future will not be intellectually much nearer Mencius than any Western pupil of Aristotle and Kant. Unless the thinking which has been fundamental to historic China can somehow be explained in Western terms it seems inevitably doomed to oblivion. In a sense, of course, it is lost already, together with all the thought of the past. No one will again think the thoughts of Mencius. Contemporary mentality comes like a distorting medium between. But we can at least try to investigate the laws of refraction of this medium with the hope of introducing some corrections and with a better hope of discovering something further about our own contemporary mentality, its characteristic forms and limits. 

Similar distortions have, of course, been introduced at many points in Chinese history. Perhaps in Han times the official doctrines of Mencius were already far removed from his own. Certainly with the Sung School the influence of Buddhist metaphysics and the passion for system of the Sung schoolmen made a new thing of them. But the changes occurring now go deeper and spread wider, and Chinese studies in the future, even for the Chinese, have a new practical problem to face that of devising a technique which will take deliberate account of these new differences in the medium through which the enquirer himself must approach.

 2. Reciprocally the attempt to think one’s way into these passages with notions and forms of thought of Western origin puts a peculiar strain upon our awareness of what we are doing with English, both here and in our everyday uses. For example, a novice like the writer is likely to be very soon struck by the occurrence, in different contexts, of characters like 爲， wei with, it appears, totally distinct functions in each case.


	On p. 1 l. 3 it is rendered as ‘as’.

	On p. 1 l. 4 it is rendered as ‘due to’.

	On p. 2 l. 3 it is rendered as ‘be do’.

	On p. 2 ll. 7, 8, and 9 it is rendered as ‘as’.


The last of these renderings is plain enough, but the other three seem each open to considerable variation.


	‘For’ with a purposive sense might take the place of the mere ‘as’ 

	All the ambiguities of ‘because’ come in. ‘My’, or ‘the reason of my dislike of their meticulousness’ or ‘The cause of their mistaken way of proceeding is their meticulousness’.

	Raises a still more troublesome question: Is Hsing regarded as something which in itself can be good and bad; or as an agent producing good and evil? Unless this point is settled, it may seem that serious discussion is balked at the very start. Yet this difficulty, so paralysing to a Western logic aiming at precise analysis, does not (so far as I have been able to discover) trouble either Mencius and his disciples or even later Chinese commentators.1 This indifference, in the text, between two such different meanings is a cardinal point for our general estimate of the kind of thought Mencius represents, and should be noted as a warning against any interpretations which give his utterances a precision that his purposes did not require.


1 I must make clear here that my competence to speak upon such points as this is infinitesimal. It would be embarrassing and waste too much space to put in this footnote at all the points where it is needed; so this must serve for all readers who are at my stage or an earlier stage of Chinese studies. The more advanced will see for themselves only too clearly where I am. My excuse for writing at all on the subject is that I may be able to help them to see where, as regards certain logical points, they are.
We have therefore to suspend some of our most valued distinctions if we are to read Mencius with any hope of success. We have to submit our minds to him in a fashion very difficult to reconcile with a clear understanding of what we are doing. We have especially to struggle with the temptation to take words (or characters) as fixable independent units of the discourse. For this writing (as all writing, only more so) goes by phrases and the force of a single character is more dependent upon the rest of the phrase, and the general context, than is usual in Western languages. Hence in part the mystery, which so much perplexes the novice, as to how good Chinese scholars decide just which senses are or are not admissible. One gets the impression that an unwritten and unelucidatable tradition accompanies and directs their interpretations. It is as though the text were only a bare fragmentary notation – to be supplemented out of a store of, unrecorded knowledge – much as a music score may receive a special interpretation handed down in and through a school. And there is the further difficulty that this tradition is by no means uniform even for the best trained scholars. 

Much of this applies, of course, though with less force, to our own use of Western languages, and it is by recognizing and analysing these esoteric determinants of meanings in our own speech that we can best approach the Chinese. We can at least be certain that, whether or no we arrive at a partial comprehension of Mencius, we shall in the attempt be examining our own language and our own thought under an unusually searching light.

The names cited in this passage are those of early mythological heroes and tyrants or criminals.

 3. The first crux here concerns nothing less than Mencius’ statement or definition of the sense in which Hsing is good, the central point of his whole teaching. It is, indeed, an interesting fact that such a pivotal doctrine should have just such ambiguities.

The statement (VI–I–6–5) can be read:


	If we are speaking of Hsing s (man’s) feelings, then it can be considered as good (then one can therewith do/be good).1

	If we are speaking of Hsing s propensities (i.e. the ‘beginnings’; II–I–6–5, p. 14), then it can be good. 

	If we are referring to Hsing s feelings/propensities then it is possible to do/be good

	If we take feeling only, then the above illustrations are all right.

	If it (Hsing) is in accordance with its feelings/propensities then it can be/do good.


1 Editorial Note: The forward slash, /, here replaces the curled braces which the first edition uses to indicate that these are alternatives.
Such a list by no means exhausts the possibilities; nor does it adequately indicate the ambiguities of the utterance. For the subtleties of Chi‘ng, 爲 have not yet been considered. ‘Feeling’ in English is, of course, a baffling enough word, but Ch‘ing has in addition two other ranges of meaning. A judge in a law court may ask for the ch‘ing – chat is, the circumstances, or facts, which it is his business to take note of, in opposition to his other task of applying the law. Furthermore, ch‘ing seems to possess some, if not all, of the range of meanings of ‘proper’ (i.e. ‘as such’, or ‘considered in itself’, ‘in accordance with its own constitution’, ‘as it should be’, etc.).

Thus, apart from startling syntactic alternatives, we have great uncertainty as to the main items in the condition Mencius imposes on the goodness of Hsing. A particularly unfortunate doubt in view of the interest of the relation of Ch‘ing to Hsing in psychology (of the feelings, propensities, or initial stirrings to Human Nature as a whole). The descriptive passages which now begin go, however, some way towards clearing up this doubt.

The hyphens and arrows in the text will, I hope, indicate both the fashion in which groups of characters in Chinese stand for units of meaning which should be taken together and for the order in which these units are built up. Thus ‘Pity-sympathy of←mind’ = ‘the mind of pity and sympathy’ or ‘the feeling of commiseration’ Similarly with the other three universal component impulses that introduce us in this passage to the four great virtues. Jen (Love or Benevolence), Yi (Righteousness, the Right), Li (Good Form or Propriety), and Chih (Wisdom). 

 4. The internal origin of these virtues is an essential of Mencius’ doctrine – more important in its effects than perhaps even the goodness of man’s nature, which depends upon it. The force of the characters rendered ‘melted into’ (line 4) can be brought out further by considering that it includes both the sense of fusion and moulding as well as that of ‘influence’. ‘Not think only’ asserts that we would recognize this if we reflected sufficiently. Men differ to every degree, however, in their ability to make the most of these inborn possessions.

 5. The passage from the Odes is unusually cryptic even for these extremely early utterances. Confucius seems to interpret the rule or order as being in the stuff or substance with which all men are endowed – necessarily within it. Whether ‘inheritance’ should include the notion of descent as well as innate possession is doubtful.

 6. A problem of frequent occurrence, but of minor importance for interpreting the Chinese, arises in the second line here. We can use either the verb ‘to be’ or the verb ‘to have’ with much the same effect. One of the subjects which a stricter study of Chinese syntax might lead into is the effect in Western thinking of this duplication of the auxiliary verbs. Would the problem of Being, for example, with all the intricacies of the multiple uses of ‘is’ – as copula, assertion, instrument for identification, affirmations of existence, subsistence, etc. – have grown upon us without it? And has this problem been useful to us or might we have avoided it without loss? Possibly the rudimentary development of Logic in Chinese philosophy is relevant here, but there are other reasons, as we shall see, which may be suggested for this weakness of Chinese Logic. Our own logic, however, has not yet gone far enough to give us the insight we need, for these studies, into the differences between ‘have’ and ‘be’. By abstraction from ‘have’ we get ‘properties’; from ‘is’ we get ‘essence’, ‘substance’, ‘reality’, and ‘existence’; and the metaphysics that ensue frighten us all. The Chinese seem to have avoided abstraction to a singular degree, and their metaphysics when it came – in Sung times – though equally frightening, does not seem to have many points of contact with ours. 

 7–8. Mencius here continues his inductive argument. Men’s feet are roughly of the same size, their tastes agree; the basic constitution of their minds must also be alike. The sage has no peculiar endowment. As the epicure Yi Ya surpassed and led others in recognizing (grasping consciously) what all mouths like, so the sage leads in recognizing (and ‘making the most of, p. 4) the common human endowment of propensities.

As to Tzu Tu, nothing seems to be known about him or her.

 9. But the statement of what this common endowment is leads us back into difficulties. This new Li (Truth), 理, is not the same as the Li (Good Form, Propriety), which is one of the four virtues – though here it is coupled with another of them, Yi (Right). It is a word which has had – even for Chinese major words – a remarkable range of meanings, from its definition in the first Chinese dictionary as ‘carving out a piece of jade’ through senses such as ‘rule’, ‘control’, ‘set in order’ (e.g. a tangle), ‘the order of human relations’ (i.e. ranks), ‘arrangement’, down to ‘fibre’ (what lies together as the grain in wood), ‘texture’, ‘style’, and ‘judgment’, as in a law suit. It is part of the name of the Supreme Court still. And also part of the description of a barber – who arranges one’s hair. It comes into the modern term of psychology, Hsin li (Mind li, 尤、理), as into geography, Ti li. And in common speech it is a word of power meaning ‘the proper regular thing’, with a hint of something semi-sacrosanct about it. 

It is important, therefore, not to take a rendering, such as Truth, in any strict sense – Rule, Order, Reason, Principle would have equal claims in their more general indeterminate meanings. Such words by their generality and vagueness (these two, of course, do not necessarily imply one another, cf. Chapter Four) come to be difficult to distinguish as regards their sense at several regions in their ranges. We chose between them mainly on account of their differing emotive smacks. There is some reason to think that the number of distinguishable senses we cover with such words is not large – each word ranging over a portion of the whole field – the appearance of greater sense-richness being given by the variegated emotive wardrobe that each word commands. The emotive dress seems to control our handling of them more than the sense inside. It is better perhaps to reverse the metaphor and say that the emotive dresses are the main thing and that they have borrowed from one another a small number of tricks for growing internal supporting structures of sense. 

In the case of Mencius the emotive components of the meaning probably take precedence of the sense components in ways which we would not consciously allow in our modern choices of words. Very likely li occurs here more as a word of power, carrying a quasi-ritual sanction, than as carrying any special sense. In the Book of Rites we even find a connection definitely made between this li (Order, Truth) and that other li which means rites or ceremonies: ‘Li (Ceremony) is the unchanging element of li (Truth)’.1

1 Book XIX, ‘Record of Music’.
These general reflections apply equally to Jen (Love, Benevolence, Sympathy, Humanity), Yi (Righteousness, the Right, Justice), Li (Good Form, Propriety, Ceremony). Each of these terms has historically been used in a wide sense of meanings, the shifts being probably quite as much determined by the desire to use the sanction of the word for the sense to which it is applied as by any similarity or connection between the senses. With each of these words we need to beware of each and all of the equivalents that can be given in English. Even the vaguest of these English terms has a different range of uses (both as to sense and emotive function) from the Chinese. Still more, in their preciser uses the precision is unlike the precision of Chinese.

 10—11. The parable of the Ox Mountain has few difficulties. We may note (10, l.9) that it is not quite clear what is cut away ‘morning by morning – man’s mind or the shoots or beginnings of the virtues. (Cf. 14, ll. 3—9.) In the sentence at the top of p. 11, the construction of the Chinese is difficult, but the sense is not in doubt. Men are not greatly different from one another in their likings and dislikings when restored by the repose of night-time and the breath of morning.1 But when, by the work of the day, this breath or spirit given by the night is diminished and becomes insufficient, then he loses this common humanity and becomes not very different from the animals. (‘Birds-beasts’ is merely a phrase for ‘animals’ and illustrates a common method in Chinese of symbolizing generality.) 

1 As Legge writes in his noble Protestant prose, ‘But there is a development of its life day and night, and in the calm air of the morning, just between night and day, the mind feels in a degree those desires and aversions which are proper to humanity, but the feeling is not strong and it is fettered and destroyed by what takes place during the day’.
 12. Here, in l. 4, Mencius seems content to interpret Confucius’ saying as applying indefinitely to ‘mind’, not, as we might expect, to Hsing or to those propensities which elsewhere (pp. 3, 10, 14) seem to be regarded as the beginnings out of which mind comes, or to Li and Yi (p. 9) which are the ‘Mind’s what alike-ness’. We can note again here that the order of the discourse is not one of logical relation between distinguished and articulated items. Its order is of another sort. Moreover, we must remember that the Worlds of Mencius consist of brief reported discussions probably widely separated in time and not arranged in any very clear system. My re-ordering of these items has been made merely to suit the purposes of exposition. It does not disturb any significant order and may bring out connections which are harder to trace when these ‘psychological’ passages are found scattered here and there in the mass of social recommendations, ethics, anecdote, and etiquette which is the Worlds. It would not be odd if Mencius should shift his terms from occasion to occasion and no argument could be based upon 19 such changes. Here it is probable that ‘mind’ is not to be understood otherwise than as ‘Nature’ which might in another description have stood in its place.

Incidentally the character 心, hsin, mind, is a picture of the heart, and the most general name for mental activities in Chinese.

On this page Mencius begins his main argument as to the innate goodness of the mind or of human nature. The ‘not-bear-others-of←mind’ is the mind which cannot endure the suffering of others. From such a mind in the ruler a similar government follows. With the two together nothing is easier than to rule the whole world.

 13—15. The instance follows. The suggestion in ‘grieving-pity-of←mind’ of a shuddering qualm is strong, and the cynicism of the list of suggested motives for this response will make most Western readers feel naïve: The ‘noise’ is the unpleasant sound of the child thudding down into the well, not the mere rumour or report of what has happened.

‘The mind of shame and dislike’ comes near to what we might phrase as ‘guilty compunction’ or ‘bad conscience’, with probably a strong flavour of ‘hatred of being socially and demonstrably in the wrong’. There is a suggestion of a ‘point of honour’ here and Honour in some of its meanings – notably those involving social approbation rather than private judgement – seems not a bad approximation to Yi.

‘The mind of declining-yielding’ refers definitely to concrete problems of precedence and decorum, especially concerning attitudes towards elders, princes, teachers, and philosophic advisers to the State. It may point back to Chinese feudal rituals in which most important diplomatic advantages could be gained by those with a finer understanding of the social-magical ceremonies (cf. Marcel Granet, Danses et legendes de la Chine antique). But here the overt sense is ‘capacity to behave fitly in accordance with one’s position in the family and the social hierarchy’. 

‘The mind of right and wrong’ carries a complex sense doing as one should, knowing when to do and when not, when to approve and when to disapprove, and when a thing is so and when it is not. ‘Right’ thus has the same ambiguities here as in ‘the right answer to a sum’.

These four components of the mind are not only present in all men, they are necessary to every individual in the sense that without any one of them he would not be human. They are, further, the starting points, beginnings or buds, of the four Virtues. To suggest to oneself that one cannot develop them is ‘self-stealing’; to say this of one’s ruler is treason.

Mencius seems to close this persuasion with the argument that without the development (fulfilment) of these four beginnings even the most imperative of duties – service of parents will be impossible. This, rather than the suggestion that – in contrast with protecting the four seas – serving the parents is a slight matter, is the force of the last sentence.

 16. The parable of the spring – self-fed and continuing – and the transient flood-waters is clear enough in itself, but has an unexpected conclusion to make us ponder it more carefully. Ch‘ing (feelings, fact, what is proper, propensities; cf. p. 3, 1. 3) appears again – this time in the sense of ‘fact’ perhaps. In view of the spring context, ‘propensities-feelings’ (internal sources) might make still better sense. For Mencius, ‘fact’ is the internal source.

 17. This may be in part against blasphemy against the explicit statement of despair which is a counter-suggestion to the development of the virtues, with a hint possibly of the infective character of such suggestions. 

Insistence upon the nearness and ease of the Tao (the Way, Principle, Norm, Rule, Order…) receives, and seems to need, much reiteration. A grammatical or stylistic device appears in ‘loves his beloved (parents), ages his aged (respects his seniors)’ with which we shall be occupied later (p. 24). The sense here is, ‘Did every man so always and in all ways, then the State would ride on an even keel’.

 18–20. Mencius here amplifies his example (p. 13) of commiserating pity as the beginning of Jen, and gives a parallel extension of Yi from its beginning towards its fulfilment. Similar extensions of ‘the mind of declining-yielding’ to Li and of ‘the mind of right and wrong’ to Chih (Wisdom) can be imagined. The explanations which follow of ‘the mind of shame and dislike’ by reference of two forms of burglarious entry into other people’s domains – breaking through the wall and jumping over it – are an interesting use of metaphor. And the third statement – where ‘not accept the fact of “thou”, thou’ means ‘not lay oneself open to, and have to allow, forms of address appropriate only to people without standing’, thus ‘not lose self-respect’ – illustrates the mode of presenting a general meaning by concrete exemplification which is the main instrument of exposition in Chinese. It also shows again how definitely social is the Righteousness Mencius is concerned with here. The example which follows does not tell against the interpretation as much as it may seem to. ‘Scholar’, of course, has rather a different force in Chinese, scholarship so closely implying official position and responsibility. And, further, ‘what it is proper to speak’ according to the Confucian code is by no means a simple matter as seen from this distance. We should be mistaken if we identified it, for example, with ‘the truth’. Man’s difference from the animals, though slight, is in his nature, and something to be preserved and developed, not sought for outside. Shun, the great mythological hero-statesman, did not practise the virtues, in the sense of pursue them;1 he did not need to; they were within him already as in all men unless they are ‘let go’. This passage will introduce us to the great discussion with Kao Tzu as to the origin of these beginnings of the virtues which are the distinctive constituents of human nature. 

1 Cf. Aristotle, Metaphysics (1048b), ‘In perfect action there is both the end aimed at and the action.’
 20–22. The logical and psychological peculiarities of this argument – one of the most important in the history of thought – must be discussed in Chapter Two. Here only textual points will be noticed.

The particle wei, 爲，, which provided us with a puzzle on p. 1, will be noticed as doing much of the work here. Its sense, as ‘to make’ in this context, seems clear, however, though the alternative meaning, ‘consider’, ‘think of as’, is tempting. But it would seem to introduce subtleties of a different kind from those the text usually shows. Mencius’ rebuke to Kao Tzu seems to be that his doctrines would lead all men to ‘misconceive’ Jen and Yi, but it might be ‘miscultivate’, or both. The reading ‘to regard Jen and Yi as disasters’ seems inadmissible.

The double water analogy which follows seems clear from translation problems, as from its concrete subject matter we should expect. The only exception seems to be in the last line where ‘its nature’ means not ‘man’s hsing’ or ‘the hsing of man’s able be forced to do not good’ but ‘the case with hsing’. 

 23–24. This happy clarity ceases with the next defining formula. ‘Born what called nature’ is little else than a pack of problems. We can notice first that the character ‘born with’ (生， sheng) enters into the character ‘hsing’,性，, and there is reason to suppose that the two were originally pronounced alike. Thus the formula may be in part a pun, in part an etymological definition or a recall of the character ‘hsing to a part of its original meaning.

As so often with Chinese, when the ‘part of speech’ is not definitely imposed by the general context, several derivatives of ‘born’ are open to our choice – a number of logical forms about a node. Thus: ‘life’, ‘what is innate’, ‘what is common to all things that are born’, ‘having been born’ are all possible senses. ‘Inborn’, further, may have part of the sense of ‘the given’ – the suggestion of an ultimate, something settled and final, a terminus not only as origin but as conclusion.

Moreover, the character here translated ‘called’ is exceptionally treacherous to interpretation. It can be rendered by ‘is’, as in ‘life is nature’ or ‘nature is life’; or by ‘is to be understood by’ as in ‘life is what is to be understood by nature’. The differences between what a thing is and what it is called, and should be called, are not easily handled – especially in a context where we cannot be sure that they were at all present to the speakers. This character, it will be noticed, recurs throughout the passage, which partly accounts for its difficulty. Sometimes it can be rendered by ‘say’ or ‘said’ (24, l. 6; 25, l. 3), no problem arising. But in most places it brings up all the worst uncertainties that our traditional neglect of the symbol-situation has produced namely, the whole tangle of confusions between ‘verbal’ and ‘real’ propositions. 

For to say, ‘Life is what we are talking about when we speak of nature’ may sometimes be the same thing as to say, ‘Nature is really just life and nothing else’. But the two forms are not always equivalent in effect. The first leaves the possibility open that something distinguishable from life, something else that can be spoken of as nature may be discussable; the second denies this.

Such, I think, would be the normal use of these forms; but neither is quite unambiguous – the second, for example, may be read: ‘What you call nature is just life and nothing else’; or it may be read: ‘The one and only thing which is called nature is just life’, or ‘The thing which is correctly called nature (setting aside things which, by misuse of language, might be called nature) is just life’. (The reader will be able to elaborate further variants by applying the same distinctions to ‘life’) This third interpretation seems to imply a special doctrine of the relation of things to their names – either the doctrine that things have their names as part of their being (a very ancient and deeply rooted magical belief; see The Meaning of Meaning, Chapter Two), or the doctrine, which reinforces the magical view in early Chinese thinking, that the ancient sage-kings ordained the right names once for all. ‘Making things and institutions mean what their names indicate they ought to mean’ is indeed Dr Hu Shih’s description of ‘the central problem of Confucianism’ (see The Development of the Logical Method in Ancient China, pp. 46, 159). And Hsun Tze, who lived about seventy years after Mencius, in his chapter on the Rectification of Names, repeats the recommendation found in the Li Ki, Book III, iv, 16, that those who introduce new terms or make unauthorized distinctions should be put to death. 

In raising the parallel problem of ‘whiteness’, Mencius himself seems to feel some discomfort with Kao Tzu’s formula – or feigns some to set his dialectical trap. If ‘born with’ did indeed sound the same as ‘nature’, his question must have sounded most innocent and reasonable. But actually the question is still more puzzling, if looked at closely, than the statement it pretends to elucidate. For three different distinctions, none of which shows at all in Mencius’ language, are highly relevant to the argument. Neither Mencius nor Kao Tzu (so far as he is represented here) shows any explicit awareness of these distinctions, and it is doubtful whether Mencius (or, I gather, even later writers) developed any verbal means, appropriated to the purpose, for indicating them. None the less, we can use distinctions which we do not, or cannot, state explicitly; and the argument here certainly seems to require this. These distinctions are: (1) that between a particular instance of white and the universal quality or idea – whiteness; (2) that between whiteness in general and the relatively specific whitenesses which are varieties of whiteness; (3) that between ‘white’ read in intension, as the quality that white things have in common, and white read in extension – the white things which have that quality. We may reasonably suppose that, though none of these distinctions is explicit in the text or perhaps clearly apparent as a distinction to the minds of the disputants, the germs of them were active as shaping tendencies in the springs of the argument. So, postponing the discussion of the argument itself and the comparisons between Chinese and Western methods of thinking to which it leads, we may note that Mencius’ two questions to Kao Tzu are highly ambiguous. Kao Tzu’s affirmative replies were by no means certainly given to the questions which Mencius put to him, and the absurd conclusion which Mencius so triumphantly leads him to is not necessarily implied by the questions Kao Tzu may have thought he was answering. Nor is the conclusion really absurd if construed in conformity with these questions. 

A simplified table of possibilities may help us to keep track of these rather elusive varieties of meanings.

The most plausible interpretations of the original formula are:


	Life is (called) Nature.

	What we are born with, however it differs from case to case, is (called) Nature.

	What is common to everything that is born is (called) Nature.


Notice that 1 is ambiguous and may be equivalent to 2 or 3. Mencius’ first question may be any of the following, or a combination:

[image: ]
The table could be elaborated but this is perhaps sufficient for our purpose. It is clear that if Kao Tzu’s original formula meant 2, and Mencius was asking the question ‘1/3 like C/F?’ (i.e. 1 taken rather in the sense of 3 than 2, is it like C taken as F–the ‘white’ formula which most nearly reproduces the same ambiguity), then Kao Tzu might well suppose he was replying affirmatively to a question 2 E. If Mencius proceeded with a question as to whether the quality, whiteness, is the same in all instances, Kao Tzu might reply affirmatively again to a supposed question as to whether different kinds of whiteness are all whitenesses. And so he would, for Mencius and his disciples, be convicted of the fatal opinion that there was no difference between the nature of man and that of animals, while merely maintaining that man along with the various animals has a nature, not necessarily a nature identical with theirs. 

This seems, at least, a possible interpretation of the passage. The distinctions implied must, I think, be supposed to have been available to Mencius and Kao Tzu as instruments in thinking even though we find no explicit formulation of them, nor any grammatical apparatus in the text for indicating them unambiguously. It seems hardly possible that they could not make use of them. Indeed, Mencius’ second question almost implies them.

If such an interpretation is possible – let alone correct – the argument is of high interest. It might stand, indeed, as an early model or example of most philosophical arguments which are conducted with an insufficient awareness of the symbol-situation. We shall have to ask later why such an analysis as I have attempted here has not been long a commonplace in the immensely diffuse commentaries on Mencius. Perhaps Kao Tzu provided something of the kind which Mencius’ disciples suppressed. It is possible, however, that he was bold enough to accept the conclusion either in an innocuous or an outrageous sense. 

As to the correctness of any interpretation, we must perhaps wait before deciding until as much attention, and of the same kind, has been given to these arguments as to those of Plato, with which, in historic and intrinsic interest, they rank. And if I seem to be handling them over-elaborately (too much in the manner of the wise ones of p. 1) I must plead that the very process of deciding between rival possible readings is in need of examination. Before this process can be studied it must be exhibited. And our purpose here should go beyond the mere elucidation of the passage in hand; it should aim indeed at nothing short of a generalized technique by which meanings of all kinds on all necessary occasions can be systematically displayed. Naturally, such a thing as this must at first seem ungainly, otiose, or pedantic. But we are, as regards our systematic sorting and dividing in the field of meaning, much as primitive man was before the early mathematicians or systematic measurers came to help him to divide his grainlands. Doubtless those early measurers seemed to him pedants, over-fond of indulging in unnecessary complications.

 24–27. Again, Kao Tzu’s formula is amazingly concise. ‘Food, Sex; Nature’ This may mean that these two propensities are the whole of hsing; or that they are specimens of the components of hsing. It may be the beginning of a new argument or a continuation of the last. It may be a justification of the opinion which Mencius has just mentioned – as the clearly outrageous conclusion to be drawn from Kao Tzu’s admissions. Which it is we cannot tell. To Mencius certainly the difference between man’s nature and that of the animals, ‘though slight’ (p. 19), was all-important. 

Kao Tzu seems to use his new formula to lead into an attack upon a tenet of Mencius almost equally important to his system –the internal origin of the virtues. What ‘internal’ and ‘external’ (from within, from without) exactly amount to is a point which concerns the argument rather than the text – and it is accordingly discussed in Chapter Two. The next puzzling textual problem concerns the use of the same character ‘age’ as so many different parts of speech, and, to us, with so many different senses. This much-used device has been highly esteemed as a point of style by Chinese critics. It is considered to give special force to the passage. The device may be in part parallel to our own dialectical use of the pun, or simply a pleasing show of verbal deftness; but there may be more interesting explanations. The single word, in place of more specific terms such as ‘respect’, ‘recognize the age of, ‘obey’, ‘honour’, may have had more emotive power, a more massive suggestion of the ‘rightness’ of the social duty implied. Like our word ‘honour’ its very indefiniteness and the range of its intricately allied meanings may give it a quasimagical compelling force, a suasive sanction and authority that more explicit terminology would lack. Here, as opposed to the instance of ‘whiteness’ above, there would have been no difficulty (I understand) in making a more explicit statement if Mencius and Kao Tzu had so wished. We are not here concerned with a shortage of terms or distinctions, but with a literary or suasive device. Mencius shows this in part when he asks (24, l. 6): ‘Is it his being old that is Yi, or paying him respect that is Yi?’ (Or ‘Is he who is aged Yi or he that ages him?’) He could equally have made an explicit distinction between recognizing the age of a horse and paying respect to an elder if he had cared to. 

In 24, l. 2, the text seems to be corrupt – two unnecessary characters appearing.

One especially puzzling phrase occurs twice in this passage — ‘according to my pleasure’, ‘according to age’s pleasure’ (24, 1. 10; 25, l. 2). Other translations would give: ‘Here (this) shows because of age considered-as joy’ or ‘the pleasure of the elders must be taken into account’. Also ‘This is taking age as basis for pleasure (joy)’. The character translated pleasure (joy) may sometimes mean ‘respect’. Thus the English idiom ‘at the pleasure of’, i.e. varying with (as in ‘drifting at the wind’s pleasure’) must not be brought in as a complete and simple rendering of the sense. Something more concrete is present, though how literally we should take it is a hard question.

Kung-tu Tzu’s ‘Practise my respect’ (25, l. 9) has the sense of ‘follow, act out of’, or ‘we give way to our respect’. The pouring of wine is an observance governed by the special precedences holding at clan-gatherings. Meng Chi Tzu’s objection, ‘What’s respected lies here, what’s aged (v.) lies there’, seems to mean ‘what you respect and pay reverence to is settled by external circumstances’. Mencius, coming to Kung-tu Tzu’s rescue, seems to hold that though the source of the respect is within, the object to which it is paid is determined by the special occasion; here, a ritual impersonation of a dead ancestor. Meng Chi Tzu’s reply to this is, ‘When respect is due to my uncle then I respect him; when it is due to my younger brother I respect him. The respect does seem to arise from the external circumstances, not from within.’ To which Kung-tu Tzu gives what is virtually his master’s final and decisive answer from the preceding argument. It is assumed as beyond question that the desire for food and drink is from within. 

 28. This appears to be a numerical asceticism – few desires, not necessarily diminished ones. The compact explanation that follows may be expanded: ‘If a man conducts himself by making his desires few, although in some things he may not preserve this rule (or keep his mind so) these will be few (or unimportant); if he conducts himself by making his desires many, though in some things he may preserve (maintain, keep in order) his mind (his desires?) they will be few, trivial’.

In the vital secret which follows, ‘its’ may be ‘the self’s’, ‘the mind’s’, or ‘your’.

 29–32. ‘Mencius, were he appointed Prime Minister of the Ch‘i, made able to carry out his ideals and, as would not be surprising, capable of the achievements of an autocratic ruler, would his mind remain unmoved or not?’ ‘Unmoved’ or ‘unmoving’ (imperturbable) is presumably an ethical rather than a psychological description. Yet it is so important in the system of Mencius, being the occasion of his discussion of the passion-nature (ch‘i) and of his only remarks upon the Will, that it needs careful examination. Clearly it is not immunity from the stirrings of feeling or propensities (p. 3) in general, but some special order among them. What this is, is indicated by two descriptions of different types of courage: Pei Kung Yu’s rather bellicose and samurai-like pride of valour; and Meng Shih Shê’s philosophic, all-equalling, indifference to fate. The first would not suffer from the greatest prince more than he would from a common man. The second considered estimation of the possibilities of success as tantamount to panic. Not being able to make certain of success, fearlessness only was within his power. It will be noticed that the two ways of securing immunity from fear are, in a sense, opposites. Mencius, while not deciding between them as heroes, praises Meng Shih She – as preserving a more philosophical outlook or as keeping to a more essential principle for life in general. The third example, Tseng Tzu’s description, from Confucius, of great valour, makes conscious rectitude its source – or, rather, rectitude perceived in self-examination. This method of ‘keeping the simple’ (what is essential?) is still better (so the general context tells us) than Meng Shih Shê’s keeping ch‘i; and with this character the chief point of interest of Mencius’ psychology has arrived. For ch‘i is the ‘vegetative-nature’, ‘passion-nature’, ‘spirit’, ‘vapour’, ‘breath’, ‘animating principle’, or ‘vital energies’. What we may more exactly understand by it must be considered later. 

 32–33. The disciple now enquires, hesitatingly, of the ‘unmoving mind’. Whether he quotes Kao Tzu or whether Mencius begins his reply with the quotation seems open to discussion, and is unimportant, provided we assume that Kao Tzu was speaking of the ‘unmoving mind’. If he was, the quoted recommendation or instruction is curious and perhaps fundamental.

‘Not getting in words, not seek in mind’ – the formula, as bearing on the ‘unmoved mind’, has three uncertain points: ‘getting’, ‘words’, and ‘seek’. ‘Getting may be attaining, formulating, fixing clearly in language’ by a conscious effort of reflection – and thus the prescription would be: ‘Do not attempt to find in the mind (and bring into verbal consciousness) either what is not yet ready to be formulated; or what is, by its own nature, not capable of formulation’. Just what this last would be is a fascinating speculation, not without its bearing upon many modern problems. Alternatively, the prescription might be, ‘Do not attempt by introspection to discover principles, or guides to conduct, that have not been already embodied in language in the maxims and discourses of the sages; or do not make distinctions that are not already recognized in language’.1 There would be a connection between this last and that mistrust of novelties and unauthorized subleties – on the assumption that all necessary meanings have received their names – that we have noticed above.

1 Kao Tzu, however, may have meant: ‘If you do not gain your point by arguing with another, do not seek in the mind, i.e. try to forget it. If you feel unsatisfied after reflection, do not resort to passion, i.e. to violence, quarreling.’
In either case the prescription seems to touch on the perhaps fundamental problem of the differences between verbalized and unverbalized mental activity. It is regrettable that Mencius does not take the point up. He dissents simply and seems to pass on to the other half of the formula.

What follows as to the relation of the will to the ch‘i (vegetative nature, instinct-system) is complicated for us by a doubt as to whether there is for Mencius any fixed or important difference between the will (志) and mind (hsin, 心). They seem to be very nearly synonyms here (as often enough in English). But this problem is best postponed until the general difficulties due to the lack of interest in analysis shown by Mencius have been discussed (Chapter Two). In any case the will, whatever it is, is, for Mencius, the ruler of the ch‘i, and the ch‘i is ‘what fills up the body’. It is, for example, what is active when a man stumbles in running. The disciple’s question is whether the exercise of the will (since the will is the ultimate authority and the ch‘i subordinate) must not suppress the ch‘i. The word rendered by ‘violate’ may have some of the sense of ‘expose’ (infanticide by exposure), ‘stir up’, or ‘do violence to’ in general. The qualification, as to when the will moves the ch‘i and the ch‘i reciprocally moves the will (mind), is also open to several renderings: ‘being one’ may mean ‘being alone active’, ‘being aroused as a whole’ (i.e. unified), ‘being wholely given over to something’ (i.e. concentrated). Each interpretation has its psychological interest. 

 34–36. The disciple now elicits Mencius’ own account of his peculiar merits. Mencius understands about words in some special way, and is skilful in ‘cultivating’ (looking after and giving the right conditions for good development to) his ‘vast ch‘i’. In view of ch‘i’s subordinate position the description which follows is most suggestive. It is ‘most great’ (no doubt in part an honorific epithet, yet linking up with vast), ‘most adamant’ (resistant, not to be cut into); if rightly, straight-forwardly, cultivated (the sense may be ‘in accordance with its true course of development’ as opposed to artificial modes of growth or excitement) it then ‘fills all between heaven and earth’. It has been defined above as ‘what fills up the body’, so we have here again perhaps an example of that ‘non-separation’ between human and external nature which was noticed in connection with the first passage. The phrase may, however, be primarily honorific – to instigate due feelings of respect for ch‘i.

‘Its being ch‘i’ may be ‘as ch‘i’, ‘without becoming anything else than ch‘i’, since it is going to be ‘matched with’ (set alongside) two very exalted things indeed – Yi (justness or righteousness) and Tao (the way, the path, the principle). Even in their company it need feel no inferiority. It comes from the accumulation of right-living and is not something that righteousness secretly on occasion makes use of (as one may work oneself into a noble passion on occasion?). If the mind is not at ease in its conduct, then ch‘i must feel inferior if matched with Yi and Tao. (Since the relations between Yi and ch‘i are so close?) Kao Tzu has never understood Yi, making it as he did a matter of external influences and standards. 

Then follows the parable of the man of Sung. The ch‘i should not be neglected, but equally it should not be interfered with: weeding is necessary, but forcing is injurious.

‘The understanding of words’ gives us, as Mencius illustrates it, a brilliant group of observations on the characterological aspects of interpretation. The absence of other considerations is interesting. Mencius’ ‘ethical bias’ is apparent. Reading his summary through we are forced to speculate as to the category that holds us. The misuse of words, for him, is not to be set right merely by a glance in a dictionary, or even by a course in the theory of interpretation, but by a rectification of the whole personality. It is another hint that his conception of the nature and aims of language is not lightly to be equated with any conception of ours or with any part of our conceptions.

 37–39. This rather sinister-seeming pronouncement is perhaps best explained by reference to another passage in Mencius (not in the Appendix: see Legge, vii, i, xxvi, 4): ‘Why I dislike holding to one point is that it injures the tao (the way or principle). It takes up one point and disregards a hundred others.’ Therefore the great man does not necessarily keep to literal exactness (or more probably, to literal exactitude or fidelity to his engagements). He considers the whole situation. Similarly he does not necessarily persist in a chosen course if fresh circumstances arise. The course of rightness is superior to these. The opportunism which has been regarded as the chief merit and the chief defect of Confucianism shows clearly here. 

The account of deep penetration into tao that follows lends itself better to meditation than to exposition. What is studied, when we attain it ‘for ourselves’ (or in ourselves), is no longer something over against us to be examined, but a guiding source of ability in us. This, however, reverses the metaphor – we rather dwell in it than it in us. Everywhere, to left and to right, we meet instances contributing to (flowing into) this ability. The contrast behind the passage is that between mere information about a state of affairs and the power of understanding. For Mencius, as for other Chinese philosophers, wisdom is very much what we should describe as a skill.

That the kind of knowledge that Mencius is primarily interested in is ‘knowledge how’ rather than ‘knowledge of is shown by the instances he gives of what might be rendered as ‘intuitive knowledge’. The babe-in-arms knows how to love its parents; and until life has caused it to lose its ‘good mind’ (see p. 10, l. 7) it knows how to respect its elder brother. Generalizing this capacity he becomes able to love all loved ones (those that should be loved?) and respect all the aged. These are the virtues. The passage is a good example of the grammatical flexibility of Chinese. It will be noticed that the same characters are rendered in the English by ‘able’ and ‘ability’ and by ‘know’ and ‘intelligence’.

Mencius, as we saw on p. 1 and again in connection with p. 37, has a strong dislike for detailed and meticulous dealings. The scholar’s vice of niggling away at minutiae and the common man’s habit of sticking to unimportant trivialities seem to come together in his mind. He sums up with the statement that the purpose of extensive enquiry and detailed statement is to be able afterwards to speak on the matter simply. Probably, however, we should not interpret this as looking towards scientific generalization – subsuming a complex mass of knowledge under a comprehensive formula. Much more likely ‘to state simply’ is to give brief compelling form to the statement in the manner of his own utterances. 

 40. We come now to one of the most mysterious and attractive parts of the discourse – the interchange in the gentleman’s conceptions, between hsing and ming. Ming may be rendered as ‘the decree of heaven’ – but without personification of heaven (or with only a slight and faint personification); or as ‘fate’ – but without any suggestion of doom; or as ‘what is allotted to man’ –but again without a suggestion of design; or as ‘what, in the course of things, befalls or is so’. ‘Mouth in-relation-to taste’ may be the mouth’s inclination to certain tastes rather than others – its likings and dislikes; or it may be the mouth’s traffic with tastes (not with colours or sounds, for example). The argument for the first reading is, partly, the curious partner – ease or relaxation – given to the four limbs. It would seem stranger to say that their business was with relaxation than to say that their goal (or what, in an industrious community, they hunger for) is ease. These pairs, Mencius says, are together by nature. But the gentleman does not consider them in this light. There is ming the state of affairs or the event. He considers them as under this appointment.

Conversely, love between father and son, justness between ruler and minister, proper behaviour between guest and host, wisdom (probably) as regards recognizing the wise, and between the sage and his course; these are appointed (as it falls out). But there is nature, and the gentleman does not consider these matters as under the control of fate. 

The difficulty in understanding the passage is partly, I think, that of avoiding a too anthropomorphic idea of ming (as the Will of Heaven) and yet of keeping ming sufficiently distinct from hsing. Perhaps of the two it is hsing that should be the more closely approximated to our notion of design or intention, the operations of hsing being comparable to those of the élan vital in a world of mechanical ming. But neither ought, probably, to be equated with any of our Western conceptions, and the ‘animal propensity – versus – duty’ antithesis ought perhaps to be especially guarded against.

A large part of the difficulty comes from the elliptic form of the statement – whatever nodal senses we find for ming and hsing. An analytic table of expansions may help to make the possibilities clearer.

The mouth, limbs, etc., are under the control of hsing:


	As to the character of their desires.

	As to whether they are gratified or not.


But it is better to regard them as being under the control of fact, i.e. fate. That is:


	Not to identify oneself with them as cravings.

	Not to regard oneself, more than can be helped, as concerned in their success or failure. 


Conversely, the exercise of the virtues is under the control of ming:


	As to their development from their initial propensities (cf. p. 14).

	As to their occasions (cf. p. 10).


But it is better to regard them as being under the control of hsing. That is, not to blame destiny for one’s failure to become virtuous.

The two groups of propensities – sensuous inclinations and the impulses of the virtues – would appear to be not very differently placed as regards ming and hsing. And Mencius seems to be rather recommending certain attitudes towards them than laying down differences between them. Each group can be considered under both aspects, ming and hsing: the problem is which aspect should be given most prominence.

 41. That ming, for Mencius, is not ‘what is ordained’ in the sense of ‘what should be’, but rather in the sense of ‘what will be or must be’ becomes clearer with the passages that follow.

First, however, there is an important point as to what is meant by ‘knowing his nature’ and thus ‘knowing heaven’. For ‘knowing heaven’ seems to be directly relevant to ‘knowing ming. ‘He who fulfills his mind’ is he who develops to the uttermost his mind’s capacities. ‘Exhausts his mind’ would be a possible rendering except for the suggestion of depletion and weariness. The knowledge which results is ‘knowledge how’ not ‘knowledge of and there is no question of any transcendent mode of awareness. It is self-realization in the sense of the coming into being of the full self – not in the sense of acquaintance with the self. Similarly the knowledge of heaven that results is no mystical vision, but simply the development of the possibilities in human nature. Knowledge, which for the West is so largely a kind of conquest of external nature, seems to be for Mencius, as for so much Chinese thought, a submission to the inner processes of development. ‘Knows’ in both phrases here may mislead through its suggestion of a moment at which the knowing takes place. But in the Chinese there is no tense either present, past, or future. 

To ‘retain’ the mind is to preserve and give effect to that in it by which its development is possible (cf. p. 19). And this self-development is, it seems, to be identified with ‘performing-duty to heaven’. Whether these sentences are to be read as definitions, or as suasory utterances giving sanction to Mencius’ recommendations, is a doubtful point. They well may have been both at once (which is, perhaps, neither) to Mencius.

With obedience to heaven so conceived, to abide what happens, cultivating the personality without the prospect of a short or long life distracting the mind, becomes more comprehensibly an upholding of the decree of heaven. The gap between hsing and ming seems, as these sentences proceed, to diminish steadily as hsing widens into Nature in general. But one who knows ming (who is concerned with the supreme aim of cultivating his personality?) will not stand under a dangerous wall. Dying after, or in the course of, fulfilling this self-development, we really submit to heaven’s decree. Dying without development cramped within unnecessary, avoidable, limitations – we do not undergo our due fate. The last sentence may perhaps be not quite so metaphorical as I have made it.

 42. But with his next distinction Mencius seems certainly concerned with the inner development of the personality. The ‘it’ – which, if sought, is got; if given up, is lost – is the mind (cf. p. 12). Since what we are seeking is within us, search is profitable. But when what we seek is beyond us (without), though we seek according to the right method (tao), search is unprofitable since we gain it only if it is so ordained. 

As to the things of the mind, they are already complete in us, and so may be profitably sought. If on examining oneself one is found to be sincere, that is the greatest possible happiness. (This rather than ‘to reflect upon oneself with sincerity’ seems to be the sense.) The sincerity here is the term so much used in the Chung Yung. If with effort we strive towards mutuality (the force of the word is that of a verb) and act so, carry this effort out, then in seeking jan we can in no way come nearer. The parallelism of these two pronouncements may be remarked.

It will have been observed that ming throughout this passage lends itself to not a few nice equivocations. It is possible that, like some other terms (see Chapter Four), it owes its philosophical fortune to this subtlety.

 43. Mencius here erects his scale of values with reference to a favourite disciple, Yao Cheng Tzu. The problem of the definition formula (‘is’, ‘is considered’, ‘is called’) haunts the passage. Good as ‘what is desirable’, and true as ‘having it in the self, are both questionable translations. The first may be no more than ‘he who is desired, who (rightly) claims our liking’. But equally ‘what is desirable’ may be ‘that towards which the propensities of our nature, if undistorted, develop’.

‘Having it in the self may look back to what is said above (p. 37) about the gentleman’s desire in deeply penetrating into the tao. Or the phrase may suggest reliance upon the inner order of the mind rather than upon accordance with prescription. The character hsin, 信, is a picture of a man standing by his word and is not to be equated with any of our Western senses or uses of ‘Truth’. ‘Trust’ or ‘Loyalty’ or ‘Fidelity’ (Faith, in the sense of good-faith) perhaps come nearer to it. 

‘Fulfilled’ recalls the way of perfection described on p. 41; indicates that the ‘it’ in the preceding sentence may be understood as the mind; and gives Mencius’ most definite pronouncement on beauty. The stages that follow, each arising as a further development of the last, need perhaps to be illustrated by reference to passages from the Doctrine of the Mean and the Great Learning, notably Chapters xxii, xxiii, and xxvi of the first. The concluding statement seems to define Yao Cheng Tzu’s standing in this hierarchy; just what it was, still seems open to conjecture.

 44. But when the Prince of Lu proposed to appoint Yao Cheng Tzu as Minister, Mencius was too glad to sleep. This although Yao Cheng Tzu was neither very skilful nor a deep scholar, but merely one in whom the constituent impulses of human nature were undistorted.






Chapter Two TYPES OF UTTERANCE IN MENCIUS 
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I cannot understand you.

           ’Tis because

You lean over my meaning’s edge and feel

A dizziness of the things I have not said.

Trumbull Stickney


The passages in the Appendix, as I have arranged them, fall into fairly definite groups. Pp. 1–20 give Mencius’ positive doctrine; pp. 21–27, the argument with Kao Tzu; pp. 28–39, the place of desire and will in his system and the methods to be followed in controlling them and perfecting hsing; pp. 40–2, treat of the superior man’s attitudes to hsing and ming; and the last two pages discuss the all-important matter of the choice of those who are to have power in the world.

The passages differ in the ease with which they admit us into Mencius’ thinking. As a rule the more important a pronouncement, the more obscure it seems. Possibly this is an illusion; the labours of commentators may have loaded the more cryptic utterances with a weight of meaning that they did not originally carry. But this appears not to be the whole explanation; for these dark sayings (e.g. p. 1, l. 1; p. 3, l. 3; p. 22, l. 7) are often – unless our habits of thinking make us entirely misconstrue the whole matter – of the nature of definitions. Some kind of understanding of them is necessary for the understanding of the discussions which circle them about. Our first problem then is: What kind of understanding do these utterances invite? to which of the many and very different possible types of utterance do they belong? 

It will plainly be best to start from the passage which seems nearest to the forms of discourse familiar to us in Western thinking: the passage whose texture has the most recognizable logic, where analytic comparison can most securely demonstrate differences. This is the Kao Tzu argument, the most developed and explicit piece of discussion, I believe, that early Confucian literature provides.

I shall begin by examining and criticizing the argument from the point of view of Western logic and then turn round and step back to consider whether this point of view is one from which the purpose and nature of the discussion can be seen.

The two analogic arguments (20–2) – from cup-making and from the behaviour of water – illustrate two distinct types of analogy. The first is a simple analogy; the force of Kao Tzu’s argument depends upon the degree of the similarity between the process of making cups out of wood and the process of making Jen and Yi out of human nature. Mencius, in reply, accepts the point of similarity proposed but objects that the degree of similarity is insufficient – that the cup-making destroys the willow in a way that the development of the virtues does not destroy (or transform) nature. Kao Tzu might have replied that cup- making did not destroy the nature of wood but in fact made use of it (you cannot make cups out of sand); but Mencius might again have replied that cup-making requires the application of external forces to wood, whereas the development of the virtues comes from the inner order of hsing itself. The argument – as perhaps must be the case with all analogical discussions – is not demonstrative: it merely elicits a point of difference in the conceptions of the disputants. But, of course, it may very well have been considered by Mencius and his disciples as a refutation of Kao Tzu’s doctrine. Indeed, the conclusion strongly suggests this and, with its pragmatic implication, suggests the interesting question whether our views of the mind can really influence our mind’s development. Mencius clearly assumed that they can and do. If he was right we ought perhaps to take psychology more seriously than is our custom. This, question will be discussed in Chapter Three. 

Mencius’ point has parallels in early Western psychology, in Aristotle’s tabula rasa and the theory of ‘impressions’. It will be noticed, however, that Mencius and Kao Tzu are not concerned with knowledge but rather with what we might describe as the development of the instincts.

The second, the water, analogy is complex. Mencius, in his reply, ignores Kao Tzu’s analogy and starts a new one – only connected with Kao Tzu’s by being also a water analogy. The chief vice of analogic arguments appears clearly here. Kao Tzu has been careful to choose an analogy which avoids the suggestion that any violence is done to hsing. For him the downwardness of water is parallel to hsing s tendency to do something (to develop into something); what it does, good or not good, he says, is determined by circumstances. Mencius replies that whatever it does (unless force has been applied, i.e. under normal circumstances) is good. He passes by the point that forces of one kind or another are always applied. It is to be regretted that we have not Kao Tzu’s reply to this debater’s turn. He may have found his early attainment of the unmoved mind (p. 29) useful here. 

As perhaps with every complex analogy, a hierarchy of possible developments can be erected here, according (1) to our desire to favour Mencius or not, (2) to the distance the analogy with water is taken. This might proceed as follows:
	
A.
	
Mencius:
	
Water has a downward tendency in its own nature.

		
Kao Tzu:
	
Nonsense, it has nothing of the kind.

	
B.
	
Mencius:
	
Under normal terrestrial conditions water will tend to flow downwards.

		
Kao Tzu:
	
Yes, but that is only because terrestrial conditions for water are constant. For hsing, the relevant conditions are not constant. And, as with water you must take note of the forces acting upon it, so you must with hsing.

	
C.
	
Mencius:
	
But on a more refined interpretation of physics, I can appeal to a sort of Law of Least Effort by which the planets, for example, would be, not pushed along their paths by forces, but going where it is easiest for them to go. So water goes always where it is easiest for it to go; and so with hsing. Its tendency to good comes from what it is, not from ‘outside influences’ which make it so.

		
Kao Tzu:
	
You seem to be anticipating Dr Pangloss!1



1 See Candide. Pangloss’ doctrine was, ‘That all is for the best in the best of all possible worlds.’ Leibnitz, in fact, seems to come near to some latent possibilities of early Chinese thinking in more than one of his doctrines: notably in his Pre-established Harmony.
The point I wish to suggest with this imaginary conversation is that the kind of scrutiny and development of the analogy that is most natural to us was one which never occurs in Chinese discussion. Chinese commentators, I believe, have never taken this kind of interest in the passage. And our general problem is – Why did Mencius’ disciples and opponents not carry their arguments further along a path which would have led to an analytic logic? If we say here that what the disputants were concerned with in discussing hsing was less the facts of human nature than the attitude appropriate towards hsing, we run the risk of seeming too sure that there are facts to be examined in this field or, at least, of using too simple a conception of what a fact is. This, however, is a topic for Chapter Three, and we can note here, provisionally, that the discussion is much more suasive than scientific in its intention without foreclosing the question whether it was proper that it should be so. 

The next argument (VI-i-3) is not analogical. It is of a much more sophisticated type and turns upon distinctions that were in the West to develop into the theory of generality. But neither Mencius nor Kao Tzu were interested in these distinctions. They, and their disciples, were absorbed, instead, in the particular purpose for which they are used here, and they seem not to notice the distinctions as such. This situation ought to be for us of extraordinary interest, since we do not yet know enough about how we think to be confident that we are not also merely using, without noticing them, distinctions which, if we studied them, would lead to an equal enlargement of our powers of thought.

It is possible that neither Mencius nor Kao Tzu distinguished:


	‘A thing’s actual nature’ from ‘its having some nature’. 

	‘A thing’s actual whiteness’ from ‘its having some whiteness’.


It is only if we fail to make this distinction that the argument will seem to have force and Kao Tzu appear to be convicted of an outrageous identification of man with the animals. Possibly, however, Kao Tzu was anticipating modern opinions and maintaining this. Mencius, at least, treats this conclusion as a reductio ad absurdum, if not to something more shocking. He (or his disciples at least) considered that his questions left Kao Tzu no way out – yet for a modern Western reader a wide and convenient way out for Kao Tzu (if he wished to take it) seems the most conspicuous thing about the argument.

There is another possibility which seems worth exploring. Mencius may have been able to use, not make, this distinction for ‘whiteness’ without being able either to use it or make it for ‘nature’. It seems almost evident to introspection that ‘whiteness’ and ‘nature’ are on different levels of abstraction (or of different complexities of abstraction? (the point is not easy to settle and our introspective feeling about it may be due merely to our sense of precedence in steps of successive abstraction due to our intellectual tradition)). At least it is plausible to suppose that ‘whiteness’, the general idea, is as easily abstracted as any general idea; and that, once it is abstracted, no difficulty is felt in finding it in different kinds of things with different kinds of whiteness. But ‘nature’ seems to be a much more difficult general idea to abstract or to preserve. It seems much easier to think of a white thing losing its whiteness than to think of something losing its nature and getting another. And when the nature we are thinking of is our own (or human nature) the tendency to slip from the abstract idea (of the set of its properties, whatever they may be) to an idea of a concrete indwelling principle, force, or life, which makes it what it is – a kind of soul or substantial form – is very strong. Especially if, as for Mencius, man’s moral being is regarded as bound up with the development of this nature. Perhaps if we translated ‘Born with what is called Nature’ by ‘Instinct with what is called Soul’1 (though such a translation would be wide of the mark) we should realize better how the argument seemed to go for Mencius. 

1 Editorial Note: First edition reads ‘Instinct what is called soul’.
The machinery however is hardly yet available (cf. Chapter Four) by which to explore the psychology of this argument. Most studies of the processes of abstraction have been made as incidental steps in ambitious metaphysical undertakings. A more modest sense of where we are in our effort to comprise the universe in our thought would turn more attention upon our intellectual instruments, their historical development and their possible extensions.

In the next argument (VI-i-4) the most striking feature, at a first glance, is the incompleteness and inadequacy of the notation used. In this, as in some other respects, it may seem to parallel some not very distant Western arguments – whether Beauty is or is not ‘subjective’ or ‘objective’; whether secondary sense-qualities (smell, colour) are ‘real’, or ‘mind-dependent’, for example. From the outset all the statements seem too elliptical to be susceptible of discussion and the usual suspicion arises that the disputants are not communicating – that each understands something different by the key terms of his argument. The initial inarticulateness of Kao Tzu’s statement, ‘Food, Sex; Nature’, need not detain us, once we have realized how foreign to our own ways of thinking any thought which is satisfied with it must be. But the fatally undeveloped character of the notions of ‘internal’ and ‘external’, which both employ, must be commented upon. The argument is a series of attempts to apply them to instances. The result is a slight development but one quite insufficient to enable either party to state the point he insists on in any satisfactory fashion – much less to establish it. So it will appear at least to a modern Western psychologist. The necessary distinctions could hardly appear in the concrete instances with which the argument is conducted; and it is doubtful whether they could be made, kept clear, and applied, without the support of an apparatus of abstract language specialized for the purpose. 

Kao Tzu begins by placing the recognition of agedness together with the recognition of whiteness as examples of acts which are ‘external’. ‘External’ here may equal ‘determined from without’. Agedness and whiteness respectively determine the acts which recognize them. So we may re-state the issue; but the more closely we study the passage the more we shall doubt whether any such restatement in explicit terms really renders such implicit thinking.

Mencius replies that, though recognizing whiteness in a horse and in a man are alike, there still is a difference between recognizing agedness in a horse and in a man. His point seems to be that recognizing agedness is different in some respect from recognizing whiteness. His indirect way of indicating this suggests that he was not clear in his own mind as to which was the relevant difference and could only contemplate it (or convey it) by means of the two concrete objects, an old horse and an old man. His admission that a white horse and a white man are recognized alike may be rhetorical only; but it may show that he needed the concrete instances to satisfy himself (and others) either that (1) whiteness is always recognized in the same way, or (2) whiteness is the same in all instances. And it remains doubtful whether he is arguing that agedness is recognized differently (and for different reasons) when horses and men are in question; or whether it is a different thing in the two cases. 

He might have advanced both points (and may be implicitly doing so). For ‘age’, as a verb, has the same ambiguity as ‘recognize’ in English. We recognize a man as Mr A and we recognize his merits – admit, pay respect to, honour, and acknowledge them. This second ‘recognition’ comes under the heading of Yi as a duty owed to the aged. The first, the mere perception of age, does not. Similarly, agedness and seniority are plainly different – the one (seniority) being relative to the age of the recognizer, the other not. On both points Mencius would plainly be right – paying proper respect to the seniority of a man is clearly quite different in two respects from perceiving that a horse is old. The recognition as well as what is recognized is different.

Neither of these two points touches what may have been Kao Tzu’s main contention. We may put it for Kao Tzu as follows: The respect paid to seniors is determined by their age, something over which we have no control. If they are senior we honour them. But our love for people is determined by our affective disposition not by their characteristics. Mencius might have replied, ‘In both cases the sign or occasion for the act is a characteristic of theirs and out of our control – in the one case, their relation of seniority to us, in the other their relation of younger brother (etc.). In both cases our affective disposition comes in – prompting respect in one case, love in the other.’ To which Kao Tzu’s proper answer, I think, would be: ‘I agree, but love is a natural feeling, whereas respect for seniors comes only through social training. Love is irrespective of the internal characters of its object, but respect for seniors is determined, through social pressure, by their age. I have no spontaneous impulse to revere them. My impulse comes to me from without, but my impulse to love is from within.’ 

But Kao Tzu neither said this, nor did Mencius reply, as we might make him, by triumphantly following Kao Tzu into the subtleties of infantile conditioning. Instead, Kao Tzu left his case (or Mencius’ disciples left it for him) with a remark which amounts to basing objectivity (from without) upon universality – as shapes of physical things, for example, may be considered to be objective (given from without) because men agree about them, while the pleasingness of things would be subjective because varying from man to man. And Mencius retorted by choosing the most universal impulse, the enjoyment of food, as an impulse of evident internal origin.

It is more profitable to examine the technique of the argument in detail. Two points are especially noteworthy, (1) The whiteness-age opposition is similar to the whiteness-nature opposition in the last argument. It is as though problems concerning whiteness could be discussed without hesitation while problems concerning agedness or nature could not, perhaps because of the ethical consequences involved. It is as though in Mencius’ thought a peculiar sanctity attached to agedness in men (not in horses) which prevented him from clearly separating the man’s age in years, or seniority, from the reverence due to it. It is not impossible at all that agedness as Mencius thought of it was a quality (analogous to beauty and holiness as they have been traditionally regarded in the West) inherent in the man and not reducible to the fact of his number of years and the duty of respect. We are familiar with the resistance which is encountered if ‘beauty’ is analysed into ‘characters of an object by which it can be the occasion of certain complex experiences in a beholder’. Many people feel (illogically) they are cheated of ‘objective beauty’ by such a definition. Still more so with holiness. And Mencius may have been governed by a similar resistance. Against this suggestion, the last sentence of VI-I-iv-3 (‘Moreover is it his agedness that is right or the recognition of his agedness ?’) must perhaps be set where Mencius seems explicitly to separate the fact of a man’s age from the respect due to it. But he is asking which is to be called right, a simple and very pertinent question as regards Kao Tzu’s distinction. The separation does not seem, for Mencius, to reduce the character of agedness, which must be respected, to the number of years the man has lived, or to his accumulated experience, or to the maturity of his personality as shaped by and carrying the impress of so much living, as being representative of what life must do to us, or to anything which by a reasoned analysis we might work out as a sufficient justification of respect. Mencius touches none of these questions; they seem not to interest him in the least; they are a kind of question he never approaches, as he never attempts to ‘justify’ any ritual practice; and it is therefore very possible that the reverend character of age was, for him, something as ultimate or as little open to enquiry as, for example, the poetic quality of poetry has been for many critics in the West. 

(2) Kao Tzu, in contrasting the love due to and given to one’s younger brother (but not due to nor given to other people’s younger brothers) with the respect given to all aged people, gave Mencius an excellent opportunity of pointing out that the two cases are parallel and should by Kao Tzu have been described as both ‘external’ – since it is an external fact, his being my younger brother not anyone else’s, which determines the feeling. The fact that no such analysis is attempted strengthens the general impression. Mencius appears not interested in the internal structure of the argument but only in its general form which he uses to attack the conclusion, and he does so by a concrete example, assumed to involve absurdity, which harks back perhaps to Kao Tzu’s original ‘Food, Sex; Nature’. To have replied as I have suggested would, of course, have weakened his own position; but, probably, no such analytic correction could have occurred to him. He was too eager to knock Kao Tzu’s doctrine over to waste time in studying how it was built.

The discussion between the disciples, and Mencius’ supplementary distinction, add nothing essential to the matter. The division between the outer cue and the inner impulse, as we might choose to phrase it, remains unmade. So with the distinctions between ‘the fact that we eat and drink’ and ‘our drinking or eating this or that’; between ‘our doing something’ and the specific things that we do. We can pick these distinctions out from the instances, and they are, in a sense, the moving springs of the whole discussion, but neither party states them.

As general marks of these arguments we can note: 


	They are dominated by suasive purpose.

	The purpose of eliciting the point of difference is absent.

	The form of the opponent’s argument is noticed, in the sense of being used in the rebuttal, but not examined so that the flaw, if any, may be found.

	The movement is entirely concrete – from example to example.1


1 Compare the interesting analysis by M. Masson-Oursel (Revue de metaphysique et de morale, November, 1912, ‘Esquisse d’une théorie comparée du sorite’) of the sorites that is a favourite mode of exposition in Mencius (IV, i, 9, 12, and 27) in the Great Learning and the Chung Yung. ‘Les commentateurs s’évertuerent à élucider leur diverse étapes; mais ils n’eurent guére souci de la forme même du raisonnement.’ (p. 812)
The first three marks can be summed up by saying that the interests dominating the argument are practical and specific, are directed to particular ends – the establishment or defence of certain ultimate convictions. And that the theoretic or general interest of securing intellectual adequacy is absent.

Any explanation, however incomplete, of this characteristic would evidently be important. And one reason seems to be this: that the sanction of the ultimate convictions (the doctrines upon which the whole discussion turns) is not intellectual. Neither Kao Tzu nor Mencius, it has been noted, discuss, or treat as open to discussion, the rightness of paying respect to age as age. They are concerned only with how this respect is determined; not at all with justifying the respect, or enquiring into the reasons for giving it. This difference is likely to be pivotal to the whole set of differences that divides Chinese thinking from Western thinking – or rather from that strain in Western thinking which has led to the modern world. The fixity, in unquestioned security, of a system of social observances, such as the paying of respect to age, gave them a terminus to their thinking. What they are doing is not so much enquiring into the nature of man as giving an account of it which will conduce to the maintenance of these fixed, unquestionable observances. 

We have become accustomed to regarding myth as deriving from ritual, as an explanatory imaginative construction arising from rituals that are prior to it. Probably the psychology of Mencius should be regarded in the same way – as an explanatory apology for a system of social practices of a ritual nature whose sanction, in the sense of compulsive authority, is elsewhere than in the doctrines of the sages. These doctrines would thus be constructions – historico-sociological in the case of Confucius, psychological in the case of Mencius – designed to give intellectual support to a system whose basis is social.1 (We shall glance in Chapter Three at the question: how far a similar view may apply to Western psychology also.) This limit would prevent their thinking from becoming self-critical, in the sense of making distinctions which would impair its apologetic power or lead to doubt and questioning of the ritual system in general and apart from details at which it may be supposed by them to have become corrupt. Indeed, of the pre-Christian Chinese thinkers, Moh Tih seems to be almost the only one who questioned the accepted virtues (e.g. the family system, and the merit of wasteful funerals) in any fundamental manner. And Moh Tih’s doctrine, perhaps as a consequence, suffered much suppression later. 

1 As to this social basis, the work of Marcel Granet should be consulted: particularly, ‘L’expression de la pensée en chinois’ Journal de psychologie, 15th October, 1928, and ‘Quelques particularités de la langue et de la pensée chinoises’, Revue philosophique, January and March, 1920. My debt to it will be evident, particularly as to the ritual aspects of early Chinese customs.
We can hardly keep this practical purpose too constantly in mind in interpreting Mencius. It explains why he stops short or turns aside from distinctions which to a modern mind with theoretical interests are almost inevitable. No motive existed for him to make them. In endeavouring to follow him we must remember that we are rubbing elbows against barriers imperceptible to us but as impenetrable as the limits of the world to him. At the same time he may well have had passages open to him which are logically closed to us.

The finality of the ritual social system may perhaps also explain the fourth mark of these arguments – the exclusive use of concrete examples. A Western thinker will appeal to abstract logical principles because these are to him the most certain and ultimate considerations. Thus St Thomas will appeal to the principle that an effect must resemble its cause. Kao Tzu and Mencius appeal instead to concrete instances of universally recognized correct behaviour. Their doctrines gain authority by fitting what is ‘done’ not by internal clarity, precision, and consistency. And the words in which they are stated seem almost wil-fully to avoid the kind of distinctions which a Western reader craves. Our minds positively ache as the word ‘age’ comes again and again with what, for us, are plainly most important differences in meaning. It is very difficult in translation to refrain from putting in ‘elucidations’ which may very well make the thought of Kao Tzu and Mencius far more articulate than they ever dreamed of making it. And we are not likely to understand them if we suppose that they were merely doing what we would like them to be doing, but with a barbarously inadequate and confused terminology. It is much more probable that this employment of one word for so many uses had a purpose (if an unconscious one). It is our business, if we can, to discover what this purpose was. 

Three, not exclusive, possibilities present themselves, all interesting. The word ‘age’ being more concrete and more inclusive and indefinite than alternatives such as respect, revere, obey, defer to, honour, yet including them all and extending beyond them to cover the whole field of right conduct towards the aged, may have had (as was suggested in Chapter One) a much more massive evocative power than any more specific and clearer word. Secondly, the very equivocation between ‘to age’ as ‘to behave rightly towards the aged’ and ‘age’ as ‘the character of the aged’ may reflect the unquestioned appropriateness of the conduct better than any separated terms could. (Compare our similar equivocations with Honour, Belief, Feeling, Beauty, and Knowledge.) Thirdly, the verb ‘to age’ may have had a closer connection with actual conduct, being associated perhaps in the upbringing of the young with the ways in which they were required to behave towards seniors. Thus it would be less a term of reflection and discourse and more a word of command.

All these modes of evocation are familiar to us in poetry. They would serve here to bring the instances of conduct before the mind with concreteness and persuasive power. So borrowing, perhaps, from the instances a sanction for doctrine which could not be gained by other means. Doubtless, too, the written character – though not regarded in the least as a pictogram – had an evocative power greater than that of our written words. 

If this description of Chinese thinking (in the instance of Mencius) is correct – that it operates within an unquestioned limit and seeks a conception of the mind that will be a good servant to the accepted moral system rather than one which is primarily accordant to the facts – its interest to Western scientific thinking may seem to be diminished. But this would be taking too short a view of the matter. Even allowing great influence to the dominating social purpose, there is still room for plenty of variety in the conceptions developed in its service. As we have seen, Kao Tzu and Mencius, while apparently agreeing in their purpose, take sufficiently opposed views. And it is arguable that the very fixity and stability of the purpose might in time allow the conceptions which best served it to take note of facts in a manner less confused by shifting intentions and metaphysical revolutions. Also that, if we can allow for the purpose, we can read the conceptions, as representations of facts, more clearly than we could otherwise. We must not forget, too, that this dependence of conceptions upon social purposes is not a peculiarity of Chinese thinking, though possibly more evident there than in our own thinking. Certainly the Western conceptions of the mind that modern psychology inherits are hardly less subject to social and theological purpose. And perhaps those conceptions with which psychology is attempting to replace them are equally influenced by extraneous purposes of a different and an opposed nature. It is, in any case, not a bad exercise for our psychology to consider a system of conceptions that is openly suasive in character, that makes only such distinctions as are useful in supporting social aims, and takes note of facts only so far as their recognition is compatible with an approved social system. 

This pervasive social intention forces us to put a twist in our interpretations of Mencius at many points. We must not only refrain from making distinctions which were unnecessary and perhaps impossible for him; we must also make more positive imaginative efforts. For example, in reading pp. 40–4, we shall do well to suppose that Mencius is less concerned with problems of determinism and fatalism or the participation of man in the cosmic order than with the inculcation of certain attitudes for man towards his own acts and his own endowments. The gentleman will find it advisable to regard his virtues as natural; and, conversely, the satisfactions of his natural tendencies as gifts. The importance of the shift of attitude that results may perhaps be best illustrated by cases chosen from our own queer variations in these matters – for example, the contrast between the language used in popular accounts of the attack on Everest and in the accounts given by the climbers themselves, who would feel themselves to be actors in a rather vulgar play if they were forced to regard themselves as the ‘heroes’, exemplars of courage and protagonists of the human race that their apologists make them out to be. Similarly, any schoolboy, it will be hoped, will grow angry if he is exhorted to ‘Play up and play the game!’ To play the game may be virtuous, but it is best regarded under the aspect of hsing. Or consider, again, the effects of a patriotic oration upon persons whose patriotism has become constitutional; so thoroughly displayed in the ‘jelly-bellied flag-flapper’ incident of Stalky and Co., that we may marvel that Mr Kipling should, on other occasions, have himself been capable of desecrating similar preserves. All the delicate topics that are touched by questions of snobbery, Pharisaism, and good taste seem indeed to present convenient analogues to the hsing-ming opposition. The unequalled sense of decorum of the Chinese, within their own code –which seems at least as inclusive as our own – is well shown in these matters. It would be an instance of such decorum, if Mencius were in these passages indirectly prescribing decency in the cultivation of the virtues and resignation as to the rewards of our appetites. Similarly, Mencius in discussing ch‘i (p. 32) may be considered to be prescribing certain attitudes towards ch‘i and the will quite as much as declaring their actual relationship. 

The very absence in Mencius of anything which we can recognize as a theory of knowledge is strong evidence in this direction. If he were primarily concerned with ‘knowledge about’ (or ‘of’) the mind rather than with ‘knowledge how’, to live or to conceive it, we should expect him to include reflections on knowledge; but his reflections are nearly all about action, its sources and control.

Our own prose uses of language, in modern times, are so dominated by the conception of statement that we feel a strain when we have to consider discourse as a series of overt or disguised imperatives. Even a command we tend to convert into a statement of a wish, so deforming it. But Mencius, in his briefer formulae, seems often not to be issuing statements of his wishes or even recommendations, but to be uttering laws – doing something which no modern thinker ever consciously does. And his arguments are less demonstrations than instructions. If we wish to know what his conceptions of the mind were, we must derive them, cautiously, from these edicts and be on our guard against mistaking the edicts for statements. 

It may help us in this indirect interpretation to cultivate a little more scepticism than we are perhaps accustomed to as to the extent of our powers of statement. First, by reflecting upon the extraordinary difficulty of giving any clear account of statement itself. We can say that a statement is an indication or representation of a state of affairs, but if we are not content with this as a mere metaphorical description of statement in terms of pointing to or copying something – metaphors these from physical operations – we find ourselves at once concerned with a formula largely composed of abstractions. Our theory of abstraction is still one of the most debatable matters in philosophy, and the debate is perforce carried on mainly in terms of evident fictions – fictions such as universals, essences, concepts, causes – which we handle mainly by modes of ‘apprehension’, derived metaphorically from physical occurrences. And our capacity to criticize metaphoric thinking is still embryonic. We use it confidently and blindly.

It is still, perhaps, an open question whether if we repudiated metaphoric thought we should be able to make any statements, true or false, about any but physical occurrences. For when, as in psychology, we seem to do so (e.g., ‘Love is a necessary condition for jealousy’) our statements on analysis seem to ‘contain’ or are ‘composed of items which can only be ‘understood’ by virtue of their analogy with physical states of affairs. I am not, of course, saying merely that our language in discussing psychology is full of physical metaphors, dead or alive; I am suggesting that the processes of thought we employ in thinking about psychology gain their consistency and structure by being transferred from processes of thought applicable originally to physical, not psychological, occurrences. It would be better perhaps to say ‘sensibly perceptible’ or ‘motilely executable’ in place of ‘physical’; for it is not, as I intend it, a metaphysical1 point, and does not contravene the more or less accepted opinion that such concepts as force, resistance, activity, in physics are metaphorical from our sensory experience. It is, simply, that our conceptions of non- sensory mental items in structure and process may also be highly questionable metaphors from our sense experience and from ‘constructions’ based upon it. 

1 I am not, I think, assuming here that psychical events either are or are not reducible to physical events – on any of the usual definitions of either. On any view, some important differences divide what are ordinarily described as the physical and the psychical, and again such psychical ‘activities’ as willing, desiring, and thinking from sensations. It is a relevant question whether these divisions can safely be crossed on metaphors.
Be this as it may, our theories of knowledge, such as they are, indubitably succeed best with events observable by the senses. It is a commonplace that when they are extended into mathematical physics they suffer increasingly from uncertainty as to which parts of the field are fact and which are fiction; which are physical happenings and which mathematical conveniences. Extended into psychology a similar uncertainty attacks them in the degree to which psychology departs from disguised physiology or matters conceived on the analogy of physiology. Witness the extreme doubt which most psychologists with methodological interests will confess as to whether the Freudian machinery, or the tripartite division (Thought, Feeling, Will), or the instincts, or the gestalt, are more than descriptive fictions useful for their purposes but not to be taken as facts in the non-metaphysical sense in which any theory of perception has nowadays to handle only too many facts. 

This is no place in which to elaborate these speculations beyond the point at which they may free us for the enterprise of imaginatively reconstructing a view of the mind from the suasive pronouncements of Mencius. The important thing to remember is that his purpose was not scientific but social – was not, that is to say, the ordering of his conceptions with a view to systematic observation and prediction, but the enforcement of a schema of conduct. It may well be that a purely scientific psychology could give us no self-control or power of influencing others except in such indirect ways as are exemplified by the administration of drugs or the use of exercises. If so, we should be forced probably to supplement scientific psychology with a fictional account of human nature in the interests of a finely ordered society and of reasonably unwasteful living. There may thus be another advantage in studying, if only as a set of fictions, the scheme of conceptions which has given both a fine and a very widely diffused civilization to the Chinese people.






Chapter Three MENCIUS' VIEW OF THE MIND 
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Sir, say no more.

Within me ’tis as if

The green and climbing eyesight of a cat

Crawled near my mind’s poor birds.

Trumbull Stickney


It may gather the threads of the discourse together if we make a list of a dozen principal questions:


	What is Nature (Hsing) for Mencius?

	What is Mind (Hsin)?

	What is Will (Chih)

	How are these three related, if at all?

	How is hsing related to the four beginnings (pity-sympathy, shame-dislike, declining-yielding, approving-disapproving) ?

	How are these related to the four virtues: jen, yi, li, chih?

	What accounts can we give of these virtues?

	How are they related to the other virtues (li of Truth, p. 9; tao, p. 37) that sometimes take shares with them?

	How does desire come in?

	What is the ch‘i?

	How does the ch‘i in its relation to will stand to the virtues and their beginnings?

	What is the ch‘i’s relation to the unmoving mind?


Some of these questions (e.g. 5, 6) are easily answered from Mencius’ text. Some (e.g. 7) are difficult through the very superfluity of materials available; some (e.g. 2, 3) through pau city of explanation. Others (e.g. 4, 8, 9, 11) are only answerable by conjecture since they seem to correspond to gaps in Mencius’ thinking – to belong to different systems of conceptions which he has not worked together. We must beware of giving more inter-connections to the whole than Mencius, for his purposes, needed. And we have to ask our questions, so far as we can, in senses in which he might have asked them. 

This limitation will prevent our asking, ‘What is hsing? in a metaphysical sense. Mencius – it is part of his eschewal of problems of knowledge – entirely avoids metaphysics. It is true that since ad 1200, when Chu Hsi, the great Sung philosopher, reinterpreted Mencius, hsing has had deep metaphysical significances attached to it, but our business is with Mencius. And for Mencius the two main questions to settle, if not exactly to ask, concerned the goodness of hsing and its necessary development into the virtues. Hsing is that in man which, though slight, makes him different from the animals (p. 19); it is common to all men, and indeed is that which, as regards the mind, men have in common (p. 9) – their common humanity in things of the mind parallel to their common size, roughly, in feet (p. 6) and their common tastes in meats, music, and beauty (p. 8).

Hsing, moreover, is complex, a complex of impulsions. If it is allowed by circumstances to follow, and develop according to, its constituent impulsions then it is good, does good, and can be considered good. These impulsions can be interfered with by bad conditions. Famine, for example (p. 5), can entrap and drown the mind and thus distort them. So can bad government. The impulsions tend to be frustrated and curtailed by daily affairs (p. 11). Rest and especially the breath of dawn and the night-breath restore them. The differences in men’s humanity are, at least in part, due to these varying conditions. Even the sage is not different from the ordinary man in his native endowment (p. 6). 

These impulsions show themselves in a minimal degree in such universal promptings as pity, shame, reverence, and sense of right and wrong, which are not due to inculcation or example or social pressure in the first place, but are native to man. Mencius, however, seems much more at home with pity and shame than with the other two – giving fuller illustrations of them (pity, p. 12; shame, p. 18) and citing them in many contexts (pp. 16, 20, 24) where we might expect all four to be mentioned. Frequently we notice that he uses hsin, 心，, mind as though it were synonymous with hsing (p. 12), which is not surprising in view of his descriptions – ‘the mind of commiseration and pity’, etc. Furthermore in the Kao Tzu argument, righteousness, yi, which earlier was said to be developed from ‘shame and dislike of mind’ is exemplified by acts of respect (pp. 24–6). This may be Kao Tzu’s fault, but it seems likely that the schematism, in pages 4 and 13, is not to be taken too strictly. We must remember that what we have from Mencius is less a composition of his own than a collection of notes put together by his disciples and disturbed and rearranged at later dates by his editors.

A still slighter manifestation of ‘the mind of commiseration and pity’ is detected and made use of by Mencius in the sad case of King Sun of Ts’e who, seeing a frightened ox being taken to sacrifice for the consecration of a bell, ‘could not bear’ its frightened appearance and had it changed for a sheep (I-I-vii-4). As a result he was accused of stinginess or parsimony. It is curious that the Chinese term here should have the same semantic blend as our words ‘miser’ and ‘poor’. Not having seen the sheep he did not ‘mind’ its death. ‘The gentleman’, says Mencius, with practical sagacity, ‘keeps away from his kitchen.’ 

These promptings of pity, shame, respect, and truth (sense of right and wrong?) are the minimal manifestations, the first and lowliest signs of the virtues which under favourable conditions they develop into. Those who make the most of their capacities (common to all men), ‘who seek then get it’ and do not give up so lose it’ (p. 4) become virtuous, and in the highest examples become sages. All men by universal inheritance like the virtues. But the sage – who not only realizes in the sense of fulfils his mind (gives the utmost development to his nature), but realizes, in the other sense, what he is doing and becomes a teacher and an example – has a further function. As Yi Ya the epicure was the first to grasp what all mouths agree in liking, so the sage is the first to grasp what all human minds agree in. He is the sage because he is the most human of men (p. 9). Mencius, however, slips in another term, li, 理， (Truth, Reason, Order, Principle) along with yi (Righteousness, Justness) here, which may puzzle us if we forget that he was not composing a systematic treatise.

We saw in Chapter One what a range of interpretations can be given to this character along with Jen, Yi, Li (Propriety), and Chih (Wisdom); and it is fortunately not essential for our purposes here to go very closely into any of them. The materials available are rich and profuse and the technique required will be discussed in Chapter Four. The enquiry belongs to anthropology or sociology or a more detailed kind of psychology than can be attempted in a preliminary survey. The important thing is to recognize that these virtues – whatever the relations between them may be – are the termini governing all Mencius’ psychology. As we have seen, it is no part of his purpose to analyse them, justify them, or discuss them in general. The casuistry of them, the discussion of particular examples, is a main part of his work and all his psychological argumentation may be regarded as an apology to enforce them. But, if what was said in Chapter Two is not mistaken, we need not be surprised to find that he makes no attempt to illuminate their inner constitution. Since all men know them and accept them, his task is only to encourage men’s energies to flow into their development. 

What they were we can see best by examining their first signs or beginnings. Jen, 仁，, a character made up of a man and the number two, can be rendered as love if we are careful to exclude romantic, passionate, and sexual associations. Humaneness, reciprocity in desirable acts, fellow-feeling, all come near it. But it is more a form of activity or a general tendency to act in certain ways than an emotion. For Mencius elsewhere it is ‘the heart of man’ and ‘being a man’; it is ‘to teach without tiring’, it is ‘the source of honour and its absence the cause of humilation’, it is ‘like archery because when we miss the mark we come back for self-examination’, its actuality ‘lies in serving the parents’ and ‘with effort to strive for mutuality and so act is the nearest way to seek it’ (p. 42). Yi, 義， (the character is made up of a sheep above two spears) is less easy to describe, because it fits less trimly into our own recognized scheme of virtues. Its first sign is the shame and dislike of having done the wrong thing, but more perhaps the socially wrong thing than we with our conception of conscience would take it to be. All forms however of undue interference with others and of negligence of social duties may come under this heading. It merges into the next virtue li, 禮，, (the character is made up of 丌, a sign for revelation, and 豐, a sacrificial vessel) which is concerned more with good manners than with equity. But the ritual suggestion was probably stronger with Mencius than in later times – he was near enough to the feudal regime for questions of correct ritual behaviour to take a very prominent place. And li today continues to rule all such matters as mourning, funerals, marriage arrangements, precedence in the family and between officials and others. These things, together with manners and correctness in general are, we must remember, very much more important in China still than in the West. Its first sign is in what looks like a question of precedence – knowing one’s proper place, knowing when to decline and when to yield – the image of a battle of politeness at a doorway persists in coming to the mind. It will be noticed that Mencius uses two pairs of characters (on pp. 4 and 14) ‘the mind of deference-respect’ and the ‘mind of refusing-yielding’. There seems to be little difference between them, each pair being taken as a single name for a certain attitude or feeling. 

The fourth virtue chih, 知 or 智, (the character is made up of an arrow beside a mouth),1 is the hardest of all to make certain of. Its first sign is in something which may be no more than discrimination, ‘the mind of is and is not’, but it may be more than this a moral judgement as to right and wrong, what is to be approved and disapproved. As a developed virtue there is a certain parallel difficulty in distinguishing knowledge or intelligence from wisdom, mere sagacity from sageship. 


1 In ancient times, 知 and 智 could be interchangeably used.
Such in brief are the virtues in which the impulsions that make up man’s distinctive nature culminate. We can see that it is man’s social nature that Mencius is concerned with – his difference from the animals – and that his conception of hsing was in terms of activity or incipient activity – an activity which, if permitted, tended always to self-development. This tendency to self-development – to the fulfilment of the mind – was what he meant by its goodness. It is a conception that lends itself readily to a speculative elaboration, the more readily because it is free from those complexities that Western individualism has brought in with the notion of the self, the ego, and the conscious subject. It is free too from the problem of knowledge. We could even, by taking up his water-analogy, make the mind’s tendency to self-development a matter of its following the line of least resistance, and trace the whole growth of human society and the social virtues to an escape from a relatively less satisfactory condition; and thus far we should not perhaps be going much beyond Mencius. But before discussing speculative possibilities it, will be well to consider the other parts of Mencius’ doctrine.

The two parts which are difficult to fit into this account of hsing and the virtues are those that concern desire, and will. Mencius’ most direct utterance upon desire prescribes ‘making few the desires’ (p. 28) and so would seem to involve the will also. His most direct utterance upon the will declares its relation to the ch‘i – ‘the will is ch‘i’s commander: ch‘i, body’s filling: will primary, ch‘i follows’ (p. 33). It may be best, therefore, to take the three problems of desire, will, and the ch‘i together, and it is worth recalling that his doctrine of the ch‘i has been regarded as the chief reason for Mencius’ exalted place in Chinese history. 

The ch‘i is conceived in the similitude of a breath or vapour, a subtle matter pervading the body, on which the body’s wellbeing depends. Some of our uses of ‘life’ are perhaps not far from it – the animal spirits, vital energies, temper, libido: compare also ‘high-spirited’ and ‘low-spirited’. However we render it, we must conceive it as capable of variation; it can be ‘one’ or ‘not-one’, which, presumably, means united or divided. Its relation to the mind is intimate: so that it is possible to ‘seek in ch‘i what is not in mind’. Still more close is its connection with will. Indeed this passage is only one of several that shows how nearly the same are ‘mind’ and ‘will’ (as in English). When the will is single it moves the ch‘i; when the ch‘i is single it moves the will – a man in the stress of running and falling undergoes a movement of ch‘i which is such that this ‘moves the mind’.

‘Moves the mind’ here is clearly something more than ‘influences the mind’. The mind is influenced in countless ways, by babies falling into wells, for example, and its being influenced in these ways is approved by Mencius. The kind of movement of the mind that is to be avoided seems to be movement from within, from the ch‘i or movement from without through the ch‘i. We must recall that Meng Shih Shê (p. 32), in his stoic indifference, is ‘keeping ch‘i; he is, as we should say, spirited.

The will in controlling the ch‘i must do it no violence which, to us, may appear to be a recommendation against repression. But Mencius, replying to his disciple’s difficulty at this point, gives an explanation which may be taken otherwise. Perhaps it is only when ch‘i is single (may we say flowing in one direction?) and the will not single, that the will is moved. And when the will is single then, since it is ch‘i’s commander, ch‘i will be unable to trouble it. 

Part of our difficulty here is perhaps from our giving to ‘will’ a Western interpretation which does not belong to it in Mencius. If we could take it as merely the mind – that is the nature when in accordance with its impulsions and so in the course of self-development – as the mind-in-action;1 and, if we could take the ch‘i simply, as the vital energy out of which mind draws its supplies, the matter would become clearer. Skill in maintaining and managing one’s vast ch‘i would consist not in repressing it but in distributing it so that the leadership of the will would never be imperilled. The acquirement of this skill would be the attainment of the ‘unmoved mind’. But the skill would have to be ‘acquired’ in the same final sense in which we learn to swim.

1 Cf. pp.81–3
The technique of this distribution or control of ch‘i might be what is indicated in our two passages about desire (p. 28). ‘In cultivating the mind, nothing better than to make few the desires. With few desires, though in some things the mind may not be sustained, these will be few. With many desires, though in some things the mind may be sustained, these will be few.’ The sustaining of the mind may be the preservation of the mind’s or will’s integrity, its singleness. The adept, recognizing that his strength comes from his vast ch‘i – the ‘body of desire’ is careful not to frustrate any of his desires. But by ‘not being what he is not’ and ‘not desiring what he does not desire’ (p. 28), he contrives both to decrease the number of desires and to place himself – as the ch‘i s commander – in the controlling position of being able to make all parties in the ch‘i support his authority. ‘How the desires are to be counted is, of course, the chief difficulty here – over and above the doubt whether the field of desires for Mencius is even roughly coterminous with the field of desires for Western moralists. Certainly the areas of stress in the Western field – for example the emphasis on sexual desire – are unlikely to correspond with those in the Chinese field. The Christian and Chinese traditions of ascetism seem to differ; many Taoist ascetics retiring to the wilderness perhaps rather to develop sex than to deny it. 

There is much subtle moral strategy to be detected behind Mencius’ pronouncements in this matter. Adroitness rather than force, persuasion rather than bullying is his recommendation in the management of the wishes. His attitude to himself and to those factions in himself which might challenge his supremacy is markedly different from that which Judaism has given to the West. The Will is for him a Ruler and the Confucian conception of an ideal Ruler is always of one who rules by benevolence, by caring for the interests of the governed, by consent. To take up arms against his subjects is the mark of a bad Ruler, who has not performed his duties and deserves to be deposed. Mencius keeps the conception unchanged in applying it to the will. It is even possible that this way of stating the matter reverses it – that the Confucian conception of the Ruler derives from the Chinese moral attitude to the self, rather than the other way about. There is no officially recognized war in the Chinese mind between the Soul and the Body, between will and desire. Hence that absence of a sense of sin which used so to puzzle missionaries. The result may even be a difference in the basic lines of division in the Chinese mind between the Ego, the Ego-Ideal, and the rest of the personality. It is much to be regretted that good psychoanalytic studies have not yet been undertaken in China. It is possible that Mencius anticipates some of the educative prescriptions of Freud. 

The sense in which we might attempt to seek in ch‘i what we do not get in mind, and the connections, if any, between this attempt, the advice ‘not getting in words, not seek in mind’, and the declaration that ‘the will is ch‘i’s commander’ are not the least puzzling parts of the whole matter. It may be that Mencius just passes by the remark about words and the mind (after shaking his head at it) and that the primacy of the will is simply the reason why we should not seek in ch‘i for what should be the attainment of the mind. In interpreting ch‘i as the source of the will we must perhaps be careful not to confuse them. To seek in the intensity of a movement of passion a sanctioning substitute for a clear intention of the will seems probably the kind of thing that Mencius here agrees with Kao Tzu in discouraging.

He perhaps returns later (p. 36) to the other half of Kao Tzu’s recipe for the ‘unmoving mind’. But, if so, the point of interest has shifted. For though Mencius may be seeking in the mind what he does not get in words, it is in the mind of the speaker that he seeks. His classifications are in terms of failures and frustrations of hsing, and the momentary gleam of interest in the verbal situation, as verbal 0 into the peculiarity of verbalized thought has passed with the return of the ethical interest. 

But we are in danger of forgetting the magical framework within which all Mencius’ thinking moved. The mind that is speaking to us of itself has before it a satisfyingly complete and very detailed ideal world – of human relations and ranks and duties within a cosmic setting which accepts man (when he is himself) much more perfectly than any remembered universe, except Adam’s, that has been imagined in our tradition. So much is man at one with his universe that the very seasons fall out of order as disorder grows in the mind of his representative, the Ruler. The magical ‘participation’ between him and his universe is so close that his nature and the nature of things in general may be thought of with one thought without opposition or distinction.

But the actual world is in fact in hideous confusion. The seasons go astray, Princes are cruel and incompetent, war rages, floods destroy, ‘the black-haired people do not know how to place their hands and feet’. These evils are a gigantic reflection of a frustration in the mind of man. The mind righting itself, recovering the true path of its own development (even in the case of one man, who would thus become Ruler) all things would return to their proper courses. Thus the problem of the realization, the fulfilment once more, of the mind’s true nature has an urgency for Mencius that we must stretch our modern seriousness to grasp.

And yet, as with all magical views perhaps, there is place in the very core of this world-view for what will seem to us a destructive shrewdness. Mencius does not adopt this world-view (as we might some other) as a questioned and accepted whole; it is simply his world in which he lives and into which his conceptions must in one way or another fit. If they opposed it they would have no standing for they would have no roots. So his shrewdness makes use of a remarkable suppleness. He is able to turn with strange freedom within the invulnerable magical frame. To trace his ideas at all fairly we must keep within this frame also. But we see it as a frame (to some degree) and he did not; and this makes some of our questions about his conceptions idle. For example: Does he speak of Hsing as it is or as it should be, as he saw it to be or as he would like it to be? For him, speaking as a Master (if not as a Sage) in whom his nature has become –more than in most other men – realized or fulfilled, the possibility of man’s nature being (apart from a few monsters or victims) quite other than he desires it to be would be absurd. Man, indeed, he sees very clearly is not as he should be, but about his nature – that which makes him distinctively human – he has no doubt and could have none. For, ‘all men like the excellent virtues,’ and this liking goes with these first stirrings of the buds (beginnings) of the virtues in all men which are the evidence and the constitutive elements of their humanity. We can say, if we like, that he chose, as distinctly human, just those traits which made him admire other men and those traits only. But, for him, inside the magical frame, the distinction between what must be and what must be desired (in matters of human nature) had no force. And we, outside the frame, must admit that the prestige of the sages and the constancy of the Chinese ideal of humanity are facts with some bearing upon human nature. 

If we like we can turn Mencius out of his magical frame and say that he merely defined as human nature what he wished it to be – that his psychology was simply a piece of‘wish-fulfilment’1 But to convict Mencius of folly we should still have to show that wish-fulfilment, in a different sense from the psychoanalytic, does not occur. Man is after all the most versatile, plastic, adaptable of the animals. But we may defend Mencius in yet another fashion: by insisting that human Nature (‘man’s that – wherein –differs from birds – beasts, that small-slight’) must be, for Mencius, an artificial product of man’s life in society. And we will be the less likely to dissent the more clearly we perceive how little that we recognize as distinctive of the human mind would remain if the shaping influences of society were removed. And this apart from any specific psycho-analytic or other theories1 as to the modes of social origin of human consciousness. The phrase ‘human nature’ – with its suggestion of something ultimate, given and unalterable – is notoriously misleading here. 

1 Not, on the whole, an altogether happy term for the condition it stands for, since, characteristically, in ‘wish-fulfilment’ the wishes receive only a partial and delusive fulfilment.
1 Cf. The Social Basis of Consciousness, by Trigant Burrow, and the evidence presented in the writings of the Durkheim school.
If hsing is, implicitly, for Mencius a product of man’s characteristic social life, it is also, almost explicitly, the source of all the values. Hence; it is good. His trust in hsing is rather more than a mere feat of optimism. For the virtues are what can be trusted. Supplying Mencius with an additional definition of hsing, it is that in us by which our virtues are what we can trust in. But Mencius would hardly thank us for such ‘clarifications’!

Human nature once identified with the unfolding of the buds of the virtues – an identification made with as little labour as Yu put into conducting the waters – the problems remaining for Mencius concerned only the attitudes and practices favourable to this unfolding. The hostile influences are the fatigues and distractions of the day’s affairs, the multiplicity of desires, blasphemy against the self, rebellions of the ch‘i, and vulgar fatalism or self-congratulation. Against them he brings, in effect, the doctrines of the fulfilling of the mind and the management of the ch‘i, that vapour or exhalation. He himself is skilful in managing his vast ch‘i. In this his excellence consists. As a conception it belongs typically to the magical view. Most great, most adamant, it may fill earth and heaven and is the body’s filling. It is the servant of the will and the product of just deeds. Unless interfered with by unjust deed, it matches with the most exalted guides of life, Yi and Tao, and may stand with them undaunted. Undaunted, because it is then the agent and energy-source of the fulfilling of the mind, which is both the actualization of Yi and the following of the Tao. 

Perhaps any conception of the mind that may have a direct influence upon it – living in it as an image and pattern of itself – must be a simplification. Mencius’ conception of an accidentally frustrated potentiality, as its essential nature, will seem to us to be shaped, in its details, in its specific directions of possible development (Jen, Yi, Li, Chih), to suit the society he gave it to. But it should not be hard for us to separate the conception itself from the circumstances it was fitted to. A set of autonomous propensities to growth, dependent upon suitable conditions, is perhaps what comes out. It is notable that the mind, for Mencius, is its own law-giver. Though we may think that he designed the four limbs of Hsing in accordance with his social order, to him that social order was the reflection of the developable Virtues. As we may say (but he would not) it was their result not their cause. ‘All things are already complete in us’ They have only to be preserved and allowed to grow to yield the perfect society. In addition to being complete the set of propensities is singularly harmonious. There are no clashes between Love and Duty in Mencius. The Virtues never fall out. A witness this, we may suppose, to the thoroughness and finality of the ancient Chinese Moral code. For us, if we tried to transpose Mencius’ conception into terms of our own social ‘order, struggle between component propensities in hsing would be probably the most notable feature. And the worst hindrances to the mind’s fulfilment would seem to come not from without but from within. Another proof that our cultural sources are more varied and that our psychology attempts therefore to describe a larger range of the mind’s possibilities. 

We have seen reason to suppose that Mencius’ pronouncements ought probably to be read more as injunctions than as statements. The interpretations above attempted seem to me most likely to be deficient through still being too much in terms of Western psychology and in terms adapted for statement. The difficulty of avoiding such falsifications is evident and a speculative consideration of it may be helpful. The prime question is perhaps: How deep may differences between human minds go? If we grant that the general physiology and neurology of the Chinese and Western races are the same, might there not still be room for important psychological differences? Peoples who have lived for great periods of time in different cultural settings –developing different social structures and institutions – might they not really differ vastly in their mental constitution? Might not the differences be even more than differences in the interconnections of a common set of psychical functions and in the relative precedence or emphasis among them? Is it legitimate to conceive not only a different order among a set of common basic formations but, further, an actual difference among the basic formations themselves? 

Such questions, I agree, are deplorably vague; but their very vagueness may be suggested as evidence that Western psychology has unduly refrained from examining and criticizing its own basic hypotheses. Its ‘irreducible modes of mental operation’ or ‘primordial aspects’ (Cognitive, Affective, Volitional, for example) are not so clear that we are in a position to say that any mind whatsoever must possess them; and, if we said so, what are the good reasons which would justify such confidence? Introspective evidence plainly could not supply them; and, in such matters, we may doubt whether introspection ‘sees’ much more than the framework of conceptions through which it is made. The tendency shown in so many schools of psychology to set the traditional framework aside in favour of a stimulus and response formulation seems to point to a growing suspicion that it is not as necessary as it once seemed. For a psychology which takes response as its fundamental notion, the possibility of a variety of forms of complex psychical functioning, of which the old Tripartite Division (Knowing-feeling-willing) would be only one, cannot be easily disposed of. The Tripartite Division might well be a schema applicable usefully to minds that have grown up, taken form, and learnt to function within a given social and cultural framework (including language). Yet it might be applicable only to such minds, and another schema be more useful in considering minds which take shape under other conditions. Among such variable determining conditions popular psychology that is embodied in current speech might well take a chief place. 

It is a possible suggestion that we perhaps Think and Feel and Will because we have for so long been talking as though we did and that if language and tradition professed a different set of psychic functions we might be conducting our minds otherwise. This is an uncomfortable suggestion, since it would give to a change in popular psychological theory more consequence than we usually allow; and – not earth’s foundations only – but the mind’s foundations would seem in danger of fleeing. Yet, if it is a nonsensical suggestion, as it may be, one may wish that some psychologist would reassure us with an argument that would demolish it satisfactorily. I have been unable to think of one animal ‘psychology’ being too conjectural for this purpose.

The relevance of all this to Mencius and of Mencius to such speculations, is through the absence of a theory of cognition in his psychology. But cognition, the concept of knowledge, is the category that ‘response’ psychology has most made shaky. For a Behaviorist, ‘knowledge how’ obviously replaces ‘knowledge of’; and even for those who are violently not Behaviorists awareness, instead of being a precondition of action, is often treated as a minor consequence at a resistance point of instinctive drives that are largely unconscious. On the whole, Western psychology is much more ready than it was a generation ago to consider seriously an account of the mind that omitted to discuss cognition. And readier too, I fancy, to conceive that a different society and language might develop different psychical functions. This increased imaginative freedom would still be limited by its own fundamental conceptions – and the differences envisaged as possible between Mencius’ contemporaries and our own Western acquaintances would not be regarded as really fundamental. 

These speculations are intended here only to lead up to the following propositions: If we assumed that the differences between Mencius’ account of the mind (accurate or not) and our own accounts of it (accurate or not) reflected differences between the Chinese mind and ours we should plainly be very unwise. But equally if we assumed that these differences were entirely accountable for by differences in purposes and methods (ethico-political versus scientific) and did not remember the possibility that the structure and functioning of the minds (including his own) that Mencius was discussing might differ from our hypothetical standard Western mind, we should also be unwise. Even though we refused to allow that differences between minds go very deep, we shall do well to ask ourselves just how we are estimating depth in this matter. And whether we are entitled (and, if so, how) to take cognition, affection, conation, for example, for necessary co-ordinates in our comparisons as we take our three spatial co-ordinates in comparing boxes. Some differences between Mencius and William James, for example, certainly seem to be more than on the surface.

The absence, in Mencius and his fellows, of a theoretical interest is the most evident of these differences. But even in attempting to adumbrate such differences we are compelled to use language which implies common co-ordinates – ‘interest’, for example. There must clearly be a limit to our scepticism as to the basic assumptions we are using in our comparisons. Our question can only be whether some of the modes we currently assume to be common to all minds are absent in the mind that Mencius treated of. And the mode whose absence it seems most easy to imagine – namely cognitive contemplation interested only in what a thing is, in itself, apart from any use or moral significance that it may have – is a mode that seems in our own Western intellectual history to have made its appearance at intervals only and, until recently, in few persons. To us the pursuit of knowledge, or autonomous cognitive interest, may easily seem a natural activity of the mind instead of a highly artificial and specialized function requiring a rather violent dissociation from other interests. And, having developed this isolated scientific interest, we find a difficulty in examining Mencius’ views as views not under the sway of a similar theoretic interest. Thus a translator such as Legge, or Weiger, whose interests are moral rather than psychological is, in a sense, nearer to Mencius than a psychologist can easily come. But a Legge, or a Weiger, or a Faber, is still, by the kinds of moral interest present, separated from Mencius by gulfs that can only be crossed by an excursion into theoretic psychology, a psychology sufficiently aware of its own peculiar governing interest to retranslate itself back again, as it were, into views that are not so merely theoretic. And perhaps the chief lesson that such an excursion can teach us at present is that the scientific endeavour (it is hardly, so far, in psychological matters, more than an endeavour) does itself constitute an immense differentiation between minds. 

But this is not a difference which debars us, when we are trying to think scientifically, from understanding Mencius unless we stop too short. To suppose that, because our conceptions and our purposes are of another fashioning from his, we must misunderstand him, would be to stop too short. What we need, however, if we are to go further, is a more conscious, and therefore more controllable, technique of interpretation for all cases where we may be comparing mental processes whose kinds as well as degrees of development may differ.






Chapter Four TOWARDS A TECHNIQUE FOR COMPARATIVE STUDIES

DOI: 10.4324/9781315010861-4

When a man has once seen that every single science except metaphysics makes use of fictions, he is apt to conclude that the next step for him is to remove those fictions and substitute the truth. But if he looked closer he would see that human beings cannot get on without mythology. In science, in politics, in art and religion it will always be found, and can never be driven out. And, if we confine our attention to science, we must say that there is only one science which can have no hypotheses, and which is forbidden to employ any fiction or mythology, and that this science with some reason is suspected of non-existence.

F. H. Bradley, Principles of Logic


Certain precipitancies in this chapter, as in other parts of the book, may I hope be put down to modesty. Fools, as we all know, are permitted to rush in… and real scholars – those remote, if not abstract, beings – doubtless have a proper pride as well as better reasons to withhold them. I should be more than content if this venture suggested to better qualified persons that something useful could be at least begun in this formidable region. 

The problem, put briefly, is this. Can we, in attempting to understand and translate a work which belongs to a very different tradition from our own, do more than read our own conceptions into it? Can we make it more than a mirror of our minds, or are we inevitably in this undertaking trying to be on both sides of the looking-glass at once? To understand Mencius, for example, must we efface our whole tradition of thinking and learn another; and when we have done this, if it be possible, will we be any nearer being able to translate the one set of mental operations into the other? Is such translation, at best, only an ingenious deformation, in the style of the clever trick by which the children’s entertainer makes with his fingers and thumbs a shadow really very like a rabbit? 

It is not to be supposed that most Orientalists, Egyptologists, classicists, mediaevalists, field-anthropologists… have not had their wakeful nights over the problem. To put it more precisely, can we maintain two systems of thinking in our minds without reciprocal infection and yet in some way mediate between them? And does not such mediation require yet a third system of thought general enough and comprehensive enough to include them both? And how are we to prevent this third system from being only our own familiar, established, tradition of thinking rigged out in some fresh terminology or other disguise? There is nothing new about the problem, that is obvious. What would run some risk of novelty would be an attempt to discuss it explicitly, to bring it out of the realm of midnight dubiosities and initial misgivings into the field of arguable methodology or technique.

The problem seems to grow still more formidable as we realize that it concerns not only incommensurable concepts but also comparisons between concepts and items which may not be concepts at all. If we agree that most literary meanings are likely to combine at least four components1 ((1) Intention or purpose; (2) Feeling, or attitude towards what is being spoken about; (3) Tone, or attitude to those spoken to; and (4) Sense, or reference to what is being spoken about), and if we confine the term ‘concept’ to the fourth of these component functions, we shall frequently suspect that our business with a passage concerns the first three functions much more than the fourth. It is possible even to grow a doubt as to whether this fourth component is necessary, though at first sight we may suppose that an utterance about nothing (not symbolizing a thought of something, however vague) must be nonsense or, at the best, merely music. But certainly cases seem to occur (the hsing-ming antithesis, p. 40, may be such a case) where the meaning of the passage is almost exhausted by a consideration of the first three functions, and the concept (reference) that is present hides itself and almost fades out behind the speaker’s intention and his attitudes as guided by his intention. 

1 For a further discussion of these components, see Practical Criticism, Part Three, Chapters 1 and 2; Part Four, § 14–17, and Appendix A.
To recognize the multiplicity of the meaning-components may sometimes make matters easier for us. In place of a baffling and obscure concept, translation has in such extreme cases to deal with a relatively describable blend of intention, feeling, and tone.1 But we do not often get off so lightly. As a rule the meaning does contain a concept – so wrapped up with other functions as to be unintelligible and untranslatable apart from them. Even with our own most familiar meanings, it is not often easy to distinguish what we are thinking of from what we are feeling about it or what we want to do with it. And, as in most uses of ‘Beauty’, for example, ‘it’ (what we are thinking of) may have to be defined in terms of our feelings about it. When ‘Beauty’ stands for projected admiration or ‘Good’ for projected approval, but without reflective awareness of the fact of projection on the part of the speaker, any analysis or description we may try to give of the concept involved runs evident risks. The explicit description of the meaning is not at all a substitute for the meaning. The implicit concept is capable of connections (notably those of confusion) with other concepts which the explicated concept (after analysis) escapes or resists. 

1 Or, if we distrust the blending metaphor, with an integral meaning from which abstractive analysis can derive these functions.
This example is typical. As we saw in the Kao Tzu argument (pp. 20–7), movements of thought involving vague concepts can have a power and coherence which analysis would destroy. (It is possible, however, that those arguments should be regarded rather as good suasion than as bad reasoning.) And once analysis is introduced, the especially troublesome problems of the logical machinery (fictions, mythology) we use in analysis are on our hands. Our Western tradition provides us with an elaborate apparatus of universals, particulars, substances, attributes, abstracts, concretes, generality, specificities, properties, qualities, relations, complexes, accidents, essences, organic wholes, sums, classes, individuals, concrete universals, objects, events, forms, contents, etc. Mencius, as we have seen, gets along without any of this and with nothing at all definite to take its place. Apart entirely from the metaphysics that we are only too likely to bring in with this machinery, the practical difficulty arises that by applying it we deform his thinking.

There are many people, of course, who are satisfied that this machinery (or some brand of it) is necessary – not only convenient for our traditional type of thinking, but inevitable for all thought and correspondent to (or valid for) the structure of any possible universe. One may envy them their confidence but demur to it in the present stage of comparative studies. With such an author as Mencius, for whom logic is so little developed, dogmatic assumptions of this kind are little interfered with, and perhaps not very dangerous. But with such a thinker as Chu Hsi, to try to fit his distinctions into a framework taken from Aristotle, or Mill, Kant, or Bradley, appears exceedingly risky; and the assimilation of Buddhist or Vedanta philosophic apparatus to our Western machinery is probably not much wiser. 

But we need not go round the world to appreciate these dangers. The long-drawn-out and still drawn struggle between Aristotelianism and Platonism, or the beautiful specimens of mutual misunderstanding that any controversy between Oxford and Cambridge logicians of the last generation will provide, should convince us of the folly of using any logical machinery dogmatically in comparative studies. One of the first conditions for genuine comparisons would seem to be ability to use logical apparatus tentatively.

In practice this ability is only gained through the cultivation of a certain habit – the habit of multiple definition, of accompanying any definition or distinction we make use of with a set of rival definitions in the background of the mind. Only so can we protect ourselves from the coercive suggestion of any one interpretation which seems for the moment to fit. It is not enough simply to resolve that we will regard our logical schema as hypothetical. By itself this is only a rechristening of tradition. New hypothesis is but old dogma writ large. Unless we do actually and constantly sketch out alternative definitions using different logical machinery we shall not gain the ability to experiment in interpretation which comparative studies require.

That our current procedure is inadequate is shown by the ease with which any Cambridge-trained realist can demonstrate the confusions in a product of Oxford idealism and vice versa a situation which would be comical if it were not so wasteful. To show that an improvement in interpretative technique is possible may be not so easy. The habit of mind required is that of regarding all thinking – even the most seemingly autonomous – as purposive; and of expecting the form of the thinking to be not independent of the purpose. With this habit we may be readier, when we analyse our thought, to treat any structure we find in it (or give to it in the course of analysis) as no more than an instrument convenient or not for the purpose in hand. The subject-predicate, universal-particular, relational, syncretic, discrete, or organic structures we use in the analysis, we shall regard as not necessarily structures that the thought intrinsically has (still less as necessarily the structure of the aspect of the world the thought is ‘of’), but merely as forms which it is useful, for certain purposes, to regard the thought as having. And as the purposes governing the thought and governing our examination of it change, we shall expect the logical machinery used by the thought and by our analysis of it to change also. It may not do so, but methodologically the assumption that it is likely to is prudent. 

For we do not yet know enough about how we think (if, indeed, we know anything about this in any strict sense of ‘knowing’) to say: ‘All thinking must use this or that kind of machinery (or have this or that kind of structure) and no other’. The danger to be guarded against is our tendency to force a structure, which our special kind of Western training (idealist, realist, positivist, Marxist, etc.) makes easiest for us to work with, upon modes of thinking which may very well not have any such structure at all – and which may not be capable of being analysed by means of this kind of logical machinery. As we do so all chance of genuine comparative studies, is wiped out. 

What is needed, in brief, is greater imaginative resource in a double venture – in imagining other purposes than our own and other structures for the thought that serves them.1 But this is one of those airy remarks which are easier to make than to use. What steps can be suggested to encourage this imaginative freedom? The answer I suggest – since no capacity can be expected to develop without exercise – is the exercise of Multiple Definition.

1 We need not be deeply read in anthropology to find food for a suspicion that much of its materials has been taken too naïvely to justify the inferences that are drawn from it. E.g. Paul Radin (Primitive Man as Philosopher), after citing the Winnebago precept (‘If you hear of a person travelling through your country and you want to see him, prepare your table and send for him. In this manner you will do good and it is always good to do good’ (my italics)), comments:The statements are meant to be taken as general propositions. They are very remarkable enunciations and we may legitimately draw from their existence the inference that even in so-called ‘primitive’ tribes, certain individuals have apparently felt within themselves the same moral truths that are regarded as the glory of our great moralists, and that they have formulated these truths in general terms.

The disinterested altruism thus discovered here is not obvious to a critical eye, and some dissection of the possible meanings of ‘good’ would seem a desirable preliminary measure. The question invites prejudices from which such a measure will help to free us.
Multiple Definition, though it cannot yet call itself a technique, is at least a plan for a technique, and it is as such that I push it forward here, hoping that it may be considered on its merits as a plan) and apart from the defects, due to my ignorance and lack of skill, in the advance samples I offer. It is a proposal for a systematic survey of the language we are forced to use in translation, of the ranges of possible meanings which may be carried both by our chief pivotal terms – such as Knowledge, Truth, Order, Nature, Principle, Thought, Feeling, Mind, Datum, Law, Reason, Cause, Good, Beauty, Love, Sincerity… – and of our chief syntactic instruments, ‘is’, ‘has’, ‘can’, ‘of, and the like. Everyone will flaccidly agree that such words are ambiguous. And most philosophers have remarked that if they are to be used they must first be defined, and that their main endeavour is to define them. But the definitions they have given have been for their own use in their own thinking, not for other people’s use in different thinking. The chief reason why such words are still viciously ambiguous as instruments for general communication is, in fact, to be traced to the survival in philosophic practice of the combative habit of mind. As every disputant knows, definitions are key positions; a philosopher who is ready to abandon his own definitions and adopt his opponent’s on any considerable scale is quickly out of action. 

The first effect of a general practice of multiple definition would be a strange peace in philosophy. A philosopher engaged in refuting another – not of his own party – would become a laughable spectacle. Actually at the moment he is a more sinister figure. Nationalism in thought! The defence of the West! Of historic China! Poor little wretches that we are. For with the increasing pressure of world contacts we do pitiably need to understand on a scale we have never envisaged before. Warfare in the intellectual world as in the physical is a wasteful survival. But there are signs that it is declining in prestige. We are becoming methodologically more self-critical. We may yet come to count the number of convictions in a philosopher’s record.

Against one training we can only set another. The proposed survey requires a change in philosophic training. An example may make the required change more evident. Consider the following passage from Mr Herbert Read’s English Prose Style (p. 96): 


In fact, all that is necessary for clear reasoning and good style is personal sincerity. A sincere mind can and does reject facts which do not fit into its hypotheses; and if that mind is a singularly well-informed one, and the possible constructions which we can place on events being almost unlimited, the possible lines of reasoning are almost infinite. If we seek truth we must rely, not on an air of conviction or a show of reason, but on an investigation into emotional attitudes. And the only way of judging these emotional attitudes is by the historical method; bad emotional attitudes are shown up by their practical effects.


Any reader trained in what I have called above the Cambridge tradition, which might also be called a ‘common-sense’ or ‘naturalistic’ methodology, will have not the slightest difficulty in refuting these pronouncements. After fixing ‘commonsense’ definitions for the six key-words: necessary, reasoning, sincerity, fact, hypothesis, and truth, such a reader can easily be pictured pointing out that very stupid people are often very sincere; that to reject facts because they do not fit our hypotheses is just what a sincere mind does not do; that clearness of reasoning guarantees nothing as to the truth of its conclusions, which depends upon the premises as well as on the validity of the argument; that, in any case, much information and a number of words are necessary for reasoning which is written down; that sincerity of emotional attitudes can be shown, precisely by the historical method, to be no guarantee of truth, and so on. Merry ejaculations may be imagined as accompanying such an onslaught.

But, if instead of fixing our own definitions for Mr Read’s terms, we experiment with a method of multiple definition, and sketch out as many alternative possible meanings for them as our imagination and experience will suggest, I do not think we shall then have much difficulty in picking out a set of senses for the key-words, which makes the passage not only intelligible but even plausible and insusceptible of refutation. I will not here attempt to lay out multiple definitions for the six key-words they would find their place in a dictionary that is only a dream- project for the future1 – but before indicating the senses which would have this happy result, I suggest that what is required is not simply a witty guesswork which divines the right senses out of a void, nor merely an acquaintance with enough passages which are logical cousins to this particular passage, but an ordered systematic schema of the ranges of meaning of these words going in scope far beyond the senses actually given to them by writers of one or two schools. For these words, or rather the senses they may carry,1 range very widely; and the survey we need would not put down a few landmarks only, but would try to record the character and the connections of each range. 

1 In which should appear the ranges also of partially equivalent words in other languages – ‘primitive’ and ‘developed’; Maori, Chinese, and Pali, for example. Precautions against premature identification of these meanings would need to be worked out. The whole problem of a systematic technique for the indication and mapping of such meanings, to replace the unconnected ad hoc devices at present used by skilful translators, is almost unexplored.
1 There is an obvious danger of artificiality in speaking of senses as though they were separate, independent items – particles of meaning of various shapes and sizes. They are, in use, more like marks on a scale or peaks in a range – points determined by a fairly large set of co-ordinates. In analysis they are clipped out by the logical machinery we happen to be using. It is possible that for some important groups of words – the ‘truth-family’, for example – the number of co-ordinates may be small. If so, a thorough study from this point of view might allow of a great step forward in techniques of intellectual education.
The set of senses required, I think, for Mr Read’s paragraph are roughly as follows:


	Reasoning: not as inference from fixed explicit premises to a definite conclusion according to explicit rules; but as the placing of a number of observations in an intelligible order, a perceptible or rational structure. 

	Hypothesis: not as a supposition to be verified or rejected by consultation with facts; but as a framework or schema within which observations are to be placed.

	Fact: not as something out of the control of the reasoning mind, something by correspondence with which an observation is to be tested; but as a deed of the mind, a factum, a ‘made thing’, an item whose form comes to it in the act of the apprehending mind.

	Truth: not as a matter of correspondence between our observations and something they observe, the order of Nature or of events, as we might say; but as a matter of coherence or consistency among the items belonging to the system or hypothesis which is being developed.


So far these senses are those required for the Coherence Theory of Knowledge – and I trust the clumsiness of my indications will be forgiven me by those who are especially interested in that theory. We have still, however, to find a sense for Sincerity which will combine with these senses. I have elsewhere attempted to sketch part of the range of meanings of this word (Practical Criticism, pp. 280–90), and the choice of a sense here is, I believe, undoubtedly facilitated by an acquaintance with some of its other senses. The sense needed seems to come very near to one of the senses which may be suggested for ch‘eng – the character which in the Chung Yung or Doctrine of the Mean (or of the Undeviating Mind and Harmony), the transcendental treatise by Confucius’ grandson, is translated as a rule by ‘sincerity’ or ‘singleness’. This connection and the bearing of this sense upon Mencius’ doctrine of hsing is, indeed, one of my reasons for choosing Mr Read’s paragraph rather than another example here. (The Chung Yung opens, in fact, with the remark, ‘Heavenly ming is called hsing’.) 

This sense of sincerity requires us to postulate in the constitution of the mind, or of human nature, a tendency towards self-completion. ‘Sincerity is that whereby self-completion is effected, and its way is that by which man must direct himself.’ (Chung Yung, xxv, 1.) Any movement of the mind which is this tendency in action (whether successful or not) will be sincere as compared with a movement interfering with the tendency. And with a coherence sense for reasoning, hypothesis, fact, and truth, some such sense for sincerity fits in, it seems to me, very well. For this kind of sincerity would cause us to reject, as misconceived, facts (that is, conceptions) which do not accord with our hypotheses (the order of notions we are going permanently to retain as essential, as to be continued into the growing system of truth). This sincerity would lead us to abandon prejudices, pet theories, linguistic habits, tastes for particular brands of logical machinery, emotional dishonesties – all those things which usually prevent our minds’ tendency to increased order from taking effect.

It will be noticed that in listing senses for the six key-words in Mr Read’s paragraph I have omitted ‘necessary’. My reason is that in none of the more precise senses for ‘necessary’ that I can think of will his first sentence, for me, become plausible. The two chief senses for ‘All that is necessary’ are:


	All that is requisite, i.e. the one and only thing needed, the all-sufficing condition.

	All that is indispensable, i.e. the one and only thing we cannot do without. 


We can agree that Mr Read cannot have meant the first; and we can be fairly confident that he cannot have meant even the second, since in the next sentence he suggests that extensive information is indispensable also (and, in fact, he says so two pages before). And if we discard the ‘all’ and rewrite, ‘One thing more necessary than anything else’, we shall still have difficulty, unless clear is to have a very odd sense indeed. For surely it is commonly agreed that deceitful documents (e.g. in diplomacy and company promoting) may be clear in all the senses likely to be given to the word.

I am lingering with Mr Read’s sentence for two reasons. First, as an occasion to protest against the naive opinion, sometimes emitted by optimists, that if we could only understand what people meant we should always discover that they were right. Experience of close analysis does not justify this cheerful view. Secondly, to introduce a distinction between the ‘senses’ and ‘gestures’ of a word, phrase, or sentence.1

1 Mixtures of senses and gestures, and types of meaning in which the distinction cannot be made, are illustrated and discussed at length by many anthropologists, particularly of the French school. Cf. L. Lévy-Bruhl, ‘Collective Representations in Primitives’ Perceptions and the Mystical Character of Such’ in How Natives Think.
What may be called the Total Meaning of a word or phrase is a complex function – of which Intention, Feeling, Tone, and Sense seem to be the main components. It is convenient – for the purposes likely to be dominant in our present scientific phase of interest in comparative studies – to group the first three functions (emotive functions) together as ‘gesture’ and oppose them to ‘sense’ which is what science professes to be built of. Science, of course, can concern itself with gestures but it endeavours to say something true about them – not to exercise them – and its processes and results will be, so far as possible, in terms of sense. 

Most utterances have, as well as a range of various senses, a range of gestures. Often these will be dependent upon the sense that is present; they will be derivative, expressing feeling or tone or furthering intentions in virtue of some sense the words carry. But sometimes the sense lapses, and the gesture is primary. This happens with words like ‘Damn!’ and formulas like ‘Very pleased to meet you!’ It happens often with words that are so indefinite that no one would be prepared to say what their sense is. On other occasions a feeling, for example, will derive from a sense which is not actually present or would make nonsense of the passage if it were taken to be present. It is then wise to ignore the sense function and consider the gesture in its place. In this instance of Mr Read’s sentence I suggest that ‘necessary’ has a gesture rather than a sense – the gesture, namely, that advertisers have familiarized us with by telling us that six pairs of braces or a second car are necessary to us. The force of their persuasive gesture is impaired if we pay too much notice to the sense. These methods of suasion, it may be remarked, are frequent in poetry and in good poetry.

The task of Multiple Definition includes a survey both of the senses and the gestures of a word. It will often be found that the apparently ‘indefinable’ peculiarities of a sense can be resolved into features of its range of gestures; and the definer’s job is much simplified by the seeming complication. As a specimen very incomplete and clumsy – of the multiple definition of an important term, the following tentative list of senses and gestures of ‘Beautiful’ may be considered.1 

1 For illustrative material and some further senses in another arrangement see The Foundations of Aesthetics by C. K. Ogden, James Wood, and the writer; and The Meaning of Meaning, Chapters 7 and 10.

Senses of Beautiful

X is beautiful =


	X has Beauty – an ultimate, unanalysable quality. A Platonic Idea, Universal, or Essence is embodied or manifested in X.

	
X has a certain form –


	Where X is a physical object, e.g. a statue or painting or sequence of sounds, ‘beautiful’ would = ‘having a certain spatio-temporal order or formula’.

	Where X is an experience, ‘beautiful’ would = ‘being of a certain psychological description, or having a certain structure’. E.g. being a balance of opposing qualities, a union of stimulation and repose, being Disinterested, Detached, and Impersonal, having Unity in Variety, high organic interrelatedness among its parts, etc. No reference, so far as this sense goes, need be included as to what the experience thereby does – e.g. knows something, in some sense of knows – or to its effects on later experience.



	
X represents something; i.e. causes some mind to perceive or imagine something –


	A natural object or event;

	An impression, imagination, intuition, feeling, desire, etc., of some other mind.


Some of the senses of ‘imitation’ would lie here.


	
X represents something as it should be. 


	The Typical. ‘A judgement of the more or less normal, healthy and typical or more or less powerful, and highly developed character of a being or object of a given kind.’ Cf. ‘A beautiful case of measles.’

	The Ideal. Evidently this sense ramifies as we specify senses for ‘should’.



	
X is expressive of something.


	Of an intuition; i.e. is an intuition (Croce. Cf. also 2b, 3 b);

	Of Personality (3b); of Life (as an action can be beautiful as being ‘full of life’); of good-will, etc.



	X does people good. Cf. ‘Beautiful Weather, ‘beautiful mutton’ (4a).

	
X is to be enjoyed and admired.


	Any normal person would…

	Everybody ought to… (4b).



	X reveals reality or truth (as opposed to appearance); or makes us know something in some of the special senses of ‘know’. This is evidently a general heading covering a very intricate tangle of senses which cannot be displayed apart from multiple definitions of Truth, Knowledge, and Real.

	X meets deep needs of our being.

	
X causes certain states of mind in suitable people.


	Some parts of this state of mind being projected to X.




These incomplete indications will perhaps be sufficient for the purpose here. 

It will be evident that the classification used might be otherwise, that the headings vary greatly in generality, and that they are not, as a rule, exclusive. Most senses of Beautiful that we are likely to come across in conversation will be blends of several. Or, perhaps I should say, they will be vaguer senses than even the vaguest listed above, cloudy senses out of which reflective analysis may crystallize one or more of the above according to the mode, occasion, context, and purpose of the analysis, rather than of the original employment. The freedom and the intricacy with which some of these analysed senses can masquerade as others is indicated at a few points by cross-references above. And though it is sometimes not difficult (as with 3b and 5) to decide that two or more quite distinct senses are involved – ‘Ex-pression’ in the sense of sending forth or uttering, and ‘expression’ in the sense of representing we may be in real doubt whether some varieties of (8) and (4) are different senses or merely the same sense in different formulations. This is the problem that alternative logical machinery always creates. When we translate from one logical machinery into another do we necessarily change the sense? – a question under suspicion of vacuity at present, for what is ‘a sense’ is partly a matter of convention. Senses are obviously not like bees buzzing round us, they are, as has been remarked above, more like marks on a scale; but marks on useful scales are not arbitrary, they have reference to our purposes. To arrange senses usefully we need a better understanding of the complex purposes which require us to discriminate them. Thus the development of a technique of multiple definition must, in a sense, be circular. Only experience can show what logical machinery – for settling when a sense is ‘changed’ or not and so forth 0 best suits our purposes. Meanwhile, such tentative lists as the above may help us to discriminate between our purposes better than we do at present. 

Turning now to gestures we have to note that our verbal means of indicating them has constantly the effect of presenting them as senses. The following seem, however, to indicate varieties of attitude, intention, etc., that can be carried by ‘beautiful’ without being necessarily accompanied by thought of anything being ‘such and such’; though ordinarily a vague sense will, of course, be present.



Gestures of Beautiful

X is beautiful =


	‘Something here worth while!’ The word is merely a signal to an attitude – expectant attention; ready to develop, with the persistence of the attention, into absorption and critical attitudes of choice and affective discrimination. All this can happen right up to full acceptance or full rejection, without, it seems, any but the merest and vaguest sense-reference occurring.

	‘I have a certain “feeling”!’ The feeling can range from mere liking up to very finely discriminating responses from a condition for which ‘pretty!’, ‘lovely!’, ‘swell!’ would be accepted as substitutes, to a response which would reject any such substitute with violence. Often the feeling is accompanied by generality and validity feelings which support it, and give confidence and sanction. ‘I, and every decent person too, would have this feeling!’

	It is good that this exists! Impersonal feeling of approval: ‘Admirable!’ Or less impersonal approval: ‘Desirable!’ 

	Tone gestures as in ‘What a beautiful baby!’ With or without ironic complications.

	Imperatives. ‘Accept it, receive it, submit to it, explore it!’

	Feeling of significance. ‘Lo and behold!’ It is not necessary for this that any sense of what is signified should develop.


These divisions again are manifestly not exclusive. Most ordinary emotive uses of the word are likely to be blends, and the variety and fine grading of the responses that Beautiful! can express or arouse would make any detailed list too tedious to be attempted. For our purposes the important point to notice is the fashion in which the gesture functions invade the sense function, so giving any definition of a sense for beautiful an appearance of inadequacy or poverty. We are apt to say, after reading a definition of Beauty, ‘There is much more in Beauty than that’. And so there is, of course, since when we describe a thing as beautiful we are rarely thinking of it without emotive accompaniments. And if we are using a definition of type 2b or 10, we are likely to find that the best psychology we can bring to our aid is plainly inadequate to the felt richness of our state of mind. Hence a tendency to reject such types of definition in favour of types 1 or 8 which seem to give more sanction to our feelings. But this is to underrate the mysteriousness of experience in itself and to forget that psychology after all has to be just psychology.

The moral of all this for comparative studies in general is that concepts (senses) which seem extremely abstruse and recondite may get this appearance mainly from their accompanying gestures. So we must suppose it to be with almost all the Chinese terms that have occupied us above. One complication especially deserves notice. When a word has been much used with a sense that is naturally associated with a strong and rich emotive reverberation, it frequently carries this gesture over to senses that give no natural support for any such stirrings. Normally we tend, I think, unless we are on our guard, to expect the rest of a word’s meaning to be consonant with and dependent on the sense. It sounds a reasonable expectation; but the analysis of poetry would go very little distance on this principle. The chief danger, however, is that we may insist upon giving a word a far more elaborate sense than it really has, in order to justify its gesture, because we have not noticed what other senses it may have on other occasions from which its stirring qualities derive. 

A few more examples may make the plan for a technique which I am calling Multiple Definition seem more capable of development and application. I will take Knowledge, Truth, and Order, choosing them as terms fundamental enough to be worth some trouble, likely to raise at least as many difficulties as most others, and directly relevant to any interpretation of Mencius. Once again, may the confusions and inadequacies of my treatment not be allowed to discredit the general proposal. As should be overwhelmingly apparent there is no faintest pretence of completeness or finality at any point with any of these lists. The essence of the method is in its tentativeness and freedom.



Senses of Knowledge

A grammatico-logical ambiguity runs through most of these that did not trouble us with Beauty-beautiful; ‘knowledge’ may stand for ‘what is known’ and for the ‘knowing of it’. Some senses, however, resist, abrogate, or surpass this distinction; for them ‘what is known’ and ‘the knowing of it’ are one. 


1 Knowledge as Response.

A knows B = A varies with B,

(a) Response in action.


A magnetic needle knows the North.

Thermometers know the temperature.

Pigeons know their way home.

A dog knows his master.


A scale from simple to complex can plainly be drawn up for this sense and it will be arguable that at a certain point, where we pass from the physical to the psychological, the sense changes.


He knew the Koran by heart at the age of two.

I know how to ride a bicycle.

I know French.


B (the known) with which A (the knower) varies is a situation which increases in complexity in these examples, and the knowing in all of them can be regarded as a form of action, or observable behaviour. But the same sense can be applied to cases of feeling and thought, where no observable behaviour need result.

(b) Response in feeling.


He had never really known happiness or misery until she came.

The babe in arms knows how to love its parents.

Beauty is Truth, Truth Beauty; that is all ye know.


(c) Response in thought. 


He knows his subject well.

He knows what you mean.


We know that the other side of the moon is convex. The last example (indirect knowledge) can be interpreted in several ways, of which this is only one. So can some cases of knowledge of ‘imaginary objects’, e.g. ‘We know Hamlet better than we do most of our friends’ – where Hamlet might be taken as a complex internal stimulus-situation, and this imaginative construction would be what is known. But equally it might be Shakespeare’s imaginings which were said to be known. In all cases of interpretation which goes by many stages or steps a series of possible ‘knowns’ is generated and a corresponding series of ‘knowings’.


All the above can, I think, be taken as cases of ‘knowledge how’. The knowers here all ‘know’ in the sense of being able to vary appropriately. And for ‘knowledge how’ what is ‘known how’ is the possible scale of exercise of ‘knowing how’. To ‘know how to multiply’ is to be able to perform appropriate operations of a certain type; we may still ‘know how’ even though having a secretary we never do any multiplications.

A sense for ‘knowledge of’ can be derived from knowledge how – the situations to which we appropriately respond being what we have ‘knowledge of’. But usually ‘knowledge of’ has other senses, for, evidently we respond appropriately to innumerable situations (digestive, for example) of which we should ordinarily be said to have no knowledge. We ‘know how’ to digest without necessarily knowing anything relevant about it.



2 Knowledge as Participation. 

	
To be known is to be part of the life-history of the individual who knows, part of his stream of consciousness.

The mind knows its own states or experiences.

By metaphor an inanimate thing – e.g. a mountain may be said to know winter and summer; and a nation to know good and evil days. Other interpretations of these ‘knows’ – in terms, for example, of (1) – are obviously possible.


	By extension, states or experiences which have been part of a knower’s life-history can be said to be known by him; (1) though he is not conscious of them – he knows all sorts of things which he may never have occasion to be conscious of again; (2) though he has never been conscious of them and never will be – so-called unconscious perceptions would be an example. ‘To know something is to have it in consciousness or in the unconscious as determining consciousness’

	
‘The act of knowledge requires within the knowing subject the presence of the object known.’ This is a part of the Thomistic view of knowledge (see Gilson, The Philosophy of St Thomas, 3rd ed., Chapter xiii).


‘To know something is a manner of becoming it.’



	Senses in which ‘to be known’ is to be ‘in’ the mind with various interpretations of ‘in’ – are numerous both in Idealist doctrines and in others.



3 Knowledge as involving a Unique Relation or Act. 

	‘Knowledge is a relation of a unique kind between a conscious subject and a presented object.’

	‘Knowledge is a modification of the conscious subject arising with the presentation of an object.’

	‘Knowledge is a state or act of the mind accompanying, but not caused by, certain states or acts of the body.’ (Psycho-physiological Parallelism.)



4 Knowledge as Reflection.

‘Knowledge is a copy or image in the mind of what is known.’



5 Special Senses.

	‘Knowledge is of the necessary only. Opinion is of the contingent.’

	‘Knowledge is of data only, with which the mind is in immediate contact. The rest is hypothesis.’


It would be idle to carry this list further here – unless it were carried so very much further as to overbalance the book. Its danger is that it turns so easily into a classification and dissection of theories of knowledge – half a library of philosophy whereas it aims to be merely a list of senses of knowledge. No doubt a thorough analysis of the theories would be useful for studies of authors who may be suspected to have theories, Moh Tih, for example. But most people who employ the word, or words, we have to translate by ‘knowledge’, have not been epistemologists, and the list we need is one which will help us with these people – with Mencius for example. The list I have sketched may be enough to suggest, at least, that we are usually content with a very vague understanding of what an author may be saying with a word. 

‘I always remember meeting the eyes of a gypsy woman, for one moment, in a crowd in England. She knew, and I knew. What did we know? I was not able to make out. But we knew.’ What kind of knowledge is this that D. H. Lawrence wrote so much about? I have not put it in my list – nor is his antithesis between ‘mind-knowledge’ and ‘knowledge by the blood’ (though 1b and 2b might provide places for them) – because no indication of a possible sense for the words which neglected their gesture would help us much. ‘Knowledge’, just because its sense is sometimes so important, is most often used, without any precise sense at all, to awaken the feeling that whatever is happening matters immensely. Such sense as it carries is the vague one that can only be indicated by extension:1

1 Cf. Croce, ‘The sublime is everything that has been, is, or shall be meant by the term.’

X is known = X is somehow along with A, B, C… which are also said to be known.


This, of course, is the way in which most words, for all but a very small minority of users, get such sense as they have. Even the small minority uses its words thus most of its time, for this is the way by which we learn our language – not by systematic investigation into senses. So the fact that we seem so often to have a very definite sense for a word without our being able in the least to say what it is – even whether it is this rather than that – ought not to surprise us. Our definiteness comes from our tact in deciding when we may and when we may not use the word, and our tact comes from the prolonged social drill we have been through. But tact is not enough if thinking is our aim – the most accomplished writers may not have even dim ideas of what they are writing so pleasantly about – and the very conditions which make tact successful are absent when we study a strange language or a remote author. None the less, we have to realize that, though we need a conscious control of possible senses and gestures, he, e.g. Mencius, most likely used his words mainly under the guidance of tact – and how to bridge this difference is just our problem. 

A good instance arises with Truth, which, for Mencius, seems to have had only a small part of our Western ranges.



Senses of Truth


1 Senses deriving from the Symbol-situation.1

1 Cf. The Meaning of Meaning, Chapter 1, and Index. And for a further discussion of Truth-senses and gestures, Principles of Literary Criticism, Chapters 33–5.
It is convenient in indicating these to place the three sets of items concerned – Symbol, Thought, and Referent (or State of
[image: ]
 Affairs thought of) – at the angles of a triangle, and to give the three relations – between Symbol and Thought; between Thought and Referent; between Symbol and Referent – the names ‘symbolize’, ‘of’, and ‘stands for’, respectively. For ‘True’ in different senses is defined in terms of each of these relations. Thus we have: 

X is true =


	
	The symbol X corresponds to the state of affairs it claims to correspond to;

	The thought X corresponds to the state of affairs it claims to correspond to;



	The symbol X corresponds to the thought it claims to correspond to.


It will be noticed that the kind of correspondence is different in the three cases. In (a), where the relation ‘stands for is reducible to ‘symbolizes a thought which is of, the correspondence is also reducible and becomes a double correspondence. In (b) the correspondence, which makes the thought true in this sense, between a thought and what it is of is a fundamental matter. But in (2) the correspondence is more easily discussed. It may be:


(2a) Correct or prudent usage. If we do not use language perfectly (and no one does), we may say something which does not misrepresent our thought to ourselves but does misrepresent it to other people. We shall not then have truly reported our thought. But, as often happens, we may also be misrepresenting it to ourselves (largely through the equivocations of language) and a second kind of falseness comes in. The above ambiguities can be displayed as rival interpretations of the seemingly simple remark ‘What he said was untrue’.


If we extend (2) to cover not thought only, but feelings, attitudes, intentions, etc. – the emotive functions of words – we get:


	(2b) Truth as sincerity, in various senses. These range from that which can be given to ‘truly’ in ‘Yours truly’ – when the document thus attested is to be read only for its sense – to that in which a true-lover might display no feelings but those he has. All sorts of questions as to degrees of self-understanding, accord between the conscious and the unconscious, and so forth, plainly come in. 

	
	The statement X is consistent with all other statements relevant to it (Coherence Truth).

	The thought X is consistent with all other thoughts relevant to it. (The difficulties of relevance here parallel those of correspondence in 1b.)



	X (a thought, state of mind, or statement) works
	explains what we needed to explain (Methodological Pragmatism),

	suits our purposes when these suit our needs (Politicoethical and voluntaristic-metaphysical pragmatisms).



	X (a thought, state of mind, or statement) reveals or apprehends Reality – what is really so ‘behind’ appearances. Appearances here may be what are imposed on us by our bodily constitution or our mental constitution, or what science (being abstract, non-valuative, etc.) deals with, and so on.


Derivatively, Truth = Reality = what is. This logico-grammatical shift – from truth as a property of thought to truth as what a true thought is of may be made, I think, for all senses which allow a thought and what it is ‘of’ to be distinguished. Some of the severer forms of Methodological Pragmatism (4a) and Coherence Idealism (3b) should not permit it. But a sense in which ‘The Truth’ = ‘The totality of all truths’ = the Universe = The Absolute, is well known. By this shift, truths = facts, and ‘fact’ (as we have noticed above) comes to have many of the ambiguities of ‘truth’. 

(6) Metaphoric Truth.


Here X (symbol or statement) while not literally true (in any sense above) may (if the proper transference of its sense to a new context is performed, and the metaphor is thus reduced) be made to yield a statement that is true in one of the above senses (or some other sense).

The problem here concerns reduction. Sometimes the metaphorical expression is a convenience only; it is not difficult to substitute another non-metaphorical expression in its place. But sometimes the metaphor is irreducible – no literal expression seems to be a satisfactory substitute. It then becomes doubtful whether the metaphorical expression has a sense at all, and, in any case, discussion and examination of it grow exceedingly difficult. For example, much of the language (and thought) used in psychology is metaphoric (‘apprehension’, ‘conception’, ‘attention’, ‘understanding’); how to reduce it satisfactorily is half the problem of psychology. It is possible that statements about the soul, the spirit, mental energy, vital forces, etc., are metaphoric and irreducible, or, if reducible, hitherto unreduced. It may be that their gestures not their senses are what we should concern ourselves with. The extent of this linguistic problem is only less remarkable than its undeveloped and undiscussed state. 



II Senses not deriving from the symbol situation.

X is true =


	X is straight (of a line). Cf. True north; out of the true, i.e. crooked; true virtue.

	X acts in accordance with a given set of conditions, e.g. the wheel is true. Be true to yourself, your true self, your ideal.

	X is faithful, loyal. Cf. Troth, allegiance. This sense of being true is of some importance in early Chinese writings and is easily mistaken for the symbolic senses of truth-speaking or truth-seeking.



Gestures of Truth

X is true =


	You ought to believe X! Accept X! ‘Belief and ‘acceptance’ or ‘assent’ are obviously very ambiguous in these connections. Cf. ‘I never feel certain of any Truth but from a clear perception of its Beauty’ (Keats).

	X is needed! The need may be anything from a local requirement to the largest general need – the fullest development of a form of life.

	X is as it should be! Good for X! Since True in its various senses carries with it more vigorous gestures than perhaps any other English word, we should not be surprised to find it possessed of these gestures even in cases where none of its senses would be relevant. E.g. ‘We need no critical precepts to judge of a true rhythmus, and melody of composition’. (I (4b), or II (2), or merely a gesture? 


As an exercise, some curious readers may wish to examine with the aid of these lists the celebrated equivalence ‘Beauty is Truth, Truth Beauty’ – not as it occurs in the Ode to a Grecian Urn, but apart from the poem, as philosophers and critics have mostly taken it.


Thou shalt remain, in midst of other woe

Than ours, a friend to man, to whom thou say’st,

‘Beauty is truth, truth beauty –that is all

Ye know on earth, and all ye need to know.’


In the poem it is said by the Urn, whose utterance continues probably to the end of the poem. Urns induce states of mind in their beholders; they do not enunciate philosophical positions not in this kind of poetry – and ‘say’st’ is here used by a metaphor which should not be overlooked. Taken apart from the poem, the equivalence has been given (as Mr Middleton Murry has pointed out) some very discrepant interpretations. By Robert Bridges it was praised as asserting ‘The supremacy of ideal art over Nature, because of its unchanging expression of perfection’ – in terms of the above definitions, Beauty 8 with Truth 5; almost, if not wholly, a tautology. By Sir Arthur Quiller-Couch it is described as ‘a vague observation to anyone whom life has taught to face facts and define his terms, actually an uneducated conclusion’ – taken here, presumably, as Beauty 7 with Truth 1 and 5 combined or confused. The more the Truth 1 ingredients predominate the blinder the optimism. By Mr T. S. Eliot it is taken ‘as a serious blemish on a beautiful poem; and the reason must be either that I fail to understand it, or that it is a statement which is untrue… The statement of Keats seems to me meaningless: or the fact that it is grammatically meaningless conceals another meaning from me’ (Dante, p. 59) – an arresting confession of linguistic disability to come from such a source. It would hardly be possible to demonstrate more forcibly that our current trainings in interpretation need improving. The reader will notice that a superfluity of meanings, not any lack of meaning, is the difficulty. The fact that the ranges of Beauty and Truth overlap at three points (B5 = T 2b; B8 = T5; B9 = T 4b) gives to the equivalence, either as a gesture or as having some indefensible sense, a peculiarly strong suasive force. And this accounts for its power in the poem (when, of course, it is not apprehended analytically) to convey that feeling of deep acceptance which is often a chief phase in the aesthetic experience. The poem is perhaps unusual in having an aesthetic experience for subject as well as for aim. 

It will be evident that a conscientious translator’s task when some term appears that can be translated by true is not a simple one, yet there are guiltier words than truth. No one can look through the standard English versions of the Chinese Classics without noticing how handy the word principle has been found by translators. Thus ku (p. 1) can be principle) ‘the feeling of commiseration implies the principle of benevolence’ (p. 3, l. 9, ‘pity–sympathy–of←mind is love’); Tao (p. 5, l. 2, The Path), and Li (p. 9, l. 1. Truth) can be principle; ‘love’s beginning’ (p. 14, l. 4) may be its principle and the four beginnings of the virtues their four principles; ‘not have age in me’ (p. 23, l. 9) can be ‘not that there is in me a principle of such reverence to age’; ‘evil words, know their when lost’ (p. 36, l. 7) can be ‘know how the mind has departed from principle’; and the list could be greatly extended. 

Principle is indeed a rival to meaning as a problem-eliminator. Unfortunately, the point is usually eliminated along with the problem. So an attempt to sketch some of the senses and gestures of this word with their cross-ramifications and combinations may be worth making. But since it shares many of its vagaries with Law and Order, Rule, Uniformity, Norm, Standard, Design, Arrangement, Decree, Nature, etc., and since Order is perhaps the member of the family with the most analysable range and the most evident confusions, I shall attack Principle through the kindred word.



Senses of Order

A convenient central starting point is to be found in correspondence; the question being – with what does the state of affairs which is ‘ordered’ correspond?

Thus, a state of affairs will be ‘in order’ when it corresponds:


	To some Will – of a god, a monarch, a government, an authority, a commander of some sort. It will be ‘in order’ for this commander and for those who accept his authority.

	To some statement or formula (which need have nothing to do with any Will). This seems to be the sense in which science speaks of the ‘order of nature’. It is implied that a formula can be found to which the events of nature correspond. The state of affairs may correspond directly to the formula, or indirectly – by correspondence to the logical or other consequences of the formula – and the formula may be inclusive or limited. 

	To some other state of affairs. This pattern state of affairs may be (a) the original state (Paradise or the reigns of the Emperors Yao or Shun); or (b) the usual, familiar state, the expected state; or (c) a state which is desired (but this trespasses on 1, if the desirer’s will is the authority, etc.

	To a state of affairs making possible the fullest, most varied, activities of a limited system whose order we are considering. This is the sense in which we are ‘in order when in good health and ‘out of order’ when ill. The essential point seems to be that the system under consideration should be free from interferences from other systems (whether external to it, e.g. sunstroke, or internal, e.g. cancer) which impair its activity. It seems possible to extend this sense of order to larger and larger systems, e.g. nations and humanity as a whole. Whether it is applicable to such systems as the animal kingdom or living matter as a whole is more doubtful.


Most of our uses of the word order mix these senses, and the modes of these mixtures much influence the philosophy of science. It is evident that we can sometimes substitute them one for another. We can replace a commander’s will by a statement of it, or use a statement in place of a pattern state of affairs. Similarly, we can regard a scientific formula, sometimes, as merely an indication of our will to arrange our observations in one way rather than another. Thus the puzzling problem whether we find order in, or impose order upon, nature is prepared for us and kept in a privileged position by the very terms we use in discussing it. We do both, and the debatable instances (in mathematical physics as in the methodology of psychology) are not to be settled without much further enquiry into the detailed ‘how’ of our thinking. Meanwhile, there is hardly a problem, from the large one as to whether evolution is ‘purposive’ to the small one as to whether we sneeze or it sneezes us, into which the mixture of senses of order does not enter. As to the purposiveness, or design, in evolution – to which, since Darwin especially, so much attention has been given – the debate has been, except as a valuable emotional exercise, pointless and void; since our own purposive acts – from analogy with which alone we can start out – are themselves products of evolution and susceptible of a ‘mechanical’ explanation as much as any other events. But ‘explanation’ itself is a term in need of more refined notions of order, if its senses are to be properly sorted. 

Two special cases of order are of particular interest – two senses in which a discourse, a set of statements, or a train of thoughts may be ‘in order’.


	If it is in conformity with the agreed set of postulates, definitions, and operations in terms of which it proceeds. This is the sense in which such a logical machine as Principia Mathematica has been contrived to order mathematics and it is clear that there is a certain arbitrariness in the decisions which have been adopted as to what shall be considered a sufficient set of initial ideas and operations. The psychological performances of those who are to use the machine are left out, for example.

	A discourse is in order if under the envisaged conditions it attains its envisaged aim (which may be ‘logical’, or Suasive, or ‘poetic’ or explanatory (in various senses)). Literary and aesthetic order – the sense in which we speak Of ‘laws of poetry’ and so forth – come under this heading. It is a law of aesthetics, as William James pointed out, that lemon and Sugar make lemonade, or that eggs are better with salt. 


How varied and how curiously involved our ways of thinking about these matters may be is well shown by the following passage from an unusually precise critic:


When the laws of poetry are changed, the critic, of course, has to begin again; the judiciary must administer what the legislature enacts.

But is this what we mean when we speak of the laws of poetry? Do we not rather mean that poetry has laws, not such as a State has, but laws which are like those of nature?

Here is one of those distinctions which seem more obvious than they are. Human laws change, the laws of nature are unchanging and eternal. That is much less true than we think it, or true in a different sense from that in which we commonly take it. When we change a human law, a law of the State, what takes place is not properly a change of law, but a readjustment of the human mind and human behaviour to newly revealed conditions of the political and moral life, a new conception of law. The divorce laws, for example, do not change the law of marriage; they merely readjust our ideas about it. In just the same way Copernicus readjusted our ideas of the planetary system, he did not change the laws of astronomy.1


1  Poetry and Life, p. 153.
One is tempted to ask what the law of marriage can be, if not a Platonic myth of an exceptionally delusive kind? But I quote Mr Garrod’s paragraph not to quarrel with it, nor as an especially confused passage, but to show how much in need of increased refinement the writings even of very intelligent persons may be when they use these notions. And in our disordered world increased clarity as to these notions is very much needed.

I can now turn perhaps to the word, principle. A principle may be: 


	A general statement to which states of affairs or sequences of events correspond – the principles of mechanics are such.

	A state of affairs (actual or imaginary) with which other states of affairs ought to correspond. Tao (p. 5, l. 2) and Li (p. 9, l. 2) are such principles. Evidently there will be much room for varieties as the senses of ‘ought to’ change.

	A guiding ideal of conduct – usually capable of statement in accordance with which a person endeavours to live. This is the sense in which we may either be or not be ‘unprincipled’.

	A tendency in a system towards a given state (under given conditions). In this sense the principle of Jen is to be found in its ‘beginning (p. 14, l. 3), ‘the mind of pity-sympathy.’

	A tendency towards certain forms of transformation among the tendencies of a system – the principle of adaptation in evolution seems an example. It is evident that ‘tendency’ is a word whose senses are by no means clear.

	That one among the factors in a complex upon which its characteristic action depends. Cf. the ‘active principle’ of the pre-pituitary secretion.

	An ineffable, indwelling, power – ‘life’ or ‘genius’ – in virtue of which anything is what it is, or does what it does. Other kinds may readily be added – they range from a hint, to the Absolute. I shrink from trying to ‘place’ either the Principle of Indetermination in Physics or that of Ambivalence in Psychology.


The divisions between these senses cut across most subjects. For example, what are principles of literary criticism, mathematics, or ethics? Are they statements of the ways in which activities or things hang together, or regulative prescriptions? Are they attempts to order the subject in sense one, by stating a particular or general will; in sense two, by finding out how in actual fact the various components in criticizing, calculating, or valuing stand to one another; or in sense four, by finding out how best, with least internal confusion and most effectiveness these activities may be conducted? 

I have no wish to settle these questions: it is more to the purpose to insist that there is no compulsion to choose one answer rather than another. The study of the principles of a subject is not any one of these attempts; it may include all these and others. But it is important that we should know which of them we are, on any particular occasion, pursuing. It is especially important, as we have seen, in considering the work of such an author as Mencius. In what sense was his life’s work an attempt to order human affairs, to exhibit the principles of social life?

We may decide that the merit of his attempt to prescribe principles in sense (3) depends upon the adequacy with which he grasped them in senses (4) and (5); in any case, we shall be better able to estimate his success, and profit from it (or from his failure), the more consciously we realize what he was doing.

The above examples of Multiple Definition may be sufficient to indicate what, as a plan for a technique, is proposed. Its application would be, first, to such ancient pivotal terms in Western thinking as those we have been considering. The English equivalents of the Confucian virtues: Love, Benevolence, Charity, Righteousness, Justice, Honour, Propriety, Decorum, Correctitude, Sagacity, Judgement, Wisdom; together with Nature itself and, the major terms of psychological descriptions; Feeling, Instinct, Will, Belief, Thought, Reason, Interest, and Desire, suggest themselves as subjects. For none of these words do any adequate lists of definitions or indications at present exist – the best dictionaries being quite unable to handle the complexities that arise in the space at their disposal. Nor are the dictionary-makers equipped at present with any general method for handling the distinctions required in a systematic way. And the provision of such a method – as I hope the defects in my lists above show – would be no slight undertaking. To carry it through successfully, all the resources of psychology and logic would be taxed. And a vigorous independence of mind – a freedom from attachments to any special logical machinery, or to any particular ethical, psychological, or social habits or presuppositions – would be required in the workers. But the undertaking is not an impossible one. Any considered lists, however imperfect, whose procedure was explicitly stated in discussable form would help enormously towards the preparation of better lists. And, however defective, they would be of immediate assistance. We are supposed at present, I presume, to carry the ranges of our words in our heads! Comparisons with the use of tables in chemistry or mathematics might make us more modest. 

The ideal list would not only display in a convenient form all the chief senses and gestures of a word, but would indicate their connections with one another – the topography of the range and the history of the chief movements, the geologic history as it were, of the major summits. Collections of illustrative passages showing the use of the word with a given sense or gesture in characteristic contexts would support and make concrete the abstract definitions. Such a presentation of ‘Love’ or ‘Truth’ would – in addition to its service as an instrument in interpretation – be an admirable substitute in education for whole courses of half-comprehended and confusing reading. It would also be an invaluable means of keeping our more and more disoriented and discrepant minds aware of what may be meant, and so in touch with one another. Something of the kind seems, indeed, a necessity to anyone looking into a future, in which peoples of a hundred traditions will be freely in contact with one another. The only alternative, if utter chaos is to be avoided, is a regimentation in simplified, standardized meanings (by broadcasting perhaps) that would be disastrously wasteful. With well-planned maps of even a few groups of meanings, many kinds of comparative study would become possible that are impossible at present. For example, that ‘Love’ has for Europeans a certain range of meanings (or, if we prefer the other way of putting it, that a certain group of meanings has, in the European tradition, a certain set of connections) is a cardinal fact for any student of our mentality. Such differences as may hold between sections of the European peoples in this respect are also of great interest. But whatever these differences may be they probably vanish in comparison with the differences between ranges of ‘Love’ (and its equivalents in European languages) and the ranges of any of the Chinese terms that may be proposed as equivalents. Nothing could better conduce to understanding between the Chinese and the West than well-prepared tables of the ranges of our principal moral terms and theirs. 

The difficulty of drawing up lists of meanings for Jen, Yi, Li, Chih… would (for reasons which I hope the foregoing chapters have in part made clear) be considerably greater than with our terms. Chinese method of analysis, distinction, and definition still lend themselves less easily to systematic precision of the kind needed. And the modern terms that are being borrowed into Chinese from our logic and psychology are at present producing remarkable confusion. The vagueness and concealed ambiguity (which troubles us enough) is much multiplied with a term like ‘instinct’, for example, in its new guise as a Chinese character. All the difficulties of translating Chinese into English are paralleled by even worse difficulties in the reverse process. It is true that Modern Chinese (a partly colloquial language to be very sharply distinguished from the ancient Chinese of Mencius) has developed immensely towards explicitness and analytic grasp. But the matrix from which it draws many of its most used meanings is still the Classical language. These, however, are not reasons to discourage the attempt to give Multiple Definitions for the fundamental terms in Chinese. They are reasons for thinking the attempt all the more necessary and urgent. 

The objections likely to be brought against the proposal are, I think, of two main kinds: sociological and epistemological. It is doubtful whether argument in such matters is of avail; but it will be well to mention them to show that supporters of the scheme are not quite blind to them. The first, relying on the doctrine that ideas and attitudes are socially determined, will object that without intimate participation in the life of a people its most important meanings are incomprehensible, that they cannot be represented except by literature (bulky and mainly untranslatable), and that the proposed lists of meanings will merely consist of abstract deformations. We may reply that these considerations would perhaps show that an ideal performance is inexecutable; but still something useful can and should be done. 

The second objection claims greater depth and urges that the task proposed is merely the age-long task of philosophy. That all critical thought is simply the analysis and comparison of meanings. That this supremely difficult study is here hastily dressed up with philological trimmings and treated as though it were capable of summary settlement. It will be added perhaps that fundamental ideas must naturally be insusceptible of analysis or comparison, and that nothing is intelligible if you ask too insistently if it is, or on what it rests. Do not all complex meanings allow of pyramid-like analyses by which the noticed top-stone is shown to rest upon scores of incomprehensible others hidden from sight in the sand? We may reply that this objection would be damaging perhaps, if we were concerned with ‘ultimate’ analyses (or considered that ‘ultimate’ had reference to anything but our present, very undeveloped, skills in analysis), but that what we seek are descriptions of the natural history of meanings (not answers to such questions as, What is Life?). We might even retort against most epistemology that it refuses itself the use of microscopes or even of the eye until it has solved the problem of the nature of light.

Such disputes, however, may themselves wait until techniques for manipulating meanings have been advanced. Meanwhile, the urgency of the matter, as regards the passage of Western meanings into Chinese currency, needs more emphasis than I have given to it in these pages. Few who have not been in close contact with Chinese students in China – the pick of whom are certainly among the finest intellects in the world – can realize, the gravity of the problem. We have been discovering during the last century how much we lost through Greek ideas coming into post-Renaissance currency in confused or misconceived translations. Similar avoidable accidents on a vastly greater scale threaten the new language of modern China. The superb work of many Chinese scholars – quite comparable in difficulty and success to the greatest feats of our Renaissance men – is still insufficient to protect China from these dangers. An enormous crop of maladjusted hybrid meanings – from the crossing of our ambiguities with Chinese ambiguities – seems certain to be perpetuated in language to the unnecessary distress and confusion of many generations. Unless, that is, a deliberately devised technique for recording and comparing the ranges of our words and their words can be brought into action in time. The next thirty years will be the decisive period in the formation of the Chinese intellectual colloquial. A direct attack upon the problem seems therefore one of the most pressing problems of our age. It may be added that direct explicit discussion of the general aspects of this problem has hitherto received rather less than no encouragement in official educational circles outside China. 

With an increased awareness of the danger, ways of meeting it are likely to be found. This, at least, seems the conclusion to be drawn from human development in the large biological sense and in the smaller historic sense. Clear consciousness of what we are doing is our best means of control. The limited development of a conscious criticism of methods was probably a chief reason for the long stagnation of Chinese culture. There are dangers, of course, that we may incur by too sudden an extension of consciousness. The well-known rhyme about the centipede1illustrates them. But there could hardly be any advantages if there were no accompanying dangers. We may well feel, after a fuller development of multiple definition, that thinking is harder than we found it formerly. And it may well be that some kinds of thinking proceed more successfully if we are not too conscious therein. Certainly there seem to be feelings to which inspection is unpropitious. But by becoming conscious of which these are we may perhaps better avoid such prying interference. 

1 I append it for the benefit of those who cannot remember:
The centipede was happy – quite!

Until the toad in fun

Said, ‘Pray, which leg moves after which?’

This raised her doubts to such a pitch

She fell exhausted in the ditch

Not knowing how to run!


With Multiple Definition, however, there is reason to suppose that it is only the unfamiliarity of the exercise on any large scale that makes it, at first sight, seem to increase the difficulties and confusions of discussion. It asks us to distribute our attention in an unwonted fashion, to watch our thoughts as well as think; and to notice their forms as much as their contents. At first the effort is distracting, the sense of an almost unlimited spider’s web of radiating allied meanings may be daunting, we easily lose our way – I have illustrated this abundantly – among trivialities of mere possibility. And as we persist the fascination of the formal schematic aspect of possible types of connection between meanings may distract us again. It is as though a doctor should neglect his patient through too curious an interest in cytology. I have illustrated this also. But there is at least a chance that a persistent study of the general forms of ambiguity, the types of ranges of meaning, might give us a greatly increased control over our thinking, and provide – in an expanded ‘logic’ – the general technique that we need. We have been using our words for some 20,000 years at least (and perhaps a million) incuriously, as primitive man used his sticks and stones, his animals and plants. It is time perhaps to study words and their meanings in the ways in which metallurgists and biologists have recently been studying our material instruments and resources. The results might be equally surprising, particularly in the technique of education. The non-specialist – the ordinary reader and speaker – meanwhile need not be too much disturbed in his habits. And, after all, a generation which is cheerfully becoming more and more self-, sex-, race-, and world-conscious should not complain if it is required to become word-conscious also. And in such word-consciousness may be found the solvent for these other problems. 

For though a few students of primitive mentality or of the language and thought of the child have begun to give serious attention to the evolution of thinking, on the whole our historians of philosophy have been too much preoccupied with results. Their eye has been on the thoughts as products rather than on the thought-processes. They have written too often as though we, in this haphazard, transitional century (or Plato and Aristotle, or Galileo and Bacon) had finally learnt how to think. An assumption which in a thousand years’ time is likely to seem rather childish. They have not enough remembered that the fruit of comparative studies should be in an increase in our own powers – a systematized general technique by which to avoid confusion. Mere natural sagacity – the light of reason – works marvels, but we should not put more strain upon it than we must; and, as the history of the natural sciences has shown us, method is not its enemy. In matters of interpretation and those comparative studies which must precede any attempt to trace the development of thinking and its aberrations, we have as yet hardly any method. We are forced to put too great a strain upon sagacity. These pages make no claim to supply a method. Their purpose is fulfilled if, through their defects, they help to make the need for one more evident. To contribute positively to such a method would be to make one of the great steps in human progress. Few can hope to do that; but, meanwhile, those of us who are not born for such achievements can at least be grateful that we live in an age which offers unparalleled opportunities for intellectual adventure. 


Nor can we rest here for it is in the exposure and detection of these ambiguities that we have the best means of making men sensible of the faulty and relaxed state of their intellectual powers and functions. Not only in individual instances but to the enlightening of the public mind with and by the improvement of the general language, were I asked what the most effective means would be, I should answer as I have already done, a Dictionary constructed on the only one philosophical principle, which, regarding words as living growths, affects, and organs of the human soul, seeks to trace each historically through all the periods of its natural growth and accidental modifications work worthy of a Royal and Imperial confederacy, and which would indeed hallow the Science! A work which executed from any one language, would yet be a benefaction to the world, and to the nation itself a source of immediate honour and ultimate weal beyond the power of victories to bestow, or the mines of Mexico to purchase. The realization of this scheme lies in the far distance, but in the meantime, it cannot but beseem every individual competent to its furtherance to contribute a small portion of the materials for the future temple, from a polished column to a hewn stone, or a plank for the scaffolding; and as they come in, to erect with them sheds for the workmen, and temporary structures for present use.

Coleridge, ‘Outline of a History of the Art of Reasoning.
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口

k‘ou

mouth


	
之 於

chih yü

’s -relation-to-


	
味 也

wei yeh

taste


	
其

ch‘i

his (Yi Ya’s)


	
性

hsing

nature


	
與

yü

from


	
人

jên

men


	
殊

shu

as different


	
若

jo

as


	
犬

ch‘üan

dog-


	
馬

ma

horse


	
之 與 我

chih yü wo

’s-from-me


	
不 同 類 也

pu t‘ung lei yeh

not – same – kind,


	
則

tsê

then


	
天

t‘ien

the


	
下

hsia

world


	
何

ho

why


	
耆

shih

likes


	
皆

chieh

all


	
從

ts‘ung

follow


	
易

i

Yi


	
牙

ya

Ya


	
之

chih

’s


	
於 味 也

yü wei yeh

taste ?


	
至

chih

As


	
於

yü

to


	
味

wei

taste


	
天

t‘ien

the


	
下

hsia

world


	
期

ch‘i

looks


	
於

yü

to


	
易

i

Yi


	
牙

ya

Ya,


	
是

shih

(this) shows


	
天

t‘ien

the


	
下

hsia

world


	
之

chih

’s


	
口

k‘ou

mouth (all)


	
相 似 也

hsiang ssǔ yeh

alike.




	

	
惟

wei

Again


	
耳

êrh

ear


	
亦

i

also


	
然

jan

thus,


	
至

chih

as


	
於

yü

to


	
聲

shêng

sound, music


	
天 下

t‘ien hsia

the world


	
期

ch‘i

looks


	
於

yü

to


	
師

shih

Master


	
曠

k‘uang

K’uang.


	
是

shih

(This) shows 


	
天 下

t’ien hsia

the world


	
之

chih

’s


	
耳

êrh

ears


	
相 似 也

hsiang ssǔ yeh

(all) alike are.




	

	
惟

wei

Again


	
目

mu

eye


	
亦

i

also


	
然

jan

thus,


	
至

chih

as


	
於

yü

to


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
都

tu

Tu


	
天 下

t‘ien hsia

the world


	
莫

mo

none


	
不

pu

not


	
知

chih

know


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
妓 也

chiao yeh

beauty.


	
不 知 子

pu chih tzǔ

Not-know-Tzu


	
都

tu

Tu


	
之

chih

’s


	
妓 者

chiao chê

beauty-one


	
無

wu

without-


	
目

mu

eyes -


	
者 也

chê yeh

one




	

	
故

ku

Hence (I)


	
曰

yüeh

say


	
口

k‘ou

mouth


	
之 於

chih yü

’s – to-


	
味 也

wei yeh

taste


	
有

yu

has


	
同

t‘ung

same


	
耆 焉

shih yen

likes,


	
耳

êrh

ear


	
之 於

chih yü

’s – to -


	
聲 也

shêng yeh

sound


	
有

yu

has


	
同

t‘ung

same


	
聽 焉

t’ing yen

hearing,


	
目

mu

eye


	
之 於 色 也

chih yü sê yeh

’s – to -colour


	
有

yu

has


	
同

t’ung

same


	
美 焉

mei yen

beauty.’


	
至

chih

As


	
於

yü

to


	
心

hsin

mind (is it)


	
獨

tu

alone


	
無

wu

without


	
所

so

what’s


	
同 然

t’ung jan

alike ?


	
乎

hu.


	
心

hsin

Mind 


	
之

chih

’s


	
所

so

what


	
同 然 者

t‘ung jan chi

alike-ness


	
何 也

ho yeh

what?


	
謂

wei

Named


	
理 也

li yeh

Truth Li (and)


	
義也

i yeh

Right Yi (it is).


	
聖人

shêng jên

Sage


	
先

hsien

first


	
得

tê

grasped


	
我 心

wo hsin

my-mind


	
之

chih

’s


	
所

so

what


	
同 然 耳

t‘ung jan êrh

alike.


	
故

ku

Thus


	
理

li

Truth Li


	
義

i

Right Yi


	
之

chih

’s


	
悅

yüeh

pleasing satisfying


	
我

wo

my


	
心

hsin

mind (is)


	
猶

yu

like


	
芻

ch‘u

grass-fed


	
篆

huan

grain-fed animal


	
之

chih

’s


	
悅

yüeh

pleasing satisfying


	
我

wo

my


	
口

k‘ou

mouth.





VI–1–8.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
牛

niu

“Ox


	
山

shan

mountain


	
之

chih

’s


	
木

mu

trees


	
嘗

ch‘ang

once


	
美 矣

mei i

beautiful,


	
以 其

i ch‘i

because


	
郊

chiao

border


	
於

yü

upon


	
大

ta

great


	
國 也

kuo yeh

country, state


	
斧 斤

fu chin

(If) axe-hatchet


	
伐

fa

cut


	
之

chih

them,


	
可 以

k‘o i

can (they)


	
爲

wei

be


	
美 乎

met hu

beautiful ?


	
是

shih

Still


	
其

ch‘i

their


	
日 夜

jih yeh

day-night


	
之

chih

’s


	
所 息

so hsi

-what-rests,


	
雨

yü

rain


	
露

lu

dew


	
之

chih

’s


	
所

so

-what-


	
潤

jun

moistens


	
非

fei

not


	
無

wu

without


	
萌

mêng

buds -


	
蘖

nieh

sprouts -


	
之

chih

of -


	
生 焉

shêng yen

birth :


	
牛

niu

cattle -


	
羊

yang

goats


	
又

yu

again 


	
從

ts‘ung

come-along


	
而

êrh

and


	
牧

mu

browse


	
之

chih

on it.


	
是 以

shih i

Thereupon


	
若

jo

as if


	
彼

pi

they (are)


	
濯 濯 也

cho cho yeh

bare-and-stripped.


	
人

jên

People


	
見

chien

seeing


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
濯 濯 也

cho cho yeh

bare-and-stripped


	
以 爲

i wei

regard as


	
未 嘗

wei ch‘ang

never


	
有

yu

having


	
材 焉

ts‘ai yen.

materials.


	
此

tz‘ǔ

This,


	
豈

ch’i

is it


	
山

shan

mountain


	
之

chih

’s


	
性 也 哉

hsing yeh tsai

nature?




	

	
雖

sui

Whatever


	
存

ts‘un

remains


	
乎

hu

in


	
人

jên

man,


	
者

chê

is


	
豈

ch‘i

it


	
無

wu

without


	
仁 義 之

jên i chih

love-right- of


	
心 哉

hsin tsai

← mind ?


	
其

ch‘i

One’s


	
所 以

so i

reason cause


	
放

fang

for loosing


	
其

ch‘i

one’s


	
良 心 者

liang hsin che

good-mind conscience


	
亦

i

also (is)


	
猶

yu

like


	
斧 斤

fu chin

axes-hatchets


	
之

chih

’s (relation)


	
於

yü

to


	
木 也

mu yeh

wood (sprouts),


	
旦

tan

morning by


	
旦

tan

morning


	
而

êrh


	
伐

fa

cutting


	
之

chih

them,


	
可 以

k‘o i

can (it)


	
爲

wei

be


	
美 乎

met hu

beautiful ?


	
其

ch‘i

With one’s


	
日 夜 之 所 息

jih yeh chih so hsi

day-night-what-rests,


	
平 旦

p‘ing tan

dawn


	
之

chih

’s


	
氣

ch‘i

spirit, breath 


	
其

ch‘i

one’s its


	
好 惡

hao wu

likes-dislikes


	
與

yü

to


	
人

jên

men’s


	
相 近 也 者

hsiang chin yeh chê

difference


	
幾 希

chi hsi

slight :


	
則

tsê


	
其

ch‘i

one’s


	
旦

tan

- morning -


	
晝

chou

day


	
之

chih

’s


	
所

so

- what -


	
爲

wei

done


	
有

yu

have


	
以

i


	
梏

ku

fettered-


	
亡

wang

lost


	
之

chih

it,


	
矣

i


	
梏

ku

fettered


	
之

chih


	
反

fan

again


	
復

fu

and again


	
則

tsê

then


	
其

ch‘i

one’s his


	
夜 氣

yeh ch‘i

night-spirit


	
不

pu

not


	
足

tsu

sufficient


	
以

i

to


	
存

ts‘un

sustain preserve (itself);


	
夜 氣

yeh ch‘i

night-spirit


	
不

pu

not


	
足

tsu

sufficient


	
以

i

to


	
存

ts‘un

sustain,


	
則

tsê

then


	
其

ch‘i

he


	
違

wei

differs from


	
禽 獸

ch‘in shou

birds-beasts


	
不

pu

not


	
遠

yüan

far.


	
矣

i


	
人

jên

People


	
見

chien

see


	
其

ch‘i

him as


	
禽 獸 也

ch‘in shou yeh

birds – beasts


	
而

êrh

and


	
以 爲

i wei

regard


	
未

wei

as


	
嘗

ch‘ang

never


	
有

yu

having


	
才

ts‘ai

talent capacities


	
焉

yen

in


	
者

chê

him.


	
是

shih

Is


	
豈

ch‘i

this


	
人

jên

man


	
之

chih

’s


	
情

ch‘ing

propensity


	
也 哉

yeh tsai

?




	

	
故

ku

Therefore


	
苟

kou

if


	
得

ti

gets


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
養

yang

nourishment cultivation


	
無 物

wu wu

nothing


	
不

pu

not


	
長

chang

grow,


	
苟

kou

if


	
失

shih

lose


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
養

yang

cultivation nourishment


	
無 物

wu wu

nothing


	
不

pu

not


	
消

hsiao

perish. 




	

	
孔 子

k‘ung tzǔ

Confucius


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
操

ts‘ao

‘ Grasp


	
則

tsê

then


	
存

ts‘un

sustain, keep


	
舍

shê

loose let go


	
則

tsê

then


	
亡

wang

vanish,


	
出

ch‘u

outgoing


	
入

ju

incoming


	
無

wu

no


	
時

shih

time,


	
莫

mo

no one


	
知

chih

knows


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
鄕

hsiang

country.’


	
惟

wei

Only


	
心 之

hsin chih

of mind (does he)


	
謂 與

wei yü

speak.”





II–1–6


	

	
孟 子

mêng tzǔ

Mencius


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
人

jên

“Men


	
皆

chieh

all


	
有

yu

have


	
不

pu

not-


	
忍 人 之 心

jên jên chih hsin

bear-others- of ←mind, endure




	

	
先

hsien

Ancient


	
王

wang

kings


	
有

yu

had


	
不 忍

pu jên

not-bear-


	
人 之 心

jên chih hsin

others – of ← mind,


	
斯

ssǔ

hence


	
有 不 忍 人

yu pu jên jên

had – not – bear – others -


	
之 政 矣

chih chêng i

of ← government.


	
以

i

With


	
不 忍 人 之 心

pu jên jên chih hsin

not – bear – others – of ←mind,


	
行

hsing

carrying – out


	
不 忍 人 之 政

pu jên jên chih chêng

not – bear – others – of ← government,


	
治

ch‘ih

rule


	
天

t‘ien

the 


	
下

hsia

world


	
可

k‘o

can (be)


	
運

yün

turned


	
之

chih

around its


	
掌

chang

palm-


	
上

shang

on.




	

	
所

so

Here’s


	
以

i

why


	
謂

wei

(I) say,


	
人

jên

‘ Men


	
皆

chieh

all


	
有

yu

have


	
不 忍

pu jên

not-bear-


	
人

jên

other


	
之

chih

’s


	
心 者

hsin chi

← mind’ :—


	
今

chin

now


	
人

jên

men


	
乍

cha

suddenly


	
見

chien

perceiving


	
孺

ju

a


	
子

tzǔ

child


	
將

chiang

about


	
入

ju

fall


	
於

yü

into


	
井

ching

well


	
皆

chieh

everyone


	
有

yu

has


	
怵 惕

ch‘u t‘i

grieving-


	
惻 隱 之

ts‘ê yin chih

pity – sympathy – of


	
心

hsin

← mind:


	
非

fei

not


	
所

so

in


	
以

i

order to


	
內

na

make


	
交

chiao

friendship


	
於

yü

with


	
孺 子

ju tzǔ

child


	
之

chih

’s


	
父 母 也

fu mu yeh

parents ;


	
非

fei

not


	
所

so

in


	
以

i

order to


	
要

yao

seek


	
春

yü

reputation


	
於

yü

from


	
鄕 黨

hsiang tang

neighbours (and)


	
朋 友

p‘êng yu

friends;


	
也

yeh


	
非

fei

not because


	
惡

wu

dislike


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
聲

sheng

noise


	
而 然 也

êrh jan yeh

then so.




	

	
由

yu

From


	
是

shih

this


	
觀

kuan

considering looking


	
之

chih

-it,


	
無

wu

without


	
惻 隱 之 心

ts‘ê yin chih hsin

pity-sympathy-of ← mind,


	
非

fei

not


	
人

jên

man


	
也

yeh

is;


	
無

wu

without


	
羞 惡 之 心

hsiu wu chih hsin

shame – dislike – of ← mind


	
非

fei

not


	
人

jên

man


	
也

yeh

is ;


	
無

wu

without 


	
辭 讓 之 心

tz‘ǔ jang chih hsin

declining – yielding – of ← mind


	
非

fei

not


	
人

jên

man


	
也

yeh

is ;


	
無

wu

without


	
是 非 之 心

shih fei chih hsin

right – wrong – of ← mind, true – false


	
非

fei

not


	
人

jin

man


	
也

yeh

is.




	

	
惻

ts‘e

Pity-


	
隱 之 心

yin chih hsin

sympathy – of ← mind,


	
仁

jên

love


	
之

chih

’s


	
端

tuan

beginning


	
也

yeh

is ;


	
羞 惡 之 心

hsiu wu chih hsin

shame – dislike – of ← mind


	
義 之

i chih Yi

’s righteousness


	
端

tuan

beginning


	
也

yeh

is ;


	
辭 讓 之 心

tz‘ǔ jang chih hsin

declining-yielding – of ←mind


	
鱧

li

Li


	
之

chih

’s


	
端

tuan

beginning


	
也

yeh

is ;


	
是 非

shih fei

right – wrong – true – false


	
之

chih

of


	
心

hsin

← mind


	
智

chih

wisdom


	
之

chih

’s


	
端

tuan

beginning


	
也

yeh

is.




	

	
人

jên

Man


	
之

chih

’s


	
有

yu

having the


	
四

ssǔ

four


	
端

tuan

beginnings


	
也

yeh

is


	
猶

yu

like


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
有

yu

having


	
四

ssǔ

four


	
體 也

t‘i yeh

limbs.


	
有

yu

Having


	
是

shih

these


	
四

ssǔ

four


	
端

tuan

beginnings


	
而

êrh

yet


	
白

tzǔ

self


	
謂

wei

← say


	
不 能 者

pu nêng chê

not – able – one,


	
自 賊

tzǔ tsei

self – stealing injuring


	
者

chi

one


	
也

yeh

is; 


	
謂

wei

to say


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
君

chün

ruler


	
不 能 者

pu nêng chê

not-able-one,


	
賊

tsei

injurer (of)


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
君

chün

ruler


	
者

chê


	
也

yeh

is.




	

	
凡

fan

All (who)


	
有

yu

have


	
四

ssǔ

four


	
端

tuan

beginnings


	
於

yü

within


	
我 者

wo chê

self,


	
知

chih

knowing


	
皆

chieh

all


	
擴

k‘uo

develop


	
而

êrh

and


	
充

ch‘ung

fulfil


	
之

chih

them


	
矣

i


	
若

jo

as


	
火

huo

fire


	
之

chih

’s


	
始

shih

beginning


	
然

jan

to bum,


	
泉

ch‘üan

fountain


	
之

chih

’s


	
始

shih

beginning


	
達

ta

to flow.


	
苟

kou

If


	
能

nêng

can


	
充 之

ch‘ung chih

fulfil,


	
足

tsǔ

sufficient


	
以

i

to


	
保

pao

protect


	
四

ssǔ

four


	
海

hai

seas,


	
苟

kou

if


	
不

pu

not


	
充

ch‘ung

fulfil


	
之

chih,

it,


	
不

pu

not


	
足

tsǔ

sufficient


	
以

i

to


	
事

shih

serve


	
父 母

fu mu

parents.”





IV–II–18.


	

	
徐

hsü

Hsu


	
子

tzü

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
仲 尼

chung ni

“ Chung-ni (Confucius)


	
亟

chi


	
稱 於

ch‘êng yü

praised 


	
水

shui

water


	
曰

yüeh

saying,


	
水 哉

shui tsai

‘ Water !


	
水 哉

shui tsai

Water ! ’


	
何

ho

What


	
取

ch‘ü

approved


	
於

yü

of in


	
水 也

shui yeh

water ? ”




	

	
孟

ming

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
原 泉

yuan ch‘üan

“ Spring


	
混 混

hun hun

gushes out


	
不

pu

without


	
舍

shi

lessening change


	
晝

chou

day


	
夜

yeh

night,


	
盈

ying

fill


	
科

k‘o

course


	
而

êrh

and


	
後

hou

then


	
進

chin

advance


	
放

fang

spread


	
乎

hu

(to)


	
四

ssǔ

four


	
海

hai

seas.


	
有 本 者

yu pên chê

Having – source


	
如

ju

like


	
是

shih

this.


	
是 之

shih chih

This ←in


	
取 爾

ch‘ü irh

approved.




	

	
苟 爲 無

kou wei wu

If no


	
本

pin

source,


	
七 八 月 之 間

ch‘i pa yüeh chih chien

7th – 8th – moon – in – between


	
雨

yü

rain


	
集

chi

gathers ;


	
溝

kou

ditches


	
滄

k‘uai

drains


	
皆

chieh

all


	
盈

ying

full ;


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
涸

ho

drying


	
也

yeh

up


	
可

k‘o

can


	
立

li

standing


	
而

êrh

be


	
待

tai

waited.


	
也

yeh


	
故

ku

Therefore (when)


	
聲 聞

shing win

reputation


	
過

kuo

exceeding


	
情

ch‘ing

fact


	
君 子

chün tzǔ

gentleman superior man


	
恥 之

ch‘ih chih

ashamed.”





IV–I–10. 


	

	
孟

ming

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
自 暴 者

tzǔ pao chê

“ Self-injuring-one


	
不 可 與 有

pu k‘o yü yu

im-possible-with-have


	
言 也

yen yeh

talk.


	
自 棄 者 不 可

tzǔ ch‘i chê pu k‘o

Self-forsaking-one im-possible


	
與 有 爲 也

yü yu wei yeh

with-have-doings.


	
言

yen

Words


	
非

fei

not


	
盡

chin

fulfilling


	
義

i Yi

righteousness


	
謂 之

wei chih

called


	
自 暴 也

tzǔ pao yeh

self-injury. (To say)


	
吾

wu ‘

My


	
身

shên

person


	
不 能

pu nêng

cannot


	
居

chü

dwell in


	
仁

jên

love,


	
由

yu

follow


	
義

i Yi ’

righteousness


	
謂 之

wei chih

called (is)


	
自 棄 也

tzǔ ch‘i yeh

self-forsaking.




	

	
仁

jên

Love


	
人

jên

man


	
之

chih

’s


	
安

an

peaceful


	
宅

chai

home


	
也

yeh

is !


	
義

i

Yi


	
人

jên

man


	
之

chih

’s


	
正

chêng

correct


	
路

lu

path


	
也

yeh

is.




	

	
曠

k‘uang

To desert empty


	
安

an

peaceful


	
宅

chai

home


	
而

êrh

and


	
弗

fu

not


	
居

chü

dwell ;


	
舍

shê

to abandon


	
正

ching

correct


	
路

lu

path


	
而

êrh

and


	
弗

fu

not


	
由

yu

follow ;


	
哀

ai

how


	
哉

tsai

sad! ” bad





IV–I–11.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
道

tao

“ Tao the


	
在

tsai

lies path


	
爾

êrh

in (the) near,


	
而

êrh

yet


	
求

ch‘iu

seek


	
諸

chu

it in the


	
遠

yuan

far ;


	
事

shih

thing act


	
在

tsai

lies in in


	
易

i

easy,


	
而

erh

yet


	
求

ch‘iu

seek


	
諸

chu

it in


	
難

nan

hard.


	
人

jên

Every


	
人

jên

man


	
親

ch‘in

loves


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
親

ch‘in

beloved,


	
長

chang

reverences-the-age ages (v.)


	
其

ch‘i

of his


	
長

chang

elders. aged.


	
而

erh

So


	
天 下

t‘ien hsia

Heaven below the world


	
平

p‘ing

at peace.”





VII-II-31.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
人

jên

“ Men


	
皆

chieh

all


	
有

yu

have 


	
所

so

what (they)


	
不 忍

pu jên

not-bear ;


	
達

ta

extend


	
之

chih

it


	
於

yü

to


	
其

ch‘i

their


	
所

so

what-


	
忍

jên

can-bear,


	
仁

jên Jen

love


	
也

yeh

is :


	
人

jên

Men


	
皆

chieh

all


	
有

yu

have


	
所

so

what (they)


	
不 爲

pu wei

not-do ;


	
達

ta

extend


	
之

chih

it


	
於

yü

to


	
其

ch‘i

their


	
所 爲

so wei

what- do,


	
義

i Yi

right


	
也

yeh

is.




	

	
人

jên

(If) man


	
能

nêng

can


	
充

ch‘ung

fulfil


	
無

wu

without


	
欲 害

yü hai

-desiring – injury – (to)


	
人

jên

others-


	
之

chih

of


	
心

hsin ←

mind


	
而

êrh

then


	
仁 不 可 勝

jên pu k‘o shêng

love not can (is more than he can)


	
用 也

yung yeh

use; if


	
人

jên

man


	
能

nêng

can


	
充

ch‘ung

develop


	
無 穿 嵌

wu ch‘uan yü

without-break-through-jump-over-


	
之 心

chih hsin

of ← mind,


	
而

êrh

then


	
義 不 可 勝

i pu k‘o shêng Yi

not can (is more than he can)


	
用

yung

use.


	
也

yeh




	

	
人

jên

If man


	
能

nêng

can


	
充

ch‘ung

fulfil


	
無 受

wu shou

without-accept-


	
爾

êrh

‘thou’


	
汝

ju

‘ thou ’


	
之 實

chih shih

of ← fact,


	
無

wu

no


	
所

so

where


	
往

wang

go


	
而

êrh

and


	
不

pu

not


	
爲

wei

do


	
義

i Yi.

right.


	
也

yeh




	

	
士

shih

Scholar 


	
未 可 以 言 而 言

wet k‘o i yen êrh yen

not-proper-to-speak-yet-speaks,


	
是

shih

this


	
以

i

to use


	
言

yen

speaking


	
铦 之 也

t‘ien chih yeh

gainfully ;


	
可 以 言 而 不 言

k‘o i yen êrh pu yen

proper-to-speak-yet-not-speak


	
是

shih

this is


	
以

i

to use


	
不 言

pu yen

not-speaking


	
話 之 也

t‘ien chih yeh

gainfully,


	
是

shih

these


	
皆

chieh

all


	
穿 窬

ch‘uan yü

breaking-through-jumping-over


	
之

chih

in


	
類

lei

kind


	
也

yeh.

are.”





IV–II–19


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
人

jên

“ Man


	
之

chih

’s


	
所 以

so i

that-wherein-


	
異 於

i yü

differs-from


	
禽 獸

ch‘in shou

birds-beasts


	
者

chê

that


	
幾 希

chi hsi

small-slight; the


	
庶

shu

common


	
民

min

folk


	
去 之

ch‘ü chih

let go it,


	
君 子

chün tzu

the gentleman


	
存

ts‘un

preserves


	
之

chih

it.




	

	
舜

shun

Shun


	
明

ming

was clear understood


	
於

yü

about


	
庶 物

shu wu

things-in-general, (he)


	
察

ch‘a

investigated


	
於

yü

into


	
人

jên

human


	
倫

lun

relationships;


	
由

yu

from


	
仁

jên Jen,

Love,


	
義

i Yi

(he) Right


	
行

hsing

walked, set out,


	
非

fei

not


	
行

hsing

practice


	
仁

jên Jen

Love


	
義

i


	
也

yeh Yi. ”

Right.





VI–I–1


	

	
吿

kao

Kao


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
性

hsing

“ Nature


	
猶

yu

like the


	
杞

ch‘i ch‘i 


	
柳 也

liu yeh

willow


	
義

i Yi

the Right


	
猶

yu

like


	
桮 棬 也

Pei ch‘üan yeh

cups.


	
以

i

To cause


	
人

jên

human


	
性

hsing

nature hsing


	
爲

wei

to be


	
仁

jên Jen

(or) Love


	
義

i Yi

the Right


	
猶

yu

like


	
以

i

causing the


	
杞

ch‘i ch‘i


	
柳

liu

willow


	
爲

wei

to be


	
桮

pei


	
棬 也

ch‘üan yeh

cups.”




	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
子

tzǔ

“Sir,


	
能

nêng

can (you)


	
順

shun

follow the


	
杞

ch‘i ch‘i


	
柳

liu

willow


	
之

chih

’s


	
性

hsing

nature


	
以

i

to


	
爲

wei

make


	
桮 棬

pei ch‘üan

cups


	
乎

hu

?


	
將

chiang

or (must you)


	
戕 賊

ch‘iang tsei

injure the


	
祀

ch‘i ch‘i


	
柳

liu

willow


	
而

êrh

and


	
後

hou

then


	
尽 爲

i wei

make


	
桮 棬

pei ch‘üan

cups


	
也

yeh

?


	
如

ju


	
將

chiang

If


	
戕 賊

ch‘iang tsei

injure the


	
杞

ch‘i ch‘i


	
柳

liu

willow


	
而

êrh

and


	
以 爲

i wei

make


	
桮 棬

pei ch‘üan

cups


	
則

tsê

then


	
亦

i

also


	
將 戕 賊

chiang ch‘iang tsei

injure


	
人

jên

man


	
以

i

to


	
爲

wei

make


	
仁

jên Jen

Love


	
義

i Yi

Right


	
乎

hu

?


	
率

shuai

To lead


	
天

t‘ien

the


	
下

hsia

world


	
之

chih

’s


	
人

jên

people 


	
而

êrh

to


	
禍

huo

injure


	
仁

jên Jen

Love


	
義 者

i chê Yi

Right


	
必

pi

must,


	
子

tzǔ

Sir,


	
之

chib

your


	
言

yen

words.


	
夫

fu





VI–I–2.


	

	
吿

kao

Kao


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
性

hsing

“ Nature


	
猶

yu

like


	
湍

t‘uan

whirling rushing


	
水 也

shut yeh

water,


	
決

chüeh

dig


	
諸

chu

it


	
東 方

tung fang

eastward


	
則

tsê

then


	
東

tung

east


	
流

liu

flows,


	
決

chüeh

dig


	
諸

chu

it


	
西 方

hsi fang

westward


	
則

tsê

then


	
西

hsi

west


	
流

liu

flows.


	
人

jên

Human


	
性

hsing

nature


	
之

chih

’s


	
無 分 於 善 不

wu fên yü shan pu

without-difference-between-good-not-


	
善 也

shan yeh

good


	
猶

yu

like


	
水

shui

water


	
之

chih

’s


	
無 分 於 東 西 也

wu fên yü tung hsi yeh

without-difference-between-east-west. ”




	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
水

shut

“ Water


	
信

hsin

really true


	
無 分 於 東 西

wu fên yü tung hsi

without – difference – between – east – west ;


	
無 分 於

wu fên yü

without-difference-between-


	
上 下

shang hsia

up-down


	
乎

hu

is it ?


	
人

jên

Human


	
性

hsing

nature


	
之

chih

’s


	
善 也

shan yeh

good


	
猶

yu

like


	
水

shui

water


	
之

chih

’s


	
就

chiu

tendency


	
下 也

hsia yeh

down.


	
人

jên

Mankind


	
無

wu

none


	
有

yu

has


	
不 善

pu shan

not-good,


	
水

shut

water


	
無

wu

none


	
有

yu

has


	
不 下

pu hsia

not-down.




	

	
今

chin

Now 


	
夫

fu

when


	
水

shut

water


	
搏

po

(is) struck


	
而

êrh

and


	
躍 之

yüeh chih

leaps,


	
可

k‘o

it can be


	
使

shih

forced


	
過

kuo

over


	
顙

sang

forehead ;


	
激

chi

impede


	
而

êrh

and


	
行 之

hsing chih

let go


	
可

k‘o

it can be


	
使

shih

forced


	
在

tsai

up


	
山

shan

mountains.


	
是

shih

This


	
豈

ch‘i

is it


	
水

shui

water


	
之

chih

’s


	
性 哉

hsing tsai

nature ?


	
其

ch‘i

Its


	
勢

shih

situation


	
則

tsê

is


	
然 也

jan yeh

so.


	
人

jen

Man


	
之

chih

’s


	
可

k‘o

able


	
使 爲

shih wei

be-forced-to-do- be


	
不 善

pu shan

not-good,


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
性

hsing

nature


	
亦

i

also


	
猶

yu

like


	
是 也

shih yeh

this.”





VI-I-3.


	

	
吿

kao

Kao


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
生

shêng

‘‘ Being-bom-with The innate


	
之

chih

what


	
謂

wei

called


	
性

hsing

nature.”




	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
生

shêng

“ Bom-with


	
之

chih

what


	
謂

wei

called


	
性 也

hsing yeh

nature,


	
猶

yu

(is that) like


	
白

pai

white


	
之

chih

’s


	
謂

wei

called


	
白與

pai yü

white ? ”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
然

jan

“Yes.”


	
白

pai

“White


	
羽

yü

feather


	
之

chih

’s


	
白

pai

white


	
也

yeh


	
猶

yu

like


	
白

pai

white 


	
雪

hsüeh

snow


	
之

chih

’s


	
白

pai

white ;


	
白

pai

white


	
雪

hsüeh

snow


	
之

chih

’s


	
白

pai

white


	
猶

yu

like


	
白

pai

white


	
玉

yü

jade


	
之

chih

’s


	
白

Pai

white


	
與

yü

? ’’


	
曰

yüeh

(Kao Tzu) replied,


	
然

jan

“Yes.”




	

	
然 則

jan tsê

“ Then


	
犬

ch‘üan

dog


	
之

chih

’s


	
性

hsing

nature


	
猶

yu

like


	
牛

niu

ox


	
之

chih

’s


	
性

hsing

nature,


	
牛

niu

ox


	
之

chih

’s


	
性

hsing

nature


	
猶

yu

like


	
人

jên

man


	
之

chih

’s


	
性

hsing

nature


	
與

yü

? ’’





VI–I–4.


	

	
吿

Kao

Kao


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
食

shih

“ Food,


	
色

sê

sex,


	
性

hsing

nature


	
也

yeh

are.


	
仁

jên Jen

Love


	
內 也

net yeh

internal,


	
非

fei

not


	
外 也

wai yeh

external.


	
義

i Yi

Right


	
外 也

wai yeh

external,


	
非

fei

not


	
內 也

nei yeh

internal.”




	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
何 以

ho i

“Why


	
謂

wei

say


	
仁

jên

‘ Love


	
內

nei

internal,


	
義

i

right


	
外 也

wai yeh

external ? ’ ”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
彼

pi

“ He


	
長

chang

aged


	
而 我

êrh wo

and I


	
長

chang

age (v.)


	
之

chih

him,


	
非

fei

not


	
有

yu

have there is


	
長

chang

age


	
於

yü

in


	
我 也

wo yeh

me,


	
猶

yu

like


	
彼

pi

he it


	
白

pai

white


	
而

êrh

and


	
我

wo

I


	
白

Pai

white (v.)


	
之

chih

it,


	
從

ts‘ung

follow


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
白

pai

white


	
於 外 也

yü wai yeh

externally. 


	
故

ku

Hence


	
謂

wei

call say


	
之

chih

it


	
外 也

wai yeh

external.”




	

	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
異

i

“ (Difference


	
於

yü

in)


	
白

pai

White (v.)


	
馬

ma

horse


	
之

chih

’s


	
白 也

pai yeh

white


	
無 以

wu i

nothing


	
異

i

different


	
於

yü

from


	
白

pai

white (v.)


	
人

jên

man


	
之

chih

’s


	
白 也

pai yeh

white,


	
不

pu

not


	
識

shih

know


	
長

chang

age (v.)


	
馬

ma

horse


	
之

chih

’s


	
長 也

chang yeh

age


	
無 以

wu i

nothing


	
異

i

different


	
於

yü

from


	
長

chang

age (v.)


	
人

jên

man


	
之

chih

’s


	
長 與

chang yü

age ?


	
且

ch‘ieh

Moreover


	
謂

wei

say you,


	
長 者

chang chê

‘ Aged


	
義 乎

i hu

Right ’ ？


	
長

chang

‘ age (v.)


	
之

chih

him


	
者

chê

one


	
義

i

Right


	
乎

hu

? ’ ”




	

	
曰

yüeh

(Kao Tzu) said,


	
吾

wu

“My


	
弟

ti

young brother


	
則

tsê

then


	
愛

ai

love


	
之

chih

him,


	
秦

ch‘in

Ch‘in


	
人

jên

people


	
之

chih

’s


	
弟

ti

younger brother


	
則

tsê

then


	
不

pu

not


	
愛 也

ai yeh

love,


	
是

shih

this


	
以

i

(is) according


	
我

wo

my


	
爲 悅 者 也

wei yüeh chê yeh

pleasure,


	
故

ku

hence


	
謂

wei

call 


	
之

chih

it


	
內

nei

from within ;


	
長

chang

age (v.)


	
楚

ch‘u

Ch‘u


	
人

jên

people


	
之

chih

’s


	
長

chang

aged


	
亦 長

i chang

also age (v.)


	
吾 之

wu chih

my our


	
長

chang

aged,


	
是

shih

is


	
以

i

according


	
長 爲

chang wei

age’s


	
悅 者 也

yüeh chê yeh

pleasure,


	
故

ku

hence


	
謂

wei

call say


	
之

chih

it


	
外 也

wai yeh

external.”




	

	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
耆

ch‘i

“ Like


	
秦

ch‘in

Ch‘in


	
人

jên

people


	
之

chih

’s


	
炙

chih

roast


	
無 以

wu i

nothing


	
異

i

different


	
於

yü

from


	
耆

ch‘i

like


	
吾

wu

our


	
炙

chih

roast,


	
夫 物

fu wu

things


	
則 亦

tsê i

also


	
有

yu

have there are


	
然 者

jan chê

something so


	
也

yeh

so ;


	
然

jan

if so


	
則

tsê

then


	
耆

ch‘i

like


	
炙

chih

roast


	
亦

i

also


	
有

yu

has something


	
外 與

wai yü

from without ? ”





VI–I–5


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
季

chi

Chi


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
問

wên

asked


	
公

kung

Kung-


	
都

tu

tu


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

saying,


	
何 以

ho i

“ Why


	
謂

wei

say, call


	
義

i

Right


	
內

nei

from


	
也

yeh

within ? ”




	

	
曰

yüeh

(He) replied,


	
行

hsing

“ Practising


	
吾

wu

my our


	
敬

ching

respect


	
故

ku

hence


	
謂

wei

call


	
之

chih

it


	
內

nei

from


	
也

yeh

within.”




	

	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
鄕 人

hsiang jên

“ Clansman


	
長

chang

older


	
於

yü

than


	
伯 兄

pai hsiung

elder-brother


	
一

i

(by) one


	
歲

sui

year


	
則

tsê

then


	
誰

shui

which 


	
敬

ching

respect ? ”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
敬

ching

“ Respect


	
兄

hsiung

elder brother.”


	
酌

cho

“ Pour wine


	
則

tsê

then


	
誰

shui

whom


	
先

hsien

first ?”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
先 酌

hsien cho

“ First pour


	
鄕 人

hsiang jên

(for) clansman.


	
所

so

What’s


	
敬

ching

respected


	
在

tsai

lies


	
此

tz‘ü

here,


	
所

so

what’s


	
長

chang

aged (v.)


	
在

tsai

lies


	
彼

pi

there.


	
果

kuo

Surely


	
在

tsai

it lies


	
外

wai

outside


	
非

fei

not


	
由

yu

from


	
內 也

nei yeh

within.”




	

	
公 都

kung tu

Kung-tu


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
不 能

pu nêng

un-able


	
答

ta

to answer


	
以 吿

i kao

about-reported (to)


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu.


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
敬

ching

“ ‘ Respect


	
叔 父 乎

shu fu hu

uncle (or)


	
敬

ching

respect


	
弟

ti

younger brother


	
乎

hu

? ’


	
彼

pi

One He


	
將

chiang

would


	
曰

yüeh

say,


	
敬

ching

‘ Respect


	
叔 父

shu fu

uncle.’


	
曰

yüeh

(You must) say,


	
弟

ti

‘ The younger brother


	
爲

wei

as


	
尸

shih

personator,


	
則

tsê

then


	
誰

shui

whom


	
敬

ching

respect ?,


	
彼

pi

He


	
將

chiang

would


	
曰

yüeh

reply,


	
敬

ching

‘ Respect


	
弟

ti

youngér-brother.’


	
子

tzǔ

You


	
曰

yüeh

reply,


	
惡 在

wu tsai

‘ Why


	
其 敬

ch‘i ching

respect


	
叔 父 也

shu fu yeh

uncle ? ’ 


	
彼

pi

He


	
將

chiang

would


	
曰

yüeh

say,


	
在

tsai

‘ Lies in (special)


	
位

wei

position-


	
故 也

ku yeh

because.’


	
子

tzǔ

You


	
亦

i

also


	
曰

yüeh

reply,


	
在

tsai

‘ Lies in (special)


	
位

wei

position-


	
故 也

ku yeh

because.


	
庸

yung

Ordinary usual


	
敬

ching

respect


	
在

tsai

to


	
兄

hsiung

elder-brother,


	
斯 須 之

ssǔ hsü chih

momentary occasional


	
敬

ching

respect


	
在

tsai

lies


	
鄕 人

hsiang jên

in clansman.’ ”




	

	
季

chi

Chi


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
聞

wên

heard


	
之

chih

it,


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
敬

ching

“ Respect


	
叔 父

shu fu

uncle


	
則

tsê

then


	
敬

ching

respect,


	
敬

ching

respect


	
弟

ti

younger-brother


	
則

tsê

then


	
敬

ching

respect,


	
果

kuo

surely


	
在

tsai

lies


	
外

wai

without


	
非

fei

not


	
由

yu

from


	
內 也

net yeh

within.”


	
公 都

kung tu

Kung-tu


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
冬

tung

“ Winter


	
日

jih

day


	
則

tsê

then


	
飮

yin

drink


	
湯

t’ang

hot drink,


	
夏

hsia

summer


	
日

jih

day


	
則

tsê

then


	
飮

yin

drink


	
水

shui

water,


	
然 則

jan tsê

then


	
飮 食

yin shih

drink-food eating


	
亦

i

also


	
在

tsai

lies


	
外 也

wai yeh

without.”





VII–II–35


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
養

yang

“ Cultivating nourishing 


	
心

hsin

mind


	
莫

mo

nothing


	
善

shan

better


	
於

yü

than (make)


	
寡

kua

few (the)


	
欲

yü

desires.


	
其

ch‘i

His


	
爲

wei

being


	
人

jên

a man,


	
寡

kua

few


	
欲

yü

desires,


	
雖

sui

although


	
有

yu

something


	
不

pu

not


	
存 焉 者

ts‘un yen chê

sustained (yet)


	
寡 矣

kua i

few; little


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
爲

wei

being


	
人 也

jên yeh

a man,


	
多

to

many


	
欲

yü

desires,


	
雖

sui

although


	
有

yu

something


	
存 焉 者

ts‘un yen chê

sustained (yet)


	
寡 矣

kua i

few.” little.





VII–I–17


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
無

wu

“ Do not


	
爲

wei

do be


	
其

ch‘i

its-


	
所 不 爲

so pu wei

what – not – do, be


	
無

wu

do not


	
欲

yü

desire


	
其 所 不 欲

ch‘i so pu yü

its – what – not desire,


	
如

ju

just


	
此

tz‘ǔ

this


	
而 已 矣

êrh i i

only.”





II–I–2. 


	

	
公

kung

Kung


	
孫

sun

Sun


	
丑

ch‘ou

Ch‘ow


	
問 曰

wên yüeh

asked,


	
夫 子

fu tzǔ

“ Master


	
加

chia

appointed


	
齊

ch‘i

Ch‘i


	
之

chih

’s


	
卿 相

ch‘ing hsiang

minister


	
得

tê

able


	
行

hsing

follow carry out


	
道 焉

tao yen

Tao (the path)


	
雖

sui

even


	
由

yu

from


	
此

tz‘u

this


	
霸

pa

autocratic


	
王

wang

ruler


	
不

pu

not


	
異 矣

i i

surprising;


	
如

ju

if


	
此

tz‘u

so


	
則

tsê

then


	
動 心

tung hsin

move – mind


	
否

fou

or


	
乎

hu

not ? ”


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

replied,


	
否

fou

“ No,


	
我

wo

I


	
四 十

ssǔ shih

(at) forty


	
不 動

pu tung

not – move -


	
心

hsin

mind.”




	

	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
若

jo

“ If


	
是

shih

so


	
則 夫 子

tsê fu tzǔ

Master


	
過

kuo

surpass


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
賁

pên

Pen


	
遠 矣

yuan i

far.”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
是

shih

“ This


	
不

pu

not


	
難

nan

difficult.


	
吿

kao

Kao


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
先

hsien

before


	
我

wo

me


	
不

pu

not


	
動 心

tung hsin -

move – mind.”




	

	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
不 動 心

pu tung hsin

“ Not – move – mind


	
有

yu

is there


	
道 乎

tao hu

a way ?”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
有

yu

“ Yes.




	

	
北

pei

Pei


	
宫

kung

Kung


	
黝

yu

Yu


	
之

chih

’s


	
養

yang

cultivation of


	
勇 也

yung yeh

valour :


	
不

pu

not


	
膺

fu

skin


	
撓

nao

flinch,


	
不

pu

not


	
百

mu

eye


	
逃

t‘ao

flee ;


	
思 以

ssǔ i

consider


	
一

i

single


	
毫

hao

hair


	
挫

ts‘o

beaten 


	
於

yü

by


	
人

jên

others


	
若

jo

as if


	
撻 之

t‘a chih

struck


	
於

yü

in


	
市

shih

market


	
朝

ch‘ao

place ;


	
不

pu

not


	
受

shou

receive


	
於

yü

from


	
褐

ho

hair-garment,


	
寬

k‘uan

loose


	
博

po

large,


	
亦

i

also


	
不

pu

not


	
受

shou

receive


	
於

yü

from


	
萬 乘

wan ch‘êng

ten-thousand-chariots-


	
之 君

chih chün

of ← ruler;


	
視

shih

consider


	
刺

tz‘u

stabbing


	
萬 乘 之 君

wan ch‘êng chih chün

ten – thousand – chariots – of ← ruler


	
若

jo

as if


	
刺

tz‘u

stabbing


	
褐 夫

ho fu

hair-garment-fellow ;


	
無

wu

not


	
嚴

yen

fear


	
諸 侯

chu hou

nobles ;


	
惡

o

harsh


	
聲

shêng

voice


	
至

chih

comes,


	
必

pi

must


	
反 之

fan chih

retaliate.




	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
施

shih

Shih


	
舍

shê

Shê


	
之

chih

’s


	
所 養

so yang

cultivation (of)


	
勇 也

yung yeh

valour.


	
曰 視

yüeh shih

He said:—‘ Consider


	
不 勝

pu shêng

not-conquer


	
猶

yu

as


	
勝 也

shêng yeh

conquer.


	
量

liang

Measure


	
敵

ti

enemy,


	
而 後

êrh hou

thereafter


	
進

chin

advance,


	
慮

lü

deliberate


	
勝

shêng

conquer,


	
而 後

êrh hou

thereafter


	
會

hut

meet: engage


	
是

shih

this


	
畏 三

wei san

fear-three-


	
軍

chün

armies 


	
者 也

chê yeh

one.’


	
舍

shê

Shê


	
豈

ch‘i

how


	
能

nêng

could


	
爲

wei

(he) make


	
必

pi

necessary


	
勝 哉

shêng tsai

victory ?


	
能

nêng

Able


	
無

wu

without


	
懼

chü

fear


	
而 已 矣

êrh i i

only.




	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
施

shih

Shih


	
舍

shê

Shê


	
似

ssu

like


	
曾

tsêng

Tseng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu;


	
北

pei

Pei


	
宫

kung

Kung


	
黝

yu

Yu


	
似

ssu

like


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
夏

hsia.

Hsia.


	
夫

fu

These


	
二

êrh

two


	
子

tzǔ

men


	
之

chih

’s


	
勇

yung

valour


	
未

wei

not


	
知

chih

know


	
其 孰

ch‘i shu

which


	
賢

hsien

nobler.


	
然 而

jan êrh

Nevertheless


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
施

shih

Shih


	
舍

shê

Shê


	
守

show

keeps


	
約

yüeh

the


	
也

yeh

simple.




	

	
昔 者

hsi chê

Formerly


	
曾

tsêng

Tseng


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
謂

wei

speaking to


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
襄

hsiang

Hsiang


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
子

tzǔ

‘ You


	
好

hao

like


	
勇

yung

valour


	
乎

hu

?


	
吾

wu

I


	
嘗

ch‘ang

have


	
聞

wên

heard of


	
大

ta

great


	
勇

yung

valour


	
於

yü

from


	
夫 子 矣

fu tzǔ i

the Master.


	
自 反 而

tzǔ fan êrh

Self-examination


	
不

pu

not


	
縮

so

upright,


	
雖

sui

although


	
褐 寬 博

ho k‘uan po

hair-garment-loose-wide,


	
吾

wu

(am) I


	
不

pu

not


	
惴 焉

chut yen

afraid?


	
白

tzǔ

Self


	
反

fan

examination


	
而

êrh

and


	
縮

so

upright


	
雖

sui

although


	
千

ch‘ien

1,000


	
萬

wan

10,000


	
人

jên

people, 


	
吾

wu

I


	
往

wang

go.


	
矣

i




	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
施

shih

Shih


	
舍

shê

Shê


	
之

chih

’s


	
守

shou

keeping


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i


	
又

yu

again


	
不

pu

not


	
如

ju

like


	
會

tsêng

Tseng


	
子

tzǔ

tzu


	
之

chih

’s


	
守

shou

keeping


	
約

yüeh

the


	
也

yeh

simple.”




	

	
曰

yüeh

(The disciple) said,


	
敢

kan

“ Dare


	
問

wên

ask,


	
夫

fu


	
子

tzǔ

your


	
之

chih


	
不

pu

not


	
動

tung

moving


	
心

hsin

mind


	
與

yü

and


	
吿

kao

Kao


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
之

chih

’s


	
不

pu

not


	
動

tung

moving


	
心

hsin

mind


	
可

k‘o

can


	
得

tê

be


	
聞 與

wên yü

heard ?


	
吿

kao

Kao


	
子

tzǔ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

says,


	
不

pu

‘ Not


	
得

tê

getting


	
於

yü

in


	
言

yen

words


	
勿

wu

not


	
求

ch‘iu

seek


	
於

yü

in


	
心

hsin

mind,


	
不

pu

not


	
得

tê

getting


	
於

yü

in


	
心

hsin

mind


	
勿

wu

not


	
求

ch‘iu

seek


	
於

yü

in


	
氣

ck‘i ch‘i.’ ”


	
不

pu

“ ‘ Not


	
得

tê

getting


	
於

yü

in


	
心

hsin

mind


	
勿

wu

not


	
求

ch‘iu

seek


	
於

yü

in


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i’


	
可

k‘o

right;


	
不

pu

‘not


	
得

tê

getting


	
於

yü

in


	
言

yen

words


	
勿

wu

not


	
求

ch‘iu

seek


	
於

yü

in


	
 心

hsin

mind’ 


	
不

pu

not


	
可

k‘o

right ;


	
夫

fu

for (the)


	
志

chih

will


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i


	
之

chih

’s


	
帥 也

shuai yeh

commander,


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i


	
體

t‘i

body


	
之

chih

’s


	
充 也

ch‘ung yeh

fulfilment ;


	
夫

fu

for (the)


	
志

chih

will


	
至 焉

chih yen

ultimate,


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i


	
次 焉

tz‘ŭ yen

secondary.


	
故

ku

Hence (I)


	
曰 持

yüeh ch‘ih

say—‘ Keep


	
其

ch‘i

the


	
志

chih

will,


	
無

wu

not


	
暴

pao

violate


	
其

ch‘i

the


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i.’”




	

	
旣

chi

(The disciple asked), “ Already


	
曰

yüeh

say,


	
志

chih

‘ Will


	
至 焉

chih yen

ultimate,


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i


	
次 焉

tz‘u yen

secondary.’


	
又

yu

Again


	
曰

yüeh

say,


	
持

ch‘ih

‘ Keep


	
其

ch‘i

the


	
志

chih

will,


	
無

wu

not


	
暴

pao

violate


	
其

ch‘i

the


	
氣 者

ch‘i chê ch‘i.’


	
何 也

ho yeh

Why ? ”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
志

chih “

Will (being)


	
壹

i

one


	
則

tsê

then


	
動

tung

moves


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i,


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i

(being)


	
壹

i

one


	
則

tsê

then


	
動

tung

moves


	
志 也

chih yeh

will.


	
今 夫

chin fu

Now, (the)


	
蹶

chüeh

stumbling


	
者

chê

one (the)


	
趨

ch‘ü

running


	
者

chê

one


	
是

shih

that is


	
氣 也

ch‘i yeh ch‘i.


	
而 反

êrh fan

Yet on the contrary


	
(it)

(ch‘i)


	
動

tung

moves


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
心

hsin

mind.”




	

	
敢

kan

“ Dare


	
問

wên

ask


	
夫

fu

you


	
子

tzŭ

master


	
惡 乎

wu hu

what-at


	
長

ch‘ang

best.”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
我

wo

“ I


	
知

chih

know


	
言

yen

words,


	
我

wo

I


	
善

shan

skilled excel-in 


	
養

yang

cultivating


	
吾

wu

my


	
浩

hao


	
然

jan

vast


	
之

chih


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i.”




	

	
敢

kan

“ Dare


	
問

wên

ask,


	
何

ho

what


	
謂

wei

is


	
浩

hao


	
然

jan

vast


	
之

chih


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i?”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
難

nan

“ Hard


	
言 也

yen yeh

to say.




	

	
其

ch‘i

Its


	
爲

wei

being


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i


	
也

yeh


	
至

chih

most


	
大

ta

great,


	
至

chih

most


	
剛

kang

adamant,


	
以

i

with


	
直

chih

straight-forwardness


	
養

yang

cultivated


	
而

êrh

and


	
無

wu

without


	
害

hai

injury


	
則

tsê

then


	
塞 乎

sai hu

fills


	
天

t‘ien

heaven


	
地

ti

earth


	
之 間

chih chien

between.




	

	
其

ch‘i

Its


	
爲

wei

being


	
氣

ch‘i ch‘i


	
也

yeh


	
配

p‘ei

matches


	
義

i Yi

right


	
與

yü

and


	
道

tao Tao

principle


	
無

wu

without-of-


	
是 餒 也

shih nei yeh

these-being-daunted.




	

	
是

shih

It


	
集

chi

gathering accumulating


	
義

i Yi

the right


	
所 生 者

so shêng chê

what-results-from,


	
非

fei

not


	
義

i Yi

right


	
襲 而

hsi êrh

stealthily


	
取 之 也

ch‘ü chih yeh

takes it ;


	
行

hsing

conduct


	
有

yu

has


	
不 慊

pu ch‘ieh

dis-satisfaction


	
於

yü

in


	
心

hsin

mind,


	
則

tsê

then


	
餒 矣

nei i

daunted. 


	
我

wo

I


	
故

ku

therefore


	
曰

yüeh

say,


	
吿

kao

‘ Kao


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
未

wei

had


	
嘗

ch‘ang

never


	
知

chih

known


	
義

i Yi

the right


	
以

i

because


	
其

ch‘i

he


	
外

wai

outsided


	
之 也

chih yeh

it.




	

	
必

pi

Should


	
有

yu

there be


	
事

shih

effort


	
焉

yen

here


	
而

êrh

still


	
勿

wu

(do) not forcibly


	
正

chêng

correct ;


	
心

hsin

the mind


	
勿

wu

(do) not


	
忘

wang

forget


	
勿

wu

(do) not


	
助

chu

help


	
長 也

chang yeh

grow;


	
無

wu

not be


	
若

jo

like


	
宋

sung

Sung


	
人 然

jên jan

people.


	
宋

sung

A Sung


	
人

jên

man


	
有

yu

there was (who)


	
閔

min

worried


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
苗

miao

sprout


	
之

chih

’s


	
不 長

pu chang

-not-growing


	
而

êrh

and


	
揠

ya

pulled


	
之 者

chih chê

up,


	
芒

mang

then


	
芒 然

mang jan

tiredly


	
歸

kuei

returned


	
謂

wei

told


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
人 曰

jên yüeh

people,


	
今 日

chin jih

‘ To-day


	
病

ping

sick, tired


	
矣

i

oh!


	
予

yü

I


	
助

chu

helped the


	
苗

miao

sprouts


	
長 矣

chang i

grow.’


	
其

ch‘i

His


	
子

tzŭ

son


	
趨 而 往

ch‘ü êrh wang

ran-and-went


	
視

shih

to see


	
之

chih

them.


	
苗

miao

Sprouts


	
則

tsê

already


	
槁 矣

kao i

wilted.


	
天 下

t‘ien hsia

Heaven-below People


	
之

chih

’s who


	
不

pu

-not-


	
助 苗 長

chu miao chang

help – sprouts – grow


	
者

chê


	
寡 矣

kua i

few.


	
以 爲 無 益

i wei wu i

Regard – as – useless 


	
而

êrh

and


	
舍

shê

neglectlet go


	
之

chih

it


	
者

chê

who


	
不 耘 苗

pu yün miao

not – weed – sprouts


	
者 也

chê yeh

;


	
助

chu

help


	
之

chih

it


	
長

chang

grow


	
者

chê

who


	
揠

ya

pull-up


	
苗

miao

sprouts


	
者

chê


	
也

yeh


	
非

fei

not


	
徒

t‘u

only


	
無

wu

without


	
益

i

profit


	
而

êrh

but


	
又

yu

also


	
害

hai

injure


	
之

chih

it.”




	

	
何

ho

“ What


	
謂

wei

is-called


	
知

chih

knowing


	
言

yen

words ? ”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
詖

pi

“ One-sided


	
辭

tz‘u

words


	
知

chih

know


	
其

ch‘i

their


	
所

so

where


	
蔽

pi

blinded; veiled


	
淫

yin

extravagant


	
辭

tz‘u

words


	
知

chih

know


	
其

ch‘i

their


	
所

so

where


	
陷

hsien

pit-fallen ;


	
邪

hsieh

evil


	
辭

tz‘u

words


	
知

chih

know


	
其

ch‘i

their


	
所

so

where


	
離

li

lost,


	
遁

tun

evasive


	
辭

tz‘u

words


	
知

chih

know


	
其

ch‘i

their


	
所

so

where


	
窮

ch‘iung

poor; come to wit’s end


	
生

shêng

growing arising


	
於

yü

in


	
其

ch‘i

the


	
心

hsin

mind,


	
害

hai

injurious


	
於

yü

in


	
其 政

ch‘i chêng

government ;


	
發

fa

carrying-out


	
於

yü

in


	
其 政

ch‘i chêng

government


	
害

hai

injurious


	
於

yü

in


	
其 事

ch‘i shih

affairs,


	
聖 人

shêng jên

(a) sage


	
復 起

fu ch‘i

reappearing


	
必

pi

must


	
從

ts‘ung

agree with follow


	
吾

wu

my


	
言 矣

yen i

words.”





IV–II–11. 


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
大

ta

“ Great


	
人

者jên chê

men


	
言

yen

words


	
不

pu

not


	
必

pi

necessarily


	
信

hsin

keep-faith ;


	
行

hsing

conduct


	
不

pu

not


	
必

pi

necessarily


	
果

kuo

resolute ;


	
惟

wei

only


	
義

i Yi

the right


	
所

so

is


	
在

tsai

there-in.”



IV–II–12.


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
大

ta

“ Great


	
人 者

jên chê

men


	
不

pu

do not


	
失

shih

lose


	
其

ch‘i

their


	
赤

ch‘ih

bare


	
子

tzŭ

boy


	
之

chih

’s


	
心 者 也

hsin chê yeh

mind.”



IV–II–14.


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
君 子

chün tzŭ

“ (The) gentleman superior man


	
深

shên

deeply


	
造 之

tsao chih

penetrates


	
以

i

into


	
道

tao

Tao


	
欲

yü

desires


	
其 自

ch‘i tzŭ

for himself


	
得

tê

to attain


	
之 也

chih yeh

it ;


	
自 得

tzŭ tê

self-attaining


	
之

chih

it


	
則

tsê

then


	
居

chü

dwells


	
之 安

chih an

in it at peace ;


	
居

chü

dwelling


	
之

chih

in it


	
安

an

at peace


	
則

tsê

then


	
資 之

tzŭ chih

make-use-of-it


	
深

shên

deeply ;


	
資

tzŭ

making-use-


	
之

chih

of-it


	
深

shên

deeply


	
則

tsê

then (he)


	
取

ch‘ü

draws


	
之

chih

it


	
左

tso

left


	
右

yu

right


	
逢

fêng

meeting


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
原

yüan

source,


	
故

ku

thus


	
君 子

chün tzŭ

the gentleman


	
欲 其

yü ch‘i

desires


	
自 得 之 也

tzŭ tê chih yeh

self-attaining.”



VII-I-15.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
人

jên

“ Man


	
之

chih

’s


	
所

so

what 


	
不 學 而 能

pu hsüeh êrh nêng

not-learn-yet-able


	
者

chê


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
良

liang

good inborn


	
能

nêng

ability


	
也

yeh

;


	
所

so

what


	
不 廉 而 知

pu lü êrh chih

not-thinking-yet-know


	
者

chê


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
良

liang

good


	
知 也

chih yeh

intelligence.




	

	
孩 提 之 童

hai t‘i chih t‘ung

Babe-in-arms-child


	
無

wu

none


	
不 知

pu chih

not-know


	
愛

ai

love


	
其

ch‘i

its


	
親 也

ch‘in yeh

parents ;


	
及

chi

till when


	
其

ch‘i

he


	
長

chang

grows


	
也

yeh

up


	
無

wu

none


	
不 知

pu chih

not-know


	
敬

ching

respect


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
兄 也

hsiung yeh

elder-brother.




	

	
親

ch‘in

To love


	
親

ch‘in

loved-ones,


	
仁

jên Jen

love


	
也

yeh

is;


	
敬

ching

to respect


	
長

chang

the aged,


	
義

i Yi

right


	
也

yeh

is ;


	
無

wu

nothing


	
他

t‘a

else,


	
達

ta

extend


	
之

chih

it to


	
天 下 也

t‘ien hsia yeh

Heaven below.” the world.





VI-II-12. 


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
君 子

chün tzŭ

“ The gentleman superior man


	
不

pu

without


	
亮

liang

truthfulness


	
惡 乎

wu hu

what


	
執

chih

rely on ? ”



IV–II–5


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
博

po

“ Extensively


	
學

hsüeh

learn


	
而

êrh

and


	
詳

hsiang

in-detail


	
說

shuo

state describe


	
之

chih

it,


	
將 以

chiang i

so that


	
反

fan

return come back


	
說

shuo

state describe


	
約 也

yüeh yeh

simply.



VII-II-32.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
言

yen

“ Words


	
近

chin

near


	
而

êrh

but


	
指

chih

signification


	
遠

yüan

far


	
者

chê


	
善

shan

good


	
言 也

yen yeh

words ;


	
守

shou

the keeping


	
約

yüeh

simple


	
而

êrh

but


	
施

shih

application


	
博

po

extensive


	
者

chê


	
善

shan

good


	
道 也

tao yeh

principle.





VII-II-24.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
口

k‘ou

“ Mouth


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to 


	
味 也

wei yeh

taste,


	
目

mu

eye


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to


	
色 也

sê yeh

colour,


	
耳

êrh

ear


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to


	
聲 也

shêng yeh

sound,


	
鼻

pi

nose


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to


	
臭 也

ch‘ou yeh

odour,


	
四

ssŭ

the four


	
肢

chih

limbs


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to


	
安 佚 也

an i yeh

ease :— relaxation


	
性

hsing hsing

nature


	
也

yeh

is;


	
有

yu

there is


	
命 焉

ming yen ming ;

decree


	
君 子

chün tzŭ

the gentleman superior man


	
不

pu

not


	
謂

wei

call (that)


	
性 也

hsing yeh hsing.

nature




	

	
仁

jên

Love


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to


	
父 子 也

fu tzŭ yeh

father-son,


	
義

i Yi

right


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to


	
君 臣 也

chün ch‘ên yeh

ruler-minister,


	
禮

li Li

(good form)


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to


	
賓

pin

guest-


	
主 也

chu yeh

host,


	
智

chih

Wisdom


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to the


	
賢

hsien

wise good


	
者 也

chê yeh

ones,


	
聖 人

shêng jên

sage


	
之 於

chih yü

in-relation-to


	
天

t‘ien

heaven’s


	
道 也

tao yeh Tao :—

Path


	
命 也

ming yeh ming ;

decree


	
有

yu

there is


	
性 焉

hsing yen hsing ;

nature


	
君 子

chün tzŭ

the gentleman superior man


	
不

pu

not


	
謂

wei

call (that)


	
命 也

ming yeh ming.”

decree





VII-I-1. 


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
盡

chin

“ Fulfil


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
心 者

hsin chê

mind ← who,


	
知

chih

knows


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
性 也

hsing yeh

nature ;


	
知

chih

knows


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
性

hsing

nature


	
則

tsê

then


	
知

chih

knows


	
天 矣

t‘ien i

heaven.




	

	
存

ts‘un

Retain


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
心

hsin

mind,


	
養

yang

nourish


	
其

ch‘i

his


	
性

hsing

nature


	
所

so

there


	
以

i

by


	
事

shih

perform-duty


	
天 也

t‘ien yeh

to heaven.




	

	
妖

yao

Short life,


	
壽

shou

long life


	
不

pu

not


	
贰

êrh

double-minded,


	
修

hsiu

cultivates


	
身

shên

personality


	
以

i

to


	
俟

ssu

await


	
之

chih

it,


	
所

so

there


	
以

i

by


	
立

li

up-hold


	
命 也

ming yeh ming.”

decree





VII-I-2.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
莫

mo

“ Nothing


	
非

fei

not


	
命 也

ming yeh ming.

decree.


	
順

shun

Just


	
受

shou

receive


	
其

ch‘i

as


	
正

chêng

it is.




	

	
是 故

shih ku

Therefore


	
知

chih

knowing-


	
命

ming ming

← decree


	
者

chê

who


	
不

pu

not


	
立

li

stand


	
乎

hu


	
巖 牆 之 下

yen ch‘iang chih hsia

high – wall – under.




	

	
盡 其 道 而 死 者

chin ch‘i tao êrh ssŭ chê

Fulfil – the – Tao – and – die ← who (Right way)


	
正

chêng

receives-as-it-is


	
命 也

ming yeh ming.

decree




	

	
桎 梏 死 者

chih ku ssŭ chê

Straight-jacketed-to-death ← who


	
非

fei

not


	
正

chêng

receive-as-it-is


	
命 也

ming yeh ming.”

decree





VII-I-3.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
求

ch‘iu

“ Seek


	
則

tsê

then


	
得

tê

get


	
之

chih

it, 


	
舍

shê

give-it-up


	
則

tsê

then


	
失

shih

lose


	
之

chih

it ;


	
是

shih

herein


	
求

ch‘iu

seeking


	
有

yu

has


	
益

i

benefit


	
於

yü

to


	
得 也

tê yeh

getting,


	
求

ch‘iu

seeking


	
在 我 者 也

tsai wo chê yeh

in – self ← what.


	
求

ch‘iu

Seek


	
之

chih

it


	
有

yu

having


	
道

tao

Tao,


	
得

tê

get


	
之

chih

it


	
有

yu

having


	
命

ming ming ;

decree


	
是

shih

herein


	
求

ch‘iu

seeking


	
無

wu

has no


	
益

i

benefit


	
於

yü

to


	
得 也

tê yeh

getting,


	
求

ch‘iu

seeking


	
在 外 者 也

tsai wai chê yeh

in – outside ← what.”





VII-I-4.


	

	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
萬

wan

“ All


	
物

wu

things


	
皆

chieh

all


	
備

pei

complete


	
於

yü

in


	
我

wo

me. us.


	
矣

i




	

	
反 身

fan shên

Reflection


	
而

êrh

and (finding-yourself)


	
誠

ch‘êng

sincere,


	
樂

lê

enjoy


	
莫

mo

nothing


	
大 焉

ta yen

greater.




	

	
彊

ch‘iang

With effort


	
恕

shu

mutuality (v.)


	
而

êrh

and


	
行

hsing

behave,


	
求

ch‘iu

seek


	
仁

jên

love,


	
莫

mo

nothing


	
近 焉

chin yen

nearer.”





VII-II-25. 


	

	
浩

hao

Hao


	
生

shêng

Sheng


	
不

pu

Pu


	
害

hai

Hai


	
問 曰

wên yüeh

asked,


	
樂

yao “

Yao


	
正

chêng

Cheng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
何

ho

what


	
人 也

jên yeh

man ? ”


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
善

shan “

Good


	
人 也

jên yeh,

man,


	
信

hsin

true


	
人 也

jên yeh

man.”




	

	
何

ho “

What


	
謂

wei

is-considered


	
善

shan

good,


	
何

ho

what


	
謂

wei

is-considered


	
信

hsin

true ? ”




	

	
曰

yüeh

Replied, “ The


	
可 欲

k‘o yü

desirable


	
之

chih

is


	
謂

wei

called


	
善

shan

good.




	

	
有 諸 已

yu chu chi

Having-it-in-self


	
之

chih

is


	
謂

wei

called


	
信

hsin

true.




	

	
充 實

ch‘ung shih

Ful-filled


	
之

chih

is


	
謂

wei

called


	
美

mei

beautiful.




	

	
充 實

ch‘ung shih

Ful-filled


	
而

êrh

and


	
有

yu

having


	
光

kuang

light


	
輝

hui

and glory


	
之

chih

is


	
謂

wei

called


	
大

ta

great.




	

	
大

ta

Great


	
而

êrh

and


	
化 之

hua chih

transforming


	
之

chih

is


	
謂

wei

called


	
聖

shêng

holy.




	

	
聖

shêng

Holy


	
而

êrh

and


	
不 可 知

pu k‘o chih

cannot-be-known


	
之

chih

is


	
謂

wei

called


	
神

shên

spirit-like.




	

	
樂

yao

Yao


	
正

chêng

Cheng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
二

êrh

two


	
之

chih

’s


	
中

chung

between


	
四

ssŭ

four


	
之

chih

’s


	
下 也

hsia yeh

below.”





VI–II–13.


	

	
魯

lu

Lu


	
欲

yü

wished


	
使

shih

to let


	
樂

yao

Yao


	
正

chêng

Cheng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu 


	
爲

wei

undertake


	
政

chêng

government.


	
孟

mêng

Meng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
吾

wu

“ I


	
聞

wên

hearing


	
之

chih

of it


	
喜

hsi

glad


	
而

êrh

as to


	
不 寐

pu mei

not-sleep.”




	

	
公

kung

Kung


	
孫

sun

Sun


	
丑

ch‘ou

Ch‘ou


	
曰

yüeh

said,


	
樂

yao

“ Yao


	
正

chêng

Cheng


	
子

tzŭ

Tzu


	
強

ch‘iang

strong ?


	
乎

hu

”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
否

fou

“ No.”


	
有

yu

“ Has


	
知 慮 乎

chih lü hu

wisdom-thought ? ”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
否

fou

“ No.”


	
多

to

“ Much


	
聞

wên

hearing


	
識 乎

shih hu

remembering ? ”


	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
否

fou

“ No.”


	
然

jan

“ If


	
則

tsê

so


	
奚

hsi

why


	爲wei

	
喜

hsi

glad


	
而

êrh

and


	
不

pu

not


	
寐

mei

sleep ? ”




	

	
曰

yüeh

Replied,


	
其

ch‘i

“ He


	
爲

wei

conducts


	
人

jên

himself


	
也

yeh

as


	
好

hao

loving


	
善

shan

good.”
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